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PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH EDITION

The Greek edition of the Mycenaean Acropolis of Athens was published in
1962 and was favourably reviewed by O. Broneer (Gnomon 35, 1963, 708-711,
Archaeology 17, 1964, 70-71), H. W. Catling (JHS 86, 1966, 271-272) and F.
Schachermeyr (Anzeiger fiir die Altertumswissenschaft XIX, 71966, Forschungs-
bericht). Since, however, it was written in Greek it remained largely unread by
non-Greek scholars. Those who dealt with the subject referred as a rule to a
couple of précis of the monograph, published much later, the first as a chapter
in the volume E 1 of Archaeologia Homerica, pp. 193-204 (Gottingen 1976)
and the other as part of my monograph Late Helladic Citadels on Mainland
Greece (Leiden 1983). Thus, the detailed description of the Mycenaean remains
of the Athenian Acropolis — either already known or identified as such by me after
careful investigation and small scale excavations which I had conducted on the
rock — went mainly unnoticed and so did the resulting close argumentation lead-
ing to the conclusions I had arrived at. As a result the Late Helladic citadel of
Athens is still much less known than the other similarly fortified sites of the period.

Time went by with much to do and the idea of a translation was shelved again
and again, until finally I realized that, if I wanted my work to reach a larger pub-
lic, it would have to be translated into the lingua franca of international scholar-
ship, namely English. For this purpose I was fortunate enough to secure the col-
laboration of Dr. Miriam Caskey, an archaeologist in her own right and an expe-
rienced translator of scholarly texts, who produced not a literal metaphrase but
an accurate and at the same time a free English version of the Greek original.

During the years between the publication of the book and its translation very
little has been added to the relevant bibliography. What was written concerned the
west retaining wall of Terrace 111, the arrangement of the West Entrance and the
houses on the NE ascent. The views expressed about them, however, do not take,
in my opinion, account of the archaeological evidence. It became therefore necess-
ary for me to alter some of the footnotes of my original text and add a few
others with my own comments.




PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH EDITION

My thanks are due to the Board of the Athens Archaeological Society and its
Secretary General, Dr. B. Petrakos, who agreed to include this English transla-
tion of my book in the prestigious monograph series of the Society.

My thanks and congratulations go to Mrs Electra Andreadi for her invaluable
editorial assistance. During our close cooperation this book and its author prof-

ited greatly from her long and noted expertise and her meticulous attention to
detail.

SpP. IAKOVIDIS
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PREFACE

The fortified citadel, a characteristically Mycenaean creation, has always
drawn my interest, even in my student days. Of all these citadels the Acrop-
olis of Athens is by far the most difficult to comprehend, for its remains are
few and seemed somehow to demand investigation. The existing bibliography,
moreover, convinced me that there was sufficient material to justify a sys-
tematic study of the subject. Yet, the Acropolis rock itself had to be thor-
oughly explored in order to reach any valid conclusions.

My participation in the excavations of the citadel of Mycenae carried out
by Professor G. Mylonas for the Archaeological Society gave me first-hand
experience with the problems of such citadels and their peculiarities. It was
good training for any exploration that might prove necessary and feasible on
the Acropolis of Athens, where special conditions pertained through long and
continuous use of the place.

To collect and organise the existing material presupposed an examination
of all accessible remains thought to be Mycenaean, so I decided to carry out
minor excavations wherever the fill was not so deep as to cause problems.
Wherever possible, I carefully examined the rock itself, especially along the
north wall. In fact, by excavation, clearing or simple observation, I explored
the entire length of the north wall, the area in front of the Propylaia, all the
space between the Propylaia and the Erechtheion, a number of places east of
the Erechtheion, the rock behind the base of the statue of Athena Promachos
and the space between the Belvedere and the Museum. New measurements
were also needed, either to correct earlier ones or to include in the plans items
hitherto overlooked. A considerable amount of new material came to light in
this way. In some cases chronological information was provided by sherds
found in Mycenaean walls, or in later walls thought to be Mycenaean. The
results of this work are shown in a series of plans accompanying the text. They
are based mainly on Kawerau’s plans, on sheet n® 55 of the Office of Real
Estate Registry of the Ministry of Transportation and Public Works (1929 sur-




PREFACE

vey), on N. D. Ioannitis’ survey of the area around the caves in the northwest
part of the Acropolis rock, on J. Travlos’ plans of the area of Klepsydra and
the northeast descent and on supplementary measurements made by myself.

The research was carried out during the summer of 1960 and winter of
1961. 1 was fortunate in having the valuable assistance of all the authorities.
Everyone I approached for an opinion or for assistance with the various ques-
tions that arose during the course of my work was equally helpful. The Direc-
torate of Antiquities gave me permission to carry out the necessary excava-
tions. The Directorate of Restoration provided the personnel required. The
Director of the Acropolis, J. Miliades and the Ephor G. Dontas, with their
warm interest, contributed in a fundamental way to the unimpeded progress
of the work. Moreover they permitted me to mention finds, as yet unpub-
lished, from excavations at various places on the South Slope. The director of
the Agora excavations, Professor H. Thompson, allowed me to consult the
notebooks of the excavation in the Klepsydra area and, with his colleague E.
Vanderpool, made it possible for me to examine the sherds found there, most
of them unpublished. J. Travlos, architect of the American excavations, placed
his plan of that area at my disposal together with all the relevant information
I requested. That veteran researcher and Acropolis expert, G. Stevens, called
my attention to the existence of a Mycenaean terrace behind the base of the
Athena Promachos, made many suggestions and gave me also much valuable
advice. Professor A. Orlandos provided me with information about the S side
of the tower of the west entrance which he had uncovered, and gave me per-
mission to make measured drawings of it. Professor G. Mylonas allowed me
to use various conclusions about details of the excavations at Mycenae, as yet
unpublished. Moreover, he kindly read the manuscript of my study, and found
time for discussion. I profited much from his valuable advice. To Professor O.
Broneer I owe much significant information, mostly in connection with the
chronological evidence, not only from his own discoveries but also from the
finds of Kolbe and Balanos, of which he had personal knowledge. E. Fiandra
of the Italian Archaeological School, the discoverer of the Mycenaean well in
the area of the Stoa of Eumenes, allowed me to refer to her still unpublished
find. The Ministry of Transportation and Public Works provided me with a
copy of the topographical plan of Athens that includes the Acropolis and the
area around it. The General Staff of the Air Force gave me an aerial photo-
graph of the area. From the Archaeological Society I received a full set of the

12




PREFACE

plates that had been used for the publication of the Acropolis excavations,
including Kawerau’s plans. J. Bandekas, topographer and civil engineer,
undertook and completed the chief measurements needed for the new survey
of the area. The German Archaeological Institute furnished me with pho-
tographs from their archive of the great excavation of the Acropolis. Profes-
sor P. Mylonas, of the Polytechnical School of Fine Arts, gave me a photo-
graph of the section of the Mycenaean wall south of the Propylaia, taken
before the installation of floodlights and wires that hide it now.

Professor Sp. Marinatos, who approved the choice of subject and followed
the course of the entire research with lively interest, introduced the thesis
when I presented it to the Philosophical School of the University of Athens
in June, 1961. His advice and suggestions were invaluable contributions to my
efforts. To all those mentioned above, I give my warmest thanks for the assist-
ance they so willingly provided.

Sp. IAKOVIDIS
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INTRODUCTION

The Acropolis of Athens is known chiefly from its Classical buildings and
from the works of art in general that were within its area in historical times.
Yet, long before, in an era that was mythical even to the ancient Athenians
themselves and remembered only fragmentarily through tradition, the Acrop-
olis was already“ inhabited and it was the seat of rulers. Through the myths
and traditions that have come down to us, we discern the efforts of the kings
of Athens, first to hold on to their position in Athens itself and then in Attica
as well. At the same time there were struggles with Eleusis and difficulties
with Crete during her temporary hegemony over their land.

As we now know, a citadel stood on the rock in Late Helladic times. It was
clearly planned, with strong fortification walls. Here lived the ruler and some
of his subjects. At the end of Mycenaean times, the other Mycenaean citadels
and settlements were destroyed by fire and subsequently deserted. As a result
of conflagration and the fill that built up after their abandonment, much has
been preserved, so much, in fact, that we know more today than did the
Ancients themselves. Yet the Acropolis of Athens was untouched by such a
catastrophe and it continued to be used without a break. The claim of the
Athenians that the Dorians never took their land clearly is correct. From that
time on, the Mycenaean buildings on the rock fell victim to just that contin-
uous use, for they were torn down, rebuilt and continuously altered. The for-
tification wall alone (apart from a number of changes made during Archaic
times) was preserved in its entirety until 479 B.C., when the Persians razed
it.! After this, the last remaining traces of the Mycenaean buildings disap-
peared beneath artificial terracing and foundations in the general reconstruc-
tion of the Acropolis in Classical times. Successive occupants in turn com-

1. Herod. IX 13.
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INTRODUCTION

pleted the destruction, the last being the Turks. So it is that very little has sur-
vived, far less than in the other Mycenaean citadels.

The traces of Mycenaean remains preserved on the rock today are for the
most part inaccessible. Some can hardly be described as specific traces, but
rather as traces of traces. They comprise cuttings in the rock, probable foun-
dation trenches and hints given by the siting and disposition of later buildings
and constructions which, for one reason or another, had to be accommodated
to the Mycenaean remains. Moreover, many remains of Archaic, Mediaeval
and even Turkish times have been wrongly identified as Mycenaean. This has
only added to the confusion. A systematic study and sorting of the existing
material, and new research (of the sort and to the extent noted in the Pref-
ace) were therefore needed to find further evidence to illuminate and sup-
plement what was known already.

The subject has, indeed, attracted scholars from time to time and there is
a certain amount of relevant ancient information as well. With the publica-
tion of various excavations and studies on the Acropolis and the immediate
area, there is now a fairly extensive bibliography. The first half of the present
study is devoted to a commentary on this. The second half gives the results
of my research on the rock itself. On the basis of this research and relevant
excavation reports, I have attempted to compose a picture of the Mycenaean
Acropolis.

16




PART ONE

THE MYCENAEAN ACROPOLIS
IN THE ANCIENT SOURCES
AND IN THE BIBLIOGRAPHY







THE ANCIENT SOURCES*

The ancient sources contain a fair number of references to the Mycenaean
fortifications of the Acropolis,”> yet the concrete information they give is
limited. Most of the references — and certainly the earliest — are indirect. They
refer to the fortifications incidentally and always in relation to something else.
Direct references, in fact, are practically non-existent. They are brief, for the
most part much later, and they are chiefly by lexicographers, whose depend-
ency on older indirect sources is evident enough.

All the ancient sources attribute the fortification walls to the Pelasgians
(or Tyrrhenians),? a people that tradition says were driven out by the Athe-
nians, first from the city area and then out of Attica.* According to Cleidemos,
the Pelasgians levelled the top of the Acropolis rock and surrounded it with
a fortification wall that had nine gates.’ This particular Acropolis fortification,
together with the area it enclosed, is sometimes called the Pelasgikon, with
0,% sometimes the Pelargikon, with p.” In one case, the two spellings are used

* See infra, Appendix I.

2. The relevant ancient sources have
been collected by Jahn - Michaelis, Arx Ath.
pp. 1-23, and by Judeich, Top. p. 52, n. 5.
In particular, the sources referring to the
Pelargikon are quoted by Jahn - Michaelis,
Arx Ath. p. 79, n. to 1. 14, and Wide, Auso-
nia 1912, pp. 195-197.

3. Herod. VI 137 (Hekataios), Aristoph.
Av. 1139 (by allusion), Paus. I 28, 3, Schol.
Aristoph. Av. 832, Bekker, Anecd. Gr. 1 p.
299, 11. 16-18, Hesych. s.v. TTeAaoTikdv and
[MTeAapyikov, Phot. Lexikon s.v. TleAapyi-
Kov. See also Bérard, Stud. Rob. p. 151 f.

4. Herod. VI 137 (Hekataios).

5. Bekker, Anecd. Gr. 1 p. 419, 1. 27, Soui-
da s.v. &eda and fyredilov. The Aeédilov
of Cleidemos is generally taken to mean the
levelling of the rock by trimming it.

6. Kratinos, uncertain fragments, Ed-
monds, n°® 321, corrected by Wilamowitz,
Hermes X1V, p. 183, Par. Chron. 60, Schol.
Aristoph. Lys. 1150, Luc. Pesc. 42, 47, and Bis
Acc. 9, Philostr. Vit. Soph. 11, a, V, Pollux
Onom. VIII 101, Strabo IX 401, Schol. Thuc.
IT 17, Hesych. s.v. TTeAapyikév (where he
corrects it to O).

7. Herod. V 64, Thuc. II 17, Ditten-




THE ANCIENT SOURCES

indiscriminately,® and Hesychios adds the form TTeAaoTikév.’

The distinction between the two given forms, Pelasgikon and Pelargikon,
the determination of one as correct and the way in which one is derived from
the other, lies in the realm of critical examination of the texts and is quite
outside the limits of the present study. I therefore confine myself to a few
remarks.

Recent authors use one form or the other, usually indiscriminately, only a
few giving reasons for their choice. Harrison!” considers Pelargikon to be the
correct form, since she believes the name to be derived from the storks re-
presented on the geison of the Archaic Hekatompedon. None have supported
this peculiar view. Bérard, on the other hand,'! considers the earlier, and
therefore more correct, form to be Pelasgikon, observing that this is the form
given by Herodotos and Hekataios. He notes that the p appears only after
the Peloponnesian War. Yet this is not actually the case. Where Herodotos
refers to the information given by Hekataios,'? the discussion is about the
Pelasgians and the wall they built. The term Pelasgikon or Pelargikon is not
mentioned at all. To the contrary, in his references elsewhere Herodotos uses
the term Pelargikon. Picard!® considers Pelargikon to be correct, as this is the

berger, Sylloge®> n°® 83, Aristoph. Av. 832,
Aristot. Ath. Pol. XIX 5-6, Cleidemos (in
Bekker, Anecd. Gr. 1 p. 419, 1. 27, and
Souida), Bekker, Anecd. Gr. I p. 299, 1. 16-
18, Didymus in Schol. Aristoph. Av. 836,
Dion. Hal. Antig. Rom. A XXVIII, 4, Schol.
Aristoph. Av. 1139, and 832, Eust. Thess.
Schol. Dion. Per. 347.

8. Schol. Luc. Bis Acc. 9.

9. The word TTeAaoTikov: even though
this is probably a spelling error, it should
be noted that the writing of TTeAaoTikOg
rather than TTeAaoyikods occurs in a num-
ber of Homeric manuscripts (Codd. B, L,
T, Iliad 16, 233), where the reference is to
the Dodonean Zeus. According to one

viewpoint, this form is to be connected with
the Epirote toponym TTaAaioTn, which
Kretschmer believes (Glotta 30, 1943, pp.
152-154) to be the probable origin of the
Philistines. These and others have been
compared with the Pelasgians (Ed. Meyer,
Gesch. d. Altertums 11, 1, p. 562). Bérard
too has drawn this parallel between Pelas-
gians and Philistines on the basis of the
Athenian toponym (Stud. Rob. p. 148). On
the subject as a whole, see G. L. Huxley,
Early Sparta (London 1962) p. 98.

10. P.A. pp. 25-29.

11. Stud. Rob. pp. 144-150.

12. Herod. VI 137.

13. L’Acropole 1 p. 11.




THE ANCIENT SOURCES

term used in the Sth century inscriptions. Miller too employed the same argu-
ment basing it on other sources as well.!4

An examination of the sources shows that apart from the fragment of
Cratinos (528-423 B.C.), all the others using the form Pelasgikon are signifi-
cantly later. The earliest of all is the Parian Chronicle (264/3 B.C.). The others
are datable to the time of Christ (Strabo, 67 B.C.-A.D. 23) and later. The
Cratinos fragment, as it has reached us, is corrupt,’ so it may well be that
the term Pelasgikon is not in its original form. In any case, all the fifth cen-
tury B.C. writers use the form Pelargikon. Texts are always liable to uncon-
trolled alteration but the inscription of 423/2 B.C.!¢ provides concrete evi-
dence that the Athenians of Classical times used the form Pelargikon. This,
therefore, is more likely to be correct.

Thus, Pelargikon; but what was the exact meaning of the term according
to the Ancients? Rather than simply mentioning the word, the following
sources give some actual information.

Herodotos!” refers to it as the fortification wall surrounding the Acropolis.
The same author'® narrates that when the Athenian democrats, aided by
Cleomenes, the king of Sparta, made a stand against the tyranny of the sons
of Peisistratos, the tyrants took refuge within the Pelargikon, where they were
besieged. He adds that the stronghold proved impregnable because the defend-
ants had provided themselves with food and water. The same information is
to be found in the Parian Chronicle."” Aristophanes alludes to it,’ while Aris-
totle?! adds that Hippias, besieged within the Pelargikon and obliged in the
end to surrender and to leave Athens, handed over the Acropolis to the Athe-
nians. According to these sources, therefore, Acropolis and Pelargikon were
synonymous. A parallel notice is to be found in Thucydides?? account that
when Kylon and his companions plotted to seize power in Athens, they forti-
fied themselves and were besieged within the Acropolis. If the Peisistratids

14. AJA 1893, p. 482. 19. 1. 60 (ed. Jacoby).
15. Wilamowitz, Hermes X1V, p. 183. 20. Lys. 1150.

16. Dittenberger, Sylloge® n° 83. 21. Ath. Pol. XIX 5-6.
17. VI 137. 22. 1 126.

18. V 64.
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THE ANCIENT SOURCES

used the Pelargikon for fortified protection in 510 B.C., the same holds all
the more for Kylon in 632 B.C.

The fortification itself continued to stand in its entirety down to the Per-
sian Wars. Herodotos? says that the few Athenians who had remained in the
city when the Persians made their incursion in 480 B.C., secured the Acrop-
olis by closing the entrances with doors and beams (8Upnoi Te kai §UAoion).
He goes on to say that while the enemy, shooting firebrands from the Areo-
pagus, burned the wooden barricades, this small band successfully held their
own until some Persians succeeded in scaling the rock near the sanctuary of
Aglauros. Since the rock at that point was precipitous it had been left unpro-
tected; it was éumrpoofe ... PO TTNs AKpoTrOAlos, dTriole 8¢ TOV TTUALwY
kal TTs &vodou- (in front of the Acropolis, behind the gates and the ascent).
In this way the attackers managed to take the Acropolis, killing the defend-
ers and burning the sanctuaries. The following year, the destruction was com-
pleted by Mardonios who, on leaving Athens, systematically knocked down,
burned and buried whatever of the sanctuaries, buildings and walls were still
standing.?*

Thus the fortification of the Acropolis, the Pelargikon, which encircled the
rock,” had its gates and approach at the west?® and was a functioning strong-
hold until the time of the Persian Wars. Before this, Peisistratos had used it
as his headquarters during his tyranny.?’ It was systematically and totally
destroyed by the troops of Mardonios in 479 B.C.

After this catastrophe, the Acropolis fortification walls were built anew by
Themistocles and Kimon along the line preserved today. What was left of the
old fortification was buried beneath the fill of Classical times. Even so the
Pelargikon continued to be mentioned, the term now specifying an established
area below the Acropolis, an uninhabited, open and forbidden space.?® That
part of the fortification together with the area it included retained the name,
at least down to Roman Imperial times, while the Acropolis itself ceased to

23. VIII 51-53. 26. Herod. VIII 51-53.
24. Herod. IX 13. 27. Herod. I 59.
25. Herod. VI 137. 28. Thuc. II 17, Schol. Thuc. 11 17.
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THE ANCIENT SOURCES

be known as the Pelargikon.?’ During that time the restricted Pelargikon was
protected both by oracle®® and by legislation®! against all destruction or ex-
ploitation. Yet its importance waned through time, so that by Lucian’s day it
appears no longer to have received any special attention.

It is clear that part of the older fortification system of the Acropolis
remained outside the line of the Classical wall. It was this space, together with
what was left of its progressively disintegrating walls, that retained the old
name of Pelargikon which had once signified the entire rock. Keramopoullos®?
too accepts this interpretation and there can be no doubt that it is correct.

The entire question of the extent and boundaries of the Pelargikon in its
restricted meaning, has been the subject of much serious disagreement in the
bibliography. Most scholars have been interested in it as a problem in itself.
For this reason it is examined further in a separate chapter. To avoid confu-
sion in the present discussion about the Mycenaean wall of the Acropolis, the
wall that existed before the Persians is referred to as the Mycenaean fortifi-
cation wall or the Cyclopean wall. The term Pelargikon is here applied solely
to the section below the Acropolis that remained outside the Classical fortifi-
cation circuit.

In addition to the above sources that refer to the fortification of the Acrop-
olis, there are testimonia referring to the existence of other very ancient con-
structions within the area itself. We are told of the tomb of Kekrops,* at the
SW side of the Erechtheion beside the Porch of the Maidens.** Mentioned
too is a palace of Erechtheus,® as well as the most ancient mythical “tokens”

29. Luc. Pesc. 42-47, Bis Acc. 9, Philostr.
Vii. Soph. 11, a, V.

30. Thuc. II 17.

31. Dittenberger, Sylloge* n° 83, Pollux
Onom. VIII 101.

32. Keramopoullos, PraktAkAth 1932,
pp. 111-112, and Ephemeris 1934/1935, p.
89. See also Frazer, Paus. 11 356, and Dorp-
feld, AM 1911, p. 72.

33. Clem. Al. Protr. 111 45, Theodoretus,
‘EAA. O¢co. mab. mepl TG TV ‘Uaptiowv’ Ti-
uns H, 30, Arnobius, Adv. Nat. V1 6.

3. IG 1 2, 372, 1, 1. 9, 59, 63, 84
(Erechtheum p. 268 f.). See also Erechtheum
pp- 132, 136, 362. On the subject as a whole
see G. Mylonas, Ol Baocthxol tagol pp.
415-422.

35. Hom. Od. 7, 80-81.
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in the area of the Erechtheion:3® the olive tree, the sea of Erechtheus and the
marks left by Poseidon’s trident, which caused water to gush forth from the
rock (or, according to another version, the traces of the lightening strike that
killed Erechtheus).

To summarize, we may conclude from the sources that the ancient Athe-
nians believed that during the time associated by tradition with the period we
now call Mycenaean, the Acropolis had fortification walls that had been built
by the Pelasgians. Within these walls, on the levelled top of the rock, stood
the palace of one of the mythical kings, Erechtheus, the tomb of another,
Kekrops, and tokens of the presence of the gods and their rivalry for patron-
age of Athens: the olive tree, the sea and marks left by the trident or the thun-
derbolt. All these things were located in the area later occupied by the
Erechtheion. Outside the fortification walls, and lower down, there was a
walled space that had retained the name Pelargikon from Classical to Roman
times.

36. Herod. VIII 55, Paus. I 26, 5; 1 27, Hesych. s.v. wm&ykugos and &oTt) éAaia
2, Apoll. Bibl. 1II 178, Strabo IX 396,
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EXCAVATIONS AND RESEARCH

Over the years, various excavations and studies have been carried out on
the Acropolis. Listed below are those which have resulted in the discovery and
identification of prehistoric finds in general and, in particular, Mycenaean.

1835-1836

1852-1853

1864-1867

1876-1877

1880

Ross, with the help of Schaubert and Hansen, carries out excava-
tions on the krepis of the Parthenon, reaching the Mycenaean
level, which he observes, without, however, recognising it as such;
he characterises it as “schwarze feste Erdart.” (L. Ross, Archdo-
logische Aufsdtze 1, 1855, p. 89.)

Beulé explores the entrance to the Acropolis. He mentions the
part of the wall that is S of the Propylaia, attributing it to the Pe-
largikon, and he finds the traces of the Mycenaean ascent west of
the bastion of Athena Nike. (E. Beulé, L ’Acropole d’Athénes 1,
Paris 1853, pp. 83, 85.)

The Acropolis Museum is built. Recovered in the excavations
made in order to set its foundations are Mycenaean terracotta fig-
urines and pottery decorated with bands and tentacles. (W. Hel-
big, Bulletino dell’Instituto di Corrispondenza Archeologica 1875, p.
137.)

Excavations by the Archaeological Society on the S slope of the
Acropolis. A prehistoric (?) tomb is found W of the Asklepieion.
(Praktika 1876-1877, pp. 31-32.)%’

Bohn, in his studies of the Propylaia, refers to the section of the
wall to the S of it, and attributes it to the Pelargikon. He connects
it with the part of the Mycenaean bastion beneath the temple of

37. See also Skias, Ephemeris 1902, p. 123, n. 1.
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1885-1890

1897

1902

1909

1915

1905-1920

Athena Nike that is visible through the opening left in the north
side of the Classical enveloping wall, and the section of the
Archaic crowning of the bastion further east, near the steps. He
notes also the traces of the ascent uncovered by Beulé.?® (R. Bohn,
Die Propylien der Akropolis zu Athen, Berlin-Stuttgart 1882, pp. 15,
16, 29.)

The Archaeological Society, represented by Kavvadias and Ka-
werau, carries out systematic excavations on the Acropolis. They
discover practically all the Mycenaean remains. (P. Kavvadias - G.
Kawerau, ‘H avaoxa@n t1j¢ Axpomorews amo tov 1885 uéyot tov
1890, Athens 1906.)%

Kavvadias excavates the area of the caves on the NW part of the
Acropolis rock. He identifies the caves of Pan and Apollo and dis-
covers the steps of the NW descent, some remains of the sup-
porting walls connected with these, and a section of the N wall
without either recognising or referring to it. He discovers also the
beginning of the descent to the North Fountain. (P. Kavvadias,
Ephemeris 1897, pp. 1-32, pl. 1.)

Excavation by Skias of a Middle Helladic grave mound on the S
slope. (A. Skias, Ephemeris 1902, pp. 123-130.)

Exploration by Koster in the area of the caves. He notes a num-
ber of traces which he attributes to the Pelargikon. (A. Koster,
Das Pelargikon, Strassburg 1909.)

Pelekides publishes some prehistoric and Mycenaean pottery from
the Acropolis. (E. Pelekides, Deltion 1915, suppl. pp. 35-37.)

Exploration of the Erechtheion by the American School of Clas-
sical Studies. Discovery of Mycenaean remains in and around the
foundations. (G. P. Stevens, J. M. Paton, L. D. Caskey, H. N.

38. Beulé, L’Acropole p. 85. BCH 1888, pp. 244-245, Montelius, VHAM
39. See also AM 1886, pp. 162-169; 1889, pp. 46-60.
1887, pp. 141-142; 1888, pp. 107-108, 228,
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1922

1923

1925

1927-1928

1931

1931-1932

1933-1934

Fowler, The Erechtheum, Cambridge, Mass. 1927, pp. 13-14, 122,
126, 138-142, 424-429, 580-581.)

Excavations of the Italian School of Archaeology on the S slope,
with Neolithic, Early Helladic and Middle Helladic finds. (D. Levi,
Abitazioni preistoriche sulle pendici meridionali dell’Acropoli,
ASAtene 13/14, 1930-1931, pp. 411-498.)%

On the occasion of restoration work being carried out on the
Erechtheion and exploration in that area, Holland re-excavates
the Mycenaean foundation discovered by Kavvadias beneath the
paving N of the Erechtheion, and studies the other remains in the
area. (L. B. Holland, AJ4 1924, pp. 1-23, 142-169, 402-434.)

The prehistoric pottery from the Acropolis is published. (Graef-
Langlotz [Wolters], Die Antiken Vasen von der Akropolis zu Athen
I, Berlin 1925.)

Keramopoullos explores the N, W and S lower slopes of the
Acropolis. He identifies the cave of Zeus Olympios. (A. Kera-
mopoullos, Deltion 1929, pp. 73-101, PraktAkAth 1932, pp. 110-
124, Ephemeris 1934/1935, pp. 85-116, pls 1-3.)

Excavation of the N slope is initiated by Broneer. The sanctuary
of Eros and Aphrodite is discovered and identified. (O. Broneer,
Hesperia 1, 1932, pp. 31-55.)

Broneer finds the continuation of the NE ascent outside the Clas-
sical wall, covered over in places by floors of Mycenaean houses.
(O. Broneer, Hesperia 11, 1933, pp. 329-417, pl. XI.)

Revelation of the NE ascent is completed as far as the Peripatos
and more houses are found. (O. Broneer, Hesperia IV, 1935, pp.
109-188, pl. 1.)

40. See also BdA 1922-1923, p. 278 f., 1924-1925, p. 88 f.
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1936

1936

1936-1939

1937

1937-1938

1937-1939

1938

1939

1940

Stevens publishes the results of his work on the terrace by the base
of the statue of Athena Promachos. (G. P. Stevens, Hesperia V,
1936, pp. 499-519.)

Broneer explores the E cave. (O. Broneer - M. Z. Pease, Hespe-
ria V, 1936, pp. 247-272.)

Balanos, while restoring the bastion of Athena Nike, discovers the
Mycenaean bastion inside it. Welter also takes part in the work.
After Balanos’ retirement, the work is continued by Orlandos, who
brings to light the rest of the S side of the bastion. (N. Balanos,
Ephemeris 1937, I [Athens 1956], pp. 785-791, 795-800, pl. 1, G.
Welter, A4 1939, pp. 1-22.)

Prehistoric pottery is collected during the course of excavations on
the N slope (H. Hansen, Hesperia VI, 1937, pp. 539-570.)

Broneer discovers and excavates the North Fountain. (O. Broneer,
AJA 1938, pp. 445-450, Hesperia V11, 1938, pp. 168-170; and VIII,
1939, pp. 317-433.)

Excavations of the American School of Classical Studies in the
Klepsydra area, resulting in the discovery of Neolithic, Early Hel-
ladic, Middle Helladic and Late Helladic wells. (T. L. Shear, Hes-
peria V11, 1938, pp. 335-338; VIII, 1939, p. 221; IX, 1940, pp. 297-
298, figs 38-39.)

Kolbe explores the Mycenaean wall by the SW corner of the
Parthenon and E of the Museum and collects material that dates
it. (W. Kolbe, 44 1939, pp. 227-236, FuF 1939, pp. 393-394 and
427-429, Bericht iiber den VI Internationalen Kongress fiir Archdolo-
gie, Berlin 1940, pp. 344-346, pl. 27a-b, Research and Progress 1940,
pp. 253-259.)

Exploration of the N slope continues. (O. Broneer, AJA 1940, pp.
252-256.)

The American School of Classical Studies excavates the Klepsy-
dra, recovering a few Mycenaean finds. (T. L. Shear, Hesperia X,
1941, p. 7, A. W. Parsons, Hesperia XII, 1943, pp. 191-267.)
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1946 Stevens publishes the results of his research in the area of the
entrance to the Acropolis. (G. P. Stevens, Hesperia XV, 1946, pp.
73-79, 102.)

There are thus two important landmarks in the exploration of the Myce-
naean Acropolis: first, the general excavation of the rock during the years
1885-1890, when most of the preserved remains were brought to light; second,
the period of 1932-1939, when, through the work of Broneer, Kolbe, the
American School of Classical Studies and Balanos, the picture was filled in
with the addition of finds from the N slope, the continuation of the NE ascent,
the North Fountain and the tower inside the bastion of Athena Nike. With
the material that was carefully collected and published, it was now possible
for the first time to date the construction of the Mycenaean fortification. It is
clear that these two landmarks in time must be seriously considered in any
judgement of past attempts to reconstruct the Mycenaean Acropolis.
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THE MYCENAEAN ACROPOLIS
IN THE BIBLIOGRAPHY

Theories about the form of the Acropolis in Prehistoric times were circu-
lating even before the Acropolis had been excavated. Concrete evidence lack-
ing, these theories were based chiefly on literary sources and on the few access-
ible remains that were thought to be prehistoric. The various theories are
indeed far from the actual state of affairs as known today,*' but it should be
remembered that the Mycenaean civilisation was not yet really understood.

Two axioms were generally accepted at that time and on these all the the-
ories were based. The first was that the fortification, equated with the Pe-
largikon and, according to Cleidemos, with nine gates, was below the Acrop-
olis and included also the cave of Pan. The second was that the Acropolis
fortification took in the city as well, that is, the inhabited area of Athens.
The first axiom was based on the ancient sources; the second was inferred by
analogy with historical times, but in ignorance of Mycenaean practice, which
was to leave the settlements themselves unfortified. Thus, three hypotheses
were possible: 1) the inhabited area was confined to the Acropolis, 2) the
Pelargikon extended to include the known area of ancient Athens, or else, 3)
a solution between these two, that the centre was the Acropolis and that there
was an area around it or next to it, the position and boundaries of which were
defined in accordance with various ideas including the location each scholar
might choose for the Eleusinion. Leake came out in favour of the first hypoth-
esis, according to which the Pelargikon comprised the Acropolis in itself and
the NW area of the slopes where the cave of Pan was located.*? Also in favour
of the first hypothesis were K. O. Miiller, who accepted the Pelargikon as the

41. Nearly all are presented by Judeich, 42. Topography pp. 309-315.
Top. pp. 113-114.
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fortification of the NW end of the rock, the most vulnerable part of the Acrop-
olis, Ross, who located the Pelargikon in front of the Acropolis,* Beulé,
who considered the Pelargikon to be the fortification of the W side of the
rock with nine consecutive gates,* Bursian, who had approximately the same
conception as Beulé,* and Wachsmuth, likewise agreeing with this arrange-
ment.*’ In support of the second argument were Welcker, who came out with
the idea of two separate Pelargikons, one on the Pnyx and one on the Acrop-
olis,* Goéttling, who located the Pelargikon on the Pnyx,* and Wilamowitz-
Mollendorff, who believed that the Pelargikon was the old city wall, and that
it protected the area from the Areopagus to Hadrian’s Gate.>® The third the-
ory was accepted by Unger, who distinguished the Pelargikon as an inhabited
area on the SW slopes from the Pelargikon as a fortification on the E part of
the rock,”! Davidson,>? E. Curtius,>? and A. Botticher,>* all of whom considered
the Pelargikon to be a fortification taking in the lower slopes of the rock.

The excavations of 1885-1890, during which most of the Mycenaean
remains of the Acropolis were found, put an end to these hypotheses and specu-
lations. There was now enough specific evidence and it could not be disre-
garded. The sections of the fortification wall that had survived were enough
to give a general idea of the overall arrangement, and in particular to show
precisely where the citadel of Mycenaean times should be sought. The vari-
ous walls, graves and the ceramic finds added an indisputable assemblage of
material to the records of the ancient authors. So, if they presented fresh
problems to scholars, they provided at the same time a new basis on which to
found their theories.

43. Ersch u. Gruber 1, Sect. VI, 229 f., Athen.

and appendix to the German translation of 50. Burg u. Stadt pp. 97-172.
Leake (Halle 1829) p. 466. 51. Sitzungsber. Akad. Miinchen 1874,
44. Die Pnyx und das Pelargikon (1853).  pp. 263-351.
45. L’Acropole pp. 80-84. 52. The Parthenon Frieze and Other
46. Philol. 1854, pp. 643 f. Essays (1882) p. 147 f.
47. Die Stadt Athen pp. 387-392. 53. SBBerlin 1884, pp. 499-512, and Ge-
48. AbhBerlin 1852, p. 267 f., RhM 1856,  sammelte Abhandlungen 1 (1894) pp. 435-450.
p. 30 £, 581 f. 54. Akropolis pp. 56-61.

49. Das Pelargikon und die Pnyx in
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The existence of a fortification wall similar to other Mycenaean fortifica-
tion walls, which were already becoming well known, had been adequately
demonstrated. It remained to determine its precise extent and arrangement.
To begin with, there had been the idea that the Acropolis was fortified only
in those places where remains of the wall were preserved and wherever the
rock was easily accessible. Elsewhere, the rock was thought to have been quar-
ried in order to make it inaccessible. This idea was supported by Lolling,>
Harrison,>® and E. Curtius,”” who demonstrated also the existence of a palace
in the area of the Erechtheion, with houses for the courtiers to the W of it.
It was soon understood, however, that this perception of the fortification sys-
tem was mistaken, and that the wall, just as Herodotos said,’® went around
the entire brow of the rock. The sections found were now seen as parts of an
entire circuit, which had not survived, but had been destroyed during the
building of the Classical fortification, which, especially along the N side, fol-
lowed the course of the Mycenaean wall. This opinion was developed by
Miller,”® who attributed the quarrying of the rock in the area of the Askle-
pieion to an attempt by the builders of the wall to prevent scaling by attack-
ers. He located the palace in the area of the Erechtheion, with courtiers’
houses to the west. Of this opinion also were Belger,” Dorpfeld,®! Tsountas,®?
and Harrison.”> D’Oodge®* too was in complete agreement with these new
ideas. The above studies, however, were confined to general observations,
unsupported and without giving details.

The first attempt to determine the line of the Mycenaean wall and to date
its construction was made by Koster (Fig. 1). Koster believed that it was dat-
able in the 2nd millennium B.C. and that it ran around the entire surface of
the rock. On the W side he proposed a straight line continuing along from
the section preserved S of the Propylaia. He did not accept the existence here

55. Topographie p. 337. 61. RhM 1896, p. 131.

56. M. and M. p. 536. 62. ‘H Axpomodis t@v Abnvav pp. 5-
57. Stadigesch. p. 45. 11.

58. VI 137. 63. P.A. pp. 13-15.

59. AJA 1893, pp. 476-484. 64. Acropolis pp. 21-23.

60. BerlPhilolWoch 1894, p. 16 f.
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Fig. 1. The Mycenaean Acropolis according to Koster (Pelargikon pl. IVb).

of an entrance, and he categorically rejected the possibility that there was a
bastion in this place. According to Koster, there was an entrance at the NW,
where in Classical times a stairway led to the caves and communicated with
the Klepsydra. He deduced the shape of this entrance from the section of the
Prehistoric wall preserved next to the Classical stairway. With the descent
leading to the caves he connected traces of walls, which he believed to be parts
of terrace walls supporting the last part of a ramp. The main entrance he
believed was the one on the NE next to the Erechtheion, which in the begin-
ning, as he says, continues along the rock toward the W, later turning toward
the S. In addition he claimed that toward the end of the second millennium
B.C., the fortification was extended westwards in order to include the Pelar-
gikon in the pre-existing fortification. The NE gate was then abandoned and
another one was opened to the west.®> Kavvadias agreed with these conclu-
sions.%

65. Pelargikon, especially pp. 5-16, 27 66. I1poiotogixn Agyatoroyia p. 300.
and pl. IVb.
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Koster’s observations are in general sound but inadequate. His conclusions
are arbitrary and occasionally contrary to fact. Specifically, they run counter
to the rock formation. Thus, the line he suggests for the N leg of the
Pelargikon®” runs right through the cave of Pan; the change in orientation of
the NE ascent toward the S is impossible because the rock is precipitous in
that place, and also because, as we shall see, that passage is blocked by the
Mycenaean wall. The point in his study that aroused the most opposition, how-
ever, was the form of the W side of the fortification. Heberdey®® disagreed on
the basis of Kawerau’s observations on the interior of the Pinakotheke and
on the fill of the Archaic cistern to the north of it. He showed that the W wall
formed a curve taking in the area of the Pinakotheke and that there was an
entrance that had been hidden by the Classical Propylaia. Pfuhl® had similar
reservations.

Even so, the work of Koster was a serious contribution to the study of the
Mycenaean Acropolis and it was generally accepted that the fortification wall
circumscribed the top of the rock along the line indicated by the sections of
the wall preserved.”® After its publication, discussion turned to details, espe-
cially to the plan of the west entrance.

The next and perhaps most important contribution to the entire subject
was L. B. Holland’s study of the Mycenaean remains in the area of the Erech-
theion. Availing himself of the opportunity provided by the Americans’ study
of the Erechtheion, he excavated anew the wall covered over by the slab
paving to the north of that building. He dated it, and at the same time exam-
ined the other prehistoric buildings in the area.”! With acute observation,
architectural for the most part, he divided these walls into three consecutive
phases, attributing them not to the palace itself, but to terraces on which the
palace had been built and to the remains of a bastion protecting the gate to
which the approach led. Judging by the construction of the wall that closed it

67. Pelargikon pl. IVb. and Schede, Die Burg von Athen p. 10.

68. OJh 1910, pp. 1-4, fig. 1. 71. AJA 1924, pp. 1-23, 142-169, 402-
69. BerlPhilolWoch 1911, pp. 299-307. 434.

70. See Frazer, Paus. II pp. 355-356,
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Fig. 2. The arrangement of the area of the NE ascent according to Holland (AJA
1924, 11, fig. 2).

off (Fig. 2), he recognised quite rightly that the gateway had already been
blocked during Mycenaean times. From traces on the poros slabs of the foun-
dation of the N wall of the Erechtheion and two small sections of limestone
wall,”? he determined the existence of yet another Mycenaean terrace wall and
suggested that the area N of the Erechtheion had been used as a sort of arena
for sacred ceremonies, comparable to the steps of the palace at Phaistos.
Based on the interaxes of the two preserved poros column bases, which he
accepted as Mycenaean, he located the palace, specifically the palace me-
garon, in the area S of the Erechtheion. He recognised, furthermore, that
some of the walls found W of the Erechtheion and interpreted as prehistoric
foundations of courtiers’ houses, were in fact much later, probably even Medi-
aeval. He dated the construction of the foundation north of the Erechtheion,
which he excavated down to the first phase of the supporting walls, and the
bastion by the entrance, to the 15th century B.C., on the basis of pottery from
both these excavations. He showed that the fortification wall (which was not
precisely dated) was significantly later.

72. See also Erechtheum pp. 137-142.
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Holland’s study was extremely important. This was the first time that such
acute and bold observations had been made, based on a method that was obvi-
ously correct and original. Recognition that most of the walls were terrace
walls contributed significantly to a correct interpretation of the remains NE
of the Erechtheion. Yet the fact that the entire work was carried out on the
basis of plans rather than on the few remaining and accessible walls them-
selves, led to a number of misconceptions. Moreover, his bold reconstruction
of the palace on the basis of very few facts, cast doubt on his other conclu-
sions; doubts which, it must be noted, never took the form of concrete objec-
tions. Holland based his work on two assumptions: that the walls NE of the
Erechtheion were all Mycenaean, and that the poros bases, which he attrib-
uted to the megaron of the palace, were both Mycenaean and in situ. As we
shall see below, these assumptions were mistaken and, as a result, his con-
clusions were not always right. Yet his publications constitute the most seri-
ous study of the Mycenaean remains on the Acropolis up to his time, if only
because he determined that the walls were terrace walls, to be distinguished
from the later fortification wall, and because he was the first to express justi-
fiable doubts that the walls of the so-called “settlement of the Eupatridai”
were really Mycenaean.

After Holland, nothing significant was added to the subject. Picard
accepted that the rock was surrounded by a strong fortification wall that in its
western part followed virtually a straight line, with a main entrance on the NE
and a second one on the NW leading to the Klepsydra. He accepted also that
to this wall, which surrounded the palace and dwellings of the aristocracy, the
Pelargikon and an entrance to the W were added during the 11th and 10th
centuries B.C.”> His argument was simply a combination of Koster’s theories
with Holland’s observations. Judeich’* cautiously confined himself to some
general observations and Dorpfeld” contributed nothing new to the discus-
sion.

73. L’Acropole 1 pp. 11, 19-20. 75. Alt Ath. p. 3.
74. Top. pp. 54-55, 114, 115.
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The discoveries of the period 1932-1939 added much important material.
Three serious problems were resolved: the formation of the W entrance, the
water supply of the fortress and the date of the Cyclopean wall. The discov-
eries of 1932-1939, moreover, contributed greatly to the general picture of the
Mycenaean Acropolis. As might be expected, the publication of these discov-
eries was followed by works of a general nature. None of these explored the
subject of the Mycenaean Acropolis as a whole. Instead, they all were limited
to inserting the new finds into the old frameworks or to examining various
special subjects, particularly those arising from the addition of the new finds.
Thus Welter, after the discovery of the Mycenaean bastion under the temple
of Athena Nike, argued in favour of connecting it with the already known for-
tification system of the W side. At the same time he proposed an arrange-
ment of the nine gates which went against the facts.”® Stevens, on finding the
traces of a Mycenaean terrace wall behind the base of the statue of the Pro-
machos, restored the entire western part of the terrace wall”’ without, how-
ever, connecting it with the rest of the terracing, the existence of which had
already been demonstrated by Holland. He examined and also drew the W
entrance of the fortification in connection with the bastion that had been
found and the trace of the W fortification wall, which he discovered in situ.”®
His solution was far more logical and plausible than Welter’s. Yet it had a
serious drawback in that it left the bastion isolated and unconnected with the
wall.

To these studies we should perhaps add a restored drawing of the Myce-
naean wall shown by Dinsmoor in a text referring to the Archaic Acropolis.”
The wall is shown in general along the line accepted by Koster, with one
change in the layout of the NW part, which runs in a direction suggested by
the Archaic propylon.

Broneer’s observations,® based primarily on the discovery of the North
Fountain and the NE approach, are completely sound. He approached the prob-

76. AA 1939, pp. 7-9, fig. 4. 79. AJA 1947, fig. 3, p. 122.
77. Hesperia V, 1936, pp. 499-503, 519. 80. AJA 1948, pp. 111-112, and Antiquity
78. Hesperia XV, 1946, pp. 73-79, fig. 2. 1956, pp. 9-13.
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lem of the historical sequence of events with arguments based on a thorough
knowledge of the material, concluding that the wall should be dated in the
13th century. His publications, however, are devoted chiefly to the history of
the period rather than to the morphological development of the Acropolis.
Bérard, interested mainly in a critical study of the ancient sources and the his-
torical problems connected with the descent of the Dorians, was not con-
cerned with a synthesis of the material except along very general lines.®! In
her work on ancient Athens, Hill noted the various remains that had been dis-
covered without giving reasons for the way she relates them. In the accom-
panying plan the W bastion remains unconnected to the fortification wall, and
the NE entrance follows the turn toward the south that had been proposed
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Fig. 3. The Acropolis of late Mycenaean times according to Travlos
(IToAeod. fig. 7).

by Koster. Finally, Travlos®? believed that the wall had two periods of con-
struction. In the first, the wall takes in the top of the rock and goes back to
the 15th century B.C., with one entrance at the W and another one where the

81. Stud. Rob. pp. 135-159. 82. IloAeod. pp. 22, 24-26, fig. 7.
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NE approach ends. In the second period, in the 13th century B.C., the wall
circumscribes the entire rock. During this time the existing NE entrance is
closed, the NW postern gate toward the caves is opened and the W bastion
is built; the bastion he connects to the straight section of wall to the E of it,
i.e. to the piece preserved today S of the Propylaia. As for the rest, he defines
the course of the wall more or less along the accepted line (Fig. 3).

In general, the studies published after the researches of 1932-1939, which
brought about a real change in established perception, are those concerned
with the plan of the W entrance and especially with the incorporation of the
newly discovered bastion into the fortification system. For the rest, the dis-
covery of the North Fountain solved the problem of how the Acropolis was
supplied with water and the findings of Broneer and of Kolbe contributed to
the correct dating of the wall. Its line, however, was not modified, nor was
any attempt made to study that problem in detail.
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It should be clear from the above that the ancient sources alone cannot
give a complete picture of the Mycenaean Acropolis. As is evident from pub-
lications before the big excavation of the Acropolis, the literary sources con-
tain only general information that may be interpreted in various ways, often
contradictory.

Yet the progress of research has led many scholars, especially during the
past few years, to examine a number of special topics. Most of this work has
been carried out with meticulous attention to detail. The results have been
exceptionally interesting but, as a rule, they pertain to special questions being
studied by the particular scholar at the time. The material collected in that
way was valuable and it contributed much topographical and chronological
information. Yet serious gaps remained, which no one undertook to examine.
To some extent this was due to the acceptance of various ideas, which were
given the authority of self-evident truth by time and constant repetition.

To date, two studies only rank as basic works: Koster’s book about the
Mycenaean wall and Holland’s publications on the area of the palace and on
one section of the wall. Koster was corrected on many basic points immedi-
ately after the publication of his work and subsequent discoveries showed him
to be mistaken. Holland had so little factual evidence as a basis for a number
of problems, that his views were met with considerable reserve.

Whether or not their conclusions were correct, will subsequently be shown.
Yet it is a fact that since then there has been no other systematic examina-
tion or analysis of the evidence as a whole.

That the Acropolis was walled during the Mycenaean period by a continu-
ous fortification, of which quite a few stretches have been preserved, is gen-
erally accepted. The main entrance to the fortification was at the W where it
was protected by a strong bastion. The construction of the North Fountain
made it self-sufficient in drinking water. On the N side of the plateau at the
top of the rock, where the Erechtheion later stood, a system of terraces sup-
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posedly supported the palace. W of that complex are walls attributed to build-
ings of the same time. The tombs and house foundations that were found at
various other places on the rock suggest that the area was systematically inhab-
ited. In addition, ancient tradition holds that some of the most ancient sanc-
tuaries of Athens were in this same area. There is also the question of the
exact location, extent and boundaries of the Pelargikon, a problem that has
led to much discussion and to which most of the bibliography is devoted.

In the following pages these problems will be examined on the basis of
actual remains throughout the area in order to compose a picture of the Myce-
naean Acropolis based as much as possible on tangible and verifiable facts.
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PART TWO

THE MYCENAEAN ACROPOLIS
ON THE BASIS OF THE FINDS







THE ROCK

The Acropolis rock consists of a large ellipsoidal mass of cretaceous -
upper jurasic limestone with neritic traces over a layer of Athenian schist
(kimilia). To the W and E there are deposits of breccia adhering to limestone,
which elsewhere is deposited on the argillaceous schist mass in surface slides.®
The soft argillaceous schist layers on which the limestone is deposited have
been eroded by moisture. As a result, pieces of the rock have pulled apart
from time to time and broken off from the main mass, thus creating its pre-
cipitous slopes. The N side of the rock is the most exposed to the effects of
weather, and here the erosion is more evident and has progressed further.
This destruction is continuous so that technical buttressing has been necess-
ary in many places. It is erosion of this sort that has formed the various caves,
large and small, in the rock.

The precipitous slopes, which make the Acropolis the best natural strong-
hold of the area, have not the same formation everywhere. At approximately
the middle of the W side, the gradient is less and the schist lower down slopes
also gently uphill. Thus the incline here is gradual and this side provides the
only relatively accessible approach to the rock. At the SW corner, however,
there is a projection toward the W which is quite steep (Plan 1, 1), and at the
NW corner the projecting rock drops off almost vertically (Plan 1, 2).

The N side is the steepest and the most eroded. Toward the W end, below
the brow of the rock itself, there is a second lower and narrower level space,
opening along the face of which are a series of caves (Plan 1, 3). Three of
these were later dedicated to the cults of Apollo, Zeus Olympios and Pan.
From the surface of this level area a rather uneven ascent leads eastward to
the top of the rock, where later one of the entrances in the wall was built.

To the E, this small level stretch is closed by a high and narrow piece of
the rock. This eroded down to the bottom, broke off and came to rest at a

83. See especially Philippson, Die griechischen Landschaften 1, 3, pp. 894-895.
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slight angle (Plan 1, 4), so that the top of it leans almost entirely on the main
mass, while the bottom rests further out (Fig. 4). The space opened between
this and the rock itself is wide enough to form a passage, which is narrower
toward the W. Toward the E, it widens out to form a cave-like opening in the
spot where the sanctuary of Aglauros has been located. Within this crevice
the North Fountain was opened.

At about the middle of the N side, at the base of the rock where many
large pieces have broken off and slid down from time to time, a deep crevice
opens toward the E (Plan 1, 5) giving access to the top of the rock. From this
point on around to the NE corner the incline is practically vertical. Along the
E side it is gentler, but not enough to be easily passable. At approximately
the middle of this side is the mouth of a large cave (Plan 1, 6), the largest in
the entire rock. The lower part of the S side is practically vertical, excluding
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156,16

EAST-WEST SECTION

NORTH-SOUTH SECTION

Plan 1. The Acropolis rock.
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any possibility of scaling (Plan 1, section N-S). The impression made by this
vertical face is even more striking in the area of the Asklepieion, where the
rock has been quarried, evidently at the same time as the construction of the
sanctuary. At about the middle of the rock face, the incline has a gentle but
definite slope up to an elevation of about 153 m. above sea-level. Here it forms
a second, less marked brow. There is no level ground anywhere on the entire
slope. Opening along it are a few caves, most of them small.

The top of the rock forms a plateau surrounded by precipitous slopes, but
it i1s far from being level. It rises gradually from W to E and less gradually
from S to N (Plan 1, sections E-W, N-S), so that the main plateau occupies
the middle of the rock, levelling out to the NE. Next to this area the rock
makes a small rise, roughly oval in shape, the top of which at 156,16 m. above
sea-level is its highest point.3* Thus the top forms a smaller oblong plateau
bounded on the W, N and E by the edge of the rock, and at the S by the
beginning of the slope to the edge. This plateau is 270 m. long, 94 m. wide
and has an area of around 15.000 sq. m. If to this is added the slope down to
the brow toward the S, the width becomes 140-150 m. and the area increases
to around 23.000 sq. m.

The levels along the brow of the rock on the W side vary from 142,40 m.
at the SW corner to 138,40 m. at the NW. On the N side, they range between

84. Judeich, Top. p. 43, and Travlos, [To-  public areas of Athens (Kavvadias-Kawerau
Aeod. p. 6, accept 156,20 m. as the height, pp. 55-57). That original measurement, how-
based on the measurements of Kiepert, ever, was not correct, and for this reason
made in 1875. These measurements are Kawerau’s measurements in general show
meticulous and accurate. They were based, a consistent difference of an additional
however, on a datum point on the coast of 0,60 m. On realising these differences, I had
Piraeus determined as zero-level, which new measurements made with a level, using
more recent and more systematic observa-  as a basis the trigonometric point n° 109
tions have altered somewhat. Kawerau on  (elevation 157,580 m. above sea-level)
the other hand depended on the elevation placed on the Belvedere. This point is part
taken on the threshold of the Beulé gate, of the new network used for the Athens
which was given him by the French Mission area and it is based on the newly deter-
of Public Works, and which was taken in  mined zero-level. All altitudes given here- .
1885-1890 during the planning for various after are based on these measurements.
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137,71 m. above the cave of Pan, 147,57 at the top of fissure 5 on Plan 1 and
152,40 m. at the NE corner. On the E side they fall from 152,35 m. by the NE
corner to 150,28 m. at the SE. Finally, the brow of the S side rises from 132,50
m. at the E to 144 m. at the W. Thus the NE part of the rock is the highest.

There are no traces of levelling on the top of the rock before the Classi-
cal period, and the levelling of Classical times was sporadic and on a small
scale. Thus the Amédilov of Cleidemos® must have a meaning other than the
cutting off of the surface protrusions of the rock.

If the top of the rock was to be inhabited, the most suitable place was the
high level area toward the NW. To this led the relatively regular approach
from the W. It was also accessible from the NE through a fissure that was dif-
ficult to climb (Plan 1, 5), From the NW part a path connected it with the ter-
race of the caves (Plan 1, 3). There is no other approach anywhere.

There is no water on top of the rock. Further down, veins formed between
the limestone and the schist emerge at various points around the base of the
rock in the form of small springs. A few of these flow throughout the year.
Thus, at about the middle of the S slope there is the spring of the Asklepieion,
and at the NW the underground spring of Klepsydra. This has a small amount
of brackish water, which does not reach the surface but collects in wells that
were dug in the area from time to time. Finally, there is also the spring that
emerges at the base of the space between the main rock and the piece that
has pulled away (Plan 1, 4). Precisely because it had no exit, this was a more
plentiful water supply than the others, reaching a level some 4 m. above that
of Klepsydra and 5 m. above the level of the Asklepieion spring.%® This source
is the only one directly accessible from the inhabited top of the rock.

Thus, of all the hills of Athens, this rock was the most suitable for use as
a citadel because of its form and location. Lycabetus is very high and peaked
at the top, the Areopagus small and low and the complex of hills of the
"Nymphs and the Muses too spread out and easy of access. The Acropolis rock,
naturally unassailable, of the right size and shape and encompassed by springs,
was indeed the appropriate and obvious choice as a place to live and as a
refuge in time of danger.

85. See n. §.
86. Broneer, Hesperia VIII, 1939, p. 429, n. 194.
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As early as Neolithic times, the Acropolis and the area around it was inhab-
ited. Localised and clear traces of this settlement have been found at two
places below the base of the rock. On the S slope, to the W of the Asklepieion
(Plan 2, 1) the Italian excavations of 1922 uncovered a small Neolithic house,
and a fair amount of pottery of Sesklo type indicating the existence of a set-
tlement.®” A stone axe of the same period was recovered® from the area of
the Odeion of Perikles. Near the Klepsydra, the Americans found 21 wells
scattered over a fairly wide area,®® which had been used as dumps when they
ran dry. These were full of sherds of the Late Neolithic period, with some
from the beginning of Early Helladic times (Plan 2, 2). With the sherds were
obsidian blades, stone utensils and also animal and fish bones. Groups of sim-
ilar sherds were collected as well from various natural hollows of the rock near
the wells; they constitute sound evidence that the area was inhabited in an
organised fashion. A number of Neolithic sherds were found mixed with later
material in disturbed layers of the N slope,” and a few pieces came from the
top of the rock.”! These are sparse remains. They are, however, sufficient to
show that during Neolithic times, both around the Acropolis and on it, a rural
population was established in permanent settlements, had household animals
and used implements of stone and bone.”?

87. Levi, ASAtene 1930/31, pp. 411-498
and particularly 482-484.

88. Kastriotes, Praktika 1914, p. 95.

89. There were 21 of these wells accord-
ing to the day books of the American exca-
vators, which I had the opportunity of con-
sulting. Of these, Shear reports 17 (Hespe-
ria VIII, 1938, pp. 335-338; VIII, 1939, p.

221 and IX, 1940, pp. 297-298 and figs 38-
39), Parsons (Hesperia XII, 1943, p. 206)
does not give the number. Travlos (/ToAeod.
p. 20) mentions 14.

90. Hansen, Hesperia V1, 1937, pp. 540-
542.

91. See Appendix II, Group 3, a.

92. See also Blegen, HSCP p. 6.




THE ACROPOLIS DURING PRE-MYCENAEAN TIMES

From the Early Helladic period, the finds are more copious, showing a sys-
tematic and uninterrupted use of the Acropolis area. Their findspots co-
incide, as a rule, with the Neolithic. On the S slope directly above the Neolithic
house and in small caves in the rock (Plan 2, 3), the Italian excavations
revealed evidence of habitation going back to Early Helladic times. For the
most part this was pottery belonging to the category of Urfirnis painted ware.??
Contemporary sherds and tools were collected from disturbed levels in the
area of the precinct of Dionysos.”* Near the Klepsydra, sherds of this same
time formed the upper deposit” in some of the Neolithic wells. On the N
slope, in the area of the sanctuary of Aphrodite and Eros and in various other
spots, Early Helladic sherds were found in plenty, mixed with pottery of other
periods.”® From the W slope comes the askoid vase with incised decoration
published by E. Pelekides, probably also another five vases of the same period,
for which the findspot is not given.?’

The excavations of 1885-1890 on the Acropolis yielded obsidian blades and
a number of sherds, most of them with incised decoration.”® To these should
be added the sherds found by Kolbe inside the Mycenaean wall E of the
Museum,” those found by the Americans in the Pandroseion area in the low-
est level of the fill, practically on the rock,!® as well as a few collected sub-
sequently at various places on top of the Acropolis.!?!

Thus the Acropolis, which had been inhabited to some extent in the pre-
vious period, continued to be used more intensively, probably by the same
people. The name ‘Affjvar or probably A61vn which is indeed of prehellenic
origin, may well have been employed for the first time by these inhabitants.'?2

93. Levi, ASAtene 1930/31, p. 490. 97. Deltion 1, 1915, suppl. pp. 34-35,
94. These finds come from recent ex- fig. 1.
ploratory excavations of the Archaeological 98. Furtwingler-Loschke, M.V. p. 35,
Service, which are still in progress. A re- and Graef-Langlotz I n° 1-9.
port has been published in the newspaper 99. AA 1939, p. 235.
“Kathemerini” for 27 February 1962. 100. Erechtheum p. 581.
95. Shear, Hesperia VII, 1938, pp. 335- 101. See Appendix II, group 1, a-b, group
338. 3, b, group 4, a (figs 50-51).
96. Broneer, Hesperia 1, 1932, p. 35 and 102. Blegen, HSCP p. 2.

Hansen, Hesperia V1, 1937, pp. 542-546.
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THE ACROPOLIS DURING PRE-MYCENAEAN TIMES

After the first centuries of the Early Helladic period, there appears to have
been a gap in the habitation of the area. This, at least, is suggested by the
finds, which leap from relatively early Early Helladic to advanced Middle Hel-
ladic times. Yet this gap, which may be simply coincidental and which may
well be filled in the future by new finds, is the only such break the long his-
tory of the Acropolis has to show. For from the advanced Middle Helladic
period on, continuity of habitation is unbroken. The belief of the Athenians
that they were autochthonous evidently rested on this very continuity.!%3

The Middle Helladic inhabitants left traces of their presence over practi-
cally the entire area of the Acropolis and its immediate environs. On the S
slope, the Minyan pottery found by the Italians,'** the grave mound (Plan 2,
1) with 6 burials and funeral gifts consisting of obsidian arrow heads and a
handmade jug, from the fill of which Skias collected Minyan sherds, as well
as the matt-painted pottery found at the SW foot of the rock,'% all bear wit-
ness to the use of the Acropolis area after a long interruption.!® Discovered
further south, at the corner of present-day Kallisperi and Parthenon streets,
were two small graves and house walls, somewhat later than the graves,
belonging to the final years of Middle Helladic times.!%7 In the area of the
Odeion of Perikles, J. Travlos’ excavation brought to light a number of Minyan
sherds'® and the precinct of Dionysos yielded many examples of all types of
MH pottery, with some pieces going down into the first LH years. These come
from undisturbed levels within the cella of the later temple and from a point
slightly SE of this.'® Five new wells were dug next to the Klepsydra, deeper

103. Herod. VII 161, Thuc. I 2, IT 36, Archaic” (Mav GQYOixfls *xaTaO%EVTC),
Eur. Erechth. fr. 360, 7-8 (Nauck), Plato which held a few “exceedingly crumbly”

Menex. VI, Isocr. Paneg. 24. bones (Praktika 1876-1877, pp. 31-32).
104. Levi, ASAtene 1930/31, p. 488. 107. T owe this information to G. Don-
105. Skias, Ephemeris 1902, pp. 123-130  tas, the Ephor who excavated the building
and Furtwéngler-Loschke, M.V. p. 34. lot.
106. To this period should perhaps also 108. Praktika 1951, p. 44 and fig. 3.
be ascribed the burial found in 1876 W of 109. Newspaper Kathemerini 27 Feb.

the Asklepieion. Discovered in a hollow  1962.
dug into the schist was a clay vessel, “very
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THE ACROPOLIS DURING PRE-MYCENAEAN TIMES

and far better constructed than the earlier ones. These were found filled with
matt-painted and Minyan pottery.''® The N slope has likewise yielded much
pottery, all from disturbed levels.!!!

The finds from the top of the rock are mainly ceramic. They come from
the excavations for the foundations of the Museum, from the excavations of
1885-1890''? and from other, more recent explorations. Some were also col-
lected from various spots, especially the area of the Erechtheion (Plan 2, 4)'13
and from inside the Mycenaean fortification wall E of the Museum.!!* These
sherds, matt-painted and grey and red Minyan, belong to practically all the
known categories of developed Middle Helladic pottery. Their precise finding
places are not always known. Other evidence, of a concrete nature, comes
from the rock itself, showing that it was used from that time on as a place of
permanent habitation.

During the big excavation of the Acropolis, five small cist-graves of chil-
dren were found at three different places, as shown on Plan 2, numbers 5, 6,
and 7.115 Each was constructed with five stone slabs, one vertical on each side
and a horizontal cover slab. The rock formed the floor. None had funerary
offerings and no bones were preserved. Form and construction of the graves
are characteristically Middle Helladic, as is evident from the excavation of
Eleusis in particular.!'® That there were no grave offerings whatsoever is more
likely an indication that they precede late Middle Helladic times than because
they were the graves of children.

110. Shear, Hesperia V11, 1938, pp. 335-  Graef-Langlotz I n® 10-31. See also Stub-
338, Parsons, Hesperia XII, 1943, p. 206. bings, BSA 1947, p. 4.

Shear reports 8, but in the day books of the 113. Judeich, Top. p. 52, Holland, AJA

Agora excavations 5 are mentioned, with 1924, p. 155.

the references OAE, OAM, OAN, OAQ, 114. Kolbe, A4 1939, p. 235.

OAT. 115. Kavvadias-Kawerau pp. 31, 77-79,
111. Broneer, Hesperia 1, 1932, p. 35; II,  143.

1933, pp. 359-363, figs 28-34, Hansen, Hes- 116. See Mylonas - Travlos, Praktika

peria V1, 1937, pp. 546-557. 1952, p. 59 and Mylonas, Eleusis p. 31.

112. Furtwangler-Loschke, M.V. p. 34,
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Located on the Acropolis by the Athenian myths were the grave of
Kekrops and, on the S slope, the graves of Talos or Kalos!'!” and Hippoly-
tos.!1® It has been observed repeatedly that myths of this sort are usually built
around an existing and substantial fact, the true historical basis and origin of
which are hidden in time. The myths about Hippolytos and Talos, who was
said to have been the nephew of Daidalos, are clearly very ancient. They took
form perhaps late in the Mycenaean period, but certainly in Mycenaean times.
It is surely not by chance that these myths located the graves of heroes in
places where, as excavations have shown, there were graves so old that even
for the Mycenaeans themselves they would have been a faint memory at best.
They may have been forgotten altogether until some chance find drew them
to attention. Be that as it may, it is more than likely that the graves ascribed
to these mythical figures were actual graves, Middle Helladic, and similar to
those found in the same areas. People may have believed that they held the
remains of those old heroes themselves.!!’

117. He is referred to as T&Aws in  practice before historical times (see also
Apoll. Bibl. 111 214, Diod. IV 76, 4 and Luc. = Mylonas, Stud. Rob. pp. 64-105, Twntixog
Pesc. 42. Paus. (I 21, 4)) employs the form  touog ‘A. Alfiiarov (Athens 1958) pp. 3-
Ké&Aws. 9, Eleusis p. 62, Marinatos, Ephemeris 1933,

118. See, among others, Paus. I 22, 1. pp. 97 ff., Praktika 1953, pp. 239-240, 244-

119. This does not mean that there was 245, Altertum 1 pp. 147-148). It means sim-
worship of the entombed dead from then ply that a number of existing graves have
on, for as far as is known this was not a been ascribed to mythical people.
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THE MYCENAEAN PERIOD

I. THE LATE HELLADIC REMAINS ON THE ACROPOLIS

It was during Late Helladic times that the Acropolis finally took form not
simply as a place of habitation, but as an organised fortified entity. It now
became the seat of the ruler of the area and possibly also a refuge for its
inhabitants in case of danger. The traces left by this use of the rock, as we
shall see, are enough to provide a clear picture of the entire complex. Before
we can follow these traces step by step and in detail, a preliminary general
examination of them is in order so that we can distinguish them from other,
later remains that have in many cases been ascribed to Mycenaean times.

The visitor entering the Acropolis encounters first of all the Mycenaean
bastion. This is hidden by the Classical bastion of Athena Nike and it was dis-
covered and published by Balanos and Welter.!?’ To the W of the bastion and
lower down, traces of the Mycenaean ascent are visible on the surface of the
rock.'?! The polygonal wall W of and on the same axis as the Propylaia, and
mentioned by all the authors, is much later.!?? It remains from an Archaic sup-
porting wall the continuation of which is visible much further west, outside
the Beulé gate.'? Likewise Archaic, as Keramopoullos discerned, are the var-
ious other walls on the SW side of the rock between the Asklepieion and the

120. Balanos, Ephemeris 1937 T, pp. 131 ff., Keramopoullos, Ephemeris 1934/35,
776-807, and Welter, A4 1939, pp. 1-22. p. 87, Stevens, Hesperia XV, 1946, p. 77,
121. Beulé, L’Acropole p. 85. Beulé, L’Acropole p. 84, Bohn, Prop. p. 15,
122. Miller, AJA 1893, p. 486, Welter, Botticher, Akropolis p. 59, Weller, AJA 1904,
AM 1923, p. 195, Keramopoullos, Deltion  p. 60.
1929, p. 74, n. 3, Picard, L ’Acropole 1 p. 17, 123. Keramopoullos, Ephemeris 1934/35,
Judeich, Top. p. 213, Dorpfeld, AM 1885, pp.  p. 87.
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Odeion of Herodes Atticus. They had been attributed to the Mycenaean
Pelargikon.!?4

To the north of the Nike bastion, in front of the Propylaia, part of the
curved section of the W Cyclopean wall is preserved.!? Further north, inside
the Pinakotheke, stones from this wall were found as well as intact Mycenaean
levels and the walls of a house.'?¢

Outside the Classical fortification of the Acropolis, near the base of the
big Mediaeval buttress of the north wall and N of the Archaic cistern, is a
series of stones facing north. Kavvadias included these in his plan of the area
of the caves without referring to them in his text.'?” Koster'?® interpreted the
stones as the beginning of the N stretch of the Pelargikon, while Judeich!?
considered them to belong to a house wall. Further west, near the NW descent
to the caves, part of the Mycenaean wall is preserved,'® as well as the pre-
historic descent itself.!3! The beginning of the descent to the North Fountain
can be seen'? still further W, beside the house of the Arrephoroi.

Preserved in the area to the N, NE and E of the Erechtheion is a complex
of walls, a section of the N Cyclopean wall and the end of the NE ascent.
These remains were ascribed to the palace.!3? The explorations of the Amer-

124. D’Oodge, Acropolis p. 25, Botti-
cher, Akropolis p. 57, fig. 7, Harrison, M.
and M. p. 330 and fig. 35, Miller, 4J4 1893,
pp. 485-486, fig. 1, Harrison, P.A. p. 35,
Judeich, Top. p. 116, n. 2, where it is stated
with much reservation, Keramopoullos,
PraktAkAth 1932, pp. 114-115, 122, Kera-
mopoullos, Ephemeris 1934/35, pp. 95-96,
98, Dorpfeld, Alt Ath. 1 p. 3, pl. 11, Travlos,
Ephemeris 1939/41, pp. 59-62, Travlos, ITo-
Agoo. p. 25.

125. Stevens, Hesperia XV, 1946, pp. 73-
fi

126. Kavvadias - Kawerau pp. 41 and 59.

127. Kavvadias, Ephemeris 1897, pl. 1.

128. Pelargikon p. 18.
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129. Judeich, Top. p. 116, n. 2.

130. Kavvadias - Kawerau pl. I', n® 12.

131. Kavvadias, Ephemeris 1897, p. 29,
pl. 1, &

132. Ibid. pp. 28-29, and Broneer, Hes-
peria VIII, 1939, pp. 317-433.

133. Kavvadias - Kawerau pp. 33, 87, 89,
91, pls I' and A, Wachsmuth, Ber. sdchs.
Ges. Wissensch. 1887, pp. 401-402, 403, Mil-
ler, AJA 1893, pp. 476-477, Judeich, Top.
pp. 259-260, Frazer, Paus. 11 pp. 355-356,
AM (Funde) 1887, p. 141, Curtius, Stadt-
gesch. p. 45, Tsountas, Axpomoiis p. 10,
Koster, Pelargikon pp. 13-14 and pl. 1Va,
Kavvadias, ITpoiotopuxn Agyawoioyia p.
300, Schede, Die Burg von Athen p. 10.
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icans added traces of walls inside the Erechtheion and in the area of the Pan-
droseion.'** All these walls were examined and classified by Holland,!* and,
in addition, Broneer discovered the continuation of the NE ascent outside the
wall.136

The next manifest section of the wall is preserved at the SE corner of the
rock, beside the Museum. Here were found house walls, graves and a cache
containing bronze weapons and objects together with a few sherds.!¥” Con-
tinuing along the length of the S slope, another section of the wall emerges
from beneath the SW corner of the crepidoma of the Parthenon, part of it
visible today.!® After this, the last piece of the wall that has survived is the

section preserved on the SW end of the rock,'* S of the Propylaia.

134. Erechtheum pp. 13-14, 138-142.

135. Holland, AJA 1924, pp. 1-23, 142-
169, 402-434, Picard, L’Acropole 11 pp. 19-
20, Judeich, Top. p. 260, Bérard, Stud. Rob.
p. 138, Hill, Athens pp. 13-14, Broneer,
Antiquity 1956, pp. 9-10.

136. Hesperia 11, 1933, pp. 351-355; 1V,
1935, pp. 109-113.

137. Kavvadias - Kawerau pp. 33, 35, 37,
39, 95, 99, 101, 103, pl. E., Montelius,
VHAM 1889, pp. 49-60, and La Gréce p.
155, AM 1888 (Funde), pp. 107-108, (Mis-
cellen), p. 228, BCH 1888, pp. 244-245,
Harrison, M. and M. p. 536, and P.A. p. 13,
Koster, Pelargikon pp. 6-10, pl. IVb, Kav-
vadias, ITpoiotoguxn Agyawoioyia p. 300,
fig. 360, Heberdey, OJh 1910, fig. 1, Frazer,
Paus. 1I p. 355, Graef - Langlotz (Wolters)
I pp. XXV, XXXIII-XXXIV, figs 5 and 6,
Judeich, Top. p. 115, Kolbe, A4 1939, p.
235, Bérard, Stud. Rob. p. 139.

138. Kavvadias - Kawerau pp. 39, 113,
117, 119, pl. Z, Harrison, M. and M. p. 536,
and P.A. p. 13, D’Oodge, Acropolis pp. 21-

23, Koster, Pelargikon pp. 6-10, pl. IVb,
Kavvadias, ITgoiotogixn Agyawioyia p.
300, fig. 360, Frazer, Paus. 11 p. 355, Ju-
deich, Top. p. 115, Kolbe, A4 1939, p. 235,
FuF 1939, p. 394, Bericht VI Intern. Kongr.
Archdologie 1940, pp. 344-345, Research and
Progress 1940, pp. 254-258, Bérard, Stud.
Rob. p. 139.

139. Beulé, L’Acropole p. 83, Bohn,
Prop. p. 16, Dorpfeld, AM 1885, pp. 131-139,
Botticher, Akropolis pp. 59-61, Lolling, Topo-
graphie p. 337, Harrison, M. and M. p. 356
and fig. 35, Curtius, Stadigesch. p. 45, fig.
13, Miller, AJA 1893, fig. 1, Weller, AJA
1904, p. 60, pl. I, D’Oodge, Acropolis pp.
23, 364, White, Ephemeris 1894, pp. 25-62,
Koster, Pelargikon pp. 6-10, pl. IVb, Kav-
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THE LATE HELLADIC REMAINS ON THE ACROPOLIS

Other remains of buildings that have been ascribed to Mycenaean times
also lie within the area enclosed by the walls and at the top of the Acropolis.
Visible just behind the base of the Athena Promachos, is a long shallow trench
cut in the surface of the rock and oriented S to N. Stevens considered this to
be a bed for the foundations of a Mycenaean terrace.!*’ In the area between
the Propylaia and the Erechtheion, and also S of the Erechtheion amongst
the foundations of the big Archaic temple'#! are a great many walls of all sizes
that have been considered prehistoric. They are shown on Kawerau’s plan!#?
as “remains of Pelasgian walls”, an identification that was generally accepted.
Following the excavation of the Acropolis, the walls were attributed in the
bibliography either to the palace,'*® to houses of the ruler’s retainers,'* or
just to ordinary houses.!* Holland alone observed that some of these walls
appeared on the plan to have been built on Classical foundations. He there-
fore concluded that these at least could hardly be Mycenaean and he decided
that they were considerably later, perhaps even Mediaeval.!4®

Holland’s sound observation appears not to have drawn the attention it
deserved. The walls were never investigated in detail, and they continued to
be referred to as prehistoric by scholars whose publications came after Hol-
land’s. It was therefore absolutely necessary to study all the walls meticulously
and on the spot, so as to have sound results based on the material itself. This
was not always feasible since some had been covered over by thick fill after the

mauer p. 37, Stevens, Hesperia XV, 1946, pp.
75, 78, Hill, Athens p. 8, Marinatos - Hirmer,
Kontny xai Mvxyvaixn ‘EAAag p. 57.

140. Stevens, Hesperia V, 1936, pp. 499-
503.

141. Known in general as the Heka-
tompedon. Since then the question of the
exact location of the so-called Hekatompe-
don has arisen and there is some doubt as
to whether this Archaic temple has been
correctly identified. The discussion contin-
ues at present. It is therefore preferable to
apply the term “ancient” or “Archaic tem-

ple” to the above mentioned foundations.

142. Kavvadias - Kawerau pl. T

143. Middleton, JHS Suppl. pl. 1, n°® 37
and 74, Schede, Die Burg von Athen p. 10.

144. Harrison, M. and M. p. 536, Miller,
AJA 1893, p. 477, Picard, L ’Acropole 1 p. 11,
IT p. 19.

145. Kavvadias - Kawerau pp. 31, 63, 73,
Curtius, Stadtgesch. p. 45, Kavvadias, ITgpo-
otopuxn Apxatodoyia p. 301, Frazer, Paus.
IT p. 355, Judeich, Top. p. 282, Stevens,
Hesperia V, 1936, p. 502.

146. AJA 1924, pp. 144, 162 and pl. VIL
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THE LATE HELLADIC REMAINS ON THE ACROPOLIS

Acropolis excavation and were inaccessible. Wherever conditions permitted,
however, the walls were uncovered anew, cleaned and studied. In the course
of this work, a number of corrections were made to the plan of Kawerau who,
as Holland noted, had not surveyed these walls with his usual care.'’ Special
attention was given to the construction of the walls and their building mate-
rial, their relation to other buildings in the same area (sometimes informative
about the succession of buildings) and, wherever undisturbed, the fill in which
they lay. The results of this work are as follows (see Plan 3):

Wall complex 1: This forms a unit and the walls comprising it are clearly
contemporary with each other. Built into one of the corners is a rectangular
poros stone block, dressed in a similar fashion to those in Classical buildings.
It is not clear from the plan whether the block was used as building material
for the wall or if it was already there and the wall was added to it. In either
case the wall is later than Classical times.

Wall 2: Built of stones of various sizes and a few pieces of kiln-fired brick,
with traces of lime-mortar in the joins. It belongs definitely to the period of
Turkish domination.

Wall 3: Kiln-fired bricks, pieces of marble and plenty of lime-mortar were
used for its construction. This too is Turkish.

Walls 4 and 5: Available only on the plan. 4 is curving, 5 angular, the dis-
tance between them very small. If they are not contemporary with each other,
one must have cut through the other, but it is uncertain which one is the ear-
lier of the two. If, as their similarity of construction suggests, they are syn-
chronous, they must belong together as there is too little space between them
for them to belong to separate buildings. In fact, taken together with the end
of complex 1 to the east they form a curving unit. This is explainable if we
take into consideration the gun-emplacement that stood here during the Turk-
ish occupation.!*® Thus, as complex 1, the walls must be Turkish.

Walls 6: These walls, which form a single construction, contain pieces of
poros stone together with small fragments of kiln-fired brick, and are there-
fore later.

147. Holland, AJA 1924, p. 144. 148. Travlos, IToieod. fig. 138.
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Walls 7: They have been built in part on top of the neighbouring rectan-
gular construction 8. Included in the building material are pieces of poros,
showing that the walls are later.

Rectangular construction 8: It is earlier than complex 7, which lies on top
of its W side. Built into the E fagade and the SE corner are pieces of white
marble destroyed by fire, pieces of Karra stone and fragments of Eleusinian
marble. Therefore it must have been built considerably later than Classical
times. It is probably Mediaeval.

Wall 9: The eastern end is built on the foundation of the house of the
Arrephoroi and it is therefore later than this building.

Walls 10, 11 and 12: As wall 9, they were built later than the house of the
Arrephoroi, their northern ends abutting the foundations of that building.
They contain pieces of green marble. Walls 10a and 11a, which were built
above the preceding walls, are of course later still.

Walls 13 and 14: As was evident from the cleaning of these walls, they too
have been built against the E part of the foundation of the house of the
Arrephoroi, the construction of which therefore precedes them.

Walls 15 and 16: They form a corner, the end of which is built on the Clas-
sical poros wall to the N and on the SW corner of the neighbouring Medi-
aeval cistern. Lime-mortar has been used abundantly as bonding material.
They are definitely even later than the cistern.

Wall 17: Insignificant little wall of rough and careless construction, form-
ing a curved line. It cannot be Mycenaean.

Walls 18: The northernmost is unquestionably the continuation of the small
section running at right angles to 12. The southernmost contains pieces of
green marble. Both walls must be contemporary with 12.

Wall 19: Built of a variety of materials. At its eastern end it turns slightly
to the N, forming a sort of anta.

Wall 20: Little wall with a piece of poros built into it.

Walls 20a and 21: 21 cannot have been built while 20a was in existence; 20a
is therefore the later of the two. The excavation, however, showed that 21 is
a continuation of 12. The two walls are therefore later.

Wall 22: Pieces of carved poros, marble and kiln-fired brick have been in-
corporated in the east end. It belongs to Mediaeval or Turkish times (Fig. 5).
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Fig. 5. Wall 22 of Plan 3, from E.

Wall 23: The S end of the wall rests on the foundation of the Erechtheion,
which therefore preceded it.

Wall 24: It contains fragments of marble and poros with traces of Classi-
cal tooling.

Wall 25: It is constructed of various types and sizes of stones, joined in dis-
orderly fashion with lime-mortar.

Flagstone paving 26: This is a somewhat irregular paving of large stones,
set with the smoothest surface up. It is surrounded by walls of the Turkish

63




THE LATE HELLADIC REMAINS ON THE ACROPOLIS

period. The paving stones, which include a piece of poros with marks of a
coarse hammer, were found lying on a compact fill composed of hard earth
with traces of yellowish clay, undisturbed by the excavation of 1885-1890 and
containing sherds chiefly prehistoric but also a fragment of a Corinthian ary-
ballos. Thus it cannot be earlier than the Archaic period.

Corner wall 27: The two ends toward the S are built, the W one against
the foundation of the north porch of the Erechtheion, the E one against the
Turkish cistern. Thus the wall has to be later than the cistern.

Wall 28: Archaic, carefully constructed in polygonal style with well ham-
mered stones.

Wall 29: It is built in rough and careless fashion of small stones, kiln-fired
brick and lime-mortar; consequently this too must belong to the years of Turk-
ish domination.

Walls 30 and 31: They have been built on the foundations of the cella and
peristyle of the Archaic temple. The W end of one of the walls in one place
penetrates the wall of the foundation. Thus they were built later than the
temple.

Wall 32: It is made of relatively large stones and it is fairly well built. A
late Roman sherd was found beneath the third layer of stones.

Wall 33: A piece of poros is built into the top of the wall. Beneath this,
the stones are very well joined. Sherds of the 5th century B.C. were recovered
from beneath the wall.

Wall 34: Holland considered it to be a foundation for the support of the
cella roof of the Archaic temple.'# It is more likely, however, that it was built
prior to that, and was cut off during the setting of the temple foundations. Its
position and construction connect it with 35.

Wall 35: Higher than the neighbouring walls, it differs from these in con-
struction as well. It is built of large dressed stones that are flat and horizon-
tal on top. Archaic in all probability, like 34, it must be either a foundation
for a column base of the temple, as suggested by Holland, or somewhat earlier
than the temple.

149. Holland, 4JA4 1924, p. 162.
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Walls 35a, 35, 36, 37: They are later than the Archaic temple and wall 34
since they are built against them.

Thus, of all these walls that were considered to be prehistoric and attrib-
uted to the palace complex or to other simpler houses, none are Mycenaean.
A few, to be sure, 28, 35, and probably 34 and 26, are ancient, but they date
to historical times. Some, 8, 32 and 33, are later still, although it is not poss-
ible to determine exactly when they were built. All the rest are remains of lit-
tle buildings that had been put up within the Acropolis fortress during the
Turkish domination.

There remain the two poros column bases lying within the Archaic tem-
ple, to the S of the Porch of the Maidens (Plan 3, 38). They were found dur-
ing the excavation of the Acropolis at a level lower than the top of the tem-
ple walls that surround them, as is explicitly stated by the excavators.'° This
is why they were thought to precede the temple chronologically. Since in form
they resemble Mycenaean bases, they were generally accepted as belonging to
the Mycenaean palace, as also that they were still in their original position.!!
Presupposing this, Holland based his reconstruction of the palace megaron on
them.!?

With the passage of time, doubts arose as to whether these bases really
were in situ. It was observed that their tops were not exactly level, and it was
suggested that at least one, the northernmost, had been moved.!>?

Let us examine them. They are made of soft, yellowish poros. Each con-
sists of a cube, from the top of which projects a low cylinder cut out of the
same piece and forming the main base of the column. Along the sides of the
cubes are point marks (Fig. 6). The S base is 0,94 m. long, 0,76 m. wide and
0,27 m. in height; the top of the cylindrical part has a diameter of 0,55, and

150. Kavvadias - Kawerau p. 83. determining that the top of the cubical

151. Ibid. p. 83, Middleton, JHS Suppl. lower part of the northernmost base was
pl. 1, n® 67, Jahn - Michaelis, Arx Ath. pp. 0,076 lower than the equivalent point on
VI-VII, Dorpfeld, JdI 1919, p. 4, and Pauly -  the southernmost. This is repeated by Bro-
Wissowa, RE s.v. Athena, p. 1952, Holland, neer, Antiquity 1956, p. 9, adding that Dorp-
AJA 1924, p. 162, AJA 1939, p. 289. feld too expressed similar doubts during his

152. AJA 1924, pp. 162-168. lectures on the Acropolis.

153. Paton, Erechtheum pp. 427-428,
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Fig. 6. The W side of the S column base, showing traces of working with a point.

rises 0,08 m. above the cube. The N one is 0,94 m. long, has a maximum pre-
served width of 0,70, height 0,31 and height of cylinder 0,14 m. The original
diameter of the cylinder cannot now be ascertained because it is damaged. It
will, however, have agreed with the other base. The cylindrical projections are
flat on top. The lack of tenons shows that the columns they held were wooden.
Both rest on a substructure consisting of small stones; among the stones of
the N base, however, are fragments of brick.

The S base is in fairly good condition and it is complete, whereas the N
one is not well preserved and has broken into pieces, particularly at the top,
which are held together at present with mortar. In addition, its N side, that
facing the outer wall of the cella of the Archaic temple, to which it is fairly
close, is uneven and incomplete. The missing part clearly was removed with a
hammer. It is very likely that these same hammer blows were responsible for
the cracks which, widening in the course of time, caused pieces to pull off at
the top. The builders of the Archaic temple evidently found that the base was
close enough to the line of the foundations to hinder them in their work,
hence the mutilation.

66




THE LATE HELLADIC REMAINS ON THE ACROPOLIS

The bases, moreover, are not on the same level. The top of the cylinder of
the N base is 0,02 higher than that of the S, and the tops of their cubical mem-
bers show a still greater discrepancy (see supra, n. 153). These differences are
insignificant and in themselves would not be enough to show whether the
bases are in their original position or not. Yet the fact that the N base was
cut back in order to lay the foundation for the cella of the temple, and in par-
ticular the existence of a kiln-fired brick in its foundation shows that this one
at least had been moved, and more than once.

Thus at least one of the bases is not in situ. Are they really Mycenaean?

That they were found beneath the level of the temple of the sixth century
B.C. means that they belong to an earlier, but not necessarily Mycenaean,
building. The material of which they were made is the soft yellowish poros
that was used especially for the buildings and sculpture of Archaic times.
Poros in general as a rock was not unknown in the Mycenaean period. The
term “poros” is generic and includes numerous varieties.">* This particular
stone, which comes from one of a few quarries, is characteristic of the Archaic
period. Moreover, the careful working of the cylindrical tops of the bases and
their plinths, which have been cut precisely to a regular four sided shape, are
features unknown in Mycenaean architecture, in which the column bases,
except for the flat top, would have been covered by stucco or by the flooring
in general. These two bases indeed belong to a period that had other con-
ceptions about the form of a base. A comparison with the limestone base,
indisputably Mycenaean, that was found E of the Erechtheion!>> makes this
particularly clear. The base is totally different in material, measurements and
method of working. Finally, and even more significant, the use of the point
for working the sides of the cubes shows that the bases were made in post-
Mycenaean times.

If this form had disappeared after the end of the Mycenaean period, we
would have to accept them as Mycenaean. Yet this is not the case. Wooden
columns had bases of similar form down to the time when the columns of
buildings were set on a continuous and unified stylobate. This was dictated by

154. See also Orlandos, ‘Yiwxa dourjc 11 155. Kavvadias - Kawerau p. 68. See
p. 68. infra, p. 192, figs 30, 31.
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technical necessity. The lower part of the column had to rest on a stable and
flat surface. It had also to stand at a height greater than the rest of the floor
so as to avoid exposure to stagnant water and ground dampness. This method
of supporting columns is therefore not unusual during Geometric and even
Archaic times.!>® The form and working of bases is sometimes even more
primitive than those of the Acropolis.

Thus there is no evidence at all that the bases are Mycenaean. Instead,
there are serious reasons for believing them to be considerably later. It is not
impossible that they belong to the same building as walls 34 and 35. If so, they
should probably be attributed to a temple built on that site after the Myce-
naean megaron and before the Archaic temple, to a temple the existence of
which Dinsmoor considered to be “hypothetical but necessary.”!>’

156. Bases of this sort were found in the
Archaic temple of Thermon (Soteriades,
Ephemeris 1900, p. 173), where they con-
tinued in use for a long time, in the 7th cen-
tury B.C., the Archaic building at Dreros
(Xanthoudides, Deltion 1918, appendix p.
26), the Archaic temple of Prinias of the
beginning of the 7th century B.C. (Pernier,

ASAtene 1914, pp. 33-34, figs 6-7, 9-12), and
similar bases may be seen on the Frangois
vase. In the Geometric temple of the end
of the 8th century B.C. at Dreros, instead
of a base there is a rudimentarily worked
stone without any cylindrical rise (Mari-
natos, BCH 1936, p. 227, fig. 12).

157. Dinsmoor, AJA 1947, pp. 109-110.




II. THE BUILDING PHASES

Preserved to the E and NE of the Erechtheion are complexes of walls.
There is also a section of the Mycenaean fortification wall. The relation of
these walls to each other and all together to the Mycenaean wall shows that
they are not contemporary, but belong to different building phases.”® The
phases can be distinguished and defined through a study of the walls.

The stairway rising from E to W (A on Plan 4) is blocked at the end by a
wall, n° 5. The preserved height of that wall, still visible today, is such as to
prevent the stairway from continuing westward. Thus it was built later, specifi-
cally to put this approach out of use (Fig. 7). Yet this wall is manifestly later
than walls 1 and 2, since its stones are built against these walls without bond-
ing. Furthermore the E face of wall 5 is stepped back some 0,50 m. more than
the line of the E faces of 1 and 2. Wall 5 is therefore a later addition and, for
the same reasons, the same is true of the two parallel walls 6 and 7.

If these later additions are excluded, we see that walls 1 and 2, built at right
angles to the S and N of the ascent, leave an open space between them,
approximately 4,40 m. wide, that allows the ascending pathway to continue to
the W. Thus two building phases are evident: the first, during which the
ascending pathway leads to the top of the rock and continues westward
between walls 1 and 2; and the second, during which the end of the ascent is
blocked by wall 5 and by walls 6 and 7 which are similar to it. To the E of
wall 1 (Plan 4) is preserved the corner wall 3. The space between walls 3 and
1 has also been closed, by wall 4, likewise later as is clear from its construc-
tion. It is reasonable to conclude, therefore, that just as walls 1 and 2 are ear-
lier than 5, walls 1 and 3 are earlier than 4.

Wall 3, however, also precedes the N Cyclopean wall (Plan 4, 8), which at
this point has been built against the N face of 3.

158. See Holland, AJA 1924, pp. 142-157.
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Fig. 7. Wall 5 of Plan 4, from E. To the left is 1, to the right, 2 (phot. DAI n° 48).

We can now define two successive building phases: during the first, walls
1, 2 and 3 exist, and the ascent along the pathway functions; during the sec-
ond, the ascent is blocked by the addition of walls 4, 5, 6 and 7, and the for-
tification wall is built.

This does not necessarily mean that the constructions belonging to this
period are synchronous with each other. That remains to be seen. It does,
however, mean that beyond any shadow of a doubt we have at least two suc-
cessive phases.

Just N of the E cella of the Erechtheion, below the Classical poros slab
pavement, a wall was built in the form of a II opening to the N. It is desig-
nated wall 9 on Plan 4.1 Another, narrower wall (10), runs along the length

159. Kavvadias - Kawerau pl. I', and Holland, AJA4 1924, pp. 151-156, fig. 12.
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Plan 4. Walls in the area N and NE of the Erechtheion.

of its S leg and on top of it. It is of a different sort of construction and it fol-
lows a line at a slight angle to the wall beneath it. Wall 10 is clearly later than
9: it has been built on top of it and as it does not follow the N legs of 9 it
cannot be interpreted as the upward continuation of the same wall, with 9 as
the foundation. Instead it continues eastward to a point where it meets yet
another wall (11), running from N to S. Where the two walls meet, 10 is con-
structed of small stones that abut the regular W face of 11. It is built against
11, and is therefore later. As we saw, however, it is later than 9 as well. Walls
9 and 11, however, cannot be synchronous, since 10 lies entirely on 9 without
following its turn to the N, whereas it simply abuts on 11. This means that
when 10 was built, 9 was no longer used as part of a building, while 11 existed
and was still in use. Thus 9 is not only earlier than 10, but it precedes 11 as
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well. Yet 11, which was found in part covered over by the Classical slab paving
of the N courtyard of the Erechtheion, is unquestionably ancient. In con-
struction, size of stones and orientation, it resembles the walls around the end
of the ascent. Its position, thickness and construction, however, exclude the
possibility that it is part of the fortification wall. It must therefore belong to
the same phase as walls 1, 2 and 3 on Plan 4. Since wall 11 is later than 9 but
earlier than the fortification wall, we have at least three building phases. The
first phase is represented by wall 9. To the second phase belong walls 1, 2, 3
and 11. The third and final phase includes walls 4, 5, 6, 7 and wall 8. On the
basis of these conclusions we shall now examine the remains of the Myce-
naean Acropolis.
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1. THE FIRST PHASE

The wall lying beneath the Classical slab paving of the courtyard N of the
Erechtheion (9 on Plan 4; Plan 5) is the only construction belonging to this
phase. Kavvadias was the first to excavate it and, although it is not mentioned
in the text, it is recorded on the relevant plan of the Acropolis excavation.!
With the American excavations in the area of the Erechtheion, it was re-exca-
vated in 1923 by Holland, who studied and published it in detail.!®!

Plan 5. Remains of the LH I house N of the Erechtheion.

It represents the remains of a four-sided area, the N part of which is not
preserved. It is oriented E to W. At each end the walls make an approximately
right angled turn to the N. Built of rough limestone blocks, with a maximum

160. Kavvadias - Kawerau pl. I', under 161. AJA 1924, pp. 151-156, fig. 12.
the number 36.
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Plan 6. The Acropolis at the beginning of the LH period.




THE FIRST PHASE

measurement of 0,30-0,50, and standing to a height of 0,40-0,80 from the rock,
they are bedded partly on the rock itself, and partly on a thin layer of fill. The
area is at least 6,60 m. long, and ca. 0,75 m. wide; of the legs running north,
the easternmost is preserved to a length of 2,50 and that on the west to about
3 m. It will thus have included a fairly large space.

There is no trace whatsoever of any flooring on the outer side of its S face
and this side was evidently the exterior. The pathway to which the NE ascent
led probably ran in front of this. The floor of the interior was 0,025 thick,
carefully constructed of tamped white clay, some 0,10-0,15 above the rock, and
it covered all the surface enclosed by the three walls. Next to the SW corner,
n° 1 on Plan 5, a small four-sided hollow was found, a sort of small bothros,
the purpose of which is not clear. Beneath the floor and covered by it lay a
child’s skull.

The type of flooring indicates that the construction (Plan 4, 9; Plan 5) is
the remainder of a roofed area, which, as seen in Plan 6, had been built at
the top of the rock very near the brow.

The date of the building is provided by sherds collected from the fill within
the room, above and below the floor. Since the sherds from both groups
showed little difference between each other, it appears that the room was not
long in use and was soon abandoned.

Most of the sherds are Middle Helladic of various categories, including also
a considerable number of reddish monochrome, LH I in date.'®? If the skull
found beneath the floor represents a burial, at a stretch it may be of this same
date. Yet its presence here is more likely to be a coincidence given the short
distance between the room and the Middle Helladic children’s graves to the
NW (Plan 2, 7).

Be that as it may, the building represents the earliest Mycenaean evidence
of habitation on the Acropolis, and it belongs to the beginning of the period.

162. As Holland reports, the sherds dated them (4J4 1924, p. 151, n. 1, 155-
were examined by Wace and Blegen, who  156).
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2. THE SECOND PHASE

THE AREA W OF THE TERMINUS OF THE NE ASCENT

Preserved in the area N and NE of the Erechtheion (see also Plan 4) is
the inner face (see Plan 8, T) of the Cyclopean wall, as well as a complex of
walls (1a, 1B, 2a, 28, 2y, 3, 4, 5, 6, T1, T2, T3, T4, TS and T6 on Plan 7).

The face of the Cyclopean wall along this stretch has undergone many
changes through time. In the Classical era, after the Persians destroyed it, it
was levelled to 148,82 m. and used as a foundation for the column drums,
which were set there as part of the Themistoclean fortification wall. Later on
it was deformed by walls belonging to the period of Turkish domination, which
rested on top of it. Despite all this it is well enough preserved to be recog-
nisable. Parts of all these walls are visible and accessible today. Discernible
specifically are the point where T2 and T3 meet, the N end of T4 and practi-
cally all of T5. Likewise visible are the column drums a, B, y, 8, & § and, in
part, n. Drum @, which Kawerau notes as upright and in position, now lies
fallen on its side over the N end of wall T3.

Cleaning of the visible stretches of these walls revealed the following: T2
and T3 are built of stones of various sorts, for the most part Acropolis lime-
stone but some from elsewhere. Since they are constructed loosely and care-
lessly, there are many open spaces between the stones that have been filled
in with smaller stones, likewise carelessly placed as chance dictated. Among
these are pieces of fired brick and quite a few pieces of marble. All of it is
plastered together with lime mortar containing a high percentage of lime. The
two walls are not of the same height, T3 being preserved to a higher level than
T2. Furthermore, about half of the area of the top of the poros column drum
¢ is covered by remains of lime plaster and small stones built up to two lay-
ers. If drum ¢, which, as we noted, is now lying on a slant on T3, is placed
upright in its original position, these constructions form a continuation of T3
to the N. The wall in any case continues one way or another on the preserved
top of the Cyclopean wall almost to drum &. Thus, as T3 lies on top of both
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Plan 7. Mycenaean and Mediaeval walls NE of the Erechtheion.

the Cyclopean wall and the Classical wall and since it is constructed with lime
mortar, both T3 and T2 must be notably later (Fig. 8).

As for T4 and TS5, the join between them shown by Kawerau on his plan is
in fact non-existent. It is clear, however, that they are connected and form a
corner. In any case, both the N end of T4 and the N side of T5 are built to a
width of about 0,10-0,15 m. on top of the Cyclopean wall and they are pre-
served to a notably higher level. Type, variety and arrangement of material
are the same as in T2 and T3. T5 indeed contains pieces of marble, not only
at the top but also in a few courses lower down. Lime mortar has been used
in these too. Like the previous walls, they are therefore later (Fig. 9).

What holds for T2 and T3 holds as well for T1, which is the continuation
of T2 and together with it forms a regular corner. In addition to the argu-
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Fig. 8. The N end of wall T3, which continues on the preserved top of the Myce-
naean fortification wall (right, below the column drums). Above, right, column
drum g with traces of the wall construction on top of it.

ments based on construction, which are already ample, there is one further
piece of evidence related to the Cyclopean wall: the north side of T1, specifi-
cally its northwest corner, is so close to the brow of the rock, without even
being parallel to it, that there is less than 2,50 m. to the edge. There would
indeed have been no space for the wall had T1 existed when the wall was built.

T6, on the other hand, not only abuts on T4, with which it forms a corner,
but it is higher than 2y, the S end of which it has covered. It has, as seen
clearly on Kawerau’s plan, the same kind of projecting sub-foundation of
smaller stones as have the others. It is the same as the others, associated in
any case with T4.

It follows that the walls T1, T2, T3, T4, T5 and Té6 are all later and they are
roughly synchronous with each other. The lime mortar and bricks used in their
construction place them in Christian or Turkish times. Kawerau informs us
that in this place there was a little house and a Turkish “domed construction”
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Fig. 9. Walls T4 and T5 of Plan 7, from the S.

which had been used by Pittakis to store his finds.!®® This would suggest that
the walls, which seem to have incorporated whatever building material was at
hand, were associated with the foundations of these buildings.

The remaining walls of the area, shown in Plan 8, may now be examined.
Of these, wall 5 blocked the ascending path, which was in use during Myce-
naean times. As we shall see below, the blocking of the path had already
occurred by then. Wall 5 is therefore Mycenaean, as are also walls 1a and 2a,
which precede it. Wall 1a, moreover, continues to the W as 1p and, as observed
by Holland,'®* these are terrace walls. This is evident from their thickness,
up to 1,50 m., which is too narrow for a fortification wall but very wide for a
simple building wall.!%> Still more significant, they have only one face, toward

163. Kavvadias - Kawerau pp. 15, 33 and 165. The walls of the megaron at Myce-
fig. 2, where Turkish houses are shown in  nae vary in thickness from place to place,
this place. but do not as a rule exceed 1 m. At Tiryns

164. AJA 1924, p. 145. the thickest are 1,30 m.
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Plan 8. Remains of terrace walls NE of the Erechtheion.

the N; on the inner side the stones are not set in a line, but are adapted to
the uneven lie of the rock. This is therefore a terrace wall facing N along line
1a-1p, which obviously supported a level space to the south of it. So, its height,
that is the distance from the rock to the top of the terrace wall, will have
varied according to the level of the foundations so as to keep the top of the
terrace level.

Some 5,50 m. S of wall 1a-18, there are traces of another terrace wall, par-
allel to the first (7a-7-7y on Plan 8). The E end of this terrace wall abuts on
the S extension of wall 1a, without being bonded into it. It is thus clear that
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wall 7a was built after wall 1a; not much later, however, since the two suc-
cessive terraces appear to have been planned and constructed as part of one
and the same programme. Wall 7a, the eastern end of the second terrace wall,
is founded on the rock at an approximate elevation of 150,40 m., and the same
holds for 7y.1% Since the two terraces, placed one behind the other, can only
have been stepped, the level of foundation of the second will give us the level
of the top of the first. Thus the top of the terrace bounded by wall 1a-1p was
at an elevation of around 150,40-150,50 m. Because of the unevenness of the
rock, which rises markedly toward the W just where 1a and 1p were built, l1a
is founded at a height of 148,40, while 18 is at 149,56 m. Since, as we saw, the
top of the terrace is at ca. 150,50 m., wall 1a will have been 2-2,10 m. high,
and 1p around 1 m.

The top of the terrace wall 7a-7y can only have agreed with the level of
the space S of it, where later on the Archaic temple was built and the S side
of the Erechtheion was founded. That the Archaic temple was built on a ter-
race that was as high as the euthynteria, is well known. It is evident from the
fact that the foundation stones of its colonnade are coarsely worked on the
outer face and were clearly not meant to be seen. Because of the steep decliv-
ity of the rock from S to N, only the SE corner of the temple was founded
directly on the rock. The rest was constructed on an artificial terrace that hid
the foundations. Such a building, however, with compact and massive con-
struction, could not possibly disappear without leaving the slightest trace in a
place that had been filled in and covered over from Classical times on. Since
no such traces were preserved, the temple was evidently built on the already
existing Mycenaean terrace, which was covered over with fill after the Themis-
toclean wall was built. The construction of a new terrace would in any case
have been superfluous. The euthynteria of the Archaic temple is at the level
of 152,54 m. This we may take as the elevation of the top of the terrace wall
7a-7y, which, since it was founded at 150,40 m., will have been slightly over 2
m. high.

N of the end of the NE ascent, opposite wall 1a, 1s a corresponding cor-
ner wall, 2a on Plan 8. At right angles to this wall are the two walls that are

166. Kavvadias - Kawerau pl. A.
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Fig. 10. Walls 2B and 3 of Plan 8, from the N, at their point of junction. In front
the inner side of 2p. Wall 3 is next to the wooden stairway (phot. DAI n° 46).

parallel to wall 5, numbered 3 and 4. Since they too block the pathway, these
walls must be contemporary with 5 and later than 2a. Wall 2§ likewise pre-
cedes them. In fact, both the plan and the German Institute photograph n°
46 (Fig. 10), which shows the point where 3 touches 2p viewed from the N,
indicate that the northernmost stone of wall 3 is not bonded into wall 2 but
lies parallel to the S face of the wall and on a different level. Wall 3 was clearly
built at a later time against 2p. Walls 2§ and 2a are accordingly contemporary
with each other. They are built along the same line and 2 is actually a con-
tinuation of 2a to the W. Thus, there is also a wall along the north side of the
ascent, approximately parallel to 1a-1p, and the pathway ran between them.
The width, construction and length of this wall (greater than that preserved
since the wall did not end at the point to which it was preserved at the W)
exclude its identification as a house wall. Moreover with a width of only 1,40
m. it cannot have been part of the fortification wall. Thus there will have been

82




THE SECOND PHASE

yet another terrace wall, represented by walls 2a-2g, similar to and facing S
toward la-1§.
Some 10 m. from the preserved end of 2, to the W, there is a stretch of

wall running S to N, wall 6. This has been discussed above (see Plan 4, wall
11, and Plan 7, wall 6). The wall is covered in part by the paving of the court-

yard N of the Erechtheion and is therefore earlier than the courtyard. Since
its construction excludes the possibility of its being either Geometric or
Archaic, it may be considered Mycenaean. The W face is made up of stones
that are larger and more regular than those of the E side of the wall, so the
wall faced W. Up to 1,20 m. in width, it is comparable to the previous walls.
To the W, moreover, was the LH I room (see Plan 5), on the foundations of
which rested the narrower, later wall that was built against wall 6. This means
that the space west of 6 was open. Wall 6, therefore, forms the W end of the
terrace wall represented by 2a-2p. If we extend the line of 2a-2p to the W, and
the line of 6 to the S, these two extensions meet at a point about 0,60 m. south
of 6 and they give us the line of the S face of the terrace wall. This, to be
sure, is an approximation since Mycenaean walls, especially retaining walls,
were never perfectly straight.

The north boundary of the terrace is more difficult to determine. Yet there
are a number of clues, one being the inner face of the N Cyclopean wall at T
on Plan 8. The fortification wall, built after the terrace, along the brow of the
rock, which at this point is some 4 m. further north, will either have been built
against the outer face of the terrace wall or it will have stood on top of it. In
other words, the terrace wall extended to the brow of the rock and followed
it, or it lay within the fortification wall S of line T, or it will have run some-
where between these two lines. The most likely solution appears to be the lat-
ter, for two reasons. The first is the construction of the inner face of the for-
tification wall, along its foundation. It is built of stones that are smaller than
usual and do not form a regular face, recalling the construction of the inner
side of the terrace walls of the area. This means that the inner side of the for-
tification wall probably rested on the already existing retaining wall, which was
incorporated in this way into the width of the wall, serving as a foundation on
the inner side. Construction T, therefore, can be considered as part of the
retaining wall before it was incorporated into the fortification wall. The sec-
ond reason is the arrangement of the stones at the NE end of wall 6. The
westernmost of the two last preserved stones at this point is in normal posi-
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tion on the inner building line of the wall, but the easternmost lies at an angle
to the wall and appears to make a wide angled turn toward the E. If the line
indicated by this stone is followed it joins easily the line of T. In my opinion,
this is the line of the inner face of the north side of the retaining wall. The
outer face can be restored parallel to this, assuming an average thickness for
the wall of 1,20-1,40 m., as is evident from the walls preserved.

Walls 2a and 2y represent the E boundary of the terrace. Wall 2y is stepped
back about 1,50 m. to the W of the line of 2a. This was dictated by the con-
figuration of the rock, which at that point is divided by a deep cleft into two
tangent masses. To avoid the cleft, wall 2a had to be jogged slightly westward
before continuing toward the N. Accepting this, if wall 2a is extended to the
N and W, and 2y to the S, they meet to complete the line of the retaining
wall. It bordered and retained a terrace N of the end of the NE ascent, cor-
responding to that on the opposite side. The height of the terrace cannot be
estimated with any certainty, but it is likely to have agreed with that of retain-
ing walls 1a-18.

We now return to the terraces S of the ascent in order to determine their
continuation to the W. It is clear that walls 1p and 7y were cut off in the
process of laying the foundation for the E pronaos of the Erechtheion,'®” and
that they therefore originally continued further than the point where they
appear to end (Fig. 11).

A study of Kawerau’s plan'®® reveals that the three last stones of wall 1p
to the W do not follow exactly the same direction as the others, the line of
which connects them with 1a. Instead they turn slightly northward forming a
very wide, almost imperceptible angle. This is not exceptional since, as noted
above, Mycenaean retaining walls are never precisely straight. If this adjusted
line is continued toward the interior of the Erechtheion, it coincides approx-
imately with the line of the interior of the foundation for its N wall. The foun-
dation projects out some 0,25-0,30 m. south of the line of its overlying wall.

167. This is visible on Kavvadias - Kawe-  they actually are. Proof of this lies in Fig.
rau pl. I', where the underpinnings of the 11 (phot. DAI n°® 742). See also Holland,
foundation of the E pronaos of the Erech- AJA4 1924, p. 419, fig. S.
theion are shown as much narrower than 168. Kavvadias - Kawerau pl. I.
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Fig. 11. Wall 1B of Plan 8 at left, and the foundation of the E porch of the
Erechtheion, from the N. (phot. DAI n° 742).

Along its length the faces of the poros foundation blocks preserve traces of
tooling showing that they had been placed against an already existing rough
wall and had been worked so as to conform with it. At two points (Plan 8, 1y

and 18) two sections of this wall are

preserved in situ with a width of some

1,50 m.'% They are built of the same material and in the same way as the pre-
vious retaining walls. There can be no doubt that wall 1y-1d is the westward

continuation of wall 1a-1p.

169. Erechtheum pp. 138-142, fig. 88, pl.
II, and Holland, 4J4 1924, pp. 1-23, fig. 1.
Holland correctly noted this wall but be-

lieved it to be a different wall from 1p (which
he numbers A4 on his plan in AJA 1924, p.

156, fig. 12). Thus he accepted the exist-
ence of two similar, parallel, heavy retaining
walls, A4 and F2, 0,60 m. apart, a situation
that could never have existed.
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Preserved within the cella of the Erechtheion, in the corner formed
between the W cross-wall and the Christian foundation of the S aisle, is yet
another trace of a similar wall:'’’ a long and fairly large stone (Plan 8, 7).
The stone lies precisely on the line of extension of wall 7a-7y, if we continue
that wall toward the W as with 1a-18. Thus the two retaining walls continue
towards the W and they can be followed as far as the W cross-wall of the
Erechtheion.

Clearly they did not stop here. There will have been a boundary further
W. Indeed the existence of a west retaining wall, hiding the foundation of the
Archaic temple, had been postulated by the principal researchers. Yet no one
had gone beyond that to determine its exact position.!”! Stevens!’? was the
first to observe that just behind the base of the Athena Promachos, there were
traces of a shallow trench that had been cut into the rock, running from S to
N. He considered this trench to belong to the foundation of a Mycenaean
retaining wall that supported the terrace on which the Archaic temple had
been built and that it was still extant in Classical times. He determined its S
boundary on the basis of the traces of the Processional Way of the Pana-
thenaia which made a detour around the SW corner of the terrace and then
continued its course toward the E. The N boundary of the terrace he surmised
both from the existence of the supposed Mycenaean house walls, beyond
which the retaining wall could not have gone, and particularly from the
oblique positioning of two Classical bases lying NE of the end of the wall. The
position of the bases makes sense only if there was a wall to the S of them.
The orientation of the bases showed Stevens in addition the line followed by
the N leg of the retaining wall toward the E. The direction of the S leg he
surmised from the existence of a Classical wall that was parallel to the foun-
dations of the Archaic temple, but not parallel to the Parthenon. Given that
this south leg begins at the S end of the trench and runs eastward between

170. Holland, AJA 1924, p. 2, fig. 1, g  agrees that its height is 153-153,23 m. at the

and Erechtheum pl. 1. top. Likewise Paton, Erechtheum p. 437, n.
171. Dorpfeld, JdI 1919, pp. 12, 38 and 3, and Holland, AJ4 1924, p. 145.
pls 1, 2 and 3, where he shows it with the 172. Hesperia V, 1936, pp. 499-503, figs

reference Y much further east than it actu-  42-43, 51-52. See also Holland, AJA 1924,
ally is. He does not locate its S leg, but he p. 77.
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two constructions that are parallel to each other, that is, the Classical wall and
the Archaic temple, it can only have been parallel to them. The Classical wall
formed the N boundary of the processional way, which ran E along the side

of the Parthenon. It could not have been planned and built at an angle to the
Parthenon unless it had to be adjusted to another already existing wall, in this

case the Mycenaean retaining wall.

He calculated the height of this Mycenaean terrace on the basis of the elev-
ation of the rock at the NE corner of the Promachos base and the height of
the stylobate of the Archaic temple, which was 4,53 m. at the middle of its W
end. He dated it to the Mycenaean period on the basis of the chronology of
the buildings that had been built on top of it, and on the fact that the surface
of the rock within the terrace showed no trace of having ever been worked.
This showed that the area was covered by an earth accumulation from very
early times, thus ruling out any building activity in that space.

Stevens’ discovery and conclusions were generally accepted as the correct
solution to a long-standing problem'”? and, as we shall see, exploration of this
area has fully supported his ideas. Cleaning in the area has shown that in gen-
eral the trench is just as Steven described it, long and narrow, and running
from S to N (Fig. 12). Its width varies from place to place, but in general,
where the rim has survived on both sides, it ranges between 1,20-1,40 m. At
only one place, exactly E of the base of the Promachos, it is 2,50 m. wide.
This, however, is due to the configuration of the rock. As Stevens rightly
observed, the S end is defined by a low rise in the surface of the rock, worn
smooth by the feet of those walking along the ceremonial road, and by the
cuttings in the rock which show the course of the road (Plan 9, 1). This end
is at a level of 149,58 m.

173. Reservations were expressed by
Dinsmoor alone (4JA4 1947, p. 122, n. 69
and fig. 3) who changes somewhat the orien-
tation of the N leg of the retaining wall and
has doubts about dating it to Mycenaean
times. Later, Immo Beyer (44 1977, p. 50)
followed by J. C. Wright (AM 95, 1980, pp.
64-65, n. 18) stated that the trench is nei-

ther a trench nor Mycenaean (Es gibt keine
mykenische Mauerbettung dieser Art, Beyer)
but a natural hollow in the surface of the
rock (Beyer, Wright) or a much later set-
ting for a row of monuments. This unequivo-
cal statement is obviously based on their
lack ‘of familiarity with Mycenaean con-
struction tools and practices.
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Fig. 12. Foundation trench for the terrace wall behind the Promachos base, from
the south.

The W rim of the trench is the straightest, well cut and deep, and it is eas-
ily discernible for practically its full length. At only a few places is the rock
surface so low that the cutting cannot be made out. Just S of the Promachos
base, at about the middle of its course, the bed of the trench is 0,35 m. lower
than the rim. This section is also the best preserved. Clearly the trench was
cut along a line where the rock had already a natural hollow, and this hollow
remained approximately as it was along the E side.

The E rim, which corresponds to the inner side and was invisible, is there-
fore neither as straight nor as carefully cut as the W rim. It is visible only
toward the S, even though the trench is very shallow there. Further N it dis-
appears for some 8 metres, to reappear again along an irregular line, deter-
mined more by the chance formation of the rock, and modified in places by
minor chipping rather than by systematic cutting.
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Plan 9. Foundation trench of the W terrace wall.

At about the middle of the E rim (2 on Plan 9) there is the trace of a short
straight cutting that begins just in front of the rim, on the interior of the trench
bed. It is at right angles to the trench and runs from E to W. At the begin-
ning, it is shallow but quite clear. Further to the E it deepens, and the edge
coincides with a natural fold in the rock about 3 m. long, which has been deep-
ened in part and modified to accommodate the base of a built pithos of Turk-
ish times (Fig. 13). There is no corresponding working of the rock N of it.
This would in any case have been superfluous as the rock itself here forms a
shallow trench-like hollow, about 0,70 m. wide, at right angles to the trench
of the wall. Some 2,50 m. N of the cutting (Plan 9, 2) there is a crack in the
surface of the rock, comparable in orientation and size (Plan 9, 3), and entirely
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Fig. 13. Working of the rock at 2 on Plan 9, from the W.

natural. N of 3, the inner rim of the trench can barely be discerned. Indeed
in a number of places it is not even extant, especially near its N end, which
at an elevation of 147,56 m., is lower by 2,02 m. than the S end. The bed of
the trench is nowhere completely flat and in places it appears not even to have
been prepared. Rough spots in the surface of the rock have simply been
removed, evidently with the hammer, to create a surface more or less level
but hardly smooth. More care has been spent on the cutting of the W rim,
which is more uniform in appearance; yet there the lack of chisel or any other
similar tool marks is notable.

The creators of the trench, however, did not confine themselves simply to
removing protrusions in the rock. They filled in whatever hollows existed,
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Fig. 14. The stones of the terrace wall, in situ, next to 5 on Plan 9.

either in the bed of the trench or just in front of the edges of the trench, with
a mixture of ordinary yellowish mud plaster and gravel or small stones. The
purpose was to level it and to provide a more or less uniform surface for the
blocks of the retaining wall. Hollows filled in, in just that way, have been found
at various places in the trench, especially beneath the few stones of the retain-
ing wall that have remained in situ.

Exploration of the trench indeed revealed not only the bed itself, but stones
belonging to the lowest course of the retaining wall that were still in place.
The stone noted at point 4 on Plan 9 was found built with lime plaster into
an artificial hollow and it belongs to the period of Turkish domination. At
point 5, however, there were two fairly large stones, built on the rock with
simple mud plaster and small pebbles, without any sherds at all, and next to
them a few smaller stones (Fig. 14). Preserved at the beginning of the crack
3 at the W, are two more stones, and at the point where the E corner of the
Promachos base is close to the edge of the trench (Plan 9, 6) a block of large
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proportions remains, the S edge of which covers quite a deep hollow in the
rock. It was excavated earlier by Kavvadias. Lying next to this block is another,
smaller stone, and two more were found further north.

Close to the north end of the trench, at 7 on Plan 9, there is a hollow that
extends some way into the trench. Like the other hollows, this too had been
filled in as described above, and over this were set the stones of the NW cor-
ner of the retaining wall. These stones no longer existed, but in situ were a
number of smaller stones that had been placed as an underpinning for the
lowest course of the wall. To some extent these stones also sealed off the fill-
ing of the hollow which had therefore remained undisturbed, hard and com-
pact. Within it were found a considerable number of sherds which were very
useful for dating the retaining wall; the latest are Mycenaean.!”* To the E of
7, at 8 on Plan 9, a stone was preserved at a spot coinciding with the NE end
of the trench.

There are in addition a few traces of the N leg of the retaining wall as well.
At location 9 on Plan 9, around 4 m. E of 8, a large block was found on the
rock, with two smaller stones beside it, together covering a fill containing
sherds agreeing with the evidence from the previous group.'”> Some 16 m. fur-
ther east along the line of 8-9 (Plan 9, 10), lies another group of stones, built
directly on the rock and unquestionably part of this leg of the retaining wall.
The line 8-9-10 runs in the direction that Stevens had proposed and it follows
a course about 2 m. S of and parallel to the Classical base (see Plan 10, 4).

Thus the retaining wall existed and it was indeed Mycenaean, just as was
the terrace it supported, on which the Archaic temple was later built.!”® Since
the rock slopes from S to N, and the tops of the walls must have been hori-
zontal, the heights of the terrace walls will have varied from place to place.
In order to determine these the height of the terrace must be found. We have
one very valuable piece of evidence for this: the euthynteria of the colonnade
of the Archaic temple which, as we saw, is at an elevation of 152,54 m. Assum-

174. See Appendix II, group 1. Dorpfeld, JdI 1919, p. 4, according to which
175. See Appendix II, group 2. Mycenaean sherds were found between the
176. See also the information given by  preserved walls of the Archaic temple.

92




THE SECOND PHASE

ARCHAIC TEMPLE

Plan 10. Terrace walls W of the Erechtheion.

ing that the top of the terrace sloped slightly from N to NW to facilitate

drainage,!”’

According to this calculation, the terrace wall will have been 2,82 m. high
at the S edge, and 4,84 m. high at the N because of the slope of the rock.

On the basis of the arguments given above, Stevens determined that the
line of the S leg of the retaining wall began at the S end of the trench and
ran parallel to the Archaic temple toward the E. He was most certainly right.
We can determine the length of this leg with accuracy, basing the calculation
on the differences in elevation.!”® The rock rises not only from N to S, but

152,40 m. must have been the average elevation of the terrace.

177. Similar sloping exists in the Myce- 178. Stevens too used this method, but
naean palaces. See Holland, A/4 1924, p. 167.  he depended on the altitudes given by Ka-
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also from W to E. Accordingly the wall of the S leg, retaining a horizontal
elevation of 152,40 m., as we have seen, must end at the point where the rock
reaches or approaches that height. This level is reached at location 1 on Plan
10, around 54 m. from the S end of the trench. As for its N leg, which we fol-
lowed as far as the stones at 10 on Plan 9, it will have continued somewhat
beyond the Classical bases (Plan 10, 4) that were erected in front of it.

Were there approaches to the terrace, whose boundaries we have thus
determined to the S, W and in part to the N? Traces of one are preserved at
the W side and, no doubt, there may have been more than one. The two small
quasi-trenches (Plan 10, 2 and 3, Plan 9, 2 and 3), of which 2 is man made, at
least in part, can only be explained as foundations for the support of a stair-
way that will have led to the top of the terrace, at right angles to the retain-
ing wall.!” Assuming a width of about 0,70 m. for the two supports, using the
width of 3 as guide and in agreement with that of the N stairway of the Palace
of Mycenae,'® the opening between them will have been 2,40 m. This gives
us the width of the stairway. The elevation of the rock just in front of the mid-
dle of that opening is 148,59 m. The difference between this and the top of
the terrace, estimated at 152,40, is 3,81 m. If this difference is divided into 16
steps, with risers of 0,24 m. and treads 0,35 m. wide, we have a stairway pen-
etrating the terrace some 5 m. This provides an easy ascent to the top of the
terrace in accordance with Mycenaean building practice. '8!

werau, and in addition he accepts a some-
what lower level for the terrace.

179. The likelihood that a stairway
existed at this point was suspected also by
Stevens, to whom I am obliged for the sug-
gestion.

180. Ergon 1959, pp. 98-99.

181. The number and measurements of
the steps are only indicative. Compared to
later examples and to modern ones, Myce-
naean stairways are steep and difficult to
climb. They are never symmetrical even in
luxurious constructions. Their arrangement

and the measurements of the steps vary
greatly. They follow no strict canon, and it
is therefore impossible to restore precisely
any Mycenaean stairway or ascent that is
not preserved. In the calculations for this
stairway I took into account measurements
drawn only from comparable Mycenaean
constructions. What is impossible to esti-
mate, however, is the asymmetry of the
steps. This holds not only for this particu-
lar stairway, but also for all the others to be
restored in the following pages.
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To complete the picture of the complex of retaining walls W of the NE
ascent, we must examine the empty space between the termination of walls 19
and 78 (Plan 8) at the W and the eastward continuation of the N leg of the
retaining wall beside the Promachos, east of point 4 on Plan 10. There are no
longer any traces in the area lying between, but a study of the W side of the
Erechtheion, provides some evidence.

It is common knowledge that concentrated in this place, even as early as
Prehistoric times, were all the tokens associated throughout the centuries with
chthonic cult.’®? In the N portico of the building (Plan 11, 1) there are the
traces of the trident (or thunderbolt), and the tomb of Erechtheus.!®? The sea
of Erechtheus was located in the prostomiaion, in the W compartment of the
building (Plan 11, 2).'® Outside the Erechtheion to the W (Plan 11, 3) grew
the sacred olive tree.!> The tomb of Kekrops was in the SW corner (Plan 11,
4),!86 and further west, but easily accessible from the Porch of the Maidens,
was the sanctuary of Pandrosos (Plan 11, 5).!%” The way in which all this came
to be concentrated in the building of the Erechtheion, or rather, the way in
which the Erechtheion-adapted itself to all these things, is most instructive.

First the Pandroseion: remaining today are traces of the foundation of its
peribolos at the N and to some extent at the W (Plan 11, 5a-58), showing that
the wall was relatively narrow and set at an angle to the W side of the
Erechtheion; the SW corner of the N portico of the Classical building was
adapted to the E end of this peribolos wall. Fragments of broken marble slabs
built into the W wall of the building (Plan 11, 5y) verify the existence and at
the same time give the level of a Classical pavement that was laid in the
precinct after the Persian wars but preceding the construction of the
Erechtheion.'® Near 5y this paving was founded on a relatively thin layer of
limestone over a fill containing Helladic sherds;'® the top of the fill had been

182. Kontoleon, 7o ’EgéyOeiov wgs oixo- 186. Ibid. p. 69.

dounua yOoviag Aatpeias (Athens 1949). 187. Erechtheum pp. 119 f., likewise
183. Ibid. p. 81. Paus. 1 27, 3, IG 1> 372 (Erechtheum p. 286
184. Ibid. p. 34. f.), IG 1? 373 (Erechtheum p. 322 f.).
185. Ibid. p. 37. The olive is thought to 188. Erechtheum pp. 125-126.

be a “marker” for the tomb of Kekrops 189. Ibid. pp. 122, 126.

from which it grew.
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Plan 11. The area of the Pandroseion and the Kekropion.

destroyed with the addition of the limestone layer. This had been observed
earlier also along the length of the W wall of the Erechtheion. As noted also
by the Erechtheion excavators, all this shows clearly that in this place there
was a deep prehistoric fill which the makers of the Classical building avoided
disturbing in so far as possible. Specifically, the elevation at location 5y is
148,19 m. and the Helladic fill beneath the limestone bedding for the slab
paving reached a level as high as 149,62, whereas the pavement itself, which
unquestionably maintained the old level, was at an elevation of 150,45. Thus
we may conclude that down to the Persian wars, in the area of the Pandro-
seion there was a fill some 2,26 m. high, which had been formed as early as
Helladic times. A fill this high, however, could not possibly be formed or sur-
vive unless retained by a wall, and it could not remain intact unless the wall
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was continuously there. Yet the N line of the Pandroseion peribolos not only
preceded the Erechtheion but was among the first to be repaired after the
Persian wars. Since it is aligned differently from the Erechtheion, it clearly
was adapted to another, pre-existing construction that had been there for cen-
turies and, as shown by the sherds in the fill, was in fact prehistoric. There-
fore the peribolos of the Pandroseion succeeded a prehistoric retaining wall
that had been preserved as it was or with alterations until the Persian wars.
That wall retained a fill 2 m. high, at an elevation of about 150,45 m. In this
grew the olive tree.

The Kekropion (Plan 11, 4), the tomb of Kekrops, is included in the Pan-
droseion, and takes up the SW corner of the Erechtheion. Its exact form in
Classical times, we do not know. It probably consisted of a mound or small
open-air space. In any case, it was not in the form of a building.'™® Certain it
is that it was surrounded by a peribolos wall, the E side of which coincided
with the W wall of the Erechtheion and continued as far as the Porch of the
Maidens.!®! Stevens accurately determined the line of this peribolos wall'®? on
the basis of traces preserved on the W wall of the Erechtheion and on the
euthynteria of the Archaic temple. Its elevation may be ascertained from other
traces preserved on the W wall of the Erechtheion within the Kekropion
boundaries. A number of blocks of the W wall of the Erechtheion have coarsely
worked surfaces. Moreover, at the height of the marble beam joining the
Porch of the Maidens with the W wall, there is a marble block with lifting
bosses that have been roughly and carelessly removed (Fig. 15). It is evident
that this unfinished part of the W face of the Erechtheion was not meant to
be seen, for it will have been buried at least to the height of the top of the
bosses, which are at 153 m.'”® Thus the Kekropion was at a level some 2,50
m. higher than the Pandroseion, which implies a second terrace, S of the first
and parallel to it.

190. Dorpfeld, JdI 1919, p. 7, accepts 193. Stevens, Hesperia XV, 1946, p. 95,
that it was covered by a terrace. fig. 13, accepts a lower level for the Kekro-
191. Erechtheum pp. 127-137, and IG 1>  pion as he does not include the last block
372, preserving the bosses among the unworked
192. Hesperia XV, 1946, pp. 93-97, figs  blocks.
12-14.
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Fig. 15. The west wall of the Erechtheion. At the level of the big marble beam
and to its left, the wall block with the lifting bosses incompletely removed.

The next question is whether these two terraces of the Pandroseion and of
the Kekropion are associated with the retaining walls 1a-18 and 7a-7d, and
with the N wall of the terrace E of the Promachos base.

If line 7a-7d is extended toward the W some 5 metres, at point 2 on Plan
12 (at the level of the W wall of the Erechtheion), it meets the NE corner of
the retaining wall supporting the Kekropion terrace. If we extend the line of
the terrace wall from that point westward for about 27 metres, at the level of
the NW corner of the Archaic temple (Plan 12, 3) it meets the N wall of the
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Plan 12. The complex of terraces S of the Erechtheion and around the Archaic temple.

terrace behind the Promachos, the course of which we have already followed
to this point. This gives us the entire N side of the terrace. Its elevation (152,54
m. at the E end, about 153 m. in the middle where the Kekropion is located,
and about 152,40 m. at the W end) is uniform, indicating that the terrace was
continuous and uninterrupted. As is apparent from the curving line of the N
terrace wall, the Archaic temple was built at the very spot where it could be
positioned symmetrically.

The extension of line 1a-186 around 7 metres westward to point 4 on Plan
12, takes it to the E end of the Pandroseion retaining wall. Continuing the
line known and preserved in Classical times westward brings the wall to point
5 where the Pandroseion wall makes a right angle turn S to meet the higher
retaining wall at point 6 on Plan 12. It is thus the westward extension of retain-
ing wall 1a-19, as shown also by the elevation, which at the E end is at 150,40
m., and in the Pandroseion area at 150,45. I consider it most likely that the
line 5-6 is the W boundary of this terrace. First of all, the existence of the
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Classical bases slightly west of 3 means that the terrace cannot have con-
tinued much beyond 5. Secondly, and most significant, the line coincides with
that of the post-Persian rebuilding of the Pandroseion peribolos and since the
inherited arrangement was respected in all else, an innovation here would be
most unlikely.

Thus we have two parallel, graduated terraces, forming long, narrow level
areas with the greatest width in the middle. At precisely that point and to the
N were the venerable sacred places and the “tokens,” revered as early as Pre-
historic times: the tomb of Kekrops, perhaps covered by a mound-like con-
struction (Plan 12, 9), near it the sacred olive tree (10), the temenos of Pan-
drosos (11) and the sea of Erechtheus (12). Just to the N (at 13), and prob-
ably enclosed within a peribolos, the marks of the thunderbolt that killed
Erechtheus, or of the trident of Poseidon. These marks, which in Classical
times were kept uncovered and open directly to the sky through the open cof-
fer above them in the N portico (T& évnAuocia), could not possibly have been
covered over in Prehistoric times. This perhaps provides yet another bit of evi-
dence for the line of the retaining wall south of them, as calculated.

We cannot know the precise arrangement of this corner of the terracing
during Mycenaean times. Perhaps the peribolos of the thunderbolt marks
communicated in some way with the sea of Erechtheus as it did in Classical
times. Perhaps also at the location of the old entrance to the Pandroseion,
which the architect of the Erechtheion retained by leaving an open doorway
in the SW part of the N porch, there was a stairway leading from the level of
the rock (which is at 148,20 here) to the top of the terrace, N of the olive
tree. The two stones from Prehistoric times preserved in the foundations of
the Erechtheion (Plan 12, 8 and 14)'%* are isolated and so far apart from each
other that only conjecture is possible. One hypothesis is that 14 is a remain-
der of a wall running N to S that separated the sea of Erechtheus from the
olive tree and the Pandroseion, and that 8 was part of a construction believed
to be the tomb of Kekrops.

In my opinion the arrangement of the terraces as reconstructed here
satisfactorily explains the peculiarities of the “building known as the
Erechtheion”!® and the solutions imposed on its architect.

194. Erechtheum p. 126, fig. 80, and pl. IV. 195. Paus. I 26, S.

100




THE SECOND PHASE

THE AREA SE OF THE END OF THE NE ASCENT

Wall 11a (Plan 13) lies E of wall 1e-7a, opposite to it and roughly in line
with it. The N part of the wall is built of large, heavy blocks, still visible today.
Since the rock itself rises toward the S, the stones become progressively
smaller in this direction while the width of the wall, as much as 1,10 m.,
remains the same. This is to be expected, since the steeply rising gradient of
the rock meant that the mass and weight of fill the wall had to retain was
much less. It stops at a point corresponding to 7a on Plan 12. Both walls end
against an abrupt rise of the rock; continuation to the S is not preserved.

At its N end, wall 11e makes an approximately right angle turn to the E,
continuing in a straight line (Plan 13, 11g-11y) to a point near the brow of the
rock. A number of constructions were discovered S of this, some of them built
on the inner side of the wall and plotted by Kawerau.!”® Clearly they belong
to Turkish times and they are not included on the plan.

Like the walls W of it, 11a-11y is thus a retaining wall, supporting a ter-
race and facing N like the others. Its S end is founded at 150,79, its NW cor-
ner at 149,57, and at the middle of its N side it is at about 150,02. In order
to determine its height, we shall have to examine the area of the rock to the
S of it.

Some 14-14,50 m. to the south, parallel to it but extending further E, is a
second retaining wall (Plan 13, 12). Its easternmost preserved end stops at a
point roughly opposite the W end of 11y. The N side of this wall is shown by
Kawerau'”’ as a straight line. Cleaning this side of the wall, however, showed
that the line is irregular, following the conformation of the rock. Its exterior
side is constructed of relatively large blocks measuring between 0,85 % 0,30 and
0,40%0,25 m., with smaller stones in the interstices (Fig. 16). The wall varies
in width, ranging from 1,40 to 1,80 m., considerably thicker than noted by
Kawerau. The interior face of the wall is made up of much smaller stones so
as to adjust it to the uneven surface of the steeply rising rock. In other words,
the lower courses of retaining wall 12 were carefully adapted to the steeply
rising surface of that part of the rock, the top of which to the S coincides with

196. Kavvadias-Kawerau pl. A. 197. Ibid. pl. A, 43.
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Plan 13. Terrace walls E of the Erechtheion.

the highest point of the Acropolis. All the stones of the retaining wall, espe-
cially the smaller ones on the inner side, are set with a plentiful amount of
yellowish clay, totally unlike the usual sort of earth lying on the rock. The clay
layer had not been disturbed in the 1887 excavation and it contained sherds.
These were collected from between the lowest courses of the wall where they
clearly had not been damaged since the building of the wall, thus providing
material for its dating.!”8

198. See infra, Appendix II, groups 3 and 4.
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Fig. 16. Terrace wall 12 of Plan 13 from the NW (phot. DAI n° 50).

At its W end, the wall stops without coming to a finished end. No doubt
it will have continued further west, although we cannot determine precisely
how far. Its line toward the E was interrupted in Classical times by the set-
ting of a series of regular rectangular conglomerate blocks, so that here too
the original end of the wall is missing.

Wall 12 is founded directly on the rock, which slopes steeply toward the N
and less so toward the E. Thus the level of its foundation ranges from an elev-
ation of 152,53 m. at the W end to 151,68 m. at the E. The elevations enable
us to determine the level of the terrace supported by walls 11a-11y as being
at about 152,50 m., probably with a slight slope to the E for the draining of
water. This level agrees with the elevation of the top of the large terrace to
the W. In addition, it enables us to determine, on the basis of the elevations
of the rock, the approximate termination of 11a at the S and 12a at the W, as
shown at 10 on Plan 13.

Beside the E end of retaining wall 12 there is a wall about 1,40 m. wide,
today covered over. It is built of medium sized stones with yellowish clay of
the same sort as that used for terrace wall 12 and it contained comparable
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sherds (Plan 13, 13). On Kawerau’s plan,!” the S end appears to stop short
of the N side of 12. The measurements of the stones given are smaller than
they actually are and the angle of the corner is in fact wider than that shown.
There is no reference to it in the text. When it was excavated it was evident
that it formed a corner slightly wider than a right angle, and that it had two
unequal legs. The longer of the two, about 5 m., is perpendicular to 12, on
which it abuts. The shorter leg turns W and continues in that direction for
some 3 m. The rest of the wall is not preserved, but it is evident that it was
destroyed and that wall 13 did not end where it does today. On top of it were
remains of a wall built during the Turkish domination, not shown on the plan.

The direction of 13 and the fact that it is Mycenaean and has been built
against the N side of 12, makes it certain that it is the SE end of 11y. In fact,
if the line of 11y is continued along the line dictated by the NE edge of the
rock, which 11 follows elsewhere, it meets the westward running leg of 13.
Judging by its position and the given elevations, 13 will have been built to a
height of less than 1 m. Its construction resembles exactly that of the other
similar low retaining walls, recalling the S end of 11a.

Whether the stones at 14 on Plan 13 actually belong to a Mycenaean build-
ing, is uncertain. They comprise two very short stretches of wall slightly out
of line with each other and they were noted by Kawerau. It is most unlikely
that they belong to a retaining wall built between and parallel to 11 and 12,
since in that case wall 11 could not have been higher than 1,40 m., and such
large stones and heavy construction would have been unnecessary.

In the preserved section of retaining wall 12, the tops of the blocks at its
W end are at elevation 154,13 m., in the middle at 154,37 m. and at its E end
at 154,09 m., giving an average level of about 154,10 m. As we have already
noted, to the S and E of the terrace lies the oval hump of the rock with its
top at elevation 156,16 m. (see Plan 16). The extent of rock surface that
remained uncovered will have depended on the height of the terrace wall and
consequently also on the level of its top S of the terrace it retains. If the top

199. Kavvadias-Kawerau pl. A.
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of the retaining wall as preserved today was actually the uppermost course,
the exposed surface of the rock will have been the same then as it was in Clas-
sical times and the wall will have had an average height of 1,60 m. If another
course is restored, the height of which must be calculated at 0,70 m. on the
basis of the blocks preserved, the wall will have been about 2,30 m. high. In
this case the top of the terrace will have had an elevation of about 154,80 m.
and the exposed surface of the rock will have been considerably less. The
traces preserved yield no positive conclusion on this score.

THE NE ASCENT

The deep fissure that cuts into the mass of the Acropolis rock from E to
W, ending at the top of the Acropolis E of the Erechtheion, forms a natural
access which will, indeed, have been used from the earliest times. While pass-
able, it is very narrow and steep. It requires climbing rather than walking, and
it is totally inadequate for animals, especially pack-animals. This in itself shows
that it could never have been the main entrance to the Acropolis as has been
thought by some.

The track had been made into a regular ascent during Late Helladic times.
Precisely when this was done, we do not know. We know, however, that dur-
ing the time of the terrace walls we have been discussing, the pathway had
already been formed and was in service as a supplementary approach, wind-
ing, as it did, through the anomalies of the rock.

The Mediaeval fortification wall of the Acropolis, built on the line of the
Classical wall, divides the NE ascent into two unequal parts: the western part
which is inside the wall and the longer, eastern part which lies outside it. The
first was excavated by Kavvadias in 1887.2% It was found covered over by a
fill with sherds showing that it was buried when the Themistoclean wall was
built.?”! The second was cleared in 1931-1934 by Broneer whose explorations
verified Holland’s conclusion that the entrance was blocked when the Myce-
naean fortification wall was erected. In fact, his excavation showed that the

200. Ibid. pp. 33, 89, pls I" and A. 201. AM 1887, p. 141.
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Plan 14. The northeast ascent.

eastern part of the ascent had been covered over by little buildings contem-
porary with the construction of the wall, and the last steps beside the Classi-
cal wall were buried beneath a pure Mycenaean fill of that same time.??
The ascent (Plan 14, 3) begins some 10 m. east of the Peripatos inscription
(Plan 14, 4) at the point where it meets with the Peripatos itself (Plan 14, 5),
at a level of about 125 m. It ends at the top of the rock, between retaining
walls 1 and 2 at a level of 147,57 m. The slope it had to surmount is precipi-

tous indeed,?*® and for this reason steps and ramps were constructed in order

202. Hesperia 11, 1933, pp. 351-355; IV,  average incline of 34%. The slope has been
1935, pp. 109-113. modified in places by surface reworking,
203. Over the total length of approxi- but it is none the less exceedingly abrupt,
mately 66,50 m., the pathway shows a dif- especially for frequent use.
ference in elevation of 22,57 m., that is an
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to make the climb easier. The first section of it, beginning at the Peripatos
and ending at about the middle of its course, is a steeply ascending path. At
this point the first step is encountered, constructed of small flagstones. Then
comes a section destroyed by the Mycenaean houses that were later built on
top of it (see infra). A little further on are three similar steps, the tops of
which have been trodden smooth.?** Some 7 metres further west are another
seven steps, followed by a ramp leading to the point where the fissure in the
main mass of the rock begins. From here on the ascent is by means of a con-
tinuous stairway, cut by the later fortification wall, with steps in some places
built, in other places cut into the rock. Their measurements vary to such an
extent that they are totally unequal and irregular. The rock S of this last sec-
tion of the ascent rises steeply and evenly to the level where terrace II (Plan
16) is located and where later another section of the north Cyclopean wall was
added (T on Plan 14). This applies also to the narrow space between walls 11
and 1, which is not accessible from the stairway. N of the ascent, the rock is
lower, but not climbable, and it is broken into a series of irregular masses by
deep fissures. The last step to the W is the widest, leading to a landing that
brings the climber to the passage between terrace walls 1 and 2. This charac-
teristically Mycenaean ascent, making use of the formation of the rock itself,
served the Acropolis throughout its entire second phase until the building of
the fortification wall.

THE NORTHWEST DESCENT TO THE CAVES

A Mycenaean descent is partially preserved on the low NW plateau of the
rock where the caves of Pan, Apollo and Zeus Olympios are situated. It runs
through the rough and uneven rock from the top down to the narrow shelf of
the plateau, to the mouth of the cave of Pan. Kavvadias was the first to exca-
vate the area, and Keramopoullos later carried out supplementary exploration
and cleaning.?%

204. Broneer, Hesperia 1V, 1935, p. 113.  pls 1-4, and Keramopoullos, Deltion 1929,
205. Kavvadias, Ephemeris 1897, pp. 1-32,  pp. 86-88.
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That the descent was constructed and used during Mycenaean times is evi-
dent from its construction, the remains preserved in situ, its layout and the
fact that it preceded the Classical wall, the building of which altered it at the
top of the rock. The lack of relevant material, however, makes it difficult to
determine the exact Late Helladic phase to which it belongs. Yet it seems to
me most unlikely that this descent would not have been in use when the
Acropolis was as systematically inhabited as it was during the period we are
investigating. I believe it more logical to assume that its construction was con-
temporary with the terrace walls rather than with the later third phase.

The point where the descent is next to the base of the Classical wall, which
coincides approximately with the beginning of the descent, is at a level of
137,14 m. There are no steps for the first 10 m. of its downward course (Plan
15, 1). They would in any case have been unnecessary since the rock, while
far from being “virtually horizontal,”?* slopes gently, so that a ramp was suf-
ficient. Preserved at 2 on Plan 15 is a stone that appears to belong to the
retaining wall of that part of the descent.?” The incomplete rectangular con-
struction at 3, not mentioned by the excavator, should be much later since it
could not possibly have stood where it is while the retaining wall was extant.

Slightly W of 2, a series of uneven steps of various sizes (Plan 15, 4) begins.
They are cut into a natural cleft of the rock,?*® the course of which they fol-
low. Between the 16th and the 22nd step from the E, the bed of this cleft has
a deep and abrupt fissure. Here there are cuttings in each side, wider to the
N, that were made to accommodate built steps to bridge the empty space
between.

After the 23rd step, the stairway is interrupted by a four-sided construc-
tion of later times, partly cut into the rock (Plan 15, 5). Its construction cut
off the four curving steps (Plan 15, 6), which make a detour to the N in order
to continue the descent, whose traces are encountered again just W of 5 as a
series of eight more steps. These stop next to the precipitous brow of the rock

206. Kavvadias, Ephemeris 1897, p. 27.  down (Ephemeris 1897, pl. 1, €) and having
207. Kavvadias does not refer to that no relation to it.
stone nor does he mark it on his plan. In- 208. In his text, Kavvadias (p. 26) men-
stead, he attributes to the retaining wall tions 17 steps; on his pl. 1, however he
another series of stones, found much lower records 31, which is the correct number.
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Plan 15. The area of the northwest descent.

(Plan 15, 7), just before the cave of Pan (A on the Plan) where the partly
destroyed chapel of Aghios loannes Alaniares (St. John the Tramp) (Plan 15,
8) stands today. From this point on, the rock toward the W is virtually hori-
zontal, as is evident from the elevations marked on the plan.

From 1 to 7 the course of the path is clear. The question is whether it con-
tinued on down, and what this continuation might have been.

If it continued, it will have started at the level of the open area at 7 and,
descending the side of the rock, it will have come down to about the level of
the Peripatos. The brow of the rock at this point is about 10 m. above the
base, and the wall of the rock here forms an almost vertical cliff. To overcome
this difference of level, it would have been necessary to have either a ramp
parallel to the side of the rock and at least 50 m. long in order to obtain a
20% incline (twice that of the great E ascent at Tiryns), or else a stairway at
least 12 m. long.?"”” Such large scale and massive constructions could hardly

209. Hypothesising steps with tread-  which would make the climb anything but
boards 0,30 m. wide and risers 0,25 m. high,  easy.
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Plan 16. The Acropolis at the end of the second LH building phase.
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have disappeared leaving no trace at all. In fact, for such a construction, we
might even have expected to find a relevant comment in the ancient sources.
We may therefore exclude the existence of a descent from the brow to the
base of the rock. The path clearly ended near 7 and its sole purpose was to
connect the top of the rock with the NW plateau and the caves.

THE SECOND LATE HELLADIC PHASE AS A WHOLE

During the span of time to which the second building period belongs, the
Acropolis was still unfortified. On top of the rock at the N is a complex of
terraces forming a series of stepped level areas. On these we must visualise
the palace buildings and other installations. The tombs, to be sure, are not
visible. So too the LH I house which, judging by the sherds in the fill that cov-
ered it,21% had also been abandoned and buried.

There are five terraces. At the N the smallest of all, I on Plan 16, is an
irregular four-sided one in plan, its top probably at 150,45 m. Opposite it to
the S, with its top at the same level, is the long, narrow terrace II, the W end
of which includes the “martyria,” the “tokens” of the time honoured cult on
the rock. S of II and higher is the large west terrace, III, with its top at a level
of 152,50 m., and with a stairway in the middle of its west side, serving the
old and natural approach to the summit of the rock from the W. Here, where
the Archaic temple stood, and, later on, part of the Erechtheion, the main
complex of the Mycenaean palace must have been located.

Opposite IT and III and separated from them by a narrow strip of the rock
itself, left free and perhaps intended as a water run-off and for draining the
area, are the two terraces to the E. To the N is IV, dominating the final sec-
tion of the NE ascent, and with its N side following the configuration of the
rock so that it has an irregular plan that is almost triangular; its top is at the
same level as III. Rising above this to the S is terrace V, contiguous and on
the highest part of the summit of the rock. These terraces must have com-
municated with each other and with the rock on which they stood, so we must

210. Holland, 4J4 1924, p. 155.
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assume the existence of steps leading from one level to another. The only one
the position of which is certain is the W stairway of terrace III. Not a trace
remains of the others. The only existing clues are the preserved sections of
the supporting walls of the terraces. This is purely negative evidence since,
being walls, they show us exactly where such stairways could not have been.
Thus, if we examine the various terrace walls (see Plans 8, 12 and 13), we see
the following:

Terrace I, isolated as it is from the others, must communicate with the
rock. This can be ruled out on the N and E sides as the rock here falls off
sharply; likewise on the W, where later stood the wall that was founded on
the LH I building. Only the S side remains. The E part of the terrace wall is
preserved to about the middle of this side. Thus the stairway to the top of ter-
race I will have been either in the middle of the S side or near the W end. It
was most likely in the middle.

The stairway connecting the rock with terrace II should, for the same rea-
sons, have been at a spot about opposite to the stairway of I. III has a stair-
way at the W; at the S no stairway is needed since the natural slope of the
rock rises gradually to the top of the terrace. By the same path and in the
same way, terrace IV is reached near its SW corner, and terrace V by way of
its SW end. Thus terrace III communicated with IV and V without need of a
stairway.

Several locations are possible for the stairway connecting II with III. One
is near its E end, between walls 7 and 7y on Plan 8, roughly opposite the
ascent from the rock to terrace II. The other or, more likely, the others, are
to be found further west between 7y on Plan 8 and the area of the “tokens”
the latter seems more likely. There remains the ascent from IV to V, which
can only have been at the westernmost part of the two terraces, between 10
and 12a on Plan 13.

These stairways were needed to provide circulation in the area of the ter-
races. The possibility that there were others as well is not excluded, but to
determine how many and where they were would take us into the realm of
pure conjecture.?!!

211. J. Travlos in his Pictorial Dictionary  restores one more terrace to the south of
of Ancient Athens (1971), plan on p. 57, 1I-III, roughly in the location occupied later

112




THE SECOND PHASE

These terraces, which covered the top of the rock, explain the fmédilov
of Cleidemos as well. They “levelled” the area indeed, but they levelled by
construction and filling, not by quarrying.

The ascents to the Acropolis were two. The main and most gradual ascent
was that on the west, preserved and reformed again and again through the
years that followed. There was, in addition, the auxiliary NE approach (Plan
16, 2), the one ending between terraces I and II. The NW descent (Plan 16,
3), as we have seen, went down only as far as the plateau of the caves.

CHRONOLOGY OF THE SECOND PHASE

An initial, though somewhat indefinite, dating of the terrace walls is pro-
vided by observations of the building sequence. It is a fact that they were con-
structed after the house to the N of the Erechtheion, which goes back to
LH I times, and they are earlier than the Cyclopean wall which, as we shall see,
was built toward the end of the LH IIIB period. This fairly wide range of pos-
sibility is significantly limited by the sherds recovered from four different
places in the terrace walls. They provide a much more precise dating.?!?

The first find was in the shallow depression next to the NW end of the
west wall of terrace III (see Plan 9, 7). This, as we have already determined,
was filled in so as to grade the rock for the foundation of the terrace wall.
From then on it remained undisturbed. Among the sherds in the fill were EH,
MH and LH, for the most part early. The latest of all (Appendix II, group 1,
i) is the foot of a kylix of the initial years of LH IIIB. Found E of that depres-
sion, beneath stones of the terrace wall lying in situ (Plan 9, 9), was another
group of sherds, the latest of which is no later than advanced LH III times
(Appendix 11, group 2, d, e).

Two groups of sherds were collected from the point where the E wall of
terrace IV meets the N wall of V. One came from among the stones of the
wall itself, the other from beneath the stones of its foundation. The latest

by the Parthenon. Although not improba- left any material evidence whatsoever.
ble, this hypothetical construction has not 212. See Appendix II, groups 1-4.
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sherds in the first group (Appendix II, group 3, h, 1) are LH I-II and the lat-
est and most characteristic of the second group (Appendix II, group 4, d), with
a clumsy attempt at panel decoration, which would date it in LH IIIB1 rather
than in I1IB2.

The conclusion to be drawn from the pottery is that the terrace walls must
have been built in LH IIIA2 or early LH IIIB times.?!> Most of the sherds
belong to earlier periods, a further indication that the LH IIIB style is still at
its beginning. The first, unfortified, phase of the Mycenaean Acropolis of
Athens thus begins with a considerable delay after the initial fortifying of
Mycenae and the first period of Tiryns.?!4

213. Cf. Mountjoy 22-24. 1938, pp. 555-559, and Ergon 1959, pp. 93,
214. For the dating of Mycenae and 96-97, but mainly G. E. Mylonas, Mycenae
Tiryns, see among others Mackeprang, AJA  and the Mycenaean Age (Princeton 1966) 33.
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THE TOP OF THE ROCK

THE WEST SIDE

The approach to the rock from the W is fairly gradual. At the SW end,
however, is a low but prominent protrusion that forms a sort of natural bas-
tion. When the Acropolis was fortified, the tower of the W entrance was built
on that projecting height. Later on, in Classical times, the bastion was hidden
in an ashlar sheathing of poros blocks. On top of this was built the temple of
Athena Nike.

The Classical encasement left little of the Cyclopean bastion visible.
Indeed, up to the time of Balanos’ restoration, it had not even been noticed.
On the N side of the Classical bastion, some 9-10 m. from its NW corner, the
covering blocks are so close to the facade of the Mycenaean tower that instead
of the usual alternating headers and stretchers, the blocks were laid only as
stretchers with false joints cut into the outer face. At the height of the ninth
and tenth course from the top, where there was no room even for stretchers,
an opening was left in which the stones of the Cyclopean wall could be seen
projecting (Plan 17, 1). Preserved above this, on top of the Cyclopean blocks
is part of a polygonal wall (Plan 17, 2). This is the remainder of the Archaic
rebuilding of the bastion and it is constructed of Acropolis and Karra lime-
stone. Still another section, built of limestone (Plan 17, 3), is preserved at the
E end of the bastion. It is 3-3,50 m. W of and virtually parallel to the leg of
the Mycenaean wall S of the Propylaia, which it faces. Only one course
remains and today it is no longer visible.

Most of those who have previously studied this part of the Acropolis
accepted the idea that the bastion of historical times was built as part of the
fortification. It was thought to be earlier than the construction of the temple
of Athena Nike, but no date was suggested and there was no reference to the
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visible Mycenaean remains.”®> Koster even denied the possibility that the
Mycenaean fortification had a bastion.?!® Kawerau interpreted wall 2 as a con-
tinuation of 1, contemporary with the Archaic terrace wall W of the Propy-
laia.?!” He described wall 3 only briefly without relating it to the other walls.?!8

The first to explore the interior of the Classical bastion systematically was
Welter, who wanted to find out if it had been built before or after the Propy-
laia. At the depth to which he excavated, he established that there was indeed
an earlier Archaic construction. Yet he did not reach the Mycenaean re-
mains.”!® These were discovered later, when Balanos was carrying out the
restoration of the temple of Athena Nike. In the course of consolidating the
Classical bastion, which had settled, he removed the outer part of the wall in
sections.??’ The task was continued by Orlandos along the E part of the S side.

The bastion of the Mycenaean fortification that now came to light is rec-
tangular in plan, with an E-W axis. All of it is known but the NE part, which
was never exposed.

Only the S half of its E side was found, and only one course of this is pre-
served. This is the wall shown on Plan 17, 3. The S side is roughly parallel to
the Classical encasement, but it is not in a perfectly straight line. Apart from
two small gaps next to the SE corner, the line of the wall is preserved com-
pletely. At its SW corner it makes an acute angle turn toward the NE, follows
a fairly straight line for about 10 m., then makes an obtuse angle turn and
runs E, parallel to the N Classical encasement, to 1 on Plan 17. There it makes
a very wide angle turn, continuing toward the E along line 2, thus following
for about 5 m., a line parallel to the S side.

The outer sides of the Mycenaean bastion are constructed of massive
stones, often measuring over 1 m. Small stones and earth made up the com-

215. Robert, Aus Kydathen p. 182, Lol- 218. Ibid. p. 139 and pl. H.
ling, Topographie p. 338, Miller, AJA 1893, 219. AM 1923, pp. 190-201, pls IV-V.
p. 486, Picard, L’Acropole 1 pp. 18-19, Ju- 220. Ephemeris 1937 T" (Athens 1956),
deich, Top. p. 218. pp- 776-807. See also BCH, Chron. 1936, p.
216. Pelargikon p. 9. 455; 1937, p. 443; 1938, p. 448; 1939, p. 289,

217. Kavvadias - Kawerau pp. 129, 137  and Welter, A4 1939, pp. 1-22.
and pl. H.
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Plan 17. The west bastion of the fortification and the area around it.
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pact interior of the wall. At about 4,50 m. E of the W outer wall and paral-
lel to it, a solidly built wall runs across the entire width of the bastion. It is
founded on fill and constructed of two rows of large stones. Its purpose was
evidently to retain the fill to the E of it, thus lessening the weight to be sup-
ported by the W side of the bastion. Another similar cross-wall east of the
first will not have been needed, since the rock rises toward the E and the
weight of the fill lessens correspondingly. The fill consists of stones, decreas-
ing in size toward the center of the bastion, and earth fill increasing corre-
spondingly toward the centre. Thus the centre of the tower, the space between
the outer walls, was full of earth mixed with small stones.??!

The greatest preserved height of the bastion is at the west side, where it
stands to 3,80 m. above the rock, which at that point is 135,45 m. above sea
level.

As noted, the E side of the bastion is not preserved entirely. The exterior
face of the section of the Cyclopean wall to the E of it and facing it, however,
is preserved for its full length without interruption well beyond the N side of
the bastion. This makes it clear that the bastion did not join the fortification
wall at that spot and that there was a narrow open space between them. The
wall is preserved to a much greater height than is the E side of the bastion.
Since the purpose of the bastion was to cover and to protect the fortification,
it cannot have been significantly lower than the wall itself. The only possible
conclusion is that it is preserved to less than its original height, which will have
coincided with that of the wall.

The W side of the bastion is the best preserved. Its construction in this
place is of special interest. Found in the facade of one of the blocks of the
lowest course, about 1,50 m. from the NW corner, was a shallow rectangular
hollow measuring 0,30x0,22 and 0,15 m. deep (Plan 17, 4). There were traces
of fire and burned sherds on the rock beside the edge of the hollow,??? clear
indications of cult activity. S of this cutting is a large built niche in the foun-
dations of the bastion, the carefully levelled rock serving as its floor.

Balanos reports the following about the niche.??® It is “about 5 m. long”,
but its depth could not be ascertained because the stones of the interior had

221. Balanos, Ephemeris 1937 T, p. 788. 223. Ibid. pp. 790-791, figs 20-21.
222. Ibid. p. 791 and fig. 22.
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collapsed. It was found blocked by dry masonry, the surface of which is set
back from the fagade of the bastion by 0,15-0,20 m. Built in at one place with
the other stones was a poros pier that reached the ceiling of the niche. Both
pier and dry masonry were placed there when the Classical sheathing was
built. The pier evidently replaced an earlier little round column or stele, as
shown by the circular cutting in the rock on which it stood. The W face of the
support measured 0,60 m., its width toward the interior was 0,35 m. and its
height 1,25 m. Balanos’ plan??* shows the position of the pier (see Plan 17, 5),
but not the niche. Nor does he provide the diameter of the round cutting
beneath the pier, which held the stele that preceded it. This, however, can be
calculated at 0,45-0,47 m. on the basis of his figs 20 and 21, and by analogy
with the 0,60 m. face of the pier. The measurements are of course only approxi-
mate, but since the restoration of the bastion has hidden the floor of the niche
there is no other way to make a calculation. Problematic also are the exact
positions of the niche in the W facade of the bastion and of the pier within
the niche. Since the niche?? is not included in Balanos’ survey, and since its

224. Ibid. pl. 1.

225. For the niche, James Wright fol-
lows Mark (The Sanctuary of Athena Nike
in Athens: Architectural Stages and Chronol-
ogy, Hesperia, suppl. 26, Princeton 1993, pp.
13-14) who, based on some preliminary
drawings by Balanos, kept in the Archives
of the Archaeological Society at Athens
and made while the work was in progress,
assumes that what he calls Balanos’ archival
drawing shows two niches side by side and
concentrates on that on the right hand (illu-
strated by Balanos in his figure 20), which
he accepts as being the only one. His meas-
urements on the drawings led him to be-
lieve that its width does not exceed 1.865
m., which is far off the width of ca. 5 m.
given by Balanos in his final and therefore
only authoritative account. Mark tries to

justify the discrepancy by assuming that the
measurements given by Balanos involve
both the real and the rejected niches plus
their surround, as he calls it, presumably
the boulders along their outline. In this he
was betrayed by his imperfect knowledge of
modern Greek. Balanos’ unequivocal state-
ment reads, «TO OMxOV uijxog Tijg AQyauo-
Té0ag TAOTNG XOYYNG EVOL 5 W. TEQimov,
&vid 1o Tiic Tob megBAuatog etvan 3,135
w.». By mepifAnua Balanos means through-
out his report the Classical poros sheathing
of the bastion, so what he says is that the
total width of this earlier (i.e. Mycenaean)
niche is ca. 5 m., while that of the one left
in the later sheathing is 1,135 m. Mark’s
interpretation and his resulting computa-
tions, as also those of Wright, are based on
a misunderstanding.
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Plan 18. The niche in the W facade of the bastion.

edges are hidden by the mortar that consolidated the W side of the Classical
bastion, we must resort to the following estimates.

SOUTH EDGE OF THE NICHE: The photograph reproduced as Balanos’ fig.
20, taken from in front and therefore with no real optical distortion, shows
the pier and the S edge of the niche. A comparison of the width of the face
of the pier and the distance from its S edge to the S edge of the niche, sug-
gests that the distance is around 0,90 m.

NORTH EDGE OF THE NICHE: Preserved within the Classical encasement of
the bastion is the NW corner of the Mycenaean bastion. It is visible for its
full height, together with the part of the rock on which it stands. The cutting
can be seen at 4 on Plans 17 and 18. The modern mortar connecting the facade
of the Cyclopean bastion with the interior of the restored Classical encase-
ment, makes the middle section where the niche was located inaccessible. The
mortar starts precisely 0,80 m. S of the cutting, with no sign in this space of
the beginning of the niche. But the S side of the last visible limestone block
S of the cutting is vertical, and the cement mortar follows immediately. This
may have been the last wall block before the niche. In any case, it is absolutely
certain that the N side of the niche is 0,80 m. S of cutting 4, if not more.

The S side of the niche, therefore, is at a point 0,90 m. south of the pier;
the N side, at a point not less that 0,80 m. S of the cutting (see Plan 18). The
distance between these two points, as determined and measured on the plan,
is somewhat over 4,60 m. Bearing in mind that our calculations can only be
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approximate, and allowing for the imprecision of Balanos’ relevant measure-
ments as shown on his plans, this measurement is not far from the «approxi-
mately 5 m.» that he gives.

However imprecise the calculations may be, one thing is certain: the pier,
or rather the earlier little column, is not in the middle of the niche but close
to its S side, at about l/4 of its total width. This means either that there was
only one roof support in the niche — the height of w<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>