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PREFACE

My interest in Thermos goes back to the time when I served as Ephor of An-
tiquities for Achaia and Aitoloakarnania (1976-1983). It was my obligation
to deal with archaeological matters of that site, such as the arrangement of the
agora. Thus, when, in 1983, at the request of the Archaeological Society in Athens,
I undertook the continuation of the excavation of Thermos, which had been con-
ducted by Rhomaios until 1932, I began with the agora.

Yet the burning archaeological questions of Thermos had mainly to do with
the monuments and with the stratigraphical sequence below the horizon of the
early archaic temples, in the context of the prehistoric settlement with Megaron
A, the establishment of the first centuries after the disintegration of the Myce-
naean world, Megaron B with its hypothetical colonnade and the ash altar. In ar-
chaeological circles, indeed, the prevailing idea was that those questions, which
had already been raised again in the past by Drerup, Wesenberg, Schmaltz, Coul-
son, Mallwitz and others before them, should indeed be reexamined. Much time
had passed, moreover, since the first revealing researches of the two succesive ex-
cavators, George Soteriades and K.A. Rhomaios (1897-1916).

My excavation of the sanctuary, which began in 1992, was not programmed
to continue until 2003 (small supplementary researches were carried out in addi-
tion later). The work, however, proceeded slowly because of the detailed process
of examining the stratigraphy and, no less, for financial reasons.

The present monograph, translated by Miriam Caskey, is a condensed, but in
some places also revised and supplemented edition of the Greek publication enti-
tled “Thermos. Megaron B and the Early Sanctuary (Library of the Archaeological
Society in Athens no. 261, pp. 381, pls. 137, Athens 2008)!. As before, editorial
supervision is by Eleftheria Kondylaki. The use of more recent bibliography has
been only minimal for this edition.

It was considered necessary to publish this in English so as to make the exca-
vation known also to archaeologists who do not read Greek, all the more so since

1. Since the Greek edition has more photographic material, as well as more detailed strati-
graphic informations, it should be consulted by the reader of the present study when needed.
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many remained committed to the interpretation advanced by Rhomaios, which
needed to be reconsidered. This had, indeed, been demonstrated by the new ex-
cavation.

The Archaeological Society at Athens included again this new presentation in
its program of publications, promoted by the General Secretary, the Academician
Vasileios Petrakos for whom the warmest thanks must be reserved. It is my hope,
moreover, that writing and the publication of the excavation is a suitable expres-
sion of deep gratitude to the Archaeological Society for its concern and care for
Thermos over the years.

The book could not have been published, however, without the generous grant
from the Psycha Foundation. In connection with my request, I must mention with
gratitude the advocacy of my colleague the late Yannis Sakellarakis, then presi-
dent of the Foundation, and his successor as president, Efi Sapouna-Sakellaraki.

Athens
December 2010
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Constantinos Maleas, 1879-1928, Thermos, oil 0.415-0.47. Athens, National Gallery.




A view of part of the old excavation from the east.




PART ONE

THE EXCAVATION




Fig. 1. The plain of Thermos from the southeast. In the foreground the Megalakkos
height and the sanctuary, in the background mount Panaitolikon and lake Trichonis.




1. INTRODUCTION

In the centre of Aetolia, northeast of lake Trichonis, the mountain Agrielia
rises abruptly to a rocky conical peak. Beyond this stretches a wide fertile
plain, rich in springs. This is 76 T&v Oepuiwv mediov (Polyb. V 8, 4). The plain is
surrounded on the south and west by low hills with gentle curves, while in the
distance to the north are the craggy heights of the Panaitolikon range. To the
east the plain is bounded by a large rocky height, the Megalakkos, at the foot of
which lies Thermos! (fig. 1).

The fortification wall of the Hellenistic period, on the north, west and south,
encloses an area of 340 x 220 m. The area includes on the east the long narrow
zone of the temple of Apollo and the agora and, to the west, an ample space, bor-
dered with a large stoa on the south, where there were installations for the as-
semblies and commercial activities held during the festivals and ceremonies of
the period of the Sympoliteia® (pls 1-2).

Thermos is known in history as the religious and political centre of the Aeto-
lian League. Yet there are few references in the ancient literature. The main
source is the Achaean historian Polybius in the second century B.C., who re-
counted the destructive campaigns of Philip V of Macedonia against Thermos in
218 and 206 B.C. and in the course of his narrative provided valuable informa-
tion about the site (Polyb. V 6,6; 7,2, 8,9; 8,1-9; 9,1-7; 13, 1, 4; 18,5; VII 13,3).
In another reference (XI 7, 2) the same historian mentions more precisely €ig Tov

1. I have adopted the masculine form
Thermos, following the early excavators (So-
teriades 1900, 163; Rhomaios 1932, 25), who
in turn, followed the edition of Polybii Histo-
riae by Th. Biittner-Wobst,1889-1905 Leip-
zig. For the chronological period eleventh to
eighth centuries I regularly use the term
“Early Iron Age” without avoiding the term
“Dark Age” which is “motivated by the gen-
eral perception of the time as a low point in
the quality of art and life” (Coulson 1990, 7-

11, and cf. Muhly 2011). Today this picture
may not apply to many greek centres of the
time, but for Thermos it is still convenient.
Yet I rarely use the terms Protogeometric
and Geometric period since the correspon-
ding ceramic styles do not occur in Thermos,
except for bronzes and undecorated sherds.
I still use the term early Archaic period for
the later part of the seventh century.

2. Soteriades 1900, 167-171; Papapos-
tolou 1994.




4 THE EXCAVATION

Oéppov Evh' v iepdv ToU AméAAwvog. Strabo X 3, 2 refers to the place in the plural,
implying more settlements in the area (év ©éppoig Tfic AiTwAiag émou Tag &pxai-
peciacg Toieiban T&Tplov avuToic éoTiv), whereas Stephanus Byzantius, v. ©éppog,
defines @éppog ToAixviov AiTwAiag... .

During the nineteenth century, the location of the sanctuary of Thermos be-
came a subject of investigation and debate. Bazin, the first scholar to describe the
ruins in Thermos, and Leake, both located the sanctuary at Vlochos®, whereas
Brandstitter and Bursian located it where it actually is*. Lolling too, before ex-
cavation began, located Thermos in the same place and also recorded a manu-
mission inscription, which mentioned kow]oU Ai[TwA&V®.

In 1897 the identification of the ruins of Thermos by Soteriades was con-
firmed by the discovery of the first epigraphic evidence®. Among the inscriptions
was the bronze stele, inscribed on both sides with the pact between the Aetolians
and the Acarnanians in the third century, in which the sanctuary of Apollo at
Thermos is mentioned’. In the same year W. J. Woodhouse published his study,
Aetolia. Its Geography, Topography and Antiquities®, and F. Noack his first article
on the subject of Aetolia?.

The excavation that first revealed the ruins of Thermos was one of the earliest
excavations of the Archaeological Society at Athens, carried out by Georgios So-
teriades between 1897 and 19081° (figs 2,9). Soteriades discovered the large tem-
ple of Apollo, the earlier building beneath it that was later called Megaron B (fig.
17), the Bronze Age building known as Megaron A (figs 3,6a), and two smaller
temples to the northwest and east of the temple of Apollo (figs 4-5).

The excavations were continued from 1911 on by K. A. Rhomaios and more
buildings of the LH settlement were brought to light to the north and south
of the temple( figs 6b, 10, 14). The second excavator also dug beneath the temple

3. Leake 18351, 133-134, 151-152; Bazin 7. Soteriades 1905, 58, IG IX 1?1, 3B.
1864, 323-324, 328-333. 8. Woodhouse 1897, on Thermos 252-286.
4. Brandstiter 1844, 132-133. He refers 9. Noack 1897.
to a scholion to Polybius (cod. Vat. ad V 7,6) 10. Praktika 1897, 18-21; 1898, 104-110;

that identifies Thermos with the so-called 1899, 57-66; 1901, 34-37; 1902, 49-51;1903,

Longos, as the “southeast spine of the range”  41-42; 1906, 136-139; 1908, 95-98. Soteriades

was actually known in the nineteenth century; ~ 1900; 1903; 1909; 1915. Kawerau-Sotiriadis

Bursian 1862, 136-138. 1902-1908, 1-8. See more photographs of
5. Lolling 1879, 221-222; 1889, 140. the first excavation Papapostolou 2008,
6. Soteriades 1900, 164, n. 7. 170-171. 9-32.
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Fig. 2. The temple of Apollo during the first excavations from the southeast, 1898.

Fig. 3. Excavating Megaron A, from the north, 1898.
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Fig. 5. The temple of Lyseios from the south.
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Fig. 6. a. Megaron A. b. The Late Helladic settlement after the excavation of Rhomaios
from the east.
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I. INTRODUCTION 9

Fig. 8. Excavating beneath the temple of Apollo (1992-2003).

of Apollo and re-examined Megaron B'! (fig. 10, pl. 10). In addition to the pub-
lications of Soteriades, there are letters that he sent to the Archaeological Society
from the field, which I was able to use, whereas Rhomaios’ archive has not sur-
vived and is believed to have been destroyed during World War I1.

In Greek archaeology of the twentieth century, the name of Thermos is
known for two main reasons. The first is the terracotta revetments and the
painted plaques known as “metopes”, rare examples of early Archaic painting
(figs 43-44, p. 134). The second is the architecture of the buildings, which were
seen at the time as representing stages in an evolutionary development from the
apsidal building (Megaron A) of Middle Helladic tradition to the long, narrow

11. Rhomaios 1915; 1916; 1924-25. Del- 43-45 and the articles by Fiehn 1934;
tion 4, 1918, Parartema 32; 6, 1920-21, Bookidis 1979. A recent review in Papapos-
Parartema 168. See also the reports by Karo  tolou 2008, 8-36.

1913, 98-100; 1915, 192-196; Dorpfeld 1922,
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Fig. 11. The temple of Apollo: a. After the excavation of Rhomaios.
b. At the beginning of the new excavation.
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rectangular building (Megaron B) of the Early Iron Age and eventually to the
peripteral Doric temple quasi in statu nascendi. Megaron B was restored by
Rhomaios with a slightly curving rear wall, and was thought to have had an ellip-
tical colonnade at a later building phase. These features appeared to represent a
memory of the elliptical plan of Megaron A and also to herald the colonnade of
the Greek temple.

These associations were reinforced by the fact that it was in the same place,
above Megaron B, that the first Archaic temple was built (fig. 11). The temple
was thought to have been peripteral from the very beginning and to have had
proportions similar to the earlier building and architectural members of early
Doric style. The spread of this evolutionary theory can be ascribed in part to the
assumption that a completely new architectural style, such as the Doric, ought to
be the result of a gradual morphological evolution from traditional types such as
those in the isolated area of Thermos where traditional features were thought to
have been kept alive. Yet new methodological approaches place the emergence
of a new style in the context of the historical breaks and structural changes that
occurred especially in the developing poleis and the foreign influences that they
absorbed. The theory of the typological development of the buildings was also
connected with a model of functional development. The association of sacrificial
remains with buildings led to the view that at Thermos one could follow the de-
velopment of cult from a vaguely defined outdoor altar to the peripteral temple
through an intermediate shrine-like building, which, according to Rhomaios,
had originally been the chieftain’s house.

The new excavation that began in 1992!2 (figs 7,8, pls 3-8) has not confirmed
either the typological or the functional relationship of Megaron B with the early
Archaic temple. The investigation of every early Greek site and especially of a
sanctuary must take into consideration its individual features. This is precisely
what the new stratigraphic investigation at Thermos has demonstrated. The his-
torical development reconstructed shows unbroken continuity during the early
periods, but at levels other than those explored by the earlier excavations. The
early buildings of Thermos, albeit deprived of the typological associations as well
as the function that had been ascribed to them, reflect, along with the other ar-
chaeological remains, the socio-political development of the site and also demon-
strate ritual shifts different from those recorded by the first excavators. This
evidence is of great significance for the understanding of the development of Ae-
tolian ethnicity as well as for the evolution of the sanctuary into an inter-regional
religious centre. This development we can follow, to the extent permitted by the
archaeological finds, from the Bronze to the Early Iron Age and down to the end
of the seventh century (plan p. 16, pl. 41).

12. Praktika 1992; Papapostolou 2008, 23.
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The Middle Helladic culture at Thermos is represented by significant remains
and was a flourishing period, as is also the case elsewhere in Aetolia. In the Late
Helladic period, Thermos appears to have had direct relations with the centres
of the Mycenaean world, while in the Early Iron Age its connections were ori-
ented more to the north and northwest.

The area of Thermos was naturally fortified by the surrounding mountains,
but was not isolated. Pathways and passes led to mountainous Aetolia and Eury-
tania, but also to the shores of the lake and to the river basins of the Acheloos
and the Euenos. Thermos, located at the crossing of the great roads of Aetolia
and the neighbouring lands, as a permanent settlement, was already in the
Bronze age a place of meeting and exchange for the Aetolians and even more
for the pastoralists, who each spring moved their flocks to the heights and in the
autumn brought them down into the plains and coastal areas. The existence of
springs and probably also hot springs at the site and in the area would have also
contributed to the development of Thermos'’. In addition to these activities of
daily life, Thermos, at the borderland between the mountain wilderness and the
cultivated fields, held a symbolic position, which determined certain aspects of
religion and ritual.

13. The association of the toponym with  36-37. See also Fiehn 1934, 2424-5.
hot springs was refuted by Rhomaios 1932,
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The plain of Thermos and surrounding mountains from the southeast.

Lake “of the Apokuro” (Trichonis).
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2. THE STRATIGRAPHIC SEQUENCE FROM THE MIDDLE
HELLADIC TO THE EARLY ARCHAIC PERIOD

S oteriades had reconstructed a stratigraphic sequence of three stages, accord-
ing to which a large ash altar, spread directly on the natural ground, was
succeeded by a building (Megaron B) and another “contemporary” apsidal struc-
ture (Megaron A), both of which preceded the early archaic temple that was built
on the same spot after the ground was levelled!* (fig. 9). Rhomaios had already
observed that Soteriades was under the influence of the theory (derived from the
evidence of Olympia) of a large ash altar of Geometric times that preceded the
temples!®. Instead of the open-air ash altar, the second excavator of Thermos
noted at the lowest level a stone pavement that he dated to the Bronze Age, on
top of which Megaron B was built. This was confirmed in the new excavation.
Rhomaios discerned with evident precision the levels of two horizons: of the
“Mycenaean period” and of the Iron Age “known as Geometric”, to which he at-
tributed the so-called black layer in which the Geometric bronze objects were
found. Even so, his reports and the other correlations of the different pieces of
evidence with each other and with Megaron B do not agree with the results of
the new excavation.

The row of slabs which were considered to have surrounded Megaron B in
an oval row (figs 10,23), Rhomaios interpreted as bases of an elliptical colonnade
that were added in a second phase when the floor of the building was raised!°.
Whereas Rhomaios never had any doubts about the colonnade of Megaron B,
Soteriades wavered among various interpretations and finally disassociated the
slabs from Megaron B!7. Equally vicissitudinous was the interpretation of these
slabs in the subsequent bibliography. The question of their date and function was
one of the main incentives that led to the re-investigation of Megaron B and the
controversial slabs.

14. Soteriades 1900, 171-181, 188). In- 16. Rhomaios 1915, 249.
deed he did not cleared up the chronological 17. Kawerau, Sotiriadis 1902-1908; Sote-
sequence between the great altar and the ear-  riades 1903, 74 n. 1; 1902, 180; 1909, 7, 30-
lier buildings. 31. Praktika 1906, 137-138; 1908, 98.

15. Rhomaios 1915, 227-232.
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The assessment and interpretation of the earlier excavation evidence and the ef-
fort to place Megaron B within a postulated development of architectural plans
resulted in different views and often enough led to an impasse, especially since
the published descriptions of the excavations are few and incomplete as they were
not accompanied by an adequate number of photographs and plans. After the
excavation of the temple of Apollo and the “earlier pre-existing temple” (i.e.
Megaron B) by Soteriades and the excavations repeated by Rhomaios, the exca-
vated areas had been filled in and the only ruins visible were those of the temple
of Apollo Thermios (fig. 11). The only way to check the evidence was to excavate
again. The conditions under which the third campaign of excavation was carried
out were unprecedented and difficult.

Yearly reports of these excavations were published immediately in the Ergon
of the Archaeological Society and then in the Praktika. The preliminary reports
in the Ergon are in fact frequently incomplete and must be considered as provi-
sional since the excavation continues. Many observations were supplemented or
changed during the following season, such as those reported in the Ergon 1994,
which were altered or supplemented in the Ergon 1995.

The present excavation (fig. 7,8, plan p. 16, pls 3-8,41-42), the third at the
same site, was designed from the beginning to re-examine Megaron B, the well-
known and much discussed building that was buried just below the temple of
Apollo. It also expanded to the investigation of the earlier and later phases of the
site. The published photographs were few and inadequate. Apart from the letters
that were sent from Thermos by Soteriades during his excavations, the archive
of the Archaeological Society held no notebooks, drawings or photographs. The
plan published by Soteriades in the Ephemeris 1900 include the only authentic,
albeit inadequate, plan of that building and the temple of Apollo immediately
after their discovery!® (fig. 9). Later on, it was re-drawn schematically by
Rhomaios, who amended the line of the north wall giving it a slight curve!? (fig.
10). On the basis of these drawings and the subsequent observations of Rhomaios,
Drerup composed a plan of Megaron B showing all the walls as slightly curved
except for the interior cross walls, which were rectilinear® (fig. 12). The same
plan shows the flat stones, which were interpreted by Rhomaios as bases “of an
elliptical peristyle.” The image of the building that prevailed before the new ex-
cavation was based on this plan. Practically all the references in the first chapter
of handbooks of ancient Greek architecture use this basic plan that was derived
from Rhomaios’ publication?!.

18. Soteriades 1900, inserted plate p. 175. 21. Weickert 1929, 7; Robertson 1929,
19. Rhomaios 1915, 231, fig. 2. 51-53, 322; Dinsmoor 1950, 42, 47-48;
20. Drerup 1963, 3, fig. 3; 1964, 187-190;  Lawrence 1962, 93-94; Drerup 1969, 14-17;
Wesenberg 1982, 153, fig. 4. de Franciscis 1973, 45-48; Knell 1980, 20-21;
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Fig. 12. Plan of the Megaron B with the “bases”, Drerup 1963.

The removal of the backfill and of the retaining walls built by the first excavator
made possible the excavation of more than 40 sections through the stratigraphy
of the site. This stratigraphic investigation carried out in the centre of the sanc-
tuary, beneath the temple of Apollo, shed light on many aspects of prehistoric
and ‘proto-historic’ Thermos. Detailed descriptions and drawings of the sections
were published annually in the Praktika of the Archaeological Society. A briefer
presentation is given in the full account published in Greek by the Archaeological
Society??. Not every section showed the same stratigraphic sequence, since not all
episodes of deposition are represented throughout the site. In general, however,
the entire sequence from the Middle Helladic period to the Early Iron Age is
clear and can be easily reconstructed.

Fagerstrom 1988, 41-42. Gruben 1996, 392; 22. Papapostolou 2008, 37-52. In the
2001, 33; See also Hellmann 2006, 45-46, present edition only the most useful sections
who does refer to the evidence from the new  have been included.

excavation of Megaron B.
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Fig. 13a. Trench 24: 1. east wall of Megaron A. 2. south wall.
3. a hollow of a subterranean hut.
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The units/groups of sherds, labelled in numeric sequence and according to the
year of excavation, are correlated to the stratigraphic levels in the sections, which
have the same numbers as the trenches referred to here (pls 11-28).

The Middle Helladic horizon

Because of technical problems bedrock was reached only in a few places in the
lower levels beneath the temple. Soteriades had indeed, exposed a larger part of
the bedrock in his excavation of the entire area beneath the temple without mov-
ing its walls or column bases. Subsequently, however, he removed these remains
except for the walls of Megaron B and a few others. The finds from the lowest
level were neither described nor recorded (fig. 9).

Soteriades and, later, Rhomaios, excavated deeper in a very limited area
within Megaron A. Soteriades reported finding three pits containing cremations
beneath the level of use of the building® (fig. 3); Rhomaios, refuting that identi-
fication, recorded a hollow in the bedrock in which the walls of the building were

23. Soteriades 1900, 180-181.
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Fig. 13b. Remains of a construction beneath Megaron A.

founded. The pit with a shallower entryway he attributed to a partly subter-
ranean hut, earlier than Megaron A4 (pl. 37a). In trench 24 that was excavated
in the forecourt of Megaron A% part of a similar hollow was exposed below the
antechamber of the building (fig. 13a, pl. 27). It was full of brownish-red soil,
pebbles and burnt clay; neither sherds nor bones were found.

Other trial trenches in the same building revealed no similar pits or burials.
In one trench only, at right angles to about the middle of the west wall of the
building, remains of a built construction (wall?) came to light, over which runs
the wall of Megaron A (fig. 13b, pl. 36). Two courses of stone are evident. Col-
lected from the soil on the surface, which contained mixed pottery, was unit 3/07.
Removal of the stones of the top course yielded sherds including a kantharos
handle of orange clay, covered with a light grey wash, that can be dated in the

24. Rhomaios 1915, 235-237, fig. 6. See  reported finding burned lumps of clay with
recently Giannouli 2006, 32 on such cavities  the imprints of reeds, which are ordinarily
for huts of the Neolithic period. It is of inter-  identified as remains of wattle and daub huts.
est that Soteriades (letter dated 9 July 1908) 25. Praktika 1997, 145 f.
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(early?) sixteenth century (unit 4/07), and also a sherd of grey Minyan pottery
(unit 5/07). These are the remains of a construction earlier than Megaron A and
dated in the sixteenth century.

Another hut of wattle and daub was found near the apsidal house B to the
south?®. Sherds of pre-Mycenaean date were found also in the location of the
north (rear) room of Megaron B in the lowest level of trenches 3 and 4 (pls
11,14,15) (unit 14, n12, n14/92, 41/92).

The Late Helladic period

The LH settlement was brought to light in the old excavations (figs 6,7,10,14, pls
3,10). The new excavation has provided more detailed stratigraphic distinctions
and more precise associations of the pottery to the levels and to the building re-
mains of different phases?’. Rhomaios did, indeed, discern two building phases
of the Bronze Age constructions. On the basis of the relation of the buildings to
certain terrace walls, he suggested that Megaron A, the oval buildings a4, a5, a6,
B and the apsidal house with the pithoi to the west, were earlier than the rectan-
gular houses al and a3?®. According to Rhomaios, the existence of a long wall to
the north of the settlement, to be presumably identified with an enclosure (fig.
14), meant that, whatever the chronological sequence of the buildings may have
been, there was a time when all were standing and in use contemporaneously.

Beyond the general recognition of two building phases, the earlier investiga-
tion did not provide more precise dates for the construction and the final de-
struction of the buildings and their associations with the pottery. It is now evident
that the discovery of MH matt-painted and bichrome decorated pottery??, signals
the beginning of the apsidal and oval buildings, whereas sherds from beneath
Megaron A (unit 4, 5/07) suggest a date in the sixteenth century. Both Megaron
A and its contemporaries (al, ab, a6, B), the apsidal structure with the pithoi to
the west, as well as the later (in all probability Late Helladic I1I) constructions
al, a3%, repaired continued to be used until the end of the Late Helladic period,
since the stone socles of their walls remained undamaged.

Recently, Pascal Darcque suggested that there would also have been «Proto-
geometric» floors in these buildings, which the excavators did not notice®'. Yet
Rhomaios, who was the first to excavate these buildings apart from Megaron A,

26. Rhomaios 1915, 255. 31. Darcque 2005, 345. It is clear that
27. Papapostolou 2003, 137. Darcque was not aware of the evidence from
28. Rhomaios 1915, 237. the new excavation and based his arguments
29. Wardle, Wardle 2003, 149; Dietz on the old excavations and on more recent
2007, 85, 89. hypotheses that also date prior to the new ex-

30. Cf. Mylonas-Shear 1969, 404-405. cavation.
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Fig. 14. Part of the LH settlement from west: 1. Megaron A, 2. house al,3. enclosure wall.

would have certainly noticed the stratigraphic sequence (as he had done in the
case of Megaron B) as well as the pottery that could have been dated in the Early
Iron Age, as he had done with the Bronze Age sherds. The recently excavated
trenches beneath the present level of Megaron A yielded no Early Iron Age pot-
tery. Only the cup 639 (pl. 64a), of the Early Iron Age, was considered by
Rhomaios “very likely” to have come from within Megaron A%2. In any case these
buildings were not standing during the first millennium, as is shown by the ex-
istence, over their ruins, of structures of the time of Megaron B.

32. Rhomaios 1915, 264, fig. 31 upperleft.  the graves he thought he had found in
Papapostolou 1990, 197; Wardle, Wardle Megaron A, there was also “a kyathos of Geo-
2003, 151, fig. 4 (4); Papapostolou 2008, 58,  metric style”; a sherd from building a4 is also
fig. 28. Soteriades 1900, 181, n. 1 perhaps from a similar vase (Wardle 1977, 16, 4). See
refers to this vase when he mentions that in  also below p. 69.
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Fig. 15. LH wall © from the west.

The information from the old excavation and the new stratigraphic evidence in-
dicate that the settlement at Thermos suffered a destruction during the LH 1IA
period, after which the houses were repaired and used again. The new excava-
tion has also shown that there was another destruction at the end of the LH 111B
period that can also be inferred from Rhomaios’ observations”. The final de-
struction of the settlement at the end of the LH I11C period can be documented
in very few places: clear evidence was found beneath the southwest corner of
Megaron B (trench 29, figs 15, 16a-b) sherds in units 177, 179/03, n101/03,
m102/03, n103/03), and in a narrow strip between the west wall of the cella and
the west wall of Megaron B (trench 1 pls 11,12a) that had not been touched in
the earlier excavation. In the latter area part of a stone pavement and remains
of a clay hearth were found (pl. 38b, 5-6), as well as a destruction layer over the

33. Rhomaios 1916, 184, fig. 7; Wardle  postolou 2003, 137-138.
1977, 166 n. 59; Praktika 1992, 95 f; Papa-
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LH wall © and pavement

Northwest end of Megaron B

Apollo temple

Fig. 16. a. Plan of the southwest end of Megaron B: 1. Wall ©, 2. corner of Megaron B.
b. Stratigraphic section 29 at the southwest end of Megaron B: 1. end of the south wall,

2. exterior pavement, 3. burnt level, 4. level of use of wall @, 5. modern wall, 6. construc-
tion level of wall @.
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pavement with sherds of the LH IIIB-I1IC periods (in units 1, 2, 3 n21, n22, 5,
11, 17/92). The west wall of Megaron B ran over these remains in part. This evi-
dence suggests a mixture of two destruction episodes. Beneath the west wall of
Megaron B, in trenches ly, lya, 16, le (pls 11, 13a,b), it was possible to identify
the construction level of the building in part over the remains of a destruction®*.
Immediately beneath the level of use of Megaron B (strat. trench 1y) a one-han-
dled kyathos (174/96) was found (pl. 69a). Beneath the northwest corner of
Megaron B, stones from buildings of the preceding phase had accumulated.

Late Helladic remains, evidence of the settlement beneath the temple, are
few®® (pls 38-40, 31d-d ). Part of a wall (I), was noted, across which runs the west
wall of Megaron B; it may belong to the Late Helladic apsidal building with
pithoi, to the west®®. Another, partly preserved and almost parallel wall (I1) is the
wall marked on Soteriades’ plan as belonging to the dividing wall of the rear
room of Megaron B. It is, however, clearly earlier, a Late Helladic remnant. An-
other survivor is a curving section of wall © (figs 15-16a, pls 39,40,63b), made of
large stones, beneath the southern part of Megaron B, close to its southwest cor-
ner®’. It is probably part of a terrace wall that was also uncovered in the neigh-
bouring trenches (18, 25,26,27), (pls 11,13b). As evidenced by the pottery, this
structure was in use until the end of the LH I1IC period, i.e. up to the building
of Megaron B (eleventh century).

During the Late Helladic period, in the area of the temple there was an ex-
tensive stone pavement, part of which was revealed in the new excavation. It had
already been noted by Rhomaios, who marked it in his sections e-¢ and ¢-n. The
new measurements showed that the slabs of the pavement were at various depths,
ranging from 1.30 m. in the northern part to 1.80 m. at the south end, because
of the natural gradient but also as a result of subsidence. Slabs from this pavement
were preserved sporadically along the length of the east wall of Megaron B, both
inside and outside the wall (pls 43a,b); there were larger parts of the pavement
at the two south corners of the building, which are founded directly on top of it
(pl. 44a,b). Slabs were also found in trench 188, beneath the seventh base of the
interior colonnade of the temple (pls 24,45a,50a), and in trench 19 just outside
the west wall of Megaron B8 (pl. 25).

From the southeast corner of Megaron B, a paved pathway led to a higher
level of the slope to the east (pls 7a,46,50b). It is laid on a layer composed of
packed earth with rough stones and rubble. There may have been steps at inter-
vals; one is clearly visible. From the fill beneath the paved pathway came LLH
sherds (unit 36/96), one of which is clearly of the LH ITIC period.

34. Praktika 1996, 183-186, 188. 37. Praktika 2003, 54 f.
35. Praktika 1992, 97 f. 38. Praktika 1993, 79-80; 1996, 190 f.
36. Soteriades 1900, 177, fig. 3.
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To the Late Helladic period probably belong some of the pithoi that Rhomaios
noted next to the walls of Megaron B (6, 1, k, ) (fig. 10, pl. 31d-d")*. Of these,
pithos 6 is preserved in situ today at a distance of 5.50 m. from the northwest
corner of Megaron B (pls 7b, 38a, 47a, 59). According to Rhomaios it contained
ashes. Its lid, a stone slab, is still preserved. The pithos appears to have continued
in use during the time of Megaron B and even later®’.

The Early Iron Age

Megaron B

After the final destruction of the buildings of Late Helladic times, which accord-
ing to the ceramic evidence can be now securely dated at the latest to the middle
of the eleventh century (see also p. 68, n. 137), Megaron B and other buildings
were constructed (fig. 17, pls 39-41). For the construction of Megaron B, the
ground was levelled with fill that contained earlier remains. As noted above, there
are several places where the destruction debris was still in situ beneath the level
of use of Megaron B (e.g. pls 38b,c,56b,12a,14a). The north (rear) room was built
in part over stones of Late Helladic buildings. The brownish-red soil that was
spread on this fill constituted the construction level as well as the first level of use
of the room and included the sporadic use of flat stones (trenches 3, 4)*! (pls
14b,15,30a-a",63a).

Destruction debris also underlay the level of use in the main room of the
building (trench 2 and 18) (pls 11,14a,24,45a), where narrow strips of the floor
had escaped the earlier excavators and survived in place. In the trenches exca-
vated beneath the east wall of the cella of the temple of Apollo, (5, 5a, 14, pls
11,16-19,23a) the floor of the Megaron was again uncovered. Three matt-painted
pieces of the Early Iron Age (unit 6/94) (pl. 71a) and a dart (M44) came from the
soil that filled in the gaps of the earlier paving (pl. 43b). Similar sherds were also
recovered in the old excavation and from the same context.

Trench 7 (pls 21,34c-c”) confirmed the same stratigraphic sequence under the
southeast corner of the building, which was constructed directly above the
Bronze Age pavement (pl. 44a,61b). Outside the southwest corner, which is in
better condition, the pavement is preserved at a lower level because of subsidence
(pls 44b,61a). It is below this corner (fig. 16) that sherds of late LH I11C late were
found (units 179, n101,102,103/03). Together with the sherds of unit 179/03
there was a bone pin with moulded finial (fig. 18), a rare type that occurs in Elis,

39. Rhomaios 1915, 231 (fig. 2) 251; So- 41. Cf. the floor incorporating occasional
teriades 1909, 8 also refers to the same  slabs in house a3 of the LH period at Ther-
pithoi. mos (Rhomaios 1915, 240), a feature fre-

40. Praktika 1995, 99 pl. 44, 46, fig. 4. quently found in LH floors at Thermos.
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Fig. 17. The southeast part of the temple: 1. east stylobate, 2. the east wall of Megaron
B, 1898.

Fig. 18. Bone pin of submycenaean type found under
the southeast corner of Megaron B (unit 179/03).
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Messenia and Cephallonia and is considered Submycenaean. It is this pin that
was used by Birgitta Eder as evidence for dating some of the associated pottery
in the Submycenaean phase*?. This is also secure evidence for the construction
date of Megaron B.

The stratigraphic sequence below the walls of the cella of the Apollo temple,
as elucidated in the recent excavations, shows that Megaron B was built after the
end of LH ITIC, in the early years of the Dark Ages, during the eleventh century.
That not much time elapsed from the catastrophe at the end of LH IIIC to the
construction of Megaron B and the beginning of the new era, is evident from the
fact that in the entire area there was no accumulation over the destruction level.
Megaron B was built directly above the ruins after some necessary arrangements
were made. These use levels are clearly of Early Iron Age date.

‘Built sacrificial bothros’

South of the southeast corner of Megaron B, at a distance of 1.50 m., is the fea-
ture that Rhomaios had originally called a “sacrificial bothros”, before he finally
and incorrectly identified it as a column base belonging to the «elliptical colon-
nade» around Megaron B* (fig. 19, pls 40,44a,46,47b,33a-a”). Rhomaios de-
scribed the construction as an almost rectangular slab, 0.15 m. thick and
measuring 0.70 X 0,75 m., with others set vertically on it, so as to form a rectan-
gular space, 0.40 long, 0.25 wide and 0.30 m. deep. As a result of deterioration
and disturbance, the present condition of this built pit does not agree precisely
with Rhomaios’ description, but its identification is certain.

The pit is surrounded by a curving, carelessly built wall of rough stones and
was constructed above the earlier stone pavement that was in use during the pe-
riod of Megaron B. A parallel, I believe, exists in a construction at Calydon that
is built of upright slabs and enclosed by a flimsy wall. This feature was found near
the remains of an apsidal wall, was termed a “hearth” by the excavators and dated
in the Geometric period. A similar construction, a pit surrounded by rough
stones has been recovered in Kalapodhi; it belongs to the ninth or the first half
of the eighth century**.

Circular constructions

Two adjacent circular constructions, built of small stones and mud and measuring
0.80 m. in diameter and ca. 0.45 m. in height, lie in the same area southeast of
the built pit, at the southeast corner of the stylobate of the temple, based at a

42. Eder 2009, 139 fig. 5 (5), 4 (5). 44. Poulsen, Rhomaios 1927, 36, fig. 58

43. Rhomaios 1915, 248. The error, (Calydon); Niemeier, ArchRepLondon, 2005-
which caused confusion in the literature, was 2006, 68 fig. 105; Niemeier, Jahresbericht
already detected by Drerup 1963, 6-7. 2006, 167, fig. 10 (Kalapodhi).
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Fig. 19. The “sacrificial bothros” (Rhomaios 1915).

depth of 1.25-1.35 m.*® (pls 7a,40,48a). The southernmost is the best preserved.
Beneath them extends a layer of brown soil with rubble and animal bones, car-
bonised particles and, in places, yellow soil with traces of fire and pithos frag-
ments. The constructions are built at about the level of the early stone pavement
that was also in use at the time of Megaron B and can therefore be attributed to
the same period. The sherds collected from within them, moreover, belong for
the most part to the LH ITIC period (units 189, 190/07). The upper level of the
constructions varies between 0.90 and 1.00 m., i.e. the approximate level of use
of the next period, that of the hearth of holocaust sacrifices to be described below.
Perhaps they were covered over finally during the seventh century.

Remains of the period of Megaron B came to light also outside the west wall
of the building. They are the remnants of the contemporary stone pavement,
identified in the trenches 1,15, a-a’-a”, 17,28 (pls 11, 12a,23b,28).

45. Praktika 1994, 111-112.
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Other contemporaries of Megaron B

WALLS A AND E
The building represented by walls A and E (fig. 20, pls 48b-c,56b) was discovered
by Rhomaios in 1915 and mentioned again only in 1990%. The two walls were
actually discovered again in 1997 to the north of Megaron B, at the northwest
corner of the Apollo temple and partly on top of Megaron A. Together they form
the southeast corner of a rectangular building contemporary with Megaron B.
The building was founded 0.40 m. higher than Megaron A, that is, in the strati-
graphic horizon of Megaron B. Wall E, running north-south, does not stop before
the north stylobate of the temple, but continues on beneath it. Wall A, running
east-west, continues over the east wall of Megaron A. Both walls are constructed
of rough, flat stones with yellow clay as mortar. It is the same technique as that
of Megaron B and it differs from the more careful wall construction with more
regular flat stones of Megaron A and the other Bronze Age buildings (figs 6a,31,
pl. 60). The corner of walls A and E is founded on fill containing sherds of the
LH IIIB phase and some of the MH tradition (units 110, 114, 115/97).
Contemporary with Megaron B is also the rectangular tripartite building that
lies over the ruins of buildings a4 and a3”*’. The only parts preserved are its
southwest corner and one or two cross-walls dividing it into rooms (pl. 10). Fi-
nally, parts of “walls with stone paving” that, according to Rhomaios, belonged
to a building contemporary with Megaron B, were identified also southeast of
the temple, above the LH house B and below the ‘black layer’®.

THE EAST TERRACE

East of Megaron B can also be restored a contemporary terrace wall that retained
the earth on the slope. Its remains are few: three stones on top of a block (trench
20, pl. 49a), located opposite the sixth base of the interior colonnade of the temple;
and further north, opposite the eighth base of the colonnade, its lower course that
lies on the stone pavement on which Megaron B was built (pl. 43a).

PITHOI

Pithos 6 of the preceding period continued in use during the time of Megaron
B within the building itself (pls 7b,38a,47a,59,31d-d"). At that time a protective
wall was built around it as the floor level had risen.

46. Rhomaios 1915, 242, fig. 2; Papapos-
tolou 1990, 191, Praktika 1997, 140, fig. 1, 7.

47. Rhomaios 1915, 242.

48. Rhomaios 1915, 253. Mazarakis Ainian
1997, 133-134, fig. 45a-b, notes a few additional
remains of walls on Soteriades’ plan that he

also attributes to contemporary buildings.
Some of these, however, are no longer there
and cannot be dated, while others were built
after the excavations to support the ancient
walls. For details see Papapostolou 2008, 78
0. 153,
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Fig. 20. The north-west part of the excavation.

The destruction of Megaron B and the period of the ash altar
(eighth-late seventh century)

The destruction level

Remains of the destruction of Megaron B were found in situ in several places
and have already been described in detail?’. In the east part of the building, in
trench 7 (pl. 21), a thick layer containing stones and carbonised matter lay on
the paved floor and a similar layer was encountered in trench 14 (pl. 23a). The
same destruction level was noted in the west part (trenches 1B-18); in trenches
1B and ly (pls 12b,13a) it lay on the floor of the building contiguous to the west
wall (pl. 49b) and contained Early Iron Age sherds (units 57/96, n69, n70, n71,
124-131/99 and the iron sword M64). In the same way, the corner of walls A-E,
which belonged to a building contemporary with Megaron B, had been covered
over by the remains of its own destruction, as was evident in trenches 21 (pl. 26)

and 22 (pl. 11).

49. Papapostolou 2008, 80-81.
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The use of the area after the destruction of Megaron B

Following the destruction of Megaron B, the rear room (pls 40,57) appears to
have been repaired, as indicated by the use of different construction materials
and the raised floor level (pl. 63a,2), already mentioned above. After its collapse,
the northern part of the west wall of the building was covered over with a layer
of pure yellow clay (pls 49b,62b). The layer of yellow clay extended also to the
west, outside the wall (pls 23b-c,25b,3) and was evidently intended to level the
place in view of the overall rearrangement of the area prior to receiving the clay
hearth of the ash altar at the beginning of the eighth century. A preliminary layer
of yellow soil appears to have been laid also in the area to the east, as it was noted
in trench 7 beside the east wall®® (pl. 21,5).

The area between the flanking walls of Megaron B had been excavated to a
great depth by Soteriades, but the evidence was not recorded. In addition, the
fill beneath the bases of the interior colonnade of the temple had been disturbed
in antiquity in the course of their construction and by the dry stone retaining
walls built by Soteriades after the excavation.

The ash altar and the rear room of the Megaron B

The remains of a large ash altar had survived only beneath the east cella wall of
the temple and were identified in trenches 5, 5a, 14 and 7 (fig. 21, pls 16,17,23a,
21). Rhomaios had noted the layer of ash in his sections &-¢ and ¢-n°'.

The ash was light coloured because of the lime content resulting from the
complete carbonisation and disintegration of animal bones. The clay floor on
which the ash lies shows traces of burning everywhere. It is at a higher level than
the floor of the Megaron, which is uneven. The clay hearth itself is level, because
it was constructed when the area was levelled after the destruction of the building;
the south part, which was lower, was raised with the remains of fallen walls until
it reached the level of use farther north. Trench 18, in the centre of the middle
room, showed that the clay hearth was set without any fill directly on the floor
level of the Megaron (pls 24,50a). Trench 14, however, gave the clearest picture
of the relationship of the hearth to Megaron B (fig. 21b, pl. 23a). Here the hearth
and the ash covered the dividing wall y between the front and the middle room,
which had obviously already fallen when the clay hearth was constructed. It is
practically certain that the outer walls of Megaron B remained in ruined condition
and determined the area of the hearth. Thus the walls of the building functioned

50. Praktika 1992, 109 f.; 1993, 80; 1996, 2000, 120, 124. Rhomaios 1915, 245, fig. 10,
182-183; 2000, 120, 124. 247, fig. 12. In the ash layer of the trench 7 was
51. Praktika 1992, 109, 1993, 80, 1994, 114,  found the knife M 45 (eighth century).
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Fig. 21. a. The remains of the ash altar in the interior of the ruined Megaron B. b. A sketch
of lengthwise section a-a'through the stratigraphy of the ash altar and the rear room
(cf. str. sections 5a,14).
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as a sort of peribolos of the altar, an arrangement that is not unknown at other
early sites, such as Didyma®?.

The limits of the clay hearth were lost in the early excavation. In the southeast
corner of the ruined Megaron B there is some evidence that the ash extended to
its east wall (pl. 21), but it evidently did not reach the west wall, since, at this time,
this area was occupied by offering ‘pits’ (pl. 49b). Nor did the hearth extend as
far as the north (rear) room. Probably contemporary or a little later than the re-
construction of this room is a greyish-green argillaceous coating with sparsely set
paving stones (pl. 18) in the space between the hearth and the repaired south
wall of the room. This represents the first rearrangement of the area after the
destruction of the Megaron.

Remains of a later collapse of the south wall of the rear room had been cov-
ered over by a hard layer of red clay that occupied the space between the hearth
and a new room in the same place (pl. 19), presumably a light wattle and daub
or mud brick construction, as evidenced by three holes for wooden posts with
carbonised remains on the bottom of a layer consisted of pure yellow soil (trench
4, pl. 15). This represents the second reconstruction of the old rear room during
the period of the ash altar. The associated pottery (units 153, 154, 155, 164/2000)
places this new arrangement in a later phase of the Iron Age, which, on the basis
of the Late Geometric bronze figurine of a horseman (X53, pls 20a,88) found to-
gether with a spearhead (M 72/2000) and two spear butts (M 69, 70/2000) in the
layer of hard red soil (pls 20b,73), can be dated to the end of the eighth or the
beginning of the seventh century. Simple, temporary structures of the same sort
are also evidenced by other post holes, for example in the yellow fill spread to
the west of Megaron B, in the space between slabs 5 and 4 of the elliptical series
(fig. 23), where four similar holes were found, one of which preserved the small
wedge-shaped stones used to secure a wooden support (trench 15, 16, pl. 23b,c).

Holes for the support of columns or beams are often found in excavations of
Early Iron Age sites and are usually explained as the remains of simple, perhaps
temporary structures. Others belong to more permanent buildings of wattle and
daub or mud brick, which also incorporated stone elements?®>.

The radiocarbon dating of samples connected with the destruction horizon
of the Megaron B gave a later terminus post quem for the destruction of the
building and the construction and first use of the ash altar, at the end of the ninth
or the beginning of the eighth century. Thus Megaron B and the hearth of the ash

52. Schleif 1934, 147-148, fig. 7; Cetin  at Tegea (Dstby et al. 1994, 101); at Herak-
Sahin 1972, 25-26. leion in Thasos (Bergquist 1998, 57-58). For
53. For example, at Isthmia on a terrace  hypotheses concerning the use of such sim-
of the second half of the eighth century (Geb-  ple, temporary structures see Kron 1988,
hard 1993, 158); at Kalapodhi at the site of  144; Burkert 1991, 87.
the earliest temple (Felsch 1987, 5; 1991, 87);
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altar never coexisted. The sherds of unit 152/2000 from the ashes of the hearth
are probably of the Iron Age. Units 53/96 and 530/96 containing Iron Age sherds
were also collected from above the clay bed of the ash altar in trench 18 (pl. 24).

In some places a light coloured ash lies directly on the level of use of Megaron
B or over features of its destruction, thus lower than the clay hearth of the holo-
caust offerings® (pl. 16b,4). This probably represents the first phase of use of the
space for such sacrifices, rather than the remains of sacrifices within Megaron B
prior to its destruction, since it would have been difficult if not impossible to carry
out such ceremonies inside a building with so many wooden features. In any case,
no bones were found in any of the ash piles. During this period, the pithos at the
west wall of Megaron B continued in use, protected by a new wall around it (pl.
47a). It may be that some of the pits at the west wall also held pithoi.

Pits and sacrificial bothroi south and west of the ash altar

The construction of built pits belongs to the same period as the hearth for holo-
caust offerings. These features were found in various locations.

Two pits were found on the interior side of the west wall of Megaron B, partly
in the masonry of the wall itself. The evidence comes from trenches la, 18, lya
(pls 11,12,49b). In la the pit is a circular housing of upright slabs: it may have
held a pithos. In 1P only two vertical flat stones are preserved, while the bottom
is paved with flat stones: it may have contained offerings. Little was preserved in
lya. There was no yellow soil above these pits; the fill within them was uniform
up to the cella wall and contained Late Geometric and Early Archaic sherds (units
59, 59a 72, 72a, 598, 64/96, 124-127/99, 129-131/99). It thus appears that the
pits were made after the destruction of Megaron B and the yellow layer, and con-
tinued in use until the temple was built.

To the same period also belong the bothroi to the south of the area of
Megaron B (pls 33,50b,51). After the building was destroyed, the area filled up
with earth and stones, the ‘bothros’ excavated by Rhomaios above the Bronze
Age pavement (fig. 19, pls 44a,47b), was covered over, and the level rose to that
of the clay hearth. What remained intact after the old excavation was found in
an undisturbed strip below the edge of the east wall of the cella, which was inves-
tigated (trench 9 and 10) after the few preserved stones of the wall were removed
(pl. 22). At this level there was plenty of ash as well as scattered, carbonised ma-
terial and animal bones. The sherds in the fill were of Mycenaean and Early Iron
Age date (units 83/93, 96/94, 100/94, 32-35/96).

In the fill of trench 10 (pls 22,51a,3), there was a small ditch with carbonised
matter and an iron knife (M37) that can be dated in the eighth century, and some-
what farther south the remains of a larger bothros containing two iron spear-

54. Praktika 1994, 116, fig. 8; 1995, 91
fig. 3; 2000, 122, fig. 2.
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heads (M38 and 41), a spear butt (M39) and a sickle-shaped knife (M40) also dat-
able in the eighth century (pl. 51a,1). Two meters to the south was another,
deeper ditch that was bordered by irregular stones and contained ashy soil, car-
bonised matter and animal bones (pl. 51b,1). An Iron Age matt-painted cup (1152,
trench 11, units 102,105,107,108/94, pl. 69b) was found above a piece of car-
bonised wood that stood upright, supported by small wedge-shaped stones.
Other sherds in this bothros (units 102, 108/94) belong to the shoulder of a con-
temporary matt-painted jug (n52a, pl. 68d); so does another sherd (unit 98/94),
which comes from a layer outside the pit, indicating disturbance already in an-
tiquity.

The date of another pit found by Soteriades slightly farther south is question-
able (pl. 51b,2). It had walls of large, rough flat stones that jut out above the level
of use of the altar. Carbonised matter and a few animal bones, an iron spearhead
of the eighth century (M43) and Mycenaean and Early Iron Age sherds (units
103, 104/94) had remained on the bottom.

The final use of these particular pits and bothroi has not been determined.
Some would have been temporary, others may have been intended for longer
use and for this reason were more sturdily constructed. It is likely that at the time
there would have been more bothroi and pits in front of the large ash altar in ad-
dition to those described above that were preserved because they were covered
over by the east cella wall®.

Rock ‘altar’

At a distance of 7.30-7.40 m. south of the temple a little west of its long axis, there
1s part of a limestone boulder of irregular shape (dimensions: 1.60 X 1.50; height:
0.50-0.72 m.) that had probably fallen at some point from the east slope of Mega-
lakkos. It appears to have been left in its place by the first excavator and protected
with a dry stone wall, after some investigation of the fill had been carried out
below it (fig. 22, pls 3(10),35,9(2),52 and p. 88). The lower surface is flatter than
the upper, which slopes although it is relatively smooth.

A limited probe showed that the boulder rests on ancient fill at a depth of ca.
1.75 m. This is the depth at which the southwest corner of Megaron B rests. It
would thus appear likely that at the time of Megaron B the boulder was already
in this position and was visible. The upper surface is at a depth of 1-1.36 m. It
was therefore visible also at the time of the ash altar, the clay layer of which is at

55. It is likely that the announcement by  the Geometric period” actually refers to the
Soteriades (letter of 23 August 1898) of the discovery of a similar offering pit. The exca-
discovery of “a grave with burnt bones, five, vator did not repeat his identification of this
very long iron swords and pieces of a vase of  as a grave in Ephemeris 1900.
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Fig. 22. The rock ‘altar’ and the trench 30.

a level of around 1 m. It is however worth noting that the fill on which the boul-
der rests consists of earth and rubble, exactly like that used for the constructions
of the next period. Considering the general southerly slope of the ground, we
cannot exclude the possibility that the rock was placed there for the first time in
a period later than Megaron B, during the long time that the ash altar was in
use. When, however, the Early Archaic cella was built, the boulder was covered,
since the lower course of the slabs of the south stylobate are at a depth of 1.10
m., and the level of use in the cellais at 0.70 m., thus higher than the uppermost
point of the boulder (pl. 3(10),35).

In my opinion the boulder may have served as a rock altar for ordinary sac-
rifices or as an offering table®®. It is notable that the ‘black layer’ of the old exca-

56. Parts of rocks or rocky outcrops have
been interpreted as altars or tables of the pe-
riod after the Bronze Age (Yavis 1949, 207,
221-223; Bruns 1960; Coldstream 1977, 317;
Gill 1991, 23-30; Rupp 1983, 101-102, figs 7a;
Rubensohn 1962, 5-7, Beil 3a, b; 4a; Shear
1973a, 126-128, Pl. 26a; 1973b, 360-364, pl.
65). Part of a natural rock is considered a
likely altar at the early cult building (eighth-

seventh century) at Spathari in Akarnania
near Stratos (Schwandner 2000-2001, 13-16;
2000, 552), where there is also a layer of ash
with calcined bones as well as ditches with car-
bonised material. A rock with cut steps was
identified as an altar at Abas on the Evros
(Thrace) in the land of the Kikones (Trianta-
phyllos 1986, 138).
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vation, to be discussed below, which represents accumulation of material from
sacrifices and feasting activities, was to the north and west of the boulder. The
sherds from the layer below it, which comprises earth and rubble, (trench 30,
unit 187/07) are dated in part to the Early Iron Age: one belongs to an open ves-
sel (krater or bowl), another has a thin matt paint applied with a brush, while the
sherds from a jug were covered with a whitish slip. Two sherds are of greyish
clay, one from a large closed vessel, while the other, which preserves a bit of the
rim, belonged to an open vessel.

The period of the elliptical enclosure (seventh century)

The ash altar of holocaust offerings and probably also the bothroi to the south of
it were still in use during the seventh century. In the description of the previous
stratigraphic horizon, an account has already been given of the construction of
a new level of use between the clay ground of the altar and the north room of
Megaron B, which appears at that time to have been rebuilt as a wattle and daub
or mud brick cella. The Late Geometric figurine of the horseman (pl. 88) was
found in the lower layer of that level, which remained in use until the time when
the temple was built (pls 19,20).

The elliptical row of slabs around Megaron B
A summary of the various interpretations

Rhomaios maintained that Megaron B acquired at some point an elliptical peri-
style, of which eighteen stone bases were preserved®” (fig. 10). The ‘bases’ are the
flat stones of irregular shape and varying size (width: 0.40-0.70 m.; maximum
lemgth: 0.65 m.) that, except of its front surround Megaron B in an oval row set
on a higher level than its floor (fig. 23, plan p. 16, pls 30,31,34). The slabs were
found in the summer of 1898 by Soteriades (figs 9,24). He attributed the ‘bases’
to an oval peristyle, about which he says, “itis not clear if ... it should be connected
with the above mentioned building (1.e. Megaron B) or with the altar, although
given the position of the bases only the first is likely.” He subsequently turned to-
ward other interpretations, considering the slabs as support bases for an enclo-
sure or a simple row of stones defining the temenos, or even as connected with
“a modern hut or shed”s.

Following Rhomaios, many scholars have accepted that the slabs had indeed
supported the columns of an elliptical colonnade, added to the building at a later

57. Rhomaios 1915, 247-251. 180; 1909, 7, 30-31; Praktika 1906, 137-138;
58. Soteriades 1900, 179, Kawerau, Sotiri- 1908, 98.
adis 1902-1908; Soteriades 1903, 74, n. 1;1902,
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Fig. 23. Plan of Megaron B (Alexandros Gounaris 2008) with the addition
of the enclosure slabs.
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Fig. 24. The northwest part of the temple with Megaron A (1) and
the 8th slab of the elliptical enclosure (2), 1898.

period. Among the earliest was Weickert, who also shared Rhomaios’ other opin-
ions, e.g. that the building played a part in the development from a chieftain’s
house to a peripteral temple. Bundgaard, while not accepting that the develop-
ment toward the Doric style could be followed at Thermos, agreed that Megaron
B and the oval colonnade were associated from the very beginning. According
to Bundgaard, the columns were disposed in this manner in order to support a
roof that was elliptical in section like that of the terracotta house models from
Perachora (fig. 25). A similar reconstruction is given by Coulton, but with a ridged
roof and “a half-cone of rafters radiating from the pre-existing gable top and carried
at their outer ends by a rough semicircle of posts” *°. The elliptical colonnade
was also accepted by Schmaltz as well as Gruben, who repeated the same view
more recently, restoring 36 columns and suggesting that the colonnade 1s “the
simplest and earliest that we know of”%.

Other scholars, taking into consideration the technical problems involved in
restoring an elliptical colonnade around a rectangular building, have suggested
various other solutions. Drerup’s hypothesis was that the slabs supported slanting
posts for buttressing the walls against the thrust of the saddle roof, as seen in the
medieval buildings at Warendorfin Saxony; there, oblique wooden supports but-

59. Weikert 1929, 8-9; Bundgaard 1946, 60. Schmaltz 1980, 328-329, 334; Gruben
55; Coulton 1988, 65, fig. 2B. 1996, 392-393; 2001, 33.
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Fig. 25. Bundgaard 1946.

tress the vertical supports that held the weight of the roof®!. Mallwitz described
Drerup’s restoration as technically impossible in the case of Thermos®?. Mallwitz,
in any case, believed that without excavation it was not possible to clarify these
matters and recommended a return to the final view of Soteriades that the slabs
defined a temenos®®, an opinion espoused also by von Gerkan®!. Mallwitz went
further and associated Thermos with Kallion, where he noted a comparable suc-
cession of structures. At that site the rectangular Geometric cult building is suc-
ceeded by a stone enclosure with an altar/hearth, perhaps crowned with a
baldaquin, which was in turn followed by the Archaising peripteral temple of the

61. Drerup 1963, 9, fig. 6; 1964, 194-195, grenzung”).
fig. 7; 1969, pl. 6a. 64. von Gerkan 1948-49, 6 (“Umhegung”);
1959, 385.

62. Mallwitz 1981, 601-604, 621-624.
63. Mallwitz 1981, 624 (“Temenosum-
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Fig. 26. Wesenberg 1982.

end of the fourth century; the latter indeed has typological features similar to
the peripteral temple at Thermos®.

Coulton who, as already noted, returned to the interpretation of Rhomaios,
rebutted with convincing technical arguments the restoration of an enclosure
with posts that could not stand on flat stones but would need to be sunk into the
ground. He also rejected the restoration of a light roof supported by posts resting
on the slabs because of the width of the oval, and did not accept Drerup’s ver-
sion%. Wesenberg too argued for the separation of the slabs from Megaron B.
He held that the slabs supported the posts of the clay or mud-brick walls of an
apsidal building (B1) that succeeded Megaron B on the same site without leaving
other traces®’ (fig. 26). Bulle had also attributed the slabs to a peristyle of a vanished

65. Themelis 1983, 237-238, 242-244. 67. Wesenberg 1982, 156, fig. 4.
66. Coulton 1988, 63.
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successor to Megaron B, mainly because of the axial differences. For the rest, he
acknowledged the importance of this peristyle building for the development of
the Greek peripteral temple®®. Finally, Mazarakis Ainian revived the idea of a
peripteral oval building of perishable material, successor to Megaron B%.

It is worth noting that the first excavator, rebutting Bulle’s opinion, placed
great emphasis on the fact that he had observed no trace whatever of a construc-
tion in the layer between Megaron B and the early Archaic temple’’. The recent
investigation has also shown that in the stratigraphic layers succeeding the
Megaron not only was there no trace, there was no room for such a building. Any
such reconstruction would leave out of consideration the existence of the pile of
ashes of the altar that in places is so high that it extends to just below the walls of
the temple and would have been even higher before that building was con-
structed (pls 16,17). The scant traces of destruction beneath the north part of the
cella (pl. 15) can be explained as the remains of the small, flimsy building that is
assumed to have existed at that location, where the north room of Megaron B
had been (see above, p. 35). Other scattered and limited remains of tamped earth
(e.g. pls 21b,1, 22b,1) would have been hypaethral and of no great importance.
Additional evidence that there was no building phase between Megaron B and
the early Archaic cella is the fact that the fill in the pits at the west wall of Megaron
B was uniform from their bottom up to the west wall of the cella.

The last publication to consider the slabs of the elliptical row prior to the new
excavation was that of G. Kuhn, who proposed that the stones are the chance re-
mainder of a pavement that existed in the area before the building of the temple
(see below, p. 47)"!.
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