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P R E F A C E

T h e  present Special Number of the J o u r n a l  o f  H e l l e n ic  S t u d ie s  contains the result of the 

excavations carried on at Megalopolis by the British School at Athens between March 1890 and 

October 1891. The work of publication has been distributed by mutual agreement among those 

engaged in the excavations, but the collaborator whose name is appended to each chapter is 
individually responsible for its contents.

The excavations at Megalopolis were undertaken by the British School at Athens in the 

spring of 1890. The first suggestion of the site came from M. Cawadias, Greek Ephor-General 

of Antiquities, whom we wish also to thank for the readiness with which he has granted and 

renewed the authorization necessary for our work. In December 1889 I had examined Megalopolis 

with a view to excavation, accompanied by Mr. Loring. After receiving my report, the Committee 

of the School decided in favour of the undertaking, although it  was clear that the extensiveness 

of the site and the great accumulation of soil in many parts of it  would involve a large 

expenditure of m oney; this money was supplied at first from the general fund of the School, and 

later from a fund raised specially for the purpose by subscription.

During the whole of the excavations, of which the results are now published, Mr. Loring was 

present at Megalopolis. In the spring of 1890 he was associated with Mr. Richards and with\
Mr. Woodhouse, and in the autumn of the same year with Mr. Richards. In the spring of 1891 

he was joined for a month by Mr. J. G. Milne. I have myself visited Megalopolis several times, 

both at the beginning of the work and at various stages in its progress, staying for some days on 

each occasion. Mr. Penrose, who was acting temporarily as Director of the School, spent several 

days at Megalopolis at the end of March 1891, and gave the excavators valuable assistance. 

Other members of the School visited the site at various times, without taking any direct part in 

the work.

In September 1891, Mr. Schultz was sent Out from England by the Committee of the School, 

to make plans of the Theatre and other buildings at Megalopolis, and to report upon all 

architectural questions. He spent about a month at Megalopolis, for three weeks of which 

I accompanied h im ; we were thus able to discuss doubtful points upon the spot. Mr. Loring
b



was also at Megalopolis during the last fortnight of Mr. Schultz’s visit, and contributed some 
data to the theatre plan. Mr. Loring’s topographical work upon the site, which lasted about, 
three months, and. was supplemented by some small excavations conducted on his own account, 

is embodied in his map and a special chapter. -

Our obligations to those not directly connected with the School call for special mention 
in this place, and most of all those which we owe to Professor Dorpfeld. In his various visits 

to Megalopolis he made several valuable suggestions as to the architectural remains, most of 
which we have, after due consideration, accepted without reserve in the place of our previous 

opinions. Indeed, so far as purely architectural evidence is concerned, we are glad now to find 

ourselves upon many points in accord with so high an authority. If we have ventured to differ 

from him very widely as to some of our archaeological conclusions about the Theatre, it has not 

been without a very careful weighing of the evidence upon both sides ; and we trust that we 

shall at least be found to have given ample grounds for every opinion that we have expressed. 
We are glad to have this opportunity of expressing our gratitude to Professor Dorpfeld for 

his generous advice and help, the exact nature of which is described in its proper place.

Dr. P. Kastromenos represented the Greek Government in the capacity of Ephor 

( ίφ ο ρ ο ή  during the first two seasons; afterwards we had no Government supervision but that of 

an overseer (hτιστάτηί).

M. Leonidas Zervas, now Deputy (β ο υ λ ε υ τή  s) for his division of Arcadia, was Mayor 

(δήμαρχοs) of Megalopolis during the first two years of our excavations. In all the little 

difficulties that beset an excavator in Greece, his help was invariably prompt and efficient, and 

our obligation to him was increased yet further by the hospitality and friendship which he 

invariably showed us.

Nikolas Boveros, a local archaeologist and diligent student of Pausanias, offered us many 

suggestions, and materially assisted Mr. Loring during his topographical work by taking charge 

of his workmen while he was engaged in surveying other parts of the site.

The people of Megalopolis generally have shown goodwill towards our work, and with our 

workmen in particular our relations throughout have been of the most friendly nature.

On behalf of myself and my collaborators, I wish also to thank the Council of the Hellenic 

Society and the editors of this J o t jk n a l  for the readiness with which they have undertaken the 

present publication, thus relieving the School at Athens, already so deeply indebted to the Society, 

of a heavy burden of trouble and expense. And to Professor Percy Gardner our thanks are 

especially due for his help in seeing this volume through the press at a time when those 

contributing to it are widely scattered, and some of them at a distance from England— a task 

which circumstances have made peculiarly difficult.

.-r

The excavations at Megalopolis have now been completed. They were continued by other 

members of the British School in the Spring of 1892, and during the present season (1892— 3); 

in particular the Thersilion has now been entirely cleared. The results of this further work will 

be published in due tim e; but as they do not seem likely to affect the explanation of what has 

previously been discovered, we have not thought it advisable to delay the present publication 
any longer.

l
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k,. We feel that the delay which has already occurred calls for explanation, especially after

our withdrawal of some of the statements made in our provisional publication of the Theatre, 

φ -  and our reservation of opinion as to some crucial points. We had not before us the materials

f for forming a final decision until last spring, and then we were daily expecting to be able to

publish at once our final results. Thus any further provisional statement seemed superfluous. 

The delay which has occurred since that time was quite unexpected, being due to the difficulty 

of completing the detailed plans which accompany this volume. We trust however that some 

compensation for this delay will be found in the completeness with which all the facts we have 

».· - had to consider are now made accessible to the public.
It
• · E r n e s t  G a r d n e r .
f A thens.
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CHAPTER I.

HISTORICAL SKETCH.

T h e  news of the Spartan defeat at Leuktra in 3 7 1  b .c . electrified tlie whole Greek world, hut 
it was in Arkadia that the results of the battle were especially interesting and important. In both 
the great cities of the province— Tegea and Mantineia—it was fhc signal for a fierce democratic 
reaction against Lacedaemonian influence. In Mantineia this took the form of a political 
resurrection. The villages into which the Mantineians had been dispersed in 3 8 5  b .c . reunited and 
refortified their old city. In Tegea, not without opposition, the movement issued in a new political 
creation—the formation of a Pan-Akkadian Confederacy and the foundation of Megalopolis as its 
centre and meeting-place. Parallel movements were visible in Boeotia and Argos; everywhere 
forces were at work erecting firm barriers against the power of Sparta on the strong foundations 
of nationality.

When ' Synoecism ’ was in the air it is not surprising to find the idea of a united Arkadia 
arising in various, quarters simultaneously. It does not in fact seem possible to name its actual 
author. Xenophon Hell. vi. 5. 6 ascribes the suggestion to Kallibios and Proxenos of Tegea who,
he Says, συνι jyov επι to συνιεναι re παν το Αρκαδικόν, και ο τι νικφη iv τω κοινω, τούτο κνριον el ναι και 
των πόλεων. Diodoros however, in xv. 59, gives the credit of the proposal to Lykomedes of 
Mantineia, in this passage called by mistake a Tegean, but cp. cap. 62, who persuaded the 
Arkadians to form a union with a common Council, . εξ άνδρών μυρίων, with full power of 
decision in all subjects. In any case it is clear that the notion fell in with the policy of 
Thebes, that is of Epameinondas, to whose military genius we must attribute the site chosen 
for the new city. The choice of a site so important strategically was perhaps the chief 
contribution of the Theban general to the movement, while the proposal for union seems to have 
come first from the Arkadians themselves. Pausanias viii. 27. 2 is right therefore in his remark 
τήΐ πόλεω* δε οικιστήs Επαμεινώνδα} ό Θηβαίο} συν τω δικαίω κα\οιτο αν. In spite of their being 
contemporaneous the building of Megalopolis and the formation of a Pan-Arkadian Confederacy 
must be kept quite distinct. The Great City served two purposes. It was, firstly, the meeting- 
place of the Ten Thousand, giving a local habitation to the κοινόν των Αρκάδων; secondly, it was 
a member in that system of fortresses extending from Messene to Argos which shut in Sparta 
on the land side. Pausanias correctly expresses this last object, συνήλθαν δε ύπ'ιρ Ισχύοs h  
αυτήν οί Ά ρκάδεί, and in this they followed an example set by Argos : Paus. viii. 27. 1.

In spite of the opposition of Orchomenos and Hcraia the first meeting of the Confederacy 
was held at Asea, and under the protection of a thousand chosen troops sent by Epameinondas 
under Pammenes the foundations of Megalopolis were laid, ‘ a few months after the battle of 
Leuktra’ : Paus. viii. 27. 8. To direct the Synoecism and to act as founders ten men were chosen 
two each from Tegea, Mantineia, Kleitor, the Maenali and the Parrhasii. These, Diod. xv. 72 says,
έ κ τ ισ α ν  ε π ί  tivo s  επ ικ α ίρ ο υ  τό π ο υ  τη ν  ό νο μ α ζο μ ένη ν  Μ ,εγά λ η υ  π ά λ ιν , σ υ ρ ρ ίψ α ν τε ν  e ls α υ τή ν  κ ώ μ α s 

τετταρακοντά τω ν ό νομα ζομ ίνω ν Μ α ιν α λ ίω ν  κ α ι Τ ϊαρρασίω ν Α ρ κ ά δ ω ν .  The site chosen was not far 
from the junction of the Helisson with the Alpheios, twenty miles from Tegea in the broad plaiff' 
which connects Lakonia with E lis ; the new town was therefore splendidly placed for keeping up 
communication between Messene on the one side and Tegea on the other, while preventing any 
movement from Sparta towards the North-West. The command to surrender their autonomy and 
to coalesce into a real political aggregate met, it is true, with great opposition from some of the



2 HISTORICAL SKETCH. [CHAP. I.

village communities, but the Confederate forces secured obedience from all, with one notable 
exception, the Trapezountii, who preferred to seek a new home by the shores of the Black Sea 
rather than submit. We may, with Curtius, distinguish three classes among the cities of Arkadia 
at this time :—

(1) Those who took no part in the movement: e.g. Heraia and Orchomenos whose power 
was seriously impaired by i t : Paus. viii. 27. 5.

(2) Those who took part by sending settlers and representatives while retaining their 
separate existence: e.g. Tegea, Mantineia, etc.

(3) Those who were entirely absorbed to become demi of the new city.

For a detailed account of the town Pausanias must be consulted. It extended along both 
banks of the Helisson, and seems to have been divided into local P hylae: ή  τώ ν  Α υ κ α β ιτώ ν  φ υΧ ή  

is found in an inscription of the second century, Lebas ii. 331b, but this may have been a 
larger group similar to the Mainalii and Parrhasii. A word, must be said of the Confederate 
Assembly, the μ υ ρ ίο ι,  who met, according to Pausanias, in the Thersilion near the Theatre. 
Schomann and others would accent μ υ ρ ίο ι  and make the word mean therefore an indefinite 
number, not fixed at ten thousand. Diodoros however regards the assembly as consisting of 
a definite number. A fixed age qualification was probably a condition of membership, for Agesilaos 
on taking Eutaia after the defeat, at Leuktra found t o v s  ev  tjJ σ τ ρ α τ ΐυ σ ίμ ω  ηΧ ικία  ο ΐχ ο μ ίν ο ν *  els το 
’Α ρ κ α δ ικ ό ν ,  at Asea as already mentioned, Xen. Hell. vi. 5. 12. The κοινόν  was, as we should 
expect, established on a democratic basis, and the most correct view about it is perhaps to identify 
the κοινόν  with the μ υ ρ ίο ι, giving up the numerical restriction commonly insisted upon. It is indeed 
difficult to see how the definite number could have been maintained as the relations of the 
component states to the League varied continually. In Harpokration the μυρίοι are defined as 
σ υ ν ίδ ρ ιο ν  κο ινόν  ’Α ρ κ ά δ ω ν  α π ά ν τω ν .  Whether in conformity with Greek political traditions there 
was a Boule by the side of the Assembly to prepare measures for discussion is not known. 
There was certainly one of fifty Δ α μ ιο ρ γ ο ί  after the middle of the third century, and these may 
perhaps be the same as the άρχονπί of Xen. H ell. vii. 4. 33 and so belong to .the original 
constitution. The highest official in the League was the General who commanded the Pan- 
Arkadian Army. The kernel of this was composed of 5000 paid ίπ ά ρ ιτ ο ι ,  explained by Hesychios 
as τ ά γ μ α  ’Α ρ κ α δ ικ ό ν  μ α χ ιμ ώ τ α τ ο ν  κ α ι o l π α ρ ά  Ά ρ κ ά σ ι  δ η μ ό σ ιο ι φ υ Κ α κ ΐs. They are the force
spoken of as o l κ α Χ οΰμ€νο ι β π ίΧ ε κ το ι , ovres ττ ίκτα κ ισ χ ιΧ ιο ι  in Diod. xv. 62.

Such is in outline the history of the rise of the League and its capital. Hardly however 
had Epameinondas finished his work when dissensions broke out. The Theban connection became 
distasteful to those who had fostered it. Lykomedes, one of the Founders, came forward as the 
representative of the newly awakened Pan-Arkadian Idea. The Arkadians alone, he reminded them, 
were autochthonous in the Peloponnese; their numbers were greatest, their bravery indisputable, 
for did not every general draw his mercenaries by preference from the hills of Arkadia ? In former 
days they had built up the power of Sparta, and now if  they quietly submitted to the hegemony of 
Thebes they would find them Spartans under another name : Xen. Hell. vii. 1. 23. It needed the 
‘ Tearless Victory ’ of Archidamos in 368 B .c. to convince the Confederacy of its powerlessness to 
stand alone against Sparta. But Lykomedes took advantage of the disgust of Athens with her 
Peloponnesian allies for having failed to help her to save Oropos to suggest to the Assembly an 
alliance with her. He was murdered by the opposing faction on his way home from Athens, but 
the schism between the Mantineian, or oligarchic, and the Theban, or democratic, parties 
increased. Then came the disgraceful war with Elis, which for the first time in history stained with 
blood the sacred Altis of Olympia and ended in scandalous appropriation of the treasures of the 
temples by the Pan-Arkadian army and their allies, the Pisatans. The League was too flimsy to 
withstand this special cause of dissension ; the sacrilegious appropriation of the treasure supplied 
a pretext for the resumption of ancient hostilities on the part of Mantineia, jealous alike of Tegea 
and Megalopolis. In 362 B.c. a large section of Arkadia, with Mantineia at its head, profited by the 
reaction to desert the League and join in treaty with Athens and Sparta. The battle of Mantineia 
therefore found Arkadians fighting on opposite sides, and many of the synoeeized towns took 
advantage of a clause in the peace which followed to desert Megalopolis; but the Thebans under 
Pammenes compelled them to return : Diod. xv. 94.

The death of Epameinondas in that battle had deprived the Megalopolitans of their great 
protector, and while Sparta was gradually recovering her strength Thebes was before long engaged
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in the ruinous Sacred War. The necessity for a powerful ally was evident in 353 B.c. So reduced 
did Thebes then appear that Arckidamos thought the moment had come for avenging the disaster 
of Leuktra by destroying the Megalopolitans. Their appeal to Athens found a supporter in 
Demosthenes, who spoke the oration b v ip  Μ ε γ α λ ο π ο λ ιτώ ν .  He urged the Athenians to take up 
the Theban policy with regard to Messene and Megalopolis, to prevent the resurrection of Spartan 
hegemony. Demosthenes seems to have failed in his pleading, for Diocloros says that next year 
the Spartans invaded the Megalopolitan territory. The hostile and pro-Spaitan section of the 
Arkadian name had in fact gained the sympathies of the Athenian Assembly to which Thebes was 
more hateful than Sparta had ever been; Thebes herself had fallen on evil days and could offer 
little more than companionship in misfortune to her fosterling city— nothing was left for the 
Megalopolitans but an approach to Philip son of Amyntas, who had ascended the Macedonian 
throne in 359 B.c. It does not appear that a formal alliance was made, but Demosthenes de Cor. 
324 speaks of Eukampidas and Hieronymos, the prime movers in this Macedonian connection, 
as traitors. Polybios xvii. 14 has a more favourable verdict. Aischines therefore was too late 
by years in making his appeal to the Pan-Arkadian Assembly when in 347 B.c., after the capture of 
Olynthos, Athens appealed to the Peloponnese for that vigorous action against Philip which she 
had refused to display herself. Hieronymos .was the chief opponent of the Athenian propagandist 
whose mission, so far as Megalopolis was concerned, was a failure. The connection with the 
Macedonian royal house was ever afterwards maintained and bore fruit in 338 B.c. when the victory 
of Ckaironeia left Philip master of Greece. He gave to Megalopolis the border fort and territory 
of Belemina which he took from Sparta, Livy xxxviii. 34. 8 ; hence the Stoa Philippeios in his honour 
in the Megalopolitan Agora, Paus. viii. 30. 3, and the house devoted to Alexander near the 
Thersilion, id. 32. 1. Megalopolis thus became the stronghold of Macedonian influence in the 
Peloponnese, so that by a strange fate the city founded to ensure the liberty of Greece became one 
of the instruments of its complete enslavement. When therefore in 330 b.c. Agis III. rose against 
Antipater the city was besieged and came near falling; for it is to this occasion that we must refer 
Paus. viii. 27. 9, who says that the North wind destroyed the Spartan engines and was duly 
honoured in consequence. Antipater’s victory, the μ υ ο μ α χ ία  lv  ’Α ρ κ α δ ία  as it was contemptuously 
called, relieved the city and extinguished all hopes of Greek freedom at the same time.

It is probably to about this time— 324 B.o.— that we must put the dissolution of the 
Arkadian League by decree of Alexander: perhaps as a punishment, for the Arkadians had all, 
■with the exception of Megalopolis, taken the side of Agis. The evidence for the decree is seen in 
Hypereid. C. D e m .  viii. : τα  δ t v  T ltX o w o w n a io  κ α ί τη  ά λ λ η  'Ελλαδί ούτω ς ε χ ο ν τ α  κ α τ έ λ α β ε ν  νττό τή ς  

σ φ ίξεω ς τή ς  Ν ικάνορος κ α ί τω ν ε -π ιτα γμ ά τω ν , ων ήκ εν  φ ερω ν Trap’ Α λ ε ξ ά ν δ ρ ο υ  ττερ ί τ ε  τω ν  φ ν γά δ ω ν  κα ί 

ττερί το ν  ro i/ς κοινούς σ υ λ λ ό γ ο υ ς  Α χ α ι ώ ν  τ ε  κα ί Α ρ κ ά δ ω ν , SC. μ η  γ ί γ ν ε σ θ α ι .  Cf. Polyb. ΐΐ. 41.
During the troublous times which followed Alexander’s death Megalopolis took the side of 

Kassander, and in 318 B.c. the city had in consequence to stand a siege from Polysperchon. The 
Macedonians succeeded in breaching the walls, but Damis, who had served in Asia under Alexander, 
repelled them : Diod. xviii. 71. On this occasion the number of citizens, slaves, &c., capable of 
bearing arms is put at 15,000; this would mean a population of perhaps 65,000. Three years 
later Messene and Megalopolis were able to return to Thebes the service she had rendered 
them. Alexander had blotted that city from the map of Greece, but in 315 B.c. Kassander restored 
it with the aid of Greeks from all parts, even Italy and Sicily, and among them the people 
of Megalopolis were conspicuous. With the payment of this debt of gratitude they disappear 
from history for some time. They must however have espoused the cause of Demetrios 
Poliorketes, for Plut. Dem. 25 says that Mantineia was the only Arkadian city from which 
he experienced any resistance. When Megalopolis is heard of again Antigonos Gonatas is on 
the throne and the Great City is in the hands of her first tyrant, Aristodemos.

Aristodemos we are told by Paus. viii. 27. 8 was by birth a native of Phigalcia and had 
been adopted by Tritaios, a Megalopolitan of position. How the tyrant gained his power is 
not told us, but judging from the fact that he engaged in hostilities with the Spartans, who, 
along with the Actolians, were· the only Greeks at this time who were in any sense free, 
it seems likely that Aristodemos owed his elevation to the tyrannis to Antigonos, probably 
to strengthen Macedonian influence when, after a temporaiy eclipse, Antigonos succeeded in 
regaining his crown in 277 B.c. Aristodemos was at any rate contemporary with the Spartan 
king Akrotatos, for he slew him in a battle before the walls of Megalopolis in 265 b.o. : Plut. 
Agis 3. From the proceeds of the booty taken from the Spartans the tyrant built a stoa
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in the Agora— the stoa Myropolis: Paus. viii. 30. 3. He also dedicated a temple to Artemis 
Agrotcra in the city, id. 32. 3, as well as one at Skiaclis, 13 stadcs distant, so that he seems 
to have deserved the epithet of 'the Good’ which he got even during his lifetime. But 
his piety failed to save him from the Liberators’ dagger. Ekdcmos and Dcmophancs, called 
Ekdelos and Mcgalophanes in Paus. viii. 49. 1, struck the blow. They were pupils of the 
Akadcmic philosopher Arkesilaos, and as Plutarch says that they ‘ above all men of their 
time applied their philosophy to action and affairs of state’ they must have been more 
interesting than many better known names in the history of Greek political philosophy. I t  
should not he forgotten that these assassins were the teachers of Philopoimcn, the ‘ last of the 
Greeks ’ r Plut. Phil. 1.

The city enjoyed its freedom for two generations according to Pausanias, hut twenty 
years will he nearer the mark. It is probably in connection with the ‘ liberation ’ that we 
should put the revival of the κοινόν τω ν  Α ρ κ ά δ ω ν ,  which was abolished, we remember, in 324 b.c. 
The exact date of the revival is not fixed. The terminus post quern is given by the inscr. 
C.I.A. ii. 332, which reports the formation of a league by Athens, Sparta, Elis, the king of 
Egypt, Tegea, Mantineia, Orchomenos, &c. The omission of Megalopolis and the separate 
enumeration of the Arkadian states plainly poin ts.to  a disruption of the ’Α ρ κα δ ικ ό ν . The 
date of the inscription is 270— 266 B .C .: cf. Waehsmuth, Stadt Athen, p. 626s, though Foucart puts 
it  to 265— 242 B.C. The terminus ante quern, is given by the inscription, Lebas ii. 340a,
assigned by Foucart to the year 224 B .c ., but more rightly perhaps by Klatt, Forsch. i. p. 93, to 
the period between 251 and 238 b.c. This inscription gives a list of 50 Damiorgoi for the 
Pan-Arkadian Council. The number of cities sending representatives shows that the League 
cannot have been revived in its original extent. Of the later history of the ‘ Bund,’ apart 
from that of the city, we know nothing.

If Pausanias is right in viii. 10. 4 it was during the period of freedom that Agis IV., 
the Reformer, attacked Megalopolis, but he seems to have confused him both with the
Agis III. already mentioned and with Machanidas: cf. Paus. viii. 50. 2, Without attempting 
to reduce to order the jumble of history bequeathed to us by Pausanias, this is clear: that 
in some engagement with Spartan invaders Lydiadas, the second tyrant of Megalopolis,
distinguished himself, and perhaps it was in part owing to this that he was enabled to seize
the supreme power: Plut. A ral. 30. But he soon abandoned his position and made 
Megalopolis a member of the Achaean League. As in more famous cases, this voluntary 
abdication puzzled the historians. Polybios regards it as only a master-stroke of policy in 
Lydiadas, who foresaw the development of events in the Peloponnese and gained a great 
position in the League through his resignation. Plutarch, who calls him Lysiades, looking 
at everything from the moral stand-point, praises his magnanimity, and so Pausanias. 
Whatever his motive he lost nothing, for in 234 B.c. he was Strategos in the Achaean League. But 
Aratos and the ex-tyrant found it impossible to work together and the League lost trust in 
Lydiadas for his opposition to their favourite general. Lydiadas atoned for all by falling ‘ in 
the most glorious of all combats, that for his country ’ in the battle of Ladokeia almost before 
the walls of Megalopolis, 226 B.c. : Plut. A ral. 37. His body was returned to the city by 
Kleomenes with every mark of honour. Pausanias makes a mistake as to the time of his 
death, putting it four years later: viii. 27. 10.

The destruction of the flower of the Megalopolitan forces in the battle of Ladokeia, 
following closely a previous defeat on Mount Lykaion, paved the way for the fall of the city 
itself. Polybios, ii. 55, says that the Spartan king was aided by exiles from Messene wrho 
had taken refuge in Megalopolis in effecting a night surprise, 222 B.c. When day dawned, 
the brave defence of the inhabitants under Philopoimen, then thirty7- years old, almost turned 
the scale again; but the Spartan force -was too numerous and had effected too secure lodgment 
to be displaced. Ignominious disaster had indeed overtaken a similar attempt three months 
before, when Kleomenes tried to force an entrance at a quarter of the city called Pholeon or 
Kolaion. Philopoimen had on this second occasion to content himself with covering the 
retreat of about two-thirds of the inhabitants over the frontier to Messene, where they were 
safe. It was owing to him also that the escaped remnant resisted the temptation to ransom 
their city at the price of submission to Sparta. Kleomenes, enraged, despoiled it of its art 
treasures and, after destroying the greater part of the towrn, retreated for fear of Antigonos 
and the Achaeans: Plut. Kleo. 25. For by this time Aratos had felt himself compelled to

4
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invoke Macedonian aid against Sparta. Two Megalopolitan friends, Nikophanes and Kerkidas, 
had undertaken for him the unpleasant task of proposing the alliance to the Achaean Assembly 
and had carried through the negotiations with the k ing: Polyb. ii. 48.

Megalopolis seems never to have recovered from the blow it sustained at the hands of 
Kleomenes, and the ruins seen by Pausanias might be in part memorials of its capture. It is 
during this war that there comes prominently forward the disproportion between the size of 
the city and the number of its inhabitants; and to this in fact was mainly due the fall 
of the town : cf. Polyb. V . 93 κ α ι  y a p  νυν  π α ρ ά  to p ty e d o s  α υ τ ή ι- κ α ι  τη ν  ε ρ η μ ιά ν  ε σ φ ά λ θ α ι . This 
was a common complaint in Greece at the time. The year after the capture the battle of 
Sellasia allowed the exiles to return, and the opportunity was taken to propose a thorough' 
reconstruction of the community. For this purpose Antigonos sent the peripatetic Prytanis, 
but a fierce dissension arose in connection with his suggested reforms: Polyb. v. 93. One 
party wished to reduce the circuit of the walls to correspond with the diminished population; 
additional settlers were to be enticed to the decaying city by the offer of land; for this purpose 
one-third of the land then in private possession was to be declared public. To this scheme the 
landowners objected. Finally, in 218 b.c., Aratos was called in and effected an arrangement, 
the terms of which were engraved on a stele set up by the altar of Iiestia, at Aigion. In what 
way disputes were settled we do not know, but as Polybios gives the circumference of the city 
as fifty stades, Aratos seems to have made no change in that respect. Repairs to the town 
depended upon foreign contributions. In 183 b.c. Livy xxxviii. 34 tells us that Philopoimen, 
‘ permissu Achaeorum,’ applied part of the money gained from the capture of Sparta to rebuilding 
one of the colonnades which had suffered under Kleomenes ; at the same time he restored to them 
the Ager Belbinates, on the Lakonian frontier, which had been declared Megalopolitan territory 
in the time of Philip: cf. Plut. Philop. 16. Some time later a grant was made for repair of 
the walls by Antiochos IV. Epiphanes, of Syria: Livy xli. 20. But patching up of walls 
could not increase the shrunken population, and we get a glimpse of the speedy decay of the 
city when it was besieged by Nabis. Plutarch Philop. 13 writes that then the inhabitants
t o i s  μ ίν  τ ε ί γ ε σ ιν  ενο ικειν , σ π ε ίρ ε ιν  δε t o v s  σ τε ν ω π ο ί^ , irερ ικεκο μμ ένη ι· τη $  -χώρας κ α ι τω ν  ίτο λ εμ ίω ν  

σχεδόν  εν  t o i s  π ΰΧ α ις  σ τρ α το π εδ ενο ν τω ν . It is only a little step from this to the gibe of the 
comic poet quoted by Strabo 388, ερ η μ ιά  μ ε γ ά λ η  ’σ τ ιν  ή  Μ«γάλν π ό λ ις ,  and to the picture of 
general ruin given by Pausanias. Still it is worth notice that the greatest names at the death 
of Greek independence are those of Megalopolitans— Philopoimen, Lykortas, and Polybios 
his son.

The city continued to exist under the later Roman Emperors; that as late as the 
end of the third or the beginning of the fourth century a.d. there were some buildings still 
standing, even if composed of the ruins of their predecessors, is shown by the partial 
excavations of Ross, Reisen im  Pel. p. 81. But the town must have borne its share in the deso
lation spoken of by Dio Chrysostom De Tyr. Or. 6 fin. in the first century of our era: la v  Se
ά π α σ α ι μ εν  α ι ο ’ικ ία ι π ε σ ω σ ιν  ΰπ ο  σ ε ισ μ ο ύ , κ α θ ά π ερ  εν  Σ π ά ρ τη  π ο τέ , κα ι π ά ν τ α  δ ια φ θ α ρ ή  τά  π ρ ό β α τα ,  

ώς μηδενα Ισ θ ή το ς  ενπ ο ρ ή σ α ι, μ η  μόνον  δε τη ν  ’Α τ τ ι κ ή ν ,  α λ λ ά  κ α ι Β ο ιω τία ν  κ α ι Π ελο π ό ννη σ ο ν  κα ι 
0«ττα λ ία ν  απορία  κ α τα λ ά β η , ώ σ π ερ  ήδη  π ρ ό τερ ό ν  φ α σ ι  κ .τ .λ .  Nor would it remain scatheless 
under the invasion of the G oths: cf. Zos. H ist. v. 6, and Claudian. in Rufin. ii. 189 :—

Si tu n c  h is anim is acies collata fuisset, 
P rod ita  non ta n ta s  vidisset Graecia caedes : 
Oppida rem oto Pelopeia m arte  v ig e re n t: 
S taren t A rcadiae, s ta re n t Lacedaemonis arces.

The frightful plague of 746— 7 A.D., which raged over all Hellas, would thin the population still 
more, and to this succeeded occupation by the Sclavs! But long before this Megalopolis as 
a city has disappeared from history. When the curtain rises again the once busy Agora is 
green with com, the meeting-place of the Ten Thousand a ploughed field. How much of the 
Great City has been spared to modern times must be left for the excavators to tell.

W . J .  W o o d h o t js e .
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CHAPTER II.

E xcavation
Proper.

M ethods. 

Tools, etc.

Staff.

B a te  of pay.

i 1.

I have been asked to give—by way of preface to a description of the Theatre and other 
buildings at Megalopolis, and of the epigraphical and topographical results of the exploration 
there— a short narrative account of the work itself, stating by what methods and with what 
varying success it was carried out. This narrative will also give me an opportunity of describing 
briefly such of our discoveries as have not been considered worthy of separate chapters.

The excavation proper occupied about six months, subsequent work four months.

The six months of excavation were made up of two spring seasons and one autumn season, 
as follows:—

First season, March 18—May 31, 1890 (work chiefly in the Theatre).

Second season, November 3—December 14, 1890 (work chiefly in the Agora).

Third season, March 21—May 30, 1891 (complete clearance of the Theatre).

N A R R ATIVE  OF EXC AVATIO N .

§ 2 .— M e t h o d s .

The tools and other appliances which we used in excavation were picks, shovels, 
crowbars and wooden levers, baskets, barrows, carts. The baskets, which were carried by 
women, were employed during the first season only, and were especially useful where the 
digging, being of an experimental nature, was confined to small pits and trenches. After the 
first season we were able to dispense with them altogether. Carts were employed only in the 
clearance of the Theatre. It was here too that crowbars and other levers were most required, 
the work of clearing the theatre-seats being rendered extremely difficult by the presence of 
large quantities of stone which had fallen down upon them from the upper part of the 
auditorium.

The number of employes varied greatly, according to the nature of the work. The largest 
number employed in any one day was 82, viz. 38 men (4 of them with carts), 42 women, and 
2 boys. This was during the first season’s work, and the number was exceptional. In the 
second and third seasons, when large pieces of clearance were being done, and the baskets 
were dispensed with, about 60 men (no women or boys) were regarded as our normal staff.

The rate of pay was 2 ’50 drachmae (about Is. 7d.) a day for men, 1’20 drachmae (about %d.) 
for women. The hire of a cart, horse, and man, varied from 5 drachmae (3s. 2d.) to 7 drachmae 
(4s. 5d.) a day, both' carts and horses being extremely small.
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§ 3.—F irst Season’s W ork.

(A). The Agora.

The site of Megalopolis is, as all students of Pausanias know, divided into two parts by 
the river Helisson; on the north side of which was the Agora, with most of the principal 
buildings; on the south, side the Theatre, the ‘ Thersilion’ or Parliament-house, and the 
Stadium, besides certain temples, altars, and other objects of interest.

The Theatre has always been well known to travellers. The great semicircular embankment 
against the side of a low hill, which supported the seats of its auditorium, is visible from a 
long distance, whether one approaches Megalopolis from the side of Dhimitzdna and Karytaena, 
or from that of Tripolitsd.

The position of the Agora was not known for certain previous to our excavation, but it 
was commonly supposed to lie almost immediately opposite the Theatre, where a number of 
column drums appearing above the soil some two hundred yards North of the river bank, and a 
long low wall half buried in a bank running approximately East and West, suggested to 
our minds the ‘ Stoa Philippeios,’ which, according to Pausanias’ account, bounded the 
Megalopolitan Agora on its Northern side.1 I t was here, accordingly, that we first put in 
the spade.

In a couple of days we had cleared to their bases all the columns on the small stylobate 
adjoining the ‘ Stoa Philippeios,’ and running North and South (v . PI. XV. Fig. 2), and had 
also uncovered a small part of the maitL Stoa running East and West. Besides this, we had 
dug one or two experimental trenches in the enclosure close by the river bank (v. Map, 
PI. I.), some parts of the outer wall of which were visible above the soil. This enclosure we 
conjecturally identified with the Sanctuary (Ιερόν) of Zeus Soter, an identification which, like 
that of the Stoa Philippeios, has since proved correct.

In the middle of the third day, owing to a difficulty which arose with regard to -compensation 
for crops, we determined to transfer our workmen from the Agora to the Theatre, where the 
land was fallow; deferring our excavations in the Agora to the following season, when we 
knew that the Theatre would, in the ordinary course of affairs, be covered with corn, while 
the Agora would be lying fallow.

(B). The Theatre.

On the fourth day we dug, therefore, by Mr. Gardner’s direction, a long trench at right 
angles to the stage-buildings of the Theatre, designed to cut any part of those buildings which 
might still be standing. Almost immediately we hit upon the bottom drum of a large 
unfluted column (marked ‘ pillar’ in PI. VI.), which has since proved to belong to the 
Thersilion. Then we struck the late wall which separates the main body of the Thersilion 
from its portico; and shortly afterwards the stylobate of the portico itself. These clues 
being obtained, we proceeded to clear the surfaces of both wall and stylobate, the latter with 
considerable difficulty, owing to the fact that the upper courses had been pulled up, in 
comparatively ancient times, for the purpose of removing the iron clamps, and these courses were 
lying on the surface in great confusion. We also uncovered the outer wall of the Thersilion, 
and such bases as we were at that time able to find; the result being that what afterwards 
turned out to be a covered hall appeared at the end of our first season’s work as a foursided Stoa, 
or cloister, such as Vitruvius (v. 9) describes as a desirable annex to a Theatre.

During the progress of this work in the Thersilion and Portico, we also employed a few 
men to dig trenches within the orchestra, at right angles to the seats; in order to discover what

1 These remains were supposed by Leake ( Travels in  the already suggested, has now been placed beyond th e  reach 
Morea, ii. 38) to belong to the Gymnasium. T heir iden- of doubt,— v. § 5 {ad fin .)  of th e  present chapter, 
tification as the  ‘ Stoa Philippeios,’ which C urtius had
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was the diameter of the orchestra and to what extent the seats were preserved. Here we were 
successful beyond our hopes; for not only did we find several tiers of seats well preserved, but, 
following them down, we struck the backs of two of the seats of honour (θρόνοι) which formed 
the front row in the auditorium. Furthermore, the easternmost of these seats was found to bear 
a dedicatory inscription (Chap. VII. No. I. (l). (a)), dating, to judge by the form of the letters, 
from the fourth century b .c .

Almost simultaneously with the last-named discovery, excavation in front of the 
stylobate of the Portico brought to light two of the steps which connected it with the orchestra. 
Yet another point of interest was the wall of stuccoed conglomerate,2 which, when completely 
cleared, proved to be the North wall of a building peculiar to Megalopolis and designated by the 
name of %κανοθήκα (‘ property-room’). Some of the inscribed tiles (Chap. VII. No. XXVIII. (1)), 
by means of which the building was afterwards identified, had already been discovered just 
outside this wall.

By this time it had become evident that the Megalopolitan Theatre afforded ample 
material for investigation ; so, adding to our staff of workmen, we proceeded to a more extensive 
clearance of the ground. I need hardly follow the steps of this excavation in detail; so I will 
merely say that, by the end of the first season, ( l)  a large clearance had been made, extending 
from the back of the Portico stylobate to the front of the ‘ Vitruvian ’ proscenium; (2) the 
wall immediately behind the Portico, and the other walls of the Thersilion, had been uncovered, 
but (with the exception of the West wall, along which we had dug a deep gutter to drain the 
Theatre) had not been cleared to their foundations; (3) a large trench of horse-shoe shape 
had been dug, revealing, in their full extent, the edge of the lowest row of ordinary seats, 
the gangway, the seats of honour, the gutter (όχβτόί), and the kerb which bounds Vhe 
orchestra; (4) a trench had been made through the centre of the orchestra, at right angles 
to the proscenium, designed to find the θυμέλη if this were extant; (5) the North and West 
walls of the % κανοθήκα  had been completely cleared; (6) a number of bases in the Thersilion 
had been laid bare; and (7) experimental trenches had been dug in various parts of the 
auditorium, mostly without result.

Such was, in brief, the position of affairs in the Theatre and Thersilion at the end of the 
first season’s w ork; when, owing to the great interest which the Theatre had already aroused, 
a provisional plan and explanation were published in the Journal o f Hellenic Studies.3 
Fkcts which subsequent excavation has brought to light have made us regret this premature, 
and in many respects erroneous, publication.

(O). Minor Excavations South o f the River.

North-west of the Theatre, and a short distance from the North-west corner of the 
Thersilion, we unearthed, during our first season, a very curious structure, which can hardly be 
explained as anything but an altar. It is marked 128 ’ in the Map (PI. I.), and a plan and elevation 
of it are given in Chap. III. (Fig. 44), where it has been sufficiently described by Mr. Schultz. Its 
most remarkable feature is the series of metopes and triglyphs with which the entire surface 
of its sides and ends is decorated.

The smaller altar (PI. I. ‘ 120 ’), which we found during the same season, was very similar 
in structure to the other. Its foundations, and part of its sides, remain; the latter bear no 
signs of decoration. The filling which we found in it was of earth, cobbles, pottery, and 
broken stone.

The larger of the two altars may possibly be that of Ares, if, as we suppose, the 
Stadium was on the West, and not on the East, side of the Theatre. For the discussion of 
this and similar questions I must, however, refer to the separate chapter (Chap. VI.) on the 
topography of the site.

A long trench dug West of the larger altar, and at right angles to it, in the hope 
of discovering a temple there, produced no results.

Other experimental excavations were made at the points marked ‘ 109,’ ‘ 111,’ ‘ 112,’ ‘ 113,’

2 F o r an  account of the  m aterials used a t  Megalopolis, v. Chap. I l l ,  (inti;).
8 Vol. xi. pp. 294 sqq.
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‘ 119,’ ‘ 125 ’ in the Map. Our reason for selecting these places was generally the presence of large 
blocks of conglomerate, evidently in situ, projecting above the surface of the ground; in other cases 
(‘ 109 ’ and ‘ 113 ’) columns of white limestone were visible. There seemed to be some probability 
that we might find, in one of these places, the shrine of Artemis Agrotera mentioned by Pausanias 
(viii. 32. 4), or the sacred precinct (τίμενοή beside it; and the remains by the river (‘ 125 ’) might, 
we thought, be those of the sanctuary of the Boy Asklepius Α σ κ λ η π ιό  s  Παΐϊ : viii. 32. 5). 
All these hopes were doomed to be disappointed. Isolated blocks of conglomerate, when in situ, 
proved in almost every case to form part of late and bad walls, generally built of cobbles, 
tiles, and mortar; being placed at intervals, especially at corners, in order to give additional 
strength. The wall marked ‘ 112,’ though built in much the same way, has a larger proportion of 
conglomerate ; and ‘ 111,’ close to it, is built entirely of conglomerate, and may possibly be of good 
d ate; but, if so, it has undergone alteration in Roman times, for it is covered in one part 
with Roman stucco. It is just possible therefore (but by no means likely) that further 
excavation of ‘ 111’ might be profitable. The columns at ‘ 109’ proved to belong to a late 
building, probably a house, but may perhaps themselves be of earlier date. Two of them arc 
in situ. The column at ‘ 113’ was not in situ; it proved, in fact, though perpendicular, to be 
standing wrong way up. At ‘ 125 ’ we uncovered a number of walls, the plan of which is 
roughly indicated in the Map. They are the best example we have come across of the cobble, 
tile, and mortar style of building referred to above. Some of the walls still retain remnants 
of the coarse stucco with which they were covered on the inside. This stucco has been 
slashed across and across, so as to form a rude network pattern, which was apparently meant 
for ornament.

(D ). The Tumulus.

There is yet another part of our first season’s work which calls for notice in the (D) The
present chapter; for, while it is a matter of some interest, it has not been considered to Tum ulus.

be of sufficient importance to claim a chapter to itself. This is the Tumulus (v. Map, PI. I.) 
situated near the North bank of the river, some little distance East of the modern bridge.

F ig. 1.

Though connected at the back with a long low ridge of hill, this mound presents on 
every other side a singularly conical appearance, and has therefore been generally regarded 
as artificial. Local tradition has commonly supposed it to be sepulchral, and various stories 
are current:—for instance it is called ‘ Ά ρ ά π ο ν  μ α γ ο ύ λ α ’ (‘ Black man’s mound’), a treasure 
(such is the story) having been buried there and being guarded by a mysterious black man. 
One story asserts that besides his son, whose remains arc to be found in the Tumulus, the

>«e
Current stories, 

about the 
Tumulus.

D
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Excavation in  
the Tumulus.

C )  Stone vessel 
w ith gold 
ornam ent.

black man buried there two ban-els, one full of money, the other full of snakes,— the object 
of the latter being doubtless to increase the risk attending robbery.

On the 8th of April, the ground being so sodden by heavy rain that excavation in the 
Theatre was impossible, taking a few workmen, we dug a small trench in the South-west 
side of this Tumulus; and in less than an hour we struck a curious cylindrical vessel 
(Fig. l)  of white limestone, 10 | inches high by 15J inches in diameter (outside measure
ment), and covered with a separate lid. This vessel was found rather more than half-way 
up the side of the Tumulus, and within G inches of the surface. Opening it, we discovered 
in its interior, which was hollowed, like a mortar, to a depth of G inches, a number of 
charred bones and two pieces of gold ornament,— via. (1) a small headband (Fig. 2)

d
F ig. 2.

1 2 | inches long, 1^0- inches broad in the middle, and tapering at either end; and (2) a 
small hollow disk (Fig. 3), just under 1 inch in diameter, made of two very thin pieces 
of gold folded together at their edges. At first we hoped that, in the gold ornament, we

F ig . 3.

had made a small ‘ Mycenae ’ discovery, though the vessel in which it was deposited was
clearly of later date. But shortly afterwards, when M. Tsountas, the discoverer of the
Vaphio cups, who was passing through Megalopolis, detected on one side of the disk a 
coin-type,— an eagle standing on a thunderbolt (?),4— it became clear that we were mistaken. 
The disk is, in fact, a specimen of what is called ‘ ghost-money,’ i.e. an imitation of real 
money made solely for sepulchral purposes, and good enough to pass in the next world. 
The eagle on thunderbolt, as a type of gold  coins, is characteristic of the two first Ptolemies,
Soter and Philadelphus. It occurs also on some gold coins of later, but on none of earlier

Probable date of date.5 This gives as the probable date, and at any rate the superior limit of date, both for 
the ment0™8" 8 ° ^  and for the burial to which it belongs, the early Hellenistic age. The headband 

may well date from the same period. The design upon it may be compared with that 
upon a very similar, but somewhat smaller, headband, found at Tanagra in 1881. It is 
numbered ‘ 144 ’ in the Polytechnic Museum at Athens. Both designs are of the simplest 
repousse work, and represent some kind of leaf. But while the leaves on the headband at 
Megalopolis are perhaps ivy or vine leaves, much conventionalized, those on the one from 
Tanagra are almost certainly oak.6 *

<2) C ircular The stone vessel, with its bones and ornaments, was however by no means the only
enclosure. trace 0f  burial which we found in the Tumulus. The very same trench by means of which 

the stone vessel was discovered, struck also the edge of a circular enclosure lying at a lower 
level and rather farther South. This enclosure is built entirely of cobbles, such as may be 
picked up anywhere in the surrounding fields, fastened together by a very crumbly kind 
of mortar, altogether devoid of pounded pottery. It is from 11 feet 2 inches to 11 feet 5

4 Beneath th e  type there  a re  traces of some letters, bu t to  Prof. Percy G ardner,
we have, so far, failed to  decipher them . ® F o r th e  draw ings of gold ornam ent I  have to  th an k

B F o r the  substance of m y rem arks upon th e  gold disk, Mr. S. H . B arnsley, form erly a  studen t of th e  B ritish
and  for its  identification as ‘ ghost-money,’ I  am  indebted School a t  A thens.
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inches in diameter (inside measurement), and its sides are about 5 feet in height. The roof 
was evidently domed; but, with the exception of the first course or two, which lean 
slightly inwards so as to form the spring of the dome, it has entirely fallen in. The height 
of the sides of the enclosure and the extant courses of the dome together is about G feet. 
There was an entrance some 3 feet wide, (its width cannot be determined more exactly) in 
the West side of the enclosure, roughly filled in with loose stones and earth—presumably 
after the insertion of the corpse. Digging this enclosure to the bottom, we found nothing 
but one or two small pots, without ornamentation, an earthenware lamp, and a strigil,— all of them 
perhaps dating from the Hellenistic age; a period with which the style of the building 
accords very well.

Besides the two burials represented by the stone vessel and the circular enclosure, 
it  was evident, from the large quantity of bones which turned up in the course of 
excavation, that a number of minor interments had also taken place in the Tumulus. But 
nothing we had hitherto discovered seemed sufficient to account for the existence of the 
Tumulus itself; and therefore, though we did no more work in it during the first season, 
we determined to excavate it more thoroughly at a future date. Accordingly in our second 
season we again put in the spade, digging three trenches, on the North, East, and South sides 
of the Tumulus respectively. To save the necessity of recurring to this subject in my next 
.section, I give here the somewhat niggardly results of our second season’s excavation in the 
Tumulus. The Northern and Southern trenches produced nothing except one or two 
fragments of pottery,— valuable only as proofs that the mound had been rightly regarded as 
.artificial; but in the Eastern trench we reached, some 10 feet below the summit of the 
mound, and slightly East of the centre, a plain coarse earthenware sarcophagus, 5 feet 4 
inches in length, 1 foot 9 inches in rvidth, and 2 feet 1 inch in height (inside measurement). 
Its sides were very thick, and the whole sarcophagus was made in a single piece; but 
within it we found a number of slabs of thinner and rather finer earthenware, which had 
apparently been laid over the top so as to form a covering, but had given way under 
the pressure of the earth above. Nothing else was found inside the sarcophagus; nor could we 
suppose that it had been pillaged at an earlier period, for the Tumulus could hardly have been 
explored to so great a depth without bearing traces of the fact.

The question then arose,— Could this rudely-made sarcophagus, wholly destitute of vases 
and sepulchral ornaments of every kind, be the principal tomb for the sake of which so 
considerable a Tumulus had been raised ? Since this appeared to us almost incredible, we 
determined to continue our excavation; and we had already reached the level of the high 
ground which terminates in the Tumulus, when the weather broke up completely, and several 
days of very heavy rain, followed by a slight shock of earthquake, brought down a mass 
of earth from the tops of our trenches, filling them more than half-way up. The opinion 
was very strongly expressed that we had already reached the virgin soil, and that therefore 
no more could be expected of our excavation here. Whether this is, or is not, the case,—  
it will (I think) be admitted that, unless future excavation brings to light some more 
important tomb within the Tumulus than any we have yet discovered, the latter must be 
regarded rather as a kind of cemetery than as the place of burial of one great man. It can 
hardly therefore be the tomb of the tyrant Aristodemus.7 Whether it is, or is not, identical with 
the 1 yijt χώμα’ shown to Pausanias as the tomb of Aristodemus, is another question, and will 
be discussed in Chap. VI. My own belief is against the identification.

(3) E arthenw are  
sarcophagus.

W as th is  th e  
principal tom b?

F u rth e r excava
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(E).— Inscriptions.

Most of the inscriptions published by Mr. Richards in Chap. VII. were discovered during (E ) Inscription*. 
our first season’s work. So also was the new fragment of the Edict of Diocletian edited by me in 
Vol. xi. of the Journal o f Hellenic Studies.
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§. 4.— Second Season’s W ork.

Our second season’s work was less varied in character than the first, and may he dismissed 
more briefly. The methods employed were the same as in the previous season, the only difference 
being that, owing to the nature of the work, neither baskets nor carts were used, all the carrying 
being done by barrows. The chief results of the excavation are given by Mr. Schultz in the 
latter part of Chap. III., and by Mr. Richards in Chap. V., while I have already described 
the results obtained at the Tumulus.

The period of excavation was a short one, extending (as already stated) only from the 3rd of 
November to the 14th of December, 1890 ; and it was marked by an exceptionally heavy rainfall, 
which seriously hindered our work. Fortunately we had already determined to excavate, not in 
the Theatre but in the Agora, where the accumulation of earth was much less deep.

The remains which we first selected for excavation were those where we had made our 
former experiments in the spring, and which we had provisionally (and, as it turned out, correctly) 
identified as the ‘ Stoa Philippeios' and the ‘ Sanctuary (iepov) of Zeus Soter.’ Of the fonneiy 
owing to its great size and for other reasons, we contented ourselves with clearing the back wall, 
the bases, and the stylobate,— all in fact which was necessary for the construction of a plan,— but 
the * Sanctuary of Zeus Soter ’ we cleared ■ completely. This was rendered necessary by the 
complicated nature of the plan, which no amount of experimental digging would have served 
to unravel. The clearance of this building (which was rendered much easier by the neighbourhood 
of the river-bed) occupied by far the greater part of our second season.8

At the point marked ‘ 30 ’ in the Map, the engineers of the modern road, in digging 
earth for its embankment, came upon a considerable quantity of ancient remains used up for 
some building of later date. These remains were lying in great confusion when first we visited 
the site, and the place looked most unpromising. During our second season, however, we were 
fortunate enough to discern, beneath this medley, traces of a continuous line of building, still 
apparently in s itu ; and ,. clearing away the earth and stone which covered it, we soon brought 
to view a stylobate of very promising appearance. Its exact extent northward cannot be deter
mined without future excavation,— and that in dry weather, for the depth of soil noi’th of the 
road is very great, and the road itself is an obstacle to drainage; but we traced so much of it as 
is shown in the Map (PI. I.) and in the small plan of the Agora given in Chap. Y. 
Mr. Richards is probably right in identifying it with the ‘ Stoa Myropolis,’ which appears from 
the account of Pausanias to have formed the Eastern boundary of the Agora.

Since little notice will be taken of the Stoa Myropolis in succeeding chapters, it seems 
to me worth while to point out here the remarkable resemblance which exists between its 
stylobate and that of the portico of the Thersilion. This resemblance lies (1) in the double 
draft on the front surface of the top course (2) in the square dowel holes, set diagonally, for 
adjusting the columns (3) in the raised panels on the stylobate between the columns; and 
it is the more remarkable because we know that the Stoa Myropolis was not built® until after 
the defeat of Akrotatus of Sparta by Aristodemus, an event which is generally placed (cf. Chap. I.) 
in the year 265 B.c. There are, however, differences, as well as resemblances, in technique 
between this stylobate and that of the portico,— e.g. the use of n  instead of X clamps.

A number of column drums, of stuccoed tufa,10 now lying within the enclosure which 
surrounds the church at Sindnou, were, when we first worked at Megalopolis, among the remains 
built into the late structure which afterwards occupied this site. They are probably of late 
date; for, though from the nature of their arrises they appear to have been of the Ionic or 
Corinthian order, the number of their flutes is twenty instead of twenty-four. Some of the flutes,

8 M r. G ardner and I  disagree w ith  M r. R ichards’ view 
(Chap, V .) th a t  th e  la rge  foundation  in  th e  m iddle of the 
court, and in  fro n t of th e  shrine, is n o t like ly  to  have 
supported the  group of s ta tu a ry  by  K ephisodotus and 
X enophon. The group w as of m arble, and even if not 
colossal m ust have been of considerable size, since i t  con
sisted of th ree  figures and  tw o sculptors were employed 
upon i t ; w hile th e  shrine w as a  sm all one. There is

no th ing in  Pausanias which would lead one to  suppose th a t 
the group stood inside th e  sh r in e ;—indeed he does not 
■mention th e  shrine a t all, as distinguished from  the H ieron. 
A nd, as M r. Schultz points out (Chap. I I I .) ,  th e  foundation 
is fa r  more massive th a n  we should expect for an altar.

8 Paus. viii. 30. 7.
10 Cf, note 2.
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too, axe * filled,' like those of the Ionic columns of the Stoa Philippeios. I mention these columns 
here for the sake of future excavators; for by their removal (during our absence) to Sinanou, 
all traces of their provenance have disappeared; and, if the Stoa Myropolis should at any future 
date be completely excavated, the question whether these columns belong to it will have to be 
considered.

Besides our work in the Agora and at the Tumulus, experimental excavations were made, (4) Experim ental 
during this season, at the points marked ‘ 45 ’ and ‘ 47 ’ in the Map,— on the low hills lying North excavations, 

and North-east of the Agora. The points selected were those where the remains were of the most 
promising appearance ; and we had some hopes of finding there the temples of Athene Polias and 
Hera Teleia. But the remains in the former place proved to be those of some late walls, including 
a threshold of white limestone perhaps taken from an earlier building; and those at the latter 
place, though not necessarily of late date, are so badly preserved as to be wholly beyond the reach 
of identification. The probable position of the temples we were seeking will be discussed, among 
similar questions, in Chap. VI.

§. 5 .— T h i r d  S e a s o n ’s W o r k .

I now come to our third season,— the Spring of 1891,— in which our efforts were 
directed to one object only, the complete clearance of the Theatre. This was indeed the 
heaviest part of our undertaking at Megalopolis, the quantity of earth to be removed being very 
great. The depth of soil in the orchestra was about 10 f t . ; the depth of that which covered 
the Portico and the seats being, naturally, less. All these portions have now been completely 
cleared. In the Ίϊ,κανοθήκα  (cf. § 3 (B)) a considerable block of earth has been left· as a 
support to the retaining wall of the auditorium. The same is true, to a still larger degree, of 
the πάροδο? on the Eastern side of the Theatre, where the retaining wall has bulged considerably; 
but the earth which remains here was cut by us into an inclined plane to facilitate the removal 
of earth from the orchestra, and now serves as the main approach to the Theatre. Of the earth 
removed, part was thrown into the river-bed; while the rest was spread, at the request of the 
proprietors, over the neighbouring fields. Carts and barrows were employed.

Our work this season was mainly of a practical kind, the problem being, not to discover 
sites or to identify remains, but to move a certain quantity of earth to a certain distance 
without exceeding the sum of money placed at our disposal. At the same time the undertaking 
was one which we would not have willingly given over to a contractor, since great care was 
required in some parts of the work, especially in the clearance of the seats, whence large masses 
of stone had to be moved down into the orchestra without damaging the θρόνοι, (seats of honour) 
below.

Much time was also spent in making fresh notes and measurements; for the complete 
clearance of the Theatre brought many facts to light which showed that its explanation was by 
no means so simple a matter as we had at first supposed. The necessity of thoroughly revising 
the views we had expressed about it in the Jou rn al o f  H ellen ic S tu dies  was first pointed 
out to us by Dr. Dorpfeld, on the occasion of a visit which he paid to us on the 15th of April, 
accompanied by a large party of archaeologists.

In the first place, our new excavation had shown that the three lower steps of the portico, 
which we had supposed to run round the ends as well as the front of the structure, ran only along 
the front. Dr. Dorpfeld had no difficulty in demonstrating that these steps were an addition to the 
original plan.

Secondly, in clearing to its foundations the wall immediately behind the Portico, we had 
brought to light a number of bases built in beneath it. These bases, which Dr. Dorpfeld was 
the first to distinguish from the rest of the wall, being necessarily of earlier date than the wall 
above them, it was now clear that the wall could no longer be regarded as a part of the original 
plan, nor the thresholds in it taken as evidence for determining the original height of the structure 
which lay between it and the orchestra.

Thirdly— (and this involved by far the most important alteration of our published views)—  
Dr. Dorpfeld suggested that a colonnade of stuccoed tufa (of which several drums, a capital, and 
some pieces of frieze and architrave, are still extant) had once stood upon the structure which 
in the present chapter I have described correctly as the stylobate of the Portico, but which we 
had hitherto interpreted as a raised stage.
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Naturally nothing could be determined offhand with regard to the period  to which the 
various parts of the building were to be assigned; but Dr. Dorpfeld had seen enough to confirm 
him in the belief, which he had previously expressed (Berl. Phil. Woch. 4 April 1891), that our 
supposed ‘ stage ’ was no stage at all but the f r o m  scenae (Vitr. v. 8. 1 )n before which the acting 
in the Theatre took place.

Mr. Gardner and myself, not committing ourselves hastily to Dr. Dorpfeld’s conclusions, but 
accepting the facts which I have summarized above, agreed to join him in a letter, to be published 
simultaneously in the Athenaeum  (30 May, 1891) and the B erlin er Philologische Wochenschrift 
(same date), in which the facts on which we were all agreed were briefly stated. Explanations 
followed, first on our part (Alhen . 27 June), afterwards on Dr. Dorpfeld’s (ibid. 25 July), and then, 
on ours again (ibid. 1 Aug.). Further statements of Dr. Dorpfeld’s views have appeared in two 
successive volumes of the M ittheilungen  (xvi. pp. 256 sqq., xvii. pp. 97 sq q .); both of which 
we have left unanswered pending the definitive publication of our results. This publication 
occupies the greater part of Chap. III. and the whole of Chap. IV. below.

Dr. Dorpfeld’s visit was the only incident of great importance in connexion with the 
Theatre which occurred during our third season’s work. The clearance progressed favourably 
to the en d ; but without any fresh discoveries being made, except the curious wall (v. PI. 
VII.) in the Σκανοθηκα. Our last task, before leaving off work at the end of May, was the 
construction, at considerable expense, of a covered drain extending from the Theatre to the 
river,— a work which our previous experience had taught us to be absolutely essential to the 
preservation of the Theatre in a tolerable condition.

It was during our third season that the tile [Chap. VII. No. XXVIII. (4)], which placed 
the identification of the ‘ Stoa Philippeios’ beyond a doubt, was picked up by Mr. E. E. i&kes, 
who was paying us a few days’ visit. A very similar tile was discovered by Mr. Walter Leaf 
a few weeks later.

14 NARRATIVE OF EXCAVATION. [chap, a

§  6 .— S u b s e q u e n t  W o r k .

Of the remaining four months’ work it is needless to speak here at length. It falls 
under two heads, viz. (1) one month spent by Mr. Schultz in an examination of the remains 
which we had brought to light, and in the construction of plans,— (2) three months spent 
by myself alone in mapping the site and in topographical research.

The results of my own work are given in Chap. VI., with the Map (PI. I.). So far 
as regards the internal topography of the town, they are chiefly, though not entirely, of a 
negative character. On the other hand I was able to discover a number of pieces of the 
town wall, sufficient, when taken in conjunction with the contour of the ground, to determine 
the general position of the entire circuit and the extent of the ancient town. This extent 
was much greater than any of us had previously supposed, and full)’ justifies the statement 
of Polybius (ix. 21) that the walls had a circumference of fifty stades. Even apart from 
this, the position of the walls is a matter of considerable interest, as it proves that, contrary 
to the usual statement of travellers, the site was a strong site, chosen with due regard to 
its natural capabilities of defence.

W i l l i a m  L o e in g .

11 The num eration  adopted is th a t  given in  th e  edition of Rose and M iiller-Strubing (Leipzig, 1867).
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CHAPTER III.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS.

§ 1. I n t r o d u c t io n . I ntroduction.
t

T h is  paper is based on the state of the excavations at Megalopolis at the end of October,
1891. At the request of the Committee of the School I made a special visit to Greece in the 
antuqm of that year. My instructions were to make complete plans of all that had been 
excavated, to examine minutely into the nature of the architectural evidence— noting carefully th e , 
various points of detail—and to compare it with that of other theatre sites in Greece.

I received permission to arrange with the Director of the School to have any further 
digging done that seemed to me necessary in order to clear up obscure points in the evidence.
My time was limited, but I was able to spend four weeks on the site. During this period I 
took the necessary measurements and notes and set out to scale on the spot the draft plans 
from which the drawings now published have since been prepared. At my request several 
of the walls were further cleared and additional pits were dug at various points. These 
additional excavations were done under my personal direction and superintendence, and with 
the concurrence of the Director and Mr. Loring. They were of great help to me in various 
ways and, in the case of the structure in front of the Theatre— the purpose of which up to 
that time had been doubtful—they enabled me to make out its plan and arrangement, which 
show that it was a Hall and not a Stoa as had at first been conjectured. Messrs. Gardner 
and Loring were thus able to identify it with the Thersilion or Assembly Hall of the Arcadians 
mentioned by Pausanias.

I regret that the comparatively short time I was able to give to my investigations on 
the spot made it impossible for me to study, so thoroughly 'as I should have liked, many 
points of detail where inspection and investigation many times repeated might have led to 
more definite conclusions. This can only be possible where an architect is attached to an 
excavation and follows it from day to day during its whole progress.

I afterwards paid hurried visits to the following theatre sites; Argos, Epidaurus, Athens,
Zea (Piraeus), Eretria and Oropos. Altogether, I was in Greece for a period of five and a ‘ 
half weeks.

In the preparation, for publication, of my paper and plans I am indebted to the following 
gentlemen for much valuable help: to Mr. Penrose and Mr. A. H. Smith for general advice 
and assistance on many points and for reading through the proofs and going over the plans *** 
in detail, suggesting important alterations and amendments: to Mr. W. Stirling and Mr. P. !
N. Ginham for much assistance in completing the drawings; and to Mr. S. H. Barnsley for 
preparing the drawing, Plate XIII.
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§ 2 . A S h o e t  D e s c r ip t io n  o f  V a r io u s  B u il d in g  M a t e r ia l s  w h ic h  h a v e  b e e n  U s e d  o n  t h ;
S i t e  G e n e r a l l y .1

The principal stones which were used in the construction of the buildings at Megalopolis 
are (1) a hard, white, veined limestone, (2) a variety of tufa or poros stone, (3) a conglom
erate, and (4) a white marble.

(1) . The white limestone is the material which has been most generally used. AVe 
find it employed for the walls of the Thersilion, the steps of the portico, and the benches 
and seats of the Theatre; part of the west retaining wall of the Theatre was also built 
of it. It was, presumably, used also for the pillars inside the Thersilion, as the one portion 
of a pillar which remains in position is a piece of this same stone. The steps, pillars and 
entablature of the Stoa of Philip were also built of it.

The blocks of this stone are traversed by narrow veins, also calcareous, but apparently 
different in physical texture, so that upon the weathered surface they stand out in slight 
relief. This is essentially the local stone of the district.

(2) . The next variety, the tufa or poros stone, has not been used so extensively. We 
find it employed for the foundations of the stylobate of the portico and for the foundation 
piers of the pillars in the interior of the Thersilion; the pillars and entablature of the portico 
itself were also constructed of this stone and coated with stucco.

It may be described as a species of calcareous tufa or sinter more or less cavernous in 
texture; it represents an impure deposit of carbonate of lime and resembles certain kinds of 
cellular travertine. The fact that it has been so little used on this site goes to show that it 
cannot be very common in the neighbourhood, and I have been unable to learn of any place 
near, where it is to be found. It is not used in modern buildings, where the white limestone is 
the. usual material employed. The special object in using it at all, if it were not easily 
procurable, is difficult to determine. No doubt pillars of this material, coated with fine 
stucco, were capable of a higher finish than those made from the local limestone, and doubtless 
this stone, being softer, was more easily worked, but these advantages hardly seem to compensate 
for the labour of bringing the stone a long distance.1 2

(3) . The third variety is a natural conglomerate composed of rounded dark pebbles of 
limestone, loosely aggregated by a cement of impure carbonate of lime. This material is also 
found in the locality.

The retaining walls of the Theatre are mostly built of this, as are also the Greater and 
Lesser Altars. It is largely used both in the Temenos of Zeus Soter and in the Stoa of Philip 
where the foundations and what remains of the walls are constructed of it. Where used for 
exposed surfaces, like walls, it was generally coated with stucco.

(4) . The marble was used for the pillars of the later proscenium and for the capitals 
of the Ionic pillars in the Stoa of Philip. It is a true marble of saceharoidal texture, and 
resembles some of the finely crystalline white statuary marble of Carrara.

Mention should also be made of the stuccoes which coated the tufa (poros stone) pillars 
and entablature and the conglomerate walling. These are of two varieties. The first, that 
which coated the tufa pillars and entablature of the Thersilion Portico, is composed of slaked 
lime and minute fragments of colourless crystalline calcspar. It appears to have been put on

1 I  am  g rea tly  indebted to  M r. F . W . R udler, F .G .S.,
C urato r of th e  M useum  of P rac tica l Geology, fo r k indly

- exam ining specimens of th e  various m aterials, and giving 
me much valuable inform ation  regard ing  them  which has 
been embodied in  th is  description.

2 This is  th e  same m ateria l w hich is  know n in  A thenian 
buildings as P ira ic  stone (see Penrose, Athenian Architecture,
2nd ed., p . 2 et eeq.). I t  w as in  common use in  Greece and 
was employed in  m any notable buildings. I t  was largely

used a t  Olympia, and Pausanias (vi. 19. 1, v . 10. 3) alludes 
to  i t  under th e  nam es of πώρινος λίθος and  πώρος. (See 
also under πώρος in  Liddell an d  Scott’s  G reek Lexicon.) 
I t  is also commonly know n am ongst G erm an archaeologists 
a t  the present day, under th is  nam e of poros stone. (See 
G. R . Lepsius, Grieehische M annorstudien, p. 128, T ram . 
Berlin Ac. 1890 ; also, B lum ner, Technolagie u n d  Termino- 
logie, vol. iii. p. 57.)
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in two coats, having a combined thickness of about a quarter of an inch. The outer coat is
the thinner of the two. It contains a larger proportion of lime than the other, and·the calcspar
found in it has been very finely ground, almost to the consistency of powder. In the inner *
coat, the calcspar is found in greater quantity and in more apparent pieces, but, even here, none
of the pieces appear to be larger than an eighth of an inch across, and the greater proportion
are smaller than this. It would be very difficult to determine the exact proportion of lime and
calcspar. In the inner coat, and mixed with the calcspar, are some very small pieces of
gravel but not in any great quantity.

The second variety, that which coated the conglomerate walling generally, is rougher 
than the other. It is composed of slaked lime* and very small water-worn gravel (not of 
limestone). An analysis, which has been made of this, shows that the slaked lime and the . 
gravel have been mixed in about equal quantities.

There is no question of the superiority of the first variety of stucco over the second, 
as the sharp angles of the calcspar bind more closely with the lime and form a more durable 
and adhesive mass than the rounded surfaces of the water-worn gravel.

At Argos, the upright rock-wall at the back of the diazoma is coated with a stucco, 
which measures in places over an inch in thickness. It is composed of lime and sand— the 
former in predominance.

The other materials, such as tiles, lead piping, &c., do not call for special mention General, 

at this point.

§ 3 . T h e  S i t e  o f  t h e  T h e r s i l i o n  a n d  t h e  T h e a t r e .

(A ). The Thersilion, or A ssem bly H a ll  o f  the A rcad ians.

The Thersilion may be described generally as a large hall of oblong form enclosed by 
walls pierced with doorways, and having, in addition, on the south side a projecting portico 
of columns.3 Internally it had several rows of columns, presumably supporting a roof. 
Although the whole area of this hall had not been cleared, sufficient excavation had been
done to allow of its extent externally being seen, and the supplemental pits which were dug
in October 1891 have enabled us to get a good idea of its internal arrangement as well. 
The restored plan (Fig. 1) is based on the evidence before us at the above date, and while 
a complete excavation may bring to light further information which may modify it in some 
few details, it cannot much alter the general scheme- as here shown. The plan of this hall
strikingly resembles that of the hall at Eleusis in a general way—particularly in its latest
form—although differing from it in many important particulars. As it may be interesting 
to compare the two, a plan of the latter is given to the same scale (Fig. 2) for this purpose.

In examining more in detail the plan of the Thersilion one may say generally 
that it looks as if it might have been planned square and then a slice afterwards cut off on 
one side (the south). Although it is curious to note the accidental way in which the various 
rows of columns, especially the outer ones, stop towards the south wall, still one would 
not like to suggest that a piece had ever actually been cut off the building. Further 
excavation may possibly throw additional light on these points, Meanwhile the evidence 
at present before us seems to indicate that the hall was all built at .one period, although it 
may have been altered in places at later times. In fact, in the case of the portico, we 
have apparent proof that the original openings which connected it with the hall gave place 
later, as we shall see, to a wall with doorways.

The central point in the scheme of the internal arrangement is that where two circular 
drums have been found. It is approximately equidistant from three sides of the hall, the 
east, north and west. Between this point and these walls there were five rows of pillars, 
the foundations of which still remain (see PI. VI.). These rows were practically equidistant 
the one from the other, the space between the outer row and the wall having been somewhat- 
greater. The average distance apart of the rows from the centres of the pillars is 18 feet 
(the distances vary slightly but not more than a few inches) and from the centre of the outer row

Thersilion. 
(P lates V., V I., 

IX ., X .) 
G eneral.

Comparison w ith 
Eleusis.

A  detailed 
exam ination of 

the  plan.

C entral point.

Rows of pillars.

3 I t  will be shown fu r th e r on th a t th e  cen tra l p a r t  of th e  south w all was a  la te r addition.
F
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V ariance in  to tlie inside of the outer wall the distance is about 19 feet 6  inches. The distance apart
spacing ^ p i l l a r s  ()f  pqial.s comprising each row varies considerably from row to row. In the outer row

they average 29 feet from centre to centre; in the second row, 23 feet; in the third row, 17 
fee t; in the fourth row, 22 fee t; and the four pillars (fifth row) forming the angles of a square 
round the central point are 29 feet from centre to centre. As the pillars in the rows are

somewhat irregularly spaced in their distances apart from one another, these figures are not 
exact to an inch but are a fair average. The spacing in many cases varies quite a foot. 

P illa rs  in  lines The pillars of the hall were arranged behind one another in lines converging towards
toward^centre the central point, thus seeming to indicate that this was the place towards which the eyes

of the assemblage would have been directed. This arrangement, which is shown clearly on 
Fig. 1) is the most rational one to follow in a hall full of pillars so as to allow of as many
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people as possible seeing. It constitutes one of the most essential differences between our 
hall and the one at Eleusis. In the latter the pillars, which were arranged in parallel rows 
both ways, would have interfered to a very much greater extent with the view of an

F ig. 2.— P lan of th e  H all at E leusis.

assemblage looking towards a central point. The plan of the hall at Eleusis is one that 
would have lent itself more readily to a shifting spectacle. This arrangement of the pillars, 
however, applies to barely three sides of our hall. On the south side there is a considerable
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difference; the rows of pillars on the east and west sides are here prolonged towards the 
south wall. They are irregularly arranged as regards their spacing in their rows, but their 
positions have been fixed in such a way that we get a row of pillars parallel with the 
south wall but 26 feet from it.

It is possible that, when the site is thoroughly cleared, additional evidence may be laid 
bare which may help to determine the reason for this variation in the plan.

The levels of the base stones of the pillars, which still remain on the top of the 
foundation blocks, show that the floor of the hall must have sloped downwards from the 
outer walls towards the central point in a regular line on the three sides, while on the south 
side, where the plan is different, the levels also vary, tending to suggest that there was
probably a sudden drop down from a higher to a lower level beside the line of the pillars
26 feet inwards from the south wall. Further excavation may throw additional light on 
this point also. It may be noted, in this connection, that the floor of the hall at Eleusis 
appears to have been level and to have had rows of seats extending round the walls on each 
side between these walls and the outer range of pillars.

With regard to the nature of the floor itself it is extremely probable that it was of 
wood. The natural ground level has sloped considerably downwards from the Theatre towards 
the river, and* while at the south side of the hall it seems to have been only 18 inches below 
the level of the floor of the portico, beside the north wall it was from 6 to 7 feet below the
same level. We can see this by the depth of the foundation piers &e., and by the arrangement
of the courses on the external face of the west wall (PL X., Fig. 5). It is extremely
unlikely that this considerable divergence of level between the floor and the ground was
filled up solid, and it is therefore more than probable that a wooden framework of beams
was put in to carry the sloping floor which would naturally in this case have also been
of wood.

Of the nature of the roof we have little evidence, but we can hardly doubt that it 
was constructed of wood and covered with tiles. The wide spacing apart of the pillars 
indicates that they must have supported wood beams or principals, which in their turn 
supported rafters on which the tile covering was laid. How the roof was arranged we have 
no means of accurately judging, and whether any part of the central portion of the hall was 
open to the air it would be impossible to determine with the evidence at present before us; 
but in any case it is likely that special support wrould have been required for such a large 
roof at certain places, and what place could have been more suitable than the line of the 
third row of pillars ? These pillars are much closer together than the others and therefore 
ivould have formed a stronger line of support and at the same time they occupy a special 
structural position in the planning, as they carry on the line of the ends of the portico into 
the hall.

How the hall was lighted, we have no means of judging. It may have been lighted 
by windows in the enclosing walls, although these in themselves would not have given enough 
light, or it may have had a clerestory in addition, probably on the line of the third row of 
pillars with the central part of the roof standing up higher over it;  but this must remain 
always more or less conjectural.

A general layer of-, tiles, which seems to exist some distance below the present surface 
of the ground, suggests the probability that the wooden roof had fallen in— perhaps it was 
burnt— and it is likely that if it fell in it would have dragged down the stone pillars which were 
built in pieces and were not monoliths. A bed of broken limestone chips immediately above 
the tile fragments goes to show that these fallen columns had probably been gradually broken 
up on the spot into smaller pieces and carried off for other building purposes. It is also 
extremely probable that som e' specially heavy storms and floods had eventually covered the 
whole area to the depth of several feet with the main deposit of earth which now exists, as 
if this had been a gradual process of years it is little likely that anything would have 
existed to-day under it. If, during further excavations, a careful observation were to be 
made of the nature of the deposit over the whole area of the site, it might help to 
enlighten us further on this point.

Of the internal pillars which supported the roof only the foundation piers remain of 
of the outer row. In the inner rows many of the square base stones on which the pillars 
rested still exist and, in one case only, a piece of the actual pillar is in position. The
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fomidatiou piers, which vary from 4 feet 2 inches to 4 feet 6 inches square, are built of 
squared blocks of tufa (poros) in courses, some of which measure 19 and 20 inches thick.
Each course consists of two blocks which are joined. together by |—] cramps bedded in lead.
These piers are only one course deep at the back of the portico where the ground and the 
floor were nearly level, but in the outer range where the floor was higher and the ground
lower, especially on the north side, their depth extends to at least 4 or 5 courses.

The dressed limestone bases on the top of these piers vary in size from 2 feet 4 
inches to 3 feet 3 inches square. The larger ones were found in the inner rows where the 
pillars were presumably higher and therefore probably of a wider diameter, but they do not 
seem to have followed any very regular order in their variation. These slabs are about 10 
inches thick and arc dressed on the top and about half-way down on the sides. Some have 
one, others two dowel holes on the top.

The piece of a pillar which remains in position is 4 feet high and 2 
feet 10£ inches in diameter. It is unfinished, being roughly dabbed on the 
face. It has three holes on the top, the central one 5£ inches square and set
diagonally to the other two which are 3 inches square (Fig. 3). It has no
moulded base under it, but only the square slab. No capital has yet been 
found.

Of the two circular drums which were found at the central point of 
the hall probably neither belonged to the original arrangement, but it is curious to note 
that they should both have been found exactly in this position, and the fact cannot be 
without significance. They were found one above the other but with some soil between them.
They are both thin pieces of circular pillars; the lower one measures 2 feet 3 inches in 
diameter and 10 inches thick, the upper one is narrower in diameter and thicker.

The foundations and, in some places, the lower courses of the enclosing walls still 
exist. They are built entirely of limestone blocks. The foundation courses, which were 
completely hid, have level top beds but are otherwise unsquared. The courses which 
were exposed are built of beautifully squared stones of various lengths with rather 
irregular joints (see PI. X., Fig. 5) and somewhat resemble the masonry of the town 
walls of Messene. The margins are dressed to an even line and the front face of the 
stones is rough and projecting, of the manner known to-day as ‘ bull-nosed’ (Fig. 4).

The walls average about 2 feet 6 inches thick and are built of two stones in the 
thickness with bonding stones running through from front to back at intervals (see 

Plate VI.).
A dressed cillcourse has run all round the building, level with the top of the stylobate 

of the portico. This still exists in the east wall and on the eastern part of the south wall, 
and there are a few pieces still in position on the western part of the same wall (Plate X.,
Fig. 3). It consists of stones of uniform size, extending the full thickness of the wall and 
slightly projecting over the face of the rougher wall under. These stones are about 3 feet 

inches long by 2 feet 7 inches wide and are 10 inches thick. They are joined together 
on top by [—| cramps. On the top of this cillcourse there was a deep course of upright 
stones of even size, two stones in the thickness of the wall. Some of these stones can be 
seen still in the east wall and in the eastern part of the north wall, but many of these 

latter have been somewhat shifted. They are also joined together at top by 
M  cramps, much in the manner'indicated in Fig. 5, and were fixed in their, 
proper position on the top of the cillcourse by iron dowels. ' They have a 
draft margin round three sides of the face, on each stone, thus forming a 
series of panels along the outside of the wall. On the top of this upright 
course again was a thin stringcourse, and above that came the ordinary 

courses of the walling. Although none of this stringcourse exists here we see it at the Stoa 
of Philip, where there are remains of a similar arrangement of walling, and also at the 
Temple at Lykosoura. In fact this deep course is part of the usual arrangement of 
the walls of Greek temples and from early times we find it was in almost general use in **/ 
various forms, and to-day the peasantry build their clay walls in the same maimer.

It ought to be noted here that in the upright course in the eastern part of the south In n e r stones of 

wall the face of the inner stones is dressed with a margin round the three sides of each upilght coulse' 
stone exactly like those on the outside, thus indicating that they were intended to be seen ;
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whereas the inner stones of the east wall (as far as one was able to see them) appeared to be 
unequal in size and without this finish. The inner face of the cillcourse under, in the south 
wall, is also dressed down several inches. Although most of these 
upright stones in the south wall are not actually in position, and 
some have been shifted considerably, still it  is possible from the 
positions of the cross dowel holes etc. to see how they have been 
originally arranged. The end stone of the inner face seems certainly 
in its original place and it has this draft margin round it and we 
can also see clearly how it has stopped short where the stone bonds 
into the return wall at the east end and where that end is cut to 
suit the inner stone of the east wall abutting on to it at right 
angles (Fig. 6). A special point for attention is that a good part 
of this inner dressed face is under  the line of the sloping floor of 
the hall, supposing that it continued on to the south wall. This leads one to suggest that the 
south-east and south-west corners of this hall may have perhaps been used as two additional 
‘ Green Rooms ’ in connection with the Theatre, and, if so used, their floor would probably 
have been level with that of the portico for the sake of convenience and they would have 
been screened off from the rest of the hall perhaps by wooden partitions. Thus the inequality 
and irregularity in the spaces between the end columns of the various rows and the south 
wall of the hall would not have been so apparent actually as they seem on plan.

Traces of four doorways have been discovered giving access to the hall on three sides 
(see PI. VI.). Two of these are in the east wall (A and B), one in the north wall (C), 
and one in the west Avail (D). Remains of foundation walls exist running from three of these 
openings into the hall, at right angles to the main walls. These foundations have evidently 
supported stone steps.

Three of the doorways (B, C, and D) seem to have been about the same width—from
9 feet to 9 feet 6 inches— the other one (A) has been about 2 feet narrower. Against the
wall at each side they have had upright stone linings, the base stone of one of which still 
exists in doorway D. The levels of the cills or lowest steps are all different and were un
doubtedly arranged to suit the sloping line of the ground outside. The positions of the door
ways, which at first sight look unsynimetrical, seem to have been carefully arranged; by 
reference to the plan (PI. VI.) it will be seen that they are placed about 31 feet from the 
axis lines of the hall in every case. Although traces of two doorways were only found on 
one side, the east, it is most probable that there were two on the north and west sides 
also,— the extra doors corresponding to the positions of the existing doorways, but on the 
other side of the axis lines (see Fig. 1),— and that the evidences of these have disappeared, 
as the remains of the walls are too low at these points to show anything.

The general cill line of the outer wall gives us the level of the first step of the doorway
A in the east wall (see PI. X., Fig. 2). Four steps in all still exist, and the four cross
foundation walls show supports for a fifth and sixth. Six steps -would bring us up to the 
line of the sloping floor of the hall inside. The doors themselves must have been at the
top of these steps, but how they were fixed and whether the stone linings continued in-wards
beyond the inside face of the wall as far as the doors or whether the inner linings were 
merely of wood we have no evidence to determine. The steps are made of two or more 
stones in the width of the doorway.

The doorway B, also in the east wall, has two steps complete and one small piece
of a cross foundation Avail which helped to support the other steps behind. The top of the
cill of this doorway is W ei with the underside of the general cillcourse of the wall (see 
PI. X., Fig. l).

The doorway C in the north wall differs in some respects from the two already referred 
to. Its cill is much loAver, being nearly 4 feet 6 inches below the top of the general cill 
level (see PI. X., Fig. 1, also PI. IX., Fig. 2 ) ; it has two steps remaining and, unlike the 
others, does not seem to havre had more. On the steps are the marks of the stone linings 
at the sides and also of a central post dividing the doorway into two ; on the second step 
are the doAvel holes into which were fixed the hinges of the doors themselves (see Fig. 7). 
W e  have thus sufficient evidence to show us that this doorway Avas in tAvo parts with a post 
between, and that these two parts, Avhicli must eacli have been about 4 feet Avide, had
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doors opening in two halves. It is Are i y  probable that the other doorways, or at least B and D, 
had their doors similarly arranged, but with this difference, that they were at the top of a

flight of steps. This variety of arrangement leads us to consider 
for a moment whether this doorway might not have provided 
access to the space under the floor of the hall only, as we find
that there is a difference of over 8 feet between the level of
its cill and the sloping line of the floor against the north 
wall. If the floor of the hall were of wood, as has been 
suggested, there must have been a considerable area under it 

at the north end which would have been available for use in the shape of storage room or for 
some similar purpose, but it is hardly likely that it would have needed an elaborate double 
doorway, like what this has been, for the purpose of access. The more probable reason is that 
the doors were put close to the wall to avoid an extra-long flight of steps up to them, that 
there was a level space inside and then an internal flight of either wooden or stone steps
further in still. If the inner steps were of stone some traces of their foundation walls may
probably yet be discovered.

The doorway D occupies relatively the same position in the west Avail that B does in 
the east, but its cill is at a lower level (see PL X., Fig. 1), thus tending to show that the 
original level of the ground sloped slightly from east to west as well as very considerably 
from south to north. The remains of this door consist of the first step, part of the second 
step, and a base stone of the jamb linings. In addition there are a very complete set of 
cross foundation walls which supported the upper steps. In order to get up to the level 
of the sloping floor eight steps would have been necessaiy, and these walls go back far 
enough, from the inside of the wall of the hall, to support this number of steps, but in 
height they would have required two additional courses which no longer exist. It is however 
possible, although not probable, that there were not so many steps here and that there was a 
level piece of floor inside the doors which ran in till it cut the general sloping line of the 
floor. These cross Avails are fiire in number, the two outer ones are 1 foot 6 inches thick 
and the three intermediate ones 10 inches thick. This seems to indicate that the outer ones 
supported side Avails or linings in addition to the steps. They are built of blocks of tufa 
(poros stone) in courses of about 15 inches deep. These blocks are carefully squared and 
dressed and look as if they had been originally made for another purpose and used here 
afterwards. Some of their faces are curved.

In the restored plan (Fig. 1) I have shown two doorways on each of the three sides Two doorways 

with, in the case of those in the east and Avest Avails, the actual doors at the top of the steps each Slde
having a dividing post in the centre, and with side Avails or linings running in from the main 
Avails to the doorjambs. In the case of those in the south wall the doors are shown, as the 
remains of doorway C (Fig. 7) indicate, on the second step and inside of this, a level space 
Avith a flight of steps beyond. It is interesting to notice how the internal space has been 
economized by placing the doorways central with the radiating lines of the pillars and not 
mtli the spaces hetiveen, and so minimizing the interference with the available area for 
seeing.

This Hall, which contains an area of 0 A7er 35,000 superficial feet, could have 
accommodated sitting nearly 6,000 persons, reckoning an allowance of 6 square feet over all 
for each person. Standing room might have been found for about 10,000.

originally.

(β). The Portico toivards the Theatre, and the Back Wall which divided this Portico from
the Thersilion.

The Portico. 
( P l a t e s  V I., V II . 

X .—X II I .)

i

The south facade of the ‘hall, that towards the Theatre, had a portico in the centre, Condition, 
the foundations of the stylobate of which still exist; and, considering the Thersilion and the '**’
Theatre as parts of one complete scheme, we see that this portico fills the space which is R otation to  Scene 
usually occupied by the Scene-buildings in an ordinary Greek theatre. From the evidence buildings,

which remains and which will be described in detail, avc can restore with almost absolute 
certainty a Portico, with columns, entablature and pediment, of the Doric order and having R estoration .
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fourteen columns along the front and a return on each side, two bays deep, with antae against 
the wall of the hall.

We find to-day between the portico and the hall, and dividing the two, the foundations 
and cillcourse of a wall in a line with the main wall of the hall on cither side. This 
cillcourse shows traces of three doors, a central one about 8 feet wide, and one on either 
side, about 5 feet 6 inches wide. At first sight this wall looks contemporary, but on further 
investigation we find, incorporated in the foundation course, blocks forming four piers exactly 
similar to those which supported the columns of the Thersilion, and we can also observe that 
these blocks are exactly opposite a parallel line of piers in the hall, about 2G feet away from this 
south wall. Further, at the angles of the wall and the portico, there are other similar foundations. 
These had dressed blocks on the top, one towards the hall and opposite the third row of 
internal columns, and another finishing the line of the main wall towards the openings 
originally connecting the portico with the hall. These dressed blocks still remain on the 
east side and we can see from the arrangement of the dowel holes on them and from their 
position and size that they have supported square antae which formed an appropriate finish 
to the rows of the columns at the angles of the Avail and portico (sec Fig. 15) and that 
when the wall with the three doorways was afterwards built it finished against the antae 
on each side. Another point to be observed is that the cramps connecting the stones of the 
cillcourse behind the portico are of Γ™1 shape, whereas the cramps of the cill of the main 
wall on either side are of { form; and while we find these w  cramps in general use 
in this hall and in the portico, the Π  cramps arc only found elsewhere, on this site of 
the Thersilion and Theatre, on those lower steps of the portico which, as we shall see further 
on, were also added later. We can therefore only come to one conclusion, viz. that the portico 
was originally connected with the hall by a series of five openings divided by four columns 
which were opposite to those adjoining in the hall and, from their wide spacing apart, it is 
reasonable to suppose that they supported wood beams. It may also be noted that these 
columns are not axially opposite either the columns or the spaces between the columns of 
the portico, and this may form a point from which to argue that the portico wras not 
contemporary, as, if it had been, the spacing would have tallied better; but, on looking at the 
plan (PI. VI.), we may observe the considerable depth of the portico from back to front and 
can see that it must have been more important to have got these pillars, which divided the 
connecting openings, opposite to those in the hall, from which probably wood beams \vere
laid across to them, than to arrange them symmetrically with the pillars of the portico,
which supported a stone architrave on which the wood beams of the portico roof itself could 
have rested securely at any p o in t; and it may be further noted, in this connection, that 
even in temples where the peristyle is ceiled with stone beams and coffers the beams sometimes 
do not come axially over the pillars below nor are the pillars of the pronaos always axially 
opposite those of the peristyle (e.g. Parthenon; Penrose, PI. 15: Temple of Victory; Le Bas 
Architecture, PI. 4 ;  Bassae; Cockerell, PI. IX., and others).

The foundations of this later Back Wall do not go down deep, thus showing that the 
original ground level must have been nearly the same as that of the finished floor of 
the portico. The foundation piers 0f  the original pillars are only one block deep. These 
still remain, and, between them, is a row of limestone blocks dressed on the edges and on one 
bed and evidently old stones re-used. On these rest the blocks composing the present cillcourse) 
and under them is a bed of river pebbles about 7 inches deep, packed closely but not mixed 
with lime to form a concrete. This kind of foundation under walls has not been found
elsewhere on the site. The positions of the doors are definitely marked out by the greater
width of the cillcourse, by the larger stones used and by the dowel holes on either side to fix the 
base stones of the door linings. The cill level of the central door is 5 inches higher than 
the general cill level.4 It ought also to be noted that the centres of these three
doorways are axially opposite the centres of spaces between columns in the restored Portico 
(Fig. 15). In front of this wall, on the side next the hall, are some later foundation 
blocks of rough conglomerate, the levels of the tops of which average from 6 inches to 1 foot 
above the general cill level. These are somewhat irregularly spaced at intervals along the

4 The reason for th is  is difficult to  determ ine unless i t  were th a t there existed a  sligh tly  raised platform  in 
th e  cen tre  inside.
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wall between the antae projecting into the hall at each end of the portico. There have been
six blocks dividing the space between the antae into seven bays and five of these blocks still
exist. These on account of their roughness and general appearance seem to point to a much
later repair or alteration and do not much concern us here.5 What seem to be also part of L ater door cills.

this or some other later repair or alteration are two cill stones, one lying on each of the original
cills of the two side doors in this back wall. The one 
to the east is complete (Fig. 8), and shows, by its 
groovings on either side for the jamb linings, that 
it belonged to a door with a width of about 5 feet.
The nature of these sinkings indicates perhaps bronze 
or wood linings, rather than marble. The holes for 
the hinges can also be seen. The other cill stone 
has been similar, but only a fragment remains. The 
complete east cill is roughly supported on two fragments 
of roofing tiles which, in their turn, rest on the original 

cill, the surface of the later cill being about 11 inches above the earlier on e; and in order 
to get up to the higher level an extra rough block was placed in front of each cill on the 
side towards hall and acted as an additional step. We also find this later additional rough 
step in front of the central doorway (see PI. XI.). These later cills seem to have belonged to 
some other building originally and to have been brought and put here at the time of a later 
repair as mentioned above.

,  FA C t· NCXT'PORTICO

PACE-NEXT -H A L L ·

L- L T . )
AVtM«(£»UP- 1

1 . ·:
\

Ξ ______ Γ  *
yJ" 0  Q  \ —

F ig. 8.— Later Cill .

We now come to examine the nature of the foundations of the stylobate of the 
Portico. These consist of several courses of dressed tufa (poros) blocks. The excavation has not 
been carried to the bottom of this foundation wall all round, but, where pits were dug, the wall 
was found to be three courses deep. The blocks of the top course are about 5 feet 6 inches 
long by 2 feet wide by 1 foot thick and are similar to those which have been used generally
for the foundation piers of the pillars in the hall.. They are joined together with |— 1
cramps. It is very probable that these stones may have belonged to an older building, as there 
are indications which seem to point to their having been put to a previous use. One instance 

may be cited where the ends of the two stones adjoining have sinkings 
cut in them as shown in Fig. 9. These sinkings are somewhat similar 
to those often found cut at the ends of blocks to allow of their being 
lifted by a rope, but in this instance they do not look deep enough to be 
suitable for this purpose. There are also the other blocks of this same

material which have indications of a previous use, namely those, already referred to, which
form the cross foundation walls inside the west doorway of the Thersilion.

This foundation wall is of an average width of 5 feet 6 inches. On the top of it we find 
a layer of limestone slabs; there are two rows of slabs in the width of the wall, the front 
slabs being narrower than the back ones. These slabs form the slightly projecting course, usually
level with the ground, on which the steps of the stylobate rest. We shall see further
on that there is cause for thinking that the ground level was lower in this case.

Nothing above this level is now in position, but the restoration of the two steps of
the stylobate—for our original stylobate here consisted of two steps— is comparatively easy, 
as so many pieces remain scattered about which are not suitable for any other position.6 
The course comprising the lower step consisted, like the foundation course under it, of two 
rows of slabs in the width of the wall, but in this case the wider slabs were in front and the 
narrower ones behind. The upper step was made up of single slabs of equal breadth— with some 
exceptions at either end which will be noticed later on— and on every alternate slab a column 
rested, the others forming the spaces between. Of this top step very few pieces have been 
found and it is necessary for us to examine these very carefully in detail, but it would 
be well, in the first instance, to look at the stylobate as it stands at present.

F ig. 9.
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5 These la te r blocks and steps are  m arked  b on P la te s  
V I. and V II .

e Some of these pieces have been p u t toge ther by  the  
excavators—relatively in  the ir original position— and I

have shown them  on the  plans (P la tes V L , V II ., and PI. X I., 
Nos. 4 and 5) in  th e  place which they  now occupy, which 
cannot be fa r removed from  th a t  where th ey  originally 
stood.
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I have already mentioned the foundation wall of tufa blocks; by referring to the 
drawing showing a section through this wall (PI. XI., Fig. 1), it will be seen that three! steps of 
limestone, each deeper than the original steps, and with a thin foundation course under, 
also of limestone, have been placed at a later period  in front of this. This is obvious 
for two reasons; first, the curious manner in which these steps have been constructed or 
built up in front without having been tied into the foundation w all; second, the fact that 
the limestone foundation course of the original stylobate and the tufa foundation blocks 
have been cut away on the front face in order to allow of the second and third of the 
later steps being got into position. This can be proved by comparing the tops of these 
slabs, which still remain in position on the east return, with those along the front. The 
side slabs are 2 inches wider and they show a distinct weather line about 2£ inches back. 
This indicates the projection of the face of this foundation course beyond the edge of the step 
over. Again, the |— | cramps which join these stones are just so much nearer the face of 
the front slabs as would allow of their having been originally in the same position all round 
before the projecting 2 inches was removed along the front (see PI. XI., Fig. 2). It is thus 
very evident that the projection on the foundation course, which once ran all round under 
the first step of the original stylobate, was cut off along the front in order to make the face 
of the lower slab line with the edge of the step over. This becomes still more clear when 
we observe that the step above has a little recessed fillet along the lower edge of its face 
(see PI. XII.), and on looking carefully at the top of the front foundation slabs I noticed 
a line, about half an inch in from the face, corresponding to the line 2 j  inches in on the 
top of the side slabs. The object in cutting this original foundation course was to increase 
the depth of the original first step in order to make it equal with the new steps which
are 12|- inches deep as against 9 inches the depth of the two original steps of the
stylobate.

Of the three steps which were added later the two lowest are complete in their whole 
length, as is also the thin foundation course under them ; and of the third step several blocks
are more or less in position: and it is important to notice here that the blocks of the two
lower new steps are joined together with I I cramps while the slabs of the two original 
steps were connected by |— 1 cramps. The blocks of the third step have been kept in 
position by iron pins which were fixed into holes cut in their under bed. When the blockp 
were set in their places, the projecting pins fitted into other holes made in the back of the 
top bed of the second step, and when these were properly adjusted they were run in with lead 
by means of narrow channels leading to these lower holes from the face of the step.

These three later steps return on themselves at each end, but there is nothing to 
indicate that they were ever .continued along the ends of the portico; in fact the evidence 
goes to show that they were not, as for instance, to mention one point, the continued existence 
of the 2tt inch projection on the original foundation slabs along the east return, which has 
already been alluded to. It ought also to be mentioned that the return ends of the steps 
have been more carefully finished at the west end than at the east.

The line of the steps is slightly curved, the centre being about an inch higher than 
the ends.

The level of the Orchestra, a t any rate after the addition o f  the three later steps, 
would naturally have been the line of the top of the foundation course under these steps, 
the edge of which is only dressed down an inch below the top surface; while the level of the 
ground at each side of the portico remained, that of the top of the original foundation 
course and sloped down at the end of the steps to the lower level of the orchestra. 
It has been contended that the floor of the orchestra was originally at this higher level also, 
and that it was afterwards lowered, but there are several considerations which might be 
held to prove the contrary. One of these is the depth of the tufa foundation wall under 
the stylobate of the portico, which seems somewhat heavy although perhaps not excessive 
considering the weight of the pillars and entablature which it had to support. This wall goes 
down about a foot under the lower level or over 4 feet below the original foundation course; 
whereas we find that the foundation piers, which supported the pillars between the openings 
originally connecting the portico with the hall, are only one block deep and the foundations 
of the south wall of the hall generally only go down about a foot below what must 
have been the natural level of the ground. Another point is that there is no indication,
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■on the side of the auditorium, of the orchestra having been lowered over 3 feet at
a later time, and there is no reason for supposing that there were fewer rows of seats 
than we find at present, or that two rows besides the benches and the passage 
behind were an after-thought and an addition. Still another is that while the length of the
portico just suits the present size of the orchestra or, to be more precise, the width of the
oi’chestra plus the width of the benches—which, as we shall see further on, were added
afterwards— it would have been too short for a wider orchestra.7 Although it seems unusual 
that we should have a stylobate of two steps and then a drop of over 3 feet to the ground 
level we have actually a parallel case in this same city, viz. at the west end of the colonnade 
of the Stoa of Philip in the Agora. There the foundation wall under the stylobate was 
probably exposed for several feet (see PI. XV., Fig. 3), as we find to-day the remains of a 
later Roman Stoa, composed of old stones re-used, butting on, at a right angle, at the lower 
level which must have been the original ground level in front of the earlier stoa at this end, 
as it is hardly likely that, when the later building was constructed, the earth was cleared away 
to the depth of several feet in order to sink it into this position. The extra height of riser 
given to the later steps— too high for easy trafiic—and the freshness of their dressed surface 
to-day seems to lend favour to the view that the front of the stylobate was never generally 
used as a means of access or egress. One can appreciate the reasonableness of sinking the 
orchestra several feet below the original ground level in order to avoid too much banking or 
building at the top of the auditorium.8

The above argument is based on the assumption that the Thersilion and the Theatre 
were contemporary structures, a point which has not been proved. Dr. Dorpfeld has quite 
recently expressed to me his conviction that the Thersilion was erected before the existing
stone theatre; that there was originally a circular orchestra in front of the portico at the
level of the foot of the earlier steps, and that when the present stone theatre was constructed 
the orchestra was lowered and the additional three steps added. It was probably also at this 
time that the back wall containing · three doorways was erected to take the place of the 
openings separated by columns which originally connected the portico with the hall. I f  it
can be shown that the stone structure of the Theatre was built after the Thersilion—and I
admit that Dr. Dorpfeld has good grounds for this hypothesis— then the argument in favour 
of the drop in front of the portico falls to the ground.

Reference may be made here to the varieties of iron cramps and dowels which joined 
the stones together. As has already been mentioned, |—J shaped cramps were used generally 
in the original work. The sinkings cut in the stones to receive these cramps vary in depth 
from about .1 inch to 2 inches. The cramps themselves were, on an average, from 8
to 10 inches long, although some as short as 6 f  inches have also been found. The
cross ends average about 2 inches across and the section of the metal is about half an inch 
square. They were let into the stones after these had been fitted into their position and were 
run in with lead, the lead covering the iron all round and so protecting it from the action 
of the weather. On the top of the lower slabs we also find holes for pins which were used 
to fix the upper slabs to the lower ones. Some of these pin holes are square, others are
oblong. The square holes probably held pins with a section of about f  of an inch. Some
oblong pins have been found which measure 2 inches by  ̂ an inch and are from 6 to . 8 
inches long. There are no indications to show that these upright pins were all fixed in 

with lead to both upper and lower stones; in some cases this would 
have been almost impossible. We must not assume that all the oblong 
holes held iron pins, some were undoubtedly made for getting a grip of 
the stone with an iron tool in order to push the course above into its 
exact position.

The Γ"—I cramps used in the later work were from 6 to 8 inches 
long, the ends having been turned down about 1 inch; and while some 

were of about the same section of metal as the others, namely half an inch square, others 
have been found measuring three-quarters of an inch by a quarter.

7 Of course i t  can be argued th a t  th is  portico did no t erected in  fro n t of th e  portico,
necessarily need to have any direct connection w ith  th e  8 A t  E pidaurus there is a  slope of th ree  feet six  inches 
Theatre when used for dram atic representations, on which down in to  th e  orchestra from  th e  doorways of th e  parodoi. 

•occasions a temporary stage or scene could have been
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Let us now look into the evidence of the remains of the original two steps of the 
stylobate which are not now in position. The various slabs scattered about, which we have 
been able to identify as belonging to the first original step which formed the upper part of 
the fourth step of the rearrangement along the front of the portico, have all a sunk fillet on 
the lower part of the front edge and a weather line 13 inches in from the face on the 
top bed. There are also cuttings for |—| cramps on this top bed and these and the weather 
line show that there was another step over. Many of these slabs have, in addition to the 
sunk fillet, got a raised panel on the front face of the step on each stone. All these latter 
after careful measurement can be fitted together and with the aid of other slabs of similar 
thickness —  also with holes for |— | cramps —  which were unquestionably the back slabs of 
this course, we can reconstruct the arrangement of the slabs of the first step along the east 
return of the portico (see Fig. 15). This also shows us that, on the returns along the sides, 
the face of the first step was not finished, but rough panels were left on each stone (Fig. 11) 
while along the front these were dressed off and only the 
sunk fillet left on the lower part of edge. We find these 
fillets cut in on the under part of the risers at the Stoa 
of Philip and also in the stylobate of the temple of Despoina Fig· 11·
at Lykosoura. The lengths® of these slabs composing the
first step are similar, and they correspond with those of the foundation slabs under, which 
are still in position, thus further showing that they belonged to the same scheme.

Several pieces of another step of the same thickness as this first one, but with two 
fillets cut in on the lower part of the front edge or riser and with no sinkings for cramps on 
the top, have also been found. One of these, which is complete in its width from back to 
front, is broken the other way, and there remains only a little more than half of the length 
which it would require in order to make it correspond with the others. This slab has a 
draft margin round the edges of the top bed. This margin measures 3|- inches wide at 
the front, 2 f  inches at the side and 4-| inches at the back. The centre is less smoothly 
dressed, and is raised about \  of an inch. This draft margin is the finished surface of
the stylobate which has never been dressed fair all over but only round the sides. We find 
many instances of the top of the stylobate never having been finished all over, notably 
the Propylaea at Athens where not only the steps, stylobate and pavement have never been 
dressed down, but also the walls themselves. There is another similar slab with dressed 
margins on the top which has two sides at right angles to one another complete, thus giving 
us both the width and the length. Its length corresponds exactly with that of the stones 
of the step under.

These have of course been the slabs between the columns and not slabs on which the 
columns rested, as these latter would have been dressed fair all over in order to form the bed 
for the drum of the column and would probably have had dowel holes in the centre, which 
indeed we find on another fragment. The width of these slabs, which just fit on to the 
reconstructed first step allowing a margin of a few inches at the back, show that there was 
no room for a second intermediate step ; and this is ah additional proof that the original 
stylobate had only two steps.

There is another fragment of a similar thickness, with only one dressed edge remaining 
— the back one.9 10 It has a dowel hole 5 inches square, placed diagonally, and the position o f
this is 1 foot 6£ inches in from the back edge, a dimension which indicates that a column 
had stood on the centre of the slab. We find dowel holes placed diagonally elsewhere on 
this s ite ; one case is on the one piece of pillar still standing in the Thersilion (Fig. 3), 
another is on a piece of stylobate in the Temenos of Zeus Soter on the other side of the 
river; while a third example is the stylobate of the Stoa Myropolis in the Agora, the top 
of which has been treated in an exactly similar way, namely with dowel holes for the 
columns, cut diagonally to the line of the face, and raised panels between. There are one 
or two other small pieces of stone without any margin but with dowel holes of the same size. 
There is still another slab of the exact size of these others which has two smaller oblong

9 I n  speaking about th e  leng th  and w id th  of these 10 I t  can be easily seen th a t  th is  is th e  back edge, as i t  
slabs, th e  te rm  len g th  is in tended to  m ean th e  dim ension is n o t dressed down fa ir fo r th e  whole of i ts  thickness, 
of th e  stones or blocks along th e  face of the  steps, while which would of course have been essential on th e  o th e r
th e  w idth  is the  dim ension from  fro n t to  back. th ree  sides of th e  block.
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dowel holes in it. This may have been either a slab on which a column stood, or, more 
likely, that on which stood the anta of the east return, as it was found lying to the east of 
the foundation of the stylobate. There have also been found several small fragments of the 
same thickness as these stones, having double fillets on the edge and with dressed margins 
on the top. All these undoubtedly belonged to this top step but the fragments are much 
too small to be of any practical use to us.

A slab was also found with a double draft on the edge, which had been prepared for 
a top step, but having been broken, probably during the working, it had been cut to the 
narrower width and used as a back slab for the first step, having had the double draft edge 
turned inwards, as can be seen by observing the position of the sinkings for the (—H cramps. 
This sort of economy was often practised; there is another similar example in the stylobate 
of the Stoa of Philip.

These limestone steps generally seem to have been dressed with a toothed chisel of 
about £■ of an inch or 1 inch wide. The lines of the chisel run indiscriminately over the 
surface and not in parallel lines.11

The thin foundation course under the later bottom step is composed of stones of very 
irregular width and height, and the front face is only dressed fair for about an inch below the 
edge. The length of the blocks composing the first and second steps varies from 1 to 2 inches 
but not to a greater extent. Of the third step only two or three blocks are in their original 

position. There is a distinct weather line on the lower steps showing the line of the 
riser of the step immediately over. The butt joint ends of these stones are dressed 
back fair from the top and face to about 2^ inches and then they are roughly cut 
in hollow (see Fig. 12). The front of the original limestone foundation course of the 
stylobate is dressed down along the front for 5 inches from the top and then picked 

and dabbed, rougher than is usually found inside the dressed arrises of the other stones, 
as if it had been done with a heavier pick or hammer and less easily. This can be explained 
from the fact that it was done when the stones were in position— that is to say, when the 
later alteration took place.

t Another point which shows this is the narrowness of the dressed margins
towards the front, on the ends of the slabs where they were joined together. 
We find generally that the dressed margins of these ends, towards the front, 
were usually made wider than those at the top and back, whereas we see that 
this margin is narrower in these front stones than on those at the sides, by the 
width of the piece that has been cut away (see Fig. 13).

During the excavation inside the foundation wall of the stylobate three 
stones were met with at a depth of between 3 feet 6 inches and 4 feet below 

what was the level of the portico floor. These stones vary slightly in size but they measure

• Dam aged elab 
re-used elsewhere.

m
Fia. 12.

ιί-Ά·-., 1

N atu re  of tooling.
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course.

V arie ty  in  leng th  
. of blocks.

T hird  step.

F ro n t of original 
foundation course 
roughly cu t down.

V arie ty  of end 
m argins.

• a ip e  - s t o n e s ·

•FRONT-STONES·

Fic. 13. Three stones 
found inside 

portico.

on an average about 2 feet 6 inches square by 10 inches deep, and they have shaped
sinkings, 3 j inches deep, cut in on their tops. It is curious that they should have been found 
at such a depth, as there is no reason for supposing that the portico had a hollow space 
under its floor, which was most likely an ordinary earthen floor, or perhaps made of tiles or 
mosaic rather than of wood. The slight depth of the foundations of the back wall of the 
portico seem to preclude the idea of an excavated space under the portico itself. The 
explanation may be that these stones have been foundation blocks for supporting posts connected 
with a wooden stage or scenery, which posts may have stood in pits specially sunk in the 
floor to receive them.

Of the Order which this stylobate carried, several pieces have been found in various The Order of th e  
places in the vicinity of the foundations. These mostly consist of drums of the pillars, but Portico,

in addition we have one capital, an architrave beam, four pieces of the triglyph frieze, and 
the apex stone of the pediment.*

The material is tufa (poros) which has been coated with stucco. This has been used M ateria l tu fa
coated w ith

. stucco,
u  These tool markings are more apparen t in  some places tooling varies sligh tly  in  different p a rts  of th e  site  b u t not

th an  in  others. On these la ter steps they  are  especially to  any  very g rea t extent, 
clear, as the  surface is hardly a t  all worn. The method of

I
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The general characteristics of this Order are those of the early fourth century, and in 
form and proportion it hears a great resemblance to the order of the Temple at Nemea and 
also to that of the Temple of Asclcpius at Epidaurus. As compared with the type of the 
fifth century, as exemplified in the Propylaea at Athens and the large Temple at Rhamnus, the 
frieze blocks have become deeper and the architrave shallower, whereas, in the earlier examples, 
they are practically equal. The heads of the triglyphs are still cut in upwards but they 
have no longer the graceful curved top. The capital (Fig. 18) has become shallower, 
measuring in depth nearly one-third of the diameter at the neck instead of a half as in 
earlier examples, and the line of the echinus has become flat instead of a gentle curve.15 
These are only a few of the most striking differences. This order is much more refined than 
that of the temple at Lykosoura, which is decidedly rougher and looks later. In the restoration 
given on Plate XII. the cymatium of the pediment cornice is restored from the pieces which 
were found of a terra-cotta cymatium having coloured ornament on the face; the form of its 
outline, the relation of the lines of its bed to its front face, and the nature of the jointing, 
show that it was intended for such a position rather than for the eaves (see PI. XIII.). 
In order to make this clear, an illustration is given of two sections of the cymatium of the 
Temple of Theseus at Athens (Fig. 19), for the purpose of showing the difference between 
that used for the pediment and the one used for the eaves. No doubt there was originally 
more colouring on our cymatium than is shown on PI. X III .; it represents all that was 
extant on the several pieces which I examined. My attention has however more recently been 
directed, by Mr. J. G. Milne, to another fragment which was dug up in his presence and of 
which he made a careful drawing in colour at the time. I did not sec this fragment when I 
visited Megalopolis and, as it differs in some essential particulars from the form shown on 
PI. XIII., I have thought it advisable to give a line reproduction of the drawing here (Fig. 19a).

F ig . 19«.— A nother V ariety op t h e  Cymatium Ornament

Mr. Milne tells me that the pattern was very clearly defined and that the thin blue and red 
lines, marked respectively A  and B on the illustration, wex-e quite distinct. The detail was 
not so clear on the pieces from which PI. XIII. was prepared.

In the restoration of the order (PI. XII.) a different form of section has been adopted 
for the eaves gutter, a specimen of which was also found near the same place, and which, by 
its'general arrangement, seems to have belonged to such a position. There is some justification 
for this restoration showing a difference between the cymatium of the pediment and that of 
the eaves, inasmuch as they had entirely different uses and there was no necessity for their 
being alike in form. Of course it is not at all certain that there was anything more than 
a drip tile along the eaves, hut the fact that these fragments have been found near, leads

15 O nly one example of th e  cap ita l lias been found, and  on th is  th e  stuceo, which coated th e  face of th e  stone, no 
longer exists.



CHAP. III.] ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS. 33

to the assumption that they may have been used in this position; and, moreover, if an eaves 
gutter did not exist round the whole of the walls of the hall, it is more than probable that 
it extended, at any rate, along the return ends of the portico, over the openings at the sides.

In a drawing showing a restoration of the temple of Asclepius at Epidauvus—the 
example which most nearly tallies in general character with the order of our portico— which 
was published by Dorpfeld and Caverau in the Praktika  for 1884,10 we find a similar variety 
in the forms of the cymatia indicated.

Drawings are also given of two varieties of terra-cotta antefixac which have been found 
(Figs. 20 and 21), and either of which might have belonged to the portico roof, where they 
would have formed a decorative finish to the ends of the cover tiles, standing up above the 
top of the eaves gutter. Another illustration (Fig. 22) shows a terra-cotta apex tile, which 
was also dug up, and which would have capped the line of the cover tile at the ridge. The 
ornament on these specimens is in relief. They are now preserved in the Museum at 
Megalopolis.

F ig s . 20, 21, a n d  22.— A xtf.f i x a e  a n d  A p e x  T i l e , O n e - F o u r t h  o f  F u l l  S i z e .

There is just a slight probability that the pillars and entablature comprising this portico 
may have been worked elsewhere and sent as a contribution towards the building- of the city, 
or that they may have been taken from some temple or other structure with this object. 
The material used suggests this, especially as we find, in the foundations, blocks of the same 
material which have undoubtedly served some former purpose.

ιη Πρακτικά της iv Αθήναις αρχαιολογικής Ιταιρίας, 1884. P la te  2.
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(C'). The Orchestra.

Jn front of the portico is the orchestra of the Theatre. It, presumably, had an earthen 
floor, as no traces have been discovered of any other form of flooring; neither have any 
remains of a Thymele been found in the centre. It is bounded towards the auditorium by 
the stone kerb of a narrow gutter which runs round in front of the benches.

Opposite the ends of the auditorium on either side stand the remains of two pedestals 
(A and B). A later proscenium projected in front of the portico, and of this the stylobate, 
still remains. It will be referred to further on.

The width of the orchestra, measured across from the edge of the kerb on either side 
and exclusive of the gutter, is 99 feet 1 inch. From the edge of the kerb in the centre to
the face of the later first step of the portico it measures 92 feet inches, and from the
same point to the edge of the original first step of the portico 95 feet 4 inches. From
these dimensions it will be seen ‘that the orchestra as it stands could never have been a 
complete circle as at Epidaurus, and as it may possibly have been at Erctria. But it ought to 
be noted that at both of these places the orchestras have broad gutters, while in our example 
the gutter is only 1 foot 8 inches wide as against 6 feet 10J inches at Epidaurus and 6 feet 
4̂ - inches at Eretria.17

The orchestra slopes from north to south about 15 inches from the top of the
foundation course under the later steps of the portico to the outer kerb of the gutter opposite 
the centre of the auditorium. Such an amount of slope is unusual. At Epidaurus the 
circular rim of the orchestra is practically level; levels which were taken at as many as six 
places in the circumference only showed a maximum difference of 3 inches, which difference 
may be accounted for by subsidence or some such cause. The eill of the column front
there is 3 or 4 inches above the average level of the kerb, and the cill of the back wall
is about an inch higher. At Eretria there is a fall of from 10 inches to a foot between the
top of the cill of the proscenium and the kerb of the gutter, but, if 6 or 7 inches is taken
off for a step down, at this cill, the slope is very much reduced. It is difficult at present 
to speak exactly about the back wall there. At Athens the orchestra is practically level, 
and the cill of the column front is 7 inches higher than the kerb. In our example the kel’b 
is very nearly level all round, the average difference of level being not more than 2 inches. 
I shall endeavour to show, further on, that the considerable amount of slope, from the 
foundation course under the later step to the kerb, has been caused by the later insertion 
of the row of benches and the gutter, which do not seem to have been part of the original 
scheme.

The gutter, as we find it to-day, averages 1 foot 8 inches wide and 12 inches deep. 
It is nearly level. The fall, which is hardly perceptible, is rather towards the centre than 
from the centre to either side, but the difference is not more than ]£  inches or 2 
inches. The ends are open and no direct connection with any outlet drain lias been found, 
although there is a drain trench, probably later, which runs across the Skanotheka and which 
was presumably connected with the gutter of the theatre at its west end. This trench will 
be discussed in detail further on.

At several places on the inner kerb there are little channels running out from under 
the benches to the gutter. These are marked ‘ a ’ on the plan (Plate VII.). They have 
evidently formed outlets for spring-water, from behind the benches, and in this connection 
the passage in Pausanias (viii. 32. l)  may be referred to, which alludes to a perpetual spring 
in this Theatre. These outlets are now dry. This gutter was not necessarily formed for 
drainage only, but was probably also of service in collecting the spring-water which was 
undoubtedly a scarce commodity then as now and would have been thus made available 
for many useful purposes. The. fact that the gutter is practically level lends itself to this

17 I  feel bound to  say however th a t  a t  th e  T heatres of addition of the benches th ere  m ay also have been a  circular 
A thens and Zea, both of which have narrow  deep gu tters, orchestra a t  Megalopolis, and th a t  th e  passage in  fron t of 
there  is sufficient room for completely circular orchestras, th e  seats was there wider a t  each end than  in  th e  centre, 
and D r. Dbrpfeld has suggested to  me th a t  previous to  the as is the  case in both of th e  examples here quoted.
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view. In this case tin; outfall would probably have been regulated by sluices, or in some. R egulations <>f 
such way that it acted «as «an overflow on ordin.ary occasions, and, when there was a heavy rain- outfall, 

fall, could have been opened up in order to let the water run off quickly and so prevent *.
flooding.18

square, 
«and on
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i t t o i m j t e :

On the outer and inner kerbs of the gutter are some small holes, about 2-]- inches Holes in kerbs. 

On the inner kerb they .are to be. found opposite the ends of the benches, 
the outer kerb next the orchestra they «are cut at irregular intervals. They

are marked on the plan (Plate VII.). These holes may have Purposes of hole*, 
been used for various purposes, such as for fitting in iron standards 
to support an awning—there is .a hole on one of the steps «as if 
to tie a rope through, and similar holes are found «at Athens,
Argos, &c.— or some of them m«a.y have been cut for the purpose 
of fixing a thin temporary covering or passage-way over the 
gutter, opposite the steps.

The stones composing the gutter itself are not, «apparently, G u tte r stones no t 

fixed together with cramps or'dowels.
Of the pedestals in the orchestra, it is only necessary 

to s«ay here that they «are obviously later additions, .and are 
probably not even in their original positions as such.19 A 
drawing (Fig. 23) is given of the one on the west side, of which 
the base and drum «are still in position. There is ,a pedestal 
of a similar design and of almost exactly the same size in front 
of the Temple at Lykosoura, and, from it, the capping, shown 
by dotted lines on the drawing, is restored.

Of the pedestal on the east side of the Orchestra (Pedestal A), only the base stone 
is left standing.

fixed together. 

Pedestals

/ — —

1________1-20 ·
1’ia . 23.— P e d e s t a l  B.

(D). The Auditorium.

The curve of the Auditorium, which is rather more than a semicircle, is a true «are
of a circle all round and does not widen out beyond the semicircle, between the cross «axis line
of the theatre and the retaining walls, as at other theatres such as those at Epiclaurus, 
Athens, Eretria, &c.

The auditorium is divided into nine wedges of seats (κίρκίΒεή by eight sets of steps,
and there is also a set at e«ach end next the retaining walls. The centre lines of these
sets of steps all radi«ate towards the centre of the orchestra.

Most of the stone seating has entirely disappeared. The present x-emains consist of 
the front row of benches {θρόνοι), the passage behind the same, and several tiers of seats 
behind that again. The first three tiers are practically complete all round, «and in one place 
as many as nine consecutive tiers can be traced. The ordinary seats arc made of stones of 
unequal length and are not in one piece with the footstones, as at Epidaurus, Athens, &e., 
these latter being, in this c«ase, separate fl«at slabs averaging 6 inches thick. Some of these
slabs are of limestone and others of conglomerate, and the two varieties seem to li.ave 
been used indiscriminately. Neither the blocks of the seats themselves nor those of the 
footstones have been joined together with iron cramps.

A diagram is given (Fig. 24) showing, in detail, a section through the seats and, 
for the sake of comparison, those at Athens «and Epidaurus are likewise drawn «alongside to 
the same scale.

A curious although slight difference is found between the sefits in the wedges on either 
side next the retaining walls, .and those in the other wedges. AVliile in thc# majoi'ity of 
the seats there is a small sinking in the hack of the seat block of about l£  inch 
deep (see Fig. 24)—the level of the sinking h.aving evidently been that of the footstone

A uditorium . 
( P l a t e s  V ., V II .,  
V I I I . ,  IX ., and 

X I.)
N a tu re  of curve.

D ivided in to  nine 
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N a tu re  of seats.

18 I  am informed by Mr. E rnest G ardner th a t, du ring  th e  
course of thoroughly cleaning ou t th is  d rain  since m y v is it 
to  Megalopolis, a  sinking has been found in  th e  cill tow ards 
the  west end, which looks as if i t  had been cu t for the

purpose of le tting  th e  w ater escape.
in A s th ey  a t  present s taud  th ey  are  n o t sym m etrically 

placed w ith regard to  one ano ther and to  th e  cross ax is of 
th e  theatre .

V arie ty  in  the 
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behind— in the case of the seats in the end wedges the blocks are narrower by the width 
of this sinking, viz. inch, and the footstones broader (see Fig. 32). There is no apparent 
reason for this difference, nor does there seem to have been any particular necessity for 
cutting this sinking in the back of the scat block unless it were that, after the main portion 
of the scats had been made, it was found that enough room had not been allowed for the 
feet, in the space provided, and so it was increased by making this cutting on those which

F ig. 24.— D e t a il s  o f  B e e c h e s  a n d  S e a t s  i n  A c d i t o i u i m  a t  M e g a l o p o l is . E m d a u k u s , a n d  A t h e n s .

had been already made, and those which were still to be made were worked differently in 
Form of riser, order to suit the alteration. It will be observed liow the riser of the seat is cut well back 

under, also for the purpose of giving plenty of room for the feet, and how the fillet on the 
edge is returned down at each end next the steps as is done in the benches above the 
diazoma at Epidaurus, but not at Athens.
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The sets of steps between the wedges of the seats arc arranged regularly with two steps 
to each tier of seats (PI. VII., Fig. 1). The width of these steps is 2 feet 7J inches. This 
is nearly the same width as the steps below the diazoma at Epidaurus, which are 2 feet 
7 inches; above that level they are 2 feet 5 inches wide; at Argos they measure 3 feet. 
Those a.t each end, in our Theatre, next the retaining walls, are about 3 feet wide 
(see Fig. 32).

Behind the benches, and in front of the first tier of ordinary seats, is a passage 3 
feet in width, which runs all round the auditorium at this level. It is probable that this 
was originally the front of the auditorium itself, for, as we shall see further on, the benches 
and the present gutter were, almost certainly, added later. We have many instances of such 
a passage without any seats in front between it and the orchestra. The best known is that in 
the theatre at Athens, which is widened out towards each side in order to afford additional 
facility of egress. On this passage, at Athens, the thrones rest, and behind the thrones another 
narrower passage has been formed by cutting away the first ordinary seat (see Fig. 24, No. 3).20 
In the later theatre at Zea (Piraeus), where the Athenian model has been followed, there 
is a similar arrangement, but in this instance the second passage is clearly defined and 
contemporary with the rest of the structure21 (see the plan of this theatre in the Prahtiha  
for 1880-81). In these two theatres, we have the narrow deep gutter with bridges across 
opposite to each flight of steps. At Oropos also there seems to have been a broad passage 
next the orchestra, while detached thrones stand on the orchestra itself.

At Epidaurus and Eretria we find the front benches set close up to the gutter, and 
with no passage immediately behind, and it· ought to be mentioned that these are the two 
examples which have the wide gutters in front.22

It is unlikely that the passage in our Theatre was ever wider than it is at present, but it 
is of course not impossible that it may have had a double row of slabs,23 and that the front ones 
were removed when the benches were set in where they are at present. It ought to be noted 
that, while generally the floor of this passage is formed of stones of a single width, opposite 
the sets of steps we find that it has two stones in the width, the front one of which is 
deeper and forms a step (see PI. VII., Fig. 1). It is not impossible that at these places 
there were originally thin single stones as elsewhere, and that this rearrangement was effected 
when the benches - were added.

It is unlike!3’ that the benches originally stood on the higher level and were shifted 
down afterwards, so as to interfere less with the view of the people immediately behind. 
Two reasons m<iy be adduced against this. First, the dedicatory inscription on the benches 
themselves distinctly points to their having been additions, and the fact of the gutter being- 
mentioned along with them seems to show that the present position was the one for which 
they were originally intended. Second, in other cases where benches come in front of 
ordinary seats there is always a drop down from the level of the footstone of the seats behind 
to that of the benches.

The benches thoroughly fit their present position in every way. They are just the 
size required, and the space between each is practically the same width as that of the steps 
behind; their curve also is exactly that of the orchestra at this point. In form the benches 
very strongly resemble those in the theatre at Epidaurus. They are the same type— namely, 
one long bench to each wedge of seats— and they have arms at each end, 4 ] inches thick, 
the lines of which are continued down to the cill, forming a general finish to the seats 
at the ends; at Epidaurus, however, the arms are thinner than the continuation below (see 
Figs. 24 and 29). They are made of limestone in blocks of unequal length, and there are four 
blocks in each bench. In some cases where the blocks have been damaged— probably in the
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20 This passage immediately behind the  fro n t benches is 
also to  be seen in the Odeum of Herodes A tticus a t  A thens, 
where i t  is arranged in a  m anner som ewhat sim ilar to  th e  
one behind the benches above th e  diazoma a t  E pidaurus 
(see Fig. 29).

21 A t Argos, as far as I  could judge, th is  same arrange
m ent of one passage in front of th e  th rones and  another 
behind seems to  have been followed, b u t fu r th e r excavation 
will be necessary here before i t  can be cited as a  definite 
exam ple either way.

22 A t Sicyon (Papers o f  American School at Athens, 
Yol. v.), where th e  th ea tre  has a  narrow  deep g u tte r  
sim ilar to  th e  one a t  A thens, th e re  is no broad passaget in  
f ro n t of th e  benches, which stand  on a  narrow  step raised 
above th e  kerb  of th e  g u tte r. A s I  did n o t have an  
opportun ity  of v is iting  th is  site, and as I  understand  th a t 
th e  excavations there  are  still incomplete, I  do no t feel 
justified in  qnoting i t  fu r th e r for th e  purposes of com
parison.

23 See N ote 18, p. 34.

L
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fixing—the- Woken parts have been cut out and other pieces neatly inserted and dowclled in, 
the dowels having been run in with lead from behind.

The benches at each end are now about 5 feet longer than the others, and they have 
five blocks in their length. They were originally the same size, and were afterwards 
lengthened so that their ends came into a line with the outer face of the retaining walls of 
the Theatre. This was done by taking down the benches and refixing the old blocks, but 
with a new intermediate block inserted to give the greater length necessary. This inserted 
block can easily be distinguished by its rougher workmanship. It is curious to observe also 
that, in the refitting of these blocks, they were not arranged consecutively as they had been 
before, for we find that the original inscription of the bench on the west side begins on the 
inner stone, passes over the second one— also an old one refixed— and continues on the 
third one which must have been originally the second block and harm got transposed in the 
refixing. In this bench the fourth block is ,the new one. The inscription on the east bench
is correct. This mistake seems to indicate that the time when this alteration was effected
was sufficiently remote from that at which the benches were made to make the correct re
arrangement of the inscription a matter of indifference to those who were concerned in the 
alteration; otherwise, surely it would have been put right when it was discovered.

We can also observe, on the back of the outer block of the east bench, the mark of 
the line where the pavement of the passage behind abutted on. When the bench was
lengthened, this block was moved further out, but the stone paving of the passage was
evidently not continued, and the level of the ground must have sloped down from the end 
of the old stones— after the benches were lengthened— to meet the lower level of the orchestra. 
The gutter in front however was lengthened as well as the benches, and on the upright face 
of the additional cill stones under the extension of the benches, which cill stones form the 
inner kerb of the gutter, the projecting rough knobs which were generally left on for 
convenience of carrying and fixing have never been dressed down and remain to this day.

It is almost certain that the sinking in the slabs of the passage, leaving a raised fillet 
immediately behind the benches, was done, after the benches had been added, for the purpose 
of running the rain-water off at the sides by the steps and so preventing it from collecting 
against the back of the benches and oozing through the joints. The workmanship of this 
cutting is much rougher than that of the other work generally.

The surface of the limestone composing these benches and seats is a good deal weathered 
and the harder veins stand up prom inently; it is therefore not easy to gauge accurately the 
original appearance of the tooling, but enough can be seen to enable us to conclude that it· 
was of similar nature to that on the same material elsewhere.

The level of the passage is almost exactly that of the foundation slab of the later 
steps of the portico (see PI. XI. Fig. 1 ). A  drop of a . few inches from the edge of the 
passage down to the orchestra would have given the latter just enough slope to have allowed 
the water to run off. The extra and unusual slope which we, find to-day can best be 
explained by the theory of the later insertion of the benches and the fact that they were 
sunk down about 18 inches below the level of the passsage, so as not to obstruct the view 
from the seats immediately behind.

We have no evidence as to whether there was an earlier gutter in front of the passage, 
but it is not by ai:y means improbable that there may have been one in order to hold the 
spring-water as well as to drain both the orchestra and the auditorium ; perhaps it may 
have been a broad and shallow one. W e shall see, on referring further on to the drain in 
the Skanotheka, that the levels lend themselves to such a supposition.
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Above the remains of the lower tiers of seats, still in position, the curved form of the Curved form of 

auditorium is still distinct!}- to be discerned I’ising up behind (see PI. II., Fig. 2  and rematns°Xove
PI. VIII.) and at a considerable height above the level of the orchestra (from 50 to 53 feet present sftits.
above the foundation course of the later steps of the portico) a flattening in the slope, which Indication of line

runs right round the curve, suggests the line of a wide passage way or diazoma. No
structural remains of this, however, have been found.

A pit dug across the present ridge at its highest point also failed to yield any
traces of a back wall or blocks of any description. It is possible that the auditorium may O riginal heigh t of
have extended a little higher than this point, but it seems unlikely that it could have A uditorium ,

reached much higher on account of the rapid slope downwards behind at the sides.

Pro. 2 6 .— Section through P assage ok L ower D iazoma at A rgos.

Presumably in a theatre of this size there were two diazomata. The lower one Presum ably there  

would probably have been comparatively narrow, more in the form of a slightly wider diazonmta 
footway as at Argos (Fig. 26), and its position would hardly be observable by any perceptible 
break in the line of the sloping bank to-day. The traces of an entrance in the east 
retaining wall, which will be alluded to further on, seem to point to some through con
nection at a point about half-way up between the level of the orchestra and that of the main 
diazoma.

I give here (Fig. 27) a restored plan of the auditorium showing the presumed arrange- R estored plan of 

ment of the seating and the diazomata, and also, to a larger scale, a section through the A uditorium , 

same (Fig. 2 8 ) showing the present line of the ground both at the centre and through the R estored section, 

middle of the second wedge of seats on the west sid e; and on this is also drawn a restoration 
of the seats and the diazomata, based on the evidence just alluded to. Twenty tiers of seats 
are restored between the passage behind the benches and the lower diazoma, and twenty more 
between this and the main diazoma; or, in each case, 2 1  including a row of benches in front Sizes of tie rs  of 

of each diazoma, making in all 4 2  clear tiers from the level of the passage to that of the 
main diazoma. These tiers are calculated on the average measurement of those still in position 
and have a rise of 1 foot 2  inches and a width of 2  feet 4  inches. After a very careful 
examination I concluded that the figures which I quote here were as nearly correct as it was 
possible to arrive at in the present condition of the seats and footstones, which are all more 
or less loose and few if any of which are absolutely unmoved.

A table is here given, showing how these contrast with similar measurements in other 
theatres:

seats.

Megalopolis
Argos
Epidaurus
Athens

width 2 ft. 4 inches, rise 1 ft. 2 inches
2  „ 3 
2 „ 5 
2 „ 5

1 „ 2
1 „ 2
1 „ 1

Table of sizes of 
seats in  o ther 

theatres.

The lower diazoma is drawn 5 feet 6  inches wide over all, on the calculation that the Lower diazoma. 
front of it would have been used as a seat, thus giving a net width, for the actual passage 
way, of from 3 feet 6  inches to 4 feet.
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M ain diazoma. The main diazoma is restored with a maximum widtli of 9 feet 0 inches across, the
front part, say 2  feet 0 inches, having been available for a seat or bench, thus leaving 7 feet 
(dear for the passage proper. A section is given of the diazoma at Epidaurus (Fig. 29), to 
which our example probably bore a close resemblance, and, for the sake of comparison, the 
rock-cut diazoma at Argos is also drawn (Fig. 30).

U p p er seats. A t the back of this diazoma a perpendicular wall about 5 feet high is shown, the top
of which forms the level of the cill of the first upper seat. Here again there may have been 
another bench as at Epidaurus. The upper seats are drawn slightly steeper, namely with a rise 
of 1 foot 4 inches and a width of 2 feet 3 inches, and the steeper slope of the ground on the 
west side above the diazoma level justifies this change of dimensions. The upper seats at

F ig . 27.— E ,e s t o r e d  P lan o f  the A uditorium.

Epidaurus average 2  feet 7 inches by 1  foot 4 inches, and at Argos 2  feet 1  inch by 1  foot
dum ber of upper 2  inches. Fifteen tiers of seats are restored above the level of the diazoma, calculated on

seats restored, the above sizes, or, including the bench in front, 1 6 , and behind them, a passage 4 feet 
5assage and w all G inches wide, and a wall or fence behind that again. At Argos there is no passage at the. 
behind, a t  top. i)ack, the seats having been cut out of the solid rock which goes sheer up behind. The same

is found at Athens. At Epidaurus where, as in our theatre, there was reasonable facility
of access from the top, we find a passage with a clear width of 4 feet 6  inches and a wall 
behind it. A t Epidaurus, the necessity for a wall is more apparent than here. There, the 
theatre is constructed on the side of a hill and the ground continues to rise behind it. Here, 
the upper part of the auditorium seems to have been mostly artificial and banked up for the 
purpose, and it slopes rapidly down behind, especially at each side.
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In our theatre, as at Epidaurus, the wedges of the seats were, presumably, divided into 
two above the level of the diazoma; and perhaps here, on account of the width of the lower 
wedges at top, for some distance below it also.

Wedges divided 
above diazoma.

A calculation of the number of people which this auditorium was capable of seating, 
based on the restoration of seats as shown on the restored plan and section (Figs. 27 and 28)

Total number of 
people whom 
auditorium 
could seat.

'L- ■ ■ ■■ .«■ ·8«Γ .

t  W3

F ig. 29.— Section through th e  D iazoha at E pidaubus.

and worked out on an allowance, in the ordinary seats, of 13 inches for each person—  
the allowance indicated by the marks cut on the risers of the seats at Athens— and of 16 inches 
in the benches, gives us a total of 19,700 persons.

M
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Tliis can bu subdivided as follows :—

Seats from Orchestra to lower diazoma 4,750 
Seats between lower and upper diazoma 7,730 
Seats above upper diazoma 7,220

Total 19,700

This theatre has thus been capable of accommodating about 20,000 people.

As this allowance of 13 inches per person seems at first sight so absurdly small, I have 
made enquiries with regard to the minimum space usually calculated for each person in a 
modern London Theatre. I am informed that although the minimum space per person, recog
nized by the County Council, is 18 inches, as a matter of practice, theatre managers find tliat 
in the pit and gallery, where the seats have no dividing arms, people can be got to occupy 
as small a space as 14 inches per person, and that 16 inches is a good allowance.

Retaining Walls. 
(P la tes V ., V II .,  
V I I I . ,  IX ., X .) 

E x ten t of existing  
remains.

Difference 
between east and 

w est walls.

Cause of th is 
difference.

E ast R etaining 
W all.

N ature of 
th e  wall.

(E). The Retaining Walls.

Remains of the retaining walls on each side of the auditorium still exist, on the east 
side rising to 40 feet above the level of the foundation course of the later steps of the portico, 
and on the west side to 36 feet above the same level. These walls have originally extended 
to at least the height of the main diazoma.

The east and west walls differ considerably. The difference has been caused to a 
slight degree on account of the nature of the site, but mainly by reason of the unusual 
treatment of the space generally occupied by the scene-buildings in a theatre, which in this 
case is taken up by the portico, necessitating the placing of the storage and retiring rooms 
on one side in front of the west retaining walls. Although, as has already been 
observed, the portico and portions of the Thersilion may have been used in connection with 
dramatic performances in the theatre, still the main building for the use of performers or at 
any rate for the storage of the scenery occupied the position just mentioned, 
and this space has been positively identified as having been constructed for 
this purpose.

The east retaining wall, which is parallel with the outer row of steps in 
the auditorium, is built of squared blocks of conglomerate in regular courses 
of an average height of 15 inches and of an average thickness of 2 feet Fro· 31.
2  inches. These blocks have ‘ swallow-tail ’ dowel holes (Pig. 31) at ends,
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thus showing that they have been bonded together; these dowels may have been probably Dowel holes. · 

either of bronze or of hard wood, but, as none have been recovered, we cannot say definitely 
what material they were made of. φ

The fall of earth from the upper part of the bank has pushed the wall out considerably, Bulge in  waW 

especially at its highest -point, but it has originally been a straight wall from its beginning, ^of^Jrth* 
beside the orchestra, outwards to its furthest point.

r

This wall abuts next the orchestra against a limestone pedestal (C), the capping of which Pedestal a t  end. 

has disappeared on this side; and the face of the base block of the pedestal practically lines with 
the edge of the first row of seats behind the passage, thus leaving a clear 
outlet from the end of the passage into the parodos (see Fig. 32). The 
pedestal block has a narrow draft margin worked on each face of its angles ; 
this margin is 1 ^ inch wide, and the rest of the surface is slightly rougher.
As the pedestal is thinner than the wall behind, the two angles of the wall, 
where it abuts against it, are splayed away to fit the thickness of the 
pedestal. The wall was covered on the top with a projecting limestone Coping of wall, 

coping (Fig. 33). About 71 feet along the wall from the face of this pedestal, a cross wall 
projects outwards nearly at right angles. Another cross wall, 25 feet further on, runs inwards Projecting cross 

and abuts on another wall parallel with, and 9 feet in from the face of the main wall. wal1'
This arrangement suggests an opening and an access to the Theatre from the outside at a 
higher level, the wall projecting outwards being a retaining wall banking up the approach Inner cross wall, 
at the higher level and separating it from the Parodos below; and on the main wall ^c<*g^to theatre 
itself, at the outer angle of the wall projecting inwards, there is, actually in position, a piece * ηιηβ
of a cill of white limestone (Fig. 34). This cill is about 23£ feet above the level of the Piece of cill.
foundation course of the later steps of the portico, or within a foot of the level at which we Level of same, 
have assumed the lower diazoma to have been situated; and by this way access must have

Pio. 33.
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Access led to  
lower diazoma.

B uttresses in  
wall.

In n e r wall.

A pproach to  main 
diazoma between 

walls.

Finish of wall 
a t  top.

Slope of bank 
behind.

W est re ta in ing  
wall.

Pedestal a t  end.

Capping on same.
Single wall for 

55 feet.

Double wall a fte r 
this.

F ro n t wall.

N atu re  of fron t 
wall.

H eigh t of fron t 
wall.

Back wall.

Cross wall 
a t  end.

Spurs of the  
A uditorium .

Difference of 
construction 
between east 
d west walls.
msons for this.

been obtained to the diazoma from without, on the east side. The remarkable correspondence 
of this point with another on the opposite side of the theatre, both in position and level, 
seems to afford considerable proof of some definite structural line in the 
auditorium at this particular part. Beyond this distance the main retaining wall 
has both external and internal buttresses at several points. These were rendered 
necessary on account of the depth of bank to be supported. There are also 
traces, behind the highest part of the wall, of another and inner wall parallel 
with this outer one. This suggests an approach to the main diazoma from 
behind, up the end of the embankment, as at Mantinea (Bull. Corr. Hellen.
XIY. PI. 17); or it may have been merely an additional support to relieve the 
front wall, where the bank was highest. We cannot however come to any 
very definite conclusion on this point as so much of the wall has disappeared.

As our object is primarily to ascertain tangible data, it would be useless, for the same 
reason, to go into any theories regarding the finish of this retaining wall on the top, nor 
need we consider what happened beyond the ridge of the theatre, further than to suggest 
that most probably the bank merely sloped down till it reached the general level of the 
surrounding ground, much as it does to-day, only from a greater height. A trench was dug 
to see if there were any traces of a wall at what might have been the line at the foot of 
this bank, but nothing was found.

The west retaining wall, like the other, abuts on a limestone pedestal (D) next the 
orchestra. This pedestal is very similar to the one on the other side and its capping, which 
was not in position, was found lying beside it. An examination of this capping shows that 
it has' no fixing marks on its top surface; so, presumably, there was nothing further in the 
way of finish above the capping—no figure or other decorative adjunct. The wall runs off 
at an angle to the axis of the theatre similar to that of the east wall, for a distance of 55 
feet from the pedestal. Here it finishes against a short wall at right angles to, and connecting 
the ends of two retaining walls beyond, which do not run at an angle with the axis 
of the theatre but are parallel to it. These walls are about 14 feet apart from face to 
face; they are built of double rows of blocks and have an average thickness of 4 feet.

The front wall rises straight up from about the level of the foundation course of the
later steps of the portico and the topmost course at present existing is 24 feet above that.
It is built of square blocks of conglomerate of an average size of 4 feet 6  inches long 'by
1 foot 3 inches high and in alternate courses of headers and stretchers. This seems to have 
been the usual method of building supporting walls with double thickness of blocks, at this 
period. We see the same arrangement in the blocks of the retaining walls of the Theatre 
at Athens, and in the wall supporting the Temple of Victory there. This front wall was 
probably never more than a course or two higher than its present level. In excavating in the 
space on the top of this wall, and between it and the second wall, traces of two small internal 
buttresses were found.

The foundations of the back wall commence 2 2  feet above the foundation course of 
the later steps of the portico, and its present greatest height is 1 1  courses or about 13£ feet. 
Except the two lower foundation courses, which are of conglomerate, this wall is built of beautiful 
square blocks of limestone with ‘ bull-nosed ’ faces somewhat similar to those in the west 
wall of the Thersilion. The blocks both of this wall and of the outer wall have been joined 
together with ‘ swallow-tail ’ dowels, like those in the east wall. Abutting on this wall, at 
its west end, is a short cross wall projecting out to the line of the front wall, which latter 
appears to continue along to join it under the present surface of the ground. About 13£ 
feet east of this cross wall, the west wall of the Skanothcka joins, at right angles, the front 
retaining wall.

Of the two spurs of hill forming the sides of the auditorium, judging from their appearance 
to-day, that on the east side seems more artificial than the one on the w est; and while the lines 
of the former must to a considerable extent have been made up by embanking, those of the 
latter were probably largely formed by cutting out the hill-slope, at least for a considerable height. 
Hence we find that a difference of construction has been followed in building the two walls; 
for while in the former case it was probably more convenient to build a thinner wall with 
internal cross stay walls at intervals and external buttresses, in the latter, cross walls of any 
considerable length could not so easily liavc been formed, especially low down, and so a greater
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general thickness was resorted to. Of course in the case of the Skanotheka it would presumably 
have been very inconvenient to have had external buttresses at all on its south side, and 
this also formed an additional reason for making the wall thicker; and the same reason would 
have applied to the upper wall, if, as we shall endeavour to show, the space between the two 
walls was used as a way of access to the theatre.

It seems not at all improbable that there was an access to the theatre on this west side as 
well as on the east, at what we have supposed may have been the level of the lower 
diazoma. This access would have started from the higher level of the ground at the west end 
of the Skanotheka and, passing along the inside of the top of the outer wall which was possibly 
finished with a parapet, it must have entered the theatre at the east end of the inner wall. 
The third course of the inner wall is of limestone and projects slightly so as to form 
a baseeourse, which would have been seen, over the two lower courses which are of 
conglomerate and purely foundations. The bottom of the projecting course gives us the 
probable level of the terrace between the two walls, a level which almost exactly tallies 
with that of the cill in the east wall. This terrace was probably level and there must have 
been either a sloping way or a flight of steps up to it at its west end, in the space between 
the end wall of the Skanotheka and the cross wall projecting outwards at the west end of 
our inner retaining wall. An access to the main diazoma on the west side was probably 
obtained round the back of the west spur of the auditorium, above the level of the top of 
this inner retaining wall.

Access to  Theatre 
on west side.

N atu re  and 
position of this 

access.

Terrace between 
fro n t and  back 

walls. ·

Access to  m ain 
diazoma.

ft

(F ). The Parados and the Skanotheka. Parados and  
Skanotheka. 

( P l a t e s  V ., V II ., 
V I I I . ,  IX ., and 

X .)
P a r o d o s .

On one side only. 
Question of gates.

In this theatre there is only one regular parodos, as at Taormina, and it occupies the 
space in front of that part of the east retaining wall, extending from the pedestal next the 
orchestra to the first cross wall outwards 71 feet east of it.

It is quite possible that there may have been gates of some description about this 
position, as at Epidaurus, etc., but, so far, nothing has come to light. 24 25 If gates existed it is 
likely that there would have been a wall or fence of some description connecting the 
south-east corner of the Thersilion with the gate pier nearest to it. I t is difficult to fix Slope of Parodos. 

accurately the relative levels of the ground outside at this point, but it must have been at 
least 3 feet 6  inches or 4 feet higher than the orchestra. This would give a slope downwards 
to the Orchestra of from 1  in 15 to 1  in 13.26

On the west side of the theatre, in the place which would naturally have been 
occupied by the other parodos, wre find a deep space enclosed by walls on three sides and 
open on the side towards the orchestra. Inscribed roof tiles, 20 found on this spot during the 
excavations, have enabled it to be identified as the ‘ Skanotheka,’ the storage place for the 
scenery, the ‘ scene dock ’ of a modern theatre. This arrangement appears to be contemporary with 
the building of the theatre, as the whole scheme of planning of the west retaining walls 
seems to be based on the necessity for providing such a space, and it would have been almost 
impossible to have satisfactorily arranged it afterwards in its present form. The north and 
west walls are of similar construction to the south wall— the front west retaining wall of 
the theatre—and they are all bonded into one another, the lines of the courses corresponding. 
The west wall is a retaining wall formed, when the space was cut out of hill-side, to support 
the higher ground behind. The north wall has a row of buttresses, alternately of single and 
double width, spaced at regular intervals all along the outside, and was an external wall. How 
these buttresses were finished at the top outside need not concern us here, as we have no 
evidence on which to restore them ; neither need we enter into the period and probable use 
of the very rough late wall along the outside of this and joined to it at each end.

S k a n o t h e k a . 

Position of this.

Identification.
Contemporary.

W alls.

W est wall. 
N o rth  wall.

24 To fully investigate this i t  will be “necessary to  dig steeper th an  I  have assumed. There was therefore, probably,
from 6 to 8 feet deeper than  has yet been done. a  level piece inside th e  gates, if such existed, before th e

25 A  piece of foundation wall, which has been discovered downward slope commenced or else th e  ground was 
th is  spring, east of and parallel w ith  th e  w all of th e  la te r  h igher outside th a n  I  have reckoned on.
proscenium, and which will be alluded to  in  a  fu rth e r note, 20 These tiles, judging from  th e ir  shape, seem to  have 
slopes upwards in to  the parodos w ith  a  rise approxim ately been th e  ordinary  sm all tiles used to  cover th e  jo in ts  of 
of 1— 10. This goes to  show th a t th e  inclination was th e  broad flat tiles of th e  roofing.

N
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The front west retaining wall of the theatre is carried along eastwards towards the 
orchestra as a south enclosing wall to the Skanotheka beyond the point where the cross wall 
connects this front wall with the back retaining wall, and it finishes opposite the line of the 
end of the north enclosing wall of this space and is joined to the lower single west retaining 
Avail of the theatre, by a short return at right angles, which abuts on it at a point about 

feet from the pedestal at its end. This piece of wall appears to have been constructed
of one thickness of blocks and to have had buttresses on its outside —  the face towards the 
theatre—much in the manner of the north enclosing wall.

No attention need be paid to the long hole, eight courses down from the top, near the 
west end of this south wall, as this has probably been caused by the roots of a large tree 
misplacing some of the stones here—this spot having been the level of the ground before 
the excavations were commenced—nor need the vertical groovings, which are to be found in 
various places, be considered, as they have been formed by the stems of climbing shrubs 
which have pressed into the wall during the course of their growth.

The walls of the Skanotheka are built of the squared blocks of rough conglomerate 
and, as this is not capable of being worked to a sharp arris at the angle, each stone 
has been coated with' stucco to give it a flat surface and each joint has been defined 
with a splayed arris (see Fig. 35). The surface of the conglomerate just shows 
in the centre of many of the blocks, although originally it was probably completely 
covered and has weathered to this extent. The blocks of conglomerate in the east 
retaining wall were probably coated in a similar way. This stucco coating stops on 
the north wall at a line level with the top of the slabs of the low foundation 
Avail in the Skanotheka, which seems to indicate that there has been a floor of 
some sort at this level. On the opposite Avail—the south wall— there are indica
tions of a similar finishing to this coating at a line about 18 inches higher than 
that on the north w all; and about a foot below this line is the foundation course of the 
south wall, consisting of a row of rougher stones. This would lead us to suppose that there 
were two levels of flooring in the Skanotheka.

How this place was divided up, if it was subdivided at all, it is almost impossible to 
say. There may have been a series of dressing-rooms against the south wall at the higher 
level, divided by thin partitions or screens and occupying about half the Avidth, and these 
might have opened down into a kind of general ‘ Green Room ’ at the lower level, but this 
must remain pure conjecture. Even the low foundation of slabs which runs along the length 
of the Skanotheka does not help us much, as it does not seem to have been ever anything 
more than it is at present. There are no traces of bonding into the end wall, above it, and 
this, combined with the nature of its top surface which is not carefully dressed level, seems 
to preclude the idea that it  ever carried a wall at all. A reference to the plan (Plate VII.) 
shows us that the axial line of this wall is just outside the line of the Portico, that is to
say, about 10 inches beyond the face of the first later step, or 4 feet beyond that of the
original step. It is quite possible that, when the theatre was used for dramatic representations, 
a line of scenery was placed along the front of the portico at about this position. This was 
probably supported behind by a series of temporary wooden stays and rested perhaps on a 
wooden cill. A further reference to the plan shows us that our toav of slabs in the Skanotheka, 
which stops, at the orchestra end, about 2 1  inches within the line at which the north- and 
south walls finish, has a length of 113 feet 10 inches. The exact length of the lowest step 
of the portico is 113 feet. Further, for about one-third of its length— that nearest the orchestra—  
the level of the top of these slabs is not more than 2 or 3 inches above that of the bottom 
of the first later step of the portico, and the level of the remaining two-thirds is about 1 0  

inches higher. 27 We ought also to observe, in this relation, that the level of the top of the 
curious group of three stones, marked κ on plan, which lie just outside the line of the end
of the Skanotheka walls, is exactly that of the top of the slabs at this end. This evidence
seems to lend itself very strongly to the idea that this row of slabs had a very direct 
connection with the scenery or, in other words, that it probably formed a foundation for 
supporting and storing it when the theatre was not in use for dramatic representations.

27 I  do no t m ain ta in  th a t  th is  higher level did n o t o rig inally  ru n  along the entire  leng th  of the  wall and th a t the 
upper slabs have merely disappeared along th e  rem aining th ird , b u t I  only mention th e  s ta te  in  which i t  has been found.
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It is unlikely that the scene would have been in one piece in its entire length; it may have 
been in at least three pieces, and it was probably not considered necessary to keep the whole 
of it, when stored in the Skanotheka, at the level at which it would have stood in the
orchestra, and so one-tliird was kept down, in order to be able to run it out easily, and the
remainder was lifted up a step higher inside, hence the drop in the wall. This probably
applied also to the floor of the Skanotheka, which would not have been excavated to a greater
depth than was actually necessary and might have been of different levels in its length.

The three stones behind the stylobate wall, with the holes in them (see Plate XI.), 
probably had their use in connection with the shifting of the scenery. Three pits, of which 
these formed the foundations, may have been sunk in the floor of the portico and in them 
may have been fixed, when required, the posts for supporting the tackle for moving 
the scene.

It is of course quite possible that the foundation of slabs in the Skanotheka may have 
belonged to the scene arrangements of a temporary stage or of the later proscenium as well, 
or may even have been constructed in connection with this latter, although that is hardly likely. 
The opening or break in the foundation of the west return wall of the later proscenium, 
opposite the end of this row of slabs, is not without significance in this connection, although 
of course it may be purely accidental— the stone having perhaps only been displaced. If it 
was left intentionally open, it would have enabled the scenery to have been run along and
then raised up to the level of the top of the stage or proscenium, to which it may have
formed a background in front of the pillars of the portico. I, however, merely mention this 
as a possible idea, and must leave the burden of arguing out the points for or against its 
probability to those who have more acquaintance with the arrangements of the scene in a 
Greek Theatre than I can pretend to have.

Of the curious arrangement of stones, marked E on plan (PI. VII.), and which 
lies just outside the line of the ends of the Skanotheka wall, it is necessary to say a few
words. These may probably also have had something to do with supporting a part of
the mechanism of the scene, but whether they did this or not it is likely from their positions 
that they played some part in the arrangements for closing in the end of the Skanotheka 
towards the orchestra. Similar foundations are found at Eretria on each side of the scene 
buildings, and there they appear to have had a very distinct connection with the scene.

The track, which runs in a diagonal line across under the floor of the Skanotheka, 
possibly held a tile drain similar to the one found in the Temenos of Zeus Soter or like the 
one used to carry off the water from the gutter of the Theatre at Eretria. In its present
form it is quite late, perhaps of the Roman period, as a branch of it comes from the inside
of the later proscenium, and as the stones composing its sides show traces of mortar. It is 
probably a repair to the earlier drain which carried away the water from the gutter round 
the orchestra. There is however no direct connection now remaining between the two.28 
A curious point to notice about this drain is the fact that, unless it has been deeper than 
we have been able to conclude from the remains now existing, the average level of its cill, 
where it passes through the Skanotheka, has been slightly above that of the cill of the 
gutter round the orchestra, and it has no definitely apparent slope either way. The only 
possible explanation of this, until further evidence is forthcoming, is that the drain was
made to carry off the water of an original and perhaps shallow gutter in the theatre, which
may have existed before the present benches and gutter were added ; and that as the drain 
had been constructed in its whole length with a fall to suit this earlier gutter, which might 
easily have been from 1 foot to 18 inches above the level of the present one, it was simply 
altered by being run out at the lower level, without any fall, from the end of the later gutter 
till it met its old line of slope—perhaps at the north wall of the Skanotheka beyond which 
point it has not been traced.

The Skanotheka was undoubtedly covered in, as we know from the inscribed tiles which 
have been found, but no traces remain, on the south wall, of corbels or holes for beams. 
Doubtless these were quite near the top of the wall, where the courses are now incomplete. 
Without more evidence it is useless to discuss the arrangement of the roofing.
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26 From the  present evidence which we have, i t  is impossible to  say definitely w hether i t  was an  ou tle t or an inlet 
drain ; the chances are however in  favour of its  having been an  outlet, as no o ther drain  has been found.



48 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS. [c h a p . m .

Access from  Between the north wall of the Skanotheka and the portico is a space measuring
outside. 7  feet 6  inches to the end of the first later step. This must have served as a way of 

access to the Skanotheka. The space between the western part of the south wall of the 
Thersilion and the north wall of the Skanotheka—a distance of about 15 feet across from the 
face of the former wall to the buttresses of the latter—forms the means of communication 
between this point and the outside. There may perhaps have been gates across this passage 
way opposite the south-west angle of the Thersilion, but no traces of such have been discovered. 
It seems hardly likely that this way was used as a general means of access to the Theatre, 
although it may have been used for that purpose also.
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(G). The Later Proscenium.

Projecting a considerable distance into the orchestra from the face of the portico was a 
Later Proscenium, the stylobate of which still exists. 29 It has been of the column fronted 
type and was somewhat similar to those found in other Greek theatres, such as at Epidaurus, 
Athens, Zea, Eretria, and Oropos, but its position in relation to the curve of the auditorium 
is much further forward than those at any of these places.

The stylobate consists of two courses of slabs, one above the other, of limestone similar 
to that in use elsewhere, but with less white and more of a purple tone in it. These 
stones, as far as can be judged from the nature of their detail, have, presumably, belonged to 
a small building of about the same period as our portico, and have been re-used here. 
They consist principally of stylobate slabs, and have fillets on their edges somewhat similar to 
those on the original steps of our portico. We are able to make out that they came from 
a stylobate of at least two steps, the lower one with a 6 f  inch riser and a 1 0 £ inch tread, 
and the upper one with a 7 \  inch riser and measuring about 2  feet 7 inches across on 
the top, and in their original position they had been joined together with |—| cramps, much 
in the same manner as those of our portico have been. On the east return of this proscenium 
foundation there is also an architrave block of the Doric order, with remains of guttae, &c., 
and evidently from the same building. This measures 3 feet 5^ inches across the face —  the 
size from centre to centre of one triglyph— and is 1 foot lO f inches deep.

These stones, when re-used for the stylobate of this proscenium, were not cramped together 
in any way nor were they ranged in any particular order, care having been taken merely to 
have a continuous straight line along the front edge of the upper row.

On the west return, near the steps of the portico, is a door cill fixed at a slightly higher 
level. This is the position in which a door would naturally have been placed in order to get 
direct communication between the back of the proscenium and the Skanotheka; and in the 
corresponding position to this on the east return, where the top foundation course has disappeared, 
there may have been another door giving access from, the parodos.

The drain gulley, on the inside of the south-west corner of the wall, shows that provision 
had been made for draining this enclosure.

F ig. 3 6 .— R e s t o b e d  P l a n  o p  t h e  C o l u m n  F b o n t .
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The front of this proscenium consisted of a row of fourteen columns (see Fig. 36) 
standing between antae at either end, and with a short piece of plain wall between these 
and each comer, and in this respect it especially resembled the one at Eretria, as distinct 
from those at Epidaurus, Athens, and Zea, which had projecting wings, also with columns, at 
each end. The level of the top of the stylobate is slightly lower than the underside of the

29 The Thersilion was probably  in  a  m ore or less ru inous condition a t  th e  tim e th is  proscenium was erected, 
and perhaps th e  p illars of th e  portico had alm ost en tire ly  disappeared.
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first step of the portico, by about 2  inches, and the level of the orchestra in front must have 
been several inches below this again as this stylobate seems to. show an apparent step towards 
the orchestra side. The columns were all fixed into the stylobate by iron dowels, having a

section of |  inch by \  inch, run in with lead; and they 
were spaced equally along the front at a distance of 5 feet 
1 0 £ inches from centre to centre. 30 The marks of this spacing 
are still visible in the shape of a nick cut into the edge 
of the stylobate opposite the spot where each column has 
been fixed. The columns, which were of marble, were built 
up in pieces of various lengths and had the usual fillets on 
each side for adjusting the ‘pinakes,’ and, while the columns 
taper slightly towards the top, these fillets slope slightly out
wards, so that the openings must have been about inches 
narrower at top than at bottom (see Fig. 37). The longest 

piece of a pillar remaining measures 7 feet 8  j- inches, and it has two dowel holes on the 
top. Probably this was a monolith and a capital rested immediately on the top of it, but no 
remains either of this or of the entablature have been found.

These proscenia must have been all more or less alike, so it is very probable that this 
one resembled to a considerable degree that of Oropos— the most perfect example left— only, 
judging by what remains, it must have been somewhat rougher and coarser in detail. Five 
portions of columns were found, practically in position, on the stylobate, thus tending to 
show that this proscenium must have been in use till quite late. I am informed that these 
must however have been lifted, as in every case the dowels had been removed. The pillars 
were intended to have been fluted, but this has never been carried out and only about 2  ̂
inches of a start round the bottom is so cut, and, above this, the surface is roughly dressed 
(see Fig. 37). I carefully examined all the stones on the front of the stylobate of this 
proscenium to see if there were any marks of cuttings or pin holes for door hinges, but I 
could discover no 3igns of such sinkings.

F i g . 37.— D e t a il s  o p  P il l a r s .
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((?'). Appendix.—Note on the Lower Foundation Course o f the Later Proscenium.

During the spring of 1892 a rather remarkable discovery has been made on the line 
of this proscenium, particulars of which have been handed to me by Mr. Ernest Gardner, and 
which will be referred to more in detail in another chapter, but, as it has a more or less direct 
structural bearing, a few comments may be made on it here. The discovery relates to the 
stones forming the lower course of the stylobate of this later proscenium. Some of the 
upper stones on being turned over revealed, on the top of the course below, traces of an 
incised line parallel with the front face, and behind this line, at intervals, oblong sinkings as if 
for posts. This discovery put a special significance on the stone with a groove in it which 
was lying to the west of the proscenium and to which no particular importance had originally 
been attached, and on excavating on the other side, to the east of the proscenium, a stretch 
of similar grooved stones was found about 2 1  feet long and sloping up the parodos at an 
inclination of about 1  in 1 0 . These stones have been drawn in on the plans of the Theatre 
(Plates V. and VII.). It was, I understand, considered inadvisable to turn over all the 
stones of the stylobate, but a careful plan was made of what had been discovered and this is 
reproduced (PI. VII., Fig. 2 ). It is not claimed that this row of slabs is contemporary with 
the Theatre, but it is at any rate earlier than the later proscenium which was constructed 
over it, and it undoubtedly shows an arrangement, either for a continuous scene at this point, 
or for a temporary wooden stage supported on posts and boarded in front. Judging from 
what has been exposed, the posts seem to have been spaced at intervals of about 1 0 |· feet 
apart, but not altogether regularly. The capping stone, which had been re-used for the 
stone at the west end, shows a contour apparently of later Greek or even Roman times. As 
the edges of the slabs are all dressed to a fair line along the front, it is evident that this front 
line must have been at least exposed if it did not stand up an inch or two above the ground
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before it. As the whole foundation is evidently of a somewhat late time, its discovery need 
not perceptibly affect any argument in favour of either a contemporary scene, or a stage 
further back against the portico.

(H). Miscellaneous Fragments, etc.

In front of the west end of the later proscenium are a few slabs which may indicate the 
corner of a still later erection, perhaps a regular Roman stage, which would have occupied an 
analogous position to the one in the Theatre at Athens; but, although these slabs are sufficiently 
regularly laid to warrant such an assumption, they are too fragmentary to be relied on as 
conclusive evidence of the existence of such a structure. The positions of the two pedestals 
just in front of this line, the rough irregular way in which they have been set down and the 
fact that their base stones, especially in the case of the one on the west side, do not corre
spond in level with the kerb of the gutter adjoining them, all point to the likelihood of their 
having been set there in quite late times, in fact to their having been shifted from other 
positions in order to make room for such a stage.

Scattered about in the orchestra and its vicinity are a number of stones of various 
descriptions, the original positions and uses of which are more or less a matter of conjecture. 
It is well that these should be recorded here, so that in case 
of further evidence turning up in the future, or by reason of 
finds of a similar nature in other theatre excavations, their 
definite place in the fabric may yet be discovered.

At the east end of the proscenium lies a large slab 
which has a semicircular piece cut out of it  (Fig. 38). This 
slab, which is of marble, seems to have been originally used 
for some other purpose— perhaps as part of a pavement or 
stylobate— and to have had the semicircle cut into it later, 
probably to serve as the lintel of a circular headed opening.
In front of the proscenium are lying three voussoir stones of 
an arch, with fascias and mouldings worked on both faces 
(Fig. 39). They are of limestone, have been dowelled to
gether, and are of careful workmanship and refined detail
They have belonged to an arch with a radius of about 4 feet 6  inches—perhaps the entrance 
to the parodos. Several pieces of small cornices are also lying about. Turn varieties are shown 
on Fig. 40. It is difficult to ascribe an approximately exact date to either of these. One 
or other of them may have belonged to the cornice 
of the proscenium. There are also two pieces of moulded 
coping stone (Fig. 41), one of which has the inscrip
tion ΞΕΝΙΣΚΑ XAIPE cut on its face. These have 
evidently formed part of a continuous basis and have 
been joined together by |—-j cramps. They are of 
marble and the contour of the moulding and the quality 
of the workmanship suggest that they have belonged 
to an example of a good Roman period. On the stylo
bate of the later proscenium a piece was found standing of a late small circular pedestal of the 
form shown in Fig. 42.

Lying close up to and nearly in the centre of the face of the proscenium, is a piece of an 
unfinished circular drum of a column, which has been dressed fair for about inches down
from its top bed, and, below that, roughly cut. It has two dowel holes, each 2  inches square, 
cut in on the top bed and it is broken away on its underside. Its present depth is 1  foot 
9- inches, and it measures 2  feet 5 inches across the top. It is quite possible that this may 
have beeen an upper drum, immediately under the capital, belonging to one of the pillars of 
the Thersilion. The lower drum, still in position in the Thersilion, has a diameter of 2  feet

F ig . 39.



CHAP, ία ] ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS. 51

1 0 £  inches. There are other stones lying about, notably some long plain blocks, one 9 feet O ther stones,

long, and another 6 feet long, but the above are the only ones which have sufficiently ft

• BLOCK -3 * O& LO N O

F ig . 40. F ig. 41.

marked characteristics to warrant our noticing them in detail. A drawing is also given
(Fig. 4 3 )  of one of the red terra-cotta roofing tiles, which is now preserved in the Museum. Roofing tile.

§ 4 . T h e  G r e a t e r  a n d  L e s s e r  A l t a r s .

About 127 feet west of the Thersilion, and parallel with its west wall, are the remains G b e a t b b  A l t a b . 

of a large oblong basis which seems undoubtedly to have been an altar (Fig. 4 4 ) .  It measures Position.

3 6  feet 3 inches long by 6 feet 5 inches broad, and its north end is about 4  feet south of Size,

the line of the north wall of the Thersilion (see PI. V.). The level of the top of the eill is Level,

l l i  inches below the top of the foundation course of the later steps of the Portico, or 5 feet
8-̂ · inches under the level of the stylobate of the same.

■ ■ » · jjOfEeT P l a n

• 1- 73·
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W e s t  · 5 i d e  ·

F ig . 44.— Th e  Gbeateb A ltab.

These remains consist of a projecting cillcourse of squared stones,. and on the top of 
this a course of upright slabs consisting of triglyphs and metopes. Over this there was pro
bably a cornice or coping which has entirely disappeared. The material is conglomerate and 
the exposed surfaces, both of the cillcourse and of the upright stones, have been covered over 
with a coating of stucco about \  inch thick, traces of which are still to be seen. As far as I 
was able to observe, none of the stones were cramped together.

The cill stones are in comparatively regular lengths, a joint coming under about the 
centre of each metope. The upright stones also are of equal size, each stone consisting of a 
metope and a triglyph, and their average thickness is about 1 foot. The inside of the altar, 
behind these stones, seems to have been filled in with large river pebbles. There seem to
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have been no cross walls inside, and this goes to show that the basis could not have been used 
to support sculpture or other such heavy weight and must therefore have been an altar. 
It seems almost certain that the triglyplis 
and metopes were made for this position and 
were not removed from some other structure.
Many things point to this conclusion. First, 
the materials; for if they had been used struc
turally elsewhere they would have been made 
of better material, such as tufa, if coated with 
stucco, or limestone: second, their construc
tion and especially the thinness of the stones; 
for if  they had originally belonged to an en
tablature they would have been much thicker.
Then again we find that the metopes are equal 
in width along each side, while at each end 
they are 5 inches wider. This also, I think, 
shows that they were made for this position, 
and that the end ones were made wider on 
purpose. The triglyphs are of the later form.
They are long and thin, being in the proportion 
of 7 in height to 4 in width. This is the 
same proportion as those of the Stoa of Philip, 
while those of the Portico are 6  to 4. The 
tops of the sinkings are no longer cut up behind 
but are splayed down, and here again they re
semble those of the Stoa of Philip. The line
of the upper fascia is at the same level on the triglyph as on the metope—also a later 
characteristic. The metope is inches higher than its width. The detail (Fig. 45) shows 
the slabs as they exist without the stucco, and due allowance must be made for this, on 
comparing it with other examples, as, with the stucco coating, the sinkings would not appear of 
the exaggerated width that the drawing indicates. It is likely that the cornice or coping was of 
limestone, but, whether this took the form of a complete Doric 
cornice, or was merely a simple moulding, it is impossible to 
say without evidence.

This metope and triglyph treatment was not unusual 
on altars. Many altars are so represented on vases (see 
J. H. S., vol. xi., pi. VI., and p. 226), and there is at Olympia 
a circular drum about 4 feet in diameter which is so treated 
and which was perhaps part of an altar.

■51. 1.1 »l° w*
F ig . 45.— Detail of the Greater A ltar.
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F ig . 46.—T he L esser A ltar.

About 190 feet east of the Thersilion, and very nearly 
in a line with the centre of its east wall (see PL V.), is 
another but smaller basis, also evidently that of an altar 
(Fig. 46). It measures 1 1  feet long and 6  feet broad. The 
level of the top of its cill is 7 feet 7 inches under that 
of the stylobate of the Portico of the Thersilion, or 2  feet
1 0  inches below the top of the foundation course of its later steps. This basis has been 
built of plain conglomerate blocks resting on a cill of the same material. The cill and some 
of the blocks remain in position, but the coping has disappeared. These stones have also 
had a coating of stucco.

§ 5 . T h e  T e m e n o s  o f  Z e u s  S o t e r .

The remains of this Temenos, which have been laid bare during the recent excavations, 
consist principally of foundation walls ; it is possible however from an examination of these to get 
a good general idea of the extent and arrangement of the buildings, although, on account of the
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paucity of architectural fragments, the nature of the superstructure must be left almost entirely 
conjectural.

The material employed has been mostly conglomerate,31 It has been used for the 
foundations generally, and also for the upright walling, the surface of which has had a stucco 
coating.

The site lies nearly east and west. The main entrance was on the east side, and was 
approached from the lower level of the ground outside by an inclined plane. This led up to an 
outer porch or propylaeum projecting from the main face of the eastern wall. In this wall was the

entrance, consisting presumably of three gateways and 
opening into a double stoa which went round a square 
open court. Cutting through this stoa in the centre of 
the west side, opposite the entrance, was the temple itself, 
the portico of which projected into the court. In the 
middle of the court, in front of the temple, stood a large 
oblong basis. Round the sides of the court ran an open 
gutter for holding water, which was brought to it, from a 
lead pipe outside the Temenos on the north, by a tile drain 
which ran underneath the floor of the stoa. To the outside 
of the north wall are the remains of a piece of paving in 
which the lead pipe was embedded, and in the north wall, 
beside this, a dressed cill nearly level with the pavement. 

i. ? - . . : rgj The remains of the main enclosing walls of the
I ' - ' -  ' [ l|i g= j Temenos (see Fig. 47) consist of a level cillcourse

running all round, the top of which has been about level 
with the floor of the stoa. It is built of blocks averaging 
3 feet 8  inches wide by 1 0  inches deep. These blocks have 
been joined together by swallow-tailed dowels, two in the 
width of the block. The wall over this is from 3 feet to 3 

feet 3 inches thick, 32 and all that remains to-day is the course of upright blocks which is 3 feet 2 inches 
high. The blocks average 4 feet 2  inches in length, and there are two in the thickness of the wall. 
These blocks have also been connected with one another by swallow-tailed dowels. Their backs do 
not seem in all cases to have abutted close to each other, and there is frequently a space of several 
inches between them. These upright stones show a sunk margin round three sides of their face. 
This margin measures on the rough 3 inches in width, and the panel in the centre projects about 
half an inch beyond their face. On the finished face of the stucco the margin has been from 2 -jT 
inches to inches wide.

The foundations only of the inclined plane and the propylaeum, forming part of the main 
entrance in the centre of the east enclosing wall, now remain. This sloping way must have been

veiy similar to the one belonging to the Propylaeum of the Hieron at 
Epidaurus. The level of the foot of the sloping part of its founda
tion is 6  feet below that of the floor of the stoa, and its inclination 
upwards is 1  in 5 j. At the foot of its north foundation wall, the 
only one which has been completely excavated, was found a piece 
of white limestone capping. This is not in position; it may have 
belonged to a pedestal or an anta. The mouldings go round 
three sides of it, the fourth side is quite plain (Fig. 48).

The east wall of the Temenos below the level of the stoa 
floor, especially in its southmost portion, is carefully built of squared 
blocks in regular courses, and looks as if it had always been intended 

to be exposed. There are at least three courses under the general cillcourse level b u ilt, in 
this careful and regular manner, and the bottom of the lowest of these is about level with the foot
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beyond the face of the first step is clearly defined. This line is 3^ inches in from the edge 
which is dressed down fair on its vertical face for inches and below that point is roughly 
bull-nosed. The vertical face of the butt joint at the end has the usual dressed margin. This 
margin measures 3£ inches wide at the back and front, and 1 -J inches at the top. The 
limestone course projects 5 inches beyond the conglomerate foundation under, both at the back 
and front.

In a line with the west face of the court is the foundation of the front wall of 
the pronaos.. This measures 3 feet 10 inches in width and is several courses deep. 
Further in is the foundation, 3 feet 9 inches wide, of the east wall of the naos 
proper; and extending between the two were several narrow foundation walls, 1  foot 9  

inches wide, for the purpose of supporting the pavement of the pronaos. Portions ot 
four of these are still remaining, and they are built of roughly squared limestone blocks.

Distinct indications, of the entrance doorway are seen on the foundation of the 
east w all; in front are two small projections l  foot 6  inches broad, one on either side, 
and these look as if  they had been intended to support the projecting blocks of a moulded 
architrave running round the door. On the inside of the wall, in the centre, there is a 
piece of foundation projecting about 1 foot. This seems to be of the full width of the doorway 
and was evidently used to carry the wide door-cill. It is 6  feet 6  inches long.

The foundations of the side walls of the naos also exist, and they measure about
3 feet 3 inches broad. On the south side, the foundation wall is at least 8  courses 
deep. It is, like the others, a well-built wall of squared blocks in regular courses, each 
course averaging about 1  foot 6  inches deep.

The back wall of the temple has disappeared; there is, however, one stone \lying  
on the inside of the north wall and in a line with the west enclosing wall .of the 
Temenos, but it is extremely doubtful if this is in its original position. It is, however, 
very likely that the temple did not extend further west than this line.

Inside the naos on either side are foundation piers averaging 2 feet 9 inches square, 
and these are situated in lines about 2  feet 3 inches away from the side walls. Four of
them remain on the north side and two on the south. They probably supported internal
pillars. On the south side, in the position which a third pier would have occupied, are the 
remains of a strong foundation running in at right angles to the south wall. This may have 
been merely the foundation for the pier over, and was probably built thus strongly on account 
of the untrustworthy nature of the ground by its proximity to the deep river bed; or it may 
have formed, in addition, part of the foundation of a large basis inside the temple, which 
probably existed as a pedestal for a great figure of Zeus.

A portion of the superstructure of the north temple wall still remains. This consists, 
on the outside, of upright blocks similar to those on the stoa w all; inside there is a lower 
course 1 foot 4 inches high, the top of which was probably about level with the temple 
floor.

Projecting from the west enclosing wall of the Temenos at right angles are two walls 
9 feet 9 inches long. One of these is in a line with the north wall, and the other is T4 
feet 8 inches south of i t ; and running northwards, at right angles to the northmost of these two 
walls, is another wall 9 feet long. There are no traces of an entrance into the Temenos at this 
corner, and it is almost impossible to say what the purpose of these walls could have been. 
They may have had some connection with the Stoa Aristandreios, which, according to the 
description of Pausanias, must have abutted on to our Temenos at about this point. The en
croachments of the river bed have however made it impossible to verify this.

In the triple stoa to the north of the temple and, abutting 
against the temple wall on the line of the inner row of pillars, is a 
piece of limestone stylobate three stones in length (Fig. 51). It is 

- 2  feet 9 j  inches broad and has dowel holes on top. The two oblong 
holes on the slab next the wall, look as if they had been used for 
fixing a square block over—part of an anta, perhaps; while those on 
the outer block— a square one in the centre, placed diagonally, and an 
oblong one on each side—suggest that a circular base or pillar had stood here. Between these two 
sets of dowel holes is the usual raised panel with the rougher top surface and the smoothly dressed 
margin on either side, which in this case is 4 inches broad. The stylobate blocks are 10 inches
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thick and their vertical face is dressed down fair on each side for 3̂ - inches. Under the stylobate E x ten t of Stylo- 

is a rough foundation course of conglomerate. This stylobate evidently was a continuous one Nature^ pillars 
between the temple and the north wall of the stoa, as we find further remains of the foundation on it. 
still existing. The pillars may have been close together on this line and may have supported a ‘
stone architrave, but with the scanty remains to hand it is impossible to come to a definite ♦  *
conclusion regarding this.

At the point marked V on plan, was found a square limestone base 3 feet O f inches Single foundation 

square and 1  foot 1  inch thick. This has three holes on the top, one in the centre 3 inches ase'
square, and one on either side inch by 2  

inches. This block evidently stood on the top 
of the adjoining foundation pier. At the point 
marked W on plan, several architectural fragments A rchitectural 

were found. These consist of a Doric capital 
(Fig. 52), a fragment of an Ionic base (Fig. 53), 
and a piece of an attached Ionic semi-column 
(Fig. 54). They are all of tufa (poros) and have 
been coated with stucco. To the north of the 
portico of the temple, at the point marked T on 
plan, a large slab of limestone was discovered. Lim estone slab.
It measures 4 feet 6  inches long by 3 feet 5 
inches broad, and is 1 1  inches deep. The top 
has a 2  inch dressed margin going all round and 
inside this is a raised panel with a rougher surface.
The vertical face on every side is dressed down

Y IT
P· J  \ o'A

w .
• E L E V A T IO N

2' - lW~
■ PLAN- -F1G:52-

F ig s . 52, 53 a x d  54.

•nC:54·
fair for 4 j  inches and the remainder is bull-nosed.
There are no holes of any kind on the top. It is 
very doubtful whether it is in its original position. 

Adjoining this is another larger stone which is 4 feet 6  inches wide by about 9 feet 6  inches long.

AVhile the general lines and arrangements of this temenos and temple are very clear, it 
is almost impossible to attempt more than a very conjectural restoration of the whole structure.

Although the encroachments of the river bed have washed away the south side of the 
stoa, one is justified in assuming that it existed, as there still remains at the east end a small 
corner of the inner foundation wall and of the gutter, and on the west side, adjoining the 
portico of the temple on the south, there is another fragment of the gutter in position. 
The stoa had a double row of columns, and the inner row, on account of the wide spacing 
of the pillars apart, must have supported wooden beams which, in their turn, no doubt carried 
a wooden roof. These columns, it is reasonable to suppose, were, like those in the Stoa of 
Philip, of the Ionic order, and one of our few architectural fragments— the piece of an Ionic 
base (Fig. 53)—may have belonged to one of the pillars. The plain square base stone found at V, 
which, as has been already mentioned, has holes on the top, shows slight traces of a circular line 
indicating a diameter of about 2 feet 9-|- inches. This is probably the line of the moulded 
Ionic base belonging to a column which would have measured about 2  feet 2  inches diameter, 
or somewhat less than those in the Stoa of Philip, and, as the spacing of the columns apart 
is here slightly less than in that stoa, it is quite natural to assume that the pillars were of a 
smaller diameter. The small fragment of base found would suit a pillar of about the diameter 
mentioned. The columns round the court may have been either the same distance apart as the 
inner ones and like them have supported wooden beams, or, more probably, they were closer together 
— three bays to every one in the inner row— and supported a stone architrave. This outer order 
may have been Doric, and the capital found at W (Fig. 52) possibly belonged to one of the columns. 
It is slightly smaller than those of the Stoa of Philip would have been, and has belonged to 
a column having a diameter at its base of from 2 feet 3 inches to 2 feet 4 inches.

The outer wall of the Temenos was probably unpierced by windows, and in the centre 
of the east side were the three doorways of entrance, the middle one about G feet wide and 
those on either side about 4 feet. The porch beyond was probably closed at sides and may 
have had a triple opening in front divided by columns, to which access was obtained by the 
stone-paved sloping approach beyond.
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Portico of Temple. The portico of the temple was probably hexaetyle and may have been also of the Doric
order, but of this we have no proof. It has had a stylobate of three steps giving a width of 

Pronaos. about 3 feet on the top for the pillars to rest on. 35 Four columns in antis probably separated 
this portico from the pronaos. The pavement may have been level through to the door, where 
there was possibly a low step, or this step may have run along the front of the pillars of the 

Doorway. pronaos, but on this point we have no direct evidence. The door into the temple has been about
Piers inside. (j feet G inches wide.31'' The piers in the naos on either side suggest rows of pillars, or they

may have merely supported pedestals, but here again we have no direct evidence to help us.

F ig . 55.— C o n j e c t u r a l  R e s t o r a t io n  o f  t h e  T e m e n o s .

C ontinuous stylo- The continuous stylobate to the inner row of columns in the triple stoa at the west end
,>ate stoaTnp5e of the Temenos suggests the probability that here the pillars may have been closer together, like

those round the court, and that this part of the stoa may have been enclosed with doors or grilles
A ttached column. ancl used for some special purpose. The piece of attached Ionic semi-column, found at W (Fig. 54),

35 The tem ple of Despoina, a t  Lycosoura, which is abou t th e  pillars are about 2 feet 6 inches diam eter between th e  
the  same w idth as th is  one, has a  portico of s is  Doric flutes a t  the ir base.
columns resting  on a  stylobate 3 feet 1 inch in  w idth , and  3,1 This is the  w idth of th e  doorway a t  Lycosoura.



CHAP. III.] ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS. 59

might have been part of this arrangement, although it is hardly likely, as it is so very small, unless, 
what is not improbable, this end was two stories in height. It is much more likely that it belonged 
to the exedra on the north side where the cill is—if exedra it has been— and was used there much 
iu the same manner in which we find columns of similar detail employed in the Exedrae of the 
Stoa of Philip. Moreover the diagonal dowel hole in the centre of the stylobate of the inner 
row suggests circular pillars there, although there are no traces of a circular weather line as is 
the case on the detached base stone at Y.

It is practically impossible, with the scanty evidence before us, to give an idea of the date im possible to  fix 
of this structure. The general construction and the materials are much the same as what we find c*ate· 
elsewhere on the site of Megalopolis. On the small portion of the limestone foundation of the 
portico stylobate we sec that the n  cramp has been employed as in the later work in the 
Thersilion Portico. In the conglomerate the swallow-tailed dowel appears to have been generally 
used, as in the retaining walls of the Theatre. The scanty architectural details, from the N atu re  of arch i- 
nature of their lines, point to a later rather than an earlier period in the history of Megalopolis. tectural details. 

How late, it would be rash to say. The character of the detail of the Ionic base is similar to 
that of the one in the Stoa of Philip. The contour and proportion of the Doric capital 
indicate a later type than that of the Thersilion Portico. The only clue to an approximate Only clue to  date, 
date is obtained from the description in Pausanias, by the names there given of the sculptors 
of the statue group. And while this might fix the period of the erection of the statues, 
it need not necessarily include the whole structure, which may have been in existence before 
that time. I will, however, leave this to be discussed elsewhere.

, § 6 . T h e  S t o a  o f  P h i l i p .

A l t h o u g h  the whole area of this stoa has not been completely excavated, enough has 
been cleared to enable its extent to be seen, and the nature of its plan to be worked out. 
The remains comprise principally, the foundations of the stylobate, a portion of the stylobate 
and pillars at the extreme south-east corner of the front, the lower part of the side and back 
walls, and the foundations of the internal rows of pillars, with, in a few instances, the bases 
of the columns still in position on their top. The stoa has consisted of a long colonnade of 
Doric pillars in front, having a projecting wing at each en d ; inside these, were two rows of 
pillars of the Ionic order, and at the sides and back were walls. Attached to the back wall 
were two exedrae, which were connected with the stoa by openings through this wall. 
Conglomerate is the material which has been used for the foundations generally, and 
for the walls mainly, and white limestone has been employed for the stylobates, bases, and 
pillars. The capitals of the Ionic pillars have been made of marble.

The stoa lies almost east and west, and faces south.
The enclosing walls have been built in the usual way. Resting on the foundations is 

a cillcourse, the top of which has, practically, been the 'floor level. It is about 2  feet 
9 inches wide and 9 inches deep. Immediately above it is the course of upright blocks, 
two in the thickness of the wall. This course measures 2  feet 4 inches across, and is 2  feet 
8  inches high. The blocks, which average 3 feet l l £  inches long, are made of conglomerate, 
and have been panelled on the face and coated with stucco. They have been joined together 
at top by |—| cramps. Above this is a limestone course 6 i  inches thick and 2  feet GJ 
inches wide. The blocks composing this are also panelled on face. Nothing exists to-day of 
the walls above this level. There arc certain slight but apparent variations in the construction 
of these walls which may indicate later repairs.

The foundation of the stylobate of the external pillars is built of conglomerate slabs. 
This foundation has an average width of 5 feet, and both |— | and i—i cramps have been used 
in its construction. In the west wing it has a depth of at least five courses below the level of the 
first limestone slab of the stylobate (see PL XV. Fig. 3, 0). It is extremely probable that the level 
of the ground in front has always been, as we find it to-day, considerably lower at the west end of 
the stoa than at the east, and that the face of this foundation was intended to be seen. The 
upper course is built of single stones in the thickness of the wall. These are about
3  feet long and l  foot 2  inches deep, and have been joined together by |— | cramps. The next
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course has two stones in the thickness of the wall. It is 1 1  inches deep, and the lront stones 
are 3 feet 6  inches long, and 1  foot 7 inches wide. There have been no cramps. The course 
below this again is 1 2  inches deep. The lowest courses have not been completely cleared. The 
face of each course is set in slightly from the one under it. In the case of the two topmost 
courses, this setting in is an inch wide, while at the third course, it is as much as 4 inches. 
It is very likely that these courses may have been faced with stucco, although we have no 
evidence on the point.

A portion of the stylobate of the east wing still exists in a more or less complete state. 
It consists of a course of limestone foundation slabs and two steps over. The conglomerate 
foundation under these is built of squared blocks, sometimes one, sometimes two, in the 
width of the wall. They are connected by n  cramps. The limestone foundation course is 
4 feet 3̂ · inches wide and 8 § inches thick. The slabs of this course are also joined by n  
cramps. The face of the first step is 2 ?} inches in from the edge of this. The course 
comprising the first step is 8 J inches deep and measures from 3 feet 10 inches to 4 feet 
across. Here we find that the slabs have been connected by |—| cramps, and it is curious 
to observe the use of these two varieties of cramps together in this way in what is, to all 
appearance, work of one period and where in any case the lower slabs— where the π  cramps 
occur— must have been fixed before the upper ones which have the other variety. This 
M  form, as we have already seen, has been identified elsewhere, on the site of Megalopolis, 
with the earlier work, whereas the I—i cramps have been found in work which bears ever}' 
evidence of having been added later. The width of the actual tread of this first step is 
9 j  inches, and the riser has a continuous sunk fillet along the foot about §  inch deej>, 
and over this, on each stone, there is a projecting panel on the vertical face with a dressed 
margin, also about f  inch wide, going all round. (See detail, PI. XV., Fig. 5.) The se^md 
step, which forms the top of the stylobate, is 3 feet 1  inch broad and 8 |- inches deep. This
upper step has a continuous double sinking along the foot of its vertical face and the total
depth of this sinking is if· inches. It is curious to observe that the first stone on the side
return of the stylobate has its inside vertical face dressed similar to the outside one and with a
rough projecting knob in the centre and a half one at either end. The central knob has had a 
deep piece knocked out of it, and the hole made by this breakage goes in deeper than the 
dressed face of the stone. This seems to show that the present inner face had originally been 
intended for the outer and that, perhaps in moving or fixing the stone, it had received this 
damage, after which it was reversed, and the original plain inner face had the fillets sunk into it 
and became the front face. On the top of the stylobate slabs between the pillars we find 
again the raised panels. The lines of these are quite apparent, although the top surface has 
been worn a good deal. They have a inch dressed margin round them. (See PI. XV., Fig. 4.)
The butt ends of the stylobate slabs have the usual dressed margin round the edges and 
the inner surface is very rough and sunk in. This margin measures 4 inches in width at the 
sides and 2  inches along the top. , The top of the stylobate is level with that of the continuous 
cillcourse of the walls.

The intermediate pillars are 4 feet I f  inches apart—measured to the inside of the 
flutes— but the space between the angle pillar and the second one is only 3 feet 5 f  inches. 
They have a diameter at the base of 2  feet 8  inches between the flutes, and there are
twenty flutes in the circumference. The portions of these pillars still in position on the
stylobate, five in all, vary in height and the3r have all got level beds on top. The longest,
the angle one, is 5 feet 2 f  inches high and the shortest is 3 feet 10 inches. A portion of the
anta on the east return is also in position. It consists of a plain oblong block of white 
limestone 4 feet lOf inches long, 2  feet 11 inches wide, and 1 foot 5 f  inches thick. Its inner 
edge is flush with that of the stylobate. The east wall finishes against it at the back, and it is 
curious to observe that on the upper part of this back face there is a roughly dressed and slightly 
projecting panel. The surface of the columns is not dressed quite smooth but shows tool marks 
as if left from a toothed chisel. This dressed face is quite clear and fresh and it is similar 
to that so clearly seen on the later steps of the Thersilion Portico. The top step of the 
stylobate has the same surface, while that on the panel of the lower step is somewhat rougher. 
The horizontal beds of these columns are dressed smooth for about 8  inches in from 
the face and beyond this the circular part in the centre is slightly sunk and roughly- 
dabbed. Two dowel holes are cut in each bed opposite to each other. They measure about
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inches square by inches deep and are 3 inches in from the face of the flute (see Plan 
in Fig. 57).

The foundation piers of the internal columns have an average size of 4  feet 6 inches Foundation piers 

square. They are built of oblong conglomerate blocks, two to each course, and these blocks are Columns' 11

connected by |—| cramps. On the top of these piers stood square limestone slabs, some of which Limestone sjabs. %" 
still exist and measure 3 feet 1  inch square and 8  to 9 inches deep. Their vertical faces are 
dressed down fair for about 4 inches and the remainder is bull-nosed. Their top surface has 
been about level with the floor of the stoa. The circular moulded bases of the Ionic pillars M oulded bases.

(PI. XVI.) rested on these slabs. Five, at least, of these bases still remain in position and 
several portions of the columns lie contiguous to them. The lower diameter of these columns 
measures 2 feet 3 |  inches over the flutes of which there are 20 in the circumference. The H orizontal beds, 
horizontal beds at the joints, like those of the columns in front, have a smoothly dressed 
surface round the outer part and are rougher inside. They have also got two dowel holes cut
into each and the dowels have been run in with lead, the channels for pouring in the
lead, which urere cut from the holes to the face of the columns, still existing. The fluting for 
a certain height up from the base takes the form of convex reeding very little cut in ; 
above, it has the usual Ionic form. The height of this reeding has been ascertained from a 
length of pillar which was found lying where it had fallen beside a base still in position.
It measures about 5 feet 7 inches long from the top of the moulded base.

The openings which connected the exedrae with the stoa have limestone cills, the tops of 
which appear to be about 7 inches higher than the general floor level. On each side of these 
openings there have been plain antae, the base stones of which still remain in position in the

east exedra. They measure 2  feet 1 1  inches broad by 1  foot 
3 inches thick by inches deep. They have each got two dowel 
holes on the top with channels cut from them to the face for
running in the lead. The intermediate piers have taken the
form of attached semi-columns (Fig. 56). In the east exedra the 
bases of these also are in position. They measure 2  feet I l f  inches 
by 1  foot 11^ inches, and are 1 1  inches deep. The front part 
under the half column has a base moulding; the back portion is 
plain. There are also, on the top of these, two dowel holes with 
channels for running in the lead. One piece of a pier lies near 
them. It measures 2  feet 5 inches by 1  foot inches, and is 
about 4 feet 2  inches long. The top end is somewhat broken, 
but shows the b ed ; the bottom end is much more broken and 
does not indicate the bed at all. The semi-column shows, in *
section, nine complete flutes and two halves. These flutes are,
like the ones on the lower part of the Ionic columns, of the
convex filled-in reed form. The reedings in this case measure 
about 3 feet 4 inches long. Under the fluting a piece of the 

plain fillet over the base moulding exists, but the underside of this is broken away, and there
probably was a moulding under it forming the upper part of the base, the lower portion of
which is worked on the base stone already alluded to. The two back angles of the plain 
section behind the half columns are splayed. On the top are two dowel holes.

The architectural fragments which have been found consist of the portions of the Doric 
front columns in position at the south-east angle, a piece of a Doric architrave block and a length 
of a triglyph frieze, several of the plain limestone foundation slabs and moulded bases of the 
Ionic order, numerous pieces of Ionic columns of various lengths, and two marble Ionic capitals, 
also a number of beams, some moulded and others plain, which have been used up to form a 
stylobate in the later erection to the south of the stoa at the west end, and which no doubt 
originally formed part of the entablature of the portico. In addition there are the bases and 
a piece of a pier belonging to the east exedra. A very large number of pieces of Doric 
columns belonging to the front of the stoa, in lengths varying from 2 to 6 feet, have been 
discovered scattered about all over the Agora as well as on the stoa itself, and a number were 
also brought to light in the Temenos of Zeus Soter.
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Complete Restom- While it is impossible to make a complete and final restoration of this Stoa from the
^but^eneraf0’ remil n̂s which have been discovered, the plan of it is fairly clear, and we arc able to form 
scheme clear, a very good idea of the nature and proportions of its superstructure.
Dimensions. Taking the plan first (PI. XV. Fig. 1 ), we find that the building has had a total length

externally of 510 feet over the walls, and an extreme width of 7 8  feet 6  inches from the outer corner 
of the back wall to the edge of the top of the stylobate in front. In the centre the width has been 
about 65 feet. At the back two exedrae, having a length externally of about 52 feet, projected 
about 10 feet out behind from the back wall. At each end of the front there were two wings

P ig . 57.— R estoration of the D oric Order.

which projected 13 feet 6  inches from the main face, and measured 55 feet 6  inches across. These 
te in a l pillars, had each a row of nine pillars or eight bays on their face; this odd number of columns is very 

curious. The returns at the sides, towards the main line of the front, consisted of two bays, 
and on the ends there were similar returns, also of two bays, finishing against the side walls 
with antae. Between these wings there have been 60 bays on the main line of the front or, 
including those at each end, 61 columns. Here again a pillar comes in the centre and not a 
space. In all there must have been a total number of 83 pillars of the Doric order, 9 for



CHAP. III .] ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS. 63

each wing, 61 on the main line of face, and 4 for the returns. The two internal rows 
consisted of 23 pillars in each row or 24 bays. Of these, we can gather, from the positions of 
the foundations, that 2 0  bays were of equal width, measuring a fraction over 2 0  feet from the 
centre to centre of each pillar, whereas the two bays at each end were unequal, the end one in 
each case measuring about 18 feet from the centre of the pillar to the inside of the wall, 
while the second from the end has been about 33 feet from centre to centre of the pillars. 
These bays of extra tvidth are very curious and interesting. It seems evident that they 
formed part of the original scheme of the design of the stoa, and it is a fine bold conception, 
this long stoa of three aisles opening at each end into a wide transept or hall leading outwards 
towards the front— a general meeting place at each end of the long walk to and fro— and 
having a single aisle of about the normal width of the others adjoining it on its farther side. 
Without taking this aisle into account, the front of the transept formed in itself a hexastyle 
portico. The transept would, however, have been lacking considerably in internal dignity if its 
one side had been a bare plain Avail. The aisle beyond must have added immensely to the 
effect inside, and the fact that it was slightly narrower than the long aisles is accounted for by 
the use of the Doric order in the front having necessitated the smaller intercolumniation in the last 
bay in order to get the triglyph on the angle and not over the centre of the column. The nine 
column porticos are thus to a certain extent explained by the internal arrangement of the plan.

It is possible to make a restoration of the Doric order of the front from the details 
which have been found. This restoration must of necessity be to a certain extent conjectural, 
as we have no fragments either of capital or cornice to guide us. These, however, have been 
filled in on our restoration (Fig. 57) from analogous examples of the same character as the other 
remains. As the shafts of the columns were built of blocks of varying lengths, and as no 
complete ■ columns have been found, it is impossible to fix the exact height of the pillars, but it 
is more than probable that they were about diameters high, a usual proportion in the later 
examples of this Order. The pillars of the Temple of Zeus, at Nemea (Antiquities o f  Ionia, Yol. 
ii., PI. XVII.), are of this proportion, as are also those belonging to the Stoa erected at Delos 
in honour of Philip, son of Demetrius II. (Stuart1 and Revett, Yol. iii. Ch. x . ) ; while the 
pillars of the Doric Portico at Athens known as the ‘ Gate of the Agora ’ (Stuart and 
Revett, Vol. i., Ch. i.) are 6 J diameters high. The exact date of the Temple at Nemea is not 
known, but it has all the characteristics of Greek architecture of the fourth or early third 
centuries. (Mr. Penrose is disposed to place it in the fourth century rather than the third.) 
The Stoa at Delos, as the inscription on it indicates (Boeckh, C.I.G., No. 2274), must have 
been erected towards the end of the third century or the beginning of the second; the
inscription on the architrave of the Athenian example fixes its date between the years 12 B.c.
and 1  a.d. ( C.I.A ., Vol. iii., No. 65). The columns of our stoa which are still in position are 
slightly less than 1 |- diameters apart at foot, while those of the Thersilion Portico would have 
been almost exactly l j  diameters. We now come to consider the remains of the entablature. 
The length of the architrave block is 6  feet 9 inches, and this is practically the space, from centre 
to centre, of the columns still in position. Its height over the taenia or band at top is 2  feet
l£  inches. The height of the frieze is 2  feet 3 j  inches, and the widths of its triglyphs and
metopes correspond exactly with the analogous dimensions, on the architrave block, of the bands 
of guttae and the spaces between the same. The details of the triglyphs show later charac
teristics. The heads of the sinkings are not cut in upwards, but slope down inwards from the 
face, and they do not finish so close up to the projecting fascia or broad band over as in 
earlier examples. This broad band runs along both triglyphs and metopes with the same depth, 
and is not slightly shallower over the metopes, which is the more usual arrangement. As 
compared with the order of the Thersilion Portico the triglyph is higher in proportion to 
its width, being as 7 to 4, as against 6  to 4 in the other case. The metope also is higher, 
being as 7 to 6 , while in our other example it is about square. The guttae are thinner and 
consequently wider apart, and they are also longer in proportion to their width. The frieze, as 
is usually the case, is slightly deeper than the architrave, being in this instance in the ratio 
of 8  to 7. The combined height of the architrave and frieze is 1*623 of the lower diameter of 
the column, while in the case of .the Thersilion Portico it is 1*442. It may be interesting to 
compare these proportions with those of the other orders already referred to.

Stoa of Philip. TIicrsilion. Nemea. Delos. Athens Portico,
1-623 1-442 1-368 1-352 1-365
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It will be thus seen that iu our example the combined depth of frieze and architrave is 
relatively greater than in the other cases. In eacli case the relative width of the metopes to the 
diameter of the column is about the same, and the proportion of the metope itself is influenced 
by the depth of the frieze to which it belongs. The same remark applies to the triglyphs, 
which in each case measure nearly half a diameter in width. In the order of the Temple at 
Lycosoura, the frieze and architrave combined are 1 7 0  of the lower diameter, but in this example 
the frieze is deeper than usual, being as 7 to 5, while in our case it is as 8  to 7, hence, at 
LyeosouraJ both triglyphs and metopes are wider, in proportion to the diameter of the column, 
than in many of the other cases. The details and proportions of our architrave and frieze are 
very similar to those used in the Greater Altar, but perhaps it is hardly fair to compare 
the entablature of an order, which was intended to be seen at a height, with the walls of 
an Altar, which were on the eye-level. As compared with the order of the Thersilion Portico 
generally, our example is much less refined, both in proportion and detail, and evidently 
belongs to a later period.

We have still to discuss the inner blocks of the entablature. The stylobate of the 
Later Colonnade running south from this stoa at its west end, is entirely composed of a number 
of beams, which have undoubtedly belonged to the entablature of our Order. There are several 
plain beams, about 6  feet 9 inches long by 2  feet 1  inch deep. Some of these are 1  foot 
inches thick, others are 1  foot 8 5 - inches. Corresponding as they do so closely to the architrave 
beams, both in length and depth, it is not unreasonable to assume that they formed the inner beams 
over the columns, or at least, that the thinner ones did, while the thicker ones probably stood 
on the solid walls at the sides where the front blocks were very possibly much thinner than 
over the pillars. One block, which it was possible to examine more carefully than the others, 
showed on one upright face a finely dressed margin f· inch wide, going round the four e-\ges, 
with the panel inside slightly raised and somewhat rougher. This would have been the side 
of the stone which faced towards the interior of the stoa. The opposite face was dressed round 
its margin, and the inside was slightly sunk and rougher, and it would consequently have been 
that which abutted against the outer beam. Built into this stylobate, along with these plain 
beams, are a number of other blocks, which measure 1  foot 6 f  inches deep by 1  foot 31 inches 
thick on their lower bed, and these have, on the one side, three projecting fascias, and what has 
been a moulding over, but which is now roughly broken away in order to get a comparatively 
level surface,— this side facing upwards in the present position. This detail is of the nature of 
that usually found on an architrave of the Ionic order, and doubtless these blocks formed the 
inner course of the entablature over the architrave level.

In the Athenian Propylaea, which, like our stoa, have an outer portico of the Doric order, 
and Ionic pillars inside, the cross b cams coming from the inner pillars do not rest directly on 
the top of the architrave beam, but on a moulded stringcourse placed over it. An examination 
of a section through this building (Penrose, Athenian Architecture, 2 nd ed. Plate 30) will 
show that this additional course was required in order to get the requisite height and finish 
over the lintels of the doorways, the cills of which are about feet above the level of the 
portico stylobate. In the Propylaea at Eleusis, which are a very close copy, both in arrangement 
and detail, of the earlier structure at Athens, but which, on the other hand, stand on a com
paratively level situation, this course was not found necessary, and there the cross beams rested 
directly on the top of the architrave. I have taken the restoration given in the Unedited 
Antiquities o f  A ttica, Chap, ii., Plate 1 1 , as trustworthy. This architrave beam has a moulding 
on its top edge, which embellishment has been dispensed with in our example.

The inner beams over the Ionic pillars and between them and the front Order must, on 
account of the wide span, have been of wood. These wood beams may have been made up in two 
or three sections in their thickness, which could not have exceeded 2  feet and was probably a few 
inches less, and it is very likely that they were moulded on their outer faces like the stone 
blocks, and were mitred with them at the angle where they rested on the stone beams 
of the front architrave. These stone blocks are roughly of two lengths, viz. from 6  feet 
9 inches to 7 feet, and from 5 feet to 5 feet 3 inches. Some of the longer ones have square 
faces at both ends, while all the shorter ones have one end of the moulded face splayed back 
for about 6  inches so as to form a mitred joint. This is not uncommon even in an entirely 
stone construction. It can be seen on similar beams in the Athenian Propylaea. These wood 
beams and stone blocks would have been arranged somewhat in the manner shown in the
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illustration (Fig. 5 8 ). We need not enter here further into the construction of the wooden ceiling Wooden ceiling, 

of the stoa, as we have no evidence to guide us, and there were many possible ways in which 
it could have been done.

F ig . 58.—P resumed A rrangement of I nner B eams of E ntablature.

Taking the proportions suggested above for the pillars of the Doric order, and adding 
the depth of the architrave, we get for the internal Ionic columns a length of about 19 feet 
8  inches, or exactly 8 £ diameters. The Ionic columns of the Athenian Propylaea are 10\35 
diameters high, while those of the Eleusis one are drawn slightly over diameters high in 
the Dilettanti Society’s restoration. Those belonging to the North Porch of the Erechtheum 
are 9 '315 diameters high. The pillars of the Temple of the Wingless Victory at Athens—  
taking the measurements of Le Bas as correct—work out at 7'65 diameters high, while on his 
drawings they divide out at over 8  diameters. Those of the Temple on the Ilissus (Stuart. 
Vol. L, Chap, ii.) work out at 8'363 diameters, while in an Ionic Colonnade near the Monument 
of Lysicrates at Athens (Stuart, Vol. iiL, Chap. xi.), where the pillars are entirely unfluted, they 
measure 8 '534 diameters high. 3 7  From these examples it will be seen that, except in the case 
of the earliest examples, 8£ diameters is a good average height for an Ionic pillar.

The next question to consider is that of the flutings, filled in in their lower part with convex 
reedings. As has been already stated, the exact height of these reedings above the base can be 
fixed at 5 feet 7 inches. There was probably no arbitrary rule fixing this height exactly, but they 
are generally found to extend up about one-third of the total height of the column. In our 
example, and taking the height of the column at diameters, the reeding extends up the flutes 
exactly one-third of the height from the underside of the circular moulded base to the underside 
of the echinus of the capital. It may be argued that this detail points to a late date, as the 
earlier examples have not got these filled-in reedings. The pillars of the Doric Stoa of Philip at 
Delos have their flutes filled in flat for more than one third of their height (Stuart, Vol. iii., Ch. x., 
PI. 3), and if this was done in Doric pillars it is more than likely that it was employed for Ionic 
pillars also. 88

The following table of comparisons between the proportions of the Ionic pillars of the 
Athenian Propylaea, of the Temple on the Ilissus, and of our stoa may be found useful. The 
diameter of the column above the base is taken as the unit.
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*
l ......

Athens. 11 Ilissus.
1

Stoa.

Upper diameter of columns .............................. .1 ‘844 | •8525 •8288
Depth of base ......................................................... • 1 -432 •498 •324
Depth of capital to under side of echinus .. J  -516 ! •467 •315
W idth of capital over volutes ......................... 1 1-606 j

i I
1-466 1-017

Number of flutes in  circumference ................ ! 24  ί 24 20

37 I t  may be worth while to m ention th a t  th e  heigh t of 
the  C orin th ian  p illar of the temple of Olympian Zeus a t 
A thens is about 8J  diameters high, above th e  top of the 
square plinth.

88 A t A phrodisias (Antiquities o f  Ionia , Yol. iii., P la te  5) 
th e  Ionic p illars round th e  A gora, which are  about 8 

diam eters high, are  unfluted for about one-third of th e ir 
height.

S
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While the rest of the pillar was constructed of limestone the capital was cut out of marble, 
probably on account of the delicate sinkings and the high relief required in the volutes, which 
could not have been satisfactorily executed in the limestone on account of the harder veins of 
quartz running through it. The form of this capital is particularly interesting. It is of the angle 
volute type. The volutes themselves are comparatively small both in depth and projection, and the 
fovm of the abacus, with its curved face nearly following the line of the volutes and its cut-in 
angles, is curious. It may be urged that these points show that the capital is very late, but I would 
rather argue that they are the outcome of the practical necessities of the case. It is quite likely 
that the wood beams over these pillars not only extended from pillar to pillar in the same row, but 
also connected the rows with one another at the same level, the former carrying the beams of the 
ceiling, the latter the rafters of the roof. Hence the necessity for having the four sides alike, as 
they had the same duty to perform, and the mere fact that the volutes performed their part in 
helping to take the weight made it necessary to keep their projection comparatively slight. In the 
ordinary type of capital the projection of the volutes and abacus at each side helped to give the 
beams a longer bed on which to rest. It has been already mentioned that the wood beams over 
might have been 2  feet wide, but this is the width of the abacus on each face, and, while the 
beams could have entirely covered this space, it is more likely than an inch was left at either 
side, or, in other words, the projection of the abacus moulding was left clear. The beams would 
then have been about 1  foot 1 0  inches wide. It ought to be remarked that on one side of 
the capital the lines of the volutes have been left more simple and have not got the double sinking 
cut in on them. This side was probably the inner face.

The two Exedrae were presumably not so high as the stoa itself. The attached semi-columns 
which divided the openings between the exedrae and the stoa into three parts were probably, like 
the inner columns of the stoa, of the Ionic order; the flutings are certainly of the Ionic type and 
they have convex reedings similar to the ones on these columns, but no traces of Ionic capitals 
belonging to them have been found. We find attached columns of the Ionic order employed 
in the fifth century in the interior of the temple of Apollo at Bassae. These measure 916  
diameters high. In our example a proportion of 9 diameters would have made the openings about 
13 feet high and the reeding on the columns would have extended to nearly one third of 
this height.

Having thus examined very fully the arrangement and details of this structure, it only 
remains for us to consider the probable period of its erection. To come to some conclusion on 
this point we must be chiefly guided by the forms and proportions of the architectural remains. 
The reference in Livy (quoted in Chapter I.), however, may also be of some service to us. 
From this we learn that Philopoemen in the year 183 b .c . applied part of the money gained from 
the capture of Sparta to rebuilding one o f  the colonnades which suffered under Kleomenes. 
There is however also an inscription (see Ch. VII.), which says that Domitian restored fro m  the 
fou n dation  a Stoa for the people of Megalopolis. I am strongly inclined to think, judging from the 
architectural forms, that this may have been the Stoa rebuilt by Philopoemen rather than the one 
restored by Domitian.

(Plate XV. 6 a. A ppen d ix .— R em ains o f  L a ter  Structures south-ioest o f  the S toa o f  P h ilip .

•ouble row  of 
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E ast pillars.

W est pillars.

A t  the western extremity of the Stoa, and running out at right angles to its face, the 
remains of a double row of pillars have been found. Everything goes to show that these form 
part of a late)· construction, which must have been put up after our stoa was more or less in 
a state of ruin and dilapidation, as we find that this structure is composed entirely of 
fragments which belonged to the stoa. It may have been erected to form an Entrance to the 
Agora at this point. The eastmost pillars, of which there are portions of four remaining, rest 
on a continuous stylobate formed entirely of old blocks from the entablature of the stoa 
(these blocks have been already alluded to in detail). This stylobate, which seems to stand on 
what must have been about the original ground level, is 6 feet 6 inches below the level of 
the top of the stylobate of the stoa. The westmost pillars have no continuous stylobate, but 
each one rests on a detached foundation. The portions of pillars in position are of the
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Doric order, ̂ $D|d undoubtedly belonged originally to the front row of the stoa. The 
northmost ones are only a few inches away from the front foundation wall of the west 
wing; the others are fairly regularly placed and average about 13 feet from centre 
to centre.

South of these pillars, and extending westwards beyond the line of the west wall of the 
Stoa, are considerable remains of walling belonging to a structure of oblong form; sufficient 
data, however, do not exist to enable us to determine what its nature has been. Its north 
wall measures about 92 feet 6  inches in length, while the west wall can be traced for 51 feet, and 
the east for 65 feet. There are scanty indications of what may have been a south wall at a point 
which would give the building a width of about 70 feet. There are a lew scraps of what may 
have been foundations of internal walls, and a short wall runs inwards at right angles to the north 
wall 13 feet 6  inches in from its east end. A short distance beyond this point, on the north wall, 
are the remains of an opening 5 feet 6  inches wide. This structure may have had a continuous 
portico along its eastern face. A piece of foundation on that line, close to where the stylobate of 
the east row of pillars already alluded to stops, looks as if it had been a portion of a stylobate of 
such a portico. It measures 3 feet 9 inches across, has two stones in the width, and the front 
stone is a good squarely dressed stone 3 feet 1  inch long and 7 inches thick, and with holes 
for |—( cramps at each side near its inner edge. This foundation looks, however, as if  
it has been made up of old fragments re-used, as the back stones are not joined in any 
way to the front one. The west wall is largely made up of old fragments somewhat roughly 
put together. It has a course of limestone blocks to its outside face; these measure on an 
average 3 feet 6  inches long, 2 feet deep, and 1 foot 3 inches w ide; behind these the back of 
the wall is made up of rough unshapen stones, and on the top is a broad course of conglomerate 
9 or 1 0  inches deep, and the whole width of the wall. The north wall has a foundation 
course of conglomerate blocks 2 feet 6  inches wide and 9 or 10 inches deep, above this is a 
course of blocks of limestone 2  feet 6  inches high, and this wall, generally, is built much like 
the west wall. The short cross wall is built of rough stones. The doorway has a piece of 
upright stone lining on each side.

Altogether the whole structure seems quite late, but whether it was entirely built fresh 
from the foundation or on the lines of an earlier building, we are unable to determine.

U nknow n stA c- 
ture.

Foundation of 
stylobate.

W est wall.

N o rth  wall

S 7. C o n c l u d in g  B e m a r k s . I

I have confined my attention in the foregoing chapter to the sections of this site of 
Megalopolis where systematic excavations have been undertaken with definite results, leaving 
other spots where only digging of a tentative nature had been attempted previous to and 
during the period of my visit, till such a time as they have been more fully cleared. I 
have therefore omitted reference, amongst others, to the building adjoining the Stoa of 
Philip on the east and supposed to have been the Storehouse of the Archives, and 
to the long Stoa running north and south along the east side of Agora, which seems 
to have been the Stoa Myropolis of Pausanias, and I have also refrained from discus
sing the presumed arrangement of the Agora itself, as this has been fully treated in 
Chapter V.

It has been my endeavour, in the course of this somewhat lengthy and detailed analysis 
of the structural and architectural arrangement and composition of the various buildings, to 
group all the evidences which have been brought to light in such a clear and, as far as 
possible, complete manner, as will enable the whole to be grasped and studied by those who 
may not happen to have a personal acquaintance with the s ite ; and in preparing the various 
drawings which accompany this, both as plates and dispersed throughout the text as illustrations, 
the same motive has been my guide.

My chief object has been to get at the facts, and if, in the course of my attempts to 
do so, I have been led into propounding theories of my own from time to time, they are 
only those which, after a careful study of the actual remains, have suggested themselves to
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me as likely explanations of doubtful points, and I have endeavoured, as far as possible, to 
keep them distinct from the facts themselves.

It may be objected that I have not thrown much direct light on the question of definite 
dates, where such information would have been of great value. One can do little more, in cases 
of this kind, than draw attention, by comparison or otherwise, to analogous examples, of which 
the period is more or less known, since a difficulty arises from the fact that· the traditions of 
the working methods varied in different places at the same period, or lingered longer in one 
place than another.

Robebt Wexb Schultz.
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CHAPTER IV .

T H E  T H E A T R E .

§  1. I n t r o d u c t io n . I ntroduction.

T h e  Theatre must always have been the most impressive of the public buildings of 
Megalopolis. Pausanias1 describes it as the largest theatre in Greece; and more recent travellers, 
struck by the imposing dimensions of the auditorium— which, before our excavations, was alone 
visible—have seen no reason to doubt the truth of this statement. Though our own calculations, 
worked out subsequently to the excavation, make the capacity of the auditorium nearly the 
same as at Epidaurus, which probably accommodated about 17,000 spectators, 1 2  while the 
Theatre of Dionysus at Athens may have held as many as 20,000, it remains true that the 
diametei of the orchestra at Megalopolis is greater than that of any other orchestra in Greece, 
and that the embankment of the auditorium is of such massive proportions as to be visible 
from a distance of several miles, north, east and west of the site.

Immediately in front of the Theatre (from the point of view of the spectators) was a 
vast covered hall, measuring about 218 feet by 172 feet, which we have identified as the 
‘ Thersilion ’ mentioned by Pausanias, 3  the meeting-house of the ‘ Mtψιοι,’ or general assembly, 
of the Arcadian league. The Thersilion is so. intimately connected with the Theatre that it is 
impossible to discuss the one without some reference to the other. Indeed several features of 
the Theatre are only explicable when viewed in the light of this connexion.

In the construction of this, as of most other Greek theatres, advantage was taken of 
some rising ground. But since the slope which separates the valley of the Helisson from the 
plateau on which lies the modern village of Sininou provided insufficient support for the 
seats of the auditorium, it was supplemented by a bank of earth, retained at either extremity 
by massive supporting walls.

The Theatre and Thersilion are situated on the south side of the Helisson, nearly opposite 
the Agora. The Theatre faces (approximately) 18° east of the Magnetic N orth; an orientation 
which accords almost exactly, not only with that of the Thersilion, but also with those of the 
principal buildings of the Agora. 4 This general agreement adds some support to the opinion, 
otherwise probable, that the Theatre, and at least the general plan of the Agora, were parts of 
one original scheme. It should also be observed that there is no period in the history of the town 
with which the construction of a colossal theatre accords so well as the period of its foundation

Size of the  
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1 viii. 32, 1 θίατρον μεγκττον των kv rjj Έλλάδι.
2 Allowing a  space of 13 inches fo r each person. This 

space (0.33 m.) appears to  have been th e  allowance a t  
A thens (M uller; Die Griechiachen Biihne nalterthumer,
p. 91). Though this allowance seems inconveniently small, 
we th in k  i t  better to  base our calculations on a  m easure
m ent which has some monumental au th o rity  th an  to  resort 
to  conjecture.

I t  w ill be seen th a t M r. Schultz (Chap. I I I .) ,  by  an 
independent calculation, makes th e  num ber a t  Megalopolis 
18,700. The discrepancy is no more th an  is to  be expected, 
considering th a t  all the  upper seats have disappeared and

th a t  th e ir  a rrangem en t an d  ex ten t a re  more or less con
jectural.

8 viii. 32, 1 roC θεάτρου δ ί ον πόρρω λείτεται του /3ουλευ- 
τηρίου θεμελιο., δ rots Μυρίο« ειτεττοίψο ’Αρκάδων. εκαλείτο δε 
από του άναθεντεκ Θερσίλιον.

4 The g reatest divergence from  th is  orientation , or 
from th a t  a t  r ig h t angles to  it , does n o t exceed one degree. 
The orien tation  adopted was probably determ ined b y  a 
conical peak, some seven miles d is tan t, in  th e  hills lying 
no rth  of th e  M egalopolitan plain. This peak lies (prac
tically) in  th e  axis of th e  Theatre. I t  is visible in  
photograph A, P la te  I I .

T
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by Epaminondas; for this was the only time when there was any reasonable prospect of the 
‘ Great City ’ containing a population sufficiently large to justify its name and the scale on 
which it was laid out.6

§ 2 . R e f e r e n c e  t o  P l a t e s .

Before discussing the Theatre in detail, we would refer our readers to the photographs· 
(Plates II., III., IV.) and plans (Plates V.— XIII.).

The first photograph (A) gives a general view of the Theatre looking down into it from 
the centre of the ridge of the auditorium. Immediately beyond the Theatre is seen the square 
outline of the Thersilion, intersected by the trenches of our excavation. Beyond the river appear 
the Agora6 (to the left) and the Tumulus7 (to the right). The completely excavated building 
upon the river bank, almost exactly opposite the Theatre, is that which we identify with some 
approach to certainty as the Hieron of Zeus Soter,8 and marks the south-east comer of the Agora, 
Photograph B was taken from a point within the Thersilion. It shows clearly the orchestra and 
auditorium of the Theatre, with the extant seats, the portico connecting Theatre and Thersilion, the 
Vitruvian proscenium, etc. Photograph C is a view of the same from a point about half-way up 
the embankment of the auditorium, at its western extrem ity; and photograph D, taken from 
the east, shows the western end of the auditorium,' with the Σ κ α νο θή κα  (or ‘property-room’), 
which at this side of the Theatre occupied the position usually held by a πάροδο?. E shows in 
detail the remains of the Portico, and F is a view of the eastern extremity of the seats.

The plans, sections, and elevations speak for themselves. With their help it is easy to  
distinguish the various parts of the Theatre— the auditorium, with its retaining walls, diazomata, 
seats and staircases; the front benches or seats of honour (θρόνο ι), and the gutter separating these 
from the orchestra; the great Portico which connects the Thersilion with the Theatre; the 
Vitruvian (or ‘ later ’) proscenium; the πάροδοί at the east side of the orchestra; the peculiar 
building (Σ κ α νο θ ήκ α . or ‘ property-room ’) which occupies the position of a western π ά ρ ο δ ο ? ; and 
many other remains which it is needless to enumerate here. We shall assume that these 
plates are before the eye of the reader throughout the following pages, in which we shall 
consider all the different parts of the Theatre in detail.

A few words must be said here about the Thersilion, the final publication of which is 
reserved for a future occasion, since the building itself is at present only partially excavated, 
and its plan consequently incomplete. The bases represented in the plan are those which had 
been brought to light by the end of October, 1891. Their number and position prove that they  
supported a great covered hall, and their manner of distribution indicates that the arrangement 
of this hall somewhat resembled that of a theatre, adapted to a quadrangular building. The 
columns which stood upon the four inmost bases, somewhat south of the centre of the hall, formed 
a sort of nucleus from which the other columns radiated outwards towards the sides of the building, 
the bases in the outer rows lying at a somewhat higher level than those in the inner. The 
restoration given in Fig. 1  (Chap. III.) is doubtless, in its main outlines, correct, though it may 
require some modification when the excavation, which has already been taken in hand, is 
complete. Possible differences of period in its construction will also have to be considered on a 
future occasion.

The great Portico, to which we have already several times referred, formed a facade and 
entrance to the Thersilion, much as the so-called ‘ Portico of Philo ’ formed the front of the covered 
‘ Hall of the Mysteries ’ at Eleusis,9 a building which in many respects offers a nearer analogy to 
the Thersilion than any other building which we know. The Portico at Megalopolis, however, 
pei-formed a double function; for, as the Thersilion occupies the position which belongs to the 
‘ scena ’ (σ κ η ν ή ) , i.e. the property and dressing-rooms, in other Greek theatres, so the Portico must 
be regarded, in its relation to the Theatre, as the ‘ irons scenae,’ 10— the background before which

f See Chap. I .
« See Chap. Y .
7 See C hap. I I .  § 3.
8 P aus. viii. 30, 10 .—-Upov 2ωτήρο? ΐπ ίκλησtv Διάς.

See Chap. V .
9 See Fig. 2 (Chap. I I I .) ,  and Πρακτικά, 1887, PI. I .
10 V itru v iu s v. 7 , 1. This view, here m e r e ly  stated, is· 

discussed in  § 4.
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the acting took place. The original base of this ‘ irons scenae ’ lies 4 feet 6  inches above the 
present level of the orchestra.

No traces of any ‘ proscenium ’ contemporary with the Theatre have been discovered ; but ‘ Proscenia.’

we have, in front of the Portico, the remains of a later proscenium much resembling those at ^
Epidaurus, Oropus, Piraeus (Zea), etc., only of far more careless structure and probably of later 
date; and we have evidence that a somewhat earlier proscenium, contemporary with the 
structure which carries on the same line eastward and formed the north side of the πάροδο», 
occupied the same position as the later one.

An account of the materials employed in the Theatre is given by Mr. Schultz in M aterials. 

Chapter III.
We now proceed to a discussion of the different parts of the Theatre in detail.

§  3 . T h e  A u d it o r iu m  a n d  O r c h e s t r a . A uditorium and
Orchestra.

(a) The Embankment a n d  R etaining W alls.— It has already been stated that the auditorium (a) Embankment 
at Megalopolis consists partly of an artificial embankment. In the centre, indeed, the hill in which and 
it is hollowed was almost high enough, and the embankment there appears to have been very 
slight; but the two extremities are far more artificial than natural. This is not an uncommon 
arrangement in Greek theatres, occurring at Athens, Argos, Delos, and elsewhere; while at 
Mantinea11 and Eretria10 * 12the auditorium was entirely artificial.

Retaining Avails were commonly employed, even where, as at Epidaurus, 1 3  the auditorium Plan of re ta in in g  

was entirely hollowed out of the hill. The plan of the retaining walls at Megalopolis is best seen walls. 

on Plates V. and VII. There are two walls at either extremity, an inner and an outer; the latter 
reaching up to a certain height only, while the former supports the upper part of the embank
ment. Thus a sort of terrace is formed between the two walls, on a level with the top of the 
outer. The outer wall on the east side of the Theatre follows throughout its length a line 
determined by a radius of the circle of which the seats, gutter, and kerb of the orchestra are arcs, 
and the inner wall is parallel to i t ; but the corresponding wall on the west side of the Theatre > 
follows a similar line for a certain distance only, and is then replaced by a double wall parallel 
to the north wall of the Σκανοθήκα. The presence of the Σκανοθήκα naturally explains this 
difference of plan, and is also probably accountable for the great thickness of the western, as 
compared with the eastern retaining walls. The fact that the upper part of the inner retaining 
wall on the west side is built of a different material (limestone in place of conglomerate) and 
in the ‘ rusticated ’ style may possibly be due to the same cause, especially if the Σκανοθήκα 
in its present form is a modification of the original scheme of the Theatre; but in no case 
can the Σκανοθήκα and retaining walls be placed at a late date, since their structure contrasts 
very strongly with all the undoubtedly late work in the Theatre.

At Mantinea the embankment which forms the auditorium is supported not only by No re ta in in g  w all 

retaining walls at its two extremities, but also by a massive semi-circular wall at the back.14 This 
arrangement reduced the amount of earth required for the embankment, for, with a strong wall 
at the back, it was unnecessary to slope the earth away gradually from the top of the 
auditorium behind as well as before. At Athens, where the main part of the auditorium was 
cut in the rock, while the two extremities were embanked, these extremities were supported, 
as at Mantinea, by a curved wall along the outermost arc.15 A very similar arrangement 
occurs at Delos.18 Even where the auditorium was entirely cut out of the hill, so that no 
support was required, it was not unusual to mark its limit at the back by a semi-circular 
boundary-wall. This Avas the case for instance at Epidaurus.17 A t Megalopolis, on the other 
hand, no traces have been found either of curved retaining walls, or of a boundary-wall, at the

11 W ieseler, Theatergelande, p. 6 ; Bulletin  de Correspon- 
dance H dlinique, vol. xiv. p. 248.

12 Ross, Reieen dee Konigs Otto, ii. p, 1 1 7 ; American  
Jou rn a l o f  Archaeology, vol. vii. p. 268.

18 Πρακτικά, 1883, PI. I.
14 Bulletin  de Con·. HeUAn., vol. xiv. p. 248, and PI. 

X V II . W ieseler, PI. I . 21, and p. 6.

10 Baum eister, D enhnaler dee Klaasischen Altertums,
p. 1737 (plan).

18 W ieseler, Theatergebailde, p. 5, No. 1 7 ; Leake,
Travels in  N orthern Greece, iii. p. 100. %#

17 Πρακτικά, 1881, A ppendix, p. 17, and  P la tes  I . and
I I .  ; 1883, PI. I .
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back of the auditorium. The central part was supported by the hill behind, supplemented 
by a very slight embankment, while the massive embankments at the two ends, where the 
hill provided insufficient support, were sloped gradually away on the outer side, the need 
of a curved retaining wall being thus dispensed with.

The summit of the auditorium in its present state is about 76 feet above the orchestra. 
Probably it was never very much higher than this ; though it must have been somewhat higher, 
for a quantity of earth has been washed down from the top of the embankment upon
the seats below. In calculating the number of spectators which the Theatre would originally
accommodate, 18 we have supposed the horizontal distance of the ridge of the auditorium from 
the front row of seats to have been 150 feet, viz. about the same as at present; for since 
there is no reason why the earth should have washed down more on one side of this ridge 
than on the other, it may be presumed that the original summit was vertically above the present 
one. Now the lower part of the auditorium had (as we know from the extant seats) a slope 
of one in two. Supposing this slope to have been continuous to the top, we should obtain 
a total original height of only 75 feet, which is actually less than the present height, and we must 
(as pointed out above) allow something for denudation. We must therefore suppose that the 
upper part of the auditorium, starting either from the lower or from the upper diazoma, had 
a steeper slope; an arrangement which (though opposed to Vitruvius’ directions19) is not
uncommon in Greek theatres. At Epidaurus the increase of slope above the diazoma makes
a difference of a little over 5 feet in 60 feet horizontal. 2 0 A similar increase at Megalopolis 
would give, if starting from the lower diazoma, a total original height of 83 fee t; or, if  starting 
from the upper diazoma, a total height of 79 feet. The former of these alternatives seems the 
more probable ; for 7 feet does not seem an excessive allowance to make for denudation 2̂1

Μαζώματα.—  ( i )  Δ ια ζ ώ μ α τα .— The position of one διά ζω μα  is certainly indicated by a broad grassy
cn upper [ec|g e which runs round the inside of the embankment, near the top. The ledge is marked 

in the plan (PI. V.), and is clearly visible in the pictorial elevation and section (PI. VIII. 
and IX.). Its distance behind the orchestra is about 1 0 0  feet and its height above the 
orchestra about 55 feet— a proportion of height to horizontal. distance which agrees remarkably 
well with our suggestion that the slope of the auditorium was increased above the lower 
diazoma, whose existence we hope we shall be able to establish, 

d a lower. Our reasons for assuming that there was a lower diazoma are, in the first place, the great
height (50 to 55 feet) of this broad ledge above the orchestra, and secondly, a difficulty with regard 
to the staircases, which is best explained by such an assumption. It will be observed that the 
extreme end staircases (κΧίμα/ces) in the auditorium, both at its eastern and at its western 
extremity, lie close along the inside of the outer retaining walls. Now had they continued in 
this straight line beyond the point at which the inner retaining walls begin, they would have fallen 
outside the inner retaining walls, which would thus have been completely embedded in the embank
ment. But this is out of the question; for the inner retaining walls— at any rate the ‘ rusticated ’ 
wall at the west end— were undeniably meant to be seen ; nor is there any sign of roofed passages 
outside them on which the upper seats, with their staircases, could have rested. It follows 
that the outermost staircase at each end of the auditorium must have broken off' before 
reaching the point at which the inner retaining wall began; and such a breaking off of the 
line of steps can hardly have occurred except at a διά ζω μα . Besides the opaission of the 
staircase, the extent of the seats must also have been somewhat curtailed in the upper portions 
of the auditorium in order to fall within the inner retaining walls. (See Fig. 27.)

18 I t  is to  be observed th a t  th e  possible difference of 
slope (discussed below) between th e  upper an d  lower tiers 
of seats does n o t affect th e  number of seats in  our calcu
lation  ; since the  difference of slope would probably be made, 
as a t  Epidaurus, in  th e  height, n o t in  th e  w idth, of the  
single seats.

19 V it. v. 3, 4.— * E t  ad  summam ita  e st gubernandum
u ti linea cum ad  im um  gradum  e t ad  summum exten ta  
fu e rit, om nia cacum ina graduum  angulosque tan g at. I t a
vox non im pedietur.’ The passages we quote from 
V itru v iu s in  th is paper are  tak en  from  Rose and Miiller-

Striibing’s edition (Leipzig, 1867).
20 Πρακτικά, 1881, P I. I I I .  section.
21 I n  the  restored section of the  auditorium  given by 

M r. Schultz in  F ig . 28 th e  o th er a lte rna tive  has been 
adopted. B u t th e  do tted  lines in  th a t very figure, indi
cating  the  p resent slope of th e  earth , appear to  us decidedly 
to  favour our own view.

W e m ay also po in t ou t th a t there is no monum ental 
evidence for the  boundary-wall represented in  Fig. 28 a t  
th e  top  of th e  auditorium .
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The exact position of the lower διάζωμα, cannot be determined with certainty, but we Position of the 

have an indication which is too valuable to be disregarded. In the outer retaining wall at '^traces 
the east side of the auditorium, at the height of 2 3  feet 6 inches above the orchestra level, approaches to  it. 

we have discovered a white limestone slab, in situ, bearing marks of a doorway. It is 
indicated in the plan by the word ‘cill.’ This doorway must have given access to the 
upper tiers of seats by way of the lower diazoma. The doorway must have been reached 
from outside either by a staircase or by an incline, and have been connected with the end 
of the διάζω μα  by a passage in the space between the two retaining walls. In the corresponding 
position at the west side, though we have found no doorway, the change of materials in the 
inner retaining wall (see Chap. III.), occurring at a height of 25 feet above the orchestra, 
implies the existence of a terrace or passage at this level. This passage was probably 
connected, like the doorway at the east side, with the lower diazoma; the trifling difference 
in level between the two being accounted for by a slight incline, or a couple of steps, at 
some point between the doorway on the east side and the diazoma. If we are right in inferring the 
height of this diazoma above the orchestra to have been 2 5  feet, its distance from the 
orchestra must have been 50 feet, since the slope of the lower seats is known to have been 
one in two. And the result of this calculation is eminently satisfactory; for, supposing it to be 
correct, it follows that the auditorium was divided into three sections of almost exactly equal 
width; the first diazoma occurring at a distance of 50 feet from the outer edge of the 
orchestra, the second diazoma at a distance of 1 0 0  feet, and the top of the auditorium at 
a distance of 150 feet. But it must be remembered that all these figures are approximate ; for 
in the case of the summit of the auditorium and in that of the upper diazoma, the entire 
structure having perished, we have only the configuration of the ground to judge by, while in 
the case of the lower διάζω μα, we are dependent on the evidence supplied by the scanty traces 
which remain of the approaches leading to it on either side. Nevertheless, in none of the three 
cases can the figures given err by more than a few fe e t; and the general symmetry with 
which both the Theatre and the other buildings at Megalopolis have been laid out, adds to the 
probability of horizontally equal divisions in the auditorium. This probability will appear still 
greater when we mention that the radius of the orchestra measures approximately 50 feet— the 
very measurement which we have assigned to each of the three sections of the auditorium. 22

For examples of separate entrances to the upper tiers of seats in Greek theatres we C om parison with 
may compare the Theatre of Dionysus at Athens, where it is thought that an entrance opened 
on the west end of the δ ιά ζ ω μ α ; 23 and the Theatre at Epidaurus, where separate entrances 
existed at both ends.24 At Mantinea the upper tiers of seats were reached by a separate 
staircase at each end of the auditorium, and also by two staircases in the semi-circular 
retaining wall at the back.25 In Roman theatres, separate entrances were the general ru le; 
only they were approached by staircases, not placed outside, but taken through the wings of the 
stage-buildings, which abutted immediately on the auditorium, or through the substructure of 
the auditorium itself.

(c) O rdinary Seats.— A good idea of the ordinary seats may be obtained from the (c) O rdinary  

illustrations given in Fig. 24. Their general form is similar to that of the corresponding seats form
at Athens, Piraeus, Epidaurus; but their structure is different. Each seat at Megalopolis consists 
of two parts, viz. ( l)  the limestone bench on which the spectator s a t ; (2 ) a plain slab of 
limestone of conglomerate supporting this bench and projecting beyond it so as to form 
a footboard. In the other theatres mentioned each seat, with the footboard of the one 
behind it, is cut out of a single block.

The average height of the seats i s  from 1 5  inches to 1 6  inches; but, since the top a n d  d im e n s io n s ,  

of each seat projects slightly above the footboard of the seat behind, the rise from seat to seat 
is only about 1 4 £  inches. The breadth of seat and footboard combined is about 2 9  inches.25®

82 See Appendix D. The resto ration  here suggested 
does n o t correspond exactly w ith  th e  conjectural resto ra
tio n  g iven by  M r. Schultz in  Fig. 27. *

28 Baum eister, Denkm&hr, p, 1737 (plan). I n  H aig h ’s 
copy of th is  plan  (Attic Theatre, p. 1 1 2 ), the  walls which 
bound th is  entrance are indicated by th e  le tte rs ‘ c d .1 

24 Πρακτικά, 1883, p. 46 and PI. I . ( In  th e  plan  first

published, Πρακτικά 1881, PI. I I . ,  th is is not shown. The 
upper p a r t of th e  auditorium  is there restored, con- 
jecturally , exactly  like the  lower.)

25 Bulletin de Corr. Eellen., xiv. p. 250, and PI. X V II . w*
251 See Fig. 24, Chap. I I I . ,  where th e  net heigh t is given 

as 14 inches, and the net w idth as 28 inches.
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Thus the rise of the seats is just half of the amount which they recede, and the slope of the 
auditorium, in its lower section, is (as previously stated) one in two. We have already given our 
reasons for believing that the slope was steeper in the upper sections of the theatre.

The Kep/ciSes ( ‘ blocks’)  in the lowest section are nine in number, and the κ \ίμ α κ β 9 

(‘ staircases’) ten. In the upper sections the number was probably greater; as at Epidaurus, 
Asjiendus, and other theatres, in which the batch of scats corresponding to each block below 
a διάζωμα is divided into two blocks above. 2 6 This arrangement, though very common, was by no 
means universal; but in a theatre so large as that of Megalopolis it would almost certainly be 
adopted. Further, this assumption fits in extremely well with the fact already noted, that the 
radii which determine the position of the two extremities of the anditorium in its lowest section 
would, if  extended to its upper sections, have fallen outside the inner retaining wall, and 
that therefore we must suppose the outermost staircase at either end, with its adjoining seats, 
to have terminated at the lower διάζω μα. In all probability the two outermost blocks above 
the lower διάζω μα , with the staircases beyond them, were omitted, thus making the blocks above 
this δ ιά ζω μ α  16 in number instead of 18, and the staircases 17 instead of 19.27 The arrangement 
at Epidaurus is precisely similar.

Above the second δ ιά ζω μα  the blocks may have been again sub-divided, as Vitruvius 
directs; but we have no evidence by which to decide this point.

(d) Staircases.— The number and distribution of the staircases have been discussed in the 
preceding section. It should be added that for every tier of seats in the auditorium there are 
two steps (see PI. VII. Fig. 1 ), the average height of the steps being about (£ of 14^ inches =  ) 
7£ inches, and their depth (̂ - of 29 inches =  ) 14|· inches. Two steps to a tier was tjie 
usual arrangement. At Athens, 2 8 however, and at Piraeus, 29 one sloping step took the place of 
two flat ones. 8 0

(e) Passage.— The passage requires but little comment. At Epidaurus there is no
passage in this position ; the passage there is in front of the θρόνοι and serves also as a 
gutter. At Athens there is a narrow passage behind the θρόνοι, like ours at Megalopolis, 
and a broad one, as well as a gutter, in front. A t Megalopolis we have the passage behind 
and the gutter in front, no passage in front. Our passage, which does not widen at the ends 
like those at Epidaurus 31 and Athens, 32 must have been somewhat narrow as an exit. The 
audience, however, were no doubt allowed to leave the theatre by way of the orchestra.

( f )  tdpovoi or Seats o f Honour.—Between the passage and the gutter which drains the 
orchestra stands a special row of seats, designated by an inscription on one of them as θρόνοι. 

A cut of the central one is given in Fig. 25; and Photograph F gives a good idea of them, 
as well as of the staircases and the ordinary seats.

These benches, which doubtless served as seats of honour, are nine in number, one bench 
corresponding to each block in the auditorium above. They are made in lengths of stone, four (or, 
in the case of the two end ones, five) to each bench. They are comfortable to sit in, thus offering 
a great contrast to the tiers behind. The seats are conveniently hollowed and the backs slightly 
curved, and each bench terminates at either end in an ornamental arm. The space for the feet 
is curiously cramped; and it has therefore been suggested that the gutter in front of them was 
grated over; but such sinkings as have been discovered in the footboard of the θ ρ ό ν ο ι  and in 
the kerb of the orchestra are insufficient at any rate for a continuous grating.

Seats of honour were the rule in Greek Theatres. In some cases they were long benches, 
as at Epidaurus and Megalopolis; in others they were single chairs or thrones, as at Athens and 
Oropus. 3 3  It is well known that those at Athens are inscribed with the names of priests and others 
for whom they were reserved. Similarly the seats of honour at Megalopolis bear the names of

20 See also V itru v iu s v. 7, 2 ad fin .
27 I n  M r. Scliultz’s resto ration  (F ig . 27) th e  num ber of 

blocks is doubled in  th e  upperm ost section of th e  audi
torium  only, while in  the  middle section the  tw o outerm ost 
blocks a re  som ewhat curtailed so as to  obviate the  difficulty 
we have mentioned.

28 H aigh , A ttic  Theatre, p. 120. Oh. I I I .  Fig. 24, 3.

2ίι Πρακτικά, 1880, p. 52.
80 For fu r th e r details in  connexion w ith  th e  steps, 

see Chap. I I I .
81 Πρακτικά, 1883, PI. I·
82 Baum eister, DenkmnU/r, p. 1737.
88 Πρακτικά, 1886, PI. H I.
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different Arcadian tribes. These names fall into two classes. All alike are inscribed on the backs of Inscrip tions on 

the seats, but some before and some behind. The latter form the earlier of the two classes, and date ^^VameVof 
probably from the second, but possibly from the third century b .c . They are on seats Nos. 2 , 3, tribes,

4, 5, 6 , 7, counting from east to west. At a later period, probably not before the Christian era, 
a re-allotment took place ; for we have on the five central seats— viz. Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6 , 7— a fresh *
list of names in later characters. These inscriptions are given in Chap. VII. No. I., where they are 
fully discussed. Here we merely remark that only two of the tribal names (’Απολλωνία and 
Πανία) occur in both classes of inscriptions, and only one (Πα ν ία )  on the same seat in both.

But the seats of honour bear also another set of inscriptions ; and these last are of the (2) D edicatory 
highest importance for determining both the date of the Theatre and the original level of the insoriPtlons·
orchestra. They are on the central and two end seats. That on the easternmost contains the full 
dedication :—

Άντ/οχο» ά·γωνοθετήαα$ άυεθηκε To(v)y θρόυο(υ)ί travras καί τον  οχετόν.

Those on the central and westernmost seats are repetitions of the first three words of
this :—

Ά ν τίο χ ο ς  ά γω νο β ετησ α ς  ανέβηκε.

These inscriptions, like the others, are given in facsimile and fully discussed in Chap. VII.
No. I . ; but it is necessary to say here that the writers of the present chapter fully agree with Mr.
Richards iu considering the identity of the Ά ν τ ί ο χ ο ί  of this inscription with Antiochus the famous
pancratiast, representative of the Arcadian league in the embassy to the court of Persia in 367 B .c .,

to be extremely probable. If this identification be correct, the seats of honour— and ά fortiori the Im portance of th e

rest of the auditorium— cannot be assigned to a period much later than the middle of the fourth
century. But if the identification be regarded as too problematic, the purely epigraphical evidence, torium .
drawn from the forms and use of letters, is quite decisive in favour of a fourth century (probably
an early fourth century) origin.

Whether, then, the seats of honour are contemporary with the rest of the auditorium or D eterm ination  of 

slightly later than it, both may be confidently assigned to the fourth century B.C., an ά probably  date'
date from some period between the foundation of the town (370 b .c .) and the middle of that 
century.

In the above paragraph we have hinted at a possible difference of date between the seats of These sea ts pro- 

honour and the auditorium. For the determination of the date of the latter this possible difference ba,b{jr addition^ 
is of small moment; for, since neither these seats nor the auditorium can be older than 370 B.c., 
the interval can in no case have been very great. But for determining the original level of the 
orchestra the question has great importance, since the footboard of the lowest row of ordinary 
seats, which would mark approximately the highest possible level of the orchestra 3 4  if the seats of 
honour were not there, is from 16 to 17 inches higher than the footboard of these seats, and some 15 
inches higher than the present orchestra level. Now it is our decided opinion that the seats of Original level of 
honour are not part of the original plan, but a slightly later addition, and that the level of the 
orchestra according to the original scheme was somewhat higher than at present, possibly as much 
as 15 inches higher. Our reasons are three in number: ( 1 ) the separate dedication of the seats 
of honour and the gutter distinctly point to such a theory; (2 ) the seats of honour at Megalopolis 
occupy a position different from that which they occupy in other Theatres. At Epidaurus, for 
instance, where these seats most closely resemble our own, and at Athens, they are situated upon 
the lowest arc which is included within the retaining wall of the auditorium, i.e. precisely in the 
position of our lowest row of ordinary seats. This seems to us a strong reason for supposing 
that the lowest ordinary row at Megalopolis was intended to be the lowest row of all, and that the 
seats of honour—which, for convenience, we shall sometimes speak of as the ‘ inscribed benches ’—

34 Perhaps the  actual lev e l; b u t in  m any cases th e  
footboard of the lowest seats was some inches above the  
level of the orchestra; e.g., a t  A th en s the difference is 
about 16 inches, and a t Piraeus the difference is about 11 
inches, th e  actual height of the  step being about 9 inches 
Πρακτικά, 1880, p. 50), and the  re s t of th e  difference being 
made up by a  slight slope. I f  the auditorium  a t  P iraeus is to

be restored (as in  C urtius and  K aupert, K arten von A liika , 
T ext i. p. 67, section) w ithout any  seats of honour on th e  
lowest step, th e  difference of level is about tw ice as great. 
On th e  o ther hand  a t  E pidaurus and  E re tr ia  footboard and 
orchestra a re  nearly  a t  th e  same level. See also M r. 
Schultz’s com m ents on th is  m a tte r  (Chap. I I I . )  and  F ig . 24.



76 THE THEATRE. [ c h a p , i v ·

ή  ’Οχετό?
(gutter).

m entioned
lusanias.

pe o f  the 
\orvum.

were an addition to the plan ; (3) the top of the conglomerate foundations of the pedestals C and 
D, in which the retaining walls terminate toward the orchestra, are on a level with the passage, 
which served also as the footboard of the lowest tier of ordinary seats (see Fig. 32, Chap. III.). 
This makes it almost certain that this passage or footboard formed the boundary of the orchestra, 
according to the original scheme. Had it been originally intended to continue the slope of 
the πάροδο* beyond these pedestals to a level as low as that of the footboard of the inscribed 
benches, the foundations of the pedestals would undoubtedly have been sunk to a greater depth. 
We regard the inscribed benches, therefore, as an addition, though not a much later addition, to 
the original plan of the Theatre; and we suppose the original level of the orchestra to have 
been somewhat higher,— perhaps as much as 15 inches higher,—than it is now. For the 
evidence that the two end benches have been disturbed at a later time, probably when they 
were lengthened by the insertion of an extra block, we would refer our readers to Chap. III . 3 5  *

(g) ’Οχετοί, or Gutter.— Gutters running round the orchestra are the general rule in Greek 
Theatres. Comparisons with Athens and Epidaurus have been given in the paragraph (e) which 
deals with the passage behind the inscribed benches. The chief peculiarity of the gutter at 
Megalopolis is its narrowness ; it is only about 1  foot 8  inches in breadth. This is perhaps due to 
the addition of the inscribed benches to the original scheme, it being considered undesirable to reduce 
the size of the orchestra (already reduced by the insertion of those benches) more than necessary. 
Another peculiarity of the gutter is that its bottom is almost absolutely lev e l; indeed at present 
the centre is about 2  inches lower than the west end, at which the outlet appears to have been 
situated, so that the gutter is never entirely free from water. This must be partly due to settling ; 
but not, we think, entirely, for a groove some 6  feet 4 inches long, 3 j  inches wide, and I inch 
deep, in the bottom of the gutter at its extreme west end, points to some difficulty in keeping 
the gutter clear. Mr. Schultz indeed suggests that the gutter was intended to be kept full of 
water, with an overflow at the west end ; but the existence of the groove mentioned above, 
which he did not see, owing to the mud and water in the gutter, seems to us to make 
this theory improbable. 86

Of the original drain connected with the gutter we have found no traces; but 
remains of a later (perhaps Roman) drain, which replaced it, are indicated in the plan.

It is noteworthy that Pausanias3 7  mentions a spring in the Theatre. If this spring 
was situated at any point upon the slope of tbe auditorium, it is not impossible that the small 
runnels marked a, a, a, in Plate VII. may have served (as "Mr. Schultz suggests) as 
outlets for this spring. But perhaps Pausanias’ words imply a spring too large to be provided 
for by such small and inconspicuous runnels.

(h) Shape o f  the Auditorium .— The ideal shape of the auditorium in Greek Theatres was 
an arc of a circle. In practice this was often modified. Thus at Athens and Piraeus the shape 
is a semicircle prolonged by two parallel tangents ; 3 8  while at Epidaurus the two ends of the 
curve are ares of somewhat larger circles described from centres on either side of the centre of 
the orchestra. The object of this arrangement was to enable spectators at the extreme ends of 
the auditorium to obtain a better view. At Megalopolis no such adjustment was made. All 
the curves of the auditorium and orchestra are arcs of concentric circles, whose common centre 
is mai’ked by the intersection of the axes in Plates V. and VII. The arc of the auditorium is so

35 I t  is a  curious coincidence th a t  in  th e  T heatre a t  
A thens th e  θρόνοι corresponding to  each of the end blocks 
are  six in  num ber, -while a ll th e  other blocks have only five 
θρόνοι in  fro n t of them  (Πρακτικά, 1878, p la n ;  M uller, 
p. 89, plan. The p lan  in  B aum eister (p. 1737) does no t 
show th is  difference an d  is so fa r erroneous. T h a t in  
H a ig h  (p. 112) also is inaccurate in  th is  respect).

I n  M ittheil. xvi. p. 257, D r. D orpfeld sta tes th a t  the  
inscribed benches a t  M egalopolis have dem onstrably (nach- 
weiebar) been moved from  th e ir  original position, b u t does
n o t say  on w h a t grounds th e  dem onstration  rests. There 
is, on  th e  con trary , strong  evidence fo r th e  opposite view.
W e have m easured th e  cu rv a tu re  of a  num ber of the

blocks of which they  are composed, and have found i t  to  
be in  every case greater th a n  th a t  of th e  corresponding 
blocks in the row  of seats behind. M r. Schultz (chap. I I I .)  
on other grounds agrees w ith us in  believing th e  inscribed 
benches to occupy th e  position for which they  were originally 
intended.

38 B u t not absolutely impossible. The groove a t  the 
w est end may have been in tended only to  facilita te  the 
process of cleaning ou t the  g u tte r  on occasion. W e  could 
quote a t  least one parallel case in  modern times.

37 viii. 32, 1 ev 8ί  αντω και ucVaos eortv νδατος πηγή.
38 Baumeister, Benkmaler, p. 1740, and plan, p. 1787; 

Πρακτικά, 1880, plan.
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very little greater than a semicircle that very few of the spectators would be turned away from 
the actors, and those only slightly. The adjustment was therefore considered unnecessary.

(i) Orchestra. With the kerb, which forms at once the inner side of the gutter and (i) Orchestra.
the border of the orchestra, we reach the last of the concentric bands which have occupied «.
our attention in the preceding paragraphs. It is of the same white limestone as the rest, is 
1 4 J inches in width, and forms, like the rest, an arc somewhat greater than a semicircle. The U npaved, 
orchestra, like those at Epidaurus and Oropus, is wholly unpaved. This was probably usual 
in Greek Theatres.

The orchestra,, so far as it falls within the kerb, was practically lev e l ; 3 9 but between Slight slope from 
this level and the present ground level in front of the Portico (taking as the ground level T°rtwô crfThersi- 
the upper surface of the thin course 4 0 on which the lowest of the five steps rests) there is a 
difference of about 15 inches. 41 This difference may easily be accounted for by supposing a 
slight slope (of about 1  in 30) from the front of the portico to the orchestra. It will appear, 
however, in a subsequent section, that the level before the Portico itself underwent a change,
and that the difference between the original level at this point and that of the orchestra is
far too great to admit of such an explanation.

One of the chief beauties of the Theatre at Epidaurus is the kerb-stone, which there, No room for a  
as at Megalopolis, divides the gutter before the θρόνοι from the orchestra. The kerb-stone at c ircu lar kerb. 

Epidaurus forms, it will be remembered, a perfect circle, for which there is just room without 
trenching upon the proscenium. At Megalopolis there was no room for such a circle ; had 
the circle been completed, as at Epidaurus, it would have trenched not only upon the 
Vitruvian proscenium, but even upon the Great Portico in front of the Thersilion. If this Comm ents,

should cause any surprise, it must be remembered that we have no evidence to justify us
in attributing to the Greeks any superstition with regard to the shape of the orchestra.
The Theatre at Epidaurus is the only one in existence in which the kerb actually forms a
circle; and even at Epidaurus such a circle would have been impossible but for the unusual width
of the gutter (nearly 7 feet). With a gutter 1  foot 8  inches wide, like that at Megalopolis,
the completion of the circle at Epidaurus would have been impossible. And though there are
many Theatres in which such a circle might have been described, the rule is by no means
universal. At Oropus, where the seats of honour are simply five isolated chairs standing
forward in the orchestra, the smallest circle one can select for measurement, viz. that on
Avhich lie the  ends o f  th e  re ta in in g  walls, w ould tren c h  considerab ly  upon  th e  p ro sc e n iu m ; 42
and at Mantinea, where there was no gutter, the same is the case. 4 8 In fact the possibility
of completing the circle depends quite as much on such accidents as the position of the seats
of honour and the width of the gutter as on the position of the proscenium. And it should
be remembered that in a theatre constructed according to Vitruvius’ rule, the imaginary circle
would trench on the proscenium to the extent of about -1- part of its diameter. 44 But as a The arch itects

matter of fact it does not appear that the Greeks, in setting out their Theatres, were guided calconsideratbns*
so' much by any rule dependent on ratio, or on imaginary circles, as by practical considerations
of sight and sound, and the necessity of leaving sufficient room for entrance and exit by the
πάροδοι.4'0 Thus at Megalopolis, where the diameter of the orchestra is greater than in any
other known Greek Theatre, we ought not to be surprised if the proscenium stands relatively
farther forward than in other Theatres. A comparison of the distances between the proscenium A ctu a l measure-

and (1) the central front seats, (2 ) the wings of the auditorium, at Megalopolis, Athens, and < pTOscenium^ to
Epidaurus, will show that the actual distances are not so very different in these three cases, auditorium  much

t as a t  A thens and
h  1 ! . . Epidaurus.

29 No p art of the kerb of th e  orchestra is more th a n  2 44?This is a  deduction from  th e  rules given in  V itru v iu s 
inches higher or lower than  an y  o th e r part. ■. r. 7 ,1 . .

40 This course is best seen in  th e  sections of steps on 45 Even V itru v iu s adm its th a t  some la titu d e  m ust be 
P la te s  X L  and  X II. allowed to  th e  arch itect, an d  th a t  th e re  a re  m any points in

44 The difference of level between th e  surface of th e  which he m ust be guided by considerations of practical 
course in  question and the footboard o f  the θ ρόνο ι is about convenience ra th e r th a n  by r u le :— ‘ O portet architectum  
17 inches, b u t the  kerb of the orchestra is everyw here a  anim advertere quibus proportionibus necesse s it sequi 
trifle (from  -J inch to inches) h igher th a n  th e  foot- sym m etriam  e t quibus ad loci n a tu ram  a u t m ngnitudinem  
board of the  θρόνοι. We have tak en  2 inches as the , operis tem perari. S un t enim  res quas e t in  pusillo e t in  
average difference. magno th ea tro  necesse est eadern m agnitudine fieri p ropter

42 Π ρ α κ τ ικ ά ,  1886, PI. I I I .  , usum ,’ &c. (v. 6, 7).
43 B ulletin  de Corr. Ilellen. xiv. PI. X V II .

X
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In the following measurements the ‘ front seats ’ referred to are in every case the seats of honour; 
since even at Megalopolis, where those seats are probably an addition to the original scheme 
of the Theatre, they were certainly in position before the erection of the ‘ proscenium ’ from which
the measurements are taken. 

We find then :—
Megalopolis Athens Epidaurus

( 1 ) proscenium to central front seat 77 feet 82f feet 76 feet

(2 ) proscenium to wings of auditorium „ 16 „ „

so that in actual distance of spectators from actors, and in width of π ά ρο δο ι, the Theatre
Megalopolis occupies an intermediate position between those at Athens and Epidaurus, though 
the diameter of the orchestra at Megalopolis is a great deal larger than at either, viz. 104 feet/ 6 

as against 8 8  feet at Athens, and 83 feet at Epidaurus. 40 * * * * * * 4 7 At the same time we must remember 
that we have no trace of any proscenium at Megalopolis contemporary with the Theatre, and 
that such a proscenium, if there was one— (a question which will be considered in a latter 
section)— may have stood back somewhat farther than that now in existence, though not far 
enough back, by a long way, to allow of the completion of the circle of the existing kerb.

No trace has been found at Megalopolis of any subterranean passage beneath the orchestra, 
such as those which have been discovered at Eretria/ 8 Sicyon/ 9 and Magnesia. 3 0  Nor have 
we found any remains of the θ υ μ ί \η ,  or altar, which doubtless stood in the centre of the 
orchestra.

The pedestals A and B, situated just within the orchestra and at the extremities of 
the auditorium, supported statues. On one of them (B) a dedicatory inscription has been found, 
in characters which are probably not earlier than the second century b . c. These bases will 
be again referred to in § 5. III. The inscription will be found in Chap. VII. No. IX.

§. 4 . T h e  P o r t ic o  i n  f r o n t  o f  t h e  T h e r s il io n , i n  i t s  r e l a t io n  t o  t h e  T h e a t r e .

The Great Portico, which formed the facade and main entrance of the Thersilion, 
served also as a background for the performances in the Theatre; for any other background, 
erected in front of this, would have concealed the facade, which was meant to be seen, and 
probably would have blocked the entrance, which was meant to be used. 5 1  This argument would 
lose none of its force if  the Theatre should be proved to be of somewhat later date than the 
Thersilion or vice versa ;  for if they were not contemporary, the later building must still 
have been built as a complement to the other, and not in total disregard of i t ; this alone can 
explain their juxtaposition.

The fact that a proscenium was erected in later times in such a position and of such 
a height as to partially conceal the colonnade of the Portico, is no argument in favour of such 
an arrangement as part of the original plan ; for an alteration is one thing, and an original 
design another.

Those who suppose that the word ‘proscenium,’ when applied to the Greek Theatre, 
designated not (as Vitruvius tells u s 62) a structure upon which the actors stood, but the 
background before which they acted, may possibly choose to call the Portico, in its relation 
to the Theatre, by the name of ‘ proscenium,’ while we, who follow Vitruvius, would call it

40 Before th e  addition  of th e  seats of honour th e
diam eter was even g reater, viz. 114 ft.

47 T he above m easurem ents are  tak en , fo r A thens, from
K aw erau’s p lan  in  B aum eister’s Denkmdler, p. 1 7 3 7 ; for
Epidaurus, from  Πρακτικά, 1883, PI. I .  The m easurem ent
in  each case is tak en  to  th e  fro n t of th e  seats of honour.

48 American Journal o f  Archaeology, vol. vii. p. 275, and
PI. X I.

49 Ibid. vol. v. p. 276, and  vii. p. 281.
90 Mittheilungen d. deuUsch. arcli. In s t. Athen. xvi. p. 266.

51 This is also th e  view of D r. Dorpfeld, who regards 
tb e  portico as th e  ‘ H in te rg ru n d  des Spiels,’ Berl. Phil. 
Woch. 1891, p. 419 ; M ittheilungen , xvi. p. 258. ; cf, 
also Mittheilungen, sv ii. p. 98. H e  fu rth e r suggests th a t 
on exceptional occasions (ausnalimsweise), when th e  n a tu re  
of th e  piece required it , tem porary scenery was erected in 
fron t of the  colonnade ;—a  suggestion which has our entire  
approval.

52 V itruvius v. 8 .
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rather the ‘ irons scenae. ’ 58 To avoid any confusion which might arise from this possible 
difference of nomenclature, where the facts are agreed on, let us drop technical terms for 
the present, and talk of it simply as the ‘ Portico ’ or ‘ background ’ ; designations to which 
no one is likely to take exception.

This Portico, or background, 5 1  consisted of 14 columns in the front, and probably one 
more in the return at each end. The order of the columns was Doric, the material calcareous 
tufa, 5 5 stuccoed ; and the columns rested on a limestone stylobate, projecting forward some 2 0  feet 
from the south wall of the Thersilion. This south wall was not originally continuous; but \
gave place, in the part immediately behind the Portico, to another row of columns, having a f
wider intereolumniation than those of the Portico, but corresponding exactly in position (and j
probably also in material) with the nearest columns of the Thersilion behind. Subsequently |
these columns were removed, and the wall was continued right across, but pierced with three j
•doorways (so named in the plans) giving access from Thersilion to Portico and vice versa. :
The date of this alteration is uncertain; but that it is an alteration is evident first from the |
presence of the foundation-bases (marked ‘ p ier’ in Plate VII.) of the displaced columns f
built into the wall, and secondly, from the comparatively careless structure of the portion of 
the wall in question, and the use of r~i instead of |—| clamps.

Of the columns not a single drum remains in situ, but the scattered remains which have 
been found are sufficient to justify the restoration given on Plate XII., the only conjectural 
elements in which are the details of the cornice and the assignment of the terra-cotta ornaments 
which have been discovered to their respective places. The height of the columns was probably 
about 20 feet, and that of the columns and entablature together a little over 25 feet.

Of the stylobate neither top nor second course was found actually in  situ, but on the
top of the third course are many slabs belonging to them, now lying in great confusion. These
slabs have been wrenched up in comparatively ancient times, apparently for the purpose of extracting
the iron clamps. They supply ample materials for a certain restoration (see PI. XII. and Figs. 15
and 16, Ch. III.), to illustrate which we have actually replaced a few stones of the upper courses,
as may be seen in Photograph E, Plate IV . 5 6 Of the top course every alternate block
supported a column, the intermediate blocks having, each of them, a slightly raised panel on the
upper side, an arrangement not uncommon between the columns of a portico. 57 This course, which
was 9 inches thick, rested upon another course of the same thickness, but projecting forward
1 2 £ inches beyond it, so as to form a step. The third course of the original stylobate—the last
of which any part was visible above ground— is inches in depth, and must have originally
projected about 2  inches in front of the second course. Though of the same material as the
steps, it was not a step, but belonged rather to the foundation, its upper surface alone being
visible, and marking (like the surface of the corresponding course in all similar structures) the
level of the earth, pavement, or platform adjoining. The level thus indicated is just 4 feet
S inches above th a t  o f th e  foo tboard  of th e  in sc ribed  benches, 4 fee t 6 inches above th e  level Original level in

fron t of it.of the orchestra, and 3 feet 3 inches above the footboard of the ordinary seats, which represents, 
as shown in § 3, the highest level58 which can be assigned to the orchestra before the addition 
of the inscribed seats.

The three limestone courses of the original stylobate were continued round the returns 
till they met the south wall of the Thersilion. Beneath them was a foundation, which is still in 
situ, consisting of three courses of tufa, with an average depth of about 3 feet 6  inches in all.

63 D r. Diirpfeld indeed calls i t  th e  ‘ irons scenae ’ (Bert. 
Phil. Woclt., loc. cit., and also 1891, p. 515 ; M ittheilungen, 
locc. c it t .) ; reserving the name ‘ proscenium ' for th e  tem 
porary  scenery which he supposes to  have been occasionally 
e rected  in  front of it.

M For a  more detailed account of th e  portico th e  reader 
is referred  to Chap. I I I .

33 By calcareous tufa, or more shortly  tu fa , we denote 
a rough stone, resembling travertine , such as is commonly 
know n in  Germany as ‘ po ros ' and in  France as ‘ tu f .' 
See M r. Schultz’s account of m aterials used in  Megalopolis 
(Chap. I I I .  Section 1).

30 In  P la tes. V I,, V II., and X I. these stones have been 
shown a s  existing  in  situ. We therefore th in k  i t  ou r du ty  
•expressly to  call a ttention  to  the  fac t th a t  th e  stones

num bered ‘ 4 ’ and  ‘ 5 ’ in  these plans were placed by us 
in  th e ir presen t position, and th a t, though  th ey  are w ithout 
doubt righ tly  assigned to  th e ir respective courses, th e ir 
original position in  those courses cannot be exactly  
ascertained. The same should be said of th e  group of 
stones m arked ‘ 3 ,’ which belong, as we shall p resen tly  see, 
to  a  la te r addition.

57 See, e.g., PI. X V . Figs. 4 and  5, showing th e  same 
arrangem ent in  th e  Stoa of Philip . The surface of the 
stylobate of th e  S toa M yropolis (1) is som ewhat sim ilar.

:>8 ‘ The h ighest level.’ See note 34 to  th e  present 
chapter. I f  th e  level of th e  orchestra was (as there 
suggested) som ewhat lower th an  th is, the  difference of 
level to  be accounted for is even more th an  th a t  given 
above,·—perhaps as much as 4 ft. instead of 3ft. 3in.

Description β ί Ihe 
Portico. I
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Addition of three To the original stylobate, as above described, three additional steps (marked ‘ 1 ,’
steps to îts stylo- ,  ̂> 1 3  > jn p iates VI., VII., and XI.) and a thin course beneath them (performing the 

same function as the lowest limestone course in the original stylobate) were added, along 
the front only, at a later time. The new ground level before the portico, as indicated by the
thin course just referred to, was 3 feet 3 inches lower than the old; it was therefore 1 foot
3 inches above the present level of the orchestra and exactly level with the footboard of the
ordinary seats. The section given on Plate XII. shows in strong lines the original, and in
dotted lines the later, steps and illustrates the adjustment of the latter to the former.

The proofs that the three lowest steps are later than the others may be summarised 
as follows:—

( 1 ) They have no solid foundation of their own.

(2 ) The foundation of the original stylobate, and the projecting two inches of its lowest 
limestone course, have been cut away for the sake of adjusting them.

(3) The jointing of the blocks is inferior to the jointing in the upper steps; 1— 1 clamps 
are used instead of |— | clamps; dowel-holes with channels for running with lead occur; and 
the tooling of the surface of the lower steps is entirely different from that of the upper.

For more detailed evidence on all these points with the exception of the tooling we 
must refer to Chap. I I I .; while the tooling will be discussed in the later pages of the present 
section.

T hree questions 
raised.

The above facts, which cannot (we think) be disputed, give rise to three questions wh\ch 
are of the first importance for a correct understanding of this Theatre:—

(i) When were the lower steps of the portico added Ί

(ii) If the Theatre was in existence before the lower steps were added, what was the 
relation of portico to Theatre before that addition ?

(iii) W hy  were the lower steps added %

Chronological These questions will be best answered if we begin by considering the question of date,
order of p arts . Though the absolute date of the addition cannot be fixed with any great precision, we may be 

able to determine it relatively to that of the other portions of the Theatre and Thersilion; 
and our interpretation of the scenic arrangements of the Theatre will depend entirely on the 
manner in which we do so.

Four portions of the Theatre and Thersilion have to be taken into account, viz. :—

( 1 ) The auditorium.

(2 ) The inscribed benches, which we have shown to be a slightly later addition to the 
auditorium.

(3) The portico of the Thersilion.

(4) The additional steps of this portico.

The m ost obvious The most obvious arrangement of these four is one which, if it were established, would
arrangem ent. e x a c t i y  meet the requirements of those who deny the existence of a raised stage in the Greek 

Theatre. It is, in fact, the arrangement implied in Dr. Dorpfeld’s v iew 59 that the present

55 M ittheilungen, xvii. p . 98, ‘ Bei der E rbauung 
des jetzigen steinernen  T heaters die O rchestra tiefer 
gelegt w urde a ls  der Fussboden vor der V orhalle des 
Thersileion.’— I n  a  previous s ta tem en t of h is views 
(M ittheilungen, xvi., p. 256 sqq.) D r. D orpfeld supposed the 
lower steps of th e  P ortico  to  be contem porary, n o t w ith  
'th e  whole T heatre, b u t w ith  a  change in  the level o f  the

orchestra (‘ e rs t sp'ater sind bei e iner Tieferlegung der 
O rchestra noch drei w eitere S tufen  hinzugekom m en'). 
This theory  is open to  the  sam e objections as th e  other, 
and to  th e  fu r th e r objection th a t  there  is no evidence for 
any  change of level beyond th a t  implied by  the  addition of 
th e  θρόνος—a change am ounting a t  most to  15 inches.
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stone Theatre is of later date than the Thersilion, and that the lower steps of the Portico 
are contemporary with the former. We give this arrangement in tabular form :—

: 1 st P e r i o d T h e  Thersilion, with Portico. . 

2 nd

3rd Period :—  The inscribed benches.

{The auditoriu 
benches. 

The additions

The auditorium of the Theatre, without the inscribed \
> Contemporary.

additional steps of the Portico. ) ..........................

The development of Theatre and Thersilion according to this scheme would be as 
follows:— In the first period the Theatre in its present form did not exist, and the level 
before the portico was the same as the general ground level. In the second period the 
Theatre was constructed; and the orchestra was sunk below the natural ground level, in 
order to gain support, without embankment, for a larger number of seats than would otherwise 
have been possible. At the same time the lower steps of the portico were added, so as to 
give the necessary connexion between the Portico, which served as a background, and the 
orchestra. In fact, as we have pointed out already, the thin course marking the ground level 
beneath the lower steps is just on a level with the footboard of the lowest tier of ordinary 
seats, a level which may very possibly have been that of the orchestra before the addition 
of the inscribed benches. Thirdly, the addition of those benches made it necessary to sink 
the orchestra somewhat lower than before, the difference of level between this lower orchestra 
and the bottom of the Portico steps being provided for by an inconsiderable slope.

It would indeed be absurd to suppose that the Thersilion was built, without reference 
to any Theatre, in a position exactly adapted to the addition of a Theatre, by the side of a 
hill, and with the Portico, its main entrance, turned away from the Agora and facing the 
h il l:—so absurd that a theory which involved this as its corollary might perhaps be regarded 
as scarcely worth discussion. But to this it might be replied— (and the suggestion comes 
from Dr. Dorpfeld himself)— that an earlier Theatre, without stone seats, and with an orchestra 
on the natural ground level, may have formerly occupied the position of the present one, and 
that it may have been as a background to this earlier Theatre that the Portico of the 
Thersilion, without its additional steps, was originally intended. The theory, thus revised, 
appears at first sight so plausible in itself, and it accounts so well for the various differences 
of level with which we have to reckon, that we have felt bound to give it our most careful 
consideration.

Now there are two objections to this theory:— Objections :

(1) It puts the inscribed benches in the latest period of all, though these benches bear (1 ) Epigraphical, 

inscriptions which are certainly of the fourth, and probably of the first half of the fourth
century b.c. ; while it crowds into the narrow interval between the foundation of Megalopolis 
(370 B.C.) and the dedication of the benches:—

(a) An original Theatre, without ..stone seats, and the Thersilion with its Portico.

(b) The stone Theatre now in existence.

(c) The lower steps of the Portico.

(2) In the lower steps i—i clamps take the place of |—| clamps, channels for running (2 ) Technical, 

with lead occur, the fitting of the joints is markedly inferior to that of the upper steps,
and the appearance of the surface is entirely different.

But since the period of time which must have elapsed between the technique of 
the upper and lower steps is a matter on which there is room for some difference of opinion, 
it is fortunate that we have, other evidence also to depend upon, viz. the technique, 
not of the lower steps relatively to the upper (for it is admitted that the lower are the 
later of the two), but of both relatively to the seats of the auditorium and the inscribed 
benches. This evidence makes the theory formulated above altogether untenable. That theory F a ta l to  th is  ar-

y rangem ent.
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A  new arrange
ment substituted.

original difference 
f level between 
’ortico and Or

chestra.

supposed the lower steps of the Portico to be contemporary with the ordinary seats of the 
Theatre, while the upper steps were earlier, and the inscribed benches later. A study of the 
technique of the different parts shows the upper steps, the ordinary seats, and 4he inscribed 
benches to belong to one class, while the lower steps, which are necessarily of later date than 
the upper, belong to another.

The point of technique in which comparison between these different parts of the Theatre 
can be made is the tooling of surfaces. The front surface of the upper steps of the portico, 
with that both of the ordinary seats in the Theatre and of the inscribed benches, has a 
generally smooth, though not everywhere an even surface; while the front surface of the 
lower steps has been worked across and across with a toothed chisel, so that the whole 
surface, when viewed in a favourable light, gives the impression of a network of fine 
toothed lines, while at the bottom of the face of each block is a border, varying from 
£ inch to 1  inch in width, worked perfectly smooth. The difference between the two kinds 
of tooling, when once pointed out, is unmistakable. 60

Fortunately we possess in the Theatre itself specimens of both · styles of tooling, 
bearing inscriptions which we can approximately date. On the seats of honour, which have 
the earlier tooling, there is the dedicatory inscription (Chap. VII., No. I. ( 1 )), which we assign 
confidently to the fourth, probably to the early fourth century; while the pedestal B, bearing 
a dedicatory inscription (Chap. VII., No. IX.) which can hardly be assigned to a period 
earlier than the second century, is tooled in a manner corresponding in every detail to that 
of the lower steps. 61

To sum up the evidence derived from the treatment of the surface : the upper steps of 
the Portico, the ordinary seats of the Theatre, and the inscribed benches, are characterized by 
a tooling which we know to have been in use at Megalopolis in the fourth century b.<J. ; 
while the lower steps of the Portico are characterized by a tooling which we know to have 
been in use at Megalopolis in the second century b .o . or thereabouts. Combining this with 
the fact, which we established in § 3, that the inscribed benches are an addition to the 
original plan of the Theatre, we are compelled to substitute for our previous table of periods 
the following:—

1 st Period:—
(After 370 B.c., but before ■ 

the inscribed benches.)

The Portico of the Thersilion, without the lower  ̂
steps. 62

The auditorium, without the inscribed benches 
(orchestra somewhat higher, perhaps as much as 

. 15 inches higher, than at present).

2 nd Period:—  )
(Fourth century: probably f  The inscribed benches (orchestra at present level), 

before 350 b .c.) )

Earlier
tooling.

3rd Period:—
(Perhaps second century 

b .c.)
The lower steps of the Portico.

Later
tooling.

In the f ir s t  period the base of the steps of the Portico was at least 3  feet 3 inches 
above the level of the orchestra; in the second period the difference of level was 4 feet 6  inches; 
in the th ird  period 1 foot 3 inches.

00 ‘ W hen  once pointed ou t ’— The d is tinction  had no t 
been observed a t  th e  tim e of M r. Schultz’s visit, and  th u s 
no notice is ta k e n  of i t  in  Chap. I I I . ,  except fo r th e  sta te 
m ent in  N ote 9 to  th a t  chapter, th a t  th e  m arks of tooling 
w ith a  toothed chisel a re  especially clear on th e  la te r 
steps.

01 The only p a r t  of th e  base in  question on which th is 
tooling can be clearly  seen is th e  lower block, the  upper 
block (which bears the  inscription) having suffered much 
from w eather. B u t no one w ill doubt th a t  th e  upper and 
lower blocks of the  base a re  contem porary. W e do not

know whether any  general ru le  can be form ulated w ith 
regard  to  the periods a t  which these tw o kinds of tooling 
respectively prevailed in  Greece. In  cases like th is i t  is an  
acknowledged rule th a t  a  comparison of dated examples 
occurring if possible in  th e  sam e place and under th e  same 
conditions is the only satisfactory  evidence.

62 O ur explanation of th e  T heatre  and Thersilion would 
no t be affected if i t  should be proved th a t th e  portico 
ought to  be assigned to  th e  second period ra th e r th an  the 
f ir s t; b u t there is no evidence to  ju stify  such a view.
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Now in considering the relation of Portico to orchestra at different periods, these differences 
of level have to be reckoned with. The last-mentioned difference ( 1  foot 3 inches) may indeed
be explained by a slight slope from the Portico to an imaginary line joining the ends of the
auditorium, beyond which point we know (from the kerb) that the orchestra was practically 
level. But the larger figures, 3 feet 3 inches and 4 feet 6  inches, do not admit of so simple 
an explanation. A slope of I in 12 (before the addition of the inscribed seats), or of 1 in 9 
{after that addition), is not likely to commend itself to any one as suitable ground for the 
performances of dancers, much less of buskined actors, and is therefore not worth serious
discussion. 6 3  * Nor can an original flight of steps have occupied the position of the later ones;
for we have seen that it was found necessary for the adjustment of the later steps to cut away 
a portion of the original foundation and of the limestone course above it. We are therefore 
forced to the conclusion that there was either—

A  slope, o r an  
earlier flight of 
steps, o u t of tn e  

question.

( 1 ) A direct drop from the Portico to the orchestra level, or

(2 ) A platform (either of earth or wood) before the Portico, with a drop, a slope, or 
■steps, in front of it.

Let us consider these two alternatives in detail.

( 1 ) The arguments in favour of a direct drop before the stylobate are:

(a) That such an arrangement would leave an orchestra nearly large enough to allow 
the circle of the present kerb to be completed, and quite large enough to allow of such a 
circle as that at Epidaurus, where a gutter nearly 7 feet wide intervenes between the θρόνοι 
and the kerb;

(1) A rgum ents in  
favour of a  direct 
drop before P or

tico.

(6 ) That the foundation-wall of the portico goes deep enough to allow the orchestra, 
nearly level, u  to continue right up to it without uncovering its base ; 6 5

(c) That in the Stoa Philippeios at Megalopolis we have an analogy for a colonnade 
resting on a wall of considerable height and so inaccessible from the outside. 6 6

On the other hand : A rgum ents
against i t

(a) We have already pointed out that the Greeks had no superstition about an 
‘ imaginary circle.’ Further, the arrangement suggested would leave πάροΒοι upwards of 36 feet 
wide, a width which is more than double that usually assigned to the π ά ρ ο δο ι in Greek 
Theatres.

(b) The depth of the foundation is as easily explained on the supposition of a terrace or 
platform in front of the stylobate as on that of a direct drop. If there were a terrace it would be 
natural, and if there were a platform it would be necessary, to carry the foundation down to the 
orchestra level, in order to obtain a firm support for the superstructure. Further it should be 
observed that the foundation is as deep beneath the returns of this very portico, where it was 
admittedly below ground-level, as beneath the front.

63 I t  is true th a t th e  modern stage is always slightly
tilted  towards the orchestra. B u t in  th e  first place th e
conditions are entirely different, and we have no evidence 
w hatever for a similar device in  ancient T h ea tre s ; and in  
the  second, the usual slope in  modern T heatres is 1 in  24, 
while a t  Megalopolis, had there  been a  slope a t  all, i t  m ust, 
even supposing it to have extended right across the irapohot 
{i.e. nearly to  the centre of th e  orchestra), have been a  slope 
of 1 in  12 in the first period and of 1 in  9 in  th e  second. 
A nd such a  slope extending nearly  to  th e  centre of th e  
orchestra, while the rest of the orchestra was flat, would 
have seriously hampered the chorus as well as th e  actors. 

' H ence we feel we are justified in  se tting  th is  a lte rna tive  
.aside w ithout more comment.

04 The level of the orchestra is indeed a  few inches

below th a t  of th e  bottom  of th e  foundation of the  p o rtico ; 
b u t th e  hypothesis we are now considering is theoretically  
tenable if we suppose a  s lig h t slope in  th e  portion  of the  
o rchestra which adjoins th e  portico.

65 The depth of th e  foundation  of th is  portico is by  no 
means w ith o u t paralle l in  bu ild ings of a  sim ilar d a te  ; b u t 
w herever th e  foundation  is  deep th e re  is alw ays, a s  a t  
Megalopolis, some special reason for it . T hus th e  M etroum  
a t  Olympia (Olympia, T afelband  i. PI. X X V .) and  th e  
Tholos a t  E pidaurus (Πρακτικά, 1883, P I. I I I . )  have deep 
foundations, b u t these are  necessitated by  th e  surrounding 
levels. M ost of th e  porticos a t  O lym pia have fa r  shallower 
foundations.

«  See Chap. I I I .  and PI. X V . F ig . 3 ‘ O ’.



84 THE THEATRE. [ciHAP. IV.

(c) The wall supporting the colonnade of the Stoa Philippeios is of conglomerate, a materia] 
used elsewhere at Megalopolis for solid and exposed walls, while the foundations of the Portico 
are of tufa, which, so far as we know, was never used at Megalopolis for this purpose, nor, 
unless stuccoed, in any position where it would be seen. Of stucco, the foundation, where we 
have been able to examine it (viz. at the west end), shows no trace; and it is moreover so rough 
that it cannot have been meant to show. , ■ . '

fa ta l to  theory  of This last consideration alone is a sufficient answer to the theory of a drop and an exposed
a  drop. foundation; but we may add—  ■

(cl) That a wall 4 feet high, surmounted by a colonnade, would form a most unsuitable 
background for dramatic performances; and that, even supposing that there were steps added 
at intervals, it would be exceedingly inconvenient for the purposes of dramatic representation, 
since the actors, at every entry, would be obliged to descend a flight of steps before beginning 
to speak; and to descend a flight of steps with dignity, in Greek tragic dress and buskins, would 
have been no easy task. 6 7

(2 ) There was (2) We are obliged therefore to fall back upon the second alternative, which supposes a level
t̂herefore a  pUt-̂  platform, either of earth or wood, before the portico. A wooden platform perhaps accounts most 

beforethe Portico, satisfactorily for the depth of the foundation of the portico, for it makes a deep foundation as neces
sary as if  there had been a direct drop from portico to orchestra. However this may be, the platform 
in question must have been at least 3 feet 3 inches in height (perhaps a few inches higher68) before 
the addition of the inscribed benches, and 4 feet 6  inches in height subsequently to that addition ; 
and it must have served for the actors to perform upon, for its height is not sufficient to enable us 
to explain it as a background,— the explanation now frequently given of the higher (‘ Vitruvian ’) 
‘proscenia’ at Epidaurus, Oropus, and similar theatres. What was its width, whether it viras 
permanent or temporary, and what means of communication were provided between it and 
the orchestra,— are questions which it is impossible to answer with confidence. No remains of the 
original platform have been found; for the extant proscenium, and even the older (wooden) 
structure of which traces have been found beneath it, are clearly of late date. We would, however, 
make the following suggestions, without insisting upon them unduly:—

rggestions abou t (1) That the platform was originally intended to be permanent, but was afterwards replaced
th is platform , ^y a temporary structure, erected only when the Theatre was required for dramatic performances.

Thus we can best explain the addition of the lower steps of the portico. They would have been 
entirely useless so long as there was a permanent platform or terrace before the portico; whereas at 
a period when the platform was only temporary they would be required in order to give access, in 
the intervals when the platform was not there, to the Thersilion.

(2) That whether the permanent structure was of earth or of wood (we incline to the latter), 
the temporary platform was doubtless wooden.

(3) That the wooden structure, of which clear traces (described in §. 5. I.) have been found 
beneath the stylobate of the * Vitruvian ’ proscenium, may not improbably represent the platform 
we are supposing in its later (temporary) form. It is, of course, impossible to determine whether 
it more resembled the original low platform or the high ‘ Vitruvian ’ proscenium.

(4) That if there was, as we have supposed, a period at which the platform was a permanent 
structure, whether of earth or of wood, at that period at least it must have been faced with steps 
(continuous or at intervals), if not to form a connexion between stage and orchestra, at any rate to 
serve as an approach to the Thersilion.

iree questions We have now answered, to the best of our ability, the three questions which we put before
answered. ourselves a few pages back, as follows:—

(i) The lower steps of the Portico are not only later iu date than the ordinary seats of the 
auditorium, but also later than the inscribed benches. There was therefore a difference of level

67 I t  m ay  be objected th a t  our own theory ,— th a t  of a  a rise  on  exceptional occasions, w here th e  actors and chorus 
p la tfo rm  (or stage) before th e  sty lobate,— involves th e  cam e in to  contact. I t  w ould n o t be one of the  regular,
necessity  fo r th e  actors o r chorus of occasionally ascending conditions of perform ance in  th e  T heatre, 
and descending steps. T his necessity  would, however, only  68 See N ote 34 to  the  presen t chapter.
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between the base of the Portico stj'lobate and the orchestra amounting at one time to at least 3 feet 
3 inches and at another to 4 feet 6  inches.

(ii) Before the addition of the lower steps to the Portico there must have stood between 
it and the orchestra either an earthen terrace or (more probably) a wooden platform.

* *
(iii) The lower steps were added probably in order to give access to the Thersilion at some 

period when a temporary platform took the place of a permanent one before the Portico.

§ 5. P r o s c e n ia . . P roscenia

In the preceding section we have shown that, before the addition of the lower steps, a plat
form of some kind must have stood in front of the Great Portico; and that, since the height of this 
platform was insufficient to form a background for dramatic performances, the actors must have 
stood not in front of it but upon it. The existence of this platform is a necessarj* inference from 
the facts, unless we are prepared to suppose either that there was a direct drop from the Portico to 
the orchestra, exposing the whole of the foundations of the former, or that the acting took place 
upon a slope of 1  in 9. Such a platform would probably have been described by Vitruvius, had 
any such been extant in bis time, as a * proscenium ’ or Xoyeiov, the terms by which he designates 
the higher platforms which existed in the Greek Theatres of his own day; and he would have 
explained it rightly as a raised stage upon which the actors stood. Whether he was equally right 
in interpreting the high proscenia extant in his own day as Χογεΐα, or stages, is a question which we 
may waive pending our description of the later proscenium, which is just such a structure as 
he describes, and which afterwards took the place of the platform whose existence we have found 
it necessary to infer before the Portico.

But in order to preserve chronological order we must begin by mentioning—

I. Remains of an earlier, probably wooden, structure (already referred to in §. 4) beneath the j  Remains 0f  w 
stylobate of the ‘ Vitruvian ’ proscenium. wooden structure*

The stylobate of the 1 Vitruvian ’ proscenium consists of two courses, of which the lower is, 
structurally, somewhat better than the upper. This superiority of the lower course, slight as it is, 
was sufficient to suggest to Dr. Dorpfeld, during a recent visit to Megalopolis (April 1892), the 
possibility of a difference of date between the two courses in question. On the removal of some 
blocks of the upper course this suspicion was found to be amply justified, for on the blocks 
composing the lower course was discovered a series of rectangular sinkings and of grooves clearly 
intended for the reception of wooden posts and planks. Before replacing the upper blocks accurate 
measurements of the sinkings on the lower course, so far as we uncovered it, were made, and the 
results are given on Plate VII. (Fig. 2 ). The rectangular sinkings were doubtless intended for the 
tenons of the wooden posts, the long sinkings or grooves for the facing to these posts, whether 
continuous or otherwise.

It is to be noticed that, though the grooves themselves are not continuous, a line may 
generally be traced between them, in some cases, but by no means always, marked by a very slight 
sinking of the whole surface of the slab behind; and also that the axis of the Theatre cuts neither 
the centre (lengthwise) of any of the grooves or sinkings, nor the centre of any of the ungrooved 
spaces between them. Both these facts tend to show that the facing, whatever it consisted of, was 
continuous, so that the exact position of the grooves and sinkings was a matter of indifference.

The structure above described,— later used as a foundation for the stylobate of the Vitruvian possibly a  low 
proscenium,—would serve excellently, as hinted in § 4 (adfin.), to support the low platform or stage, platform , a s in § 4 r 

which we suppose to have existed before the Portico, in its temporary form. But it must be 
conceded that it may equally well have supported a proscenium of the same height as the one 
which succeeded it, but of inferior construction. In any case it cannot have belonged to the b u t certa in ly  n o t 

original plan of the theatre ; this js clear both from the carelessness of its structure and from the tlie 0 Γ'8 ί η α 1 one- 
close resemblance which exists between its grooves and sinkings and those of the rough foundation ^  
which prolongs its line eastward along the πάροδοι.

I
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This line of foundation must be described here owing to its intimate connexion with the 
one we have just been considering, as to the date of which it affords important evidence. It 
consists of a number of blocks of tufa, rudely put together, without clamps of any kind, and 
distinguished by a series of grooves and other sinkings similar to those already described on the 
lower course of the stylobate of the proscenium. It is practically in line with the latter ; at its 
extreme east end indeed it projects 3 inches in front of that line, but this is probably due to shifting, 
the line of the foundation throughout its length being, in fact, slightly irregular. The west end of the 
tufa foundation, where it is separated from the stylobate by a small block of limestone only 
5 inches in width and at a lower level, is 5 inches below the level of the stylobate ; 1,9 and from this 
point to its east end, a distance of 2 1  feet 1  inch, it rises about 2  feet, so that its slope is approxi
mately 1  in 1 0 .

At the opposite cud of the Vitruvian proscenium, between it and the Σκανοθήκα, we have 
found two blocks of tufa with grooves and sinkings precisely similar to those of the foundation last 
mentioned, with which these blocks, though slightly shifted, correspond approximately both in 
position and in inclination. Now on the face of one of these blocks is a moulding (shown in 
section, Plate VII. Fig. 2 ), showing that the blocks were taken from an earlier structure. The 
block, in order to be used for the foundation, was inverted, and the moulding, which was 
probably below ground level, was allowed to remain. One of the blocks composing the foundation 
at the east end of the proscenium has a moulding which is probably similar, but, having one
specimen of the moulding, we have not thought it necessary to remove this block in order to
examine it in detail.

The moulding on the block at the west end is assigned by competent authorities
to a base or podium of comparatively late times, certainly not before the third century B.c., and 
probably later. If this opinion be correct, the foundations at each end, —which are of course Ia êr 
than the structure to which the moulding originally belonged,—and with them the lower course of 
the stylobate of the ‘ Vitruvian ’ proscenium, and the wooden structure which once stood upon it—  
can hardly belong to a period earlier than the second century B.c.; while the ‘ Vitruvian ’ 
proscenium, since it took the place of the wooden structure, is necessarily of still later date.

II. The ‘ Vitruvian’ proscenium.69 70

The lower course of the stylobate which supported this proscenium has already
been discussed in connexion with the earlier wooden structure. Upon this lower course were placed, 
in order to support the later proscenium, a number of blocks, of regular thickness, but of 
irregular length and breadth, badly fitted, and without clamps; many, if not all, of them 
having obviously been taken from some earlier building. The stylobate thus completed is 
almost exactly on a level with the top of the thin course beneath the later steps of the Portico 
behind.

The columns which stood upon this stylobate have been described in Chap. III. by Mr. 
Schultz, who has also discussed the manner in which the proscenium should be restored (cf. 
Fig. 36). But a few words here will not be out of place. The columns, which were 14 in number 
and stood between two antae, are of extremely rude work. They are unfinished ; for round 
the front half of each column the bottoms, but only the bottoms, of flutes have been cut. 
At either side of each column is a projecting fillet, doubtless intended to hold panels 
(·πίνακα) 7 1  which formerly filled the intercolumniations.

No traces of an entrance in the middle of the proscenium have been discovered; 
there is neither a wider intercolumniation, as at Athens and Piraeus, nor pivot-holes for doors, 
as at Eretria, nor traces of any wearing of the stone by feet, the very tooling of the surface 
being clearly visible. And a wooden threshold is out of the question, for a wooden threshold 
without wooden jambs and lintel would be an absurdity; and of such a door frame as this 
would imply there is no sign whatever, the sinkings for the columns on either side of the 
central intercolumniation being precisely similar to those for all the other columns in the 
row. That there was no doorway here may therefore be regarded as a certainty. And since

69 B u t 91 inches below th e  nearest p a rt of the  ‘ V itru - 70 M arked ‘ la te r proscenium ’ in  P la tes V. and V II .
v ia n ’ proscenium in  its  p resen t sta te . The extrem e end 71 The au thority  for th e  word is th e  inscription belonging
of th e  proscenium however was no t a  colonnade b u t a  to  th e  proscenium a t  Oropus (Πρακτικά, 1886, p. 54, 
w all (see F ig . 36, Ch. I I I .) .  and PI. II I .) .

■S(j THE THEATRE. [chap. iv.
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the stone of the stylobate lias not been worn, an entrance without a doorway is equally out 
o f the question, unless we are to make the unwarrantable assumption that the proscenium was 
never used.

Portions of five columns were found actually in situ; but further investigatiou proved 
that in every case the dowels which formerly joined them to the stylobate had been 
removed, thus making it clear that, though in situ, they had not been always undisturbed.72 73

The longest column drum which we have found7 8  measures 7 feet inches. Very 
probably this was the original height of the shafts, this particular column being a monolith. 
If so, the entire structure, entablature included, must have been about 10 feet high, a 
measurement which accords very well with the directions of Vitruvius, who gives 10 to 1 2  

feet {is the proper height of a Greek proscenium, 7 4  and falls just half-way between the height 
of the corresponding proscenia at Epidaurus ( 1 2  feet) 7 5  and Oropus (about 8  feet). 7 6  It must 
be remembered, however, that 1 0  feet is not the precise height of the proscenium, but the 
minimum  height. There is no proof that the longest drum discovered represents the entire 
shaft of a column. And the diameter of the columns at Megalopolis is half as great again as 
at Oropus ; so that, if any conclusion could be drawn from proportions where the work is so 
bad, we should expect the proscenium at Megalopolis to be nearer 1 2  feet than 1 0  feet 
high. 7 7

For the jJanels (πίνακες) which we suppose to have filled the intercolumniations we have 
analogies in other Vitruvian ‘proscenia.’ Either ( l )  a solid wall with engaged columns, or 
(2) columns with wooden panels in the intercolumniations, appears to have been the usual 
arrangement of such proscenia. An example of the first is the proscenium at Epidaurus; 78 
of the second those at Oropus,79 where rebates take the place of our fillets; at Eretria,80 
where the columns have similar rebates; and at Assos.81 At Piraeus,82 the roughness of the 
stylobate in the intercolumniations, neither prepared for fitting panels, nor worn smooth by 
the feet (as would be the case had they been left open), makes it probable that they were 
closed by curtains or hangings of some sort.

The depth of the proscenium at Megalopolis is a matter of some doubt. The distance 
from the front of it to the front of the columns of the Great Portico behind is about 
24 feet, a measurement which is very much greater than the depth of any known 
proscenium of the Vitruvian type, or of a proscenium constructed according to Vitruvius’ 
directions. The depths of the Vitruviau proscenia of different theatres are, at Epidaurus about 
1 0  feet, 8 3 at Oropus 6  feet 4 inches, 84 at Piraeus about 9^ feet, 8 5  at Eretria about 7 fee t ; 86 

and Vitruvius’ directions would give us, for a Theatre as large as Megalopolis, a proscenium 
some 15 feet in depth. 8 7 We have, however, no reason for supposing that the Vitruvian 
proscenium at Megalopolis extended back by any means so far as the Great Portico. It is 
far more probable that a light σ κ η ν ή  (stage building) or at any rate some movable scenery, 
was erected behind and above the proscenium, at a suitable distance in front of the Portico. 
The σκηνή, if there was one, may well have been constructed of wood, so that its disappearance 
is easily accounted for. That such an arrangement would conceal the lower part of the 
columns of the Portico is no argument against i t ; for the Vitruvian proscenium, even without 
a σκηνή, must have done the same. This partial concealment of the Portico must have been 
extremely ugly; but the facts hardly admit of any other explanation; for the positions in 
which some of the Portico columns have been found make it improbable that the Portico 
itself was dispensed with at any period before the final destruction of Theatre and

72 The positions in  which we found them  are  m arked in 
th e  provisional plan of th e  T heatre, J . ff .fi . vol. xi. 
p. 295.

73 N ot in  situ,
74 V itruvius v. 8, 2.
76 Πρακτικά, 1883, p. 47, and PI. I I .
7C Ibid. 1886, PI. Π Ι.
77 The proscenium a t  Epidaurus, being Ionic, while ours 

a t  Megalopolis is Doric, is useless as a  basis for calculating 
th e  h e igh t of th e  proscenium from th e  .d iam eter of the 
columns.

78 Π ρ α κ τ ικ ά , 1883, PI. I I .
78 Ibid. 1886, p. 54, and PI. I I I .

so American Journal o f  Archaeology, vol. vii. p. 264.
81 M idler, die Griechiscken Jluhnenaltert/nimer, p. 23, note 

2, and  Πρακτικά, 1886, p. 55.
82 Πρακτικά, 1880, P la te .
83 Πρακτικά, 1883, PI. I . ;  w here 2-41 m. ( =  c. 8 f t .)  is 

given as th e  b read th  of th e  cham ber beneath th e  stage, to  
which m ust be added 0*60 m. ( =  c. 2 ft .) , th e  b read th  of th e  
fro n t wall.

84 Πρακτικά, 1886, PI. I I I .  ( l ‘93m. =  6 ft. 4in.).
88 Πρακτικά, 1880, P late.
88 American Journal o f  Archaeology, vol. vii. PI. X I.
87 Viz. one-seventh of 104 ft., the  d iam eter of the  

o rchestra a fte r  the  addition of th e  seats of honour.

H eight of 
proscenium.

* <■

W ooden panels.

D epth  of 
proscenium.

%*
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Thersiliou. It will appear bye and bye that we do not believe the proscenium to be older 
than the first century b .c. ; a period at which, and after which, bad work is by no means the 
exception in Greece.

Position relatively The question of depth being thus disposed of, the only important difference to be
noted between the Vitruvian proscenium at Megalopolis and similar proscenia elsewhere is 
the difference of position; a larger proportion of the circle of the orchestra being cut off 
by the proscenium at Megalopolis than in any other extant Greek theatre, and (though to 
a less degree) a larger proportion thau Vitruvius prescribes. This peculiarity, however, has been 
already discussed in our section dealing with the auditorium and orchestra (§ '■}), where it was 
pointed out that actual, rather than proportionate, measurements guided the architect, and that the 
actual measurements at Megalopolis, both from the centre of the front row of seats, and from the 
extremities of the auditorium, to the front of the proscenium, agree very nearly with the 
corresponding measurements at Epidaurus and at Athens.

Date· With regard to the date of the Vitruvian proscenium at Megalopolis, all we know
for certain is that it is of later date than the wooden structure which once occupied the 
same position, and which we saw reason to assign at earliest to the second century b .c. We 
would therefore suggest the first century b .c . as a possible date for the stone structure, 
but it  may well be later. That such proscenia still continued to be erected in Vitruvius’ 
own day is generally admitted, 8 8 not only because his own expressions imply it, but because 
the proscenium at Oropus bears a dedicatory inscription8 9 which is not earlier than the 
second, and more probably dates from the first century b.c. The proscenium at Megalopolis 
is one of the roughest which have hitherto been found, and may well lie of later date than even 
the one at Oropus.

This proscenium 
tends to  confirm 

V itruvius.

It will have appeared from our suggestion of movable scenery erected at the back of the 
proscenium, that we are far· from deserting Vitruvius, who describes the proscenium in the Greek 
Theatre of his day as a stage, in order to accept the new views promulgated by Drs. Dorpfeld and 
Iiawerau, who, in defiance of Vitruvius, regard the proscenium as a background before which the 
actors played. A criticism of these views will be found in Appendix A, at the end of the present 
chapter ; and we need only say here that, while the arguments hitherto adduced for the new theory 
appear to us to weigh extremely light in the balance against the direct evidence of a contemporary 
writer, the Theatre at Megalopolis seems to us, so far as it bears upon the question, distinctly to 
confirm Vitruvius as opposed to Dr. Dorpfeld ;—first, because (as we have already stated) the 
Vitruvian proscenium there presents no trace whatever o f  any entrance in the middle, like those 
which have been found at Epidaurus, Eretria, and elsewhere;— and secondly, because (as we have 
endeavoured to show) it occupies the position of an earlier platform which was demonstrably a 
stage.

The first of these arguments carries more weight than may appear at first sight. 
Dr. Dorpfeld himself would hardly maintain that a colonnade closed by panels, without a 
single entrance through it for the actors, could possibly serve as a background for dramatic- 
performances. Accordingly he has taken pains to point out that, in every proscenium hitherto- 
discovered, traces of such an entrance have been found. 90 Now at Megalopolis there is, as we have 
already seen, no trace of such an entrance.

Our second argument, that the later proscenium, itself a platform, occupies the position of 
an earlier stage, makes it highly probable that this proscenium was intended to be used as a 
stage likewise. At the same time an argument of this kind can never, of course, amount to 
demonstration.

H I. Possible III. Possible Roman stage.
Ronvan Stage.

Besides the Vitruvian proscenium, and the earlier wooden structure which formerly occupied* 
the same position, we have possible traces of a Roman  stage, actually closing in the orchestra and.

88 Even by those who, like D i\ Dijrpfeld, deny th a t 
V itru v iu s knew w hat use the  ‘ proscenium ’ in  th e  Greek 
T heatre  served. See e.g, Perl. Phil. Woch. 25 A pril, 1891,
p. 51C (‘ Das griechische T heater seiner Z e it’), and
Baum eister, Denhualer, p. 1734 ( ‘ und B auten  dieser A rt

miissen auch V itruv  bekann t gewesen sein’).
89 ΪΙρακτικά, 1886, PI. I I I .
90 e.g. Berliner Phil. Woch. 12 A pril, 1890, p. 467 ; ibid. 

25 A pril, 1891, p. 514. I n  th e  la t te r  of these passages the- 
statem ent, so fa r as i t  applies to  Megalopolis, is incorrect.
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auditorium (the usual arrangement in Roman Theatres), its front line coinciding exactly with the 
chord which joins the two extremities of the retaining walls. The evidence for such a stage may 
appear, at first sight, somewhat scanty, but is sufficient at any rate to render its existence 
extremely probable.

In the first place, in front of the west end of the Vitruvian proscenium is a line of blocks *
(best shown in Plate VII.) running forward to a point close by the extremity of the ο χ β τό ί  or 
gutter, and then turning eastward across the orchestra. Though these blocks are not absolutely in 
line with each other, yet if we suppose them to have been but very slightly shifted they may 
originally have occupied a position which would serve very well for the foundations of the end of a 
Roman stage ; and it is very difficult to explain their presence in any other way.'

Secondly, the position of the pedestals A and B is much easier to understand if we suppose 
them to have stood immediately in front of a Roman stage ; on any other supposition it is quite 
anomalous. But in that case they must have originally stood farther back, and been moved to 
their present position after the Roman stage was erected; for the inscription on pedestal B 
(Chap. VII. No. IX.) dates from a period earlier than even that to which we assign the Vitruvian 
proscenium, which preceded the Roman stage.

Thirdly, in front of the Vitruvian proscenium lie some architectural fragments (see 
Chap. III. § 3, H ), which may possibly have belonged to such a stage as we are supposing.

At the same time the evidence is far from being decisive; at most we can only say that 
there was probably a Roman stage.

For its height, if the stage existed, we have no evidence. Vitruvius’ rule for a Roman 
stage is not more than five fe e t ; 91 and extant stages confirm Vitruvius. The depth of a 
Roman stage should, according to the directions of the same writer, 9 2  be one-fourth of the diameter 
of the orchestra; but we have already seen that the architects were guided less by rules of 
ratio, such as those laid down by, Vitruvius, than by practical considerations.

6 . Π άροδο ί AND Σ κα νοθήκα . Πάροδοί AND %κο.νοθ·ήκα.
The Theatre at Megalopolis is perhaps the only one in existence which has only one π ά ρ ο δ ο ί.  Only one πάροδος. 

This peculiarity is due to another unique feature, the Σκανοθήκα, which occupies the position 
in which we should expect a western πάροδοί. Whether the Σκανοθήκα in its present form was or 
was not a part of the original plan of the Theatre, it is not likely that its position was ever 
occupied by a π'ροδοί·, for the embankment of the auditorium on this side projects too far - 
northward to allow of one.

In the πάροδοί the only extant remains of building are the line of foundation which has Rough foundation 
already been sufficiently described (§ 5. I.). It undoubtedly supported a wooden structure forming in  πάροδος 
the north wall of the πάροδος at the period represented by the lower course of the ‘ Vitruvian ’ 
proscenium; the southern boundary of the πάροδος being the retaining wall of the auditorium.
This gives us a πάροδοι with a width of 14|· feet at the point nearest the orchestra, but 
narrowing slightly towards its outer en d ; a curious arrangement certainly, but one which has an 
analogy in the Theatre at Epidaurus, where the outer ends of the two πάροδοι are narrower than the 
inner.

The slope of the foundation, which is about 1  in 1 0  (v. supra), gives us also the slope of 
the πάροδοι. Beyond (i.e. north of) the wall which it supported, there was probably an upward 
slope from the outside, forming a means of access to the top of the proscenium, exactly as at 
Epidaurus93 and Sicyon. 94 If we are right in supposing that a low platform originally occupied 
nearly the same position as the ‘ Vitruvian ’ proscenium, it was probably reached from the outside 
by a similar passage.

We have found no trace of any doorway at the outer end of the πάροδοι, like those at 
Epidaurus. Such doorways were by no means universal. At the same time it is not 
impossible that some traces of one might· be found beneath the incline which we have left as 
an approach to the Theatre.

N o trace  of a 
doorway in 

πάροδος.

!l1 V itruv ius v. 6, 2.
32 This is a  deduction from th e  ι-ules laid  down in 

V itruv ius r .  θ, 1.

93 Πρακτικά, 1883, pp. 47, 4 8 ; and  PI. I I .
94 American Journa l o f  Archaeology, v . P I. IX . and 

p. 290.

A A
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Corresponding 
foundation west 
of proscenium.

The SicavodijKa 
I t s  name.

I t s  s ta te  of 
preservation.

Foundation  in  
%κανοθήκα.

M iscellaneous
remains.

It will be remembered that · beyond the west end of the Vitruvian proscenium there are 
two blocks (cf. § 5. I.) similar to those composing the rough foundation at the east end, and that 
one of these blocks has the late moulding figured PL VII. Fig. 2 . Even supposing the Σκανοθήκα to 
bo an addition to the original plan of the Theatre, it is of course impossible to put it at a later 
date than these blocks; and therefore the two blocks cannot be regarded as remains of 
a πάροδοί existing here previously to the erection of the Σκανοθήκα. If, as we suppose, 
they are approximately in situ, it is probable that the foundation to which they belong 
supported a wall forming the northern boundary of a passage giving access from the 
orchestra to the Σκανοθήκα, but we know so little of the arrangements of the latter that we 
can hardly venture to dogmatize on this point.

We must next say a few words about the Σκανοθήκα itself. First, with regard to the 
name which we have assigned to it. Our authority for this name is an inscription which 
occurs upon a number of tiles found, in the course of excavation, in and near it. The 
tiles are of plain red earthenware, c. J inch in thickness. They arc U-shaped, the hollow of 
the U having a depth of c. 4J inches. Each tile bore upon it, in a sunk panel, the word 
Σκανοθήκα?, in characters of Late Greek, or Roman period (see Chap. VII. No. XXVIII.
(l)). Since most of these tiles were found high up, and some of them just outside the 
Σκανοθήκα, it has been suggested that they come from the roof of the building; but their 
shape appears to us to preclude this explanation, and we rather suppose them to have 
belonged to a gutter, perhaps draining the part of the embankment which overhung the 
Σκανοθήκα, so as to prevent it from being flooded in time of rain.

Inscribed tiles are very common at Megalopolis. A number of inscriptions (rpostly 
fragmentary) are given by Mr. Richards in Chap. VII. (No. XXVIII.). Those found in the 
Σκανοθήκα are not the only ones which have helped us to an identification. The Stoa 
Philippeios has been identified in a similar manner, 05 and a tile with an inscription which is 
probably, but not certainly, ‘ Θβ<£»,’ has tended to confirm our identification of the Sacred 
Enclosure of the Great Goddesses. 90

Of the building itself little remains except its south wall, which is, for the most part, 
identical with the retaining wall of the auditorium, and its west and north walls. The only 
possible trace of a boundary to the Σκανοθήκα eastward is a block of tufa (Pl. VII. E ) ; 
and the purpose of this block itself is extremely problematic. If the Σκανοθήκα was, as 
we must suppose, separated from the Theatre proper by a Avail, the wall was probably of 
wood, since it has entirely disappeared.

The limestone foundation within the Σκανοθήκα, and running parallel to its north wall, 
appears to have supported a wooden partition, since certain projections upon its upper 
surface, which have not been removed, seem to us to preclude the possibility that the 
wall which stood upon it was of stone. 07 It may be suggested that the narrow space 
between it and the north wall represents a passage, and that the remainder of the Σκανοθήκα 
was divided up into chambers to which the passage gave access; but it must be 
remembered that we really know nothing of the arrangements of this building and are therefore 
obliged to confine ourselves to conjecture.

We end our description of the Theatre at Megalopolis by drawing attention to the very 
late wall behind the north wall of the Σκανοθήκα, noticed in Chap. III. § 3 ( F) ,  and 
to the limestone blocks with curious sinkings, which lie immediately behind the colonnade of the 
Great Portico. The position of these blocks (best shown in PI. XI. Fig. 2 ), whether they are 
or are not in  situ, is hard to explain. They lie at a level of from 3 feet 6  inches to 3 feet 
9  inches below the surface of the stylobate of the portico, in apparently irregular positions. 
If they are in  situ, they may have served to support some part of the stage scenery at 
the period when the Great Portico was used as a background for performances in the Theatre. 
If they are not in  situ  they may have performed the same function in connexion with one of 
the later proscenia, and have been thrown down in the position which they now occupy 
at a later period; hut it  is difficult to see at what period the ground level behind the 
colonnade can have been so low.

95 Chap. V I I .  No. X X V II I .  (4). Cp. Chap. I I I . ,  Section 3, F, where M r. Schultz
ol> Ibid. (5). suggests a  different use fo r th is  foundation.
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§ 7. Concluding Remarks. Concluding
R emarks.

Evidence for 
stage

(1) in  4 th  cen
tu ry ,

The Theatre at Megalopolis is undoubtedly one of the most interesting Greek Theatres 
hitherto excavated. The auditorium as a whole is, indeed, far less perfectly preserved than 
the corresponding part of the Theatre at the Hieron of Asclepius near Epidaurus, and the 
general beauty of the design is less striking. But the seats of honour at Megalopolis are in 
better condition than those at Epidaurus, and the stage buildings have undergone less 
alteration in later times.

Again the Megalopolitan Theatre has several features which are altogether without parallel 
elsewhere. The connexion of the Theatre with a great covered hall (the Thersilion), the portico 
of which served as a background for theatrical representations, is an altogether new feature.
And the same is true of the Χ κανοθηκα , which was the corollary of the Thersilion, since the 
latter occupied the place usually assigned to property and dressing rooms.

But for many scholars the chief interest of this Theatre will lie in the evidence which it offers 
for or against the existence of a raised stage. In considering this evidence different periods in the 
history of the Theatre must be carefully distinguished. (1) Though no actual remains of a raised 
stage have been found as part of the original plan at Megalopolis, we have shown that such a stage 
is a necessary inference from the difference of level which existed, before the addition of the 
lower steps, between the bottom of the Portico stylobate and the orchestra. And (2) the later or (2) in la ter-tim es 

' Vitruvian ’ proscenium, though in many respects similar to those which have been found in other 
Theatres, has one feature—viz. the absence of any traces of an entrance through it to the 
orchestra—which almost excludes the possibility of explaining it otherwise than as a stage.

Perhaps, however, those who on general grounds dispute the existence of a stage in Greek 
Theatres may be willing to admit that there was such a stage at Megalopolis, but may argue 
that the Megalopolitan Theatre is in several ways abnormal. That it  is abnormal we admit, the 
Thersilion and its corollary the Ίκανοθηκα being peculiar to it. But on the other band we do not 
think any one will contend that the close connexion between the Theatre and the 
Thersilion could necessitate a stage at Megalopolis, supposing a stage to be unusual in Greek 
Theatres.

At the same time we do not say that what is true of one Greek Theatre must necessarily 
be true of all. In the present chapter we have endeavoured to interpret the remains of Megalopolis 
on their own merits, and have, so far as possible, avoided controversial matter. Such contributions 
as we wish to make to the general question, without special reference to Megalopolis, have 
accordingly been reserved for Appendices A, B, and C.

E. A. Gardner,
W illiam L oring.

[We understand from Mr. Loring that since passing a proof of Chap. IV. he has changed 
his opinion as to some of the views contained in it. He writes: ‘ The evidence on which I 
most relied—that supplied by the tooling of the stone in different parts of the structure—has 
proved, on a final examination, to be (in my opinion) less strong than I formerly supposed; 
and without it I do not feel that the evidence for a fourth century stage is conclusive.’ Mr. Ernest 
Gardner, on the other hand, maintains the ground taken up in Chap. IV. It being obviously 
impossible to recast the chapter while it is passing through the press, we must leave Mr. Loring 
to explain his modified views more fully in some other place.— E d d .]
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APPENDIX A.

A  P L E A  F O R  V IT R U V IU S .

I t  is o f course im possible to  say, pend ing  th e  p u b lica tion  of D r. D orpfeld’s long-prom isod work1 on th e  
G reek  T h ea tre , w h at arg u m en ts  he  m ay y e t have in  sto re  to  sup p o rt h is w ell-know n view  th a t  th e  G reek T h ea tre  
had  no  stage. T he controversy therefore  m u s t s till be regarded  as an  open one. B u t those  w ho a re  in terested  
in  i t  can n o t be too  strongly or too freq u en tly  rem inded  th a t ,  a t  an y  ra te  in  d iscussing  th e  ‘ proscenium  ’ in  
th e  G reek  T h ea tre  o f  V itru v iu s ' day, th e  b u rd en  of p roof res ts w ith  those who se t aside  V itruv ius’ evidence, n o t 
w ith  those  who re ly  on th a t  evidence. V itruv ius, w hatever m ay  have been  h is  failings as an  archaeologist, was a  
tho rough ly  p rac tica l m an ,— th is  is generally  ad m itted . T h e  G reek T h ea tre  w hich h e  professes to  describe was 
th e  G reek  T h ea tre  o f b is  own tim e,— th is  is generally  a d m itte d  also .4 N o th in g  therefore  b u t a  g enera l an d  w ell- 
e stab lished  d isag reem en t betw een  liis account and th e  evidence supplied  by  e x ta n t rem ains can ju s tify  us in  
se t tin g  h is s ta tem en ts  aside. ^

N ow  i t  is th e  pecu lia rity  o f th is  controversy th a t  those who, w ith  D r. D orpfeld, re jec t V itru v iu s’ 
s ta te m e n t th a t  th e  s tru c tu re  w hich h e  calls ‘ proscenium  ’ was a  stage, base th is  rejection , n o t o n  any  
d isag reem en t o f th e  e x ta n t rem ains w ith  V itru v iu s’ description, b u t on th e ir  very  rem ark ab le  agreement. 
‘ S e ine  B eschreibung  des g riechischen T heatergebaudes,’ says D r. Dorpfeld, ‘ is t v o llk o m m en  k o r re k t;  d e n n d ie  
au fgefundenen  T h e a te r  in  E pidauros, A th en , Oropos, Assos, etc., stim m en in  a lien  w esen tlichen  P u n k te n  m it 
ih r  u b ere in .’8 H ad  th e  e x ta n t exam ples o f th e  d isp u ted  s tru c tu re  (th e  ‘ p ro scen iu m ’ ) been , contrary  to  
V itru v iu s’ s ta tem en t, low and  broad, no  one w ould have  doub ted  th a t he  was r ig h t in  describ ing  th a t  structu re  
as a  stage. I t  is because recen t excavations have proved i t  to  be, precisely as h e  h a d  to ld  us, m uch  h ig h e r and 
arrow  e r  th a n  th e  R om an  stage, th a t  h is  accuracy in  describ ing  i t  as a  stage is  called  in  question . V itru v iu s 
says, in  effect, th a t  th e  s tru c tu re  u n d e r  discussion

(1) was h ig h  an d  narrow,

( 2) was a  s t a g e ;

to  w hich  D r. D orpfeld  answ ers th a t  i t

( 1) was h ig h  and  narrow,

(2 ) therefo re  canno t have been  a  s tage.

T h e  conflict is one, n o t o f arg u m en ts , b u t  o f au thorities. I f  a  stage so h ig h  an d  narrow  as th e  ‘ proscenium  ’ 
described b y  V itru v iu s an d  discovered a t  E p idaurus, Oropus, etc., was really , as D r. D orpfeld w ould have 
u s believe, an  ab su rd ity ,— how  is  i t  th a t  i t  d id  n o t s trike  th e  con tem porary  a rch itec t, V itruv ius, as an  
ab su rd ity  also ?

A n o th e r a rg u m e n t u sed  to  prove th a t  th e  V itruv ian  ‘ proscenium  ’ was n o t rea lly , as th a t  w rite r te lls  
us, a  stage, h as b een  draw n  from  th e  absence o f an y  m eans of com m unication, in  th e  e x ta n t  exam ples, be tw een  i t  
and  th e  orchestra . T o th is  I  w ould rep ly—

(1) T h a t such  m eans o f com m unication  are  in  no way im plied or suggested  in  V itru v iu s’ account.
(2) T h a t, in  th e  period  over w hich th e  V itru v ian  ‘ proscenia ’ ex ten d , com m unication  betw een  actors and 

chorus w as ex c e p tio n a l; b u t  even  g ra n tin g  th a t  such com m unication w as occasionally req u ired , i t  res ts w ith  those 
w ho on th is  g round  im p u g n  V itru v iu s’ s ta te m e n t to  prove th a t  no m eans ex isted  for estab lish ing  temporary  
com m unication  betw een  h is  ‘ p roscenium  ’ an d  th e  o rc h e s tra ; w hile i t  is in  no w ay in cu m b en t on th o se  who follow 
V itru v iu s  to  prove th a t  m eans o f e s ta b lish in g  tem p o rary  com m unication d id  exist. T h a t is to  say, 
th e  b u rd en  of proof re s ts  w ith  those  w ho reject, n o t w ith  those who accept, V itru v iu s’ s ta te m e n t; an d  th a t  s ta te 
m e n t w ould be  e n title d  to  o u r c red it, even  i f  th e re  w ere not, as th e re  is in  th e  opinion of h ig h  au thorities, 
d irec t evidence fo r th e  existence o f such  tem p o ra ry  m eans.4 1 2 *

1 V . B e r lin e r  P h ilo log ische  W o ch en sch r ift, 12 April, 1890, 4 V. Appendix B.
p. 466, note. The arguments from the height and narrowness of the

2 V . Chap. IV. note 88 of the present publication. ‘ proscenium,’ and from the absence o f  communication with the
8 B u r l  P h i l .  W o ch ., 12 April, 1890, p. 466. orchestra, are most fu lly  set forth in  a  review by Dr. Dorpfeld
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A  th ird  a rg u m en t6 is based  on th e  use  o f th e  word ‘ proscen ium .’ T h is  th ird  a rg u m e n t is  precisely  on  a  (3) From  the use of
par w ith  th e  f i r s t ; th a t  is to  say, th e  fac t o f its  app lication  to  th e  d isp u ted  s tru c tu re  is n o t a  new  discovery 
te n d in g  to  cast d iscred it on V itru v iu s’ account, b u t a  fac t s ta ted  by V itru v iu s  him self, an d  confirmed  by  a  recen t 
discovery (th e  in scrip tio n  6 in  th e  th e a tre  a t  O ropus). So th a t  h e re  again  th e  opposition is n o t one of a rg u m en ts  
b u t o f  au th o ritie s . V itru v iu s  says th e  s tru c tu re  he is describ ing  !

the word ‘ pro
scenium.’

D r. K aw erau  says i t

( 1 ) w as called  ‘ proscen ium ,’

(2) w as a  s t a g e ;

(1 ) w as called ‘ proscenium ,’

(2) therefo re  w as n o t a  stage.

A s before, we h av e  only to  ask— W ho is th e  b e tte r  a u th o r ity  on such  a  p o in t ? ‘ P roscen ium  ’ ( π ρ ο σ κ ή ν ι ο υ )  

— so fa r  as its  etym ology is  concerned— is a n  en tire ly  colourless w ord, ‘ th e  s tru c tu re  before th e  σ κ η ν ή , ’ an d  
is  th e re fo re  a s  applicab le  to  a  s tag e  as to  a  decorated  background . B u t even  i f  th is  w ere o therw ise , th e  co n tem 
po rary  evidence o f V itruv ius, te llin g  u s w h a t th e  w ord m e a n t in  h is  d ay ,7 w ould a lto g e th e r ou tw eigh  an y  a  p r io r i  
considerations, a t  th is  d istance o f tim e, as to  w h a t i t  o u g h t to  m ean .

O n th e  above th re e  a rgum en ts— every  one o f th e m  derived  from  th e  agreement o f th e  e x ta n t rem ain s  w ith  
V itru v iu s’ description, an d  unfairly  (as I  th in k )  tu rn e d  to  h is  d isc red it— D r. D orpfeld  an d  h is  a llies propose to  
base a  theo ry  of th e  developm ent o f th e  R o m an  T h e a tre  from  th e  G reek , w hich  a lto g e th e r excludes th e  ex is tence 
o f a  stage in  th e  G reek  T h e a tre .8

I  do n o t o f course d en y  th a t ,  besides th e  c h ie f  a rg u m en ts , sum m arized  above, su b sid ia ry  a rg u m en ts  (4) Subsidiary ar- 
have been d raw n  from  ce rta in  fac ts  w hich  h a v e  com e to  l ig h t in  th e  course o f re c e n t excavations. B u t th e y  ^ ^ d m c o v i r L ”11 

■are g en era lly  facts w hich , fa r from  show ing  t h a t  th e  ‘ p ro sc e n iu m ’ in  th e  th e a tre  o f  V itru v iu s ’ tim e  was, 
as D r. D orpfeld  says, a  b ack g ro u n d  in s tead  o f a  stage , show  a t  m o s t th a t ,  h ad  wo no ev idence to  th e  
con trary , i t  m ig h t have been so in te rp re ted .

Such, for exam ple, is th e  co n stan tly -rep ea ted  a rg u m e n t from  th e  presence  of a n  en tra n c e  th ro u g h  Examples, 
m ost of th e  e x ta n t V itru v ian  ‘ proscen ia .’ T h is  discovery w ould p e rh ap s  h av e  m ade th e  D o rp fe ld ian  th eo ry  
ten ab le  in  th e  absence of V itru v iu s’ d irec t s ta te m e n t; b u t  even if  th e  en tran ce  in  q u estio n  w ere u n iversa l, 
i t  could n o t u p se t o r even d isc red it th a t  s ta te m e n t;  for th e re  is  n o t th e  sm allest reason  w hy  th e re  should  
have been  no w ay o u t from  u n d e r  a  s tage, o r  w hy th e  space b e n e a th  a  s tag e  shou ld  n o t have b een  u tilized .
A n d  le t  i t  b e  observed th a t  a t  M egalopolis no  traces  o f such  a n  e n tran ce  h a v e  b een  found.

of Haigh’s ‘ Attic Theatre,’ B e r t .  P h i l .  W o ch ,, 12 April, 1890, 
pp. 461-471. This and Dr. Itaw erau’s article ‘ Thentergebaude,’ 
in  Baumeister’s D e n h m iile r  (accepted by Dr. Dorpfeld, B e r l.  
P h i l .  W och., loc. c it.) are the most authoritative expositions of 
the new views yet published. The arguments in  the B e r l. P h i l .  
W och. are based e n tire ly  on the height, narrowness, and absence 
of communication w ith the orchestra.

6 For this third argum ent I  do no t know th a t Dr. Dorpfeld is 
p r im a r ily  responsible; bu t i t  comes out strongly in  Dr. Kawerau’s 
article ‘ Theatergebaude ’ in  Baumeistcr’s D e n k m iile r—an article 
which Dr. Dorpfeld expressly accepts (see preceding note) as 
representing bis views. Dr. Kawerau pu ts the argum ent in  
a way which appears to m e  particularly  hard  o n  V itru v iu s ; for 
he makcB it appear as if  the word προσκήνιου  were a new dis
covery tending to discredit tha t w riter’s statement. ‘ V itruv,’ he 
says on p. 1733, . . . ‘den Baum zwischen g h  und c d  [the refe
rence is to Fig. 1813 in  Baumeister] fu r eine erhohte Biihne und 
g h  fttr die Vorderwand derselben ansieht, wahrend g h  faktisch 
die vor das Biihnengebaude vorgesetzte Dekorationswand, das 
“ Proskenion” is t’ ; ignoring the fact th a t V itruvius him self 
applies the word ‘ proscenium ’ to this very wall. A nd again 
(p. 1739), ‘ Diese Wand ist eben n ic h t  die Vorderwand der Biihne, 
sondern  das Proskenion ’ [the italics are mine], ‘ der dekorierte 
H intergrund fiir das Spiel, das sich vor ihm  in  der Orchestra 
bewegt. Die Bichtigkeit dieser Auffassung wird aber auch noch 
durch die kiirzlich aufgefundene Bauinschrift vom T heater zu 
Oropos bestatigt. . . . .  A uf dem A rchitrav befindet sich die 
Insehrift . . . ΓΒΝΟΘΕΤΗΣΑΣ TO ΠΡΟΣΚΗΝΙΟΝ ΚΑΙ ΤΟΥΣ 
ΠΙΝ(ΑΚΑΣ), womit diese W and selbst h inreichend deutlich als 
das Proskenion bezeichnet wird.’ W hy, th e  structure bearing 
th is inscription is the very one which is expressly called ‘ pro- 
cenium ’ by Vitruvius. The inscription, is a c o n firm a tio n  of 
Vitruvius, T hat we have here an error in  the mode of sta te
ment, and no t a misinterpretation of V itruvius, is clear fr o m  F ig . 
1813 (p. 1733) and accompanying text.

0 Quoted in  preceding note.
7 ‘ In  his d a y ’ ; for the word ‘ proscenium,’ like several 

other words in  the nom enclature of the ancient Theatre, appears 
to have undergone some changes of meaning. I t  would be 
untrue to say th a t ‘ proscenium ’ a lw a y s  m eant ‘ stage.’

8 Dr. Dorpfeld tells us (B e r l.  P h i l .  W o ch ., 12 A pril, 1890, p. 470) 
th a t the explanation which h is views afford of the development 
of the Bom an T heatre [w ith its low stage extending to the centre 
of the orchestra] from the Greek, is th e  strongest evidence for 
th e ir correctness. On the value of th is  evidence judgm ent m ust, 
to  a certain  extent, be suspended, since it  appears, from  the 
passage above referred to, th a t i t  has no t yet been fu lly  pub
lished. B u t i t  is  quite safe to say (1) that, if  (as I  have tried  to 
show) D r. Dorpfeld’s conception of th e  ‘ V itruvian ’ Theatre, 
from which the supposed developm ent begins, is erroneous, the 
theory of development based upon th a t conception m ust be 
erroneous also ; (2) th a t any attem pt to trea t the theory of de
velopment as independent evidence, and to draw conclusions from 
it, is inadmissible.

To these general rem arks I  w ill only add : (1) th a t th e  
change from a high and narrow stage to  a low and broad 
one, for which Dr. Dihpfeld wishes to account by his new 
theory, is perfectly well explained already (see V itr. v. 6, 2) by 
the fact th a t in  th e  Boman T heatre (a) a l l  the performers stood 
on the stage, and (b) spectators sa t in  th e  o rchestra ; (2) th a t D r. 
Dorpfeld’s idea (B er l. P h i l .  W o c h ., loc. c it., pp. 469, 470) th a t 
the low Boman stage resulted from a  s in k in g  of the h a lf o f th e  
orchestra which was nearest to the spectators is altogether un
proved. D r. Dorpfeld supports th is theory by  the statem ent 
th a t, in  m any Greek theatres altered in  Bom an times, th e  
lowest row of seats is on a  level w ith th e  top of the Boman 
stage ; bu t i t  is adm itted by his ally  Dr. Kawerau (Baum. D enlcm . 
p. 1742) th a t th is rule is by no means u n iv ersa l; so th a t no evi
dence one way or the other can be fairly  deduced from the 
position of the lowest row of seats.

B B
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I I .— T h e  loot'll 
‘ proscen ium  ’

denotes a  stage in  
V itruvius’ account 
of R o m a n  Theatre 

as well as of Greek.

This fact disputed 
by Dr. Kawerau,

who thus gains 
colour for the Diirp- 

feldian theory.

Mr. Louis Dyer, on 
the contrary, admits 
the meaning ‘ stage ’ 

in  account of Ro
m an Theatre, but 
disputes i t  in  ac
count of G reek,

thence drawing a 
different conclusion 
with Tegard to stage.

Both these view* 
erroneous.

‘ Proscenium ’ 
means ‘ stage ’ 

(1) in  V itruvius’ 
account of the 

Greek Theatre,

O th e r exam ples are  th e  a rg u m en ts  draw n from  th e  underground  passages w hich have b een  discovered 
in  several th e a tre s ,” b en ea th  th e  orchestra, and from  th e  vau lted  s ta irc a se 10 beneath  th e  dressing-room s in  th e  
th e a tre  a t  E re tr ia . T he  exp lana tions given of th ese  discoveries are possible, b u t wholly conjectural, exp lana
tions ; and, w ith  regard  to  th e  sta ircase  a t  E re tr ia , one has only  to  glance a t  th e  p lan  o f th e  th e a tre  11 to  see 
th a t  th e  to p  of i t  lies a lto g e th e r outside th e  dressing-room s, so th a t  i t  is m ore n a tu ra l to  suppose th a t  i t  gave 
access to  th e  o rchestra  and  au d ito rium  from th e  open coun try  beh in d  th an  from  them .

T h ere  is th u s , to  m y m ind , a  rad ical w eakness in  th e  a rg u m en ts  w hich have h ith e rto  been p u t  forward 
by D r. D orpfeld and h is  followers in  order to  prove th a t  V itru v iu s was w rong in  describ ing  th e  ' proscenium  ’ 
in  th e  G reek  th e a tre  o f h is  own day as a  stage. A ll o f th em  alike  are based on facts w hich e ith e r confirm or 
supp lem en t, b u t  never contrad ic t, V itruv ius. B u t th e re  is one of th e ir  a rg u m en ts  w hich I  w ish to exam ine 
m ore in  de ta il, because, th o u g h , lik e  th e  o thers, i t  is based  (in  m y opinion) on a  preconception, i t  h as  derived 
som e colour from  a  tran s la tio n  w hich is, I  th in k , certa in ly  erroneous. T his is  th e  a rg u m en t from  th e  use  of th e  
w ord ‘ proscen ium .’

I  h av e  a lready  observed th a t  V itru v iu s’ s ta te m e n t w h a t th e  word ‘ p roscen ium  ’ m ed n t a lto g e th e r o u t
w eighs any  preconceptions of o u r ow n as to  w h a t i t  o u g h t to  m ean.

B u t th is  position , s tro n g  as i t  is , m ay  be m ad e  s til l stronger. E v en  those  who deny  th a t  V itru v iu s 
understood  th e  nom encla tu re  o f th e  G reek  T h e a tre  w ill ad m it th a t  h e  understood th a t  o f th e  R om an, or a t  leas t 
th a t  th e  b u rd e n  o f  proof re s ts  w ith  those  w ho m ain ta in  th a t  h e  d id  no t. N ow  the word  ‘ proscenium ! no less in  
V itru v iu s  description o f  the R o m a n  Theatre th a n  in  M s description o f  the Greek, denotes a stage. I s  n o t th is  a  very 

solid confirm ation  o f th e  correctness o f V itru v iu s’ use  of th e  word in  re la tio n  to  th e  Greek T h ea tre  ?
U n fo rtu n a te ly  th e  t r u th  o f th e  s ta te m e n t ita lic ized  in  th e  p reced ing  p a rag rap h  is d ispu ted , i f  n o t 

by  D r. D orpfeld  h im self, a t  an y  ra te  by  som e o f h is  lead in g  exponents. F o r I  observe th a t  D r. K aw erau , in  h is 
exposition  o f th e  new  theo ry , ta k e s  th e  w ord  ‘ p roscenium  ’ (P roskenion), in  V itru v iu s’ accoun t o f th e  Rom an  
T h ea tre , to  d eno te , n o t th e  stage , b u t  th e  o rn am en ta l background  b eh in d  i t .12 T h is  in te rp re ta tio n  can only be 
based  on an  u n ten ab le  tran s la tio n  o f th e  w ords ‘proscenii p u lp i tu m ,’ 13 D r. K aw erau  ren d erin g  th em  n o t (as 
I  believe th e y  should  b e  rendered ) ‘ th e  p u lp itu m  (platform ) w hich is  (or ‘ is p a r t  o f ’ ) th e  p roscen ium [ b u t  
‘ th e  p u lp itu m  w hich  s ta n d s  in  f ro n t o f th e  proscen ium  ’ ; a  m oaning w hich i t  is hard  to  g e t from  th e  words, b u t  
w hich, i f  correct, w ould do u b tless  in tro d u ce  som e inconsistency b etw een  V itru v iu s’ accoun t o f th e  G reek  T h ea tre  
an d  h is  accoun t o f th e  R om an, an d  w ould th u s  lend  som e colour to  th e  theo ry  th a t  h is  ex p lan a tio n  o f th e  
‘ p ro sc e n iu m ’ in  th e  G reek  T h e a tre  as a  s tag e  is  erroneous. T h is seem s to  m e a  sufficient reason for 
exam in ing  in  som e d e ta il V itru v iu s’ use o f th e  w ords ‘ proscenium  ’ and  ‘ p u lp itu m  ’ in  b o th  accounts.

B u t I  h av e  also a n o th e r  reason  for doing so. M r. L ouis D y er h a s  recen tly  co n trib u ted  to  th e  
Jo u rn a l o f  H ellenic S tu d ie s 14 a  p a p e r w ritte n  in  su p p o rt o f a n  ex p lan a tio n  o f V itru v iu s  p u t  forw ard  by  one F ra  
G iocondo in  th e  early  s ix te e n th  cen tu ry . T h e  c h ie f  fe a tu re  of th is  in te rp re ta tio n ,— a  fe a tu re  w hich separates 
i t  toto caclo from  th e  w hole class o f in te rp re ta tio n s  now  in  vogue,— is th a t ,  w hile  ag ree in g  w ith  m e  as to 
th e  id e n tity  o f th e  ‘ p ro scen iu m ’ a n d  th e  ‘ p u lp i tu m ’ in  V itru v iu s’ acco u n t o f th e  R o m an  T h e a tre ,16 i t  
d is tin g u ish es  be tw een  th e m  in  h is  acco u n t o f th e  Greek,— m ak in g  th e  la t te r  (a  s tag e) pi'o ject forw ard from 
th e  fo rm er (a  colum ned background  s tan d in g  forw ard from  th e  ‘ s c e n a ’). T h is  p ro jec tin g  stag e  (pu lp itum ) 
w as, according to  F ra  G iocondo’s p u p il S caliger, ‘ alw ays o f wood and  rem ovable.’ F ra  G iocondo’s  in te rp re ta tio n  
w ould, if  accepted , lead  to  a  sort of com prom ise  betw een  D r. D orpfeld’s view  an d  th a t  o f h is  opponents,— allowing, 
w ith  th e  form er, th a t  th e  ‘ p roscen ium  ’ w as a  background,— b u t asserting , w ith  th e  la tte r , th e  ex is tence o f a  
stage. U n fo rtu n a te ly  th e  d is tin c tio n  m ade by  F ra  Giocondo betw een th e  ‘ p ro sc e n iu m ’ an d  ‘ p u lp i tu m ’ in  
th e  G reek  T h e a tre  is, I  can n o t b u t  th in k , a  false distinction.

I t  ap p ears  th e n  th a t ,  w hile  D r. K aw erau  ad m its  th e  id en tity  o f th e  ‘ proscen ium  ’ and  ‘ p u lp itu m  ’ in  
V itru v iu s’ acco u n t o f th e  G reek  T h e a tre , b u t  d is tin g u ish es b e tw een  th e m  in  th e  acco u n t o f  th e  R om an,— F ra  
Giocondo, follow ed b y  Mr. L ou is D yer, a d m its  th e  id en tity  in  th e  case o f th e  R om an , b u t  den ies i t  in  th e  case of 
th e  G reek . T h e  o b jec t o f th e  p a rag rap h s  w hich  follow is to  show  th a t  th e  w ords ‘p ro scen iu m ’ an d  ‘ p u l
p itu m ’ in  th e  accounts o f both th e a tre s  d en o te  one and  th e  sam e s tru c tu re .1®

I . I n  V itru v iu s’ acco u n t o f th e  G r e e k  T h ea tre , th e  id e n tity  o f th e  s tru c tu re  w hich h e  calls ‘proscenium  ’ 
w ith  th a t  w hich  h e  ca lls ' p u lp itu m  ’ (a  stage),— ad m itted  as w ell by  D r. D o rp fe ld ’s followers a s  b y  ourselves,— is 
ev id en t (a) from  V itru v iu s  h im self, (b) from  th e  e x ta n t rem ains. T h u s :—

9 E retria, A m e r ic a n  J o u r n a l  o f  A rc h a eo lo g y , Vol. vii. pp. 
275 sqq., and PI. X I .—Sikyon, ib id ., Vol. v. p. 276, and vii. 
pp. 281, 282.—Magnesia, M itth e ilu n g en , Vol. xvi. p. 266.

10~ A m e r ic .  J o u rn . A r c h . ,  Vol. vii. pp. 260-262.
11 I b id .  PI. X I.
12 Baumeister, D enkrn ., p. 1742; art. ‘ Theatergebaude.’
15 V itr. v. 6, 1.
M Vol. xii. pp. 356-365.
16 * The comparison,’ lie says (p. 361), ‘required by V itruvius 

is between the pulpitum  of th e  Greek and the pulpitum -

proscenium, not the proscenii pulpitum , of the Roman Theatre.’ 
I  have quoted the passage more fully below.

10 There is of course a shade of difference in  meaning between 
the two words. Otherwise the combination ‘ proscenii pulpitum  ’ 
in  the account of the Romnu Theatre would he superfluous. 
W hat . I  insist on, and hope to establish, is th a t they cannot 
possibly be separate structures. I f  the ‘proscenium’ i s  not the 
* pulpitum,’ i t  in c lu d es  the pulpitum.’ Probably ‘proscenium ’«* 
‘stage’ exactly in our sense of the word—viz. the platform with 
all its adjuncts,—while ‘ pulpitum  ’= ‘ platform ’ simply.
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(а) V itruv ius,— afte r g iv in g  d irections for d e term in in g  th e  position  o f th e  f ro n t edge o f th e  ‘ p roscen ium  *
(‘ finitio  p ro scen ii’), an d  th a t  o f th e  ‘ irons sc e n a e ’, re la tiv e ly  to  th e  o rch es tra  (no m en tio n  w h a tev e r o f th e  
‘ p u lp i tu m ’),— sum s u p  by say ing  ' I t a  . . . a m p lio re m h a b e n torcheslram .G raec i e t scenam  re cess io rem m in o req u e  
la titu d in e  p u lp itu m  ’ e tc. (no m en tio n  w h a tev er o f th e  ‘ proscenium  ’) . 17 *

(б) T h e  e x ta n t rem ain s of th e  d isp u ted  s tru c tu re  a t  E p id au ru s , O ropus, an d  s im ila r  th e a tre s , answ er 
in  height and  breadth to  th e  ‘ p u lp i tu m ’ o f V itruv ius, an d  in  position  to  h is  ‘ p ro scen iu m .’ T h e  ev idence is so 
s tro n g  th a t  th e ir  iden tification  w ith  th e  ‘ p u lp itu m  ’ is ad m itted  by b o th  V itru v ian s  an d  D orp feld ians ; w hile  th e ir  
iden tification  w ith  th e  ‘ proscen ium  ’ is n o t only ad m itted  by  b o th  th e  co n tend ing  p a rtie s , b u t  p laced  beyond  
th e  reach o f d o u b t by th e  in sc rip tio n  a t  Oropus, co n ta in in g  th e  very  word προσκήνιον , u p o n  th e  s tru c tu re  in  
question .

T h ese  tw o considerations ‘ (a) ’ and  ‘ (b) ’ seem  to  m e to  ren d er F ra  G iocondo’s view , w hich  d is tin g u ish es 
th e  ‘ p u lp itu m  ’ from  th e  ' p roscenium  ’ in  th e  account of th e  G reek  T h ea tre , a lto g e th e r u n ten ab le .

I I .  I n  V itru v iu s’ acco u n t o f th e  R om an T h ea tre , th e  word ‘ p roscen ium  ’ alone does n o t o c c u r; b u t  th e  f th e ^ R ^ n '? 1' 
exp ression  ‘ p ro scen ii p u lp itu m  ’ is app lied  to  th e  sam e s tru c tu re  w hich  is e lsew here  called  s im p ly  ‘ p u lp i tu m  ’ Theatre.
(a  s tage).

N ow  th e  expression  ‘ proscen ii p u lp i tu m ’ is suscep tib le  o f tw o d iffe ren t in te rp re ta tio n s ,— viz., (1 ) ‘ th e  
p u lp itu m  w hich  belongs to  (or ‘ is p a r t o f ’ ) th e  proscen ium ,’ (2) ‘ th e  p u lp itu m  w hich is  th e  p roscen ium .’ So 
th a t  th e  ‘ proscenium  ’ e ith e r  is, o r inc lu d es ,13 th e  ‘ p u lp itu m .’ T h e  in te rp re ta tio n  w h ich  m ak es  th e  ‘ p ro 
scenium  ’ m erely  th e  background  to  th e  ‘ p u lp itu m  ’ is a  loose ex ten s io n  o f ‘ (1) ’ ; an d , even  a p a r t  from  th e  
difficulty  o f o b ta in in g  such a  m ean in g  from  th e  w ords, i t  is  ( I  th in k )  d em o n s trab ly  incorrect.

For if  th e  ‘ p ro scen iu m ’ be not th e  sam e as th e  ‘ p u lp itu m ,’ e ith e r  i t  m u s t b e  th e  sam e as th e  ‘ scenae Alternative views 
irons ’ or i t  m u s t be som e th ird  s tru c tu re  b e tw een  th e  ‘ scenae irons ’ a n d  th e  ‘ p u lp itu m .’ L e t  u s  con sid er th e se  
tw o alte rn a tiv es.

(a) I f  th e  ‘ p roscen ium  ’ b e  id en tica l w ith  th e  ‘ scenae irons,’ w e h av e  th e  fo llow ing  cu rio u s a n o m a ly :—
I n  V itru v iu s’ acco u n t o f th e  R o m an  T h e a tre  w e find  p recise ly  th e  sam e te rm s  a p p lie d  to  th e  p r in c ip a l p a r ts  o f 
th e  stag e  bu ild in g s as in  h is acco u n t o f th e  G reek  T h e a tre . T h ey  a re  in  each  case th re e  in  n u m b er,— viz.
‘ p u lp itu m ,’ ‘ proscenium ,’ an d  ‘ iro n s scenae ’ (or ‘ scenae iro n s  ’) ;  a n d  in  each  case tw o  o f  th e se  te rm s  a re  con
vertib le . B u t, while in  th e  acco u n t of th e  G reek  T h e a tre  th e  co n v ertib le  te rm s  a re  ‘ p u lp i tu m ’ an d  
‘ proscen ium ,’ in  th e  account o f th e  R o m an  T h e a tre  th e  co n v ertib le  te rm s a re  ‘ p roscen ium  ’ an d  ‘ scenae frons ’ !
I s  n o t th is  a  reductio ad  a b m rd u m  o f th e  h y p o th esis  ‘ (a) ’ w h ich  s tan d s  a t  th e  h e a d  o f th is  p a ra g ra p h  ?

(δ) T h a t th e  second a lte rn a tiv e — th a t  w hich  supposes th e  ‘ p ro scen iu m  ’ to  h av e  b e e n  a  th i rd  s tru c tu re , 
s i tu a te d  som ew here betw een  th e  ‘ p u lp itu m  ’ an d  th e  ‘ scenae frons ’— is no  b e t t e r  th a n  th e  o th e r, is  c lea r  from  th e  
follow ing f a c ts :—

(1) W h ile  th e  positions o f th e  ‘ p u lp i tu m  ’ a n d  o f  th e  ‘ scen ae  frons,’ re la tiv e ly  to  th e  o rch es tra , a re  fixed  
by V itruvius, no  d irec tio n s w h a tev er a re  g iv e n  for fix ing  th e  p o sitio n  o f a n y  th i rd  s tru c tu re  b e tw e e n  th em .

(2) I n  e x ta n t R o m an  T h e a tre s  (w hich  a re  very  n u m ero u s  a n d  com plete) a  ‘ p u lp i tu m  ’ an d  a  ‘ scenae 
frons ’ are reg u larly  found , b u t  no  tra c e  o f th e  th i rd  s tru c tu re  w h ich  m y  h y p o th es is  im p lies  h a s  ev er b een  
discovered.

H ypothesis ‘ (5) ’ is in d eed  so im possib le  th a t  I  d o u b t w h e th e r  i t  w ould  e v e r b e  seriously  m a in ta in e d . T h e  
objections to  i t  a re  so s tro n g  th a t  ev en  M r. L ou is D yer, who, fo llow ing F r a  Giocondo, supposes th e  tw o  w ords to  h av e  
designated tw o d iffe ren t s tru c tu re s  in  V itru v iu s ’ d escrip tion  o f th e  G reek  T h e a tre , is  ob liged  to  a d m it t h a t  such 
a  distinction is im possib le in  th e  case o f  th e  R om an . ‘ V itru v iu s,’ h e  says,19 ‘ in s is ts  u p o n  a  fea tu re  in  th e  R o m an  
stage which he rea lly  borrow s from  th e  G reek , n am ely  th e  p u lp itu m  proscenii. T h is  is  a p p a re n tly  a n  in v en tio n  
o f V itruvius, one of th o se  “ re fin em en ts  in  p rac tice  n o t observed  b y  h is  p redecesso rs n o r follow ed by  h is  successors.”

................. T he com parison req u ired  b y  V itru v iu s  is  b e tw een  th e  p u lp itu m  o f th e  G re e k  a n d  th e  p u lp itu m -
proscenium, not th e  p roscen ii p u lp itu m , o f th e  R o m an  T h e a tre .’

So th a t even those  w ho m a in ta in , in  opposition  b o th  to  D r. D o rp fe ld  a n d  to  h is  an tag o n is ts , t h a t  in  h is  
acco u n t of th e  Grech T h e a tre  V itru v iu s  m ean s  one th in g  b y  ‘ p ro scen iu m  ’ a n d  a n o th e r  b y  ‘ p u lp i tu m ,’ a re  
obliged to adm it th a t  in  h is  acco u n t o f  th e  R o m a n  T h e a tre  one s tru c tu re  a lo n e  is  d esig n a ted .

A pparently  D r. K aw erau , th e  ad v o cate  o f  th e  d is tin c tio n  w h ich  I  am  c o m b a tin g  b e tw een  th e  ‘ p u lp i tu m  ’ 
an d  ‘ proscenium  ’ in  th e  R o m an  T h e a tre , is aw are  o f th e  d ifficu lties invo lved  b o th  in  id en tify in g  th e  la t te r  w ith

17 Vitr. v. 8, 2. The word ‘ ita  ’ shows th a t th e  comparative
narrowness of the ‘ pulpitum ’ in  the Greek T heatre is a deduction
from the rules ju st given for setting ou t the Theatre. B u t a  ‘pu l
p itum ,’as distinguished from thc'proscenium ,’ hasno tbeen  so much 
as mentioned,much less any rules given for determ iningits breadth. 
This being so, F ra Giocondo’s theory, as interpreted (righ tly  or 
wrongly) by Mr. Louis Dyer, involves tb e  following suppositions : 
(1) tha t the object of the two supplementary circlee mentioned by 
V itruvius is to determ ine,not the length of the ‘proscenium,’bu t 
tbe part of the ‘proscenium ’ from which th e  ‘ pu lp itum  ’ is to  pro
ject—though, as I  have already noted, no ‘ pulp itum  ’ has so much

as been m entioned ; and (2) th a t the word ‘ la titud ine  ’ refers to 
the leng th  of the supposed ‘ pu lp itum  ’ instead of to its  breadth—in  
spite of the fact th a t in  the passage complementary to th is in  the 
account of th e  Rom an T heatre—‘ ita  latius factum  fuerit p u l
pitum  quam Graecorum ’—th e  word ‘ la tiu s ’ dem onstrably refers 
to the breadth (or, as we sometimes say, ‘ depth ’) of th e  stage, 
aud no t to its  length. ‘ D em onstrably,’ since rules have been 
given for determ ining the position of th e  front and back of the 
stage, w hile noth ing has been said about th e  position of its  ends.

18 ‘ E ith er is, or includes.’ See note 16.
w J .  I J .  S .  Vol. xii. p. 361.
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rejected.

Vitruvius is 
therefore quite 

consistent.

I I I .— S u m m a ry  <i f  
results.

the ' scenae irons ’ and in supposing it to be a third structure between the ‘ scenae irons ’ and the ‘ pulpitnm.’ 
He attempts to avoid both difficulties by steering a middle course between them. He says,20 ‘ Die Vorderwand 
des Buhnengebiiudes [ = scenae irons51] und die Dekorationswand [ = proscenium] nicht vollig eins sind, 
sondern das letztere nur an jene angelehnt ist.’ That is, the ‘ proscenium' is neither identical with the 
‘ scenae irons ’ nor  separate irom i t ; the latter is the wall, the former the decorated iace ot the Avail. I appeal to 
my readers whether this subtle distinction perceptibly reduces the difficulty involved by an actual identification 
oi 'proscenium’ and ‘scenae irons’ (see under ‘a ’). Certainly it strains the genitive in the expression 
‘ proscenii pulpitum’ (which admittedly describes the Roman stage) beyond endurance.

Every alternative to the identification of the ‘ proscenium ’ with the ‘ pulpitum ’ in the Roman Theatre 
having thus fallen through, it is clear that we must accept that identification, translating the words ‘ proscenii 
pulpitum’ as ‘the pulpitum which is  (or ‘ is part o f’) the proscenium,’—‘ the platform which is (or 'is 
part of’) the stage,’—‘the stage-platform.’ Vitruvius’ use of the word ‘proscenium’ in his account of the 
Greek Theatre is therefore perfectly consistent with his use of it in that of the Roman; and a comparison of 
the two accounts provides in reality a strong confirmation of the former account, since no one disputes that 
he understood the nomenclature of the R o m a n  Theatre.

The question whether there was or was not a stage in the Greek Theatre must, as I admitted at 
the outset, remain undecided at least until the appearance of Dr. Dorpfeld’s book. This short paper, I need 
hardly say, is not offered as a solution of the controversy, even so far as that controversy concerns the late 
(Vitruvian) Theatre. But it will not be an entirely useless contribution if it serves—

(1) To draw attention to the fact that the arguments which have as yet been brought forward by Dr. 
Dorpfeld and his followers to prove that Vitruvius was wrong in calling the Greek ‘ proscenium ’ a stage 
(‘ pulpitum ’) are based, either on the agreement of the extant remains with Vitruvius’ description, or on facts 
which supplement, but in no way contradict, Vitruvius.

(2) To prove that, while Dr. Kawerau supposes Vitruvius’ use of the word ‘proscenium ’ in his amount 
of the Roman Theatre to be inconsistent with his use of it in that of the Greek, and derives from 
this supposed inconsistency some colour for the Dorpfeldian theory that his description of the Greek 
‘ proscenium ’ as a  stage is erroneous,—in reality the word ‘ proscenium ’ has precisely the same meaning in 
both accounts, and any argument drawn from a comparison of the two accounts tells as strongly against those 
who follow Dr. Dorpfeld as, if Dr. Kawerau’s view were correct, it would tell in their favour.

(3) To show that Fra Giocondo’s interpretation of Vitruvius, advocated by Mr. Louis Dyer, is 
untenable, and that the compromise it carries with it,—the compromise, namely, of supposing that 
Vitruvian ‘ proscenia ’ are really backgrounds, but that a raised stage (probably temporary) stood before them,—is 
inadmissible.

I have dwelt at this length on the relation of Dr. Dorpfeld’s view's to Vitruvius, because a correct 
understanding of the ‘Vitruvian’ Greek Theatre, of which so many specimens are extant, is not only in 
itself a matter of some interest, but is also—irrelevant as it may at first sight appear to the Theatres of the 
fourth and fifth centuries B.C.—in reality one of the keys to the whole controversy. Should Dr. Dorpfeld 
succeed in convincing archaeologists that there was no stage in th e‘Vitruvian’ Theatre, they will doubtless be 
much shaken in their belief in the existence of a stage in the Theatre of earlier times; since our knowledge 
of the earlier Theatre, both from literary and monumental sources, is comparatively slender, and the abolition 
of a previously existing stage in Hellenistic times would be a fact requiring explanation. On the other 
hand, should Dr. Dorpfeld’s views, so far as they concern the ‘ Vitruvian ’ Theatre, prove to be erroneous, his 
whole theory of the development of the Roman Theatre from the Greek—a theory which (he tells us52) will 
prove, when his book is published, to be the strongest weapon in his armoury—will have to be abandoned. 
For this theory of development can have no value whatever unless it be based on facts, and the facts on 
which it must be based are those which concern the later, or ‘ Vitruvian,’ Theatre.

' W. L.

APPENDIX B.

THE GREEK STAGE AS REPRESENTED ON VASE-PAINTINGS.

T h i s  note is intended merely as a summary of the evidence for the existence of a raised stage afforded 
by vase-paintings, and of the relation of this evidence to the extant remains. It is true that all the evidence 
here considered has already been published ; but its significance for our present purpose has been obscured by 
the introduction of discussions which can to a great extent be dispensed with. It therefore seems desirable 
to collect and make accessible to English readers the facts in their simplest form, and to allow them to speak for 
themselves, after only so much comment as is necessary for their proper comprehension.

20 Baumeister, p. 1742. 21 Ib id .  p. 1732. 22 Cf. note 8.
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Representations of actors standing upon a raised stage have hitherto been found only upon a certain class 
of Greek vases, which were made in Southern Italy in the third and second century before our era. These vases 
have been fully discussed by Heydemann in the Jahrbuch des deutsch. arch. In stitu te  for 1886, to which I must refer 
for all details. It has been discussed both before and since by high authorities to what class of representations the 
scenes represented belong ; they almost invariably represent a burlesque treatment of mythological subjects, and 
in consequence of the resemblance of some of the subjects to scenes found in Aristophanes, it has been suggested 
that all belong to the Old Attic Comedy. When however we remember that the Old Comedy was never, so far 
as we know, represented in late revivals,1 it appears highly improbable that scenes from it would appear upon 
vases of this period; and on the other hand it has been suggested with great probability that the form of drama 
represented is the Phlyax, a kind of burlesque tragedy, common in the South of Italy, where these vases were 
made.1 2 This view however does not seriously affect the value of the evidence of vases as to a raised stage 
in the Greek drama. We have no reason for supposing that the South Italian Greeks differed in their dramatic 
customs from their kinsfolk in Greece itself; all the evidence we possess points in a contrary direction, and the 
remains of Greek theatres in Italy and Sicily differ in no essential point from those in Greece. It is true 
that we do not find similar representations of dramatic scenes upon vases made in Greece itself; but this is 
because nearly all these vases belong to an earlier period ; in the fifth or even the fourth century no one would 
expect an artist, however much he may have been influenced by dramatic representations, to give a realistic 
picture of the stage and other accessories of the performance.

~1
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F ig. C.

The stage which we see represented upon these vases varies from a rough wooden table of the most 
primitive construction to an elaborate proscenium , decorated with columns on its front, just like those discovered 
at Epidaurus, Oropus, and elsewhere. It would of course be absurd to say that we may see in these vases, 
which all belong to a late period, contemporary records of all the phases of a continuous development of the 
stage; but on the other hand the primitive table or platform may have continued to be used in the simple 
country festivals, while all intermediate varieties, up to the more elaborate stage of the regularly built theatres, 
may already have been in existence; and thus, even in a record which lasts over but a short period, we may see 
varying representations which really reflect the custom of many different ages—not because the painter re
produced after archaeological research the model of an earlier time,3 but simply because that model persisted 
locally, even after it had been superseded by more elaborate forms. We may see a complete analogy in 
the way in which the primitive form of a myth often persists in folk-lore, side by side with its literary version, 
an analogy that is peculiarly applicable in the case of religious ritual, to which we must never forget that 
dramatic representations belong.

After thus justifying our quotation of these vases as evidence for the development of the Greek stage, we 
may examine the various examples more in detail. In every case the stage only has been given in our repro
duction, without the actors who stand upon it; it need only be added that they in every case stand upon the 
platform, not in front of it, even when, as in C, its front is formed by a colonnade resembling that of the 
Vitruvian proscenium  at Epidaurus and elsewhere. The only exception—and that one which ‘ proves the rule ’—

1 See H aigh, A t t i c  Thea tre, pp. 33, 98. like th e  Roman stage.
2 I t  w ill hardly, I  imagine, he contended th a t these Ita lian  3 A vase-painter’s tradition  would no t m eet the case ; for, a s , 

Greeks had a  theatre more like the Roman. The proscenia on lias been said, such subjects were not represented earlier.
the vases are exactly like those of Greek theatres, and not

C C
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is offered by  D , w hich m u s t be considered  in  its  p ro p er place. In  som e cases th e re  a re  also doors rep resen ted , 
lead in g  on to  th e  to p  of th e  p la tfo rm  th ro u g h  th e  scene b eh in d  it, for th e  use  o f th e  actors.

In  A  we see a  s im ple  p la tfo rm  or tab le  o f th e  ro u g h es t descrip tion , ju s t  lik e  w h a t we m ay  suppose th e  
p rim itiv e  eXeo? to  have  been, th e  ‘ tab le  upon  w hich  one m an  used to  m o u n t,4 a n d  e n te r  in to  d ia logue w ith  th e  
chorus ’ in  th e  first days of th e  d ram a. F ro m  th is  th e  dev e lo p m en t th ro u g h  B , a  ra th e r  m ore  reg u la rly  b u il t  
wooden p la tfo rm , to  th e  a rch itec tu ra l p roscen ium  we see in  C, is easy and  obvious. T h e  only th in g  th a t  a t  
firs t m ay  seem  puzzling  is th e  h e ig h t. T h o u g h  th is  is p ro p o rtio n a te ly  g re a te r  in  C , th e  scale o f th e  figures show s 
th a t  i t  does n o t, as rep resen ted , ap p ro ach  th e  p rescribed  h e ig h t o f 10 to  12 fee t. B u t  i t  is c lea r th a t  th e  
a rch itec tu re  is  a  m ere  a d ju n c t to  th e  scene, an d  th a t  i t  is so m uch  ab rid g ed  in  th e  rep resen ta tio n  th a t  no 
inferences as to  re la tiv e  size can  be  d raw n  from  th e  p ic tu r e ; n o r in d eed  w ould an y  in ference upon  th is  m a tte r  
occur to  one accustom ed to  th e  conven tions o f G reek  v ase -p a in tin g , in  w hich , fo r exam ple , th e  co lum ns of a  
house or tem p le  a re  n o t u su a lly  rep re sen ted  as h ig h e r th a n  a  m an . S till , w ith  th is  reservation , w e m ay  p erh ap s 
see an  increase  o f h e ig h t in  th e  p la tfo rm  even  u p o n  th e se  vases, as i t  advances from  th e  sim p lest to  th e  m ost 
com plicated  fo r m : even in  th e  h e ig h t o f th e  p la tfo rm  re la tiv e  to  th a t  o f  th e  ac to rs  th e re  is a  percep tib le  increase, 
an d  th e  a rc h ite c tu ra l d eco ra tio n  seem s to  im p ly  a  s til l  g re a te r  in c re a se ; v iew ed in  th is  w ay, th e  co lum n fro n t in  
C  m ay  very  w ell be in te n d e d  to  re p re se n t one of th e se  proscenia, 10 to  1 2  fe e t in  h e ig h t, w ith  w hich  we are  
fam ilia r b o th  from  th e  d escrip tion  o f  V itru v iu s  a n d  from  e x ta n t exam ples.

A n  in te re s tin g  fe a tu re  in  som e o f th e se  p la tfo rm s is  offered  b y  th e  f lig h t o f s tep s  serv ing  to  connect stage  
an d  o rchestra , as in  B , D , E . T h a t  in  E  is o f  p e c u lia r  im p o rtan ce , w h en  w e no tice  th a t  i t  is fu rn ish ed  a t  th e  to p  
w ith  hooks, lik e  a  sca lin g -lad d er ; th is  a t  once su g g ests  th e  passage  in  A th e n a e u s  M echanicus (? 210 b.c., acc. to

L id d ell a n d  S c o tt)  (p. 29, W esch., q u o te d  by  A . M u ller, Buhnenaltcrth iim cr, p. 25), κ α τεσ κ εΰ α σ α ν  Be r ives  ev 
ποΧ ιορκ ία  κΧ ιμάκω ν γ έν η  π α ρ α π Χ η σ ια  το ΐς  τιθο μ ενο ις  ev το ΐς  θεάτροις π ρ ο ς  τα. π ρ ο σ κ ή ν ια  το ΐς  υ π ο κρ ιτα ϊς . I t  
is n o t of course to  be im ag in ed  th a t  th e  g re a t A ttic  d ra m a tis ts  devised s itu a tio n s  in  w h ich  ac to rs and  chorus w ould 
h av e  to  ap p ro ach  one a n o th e r  b y  m ean s o f sca ling -ladders , b u t, as h a s  b een  re p e a te d ly  p o in ted  o u t, we h av e  no 
ev idence for th e  very  h ig h  s tag e  in  th e  fifth  c e n tu r y ; a  low er p latform  is  m ore  p ro b ab le  up o n  ev ery  g ro u n d ; 
a n d  in  a  rev iv a l o f a  w ell-know n old p lay  in  la te r  t im e s  exceptional dev ices m ig h t well b e  to le ra ted  th a t  
w ould  have  b ro u g h t rid icu le  on  a  co n tem p o ra ry  p lay -w rig h t.

B esides th e  doors a lre a d y  re fe rre d  to , we have  in  som e instances a  re p re se n ta tio n  o f  th e  decoration  o f th e  
scena, above an d  b e h in d  th e  p ro scen iu m ; in  E  i t  is d eco ra ted  w ith  Ion ic  colum ns. I n  E  th e  p la tfo rm  itse lf  h as 
a  co n tinuous facing , an d  i t  seem s to  be a  w ooden s tru c tu re , w ith  a  stone fr o n s  scenae b eh in d  it . I f  so, i t  m ay  b es t 
serve to  g ive  us a  n o tio n  o f th e  p robab le  ap p earan ce  of o u r wooden p la tfo rm  in  fro n t o f th e  g re a t portico  at. 
M egalopolis.

I n  D  we see a  fr o n s  scenac w hich  is o f wood, as w ell as th e  proscenium , w h ich  is  d eco ra ted  w ith  h an g in g s 
o f d rap e ry . W e see i t  h e re  in  side view, an d  th e  p ecu lia r fea tu re  of th is  p ic tu re  is th a t  th e  ac to rs  a re  in  th e  a c t 
o f-m o u n tin g  th e  s tep s  from  th e  o rch es tra  o n  to  th e  stage . I t  is a  comic scene, a n d  show s how ad v an tag e  could  
be ta k e n  o f th is  dev ice for com ic purposes.

To sum  u p , th e se  S o u th  I ta l ia n  v ase -p a in tin g s , ow ing doub tless to  th e i r  rep ro d u c tio n  of u sages w hich  
su rv ived  locally  in  various s tag es o f d evelopm en t, afford u s m ost va lu ab le  il lu s tra tio n s  o f th e  use o f a  raised  
p la tfo rm  or s tag e  fo r d ra m a tic  pu rposes in  G reek  th e a tre s , a n d  th u s  su p p lem en t th e  ev idence on  th e  sam e su b jec t 
w hich we derive  from  li te ra ry  sources an d  from  a rc h ite c tu ra l rem ains.

E . A . G.

4 Pollux iv. 123, reading djrenpiWo for...ore.
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APPENDIX C.

S U M M A R Y  O F  E V ID E N C E  F O R  A  S T A G E  A T  V A R IO U S  P E R IO D S .

I n  o rder to  m ak e  c lear ou r view s w ith  regard  to  th e  exis tence o f a  s tage in  th e  G reek  T h e a tre  o f  
various periods, an d  in  p a r tic u la r  th e  position  w hich we assign  to  M egalopolis in  th e  ch a in  o f evidence, I  
g ive here  th e  b rie fest possib le su m m ary  of th a t  evidence, as I  u n d e rs tan d  i t :—

(1) F or the stage in  the period  o f  the pre-Aeschylean dram a.— T h e  tra d itio n  p reserved  by P o llu x 1 an d  in  th e  
M ym ologicum  M a g n u m 1 2, th a t  in  th e  m ost p rim itiv e  d ram a  (before T hesp is) an  ac to r m o u n ted  u p o n  a  ta b le  an d  
h e ld  a  d ia logue w ith  th e  chorus. T h e  ru d e  tab le  illu s tra te d  on som e S o u th  I ta lia n  v a s e s 3 4 m ay  possibly 
rep re sen t a  local re te n tio n  o f th is  p rim itiv e  custom .

(2) For the stage in  the f i f th  century.— N o d irec t e v id e n c e ; b u t a  low  stage, in te rm e d ia te  b e tw een  ( 1 ) an d
(3), seem s th e  m ost probable  a r ra n g e m e n t; first because th e  tendency , as we see b y  (1), (3), an d  (4), w as tow ards 
a  g rad u a l h e ig h ten in g  of th e  s tage in  th e  G reek  T h ea tre , an d  secondly because m an y  o f th e  e x ta n t  5 th  
cen tu ry  d ram as seem  to  im p ly  an  easy com m unication  b e tw een  actors an d  chorus.

(3) For the stage in  the f  ourth century.— T his is th e  ea rlie s t period  for w hich  we hav e  m o n u m en ta l evidence. 
A t M egalopolis a  platform , probably  of wood, from  3 fe e t 3 inches to  4 fe e t 6 inches in  h e ig h t, w ith  a  sto n e  
colonnade of considerable h e ig h t b eh ind  it, ap p ears  to  us a  necessary  in ference  from  th e  e x ta n t  rem ains.

(4) For the stage o f  the Greek Theatre o f  JTellenistie a n d  R om an  tim es.—  T h e  d ire c t s ta te m e n t o f V itru v iu s  
( ju s t  before th e  C hris tian  E ra), borne o u t by th e  th e a tre s  a t  E p id au ru s , O ropus, M egalopolis, an d  in d eed  b y  m ost 
Greek th eatres , w here 'proscenia  ’ have b een  discovered w hich  a re  a d m itte d  to  correspond  in  a ll essen tia ls  
to  th a t  w hich  V itru v iu s describes as a  stage. T h e  d a te  of th e se  proscenia  ran g es p ro b ab ly  from  th e  second  

cen tu ry  dow nw ard. T h ey  are  g en era lly  from  10 to 12 fee t in  h e ig h t, ju s t  th e  m easu rem en ts  g iv en  b y  
V itruv ius. T h is h e igh t, im p ly ing  a  sep ara tio n  o f acto rs an d  chorus so com plete  th a t  i t  w ould  h av e  b een  in co n 
s is te n t w ith  th e  general conditions o f fifth  cen tu ry  dram a, is p erfec tly  in te llig ib le  in  th e  th e a tre  o f la te r  tim es , 
w hen d irec t co n tac t betw een  acto rs an d  chorus in  th e  co n tem p o ra ry  d ram a  w as a  ra re , i f  n o t a n  ab so lu te ly  
unknow n, occurrence, W hen , for th e  rev iva l o f old plays, com m u n ica tio n  b e tw een  acto rs an d  c h o ru s w as necessary,, 
lad d ers w ere doubtless prov ided , as is expressly  s ta te d  by  A th en aeu s  M e c h a n ic u s4 (p robab ly  c. 210 B. c.). S uch  
a  clum sy exped ien t, which would have b een  in to lerab le  in  a  new  p lay , m ig h t w ell be a llow ed a s  a  m a k e sh ift in  a  
favourite  old p la y ; and  probably  p lays in  w hich  i t  would have b een  p a rtic u la rly  aw k w ard  w ere  e ith e r  a d a p te d  to  
th e  new  conditions, or avoided a lto g e th er. A ris to p h an es, in  w hose p lays th e  co n tac t b e tw een  ac to rs  an d  ch o ru s 
is  very  common, w as never, so fa r  as we know , rev ived  in  la te r  tim e s .5

The p rin c ip a l new  fea tu re  to  b e  n o ted  in  th e  V itru v ia n  proscenium  a t  M egalopolis is th e  ab sen ce  o f an y  
trace  of an en tran ce  in  th e  m iddle. W ith o u t such an  en tran ce  th e  a n ti-V itru v ia n  ex p lan a tio n  o f th e s e  proscenia  
as .backgrounds is o f course u n ten ab le .

(5) T he R om an  th e a tre , w ith  i ts  b road  low  stage, is n o t a  d ire c t c o n tin u a tio n  o f  th e  G reek , b u t  a n  a d a p ta 
tio n  to  quite new  conditions, such  as th e  g re a te r  n u m b er of actors, a n d  th e  p lac in g  o f  se a ts  fo r d is tin g u ish e d  
spectators in th e  o rch estra .0 H en ce  th e re  is no  n eed  to  q u a lify  th e  s ta te m e n t th a t  th e  ten d en c y  o f th e  G reek  
stage to  become h ig h e r an d  narrow er w as re g u la r  an d  continuous.

E . A . G.

1 iv. 123, iXebs t t  ην τράπ<ζα άρχα ία , eφ '  ήν π ρ ο  θ ίσ π ώ ο s  els n s  
avnSas rn'is \opew aU  άπβκρίνατο (? leg. asreKpivero).

8 P. 458. 30, τρ ύ π ιζα  8e ην, i<f> ίστώres  i v  ro ts  aypo'ts ghov,
μηπω  τα ζ tv Χαβονσης τραγωδία?.

3 See Appendix B, Fig. A.
4 P. 29, Wescli., quoted in  Appendix B. A scaling-ladder,

and also ordinary steps, are represented on the vases discussed 
in  tlie same Appendix. W e do not qnote Pollux  iv. 127 as 
evidence, because i t  may be disputed w hether he refers to  the 
Greek Theatre.

6 Haigli, A  ttie  T h e a tre , pp. 33, 98.
* As explained by V itruvius, v. 6, 2.

APPENDIX D.

M E T R O L O G IC A L  N O T E .

I t  has already b een  re m ark ed  th a t  th e  g en e ra l m easu rem en ts  o f  th e  T h e a tre  fa ll rem ark ab ly  n e a r  to  
ro u n d  num bers of E ng lish  fee t. W e h av e  seen  th a t  th e  o rig in a l d ia m e te r  o f  th e  o rch es tra  w as p ro b ab ly  ju s t  
o v er 1 0 0  feet, th a t  th e  tw o d iazo m a ta  a n d  th e  to p  of th e  au d ito riu m  w ere p ro b ab ly  a t  d is tan ces  o f  ab o u t 
50 fee t from  one another, th u s  g iv in g  rad ii o f 100, 150, an d  200 fee t fo r th e  th re e  c u rv e s ; an d  th e  o rig in a l 
le n g th  o f th e  portico of th e  T hersilion , w hich  served  as a  b ack g ro u n d  to  th e  d ra m a tic  rep re sen ta tio n s , was, 
reck o n in g  from  centre to  cen tre  o f ex trem e  colum ns, 101 feet. N ow  w hen  w e rem em b er t h a t  th e  m easu rem en ts  
in  th e  case of orchestra and  d iazo m ata  a re  o n ly  app ro x im ate , an d  m ay  very  w ell h av e  b een  a  few  in ch es  
m ore in  each case, i t  seem s p robab le  th a t  th e  g en era l p ro p o rtio n s o f  th e  T h e a tre  m ay  h a v e  b een  
s e t o u t upon th e  basis of som e m easu re  a  very  l i t t le  g re a te r  th a n  o u r E n g lish  foot. S u c h  a  m easu re  is  k n o w n
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to have been used in setting out the Heraeum and some other of the earliest buildings at Olympia;1 it was 
later used in various planes and was practically identical with the Roman foot (also, according to former 
authorities, with the Attic foot, though this last view has been for good reasons rejected by Dorpfeld and 
others*). This measure had a value of about *308 m., while the English foot is equivalent to '3048 m., or, to put 
it roughly, 101 English feet are equivalent to 100 of these Greek feet. It would therefore fit excellently the 
dimensions of the Theatre ; and when we notice that in the Stoa of Philip, on the other side of the river, the 
total length (internal measurement) is 505 English feet, or almost exactly 500 of these Greek feet, and the inter- 
•columniations are a little over 20 English feet or just 20 of these feet, the conclusion is obvious that the same 
measure was used in that building also. I cannot enter now upon any metrological discussion as to the origin 
or distribution of the measure we see there. But its existence was not unknown before, though it is not 
identical with any of the best-known official Greek feet; and its use in the fourth century for setting out 
the buildings of Megalopolis is a distinct addition to the history of Greek measures of length."

E. A. G.

1 See Hnltech, Metrologie, 2nd ed. 1882, p. 70. 
i  See Dorpfeld, Miltheil. d. dmtsch. Inst. A  (hen., 1882, p. 277, sqq. 
3 Michaelis, J . H . 8. iv. p. 387.
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C H A P T E R  V 

THE AGORA.

W h e n  the' excavations of the British School at Megalopolis were begun in 1890, it was 
expected that the work for the most part would he confined to the investigation of the 
remains of the ancient town, and more particularly to finding and clearing the site of the 
Agora. It was natural that it should be so ; for in the first place Pausanias has left us a fuller 
description of the Agora of Megalopolis than in the case of any other Greek city except 
Athens and Elis, and secondly the column drums and architectural fragments scattered over a 
considerable area to the north of the river Helisson, which here runs in a sinuous and constantly 
changing course through a deep, wide and stony bed, seemed to point to a field with 
considerable possibilities for the excavator. Thus it was that on Tuesday, March 20th, 
digging began at the only visible point where the remains showed any order, viz. west of the 
new high-road from Megalopolis to Karytaina, and about 270 paces north of the river-bed. 
It seemed probable that here or hereabouts was the spot in which Leake detected rows of 
columns ‘ in situ.’ During two and a half days’ work the western end of the Stoa of Philip 
was unearthed, and the double row of columns, which had at first attracted our attention, 
was found to belong to what Mr. Schultz has here separately described as ‘ Remains of 
later structures south-west of the Stoa of Philip.’ But though the land here belongs to 
Government, having been in Leake’s time a Turkish spahilik and probably confiscated 
to the new Hellenic state, it was found impossible to pursue our excavations further, as we 
were destroying a springing crop of com, and the tenants, finding that Government was not 
likely to compensate them, naturally objected to the continuance of our work. Fortunately 
however for us the small occupiers in that neighbourhood do not crop the soil continuously 
but leave it fallow every other season; and the greater part of the land on the south bank of 
the river being at the time unsown, our operations were transferred to the Theatre with the 
very satisfactory and valuable results elsewhere recorded. Work was resumed at the beginning 
of November, 1890, on the Agora site and lasted till the middle of December. It was how
ever an unwise choice of seasons, and the autumn rains not only altogether prevented the work 
for at least a third of the whole time but rendered it very difficult and expensive for the 
rest. The land slopes down gradually to the river-bed and is very wet, at that season of the 
year especially, as the water is steadily draining through the soil from the low hills that lie 
behind the northern extremity of the Agora. Though it was left for subsequent work 
to establish some of the results here recorded, the main part of the excavation was done in 
the autumn of 1890. That work consisted mainly of the partial clearing of the great Stoa, 
which the lucky discovery of an inscribed tile has proved to be, as we had supposed from
the first, the Stoa of Philip, and of the entire clearing of the foundations of a building
which is beyond doubt the Temenos of Zeus Soter. These two buildings are the subject of 
papers by Mr. R. W. Schultz, and into the details of their construction I shall therefore not 
enter.

The judgment of Ludwig Ross, that excavation on this site would be interesting for
the history of architecture but would fail to find many works of art, has been justified ;
for our excavations were singularly unsuccessful as regards ‘ plunder.’ It appears that the 
successive inhabitants of the spot have long since destroyed most of the objects of art and



the great buildings have been used up for other constructions or converted into lime, so that 
foundations alone in most cases remain. The best indication of the utter confusion to which 
the existing remains are reduced is to be seen in the fact that the drums of the Stoa of Philip 
have been rolled and scattered all over the site, and several of them are now to be found lying 
in the Temenos of Zeus Soter. The small village of Kassidochdri, N.W. of the site, on a hill, is 
full of architectural remains,1 and as the natives of Siodmo, the modern Megalopolis, have been 
busy carrying away building materials from the ancient city for a very long period, we may be 
quite sure that they have not spared the north any more than tteS south bank of the river. 
Even more distant villages have shared in the booty. The femjdJ torso seen by Ross outside 
the village church of Kassimi (which is about three miles from SEjno) and conveyed inside by 
him was destroyed by superstitious priests and ignorant peasants, when the church was rebuilt. 
The digging necessary to form the embankment of the high road, between th e . modern stone 
bridge and the higher ground, uncovered on the river bank to the east a Roman house, which 
will soon disappear unless the new Government overseerbe more successful, thdn we were in 
restraining the natives from obtaining building nmteriaLfjJfHhe excavations of Ross* which are 
still remembered though they only lasted two or three" daysjwe ha^rffounS. ^CTMte^ncT^obably 
the late building that he laid bare was soon removed all btf^M|Fi(foundatioijPr''Tt is’ probable 
however that this stylobate with the smooth and fluted drums placed at irregular intervals 
was somewhere near where we suppose the Stoa Myropolis to have been, perhaps upon the 
foundation line marked in the plan, or in the gap between that and the Temenos towards 
the river. » Φ

Alongside of Mr. Loring’s sketch-plan (Fig. 1), which shows exactly what has been 
uncovered up to the present date, the restoration published in Prof. E. Curtius’ Peloponnesos 
(Fig. 2), and based on the account of Pausanias (viii. 30. 2— 31.. 9), is here reproduced.  ̂ It
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may be taken as past dispute that that reconstruction gives as nearly as possible the meaning 
of Pausanias. The Agora was laid out regularly in the Ionian style, being practically enclosed 
on all sides by public buildings, and in the interior of this large quadrangle was the omphalos 

i of the Great City, the shrine of the immemorial worship of Zeus as practised on Mt. Lykaion, 
there being no temple, but altars tables and a pair of eagles only as visible symbols— in other 
words, a copy of the primitive shrine of the prinutiv&-<iature-god, which was on the mountain-top 
(viii. 38. 7). The rain-giver of the mountain was thus installed as the protector of the federal 
capital, and Pan associated with him there was here also represented by a statue. The plan 
of Curtius cannot be very far wrong in the groupiiu| V  the buildings mentioned by Pausanias 
as-lying within the quadrangle. There might be oie^mriation, if ‘ in front of the precinct of 
Zeus’ meant to the mast and not the west; in this clsS^tlie Phigaleian statue of Apollo and

1 I n  th e  church is one of th e  Ionic caps from  the  Stoa 
of Ph ilip  m ounted on a  plain drum  to  serve as a  reading- 
d esk ; and b u ilt in  a  w all of a  house is a  fragm ent of

cornice wit) 
other rem ail

ins' heads and anthem ia. 
rewn about the village.

There a re  many

*
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the stele of Polybius would change places. The temple of Hermes, already ruined in the 
time of Pausanias, must have been in the position assigned by Curtius; and though the 
Bouleuterion would be shifted to the west by the above-mentioned change, there is some reason 
to suppose that the position given by Curtius is right. There can be even less doubt as to 
Pausanias’ meaning with respect to the buildings that surrounded the Agora. The southern side 
on the river bank must have been occupied by the Peribolos of the Great Goddesses to the west, 
the Stoa Aristandreios in the centre and the Temenos of Zeus Soter to the east. The northern 
limit was set by the Stoa Philippeios and the Archeia in a continuous line (viii. 30. 3), the 
position being fixed by the mention of the two hills behind, which were crowned by the 
ruins of temples to Athena Polias and Hera Teleia; the Bathyllos is obviously the stream 
that runs down into the Helisson a couple of hundred yards or so to the west of the spot 
where we began excavating. It is not absolutely certain that the Stoa Myropolis occupied 
the eastern side of the Agora: but this is the only natural inference from the mention of it 
after the Archeia, To the west, the Gymnasium, mentioned as it is between the Peribolos 
of the Great Goddesses and the Stoa of Philip, must have occupied much such a position 
as is assigned to it by Curtius.

Turning to the sketch-plan of our results we are able to confirm this reconstruction, wherever 
we have data to go upon. Four buildings of the Agora may be said to be identified with 
certainty, two alone being as yet full}'' excavated. As to the rest of the site, it is not likely that 
further excavations will produce much result, as the face of the soil is more denuded west of 
the Temenos of Zeus Soter than it is on that site, and even there only foundations remain. 
It is not however beyond the bounds of possibility that digging in the region where the 
Peribolos and the Gymnasium are supposed to have lain might find something left of those 
structures. The difficulty of the site has been caused by the great extent of the ground covered 
with numbers of misleading architectural fragments strewn about everywhere and often half 
buried, which have been simply dragged from their places and then abandoned. The tile 
found by Mr. Loring at a spot marked on his general plan, not far from the stream called 
above the Bathyllos, probably indicates the site of the Peribolos. It may be taken as certain 
that the Stoa of Aristandros has entirely disappeared, as the river bank has been eaten away 
altogether to the west of the Temenos of Zeus Soter and now curves northwards for a 
considerable distance to the west of that edifice. The strong supporting walls of the stoa and 
temple have partially preserved them from the same fate, and the fact that their foundations 
were laid so deep and strong shows that even, in antiquity it was difficult to confine the 
mountain torrent of the Helisson within bounds, running down as it does very rapidly at all 
times from Mount Mainalos and constantly swollen by rains or melting snow. It was small 
wonder that Leake thought these weather-beaten foundation walls were the remains of a bridge 
joining the two divisions of the city. There must have been such a means of communication 
in antiquity, but it does not seem to have been at this point. Mr. Schultz has given a very 
full description of the Temenos of Zeus Soter itself as entirely cleared. Unfortunately the 
traces at the north-west corner, which seem to indicate further building, are too small to allow 
of any conclusions being drawn, as here the river has encroached too far, carrying away the 
whole western end of the naos itself. It may be regarded however as probable that the 
temple was only surrounded on three sides by the stoa, and was not amphiprostyle but just 
such a structure as the apparently contemporary shrine of Despoina at Lykosoura in this 
neighbourhood. The chief problem of the building is the large foundation basis— 37 feet 3 inches 
by 17 feet 7 inches—in the middle of the court, in front of the east entrance of the temple. 
Here one would expect an altar, but the deep foundations of this basis seem to suggest some
thing else. It may however be held that, as the piers supporting the internal columns of the naos 
are very deep as well as the outer walls of naos and court, it was found necessary on the side 
of the river to make the whole structure very solid in order to obviate all danger of collapse, 
Anyhow one may fairly refuse to suppose that the group of Zeus Artemis and Megalopolis stood 
anywhere but in the interior of the temple, and it seems unlikely that another large group of 
statuary should have been set up outside, or that if it had been so Pausanias should have 
omitted to mention it. One is therefore inclined to fall back on the other hypothesis, that this 
is a large altar, unless it can be shown that it served some architectural purpose as yet 
unexplained. The expression of Pausanias, that ‘ the Hieron is decked around with pillars,’ fits the 
building surrounded as it is by a stoa on three sides, even though the west side was not uniform
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with the others. Inscription No. IV. was found against the outer wall of the stoa hut affords 
no evidence to show thflt our identification is wrong.— With reference to the date of the 
temple, Mr. Schultz has left the question more or less open, as was to be expected from 
the paucity of the architectural remains. The only literary evidence is the mention of 
Kcphisodotos and Xenophon as the sculptors of the temple-statues. This would seem to imply 
the earliest date possible for Megalopolis, as the activity of the father of Praxiteles cannot be 
supposed to extend to a much later date than the foundation of the city, though PliDy, it 
is true, sets his ‘ floruit ’ at that time, 01. cii. There is apparently no sign of rebuilding, and it 
is quite likely that these are remains of a fourth century temple. The inscriptions C.I. G. 1536 
and Inscriptions VIII. B seem to show that the building existed in the second century, and it is 
quite likely that it dates from the fourth. It is unfortunate that we were unable, owing to 
the same difficulty about the crops, to follow up excavation through the entrance (or exedra ?) 
in the north wall of the stoa, and thereby ascertain whether any further construction begins 
where the gutter runs into the Temenos; but the accumulation of earth is very great here, 
so that satisfactory results could hardly be obtained without great and possibly unremunera- 
tive expense. East of the Temenos the ground begins to slope away to the river and the 
bank is less steep. Trial digging here showed remains of houses, of Roman period probably, 
but nothing to repay much labour. At a considerable distance N.N.E. of the Temenos is a 
corner, at which a long foundation wall running north and south makes a return. This 
foundation was easily cleared as far as the high-road, which cuts across i t ; and just at that 
point a bewildering mass of architectural fragments is collected together and cemented into 
rough walls by mortar, and tile tombs were plentiful here, as in most parts of the site. An isolated 
limestone basis was here discovered in front of the wall, but nothing else that certainly belonged to 
the building of classical times. North of the road the foundations lie very deep and could not be 
cleared. It remains for further excavation to elucidate the plan of this building, but it seems, as 
far as one can at present tell, to have been a long stoa approximately 300 feet in length facing the 
Agora on the east side. In this case it can only have been the Stoa Myropolis, erected out of the 
spoils gained in the victory over Akrotatos in 265 b.c., when Aristodemos was tyrant of 
Megalopolis.2 Its northernmost end seems to have been in the same straight line with the back wall 
■of the Stoa of Philip. Between this point and the end of that stoa, after a small interval, excava
tions in October 1891 have shown remains of the Archeia mentioned by Pausanias. It is inter
sected by the road and not much of it seems to be left. It seems clear that there was a small open 
space giving access to the Agora on either side, separating it off from the Stoa Myropolis and the 
Stoa of Philip. The latter building is the chief remaining one to be dealt with in the Agora and the 
best preserved. Its identification has been confirmed by the discovery of inscribed tiles, though 
unless doubt were cast on «Pausanias there was little reasou to question the view before. Though 
the area has not been completely cleared, enough has been done to show the plan in all the detail 
possible. Only it is difficult to reconcile the style of its architecture with the date given by 
Pausanias. It is hardly to be supposed that the extant remains are those of the building erected 
and named in honour of Philip of Macedon; and, as elsewhere stated, it is perhaps the best view 
that this is the stoa restored under Philopoemen, which is adopted by Mr. Schultz as the one that fits 
the architectural evidence best, since it seems impossible to date the building either as early as 
the fourth century b.c. or as late as the first century a .d., when Domitian restored a stoa at 
Megalopolis. Some wall perhaps hold that, as Pausanias apparently made a mistake over the date of 
the Pbilippeion at Olympia, so here he substituted the name of the great Philip for that of perhaps 
Philip V. through confusion or misinformation ; but this is an expedient one is loath to adopt.

The double row of columns and the stylobate built up out of the remains of the Stoa 
of Philip at a lower level in the south-west corner need not detain u s ; but the rectangular 
building adjoining, though obviously in its present form of late date, may be on the lines of 
an earlier building, which, if this be so, probably formed part of the Gymnasium.

Repeated trenching on the ground south of the Stoa of Philip failed to produce 
anything but tile-tombs and detached architectural fragments. Pew remains of buildings

2 Pausanias (viii. 30, 7) calls th e  A k ro ta to s who was A kro ta tos, who died in  th e  lifetim e of his fa ther 
defeated and killed in  an  engagem ent w ith Aristodem os Kleomenes I I . P robably th is  is a mere slip on the p art 
son of Kleomenes. In  th is  he disagrees w ith P lu tarch , of Pausanias, and no evidence for dating  th is battle earlier 
who (Vit. Agis iii.) d istinguishes A k ro ta tos son of A reus, in  th e  century.
•whose reign  was th u s  out short, from h is g randfa ther
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could however be expected here, as the Mctroon and Temple of Hermes had practically 
disappeared in the time of Pausanias, Zeus Lykaios never had a temple proper, and one could 
hardly hope to find anything left of the Phigaleian statue of Apollo or the stele of Poly bios.
There are however remains of two structures in the interior of the Agora. One of these is a
much ruined altar of conglomerate uprights on a flat course, 13 .feet 10 inches square, not *
oblong as was the triglyph altar to the south of the river. One may hazard the opinion that
this was part of the Hieron of Zeus, though no proof can be adduced beyond the fact that
the position is suitable. The other is a fragmentary foundation a little to the south-west of
the above, perhaps the north end of a building, of which even the foundations have disappeared
in the direction of the river. Now divided by about 10 yards are two pieces of foundation,
8 feet 2 inches by 16 feet and 7 feet 6 inches by 8 feet 10 inches. From the latter a 
foundation wall runs eastwards in the shape of an arc, but breaks off without reaching the 
easternmost foundation. There can be little doubt that this segment was completed, and it 
remains to inquire what this semicircular foundation was. One would naturally at first suggest 
a semicircular exedra such as that erected by Herodes Atticus at Olympia, and the fact that the 
exedrae in the Stoa of Philip are oblong is of course no argument against this. In this case the 
purpose of the structure was probably the same— viz. to serve a s  an ornamental front and 
head of the subterranean water-courses from the hills. This would then have been the source 
of supply of water to the Temenos of Zeus Soter by the tile gutter. There must anyhow 
have been some means always of carrying off the · water on such a site and protecting the 
foundations of the building from being undermined. One other possibility is worth mentioning.
The only remaining building of the Agora mentioned by Pausanias which could have stood 
here is the Bouleuterion. This Curtius represented on his plan as a simple rectangle, writing 
long before the excavation of Olympia. Now may this foundation be all that is left of the 
apsidal termination of a council-hall, such as we find in the complex structure at Olympia ? In 
this case the building would have Iain north and south, while at Olympia the council-halls lie 
east and w est: but there is no reason to suppose that this was as essential for a council- 
chamber as a temple. Even the later of the two parallel halls at Olympia must have 
been considerably earlier than th is; but our knowledge of Greek secular buildings is not sufficient 
to say that this style of building was impossible at a date which would suit Megalopolis. Both 
these theories however have little to support them.

It will be seen from this brief account that the site is only important from an 
architectural and historical point of view, the works of art having all perished. But it is no 
small gain to have had an opportunity of testing the value of Pausanias’ descriptions in a new 
and important field: and the result of what has been done is to establish the substantial accuracy 
of that author in one more instance. His historical knowledge may be sometimes fau lty : but 
his merits from the point of view of topography and excavation are such that they are ever 
more appreciated by those whose privilege it is to carry on researches on classic soil, while his 
defects are sometimes exaggerated by those who sit and write essays about him at home.

G, C. R ic h a r d s .
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CHAPTER VI.

TOWN WALLS AND INTERNAL TOPOGRAPHY.

INTRODUCTION. 1 . I n t r o d u c t io n .

P rev io u s
explorers.

L eake.

T he ‘ E x p id itio n  
Scientifique de 

M o rie .’

Ross.

Curtius.

E x ten t and 
n a tu re  of site.

T h e  site of Megalopolis has always been well known. Had other indications been 
wanting, its ‘mountain of a theatre’ (as Leake calls i t )1 is, and always must have been, an 
object too prominent to escape observation. Megalopolis therefore has never been ‘ discovered/ 
and a complete enumeration of travellers who have recognized the site would be superfluous.

Leake, to whom one naturally turns for information and suggestion, slept but a single 
night (May 9, 1805) at Sin^nou,— the neighbouring village which has, since his time) inherited 
the name of the ancient town. He made neither map nor sketch of the site ; and, as he appears 
to have seen almost nothing which has not remained to the present day, we have derived but 
little benefit from his information.

Of Megalopolis, as of so many other sites in the Peloponnese, the first real explorers 
were the members of the French Expedition Scieutifique de Morie (a .d. 1829), a com
mission . whose labours are above all praise. The results of their investigations at Megalopolis 
appear in five beautiful plates,2 and some thirteen pages of letterpress.8 The map,4 which chiefly 
concerns us here, has been of considerable service to us. Though it is far from covering what 
has since proved to be the extent of the site, it includes the central part of it, where all of the 
objects mentioned by Pausanias are to be sought. And, though incorrect in some details, 
in the main it gives a clear and faithful outline of the country, and the position of such remains 
as were visible at the time of the expedition. The French map has been reproduced on a 
small scale by Curtius in his Peloponnesos,5 and also by the editors of Smith’s Dictionary o f  Greek 
and Roman Geography8 and the Guide Joanne for Greece; conjectural identifications, for 
which the original authors of the map are not responsible, being added in each case. The 
French map has thus become almost classical.

Ross, who visited the site in 1834, made a small excavation,7 unearthing some late 
remains which it is at present not easy to identify. He also made suggestions (independent 
of excavation) with regard to the positions of some of the ancient buildings; but these, 
owing to the unsatisfactoiy nature of Pausanias’s description of those parts of the town which 
lay outside the Agora, could hardly be more than guesswork, and we have generally been 
obliged to differ from them.

Curtius, in his remarks on the topography of the site,8 generally follows Ross, but the 
French map has suggested to him some modifications of, and additions to, Ross’s views. The 
chief value of his account of Megalopolis lies in his collection of literary evidence, and in his 
conjectural restoration of the Agora from Pausanias’s description,—a restoration which has 
proved to be in the main correct.

But none of these writers and explorers appears to have recognized the enormous extent 
of the Great City. It has not beed sufficiently realized that the ‘ fifty stades’ given by

1 Travel» in  (lie Morea, ii. 32.
2 Blouet, Expedition Scientifique de Morie, vol. ii. PI. 

36-40.
8 Ibid. pp. 43-56.
4 Ibid. PI 37.

8 Vol. ii. PI. 5.
8 S.v. ‘ Megalopolis.’
7 Ross, Reieen im  Peloponnee, pp. 81 tqq.
8 Peloponneeos, vol. i. pp. 284 tqq.



CHAP. VI.] TOWN WALLS AND INTERNAL TOPOGRAPHY. 107

Polybius9 as the circumference of the walls are nn historical fact.10 Had this been sufficiently
realized, explorers would have been saved from another error which has become traditional,— 1 mean
the error of supposing that Megalopolis was built in the centre of a level plain, regardlessly of the
advantages or disadvantages of the ground, and therefore destitute of natural defences. Leake’s great
name has lent authority to the idea that ‘ the difference of level in every part of the site of *
Megalopolis is very slight,’11 and that it is comparable in this respect to Mantineia.12 But
in truth the impression he received was precisely that which is commonly made on passing
travellers, and even on many of those who have resided some time at Sindnou ; and it arises
partly from confining the site of the ancient town to a narrow strip of land on either side of the
river, and partly also from an unconscious contrast of ‘ the plain ’ with the great hills which
bound it on every side. The merest glance at the contours of the map (PI. I.) which accompanies
this publication is sufficient to show that what, looked at as a whole and contrasted with
the mountains, is naturally called a ‘plain,’ when looked at in detail is really an accumulation
of hills and valleys for the most part very well defined.

The following section contains the results of some investigations which I made during the . 
winter 1891-2, relative to the position of the city walls. It will be seen that Polybius’s statement 
with regard to the extent of the circuit is fully justified ; and that, so far as natural capabilities for 
defence are concerned, the choice of this site for a fortified town is justifiable also.

§ 2 .— T h e  C i t y  W a l l s . THE CITY WALLS,

P o l y b iu s ’s  reference to the Avails of Megalopolis tells us two things,— first that they Previous evidence

had a circumference of 5 0  stades ; and secondly that, though this circumference was two stades for their P0fiition·
greater than that of the walls of Sparta, the area of the city was only half as large.13 Hence, 
besides the extent of the walls, we learn something with regard to the shape of the town ; 
namely, that it must either have been very long and narrow, or very irregular, or both.

Leake mentions some vestiges of the walls, as well as of a ditch, ‘ among the pasture 
land and bushes not far from Sin&nu,’14— an expression so vague as to be useless for purposes 
of identification.

In the French map two bits of wall appearing above ground are marked as belonging to 
the ancient circuit. They are those indicated by the letters ‘ R ’ and ‘ Q ’ in the French map,
‘ F ’ and ‘ C ’ in my own.

Ross, in his Reisen im Peloponnes,15 noted the existence of foundations of the wall (perhaps 
identical with my remains ‘ A ’) near Kasidochdri.

Conze and Michaelis observed, in the Annali for 1861,16 that they had seen what they 
took for remains of the town wall close to the path from Megalopolis to Ibrahim (now 
commonly called ‘ Bralmi ’), near a place called ‘ ’σταΐ» πορτίτζαι*.’ The region to which 
this name is applied is that immediately west of the remains ‘ K ’ (PI. I.), at and near the point 
where the path to Bralmi cuts my restoration of the circuit. The name (with its equivalent
‘ ’orals πόρτα is ’) is still in common use, and doubtless indicates the tradition of a gateway.

To the pieces of town-wall thus indicated, or referred to, by previous explorers I have succeeded N ew  discoveries 

in adding a number more, thus bringing the total number to twelve. These twelve, all of which 
have now been excavated, are indicated in my map by the letters ‘ A  ’ to ‘ M ’ ; and plans of 
them on a larger scale are given below (Fig. 1). They are so closely related to one another 
by a general resemblance (1) in plan (2) in position, that their identification is in almost every 
case a certainty. Besides them, I have marked in the map by the small letters ‘ n ’ to ‘ t  ’ 
a number of fragmentary or unexcavated remains of the town-wall.

* ix. 2 1 .
10 Or, if  any of them have realized it , th ey  have 

altogether mistaken the  direction in  w hich th e  w alls ran . 
C urtius says (p. 282) th a t the  position of th e  tow n . . . .  
* wie die R uinen beweisen, bei geringer B reite  einen bedeu- 
tenden  Theil des langgestreckten H elissonthales ein. 
schloss.’ This has now proved to  be exactly  a n  inversion 
of th e  facts.

11 Morea, vol. ii. p. 40.
. 12 Ibid. vol. ii. p· 41.

13 Pol. ix. 21 ,01  Si πλεΐστοι των ανθρώπων εξ avrrjs της περι- 
μέτρον τεκμειίρονται τα  μεγεύη των προειρημενών, λοιπόν, όταν 
ειΤΓΎ] τΐϊ, την μεν των Μεγαλοπολιτών πάλιν πεντήκοντα σταδίων 
εχειν τον περίβολον, την Βε των ΛακεΒαιμονίων οκτώ και τετταρά- 
κοντα, τω Si μεγεθει Βιπλην είναι την ΛακεΒαίμονα. της McyaAijs 
πόλεως, άπιστον αντοΐς είναι Βοκεΐ το λεγόμενον. 

ι* Morea, vol. ii. ρ. 42.
15 Ρ . 76. 
ι» Ρ . 32.

I
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(A) The E xtan t Remains.

Before describing the remains marked ‘ A ’ to ‘ M ’ in detail, I must premise that they 
fall into two groups, which, in spite of their general resemblance, show also a certain well- 
marked difference in structure which clearly implies a distinction in date. The walls ‘ A ’ to ‘ G ’ 
belong to what I regard as the earlier group,17 those marked ‘ H ’ to ‘ M ' to the later.

(1) Watts o f  the A.—Remains of the wall occupying a corner of high ground close to the village of
earlw rperiod, K&sidoehdri. From the point where they are situated the ground falls away both to west and 

‘A.’ south. These remains are the most complete example extant of the kind of structure which I 
assign to the earlier period; and therefore, besides the small plan on which forms part of Fig. 
1, a detailed plan, showing the position of the stones and the appearance which they present 
in their present dilapidated condition, is given below (Fig. 2).

SeoA “5 J. f*t.

F ig. 1.— P lan s of th e  twelve principal portions of th e  tow n wall. (‘A ’ to  ‘G ’—portions assigned to  th e  earlier 
period ; ‘ H ’ to  ‘ M ’—portions assigned to  the  la te r  period. The ou ter side of the  w all is in  every case 

placed upperm ost in  the  plans. D otted  lines indicate m issing o r unexcavated portions of th e  wall.)

The two parallel walls a  and β  are each about 2 feet 2 inches thick; this thickness being 
made up of a double row of large stones, not squared, but roughly hewn into the required shape, 
the inside being left much rougher than the outside. Thus each of the walls a  and β  presents 
two comparatively smooth exterior surfaces, while the interior, which was doubtless filled with 
natural earth and cobbles, was left quite rough.18 The two walls are separated by an interval of 
-about 3 feet. No bond between them is extant, but a comparison with other parts of the 
town-wall makes it probable that bonds formerly existed at intervals.

17 ‘ W h a t I  regard as th e  earlier group.’ I t  is impos
sible to  prove th a t  th is  group is the  earlier of the  tw o ; b u t 
th e re  is clearly a  difference of date  between the  two styles,
and there  is a  strong  probability th a t th e  b e tte r style, th a t

in  which large and p artia lly  hewn stones are  employed, is 
the  earlier.

18 Of. Curtius and K aupert, K arten von Attika, Text, 
Fig. 14 (p. 20), representing a  p a r t of the  walls of Piraeus.
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Outside the walls a  and β ,  and parallel with them, is a third wall (δ ); consisting of 
a single row of stones, much larger than those which compose the other two, but roughly hewn 
in a very similar manner. The walls β  and δ are connected by a bond (e) ; the interval 
separating them is, roughly, 6 feet 6 inches, and the total thickness of the fortification is nearly 
16 feet.

The walls marked a  and β  have their analogies in ‘ B,’ ‘ C,’ and ‘ D ; ’ while the single 
row of large stones composing the wall δ is precisely similar to the remains marked ‘ E.’

The relation of the three parallel walls to each other cannot perhaps be determined with R elation  of com- 

absolute certainty. My own opinion is that they composed one solid wall, the interval between them, ^ e r  t0
like the intervals between the two sides of each pf the component walls a  and β ,  being filled with 
earth and cobbles. The walls a and β ,  which (taken together) have a thickness of 7 feet 4 inches, 
probably represent the normal thickness of the fortification, the third wall, of which I have 
discovered but two examples, being added only in places where for any reason additional strength 
was required. Two other theories, which have been suggested to me by friends, may be mentioned 
here ; viz. (1) that β  and δ compose the wall proper, a  being merely the support for a staircase or 
an inclined plane giving access to the top of the w all; and (2) that a  and β  compose the wall 
proper, and that 8, which was perhaps only a single course in height, was intended to support the 
bottom of a sloping bank of earth which served at once as a support to the wall and as a protection

P ig . 2.— B ird’s-eye view of th e  rem ains ‘ A  ’ in  th e ir p resen t condition (to  show earlier sty le of s tructu re).

against the battering-ram. I am inclined however to reject both these theories ;— the first because 
most of the extant remains consist of two double walls, while staircases would only be wanted here 
and there ;—the second because, had the wall δ been only one course high, the bond e would, I think, 
have been unnecessary.

Town walls commonly consisted, as at Megalopolis, of two walls with a filling of earth 
between them. At Mantineia, where the large and well-fitted polygonal masonry contrasts most 
strongly with the rude Megalopolitan work, a second wall may be seen inside the other, 
forming with it a fortification varying from 14 feet to nearly 16 feet in thickness. The 
beautiful walls of Gortys, too, are better described as two single walls than as one double one'; for 
the inner and outer faces of the fortification, both alike built of large polygonal blocks, and a single 
course in thickness, have a very considerable space left between them, and are connected at intervals 
of a few feet by bonds. At one point, near a corner, I noted a third wall parallel with the other two, 
and forming with them a fortification having a total thickness of rather more than 21 feet. This 
third wall, like the wall δ at Megalopolis, appears to have existed only in special parts of the 
circuit.

Comparison w ith 
w alls of o ther 

tow ns.

Returning to the remains ‘ A ’ at Megalopolis, I must draw attention to the wall ζ, which is 
built not of roughly hewn limestone but of squared blocks of conglomerate, and forms an acute angle 
with the other walls. This wall is not easily explained as part of the fortification, and I think it

p  F
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possible (taking both its structure and its position into consideration) that it may have served some 
different purpose and be of later date ; but on this and similar points it is of no use to dogmatize.

‘ B.’ B.— Remains of a wall similar in plan to 1 A,’ but without the third wall S. The walls a and
β  appear to be slightly thicker than the corresponding walls in ‘ A ; ’ but it must be remembered that 
the thickness of these rough walls, in their present dilapidated state, can never be measured with 
absolute precision, and therefore the figures which I give must be regarded as approximate. 
Approximately, then, the walls a and β  in the remains under consideration are, each of them, 2 feet 
6 inches thick ; and the total width of the two walls, with the interval between them, is about 8 feet. 
The bond y  should be noticed. It will be remembered that ‘ A,’ probably owing to the small extent 
of the wall a which is extant, furnished us with no example of a bond between a and β.

Limestone and conglomerate are here used indifferently. This mixture of materials has its 
parallel in two other portions of the fortification wall of the earlier period, viz. those indicated by 
the letters P and G.

The remains ‘ B ’ are situated on a well-defined ridge which runs down from the high ground 
occupied by ‘A ’ to the river,—a position altogether unsuitable for any but a boundary-wall. 
Besides the portion shown in Fig. 1, it will be seen from the map that numerous, but very 
fragmentary, remains are scattered along the ridge, both above and below ‘ B.’

‘ C.’ C.—Remains of a wall built entirely of limestone, on a ridge about equally far west with * B /
but on the opposite side of the river. This ridge connects the high ground traversed by the path to 
Kasimi with the valley of a small stream south of it. The remains are precisely similar in structure 
to either of the walls a and β  in the remains previously described ; but the stones employed are 
considerably larger, so that the wall attains a thickness of about 4 ft. instead of 2 ft. 6 in. This 
difference in thickness was probably intended to compensate for the absence of a second wall parkllel 
with i t ; for no trace of a second wall has been found, and the nature of the ground makes it improb
able that there ever was one.

‘ D.’ D.— A wall exactly like a or β  in the remains ‘ A ’ and ‘ B,’ and about 2 ft. 6 in. in thickness,
situated not on a ridge, but on the extreme edge of a plateau from which the ground falls away 
almost precipitously towards the south. Whether a similar wall, parallel with it, has disappeared, or 
whether the position, at the top of an almost precipitous slope, was considered so strong as to render 
a second wall unnecessary, it is at present impossible to say.

Four large stones (marked ‘t ’ in the map), a little eastward of ‘D ’ and nearly in line with 
it, evidently belong to the fortification w all; and the same may probably be said of some large 
stones, not in  situ , which lie scattered in the low ground between ‘ D ’ and ‘ E.’

‘ E .’ E.— A single row of very large blocks of limestone, in a bank, roughly but not exactly in
line with ‘ D.’ The outside of these stones, which alone was visible when I first saw them, is so 
rough that I doubted their being in situ ; but a small trench dug in the bank in which they were 
buried revealed that the north side (that facing the town) had been hewn to an approximately 
even surface. Hitherto I have failed to find any parallel walls inside (i.e. north of) them. 
If, as I suppose, such walls once existed, it is not impossible that remains of them still lie buried 
in the unexcavated parts of the bank ; but it is equally likely that they have entirely disappeared. 
In any case the wall ‘ E ’ must, I think, be regarded as corresponding to δ in ‘ A,’ to which 
it is precisely similar.

‘ F.’ F.— Remains situated on a small eminence near the north bank of the Helisson. Though
Altered position the eminence in question does not at the present day form part of the actual river bank, it was 
of river bank, probably otherwise in ancient times ; for the low ground, which separates the high bank of which 

it forms a part from the present river-bed, has every appearance of having been reclaimed. Some 
parts of these remains are in a very dilapidated state, a few stones alone remaining to indicate 
their former position. These parts are distinguished in the plan (Fig. 1) by dotted lines.

The walls a and β  are of the same structure as those similarly marked in the plans of ‘ A ’ 
and ‘ B ’ ; but they are thicker— about 3 feet and 4 feet in thickness respectively, with an interval 
of 4 feet 6 inches between them. The total thickness of the fortification at this point is therefore 
11 feet 6 inches. The material is, for the most part, conglomerate; but some blocks of limestone 
are also used. One bond is clearly visible at y .  A single stone probably marks the position of 
another bond, which I have accordingly indicated in dotted lines.

Possible tower at The wall η forms a right angle with the other walls, thus showing that there was either a
‘ F·’ change of direction at this point, or a tower. The latter would be quite in place on the river 

bank; but the question whether it existed or not must remain unsettled, since η is on the
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very edge of the high ground, and the remaining walls of the tower, if there was one, have 
fallen away.

G.—Remains in the path to Brai'mi,— a path which here follows the ridge separating the 
valleys of two small streams. The walls of which these remains consist are of similar structure 
to those elsewhere marked a  and β. Those distinguished by the letters ‘ x  ’ and ‘ y ’ are about 
3 feet in thickness, * z ’ being rather thinner, about 2 feet 6 inches. Both limestone and conglomerate 
are used; but, while in ‘ x ’ conglomerate largely predominates, ‘ y  ’ and * z ’ are built almost entirely of 
limestone. This fact, combined with another—namely that ‘ y ' is not bonded into ‘ x ’—may 
possibly indicate that ‘ y ’ and ‘ z ’ are of later date than ‘ x,’ * x ’ having perhaps been the inner 
of two parallel walls, and ‘ w ’ the bond which connected it with the outer wall, now perished. 
This hypothesis would also help to explain the curious angle formed between the walls ‘ x ’ 
and ‘z.’

G.’ , ·

* G ’ is the last of the extant pieces of town wall which I assign to the earlier period. Though Rem arks. 

I classify them together, I do not mean to assert that they were all built simultaneously. I have 
already suggested two different dates for the component parts of ‘ G.' ‘ C,’ which is thicker than
most of the walls of similar structure and appears never to have had another wall parallel with it, 
may perhaps be somewhat earlier or later than the rest. And in other cases the mixture of 
materials may not impossibly be a sign of restoration. But in spite of minor differences, the seven 
bits of city wall hitherto enumerated are connected by a general resemblance in structure which 
contrasts them most stroDgly with the five which I am about to describe.

In the five pieces of wall which I assign to the later period, conglomerate and the large Mocks 
of limestone used in the preceding style disappear altogether. The walls are built entirely of 
unhevm stones, large and small, doubtless picked up in the neighbouring fields; comparatively large 
stones being used for the two faces of each wall, while the interior is filled with a mass of smaller 
ones. Fig. 3 is a sketch of the upper surface of a p a r t  of the remains marked ‘ K,’ which form

Walls o f the later 
period, ‘ H  ’—‘ M.'

Γ ‘ i  i  i i

F ig . 3.

a good example of this kind of work. It should be compared with Fig. 2, which (it will be remem
bered) represents one of the best pieces of wall of the earlier style. The two figures are drawn to 
the same scale, so as to show the relative sizes of the stones employed.

The later fortifications consisted, like the earlier, generally, if  not always, of two 
parallel walls, connected by bonds; the interval between them being no doubt filled w'ith 
cobbles and earth. The component walls are generally thicker than those of the earlier period, · 
the usual thickness being from 3 feet to 3 feet 6 inches. The total thickness of the walls 
‘ J / which form a good example,— including the interval between them,— is from 11 feet 
6 inches to 11 feet 10 inches.

The structure of all the walls composing the remains ‘ H ’ to ‘ M ’ is so uniform. in 
character that I need not describe them separately. The differences in their arrangement will 
be seen at a glance from the plans (Fig. 1). But I must draw special attention (1) to the Entrance in ‘K.’ 
small entrance (‘ t ’), wide enough only for one man to pass at a time, in the wall ‘ K ’,19 and
(2) to the semicircular towers of which I have found remains at ‘J /  and the rectangular 
towers at ‘ L ’ and ‘ M.’ Though no certain traces of towers have been discovered in the 
earlier walls, there is no reason for supposing that they were first introduced in the later 
period. On the contrary, we have in Diodorus Siculus (xviii. 70) definite evidence for the 
existence of towers in the fourth century B.c., since it is there stated that three of them, with

Towers in  ‘ J , ’ 
‘ L ,’ <M.’

Evidence for 
tow ers in  earlier 

w alls.

19 This entrance, and the  walls to  which i t  belonged, m ay m any of th e  rem ains which we u n earth , so soon as our 
perhaps ere long have entirely disappeared. T hey have backs a re  tu rn ed , is  m ost disheartening. The φύλακα  
a lready been in  large measure destroyed for build ing  appointed to  look a fte r  excavated rem ains have generally  
purposes. ‘ J  ’ and ‘ L  ’ have been sim ilarly , though  been chosen on political grounds, and  have n o t un n a tu ra lly  
not q u ite  so badly, treated. The w anton destruction  of regarded th e ir  position as a  sinecure.
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Comparison w ith 
walls of other 

towns.

Position of 
remains.

‘ ’σ τ  ais π ο ρ τ ί τ ζ ats.’

the intervening portions of wall, were destroyed during the siege of the town by Polysperchon. 
The total number and extent of the extant remains are so small that the absence of towers in 
the older portion of them is not surprising.

Towers at intervals were the rule in Greek city walls. I need only mention the walls 
of Messene20, of Mantineia21, and of Gortys.22 At Mantineia, while the ordinary towers 
are rectangular, semicircular towers occur by several of the entrances. At Gortys also, and 
at Messene, both shapes are found; so that the combination at Megalopolis is by no means 
an unusual one.

Of the five excavated pieces of town wall belonging to the second period, ‘ H ’ and 
‘ J  ’ are situated on the continuation of the ridge occupied by ‘ G,’ while ‘ L ’ and ‘ M ’ 
are at the top of the steep slope which separates the high tableland north of the Helisson 
from the valley of the little river Aminius23 and its tributary streams. The remains ‘ K ’ 
occupy a high point exactly at the corner formed by the ridge on W'hich ' G,’ ‘ H,’ and 
‘ J /  are situated, with the slope I have just described. Their position at a comer probably 
accounts in part for their peculiar shape, the exact meaning of which must, however, remain 
uncertain. It is not unlikely that the thin wall ‘ v,’ which forms part of ‘ K,’ belongs to 
some later building abutting on the wall.

It is the region immediately west of ‘ K,’ at and about the point where the path to 
Braimi cuts my restoration of the town walls, which goes by the name ‘ 'o ra is  v o p ra is  ’ or 
‘ ’a r a is  τ το ρ τ ίτζ α ΐί.’

This ends my account of the extant remains of town wall. y  next duty is M to ^ow  
what conclusions may be drawn from them with regard to the position of the entire circuit 
of which they formed a part.

(B) The, ancient circuit.

A  provisional In discussing this problem I shall proceed, provisionally, on the hypothesis that the
assumption. extant remains, though dating from different periods, represent one and the same circuit; in 

other words, that the more ancient remains are portions of an earlier wall which were still 
in use at a time when, in other parts, the wall had been rebuilt. This hypothesis is sug
gested by the fact that in no single instance have late remains been found in positions parallel, 
or nearly so, with the earlier ones ; all the remains, of whatever date they may be, fall naturally, 
not into two lines, but into one. The hypothesis must, however, be tested by its results, and 
must be abandoned if it implies a circuit which, either from its position or from its extent, is 
inadmissible. I think, however, that the results of the assumption are such as amply to 
confirm its correctness.

Assuming then, provisionally, that we have but one circuit to deal with, let us consider 
how the gaps which separate the extant remains are to be supplied.

(1) North of the In the part of the town which lay north of the river, the eastern limit is clearly
river' enough marked by the remains ‘ F, G, H, J, K,’ all of which are situated on the high ground 

overhanging the valley of the small stream which runs just west of the Tumulus. This high ground 
has, in its southern portions,— where it is bounded by a stream on its western, as well as on its 
eastern side,— the form of a steep and narrow ridge, while in its northern portions it should 
rather be described as the eastern verge of a plateau. But in every part it is so well defined, 
and so manifestly adapted for purposes of defence, that I was induced to search for remains 
along the northern part of it solely on these grounds, in spite of a prevailing impression that 
the extent of the town in a northward direction was less great.

The northern limit is as clearly defined as the eastern, both by the nature of the ground 
and by the extant remains (excavated and unexcavated) in the interval between ‘ K ’ and the 
path to Zonilti. The slope which separates the high plateau north of the Helisson from the 
valley of the Aminius and its tributary streams, is a very steep one, and has in parts a fall

20 Blouet, Jixped. Scient. de Moree, vol. i. PI. 22. 22 Blouet, op. cit. vol. ii. PI. 31.
21 Bulletin  de Correspondance ffellenique, xiv. PI. 1. 22 Paus. viii. 29. 5.
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of as much as 120 feet. The name ‘ 'orals sroprais ’ or '  ’orals ιτορτίτζαis,' already mentioned, is an 
additional proof, if such were needed, that this slope marked the northern limit of the town.

The xoestem boundary is partly indicated by the remains marked‘B ’ and ‘A.’ But north 
of ‘ A ’ the direction of the wall is open to some, though not (I think) to any very serious ^
doubt. It might, that is to say, be maintained, in the absence of any traces of the northern 
wall west of the point where the path to Zondti descends to the valley of the Aminius, 
that the line of wall left the edge of the hills somewhere near that point, and proceeded to 
join the remains ‘A ’ by a more direct route than that indicated in my map. But I have re
jected this idea for three reasons, viz.:— (1) it seems improbable that the designers of the 
fortification, having obtained so good a line of defence as the top of an almost precipitous 
slope, would abandon it for the sake of a comparatively small saving in the extent of the w all;
(2) by carrying the wall westward as far as the chapel of St. George (‘ 1 ’ in the map), a 
marked fall of the ground towards the west as well as towards the north could be obtained ;
(3) the direction (v. Map) of the wall * A ’ points to its having originally crossed the hollow 
ground and stream which lie north and north-east of Kasidochdri: and the necessity for this 
would have been avoided if the wall had cut across more directly to join the northern part of 
the fortification near the path to Zoniiti.

The river-bed raises a question of some difficulty in connexion with the fortification (2) The riv er bed. 
of the ancient town. Had it been as wide, or even half or a quarter as wide, as it is now, it 
would (one would think) have been as prejudicial to any adequate defence as two great breaches 
in the wall,—one on the eastern and one on the western side of the city. For even after 
heavy rain it is in many places never full of water; and when dry it is a shingly waste, 
presenting rather the appearance of a bad road than of a river. But it must be remembered that 
the river, which is continually changing its course, encroaches yearly,— indeed, in wet weather, 
almost daily,—on one or other of its banks; and the cases in which land, once stolen by the 
stream, has been reclaimed (as it has been, in my opinion,24 between ‘ F ’ and the modern bridge) 
are comparatively few. We may therefore suppose the river-bed to have been in ancient times 
very much narrower than at present; and, supposing the rainfall to have been more regular then 
than now, it is not impossible that it was always full of water.

South of the river I have supposed the town wall to have ascended the ridge just (3) South of th e  

opposite the village of Kasidochori, crossed the path to Kasimi near its highest point, and river, 

thence joined the remains ‘ C, ’ which occupy a little promontory or ridge overhanging the 
low ground and stream indicated in the map. So far I cannot be seriously wrong. Again 
the restoration of the wall between the remains ‘ D ’ and ‘ E,’ which are almost in line, cannot, 
owing to the nature of the ground, be erroneous except in very minor details. But 
the positions of that part of the wall which connected ‘ C ’ and ‘ D,’ where it was impossible 
for it to keep entirely to the high ground, and of the part between ‘ E ’ and the river, where 
a considerable extent of level country had to be crossed, are, I admit, to some extent 
conjectural. In each case two alternatives are given in my m ap; but considerable variations on 
these might easily be suggested. My chief reasons for preferring the positions which I have 
marked in double lines, to those marked by a single line, in the map, are in the first 
case (i.e. between ‘ C ’ and ‘ D ’) the improbability that so good a vantage-ground as that 
crossed by the double lines would be left outside the walls, and in the second (i.e. between ‘ E 
and the river) the steepness of the hill which is cut by my single line, a steepness so great 
as to render the building of a wall upon it extremely difficult. The general extent of the city 
eastward is, of course, determined by the fact that the eastern wall must have terminated by 
the river at a point opposite, or nearly opposite, the remains marked 1F ’ on the northern bank.

This completes my restoration of the ancient circuit. It may be regarded as certain 
for nearly the whole of the walls north of the Helisson ; while south of the Helisson, though some of 
its details are conjectural, there can be little doubt of its general correctness. It will be 
remembered, however, that in ‘ discussing this restoration I assumed, on somewhat slender 
evidence, that the circuit indicated by the extant remains was one and the same circuit, in 
spite of differences of date among the remains themselves; and I remarked at the time that

Summary.

The assum ption 
M nfirm ed by 

resu lts .

»  Cf. §. 2. (1).

G G
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the correctness of this assumption must he tested by results. Now, alike in identifying remains
and in supplying the gaps between them, I purposely disregarded, for fear of being biased by
it, the statement of Polybius that the walls had in his time a circumference of 50 stades. 
My identifications are therefore based solely on the nature of the remains, and my restoration 
solely on their position taken in conjunction with the configuration of the ground. This being 
the case, it Will, I think, be admitted that the correctness both of the restoration and of the 
hypothesis on which it is based is strikingly confirmed by the undesigned agreement of the 
length of the restored walls with that given by Polybius. The length of the circuit, as 
indicated in the map by double lines, is about 46 stades; or, including (as we are
doubtless entitled to do) twice the present breadth of the river-bed, about 47 J stades ( =  c. 5£
miles). The agreement with Polybius is too close to be a chance coincidence. There can be 
little doubt then that I am right in including all the extant remains in one and the same 
circuit, this circuit being one which prevailed at any rate in the time of Polybius.

But it does not follow either that the limits of the town alw ays occupied the same 
position, or that Polybius saw the very tvalls of which remains are extant. Thus we have still two 
questions to answer, v iz .:— (1) Was the original extent of the town identical with that which 
obtained in Polybius’s time ? and (2) What is the date of the extant rem ains ? Let us take 
these two questions in order.

If the original extent of the town was not identical with its extent in the time of 
Polybius, it must have been larger, not smaller; for not only do we know that Megalopolis was 
always but thinly inhabited, and that there was no period when it flourished in such' a manner 
as to justify an extension of the original plan,25 but we have direct evidence that, so far from 
any idea of extending the circuit of the walls being entertained, a contraction of that circuit 
was actually proposed by a party of the citizens after the destruction of the town and its 
fortifications by Kleomenes in 222 b.c,26 The question we have to settle is, therefore, whether 
this proposition was carried into effect or not. In other words, whether the original circuit
was or was not larger than that seen by Polybius and indicated in my map. I think we
shall see that the original circuit was no larger than the later one.

North of the river, the region enclosed within the walls, as shown in my restoration, is 
bounded by limits so well adapted by nature for purposes of defence, that, though the founders 
of the city might well have hesitated to adopt these limits, owing to their great distance 
from the centre of the town, it would have been sheer madness to carry the walls beyond them.

Now the limits of the town north of the river being determined, its eastern and western
limits south of the river follow almost as a matter of course; for the walls must have terminated, 
on the southern bank of the river, opposite, or nearly so, to the corresponding walls on the 
northern bank; and, this being granted, I have already shown that there is not room for much 
doubt with regard to the ridges by which they took to the high ground. It follows that the only 
part of the circuit which may possibly have been situated farther afield than in Polybius’s time is 
its southern wall. Now an extension of the circuit southwards, unless confined to the eastern 
portion of the south wall, would have implied the abandonment of the high ground near, and 
west of, the remains marked ‘ D ’ ; while an extension confined to the portions east of ‘ D,’— even 
if it reached only so far as the small stream which runs through the village of Sin&nou,— would 
have involved an irregularity in the shape of the town accompanied by no material gain.

It has been previously shown that any theory which supposes the town to have been 
originally sm aller than it was in the time of Polybius is out of the question. I hope I have 
now made it clear that the theory which would make it larger  is almost equally untenable. The 
general position of the walls was, therefore, one and the same throughout.

The date of the extant remains has next to be considered. The preceding paragraphs 
have shown that, so far as jw sition  is concerned, they may be assigned with equal probability 
to the fourth, third, or second centuries b .c.— that is, any time between Epaminondas and

26 See M r. W oodkouse's historical sketch  of Megalopolis τηλικαύτην ηΚίκψ και τείχιζαν Ιπιβαλλομζνοι καθίζονται και 
(Chap. I.). φυλάττ€ΐν καιρόν πζριστάντος δννήσονται. και yap νυν ιταρα το

20 Pol. ν. 93. 5, Πρώτον μ\ν συν ήμφκτβήτονν \nrkp του ταχκτ- ftcyeflos αύτζβ καί την ίρημίαν ίσφοΧθαι. I t  is not stated 
μον ri}s ττολίω?, φάσκοντςς οί μ*ν trwayav αΰτην 8etv, και irotelv which way the  dispute was eettled.
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Polybius. But it may be suggested that one or both styles of building date from still later 
(i.e. Roman) times. Let us consider this possibility.

That we have no evidence for a rebuilding of the walls in Roman times is only a negative 
argument against the suggestion. But we have, I think, positive, though not absolutely con- 
elusive, evidence in the structure, which, both in the earlier and in the later style, is ivholly o f  stone—  
no trace of mortar or tile27 having been found in any of the extant remains, though these are 
so widely scattered and amount in all to several hundred feet. This seems to me to be a 
strong argument against Roman date.

Supposing then, provisionally, that both styles are of Greek period, let us consider to 
what epochs they probably belong. The only two distinct buildings of which we have evidence 
are, first, the original building, about the year 370 B.c., and secondly the rebuilding after the 
battle of Sellasia (221 B.C.) of the Avails destroyed by Kleomenes in the preceding year. Livy 
tells us indeed 28 that Antiochus Epiphanes made a grant of money to the Megalopolitans 
(c. 175 b.c.) to build their town walls; but it is most improbable that a complete rebuilding 
from their foundations is here referred to, since (so far as we know) no destruction on a large 
scale had taken place between the time of Kleomenes and that of Antiochus; and, though 
lapse of time might account for the decay of the upper portions, which were probably (see 
below) of sun-dried bricks, the solid foundations could not fall into decay in a similar 
manner.29

Provisionally, therefore, and subject to the discovery of further evidence, we may assign 
the two styles of building with some probability to the first half of the fourth, and the second 
half of the third, centuries respectively.

It must be admitted that even the earlier and better style of building adopted for In fe rio rity  to

these walls is rudeness itself compared with that of the other fourth century town walls with Wallt0̂ tns°tlier
which archaeologists are more familiar,— such walls, for instance, as those of Mantineia and
Messene. But their great extent (c. 5% miles) goes far to account for the bad style, in which
they are built; and, even apart from their extent, it is generally agreed that difference of 
place is as often accountable for variations in the style of building as difference of period.

Some idea of the extent of the ancient site, as compared with that of Mantineia, may be Size of Megalo- 

obtained from the fact that the map which accompanies this publication has been printed on a 
somewhat smaller scale than that of Mantineia in the Bulletin de Correspondance Hellenique M antineia. 

for 1890.30

It is probable, though it would be difficult to prove the fact, that the upper part of Probable struc- 

the walls was built, not of stone, but of sun-dried bricks. I say this for four reasons:— (l)  t u r e p a r t  
because the extent of the site is so great that the bringing together of a sufficient quantity 
of material to build them entirely of stone would have involved an amount of time and expense 
altogether disproportionate to the care spent on the lower, and now extant, courses; 31 (2) 
because, if the walls were built entirely of stone, their almost complete disappearance is hard 
to explain; (3) because we have evidence that they were constantly falling into disrepair; (4) 
because town walls of very various periods are known to have been built of stone at the 
bottom and of sun-dried bricks above. At Troy portions of the upper brick structure have 
actually been discovered.32 Vitruvius tells u s 33 that parts of the Athenian town walls extant 
in his time were built of brick; and at Mantineia the older walls were built entirely,34 and 
the later walls probably in their upper portions,35 of sun-dried bricks.

27 On the eur/ace of the  w all ‘ L ’ I  found several pieces 
of tile. But even if these belong to  the  wall (which is by 
no means certain), they belong probably to  some resto ra
tion of its  upper portions, which (as I  have s ta ted  below) 
were probably of sun-dried bricks, and  m ay therefore have 
been reb u ilt any number of tim es. I n  no case did I  find 
tile  built into  the  wall.

28 xli. 20 ‘ Megalopolitanis in  A rcadia m urum  se' cir-
cum daturum  urb i est pollicitus, maioremque partem  pecu
niae d ed it.’

20 A n  insei’iption published in  th e  Bulletino for 1873,
p. 216, may possibly refer to  ano ther re p a ir , of some
portion of th e  walls. I t  has been republished by Mr.
Richards, Chap. V II . No. V II. A.

80 PI. I.
31 The piece of w all which is preserved to  th e  g rea test 

height is th a t m arked ‘ K ,’ which a tta in s  in  some places a 
heigh t of 3 ft. 4 in. Of th e  walls of earlier period i t  m ay 
be said generally  th a t  one course alone is preserved, though 
i t  is ra th e r misleading to  speak of courses w here the blocks 
used are  n o t hewn even approxim ately in to  shape.

82 Schuchhardt, Scldiemann’s Excavations (Eng. trans, by 
E. Sellers), p. 44.

83 V itr. ii. 8, 9.
34 X en. Hell. v. 2. 5 ; Paus. viii, 7. 8 .
35 Guide Joanne for Greece, vol. ii. p. 373. This portion 

of th e  guide is w ritten  by M. Fougires, th e  principal 
excavator a t  M antineia.
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Nevertheless, in the absence of direct evidence, the structure of the upper part of the 
walls of Megalopolis must be regarded as conjectural.

My researches in connexion with the town walls of Megalopolis have, I hope, established the 
following facts:— (1) that the 50 stades given by Polybius as the length of the walls are an historical 
fact; (2) that the original extent of the town was identical with its extent in Polybius’s time, 
i.e. the circuit of the walls was not contracted, as proposed, after their destruction by Kleo- 
nienes in 222 b.c . ; (3) that the position of the walls was by no means settled at haphazard, 
but depended on the nature of the ground, which was utterly unlike the site of Mantineia, and 
anything but a level plain.

If the town was easily captured by Kleomenes, it was not for want either of natural or of 
artificial defences, but, as Polybius rightly says, because it was much too big fo r  its inhabitants,
π α ρ ά  το  μ ί 'γ ίθ ο ί  α ΰ τ ή ί  κ α ι τη ν  ίρ η μ ία ν .®®
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§ 3.—Internal Topography o f  the Town.

I now pass to a branch of my work which has led rather to negative than positive 
results. I have been obliged, that is to say, to abandon several of the identifications made without 
excavation by previous travellers and hitherto regarded as fixed points in the topography of 
Megalopolis; and it has not always been possible to put truer identifications in their place. The 
subject of the present section is the topography of Megalopolis outside the Agora, the .̂gora 
having already been discussed by Mr. Richards in Chapter V. Now, while Pausanias’s descrip
tion of the Agora is, owing to the symmetrical manner in which it was laid out, unusually precise, 
the indications of place in the other parts of his account are characterized by his usual vagueness. 
This fact, combined with the fragmentary nature of the remains, most of which are of comparatively 
late date, has made it impossible to identify more than a very few sites with certainty. The follow
ing account of the results, positive and negative, which I have obtained, will take the form of 
short comments on the successive portions of Pausanias’s description.

(A) North of the River.

‘ A t th e  other, th a t  is th e  w estern, end of th e  Stoa (A ristandreios),' says Pausaniae, ‘ one finds an  enclosure 
(ιτίρήβολοί) sacred to  th e  G reat Goddesses. These G reat Goddesses are, as I  have already pointed ou t in  my account 
of M essenia, D em eter and  Kore. The A rcadian  name for K pre is Soteira.’

The Stoa Aristandreios undoubtedly occupied (see Chap. V.) the south side of the Agora. 
Now the sacred enclosure of the Great Goddesses, containing as it did a great variety of shrines 
and statues, a large hall for the performance of the mysteries, and a sacred grove, was doubtless 
much too extensive to be included within the limits of the Agora. We must therefore suppose the 
entire south side of the Agora to have been occupied by the Stoa Aristandreios, and the sacred 
enclosure to have been situated beyond it, either on the east side, or on both sides, of the stream 
shown in the map.

At the point marked ‘ 23,’ I picked up, in October 1891, a fragment of a tile with an 
inscription which is perhaps to be read ®eav (v . Chapter VII. No. XXVIII. 5). It will be remembered 
that, apart from the enclosure now under discussion, two other buildings at Megalopolis (the 
σκανοθηκα, or property room, of the theatre, and the Stoa Philippeios) have been identified with 
certainty by means of inscribed tiles. If we could be sure of our reading we should
have a strong confirmation . of our view with regard to the position of the enclosure of the 
Great Goddesses.

My reasons for suggesting that this enclosure, may have extended across the stream are 
first its necessarily great size, and secondly the fact that numerous large blocks of hewn stone are 
to be seen in the field west of the stream, and some blocks (clearly in situ) in the stream bed itself. 84

84 Pol. v. 93. 5 (quoted in  note 26). Cf. Pol. ii. 55. 2, την  δ< ττόλιν ταντην εΐδώς [ec. ό KXcojtiev^s] δνιχφνλακτον 
οίσαν δ ια  τ δ  μ ί γ ( θ ο ς  κ α !  τ η ν  ί ρ η μ ία ν .
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Of the remains in the stream bed, those marked ‘ 1 7 ’ and ‘ 18 ’ may very possibly date from a good 
period.

1 There is a  gymnasium bu ilt contiguous to  the  A gora on its  w estern side.’ Paus. viii. jy.. 8 . %'

Since the enclosure of the great goddesses lay west of the Agora and contiguous at any T h e  gym nasium , 

rate to its southern portions, the gymnasium was doubtless placed north of the sacred enclosure.
Like the latter, it may well have extended across the stream. If so, some of the fragmentary 
remains west of the stream may possibly belong to it.

If, as I have suggested, the sacred enclosure and the gymnasium extended right across Probable absence 
the stream, it is hardly possible that the stream was there in Pausanias’s time ; since, had it been of sto f ^ ° ^ west 
there, he could hardly have failed to have included it in his enumeration of the contents of the 
former. The idea that the stream was not there in ancient times is strongly confirmed by the 
presence of remains in its bed; and its absence is much more easily explained on the hypothesis 
that some building or buildings extended across it than without that hypothesis; for while it is 
hard to believe that the regions now drained by this stream were formerly drained in any other 
direction, the amount of water flowing in it can never have been very great, and may well have 
been either diverted or used up for the purposes of the gymnasium.3®*

‘Behind the Stoa which th ey  call a fte r Ph ilip  of Macedon are  tw o hills (λόφοι) of no g rea t height. On Paus. viii. 31. 6. 
one of them are rem ains of a sanctuary 87 (iepov) of A thena P o lia s ; on th e  o ther is a  shrine (raos) of H era  
Teleia, th is likewise in ruins. B eneath  the  la tte r  hill a spring  (mργή) called B athyllus contributes— like th a t  which 
flows from the h ill Sko leitas88—to the  size of th e  H elisson.’

The identification of these two hills presents some difficulties. A ll the ground behind the H ills  (λόφοι) de- 

Stoa Philippeios is rising ground, and there are no two parts of it which stand out unmistakably hj^gto^philip 
from the rest. On first glancing at the site one naturally identifies with Pausanias’s λ ό φ ο ι ( 1 ) peios* 
the crown of hill immediately behind the Stoa Philippeios, and just west of the public road;
(2) a small plateau opposite this, and east of the road, separated from the former by a slight 
dip through which (in a cutting) the road runs. But both these identifications are almost 
certainly erroneous. At the first-named place I have been able to discover no remains in situ  
with the exception of those marked ‘ 7 ’ and ‘ 8.’ The former of these belongs pro
bably to a hut of quite recent date, and certainly has nothing to do with any building of good 
period; while the latter is a very rough foundation, not on the crown but on the shoulder of the 
hill, and on that part of it which is turned away from  the Agora. The summit of the hill has been 
thoroughly trenched, but without result;—indeed the soil turned up has every appearance of being 
virgin. The other point selected (i.e. east of the road) contains the remains marked ‘ 45 ’ in my 
map, which are probably identical with those indicated by the letters BB in the map published by the 
members of the Expedition Scientifique de MorSe,39 remains which they supposed to belong to one of the 
two buildings mentioned by Pausanias upon the λόφ ο ι, and which Curtius40 identified more particularly 
with the sanctuary of Athena Polias. They were excavated by Mr. Richards and myself sufficiently 
to prove that they belonged to a late building constructed of tiles, cobbles, and the like, the only 
good work in it being a threshold of white limestone, probably transferred from some earlier 
structure.41

Since the two points which answer best to Pausanias’s description have alike disappointed are probably only 

us, we can only suppose that by two λόφοι he intended to designate two portions of the rising genera°fy °risin°g 
ground somewhat farther east: though it is difficult to find any portions sufficiently prominent ground.

son M r. Richards, on the  o ther hand, regards th is  
stream  as obviously th e  B athyllus of Paus. viii 31. 9 
(v. Chap. Y.).

87 I  have throughout th is transla tion  adopted th e  words 
‘ sanc tuary  ’ for Upiv, and ‘ shrine ’ fo r vaos, instead of 
tra n s la tin g  them  both indifferently ‘ tem ple.’ Though the  
tw o G reek words may be often interchanged, th e ir  range 
is en tire ly  different, Upiv designating a  sacred place w ith 
o r w ithou t a  covered building, while a  raos is necessarily a 
covered building, but often so small a  one as to be be tte r 
called a  chapel than a temple.

38 καί αντη, referring back to  viii. 30. 7. 
n  Of. §. 1 (init.).

40 Peloponneeos, Vol. i. p. 288, and  PI. V .
41 I t  should be noted th a t  B louet (Exped. Scienl. de 

Moree, Vol. ii. p. 46), in  describing the rem ains BB, which 
I  suppose to  be iden tical w ith  m y ‘ 45 ’, m entions a 
num ber of stones adjacen t to  them  and  approxim ately 
in  situ , and praises ‘ le ehoix de ces pierres, la  beaute de 
leu r ta ille  e t de leu r arrangem ent.’ This s ta tem en t has 
been copied (w ith variations) by C urtius (Pelop. i. 288) and 
in  th e  Guide Joanne (p. 303). W herever these rem ains 
were s itua ted  a t  th e  tim e of th e  French E xpedition 
(w hether n ea r my ‘ 45 ’, o r elsewhere), they  seem to  have 
en tire ly  disappeared.

H H
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to justify the expression, or in positions which one would naturally describe as * behind the Stoa 
Philippeios.’ Curtius42 supposed the remains mai'ked ‘ 47 ’ in my map and ‘ X ’ in that of the French 
Expedition to belong to the shrine of Hera Teleia. These remains have proved on examination 
to consist of better materials (conglomerate and limestone) than those at * 45 ’ ; but they are mere 
foundations, and in so fragmentary a condition that it is impossible to say to what sort of 
building they belonged. To associate them with the shrine of Hera Teleia is mere guesswork. 
Curtius’s reason for doing so was probably the existence of a small stream, not far beyond it, 
which he called the ‘ Bathyllus ’ ; but it will appear later that his identification of this stream 
was probably wrong; nor, even had it been right, could the stream be correctly 
described as flowing beneath the hill on which the remains in question are situated.

There is indeed, to judge from the shattered condition of nearly everything which has 
hitherto been excavated upon these hills, little chance of determining the position of the two 
sites of which we are in search. By far the best piece of wall yet discovered in this region is 
that marked ‘ 44,’ by a large and conspicuous oak-tree which crowns the slope. The position 
was first suggested by Mr. Penrose, in 1891, as a likely one for a temple, though no remains 
were then visible above ground. I have since found there some very good conglomerate 
foundations, and have traced them for a distance of some 60 feet. This site appears to
me the least unpromising upon these hills : but even here I shall be surprised if good results are
obtained by excavation. At best only foundations can be expected, and it will probably be 
impossible to identify them.

The mention of the spring ‘ Bathyllus/ which should help us to the identification of 
the shrine of Hera Teleia, is only an additional element of difficulty. Pausanias says thajfc it 
was 4 beneath ’ the hill on which the shrine was situated, and that it contributed its waters to 
the Helisson. Now the hills to north and east of the Stoa Philippeios are bounded on either 
side by streams which flow into the Helisson, but do not contain a single spring 
which is worthy of the name. The eastern stream, marked by Curtius as the Bathyllus, 
consists mainly of surface-water, and in dry weather runs almost (if not entirely) dry; and 
even apart from this it is situated too far east to be described as running ‘ beneath ’ any hill 
‘ behind the Stoa Philippeios.’ And its branch (not marked by Curtius), which runs close to
the remains ‘47 / is a mere torrent, having its origin in the middle of the footpath, and
running only after heavy rain. The western stream, already mentioned in connexion with 
the gymnasium and the enclosure of the Great Goddesses, and identified by Boss42 with the 
Bathyllus, contains (it is true) a small spring which renders it perennial; but this spring is 
in its northern branch, which lies so far away that any temple built upon the ground which 
overhangs it (as, for example, near the remains ‘ 4 1 ’) would be invisible from the Agora, and 
this seems inconsistent with Pausanias’s expressions.

On the whole we must, I think, conclude that the spring Bathyllus has entirely 
disappeared; and I, for my own part, should not be at all surprised if every trace of the two 
buildings seen (both, be it remembered, in ruins) by Pausanias, has disappeared likewise.

Before passing to the other side of the river, I must say a few words about the Tumulus 
(cf. Chap. II. §.3. D), though, as it lies outside the city walls, I am obliged to desert 
Pausanias’s order for the sake of doing so.

This Tumulus has been commonly identified with the yijr χώμα, ’Αριστόδημόν τάφοι men
tioned by Pausanias44 as being passed on the route from Megalopolis to Maenalus. Though 
this identification is very tempting, and though I cannot at present point to any other mound 
as corresponding more exactly to Pausanias’s description, I think it must be admitted that the 
probabilities are rather against than for its correctness. In the first place, our excavation of the 
Tumulus brought to light no traces of any tomb appropriate to a tyrant’s burial. The gold 
ornament discovered was of the slenderest kind, and was found in a small stone vessel quite 
close to the surface, and obviously not belonging to the principal burial. And the only trace of 
a burial in the centre of the Tumulus was a plain sarcophagus of the coarsest earthenware and 
absolutely empty. Secondly, while the Tumulus is situated on the right bank of the river, 
Pausanias’s route, in the course of which he passed the tomb of Axistodemus, followed the left 
bank. This is evident, both from the list of places through which he went without crossing

42 Pelop. i. 288, and PI. Y. 43 lieteen im Peloponnes, p. 76. 44 Faus. viii. 36. 6.
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the river, and from his mention of a torrent, the ‘Elaphus,’ up the course of which he walked 
without crossing it, and keeping it on his left. This second objection is fatal to the identification 
of our Tumulus with that shown to Pausanias, unless we suppose that he forgot to mention the 
river (doubtless much narrower then than now) which intervened.

I shall next discuss the topography of that part of the town which lay south of the 
Helisson; following Pausanias’s account as before.

(B) South o f the River. Paus. viii. 32. l .

‘ In  the p a r t of th e  town beyond (i.e. south o f ) th e  river, th e  first object w orth  recording was a  th ea tre , th e  
la rgest in  Greece. In  th is  thea tre  there is a perennial spring of water.

‘ N ot fa r from th e  th ea tre  there s till rem ain foundations of the  P arliam en t house, b u ilt fo r th e  A rcadian  “ Ten 
Thousand.” 46 I t  was called th e  “ Thersilion ” a fte r its  dedicator.’

The Theatre has been sufficiently described in Chapters III. and IV. It will be The T heatre, 

remembered that beneath some of the seats were discovered runnels, which may possibly 
have been connected with Pausanias’a ‘ perennial spring.’

The identification of the building immediately in front of the Theatre,— and connected The Thersilion. 

with it by means of the portico which formed its facade,— with the ‘ Thersilion/ is undoubtedly 
correct. So large and so peculiar a building could hardly have been passed over by Pausanias; 
and, of the buildings which he enumerates, the Thersilion is the only one to which the remains 
(those of a vast covered hall) are suitable. If his expression ‘not f a r  from the theatre’ should 
be held to imply a less intimate connexion between the two buildings than we actually find,
I would remark that, since the greater part of the building had perished before Pausanias’s 
time, the closeness of the connexion may not then have been obvious. When Mr. Gardner 
and I first visited the 6ite in December 1889, no part of the Thersilion was visible except 
a portion of the north wall, and this appeared to belong to some building entirely unconnected 
with the theatre.

‘ A  house which stands near the  Thersilion, and which in  m y tim e w as th e  p roperty  of a  p rivate  indiv idual, w as P aus. v iii, 32 .1 , 2. 
originally bu ilt by th e  M egalopolitans fo r A lexander, son of Philip . B y th e  house (irpos rfi οΙκία) is a  s ta tu e  
of Ammon, made like th e  square H erm ae, and w ith  ram s’ horns on its  head.

‘ Of the sanctuary made by th e  M egalopolitans for th e  Muses, Apollo, and H erm es in  common, I  found b u t 
a small p a rt of th e  foundations to  reco rd ; b u t there  rem ained one of th e  M uses and a  s ta tu e  of A pollo of th e  
tetragonal Hermes type.’

To identify any of the remains in the neighbourhood of the Thersilion with either of these 
buildings would be the merest guesswork. Such remains as are visible are marked in the map, 
to which the reader is referred.

‘ The sanctuary of A phrodite, too, was in  ru ins, w ith  the exception of th e  pronaos and  th ree  s ta tu es  of th e  P aus.v iii, 32. 2 ,3 . 
goddess. One of the statues had th e  title  Ourania, ano ther Pandemos, to  th e  th ird  no special t i tle  had been given.

‘ Not far hence is an  a lta r  of A re s ; and i t  was said th a t  originally  a sanctuary  also had been b u ilt for th e  god.
‘ Above the A phrodite (vnip rfjs Ά .) a S tadium  has been constructed (π(ποίηται). One end of i t  reaches to  

th e  theatre, and here the M egalopolitans have a  well (κρηνη) which th ey  consider sacred to  D io n y su s; a t  th e  o ther 
end a  shrine of Dionysus was said to  have been th u n d erstru ck  by th e  god tw o generations before me, and  b u t few 
rem ains of i t  were ex tant in my time.

‘ A  common shrine of H erakles and H erm es by  th e  S tadium  (vpot τω σταδίω) had disappeared, and th e ir  a lta r  
alone w as left.’

I take these four items together because the indications of place given by Pausanias connect 
them in such a way that any attempted identifications of them must be interdependent. The altar 
of Ares is ‘ not far ’ from the sanctuary of Aphrodite ; the Stadium is ‘ above the Aphrodite ’ ; and 
the altar of Herakles and Hermes is*‘ by the Stadium.’

Ross/8 who is followed by Curtius,47 supposed the Stadium to extend eastward from a spring ThelB tadium  

situated, as he says, some 100 yards east of the theatre; and he further identified certain round and 45 *

45 The Μνριοι, or General Assembly of th e  A rcad ian  48 Iteieen im  Peloponnet, pp. 74, 75.
League (cf. Chap. I.). 47 Pelop. i. 284, 285.
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square foundations, between its supposed position and the river, with the altar of Ares and the 
sanctuary of Aphrodite respectively.

The spring referred to by Ross and Curtius is probably that marked in my map just above 
the remains ‘ 121 ’ ; for there is no other spring in the region east of the theatre which even 
remotely corresponds with their description.

In any case the spring in question was, by their own admission, 100 yards from the 
theatre, and therefore can hardly be the same which Pausanias describes as occupying that end of 
the Stadium which abutted on the theatre. Again, I am wholly unable to confirm Ross’s remark 
that the shape of the ground in the region indicated is specially suitable for a Stadium. Lastly, 
experience has taught me, and those who have laboured with me at Megalopolis, that identi
fications of foundations, unexcavated, with particular buildings, in order to support previously 
formed theories, are quite valueless.

Thus the view adopted by Ross and Curtius has, in my opinion, nothing to recommend it, and 
much which renders it improbable.

Now on the west side of the theatre, immediately behind the embankment of the 
auditorium, there is an excellent and perennial spring. It is indeed the only spring now in 
existence which satisfies the requirements of Pausanias’s description, and its identification with it 
first suggested by the French explorers,48 is inevitable—subject, of course, to the discovery of 
remains of the Stadium, or of the buildings adjacent to it, in some other part of the site. If, as my 
colleagues and I suppose, the spring in question occupied one end of the Stadium, the latter may 
have extended from it either northward, towards the river, or westward, in the direction of the 
ruined chapel near the remains marked 4 82.’ The latter is perhaps the more probable alternative; 
first, because the ground here is alinost level, while that between the spring and the river slope! very 
considerably ; and secondly, because the low hills immediately south of the line connecting the spring 
with the chapel would serve as an excellent vantage ground for spectators of the races in the 
Stadium.

No remains of a Stadium have been discovered. Is it possible that there never was a built 
Stadium at all,—the ground at the foot of the low hills being simply levelled, and the spectators 
using the hills themselves as a sort of natural ‘ grand stand ’ % Pausanias’s word π ε π ο ίη τα ι  certainly 
admits of such an hypothesis. A similar suggestion might be made with regard to the 
stadium  at Mantineia, which lay at the foot of the hill Alesium (Paus. viii. 10, 1).

Since no excavation has taken place west of the theatre and Thersilion except that of 
the altar ‘ 128/ and since the remains visible above ground are very scanty, it would be 
impertinent to attempt any identification of the sanctuary of Aphrodite. But it would be 
in entire accord with my theory about the position of the Stadium if the altar just 
mentioned (v . Chap. III. Fig. 44) were that of Ares, which is said by Pausanias to have 
been ‘ not far’ from the sanctuary of Aphrodite, ‘above’ which lay the Stadium. The 
expression ττρος τώ στα δίφ , which describes the position of the altar of Herakles and Hermesj 
seems to me to imply closer proximity than that of the altar ‘ 128 ’ to the position which I 
have theoretically assigned to the Stadium.

‘ In  the  same p a rt of the  town, eastward, is a  hill (λόφος), and in  i t  ( ίν  α&τω) a  shrine of A rtem is A grotera, 
th is  too  49 being th e  dedicatory g if t of Aristodemus.

‘ On the  r ig h t of th e  A grotera is  a  sacred precinct (τέμενος), containing a  sanctuary of A sklepius, w ith statues 
of him self and H y g ie ia ; and, a  little  fa rth er down the  hill, a  num ber of gods, in  th e  tetragonal form  previously 
described, w ith  th e  ti tle  of E rgatae  (“ th e  W o rk ers”). These workers are  A thena Ergane, Apollo Agyieus (“ of th e  
W ays ” ), H erm es, H erakles, and E ileithyia.’

The expression iv  τί) μο ίρα  τα ύ τρ  probably means ‘in the part of Megalopolis south 
of the river ’ ; referring back to the phrase ή  S t ε π ίκ ε ιν α  το ν  π ο τα μ ο ύ  μο ίρα  η  κ α τα  μ ε σ η μ β ρ ία ν  with 
which Chap, xxxii. begins.

The region denoted by the words τρος ά ν ίσ χ ο ν τα  ήλ ιον  (‘ eastward ’) naturally depends 
on the position of the Stadium and the other objects adjacent to it. Those who, with Ross 
and Curtius, suppose these latter to have been situated east of the theatre are of course obliged 
to place the shrine of Artemis Agrotera still further east,—namely, upon the steep hill at 
the other side of the public road. We, on the other hand, supposing the Stadium to have

48 E xpid . Scient. de Moree, Vol. ii. p. 45. 49 καί τοΰτο. I t  is not clear to  w hat the  καί refers.
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been situated west of the theatre, are at liberty to place the shrine in question either there or 
in the region between the theatre and the road.

My own opinion is in favour of the latter alternative: first, because the extant remains probably w est of 
west of the road, though mostly of late date, are more numerous than those on the opposite tlie pub,ic roa*  
sid e: and secondly, for a reason which I am about to explain. Pausanias’s expression i  v α ΰτώ  

(i.c. ev τ<» \όφφ) seems to imply that the shrine of Agrotera was on the slope rather than on the 
top of the h ill; and, if this suggestion be considered hypercritical, it will still be admitted 
that the expression ΰπ ο κ α ,τα β ά νη  oXiyov  (‘a little farther down’) at least proves the existence 
of a slope. Now the hill east of the slope is almost precipitous. No part of it could be 
built on except the top, so that the expression ύ π ο κ α τα β ά ν τ ι b x ly o v  is wholly inapplicable to it.
But on the western side of the road, between it and the theatre, the rise is obtained by a 
very gradual slope, now partly broken into terraces for agricultural purposes; a slope any 
part of which might be, and most parts of which have at various times been, built over.

If it should be thought doubtful whether so gradual a slope as this could be called a λόφο?,
1 would remind my readers that we have a similar use of the word in connexion with the 
topography north of the river, where we were compelled to admit that by two Χ όφοι Pausanias 
meant no more than two different parts of a generally rising ground.

Of the remains scattered over the hill on which I suppose the shrine of Artemis Agrotera, E x ta n t rem ains
the precinct and sanctuary of Asklepius, and the statues of the Ergatae, to have been situated, on tbis
several were partially excavated during our first season’s w ort60, and I have had others 
tested more recently. Nothing of any importance has yet been found, nor any site identified ; 
but it is perhaps worth recording, in case any one should wish to search further, ( l)  that
the remains ‘ 111’ may, as already noted in Chap. II., possibly  date from a good period,
.though, if so, they have undergone alteration in Roman tim es; (2) that at and near the point 
marked ‘ 115’ the workmen whom I employed turned out a number of white marble 
mullions, evidently from the windows of a Byzantine church. The number of these mullions and 
their material (which is rare at Megalopolis) alike point to a building of some importance; and, 
as it is always on the cards that a Christian church has succeeded to a pagan shrine, it is not 
at all impossible that ancient remains may yet be found near the spot in question. At the 
same time my own researches in the immediate neighbourhood of this spot have been fruitless.

‘ Beneath th is hill there  is ano ther sanctuary— namely, th a t  of th e  Boy  A sklepius (Ά σκλψ ηοΰ  Παιδό?). Paus. viii. 32, 5. 
T h e  statue of Asklepius him self is a  standing one, about a  cubit h ig h ; b u t there  is also a  s ta tu e  of Apollo, seated 
on a throne, not less th an  six feet in  height. In  th is  sanctuary  are  also dedicated some bones, which appear too large 
to  be hum an; indeed I  was told th a t they  belonged to  one of th e  g ian ts  whom Hoplodam us m arshalled to  th e  assistance 
of Rhea.—a story  which will be more fully  told in th e  sequel.

‘N ear the sanctuary  is a  spring, th e  w ater descending from  which is received by th e  H elisson.’

If we followed Ross and Curtius in placing the objects discussed in the preceding paragraphs Sanctuary  of th e  

east of the public road, we should of course be obliged to locate the sanctuary of the Boy Asklepius B°y A sklepius 

east of the road likewise,—perhaps somewhere near the remains marked ‘ 138 ’— ‘ 140’ in the map.
Ross M placed it still farther east,—about 100 yards west of the chapel of St. Athanasius.

On the other hand, supposing my theory with regard to the other buildings to be correct, the w est of the road 
sanctuary of the Boy Asklepius must have been situated somewhere near the spring which adjoins likewise,

the remains ‘ 121 ’, in fact nearly in the position assigned by Ross and Curtius to the Stadium.
The presence of a spring near the spot which I assign, on other grounds, to the sanctuary of the 
Boy Asklepius, adds some confirmation to my general views on the topography of Megalopolis south of 
the river; since Pausanias expressly mentions a spring near the sanctuary in question. It will be 
remembered that we found it impossible to identify this spring with the κρηοη in the Stadium, its 
distance from the theatre being alone sufficient to preclude such an identification.

In connexion with the bones which were exhibited in the sanctuary of the Boy Asklepius, it a  fossil bone, 
is perhaps worth recording that in the museum at DhimitziLna, collected by the venerable priest and 
late schoolmaster Hieronymus, is a large semi-fossilized bone which he calls the shoulder-blade of an 
elephant. This bone was brought from Megalopolis. His explanation of it, though it would hardly 
satisfy a geologist, is at least as near the truth as that given by Pausanias.

W i l l i a m  L o r in g . 51

M Cf. Chap. I I .  § 3. C. 51 lieieen im  Peloponnes, p. 75.
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CHAPTER V II.

INSCRIPTIONS OF MEGALOPOLIS AND NEIGHBOURHOOD.«

The majority of these inscriptions are published here .for^the first time. Some of them 
are the fruit of "excavation; others have been found in various places, built into walls or in the 
possession of peasants in the modern village, and have beeti * copied ..and in most cases removed 
to the Museum of local antiquities, which has been instituted chiefly in consequence of our 
excavations. As the villagers are extremely chary of allowing the stranger to see their treasured 
‘ yp 'μματα' which are of unknown value in their eyes, lest he reveal their secret to the attendant 
Ephor of antiquities, it is quite possible that there may be others in existence in the village 
which do not appear here. The excavators, have however been at work so long, that tjhere is 
a probability that this list represents nearly all that is preserved which has as yet been yielded 
up by the soil. It should be mentioned here that the fragment of the Edict of Diocletian 
published by Mr. W. Loring in Volume xi. No. 2 of the Journal belongs to this series. 
Inscriptions previously published from Megalopolis, of which we have been unable to find any 
trace, are C.I.G. 1537=Lebas-Waddington 332, LB. 333, LB. 334, C.I.G. 1538, C.I.G. 1539,. I 
C.I.G. 1536 =  2/5. 331, epitaph Annali 1861, p. 32. !

It seemed unnecessary to divide these inscriptions into two parts, those found in excavation 
and those seen and copied elsewhere. In this publication the inscriptions of the Theatre-seats 
are together and head the list, while the inscribed tiles are also by themselves at the end; 
the rest are in an order which is* roughly Chronological, though exactitude where so many datek ' 
from the same period is hardly to be attained.. It is disappointing that only one instance (the 
inscription of Antiochos) can be assigned to as early a date as the fourth century. The majority 
belong to the second and first centuries B.C., while a considerable number of Roman inscriptions 
show a long continuity of civic life fdr the Great City even· in tlj£ days of its decay and 
insignificance. Mr. E. A* Gardner has given ine much help.in<the way of criticism and suggestion, 
for which I wish here to%tliank him! _

I .— T h e . T h e a t r e -s e a t s .

• Τ '  The front^rpw of Seats in the Theatre, as.deserilfed elsewhei^,. <S»nsists'"oF* nine long benches 
with backs^ane^aims at the two endsy fronting each of thj^N!dges of seats. The inscriptions here 

■ given are of three classes : _^J^*the dedicate^ micription of Antiochos on the front of the first 
seat-back (counting "friim east to we^T ahd repeated in part on Nos. 5 and 9, the middle and 
lasG'thmi^"’; (2) ojj <jfcnA;'backs of Nos. 2 to 7 (inclusive) tribal names; (3) on the fronts of 

’’Nos. 3 to 7 "dineren't set of tribal names. (1) is in lettering of the fourth century, and one 
wouljl be inclined to say before the qnd of the first half; (2) date in all probability from the 

v seef>nd’’ century b .c . ; (3) were inscribed probably in the second century a .d ., if it be true that C 

- dp^s upt occur on stone before Hadrian. A facsimile is given below. \  (I)

( I )  (a) Ά ν τ ίο χ ο ς  άγω νοβε  | τή σ α ς  ανέβηκε  roiijs θρο | νσ ψ
κα ί το ν  ο χετό ν . '  '

ττανταν

(b) ’Α ν τ ίο  . .  J ά γω νο β ετη σ α ς  ά  | νέθηκε. 

(ο) Ά ντίο χο ς  άγω νοβετ  || ησα<; ανέβηκε .
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The repetition of this inscription shows that it is intended to refer to all the ‘ thrones,’ 
as is expressly stated in the first instance. The letters are larger in (a), except in its second line. 
It might he even held that the words και το ν  όχβτόι» were added as an afterthought; but they 
are in the same style, and the size of the letters is very variable. The inscription spreads over 
three slabs of the back of the seat, and the upper line is 5" from the top and 14" from the bottom 
of these slabs, running horizontally over the surface. The letters vary from lj"  to 2" in height. 
They are by no means in a straight line, and vary in size. The omicron and theta are markedly 
smaller than the other letters. The forms of v  and σ , and particularly the use of o for the 
diphthong ου  suggest the early part of the fourth century; according to Schiitz the use of o for the 
diphthong does not survive long after Euclid in Attic inscriptions, and it is therefore interesting 
so see it in an Arcadian inscription, which, though it may be and probably is earlier than 350 B.C., 
cannot be brought back beyond 370 b .c .

( I )

ΐ Α , ώ τ ί Ο χ ο * ;  α γ -π ν ο ©  ε
I κΑΐΤόΝβχεΤοΝ

Τ Η Σ ^ ίΑ Ν Γ ο Η Κ Έ Τ ο  ϊ φ Ρ ή Ν ο  ζ  Γ Λ  Ν Τ Λ \

α  ντι<&* i  a  γ λ Ν ο  ® E T H t  At  a  hi e  oH' f cE

ΤΗ r  7Τ Α Ρ
I .A Ρ τι Ο χ  ο C Α Γ Λ  H o c  f cr j  Jh ί  A ? A N E o HKE

ί  (2)

.. Αψ Κ Α Θ Ι Σ Ι Α Σ  

■ Α τφ · j A A - O N I A t  

ρ α ν α θ Ια η α ι ά ζ  

Η Ρ Α Κ Λ Ε Ι Α Σ · ,  

i  P A N  ! A £

(3)

-r A ΤΑ

φΥ|ΛΗ/ΐ |ΑΜΑΛ|ΐΛΝ

$ Λ  Υ | Ρ Α Ε | Ι  Τ | Λ Ν

ΦΥΑ|ΗΕπΑ|ΡΡΑ|ο,Ιθ.Ν· 

$ π |λ ν |ι α τ |λ ν  

Α; ιΤολ ;λ ι Τ, ,,-frm
V

The interval between two letters is usually about 2", but the spacing is as irregular as 
the line. The total length of seat (a) is 21' 8", and the total space occupied by the inscription in 
the first line is 12' 6£", in the second 2' 7".

This Antiochos is no doubt the delegate from the Arcadian League, who went up to 
Susa in 367 B.c. with Pelopidae and envoys from Athens and Elis, to discuss the basis of a> 
peace, and on his return spoke so contemptuously to his fellow-countrymen of the golden 
plane-tree and the military strength of the Persian Empire (Xen. Hell. vii. 1. 33-88). He was 
pankratiast and victor at Olympia, and a very prominent man in Arcadia at the time. The



124 INSCRIPTIONS OF MEGALOPOLIS AND NEIGHBOURHOOD. [CHAP. VII·

father’s name is omitted, though one would expect it. Probably however the mention of 
the office held by him was quite sufficient for identification, and the father of a successful 
athlete may have been a person of no rank.

( b )  Underneath this inscription, as shown above, has been added later the name of a tribe. 
The lettering is exactly similar to that of (a) but smaller, so that it occupies little more than one 
slab, the second.

f t ,  ■-':·■ /

(c) The letters are here only 1", or even less, in height, and 1"— IT* apart. The line is 
only 3" from the top of the slab, but 17 from the bottom. The curious thing about tie  
inscription is that the first slab with Ά ντιοχο*  αγωνοϋβτ- is followed by a blank slab, and then after a 
gap of 4 ' 3" on the third we get - t j a a s  α ν ί θ η κ ε .  It is unlikely that this w,as intentional. The 
alteration that was probably made in the two end-seats is described elsewhere (i>, p. 38).

From this inscription we obtain a very early date for the construction of ike Theatre 
auditorium, early that is to say for Megalopolis. These seats of honour would naturally be the 
latest part of the work, and in some theatres were dispensed with altogether. If the view be 
accepted that the Antiochos of Xenophon was the dedicator of these seats, then taking into 
account the early character of the lettering, one is led to believe that this, the latest portion 
of the fourth century Theatre, was added at a date not later than 360 B.C.

(2) Seat No. 2. Back. Seat No. 5. Back.  ̂ .

Ά/9κα[8]ΜΓ(θ9- 'Ηράκλειας (very irregular spacing).

Seat No. 3. Back. Seat No. 6. Back.

Ά7τ[ο]λλωι>ια9. ΤΙανΐας.

Seat No. 4. Back. Seat No. 7. Back.

Τ Ι α ν α θ α ν α έ α ς . ? 'Ηρ]α/α[?.

There can be no doubt that these inscriptions are all of the same date. The manner of 
•cutting and lettering shows this. All run along the top of the seat-backs, the apex of the letter 
being about y  below the rim. They occupy the two central slabs of the four into which each seat- 
back is divided, and the letters are spaced with long or short intervals and are larger or smaller 
(2"-3" in height) according as the word is long or short; but even in one word the intervals vary 
by several inches. It is unfortunate that in the case of Seat 7 the slab is broken off, so 
that the beginning is lost; - a i a s  the ending is certain. As there is room before that for four 
letters, the conjecture 'Hpalas has nothing especially to commend i t ; but the remains of only one 
upright stroke are to be traced in the letter that preceded the division of the slabs; so that 
it may well have been a p. The fact that of the five other tribal names four are derived from 
the names of divinities, also makes it probable that this was the case here as well. But Avtcalas is a 
possibility, in which case it would probably answer to the later Avxatlται (Zeus Lykaios), and other 
suggestions might be made.

We find then Megalopolis in the third and second centuries B.c., and probably also in 
the fourth, divided into six local tribes, five of which are named after divinities, while the sixth, 
the Ά ρκαδισία  φυλή, perhaps represents the mixed body of Arcadians from unimportant and 
distant parts, who swelled the numbers of the Great City. It is interesting to find in an 
inscription of the fourth century from Mantinea (P. Cauer, Del. 448) that that state was divided 
into five tribes, whose names were derived from Athena Alea, Enyalios, Zeus Hoplosmios, Poseidon 
and the Dioscuri. It has been suggested, and is probably true, that these names are both religious 
And topographical, grouping the population round various temples in different parts of the city.
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In the case of Tegea (Cauer, Del. 454, Pans. viii. 53. 6) the same thing is possible, but Pausanias 
!tells ns that the four tribes each set up a statue of Apollo Agyieus, and does not mention a 
shrine to Hippothoos. We may however regard it  as likely that ol eV  Άθαναίαν, Kραριώται, 
’Α,ιτοΧΚωνιαται and Ίττποθοΐται were respectively grouped round the great temple of Athena Alea 
(viii. 45. 3), the hill of Zeus Klarios (53. 4), the statue of Apollo Agyieus (53. 1), and a hieron 

•of Hippothoos, the old hero-king. Thus the nomenclature of the tribes at Megalopolis followed 
general Arcadian example. It is veiy  difficult for us however to conjecture the local distribution 
o f these tribes, following the account of Pausanias, and perhaps impossible to do so with any 
approximation to the truth. The tribes named after Athena and Hera (?) may have been on 
the hilly ground north of the agora, round the shrines of Athena Polias and Hera Teleia (viii. 31. 9); 
those named after Herakles and Apollo west and east of the theatre respectively and south of the 
river; while as to the other two we can say nothing.

(3) Seat No. 3. Front. (On all four slabs.)

Φ ν  | Χ η  M | α ινα Χ  \ ίων.

The letters - v a \ -  are on a broken piece at first missing.
The letters are very large: φ  8 / ,  υ  7f", X 5£", and the rest 5-6". The interval varies 

from 17-1-" to 5'2".

Seat No. 4. Front.
φ (υΧ η ) A v  | teas | i t  | ών.

The monogram (1' high) is only 5 -2" from the λ. The other letters (4" high) are spaced at 
intervals of from 16" to 22".

Seat No. 5. Front.
φ υ \  | fj<s Π a  | ρ ρ α  | σίω ν.

The letters (5-7" high) are at intervals varying from 15" to 9". The variety in capital 
sigma when used at the end or in the middle of a word should be noticed, as it  corresponds 
to our distinction in printed minuscule.

Seat No. 6. Front.
φ (υΧ η)  Π  | α ν \ ta r  | ών.

Letters 41/ in height on the average; monogram 9"; intervals 28|"-13". 

Seat No. 7. Front.
t φ (νΧ η)  Ά  | iroX  | λ ω [ν ία ]  | τω ν.

Intervals 8"’3-24"‘8 ; letters 5 " - 5 /  in height; monogram about 10".

It will be seen that the earlier six tribal names are supplanted by five in Roman times, 
of which three are new and are strictly local in reference; two remain from the old list.

In one of these two cases, U a v ia s  Π α ν ια τώ ν  occur on back and front of Seat 6 ; but whereas 
’Air o W m ia s  is on the back of Seat 3, ’Aπ ο Χ Χ ω νια τώ ν  is on the front of Seat 7. The three new 
names represent the territory to the west and north-west of the city, Mount Lykaion, to the 
north Parrhasia, to the east Mount Mainalos. For the tribe Α υ κ α ύ τ α ι  cf. No. XVII.

The appended table will show exactly how the inscriptions occur:—

F ron t.
1. Antiochos’ Dedication (in fall)
2...........................
3. φνΧη M aw aX tav
4. φ  Λνκαειτώ ν
5. φυΧής Παρρασίων. Antiochos’ Dedication
6. φ  ΤΙανιατών
7. φ  ΆττοΧΧωνιατών
8............................
9, Antiochos’ Dedication

B ack.

Ά ρ κ α Β ισ ία ς
Ά ττοΧΧω νίας
Τ Ιαναθαναίας
'UpaKXeia';
Π α νία ν  
. . . a itis
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It remains to consider what is the import of these tribal names (2 and 3). There can 
be no doubt that the inscriptions reserve the wedges of seats in the auditorium, which arc faced 
by these superior benches, each to a separate tribe. This was an arrangement which would 
greatly facilitate order in the multitude of spectators and enable the people to take their seats 
more expeditiously. The Theatre of Megalopolis must have been..built almost as much with 
a view to its use as a place of assembly as for the exhibition of plays ; and this division would be 
even more useful for the purposes of a public assembly. In the case of the Theatre of Dionysos 
at Athens the same reservation of a wedge of seats to a tribe is made probable by several facts, 
e.g. the number of bases of statues set up to Hadrian by the various tribes, no two of which are 
found in the same wedge (see Haigh, Attic Theatre, p. 307). The arrangements at Athens and 
Megalopolis were doubtless the same in this respect. In neither case does the number of wedges 
correspond to the number of tribes, and it need not surprise us that on this theory first three and 
later four wedges were unreserved, when we consider how the population of the Great City declined.

II. . . ΙΣ Τ -α-Ν [’Α ρπ ισ τώ ν

X A I P E χ α ιρ ε

Sepulchral stele from cottage in Sind.no, now in Museum. It has small pediment with 
moulding, the name on a raised strip beneath. Breadth of stone, 18£"; average height of 
letters, 1"; letters spaced fairly regularly at distance of about 2". A break has destroyed the 
first two letters of the name.

We read of an Ariston, a damiorgos from Megalopolis who represents his native town, 
being one of ten deputies at a synod (? at Tegea) when Pliylarclms the historian was declared 
proxenos and benefactor of the Arcadians, in the inscription dated by Foueart 224 b.c. (Lebas- 
Foueart, Meg. et Pelop. 340 and C.I.G. 1538). It would suit this inscription to identify him 
with the one whose epitaph is here given. The apex-formation of the letters is not yet fully 
developed, and the forms of omega and alpha suggest a date at any rate in the third century. 
The dating of Foueart is, however, rejected by Dittenberger, after Droysen (s.v. Sylloge, 167), who 
puts it between 251 and 238 b .c .,  and regards the Ariston of Megalopolis (in 168 B.c.) mentioned 
in Polyb. xxviii. 6. 2. 8, xxix. 25. 6, as grandson of the other. It is improbable that our 
inscription can be «as late as that. The name occurs also in C.I.G. 1538 from Megalopolis.

I I I .  KA . oa

Apparently a proper name of the dedicator. Letters g-" in height. Only the first, two- 
letters are certain, but they are of early period, and therefore Κλαΰδιο* is excluded. This is all 
that remains of the inscription of a fragmentary relief of good period (fourth or third century) 
found at a spot marked 125 on the plan. It is the left-hand portion of what would seem to- 
be a dedicatory offering to Askl epios and Hygiein. A female figure followed by three male figures, 
behind the last of whom is a female carrying a ‘ cista,’ advances to the right, where doubtless stood 
Asklepios, accompanied by some of his daughters perhaps as well as Hygieia.

IV . / / / / Ι Ν Ε Σ Θ
Ι Λ ο Α Γ ο Ρ Α Σ Θ Ε Ι Σ Π Ε Ρ Ι Δ Ι  

Υ Ν Ε Δ Ρ Ι Ο Ν Κ Υ Ρ Ι Ο Ν Ε Σ Τ Γ  
\ M  Μ Α Τ ο φ Υ Λ Α Κ  I Λ Ι Τ ο Π Ρ <

Ι Ε Ν Λ Ε Ι Π Ε Ι Ν Ε Ν Τ ο ΐ Σ Ν ο Μ ο ,
Ν 0 | Σ Κ Υ Ρ Ι 0 Ν Ε Σ Τ Λ Τ 0 Ε Φ Ε Τ £

Ι Δ Ο Ξ Ε Ι Τ Λ Ι Σ Υ Ν Ε Δ Ρ Ι Ω Ι Α Δ Ι Ο Ι Κ Ε Ι

“ Ι Σ Μ Η Τ Ε Ν ο Μο Γ Ρ Α Φ ο Σ Μ Η Τ Ε Γ

ΑΛΛο Τ Ρ ΙΩ Θ Η Ν Α Ι Τ Α Β Υ Β Λ Ι Α
ί ΐ ο ί Γ Ε Γ Ρ Α Μ Ε Ν ο ι Π Ε Ρ Ι Τ Λ Ν

Ν Ε Υ Δ ο Κ Ε Ι Σ Ω Σ Ι Μ Ε Τ Α Θ Ρ
■ς ν ο Μο ν η Ί ά φ ι ς ι

Σ Κ Α Ι Ο Β Λ Α Π Τ ο ι Δ Ι Γ

Ρ Ε ΙΑ Ν ΥΓ ΤΑ Ν ΑΓ Κ

τ ] ιν ε σ θ [ ω ...........

. . . .  ιω ό ά γο ρ α σ θ εις  περ ί δ ί[7Γλοΰ ? ...........

. . .  το  S t σ]υνεδριον κύριον ισ το ί  [ . .  . .

. . . τ φ  ^ ρ ]α μ μ α το φ υ \α κ ΐω  το  π ρ ο ...........
δ

E t Βάζει r ] t  ενλεΐττειν  εν ro t?  νόμοι\ς  To lt 

Ύ ΐΎ ραμμί]νοις, κύριον έστω  το  εφ ετο [ν  δ ικα 

σ τήριο» , e]t Βάζει τ φ  συνεΒρίψ, h  διο ικεί, [δ ιαδ- 

ονναι. Μ ι?]τΐ9 μ ή τε  νομο^ράφοΊ μ ή τ ε  */[ραμ- 

10 μ α το φ νΧ α ζ]  άΧΧοτριωβήναι τ α  β ν β Χ ία  [ ε π ιτ -

ρεττέτω . O t νάμ]οι οί γ ε γρ α μ (μ )εν ο ι π ε ρ ί τω ν  [γρ α 

μ μ ά τω ν , ττ ίρ ι &ν ά]κ (ύδο κ(ή )σω σι μ ετα θ{εΐ)[να ι, 
κύρ ιο ι εσ τω σ α ν . E t r]w  νόμου ή  ψ ά φ ισ [ μ α  αΧΧ- 

οτριώ& αι, έσ τω  Ιυοχο]? κα ι ο β λ ά ττ το ι,  δΐ7τ[λοΰι»

Ιό  άττοτινετω . E t  τ κ  εχο ι χ ]ρ ε ία ν  ν π  άνάηκ]α<ί . . . .

Γ “ υ ε μ φ α

I Λ

& %

. . ν έ μ φ α  . . . .  

. . . ιλ . . .
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A block of stone, only inscribed on one side, broken irregularly all round, G|" thick, 
greatest length and breadth 1' 5V  by 9£", letters f" high and very regularly cut, being, with the 
exception of omikron and omega (the text is not accurate to this extent), almost all of the same 
height. It was found in excavation on the site of the Agora, just against the outer wall of what we 
have taken to be the Temenos of Zeus Soter, between this wall and the column bases (cp. Paus. 
viii. 30. 10. κεκόσμηται πέριξ κίοσι). As it relates to the city archives, it might be thought to· 
go to prove that the building in which it was found was the αρχεία mentioned by Pausanias 
but it would be unsafe to draw any such conclusion, inasmuch as it neither suits the description 
of Pausanias nor the results arrived at by excavation (Chapter V. on the Agora). It is at any 
rate an interesting and valuable fragment of a decree of the people dealing with the preservation 
of the laws and state documents. From it we learn that there were at Megalopolis state officials 
called νομογράφοι, who entered in the statute-book the laws passed, as in the cases of the Aetolian 
League, Sparta, Hennioue, and the neighbouring Arcadian city of Tegea; and others called 
ΎραμματοφνΧακει, whose business was to have charge of the archives, as at Teos and Smyrna 
(ό ΎραμματοφιΧαξ τής βοϋΧήν καί τον δήμου, Ditt. Si/ll. 171. 5^): these two offices were probably 
combined at Athens in the one of νομοφνΧακεν.

1—4 is the end of a paragraph, and apparently contains some (question of fines for offences,, 
but defies restoration. A break occurs between the two paragraphs, and it· is possible that the first 
ended and the second began in what I have accordingly numbered as a line.

6— 7. The length of the lines is settled with something like certainty to be approximately 
34 letters b y  the restoration here. The case seems to be dealt with in which a matter arises 
for wbicb the existing laws have no provision. The last letters of 7 are without any doubt έφετο-, 
the o is not complete, but enough of it remains to show that it was that letter and no other. The 
word must obviously be connected with εφ’παι, but έφετωv cannot be read, and I have restored 
with some hesitation εφετδv δικαστηρίου. The word εφετόί is found in authors as the verbal adjective 
of εφίεμαι, but it· may just as well be that of Ιφίημι. If this is correct, it makes still more unlikely 
the derivation of εφίτην from ε π ί . . ετη*. The Senate of Megalopolis then having consented to 
transfer its functions, a special court of appeal decides in case of offences to which the existing laws 
do not seem to apply. (There is probably no reference to εφέσιμοι δίκαι submitted to an 
εκκΧ ητοί 7τό λ ίϊ.)

12. What has happened in this line is obvious. The stone-cutter by an ordinary mistake 
wrote εΰδοκείσω σι . . . μ ετα θ ή ν α ι  for eiιδοκήσω σι . . . μ ε τα θ ε ίν α ι.  The subject of εύδ ο κ ή σ ω σ ι is probably 
the νομογράφοι, and γρ α μ μ α το φ υ Χ α κ εν  : μ ε τα θ ε ΐν α ι  means probably ‘ alter,’ ‘ amend,’ as in Polybius, not 
‘ to remove to another place.’ The documents are not to be altered except under certain 
circumstances as prescribed by statute.

It is not easy to fix the date of the inscription. The small omikron, and the alpha with its 
cross-bar straight, point to the third century b .c ., while the forms of theta and pi point rather to 
the first. Probably it belongs to the second century. The great length of the letters epsilon and 
sigma is a peculiarity.

V. 5
m
1

A M Υ Σ

P  .»··
!Z

Letters apparently 2" in height.

This is the inscription of an interesting relic, which we found lying on the ground near the 
Demarch’s house, and used as a pig-trough. It is a large slab of stone, 11" in height, 2r 3" in width 
where it is complete, and 2' 7" in length to the point where it is broken. It contains, sunk in its 
upper surface two complete basins, and two that are broken off where the stone has been smashed. 
The largest contains the above inscription, the letters starting from the rim downwards at four 
points of a cross: they are only preserved close to the rim, but it is easy to restore ’Α μ [φ ο ρ ε]υ !  

Μ£γ[αλοπολί]τώι··. There is room in each case for one letter more, so that it was inscribed without
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much regard to sjmcing; or more probably the inside lias been very much worn away, particularly 
near the bottom, in which there is now a hole.

The diameter of the Amphoreus is 1' 5": of the small perfect basin 4". This small basin 
was filled exactly by twice the contents of my measuring-glass, which held 250 cubic centimetres. 
It is impossible to find out the proper content of the Amphoreus, as obviously it holds much more 
now than it did when used, having been so worn away. However, as I made the experiment of 
filling it with water, I will just mention that in its present condition the full glaH8 of 250 cc. had to 
be poured in 111 times to fill it;  so that in its present condition it holds 55£ times as much as the 
small measure.

The diameter of the larger broken basin seems to have been about 9-10". I also found 
another fragment of a table of liquid measures; in its mutilated condition (it was lying upside 
down by a cottage door) it cannot be determined whether it was part of the same block or not. As 
I  also measured the contents of these, I give the figures for what they are worth, though in the 
worn and broken condition of the stone that is not much. In this case the basins are mostly 
very sm all:—  j

(1) Diam. 2", Content, 75 cc. (7) Diam. 3j", Content, 160 cc. j
(2) 99 2i" 99 90 „ (8) „ 5*" „ broken ;
(3) 99 2£" 99 ? 100 „ (9) „ 4" 310 „
(4) 99 H ' 99 160 (10) 4 i "

99  ’ 4  >9 415 „
(5) 99 2 f 99 225 „ (11) „ broken
(6) 99 2f" 99 150 „

ie Attic Amphoreus or μ ε τ ρ η τ ή ν  contained 12 γό εν and 144 κοτύΧαι. The κ ο τύ λ η  was
probably a fraction of the Amphoreus at Megalopolis, but it is not easy to say which of the amrve 
small measures represented it.

VI. Η Σ Α Σ Κ Λ Η Π Ι λ Ι Υ Γ Ι Ε ϊ μ Ι 

Π Α Σ Α Ι Σ

Letters about 5" in height.

........................................ η ς  Ά σ κ λ η τ τ ίφ  'T γ ιε ία
κ α ϊ θεοΐς κ α ϊ ττάσα ις.

This is the dedicatory inscription of a small altar or basis now built into the wall of a 
ruined house in Sindno. It was only in two lines, and the name of the dedicator is partly lost. 
There was a temple dedicated to the pair on the south side of the Helisson towards the east 
(Paus. viii. 32. 4), and on the hill above, a shrine to Asklepios the B o y : this inscription must 
obviously have been brought from that neighbourhood. Prom the forms of the letters it seems 
possible that it may date from the end of the third century. With the form of the dedication we 
may compare the famous Hippocratic oath, which was taken in the name of Apollo, Asklepios, 
Hygieia and all the gods and goddesses. VII.

VII. This inscription was seen and copied by 6 . Hirschfeld (Bull. d. I. 1873, p. 216), and at 
the time was built into the well-head at the house of Άνδρέα! ’Αλεξίου. I ascertained that the stone 
was formerly there, but had been removed probably in 1886, and I saw it in the possession of 
Παναγιάτηί Παπαντωνηί, also of Sinano. In its former position the fact was of course disguised 
that it is inscribed on both sides. The contents of the two sides are, however, entirely different,

A. reads according to my copy and squeeze :—

«ο καϊ τούτο εις ίντισκειαν τ&ν 
αγραφάν τού τβ διαγράμματος καϊ 
ασταθεϊς άττοδογευς εκ τ&ν ττεσο . . . 
αφόρων
ν -έστω το συνεδρίαν βουΧευομενον 

ον καϊ καθώς &ν δ έξη γινεσθω 
. οις ετηδιορθωσαι το δάγραμμα 
. . τα,ι τριται ισταμένου καϊ ταυ . .
. . .  or καϊ ττύργον κεκΧαρωμε . . . .

10 ................... τι ελασσον ή ττλεθρω..........
............. ιμακα καϊ ίστεοσ............. 4

.........7 ελια ι. . . .
. . . .  φόρον είς . . .  ·

J

jf
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επ ισ κ ε ιά ν  in line 1, Βόξη in 6, Buyρα μμα  in 7, are all certain, though all mistakes of the 
stone-cutter. It is most tempting to suppose that this διάγραμμα refers to the restoration of the 
walls in 175 B.C., for which Antiochos Epiphanes supplied the money (Liv. xli. 20), but uncertain, 
as so vast, a circuit must often have needed repair. I have nothing to add to Hirschfeld’s 
restoration.

B. \ m '
Ν Ε Ι Ν Τ Ι Ν Α Δ Ε Ε Ν Λ Ο Γ Ε '  
ΧΟ ΝΤ ΟΠ Ρ ΟΤ ΕΡ Ο ΝΧ Ρ ΗΜ Α 
ΓΤΟΛ1ΝΣΥΝΤΩΙΔΙΚ Α ΙΏ Ι Κ  Al  

Ε Δ Ο Ξ Ε Τ Ο Ι Σ Σ Υ Ν Ε Δ Ρ Ο Ι  
Τ ΟΥΥΙ ΟΝΓΕΜΕΝΟΝΕΓ 

Ρ Ο Σ Τ Ι Μ Α Ι Σ Ο Ο Ε Ο Ι ”  
Α Τ Ε Λ Ε Ε Ι / / / / Ι Α Ι  
Δ Λ Σ Ι  . . .  HI 
A  . . . ΚΑΙ ΕΙ  
Σ Ω Τ ' Ρ Ο Σ Ε .

A . . ON 
3 . . .
W · ·

-veiv τ ιν ά  Be εν  λ ο γ ψ ί/)  ττροφερειν  ώ? εΰ  e-] 
χ ο ν  το  ττρότερον ·χρ η μ α \τ ισ θ εν  ττο τί τα ν  

ττοΚιν σ υ ν  τώ  Βικαΐψ κ α ι [ορθω.
“E Sofe ro is  συνέΒροι[<;.................Ά ρ ά ]

5 το ν  vlbv γε(νο)μενον ε ·π \ιφ ανη  τ α κ  το υ  ττατ-]  
ρός τ ιμ α ΐς  ίσοθεοις [επ α ιν εσ α ι κ α ι Βοΰναι 
«Τ €λ€<ε>/[αν] ττά[ντω ν κ α ι π ροεδρ ίαν εν  το ΐς  ά )

< 7 > ώ σ ί[  . . . η ...........κα ι το ϊς  εγγό νο ις  κ α ι
α[ύτώ ] κ α ι είκ \όνα  γα Χ κ έα ν  σ τ ά σ α ι Λ ιο ς

10  tu>Trjpo’s εν \ τ ε μ ε ν ε ι ...........
a ...........ον
θ .............
V .............

The inscription of this side is cut in a different style to the other, the letters being larger 
(£" high), uniform in size, and very shallow. It is not easy to date it with any precision from the 
lettering. It would seem -at first sight a decree of the senate conferring divine honours on some 
state benefactor, as was done in the case of Philopoemen, the decree in honour of whom has been 
published (C .l.Q . 1536 ; as restored Ditt. Syll. 210), though the stone has, we fear, been lost. Mr. 
E. Gardner has suggested to me that the recipient of these honours was the son of Aratus, and that 
the divine honours of his father are merely mentioned as shown in the above conjectural restoration. 
The family of Aratus continued to the time of Plutarch at Sic}ron, and the latter mentions a son of 
the Achaean statesman, apparently of the same name (Plut. Vit. A rat. 49 ό νεότερο* 'Άρατοή, who, 
like his father, fell a victim to the treachery of Philip V. The person mentioned here may 
however be a grandson, and this is more likely, as the inscription can hardly be dated before 
200 B.c. As the restoration of line 10 seems to be exceedingly probable, one may note as worthy 
of remark that one of the two annual festivals at Sicyon in honour of the heroized Aratus was 
called the ‘ Soteria,’ the Feast of Deliverance, and the priest of Zeus Soter presided over the 
ceremonies. For the temenos of Zeus Soter at Megalopolis (which is also mentioned in the 
Philopoemen decree) see the chapter on the Agora.

(1) The letters «V \oye are certain, and it seems as if the restoration έν  \ογείω were almost 
necessary, for the word λ ο γ ε ΐο ν  at any rate can hardly be tabooed, whatever may be made of its 

‘meaning. The publication in the Theatre of some matter, of which we cannot say anything, is 
then alluded to.

(5) The curious mistake by which two letters of γενό μ ενο ν  are dropped shows the stone
cutter to have been very careless, inasmuch as another mistake certainly occurs in line 7, and 
possibly in line 8.

For other mention of the συνέδρ ιο υ  cp. Nos. IV., VIII. The stone is broken on all sides 
quite irregularly, but it is probable, if  one looks at the contents of A , that very little is lost on 
the left-hand side, possibly one or two letters, but not more. VIII.

VIII. A. Γ Ρ Α Μ Μ Α Τ Ε Ο Σ Τ Ο Ι Σ Σ

Σ Τ Ο Υ Γ Ε Ρ Ο Ν Τ Λ Ν Ε Χ Ε Σ Τ Ρ Α Τ Ο Υ Τ Ο  

Ν Ο Υ Τ Ο Υ Θ Ε Ο Τ Ι Μ Ο Υ Χ Ο Ρ Α Π Κ Λ Ε Ο Σ Τ  
Δ Ε Α Π Ε Φ Α Ν  A N T O T O I Α Π Ο Σ Τ  ΑΛ ΕΝ 

Υ Ν Ι Κ Ο Μ Α Χ Ο Υ Φ Ι Λ Ι Σ Κ Ο Σ Α Λ Ι Ο Δ Ω Ρ Ο Υ  
Ρ Α Ί Ά Τ Ο Γ Τ Ο Λ Ι Σ Μ Ε Γ Α  . Λ Ο Π Ο Λ Ι Τ Α Ν Κ Α Ι *

Λ Ρ Ι Δ Α Σ Ι Π Τ Τ Ω Ν Ο Σ Α Λ Κ  . ΜΟΣΛΥΚΙ ΝΟΥ
Ο Ξ Ε Ν Ο Σ Α Ρ Ι Σ Τ Ο Δ  ΑΜΟΥ1ΕΡΛΝ A NT IK ,

Δ Α Τ Α Σ Μ Ε Ρ Ι Δ Ο Σ Π Λ Ε Θ Ρ Α Τ Ρ Ι Α Κ Ο Ν Τ Α Π Ε Ν Τ Ε  
Η Σ Α Ν Π Ε Ρ Ι Ω Ρ Ι Γ Ο Τ Ε Σ Ο Ι Τ Ε Σ Υ Ν Δ Ι Κ Ο Ι Κ

έ

J. Ι>
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ν τ ο χ ρ ο ν ο ν τ α ι δ ε ε χ ο μ ε ν α ι α ι * 

Ρ Ο Υ Λ Ε Ι Ο Ν ΕΧ Ο Ν ΤΕ Σ Κ  Α Ι Τ Ο Υ Σ Α Ρ Χ Ο Ν  
Ν Τ Ο Ν Τ Ο Π Ο Ν Ε Ξ Α Υ Τ Α Ν Τ Α Ν Γ Ε Ι Τ Ο Ν Ε Ι Α ι  

Ο Ρ Ω Ν Γ Ι Ν Ο Μ Ε Ν  Α Σ Τ  Α Σ Χ Ω Ρ Α Σ Δ Α Μ Ο Σ  
Ν Τ Ο Π Ο Ν Τ Ο Ν Α Ν Τ Ι Λ Λ Ε Γ Ο Μ Ε Ν Ο Ν Α Σ  

= ΤΤ ΙΤ ΙΜ Ι Ω Ν Τ Ω Ν Ε Ξ Α Κ Ο Λ Ο Υ Θ Ο Υ Ν Τ Ω Ν Κ  

Χ Ε Σ Θ Α Ι Μ Ε Γ  Α Λ Ο Π Ο Λ Ι Τ Α Ν  Α Π Ε Λ Υ Σ Α Μ Ε Ι  

Α ΥΤΩΙΤΤΡΟΤΑΣΕΓΤΙΤ ΑΝ Χ Ω Ρ Α Ν Ε Ξ Ο Δ Ο Υ Σ  

ΡΟΙΤΟΚ Α Τ Α Λ Ο Γ Ο Ν Σ Υ Ν Π Ε Ρ Ι Φ Ο Ρ  Α Σ Ε Ν Τ Ε Υ  
Τ Ο Ι Ο Υ Τ Ο Υ Σ Ο Ι Μ Η Β Ι Α Ζ Ο Ν Τ Α Ι Π Ο Τ Ι Τ Α Ο Μ Ο  t 
Ν Ο Ι Π Ο Ι Ο Υ Ν Τ Ι Τ Α Δ Ι Κ Α Ι Α  

Ν ΙΟΥΝΙ ΚΟΚΛΗΣΝΙ ΚΟΜΑΧΟΥΤΟΥΝΙ ΚΟΜ 
Π Ε Ρ Ι Τ Α Σ Δ Ι Κ Α Σ Τ Α Σ Σ Υ Λ Ι Κ Α Σ Α Σ Ε Γ Ω  ? 
Ν Ο Σ Π Ο Λ Υ Ξ Ε Ν Ο  . Α Ρ Ι Σ Τ Α Ν Δ Ρ Ο Ϊ  

Σ Τ Ο Υ Α Ρ Ι Σ Τ Ω Ν '  . Ο Σ Π Α Σ Ω Ν
χ ε ι ν ε ν π λ ε ι ς τ ω ι γ τ ρ λ ι ω ι π α ·̂
ΤΟΙΤΤΡΟΑ

Β.

Έ π ι ]  ’γρ α μ μ α τ ίο υ  τ oty σ[υνίΒροις το υ  Βεΐνος το υ  Θεο ?
-μ \νη ]σ το υ , γερόντω ν Έ χ ε σ τ ρ ά τ ο υ  το[ΰ  Βεΐνος, Θεο ?
-ξε]νου το ύ  ® εοτίμου , Χ ο ρα γικΧ εος τ[ο ΰ  Ά ρ ισ το κ Χ ίο ς  ?
Τ ά]δε ά π εφ ά ν α ν  το  τ  οι ά π ο σ τα Χ έν[τες  Ν ικο κΧ ής  Ν  ικ ο μ ά χο υ  

5 το]ΰ  Ν ικ ο μ ά χ ο υ , Φ ίΧ ισκος Ά Χ ιοΒ ώ ρου \κ α ι οι σύνΒ ικοι π ε ρ ί ών
ε γ ]ρ ά ψ α το  πόΧ ις M e y a  [ ] Χ οποΧ ιτάν κα ι [ΓίοΧύξενος Ά ρ ισ τά νΒ ρ ο υ , Ε ν- 
μ\αρΙΒας"\·πτΓωνο<;, ’Ά λ /ψ ]μ .ο 9 Α υκ ίνο υ , Α ρ ισ τώ νυμ ο ς  ΤΙάσωνος,
Π  Ρ]6ξ ενός Ά ρ ισ το Β ά μ ο υ ,  'Ιερ ώ ν  Ά ν τ ικ [ ρ α τε ο ς  Μ ερι{ΐ)Βίων Ν ικοΧα- 
ι]δα· T5.y μερίΒος ττΧ ίθρα  τρ ιά κ ο ν τα  π ε ν τ \ε  εμ ετρ ή σ α μ εν , άττερ 

10 η σ α ν  ττ ερ ιω ρ ^ό τες  ο ΐ  τε  σύνΒ ικοι κ [α ϊ οι α,ΧΧοι καθ ’ ον Βιεκρΐ- 
νο]ντο χρόνον, τ α  Βε εχο μ ενα  ά μ \ίρ α  επ ο ρ ευσ ά μ εθ α  εις το  
. .] ουΧειον εχ ο ν τες  κ α ι το υ ς  ά ρ χο ν[τα ς  τά ς  ττοΧιος και π ερ ιω ρ ΐσ α -  
μ ε]ν  το ν  τό π ο ν  εξ  α υ τό ν  τά ν  y ε ιτo v ε ιά \y  εξ ε τά σ α ν τες  κα ι τω ν  
ορών, y ιv o μ εv a ς  τά ς  χώ ρ α ς  Β αμοσ[ίας  . . .

15 τό ]ν  τόττον το ν  άιn iX < X > εyoμεvov  α σ [
ε \π ιτ ιμ ίω ν  τω ν εξακοΧ ουθούντω ν κ [ α ι ........... άττί-
χ ε σ θ α ι  XllεyaX o^τoX ιτav , ά ττεΧ ύσαμεν  [δε 
α ύ τώ  π ρο  τά ς  ε π ϊ  τά ν  χώ ρ α ν  εξόΒου σ [  οΐ όμο
ροι το  κ α τά  λό γο ν  σ υνπ ερ ιφ ο ρ ά ς  έν τεύ[ξο ντα ι

20 το ιο ύ το υ ς , ο'ί μ η  β ιά ζ ο ν τα ι π ο τ ι  τ ά  ο μ ο [ρ α ...........π ο Χ ιτευό μ ε-
νοι 7το ιο ΰντι τ ά  Βίκαια. [Έ ττ ΐ γ ρα μμα τέο ς  ?
-ν ίου  Ν ικοκΧ ής  Ν ικ ο μ ά χο υ  το υ  Ν ικομ [ά χου  το ΐς συνεΒροις χ α ΐρ ε ιν  
Ή,ερΙ τα ς  Βικας τα ς  σ υΧ ικα ς  ay εγώ  [ . . . . ?  Φ ιΧ οποιμε- 
νος Πολό£ενο[?·] Ά ρ ισ τά ν Β ρ ο υ  [

25  -σ το υ  Ά ρισ τώ ν[νμ .]ο?  Π άσ ω ν[θ 9 

- χ ε ιν  εν π Χ ε ίσ τω  ττεΒίψ  7τα[ 
το ι προα -,

Δ Α Μ Ι Ο  . . ΩΙΙ
τ ο υ τ ο υ ς ω ς ι γ ε ν ε ο ς  

τ α ς χ ω ρ α ς π ε μ τ ο υ ε ν α τ α ι ι ς  

Α Τ  . Ρ Α Σ Τ Ο Υ Σ Γ Τ ^ Ρ '  . . . .  ΑΝ

Α Τ Ω Π Λ .........................................Σ
Ω Κ Ω Σ Π  Α Ρ Α Τ Ο Υ Τ Τ Α ..............ONAu
Τ Ο Υ Π Α Τ Ε Ρ Ο Σ Μ Ο Υ Π  . . . .  Α Φ Ο Υ Π Α Ρ /  ^
Π Ρ Ο Τ Ε Ρ Η Ο Η Σ Δ Ι Α Τ Ο Υ Δ Ι Κ  Α Σ Τ Η Ρ Ι Ο Υ Ε Π Ε Ι * .

Α Τ Ε Τ Α Ν Χ Ω Ρ Α Ν Φ Α Μ Ε ..............Α Ρ Χ Ε Ι Ν Τ Ο ΥΤ Ο
Ε Ν Ι Ο Ι Σ Τ Α Υ Τ Α Τ Α Χ Ω Ρ Ι Α Μ Η ____ ΑΡ . . . Ν Δ Α

Τ Ω Ν Π Ρ Ο Τ Ο Υ Ε Ν Π Λ Ε Ι Σ Τ  . . Π  . Δ .................ΑΛ

Α Ι Ε Χ Ω Γ Ε Ι Τ Ο Ν  Α Τ Ο Υ Τ Ι Μ Α Μ  . Τ .................Ρ ·

Ρ Ρ Ο Σ Γ Τ Α Ρ Α Τ Α Ν Π Λ Ε Υ Ρ Α Ν Τ Α Ν Π .................ΟΝΑ
Σ Δ Υ Σ Μ Α Σ Μ - Ρ Ο Σ Ε Ι Σ Σ Τ Ο Ν Π Ε ................... ΛΛΟ

\
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E T O Y T O Y T A .................TAT! . . . Υ Σ Μ Α Σ

ΤΟΝ ΣΚ ΟΛ  . . Δ . . . ΟΝΔΙΚΡ . Ο . Α Π Ο Δ
Ρ Ο Σ Α Ρ Κ Τ Ο Ν Ε Σ Σ Τ Ρ Ε Μ Μ Ε Ν Α Ν Ε Ν Τ Α

Ν Ξ Ε Ν Ι Κ Α Ν Τ Α  . . . .  Λ Α Κ Ε Δ Α Ι Μ Ο Ν  

Κ Λ Ε Ο Ξ Ε Ν Ο Σ  . . . .  Δ ΑΜΕΓ ΑΛ ΟΤΤΟΛ 
Α Ι Π Λ Ε Θ Ρ Α Π Ε Ν Τ Η Κ  Ο Ν Τ Α Ο Ι Σ Γ Ε Ι  

Ε ΛΑΒΗΚΕ ΝΑΝ . . . .  Τ Ο ΥΓ Ο ΝΕ  
Σ Ε Π Α Ρ Α Δ Ε Ξ Ι Μ Ε Ν  . . . .  Θ Ε Α Ρ Ι Δ Α  
Κ Α Ι Π Ε Ρ Ι Ω Ρ Ι Γ A TO M . . . . ΡΟ 

Θ Α Ι Τ Ο Υ Τ Ο Τ Ο Τ Ι Μ Α  . . . 

Τ Ι Μ Α Μ Α Α Ρ Ξ Α Μ  . .

Έ ίτ ι]  δαμιο[ργ]ω[ν] 
το υ  το υ  "Ζωσιγένεος

τά ς  χώ ρ α ς  π έ μ { π )το ν  ένα τα  ισ [τα μ ενο ν  
? τιμ ]α τη ρ α ς  το ύ ς  wept [ω ρίσ]αν[τας

5 . . α τ ω π λ ......................... β"
. . ωκως π α ρ ά  το ν  π α [τέρ ο ς  τ]ο» δε . . .
. . το ν  π α τέρ ο ς  μ ο υ  π[α τέρα ] ά φ ’ ού π α ρ -  
ε]π ρο τερη θη ς δια το υ  δ ικ α σ τηρ ίο υ , 67Γ«δ[»| . . . ά π ε σ τ ε ρ -  
η σ ]α τε  τά ν  χώ ρ α ν  φ ά με[νο ι ΰ π ]ά ρ [χε ι]ν  δα [μο σ ια  

10 . . ένίοις τ α ν τ α  τα  χω ρ ία  μ ή [ τε  ΰ π ]ά ρ [χε ί]ν  δα [μό σ ια
. . τω ν  π ρ ο  το υ  έν ττΚ είσ τ\ω \ 7τ[ε]διω  . . . α \
. . α ι έχω  γ ε ίτο ν α  το υ  τ ιμ ά μ \α \τ \ο ς  . . . ρ
μ]έρος π α ρ ά  τα ν  π λ ε υ ρ ά ν  τά ν  π[ρός η λ ι]ο ν  ά [ν α τ έ λ λ ο ν τα

rο πρό]ς δ υ σ μ ά ς  μέρος ε!σ< ς>  το ν  πε\_........... ]λ λο
15 -ε το ύ το υ  τ ά  [χω ρία  (?)] τ ά  7r[po<j δ]υσμ.α?

το ν  σκο \λιό]δ[ειρ]ον δίκρ[ο\ον a tτο δ- 
7τ]ρ09 ά ρ κ το ν  έ σ < σ > τρ εμ μ έν α ν  έν  τα -  
τά ]ν  ξ εν ικ ά ν  τ[ά ν  έ π ι  (?)] Α α κ εδα ιμ ο ν -  

, Κ λεό ξενο ς  . . . .  δα Μ ε γ α \ο π ο Χ [ ίτ α ς
20 α ι π λ έ θ ρ α  π ε ν τή κ ο ν τα  οΐς γε ί[ τω ν

Χ ]ελά β η κ εν  ά ν [τ ϊ το ν ] το ν  γό νε
σ ε  π α ρ ά  Α εξ ιμ έν [ε ι τω ] θ ε α ρ ίδ α  
κ α ί π ερ ιώ ρ ιγα  το  μ[έρος] ρο 
-θ α ι το ύ το  το  τ ίμ α [μ α  

25 τ ίμ α μ α  ά ρ ξα μ -

C. C.I.G. 1534.

Έ τγΙ] γρ α μ μ α τέ[ο ς  το ΐς  συνέδρο ις  το ΰ  δεινός
τ]ο υ[τ]ο ΰ  τ α σ κ α ν ν α ........... το ΰ  Ά ρ ι σ -  ?
το κ λέο ς  π ρ ο κ λ ή σ ε ις  . . . 
π ό λ ις  Μ ε γ α λ ο π ο λ ιτ ά ν

δ Πολύξερο? Ά ρ ισ τ ά ν δ ρ ο ν  Εΰμ α ρ ίδα ς  " Ιπ π ω νο ς  [Ά λ κ ιμ ο ς  Α υ κ ίν ο υ  Ά ρ ισ τ ώ ν ν -
μος ΐίά σ ω ν ο ς  ΤΙρόξενος Ά ρ ι.σ το δ ά μ ο υ  Ί έ ρ ω ν  Ά ν τ ικ ρ α τ έ ο ς  Μ [-------
διών  Ν ικ ο λ α ίδ α  μ α σ π ε  . . . ε α ιπ ο σ το ιπ α ν ισ ίλ ω  . ε . . .  δε φ ά [μ ενο ι μ η  
θενι ε π ιβ α λ λ ε ιν  κ α ι ν[εμο]μεθα  τ ά  χ ω ρ ία  τ α σ ε ι  το ν  νόμο[υ

10

15

π ερ[ιξ] ά π ο  τ α μ  π ετρ α [ν  τά ν]  ά φ ’ εσ π έρ α ς  έ π ι  τά ν  α π ό  το ΰ  ΊΊ ν τ ίο ν  
το ν  ροΰν εως εις  το ν  κ ο ιλ α \ρ /γ ι\τα ν  ε ΐ τ ’ έν τω  κ ο ίλ α γ γ ( τ [ α  
εις τά ν  οδόν τά ν  έ π Ι  Α υκ ό σ ο υρ α ν  α π ό  δε ά ρ κ το ν  τα ρ -  
-θον εις τά ν  Ικ ετε ία ν  κ α ι α π ό  τη ς  ίκ ε τε ία ς  έως eft? 
τά ν  διά  το ΰ  Τ Ιυ τίο ν  κα ί τά (ν )  όδων έ π ι  τά ς  π ε -  
• . εια  π ερ ί &ν π ρ ο εκ α λ έσ α ν το  Ά ρ ισ τό δ α [μ ο ς  

-νοις κ α ι δα μ ό σ ια  ά λ λ φ  δε μη[θ έν ι
-ε ι ά π ο -  '

D. Bull. Inst. Arch. 1873, ρ. 217.

Ά ρ ισ τώ ν ν μ ]ο ς  ΤΙάσω νο[ς κα ι π ό λ ις  Μ εγα - 
λ ο π ο λ ιτά ν  σ υ [λ ικ ά ν  δ ίκα ν  (?) π ρ ]ο κ α λεσ α μ ένα  
τεβ ο ν  υπ ο  τ& ν μ α τ α ι  . . εις μ ίσ < σ > θ ω σ ιν  εξ  ών κ- 
-ο ις κα ί δαμοσια  κα ι π  . ο ν τα νσ α ς  σ ύ  μ ε  σ ε[σ ]ύ λα [κ α ς

ιΆ.
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«k

5 πάσαν τάν χώραν περί at at π ροκαλεσ ο{μ)ίυα π -
δικαστηρίου καϊ κατά παρεΰρεσιν κρατειν τα- 
-tov διοδικασθιιαι σοι πλέθρων διακοσίων ωμ- 
καί τετρακόσιαι το αδίκημα ’ότι και όταν; τε[τάρτου . . . 
ταύ]τας T a t  πόλιος πόλις Μ eyaXonoXiTav Mey-

10 Φιλοποίμενος Τίολύξενος Άριστάνδρου [Ιίύμαρίδας'Ίππωνυς "Αλκιμος
Ανκίνου] Άριστώννμος I I άσωνος Πρόξενος Άριστοδ[άμον Ίόρων Άντικρατεος . . .
? -ίλον, δτι εμού προκαλεσαμενας σ’ επί σύλοις 
-ν-είς μίσθωσιν 4ξ ών καί φοριαηλαβω καί πρ- 
ανσας σύ με σεσύλακας μεν δ'ν)σί σύλοις α-

16 προκ]α(λ)εσαμενα περιώρισα ούτε τούς ορούς yράφ[ . . .
χω]ρα? ούτε οΰσας εν τούτψ τώ περιορισμω 
σεσυ]λακας διά τον αμον σύλου μεταφέρων

έτους τετάρτου καί τεσσαρακοστού -ιρ-

Α  and Β , which are published here for the first time, are inscribed on the two sides of a slab 
of local stone (6" thick) in the possession of Athanasios Leokdpoulos of Sindno, when copied. It 
is unfortunately only a fragment: the beginnings of the lines are mutilated, and somewhat less 
than half of them is gone. The surface is worn very smooth, and in some parts quite broken 
away, especially in B. The letters are }" in height, and point to the latter half of the second 
century b.c. or possibly the beginning of the first. The date of which one at once thinks, viz. the 
period of the rebuilding of Megalopolis after Sellasia and the accompanying troubles during which 
the philosopher Prytanis intervened, is probably too early. Still less can one follow Boeckh in 
supposing that the Aristodamos, father of Proxenos, mentioned is the tyrant (for cp. No. XV. )̂  
Eumaridas, son of Hippon, is obviously the same as the dedicator of the statue in the Theatre (cp. 
No. IX.). Along with these two documents are republished here, C  and D. C is an inscription 
published C.I.G. 1534 from a very bad copy of Fourmont’s, the provenance being given as 
‘ Charitenae.’ It may easily have found its way to Karytaina, but if  so seems to have been 
destroyed. D  is published by Hirschfeld (Bull. Inst. Arch. p. 217), who saw it upside down in 
the door of the house of Panagiotes Tsenganis. That it has since been destroyed is certain, as the 
house in question has been rebuilt. The recurrence of the same string of names makes it apparent 
that these also belong to the same series of records. Whether C and D  were on the same stone as 
A  and B  cannot be proved, as the length of the lines cannot be established with absolute certainty, 
but is probable enough. I publish their texts with slight and mostly obvious changes, but cannot 
pretend to make much of them. It is, however, desirable to have the whole series brought 
together for comparison, and it is to be hoped that some scholar will be thus enabled to make 
further suggestions which will make more clear the details of this exceedingly interesting dispute.

I wish to express my obligations to Canon Hicks, who has kindly assisted me in restoring 
these inscriptions and interpreting them.

A .  1-21 is the report or award, απόφασή (1. 4), of certain commissioners, NikoklSs, Philiskos 
and others, οί άποσταλίντες. This seems to be the beginning of the series, which deals with a compli
cated dispute as to lands between the state of Megalopolis and a number of private litigants, whose 
names are enumerated twice in A, once in C, and once or twice in Ώ ; and possibly also between these 
individuals as against one another. Apparently there had been already a boundary delimitation on 
the part of ( l)  the σύνδικοι, the representatives of the state, (2) the parties concerned. 
These special commissioners now report their περιορισμός, and state at what points they had decided 
that the lands in dispute ‘became public’ (1. 14). It is apparently here not a case of a ξενικόν 
δικαστηρίου appointed by an εκκλητοs πόλις (cp. Hicks’ Manual, No. 130, where οί άποσταλίντες 
δικασταί from Iasos settle disputes at Kalymna), but a commission appointed by the Arcadians to 
deal with a local dispute. It seems most likely that the σύνεδροι of line 1 are the senators of the 
restored Arcadian League, which was doubtless still in existence at this time, though we know 
nothing as to its actual powers and importance; that it was not the local senate seems probable 
from the first line of B , which reads apparently επί δαμιοργών, since in the inscription relating to 
Phylarchus (often referred to elsewhere in this publication) the fnembers of the Boule of the 
Arcadians are spoken of as δαμιοργοί. It may however be argued that the γέροντες (1. 2) are more 
probably the members of the local συνέδριου, the seniors alone being mentioned here by name; and, 
considering how little we know of the constitution of Megalopolis and Arcadia generally at this 
period, one cannot deny the possibility of this contention. For the dative cp. Ditt. Sylloge, 321. 1.

-A.
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1-3; The restoration of these names is chiefly conjectural.
4. This line (cp. 22) and 6 seem to give the length of the whole lines, but with no absolute 

certainty. It is a question whether after ά π ο σ τα Χ εντε! , δ ικ α σ τα ί  should be restored, making a line of 
54 letters. It is also doubtful whether the name of Polyxenos (which we find later, cp. XVII. a) 
begins the list of individual litigants, for in D  10 it is preceded by a son of Philopoimen (this, by 
the way, agrees with the date suggested above), which seems also to have occurred in line 24, and the 
first four letters of line 25, which are quite certain, seem to indicate the probability that the name 
of another (making nine in all) has been lost, unless it be that the names are not always 
enumerated in the same order, and in some cases individuals are inserted, in others omitted. If so, 
the lines would be considerably longer, perhaps of nearly 70 letters. The restorations given above 
are however only to be regarded as an approximation to the sense of the original.

6. A blank space for one letter occurs in the word Μ εγα Χ ο π ο Χ ιτά ν , as shown above. The 
stone-cutter apparently made the mistake of doubling the X  and then erased one ; he allowed it to 
stand in line 15 however in the word άντϊΧ Χ εγόμενον. He also doubled a σ  incorrectly B  14, 17, 
D  3. Polyxenos is probably son of the Aristandros who built the Στοά Ά ρ ισ τ ά ν δ ρ ε ιο ι  (Paus. 
viii. 30. 5).

8. The last of these names is restored from C  7, but the copy of C  is bad, and it is 
very doubtful.

10. The form περιωριγότα (and B  23 irepwptya) is certain upon the stone: cp. Meisterhans’ 
(Grammatik der Attischen Inschriften, p. 58) examples of γ  for k. Perhaps however little stress 
can be laid upon it in view of the above-mentioned mistakes.

12. The magistrates of Megalopolis accompany the boundary commission.
13. yeiTovaav: cp. B.M. Inscrs. Pt. I. xxxvi. 1; Hicks’ Manual, p. 148; B.M. Inscrs. 

Pt. II. No. 377 pass.
19. The neighbours of the land in question are to be treated with ‘ consideration,’ perhaps 

compensated.
At 21 seems to begin a new document. This seems to be a letter from Nikokles as to his 

part in the transaction.
23. The sense of συΧ ικη  δ ίκ η  must be gathered from D  4, 14, 17 σ εσ υΧ α κ α !  and D  2, 12 «VI 

itvXois, and 17. These phrases seem to refer to trespass, with theft of produce or cattle, and 
mutual reprisals; and σ υΧ ικη  δίκη  is a suit arising out of these circumstances.

B. This side is much more damaged and rubbed than the other, and not much can be made out 
of it. It seems to be the report or award of an individual, perhaps the further report of Nikokles.

1. The reading may be δαμιορ<γώ (genitive singular), but from the indications remaining one 
gathers that the following letter was v.

2. Sosigenes (probably father of the person whose name is lost) had a statue in the Hieron of 
the MeyaXai ®eai, as a citizen who had been foremost in introducing their worship (Paus. viii. 31. 7):

9. There are traces on the abraded stone of the missing letters, but not clear enough to put 
into the transcript.

22. For the name Thearidas cp. the inscription from Megalopolis C.I.G. 1538.
The various definitions of locality cannot be sufficiently made out, but the mention of Sparta 

in line 18 seems to show the lands were partly to the south of the city.
C seems to begin a series of appeals against the award of the special jury. The same 

litigants are mentioned by name. The ‘ road to Lykosoura ’ is mentioned, which shows that some 
of the land lay to the west, and Boeekh is doubtless right in identifying the H m i o v  (9, 13) with the 
Πύθιου mentioned by Pausanias as lying on the east side of Mount Lykaion (viii. 38. 6).

In D  the plaintiff is feminine, and is possibly Megalopolis itself. An assessment of damages 
at 400 drachmae is mentioned in line 8, and previous claims arising out of trespass are mentioned. 
It is unfortunate that no clearer idea of the details of this litigation can be derived from these two 
supplementary inscriptions.

IX. Ε Υ Μ Α Ρ Ι Δ Α Σ Ι Γ Τ Π Ω Ν Ο Σ

Α Γ Ω Ν Ο Ρ Ε Τ Ε Σ Α Ν Ε Θ Η Κ Ε  
T . Δ  . . . Υ ΣΟ  )Κ Α Ι Τ Α Ι Π Ο Λ Ι

Ε  νμα ρ ίδα ς  "\ητπω νος
άηω νοθετ(η)ς άνεθηκε
τ[ώ ί] Δ .\ιον\ύσ(ω )ι κ α ϊ τ α ι  ιτόΧι

Ν Ι Κ Ι Π Π Ο Σ Σ Ω Τ Ι Ω Ν Ο Σ  
Μ Ε Γ  Α Λ Ο Π Ο Λ Ι Τ Α Σ  .· 

ΕΤΤΟΙΗΣΕ

Ν/«ί7Γ7Γ09 Σ ω τ ίωνος 
5 Μ β γα λ ο π ο λ ίτα ?  

ίπ ο ίη σ ε

Μ Μ

* *
Ϊ'Τ
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This inscription is found on a columnar statue-basis, which stands in the orchestra of 
the Theatre, close to the western end of the first row of seats. The statue was in all probability 
one of Dionysos. This Eumaridas, son of Hippon, who is mentioned here as holding the office of 
αγωνοθέτη?, is one of the litigants in the set of inscriptions dealing with a land dispute (No. VIII.). 
This inscription, like those, probably dates from the last half of the second century b .c . or the first 
half of the first. Nikippos, son of Sotion, sculptor of Megalopolis, is not otherwise known, and 
Dr. Emanuel Lowy, to whom I sent an impression of this inscription, can give me no further 
information about him. Aristeas, son of Nikandros, and Kallikles (?), son of Kallikrates, are 
probably contemporary Megalopolitan sculptors, who were active at Olympia and Epidauros; so 
that it would seem that both here and at Messene there were small schools of sculpture in the last 
two centuries B.c. (Inschriften Griechischen Bildhauer, 271, 271a). The short vowels in lines 
2, 3 are very curious. There is no doubt about άγωνοθετεε and Αιοννσο, so that rot was probably 
written. There is just room and no more for an iota in the break between Αιοννσο and καί. We 
can only see here stone-cutters’ blunders.

X. E ? . PY . ΕΔΩ ΙΕνρυμεΒων
. . IPE χαΐρ«

This is a very mutilated inscription from a sepulchral slab found in a field between the 
modern village and the Theatre. I give it according to Mr. Loring’s copy, not having seen it 
myself. I cannot verify on the impression the ΡΥΔ, which are given as doubtful, so that the name 
conjectured is only a possible guess.

XI. ΗΠΙΕΙ -ηιτιει ?

Small fragment of marble inscribed, found by a workman.

XII. ΧΑΙΡΕΤΕ

Letters apparently l£" high.
This remnant of a funeral inscription is from a slab of white stone in the chapel of 

St. Athanasios, where No. XXIV. is also to be found.

XIII. ^ΥοΠΛογφίΑοποίΜΞ \c~AIM/ /
ΙΞΓΑΚΛΕΙΑΣΑΙΝΕΣΟΝΕΥΞΕΝΙΑΙ

ΟΔΑΜΟΚΡΑΤΟΥΣΛΕΚΤΡΩΝΗΝΕΓΚΑΤΟΜ/

Ξ :.Ν ΙΑ Σ 3  . . . ΝΚΥΠΡΙΔΟΣΙΡΟΤΤΟΛΟΝ 
\ΙΜοΝΙΓΑΡΝΑο|οΠΕΡΙΞΕΥΕΡΚΕΑΟΡΙΝΚ0Ν 
5ΗΚΑΤΟΚΑΙΞ//ΥΝΟΙΣ . . Κα Δ Λ 'Τ ι'ΜοΣΙ 

ΕΙΔΕΓΥΝΑΤΤΛ//ΥΤο|οΚΑΛΑΝΛΛΛΑΞΑΤοφΑΜΑ . 
/ /ΥΘΑΥΜΑΠ//οΓοΝΩΝΠΑΙΣΙΕΠΕΣΤΙΑΡΕΤΑ

%ταθι και] εύόπΧον ΦιΧοττοίμενος αϊμα, [φιΧόφρων 
ξεΐ]νε, Μ,εγακΧεΐας αϊνεσον Εύξενίαν, 

fiv α7τ]ο Ααμοκράτονς Χέκτρων ήνέγκατο μ[άτηρ 
τα?] ξενίας 6[εία]ν ΚύπριΒος ίρόπόΧον

5 Α]αίμονι yelp ναοίο ιτεριξ ευερκεα θρινκόν
θήκατο καί ξννοΐς [οϊ]/«α Βαιτύμοσι 

el Be γννίι πΧουτοιο καΧάν αΧΧάξατο φάμαν, 
ου θαΰμ· ά προγόνων παισί(ν) eirear<i> αρετά.

This interesting inscription has been at least thrice copied, but we have been enabled 
to read all that is left of it for the first time, and to approach nearer to the true reading in the 
remaining lines. I t  consists of four elegiac couplets in honour of a female descendant of 
Philopoemen; and the stone was taken from the site of Megalopolis, rounded at the top, whereby 
the beginnings and ends of the lines were mutilated, and so used as one of the steps to the ωραία 
πνΧη or central entrance into the sanctuary of the church of St. Nikolaos in Sindno. The top 
step thus has long covered the greater part of the last couplet, and no traveller seems to have

»·



CHAP. VII.] INSCRIPTIONS OF MEGALOPOLIS AND NEIGHBOURHOOD. 135

copied it fully before it was put into the church. It has since been removed by Mr. Kastrom^nos, 
Ephor of antiquities, and placed in the village museum. Letters of average height of £".

Line 1. Foucart’s restoration, Ά ρκάν ίτήτυμου, cannot be right, as it is obvious that a foot 
is lost at the beginning and three syllables at the end. It is still doubtful what these words are. 
The above is a mere guess.

2. Wescher’s copy, made when the stone was not so much worn, giving IN EM, shows the 
true reading to be ξ ε ϊν ε :  and similarly 3, Ν Α Π ο δ , shows av to be right.

4. The first word of the line must be an epithet of Aphrodite. Hirschfeld’s copy agrees 
With ours in reading Ξ . Ν Ι Α Σ :  εν ξ ίν ιο τ  is an unlikely adjective, and I therefore conjecture τa s  

ξενίαν. The epithet for Aphrodite, if right (and it is difficult to see how it can be wrong), seems 
to be quite unexampled. Foucart says the stone was found S. of the Theatre. There is no doubt 
anyhow that it belonged to the sanctuary of Aphrodite, who was worshipped on the south side 
of the Helisson under three aspects (Paus. viii. 32. 2) as Ο υρανία  and Π άνδημον, and the third name 
was not ascertained by the traveller (τβ  τρ ίτη  δε οΰδεν ετίθ εντο ). Can it have been E cm  ? And 
had this title anything to do with what is mentioned in line 6 ?

5. Foucart’s τ ίρ μ ο ν ι  is certainly wrong.
j 6. Between the Z and Y of ξυ ν ο ΐs is a break, so that it is possible ξοννοίν  is right. The 
latter half of the line is ingeniously and convincingly restored by Mr. E. Gardner. Euxenia then, 
it appears, built a dwelling attached to the temple within the ring-fence for the use of the 
combined ίρ α ν ισ τα ί. She endowed a perpetual college of feastors in honour of the Friendly 
Goddess; thus, as the last lines express it, ‘ earning a good report for this expenditure of her 
Wealth, a fact that is not surprising for a descendant of Philopoemen.’

X IV . Ξ Ε Ν Ι Σ Κ Α Χ Α Ι Ρ Ε  3ei/ίσ κ α  χ α ΐρ ε

This is inscribed on a fragment of stone with moulding which was found in the excavation 
of the Theatre close to the front of the earlier stage-buildings. The whole inscription occupies 
1' 7J", and the letters are 1£" in height. How it came there it is not easy to say. It seems 
to date from the same period as most of the inscriptions here published, viz. the last two 
centuries b .c .

a  Ά γ ω  /cal Ά ρ ισ τό δ α μ ο ν  

vea? θεοί? μ εγά λ ο ι?

‘ This inscription is at present in front of a house in Kassidochdri, a village to the N .W . 
of the Agora on a hill, and was no doubt brought from one of the sites below. It is apparently 
a statue-basis, 2' 10£" by 2' 1", but broken to left. The inscription is on a 4" deep rim. In 
the centre of the slab is a small square dowel-hole.

The name Aristodamos is obviously not that of the tyrant, to judge from the letters, 
which can hardly be before the first century B.C. (the letters alpha and sigma are not accurately 
shown above), but it is interesting to see the name perpetuated (cp. VIII.). For the name Ago see 
No. X IX . The θεοί μ ε γ ά λ ο ι  are most probably the Dioscuri. There is no record of their worship 
in Pausanias, who speaks however of the deal μ ε γ ά λ α ι ,  Demeter and Kora, as worshipped in a 
larger Hieron in the Agora. (Cp. the Andania Inscription, Ditt. Syll. 388, 34, 68, 91.)

;  X V I. Τ Ι Β > Ι < Λ Α Υ Δ Ι Ε  Ί ιβ ή ρ ιε  Κ λ α ύ δ ιε

a X A I P E

This inscription is at Bousvdnaga, a village about two miles from Sinano on the southern 
side (towards Sparta), near which are some Greek remains of buildings (? Ladokeia mentioned 
in Paus. and Polyb.). It is a slab 6" by 1' 4", built sideways into the window of a house 
formerly occupied by Charhlampos Makrdpoulos, but vacant when I copied it. The letters are 
1|—1£" in height, very broad and cut shallow. The stone is the ordinary blue-veined limestone 

, of the district. The names of the Claudian Caesars seem to have been borne by many of the 
Megalopolitans, who were perhaps Imperial freedmen.

XV. . A A Γ Ω Κ Α I Α Ρ Ι Σ Τ Ο Δ Α Μ Ο Ν  
Ί Ε Α Σ Θ Ε Ο Ι Σ Μ Ε Γ  Α Λ Ο Ι Σ

Letters slightly over 1" in height.
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XVII. (a) 3AIC
VAAYAION 1ΓΤΟ 
eiMONAfOPAN

(ib) NHCTOA 
ΤΙΒΚΛΑ 
AITTHC 
φΗΟΥΠ 
V A€IT

(c) A A U M A  
AIACIOY 
HCAAC/ 
PTHCAY 
McJjYAHC

ή 7τ]όλΐϊ
Tφ  ·] Κλαύδιον · Πο.
Xv£\evov αηοραν- 
[ιομησαντα Χαμίτ

α ρως καί ίναρέτ-
ως προσ&ΐξαμέ] 
νη<; το ά[ν\άΧωμα 
Τφ .  Κλβ[ι/]δ/α? Ίον 
Χίττης [τ]»?? aSeX

10 φής V7r[e]p τής Αν
tcaeiT [ώ]ν φνΧηι.

Three fragments obviously of the same inscription, (a), (δ), are built in as corner-stones 
of a hovel in a back street of Sindi.no; (c) in the comer of a house at a little distance, just off 
the Messene road. It would hardly be worth inserting, inasmuch as the fantastic restoration of 
Blouet (Expedition de la Moree), has been corrected in Lebas-Waddington, were it not fid  
completeness sake, and that a new interest attaches to this tribe of the Lykaeitai, now that its 
name is found on the theatre seats. Perhaps this inscription supports the view that the tribal 
names (I. 3) date from the first century a.d.

The restoration here of lines 4-6  is made certain by the parallel of No. XXVI. The 
names of the early Caesars seem to have been very common at Megalopolis; whether borne 
by freedmen or taken in compliment, we cannot tell. For the office of αγορανόμοs, which 
regulated weights, measures, and prices, and had police functions, v. Gilbert, Handhuch der 
griech. Staatsaltei'thiinier, II. 331.

I
XVIII. Fragment of an inscribed slab with frame moulding; the inscription bilingual; 

dimensions as far as it  remains 3' 4f" by 2' 11". The letters vary in height: the Latin ones are 
If" or 2", the Greek ones 2f", 2", If". (Now in the local museum: when we first saw it, it was 
outside the Demarch’s house, and the place where it  was found cannot be ascertained.)

ct

l

P o n t Tt- ^
C O S ’X V I  ’ C E N S C jT* 

LOPOLITAN/S-INCENDIO'
sriTVIT

ΑΥΤΟΡΡΑΤΩΡΚΑί IA  Ρ·Θ£ 
Σ ϋ Α Ν ο γ γ ίο Σ ϋ β  
■ H B ilS B  a rx i f f f  υς: >me π ςτος-L
Ε - Ο Υ Σ  ΙΑΣΓ'ΓΟ I f· Α ΥΤΟ Κ Ρ Α ΤΩ Ρ ‘Το Γβ ■ γττ ατοττό ιΐ 
Ο Υ·ΤΙ ATH Ρ ·ΤΤΑΤΡΙ ΔΟΓ·ΣΤΟΑ Ν·ΜεΓΑΛοπθΑΕΊΤΑ IJ 
ΝΗΘΕΙΣ Α Ν’ΕΡ©ΕΜΕλΐηΜ·ΙΑ1ΑΙΧ'ΔΑΤΤΑΝΑΙΣ\

δ

[Imperator Caesar Divi Vespasiani
Filius Domitiaaus Augustus] _____
Pontif[ex Maximus Trib Pot XIII Imp XXII]
Cos X V I. Censor P[erpetuus Pater Patriae Porticum Mega- 
lopolitanis incendio co[nsumptam funditus suo sumptu re- 

stituit.

«5
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Α ντο κ ρ ά τω ρ  Κ α ΐσ α ρ  ®eo[5 Ο νεσττα-] 
σ ια νο ΰ  ν ιος  [Α ο μ ετ ια νο ς  2e-] 
β α σ το ς ]  ά ρ χ ιερ ενς  μ έ γ ισ το ς , [δημα ρχ ικής]

10 ίξ ο ν σ ϊα ς  το  ty ',  α ντο κρά τω ρ  το  κ β ’, νττατος το  ις ’ [ τ ιμ η τή ς  δ ιά  β ί- ]
ον, ττα τήρ  ττατριδος, σ το ά ν  Τ Λ εγα \ο ττο \ε ΐτο ις  [ττνρϊ έξονθε-]  
νη θ εισ α ν  έκ  θεμεΧ ίω ν Ιδία ις δαττάναις [εττεσκεύασεν.

The above bilingual inscription dates from the year 93 A .D ., or at any rate falls between 
Sept. 13, 93 a .d . and Sept. 12, 94 A .D ., for an inscription of July, 93 A .D ., records the twelfth year 
only of Domitian’s tenure of the tribunician power. He was consul for the sixteenth time in 
92 A .n . The restorations are practically certain : -σ ια νο ΰ  is of itself enough to point to Vespasian, 
and the erasure of the name of the emperor conclusively proves that Domitian is the one in 
question; it seems also that the title ‘ censor perpetuus ’ is peculiar to him. It is interesting to 
note that this is the second bilingual inscription found at Megalopolis; the other (C.I.G . 1537, 
LB. 332) has, we fear, perished, as it is no longer to be discovered ‘ ad unum ex pontibus Alphei.’

It remains to be considered whether we have any means of ascertaining what Stoa is meant 
of the various ones that lined the Agora. There is no positive proof, but a possibility that it 
is the Stoa Philippeios, so called according to Pausanias (viii. 30. 3) out of compliment to Philip 
of Macedon, an illustration of the strong philo-Macedonian proclivities of the people of Megalopolis, 
It must therefore have been built during the reign of Philip, or very soon afterwards. We have 
identified by our excavations the Stoa that bounds the Agora on its northern side as the Stoa 
Philippeios; for not only is that the only name that fits its position, if the description of 
Pausanias is of any value, but a tile has been discovered in it which identifies it without any 
doubt whatsoever (v. XXVIII. 4). Now the architectural features of this building forbid our 
supposing it to have been built in the fourth century. It may be supposed that the original Stoa 
was burnt down and rebuilt in the time of Domitian; but if on the other hand the Stoa Philippeios 
is the one which was destroyed by Kleomenes, and restored ‘permissu Achaeorum ’ in 189 B.c. 
(Livy xxxviii. 34), the probability is that it was not destroyed a second time.

XIX. DNMHN 
φ Ο Ν Η Π Ο

Κ Α ί Τ Λ Ν Α Ρ Κ Α Δ ί ϊ ι  

ΙΕΠΙΣΚΟΓΤΟΝΚ Α ί φ Υ Λ /

Ι Ν Γ Γ Ο Λ Ε Ι Τ Λ Ν Σ Λ φ Ρ Ο Σ ϊ  

Ι Σ Α Ν Ε Σ Τ  Η Σ Ε Ν Ο Υ Ο Σ Θ Η Ρ Ι Σ Κ Α Ι  

Γ Λ Ι - Ι Α Δ Ε Λ φ ί Δ Η Κ Α Ι Ν Υ Ο Σ  < 
t  Β

Found in excavation close to the place where the high road crosses the north-east corner of 
the Agora. A thick block of stone 2' 4" by 2' 2", which served as the basis of a statue, and on the 
side of which the above inscription is found. The inscription is broken at the top corners, so that 
the name of the person honoured is lost.

The statue was apparently put up by his son and daughter-in-law, who was also his niece, 
in pursuance of the wish expressed by the state at large. 5. The title of the office held by him, 
επ ίσκοπ ος και φ νΧ α ξ  τή ς  τω ν ττο λ ιτω ι> σ ω φ ρ ο σ ύνης , is one to which I have not been able to find a 
parallel, but is presumably a paraphrase, suited to the pompous style of an inscription, of 
σω φρονιστής. As we learn from other sources, and from Aristotle’s ’Α θ η ν α ίω ν  Π ο λ ιτ ε ία ,  there were 
at Athens ten σ ω φ ρ ο ν ισ τα ί τω ν  ίφ ή β ω ν  representing the ten tribes. Probably this person held a 
similar office at Megalopolis. The names Theris and Ago are both found as borne by Cretans 
(vide Pape and Benseler, s.v.). Ago is also found in an Attic inscription; also see No. XV.

XX. AY1 IK PA T O P '"  X,C . . . ΙΙΛ . . .
|/ / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / | ...................... y  . . ΙΟΙ 177777777771
|/////////| € Y C £ P ...........................................................

ον Μ .ην  . . . το ν  

δεινός δε άδεΧ ]φοv  ή  7τό[λίί, το  σ ν ν ε -  

δριον] κ α ϊ τω ν  ’Α ρ κά δ ω ν  [το  κο

ινήν] ε π ίσ κ ο π ο ν  κ α ϊ φ ύ \α [ κ α  

5  τή ς  τ]ω ν π ο Χ ε ιτω ν  σ ω φ ρ ο σ ύ 
ν η ά ν έ σ τ η σ ε ν  δ νος ® ήρ ις  κα ι 

Ά γ ω  ή άδεΧ φ ιδή  κ α ϊ ννος  

Ψ [ η φ ίσ μ α τ ι]  Β [οι»λ^ί].

%/
A block of stone brought from the site of the city to be used for building the new 

bridge over the Helisson, but now lying unused on the northern side under the embankment. The

I
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inscription on it was partly erased in antiquity; the rest has been deliberately chipped off quite 
recently, so that it is only possible to detect the letters in a very strong mid-day light. The stone 
is no doubt an architectural fragment, and the inscription was on the front of some building 
commemorating an imperial benefaction (3' 5" by 2' 1"; 1' 2" thick). Letters high. It is 
probably fragmentary on the right-hand side.

Of the fourth line nothing can be made owing to the chipping away of all the letters. The 
old erasures are clear. From the occurrence of Eν σ ε β ή ί  it would seem that the emperor in question 
is one of the Antonines. The erasure seems to point to Commodus. One may therefore conjecture 
with some hesitation the following restoration:—

Α ύ το κ ρ ά το ρ α  K<n<r [Avp]ijX[top 
Ά ν τω ν ε ϊν ο ν  θεο]ΰ  [ΰ]ίθ[ι> Kάμμο
οοι/] £ υσεβ[ή  σ ε β α σ τ ό ν ...............
............................. ή π ό Χ κ ,

In line 1 the indications are certain up to Κα<σ; then there is a space for three letters 
followed by apparently -ηΧ. Others have seen these letters more clearly than myself. I had 
thought that Α ϊχ ιο ν  must have appeared here; but this name, though frequent in Latin inscriptions, 
seems not to be found in Greek. The restoration of line 2, though not certain, fits in well; and as 
to line 3, it is as likely as anything else. There seems to be no room for the usual Λ or M in 
line 1. The abbreviation Κ α ισ  is not without parallel, though uncommon. Antoninus Pius built 
Pallantium (Paus. viii. 43), so that the Antonines must have been popular in Arcadia.

The possibility of the erased name being that of Elagabalus is not quite excluded. On 
inscriptions he is called ‘ Imp. Caesar M. Aurelius Antoninus Aug.’, and has the title of * Pius 
Felix.’ In the cases where his name was erased the word ‘Antoninus’ was selected (see Cagnat, 
C o u rs  d ’e p ig r . L a t . p. 168).

XXI. ΞΕ -ξε-

' Small scrap of stone with moulding found close to the steps of the σκηνή in the 
Theatre.

Letters 2" high.

XXII, ΙΟΣΕφ . . ΚΛΙ...................ΡΑΣ
©ΡΞΠΞΝΚΑΙΤΤΛΕΙΟΝΑΚΙΣΤ/*
ΛΥΚΟΑΤΑΝΓΓΕΠΟΙΗΚΕΚ AIK AT 
λίΑΝΤΟΙΣΧΡΕίΑΝΕΧΟΥΣίφίΛΑΝ

5 ΞΣΠΟΥλΑΣΚΑΐφίΛΟΤΙΜίΑΣΟΥ 
ΤΤΕΡΙΠΛΕΐΣΤΟΥλΕΤΤΟΙΟΥΜΕΝΚ 
ΤΡΑΙΚΑΪΤΟΙΣφΑΤΡΙΤΑίΣΣΥΝ .
ΛYΣITΈΛOYΣC . . . ΟΤΕΚΑΙΡΟΙ 
Λ’-ιτ<">

ιο σ εφ  . . . κ Χ .................. ρα ς  [ β 5 ........................
[άν]θρώ πω ν κα ι π Χ ε ιο ν ά κ κ  τ[α ν  φ υΧ α ν  τ αν τω ν

Λ ν κ ο α τα ν  π ε π ο ίη κ ε  κ α ί κ α τ .............................
S lav το ΐς  γ ρ ε ία ν  ε γ ο υ σ ι  φιΧαν[θρωπω<; κα ι Χ αμπρ-
ώ? < σ> ττουδας κ α ι φιΧοτιμία<; ο ν [ ν ε κ α ..............
π ε ρ ί  π Χ ε ίσ το υ  δέ ποιούμενον  [ ...............τά ν  τα, φ ά-
τ ρ ρ  κ α ί το ΐς  φ α τρ ίτα ις  σ υ ν [ δ ρ ο μ ά ν ..................
Χ νσ ιτεΧ ο ΰ ς  . . . . .  ο τε  κα ιρο ί 
Χ είπ ο -

Slab of marble formerly in possession of Γε&ίργιοϊ Σκάλτξβί in Siniino. 18f" by 9f". 
It has been cut away on all sides, on the short sides with shallow mouldings, so that it served as 
a rude capital of a pillar in some edifice of Byzantine or later times. The letters where they 
have been covered by what rested on the pillar are preserved, at the edges worn away. Letters 
f" in height.

t

»
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A fragment of an honorary decree to a person whose name is not recovered, but who 
seems to have been a benefactor to a particular tribe and clan of the state in time of distress. 
It dates probably from Imperial times.

' Line 1 is hopeless; apparently seven or eight letters are lost before the last three, which
seem certain.

j 2. The horizontal stroke over the second and third letters seems to belong to the omega,
’ but is wanting in the letter when it  recurs; in line 5 it may possibly mean that a sigma has 

been omitted or may have become shifted. The symbol 2: stands elsewhere for ξ ; cp. C.I.A. 
3, i  458, C.I.G. 5789.

^ 3. There is mention here of the Α υ κ ο α τα ι .  Lykoa seems (Paus. viii. 3. 4 ;  viii. 36. 7) to
Jhave been a small place about six miles from Megalopolis to the East, on Mt. Mainalos, which 
’had fallen into ruins at the time of Pausanias. In the text of viii. 27. 3 it  appears as Α ύ κ α ια ,  

where certainly the same place is meant as τ a v r a s  μ ε ν  be  Μ α ίν α λ ο υ  follows ; but it would seem 
that the name of this insignificant mountain village was confused at the time of Pausanias with 
the canton of the Α υ κ α ιά τ α ι ,  the dwellers on Mt. Lykaion. The name of the Megalopolitan 
tribe is given in XVII. and on the .theatre-seat as Α υ κ α ε ΐτ α ι ,  which is doubtless the correct form 
of which Ανκαιαταί is a variety. It may be conjectured with probability that the same tribe 
is meant in this inscription.

6. The subject is probably το  σ υ νέδ ρ ω ν .
7. The form φ ά τρ α  and φ α τ ρ ίτ α ι ,  where Attic would have φ ρ α τρ ία  and φ ρ ά τ ε ρ ε ί ,  is not 

'surprising, as π ά τρ α  is a Doric form found, and Grammarians and late inscriptions have φ α τρ ία .
t
> XXIII. Ε ΤΤ Α φΡΙ Έ ττα φ ρ ίω ν  χ α ϊρ ε .

ί, ηΝ
·? Χ Α Ι Ρ Ε

Rude and late sepulchral stele with triangular top, 1' 2" by 1' 10"; letters I f "  high; 
formerly in possession of Θ εόδω ρο? Μ π ρ α τζω Χ ά .}  at Sindno.

The name is in all probability a Christian one, and the date quite late.

ί  XXIV. A c i n n i A m A m m i A
P  φ ί λ Α Ν λ Ρ Ο Τ Α Τ Η

£< k A i c e m n o t A t h

xAiped
■fi.

Ά σ ι ν ν ί α  Μ α μ μ ία  

φ ϊΚ α νδ ρ ο τά τη  

κ α ί σ ε μ ν ό τ α τη  

χ α ΐρ ε .

Letters 2|·" in height.

Stele (3' 7" by 2' 6^") built into the floor of the chapel of S. Athanasios, which is situated 
on the south bank of the Helisson to the right of the bridge as one passes over it  from Siniino in 
the direction of Karytaina.
■ί

ψ - X X V . I I O L M C -7ros μο
}
A . > Γ Φ Π 0 Ι Ε Ι Ν λο ]γο 7 τα είν
3  ' = φ ΐ λ λ Ν λ Ρ Ε . . . e Φ ίλανδρ ι
A

Π Ο Θ Ε Ι Ν Η . . . ττοθεινη

- τ Ο Θ Ε Ι Τ ω . . . 7Γοθείτω .

Letters apparently in height.

Apparently the ends of the lines of a metrical epitaph, of late Imperial times. The writing 
js almost cursive in its style. Brought to us by a villager, and now in the museum.

XXVI. Η Π Ο Λ Ι Σ Η Μ , Ε Γ Α Λ Ο

r i O A E I T W N M T A A l O N

ς π ε Α ι α ν ο ν Μ τ α Α ι ο υ

Τ Ε Ι Μ Ο Κ Ρ Α Τ Ο Υ Σ Υ Ο Ν

Τ Α Τ Ε Α λ λ Α Π Ο λ Ε Ι Τ Ε Υ Σ Α Μ Ε Ν Ο Ν

φ ί λ Ο Τ Ε ί Μ Ν Σ Κ Α Ι Α Γ ί Λ ί Ν Ο Θ Ε Τ Η Σ Α Ν

ή  ττοΧις η  Μ eyaX o- 

7το λ ε ιτω ν  Μ .  Τ άδιον  

S i τεδ ίανον  Μ .  Τ αδίον  

Τ ειμ ο κ ρ ά το νς  ΰόν, 

τ ά  τ ε  άΧΚα ττο Χ ειτενσ ά μενο ν  

φ ιΧ ο τε ίμ ω ς  κ α ί ά -γω νοθετήσαν-

V



140 INSCRIPTIONS OF MEGALOPOLIS AND NEIGHBOURHOOD. [c h a p . v i i .

t a t w n A y k a i w n k a i k a i s a p h w n A a m

π ρ κ ς κ α ι ε ν α ρ ε τ ν ς γ ϊ ρ ο ς Α ε ζ α

Μ Ε Ν Η Σ Τ Ο Α Ν Α Λ Μ Μ  Α Κ λ  A YA ΙΑΣΙ ΟΥ 
λ ί Τ Η Σ Τ Η Σ Γ Υ Ν Α Ι Κ Ο Σ Α Υ Τ Ο Υ Κ  AITWN
π α ι Α ι η ν τ α Α ι μ ν τ ε ι μ ο κ ρ α τ ο υ ς

Κ ΑΙ ΣΜ Τ ΗΡ ΙΧ Ο Υ  

t  Β

τ α  τώ» Λ νκαΐω ν κα.1 Κ α ισαρήω ν \α μ -  
πρω ς κα ί ίνα ρ ίτω ς, π ροσδεξα -  
μένη ς  το  άνάΧω μα  Κ λανδι'ας Ί ο ν -  
\ ί τ ( τ ) η ς  τ ή ς  <γυναικος αν το ν  κ α ί τώ ν 

πα ιδ ιώ ν  Τ αδίων 'ΐε ιμοκράτονς  
κ α ί Σ ω τη ρ ίχο ν .

ψ ( η φ ίσ μ α τ ι )  Β  (ονΧης).

On block of stone lying outside the door of the principal ξενοδοχείου in Sindno. 2' 6" 
by 1' 61" Letters f" in height.

An honorary decree to the husband of the lady Klaudia Julitta, whose brother (cp. XVII.) 
was Agoranomos, and who on behalf of her tribe of the Lykaeitai helped to pay his expenses. 
The Lykaeitai (cp. I. iii.) as a tribe of the city preserve the memory of the migration into 
Megalopolis of the inhabitants of the slopes of Mount Lykaion, and the worship of Zeus Lykaios 
was carried on in the centre of the agora of the town. So that we are not surprised to hear of a 
festival, the Lykaia, celebrated perhaps like the modern panegyris (Baedeker’s Greece, p. 304) on 
the mountain top, where was a stadium and even hippodrome; or to find the worship of the 
emperors coupled with it  in the Imperial times of this inscription. The writing is already very 
cursive in character.

XXVII. Scrap of soft stone, almost illegible, 8" by 6"; letters in height. In museum 
in Sindno.

N A m i  
HiMiAeoiK 

ενθΑμ . ,. . . 
ε . . .

XXVIII. (1) a. C K A N ° O H K A C A Σκανοθήκας Δ.

b. ΙΟΛΙ ?

(2) IE PMA NO
Ν Α Σ Δ Ι Γ

*Έιρμανο[<; 
-νας Δίω-

(3) Ν Τ ο Σ Α -ντος Δ.

(4) ρ ί Λ Ι Π Π Ε Ι Ο Υ , StoSs] ΦΐΧΐ7Γ7Γ610υ.

(5) Ε Λ Ν θ]εων.

(6) £101 ■ σιοι ?

(?)
%

ι Η Σ Ε Π /

αΡΟΠΕΙΘΕΙζ.
-ησ επα- 
-δροπειθειδ- ?

(8) ΑΣΔΑ -ας δα[μοσ . . .

(9) Δ Α Μ Ο α Ο Ι Α Ρ Χ ί Ν ο Τ δαμόσιοι Άρχίνον

(10) Μ Ο Μ Α

( u ) Ο Θ Ε Τ Α Ά αηων]οθεταια ? *

(12)
# -

ΑΧΟι

(13) ΣΑΚΑ



The above are a series of inscribed tiles, either used in roofing or for drains at various parts 
of the site. The letters stamped on them sometimes seem to indicate the building for which they 
they were intended; they are of course raised on a depressed ground. The period varies from 
third century B.c. to first century a.d.

(!') (a) A great number of these tiles' were found in the inclosed space beneath the 
western supporting wall of the Theatre auditorium, and belonged probably to the roof. This 
was obviously the σκανοθήκη, a word not elsewhere found, which on the analogy of σ κευο θήκη  would 
seem to mean ‘ the green room,’ where the actors’ outfits and apparatus were kept.

The Δ which occurs here and in (3) and (7) seems to be the maker’s mark, and it 
would appear from an Olympia inscription of a Megalopolitan artist (Lowy, I.G .B. 271), 
Α Ρ Ι Σ Τ Ε Α Σ Ν Ι Κ Α [ ν ] Δ Ρ Ο Υ ,  that it is not a combination of alpha and delta, but simply a form 
of delta, which may have been the initial letter of the maker’s name. It may, however, be merely 
a stone-cutter’s mistake.

(b) One instance of this inscription was also found in the same place ; it is too much rubbed 
to be decipherable.

(2) Picked up by the new bridge, in the earth taken thither chiefly from the neighbourhood 
of the Agora to form an embankment. The names of disunities on these tiles seem to indicate that 
they were used in a temple precinct; thus a vast number stamped Δβσπolvas in lettering of various 
periods have been found in the excavation of the Temple of Despoina at Lykosura. There was a 
sanctuary of Hermes Akakesios in the Agora, ruined in the time of Pausanias.

The Doric form Έ ρ μ ά ν  is found in the inscription relating to the Andania Mysteries, and in 
a Tegean inscription (vide Le Bas-Waddington, 326a, 338).

(3) One of the tiles of a pipe supplying the gutter in the Temenos of Zeus Soter.
(4) This tile, unearthed in the east end of the Stoa north of the Agora (March 26, 1891), 

proves that to have been the Stoa Philippeios. Another fragment was also picked up at a 
later date.

(5) Although this tile is fragmentary, enough remains to make almost certain Mr. Loring’s 
restoration of τω ν μ ε γ ά λ ω ν  θ \εω ν, as it was found at a spot between the Agora and the stream 
to the west {vide map of site).

(6) The fragment comes from the Thersilion.
(7) This inscription seems to contain some long proper name. Mr. Loring reads the second 

line as rho; but from the somewhat poor squeeze that I have, and from· the spacing of the letters, 
it looks to me more like an iota, which would give the common name of Diopeithidas. It would 
be unsafe to conjecture in the first line Έ π ά ρ ίτ ο ι .  The tile was found by Mr. W. Leaf just east of 
the Hieron of Zeus Soter.

(8) was found in the Theatre.
(9) This tile was found in the portico of the Thersilion: in fragments.
(10) — (15) are fragments too small to be in any way intelligible, except (11).
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ί
Fig. ι. GENERAL VIEW OF THE THEATRE FROM ABOVE THE AUDITORIUM.

1’iG. 2. VIEW OF THE THEATRE FROM THE NORTH-WEST.



F ig . i . VIEW FROM THE WEST SIDE OF THE AUDITORIUM.

F ig . 2. VIEW OF THE SKANOTHEKA, PORTICO, Et c ., FROM THE EAST,



F ig . i . VIEW OF THE PORTICO AND BACK WALL FROM THE SOUTH-EAST.

F ig . 2. VIEW OF THE TWO EASTMOST BLOCKS OF SEATS.
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