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Abstract
The predominant approach to the study of Doric temple architecture during the twentieth

century has been the evolution model, which
date of construction (Dinsmoor 1950; Lawrence }9%6us, the model allows temples to
be dated to distinct decades, based upon t he

pl an. B. A. Barl ettads ( 3taéeldf the Mis2igineGreek c e n t ar
Architecturediscussed the need for regiant reassessment of the proportions of Doric

temples and their chronology, particularly in light of recent discoveries and new
pubications, suggesting thatreconsideration of the evolution modeas now required.

In the same article, Barletta (201830) discussed the growing trend amongst classical
archaeologists towards analysing the social role of temples. With the exception of the
temple sculpture, which has generally been studied separately (Marconi @§10Y;

2009; Maggidis 2009: 993), the nove towards a social understanding of the temple has
had little effect upon the study of the buildindlesigns.Although a number of studies
have begun to investigate the role of architectural design in conveying meaning
(Snodgrass 1986@stby 2005) the studies are limited, both chronologically and
geographically, by the constraints of the evolution model.

Given the Omathematical é i mage of classical
Acurrent | ack of academic pperpapd ntrsurgrising ( Sn o d ¢
that a reiew of the evolution model and the social role of architectural design are long

overdue. To this end, this study-amalyses the connection between date and design,
demonstrating that a t e mprblledohy thel @ateiofjitt was n
construction. Rather, temple design was affected thy subregional intergroup

competition which was so prevalent in sanctuaries during the archaic and classical
periodsand the expression of identity on behalf of the diffedadicatory groug
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Lepreon (P15After Waldstein and Washington 1891: Plate XX; Knell 1983b: 13192

Figure 19 Facades of the Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N24) and the Temple of Zeus at
Nemea (P17After Dinsmoor Jr. 1973: 168; Miller 1990: 133)..............eoeeeeiiiiiien, 94

Figure 20 Facades of the Temple of Hera | (Basilica) and Hera Il (Poseidon) at
PoseidoniaAfter Coulton 1977: 76; Mertens 1984: Abb. 14)........ccccoceviiiiiiiiennnns 95

Figure 21 Different geison designs, showing the different shaped mouldings in various
positions After Koldewey and Puchstein 1899: Abb. 76, Abb. 113b Ab52; Duga%t

al. 1924: Plate XXIXXV; Courby 1927: Plate XI; Krauss 1951: XXX; Hill 1966: Plate
XII; Miles 1989: 197; @stby 1995b: Figure 204; Cooper 1996b: INV. 105; Pfaff 2003a:
Figure 64; Haselberger 2005: 123)........coiiiieiiiieiiicmeeeiiin e e e eeeeettn s eessrnn e e eeeeeens 97
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Figure 22 Map showing the location of the Doric peripteral temples included in the data

Figure 23 McAIlister and Jamesonbés (1969)
Poseidon at Hermione (P12), of which only the foundations are preserved. The above
reconstruction was largelyased upon presumed similarities with the Temple of Athena

at Delphi (N17), the Temple of Athena Polias on the Athenian Akropolis (A3) and the
Temple of Aphaia on Aigina (A1#fter McAllister and Jameson 1969: 173)........ 110

Figure 24 An actual state and two possible restored plans of Temple Aii (Apollo Lykeios)
at MetapontoAfter Mertens 1973: Tavola XLVI; Adamesteanu 1976: 153)......... 112

Figure 25 Labelled plan of the foundations of the Temple of Hera in the Argive Heraion
(P2; After Pfaff 20038: FIQUIE L7)...uiiiiiieieiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiene e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeeaesesessennennnnnnns 123

Figure 26 Crossection of the foundations and krepidoma of the Temple of Athena at
Vigla (P23). Although these elements of the Tengiléthena at Vigla are restored, as

the temple is not well preserved, the image clearly shows the relationship of the top step
(stylobate) and the foundations, the top block of the foundations (euthynteria) being
visible beyond the krepidoma steps. Thisiga also demonstrates how, if the blocks have
been removed, the foundation cut would more accurately reflect the euthynteria
dimensions, rather than those of the bottom krepidoma afftgr @stby 1995b: Figure

Figure 27 Plans of temples with different foundation and stylobate dimensions (Knell
1983b: 131; 1983c: 41; Mertens 1984: 164; Miles 1989: 143; Jdstby 1995b: Figfure 2
Pedley 2005: 69).....ccciiiiiiiiiiiii e ne e 125

Figure 28 Temples with cellae of different, sizes, shapes and relationships to the
surrounding elementdfter Knell 1983c: 41; Mertens 1984: 164; De Waele 1994: 109;
Pedley 2005: 695pawforth 2006: 160, 175).........uuumiiiiieeiiiiiemnniiiiiieeee e 129

Figure 29 Elevations of the Temple of Asklepios at Epidauros (P9; right) and the Temple
of Apollo & Syracuse (S22; left). The Temple of Asklepios at Epidauros demonstrates the
regularity of the relationship between the columns and frieze elements a feature which is
not present on the Temple of Apollaf{er Cultrera 1951: 827; Tomlinson 1983: 5882
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Figure 30 Temples with different numbers of facade and flank columns presented in
chronological orderAfter Boersma 1970: 196; Wster 1974: 107; Auberson 1976: Plate

7; Dstby 1980: 192; Knell 1983b: 131; Norman 1984: 183; Intzesiloglou 2002: 114;
Martin 2003: 38, 55; Pfaff 2003a: Figure 53; Spawforth 2006: 165, 175)............ 134

Figure 31 The plans of the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse (S22) and the Temple of
Asklepios at Epidauros (P8fter Mertens 1984: 164; Spawforth 2006: 165)........ 136

Figure 32 The dissimilar east and west facades of Temple G at SelinousAf&20;
[ 0] o= T2 0 T ) R 144

Figure 33 Comparison of the columns from the Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N24) and the
fourth-century Temple of Apollo at Delphi (N1&fter Courby 1927: Plate VI; Dinsmoor
O e 4 T 1 ) OSSP 145

Figure 34 Various capital shapes scaled to a uniform abacus height, from: The Temple of
Apollo at Corinth (P7), the Templef Athena at Poseidonia (I18), Temple F at Selinous
(519), the Temple of Athena at Syracuse (S23), the Temple of Apollo on Delos (08), the
Hephaisteion (A6) and the Temple of Athena Alea at TegeaARé; Koldewey and
Puchstein 1899: Abb. 96; Dugas al. 1924: Plate XXXVIII; Courby 1931: Figure 23;
Stillwell 1932: Plate VII; Krauss 1959: Tafel 18; Mertens 1984: Beilage.31)...... 148

Figure 35 Labelled capital from the Temple of Athena at Alipheira &ter Jstby
1S 1Y o I 0 ) OSSPSR 149

Figure 36 Poorly preserved capittiom the Temple of Aphrodite at Akrai (S9),
preserving only the height of the annulets and sections of the echinus and naétieing (
BrEa 1986: B6)-.... . ceeieeeeiiiiiiiittieeeiite ettt e e e e e e s eeer e e e e e eeenr e e e e as 150

Figure 37 Labelled entablature, minus the geison, from the Temple of Zeus at Nemea
(P17;After Hill 1966: Plate XIHI)......ceeeiiiiieeeeeiiieee e emeee e e eieee e s enmr e e s enneeee s 151

Figure 38 Various triglyph designs in various states of preservation, from Doric peripteral
temples After Adler et al. 1892: Tavola XXVI; Wiegand 1904: Abb. 118; Pernier 1935:
Figure 40; Sclef et al. 1940: Abb. 17; Dyggve 1948: Tafel IX; McAllister 1959: 19;

Hill 1966: Plate XIII; Auberson 1968: Plate VII; 1976: Plate 4; @stby 1978: Plate V;
1995: Figure 190, Figure 196, Figure 204; Mertens 1984: Beilage 18; Brea 1986: 70;
Cooper 1996C: INVBO). ..o 153
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Figure 39 Temple plans of date group 1, included here to enable a comparison of the plan
designs. A number of the plansontain hypothetically restored elements whose
measurements are not included in the data@fter Dinsmoor 1950: Figure 26; Brea

1952: 16; Mallwitz 1972: 81; Coulton 1977: 42; Mertens 1984: 164; Spawforth 2006:

162). A plan has not been published fa tample at Taranto (112), and consequently the
templ ebs plan has not...been..i.ncl.udedl6d n t his

Figure 40a Temple plans loelging to date group 2. A number of them contain
hypothetically restored elements whose measurements are not included in thet data
(After Waldstein and Washington 1891: Plate XX; Plassart and Blum 1914: 82;
Demangel 1923: Plate 7; Mertens 1973: TafeMXLXLVIII; 1984: Beilage 26; Wurster
1974: Tafel 34; Dstby 1978: Plate VII; Barletta 1990: 57; Linders 1992: 35; Intzesiloglou
2002: 114; Martin 2003: 38; Spawforth 2006: 191)..........cuvvvurimmiiiimmieeeeeeeeeeeeens, 165

Figure 41a Temple plans belonging to date group 3. A number of the plans contain
hypothetically restored elements whose measurements are not included in thet data
(After Mertens 1984: 164; @stby 1991: 45; 1995: Figure 195, Figure 200; MaRae4:

219; Spawforth 2006: 228).........uuriiiiieeeeeiiiiieeer e e e e e e s eees e e e e e e e e 167

Figure 42a Templelans belonging to date group Af(er Dinsmoor 1950: Figure 5;
Boersma 1970: 196; Travlos 1971: 84; Mertens 1984: Beilage 26; Miles 1989: 143;
Martin 2003: 55; Pedley 2005: 69; Barringer 2008: 116)...........cceeeeeeeeiimcevennene. 169

Figure 43 Temple plans of date group Atér Dyggve 1948: Tafel XXIV; Auberson

1976: Plate 7; Knell 1983a: Abb. 5, Abb. 8; 1983b: 131; Spawforth 2006: 165, 167, 173).
The plans of th date group 5 temples, the Temple of Hera (Mon Repos) at Korkyra
(N25) and the Akropolis Temple at Gortys (P11) have not been included in the above

A

figure due to the templesd states olfl preseryv

Figure 44 Temple plans of date group/gtér Pedley 1967: Plate 48; Knell 1978: 399;

1983c: Abb. 5; Norman 1984: 183; @stby 1994a: 140; Spawk006: 161, 171, 175;
Krystalli-Votsi and @stby 2010: 55). The plans of the date group 6 temples, the Temple

of Zeus Ammon at Aphytis (N9), the temple at Kassope (N12), and the Temple of Zeus at
Passaron (N14), have not been included in the above fipure t o t he t empl es b
preservation and the availablity of published plans...........cccccooviiiiccciiiiiiniiennnne. 172

Figure 45 Plans of the Temple of Artemigtebolos at Kalapodi (N20), the Temple of
Victory at Himera (S12), and the Temple of Dionysos at Eretria (N7), demonstrating the
various temple plan shapes that were used to help date their constradéigoMertens
1984: Beilage 26; Linders 1992: 35&vforth 2006: 167).......cccceeeeiraeiiiinieeiceeeeen. 174
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Figure 46 Column graph of the average foundation widths and lengths of the temples
organised by their date groups, demonstrating that the size of the foundations are not
connected toheir date Of CONSIIUCTION. ........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiee e 175

Figure 47 Scatter graph showing the ratio of foundation length to width (the two outliers,
Temple B(Zeus Olympios) at Akragas (S8) and Temple G at Selinous (S20) have been
removed to make reduce the scale of the graph and make it clearer). The relatively strong
correlation between the length and width (as the width increases so does the length;
correldgion coefficient=0.96), is indicative of the fact that the temples were always
rectangular, however, the graph also demonstrates that different lengths were used on
temples of the same width; for example, Temple | (Dioskouroi) at Akragas (S3) and the
Tempk of Hera at Plataia (N5) have similar foundation widths of 16.63m and 16.7m
respectively, but lengths of 34.59m and 49.9m, suggesting that, so long as the temple plan
was rectangular, there was a certain amount of independence between the two
MEASUIEIMENLS. ....eeietitie e ettt ettt e e e e et e ettt s et e e e e e eeeeebba s e e e s aamnseeeaeeennnns 176

Figure 48 Ratios of foundation length to width organised by date group, demonstrating
that the different date groups conta@rwide range of ratios and the same ratios can be
found in the different date groups. Thus, there is no clear link between the ratio of
foundation length to width and date group.............cooee e e 177

Figure 49 Stylobate width plotted against stylobate length, demonstrating the wide range
of different sized stylobates and the varying relationships between their length and width
(correlation coefficien=0.96)...........cceoiiiiiiii i 178

Figure 50Ratio of stylobate length to stylobate width by date group on a Panhellenic
scale, demonstrating that the same ratios were used in multiple periods and a wide range
of ratios were used in each date groLP...........oooeiieiii i i e 180

Figure 51 Cella width plotted against cella length, demonstrating that although there is
positive correlation between the two measurements, indicative of the fact that cetlae we
always rectangular (correlation coefficient = 0.93), the graph also demonstrates that cellae
of the same width used different cellalengths..............ooovvviiiieeii, 182

Figure 52 Graph of cella length plotted against cella width by date group, demonstrating
that similar ratios were used in the different date graups..............cccvvvvveeecieeennnn. 183

Figure 53 Scatter graph showing the individ
number of flank columns, demonstrating the wide range of different stylobate lengths
associated with each number of flank colummd @ice versa............cccoeeeeiiiiiiiiceee.. 185
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Figure 54 Scatter graph showing stylobate length against the flank axial column spacing,
demonstrating that &ough there is positive correlation between the two measurements,
temples with the same stylobate length utilise a wide range of different axial spE®tgs.

Figure 55 Number of flank columns on temples with 6 facade columns organised by date
group, demonstrating that multiple column numbers were used in each date group and the
same numberof columns were used across multiple date groups...................... 188

Figure 56 The plans of Temple C at Selinous (S16) and the Metroon at @IyR19,
After Mallwitz 1972: 161; Mertens 1984: Beilage 26).............cceeeeeeeiiceevveviiiinnnnns 189

Figure 57 The plans of the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse (S22jharibemple of Apollo
at Corinth (P7After Mertens 1984: 164; Spawforth 2006: 162).............ccccevveeenee 190

Figure 58 The plans of the Temple of He(Basilica) at Poseidonia (19), the Temple of
Athena at Delphi (N17), the Parthenon (A8), Temple F (Concord) at Akragas (S1), and
the Temple of Poseidon at Velvina (NRfter Demangel 1923: Plate 7; Mertens 1984
Beilage 26; Martin 2003: 38; Pedley 20@9; Spawforth 2006: 173)..................... 192

Figure 59 Columns with different ratios of column height to lower diameterupper
diameter to lower diameter. The figure demonstrates the visual effect that was achieved
through the use of different ratios, even on columns with relatively similar heights, such
as the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse (S22) and the Temple of Hard@dseidonia (I111;

After Courby 1927: Plate VI; Cultrera 1951: 827; Dinsmoor Jr. 1973: 168; Tomlinson
1983: 58; Mertens 1984: Abb. 14; Miller 1990: 133)......uuuuuriiiiiiiiiimmeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 195

Figure 60 Scatter graph showing the ratio of column height to lower diameter against the
ratio of lower diameter to upper diameter. Reading the graph from left to right, the
temples on the | eft hodumres that those onahe rightywwhidhe r
have progressively slimmer and taller columns. Reading the graph from the top down, the
temples at the top have columns with a greater amount of taper that those at the bottom,
making those at the bottom, the mostigtta The graph demonstrates that, particularly

on temples with a low ratio of CH/LD, there is a significant variety in the extent of taper
(LD/UD) that was applied; however, columns with a CH/LD ratio above 5 appear to use
the lower ratios of LD/UD, albeivithout reversion to a standard ratio.................. 196
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Figure 61 Different elevation designs, demonstrating not only the differences,ibwize

also the differences in shape. For example, the Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N24) is
relatively wide and short when compared to the narrow and tall foarttury Temple of
Apollo at Delphi (N15). Indeed, the elevations of the Temple of Athena at &)

and the Temple of Athena at Poseidonia (I8) demonstrate the distinctive elevation designs
that could be achieved even on temples of the same whittdr Demangel 1923: Plate 8;
Courby 1927: Plate VI; Krauss 1959: Tafel 3; Dinsmoor Jr. 1973: 168|t@& 1977:

Figure 62 Scatter graph plotting stylobate dimensions against column height,
demonstrating that a wide vaty of different column heights were used on temples of the
same stylobate width or length and vice Versa...........ccccccoovniicciiiiiiiiiieeee e 199

Figure 63 Scatter rgph showing the ratio of column height to flank axial spacing,
demonstrating that temples with the same column height can be associated with a variety
of different axial spacings, for example, the Temple of Apollo on Delos (08) has a
column height of 5.2nand an axial space of 2.2905m, whereas, the Temple of Hera at
Olympia (P18), with a similar column height of 5.22m has axial spacings of 3.280@

Figure 64 Elevations of the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse (S22) and the Kardaki temple
at Korkyra (N24 After Cultrera 1951: 827; Dinsmoor Jr. 1973: 168).............uuuu... 201

Figure 65 Scatter graph showing the ratio of column height to lower diameter plotted
against the ratio of stylobate width to column height, demonstrdtaighe same shaped
columns were used on temples with different sized stylobates and vice.versa..202

Figure 66 Elevations of theemple of Athena at Poseidonia (18) and the Temple of
Apollo Epikourios at Bassai (P#fter Krauss 1959: Tafel 3; Cooper 1996¢: Plate 19).

Figure 67 Ratio of column height to lower diameter organised by date group,
demonstrating that the same ratios were used in each of the first four date groups and
although taller ratios do become used over time, the same ratios that werenfooad
earlier periods continue to be used. Furthermore, the fact that ratios are not found in one
period alone indicates that a temple could not be solely dated based upon the ratio of
column height to lower diameter...........couiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 204

Figure 68 The ratio of column height to flank axial spacing against date group,
demonstrating that a wide range of ratios were used in each date group and the same
ratios were used in multiple periods. The ratio of column height to facade axial spacing
also indicate the same trend with a wide range of ratios being used in each date group
and the same ratios in Multiple PeriodS..........cccvviiiiiiieemiiii e 205
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Figure 69 Kamples of capitals used to date temple architecture. The above capitals are
from: the date group 2 temple at Orchomenos (P5), the date group 4 temple at Kaulonia
(12) and the date group 5 Temple of Asklepios at EpidaurosAR&, Roux 1961: 92;
Barello1995: Tavola LII; @stby 1995b: Figure 185).........cccvveviiiiiiiiimeniiiiiiieeeennn. 207

Figure 70 Capitals from CGE, CGF, CGJ and CGK all compared with the same capital
from CGH @fter Stillwell 1932: Plate VII; Knell 1983b: 124; Mertens 1984: Beilage 31;
Dstby 19950: FIQUIE 1OG)......ccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeetiieie e e e et ener e e e e e e e 211

Figure 71 Capils of groups CGA, CGC and CGD scaled to the same abacus height
(After Koldewey and Puchstein 1899: Abb. 76, Abb. 84; Krauss 1951: Tafel XXII;
Mertens 1973: Tafel L; Coulton 1977: 27; Wescoat 1987: 559, 562; @stby 1995b: Figure
185). No drawing of the capi shape from the Temple of Zeus at Cyrene (O11) was
available for inclusion within this fiQure............cccooiiiiiiiieee e 212

Figure 72 Capitals of groufidGE, CGF and CGG scaled to the same abacus haifjét (
Adler et al. 1892: Tafel XXVI; Dugast al. 1924: Plate XXXVII; Courby 1927: Plate V;
Roux 1961: 92; Hill 1966: Figure 1; Juri 1976: Figure 9; Knell 1983b: 124; Mertens
1984: Beilage 31; Miles 198%igure 10; Cooper 1996c¢: Plate 40; Pfaff 2003a: Figure
59). No drawing of the capital shape from the temple at Apollonia (O13) was available
for inclusion Within this fIQUIe............uuiiiiiiiiii e 213

Figure 73 Capitals of groups CGH and CGl scaled to the same abacus Adight (
Demangel 1923: 33; Cultrera 1951: 820; Mertens 1973: Tafel L; @stby 1980: 198; 1995:
Figure 196, Figur 206; Mertens 1984: Beilage 31; Wescoat 1987: 560; Nigl2B04:

[ F= L (IR PP 214

Figure 74 Capitals of groups CGJ and CGK scalethtosame abacus heighifier
Koldewey and Puchstein 1899: Abb. 148; Courby 1931: 21; Stillwell 1932: Plate VII;
Schlief et al. 1940: Abb. 14; Dinsmoor Jr. 1973: 170; Mertens 1973: Tafel L; Coulton
1977: 27; 1984: Beilage 31; Barello 1995: Tafel LII; @si®@5b: Figure 184)........ 215

Figure 75 Capitals of capital groups CGL, CGM and CGN scaled to the same abacus
height @After Doerpfeld B84: Tafel XVI; Adler et al. 1892: XXII; Koldewey and
Puchstein 1899: Abb. 76; Mertens 1973: Tafel L; 1984: Beilage 20, 31; @stby 1995b:
[0 18 (I 1 ) PO PPPPPPPPRPPR 216

Figure 76 Capitals of groups CGO and CGP scaled to the same abacusAitgAd(er
et al.1892: XXII; Krauss 1959: Tafel 18; Mertens 1984: Beilage 31; @stby 1995b: Figure
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Figure 77 Bar graphhewing the amount of time that each capital group was in use,
demonstrating that most capital groups were utilised for multiple periods and that most
periods contained multiple capital groups. For example, date group 4 contains capitals
from five differentcapital roUPS...........oovviiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 218

Figure 78 Elevations of Temple C at Selinous (S16) and the Temple of Zeus at Nemea
(P17;After Miller 1990: 133; Prokkola 2011: 154)........ccccciuvrieieeeieecmeee e 220

Figure 79 The ratio of stylobate width to entablature height plotted against the ratio of
column heifpt to entablature height. When read from left to right, the temples have

progressively smaller entablatures in relat
bottom to top, the temples at the bottom hav
areamost half the height of the columns, up t

graph that are only a fifth as tall as their respective columns. The graph demonstrates that
temples with the same ratio of SW/EntH utilise different ratios of CH/Eamiti vice

Figure 80 Entablature cross sections of the Temple of Hera at Foce del Sele (110) and the
Temple of Zeus at Nega (P17) scaled to the same architrave heigite(Krauss 1951:
Tafel XXX; Hill 1966: Plate XII).....veieeiiiiiiiiiie e e e e 222

Figure 81 The entablatisdelonging to Temple E at Selinous (left) and the Temple of
Athena Alea at Tegea (right); showing the relative shapes of the architrave (darkest
hatch), triglyph (right slant hatch) and metope (pale cross hatch)...................... 223

Figure 82 Graph plotting the ratios of TW/FrH by date group, demonstrating that the
same ratios are used in multiple date groups. The one example frognalgiel makes it
difficult to analyse trends relating to this period. A similar distribution is also found when
the ratio of MW/FrH is plotted against date groutp............cccceeeerriiieensinsivvnneneeenn. 224

Figure 83 Graph plotting the ratios of architrave height to frieze height by date group,
demonstrating that the same ratios were used over multiple date groups. Although it may
appear at first glance that there is atkréowards smaller ratios in later groups, this effect

is mainly influenced by the presence of two large anomalous ratios in date gro@a48.

Figure 84 Map showing the locations of the 24 Sicilian Doric peripteral temple232

Figure 85 Graph of the foundatianidths and lengths of the Sicilian temples, showing
their division into three Separate groUPS...........ocuvviiiiiiiieeeeeee e 233
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Figure 86Plans of the temples belonging to group $4t€r Dinsmoor 1950: Figure 26;
Mertens 1984: 164, BEIlAGE 26)-........ccccurrririiiiiceeeeee e eme e 236

Figure 87 Plans ofhe temples belonging to groups SB and 3@ef Brea 1952: 16;
Mertens 1984: 164, Beilage 26; Spawforth 2006: 124). Plans have not been published for
Temple A at Megara Hyblaia (S25) and Temple L at Akragas (S7), and consequently the
templ es 0 qtleennnsludddanuthes figure............ccccveeeiiiiiicn i, 239

Figure 88 Map showing the location and numbers of temples in South. ltaly......242

Figure 89 Plans of the South Italian templ&fidr Orsi 1921: 480; Mertens 1973: XLVI,
XLVIII; 1984: Beilage 26; @stby 1978: Plate VII; Barlet®90: 57; De Waele 1994:
Figure 4; Martin 2003: 38, 55)....cciiiiii i 245

Figure 90 The Sanctuary of Hera in Poseidonia containing the Teofgtesa | (19) and

Hera Il (I111). The figure shows the outline sizes of other temples in thesefata
demonstrating that temples of other dimensions could have been constructed in the space
occupied by the Temple of Hera After Gruben 2001: 26Q)..........c.c.ccccvvvvvvevvvieennn.. 247

Figure 91 Map showing the locations and number of Doric peripteral temples in the
PEIOPONNESE......ceiiiiieeee e eee et eeea et e e e e e e e e e e e e an 250

Figure 92 Temple plans of group PAfer Auberson 1976: Plate 7; Knell 1983b: 131;
@stby 1991: 45; 1995b: Figure 194, Figure 195, Figure 200; Spawforth 2006L6H0,
Krystalli-Votsi and @sthy 2010: 55)........cuuiiiiiiiiiiiiierriie e 253

Figure 93 Restored elevations of the Metroon at Olympia (P19) and the Temple of
Deneter at Lepreon (P15). The column heights are reconstructed; however, the fact that
both temples had the same plan dimensions as well as upper and lower diameters
indicates that they probably shared a very similar dediier(Mallwitz 1972: Figure

125; KNI 1983D: 133 )c.iiiiiieiiiiiiieeeiiieieeemeesieee e e s ssteee e e s st ennne e e snnsenaeesnnneeeesnnnes 255

Figure 94 Map of the locations and numbers of Doric peripteral temples in North Greece.
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Figure 95 Plans of the temples of North Gree%ie¢ Waldstein and Washington 1891.
Plate XX; Paris 1892: Plate 4; Demangel 1923: Plate 7; Dyggve 1948: Tafel XXXIV;
Auberson 1968: Plate 5; 1976: Plate 2; Dinsmoor Jr. 1973: Plate 16; Coulton 1977: 42;
Linders 1992: 35; @stby 1994a: 140; Intzesiloglou 2002; Epawforth 2006: 171, 173,
175). Plans have not been published for the Temple of Zeus Ammon at Aphytis (N9), the
Temple of Apollo at Ambrakia (N10), the Temple of Hera at Korkyra (N25), the Temple
of Apollo Ismenios at Thebes (N3) or the six@mtury Tenple of Apollo at Delphi
(N16), and consequently these temple plans have not been included in this.fig2@

Figure 96 Map showig the location and number of the temples of Attica and the Saronic
L | PR RRP 267

Figure 97 Plans of the Doric mpeteral temples of Attica and the Saronic GuAfitér

Boersma 1970: 196; Wurster 1974: 107, Tafel 34; @stby 1980: 192; Travlos 1971: 84,
106; Knell 1983c: 41; Miles 1989: 143; Hurwit 1999: 122; Pedley 2005: 69; Barringer
2008: 116). A Plan has not beerbfished for the Temple of Athena at Megara (A15),

and consequently the templeds..pl.an.2flas not

Figure 98 The treasuries of Olympiafler Scott 2010: 206).......cccceeeeeeeeeereeirricnneen. 280

Figure 99 Inscription from the krepidoma steps of the Temple of épatllSyracuse
(S22;After Holloway 2000: 73)....uveieeeeeiieiiieeiieesseeereeeeee e e e e ssnaeraeeeesememreeeeeeaeannnes 287

Figure 100 The plans of the temples whose costs have been estimated by various scholars
(After Mertens 1984: 164, Beilage 2®jiles 1989:143; Pedley 2005: 143; Spawforth
2006: 1B5)....uetiiiiiie e e e e e ceeee e e e e —————————————aa e e e s s e n—n—————arraaaaeas 291

Figure 101 Plans of the Temple of Athena at Makiston (P16) and the Temple of Apollo
Epikourios at Bassai (P4After Martin 2003 80; Naka&bk 2004: 219) alongside the
outline of the foundations of the Temple of Athena at Prasidaki (P21)............... 297

Figure 102 Plansf the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse (S22), the Temple of Athena at

Syracuse (S23) and the Temple of Victory at Himera (S12). The figure shows the
similarity in size of all three temples, but the different plan design of the Temple of
Apollo compared to thether two buildingsAfter Mertens 1984: 164, Beilage 26).298

Figure 103 Comparison of the column ratios of the Temple of Atlé¢msssos (O1),
Temple D at Selinous (S17) and the Temple of Athena at Poseidonia (I8); demonstrating
the use of similar ratios on the Temple of Athena at Assos and Temple D at Selinous. The
Temple of Athena at Poseidonia is included as a comparative exaamspit is of
comparable date to the two other temples and utilises 13 flank columns........... 300
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Figure 104The ratio of column height to entablature height was highlighted by Coulton
(1984: 41) as being indicative of the O6Per.i
graph, the Temple of Apollo on Delos (0O8) clearly belongs in this group............ 313

Figure 105 Plans of the fiftbentury Attic temples of group AAAfter Boersma 1970:
170, 196; Travlos 1971: 84, 106; Barringer 2008: 116)...........ccccuvrrrrrieenvreeeeeenn 314

Figure 106 Plans of the Old Parthenon (A5, largely restored), the Parthenon (A8) and the
Temple of Nemesis at Rhamnous (AlAfter Travlos 1971: 446; Miles 1989: 143;
Pedley 2005: 89).....cccciiiiiiiiii e e 318

Figure 107 Map of Akragas showing the locations of the templiésr©ominguez 2006:

Figure 108 The similar sized temples of Akragas and Selirnkfter Mertens 1984: 164,
2T =T =T T2 ) PP 327
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Architectural Abbreviations

Fow Foundation Width
FoL Foundation Length
SwW Stylobate Width

SL Stylobate Length
KrSt Krepidoma Steps
CeW Cella Width

CeL Cella Length

FC Facade Columns

FIC Flank Columns

FS Facade Axial Bacing
FIS Flank Axial Spacing
Rmp Ramp

DF Double Front

LD Lower Diameter

CH Column Height

ubD Upper Diameter

AbH Abacus Height

AbW Abacus Width

EH Echinus Height

NH Necking (including Annulets) Height
ArH Architrave Height
FrH Frieze Height

EntH Entablature Height
MW Metope Width

TW Triglyph Width

Flts Flutes

ScuM Sculpted Metopes
ScuP Sculpted Pediment(s)
ScuC Sculpture above the Cellafehes
Scuwo Sculpture (Other)
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Glossary

(After Dinsmoor 1950 and Coulton 1977)

Abacus
Anagrapheus
Adyton

Annulet

Architrave
Arris

Axial Spacing
Cella

Double
Contraction
Echinus
Entablature
Entasis
Epistatai
Euthynteria

Flutes
Frieze

Geison
Guttae
Hypotrachelium

Krepidoma
Metope

Mutules

Naos
Opisthodomos
Panhellenic
Paradeigma

Pediment
Peristyle
Pronaos
Pteroma

Ramp

Regula
Shaft

The uppermst member of the capital.

A template used to specify the design of a particular element
The innermost room of a temple generally separated from the
by a wall with a doorway.

A projecting ring, generally one of severaltiae bottom of a Doric
echinus.

The lowest member of the Doric entablature.

A sharp edge formed by two surfaces meeting at an external
as in the flutings of the Doric column.

Distance from column axis to column axis

The central building of a Doric peripteral templesually
comprising a pronaosans andpisthodomos ordyton

Two axialspacings from the corner are narrowed in order to ple
triglyph over the corner.

The convexmoulding of circular plan which supports the abacu:
a Doric capital.

The superstructure carried by the peristyle columns, usually di\
into three parts, the architrave, the frieze and the geison.

The slight convex curve given the arris of a Doric column.

A committee chosen to oversee the design of a temple.

The Greek term for the top course of the foundations, used
levelling course.

The vertical channels employed in the shafts of the aliemns.
The middle member of the Doric entablature composed of repe
triglyphs and metopes.

The Greek term for the cornice, the upper member of
entablature.

Small pendant tapering cylinders like pegs under the triglyptis
mutules of a Doric entablature.

One or more grooves under the necking of the Doric capital w
mask the junction of capital and shaft.

The stepped platform of the Doric peripteral temple.

The sunken panels, often sgeian shape, between the triglyphs
the Doric frieze.

A projecting slab on the soffit of the Doric geison.

The main room inside the Doric temple, containing the cult statt
The recessed porch in the rear of a Doric temple.

Relating to all Greeks.

Specimen of an element (such as a capital), which woulc
repeated by the builders, and were eventually incorporated int
finished building

The triangular termination of a ridge roof, occasibn containing
relief sculpture.

A covered colonnade which surrounds a temple.

The porch iAfront of the naos.

The passage between the walls of the cella and the per
colonnade.

A sloping causeway or a sloping apgch to a temple engulfing tt
steps.

Projecting bar below the taenia.

The main body of a column, between the base and the capital.
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Sima

Single Contraction

Soffit
Stoa

Stucco
Stylobate

Syngraphai
Taenia
Thymele
Toichobate

Triglyph

The terracotta or marble gutter of a building, on the gables
sometimes on the flanks; it may or magt be moulded; if it occur:
on the flanks it is provided with outlets for rain water at interv
often in the form of | ionsb®o
One axialspacing from the corner is narrowed in order to plac
triglyph over the corner.

The exposed lower surface of the geison.

A building with its roof supported by one or more rows of colur
parallel to the rear wall.

The thin lime facing applied to poros to conceal coarse inequali
The upper step of a templevhich formed a platform for th
columns.

Text based instructions for the construction of specific buildings
Continuous band along the top of the architrave.

A circular sacred structure.

Top level of the cella fouradions, visible (and slightly raised) frol
the stylobate.

A projecting member separating the metopes, emphasized wit|
vertical channels.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

It may be that the greatness of the Greeks is not demonstrated radishof
their architectur e; but it i s by their a
readily comprehend their civilization in all its bearings (Dinsmoor 1950: xvi).

Despite originally being published in 192D,i n s mdtwerAdckitecture of Ancient

Greee still forms the standartkxtbook in the study of ancie@reek architectura the

Engl i sh | anguage. Consequentl vy, Di nsmoor 6s
architecture, a chronological explanation of the differences irbdilding designs, has

beenthe adoptedapproach in thenajority of subsequently published tem@tudies (see

Scranton 1964; Tomlinson 1989; Lawrence 1996; Mertens 1996; Martin 2008).

predominance of the approach is linked to the general belief amongst scholars of ancient
arclitecture that design is ultimately determined by date, an argument referred to here as

the evolution modelin her 2011 article on the state of tllscipline of classical

architecture studie®arletta (2011: 629liscussedhe need for constant reassesatrof

the connection between theroportions of Doric temples aritleir date The amount of

recent discoveries and n elowetdateforthe Selglgus such a s
temples and the discoverpf the Temple ofApollo at Metropolis N21, Intzesiloglou

2002) indicate thata reassessment of the evidence for a chronological evolution in

temple design is long overdu&urthermoredirectly connecting the differences in design

to the templesd dates of ¢ oanyundarsandingaf , in tl

the meanings that the temples were built to convey.

! The Doric peripteral temples in this study are all assigned a catalogue code composed of a letter
and number. The catalogue entry for each temple in the study can be found in Appendix V. These
are discussed in more detail when thgadet is introduced in Chapter 4.
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Attempts by classical scholars to assign meaning to ancient artefacts have generally
overlooked the physical temple chitecture, instead preferring to focugpon their
sculpture (Maconi 2007; Barringer 200&Jstby 2009; Maggidis 2009: 923). Although

a number ofrecentstudies have begun to investigate the role of architectural design in
conveying meaning (Snodgrass 198%dielsen 2002; @stby 2005)the studies are
generally limited both chronologically and geographicallpy the retraints of the
evolution model Therefore, in order to understand the reasons for the differences in the
designs of the Doric peripteral templdbis studyre-analyses the connection between
their desigh and date, demonstrating thedntrary to theobservationsof the earlier
evolution scholarssuch as Dinsmoor (19508 t emp | e 6 s cdcedirecttyn was n
connected to itslate of constructioras was once feltRather,through a Panhellenic
regional and polis-basedstudy of the size, shape and decoration of the individual
elements that comprise the Doric peripteral temitiis, study suggestdhat at e mp | e & s
design wagsleterminedby intergroup competition and theesire of theaempleclientsto

express their distinct identite$ Consequently, this study demonstrates that the
differences in the temple designs had meaning in the ancient world and were not simply

reflective of a chronological Panhellenic design trend.

The Doric Order
The Doric order of ahitecture was widely useamh the Greek mainland and in txeek

colonies ofSouthltaly and Sicilyto embellish variousypes ofmonumental buildings.

The order was characterisbg the use of certain design elements. For example, in the
Doric order, asopposed to the lonic, the columns do not make use of an ornate base
instead, they rest directly upon the structrep step the stylobate (Figure 1). The
capital of theDoric column utilises a distinctive shgdermed from a convex, cushion

like echinus and a rectilinear abacus K{Ba2002: 130). Atop the columneds the
entablaturewhich compriseda plain architrave topped by a frieze of alternating three
grooved elements known as triglyphs ancessed pane known as metopes.

The term 6clientd is used in this study to refe
templ es. Occasionally the term 6épatrond is wused
6evol uti on argyod theupatbe/architea nethtiomship. The distinction is discussed

further in Chapter 2; however, it is important t

contrast to the word patron and that no additional meaning is intended.
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Krepidoma Steps
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Axial-spacing

Zeus, OLYMPIA
(P20)

Figure 1 Labelledplan ancelevation of a Doric peripteral temglafter Coulton 1977: 113; Spawforth 2006:
152).

31



The Doric order was used in the construction of different types of buildiigare 2;
Figure 3), including: stoas, such as tReyal Stoa atAthens various political and civic
buildings, including the Boulgerion and the Square Peristyle in the Athenian Agora
(Townsend 1995)choreaic monuments, such as that ofclds below the Athenian
Akropolis (Townsend 2004: 307)monumental gatewaygpropylaigd, such as the
propylon to the Sanctuary of Demeter at Selinous (Miles 19B88atre skeai, such as
the fourthcentury skene tohe Theatre of Dionysos in Athens (Townsend 1986
treasuriessuch asthe Athenian Treasury at Delphi and the treasuaryhe Sanctuaryof
Heraat Focedel Sele (Montuoraand ZanottiBianco1938). However, the order is most
commonly found on the religus structures identified as templedthough various
differenttemple forms were utilised in the Greek wofkigure 2), such as the prostyle
design used on the Temple of the Athenians on Delos (Dinsmoor 1950tH&n-antis
designfound at Torone (Cambitoglou 2002)r the columned hallsgouble stoasand
circular buildingsfound at EleusisEpidaurosand Thorikos (Boersma 1970: 79; Goette
2001: 218 DinsmoorJr. 1982); a peripteral temple was instantly recsgble because of
the colonnadé€of columng that surround all four sides of the buildiffeigure4, Figure

5).
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Figure 2 Plans of buildings, other than periptetamples,which utilised the Doric order(After Boersma
1970 204,243; Tomlinson 1983: Figure 11; Miles 1998: 41; Go2@61: 218)
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Figure 3 Elevations of the Thymele at Epidaurtise popylonto the Sanctuary of Demetat Selinous, the
Treasury at Foce del Selihe Old Bouleterion and the Royal Stoan Athens After Krauss 1951: Tadla
XXXVIII; Tomlinson 1983: 63; Shedr.1994: 235 Miles 1998: 53; Mee 2011: §1
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The peripteral templseemsto represent a significanbvestmentof resourcesover the
other nonrperipteral temple types discussed abdMee peristyle does not appearfudfil

any particularpractical functionsee ChapteB) and thus the addition of a peristyle to a
temple project is likely to be due toet visual effect of the surrounding columns. Indeed,
a number of temples that wewiginally constructed as negperipteral were later

6 upgr adghdh® additon of a peristyl@as happened to the Temple of Apollo at
Cyrene (O12)The peristyle alsoepreserdd a significant ivestment in mamours and
money. For example fluting one of the36 columns on the Temple of Nemesis at
RhamnougqAl11l) cost around 76 drachmas per column, with a workmavrage king
around one drachma per dasowever, fluting the columnson other templesost
considerablymore; for example, the fluting on the columns of the Erechtheion cost
around 350 drachmas paslumn(Boersma 1970: 78).he primarily aesthetic role of the
peristyle as well as the enormous castsociated wi its erection suggests that the
addition of a peristyleto a temple had significancir those who constructedit.
Furthermore, the repeated use of the Doric peripteral, siglenultiple templesaround

the Greek Worldimplies thatthe temple builderknew they were utilisingraidentifiable
bui | di ntgensure yhat ¢héir temple was recognised as impdotaihe ancient
Greek worshippersTherefore it is appropriate to analyse the peripteral temple as a
separate 06t yp e 6thatalko ubligeitiHe Morio grdert such ashthoesTtes

temples.

Despite thanherentsimilaritiesbetween buildingshat utilise the samerderand have a
surrounding peristyle of columnshe design of Doric peripteral temples varies from
building to building particularly in relation to their size, shape and decordiayure4).
For examplethe Temple ofZeus OlympiogTemple B)at Akragas(S8) hasstylobate
dimensionf 52.74m by110.095nmsupporting #agade and4 flank columns(the corner
columns being counted twice wher eas, the Templ eAld)f Ne mesi
stylobate is shoer and narrowemeasuring 9.96m bf1.431msupporting 6 byl2 flank
columns(Miles 1989: 154, 158 n.48)Furthermore, théempk plars could be altered
through the addition of supplementary elements, suchhagjouble colonnade at the
eastern end ahe Temple ofApollo at SyracuseS22 and the ramp on the Temple of
Aphaia on AigingAl14).
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Figure 4 A number of Doric peripteral temple plawgth different designgAfter Mallwitz 1972: 81; Wurster
1974: 107; Coulton 1977: 42; Mertens 1984: 164, Beilage 26; Miles 1989: 143; Pedley 2005: 69

36



The size, shape anddecorationof the individual elevation eleemts could alsdoe
different from building to building(Figure 5). For example the Temple of Apollo at
Syracuse (S22) and the Temple of Zeus at Nemea (P17) are very similar in overall size,
yet the Templeof Apollo at Syracusadttilises short squat columnghereas the columns

on the Temple of Zeus at Nemea are much taller and more slender. Likewise, the shape of
the capités could also be very differenfpr exanple, the capital of the Temple of
Apollo at Syracuseare considerably moréflaringd when compared with capitals
belonging to the Temple of Zeus at NemEarthermore although neither of these two
temples utilises additional sculptural decoration, many Doric peripteral temples did. For
example, the metopesn the Hephaisteion in Athens (A6) bore sculpture, whilst the
Temple of Athena Alea at Tegea (P6) had sculpture in its pediments.
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Figure 5 Elevations of the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse (S22)taedlemple oZeus at Nemea (P1After
Cultrera 1951: 827; Miller 1990: 133).
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Chronological Limits of the Study
In order to analyse these differences design this thesis focuses upon the Doric

peripteral temples of the sixth, fifth and fourth centuBeS. The sixth century has been
chosen as the start date for the project as it was atbenstart of this centurthat the
complete ric peripteral order first beo@e manifest in stone, with the construction of
the Temple of Hera at Olympi&18;600-590), the Temple of Artemis at Kgra (N23;
580-570) and the Temple of Apollo at Syracu&22;590-580).

Indeed, the origin of the order and the presence of eanliero d e n pefptenali ¢ 6
temples has been a particular focus of scholarly debspeciallyin relation to the speed

at which the elements emerged and their possible origiasisanias 5.16.3itruvius
4.2.2; Marsh 1885; Holland 1917; Dinsmoor 1950: 41flersey 1988: 31Tomlinson
1989: 17;Holmes 1995: 154.72; Mertens 1996: 320Cooper 1996¢: 39stby 2000:
239241, Wilson Jones 2002; Spawforth 2006: 24; Barletta 20@909b;Gebhard 2010
Mee 2011: 27280. A number of possible wooden peripteral temples have been
identified, including thearchaic Temple of Poseidon at Isthmiahich daesto the first

half of theseventh centurandthe late seventhentury Temple of Apollo at Thermon
(further examples can be found in Appendixl)lf However, the lack of preserved
recognisab} Doric elementdrom these early templethe often highly conjectural nature

of their reconstructions and tHact that a temple of wood would have to use different
design conventionsom a temple of stoneneans that tlk project is limited to peripteral

temples whose construction is primarily completed in stone.

A number of temples thdtelong to the sixth, fifth and fourth centuries halso been

excluded, due to the lack pfeservedtvidence that they wedther Doric or peripteral

For exampledespi te Dinsmoor dds ( 19thesdc aatlteedmpd& @rde arte
Te mp | e 6nthahas naf been included in this study The excl usi on of t
Temp | dué toa lack of foundations fothe extant Doric blockswhich make it

impossible to confirm that the elevation elements tglto a Doric peripteral temple

rather than anotr type of structurd.ikewise,the absence of published informatiaiso

prevents the inclusion @ number of temples, such d&se archaic peripteral temple in

the lower city at Orchomendsee Appendix IR). Another group operipteraltemples

that hae beernexcluded fromt he anal ysis are those of the 6

% A number of sholars have proposed that the discovery of possible terracotta metopes at
Thermon is indicative ofhe fact that the late sevententury Temple of Apollo was constructed

in the Doric order (Holloway 1969: 281; Dinsmoor and Dinsmoor 1996: 377). Howéeeladk

of additional, unambiguous, evidence for a Doric elevation, such as Doric capitals, has precluded
the inclusion of this temple in the degat.

4 A full list of temples that have been excluded for being too early, too late or having insufficient
evidence for inclusion in this study is presented in Appendix II.
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Campania in Italy, such as Temple B at Pyrgi and Temple Il at Satricum (Heurgon 1966:

5; Barletta 1996; Spivey and Stoddart 1990:-128). Although these temples were

peripterd, it is generally agreed thttiey belong to a separate architectural tradition to the

6 Gr eDeric templesanalysed as part diis study De Waele 1994Barletta 1996). e

exceptionto this is the inclusion in the dasetof the Temple of Minerva a@Pompeii

(113). Although it is arged by both Barletta (1996) anceWaele (1994) that the Temple

of Minerva belongs within @ Campanian r adi t i on, it i s, in Barl e
thoroughly Hellenized of all the temples in rRGneek Italy. The presece ofa number

of Doric capitals belonging to the temple indicdten at t he t empl eds const
for their temple to be seen as part of th& r eDerlc &adition ofSouth Italyand, thus,

should be included in the study

The poject endswith the conclusionof the fourth centuryand the construction of the
Doric peripteral temples at Pherai (N22) and Apollonia (OA3)umber of scholars have
argued thatonstructionin the Doric order had all but ceased by the Hellenistic Period
the intricaties of the design causing it to fall out of favour amongst Greeks of this period
(Dinsmoor 1950: 267Dinsmoor and Dinsmoor 1996: 37%sakirgis 1996: 408 The
protagonists of this argument often quithe Roman architebfitruvius (4.3.1):

Some ancienarchitects denied that temples should be built with the Doric
order because false and unpleasant modular systems were generated in such
buildings: this is what Tarchesius said, but also Pytheos, and especially

Hermogenes.

However, he Doric order continukto be used intdhe third century and beyon(see
Appendix IL3) for bothreligious architecture, such ieetemple at Cori dating to the first
cenury (Robertson 1979: 209and civic constructions, such as the Roman Agora i
Athens (Camp 2001: 193)ndeed, Tomlinson (1963) has argued that, contrary to the
opinions cited by Vitruvius, the Doric order does not become hitiaable in the fourth
century.Rather,fewer Doric temples were constructed because mainland Greece was not
as prosperous as it oneas; whilst around the same timmaany Hellenistic kings were
OHel | eni singd and chose to construct templ e
which happened to be lonic, hence the seemingly increased use of lonic in this period.
Furthermore the changingpolitical and socialandscape in Greece at the end of the
fourth centuryresulted ina changng attitude towards the construction of monumental
architecture nd t he i nvanablginflgenceéforno ro f fi-Greek architecture

which had nw b ec ome mor e familiar t o t hhe Gr eeks

® This translation and all translations of ancient texts are referenced in the bibliography.
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changing role of Doric monumental architecture towards the end of the fourth century is

best demonstrated through the increased construction of stoas towards the end of the

fourth century (Hasen and Fischddansen 1994: 85). There is very little evidence for

stoas in the sixth century, mostly being coc¢
suggesting that the stoa had a lower architectural status than the temple in this period
(Coulton 19Ba: 37). However, in Athens, in the closing years of the fifth century, the

stoa appears to improve in status and is constructed with growing monumentality and
increased frequency. Throughout the subsequent centuries, particularly during the
Hellenistic peiod, throughout the Greek world, the stoa became the choice structure with

which to elaborate sanctuaries (Coulton 1976a: 7)rigf overview of the stoas in

Coul t on 6 19%6&) dadnh to theiperiods of study in this thesis, demonstrates the

increasing interest in stoa construction, especially when compared to the decreasing rate

of Doric temple erection during the same peridtiggre 6, Appendices | and V).

Furthermore it i s suggesertd pdlaits @ hete dliinepeandd
second half of the fourth century as a con
Great 6s conqu e s-17% Thérélaent & ¢ha chdngirty 4acial tlilhate and

attitudes towards monumental architeetduring the Hellenistic perigénd not the lack

of temple constructiorthat precludes the inclusion of temples beyond the fourth century

in this study.

Numbers of Stoas and Doric Peripteral Temples
Constructed during the Sixth, Fifth and Fourth
Centuries
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Figure 6 Graph showing theumbers of ®as and Doriperipteral émples onstructed during the sixth, fifth

and fourth centuriesdlemonstrating the increased trend towards the construction of stoas at the end of the
fourth century(see Appendices | and V)
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Thesis Layout
The first half of the thesiis primarily concerned witlplacingthe study intdts context

as well agntroducing and explaining the dagat.To this endChapter 2reviews the past
literature relating to Doric peripteral templdesign, demonstrating that further
investigation into the connection between datd design is required if the differences in

the temple designs are to be underst@hpter Fxplains the reasons ftocusing upon

the size, shape and decoration of the exterior elements of the Daeicamdincludes a

brief overview of the 104 tengs that comprise the dasat Chapter 4explains the

reasons forfocusing uponparticular architectural elemenss well as thecriteria that

were appliedwith regard tothe inclusion of measurements based upooc hol ar s 6

hypotheticakestorations.

The seond half of the thesifocuses upomnalysing and explaining the datat.Chapter

5 analyses the datseton a Pamellenic scale, demonstrating the wide variety of different
temple designs that were utilisadd the lack of evidence fordirect connectin between
temple design and datBuilding upon the conclusions of the previous chapibapter 6
analyses the datset at a regional level, demonstrating ttia plan dimension®f the
templesappear to belong to subgional groups ofemarkably simér sizes but with
different elevation design€hapter7 explairs the presence of thesabregionalgroups
through a discussion dffie uilisation of religious architecture in intgyolis competition
and theexpressionof the c | i esoctalsadd politicaidentity. Chapter 8applies the
results of this analysit® a number of polis based case studies, further demonstrating the
importance of templsize and desigim inter- and intrapolis competitionConsequently,

it is argued that the differences in thesigns of Doric peripteral temples are connected to
distinct expressions of identity on behalf of terious groups that dedicated tempse
during the archaic and classical periods
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Chapter 2: Temple Design: The Scholar, the Architect and
the Patron.

The Classical, it has been well said, is the only universal style in architecture,

and Greek temple building stood at its heart. Its influence extends, with

interruptions, through time, via Roman architecture, the Italian Renaissance,

Palladio and Inigo Jees, into NeeCl assi ci sm and the speciHf
revi val 6 o fEven mehe fract®® @ oday, its reign cannot be

said to be over (Snodgrass 2007: 24).

The above quation from Snodgrass conveys the depth of history and tradition behind

the study and appreciation of Greek temple architecture. Knowledge of Greek
architecture in the western world has expanded enormously over the past 350 years, and

each generation has had a somewhat diffemaderstandingf the essentials of Greek
heritage(Winter 1984: 103). From temple restorations basegklgrupon readings of the

first-century BC Roman architect Vitruvius (see Adam 1990 for various examples), to
complex O6readings6é of entire architectural S
2008, the analysis of Greek temple architecture has remained a dominant element in the

study of the classical world, particularly in France, Germany, Greece and the United

States (Snodgrass 2007: 23).

Comprehensive overviews of thestoriographyof Greek achitecture have recently been

published by Winter (1984 pawforth (2006and Barletta (2011) and there is no need to

repeat their discussions here. Instead, this chamecentratesipon a review of the

studies thaspecificallyaddresshe difference#n Doric temple design, which is tliecus

of this thesis. In order treview the vast number of studies that relate to this subject, the

chapter is split into two sectionghe first half addresses the traditional approach to the

study of Doric temple ahitecture, discussing the drti st or i ¢ al Panhel l eni
model and the growing emphasis ugdantifying the meaningehindthe differences

The traditionalevolutionapproach to the differences in Doric peripteral temples connects

the variationdgn thar designs to their dateyith the designs changing on a Panhellenic

scale at a seemingly const ant -Hfifthacenwry.snt i | t he
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the study of Greek architecture has progressed, the application of the model has become
increasingly complex and ane recent approaes have focussed upon heariations in
designwere used to convey meaning. Building upon these stutiedirst half ofthis

chapter demonstrates that the differences in temple design should be undasstood

having meaning and significanaea regional, rather than Panhellenic level.

The secondhalf reviewsthe role of the ancient architeeind argues that, contrary to the
demands of thevolutionmodel, the architeavould not have been the sole arbiteraof

t e mp | e 6 Bheedigenciesgggestthat the ancient architect had to work closely with
a design committeaéndicatng that thetemple designs were influenced by more local
concerns than hasaditionally beenargued Consequently, this chapter derstrates the
need for further investigation into theditionalparadigm of Panhellenic evolutiar the
Doric templeand a more wideanging regional analysis of the meaning behind the
architectural differences, an important and revealing area of inagstigthat has been

overlooked in previous studies.
The Panhellenic Evolution Model

Origins of the Model

The traditional method for analysing Doric peripteral temple architecture has been to
study the individual buildings in relation tosingle Panhelleri trendin architectural

style. The evolution model, as the argument is referred to in this thesis, has b@estthe

dominant approach to temple studies since the late eighteenth century.

The origin of the evoluticary view of the development of art and architecture can be
traced to statements of some ancient authekjding Philo of Byzantium, Vitruvius and

Pliny the Elder, though none of them presented a systematic or theoretical treatment. This
was to come to some extent with the writings of Vasari in the Renaissance, but above all
wi t h Wi nck ey muentiab $764 rstudy toh thélistory of Ancient Arf
Winckelmann aimed to create an ordering of Egyptian, Greek, Etruscan and Roman art
that would clarify the rise and decline of styles and chart them chronologically.
Winckelmannbelievedthat the art ppduced in fifthc e nt ur y At t i c dhiswas
perfectionismwas attributablet o t he #fAcircumstances of [
through the introduction of democracy (Spivey 1996: 23; €ar2006: 36). Of the
eighteentkcentury architectural stlies, the publications by the architects Stuart and
Revett are the most rever@anodgrass 2007: 17)nlike the earlier scholars of classical

architectur e, for whom 6cl assical 6 meant

® For discussion see Barletta (2001: Chafijeand Wilson Jones (Forthcoming: Chapter 3).
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Greece as tresseof thegartseandoRmmi, stho mor e tStuarh her di
and Re v et t The Antiquiteek &f Atleengqublished in 1762, 1787, 1794 and

1816, contained measurements and drawings of the most important buildings of Athens
(Snodgrass 2007: 17). Thei di scussi ons of the architectul
model, suggesting that Greek architecture reached its highest peak of excelleite in
fifth-centuryAthens under Perikles (Stuart and Revett 1968: I11).

Foll owi ng Gr eece6s ndimgdethrdsreekrclmaeological $ocieth e f o u
in 1837, there developed a new recognition that the classical past formed an essential part
of Greek national identity. The Athenian Akropolis was cleared of its Byzantine, Frankish
and Ottoman remains and archagotal excavations were conducted. Following the
excavations, the classical temples of the Akropolis, such adsiieTemple of Athena

Nike and the Doric Parthenon (A8ere rebuilt in their classical guise (Whitley 2001:

31; Athanassopoulos 2002). Hoves, giventhe general lack of standing Doric temples

the proposed temple restorations of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries were
still largely based on preconceived romantic notiovisich werereinforced by ingenious
interpretations of Vitruiws (Winter 1984: 103). This resulted in temples being rebuilt
with little regard for scientific accuracy; for example, the 1836 reconstruction of Temple |
(Dioskouroi) at Akragas (S3) contains sections from multiple buildings including
elements of Romanate (Marconi 1929: 96, 98). However, following the rediscovery of

the temples at Poseidonia and the study of the temples at Aldagag the third garter

of the eighteenth centurthe reliance on Vitruvius began to subside.

The conception of the modestudy of Greek architecture is commonly dated to the last
quarter of the nineteenth century, with a reduction in the reconstructions based on
Vitruvius and the commencement of the large scale sanctuary excavations (Snodgrass
2007: 24). The foreign pow&r Russia, Britain and France, were no longer allowed to
export endless amount of antiquities but instead were granted permission to establish
schools in Athens, devoted to the study of the classical past (Whitley 2001: 31; Morris
2006; Barletta 2011: 616). With the start of German excavations at Olympia in 1885

well as the French excavations at Delphid the American excavations at the Argive
Heraion in 1892, the era of scientific exatien of entire sites had begwmne purpose of

which was to esiblish a reliable chronology and clarify the whole range of ancient Greek
architectural development (Winter 1984: 103; Snodgrass 2007: 18).

As a consequence of the excavations at the major sanctuaries aoatthainginterest
in the Panhellenicevolution of architectural design, a number of studies set out to

measure the key elements of Doric temples in order to help catalogue and clandethe
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of the evolution. These studies are exemplified by the work of Koldewey and Puchstein
(1899), who measuretthe remains of a number of temples in South ltaly and Sicily, a
work so important that it still forms the basis for many modern studies on Sicilian
temples today (Barletta 2011: 6 8sosee tables of measurements in Mertens 1984 214
217). Despite the wliespread belief in the evolution of temple design, there had been very
little attempt to clarify the relationship between chronology and the Panhellenic
development of desigrin an attempt to resolve thign 1894 Marquand published an
analysis of the phmortions of the Selinuntine templewhich chared the relationship
betweentheir dates andtheir desigrs. Marquando6s results suggest ¢
date and proportion could be found; however, he expressed significant reservations
regarding the vadity of the results, especially in relation to all ratios evolving in a single
linear directiomat a constant rate

Despier Mar quandd&s msclotans gontimuppd tp makes stngng) @nnections

between date and design, and continued to debatelésfart he desi gn of t he
temple(Dinsmoor 1950; Lawrence 1996hdeed, it is often overlooked that the very idea

of o6perfectiond and consequently the concept
are based solely upon modern perceptions anci ent 6perfectiond.
Coultondés (1977: 98, 99) work on the propor
after Mar qguandos study, Mbse pesple deelthat thd added (
experimentation was successful, and the laterdimgis were more harmonious and
satisfying than the earlieré by the Hell eni
care, and tomo s t p e o pwiitre Iéss expressive doin However , t he mo
usefulness in helping to ascribe dates to poorly predetemples and the conservative

nature of late nineteenth century classical archaeology meant that the evolution model

with the rise, peak and decline of architectural styles remained the most conspicuous
paradigm (Whitley 2001: 35).

Development of the Model

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth céesgur vast number of new buildings,
which required a place in the Panhellenic evolutiaere uncoveredit the beginning of
the twentieth century Anderson and Spiers (1903) thought it was reastmadglatThe
Architecture of Ancient Greece and Roimea single volumeThe significantly larger
body of material that was available for study two decades later mearnhé¢haecond
edition of the workhad to bedivided into two volumes, that on Greeavised by W.B.

Dinsmoor, originally published in 1927, and the Roman section by Thomas Ashby.
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Snodgrasso6é6 (2007: 24) recent referral t o Di
detailed handbook of the twentieth century h i g thé immptancsf his bak andits
influence within the study of Greek archite
study of temples followed that of his predecessors, removing the buildings from their
contemporary contextsnd analysing them as gstecesin an dtempt to pesent the

evidencefor Panhellenic evolubin and the superiority of fifthentury Attic architecture.

Dinsmoor (19501 47 ) as s i g n stge td theearchaic pesicel @nd thé Persian

Wars (6064 50 BC), the Obrief culenn(450400BQand t o At h
the O6beginning of the decadence@8beangt he fou
considered the pinnacle of Doric desif¢irigure 7). Lawrence (1996: 58), another

influential proponent of the evolution ament, whose book was originally published in

1957, believed that tfhectPiaon hasanoins claumma riilaysy m

Aside from the Parthenon, the O0standarddé D
characterised by facade andl3 flank columrs, exemplified by the Hephaisteion at

Athens (A6; 450440) and the Temple of Poseidon at Sounion (A9:-481 Dinsmoor

1950: 53;Figure 7). The arrangement dd facadeby 13 flank columns or two times

facade colmns plus one (2X+1), Babeen considered by almost all subsequent
subscribers to the evolution argument to be
1978: 156; Dinsmoor and Dinsmoor 1996: 377; Cooper 1996e: 400; Pedley 2005: 69;

Barletta 2009a: 7%Prokkola 2011: 185).

"This is despite Vitruviusodé (3.2.6) statement tha
(of which there were none in fiftbentury Athens), which led Robertson (1979: 71) to suggest that

the ideal design for the peripteral Doric temple was not reached until the fourth century, an idea

that has received little subsequent attention.
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Figure 7P|l ans of t hieperiptpral tefpmes of diftlicddimiry Attica After Boersma 1970: 196;
Pedley 2005: 69; Barringer 2008: 116).

The idea of perfection and evolution was not only confiteethe number of columria

t he t e mpl ;ah@ sveralenogorsians/of the Parthenon (A8) wieetievedto be

t he best, wi t h t he col umns©o height i n rel e
considered o6perfectod. Itnhd i e rwfi @ cht 6t hper oepvoorlt
Parthenon were deemed to stand at the end of a long series of gradually evolving shapes
(seeTablel, as outlined by Brown (1906: 178)). Such was the belief in the evolution of
proportions, that even when the excavated column drums of the Tholos at Delphi
suggested a reconstruction of the columns with five drums, rather than four as had been
previously believed, Dinsmoor (1950: 234 n.3) argued that it should still be restored with

four, because this produced the correct ratioc
Date Temple Column Dimensions
Column not quite 4 diameters in
7th c. BC |Old Temple of Corinth height
End of the
7th c. Old Temple of Selinous Column 4.5 diameters
6th c. The most recent Temple at Selinous  |Column 4.5 diameters
6th c. Temple of Zeus, Selinous Column 4.66 diameters
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Date Temple Column Dimensions
6th c. Temples of Artemis, Syracuse Column 4.40 diameters
Temple of St. Mary of the Column,

6th c. Syracuse Column a little less than 5 diameters
6th c. Grand Temple of Poseidon, Paestum |Column 4.5 diameters
6th c. Temple of Demeter, Paestum Column 4.8 diameters
6th c. Temple of Zeus, Olympus Column 4.6 diameters
5th c. Temple of Athena, Aegina Column 5.33 diameters
5th c. Temple of Theseus, Athens Column 5.5 diameters
5th c. The Propylaea, Athens Column 5.5 diameters
5th c. The Parthenon, Athens Column 5.5 diameters

Table 1 Table of column diameters reproduced from Brown (1906: 99).

It is also generally agreed ththe decoration applied to the temples evolved over time,
not only in relation to the style of the sculpture, but also the patterns that were employed
to decorate the individual elements (Brown 1906: 198). Likewise, the belief in the
s uUbseque nin aréhiteetardl istylee dnd the decadenaf the fourth century
templeshasled Hodge and Tomlinson (1969: 192) to put forward the unusual suggestion
that the lifting bosses, which were removed from the temple once the blocks had been
lifted into place, wes actually used as decoration in this periodisTidea of a
Panhellenic evolution of column numbers, proportions and decoratiosusaguently
formed theunderlying baséor a number of notablstudies into Doric temple architecture

(for example @stby 1994b: 41; Sowerby 1995: 171; Rhodes 3.9, 74; Barletta 2005:
71-72; 2009a: 79Pedley 2005: 689; Prokkola 2011: 15859).

Fundamental to the evolution argument is the assumption that the ancient architects were
chiefly concerned with beautifying anéfining the constructive features of the Doric

order (Dinsmoor 1950: 147; Lawrence 1996: 58; Wescoat 2012: 239). Coulton (1977: 97)
has suggested: ARThe target of regul ar and

'

through experimentation, could reasdyabe ascribed to all architects from the mid

seventh century onwardls Accor di ngl vy, it was naimtain ar chi t e
the evolutionary progression in temple desigith each architect slightly modifyintpe

design othis predecessorl.herefore the architects would maintain and control the steady
evolution of design and i mpr ov eFoeerample,r egar dl
Plassart and Blum (1914: 84) argued that the similarities in the designs of the temple at
Orchomenos (P5h the Peloponnese and the Temple of Athena at Assos (O1) in Turkey
areindicative of the two temples sharing the same date, despite the geographical distance.
Consequentlyunder the evolution model, he di f ferences between t he
were unérstoodto bel i t t 1 e mor e t han Odasdlitl@aitdnpttwaswar ds p

made to understand the reason behind the different designs, as the paradigm provided the
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ability to date temple remains in the absence of historical texts and without eetours

archaeological sources

Complicating the Model i Western Architecture

Despite subscribing to the overall model of evolution, many scholars disagreed with how
it should be applied to the surviving architecture. The main point of contention was the
apparent difference between the architecture of the western colonies and that of the
mainland, which proved difficult toeconcile ina single evolutionary line. For example,

it was observed that the Sicilian temples were larger than their mainland coustengar
thatsomedesign features of the mainland tempkasch as double contracticcguld not

be found in the west until a much lagtyle of architecture was aped(Dinsmoor 1950:

80; Marconi 2007: 29). As such, temple scholars began to debate boevdlution
model could be applied to thesseemingly distinctlines of development and
consequent | y,madelhe gréatesh sragtess dolvaids perfection dtiniemg
sixth century.

Dinsmoor (1950: 69) argued that the initial development of Darsigth happened in the

west andnfluenced the mainland. However, once the development of style was complete,

the architects in the colonies began to place more emphasis upon garish ostentation
rather than the refinement of proportions, which reslith acer t ai n fAcul tur al
Aprovincialismaciondi hg tol ®mninesnoor s (1950:
traditions were brought together around the middle of the fifth century, with the
construct i onclassfoftetngies in thén webty @pniised by the Temple of

Victory at Himera (S12), and thhecontemporarnystructureson the mainland, such as the

Temple of Zeus at Olympia (P20However it is generally argued
temples in the west were copies of the mainland templéserrahan the resulting

products of two separate traditions (Skele 2002: 42).

Another line of argument suggests that the two traditions developed completely
separately until the fifttcentury when the western architects saw the achievements of

theirmain and counterparts and fAabandoned their ¢
(Winter 1976; Lawrence 1996: 8%)ikewise, Mertens (1996: 32322, 327, 330) argued

that the traditiongvolvedseparately, each developing their own unique trends, béfere t

western architects decided to accept maintaaditions.However,he alsosuggested that

some colonies (Syracuse, Megara, Selinous, Gela and Akragas) were already more
familiar with mainland traditions than others, especitignthose of South Italylt has

also been suggested that many innovations originated on the mainland and were
introduced to the west over time (Bookidis 1967:-428; Coulton 1983: 463; Wescoat
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1989: 85; Holloway 2000114), rather than the sudden collision of the two traditams
argued by Dinsmoor (1950: 111).

Due to the general acceptance of the evolution model, it became impossible to see the
differences in designof the western templesid thé divergences from thgingleline of

evolution as anything other thdiagd due to thefprovinciabnature of the western poleis

and their subjeatin to darbaric influences(Dinsmoor 1950: 75, 92). Robertson (1979:

85) went further in suggesting that Athens specifically was the driving force behind the
development of temple design the sixth century and that the highly original sixth
century Temple of Athena at Assos (01) #dis
due to Athenian influencés

Corversely a number of arguments suggested that influence may also have gone the
other way, by arguingthat the traditional view of western Greeks dackward and

reliant upon the mainland for cultural inspiration and artistic progress is too simplistic
(for example, see Miles 1989:;52000. Indeed, Coulton (1984: 484) has arguethat a
number of features of the Parthen@h8), such as the slender and closely spaced
columns, may have come to Athens from the Greek westheid emple of Apolloon

Delos (O8)whilst Mertens (1996: 332) and Lattimore (2006: 461) believe that Liben, th
architect of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia (P20), may have been stimulatiéw by

designs ofvestern architecture, rather than vice versa.

The different temple designs, not only between the mainland and the west, but also within

the mainland itselfhave alsomade it difficult to come to a general agreement regarding

the end of the O6rised of the Doric style a
exampl e, Di nsmoor (1950: 70) suggested that
of the late fifthcentury came together in the period 5D BC. However, Lawrence

(1996: 99) argued that the work was already complete when the fifth century began. Later
scholars suggest that the change between rise and culmination came with the construction

of the Temje of Athena Polias on the Athenian Akropolis (A3) or the Temple of Aphaia

on Aigina (Al14), which have been variously dated between 525 and 470 (Childs 1994: 4;
Whitley 2001: 225; Martin 2003: 76; Spawforth 2006: 64). As sitchias clearthat the

model ould not simply be applied on a Panhellenic scale in a straightforward way and

that the argum required further refinement.

A line of investigation into temple design that has run coeatly with the evolution
modelis the attempt to understand the haets that were used by the ancient architects to

design their temples. Despite many different scholars suggesting solutions to the problem,
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there is very little consensus as to whether the design system was based upon a fixed size
module, such as a triglp the use of standardised measurement, such as a standardised

6f oot 6, or a successive method with little
1975; Tobin 1981; Seki 1984; De Waele 1988; Haselberger 1996; Wilson Jones 2001;

Waddell 2002).There is ginificant difficulty applying the methods as there is no clear

single measurement upon which to base any calculatlmsexample, multiple foot

lengths have been suggested, even in relation to single buildings, as demonstrated by the

dozen or so different foot measures that have been published for the Hephaisteion in

Athens (A6, De Waele 1988; Wilson Jones 2000: 75; 2001: 676; Pakkanen 2006: 177

179).1n this regard it is notable that the Oxf
rule and square discovered in the Mabdagan N
indicate that multiple linear measures, from diverse sources, may have degknnu

Greek construction in the fifth and fourth centuries (Wilson Jones 2000; Stieglitz 2006).

Yet is is also true that a few foot units were accepted standards over a relatively wide

range. A case in point is the attestation of a unit of 327 mm ortt®tBalamis relief and

on the Mabagan Mi khael finds, this being tI
accounts relating to the Erechtheion, while 10 ft intervals of the same unit were marked

out on the temple at Segesta (Mertens 1984). Similarly, semse of pattern may be

deduced from the tendency for hypothetical design modules and triglyph widths in the

Classical period to correspond to multiples such as 25 or 30 dactyls of the ca. 327 mm

foot (Wilson Jones 2001). Nevertheless, analyses based amamhdar readings and

proportional rules may be criticised as only being applicable with relative certainty to a

few buildings in specific periods (Seki 1984; Wilson Jones 2001; Pakkanen 2004: 85

n.3).It is unclear ifthe modern measurements utilised to help calculatartbient design

techniquesare sufficiently accura¢ for such a purpose (Pakkanen 1984Jl likely that

the formulated design rules aveerly complex, were probably only applicable in certain
circumstances and subject to diverse local conditions (Bundgaard 1957: 129; Coulton

1975: 99; Tobin 1981: 379; Wddll 2002: 1).For these reasons, this thesis will not

considerthe ancient processes of design and measurementa t l ed to the bu
constructionbut instedutilises absolute measures to compare the differences in the

buil dingsd appedrismcaes.seldn degedCoud t on (1975
size and shapef the type completed in this studyosid be helpful in future discussions

of ancientunits of measurement.

Complicating the Model - Further Problems and Regionalisation
As further analges of the architecture evecompleted and new temples were discovered,

the application of a single overarching evol
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designs became even more complicated. Some scholars begarbtdhdoexistence of

the fouthc ent ury o6édeclined from aesthetic perfec
numbers of constructed Doric temples was linked to a change in prosperity in the various

parts of the Greek world and was not simply an indication of the groawegsion

towards the Doric order (Tomlinson 1963). Likewise, Dinsni@t 950) modelfailedto

explain why the ancient Greeks continued to design new temple forms into the fourth
century, if the Operfectdé appearance had alr
Consequently, during the second half of the twentieth century thewamea fine w
appreciation of the period 4000 BCo0 (Wi nter 1984: 105) .

It also became clear thatl e ment s of d{cdntary téngpke pléns ltad dreaflyi f t h
emerged during the sixtbent ur vy . For exampl e, the O&éprovi
Assos (01), constructed in the second half o
13 temple plan (Dinsmoor and Dinsmoor 1996: ,3F&jure 8). Smilarly, Scranton

(1946: 39) demonstrated that temples of broadly similar date utilised remarkably different

interior designs; for example, Temples C, D and F at Selinous (S16, S17 anale®d9)

all believed to belong to the late sixth cenfuoyt they lave different dimensioned and

proportioned inner buildingsF{gure 8). Indeed, such was the implication of this

observation that later scholars, in an attempt to maintaireffteet of theevolution

paradigmupon tie main external elements of the Doric ordeegan to suggest that

religion determined the layout of the cella (Plommer 1950: 109; Dinsmoor and Dinsmoor

1996: 377). For exampl&Vinter (1976: 143) and Mertens (1996: 327) argued that it was

the differencan religion that led to the wider gap between the cella and peristyle of the

Sicilian temples, believing this may have been used more extensively for cult purposes in

Sicily than elsewhere.
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Figure 8 Plans of the Temple of Hera @ympia (P18), the Temple of Athena at Assos (O1) as well as
Temples C (S16), D (S17) and F (S19) at Selin@dter Mallwitz 1972: 81;Mertens 1984: 164, Beilage 26
Spawforth 2006: 191

As a further consequence of new analyses and discoveries, tefgends in temple
design began to be identified. Previously, proponents of the evolution argument would
only acknowledge the impact of local influences when a building could not be forced into

their individual model of Panhellenic evolution; for exampBnsmoor (1950: 92)
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suggested that the unusually short peristyle on the Temple of Athena at Delphi (N17) was

due to the templebs position fAathwart a nar
long proportions of the contemporary Temple of Apollo alt [peh i (N16) were AfAth
of the introduction of the adytum between the cella and the prona&swise, Mertens

(1996: 332) has argued that the long proportions of Temple E at Selinous (S18) were due

to the refusal of the Selinuntines to remove thetadyn and the buil ders

confidence in achieving the classical balas 0 .

During the second half of the twenthieth centargrowing number of scholars began to
observethat some elements of temple design were distinctly Id&althe concept of
6geonal 6 design was <contradictory to the id
trends were generally subsumed into the evolutmdel as shodived tangents to the

single overarching evolutionary line. For instance, although Shoe (1936: 183; 1952: 4,
22) argued vigorously for the general chronological development of Greek mouldings and
their usefulness in dating temple architecture, she acknowledged that there were certain
discrepancies between the mouldings of the western and mainland templeis and
addition, certain local styles existed amongst the colonies. For example, theefittiry
temples of Akragaappear to havemade use of their own unique sima fof@hoe 1952:

25).

Similarly, Coulton (1977: 105; 1979: 82) argued that column capital shdioke not

evolve at a consistent Panhellenic rate, as had been previously postulated. For example, it
had generally been accepted that as the ancient architects moved from site to site, refining
the proportions of the Doric temples, each new building watilte a capital that was
slightly less bulging than on the previous temple. As such, the shape of the capital could
be used to help date the architecture (Johnson 1936: 48; Dinsmoor 1950: 90; Scranton
1964: 27; Lawrence 1996: 68). Coulton (1977: 10%9198B2) noted, however, that no

two sets of Doric capitals, even on the same building, have precisely the same proportions
and echinus profile; for example, the pronaos and peristyle capitals on the Temple of
Zeus at Nemea (P17) have noticeably differemtpprtions (Hill 1966: 45). Coulton
(1977: 105) suggested that instead of a gradual evolution, the capital underwent three
distinct changesalbeit with regional variations in uptake. During the archaic and
classical periods, it is also likely that therasma predominance of shdisted local styles;

for example, he demonstrated that the buildings of-&&htury Attica made use of a
standard capital design not used elsewhere (Coulton 1977: 106; 1979: 90). Coulton
(1984) later went further, suggesting tthilae entire form of the Doric temple did not

evolve as smoothly as has been previously postulated and identified distincefiftiry
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Attic forms in other areas of the architecture, such as the ratio of entablature height to

column height.

Similar trend towards local designs, not solely based upon Panhellenic chronological
changehave beelidentified by other scholars. For example, Winter (1990; 1993) noticed
that during the archaic period various regions developed their own roofing systems,
which werecategorised by both technical and decorative functions and were often based
around individual citystates. Furthermore, Pfaff (2003a: 195) suggested that the use of
graduated heights of the krepidoma steps and the inclusion of ramps are strongly
associaté with the Peloponnesevhilst, Bookidis (1967: 505), Goldberg (1982) and
Marconi (2007: 217) have all identified regional trends in the decorative sclefmes
Doric temples

Indeed, a number of studies have argued that there was a wider variety ohdiffere

designs in the sixth century than simply those of the mainland and western traditions
discussed abovgrokkola 2011: 158, 185, 188; Wescoat 2032:1 204, 235) . Bar
(1990) analysis of the O0Achai anéamountobl oni an
regional variety existed in the temple architecture of the sixth century. For example,
capitals with leaf necking are only found in certain poleis in South Italy, the Peloponnese

and on Korkyra and have consequently been linked to local tastepalitical

associations between the various poleis (Barletta 1990: 49, 52). Moreover, Barletta
(2009a: 77) suggested that during the early sixth century the form of the cella building, as

well as the number and arrangemehthe peristyle columns, werdfected not only by

t h e b udate Hut alsgsdosation.

Although it is acknowledgedmongst scholars of the twerftyst centurythat there is a

greater variety in the temple designs of the sixth century than has been previously
postulated, it ist#l generally suggested that the buildings were all part of a pioneering
6creatived period, whi ¢ h e xat svttice gointinterd o r to t
regionality and shared principles of design meant that temple design began to move along
asigl e evolutionary riothdafifth centuay(@stlsy 200@ 857;f ect i on
Barletta 2009a: 82; Wescoat 20124)1 Therefore, classical temple scholars continue to

try, with varying degrees of success, to adapt the model and fit the local andakegion
differencesnto a grand narrative of Panhellerniesigndevelopmenthowever, it is now

felt that the argument is more nuanced and not as straightforward as was once presented

by Brown (1906) and Dinsmoor (1950)
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Complicating the Model 1 Meaning and Identity

The inherentontradictioninvolved in applying a chronological model to a ds¢d that
demonstrates regional tendencies has led some scholars to explore the meaning behind
di fferent templesd constructi otosoncedratea sequent
upon understanding the reaswiy a communitybuilt a Doric temple, rather than
focusing on the intricacies of design tltaincerned scholaisuch as Brown (1906) and
Dinsmoor (1950) The investigation of meaning in classical architesdtgtudes is not a

0 n e w0 intleedpVitrevius (4.5.67) famously felt that the Doric order represented the
male body and the lonic the female. It is not the aim of this section to discuss all instances
whereby classical architecture was thought to beanimgarather to focus upon studies

that suggest the construction of temples in different locations and different designs was
due to their meaningn the last few decaddise association dhe differences irlassical
architecture and meaningas attra@d attention as scholars seek to move away from
seeing a direct connection between design and date.

Edlund (1987: 143) and De Polignac (1988yesuggested that all peripteral temples in

extraurban sanctuaries (up to 15 or 16km away from an urban Lamgardless of their

specific designs, served the particular interests of a single polis, especially in relation to

making claims to land holdingFurthermore, it is argued that placing Doric peripteral

temples in these frontier sanctuaries served tphasiseaci t y6s 6 Greekness®b
1987: 143). The link between the construction of a temple and the desire of the
constructors to demonstrate their Greek identity, has found particular authority in relation

to the Doric temples of Sicily and South ltaliyhas long been noted that the cities of the

west constructed a large amount of monumental architeaspeciallywhen compared

to the cities of the mainland j(®vist 1973: 64).The large number of temples in the

western colonies hdmwen linkedtod s pi ri t of manhongstthadolonigts| | eni s n
which has subsequently beerssociatedvith a represention other 6 Gr eek i dent it
(Sjogvist 1973: 64; Mertens 1996: 319) this sense, particular western temples are seen

as forms of propaganda,hilst the meaning behindhe majority of Doric temples is

overlooked or theyare assumed to have ngivertens 1996: 334). For example, Burford

(1961: 91, 93) argued that the temple at Segesta (S13) was built by the Segestans in order

8 For example, studies such as those by Holland (1917), Hersey (1988: 31) and Wilson Jones
(2002), which seek to identify the meaning behind the appearance of the triglyph frieze are not
discussed here as they focus upon the meaning of a single element of ther@aricather than

the decision to build a temple in a particular location or in a certain way.

° This idea has also been suggested by Marinatos (1993) and Pedley (2005). However, Spencer
(1995) prefers to see exitaban sanctuaries as representing ther@sts of the urban elite, whilst

Hall (2006), Voyatzis (1999) and Forsénal (1999) suggest that exttaban sanctuaries were
owned and used by multiple competing or friendly cities.
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to demonstrate theiGreekness to the Athenians, whereas the Temple of Asklepios at

Epidauros (P9) was built purely to serve the needs of an expanding cult.

The main problem with the theory specific westernemples being seen as symbols of
Greek identity is that it overtiks the historical circumstances under which the
monumental temples of Sicily and South Italy were built. These temples do not belong to
a time when the colonists were trying to affirm their supremacy over theiGreek
neighbours or were being threatdniey them. Indeed, Small (2004) suggested that in
South Italy there was a large amounpehcefulinteraction between the Greekiesand

native aristocratic eliteduring the sixth centuryMarconi (2007: 30) further argued that

far from being symptomazt of Greek communities under pressure from their-Goeek
neighbours, the monumental temples of the colonial Greek west were the signs of wealth,
power, and superiority of the communities that erected them. Indeed, whilst it may be true
that the westerireeks built larger temples than those on the mainland, the mainland
Greeks constructed more temples than those in the atconi 2007: 29)
Furthermore, the idea that colonial temples were used as statements of Greekness, whilst
those on the mainlandese not directly involved in such propaganda, being built simply

as arpieces, is somewhat contradictory and overlooks the potential role of all Doric

temple architecture to convey meaning.

In fact, it has recently been suggested that architectpaeticularly architectural

sculpture,was used to address issues of individual polis identity rather than simply
reflecting the 6Greeknessb6 of the coloni st :
suggests that as the city temple, the Temple of Athena at Asipséed not only as

an expression of contemporary civic identity and pride, but also as a reflection of cultural

values. Although the temple was dedicated to the divinity, it was meant to be seen by

human beingsvhose responses were importahtjs, Wesoat (2012: 4) hypothesises that

the sculptures on the building served a purpose and had meaning beyond their decorative

value.

Despite it not being generally agreed that iconography can be directly liked to politics

(for example see Whitley 2001: 257)hasgenerally been feltthatmu i | di ngds scul p
programme bore particular meaninfpr( example, Spivey 1996: 98; Marconi 2007;

Barringer 2008;Maggidis 2009: 983; Jstby 2009. More recently,Holloway (1999)

argued that the metope sculptures of Tiengpat Selinougepresented theonsolidation

of state religion.Furthermore ,Hélscher (2011: 55)in relation to the fact that many

templ esd scul pt ur das suhgestad dhiat ciszeoha poswouldny t h s ,
identify with the myths depicted otheir buildings, whether they represented myths
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specific to that city or not. However, not all temples carried sculpdng in these

instances the architecture itself is left to display any intended meaning.

Due D the nature of their analysistudies mto the meaning behind the temple

architecture have tended tavoid discussingt h e buil dingsé physical
However, t he templ e mandasmppdngtheawagsan whishthent egr a
groups who built the templesanted to appear (Chersti@?06: 31). Consequently, a

number of studies have begun to suggestttreimilarities and differences between the
various buildingsdéd designs bore meahati ng. For
if Argos is to be seen as controlling the Argive &léro n Afone should exp
examples of corresponding building activity in Argos during the period in quéstion

Likewise, Holmes (1995: 17576), studying eighthand seventltentury architecture,

identified that sanctuaries with political testca t y seem t o adopt the ci
style, suggesting thdithe ancients recognised decorative details and exploited them as
characterist c embl ems of a city or regiono.

The idea of meaning behindarchitectural similaritiesbetween buildingswas dso

identified by Snodgrasd 986) in relation tdoth Doric and lonigeripteral architecture

Snodgrass (1986) noted that, despite their extraordinary size in relation to the other Doric
temples, Temple G at Selinous (S20) and the Temple of Zeus Oly(fi@ople B)at

Akragas (S8) had very similar stylobate dimensions (50.07m by 110.12m and 52.74m by

110. 095m respectivel y). Snodgr asgolityat t ri but
interactiorqy suggesting that the two projects were designed to rival ebeh with both

cities having a long history of political competition.érafore it was argued that in this

i nstance, the templesd di mensions and propc
design trends; rather, local circumstancas well as politicaland social competitign

determined the buildingsodé size.

Further analyses in other locations have shown that architectural design was used on a
local, rather than Panhellenic, scale to convey meaning (Stevenson 26814y B6r
example, the use of the lenstyle on tomb architecture in sixtlentury Cyrene is
contrasted by Cherstich (2006:-2%) with the predominantly Doric style used in the
public architecture of the citarguingthat the diverse styles were used in order to display

the affiliation andcultural identity of the tomb occupants. Similarly, Skele (2002: 29, 45)
has suggested that the peculiarities in the design of the TemplhearfiaAat Poseidonia

(I8) may be linked to the assimilation of indigenous populations into the city, whilst
Lattimore (2006: 460) argued that the useh# lonic and Doricorderon theTempleof

Athena at Poseidonia (I8pay reflect the colonisb consciousness that all styles were
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6t heirso, rat her than f ocasistgdga daté] analgsing r , t he

both meaning and temple design together relates to the temples afesixtiny Arcadia.
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Figure 9 Plans of @stby's 'Arcadian’ traditicemples(After dstby 1991: 45; 1995b: Figure 188, Figure 194,
Figure 195, Figure 200)

@stoy (1991; 1995b; 2000; 2005) identified a series of temples in archaic Arcadia that
utilised similar features in their desigrisiqure 9). The main identifying factors of the
6Arcadi andé st yl délspacirgon thkeifatadeandtmetflank the use ol 6k
by 13 columnsthe use of marbleand the use of similar dimensior®r instance, the
Temple of Athena at Vigla (P23) and Temple C at Pallantion (P24) were constructed with

similar overall widths the foundations of the Temple of Athena measuring 11.55m by
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24.33m compared to the 11.4m by 25m of Templel'l@e repeated use of such design
similarities, in contrast to th®anhellenic evolutiorirend in the wider Greek world,
prompted@stby (2005: 501) to asciate the use of this style with the same notion of
inter-state competition identified by Snodgrass (1986). Indgsthy (2005: 501) went
further than Snodgrass andasiated the differences in thesignsof the buildingswith

the separate expressiomd identity on behalfof the supporting cities. Consequently,

I st bstudy issociates the similaritiaed difference of the Arcadian temple designs
with the conveyance of meaning. Further to this study, Nielsen (200; 18ilsen and

Roy 2009: 262jas argued that the date of construction may also be a significant factor in
the identification of architecturalompetition in ArcadiaFor example, the construction

of temples in the neighbouring communities of Orchomenos and Mantinea, around 530,
are sen as efforts to raffirm their separate local identities, and the degrediftdrence
between the templdesigns was desirable in order to assweir local identity in the face

of outsiders. Therefore, studies of this type,ichhutilise the detailedarthistorical
analysis to suggest that the similarities an
designs as having an actigecial role rather than simply agbjects designed to reflect

contemporary Panhellenic trends.

Unfortunately, despite tb strong indication othe importance ofegional architectural

trendsthe Arcadian group is still identified by @stby (2005) as being a sitajigendto

the overalllinear evolution of Doric architecture in the sixth century. Consequently,

I st by0®& 257;22005: 493) study is limited geographically to Arcadia and
chronologically to the sixth <century, in o
Dorism, which is felt to beexemplified by the Temple of Apollo at Corini{r7)

Furthermore, the varisuscholarsvho have analysed the-soal | ed GO0 Ar cadi and t
are unsure as to when the local tradition ended. For exa@igliey (2005) as well as
Forsénet al. (1999) i ncl uded the temple on Agios EI i as
tradition, whilst Nié¢ son (200 2: 180) argued that the t el
of Panhellenic developmeimdtdndeed Winter (2005: 486) argued that the series comes to

a close with the earlier Temple of Athena at Vigla (P23) and excluded the Agios Elias

temple all togther. Consequently, notwithstanding the fact that the Arcadian- sixth
century templ esd di ffekidestimtexmesed meaningttec ogni sed

buildings are inherently viewed as a brief tangent on the path of Panhellenic evolution.

To summarisgthe first half of this chapter has demonstrated the current issues relating to
the application of thdraditional evolution model to the physicéémpleremains.The
review indicates thathe model has significant underlying problems, especially with

regard to its reliance operceptions of perfectiomfh e appearance of O6perf
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in the sixth century and the amount of variet the designs of the templagtultimately
refuse to be organised into a linear developmenther suggest that theere problems

with the model

Recent studies, such tmse by Winter (1990; 1993) and Barletta (198@ye suggested

that the traditional model cannot be applied in such a simple way and that differences in
the designs might be due to various regi@salell as Panhellenic trend3arlettad 2011

article on the state of the disciplidescusses the need for future studies to place buildings
not only in their architectural but also their social context. In contrasatler art
historical scholarssuchas Dinsmoor (1950)ecent studies b$nodgrass (1986), Jstby
(2005) and Nielsen (2002ave begun to analyse architectural designvell agrying to
understand the bui ladd megningThes avark, andlysingrnhpgor t anc e
design of the tempgeat a regional level, in an attempt to understand the reasons behind
their similarities and differences f©i@emonstrated that the variations the temple
designs, onco el i eved to be indicative of 6f ashi on
ancient world As argued by Miles (1998: 54), the application of a Panhellenic evolution
model may actively obscure any intended significance of variation in design.
Unfortunately, despite the indication that temples were used to convey meaning, the
Arcadia study wasirhited both geographically and chronologically in order to avoid
contradicting thePanhellenicevolutionmodel However, the Arcadia study provides an
insight into theregional and sociaiole of the design similarities and differences in the
ancient world Nevertheless, éforea more wideranging regional analysiof similarities

and differences can be completediarge scale ranalysis ofPanhellenic design trends

and the assumed role of certain groups within the evolution argument, such as the
architeds, need to be completeih order to identify any Panhellenic trends in temple

design.

The Architect

It is a widely accepted premise that some level of conscious thought went into the design

of Doric peripteral temples and traditionally, this process lbeen seen aghe sole

responsibility of the architect (Coulton 1975: 59; Rhodes5188-74). As discussed

above, the architect is a fundamergldment of the evolution model asdnsequently,

scholars who utilise the evolution modehve a very cleacut understanding of the

temple commissioning process. For exampte,pgrocesss outlined by Coulton (1974:

98; 1977: 16, 74) who states that it was t he
size, asii i t was upon the si z edependanthilsttithvas the o st wo u

architectodés responsibility to |l ook after eve
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matters, as well as overseeing the craftsmen
the architect as chief builder, foremanpayor and mastedesigner has largely been

maintained intotwentyfirstcentury studies of Doric temple architecture (for example,

Barletta 2005: 95; 2009a: 80; 2011: 628; Tomlinson 2006: 161).

In actuality, the very nature of the evolution model requihesarchitect to undertake

these responsibilities. For the evolution model to work, ancient Greek architects had to

have been worlfamous, wandering, mastarchitects who desigul buildings alone,

regardless of outside pressures or the nature of thetgaaiwhich they were working.
Viewing the architects in this light explain
at such a smooth rate over vast geographic distances and why the primary goal of a
templ ebs design was t g theaandienteGreek aciptectsare ct i on 6
considered to be so powerful that 1Istbyés (.
designs could only exist because of the unusual presence of local architects, and, to this

end, the Temple of Apoll&pikouriosat Basai (P4) and the Temple of Athena Alea at
Tegea(P6)were excluded from his analydiecause Pausanig&41.79, 8.45.5suggest

thatthey werecreated by architects from outside Arcadia.

Such was the belief that the architect was solely responsibleioe ent i rety of a
design thatsimilar to the works of Beazley and the attribution of pottery paintings to
different artists,it was thought that unique details of execution attested to the
individuality of the architect (Symeonoglou 1985a: 49p@&yrass 2007: 21, 22A

number of scholars went as far as to assign temples to anonymous architects based on
stylistic and typological details. The most famous, and widely accepted example is the

60 Theseum FgureldB),twhoseatiibutedtemples include the Hephaisteion in

Athens (A6), The Temple of Poseidon at Sounion (A9), the Temple of Athena at Pallene
(A10) and the Temple of Nemesis (AlRinsmoor 1950: 18182; Plommer 1950;

Meiggs 1963: 39; Hodge dan Toml i nson 1969; Wi nter 1978:
hands have been identified using the same methodology; for exaniplargued that a

single architect constructed the TempleAtiiena at Syracuse (S23) and the Temple of

Victory at Himera (S12, Dinsaor 1950: 109fFigure lOA).lo Likewise, the Temple of

Artemis at Kalydon (N1) and the Temple of Poseidon at Velving f\fure 10C) are

argued to be designed by a singleh#&ect (Lawrence 1996: 144), and a singlehitectis

thought to havelesigned the Temple of Athena Alea at Tegea (P6) and the Temple of

9 This methodology is also used on other temple types: for exa®pésr (1963: 389) argued

that the similarities between the lonic Temple of Athena Nike on the Athenian Akropolis, the
lllisos temple and the Temple of the Athenians on Delos are so numerous that they all should all
be attributed to Kallikrates.

64



Zeus at Nemea (P1Robertson 1979: 14546;Figure10D). Indeed, similaries between
the Temple of Athena at Karthaia (A16), a number of buildings in the Argive Heraion and
the Temple of Hera at Olympia (P18) led @stby (1980) to suggest that the Temple of

At hena at Karthaia was designed by a o6Pel opo
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Along with the overall evolutin model, the idea of the albwerful architect has

dominated archaic and classical temple studies. However, with the growing difficulties in

applying the evolution model to the physical remains, a number of scholars have begun to

suggest that on certajrojects other individuals had an input, or were at least present,

during the design proceddolloway (1969)hassuggested that the architect did not have

full control of t h elatet sethigatlyéfth €entaye whicg,mas unt i |
discussed atve, coincides with theupposep er i od of O6standardisatio
design. Indeed, Holloway (1969: 289) argued that in the first decades of monumental

stone architecture the architect wed alongside a master enginéert by the classical

perod i f not before, the architect became ent|

Despite the confident assertions regarding the role of the architect in temple building and

his usefulness to the dissemination of Doric designinstances where Pausantzass

provided the namef an architecit has proved difficult to reconcile this information with

what is known about that individual froamcientsources and the architéctrole required

by the evolution model. For example, Pausanias (8.45.5) statehehatchitect of the

Temple of Athena Alea at Tegea (P6) was the famous sculptor, Skopas of Paros, but, as
discussed by Stewart (1977:-80), it is very difficult to relate the information known

about Skopasd career wi t huretthhataspresaning shat o f t he
Skopas performed all the roles assigned to the evolution model architect. To this end,

Stewart (1977: 881) suggested that multiple architentast have beepresent during a

temple project,; i n whiicrhg éc aasreg h iStkeocpta sf oma st h e
designed the building and all its individual elements, before going abroad to fulfil other

commi ssions and | eaving an 0 asdayirenhirgmoft 6 ar c hi

the project.

In particular instancestas al so been suggested that the |
i nvolved in deci si ons aleitnormalyig relation tathee t e mp |
t heme of t he .tFe sxarhpkeAshmale(19F2p 12,24) suggested that the

choice of theTwelve Labours of Herakles as the subject of the porch metopes on the

Temple of Zeus at Olympia (P20) must have been made Ipathenbefore Libon began

to design the temple, as it was designed to have twelve metopes above the pbeches
knowledge of dcal history utilised in the subjects of the pediments means thali¢he

must have chosen, or at least approved, the subjects. Similarly, the sculptural themes of

the temples of Selinous, the Temple of Artemis at Korkyra (N23) and the Temple of
Athenaat Assos (O1), have all been suggested to be the choice of their respective clients

by various scholar@viarconi 2007: 12; @stby 2009: 166; Wescoat 2012: 5).
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A number of scholars have gone further, proposing that the architect was present on

temple project primarily in an advisory role to a commission of overseers appointed by

the client (Bundgaard 1957: 97; Kostof 1977: 23; Burford 1996: 3didged,Martin

(1967: 43) argued that t he suggedtrighatthd 6 s desi
architect wasot only restricted by finances but also by local traditions, religion, previous

buildings and available materials, as well as the conservative nature of Greek
architecture. Martin (1967) furthearguedt hat t he architectds pri me
receipt of materials, whilst the high standards of construction were attributable to the skill

of the workmen as opposed to that of the architect.

A brief review of the evidence relating to the role of the ancient architect indicates that
their role in the ommissioning process was not as straightforward asbtiieh e s e u m
a r c h isah@acsthéve postulatédinsmoor 1950: 18182; Plommer 1950; Meiggs

1963: 39; Hodge and Tomlinson 1969; Winter 1978: 158aturally, due to the scant
nature of the evidence, ymargument for the role of the architect reliessopportfrom

multiple periods and location$n a discussion of the intgreriod nature of evidence
relating to the temple architec@pulton (1996: 410) notes that, since there was no major
change in thecharacter of architecture between the archaic and classical periods, it is
likely that much the same system was used, although this system probably changed
significantly in the Hellenistic period; ase Roman architedfitruvius assumed that the
ancient @eek architects used plans and elevations, for which there Bvidence in

earlier periodsTo this end, it is interesting to note that the role of the architect, as
suggested by scholars of the evolution model, is largely baseduapimus readings of
Vitruvius, who publishede Architecturaalmost 500 years after the Persian invasions of
Greeceduring the second decade of the first century (Tavernor 2009: XIV; for a recent
summary of studies of Vitruvius see Barletta (2011:-628)). According to Mruvius
(1.1), the architect was a 6jack of alll trac
perspective, lighting, history, natural philosophy, acoustics and property law, whilst also
beingable to design and oversee the constructiom mfimber of bilding types (temples
(Vitruvius Book4), houses (6), farms (6.6), forums (5.1), theatres&p.®aths (5.10),

prisons (5.2), Palaestrae (5.11) and harbours (5.12)), as well as siege machinek§)(10.9
and water machines (168t Clarke 1963: 9; Jenksn2006: 30). Interpreting Vitruvius to

mean that a single individual had mastered all these elements has resulted in the idea that
the architect was responsible for almost every process of temple design and construction,
an interpretation clearly contratgéd by Vitruvius (1.1.12) himself, who doubted
Pytheosé6 claim that an architect should hav

specialistni t . Furthermore, although most of Vitru
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particularly the lonicbuildings, comes fromHellenistic Greek sources, his approach to

architecture is largely based upon his own experiences (Tavernor 2009: XVI). For
exampl e, Hol l and (1917: 138) suggested that
Doric order weremainly based upo wooden Etruscan temples. Indebédth Coulton

(1975: 62; 1977: 151996: 410 and Snodgrass (2007: 22) have subsequently warned

about the dangers of applying the evidence from Vitruvius back to the archaic and
classical periods and consequently, conolusidrawn from Roman sources hawebe

regardedvith a significant amount of caution.

Despite the importance ascribed to the architect by scheliars as Barletta (2005: 95;

2009a: 80; 2011: 628) and Tomlinson (2006: 1@igre are a remarkably smallmber

of architectsd n andascripiomswhilentleeinames of scuptors ne s

the same sources are abundakbstof 1977: 16;Miles 1989: 240).Most of the
architectsd names that we associatedwith ani
century A.D. travel writer, Pausanias, an individual most interested in the art of the past

and the attachment ohames to inventions and new developments (Arafat 2004: 46).

I ndeed, as explained by Arafat (t&linues 46) , F

to individuals is unlikely to bferagpecfimr at e, a
named inventoro.
Occasionally other sources relay the names

(preface to 7.15) reference to Antistates, &msthros, Antimachides and Porinos being

the architects of the Olympieian Athens (A2) but, as the most abundant source for

such names, Pausaniasodé attributions have te
scholarswho argue for an afpowerful arclitect, often despite a lack of additional

evidence for their careers. For example, Pausanias (2.17.3) states that a local architect
named Eupolemowas responsible for the fourtentury Temple of Hera in the Argive

Heraion (P2)but nothing elses known about him and no other source even mestion

him (Pfaff 2003a: 196)Whether the architects named by Pausanias existed or not,
Pausaniasd6 desire to name an individual as t
development, effectively reduces thepact of other individuals in the temple

commissioning process and forefronts the contribution of the architect.

One inscriptioncontaisan  ar c¢c hi t e ctthiaden in thenknes (ofatéxt), enot
mentioned by Pausanias (2.27.%) his description ofthe Temple of Asklepios at
Epidauros the monumental inscription at Epidauros coredirthe fourthcentury
construction contracts for a number of buildings in the sanctuary. Amongst all the other

payments that are listed in the inscription, it is recortied Theodotos, architect of the
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Temple of Asklepios (P9), received 353 drachma per ydach waslittle more than the

wage of a labourer. In contrast to the small amount of pay received by Theodotos,
Hektoridas receives 1,40 0i drtalkcéd maBuhoddro r p & chieme
1969: 141G IV? 1.102 Al 7;1G IV? 1.102 Al 51;1G IV? 1.102 Al 109). As discussed

by Schultz (2009: 756) in relation to the different payments made to the two sculptors

of the templ eds akr gddédferenees aendiectly eldtablmtorthe s, t he
artistso skildl and reputation, indicating ¢t
an architect than was spent on the sculpture. The small amount of pay received by the
architect on this project is at dsl with the massive amount of responsibility assigned to

him by the evolution model, a problem for which many scholars have found hard to

account (Coulton 1977: 28; Kostof 1977: 22; Tomlinson 1989:F§)example, Coulton

(1977: 28) argued that losing playment on a temple project would mean the end to
Afarduous responsibility rat her than of des
Afarchitecture could not normally be regarded

Indeed,t h e wvaarcchi 6iseaisb tomnd in reldon to individuals who are not

associated with building desigRlato The StatesmaR59e260a; Clarke 1963: 9) makes

it clear that t haeuleraof volkrinen and thét e ipnotsaiworkmam i s
himself, but, Plato does not suggest thatitie e ar chi tect 6s position
Strabo (14. 1. 2&chiteckorded ot hd heworpdeopl e empl oyec
mouth of a harbour. Herodotus (3.60; 4.87) refers to Eupalinos, who constructed a tunnel

in Samos as an architect and likewidandrocleswho wast he ar chi t ect of
bridge. Vitruvius (10.168) discusses the architects Diognetus and Callias, both of whom

design siege equipment and city defences, and an architect in Polistariés 13.4)

repairs city walls. ApollodorusLibrary 3.1.4) uses the word architect to describe an

i ndividual who constructs aehitekmd@depoutdwabseowh
used for shiprrights (Burford 1963: 26). In fact, in inscribed building accounts the word
Grchitektord s u g g maders equivhlent of contractor, overseer, master mason, or

sanctuary factotuprather than designéMcCredie 1979). At Delos, an individual called

Phaneas was originally employed as a workman before being identified as the architect

(IG X' 161A.4346:d ar ke 1963: 9). Consequently, it i
temple project did not have as much responsibility for the building as has been postulated.

This is not to say that architects were not vital irdlizilson temple projects, rathéhey

were not power f ul wandering artisans who Wwe

design.

The surviving building contracts from Epidaurdgrther indicate that a building

committee of influential individuals was elected to oversee the temple project,ifgcliud
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the buildingbés design and constructi on, whi |
technical information to the commission (Burford 1969;1V? 1.102). References also

survive for the building commissions elected to oversee the design andictostof the

Artamition, the Epidoteion and thiheatre at Epidauros (Burford 1969: 134). Indeed,

similar committees are also referred to in relation to the temple projects on the fifth

century Athenian Akropolis (Burford 1969: 12& 1> 372;1G I 88; G 1% 24). The report
completed in 409 on the state of the Erech
committee and indicates the presence of an architect alongside the other committee

members:

The commissioners of the temples on the Akropolis in wiicte ancient
imagei Brysonides of Kephisia, Chariades of Agryle, Diondes of Kephisia,
architect Philokles of Archandi, secretary Etarchos of Kydathenaion
recorded as follows the state of the work on the temple, in obedience to the
decree of the peoplproposed by Epigenes, according as they found it
complete or incompletd@ |° 372 Burford 1969: 128

The inscription clearly shows that the committepigtata), alongside the architedtiad

an active interesn the state of the temple. Indeed, asciiption relating to the Temple

of Athena Nike IG I 88) indicates that it was the responsibility of émstataito choose
thebesdesi gn f or t h elt wasale@theadsponsithilitycof tlepsstataito

create a detailed design of the Hinly and provide it to the Bould® |? 24). These
inscriptions pose an interesting question regarding the relative roles of the architect and
the committee on a temple project. Obviously, given the scant amount of evidence for the
commissioning processt is difficult to speculate on the exact roles given to each
individual on a project and it is likely that each project took a slightly different approach.
However, a number of pieces of evidence, referred teyagaphe,anagrapheusand
paradeigma provide tantalising insights into the relationship between the various

interested parties and the process behind a

During the archaic and classical periods there is no real evidence that drawings or scale
models were useditemple construction (Coulton 1983: 456). Indeed, as discussed by
Bundgaard (1957: 9332), the highly conservative nature of ancient Greek architecture

means that drawings were not needed, suggesting instead that the individual artists or

1 The nanes of two architects are preserved in the building inscriptions relating to the second

phase of construction on the Erechtheion, Shear (1963: 422 n.317) suggested that these were
O6supervisingd architects, as oppoeselievead td be t he 6de
Kallikrates. Likewise, on the fourttentury Temple of Apollo at Delphi (N15), the expense

accounts indicate that the architect, Spintharus, was succeeded by other architects, such as
Xenodorus and Agathon (Dinsmoor 1950: 217).

71



craftsmen wouldearn the appropriate forms along witteir craft. As such, the presence

of syngraphaihas proved to be particularly confusiryngraphaj of which the most
famous examples are the Arsenal and Prostoon inscriptions from Piraeus and Eleusis
respectively(IG 11 1668;IG I1° 1666, appear to contain text based instructions for the
construction of specific buildings (Bundgaard 1957:132; Coulton 1977: 585).
Although Coulton (1983: 457) argued that, due to the use of marble, the Arsenal stele was
an official acceptance of the design by the Athenian people, rather than instructions on
how to construct the building, the inscription indicates that the building was broken down
into uniform sections (Bundgaard 1957: 124; Senseney 2011: 32). This coincialésewit

idea that the ancient Greeks understood buildings as assemblages of clearly defined
repeated parts, rather than as unified conceptions reducible to small scale representations,
such as plans and scale models (Senseney 2011: 32). Indeed, the Daecabéemple,

with its repeated units of two Doric columns, topped by a single architrave block, as well
as two triglyphs and metopes, is the very embodiment of construction through simple
repeated parts (Bundgaard 1957: 96; Fehr 1996: 167). The siowpteof the Doric
peripteral temple allowed these parts, particularly the decorative eleofetts Doric

order, to be alteredwith little affectuponthe rest of the building. Consequently, it is the
simple, repeatable, nature of Doric temple architedtae allowed the architect and the
commission to work togethéo desigrnthe building Figurel1l). As such, itis argued that

it was the responsibility of theommittee including the architect, to make decisions
regarding the overall design of the temple and to choose the designsioflittdual

elementssuch ashecapital shapes antie pedimental decoration.
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Figure 11 The Doric peristyle composed of repeatablementsof two columms, architrave block, two full
metopes, one full triglyph and two hdifglyphs (After Tomlinson 1983: 58).

Indeed, thesyngraphaiinscriptions suggest that details@t e mpl eb6s desi gn wo
presented to theommitteeseparately, in the form glaradeigmaandanagrapheusthus

enabling any nospecialist members of the committee to visualise and choose preferred

designs? For example, the Prostoon inscription from Eleus® I{?> 1666A.34, 48, 82

and B2) indicates that the architect is responsiblesigoplying ananagrapheudor the

metopes, capitals and cornice$ a new porch (Coulton 1976b: 302; 1983: 455).

Examples ofpreservedparadeigméa and anagraphés include the thin lead sheet

bearing a moulding profile discovered in 1965 on Korkyra (Tosvand Smitbon

1982)** the marble capital belonging to the Tholos at Epidauros, found buried away from

the building (Holloway 19689: 289; Coulton 1
piece from the Temple of Apollo at Ass(81), used to help creastandardised tiles for

theempl ebdbs roof ( Coul Dirsmoor{19&1:720204 |IBted. varibus k e wi s e,

other exampleas 6 Membra Rejectabdé due to his belief

avoid embarrassment, such as, the anta capital and dapital from the Temple of

Apollo Epikouriosat Bassai (P4), with slightly different profiles to those used on the final

YDespiteSelis (1984: 77) assertion patadeigmabtéhe sixthot usod (5.
century Temple of Apollo at Delphi (N16) could refer to a building plan, it is generally considered

that paradeigm#a were fulkscale models of specific elements of thelding, such as a capital,
whereasanagraphés were simpler, two dimensional templates of particular elements, such as the

profile of a particular moulding (Coulton 1976b: 303; 1977: 56, 57; Stewart 1977: 80; Fehr 1996:

172; Senseney 2011: 32).

13 Although Travios and Smithson (1982) refer to this as an examplepafradeigma it much

more closely matches Coul tonds (193&négapheus977: 55)
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building and a raking geison block frothe Hekatompedon on the Atham Akropolis
(Akropolis Museum 4567)which lacked the customayrnament and inscribed twice
with) By GBAKO (Al Hforbi do)

Indeed, it may be argued that the architect crafted the models himgelie evidence

from the Epidauros and Erechtheion inscriptions indicttat multiple individuals would

have provided them. For example, although Theodatssthe architect for the Temple

of Asklepios at Epidauros (P9), Apollodoros provided a model for the metal grilles,
which were subsequently constructed by Pasthemis (Burford 19691@3%* 1.102

BIll 295; IG IV? 1.102 Bl 1056). Likewise, the Erechthen accounts show payments to

the sculptor Agathanor, who made a wax model for the acanthus of the coffer lids of the
ceiling and to the wood carver Neseus for the rosettes of the ceiling (Kostof 1977: 15).
These models would subsequently be submittedetodinmittee including the architect,

for approval before they were handed to the craftsmen. Indeed, not only did these models
help thecommitteeto envisage the final design of the temple and make any desired
alterations, they also helped the variousteraén and sculptors ensure that the repeated
elements, such as the triglyphs and capitals, retained roughly the same design (Coulton
1976b).

The etchings on the walls of the late foucmtury Temple of Apollo at Didyma provide
further evidence that thesign of particular elements underwent a series of consultations
before their final approval and inclusion within the building (Haselberger 1985). In fact,
each layer of krepidoma at Didyma had a-fdale plan inscribed upon it, demonstrating
that elemats of the plan were changed from layer to layer (Haselberger 1985: 121). A
similar process may also be interpreted from the chalk markings drawn to full scale on the
sixth-century foundations of Temple D ithe Heraion on Samos (Senseney 2011: 34).
Etching out the details of particular elements, as with a model, would help the individuals
on the committee to visualise the appearance of the final buildingcanthke any
desired change3he use of models and etchings could be reduced through the process of
design O6transmissi ond o esignsffran poevgusybiuildiggs; a n d
thus, the designs of individual elements could travel independently around the Greek

world.

% The relative lack of preservgzhradeigméa is probablydue to their eventuahcorporation into
the finished building (Coulton 1983: 456) their creation in perishable materials, such as wood or
wax (Kostof 1977: 15)
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Although there is evidence for some travelling architesuish asSkopasof Paros who

performed the role of architect on the Temple of Athena Alea at Tegea (Pausanias

8.45.5), mosancientreferences indicate that a local architect worked on the project. The

architect for the Temple of Zeus at Olymg@20)wa s fa | olcead Lmiabo ncoa l
(Pausanias 5.10.3) and the architect of the Templdeod in theArgive Heraion(P2)

was Eupolemos of Argos (Pausanias 2.17.3)adhmany ideas did not have to travel that

far, forinstance the architect of the Square Peristyle in the Aidnergora used the Stoa

of Zeus Eleutherigson the other side of theghra, as the model for the axisppace
designs(Townsend 2004: 31318). Indeed,as discussed by Coulton (1977: 57; 1983:

454) there is no evidence that architects from other areaslwopbse their native style

upon a client; for example, there.lithas not hi nc¢
also been suggested that the craftsmather than the architeechay have helped diffuse

the design of particular details, such as dpetrms of clamps or mouldings (Coutto

1983: 454; Mertens 1996: 330For example Pfaff (2003a: 196) suggest that the

6At heni and moul di ng p rirotheiArgive Heraom(P2), thoaightT e mp | e ©
to have been built by a local architect (Rmias 2.17.3)may have been due to the

presence of craftsmen who had previously worked in Attica and brought their designs

with them.

Another proposedmethod of design transference, rather than the direct movement of

artisans, is the impact that trade tesihad upothe specificdesignshat were absorbed

into a citybs architecture (Bar | elthbhugh 198 3: 3
Marconi (2007: 83) suggestddat it may just be coincidence, the presence of a large

amount of coins from Aigia in Selinous around the same time as the construction of

Temple Mat Selinoug570-560), a building with close stylistic similarities to the first

Temple ofAphaia on Aiginamay indicate the role of trade in the transference of (and

willingness to adopt)ideas. Likewise, Mertens (1996: 3Zp has noticed design

similarities between Temple Y at Selinous andfitst Temple of Aphaian Aigina

It has also been argued that Panhelleniwtseries at Delphi and Olympiaay have
acted as 0 c odffision (Mded 19988t 54)dledeed,$kele (2002: 42) argued
that the architect of the Temple of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia (I111) had the
opportunity to visit Olympiaand copy the design of the Temple of Zeus (R@®n the

78" Olympiad was won bya Poseidonian named Parmenides (DiodoRisulus
11.65.1)"° Likewise, @stby (2000: 26@61) suggested that the sixtBntury Temple of

'3 As discussed above, Mertens (1996: 332) believes that the Temple of Hera Il may have inspired
the Temple of Bus at Olympia, rather than the more traditional interpretation accepted by Skele
(2002). Howeverthe relatively wide date range for the Temple of Hera Il (111) makes any
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Apollo at Delphi (N16) served as an important source of inspiration with regard to the
transition between archaic and sdecal rules of design and its effect can be seen in the
design of the Temple of ApollBpikouriosat Bassai (P4) and the temple on Agios Elias
(P3).

Another important method of design diffusion was the architectural treatises written after

a large projechad been completed, such as those of Rhoikos and Theodorus on the
Samian Heraion (Vitruvius, preface to 7.12). These treatises appear to have contained
technical problems and rules of proportion for those wanting to recreate a given

bui |l di ng 6 sliIndeed, phe auttiags ore the architrave of Temple F and G at
Selinous (S19 and S20) indicate that Chersij
of the Temple of Artemis at Ephesos was able to be effectively transmitted by his
architectural treatisesCpulton 1983: 462). Evidence for the treatfsesefulness in

distributing architecturaldesignis demonstrated b oul t onés (1979; 1983:
groups For examplenear the head of the two best defined capital grahe® Per i k|l ean
groupandtheé F o u r t h groug,stands a buijding about which Vitruvius (preface to

7.12) mentions the existence aftreatiseslktinos and the Parthenon and Theodorus and

Delphi. However, Coulton (1983: 464)iggestdhat the transmitted designs were not

always directly copied, for instancethe overall design of the Temple of Hera I
(Poseidon) at Poseidonia (I111)viery similar to the Temple of Zeus at Olympia (P20)

but, the templelso incorporateslements that maintain a link to the previous buildings in

the polis, such as the shape of the triglyph tops. Likewise, the capitals on the Temple of

Hera Il reflect more closely the capitals belonging to the Temple of Athena at Poseidonia

(18) than those belonging to the Temple of Zeus at Olympia (Coulton 1983166).

Although Coulton (1983: 466) suggested that this is due to a confusion of conventions,

there is no reason to believe that the separate elements were not independently selected or
modified by the committeén the mannediscussed above. Indeed, dt likely that all

these various methods of 6transferenced pl a
Likewise, given the local nature of the building committee, it may also be assumed that

they (as well as the architect) had a good understanding lifestare in surrounding

poleis and the designs that were utilised there.

Therefore, in contrast to the evolution model architect, who worked alone to design
temple projects and whose sole aim was to improve upon the design of the previous
project, no ma#r what its location in the Greek worltlis arguedthat the architect had

to work alagside the buildingommittee who represented the clief@onsequentlythe

confident assertionsnpossible (see Appendix 111.1). In fact, Symeonoglou (198%s) &rgued
that there are more differences between these two temples than has previously been acknowledged.
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t empl e 6 s gsigestio gnare lecal soncerndVhether the designs of particular

elements were directly copied or adapted from elsewhere or not, the decision to include

them was not solely reliant upon the whim of a traveling architect, but a conscious

decision by the committee, who worked in conjunction with the local architect to create

the temple design. Indeed, even Vitruvius (6.8.10), whmsiksform the backbone of

the allpowerful architect argument, states thatteihgur n out wel | i f At he .
himself to accept advice from both workmen and layinen

By way of a summaryotthe preceding arguments a brief case stuhgsideringlktinos,

perhaps the most famous ancient Greek architect, further demonstrates that the architect
did not deci de uaoreinstead local mifuéneeSush ad teesbuildimg
committee played a more significant role temple desigrthan has been previously
purported.

Iktinos is credited with the constructdbn of the Telesterion at Eleusis (c.449), the
Parthenonn Athens(A8; 447-432), and the Temple of ApollBépikouriosat Bassai (P4
429400; Pausanias 8.4197 PlutarchPerikles13; Strabo 9.1.12; Vitruvius, preface to
7.1617). However, not all the ancient sources agree on whether lktinos was solely
responsible for each project. For exampghytarch Perikles13.4) names Iktinosnal
Kallikrates as the architects of the Parthenon, while Vitruyiusféce to 712) remarks

that lktinos and Karpion wrote a treatises on the Parthenon. Despite these differences, it is
usually assumethy modern scholarghat Iktinos led theParthenonprgect (Holloway

1969: 289; Carpenter 1970: 46; Ashmole 1972: 92; Barletta 2005: 89). Indeed, Strabo
(9.1.12; 9.1.16) and Pausanias (8.41.9) mention only lktinos in their references to

construction of the Parthendh.

The attribution of both the Parthen@&8) and the Temple of Apoll&pikouriosat Bassai

(P4)to a single architect has required scholars of the evolution model to identify design
similarities in order to support the idea that architects can be identified through such
similarities and that arcldtts led the design process. However, the temples do not share

many physical characteristicBigure12), especially when compared to the similarities in

“I'n defence of Kallikratesd r ol & highightsthate Part he
Pausaniasd mention of | k of iApolto €pikiowsios iatrBassaeadndhasi on t o
Kallikrates did not work at Bassai, it is not necessarily significant that he was not mentioned;

likewise, if Kallikrates was not involved in writing the treatises, there is no reason for Vitruvius to

mention him eitbr. Consequently, Shear (1963) and Rhodes (1995: 74) have argued that both

Iktinos and Kallikrates were the architects of the Parthenon, whilst Lattimore (2006: 468)

attributes the presence of lonic elements on the Parthenon to the presence of Kailkrates

designer.
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the designs of the fifteentury Attic temples that Dinsmo@i950) suggested were
designed by the Theseum Archité€igure10B).

PARTHENON, ATHENS
(A8)
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Figure 12T h e p | a n s Dodd peripteraitémplesgsh@ Parthenon (A8) in Athens and the Temple of
Apollo Epikourios at Bassai (P4fter Pedley 2005: 69; Martin 2003: 80).

To this end, scholars have had to formulate solutions as to why the only known instance
whereby a single architect is assigned by the ancient sources to twotdhopiesalso
happens to be ¢hexception to the rule of the same architect equals the same design.
Barletta (2005: 90) believes that the interior of the Temple of Afpi&ouriosat Bassai

(P4) does demonstrate a clear development of ideas from the Partté8)oras both

have threesides of columns in the cella, while the possible frieze on the inside of the
pronaos on the Parthenon would be the closest parallel to the internal frieze at Bassai.
Other scholars have suggested that the differences demonstregménkableversatility

of Iktinos (Dinsmoor 1950: 154; McCredie 1979: 73; Cooper 1996a: 370; Lattimore
2006: 471).Martin (1976 cited in Barletta 2005: 91) explains the differences in the
temple designs as arising from an initial stage of construction on the Temple of Apollo b

a Peloponnesian architect, withter transformations by lktinos. The issue of design
differences between the two buildings became such a problemcorttisued utilisation

of the evolution model that Winter (198@)elieved Iktinos could not have beethne
architect of the Temple of Apoll&pikouriosat Bassai. Cooper (1996369, 370) has
suggested, however, that assessing authorship through comparing and contrasting stylistic
and typological details represents a flawed methodolbgyieving that Pausai a s 6
(8.41.9) attribution of the temples to Iktinos is clear and as such he must have been the

architect.
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Therefore, if the architect ® beidentified through stylistic and typological details, the
textual and the archaeological evidence do not apjeeagree. However, as discussed
above, the evidence suggests that the architect did not have as much design influence as
has previously been suggested by proponents of the evolution ammtiebnsequent|yt

is argued thalktinos could be viewed as thechitect of both temples.

Although the two temples do not share design characteristics with each other, they do
share many features with their predecessors. The design of the Parthenon takes into
account the foundations and thelumn dimensions of the uifished Old Parthenon

( A5) , as well as the inclusion of the O6Part
started on the site (Martin 1967: 4Rprres 1988: 1786; 2000: 5&hodes 195: 86;

Hurwit 2004: 116 Figure13). Pheidias was appointed general manager and supervisor of
the Periklean building programme and he oversaw the work of lktinos on the Parthenon
(Plutarch Perikles 13). However, the specific role of Pheidias in the design of the
Parthenon has been wiglelebated (Burford 1963: 25; Martin 1967: 43; McCredie 1979:
73; Barletta 2005: 73ndindeed, Rhodes (19987-88) argued that the only reason the
plan of the Parthenon is different from the Old Parthenon is because it was designed
ar ound P h eaiPdrihemas &tatue t Theeerwas also an annually appointed board of
five epistataiwho controlled the overall project and were responsible to the Athenian
people for its success (Burford 1963: 2The Parthenon and the Periklean Propylaia
have many featureim common, even though they are assigned to different architects,
Iktinos and Mnesikles (PlutardPerikles13.4; 13.7; Bundgaard 1957: 96; Coulton 1977:

57; Jenkins 2006: 29).This implies that thepistatai,local individuals who oversaw the
Akropolis pojects, had a greatenfluence upon design decisionglating to the
Parthenon than lktinos. Therefore, lktinos was not free to design the Parthenon solely
according to Panhellenic trends, but was required to utilise elements from the Old
Parthenon whilssatisfying the demands of both Pheidias andistatai

7 Likewise, buildings other than Doric peripteral temples, that have the same architect do not
share a design, for exampl e, Mnesi kl es6 worked o
of Athena Nike on the Akropolis but utilise difesmt designs. Despite the design differences

between these three buildings, Mare (2008) has argued that the hand of a single architect should

not be sought in these buildings as a O0bl emishi ng
from the Patienon. However, this argument is based on the assumption that these buildings were

only of ifisecond tierd importance when compared
judgement t o ma k e, especially with rligignar d t o t

Similarly, Paeonius was the architect of two temples with very different appearatmee$emple
of Artemis at Ephesos and Apollo at Didyma (Clarke 1963: 12 n.27).
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Figure 13 Plans of the Old Parthenon (A5) and the Parthenon (A8), showing the correspondences between
the two plans After Travlos 1971 446; Pedley 2005: §9 Although the OIld Parthenon is very poorly
preserved, it is generally agreed that the two buildings shared a similar plan (Dinsmoor 1950: 150; Osborne
1996: 264; Hurwit 1999: 132).

Similarly at Bassai, Iktinos was unable to design solely according to the rules of
contemporary Panhellenic fashion,iasould appear thahe temple had to be an almost
exact copy of its archaic predecesddre arrangement of rooms in the classical temple is
identical to those in the archaic temple located to the south (Kelly 2885Figure 14).

Not only are the rooms almost identically sized, but also they share the samsouointh
axis. The classical temple even reproduces the drop in floor level of the adyton
demonstrated in the aradbdaemple and the marble roof revetment of the classical temple
was a faithful copy of the terracotta tiles from the archaic temple (Cooper 1989: 116).
Kelly (1995: 244) also restores the archaic temple of Apollo with engaged internal
columns similar to hose of the classical templalthough there is not the same amount

of literary evidence for building committedor the Temple of ApolloEpikourios at

Bassai(P4), the similarities to the earlier temple suggest that local influealseshad
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significantinput into temple desigif. It is therefore arguable that not even Iktinos was
able to design buildings according to the rules of a Panheliemmid in temple design
Instead, boththe Parthenon and the Temple of Apollo Epikourinsorporate local
elemens, in the form of previous buildings, antbst likelyrespond to the requirements

of the local building committees. Evenlktinos was not the architect ohe or both of

the temples, the evidence still suggests that the architects of both buildings were

conrolled by the demands of the building committaesd not by Panhel |l eni c

Cella of the Classical Temple of Apollo at Bassai
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Figure 14 The plan of the archaic temple and the cella otthssicalTemple of ApolloEpikouriosat Bassai
(P4; After Kelly 1995: 228).

Conclusion

In conclusion, this chapter has demonstrated that a review dfaittitional evolution

paradigmof temple architecturis required and that, in order to understand their meaning,

the differences in the templdesigns need to be analysed on a wwl as well as

Panhellenic levelThe first half of the chapter demonstrated the underlying problems that

have been encountered whilst trying to apply the Panhellenic evolution model to the
architectural remaindndeed, recent studies have demonstrated there is no single
evolutionary |line and that the differences
portrayal of meaning in the ancient worldor example] st by 6s (1991; 1995k
2005) analysis of t he O6Ar cre dénonmstiatedtthah di t i on

'8 The influence of previous buildings upon the design of later temples is dtdenewn the
Temples of Apollo at Delphi (N15 and N16) and the Temple of Hera at Olympia (P18, Scully
1979; Miles 1989: 241).
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studying the buildings on a regional level indichthe existence ofegional trends in

Doric peripteral templelesign The existence of regional design trends prayi@estby

with the opportunity to analyseny intendedneaning behindhe differences, rather than

simply ascribing them to date. However, | st|
and chronologically by the overarching demands of the evolution model and his belief

thatthe Aradi an tradit i tithe pvadminaat sirgle bne gf evolutiéon.

Therefore, it isarguedthat in order to understand the reasons behind the differences in the

designs of the Doric peripteral temples, the architectural similarities and differences must

be analysed on a regional scaleyiuer, this cannot be completed uitily overarching

trends connecting design and date have been identified

The discussion of the architect and the committee in the second half of the @indipeer
demonstrated thanportance of analysing architectudifferences at a regional rather

than Panhellenic scal@he gathered evidence indicatddht instead of an apjowerful
wandering mastedesigner, the ancient architect worked alongside a building committee
to decide upon the design of the temflee pesence of a local committee suggests that

if the differences were designed to bear meaning, they should be analysed on a regional
and local scaldndeed, as discussed by Smith (2002) in relation to ancient sculpture, it is
no longer prudent to view theneient artist as separate and above the society in which
they worked, creating monuments according to a Panhellenic ideal of perfection, rather,

their work should be analysed as reflecting contemporary social and political concerns.

Therefore, in order t@nalyse the meaning of the differences in the temple designs, a
review of thedifferences and similaritiesiust first be completed on the Panhellenic level

so that any connection between date and design can be identified. Subsequently, a
regional study, bilding upon thework of @stby (1991; 1995b; 2000; 2005) and Nielsen
(2002), which focuss upon the meaning of the differences, can be undertaken. To this
end, the next chapter discusses how the temple architecture is analysed in order to
systematically ingstigate the architectural differences and similarities on both the

Panhellenic and regional scales.
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Chapter 3: The Temple Exterior: Size, Shape and
Decoration

The style of workmanship of the temple is Doric, with a pillared portico
around it; it is mee of local stone. Its height up to the pediment is sdigint
feet, its width is ninetfive, and its length is two hundred and thirty; the
architect was a local man called Libon. The rtlefs are not terracotta, but
Pentelic stone worked like tileshdy say this was invented by a Naxian
called Byzes (Pausanias 5.18Q

Pausaniasd description of the Temple of Zeus
of issuesthat were addresseth the previous chapter, especially with relation to

P a u s adesiraate d@scribe names to important inventions. As discussed in the previous

chapter, the evolution modekhich waslargely built upon a preonceived idea of the

al-power f ul 6 a ancidgni sowaed €uch fd@musamias, made a connection

betweenthe differences in the temptiesigns and their dates of construction. However,

recent studies, such as those by @stby (12995b;2000; 2005)and Nielsen (2002)

have highlighted the existence of regi onal
Psbhyds and Ni el senés studies have demonstra
analysed on a regional scale, the meaning behind the differences in their desitpes can

be analysed Unfortunately,l s t binyvestigationwas ultimately limited by the general

acceptance of the Panhellenic evolution argurfiefihe retentionof the evolution

paradigm meanthat the majority of temple® designswere thought to bkng to a

Panhellenic design trendnd thus,could simultaneouslybe designed according to

regional taditions.Work by other scholars, notably Barletta (1990) and Marconi (2007),

have suggested thaifluences upon temple design may be more regional than previously

felt, and it is upon these studies that this project builds.

The second half of the prewis chapter demonstrated that certain assumptions regarding
the role of the architect, who performed a fundamental role in the evolution model, were
not supported by the evidence. Consequently, the analysis of the role of the architect

further indicated thiza review of the connection between the differences in temple design

19 See Chapter 2, @stby (2000; 2005) limited his study geographically to Arcadia and
chronologically to the sixth century, delibera | y t o avoi d the Omainstreamb
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and date is require@herefore, beforeawiderangi ng anal ysis of the r
and the regional fluence upon temple design megenerally, can be completed, the
connectim between the design differences and tbestructiondates of the temples

needto be analysed.

In order to systematically analyse the designs of all the Doric peripteral temples in the

dataset, in relation to both Panhellenic and regional trends, atteeged data relating to

the templesd designs needs to be both measur
to discuss how the designs of the temples are catalogued in order for them to be compared
systematically. To this end, the first half of thizapter discusses the reasons for focusing

upon the size, shape and decoration of the 1
shape and decoration of the individeémentsa |l | ows f or the templ esd
systematicall recorded and comparedhilst focusingupon theexterior of the temple

means that the datet is limited to the parts of the building which would hatteacted

t he wor s hi p phesesodd haltof tieerchaptey introduces the 104 temples that

are included in the datset and the criteria that have been applied to the cataloguing of

their dates and locations in order to aid the Panhellenic and regional analyses conducted

in Chapters 5 and 6.

External Focus

From the outset, the exterior of the temple was designeetteelmost visible part of the
building, as discussed in Chapter 1, the addition of the costly peristyle colugmes w
primarily due totheir visual propertiesThe next sectiofurther analyses the importance

of the temple exterior, demonstrating that inesrtb understand the differences in the
designs of the Doric peripteral temples it is necessary to focus upon the appearance of

their external elements.

A number ofpreviousstudies have demonstrated that the ancient Greek temple served no
direct religiousfunction, with worship being conducted outside around the altar rather
than inside the building (Coldstream 1985: 68; Bremmer 1994: 27). Sacrifice was the
central ritual of Greek religion, fundamental to every religious festival and sacrifice
required araltar (Burkert 1988: 37; Bremmer 1994: 27; Osborne 2007: 249). Commonly,
the altar is found close to the east end of the teriles when the worshippers stood
around the altar, the temple would provide a backdrop for the sacrifice (Burkert 1988: 37,
Gaidand 1994: 52; Whidy 2001: 136; Osborne 2007: 24Bor example, in the Sanctuary

of Aphaia on Aigina the altar is directly opposite the east end of the temple, thus, the

templeds fa-ade overlooks the altacificand t he
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(Figure 15). Therefore, during religious activity, the temple would have been viewed

from the outside rather than the inside.

Figure 15 The Sanctuary of Aphaia on Aigina showing the locatiothefaltar opposite the east end of the
temple After Goette 2001: 342).

In fact, the temple was only opened infrequently in order to view the cult statue that was
placed inside théuilding (Burkert 1988: 38; Garland 1994: 54; Tanner 2006: 45). For
example Pausanias (8.41H was unable to view the statue of Eurynome in Phigalia as
the temple waglosed on the day of his visiand he recounts that at the Sanctuary of
Aphrodite in Sikyon, worshippers had to stand outside the temple even when it was open
(Pausanias 2.108 ) . However, there was probably
temple access and it is likely that other sanctuaries offered more frequent contact with the
cult statue than these examples (Stevenson 200%1¢8\evertheless, it is gerally
accepted amongst scholars of Greek religion that the inside of the temple was of little
importance during the sacrifice, when the sanctuary would have been at its busiest
(Bremmer 1994: 28; Garland 1994: 54). The importance of the inside of thketenthe
conduct of ancient Greek religion is further questioned by the evidence that some temples
appear to have served primarily as repositories, treasuries and mudeuis393;
Jeffery 1990: 72; Morgan 2003: 147; Shaya 2005). Indeed, with regapdetious
studies of the designs of Doric peripteral temples, most scholars agree that little attention

was paid to the design of the interior elements until the construction of the Parthenon
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(A8) , which was designed t o pghantnestameadfat e Phe
Athena Parthenos (Scranton 1946: 43; Rhode§:188 85). Consequently, the inside of

the temple appears to have been relatively unimportant to the conduct of ancient religion,
especially in comparison to the altar (Sourviiowood 199: 10; Bremmer 1994: 27).

Thus with the exception of t h ewadikely totbear o n , t he

secondary concern when .considering a buildin

Although, in terms of cult, the temple was not the most important component of the
sanctuary, it often formed the most visible part (Bergquist 1967: 128; Fehr 1996: 177,
Stevenson 2001: 88). For example, when looking for the Sanctuary of Hémg the

battle of Plataia, theemperal Pausanias used the temple as an indicator of theasangtd s

|l ocation (Herodotus 9.61). To increase a ten
columns could be added. The purpose of the peristyle in the early wooden temples, such

as the archaic Temple of Poseidon at Isthmia (first half of the sewentary), has been

debated gee Chapter)l however, once the cella walls came to be constructed in stone,

the colonnadé primary function appears to have been to distinguish the temple from the
surrounding buildings and thus increase its visibility eledi, Vitruvius (3.9) states that:

The placement of columns around a temple was devised particularly so that

its appearance would be imposing.

Such was the high level of visibility afforded by e mpl eds peri styl e that
would be placed neaotit in order for themto benefit from theprominenceof the
peristyle For example, when the Temple of Apollo at Kalapodi (N19) was excavated it
was suggested thatnumber of discoveregbtive chariot wheels and Corinthian helmets

were actually hung orhé columno f t he t e miWhitldy st al2@062067t y | e
42; Nieneier 2007#2008: 48).Furthermore although the origins of the Doric order are
widely debated, the application of the order to the stone per@iggestshat the were

added in ordeto embellish the appearance of the temple extefidmok 1970) For
example, although the entablature supported the roof, the same result could be achieved
with plain blocks, not decorated withet repeating triglyphs and metopes that coseati

the Doricfrieze. Likewise, additional decoration, such as sculpture, was also used to
accentuate the bdili ngs 6 e x t e r theoTemple fofcAthena a¢ Assos (O4),had

an abundance of sculpture on the eastern end, overlooking the altar, where the sanctuary

visitors would have congregated to sacrifice (Maggidis 2008180

Therefore, thearchitecturalanalyss in this thesisfocuses upon the differences in the
design of temple exteriors. To this end, a number of the internal elemeheterhples 6

cellee, whose presencehave been analyseahd discussedh previous studiegMiles
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1998/1999) have not beenecordedn the dataset Likewise, the identificatiorsizeand
shape of the separate individual rooms (pronaos, naos and opistheduatyimn)
analysedin a number of studiediave also been excluded from the analysis (Scranton
1946: 376; Robertson 1979: 39; Cooper 1PRO8; Barletta 2002 77). Furthermore
the fact that this studfpcusesupon the external elements of the Doric peripteral temple

precudes a analysisof the construction techniques that were used to build.tAem

As demonstrated by the dristorical studies of scholars such as Dinsmoor (1950) and
Larence (1996)the exterior designaf templescould differ dramatically from building to
building. Howevergiven the fact that the buildings are all of the same type (peripteral)

and order (Doric)the three main points of difference betweentheé bl di ngaré desi gn
the size andshape of the individual elementand the additioml decoratbn, such as
sculpture that was applied to a number of buildinGe®nsequently, given their ability to

be consistently catalogued and subsequently compared, these three aspects form the basis
for the analysis of the differences in the designs of the pesipgemplesTo this end, the

next section discusses the importance of size and shapeadrcttiecture of thancient

world, and how they affected the external appearance of the Doric terpis is

followed by a review othe methods used in order analyse the additional decoration

that was applied to particular temples

External Size (Dimensions)

The overall sizeboth of the temple and of the individual elements formed a key
component in the comparison of temple architecture for the ancient Greelesxample,
Herodotus (3.60) justifies his extended stu
biggest of all Greek temples knownPolybius (9.27), discussing the Temple of Zeus
Olympios(Temple B)at Akragas (S8) states:

The Temple of Zeus Olympias still unfinished, but in its plan and

dimensions it seems to be inferior to no temple whatever in all Greece.

Pausanias (8.45.5) suggests that the Templ e
way first of all the temples in the Peloponnese fosit® and its whole constructign

whil st the Temple of Hera at Plataia (N5) wa
(Pausanias 9.2.7). Pausanias (5-8).5.16.1, 8.41:B) further mentions the height,

20 A number of scholars have suggested that the techniques used to build a temple are linked to its

date and architect (Dinsmoor 1950: 72 n.1; McAllister and Jameson 1969:807983; Miles

1989: 239242). However, naltiple building techniques were used on different areas of the same

temple to produce the same external appearance and vice versa. For example, the columns of the
Temple of Aphaia on Aigina (A14) were both monolithic and drum built (Lawrence 1996: 100),

thus, suggesting that the building techniques did
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width and length of the Doric peripterahiples of Zeus (P20) and Hera (P18) at Olympia
and the Temple of Apoll&pikouriosat Bassai (P4). Indeed, for the Temple of Poseidon
at Isthmia (P13), Pausanias (2.1.7) may have been directly comparing the size of the
temple to another; however, the logsadew words of the passage makes it impossible to

guess which temple it is being compared to (Pearson 1960).

ATHENA, VIGLA
(P23)

TemPLE C, PALLANTION
(P24)

0 S5 10 15 20 25 30 40 50 60 70 METRES

Figure 16 The similar sized temples of Athena at Vigla (P23) and C at PallafiRi&4) alongside the larger
Temple ofHera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidorfld1; After @stby 1991: 45; 1995 Figure 194, Martin 2003: 5%.

Despite the importance ascribed to size byath&ientauthors,comparisos of thesize of

the various elements wegenerally overlooked by proponents o€ thvolution model

instead preferring to compare the templesd p
the archaic and classical Doric peripteral temples, that form the focus of this study, vary
enormously in size. For example, the foundations ofrgraple of Athena at Vigla (P23)

measured 11.55m wide, whereas, those of the Temple of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia

(I111) were over twice as wide, measuring 26.06figre 16). Likewise, the column

heightsof Doric templescould be considerably differerfor example, the columns on the

Parthenon (A8) were over two times taller than those belonging to the Ten#diecoa
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at Delphi (N17; Figure 17).2* Despite this variatioin sizes Snodgrass (1986) has noted

that a number of contemporary archaic temphdsch were built near to each otheere

of remarkably similar size. As discussed in the previous chapter he not8a:ihple G

at Selinous (S20) and the Temple of Z&kgmpios(Temple B)at Akragas (SB despite

their extraordinary size in relation to the other temples of the Greek world actually

shared similar plan dimensiofBigure27). This also appears to have been treeaaith

smaller temples; for example, @stby (2005: 499) has observed that the widths of Temple

C at Pallantion (P24) and the nearby Temple of Athena at Vigla (P23) are identical

(Figure 16). The similarity in thess peci fi ¢ templ esd6 di mensions
variety in the sizes of thempleson a Panhellenic sca(€igure4), suggests that treze

of the elements that comprised the Doric peripteral templesigadicance in the archaic

and classical Greek world. Consequently, size is considered to be an important attribute in

the studyand comparisonf the exteriordesigns oDoric templesTo this endthe sizes

of a range of selected elements are cataloguedafdr e=mpleand these ardiscussed

further in the next chapteAs well as being a key factor in the comparison of temple

design, cataloguing the dimensions of the various elenasagorms the basis for the

second line of enquiry, the study of the ténps 6 ,aweéer alhle i ndi,vi dual €

proportions.

L The columns of the Parthenon (A8) measure 10.433m tall, whilst, the columns of the Temple of
Athena at Delphi (N17) measure 4.6m.
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Figure 17 The facade elevations of the Temple of Athena at Delphi (N17) and the Parthenohfték8;
Demal

ngel 1923: Plate 8; Coulton 1977: 113).

rnal Shape (Proportions)
iscussed in the previous chapter, the search foé thee r prapartiord in temple

es(for example,Brown 1906; Dinsmoor 195Q;awrence 1996 According b the
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ancient architects to discover thaeanatiesper fect 6
and the o6ideal 6 pr oporand propgrtiorto Anecient corcapts Ki N g m:
of beauty (Tsakirgis 1996: 408; Spawforth 2006: 64).number of scholars have

suggested a link between the Pythagorean belief that numbers were the basés for t

whole universe and temple desighus promotingthe idea ofa connection between

numbers and beauty (Spawforth 2006: 64; Prokkola 2011: 213). Indee@atitn

written by the fifthcentury Argive sculptor, Polykleitos linked harmonious proportions to

ideal beauty (Stewart 1978: £227; Spivey 1996: 4%Y. Likewise, for Vitruvius, ideal

architectural proportions were linked to modularity and the human body:

Proportion is the commensurability of a predetermined component of a
building to each and everytadr part of a given structure, and modularity is
based upon this commensurability. For without modularity and proportion
no temple can be designed rationally, that is, unless its elements have
precisely calculated relationships like those of a ywedporioned man
(3.1.1).

Furthermore, they derived the system of mensuration clearly essential for
all buildings from members of the body, such as the finger, palm, foot and
cubit: they distributed them in a perfect number, calleg o By the
Greeks (3.1.5).

Vitruviusd design for a Doric peripteral to

relationship between its various elements:

Now the length of a temple is worked out so that its breadth is half the
length, and the length dhe cella itself a quarter greater than its width,

including the wall in which the folding doors will be located (4.4.1).
For Pliny (Natural History36.56) the proportions of the column defined the order:

Those of which the diameter at the foot is -sidh part of the height, are
called Doric® When the diameter is omrenth, they are lonic, and when it is
onesevent h, Tuscanéln ancient times the rul

be onethird of the breadth of the temple in height.

22 gignificant difficulties have beemncovered in attempts to discover
beauty.Measuring the proportions of Roman copies of his statues suggests that it may have been
Polykleitosé intention t o hugpanviigurediy itmposing saptle e ssi on

imegul arity on the strict precision -8)thusis theor
making it virtually impossible to ratify his treaties.

% For Vitruvius (4.3.4) the diameter of Doric columns are-snevent h t heir hei ght : f
ofthe coomn s wi | | be two modules and their height fou
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Therefore, there is dgmificant body of evidence that suggests that the ancient Greeks

took an active interest in proportion; however, the different principles discussed above
indicate that no single O6perfectd set of pro
thought. Furthermore,Canors ot h e r than Polykleitosfdm are kn
exampl e, around the t Lysipposarfd Elplodngr knfroducedo s 6 wr
their own variations of ideal proportions in statues (Roberts 2005:. 59dged,

Vi t r uvil2ad)sues i( @lation to proportions are based upon the amalgamation of

three separat€anonsby unnamed authors (Stewart 1978: 127). The lack of evidence

that there was ever any one set of Operfect
Dorict empl e designs could have been considered
times. Theindication that there was n®@i ngl e &éperfectoé rule of P
temple architecture is further borne out by dificulty associated with tryingo idertify

the use of a Panhellenicrdef desi gn, even amongst the Oper:
century (see discussion of temple design techniques in Chapter 2).
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Figure 18 The plans of the Temple of Hera at Plataia (A% the Temple of Demeter at Lepreon (PAfser
Waldstein and Washington 1891: Plate XX; Knell 1983b: 131).

Aside from analysing proportions to try and
studying the ratios between the various elements alfows systematic analysis and
comparison of the templesdéd designs over mult
the use of proportions to help date buildingy scholars such as Brown (1906) and
Arapogianni (2002)indicates that, on a Panhellesitale, a wide range of different ratios

were used between the different elements on a Doric temple. For example, whilst the

92



Temple of Demeter at Lepreon (P15) is less than twice as long as it is wide (ratio of
foundation length to foundation width: 1.81)¢e length of theTemple of Hera at Plataia

(N5) is almost three timédts width (ratio of foundation length to foundation width: 2.99;
Figure 18). Therefore, cataloguing the temple proportions and comparing them,
alongside the information relating to the building sizes, allows for the overall designs of
the temples to be systematically compaislewise, the designs of the elevations also
utilise different proportionswhich resulted in the production of buildingsth different
designsalbeit, still beingconstructed utilising the saneeder and building typeFRigure

5). Thus, a study of the templatios is ideal for comparing the differences in Doric
temple design. Foexample, the Temple of Zeus at Nemea (P17) is very tall in
comparison with its width, having a ratio of stylobate width to column height of 1.95, in
contrast to the wide arghort Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N24), with a stylobate width to
column height rab of 4.00(Figurel19). Indeed, as highlighted by Coulton (1977:78),
different elevation proportions could be used to distinguish temples that were constructed
with the same sized ground plan. For example, Titemple of Hera II(Poseidon)at
Poseidonia (111), although having almost exactly the same size plan as the Temple of
Her a | (19, hasqaattcdbnapgdenabhge 6bhebseved
increasedsizeson each of the columns rather than @asing their numbgiFigure 20).
Therefore, thamportance of thesize and shape of the individual componentghe
ancient world, and the differences from project to project, indicate that these attributes
form thebest meanto systematically analgs h e t e mp |, ie relétiondoebsth then s

existence of Panhellenic trends over time and the regional analysis of temple design
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Figure 19 Facades of the Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N2#4d the Temple of Zeus at Nemea (PAfter
Dinsmoor Jr. 1973: 168; Miller 1990: 133).
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Figure 20 Facades of the Temple of Hera | (Basilica) and Hera Il (Poseidon) at Posei@ifteiaCoulton
1977: 76; Mertens 1984: Abb. 14).
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External Decoration

There is, however, one el ement of some Dori
that cannot be systematically catalogued and analysed in relation to its size anthshape
additional decoration. Although, as discussed above, titiee eDoric order could be
considered to bdecorative in this study, decoration refers specifically to the additional
elements that were added to the Doric order with the aim of elaborating particular
temples. The following section discussé® reasonswhy information relating to
paticular decorative features hdmeen included in the daset beginning with the
elements that are not included in the analysis, such as paint, and culminates with an
explanation ohow the additionasculptureis recordedn order forit to be systematically
studied.

Additional decoration was added in various positions and guises on different temples. The
fact that most of this elaboration related to relatively minute details is testament to the
fact that even such small pt$ of difference between buildings bore significance in the
ancient world. For instance, several moulding shapes were used in @ogtisnson

different templesKigure 21). The geison soffit moulding on theefple of Hera in the

Argive Heraion (P2) is a simple offset cywreversa (Pfaff 2003a: 177), whereas on the
Temple ofHera at Foce del Se(&10) the moulding is much more complex, indeed, the
absence of a soffit moulding from the Temple of Nemesis at Rbasnindicates that

soffit mouldings were not a strictly necessary part of the Doric order (Miles 1989: 202).
As well as decoration in the form of mouldings, some temples also utilised sculpture,
decorative roofing, inscrnpmeohsdéd(Botordeon9)
elaborate the external appearance of the temple. Indeed, the mere presence of additional
decoration, such as mouldings and sculpture, on some Doric temples has been taken as
indication thatthe decoratiorwas important in theancient world, for if it was not
important the building committee would not have gone to the trouble and the additional
expense of adding such elaboration (Spivey 1996:R&thermorea number of studies

have demonstrated the importance of additionalodsion, particularly architectural
sculpture, to the ancient Greeks (Holloway 1988; Marconi 26{#scher 201} For
example, Marconi (2009), using a number of sources but mostly the presence of
architecture on figured pottery, was able to highlight pmver that architectural
decoration hadlo generate emotional responses. Indeedne instance a figure on a cup
gazes di r ect | ydecaated matopes UMelrapdlitang Blisseum of Art
1989.281.62).Therefore, as with size and shape, the additiaiemoration that was

applied to the temple exterior was also significant in the ancient world.
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Figure 21 Different geison designs, showing the different shaped mouldings in various poshites (
Koldewey and Puchstein 1899: Bb76, Abb. 113, Abb. 152; Duga&s$ al. 1924: Plate XXIXXV; Courby
1927: Plate XI; Krauss 1951: XXX; Hill 1966: Plate XIII; Miles 1989: 197; @stby 1995b: Figure 204; Cooper
1996b: INV. 105; Pfaff 2003a: Figure 64; Haselberger 2005: 123).
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Despite the widgpread use of additional decoration on particular Doric temples, the
various types of decorative elaboration, as well as the different positions in which it was
applied to the temple, makes it particularly difficult to conduct a systematic study of all
possible types and combinations of additional decorati®arthermore, particular

elements have to be excluded from the analysis as they are not widely published or
included in the temple reportBor example, de to thetraditionalinterest in using the

architecture to help provide a date for the temple, certain decorative elements have tended

to be included within temple publications, generally those with established typologies,

whilst others have often been overlooked, such asdhstructionmaterials. laleed, in

al most all cases, the templ esd mbnmesond al s ar
(Lawrence 1996: 79)Only in particular instancg such as the temples of fitentury

At hens, are suggestions maderexenantattempshe bui |
madeto describe the t o wododr gKorres 1988Miles 1989: 145); thus, the differences

in the templ emdto beextluelad ifram tise armalysiselikewise, despite
Pausaniasd discussion of oftZaus at Olgnipia (510.1) es o n
and the Temple of Apoll&pikouriosat Bassai (8.41.9), the relative disregard for roof

tiles in the earlier temple studies and the large amourdnafysison the recently

excavated tiles from a variety of ntemple sites (Witer 1990; 1993; Pfaff 2003a: 27;

Barletta 2011: 622), suggests that it is beyond the scope of this thesis to productively

investigate Doric templesd tiles.

Equally, the poor preservation of particular elements in the archaeological record means
that theyare discovered relatively infrequentius, makinglittle information available

for analysisandthus cannot be included in this study. For example, the small amount of
available evidence suggests that it was common to paint the capitals and entablature
the Doric order (Dinsmoor 1950: 178; Jenkins 2006: 37). Paint on Doric architbasire
largely been ignored in discussions of Greek architecthi® has beedue to a general

di sgust at the O6gari shnessdé of thatakDoricacti ons
temples would have been painted to the same scheme (Dinsmoor 1950: 178; Broneer
1971: 97). Although there is enough preserved paint to suggest that the Doric temples
were painted, there is certainly not enough to make such sweeping getierai For
example, fragments of paint on the triglyphs from the Parthenon (A8) indicate that they
were painted blue (Jenkins 2006: 43); whereas, traces of red have been detected on the
triglyphs of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia (PR@Gwrence 1996: 75However, the lack

of evidence for painfrom most Doric peripteral temples precludks inclusion of paint

from asystematic analysis of temple architectuir¢he scale conducted in this thesis
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Moreover, in order to analyse the design differencessacowide number of buildings

the elements need to be relatively consisiarthatthe element being measured has been

observed on a number of the buildings and reported in a style that is repeated in other
publicationsAd decor at i v e 6 otbkea mauded in thd amadlysihdaesto timeir

inherent variety, both in application and publicatiarethe sec al | ed Dori ¢ &ér ef i1
or Ooptical corr ect i orestasis horizdn@l curvatiire of thene nt s ,
stylobate and the inwarddhination of the columns are found in varying numbers and to

differing degrees on a select number of temples in the Greek world, most notably the
Parthen (A8, Haselberger 2005). Although the refinements on the Parthenon have been

subject to multiple studs, the refinements on the other Doric temples have not been

subject to anywhere near tekame level of intense scrutinpdeed, most studies consider

stating that the temple might have hewltasisis an adequate amount of inquiry (for

example, see Mile$989: 150). Furthermore, it is not entirely certain that the refinements

were meant to be noticeable, it being argued they were intdodeorrect an optical

illusion and therefore were included for the purpose of not being sedmyntay have

serval a routine engineering functiaonat her t han a(Pedlafd®@o kit i ved r
Rhodes 198 80; Thompsonet al 2007). Accordingly, the application of various

refinements to the temple architecture has not been recorded in tsetdata

There appear toebtwo elements of decoration that satisfy the above criteria for inclusion
in a systematic analysis of additional decoration on Doric peripteral tentbles
mouldings and the sculpture. Despite this, the mouldings have not been included in the
study for a number of reasond-irst, a systematic study of all the mouldings has been
completed by Shoe (1936; 1952), in which the mouldings were compared visually, a
methodology that has generally doe retained into modern studfsThis makes a
systematiccomparisn of thed i f f e r e nmouldingsndifficudt satbleastuntil the
measurements of the mouldings begin to be routinely published in a standardised format.
Furthermore, there are mouldings in too many positions and too many diffbagsor

a study othis length.

Ultimately, sculpture, due to its size, position on the building and cost, would have had a
greaterimpact upon the exterior appearance of the temple, and consequently, the study of

external decoration focuses upon the temple sculpturesedintghe sculptures were by far

the largest elements of additional decoration on Doric peripteral temples and had a
significanti mp ac t upon a templebs external appeal
Pausani as 6 -8 lfamdus .déscriptidhs df Qhe Giment sculptures of the

% Indeed, as discussed by Childs (1994: 2) in relation to capitals, it is difficult to complete a
typol ogy of el ementsdé designs based upon publ i she
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Parthenon(A8) and the Temple of Zeus at Olymp{R20) to realise the effect that
sculpture had upon the viewer. The fact that some temples, such as the Temple of Athena
at Vigla (P23 Morgan 2003: 159), utilised additional scul@uwvhilst others, such as the
Temple of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia (111) did not, demonstrates that sculpture was
not seen as a fundamental element of the Doric order and its inclusion on particular
projects, at additional cost, was significdhT.he sculptures were almost always found

fixed to the same positions on the birilgt the metopes, pediments or above the cella and
thereby, aiding in a systematic analysis of their addition to particular projects.
Furthermore, the positions of the sculptooald be utilised in various combinations. For
example, some temples, such as Temple F at Selinous (S19) had sculpted metopes above
the peristyle but no sculpted pediment; on the contrary, the Temple of Asklepios at
Epidauros (P9) had sculpted pediments aoddmetopes; indeed, some temples, such as

the Parthenon (A8) had sculpted metopes and pedinEmtsefore, the position of the
scul pture on the templ esd -sekandkformseartohtttes been

analysis of temple design.

As discussed in the previous chapter, a number of studies have sought to discover the
scul ptureso6 t he mef@ example, Hotloway i1988; Hidkscher i1998  (
Marconi 2007; Barringer 2008); however in a study of this length, flogugon the

overall apearance of the temple, it is impossible to include all the various ascribed
themes and to systematically analyse their importance. Consequently, the issue of
sculptural themes is only raised in the final chapter, which contains a number ef polis
based cas studies. However, as highlighted abaaihough there a limited number of
positions in which sculpture was placédkre is a significant difference in thélisation

of these positionsand this had m impactupon thebui | di ngs 6 ext®ernal ap
such, the position of the sculpture upon the temple is recorded in theetldta
discussion of the instances in which sculpture has been recorded in tsetdeda be

found in Chapter 43°

% As mentioned in Bapter 2, the sculptors of the Temple of Asklepios at Epidauros (P9) were
paid significantly more than the architects.

A number of studies have included counts of the
(Nakadh 2004: 282; Schultz 2009). Indeed, Naka@004: 282) has suggested that the number of
scul ptures in a templeds pedi ment is indicative

of most templesd pedi ment al atisnofuHis@ttribute @ampossiblee s a sy ¢
in a study of this length.
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Introduction to the Doric Peripteral Temples Included in the
Study

Therefore, in order to analyse the differences in the temple designs, the thesis focuses
upon the size, shape and decoration of the external appearance of the temples. These
aspects of the design allow for measurable and consistent comparisons tdde m
between the buildings, on both the Panhellenic and regional sicatesler to conduct a
Panhellenic and regional analysis ofdtdifferences and similarities it is important to
include as many temples from as wider geographical range as possilsiect the data

set encompasses 104 Doric peripteral templeblé 2), which encompasses all the
temples that had sufficient available data to be included in this study (Appendix 11.2). The
temples in the studgover a wide geographical area, from Selinous in the west, to Assos

in the east anddsarorin the north, to Cyrene in the souffiqure22). Furthermore, the
dataset comprises temples covering the entire period that forms ¢he @ this study,
ranging in date from the early sixth century, such as the Temple of Hera at Olympia
(P18), to the late fourthentury Temple of Zeus at Nemea (P37).

" See Chapter 1 for a discussion of the chronological limits of this study and Appendix Il for a list
of Doric peripteral temples that are excluded for being built beyond those limits.
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Figure 22 Map showing the location of the Doric periptetehplesincluded in the dataet.
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Table2 presents the basic information relating to all 104 temples included in thealata

The catalogue number in column one is composed of a letter, relating to the region in
which the temple is constructed (see below), and an arbitrary numbercataisgue
number remains the same throughout the study and also relates to the order of the
catalogue in Appendix V. The second column records the most widely utilised hame for
the building, although in instances where the temple is known by multiple names, both
are included; for example, Temple D (Hera Lacinia) at Akragas (S5). The third column
contains the name of the polis in which the temple was constructed.

For an analysis ofhe temples on a regional level, the buildings are divided into five

regions (column four); Attica and the Saronic Gulf, Italy, Northern Greece, the
Peloponnese and Sicily. Therealsoa si xt h O6r egh evhiGhisatabei t | ed 06C
attached to tempgefrom outside of the predominant Doric temple building regions and

come from locations with so few temples that there was no value in ascribing them their

own independent regions; for example, this includes the Temple of Athena from Assos in

Turkey (01) ad the Temple of Zeus from Cyrene in North Africa (OFiteentemples

are assigned to Attica and the Saronic Gulf, 13 in Italy, 22 in Northern Greece, 25 in the
Peloponnese, 24 in Sicily, and five templeslongt o &éot her 6 | ocati ons.
instace, temples were ascribed to parti-cul ar r
227) catalogue of Greek temple architecture. The regions could have been further divided

into their respective areas, for exdmpl e, t
into; Euboia, Boiotia, Phokis, Aitolia, Thessaly, and Macedonia. However, in most cases

this would have resulted in each category containing very few temples, making it difficult

to draw conclusions with relation to a comparison of the buildings. Fongbe, Aitolia

contains only two Doric peripteral temples from the archaic and classical periods, the

Temple of Artemis at Kalydon (N1) and the Temple of Poseidon at Velvina (N2).

Likewise, the poor state of preservation of most of the temples mean$éhtawter

buildings in a region, the more likely that only one of them will preserve their elevations,
further inhibiting a comparison of the templ
been maintained at the broadest level in order to capture asavaitéible evidence for

comparison as possible.

Table 2: Temples included in the dataet

Cat Earliest| Latest| Date

No. | Name Location Region Date Date | Group

A2 | Olympieion Athens Attica 530 510 2

A3 | Athena Polias Athens Attica 510 500 2
First Temple of

A4 | Poseidon Sounion Attica 490| 480 3
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Table 2: Temples included in the dataet

Cat Earliest| Latest| Date

No. | Name Location Region Date Date | Group
A5 | Old Parthenon Athens Attica 490 | 480 3
A6 | Hephaisteion Athens Attica 450 440 4
A7 | Apollo Delphinios Athens Attica 450 440 4
A8 | Parthenon Athens Attica 447 432 4

Secondlemple of
A9 | Poseidon Sounion Attica 450| 430 4
A10 | Athena Pallene Attica 440 420 4
A1l | Nemesis Rhamnous Attica 430| 420 4
Al12 | Artemis Loutsa Attica 400 300 6
A13 | Apollo Aigina Attica 520 510 2
Al14 | Aphaia Aigina Attica 480| 470 3
A15 | Athena Megara Attica 599 500 2
Al6 | Athena Karthaia (Keos) Attica 520 500 2
11 Unknown Hipponion Italy 525 500 2
12 Unknown Kaulonia Italy 430| 420 4
13 Hera Kroton Italy 475| 450 3
14 Casa Marafioti Locri Epizephyrioi Italy 540 530 2
15 Hera Tavole Palatine Italy 520 510 2
Temple Aii (Apollo

16 Lykeios) Metaponto Italy 540 520 2
17 Temple Bii Metaponto Italy 530 520 2
18 Athena Poseidonia Italy 520 500 2
19 Hera | (Basilica) Poseidonia Italy 550 520 2
110 | Heraion Foce del Sele Italy 540 500 2
111 | Hera Il (Poseidon) Poseidonia Italy 470 430 4
112 | Unknown Taranto Italy 600 550 1
113 | Minerva Pompeii Italy 525 500 2
N1 | Artemis Kalydon N. Greece 400| 350 5
N2 | Poseidon Velvina (Molykreion)| N. Greece 400 300 6
N3 | Apollo Ismenios Thebes N. Greece 400| 350 5
N5 | Hera Plataa N. Greece 550 500 2
N6 | ApolloDaphnephoros | Eretria N. Greece 530| 490 2
N7 | Dionysos Eretria N. Greece 350 350 5
N9 | Zeus Ammon Aphytis (Kallithea) | N. Greece 350 300 6
N10 | Apollo Ambrakia (Arta) N. Greece 500 500 3
N12 | Unknown Kassope N. Greece 400 300 6
N13 | Zeus Stratos N. Greece 320 300 6
N14 | Zeus Passaron N. Greece 325 300 6
N15 | Fourth c. Apollo Delphi N. Greece 370 325 6
N16 | Sixth c. Apollo Delphi N. Greece 530| 520 2
N17 | Athena Delphi N. Greece 550 500 2
N18 | Athena Kranaia Elateia N. Greece 500 475 3
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Table 2: Temples included in the dataet

Cat Earliest| Latest| Date

No. | Name Location Region Date Date | Group
N19 | Apollo Kalapodi (Hyampolis| N. Greece 600 500 2
N20 | Artemis Elaphebolos | Kalapodi (Hyampolis| N. Greece 425 395 4
N21 | Apollo Metropolis N. Greece 560 540 2
N22 | Unknown Pherai N. Greece 300 300 6
N23 | Artemis Korkyra N. Greece 580 570 1
N24 | Kardaki Korkyra N. Greece 525 500 2
N25 | Hera (Mon Repos) Korkyra N. Greece 400| 400 5
01 | Athena Assos Other 540 500 2
08 | Apollo Delos Other 478 | 450 3
011 | Zeus Cyrene Other 500| 480 3
012 | Apollo Cyrene Other 550 500 2
013 | Unknown Apollonia Other 300| 300 6
P1 | Athena Alipheira Peloponnese 500| 480 3
P2 | Hera Argive Heraion Peloponnese 423 410 4
pP3 | Unknown Agios Elias Peloponnese 500 490 3
P4 | Apollo Epikourios Bassai Peloponnese 429 400 4
P5 | Unknown Orchomenos Peloponnese 530 500 2
P6 | Athena Alea Tegea Peloponnese 350 335 6
P7 | Apollo Corinth Peloponnese 570| 540 1
P8 | Apollo Sikyon Peloponnese 303 300 6
P9 | Asklepios Epidauros Peloponnese 400| 366 5
P10 | Asklepios Gortys Peloponnese 400 350 5
P11 | Akropolis Temple Gortys Peloponnese 425 375 5
P12 | Poseidn Hermione Peloponnese 525| 480 2
P13 | Poseidon Isthmia Peloponnese 470| 460 3
P14 | Poseidon Kalaureia (Poros) Peloponnese 525 500 2
P15 | Demeter Lepreon Peloponnese 400 370 5
P16 | Athena Makiston Peloponnese 500 490 3
P17 | Zeus Nemea Peloponnese 340 320 6
P18 | Hera Olympia Peloponnese 600 590 1
P19 | Metroon Olympia Peloponnese 410| 388 5
P20 | Zeus Olympia Peloponnese 472 456 3
P21 | Athena Prasidaki Peloponnese 500| 480 3
p22 | Unknown Troizen Peloponnese 350 300 6
p23 | Athena Vigla Peloponnese 520 510 2
P24 | Temple C Pallantion Peloponnese 500| 500 3
p25 | Unknown Kalavryta Peloponnese 525 500 2
S1 | Temple F (Concord) | Akragas Sicily 450 420 4

Temple G

S2 | (Hephaisteion) Akragas Sicily 433 | 406 4
s3 | Temple | (Dioskouroi)| Akragas Sicily 450 406 4
S4 | Temple A (Heldes) | Akragas Sicily 525| 480 2
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Table 2: Temples included in the dataet

Cat Earliest| Latest| Date
No. | Name Location Region Date Date | Group

Temple D (Hera
S5 | Lacinia) Akragas Sicily 470 | 420 4
sS6 | Temple E (Athena) Akragas Sicily 500| 450 3
S7 | Temple L Akragas Sicily 450| 400 4
Temple B (Zeus

s8 | Olympios) Akragas Sicily 520| 480 3
S9 | Aphrodite Akrai Sicily 525 500 2
S10 | Temple B (Athena) Gela Sicily 600 550 1
S11 | Temple C Gela Sicily 500| 475 3
S12 | Victory Himera Sicily 480| 480 3
S13 | Unknown Segesta Sicily 426 409 4
S15 | Temple A Selinous Sicily 490| 450 3
S16 | Temple C Selinous Sicily 550 520 2
S17 | Temple D Sdinous Sicily 490| 490 3
S18 | Temple E Selinous Sicily 500 450 3
S19 | Temple F Selinous Sicily 490| 480 3
S20 | Temple G Selinous Sicily 520| 470 3
s21 | Temple O Selinous Sicily 490| 450 3
s22 | Apollo Syracuse Sicily 590 580 1
s23 | Athena Syracuse Sicily 478 | 475 3
S24 | Zeus Syracuse Sicily 580 555 1
S25 | Temple A Megara Hyblaia Sicily 600 500 2

Table 2 Basic information relating to each temple in the dmhincluding name, location, assigned region,
earliest date, latest date and geed date groupFor further information about each tpla consult the
catalogue irAppendixV.

In order to analyse the Panhellenic relationship between date and design, the temples

have ben assigned to date group®l(onn seven). As discussed @hapter2, stylistic

criteria have often been used to assign ,dateh as the shape of the capital. This
methodology hasencountereda number of problems, such as thsipposed
6provincialismbé of the western temprhes discu
viewed with increased scepticism (Coulton 1979; Pfaff 2003b). The use of stylistic dating

criteria is based upon the assumption that temple design evolved at a constant linear rate,

thus making it possible to date a temple within a ten year period bagedn t he t empl e
proportions. However, Coultonds (1979) stud
shape of the capital does not change at a constant rate over time; rather, there are only a

few basic shapes, which remain in use for significantly éongeriods of time, thus

highlighting a considerable flaw in the use of stylistic criteria to date temples.
Furthermore, stylistic criteria are so subjective that many scholars disagree on the exact

10 year period that a temple would belong to. For exangjitierent scholars date the
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Temple of Hera in the Argive Heraion (P2) in various increments between 423 and 400
(Shoe 1936: 110; Dinsmoor 1950: 183; Pfaff 2003a:-193; Spawforth 2006: 164),
depending upon thprivileged element and their interpretatiof the rate of evolution.
Although this is not as wider range as for some other templesT@se 2), it is the
assurity with which each of the scholars assigns the date, using their various methods. For
example, Shoe (1936: @Lbelieved that the mouldings suggested a date of construction
around 410, whilst Dinsmoor (1950: 183) preferred a more precise date of lisg.

dating temples using stylistic criteria is not a precise science and is based upon the
element that the indidual scholar considers most important. Indeed, Biers (1992: 34)
suggests that in situations where stylistic dating is used, it should only be used to provide
dates within about half a century and only
into the scheme clearly belong to a single, obvious line of development, and there are no
problems of geography, quality and matexialhich, as discussed in Chaptris not
necessarilythe case with Doric peripteral temple architecture. Therefore, the agsignm

of temples to a date within a ten year period is to be regarded with caution. As such, the
temples have been placed into broader date groups, in order to introduce a margin of error

and to facilitate comparisons between temples of similar date.

The dae group column inrable 2 assigns each building to a period, identified & 1

with each group represéng a 50 year periodT@able 3). Date group 1 (60851) relates

to the earliest period of stone Doric peripteral temples; whilst, date group 0850
relates to the final years of the classical period, the chronological end to the study. The
temples haveachbeen placed into the group in which the range of dates adddbthe
temple falls. For examplehe Temple of Zeus at Passaron (N14) is commonly placed

between 325 and 300 and so the temple is placed in date group 6

Date Group | Earliest Latest Number of Temples
Date Date

1 600 551 7

2 550 501 32

3 500 451 26

4 450 401 17

5 400 351 9

6 350 300 13

Table 3 The categroups the range of dateandthe number of templgdaced ineachgroup

The use of date groups is still reliant upon the dates ascribed through stylistic analysis.
Indeed given the lack of additional dating evidence, it would be difficult for any study of
temple architecture not to be. However, using date groups allows for a certain amount of

margin to be incorporated, with regard to the variety of different dates beinigeasto
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the same buildingoftenbased upon the different interpretations of the rate of evolution.
Therefore, when scholars disagree on precise dates they often agree on date ranges. For
example, the temple at Segesta (S13) is dateke late fifth cetury by Mertens (1996:
336),around 420 by Spawforth (2006: 132) and-42® by Dinsmoor (1950: 112), while
Lawrence (1996: 136) suggests that the temple could have been constructed at any point
in the last quarter of the fifth century. Although the vasisaholars disagree on the exact

date of construction for the temple at Segesta, the commentators agree upon a general
time frame of the late fifth century. Likewise, placing each temple into a date group
allows for particular types of dating evidence ®ivileged in instances where there is
significant controversy. For example, some temples were systematically excavated and
painted pottery has been discovered in the foundatmmgradictingthe date assigned
based upon architectural proportions, sasithe Temple ofAphaia on Aigina(Al4, see
Appendix 111.5, with further discussions afl controversial date# the same appendix).

In these instances, the sculpture and painted pottery provide an additional external dating
source that is not linked tthe concept of stylistic evolution in Doric architecture.
Obviously, no method of grouping temples into date ranges could be without flaws. For
example, there is no was of differentiating between temples that belong to the start or end
of a period. Howewe so long as the criteria are applied consistently, then the benefits of
grouping temples by date in a study of this type outweight the negalfikesefore,

placing the temples into broader 50 ydategroups avoids the problems associated with
dating he temple architecture based upon differing opinions of the rate of stylistic

evolution.

Where very little evidence for the date of a temple survives and the preserved architecture
is assigned a broad range of dates covering multiple date groups, the izmlpkced in

the date group that current scholarly opinion considers most probable. For example, the
Temple of Apollo at Corinti(P7) has traditionally been dated around 540 (Dinsmoor
1950: 89 n.2), yet a recent-amalysis has placed the commencemertamistruction in
themids 6 06s (Pfaff 2dte3Inbst recént Quithe tempdes glacedn

date group 1 and this date has been used in theseatdherefore, the median date, the
balance of scholarly opinigmnd the relative strength tife dating technique, especially

if an external dating source is available, are used to place a temple within a date group.

It is also worth highlighting that the focus of this thesis is upon the initial dedigion

build a peripteraltemple. This is a p#cularly important point with regard to the few

temples that have peristyléisat were constructed at a later date to the cella. In these

i nstances, it i s the date of the peristyle t

as it is the externappearance of peripteral temples that are the focus of this thesis. For
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example, the cella of the Temple of Apollo at Cyrene (012) was constructed in the
middle of the sixth century, while the peristyle columns and pedimental sculpture were
added in theihal quarter of thatentury and consequently, the temple is placed in date

group 2.

The temples listed iffable 2 are all preserved to varying degrees and for this reason
some temples feature in more areas ofahalysis than others. For example, the Temple
of Athena (I18) and the Temples of Hera | and 1l (19 and 111) at Poseidonia, the Temple of
Apollo Epikouriosat Bassai (P4), the Temple of Zeus at Nemea (P17), the Temple of
Aphaia on Aiging(A14), the Hephaisten (A6), and the Parthenon (A8) all have standing
peristyle columns, indicating their remarkabtateof preservation. On the contrary, the
poor state of preservation of the Temple of Apollo Delphinios (A7) in Athens, the Temple
of Athena in Megara (Al5)he Temples of Poseidon at Hermione (P12) and Kalaureia
(P14), the temple at Hipponion (11), Temple O at Selinous (S21) and Temple B (Athena)
at Gela (S10), means that only their foundatiemspreserved

In many cases, theoorly preserved templesehypothetically restored by archaeologists
utilising rati os borrowed from O6similaroé t
McAllister and Jamesdns ( tediBsBugtion of the elevation belonging to the Temple

of Poseidon at Hermione (P129r which ory the foundations remaimitilises the ratios

belonging to the Temple of Athena at Delphi (N17), the Temple of Athena Polias on the

Athenian Akropolis (A3) andhe Temple oAphaia on Aigina(A14), based on the belief

that temples of similar date used theme proportionsas analogies to help restore the

(now missing) elements of the elevatigfigure23). The fact that this thesis analyses the

di fferences in the templ esd abresisténgappsoacme ans t |
towards such restorations, which are often applied to the temple remains, is retained.
Overtime these reconstructiorig|avebecome widely acceptedoiFexamplemost of the

superstructure belonging to the Temple of Poseidon at IsthiRrii&) (has not been

preserved and only the foundations survive, in the form of shallow trenches cut into the

rock (Broneer 1971; Tomlinson 1976: 95). Howevarhis overview of Greek temple
sanctuariesTomlinson (1976: 95) goes on to confidently assett ttha temple was built

Aiin a c¢onwid@nde mthnadly mbar i c styl e, [ wit h] Si X
Spawforth (2006: 162) states that dit had a
and a shrin@ Hypothetical elevation restorations, such athose of the Temples of

Poseidon at Hermione and Isthmia are excluded from this study for two reasons.
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Figure 23 McAllister and Jamesdn §1969) proposed reconstruction of the Temple of Poseidon at Hermione
(P12) of which ony the foundations are preservethe above reconstruction was largdédgsed upon
presumed similarities witlthe Temple of Athena at Delphi (N17), the TempleAdfiena Polias on the
Athenian Akopolis (A3) andthe Temple ofAphaia on Aigina(Al4; After McAlli sterand Jamesot969:

173.

First, the inclusion of restorations would skew the results of any analysis of variation as

they often reuse ratios from other temples. Restorations from tethplearedeemed to

be similar are often based on the assumptiat tontemporary temples would utilise

similar ratios?® As discussed in Chapté@r using ratios from preserved temples to help

restore less welbreserved examples relies on unfoundedjpdgements regarding the

i dentificati on of onoteibetéeflthatthey were oopdtrected at @ a s e d
comparable date andould therefore utilise the same underlying desigiss results in

the production of quagiircular arguments. For example, Seki (1984: 77) restores the
column height of the Old ParthendA5) based upon the ratios of the more complete

Templ e of Zeus at Ol ympia (P20), as fAthe pr
axial spacing of the externalcolans i s t he s a m8ekii(1984)obviodsly t e mp | e s
was not awaref, or at least wasat concerned bt he f act t hat Hill é6s (1
of the axial spacing of the Ol d Parthenonos

timeo. Although Hill (1912) does not state explicitly which temples were included in this
group, it is a safassumption that the Temple of Zeus at Olympia, being one of the most

compl ete temples of t he same dat e, was a

% Lawren@ (1996: 77) is similarly sceptical about restorations based on the assumption that
similar date equates to similar ratios.
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Therefore, uncritical acceptance of the measurements derived from these restorations
would result in a falsetandardisation of the figures, thereby obscuring any underlying

variance in the datset.

Second these restorations are not uniformly accepted andoecasionallylater re
analysed. For example, Temple Aii (Apollo Lykeios) at Metaponto (I16) has beenegks

with a variety of column numbe(Eigure24): 9 by 18 (Dinsmoor 1950: 97), 6 or 8 by 17
(Mertens 1973: 210, Tala XLVI; Spawforth 2006: 119 6 by 17 (Osborne 1996: 263)

and 6 by 18 (Gruben 2001: 280). Thusthout new evidence, it would be difficult to
justify utilising the results of one restoration over another, further demonstrating that the
restorations are not as tangible as they sometimes claim to be. Therefore, as far as
possible, criteria have bedormulated in order to exclude measuremethast were
derivedfrom restorations and have been applied when selettimmgneasurements that

are included in the datet and these are discussed in the proceeding chapter.
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Figure 24 An etual state and two possible restored plans of Temple Aii (Apollo Lykeios) at Metaponto
(After Mertens 1973: TavolXLVI; Adamesteanu 1976: 153).

Conclusion

Therefore, in order to analyse the differences in the Doric peripteral teiegignson a
Parhellenic and regional scale, the study focuses upon the size, shape and decoration of
the Dbuil di ngs 6 Aneent Greek warshipewase ovedudted outside the
temple, around the altar, and this placed greater emphasis upon the exterior désign of t
temple.In order to alterhie outward appearance of the tempihe size and shape of the
individual elementghat comprised the Doric orderere manipulated, which resulted in

the creation of buildings of the same type and order, but with differeetaegucesas

seen on the two temple elevations from Poseiddfigufe 20). In order to complete th

Panhellenic and regionanalysisof the size, shape and decoration of the archaic and
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classical Doric templeshe dataset contains 104 Doric temples from a wide geographical

area and temples that range in date between the early sixth cantlye late fourth

century Given the multiple analgs for which this data is gathered, it is important that

the approactiowards data recording is as consistent and systematic as possible. To this

end, the temples haveachbeen assigned to six, 50 yedate groups thatallow for a

certain amount of leeway in tleeminglyimprobablyaccurate, and often controversial

dates which were assigned based upon the Panhellenic rate of temple design.
Furthermore, the assignment of date grotguslitates the Panhelleniccomparison of
temples of similardatdh e r easons for the exclusion of re
from the @taset, due to their reliance on the ratios of other Doric temgbles inherent

subjectivity and the different restorations proposed by various schBlaitding upon

these conclusions t he next <chapter discussesdedwhi ch el
in the dataset and the criteria that have been applied in order to retain a consistent
approah to the exclusion of restoréimensions.
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Chapter 4: Issues of Size and Restoration: The Doric
Peripteral Temples of the Archaic and Classical Periods

Of special importance in the facilitating of architectural studies during the
last decades has been the scientific reconstruction of ancient buildings for
the purpose of replacing fallen stones in their original places and thus
reconstituting the ancient apgrance of the monuments, so far as the
material is preserved (Dinsmoor 1950: xxiii).

The above quotation from Dinsmodemonstrates the importance of building restorations

in temple architectural studies. However, as discussed in the previous clmaptder to
complete aconsistent andystematic analysis of the exterrtdsignof the 104Doric
peripteraltemples included in this studyhe analysed datset must béased as far as
possible, upon survivingrchitecturalremainsrather than hypottigal reconstructions.
Furthermore, the previous chapter discussed the importance of the size, shape and
decoration of the temple exteriors both in the ancient world and in order to complete a
systematic analysis of their desigbonsequently, this chaptaddresses the individual
elementsthat comprised theexternal appearance of thBoric peripteral temple,
addressingthe reasons for their inclusion within the analysis, the formulated criteria
regarding theadditiono f particul ar el EBeehaptesalso presents ur e me n
the data that is used to analyse the temple architecture in the proceeding chapters as well

asdemonstrating the wide rangea@&mentssizes thatvere used

Where possible, the data for the study was collected from the mostaterapthitectural
reports 6 the current preservation of the temple; for instatice,information from the
Temple of Hera in the Argive Heraion was in the first instance collected Fdma f f 6 s
2003 publicationThe Argive Heraion: The Architecture of tBé&assical Temple of Hera

rat her t hab020@93 puldicatonon thes templeor the various summary
publications, such as Dinsm@o§195Q 183. On a number of occasions it has proved
necessary to utilise additional resources, such as the y&aaeological Reportin

order to gain access to information about the less-puddlished temples, for example,

the temple at Kassope (N12). In a few catliee temples have only recently been
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discovered, as with the archaic Tdewf Apollo at Metropok (N21, Intzesiloglou
2002) and in these instancemly the preliminary reports are available, thus not all the

measurementare fully published and are awvailable for inclusion within the study.

Pakkanen (1994: 144) has discussed the problems assavititeneasuring temples and

suggestghat presenting a set of reliable measurements is as hard as takingsthem.

the length and scope of this projettie gathered datmust necessarily rely upon the
measurements reported in the various temple refatthis end, whereneasurements in
differentr e ports di sagree significantly, the rea
di mensions over anotherds are discussed in
V (for example, see A6Y.Indeed as Pakkaen (1994: 146) argues, it is impossible to

determine the level of accuracy of reported measurements and, as such, generalised rules
regarding the inclusion oheasurements afentimetreor millimetre accuracy cannot be

applied thus, the measurements tlaaé reported in the temple reports, whether reported

to centimetre or millimetre accuracy, have been included in thesdtita

In addition, measurements are only included within the-skitdf they are contemporary
with the original structure. The puwsge of this study is to identify why Dorjaeripteral
templeswere built with a variety of different designs and fothis reason only the
6original é peripteral construction is of pri
identify and analyse latedaptations to the buildings, it is not possible within the scope
of this studyAs such later additions to the temples are excluded from thessfa For
example whenthe axialspacing wallsverebuilt into the fabric of the structure, such as
thos on the Temple of Hera at Fodel Sele (110, Krauss 1951: 92) and Temple Bii at
Metaponto (17, Mertens 1985: 658)ey are included in the analysis, while walls that
were added after the initial period of construction ane not bonded with the core
strudure,ason Temple F at Selinous (S19), are excluded (Hodge 1964: 179).

Plan

The presentation and discussion of the -datawithin this chapter is split into two
sections, plan and elevatiohable 4 presents theneasurementthat have been included
within the dataset relating to the plan elements. The same catalagpdes, names,

locations and ategroups are carried over froiirable2 in the previous chaptemherest

# Full catalogue entries for each temple, including the identification of the deity, the assignment of
a buil di ng 06 scrigtiantokthe reaains and ¢héir kely eneasurements can be found in
Appendix V.

% Whether the reported measurements are of centimetre or millimetre accuracy they are all
recorded in metre format, so 1cm equals 0.01m.

31 As stated in Chapter 1, temples thateived a peristyle after the initial phase of construction are
included in the analysis, but subsequent alterations are excluded.
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of the columns contain the measurementsramdbersof the various elements when they

are included within the datset; an empty cell indicates a measurement that has either not
been preserved or reliable information relating to that measurement was nesttdecs

the time of writing. Each of the constituent elements, such as the foundations and
stylobate, are then discussed, highlighting the criteria that were applied in relation to the
inclusion of measurements based upon different levels of preservittmmeasurements

that are presented ifiable 4 form the basis for the subsequent analysis of temple plan
design in Chapters 5 and 6.
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Table 4: Plan Dimensions

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | FowW | FoL SW SL KrSt | CeW | CelL FC| FIC | FS FIS Rmp | DF
A2 | Olympieion Athens 2
A3 | Athena Polias Athens 2| 21.85| 43.95| 21.3| 43.15 1| 13.45] 34.7| 6| 12| 4.042| 3.834

First Temple of
A4 | Poseidon Sounion 3
A5 | Old Parthenon Athens 3 3
A6 | Hephaisteion Athens 4| 15.42| 33.48| 13.708| 31.769 3| 7.948| 22.559| 6| 13| 2.583| 2.581
A7 | Apollo Delphinios| Athens 4| 15.26| 33.08
A8 | Parthenon Athens 4| 33.69| 72.2 | 30.88| 69.503 3| 22.34| 59.06| 8| 17| 4.2965| 4.2915

Second Temple g
A9 | Poseidon Sounion 4 15.2| 32.8| 13.47| 31.124 3 8.32| 21.2| 6| 13| 2.522| 2522
A10 | Athena Pallene 4| 16.32| 32.25
A1l | Nemesis Rhamnous 4| 11.58| 22.76 9.96| 21.431 3 6.5| 15.045| 6| 12| 1.904| 1.904
A12 | Artemis Loutsa 6| 14.11| 21.16| 12.56 19.6 3 7.23| 12.87
A13 | Apollo Aigina 2|18.872| 34.325
Al14 | Aphaia Aigina 3 155 30.5| 13.77| 28.815 3 8.01| 2254 6| 12| 2.618| 2.5605| TRUE
Al5 | Athena Megaa 2 14.5 35.5

Karthaia
A16 | Athena (Keos) 2| 12.76| 23.58| 11.98| 23.19 2 6.66| 1598 6| 11 224 225
11 Unknown Hipponion 2 20.5| 37.45
12 Unknown Kaulonia 4 18.2 41.2
13 Hera Kroton 3 TRUE
Locri

14 Casa Marafioti Epizephyrioi 2 20.1 TRUE

117



Table 4: Plan Dimensions

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | FowW | FoL SW SL KrSt | CeW | CelL FC| FIC | FS FIS Rmp | DF
Tavole
15 Hera Palatine 2| 18.46| 35.69| 16.06 33.3 3 8.02| 23.26| 6| 12| 2.948| 2.908
Temple Al
16 (Apollo Lykeios) | Metaponto 2| 22.21| 51.15 10.375| 325
17 Temple Bii Metaponto 2| 19.85| 41.6 10.5 25.5 TRUE
18 Athena Poseidonia 2| 16.127| 34.52| 14.53| 32.883 3| 7.814|23.627| 6| 13| 2.629| 2.625| TRUH
19 Hera | (Basilica) | Poseidonia 2| 25.983| 55.722| 24.49| 54.258 3| 13.37| 42.95| 9| 18| 2.871| 3.102
110 | Heraion Foce del Sele 2| 18.615| 38.95 6.14| 14.92 TRUE
111 | Hera Il (Poseidon| Poseidonia 4| 26.06| 61.7|24.316| 59.961 3| 13.485 46| 6| 14| 4.471| 4.503
112 | Unknown Taranto 1
113 | Minerva Pompeii 2| 20| 29.69| 17.2| 27.24 4 6.4| 15.88
N1 | Artemis Kalydon 5| 14.85| 32.29| 13.28| 30.63 3 7.5| 21.55
Velvina
N2 | Poseidon (Molykreion) 6 | 14.254| 31.416| 12.87| 30.032 3 7.9 20.825
N3 | Apollo Ismenios | Thebes 5| 22.82| 46.25 9.3 21.6
N5 | Hera Plataia 2 16.7 49.9 9.5
Apollo
N6 | Daphnephoros | Eretria 2| 20.55| 47.8 9.6 26.1
N7 | Dionysos Eretria 5| 12.45| 23.05 6 14.9
Aphytis
N9 | Zeus Ammon (Kallithea) 6| 12.38| 23.33
Ambrakia
N10 | Apollo (Arta) 3| 20.75 44 8.2
N12 | Unknown Kassope 6
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Table 4: Plan Dimensions

Cat Date

No. | Name Location Group | FowW | FoL SW SL KrSt | CeW | CelL FC| FIC | FS FIS Rmp | DF

N13 | Zeus Stratos 6| 18.32| 34.12| 16.64| 32.44 3 9.59| 2049 6| 11 3.16| 3.16

N14 | Zeus Passaron 6

N15 | Fouth c. Apollo | Delphi 6| 23.82| 60.32| 21.68| 58.18 3| 13.34| 44.14| 6| 15| 4.138| 4.083| TRUE

N16 | Sixth c. Apollo Delphi 2 23.8| 595 13.34| 44.14

N17 | Athena Delphi 2| 14.25| 28.45| 13.25| 27.464 2 7.71| 20.57| 6| 12| 2.485| 2.421

N18 | Athena Kranaia | Hateia 3 11.5| 275 115 27.5 1 6| 13 225 2.25

Kalapodi

N19 | Apollo (Hyampolis) 2| 14.12| 26.88| 13.6 26.3 1 TRUE
Artemis Kalapodi

N20 | Elaphebolos (Hyampolis) 4| 19.26| 46.12 10.14| 31.7

N21 | Apollo Metropolis 2| 13.75 13.75 1 8.2 238| 5

N22 | Unknown Pherai 6 16.4

N23 | Artemis Korkyra 1| 23.45| 48.96| 22.41| 47.89 2 9.81| 34.96

N24 | Kardaki Korkyra 2| 12.64 11.91 2 7.38 6 2.264| 2.264
Hera (Mon

N25 | Repos) Korkyra 5 206

01 | Athena Ass0s 2| 14.59| 30.875| 14.03| 30.31 2 797 2233| 6| 13 2.56| 2.447

08 | Apollo Delos 3| 13.72| 29.78| 12.47| 28.53 3 7.2| 20.55| 6| 13| 2.2905| 2.2905

011 | Zeus Cyrene 3|31.766| 69.681| 30.58| 68.39 3 17.3| 51.25| 8| 17| 4.197| 4.197

012 | Apollo Cyrene 2 2

013 | Unknown Apollonia 6 17.3] 31.93

P1 | Athena Alipheira 3| 10.65| 29.58| 10.37 29.3 1 5.2 23.1

P2 | Hera Argive Heraion 4 20.1| 39.75 9.05| 26.74 TRUE
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Table 4: Plan Dimensions

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | FowW | FoL SW SL KrSt | CeW | CelL FC| FIC | FS FIS Rmp | DF
P3 | Unknavn Agios Elias 3 15.3| 32.64| 12.04| 29.51 4 6.92| 22.47
P4 | Apollo Epikourios| Bassai 4| 15.84| 39.57| 14.548| 38.342 3| 8.653|28.084| 6| 15| 2.714| 2.673
P5 | Unknown Orchomenos 2| 13.33 13.33 1 593| 26.5| 6 2.358
P6 | Athena Alea Tegea 6| 21.04| 494 11.92| 35.08 TRUE
P7 | Apollo Corinth 1| 22.79| 55.7| 21.58 53.8 4| 12.26 42| 6| 15| 4.028| 3.744
P8 | Apollo Sikyon 6 11.4| 37.6 11.4 37.6 1 6.25
P9 | Asklepios Epidauros 5 13.2| 24.45| 12.03| 23.28 3 6.81| 16.45| 6| 11 2.26| 2.26| TRUHE
P10 | Asklepios Gortys 5| 13.25| 23.6 7.15| 15.75
P11 | AkropolisTemple | Gortys 5| 13.55| 27.09
P12 | Poseidon Hermione 2| 16.25| 32.98 8.39| 24.35
P13 | Poseidon Isthmia 3| 22.05| 55.65 15
Kalaureia
P14 | Poseidon (Poros) 2 144 275
P15 | Demeter Lepreon 5| 11.98| 21.69| 10.445| 20.226 3 6.32| 12.72| 6| 11| 1.956| 1.956
P16 | Athena Makiston 3| 15.79| 34.55| 14.18| 32.94 3 8.19| 23.07| 6| 13 2.68| 2.68
P17 | Zeus Nemea 6| 21.957| 44.421| 20.085| 42.549 3 11.6f 311 6| 12 3.75| 3.746| TRUE
P18 | Hera Olympia 1| 20.15| 51.11| 18.75 50.01 2| 10.72| 40.62| 6| 16 3.56 3.26
P19 | Metroon Olympia 5| 11.88| 21.93| 10.62| 20.67 3 7.12 13.8| 6| 11 201 201
P20 | Zeus Olympia 3 30.2| 66.64| 27.68| 64.12 3| 16.03| 48.68| 6| 13|5.2265| 5.221| TRUH
P21 | Athena Prasidaki 3| 15.85| 35.3 14.7 33.3 2 8.65| 24.08) 6| 13 274 274
P22 | Unknown Troizen 6|17.365| 31.783 9.59| 20.59
P23 | Athena Vigla 2| 11.55| 24.33
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Table 4: Plan Dimensions

Cat Date

No. | Name Location Group | FowW | FoL SW SL KrSt | CeW | CelL FC| FIC | FS FIS Rmp | DF

P24 | Temple C Pallantion 3 11.4 25 52| 17.68

P25 | Unknown Kalavryta 2 13.9| 34.75
Temple F

S1 | (Concord) Akragas 4| 19.57| 41.98| 16.92| 39.44 4| 9.665| 29.41| 6| 13| 3.195| 3.206
Temple G

S2 | (Hephaisteion) | Akragas 4| 19.955| 42.138| 17.25| 39.43 4| 10.38| 29.06| 6| 13| 3.162| 3.162
Temple |

s3 | (Dioskouroi) Akragas 4| 16.63| 34.59 9.52| 23.65
Temple A

S4 | (Herakles) Akragas 2| 27.77| 69.065| 25.33| 67.005 3 13.9|47.675| 6| 15| 4.614| 4.614
Temple D (Hera

S5 | Lacinia) Akragas 4| 19.74| 40.895| 16.93| 38.13 4| 9.883|28.545| 6| 13| 3.118| 3.064
Temple E

S6 | (Athena) Akragas 3 3

s7 | Temple L Akragas 4 21.2 44.6
Zeus Olympios

s8 | (Temple B) Akragas 3| 56.3|113.45| 52.74| 110.095 4| 44.01|101.16| 7| 14| 8.042| 8.185

S9 | Aphrodite Akrai 2 18.3 39.5 8.2 TRUE
Temple B

S10 | (Athena) Gela 1| 17.75| 35.22

S11 | Temple C Gela 3

s12 | Victory Himera 3| 25.09| 58.61|22.455| 55.955 4|11.176|39.718| 6| 14| 4.175| 4.198

S13 | Unknown Segesta 4| 26.26| 61.17| 23.12| 58.035 3 6| 14| 4.334| 4.3595

S15 | Temple A Selinous 3| 18.063| 42.109| 16.133| 40.31 4 8.8 28.7| 6| 14| 2.997| 2.9975

121



Table 4: Plan Dimensions

Cat Date

No. | Name Location Group | FowW | FoL SW SL KrSt | CeW | CelL FC| FIC | FS FIS Rmp | DF

S16 | Temple C Selinous 2| 26.357| 71.15| 23.937| 63.72 4| 10.48| 41.63| 6| 17| 4.399| 3.86 TRUE

S17 | Temple D Selinous 3| 28.096| 59.879| 23.626| 55.679 5 9.87| 39.28| 6| 13| 4.368| 4.491

S18 | Temple E Selinous 3| 27.582| 69.979| 25.308| 67.749 3| 14.234 6| 15| 4.712| 4.712

S19 | Temple F Selinous 3| 28.39| 65.9| 24.37| 61.88 4 9.2 6| 14| 4.468| 4.604 TRUE

S20 | Temple G Selinous 3| 53.31| 113.36| 50.07| 110.12 3 8| 17 6.61| 6.61

s21 | Temple O Selinous 3

s22 | Apollo Syracuse 1| 24.46| 5832 215 54.9 4| 11.77| 37.2| 6| 17| 3.772| 3.331 TRUE

S23 | Athena Syracuse 3|24.308| 57.533| 22.2| 55.455 3| 1237 6| 14 4.15| 4.165

S24 | Zeus Syracuse 1 25.4| 65.05| 22.4| 62.05 3 6| 17 4.08| 3.753 TRUE
Megara

S25 | Temple A Hyblaia 2| 1755| 414 7.75 28.4

Table 4 The measurements relating to the plan elements of 4lteifiples in the datset. The measurements presented include: the foundatitim {Fo\WV) and length (FolL), thaysobate

width (SW)and length (SL), the number ofdpidomasteps (KrSt), theella width (CeW) and length (CeL), the numbefafade (FC) ahflank (FIC) columns, the &ade (FS) and flank (FIS)

axial spacing, as well as, the presence or absence of (&g and double front§DF;

V).

references for the
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Plan: Foundations (Table 4: FoW and FolL)
Since bundations form the support for the krepidoma and consequently the peristyle,

they create the basis for understanding the size and shapeiofladi ngo6s pl an.
templesthe foundationsra broken into two clear groupiose relating to the krepidoma

and those relating to the central cella building, which may include further foundations for
internal elements, such as colonnades, as demonstrated by the remain$erhple of

Hera in the Argive Heraion (PEjgure25).

Cella Foundations

Internal colonnade
Foundations

Figure 25 Labelled plan of the foundations of the Temple of Hera in the Argive HeraionAfR2;Pfaff
2003a: Figure 17).

lnorker to analyse the templesd foundations
l engt h (FolL) of t he templ eds krepi doma
measurements are only included within the datawhen the width and length of the
foundations ar@reserved in their entirety on at least one side. For examplientd of

the foundatiors of the Casa Marafioti Temple at Locri Epizephyrioi (&g not included

in the datasetas the Marafioti house was built over the east end of the temple, niaking
impossible to establish h e t exaq lergth §Jstby 1978: 25). Where it is specified

in the available reports, the foundations are measured at the level of the euthiheeria

top block of the foundationss this is the level that connects thepéoundations with

the superstructure and is a point that is present on every temple, which often have varying
levels of deep foundationkigure26). For example, on the Temple of Hera in the Argive
Heraion (P2)the depth of the foundations vary considerably, with one northern section
being only a single course deep and one western section conti@niogursesyet the
euthynterias present on all four sidéBfaff 2003a: 46). However, when each individual
layer of the foundations are not identified in the publicatissyally due tdhe foundation

blocks haing been removedthe width and length of the foundation trenches are

recorded, which would correspond to the euthynteria measurements.
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Krepidoma

Stylobate /

Foundation

Euthynteria

Figure 26 Crosssection of the foundations and krepidoma of the Temple of Athena at Vigla (P23). Although
these elementsf the Temple of Athena at Viglare restored, as the temple is not well preserved, the image
clearly shows the relationship thfe top step (stylobatendthe foundations, the top block tife foundations
(euthynteriapeingvisible beyond the krepidoma steps. This image also demonstrates how, if the blocks have
been removed, the foundation cut would more accurately reflecuthgnéeria dimensions, rather than those

of the bottom krepidoma stepifter dstby 1995b: Figure 194).

This has resulted in foundation widths being recorded for 93 temples and foundation
lengths for 87. The foundation widths range between 10.65m on theld ef Athena at
Alipheira (P1) and 56.3m on the Temple of Zeus Olymgicsmple B)at Akragas (S8,
Figure27) . Li kewise, the templ eso6 di@u9mdiaet i on
temple with the shortesbiéindations is the date group 6 Temple of Artemis at Loutsa
(A12), with a length of 21.16m; whilst the longest foundations belong to the Temple of
Zeus Olympios(Temple B) at Akragas (113.45m). Therefore, when analysed on a
Panhell eni c s caurddaion siteh demdn&raie & sighificanf amount of

variety.
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Figure 27 Plans of temples with different foundation and stylobate dimensions (Knell 1983b: 131; 1983c: 41;
Mertens 1984: 164; Miles 1989: 143; @stby 1995b: Figure Réaley 2005: 69).
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Plan: Stylobate and Krepidoma Steps (Table 4: SW, SL and KrSt)

The krepidoma is the first element of the temple architecture above ground and forms the

physical connection between the foundatiansl peristyle. The krepidoma is formed of
varying numbers of steps that enabl e acces:
stylobate. As with the foundations, the stylobate affords the opportunity to analyse the
changeable size and shape afother element of the variousbuilding plans. The

relationship between the foundations and the stylobate could be altered by varying the
number of steps in the krepidoma. Consequer
krepidoma could be used to create a stylobatén aitdifferent relationship to the

foundations.

The difference between the size and shape of the foundations and stylobate can be further
emphasised througbariationin the width and height of éhsteps, thus allowing for an

amountof independence betwedhe size of the stylobate, the foundations and the

number of krepidoma steps. Consequently, in order to understand the role of the
krepidoma inthe creation otemples with different designs, the width (SW) and length

(SL) of the stylobate and the numbeir krepidoma steps (KrSt) are included in the

analysis. The inclusion of these measurements in thesdailovs for the analysis of

the different shapes that were created using these elements, as well as allowing for an
analysis of the relative differeas between different temple designs. However, the

stylobate measurements have only been included in theselatzhen the foundations are

preserved to the full width and length and the numbers of krepidoma steps are preserved

in at least one section. Asae sul t, 56 templesd stylobate wi
59 templesd krepi doma st esptsThehnarrowesttdobaie r ec or
is found on the Temple of Nemesis at Rhamnous {/A196m); whilst, the widest

belongs to the Temple @eus OlympiogTemple B)at Akragas $8;52.74m), making

the largest temple over five times wider than the smallest. The buildings in theetlata

also demonstrate a large amount of difference iir fleagths. The shortest stylobate

measures 19.6m (Al12,h& Temple of Artemis at Loutsa), whilst the longest measures

110.12m (S20, Temple G at Selinous), a range of 90.52m. Therefore, as with the
foundations, a wide variety of different stylobate sizes were utilised in the construction of

Doric peripteral temgs.

It is important that the krepidoma steps are preserved to their full height in order to ensure
that the krepidoma is restored with the correct amount and depth of stairs, thus resulting
in an accurate restoration of the stylobate from the foundafitns.is significant as the
number of krepidoma steps ies between buildings and their relative depth is also

subject to change. Despite this, most temple restorations assume that three krepidoma
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steps were used. For example, Mesten ( 1 97 3: (&iod of the symhlate sizer
for Templ e Ai i (Apoll o Lykei os) at Met apo
reconstruction of the stylobate on Temple | (Dioskouroi) at Akragas (S3) are based upon
the assumption of three krepidoma steps. Although three krepidtaps were used more
often than not (52.5%]}he fact that 47.5% of temples used other amounts indicates that
the existenceof athree stefkrepidomacannot be presumed. For example, the stylobate of
the temple at Orchomenos (P5) is constructed straigtd the euthynteria, while the
stylobate of Temple D at Setins (S17) is placed upon a figeep krepidoma. As such,

the inclusion of stylobate measurememathout a surviving section of thstylobate,

which is placed upon a preserved flight of krepmdo steps,would require a
reconstruction based purely upon speculative figures, and thus cannot be included in the
dataset For the purpose of this project, the accuracy that can be attained when only a
section of stylob& remains is more than suitalseit provides solid evidence for the
height and dimensions of the stylobate in relation to the foundations.

Two examples, from the Temple of Apollo at Corinth (P7) and the Kardaki temple at
Korkyra (N24), demonstrate how the critedescussed aboveelating to the stylobate
measurements have been applied to the temples in thealalde criteria allowfor the
inclusion of both the length and width of the stylobate for the Temple of Apollo at
Corinth, despite large sections of the plan only being predenvthe rockcut foundation
trenches (Dinsmoor 1950: 89). This is because the seven remaining columns stand on a
preserved section of the four step krepidoma (Stillwell 1932:1118). Therefore, it is
possible to extrapolate accurately the stylobatesmmeanents, resulting in stylobate
dimensions of 21.48m by 53.824m. However, in other instances, the formulated criteria
have only allowed for the inclusion of one
example, the stylobatengthof the Kardaki temple d€orkyra (N24) camotbe included

due to the fact that the eastern end of the templddtian into the sea before it could be
measured. However, the western end of the temple is preserved, including a number of
monolithic column sections remainimg situ on the stylobate, allowing for the stylobate
width to be included in the dat®t (Johnson 1936: 46; Dinsmoor1®73: 166).

Plan: Cella (Table 4: CeW and Cel)

I n this thesis, t h e tirencentral buidimge Withiratée peristflee r s t o
rather than just the large principal room, the naos. Consequently, the cella refers to the
physical block within the peristyle, comprising the pronaos, naos and rear room.
Although the cella is not an externalature its size and shape, especially when viewed

through the peristyle, affected the exterior appearafidhe temple Indeed, different

templesd cell ae had different relationships
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spacious ptera, resultingin a less congested plan and facade than those with a narrow
pterang for example, compare the widths of the flank ptesion the Temple oMinerva

at Pompeii(I113) and thegmpleat Orchomeno$P5, Figure 28). Likewise, the fact that

the interior buildings were different shapes, some being long and narrow, such as the
cella belonging TemplE at Selinous (S9), whereas others, like thigarthenon in Athens

(A4), were much broader in proportion to their length, teea further visual difference
between the buildings. The religious importance of the cella and its design is debated
(Scranbn 1946: 39; Plommer 1950: 109pwever, the fact that the size and shape of the
cella would have had a visual effect upon theéeeral appearance of the temple,
particularly in relation to the surrounding peristylmeansthat that the principal

di mensions of the buil di rargisciudeavin tdetdataef, C e W)
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Figure 28 Temples withcellae of different, sizes, shapes and relationships to the surrounding eleffiemts (
Knell 1983c: 41; Mertens 1984: 164; De Waele 1994: 109; Pedley 2005: 69; Spawforth 2006: 160, 175).

As with the foundations, the dimensions of the cella are onlydedlif there is surviving
evidence preserving their full extent on at least side. The application of this criteria
resultsin 71 widths and 62 lengths being recorded in the-giettaln many reports it is not

made clear whether the described measursmare taken from the cella walls or the
toichobate the top foundation block of the cel/here both measures are stipulated the
dimensions of the toichobate are used, as these are the measurements that would be
recoverable in instances where only theifdations are preservedh reality, the
difference between the measurements of the walls and the toichobate are very minor. For

example, on the Temple of ApolEpikouriosat Bassai (P4), the toichobate is only .095
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wide (Cooper 1996¢: Plate 11), makinginall enough as to have little effect upon any
conclusions drawn in an analysis conducted on this scale. The cella measurements range
in width from 5.2m on the Temple of Athena at Alipheira (P1) and Temple C at
Pallantion (P24), to 44.01m on the TempfeZeus Olympios(Temple B)at Akragas

(S8). The lengths range between 12.72m on the Temple of Demeter at Lepreon (P15) and
101.16m on the Temple of Zeus OlympifBemple B)at Akragas thus making a
Panhellenic range &8.44m

Plan: Columns and Axial Spacing (Table 4: FC, FIC, FS and FIS)

The columns of the peristyle form the most visible and distinguishing element of the
Doric peripteral temple. Although it has been suggested that the columns performed a
purely gructural role (Townsend 2004: 310), the use of columns, as opposed to a solid
wall to hold up the entablature, suggests that they meaning in the ancient warld
Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 1, the existence of thperipteral type of temple,
the o6upgradingdé of wvari ous t adhind sigsificanti t h
costs and mapower neededto create the columns, suggest that the peristyle had
significantimportancein the ancient worldin order to understand the overall effed

the peristyle, the numbe of columns in the peristyleoth fagade (FC) and flank (FIC)

as well as the facade (FS) and flank agj@cing (FIS) are included in the datt.

Despite being the defining feature of the Greek peripteral temple, tfeenly a few
examples of Dorigeripteraltemples that preserve the location of all the columns on the
stylobate, as can still be seen on the Temple of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia (111).
The majority of temples, such #s Temple of Asklepios at Egauros (P9), retain none

of their peristyle columni situ. Consequently, reconstructing the humber of facade and
flank columns (and subsequy the facade and flank axigpacing) on a temple is often

the main aim of hypothetical restorations and tHggees often get mistaken for fact in

later publications. For example, the Temple of Artemis at Korkyra (N23) is often
describedas having 8 by 17 Doric columns (for example, Barletta 2009a: 79), although
this is only one possible reconstruction (Dinsmd®50: 73 n.3). Therefore, it is
necessary for a temple to retain certain elements before a reconstruction of the number of

columns can be included within tbataset

The amount of facade and flank columns are only included in the analysis when the
stylobate measurements, a lower column diameter and the frieze distribution are
preserved. The dimensions of the stylobate are essential, otherwise it is impossible to

know the size of the available area for the columns to rest upon, let alone their

proportiora | size in relation to the stylobate.
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block belonging to the soal | ed &6 Gr eat Templ ebd at Cori

difficulty in determining the number of peristyle columns without having a preserved
stylobate. Although an architrave block, which preserves the axial spacing of the
columns, survives, without knowing the exact length of the stylobate it is impossible to
determine how many axial spaces, and subsequently how many columns, there were in
the peristyleTherefore, in order for the number of columns to be included in thesdgta

the stylobate dimensions are required because without drawing heavily upon analogies
from other buildingsit is impossible to guess at tlegactlength of the friezewhich is

used to help to determine the column spacing

The preservation of the frieze distribution is an important indicator of column spacing, as

a triglyph is usually placed over each coluamd axialspacing (Lawrence 1996: 71).

This is extremely useful as thigeze distribution can be determined from a number of
sources, such as the regulae of the architrave and mutules of the geison, which share the
same distribution and width as the triglyphs. Therefore, it is possible to restore the axial
spacingof the cdumns using the architrave, frieze or geison providing they are well
preservedThereforethe preservation dhe architrave, frieze or geistalso necessary

for the number of columns to be included within the @&taif no standing columns

remain.

Despite most temples demonstrating a correlation between regulae, triglyph and mutule
width and distribution, there are exceptions, such as the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse
(S22), where the regulae distribution does not coincide with the column spacing and n
elements of the frieze or geison are preserved (Barletta 1983: 74; Marconi 2007: 41;
Figure29).* Furthermore, some Doric templeslised two triglyphs peaxial spacingas

on the Temple of Apollo at Sikyon (P&rystalli-Votsi and @stby 2010)meaning that
frieze distribution and the stylobate dimensions together cdrenptesumed to entirely
accurate in relation to the number of columns in the perisBdasequently, in order to

add an extra check, an addital element was required before the amount of columns
could be reliably extrapolated and included in the-dataTo this end, a preserved lower
column diameter is essential, as it gives an indication of the actual size of the columns,
providing further evidence for the relationship between the various elements and
suggesting that there is enough evidence for the restoration to be included iniet.data
Thus, the lack of a remaining lower column drum means that the numbers of columns

belonging to the @mple of Artemis at Korkyra (N23) are not included within the -data

32 Cultrera (1951: 821) suggested that two preserved triglyph fasciae may belong to the Temple of
Apollo; however, it is nowfelt that these probably belonged to an altar, decorated with a Doric
frieze, as can be found in the Sanctuary of Artemis in Korkyra (Marconi 2007: 40).
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despite the stylobate and frieze dimensions being preserved. The exception to these

criteria is when a number of columns are presemesity, thus allowing for the column

distributionto bedirectly restored, as is the case with the Temple of Athena at Karthaia

(A16, Dstby 1980: 190).
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(S22)

I

AskKLEPIOS, EPIDAUROS
(P9)

Figure 29 Elevatiors of the Temple of Asklepios at Epidauros (R@ht) and the Temple of Apollo at
Syracuse (S22; left). Theemple of Asklepios at Epidauros demonstrates the regularityeofelationship
between the columns and frieze elemeatieature which is not present on the Temple of Ap{itier

Cultrera 1951: 827; Tomlinson 1983: 58).

It is possible to select sttar rules with regard to the necessary state of preservation of

the column numbers before they are included in the-sittaFor example, the temple

buildersadopt various solutions in order to solve greblems associated with placing a

triglyph over the corner column Robertson 1979: 11012 and this occasionally

involves the movement of one or two of the end columns in the peristyle, known as single

or double contraction. Single contraction is used on the second Temple of Poseidon at

Sounion (A9, Dinsmor 1950: 338), whilst double contraction is used on the Temple of

Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia (111). Indeed, some temples have uniform spacing on all
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sides of the peristyle, as on the Temple of Athena at Poseidonia (I8, Dinsmoor 1950: 93;
Symeonogloul985a: 57). However, amgfinementsof this nature do not require great

alterations to the distribution of the columns upon the peristyle; for example, on the

Temple of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia the difference in distribution between the

majority of flank columns and that on the corner is less than 0.2m. Therefore, the varying

degrees of contraction are unlikely to alter the number of columns on the peristyle.
Furthermore, given the amount of elements required before d tenips c ol umns at
includedi n t hi datase¢tudyttlse | ack of preserved evide
to the problem of angleontraction is not an issue in a project of this nature.

Therefore, in the absence of a peristylénogitu columns, the preservation of therde
identified elements (stylobate measurements, entablature distribution, and lower column
diameter) provides strong evidence for the original appearance of the building. Applying
the above criteria results in 47 temples within the -datapreserving #ir number of
fagade columns and 44 preserving the number of flank columns. The number of fagade
columns varies between five on the Temple of Apollo at Metropolis (N21) and nine on
the Temple of Her&(Basilica) at Poseidonia (I19hilst the flank columss vary between

11 on the Temple of Zeus at Stratos (N13), the Temple of Athena at Karthaia (A16), the
Metroon at Olympia (P19), the Temple of Demeter at Lepreon (P15) and on the Temple
of Asklepios at Epidauros (P9) to 18 on the Temple of Hera | (Bas#icRpseidonia
(Figure 30). Consequently, 46 temples in the ds¢d include their facade axigpacing

and 45 preserve their flamikial spacing®

% 46 facade axial spacings are included as opposed to 47 examples of column numbers, as the
preliminayy report for the Temple of Apollo at Metropolis (N21) does not contain the axial
measurements. Furthermore, 45 flank axial spacings are included as opposed to 44 column
numbers, as the eastern end of the Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N24) has fallen is®athe
meaning that the exact amount of flank columns cannot be known, but the remaining columns on
the peristyle allow for the flank axial spacing to be analysed.
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Figure 30 Temples with different numberof facade and flank colummsesentedn chronological order

(After Boersma 1970: 196; Wurster 1974: 107; Auberson 1976: Plate 7; @stby 1980: 192; Knell 1983b: 131;
Norman 1984: 183; Intzesiloglou 2002: 114; Martin 2003: 38, 55; Pfaff 2003a: Figure®8fdsth 2006:

165, 175).
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Plan: Other (Table 4: Rmp and DF)

A number of temples have plan designs that incorporate double colonnades (DF) and
ramps (Rmp) at the east end. As a large element in the frontal apgeafdahe temple,

the presence of ramps and double fronts on some temples, such as the Temple of
Asklepios at Epidauros (P9) and Temple of Apollo at Syracuse F@#e31), and not

others suggests that ramps veer deliberate addition tspecific temples. These plan
elements are identified in the daet using a @sence/absence classificatiome(t
presence of the element results in a TRUE statement in the associated coliatoie4).

The presence of these elemastsarewith only ten temples havg rampsandonly eight

having double fronts. The presence/absence classification has been used in @ider to
comparisons between the sites, thereby monitoring the distribaf similar phenomena,

whilst avoiding the complications of adding further detail. For example, some temples
have ramps that are bonded to the krepidoma, suclaeantithe Temple of Hera in the
Argive Heraion (P2), while on others, such as the Temphgphaia on Aigina (Al14), the

ramp is separatitom the krepidoma. Some temples, such as the Temple of Athena Alea
at Tegea (P6) have multiple ramps. However, the focus of this thesis is upon the external
view of the temple taken as a whole, thus, all #ibove examples share the same basic
form and it is beyond the scope of this thesis to analyse the meaning behind such
differences. Therefore, due to the similarity in appearance between the ramps, despite the

various construction methods employed, theyanalysed under a single heading.
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Figure 31 The plans of the Temple of Apollo at Syracuse (S22) and the Temple of Asklepios at Epidauros
(P9; After Mertens 1984: 164; Spawforth 2006: 165).

Elevation

The second section of thatdpresentation relates to the elevation elements, notably the
columns, the capitals, the entablature and the decoration. The measurements belonging to
the columns, capitals and entablature are presémfEable5, whereas, those relating to

the decoration are recordedTiable7. As with the data presentedTiable4, a blank cell
indicates that there was not enough informatiartticec measurement to be includ@dhe

data that is presented in relation to the elevation elements forms the basis for the analysis
of the elevation designs in Chapters 5 and 6.
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Table 5: Measurements of the Elation Elements

Cat Date

No. | Name Location Group | LD CH ubD AbH AbW | EH NH ArH FrH MW T™W

A2 | Olympieion Athens 2

A3 | Athena Polias | Athens 2| 155 1.275| 1.338| 1.167| 0.753
First Temple of

A4 | Poseidon Sounion 3 0.74 0.52

A5 | Old Parthenon | Athens 3| 1.903

A6 | Hephaisteion | Athens 4| 1.018 5.712| 0.79 0.2| 1.141| 0.154| 0.149| 0.836| 0.828| 0.775| 0.515
Apollo

A7 | Delphinios Athens 4

A8 | Parthenon Athens 4| 1.922| 10.433| 1.513 0.345| 2.01| 0.285| 0.225| 1.348| 1.306| 1.284| 0.845
Second Temple

A9 | of Poseidon Sounion 4| 1.02 6.14| 0.779 0.198| 1.108| 0.158| 0.133| 0.834| 0.829| 0.737| 0.521

A10 | Athena Pallene 4 0.838 0.555

A1l | Nemesis Rhamnous 4| 0.714| 4.101| 0.551 0.13| 0.754 0.1| 0.083| 0.567| 0.5765| 0.5725| 0.377

A12 | Artemis Loutsa 6

A13 | Apollo Aigina 2 0.938| 0.938

Al14 | Aphaia Aigina 3| 0.989 5.272| 0.736 0.19| 1.22| 0.227| 0.158| 0.84 0.82 0.8| 0.505

A15 | Athena Megara 2

A16 | Athena Karthaia (Keos) 2| 091 0.7 0.2 1.17 0.23| 0.155

11 Unknown Hipponion 2

12 Unknown Kaulonia 4 0.902 0.264| 1.424| 0.253| 0.167| 1.01 0.61

13 Hera Kroton 3| 1.779 8.299| 1.326 0.422| 2.222| 0.38| 0.273

Locri
14 Casa Mrafioti | Epizephyrioi 2| 0.915 0.735 0.235 0.184 1.32 1.11 0.97
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Table 5: Measurements of the Elation Elements

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | LD CH ubD AbH AbW | EH NH ArH FrH MW T™W
15 Hera Tavole Palatine 2| 1.068 5.21| 0.785 0.26| 1.49| 0.226| 0.126
Temple Aii
16 (Apollo Lykeios)| Metaponto 2| 1.44 1.09 046 1.91 0.3 0.17 1.2 0.66
17 Temple Bii Metaponto 2 0.318| 1.48 0.22 0.61
I8 Athena Poseidonia 2| 1.262| 6.122| 0.841 0.289| 1.769| 0.297| 0.195| 1.036 0.92| 0.7625| 0.55
19 Hera | (Basilica)| Poseidonia 2| 145 6.454| 0.982 0.43 2| 0.285 1.17
110 | Heraion Foce del Sele 2| 1.047 0.694 0.286| 1.394| 0.22| 0.144| 1.031| 0.864| 0.614
Hera Il
111 | (Poseidon) Poseidonia 4| 2.052 8.88| 1.493 0.495| 2.602| 0.427| 0.306| 1.488| 1.433| 1.325| 0.918
112 | Unknown Taranto 1 1.9 8.47 1.55 0.51 2.7 0.418| 0.292
113 | Minerva Pompeii 2 0.32 15 0.2
N1 | Artemis Kalydon 5 0.185 0.768 0.498
Velvina
N2 | Poseidon (Molykreion) 6
N3 | Apollo Ismenios| Thebes 5
N5 | Hera Plataia 2
Apollo
N6 | Daphnephoros | Eretria 2 0.26 1.6 0.24 0.645
N7 | Dionysos Eretria 5 0.6 0.45
Aphytis
N9 | Zeus Ammon | (Kallithea) 6 0.87 0.148| 0.99| 0.115| 0.123
N10 | Apollo Ambrakia (Arta) 3 0.8
N12 | Unknown Kassope 6
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Table 5: Measurements of the Elation Elements

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | LD CH ubD AbH AbW | EH NH ArH FrH MW T™W
N13 | Zeus Stratos 6| 1.29 7.905| 1.01 0.202| 1.36| 0.136| 0.167| 0.825| 0.946| 0.955| 0.625
N14 | Zeus Passaron 6
N15 | Fourth c. Apollo| Delphi 6| 1.791 10.59| 1.384 0.31| 1.91| 0.173] 0.242 1.405 1.22| 0.82
N16 | Sixth c. Apollo | Delphi 2 1.8 1.324 0.374| 2.203| 0.395| 0.253| 1.415| 1.372 1.21| 0.822
N17 | Athena Delphi 2| 0.975 46| 0.746 0.202| 1.228| 0.238| 0.165 0.511
N18 | Athena Kranaia | Elateia 3| 0.75 0.545 0.15 0.13 0.5
Kalapodi

N19 | Apollo (Hyampolis) 2

Artemis Kalapodi
N20 | Elaghebolos (Hyampolis) 4 1| 0.2165| 1.35
N21 | Apollo Metropolis 2
N22 | Unknown Pherai 6 0.81| 0.54
N23 | Artemis Korkyra 1 0.962 0.309| 1.685| 0.217| 0.13 1.093| 0.922| 0.615
N24 | Kardaki Korkyra 2| 0.61 2.975| 0.457 0.146| 0.819| 0.148| 0.101| 0.46

Hera (Mon
N25 | Repos) Korkyra 5
01 | Athena Assos 2| 0914 4.57| 0.624 0.201| 1.184| 0.199| 0.106| 0.82| 0.777| 0.796| 0.52
08 | Apollo Delos 3| 0.945 5.2 0.72 0.201| 1.113| 0.181| 0.148| 0.77| 0.745 0.67| 0.48
011 | Zeus Cyrene 3 1.94 8.94 1.45 0.43 2.7 0.55 0.34 1.85 1.48
012 | Apollo Cyrene 2 1.1 0.85 0.23 1.09 0.78 0.6
013 | Unknown Apollonia 6 0.96 0.188| 1.35| 0.155
P1 | Athena Alipheira 3 0.535 0.148| 0.905| 0.157| 0.13| 0.68| 0.682| 0.575| 0.43
P2 | Hera Argive Heraion 4| 1.308 1.016 0.232| 1.36| 0.169| 0.159 1.065| 0.981| 0.645
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Table 5: Measurements of the Elation Elements

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | LD CH ubD AbH AbW | EH NH ArH FrH MW T™W
P3 | Unknown Agios Elias 3| 0.66 0.485 0.138| 0.815| 0.149| 0.091 0.574 0.42

Apollo
P4 Egikourios Bassai 4| 1.112 5.959| 0.889 0.191| 1.172| 0.153| 0.105| 0.835| 0.835| 0.802| 0.535
P5 | Unknown Orchomenos 2 0.652 0.184| 1.18| 0.187| 0.115
P6 | Athena Alea Tegea 6| 1.55 9.544 1.21 0.248| 1.616| 0.158| 0.184| 0.968| 1.088| 1.081| 0.71
p7 | Apollo Corinth 1| 1.645 7.24| 1.232 0.31| 2.18 0.36| 0.233| 1.34 0.83
P8 | Apollo Sikyon 6 0.44 0.57 0.31
P9 | Asklepios Epidauros 5| 0.92 0.606 0.122| 0.811| 0.083| 0.099| 0.61| 0.688| 0.688| 0.441
P10 | Asklepios Gortys 5

Akropolis
P11 | Temple Gortys 5
P12 | Poseidon Hermione 2
P13 | Poseidon Isthmia 3 1.476

Kalaureia

P14 | Poseidon (Poros) 2
P15 | Demeter Lepreon 5| 0.83 0.64 0.14| 0.837| 0.112| 0.123| 0.58| 0.595 0.59 0.38
P16 | Athena Makiston 3| 0.966 0.739 0.205| 1.229| 0.233| 0.152 0.903| 0.816] 0.54
P17 | Zeus Nemea 6| 1.628| 10.325| 1.3065 0.25| 1.76| 0.1675| 0.2075| 1.03| 1.1505| 1.142|0.7301
P18 | Hera Olympia 1| 1.25 5.22| 0.995 0.21| 1.712| 0.248| 0.062
P19 | Metroon Olympia 5| 0.85 0.65 0.14| 0.89| 0.096| 0.108| 0.628 0.66| 0.58 | 0.405
P20 | Zeus Olympia 3 2.21 10.43 1.68 0.424 2.65| 0.418| 0.387| 1.767 1.74 1.55 1.06
p21 | Athena Prasidaki 3 1.1 0.84 0.8 0.78 0.6
P22 | Unknown Troizen 6

140




Table 5: Measurements of the Elation Elements

Cat Date

No. | Name Location Group | LD CH ubD AbH AbW | EH NH ArH FrH MW T™W

P23 | Athena Vigla 2 0.54 0.125| 0.96| 0.117| 0.063 0.447

P24 | Temple C Pallantion 3

P25 | Unknown Kalavryta 2 0.55 1.02
Temple F

s1 | (Concord) Akragas 4| 142 6.712| 1.11 0.312| 1.74| 0.288| 0.189| 1.105| 1.115| 0.961| 0.64
Temple G

S2 | (Hephaisteion) | Akragas 4| 155
Temple |

s3 | (Dioskouroi) Akragas 4| 1.22 5.83| 0.97 0.276| 1.51| 0.255| 0.161| 0.927| 0.928| 0.764| 0.51
Temple A

S4 | (Herakles) Akragas 2| 2.085 10.07| 1.468 0.449| 2.68| 0.452| 0.298 1.6| 1515 1.31 1
Temple D (Hera

S5 | Lacinia) Akragas 4| 1.375| 6.322| 1.07 0.328| 1.72| 0.287| 0.231| 1.133 1.02| 0.921| 0.614
Temple E

S6 | (Athena) Akragas 3| 141 0.88| 0.52

S7 | Temple L Akragas 4| 1.405| 6.589| 1.06 0.328| 1.77| 0.309| 0.213| 1.217
Zeus Olympios

s8 | (Temple B) Akragas 3 4.3 3.1 0.88 4.8 1.01, 0.67| 3.36 3.1 228 1.79

S9 | Aphrodite Akrai 2 0.98 0.59
Temple B

S10 | (Athena) Gela 1

S11 | Temple C Gela 3 1.7

S12 | Victory Himera 3| 191 0.415| 2.336| 0.41| 0.27| 1.457 1.255| 0.842

S13 | Unknown Segesta 4] 1.935| 9.338| 1.551 0.388| 2.312| 0.326| 0.271| 1.449| 1.448| 1.308| 0.873
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Table 5: Measurements of the Eleation Elements
Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | LD CH ubD AbH AbW | EH NH ArH FrH MW T™W
S15 | Temple A Selinous 3| 1.398 1.02 0.268| 1.628| 0.263 0.27 1.1| 1.056| 0.868| 0.629
S16 | Temple C Selinous 2 1.94 8.62 15 0.386| 2.522| 0.324| 0.326| 1.765 1.46 1.04| 0.975
S17 | Temple D Selinous 3 1.67 8.35 1.19 0.35| 2.28| 0.316| 0.296| 1.585| 1.489 1.2 1.05
s18 | Temple E Selinous 3 2.24| 10.335 1.76 0.545| 2.765| 0.445| 0.385| 1.785| 1.716| 1.384 0.95
S19 | Temple F Selinous 3 1.82 9.11| 1.245 0.33| 2.42| 0.305| 0.205 1.52 1.49 1.26 1.03
S20 | Temple G Selinous 3| 297 1.92 0.55| 3.91 0.57 0.33| 3.33 2.31 1.96 1.34
s21 | Temple O Selinous 3
s22 | Apollo Syracuse 1| 1.85 7.98 15 06| 2.86| 0.46 0.3| 2.425
S23 | Athena Syracuse 3| 1.978 8.783| 1.485 0.452| 2.47| 0.439| 0.309| 1.485 14 1.253| 0.831
S24 | Zeus Syracuse 1 1.85 1.42
sS25 | Temple A Megara Hyblaia 2
Table 5 The measurements relating tetelevation elements of all 1@mples in the datset; including the column height (CH), theaoln 6s | ower (LD) and wupper

(UD)

(AbH) and width (AbW)of the abacushe height of the echinus (EH) and necking (N&h)d the measurements relating to the entablature, such as the architrave (ArH) and frieze (FrH) heights
as well as th widths of the metopes (MW) and triglyphs (TWWe f er enc e s

for the
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Elevation: Columns (Table 5: LD, CH and UD)

As discussed in the precedisection regarding the inclusion of the number of columns in
the dataset, the peristyle columns were one of the most significant visual elements of the
Doric peripteral temple. To this end, as well as analysing the distribution and number of
columns onhe peristyle, their elevation size and shape are also examined. Indeed, the
fact that some temples had narrow, widely spaced columimsreas others had wide
closely spaced columnghich had a particularly striking visual effedtor examplepn

the two ficades of Temple G at Selinous (S20), which appear to have been completed
separatelythe two facades utilise different column shapes, as can be sEguia32,

the wider columns of the west facade creatingetffect of a more cramped peristyle and

6heavierd entabl atur e
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TempPLE G, SELINoOUS - EAST ELEVATION
(S20)

TempLE G, SeLINous - WEST ELEVATION
(S20)

METRES
™ ™ ™

0 5 10 15 20 25
Figure 32 The dissimilarast and west facadesT@mple G at Selinou$20;After Prokkola 2011: 156)

The columis élevation size and shape are analysed using theesurements: the height

(including capital CH), the lower (LD) and the upper (UD) diameters of the column.

These three measurements wereordedas they can be used to analyse the shape of a
templ eds peristyl e col umn saccasside nmedsergmendssr e al s
relating to the columns. Thirtyix column heights are preserved adequately enough to be

included in the dataet, ranging in height between 2.975m on the Kardaki temple at
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Korkyra (N24) and 10.59m on the fourtkentury Temple of Apllo at Delphi (N15,
Figure 33). In the different temple reports, the requirements for the restoration of the
column heights vary from building to building; for example, Seki (1984) restores the
column height of th Old Parthenon (A5) based upon comparisons with the Temple of
Zeus at Olympia (discussed in Chapter 3); however, other studies, most notably by
Mustonen andPakkanen (1998; 2004), have stressed the need for a thorough survey and

statistical analysisofll t he t empl eds preserved col umn

attempted.
KARDAKI, KORKYRA FourTtH c. ApoLLo, DELPHI
(N24) (N15)
METRES
So=s

0 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 33 Comparison of the columns from the Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N24) and the -fmnthry
Temple of Apollo at Delphi (N15After Courby 1927 Plate VI; Dinsmoor ] 1973: 168).

Naturally, given the aims, scope and length of this study, a compromise between these
two positions must be utilised. The column height is included when a peristyle column is
retained to full height (including the cagllt, as on the Temple of Hera | (Basilica) at
Poseidonia (19), when columns that have fallen in place retaining the order of their drums,
as happenedt the Temple of Nemesis at Rhamnous (All, Miles 1989: 158 n.48) and
Temple C at Selinous (S16, Guidoboei al. 2002: 296&2967), or when a drum

belonging to each position in the column is preserved, as for Temple A (Herakles) at
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Akragas (S4). However, in instances where sections of the column height are completely
missing, the restored heights are not inellidvithin the datset. This is primarily
because the missing section is often restored using an average column drum height or
based on analogy with contemporary architecture elsewhere. As highligi@edpter3,
restorations of the type utilised by S€kP84) would alter the analysis of shape, resulting

in two temples having the same shape when there is in fact little evidence to support the

restoration.

The lower diameter of the column is recorded for 60 temples, with the smallest measuring
0.61m on tlke Kardaki temple at Korkyra (N24) and the widest on the Temple of Zeus
Olympios (S8) measuring 4.3m. The lower diameter is measured at the lowest point of
the bottom drum, around the arrises. In a number of cases the lower drums are
occasionally preserved situon the stylobate, as on the Hephaisteion in Athens éA8)

the Temple of Athena at Karthaia (Al@istby 1980: 190). A bottom drum is also
sometimes identifiable because it is the only drum to be flisdn the Temple of
Nemesis at Rhamnous (Al br occasionally there is an-finted band left at the bottom

of the column, as on the Temples of Apollo (S22) and Zeus (S24) at Syracuse (Dinsmoor
1950: 77).

In a number of instances the temple designers utilised a number of different lower
diameterson a single buildingTable6). For example, the fagade columns on the Temple

of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia (I111) measured 2.096m in diameter, whereas the flank
columns had a slightly smaller diameter, memsu.052m(Mertens 1984: 56)In the

few instances where i occursthe measurements relating to the flank columns have
been presented ifable5 and it is these, rather than thoselable6 thatare used in the
anal ysi s o kizetarid shapdbd dimensisné of the flank columns have been
used inTable5 as these are the most numerous on any temple design, most temples only
having 6 fagde columns.Indeed, the small amount of difference between the two
measurements, in the case of the Temple of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia being
0.044m, are small enough to have little effect upon the conclusions of an analysis

conducted on this scale.

ﬁ? Name Location g?gzp LD CH ub Notes

Al4 | Aphaia Aigina 310.989| 5.272| 0.736

Alda | Aphaia Aigina 3| 1.01| 5.272| 0.736| Corners
A3 Athena Polias Athens 2| 155

A3a Athena Polias Athens 2| 1.63 Facade
A8 Parthenon Athens 41.922|10.433| 1513
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Cat Name Location Date LD CH ub Notes

No. Group

A8a Parthenon Athens 411.933| 10.433| 1.51| Corners

111 Hera Il Poseidonia 41 2.052 8.88| 1.493

I11a | Hera Il (Poseidon)| Poseidonia 4|2.09| 8.88|1.551| Facade
N17 Athena Delphi 2| 0.975 4.6| 0.746

N17a | Athena Delphi 2| 101 4.6 | 0.746 | Fagade

P4 ApolloEpikourios | Bassai 411.112| 5.959| 0.889

P4a Apollo Epikourios | Bassai 4|1.142| 5.959| 0.927| Facade

P5 Unknown Orchomenos 2 0.652

P5a Unknown Orchomenos 2 0.606 | Alternative A
P5b Unknown Orchomenos 2 0.547| Alternative B

Table 6 Temples with varying column lowemnd uppediametersalternative measurements not used in the
measur ement s

datasetareinbold r ef er ences

in Appendix V)

for

t he

Sixty-five upper diamaters are recorded in the dakt, ranging in size between 0.44m on

the Temple of Apollo at Sikyon (P8) and 3.1m on the Temple of Zeus Olyififeogple

B) at Akragas (S8). The upper diameter of the column can be measured on the bottom of

the capital or tb upper diameter of the top column drum, which can sometimes be

identified by a set of necking ringsyotrachelium), as on the Temple of Artemis at
Korkyra (N23, Schliekt al. 1940: 31). The same criteyim relation to multiple different
sizes on a sigle temple havealso been applied to the inclusion of tkéferent sized

upper diameters; for example, the reduction in size of the lower diameter on the Temple

of Hera Il (Poseidon) at Poseidonia (I111) also resulted in a reduction in size of the upper

diameter and consequently the upper diameter measurement of the flank columns has
been included in the datset

Elevation: Capitals (Table 5: AbH, AbW, EH and NH)
As with many elements of the Doric order, tiffering designof the capital appear to

indicate that there werdiffering ideas aboutthe ideal capital shape. Indeed, the

variations in the proportions of the capitals from different temples form the focus of the

majority of capital studiesH{gure34) ,

of ten

suggesting

t hat

capitals was linked to its date of construction (Pakkanen 1998: 31; [$ak@84: 281;
@stby 2005: 498).
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A6 P6

Figure 34 Various capital shapes scaled to a uniform abacus height, from: The Temple of Apollo at Corinth
(P7), the Temple of Athena at Poseidonia (18), Temple F at Selinous (S19), the Temiblenaf & Syracuse
(S23), the Temple of Apollo on Delos (08), the Hephaisteion (A6) and the Temple of Athena Alea at Tegea
(P6; After Koldewey and Puchstein 1899: Abb. 96; Dugasl. 1924: Plate XXXVIII; Courby 1931: Figure

23; Stillwell 1932: Plate VIIKrauss 1959: Tafel 18; Mertens 1984: Beilage 31).

Four measurements are taken from the capitals; the height (AbH) and width (AbW) of the
abacus, the height of the echinus (EH) and the height of the neckindrigiife35). The
annulets are included in the necking height as this is where they are most commonly
included in the temple publicatiod$As highlighted in @apter 2, thshape of the capital

is utilised to help determine the date of construction for a numb®&oric peripteral
templesandas such, it is important that the chosen measurements encompass as much
information about the shape of the capital as possible. Therefore, along with the upper
diameter of the column, the above measurements are genenafliide@d to provide

enough information in or*™ler to analyse the ¢

% The reported measurements were checked against the published capital drawings in order to

ersure that the annulets were included in the necking height.

% The focus of the study upon the large external dimensions, shapes and decoration of the temple,
means that a number of details of the cdapital s f
date, have been excluded from the study. For example, both the shape and number of the annulets,

the projecting rings at the bottom of the capital, are commonly discussed in temple publications,

with a number of commentators suggesting that the diffeeace connected to date (Williams

1984: 70;Nakass 2004: 280), although it is a far from universally agreed premise (Pfaff 2003a:

97 n.18). Indeed, Coulton (1977: 104) has argued that the shape and number of the annulets vary

in a most irregular way, inot o rsizegandvniporthncet he dat e
of the capitalo.
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Figure 35 Labelled capital from the Temple of Athena at Alipheira (®fter @stby 1995b: 370).

Due to thenumberof examples on each temple and shbsequent excellent survival rate

of the capitalstheir shape making them unsuitable fouse in later building®4 abacus
heights and widths are preserved in the -datawhilst 63 capitals preserve their echinus
heights. The various measuremeritthe capitals are only included within the da&t if

they are preserved to their full height. For example, on the capitals belonging to the
Temple of Artemis at Kalydon (N1, Dyggve 1948: 91) only the abacus height and width
are preserved and thereforalyo these measurements are included within the-sktta
whilst no measurements are recorded for the capitals of the Temple of Aphrodite at Akrai
(S9) as no elements of the capital are preserved to their full ekigutg36).
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APHRODITE, AKRAI
(S9)
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e ——
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Figure 36 Poorly preserved capital from the Temple of Aphrodite at A{88), preserving only the height of
the annulets and sections of the echinus and necKiitey Brea 1986: 66).

Where various capital elem@nare preserved on different blocks from the same temple
they are restored together, as is the standard practice in temple architecture studies. For
example, the three fragments of the capitals from the Temple of Athena at Vigla (P23) are
restored togethieto produce the measurements necessary for the an&gsis/ (1995b:

341, 348). However, this approach has been used only when there is no noticeable
difference between the shapes of the fragments. On most temples, the various capitals
have unintentiondl slightly different measurements, and in these instances, the capital
that is closest to the average is used (Pakkanen 1998B)34#owever, in some cases,
capital fragments from the same building can be noticeably different in shape,
demonstrating thain several instances different capital styles were utilised in different
areas ofa singlebuilding (Wescoat 1987). For example, the eight surviving capitals
belonging to the temple at Orchomenos (P5) utilise a variety of measurements for the
various sedbns and in these instances all the surviving capital shapes have been analysed
separately. This is also the case for the Temple of Hera at Olympia (P18), Temple G at
Selinous (S20), and the Temple of Athena at Assos (@lthese instances, where the
tenple has multiple distinct capital shapes, only one measurement is preserabtbi

but, all the capitals are analysed in Chapter 5 and the other measurements can be found in

the individual temples catalogue entries.
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Elevation: Entablature (Table 5: ArH, FrH, MW and TW)

— Frieze Taenia

= e p——" = = ‘r:AT_‘*f
|

’ | Triglyph

B

Metope

— Taenia

S— —————=——==  Regulae

—— Architrave

Figure 37 Labelled entablature, minus the geison, from the Temple of Zeus at Ned&after Hill 1966:
Plate XIII).

The Doric entablature comprises #rehitrave, the frieze and the geis@igure37). The

designs of the entablature elements on the stone temples are not functional and have been
postulated to be indicative of the wooden origins of the Doric opdigruvius 4.2.2).

Compared to the other elements of the Doric order, the architrave is relatively siraple,

only distinguishing featureeparating an architrave block from any other is the addition

of the taenia and regulae across the top. Inordenhy se t he ent abl at ur e
and shap, the principad i mensi on, the architravsts hei ght
The frieze of the Doric peripteral temple comprises an alternating pattern of triglyphs and
metopes. The triglyphs are verticdocks, usually aligned over or between each column.

They consist of two vertical grooves known as glyphs, bordered by two-dhgphis,

hence the name triglypfi. The area between the triglyphs, which sometimes bears

sculpture, is referred to as the matophe frieze formed a vital component in the Doric

order and has attractednsiderabl@cademic attentioregardingts origins and how it is

used to aid the angle contraction (Hotlal917; Robertson 1929; Wilsdones 2002). As

with other major standdrelements of the Doric order, it is not the general appearance of

% Despite their use in various studies to help date buildings (Miles 1989: 169; Pfaff 2003a: 99

101), the dimensions of the taenia and the regulae are not included in the analysis. The taenia and

regulae are excludegdrimarily due to different studies reporting different measurements; for
example, some studies report the width of a templ
height, whilst others do not report any dimensions. Therefore, due to the incunsidtee of the

reported measurements, the taenia and regulae measurements are not included in this study.

The one exception to this is the 6pentaglyphd of
(14), which has four glyphs and two hegliyphs Figure38).
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the frieze that changes, but the size and shape of its elerrentee@8). For example,

the shape of the triglyph and metope unit, although awegtangular, commonly utilises
various proportions, with some temples having particularly tall triglyphs and square
metopesand others utilisng almost square triglyphs and oblong metopss.with the
architrave, it is the overall dimensions, in thisechgight and width, of the triglyphs and
metopes that are catalogued and analy$&te third element of the Doric entablature is

the geisonUnlike the architrave and frieze, the dimensions of the geison are not included
in the analysis. In many instances is not stipulated in the reports where the
measurements relating to the overall height of the geison, or indeed the various other
elements that comprise the geison, are taken from. This is further compiicagéation

to the geisons of some Sicitiaand South Italian temples, which utilise terracotta
moulded covers nailed onto the geison, as on Temple C at Selinous (S16). Consequently,
it is difficult to include the measurements relating to the geison in a standardised way.
However, focusing upon ¢htwo largest elements of the entablature, the architrave and
frieze allows for a systematic analysis of the varying shapes of the entablature without

becoming complicated by complexities of the relatively small component, the geison.

% In addition, the details of the triglyphs and metopes could vary between buildings; for example,
the proportion of the projecting bar across the top of the two elentertte overall height of the
element could varbetween projects. Likewise, the shape and number of the triglyph grooves are
also subject to variation; indeed, Pfaff (2003a: 102; 2003b: 101) believes that the differences in the
design of these particular elements may be linked to the date of thetetaplever, as with the
taenia and regulae, due to their dimensions and shapes not being uniformly reypolrttoe
usefulness of other dimensions in exploring the differences between the overall external
appearanceof the Doric templg the details, suclas the shape of the glyphsave not been
included in the analysis.
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Figure 38 Various triglyph designs in various states of preservation, from Doric peripteral terAfties (

Adler et al. 1892: Tawla XXVI; Wiegand 1904: Abb. 118; Pernier 1935: Figure 40; Schtedl. 1940: Abb.

17; Dyggve 1948: Tafel IX; McAlligr 1959: 19; Hill 1966: Plate XIII; Auberson 1968: Plate VII; 1976:
Plate 4; @stby 1978: Plate V; 1995: Figure 190, Figure 196, Figure 204; Mertens 1984: Beilage 18; Brea
1986: 70; Cooper 1996c: INV 59).
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In all cases, the heights of the architrave andzdribave only been included where a
block that retains the full height of the element is preserved. However, when the triglyph
and metopes are not preserved, the width of the regulae on the architrave and mutule on
the geison have been utilised, as theycamgstructed to the same size. For example, on
the Temple of Athena at Delphi (N17), only small fragments of the triglyphs exist,
surmounting to a small section of one glyph. However, the widths of the triglyphs
belonging to the Temple of Atheia& Delphican be calculated from the surviving geison
fragment. Therefore, despite the lack of a completely preserved triglyph belonging to the
Temple of Athenaat Delphj the triglyph width is included in the analysis due to the

preservation of a geison fragment.

Utilising the above criteria means that 45 architrave heights, 46 frieze heights, 46 metope
widths and 58 triglyph widths are recorded in the -datsand subsequently utilised in the
analysis.The architrave heights range between 0.46m on the Kardakig¢eahplorkyra

(N24) and 3.36m on the Temple of Zeus Olympi{@emple B)at Akragas (S8).
Similarly, the tallest frieze is also found on the Temple of Zeus Olyn{pe®ple B)at
Akragas (3.1m), whilst the shortdselongs to the temple olgios Elias (P3; (b74m).
Likewise, the widest triglyphs and metopes can be found on the Temple of Zeus
Olympios (Temple B) at Akragas (2.28mand 1.79m respectively); whereas, the
narrowest triglyphs are found on the Temple of Apollo at Sikyon (P8; 0.31m) and
narrowest mefoes on the Temple of Nemesis at Rhamnous (A11; 0.5725m).

Elevation: Decoration

As discussed in the previous chapter, due to the level of preservation and the consistency
of their publication, the analysistef the
number of column flutes (Flts) and the presence of any external scufpfline

symmetry of the column drums allows for the number of flutes to be counted even when
only a few are preserved, thus, 70 temples in thestpreserve the number of #gtof

their peristyle columnsT@ble 7). The number of flutes on each column ranges between

39 A smallerdecorative element of the column that basn analysed elsewhdrat isnot induded

in this analysis, includes the numberaolumn rings(hypotrachelium}hat were used teeparate

the columns from the capitals and may have been affected by date and location of theltemple
some instances the band is found on the topmost column drum, whereas in others they are found
on the capital necking, making it impossible to catemdiy confirm their existence and amount
without a complete knowledge of the two elemégBimsmoor 1933: 207; Dsmoor Jr. 1973: 169;
Cooper 1996d398; Pfaff 2003a: 95 n.34yakadk 2004: 280) Similarly, the shape of the flutes

have beemxcluded due tthe variety in shapes on a single temple and the infrequency with which
these elements are reported, particularly in the earlier temple publications (Pfaff 2003a: 95;
Nakadhs 2004: 280).
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16 on Temple C at Selinous (S16) and 24 on the Temple of Hera Il (Poseidon) at
Poseidonia (I111). However, the vast ordty (78.6% or 55 of 70) utilise 20 flutes

The presence of sculpture is identified in the ¢t using a presence/absence
classification Table 7). A presence/absence classification has been fosed couple of
reasons. Firstthe use of the presence/absence classificaapids the arguments
surrounding the theme and meaning of various sculptural programmes, as discussed in
Chapter 3 Secondas with the ramps discussed earlier in this chapter, it hegnable
comparisondetween the buildingsThe presence of sculpture on the temple has been
further broken down into categories relating to the position of the sculpture, in order to
add an additional level of detail to the analysis. These are: metopes (Scdv)emts
(ScuP), cella (ScuC) and other (ScuO). The cella sculpture (ScuC) relates to both lonic
friezes, as on the Temple of Athena Polias (A3) and the Parthenon (A8), as well as Doric
friezes, as on the Temple of Apollgpikourios at Bassai (P4). Furtheore, as
highlighted by @stby (2009: 155), the pediment space with a medusa mask represents
different treatment of the space to a fully sculpted pediment; consequently, these have
been treated separately in the catalogue, but, under the same headiipfdsa mask
pediment; Si Relief sculptured pediment). The d&tet contains ten temples with
sculpted metopes, 28 with pedimental sculpture, 13 with sculpture above the cella and
only the Temple of At hena at Assosthe( O1)

architrave of the peristyle bearing a continuous frieze.

Table 7: Elevation: Decoration

Cat Date

No. | Name Location Group | Flts | ScuM| ScuP| ScuC| ScuO

A2 | Olympieion Athens 2

A3 | Athena Polias Athens 2| 20 S| YES
First Temple of

A4 | Poseidon Sounion 3

A5 | Old Parthenon Athens 3

A6 | Hephaisteion Athens 4| 20| VYES S| YES

A7 | Apollo Delphinios Athens 4

A8 | Parthenon Athens 4| 20 YES S| YES
Second Temple of

A9 | Poseidon Sounim 4| 16 S| YES

A10 | Athena Pallene 4| 20 YES

Al1l | Nemesis Rhamnous 4| 20

Al12 | Artemis Loutsa 6| 16

A13 | Apollo Aigina 2| 20| YES S

A14 | Aphaia Aigina 3| 20 S

Al5 | Athena Megara 2
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Table 7: Elevation: Decoration

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | Flts| ScuM| ScuP| ScuC ScuO
Al6 | Athena Karthaia (Keos) 2| 20
11 Unknown Hipponion 2
12 Unknown Kaulonia 4| 20
13 Hera Kroton 3| 20 S
Locri
14 Casa Marafioti Epizephyrioi 2| 20
15 Hera Tavole Palatine 2| 20
Temple Aii (Apollo
16 Lykeios) Metaponto 2| 20
17 Temple B Metaponto 2
18 Athena Poseidonia 2| 20
19 Hera | (Basilica) Poseidonia 2| 20
110 | Heraion Foce del Sele 2| 18| YES
111 | Hera Il (Poseidon) Poseidonia 4| 24
112 | Unknown Taranto 1| 24
113 | Minerva Pompeii 2| 18
N1 | Artemis Kalydon 5| 20 YES
Velvina
N2 | Poseidon (Molykreion) 6
N3 | Apollo Ismenios Thebes 5
N5 | Hera Plataia 2
N6 | ApolloDaphnephoros | Eretria 2 S
N7 | Dionysos Eretria 5
Aphytis
N9 | Zeus Ammon (Kallithea) 6
N10 | Apollo Ambrakia (Arta) 3| 20
N12 | Unknown Kassope 6
N13 | Zeus Stratos 6| 20
N14 | Zeus Passaron 6
N15 | Fourth c. Apollo Delphi 6| 20 S
N16 | Sixth c. Apollo Delphi 2| 20 S
N17 | Athena Delphi 2| 20 S
N18 | Athena Kranaia Elateia 3| 20
Kalapodi
N19 | Apollo (Hyampolis) 2
Kalapodi
N20 | Artemis Elaphebolos | (Hyampolis) 4| 20
N21 | Apollo Metropolis 2
N22 | Unknown Pherai 6
N23 | Artemis Korkyra 1| 24| YES S| YES
N24 | Kardaki Korkyra 2| 20
N25 | Hera (Mon Repos) Korkyra 5 S
01 | Athena Assos 2| 16| YES YES
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Table 7: Elevation: Decoration

Cat Date
No. | Name Location Group | Flts| ScuM| ScuP| ScuC ScuO
08 | Apollo Delos 3| 20
011 | Zeus Cyrene 3| 24 S
012 | Apollo Cyrene 2| 16 S
013 | Unknown Apollonia 6| 20
P1 | Athena Alipheira 3| 16
p2 | Hera Argive Heraion 4| 20| YES S| YES
P3 | Unknown Agios Elias 3
P4 | Apollo Epikourios Bassai 4] 20 YES
P5 | Unknown Orchomenos 2| 20
P6 | Athena Alea Tegea 6| 20 S| YES
P7 | Apollo Corinth 1| 20 YES
P8 | Apollo Sikyon 6
P9 | Asklepios Epidauros 5| 20 S
P10 | Asklepios Gortys 5
P11 | AkropolisTemple Gortys 5
P12 | Poseidon Hermione 2
P13 | Poseidon Isthmia 3| 20
P14 | Poseidon Kalaureia (Poros 2
P15 | Demeter Lepreon 5| 20
P16 | Athena Makiston 3| 20
P17 | Zeus Nemea 6| 20
P18 | Hera Olympia 1| 20
P19 | Metroon Olympia 5 S
P20 | Zeus Olympia 3| 20 S| YES
p21 | Athena Prasidaki 3| 20
P22 | Unknown Troizen 6
p23 | Athena Vigla 2| 20 S
P24 | Temple C Pallantion 3
P25 | Unknown Kalavryta 2
S1 | Temple F (Concord) | Akragas 4| 20
Temple G
S2 | (Hephaisteion) Akragas 4| 20
s3 | Temple | (Dioskouroi) | Akragas 4| 20
S4 | Temple A (Herakles) | Akragas 2| 20 S
Temple D (Hera
S5 | Lacinia) Akragas 4| 20
s6 | Temple E (Athena) Akragas 3
s7 | Temple L Akragas 4| 20
Zeus Olympios
s8 | (Temple B) Akragas 3| 18 S
S9 | Aphrodite Akrai 2| 20
S10 | Temple B (Athena) Gela 1
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Table 7: Elevation: Decoration

Cat Date

No. | Name Location Group | Flts| ScuM| ScuP| ScuC ScuO
S11 | Temple C Gela 3| 20

S12 | Victory Himera 3| 20| YES S

S13 | Unknown Segesta 4

S15 | Temple A Selinous 3| 20

S16 | Temple C Selinous 2| 16 YES M

S17 | Temple D Selinous 3| 20

S18 | Temple E Selinous 3| 20 YES
S19 | Temple F Selinous 3| 20| YES

S20 | Temple G Selinous 3| 20

S21 | Temple O Selinous 3

s22 | Apollo Syracuse 1| 16 M

s23 | Athena Syracuse 3| 20 S

S24 | Zeus Syracuse 1| 16 M

S25 | Temple A Megara Hyblaia 2

Table 7 Information relating to the number of flutes (FIts) on the peristyle columns of each temple in the
study and the presence/absence of sculptural adornment on the building. The presence/absence a$ sculpture
broken devn into four positions on theullding; the external metopes (ScuM), the pediments (ScuP), above
the cella (ScuC) and other (ScuO).

Doric peripteral temples can have sculpted metopes in a number of different positions
above the peristyle andis locationchanges from building to building. For example, the
Parthenon (A8) has sculpted metopes on all four sides of the building, while the
Hephaisteion (A6) only has sculpted metopes above the east facade. In some instances, as
on the Temple of Herim the Argive Heraion (P2), the exact positions of the metopes on

the peristyle are debated (Dinsmoor 1950: 183; Pfaff 2003a: 102; Spawforth 2006: 164).
However, these are all regarded as the same in theselaleecause, as with the ramps, it

is beyond e scope of this study to investigate the importance of these positional

differences

A number of temples have attracted controversy regarding the existence of sculptural
decoration and it is difficult to apply a standard rule that applies to all casesx&mple,
although no evidence of sculpture remains on the site, it has been argued that the
pediments of the Temple of Apolepikouriosat Bassai (P4) bore sculpture. Analogies

with the sculpted pediments on the Temple of Zeus at Olympia (P20) apdetiemce of
unattributed Greek pediment sculpture in Rome, led Dinsmoor (1939) to suggest that the
south pediment originally contained a scene of Niobe by Callimachus. However, in
Pausani as3)dscugsién. of the témple, he does not mention thémeedal
sculpture. This would be an unusual omission as Pausanias commonly remarked upon the

scul ptur al theme of a templebs pedi ment,
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the Argive Heraion (P2, Pausanias 2.17.3). Indeed, the lack of sculptidehee on the

site and the absence of cuttings for sculpture on the pediment floor suggest that the
pediment did not bear sculpture (Cooper 1996a: 8). Therefore, the lack of positive
evidence for sculpture on the Temple of Apolipikourios at Bassai, eliter through

6ghost 6 traces on the architecture or remair
survives in relative abundance), must lead to the exclusiopogtible pediment

architecture belonging to this building from the study. Further infoomatlating to the

sculpture on individual temples and any resulting controversy can be found in the

i ndividual templ eds entry in Appendi x V, mo
Apollo at Syracuse (S22) and the Temple of Aphaia on Aigina (Al14).

Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated which el ements
dataset and the criteria that have been applied to the remains, in order to ensure a
consistent approach to the restoration of-pmserved elements ofalbuildingshas been
maintained.The application of these criteria to the surviving building remains allows for

a consistent approach to be maintained, as well as the exclusion of purely hypothetical

temple restorations. The exclusion of the hypothetieatorations, but, the consistent

application of criteria to the blocks, which no longer remain standing, allows for the

inclusion of a large number of measurements for the anaRsisinstance, only a few

temples retain a complete peristyle of Doric cohs, as on the Temple of Hera Il

(Poseidon) at Poseidonia (111); however, the application of strict selection criteria across
every temple means that 44 templesd flank ¢
outlined in the previous chapter, the datasprged in this chapter is used in the
subsequent chapters to analyse the buil di ng
regional scaleThe following chapter focuses updhe connection between the design of

the temples and their date of construction, destrating that there is no single, linear

direction in temple design.
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Chapter 5. The Panhellenic Relationship between
Proportions and Date

The diameters of the Doric column at its base and top in relation to the
height of the columns also provide udedwidence for dating (Miles 1989:
160).

The previous chapter introduced the dsghand the criteria that were applied in order to
ensure that the analysed measurements are consistent in relation to reconstructions.
Furthermore, the preceding chaptiemonstrated the variety of the sizes of the elements
used on the different temples. The above quote by Miles demonstrates the corhattion
some scholars pladeetween the design and the date eftémplesUtilising the dateset

that was discussedrgviously, this chapter analyses, on a Panhellenic scale, the

relationships between the various element measurements and the dates of their erection.

Thus, this chapter demonstrates that the temples were built with a wide variety of ratios
and these diffences, in their size and shape, arediactly linked to the date group in

which the temple is placéd.

As discussed in Chapter 2, the predominant paradigm in Greek temple studies, the
evolution model, links the differences in temple designs to thé&drafeconstruction. It is
subsequently argued that a templebs date
The relationship between date and design is based upon the assumption that temple
design across the Greek world changedonstant wayresilting in the ratios between

the various elementbroadly increasing or decreasing with time (Brown 1906: 99;
Dinsmoor 1950: 147; Tomlinson 1976: 36; Lawrence 1996: 58; Townsend 2004: 318
319). For example, the similarity of the ratios used on the temgeciomenos in the

Peloponnese (P5) to those on the Temple of Athena at Assos in Turkey (O1, second half

40 As discussed in the previous chapter, the presence of additiecalative elements, such as
ramps and sculpture, are not analysed on a Panhellenic scale. The exclusion of additional
decorative elements from this chapter is due to the fact that they are only present on particular
temples and as discussed by Bookidis6{@%05), Pfaff (2003a: 195), Marconi (2007: 217) and
@stby (2009) the presence of these elements on particular temples are largely due to regional
rather than chronological trends.
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of the sixth century), allowed Plassart and Blum (1914: 84) to ascribe a late sixth century
date to the temple at Orchomenos. This methodology hasapgéied to varying degrees

for many years and still affects the dates ascribed to temples today: for example, in
Wal dsteindéds 1891 report of the Temple of
employed as an indicator of date, whilst a similar metlogyo was used in
Arapogianni 6s 2002 report to help date
However, as discussed in Chapter 2, recent studies have begun to demonstrate the

he

exi stence of a number of regi orpariculadytimngent s o

the sixth century, where it is now felt that temple design went through a period of
6f or mal i s ddginning t© demenétrate Ranhellenic treimdthe late sixth/early
fifth centuries (dstby 2000: 257; Barletta 2009a: 82; Wescod: 204).

The extent of these tangents and the study of their designs are limited by the overarching
constraints of the evolution argument. In order to maintain the association between the
temple design and date, the tangents are only believed to bewiekions away from

the 6fashionabled design at the time and
particular times; for example, the construction of the short Temple of Athena at Delphi
(N17), which was built at a time when temples were sugbtsée long, was due to its

ar

position fAathwart a narrow terraceo (Dinsmoo

all temple designs are strictly connected to their date, the evolution model continues to be
applied. Thus, the nature of the evolutioguament precludes the study of other effects,
such as location, upon the building designs, which, as demonstrated by @stby (2005) and

Nielsen (2002) affected the designs of the Arcadian temples.

The role that the evolution argument plays in limiting thelerstanding of regional
influences upon temple design, as well as the inherent contradictions in the argument
discussed in Chapter 2, indicatieat before the temple designs can be analysed at a
regional scale, the evidence for the connection betweegrdasd date must first be-re
assessed. As such, this chapter analyses the connection between the differences in temple

designs and their date of construction. This study affords the opportunity to review the

argument in light of new discoveries, recentiee ws of parti cul ar t empl

publication of new measurements; for example, the recedéatieg of the Temple of
Aphaia on Aigina (A14) on the basis of stratigraphic excavation, rather than the ratios
between the temples various elements, fegulted in the temple beingdated to post

480 (Gill 1988; 1993; see Appendix 1lI.5). As demonstrated below, the results of the
analysis conducted in this chapter suggest that there was no consistent, linear evolution in
Doric peripteral temple design the archaic or classical periods. Instead, the evidence

indicates that multiple different ratios were used in each date group and the same ratios
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can be found in multiple periods, thus showing tttere is not a straightforward

connection between daé@d design

An analysis of date against the proportions of the architectural elements could be seen as
a circular argument: analysing the date against the architecture, when the architecture has
been used to assign the date. Indeed, it is an inherenhegsa&f the evolution argument

that the date of a particular temple forms the basis for the date of others. Consequently, if
thattempleisr@lat ed it subsequently also affects
example, Barletta (1983: 113) dated themple of Aphrodite at Akrai (S9) to the last

third of the sixth century based upon the presence of similar capitals to those of Temple D
at Selinous (S17), which was dated by Dinsmoor (1950: 98) to 535; however, as
discussed in Appendix Ill.2, @stby (1995has suggested, based upon archaeological
excavation, that Temple D dates to the early fifth century-@80), which subsequently

has (as yet, unaccounted for) repercussions for the date of the Temple of Aphrodite at
Akrai. However, the results of thenalysis conducted in this chapter do not suggest a
correlation between ratio and date, indicating that the analysis is not limited by a circular
argument. In fact only a few temples are assigned dates based solely using the discussed
ratios, whilst the rdgautilise a variety of dating means, making use of both historical and
archaeological sources. Indeed, it is worth stressing that the aim of this chapter is not to
re-date all the temples that have been dated using the evolution arg&eeating all
thetemples ieyondthe scope o& study of this type and lengtRather,it is the aim of

this chapteto demonstrate that the design differences are not Igiriaet result of the

t e mp | e sftconstractioa;sa conclusiorwhich would suggest that facsother than

date affected the decision to build temples utilising different designs.

To this end, this chapter is broken down into discussions of the size and shape of the
individual elements, addressing specific ratios that have commonly been usu datk

Doric peripteral temples. These analyses, as well as series of case studies, demonstrate
that a variety of different element sizes and shapes were used, and when utilised together,
these elements affected the overall external appearance of fhlegefurthermore, the
analyses clearly indicate that there is no evidence for a single, Panhellenic, chronological
trend in temple design, which subsequently means that the differences in temple designs
are not affected by their dates of construction alws for the analysis of regional

influences upon temple design that is completed in the subsequent chapter.

Plan
The discussion of the various shapes of the temple elements is split into two halves: the

first half discusses the shapes of the indivicdalah elements, such as the stylobate and
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the cella, and concludes with a case study, which demonstrateshimathe different

plan element shapes were used in conjunction, they created buildings with different
designs, even when the buildings utilise@ tame size foundations. The second half

foll ows t he s ame | ayout as t he first, but
Starting with the plan elements that formed the base for the Doric peripteral temple
(foundations, krepidoma and stylobate), thiist half emphasises the wide variety of

shapes that were utilised in the temple plans in order to create buildings that varied
significantly in appearancd-igures 3%4; for a table containing all the plan ratios see
Appendix IV.1). Furthermore, thisestion demonstrates that the shapes utilised in the
designs of the temple plans were not connected to their dates of construction.
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Figure 39 Temple plans bdate group 1, included here to enableomparison of the plan desig@snumber

of the planscontain hypothetically restored elements whose measurements are not included in-e¢ data

(After Dinsmoor 1950: Figure 26; Brea 1952: 16; Mallwitz 1972: 81; Coulton 1977: 42; Mertens 1984: 164;
Spawforth 2006: 162). A plan hastrizeen published for the temple at Taranto (I112), and consequently the
templebdbs plan has not been included in this figure.
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