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ABSTRACT

THE STUDY OF THE CONCEPT OF THE SACRED HEARTH ANCREEK
GODDESS OF THE HEARTH AND THEIR ASSOCIATION WITH TH
PRYTANEION, ITS ORIGINS, AND ITS DEVELOPMENT
Cayir, Esra
MA, Department of Archaeology and History of Art

Supervisor: Dr. Jacques Morin

September 2006

This thesis examines the concept of the sacredrhaad also Hestia, the goddess of
the sacred hearth in Greece in association witlotlggns and developments of the
Prytaneion, which is connected to one of the mogtortant civic institutions of the
Greek city-state. In the thesis, the meaning amtttfons of the Prytaneion are
defined in accordance with the literary and epigreysources. Some identified and
excavated examples are also described in the tHesiated to the Prytaneion, the
monumental hearths in the Mycenaean palaces amdpdes of house architecture
from the Iron Age will be emphasized briefly to koat the possible cultic and

architectural origins of the Prytaneion.

Keywords: Prytaneion, sacred hearth, perpetua) Fiksstia, goddess of the hearth,

city-state, civic institution, house, domestic a@tture.



OZET

KUTSAL OCAK KAVRAMI VE YUNAN OCAK TANRIGCASI ILE BERABER
BUNLARIN PRYTANEION YAPISI, BU YAPININ KOKENLERI VE
GELISIMI ILE ILGISININ INCELENMES

Cayir, Esra
Master, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi Bolimu

Tez Dangmani: Dr. Jacques Morin

Eyliil, 2006

Bu tez Yunansehir devletlerinin en 6nemlisehir kurumlarindan biri olan
Prytaneion’un kdkenleri ve gelimi ile ilgili olarak kutsal ocak kavrami ile Yunan
ocak tanricasi olan Hestia'yl incelemektedir. TeZ@gtaneion’un anlami ve
fonksiyonlarn yazili kaynaklar ve yazitlar uyarineaimlanmgtir. Bazi tanimlang

ve kazilmg 6rnekler hakkinda da tezde bilgi veriktni. Prytaneion yapisi ile ilgili

olarak buylik Miken saray ocaklarina ve Demig@a ait ev mimarisi 6érneklerine
de Prytaneion yapisinin muhtemel kilt ve mimariddd&rini incelemek icin kisaca

deginilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Prytaneion, kutsal ocak, sonmegts, Hestia, ocak tanricasi,

sehir devleti,sehir kurumu, ev, konut mimarisi.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The concept of sacred hearth is one of the impbsymbols of the classical
Greek city-states. It is believed that the commearth of the city symbolizes the
city and if the fire of the common hearth dies saiwill the city.

Hestia is the goddess of the hearth, domesticitg, family. As being the
goddess of the hearth, Hestia cannot be thouglatratepfrom the concept of sacred
hearth.

In cities, the sacred hearth of the city is locateda structure called
Prytaneion (Atticrputaveiov and lonicmputavniov). Prytaneion literally means
the “magistrates’ hall” or “town-hall” (Liddell an8cott, 1968: 1543). It is believed
that no city can be called a Greek city withoutared hearth located in the
Prytaneion.

This study aims to examine the concept of the sabearth and Hestia, the
goddess of the hearth with an emphasis to theiocadson to the Prytaneion

structure in the ancient Greek city-states in teoffriss importance, functions, and its



architectural features, which were all derived froine conceptualization of the
sacred hearth. The main objective of this study i®ok for the possible origins of
the concept of the sacred hearth and also the rigigia both as a symbolic and a
civic element. The architectural form of the Prgimm will also be taken into
consideration to search for an answer to the questhether there was a standard
plan for the structure or not, especially in acamick with the excavated examples.

Despite the fact that the sacred hearth insidePtigganeion is an important
symbol and the Prytaneion is a fundamental civienent of the city-state, ancient
literary and epigraphic evidence about the sacestth and the Prytaneion is not
abundant. Archaeological excavations are not veelpful to understand the
Prytaneion structures and its essential featuresuse, although ancient literary and
epigraphic sources supply evidence on ninety-ongaReia, archaeologists have
been able to identify and excavate only a few Pwita

In accordance with some ancient sources, the symbuportance of the
sacred hearth is accepted by the scholars but aay rstudies are devoted to this
concept. The articles of Frazer (1885), Crawley94191926]), Vernant (1983
[1965]), Gernet (1981), Burkert (1985), and Dellalpé (1990) can be regarded as a
few studies about the Greek sacred hearth.

Unfortunately, our knowledge on Hestia, goddesshef hearth is scarce.
Greek religion and mythology books refer to HesBay briefly such as Sikes (1994
[1926]), Sarian (1981), Downing (1987), Bell (199ahd Grimal (1996). The early
articles by Farnell (1909), SufR3 (1912) and Jou&d§)l and Vernant (1983 [1965])
are among the few studies, which study Hestia oroee broad level. The article of
Roussel (1911) mentions the association of Hesiila the omphalos whereas the

article by Miller (1973) is devoted to the reliedmcting the goddess with a hero.



On the other hand, as Hestia is also the goddedsmésticity and family and it is
possible to see philosophical and feminist studre$ier such as Demetrakopoulos
(1979), Antonopoulos (1992), Benevenuto (1993), iipson (1994) emphasizing
the women'’s role in the society both in the past present.

The archaeological literature on the Prytaneiormmsrchitectural structure
extends back to the end of thé™@entury and usually focuses on the architectural
form. The earliest broad study on the PrytaneioRrazer's (1885) article, which
deals with not only the form but also the origirighe structure along with those of
the fire cult and the concept of perpetual fireeTdrticle by Gschnitzer (1957)
provides comprehensive information on the Prytanid the Prytaneia including the
defined examples, functions, and the testimoni& mMiost extended research on the
Prytaneia is Miller's (1978) book, which looks diet defined and excavated
examples, functions, and the testimonia. The laeaty is the article by Herman-
Hansen and Fischer-Hansen (1994), which also ieslud list of the known
Prytaneia based on the information given by Miidybok.

The Prytaneion is usually mentioned very brieflygeneral books on Greek
architecture (Weickert 1929, Robertson 1945, Wylelyet 976, Lawrence 1983) or
Greek civilization (Marindin 1891, McDonald 1943ef@et 1981 [1968], Zaidman
and Pantel 1992, Glotz 1996 [1929], Parker 1996).

The location of the Prytaneion of Athérsas not been clearly identified yet,
although the early archaeological literature ugutdltused on its probable location
in both general (Bétticher 1863, Judeich 1931, Tpeom 1937, Oikonomides 1964,
Wycherley 1966, Robertson 1998) and specific studcholl 1872, Picard 1938,

Holland 1939). Although it mainly deals with the &g of Athens, Shear’s (1994)

1 At the time of writing (summer 2006), discovery the possible Athenian Prytaneion had been
announced, but the publication of the possiblednsibn of Athens became available to me as this
thesis was at the stage of final revision afterjting (18 September).



article provides extensive information on the lawatof the Prytaneion and its
functions. The Prytaneion decrees of Athens wese siudied by Morrissey (1978)
and Thompson (1979) along with the dining functidrihe Prytaneion at Athens by
Henry (1981), Osborne (1981), and Rhodes (1984).

One of the first problems with which the scholaeslds the question of the
association between the Tholos and the Prytaneomlebate resulting from the
question of the form of the Athenian Prytaneionisashown in Frazer (1885), Levi
(1923), Carbonneaux (1925), Vanderpool (1935), @nélar (1994). The excavation
of the Tholos of Athens was published by Thomps®&40).

Many archaeological studies on the Prytaneia asedan excavations.
Information on the Prytaneia of Delos (Vallois 1943allet de Santerre 1958,
Bruneau and Ducat 1965, Vallois 1966), Dreros (Kauntides 1918, Demargne and
van Effenterre 1937), Ephesos (Keil 1939, Miltn86@, 1957, 1958, 1959; Eichler
1962, 1963, 1964, 1965, Alzinger 1962, Knibbe 19&l9lophon (Holland 1944),
Lato (Demargne 1903, Pomtow 1912, Kirsten 1940, r&yiand Picard 1972),
Magnesia on the Maeander (Kern 1900, Humann 19@#&tos (Mellink 1958,
1961, Cook and Blackman 1964-5), Morgantina (S&llvt959), Olympia (Dorpfeld
1892, Weniger 1906, Weege 1911, Gardiner 1925, il 935, Kondis 1958,
Herrmann 1962, Miller 1971, Mallwitz 1972), Pergam@Mitchell 1989-1990,
Mellink 1993, Mitchell 1998-1999, Schwarzer 2004nd Priene (Wiegand and
Schrader 1904, Kleiner 1962, Schede 1964) have naaished.

The text is organized as follows: The second chiagptamines the hearth as a
concept in the domestic level, as well the fire ddrth as cultic entities in the
Greek world will be mentioned to show how theyuefhced the customs, traditions,

and religious practices. The creation, mythology] aharacteristics of Hestia will



also be explored along with her origins, her Ig@rmallels and her association to the
Prytaneion to illustrate her role in the Greek @ogh in the domestic and state level.
The third chapter presents the importance, funsti@ichitectural elements, and
identified examples of the Prytaneion. The reasorsfich an examination is that the
sacred hearth at the state levelasated inside the Prytaneion. The fourth chapter
examines the possible architectural origins ofRnganeion as a building type. The
chapter is divided into three sections: the assioci@f the Prytaneion to the Bronze
Age megaron and the Mycenaean monumental hearth,afisociation of the
Prytaneion plan to the examples of Iron Age hodaa,@nd the association of the
architectural plan of the Prytaneion to the houdts the Iron Age.

Although in the thesis the sacred hearth will be kKey element for the
origins of the Prytaneion and also the identifmatof its structure, the basic problem
is the fact that the hearth is not only a religielement but also a secular one; such a
common feature renders problematic the identifocatf the function of a structure
as religious or secular, especially during the querwhen the city-state and its
institutions were still emerging. We recognize titahay not, therefore, be possible
to identify the earliest Prytaneia on the ground.

Moreover, it is important to note that most of titerary and epigraphic
information deal with Athens. This means that aligito we have more information
on the Prytaneion of Athens, it may not apply toRaltaneia in other cities: it is
highly likely that practice, although inspired frosmmilar principles everywhere,

may differ slightly in each Greek city.



CHAPTER I

THE FIRE AND THE HEARTH AS CULTIC ENTITIES IN THE
GREEK WORLD WITH THE GREEK GODDESS OF THE

HEARTH, HESTIA AND HER PARALLELS

This chapter mainly divided into two basic secsioithe first part will be
focused on the fire and the hearth as cultic estiti the Greek world. It aims to look
at the hearth as a concept at the domestic levehderstand the emergence of the
common hearth located inside the Prytaneion and &e emergence and
development of the goddess of the hearth.

The second part of the chapter will be devoted éstid, the Greek goddess
of the hearth. This part is also divided into theed-parts. The first part briefly
summarizes what we know about the origins of Hestlee second part will be
focused on the goddess with her mythology, her knogpresentations, and her
association to the concept of the common heartihenPrytaneion to illustrate her

place in the Greek world both at the domestic aateédevel. The last part will look



at the Roman and Scythian parallels of Hestia ®wan the question whether her

emergence resulted from a common past or shealy/solGreek creation.

[1.1. TheFire And Hearth as Cultic Entitiesin the Ancient Greek
World

The main emphasis of this first part of the chaptér be the hearth as a
cultic element in the Greek world to illustrate tingportance of this concept as a
symbol in the domestic level. In this way, it Wik possible to understand the reason
of the symbolism of the common hearth located enRhytaneion. As fire cannot be
thought separate from the hearth, fire as a calément will be mentioned briefly at
the beginning along with the cultic associatiornhaf hearth in the ancient world.

The fire and hearth have cultic, mythic and synmbaspects in many
societies. These two concepts cannot be thoughtatepfrom each other. According
to Thompson (1994: 45), the fire has a primary molthe transition from prehistoric
to settled life in that “the ‘home fire’ and thee#rth fire’ were the first gathering
sites for the human community”.

The hearth in general is accepted as the symbdkthef house, human
community, warmth, safety, care, shelter, familyfewand woman” (Matthews,
1993: 97) along with also “permanence, fixity, imatility, and centrality” (Goux,
1983: 92). One repercussion of this connectiorh& hurturing the fire basically
falls into the woman'’s lot because it is connectgth both hearth and house to
obtain warmth, cooking, and light (Eliade, 1987084

Many scholars believe that the difficulty of kinul fire, experienced by
prehistoric people, resulted in the concept of ewerg@ fire in many places from

North America to Europe and Asia (Frazer, 1885:; IBdroy, 1950: 26; Crawley,



1994 [1926]: 562; Eliade, 1987: 340; Rossotti, 19882). Then, the custom may
have become a religious duty at an early periodv@y, 1994 [1926]: 563).

At the beginning of the twentieth century it wadiéved that the concept of
perpetual fire had an Indo-European origin as “#yne found nearly among all
people from India to Scotland” (Frazer, 1885: 1&®istel de Coulanges, 1980
[1956]: 21). However, for the same reasons thatynsamilar practiceSconnected to
the tending of fire, can be seen in different paftthe world, today scholars believe
that the theory of the perpetual fire cult as adohEuropean institution requires
limitation (Crawley, 1994 [1926]: 28).

Although, the cult of the domestic hearth did nogioate only with the
Indo-Europeans, it is an important characteristitndo-Europeat culture because
the hearth was the center of every household (Dallae, 1990: 158). In fact, this
cult was “common” to all Indo-European peoples (Ra&akopoulos 1979: 66) and it
should be older than the anthropomorphic representaof the gods. It has been
argued, furthermore, that the hearth was alreadgpgbeorshipped during the
nomadic period of the Indo-Europeans (Della Voli#90: 159-160).

The dual character of the fire as a means of cdrafud convenience and as a
destructive force resulted in the association @ fine with both life and death
(Prowse, 1967: 182). According to Della Volpe (19967-9), the shape of the
hearth is connected to the fire’s dual giving aakirtg force; it is circular because
the hearth is the representation of the sun diseaothh and also the earth is accepted

as round in shape.

2j.e.the duty of looking after the fire belongs to tiréef's daughters and when a new village is built,
the fire was carried from the old one to the new onSouth Africa; the daughters of the chief care
for the fire in South America; virgins look aftenet fire in Central America, etc. (Crawley, 1994
[1926]: 28).

°In Della Volpe, 1990: 157-184, the term Indo-Ewgap basically designates the Greek, Roman, and
Vedic Indian communities.



Despite the belief that the emergence of the cdnokperpetual fire is a
result of the practical needs of humans, Farn@091 353) proposes that its origin
may be purely religious, that the chief's soul wagarded to exist in the fire on his
hearth and thus, his life and the well-being of twenmunity depended on the
continuity of the burning of the fire. All this mak the maintenance of the hearth a
necessity.

Burkert (1985: 255) states that in Greek religi@use and hearth designate
the domestic sacred space. In ancient Greece atieefar the hearth fire means the
preservation of the householdifos) and the family that “without the dutiful rituals
of the hearth-keeper - always a woman - neitheroikes nor the polis could be
preserved” (Thompson, 1994: 46).

According to Farnell (1909: 360) in ancient Gredezfamily hearth became
sacred for two reasons: the first is animisticgielis admiration for fire and second
is the hearth and the hearth-altar were built ofeshstones and its sanctity may be a
derivation of the old pillar-cult of the Minoan-Mgoaean period.

There is no mention of the worship of the heartllamer who considers the
hearth as a witness to the oath (Odyssey 14.15956719.304; 20.231) and Deroy
(1950: 30) accepts this as evidence that “the vafube sacred hearth persisted at
the time of Homer”. Moreover, Scully (1990: 16}Jpbints out that the Homeric
city is a sacred entity and the sanctity of thedeowas focused on the hearth.

The head of the family makes sacrifices at thethepours libations into the
fire and makes offering before every meal (Burk@@85: 255). The father is the
single priest of the family hearth cult and he aldwas the right to teach the ritual but
only to his son (Fustel de Coulanges, 1980 [1986): Family cults included Hestia,

Apollo Patrous, Zeus Ctesius, and Zeus Herceiughétoikos level the cults were



exclusive and these divinities were also majoriekeiof the Greek pantheon and
“oikos religion was thus linked to polis religiohrough the figure of the father
acting as domestic priest” (Pomeroy, 1998: 69).

Crawley (1994 [1926]: 562) believes that the cemeynof offering some
portions of the meal to the hearth is never fortaaanto a cult but it is a testimony
of the importance of the family in society. Howewvieris important to note that this
tradition does not belong exclusively to Greekderirig to the hearth can be seen
among the ancient Latins, and Hindus along with 8tavs and the Mexicans
(Crawley, 1994 [1926]: 562).

Some scholars emphasize that the worship of thehhisaconnected with the
worship of the dead that the head of the housetbibtals sacrifices and offerings to
dead ancestors and in this way the protection @fidéad ancestors was guaranteed.
Della Volpe (1990: 163-164) suggests that the wardia also used to indicate
grave, which establishes the connection betweeesémic cult and worship of the
hearth and as the sacred hearth symbolized thestansethese were calletr/a
matpoa. Although, also Fustel de Coulanges embraced #sscation of the
worship of the hearth and the worship of the deackstors, he clearly points out
that there is no actual proof of this connectio€lassical Greece (1980 [1956]: 25).

Many traditions and customs in the ancient Greekdu@flect the important
place of the hearth at the domestic level. Onehe$e can be seen in the marriage
ceremony. The Greek marriage ceremony was compofdhlree acts: the first
eyyunois takes place in front of the hearth of the fatldren the bride is separated
from her father’s hearth; in the secordlos, the bride is carried to the house of the

husband; and the last oy, in front of the hearth of the new house, wheee th
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bride lit the fire from the spark she brought frdrar father's hearth (Fustel de
Coulanges, 1980 [1956]: 36-38).

When a baby is born in the family the baby was “digha” to the cult of the
hearth and this act indicates that the baby waspaed into the family (Pomeroy,
1998: 68). The rite of Amphidronfiags a Greek custom in which the baby is carried
(probably by the father) around the hearth fivesewven days after the baby’s birth
(Suda s.voudiSpouia; Hesychius s.vSpouiadiov Auap; Aristophanes, Lysistrata
757; a Schol. on Plato, Theaetetus 160e) and atsmréice was made at the hearth
(Burkert, 1985: 255). In this way, the infants hmeamembers of the family and the
“inclusion in the father’s cult [was] establishg@omeroy, 1998: 69).

When someone dies in the family, the fire of thartte was allowed to
extinguish itself and it was re-kindled with a séoe at the hearth (Burkert, 1985:
255) in accordance with its interpretation as “theans to rebirth at a higher level”
(Matthews, 1993: 75). Moreover, when a family didte hearth was permanently
extinguished (Thucydides 1.136; Cato, On Agricdtiid3).

As the fire is also considered as “purifying andewing” (Matthews, 1993:
75), after the battle of Plataea, all fires of doenmon hearths in Greek cities were
extinguished as they were polluted by the barbaraar new fire was brought from
Delphi (Plutarch, Aristides 20) since the heartthat temple of Delphi was seen as
the communal hearth for all Greece (Burkert, 198%).

Demetrakopoulos (1979: 62) states that “the heae the place of peace-
making and granting of mercy to people outsidefémaily.”: a person, who entered

the house and sat next to the hearth of the houde claim protection (Herodotus

* For a detailed analysis of the rite of Amphidrorsé® Vernant, 1983: 153-157.
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1.35; Thucydides 1.136; Aeschylus, Agamemnon 158@phocles, Oedipus at
Colonus 633; Euripides, Madness of Heracles 71td&i Fragment 49).

Although, the hearth has an important role at eviéeyof passage of the lives
of the Greeks such as marriage, birth, death, etithing associated with sex is
allowed near the hearth. Hesiod mentions “...anddaryhouse do not sit by the
hearth with your genitals exposed and bespattergdsemen...” (Works and Days
733-4). This can be connected with the belief thatfire must always remain pure.

Thus, the evidence reveals that the hearth hasaa cliltic importance at the
domestic level. The hearth is the focus of Greeakekiic religion, where the father
is the chief priest. This religion is defined byesing some portions of the meal to
the hearth everyday and also with making sacrifened libations at the hearth on
particular days. Moreover, the important place lé hearth in the family cult
resulted in the emergence of the important roldedtia in domestic religion.

Although, it is suggested that the worship of tlearth is connected with the
worship of the dead ancestors of a family, no ceadence exists to support this
suggestion in ancient Greece.

The cultic importance of the hearth at the domdstiel is also reflected in
the traditions of Greek society that the three dasents of a person’s life as birth,
marriage, and death are marked with a ritual aassttiwith the hearth. As a result,
the role of the hearth in domestic religion is eefed in the location of a common
hearth inside the Prytaneion as the sacred hedrttheo city along with the
acceptance of Hestia as the goddess of the statenderstand the importance of
Hestia as a state deity, it is necessary to lookeatcharacteristics and possible

origins with her contemporary or later parallels.
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I1.2. Greek Hestia, the Goddess of the Hearth: Possible Origins,

Characteristics, and Parallels

This part of the chapter examines the Greek goddkesise hearth, Hestia.
The necessity of this resulted from the fact treathee goddess of the hearth at the
domestic level, she is also the goddess of theedagearth in the Prytaneion. In
accordance with this, Hestia is the goddess o$thie.

This part is divided into three sub-headings. Tingt deals with what we
know or do not know of the origins of Hestia. Thec@nd tries to illustrate the
importance and role of Hestia along with her asg@n to the sacred hearth in the
Prytaneion by mentioning her mythology, charactiess and her representations.
The last looks at the Scythian and Roman parabélsiestia to understand her

origins, her development, and her influence.

11.2.1. The General Knowledge on the Origins of the Greek Goddess Hestia

Before looking at the characteristics of Hestids inecessary to summarize
what is known in general of the possible originsH#stia. Unfortunately, this
section mostly illustrates what we really do nobknabout the origins of both her
name and her emergence as an anthropomorphizgd deit

It is not very easy to trace back the origins o foddess of the hearth.
Although, it is accepted that the cult of the sdchearth is an Indo-European
heritage, for the goddess of the hearth a secagopal is not possible. Even on the
etymology of the names of the deities differentwgehave been expressed. For
Burkert (1985: 17) although along with Zeus, thenaa of Hera, Poseidon and Ares
are formed from Indo-European roots, the nameshef dther Olympian deities

cannot be securely identified as Indo-European.ti@nother hand, according to
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Farnell (1927: 9), names such as Zeus, Hera, DRPosgidon, Ares, Demeter, Hestia
possibly belong to Hellenic or Indo-European plugyl but they remain pre-

Homeric. Nevertheless, according to SuUR (1912: 123&stia does not have a
binding etymology.

However, even if the name of the goddess Hestiadmasndo-European
origin, it does not clearly prove that the concepthe goddess of the hearth also
originated in Indo-European thought. Farnell (192926]: 396) points out that
although there is evidence that the sacrednes®edfdarth is an ancient tradition, the
emergence of a hearth goddess is a later develdprivemeover, according to
Edmunds (1990: 199) although the Greek languagresEuropean, Greek religion
is not Indo-European. Except for Zeus, Poseidod,Hades, the Olympians are not
Indo-European. Following Dumézil's analyzes, Nagynfs out that beginning from
the Dark Age in which the traditions cannot be preed and Greece became open to
outside influence, the Indo-European traces of kGoedture and Greek religion were
overshadowed and, starting in the eighth century Bi@ the rise of the concept of
Panhellenism, the Indo-European element was redtwetie local level (Nagy,
1990: 204).

Although historical Greek religion is the mixturéariginal Greek, Minoan,
and Mycenaean religions (Nilsson, 1971: 27), inhad possible to be sure for the
Minoan or Mycenaean traits in the goddess Hesti@. Minoan religion is centered
on a female deity of nature named as the Snake cwséhold Goddess, who
originated as a deity during the Early Bronze Agd arobably as early as EM 1l
(Branigan, 1969: 38). She had the symbols of thébldoaxe, horns of consecration,
stone offering tables and animals such as bullsbami$ were found at her shrines

(Branigan, 1969: 28-38; Peatfield, 1994: 20). Altgb Farnell points out that some
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features of the Minoan goddess survived in cer@ieek divinities such as Athena
and Aphrodite; he does not mention any Minoan arite on Hestia (Farnell, 1927:
8-27) and he also points out that “there is nat traiher (Hestia) that reveals a
glimpse of a prehistoric nature-goddess or elenhelaienon” (Farnell, 1909: 357).

It is believed that the framework of the Greek nojtigical cycles developed
in the Mycenaean Age (Nilsson, 1971: 28-29; 19793p1). The tablets from
Knossos, Thebes, Mycenae and Pylos clearly show Nhaenaean religion is
polytheistic and most of the names of the Greekiefeare found in these palace
archives such as Zeus, Hera, and Poseidon (CadstrEd79: 328-9) but for many
others including Hestia, the relation to earliemea cannot be established explicitly
(Burkert, 1985: 43).

Just like their names, characteristics of the Gréeikes such as Athena,
Aphrodite, Artemis and Zeus were taken from theimd&an and Mycenaean
predecessors (Coldstream 1979: 328). Thus, the aviirts Mycenaean trait in the
goddess Hestia is still a question mark as a re$ulte lack of evidence; this is why
no remark on Hestia appears in the well-known Mimbl/cenaean religion studies
of Nilsson (1952, 1971).

There are literary parallels between Greek and [Reatern texts such as the
organization of the cosmos, the concepts of kintpefgods and kingdom of god, the
myths of Prometheus and Heracles, etc. (Mondi, 19%D ff.). However, the
recognized Near Eastern domestic goddesses areiassowith many things
including grain, cultivation, domesticated animdtger, wine, weaving, pottery
making, jewellery making, metal-working, mediciret¢. (Westenholz, 1999: 70-

71), but none resembles Hestia and her associatitie hearth or even to the fire.

5 For details on the Near Eastern goddesses seeitiest, 1999: 63-83 and Gray, 1969:17-25 and
70-78.
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Thus, no evidence has been revealed to indicatesailpe Near Eastern trait in
Hestia.

Nut, Hathor, Neith and Isis were major Egyptian desbe® Among these
goddesses Isis is known to have an influence oelGgeddesses Demeter, Selene,
Hera and she is identified with the Anatolian motheddesses Cybele and Cretan
Artemis/Diana (Hassan, 1999: 99). However, no Hgypgoddess is known to have
similar traits with Hestia or associated with theatth, indicating no Egyptian
influence on Hestia.

Overall, what we know about her origins are usuakgative remarks. In
terms of her name it is not possible to know itgins securely: it may be or may
not be derived from an Indo-European root: no wigelcepted identification exists.
In terms of her emergence and characteristics,viderece could link her or any
feature of her to the Minoan mother goddess, andidentified Mycenaean, Near

Eastern and Egyptian deity prior to her.

I11.2.2. The Char acteristics of Hestia and Her Association to the Sacred Hearth in
the Prytaneion
This section deals with the basic features of iddst accordance with the

knowledge from ancient literary sources. Her mytlyl representations, and
symbolism will be mentioned. The main objectivetos part will be to illustrate her
association to the Prytaneion on both symbolic @tidious levels along with her
role in the city’s life. Another objective will bi® understand the sudden emergence
of this goddess as the previous section indicdtas it is not possible to connect

Hestia to any earlier Minoan, Mycenaean, Near EasteEgyptian deity.

® For detailes on the Egpytian goddesses see Haka9®:, 98-112 and Armour, 1986: 15-58.
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As the sacred hearth is placed in the Prytaneions she Greek goddess of
the hearth. The word designating the headttrya or /o7in in lonic also designates
the goddessForia or /oriar in lonic (Liddell and Scott, 1968: 698). Plato in
Cratylus (401bc-e) discusses the etymology of ldesthd he provides two
possibilities: the first one isvoiav (or éociav as some others call it) meaning “the
essence of things” and the second on@dgav meaning the constant movement of
things. However, modern scholars disagree with\tles/: for Dumézil Hestia (and
also Vesta) derives from the root “to burn”; forlt8®&n Hestia means fire; and for
Farnell its root is “vas - to inhabit” (Demetrakapos 1979: 61).

Although one of the twelve Olympians (Downing, 198D8; Bell, 1991.:
239), Hestia remains a minor goddess. She was dtldegs of the domestic and
communal hearth — stones and altar - nof fxéernant, 1983: 131; Downing, 1987:
308; Hastings, 1994: 28) and in this way she assuthe role of goddess of
domestic life (Bell, 1991: 240), the state, civicity and people’s respect for the
gods (Seyffert, 1986: 292).

There is not as much ancient literary informationHestia in comparison
with the other eleven Olympian deities. Hesiod'®d¢ony, the oldest source dating
to ¢.700 BC, (Farnell, 1909: 345; Hastings, 19%R)5maintains Hestia (453) as the
daughter of Kronos and Rhea, and also sister t®,Z8oseidon, Hades, Demeter,
and Hera.

The Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite (5.22-33), which datggound the seventh
century BC informs us that Hestia was both the &rgl the youngest child (as when

she was born, she was immediately swallowed byfdtber); Poseidon and Apollo

"It is important to mention that she is not the dgsb of fire. In fact, there are only two well-krrow
deities of fire: Hindu Agni and Zoroastrian At&igth of which are male. For details, see Hastings,
1994: 28-30 and Eliade, 1987: 341-2.
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wanted to marry her but she refused and she sworath to remain virgin; Zeus
accepted her oath and granted her the privilegegtwfg in the middle of the house,
getting the richest portion of every meal, havingheare in all temples, and thus
being a senior goddess among the mortals.

There are also two short Homeric Hymns to Hestiamkric Hymn 24
summons Hestia to the house of men to bring grd@e.the other hand, Homeric
Hymn 29 states that Hestia has the highest honongroth mortals and immortals,
mortals do not have feasts without her, and win®ffsred to her both at the
beginning and at the end of each feast. Moreovaus&hias (5.14.4; 5.26.2) also
mentions that offerings were made to Hestia.

Hestia was mentioned very rarely in the myths afsgand goddesses (Bell,
1991: 240). In Homer for example, although the tmedrorin) is especially
mentioned in four passages (Odysseus 14.159; 1,7196804; and 20.231), there is
no mention of the goddess Hestia herself (Seyfi&86: 292). Moreover, according
to Jouan (1956: 290-302) the myth that she wasupdrby Apollo and Poseidon is
in fact a creation of the author of the Homeric Hiyta Aphrodite as this is the only
source; the author used the myth of Thetis purdnedeus and Poseidon as his
model to create it. Thus, Burkert (1985: 170) poiaut that because the hearth is
immovable, Hestia is a motionless goddess thatdsies not even take part in the
procession of the deities as Plato (Phaedrus 2d#ajtions that “Hestia alone
remains in the house of the gods. Of the rest,ethaiso are included among the
twelve great gods and are accounted leaders, amgnad each to his place in the
army”.

Hestia represents the stability and continuity athbfamiliar and communal

existence (Downing, 1987: 308). As the domestigthea the religious center of the
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household, Hestia is the center of the divine hibolske(Grimal, 1996: 213) and she
also “controls the value of centrality in publicasp” (Goux, 1983: 97). Moreover,
Diodorus of Sicily states that Hestia discovered ho build houses and because of
this every home includes a shrine to her and seesifand honor are provided to her
(Diodorus of Sicily 5.68). Hestia is believed tartsmit the offerings of the people to
the gods and in this way she linked ‘the heavedstlam earth” (Vernant, 1983: 160).

Hestia’s virginity is important. Burkert (19857Q) points out that Hestia’'s
virginity accords with the ancient sexual prohitirelated to the hearth as Hesiod
(Works and Days 733-4) emphasized. However, accgridi Vernant (1983: 131) to
explain the reason of her virginity as the purityige is not appropriate because she
is not the goddess of the fire. By marriage thé dgiserts her family’s hearth and
becomes a part of her husband’s hearth; on the oted the unmarried Hestia
always belongs to the family’s hearth (Vernant,39833).

Hestia is associated with Hermes (Seyffert, 198@; Downing, 1987: 308).
In Homeric Hymn to Hestia 24, Hermes assists, lpgad reveres Hestia. Pausanias
(1.34.3) mentions the worship of both Hestia andniés in the Amphiareion of
Oropos. Moreover, a mid-third century BC inscriptiof Thasos, attests their
association (Sarian, 1981: 407). In artworks, wistre is depicted with the
Olympian deities like on the north frieze of thel$ian Treasury at Delphi (c.525
BC) (Fig. 1), she is usually situated next to Hesrae on the black figured dinos by
Sophilos (580 BC) (Fig. 2), on the pediment of Bethenon (438 BC) (Figs. 3 and
4), on the round marble altar at Ostia (first cepntdiD), and on a round base (first
century AD) at Hadrian’s Villa, Tivoli (Sarian, 198408-9). According to Vernant
(1983: 128) “Hestia and Hermes are ‘neighboursiie Two define two fundamental

“spatialities” in Greek thought: Hestia is assoethtwith private space whereas
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Hermes is associated with public space (Thomps®&®4:142). Thus, Hestia
represents immobility because she is the world h&f interior, while Hermes
represents mobility as he is the outside world wath its opportunities and
movement (Vernant, 1983: 130). However, it is int@ot to note that these two are
not “isolated” that they in fact complete each othg a couple (Vernant, 1983: 140).

Her association with the Prytaneion and her impaean the city’s political
life is mentioned in both the literary and artissighere. In one of his Odes of the
fifth century BC, which celebrates Aristagoras os installation for a year on the
governing council of Tenedos, Pindar (Nemean OdesPcalls upon Hestia as the
goddess of the city hall for her welcome of Arigieas to his duty. As the
Prytaneion is the place where magistrates, visiemrassies, and heroes of the city
dine as an honor on behalf of the city, the probabpercussion of this function of
the Prytaneion can be seen on two reliefs: at BlumsHestia is depicted with
Symmachos (Figs. 5 and 6), who is a deified heritléiM1973: 167-172) and at the
oracle of Amphiaraus at Oropos, she is depicteti tie deified hero Amphiaraus
(Sarian, 1981: 409). However, Miller (1973: 172pgoses that the depiction of
Hestia and Symmachos together should result frontofaographic connection
between the two immortals in the Prytaneion, andtideis to be recognized as
specifically Hestia Prytaneia”. Moreover, two Greehkperial bronze coins of the
city of Nicopolis in Epirus, dated to the reigns Wblusianus (AD 251-253) and
Valerian (AD. 253-260) show Hestia sitting turnéght with a laurel crown on her
head and an inscription sayiBg7/A BOYAEX (Sarian, 1981: 411).

Many inscriptions revealed that Hestiariguravitis, the protector of the
Prytaneion and at the same time sh@dslara, the protector of the Bouleuterion

(Sarian, 1981: 411). As McDonald (1948: 282) poiatg, although the cult of

20



Hestia was first a household cult, later it transf@ to the Prytaneion and then also
to the Bouleuterion with the altars of Hestia Bealalndeed, Pausanias mentions
altars dedicated to Hestia along with other god#tiica (1.34.3); a sanctuary to
Hestia in Laconia (3.11.11); and a sanctuary witlaléar at Corinth (2.35.1).

The cult of Hestia was also connected with oaths¥bhald 1948: 281).
Plato states that in capital cases during the pgigrocedure all the judges should
deposit the documents on the altar of Hestia (La855) and at the end each judge
should vote secretly and end the trial by sweannghe name of Hestia (Laws
5.855-856).

The hearth was accepted as a natural place forlisofp in need of
protection and the repercussion of this featurnethearth can be seen in Euripides’
tragedy Alcestis (162-168), in which, before shesdiAlcestis prays in front of the
hearth and says: “O divinity, the mistress of thisise, for the last time | fall before
you, and address you my prayers, for | am goingescend among the dead. Watch
over my children, who will have no mother; giventy boy a tender wife, and to my
girl a noble husband. Let them not, like me, difol@ethe time; but let them enjoy a
long life in the midst of happiness.”

Hestia is the least anthropomorphized of the m@jaek deities (Downing,
1987: 308). At the Prytaneion of Athens there wasnaage of Hestia (Pausanias
1.18.3.). Pindar's®®Nemean Ode suggests there was one in the citynhfi#nedos
but Farnell (1909: 361) believes that “the poet nmaggine the goddess in the city
hall as a sceptered goddess but in unseen preséhwe”Delian inscriptions (ID

1416A, |, 83-84 (156/5 BC) and ID 1417B, |, 89-946:%/4 BC)), mention a bronze
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statue of Hestia in the Prytaneion of Delos (MjltE978: 185-6) Pausanias (5.26.2)
states that in the temple of Zeus at Olympia, Miagtoffered a bronze votive statue
of Hestia along with votive statues of two otheitids. However, there is no literary
evidence for a statue of Hestia in other citieg{Elh, 1994 [1926]: 563). Pausanias
(5.11.8) also describes the base of the throneeak4n his temple at Olympia, on
which appeared relief representations of the deitiggold including Hestia.

The examples reveal that she is generally depimtedng the deities (Fig. 7
and 8) as a seated deity on her throne (Fig. 9)amraltar (Fig. 10) or on the
omphalos or sometimes as a standing woman (Figsh#)is always richly dressed;
she may be veiled (Figs. 12 and 13) or wear a diggdieg. 10) or a crown of laurels;
and she may carry flowers (Fig. 9), fruits, orlaation cup (Fig. 13) in her hands
(Sarian, 1981: 412).Although no classical statues of Hestia are rewmeone
Roman copy of a bronze statue of c. 470 BC is faandilla Albani at Rome (Fig.
14). This free-standing marble statue is identifesl Hestia and named “Hestia
Giustiniani”.

The only mentioned temple of Hestia is at Olymp{@nophon (Hellenica
7.4.31) mentions that it stood near the Bouleuteend Farnell (1909: 362) points
out that this is not the Prytaneion because theavatmons revealed that the
Bouleuterion was to the south of the Altis but Brgtaneion was to the northeast.
However, apart from this example no other templeHettia is known, probably
because virtually every Prytaneion was a sanctoingr (Bell, 1991: 240).

As Hestia is the goddess of both the private ardiphearth, and as she is

the symbol of both the family and the state, ongeess to find that she is one of the

8 The text follows the abbreviated form of the jaalsy which are devoted to the epigraphical studies.
For the list of abbreviations, see Hornblower apev&orth, 2003.

® Sarian gives information on four free standingusta and one votive statue mentioned in the ligerar
texts, as well as six Attic vases, two monumerntetugs, nine reliefs, and two coins depicting Hesti
For the complete catalogue of artworks see Sati@®]: 408-412.
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most important deities of the ancient world. Hoemwshe is not. As mentioned
before, although she partakes of the Olympian ¢ysle is the least mentioned
divinity in mythology and literature, the least lrtpomorphized, and the least
depicted in art. Moreover, every city has a Pryimméut Hestia can never become
the patron deity of any city; she may be remembatdtie beginning and at the end
of the sacrifices or libations but the actual ritsgadone for another deity. She is also
never mentioned in the accounts of #@phidromia the ritual of running around
the hearth with the baby five days after its b{farnell 1909: 356).

According to Farnell (1909: 360) the reason for tiéés near absence in art
and literaturds that she was not originally the goddess who nibdehearth holy,
but it is the sacred hearth with its fire that teelaher. She is female because the
word otia is feminine; she is the daughter of Zeus becawses % the god of the
state and she is the hearth of the state; shemsraaiirgin because the sacred hearth
with its fire is pure and should not be pollutelde $1as no mythology because she is
not independent from the hearth (Farnell, 1909:) 36®wever, it can be said that
the attempt of the Greeks to create a goddess tinensacred hearth, more or less,
failed or that this attempt was not as successfthea others (Farnell, 1909: 360) that
the naméFoTia, which designates the hearth as “animate” andy"hmlevented the
creation of a fully anthropomorphized deity (Fatn&994 [1926]: 404).

Hence, it may be said that in accordance with theels tradition of the
attribution of human form to concepts, natural &r@nd inanimate objects such as
love, war, art, sea, and wine; the hearth as a eymbd a natural force became
anthropomorphized under the name of Hestia. Howehierhearth as a cultic entity
is already important in religion and in the secwlay of life, and this resulted in the

prevention of the acceptance of Hestia as a deityuman form compared to the

23



other symbols that were also attributed one. Algipuess widely accepted and
emphasized as a deity, the emergence of the goadabe hearth seems to be a
Greek feature resulting from the Greek traditiontloé anthropomorphization of

deities.

11.2.3. Identified Parallelsto the Greek Hestia: Scythian Tofiti and Roman

Vesta
In this part the goddesses of the hearth in Sagthnd Roman world will be

taken into consideration to understand whethes gassible to talk about a goddess
common to more than one civilization. It is impoittdo note that Hindu Agni in

Vedic India and Zoroastrian Atar in Persia will e taken into consideration. The
reason for these exclusions are the fact that bbthese are deities of fire not the

hearth and they are also male.

Scythian TaiTi

Herodotus (4.59) mentions that the Scythians wprshigoddess named
TaBiTi as an equal to Hestia but apart from Herodotusther source mentions
Tabiti (Geisau, 1932: 1879). The Scythians weraida speaking nomadic tribes,
which lived on the steppes of the Black Sea rediom the seventh to the third
century BC (Raevskii, 1987: 145). The basic Scytlpantheon, composed of seven
gods, was divided into three ranks and Tabiti stoaithe first rank (Raevskii, 1987:
145). The Scythians worshipped Tabiti with spec&dpect but she is somehow
“tied” to the tent of the king in that she can @ma sinful person but not directly,
the king punishes for her (Geisau, 1932: 1880).sThabiti, who was called the
gueen of the Scythians, reflects the powerful pmsiof the king (Geisau, 1932:

1880). Like Hestia, the cult of Tabiti is assodihigith the oaths in that the most
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formal oath refers to her and the false swearisglte in a serious illness of the king
(Geisau, 1932: 1879). According to Raevskii (19846) “the predominant position

of the goddess of fire and the hearth, Tabiti (ganTarayati, “the flaming one, the
burning one”), corresponds to the Indo-lranian emicof fire as the primeval

substance and the basis of the universe”. HowdVegmann (quoted in Geisau,
1932: 1880) recognizes that a fire goddess doefitnrmtmadism and Tabiti should

be the maternal divinity worshipped in each tenth®yhearth.

In short, although some common features are shayeddestia and Tabiti:
they are both female, deities of the hearth, asd@ated with oaths; to accept a link
between these deities is quite difficult. The nr@ason for such a reservation is the
fact that apart from Herodotus, no Greek source times Tabiti. Moreover,
Herodotus gives no detail on this goddess but ndreeas an equal to Hestia in the
Scythian lands. It may be suggested that the nammedure of the Scythians resulted
in an emphasis on the hearth along with fire unliileeemphasis totally on the fire as
in the Iranian speaking Persians. It is also pésdis suggest Tabiti as a female

reflection of a deity of fire.

Roman Vesta

Hestia’s Roman equivalent was Vesta. The name \destaed from the root
*a eu “to burn” (Schilling, 1987: 250). Cicero (Qhe Nature of the Gods 2.27)
points out that the name Vesta comes from the Grediom they call Hestia with
her power extending over altars and hearths. Owast{ 6.298-300) says “Vesta is
so called from standing by powet 6tandg; and the reason of her Greek name may
be similar. Moreover, Cicero (Laws 2.29) emphasiteg the Romans retain the

name of the goddess almost in its Greek form withanslating it. On the other
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hand, Varro (On the Latin Language 5.74) statesttieaname Vesta comes from the
Sabines with slight changes.

The perpetual fire in the temple of Vesta was rdgdras the most ancient of
the three symbols of Rome’s continuity —the othems the temple of Capitoline
Jupiter and the shields of tisalii- (Dumézil, 1996 [1970]: 311). The cult of Vesta,
the earliest political and religious institution Bbme was already formed in the
seventh century BC as is shown by the sanctuaty inuihe Roman forum at this
period (Fischer-Hansen, 1981: 412).

Dionysius of Halicarnassus states that Romulustesleg hearth in each of
the thirty regions and appointed the chiefs of ¢has the priests of the hearths. By
doing so, Romulus imitated the custom still emptbyi@ many Greek cities
(Dionysius of Halicarnassus 2.65). However, Romuigs not build the temple of
Vesta and he did not appoint virgins for the senot the goddess. After Romulus,
Numa erected one hearth common to them and in @da&coe with the ancestral
customs of the Latins, appointed virgins for theecaf the fire (Dionysius of
Halicarnassus 2.66). Plutarch (Numa 11) also sthisNuma built the temple of
Vesta in a circular form. The cult of Vesta was teab either in Alba Longa
(Dionysius of Halicarnassus 2.64.5 and 2.65.4; L1v80.3) or the Sabine country
(Varro, On the Latin Language 5.74). AfterwardsgAstus built a shrine of Vesta in
his house on the Palatine while keeping the olehshin the Forum (Beard et al.,
1998: 189). In this way,

“not only had Vesta now been relocated in a neweinap setting; but

even more crucially the public hearth of the stafigh its associations

of the success of the Roman empire, had been fugkdhe private

hearth of Augustus” (Beard et al., 1998: 191).

Thus, Augustus converted the state cult of Vesta the cult of the imperial

household (Gernet, 1981 [1968]: 328).
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Vesta shared her place with Lares, Manes, Penates,Genii, who were
known to the Greeks as demons and heroes and Ibasiese are deified human
souls (Fustel de Coulanges 1980 [1958]: 16). LaresPenates seem to be kinds of
spirits (Prowse, 1967: 186). Cicero (On the Naufréhe Gods 2.27.68) states that
the Penates are the household gods and Cicero €tlismil) tells what Greeks call
demons daimona$ are the Lares for the Romans. Moreover, Censsrijbe Natal
Day 3) says that “Genius and Lar is the same be{Rgstel de Coulanges 1980
[1958]: 16). Della Volpe (1990: 162) mentions tkia¢ Lares were the ancestors of
the family and the Penates were ancestors of tlmeaRdribes that the Penates were
worshipped also in the sacred hearth of Rome aluiiy Vesta. The Manes were
souls, separated from the body, symbolizing thesiocs (Guerber, 1994: 75).

Like Hestia, Vesta has no vast mythology of her o@ne account is told by
Ovid (Fasti 6.319) that Priapus, the phallic gothdt to assault Vesta in her sleep.
This myth puts a clear emphasis on the virginity ahastity of the goddess. Vesta’'s
virginity is as important as that of Hestia. Oviehéti 6.249) states that a man should
not see Vesta in terms of her images such as atrestand her “imagined image”
(Goux, 1983: 94). Moreover, Dionysius of Halicamss (2.67) states that at night
men cannot remain at the temple but this prosoriptoes not apply to daytime.
Goux (1983: 95) comments that this is because Véstéhe root of sacredness
itself: she is the inviolable”. It is also statdwat all prayers and all sacrifices end
with Vesta because she is the guardian of “innerhastimarum) things (Cicero,
On the Nature of the Gods 2.27). However, thisasiehow different from the
practice of Hestia’s cult that all sacrifices notyoend but also “begin” with Hestia

(Schilling, 1987: 251).
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The temple of Vesta is circular (Figs. 15-18). Be(®©950; 37) argues that
the suggested connection between the temple ob\&est the primitive round huts
attested by the Iron Age funerary urns is weak.odding to Ovid (Fasti 6.249), the
temple of Vesta is circular because “Vesta is #wmes as the Earth: under both of
them is perpetual fire: the earth and the heaghsgmbols of home”. According to
Dumézil the hearth’s association to the earth cbelthe reason why Vesta’'s temple
is round: the temples are quadrangular becausentlisy be defined in terms of the
four directions of the sky but “Vesta's temple doest need this because it has
nothing to do with the sky or the directions of &y, it is totally connected with the
hearth and for this reason it is aades sacranot atempluni (Dumézil, 1996
[1970]: 315-6). Moreover, according to Fischer-Hang1981: 418) “The Forum
building was never a temple in the technical semmgkthe absence of a statue may
reflect the abstract animistic conception of thddgss.”

In her temple, Vesta just like Hestia, was worshippnot in an
anthropomorphized form but as the sacred heartlp ((9) (Seyffert, 1986: 687).
Indeed, Ovid (Fasti 6.295) says that for a longetime “foolishly” thought that there
were images of Vesta but there were none. Moredviemysius of Halicarnassus
(2.66) emphasizes that the temple was either empayt from the hearth or that
besides the hearth, some holy objects unknownetpdiblic were located.

Although she has been depicted less often tharr &bman deities, Vesta
has been represented much more often than the Gtestia in arf’. Many wall
paintings, reliefs (Figs. 20 and 21), and coinsicepesta (Fig. 22-26). Unlike
Greek Hestia, images of Vesta appear on wall pastin thelararia of the houses

on which she may be depicted alone, among the Lares company with other

10 Fischer-Hansen gives information on ten wall pagy, nine reliefs, thirty coins, two statues, and
Six uncertain representations depicting Vestathisrcatalogue, see Fischer-Hansen, 1981: 413-418.
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deities; she may also be accompanied by an asshwlecame a symbol of her cult
(Fischer-Hansen, 1981: 420). In artworks Vestadpiated as a veiled and fully
dressed woman standing by herself or at an akated on a throne, low chair, altar,
or cult table (Fischer-Hansen, 1981: 413-418). &hare also coins and a relief
depicting her along with a bust (Fischer-Hanser8112117-18). It is important to

note that the early representations of Vesta cabaadistinguished from those of
Hestia and afterwards the essential image of Vestan enthroned figure with

scepter and offering a libation, similar to the resentations of Ceres, Fortuna,
Kybele; the identification of the goddess dependsstiy on inscriptions (as on

coins) or on context (Fischer-Hansen, 1981: 419).

The worship of Vesta was different in several wagsn Greek Hestia (Bell,
1991: 240). Vesta’s cult was controlled by the thigh priest pontifex maximys-
that is the emperor after the re-organization efchlt by Augustus- and the Vestal
Virgins (Fig. 27) assisted him (Grimal, 1996: 466jcero (Laws 2.20-29) tells us
that the Vestal Virgins, who are six in number, eiiabver the sacred fire on the
public hearth; the Vestal Virgins look after theefi'so that women may be aware
that their sex is capable of practicing strict ¢itgs Dionysius of Halicarnassus
(2.66) agrees with this and points out “because i incorrupt and a virgin is
undefiled, the chastest of mortal things must lreeaple to the purest of those that
are divine”.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (2.67) also gives infmion on the Vestal
Virgins: their numbers were originally four but thevere raised to six; they live in
the temple of the goddess; they have many high isptioey should remain virgin
during thirty years, which is the duration of theervice and when their service is

finished they may marry; if they didn’t keep thpnomise of chastity they should be
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punished severely. Plutarch (Numa 9) states thatVastal Virgin, who broke her
vow of chastity is buried alive. According to Steg(1998: 129) the reason for such
a severe punishment is that “the loss of a Vestaltinity was a sign that all was
not well with the state’s relationship with its godThe only way that that
relationship could be repaired was by the ritudivaf interment®.”

It is important to note that the virginity of theestals does not simply mean the
physical virginity of a woman but also “a Vestaligginity represented life and
death, stability and chaos for the Roman statelgnlibsing her physical virginity,
the Vestal more importantly betrayed the ideolo@her unique status” (Staples,
1998: 135). Some accounts reveal that some Vdstalks been punished in periods
of political insecurity such as in 216 and 114 Biradevastating defeats of the
Roman army, indicating that the execution of a ¥egfas used as a last resort, “a
desperate measure” in turbulent times (Staples8:1996-7). However, because a
Vestal Virgin symbolizes the city of Rome, all Vast including the executed ones,
were buried within the walls of the city (Stapl&998: 134).

One hypothesis on the origins of the Vestal Virgjogs back to regal Rome.
It is suggested that the life of the Vestals rd#idcthe life of the ancient regal
household and the Vestals originated from the woaoighe king's family (Beard et
al., 1998: 52). Frazer (1885: 158) suggests treavtstal Virgins were originally the
unmarried daughters of the chief, who stay at htorzare for the hearth fire and to
fetch water. However, according to Beard, Norttd Brice (1998: 52) they do not fit
either the role of the daughters or the wives olyddngs: their virginity does not
suit the role of wives and their relative indepammie does not match the role of a

dependant daughter. Moreover, it is important tingty are connected with the

1 For details on the ritual of live interment, seefffles 1998: 132-135.
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Pontifex Maximusthe chief high priest not thRex Sacrarumthe king of rites,
which makes their connection with the king’s houeibtful (Beard et al., 1998:
52). Thus, even in the period of kingship thentifex Maximushas a connection
with the Vestals and after kingship collapsed, tuisnection continued (Beard et al.,
1998: 58).

Since being a Vestal Virgin is among the highestdns, not everyone can
become a Vestal Virgin. In his work Aulus Gellius12) gives a broad account of
the qualifications to be a Vestal Virgin. TRentifex Maximushose the candidate
and the most noticeable requirements are that tb#hen and the father of the
candidate shoulde alive and she must be a Roman citizen. Thes@reaents
indicate that the Vestal should come from an ideaman family (Staples, 1998:
139). However, when she became a Vestal, theniigssher parents were broken
and she became the property of the whole of Roraples, 1998: 143). Vestals are
accompanied by kctor as a symbol of office, and they are easily reczaple with
their clothes and their unique hair style (StaplE398: 143). The Vestal Virgins’
religious functions are: looking after the heaitk fn the temple of Vesta, purifying
the temple with water everyday, guarding its stousle penu3, gathering the first
ears of corn from the harvest and baking them é&pame the “sacred salted meal”
(mola sals® which was used to “sanctify” the victim beforeetsacrifice (Beard, et
al. 1998: 51-2). The fire of the sacred hearth vemewed every year on thé&' of
March (Ovid, Fasti 3.135), a tradition not attesteGreece (Seyffert, 1986: 687).

Thus, in Greece no institution corresponds to tlest®l Virgins (Hastings,
1994: 563). Frazer (1885: 158-n.1) asks thatiff @&ccepted that both the Prytaneion
and the temple of Vesta originated from the housthe chief and if the Vestals

were originally the daughters of the chief, thenywsthere no similar institution to
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the Vestals in Greece? His answer to this quessiaquite dissatisfying in that he
suggests that maybe some “circumstances” occuoredelvent the formation of this
custom such as the king may not have had a daugrseer, 1885: 158-n.1).

Moreover, Deroy (1950: 35) lays emphasis on sommtpothat were
indicated by previous scholars: the worship of ®astrestricted to Latium and the
other Italics preserved "neither the name nor tleenory” of her (Gianelli, 1983:
20), Vesta is "the only feminine divinity of theant circle of the public gods" in
Rome (Basanoff, 1945: 33), although in Greece, ghestesses are part of the
tradition, the use of young girls as priestessdth, surprising social privileges, does
not match with the spirit of Greek religion and guziety.

For Roman Vesta, Dumézil believes the Roman pmcdsierrounding the
sacred fire shares features with the Vedic firen@amil, 1996 [1970]: 320) that the
concept of the fire of the master of the house &ui¥ religiort? is similar to the
sacred fire in the temple of Vesta (1996 [1970]2)31The Roman and Vedic
practices can be accepted as Indo-European sus\anal they go beyond the cult of
Hestia in Greece (Dumézil, 1996 [1970]: 320).

On the other hand, scholars cannot agree on ttaciagsn between the
Greek Hestia and the Roman Vesta. Many scholars,fintl objections on linguistic
and historical grounds, do not support Cicero’s (@& Nature of the Gods 2.27,;
Laws 2.29) account that the name of Vesta is Greabrigin (Deroy, 1950: 35).
These scholars believe that the worship of Vestarter than the hellenization of
the Roman religion and mythology and it was assediavith the ancestral worship

of Penates, indicating Vesta had a Latin originr@e 1950: 36). For example,

12 For details on the concepts of three fires in Yesligion see Dumézil, 1996 [1970]: 312-4.
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Farnell (1909: 347) believes that along with th& otithe hearth, the goddess of the
hearth should be an ancestral inheritance of tHg kalic and Hellenic tribes.

However, in opposition to this view it may be s#idt Greek influence in
Italy is not limited to the direct hellenizationtegted under the Republic and the
association of the worship of Penates with tha¥edta does not necessarily imply
the community of the origin of the two worships (B¢ 1950: 36). Suf3 (1912:
1266) points out that although the Vesta cult @igplGreek traditions in detail, it is
not possible to argue that the Romans “absorbexiGiteek cult; rather, it seems that
it corresponds to a tradition common to both Greseid Italiots.

Another view is that the borrowing may have ocadindirectly via South
Italian Greeks. Deroy (1950: 36) quotes Gianelpsoposal that the Etruscans
borrowed the worship of the hearth from the Greakd afterwards the Latins
borrowed it from the Etruscans. However, no anciemtirce or archaeological
evidence indicates such a link.

This part on Vesta clearly illustrates that shmams the closest parallel to
Hestia. Both these deities share common charaatsrand mythology emphasizing
their virginity. Although Vesta’'s cult is one oféhearliest political and religious
institutions of Rome illustrated by Romulus eregtcommon hearths in each of the
thirty regions, the cult differed from that of Hasdfter the erection of the temple of
Vesta and later Augustus remodelled it with an esshon the virgin priestesses
totally unknown to the Greeks, in accordance witk tdeology of the Roman
empire.

The emergence of the Vestal Virgins seems to beradR creation and can
be simply seen as an attempt to show to societynitdel of a perfect woman, who

is capable of strict chastity with special symbatieanings for the continuity of the
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empire. The Vestals may be regarded as not onlgeghents of the goddess but also
the immortal form of the goddess herself. It is arpnt to note that the institution of
Vestal Virgins with some privileges reserved foerth as priestesses, and their
relative independence is quite foreign to Greeketpcin which women experienced
less independence than the Roman ones.

In terms of the emergence of a goddess of thethdarnay be said that the
emergence of the deity is a later creation botlGirece and Rome. However, it
seems to have occurred during the early yearseofdimation of the Greek city-
states and a bit later in Rome. It is possible tha cultic symbolism may have
originated from one common culture belonging tomadic and early past, but later
on the cult differed. In accordance with the chiogial evidence, the Greek
traditions and customs may have influenced the Roonas in the early periods.

The central point for Greece is that the importavicthe sacred hearth at the
domestic level resulted in the emergence of thensom hearth situated in the
Prytaneion, which makes it necessary to examind’tig@aneion as a civic structure

in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER lI

THE IMPORTANCE, FUNCTIONS, ARCHITECTURAL
ELEMENTS AND IDENTIFIED EXAMPLES OF THE

PRYTANEION AS A CIVIC INSTITUTION

This chapter mainly deals with the Prytaneion stmes. The reason for such
an examination is that the sacred hearth at theedbienlevel is named as the
common hearthéoria koivy at the state level and iscated inside the Prytaneion.
The chapter is divided into five sections. Thetfpart tries to define and illustrate
the importance of the Prytaneion as a civic stmectn the ancient Greek city. The
second describes the functions of the Prytaneidre third tries to define the
architectural elements of the Prytaneion in acawezdawith the written accounts. The
last two parts basically deal with the examplestlod known and excavated
Prytaneia. However, before the excavated examtiesPrytaneion of Athens will
be examined as most of the literary and epigraphidence deals with Athens and
the Prytaneion of Athens. The question of the aason of the Tholos and the

Prytaneion is also examined. Apart from Athens tified and excavated Prytaneia
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are also mentioned to look for a comparison with titerary texts and actual
examples. The question whether the Prytaneia hataralard plan or not will also

be examined.

[11.1. The Definition and the I mportance of the Prytaneion

The ancient literary sources mentioned in thistisecprovide evidence
regarding the meaning of the term Prytaneion, mgrgence and development as a
civic institution, its importance and its role inet city’s political and symbolic life
along with the fact that the importance of thisicistructure is connected to the
existence of the sacred hearth of the city indimgestructure. In accordance with this
literary evidence, the main objective of this saetis to show how the sacred hearth
located inside the Prytaneion influenced and shapedrole and the symbolic
meaning of the Prytaneion as a civic institutiomitient Greece.

The Prytaneion is the “office of the city’s maga#es” (Zaidman and Pantel,
1992: 93). Aristotle (Athenian Constitution 3.5at&s that the Prytaneion belonged
to the archon The name, Prytaneion came to be in use in the &éntury BC
(Leicester 1939: 292); the word is directly relatexd the office of “prytanis”
(moutawvis) or board of prytanei§ (movtavers) (Robertson 1998: 298). As a
Scholion on Thucydides (2.15.2) states, “...It wascstled since there sat the
prytaneis who arranged all the affairs (of sta@thers say that the Prytaneion was
the treasury of fire where the undying fire andypra were offered.”.

The prytanei§® were the executives of the Boule of Athens; thiicefof
prytanis is attested in several other cities ag, wdiere it showed more or less the

same kind of evolution (Gschnitzer, 1957: 738)thAugh for Leicester (1939: 292)

13 For a detailed study on the office of prytaneishia Greek world see Gschnitzer, 1957: 730-816.
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prytaneis may be thought of as hearth-keeperse dmeal officers held this duty
before, Gschnitzer (1957: 740) points out thatrtfen duties of the prytaneis were
to serve the gods and to host state guests. Aeigfolitics 6.5.11-12) states, “...this
is the office devoted to the management of allpihiglic festivals which the law does
not assign to the priests but the officials in geanf which derive their honour from
the common sacrificial hearth, and these officals called in some placaschons
in othersbasileusand in othergprytaneis’. In most cities the prytaneis meet and
take their meals in the Prytaneion. However, Paasai.5.1) states that at Athens
the prytaneis meet and take their meals in thedgibl

McDonald (1943: 127) points out that as a civid tine Prytaneion emerged
in the historical period. According to Robertso®4&: 298), “the Prytaneion is the
earliest headquarters of civic government”. Theidgion was so important for the
city that in his Laws, Plato (5.745) states thégragelecting a convenient place for a
city, a legislator’s first priority should be toserve a sacred area for Hestia, Zeus,
and Athena and enclose their boundaries. Paus&ihiad.1) states that a town
cannot be called a town without a Prytaneion. AelWuristides (179.11) tells that
Athens means the same to Greece, as the Prytasgjpifies to the city. Thus,
According to Glotz (1996 [1929]: 20), the Prytanmeis the “symbol of the city”.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (2.23.2) defines thetdPgion ascoria koivn
the common hearth. Livy (41.20.7) defines the Rrgtan with the words “.id est
penetrale urbis.”. In Latin “penetrale” means the inner part onémmost part of a
building (Freund, 1987: 1329). Plutarch (Theseu§)2describes the Prytaneion site
asomov vov idputail To aotv that is “where the town is now centered” (Rotmts

1998: 284). Thus, it may be said that the Prytanesdhe most private location and

14 For details on the Tholos, see I1.4. The PrytameioAthens.
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the center of the city, usually situated in or n#ar agora (Gernet, 1981 [1968]:
324). McDonald (1943: 173) believes that the existeof altars of Hestia in the
Bouleuteria proves that the Prytaneion was injtiagllso the meeting place of the
council. However, later on the Bouleuterion becanseparate building for this sole
function with an altar of Hestia inside (McDonal@4B: 137).

Although in his early article, Frazer (1885: 14&tss that only the “capital”
cities had a Prytaneion, now it is known that evemgek city had a Prytaneion
(Vanderpool, 1935: 471). Thus, this means thatustiolg the colonies there must
have been more than a thousand poleis and moreatithousand Prytaneia in the
ancient Greek world (Herman Hansen and Fischer-¢itgri9©94: 31).

As every household has a family hearth so doesithgossess a Prytaneion
housing the eternal fire of the public hearth @& dity (Pollux, Onomastikon 1.7).
Thus, the sacred hearth is the most important feaifithe Prytaneion because the
symbolic center of the archaic and classical cigswhe common hearth (Parker,
1996: 26).

According to Dionysius of Halicarnassus (2.65) “Not is more necessary
for men than a public hearth..., when a city was d¢pédrunded, it was necessary for
a hearth to be established first of all...”. Gerrf@81 [1968]: 323) points out that
the public hearth is the best symbol that charaeeerthe city as it is as ancient as
the city and it lies at the heart of the politiaatitutions. In principle the hearth is
about family but the public hearth is different rfrothe rest: the public hearth
“‘dominates” all other hearths (Gernet, 1981 [1968]5). Thus, it is somehow a
“dominating impersonal form of government” and asyanbol it emphasizes the

belief that the city has its own identity and prese(Gernet, 1981 [1968]: 328).
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McDonald (1943: 128) states that in Athens, thelye@ouncil of the
Areopagus, the earliest council and the direct elesent of the Homeric council of
nobles with the king acquired the name Prytane@rarbonneaux (1925: 165-6) and
Glotz (1996 [1929]: 19) also state that after tlmieation of royalty, the Prytaneion
replaced the royal palace for the purpose of hguia common hearth of the city.

Wycherley (1942: 21-2) shares the same view witarBbnneaux and points
out that some features of the Classical Greekaotyespond to an “opening-up or
spreading-out” of a royal palace whose functionsewdivided between different
locations. In accordance with this suggestion,rthal hearth of the king's palace
was relocated as the hearth of the Prytaneion,hwmieans, “the Prytaneion was the
successor of the king’s house in function” (WyclgrlLl976: 135)The reason for
such a hypothesis may be Aristotle’s Athenian darigin, in which he outlines the
first form of the constitution before Draco as dois:

“...The greatest and oldest offices were the King, War-lord and

the Archon (3.2).”

“... The last of these three offices established thas of Archon, the

institution of which is dated by a majority of aathies in the time of

Medon, though some put it in that of Acastus, aduum evidence

the fact that the Nine Archons swear that they peliform their oaths

even as in the time of Acastus, showing that intinie the house of

Codrus retired from the Kingship in return for gmévileges bestowed

on the Archon (3.3)”

“... And the Nine Archons were not all together, Itaé King had

what is now called the Bucoluim, near the Prytangiwhile the

Archon had the Prytaneion, and the War-lord thdyEpum...But in

Solon’s time they all came together in the Leg@isitCourt... (3.5)”

According to Glotz (1996 [1929]: 18) the main reador the formation of
the Prytaneion was self-defence. For Greeks, teengial need and desire of self-
defense was expressed in every sphere includingeligion in that the citizens

gathered and made their offerings around the puis&rth to ask for protections

from the gods (Glotz 1996 [1929]: 19).
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However, Farnell (1994 [1926]: 404) argues that #mergence of the
concept of city state between 900-500 BC had aroitapt repercussion as “the
widening idea of kinship”. Thus, the state begarbé&regarded as an extended
family and as a private family congregated aroumel family hearth, so the city
assembled around the sacred hearth in the Prytaneleere the perpetual fire was
kept (Farnell, 1994 [1926]: 405). Thompson (1994). etates:

The legitimation of thepolis (city-state), therefore, invoked the

metaphor of theikos (family) without taking note of their divergent

purposes in human life. Authority in public life svaiewed simply as

an extension of an ethos embedded in the housekbgion, the

observance of which was expanded from the hestilaeadikosto the

hestia in theprytaneum or public hall. There Hestia was honored in

thehestia koi@ (communal hearth).

Moreover, Gernet (1981 [1968]: 336) points out tthe foundation of the
common hearths, roughly around 800 BC “is the 8ggnbol of the creation of the
city” indicating a sudden change and an indivicstabconomy integrated into a
“new form of unity”.

Herodotus (1.146.2) mentions that colonists visttesl Prytaneion and took
fire from its hearth (Scholion D on Aelius Aristgled03.16; Scholion Oxon. on
Aelius Aristides 103.16) before they began theurjey to go found a colony; the
embers from the hearth of the mother city were uselight the fire in the public
hearth of the new city (Glotz 1996 [1929]: 20).tths way “the colonists could bind
the luck and soul of their mother state to themérfitrakopoulos 1979: 63).

During the fourth century BC the importance of fRAe/taneion began to
diminish so that in the Hellenistic period, withetlise of kingship, an institution

fundamental to the Greek polis could not keepnitpdrtance (Miller, 1978: 23). As

a result, in the Roman period, the political sigr@ifice of the Prytaneion completely
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disappeared and its role was reduced to only thgiaes sphere and its personnel
also became dominantly religious in character @1jllL978: 24).

Overall, the Prytaneion became one of the most itapb civic institutions
of the city-state because of the common hearthddcia it. As the domestic hearth
is the focus of the house, the common hearth inbielé>rytaneion is accepted as the
focus of the city. It may be suggested that theédPion in a way represents the city
as a house with its domestic hearth. Some custelaied to the domestic hearth are
reflected in the common hearth of the Prytaneiochsas bringing fire from the
common hearth to the new colony just like the bicderies fire to her new home

from her father’s hearth.

[11.2. Functions of the Prytaneion

It is known that the most important function of tReytaneion is housing the
common hearth of the city. Apart from this, othandtions are attributed to the
Prytaneion that in fact all resulted from the syldm and the importance of the
sacred hearth. This section will focus on the fioms of the Prytaneion to show how
an entity with cultic character was reflected ie #ecular or civic sphere of the city.
The Prytaneion has both religious and civic funeioThe civic functions of the
Prytaneia consist of dining at public expense;ngctis a court in specific cases;

being used as a state repository; and acting asial svelfare institution.

I11.2.1. Religious Functions

The religious functions of the Prytaneion are meaatto the religious

significance of the sacred hearth. The heaiiria) as the most important feature of
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the Prytaneion is different from the hearths in timises as it symbolizes the
“vitality of the civic unity” (Zaidman and Panted992: 93).

Plutarch (Numa 9.6) writes that if the fire at fwtaneion was extinguished
it was not relit with another flame but with “a puand unpolluted flame from the
sun”, or by friction (Seyffert, 1986: 687; Bell, 9B 240). In some cities a lamp
(Auyviov) replaced the sacred hearth in the Prytaneion effébus 15.700d;
Plutarch, Numa 9.6; Theocritus 21.34-37) but in tmpsleis the sacred hearth
remained (Crawley, 1994 [1926]: 563).

Hestia is the main deity associated with the Peitamas the goddess of the
hearth. According to Charbonneaux (1925: 165) tmmétion of the divine concept
of Hestia should have occurred at the beginninthefpolitical organization period.
Hestia never really became a fully anthropomorphideity and in most places the
existence of the hearth is a sufficient symbolef fresence

Apart from Hestia, other deities may also be asdediwith the Prytaneion.
In Delos, statues of Hermes and Apollo stood inRhganeion (ID 1416A, 1, 83-95;
ID 1417B, 1, 89-102). In Naukratis, the festivals @onysos and Apollo were
celebrated along with Hestia (Athenaus 4.149d). éiew, this does not mean a
primary connection. All cities had patron deitieslat is not possible to expect these
deities to be left out from the central civic imstion of the city. One example to this
effect is Ephesos, where the patron deity Arterngk ther place side by side with
Hestia in the Prytaneion (Knibbe, 1981: 101-105).

Plutarch (Numa 9.6) points out that in the Prytangielderly widows care
for the fire. However, although widowed women ladter the fire, public worship is

in the hands of the men (Aristotle, Politics 6.512). The institution needs male
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personnel and this fact makes the public heartHitipa” by definition (Gernet,
1981 [1968]: 328).

Aristotle (Politics 6.5.11-12) states that magissatook their right to
perform the management of all public religious ifeds from the common hearth.
Moreover, official sacrifices were made in the Bngion. Athenian inscriptions,
which mention the official sacrifices in the Pryegm are mostly dated to the second
century BC such as IG 112, 1006, 6-8 saying:

“Since the Ephebes in the archonship of Demethasing sacrificed

for their registration in the prytaneion on the ooam hearth in

company with the Kosmetes and the priest of Demod the

Charistes and the exegetai according to the lawlstla® decrees of

the Demos, proceeded to the shrine of Artemis Aggeot.” (Miller,
1978: 168)

another, IG 112, 1011, 33-35 tells:

“Since Eudoxos son of Eudoxos of Acherdous haviegnbelected

Kosmetes for the ephebes in the year of archonshi#sristarchos,

made the initiation sacrifices in the prytaneioriret common hearth

of the Demos in company with the instructors arelegkegetai paying

for the sacrifices from his personal wealth...” (Mil] 1978: 169).

The epigraphic evidence from Athens and from elsgelindicates that the
religious processions started from the hearth & Rmytaneion. Two inscriptions
from Athens, one belong to the fifth century BC BK, 64b, 32-33) reveals that
“Bendis and Deloptes are to be propitiated by agssion from the hearth in the
prytaneion” (Miller, 1978: 141); the other one bétthird century (IG 112, 1283) says
that the Thracians began their procession from h@rth out of the prytaneion...”
(Miller, 1978: 165). Apart from Athens, inscripti®rfrom Aigiale of the second
century BC (IG XII, 515, 46-47), from Elaea of the second century (Bi&hel,
1900: 515, 15-16) and from Methymna (IG XII?, 5a&) probably of the third

century BC show processions beginning at the Peyban
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The hearth is known to be a place of asylum andlsgtion (Homer,
Odyssey 7.153). In accordance with this aspeanaof his love poems Parthenius
(Love Stories 28) tells the story of Neaera, wh wafaithful to her husband and
fleeing to Naxos, took a suppliant’s position ie tArytaneion, which resulted in the
Naxians’ refusal to give her back to her husbanavéter, apart from this instance,
no account of this feature of the Prytaneion isvkmo

Although it is not very common, some Prytaneia barkthe graves of local
heroes: at Megara (Pausanias 1.43.2), at Sikyomo{ldaus 5.67), and at Delphi
(SEG XXIlI, 319, 7-9) (Miller, 1978: 17). Although hero cult is possible in the
cities, such meagre evidence does not suffice tpgee a definite hero cult.
Moreover, this may be the way the city’s gratitwdgs demonstrated to the buried
person as a means to honor him.

It is important to note that the hearth has aicuignificance and the
Prytaneion has some religious functions resultingmf this. These religious
functions, however, seem to be associated witttitvie character of the city more
than with the religious character of the Prytaneibhe Prytaneion has a different
meaning from other structures with purely religiamracter. The Prytaneion is a
civic institution and even the religious significan of the hearth is shaped in

accordance with this emphasis.

111.2.2. Dining

Through her association with the hearth, and trectme of feasting at
religious festivals, it is inevitable that Hestiosld also have become associated
with food and banqueting (Gernet, 1981 [1968]: 33Dgrivative terms are

connected with this idea such hsstiatorion (éoriatrpror), the banqueting-hall;
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hestiator foTiaTawp), the host of a banquet; and hest{anTiav), to feast (Liddell

and Scott, 1968: 698). Thus, it is no surprise thaiting people to dine in the
Prytaneion at public expense is one of its charatiefunctions. Livy (41.20.7) and
Pollux (Onomastikon 9.40) point out that men oftididion can dine in the
Prytaneion at public expense.

Being invited to dine in the Prytaneion at publipense was one of the
highest honors that a man could have. Cicero (@rCtator 1.54.232) states that to
dine daily in the Prytaneion at public expenseas honor which is of the highest
among the Greeks”. A scholion on Aristophanes (Ktsgl67) points out “...there
was much eagerness to receive such a grant, fpbgstowed such a favor on great
successes”.

In ancient Greece, the common meal, sfissitia GvoorTiov), appears as an
institution (Gernet, 1981 [1968]: 332) but the nsegiven at the Prytaneion were
different because they were reserved for certagciipd people (Gernet, 1981
[1968]: 333). Three different kinds of meals weftexed in the Prytaneion: Xenia
(£évia) or Xenismos £eviouos) in some places, Deipnodgmvoy) and Sitesis
(oiTnois).

Xenia and Deipnon share a common feature in thét bee invitations for
only one meal; they differ in that the Xenia (ApdenA) was granted to foreigners
but the Deipnon (Appendix B) was granted to cite@diller, 1978: 5). Inscriptions
demonstrate that ambassadors from other citiesnareed to Xenia whereas the
representatives of the city, who are sent to athiegs, are invited to Deipnon. Thus,
the ambassadors, the guests, and the represestafitiee city were received at the
public hearth just as individuals returning or coghfrom abroad were received at

the family hearth (Gernet, 1981 [1968]: 333). HoaeWliller (1978: 5) points out
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that there may be exceptions to this rule in Athémisexample invitations of non-
citizens to Deipnon (Appendix B).

The third type of meal is Sitesis (Appendix C). dibeipnon, Sitesis is
granted to citizens; however, the grant extendsfperiod of time during the public
office or the whole life of the benefactor (Millet978: 7). For having this honor
lifetime, the person either had provided a greavise to the city or won the
Panhellenic games (Miller, 1978: 7).

Moreover, Sitesis may be granted to the oldest eelant of a deceased
citizen, who rendered great services to the cighsas Harmodios and Aristogeiton,
Lykourgos, Demosthenes, Demochares, and Hippokitesthens (Shear, 1994:
241) and when the oldest descendant dies the hgasses over to the next oldest
descendant (Miller, 1978: 7).

The epigraphic evidence forms the main sets ofezxid to understand these
three services offered in the Prytaneia. It carsden that the inscriptions use more
or less the same formula but there may be slighatians->.

Evidence regarding the personnel working in thetd®ion is rare. It is
emphasized that widows looked after the fire on ghblic hearth but there must
have been employees for the dining activities. Atleeis (10.425a) mentions a wine-
pourer at the Prytaneion of Mytilene. Moreover,his book Miller (1978: 202)
believes that Pausanias (5.15.11) could mentiopdngonnel of the Prytaneion as a
priest, soothsayers, libation-bearer, flute playend woodman at Olympia but
contrary to Miller, the so-called personnel areidda&ld by many to belong to the
Bouleuterion. Moreover, Miller (1978: 21) pointstahat there must be a public

greeter to receive the foreign guests. The ingonptfrom Magnesia (IVM 15b, 23-

5 For an examination of the epigraphical formulaareling the invitations to the Prytaneion: see
McDonald 1955: 151-155.
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4; IVM 89, 97; IVM 97, 88-91; IVM 101, 82-4), Kimok (Jacobsen and Smith,
1968: 188-9, 49-51), Paros (IVM 50, 67-8), and iBpil (SEG XII, 373, 49-51)
indicate that the stephanephoros at Magnesia andrthons at Kimolos, Paros, and
Philippi fulfill this duty. One inscription from Atens of the late second century BC
(Athens Annals of Archaeology 4 -1971- 441, 4-5%oalreveals “Herakon of
Rhamnous was elected for the reception of friemus$ alies to invite men from
Stiris to Xenia” (Miller, 1978: 21).

In the Roman period although people were still tetvito Sitesis in the
Prytaneion, the tradition of invitations to XeniadaDeipnon had disappeared
(Miller, 1978: 24).

Mainly resulting from the hearth’s association wiming and feasts, the
dining function of the Prytaneion can be seen g@sotongation to the hypotheses
that the Prytaneion represents the city as a hwiibdts sacred hearth, where guests
from both inside and outside the city were inviteddine just like families invite

their guests to their houses to dine.

111.2.3. Law Court

The Prytaneion also acted as a law court. Andoqi@esthe Mysteries 78),
Plutarch (Solon 29.3), and Pollux (Onomastikon 8)1&ate that homicide cases
were tried there. In his Lexicon of the Ten Oratétarpocration (s.\&péTat) states
“those who judged homicide cases in the Palladiot the Prytanion and in the
Delphinion and in Phreatto were called ephetai’ligvi 1978: 173).

Solon’s legislation (the '8 law on the 1% axone), which is quoted by
Plutarch (Solon 29.3) mentions the homicide cases a

“They shall be restored to their rights and frasekiexcept such as
were condemned by the Areopagos, or by the ephetain the
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Prytaneion by the Basileis on charges of murdenamicide, or of
seeking to establish a tyranny, and were in exiemwthis law was
published” (Shear, 1994: 244).

Moreover, Demosthenes (Against Aristokrates 23.P@isanias (1.28.10),
and Pollux (Onomastikon 8.120) state that all ineie objects are tried in the
Prytaneion, a tradition begun at the time of tlgehelary king Erechtheus by the trial
of an axe, which was believed to have killed anabxhe altar of Zeus Polieus
(Pausanias 1.28.10).

This function of the Prytaneion seems to be assmtiaith the consideration
of the hearth as a witness to the oaths. More@go, the goddess bears this feature
of the hearth as is shown by Plato (Laws 5.855-88&) reveals that during and at
the end of judging procedures in capital casegidfjes should swear in the name of
Hestia to be fair. Homicide cases are defined ascHpital offence that requires
severe punishment. Therefore, it may be suggektdhie association of the hearth

and Hestia to justice resulted in the Prytaneidimg@s a High Criminal Court.

I11.2.4. Archive and State Repository

The laws of Solon, inscribed on woodaxoneswere kept in the Prytaneion
of Athens. In fact Pollux (Onomastikon 8.128) statbat theaxonesand the
kyrbeid®, on which the laws of Solon were written, werestfideposited on the
Acropolis but later in order to be read by everyposlere transferred to the
Prytaneion in the agora. Polemon (on Harpocratiéijtarch (Solon 25.1) and
Pausanias (1.18.3) mention that fragments of these could still be seen in the

second century AD.

6 On the question of axones and kyrbeis, whethey there identical or not see Stroud, 1979;
Robertson, 1986: 147-176; and Shear, 1994: 240-245.
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Polybios (15.15.8) tells us that in Rhodes, theetstof an admiral, relating
the events of the battle of Lade of 201 BC weret kepthe Prytaneion. An
inscription from Imbros (IG XIE, 50, 4-6) reveals that a decree on a stone sede w
set up in the courtyard of the Prytaneion thereotAer inscription from Phaistos
(ICr 1, xxiii, 1, 65-6) says that a copy of theagwith Miletus will be set up in the
Prytaneion of Phaistos. An inscription from Gor{§@r 1, xxvi, 1, 40-1) tells us that
copies of the treaty between Lato and Gortyn wéllgut up in the Prytaneia of both
cities. Moreover, two inscriptions from Delos (IB16A, 1, 83-95; ID 1417B, 1, 89-
102) name one of the rooms of the Prytaneion asitigeion which indicates its
use as an archive (Miller, 1978: 17).

Apart from documents, the Prytaneion was used s®r@house of figures
important for the city (Miller, 1978: 17). It is kwn that the Prytaneion of Athens
housed the statues of Demosthenes and Demochdués¢R, On the Lives of Ten
Orators 847d), Autolykos, Miltiades, and Themisesk(Miller, 1978: 17) along with
the statues of Hestia and Eirene (Pausanias, 1.18.3

Unlike others, this function of the Prytaneion seem result from the fact
that it is a civic institution. McDonald (1943: 156tates that the function of the
Prytaneion as a “repository for the state archives’s partly transferred to the
Bouleuterion, thence it became the place for fililg political documents on

papyrus or on wood, etc. but the Prytaneion kegdunction as the state archive.

I111.2.5. Social Welfare I nstitution

Miller (1978: 19) states that at least at Atheres Binytaneion functioned as a
“social welfare institution”. Aristotle (Athenianddstitution 24.3) tells that “...and

furthermore the prytaneum, and orphans, and wamfgpsisoners - for all of these
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had their maintenance from public funds”. Althoygleserved as a fragment, one
inscription (Stroud, 1971: 281, 11-12) of the fittentury BC is believed by some
scholars to say “to give the children of all thasied by the Thirty an obol of
sustenance everyday just as it is given to wararplirom the Prytaneion” (Miller,
1978: 19). Eight inscriptions from the second centBC reveal that ephebes ate
meals at public expense outside the Prytaneiomdneth they each entered manhood
they made their initiation sacrifices there alsali@, 1978: 20). The inscriptions all
follow the same formula; one (IG 112, 1008, 4-7gigen as an example:

“Since the Ephebes in the archonship of Hipparchiosying

sacrificed for their registration in the prytaneeithe common hearth

of the Demos and having received favorable omem®mpany with

the Kosmetes and the priest of the Demos and ttit€s and the

exegetai, proceeded to the shrine of Artemis Ageote' (Miller,

1978: 168-169).

It is interesting that animals can also benefitrfrthis service. Plutarch (On
the Cleverness of Animals 970b) and Aelian (OnNla&ure of Animals 6.49) inform
us about a mule, which was fed at public expenserasult of its hard work during
the construction of the Parthenon.

Like the previous function, this one may also beoagmted with the
Prytaneion’s civic significance in that certain dénof people may obtain possibly
financial aid from there and ephebes ate meals ualiqp expense outside the
Prytaneion on behalf of the state. On the othedhtre fact that ephebes made their
initiation sacrifices outside the Prytaneion whdreyt each entered manhood,
indicates a symbolic and religious aspect also.

Overall, the examinations of the functions of thgt&heion structure reveal

that all these functions are closely connected h® $ymbolic meaning of the

common hearth at the state level. This symboliaiB@ance results from the cultic
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and also to some degree the symbolic associatibribieo sacred hearth at the
domestic level. However, these defined functions tlodé structure make the
Prytaneion a civic institution, because they aftalabut city life. Magistrates make
sacrifices at the common hearth to bless the Thg. people, who were invited to the
Prytaneion are all important persons for the citgl these invitations not only honor
the ones that were invited but also honor the dtgipital cases are tried in the
Prytaneion because these cases are serious nthtieshould be dealt with for the
well-being of the city. Certain documents and otgere kept in the Prytaneion as
they are important for the city. It may act as actal welfare institution” to support
the citizens and to prosper the city in a geneats. Thus, all these functions define

the Prytaneion as the center of the city both syicdlty and secularly.

[11.3. Architectural Elementsof the Prytaneion

This section mainly deals with the architecturaneénts of the Prytaneion.
The basic objective will be to undertand whetheare¢his a standard plan for the
Prytaneia by looking at the plans of the excavaeainples. First the literary and
epigraphic evidence will be mentioned briefly. Thére Prytaneion of Athens will
be examined with a brief emphasis on the Tholasctire. Lastly, the excavated
examples will be taken into consideration. Thesamgdes will be divided into two
sections because only some of them could be sgcdesttified as the Prytaneion.
For the others, the excavators suggested the fidation of the Prytaneion for the
structures but it is not possible to be sure abwam.

A scholion on Thucydides (2.15.2) defines the Rrgian as one large house

(oikos uLEyas). It seems that the archaic and classical Prytangias a simple

51



building and it does not have decorative or architel characteristic like a temple
or a stoa (Herman-Hansen and Fischer-Hansen, 3894:

Prytaneia were building complexes with common ottarsstics: they are
usually rectangular or square, bigger than commousés; they may include a
courtyard that provides access to several roomar{@nnaux, 1925: 166). The most
important features of the Prytaneion are the rooith e common hearth and a
hestiatorion (dining room) in which meals were givi® officials, ambassadors,
important visitors and citizens (Wycherley 1976418). Miller (1978: 30-37) points
out that apart from these rooms the Prytaneia melyde a prostas and subsidiary
rooms.

Some of the Prytaneia have a courtyaed/A()) as two inscriptions (ID
1416A, 1, 83-95 and ID 1417B, I, 89-102) from Deldsted to the second century
BC and one from Imbros (IG Xl 50, 4-6) dated to the third century BC reveal
(Miller, 1978: 30). One inscription (Jahreshefte-4®59- 295) dated to the second
and third century AD from Ephesos tells us abogiate (ruiwv) in front of the
Prytaneion, although it may be part of another demfMiller, 1978: 30).

One inscription (Michel 1900: 1017, 23-24) datedthe third century BC
from Ptolemais mentions that a painted statue sfragchos will be dedicated in the
prostas (pootas) of the Prytaneion. According to Miller (1978: 3&)though
prostas usually indicates an anteroom or a vestjilibe prostas of the Prytnaeion
may simply mean a room facing the courtyard thasdwt open to another room.

One fourth century BC Delian inscription (IG XI3444A) mentions a
hestiatorion foTiatrpiov) and also Pausanias (5.15.12) mentions a hestiatas a
banqueting room in which the victors of the Olymgames dined at Olympia. The

hestiatorion should include couches and tablesl€iMil978: 33). We have evidence
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for the presence of eating and drinking equipmeéteast at Cyzicus (Livy, 41.20.7),
Delos (ID 442B, 96), Rhegium (Dessau, 1892: 54@&hy Sigeion, as well as the
Heraion of Perachor@lichel, 1900: 1313) (Miller, 1978: 33).

The common hearth of the city, or sometimes a lgiyywvioy) as its
equivalent, was situated in a room in the PrytameidMoreover, according to Miller
(1978: 34) because of the regular use of the weedsy éoria and Pollux’s (1.7)
definition of the hearth asoyapa and Bwwos, an altar-hearth should be an
indispensable part of every Prytaneion.

Herman-Hansen and Fischer-Hansen (1994: 34) emzphiésit a Prytaneion
should have two fireplaces, one for Hestia andbother for the kitchen; but they also
point out that until now two fireplaces never hdee=n uncovered within the known
Prytaneia.

Apart from these rooms, there must be subsidiaoynfor the storage of
table service, extra couches and tables, couclriogege etc. However, it is possible
that these supplies were kept in wooden cabinstead of separate rooms (Miller,
1978: 36).

Evidence also reveals that there may be othemattifin the Prytaneion such
as the statues of Hermes and Apollo at Delos (ID624 I, 83-95 and ID 14178, |,
89-102), the statues of Hestia, Eirene, Autolyddgtiades, and Themistokles at
Athens (Pausanias 1.18.3), and an altar of Patyaiga (Pausanias 5.15.9).

Charbonneaux (1925: 166) states that the planeoPtlgtaneia hardly varied.
Miller believes that the Prytaneia shared a stahgdan (Miller, 1978: 130-1).
Unlike Miller, Herman-Hansen and Fischer-Hansen94t937) believe that the
Prytaneion as a building type never developed antstandard architectural form.

Wycherley (1976: 134) also believes that Prytanesonot a distinct architectural
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type but only a kind of house with special funcsohis argument of Herman
Hansen and Fischer-Hansen, and Wycherley seemenedds because if the
Prytaneion has a standard form, in excavationsaulsl be easy to distinguish. The
reality is, however, that in the absence of cleppgraphical or epigraphic evidence,
no Prytaneion can be distinguished from a privatesk (Wycherley 1976: 137).

In accordance with the literary evidence, the &rgton as an architectural
building does not differ from a large common housés usually composed of a
courtyard and a certain number of rooms basicailtytlie sacred hearth and dining.
No clear identification can be found for the numbérooms and the division of
main parts. Hence, it seems that although the basiments of the architectural
structure are defined, no standard plan for théaRgjon is used like the temples.
However, to reach such a conclusion, we must coeniber excavated examples with
the evidence on the Prytaneion of Athens becautieealebate about the Tholos and

the Prytaneion in this city.

[11.4. The Prytaneion of Athens

Most of the epigraphic and literary evidence i®agged with the Prytaneion
of Athens, which means that most of the informatvom have on the Prytaneion
structure is in fact on the Prytaneion of AthenisTract requires a remark that the
information on the Prytaneion of Athens may notlagp all Prytaneia in other
cities and the practice in other cities may difdightly. Moreover, the Tholos
structure at Athens, which will be mentioned irsteection, caused a debate on the
architectural form of the Prytaneion in generaleffore, before examining the
archaeologically identified and excavated Prytaireidainland Greece and Western

Anatolia, a brief remark on the Prytaneion of Athé&nhnecessary.
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Ancient writers Thucydides (2.15.1-2) and Plutaf€heseus 24.1-3 and On
the Lives of Ten Orators 847d-e) say that Thesasmigsed all other distinct
Prytaneia of cities; he founded one single Prytamet Athens and made Athens the
capital of Attica. Aristotle (Athenian Constitutidl-3) states that the Prytaneion of
Athens is among the oldest institutions that exiftefore the time of Draco.

Although no clear evidence exists, Miller (1978:) 5&haintains the
“canonical” date of 621 BC for the legislation ofdgo, so these oldest institutions
should have been founded in the eighth or earlgrsvcentury BC and the earliest
form of the building should belong to the same qukriMoreover, Miller (1978: 53-
54) suggests that if the earliest building is datedhe eighth or early seventh
century BC, the latest remains can be as lateeathitd century BC. Moreover, just
like the Athenian Tholos, the building should hawéfered from the sack of Athens
by Sullain 86 BC and the Herulian invasion in AB72AMiller, 1978: 54).

Aristotle (Athenian Constitution 3.5), Pausanias.1813; 1.20.1), and
Zenobios (4.93) made some remarks on the locatiatheo Prytaneion at Athens.
However, none of these accounts are accurate ertougbntify the exact location.
Thus, the location of the Prytaneion of Athens r@esaambiguous and many
scholars such as Dorpfeld (1902: 188-189), Lev28t9-6), Holland (1939: 289-
298), Leicester (1939: 297-8), McDonald (1943: 158), Oikonomides (1964: 21),
Wycherley (1966: 286), Miller (1978: 39-49), Sh€é4994: 226-7), and Robertson
(1998: 298) debated whether it was on the Acropalisich indicates a continuity
from the Mycenaean megaron, or in the Old Townrothe North Slope of the city.
The discovery of the Prytaneion of Athens is anmednn 2006 and The Prytaneion

appears to be located due East of the acropoldgruhe modern square of Plateia
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Aikaterini. No detailed plan of the building is pighed, except for the presence of a
peristyle and a monumental propylon (Schmaltz, 2006

One unique point for the city of Athens is that Telos’ (or Skias) and the
Prytaneion shared the functions of the Prytaneioatlwer cities (Miller, 1978: 39;
Shear, 1994: 241). Wycherley (1976: 136) identiftbé Tholos as “a sort of
duplicate” and Miller (1978: 38) called it the “payeion-annex”. According to
Frazer (1885: 148-9) when most of the governmefitesf were transferred to the
new part of the city, the Prytaneion remained & didest part of the city and the
transfer of the state offices from the area arothwl Prytaneion to the foot of
Kolonos Agoraios resulted in the duplication oficgds and documents (Shear, 1994:
241).

Aristotle (Athenian Constitution 43.3), Pausania$ (1), Pollux (8.155), and
Suda (s.vBohos) state that at Athens fifty prytaneis meet, tdk@rtmeals and also
make sacrifices in the Tholos. It was used alsa storage house for small statues of
silver (Pausanias 1.5.1) and weights and measl®é<g013, 37ff). Although, some
of the functions of the Prytaneion were transfen@dhe Tholos, Hestia and the
common hearth never moved to the Tholos but rerdaime the Prytaneion
(Thompson, 1940: 139).

The Tholos of Athens is a round building (Figs. && 29) with an inside
diameter of 16.90 meters, six columns, a kitchethenmorthern side, and a door on
the east opening to the agora (Fig. 30) (Mille7&%4).

The building was built between 479 and 460 BC dmdtiles of its original
roof are painted in the style of ca. 470 BC (Thoomp<.940: 128). The building was

damaged by natural causes and by turbulent evér@séack of 86 BC by Sulla and

Y For a detailed study on the exacavations at Agtrefiholos, see Thompson 1940.
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the Herulian sack of AD 267); the evidence of pgtteates the destruction of the
Tholos to the late fifth century AD without cleari@ence for its reason (Thompson,
1940: 132 and 136-7).

The excavations also revealed that the complexdfaéc buildings F to K
(Fig. 31) were the predecessors of the Tholos botHocation and function
(Thompson, 1940: 42). The term PrytaniKamuvravikoy), which is only known by
the formulagv 1cdr moutavikedr on twenty-one inscriptions, was identified as the
Tholos and the region around it by Koehler (Vandetpl1935: 470).

Hence, the evidence regarding Athens reveals thariytaneion is among
the oldest structures in the city. It constitutesliee on the emergence of the civic
institutions. In Athens, contrary to many otheliest however, the functions of the

Prytaneion are shared with another structure: ti@os.

[11.5. Archaeologically Identified and Excavated Prytaneia

Although, literary and epigraphic sources supplydence on ninety-one
Prytaneia, archaeologists were able to identifga@hPrytaneia with “certainty” at
Delos, Lato and Olympia and six with “probabilityit Ephesos, Colophon,
Magnesia on the Maeander, Priene, Dreros, and Mormga(Herman Hansen and
Fischer-Hansen 1994: 31). In addition to Millerist lof known Prytaneia Herman-
Hansen and Fischer-Hansen added six more as Erfeltsope, Klaros, Larissa,
Mangalia, Pantikapaion, and Sparta (Herman HansdrFescher-Hansen 1994: 31-
34). In this study, apart from three securely id@tt Prytaneia and the other six

probable examples, a structure at Pergamon withken into consideration.
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[11.5.1. Securely ldentified Prytaneia

The purpose of this section is to examine the resai three excavated
buildings in Delos, Lato, and Olympia, which candsed as reference points for the
identification of the Prytaneion buildings at othkcations. Moreover, these
examples will constitute the main body of eviderioe reaching a conclusion

regarding the existence, or not, of a standard. plan

Delos
The Prytaneion is situated next to the Bouleutersmutheast of the temple

of Apollo (Zaphiropoulou, 1983: 20). It is believétat one part of the building was
built in the first half of the fifth century BC aritien the other part was built in the
fourth century BC. The building (Fig. 32) is a magle of 15.12 x 25.78 meters with
an entrance on the south and the plan can be diwide three sections as Room |,
Room Il and Rooms Il and IV (Miller, 1978: 68).

The southern wall of Room 1 is the principal facadethe building and is
approached by a three-step krepidoma. It is tgteag-antis with Doric columns
and between the columns on the lower steps, eagedof dedicatory inscriptions of
other cities (IG X[, 1132) and private citizens (IG X1.1171) were set (Miller,
1978: 69). On the eastern corner of the Roomad, nvarble slabs were set and these
served as supports for marble benches (Zaphiroppufg83: 20).

Room Il is an internal marble-paved courtyard. e tsoutheast corner,
remains of the so-called stairway foundation weneealed on the hypothesis of a

second storey over Room | (Miller, 1978: 71).

The third and largest section was divided into t@ctangular halls Rooms

[l and IV, each with its prodomos as Rooms llIddl’. A distyle in-antis entrance
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is used to reach from Room Il to Room III". Roorhi#l entered by a door from
Room III". Room Il is smaller than Room IV with4d. x 5.88 meters because of
two small rooms on the northern side. These snmins may have been the
repositories for the archives (Miller, 1978: 73)vd small rooms on the right side of
Room V" housed the cult of the Demos (city) of &tis and of Rome after 166 BC
(Zaphiropoulou, 1983: 20). Room IV measures 7.9855 meters. In the center of
the room the foundations of a structure were foamdl interpreted as the foundations
of the altar of Hestia (Zaphiropoulou, 1983: 20).

Thus, in accordance with two inscriptions of theos® century BC (ID
1416A, |, 83-95 and ID 14178, I, 89-102), whicht lise rooms of the Prytaneion, it
is believed that Room 1V is the Hestia Hall, Rodimd the archive room, Room Il is
the courtyard, Rooms III" is the prodomos of thehare room and Room V" is the
prodomos of the Hestia Hall (Miller, 1978: 77). Om®blem is the absence of the
hestiatorion, which should exist as one inscriptdmefore 310 BC (IG XI?, 144A)
clearly referred to the repairs done to such a r@bftiier, 1978: 77). Although it
was suggested that Room Ill was used as the ha#biatin the late fourth century
but then was used as the archive room in the nidrskecentury BC, Miller (1978:

77) believes that both these rooms should exigecgporarily in this Prytaneion.

Lato

The Prytaneion of Lato is situated on the northsitte of the Agora.
Although various suggestions were made regardieg date of the building as
Archaic, Classical or Hellenistic, today it is leefed that it was built in the late

fourth or early third century BC (Miller, 1978: 85)
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The building (Fig. 33) consists of four or five rae (Rooms 44, 36, 37, 38,
39) and its plan was influenced by the terrain dmctv it was built (Miller, 1978:
79). The building has a large stairway on the sauttside. On the eastern end,
Room 44, which is a triangular area, may not beaa. its northern wall has fallen
away and its southern wall extends to the easthisf &rea, a door cannot be
identified, and it was labeled as a courtyard poech but its true function cannot be
ascertained (Miller, 1978: 79).

Room 36 is quite large with dimensions of 8.20 859meters. It has two
doors on the eastern and southern sides. A double made of small rocks
surrounds the inside perimeter of the room. M{{lE978: 81) suggests that the height
of these steps is not sufficient for seats and thay have been used as a support for
people to stand on rather than to sit. A rectangitacture built of large blocks 2.97
x 3.92 meters is situated in the middle of the r@omd this structure is identified as a
hearth or altar. However, according to Miller (198&) the structure is too large for
an “interior” hearth or altar and no traces of bognwere found. Moreover, in
accordance with the fragments of columns discoveretie area and the holes on
the upper part of the blocks of this structure st “a stylobate for an arrangement
of interior supports” (Miller, 1978: 82). Femalerricotta figurines were found in
this room indicating a religious or ceremonial #igance for it. Thus, the rooms
can be named as the Hestia Hall with a smallertiheatuated above the central
structure (Miller, 1978: 82).

Room 37 is entered from Room 36 with dimension6.40 x 8.30 meters. It
also contains a central construction 2.00 metarg,land a width of 1.23 meters on
the eastern side and 1.33 meters on the westezr{iditler, 1978: 82). A foundation

course surrounds this structure and orthostates feend on the foundation course.
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Different suggestions were made about the purpbseistructure, such as hearth
or central serving table (Miller, 1978: 83). A malsplatform surrounds the interior of
the room and according to Miller (1978: 83) althbuhis platform can be identified
as a platform for couches, the couches for theneadt corner do not fit well. Thus,
the identification of the Room 37 as a hestiatorfonot entirely convincing.

Rooms 38 and 39 are quite small. Room 38 can lerezhfrom Room 37
and because of the discovery of pithoi and weapibngas identified as a storage
room (Miller, 1978: 85). Room 39 can be enterednff@oom 36 and it is interpreted
as a storeroom servicing Room 36 (Miller, 1978. 85)

Charbonneaux (1925: 168) interpreted this buildisgan intermediate step
for the Prytaneion structure:

“The Archaic Prytaneion of Lato marks a singulariieresting stage,

because one sees the opening out of the megaran the room of

the hearth separates from the hestiatorion, whitieniable survivals

attach this Cretan building to the palaces of thaddn period: the

bench leaned to the walls and the large staircésehvieads directly,

as in Phaestos, of the large room to the Agora.”

However, this interpretation needs reservationst 6 all, the Prytaneion is
not dated to the Archaic period so to name it agmrmediary step does not seem

well founded. Secondly, its association with thecure of the Cretan palaces is not

based on any clear evidence.

Olympia
The Prytaneion at Olympia is situated on the letha northwest entrance of
the Altis. The Prytaneion on the site has at léast major phases of construction.
Unfortunately, the plan of any one period cannotfulig restored (Miller, 1978: 86).
Period la (Fig. 34) is dated to the early fifth weg BC and the only remains

are three walls forming two rooms at the northwesend (Miller, 1978: 88). Period
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Ib is dated to the Classical Period and this pas wdded on the south to the
structure of the previous period. Two earlier roahshe northwest continued to be
used and a long narrow room with stuccoed paving wdded to the North,
following the same orientation (Miller, 1978: 88).

The structure of Period | was destroyed by firéhi@ second quarter of the
fourth century BC and a new structure was builthat time. Period 1l (Fig. 35) is
dated to the middle of the fourth century BC. Tétisicture used the same lay out as
the previous one but it is larger. Small roomshatmorthwest, a long narrow room,
which is larger than the previous one at the soesitwiragments of walls as parts of
possibly four rooms at the east, a long narrow tyand at the southwest, and a
larger courtyard central north were discovered Igvil1978: 88). Because of the
lack of evidence, the identification of the funcsoof the rooms is not possible.
However, according to Miller (1978: 91) althougle tllements cannot be precisely
named, the Prytaneion of Olympia seems to include dssential elements of a
Prytaneion.

These three securely excavated examples are alifidd by their situation
near or on the agora, their domestic characternaost importantly by the existence
of inscriptions inside or near them. The plans ledse Prytaneia share common
features like the court and different numbers oime. The most important evidence
revealed by them are the fact that although tHamgpare similar none are identical.
Therefore, they indicate that the Prytaneia dodiiér from a common house; they

are only situated in the agora and they do not hastandard plan.
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I11.5.2. Posible Prytaneia

The structures at Dreros, Morgantina, Ephesos, ghole, Magnesia on the
Maeander, and Priene are considered as probalpessible Prytaneia by Miller.
The structure at Pergamon is also added to thisagahe excavators suggested it as

the Prytaneion.

Dreros

The structure identified as the Prytaneion by eataré is located at the
southwest of the agora. Although finds from theaasaggest a date of mid-seventh
century BC, the connection between this buildind #re building at its north, the
Delphinion suggests a date after the mid-eighttiucgrBC and the finds from the
building indicate that it was in use also in thdléf@stic period (Miller, 1978: 97).

The structure (Fig. 36) has five rooms. Room | isnaall one outside the
entrance of the building and its function cannotuipelerstood (Miller, 1978: 95).
Room Il is the anteroom for the other three rooms identified as a vestibule; the
wall (Wall A) in the middle of the room is a lateonstruction (Miller, 1978: 96).
Room Il has an irregular plan, the discovery ahgi fragments may indicate a
storage function (Miller, 1978: 96). Room IV is g$ian to Room Il but more
regular, the function of this room could not beniiied or even suggested by the
excavators (Miller, 1978: 96). Room V is the latge®m with a wall (Wall B) in its
middle; inside the room fragments of pithoi, amiruning hook, and coins of the
late fourth and early third centuries BC were diged along with a small trapezoid
area with traces of ash and bones at its soutlwemser indicating cooking and

storage functions (Miller, 1978: 96).
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This structure was suggested as the Prytaneionubecaf its domestic
features and its location on the agora (Miller,&997). However, Miller (1978: 97)
points out that the agora was not securely ideatiand the domestic character
cannot on its own identify this building as the ®neion. Moreover, the building
lacks several features of a Prytaneion such asudyewd or a hestiatorion and that
prevents its identification as a Prytaneion aca&lyabut allows to identify it with

some probability.

Morgantina

The structure at Morgantina is at the southeasteroof the agora; it is a
southern extension of the East Stoa of the agore(M1L978: 115). It is dated to the
first half of the third century BC.

The plan (Fig. 37) consists of a peristyle with Bm@ms around it. Rooms |
and Il were originally part of the East Stoa bugrthwere added to the structure.
Room | has a basin, Room Ill has a hearth, and Rébihas a bar but none of the
surrounding rooms seems large enough to be coeslides the Hestia Hall. Miller
(1978: 117) believes that this building reminds am&re of a “public house” than a

Prytaneion.

Ephesus

The Prytaneion of Ephesus is on the north sidee@gagora (Miller, 1978:98).
Eichler (1962: 38; Mellink, 1963: 186) reports thatits oldest form the building
dates to the time of Lysimachus (third century BO)e second building period is
Augustan; a Doric order entrance porch also beldoghis period along with the

altar at the southeastern part of the complex;cen¢ury later, around the altar at the
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southeastern part a court was added with stoabrea sides. In the first half of the
third century AD four columns with composite cafstavith heart-shaped cuts were
built in the Hestia Hall. Miltner (Mellink, 1958:0D) reports that the entire Hestia
Hall complex was restored in the third century ABinally, in the time of
Theodosius (at the end of fourth century AD) theéirenprecinct was destroyed
deliberately.

Overall, the plan of the structure (Fig. 38) isHaped with three main parts:
the forecourt, the portico with Rooms |, Il, Il &V, and the east court with the
altar (Miller, 1978: 99). The southwest cornerlo tomplex is the Forecourt with a
three-sided lonic peristyle courtyard measurindd@3< 14.50 meters, it is open on
its northern side, in the center of the courtyardr flarge blocks form a rectangular
foundation of 2.50 x 2.10 meters, because an Agetaitue was found nearby, it is
believed that this foundation was used as the bhsiee statue (Miller, 1978: 100-
101).

On the open side of the Forecourt was erected & Doder pentastyle in-
antis portico (Fig. 39). Two of its columns weretored in their original location
(Fig. 40). The columns and the entablature abogmtare inscribed with the list of
the “League of Curetes” (Fig. 41) (Erdemgil, 198®). Although the porch is
Augustan, it was remodeled in the Severan periotlgiiy11978: 100). Four separate
rooms are located behind the portico.

Room | and, behind it, Room Il are located on thestern side; both are
small:-Room | measures 6.65 x 8.35 meters whereas Rom6165 x 8.73 meters;
each room has a central columnar support; althcughpossible to prove, the

restoration of ten couches fits well in Room | (k] 1978: 101).
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The largest room of the building is on the easRodms | and II. Room Il is
12.25 x 13.52 meters, the floor is paved with largeble slabs, in the middle of the
floor a square foundation of possibly an earliegedsas set (Miller, 1978: 101-102).
Miltner (1956-1958: 33, 1957: 23) believes thasthiructure is the common hearth
of the city proposing Room Il is the Hestia Halitbas its superstructure is not
found, it is not possible to confirm whether thigbthesis is right or not. In the four
corners of the room, four heart-shaped columns witimposite capitals on lonic
bases were placed (Miller, 1978: 102), the capisas believed to be a Severan
rebuilding (Miltner, 1956-1958: 33). Two low pasdllbrick walls of possibly
Severan or later date are set on the marble flbtreoroom (Miller, 1978: 102) and
Miltner (1959: 298-299) proposes that they were shpporting elements for the
seats of the Boule. Behind Room lll, a door all@aysassage to another room, Room
IV but the area was destroyed by a Byzantine siradiMiller, 1978: 101).

The east wall of the Forecourt divides it from deotthree-sided court. The
court is 26.97 x 19.86 meters, on three sidessursounded by lonic columns; the
entablature of this colonnade is higher than theheon and southern ones (Miller,
1978: 103). Although the excavators believe thatas part of the Prytaneion, Miller
(1978: 103) is unconvinced both on functional anthigectural grounds. A large
altar of 14.98 x 16.14 meters was built in the rredaf the court (Miller, 1978: 103-
104).

Thus, although scholars (Miller. 1978; Herman-Hanaed Fischer-Hansen,
1994) accepted this structure was “probably” thgtdPeion, the inscriptions with
references to Hestia along with the architectulainents of the structure clearly

suggest that this building was the Prytaneion ofidsps, just as the excavators
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identify the structure as the Prytaneion of thg amd many publications about the

site reflect this.

Colophon

The building is situated in the northwestern wifigigtoa to the northeast of
an open area that may be the agora of the cityldhid| 1944: 103). The open area
measures 50 x 120 meters (Miller, 1978: 109). After excavations in 1920s, the
remains become amorphous stones preventing an measurement of the building
(Miller, 1978: 1009).

Holland (1944: 107) mentioned six coins from ca9-350 BC found in the
stoa to date the area. Miller (1978: 111) agreéB thie conclusion of the excavator
that the coins provide tarminus post quemf ca. 350 BC for the construction of the
stoa and, therefore, provides a date of the sebaticbf the fourth century for the
Prytaneion. It was probably destroyed in 299 BC mwhegsimachos took over
Colophon.

An L-shaped stoa limits the building on the northand western sides that it
was a later addition to the east end of the nanthem of this stoa. The colonnade of
the stoa extends to the east and provides a fdy@ttifor the stoa and the building
(Holland, 1944: 103).

The building (Fig. 42) consists of three roomseTéastern room is the
largest one with 10.35 x 12.80 meters, in the ceatethe room one can see a
structure measuring 1.40 x 1.50 meters, interpreteda support for the roof
(Holland, 1944: 103). At the west of this large mo@re two adjoining smaller
rooms, one is 3.85 x 5.70 meters and the other2s & 7.20 meters but no door

between these was recovered (Holland, 1944: 108 rémains at the same site also
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indicate another, albeit undated, building with #aene orientation (Holland, 1944
105-106).

In accordance with three lead weights found in ldrge room and the
suggested civic character of the structure, Holldh@44: 106) interpreted the
building as a Prytaneion. However, the excavatididsnot continue at Colophon
and, as Miller (1978: 111) points out, the discgvafrweights is not an indication of
a Prytaneion along with the fact no architecturldment of this structure is
suggestive of such an identification. However, is ktudy Miller (1978: 126)
suggests that because of the decreasing importdinice Prytaneia in the Hellenistic
period, plans of the Prytaneion structures charfgeah the earlier ones and the
building at Colophon and also at Morgantina may eb@amples to this shift.

However, this hypothesis cannot be proven so far.

Magnesia on the Maeander

The building, suggested as the Prytaneion, at Magren the Maeander is
located at the southwest corner of the agora (Hamd®04: 112). Humann
provided no date for the building, but Miller (197BL4) believes that it must be
contemporary with the south colonnade of the agsrthey share a wall; excavators
dated the south colonnade to the second half ahihe century BC (Humann, 1904:
22).

The structure (Fig. 43) is composed of a very largertyard and rooms on
its northern and eastern section. The buildingitered from the agora by a door on
the southwestern side of the courtyard. The cordtig34.20 x 25.90 meters with a
peristyle colonnade; the columns are in the Doritep except for the one at the

southwest corner, which is heart-shaped (Human®4:1837).
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The largest of the rooms, in the middle of the Imem side of the courtyard,
measures 14.60 x 9.20 meters; it is an exedraawitlonic tetrasyle in-antis facade.
A statue base of the first century BC was discavémside (Miller, 1978: 113). On
the west of this large room is another room, wiiahk a “border” along its perimeter
indicating the placement of dining couches (Mill#9,78: 113). Both of these rooms
have fragments of wall plaster that should belangall decoration (Humann, 1904:
138). Another room is located in the center of ¢lastern side. This room is narrow
with two anterooms, and it can be reached only ftbe southeast corner of the
courtyard. It housed a stone altar-hearth with @uier, mesomphalic phiales, and
garland decorations with an inscription (IVM 22@ymg:

“Themison, son of Apollonios, and his son Nikanbaving been

proedroi for the month of Zmision in [the archomtiof Kleainos,

dedicated the hearth.” (Miller, 1978: 114).

The discovery of the altar-hearth inside the stmectconvinced the
excavators that the building is a Prytaneion. Alifothe remains were overcome by
the flooding of the Maeander Valley and cannot &enstoday, Miller (1978: 115)
believes that apart from the presence of the akarth, the location and its lay-out

with suitable rooms for the hestiatorion and subsydrooms made the structure a

possible Prytaneion. But it needs to be re-excavim@scertain the interpretation.

Priene

The structure is located at the northeast of tferag behind the east end of
the Sacred Stoa (Miller, 1978: 117). The remainbaisite are dated to the Imperial
Roman period and the honorific inscription foundhivi the structure suggests that
the building was still in use in the third centi® (Rumscheid and Koenigs, 1998:

50). Below the Roman remains are walls of an gad&te, from which excavators
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cannot obtain a clear ground plan. They neverteddeieve that this earlier building
is constructed after the Bouleuterion and is copta@ary with the construction of
the Sacred Stoa between c.155-130 BC (RumscheidKaedigs, 1998: 50-51).
Moreover, as the earliest inscriptions of the aithich mention the invitation to the
Prytaneion, dated to the fourth century BC, theagators believe that another
earlier building should have served as the PrytandRumscheid and Koenigs,

1998: 51).

The building shares its southern wall with the 8dcBtoa and its western
wall with the Bouleuterion (Miller, 1978: 117). Is composed of a peristyle
courtyard and eight surrounding rooms on threet®fsides (Figs. 44 and 45)
(Rumscheid and Koenigs, 1998: 47).

The peristyle courtyard with three columns on eaale belongs to the
Roman period (Miller, 1978: 118). The court is phweith large limestone slabs
(Miller, 1978: 120). In the northwestern cornertbé courtyard, a square marble
basin of re-used balustrade slabs was found; itusad to collect the rainwater from
the roof. Through this basin, the water could flowo a stone channel to the south,
then into a drain and lastly to the neighboringyallRumscheid and Koenigs, 1998:
48-49). In front of the middle column on the northaide, two marble table legs
were discovered and this was interpreted as agbaat serving-board (Rumscheid
and Koenigs, 1998: 49). Inside the courtyard angide Room V on an upturned
column drum resting on its Doric capital an honorifiscription (IVP 246) of the
third century AD was found (Fig. 46); it says:

“The famous city of the Prienians, noble loniansd éhe egregious

council and the Emperor-loving Corporation of théddgy- in

accordance with what has frequently been exprdsgeddem in their

documents, ratified in common sessions of Counall Assembly of

the people and by decrees passed by the peopie}(hanoured M.
Aur. Tatianus, (grand)son of Euschemon, (greatd)son of Polion,
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market inspecter, for his expenditure for the eityen in office; to

him, who has been head of the ceremonies in havfothena Polias

and temple warden of the goddess and senior psytamil wreath-

wearing chairman of the council, farewell.” (Rumeichand Koenigs,

1998: 49-50).

On the northern side Rooms 1, Il, and Il are ledatas original Greek
elements (Miller, 1978: 118).

Between Rooms IV and V of the western side, anwast wall was part of
the original Greek elements and continued to be irsehe Roman period (Miller,
1978: 119).

Three rooms are located on the southern side: Rodm¥Il, and VIII.
Room VIl served as a passage from the northerne8a8toa of the agora to the
courtyard (Rumscheid and Koenigs, 1998: 48). Theaoe block, opening from the
Sacred Stoa into Room VII, belongs to Greek pe(Mddier, 1978: 119). A well-
preserved stone hearth with burnt bone fragmenssfaund in Room VIII and this
hearth is believed to be the public hearth of titye (Schede, 1964: 67; Rumscheid
and Koenigs, 1998: 48). The functions of the ro@part from Room VIII are still
unknown to the excavators.

Although the excavators still cannot be sure thas tstructure is the
Prytaneion of Priene, the following evidence sttgrguggests its identification: a
hearth is found inside Room VIII, the honorific aniption honored a person who
held the office of archprytanis and it seems itohgs to a public building or a
sanctuary, the structure is located within the agand it is close to the Bouleuterion
of the city (Rumscheid and Koenigs, 1998: 50).

However, Miller (1978: 125-126) points out that tmscription does not

prove the actual function of the building, the @ettural elements are not enough to

clearly identify this structure as the Prytaneitbre, hearth inside the Room VIII does
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not qualify as the most important element of thédmg, and there is no evidence
regarding dining facilities. On the other hand, IBtil(1978: 126) seems to accept
this structure as a possible Prytaneion and hgaates it within the same group as
those at Colophon and Morgantina as an examplaeotliminishing importance of

the Prytaneion.

Miletus

The building is located on the western side of Mmrth Agora to the
northwest of the Bouleuterion (Miller, 1978: 23Wycherley (1976: 69) says it was
among the earliest buildings of Miletus. It (Figr)4is an archaic structure of
megaron type with a hearth in the porch, which iooed to be in use after the
Persian destruction of 494 BC, when a pebble pamemas laid in the main room
(Mellink, 1961: 47; Cook and Blackman, 1964-1968).%As it is located near the

Bouleuterion and inside the agora, it is acceptetha Prytaneion of the city.

Only the southern and some eastern parts of thédihgi have been
excavated. The excavators assume that the plansyvametrical, occupying two
house-blocks, and was later incorporated in thettiNAgora complex (Wycherley
1942: 23 and 1976: 69).

Moreover, in her study Nawotka (1999: 152-153) ssgg that Miletus had
two Prytaneia: one is on the North Agora insideditg and the other is close to the
temple of Apollo at Didyma, because of an inscopt{Didyma 479, 1. 39) from
Didyma, which refers to Sitesis in the Prytaneidowever, this inscription cannot
be accepted as evidence because the Prytaneiemmecefo in the inscription, should

be the Prytaneion of Miletus.
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Pergamon

The remains of Building Z, a large peristyle stanetwith mosaics, is located
on a terrace on the southern slopes of the Acrepoditween the Sanctuary of
Demeter and the Temple of Hera, is identified @Rhytaneion by Ddrpfeld (Miller,
1978: 233). The reason for such identificationhis discovery of many dedicatory
inscriptions by prytaneis and honorific inscriptomo prytaneis in the Demeter

Sanctuary at the west of the structure (Miller, &%734).

During the excavations in 1990s, the southerndfatie Building Z is lost to
erosion but the northern half is in good conditi®ecent excavations showed that
the walls of this building are Hellenistic in tedtpe whereas the mosaics are dated
to the second century AD (Mellink, 1993:129). QlkrBuilding Z belongs to a
date after the abandonment of the Philetairan Wiadist likely at the time of the
expansion of the city under Eumenes 1l in the firalf of the second century BC
(Mellink, 1993:129). However, current evidencelod architectural elements of the
building such as a bathroom rejects the suggesfidhe Prytaneion: the excavators
believe that Building Z has an association with Bienysiac cult (Mitchell, 1998-
1999: 134; Schwarzer, 2004: 180).

On the other hand, a Hellenistic structure, whichkswirst discovered by
Dorpfeld in 1908/1909, named as Building H. In ademce with recent excavations
beginning from 1999, although it is not proved yite excavators believe that
Building H can be the Prytaneion of Pergamon (Schera 2004: 172). Building H
(Fig. 48) is surrounded by Demeter Sanctuary awest, Building Z at the north,
upper terrace of the Great Gymnasium at the eaktegmple of Gymnasion R at the

south (Schwarzer, 2004: 173).
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Building H is composed of two great halls with sadmmensions of 20.75 x
8.10 meters, a vestibule with a width of 4.20 ngeterhich opens to a courtyard of
22. 50 x 6 meters (Schwarzer, 2004: 173). Althoughclear evidence was found,
the courtyard is believed to have seven columngha front of the vestibule
(Schwarzer, 2004: 173). The building should be dl&bethe first half of the second
century BC in accordance with the architecturatience; it was rebuilt in imperial
times; and it was destroyed and became out of ysihd earthquake in AD 262
(Schwarzer, 2004: 182).

As was the case with Building Z, the discovery ofiny dedicatory
inscriptions by prytaneis and honorific inscriptomo prytaneis in the Demeter
Sanctuary at the west of the structure suggested & possible candidate for the
Prytaneion (Schwarzer, 2004: 181). Moreover, in518&roken architrave fragment
with a dedicatory inscription to Hestia EETIAI ®EQN can be regdwas found
near Building H and this fragment is believed toneofrom Building H (Schwarzer,
2004: 181).

Despite these suggestions, the distant locatioBuiding H to the Upper
Agora and still-unknown Bouleuterion along with tlaek of architectural features
of the known Prytaneia such as a great hall andigialoy rooms —the building has a
courtyard, a hall, and a single room- does not s@tae identifying it as the
Prytaneion of Pergamon clearly (Schwarzer, 2002).18

Overall, the examples from Dreros, Morgantina, €quts, Colophon,
Magnesia on the Maeander, Priene, Miletus, anddd®rg show that without the
epigraphic evidence it is not possible to idengifgtructure as a Prytaneion even it is
discovered with domestic character and locatedheragora. The structures at Delos,

Lato, and Olympia have this epigraphic evidence theg are securely identified as

74



the Prytaneion. Other structures examined as tksilgle Prytaneia seem to fit the
identification more or less properly but the ladkepigraphic evidence prevents a
secure identification for them. However, it is imfamt to emphasize that these
examples are identified as possible Prytaneia bNeM{1978) and that after his

study was published, the sites of Ephesus and éreovided the epigraphic

evidence. Thus, today the buildings at EphesusPaigthe can de identified securely.
On the other hand, the latest source that givesrgemformation on the excavated
Prytaneia in the Greek world, Hermann-Hansen anschér-Hansen (1994),

accepted what Miller suggested. Because of thisthis thesis the structures at
Ephesus and Priene are examined under the tiBesdible Prytaneia.

It is very likely that the application of houseap$ to the Prytaneia results
from the character of the structure. The existesfcdtne common hearth of the city
should be the sole reason for such a choice. Huisdlso suits the suggestion that
the Prytaneion can be accepted as the house frasents the city symbolically.

These “probable” prytaneia also reveal the samdeaee as the ones at
Delos, Lato, and Olympia: architecturally the bintgs are all similar but they are
not identical. This fact rules out the possibilifya standard plan. The plan of the
structure should be determined in accordance whighhouse architecture of that
particular city.

Moreover, neither of the structures shows cle&lence on the existence of
the benches, which should be present undoubtedbcaordance with the dining
function. Thus, the benches should be made of wammdl it is possible that the
benches were portable and kept in storage roons @nwooden structure near the
Prytaneion. More importantly the hearths could &le portable not fixed because in

neither of these structures the hearth could barshcidentified.
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The examination of the excavated examples showaltthaeologically the
Prytaneion is one of the most difficult structutesdentify because of its similarity
to a common house, thus the lack of archaeologtcglies on the Prytaneia. We can
only hope to reach more epigraphic evidence aeansites to change this situation.

As architecturally the Prytaneion is a large comrhouse, it is necessary to
examine the development of Greek domestic architedbecause the architectural
development may give clue about the emergence efctimcept of the common

hearth and the Prytaneion as a civic institutioannient Greece.
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CHAPTER IV

POSSIBLE ARCHITECTURAL ORIGINS OF THE PRYTANEION

AS A BUILDING TYPE

This chapter examines the examples of architectstraictures from the
Bronze and Iron Age along with the examples of koaschitecture from later
periods. By looking at these examples two objestwl be sought. The first is to
look for the possible architectural origins of tReytaneion as a building type. The
second and more important objective is to lookthar origins of the concept of the
common hearth and the Prytaneion as a civic itgtitu To achieve the second
objective, the examination of the architecturabims is a necessity because this can
give evidence for the emergence period of thetingin. Because the Prytaneion is a
large house with common architectural charactessthe focus of this chapter will
be house architecture, although the fixed headbsad in Iron Age context will be
mentioned to show them as an architectural element.

One important point is that the Iron Age and |gternods will be the focus of

this chapter. The Bronze Age will be shortly mené&d because no clear and direct
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link is established to Iron Age house architectusewever, Late Bronze Age
monumental palatial fixed hearths will be mentionkedefly to examine the
hypotheses that these hearths are the direct mestas of the Greek common

hearth in the Prytaneion.

IV.1. The Association of the Prytaneion to the Bronze Age M egaron

and the Mycenaean Monumenal Hearth

Since the megaron plan is an important elementhen history of early
architecture in the Aegean, it is important to explwhy the megaron plan before
the Iron Age cannot be accepted as the originseoPrytaneion buildings. After this,
the Mycenaean monumental hearth should be empldaa&za suggested predeccor
of the common hearth.

The megaron should be taken into consideratioh@sutchitectural origin of
the Greek house beginning from the Neolithic andyHaronze Age. In his study,
Miuller (1944: 342-348) defined thirty-one typesnoégaroid structures in Neolithic
and Bronze Age Greece with examples (Fig. 49), dase the variations of the
original type, which is an isolated rectarfji¢iowever, the true megaron is not
known in the Middle Helladic or in earlier periogsilsson, 1971: 18).

By the Late Helladic period the megaron became madespread and fully
developed in Greece (Smith, 1942: 112). Moreoves Ltate Helladic shows a great
variety of megaron types mainly with the Minoanluehce palace type, the one
which became the specifically Greek type and coetihto be used also in the

Classical period (Muller, 1944: 344-348).

18 For the details of these thirty-one types of megasee Miiller, 1944: 342-348.
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However, the evidence of development from the BeoAge into the Iron
Age can be seen only in temple plans (Boardman/:13®); it is clear that the Greek
temple originated from the megaron (Dietrich, 192@-23) but even this is a
creation mostly of the eighth century BC (Coldstneal979: 317). Thus, the
evidence indicates that the Bronze Age megaron ifferent from Iron Age
examples:

“Indeed there are no substantial architectural mesnaof the

immediately post-Mycenaean period in Greece, amsehn Crete

throw no light on the development of the Iron Agegaron. Oval or

apsidal plans seem generally to precede the radtngegara of the

geometric and early archaic temples and housesréed8, and the

development seems to be quite independent of assilge survivals

of Bronze Age practice” (Boardman, 1967: 36).

The most important architectural and cultural featof the LH 11l period is
the Mycenaean palaces at Tiryns and Mycenae inAtgolid, and Pylos in
Messenia. The typical Mycenaean palace was composddio parts: the main
palace (the megaron and the central court) andséitendary one (Kilian, 1988:
293). The most important feature of the megarairgh¥, Mycenae, and Pylos (Fig.
50) are a great circular hearth located in the eseaf the main room with four
columns around it to support the roof (Clark, 1988). Lawrence (1983: 90) points
out that the hearth is a characteristically maidlteature and the original position of
the hearth in the center also “accords with thdadet mentality”.

In the Mycenaean world at the top of the sociatdrghy stands the wanax
(Palaima, 1995: 124). Linear B tablets clearly cade the religious duties and
responsibilities of the wanax. Palaima (1995: 129)gests that the powers and the

authority of the wanax were “derived” from his gitius associations and that he

was primarily a religious figure (Palaima, 1995912
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The main room with the hearth, columns, and thalrdyrone highlights the
authoritative power that also represents the aitisified by the presence of the
hearth (Fig. 51) (Wright, 1994: 56). Moreover, likee domestic hearth was the
center of domestic activity, so was the monumemealth: the Mycenaean megaron
was used also as the room for the reception, amerent, and banqueting of
retainers and guests (Graham 1967: 354). This atelicthat the hearths were the
center of not only the religious but also socitd tf the upper class (Rethemiotakis,
1999: 724).

Many scholars (Charbonneaux 1925; Glotz 1996 [19R&jDonald 1943;
Wycherley 1942; Deroy 1950; Wycherley 1976; Ger#81 [1968]; Jameson 1990;
Parker 1996; Rethemiotakis 1999) believe that #ueesl hearth of the Prytaneion is
the successor of the king’s hearth of the Mycerpedaces.

According to Rethemiotakis (1999: 724) because ttearth of the
Mycenaean palace was suggested as the center wdliieus and social life of the
upper class, these large hearths can be acceptéue axquivalent of the Greek
common hearth in the Prytaneion. However, accordmg/Nerner (1993: 125)
although the use of Mycenaean palatial megara ffasial purposes is clear, their
cultic functions related to the official functioase still a matter of debate.

Moreover, hearths are a common feature of domesthitecture and the
presence of a hearth inside or outside a buildogsdot on its own constitute proof
of sacredness and it is not possible to deternmi@dunction of the hearth neither by
its form nor by its location (Mazarakis-Ainian, IR280).

A hearth is the necessary feature of a householktheh it is portable or
fixed. The megaron was not only the Mycenaean kirsgat of power but also one

part of the residential quarters of the royal fgmilhus, as every common house has
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a hearth, the existence of the hearth in the throo@m is quite logical.
Archaeological evidence reveals that the Mycendesarths have cultic functions
and Linear B tablets associate the wanax with il responsibilities. However,
this could not mean that the hearth has strongioeis meanings and symbols in the
Mycenaean palaces.

The use of a fixed hearth instead of a portable aare have many reasons
apart from a cultic association, such as the desiemphasize the room, which is
the king’'s seat of power or emphasize the powehefking with a distinguishing
feature that could not be realized in common hqukasically for economic and
practical reasons. Moreover, these hearths coulshbienportant decorative element
in accordance with the popular taste of that paldic period. They might be
prestigious objects to have as an emphasis oftti@atative power of the wanax.
Thus, because of the lack of archaeological anttemrievidence (Linear B tablets
have no information that could indicate the religiomportance of the hearth), it is
not possible to associate the Mycenaean palatathesolely to religious and cultic
functions.

Linear B documents, especially from Pylos, relateatunique society that
existed only for a few generations. Linear B isyokihown from palace documents.
Mycenaean Greek could be described as a “childass sister of the lady whose
daughters may represent lonic, Doric, Aeolic andeptGreek dialects (Bouzek,
1997: 26-27).

Furthermore, no epigraphic and literary source ftatar periods clearly and
directly links the sacred hearth of the Prytandmithe king’s hearth in the palaces.
The common belief that the sacred hearth at th&aRejon is the continuation of the

king’s hearth at Mycenaean palaces is just an gssoimthat cannot be proved.
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Thus, the lack of clear evidence first on the reataf the monumental hearths
and then the lack of evidence on a direct link leefvthese hearths and the common
hearth means that the suggestion of Mycenaeanhiseast the predecessor of the

common hearth in the Prytaneion remains as an uvapl® hypothesis.

IV.2. The Association of the Prytaneion Plan to the Examples of Iron

AgeHouse Plan

The roots of the traditions and the institutiomshe classical Greek city are
in the Iron Age. Before examining the examples mnlAge house plans, to
understand the development of house architectui® riecessary to point out the
political atmosphere in the Iron Age. Apart frone #axamples of house architecture,
hearths will be taken into consideration to defimem as an architectural element.

The collapse of kingship at the end of the Bronzge Aesulted in the
formation of small villages at the beginning of then Age, where the society
consists of simple farmers and herders living itmpive huts and interacting
through the rules of personal kinship with almasefite structures.

With the expansion of population, a more compleoneeny, and increase in
wealth; the elite structure re-appeared and a evalsorder developed, where ruled
local chieftains whose parents and grand parents tiemselves simple peasants.
From this simple structure, the institutions of ttigy-states emerged probably as a
result of the local innovations reflecting the kafations of earlier times.

The dominant feature from the intermediate pericween the latest
Mycenaean period and the Early Iron Age is the lbli@acontinuity (Fagerstom,

1988: 165). Between the period of the collapsthefMycenaean palaces (ca. 1200
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BC) and the revival and expansion of Greek civilma in the eighth and seventh
centuries BC, different patterns of settlement appe (Jameson, 1990: 107).

The early Greekéyapov, which was the one roomed house and later the hall,
had éotia Or goydpa in the center. The great hall disappeared withdéstruction of
the palaces at the end of the Mycenaean Periodk(Cl968: 46). In EIA Greece,
two kinds of structures were mostly seen: rectaagbuildings with flat roofs and
oval, apsidal, or rectangular buildings with “higpeoofs and rounded corners.

The EIA Heroon at Lefkandi in Euboia (Figs. 52 &38), although similar in
conception to the megaron and the most specta@dample of an early elite
structure, is quite unparalleled in Greek architegt it is thus more sensible to
suggest that the buildings at the important Darle Agttlement of Nichoria best
represent the whole of Greece for the EIA (Fagénsir1988: 165-166)

Nichoria, Unit IV-1 has two major building phasdézhase 1 (DA II, 10
century) and Phase 2"{@entury). In Phase 1 (Figs. 54 and 55), Unit I\Was
rectangular with one large room (Room 1); the rocigtular pit in the middle, filled
with small carbonized fragments of oak and oliveetieved to be a pit hearth. The
large flat stone found in the center of the delm$éde the pit might have been used
as a platform to place cooking pots. The flat blatkthe east of the pit hearth
probably served as a base for a wooden post omeplThe stone-paved circular
structure inside the room with a layer of carbodirgaterial on top was interpreted
as an altar (McDonald, Coulson, and Rosser, 199-80).

In Phase 2, Unit IV-1 was remodeled: a courtyardew wall (Wall E), an
apse, and exterior posts were added along theveadls (Figs. 56 and 57). The
additions made the buildirtpnger, emphasizing its monumentality. The traces

revealed that with the addition of the apse, a rewn (Room 3) began to be used as
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the main storage area; cooking should be donedigoeas the pit hearth in Room 1
was not used anymore. Two round flat bases wenedfaou Room 1 and Room 3 as
the bases for interior posts or columns to suph@troof (McDonald, Coulson, and
Rosser, 1978: 33-37).

The finds from Unit IV-1 at Nichoria allow identifyg it as a dwelling and,
in accordance with its size and the suggested ialtas interpreted as the chieftain’s
house indicating the continuation of the “Mycenadgadition of combining the
ruler’s religious, political, and domestic funct®mn a single large, central unit”
(McDonald, Coulson, and Rosser, 1978: 33).

Moreover, the excavators maintain that the twoedbgparallels to the second
phase are Megaron B at Thermon (Figs. 58 and Bayith, the slight curve of the
long walls) and the early temple of Apollo Daphneqas at Eretria (Fig. 60) (the
roof support system with the external and interpabts) suggesting that this
structure could be a link in form and function beén the Mycenaean palace and the
Archaic temple (McDonald, Coulson, and Rosser, 198, 58). Apart from
Nichoria Unit IV-1b , between c. 900 and c. 760-#fdence for cult practices
associated with the ruler’'s dwellings can be sdeAntissa Building IIl (Fig. 61),
Phaistos Unit AA (Fig. 62), and Eretria Building(Rigs. 63 and 64) (Mazarakis-
Ainian, 1997: 378).

In terms of domestic architecture, according to rBoen (1967: 36) the
rectangular megara at Emporio and contemporaryibgs$ at Old Smyrna are the
earliest surviving examples of the plan in Greeindstic architecture.

The Megaron Hall at Emporio, Chios (Fig. 65) is thain representative of
the LIA. The earliest period of occupation at Empds as early as the seventh

century BC or even the eighth. The houses can teledi into two groups as
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megaron houses and bench houses. Emporio megasacsimamon characteristics:

they face south, have two columns in the porchaoentral doorway into the single
main room. An arrangement of interior columns caty de seen in the Lower

Megaron (Fig. 66) and the Megaron Hall, where respely two and three columns

were set in the axis of the building dating to ¢agliest period of occupation. In the
Lower Megaron, the straight lining for the centnalarth is preserved (Boardman,
1967: 31-36).

Moreover, Old Smyrna gives a valuable picture ef development in house
architecture (Figs. 67-73) where a large familys®of ca. 750-700 BC with rooms
opening into a courtyard was discovered. Moreovar, megara, presumed covered
by a single roof and facing a courtyard, were riacgaThese megara were
interpreted as a significant step towards the Wak$&reek house (Jameson, 1990:
109).

At Zagora on Andros (Fig. 74) in the eighth cent®@, the larger houses
follow Mycenaean precedent in that they may corddist hall alone or a hall entered
through a porch; wooden posts stood inside or samstin front of the porch.
Moreover, another house, which is composed of @medloms around three sides of
a courtyard were found. Lawrence (1983: 315) st#tes “no early instance is
known of a hall preceded by a courtyard lined witbms, over which it dominated;
however, this apparent compromise may really haanljust another item in the
Mycenaean heritage”.

During the second half of the eighth and the sdveentury many ruler’s
dwellings were built, some earlier ones were stilise but apart form Emporio new
ruler's dwelling were erected in this period alsazagora (8 phase of Unit H19)

and Lathouriza (Fig. 75) (Mazarakis-Ainian, 199783
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Sacrifices possibly followed by ritual meals insidhe ruler's dwellings are
attested at Nichoria (Unit IV-1) and Thermon (MegaB). A domestic shrine was
found in Room 11 of the chief’s residence at Kastear Kavousi (Fig. 76). No
evidence from Asine, Koukounaries on Paros, an#étdrefi connects the chieftain’s
dwelling with cult practices (Mazarakis-Ainian, IRB77).

It should be made clear that a ruler's dwelling was$ regarded as a cult
building: there was no cult image in it and votivesre not deposited there but only
in the communal sanctuary (Mazarakis-Ainian, 19878). Although not all
examples indicate the same practice, MazarakisaAir{iLl997: 377) suggests that
beginning from LH IIIC into the Iron Age, the evitdge shows that the chieftain’s
dwellings were associated with cult practices immg animal sacrifice and
communal feast and that cult practices began tsisbaf cults “celebrated at every
household hearth by every head of the househoidf,a least the leading families
practiced a religious cult inside their houses.

Hearths have been found in twenty-two structures pit hearths from
apsidal houses (Nichoria and Eretria) and six regtar built hearths from
rectangular structures (one from Thorikos, two frafagora, and three from
Tsikkalario), which are exceptional in Iron Age text. The apsidal/oval houses
have more simple hearths (Fagerstrom, 1988: 131).

In addition to the list of Fagerstrom, Mazarakistan (1997: 290-292) adds
the hearths at Koukounaries, Kastanas, Lathouwsne, Zagora, Eretria, and
Antissa. One hearth from the acropolis of Koukowesi(Fig. 77) is accepted as
sacred because of the discovery of a small claylysh@mong the ashes. The

presumed chieftain’s house of Layer 10 at Kastéir@s 78) has a very large hearth,
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which could have served for functional and ceremlopurposes (Mazarakis-Ainian,
1997: 290).

At Lathouriza (Fig. 75), the stone lined hearth \wasated in the open air, in
front of Room Il of the chieftain’s dwelling; it ibelieved this hearth was used for
cooking. Because of its location in front of Roolraihd the spacious bench inside
this room the apsidal chamber is suggested asiagdinom, perhaps of official
character (Mazarakis-Ainian, 1997: 290).

A pit hearth was discovered inside Building C atn&s(Fig. 79) and on
account of the impressive bench, it can be sugdéisség communal feasts were done
in this structure. However, this suggestion hasbesn proved (Mazarakis-Ainian,
1997: 291). Moreover, Rooms H19 and H22 of the rassuruler's dwelling at
Zagora (Fig. 74) and Building A at Eretria (Fig.)d®used a central hearth; an
axially placed hearth was also discovered in BoddiV at Antissa (Fig. 80)
(Mazarakis-Ainian, 1997: 291).

In Crete a very large hearth was discovered inntiddle of Room AA at
Phaistos (Fig. 62), which can be compared with mmntal Mycenaean hearths.
More hearths were found in Rooms CC, P, R3, EE, @RdRoom R3 has three
hearths and the existence of a bench allows Magafakian (1997: 291-292) to
suggest this room as the dining room.

Axial hearths in the middle of the central chamiere found in Building B
at Prinias (Fig. 81), Rooms 136, 137, 138 and 14Qagphi (Fig. 82), and Building
A at Smari (Fig. 83). Mazarakis-Ainian proposestthi@ one in Building B at
Prinias may have had a sacral character. The oBeiiiding A at Smari could be
used for cooking meat for the feasts because thgqumis were held in this room

(Mazarakis-Ainian, 1997: 292).
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Thus, the existence of hearths and benches witkisame contexts suggests
the use of dining rooms for communal feasts andjbets. However, the assumption
that both the mainland and Cretan examples arestoruerstood together needs
reservations as the so-called dining shrines ocliboeanctuaries are the earliest (they
are already known in the Prepalatial period, iteMgrtos) and constitute the most
common (i.e. Phaistos-First Palace period, Mallephlatial period) type of shrines
in the Minoan period (Marinatos, 1993: 98). Moreowe the LIA, benches for
storage vessels are common; no literary or artisticlence indicates the use of
benches for sitting, but always chairs. No archagioll evidence supports the idea
of a bench built for sitting (Fagerstom, 1988: 17712).

In brief, during the EIA, both rectangular and dapkidal house were in use.
Not much concern can be seen to divide the buitdifay different functions.
Fagerstom (1988: 166) proposes that the men caulddated in the center of the
room whereas the women sat for their tasks sudpiasing along the walls. In the
MIA, rectangular structures began to become dontjnatthough apsidal/oval
structures were still being built (Fagerstom, 19888). In the LIA, the architecture
becomes more complex whether it is a town housea diarm house, stone
architecture and the dressing of stones appear#simperiod. Thus, the shape and
planning of architectural structures along withhetectural techniques and principles
were established in the Iron Age reaching theie tcharacter in the Archaic and
Classical periods (Fagerstbém, 1988: 172).

Although they are not a common architectural eldm@red hearths can be
seen in Iron Age architecture. Like the earlierigms, most of the structures with
fixed hearths are usually interpreted to have cuti ritual associations such as

feasting. Moreover, evidence from some of the thies dwellings indicates cult
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practices involving animal sacrifice and commureasting. This may be accepted as
the first signs of the household cult celebrateslad the hearth of the house that
will reach its complete form in the later periodglaesult in the emergence of the

concept of the common hearth in the Prytaneion.

IV.3. The Association of the Architectural Plan of the Prytaneion to
Houses After thelron Age

Two basic types of plans continued to be usedtimcthird century or even
later: the megaron and courtyard house, but insidak Greece the latter was
preferred. The typical Greek house consists of mbar of rectangular (usually
small) rooms opening into a rectangular courtydfiy.(84). The court was the
primary source for light as the houses have narao@ few windows (Jameson,
1990: 97-98). The best examples of this type inatehaic period can be found in
the Greek colonies in Sicily (Lawrence, 1983: 315).

Several examples of courtyard houses from Atheng. (85) have been
excavated and they do not show a consistency ofggart from the existence of the
courtyard (Lawrence, 1983: 318). The type of howddch was favored in classical
Greece, is best known from Olynthos (Figs. 86-&8)hough the blocks of the
houses have the same sjzbg plans and arrangement of the rooms vary (€aoe,
1983: 318). Houses at Colophon (Fig. 89) datingh® fourth century BC are
examples of typical Greek houses with a courtydmvever, according to Lawrence
(1983: 323) “the survival of Mycenaean plans inaBMinor can be traced into the
Hellenistic Age, especially at Priene (Figs. 90 8djl dating to the late fourth or the
third century with a porch (sometimes two columnsantis) and the main room

behind it”. The courtyard house remained the commype as the houses at Delos
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(Fig. 92) dated to the second half of the secomtiucg AD clearly show (Lawrence,
1983: 324).

When the raotdgc (living room) replaced theuéyopov, the éotio was
transferred to the dining-roo@dpwv (men’s quarters) as the offerings before the
meal were dedicated there (Crawley, 1994 [1926]) Sbater, the number of rooms
of the houses increased which resulted in the fise@ or more separate hearths
instead of one. The original, which combined cogkiand heating functions,
remained as the kitchen hearth and the living racquired a hearth as the center of
domestic life (Crawley, 1994 [1926]: 559).

Because of literary evidence, archaeologists exfeéind fixed hearths in
the main room as the focus of religious ritualshwmitthe family; however, unlike
some Iron Age examples, a fixed hearth cannot betiited with any regularity in
archaeological remains (Jameson, 1990: 99). Mereanost houses at Olynthos
and also at other sites did not haviexad altars or external hearths (Jameson, 1990:
105). In the excavations, the fireplaces were Igfiaind in small rooms that can be
identified as kitchens because of the pottery andke traces in the area (Jameson,
1990: 98). It seems that the Greeks normally usethble terracotta braziers, small
fires of brushwood, or charcoal in a corner of amoor court for cooking and
heating (Jameson, 1990: 98).

The fact that most houses at Greek sites did nge figed altars or external
hearths, suggests to Jameson (1990: 105) thaittizsrdescribed by the texts as
taking place within the house were either simplgdi@r liquid offerings over the
kitchen hearth or cooking braziers; or libationsl amcense on a small fire in the

court or on the small portable altars; or pourirggraall quantity wine on the ground.
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It is clear that the architectural lay-out of thg/tBneia follow the same rules
as the Greek houses: although, they are compossahw# basic features such as the
courtyard, the dining room, and the room with tlearth, none of the recovered
examples are identical and the location of thesencon elements varied in each of
them.

Overall, no clear evidence could be revealed taeonthe architectural plan
of the Prytaneion to the Mycenaean palatial megafdre common hearth is not
necessarily located in the center of the buildirsgtlae focus of the structure.
Although, the common hearth has importance and sjimimeans, the excavated
examples revealed that the hearth at the Prytaneias not monumental or
decorated like the Mycenaean palatial ones.

In terms of its architectural origins, it is cletimat the Prytaneion has no
connection with the Bronze Age. The architecturains of the Prytaneion can be
sought in Iron Age domestic architecture. Class@estek domestic architecture is
the basis of its general plan; the evidence indg#tat no standard plan is available
for this structure, but it shares its lay-out wiitle common house. It is important to
note that the archaeological examples are usuatgddto the Classical period
although one Archaic Prytaneion is known (Olympiagcause of this we cannot
possibly know what the earliest Prytaneia looké&e.liTheir plan may be different
from the later ones and they may be similar to htAises.

However in the Classical period, its lay-out folldwsuse architecture. The
difficulty of identifying it indicates that the sicture did not have a single feature
distinguishing it from a regular house. The emplepiof house plan should result
from the desire to highlight the common heartrcdald that symbolically, with its

sacred hearth the Prytaneion represents the corhimuse of the state and the city,
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where sacrifices were made, guests were entertaingabrtant documents and
objects were kept, etc. Thus, because of this sigmboor it could not differ

architecturally from a house.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The aim of this study was to examine the concepit@sacred hearth and the
Prytaneion, where the sacred hearth of the city keg¢ burning. As an important
entity of the ancient Greek city with its sacrecitle and remarkable functions, the
Prytaneion is nevertheless mentioned most oftely bniefly in archaeological
studies, if at all.

The main reason for the relatively low emphasighenPrytaneion is that it
lacks a formal architectural structure: securelgniified and excavated Prytaneia
number less than ten in the whole Greek world soDaspite the ancient sources,
which highlight its “necessity”, the Prytaneion oah become a major subject in
archaeological literature, because of the absehoslevant archaeological remains.
However, the discovery of new examples in archapodd sites may change this
situation in the future.

Despite the lack of archaeological evidence, theoirtance of the Prytaneion

is evident as the literary sources indicate. HoweNeas not entirely possible for a
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modern person to understand what it really meantthe ancient Greek people
although the hearth is still accepted as the syrobdhe house. The importance of
the Prytaneion derives from the common hearth. Byebolic and -cultic
significance of the common hearth shaped the strei@s a civic institution with its
functions such as dining at public expense; adim@ court in specific cases; being
used as a state repository; and acting as a seeitre institution.

In terms of the origins of the Prytaneion, somentsoshould be emphasized.
First of all, the concept of the sacred heartthéeskey element. In the Greek world,
the sacred hearth had both symbolic and religioesmmgs. It seems that the
religious aspect of the sacred hearth derives fitsnsymbolic meaning. Even the
goddess of the hearth is created from its symbaiid cultic importance. The
importance of the perpetual fire and the sacreditlhés clear among Indo-European
peoples. Thus, it is possible to suggest thattier@reeks, the symbolic and cultic
meaning of the sacred hearth originated from tli@JBuropean heritage. However,
the Prytaneion is an original creation of Greekietgc The closest parallels can be
recognised in Vedic India and Rome. However, in iw¥dddia, the emphasis is
clearly put on the fire not the hearth; while innRRy where some features may have
been borrowed indirectly from the Hellenic worltietpractice of the cult differs
sharply especially after the Augustan period.

Although, as a civic institution the Prytaneiompisrely a Greek element, the
assumption that the sacred hearth of the Prytangpresents cultural continuity
with the monumental hearths in Mycenaean palacgsines strong reservations.
Historically, the Mycenaeans are accepted as thestors of the classical Greeks. In
spite of linguistic and cultural continuity in geak no literary or archaeological

evidence exists that would support the assumptianthe Mycenaean palatial hearth
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is the direct predecessor of the Classical Greakedafire in the Prytaneion.
Moreover, no literary or archaeological evidencdicate the continuity of the
particular cult of Hestia.

As the classical Greek city with its physical amkkdlogical entities first
originated in the Iron Age, the symbolism of thersd fire and the origins of the
Prytaneion as a civic feature to house the sadgredtiould be searched in the Iron
Age.

When the palace and the wanax lost their autharity power, the chief local
administrators became the basic power figures i{iRalal995: 125). It is clear that
at the beginning of the Iron Age, authority wasdabsn local administrators in small
communities, where the terbasileuscan mean either a local nobleman or a leader
on a grander scale like the first among the eqaal$ the evidence from sites
indicate a herding economy supplemented by hunHliagvever, the economy based
on herding does not mean that the living conditiohthe people worsened: in most
parts of Greece, especially the eastern parts ofhsand central Greece (from
Thessaly to Laconia), the population seems to lymown steadily from the Early
Iron Age into the Middle Iron Age and reached itak in the Late Iron Age
(Fagerstbm, 1988: 165-166).

In the Middle Iron Age, archaeological evidence destrates that sites such
as Lefkandi, Zagora, Smyrna, and Perachora aredlong. The herdsman economy
begins to turn into a more settled one based dsleafarming, storage seems to be a
necessity also reflected in more complex architectdiversification of the cults
occurred as indicated by the foundation of sanmsaio Hera in Samos and at
Perachora. The appearance of these initial tenmgles the first signals of public

architecture and imply political diversificationrade especially on the Euboian
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routes increased. People lived more in little towrth adequate defensive walls. All
constitute the first signs of what will later cheterise the Greek way of life
(Fagerstom, 1988: 167-168).

The LIA has a complex economy: the significancemfate ownership and
the right to possess is growing. Hero worship bexatominant indicating the
growth of national feelings. Political issues betmexceed local levels and reached
the international stage, which grew from the deBwenew lands and the need of
defending one’s own surplus. The disputes causadargaand the need for the
creation of hoplite armies along with defensivdifmations (Fagerstém, 1988: 169-
172). The authority of local chiefs was transfdrte aristocracies (Cook, 1946: 87).
The late eighth century is an important periodtfe rise of the polis because it is a
period of political centralization and the develanof political institutions (Rich
and Wallace-Hadrill, 1994: 26).

Moreover, it is quite likely that not only the dalbrigins of the sacred hearth
as a concept but also the architectural originh@fPrytaneion as a structure were in
the Iron Age. Excavations of certain structurest timay be named as “ruler’s
dwellings” at Nichoria, Antissa, Phaistos, Eretrtamporio, Zagora, Lathouriza,
Thermon, and Kastro near Kavousi indicate evidericault practices and sacrifices
inside these buildings. These structures mightbaertitial places, where a family or
a tribe cult began to be formed around the heartméking sacrifices and libations
to the deities. Just like the cult takes its fifim in the later periods, so does the
architectural lay-out. With the development of Grelomestic architecture and the
penetration of the courtyard houses, the architaktay-out of the Prytaneion took
its final form, which is not different from a largeouse. The examination of the

excavated Prytaneia reveals that, no standardydarused for these structures.
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Thus, both the significance of the sacred hearththe Prytaneion as a civic
institution began to take their shape at the tifmthn@ emergence of the Greek polis.
The Prytaneion is the reflection of the ideologyred Greek polis, which emphasizes
the whole community not just its administrativeitges. The family cult, in which
the family celebrates around the hearth with thbefain the role of high priest
provided the conceptualisation resulting in thectje practice of the civic cult.
Later on, the significance and symbolism of theeddearth resulted in the creation
of the common hearth of the city in the Prytaneion.

The common hearth in the Prytaneion as a civigtuisin was the symbol of
the classical city in that it connected every hboe to the state in a context where
no king or ruler, but the families in private ariekttribes in general represent the
important elements of the state. The sacred hedrthe Prytaneion seems to be a
reflection of the individualistic character of tii&eek city-states, which began to
take shape already in the Iron Age. It is posdiide after the collapse of the palaces,
the atmosphere of insecurity could have resultetthéncreation and development of
a symbolic element that came to emphasize theitgaftthe community within a
settlement along with the belief and desire to gmesits existence in general.

The creation of the public hearth is an indicatafrthe creation of a “new
form of unity”, where the state is regarded asgafémily. As the center of a house is
the sacred hearth, in counterpart the center otityes the Prytaneion. Moreover,
the city, not the ruler, has its own identity amdgence with its sacred hearth. Thus,
as an institution the Prytaneion is the symbohef¢ity-state and for this reason with
the rise of kingship in the Hellenistic period, itsportance began to diminish; and
in the Roman period its importance is limited t® iieligious sphere not its civic

symbolism.
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Thus, the origins of an institution that is chaeaistics of the classical Greek
polis took its form and symbolism in the formatiyears of the Greek polis. For the
future, we can only hope to identify more Prytanséurely for the chance of

examinig these structures better.
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Fig. 1. Drawing of the north frieze of the Siphnian Tragsat Delphi 525 BC.
No. 2 is Hestia between Hephaistos (1) and Dion{3ps

Fig. 2. Hestia on the Attic Black Figure Dinos by Sophil680-570 BC.
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Fig. 3. Hestia (K), Dione (L) and Aphrodite (M) on the EBgdiment of the
Parthenon.

Fig. 4. Hestia (K) and Dione (L) on the East Pedimenheffarthenon.
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Fig. 5. Hestia and Symmachos on the votive relief stéie century B.C.

Fig. 6. Detail showing Hestia and Symmachos on the vaglief stele 4th century
B.C.
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Fig. 7. Drawing of the figures on the Attic Black Figurelute crater “Francgois
Vase” by Kleitias and Ergotimos, 570-565 BC.
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Fig. 8. Detailed drawing of the main frieze (wedding ofd@s and Thetis) of
“Francois Vase”, right half, showing Chiron, Irldgestia, Chariklo, and Dionysos;
approaching the Palace of Peleus; signature ofi&$eon the right side on the Attic
Black Figure volute crater “Francgois Vase” by Kist and Ergotimos, 570-565 BC.

120



D245 ZEUS, GANY MEDES, HESTIA

Fig. 9. Zeus, Ganymedes, and Hestia holding the brancltloéste-tree (?) among
the feasting gods of Olympos on the Attic Red FegluKylix by Oltos, before 520
BC.

Fig. 10. Hestia sitting on an altar with torch in her haviudle four women
approaching her on the Attic Pyxis, 440-420 BC.
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Fig. 11. Fragment of the Attic Black Figure Dinos showingdtla in the scene of
Marriage of Peleus and Thetis, c. 580 BC.

Fig. 12. Drawing of Attic Red Figured kylix showing the liatluction of Heracles to
Olympian Gods, c. 500 BC.
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Fig. 13. Side B: Detail showing Amphitrite and Hestia (e€l) in the middle on the
Attic Red Figured kylix showing the introduction lderacles to Olympian Gods, c.
500 BC.

Fig. 14. The so-called “Hestia Giustiniani”, Roman copyadfronze statue of c. 470
BC from Villa Albani, Rome.
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Fig. 16. Relief showing the temple of Vesta.
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Fig. 17. Extant Monumental Remains of the temple of VestealHly
Reconstructed) in the Roman Forum.
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Fig. 19. Reconstruction of the interior of the temple okt
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Fig. 21. Relief on a base showing enthroned Vesta on g, ppouring a libation,
flanked by two female figues (possibly other god@ss3, on the left five Vestals are
approaching to her.
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Fig. 22. Denarius, c. 55 BC. Observe shows the head ofaykst, Q.CASSIVS;
right, VEST. Reverse shows the Temple of Vesta; AC.

Fig. 23. As, AD 37-38. Observe shows head of the emper@AESAR AVG
GERMANICVS PON M TR POT. Reverse shows veiled arapdd Vesta sitting on
the throne, holding patera and scepter; VESTA SC.

Fig. 24. Aureus, AD 73. Observe shows head of an emperspa&®an; IMP CAES
VESP AVG CEN. Observe shows statue of Vesta insideound temple with four
columns and four steps; VESTA.
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Fig. 25. Denarius, c. AD 112-115. Observe shows the heddaén’s wife Plotina;
PLOTINA AVG IMP TRAIANI. Reverse shows seated Vebtadding palladium and
scepter; CAES AVG GERMA DAC COS VIP P.

Fig. 26. Aureus AD 226. Observe shows the head of Julia &&mIVLIA
MAMAEA AVG. Reverse shows veiled Vesta standingldig palladium and
scepter.

Fig. 27. Denarius c. 65 BC. Observe shows the head of #saV/Virgin Aemilia.
Reverse shows the Basilica Aemilia; M LEPIDVS AINA REF SC.
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Fig. 28. Plan and the Actual State of the Athenian Tholos.

Fig. 29. The Athenian Tholos with couches restored.
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Fig. 31. Area of the Tholos at the end of the Sixth Century
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Fig. 32. Plan of the Prytaneion at Delos.

Fig. 33. Plan of the Prytaneion at Lato.
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Fig. 34. Plan of the Classical remains of Fig. 35. Plan of the Hellenistic remains of the
the Prytaneion at Olympia. Prytaneion at Olympia.
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EAST STOA

Fig. 36. Plan of the building at Fig. 37. Plan of the building at Morgantina.
Dreros.
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Fig. 39. Reconstruction of the Doric portico of the Prytaneat Ephesos with
the contemporary localization of the Curetes list.
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Fig. 41. Column drums inscribed with the list of the Cusatethe Doric portico of
the Prytaneion at Ephesos.
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Fig. 43. Plan of the Prytaneion at Magnesia.
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Fig. 44. Plan of the building at Priene.
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Fig. 46. Honorific
inscrition for Marcus
Aurelius Tatianus the
younger in the the
Prytaneion at Priene.

Fig. 45. The Prytaneion at Priene after the 1895/99
excavations, from the south-east.
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Fig. 47. Plan of the building at Miletus.
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Fig. 48. Plan of the Building H and the adjacent area ag&aon.
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Table giving provenance an

Late Helladic.

Original liwan Olynthus
type N
| 2 3
Troy 11 Troy VI
BN CH
8 9
\
s
Dimini ] Dimini
Sesklo Tray 11 Eutresis Sesklo
Eutresis EH MH N
Troy VI
N, BE-, M- LI 14 15 6
13
G5 J
= o
Thermni Thermi Futresis
Futresis EH EH
F-MH
21 22 2
1 ﬁ
l ‘
= Asine Asine
Asine
MH M LH
28 17

at

. . & &
= . -
N e . .
foe—ns
=
Malthi Troy V1 Aylak
Sérvia II:H i " I x{\!l(ll»pi
' a3 g 7
.
.
.
g o
Troy I-V1 Eleusis 'l‘r({y I
EH, LH LH EH
10 11 12
.
" .
.
= sl = = b =
» . .
Tiryns .
- Korakou Mycenae Korakou
MH LH LH L
” 18 19 %
.
»
°
.
b
—
Therwmos Asine Troy VI Krisa
Korakou LH LH LH
MH
23 26 27
24
i
=]
|
=
Phylakopi Gha
MO LH Korakou
31 LH

30

The Jrnn'mas hove been ‘;hﬁ hal‘u'mnl wd  we wd liﬁ&ﬂj n meb,

o of types. N=Neolithic, EH =Early Helladie, MH= Middle Helladic, LH =

32

Fig. 49. Plans of the examples of thirty-one types of mageéth dates.
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Fig. 50. The great megara at the palaces of Tiryns, Myceara Pylos.

Fig. 51. Restored drawing of the palatial megaron at Pylo$300 BC.
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Fig. 52. Plan of the so-called “Heroon” at Lefkandi.

Fig. 53. Graphic restoration of the so-called “Heroon” atkandi.
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Fig. 54. Plan of Phase 1 of Unit IV-1 at
Nichoria.
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Fig. 56. Plan of Phase 2 of Unit IV-1 at
Nichoria.
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Fig. 55. Reconstructed drawing of
Phase 1 of Unit IV-1 at Nichoria.

Fig. 57. Reconstructed drawing of
Phase 2 of Unit IV-1 at Nichoria.
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A: Megaron A.
B: Megaron B.
C: Temple C.

=N LBA
EIA
@ pithoi
Fig. 58. Plan of LBA and IAE Fig. 59. Schematic reconstruction of Megaron B:
remains in the area of the sancturaryA. before the addition of the peristyle. B. with
of Apollo at Thermon. apsidal veranda. C. with lean-to veranda.

Fig. 60. Plan of Geometric buildings in the area of thectaary of Apollo with
Building D, temple of Apollo Daphnephoros at Eretri
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Building III (8th ¢. B.C.)
Phase 1: shaded. Phase 2 (Walls I1ld and g):
unshaded. Wall ITIC was suppressed during phase 2.

- later additions

Fig. 61. Plan of Building Il at Antissa in  Fig. 62. Plan of Building AA and the
Lesbos. buildings around it at Phaistos.

House A
(c. 725 B.C.) in area 10/19.

Fig. 63. Plan of Bulding A at Eretria. Fig. 64. Restoration of Building A at
Eretria.
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Fig. 65. Plan of the Megaron Hall at Emporio. Iron Age.

[ HOUSE A AND LOWER MEGARON

Fig. 66. Plan of House A and Lower Megaron at Emporio. hge.
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Fig. 67. Plan and graphic
restoration of oval house of c.
900 BC in Trench H at Old

6

BAYRAKLI
H., Cukuru
=S

535 530 B%

Fig. 68. Plan of houses of the third quarter of the eiglghtary BC in Trench H at
Old Smyrna.

7S

660

Fig. 69. Plan of houses of the last quarter of the eighttiueg BC in Trench H at
Old Smyrna.
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Fig. 70. Restored drawing of
House XXXVII in Trench H at
Old Smyrna.

Fig. 71. Restored drawing of House c and d in
Trench H at Old Smyrna.
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Fig. 72. Graphic restoration of early Fig. 73. Imaginative reconstruction of Old-
seventh century BC apsidal house|&@myrna in the late seventh century BC.

Old Smyrna.
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Fig. 74. Architectural phases of Building H19 and the sunding buildings at
Zagora on Andros.
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Fig. 75. Plan of LG-EA settlement at Fig. 76. Restored plan of Building 9-11/12-
Lathouriza. 13 at Kastro near Kavousi.
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Fig. 77. Plan of EIA buildings on the summit of the acrapeait Koukounaries on
Paros.
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Fig. 78. Plan of houses of Layer 10 Fig. 79. Plan of LH IlIC-LG remains at Asine.
at Kastanas.
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(a) phase 1 (c. 700 B.C.). (b) phase 2 (7th c. B.C.).

Fig. 80. Plan of Building IV at Fig. 81. Plan of Building B at Prinias.
Antissa on Lesbos.

Fig. 82. Plan of Unit 135-144 at Karphi. Fig. 83. Plan of Building A at Smari.
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Fig. 84. Plan of the primitive Greek Fig. 85. Plan of two houses in Athens. Fifth
house. century BC.

AVENUE A
AVENUE B

Fig. 86. Plan of blocks of houses at Olynthos. c. 430 BC.
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Fig. 88. House on the Northern Hill at Olynthos. Fourthtoey BC.
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Fig. 90. Houses at Priene. FourthFig. 91. Plan of a Hellenistic house in original (left)
to second century BC. and later forms.
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Fig. 92. Plan of houses at Delos. Fifth and fourth censui€.
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APPENDICES

A. EXAMPLES OF INSCRIPTIONS WITH INVITATION TO XENIA

Athens

SEG X, 108, 27-29
416/5 BC
[kaAéoon] / 8¢ aTov [kat e Egviar / s TO TpuT]avElov g[S aUplov]

Resolved... “to invite him (a proxenos from Knidos)Xenia in the prytaneion on
the next day.” (Miller. 1978: 143).

IG 112, 567, 21-22

late 4" century BC

kaAe[oat 8t Tous TpeaPets Tdv TTpimvecov eml Eevia] / els TO TpuTavel[ov gls
aupiov]

Resolved... “to invite the embassy of the Priene &miA in the prytaneion on the
next
day.” (Miller. 1978: 163).

IG 112, 95, 9-11

377/6 BC

[emaivécat 88 AmoAwv/idnv kol kaA]éoa em[i Eevia els TO TPUTavEloV elfs
auptov]

Resolved... “to honor Apollonides (a proxenos) anditén him to Xenia in the
prytaneion on the next day.” (Miller. 1978: 151).

IVM 37, 36-37
ca. 200 BC

gmovéoat 8 auTous kol / €Tl EEviar €S TO TTPUTAVEIOV El/s aUplov.

Resolved... “to invite them (ambassadors from Magr)esi Xenia in the prytaneion
on the next day.” (Miller. 1978: 166).

IG 12, 985, 10-11
ca. 150 BC
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[koAeoat &g auTov emi Egvia els / T]o mpuTavElov els afuptov]

Resolved... “to invite him (a Milesian) to Xeniatime prytaneion on the next day.”
(Miller. 1978: 167).

Delos

Michel 852B, 18

late 3% century BC

gmaiveoat 8¢ Tous Becopous k[an koAécat em] / Eevia els TO TPUTOVEIOV [€ls
auptov]

Resolved... “to honor the ambassadors (of Cyzicud)iavite them to Xenia in the
prytaneion on the next day.”

Apollonia

IVM 45, 45-47

ca. 207 BC

[Souev & auTols] kal Eevia Ta / [péyloTa €k] Tdv [voucv ko]t [kA]nbnuev
auTo[us / els To mpJuTaveiov [els] Tav [K]ovav eaTiaw.

Resolved... “that we should give the greatest amainKenia lawful to them
(proxenoi in  Magnesia) and call them into the @ngion to the common hearth.”
(Miller. 1978: 135).

Akraiphiai

IG VII, 4131, 35-35

mid 2'¢ century BC

kaAéool 8¢ auTous kal EEvia el [TO mpuTa]vElov €L TNV / KONV ECTIOV Kol
amoloyloachal TO dAwua TPOS Tous / KOTOTTOS.

Resolved... “to invite them (ambassadors from Lajigsaenia in the prytaneion at

the common hearth and to make an account of thgghat hand for their expense.”
(Miller. 1978: 135).
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B. EXAMPLES OF INSCRIPTIONS WITH INVITATION TO

DEIPNON

Athens

IG 112, 1, 37-38
405 BC
[koAeoan & Euu]oxov e[ S]elmvov &5 TO TpuTaveoy / [es alpiov]

Resolved... “to invite Eumachos to Deipnon in thet@ngion on the next day.”

IG 112, 188, 12-13
ante 353/2 BC
[koA]éoat 8¢ KA [............. Jes To mpuTa[v/Elov eis alpiov]

Resolved... “to invite [?] (a proxenos) to Deipnontire prytaneion on the next
day.”

Hesperia 4 (1935) 526, 44-45
226/5 BC
koAeoa 8¢ aruTOV ETTL SEITTVOV IS TO TPUTO/VEIOV ElS aUpIov

Resolved... “to invite him (Prytanis of Karystos)@eipnon in the prytaneion on the
next day.”

Halicar nassos

Michel 452, 10-11
late 4th century BC
koAéoa 8¢ auT[ov] / Kol Els TPUTGVEIOV ETTI SE1TTVOV

Resolved... “to invite him (Zenodotos of Troizen) D@ipnon in the prytaneion.”
(Miller. 1978: 192).

Samos

Ath. Mitt. 72 (1957) 176, 5-6

2" century BC

[koAéoa 8¢ ....]JloTpaTov éml / [SE1TVoV €ls TO TPUTO]VEIOV apiov
Resolved... “to invite ...istros to Deipnon in the @nykeion next day.” (Miller. 1978:
210).
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Exceptionsto therule:
Athens

IG 112,21, 17-18
390-89 BC
koa[Aéoon €ml Seimvov eis / To wpuTavel]ov eis aup[iov]

Resolved... “to invite (the ambassador of King Sesith& Deipnon in the
prytaneion on the next day.”

SEG XXI, 230, 4-6

ca. 377 BC

[k/aA]eoa 8¢ [Tos TpeaPes Tols M]kovTa[s eml Seimrvov €5 / TO] TpuT[aVElOV €S
aupiov]

Resolved... “to invite the ambassadors who have edriyfrom Arethousa in
Euboea) to Deipnon in the prytaneion on the next’da

Xenia and Deipnon
Athens

IG 112, 102, 13-16

375-73 BC

k[ol kohec]on emi Eevia Touls [/ Tpe]ofels [Tous moap Ap]uvto kol Tous
m[e/upb]évrals UTo TO dnuo] emi Seimvov eis/ [To TpuTavE]ov els alp]iov

Resolved... “to invite the ambassadors from AmyntaXenia and those sent by the
Demos to Deipnon in the prytaneion on the next'day.

IG 112, 127, 30-34

356/5 BC

ka[Aéo]ar em Evia €5 / [To mpuTavélov els] afUptov:  Emaivec]al 8t kal
Meioiova[k/Ta kol koAécol €ml SEiTvov €S TO TpuTav]elov els dupto/ [v-
koAéool O¢ eml Eevia Tous TpEoRes Tos TkovTtas Toapa T/ [V GAAwV
BaciAéwov el]s T[o] m[p]u[T]avelov []is aUpiov.

Resolved... “to invite them (the brother and ambassad King Ketriporis) to
Xenia in the prytaneion on the next day; to hona&isinax (the Athenian
ambassador to Ketriporis) and invite him to Deipmorthe prytaneion on the next
day; to invite the ambassadors who have come fra@nother kings to Xenia in the
prytaneion on the next day.”
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C. EXAMPLES OF INSCRIPTIONS WITH INVITATION TO

SITESIS

Athens

IG 112,77, 4-18
431-421 BC
[va TEV OlTECIV TEV s]u Trvaoweiov TPOTOV uév TOL [h/lspocbd\n’eu ysvouévou
K]O(Td( T n[a]Tplo( emetTa Tolol App/ [oSlo kol Tolot AplOTOYE]TOVOS, hos
av &l EYyuTOTO ysvog / [agl ho npscBUTaTog, gvai K)ol O(UTOlOl TEV OITEOI[V
Kot efk/yovolol humapyev Sopeia]v mapa  Absvaiov koata To [8]eSou/ [evar
\ ~ ’ \ n b / b /7 b /7 AY ’
Kol Tov pavteov hos o]Jv ho "AmoAlov avhel[el] ex[o]eyoue/ [vos Ta vouipo
AaBev mavta]s olTeciv kol TO Aotmov  hos av /[avhélel Tev oiteciv Evai]
auTolol kKaTa TouTa. ka[l homoo/ot vevikékaot  Oluptioaot] € TTubol € hlobuot
¢ Nepé[ot TOs Y/upvikos ayovas, Eval aUT]olG1 TEV GITECIY EV TPUTaVE[10/1 Kol
aAhas 181atl Tiuas Tpos Tel o1Técel kaTa TafuTa], e[ me/iTa Aaev Tev ciTeotv
¢v] Tol mpuTavelol  ho[mooco[t TeBpi/mmol Teheiot € himwmor K]EAeT
’ b ’ n" ~ n" ~ n" ’ n ’ \
vevi[k]ekool OAuumifaot € / TTuBot & hloBuot ¢ Nepera €] vikecoor TO
Aoito[v]. Eval [8e aUT/olo1 Tas TIHOS KOTO Ta €5 T]ev OTEAE[V] yeypou[u]evar.

"First there shall be Sitesis in the prytaneion fim who is the Hierophantes
according to custom; then for whomever is the dldesle descendant of Harmodios
and Aristogeiton, to them shall be the gift accogdio the grants of the Athenians;
and to all those of the Manteis whom Apollo the axpder of customs should
choose to have Sitesis, to these shall be Sitesisel same way. Also those who
have won the gymnastic games at Olympia or Delpkstbmia or Nemea shall have
Sitesis in the prytaneion and other honors in tamdito Sitesis in the same way;
then those shall have Sitesis in the prytaneion hdve won a four horse chariot
race or a horse race at Olympia or Delphi or Is¢har Nemea, or shall win in the
future. They shall have the honors according tdhiregs written on the stele."

IG II2, 385b, 16-17

319/8 BC

[elva]t 8 ou[Tadl kal GITNCIV EU TPUTOVElw! kol ek/y]o[vw]v ael Tall
mpeoPuTaTel]

Resolved... “that he (Aristonikos of Karystos) and tidest of his descendants shall
have Sitesis in the prytaneion forever.”

IG 112, 646, 64-65
295/4 BC
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[elvar 8 oU]Tadl kol oltnowv ed mpuT/ [ovelwt kol eky]o[vw]v oel Tl
mpeoPuT[a/Teo1]

Resolved... “that he (Herodoros) and the oldest sfdeiscendants shall have Sitesis
in the prytaneion forever.”

SEG XXIV, 135, 51-52

ca. 170 BC

[elvor 8¢ aUT]cdt kol olTno[iv eu TPJuTavelw! cATNOGUEVEL K]o/ T TOUS
vo]uous

Resolved... “that he (Menodoros, a citizen) havimguested it shall have Sitesis in
the prytaneion according to custom.”

IG 112, 1990, 9 AD
61/2
oelTnotv ev Tpu[To]velwt Sia Blou

Resolved... “that he (Epiktetes, a kosmetes of theleges) is to have Sitesis in the
prytaneion for life.”

Hesperia 10 (1941) 87, 20
AD 203
....0Je oltecwv exew /[....

Resolved... “that (C. Fulvius Plautianus) shall h&uesis.”
Miletus

OGIS 213, 39

306-293 BC

SedocB[al 8¢ o TE KAl GITEGIV] EV TPUTOVEIW

Resolved... “to grant him (Prince Antiochus, son afleskos I) Sitesis in the
prytaneion.”

[lion
Michel 527, 20
3 century BC

elval 8& aUTOIS KOl EV TTPUTOVEIW! OlTR/CLY

Resolved... “that they (four brothers from Tenedobkglls have Sitesis in the
prytaneion.”

Aigina
Michel 340, 45 ca.
150 BC
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uTapxe[1]v 8e au[T]cdt kol oiTn/[o]tv Ev TpuTavElw!t Sia Rlou.

Resolved... “that Sitesis in the prytaneion be hie@id of Pergamon, governor of
Aigina) for life.”

Priene

IVP 113

ca. 84 BC

6-7:x] ol oe1Tnoet eV mpuTavel/wi eu TTavicovio

108:umopxnv 8¢ auTdl ka1 GiTnats Ev mpUTaveliw! Kol ev TTavicovic!

6-7: “(The Boule and the Demos honor Aulus Aemiligsimos) ...and with Sitesis

in the prytaneion and the Panionion.”
108: “He shall have Sitesis in the prytaneion d&lRanionion.”
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