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Abstract: 

Labraunda has a long and manifold history. The sanctuary starts out small in the Archaic 

period, is the most important in Karia during the Hekatomnid dynasty, reverts to a more 

normal position during the Hellenistic time, and is finally converted into a Christian sanctuary 

in the Late Roman period. This study aims to investigate the spatial pattern of what the visitor 

could have been perceived as religiously important at the sanctuary, in four different phases. 

Plans of the architecture and theory about ritual activity have formed the basis for analysing 

religious importance. What this study has shown is that a movement of religiously important 

space can be observed at Labraunda. Moving away from the origins at the Split Rock, for a 

long period being concentrated to the Temple Terrace, and consequently moving out to the 

two churches built outside the temenos. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Labraunda is the name of a sanctuary situated in what is today south-western Turkey, in 

ancient times the area was called Karia. The first traces of activity at Labraunda date from the 

second quarter of the 7th century BCE, and the site was then continuously in use for at least 

1500 years.1 Karia first became part of the Persian satrapy of Sardis, in the middle of the 6th 

century BCE when the Lydian empire collapsed. After roughly one century of independence 

after the defeat of the Persians by the Greeks in the beginning of the 5th century BCE, the area 

again came under Persian rule in accordance with the King’s Peace 387/6 BCE, this time as 

an autonomous satrapy under the local ruler Hekatomnos.2 The dynasty named after him, the 

Hekatomnids, would come to play an important role in the history of Labraunda. 

It was during the Hekatomnids that Labraunda was monumentalised, especially 

during the reigns of Maussollos and Idrieus. This period was one of the main building phases 

at Labraunda, it was also the time when the sanctuary was transformed into the most 

important one in Karia. During the Hellenistic period there was not much building activity, a 

few buildings could be attributed to this time but generally the sanctuary does not seem to 

have been the focus of building activity in the area. 

In Roman times the sanctuary experienced a renewed architectural enterprise, 

and many buildings were built or rebuilt. The Roman building activity seems to have started 

in the middle of the 1st century CE, and continued into the Late Roman period with the 

building of baths and churches. The history of Labraunda continues even after this. However, 

this study does not. 

1.1 Aims and questions 

In this thesis I aim to investigate religious activity at the sanctuary of Labraunda. Through a 

diachronic comparison I will look at how different areas of the sanctuary have been used in 

four phases of the sanctuary’s history, these are:  the Archaic and early Classical phase; the 

Hekatomnid, or Late Classical phase; the Hellenistic and Roman phase; and the Late Roman, 

or Early Christian phase. I have taken a spatial approach to the problem, and will be 
                                                 
1 Westholm 1963, 105-106; Karlsson et al. forthcoming; Jully 1981, 26-34, has discussed the Archaic pottery, 
his proposed late 7th century BCE date for the earliest finds is however too late according to Karlsson, written 
communication March 2012. 
2 According to some researchers the satrapy should be dated to 392. Hornblower 1982, 1, states that the terms 
were already drawn in the peace negotiations of 392/1, however they were not ratified until 387/6. 
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comparing which areas were religiously active in the four phases. The central question I wish 

to answer is if a spatial shift can be observed through time, a shift in which areas that could be 

considered the religiously most important in the four phases respectively. 

My definition of religiously important is an area that shows much religious 

activity, or that is the focus of religious activity. It can be argued that all activity at an ancient 

sanctuary was religiously important, in that it constituted different expressions of ritual.3 I 

take the view that although material objects can be religiously important, they do not become 

religiously active before they interact with a human agent. Therefore, what I see as religiously 

active – and consequently religiously important – areas, are those with much human activity, 

preferably in connection with religiously important objects. 

To be able to do a spatial analysis of religious activity, one focus of my thesis is 

assessing which areas facilitated religious activity, and also if we can create a hierarchy 

among these. As stated earlier, the individual or group plays an important role in creating 

religious activity; consequently I cannot accept a simplistic approach and for example say that 

the cella of the temple was the centre of religious activity. I want to discuss what the visitor at 

the sanctuary could have experienced as the most important areas. 

At the peril of venturing into a self-fulfilling logic I would also – when possible 

– like to discuss the reasons that a shift might have occurred. I will mainly be reflecting on the 

political situation, and if this could have had an effect on religious activity at Labraunda. 

There are indications that point to this, and one obvious example is the political move to adopt 

Christianity. 

1.2 Previous research 

With the spatial approach of this thesis, maps and excavation plans have played a central role 

in my research. The first map drawn for Labraunda was made by Alfred Laumonier, first 

published in 1933 and later reworked and published in 1936.4 Quite soon after the start of the 

Swedish excavations two overall plans were published, the first by Kristian Jeppesen in 1955, 

and the second by Alfred Westholm in 1963.5 This plan by Westholm was used until around 

2004, when a new plan – still heavily based on Westholm – was created. It was first published 

in an excavation report from 2006, although before that it featured in an unpublished MA 

                                                 
3 Mylonopolous 2006, 83-94. 
4 Laumonier 1933, 43, fig. 16; 1936, pl. 36. 
5 Jeppesen 1955, “Plan of Labraunda”; Westholm 1963, “Plan of the Hieron”. 
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thesis by Jesper Blid the same year.6 This is the plan that has been used since, it has been 

complemented for each year of excavation and the latest revision of it can be found in the 

forthcoming report on the excavations of 2011.7 

More specific plans of the different buildings at Labraunda, i.e. excavation 

drawings and reconstruction suggestions, are found in various publications, (see Table 1) for a 

full description of the sources of most features. I will here mention only one plan that has 

been of great importance in my work. In the preliminary report on the Andrones by Pontus 

Hellström and Thomas Thieme, published in 1981, there is included a drawing of the central 

part of the sanctuary, compiled by Thieme from older excavation drawings.8 On a more 

general note it may be said that many unpublished drawings have also been, if not drawn then 

at least, compiled by Thieme. Also, the cartographic work by Blid should not to be forgotten, 

especially concerning the south-eastern part of the sanctuary and the West Church area. 

The standard publication on the architectural chronology of Labraunda is 

Westholm, after this we have no comprehensive discussion of the entire sanctuary’s 

chronology, and we are left to find the information in a number of publications.9 Often the 

chronological discussion can be found in the same publication as the drawings mentioned in 

(Table 1). Many features are dated by Hellström, in one or the other of his many publications 

concerning Labraunda.10 Furthermore, written communication and discussion with Hellström 

has also been a great help in trying to understand the complex chronology of the site. 

Ritual activity has been much discussed in both archaeological and 

anthropological discourse. I will mention a few of the authors who have had an influence on 

my work in this thesis. Colin Renfrew, in an interesting article from 1994, discusses the 

possible archaeological methods one can use to investigate religious activity in the past.11 

Also the work by Joannis Mylonopoulos, Evangelos Kyriakidis and Roy Rappaport should be 

mentioned, concerning the importance of ritual, ritual communication and how ritual should 

be understood.12 

Concerning the spatial aspects of ritual and sanctuary, there are a few names that 

need to be mentioned. The work by Birgitta Bergquist, analysing the spatial layout of the 

Archaic Greek temenos, has a very practical goal in trying to bring the seemingly disorderly 
                                                 
6 Karlsson 2006, 104, fig. 1; Blid 2006, 77, pl. 1. 
7 Karlsson et al. forthcoming. 
8 Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58, fig. 1. 
9 Westholm 1963. 
10 Hellström 1991; 1996a; Hellström & Thieme 1982. 
11 Renfrew 1994. 
12 Mylonopoulos 2006; Rappaport 1979, 173-222; Kyriakidis 2007. 
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appearance of early temene into order.13 Although it does not concern the same aspects of 

space as this study, it is an early example of a spatial approach. More in line with this study is 

Christina Williamson’s fine work on the sacred landscape of Labraunda during the 

Hekatomnid and Hellenistic periods.14 A more theoretical approach to ritual space is given by 

Kyriakidis, he discusses cognitive space and how it is affected by ritual.15 

The concept of Karianization should also be mentioned. This concept for 

understanding the development of Karian identity was introduced by Simon Hornblower.16 

Although the phenomenon has not been studied in itself, it has been touched upon by both 

Hellström and Anne Marie Carstens explicitly.17 Additionally, Poul Pedersen – in discussing 

the Ionian Renaissance – describes processes that could likewise be labelled Karianization, 

however without doing so.18 

1.3 Theoretical basis 

As this thesis aims to investigate features of ancient thought and experience at the sanctuary 

of Labraunda, the first theoretical remark must be to accept that one can discuss cognitive 

features based on the archaeological material. James Bell makes an important point when 

discussing theories of cognitive archaeology; it is that one must try to keep the theories 

testable, or at least testable in extension, in that the theories interconnect with other theories 

that are testable.19 Testable ideally means falsifiable, although this might not always be 

possible. It is, however, something I will try to apply in my thesis. 

James Hill proposes two methods of studying cognitive aspects, one of these is 

of relevance for me. Although I disagree with much of his other theoretical standpoints I 

would like to bring forth this one, albeit in a somewhat modified form. Hill proposes the use 

of “Established Generalisation Testing” as a method in cognitive archaeology, it comprises 

using generalisations to predict behaviour, and then testing them by trying to find material 

remains that would be the result of the predicted behaviour.20 He insists on the use of 

established generalisations, of the sort that processual archaeologists unsuccessfully have 

                                                 
13 Bergquist 1967. 
14 Williamson forthcoming a; forthcoming b. 
15 Kyriakidis 2007. 
16 Hornblower 1982. 
17 Hellström 2009; Carstens 2009. 
18 Pedersen 1994. 
19 Bell 1994. 
20 Hill 1994. 
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been trying to find for decades.21 I do not believe in cross-cultural generalisations. 

Nonetheless I find this method useful, but with the modification of using culture specific 

predictions instead of generalisations, of just the hermeneutic sort that Hill opposes. I thus 

adopt a more pragmatic approach. 

Religion and ritual are central concepts in this thesis, they are however also 

notoriously ambiguous, requiring me to explain what I mean when talking about them. 

Renfrew quotes a definition of religion by Melford Spiro: “[religion is] an institution 

consisting of culturally patterned interaction with culturally postulated superhuman beings.”22 

This definition encompasses quite well my understanding of religion and will be used here. 

As for the definition of ritual, I view it as temporally structured acts, always involving human 

agents and often non-human agents (be they animals of material things), including attention 

focussing performance in the form of repetition of words and actions in a crystallised pattern, 

functioning as a message in a social context, where the human agents both are, and are not, 

the originators of the ritual action.23 

Also in other aspects of religion and ritual the work of Renfrew, Kyriakidis and 

Mylonopoulos is of importance, although I do not agree with all that is being said, much of 

the discussion is interesting and noteworthy.24 Renfrew writes extensively about how our 

notion of ancient religion may be instinctively flawed, simply by the fact that we label it 

religion and expect it to be readily discernable and separable from other fields of human 

life.25 This is naturally an anachronistic view based in our own – at least partially – religiously 

and secularly divided society, which most probably does not correspond to the society in 

which Labraunda functioned. 

Trying not to sound too relativistic, I would also like to bring forth 

Mylonopoulos’ view that all activity at a sanctuary may be seen as religiously important, 

albeit in different degrees.26 He argues that both the active and passive participants in the 

activity at a sanctuary play a role in the ritual, that the audio-visual connection between the 

actor and the spectator in a performance is an important part of the ritual. This is something 

                                                 
21 Hill 1994, 89, he himself states that there are only a few established cross-cultural generalisations. 
22 Renfrew 2007, 114. 
23 Building on the ideas of Burkert 2006; Mylonopoulos 2006; Rappaport 1979, 173-222; Renfrew 1994; 2007; 
Kyriakidis 2007. 
24 Renfrew 1994; 2007; Mylonopoulos 1994; Kyriakidis 2007. 
25 Renfrew 1994, 47-48. 
26 Mylonopoulos 2006, 83-94. 
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also touched upon by Renfrew, he infers that much of ritual is intended to get the attention of 

a deity focussed on the ritual, by means of active participation in singing, dancing, etc.27 

Kyriakidis brings forth a – for this spatial study especially – interesting aspect of 

ritual. He writes that ritual creates a cultural space, or topos, much like monuments; 

furthermore rituals affect the landscape, if not always physically then at least cognitively.28 

Repeated rituals thus cement the cultural space, in which case the rituals can appropriate 

physical space through the collective memory and cognitive ideas connected to the area.29 It is 

conceivable that this is a driving force, in the process of – in the case of Labraunda – 

changing the idea of a natural rock and spring, into the cognitively perceived holy place of 

which we today meet the material remains. But that is not the subject of this thesis. 

Thus, human activity at the sanctuary constitutes ritual activity, in differing 

degrees of importance. This brings me to the role of the agent. Without agents the sanctuary 

of Labraunda is religiously dead, like it is for us today. It is therefore important to primarily 

try to follow the agent, not the material. This is of course still done through to material, but 

the aim should always stretch beyond the remains. I shall try to adopt a hermeneutic and 

holistic approach towards the material, putting the agent in focus of the study. 

1.4 Method 

The work of this thesis can be divided into two parts: one that consisted of collecting, 

compiling, and when necessary re-evaluating geographical and chronological data; and the 

other that consisted of analysing the processed data. There are several steps within each part, 

which result in the ability to comment on the development of religious activity at Labraunda. 

Firstly, four distinct stages in the development of the sanctuary where chosen: 

Archaic and Early Classical, Hekatomnid, Hellenistic and Roman, and Late Roman or Early 

Christian. I will refer to these as phases, because they reflect the time leading up to the 

beginning of the next phase. The full name of the phases may not always be used in the text. 

Mixing chronological and political periods might seem confusing, nevertheless it is the most 

logical division as it corresponds to the architectural phases at Labraunda. Thus the Archaic 

phase covers the time leading up to the beginning of the Hekatomnid period, the Hekatomnid 

phase covers the Hekatomnid period, the Roman phase covers the time from the end of the 

                                                 
27 Renfrew 1994, 51. 
28 Kyriakidis 2007, 299. 
29 This, in all probability, is what results in kultmale, see note 149. 
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Hekatomnid period to the point when the Greek pantheon is abandoned for the Christian faith, 

and the Late Roman or Early Christian phase covers the time from shortly before the first 

Christian evidence and a couple of hundred years forward. Each phase marks a new turn in 

the political and architectural development of Labraunda. To give a rough date for the 

breaking points, I count that the Hekatomnid phase at Labraunda begins in the first quarter of 

the 4th century BCE; the Hellenistic/Roman phase in the end of the 4th century BCE; and the 

Late Roman phase around 300 CE. 

To be able to digitalize the cartographic material, I selected reference points to 

be measured by GPS. A detailed description of the points and technical information on the 

measuring procedure is given in Appendix 1. All available cartographic material concerning 

the site of Labraunda was then compiled, this includes both overall plans of the site and 

detailed excavation drawings, and the relevant parts were digitalized into a Geographic 

Information System, GIS.30 The result of these digital plans is the basis of analysis for my 

thesis. 

By looking at the directions of walls, the relative chronology of features, 

possible movement patterns and sightlines I hope to gain an understanding of the architectural 

evolution of Labraunda, and through this be able to make assessments about which parts 

could be the religiously most important in different periods. By contrasting the layout in 

consequent phases I hope to highlight the differences, and thus be able to comment on the 

possible spatial shift of religious focus at Labraunda.  

                                                 
30 From now on referred to only as GIS. 
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2 CHRONOLOGY AND CHANGED FEATURES 

As mentioned in chapter 1.2, much of the chronology of Labraunda dates back to Westholm. 

This can be somewhat problematic as Westholm’s arguments are not always convincing. 

There has also been a lot of research done since, which puts some of his chronological ideas 

into question. I will here discuss the cases in which I have chosen to interpret the date 

differently than previous researchers, and also the cases where no date has previously been 

given. For the date of other features see (Table 1). 

In relation to the previous plan of Labraunda, there have been numerous changes 

made in the appearance of the new plan, (Fig. 10), some of these concern which features to 

include and how to represent them. The changes mainly relate to conceptual discrepancies, 

although some features are entirely new to this plan. Others again are reintroduced features 

from older plans. The changes, and the motivations therefor, are also presented in this chapter. 

References to wall numbers (in Arabic numerals) and area numbers (in Roman 

numerals, called rooms in Westholm) conform to the system set up by Westholm, a number of 

new walls have also been incorporated into Westholm’s numbering system.31 However, where 

there was uncertainty as to the nature of any given wall, the numbering was left out. These 

walls need a little further study before being ascribed a number. Wall numbers 91 and 

upwards are post Westholm, (see Fig. 17). These will not be described individually. 

2.1 The Built Tomb 

The Built Tomb occupies a prominent position at Labraunda, it has been studied quite 

extensively but hardly anything has so far been published. Westholm does discuss it, 

however, only concerning its architecture and the excavation that was done in 1960.32 He 

does not give a date for the tomb, presumably because it was going to be published by Paul 

Åström in the Labraunda series, though this never happened.33 We can assume that it was 

going to be ascribed to the Hekatomnid phase, because it is included in the plan of Labraunda 

in Westholm’s period IV, the time of Idrieus.34 

Currently, the tomb is being studied by Olivier Henry. His cautious assessment 

of the chronology is that there were two building phases for the tomb, the original 

                                                 
31 Westholm 1963, 26, fig. 15, with descriptions of walls on 30-66, and rooms on 67-79. 
32 Westholm 1963, 101-105. 
33 Westholm 1963, 12. 
34 Westholm 1963, 111, fig. 66a, 117. 
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construction in the first half of the 4th century BCE, and a remodelling some time during the 

3rd century BCE.35 Of importance is that the opening in the south wall – although present in 

the original layout – is assumed to have been closed until the second building phase. This has 

implications for the understanding of the access to the split rock area as well as the Built 

Tomb itself, see discussion in chapters 2.11.4 and 4.2.3. 

2.2 East House 

The so-called East House, the structure east of the North Stoa, has been dated to the pre-

Hekatomnid Classical period by Westholm, this dating is however not very convincing.36 He 

seems to base his opinion solely on the alignment of the Archaic terrace wall, Wall 6b (also 

thought to be Early Classical by Westholm), with the south wall of the East House, an 

alignment that is not even true. It is, however, likely that the underlying reason for this 

opinion is based on the Archaic material found inside the building.37 It was dug out far deeper 

than the floor level, and this material is probably only the result of earth-shifting in 

connection with the laying of the foundation. The material should rather be connected with 

the Mud-Brick Altar, discussed in chapter 2.3. It stood close – if not partially covering the 

same area – as the East House. No other attempts have been made at dating this building. 

However, the pottery finds from this area might still give us a clue to the date. 

Above the flood level was found vessels that are dated as follows: two 4th century BCE, one 

middle of 4th century BCE, one 2nd or earlier 1st century BCE, two Hellenistic period, one 

Roman, one 5th century CE (apparently forgotten in the find site index), and one 1st or early 

2nd century CE.38 At about the level of the floor, vessels were found that are dated as follows: 

two last quarter of 5th century BCE, and two 4th century BCE.39 Below the level of the floor 

was found one terracotta lamp, probably from the late 6th or early 5th century BCE.40 There is 

a slight predominance of 4th century BCE vessels, notably no vessel later than 4th century is 

documented for the floor level of the structure. Although it has to be said that the 

                                                 
35 Henry, Written communication 28.11.2011. 
36 Westholm 1963, 106-107, fig. 64, 117. 
37 Säflund 1951a, 1; 1951b, 2; Jully 1981, 34, states that Archaic pottery was only found at the Archaic altar and 
the Archaic house. I am not sure if Jully knew that some material was found inside the East House, or if he 
regarded it as a part of the finds at the altar. 
38 Hellström 1965, 5, 18-19, 23, 44-45, 54, 56-57. 
39 Hellström 1965, 5, 55-56. 
40 Hellström 1965, 5, 78. 
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documentation is in no way complete, the provenance of many vessels was lost due to a roof 

collapse in the temporary magazine.41 

Considering the scarce building activity before the Hekatomnid dynasty, I would 

not date this structure as pre-Hekatomnid. More likely is that it is part of the large scale 

remodeling of Labraunda in the time of Idrieus. Until the building of the terrace Wall 16b, 

attributed to Idrieus, the Temple Terrace was quite narrow. If the East House was to predate 

Wall 16b it would completely block movement on the Temple Terrace in an east-west 

direction, thus creating a dead end in the east part of the Temple Terrace. Furthermore, the 

masonry technique of the walls above flood level closely resembles that of the Oikoi building, 

dated to Idrieus. I believe that the East House was built not earlier than Idrieus, quite possibly 

by him. This dating is however not very well founded, and the structure could just as well be 

later. 

The unexcavated walls that continue east from the structure, if they retain the 

same direction, run very close to the spring beneath the Split Rock. It is thus very likely that 

the structure is connected to the spring, possibly a monumentalized well house. Water 

conduits were also found inside the structure, running in a direction from the spring 

westwards, these could be drains from a basin situated in the unexcavated area just south of 

the spring. Of course, all this is very hypothetical and nothing can be said without further 

excavation. 

2.3 Mud-Brick Altar 

The so-called Mud-Brick Altar, Wall 5, is one of the oldest known structures at Labraunda. It 

consists of a rubble stone foundation, and superstructure that is presumed to have been of 

Mud-Brick.42 This structure, and the other Archaic features, was to be published by Gösta 

Säflund, in a volume that never materialised.43 Thus, very little is known about the Archaic 

period at Labraunda. 

The Mud-Brick Altar should be contemporary, or later than the East Archaic 

Terrace Wall, discussed in chapter 2.11.2. These comprise the earliest architectural finds from 

Labraunda. As Westholm writes, these structures must be dated by the pottery found in 

                                                 
41 Hellström 1965, 1. 
42 Säflund 1966, 6. 
43 Westholm 1963, 30, 105. 



11 
 

connection with them, giving us a terminus post quem of the middle of the 7th century BCE.44 

As I will discuss in chapter 2.11.3, the West Archaic Terrace Wall is probably later. This 

would put the construction of the Mud-Brick Altar somewhere in between the mid-7th and late 

6th century BCE. Possibly earlier, rather than later, in this time span, see discussion of the East 

Archaic Terrace Wall in chapter 2.11.2. 

The function of this structure is not clear. Westholm calls it a house, seemingly 

in a generic manner designating any kind of building.45 Conversely, Säflund proposes that it 

might be an old altar of Zeus Stratios, the name of the god worshipped at Labraunda in the 

Archaic period.46 Certainly, a lot of material that might be Archaic votive offerings were 

unearthed around the structure.47 The same kind of material was, however, also found close to 

the temple, and I believe that any pattern that might have been present would have been 

disturbed by the large scale remodelling of the Temple Terrace in subsequent periods.48 The 

lacuna of material between the two areas might also be explained as a result of this 

remodelling; the bedrock is close in this area and could quite possibly have been scraped bare 

when levelling the terrace. 

That the structure has been levelled with the ground is also interesting. The 

structure just east of the temple could apparently not be destroyed when building the new 

temple.49 This would indicate that the Mud-Brick Altar was in fact not an essential religious 

structure, at least not when the terrace was remodelled. It is conceivable that this structure 

originally had an important religious connection, but fell into disuse, prompting, or as a 

consequence of, the construction of the structure east of the temple in the end of the 6th 

century BCE. At the time of the Hekatomnid remodelling there would not have been much 

left of the structure, or its importance. 

2.4 South Stoa 

The South Stoa has not been studied, so a few words on the placement and chronology is in 

order. A fair amount of architectural pieces have been found and it seems quite safe to say 

                                                 
44 Westholm 1963, 105, dates the earliest pottery to the 6th century BCE, but that date is too late according to 
Karlsson, written communication March 2012. 
45 Westholm 1963, 87-88. 
46 Säflund 1956, 45; 1966, 6. 
47 Säflund 1956, 45; 1966, 6. 
48 Säflund 1951a, 1. 
49 Hellström & Thieme 1982, 24-25. n. 20, 43, have suggested that it might be a thesauros or bothros. 
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that there was a two-storey stoa on the southern border of the Temple Terrace.50 Peter 

Liljenstolpe and Patric von Schmalensee state that the ornamentation of the North Stoa is very 

similar to that of the south one; they believe that the two buildings are likely to have been 

built by the same workshop.51 The partially preserved colonnade on the Well House Terrace 

would have been the foundation for the back wall of the upper storey, on the level of the 

Temple Terrace. The primary façade would have been found on the upper storey, facing the 

Temple Terrace. 

2.5 Well House 

The Well House is built into the Well House Terrace wall, Wall 59, discussed in chapter 

2.11.6. The Well House and the wall are however, not aligned, indicating that the two are not 

contemporary, and that the Well House is earlier than the wall built against it.52 The most 

recent opinion on the date of this structure is given by Claudia Dorl-Klingenschmid. She 

places it in the Hekatomnid period, but seems to base that opinion almost solely on 

Westholm’s statement, that there was no building activity at Labraunda from the Hekatomnid 

period to the Roman period.53 This is generally true. The Well House, however, could be an 

exception. According to Hellström, the best parallels for this structure date to the Hellenistic 

period.54 

For now, we shall accept Hellström’s stylistic dating as the stronger of the two. 

Although, if we suppose that the Well House was Hekatomnid, and built as a part of the 

earlier Well House Terrace wall – as opposed to against it – the line of the conceptual earlier 

terrace wall could conform in a more logical way to the Well House, see chapter 2.11.6. This 

is very hypothetical, and should be archaeologically investigated before drawing further 

conclusions. 

                                                 
50 Hellström 1991, 304; Liljenstolpe & von Schmalensee 1996, 126, fig. 1, 147, n. 87; Karlsson et al. 
forthcoming, proposed reconstructed elevation. 
51 Liljenstolpe & von Schmalensee 1996, 147, n. 87. 
52 Westholm 1963, 113, seems to be of the opposite opinion, that the Well House – if not contemporary with the 
(Claudian) wall – should be of later date. 
53 Dorl-Klingenschmid 2001, 208. 
54 Hellström 1991, 303. 
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2.6 Walls 104-106 

There are some structures to the east-north-east of the Well House Terrace that have not been 

included in the previous plan, they are however included in all plans before that.55 I have, 

however, not been able to establish all of the walls shown on previous plans, there is quite 

heavy vegetation in the area today. There are also modern structures in the area – sometimes 

built on top of the antique walls – that might have been included in former plans because of 

their close connection and similar orientation. On the new plan I have only included the walls 

where I could attest regular masonry with ashlars of considerable size and a similar face. I 

have not included the parts that have a different construction than the early walls, even though 

I acknowledge the possibility that some of these might also be antique in date. The Walls 104-

106 have never been studied, nor has the area around been excavated, therefore nothing 

conclusive can be said about them. 

I believe, however, that these walls should be assigned to the same building 

program as the East House. Both have roughly the same orientation, the walls have however 

only been hastily documented and therefore the exact orientation is not known. In the present 

they stand in a slope. Though, in accordance with the proposed terrace wall discussed in 

chapter 2.11.8, these structures would belong to the eastern part of the Temple Terrace. I 

would therefore propose that Walls 104-106 are the foundations for a building connected to 

the East House, either through a physical connection, or through belonging to the same 

building program. The date of these structures would thus be the same as for the East House, 

which is dated to the time of Idrieus on quite loose grounds, see chapter 2.2. 

2.7 Andron B annex 

The four rooms connected with the north wall of Andron B are divided into two sections by a 

wall in the middle, these sections are called the east and west annex respectively. The date of 

the annexes is by Westholm thought to be contemporary with the andron, but this has later 

been rejected.56 The annexes are now thought to be of Late Roman date. 

There are, however, some walls within them that are earlier. According to 

Hellström, the walls 43 and 46 should also be ascribed to the Hekatomnid phase, interpreted 

                                                 
55 Laumonier 1936, pl. 36; Jeppesen 1955, “Plan of Labraunda”; Westholm 1963, “Plan of the Hieron”. 
56 Westholm 1963, 93-95, 106-108, 117; Hellström 1996a, 167; Unpublished manuscript. 
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as two stages of retaining walls for the terraces north and west of the andron. The walls 44, 

45, 47, and 48 are thus later, built when the andron had fallen into disuse. 56F

57 

2.8 West Church and stoa 

During the last years of excavation a large church complex has been excavated to the south-

west of the temenos area. It has only been published in preliminary reports so far. 57F

58 Amongst 

the late antique remains there are also a few Late Classical/Hellenistic structures, probably 

belonging to a stoa. The stylobate and colonnade has been reused in the later church. The stoa 

was situated along the Sacred Way, about 100 meters before the South Propylon. Not much 

can be said about it at the moment, it has been dated to the post-Hekatomnid, early Hellenistic 

time. The later church was built on top of the stoa around 400 CE, although it has many 

consequent building phases only the first one falls inside the scope of this study. 58F

59 

2.9 Hypostyle Structure 

This structure is situated in the 

south-eastern part of the 

sanctuary, outside of the 

temenos. It has never been 

systematically studied. However, 

a plan of the remains was drawn 

in 2011. Various interpretations 

of the use of this structure have 

been suggested, it might have been a well house, a pond for holy fish, a propylaea, a 

nymphaeum, or indeed something completely different. 59F

60 It is, as the name implies, built up of 

parallel colonnades. Ever since Laumonier it has been interpreted and shown to have three 

rows of columns. 60F

61 However, I would like to propose another interpretation. 

I believe there might have been a fourth colonnade on the south side. I base this 

on the presence of a marble column base of the Corinthian – or possibly Ionian – order, 

                                                 
57 Hellström, Unpublished manuscript. 
58 Karlsson 2010a, 87-90; Karlsson et al. 2011, 30-51; forthcoming. 
59 Karlsson et al. 2011, 31-51. 
60 Laumonier 1936, 316-317; Hellström 2007, 82; Säflund 1966, 5. 
61 Laumonier 1936, 316-317; The only exception to this is the artist impression drawn by Blid 2009, shown for 
example in Karlsson 2010b, 10. 

Fig. 1. Column base at Hypostyle Structure. 
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seemingly in situ, marking the position of the supposed fourth colonnade, (see Fig. 1). The 

base is situated in the south-west end of the structure, (see Fig. 2), it might not have been 

noted before because of vegetation or the modern wall that is blocking the view when 

standing inside the Hypostyle Structure. 

Judging by the larger diameter of the columns in the third row from the north, 

these should have been taller than the other columns, which share roughly the same diameter. 

This would imply either a higher 

roof at this point, or a lower 

ground level. The latter is more 

likely, because the base blocks 

for the second row of columns 

has the shape of a surround for a 

conceived basin, in which the 

larger columns would have stood 

at the bottom. 

If the base is in situ, 

one could imagine that the basin 

would have ended at a back wall 

on which there was a Corinthian 

colonnade. On the southern side 

of the structure there is today a 

slope, into which large amounts 

of architectural remains have 

fallen. The southern façade and 

colonnade would have had a 

conspicuous position, raised high 

above the ground level. The whole structure would have been standing at the south-eastern 

end of the south terrace, upheld by the monumental Southern Terrace Wall. 

There are a few blocks of the substructure preserved in the south-east corner 

(unfortunately not included on the plan), these seem to form a corner. The direction of the 

westward running wall leads roughly to the position of the preserved column base, suggesting 

the position of the south wall of the structure. 

Fig. 2. Hypostyle Structure. Actual remains below, suggested reconstruction 
above. 
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The Hypostyle Structure is made entirely out of gneiss, which at Labraunda has 

usually been taken to mean a pre-Roman date. The column base could thus belong to a later 

remodelling of the structure in connection to the building of the East Bath, in the middle of 

the 1st century CE. The plinth is however distinctively high, which suggests an early 2nd 

century CE date at the earliest.62 We could thus be looking at everything from a Hekatomnid 

building remodelled several times, to a single building phase in the 2nd century CE. In my 

opinion, the layout is such that any hypothetical remodelling would not have changed the 

ground plan of the building, only replaced structural elements. 

I propose therefore that the Hypostyle Structure was, as has previously been 

suggested, a structure with a basin for water built into it, but with four – rather than three – 

parallel colonnades to support the roof.63 Almost all of the fourth colonnade, and underlying 

structures, would subsequently have collapsed into the slope. However, this interpretation 

must remain very hypothetical, and further studies should be conducted to establish to which 

extent there is any validity in this or earlier interpretations. 

2.10 The problematic Wall 16a 

This well-constructed wall in the middle of the sanctuary has been a problem for the 

archaeologists since the excavations began. It is seemingly an anachronism whichever way 

you choose to look at it. Stylistically it belongs to Robert Scranton’s category D3 ‘Isodomic 

ashlar: quarry to hammer face and drafted joints’, a category that according to Scranton is to 

be dated mainly to the Hellenistic and Roman periods.64 Two examples of close Roman 

parallels are the Ariccia Viaduct along the Via Appia, dated to the 2nd century BCE, and the 

Temple of the Deified Claudius in Rome, dated to the later 1st century CE.65 A good parallel 

from Hellenistic times in Asia Minor is the covered tower at the east side of the fortifications 

at Perga.66 However, the placement in Labraunda, and the disturbed ends, suggests that it is 

earlier than the surrounding walls. 

Drafted joints were not originally used for decorative purposes; as Roland 

Martin writes this use became common during the 4th century BCE or the Hellenistic period, 

                                                 
62 It is similar to the bases found in several buildings that were rebuilt by Hadrian at nearby Stratonikeia. 
63 Laumonier 1936, 316-317; Hellström 2007, 82. 
64 Scranton 1941, 121-122, 177. 
65 Lugli 1957, 210-212, pls. L.3, LII.1; Staccioli 2003, 118-119; Claridge 2010, 349-350. 
66 Adam 1982, 244, fig. 137. 
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and was very popular during Roman times.67 The earliest date we would expect for Wall 16a 

is the middle of the 4th century BCE, in connection with the extensive building activity during 

the Hekatomnids; this view fits in quite well with the broken ends and general position in the 

sanctuary. The latest date we would expect is in Roman times, which fits in with the face of 

the wall. 

2.10.1 Placement in Labraunda 

Wall 16a is situated in the middle of the upper part of the site, just southeast of the temple. 

From its eastern edge the less carefully constructed Wall 16b continues in the same direction, 

both have disturbed edges. At the point where the two meet there is also two different walls 

running outwards almost at a right angle to the direction of Walls 16a/b. Westholm identified 

these as a single wall (Wall 7) running through the joint and being part of an Archaic house, 

based on the ceramics found in the area during excavations.68 I do not believe these to be one 

and the same, they are built differently and the orientation is not the same. The northern part 

may actually be part of an Archaic terrace wall, see chapter 2.11.3, the southern part is 

however later. 

On the western end of Wall 16a there is not much to find, like its eastern 

counterpart this edge also is broken. There are a few possibilities concerning how it might 

have continued, one solution would be that it made a turn south and met up with wall 39 to 

produce a pathway from Stairs 10 onto the Temple Terrace. This would make it contemporary 

with – or later than – Terrace House II, dated to the time of Idrieus.69 Another possibility is 

that it continued straight to the southeast corner of Andron A, this would however presuppose 

that Terrace House II is later than both Andron A and Wall 16a; this would also mean that 

Wall 16a is contemporary or later than Andron A. In addition to these varieties there are an 

infinite number of possibilities if the wall predated Terrace House II, and was in some manner 

connected to the bedrock that was chopped away in the construction of the building. 

2.10.2  Parallels 

The first attempt to date the wall was made by Westholm, placing it in the time of 

Maussollos.70 However, he thinks that it was left unfinished and that the whole wall was 

                                                 
67 Martin 1965, 418-419. 
68 Westholm 1963, 26, 31, 105-106. 
69 Westholm 1963, 90-91. 
70 Westholm 1963, 91. 
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meant to be flattened to the level of the drafted joints. 70F

71 This is not an unreasonable 

conclusion, as it can be difficult to judge whether a wall was deliberately left with a rough 

finish or if it the work was not 

brought to an end. 71F

72 Westholm 

may be drawing his inspiration 

from a similar wall in Delphi, 

which according to Demangel 

was being cut to a smooth finish 

when the work was abandoned 

for unknown reasons.72F

73 This 4th 

century BCE wall is, however, 

partially dressed with a fine 

finish and partially left with a 

rough face still showing lifting bosses, indicating that it was indeed not finished; these bosses 

are not present in Wall 16a at Labraunda, which with its uniform appearance gives the 

impression that it was finished, (see Fig. 3). Westholm’s date is therefore probably based on 

the location, relation to other walls, and style if the wall had been cut down to a smooth finish. 

Consequently the date cannot be trusted if you believe, as I do, that the face of the wall is 

finished in its current state. 

What then, are we to make of this wall? In Scranton’s category D3 there is only 

one dated wall; this tower wall from Miletus is surprisingly dated to the Archaic period, after 

550 BCE.73F

74 It has the conspicuous characteristics of Labraunda’s Wall 16a, with uniformly 

executed, distinctly drafted margins on all sides around a higher central boss of rougher 

texture. Still, it is not a usable parallel to the wall in Labraunda due to the oblong and low 

shape of the ashlars. It cannot date the wall in Labraunda, but it stand as an example of using 

this kind of drafted margins for aesthetic reasons, in Asia Minor, well before the date we 

would expect for Wall 16a, aesthetic reasons as opposed to practical reasons that could have 

been suspected if the ashlars were drafted on less than all edges. 74F

75 

                                                 
71 Westholm 1963, 33. 
72 Pedersen 1991, 176, 183. 
73 Demangel 1926, 118, fig. 124. Martin 1965, 419 seems to regard it as finished though. 
74 Von Gerkan 1935, 91-92, 128, figs. 59-60. 
75 On the use of drafting for practical reasons, for a comprehensive discussion see: Pedersen 1991, 175-188; but 
also: Crowfoot et al. 1942, 6; Reisner et al. 1924, 105-107; Van Beek 1958, 288. 

Fig. 3. Wall 16a. 
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Drafting three or less edges does not, however, mean that it is instantly to be 

regarded as a sign of practical implementation. A close parallel to Wall 16a can be found at 

the Sacred Gate in Kerameikos, Athens (D6:6 in Scranton), dated to the Themistoklean period, 

after 480 BCE.76 Like Wall 16a these walls have sharp drafting and high bosses, slightly less 

distinct than the bosses on the Labraunda wall. The much rougher rock used for Wall 16a 

makes it look less refined but technically they are very much alike, with the exception that 

most of the walls at Kerameikos are only drafted on three sides. Some examples are drafted 

on all four sides, the blocks in these walls are however very different in size from Wall 16a. 

Martin believes that the reason behind drafting on three sides is to create a rhythm with the 

thinner horizontal lines and accentuated vertical lines.77 

Two towers that are also listed under D3 in Scranton are located in the Megarid, 

and could possibly give a good parallel for the Labraunda wall. Scranton does not seem to 

know much about them, indeed he confessed this quite scrupulously by saying: ‘As of the two 

Megarid towers […], I know nothing about them’.78 He refers to Tillyard who studied the 

towers in 1906, and who writes that the ashlar blocks on the square tower (Tower C) has a 

smooth drafting around the edges.79 I do not see why Scranton has included the round tower 

(Tower F) as Tillyard makes no mention of drafted edges when discussing it. Tillyard gives a 

rough date for Tower C, placing it in the 4th century BCE.80 Two later studies independently 

confirm that dating and Josiah Ober further specifies it to the third quarter of the 4th century.81 

This would place Tower C quite close both geographically and chronologically to the 

extensive constructions during the Hekatomnids at Labraunda. This wonderful resemblance is 

however not unproblematic. 

There is some controversy about Tower C belonging to Scranton’s category D3. 

Scranton’s knowledge about the tower is vague at best and I believe he has followed 

Tillyard’s statement about the drafting quite uncritically. Judging from the available 

photographs it cannot be concluded that the tower has drafted margins; equally plausible is 

that it simply has a quarry face with slightly worked edges that Tillyard defined wrongly.82 

This hypothetical inconsistency in definition is further supported by the fact that Tillyard 

likens Tower C with the towers of Aigosthena, claiming that both share a similar style of 

                                                 
76 Gruben 1964, 395-396, “Übersichtsplan der Befestigungen im Kerameikos”. 
77 Martin 1965, 418. 
78 Scranton 1941, 122. 
79 Tillyard 1906, 102, also shown on fig. 2. 
80 Tillyard 1906, 104. 
81 Hammond 1954, 110; Ober 1987, 595. 
82 Tillyard 1906, figs. 1-2; Hammond 1954, pl. 5c; Ober 1987, figs. 28-29. 
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ashlars with drafted edges; in contrast to this, Ober does not mention drafted edges when 

describing the Aigosthena’s Tower A. Hammond only notes that the corner blocks are drafted, 

the standard publication by Benson does not mention any drafted margins  nor can any be 

seen in the pictures, and Scranton himself places Aigosthena’s towers and walls in category 

D2 which is without drafted margins.83 Nevertheless, Tillyard’s drawing and text clearly state 

drafted margins on Tower C, and if this is true the tower would be a securely dated and close 

parallel to Wall 16a at Labraunda. 

Returning to Scranton’s classification of Aigosthena as belonging to category 

D2, i.e. isodomic ashlar with quarry face, we can notice that some of the other walls 

belonging to this category exhibit different degrees of drafting along the edges. From what I 

have been able to make out there are three walls that show drafting to a greater or lesser 

degree, all dating to the 4th century BCE.84 It seems that Scranton was not aware of this, or 

did not find these examples drafted enough to include them in his category D3 where we 

would also expect to find Labraunda’s Wall 16a. Indeed these examples are not as clearly 

drafted as the wall in Labraunda, however there seems to be one example in category D2 that 

is. The walls of Aigosthena’s Tower A exhibit clear drafting on many blocks, in which case 

Tillyard’s statement about Tower C having drafted edges in the like of Aigosthena also 

sounds more reasonable.85 Both Tower A at Aigosthena and Tower C (square tower) in 

Tillyard could thus be close parallels to Wall 16a at Labraunda, both towers dated to the third 

quarter of the 4th century BCE.86 We must nevertheless conclude that at least the tower at 

Aigosthena – which I have had the pleasure to visit – does not show the uniformity of Wall 

16a at Labraunda, this might also be true for Tower C. However, a closer study should be 

done of this tower to see if it has a more uniform appearance. 

One of the stylistically closest parallels can be found at Sardis, not far from 

Labraunda. Several walls at Sardis exhibit drafting with varyingly high central bosses. The 

fortification wall at the west gate, and a couple of terrace walls on the north side of the citadel 

are the closest parallels to Wall 16a at Labraunda, both dating to the earlier 6th century BCE.87 

At this time Labraunda was a small sanctuary, possibly with an altar and one terrace wall. 

                                                 
83 Tillyard 1906, 104; Ober 1987, 587; Hammond 1954, 110; Benson 1895, pl. 9-10 (all archaeologists should 
rejoice in the dashing conduct of our early colleagues, see pl. 9); Scranton 1941, 81,176. 
84 These are walls D2:11, D2:31 and D2:34 in Scranton 1941, 176-177; Pictures of the walls can be found in 
Wrede 1933, pl. 63 for D2:11, pl. 66-67 for D2:31, pl. 64 for D2:34; Walls D2:19, D2:26, D2:27, D2:32, D2:35, 
D2:36 were also checked but found not to have any drafting, leaving 29 walls in the category unchecked but 
having a large enough sample to prove my point, after all, this is not statistics. 
85 Adam 1982, 27-32, phots. 40, 73, fig. 18. 
86 Ober 1983, 391, for Aigosthena; 1987, 595, for Tower C. 
87 Cahill 2010, 77-86, figs. 5,6,12,13; Pedersen 1991, 111, fig. 113. 
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Therefore it is not possible to date the wall at Labraunda according to the walls at Sardis. It 

should be noted however, that fine examples of the practice of drafted margins for decorative 

purposes could be seen only a few days travel from Labraunda. 

2.10.3 The date of Wall 16a 

Based on what I have discussed in this chapter I hope to show that a Hekatomnid date for wall 

16a is not as unlikely as it might first seem from a stylistic viewpoint. There are several 

parallels that to a greater or lesser degree resemble the wall; none of these are both 

stylistically identical and contemporary with what we would expect for Wall 16a, but all the 

elements can be found in and around the time of the Hekatomnids. What I would like to argue 

is that Wall 16a is an early example of this type of wall that is usually found in Hellenistic and 

Roman times. 

John Boardman believes that the walls at Sardis were influenced by earlier 

Assyrian examples, like the walls of Fort Shalmaneser in Nimrud; and there seems to be 

general agreement that the origins of drafted margins for aesthetic reasons can be found in 

Phoenicia.88 With this eastern origin it is no more than logical that it should first appear on the 

west coast of Anatolia, before spreading to the rest of the Greco-Roman world. This could 

explain the early date for the wall at Labraunda, and even more so the walls at Sardis.89 

Building on the ideas of Hellström and Simon Hornblower the wall can also be 

seen as a step in the Karianization of Labraunda, discussed in chapter 4.2.1.90 There are other 

features at Labraunda that are anachronisms; the mixed Doric and Ionic orders and the size of 

the Andrones are as clear anachronisms as they are Hekatomnid in date.91 Considering the 

location in the sanctuary, the damaged ends of the wall, and the aspect of trying to build a 

Karian identity I believe this wall to be Hekatomid in date.92 The only other possibility I see is 

that an earlier wall at the same position was in late Hellenistic or Roman times replaced by 

this wall, but that does not sufficiently explain why both edges are disturbed. Furthermore it 

                                                 
88 Boardman 2000, 31-34; Nylander 1970, 81-83; Crawfoot et al. 1942, 6-7; Van Beek 1958, 291-292; Pedersen 
1991, 114. 
89 Pedersen 1991, 114, believes that this influence came to western Anatolia in the 7th century BCE among other 
influences, for example the Syro-Palestinian capital that would evolve into the Ionic capital, and also the 
Phoenician alphabet that would be reworked into the Greek alphabet. 
90 Hellström 2009, 271; Hornblower 1982, 276, 352;1990, 138. 
91 Hellström 2009, 271. 
92 Pedersen 1994, 24-25, notes that the Hekatomnids could look at earlier local styles when creating their specific 
architectural expression, the walls at Sardis would be prime suspects of the inspiration for Wall 16a, see also n. 
158.  
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seems odd to build such an elaborately dressed wall, in a position that was not very visible in 

Roman times. 

2.11 Terraces 

There are many terraces within the sanctuary of Labraunda, and these are not always readily 

identifiable on the two-

dimensional plans. Westholm’s 

plan shows contour lines, these 

however follow the modern – or 

more correctly the 1960’s – 

topography of the site. Previous 

plans have not tried to make the 

ancient terraces visible, nor 

supplied any relative height 

information for them. This is 

something I have tried to 

integrate into the new plan, (Fig. 

4), although I have to admit this 

is still not satisfactory. 

2.11.1 Terrace south of Andron A 

Westholm writes about a terrace south of Andron A, room XIV in his publication. It is 

bordered by the Walls 90, 82 and a continuation of 33. 92F

93 He further states that the excavation 

team reconstructed the terrace in 1960, up to a level of the uppermost row of the andron’s 

substructure.93F

94 The problem with this interpretation is that there never was a continuation of 

Wall 33.94F

95 In an excavation report from 1956, Säflund states that the wall between Terrace 

House II and the foundations of Andron A was cleared. 95F

96 He does not mention any southward 

going wall or the traces of a bonding for such in the cleared wall. This statement is further 

elaborated in a lecture from 1966, where he writes that the wall had an appearance “typical of 

                                                 
93 Westholm 1963, 26, fig.15, 71-72. 
94 Westholm 1963, 72. 
95 Säflund 1966, 16. 
96 Säflund 1956, 45. 

Fig. 4. Plan of Labraunda with relative heights of terraces marked. 
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supporting walls which were intended to be visible”.97 As this wall is not included in 

Westholm’s description, i have chosen to call it Wall 91.98 

Westholm’s interpretation of Wall 33 continuing southward is a pure fantasy. 

Furthermore, he himself states that Wall 82 was very badly preserved, presumably this means 

that it does not stand very tall in the present.99 One may ask if this statement was made in 

relation to the presumed original height, which in Westholm’s opinion would be several 

meters. With this in mind, the idea of a terrace south of Andron A in the same level as the 

Temple Terrace seems very improbable. 

Much more plausible is that the terrace south of Andron A belonged to the same 

level as the terrace south of Terrace House II, number XV in (Fig. 17). The foundations for 

Andron A almost certainly rest upon the bedrock, it can be followed at least five courses 

under the andron in an engraving by Eugène Landron, published by Philippe Le Bas in 

1856.100 What is also noteworthy is that the masonry style is very similar to that of Wall 16b, 

which is a terrace wall and like the andron also dated to Idrieus.101 Westholm believes that 

there was a Hekatomnid stoa hiding wall 16b; there is however no evidence for a stoa on this 

terrace before the Roman period.102 Both Wall 16b and the foundations for Andron A should 

be part of the same building program, and both are most probably meant to be visible.103 

2.11.2 East Archaic Terrace Wall 

This wall is the first terrace wall constructed at Labraunda that we know of, it could date to as 

early as the middle of the 7th century BCE, see chapter 2.3. The wall is part of the structures 

that were to be published by Säflund, but never was. No subsequent attempt at publishing it 

has been made. 

The wall is partly built of well-fitted polygonal masonry and partly of rougher 

blocks that are not fitted together.104 The two different building techniques is a curious feature 

that indicates two building phases. The polygonal part is built partly on top of the rougher 

                                                 
97 Säflund 1966, 15; Hellström, Unpublished manuscript, has also noted the existence of this wall in an 
excavation notebook by Strandman & Hederus 1953. 
98 It is however included on the plans of Jeppesen 1955, ”Plan of Labraunda”; Hellström & Thieme 1982, pl. 27. 
99 Westholm 1963, 64. 
100 Le Bas 1853, itin. 65. 
101 Westholm 1963, 87-93. 
102 Hellström 1991, 303, points out that the colonnade stands on a concrete foundation and cannot be earlier than 
Roman. 
103 Säflund 1966, 16, comes to the same conclusion, although it should be noted that I came to my conclusion 
unaware of this text. 
104 Säflund 1966, 6-7; Unpublished excavation drawing by S. Lindblom 1951.  
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blocks, possibly a later rebuilding after a partial collapse of the original wall. This would 

indicate a prolonged use, and support the notion that it could have been built in the same time 

as the date of the earliest finds from Labraunda. 

This wall could thus have been in use for up to 300 years. Although the Mud-

Brick Altar, that is the only known structure to have stood on the terrace that the wall 

supported, was hardly in use for that long, see chapter 2.3. It is however probable that the East 

Archaic Terrace Wall was built to accommodate the Mud-Brick Altar. The date of this 

construction is hard to assess. The Archaic finds have sadly not been published in any relation 

to their context, which makes chronological statements difficult. 

2.11.3 West Archaic Terrace Wall 

This wall has not been included in the plan from 2006, it is however included in the plans by 

Jeppesen and Westholm. The walls 7-10 has by Westholm been identified as an Archaic 

house, known as Terrace House I.105 This is based on the finds of Archaic pottery on the north 

side of Wall 16a/b.106 Westholm does not go into depth regarding the supposed Archaic walls, 

because these were to be published Säflund on a later date, sadly this was never realised. 

I think Westholm has been fooled by the complex chronology and multiple 

alterations in this area, the walls 7-10 do not constitute an Archaic house. Wall 7 in fact is not 

even one wall, but two or three walls of different build and presumably different date. The 

northern part has the character of a terrace wall, the east side is quite even while the west side 

is rough. It is founded on the bedrock and is mostly a rubble wall, with the one or two topmost 

layers of larger more even blocks, in the south end it is broken off about one meter north of 

Wall 16.107 

Though I do not believe in the Archaic house, I do believe that this wall is 

Archaic. It must be from the time before Idrieus, since it serves no purpose after the 

construction of Wall 16b. However, it does not show similarities in construction with the 

other Archaic terrace Wall 6b, see chapter 2.11.2. Therefore I do not think that the two walls 

are contemporary. The western Archaic terrace wall was probably built in connection with the 

first temple in the end of the 6th century BCE. Considering the poor quality of the wall, it 

might have been an unplanned addition – slightly later than the temple – to obtain additional 

                                                 
105 Westholm 1963, 87-88, 105-106. 
106 Westholm 1963, 105; Säflund 1949. 
107 Observations based upon unpublished excavation drawings by S. Lindblom 1951-1953. 
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space around the temple. The southern end of the wall should have been bonded with a 

precursor to Wall 16a to form a meaningful terrace. 107F

108  

2.11.4 Terrace walls up to the Built Tomb 

In the slope above the sanctuary, leading up to the Built Tomb, three walls can be seen. I 

believe however, that there exists – or existed – a further six walls. In the present, they cannot 

be seen. The three visible walls are shown on Westholm’s plan, but have not been included in 

the later plan. There were no previous drawings of them so I drew the two better preserved 

walls in 2011, and included the 

plans in my work. However, 

what is more interesting to look 

at are the walls which are not 

visible, (see Fig. 17). For the 

time being I have ascribed them 

the name Terrace Wall BT 1-9 

respectively, in order from north 

to south. 

A quick scouting of 

the slope area showed a number 

of rock cuttings, many of which 

line up in a direction close to 

parallel with the three existing 

walls. Furthermore, the distances 

between these conceptual walls also seem to be quite regular, ranging from three to four 

meters. Many of the, admittedly very imprecise, measurements come close to 3.2 meters, or 

roughly ten Doric feet.108F

109 I think it is premature to draw any conclusions based upon this. 

However, that the desired interspace was ten feet is not unconceivable. 

The walls seem to form a path up to the opening in the south wall of the Built 

Tomb, see suggested path in (Fig. 5). Another possibility is that there was a staircase along 

the edge of the rock, starting at the point marked with a cross on the plan. This point also 

                                                 
108 If this conceptual precursor was built in the same rubble technique as Wall 7a it would most certainly have 
been changed in the Hekatomnid monumentalisation of the site. 
109 Dinsmoor 1961, 358-359. 

Fig. 5. Suggested path up to the Built Tomb and Split Rock Area. 
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gives access to the Split Rock Area. There are, however, at the moment no indications of such 

a staircase.  

The date of these terrace walls is uncertain. The three visible walls are uniform 

in appearance, well fitted isodomic ashlar masonry with quarry face. The uniform appearance 

and orientation indicates that these walls, and most probably all the walls in the slope, are 

contemporary. If the proposed path to the Built Tomb is correct, we could expect the terraces 

to be contemporary with the tomb, dated to the first half of the 4th century BCE, see chapter 

2.1. However, the doorway at the Built Tomb was probably not open until the next century, 

which would render the path obsolete before that. There might have been other purposes with 

the terraces, besides the obvious function of keeping the slope steady. 

2.11.5 Southern Terrace Wall 

The Southern Terrace Wall is a monumental structure, Wall 103, upholding a large terrace to 

the south of the sanctuary proper. It has not been studied, but fortunately a drawing was made 

in 2011. The date of the wall is not securely known. Hellström ascribes it to the Hekatomnid 

period, but does not give any specific reasons for this.110 Nonetheless, it is a probable date for 

the wall. Terraces are a typical feature of Hekatomnid architecture, and it would not be 

surprising if it this wall was also part of the large building program of the Hekatomnids.111 

2.11.6 Well House Terrace 

This terrace is situated in the middle of the sanctuary, it seems to have at least two 

chronological phases. The terrace area has not been thoroughly excavated, it is thus difficult 

to say anything conclusive about the chronology in the area. Today the terrace is framed by 

Walls 16b, 63, and 59. 

According to Westholm Wall 16b abuts against Wall 63, with the latter 

continuing both south and east of the meeting point, in the south end seemingly joined to wall 

59.112 Problems arise when he later contradicts these statements in two drawings where the 

walls are joined in another fashion, and Wall 63 is dated differently in the south and north 

part!113 Furthermore, Westholm believes that the stylobate of the South Stoa rests upon an 

earlier terrace wall, with the limited excavation that has been done in this area it seem like a 

                                                 
110 Hellström 1991, 302. 
111 Perdersen; 1991, 109-115; 1994, 25; Hellström 1990, 243. 
112 Westholm 1963, 55. 
113 Westholm 1963, 91, fig. 59, 94, fig. 60. 
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premature conclusion; the wall under the stylobate is more probably part of the foundations 

built for the South Stoa.114 Westholm’s chronology in this area does not seem trustworthy, 

both the dating of the Well House and South Stoa have later been contradicted. 

An earlier terrace wall must, however, have existed. Westholm writes that the 

pottery collected on the terrace indicates a Classical or later date for the northern part, and a 

1st century CE date for the southern part.115 The original terrace wall was most probably a 

continuation of Wall 41. The direction of this wall is not known. However, because the Well 

House is dated either to the Hekatomnid or Hellenistic period, see chapter 2.5, it can be used 

as a reference to determine the direction of the original terrace wall, against which it would 

have been set. The Well House back wall does not quite follow the line of Wall 41, there 

should therefore have been a slight turn in the direction of the wall on the west side of the 

Well House. This presupposes that the Well House is later than the wall. If it was however 

contemporary, and the back wall of the Well House was integrated into the former terrace 

wall, the hypothetical line of the wall would make a natural turn in connection with the Well 

House, as opposed to the present interpretation where the wall needs to take a turn at a 

random position. On the east side – in both cases – it probably continued in a straight line 

until about the point where the east end of Wall 59 is today, where it made another slight turn 

and connected to the hypothetical Wall 93 leading to the East Stoa, discussed in chapter 

2.11.8. The hypothetical first terrace wall can be seen in (Fig. 7). 

The terrace was later enlarged and the now visible terrace wall was built. This 

most probably coincided with the building of the two-storey South Stoa on the terrace, in the 

beginning of the 2nd century CE, discussed in chapter 2.4.116 At the same time Wall 63 was 

built as an eastern border for the terrace. Hellström has suggested that the blocks from the 

earlier wall were reused when building the second terrace wall, based on that the masonry 

style is much like other Hekatomnid walls.117 

2.11.7 Wall 92 

Wall 92 is situated between the South Propylon and the Doric House. It served as a small 

terrace wall, and at least in its earlier stage as a part of the temenos wall. The present wall 

seems to abut against the South Propylon, but be orientation as, and continue beneath the 

                                                 
114 Westholm 1963, 93-94; Hellström 1991, 303, notes that the stylobate rests upon concrete piers, which makes 
Westholm’s argument quite unlikely. 
115 Westholm 1963, 94. 
116 Liljenstolpe & von Schmalensee 1996, 147, n. 87; Hellström 1991, 304; Unpublished manuscript. 
117 Hellström 1991, 303-304. 
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Doric House. As the Doric House was rebuilt in the 1st century CE, this wall should date to 

the same remodelling. 

There is however, a probable precursor visible in a plan by Jeppesen.118 Here 

another wall is indicated a little north of the present Wall 92. This other wall is however 

orientated in accordance with the South Propylon, and it is likely that they are of the same 

building program. I have not included the supposed older wall in the plans as I have not had a 

chance look at it closer. 

2.11.8 Wall 93 

West of the northern part of the East Stoa some remains of a wall can be seen, these have 

been previously charted by Laumonier but have not been included in subsequent plans.119 

There are only a few blocks preserved, these are nevertheless probably in situ as they line up 

with two rock cuttings also visible close to the blocks. The wall these features would have 

belonged to was most probably a terrace wall, to hold the eastern part of the Temple Terrace. 

The supposed wall leads straight from the north-west corner of the East Stoa to 

the east end of Wall 59, the direction is also the same as Wall 59. As previously stated the 

north-eastern area of the sanctuary has not been extensively investigated, therefore it is not 

possible to say much about the western continuation of this wall. It has been suggested by 

Hellström that the route up to the temple, from the 1st century CE onwards, might have passed 

by on the eastern side of Wall 63, in which case we would expect to find a large staircase in 

this area.120 The area is quite cluttered and no conclusions can be drawn in the state it is at the 

moment. 

The date of Wall 93 should probably be set – before, or – in connection with the 

building of the East Stoa, it would thus be from the mid-4th century BCE. This also conforms 

to the proposed date of the Walls 104-106, discussed in chapter 2.6. 

                                                 
118 Jeppesen 1955, pl. 22. 
119 Laumonier 1936, pl. 36. 
120 Hellström 1991, 304. 
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2.12 Temenos wall 

The temenos wall was studied in 2003, and subsequently integrated into the plan of 

Labraunda.121 During the season of 2011 I studied the temenos a bit further, and I think some 

minor changes are in order. 

2.12.1 East part 

In the east part of the supposed temenos wall, between the two boulders with rock cuttings, 

the previous plan shows a slight turn in the wall between the boulders. There is a wall running 

in the same direction as the northern part of this stretch, in the lower part built of blocks 

similar to those of the preserved temenos wall behind Andron A. However, the masonry is not 

as regular as behind the andron. Furthermore, when inspecting the angles of the rock cuttings 

in the two boulders, the suggested reconstruction in the previous plan seems improbable. 

The blocks that can be seen are indeed from the temenos wall, but their position 

has been shifted slightly when they were integrated into the modern wall which can be seen 

today. I find it much more probable that the original stretch of the temenos would have gone 

straight from one boulder to the other, this reconstruction can be seen in (Fig. 17). 

2.12.2 Northwest part 

The north-western part of the wall, from the preserved part behind Andron A to the Built 

Tomb, is hard to follow. I did however manage to find one block of substantial size, lying 

seemingly in the middle of nowhere, (see Fig. 17). Also, on the high cliffs to the east of this 

block there are rock cuttings that indicate a wall coming up from the west, taking a turn north, 

and after a short stretch again taking a turn to the east in a direction towards the Built Tomb. I 

believe that the block has fallen down from the cliffs to its current position. The stretch of the 

temenos wall from the preserved parts to the cliffs is therefore purely conceptual, whereas the 

stretch on the cliffs to the Built Tomb is more convincingly established. Although not quite 

satisfying, the vegetation was exceedingly unpleasant and the scouting done hastily, a more 

thorough study should be done to find the most probable course of the wall in this part.122 

                                                 
121 Hellström & Karlsson 2005, 75-76; Karlsson 2006, 102. 
122 It may be noted that Hellström & Karlsson 2004, 76, generally are of the same opinion concerning this part of 
the wall, it was however only included on the plan in the same publication, and not in subsequent ones. 
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2.12.3 Southwest part 

The south-western part of the temenos wall, from the preserved parts at Andron A to the south 

bath, is not known. However, there are some blocks visible that probably belong to the wall 

preserved south of the West Stoa, and also in the foundations for the South Bath, presumably 

in situ. Also, on the plans of Laumonier and Jeppesen some walls are marked in this area.123 

The same walls were briefly studied by Westholm in 1960, strangely they were not included 

in the overall plan in any meaningful way, the walls can however be seen on another plan.124 

Unfortunately these walls cannot be established in the present, as the guard’s house – and 

vegetable garden – is situated in this area. Although there seems to be some confusion about 

the position of the walls, I think we can be certain that there are some antique structures 

hidden amongst cabbage. I would be inclined to put more trust into Jeppesen’s plan as it is 

drawn with great care by the architect Lars Käll. Laumonier’s plan is in no way of poor 

quality, he did however, only spend a total of eight days at Labraunda and the carefulness of 

his measurements can be questioned.125 

On both Jeppesen’s and Laumonier’s plan a wall can be seen running in a north-

south direction west of the West Stoa, in the same line as the preserved part behind Andron A. 

If the argument in chapter 2.11.1 about the terrace level south of Andron A holds true, this 

wall should be the continuation of the temenos wall. The reason why no bonding can be seen 

to the corner of the preserved part behind Andron A, and that it cannot be followed south from 

this point, is that Wall 107a – on the west side of the andron – is a terrace wall, and the 

continuation thus runs on a lower level, today covered with soil. Notwithstanding that it is 

very hard to conceive of another logical solution for the continuation of the wall between 

Andron A and the South Bath, if this is not it. 

2.13 Stairs 

Stairs have a prominent place at Labraunda, owing to the topography and the plentiful use of 

terraces. The stairs have not previously had any coherent system of identification. I have 

therefore ascribed the identified stairs numbers, these can be seen in (Fig. 17) and (Table 1), 

but I shall briefly describe them here also. 

                                                 
123 Laumonier 1936, pl. 36; Jeppesen 1955, “Plan of Labraunda”. 
124 Westholm 1963, 26, fig. 15 (walls 82, 90), 64, 66. 
125 Laumonier 1936, 304-305. 
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2.13.1 Stairs 1, 2, 3, and 6 

Stairs 1 is the monumental staircase leading up from the propylaea area, Stairs 2 is the 

staircase to the northwest of the monumental staircase, Stairs 3 is the low staircase north of 

the South Propylon, and Stairs 6 is the staircase in the west end of Wall 59. The two former 

are contemporary, and have been dated to the time of Maussollos.126 The misalignment 

between Stairs 2 and the rest of the structures in the area does, however, not conform to the 

orthogonal ideal of the Hekatomnids. This would indicate that the stairs are either earlier than 

the rest of the structures in this area, or rebuilt later.127 Though a Hekatomnid date is still 

likely, it is a conspicuous feature. Stairs 3 can quite unproblematically be dated according to 

the construction of the South Propylon in the time of Idrieus. All of these formed part of the 

processional way up to the temple. 

Stairs 6 are rather more problematic, since they have been changed during 

antiquity. The first construction of these stairs is by Hellström thought to be in the time of 

Idrieus. He also notes that there might have been a ramp up the slope before the stairs were 

built. The stairs were presumably far wider in the original form, spanning the gap between 

Walls 43 and 41. In the 2nd century CE, when the Well House Terrace was remodelled, Wall 

59 was built partly on top of Stairs 6. According to Hellström, shortly after that a small 

retaining wall (Wall 113) was erected in the middle of the stairs to form a ramp up to the Well 

House Terrace. Stairs 6 most probably formed part of the processional way up to temple until 

the Roman period.128 

2.13.2 Stairs 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10 

The Stairs 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10 are all smaller, and do not form part of the processional way. 

Stairs 4 are located north of the East Propylon, they altogether have the appearance of a utility 

staircase. The stairs are apparently not contemporary with either of the Walls 67, being 

younger than Wall 67a and older than Wall 67b.129 

Stairs 5 are located at the southeast corner of Andron B. This staircase has not 

been included in former plans of Labraunda. The date is not securely known, but it has been 

                                                 
126 Becker 2003, 25; Westholm 1963, 108, 117. 
127 Westholm 1963, 81, and Becker 2003, 25, contradict each other regarding the bonding of the stairs to the 
walls. Westholm claims that they are unbonded while Becker states that the stairs are bonded to Wall 58. 
128 Hellström, Unpublished manuscript; 1991, 302-304, figs. 3-5. Becker 2003, should not be trusted regarding 
these stairs as he has got the chronology of this area wrong. 
129 Westholm 1963, 82. 
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suggested that the stairs are contemporary with Andron B.130 It seems to have been built for 

purely practical reasons. 

Stairs 7 is the well-built staircase just west of the North Stoa. Westholm does not 

mention a date for the staircase, but it can be concluded from the drawings of the 

chronological evolution that he thought it to date from the time of Idrieus.131 In my opinion it 

should be dated according to the construction of – the hypothetical but probable – 

Maussollos’ stoa, or in the same time as the construction of the Terrace Walls BT discussed in 

chapter 2.11.4.132 Both of these would place the staircase in the first, rather than the second, 

half of the 4th century BCE. 

Stairs 8, 9, and 10 are of a utilitarian character. Stairs 8 are located on the north 

side of the Oikoi. Stairs 9 and 10 are located in connection with Terrace House II, 9 being the 

western staircase and 10 being the eastern one. These should be dated according to the 

buildings they adjoin to.133 

2.13.3 Conceptual stairs 

There are two stairs at Labraunda that are not proven, but very probable. The first is a 

staircase that should have existed at the south-eastern corner of Andron A. There are both 

archaeological and logical reasons to believe that a broad staircase existed at this location.134 

Hellström writes that these stairs should be seen in connection with Stairs 6, as a part of a 

processional way up to Andron A. There should be no doubt that this staircase is 

contemporary with the andron. 

The second staircase, or in this case probably ramp, should have existed south of 

the South Propylon. Jeppesen does not note any steps leading south of the propylon, nor can 

any be seen in the drawings.135 Some kind of ramp must however have existed. A lintel of a 

door is preserved in the structure to the west of the propylon. The upper height of this door is 

about 2 meters above the lowest propylon step, assuming a door height of about two meters 

would place the ground level of these two structures on the same height. The height difference 

between the lowest step of the propylon, and the two highest in situ blocks of the Southern 
                                                 
130 Hellström, Unpublished manuscript; Westholm 1963, 80-81, believes it to be contemporary with Andron C, 
this is improbable because it is not Andron C which necessitates the stairs, but the terrace built in connection 
with Andron B. 
131 Westholm 1963, 111, fig. 66a, 117. 
132 Liljenstolpe & von Schmalensee 1996, 146. 
133 Westholm 1963, 80, states that Stairs 8 are not bonded with either of the Walls 23 and 27. This could indicate 
a later date, or more probably just be a result of practicality. 
134 Hellström, Unpublished manuscript. 
135 Jeppesen 1955, 3-6, pl. 2 (wrongly labeled East Propylaea). 



33 
 

Terrace Wall ranges roughly from 1.15 meters to 2.25 meters. The lower level was measured 

closer to the propylon while the higher one is further to the east.  

This means that the general terrace level was about 1-2 meters lower than the 

base of the propylon, or that a minimum of 1-2 meters has collapsed from the top of the entire 

Southern Terrace Wall. Taking in to consideration that the unexcavated and unstudied 

structure east of the South Bath seems to lie on a lower level, the most probable alternative is 

that the propylon was situated at a higher level. Consequently, there must have been a ramp 

leading up to the South Propylon and structure west of it.  
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3 PLANS 

In this chapter I will present plans of the sanctuary for the four phases that are relevant to my 

study (Figs. 6, 7, 8, and 9). Additionally, a plan with suggested reconstructions is included 

(Fig. 10). The plans have been made by compiling previous plans and knowledge about the 

site. For a comment on features that are not presented in accordance with previous 

interpretations see chapter 2. All plans have been given the same outcrop to make comparison 

between the different time periods easier. 

Some general notes should be made about how the plans are represented. All 

plans are monochrome. Although colour is useful for making distinctions in plans, it can also 

make them confusing. Additionally, the instant a colourful plan is converted into 

monochrome – as is usually the case when a copy is taken – it loses much of its informative 

value. For these reasons I have chosen to keep the plans monochrome. 

The representation differs slightly between the plans of the documented remains, 

and the plans of the suggested original layout. In the former, black features indicate walls that 

can be attested but have not been drawn properly, as well as columns standing in situ. In the 

latter, black features indicate columns, and walls reaching roof height. For both, building 

blocks that are represented in white indicate marble, with some exceptions that are due to 

technical matters.136 The Southern Terrace Wall, Hypostyle Structure, and Walls 64-65 are 

not made of marble. Also, white parts of natural rocks indicate manmade cuttings, these have 

not been categorised according to time period. Furthermore, dotted lines indicate conceptual 

features. 

The plans are bound to a certain degree of error. For example, the marble 

features are only indicated in the instances this has been noted in the publication, or where I 

have noted it myself on site. Also some features may be partly covered by soil. In these cases 

I have tried to make the edges where they continue in under the earth as abrupt as possible, to 

indicate that it is not the true shape of the feature. In short, if it looks odd it most probably is. 

  

                                                 
136 For practical reasons a polyline shape was sometimes chosen instead of a polygon shape. These polyline 
shapes cannot be coloured and thus retain the background colour. 
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3.1 The Archaic phase 

Up until the beginning of the 4th century BCE, there were few structures present at Labraunda 

that we know of. All of these structures form part of the Temple Terrace. Ascent to the terrace 

was conceivably made between Walls 6b and 7a, where the bedrock is higher. 136F

137 The eastern 

half of the terrace probably antedates the western half by about a century, see chapters 2.3, 

2.11.2, and 2.11.3. 

                                                 
137 An entrance at this position would also conform to the most usual form identified by Bergquist 1967, 96-99. 

Fig. 6. Actual remains, Archaic phase. 
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3.2 The Hekatomnid phase 

As is often remarked upon, the Hekatomnid period saw a great remodelling of Labraunda. The 

temenos area was monumentalised, but also structures outside the temenos were built. The 

processional way up to the Temple Terrace is not entirely known, it has been discussed by 

Hellström and I would agree with his conclusions. With proviso for the unexcavated eastern 

half of the Temple Terrace, the most probable way up was – after having passed the 

propylaea area – via Stairs 6, and then along Area XXVI before making a turn west onto the 

Temple Terrace. 137F

138 

                                                 
138 Hellström 1991, 302-308, figs. 4, 5. 

Fig. 7. Actual remains, Hekatomnid phase. 
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3.3 The Hellenistic/Roman phase 

In the Roman period some buildings were added to the sanctuary, mainly in the southern part. 

Here the biggest change was that the Andron C terrace seems to have been taken into use, and 

that the area just outside the temenos to the south was also taken into greater use. There was 

also some work done on the Temple Terrace and Well House Terrace. This is of interest for 

the processional way; notably, the new line of the Well House Terrace retaining wall, Wall 

59. This new line makes it improbable that the procession would walk via Stairs 6 in this 

period.138F

139 

                                                 
139 Hellström 1991, 302-308, fig. 5. 

Fig. 8. Actual remains, Roman phase. 
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3.4 The Late Roman/Early Christian phase 

The Late Roman period at Labraunda saw some minor changes inside the temenos, but mainly 

outside of it, with the – to say the least – big exception of the South Bath which was built on 

the southern border of the Andron C terrace. Probably there was more building activity 

outside the holy precinct than we know of. The area of the West Church and Tetraconch has 

only recently begun to be excavated, and there probably exist more structures in addition to 

the two known. 

  

Fig. 9. Actual remains, Late Roman phase. 
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Fig. 10. Suggested reconstruction, all time periods. 
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4 ANALYSIS OF RITUAL SPACE 

With an – at least partly – credible chronology of Labraunda established, we can start to 

analyse the space, and look at which parts might have carried a religious importance. This will 

be done through the close examination of the buildings, structures, nodes (that is, physical and 

non-physical focal points), and visual focal points. The level of religious importance is of 

course arbitrary, and cannot be said to give more than an indication of what the situation 

might have looked like. Nevertheless, I wish that the discussion will be of interest regardless 

of its highly conceptual nature. 

4.1 Moving down the slope 

I will here discuss the situation, and internal development, during the Archaic/Early Classical 

phase. Although there are very few remains, I believe a development in religious importance 

can be observed. But before we move to the actual remains I would like to discuss what might 

have been there before. 

4.1.1 Before the first traces 

The Split Rock is a very prominent feature at the sanctuary of Labraunda (see upper right side 

of Fig. 11). It is generally believed to be the origin of the areas sacredness. Unfortunately, the 

Split Rock Area has not been excavated, and we can therefore not say much about the 

chronological aspect of this area. That there has been activity here is, however, not at all in 

doubt. 

There is a large niche cut into the Split Rock (visible in Figs. 3 and 11), and also 

several smaller niche-like cuttings in the area, in addition to large cuttings seemingly for 

walls. Lars Karlsson has proposed that the large niche should be seen as a part of a Kybele 

sanctuary, a very plausible proposition as the deity was often associated with rocks and 

mountains.140 Also, during the early years of excavation there was found a Kybele figurine, 

and several other female figurines, that strengthen this position.141 

Carstens agrees on that the Split Rock Area was the origin of Labraunda, but she 

– although not explicitly stated – implies that it was Zeus who was being worshipped.142 

                                                 
140 Karlsson 2010b, 60; 2010c; Carstens 2009, 32. 
141 Karlsson 2010b, 60; Säflund 1966, 9. 
142 Carstens 2009, 36, 80. 
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Furthermore, she likens the early period of Labraunda with other Anatolian holy-rock 

sanctuaries, and states that the rock – and spring below it – were at the core of the site’s 

sanctity.142F

143 This is certainly true at least in the early period at Labraunda. 

I agree that the Split Rock was the attracting force that made Labraunda a holy 

place. 143F

144 It would be ridiculous to imagine that this huge conspicuous rock, just happened to 

lay at the very spot someone founded a sanctuary for some other reason. It can therefore be 

concluded, that regardless of the date of the cuttings at the rock, the area itself was religiously 

important from the beginning. 

As stated in my chapter on theory, chapter 1.3, a repeated ritual presence can 

cement the perceived sacredness of a place or object. 144F

145 This might very well have been the 

case at Labraunda. The naturally enclosed space, between the two large rocks in the Split 

Rock Area, might even have made a temple structure redundant. The space forms a very good 

setting for communal ritual as is. There is a clear focus of attention, and space around to 

communicate rituals. 

                                                 
143 Carstens 2009, 80. 
144 Edlund 1987, 35, conspicuous natural features are often associated with sacredness. 
145 Kyriakidis 2007, 299. 

Fig. 11. View of the Split Rock from west side of Area XX. 
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4.1.2 The eastern Temple Terrace 

The Mud-Brick Altar and Wall 6b, discussed in chapters 2.3 and 2.11.2, constitute the eastern 

Temple Terrace until the Hekatomnid remodelling. This area is also where we have the oldest 

known structural remains at Labraunda. 

We are not sure which came first, the terrace wall or the Mud-Brick Altar. It is 

however of little importance as the two clearly worked as an entity. The terrace creates a 

meaningful space around the supposed altar. Ritual often involves performative elements, and 

is meant to focus the attention on the ritual acts.146 Performers and observers alike, ideally 

become part of the ritual through their audio-visual connection. For communal rituals this 

requires a meaningful space around the ritual act, to facilitate the audio and – maybe more so 

– the visual connection. The terrace and Mud-Brick Altar entity thus form a very suitable area 

to for communal ritual. 

If we consider the spatial relationship between the Split Rock and the Mud-Brick 

Altar, we will find that the two are connected. With the Split Rock Area being the core of 

sacredness in the early history of Labraunda, it is no more than logical to expect that any 

development at the site – caused by increased popularity or changed habits for example – 

would strive to keep the connection with the rock as close as possible. With the proposed way 

up to the terrace on the west side of Wall 6b, discussed in chapter 3.1, the Mud-Brick Altar 

and the Split Rock would be in shared view when entering the terrace. Furthermore, if there 

was ritual activity at the Mud-Brick Altar – which in my opinion is very likely – the 

spectators would have stood on the terrace to the west of the altar, retaining the visual 

connection with the Split Rock. 

Returning to the idea from the previous chapter that the Split Rock Area could 

be considered a temple in itself, this idea would support the identification of the Mud-Brick 

Altar as an actual altar. If the Split Rock remained the focus when the cult grew, the addition 

of an altar devoted to the sacred rock, and the divinities it housed, would make much sense. 

This would enlarge the potential ritual ensemble. And if the access to the Split Rock Area 

became more restricted as a consequence, it could result in an increased distinctiveness and 

thereby surely also an increased perceived sacredness of the rock. 

We have, therefore, potentially a decreased ritual activity, but increased 

sacredness in the Split Rock Area. The Mud-Brick Altar probably facilitated much ritual 

activity, and must therefore be seen as religiously very important. Nevertheless, this ritual 
                                                 
146 Mylonopoulos 2006, 92; Renfrew 1994, 51; 2007, 115. 



43 
 

activity was directed towards the Split Rock, which thus retained its religious importance 

despite the potential decrease in ritual activity. 

4.1.3 The western Temple Terrace 

With the addition of the in antis temple in the late 6th century BCE, the religious landscape of 

Labraunda changed drastically. There was now a second religious focal point. But one may 

ask if this was a transference of the religiously important, or an addition to it. 

There are actually two aspects of this question. Was it an addition or 

transference in the form of a new deity, or in the form of a development of the old 

deity/deities? In the former scenario the new deity entering Labraunda would be Zeus 

Stratios. This would presuppose not only that there was a cult of Kybele at Labraunda, but 

that it was the only cult until the later 6th century BCE. More likely is that the storm god had a 

presence at Labraunda also before this.147 

The new temple thus constituted a shift of focus away from the Split Rock.148 

Although the rock surely did not lose its symbolic importance, ritual activity and the direction 

thereof was transferred towards the temple.149 The temple and Split Rock were not visually 

connected in the way the Mud-Brick Altar and the rock was, they did not share the religious 

attention and must therefore be seen as two different religious foci. 

The temple probably gradually increased in importance at the expense of the 

Split Rock and Mud-Brick Altar. This would explain why the Mud-Brick Altar was levelled 

in the Hekatomnid remodelling of the Temple Terrace, if not before, whereas the structure 

east of the temple was left unharmed, as also discussed in chapter 2.3. At the time of the 

remodelling of the terrace, the religious importance of the Mud-Brick Altar had subsided 

enough not to be a decisive factor in the planning. Something else had taken over its 

functions. 

The functions could have moved to the structure east of the temple. 

Unfortunately no finds that could aid in the identification was found during the excavation of 

this structure.150 The function is thus unclear, although some believe it to be an altar.151 As 

                                                 
147 Karlsson 2010c, believes that both gods coexisted in the early period of the sanctuary. 
148 Edlund 1987, 37, also contends that the construction of a temple moved the focus away from what was 
originally the sacred at a sanctuary. 
149 Bergquist 1967, 9, points out trees and springs etc as sacred monuments (kultmale) that continue to be ritually 
important after losing their active role, these should therefore be treated with respect. The Split Rock is surely 
such a kultmale. 
150 Hellström & Thieme 1982, 25. 
151 Karlsson 2010b, 30; Williamson forthcoming, 117-118. 
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noted above, the structure was not levelled when the new temple and larger terrace were built. 

One could even argue that the new temple was built around this structure, figuratively 

speaking, in practise it would have been built as close as possible without disturbing the 

structure. 151F

152 In any event it seems to have been an important structure in the Late Archaic and 

Early Classical period, and this importance is most probably of a religious character. 

Another aspect that should be taken into account here is that there was possibly a 

third focal point of religious importance. That is the holy grove of plane trees that Herodotus 

informs us of.152F

153 Plane trees still today thrive close to the streams from the many springs in 

the area, and the spring under the Split Rock could very well have been accompanied by a 

grove of plane trees until the Hekatomnid formalisation of the area. The grove could have 

extended east, and south of the Archaic Temple Terrace. We can only speculate in the 

importance of the plane trees in formative period of the sanctuary, but based on Herodotus’ 

statement the grove would seem to have been an important part of the sanctuary. 153 F

154 

4.1.4 Summary 

The Archaic and Early Classical 

phase thus encompasses a 

gradual movement of the 

religiously important space, (Fig. 

12). Staring at the Split Rock 

Area, and later involving the 

Temple Terrace through the 

connection with the Mud-Brick 

Altar, later still a break occurred 

and a second religiously 

important area was formed 

around the new temple. At the 

close of the period the Split Rock 

Area had become somewhat of a back-scene for the sanctuary, never losing its visual and 

                                                 
152 This has also been suggested by Hellström & Thieme 1982, 43, saying: ”... maybe because the eastern front 
could not be set any further east for some reason, religious or practical.” 
153 Hdt. 5:119. 
154 Herodotus would have described Labraunda in a time when there was already a temple present, he however, 
only mentions the holy grove. Säflund 1966, 10, is of the opinion that the grove was the most important feature 
at Labraunda even after the temple was constructed. 

Fig. 12. Tentative visualisation of religious space, Archaic phase. 
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symbolic value it was however, no longer the focus of ritual action. A hypothetical holy grove 

of plane trees, to the east of the Temple Terrace, could also have constituted a strong religious 

focal point through most of this period. 

4.2 Ruler and god 

This chapter will discuss the Hekatomnid phase, and the developments of religiously 

important areas therein. The Hekatomnids were busy users of Labraunda, and large parts of 

the remains we see today were designed and constructed during this period. The question is, 

however, for what purpose? Was it purely for the glorification of Zeus Labraundos? I do not 

believe so. 

4.2.1 Karianization 

A concept that is useful for the understanding of development at Labraunda – and the rest of 

Karia for that matter – is Karianization. The concept was introduced by Hornblower, and 

embodies the making of a karian identity during the Hekatomnid dynasty.155 It is an active 

process of reviving and retaining the older Karian culture, but also merging it with Greek and 

Achaemenid influences, to produce a cultural expression suitable for the Hekatomnids.156 To 

understand the concept better it can be put in contrast to Hellenization, which is trait often 

attributed to the Hekatomnids, the idea of making an area Greek in appearance. Karianization 

however, is making an area profoundly Karian in appearance, although often with a Greek 

influence. Karianization could also help explain many of the chronologically odd architectural 

features at Labraunda.157 

Why then is this important for understanding the spatial distribution of religious 

activity at Labraunda? The answer lies in the expressions this Karianization could take. I 

believe that the very active Hekatomnid participation in the Ionian Renaissance in architecture 

is one such expression.158 Also the conscious use of local Anatolian deities was an expression 

of Karianization.159 Karianization strived to accentuate Karia, and through this the leaders of 

Karia, the Hekatomnid dynasty. The emphasis on the Hekatomnids is shown also in that 

                                                 
155 Hornblower 1982, 276, 352. 
156 As exemplified by Carstens 2009, 123-124. 
157 Hellström 2009, 271. 
158 Pedersen 1994,  24-25, for example, writes about the new architectural language as an expression that 
”responded well [...] to the needs of the new self-confident dynasty of the Hekatomnids.” 
159 Hornblower 1982, 115, n. 71, 276, 352. 
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almost all Hekatomnid buildings carry a prominent inscription naming a member of the 

dynasty.160 

There may even have been attempts to deify members the Hekatomnid dynasty, 

a practise not unfamiliar to the Near Eastern Achaemenids, and thus surely also a conceivable 

strategy for the ambitious Hekatomnids.161 The conspicuous temple like Andrones, the 

monumental Maussolleion, the sibling-marriage imitating the marriage between gods, and the 

mention of a Zeus Idrieus at Iasos all point to a notion of ruler cult.162 If one accepts that there 

was some element of ruler cult at Labraunda, it has clear implications for the religious 

understanding of the site. 

4.2.2 The ruler 

There can be no doubt that the Hekatomnids actively lionised themselves through the building 

program at Labraunda, whether this was done with a religious underpinning is however not as 

easy to judge. Many of the buildings are clearly involved in ritual activity, mainly ritual 

banqueting, but what we must try to figure out is towards what – or who – the ritual activity 

was directed.163 

The two andrones are of particular interest in this case because they are clear 

focuses of attention, much in the way we would expect a religious building to be treated. 

Andron B was placed at the narrow end of the triangular Area XX, it was visible form at least 

the west side of terrace and maybe all the way from the East Stoa.164 The shape of the terrace 

literally pointed towards the andron. As discussed in chapter 3.2, the processional way also 

went right past it, temporarily making the andron the focus of the procession. Williamson 

argues that the zig-zag approach up to the temple was a method of increasing the awareness 

and impact of the monuments.165 This is surely true, although I believe that the andrones also 

had a ritual meaning in their own right. 

                                                 
160 Hellström 2009, 271. 
161 Cartsens 2009, 37-39. 
162 Hellström 1989, 103; 1990, 249; 1996a, 168; 1996b, 136; 2011, 152-153; Jeppesen 1994, 79-83; Pedersen 
1994, 16; Carney 2005, 82; Hornblower 1982, 260-261, 345. 
163 Williamson forthcoming a, 125, argues that the Hekatomnid dynasty was the focus of much of the festival at 
Labraunda during their time; Mylonopoulos 2006, 80-83, That ritual dining could be very important in itself is 
shown for example at Akrokorinth where the Demeter and Kore sanctuary is completely dominated by dining 
halls, and a temple is not known until the Roman period. 
164 The visibility depends on the buildings that might have stood at the east side of the terrace, indicated by the 
geophysical measurements presented in Karlsson 2010a, 62-66. (See Fig. 13). 
165 Williamson forthcoming a, 115. 
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Andron A did not have as conspicuous a setting in regards to the procession. It 

was in frontal focus for only a short while when walking up Stairs 6. However the placement, 

towering up at the edge of a high terrace, as argued in chapter 2.11.1, must have made it a 

very imposing building when approaching the sanctuary from Mylasa. One may also consider 

the implications of lying at “the same level” as the temple. Whereas Andron B is clearly 

subordinate in this respect, Andron A could have made claims to be on equal terms with the 

temple.166 

The size, architecture, and orientation of the andrones, in addition to the niches 

in the back wall, mimic temple features. Regardless of if there were statues of the ruling 

couple in the niches, or if there was only a statue of Zeus, the connection between the god and 

the ruler would have been obvious when he (and/or possibly she) was lying on the centred 

kline below the niche.167 Some kind of ruler cult seems very probable in the andrones. 

However, if the rulers were revered in their own right, or through the power of Zeus is hard to 

say.168 

4.2.3 God(s) 

Even though the sanctuary was greatly expanded during the Hekatomnids, the organisation of 

the Temple Terrace was – as far as we know – not changed in regard to religious importance. 

The temple and Temple Terrace were expanded, but in all the function remained the same. 

The cult was expanded not through the addition of another ritual building, or another god, but 

though the growing number of participants. 

To follow the spatial distribution of religious importance we must thus consider 

the visitors and their whereabouts. As in the earlier phase the Temple Terrace would have 

been the centre of ritual activity.169 Although no altar has been securely identified, I think it is 

safe to assume that the sacrifice was conducted in view of the temple. This is maybe the most 

important ritual act that took place at the sanctuary, but after it people would have scattered 

on all the terraces to eat the ritual meal.170 There were strict rules concerning the ritual meal, 

and it is conceivable that the place where it was eaten was also treated as a temporary – or 

                                                 
166 Williamson forthcoming b, 11, contends that Maussollus and Idrieus put themselves at the centre of cult both 
concerning ritual and ritual space, almost on equal footing with Zeus. 
167 Hellström 1989, 103; 1990, 249; 1996a, 168; 1996b, 136; 2011, 153. 
168 Parker 2011, 279-282, summarises some points on worshipping mortals, and concludes that it is hard to say if 
the rulers were viewed as superhuman or if the godliness was a metaphor. What is clear, however, is that the cult 
of mortals was dependent on deities. 
169 Williamson forthcoming a, 117, 121, is of the same opinion. 
170 Hellström 1989, 140. 
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permanent – sacred space. 170F

171 Area XX, the Andron C terrace, and possibly the eastern part of 

the Temple Terrace would have been where the largest part of the crowd was dining, in the 

open or in temporary shelters. These areas must therefore be ascribed some religious 

importance, although not a very focused activity.171F

172 

Williamson brings forth a number of problems with identifying the structure east 

of the temple as an altar in the Hekatomnid period. 172F

173  Because this structure does not 

correspond very well with what we would expect of a Hekatomnid altar, it is possible that 

there is an altar from this period hidden in the 

unexcavated east part of the Temple Terrace. 

The geophysical survey of 2009 showed 

what is probably a bath in this area (see 

Fig. 13), and it might therefore have 

been a relatively open space until 

the Roman period.173F

174 Looking at 

the enormous space here, inside 

the temenos but seemingly not 

much utilized architecturally 

before the Roman period, the 

holy grove of plane trees does 

come to mind. With the spring, 

and suggested monumentalised 

well house – see chapter 2.2 – 

close, irrigation would have been 

solved easily. 

Carstens has 

suggested that the Hekatomnid 

layout of Labraunda should be 

viewed as staged nature in the 

same way as the gardens of the 

                                                 
171 Mylonopoulos 2006, 83. 
172 Mylonopoulos 2006, 77, sees the meal as the peak of communication between participants, and surely this 
would have been the time for storytelling and transmission of religious knowledge. 
173 Williamson forthcoming a, 126 
174 Karlsson 2010a, 62-66. 

Fig. 13. East part of Labraunda, geophysical survey results in dotted grey 
shapes (light grey = walls, dark grey = water pipes). After Karlsson 2010a, 65 
fig. 6. 
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near east, Paradeisoi.175 Although I do not believe that the purpose of a grove at Labraunda 

would have been the same as in near eastern Paradeisoi, influences could very well have 

come through the Achaemenid sphere.176 I think it is a real possibility that the eastern Temple 

Terrace was reserved for the plane trees that possibly stood there since before the sanctuary 

was formed, another example of kultmale, see note 149. The grove at Labraunda would have 

been staged (preserved) nature for the sacredness of the grove in itself, and not for the 

symbolic meanings of the near east.177 

The Built Tomb and Split Rock area is also interesting in the Hekatomnid phase. 

Much of the construction in this area was probably done during the Hekatomnid dynasty. Also 

the terraces up to the Built Tomb, and Stairs 7 were constructed then. Thomas Becker 

classifies Stairs 7 among the stairs with secular functions, based on that it is not part of the 

processional way.178 However, I do not think we should be so quick to ascribe it purely 

utilitarian functions. This staircase is larger than the other stairs that do not form part of the 

processional way. It is well-built, and notably also well worn.179 This would indicate that the 

areas it led to were both important and much used. In Paavo Roos’ opinion the upper chamber 

of the Built Tomb was used as a cult space for libations.180 If it was the tomb of a member of 

the Hekatomnid family, this would surely have been utilised in the festival as a further means 

of glorifying the dynasty. The Split Rock Area probably housed some ritual activity also, 

possibly connected to the activity at the tomb. ´The way to the Built Tomb would have led 

through the Split Rock Area until the Hellenistic period, when the doorway was opened, see 

chapter 2.1. 

I am not sure how one should interpret the construction of a tower on the Split 

Rock though. The tower would have stood outside the temenos and should be seen as a part of 

the fortifications that surround Labraunda; it should not have had a religious function. Could 

the rock have lost its religious importance? Was the sacral area only the space in front of the 

niche? Or was it simply not a problem building a profane tower on a sacred rock? It might be 

that the highly strategic position somehow justified a tower on this rock, and that the sacred 

                                                 
175 Carstens 2009, 76-78, 88; Karlsson 2010c, also views Labraunda as a Paradeisos of the Hekatomnids. 
176 Jeppesen has suggested that the Maussolleion terrace housed a Paradeisos garden, and Pedersen agrees that it 
is a possibility, see Pedersen 1991, 85; As noted by Karlsson 2010c, it was important for satraps to have a 
Paradeisos. 
177 In the Mesopotamian origins of the Paradeisoi the domestication of water had a large symbolic value because 
of the general lack of water. The same cannot be said about Labraunda. 
178 Becker 2003, 30. 
179 Karlsson 2009, 86. 
180 Carstens 2009, 83, referring to an unpublished manuscript by Roos. 
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space was concentrated to the area in front of the niche instead of covering the entire rock 

formation. 

4.2.4 Summary 

The Hekatomnid phase saw a shared ritual focus at the sanctuary (Fig. 14). The ruler cult, 

mainly centred at the andrones and possibly at the Built Tomb, was a legitimisation and 

glorification of the Hekatomnid 

dynasty. While the cult of Zeus 

was centred at the Temple 

Terrace, but could temporarily 

cover large parts of the sanctuary 

through the sacrificial meal. 

There was probably some ritual 

activity in the Split Rock Area, 

though the scale is hard to judge, 

and it might even have been 

entirely marginalised. Again 

there is a possibility that a strong 

religious focus is to be ascribed 

to the eastern Temple Terrace, 

and hypothetical holy grove 

there. 

4.3 Consolidation 

I will here discuss the situation during the Hellenistic and Roman phase. This is the 

temporally most extensive phase in this study, but there was very little building activity until 

Roman imperial times. The dynastic presence at Labraunda disappeared after Alexander the 

Great’s conquest of the area. He was made the heir of the dynasty, but nothing much came of 

this.180F

181 

                                                 
181 Hornblower 1982, 222. 

Fig. 14. Tentative visualisation of religious space, Hekatomnid phase. 
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4.3.1 A normal sanctuary 

As noted before, there was not much building activity at Labraunda during the Hellenistic 

Period.182 Some activity can be attested through inscriptions, and also looking at the pottery 

finds, but generally there seems to have been less activity during this period than the ones 

before and after.183 

We might expect the sanctuary to religiously continue functioning as before, but 

without the Hekatomnid element. As their presence was quite profound, this could have 

changed the conduct of much ritual activity. Any ruler cult functions that the andrones might 

have had would have been erased. Though still retaining their function as grand dining halls 

for the most prominent visitors to the sanctuary, the hierarchical difference between dining 

places does not constitute a difference in religious importance. The andrones would thus have 

become part of the ritual white noise of sacrificial meals. 

The Built Tomb on the other hand received some attention in this period. If it is 

correct that the doorway was opened during the 3rd century BCE the access to the tomb was 

improved, see chapter 2.1. This could indicate a heightened interest in the tomb. It holds a 

very prominent position at the sanctuary, and ideas of a mythological founder’s tomb could 

easily have flourished in the wake of the hypothetical function as a part of the glorification of 

the Hekatomnid dynasty, discussed in chapter 4.2.3. Although, there are many problems with 

such an interpretation. Digging out the forecourt would make access to the upper “cultic” 

chamber difficult. With the new path led right past the tomb, the visitors would have had to 

turn their backs on the tomb if walking up this way. With the emphasis usually on frontality in 

ritual contexts, this is an unlikely scenario. 

The only conceivable ritual function would be some kind of rite of passage, 

walking up through the Split Rock Area, with ritual activity there or in front of the tomb, and 

then walking down through the opening in the Built Tomb wall.184 There is however no 

evidence for this, and we must for now conclude that any ritual activity at the Built Tomb was 

also erased after the end of the Hekatomnid phase. 

If the opening in the wall at the Built Tomb had purely utilitarian functions, one 

may ask why it was necessary if there already was a way up to this area. It is possible that the 
                                                 
182 Hellström 2009, especially 278, wonders if the function of Labraunda as a Hekatomnid memory theatre could 
be the reason why the site is not changed; Williamson forthcoming a, 120, 149, also argues for an intentional 
leaving of the sanctuary as it was. 
183 Williamson forthcoming a, 121; Hellström 1965, 2-3. 
184 This area would thus conform to one of Refrews indications of cult practice, a liminal zone. Renfrew 2007, 
115. 
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doorway was opened to separate religious from utilitarian, that is, that the Split Rock Area 

was to be used only for religious purposes. This would indicate again an increased interest in 

this area. Regrettably the area has not been studied, and there is thus no finds to back up such 

claims. However, I find this explanation conceivable. 

Returning briefly to the East House, or possible monumental well house 

discussed in chapter 2.2, there is possible ritual connection here. Both Pliny the elder and 

Aelianus write about a fish oracle at Labraunda.185 The place of the fishpond is not known, 

however the unexcavated parts of the East House is the most probable location. It is situated 

close to the Split Rock and on the Temple Terrace, in other words close to the deity. Pieces of 

a frieze showing the double axe of Zeus, and ears to represent the god who listens, theos 

epēkoos, has been found at Labraunda, dated to most probably to Augustan – or later – 

times.186 As the East House is earlier than Roman, the oracle would be a secondary function 

of the building. If the oracle could be attested, for instance by digging up some of the golden 

earrings that the eels allegedly wore, this would constitute a very strong ritual focal point.187 

For now, however, we cannot say where the oracle was situated, and therefore cannot take it 

into account when analysing the religious space. 

In the Roman imperial period there was a new upswing for the sanctuary. 

Several new buildings were erected and there seems to have been a general rise in activity.188 

Most of the buildings do not have any implication for religious space. The South Stoa, 

however, forms a very strong boarder on the south side of the Temple Terrace. First, this acts 

to further focus attention towards the temple, erasing any distractions that the open south side 

of the terrace might have had. Though this stoa might also have led to a decreased connection 

between the Temple Terrace and Area XX. Previously there would have been a small – albeit 

existent – visual connection from the lower terrace up, this was however blocked by the new 

building. If the opportunity for ritual performances for a large audience on the lower terraces 

had ever been utilised, it was now gone. There was a clearer focus on the western Temple 

Terrace as the religiously important area. 

Further indications of this can be seen in the redrawing of the processional way 

because of the South Stoa. After the stoa was built the processional way probably led straight 

from Stairs 2 to another staircase to the east of the Well House Terrace, and up to the Temple 

                                                 
185 Plin. HN 32:16; Ael. NA 12:30. 
186 Gunter 1995, 44-51. 
187 The earrings must have been a very conspicuous feature as both Pliny and Aelianus mention them. 
188 Hellström 1965, 2-3. 
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Terrace.188 F

189 This indicates a more straightforward approach to the religiously important area, 

and less use of anticipation heightening through the conscious use of complications. 189F

190 

At the eastern Temple Terrace where the possible holy grove would have stood, 

a geophysical survey has indicated structures that look like a bath. 190F

191 This would have meant 

a major intrusion on the conceivable holy grove, and possibly an indication that it was losing 

its importance. However, we should not look only for a cognitive cause. If irrigation was 

used, lack of maintenance during 

the less active Hellenistic period 

could have led to the 

disappearance of the grove. 

4.3.2 Summary 

The Hellenistic/Roman phase 

thus constitutes religious activity 

as a normal sanctuary, with focus 

on the temple and altar (Fig. 15). 

That there was an increased 

interest in Labraunda, in the 

latter part of this phase, can be 

seen in the many new buildings 

that were erected. Furthermore, 

the Andron C terrace was taken 

into more active use, which could be the result of larger crowds attending the festivals. The 

religiously important space, although expanded to include a larger active area, was 

concentrated to the Temple Terrace. The possible religious focus of the holy grove in the 

eastern part of the Temple Terrace was – if it ever existed – lost in the later part of this phase. 

4.4 A new faith 

This chapter will describe the Late Roman/Early Christian phase. The phase constitutes the 

largest change in the distribution of religiously important space. For obvious reasons, in the 

                                                 
189 Hellström 1991, 302-308, fig. 5. 
190 Williamson forthcoming a, 115-116; Pedersen 1991, 115; Becker 2003, 28. 
191 Karlsson 2010a, 62-66. 

Fig. 15. Tentative visualisation of religious space, Roman phase. 
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beginning of the phase the sanctuary was still devoted to Zeus, whereas in the end of the 

phase it had been transformed into a purely Christian sanctuary. 

4.4.1 Religious tension 

The transition from the ancient Greek religion to Christianity is not fully understood at 

Labraunda, but a conceivable scenario has been proposed by Blid.192 He suggests a 

Christianisation process in three stages, with a prerequisite situation that was the tension 

between Christians and polytheists in the area. 

Blid convincingly argues that there was a lacuna in the organised religious 

activity at Labraunda, from around 360 to 400 CE.193 Organised activity, he says, virtually 

stopped because of large earthquakes in the 360’s CE. There were not enough resources or 

interest within the pagan community to rebuild the sanctuary after this destruction. Half a 

century later the Christians laid claim to the site by building two churches in the immediate 

vicinity of the temenos, the centre of the sanctuary was however not changed. This could 

indicate a careful approach by the invasive religion, or that there was still some pagan activity 

at the site.194 

The two churches at Labraunda both date to around 400 CE, but there might 

have been some Christian interest in the site even before this.195 The East Church holds a very 

conspicuous placement at the site, technically situated outside the temenos, but practically 

integrated with it. This indicates that the pagans were not in full control of the area at the time 

of the church construction, but neither were the Christians willing to build inside the temenos. 

In this situation with two conflicting religions, the pagans would have tried to 

reaffirm their presence at the important areas.196 However, with most of the sanctuary 

possibly in ruins, and with the festival no longer forming part of the religious activity, the 

important areas might not have been the same as in previous periods.197 The temple – ruined 

or not – would have had a symbolic value for pagans and Christians alike. The last religiously 

                                                 
192 Blid forthcoming. 
193 Blid forthcoming, 190-192. 
194 Emmel et al. 2008, 12, notes that rebuilding of temples or new buildings close to the former religious centre 
did not often occur at active sites; Chaniotis 2008 writes about the transformational period at Aphrodisias as a 
competition between the religious parties, this could also be true for Labraunda until Christianity had finally 
gotten the upper hand around 500 CE. 
195 Blid 2006-2007, 239; Written communication 4.11.11;  Chaniotis 2008, 246, notes that a Christian 
community existed at Aphrodisias as early as the 3rd century, and that Christianity advanced in Asia Minor form 
the beginning of the 4th century. 
196 This is also suggested by Blid forthcoming, 191. 
197 Blid forthcoming, 185, 191-192. 
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connected pagan addition at Labraunda is the proposed altar to Hestia, located in the north 

room of the Oikoi; Crampa gives a possible date of the inscription lettering in the later 2nd 

century CE, while Blid believes it should be dated to the 1st century CE.197F

198 

It is conceivable that this altar gained importance in the last period of pagan 

activity, because the first Christian activity inside the temenos was a proposed martyrion in 

the south room of the Oikoi.198F

199 In the context of religious tension, we might expect the last 

active pagan area to be the first area occupied and thereby neutralised by the Christians. If this 

was a late ritually active pagan area, the martyrion would have been ideally situated right next 

to both the symbolically most important building – the temple – and the last outpost of 

paganism at the site. 199F

200 This placement, however, was probably favourable for purely 

practical reasons also, and we should not over interpret the situation. 

4.4.2 Summary 

When the two churches were 

built at Labraunda the pagan 

community was most probably 

fading (Fig. 16). The churches 

constitute two new strong 

religious focal points. We might 

therefore have a situation where 

the diminishing, quite 

unorganised pagan activity in the 

old religious centre was quickly 

replaced by the dominating 

churches.200 F

201 However, the inner 

site was not religiously reutilised 

until the late 5th, or 6th century 

CE. 

                                                 
198 Hellström 1996b, 137; Crampa 1972, 35 no. 36; Blid forthcoming, 177. 
199 Blid forthcoming, 191; There are mostly Roman finds from the north room, mainly from the 3rd and 4th 
centuries CE. This supports the notion of activity here until the building of the dome in the south room. 
Hellström 1965, 4, 50-52. 
200 And how fitting it would be that it was Hestia who was the one to have kept the pagan fire alive the longest. 
201 Blid forthcoming, 191, also notes that there might have been a proportionally larger Christian interest in 
Labraunda because of the site’s strong pagan heritage and the symbolic value in conquering it. 

Fig. 16. Tentative visualisation of religious space, Late Roman phase. 
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The religiously important space at the beginning of the phase was analogous to 

that of the Roman phase. However, it quickly started to deteriorate with the lessened festival 

interest, natural disasters, and rivalry from other religions. By the later 4th century CE a few 

core areas remained. The temple – depending on its condition – might have retained some 

religious activity, or was at least the focus of religious activity at the site because of its strong 

symbolic value. Also, activity was possibly located at the late altar in the better preserved 

Oikoi. 

After half a century of disuse Labraunda was again occupied by organised 

religion. The two churches moved the religious focus out of the temenos, and established two 

separate areas of religious importance. Around a century later, when Christianity had become 

clearly dominant, the old pagan religious centre was incorporated into the Christian sphere 

through the establishment of a martyrion in the Oikoi.  
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

The aim of this thesis was to investigate if a spatial movement of religiously important areas 

can be observed at Labraunda, through the use of a temporal comparison of four phases in the 

history of the sanctuary. To do this a reassessment of the architectural chronology had to be 

done. Based on the chronology, four plans – corresponding to the four phases – were 

produced through the use of GPS measurement and GIS processing, these plans were the basis 

for analysing religious space. Some of the changes made to former plans of the sanctuary 

were not purely relevant to this study, but surely aid in the overall understanding of the site. 

The analysis of religiously important space was done through looking at areas of 

ritual activity, sightlines, directions, building activity, and the relationship between these. The 

results reflect what I believe to be how a visitor might have experienced Labraunda when 

visiting the sanctuary in different periods of its history. 

5.1 Architectural reassessment 

In chapter 2, I discussed changes that needed to be done either to the chronological 

understanding of Labraunda, or the spatial layout represented in former plans of the site. 

Concerning the plans, changes were made by correcting scales and angles, adding features 

that were not included on the former plan, and integrating a rudimentary topographical view 

of the terraces.202 Some of the most significant changes from the previous plan are the 

integration of the Split Rock formation, and making the eastern Temple Terrace more 

understandable by including the terrace Wall 93. However, by far the most important change 

from the former plan was to create the new one in digital form, using GIS. 

The chronological work was done much with the help of more senior scholars of 

the site Labraunda. This should ensure that the chronological opinions expressed here are à 

jour with the latest research on the site. Some features that had not been satisfyingly dated, or 

that had not been dated at all, were discussed by me in order to provide a place in the overall 

chronology. The most prominent changes are the discussion on the Archaic Temple Terrace 

layout, and the establishing of a date for Wall 16a from the perspective that it was indeed 

finished. Needless to say, much of Labraunda is still not studied, and many features had to be 

left without discussion because of lack of material. 

                                                 
202 Although it has to be said that far from all features could be included. 
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A recent idea proposed by Hellström should also be noted. It states that 

Labraunda was a family enterprise with the aim to glorify the dynasty, and that some 

buildings – formerly thought to be of different date – can in fact be contemporary.203 This 

theory needs more research. If it is found to be valid, the relative chronology of the site during 

the Hekatomnid period would need to be completely rethought. 

5.2 Movement in religiously important space 

To conclude the main purpose of this thesis, the investigation of spatial movement of the 

religiously most important areas in four phases of Labraunda, we must start by noting that 

each phase also has an internal spatio-temporal pattern. The phases are thus useful tools for 

the analysis, but cannot be of as much aid in visualising the phenomenon as I had hoped for. 

However, if the research method was less than optimal, the main research question – if a shift 

in the religiously important areas could be observed – was answered beyond doubt. 

The point of origin for this entity, that comprises what the ancient visitor to 

Labraunda might have regarded as the religiously most important area, is the Split Rock Area. 

Not only is it a very conspicuous feature at the site, it also continues to be integrated in the 

sanctuary throughout at least the Archaic and Classical periods. If ritual activity was not 

performed up at the rock anymore in the later periods, the rock was probably involved in the 

mythological framework of the rituals. I do not believe that the symbolic value of this rock 

was lost before the Christian era, when there might have been a stronger emphasis on the 

springs of the area, and possibly an antagonism towards the pagan connection of the Split 

Rock.204 The hypothetical grove of plane trees would probably have been ascribed sacred 

properties early in the history at Labraunda, maybe even as an integral part of the 

mythological framework around the Split Rock, and its life-giving properties connected to the 

spring beneath. 

Already in the later Archaic or Early Classical period the focus of ritual activity 

had shifted towards the new temple. This would be of strong religious importance until the 

advent of Christianity, although not uncontested. The political strive, and Achaemenid 

influences, of the Hekatomnid period points to a division of the religiously important. As 

stated earlier, it is unclear if we should regard the cultic aspects of the andrones as directed 

                                                 
203 Hellström 2011; Although heavily influenced by Pedersen. That the two andrones could be contemporary has 
already been proposed by Pedersen 1994, 34, n. 56. 
204 Blid forthcoming, 193-195. 
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towards the rulers themselves, or towards the god through which the rulers got their power. 

We can however conclude that the two andrones constitute focal points in religious 

importance during the limited period of Hekatomnid government at Labraunda. 

After the demise of the Hekatomnids, there seems to have been a decline in 

activity at the site, until well into the Roman period. Labraunda lost its position as the 

uncontestably most important sanctuary in Karia, and activity can probably best be described 

as ‘business as usual’ for an ancient sanctuary of the Hellenic sphere. This period has not been 

intentionally studied, and that is probably also what we are seeing in the results here, we 

know very little of what was going on during this time. However, with no drastic changes to 

the overall layout of the site we should expect that the Temple Terrace – and temple 

especially – continued to be the focus of ritual activity, and thus religious importance. 

In the middle of the 1st century CE there was an upswing of activity at 

Labraunda. The most notable architectural change – relevant for this study – was the more 

active use of the Andron C terrace. Andron C was probably also a banqueting hall like the two 

former buildings it mimicked. This is however, not a focus of religious importance, only an 

extension ritually connected space. The bath indicated by the geophysical survey would have 

covered much of the area that could previously have been the holy grove, and any religious 

importance of the eastern Temple Terrace would thus have been lost. The focus of attention 

remained, and was reinforced at the western Temple Terrace. The North and especially South 

Stoa created an enclosed space of ritual importance, but also largely excluded any previous 

connection between the Temple Terrace and Area XX. 

During the 4th century CE there was a new decline in in the interest of the 

sanctuary, reaching its apex with the earthquakes of the 360’s, through which organised 

activity probably ceased. It is possible that the 2nd century CE altar to Hestia in the Oikoi 

gained importance if this building was in a less ruinous state than the temple. Although, 

overall there was only stray activity until the building of the two churches around 400 CE. 

The churches were built outside the temenos, probably a result of still extant 

tension between religions in the area. These two new strong religious focal points, combined 

with the general success of Christianity quickly led to a Christian hegemony at Labraunda. 

Around 500 CE a martyrion was built right next to the temple, in the south room of the Oikoi. 

The reclaiming of the Temple Terrace is the last movement of religiously important space that 

is included in this study. 
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To summarise, there was a fluctuating movement of religiously important space. 

For a long time always seeming to return to the Temple Terrace, but also generally moving 

down the slope from the origin of Labraunda – the Split Rock – towards the two churches that 

remained in use also after the timespan of this study.
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Fig. 17. Map of the sanctuary showing remains and wall numbers (Arabic), area numbers (Roman), and stairs numbers (St). Based, and expanded from Westholm 1963, 26 fig. 15.  
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Table 1, Features and information on date, sources for plans and reconstructions. Not all features present. 

Feature Phase Date Dating Source Plan Source Restored Plan 
Source 

Andron A Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Hellström & Thieme 1982, 45-46; 
Hellström 1996, 165. 

Hellström 1996, 166 fig. 3. Author's own 

Andron B Hekatomnid 377-353 BCE Hellström & Thieme 1982, 45-46; 
Hellström 1996, 165. 

Unpublished plan, Thieme 2011 Author's own 

Andron B Annex 
East and West 

Late Roman 400-500 CE Hellström, Unpublished manuscript. Unpublished plan, Thieme 2011 Author's own 

Andron C Roman 41-54 CE Westholm 1963, 117. Unpublished plan, Thieme 2011 Author's own 
Built Tomb Hekatomnid First half 4th c. BCE Henry, written communication 28.11.11 Unpublished plan, Henry 2011. Le Bas, 1888. 
Built Tomb phase 
II 

Roman 3rd c. BCE Henry, written communication 28.11.11 Unpublished plan, Henry 2011. Le Bas, 1888. 

Doric House Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Westholm 1963, 99-100, 117. Blid 2006-2007, 233. Unpublished plan, 
Blid. 

Doric House 
phase II 

Roman 41-54 CE Westholm 1963, 99-100, 117; Karlsson 
2010, 18. 

Blid 2006-2007, 233. Author's own 

East Bath Roman 41-54 CE Westholm 1963, 99-100, 117; Blid 2006-
2007, 232. 

Blid 2006-2007, 233. Unpublished plan, 
Blid. 

East Church Late Roman ca 400 CE Blid 2006-2007, 239. Blid 2006-2007, 233. Unpublished plan, 
Blid. 

East House Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Author's own. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

East Propylon Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Westholm 1963, 117. Merve Demiröz, Elifnaz Durusoy 
and Ayşe Bike Baykara 2011, 
Jeppesen 1955, pl. 3 (wrongly 
labeled South Propylon). 

Jeppesen 1955, pl. 
18. 

East Stoa Hekatomnid Mid-4th c. BCE Hellström 1996, 164. Hellström 1994, 50 fig. 21. Author's own 
Hypostyle 
Structure 

Roman 1st c. CE Authors own. Merve Demiröz, Elifnaz Durusoy 
and Ayşe Bike Baykara 2011. 

Author's own 

Mud-Brick Altar Archaic Before 520 BCE Author's own. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 
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North Stoa Roman 102-114 CE Liljenstolpe & Schmalensee 1996, 131. Liljenstople & Schmalensee 
1996, 127 fig. 2. 

Liljenstople & 
Schmalensee 1996, 
142 fig. 32. 

Oikoi + Stairs 8 Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Westholm 1963, 111,117. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Oikoi phase II 
(Dome) 

Late Roman 6th c. CE Blid 2006-2007, 250-251; forthcoming, 
180-181. 

Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Retaining Wall 
behind North 
Stoa 

Hekatomnid Late Classical Liljenstolpe & von Schmalensee 1996, 146. None Author's own 

South Bath Late Roman Around 300 CE Blid 2010, 68. Laumonier 1936, pl 36; 
Jeppesen 1955, plan; Westholm 
1963, Plan. 

Blid 2006-2007, 
247 fig. 18. 

South Propylon Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Westholm 1963, 117. Jeppesen 1955, pl. 2 (wrongly 
labeled E. Prop.) 

Jeppesen 1955, pl. 
17 

South Stoa Roman Early 2nd c. CE Liljenstolpe & Schmalensee 1996, 147 
n.87. 

Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Southern Terrace 
Wall 

Hekatomnid 4th c. BCE Hellström 1991, 302. Merve Demiröz, Elifnaz Durusoy 
and Ayşe Bike Baykara 2011. 

Author's own 

Stadion Hekatomnid 377-353 BCE Roos 2011, 265. Unpublished plan, Roos & 
Thieme. 

Author's own 

Stairs 1 / 
Monumental 
Stairway 

Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Westholm 1963, 108, 117. Jeppesen 1955, pl. 22. Author's own 

Stairs 2 / NW of 
Stairs 1 

Hekatomnid 377-353 BCE Becker 2003, 25; Westholm 1963, 108, 
117. 

Jeppesen 1955, pl. 22. Author's own 

Stairs 3 / South 
Stairway 

Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Author's own. Jeppesen 1955, pl. 22. Author's own 

Stairs 4 / East 
Stairway 

Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Author's own. Jeppesen 1955, pl. 22. Author's own 

Stairs 5 / SE of 
Andron B 

Hekatomnid 377-353 BCE Hellström, Unpublished manuscript. Unpublished plan, Thieme 2011. Author's own 

Stairs 6 / W end Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Westholm 1963, 107, 117; Hellström, Unpublished plan, Thieme 2011. Author's own 
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of Wall 59 Unpublished manuscript. 
Stairs 7 / W of 
North Stoa 

Hekatomnid First half 4th c. BCE Author's own. Karlsson 2009, 86 fig. 68. Author's own 

Temple and 
structure E of it 

Archaic 520-500 BCE Thieme 1993, 50; Hellström & Thieme 
1982, 24-25 n. 20, 43; Baran 2006, 35-37. 

Thieme 1993, 55 fig. 8. Thieme 1993, 55 
fig. 8. 

Temple phase II Hekatomnid Around 350 BCE Hellström & Thieme 1982, 45-46. Hellström & Thieme 1981, pl. 
29. 

Hellström & 
Thieme 1981, pl. 
40. 

Terrace House II 
+ Stairs 9(W)-
10(E) 

Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Westholm 1963, 111, 117. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Terracewall BT 2 Hekatomnid 1st half 4th c. BCE Author's own. Author's own. Author's own 
Terracewall BT 3 Hekatomnid 1st half 4th c. BCE Author's own. Author's own. Author's own 
Tetraconch Late Roman 2nd half 4th c. CE Karlsson 2010, 85-87. Karlsson 2010, 84, fig 65. Author's own 
Tetraconch phase 
II 

Late Roman Ca 500 CE Karlsson 2010, 80-85. Karlsson 2010, 84, fig 65. Author's own 

Wall 16a Hekatomnid 377-353 BCE Author's own. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Wall 59 Roman Early 2nd c. CE Liljenstolpe & von Schmalensee 1996, 147 
n. 87; Hellström 1991, 304; Unpublished 
manuscript. 

Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. For part at 
stairs, unpublished plan by 
Thieme 2011. 

Author's own 

Wall 63 Roman Early 2nd c. CE Bonded with Wall 59 Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Wall 6b Archaic Before 520 BCE Author's own. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Wall 7a (north) Archaic 520-500 BCE Author's own. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Wall 91 Hekatomnid 351-344 BCE Author's own. Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

Wall 92 Roman 41-54 CE Author's own. Jeppesen 1955, pl. 22. Author's own 
Wall 93 Hekatomnid Mid-4th c. BCE Author's own. Laumonier 1936, pl 36. Author's own 
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Walls 43 and 46 Hekatomnid 377-353 BCE Hellström, Unpublished manuscript. Unpublished plan, Thieme 2011 Author's own 
Walls 64-65 Hekatomnid 4th c. BCE Hellström 1991, 302. Unpublished plan 1993. Jeppesen 1955, pl 

22. 
Walls 66-67 Hekatomnid 4th c. BCE Hellström 1991, 302. Unpublished plan 1993. Jeppesen 1955, pl 

22. 
Well-House Roman Late 

Classical/Hellenistic 
Hellström 1991, 303; Glaser 1983, 140-
145. 

Hellström & Thieme 1981, 58. 
Drawing is older. 

Author's own 

West Church Late Roman ca 400 CE Blid, written communication 4.11.11 Unpublished plan, Blid 2011. Unpublished plan, 
Blid 2011. 

West Church 
Stoa 

Roman ca 300 BCE Blid, written communication 4.11.11 Unpublished plan, Blid 2011. Author's own 

West Stoa Roman 98-117 CE Hellström 1991, 301. Unpublished Plan. Author's own 
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APPENDIX 1, THE TECHNICAL BITS 

In order to digitalise the existing maps for the sanctuary a reference material was needed. This 

material came in the shape of 29 points of my choosing that had been measured into the old 

coordinate system, and that through the survey in 2011 were also given GPS coordinates. 

Some of the points had to be moved in order for the GPS to be able to take a reading. These 

points were moved horizontally, retaining the name and the coordinates in a two-dimensional 

space. All of these are marked in (Table 2). 

Of the 29 reference points ten are from the base system set up in 1979, points 1 

through 28, from which all other measurements have been taken.205 These ten are to be 

considered very accurate and should match or surpass the accuracy of the GPS equipment 

used. The other 19 points cannot be guaranteed the same accuracy and have therefore not 

been used for creating the conversion between Olson’s 1979 system and geographical datum 

ED-50 that has been used for the new plans, they have rather been used as a control and as 

references for the specific structures they are situated at. It has to be understood that the ten 

base points do not refer to any structures on the site, and although I do not doubt the precision 

of my predecessors in the field of mapmaking, having a large reference to work with is of 

great importance. Errors can range from everything between bad measurements taken in the 

last century, to an imperfect scan of the paper maps containing that very same measurement. 

In an attempt to eliminate as many faults as possible a substantial amount of both old and new 

reference points were taken around the sanctuary. 

In addition to the old points a number of new points were also taken. These 

points were unpretentiously named AF1-30, the hawk-eyed reader will notice that only 28 

points are documented though. The reason for this is that the GPS was unable to read under 

the protecting roof of the Tetraconch building, and those two points have thus been left out. 

The measuring was done with a network RTK GPS by a local company in Milas. 

All points were processed by the company to minimise the margin of error. However, for 

some reason beyond my comprehension, the geographic datum of the points did not seem to 

conform to any standard system within the GIS environment. The points had to be manually 

checked, and a conversion coefficient was established. This has reduced accuracy heavily, the 

process is however reversible if the reason for the error was to be found. Moreover, the 

                                                 
205 The 1979 system is briefly described in Hellström & Thieme 1982, 10-12. 



  Appendix 1 

74 
 

relative accuracy between the points remains. There is now most probably a general margin of 

error of around 0.5 m in the position of all features, as opposed to a margin of error of around 

3 cm if the problem with the geodetic system would not have occurred. 

Below follows photographic documentation of both older and newer points that 

are not permanently marked. Each of the photographed points is marked by a piece of tape, 

and for clarity a circle was added with the GPS point centred. The new points have been 

designed to suit a two-dimensional view from above. The permanently marked points 1-28 

will not be described due to the aged reference points for their positioning. 
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Table 2, Description of points measured in 2011, Photos 202-605 and TT8-TT26 by T. Thieme, AF1-AF30 by the author. 

ID Location Description Remarks Originally measured 
by 

1 East side of Stadion Metal pipe in rock  Åke Olson 1979 
8 Spring NW of sanctuary Cross cut in stone  Åke Olson 1979 
10 Between Oikoi and Temple Metal pipe in concrete  Åke Olson 1979 
11 In the Temple Metal pipe in concrete Point of origin in Olson 1979 Åke Olson 1979 
13 South of Andron A Metal pipe in concrete  Åke Olson 1979 
14  In Andron B Metal pipe in concrete  Åke Olson 1979 
16 West of the large staircase Metal pipe in concrete  Åke Olson 1979 
18 North of East Church Metal pipe in concrete  Åke Olson 1979 
26 On the Split Rock Metal pipe in rock  Åke Olson 1979 
28 SE side in the Temple Metal pipe in rock  Åke Olson 1979 
202 NW corner in Oikoi Photografically marked point Moved up for GPS suitability Åke Olson 
203 SE corner of Oikoi Photografically marked point  Åke Olson 
208 NE corner of Andron A Photografically marked point  Åke Olson 
307 Corner of stone in Temple Terrace wall, W side Photografically marked point Moved up for GPS suitability Åke Olson 
309 W corner of Wellhouse terracewall Photografically marked point  Åke Olson 
311 E corner of Wellhouse Photografically marked point  Åke Olson 
211 SW corner of Andron A Photografically marked point  Åke Olson 
404 NW corner in Andron B Photografically marked point Moved up for GPS suitability Åke Olson 
405 SE corner of Andron B Photografically marked point  Åke Olson 
601 Corner of stone in South Propylon Photografically marked point  ? 
602 NW corner of South Propylon Photografically marked point  ? 
604 NW corner of East Propylon Photografically marked point  ? 
605 SE corner of East Propylon Photografically marked point  ? 
TT8 SW corner of staircase to Built Tomb Photografically marked point  Thomas Thieme 1983 
TT12 S of North Stoa, West side Photografically marked point  Thomas Thieme 1983 
TT15 S of North Stoa, East side Photografically marked point Moved up for GPS suitability Thomas Thieme 1983 
TT17 NW corner in East House Photografically marked point Moved up for GPS suitability Thomas Thieme 1983 
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TT18 SE corner in W room of East House Photografically marked point  Thomas Thieme 1983 
TT26 Corner of stone, E side of Temple Terrace wall Photografically marked point  Thomas Thieme 1983 
AF1 NE corner of S doorblock, NW in West Church Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF2 NW corner of S apse basin Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF3 Meeting point of two blocks, S in West Church Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF4 NE corner of Andron C Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF5 NE corner of block, SE side of Andron C Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF6 NW corner in Andron C Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF7 SW corner of block, SE side of East Stoa Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF8 NE corner in Northernmost room of East Stoa Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF9 N-NE turn of E side of Temenos wall Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF12 SW corner of West Stoa Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF13 SE corner of West Stoa Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF14 SW corner of NW room in West Bath Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF15 ENE corner of SE room in West Bath Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF16 SE corner of block at NW room in East Church Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF17 SW corner of N doorblock of SE room in East Church Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF18 NE corner in East Church Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF19 Center of column SW side of Hypostyle Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF20 NE corner of rounded block, N side of Hypostyle Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF21 SW corner of long retaining wall Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF22 NE-E turn of long retaining wall, E side Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF23 SE corner of wall at Built Tomb Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF24 NW corner of Built Tomb Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF25 Corner of rock cutting for wall, E side of slope to Built Tomb Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF26 Meeting point of two blocks, W side Terracewall BT2 Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF27 Meeting point of two blocks, E side Terracewall BT2 Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF28 Meeting point of two blocks, W side Terracewall BT3 Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF29 Meeting point of two blocks, E side Terracewall BT3 Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
AF30 NE corner of remains W side of Stadion Photografically marked point  Axel Frejman 2011 
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