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Foreword

An excavation site like the Kerameikos, with a history spanning more than 150 years, might seem to 
an outsider like a “well-grazed field”. After all, every stone has already been turned over, not once, 
but many times. New insights into old excavations are accordingly often regarded with scepticism 
as later researchers will never have the same insight into the archaeological record as the original 
discoverer and first excavators did. Regarding the study at hand, which focusses on the newly iden-
tified sanctuary of Artemis Soteira in the Kerameikos of Athens, this simple fact results in a num-
ber of biases, which might seem obvious, but cannot be stressed enough. First, the original and 
untouched archaeological record is naturally destroyed while excavating. Second, the successors 
of the first generation of researchers will gain only filtered information, i. e. an already interpreted 
and maybe even altered/changed archaeological record, the interpretation of which is clearly influ-
enced by the excavators’ own perception. This perception is shaped by their environment, cultural 
imprint, social status, moral concepts, religious beliefs, political ideas and countless other factors. 
Contradictory archival data regarding the archaeological record or other seemingly inconsistent 
information may thus be due to the varying views and expectations of excavators, scholars and 
others brought to bear on archaeological records and finds. Sometimes, the source of these different 
views was the personal sphere where sympathies or antipathies between researchers – known from 
personal correspondence in letters or marginal notes in archival material – found their way into 
scientific publications. And finally, the succeeding researchers themselves become the next percep-
tual filter. Their reading of archival data or analysis of old hand-drawn plans or artefacts is shaped 
by their own cultural imprint. One of the highly regarded research ideals, namely objectivity, is 
thereby rendered an unattainable ideal. Regardless, abandoning research on intrictate subjects is no 
solution. The attempt to crawl into the mind of a 19th century white male classicist remains chal-
lenging in every imaginable matter, especially for a 21st century female academic with a markedly 
different educaction. Besides, also the perception of the readers of this study may already have been 
shaped by expectations acquired on the modern excavation site of the Kerameikos. 

The human factor of modern research, however, is not the only complication one has to address 
in approaching such a project. The complexity of the object of research, which also comprises 
humans and human activity of the ancient past taking place in a historical geography naturally 
also comes into play. The modern archaeological park with the name Kerameikos, measuring ap-
proximately 3.5 hectares, had a multitude of uses in antiquity. The modern area is i. a. commonly 
known as the site of one of the most famous necropoleis of the polis Athens and of the highly 
prominent potters’ quarter where masterpieces of Athenian pottery were crafted. Since the term 
Kerameikos was used with varying meanings already in antiquity and also referred to spaces lying 
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outside the excavation area, not all information taken from written testimonies can be related 
to the modern site. Other parts of it, such as those along the Street of the Tombs and the Sacred 
Way, were likely not included in the ancient understanding of the Kerameikos. For example, the 
discussion of the terminology on the Inner and the Outer Kerameikos, relating to the separation 
of two areas by the city walls, demonstrates the difficulties of determining boundaries with regard 
to the chronology. 

Besides the terrain, the things related to the archaeological record are embedded in their own 
social life1. Regarding their modern find spot, one has to expect that not all of these artefacts were 
fabricated for their final use. This fact becomes even more obvious when considering the material 
aspects of religious practice, since the act of placing a thing into a sanctuary can be due to a multi-
tude of motivations: it can provide infrastructure necessary for ritual practice, be an object given 
due to its personal relevance, or be related to time-, gender-, socially bound norms etc. Some things 
may have been moved from other contexts and their initial setting and the number of steps their 
journeys had generally remains obscure. Others were placed/erected prior to the establishment of a 
cult place and thus, initially had no use within the sanctuary. Due to their spatial setting, however, 
they were then included at a later stage. Regarding their function after the inclusion, a new inten-
tion of use for such things/objects/installations can thus be expected. If this use is only a perform-
ative act, the archaeological record remains silent on the change and it depends on the perception 
and intention of the researcher to put forward a plausible interpretation. Therefore, the research 
biases are manifold and the careful reader will notice the abundant use of a cautious subjunctive.

In emphasising these various potential biases based on the multitude of perceptions, I am well 
aware of the irony that it presents results of my very own perception. And moreover, it should cer-
tainly not be taken as an accusation of the preceding generations of researchers for relying on the 
methods of their time. By comparison with current excavation reports using up-to-date methods, 
such as geophysical prospections or approaches taken from the digital humanities, this study of an 
excavation carried out over 100 years ago may seem a little antiquarian, as it is based on a cautious 
study of the accessible archival data, which luckily survived so many decades in the archives of the 
Kerameikos excavation, the Stadtmuseum Kassel and in the archive of the German Archaeological 
Institute. Other archival materials unfortunately proved irretraceable. This fragmentary initial sit-
uation obviously leads to fragmentary results. Given these preconditions, the work on the one hand 
aims to be seen as a contribution to the understanding of the research history of one of the most 
prominent, oldest, and still active excavation sites of Greece, where countless individuals contribu
ted to its exploration. On the other hand, the study wants to make the still retraceable archaeologi-
cal record of a fascinating but long neglected sanctuary accessible to the research community. And 
even if this step of interpreting the sanctuary and embedding it into the context of the Athenian 
polis may seem hazardous to some, as it is based on the fragment of a fragment of a fragment, this 
step has to be made and was attempted, clearly with my very own personal cultural imprint. The 
potentially controversial impact of this study made it seem well suited for the Philippika series and 
I sincerely thank the editors, especially Torsten Mattern for accepting my work. The study has been 
revised and literature on certain aspects of the site included up to 2019. I hope that by publishing 
my study in English, the supposedly already well-known Hekateion sanctuary, which has to be 
attributed to Artemis Soteira instead, will get the attention it deserves.

This work would not have been possible without Jutta Stroszeck, head of the Kerameikos exca-
vation, who pointed me towards this special sanctuary and generously granted me permission to 
study and publish the archaeological record. She also made the archival data accessible. The study 

1	 Moyer 2016 relating to Appadurai’s work (2010) on the social life of things. 
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was undertaken under the supervision of Heide Frielinghaus (University of Mainz). I thank both 
for their invaluable input and support.

Moreover, I would like to thank Helga Bumke (University of Halle), Detlev Kreikenbom (Uni-
versity of Mainz), Marietta Horster (University of Mainz), and Klaus Junker (University of Mainz) 
for their assistance and for their participation in the examination board.

The work on the sanctuary of Artemis Soteira, specifically the drawing and digitalisation of 
the construction survey as well as travelling costs were generously financed by a grant of the Sibyl-
le Kalkhof-Rose Foundation and the Kerameikos excavation. The establishment of the maps and 
drawings was carried out with the help of Yannis Nakas and Stefan Globig. Hans Birk retrieved 
believed to be lost measurement data and skilfully embedded those into AutoCAD. Klaus-Valtin 
von Eickstedt photographed the manifold movable finds for the publication. During my years of 
working on this study, the German Archaeological Institute at Athens and its always friendly and 
helpful staff provided advice, accommodation and a splendid library, photo archive, and place to 
work. Other institutions at Athens, namely the Archaeological Society of Athens with its library 
and archive, Leonidas Bournias of the Greek Ephorate and his team, as well as the National Ar-
chaelogical Museum of Athens with its director Maria Lagogianni and the National Epigraphical 
Museum of Athens with its director Athanassios Themos offered invaluable support and help in 
solving the “detective story” of the archival records and the finds, which had been dispersed across 
several museums. For discussing the very different aspects of this work, the theoretical approach, 
the religious aspects, the epigraphic finds or the technical specifics of the built structures, I express 
my deepest gratitude to the always listening and challenging Alexander Herda, to Klaus Hallof, 
Christof Schuler, Irene Berti, Ralf Krumeich, Ludwig Meier, Karlheinz Schaldach, Guy Meyer, 
Katharina Brandt, Andreas Hoffschildt, Torben Keßler, and the Unlocking Sacred Landscapes 
network, namely Christine Morris, Giorgos Papantoniou and Athanassios Vionis.

Rudolf Stichel, who worked in the Kerameikos for many decades, helped me to diminish doubts 
on the establishment of the sanctuary by sharing his deep insight into the evolution of the area and 
the interaction of the necropolis with the sanctuary. Ingeborg Scheibler, who studied the lamps 
found at the Kerameikos, graciously let me plumb her memories of the era Willemsen and Knigge, 
where archival data was untraceable. Christina Mitsopoulou freely shared her profound knowledge 
on pottery, especially on the Eleusinian kernoi and on the kernos fragments from the Kerameikos, 
particularly the ones from the “Hekateion” area. Melanie Spiegelhalter, former research assistant 
at the Kerameikos and dear friend, who “shared the same fate” of working on an old Kerameikos 
excavation deserves special thanks for her open ears and eyes regarding the endless talks on archival 
data with the resulting intricate excavation history and for her precious comments.

The final steps of preparing the manuscript for publication were only possible with the en-
couraging help of Ruth Bielfeldt, Rolf Michael Schneider (both University of Munich), Elisavet 
Sioumpara (Y.S.M.A./University of Munich) and Elena Partida (Hellenic Ministry of Culture and 
Sports/University of Patras). Additional support in manifold and highly inspiring ways came from 
Irene Götz (University of Munich) and the LMUMentoring program, which provided the trans-
lation of this work into English by Henry Heitmann-Gordon, Samuel Holzman, Marisol Lang 
Navarro, and Elise Tacconi-Garman. The Greek summary was translated by Elena Partida and Elli 
Papazoi. Moreover, Katharina Vukadin and Ulrich Hofstätter gave the illustrations and plans the 
finishing aesthetic touches. The text was proofread by Annika Busching and layouted by Ulrike 
Melzow. Both must be thanked for the spontaneity and patience.

Last, and certainly not least, I thank my family for giving me the possibility to pick my field 
of study guided by my interests and not by the field’s employment prospects. My patient and en-
couraging family members and friends Stephanie and Markus Linkenheil, Felix Hutmacher, Es-
ther Widmann, Carolin Himmler, Katharina Bolle, Tobias Kreß, Robert Arndt, Beate Hellvoigt 
y Junkert, Maciej Paprocki, Konstantin Klein, Kristine Iara and Melanie Maier were always there, 
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helped to retrieve lost data, did the layout of the first version, read countless pages and listened to 
summaries of the knotty 19th and 20th century scholars’ network or the complex religious system of 
an ancient, polytheistic society. The book is dedicated to Andreas Kinadeter, who bravely endures 
having a Classical archaeologist at his side.

Munich, May 2020
Constanze Graml




