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Does the temple at Kolona belong to Apollo? 

 

The temple at Kolona, of which the single remaining column gives the 

headland its name, has been identified as the temple of Apollo.  But this 

identification may not be correct.   

Pausanias visited Aigina in around 170 A.D. and, as we can only suppose, 

described what he saw.  Unfortunately, as is well known and will in any case 

become evident, his description is very obscure.  

As far as I know, fifteen hundred years were then to pass before another 

visitor recorded information about the antiquities of the island. This was a 

Frenchman, Jean Giraud, British consul in Athens. He spent two weeks on 

Aigina in 1673, and a year later wrote about his visit: 

Tout ce qu’il y a de remarque et reste d’antiquités dans ladite isle, consiste en deux 

temples scavoir : le temple de Venus, proche du premier port de l’isle, et l’autre le temple 

de Jupiter Panalio, … 

     Au temple de Venus ne reste en entier scavoir en pied que deux colonnes avec un 

traversier et quelques ruines par terres.1 

Giraud did not give a reason for taking the temple at Kolona to be that of 

Aphrodite – he gave it as an accepted fact.  But two years later, in 1676, his 

fellow countryman Jacob Spon visited Aigina and also wrote about it - 

evidently having in mind Giraud’s description: 

Le peu qui reste d’antiquités dans l’île consiste en deux temples, l’un desquels 

apparemment selon Pausanias doit être le temple de Venus.  Il est au nord-ouest de l’île, 

et il n’en reste que deux colonnes de pierre, un traversier, et quelque debris par terre.2 

His reference to Pausanias has been quoted many times since: 

πλησίον δὲ τοῦ λιμένος ἐν ᾧ μάλιστα ὁρμίζονται ναός ἐστιν Ἀφροδίτης.3 

Giraud also was a student of Pausanias and so doubtless could have made the 

same connection.  The fact that he didn’t mention it, but simply named the 

temple as that of Aphrodite without comment, suggests that the identification 

and its basis in Pausanias were already of long standing.  
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This identification of the temple continued to be accepted, sometimes, it 

seems, only for want of any more convincing, by most of the visitors to the 

site in the following two centuries or so. 

A visitor who took a different view was Charles Cockerell, who dug into the 

foundations of the temple in December 1814, hoping to find sculptures as 

valuable as those he and his companions had found in 1811 at Aphaia.  For 

the most part he accepted the Aphrodite identification, but in a letter to a 

friend in London he wrote: 

I also measured the columns of [the?] Temple of Venus (as it is called but I think of 

Hecate) of celebrated proportion.4 

He didn’t offer any reason for suggesting Hecate, but he may have been led 

by another remark of Pausanias: 

 θεῶν δὲ Αἰγινῆται τιμῶσιν Ἑκάτην μάλιστα … 

where Cockerell’s logic would have been that what appeared to be the largest, 

temple would have belonged to the most honoured deity. 

By 1860 Cockerell had changed his mind, and took the deity to be Artemis , 

but he must have been having an off day, since he cited a reference in 

Herodotus where in fact Herodotos mentions a temple of Athena; and also 

said, wrongly, that Pausanias hadn’t mentioned a temple of Artemis.5  

In 1878 the Germans Adolf Furtwängler and Georg Loeschcke investigated 

superficially and picked up sherds in 1878, at the “sog. Aphroditetempel”6; 

and then the first serious archaeological excavation was by Βαλέριος Στάης 

in the summer of 1894.  His main interest was in the possibility of finding a 

bronze-age settlement, but he carefully noted his finds from the higher, later 

layers.  Among these was a female figurine, which Στάης confidently 

identified as a votive offering, and which he thought could well have 

represented Aphrodite.7 

The site was next excavated in the early years of the twentieth century, by 

Furtwängler and his colleagues, who referred to the “temple of Aphrodite” 

without comment. 
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Paul Wolters and Gabriel Welter resumed excavation at Kolona in 1924.  In 

his reports on the excavations Wolters emphasized the find of a marble 

fragment of a boundary stone with the incomplete inscription: 

ΦΡΟΔΙΤ 

ΠΙΛΙΜΕΝ 

Wolters completed this as Ἀφροδίτα ἐπὶ λιμένι, corresponding therefore to 

Pausanias’s location of the temple of Aphrodite near the harbour.  Wolters 

thus accepted Spon’s identification of the harbour at Αύρα as Pausanias’s “ἐν 

ᾧ μάλιστα ὁρμίζονται”, and was confident that the boundary stone 

confirmed that the longstanding interpretation of Pausanias was correct.8 

Wolters was vague about where the stone had been found, and it appears that 

it had in fact originally been found in 19049, so presumably Wolters found it 

in the Aigina Museum rather than on the site. It is now missing. 

Gabriel Welter made no mention of the boundary stone in his separate 

account of the 1924 excavations; but discussed it in an article published in 

1938, where he compared it with a complete stone anchor stock (crossbar) in 

the Aigina Museum.   This comparison made it clear that the marble fragment 

was not a boundary stone at all, but a fragment of the same sort of anchor 

stock.  Accordingly, Welter interpreted the inscription, which he completed 

much as Wolters had, simply as the name of the ship to which the anchor had 

belonged.  Implicitly, therefore, the stone fell away as support for Aphrodite’s 

being the temple deity.10 

In this same year, 1938, Welter proposed for the first time that the deity was in 

fact Apollo, following a tight argument based on Pausanias’s text.  The 

relevant parts of that text first: 

II 29.[6] … πλησίον δὲ τοῦ λιμένος ἐν ᾧ μάλιστα ὁρμίζονται ναός ἐστιν Ἀφροδίτης, ἐν 

ἐπιφανεστάτῳ δὲ τῆς πόλεως τὸ Αἰάκειον καλούμενον, περίβολος τετράγωνος 

λευκοῦ λίθου. … [9] παρὰ δὲ τὸ Αἰάκειον Φώκου τάφος χῶμά ἐστι περιεχόμενον 

κύκλῳ κρηπῖδι, ἐπίκειται δέ οἱ λίθος τραχύς· … [10]… οὕτως ἐς τὸν Κρυπτὸν 

καλούμενον λιμένα ἐσπλεύσας νύκτωρ ἐποίει χῶμα. καὶ τοῦτο μὲν ἐξεργασθὲν καὶ 

ἐς ἡμᾶς ἔτι μένει· … [11] τοῦ λιμένος δὲ οὐ πόρρω τοῦ Κρυπτοῦ θέατρόν ἐστι θέας 

ἄξιον, κατὰ τὸ Ἐπιδαυρίων μάλιστα μέγεθος καὶ ἐργασίαν τὴν λοιπήν. τούτου δὲ 

ὄπισθεν ᾠκοδόμηται σταδίου πλευρὰ μία, ἀνέχουσά τε αὐτὴ τὸ θέατρον καὶ ἀντὶ 

ἐρείσματος ἀνάλογον ἐκείνῳ χρωμένη.  
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II 30.[1] ναοὶ δὲ οὐ πολὺ ἀλλήλων ἀφεστηκότες ὁ μὲν Ἀπόλλωνός ἐστιν, ὁ δὲ 

Ἀρτέμιδος, Διονύσῳ δὲ αὐτῶν ὁ τρίτος. [2] θεῶν δὲ Αἰγινῆται τιμῶσιν Ἑκάτην 

μάλιστα 

In addition to the temple of Aphrodite, Welter distinguished here three 

groups of monuments: 

1. the Aiakeion and the grave of Phokos on the “epiphanestaton”; 

2. a theatre and stadium near the “hidden harbour”; 

3. temples of Apollo, Artemis and Dionysos, close to each other but with 

their location not otherwise specified. 

He then added the premise that the temple of Dionysos had to be near the 

theatre, from which it followed that the three temples in the third group were 

near those in the second group and so also near the “hidden harbour”. 

The next step was to bring in an inscription from Roman times, an official 

decree that included the instruction that it be set up “εἰς τὸν 

ἐπιφανείστα[τον τόπον τᾶς π]όλιος παρὰ τὸ Ἀπολλών[ιον” (where square 

brackets indicate conjectural letters).  Most usefully, this put the temple of 

Apollo on the “epiphanestaton”, and so by implication close to the Aiakeion 

and to the grave of Phokos.  With this extra evidence, Welter could conclude 

that all the monuments mentioned by Pausanias in the passages quoted above 

were on the “epiphanestaton” and near the “hidden harbour”. 

Welter then re-opened the question as to which harbour was Pausanias’s 

“hidden harbour”.  His excavations had uncovered the remains of many 

boathouses in the long-ruined harbour at Αύρα.  So he concluded that this 

must therefore have been the military and thus the “hidden” harbour, 

contrary to Wolters’s opinion of 1925; and thus the harbour “ἐν ᾧ μάλιστα 

ὁρμίζονται”, near which lay the temple of Aphrodite, must have been the one 

on the site of the present-day harbour.  Accordingly, and more surely now 

that the “boundary stone” had been disposed of, the temple at Kolona was 

not the temple of Aphrodite. 

As to which deity it did belong to, the remaining possibilities were Apollo, 

Artemis and Dionysos, the three Pausanias had mentioned as being near each 

other, and which, on Welter’s logic, had stood on the “epiphanestaton”.  For 

Welter, there was no doubt: the size of the temple meant that it had to belong 

to the “Stadtgottheit”, the town deity, namely Apollo Pythios.11 

He included a map with all of Pausanias’s monuments shown.  Welter 

claimed to have found the foundations of the Aiakeion and of the grave of 

Phokos on Kolona hill.  The theatre and stadium were placed supposedly 

according to his argument (but not in fact on Kolona hill).  As to the two 
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unnamed temples on his map, which we can assume were to be those of 

Artemis and Dionysos, he did not say more about the basis for their placing 

beyond the information from Pausanias that they were close to each other and 

to the temple of Apollo.12 

Despite his apparent confidence in his identification, Welter later modified it.  

In 1954 he published a short piece about boundary stones from the 5th century 

that linked the names of Apollo and Poseidon, inferring from them:  

daß Apollon und Poseidon noch im 5. Jh. in Aigina gemeinsame Landlose hatten, ihre 

Kulte also aufs engste verbunden, beide wahrscheinlich σύνναοι waren.13 

Reflecting this, Γ.Κουλικούρδη, in her Αίγινα from around the same time, 

ascribed to Welter the view that the temple was either that of Apollo or that of 

Poseidon.  As regards the previous identification with Aphrodite, she added: 

Σήμερα ὁ κ. Welter, ποὺ έχει εἰδικὰ μελετήσει τὴν Αἴγινα, ἀμφισβητεῖ πὼς μπορεῖ ὁ 

κυριώτερος ναὸς μιᾶς δωρικῆς πόλης νὰ εἶναι τῆς Ἀφροδίτης.14 

In Welter’s posthumously published Αίγινα in Greek (1962), edited by 

Κουλικούρδη, he laid out the logical argument much as in 1938, and 

concluded firmly: 

Οὕτως ἡ θέσις τοῦ «ἐπιφανεστάτου», ἤτοι τοῦ θρησκευτικοῦ καὶ πολιτικοῦ κέντρου 

της ἀρχαίας πόλεως, εἶναι καθορισμένη εἰς τὸ λόφον τῆς Κολώνας. 15 

While the main text referred to Apollo, in the itemised list of monuments the 

temple was called “Apollo-Poseidon”. In both her own history and Welter’s 

1962 work, Κουλικούρδη reprinted Welter’s 1938 map. 

Excavations started again at Kolona in 1966 under the direction of Hans 

Walter.  The first report volume was published in 1974.  In the foreword 

Walter explicitly tackled the need to justify the name of the temple and at the 

same time the title of the volume, Der Apollontempel.16  He began with the 

supposed Aphrodite boundary stone and, following Welter’s re-identification 

of it as an anchor bearing the name of a ship, accepted Welter’s naming the 

temple as that of Apollo.  Walter then lamented that the name Aphrodite 

continued, nonetheless, to be used. 

He went on to quote and discuss Pausanias’s text.  He took for granted 

Welter’s identification of the hidden harbour as that at Αύρα, but did not then 

try to follow Welter’s logical path.  Instead he imagined Pausanias as arriving 
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at the commercial harbour and describing what he saw: first, near to hand, the 

temple of Aphrodite; then, further off, the Aiakeion and the grave of Phokos, 

which Walter therefore placed above the hidden harbour on a rise east of the 

modern shore road (adjoining Πατρ. Γριγορίου Ε’, now used as a car park).  

Further off again, the theatre and the stadium could not be on Kolona hill – 

there simply wasn’t room, especially as Pausanias had said that the theatre 

was the same size as that at Epidaurus – but the theatre would fit very nicely 

against the slope below the Petritis house, with the stadium behind it on the 

flat ground above. 

Finally, Walter came back to Welter’s arguments: the temple of Dionysus had 

to be near the theatre, and the inscription Welter cited put the temple of 

Apollo on the “epiphanestaton”.  To this Walter added the evidence of scholia 

on Pindar’s 3rd Nemean Ode, which described the Thearoi as officials of 

Apollo17, apparently with the aim of bolstering his final piece of evidence, 

drawing on the Roman inscription, that official decrees were displayed near 

that temple.  This showed that Apollo was the town deity of Aigina and so the 

main temple, evidently that of which a single column remains, must have 

been dedicated to him. 

Walter more or less repeated this account in his 1993 Ägina: Die archäologische 

Geschichte einer griechischen Insel.18  This time he simply took for granted that 

the temple at Kolona was that of Apollo.  He wrote again in terms of 

Pausanias standing where he had got off the boat and recording what he saw.  

As regards the theatre, Walter added the point that Greek theatres had to be 

built against the side of a hill - they were not self-supporting as Roman 

theatres could be.  He may still have had some concerns about its size, for he 

raised the possibility that Pausanias had been referring to the small theatre at 

Old Epidauros rather than to the large one at the Asklepion.  In any event 

now, like Welter in 1938, he felt able to put all of Pausanias’s structures on his 

map, including the temple of Dionysos. 

For many years the identification seemed secure, and has been taken for 

granted in publications relating to the excavations at Kolona – see for example 

Professor Felten’s full account in Αιγιναία 5.  But in a way this is odd.  Even 

as it was first set out, Welter’s argument in 1938 was not convincing. 

First, there is the question of the “epiphanestaton”.  Welter did not make it 

clear why he identified this with the hill at Kolona.  Perhaps he took it for 

granted that, as a significant religious centre in the archaic and classical 

periods, it was the only possibility.  In his text, Welter subtly, if perhaps 

unintentionally, tilts one’s expectations. Having put “Im Epiphanestaton” in 
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his translated quotation from Pausanias, he thereafter consistently says “auf 

dem Epiphanestaton”, evoking the idea of a place such as a hill, such as 

Kolona, on which a building might stand. But while being a hill of sorts, 

Kolona is a low one, only some 15m high.  Much of the town of Aigina 

enclosed by the archaic walls was higher, above the 20m contour, so Kolona 

was by no means the highest point.  

In any case, the use of the word on the Roman era inscription is clearly related 

to the function of the inscription as a decree.  Like many other decrees, it was 

to be carved on stone and set up “in the most visible place”.  The obvious 

meaning of this is “the place where most people would read it”, not tucked 

away in a little frequented corner.  The place that first comes to mind is the 

agora, the centre of the civic and commercial life of the town.  If, instead, the 

word is to be interpreted as meaning Kolona, a largely and possibly 

exclusively religious site at the edge of the town, then a good case would have 

to be made, one that Welter did not begin to make.  And without this 

interpretation, the rest of his argument could remain but place the buildings 

in some other direction entirely from his military harbour at Αύρα.  

The rest of the argument, however, is also badly flawed, most importantly in 

the first supporting assertion, that the temple of Dionysos had to be near the 

theatre.  The general proposition would be, “If on an ancient site there is both 

a theatre and a temple of Dionysos then they have to be near each other".  All 

one can say is that this, simply, is not the case19.  Take, for example, Argos.  It 

is clear from Pausanias’s account of his visit there that the temple of Dionysos 

was well away from the theatre: Pausanias sees the theatre at II, 20 (6) and 

doesn’t arrive at the temple of Dionysos until II, 23 (1) after having described 

or mentioned more than twenty other monuments on the way; and modern 

archaeological excavation has not put the two any closer together.  A yet more 

dramatic example is at ancient Teos, near Izmir in modern Turkey, where the 

temple of Dionysos was a good 500m from the theatre.20  So there was in fact 

no basis for Welter’s conclusion that the three temples near to each other were 

also near to the hidden harbour. 

Secondly, Welter offered no justification for his assertion that Apollo was the 

“Stadtgottheit” of Aigina. As far as I know, this is not an association that had 

been made by any of the other excavators, Στάης, Furtwängler, Wolters, men 

who were comprehensively knowledgeable of ancient sources and would 

have been well aware of any such reference to Apollo. 

So all we are left with to help interpret Pausanias is the placing by the Roman 

inscription of the temple of Apollo on (or in) the epiphanestaton, wherever 
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that was.  Recent scholarship has however taken away even that element.  It is 

not clear whether Welter and Walter examined the relevant inscription 

themselves.  In any event Walter cited the 1902 edition of Inscriptiones Graecae, 

which gave (again with conjectural letters in square brackets) the rendering, 

quoted in part above, 

… ἀνασταθήσε]ται εἰς τὸν ἐπιφανείστα[τον τόπον τᾶς π]όλιος, παρὰ τὸ 

Ἀπολλών[ιον. 
21

 

But when a new edition of the Aigina inscriptions was published in 2007, 

there had been a crucial change:     

ἀνασταθήσε]ται εἰς τὸν  ἐπιφανέστα[τον τόπον τᾶς π]όλιος, παρὰ τὸ 

ἀγορα[ν]όμι[ον. 
22

 

No longer was it the temple of Apollo that was at the epiphanestaton but the 

ἀγορανόμιον, the office of the overseer of the market. 

The inscription, Aigina Museum No. 2259, stands, rather sadly, in the stoa of 

the old museum23: 

 

 

 

It could be argued that in fact only the initial A is legible, and that the editors 

of the 2007 edition were as imaginative as those of the edition of 1902.  My 

own untutored sense is that “Απολλώνιον” can indeed be excluded but that 

“αγορανόμιον” is a distinct possibility. 

Without this inscription, nothing of Welter’s argument remains, and the 

modifications to it that Hans Walter introduced do not help.  The slight 

justification for Apollo being the Statgottheit of Aigina, that official decrees 

were displayed near his temple, depended on the same misreading of the 

Roman inscription.  As to Walter’s picture of Pausanias’s arriving at the 
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harbour and looking around, it must be asked, why should Pausanias have 

looked in that particular direction?  The answer has to be that Walter knew, 

on the basis of Welter’s argument, that that was where the monuments were, 

so if Welter’s argument is not valid then equally neither is Walter’s. 

The idea of Pausanias’s behaving in the way Walter describes is in any event 

unlikely.  His characteristic method was described many years ago by Sir 

James Frazer: 

Arrived at the capital he goes straight to the centre of it, generally to the market-place, 

describes the chief buildings and monuments there, and then follows the streets one after 

the other, that radiate from the centre in all directions, recording the most remarkable 

objects in each of them.  Having finished his account of the capital he describes the 

surrounding district on the same principle.24 

This was the procedure he very clearly followed at, for example, Argos, and 

the natural assumption is that he would have followed it at Aigina too. 

In sum, therefore, we really know nothing more than Pausanias tells us; and 

he tells us nothing about the identity of the temple at Kolona. 

It could of course be indeed the temple of Apollo – all we need is some 

evidence.  But could it be, after all, the temple of Aphrodite? – ironically the 

figurine that Στάης found in 1894, now in the National Archaeological 

Museum (it is illustrated in Professor Feltens article in Αιγιναία 5), is 

commonly accepted to be indeed a representation of the goddess.  On the 

other hand, the interpretation of the marble anchor fragment advanced by 

Welter and supported by Walter can no longer be accepted.  Only a few years 

after the publication of Der Apollontempel, Dan McCaslin published Stone 

Anchors in Antiquity.  He discussed the Aigina anchor fragment with some 

care.  He did not raise any doubt that it was in fact an anchor fragment or that 

the completion of the inscription had been correct.  But he was clear that 

anchor stocks with inscriptions were not intended for use on ships, but as 

votive offerings.  The fact of Welter’s example being made of marble was 

further confirmation of this, and this was the explanation for its being found 

in the temple precinct25.  So this brought the possibility of the temple’s being 

that of Aphrodite back into the picture.  But perhaps Welter’s identification of 

the “hidden harbour” still rules her out.  

In the absence of another convincing candidate, it is likely that the temple will 

go on being known as that of Apollo.  We like our familiar objects to have 

names, and in all countries and all times the names of gods or heroes or 
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historical figures have become attached to buildings on the basis of even less 

than attaches Apollo to the ruin at Kolona. 

But discussion of the identification raises other questions.  Most generally, 

what was the town of Aigina like between the early fifth century B.C., when 

the town wall was built and, say, the third century A.D.?  Cockerell first 

sketched the course of the wall, starting from the end of the harbour south of 

the church of Παναγίτσα and swinging round in a broad arc to meet the sea 

again north of Kolona.   But the only area inside the wall about which 

anything substantial is known, for any part of this stretch of 800 years, is the 

small corner around the ruined temple.  We have no idea, for example, where 

the άγορα was.  There is one record that suggests that there were temples 

elsewhere than at Kolona.  Referring very generally to the area round the 

port, the consul Giraud noted, clearly with reference to Pausanias, 

Se voyant encore quelques petits  temples et peuvent avoir esté ceux 

d’Apollo, Diane, Bacchus et autres.26 Another difficulty is that  there are 

apparently conflicting portrayals of the town in the Roman period. 

The inscription in the stoa of the old museum has been dated to 69 B.C.  It 

refers to pirate raids and how they were survived.  The very fact of the 

inscription suggests a properly functioning town.  But from around 25 years 

later there is a moving, and often-quoted, letter to Cicero from his friend 

Servius Sulpicius Rufus.  Sulpicius was sailing from Aigina towards Megara 

and described Aigina, along with Megara, Corinth and Piraeus, as towns 

“once famous and flourishing” but now “overturned and buried in their ruins 

before one’s eyes27”.  That he was sailing “from” Aigina suggests that he had 

been there, or at least to the harbour.  But in any event, what did he see that 

was in ruins? 

And then we come to Pausanias in around 170 A.D. who makes no mention of 

ruins.  So what did he see?  And why did he fail to note the temple at Kolona?  

It was large, much larger than that of Αφαία, and it dominated the headland 

that you passed close to in sailing to the island.  It seems extraordinary that 

any visitor would not have said something about it, and Pausanias was not 

just any visitor. 

In the absence of new evidence we must remain in doubt on all these matters 

including, I believe, the identity of the temple at Kolona.  Perhaps in the 

future more will become clear.  

  

                                                 
26 Collignon (1913), ibid. 

27 “quae oppida quodam tempore florentissima fuerunt, prostrata et diruta ante oculos 

iacent.” 


