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5.4 Data
Out of the almost 2,100 documented architectural fragments, 1,794 (85%) can be 
considered ‘generic’ building material and of these, 1,778 (99%) have recorded dimen-
sions. The dimensions of the blocks, ranging from 0.1 to 2.0 m, are grouped in catego-
ries of 5 cm intervals. In this research the largest dimension of the block is used. Seeing 
that it is often unknown how the block was placed in a building, it is thus unknown 
which side would be the length, width, or height. The resulting distribution is shown 
in Figure 5.2. It is immediately clear that this distribution is very different from the 
hypothetical distribution from Figure 5.1. Rather than two distinct peaks, showing the 
difference between non-monumental and monumental building blocks, there is only 
one peak with a long ‘tail’ towards the larger dimensions. While this did not produce 
the anticipated result, it does show that the majority of the material is relatively small, 
and it fits well with the log-normal distribution, described in the second hypothesis.

Figure 5.3 shows a cumulative graph of the amount per size category (as percentag-
es) which shows that almost 80% of the blocks are smaller than 0.6 m. Compared to 
some known measurements from public structures from Classical-Hellenistic Greece, 
in which blocks are often longer than 1 m, this is certainly small material. Although 
material of the larger size category is present in the dataset, it seemingly represents such 
a small portion (less than 3%) that it does not show significantly in the distribution.

Setting these results side by side with the measurements from the blocks of the 
‘temple’ at Koroneia, there are both dissimilarities and parallels. In Figure 5.4 the size 
distribution of the blocks is shown as the percentage of blocks at 10 cm intervals.264 
Clearly, the perceived difference in size between the blocks of the inner and outer 
faces is substantial. Yet, despite the clear difference in size, there is also an overlap in 
block size between the two faces. This overlap coincides with the overall distribution 

264	 Due to the low number of blocks (n=48) percentages are used and the interval is 0.10 m instead of 
0.05 m because it otherwise creates an unreadable graph.

Figure 5.2: Distribution of the size of building blocks at Koroneia.
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at Koroneia which peaks between those same measurements (although somewhat nar-
rower: 0.3‑0.5m). On average the blocks at Koroneia are larger than those used in the 
inner face of the temple-like structure, but smaller than most of the blocks on the outer 
face of the structure. Furthermore, if this was a typical building and/or building style 
it would explain why the majority of the blocks at Koroneia are relatively small, since 
more smaller blocks are needed to cover the same distance with larger blocks (inside vs 
outside face). More than 50% of the blocks from the outer face of the ‘temple’ are larger 
than 0.6 m and thus larger than 80% of the loose blocks from the survey at Koroneia 
(Figure 5.3). Considering that over half of the blocks belong to the 20% largest blocks 
it might indicate some form of monumentality on a local scale. The large quantity of 
finds at Koroneia would eliminate peaks in extreme dimensions and thus it might not 
be strange that the largest quantity of finds is concentrated around the values in which 
both ranges overlap. Finally, Figure 5.4 also shows that there are less large blocks than 

Figure 5.3: Cumulative distribution of the size of the building blocks at Koroneia.

Figure 5.4: Distribution of the size of blocks of in- and outside faces of the temple structure.
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smaller ones and how this affects the overall distribution. Most of the blocks from the 
outer face fall in the range of 0.71‑0.80 m (largest dimension). However, because the 
number of blocks in the outer face is less than half of those from the inner face,265 this 
peak is only marginally present in the total distribution. This might underline the ar-
gument that there are simply not enough monumental structures to form a discernible 
peak in the distribution graph for the entire site. Furthermore, these ‘larger’ blocks 
in the temple-like structure are still smaller than those encountered in other public 
structures (1 m and up). So, interestingly, in terms of absolute measurements, it seems 
that overall the material used at Koroneia may have been smaller than at other sites.

5.5 Discussion
In a previous section it was stated that the hypothesised bi-modal distribution of 
the blocks was founded on three assumptions. Since the actual distribution is not 
in line with the bi-modal hypothesis, it follows that either the hypothesis is wrong, 
one of the assumptions may be wrong or the data is insufficient. Considering the 
dataset, firstly, there may simply not be enough ‘monumental’ material to cause a 
peak in the distribution graph. Although it is known that some public/monumen-
tal structures were present at the site, the amount may simply be so low in compar-
ison to the rest of the material that it becomes ‘invisible’. Secondly, all architectural 
elements are combined in the dataset, regardless of their characterization or age. 
Architectural elements are notoriously difficult to date; most often structures are 
dated based on style or better datable finds in and around the structure. This is 
no longer an option when one is studying loose individual blocks, out of their 
original context. Comparing material from multiple periods is problematic and 
might obscure any patterns possibly present in the material. The lack of dates is 
also a problem because it conceals possible reuse of material in later periods. For 
example, in some of the in situ structures from the Late Roman period at Koroneia, 
there are clear signs of reuse. This might also involve re-cutting the material into 
different shapes and making the blocks smaller. Recycling material is not limited to 
the site either, as some ancient material has been used in modern constructions in 
nearby villages,266 possibly altering the size distribution of finds. Finally, the range 
of block size for both non-monumental and monumental constructions might be 
more wide-spread than assumed, which means that there is no real threshold value 
and both distributions overlap. While monumental structures might be built with 
larger blocks, this does not mean that there was a strict separation of what size 
blocks were used for monumental structures and what size was not. The ‘temple’ 
example shows this very well. Thus, it would seem that by not differentiating the 
material in a sufficient manner, the numerous variables that influence the size 
inevitably leads to a (log-)normal distribution.

265	 Fourteen for the outer face vs 34 for the inner face (total is 48).
266	 Fossey 1991.
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5.6 Conclusion
A question that may arise is, why, despite the known issues with the material (dis-
cussed above), this study was conducted. First of all, it was unknown what the ef-
fect would be of the various issues on the outcome of the analyses. Secondly, while 
larger building materials are often found in larger, more public oriented structures, 
it does not necessarily define them. Therefore, recognizing these public structures 
within the current dataset through the size of the material may have oversimplified 
the issue of monumentality. Yet, some interesting aspects have come out of this 
study. As shown through the size of the elements from the example structures, the 
larger material is indicative of a structure of a more public nature. However, as the 
‘temple’ at Koroneia shows so well, the outer face of a structure does not define 
all the material used. This might be an indication of why the larger material is so 
unnoticeable within the distribution of the material based on size: it was only used 
sparingly for highlights, rather than as a building material for an entire structure. 
Furthermore, the lack of differentiation of the material in this study results in 
the mentioned ‘(log-)normal’ distribution. As such, it shows that monumentality 
is relative and should, therefore, be compared to contemporary finds. Just as the 
‘temple’ shows that the size of the material can be an indication of a local monu-
mentality, so too could contemporary material perhaps show monumentality in a 
specific era. This analysis focuses on the entire site, while on a smaller scale, a con-
centration of large material might still be a good indication of a possible location 
of a larger, public, or monumental structure.267

There are thus two interesting issues to take into account: 1) the local nature 
of monumentality and 2) available data on the size of the building materials that 
are still in situ. These two form a somewhat problematic contradiction for sites 
such as Koroneia, where so few structures are preserved. More data on in situ 
material would thus have to come from outside, yet this clashes with the possible 
local nature of the monumentality. While the use of reference collections are 
part of studying other find-types (e.g. pottery, flint and bone), these do not exist 
in the same fashion for architecture. This has mostly to do with the fact that 
architecture is often studied in respect to style and layout. Subsequently, little at-
tention is given to the characteristics of individual parts of a building. Even when 
these data are recorded they are often not published and, therefore, less available 
for comparative studies. These data would give more insights, though, into the 
relation between material and structures as well as insights on temporal trends 
regarding the used building material. More detailed data on the variety of size in 
building material in different buildings and from different periods is thus needed 
to distinguish between various types of architecture and to come to a more con-
clusive hypothesis on the distinction between monumental and non-monumental 
architectural elements.

267	 Boswinkel 2015, 88‑91; Uytterhoeven 2014, 2‑4.
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