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DEDICATIONS IN CLAY: TERRACOTTA FIGURINES IN EARLY IRON AGE GREECE
(c. 1100-700 BCE)

Erin Walcek Averett

Dr. Susan Langdon, Dissertation Supervisor

ABSTRACT

This dissertation explores early Greek religion and society through a contextual analysis

of the ritual use of terracotta votive figurines in the Early Iron Age, c. 1100-700 BCE. I

have compiled the major deposits of terracotta figurines (both zoomorphic and

anthropomorphic) from sanctuaries in the Peloponnesos and East Greece, creating a

broad typology and chronology applicable to all Geometric terracotta figurines that

allows for an in-depth analysis of the use, distribution, and symbolism of this category of

votive offering. Terracotta figurines are among the earliest and most abundant figural

symbols used in early Greece and offer insight into the evolving religious beliefs and

social changes of the period. My diachronic approach to the Early Iron Age highlights the

relationship of Geometric ritual to Mycenaean and Archaic traditions and contributes to

the ongoing research in Greek religion, sculpture, figurine studies, and gender studies. I

conclude my dissertation with a consideration of the relationship between votive, deity,

and worshipper, exploring how gender construction and evolving social hierarchies in the

Geometric period are reflected in the rituals practiced. This study highlights the elite

concerns of figurines and their growing use throughout the Geometric period for

encoding social roles in a changing society.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY OF TERRACOTTA FIGURINES

PART I

Mantiklos dedicated me to the far-darter of the silver bow as a tithe.

But you, Phoibos, give some pleasing favor in return.1

From the eighth century, the gifts that worshippers donated to deities were a conspicuous

aspect of most Greek sanctuaries. So important was this gift-giving that some of the earliest

inscriptions, such as the inscription on a bronze warrior figurine quoted above, served to elucidate

the reciprocal function of these dedications.2 Almost all Greek sanctuaries received throughout

their histories hundreds and sometimes thousands of terracotta figurines among the many gifts

dedicated by both local and visiting pilgrims. Unlike other votives, figurines were small, portable,

and affordable to most of the population. This does not necessarily imply, as many have assumed,

that more humble worshippers dedicated these offerings. In fact, literary evidence suggests that

the terracotta figurines were dedicated and noted by all sorts of visitors to these shrines,

suggesting that figurines, along with other votives, formed an important visual element in many

cults, giving expression to the religious beliefs and concerns of the worshippers.3

Monumental and exotic dedications often overshadow the more unassuming terracotta

offerings in later Greek sanctuaries, but terracotta figurines and statuettes were prominent in some

of the earliest sanctuaries. They were figural, non-utilitarian, and likely prominently displayed
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around the only architectural component: the altar. These figurines represented socially

meaningful symbols intended to communicate the desires, hopes, and concerns of the worshippers

in a dramatic way. A diachronic investigation into the origins and evolution of these symbols

yields great advantages in reconstructing early Greek cult.4

THE HISTORICAL SETTING

The transitional period between the Mycenaean Aegean world and Archaic Greece has

received increased scholarly attention as finds from scientific excavations continually expand our

knowledge of this period. The Early Iron Age (EIA), c. 1100-700 BCE, is an amalgam of the

remnants of Late Bronze Age Mycenaean culture and the seeds of later Greek institutions, a

period of both conservatism and innovation. The generally perishable nature of the material

culture, the absence of writing, and the limited nature of representative art complicate

reconstruction of this crucial era. Although some traditions and artistic forms survived the

collapse of the Mycenaean palaces, their use and symbolic meanings must have been adapted to

suit the drastically changed socio-political environment. Likewise, traditions and forms that

continued into the Archaic period did not necessarily carry the same meanings they did in the

Geometric era.

Since the pioneering and influential work of Vincent Desborough, Anthony Snodgrass,

and Nicolas Coldstream, the Early Iron Age has received ongoing study. The questions

surrounding the collapse and disintegration of Mycenaean culture have served as the impetus for

refining our knowledge of post-palatial Greece. At the same time, inquiries into the origins of

many historical Greek institutions and trends have highlighted the need for further research on

prehistoric and preliterate Greece.5 These investigations have revised our understanding of early

Greece in two major areas. It has long been accepted that Mycenaean culture did not abruptly end
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with a Dorian invasion, but gradually died out as the Greeks adapted to new ways of life in a

changing socio-economic world. Moreover, traditional Greek culture did not arise fully formed at

the end of the eighth century with the sudden appearance of the polis. The revision of the Dorian

invasion theory underscores the complex issue of continuity, once a hotly debated subject,

especially in regard to Greek religion.

There is no longer serious doubt that certain Mycenaean cultural markers, such as

language, toponyms, theonymns, chariots, artistic and religious iconography, and ceramic shapes,

continued in some form after the collapse of the palaces and the post-palatial LH IIIC urban

culture.6 The drastically changed conditions initiated by the collapse of a highly centralized,

bureaucratic government insured, however, that nothing Mycenaean remained unchanged

throughout the next centuries. Understanding the continuities, innovations, and revivals of the

EIA sheds light on both LBA and Archaic Greece. Today the nature and type of continuity must

be clarified. Scholars distinguish between spatial continuity (i.e. continuous site use) and the

continuity of ideologies, beliefs, and symbols (something not always visible in the material

record). The phenomenon of intentional revival of older motifs has been explored. Finally, the

importance of regional differences in regards to these issues is recognized.

This study addresses the survival, re-introduction, and creation of new religious imagery

in EIA cult. The context and pattern of dedication allow for a discussion of the producers and

users of these votive objects. This project places terracotta figurine within the broader historical

context of the EIA, relating their use to what came before and after in order to shed light on EIA

religious and social transformations.
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THE SCOPE OF THIS PROJECT

This dissertation participates in the current dialogue concerning EIA Greece through an

exploration of the material products of religious rituals, specifically the terracotta sculpture

dedicated at several sanctuary sites in Greece. Although the EIA is known for the rarity of

figurative art, anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figures and figurines occur at many sites on

mainland Greece and the Aegean islands. These coroplastic works, found almost exclusively in

sanctuaries and graves, depict imagery that offers insight into ritual and religious communication

systems. Terracotta is one of the few materials Geometric Greeks used to depict figural subjects

and the iconography offers glimpses of the ideology and belief systems of many EIA cults. An

analysis of these terracottas grounded in context and production, from their waning in the post-

Mycenaean era to their dramatic increase by the end of the eighth century, sheds new light on

religious, funerary, and social issues.

This project is based on a broad survey of terracotta dedications from key sanctuary

deposits from mainland Greece and the Aegean islands that date between c. 1100-700. Terracotta

sculpture is defined as any three-dimensional representation modeled out of clay, either by hand

or on the wheel (later in moulds), and fired at a low temperature. The term “figurine” is used to

describe pieces that are under 15cm in reconstructed height, while the term “figure” describes

larger examples. In general, EIA figurines are small, handmade and relatively easy to produce.

They are simply painted with little or no decoration. Figures, by contrast, are usually made on the

wheel with handmade additions and are often quite elaborate in manufacture and decoration.

These statuettes would have required more skill, time, and clay to produce and were likely more

valued.



I: Introduction to the Study of Terracotta Figurines

5

These figurines are the material remains of the ephemeral dedicatory gestures of

worshippers and provide information on the cultic life of various communities. There has been a

flurry of studies devoted to exploring the votive habits and religion of certain cults or regions, and

many valuable syntheses of geographical or religious trends.7 My research is intentionally broad

in terms of geography and cults, but focuses chronologically on the EIA. By limiting this

investigation to the Geometric period and by focusing on one type of offering, terracotta

figurines, this study isolates a rich and broad, yet manageable, corpus of religious artifacts not

previously synthesized. This synchronous approach provides a diachronic evaluation of early

Greek cult, increasing our understanding of coroplastic development and adding to our

knowledge of the production and function of these dedications.

This study begins with the premise that donors invested their gifts to the gods with

meaning, though the precise motivation and meaning might be personal and therefore not re-

constructible. The gifts and their dedicants, however, were part of a social structure with

culturally predetermined systems of belief and ways of expressing this belief. The repetition of

certain symbols confirms this. Votives, along with prayer and sacrifice, were a primary means of

communicating with culturally understandable symbols. The figurine assemblage, which consists

of readily identifiable types, supports this assumption. For this reason, I assume that each offering

left at a Greek sanctuary is the direct result of a cultic gesture whose primary motivation was

communication with the divine, a material record of “religious dialogues.”8 An examination of

these offerings illuminates the personal and social motivations of the donor, the concerns of the

society, and the Early Iron Age conception of the divine.

This investigation focuses on certain research questions regarding sanctuary dedication

and is therefore concerned with figurines found in sanctuaries, a singular and well-defined

context. Terracotta figures and figurines were deposited as grave goods and sometimes buried as
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prized possessions of the deceased; the types and distribution of terracottas found in graves offer

interesting parallels with those dedicated in sanctuaries.9 Catherine Morgan has emphasized the

need to consider all forms of ideological expression, avoiding the traditional division between

“funerary” and “cultic” contexts.10 This dissertation notes similarities and differences between

religious and funerary coroplastic traditions and my findings can be tested against the funerary

and domestic assemblages by future studies.

The term “votive” in a strict sense refers to gifts dedicated in accordance with a vow. The

ancient Greeks themselves, however, used several words seemingly interchangeably to refer to

dedications. The textual evidence thus indicates that a strict distinction for offerings did not exist

in ancient Greece, but the reciprocal nature of Greek religion makes it likely that some of the

dedications accompanied vows.11 Eric Brulotte distinguishes the following motivations for giving

a gift to a deity in Greek religion.12 An anathema refers to placing an offering on or above, the act

of setting up the gift for display in the sanctuary. Gifts were displayed on bases, columns, and

hung from trees and walls. Walter Burkert has also noted the importance of the visibility of

offerings, which affected “perpetuating a claim to special relations with higher powers.”13

Another term used to describe offerings is doron (“gift”) and the most common word used is

agalma (a pleasing gift, a beautiful ornament for the sanctuary), which was used indiscriminately

to refer to any offering whether it accompanied a vow or not.14 Gifts could also be given as a

thank-offering for prayers or vows fulfilled: charisterion. Finally, dedications were given as

mementos, mnemata.

Motivations for gift-giving in the historical Greek period focus on the act of setting up a

gift, conspicuous displays of piety and status, giving objects that please the deity, and lastly gifts

that serve as a motivation for granting a wish or as a thank-offering for a fulfilled vow or prayer.

Whether such motivations existed in the EIA is unclear, but by the end of the eighth century at
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least some offerings were given in association with vows. Due to the complex and often

ambiguous rationales behind gift giving, this study uses the term “votive” in a broad sense to

refer generally to a gift dedicated to a deity.

It is important to keep in mind that not all objects in Greek sanctuaries were deposited as

votives and a more nuanced understanding of the use of images is possible. Some of the major

motivations for placing works in a sanctuary include:

1. Religious Symbols. An object that depicts a religious symbol could be displayed in the

sanctuary. These objects of display could have functioned as cult statues or cult idols.

Both represent the divine, but the former would have been permanently displayed as the

focus of ritual, while the latter could have been displayed or carried in processions. These

might not have been conceived of as an abode for the deity, and therefore were not

necessarily objects of veneration themselves. Religious symbols could represent the

deity, a sacred animal, or even sacred symbols, such as bucrania, that may relate to cultic

rituals. Religious symbols that were displayed emphasized and perhaps even delineated

the sacred area of the shrine.15

2. Cult Paraphernalia. Utilitarian objects used for rituals were also left at a sanctuary,

since they were presumably sanctified and could not leave the area. Such objects include

rhyta, phialai and other vessels used in ritual libations; plates, cups, spits, cauldrons, and

utensils used in ritual banquets; implements involved in animal sacrifice, such as knives

or axes, and the burnt bones and ashes of the animals themselves. These items are found

at most Greek sanctuaries, but such practical sacred objects are often the only material

remains found at PG and EG sanctuaries, perhaps indicative of the importance of ritual

activities (sacrifice, libation, and feasting) over material gift-giving practices.16
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3. Votive Gifts made exclusively for offering. We cannot reconstruct the exact

motivations for offering. Many EIA gifts were made exclusively for offering and were

likely produced at or near the sanctuary itself. These gifts take the form of non-utilitarian

items, i.e., they serve no function other than votive. EIA votives include bronze and

terracotta figurines, monumental jewelry (not intended for actual use) and perhaps also

some of the more elaborate tripod cauldrons, which may or may not have been used in

food preparation.17

4. Personal Items left as Votive Offerings. In addition to giving gifts made expressly for

offering, worshippers could also dedicate personal items, which had a previous use-life.18

This category includes the offering of clothes, jewelry, heirlooms, toys, and hair.

Included in this category are also spontaneous offerings, such as flowers or natural

oddities. It is likely that this type of offering was popular at all periods, but many of these

dedications are perishable and have not survived in the archaeological record.

5. Commemorative Votives. This category includes gifts given to accompany a specific

event, for which there is no evidence from the EIA, since there are no texts to illuminate

specific motivations for setting up a votive. Commemorative votives in later periods

include arms or specifically commissioned art given to commemorate a victory in battle,

but they can also include other offerings such as hair or clothing given to mark an

important initiation rite.

The majority of terracotta figurines fall into the third category (votive gifts), since they

were made as votives and served no practical function in ritual or daily life. A few notable EIA

examples, however, might be examples of category one (religious symbols). EIA coroplastic

sculpture reflects common religious subjects apparent at most Geometric sanctuaries: sacred or
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sacrificial animals, divine imagery, worshipper imagery, agricultural concerns, and elite

participation. Agricultural animals, especially cattle, elite warriors and their chariots and horses,

and elite women, perhaps representations of priestesses and some depictions of goddesses,

dominate the assemblage.

The aim of this project is the identification of meaningful patterns in the dedications of

figurine types that illuminate the development of early cult.19 Pattern recognition involves

identifying continuities and discontinuities in the coroplastic tradition. This study focuses on

dedicatory patterns in sanctuary offerings, which can be integrated in the future with other

coroplastic patterns. By analyzing the types, quantities, and relation of figurines to other religious

objects, we can begin to reconstruct past systems of activities and come closer to understanding

the religious significance of figurines, their dedicators, and the earliest forms of Greek religion.20

To achieve this, my research sets out a meaningful organization of EIA coroplastic types, an

analysis of their archaeological contexts, and concludes with an investigation into their place

within Greek EIA society and religion.

THE DISTRIBUTION

The production of terracotta figurines was not uniform in EIA Greece. The geographical

range of this study is not random, but reflects the EIA figurine distribution pattern. Reynold

Higgins first surveyed the general distribution of early Greek terracottas and his basic geographic

analysis is confirmed by this study.21 There is a noticeable dearth of terracotta sculpture from

northern Greece and Magna Graecia in the EIA. Although Geometric bronze figurines have been

found at several central Greek sanctuaries, notably Delphi and Kalapodi, there are no terracotta

figurines dedicated at these sanctuaries before the Archaic period.22 Boeotia is the home of a rich

coroplastic tradition that begins in the LG, but these figurines are found only in graves.23
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Similarly, terracotta figurines and figures from Euboea were used in funerary settings, although

some show signs of prior use.24

Attica also had a rich coroplastic output throughout the EIA geared toward the production

of funerary figurines. Terracotta figurines were not, however, a part of Attic sanctuaries.25 The

Kerameikos and Agora graves contained several wheelmade figures of similar techniques to ones

found in other sanctuaries, but the types are unparalleled or rare in the votive assemblage.26

Graves from the Kerameikos and Agora in Athens also contained handmade figurines.27 An

unusual class of handmade incised ware figurines has an extremely isolated distribution,

concentrated in Attica; no figurines of this ware have been found in sanctuaries.28 There are a few

wheelmade cattle figures from the slopes of the Athenian Acropolis, but the context of these

objects is unclear due to the ambiguity of their original location as well as the function of the

Acropolis in the EIA.29 From the Acropolis proper, there are perhaps three or four crude

handmade anthropomorphic figurines that may date to the LG.30 None of these terracottas can be

securely associated with a sanctuary and are therefore not included in this study.31 The well-

known Geometric sanctuary of Zeus on Mt. Hymettos did not receive figurine dedications in the

EIA, only a single horse from the seventh century.32

Sanctuaries that received terracotta dedications are concentrated in the Peloponnesos,

Crete, the Aegean islands, and Cyprus. In the Peloponnesos, notable exceptions include the

Argolid plain. Geometric ritual deposits have been found on the Larissa acropolis, which included

a Geometric bronze horse and terracotta pomegranates, and on the Aspis hill, which also had

terracotta pomegranates but no figurines.33 The existence of sanctuaries in Argos itself, where the

reconstruction of cult sites is difficult due to the nature of excavating a modern city, is unclear.34

Excavations have unearthed figurines in the area of the later agora and the area of the later

theater.35 These strata are mixed, often including graves, and contain much funerary material;
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thus the context of several interesting warrior figurines is not clear. The Argive Heraion received

Geometric dedications, but the terracotta figurines do not begin until the early seventh century.36

Of the Isthmian sanctuaries with Geometric material, only the sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia

received terracotta dedications.37

In Arcadia, the well-known Geometric sanctuary of Artemis at Lusoi did not receive

terracotta figurines until the seventh century.38 In fact, while several Geometric Arcadian

sanctuaries received bronze figurines (sanctuary of Artemis Knakeatis at Mavriki, sanctuary of

Poseidon at Petrovouni, sanctuary of Apollo Epikourios at Bassai), only the Athena Alea

sanctuary at Tegea received terracotta figurine offerings in the Geometric period.39

In the Aegean, terracottas are primarily found in the East Greek islands. In general, the

terracotta figurines do not appear in the Ionian sanctuaries on the coast of Asia Minor until the

Archaic period.40 The ongoing excavations in Ionia, however, might bring to light more figurines.

The many Geometric cults and sites in the Cyclades, including the sanctuary on Delos, in general

did not receive dedications of terracotta figurines.41

Terracotta figurines are limited geographically and are not as widespread as their bronze

counterparts. The island sanctuaries with important terracotta deposits include the sanctuary of

Athena at Lindos, Rhodes; the Harbour and Athena sanctuaries at Emporio on Chios; the Heraion

on Samos; a deposit on Kalymnos; the Artemision at Hephaisteia on Lemnos; and a sanctuary at

Iria on Naxos. In the Peloponnesos, important deposits are found at the sanctuary of Apollo

Hyakinthos at Amyklai; the sanctuary of Zeus at Olympia; the sanctuary of Artemis at

Kombothekra; the sanctuary of Athena Alea at Tegea; and the sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia.

Coroplastic workshops on the islands of Crete and Cyprus enjoyed a vigorous and

continuous life throughout the EIA, producing figurines for sanctuary dedication as well as for

funerary use. The Geometric figurines from Cyprus have been collected in a useful compendium
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by Vassos Karageorghis, while Mieke Prent summarizes the Cretan EIA figurines in a study of

Cretan sanctuaries.42 While there is potential for further analysis of the Cretan and Cypriot

coroplastic works, both on local as well as Mediterranean levels, this was outside the scope of my

immediate project. Crete and Cyprus offer exciting parallels to the contemporary figurine

traditions on the mainland and Aegean islands and both regions participated in the east

Mediterranean communication network. The Cretan and Cypriot cultures are unique, however,

and their terracotta production is vast and complex. I bring these traditions into the discussion as

they relate to the Greek traditions, but the coroplastic corpus of both islands deserves separate

study.43 My analysis of Greek terracottas provides groundwork for future comparisons between

the figurine traditions operating in the eastern Mediterranean during the EIA.

To my knowledge, there are no terracotta figurines or figures found in purely domestic

contexts. There are three sites where figurines were associated with domestic activities: Nichoria,

Koukounaries on Paros, and Miletos. An eighth-century handmade horse figurine was excavated

in Unit IV-1 in Nichoria, located in the southwest Peloponnesos on the Gulf of Messenia.

Nichoria is one of the most important sites in Geometric Greece because of its thorough

excavation, survey, and publication, as well as its rare insight into Geometric domestic life. The

excavators note that Unit IV-1’s construction and large size (15.9m x 8.0m) are truly monumental

for Geometric Greek architecture. Unit IV-1 is an apsidal building of an extraordinary length and

width and has a shallow front porch and paved circle against the middle of the rear wall; it was in

use from the tenth to eighth centuries. In Phase II a courtyard was added east of the porch, and an

apse was added to the west, and a wall was built to the north of the paved circle, forming a

podium for the altar, and exterior posts were added along the side wall and apse. The presence of

an interior altar inside Unit IV-1 indicates that religious rituals likely took place in the structure.

The excavators, however, note the overall domestic character of the meager small finds, including
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coarse pottery, and suggest that the primary use was domestic, likely the village chieftain’s

house.44 The excavators interpret Unit IV-1 as a ruler’s house with special domestic functions,

likely a center of community cult.45 The terracotta horse figurine was found above Unit IV-1

along with a bronze quadruped and two very fragmentary bronze animal parts, perhaps also from

horse figurines.46 Because of Unit IV-1’s special function, it is unclear whether the figurine found

in this house had a ritual and/or domestic function. According to Mazarakis Ainian’s

comprehensive study on ruler’s dwellings, figurines were not a regular feature of these structures

in the Geometric period.47

The second possible exception is from Koukounaries on Paros, where a handmade

terracotta phallus found in a MG hearth located in a rock cavity beneath the floor of a LG

structure.48 Along with this phallus, the hearth contained bones, shell, and ash as well as

fragments from open-shaped vases and spindle whorls. The hearth is not linked to a house and

has been interpreted as the remains of a fertility or chthonic cult.49 It cannot be stated whether this

is an example of domestic cult or remains from a shrine.50

From Miletos, two eighth-century handmade figurines of horses were discovered in a

small pit in Building B (10.40 x 5.60m), an oval house just south of the Hellenistic

fortifications.51 Mazarakis Ainian interprets this oval structure as a house, perhaps with cult

activity. The presence of the horse figurines remains the sole evidence for LG cultic activity in

this building and there is a danger of circular argument. Building B was reused after its

destruction as a cult building in the seventh century, which might support continuity of use of a

sacred building. This hypothesis, however, remains tentative.

The overwhelming majority of terracotta sculpture was used for ritual purposes, both

religious and funerary.52 Most terracottas found in sanctuaries and in graves show no signs of

previous use, suggesting that they were produced specifically for deposition in a shrine or grave.
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There are rare examples of figurines from graves that show signs of previous use, perhaps

evidence that they were used for another purpose before their deposition.53 Yet, it is important to

note that these figurines were converted at the end of their use cycle to fulfill a sacred function. It

is thus reasonable to conclude that in Geometric Greece, terracotta figures and figurines were

used in the religious and funerary spheres, with only a few examples of other uses. The sample of

sanctuaries investigated in this study focuses on figurines from secure sanctuary deposits in the

Peloponnesos and the Aegean islands.

CHRONOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

This project is limited chronologically to terracotta dedications from the EIA,

encompassing the Protogeometric, Early Geometric, Middle and Late Geometric phases, c. 1100-

700. My initial goal was to refine EIA figurine chronology by comparing sanctuary types to

figurines found in graves, which could provide more specific dates for certain figurines types and

styles. An exploration of funerary figurines, however, quickly revealed that there was little

correspondence between votive and funerary figurine types. Geometric figurines from graves

seem to represent a separate tradition. For example, the famous bell-shaped female figurines with

attached legs from the graves of Attica, East Greece, Cyprus, and Boeotia, are not found in any

Greek sanctuaries.54 The bell-shaped female figurines of handmade incised ware have an

extremely limited geographic distribution and are found only in graves, never in sanctuaries.55

Many of the wheelmade figures from graves are also of unique types (centaur and stag),

unparalleled in the votive assemblage. Figurine types found in both graves and sanctuaries

include handmade horses, birds, and chariot groups, which have been utilized by excavators to

date corresponding figurines found in various sanctuaries.56
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The sanctuary deposits themselves provide little or no stratigraphical evidence for dating

figurines, since all figurines from sanctuaries were found in votive dumps that included a broad

range of chronological material. Exceptions include some stratigraphical deposits from the

sanctuary of Athena Alea at Tegea and the Samian Heraion, which are discussed in Chapter II.

The primary means of dating the majority of votive figurines is painted decoration when it

corresponds to local vase painting and style. Since many of the figurines are essentially “style-

less,” dating remains tentative. Nevertheless, an attempt to define a relative chronology is

valuable and defensible. Many of the handmade figurines display a progression from the

elongated forms of the early EIA to the more compact and uniform styles of the LG. Although

assigning dates to relative chronologies is always a problem, a broad progression of styles and

types can be put forth for EIA terracottas.

A SELECTIVE REVIEW OF PAST SCHOLARSHIP

No study of Greek terracotta figurines would be possible without the systematic

publication of figurines unearthed from controlled excavations. One of the earliest and most

systematic accounts of this kind is Dieter Ohly’s publication in two substantial articles in 1940

and 1941 of the figurines found in the German excavations at the Sanctuary of Hera on the island

of Samos.57 Ohly’s study not only presented the figurines in full, organized typologically, but also

incorporated stratigraphical evidence to date and analyze the original placement of the votives.

Wolf-Dieter Heilmeyer’s 1972 publication of the terracotta figurines from the Sanctuary of Zeus

at Olympia remains an important analysis of a large corpus of figurines.58 The German

excavations unearthed thousands of figurines from the Black Layer, a stratum formed by dumping

several generations of votives and sacrificial remains, which presented a daunting task to date,

organize, and publish in full. Faced with no stratigraphical controls for sorting several generations
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of figurines, Heilmeyer dated the figurines based on careful stylistic analysis. Although this

method is subject to scrutiny and debate, Heilmeyer’s sequence is generally accepted.

The publication of the Olympic and Samian figurines provided evidence for very early

figurines, dating back to the tenth century, which challenged the conventional view that

coroplastic production ceased in the EIA.59 Although the Olympic and Samian chronology has

been challenged, almost all figurines found at other sites are dated based on comparison to the

Olympic and Samian sequences.

In the last decade, a new generation of excavation reports has raised the bar in figurine

analysis. Publications of terracottas from Medma in Sicily, Corinth, Samos, and Haghia Triada on

Crete reflect the current standard of figurine publication. All are comprehensive and emphasize

the broader religious and social contexts of the figurines. These studies go beyond questions of

style and the artistic qualities of figurines and recognize the value of figurines for reconstructing

ancient cult practices. Rebecca Ammerman’s 1989 dissertation on the terracotta figurines from

Medma in Sicily goes beyond a typological approach, discussing the figurines within their

broader religious framework and comparing the terracottas to other coroplastic productions from

West Greece.60 This work provides a valuable study of Greek figurines in the West, a useful

comparison to figurine use on the mainland and Punic worlds.

Gloria Merker’s 2000 addition to the final reports on the Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore

on the slopes of Acrocorinth is a model of clarity, thoroughness, and interpretation for the study

of Classical and Hellenistic terracotta figurines.61 Merker carefully discusses the diachronic

development of Corinthian figurine production, workshops, and religious use in the cult of

Demeter.

Veronika Jarosch’s 1994 final publication of the figurines from the German excavations

at the Sanctuary of Hera on Samos updates and supplants Ohly’s earlier publications.62 Although
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her analysis is limited, this is a valuable presentation of a complete body of evidence from one of

the most important Geometric sanctuaries. Jarosch discusses the major types found at the

sanctuary, offers some analysis, and includes a thorough and well-illustrated catalogue of the

excavated figurines organized by type. This valuable addition to the final reports has laid the

foundations for further analysis of this important body of evidence.

Anna Lucia D’Agata’s systematic 1999 publication of the Minoan and post-Minoan

figurines from the site of Haghia Triada on Crete fills a longstanding need for thorough

publication of these important figurines and provides valuable information on EIA-LBA Cretan

coroplastic traditions.63 The figurines from the early twentieth-century excavations have long-

awaited full publication. This site provides important early figurines that greatly add to our

understanding of early Cretan cult and coroplastic production.

Catherine Morgan’s 1999 publication of the Early Iron Age material from the Sanctuary

of Poseidon at Isthmia extended the analysis of the figurines beyond issues of typology and

dating by using the figurines and other votive material to discuss the nature of EIA cult.64 Despite

the limited number and types of figurines found at Isthmia, Morgan demonstrates the value of

figurines for reconstructing ancient cult by evaluating the figurines within their broader social and

religious contexts.65 No previous excavation report had attempted such a holistic approach. Finds

from excavations are usually published according to material category, with the EIA objects

published with later examples. By isolating the earliest phase of the site, Morgan critically

analyzes previous assumptions about early Greece and created a model to apply to future EIA

studies.66

Despite scholars’ long-standing interest in Greek religion, acknowledgement that votive

offerings are a rich source of information regarding the nature of the deity, cult practices, and

worshippers is a relatively new phenomenon. W.H.D. Rouse’s Greek Votive Offerings (1902),
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which primarily uses literary evidence to discuss the votive habit, was the first comprehensive

work devoted to votive offerings, but remained the only major work on the subject until

recently.67 Despite continuing interest in Greek religion and the excavation of several sanctuaries

with rich votive deposits, no subsequent study updated or replaced Rouse’s early work, which

even today remains a valuable overview of the subject. Only in the last twenty-five years has

interest been renewed in using votive offerings to reconstruct cult activity and these studies

provide a firm foundation for the study of more specific aspects of Greek dedication.68

The study of terracotta figurines as art objects has a long tradition. Beginning in the

nineteenth century, figurine scholars analyzed figurines as works of art and explored their relation

to other Greek arts, focusing on the Classical and Hellenistic figurine tradition. This approach is

characteristic of the first phase of figurine studies, which persisted until the 1930s. Terracotta

figurines did not receive the same respect and treatment in Europe as did more monumental

sculpture, bronze objects, and vase painting until the 1840s, when a series of alluring draped

female figurines found their way into the collections of European museums and private

collections. These figurines, mostly from Tanagra and Myrina, appealed to contemporary

aesthetic tastes in Europe and engendered an appreciation for the coroplastic arts. The first

academic studies of Greek figurines approached the topic mainly from an art historical

standpoint, focusing especially on the fourth-century examples, excluding the prehistoric and

crude figurines.69 These early compilations addressed figurine types, style, chronology, and their

relation to more monumental art, but their interpretation of the use and meaning of figurines was

less developed.

The second phase of terracotta figurine studies began with the work of two notable

scholars: Dorothy Burr Thompson followed by Reynold Higgins. Thompson began her long

career in Hellenistic figurine studies in the 1930s with her work on the terracotta figurines from
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Myrina.70 Although the Myrina figurines had been a subject of interest for some time,

Thompson’s approach was the first grounded in the context and production. Thompson studied

the Hellenistic terracottas from excavations in her next publication of the small finds from the

Pnyx in Athens.71 Thompson continued her study of Hellenistic figurines, publishing the figurines

from Troy and writing several general works on Hellenistic figurines in the 1950s-1960s,

continuing her rigorous investigation into figurine production, types, archaeological context, and

use.72 Thompson’s approach marks a significant departure from earlier studies: she integrated the

archaeological evidence with her nuanced understanding of style to date and interpret Hellenistic

figurines. This astute approach elevated figurine studies to a legitimate avenue of research for

future scholars.

In his study of terracotta figurines from the British Museum, Reynold Higgins

demonstrated his extensive experience and expertise with Greek figurines, commenting on their

development, types, fabrics, and regional styles.73 Higgins continued his work on figurines with

the publication Greek Terracottas, which remains the only modern comprehensive study on

Greek terracotta figurines.74 Unlike his predecessors, Higgins’ research was not limited to the

more artistic terracottas of the Classical and Hellenistic periods, but rather examined coroplastic

production and its changes from the Neolithic through Early Roman periods. This work was

unprecedented at the time and its broad chronological scope exposed readers to figurines beyond

the more famous Hellenistic examples. The ambitious scope of the endeavor, however, allowed

only summary interpretation of a few representative examples of coroplastic works for each

period. Higgins’ focus was clearly on creating a handbook on the subject, limiting discussion of

the religious or social significance and function of figurines. Despite its shortcomings, Higgins’

research laid the groundwork for future in-depth study of certain periods or types of figurines.
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The second phase of research is also distinguished by an interest in prehistoric figurines.

Neolithic figurines and their importance in reconstructing Neolithic Greek society and religion

have been the subject of several studies.75 The Minoan and Mycenaean periods received similar

attention. Stylianos Alexiou examined a specific type of figure: the so-called “Minoan Goddesses

with Upraised Arms,” a term he coined, which were found on Crete beginning in the MMI period

and lasting until the Classical period.76 Alexiou was the first to approach this important cultic

figure in a systematic manner and he was one of the first scholars to write a comprehensive

monograph on one aspect of Minoan religion. Elizabeth Wace French’s systematic investigation

into the chronology, typology, and context of Mycenaean handmade figurines analyzes a specific

corpus of figurines, providing a chronological refinement as well as a discussion of the use

patterns of Mycenaean figurines.77 This phase continued to investigate the archaeological context

of figurines and their function, use, and production.

Perhaps most influential to the present study, and the LBA-EIA transition in general, is

R.V. Nicholls’ work, which brought to light the continuity of large wheelmade terracotta

statuettes from the LBA into the EIA in the Aegean.78 Nicholls’ influential article used these

statuettes as rare evidence for religious continuity. The conclusions and theories Nicholls

proposed have inspired many subsequent studies, which sought to explore his theories more

thoroughly. Martin Guggisberg’s organized and comprehensive review of zoomorphic vases and

related statuettes from the LBA and EIA expands Nicholls’ original corpus and includes several

unpublished examples.79 The beautifully illustrated catalogue is accurate, up-to-date, and

systematic, providing a comprehensive collection for future research. More recently, Nota

Kourou has studied the wheelmade animal figures from Central Crete, the Aegean islands, and

Cyprus, and Geraldine Gesell has examined the wheelmade “Minoan goddesses with upraised
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arms” found at Cretan sanctuaries.80 Terracotta female statuettes from mainland Mycenaean

shrines formed the basis for Andrew Moore’s investigation into the identity of these idols.81

These scholars’ approaches, which emphasize the social and archaeological contexts, are

typical of a new school of coroplastic inquiry beginning in the 1980s.82 The last twenty years

have witnessed studies on the relation of figurine types to the society that produced them,83 the

relationship between figurine and deity,84 the placement and display of figurines,85 and the cultic

significance and religious setting of figurines.86 The relatively recent publication of important

anthologies on terracottas illustrates this comprehensive approach towards figurines. The

Coroplast’s Art, a work that accompanied the traveling exhibition of Greek figurines from

American collections in honor of Dorothy Burr Thompson, contains a series of insightful essays

on various aspects of Hellenistic terracotta figurines written by Thompson’s students.87 These

essays explore several areas dealing with the coroplastic tradition, including workshop production

and location, the relation of coroplasts to other artists, techniques of manufacture, the distribution,

trade, function, chronological issues, and the religious setting. Another compilation of essays, the

results of a regional conference, concentrates on Cypriot figurines from the Neolithic era to the

Hellenistic period.88 The paper topics include the religious context of figurines, techniques of

production, workshops and regional centers, the origins and development of the coroplastic craft,

and the relation of Cypriot figurines to those of the Aegean and Near East. This new approach by

young scholars reveals how far terracotta studies have progressed since the first generation of

figurine specialists.

Vassos and Jacqueline Karageorghis’ monumental six-volume compilation of terracotta

objects from Cyprus, The Coroplastic Art of Ancient Cyprus, includes material from the Neolithic

through Archaic periods.89 While not intended to be exhaustive, these volumes organize and

illustrate well-preserved examples from each class of Cypriot figurine. The work is arranged
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chronologically, and each period organized by type. These volumes provide a collection of all

known types of coroplastic art on Cyprus, and therefore excludes discussion on technique, clays

and fabrics, and the interpretation of the material is limited. Such a work greatly facilitates further

research and analysis of this interesting body of material.

Prehistoric archaeologists studying Neolithic and Bronze Age figurines incorporate

anthropological theories to a greater extent than classical archaeologists, likely a result of the

absence of written sources to help populate ancient societies.90 Anthropomorphic and zoomorphic

images provide tantalizing glimpses into the minds and beliefs of these non-literate societies. The

lack of theoretical scholarship on later Greek figurines is due in some part to the role and

production of figurines in the historic period. In advanced societies, figurines play a less vital

role; they are often mass produced in a narrow range of standard types, often only pale imitations

of more monumental art forms, and seemingly provide little to aid our reconstruction of societies

better understood by their own writings and artistic expressions. Some new studies, such as

Gloria Merker’s work at Corinth and Veronika Jarosch’s on Samos, are correcting the

aforementioned views. Any study of Greek figurines, however, owes some debt to the more

theoretical approach of prehistoric figurine studies.

This dissertation fits within the new contextual approach to figurines that allows more

precise interpretation of their religious function, use, and meaning. This review of past

scholarship has highlighted the absence of works exclusively devoted to EIA coroplastic objects.

Prehistoric figurines have received much attention, as have the larger wheelmade terracotta

statuettes that continued from the LBA into the EIA. This interest in terracotta statuettes as

indicators of religious practices has not extended to the less monumental handmade figurines that

predominate the EIA and later assemblages. These have been published in various site reports,

but a synthesis of this scattered information is lacking. My dissertation places these objects within
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their social and religious context, enabling further interpretation regarding their meanings and use

in early Greek society. Drawing on the full range of EIA terracotta sculpture in ritual contexts,

my study will serve as a basis for further research and publication.

METHODOLOGY

This project uses a broad-based survey to answer research questions regarding the

production, use, and religious meaning of terracotta sculpture from EIA sanctuaries. The scope of

extant data made it practical to limit my sample to published terracottas from mainland and

Aegean island sanctuaries dating from c. 1100-700 BCE.91 This project investigates not only the

types of figurines produced, but also the patterns of use, regional variations, and the relationship

between figurine, cult, and deity. These questions can only be answered with figurines from

known archaeological contexts.

A reasonably complete corpus of figurines has been culled from scattered publications of

various Greek sanctuaries. I studied many of the figurines on display in various local museums

during 2002-04 while a member of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens.92 My

project is based on close study of nearly 2,000 figurines from twelve sites. The corpus is not

exhaustive, since many excavation reports do not publish the figurines in full or even give the

total number excavated. Nevertheless, the evidence presented here is representative of the wider

scope and new findings should confirm these conclusions.

I created a FileMaker Pro database, an essential tool for organizing and searching a large

amount of data, to collect the results of my research. Fields recorded for each figurine included

Type, Gender, Site, Deity, Number, Dimensions, Context, Archaeological Context, Inventory

Number, Modern Context, Description, Interpretation, and Bibliography. This database facilitated

quick comparisons of quantities, types, and distributions between figurines. This database also
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included figurines from funerary contexts, with additional fields for Grave, Cemetery, and

Associated Objects; although this information will be useful for future comparisons, it was not

utilized in this study.

Practical considerations determined the collection of data while the methodology

employed for the interpretation of this body of evidence is based on approaches developed by

Roy A. Rappaport, Colin Renfrew, Joyce Marcus, and Kent Flannery.93 This project does not

examine terracotta figurines as isolated artifacts or as objects of artistic expression. Rather,

figurines are placed within their religious contexts in order to augment our current understanding

of EIA religion (a realm where texts cannot clarify the material evidence) and by extension

comment on the social factors that led to certain religious behaviors. Because the objects are

figural, their iconographical representations aid in reconstructing ideological systems.

This approach fits within the broad theoretical framework of Post-processual

Archaeology.94 Post-processual Archaeology, largely a response to Processual (or New)

Archaeology, consists of diverse methodologies that are unified by their goals of reconstructing

more than socio-cultural behaviors. The Post-processual approach seeks to understand past

people’s views and beliefs, not just the social mechanisms by which these ideologies affected

material remains. Inherent in this approach is the assumption that objects functioned as symbols,

and were meaningful to the society that produced them. Because my study concerns religious

objects, I specifically employ Cognitive Archaeology, one of the many theoretical approaches

under the larger field of Post-processual theory.

Cognitive Archaeology, developed and elaborated by Colin Renfrew, uses the material

remains of past societies to reconstruct past ways of thought.95 This approach is a reaction to

Processual Archaeology, which was primarily interested in behavior patterns, actions, and

systems. The Cognitive approach goes further in attempting to get to the meanings, often complex
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and multiple, behind the systems of use of objects. Although this approach can be applied to a

variety of aspects of past ways of thinking, it lends itself effectively to reconstructing religious

thought, ideologies, and rituals. Renfrew asserts that the material remains of cult can be used,

especially through an analysis of the ways symbols were used to communicate with the

supernatural and unknown, to reconstruct beliefs. These beliefs directly affect the physical

manifestations of religion.96

Past societies used symbols to cope with several aspects of existence, including

interaction with numinous forces.97 Cognitive Archaeology examines the ways these symbols

were used and how they functioned within that society. This dissertation employs the approach of

Cognitive Archaeology, while also specifically using the Direct Historical Approach and

Contextual Analysis as methodologies.

The history of figurine scholarship presented above reveals the classical background from

which many scholars approach figurines. The same methodology used for interpreting historical

figurines, however, has to be modified when applied to prehistoric examples. The EIA is a period

without writing: the administrative Linear B used by Mycenaean officials had disappeared with

that form of government and the alphabet was not introduced until the end of the period. Yet, the

EIA is often referred to as “proto-historic” or “pre-literate,” since writing does appear at the end

of the era and this culture continued, without a break, into historical times. Therefore, a Direct

Historical Approach is selectively employed in this project as a way of selectively using the rich

historical evidence from Archaic and Classical Greece within a framework that limits

assumptions of continuity.

Joyce Marcus and Kent Flannery first proposed the Direct Historical approach as an

analytic tool.98 This method allows one to use what is known from historical times to interpret the

immediate prehistoric phases of a particular culture. This approach is most effective and secure
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when it can be demonstrated that there is direct continuity from the archaeological record to the

historic present and that the same ethnic and linguistic group had continuously occupied the area

under consideration from prehistoric to historic times. This scenario certainly applies to EIA and

historic Greece.

Scholars have long used the evidence from historic Greece to flesh out and interpret the

often-scarce EIA remains. The Direct Historical Method, however, does not focus on continuities

at the expense of exploring the possibility of change, especially in the “conservative” area of

religion and mortuary customs.99 Step one in this methodology requires a description of historic

religious practices of a particular culture, with a formulation of certain expectations concerning

religious architecture, organization and use of sacred space, votive customs, and location of cult.

Step two examines the archaeological record to determine if and when these historical

phenomena appear and whether their form matches one’s expectations. Important in this approach

is to realize that not all expectations will be met and also unexpected information will be

discovered. The value of this approach lies in the reconciliation of the differences between

expectations and the material evidence. This approach is employed primarily in the analytical

sections of this study.

In order to analyze successfully this religious information, a second approach must be

combined with the Direct Historical Approach: the Contextual Analysis of Ritual

Paraphernalia.100 Marcus, in her study of figurines and women’s ritual in ancient Oaxaca, Mexico,

states, “although we cannot directly observe ancient rituals, we can find the places where rituals

were performed and observe the patterning of artifacts involved.”101 Ritual is defined as a

religious action performed repeatedly in prescribed ways; therefore, objects involved in ritual

display patterns of use and discard that coincide with the rituals performed.102 Investigation into

these ritual objects should provide evidence for the nature of the ritual. This works within the
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general objective of Cognitive Archaeology in that it provides a means to reconstruct what is

essentially a mental construct since religious ideologies dictate ritual practices that are in turn

performed by using material equipment that can be analyzed. The artifacts recovered from the

EIA reflect rituals of animal sacrifice, food and liquid consumption, and the giving of votive

offerings. This information reflects the religious rituals as evidenced by historical data such as

literary texts, oral literature, epigraphic accounts, artistic depictions, and the physical make-up

and contents of sanctuary sites. Therefore, one can assume certain continuities in religious ritual

from the EIA to the historical period.

This project is grounded in the study of the material record: it begins with a close

examination of the objects themselves and a comparison of their physical forms and

archaeological contexts. From there, certain conclusions are made regarding the multiple

meanings of the objects as meaningful symbols.

ORGANIZATION

This study is organized into five chapters and a catalogue. After collecting and studying

nearly 2,000 figures from twelve sites, I selected representative examples to include in the

illustrated catalogue. The catalogue examples were chosen based on state of preservation,

representative examples of each type at a sanctuary, and unique or unusual figurines. Each

catalogue entry includes the figurine type, technique of manufacture (handmade or wheelmade),

inventory number, dimensions, date, and references to its publication history. Selected entries are

illustrated. The appendices provide tables and charts for quick reference. Appendix I provides a

typological table, Appendix II outlines the chronologies used for each site, and Appendix III

provides a list of the sanctuaries examined by region. Appendix IV consists of charts illustrating

the figurines types and quantities found by site, while Appendix Va provides a typological chart
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that lists the overall figurine types found for each period; Appendix Vb provides a breakdown of

the gender ratios for male and female figurines; and Appendix Vc illustrates the distribution of

zoomorphic figurines. The numbers represented on the charts in Appendix IV and V include all

published figurines from each site, not just figurines included in the selected catalogue of this

work.

Chapter II introduces the twelve sanctuaries, providing an overview of the early history

of each site, its excavation and publication history, and a compilation of the terracotta figurines

found by type. Chapters III and IV offer interpretations for each type of figurine, focusing on the

type’s distribution and possible social and religious meanings. Chapter V synthesizes this

information, exploring the place of figurines within EIA society and religion. This conclusion

offers a likely scenario for the producers and users of EIA figurines, the overall religious function

of figurines, and a discussion of the social implications of terracotta figurines.

PART II

ESTABLISHING A GEOMETRIC TYPOLOGY

My study employs a new typology, developed to facilitate the synthesis of material from

many EIA sites, rather than using established typologies developed for individual sites. This

typology applies broadly to all EIA terracotta figurines and focuses on iconography rather than on

differences in style and manufacture, subjects better dealt with on a local level in individual site

reports. My approach allows for comparisons in votive habits among sites, enabling discussion of

the interrelationships between the concept of deity, local rituals, and the personal motivations of

worshippers.

Any organization of a quantity of objects requires implementation of potentially

meaningless categories by which to sort the material. Ideally, these categories are based on
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differences that were meaningful to the ancient users of figurines.103 To avoid an overly detailed

typology, which can obscure meaning by focusing on minute and perhaps meaningless

characteristics, I have developed intentionally broad categories. Within each type are variations

that may prove to be significant. These variations are discussed in Chapters III and IV. I use four

main criteria to sort this large body of evidence: subject, gender, dress, and gesture. The

organization of the types is objective and was created before any analysis was conducted;

therefore anthropomorphic figures are listed first, as is typical in several terracotta publications,

followed by the zoomorphic figures.

The first and most basic criterion used to sort figurines is subject. The figurines are

divided first as anthropomorphic or zoomorphic. The scope of my research includes

anthropomorphic and zoomorphic depictions, but excludes architectural models dedicated at

select sanctuaries in the late eighth century and seventh century, which have received extensive

study.104 The zoomorphic and anthropomorphic figures are sorted into more specific categories,

such as standing male, standing female, bull or horse. For the anthropomorphic figurines, gender

is the next criterion for sorting. Modern scholars have drawn attention to past studies that

assumed gender is obvious, a biological given in all societies that is easily understood.

Anthropological studies have complicated the issue of gender, which should now be understood

as a cultural construct.105 One cannot simply apply our own definition of gender to ancient

societies and should be cautious in limiting definition to two clearly defined genders: male and

female. The first depictions of the human figure in Geometric art began a long tradition of

anthropomorphic representation that continues without break into the Archaic and Classical

periods. Although Geometric art is stylized and reduces the human body to geometric shapes,

many artists carefully included “signs,” or attributes to indicate gender, subject, and perhaps

social status. Our assumption that traits such as long dresses, breasts, and sometimes long hair
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signify “female” is based on the continuation of these attributes in later Greek art, when gender is

made clear from context and inscriptions. Using the Direct Historical Method, I extend these

gender traits into the Geometric period. In this typology, traits later recognized as gender specific,

especially if occurring together, are used to assign gender.

The presence of breasts and/or delineated pudenda identifies a figurine as female. Other

traits, such as long robes, long hair, and jewelry, cannot by themselves denote “female,” since

these also are found on male figures. A combination of several secondary-identifying traits along

with the context can be used cautiously to identify a figure as female. For males, the presence of

genitalia alone identifies a figurine as male. Other traits, such as armor, short hair and flat chests,

cannot themselves denote male, but the presence of several of these secondary features can be

used to identify the figure as male. I have found no instances of hermaphroditic (displaying

characteristics of both sexes) or transvestite (figures adopting the dress and sometimes the

behavior of the opposite sex) anthropomorphic figures in the Geometric period, although

hermaphroditic centaurs are found in Cyprus.

Dress is another important factor for interpreting the meaning of figurines. Although the

Geometric aesthetic emphasizes the lines and planes of figures rather than elaboration of details,

many figures nonetheless display specific types of dress. This will be an important factor in

relating figurines to each other and interpreting their meaning.

The last criterion is gesture. The Geometric style emphasizes gesture as a meaningful

attribute. Indeed, much of Geometric art can be seen as representing signs, reducing figures to

hieroglyphs that stand for an idea or meaning. In vase painting or the glyptic arts, the presence of

multiple figures with many gestures can be easier to “read” since there are many signs and

gestures that relate to each other. Figurines and other three-dimensional arts, however, stand

alone; gesture then becomes the most distinguishing feature of a single figurine. Since the early
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twentieth century, gesture has been seen as a meaningful part of almost all ancient and modern

societies.106 In the Aegean, the dramatic and stunning gestures in Minoan bronze figurines and

glyptic arts especially have been the focus of several important studies.107 Although gesture has

been addressed by limited studies, the significance of gestures in Mycenaean and Geometric art

awaits further study.108

THE TYPES

The following is a brief description of each type included in this study, see Appendix I

for a reference chart.

ANTHROPOMORPHIC TYPES

FEMALES:
Type I: a.  Females with outstretched arms

b.  Females with arms at sides
c.  Females with unknown gesture

This type includes all female figures that are primarily distinguished by the position of

their arms. The broad categories of gestures include females with their arms outstretched, either

upwards or out in front, arms held against the sides, and a category for fragmentary figurines with

no identifiable arm position. These females are all in the standing position and most wear long

robes.

Type II: Ring dancers/musicians

This type includes figurines arranged in a circle holding hands (dancers) surrounding a

central musician. There are no examples of individual dancers or musicians from EIA Greece in

terracotta.

Type III: Enthroned females

This type includes females seated upon benches. Fragments of chairs or benches are also

included in this category, since many of these reveal evidence for an attached figure.



I: Introduction to the Study of Terracotta Figurines

32

Type IV: Pudica figures & nude females

This type includes females that draw attention to their sex through gesture or formal

emphasis. Some hold both hands to their breasts, while others hold a hand to their sex. I have also

included nude females in this category, since their sex is highlighted through their lack of

clothing.

Type V: Kourotrophos

This group consists of females cradling infants and is only represented by one example in

the EIA.

MALES:
Type VI: Standing clothed males

This type consists of males wearing long robes. They are not defined as warriors due to

the lack of armor or arms, but are identified as male by the presence of beards and lack of breasts.

Type VII: Warriors

Warriors are identified by the presence of a weapon or armor, including a belt. Many

warriors in the Geometric period are nude except for the presence of belts and arms, perhaps an

indication of their heroic nature. There are no known female warriors in terracotta from the EIA.

Type VIII: Standing nude males

This type consists of nude males, often similar to Type VII, but with no indication that

they are warriors.

Type IX: Horse riders

Horse riders include a horse and rider, either seated astride or sidesaddle. In the EIA, only

males seated astride are known, although females seated sidesaddle are found in the bronze
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figurine assemblage. Some riders are armed, and therefore warriors, while others show no

obvious indication that they are armed.

Type X: Chariot/cart groups

These are the most complex terracotta groups of the EIA. They consist of two to four

horses pulling a wheeled chariot or cart, attached by means of a yoke and harnesses. There is

often evidence for a driver inside the chariot/cart box as well. Included in this type are remains of

drivers, horses with obvious harness attachments, yokes, chariot/cart boxes and wheels.

ANTHROPOMORPHIC FRAGMENTS:
Type XI: a.  Female heads

b.  Male heads
c.   Fragments of uncertain sex

This type includes fragments from anthropomorphic figures that cannot be more

specifically assigned to another type. This type includes heads as well as fragments from figures

of uncertain sex.

ZOOMORPHIC TYPES

Type XII: Cattle

Geometric art reduces forms to their basic parts and is therefore often generic and

ambiguous. Cattle generally lack explicit sexual attributes; identifying the animal as a bull (male

cow) or heifer (female cow) if not possible. Furthermore, it is not clear whether the animal is a

stud bull, an uncastrated cow used for breeding, or a castrated bull, an oxen used as a draft

animal. Therefore, the more general terms cow and cattle and the adjective bovine are used

throughout this study.109

Type XIII: Sheep/Rams

This type includes quadrupeds with down-curving horns or snouts.
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Type XIV: Horses

This type includes animals of general equine nature, usually distinguished by having

longer legs and snouts than the bovine type.

Type XV: Wheeled Equines/Equines carrying jars

This type consists of horses, mules, or donkeys with wheels attached to their feet as well

as horses, mules, or donkeys carrying one or multiple jars pannier style.

Type XVI: Quadrupeds

This type includes quadrupeds that are not identifiable as generally bovine or equine.

Type XVII: Birds

This type includes all bird types, but most are small and handmade of indeterminate

species.

Type XVIII: Other animals: dogs & snakes

This type includes rare animals that are usually found at only one or two sanctuaries. It

includes canine figurines, which are generally distinguished by having short legs, perky tails and

ears, and snakes.
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34 For overviews of the topography and cults of Argos and the Argive plain, see Courbin 1966; Croissant
1972; Foley 1988, 102-03; Hägg 1992, 12-13; Vink 2002; Banaka-Dimaki 2002, esp. 108. Both Hägg and
Foley caution that many strata, including those of the Papaparaskevas plot, in Argos are mixed. A deposit
east of the agora contained four supposed Geometric female figurines (Roux 1954, 166, 180), but
illustrations have not been published.
35 Figurine types include warriors, chariot groups, horses, and wheeled carts with horses. Psiroyannis plot
deposit on the eastern border of later agora: Roux 1954, 166, fig. 15. East of later agora: Foley 1988, 102.
In Papaparaskevas plot (Su88) warrior figurines: Daux 1967, 844, figs. 23-24; Sarian 1969; Foley 1988,
102-03. Votive deposit on the Larissa hilltop: Roes 1953 (pomegranate); Karouzou 1955, 314; Kelly 1976,
53, 60;  Courbin 1966, 27; Foley 1988, 140-41; Hägg 1992, 11, fig. 2a. For figurines from theater area, see
Guggisberg 1988.
36 Waldstein 1902.
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37 No Geometric figurines were found at the sanctuary of Hera at Perachora. There is one torso from a
female figurine (Athens National Museum Inv. 17126), which has been dated to the Geometric period, but
the modeling is unusual and is not similar to other Geometric figurines I have seen. Payne 1940, 195, Nr.
304, pl. 115; Böhm 1990, 149, T7, pl. 4a; for a general reevaluation of this sanctuary, see Menadier 1995.
38 For Mycenaean, LG, and Archaic votives found at the sanctuary, see Reichel and Wilhelm 1901; Sinn
1980; Jost 1985, I.iii. Mitsopoulos-Leon 1992; Voyatzis 1990, 35-37, 133-38, 143-44, 242-44; 1992; 1995.
39 For bronze figurines in Arcadia, see Langdon 1984; Jost 1985; Voyatzis 1990.
40 The important eighth-century cult of Artemis at Ephesos received no terracotta figurines; the Basis
deposit included only precious metal and objects of valuable material, including gold, ivory, amber, and
rock crystal. In 1989, a sondage was sunk on the east side of the peripteros. The sondage yielded PG and
Mycenaean pottery and fragments of six handmade cattle figurines (Bammer 1990, 142, fig. 12). No date
was given for these fragments and the illustrated drawings are not enough to provide a firm date; the
figurines could be either LBA or EIA. (Brein 1978; 1982; 1990; 1998). The sanctuary of Athena at Old
Smyrna did not receive Geometric terracotta figurines (Cook and Nicholls 1998). Like many Ionian cities,
Miletos has continuous LBA and Geometric strata consisting of pottery and some stone oval houses. The
Temple of Athena near the Theater Harbor seems to have been founded in the eighth century with some
occasional LBA finds, including Mycenaean terracotta animal and psi figurines and a hollow wheelmade
bull. Three Geometric terracotta figurines were excavated at Miletos: a horse rider from a MG well and two
horses from an oval house, but their contexts are not clearly ritual. For Miletos, see Weickert 1959/60;
Mallwitz 1959/60; Kleiner 1966; Niemeier and Niemeier 1997; Niemeier, Greaves, and Selesnow 1999;
von Graeve 1999 Gorman 2001, Ch. 5; Greaves 2002, Ch. 2, Ch. 3, 75-84. For discussion of the figurines,
see Niemeier and Niemeier 1997, 244 (Mycenaean); Hommel 1959/60, 58-59, pl. 61; Kleine 1979, 155, pl.
44; Kleiner 1969/70, 119; Higgins 1967, 19; Schweitzer 1971, 98-99, fig. 67; Coldstream 2003, 260. For
seventh-century figurines from the Athena Temple, see von Graeve 1999. For a general review of Ionian
dedications, see Simon 1986.
41 There are important Geometric sanctuaries on Kea, Naxos, Paros, Selos, Naxos, and Amorgos; many of
these are only preliminarily published. For Delos, Zagora, and Amorgos, see Rolley 1973; Rolley 1983;
Gallet de Santerre 1958; Cambitoglou 1988; Marangou 1998. For a useful survey of Cycladic Geometric
cults, settlements, associated finds, and extensive bibliographies, see Mazarakis Ainian 1997, 328-331;
Gounaris 2005.
42 These island traditions are briefly summarized in Higgins 1967; more fully explored in Karageorghis
1993; Prent 2005.
43 Vassos Karageorghis’ multi-volume compilation of the terracotta figurines from Cyprus (Karageorghis
1991-1999) is invaluable, but provides little analysis. No such compilation exists for Crete.
44 Coulson 1983, 33, 40; see also Snodgrass 1971, 408; Mazarakis Ainian 1997, 74-79.
45 Coulson 1983, 281-82.
46 Coulson 1983, 281-82, 293, 314, no. 232, pl. 39.
47 The exhaustive survey of Mazarakis Ainian (1997, especially 274-76, 285-86, 298-305) demonstrates
that figurines were not a regular feature of these Geometric structures.
48 Schilardi 1978, 204, n. 1; 1983, 175-77.
49 Schilardi 1983, 177.
50 Mazarakis Ainian 1997, 107. Although there are wall fragments, not enough is preserved to ascertain the
nature of this building.
51 Kleiner 1966, 21; Kleine 1979, 155, pl. 44; Mazarakis Ainian 1997, 109-110, 333, fig. 421.
52 This distribution is also seen in the bronze figurine assemblage, which is also almost exclusively used for
religious purposes, and to a lesser extent for funerary use. See Snodgrass 1980, 52-54; Langdon 1984, 42-
51.
53 Desborough, Nicholls, and Popham 1970, 25-26; Popham, Sackett, and Themelis 1980, 169, T32, 345-
46, pl. 169, 253; Guggisberg 1996, 220-25. Some scholars (Williams 2000) suggest that some of the
wheelmade animal figures could have been used as toys.
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54 Elderkin 1930; Davidson and Thompson 1943, 114-118; Higgins 1967, 19-21, 23, 140-41; Vandenabeele
1973; Szabo 1994.
55 Kübler 1943, 15, 19, 25, 36-39, pl. 1, 31; 1954, 38, 139; Smithson 1961, 170-71; Foltiny 1961; Styrenius
1967, 107-14; Higgins 1967, 20-21, pl. 7C; Vierneisel-Schlörb 1997, 3-4, no. 3.4, pl. 1.
56 Higgins 1967, 20-23.
57 Ohly 1940; 1941.
58 Heilmeyer 1972.
59 Higgins (1957, 10) proposed this hypothesis, asserting that figurine production ceased at the end of the
LBA until the end of the eighth century. In a review of Higgins’ work before the Olympia publication,
Nicholls already pointed out the inconsistency between Higgins’ proposal and the archaeological evidence.
60 Ammerman 1989; see also Ammerman 1990.
61 Merker 2000; see also Merker 2003.
62 Jarosch 1994.
63 D'Agata 1999.
64 Morgan 1999.
65 Mitten and Morgan 1999. This analysis is based in part on David Mitten’s earlier unpublished
dissertation (Mitten 1962) on the figurines from this sanctuary.
66 This theoretical model was based on those developed by Renfrew 1985; Pilafidis-Williams 1998.
67 Rouse 1902. An earlier work in German (Reish 1890) is not as comprehensive.
68 A few of the most notable examples include van Straten 1981; Simon 1986; Linders and Nordquist 1987;
Dengate 1988; Foley 1988; van Straten 1992; Brulotte 1994; van Straten 2000; Baumbach 2004.
69 Hutton 1899; Huish 1900; Webster 1950.
70 Thompson 1934.
71 Davidson and Thompson 1943.
72 Thompson 1952; 1957; 1963a; 1963b; Thompson, Thompson, and Rotroff 1987; see also Uhlenbrock
1990.
73 Higgins 1954.
74 Higgins 1967.
75 Talalay 1987; Marangou 1992; Talalay 1993; Kokkinidou and Nikolaidou 1997.
76 Alexiou 1958.
77 French 1971. This study set the groundwork for future contextual studies of Mycenaean figurines, see
most recently Tzonou-Herbst 2002.
78 Nicholls 1970.
79 Guggisberg 1996.
80 Gesell 1985; Kourou and Karetsou 1997; Kourou 2001.
81 Moore 1988.
82 Talalay 1987; Marangou 1992; Talalay 1993; Kokkinidou and Nikolaidou 1997; see also Tringham and
Conkey 1998.
83 Orphanides 1990.
84 Alroth 1987; 1989.
85 van Straten 1981; Alroth 1988; van Straten 2000.
86 Gesell 1985; Renfrew 1985; Moore 1988; Ammerman 1989; 1990; Morgan 1999.
87 Uhlenbrock 1990.
88 Vandenabeele and Laffineur 1991.
89 Karageorghis 1991-1999.
90 Ucko 1968; Talalay 1987; Talalay 1993; Bolger 1996.
91 The sample of published figurines was large enough to conduct this research. Therefore, unpublished
examples were not examined due to complexities in arranging permission in the build up to the 2004
Olympics in Athens, when many museums were undergoing significant reconstruction and storage
materials were not available for study.
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92 I was able to study firsthand the figurines from Olympia, Amyklai, Isthmia, Chios, and Samos. For
comparison, I studied figurines on display from Athens, Lefkandi, Argos, as well as many from Crete and
Cyprus.
93 Renfrew 1985; Renfrew and Zubrow 1994; Marcus and Flannery 1994;  Rappaport 1999.
94 For a useful discussion of Post-processual Archaeology and Cognitive Archaeology, see Whitley 1998.
95 For an overview of this approach to the study of past societies see Renfrew in Renfrew and Zubrow
1994, 3-5. In the introduction to this compilation of articles applying Cognitive Archaeology to various
case studies, Renfrew argues that Cognitive Archaeology is a direct response to Processual Archaeology
(New Archaeology). He uses the term “functional-processual archaeology” to refer to the focus of
processual archaeologists in the 1960s-80s on the immediate material aspects of life and the term
“cognitive-processual archaeology” to refer to scholars using material evidence to reconstruct belief
systems.
96 Renfrew in Renfrew and Zubrow 1994, 6, 47.
97 Renfrew and Zubrow 1994, 6.
98 Marcus and Flannery 1994, 55-56. This approach was first outlined by Wedel 1938. These scholars
mainly apply this approach in using ethnographic and ethno-historical data to understand the direct
predecessors of New World cultures. The same approach can be used in applying our knowledge of historic
Greek institutions to the pre-literate period immediately preceding the historical period, since there is often
continuous use of certain sites.
99 Marcus and Flannery 1994, 56.
100 As outlined in Marcus and Flannery 1994, 56; see also Flannery 1976. For a good review on the state of
the field and its emphasis on contextualization see Hamilton et al. 1996.
101 Marcus in Hamilton et al. 1996, 286.
102 Rappaport 1979, 176.
103 For a recent discussion on the problems of developing a typology, see Bolger 2003, 100-02.
104 These architectural models have been extensively studied and seem to represent a slightly different and
isolated tradition. See Schattner 1990; Merserau 1993; Mazarakis Ainian 1997.
105 Butler 1990; Grosz 1994; Bolger 2003, 189-91.
106 A few seminal works on gesture include: Mauss 1979 (an article first published in 1935); Blacking
1977; Rappaport 1979; Gombrich 1982; Asad 1997.
107 Verlinden 1984; Morris and Peatfield 1990; Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1995; Weede 1999; Morris 2001;
Morris and Peatfield 2002.
108 Brandt 1965.
109 The terms are somewhat confusing since “cow” can refer both to a female bovine animal and to a
domestic bovine animal regardless of sex or age. Also, “oxen” is used to refer to an adult castrated ox or to
any domesticated bovine mammal. The term cattle refers to any domesticated quadruped of generally
bovine nature.
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CHAPTER II

DEDICATIONS IN CLAY

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXTS

This chapter presents the terracotta figurines from sanctuaries throughout the

Peloponnesos and Aegean islands by compiling information from various sources. The

sanctuaries are organized by region; the East Greek sites are presented from east to west, while

the Peloponnesian sites are presented from the deep Peloponnesos to the Corinthia. Interpretation

and discussion of this material as a whole are presented in Chapters III and IV. Each entry begins

with a general description of the layout and location of the sanctuary followed by a discussion of

the types and quantities of figurines published from each site. Appendix II is a reference guide to

the various regional and site-specific chronologies and Appendix III is a reference table of all the

sanctuaries discussed in this chapter. Finally, Appendix IV contains reference charts for each site,

listing the quantities of the types published.

EAST GREECE & THE AEGEAN ISLANDS

East Greece and many of the Aegean islands had links with several areas of Greece,

including Ionia, Attica, and the Argolid. A close connection with Cyprus was maintained

throughout the EIA, beginning in the tenth century as attested by bird vases, pilgrim flasks, and
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openwork kalathoi.1 The Cypriot connection continued throughout the ninth and eighth centuries

as evidenced by the bell-doll figurines found in Rhodian graves, imported Cypriot pottery, and

Cypriot figurines dedicated at various sanctuaries. Rhodes and Samos in particular were visited

by Levantine and Cypriot ships, and many eastern imports were dedicated and displayed at these

sanctuaries.

RHODES

The island of Rhodes participated in the eastern Mediterranean trade network, with

connections to the east established before the Archaic period. A diverse population settled on the

island, which combined with trade traffic encouraged the creation of cosmopolitan communities

in the port towns. Three major sites, Lindos, Kamiros, and Ialysos, divide the island into three

major regions: north, central, and south. Athena seems to have been the patron goddess of the

whole island, since all major sanctuaries are dedicated to her.

In the Late Mycenaean period, the extensive tomb evidence from Ialysos and other west

coast cemeteries confirms that Mycenaeans, or at least people heavily influenced by Mycenaean

material culture, inhabited the island. The funerary evidence from Ialysos further suggests that

significant depopulation and perhaps destructions or evacuation of Mycenaean sites on the

northwest coast occurred at the end of the Late Bronze Age, while habitation continued in the

southeastern areas.2 Although there is disagreement about whether Mycenaeans settled on Rhodes

in the LH IIIC period, it does appear that some settlements on the island at this time were using

Mycenaean pottery, Late Psi figurines, and wheelmade animal statuettes.3 It is at this time that

Mycenaeans also likely settled on Cyprus and Cilicia; therefore, a Mycenaean presence on

Rhodes, which is en route to the east, is not surprising. The Argive influence on the earliest LH

IIIC pottery from Ialysos might indicate a Peloponnesian home for these newcomers, who seem
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to have settled primarily on the south coast.4 A gap in the material record from the early eleventh

century to the late tenth century precludes discussion of continuity of Mycenaean culture.5

Rhodes enjoyed close relations with Cyprus early in its history. Not only do LBA burials

contain Cypriot objects, such as bronze mirrors and stone mortars, but also the only significant

EIA imports on the island were Cypriot.6 The sanctuary of Athena at Lindos received imported

figurines, while the figurines from the graves at Ialysos provide important chronological controls

as well as evidence for funerary traditions involving figurines that differ from the votive

traditions.

Figurines were used in Rhodes in funerary as well as votive contexts. The figurines from

graves include handmade female bell dolls, horses, and birds. A strong Mycenaean terracotta

tradition existed on the island, as shown by numerous handmade horses, bulls, and female

figurines, as well as wheelmade animal statuettes found in Mycenaean graves.7

The pottery sequence from East Greece is not as well known as those of other regions of

Greece, but recent excavations of cemeteries in continuous use throughout the Geometric period

have remedied this situation to some degree. In dating the East Greek figurines from Rhodes, I

follow the chronology outlined by Robert Cook, Nicolas Coldstream, and Anthony Snodgrass

(Appendix II).8

Lindos:  The Sanctuary of Athena Lindia

In the EIA, Lindos became a commercial and maritime center with connections to Crete,

Attica, Ionia, Cyprus, and Phoenicia, as well as contacts with West Greece and Egypt. The

acropolis and the sites around it were excavated by the Danish under the direction of Carl

Blinkenberg and Karl Kinch from 1902-1914 and in 1952 by Ejnar Dyggve. Blinkenberg dated

the early figurines generally to before the sixth century, dividing them into locally and Cypriot
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produced groups.9 At the time of the 1931 publication, more refined dating was not possible;

today, however, the abundance of figurines from Samos, Cyprus, and other areas of East Greece

enables a more precise dating of these figurines.10

The sanctuary of Athena Lindia, located on the acropolis, has produced no defined strata

earlier than the sixth century, but a significant amount of LG pottery and figurines attests to an

eighth-century cult. The presence of Attic-style PG pottery at the site together with a few

examples of PG wheelmade figures provides possible evidence for a tenth- or ninth-century

cult.11 The excavators believed that there was evidence for a pre-hellenic deity, Lindia,

worshipped on the site of the later Athena Temple.12 The lack of prehistoric ritual remains and the

fact that the epithet “Lindia” begins no earlier than the fourth century, however, make this

hypothesis untenable. It is reasonable to conclude that a cult with Mycenaean remnants existed in

the tenth century and perhaps succeeded by a brief gap before the cult was revived in the eighth

century when pottery, jewelry, and figurine dedications begin in quantity. This is corroborated by

the bronze fibulae sequence, which does not begin until c. 800.13 The figurines, many of which

exhibit earlier traits, cannot be securely dated within the Geometric period.

Many figurines imported from Cyprus were dedicated at this sanctuary in the Late

Geometric and Early Archaic periods. Lone Wriedt Sørensen’s analysis of the Cypriot figurine

imports at this sanctuary updates Blinkenberg’s original study. Based on a more thorough

understanding of Cypriot figurine due to their excavation and publication, Sørensen identifies

more specifically the close parallels for the ring dancer group, horse rider figurines, and female

figures, with figurines excavated at the Cypriot kingdom of Salamis and to a lesser extent other

eastern Cypriot sanctuaries.14 Sørensen asserts that the Cypriot figurines dedicated at Lindos are

not directly related to the worship of Athena, but reflect types popular at Cypriot cults. I do not

find this suggestion compelling, since the Cypriot figurine types were imitated locally at Lindos
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and are consistent with terracotta types found at other East Greek sanctuaries. The sanctuary at

Lindos received Cypriot limestone statuary and pottery. The close contact between these two

islands continues until the mid-sixth century.15 The quantity of Cypriot votive types at this

sanctuary suggests that the dedicators considered them an appropriate dedication, perhaps

perceiving an affinity between the Greek and Cypriot goddesses.

At Lindos, the earliest cult seems to have dictated dedications of bronze fibulae, but by

the LG and EA terracotta figurines and statuettes, influenced by Cypriot imports, became more

numerous along with faience votives.

Type IA  Females with outstretched arms
EG 2
MG 3
LG 5

This type is the earliest represented at the sanctuary, beginning in the EG period. Figurine

R3 (Fig. 3) is a Cypriot import with the closest parallels from Kition, Amathus, and Salamis and a

Cypriot imported figurine from Samos (S3, Fig. 6). Based on these comparisons, the figurine can

be dated to EG. These figurines are handmade, with tall cylindrical skirts, slightly flared at the

base, arms that curve upwards at the shoulder, and applied disc-shaped breasts. There are also two

locally made wheelmade females with arms uplifted (R1-2, Figs. 1-2). Based on similar figurines

from Samos (S1-2, Fig. 5), they should be dated to at least as early as the MG period. R1 holds

both arms up in a gesture identical to S1. The style of rendering is also similar to the Samian

examples: the lower bodies are wheelmade while the upper torsos are handmade with applied

pellet breasts. Unfortunately, neither head is preserved. R2 has a slightly different posture: the

lower left arm is held against the upper arm as if touching the head.
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This type continues into the LG period. R4 (Fig. 4) is similar to the earlier examples, but

the body is more naturalistically modeled, with painted circles around the plastic breasts and an

elaborate painted necklace. Handmade figurines now predominate. These are more summarily

executed and often have crudely shaped bodies with stump arms that protrude horizontally from

the shoulders (R5-6). The heads are rectangular, with protruding faces with a slit mouth, applied

pellet eyes and added eyebrows. They often have elaborately painted hair, dresses, and necklaces.

A slightly later figurine (R7) depicts a standing robed woman, with short outstretched

arms and modeled dress. The figure is beginning to look more plank-like, dating it to the end of

the LG or SG/EA period. This figurine is similar to ones found in graves at Vroulia.16

Type IB Females with arms at sides
LG 3

At Lindos, this type begins in the LG period. There are two wheelmade figures depicting

draped females with arms held close by the sides (R8-9, Fig. 14) The bodies are cylindrical with a

curving base and wear elaborately painted dresses decorated in the Rhodian LG-SG vase painting

tradition.17 R8 has a dress with zigzag belt, hatched half-sleeves, and a checkered panel that runs

between the breasts to the belt and a checkered rectangular panel on the back. The breasts are

outlined in paint, with painted centers, and the collar of the garment is painted at the neck. There

are also bands on the lower arms, which could indicate bracelets or the edge of the sleeves. The

decoration confirms that these are local products dating to c. 700. Most likely this technique was

introduced to the island from Cyprus based on close connections and imports between Rhodes

and Cyprus.

R10 is a handmade figurine of a different style. This figurine is broken below the breasts

and is missing the right shoulder and arm as well as most of the left arm. Enough is preserved of
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the left arm to indicate that the arms were positioned at the sides. The breasts and eyes are added

pellets. The face is crudely formed: it is narrow and pinched to form a nose and jutting chin. The

figure wears a flat polos headdress. This female is similar to the Samian figurine S8; both are

related to Mycenaean stylized figurines in their stylized rendering and polos headdresses.18

Stylistic differences, such as the painted decoration and overall conception of the human form,

place these figurines firmly in the LG period.

Type II Ring Dancers/Musicians
MG 1 (Cypriot import)
LG 5

The earliest example of this type on Rhodes is a Cypriot group of three figures holding

hands in a circle with heads thrown back (R11, Fig. 19). The three outer figures are identified as

female by their tiara headdresses. These female dancers surround a male figure with conical cap

holding both hands to his mouth to play a double flute. Two of the three dancers are well

preserved and the hands of the third survive attached to the other dancers’ arms. The bodies are

simply modeled with handmade, cylindrical skirts that flare at the bottom and were attached to a

base. The faces are triangular and pinched. Painted stripes are preserved on the arms. This eighth-

century import was copied locally in the LG. R12 (Fig. 20) is local handmade musician wearing a

tiara with both hands held to the mouth to play a flute.

Type III Enthroned Females
LG/SG 2

There is one well-preserved Geometric enthroned female figure from Lindos (R13, Fig.

23). The simplicity of the preserved figurine makes dating difficult, but it likely dates to the

LG/EA. The handmade figure wears a long dress and sits on a Pi-shaped bench with both arms
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held by the sides. The breasts are softly modeled and the head no longer survives. Another

fragment of a similar figure is mentioned by Blinkenberg, but not illustrated.

Type V Kourotrophos
LG/SG 1

The one example of this type in the Geometric period, c. 700, in terracotta is from

Rhodes (R14, Fig. 28). The small standing female with modeled breasts holds the right arm out in

front of the body while the left arm cradles a crude baby figure. The woman’s face is round with

modeled chin and nose, slit mouth, and small eyes. She wears a headdress with crosshatched lines

on the back of the head, perhaps representing a veil.

Type VI Standing Clothed Males
LG 1  (1 Cypriot import)
SG 7  (7 Cypriot import)

A series of Cypriot-made standing males wearing long robes was dedicated at this

sanctuary at the end of the eighth century and beginning of the seventh.19 They are remarkably

similar to male figurines dedicated at Samos, which were also imported from Cyprus and likely

represent the same subject. Their non-military character and long robes remove these males from

the more usual Greek warrior type. These figures are more likely depictions of priests or male

votaries, a common type on Cyprus. The type is not imitated locally on the island.

Type VII Standing Warriors
LG 2 (2 Cypriot imports)
SG 1

An imported figure of a warrior is a unique dedication at this sanctuary (R15, Fig. 34).

The preserved upper half of a male figurine holds the preserved arm forward and has a circular

piercing through the chest. His face is upturned with a large nose and jutting beard and has
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protrusions on each side of the head identified as earcaps. The only other site where this unusual

figurine type has been found is Salamis on Cyprus, where the type was likely invented. A similar

warrior with pierced chest was discovered in an Archaic deposit (c. late eighth/early seventh

century) outside the ramparts of Salamis (Fig. 35), identified as the remains of votive offerings at

a local sanctuary. At Salamis these unusual figurines, which take the form of warriors, animals,

and masked men, have pierced chests and wheels and are interpreted as wheeled toys. The hole

through the chest for insertion of a stick to “drive” these mobile “toy soldiers.”20 These figurines

are generally interpreted as toys, which became votive in secondary use; and seem to be a

Salaminian specialty.21

Another warrior, R16 (Fig. 36), was also imported from Cyprus. This male figure has a

hollow, bell-shaped base and a conical torso painted with an “X.” The right arm brandishes a

spear. His face is simply modeled with indented eyes and he wears a conical cap. The posture of

this figurine is similar to warriors riding in quadrigas from Cyprus, such as seventh century

examples from Ayia Irini.22 The technique of making bell-shaped hollow bases for handmade

figurines is another specialty of the Salaminian coroplastic workshops and several similar figures

were found in the Archaic deposit outside the ramparts.23

Type IX Horse Riders
LG 5  (2 Cypriot imports)
SG 2  (2 Cypriot imports)

The torso of one local handmade figurine (R17, Fig. 48) wears a long garment that flares

at the hips, where it is broken. The arms are held upwards in front. The dress is intricate with

rows of chevrons on the front with two starbursts over the breasts and a bird with two starbursts

on either side in an upper register. The lower register that decorates the back is painted with
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triangles. The edges and seams of the garment are delineated in brown paint. The painted designs

are similar to Rhodian LG vases dating to the late eighth century-early seventh century.24

Blinkenberg originally identified this figure as a female holding the arms forward, but it

has subsequently been convincingly identified as a horse rider based on the position of the arms

and the break at the front where the figure was originally attached to a horse.25

Other horse riders are Cypriot imports (R18, Fig. 49), dated to the late eighth-early

seventh century. The figures are roughly modeled, with legs and arms smoothed into the body of

the horse. The riders hold the neck of the horse, often with their faces upturned. The horses are

simple. Both rider and horse are decorated with stripes. Again, the closest parallels come from

Salamis, where this type continues from the CG-CA periods.26

Type XI Anthropomorphic Fragments
Female Heads, LG  6  (2 Cypriot imports)
Male Heads, LG  4   (3 Cypriot imports)
Heads, LG  2   (2 Cypriot imports)

There are several heads from the sanctuary that cannot be joined to existing body

fragments. Many of these LG handmade heads can be identified as female based on their

similarities with preserved figures. R19 (Fig. 64) is similar to R6, but has flaring appendages on

the side of the head, with holes for earrings. These appendages, which likely represent the side of

an elaborate headdress, are found on another unusual head from Samos (S93, Fig. 73) with early

Cypriot parallels. R20 is unique at the site; this handmade head has applied circular eyes, a

smooth, rounded chin, small slit mouth, and large ears. Plastically added hair extends down a

long neck, identifying this figure as likely female. The last two heads (R21) are similar to R6,

which suggests they are also from female figures. They have long faces with jutting noses and
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chins. The slit mouth has modeled lips. The circular eyes are added as well as the strip eyebrows,

a typical feature of Rhodian faces.

One head can be identified as male by the painted beard and moustache, R22 (Fig. 65).

This head is from a handmade male figurine. The moustache and beard are painted solid black,

while the hair is rendered in painted wavy lines. The eyes are circles with dots, and the eyebrows

are painted arches.

R23 (Fig. 66) is another Cypriot import. This head is from a male figure with a jutting

chin, large nose, and protruding ears. The most distinguishing feature is his large, conical hat.

Type XII Cattle
PG 1 (?)
LG 7
SG 1

A few fragments from wheelmade bovine statuettes represent the earliest figures from the

sanctuary. Nota Kourou dates these to the PG based on the general affinity with Minoan post-

palatial bulls (R25).27 Other wheelmade animals appear later, likely LG, and are perhaps a revival

of an older style. These cattle figures have protruding circular eyes, linear decoration, and

stylized treatment of the head.

There is also a series of handmade cattle of uncertain date (R24, Fig. 77). I have

conservatively dated these figurines to the LG period, but it is possible that they are earlier.28 The

LG bulls have long heads with modeled muzzles, slit mouths, pierced nostrils, and large applied

circular eyes. The horns curve upwards and they have small, modeled ears.
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Type XIV Horses
LG 4

Lindos received several handmade and wheelmade horse dedications in the LG (R26-27,

Figs. 105-06). The horses are ornate with painted manes and bridles. R26 is painted with

Geometric motifs and is simply modeled, while R27 is more intricately painted with meanders,

parallel lines, and rosettes and plastically added details. The decoration of these horses is local

LG.

Type XVII Birds
LG 3  (3 Cypriot imports)

A series of handmade birds on small cylindrical bases with polychrome Geometric

decoration begins at Lindos in the LG period and continues throughout the Archaic. The birds are

Cypriot imports (R28-29, Figs. 130-31); they are small, handmade, and some have one wing raised

and the other held against their sides. The closest parallels are birds that adorned cultic vessels

from Salamis on Cyprus (Fig. 134).29

Type XVIII Dogs
LG/SG 4  (4 Cypriot imports)

A series of dog figurines were dedicated to the Lindian goddess c. 700 and into the first

quarter of the seventh century (R30, Fig. 136). These handmade canine figurines are simple with

long, pointed muzzles, large rounded ears, and tails that jut out horizontally. They are painted in a

LG/SG style with striped designs. All are Cypriot imports with close parallels from Salamis

dating from CGIII-CA.30
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CHIOS
Emporio: the Harbour Sanctuary

Chios was home to a flourishing LH IIIC Mycenaean culture, which was succeeded by a

gap in settlement evidence until the LG period.31 Emporio served as the main port town of the

island and was the location of a major sanctuary, referred to as the Harbour Sanctuary since its

deity is unknown. An early seventh-century incomplete graffito on a vase perhaps names Hera,

but a later seventh-century graffito on a vase names Artemis while a sixth-century graffito names

Apollo.32

The sanctuary was laid out on a series of terraces in the lower town. Both sanctuary and

town were excavated under the direction of Sinclair Hood between 1952-1955 and thoroughly

published by the British School. Although they were not completely excavated, a basic plan and

chronology were established.33 The Archaic votives of this sanctuary (bronze belts, fibulae,

jewelry, tweezers, pins, needles, and beads) are types of offerings typical of goddess

sanctuaries.34 The early votives from the Harbour Sanctuary, many of which were imported, attest

the cosmopolitan character of this city with a port shrine frequented by travelers, merchants, and

sailors. The votives parallel those found at the Samian Heraion, although they are not as rich or

abundant.

The stratigraphy of the figurines from the deposits does not aid in refining the EIA

figurine chronology. Most were discovered in later levels (Period IV), but are stylistically much

earlier (Appendix II).35 Some figurines, however, were found in earlier levels. Period I (900-690)

has yielded 25 figurines, stylistically early, while Period II deposits contained fragments from

earlier hollow animal statuettes. For this study, Period I supplies a terminus ante quem of c. 690;

all other figurines must be dated stylistically. Many are difficult to date. Some wheelmade
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fragments have SM painted decoration (scale patterns, wavy lines), yet are clearly manufactured

in a Geometric style. Since the sanctuary lacks a continuous series of terracottas, or other

evidence for continuous use since the SM period, the excavator interprets these as LG revivals of

a much older type. Nota Kourou, however, dates a fragmentary horse and parts of bovid

wheelmade figures to LH IIIC or SM, interpreting these terracottas as evidence for a prolonged

LBA cult (C10-11, Figs. 107-08).36

Type IA Females with outstretched arms
LG 1

C1 (Fig. 12) is a wheelmade arm from a wheelmade female figure with upraised arms,

similar to examples found at Samos and Rhodes. It was found in a disturbed deposit next to a

wheelmade horse (C10, Fig. 107) and is dated by the excavators to the last half of the eighth

century based on manufacturing techniques similar to Samian figures.37 It is decorated, however,

in a SM style with a scale pattern forming a decorative pattern on the back or front of the dress

and wavy lines decorate the sleeves.38 I have dated the figurine based on parallels from Samos

and Rhodes to the LG in accordance with Boardman’s dating, but this figurine may be earlier.39

Type IC Females, arm position unclear
LG 1

Two handmade boots provide evidence for this type at Emporio (C2, Fig. 18). The boots

are from bell-shaped female figures with detachable legs.40 The boots are elaborately decorated in

black paint over a white slip, with lacing from the toes to the ankle. Because the shoes are

elaborately painted, Boardman suggests that a skirt did not hide them, and therefore are from a

male figure. Although this is a possibility, I have not found any examples of wheelmade male

figures with such boots. Moreover, elaborate boots seem to be associated with women, as
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evidenced by the terracotta boot figurines placed in the graves of women at Naxos, Eleusis, and

Athens.41

Type XI Anthropomorphic Fragments
Heads, LG 1

Only one head has been found at the sanctuary (C3, Fig. 135). The solid head is from a

wheelmade figure, with thrown back head wearing a cap. The head is paralleled by similar female

heads from Samos,42 and I have dated this head to the LG. The sex of the figure is uncertain.

Type XII Cattle
SM 1
LG 16

There is one fragment from a Mycenaean wheelmade statuette that indicates earlier cult

activity in the area: C10 (Fig. 107). C10 is a rump fragment from a cattle statuette with a barrel-

shaped body. It was manufactured and decorated in a SM style with two wavy lines vertically

flanking a narrow, plastic tail. Two small holes are located on either side of the added tail. The

style as well as its findspot in the lowest deposits (Period 1) of the sanctuary indicate its use in the

earliest cult.43

Eight fragments from LG wheelmade cattle figures were found at the Harbour Sanctuary

(C4-C7, Fig. 78). These consist of fragments of hollow and solid heads, legs, and feet from hollow

wheelmade cattle. These form a coherent group and are similar to wheelmade cattle from the

Samian Heraion. There are also a series of eight simply modeled handmade cattle figurines (C8-

C9). The heads have forward-facing horns and long noses that curve upward.
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Type XIV Horses
SM 2
LG 2

C11 (Fig. 108) provides evidence for the continuity of Mycenaean traditions on Chios.

This horse is wheelmade with a handmade head and is fashioned in a Geometric technique with

slim body with thick walls. The composition with a high, tilted head and a trumpet-shaped

muzzle, however, is similar to Late Mycenaean animal statuettes. The decoration is also SM:

there are wavy lines on the flanks and a triangle pattern on the chest.44 Despite the Mycenaean

and SM traits of this horse, Boardman points out one further detail that suggests an eighth-century

date for this figurine: there are remains of a flat, circular disc beneath the rear legs which indicate

that this horse was part of a team decorating a ceramic lid. This is an Attic concept, yet its

Mycenaean style as well as the shape of the lid place this piece firmly within a local tradition.

Kourou, followed by Guggisberg, disagrees with Boardman’s analysis, asserting that this horse

dates to the LH IIIC or SM style.45 There are a few small fragments from other wheelmade

horses, also with SM decoration. The other horses are handmade of typical LG style and form.

Emporio: the Sanctuary of Athena

The Sanctuary of Athena is located on the acropolis of the upper town of Emporio and

was excavated by the same British team that explored the Harbour Sanctuary. Unlike the Harbour

Sanctuary, most of the votives deposited at the Athena sanctuary were produced locally,

indicating that this shrine served primarily the local population.46 The earliest votives, dated to

the eighth century, consist mainly of pottery and figurines with Geometric decoration. The

earliest evidence for the venerated deity is a fragmentary sixth-century votive plate, pierced for

suspension, depicting an armed Athena and a fragment from a sixth-century Chian cup also

inscribed with the name Athena.47 Based on the continuous use of the sanctuary, one can assume
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that the sanctuary was dedicated to Athena from the beginning of cult. The Archaic votives at the

site included traditionally feminine objects, such as spindle whorls and fibulae, as well as arrows,

a spear, and terracotta shields, typical of Athena as a protector goddess.48

No architecture is associated with the earliest cult deposits. Altar A was constructed at

the end of the seventh century, but its fill contained earlier material. Boardman believes that the

early sanctuary was focused on an open-air altar that received unburnt offerings, since there is no

evidence for burning on the altar itself or the objects found concentrated around it.49

Uncontaminated votive deposits found in a white stratum around Altar A (beneath the later

temple floor) and between two boulders forming the terrace east of the temple provide important

stratigraphical evidence for the early votives.

Type IB Females with arms at sides
LG 2

The Athena sanctuary has produced several LG female figures; only two are preserved

enough to reconstruct arm positions. C12 is a wheelmade female with arms held at the sides. The

breasts are modeled and the figure wears a long, slightly flaring garment. There are two

ventilation holes in the back.

Type IC Females with unknown arm position
LG 2

Two other female figurines, handmade with long skirts, do not preserve the upper half of

the body (C13). These figures are rectangular in shape, plank-like, and date to c. 700 or just after.
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Type XI Anthropomorphic Fragments
Heads, LG 2

There are two examples of stylized bird-shaped heads and domed skulls with modeled

eyes, eyebrows, and nose from this shrine. C14 is a handmade head, likely from a wheelmade

figure, while C15 is a hollow head from a hollow figure. The sex of these figures is uncertain.

Type XV Wheeled Equines/Equines Carrying Jars
PG 1

C16 (Fig. 126) is a fragment from a wheelmade mule or donkey carrying jars pannier-

style, decorated with red lines. Only one vase and a small piece of the animal’s back survive. This

might have been the secondary opening of an animal rhyton or perhaps a statuette mimicking the

shape of such rhyta. Boardman believes that this might be the earliest figure from the sanctuary,

suggesting a PG date based on the comparanda such as the mule carrying jugs from a Late

Mycenaean grave at Ialysos.50

Samos: the Sanctuary of Hera

The Sanctuary of Hera is located approximately 8km from the habitation site of Samos

town on the southeast shore of Samos in the bountiful Khora plain. In the Geometric period the

site was not yet formally connected to the settlement but was reached by shore.51 Ongoing

excavations since the early twentieth century by the German Archaeological Institute have

unearthed abundant finds with well-recorded stratigraphic contexts that indicate that this

sanctuary was wealthy and cosmopolitan, as expected by its geographical location.52 By the

beginning of the Archaic period the sanctuary was one of the wealthiest in Greece, with

dedications coming from the Near East, Egypt, and Anatolia, and extensive monumental

architecture, including a stone temple, altar, and stoa. Samos appears to have been an early
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pilgrimage center, attracting the pious, both elite and common, from all over the eastern

Mediterranean and competing with or surpassing other panhellenic sanctuaries. In the earliest

phase the sanctuary was an open-air shrine centered on a series of altars and perhaps a sacred tree.

Early imports from Athens, Lakonia, and Cyprus testify to foreign visitors to the shrine before its

Archaic heyday.

The German excavators have published the results of their excavations, providing

stratigraphic evidence to support early dates for the institution of cult and beginnings of

monumental stone architecture. Eager to establish cultic continuity, the excavators heralded

meager Mycenaean evidence to posit a Bronze Age goddess cult that continued into the

Geometric and Archaic periods. In his early publication of the terracotta figurines, Dieter Ohly

dated many of the wheelmade animal statuettes to the earliest phases of SM-PG to support the

theory of continuous cult.53

In the past twenty years the stratigraphy and many of the conclusions based upon it have

been challenged. Many of the deposits were sealed beneath early architecture, mainly the altars

and early temple structures, which provided the termini ante quem for the deposits (Appendix II).

Although Helmut Kyrieleis dates the original altar to the Late Mycenaean period, this early dating

has not received general acceptance.54 Alfred Mallwitz has significantly revised our

understanding of the early architectural history at this sanctuary and his conclusions have

received general approval. Mallwitz has down-dated the architecture, which necessitates a down-

dating of the associated deposits.55 The result is that none of the architecture or deposits can be

securely dated earlier than the ninth century. This study follows the lowered chronology of the

Samian sanctuary as suggested by Mallwitz.

As at other early sanctuaries the lack of early architecture does not preclude earlier cult.

There are significant, if few, earlier remains. Several LH IIIB-C conical cups were found and
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although they alone are not enough to conclude cultic activity, their placement directly beneath

the earliest altar and their open shape (popular at other transitional shrines) is significant.56 A

small amount of SM pottery was found throughout the site as well. The new publication of the

figurines by Veronika Jarosch dates select figurines to the LH IIIC-PG periods. The discovery of

PG sherds and figurines establishes the cult relatively securely to at least the tenth century, if not

earlier. The conical cups and SM sherds are not exclusively cultic in nature and so it is wise to

leave open the question of Mycenaean cult.

Despite these chronological upheavals, new studies of the material from the sanctuary

generally confirm the original early history presented by Ohly, Walter, and Vierneisel.57 Ohly’s

publication of the terracotta figurines still forms the basis of recent studies of the Samian material

by Guggisberg and Jarosch, both of whom use new dating information to refine his chronology.58

The Samian terracotta figurines, now housed in the Samos Archaeological Museum in

Vathy, form one of the most important assemblages from early Greece because of their early date,

quantity, and quality. The majority of the early figures were found beneath and around Altars II

and III, beneath Hekatompedon I, and under various streets and subsidiary buildings. These

deposits provide only a terminus ante quem, which does little to elucidate the earliest cultic

sequence.

The terracotta figurines from the early excavations were published by Ohly in two

substantial articles, with newly found figurines published by Vierneisel in 1961.59 Gerhard

Schmidt later published the Cypriot imports, including the figurines, in a separate monograph.60

Although these studies were thorough for their time, new excavations have unearthed more

figurines and revised information on the stratigraphy. Jarosch’s final volume on the figurines

updates and replaces these earlier publications except Schmidt’s, publishing all locally produced

figurines excavated as well as providing a revised chronology.61 Jarosch shies away from the
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issue of cultic continuity with regard to the wheelmade animal statuettes and conservatively dates

many figurines later than previous studies. Guggisberg also studied a selection of the wheelmade

animal statuettes, providing general “Geometric” dates for most.62 This study generally relies on a

broader interpretation of Jarosch’s chronology, with any exceptions noted (Appendix II).

Type IA Females with outstretched arms
PG 5
EG 2  (2 Cypriot imports)
MG 1
LG 44
SG 6
EIA 1

Female figurines with outstretched arms have a long history on Samos beginning in the

PG. This type is remarkably uniform and is best interpreted as representing the same figure.

Three hands from such figures were found, one beneath Altar II in Fundgruppe A (S2), which

securely dates this type to the ninth century or earlier. The torso and one upraised arm

reconstructed from five fragments (S1, Fig. 5) were found in the fill of Altar V (Fundgruppe G)

and are the most complete of this early type.63 These figures are large, hollow, and wheelmade

with the distinctive pose of both arms raised above the head. The reconstructed height for S1 is

more than 0.600m high.64 The figures do not have bent elbows, but the arms rise in a smooth arch

above the head. The torsos are triangular and stylized in form with short arms and large hands.

The plastically added pellet breasts indicate the sex. Kourou suggests that the stylized nature of

the bodies and narrow waists indicate Minoan or Cypriot influence. Following Kourou’s analysis,

I date this figure early, perhaps to the PG.65

Two interesting figurines of this type were imported from Cyprus (S3, S13, Figs. 6, 16).

They have been placed in the EG period on the chart, but their date is not secure. These figurines

are handmade with long, narrow cylindrical bodies, applied pellet breasts, and upraised arms. In
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Cyprus, similar figurines with upraised arms were found in eleventh-century levels at the Enkomi

sanctuary. The type, however, seems to have enjoyed long use because similar figurines are found

in CGII-III contexts.66 Schmidt dated these Samian figurines to the end of the eighth century, but

I date the figurines contemporary to or slightly later than their CGII-III Cypriot counterparts. The

examples from Samos are neither as squat as the later Cypriot examples nor as tall as CGI

figurines; an EG date for the Samian examples fits between these two styles.

S17 (Fig. 11) is another early example of this type. This local product is crude with a

pinched face and arms that are reduced to protruding stumps. There are no sexual features, but the

figure wears a dress with incised belt. I date this figurine, which is roughly similar to S18 (Fig.

15) to the MG.

Females with outstretched arms abound in the LG period. The LG examples hold their

arms straight out to the side (S4, S7, S9, Figs. 7-9) or bent at the elbows like earlier examples (S5-

6). The LG examples have hollow, wheelmade bodies that flare out at the bottom (often painted

to resemble a ruffled edge) to support a standing figure. Their preserved height ranges from

0.120-0.140m without the heads. Others (S4, Fig. 7) are smaller, solid and handmade, with

reconstructed heights of approximately 0.050m. They frequently have preserved paint to indicate

elaborate robes and many have plastically added breasts. Examples with preserved heads show a

range in facial styles. Some have modeled eyebrows, large noses, and protruding chins (S7, Fig.

8), while others have upturned faces, painted eyes, large noses, rounded chins, and wear the

veiled headdress found on many of the independent heads (S10-11, Fig. 10). A few have added

pellet eyes and pointed, outstretched chins (S7, Fig. 8).  Some have painted necklaces as well

(S10-11, Fig. 10). Even the more crudely designed examples indicate an elaborately dressed

female, wearing a headdress and extending her arms (S12).
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The female with upraised arm type continues well into the Archaic period and some

EA/SG examples are included to demonstrate the continuity of the type. The SG examples (S14)

are wheelmade and more crudely fashioned than earlier examples. Plastic belts that cinch the

waistline and torsos with subtly modeled breasts characterize the EA figurines (S15-16).

Type IB Females with arms at sides
EG 1
LG 173
SG 34
EIA 1

The earliest figurine in this group dates to the transition to EG (S18, Fig. 15). This

handmade figurine is dated generally to the Geometric by Jarosch, but the overall crude quality of

the modeling and its similarities to the early male figurines from Olympia as well as to

Mycenaean antecedents indicate an earlier date. The Olympic figurines are dated to the PG, but

since this style does not entirely match the earliest heads from Olympia, I would date these to the

transition to EG at Samos. This figure has a pinched face with large nose, circular incised eyes,

and slit mouth with a solid neck that is not differentiated from the body. The back of the head is

smooth and there is some indication of long hair, which is the only feature that tentatively

identifies this figure as female. The body is crude with no indication of breasts. The arms and legs

are now missing, but the arms seem to have hung loosely at the sides. There is an overall red

glaze with no added decoration.

With the exception of S18, the tradition of female figurines with arms held at the sides

does not begin in earnest until LG. Five larger wheelmade female figures (S19-22, Fig. 17), which

are approximately 0.150-0.250m in reconstructed height, and 92 small, handmade figurines (S23-

32), which range 0.780-0.150m in reconstructed height, date to LG; they share certain similarities

with the females with upraised arm type. Some are wheelmade figures with hollow, bell-shaped
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skirts (S21-22, Fig. 17) with wide neck and heads; the arms are reduced to small, added

appendages. Others, slightly later in date, have solid upper torsos that are plank-like with

modeled breasts. The arms are kept close by the sides (S20) and they wear flared skirts. The faces

are upturned with large noses and modeled eyes. The figures wear the veiled headdresses found

on many of the unsexed heads and on Type 1A figurines. Many of these females are elaborately

decorated with striped dresses, some with crinkled hems, necklaces, and headdresses.

The solid, handmade figurines exhibit the same characteristics, but are often more

schematized: they hold their arms straight by the side, wear striped dresses and elaborate

necklaces, and have plastically modeled breasts. Some have pinched faces, commonly referred to

as “bird-faces,” with exaggerated noses, chins, and long hair (S24-25). Other handmade females

wear a defined flat headdress, a polos (S28). A third type has a plank-like form, and is highly

schematized (S27-29). One figurine has slightly bent arms, almost approaching the Mycenaean

phi figurines (S30). Some wear a modeled plastic belt (S31). Despite stylistic differences, all

examples of this type clearly represent a female with elaborate robes often wearing a necklace

and polos. This type continues into the EA, becoming more cylindrical (S32).

Type IC Females, arm position unclear
LG 9
SG 3
EIA 1

Several fragments dating to the LG and SG phases from female figurines do not preserve

the position of the arms. These fragments are from wheelmade robed females with dresses

elaborately painted with stripes (S33) or hatched lozenge designs (S34), sometimes with feet

sticking out from beneath the hem. Many have plastically modeled breasts and belts.
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Type II Ring Dancers/Musicians
PG-EG 15  (4 Cypriot imports)

This type of figurine first appears at the Samian Heraion possibly as early as the PG. The

type consists of three or more dancing females surrounding a central figure, usually a male

musician, standing on a crude base. The earliest figurines (S36-37, Fig. 21) are handmade with flat

backs, rounded heads (perhaps representing a tiara) with slightly modeled noses and chins. The

arms are extended to hold hands. These simple figures might have been embellished with painted

details.  Jarosch dates them to the general Geometric period, while Schmidt dated almost identical

female figurines imported from Cyprus to the end of the eighth century (S38-40). These Samian

figurines, both locally made and imported, are remarkably similar to figurines with upraised arms

and disc-shaped heads found in securely dated contexts at Enkomi, Ayios Iakovos, and Lapithos

on Cyprus. The excavators date the Enkomi stratigraphic level that produced similar figurines to

the eleventh-tenth century (CGIA) and this has received general acceptance.67 I date the ring

dancers of this type, both local and Cypriot, to the tenth-ninth centuries based on evidence from

Cyprus.

Type III Enthroned Females
LG 2
SG 2

There are several LG-EA figurines that depict seated figures, two of which can be

identified as females by their dress. S41 (Fig. 24) preserves the lower torso of a seated female

wearing a long, striped dress, while S42 preserves that torso and upper legs of a seated female

also wearing an elaborately painted, belted dress. The throne or chair upon which these females

sit is not preserved. There are two fragments of thrones, dating to the LG period, both of which

have slight traces of attached figures. The thrones have four legs and relatively simple seats and
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backs. It is assumed that the seated figures were female based on the later popularity of enthroned

females and paucity of enthroned males.

Lastly, one unusual figure (S43) depicts a female head wearing a tall, tapering headdress

rising from a highly reduced, carinated body. This figure dates to the EA, c. 690. The abstracted

style suggests that this represents a seated female.68

Type IV Pudica Figures & Nude Women
LG 2
SG 2

A few female figurines from the Heraion are unified by their postures that draw attention

to their sex. The earliest of these figurines is a LG handmade female (S44, Fig. 25) who places the

left hand with incised fingers over her genitalia, while her missing right arm probably rested

along her side. The legs are separated to draw further attention to her sex. The head is missing

and the breasts are not modeled. No trace of paint indicating clothing remains but there is a

plastic belt. This posture has a long-standing tradition in the Near East. It was introduced in

Greece at the end of the eighth century and became popular in sanctuaries dedicated to female

divinities. The five other examples from the early seventh century are larger figures made on the

wheel. Some (S45-46) hold one or both hands to the breasts, or just under, and wear flat caps,

while another holds one hand over the genital area (S47).

Type VI Standing Clothed Males
LG 19  (8 Cypriot imports)
SG 14

Dedications of male figurines are rare and late at Samos. This type begins in the LG and

remains a minority among the figurine types. The figurines in this category are almost all

handmade and solid, ranging from approximately 0.090-0.140m in reconstructed height. Two are



II: Dedications in Clay: The Archaeological Contexts

66

hollow-formed (S48-49, Fig. 29); the preserved figure (S49) is 0.173m high. This type at Samos

consists of males standing upright with legs together and arms held at the sides. Their sex is clear

by the prominently modeled genitalia, one ithyphallic (S50, Fig. 30), and the absence of breasts

and presence of beards. Some have preserved paint indicating a garment, often striped (S51-52),

while others have modeled robes (S49, Fig. 29). Some figures have modeled arms and legs (S51,

S53-55, Fig. 31), while many of the bodies are summarily conceived with no distinction of the

arms or legs (S52). Preserved heads are triangular, with bulging circular eyes, modeled ears, nose,

eyebrows, and a slit mouth. In some, the pointed chin indicates a beard. The heads are often

smooth and rounded, perhaps an indication of a skullcap. One figurine (S50, Fig. 30) stands out as

being particularly crude, with short, lumpy body that splays to form a base, short skinny arms, no

neck, and an overly large head with crudely modeled facial features. This male is clearly

standing.

This group contains many variations and therefore should not be interpreted as

representing one identifiable subject. Most of these males stand rigidly with their arms held close

by their sides. Some are bearded and wear a close-fitting cap and long robe, but others have

painted beards, moustaches, and hair, either incised or painted (S53, S55), and appear to hold

objects (unidentifiable) and wear different dress. The males with caps and long robes have no

attributes that signal the divine or warrior status. Rather, their covered heads and long garments

might identify these males as priests or cultic personnel or worshippers, some bringing gifts (S53,

S55).

Two male figures in this assemblage are unique. S56 holds both arms below his chest, the

sole example of this posture at Samos. Moreover, the face of this figure seems ape-like, with

large nose and incised mouth and particularly large ears. S57 (Fig. 32) recalls a much earlier type:
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the Minoan male ecstatic figurines, which hold one arm up to a thrown-back head, the other at the

chest.69

There are additionally several Cypriot imports that fall into this type (S58-60, Fig. 33).

These are small, handmade robed males standing with the arms to the side or held out and

wearing tall conical headdresses. Their faces are disc-shaped with prominent chins and noses.

Similar figures are found in Cyprus and are dated to the Cypro-Archaic period.70

Type IX Standing Nude Males
LG 4
SG 4

The standing nude male figurine sequence does not begin until late, in the LG and SG

periods. The males (S61-64, Figs. 44-45) stand to preserved heights of c. 0.080-0.125m with both

arms held by the sides or one arm outstretched (S61), head facing forward, and have emphasized

genitalia. Some may not be entirely nude, such as S61-62 (Fig. 44) who appear to have a painted

garment depicted on their chest, but the sex seems exposed as if uncovered. Some heads are

summarily modeled with flat-topped heads, reminiscent of the Mycenaean style, pinched bird

faces with punched dot eyes, large prominent noses, and a slit mouth. One figure (S62, Fig. 44)

has a more detailed head: this figure has a modeled head and defined nose with pierced nostrils,

long, pointed ears, and a flat cap. He seems to represent an older man, although the other

figurines are too schematic to be sure.

As this series continues into the seventh century the figures show greater care in

modeling and details that might help to identify them. These males are nude, as indicated by their

modeled sex, but some have painted belts (S63) and one male has long fillets or braids of hair that

descend from a now-missing head to wrap around his ankles (S64, Fig. 45). The pectorals and

buttocks of these later figures are well modeled.
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Type IX Horse Riders
LG 12  (4 Cypriot imports)
SG 15

Figurines of male horse riders begin at Samos in the LG and continue into the seventh

century. The handmade, solid figurines (S65-69, S68-69, Figs. 50-51, 53) are under 0.100m in

reconstructed height, but one figurine has a wheelmade, hollow horse with a solid rider attached

and is 0.115m high without the horse’s legs and rider’s head (S67, Fig. 52). The riders are male

and extend their arms in front to hold reins. None has painted or plastic garments to aid in

identification. S66 (Fig. 51) has a well-preserved head with incised circle eyes, modeled nose, and

small slit mouth. The back of the head is smooth, perhaps indicated a head-covering, but there are

circular clay discs with straps added over both ears. S67 (Fig. 52) does not fit into the standard

horse rider group. First, the size and hollow horse set this piece apart. Second, instead of the usual

pose of a rider seated with arms outstretched to hold the reigns, this rider sits rigidly upright with

both arms held stiffly by the sides. The head is missing and the dress is unclear. Most

distinguishing, however, is the fact that this rider is ithyphallic and appears nude.

There are four Cypriot imports of this type (S68-69, Fig. 53). Like the Cypriot imports of

Type VII, these are robed males with upturned heads and pointed caps.71

Type X Carts/Chariot Groups
EIA 5

The evidence for models of wheeled vehicles dedicated at the Heraion consists of a series

of wheels and axles (S70-71, Fig. 59). These are decorated in a Geometric style with concentric

circles and hatching, but they cannot be dated more specifically. The wheels and axles could

belong to a cart, chariot, or wagon of some sort. There are no fragments of riders, drivers, or

attached horses for these chariot or cart fragments.
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Type XI Anthropomorphic Fragments
Female Heads, LG 1  (1 Cypriot import)
Male Heads, LG 13  (6 Cypriot imports)

SG 4
Heads, PG 2

EG 1
LG 44
SG 36
EIA 1

Samos has produced several heads broken from both handmade and wheelmade figurines

that cannot be securely joined to existing body fragments. The gender of many of these is

uncertain, while a few can be more securely assigned to male figures. Perhaps the most important

heads are two that have been dated by Jarosch to the PG period (S72-73, Figs. 67-68). Human

figurines of this date are rare in Greece and only Olympia has comparably early human figurines.

The dating of such early and unique figurines, however, is no easy matter. Since their findspots

offer no secure dates, they must be dated stylistically. Jarosch has dated both heads early based on

their reliance on Mycenaean traditions: the heads are disc-shaped with flat backs and are upturned

with highly schematized facial features. The other early head (S74) was fortunately found sealed

beneath Altar II, which gives it a terminus ante quem of 800. These heads, along with a series of

early wheelmade animals, provide important evidence for early cultic activity.

The heads that are clearly male seem to represent the same subject: they are bearded,

wear a plain flat headdress, and have large noses. These heads are from solid and hollow male

figurines and range in size from 0.026-0.055m in height. The beards and eyes can be painted

(S76-77) or incised (S78); the headwear is plain, depicting a flat cap. These heads seem to come

from male figurines like S62. Like the better-preserved figurines, the heads show no signs that

they represent warriors, since the headgear is not a helmet. S79 is the most detailed of this type,
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showing the plain headwear, incised almond-shaped eyes, slightly upturned face, painted beard

and moustache (perhaps others had painted moustaches as well), and a small modeled mouth.

The remaining heads are from either male or female LG figurines and show a greater

range in types. The majority of these heads seem to wear a veil that forms a ridge across the front

and drapes down to the shoulders to cover the hair, making them most likely female (S80-85, Fig.

71). Some of the figures wear flat caps that end at the nape of the neck. Many of these heads are

slightly upturned, with prominently modeled noses and chins. Some of these heads have rather

pointed chins, which might represent beards or simply be part of the exaggerated facial style.

A third unified group of heads consists of fragments with long hair, many with elaborate

necklaces. The hair is incised or painted in crosshatching or zigzag patterns. The faces of these

heads have modeled eyes, prominent noses; some have triangular faces, and large ears. S90 seems

to wear a cap on the top of the head, with hair painted from the back of the head to the shoulders.

Other heads of this group have plain, helmet-like hair (S91). The presence of elaborate jewelry on

some of these strongly suggests that they are from draped female figures.

Lastly, eight heads are helmeted. Three of these wear elaborately painted, crested helmets

(S92), while the other five wear helmets, or perhaps other headwear, that closely conforms to the

head. Again, these could be from armored warriors or perhaps armed goddess figurines. All are

from wheelmade figures and begin in the EA period, c. 690-680. The remaining heads are crudely

modeled or highly stylized, making identification based on attributes difficult. No armed figures

date to the eighth century.

One head is rather unique at this site: S93 (Fig. 73). This figure wears a polos headdress,

has circular applied eyes with hole for the pupil, a long nose, and an extended chin that might

represent a beard. The distinguishing feature, however, are the flaps on either side of the face that
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have two piercings each. This feature is reminiscent of Late Cypriot II terracotta figurines (c.

1450-1200), but the treatment of the face is different.72

Type XII Cattle
SM 4
EG 26
MG 31
LG 28
SG 26
EIA 26

The wheelmade animals from Samos, mainly bulls and horses, retain the form of LH

IIIC-SM animal statuettes, which are characterized by the schematized forms and bold, linear

painted decoration. Determining a date for these statuettes is difficult, since this tradition seems to

have continued in some areas, particularly East Greece and Attica, for some time after the

Mycenaean period. The Heraion has not produced much evidence for Mycenaean cult, but a few

objects could push the beginning of cult back to the SM. The earliest bovine head (S96, Fig. 79) is

generally agreed to be LH IIIC or SM. This schematized head from a wheelmade bull statuette

was manufactured in the Late Mycenaean style: it has a stylized form with a flat muzzle, pierced

nostrils and bulging eyes. It is decorated with bold brown lines, perhaps meant to represent a

bridle, and the eyes are painted with almond-shaped outlines and a dot pupil.73 Three other

wheelmade cattle are best dated to the SM-PG period (S97-98, Fig. 81), since the bovine bodies

also conform closely to Late Mycenaean traditions.74 The cylindrical bodies are truncated but

plump, with flat ends for the rump and breast. S97 has a circular opening that can be understood

as either a ventilation hole for firing or as a residual opening retained from its rhyta

predecessors.75 The wide tail lifts slightly up before curving down. Instead of the SM linear,

abstract decoration, these statuettes have an overall black or red burnish.
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The schematized legs from hollow animal statuettes, such as S99, are straight, but flare

out toward the bottom to represent the hoof. These find some similarities to LH IIIC animal

statuette legs; therefore, these legs should be dated early, perhaps to the SM-PG period.76 These

early Samian cattle provide important evidence for cultic activity somewhere near the later

Heraion in the Late Mycenaean-SM period.

Jarosch assigns only one bovid to the LPG-EGI period: a wheelmade cow (S100, Fig. 82)

found under Altar II (Fundgruppe D, terminus ante quem 800). I also date the head (S101, Fig. 80)

to the LPG-EG period based on similarities with LPG horse heads and stylized treatment.

Jarosch’s conservative chronology is most apparent here: Ohly dated several wheelmade bulls to

the PG or even SM period based on similarities with twelfth- and eleventh-century statuettes.77

S100, which is agreed to be early, betrays a number of similarities to the early horses (see below):

it has a cylindrical wheelmade body, rounded rump with a short tail coming down from the top of

the rump, a thick long neck coming up at an angle from the body, short legs extending vertically

down from the body, and a ridge under the neck representing the dewlap. The body is reduced to

rounded, geometric shapes. The exaggerated forms of the head may be termed “mannered:” it is

shaped like a curvilinear paddle, with a skinny snout extending from the round face flaring out to

form the muzzle. This is not a bull’s head reduced to geometric shapes, but rather a thoroughly

stylized animal head. Indeed, the same shape is used (and perhaps is better understood) for the

early horse heads. The eyes are incised circles and the back of the head is modeled to represent

ears and horns (now broken). Some heads have applied circular pellet eyes, incised circles, or

bulges.

The bodies of these animals are rounded and plump, no longer maintaining the earlier

cylindrical shape (S102, Fig. 83). The rumps are rounded and rise up; the narrow tail is attached at

the back and tapers at the end. The circular opening on the rump continues, but the tail now
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covers it. The legs are short and straight, with no detailing of leg or foot. The legs often have

Mycenaean stylization, with a sharp flare (S103) at the bottom, while others are slightly tapered

with faint indication of the hoof (S104), some even have the leg joint modeled. One leg (S105) is

painted with horizontal stripes and has a naturalistic hoof and ankle.

The EG cattle are almost all wheelmade in this same tradition, with only five solid,

handmade examples. The heads continue to have incised circle eyes, but these incised circles are

also used as decoration on the neck (S101, Fig. 80). Many heads (S101, Fig. 80) are still mannered,

but are less exaggerated, with a more naturalistic snout, often with modeled end and pierced

nostrils, and horizontal horns. The muzzles on some (S106-107, Figs. 84-85) are no longer

extended and pointed, but instead end more naturalistically in a disc shape with pierced nostrils.

The body shape has evolved into softer, rounder forms, typified by the quadruped body S102

(Fig. 83); the rump is round, plump, and does not retain the cylindrical shape. The legs are short

and straight with no detailing of the individual elements. The tails are narrow, tapering slightly at

the end; some also have the circular openings. The dewlap is modeled quite naturalistically on

these cattle (S107, Fig. 85). Guggisberg, who prefers to see many of these early animals as MG

revivals, does not take up Jarosch’s EG date for these.78 The handmade EG cattle are simple with

thick necks and rounded rumps with thick tails; they have overall dark finishes.

The wheelmade cattle type continues to evolve in the MG phase, becoming increasingly

naturalistic with rounded rumps and modeled dewlaps (S109-110, Fig. 87). Some dewlaps are now

incised with grooved decoration. The heads are now more bovine in shape, although they

continue to have incised circle eyes, pierced nostrils, and slit mouths (S111-112). There is often a

pronounced ridge for horizontal horns. The legs (S113, Fig. 89) are stylized, recalling their

Mycenaean origins, with ridges representing the ankle and hoof. Wheelmade animals still

predominate, with twenty examples published, but handmade examples are becoming
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increasingly popular, with 17 published examples (S115, Fig. 88). The handmade cattle are now

more robust with large dewlaps and short legs.

One quadruped, identified variously as a horse or bull, is particularly difficult to date

(S116, Fig. 90). This statuette does not match the more rounded, naturalistic cattle of the EG and

MG phases, but neither does its schematized body match the earliest SM and PG examples.

Superficially this animal resembles the LH IIIC-PG animal figures with its barrel-shape body, flat

breast and rump, and stylized treatment of the legs and feet.79 The distinct treatment of the narrow

tail also recalls early statuettes.80 Close inspection, however, reveals significant differences

between S116 and the earlier quadrupeds: the legs are squat and short, unlike the Mycenaean

predecessors, and the ends of the cylindrical body flare out to form a disc-shaped chest and rump.

I agree with Jarosch, who interprets these as revivals of earlier animal styles in the MG.81

From the LG come eleven wheelmade cattle; the handmade smaller figurines are now

becoming more popular, with 17 examples in a variety of styles. The wheelmade animals directly

continue the earlier wheelmade tradition, but the bodies are more naturalistically modeled with

distinct dewlaps (S117) and naturalistic legs with modeled joints, split hooves, and clear

musculature (S118). The heads are solid with circle stamped eyes with a center pupil (S119, Fig.

91), bulging eyes (S120), or pierced eyes (S121). These cows have horizontal horns and

naturalistic muzzles, often with pierced nostrils and slit mouths.  The LG handmade examples

have rather long bodies with a slightly curved rump and rather short necks. Some cows are rather

simple (S122), while others have more elaborate details such as added dewlaps (S123).

From the EA/SG are ten wheelmade and fifteen handmade cattle. The wheelmade cattle

are more elaborate than LG examples, with hooves and ankles modeled, incised almond eyes, and

incised decoration on the necks (S124-125). The handmade cows look much like the LG
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examples, but the bodies are slightly shorter, the dewlaps more dramatic, and the heads shorter

(S126).

Type XIII Sheep/Rams
MG 2
LG 1

There are only three examples of rams from Samos, although it is certainly possible that

many of the quadruped fragments are rams. Rams begin in the MG and are similar to the cattle

figures with the exception that their horns curl around the head or forward.82

Type XIV Horses
PG 10
EG 2
MG 3
LG 42  (2 Attic imports)
SG 48

Terracotta horse statuettes begin at Samos in the PG period. Two of the earliest examples

were found beneath Altar II (Fundgruppe A, terminus ante quem 800), but the style of the PG

horses dates them earlier than the ninth century. The earliest horses are represented by solid heads

from large, wheelmade statuettes. The three earliest examples (S127-129, Fig. 109) have

schematized, curved heads with narrow snouts that point up, small incised circle eyes that are not

structurally anchored, small triangular ears, and rather long, narrow necks. S129 has a brown

finish, while S128 has painted stripes across its face and neck, likely representing a bridle. The

LPG horse head (S129) has a short head and snout, incised circle eyes, and larger, pointier ears

that stand upright. The neck is also proportionally thicker than the earlier examples. The

preserved horse bodies (S130, Fig. 111) are long with legs slightly outstretched, a neck meeting

the body at a vertical angle, and a tail that curves slightly upward from the rump before angling
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down. They are covered with brown or black finishes; one (S130, Fig. 111) has zigzag decoration

on the neck imitating a mane.

Horse heads S131-132 (Fig. 110), both found beneath Altar II in Fundgruppe V and VI,

share the same basic schematized shape and the incised circle eyes as the PG examples, but the

snouts end in a flat disc and there is a modeled ridge representing a crest of hair coming over the

forehead. The ears are more naturalistically placed and accentuated with painted detail. Both

heads are elaborately painted with black linear decoration that likely depicts a bridle and/or

decorative head covering. These two heads date to the LPG or beginning of the EG.83

While there are no complete bodies from the EG, there are two preserved rumps from

larger wheelmade statuettes (S102, Fig. 82). The hindquarters are round with stumpy legs coming

straight down from the lower body; the tail is narrow in proportion to the body and hangs down

vertically from the back, covering a circular opening. An EG rump fragment (S133, Fig. 113)

found beneath Altar II (Fundgruppe V) is unique since it represents two bridled horses, standing

side by side.84 The inner side shows the cylindrical shape of the body, which has been modified

on the exterior by the addition of a flat sheet of clay in place of hind legs. The result is a rump

covered by a decorated cloth. Two circular openings are preserved on each rump with a

plastically added, short tail attached beneath the holes. The cloth is decorated with parallel stripes

with diagonal stripes between. Finally, two legs (one solid and one hollow) from wheelmade

horse statuettes are preserved. The wheelmade statuette leg (S134) is modeled more

naturalistically with overall brown finish.

The well-preserved MG handmade, solid horses (S135, Fig. 114) have long bodies with

legs slightly outstretched and tails that come up slightly from the top of the rump before hanging

straight down. A slightly later horse (S136) has a narrower body, less naturalistically modeled

than MG, with shorter legs that form a U-shape with the lower body. The thick neck and mane
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rise vertically from the body and form a narrow face with plastically added eyes. The effect is not

as naturalistic as earlier horses.

There are thirty-eight LG horses, all of these handmade except one. The tradition of

dedicating wheelmade animal statuettes was dying out, soon replaced by mould-made figures.

The LG handmade horses (S137-139, Fig. 112) have narrow, long bodies with legs that extend

vertically from the body. The profile of the underside is arched. The neck extends vertically from

the back and the tail begins at the back of the rump with a slight rise, before it extends down at a

slight angle. Some have painted stripes. There are two LG (c. 760) horses that seem to be broken

from Attic pyxis lids.85 Most LG horses, however, have narrow bodies that are narrower in the

middle with legs that extend slightly out from the body; this forms an inverted “U” profile for the

underside of the horse (S139). The rumps often project upwards; the tails rise at the rump before

descending at an angle. The necks meet the body at a more oblique angle. Some are painted,

while others are plain. The heads have long muzzles, some with punched circle eyes or incised

circle eyes, some with nostrils indicated. On several horses, the sex is by plastically added male

genitalia.86

In the first quarter of the seventh century, the exaggerated curving profile that was in

vogue in the LG period begins to soften. Horses, like S141, have less exaggerated profiles, and

the manes begin to increase in width, the necks decrease in length, and the heads are smaller. The

manes are sometimes modeled as ridges separate from the neck. The hair on the foreheads is still

modeled, the eyes are incised almond shaped or added pellets, and the muzzles are straight and

rather compact. Some horses now have plastically added eyes, bridles, and headgear.
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Type XV Wheeled Equines/Equines Carrying Jars
MG 2

Two MG hollow horse legs (S151) with horizontal piercings provide evidence for the

dedication of wheelmade horse figures with wheels, a type better known from Attic graves.87

These appear to be made from local clay, but were likely influenced by the Attic wheeled horses.

In Attica, these wheeled horses were placed in graves and were perhaps used as toys.88 The

reason for their dedication at a goddess sanctuary might be related to their Attic function.

Type XVI Quadrupeds
PG 8
EG 15
MG 13
LG 45
SG 26
EIA 88

This type consists of fragments of hoofed quadrupeds that cannot be identified more

specifically because of their fragmentary nature, but they most likely represent horses, cattle, or

rams. Due to the generalized nature of Geometric animals, the legs, hoofs, and body fragments of

bulls, rams, and horses look similar. Quadruped fragments begin in the PG period (S142). The PG

examples are solid legs and one rump fragment from wheelmade, hollow animals, which are often

covered with a dark finish, or decorated with red or black painted perpendicular stripes with

diagonal strokes in between (S143), or dots. The legs flare out slightly at the bottom to indicate a

hoofed foot and a few have holes.

Several rump and leg fragments from wheelmade, hollow quadrupeds are dated to the EG

period. The EG wheelmade fragments (S143) are more naturalistically modeled and have painted

decoration. The rump is rounded with short legs attached to the bottom of the body. The legs end

with a flat foot with no flare or hoof depicted. A plastically added tail hangs from the top of the

back, covering a circular opening. Several fragments from the hindquarters and solid legs from
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hollow animals (S144), painted with stripes or a black finish, one with part of the tail preserved,

were excavated beneath Altar II, providing an EG date. Solid legs from wheelmade animals are

modeled to depict the hoof naturalistically. No handmade quadrupeds date to the PG or EG

periods.

The tradition of dedicating wheelmade, hollow quadrupeds continues in the MG period,

but is accompanied by the dedication of solid, handmade animals as well. The fragments from

hollow animals continue to have painted striped decoration and the solid legs bulge at the ankle

and flare out for the hoof. Others are more naturalistically rendered (S145). Fragments of five

handmade quadrupeds have dark painted stripes on the back, tail, and legs and are simply

modeled.

Handmade and wheelmade animal dedications continue into the LG period, with a great

boom in the numbers dedicated. Eighteen fragments from wheelmade animals are preserved.

These body and leg fragments are painted with stripes, zigzags, and triangles; some have dark

finishes. The solid legs can be naturalistically modeled, tapered toward the foot (S146), while

some are more detailed, such as S147, which has a slight bulge at the ankle and naturalistically

modeled hoof with cleft. Hollow legs, like S148, are carinated at the ankle and beginning of hoof

in a more schematized manner, likely due to the technique of manufacture. Twenty-seven

fragments are from large and small solid, handmade animals (S149). These figures are similarly

painted with red and black striped decoration and range in size from c. 0.060-0.100m in height.

In the first quarter of the seventh century, the majority of quadruped dedications are from

solid, handmade animals (eighteen fragments), with only four fragments of hollow and solid legs

from wheelmade animal statuettes preserved. The handmade animals have elongated bodies, short

legs, downward sloping tails, and necks rising vertically from the body (S150). They range in size

from 0.050-0.120m in height without heads and feet.
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Many of the quadruped fragments do not have enough diagnostic elements to allow

specific dating. Of these general Geometric quadrupeds, most (sixty-nine fragments) are from

hollow, wheelmade statuettes, while only nineteen fragments are from solid, handmade animals.

Type XVII Birds
MG 1
LG/SG 10

There is only one securely Geometric bird from Samos (S152, Fig. 132) dated to the MG

period. It is a schematized bird head with slit mouth, pierced nostrils, and bulging incised eyes.

The other ten handmade birds published are given a general LG or early seventh-century date

(S153).

Kalymnos: Sanctuary of Apollo Pythios

The remains from a sanctuary on the island of Kalymnos, just north of Kos in the

Dodecanese, are still largely unpublished, an unfortunate circumstance because of the interesting

links with LBA traditions hinted at by preliminary publications of select objects from this

sanctuary.89 Reference to select finds is made by Kourou and Guggisberg, but not enough is

known to comment on the context of the figures.90 The number of cattle figures found, however,

identifies them as from the sanctuary.

Type XII Cattle
EIA 50

Reference has only been made by scholars interested in the continuation of the

Mycenaean wheelmade coroplastic tradition to the finding of fifty wheelmade cattle figures (K1)

of uncertain date. Kourou remarks that they are executed in the LBA tradition, presumably of

EIA date, which links them to other island wheelmade animals that continue this earlier
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technique. Like the wheelmade quadrupeds from Samos and Chios, it is unclear whether these

represent a direct continuation of Late Mycenaean traditions, or whether they are eighth-century

revivals of older cult objects.

Hephaisteia, Lemnos: Sanctuary of Artemis

This sanctuary was excavated in the early twentieth century and is the focus of recent

excavations that will provide more information on this sanctuary. Luigi Beschi has published

results of recent excavations, while Kourou has studied an important group of terracotta figures

from these excavations.91 Lemnos was on the periphery of the Mycenaean world, but several

small deposits provide evidence for Mycenaean influence or presence on the island.92 The

sanctuary was later dedicated to Artemis. The shrine was open-air and was focused on a stepped

altar, around which were found the terracotta figures and figurines. The architecture of the altar as

well as the Mycenaeanizing style of several of the terracotta statuettes reflect the strong Cypriot

influence in the Geometric and Archaic periods.93

Type IA Females with outstretched arms
LG 3

Excavations have unearthed a well-preserved statuette of a female with raised arms as

well as fragments from two others (L1).94 There are reports of other smaller figurines of females

with raised arms, but these are not fully published.95 L1 (0.240m high) depicts a female with a

cylindrical torso and arms upraised in a ninety-degree angle. This form, as well as the painted

jewelry, closely recalls Mycenaean wheelmade figures from official shrines.96 It differs, however,

in the painted decoration, which elaborately depicts an ornate short-sleeved robe, the designs of

which recall local ceramic decorations. The figure is therefore dated to the LG based on the



II: Dedications in Clay: The Archaeological Contexts

82

painted decoration. The shape and modeling of the head, face, and ears are not paralleled in the

LBA tradition nor are they found on any other Geometric figures; the head reflects local

coroplastic styles.

Iria, Naxos: Sanctuary of Dionysos

Type XII Cattle
MG/LG 1

This Cycladic sanctuary is still under investigation, but there are preliminary references

to a single large wheelmade cow figurine dated to the eighth century (N1).97 Remains include two

bovid legs from a statuette estimated to be c. 0.300m long. This is significant because these offer

rare evidence for the animal statuette tradition outside East Greece and the Cyclades.

LAKONIA

Amyklai:  Sanctuary of Apollo Hyakinthos

The sanctuary at Amyklai, located on Mt. Ayios Kyriaki five kilometers south of Sparta,

received several interesting objects from the Late Mycenaean through Hellenistic periods.

Christos Tsountas first excavated the site in 1890 with finances from the Archaeological Society

of Athens; a brief review of select finds was published shortly afterwards.98 A second series of

excavations, again under the auspices of the Archaeological Society, began in 1904 under the

direction of Adolf Furtwängler and continued after his death under Ernst Fiechter and Andreas

Skias. The primary goal of these excavations was to excavate the Throne of Apollo and recover

fragments of the Throne that had been re-used in a nearby church. The third and most important

excavation project began in 1925 under the direction of Ernst Buschor and Albrecht von

Massow.99 The aim of this project was to find undisturbed early layers detected in the north
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terrace area and clarify the prehistoric, Late Mycenaean, and Geometric use-phases. The

excavators proposed a continuous use of the sanctuary from prehistoric through Classical times.

Despite the exciting finds and theory of continuous cultic use, the sanctuary received little study

after Buschor’s publication until recently. The Mycenaean material was the subject of a

dissertation by Katie Demakopoulou, while Paul Calligas re-analyzed the older finds; both made

use of published material as well as unpublished finds in the storerooms of Athens and Sparta.100

The identification of the shrine was confirmed in the initial excavations by the discovery

of later tiles stamped “Apollo Amyklaios.”101 Near the altar, Tsountas found a deposit of

blackened earth mixed with sheep horns and bovine teeth along with miniature handmade

skyphoi, Geometric sherds, and part of a bronze breastplate, spearhead, and other bronze

fragments.102 At the northeast corner of sanctuary wall, where altar debris had been discarded,

Tsountas found ashy earth mixed with bronze votives; the other side of the wall also revealed

more ashy earth mixed with votive offerings.103 Between the altar and the Throne base

excavations revealed a mixed deposit with a bronze mirror handle representing a nude female

with cymbals, a dancer, and the heads of two terracotta figures (A1-2, Figs. 42, 74).104

The early stratigraphy was largely destroyed by later building activity on the hill,

especially during the construction of terraces, walls, and the Throne of Apollo in the sixth

century. Most of the votive offerings were found in mixed deposits along with burnt earth to the

north, east, and south of the semi-circular round altar; votives included tripod fragments,

decorated bronze sheets, aryballoi, bronze mirror fragments, jewelry, a bronze figurine,

Mycenaean female figurines, and two Geometric terracotta heads. Some votives also came from

the slope of the hill east of the Throne, including a Geometric deer, Mycenaean psi figurines, and

terracotta animal statuettes.105 The existence of a Mycenaean open-air shrine on the hill is

suggested by the presence of Mycenaean female, horse rider, and animal figurines, and confirmed
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by several fragments from hollow, wheelmade animal statuettes and unique fragments from

wheelmade human figures: a hand holding a kylix with a snake on it and a fragmentary female

head wearing a polos.106 These wheelmade statuettes are found exclusively at Mycenaean shrines.

The later phases are more confusing due to the mixed nature of the strata. The German

excavations discovered a single area in which layers contained sherds from consecutive

periods.107 These strata with a supposedly continuous pottery sequence has led to suggestions that

the sanctuary was active from the Late Bronze Age through the Hellenistic periods. This theory

has been criticized and it is recognized that pottery alone cannot verify continuity of cult.108 Most

scholars agree today that there is a gap in the material evidence at the site, but the length of this

gap is anywhere from 25-150 years, depending on Lakonian PG ceramic chronology. Most

recently, Demakopoulou has argued that LH IIIC lingers in the region until the middle of the

eleventh century.109 The Lakonian chronology of Cartledge is adopted in this study (Appendix

II).110

Type VII Standing Warriors
LG 1

One of the two handmade heads from wheelmade statuettes at Amyklai is of a longhaired

male wearing a conical helmet, presumably from a standing warrior figure (A1, Fig. 42). The

original statuettes must have been impressive in size, skill, and uniqueness. The helmet, face, and

hair are elaborately decorated with Geometric designs. The reconstructed height of the male

figure is approximately 0.400m.111 See discussion of both heads below.

Type XI Anthropomorphic Fragments
Female head, LG 1

The small quantity of terracottas from this sanctuary is more than made up for in the

quality represented by the two terracotta statuette heads that were unearthed in 1890. One is a
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female head (A2, Fig. 74) wearing disc-earrings and a polos headdress; the head is handmade

while the neck is wheelmade, indicating this was likely part of a large wheelmade figure. The

similarity in context, technique, modeling, and painted decoration of both male and female heads

necessitates discussing the two heads together since their stylistic unity suggests they were

produced as a pair, likely by the same coroplast, and served the same function.112 Both heads have

distinct brows, incurving chins, large eyes, and pointed noses; both are decorated with black

painted outlining the eyes and eyebrows as well as wavy lines to depict the hair.113

The heads were found together near the later peribolos walls with other religious objects.

Although it is significant that the heads were reburied together, an indication that they were used

and perhaps even displayed together in their original context, the stratigraphy was mixed and so

they must be dated stylistically. Scholars have assigned a staggering variation of dates to these

heads, ranging from the Mycenaean to Archaic periods, but perhaps most shocking is the fact that

despite obvious similarities many have dated the heads to different periods. Today, there is

general agreement that both heads date to the end of the eighth century.114

Schweitzer and Tsountas identified the male helmeted head as Apollo Amyklaios,

believing it to be a copy of the famed helmeted cult statue.115 The existence of a Geometric cult

statue, however, is dubious. This head is more like the LG warrior figurines with similar helmets

dedicated at Olympia, the Athenian Acropolis, and other major sanctuaries.116 Because of their

large size, this statuette and its female counterpart, both unique at the site, are likely not ordinary

votive offerings.
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Type XII Cattle
SM 5

A series of wheelmade cattle statuettes dating to the Late Mycenaean period provide

important evidence that this site was used for ritual functions in the Late Bronze Age. One bull is

executed in a SM style (A3, Fig. 96), indicating that the tradition of making these statuettes

continued into the eleventh century and also that cultic activity continued at this site after the

collapse of the Mycenaean system. The animal has a wheelmade, truncated body with a flat rump

and breast. It is decorated in typical SM style. Additionally, there are small fragments from

similar wheelmade cattle that are dated to LH IIIC Late –SM (A4-5).117

Type XIV Horses
SM 1

A solid horse head from a wheelmade statuette was recovered from this site. It is dated to

either the LH IIIC or SM period.

ELIS

Olympia:  Sanctuary of Zeus

The sanctuary at Olympia has received much attention due to its importance as a

panhellenic sanctuary, the fame of the Olympic games, its early monumental architecture, and its

continuous excavations since the nineteenth century. Olympia was first re-discovered in 1766 and

was excavated in 1829 by the French. Scientific excavations were initiated in 1875 under the

German Archaeological Institute and continue today. The most recent series of excavations began

in 1986 under the direction of Helmut Kyrieleis after his work on Samos concluded. These

excavations focused on clarifying the prehistoric levels, the beginnings of the cult, and on the

Roman material, which was previously ignored. The excavations around the Pelopion, an Early



II: Dedications in Clay: The Archaeological Contexts

87

Helladic II tumulus, have substantially revised our understanding of the early history of the site;

the results of these excavations will be published in the Olympische Forschungen series.118

The early sanctuary was an open-air area focused around an ash altar just north of the

Pelopion and sacred grove.119 The Early Helladic tumulus with a ring wall under the Pelopion,

and perhaps partially visible, might have been the reason this area was chosen as a cult site.120

There are also other Neolithic to Late Helladic remains in the area: a tumulus under the New

Museum and one by the Hotel Altis, cist graves, chamber and shaft graves, apsidal and

rectangular houses, as well as sherds and jewelry.121 Based largely upon the figurine chronology,

in 1890 Adolf Furtwängler asserted that cult was established at this site in the Geometric period, a

view later confirmed by Heilmeyer and Mallwitz.122 As early as Wilhelm Dörpfeld’s 1935 study,

however, scholars began to doubt Furtwängler’s hypothesis, heralding later textual references and

ambiguous archaeological evidence to posit a Bronze Age origin for the cult and games. They

believed that the prehistoric tumulus was the tomb of Pelops, which was the reason for

establishment of a hero cult and funerary games at the site.123 This view culminated in Hans-

Volkmar Herrmann’s theory that an agricultural and fertility-oriented Mycenaean cult, dedicated

to Kronos, the hero Pelops, and various female deities (Eilytheia, Rhea, and Gaia) existed in the

Late Bronze age and was later replaced by the Dorian cult of Zeus and its associated games.124

Subsequent scholarship, however, has highlighted the significant break in the material evidence

between the prehistoric and historic remains. Furthermore, many have noted that much of the

prehistoric evidence is from alluvial strata and likely washed down from settlement sites.125

The paucity of pottery and problems with Elean ceramic chronology make reconstructing

the chronological history of the sanctuary difficult. The current project, however, has found a

significant amount of pottery. In particular, an extension of the Black Layer northeast of the

Pelopion has yielded early ceramics, including LBA and SM, and a larger collection of PG and G
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pottery, providing evidence for earlier LH IIIC or SM use of the site in this area. Birgitta Eder is

studying this new ceramic evidence as well as re-examining the pottery from the older

excavations.126 Eder’s preliminary analysis has discovered an abundance of EIA small, open-

shaped vessels, which suggests that feasting was an important aspect of the early cult.

Eder has also discovered a continuous ceramic sequence from the eleventh century

onwards, including SM and PG, in the 1987 Pelopion excavation material. Not only does this

evidence fill the previous gap in the material record, but also provides evidence for SM cultic use

of the site in the form of two monumental kylikes.127 Kyrieleis also found several particularly

crude cattle figurines, which possibly date to the earliest phase of cult, as well as a few SM pins

and fibulae, which could be interpreted as early votive dedications or later heirloom dedications.

The combination, however, of SM pottery, figurines, and jewelry now extends Olympic cult back

to the SM or possibly even LH IIIC Late period.128 The new findings of Eder and Kyrieleis

corroborate Heilmeyer’s terracotta figurine chronology and have even pushed the beginnings of

cult back to the second half of the eleventh century.

The early votives were found in the large burnt stratum, the remnants of sacrifice, which

covered the central area around the Pelopion, the Heraion, and the Metroon. This Black Layer

was laid down in a reorganization of the sanctuary in the first half of the seventh century.129 The

earliest votives, thousands of terracotta and bronze figurines and tripods, demonstrate that in this

phase the sanctuary served the local populations primarily from Elis and Arcadia, differing

significantly from the later panhellenic shrine it would become at the end of the eighth century.

From its earliest inception, however, the abundance of metal offerings, tripods and figurines,

indicate that this was a shrine where local elites competed in displays of conspicuous

consumption.130
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When discussing Olympia, the question of which deity or deities were worshipped in this

early phase must be addressed. The importance of goddesses throughout the history of the

sanctuary, literary sources that identify the earliest temple as Hera’s, and the older theories of

Dorian gods replacing earlier female fertility cults in Greece have influenced our view of the

Olympic cult. Many scholars have postulated that various goddesses had primacy in the

Geometric period. Ulrich Sinn, based on analogies with Kombothekra, asserts that Artemis was

the primary deity at Olympia, while earlier scholars envisioned prehistoric deities such as

Eilytheia, Rhea, and Gaia dominating early ritual activity.131 Aliki Moustaka has recently

presented evidence refuting the idea that Hera, or any deity other than Zeus, was worshipped at

Geometric Olympia.132 Her evidence is based on the votive offerings, many of which are not

typical at other Hera sanctuaries, and the nature of the later literary evidence that identifies the

first temple as dedicated to Hera. Moustaka concludes that Zeus was the main deity and that the

first temple was dedicated to Zeus and his consort Hera, a fact later forgotten after the

construction of the monumental Zeus temple in the Classical period. I agree that there is no

convincing evidence for Hera at Olympia in the EIA with the exception of the female figurines

that appear at the end of the eighth century. These figurines together with increased jewelry

dedication might be evidence for a goddess cult at Olympia.

The terracotta figurines form one of the most important deposits at Olympia since they

span the entire Geometric period, beginning in the tenth century. The majority was found in the

Black Layer and was especially concentrated in the area of the Pelopion and the Heraion, the

center of early cultic activity. It is also clear that the terracottas were already fragmentary when

the Black Layer was deposited, which suggests that they were displayed in concentration near or

on the early altar, a scenario similar to that postulated for the Samian Heraion.
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Because all of the figurines were found in this secondary context, no stratigraphic

evidence is available to clarify their chronology. Heilmeyer used internal stylistic development,

comparisons to Attic vase painting, and manufacturing techniques to establish a tentative

chronological sequence for the thousands of figurines excavated.133 The sheer number and

significant stylistic variation argued strongly for their manufacture over several generations.

Heilmeyer’s stylistic typology, which postulates a continuous series of figurines dating back to

the tenth century, remains controversial.134 No other accepted chronology has been presented. The

excavation of over six thousand early votives as well as the amount of ash debris supports

Heilmeyer’s theory that this cult was already old by the time of the seventh-century re-

organization and deposition of the Black Layer.

There are three serious problems with Heilmeyer’s chronology. First, Heilmeyer assumes

that the Olympic games began in 776 and dates the figurine types accordingly. Second,

Heilmeyer used Attic vase painting to date the stylistic development of the figurines. This

technique has come under criticism since comparing styles between media is difficult and the

applicability of the Attic style to other regions is doubtful. The third problem with Heilmeyer’s

chronology was the lack of early pottery to accompany the early figurines, a fact long held to be a

peculiarity of Zeus sanctuaries with the exception of Mt. Hymettos in Attica.135 Pottery was not a

popular aspect of many Zeus sanctuaries. Eder’s study of the previously unpublished pottery and

newly excavated pottery has now rectified the lack of early pottery and changed our

understanding of Zeus sanctuaries.

The majority of terracotta figurines were produced locally of Elean clay.136 The figurines

were handmade and covered with a glaze or partly painted; no striped decoration appears until the

seventh century. Incision was the preferred means to mark details like eyes, breasts, and navels,

while genitals, headdresses, and hair were added plastically. The terracotta figurines developed
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independently and cannot be stylistically related to local bronze figurines; many types are not

paralleled in the bronze figurine repertoire.137 The remarkable uniformity, the relatively high

quality, and the early independent tradition indicate a strong local coroplastic tradition at

Olympia.

This survey of Olympic terracottas is limited by the nature of the original publication by

Heilmeyer. Out of over two thousand excavated terracottas, Heilmeyer published a representative

242, leaving the reader to accept many of his stylistic and typological attributions. Since I have

not studied the figurines firsthand, I must follow Heilmeyer’s basic typology and dating. The

other limit to this study is the abundance of newly excavated figurines, numbering in the

thousands, which will be published by Kyrieleis. I have not seen these firsthand and will assume

these follow the basic principles outlined by Heilmeyer. The publication of these new figurines

could dramatically alter the information presented here. See Appendix II for the Olympia

chronology.

Type IV Pudica figures & Nude Women
LG 4
SG 2

This type at Olympia does not appear until the LG period and is represented by only a

few figurines. The female figures are simple and handmade: they depict females with their arms

outstretched, legs slightly apart, and heads slightly thrown back (O1-2, Figs. 26-27). This posture

mimics that of similar nude male figurines from Olympia. The navel, breasts, and eyes are

rendered with bold incised circles, while the mouth and nostrils are indicated with incised lines.

The most distinguishing feature of these figurines is the incised line that indicates the sex. The

SG females have a raised mons pubis in addition to the incised line to further accentuate the sex.
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Two of the preserved female figurines wear headdresses. O1 wears a head covering, perhaps a

polos, with zigzag-incised lines over the long hair.

Type VII Standing Warriors
PG 4
EG 2
LG 21
SG 13

Standing warriors are the most characteristic and well known of the Olympian figurines,

perhaps because of their original identification as representations of Zeus himself. Armed males

are the earliest of the anthropomorphic types at Olympia; the warriors are depicted as nude males

with outstretched arms and legs wearing helmets, belts, and sometimes other armor. The early

male figurines hold their arms out in front and there is evidence on many early figurines that they

carried a weapon. By the LG, these figurines hold both arms to the side and their stance closely

parallels the LG nude females.

Standing warrior figurines begin in the PG (O3-5, Figs. 37-38); a date assigned by

Heilmeyer based on the continuation of Late Mycenaean forms. The transition from head to

shoulders, the elongated proportions of the torso and neck are continuations of stylistic trends

began in the twelfth century.138 O4 is especially close to Mycenaean figurines with stylized,

pinched faces and so was dated to the Late Mycenaean or SM period by Herrmann and

Furtwängler.139 The elongated torso, general proportions, and protruding buttocks, however, are

characteristic of the PG period and so a date in the tenth century, as Heilmeyer proposed, seems

reasonable.140 Many of the earliest figurines have painted details: O3 has a painted belt and beard

and O5 has long painted hair and a belt. These warriors have thick waists, protruding backsides,

and pronounced modeled genitalia. The heads are pinched to form stylized faces with shallow

punched eyes, small chins, and small slit mouths. They have painted hair and a painted belt, but
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are otherwise nude. The fact that these figurines are nude and have no attribute except for a belt

suggests that they represent idealized heroes or aristocratic warriors. O5 is remarkable for this

early period. A vertical piercing through the outstretched left hand indicates that it originally held

a spear. O4 might have had a similar piercing for an inserted weapon. The presence of the holes

for holding weapons along with the painted belts strengthens the argument that these represent

warriors. Michael Byrne, in his wide-ranging study of the Geometric warrior motif, concludes

that the presence of a belt alone can indicate a warrior.141 In his examination of the archaeological

and Homeric evidence for Geometric belts, Michael Bennett reaches a similar conclusion: that the

zoster, a war belt, is a symbol of the aristocratic warrior.142

Standing warrior figurines become more detailed in the EG and MG (O6, Fig. 39). The

warriors retain the same posture, with arms extended in front, and their faces are still crudely

formed with long necks and the nose and chin on the same plane. They now wear armor; one of

the earliest fully armed figures is O6. This warrior wears a baldric for holding a sword over one

shoulder, a small conical helmet with chin strap, and a belt also presumably for holding weapons.

The faces are still pinched with punched eyes, small chins, and slit mouths.

In the LG period, the type multiplies and becomes more standardized (O7-9, Figs. 40-41).

The males are still handmade, with outstretched arms and legs, and are nude with the exception of

helmets. The later figurines do not wear belts. The arms are now extended horizontally from the

torso, while the legs are spread apart. Eyes, breasts, and navels are rendered with heavily incised

circles, the mouths with deep slits and two small incised lines represent some nostrils. The

genitals are extremely pronounced, made with plastically added clay, and protrude from the body

to emphasize the nudity of the figures. The presence of helmets, in the form of simple caps, on

almost all examples, however, identifies these as warriors. Their nudity might indicate a heroic

status as well, but it is not clear that this concept existed in the Geometric period. These warriors
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continue into the seventh century (O10), retaining the same characteristic of the LG warriors, but

are now more summarily rendered.

Type VIII Standing Nude Males
LG 21
SG 2

Nude male figurines lacking armor or weapons are rare in Geometric art and, along with

nude warriors, seem to be associated especially with Olympia. Standing nude male figurines do

not begin until the LG period and they share many features with the standing warriors (O11-12,

Fig. 46). In fact, Heilmeyer’s main criterion for identifying a figurine as “Zeus” seems to be the

presence of a helmet; figurines without a helmet are identified as “kouroi.”143 Otherwise, this type

is identical to Type VII: these figurines are handmade with outstretched arms and legs and

thrown-back head. The eyes, breasts, and navel are rendered with incised circles, while the mouth

and nostrils with small slit incisions. The modeled genitals are prominent.

Type X Chariot/Cart Groups
PG 1
EG 17
MG 159
LG 150
SG 3

Along with nude male warrior figurines, chariot groups most exemplify the Olympia

votive tradition. The earliest chariot driver dates to the tenth century (O13, Fig. 54): it is crudely

formed with torso bent forward, arms outstretched in front, and legs slightly apart. The date is

derived from the crude modeling, especially the lack of details on the face, and the transition from

head to shoulders, which is similar to the PG warrior figurines. This figurine is identified as a

chariot driver by the clay attachment on the figure’s chest, interpreted as part of the chariot box.

In the EG period, drivers are modeled with slightly more refinement (O14). The EG charioteers’
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torsos bend more dramatically and the head is modeled by pinching out an elongated, pointed

nose; otherwise, however, the modeling is simple. In the MG period more remains of chariots

attached to the drivers are preserved (O15-16, Figs. 55-56); these examples explain the bent body

shape, which is designed to fit in the driving box of the chariot, with arms extended over the box

to hold the reigns. The MG faces have deep slit mouths, pinched noses with two slotted nostrils,

and small incised circle eyes.

In the LG period the bodies become more streamlined and the incised circular delineation

of the eyes and sometimes breasts becomes larger and more pronounced (O17-18, O22, Fig. 61).

The bodies do not bend dramatically to envelope the chariot box, but stand upright with arms held

out to the sides. From this period it is possible to reconstruct complete chariot groups, including

the four horses, the chariot yoke and box, and single driver. O19 (Fig. 62) illustrates a

reconstructed LG chariot group, typical of the type dedicated in the eighth century. The chariot

consists of a small box, in which one driver was placed; the box sits over an axle supported by

two large wheels. The driving box is connected to the two or four horse team by means of a long

pole, which is yoked to the horse’s harnesses (O21, O23).

Chariot groups begin in the PG. Their popularity dramatically increases in the MG and

LG, but wanes in the EA. This type of figurine group is the most elaborate of all Geometric types:

it required assembly of many small parts, which were then fired. The eighth-century Olympia

chariot groups are the most complex products of the Geometric coroplastic industry.

Type XII Cattle
PG 13
EG 19
MG 25
LG 116
SG 32
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Handmade cattle figurines dominate the Geometric terracotta dedications at Olympia:

they begin early and remain relatively homogenous stylistically throughout the EIA. This pattern

contrasts with that of the bronze figurines at Olympia, where cattle are popular in the earlier

periods, but are quickly supplanted by horses. Both cattle and horses slowly increase in numbers

from the PG to the MG and greatly increase in the LG.144 The bulls are simple, small, and

handmade; the more elaborate wheelmade cattle statuettes were not produced or dedicated at

Olympia. The earliest cattle figurines date to the PG (O25-26, Fig. 92). The PG and LPG bulls are

small with cylindrical bodies, short stumpy legs that end in tapered points, and downward sloping

tails. The necks are short and the heads have horns that point forward with long, pointed muzzles.

There is no incised detail. The EG bulls are similar, except that the muzzles and legs no longer

end in a pointed taper and some have modeled dewlaps (O27, Fig. 94). The horn ridge is also more

pronounced. There is greater variety in the style: some have added pellet eyes, modeled mouths,

while others have long, tapering muzzles with few or no details.

The MG bulls are more standardized and detailed (O28-29). The heads are clearly

modeled with long muzzles, incised nostrils, slit mouths, bulging or incised circular eyes, and

horns that extend horizontally from the head. The necks are naturalistically modeled, but the

bodies remain simple with short legs. LG bulls (O30-31, Fig. 95) continue the same styles seen

first in the MG: they have narrow, simple bodies, short legs, and the heads have thin elongated

muzzles. The horns are narrow and point slightly forward. All decoration is now incised and the

figurines have large incised circle eyes.  Some of the bulls also have modeled dewlaps. The tails

extend horizontally from the rump before curving down. In the SG and EA periods, the bulls

become smaller and more compact in shape.
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Type XIII Sheep/Rams
PG 1
EG 8
MG 11
LG 63
SG 2

Rams are similar to bull figurines with the exception that their horns curve downwards,

instead of horizontally or upwards. The type also begins in the PG (O32, Fig. 102) and continues

throughout the Geometric period, following the stylistic trends seen in the handmade bovine

figurines (O33, fig. 103). The dedication of sheep or ram figurines (85) is not nearly as common as

cattle figurine offerings (205).

Type XIV Horses
PG 2
EG 8
MG 40
LG 222
SG 66

Horse figurines were dedicated from the earliest periods at Olympia, but their numbers

greatly increase in the LG when they outnumber cattle for the first time. As with the other animal

figurines, all examples are small and handmade. The PG horses have a stylized form: they have

simple cylindrical bodies, with short tapering legs, but their neck flares into an arch that extends

to a tapered muzzle (O34, Fig. 115). This arched neck is pinched flat to indicate a mane. There are

no facial details apart from simple modeled ears. In the EG, the manes and necks become less

stylized as the necks become longer as they extend from the shoulders vertically and curve

downward into the head (O35-36). The heads are narrow with muzzles that end in modeled open

mouths and pierced nostrils. The ears are also modeled and some figurines have pellet eyes. Some

of the legs now end in slightly flared flat ends, indicating hoofs. Many of the manes have remains

of striped paint. Some horses now also have harnesses, indicating that these horses likely
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belonged to chariot teams. Appendix IV includes only horses with remains of reigns in the chariot

group type, while horses with no obvious signs of being attached to a group are included in the

horse type.

In the MG period, the horse necks are vertical and elongated. The eyes are incised circles,

while the nostrils are pierced and there is a slit mouth. Many of these horses are clearly part of

chariot groups (O37, Fig. 116). LG horses that belong to chariot teams are elongated and slim,

with traces of harnesses around their necks (O38-40, Figs. 117-18). The manes are reduced to small

ridges, often painted with stripes that form a rounded crest on the top of the head. The legs are

also elongated with no indication of hooves. The tails rise up from the rump before extending

halfway down the legs. Horses that likely stood on their own, however, are shorter with more

naturalistically rendered details. The manes are painted ridges following the neck, ending in a

crest above the forehead. LG horses that do not appear to belong to chariot groups have squat

proportions and no harness attachments.

Type XVIII Dogs
EG 3
MG 3
LG 3
SG 2

The presence of canine figurines is characteristic of Olympia. They are identified by their

short stature and pointed ears. Although dog figurines appear sporadically at other Greek

sanctuaries, no other sanctuary has yielded the number of dogs or such early examples. O41 (Fig.

137) is typical of the EG dogs at Olympia and is dated based on the form of the body, the short

tapered legs, and transition from the body to neck that is similar to early horses and bulls. O42

(Fig. 138) is typical of MG dogs at Olympia: the body is elongated with long, narrow, tapered legs

and the neck is long and vertical. The head is unique with a short, flattened muzzle, incised circle
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eyes, and a ridge across the top of the head, from which the ears protrude. LG dogs at Olympia

continue to have narrow solid bodies, short, tapered legs, but they now have tails that curve and

triangular heads with upright ears (O43, Fig. 139).

Kombothekra: the Sanctuary of Artemis Limnatis

The sanctuary of Artemis Limnatis was located on a hill north of the modern village of

Koumouthekra in the region of ancient Elis. The sanctuary is approximately ten miles southeast

of Olympia. An open-air Geometric shrine occupied a small terrace, the northern end of which

was adorned with a stone Doric temple and built altar in the early Archaic period. The votives

testify to cult activity as early as the ninth century. Two sixth- and fifth-century votive

dedications found in the temple adyton are inscribed to Artemis Limnatis and identify the deity of

this shrine. The early votives, however, are not consistent with those typically found at goddess

sanctuaries, but parallel those found at Olympia. This could mean several things. Perhaps the

Geometric cult at Olympia was dedicated to a female deity like Artemis, a theory put forth by

Sinn with little support.145 More likely, the early sanctuary at Kombothekra was dedicated to Zeus

or the similarities in votive offerings were due to “votive drift,” the presence of votive types from

a dominant sanctuary at nearby, sometimes different, cults, or that votive offerings were

motivated by similar concerns of the dedicators at both sanctuaries.146 The presence of similar

votives at sanctuaries of different deities is an issue discussed in the final chapter.

This previously unknown sanctuary was discovered in 1907 and excavated by Kurt

Müller and Fritz Weege; the results were published in a brief article the following year.147 Only a

small portion of the sanctuary was excavated and approximately 500 objects were unearthed,

including many terracottas noted by the excavators as being like those found at Olympia. Many of

the objects were mixed with soil from earlier robber trenches. The early excavations were brief
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and the material not thoroughly studied until Ulrich Sinn revisited the material, paying close

attention to its relationship to nearby Olympia.148 Sinn found only 116 inventoried Geometric

terracotta figurines from Kombothekra in the Olympia Museum storerooms, which is only a

fraction of the total number dedicated.149 Sinn concluded that the site had been extensively looted

before it was excavated in 1907. The bronze figurines had apparently been the main objective of

the looters, since they were more valuable on the contemporary art market than “primitive”

terracottas. Thus, many terracottas were thrown back in with the fill dirt.150 Sinn emphasizes,

however, that despite the removal of bronze figurines, the terracottas likely outnumbered the

bronze figurines in antiquity.

The terracotta figurines from Kombothekra are small and handmade, appearing

stylistically very similar to the Olympian terracottas. The Geometric terracottas were found

mostly outside the temple in disturbed contexts. The types closely parallel the terracottas at

Olympia: there are nude males, nude male warriors, cattle, rams, horses, and dogs. Cult-specific

dedications, such as a female riding sidesaddle on a horse and a series of snakes, are not found at

Olympia and indicate peculiarity of the Kombothekra cult.

The location of the coroplastic workshops is debated. Heilmeyer postulated that the

terracotta and bronze figurines were produced inside the Olympia sanctuary.151 Although there is

no direct evidence for this, there is post-production bronze material that strongly suggests

production of bronze on site. The Olympic figurines were made of the same clay as local Elean

pottery, which suggests that the figurines were produced at the same location as local pottery. The

discovery of the Kombothekra votives, which closely match the Olympic series in clay and style,

complicates this theory. The figurines could have been made by a dominant coroplastic center

operating out of Olympia, which exported figurines for dedication to the neighboring areas. This

does not account for the unique Kombothekra snake figurines. Sinn believes it more likely that
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there was an atelier operating in the Elean countryside, which supplied votives for both

Kombothekra and Olympia.152 This theory is attractive, since it accounts for the unique types

dedicated only at Kombothekra as well as the independent development of the coroplastic objects

from the bronze figurines at Olympia and Kombothekra.

Type VII Standing Warriors
LG 1

There is only one armed nude male from Kombothekra, dated to the LG on analogy with

the warriors from Olympia (K1, Fig. 43). This warrior is handmade with outstretched arms and

legs, incised circle eyes, nipples, and navels, and a jutting chin and upturned face. The figure

wears a small conical helmet that identifies the figure as a heroic warrior. This figurine is almost

identical to warrior figurines from Olympia and it must have been made in the same workshop.

Type VIII Standing Nude Males
MG 2
LG 8

There are ten standing male nudes, two from the MG and eight from the LG, at

Kombothekra (K2, Fig. 47). These are identical to nude males dedicated at Olympia and follow

the form of the warrior figurines, with the exception of a helmet, arms, or armor.

Type X Chariot/Cart Groups
MG 6
LG 2
EIA 20

Like Olympia, handmade chariot teams, including chariot, horses, and drivers, were

dedicated at Kombothekra. There are three surviving drivers, beginning in the MG (K3-4, Fig. 58).

These handmade figurines are related to the warriors and nude males: they are small, handmade
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with incised circle eyes, breasts, and navels. There is just a small attachment at their waist where

they were originally attached to the driving box. Their arms extend forward to grasp the reigns.

There are also remains of the chariots (K5). They begin in the MG with many horse

teams and drivers. Fragments of the chariots are often difficult to date more specifically than

Geometric. There are a total of twenty fragments from the chariots themselves, including

fragments of the driving box, axles, and both plain and spoked wheels.

Type XII Cattle
EG 2
MG 1
LG 3

Dedication of handmade cattle, one of the earliest figurine types at Kombothekra, begins

in the EG. The cows are stylistically related to the Olympia cattle and are dated based on

comparisons with these figurines. The EG cows (K6-7) are fragmentary: only the head and neck

remains. K6 has a slender, long neck with slightly modeled dewlap. The muzzle is long and flat;

the horns extend horizontally from a forehead ridge. K7 has a short, stout neck with dewlap and a

short muzzle with incised details and circle incised eyes. The body of a MG cow (K8) is slender

with rather thick, straight legs. The two LG bulls (K9-10, Fig. 97) have rather squat legs that taper

slightly with a tail that extends horizontally from the rump. The heads are elongated with incised

circle eyes.

Type XIII Sheep/Rams
MG 1
LG 4

The rams are similar to the cattle figurines, with the exception that they have down-

curving horns. One figurine (K11, Fig. 104) lacks horns, but has elongated ears that hang down

and a down-turned muzzle; Sinn tentatively interprets this figurine as a sheep.
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Type XIV Horses
MG 7
LG 5

Both individual horses as well as horse teams pulling chariots were dedicated at

Kombothekra beginning in the MG. K12-13 (Fig. 121) are MG independent horses; they have

long, cylindrical bodies with long, upright necks. The mane is a modeled ridge that runs up the

length of the neck and rises to a crest above the forward. The ears are modeled. The muzzle is

cylindrical and flattened on the end. LG horses (K14) do not have upright necks: their necks are

shorter and meet the body at an angle. The mane is a ridge that ends in a large crest above the

forehead. The ears are modeled and the eyes incised circles. The tails are long and extend

horizontally from the rump.

Other horses (K15-16, Fig. 120) belong to chariot teams, as denoted by the remains of

harnesses on their necks. As at Olympia, this formed one of the most popular types.

Type XVIII Snakes and Dogs
LG 10

Kombothekra received a unique dedication among Geometric terracotta figurines: snakes.

Nine handmade snakes were dedicated, likely in the LG (K17-18, Fig. 135). The snakes are simple

and handmade with ‘S’ shaped bodies; some have incised circular patterns reminiscent of octopus

tentacles. The heads are simple, triangular shaped with incised circle eyes and the tails taper to a

point. The snakes are not paralleled at Olympia and their presence at Kombothekra indicates a

local cult tradition. Sinn speculates that the snakes are linked to chthonic deities, such as Demeter

or Hades.153



II: Dedications in Clay: The Archaeological Contexts

104

There was also a head from a dog figurine dated to the LG based on comparison with

canine figurines from Olympia (K19, Fig. 140). The head is smaller, the muzzle more pointed, and

the ears more perky than on quadruped figurines.

ARCADIA

Tegea: Sanctuary of Athena Alea

The Sanctuary of Athena Alea at Tegea in eastern Arcadia was excavated by the Germans

in the 1880s, the French in the early twentieth century, and is the focus of current excavations by

the Norwegian Institute at Athens.154 Although Geometric material was discovered in earlier

excavations, the Norwegian excavations within the fourth-century cella and to the north of the

temple have uncovered stratified remains of LG architecture and votives directly beneath the

Archaic temple.155 This is one of the few sanctuaries with evidence for two LG buildings, perhaps

early temples.156 The early votive objects from the sanctuary include a few LBA objects

(including LH IIIC stirrup jars, a LH IIIC psi figurine, a twelfth-century leaded bronze figurine, a

violin bow fibula, and an arched bow fibula), PG sherds and a pin; and more objects of Geometric

date, including sherds, terracotta figurines, bronze objects, and gold jewelry.157 Although there

are several MG sherds, there is a significant increase in pottery in the second half of the eighth

century, including decorated pottery.158 The bronze types, likely produced locally, include horses,

deer, birds, oxen, sidesaddle riders, a seated human/monkey, a water carrier, and two male

warriors.159

This sanctuary was established early, perhaps as early as the PG but certainly by the

eighth century.160 The LBA as well as Geometric figural images, including a psi-figurine, a

bronze female figurine with hands to her breasts, a Geometric bronze disc depicting a nude

female holding a poppy standing on a quadruped, a bronze female seated side-saddle, a bronze
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figure separating two animals, the nude female terracotta, a seated monkey/man, and pendants of

a turtle and pomegranate, present a consistent image of the deity: a potnia theron goddess

concerned with fertility.161 It is likely that the deity worshipped in Geometric times was Alea,

who was only later associated with Athena. Both goddesses served as protector goddesses, but

Alea also presided over domains not typical for Athena cults.162

Most of the terracotta figurines date to the Archaic period, but the original excavations

did not fully publish all the figurines or even list the total number of each type. There are only a

few securely LG figurines, but many of the Archaic figurines continue the Geometric tradition.

Most of the Geometric dedications were found in a votive deposit under the northeast corner of

the later temple. The overwhelming majority of votives were produced locally. This sanctuary

seems to have been one of the dominant cults in Arcadia, a religious center; other regional cults,

such as the sanctuary of Artemis at Mavriki, the sanctuary of Athena at Alipheira, and the

sanctuary of Artemis at Gourtsouli, reveal influence from the Tegea cult.163

The region of Arcadia is somewhat remote and mountainous, and remains distinct in

many ways from other areas of Greece. Its isolation accounts for a conservatism of Arcadian

culture with little influence from other regions of Greece. This secure inland highland was

reportedly the refuge for Mycenaeans who did not emigrate farther east. Despite the lack of site

continuity from the Mycenaean to Geometric periods, Arcadia presents many interesting

instances of Mycenaean holdovers, including dialect and religious iconography. Arcadia also

shares many links with Cyprus, another area of Mycenaean settlement that retained many Bronze

Age customs well into the historic period.164

The French under the direction of Charles Dugas excavated the sanctuary at the turn of

the twentieth century and the early material from these excavations was re-investigated by Mary

Voyatzis.165 The Norwegian Institute at Athens resumed excavations between 1990-1995,



II: Dedications in Clay: The Archaeological Contexts

106

uncovering many new figurines as well as more tenth- and ninth-century material, which has been

studied by Voyatzis and others.166 These excavations found a number of Archaic female figurines

in the northern area of the sanctuary and a small number of earlier terracottas inside the temple. In

addition to new Geometric figurines, two more Mycenaean figurines were also unearthed.

Terracotta figurines are not dedicated until the LG, yet there is a conspicuous Mycenaean

element in many of the LG and Archaic figurines and an absence of influence from contemporary

figurines from other regions of Greece, which is typical of Arcadian material in general.167 This

suggests either continuity of production, for which there is no evidence, or more likely a revival

of older traditions, perhaps through discovery of Mycenaean figurines. The few votives dating to

the twelfth through tenth centuries suggest that this was an old cult, perhaps intermittent from the

Late Bronze Age.168 The eighth-century votives revive not only Late Bronze Age artistic motifs

but also Late Bronze Age religious symbols, such as the female holding both breasts and the

pomegranate, indicating that aspects of a Mycenaean deity could have been preserved in cultural

memory. This religious iconography, however, was also prevalent in the Near East and especially

Cyprus, an island that enjoyed close affinity with Arcadia.169 It is possible that these motifs were

inherited from the prehistoric local past or were re-introduced to the region via Cyprus.

Type IA Females with Outstretched Arms
LG 1

The 1991 excavation season unearthed the only anthropomorphic terracotta figurine from

Geometric Tegea (T1, Fig. 13).170 The preserved torso is of a nude female; the figurine is flat in

profile. The female has modeled breasts and the preserved arm stumps indicate that both arms

were outstretched.
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Type XIV Horses
MG 1
LG 5

Horses form the majority of the few terracotta figurines dedicated at Tegea. The earliest

is a handmade horse dated to MG based on similarities with figurines from Olympia (T2, Fig.

122).171 The horse has a long, narrow cylindrical body, short legs, a long, thick tail that arches

away from the body, and an unusually long neck. The neck has a pinched ridge to indicate the

mane. The head is missing, but one preserved ear is similar to other horse figurine ears. Most

unique about this figurine is the painted decoration: a series of black dots cover the horse and

additional chevrons are painted on the top of the tail. Voyatzis notes that this type of decoration

recalls Mycenaean painted figurines.172

Five LG handmade horses have been excavated. T3 (Fig. 123) has small proportions with

a short body and legs curving away from the body. The tail hangs down from the high rump, the

back of the horse dips down slightly, and the neck has a slightly pinched mane. The horse is

painted with bold, linear designs that follow the contour of the body. Like T2, this decorative

motif recalls Mycenaean prototypes, specifically “Linear 2” style in a “debased, provincial

form.”173 T4 (Fig. 124) is a fragment of the neck and head from a similar horse figurine, although

larger in size. This horse is also decorated with bold linear designs and painted chevrons on the

neck that appears Mycenaean.174 Three other horses date to the end of the eighth century: they are

small with slight indications of manes and short necks (T5-7). T5-6 have hatched lines forming

geometric designs, like meanders, on the bodies. The painted decoration on these three horses is

similar to LG pottery decoration.
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Type XVII Birds
LG 1

One handmade bird figurine was dedicated at Tegea in the LG (T8, Fig. 133). This

handmade bird has a long, narrow neck with a small undifferentiated head and long pointed beak.

There are two protrusions for the eyes. The neck is decorated with a series of painted horizontal

stripes, the eyes outlined in black paint with a dot representing the pupil, and the beak is

decorated with a series of convergent lines. The size of this figurine is large for the site. Voyatzis

notes that another large bird is depicted alongside a standing woman on a quadruped on a bronze

disc at Tegea. It is likely that birds played an important role in this cult. Bird imagery had

religious significance in the Mycenaean era and the importance of birds at this sanctuary perhaps

represents another LBA survival. The style is similar to a bird from Amyklai, which has been

alternately dated to the LH IIIC and Geometric periods.175

CORINTHIA

Isthmia: Sanctuary of Poseidon

The excavations of the early levels of the shrine at Isthmia provide important evidence

for EIA cult. Isthmia is one of the earliest shrines established in the post-Mycenaean Greek

world, a “transitional shrine,” and one of the only sanctuaries established in an area that was later

to become a polis and panhellenic shrine.176 Catherine Morgan’s analysis of the terracotta

figurines at Isthmia emphasizes the difficulty and uncertainty involved in dating these simple

handmade figurines. She uses parallels from Olympia and Samos when possible, but these

chronologies are also uncertain and do not provide exact parallels for the Isthmian figurines.177

Fabric was also used as a chronological guide. In general, the LG figurines are made of the same
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fabric as Archaic Corinthian ceramics, while the earlier figurines are made from crude, gritty

clay, similar to clay used for coarse to semi-coarse Iron Age vessels.

The careful analysis of this cult by Morgan is invaluable; rather than assuming all

material beneath the later panhellenic shrine was ritual, she developed a theoretical model based

on those of Colin Renfrew and Korinna Pilafidis-Williams to isolate cultic remains from non-

cultic remains.178 This theoretical model enabled close, objective analysis of material from each

period to determine the context: funerary, religious, or domestic. This approach stands in contrast

to the method of interpretation employed at most sanctuaries sites, where cult is assumed to have

existed as far back as material remains exist. The Isthmian shrine is the only definite shrine in the

EIA Corinthia and it likely served as a religious center for the region.179 Despite its early

establishment, the shrine was not located by Mycenaean centers or settlement areas.

The EIA cult was concentrated on the southeast side of the central plateau, the location of

the later temple and altar of Poseidon. The evidence for earlier use of the site was unearthed in

the fill laid down in the Archaic period during the construction of the first temple; this fill was re-

deposited and is of mixed date. Thus, the material is sorted and dated based on style and

typological features. The shrine was open-air, but there is some evidence for a path and a small,

temporary structure of wood (attested by postholes) in the eighth century.180 Broad deposits of

open ceramic shapes, used for ritual drinking and dining, mixed with burnt ash and bone provides

evidence for EPG cult. Other possible ritual objects, including figurines, jewelry, and an

increased range of ceramics, also begin in the LPG.181

Although the use of a theoretical model lends credence to Morgan’s conclusions, there

are some problems with the analysis. John Papadopoulos notes that the EIA deposits are mixed

and we cannot be sure that the material was originally from the site.182 The presence of rare

funerary types in the Isthmian fill is problematic and perhaps an indication that some of the fill
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was brought from elsewhere, perhaps from a nearby cemetery. Another problematic issue at

Isthmia is dating sacrificial remains. One of the main criteria for identifying cult is the presence

of calcified animal bones and ash, the remnants of animal sacrifice. Morgan concludes that the

amount of burnt bone and ash suggests that this was always a feature of activity on the site.183 The

lack of defined strata within the fill, however, precludes dating the sacrificial remains. Despite

these problems, the presence of terracotta figurines such as cattle and horses is consistent with

other early sanctuary activity. Moreover, cattle figurines are not found in funerary contexts. It

appears that even if this is a contaminated mix, at least some of the objects were used in ritual

activity in the area.

Type X Chariot/Cart Groups
LG 2

There are two examples of chariot/cart fragments from LG Isthmia. I2 (Fig. 63) is a

spoked wheel from a chariot or cart. The wheel is wheelmade with the spaces cut out between the

spokes before firing.184

Type XI Anthropomorphic Fragment
Heads, G 1

There is only one anthropomorphic figurine found at Isthmia and it is crudely executed in

coarse clay (I1, Fig. 76). The head is pinched to form a “bird-face,” the top of the head is

flattened, perhaps a crude polos, and the eyes are added in clay. Morgan dates this figure to the

eighth century based on parallels from Olympia and Samos, the crude modeling, and the fabric.185

The broken arms appear to be outstretched like the male figurines found at Olympia, but the

otherwise style-less quality of the figure makes dating difficult.



II: Dedications in Clay: The Archaeological Contexts

111

Type XII Cattle
PG 3
EG 2
MG 2
LG 8
EIA 3

This type forms the majority of figurine dedications at this sanctuary and is also the

earliest type found. There are three PG cows: two handmade (I3) and one wheelmade (I4, Fig. 99).

The handmade cattle have heavy bodies with large necks and high, rounded rumps. The legs, all

missing, were probably short and tapered. The tails are rolled clay and attached to the

hindquarters with pinched outer edge. There is also a separate strip of clay applied on the

underside of the bulls to represent genitalia. The third cow fragment from this site is important

since it is wheelmade and is the first evidence that wheelmade animal statuettes were dedicated in

the Corinthia (I4, Fig. 99).186 This fragment is a solid rear leg from a wheelmade bull statuette; the

knee joint is modeled with a bulge. Morgan dates this leg to the LPG/EG based on similarities to

the Lefkandi centaur, in particular the crosshatched zones of decoration, and other LPG

wheelmade bull statuettes. The modeling and elaborate decoration make this among the most

sophisticated of the EIA wheelmade statuettes.

Cattle dedications continue into the EG with two handmade bulls (I5). Only the

hindquarters of these cows are preserved, but they are blocky in shape and dated based on similar

EG bulls from Olympia.187 In the MG, the two examples of cattle are also handmade with only

the bodies surviving. The bodies are cylindrical and the necks pinched to form a slight ridge; I5

has a series of diagonal incised lines across the body. I6 represents the hindquarters: the rump is

high and the tail arches away from the body. Several of these bulls also have a roll of clay applied

to the underside to represent genitalia: I7 (Fig. 100) has a cylindrical roll of clay as well as two

circular pellets applied to the belly to represent the genitalia.
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Cattle figurines are more numerous in the LG. There are eight handmade cows from this

period; five of these bulls could be MG/LG (I8-10). The cows have long, cylindrical bodies with

high rumps and arching tails. The clay is coarse. Most of these bulls have applied genitalia. One

bull (I10) has unique incised linear decoration: two parallel lines along the back, a line around the

torso, and a line encircling the neck. These appear to represent a saddle, harness, or pannier;

although there are some examples of painted harnesses in the Geometric, this is the only example

of an incised harness.188 I11 (Fig. 101) is one of the largest figurines from the site and one of the

only animals with a preserved head. The body and chest are large and supported by short, stumpy

legs. A ridge runs along the back of the bull and turns into the tail. Added clay between the legs

represents male genitalia. The head is small and triangular with a short neck and a short dewlap.

The head has a ridge for the horns, a flat forehead, and pointed muzzle. The eyes and nostrils are

indicated by punched holes. There are no exact parallels for this figure.

Unlike the handmade bovine figurines from other sites, many of the Isthmian figurines

clearly represent bulls, as indicated by the added male genitalia.

Type XIV Horses
LG 2  (1 Attic imports)

There are only two horses from this sanctuary, both handmade and dated to the LG (I12,

Fig. 125). One fragment is a long, tapered leg; the other fragment is the forequarters of a horse.

The slender proportions and the pinched ridge forming a mane identify this quadruped as a horse.

Morgan notes that although the fabric resembles Argive clay, horses are not common in the

Argive coroplastic repertoire and accordingly identifies this as an Attic import.189
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Type XV Wheeled Equines/Equines Carrying Jars
MG 1  (1 Attic import)
LG 3  (2 Attic imports)
EIA 1

There is one dedication of a mule carrying vessels on its back and it is an Attic import

(I13, Fig. 127). This fragment is the left hind leg and rump from a handmade mule/donkey with

hollow, wheelmade body; on the left side is the beginning of a cylindrical wheelmade body.

There is a rising edge on the body at the upper break, the remains of the base of the vessel carried

on the animal’s back. Based on the position of the preserved jar, Morgan reconstructs a mule

carrying a load of five or six jars rather than one to four. Morgan dates this import based on

similar figures that rest on wheeled platforms found in Athenian graves dated to the eighth

century.190

There are four wheeled horse figures from Isthmia: two are Attic imports (I15-16, Fig.

129) and two appear to be local copies of Attic types (I114, Fig. 128). These are fragments of the

lower legs of horses, pierced for wheels or with evidence that they were attached to a wheeled

base. Similar examples of wheeled horses are common in Attic tenth- to early ninth-century

graves, but the presence of such figures at a nearby sanctuary is suspect.191

The early votives from the Isthmia shrine include several odd figurines, most notably the

presence of Attic wheeled horses and three terracotta models of boots.192 The boot models are

dated to EGI based on similarities to the Athenian examples. Two of these were imported from

Attica and likely formed a pair, while a third seems to be a local imitation of Attic boots. The

boots have a striated fringe on the toe of the boot while the front of the boot has parallel vertical

striations made with a toothed comb, likely representing the laced fringe of the boot. There are

also two holes toward the rear, which may have been intended for tying laces or for hanging the

boots. The fragment of the Corinthian boot represents the sole and back part of the boot. The
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ankle protrusions are modeled, and there are remains of a hole on the right side, again likely for

laces or suspension. Similar terracotta boots have been found in graves in the Athens, Eleusis, and

Naxos.193

Both the boot models and wheeled horses are more typical in funerary contexts. Isthmia

seems to have been especially open to Attic influence and imports, but it seems odd to adopt

funerary terracotta types for dedication. In his review of Morgan’s Isthmia publication,

Papadopoulos questions the interpretation of these objects as votive.194 He remarks that the

questionable mixed stratigraphy leaves open the question of the original context of the fill, which

could include funerary remains. I agree with Papadopoulos that many of the early offerings are

better interpreted as from disturbed graves, especially the wheeled horses and boots. The mixed

deposits also included handmade cattle and horse figurines, which are not common funerary

offerings but do fit within the usual votive tradition. Based on the inclusion of both typically

funerary and votive objects in the Isthmia fill, it is likely that the early Isthmian material is

disturbed and includes both funerary and ritual fill.
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CHAPTER III

ANIMAL FIGURINES IN EARLY IRON AGE CULT

Although animals have always been a part of Greek religious imagery, they are especially

important in the EIA when they appear as the first figural images at many sanctuaries.

Throughout the Geometric period, worshippers communicated with the divine primarily through

animal imagery. Human figurines do not consistently appear until the second half of the eighth

century. This chapter explores the importance of animal imagery in early Greek cult through an

analysis of the dedication of animal figurines and their religious and social significance. The

votive pattern of zoomorphic figurines and statuettes presents a unified and coherent symbolic

system common to many early cults. Animal imagery presented a clear and understandable mode

of communicating concepts of fertility, prosperity, and even regeneration to worshippers at all

levels.1 This potent iconography operated on multiple levels simultaneously. The association of

animals with the natural world and its cycle of regeneration, suffused with the concept of life and

death, invoked eschatological themes prevalent in Greek religion. Expression of this worldview

through symbols of the natural world is widespread in the ancient Mediterranean. Animals served

as a display of wealth, a symbol of man’s place in the kosmos and the power of the deity over the

natural world, a symbol of sacrifice, and a gift that accompanied a prayer.



III: Animal Figurines in Early Iron Age Cult

122

On a practical level, animals were vital to the EIA economy. They were necessary for

both pastoral and agricultural farming and an intimate knowledge of animal husbandry was

crucial for survival and prosperity. The necessity of many animals in the EIA economy led to

their high social and economic value. In early Greece especially, animals became symbols of

wealth, prosperity, and mastery over nature. This connotations were adopted for religious use

since early Greek society did not strictly separate economics and religion.2 Animals in religion

generally represent the wealth of the deity or cult as well as mortal and divine control and

mastery over the natural world. The behavior of some animals invoked special meanings for

individual cults. Thus, animal imagery operated on several levels, connoting wealth, prosperity,

fertility, regeneration, and control.

Animal iconography served as a metaphor for mortals’ relationship with the natural

world. A successful farmer or shepherd relies on an understanding of the intricacies of animal

breeding, raising, and training. This knowledge depends on a relationship with one’s herds and

mastery over them. Dominion over nature is expressed in religious iconography through potnios

and potnia theron imagery that was common in Near Eastern, Minoan, Mycenaean, and Greek

artistic representations. Terracotta figurines do not generally depict group scenes, but individual

figurines functioned as signs for larger concepts. The overwhelming majority of zoomorphic

figurines depicts domestic animals and perhaps embodies the desire for continued control of and

harmonious relationship with these animals.

Animals operate in the ritual-mythic realm as symbols of the divine, sometimes as

intermediary beings or divinities themselves. Divinities in Aegean LBA and Iron Age Greece

enjoy close relationships with specific animals, which are crystallized in Archaic myth and ritual,

where each Olympian deity has at least one animal companion. The relationship between the

divine and animals is complex: animals invoke the divine, they accompany the divine, they are
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sacrificed to the divine, and in some instances they themselves are divine. Walter Burkert

explains, “The concept of the theriomorphic god and especially of the bull god, however, may all

too easily efface the very important distinctions between a god named, described, represented,

and worshipped in animal form, a real animal worshipped as a god, animal symbols and animal

masks in the cult, and finally the consecrated animal destined for sacrifice.”3 In myth, Greek

deities physically transform into animals, have theriomorphic offspring, and transform mortals

into animals.4 In later Greek art, gods and goddesses are commonly depicted with their associated

animals: Zeus with the bull or eagle, Poseidon with the bull or horse, Artemis with stags or birds,

Hera with the cow, and Athena with the owl.

There is a paucity of EIA anthropomorphic figurines that represent gods, either as votives

or objects of worship. The lack of consistent anthropomorphic divine imagery suggests that

deities were not worshipped in anthropomorphic form or that cult was not centered on permanent

divine images.5 The dominance of zoomorphic imagery, however, especially bovine figurines,

invites the question of whether any of these represented theriomorphic divinities. Theriomorphic

deities were prevalent in Egypt and not uncommon in the ancient Near East.6 There are many

representations of theriomorphic beings in Minoan and Mycenaean art and references to animals

in the Linear B texts, but there is some debate whether theriomorphic deities existed in these

cultures’ religions.7 Korinna Pilafidis-Williams suggests that the bull statuettes found at several

Mycenaean sanctuaries perhaps served as a symbol of a male deity, a counterpart to the

wheelmade female statuettes.8

Animals also were a key element in the central rite of Greek religion: animal sacrifice.

Domesticated and wild animals were ritually killed on an altar, select parts were burnt for the

gods, and their meat consumed in festive meals.9 This rite illustrates the worshippers’ willingness

to sacrifice part of their wealth to obtain divine favor as well as commune with the deity and
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fellow worshippers through ritual feasting.10 The sacrificial animal is intimately linked to the god

as well as to the worshipper, who owns and later consumes its meat.11 The prevalence of cattle

among early figurines and in later Greek sacrificial practice suggests that these figurines invoked

this rite in some way. Cattle figurines are not confined to certain sanctuaries and do not seem to

be connected to any particular deity. Rather, they are found at the more monumental EIA

sanctuaries. A link to sacrifice, a conspicuous aspect of most cults, seems plausible. Figurines

perhaps served as material commemorations of sacrifice as well as reminders of the prayers that

accompanied the sacrifice.12 The figurines functioned as permanent reminders or tokens of the act

of sacrifice and prayer.

Studies of the artistic and literary evidence for animal sacrifice indicate a predilection to

sacrifice certain types of animals at certain sanctuaries, usually an animal associated in myth or

cult with the deity.13 Osteological analysis of select sanctuaries, however, does not present such

specific practices. In the rare instances when chronological markers exist within the osteological

record, the evidence indicates that in earlier cult animal sacrifice consisted primarily of cattle and

sheep/goat. At Knossos, Demeter receives the general sacrifice of sheep/goat and only after the

fifth century are pigs sacrificed. Robin Hägg compares this to the general nature of deities, who

only are given more specific personalities in the Archaic period.14 At Samos, Didyma, and

Kalapodi, cattle bones outnumber those of sheep and goats, while pigs are rare. At Kommos,

outside the temples, sheep/goat and cattle thighs were common.15 Contrary to many scholarly

claims, it is impossible to sex the burnt bones from animal sacrifice; therefore, any claim that

“bulls” or “cows” were sacrificed is an assumption.16

In the EIA, animals related to the agricultural concerns of the worshippers, and

presumably the deity, are by far the most common dedications. In addition to cattle, ram and

sheep figurines were dedicated. Along with the land, animals were the basis for wealth. It is likely
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that worshippers offered these agricultural animals to the deity in hopes of divine protection of

herds or flocks. It is logical that such an important resource be put under divine protection, either

by establishing sacred herds or by placing privately owned animals under the care of the gods.

Not all animal figurines, however, were associated with animal sacrifice. The appearance

of the horse in the ninth century, an animal that comes to dominate the figurine assemblage by the

eighth century, signals a change in dedications. The horse figurines are related to the worshippers

and the aristocratic lifestyle that becomes an essential part of cult iconography in the ninth and

eighth centuries. Finally, at the end of the Geometric period, animals that are unique to certain

cults, including snakes and dogs, begin to appear.

DEITIES & SACRIFICE
CATTLE FIGURINES

(Type XII)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 453

Lindos:  9  (1 Cypriot import)
Chios, Harbour Sanctuary:  17
Chios, Athena Shrine:  1
Samos:  141
Kalymnos:  50
Naxos:  1
Amyklai:  5
Olympia:  205
Kombothekra:  6
Isthmia:  18

Bovine figures are the earliest three-dimensional figural images in post-Bronze Age

Greece. Their wide distribution and early appearance underline their central role in the early

cultic symbolic system. Bovine figurines are found at Rhodes, Chios, Samos, Kalymnos, Naxos,

Amyklai, Olympia, Kombothekra, and Isthmia and were dedicated to an array of deities: Athena,

Hera, Apollo, Zeus, Artemis, and Poseidon. Cattle are found at all major Geometric sanctuaries

with figurine dedications except Tegea.
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Cattle statuettes continue without a break from the Late Mycenaean to the SM period.17

The earliest EIA cattle figures, dated to the eleventh century, are wheelmade and are found at

sanctuaries where aspects of Mycenaean cult continue. These statuettes represent the end of

Mycenaean cultic traditions at certain sites; they disappear before a revival occurs at Samos and

Emporio.18 The early examples are found at Amyklai (A3-5, Fig. 96),19 where five twelfth- and

eleventh-century bulls were dedicated, as well as on the Athenian Acropolis, where the majority

of cattle statuettes seem to date to the LH IIIB-C period, with a fragmentary SM example from

the North Slope and a PG fragment from the South Slope.20 The context of the Athenian bovine

figures is not certain, although it seems likely that they were ritual.21 There are also early

examples of wheelmade cattle from Emporio Harbour Shrine and Samos (C10, Fig. 107, S96-97,

Figs. 79, 81).

In the PG period, a new tradition of handmade cattle figurines, distinct from Mycenaean

handmade bulls, begins on Rhodes, Samos, Olympia, and Isthmia (R25, Fig. 77, S98-100, Fig. 82,

O25-26, Fig. 92, I3-4, Figs. 98-99). By the EG, handmade cattle figurines are dedicated in more

sanctuaries: Olympia, Kombothekra, Isthmia, and Samos (S101-107, Figs. 80, 83-84, 85, O27, Fig.

94, I5). During the MG period, cattle figurines were dedicated at the same shrines, but in greater

numbers (S109-116, Figs. 87-90, O28-29, I6-7, Fig. 100). At Kalymnos, fifty wheelmade cattle,

likely of eighth-century date, are the largest single deposit of wheelmade cattle yet found (K1).

Finally, by the second half of the eighth century, handmade bovine figurines are found at almost

all sanctuaries, with the exception of Tegea and Amyklai (R24, Fig. 77, C4-9, Fig. 78, N1, S108,

117-124, Figs. 86, 91, O30-31, Fig. 95, I8-11, Fig. 101). Wheelmade statuettes continue longer at

Samos than at any other Geometric sanctuary. The increasing popularity of bovine figurines

throughout the EIA does not continue into the seventh century, when the number of these

figurines decreases significantly.
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The pattern of cattle figurine dedication illustrates their universal ritual significance: they

are not related to any specific deity, gender of deity, or cult. The bull or cow is a universal image,

important to all early cults, and one directly and exclusively related to ritual, not found in

funerary contexts. To my knowledge, there are no cattle figurines in graves or funerary contexts,

nor are they common subjects in vase painting.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

The earliest two-dimensional figural images from the Dark Age include isolated horses or

birds painted on vases.22 In three-dimensional arts, however, cattle dominate the animal repertoire

from the eleventh century. Bovine figurines are ubiquitous: they were dedicated at sanctuaries to

male and female deities, at shrines scattered from East Greece to Crete, and at shrines primarily

serving local populations as well as at more international sanctuaries. In the EIA, cattle were not

specific to certain deities, as in later Greek myth and religion, but were associated with all

Geometric divinities.

In the Near East and Anatolia bulls were associated with rulers and divinities.23 Bovine

imagery was also an important aspect of Minoan and Mycenaean cult: bulls occur in scenes of

sacrifice and on ritual instruments.24 Most Mycenaean handmade zoomorphic figurines,

beginning in LH IIIA, are cattle with no obvious sexual attributes.25 There seems to have been a

coroplastic industry specializing in zoomorphic statuettes for official dedication from the LM IIIB

period on Crete and the LH IIIA period on the mainland; cattle statuettes flourish on Crete, the

Cycladic islands, and on the mainland in LH IIIC.26 The use of these statuettes spreads with the

expansion of Minoan-Mycenaean culture to the Cyclades and to Cyprus. On the mainland and

Crete, the practice of dedicating these statuettes continues into the EIA at Amyklai, Athens, and

Haghia Triada.
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The dedication of bovine statuettes dies out after the eleventh century at Amyklai and the

Athenian Acropolis, the only mainland sites to continue the tradition from the LBA. The tradition

and technique of creating zoomorphic vessels and statuettes continue in the Dodecanese, the

Cyclades, Cyprus, Crete, Euboea, and Attica, but new types are added to the standard repertoire,

likely related to their new funerary function.27 In Greece, this continuation is brief, while on Crete

and the Aegean islands, this tradition enjoys a longer life with periodic revivals.

Despite the hiatus in wheelmade cattle statuette dedications after the SM, cattle imagery

does not disappear. From the PG period on, handmade cattle figurines appear at almost all Greek

sanctuaries. Although the figurines and statuettes of other animals are found in graves in many

regions of Greece, cattle imagery is associated exclusively with sanctuaries: there are no cattle

terracottas in EIA graves.

Cattle have been domesticated since the early Neolithic period in Greece and became an

important element of the Mycenaean palace economy. They were used for dairy, meat, and as

draft animals.28 Because of the animals’ size, strength, and essential role in agriculture, many

ancient cultures conferred upon them a symbolic, sometimes supernatural, significance. Bulls in

particular are associated with virility, fertility, and male deities. In the LBA, there is evidence

from Anatolia and the Near East for tauromorphic deities, but there is no conclusive evidence for

zoomorphic deities in the Aegean, although later Zeus, Poseidon, and Dionysos could take the

form of the bull.29

In her publication of the Mycenaean remains from the Aphaia sanctuary on Aegina,

Pilafidis-Williams suggests that Mycenaean bovine statuettes served as a symbol of a male deity,

while wheelmade female statuettes invoked the goddess at different sanctuaries. Instead of

relating the presence of bull statuettes to official or unofficial shrines, Pilafidis-Williams links

these images to the gender of deity worshipped.30 This suggestion is attractive because it provides
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imagery for the male gods listed in the tablets from Pylos and other sites not otherwise not

represented in the material record. This also provides visual expression for gods and goddesses,

balancing the duality of male-female divine pairs evident in Linear B texts.31 The bull became a

symbol of a god in Mycenaean Greece, although not a straightforward depiction of a

tauromorphic god. Bovine statuettes as well as other male images increase in the twelfth century,

indicating an increase in the importance of male deities.32

Since it has been emphasized that few Late Mycenaean or EIA cattle figure have explicit

sexual attributes, we must also consider the association between cattle and goddesses. In the

Mycenaean period, cattle are closely associated with male deities. Several scholars have noticed

that cattle statuettes are not found in the same sanctuaries as female statuettes with the exception

of Phylakopi, where a double sanctuary housed cults of a god and goddess.33 In the EIA,

however, cattle figures and figurines are ubiquitous, appearing at sanctuaries of gods and

goddesses; there is no clear association of this animal with male or female cults and so we must

not assume that all cattle are intended to represent bulls. Despite the ambiguous quality of cattle

figurines, it is entirely possible that these generic figurines had more specific meaning depending

on the character of each cult. In addition to Zeus, Poseidon, and Dionysos, the goddess Hera is

closely associated with cattle in art, literature, and cult.34 The cow in the ancient Mediterranean is

generally associated with fertility, but a fertility of the land in opposition to the virile fertility that

is linked to bulls.35 The evidence that Hera was worshipped in bovine form, however, is

unconvincing. Bovine features connote female beauty, fertility, wealth, and sacredness.36 Like the

bull, cattle in general signify different but related forms of fertility, beauty (either masculine

strength or female domesticity), and wealth.37

The social importance of cattle in the EIA is debated. Although older scholarship

emphasized the paucity of material evidence in the EIA, noting the small villages that lacked the
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art of writing, the luxury crafts so widespread in the Mycenaean period, and the strictly stratified,

bureaucratically controlled centralized political system,38 newer studies have highlighted new

evidence for settlement nucleation, perhaps even the beginnings of the polis system, complex

hierarchical social structures, and extensive trade and contact with other cultures.39 Today a

regionalist approach is necessary. It is highly unlikely that all areas of Greece were at the same

level of social complexity or had the same economy during the EIA. The presence of non-

essential objects, such as figurines, jewelry, and other goods throughout much of EIA Greece

argues against a subsistence-level economy. The funerary, domestic, and religious evidence from

some regions suggests that land-owning warrior elites came to power during the Geometric

period, although the exact nature of the political and social structures are debated.40 Land-

ownership, warfare, and horse breeding became an elite controlled economy in some areas. As

the polis system emerged in some areas, a more urban society with an agricultural zone

surrounding it replaced the earlier settlement distribution pattern of land and herd ownership as

the basis of wealth and status.

There has been some debate about the role of animal husbandry, pastoralism, and farming

in early Greece. The Mycenaeans relied on farming and their diet was primarily grain and pulse

based. Cereal farming played a primary role in the Archaic economy as well.41 In 1987, Anthony

Snodgrass suggested that with the collapse of the Mycenaean system, Greece reverted to a

dominantly pastoral subsistence system, which gradually became secondary to grain cultivation

beginning in the ninth century.42 The recording and analysis of the osteological evidence from the

Dark Age settlement at Nichoria offer the most compelling evidence in support of Snodgrass’

theory: the animal bone assemblage demonstrates that more cattle were consumed in tenth-

century Nichoria than in the Mycenaean period, indicating a change to a cattle ranching society.43

This sort of evidence is not widely available for most Greek sites and the interpretation of the
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Nichoria economy is based on very few remains. James Whitley notes the importance of sheep

and goat over cattle at several Cretan sites and so we must be cautious in making generalizations

based on the Nichoria evidence alone.44

The evidence presented for a pastoral Dark Age economy by Snodgrass can be explained

in another way. Snodgrass uses the decreasing number of bull and sheep figurines at Olympia to

corroborate his theory that herding decreased in importance, gradually replaced by cereal

agriculture.45 This hypothesis requires two assumptions. The first assumption is that figurines

represented cattle herds kept for meat and dairy production, not draft oxen used for plowing

fields. The second assumption is that the dedication of figurines can be associated with the

economic realities of the worshippers rather than as ritual or religious symbols. For the first

assumption, Snodgrass states that the cattle figurines have “the general appearance of being beef

cattle.”46 There is no basis for a physical distinction between beef or dairy cattle. His second

assumption is generally accepted and I agree that religious motivations often reflect the social

realities.47

The current state of evidence for EIA subsistence in Greece suggests that a variety of

farming and herding systems were practiced and that pastoral farming was likely restricted to

areas in which arable farming was not an option, while arable farming along with animal

husbandry was practiced in the lowland, fertile areas.48 In contrast to Snodgrass, Heilmeyer

interprets the prevalence of domestic animal imagery (cattle, rams, horses) as evidence of the

importance of herding and farming and believes farmers were the primary dedicants. The

motivations for dedication and rituals were entwined with the life of farming.49 Cattle are an

integral part of arable farming: farmers relied on their strength as beasts of burden for plowing the

fields as well as for transporting people and agricultural goods in carts short distances over wide

roads.50 Cattle were expensive to maintain but indispensable.51 It is likely that wealth even in
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early Greece was based on ownership of arable land and the ownership of cattle necessary to farm

that land. Therefore, whether invoking ranching or agriculture, cattle connote status, wealth, and

strength even in mundane acts like pulling carts or ploughs. The value of cattle is reflected in the

poetry of Homer, in which the value of people and objects is commonly compared to number of

oxen, which at least represents the importance of the animal at the end of the eighth century.52

The scant osteological evidence suggests that throughout most of Greece sheep and goats

were at least as prevalent as cattle, if not more so.53 Yet, sheep and goats are not as common in

the figurine assemblage, which suggests that these animals did not have a symbolic value equal to

that of cattle.

Today, cattle and farming conjure visions of a simple and rustic life, a modern view that

might account for the interpretation of clay bull figurines as offerings of the “common man.” The

use of cattle along with their link with land ownership and wealth in EIA Greece, however, places

bovine imagery in ancient Greece within the realm of the landowners and those concerned with

the fertility of the land and food supply. Agricultural concerns and the material (clay) are not

necessarily linked to the concerns of humble farmers.54 To the contrary, cattle imagery must have

connoted wealth, prestige, and prosperity.55 The use of clay as a medium for votives might be

related to ritual concerns rather than display of status.

The social and symbolic value of cattle is directly related to the long-lasting privileged

place that cows enjoyed in Greek sacrificial ritual. They are the sacrificial animal in many cults.

Animal sacrifice, the ritual killing of an animal followed by a shared meal among worshippers as

well as a burnt offering to the gods, is well documented in Mesopotamia and West Semitic

religions.56 It is now accepted that animal sacrifice also played a role in the Minoan and

Mycenaean worlds, although it was not ubiquitous and the rite cannot be connected to the

distribution of cattle statuettes.57 At some point in the EIA, the Semitic sacrificial rite was
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introduced to Greek ritual. Homer’s description of sacrifice, which is corroborated by the

archaeological evidence, consists of the ritual killing of an animal (including lambs, goats, and

bulls), the burning of the meat on an altar, which culminated in smoke for the gods and a

communal meal for the worshippers.58 When this form of sacrifice was introduced is unclear and

the lack of specifically EIA strata at most Greek sanctuaries does not allow dating of sacrificial

debris. Exceptions include Olympia and Samos, where some deposits with sacrificial ash can

dated to the Geometric period; in these cattle bones predominate.59 The overall continuation of

the practice combined with the enduring importance of the bull as the ultimate sacrificial victim

provide important evidence for continuity from Bronze Age to historic traditions.60

Although there is archaeological, literary, and artistic evidence that a variety of

domesticated and wild animals were sacrificed in LBA and later Greek rites, the bull seems to

have been the ideal sacrifice in most Greek cults.61 Guggisberg uses this theory to account for the

predominance of bovine imagery amongst figure dedications in the LBA and EIA, as opposed to

sheep or goats, which he believes were the more common sacrificial offering.62 The majority of

sites, however, has not yielded animal bones sufficiently preserved or collected to ascertain the

types and quantities of animals sacrificed in the EIA. At some sanctuaries, cheaper sacrificial

animal remains (primarily sheep and goat) outnumber cattle bones. Indeed, the expense of cattle

made these an elite and rare sacrifice, likely reserved for special occasions, in which the

communal eating of the sacrificial meat was a socially meaningful event.63

There is likely a link between cattle sacrifice and figurine dedication that is related to

their economic and social value. These animals were sacrificed because of their close association

with certain deities as well as their high social value. It is likely that cattle figurines functioned as

long-lasting reminders of the sacrifice.64 The display of these mementos recalled the nature of the
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deity as well as the actual sacrifice. A fourth- or third-century inscription from Cyrene illustrates

this function:

Hermesandros, the son of Philon, placed this in remembrance over the

spring when he brought 120 oxen as a sacrifice to the goddess Artemis on

her feast-day; this stands here as an ornament, a memento and an honor for

him.65

This inscription provides important evidence that dedicants left mementos, material reminders, of

their piety. We can postulate, using the Direct Historical Method, that this same mentality

perhaps existed in the Geometric period. Hermesandros had the benefit of writing to express his

motivation. In pre-literate Greece an image could serve as a powerful substitute for writing,

visually preserving the memory of the act commemorated.66 Without writing, a cattle figurine

likely invoked the act of sacrifice, and with it the prayer and festival at which these events

occurred. It is possible then that each EIA figurine represented a specific sacrificial occasion, or

perhaps each figurine represented an actual sacrificed animal.

Inscriptions on votive offerings from the end of the eighth and seventh centuries, such as

the Mantiklos Apollo dedication as well as references in Homer, demonstrate that offerings to the

gods could function as votives that accompanied a vow or prayer.67 This system of reciprocity

characterized Greek votive religion by the end of the eighth century.68 Because the religious

systems in place in the LG period were a direct continuation of earlier Geometric rituals, we can

postulate a similar motivation for offering in earlier cult. We can reasonably reconstruct a prayer,

vow, and on special occasions a sacrifice accompanying figurine dedication. The dedication and

display of a cattle figurine would serve as a material expression of the worshipper’s piety and as a

reminder to the deity of this request. If they accompanied an animal sacrifice, we can surmise that

it was the owners of cattle herds who sacrificed cattle and dedicated the figurines. A cattle
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figurine would stand at the sanctuary as a memento to the sacrifice, the dedicant, and presumably

a related prayer. It displayed both the wealth and piety of the dedicator.

Because of their role in sacrifice, bovine imagery was widely used in the ancient

Mediterranean and Near East to demarcate sacred areas. Bovine imagery, including bucrania and

figurines, served as appropriate adornments for sacred areas where animal sacrifice occurred and

often had an additional apotropaic function. Thus, bovine imagery came to invoke the power of

the divine, whether specifically related to bulls or bull sacrifice. This practice was common in the

Near East and Cyprus.69

The theory that animal figurines, specifically cattle figurines, were “cheap substitutes for

actual victims,” is an old one that is frequently repeated.70 Guggisberg notes that LBA and SM

bulls are often decorated with special blankets and garlands, which he relates to their role as

sacrificial victims, an observation that accords with other artistic evidence.71 Yet, this observation

only links the statuettes with the practice of sacrifice and does not necessarily imply that they

functioned as substitutes for actual animals. If cattle figurines served as substitutes, an act of

sympathetic magic, the figurines should exhibit special traits that link them to a real animal, such

as signs of being burnt or ritually “killed” in the same manner as an actual victim. I have found no

figurines with evidence for this special treatment.72 It is true that EIA figurines are often found in

secondary depositional contexts close to altars. Although it cannot be proven, cleaning deposits

are not usually far from original contexts and we can surmise that cattle figurines were likely

displayed on or around altars. Archaic Altar C at Kommos vividly illustrates the original

association of bulls with altars: a terracotta bull was found standing in situ at the southwest corner

of this altar, which was covered with burnt earth and bone.73 Another bovid leg fragment was

found next to the preserved bull, suggesting that there may have originally been more than one

bull placed on the altar.74



III: Animal Figurines in Early Iron Age Cult

136

The placement of cattle figurines on altars, however, is part of the larger votive practice

of placing many types of gifts in close proximity to the holiest places within the sanctuary and is

not specific to cattle figurines.75 Other figurines found in the same deposit as cattle include types

that cannot be directly associated with sacrifice, including humans. The deposition of figurines on

or close to altars is more likely related to the sanctity of this area. Later literary sources indicate

that proximity to the altar for display of votives was desirable for efficacy of the votive and

perhaps also prestige of the donor.76 The location of cattle figurines near altars cannot be used as

evidence that these offerings functioned as substitutes for animal sacrifice. It is more appropriate

to interpret cattle as material accompaniments to prayer, likely ones involving actual herds, but

also material commemorative expressions of animal sacrifice and its importance to the

community as a whole.77

THE PASTORAL ELEMENT:
SHEEP AND RAM FIGURINES

(Type XIII)
THE DISTRIBUTION
Total:  93

Samos:  3
Olympia:  85
Kombothekra:  5

The distribution of figurines depicting sheep and rams may be skewed by the difficulties

in identifying these animals. Figurines of rams are usually distinguished from other horned

creatures by their distinctive down-curving horns. Sheep, however, have a generic form and it is

difficult to distinguish a sheep from a horse or cow except for a down-curving muzzle. This

ambiguity might account for the low number of sheep and rams in the figurine assemblage, but

the quantities of identified examples are so different that I would assert that rams/sheep were not

as popular as horses or cattle.
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Images of sheep and rams are not common in Geometric vase painting and they are

relatively rare in the bronze figurine assemblage.78 No figurines of rams or sheep have been found

in funerary contexts. Terracotta rams are first dedicated in the tenth century at Olympia, with only

one example published (O32, Fig. 102). Olympia continues to be the only sanctuary with ram

dedications in the EG, but in the first half of the eighth century, ram figurines were dedicated at

Kombothekra and Samos (O33, Fig. 103, K11, Fig. 104). These figurines are all handmade and

follow the stylistic development of cattle figurines.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

Sheep were among the earliest animals domesticated in the Mediterranean basin and were

an important source of meat, dairy, and wool. Unlike cattle, only the males (rams) had horns. In

Aegean Crete, bones of ovicaprids are among the most common found in excavations; the

osteological evidence suggests that some were slaughtered at a very young age, indicating that

young sheep were used for meat consumption, while older sheep were likely kept for dairy and

wool.79 Ovicaprid bones are found in settlements as well as in cult places, suggesting that these

animals were used domestically as well as for religious purposes.80 Birgitta Hallager cites no

reports of ram bones in the sacrificial remains, either in the burnt debris or in the collection of

horns sometimes left as commemoration of the act.81 If rams were important sacrificial animals,

we should be able to trace them in the archaeological record. Rather, the bucrania and horns in

Crete belong to cattle, stags, and agrimia. Artistic evidence, especially seals and sealings, depicts

a similar range of sacrificial animals: bulls, pigs, and goats.82

The Linear B tablets from Knossos list almost 100,000 sheep that were distributed and

maintained by the palace. This has been interpreted by John Killen as a listing of the wool-

producing flocks that were managed and maintained by the religious centers under palatial
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control.83 In wool production, only a few rams would have been kept for breeding, while the bulk

of the flock would have been castrated males. The Linear B information, however, does not

specify whether these animals were used solely for wool as sacred herds or whether they were

also sacrificed.84 Hallager’s assertion, based on artistic and archaeological evidence, that rams

were not sacrificed in Minoan Crete speaks against viewing herds as sacrificial.

Wild sheep or mouflons are not uncommon subjects in Near Eastern and Cypriot art from

the EBA through EIA.85 Images of flocks of sheep are known from Luristan and Hittite cultures,

where they signified wealth.86 There are a few Mycenaean terracotta figurines depicting rams or

sheep with their curving horns and drooping muzzles.87 Ram and sheep imagery is not common in

the Bronze Age Aegean, but in the EIA these animals become more commonly represented.88

Eight known bronze groups from the Geometric period depict a flock of sheep with and without a

shepherd.89

Archaic and Classical iconography, mythology, and literature demonstrate that the

sacrifice of sheep, rams, and pigs was common in later Greek religion.90 Unlike cows and bulls,

these animals are not specifically associated with deities until later.91 The known importance of

these animals in sacrifice and feasting does not correspond with their representation in the

figurine assemblage. Although cattle were the most elite sacrificial animal, rams and sheep were

also sacrificed. As I argued with the cattle figurines, it is likely that images of the animal were

dedicated to deities along with a prayer that accompanied a sacrifice. It has also been suggested

that herding figurines were dedicated to place flocks under divine protection.92 Like cattle

figurines, these pastoral animals invoke the piety as well as wealth of their dedicators.
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THE HORSE:
HORSES, RIDERS, & CHARIOT GROUPS

(Type XIV, IX, X)

THE SINGLE HORSE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 471

Lindos:  4
Chios Harbour Shrine:  3
Samos:  105  (2 Attic imports)
Amyklai:  1
Olympia:  338
Kombothekra:  12
Tegea:  6
Isthmia:  2 (1 Attic import)

THE CHARIOT GROUP DISTRIBUTION
Total: 365

Samos: 5
Olympia: 330
Kombothekra: 28
Isthmia: 2

THE HORSE RIDER DISTRIBUTION
Total: 34

Lindos: 7  (4 Cypriot imports)
Samos: 27 (4 Cypriot imports)

These three figurine types are discussed together because they are united by the presence

of the horse. The section will discuss first the horse itself followed by a discussion of the horse in

chariot groups and finally as ridden animals. The horse is among the earliest figural symbols to

appear in EIA Greece and is one of the most enduring symbols of the Geometric and Early

Archaic period.93 Unlike bovine imagery, the horse is a popular subject in early vase painting and

is abundant in funerary contexts. In vase painting the horse first appears as a single creature

tucked between geometric zones of decoration and its earliest appearance in the figurine

assemblage is also as a solitary creature, without rider or chariot.94  Horse figurines are not part of

narrative scenes but functioned as symbols or hieroglyphs. In the ninth century, horses become

the most popular subject represented in bronze: horses sit atop tripod handles and appear

individually on small bases.95 Terracotta horses were dedicated at nearly all Geometric
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sanctuaries that received figurines dedications and, like the cattle figurines, they cannot be

associated with any particular deity.

The earliest possible horse figure is a SM statuette from the Amyklaion (A3, Fig. 96);

although this quadruped may perhaps be a bull, and a horse lid attachment from the Harbor

Sanctuary (C11, Fig. 108). In the PG period, horse figurines appear at the two greatest sanctuaries

of the era: Samos and Olympia. At Samos, nine horses were dedicated in the tenth century (S127-

130, Figs. 109, 111). The earliest are solid heads from wheelmade statuettes. These figures are a

continuation of the Late Mycenaean wheelmade technique and are dated to the PG period. The

horse heads continue the stylization seen in SM art, but are even more mannered and

exaggerated.96

The early handmade horses dedicated at Olympia reflect a tenth-century local style.97 The

two PG horses from Olympia have a stylized form: short tapered legs and short thick neck with

an exaggerated mane that continues over the head to form a pointed muzzle (O34, Fig. 115). No

terracotta wheelmade statuettes of the Late Mycenaean tradition were offered at Olympia.

The pattern of horse figurine dedication continues in the EG at Olympia and Samos. The

Olympia horses continue to be handmade and are more naturalistic (O35-36). Some of the

surviving decoration indicates that these horses wore harnesses, suggesting that some of the

Olympia horses pulled chariots. EG horses continue to be wheelmade in the SM tradition at

Samos (S131-34, Figs. 110, 113-114). The tenth-century horse heads from Samos were painted with

linear decorations, perhaps a stylized representation of a bridle. In the ninth century, Samian

figurines clearly depicting harnessed horses appear: S133 (Fig. 113) is a depiction of two

harnessed horses, with a decorative blanket covering their hindquarters. At Samos and Olympia

some horse figurines were part of groups, perhaps depictions of chariots and carts used in

religious processions, while others were independent dedications.
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It is not until the MG, in the first half of the eighth century, that the pattern of horse

dedication changes. There are fifty-one horse figurines dedicated at several sanctuaries: Tegea

(T2-7, Figs. 123-24), Kombothekra (K12-16, Figs. 119-121), Samos (S135, Fig. 114), and Olympia

(O37, Fig. 116). The Samian MG horses do not increase in number but handmade horses appear

for the first time; these handmade examples are similar to mainland horse dedications.

The number of horse dedications at Olympia dramatically increases with at least forty

horse figurines, some of which belong to chariot groups, others are single horses. Horse figurines

begin at the newly established cult at Kombothekra. Seven handmade horses, of similar style to

the Olympic examples, have been published (K12-13, Fig. 121). Two horse figurines were

dedicated to Athena Alea at Tegea at this time as well (T2-7, Figs. 123-24). The eighth-century

date of T2 is based on similarities with MG Olympia horses, but it is decorated in a unique style.

The painted black dots covering the entire body and the chevrons on the tail have no parallels in

Geometric art, but are reminiscent of Mycenaean designs.98 There is no evidence for Mycenaean

cultic activity on the site to suggest that there was a continuous figurines tradition at this

sanctuary. We must assume that the coroplasts operating at Tegea revived earlier motifs, perhaps

using Mycenaean figurines that had been rediscovered or even kept as heirlooms.

In the second half of the eighth century, there is an explosion of horse figurine

dedications. Individual horses, chariot teams, and ridden horses are now offered at most Greek

sanctuaries: Lindos (R26-27, Figs. 105-06), Olympia (O38-40, Figs. 117-18), Kombothekra, Tegea

(T2-7, Figs. 123-24), Isthmia (I12, Fig. 125), and Samos (S136-140, Fig. 112). Both the quantity and

distribution of horse figurines increase: at Olympia there are 222 horses, at Samos forty-two, and

at Tegea five. These horses are handmade; the wheelmade statuette tradition has almost

completely disappeared with the exception of the wheelmade LG horses from Lindos. Horse
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imagery in bronze, terracotta, and in vase painting flourishes in the eighth century, when it is

found at most major sanctuaries.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE OF THE HORSE

The prominence of horse iconography in various media throughout the Geometric period

illustrates the importance of the animal in early Greek society. The horse signifies wealth,

aristocratic beauty, and is associated with the wilderness as well as the forces of civilization.

Horses pulled chariot teams and were likely ridden occasionally throughout the EIA; the animal

was vital in war and for land survey and transport. Later literary sources associate horse

ownership and breeding with wealth, taste, and social status.99 In addition to their practical uses,

the intelligence of these creatures fostered an intimate relationship between man and animal.

Small horses and donkeys were introduced to the Greek mainland from Anatolia in the

Middle Helladic period, while modern-size horses appear on the mainland first at Grave Circle A

at Mycenae.100 Horses enjoyed an important role in Greek society at least since the Mycenaean

period, when they were used with chariots. Mycenaean horses appear exclusively in artistic

depictions of heroic or ceremonial chariot scenes, such as hunting, processions, and war. They are

not depicted as draft animals.101 In the LBA, horse iconography is found in funerary contexts as

well: horses pulling chariots decorate on the stelai from the Mycenaean Shaft Graves; horse

figurines were deposited in graves; and actual horses were sacrificed at some tombs.102 The horse

was an animal intimately associated with elite, courtly culture because of its expense and use in

ceremonial activities.

Horse imagery continues with little or no break into the Dark Age, when horse ownership

must have been a rare luxury.103 The horse was a symbol of land ownership and warfare, since the

animals were not part of the traditional agricultural system. Horses were not agricultural draft
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animals, but were used in ceremonial processions, sport and recreation, and in military pursuits.

Horse rearing required time, large tracts of land, abundant water, and a portion of the population

freed from the duties of intensive farming, all resources that might otherwise be used for

agriculture and food production. The appearance of the horse in EIA art was at first sporadic but

came to dominate Geometric artistic production.

Mastery over horses required considerably more skill than domesticating cattle, sheep, or

goats and the development of equitation necessitated a close relationship between man and horse.

Evidence for regular horse riding in the Aegean and Near East appears in the first millennium,

indicating an increased appreciation, mastery, and use of the horse in EIA Greece. With the

spread of equitation, at first experimental and uncommon, ridden horses were used increasingly in

ceremonial and military venues. Horses made possible equid racing, sport, chariot warfare, and

later cavalry warfare.104 Their expense and use in elite activities made them powerful symbols of

prestige and status.

The time and skill needed to become a master horseman, the grace and intelligence of the

animal, and the science of breeding horses further added to the significance of the horse.

Snodgrass notes that “the intricacies of its breeding also reflected the almost mystical quality that

aristocrats find in human breeding.”105 In Geometric art, the act of breaking untamed horses and

mastering them was elevated to the realm of myth and ritual.106

Horse imagery reflects an aristocratic lifestyle and wealth, but the appearance of the

horse in sanctuaries and graves suggests religious meaning as well.107 Horses decorate

monumental vases and bronze tripods, both highly visible monuments and markers of status, but

also funerary and religious objects. The presence of horse imagery in funerary and religious

contexts suggests a multivalent meaning for this creature in the EIA.
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Horses have a funerary and chthonic meaning as well. Horses are commonly depicted on

funerary pottery from the SM to the LG, both in Greece and on Cyprus, indicating the widespread

role of equines in Geometric funerary ritual.108 Wheelmade and handmade terracotta horses were

placed in wealthy graves in Attica, the Argolid, the Cyclades, East Greece, and on Cyprus.109

Horse figurines are also found in graves of women and children, especially in Attica where they

appear either individually or atop pyxides. In the context of elite burial, horse figurines signify

the heroic and elite status of the deceased. The widespread association between horses and the

world of the dead also indicates a chthonic or funerary symbolism.110 The archaeological

evidence for horse sacrifice at the grave in Mycenaean and Geometric Greece as well as on Crete

and Cyprus connotes the dual function of the horse as a marker of status and chthonic symbol.111

Horses figured prominently in the funeral, in which the body of the deceased was publicly

transported to the grave on a horse-drawn cart. Homer’s description of the funeral of Patrokles (Il.

23), during which horses were sacrificed at the pyre, again associates horses with the realm of the

dead and heroes and provides a link between Mycenaean and Geometric practices.

There is also evidence for horse sacrifice consisting of driving a horse into an

underground body of water or the sea in ancient Greece and many other cultures. In later Greece,

horses and bulls were sacrificed in this way to Poseidon to calm the water.112 It seems that this

sacrifice occurred outside the usual altar/sanctuary setting and was not common. There is no link

between horse figurines in sanctuaries and this rite, which is not associated with traditional Greek

sanctuaries.

In addition to its association with the heroic dead and the underworld, the abundance of

horse imagery in sanctuaries suggests additional sacred meanings. Wheelmade horses analogous

to the prolific wheelmade bull statuettes have been found in the Cretan sanctuaries at Tylissos,

Patsos, and Karphi from the twelfth to the tenth centuries.113 On Cyprus, horse figures were
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dedicated at Kition, Salamis, and other sanctuaries.114 In Greece, horse imagery was a

conspicuous aspect of cult since the tenth century. Horse figurines at sanctuaries are commonly

associated with games, specifically chariot racing, but horse figurines are found at a variety of

sanctuaries, including those with no later tradition of games or horse racing. The use of horse

imagery in sanctuary contexts is linked more generally to the heroic nature of many early votives.

Horses differ from the usual dedication of domesticated animals associated with

agriculture. Horses were appreciated in Greece for their graceful and powerful beauty, their

intellect, and for their speed. Alkman’s Partheneion illustrates the Greek appreciation of horses.

In an extended simile of eleven verses, Alkman compares the beauty of the girls’ chorus to four

horse breeds, using the horse as a metaphor for exotic beauty, grace, and accomplishment.115 The

horse is an appropriate metaphor for the physical beauty. Moreover, the wild, independent nature

of the horse, which has been brought under the control of man, is analogous to the social control

of young maidens, a potentially dangerous threat.116 Both horses and maidens were considered

dangerous and beautiful, and in need of control by the civilizing forces of society.117

Horse imagery was a symbol of man’s control over nature. Horses, independent and

intelligent animals, needed to be bred, broken, and trained to benefit society. This concept was

frequently elevated to the mythic realm in Greek thought and art. In Archaic Greece, temples

everywhere abound with images of the gods’ triumph over chaos expressed through

gigantomachia, centauromachia, and amazonomachia. Geometric artists did not use this

Olympian mythology, which had perhaps not been fully formed and had a limited distribution,

but turned instead to a daily reality that could be understood: the care and mastery of the horse.118

The idea that horses were a symbol of mastery, put forth by Kübler in the 1950s, has

found support by more recent studies on Geometric art.119 Several scholars have noted that

various horse deities and mythologies are shared by Indo-European peoples and are intimately
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linked with the mysteries of horse breeding and breaking.120 In a study of the iconography of the

horse tamer motif, Susan Langdon notes the elevation of the act of taming horses to a divine

level, likely associated with Poseidon, explaining that, “for early Greek society horse-breeding in

itself was symbolic on a religious/mythical level: horse-breaking, the taming of wild nature,

embodied the essential act of civilization.”121 Other studies have traced the history of equine

deities and associated mythology from the Mycenaean through later cults, especially prevalent in

the region of Arcadia.122 Deities with equine associations include Poseidon, Athena, Artemis,

Despoina, Demeter, but it is clear from the widespread distribution of horse imagery that horses

were an integral part of almost all Greek cults.123 Since figurines are generic, they connote only

the general use of the animal in cult.

Horse figurines lack a narrative setting and the long, complex history of equine imagery

is not entirely understood due to the lack of preserved mythologies before the eighth century.124 A

contextual analysis of horses within Geometric sanctuaries, other equine imagery, and later

references to horses in Greek religion suggest horses served as symbols of human control over

nature, just as bovines are linked to the mastery of agriculture. They were also associated with

aristocratic wealth, beauty, and eugenics. Like other votive types, horses are not yet associated

with specific deities; their widespread distribution highlights the common concerns of the

worshippers. The horse without chariot, without rider, without agonistic or warlike settings, must

have communicated a basic theme central to the animal’s earliest significance as a symbol of

society’s relationship with his environment. Artistic representations of horses and their

archaeological contexts reveal an ideological significance for this animal beyond the mundane

world.
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THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE OF CHARIOT/CART GROUPS

Since the LBA, horses have been closely linked to chariots. Chariot groups are among the

earliest and most accomplished of Geometric terracotta types. They begin at Olympia in the tenth

century (O13-24, Figs. 54-57, 60-62). The Olympia workshop produced hundreds of handmade

chariots with drivers, sometimes with secondary riders, and chariot groups of similar style were

also dedicated at Kombothekra beginning in the MG period (K3-4, Fig. 58). The fragments from

these sanctuaries are from chariots with armed male drivers. The type is dedicated in greater

quantity throughout the eighth century, but the practice of dedicating a chariot group ends

dramatically in the early Archaic period at Olympia and Kombothekra. From Isthmia and Samos

(S70-71, Fig. 59, I2, Fig. 63), there are only fragments of boxes, which could be from a cart or

chariot. Outside of a few fragments from Samos, this type is typically Peloponnesian and

especially prominent in cults of male deities.

These groups are of local development and represent the most complicated handmade

coroplastic compositions of the Geometric period. Unlike their Mycenaean precursors, these

groups are quite elaborately constructed, with separately made drivers, occasionally secondary

passengers, chariots, harnesses, and horses.

In the LBA Aegean, Near East, and Egypt, artistic and textual evidence indicates that

chariots (including the trained horses, the vehicles, and the drivers and archers who rode in them)

were the elite military force. In the EIA, the tradition of chariot transport was an important

connection with the Mycenaean past, a symbol of heroic warfare and wealth.125 In the

impoverished culture of Geometric Greece, very few could afford the luxury of owning and

maintaining a chariot team and the vehicles would have “lent status to their owners in

manifestation of conspicuous expenditure.”126 In the Aegean, horse-drawn chariots were used in

warfare (primarily as transport vehicles), in funerary processions (to transport the deceased), in
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religious processions, in marriage processions, for hunting, and in sacred and funerary games.

The expense of owning and maintaining these vehicles as well as their military and ritual

functions made them a powerful ideological symbol of kings and the elite.127 In Greece, horse-

drawn chariots became a symbol of status and power with the earliest Mycenaeans in the Shaft

Grave period.128

Joost Crouwel has documented the style and use of chariots and carts in EIA Greece and

the Near East, noting that EIA Greek vehicles differed in function from their Near Eastern

counterparts, but retained many similarities with their Bronze Age Aegean predecessors.129

Crouwel concludes that the use of chariots must have survived the collapse of the Mycenaean

system, despite a gap of several centuries, before secure evidence for chariots appears in Attic

vase paintings and figurines from Olympia.130 EIA chariots were associated with warriors in

graves and in heroic artistic representations, suggesting that their primary function continued to

be ceremonial.131

Mycenaean terracotta chariot groups could be quite realistic, such as an elaborate model

from Thessaly, or stylized, such as the numerous simple handmade examples.132 Like other

Mycenaean figurines, chariot groups were found in sanctuaries, tombs, and settlements. The

stylized, handmade chariots depict two horses pulling a simple, open semicircular box with one

draft pole connecting the latter to the yoke in the form of a broad strip. The occupant, usually

single, was summarily modeled from waist up, the lower body smoothed to the chariot box.

Variations, such as multiple drivers or drivers shaded by umbrellas, were not uncommon.133

Despite the widespread popularity of chariot groups in the Mycenaean world, the type re-

emerges in the Geometric period only at Olympia and later at select sanctuaries. The form of

Geometric chariots bears little resemblance to the simplified chariot groups of the LBA. The

appearance of chariot figurines in the Geometric period, however, does not of itself indicate
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actual use of chariots. Chariot imagery could be remembered and serve as a heroic symbol, not a

depiction of contemporary chariots. In his exhaustive study of LBA and EIA chariots Crouwel

concludes that artistic depictions of EIA chariots do indeed represent contemporary vehicles

based on new types of traction and harness systems and four-horse draft teams that appear in vase

painting.134 The dress and attributes of the riders reflect Geometric trends. It is reasonable to

relate artistic depictions of chariots to vehicles in use.

Chariots appear in Attic and other regional vase paintings, which suggests that they were

used in many areas of Geometric Greece. The appearance of the vehicles primarily on funerary

vessels, in scenes of ritual or funerary significance, and as dedications in major sanctuaries

highlights their elevated and ceremonial status. These were not everyday transport vehicles, but

the ceremonial and military instruments of the elite and the heroes with whom they identified.

Their expense, the horses that pulled them, and their association with the heroic realm in vase

painting emphasized their link to the Mycenaean past. Chariots continued to connote wealth,

status, and now association with heroes.

Excluding artistic representations, the physical remains of actual chariots in early Greece

are extremely rare. One of the first examples are the chariot remains from the heroön at

Lefkandi.135 The interred warrior and his cremated consort were laid next to a pit containing four

horses with iron mouthpieces, which suggests this leader was buried with his driving horses,

likely used in the funerary ceremony. The unusual nature of this early tomb/heroön highlights the

close link between the elite, horses, and chariots. This same phenomenon occurs again in eighth-

century Cyprus at the Royal Cemetery at Salamis, where several kings were buried in a heroic,

Mycenaean manner complete with full chariot groups.136

The occurrence of bronze and chariot figurines, which depict contemporary vehicles, has

been used as evidence that chariot racing was an early feature of the Olympic games.137 Crouwel
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notes that many of the bronze and terracotta figurines represent armed drivers or even two

occupants; this does not accord with later chariot races.138 The dedication of similar chariots at

other sanctuaries, where games or chariot racing did not occur in the historic period, further

cautions against interpreting the figurines as evidence for games. The chariots, many with armed

drivers, correspond to the overall theme of heroic subjects found in other votives. Chariots are

connected with the funerary world as well: several EIA burials contain the remains of the funeral

cart/chariot, they adorn funerary vases in scenes of processions connected to funeral ritual, and

there was a chariot procession at the funeral of Patrokles. The figurines from Attic burials should

be related to their funerary connotations. It is possible that the close association of chariot

figurines with the Olympic sanctuary is related to the hero cult of Pelops. Chariots might have

been used in religious processions that accompanied his cult. It is equally possible, however, that

the chariots at Olympia and other sanctuaries were more generally related to the aristocratic

participation in cult and the use of these vehicles in religious processions.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE OF HORSE RIDERS

Rider figurines do not appear in Geometric sanctuaries until the end of the eighth century,

and then only in East Greece. The earliest locally produced riders include a handmade rider

dedicated at the Athena Sanctuary at Lindos and one at the Samian Heraion (R17, Fig. 48, S66, Fig.

51). The fragmentary Rhodian example is especially elaborate: the rider wears a robe decorated

with a water bird, star patterns, and chevrons. This unarmed robed rider holds both arms forward

and upward to grasp the neck of the horse. The rider finds close parallels with a series of Cypriot

robed male, unarmed riders as well as a rider from Miletos.139 The Samian rider wears a helmet

and holds both arms, now missing, forward. The rider has incised circular eyes and ear-caps. The

style of this figurine is local. On Samos another unique rider was dedicated (S67, Fig. 52). This
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ithyphallic rider appears nude and has clearly modeled legs and feet astride the horse; both arms

are held straight against the body. The rider sits upon a horse with a wheelmade body. Both the

nudity and pose of the rider are unique, as is the size and technique of the horse.

Around 700 and into the beginning of the seventh century, many Cypriot-made riders

were dedicated at Samos and Lindos (R18, Fig. 49, S68-69, Fig. 53). These simple handmade

riders, with bodies simply pressed into the body of the horse and arms smoothed into the neck of

the horse, were quickly copied. Throughout the seventh century, this type gains in popularity and

soon spreads to mainland Greece. The contexts of the earliest riders and the presence of eighth-

century imported riders from Cyprus at these sanctuaries indicate that the type was introduced to

East Greece from Cyprus, where the type was popular since the eighth century.140

Current evidence indicates that horses were not ridden until the end of the third

millennium, and then only occasionally for sport or athletic display, not for military activities that

require considerable skill.141 Classical and Near Eastern scholars have long held that riding horses

was a relatively late development that did not occur regularly or proficiently until the first

millennium, a theory recently corroborated by Robert Drews.142 More recent evidence, however,

indicates that horse riding was practiced in at least some areas of the Late Mycenaean world.

The absence of artistic representation of horse riding in the LBA seems to support the

view that the Mycenaeans or various Near Eastern cultures did not regularly ride horses.143 New

excavations have unearthed an increasing number of horse rider figurines, once believed to be

rare in Mycenaean Greece: they have been found at Mycenae, Prosymna, Epidauros, Eutresis,

Aegina, and Attica.144 The discovery of the Mycenaean sanctuary at Methana has yielded the

most significant series of riders to date. One of the shrine rooms, Room A, yielded a large deposit

of terracotta figurines, including several male horse riders and ridden oxen, which have revised
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the history of horse riding in Greece as well as our conception of Mycenaean shrines dedicated to

male deities.145

Most of the LBA riders depict armed male warriors riding astride horses, grasping the

neck tightly with both hands. The warriors wear conical headdresses, a common Mycenaean

helmet, while only one of the riders from Mycenae may carry a weapon.146 Crouwel and

Konsolaki-Yannapoulou doubt that equitation had developed in the thirteenth century to a degree

that allowed for cavalry warfare, which necessitates considerable riding skill. It seems likely that

the Mycenaean elite elevated themselves from the general population by their ability to own,

drive, and occasionally ride horses. Horse riding might have had ceremonial and religious

significance and elites might have paraded on horseback during festivals and funerals.147

Excavations at Koukounaries on Paros, a Mycenaean stronghold in the LH IIIC period,

have unearthed convincing evidence that the Mycenaean elites brought horses and chariots with

them to the islands, but more significantly it has provided evidence that the elite rode horses in

more than an occasional manner. Osteological analysis of a man buried in a cave near the

Mycenaean outpost on the island identified extreme hypertrophy of the tubercles, a condition

caused by an activity such as constant horseback riding.148 This provides valuable evidence that

the Mycenaean elite may have ridden horses regularly after the fall of the palaces.149 The

Koukounaries evidence together with the Methana and other figurines suggests that at the end of

the Mycenaean period horses were ridden, which necessitates a re-evaluation of horse

iconography previously assumed to belong to the realm of chariot warfare.150 Demetrius

Schilardi, in his report of the Koukounaries burial, tentatively suggests that not only were horses

ridden in the LH IIIC period, but they could have been ridden in cavalry warfare.151 Regardless,

the new evidence speaks to horseback riding on a level previously unknown in the LBA Aegean.
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Cavalry warfare is securely attested in the EIA first with the Assyrians. The use of

cavalry spread from Assyria to the Mediterranean and this mode of warfare gradually replaced the

increasingly antiquated use of war chariots. As proficient riding spread, so too did artistic

representations of the act. Terracotta figurines of riders have a long history in the Near East: the

earliest examples come from third-millennium Ashur and Susa and continue into the Neo-

Babylonian period and beyond.152 The type spreads to Syria c. 2000.153 In the third and second

millennia, however, riding was rare and perhaps an indicator of divinity and/or high status. From

Syria, the type spreads to Palestine, Cyprus, Egypt, and eventually to the Aegean. Despite the

wide chronological and geographical range of these rider figurines, the type is united by the

representation of a warrior sitting at their mount’s withers and grasping the horse’s neck with

both arms, a realistic representation of riding.

After the Mycenaean riders, depictions of riders in terracotta do not reappear in the

Aegean until the end of the Geometric period, first on Cyprus in the eighth century and in East

Greece at the end of the eighth century and seventh century. Earlier depictions of horse riding,

however, occur in eighth-century vase painting in Attica, the Argolid, and on Cyprus, indicating

the early importance of horse breeding, raising, and training in these regions.154 It is not until the

Archaic period that rider figurines become popular on the mainland.

The significance of the horse-rider motif, especially in a religious context, is complex.

The breaking and taming of horses is a dangerous task that requires skill and patience, and is

necessary for both training chariot teams as well as horses for riding. There is only a single

mention of horse riding in Homer, for whom riding must have been new and therefore

intentionally omitted from the poems to maintain poetic distance from contemporary events.155

Although the Koukounaries evidence might indicate riding in the Mycenaean period, the lack of

riding depictions in the subsequent period perhaps indicates a loss of this skill. At the end of the
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Geometric period, the activities revolving around horses, especially riding, must have been

exciting, dangerous, and expensive.156

The identity of riders dedicated at Greek sanctuaries is ambiguous. None of the earliest

votives depicts armed riders, which argues against interpreting these as warriors. The lack of

historical evidence for the military use of cavalry until the seventh century also supports a non-

military interpretation for these figurines. In Mesopotamian art, deities often stand or sit on bulls

and horses, thus a physical association with an animal connotes their divine status.157 In Israel and

Judea, riders sit astride horses with solar symbols attached to their foreheads. The inclusion of

solar symbols may be an indication of divine representation, but other scholars hypothesize that

rider figurines in the Near East functioned to secure divine protection for riders.158 Moorey asserts

that most horse riders in the Near East were produced as votives and that their widespread

distribution speaks against association with specific deities.159 Drews takes Moorey’s conclusions

a step further, suggesting that the earliest rider figurines in the Near East in the late third

millennium were a result of a “precautionary ritual” in which men who rode, a new and

dangerous activity, prayed to a deity for safety and dedicated a figurine.160 Although in LG

Greece riding was not in its infancy, as in the third-millennium Near East, Anderson has

remarked that the Greeks did not become skillful riders until the seventh century.161

In Geometric Greece, terracotta rider figurines were dedicated at only two sanctuaries:

the Samian Heraion and the Athena sanctuary at Lindos. Bronze rider figurines are more

widespread with seven found at Olympia, one at Delphi, and one at Philia.162 The distribution of

terracotta riders at East Greek sanctuaries with close connections to Cyprus suggests that these

figurines were influenced by Cypriot coroplastic traditions. Eight of the thirty-four LG riders

were made on Cyprus. Whether these were dedicated by Cypriots or by Greeks who brought back

these figurines from their travels, it is likely that these imported riders inspired subsequent rider
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dedications at these sanctuaries. Both the form and votive function quickly spread to the rest of

Greece in the seventh century. The appearance of a Cypriot type in East Greece is not surprising

given the close relations between these regions, but there likely also existed a common link in

cultic traditions.163

Horse imagery was associated with the elite warrior class throughout much of Greece in

the eighth century. The owning, breeding, and training of horses were activities reserved for

aristocrat-warriors and the profusion of this heroic imagery reflects of the rise of this class. In

Attica horses appear in scenes of chariot processions, funerals, and games, all ritual activities that

defined and re-affirmed the elite class. The dedication of a horse rider in a Greek sanctuary

operated, like so many other votives, as a status signifier but perhaps also as a plea for continued

divine protection in the dangerous acts of breaking, taming, breeding, and riding horses.

An interesting variation on the typical male riders found in the Aegean is a series of

female riders, a motif first encountered in the Near East and LBA Aegean that enjoyed a

widespread revival in the eighth to sixth centuries.164 The Geometric and Archaic female riders

are nude and ride sidesaddle, sometimes with saddles or footrests. This unusual type is limited

and it is notable that all Geometric examples are in bronze; terracotta examples do not begin until

the Archaic period when the type gains in popularity.165 This female type is outside the scope of

this study, yet it highlights the non-military link between horse-riders and divinities.

It is possible that some early riding figurines represent a divinity, as has been suggested

for the sidesaddle riders. In addition to the female riders addressed in studies by Schweitzer and

Voyatzis, there are also examples of divine male riders. The Bomford rhyton (c. 1100-1050) from

Cyprus depicts a male seated sidesaddle on a horse with explicitly religious symbols that convey

a divine identity.166 The ithyphallic example from Samos (S67, Fig. 52) and the female riders in

bronze are other candidates for divine representations. The more usual riders, however, are small
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and handmade. Instead of depicting religious symbols or warrior iconography, the riders are

simply dressed in long robes and they grasp the neck of the horse. This fundamental difference

between sidesaddle riders and astride male riders argues against a common interpretation.

Although some are summarily rendered, even the more modeled or painted examples

show no signs of weapons or armor. Indeed, many wear long robes, garb inappropriate for battle.

I would argue that the military function of the riders, if indeed they were used in battle in this

period, was not of primary importance for the votive purpose of these figurines. Because of the

expense of the animal and the luxury of riding, the rider must be linked to the aristocratic status

of their dedicants, as were the chariot groups. It is most likely that the LG terracotta riders depict

worshippers, perhaps riding horses in religious processions.

Toys or Votives? Wheeled Equines
(Type XV)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total:  5

Chios, Athena Shrine:  1
Isthmia:  4  (3 Attic imports)

There are five figurines of wheeled horses or equines carrying jars on their backs pannier-

style from Geometric Greek sanctuaries. This is a type associated with graves in Attica, Euboea,

and East Greece from the twelfth century.167 The wheelmade technique of many of the early

figures indicates a continuation of Bronze Age traditions, but the type is used for new funerary

functions in the EIA. The Athena Sanctuary on Chios has produced one fragment of a LPG mule

carrying jars on its back (C16, Fig. 126), while the Sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia has produced

a hindquarter fragment from a similar animal, dated by the excavators to the first half of the

eighth century (I13, Fig. 127). There are also fragments from horses with pierced ankles for the

insertion of an axle with wheels at Isthmia (I14-16, Figs. 128-29); three of these are Attic imports.
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THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

The image of equids carrying baskets or jars has a long history dating back to

Chalcolithic Palestine.168 Production of wheelmade figures of mules or donkeys carrying vessels

on their backs began in the Aegean world in the twelfth century and continued until the tenth

century, with only sporadic examples dated after this. Many of these early statuettes functioned as

rhyta.169 These statuettes are found almost exclusively in East Greek tombs. The earliest securely

dated example is a wheelmade equid rhyton (referred to as a mule, donkey, or horse) from a

twelfth-century tomb at Ialysos.170 There are a number of equines carrying jars from the tenth

century, most from tombs.171 After a gap, the type reappears in the Geometric period in both

funerary contexts and in the sanctuaries listed above.172

The funerary context of most of these statuettes suggests that they might have

symbolically provided provisions for the journey to the underworld.173 For Near Eastern

examples, Claire Epstein has convincingly associated the type with fertility.174 Others have

interpreted these as toys, noting their presence in the graves of women and children. Guggisberg

suggests that the appearance of these types especially in graves of women in children is not

related to their original use as toys, but is related to their apotropaic function: women and

children were in special need of extra protection in the journey to the afterlife.175 Theories that

dismiss terracotta figurines as toys often do not take into consideration the entire use-life of the

objects. No figurine that I have studied from a sanctuary shows signs of prior use, but there are

figurines from Lefkandi graves that were likely used as toys before they were deposited in the

grave.176 Even if some functioned as toys, they were converted to a ritual function in the their

final use cycle.177



III: Animal Figurines in Early Iron Age Cult

158

The examples from Isthmia further confuse the votive function of this type. The finding

of Attic imports, the production of which was specifically for funerary types, raises several

questions about the Isthmia sanctuary deposits. One possibility is that local worshippers,

unfamiliar with the funerary connotations of these objects, dedicated them at Isthmia. This

scenario seems unlikely given the close proximity between Attica and the Corinthia. Another

possibility is that these objects shared a common funerary and religious symbolism, but this is

found at no other site. Moreover, these are not the only types found at Isthmia that are perhaps

better interpreted as funerary. Several Attic terracotta boots, and one local imitation, were also

found at Isthmia; this too is an Attic type found only in graves in Attica, Eleusis, and Naxos.178

The number of funerary objects found at Isthmia is problematic. John Papadopoulos suggests that

the early Isthmian material could be fill mixed with tomb material, arguing that the deposit does

not represent uncontaminated votive material.179 This would explain the presence of several

dedications of funerary objects.

Thus, the appearance of equines carrying vessels and wheeled horses in sanctuaries is

sporadic and problematic. There are not enough examples to present a consistent pattern of votive

use for this type and it is likely that this was not a standard gift to the gods.

Harbingers of the Divine: Birds
(Type XVII)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 15

Lindos: 3  (3 Cypriot imports)
Samos:  11
Tegea:  1

Bird figurines have a limited distribution beginning in the eighth century. The earliest

handmade bird figurines were dedicated at the Samian Heraion in the first half of the eighth

century (S152-53, Fig. 132). After this, a series of handmade birds atop small cylindrical bases
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appear at the end of the eighth century and beginning of the seventh century at Samos, Lindos

(R29, Fig. 131), and Tegea (T8, Fig. 133). The Lindian examples, however, are Cypriot imports

with a distinctive gesture of one wing raised, the other held against the sides. These figurines, as

discussed in Chapter II, are related to the birds that decorated cultic vessels from Salamis on

Cyprus (Fig. 134).

The reconstructed bird figurine from Tegea is especially interesting: it is the largest

figurine found at the sanctuary and is stylistically similar to a handmade bird figurine found at

Amyklai.180 The bird from Amyklai has been variously dated to the LH IIIC period and the LG

period. The confusion is understandable due to the later revival of many Mycenaean decorative

schemes in LG. It seems likely that the bird from Amyklai dates to LH IIIC and the Tegean bird

is Geometric, but closely follows LBA bird figurine types.181

Bird figurines were offered at East Greek sanctuaries with close ties to Cyprus and many

were Cypriot imports. Cypriot influence may account for the production of bird figurines in East

Greece in the eighth and seventh centuries.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

Bird imagery abounded in Minoan and Mycenaean cultures in religious and funerary

contexts. Minoan birds frequently adorn sacred architecture and accompany a female divinity;

they have been convincingly interpreted as harbingers of divine epiphany, a central aspect of

Minoan religion.182 This association of goddesses and birds continues into the SM period, as seen

on the bird-crowned tiaras worn by the wheelmade female statuettes from shrines such as

Karphi.183 This tradition continues in Geometric vase paintings depicting a female goddess

flanked by bird figures.184 In Mycenaean painted pottery, birds appear on funerary vessels and

large birds are associated with chariots and horses, all referring to the realm of the dead.185 There
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are also a few Mycenaean terracotta bird figurines found at sanctuaries, in graves, and in

settlements; it is likely that many of these adorned rims of vessels.186 Mycenaean bird figurines

are not as common as other animal and anthropomorphic types.

Despite the popularity of birds in Mycenaean painted pottery, they do not reappear in

vase painting until MG Attic funerary vessels.187 Benson argues that birds appear in a variety of

contexts, which suggests multiple meanings, but also notes their strong funerary connotations.188

Bird figurines, both handmade and wheelmade, are found in several EIA graves: Palia Perivolia

Cemetery at Lefkandi, Serraglio cemetery on Kos, the Athenian Agora and Kerameikos

cemeteries, Argos, and Naxos.189 The bird and horse are connected in Geometric art, recalling the

earlier Mycenaean associations between bird, horse, and chariot. A bronze figurine from Samos

depicting a horse with a bird perched on its back and a bronze disc from Tegea decorated with a

bird next to a bull and goddess figure are evidence that this association existed in other media as

well.190 Unlike the terracotta animal dedicatory patterns, birds are popular bronze figurine

dedications in the LG period.191

On Cyprus, single bird figurines are also relatively rare, although bird figurines have

been found in graves at Rizokarpaso-Latsia, Salamis, and from Soloi.192 Cypriot bird imagery has

distinct funerary associations as well: they circle dead bodies, as in the Near East and Egypt, and

frequently decorate funerary vases. Ritual vessels also sometimes take bird forms.

The appearance of bird figurines in Greece has a complex history. Benson’s study of

Cypriot Iron Age pottery demonstrated that the Mycenaeans, Minoans, Syrians, and Philistines

exported the popular bird motif in the LBA to Cyprus and that this foreign iconography was

quickly incorporated into existing traditions.193 Bird iconography was re-introduced to Greece at

various times: first as askoi, then in vase painting, and lastly at the end of the eighth century, in

the form of terracotta bird figurines Greek sanctuaries with Cypriot connections. Additionally,
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many birds from Geometric Greek graves show stylistic similarities with bird figurines found in

Cypriot graves, and in both regions are associated with bell-skirted figurines with detachable

legs.194

Bird imagery has close associations with other elite iconography already discussed: birds

accompany horses and chariots on vase painting and birds are found in wealthy graves. A tomb of

a Mycenaean ruler at Kourion contains an eleventh-century scepter made of luxury materials with

two birds perched atop, an exceptional illustration of the elite use of bird iconography continuing

after the Mycenaean period.195

Although birds are associated with beliefs of the afterlife, perhaps symbolizing the

journey to the underworld, or acting as symbols for the divine, their role as sanctuary offerings

suggests other meanings.196 Because of their lofty habitats, birds symbolize the unknown, whether

this is the world of the gods or the underworld. Like the gods, the birds were believed to live in

the sky and the heavens, but their flight brings them into a liminal space between heaven and

earth. Thus, birds are a symbol of communication between gods and humans.197

Geometric terracotta bird figurines are only found in sanctuaries of female deities, an

association between goddess and bird that was perhaps inherited from the Bronze Age, Crete, or

Cyprus. Perhaps their link to female deities explains their use as grave goods, since figurines in

graves and sanctuaries could invoke the presence of the goddess for protection. They are further

associated with potnia theron divinities: a bronze disc from Tegea depicts a bird associated with a

female figure with upraised arms on a quadruped, and a Cretan vessel from Knossos depicts a

goddess flanked by two birds.198 Elinor Bevan notes the association of Artemis and Athena

especially with birds, which were considered appropriate dedications at many of their

sanctuaries.199



III: Animal Figurines in Early Iron Age Cult

162

Chthonic Animals: Dogs and Snakes
(Types XVIII)

Dogs
THE DISTRIBUTION
Total:  16

Lindos:  4  (4 Cypriot imports)
Olympia:  11
Kombothekra:  1

Dog figurines are rare in the Geometric period: a few handmade examples were dedicated

at Olympia, Kombothekra, and Lindos. The earliest figurines appear in the ninth and eighth

centuries at Olympia (O41-42, Figs. 137-38). The figurines continue in the second half of the

eighth century, with three canine figurines in the LG and two from the SG/EA period at Olympia

(O43, Fig. 139). A single dog figurine from Kombothekra appears at the end of the eighth century

(K19, Fig. 140). As discussed in Chapter II, the sanctuaries at Kombothekra and Olympia share

many similarities in the figurine dedications. A third sanctuary, the sanctuary of Athena at

Lindos, stands apart from the Olympic coroplastic tradition. Four Cypriot canine figurines dating

to the end of the eighth/beginning of the seventh century were dedicated at this shrine (R30, Fig.

136). Since this type was never produced locally it may be more closely associated with foreign

dedicants than with local customs.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

Unlike the other animals depicted in terracotta, dogs did not provide food, fur, or dairy

products. It appears that dogs were domesticated long before any of the agricultural animals, at

least as early as 7,000 BCE, and served primarily as hunting and herding animals and as

companions.200 The close relationship between man and canines is found in the Odyssey in scenes

featuring Odysseus’ dog Argos.201 Representations of canines highlight their mild nature: the ears
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are small or floppy, the muzzles non-aggressive, and the tails short, often perky. An early

example of a playful canine composition is found on a tankard from the LBA town of Toumba

tou Skourou on Cyprus: handmade attached dogs climb playfully around the vessel while also

serving as handles.202 Small Cypriot Bichrome Ware and Plain White Ware figurines of dogs

seem to be a specialty of EIA Salamis.203

In the Late Bronze Age Aegean, dogs appear in Mycenaean frescoes of hunting scenes

and in Minoan and Mycenaean funerary or ritual contexts. There are a few Mycenaean terracotta

dog figurines, LH IIIA-C, which are characterized by their pointed ears and noses, pointed or

curly tails, and general canine appearance. Dog figurines were deposited in graves at Argos and

Perati.204 There are dog-head rhyta, a dog reclines on a pyxis lid from Zakro, a box from Grave

Circle A at Mycenae is decorated with dogs, and a dog figurine was placed in a grave on

Mochlos.205 In graves, dogs might serve as guardian figures. A series of ritual dog burials in LBA

tombs provides further evidence for the chthonic meaning of dogs, which perhaps served as

guardian figures to the underworld.206

Dogs are also associated with the underworld in the Near East. There are several dog

burials as well as evidence for dog sacrifice.207 Additionally, dogs were associated with fertility

deities and with healing, especially with the cult of Gula in Babylonia and in Phoenician healing

cults.208

Although the practice of dog burial dies out everywhere but Crete, there are a few dog

figurines from EIA graves, indicating a continuation of the LBA association between dogs and

the underworld, a chthonic significance that continues in later cults.209 The dog is most closely

linked with Hekate, goddess of the underworld, and with Artemis, who was closely associated

with Hekate.210 Bevan has compiled evidence for the animal as a symbol of the hunt, but also

metaphorically as a symbol of death as early as Homer and Hesiod.211 In myth, dogs are linked
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specifically to heroic death and perhaps their occurrence at Olympia is related to the worship of

Pelops.

In addition to their funerary meaning, dogs were associated with women and childbirth.

Bevan provides convincing evidence that dogs were sacred to the kourotrophic deities (Artemis,

Hekate, Eileithyia, and Athena) who presided over birth and death and that dog iconography

figures prominently in their cults.212 The ease with which dogs give birth provided an amuletic

image for women about to give birth; dog figurines are found in the Archaic and Classical periods

at sanctuaries where pregnant women worshipped.213 Although dog figurines are most commonly

later dedicated to Artemis, they are also frequently associated with Athena Lindia, Artemis,

Hekate, and Eileithyia. The earliest EIA figurines of dogs occur in Cypriot sanctuaries and

graves, the majority from Salamis. The dog figurines from Rhodes were made on Cyprus, and

were dedicated at Lindos, likely because of perceived similarities of the Cypriot and Rhodian

cults. The presence of dog figurines at the East Greek goddess sanctuaries and Kombothekra

could be related to the association between dogs and fertility.

The dog figurines from Olympia are more problematic due to the debate over which

deities were worshipped in the early cult. Those wishing to see the importance of early female

deities at the site interpret the dog figurines as evidence for the early establishment of the cults of

Artemis or Eileithyia. Alternatively, dogs are also associated with hunting and the life and death

cycle it symbolizes, and can be related to the chthonic nature of the hero cult of Pelops. Indeed,

later there are several Cerberus figures dedicated at Olympia.214 The appearance of dogs at the

end of the eighth century at Olympia might be connected with the increasing importance of the

hero-cult of Pelops and the newly established games or to an emerging goddess cult.
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Snakes

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total:  9

Kombothekra:  9

Figurines depicting snakes are only found at one sanctuary: Kombothekra (K17-18, Fig.

135). The nine handmade snakes dedicated to Artemis at Kombothekra are difficult to date since

there are no other snake figurines known from the EIA. The presence of snakes is highly

significant because they offer evidence for a unique cult at Kombothekra.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

The snake was a powerful symbol in the ancient world. Because the animal sheds its skin,

it commonly served as a symbol of regeneration and rebirth, immortality, and even reincarnation

and resurrection. The phallic-shaped snake body connotes virility and fertility. Snakes were

linked to the cycle of death and rebirth because of their underground habitats, closely associated

with the underworld, chthonic powers, and the realm of the ancestors. In Greek myth, the snake

becomes an apotropaic symbol, for example Athena’s aegis and Medusa’s snaky-hair.

In the Minoan and Mycenaean worlds, the snake was an attribute of the goddess, perhaps

with chthonic and fertility connotations.215 On Crete, the famous faience “Snake Goddess” from

Knossos grasps snakes in both hands and a votary or priestess statuette has snakes crawling up

her arms. Later terracotta snakes adorned the snake tubes found at bench shrines in the Late

Minoan period and also adorned the MGUA statuettes.216 There are no small handmade snake

figurines in the Mycenaean world, but there are unique wheelmade snakes (two complete snakes

and fragments of at least four other snakes) found in the Cult Room at Mycenae, in the same

context as the wheelmade goddess statuettes, further emphasizing their link with goddesses, and

perhaps with chthonic powers.217
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In the Geometric period painted and plastic snakes adorn funerary vessels, continuing

their chthonic associations.218 On fibulae, snakes are found in battle scenes, in the Stymphalian

swamp, and with birds and swastikas; snakes serve as harbingers as death as well as markers of

wild landscapes.219 The first three-dimensional snakes appear in the LG at Kombothekra. These

snakes indicate that this cult was not wholly dependant upon Olympic types, providing evidence

for a cult-specific image.

The chthonic significance of snakes is clear from Geometric vases, but we need to use the

Direct Historical Method to investigate the meaning of snakes in Greek religion beyond

associations with the underworld. In the Archaic period, snakes remain closely linked to potnia

theron goddesses as symbols of the earth, life and death, fertility and decay.220 The creatures, both

real and artistic, play important roles in cults of goddesses with possible Bronze Age ancestry.

The cult of Athena on the Athenian Acropolis made use of the actual animals in ritual and the cult

statue of Athena Parthenos prominently displayed snakes: they adorned her aegis and a

monumental snake coils by her leg. The first king of Athens, Erichthonios/Erechtheus, also had a

snaky form.221 Snakes were associated with many other goddesses as well: snakes are prominent

in the cults of Demeter at Eleusis and at Phigalia, where the cult statue of Demeter had snake-like

hair.222 Artemis was also associated with snakes: her cult statue by Damophon at Lykosoura had

snake attributes and her temple on Corfu is adorned with the Medusa. In the Archaic period,

snake images decorate votives given to Artemis more than any other deity: snake figurines and

gifts with snake images were dedicated to Artemis at Lousoi, Mt. Kotilon, Thasos, and to Artemis

Orthia outside Sparta.223 Bevan interprets the prominence of snakes in Artemis cults as due to

their role as symbols of fertility, but it is also significant that they are wild, undomesticated

animals.224
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Snakes are also associated with gods. In addition to Erichthonios/Erectheus, Zeus himself

appears in snake form in his guise as Meilichios.225 As a snake, Zeus is concerned with

purification and death. Later, snakes are an important part of the healing cults of Askleipios,

Apollo, and Hermes because of their supposed ability to regenerate. Most vividly, snakes retain

their underworld associations in their close relationship with the heroic dead. At Sparta, an

interesting series of plaques depict the heroic dead with snakes, or in the form of snakes.226

Because the snakes at Kombothekra do not appear in narrative scenes, we must rely on

other votives to interpret the snakes. There are two possibilities. The Kombothekra cult is later

associated with the goddess Artemis, who is linked to snakes. Perhaps the snakes are symbols of

fertility and Artemis. Alternatively, snakes are associated with heroes and one interpretation of

the nude male figurines at Olympia and Kombothekra is that they represent elite warriors,

perhaps as heroes. The snake dedications could perhaps be linked to a chthonic aspect of the

Kombothekra cult.

THE ABSENCE OF TERRACOTTA SUPERNATURAL & MYTHICAL CREATURES

The beginning of Greek myth and narrative in the Geometric period has been the focus of

many studies. The presence of several narrative and mythical scenes has pushed back many

Greek myths as far back as the tenth century.227 There are no terracotta examples of supernatural

creatures, such as centaurs and sphinxes, from Geometric Greek sanctuaries. This absence is

significant because of the important role of supernatural creatures in the Aegean Bronze Age,

contemporary Near Eastern and Egyptian cultures, and in later Greek myth.228 There are examples

of bronze figurines depicting mythical creatures in the Geometric period, as well as terracotta

examples in EIA graves. A wheelmade centaur was placed in two tenth-century graves in the

Toumba cemetery at Lefkandi and an askos in the shape of a hermaphroditic centaur was found in
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the Fadil cemetery on Kos.229 A handmade centaur was discovered in a grave in Athens dating to

the LG.230 There is also a bronze centaur figurine from Olympia and another one from Phigalia

dating to the LG.231 Terracotta centaurs do not appear at sanctuaries until the seventh century: a

centaur was dedicated at the Samian Heraion and another was discovered in an ambiguous

context in Corinth.232 The Samian example is fragmentary and not securely identified as a

centaur, while the Corinth example is not clearly from a sanctuary. Centaurs and sphinxes were

popular dedications at transitional sanctuaries on Crete (Haghia Triada and the Spring Chamber at

Knossos), Cyprus (Ayia Irini and Enkomi), and Melos (West Shrine at Phylakopi).233 Mycenaean

centaur figurines have even been found at Ugarit.234

The tradition of supernatural creatures as agents of divinity dates back to the LBA, and

continues uninterrupted on Crete and Cyprus.235 In EIA Greece, hybrid creatures occur

sporadically in graves, where they perhaps served as protective guardians to aid in the transition

to the next world. Supernatural or mythological figures do not appear in EIA sanctuaries until the

end of the eighth century, where they produced only in bronze. It is not until the seventh century

that such creatures appear in terracotta at sanctuaries, likely inspired from the Near East and

Cyprus. The isolated examples of supernatural creatures in terracotta and bronze in the EIA

appear to be objects of great value, likely serving specialized functions. They are not part of the

common votive habit, but represent a special and isolated tradition.
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1985). A recently discovered wheelmade bovid fragment of LH IIIA date from Dimini-Iolkos in Thessaly
provides another early example and adds to our increasing knowledge of the broad distribution pattern of
these statuettes. For references to wheelmade animal statuettes, see Nicholls 1970: 9-16; Wright 1994;
Catling 1995; and additions to these lists in Demakopoulou 1999, 204, n. 61; Kourou 2002, 12, n. 5; Prent
2005, 184-87, 403-04. For studies dealing specifically with animal statuettes, see Misch 1992; Guggisberg
1996; Kourou and Karetsou 1997, 113-15; D'Agata 1997; D'Agata 1999. For the context of wheelmade
animal statuettes, see Hägg 1981; Wright 1994, 72-6; Hägg 1995; Wardle 2003. Zoomorphic statuettes are
found in the Peloponnesos at Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, Amyklai, Apollo Maleatas at Epidauros; in central
Greece on Athenian Acropolis, Delphi; as far north as Dimini-Iolkos; on Crete at Piazzale dei Sacelli at
Haghia Triada, Patsos, Symi Viannou, Iuktas, Phaistos, Kommos, Knossos, Dictaean cave, Tylissos; and at
Ayios Constantinos on Methana, Phylakopi on Melos, Aegina, Emporio on Chios, Lemnos, and Naxos.
27 Nicholls 1970; Misch 1992; Guggisberg 1996, esp. 291-316 for new types. In graves, new types, such as
deer, birds, and centaurs, replace earlier bovine figures. See also Kourou and Karetsou 1997; D'Agata 1999;
Shaw 2000; Kourou 2002.
28 Some scholars argue that the Mycenaeans and Dark Age Greeks ate little grain and that their diet was
primarily vegetables and meat (Howe 1958; Snodgrass 1971, 378-80; Snodgrass 1980, 35-36; Tandy 1997,
35), while others argue for a grain-based diet (Langdon 1976, 88-91; Cherry 1988; Jameson 1988, 87). See
also Foxhall 1995. Important evidence for ranching versus agricultural subsistence is found at Nichoria,
where 26% bovine meat from the LBA diet increases to 60% in the Dark Age (Sloan and Duncan 1978, 76;
Snodgrass 1987, 187-209). The Dark Age Nichoria evidence consists of a very small number of preserved
bones. Tandy (1997, 38-43) argues that grain-based diets begin only in the eighth century. For criticism
pastoral economies in Geometric Greece, see Cherry 1988; Dickinson 2006, 98-104.
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29 Lists of cult statues in the Hittite empire mention several bull statues made of iron and other metals: King
Tuthaliya IV, c. 1250, introduced the use of iron bulls as cult statues in cult temples and shrines. There are
a few depictions of tauromorphic gods from Anatolia c. 1200-1100 (a bas-relief in the Museum of Aleppo,
and a rock carving from Alaja Hüyük depict a Hittite king worshipping an image of a bull at an altar, see
Frankfort 1970, 231, fig. 267). The Hittite bull-weather-god Teshub appears in cylinder seals and rock
carvings at Boghazkoi depicts him standing by the side of a bull, both god and bull wear same high
headdress. Other depictions show him standing on bull’s back, see Conrad 1957, 97-98. In the Levant, bull
gods include Adad, Hadad, Ramman, Sandas, and Baal; in Babylonian and Assyria, the god was called
Ramman, “the bellowing one.” In Palestine and Phoenicia, Baal was related to the bull and weather; a
copper coin from Rhosos on the Gulf of Issos depicts Adad as a horned god standing between two reclining
bulls; in his right hand he holds a thunderbolt, in his left an ear of wheat, symbols of strength, forces of
nature, and agriculture. See Conrad 1957; Astour 1967, 85-91; Ringgren 1973. In the Greek world,
Poseidon, Zeus, and Dionysos are closely associated with the bulls and often exhibit physical and behavior
aspects of the animal in art and literature. There are no examples, however, of cult statues depicting these
gods in tauromorphic form. See Irving 1990, 42-45.
30 Pilafidis Williams 1998, 140-41. Nicholls’ suggestion that bovine statuettes were linked to open-air cults
rather than built shrines (Nicholls 1970, 8) cannot be sustained in light of the excavation of the built shrine
at Phylakopi, with cattle figures, as well as the Aphaia sanctuary, an open-air cult with no cattle figures.
Therefore, Pilafidis-Williams’ suggestion that these statuettes are linked to the gender of the deity is
attractive. She agrees with Elizabeth French that all cattle figures represent bulls or oxen, noting that earlier
examples have male genitalia. This detail is abbreviated in later Mycenaean art, as occurs with many other
terracotta figurines (French 1985, 238). Nicholls (1970, 9) rejects altogether the concept of a bull god, but
Pilafidis-William’s amends this slightly by denying a bull-god, but accepting the bull as a symbol of the
god, a common concept in several contemporary cultures. Bull statuettes are especially prevalent in
sanctuaries later associated with a god: Apollo Maleatas, Amyklai, Kalapodi; they are uncommon in
sanctuaries exclusively dedicated to goddesses: Mycenae and Aphaia. They are also found at dual
sanctuaries, dedicated to god and goddess, such as Phylakopi.
31 Chadwick and Ventris 1973, 127; Chadwick 1985; Pilafidis Williams 1998, 140-41. In Linear B there is
often a male and female form for therionymns, for example Zeus and Diwija and Poseidon and Posiaeia.
32 Renfrew 1985, 420-25; Pilafidis Williams 1998, 141.
33 Gesell 1985; Renfrew 1985, 420-25; Pilafidis Williams 1998, 141; Prent 2005, 174-76.
34 Hera’s priestess Io is transformed into a cow by Zeus, in Homer her epithet is boopis (“cow-eyed”), and
at Samos her image was adorned with horns. Cows were also a significant part of her cult: at Argos and
Samos, cows were offered to Hera as sacrifice; at Argos her priestesses were brought to the city on an ox-
drawn cart, and her temple was located on a hill called Euboea, “rich in cows,” and a herd of sacred cattle
was kept nearby. Il. 1.551; Herod. I.31, see artistic and literary references in Irving 1990, 47-50, 215-16.
See also Cook 1914, 437-57.
35 Zeus’ union with Io in cow form is seen as a mirror to his union with Hera, perhaps a representation of a
hieros gamos ceremony. After this union, flowers spontaneously grow from the land, a physical symbol of
the fertility of the earth invoked by the sacred union and one that parallels Near Eastern hymns and myths.
Aesch. PV 834; Aesch. Supp. 41ff. See Cook 1914, 437-57; Astour 1967, 85; Kramer 1969; Burkert 1985,
132-35; Irving 1990, 47-48.
36 Irving (1990, 48-49) presents convincing evidence in support of this. Several cults had cow herds, a
general indication of wealth; the epithet boopis is actually applied to several women in Homer as a general
feature of beauty; and the horns at Samos can be linked to the more general use of bucrania to denote
sacred areas in the Aegean and Near East.
37 Guggisberg 1996, 336-41. Guggisberg notes the function of bulls as protectors of love, sexuality, and the
creative force of nature; they are symbols of masculine strength and sexuality, both associated with
prosperity and fertility (Guggisberg 1996, 155-57, 337).
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38 Robin Osborne characterizes the Dark Age as a period of “contracted horizons,” in which a population-
depleted Greece was reorganized into simplified chiefdoms, whose main concern was subsistence,
dependent upon agriculture, pastoralism, and herding (Osborne 1996: 32).
39 Haggis argues for a hierarchical structure and a ranked elite operating within a complex structure of
subsistence (Haggis 1999, 307). See also Drews 1983, 112-14; Foxhall 1995; Tandy 1997, 88-93, 135-38.
40 Mazarakis Ainian 1997, 358-62; Tandy 1997: 91-93. It is not clear how elites or basileis came to power.
Some argue it was hereditary (van Wees 1992, 31ff, 281-94), while others maintain it was due to
personality, ability, wealth, and contacts (Whitley 1991), contra Drews 1983, 100-15; van Wees 1995.
Donlan (1985, 305) suggests that early “Big Men” systems gave way to rule by land-owning aristocrats in
the eighth century. For a discussion of the use of Homer to reconstruct EIA society, see Morris 1986;
Sherratt 1990; Crielaard 1995; Mazarakis Ainian 1997, 358-62; Morris 1997.
41 Langdon 1976, 88-91; Cherry 1988; Jameson 1988, 87. See also Foxhall 1995. Jameson argues that most
of the population ate a grain-based diet and most meat consumption occurred at sacrificial festivals.
42 Snodgrass 1987, 193-210; see also Tandy 1997, 35-43; Dickinson 2006, 98-104.
43 Sloan and Duncan 1978; see also Whitley 2001, 85-86.
44 Whitley 2001, 85-86.
45 Snodgrass 1987, 205-07.
46 Snodgrass 1987, 207.
47 Morgan 1990, 57-58. Morgan regards “religious activity as a mechanism that both legitimizes and
reinforces the form of the particular society within which it operates, not only by mirroring its values, but
even, on occasion, by questioning or inverting them. Ritual thus closely reflects community values….”
48 Osborne 1996, 57.
49 Heilmeyer 1972, 54, 87-89; Heilmeyer 1979, 196.
50 Osborne 1996, 61. It should be noted that bulls were ill-suited for transport over most of Greece, where
the mountainous terrain necessitated small paths navigated on foot or by mules, donkeys, or asses (Crouwel
1992, 102; Zimmermann 1989, 2-3). Osborne (1996, 63) emphasizes the importance of cattle’s
transportation ability for agriculture, “for better crop transport alters the place of animal herding within the
overall agrarian economy.” Osborne notes that the advantage of cattle lies in their mobility, which allows
for the use of marginal land for either farming or for animal husbandry.
51 Osborne (1996, 67) notes the mixed blessings of oxen: they enabled farming wider tracts of land, but
required large quantities of grain. The harvesting of larger quantities of grain required more human labor.
52 Il. II.448, VI 236, XXIII 703-705, 886; Od. I.431, XXII.57. The epics provide other evidence that the
Homeric population had a grain-based diet, see Jameson 1988, 93. Meat seems to be eaten after sacrifice on
special occasion.
53 Jameson 1988, 87; see also Prent 2005, 394.
54 Pulleyn stresses the lack of value correspondence between dedication and prayer (1997, 8-15). We
should also not assume that there was always a direct correspondence between social status and value of
dedication.
55 The story of Kleobis and Biton in Herodotus relates the inter-relationship between cattle, agriculture,
wealth, status, and sacred rituals (Herod. I.31). The value of cattle is also apparent in Homer (Il. II.448ff,
VI 235ff, XXIII 703ff, 885; Od. I 430ff, XXII. 57).
56 Ringgren 1973, 77; Ringgren 1979, 107; Dietrich 1991, 146. This practice is attested in the Old
Testament (Gen. 8:21; Lev. 26:31) as well as in the Epic of Gilgamesh II, 160. The rite is illustrated in the
myth of Utnapishtim, who made an animal sacrifice after the great flood, and the hungry gods, smelling the
sweet smell, crowded like flies around the sacrifice.
57 Mylonas 1977, 104; Lambrinoudakis 1981, 59; Kilian 1981, 53-56; Marinatos 1986, 15-35, 37-39;
Rutkowski 1986; Dietrich 1991, 145-46; Isaakidou et al. 2002; Konsolaki 2002; Davis and Stocker 2002;
Hamilakis 2003; Hamilakis and Konsolaki 2004. Aegean Bronze Age sites with evidence for burnt animal
sacrifice include the Kynortion hill at Epidauros, Ayios Konstantinos at Methana, Tiryns, and Pylos. This
new evidence has disproved the theory that the Minoans and Mycenaeans did not practice burnt animal
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sacrifice (first put forth by Yavis 1949, 41). In the Minoan and Mycenaean world, altars were for the
deposition of dedications, animals were sacrificed on movable tables. Animal sacrifice did not occur at all
LBA sanctuaries, see Renfrew 1985, 481. Thus in the LBA cattle statuettes not found at sites where bull
sacrifice occurred.
58 Il. I. 66-67 (lambs and goats), 315-16 (bulls and goats), IX.497-500 (unspecified animal). On Greek
sacrifice, see Burkert 1985, 35, 55-66; Hägg 1998. More generally, see Burkert 1983; Detienne and
Vernant 1989; van Straten 1995.
59 Burkert 1985, 53, 67, n. 62; Dietrich 1991, 146; Hägg 1998, 50-55. The earliest sanctuaries with
evidence for open-air altars include Myrtou-Pighades and Kition Temples A and 4, 5 (end of Bronze Age),
Kourion and Ayia Irini on Cyprus, Ayia Triada and Kommos on Crete, in East Greece the Samian Heraion
and the Sanctuary of Athena at Lindos, and Olympia and Kalapodi on the mainland.
60 Dietrich 1991.
61 Although it is difficult to date the osteological deposits, at Samos, Kommos, Didyma, and Kalapodi,
cattle bones make up the majority of osteological deposits, most of which are interpreted as the remains of
sacrificial rites. Boessneck and von den Driesch 1988; Kyrieleis 1993, 137-38; Reese 1995. Nicholls (1970,
n. 22) notes the association of sanctuaries with early altars and wheelmade terracotta bovine statuettes.
62 Guggisberg 1996, 301-02.
63 Baumbach 2004, 161; see also Morgan 1996, 56.
64 Sinn 1981, 87-88; Baumbach 2004, 161.
65 Pugliese Carratelli 1961-1962, 312, no. 161; translation van Straten 1981, 69.
66 For the power of images, see Gombrich 1982; Belting 1994.
67 Jeffrey 1961, 46, 90, 94; van Straten 1981, 70-76.
68 van Straten 1981, 66, 70-76; Pulleyn 1997, 2-15.
69 Morris 1985, 193-96; Marinatos 1986, 40. See Burkert 1983a, 14-15; Burkert 1985, 36-37, 65, 372, n. 93
for references to horns, bucrania, and other animal remains at sanctuaries. The tradition of marking sacred
areas with animal horns is found already in the Neolithic period, as evidenced at Çatal Hüyük (Mellaart
1967, 140-41, 144-55). In the Aegean, deposits of goat horns are found in the Cretan sanctuaries at Dreros,
Psychro cave, and Kato Syme, and the horn altar of Artemis on Delos was one of the wonders of the
ancient world. In the Minoan world, horns of consecration marked sacred and important areas, and on
Cyprus, bull skulls and horns were prominently displayed at many early sanctuaries, notably at Kourion
and Enkomi. The symbolic role can still be seen today: bucrania (both real and models) adorn rural houses
in Malta, Gozo, and other Mediterranean places to protect the inhabitants from the Evil Eye and other
negative forces (Morris 1985, 193-96).
70 Tsountas 1888, 169; Burkert 1985, 93; Osborne 1987, 186; Guggisberg 1996, 339; see also Baumbach
2004, 161-62.
71 Guggisberg 1996, 285-89.
72 Figurines with traces of burning are extremely rare, including figurines of a ram and dog from Araxos in
Achaia, and a horse leg from Isthmia. See Mastrokostas 1964, 187-88, pls. 215a, c-d, 216a; Brulotte 1994,
202, n. 30, 305, Morgan 1999, 172-73, F29.
73 Shaw and Shaw 2000, 192, C9, pl. 3.6.
74 A later example of bulls associated with altars include a Hellenistic sanctuary at Epanochori Selino on
Crete, where approximately 460 terracotta cattle were found on the altar (unpublished, see Brulotte 1994,
304-05). Aristotle also describes a golden bull set up on the altar of Artemis Orthia at Sparta (De
Mirabilibus Auscultationibus, 847b).
75 van Straten 2000, 197. van Straten uses later evidence that proximity to altar or cult statue was highly
desirable for efficacy of offering, especially a memorable story of two women visiting the Asklepieion at
Kos, who set their votives to the right of the cult statue of Hygieia (Herondas 4.19-20).
76 Herondas Mimianbus 4.19-20; see discussion in van Straten 2000, 197-98.
77 van Straten 1981, 74-75; Pulleyn 1997.
78 Langdon 1993, 146-50, nos. 49-51.
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79 Reese 1995, 165-94 (with further references); Hallager 2001, 317.
80 Marinatos 1986, 11 (with further references).
81 Hallager 2001, 318.
82 Marinatos 1986, 11-12, notes 7-8; Hallager 2001, 319.
83 Killen 1964.
84 Hallager 2001, 319. Hallager found no evidence that rams were sacrificed, only ewes.
85 Morris (1985, 216-18) notes that sheep were so important in the agrarian and pastoral areas of Cyprus
that ram cults were introduced beginning in the seventh century; the elite cults of Ammon in Egypt and the
ram-headed god Baal-Hamman from Syria were transformed into Cypriot rural cults.
86 Langdon 1993, 146-47 (with references).
87 French 1971, 163; Tamvaki 1973, 225.
88 Only two animal rhyta depict rams, one from a settlement on Naxos (LH IIIC) and one from Khania (LM
IIIB:2), see Hallager 2001. Terracotta figurines depicting rams are rare, only two have been published from
Mycenae, see Tamvaki 1973, 225-26.
89 Mitten 1977; Langdon 1984, 164-70; 1993, 146, no. 49.
90 Bevan 1986, 246, 249-50; van Straten 1995, 107-09, 170-86.
91 In later Greek religion, there is some evidence for gods with ram imagery. In the case of Apollo Karneios
at Sparta, some have argued that Apollo took the form of a ram. A sixth-century ram-headed herm from
outside Las, a Lakonian dedication to “the Karneian” that is decorated with crudely drawn ram’s horns, and
Hellenistic coins of Cyrene that depict a young man with ram’s horns offer supporting evidence. Dengate
has rejected this view, arguing that none of these representations can be securely identified as
representations of Apollo and there is no firm evidence that the Greeks regarded Apollo as a ram god, or
even ram-headed or horned. Theokritos 5.83; IG V 1.222; Dengate 1988, 125-28. For criomorphic gods on
Cyprus, see Vermeule 1974; Sophocleous 1985, 59-69, pls. XIII-XV.
92 Mitten 1977, 33-34.
93 For a review of horses on vases, see Benson 1970; for bronze horse figurines, see Zimmermann 1989.
94 For example, the horse on an Attic PG belly-handled amphora from the Kerameikos (Boardman 1998,
19, fig. 13).
95 Zimmermann’s (1989) comprehensive study of bronze horse figurines published 1,135 examples. Unlike
terracotta horses, bronze horse production seems to have been the direct result of the desire to adorn metal
tripods.
96 Jarosch 1994, 5-24.
97 Heilmeyer 1972, 20-31.
98 French 1971, pl. 26c; Voyatzis 1990, 241.
99 Crouwel 1992, 102. In Homer, horses are ceremonial and used by the elite. They are paraded at
Patroklos’ funeral, given as prizes and gifts, and are fought over (Il. 23.265, 5.628-54; Hymn.Hom.Ven.
210). The status of certain heroes, Atreus and Diomedes, is characterized by their ability to tame horses (Il.
3.126, 2.287, 2.23, 5.415, 23.5).
100 Crouwel 1981, 32-35; Schilardi 1999, 753-54, n. 26.
101 Crouwel 1981, 46-50; Langdon 1989, 191.
102 Kosmetatou 1993; Petrakos 1996, 63-64, fig. 23; Carstens 2005; see also Vermeule 1964, 298-99, pl.
XLVIIB; Benson 1970, 20-26; French 1971, 162-63; Burkert 1985, 34; Morris 1985, 211; Tzonou-Herbst
2002, 38. Single horses were sacrificed outside the tombs of elite males in MH and LH Greece (Mycenae
Tumulus A, Deiras, Lerna, Nauplion, Argos), especially in the Argolid, while a separate tradition existed
on Crete as evidenced by the ritually slaughtered horse in the tomb of a woman at Archanes. Pairs of
horses, who pulled funerary carts or chariots, were found at Dendra and Marathon. Horse sacrifices
occurred in Geometric and Archaic Cyprus as evidenced by the spectacular horse burials found at the
Salamis necropolis and the recent discovery of similar burials in Larnaca (Buchholz and Karageorghis
1971, no. 181). The Cypriot examples are remarkably similar to the Mycenaean practices, with the
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exception that they are associated with male and female burials. Karageorghis has argued that this burial
custom was imported to Cyprus by the Mycenaeans (Karageorghis 1969, 26-28).
103 Osborne 1996, 66-67.
104 Snodgrass 1971, 414.
105 Snodgrass 1971, 414.
106 Heroes have the ability to break and tame horses (Atreus and Diomedes, Il. 3.126, 2.287, 2.23, 5.415,
23.5), Poseidon in the form of a horse overcomes Demeter, and Poseidon himself is a tamer of horses
(Hymn.Hom.Dem. 22.4; Paus. 7.21.9), and the master of horse motif becomes widespread in early Greek art
(Langdon 1989, 198).
107 Zimmermann 1989, parts III and IV.
108 Benson 1970, 26-28. The rare sacrifices of horses at tombs in the LBA and EIA offers additional
evidence for an unusual rite and demonstrates the chthonic/funerary symbolism of the horse, see Bevan
1986, 194; Kosmetatou 1993; Carstens 2005.
109 Horse figurines in Geometric graves: MG horse in grave alpha (young woman) at Eleusis (Skias
Aephem 1898, 104; Xagorari 1996, 29, 91, no. 45); horse figurines in several Kerameikos graves (grave 50,
c. 750: Xagorari 1996, 29, 55, 91, nos. 46-47; Kübler 1954, 243-45, pl. 143; Bohen 1988, 102 Nr. 207-208,
pl. 36.1; Higgins 1967, 21, fig. 12. Inv. No. 642: Kübler 1943, pl. 27; Kübler 1954, pl. 142); Dipylon
cemetery child’s grave, c. 700: Xagorari 1996, 29, 55, 91, no. 48; wheelmade horse in PG grave on Skyros:
Lemos 2002, 99. Athenian Agora c. 700-690 horses in sacrificial funerary pyres of man’s grave: Young
1939, 63, no. XII, 18, fig. 40; horses from fill: Brann 1961, 136, O41-43, 140, P27; wheelmade horse from
LG grave in Serraglio cemetery, Kos: Kantzia 1988, 175-76; Coldstream 2003, 399; Ialysos Exochi
cemetery grave V: Friis Johansen 1958, 53, 61, 181, Abb. 125; Kamiros grave: Jacopi 1931, 342, Abb. 379;
Argos tomb 32: Courbin 1966, 250, pl. 107. On Cyprus: CGIII grave 79, Karageorghis 1983, 246, no. 84,
pl. CLIV; Vandenabeele 1991, 63, 68.
110 Roes 1933; Kübler 1943, 5; Kübler 1954, 27-29; Burkert 1985, 34, 138-39; Bevan 1986, 200-03.
111 Kosmetatou 1993; see also Vermeule 1964, 298-99, pl. XLVIIB; Benson 1970, 20-21; Burkert 1985, 34;
Morris 1985, 211; Petrakos 1996, 63-64, fig. 23. Single horses were sacrificed outside the tombs of elite
males in MH and LH Greece (Mycenae Tumulus A, Deiras, Lerna, Nauplion, Argos), especially in the
Argolid, while a separate tradition existed on Crete as evidenced by the ritually slaughtered horse in the
tomb of a woman at Archanes. Pairs of horses, who pulled funerary carts or chariots, were found at Dendra
and Marathon. Horse sacrifices occurred in Geometric and Archaic Cyprus as evidenced by the spectacular
horse burials found at the Salamis necropolis and the recent discovery of similar burials in Larnaca
(Buchholz and Karageorghis 1971, no. 181; Carstens 2005). The Cypriot examples are remarkably similar
to the Mycenaean practices, with the exception that they occurred with male and female burials.
Karageorghis has argued that this burial custom was imported to Cyprus by the Mycenaeans (Karageorghis
1969, 26-28).
112 Il. 21.131 (Achilles describes this Trojan custom); SEG XXXIV (hippokathesia for Poseidon at
Kameiros, Rhodes); Paus. 8.7.2 (hippokathesia festival in which horses were driven into an underground
river for Poseidon in the Argolid); Paus. 3.20.4 (horses sacrificed to Helios on Mt. Taygetos); Paus. 2.27.4
(a single instance of a horse sacrificed to Asklepios at Epidauros by Hippolytus); Apollod. 1.60. See also
Burkert 1985, 138; Bevan 1986, 194-200; Robertson 2005. These instances are not usual practice and
illustrate the rarity of horse sacrifice in Greek religion.
113 Nicholls 1970, 12.
114 CGI horses from Kition: Karageorghis and Demas 1985, 208, no. 4105, pl. CLXIX, 226, no. 551, pl.
CLXIX; Salamis: Monloup 1984, pls. 215-16.
115 Alcm. Partheneion. See Rayor 1991, 31-34; Campbell 1997, 18-22.
116 Winkler 1990.
117 The danger of the untamed horse is alluded to in myths about anthropophagic or mad horses, such as the
man-eating mares of Diomedes, King of Thrace. Paus. 6.27.1-4; Apollod. 2.58.
118 Kübler 1954, 27.
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119 Kübler 1954, 27.
120 O'Flaherty 1980; Maringer 1981, 181-99; see also Langdon 1989, 199; Voyatzis 1992, 268-69.
Although Drews (2004) has presented systematic evidence to dispel the theory championed by Marija
Gimbutas that horse riding was introduced to Europe by the Proto Indo-Europeans in the fifth or fourth
millennium, it is nevertheless clear that domesticated horses were vital to early Indo-Europeans, primarily
as a food source. The divine associations with horse breeding is behind the myth of Poseidon’s union with
Demeter, which was celebrated at Phigalia where Demeter’s cult image bore a horse head.
121 Langdon 1989, 200.
122 Schweitzer 1971, 156-59; Maringer 1981, 181-99; Langdon 1989, 199; Voyatzis 1992, 268-69; Scheffer
1994. These scholars examine the evidence for horse deities and horse mythology in the Aegean, perhaps
introduced to the Aegean along with the animal itself and its Indo-European name; many Indo-European
cultures have horse deities associated with fertility. There is a “Mistress of the Horse” in a Linear B tablet
from Pylos and Hittite textual evidence for a horse deity named Pirva. Later Greek evidence occurs in the
form of deities seated side-saddle on horses and the close link of many Arcadian deities (Despoina,
Demeter, Alea, Poseidon) as well as Artemis in other areas with horses.
123 Burkert 1985, 138-39, 161; see also Bevan 1986, 194-219. Centaurs, with their horse bodies, are similar
equine divinities that combine the dual nature of the horse. They are both wild and forces of order and
civilization, aspects embodied in the myth of Cheiron and his daughter Hippo (Callim. fr. 569; Ov. Met.
2.635). See Kirk 1970, 152-62; Irving 1990, 78-79, 210-11.
124 Mellaart 1981; Crouwel 1981, 32-35.
125 The development of the more maneuverable light chariot with spoked wheels radically altered Bronze
Age warfare. Chariot warfare began in the East Aegean c. 1700 and continued in use until the beginning of
offensive, standardized infantry units c. 1200. See Dawson 2001, Chs. 3-4.
126 Crouwel 1992, 105.
127 Drews 2004, 65-66.
128 Schilardi 1999, 753-54 (with further references).
129 Crouwel 1992, 53-54. Specifically, the light rail chariot appears to be a direct continuation from a
Mycenaean type depicted in vase paintings c. 1100. The high-front chariot was influenced from Mycenaean
predecessors. Contra continuity of chariot use and types, see Snodgrass 1964, 159-63; Snodgrass 1971,
433. Crouwel’s theory is supported by the burials of paired horses with metal bits from the Lefkandi
warrior graves and the inclusion of similar iron bits (but no horse) in an early ninth-century cremation
burial in the Agora.
130 Crouwel 1992, 104-05.
131 Crouwel 1992, 54, 105. The funerary and ceremonial association is also present in Homer, where
chariots were a conspicuous aspect of Patrokles’ funerary games and other elite displays. In war, the two-
man chariot served as conveyance transport for high status warriors, who fought on the ground with spears
and swords. Chariots were not used for active battle as in the Near East and Egypt, where they were used as
mobile platforms for archers.
132 One of the most elaborate Mycenaean terracotta compositions is a chariot group (0.165m long) found in
a chamber tomb in Megalo Monastiri, Thessaly (Volos Archaeological Museum K3914/69). It has been
interpreted as a substitute for a real chariot, see Demakopoulou 1988, 131, no. 74 (with earlier references);
Crouwel 1981, 161, pl. 41.
133 Crouwel 1981: 145, 162; Demakopoulou 1988, 238, no. 240.
134 Crouwel 1992, 55.
135 Popham, Sackett, and Themelis 1980, 168-70.
136 Karageorghis 1969; Rupp 1988; Kosmetatou 1993.
137 Kunze 1944, 110; Heilmeyer 1972, 38-40; see also Coldstream 2003, 150.
138 Crouwel 1992, 56.
139 Schweitzer 1971, 99, fig. 67; Karageorghis 1993, 65-67, 88-90.
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the armed nature of the Mycenaean horse figurines. Neither the new figurine evidence nor the burial at
Koukounaries is addressed in Drews’ study (Drews 2004), which concludes that cavalry riding was not
possible in the LBA.
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III: Animal Figurines in Early Iron Age Cult

178

                                                                                                                                                                    
159 Moorey 2000, 481.
160 Drews 2004, 36.
161 Anderson 1961, 13.
162 Langdon 1984, 128-34; Zimmermann 1989, 327-28, pl. 61 (Macedonia).
163 Snodgrass notes that the first cavalrymen were likely at the fringes of the Greek world where Greeks
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180 Demakopoulou 1982, pl. 49, no. 115.
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continuous into PG Crete. Bird iconography was temporarily lost to Greek world and was reintroduced
from east or (as Benson argues) rediscovered from Mycenaean examples.
188 Benson 1970, 29.
189 Lefkandi: Popham, Sackett, and Themelis 1980; Kos: Higgins 1967, Kantzia 1988, 175; Athens: Young
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31, 87, 105, 117-118, 120-121, pl. 82.
191 Bevan 1986, 28.
192 Vandenabeele 1991.
193 Benson 1973.
194 Rizakarpaso tombs dating to tenth century: Christou 1986, pl. XXIV, 7, 8; Kouklia-Skales: Karageorghis
1983, pl. XCIX, CXLIII. Salamis: Monloup 1984, 91. Bird figurines also dedicated at Kition in CGI.
195 Karageorghis 1970, fig. 89; for date of Kourion scepter, see Goring 1995; Benson 1970, 30, 60-61.
Benson states that birds might “represent a ritual honoring noble ancestors,” and an “aristocratic
ennoblement of the dead.”
196 It has been suggested that the Greeks conceived of the soul as a bird, equivalent to the Egyptian Ba bird
(Pollard 1977, Ch. 22). In Homer, spirits of the dead fly to Hades like birds (Od. 11.605, 24.5; Il. 22.362,
16.586). In later Greek art, the dead are represented as winged, while in the Gilgamesh epic the dead are
bird-like (Pritchard 1955, 87 Vermeule 1979, 8-11).
197 Birds are “heralds of the gods,” and metoikoi of the gods (Eur. fr. 989a, Soph. El. 148, Aesch. Ag. 57).
This belief that birds are intermediary figures is linked to their use in augury. In art and literature, birds are
compared to gods (the eagle is king of birds as well as symbol for the Olympian king; the dove is the most
beautiful of birds and is a symbol of Aphrodite). An amusing link in Ar. Av. In Roman culture, birds are
also associated with the divine realm as well as apotheosis. See discussion in Irving 1990, Ch. 4.
198 Voyatzis 1990, fig. 28; see later examples in Bevan 1986, 40.
199 Bevan 1986, 31-35; 39. Bevan describes an engraved stone from Lindos that depicts a kneeling
worshipper before a large bird, perhaps a representation of Athena in bird-form.
200 Brewer, Clark, and Phillips 2001, 23.
201 Od. XVII, 290ff; Il. X. 359ff; XV 271ff.
202 Vermeule 1974, fig. 72; see also Karageorghis 1991, 190-93. Enkomi and Kition in the LBA also
produced canine figurines, see Karageorghis 1993, 48.
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in their mouths, figs. 12, 13.
205 For dog rhyta, see Karo 1911, 262; Marinatos and Hirmer 1960, pl. 6; Laffineur 1975. A wall painting
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Hesse 1993. See also Brewer, Clark, and Phillips 2001, 53-55.
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CHAPTER IV

ARMED MEN & ROBED WOMEN

THE ANTHROPOMORPHIC FIGURINES

The interpretation of symbols in any culture is challenging and the analysis of symbols in

ancient pre-literate societies even more so. Nevertheless, such a task is essential for

understanding Geometric Greece, its relation to its Mycenaean predecessors, and its contribution

to later generations. Many scholars have contributed to our increasing knowledge of the use,

transmission, and function of symbols and images in the EIA and I am indebted to these studies.1

In Geometric Greece, figurative symbols functioned as icons: images were meant to be “read”

and they transmitted important cultural information. This chapter explores the anthropomorphic

figurine types presented regionally in Chapter II. For each type, I investigate its history,

distribution, and possible symbolic meanings and function in EIA cult.

This study employs the following criteria to interpret the religious and social significance

of each figurine type:2

1. Context of image in scene or group.  The majority of figurines are independent figures.

Similar figures sometimes occur in group scenes in terracotta, bronze, or in vase painting and

comparison between contextual scenes and figurines can aid in interpreting the meaning.

2. Gesture.  Certain figurines display distinctive gestures. Some gestures, such as arms raised

above the head or the smiting pose, have complicated traditions.3 The history of certain gestures
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complicates analysis since similar gestures are found across cultures and periods and the mode of

transmission is not always apparent. In religious contexts, it is likely that gesture operated on

multiple levels.4 Gesture can be directed to the transcendent, which is not depicted but implied by

the gesture itself. Gesture also links object and user through associated imagery, as Christine

Morris notes, “the gesturing body generates the appropriate bodily state such as respect,

supplication, altered states.”5 Thirdly, figurine gesture is arrested in permanent form and

communicates eternal messages.6

3.  Attributes.  Geometric art is stylized, minimal, and reductive. Attributes included on bronze

or terracotta sculpture or in vase painting are therefore deliberate and meaningful. Distinguishing

and identifying these attributes and their use over time and regions can help analyze the figures.7

Especially in a period without texts, attributes can be an important detail for elucidating figurine

identity and meaning.

4.  Manufacturing Technique and Size.  Geometric communities produced few objects of

intrinsic value; many “valuable” objects are defined as such by the skill and time required to

produce the item. For example, commonly recognized objects of value include the Lefkandi

centaur and the monumental Dipylon vases. These objects are made of clay, but the excellence of

manufacture, the time invested in making and decorating these objects, their use of symbols (not

common in the Geometric period, especially the use of anthropomorphic forms), and their

monumental size signal their use as prestige items. Some figures in the EIA terracotta repertoire,

notably the wheelmade statuettes, stand out for their size and quality. Objects of value should be

singled out from the majority of quickly produced handmade figurines.

5.  Archaeological Context.  Other objects, both figurative and non-figurative, found in

associated contexts from the same site or other related sites, can provide important contextual

evidence for interpreting types. Placing figurines within the larger votive assemblage from a
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sanctuary ensures a more complete understanding of the deity and cult. Moreover, the occurrence

of certain types in other contexts, such as funerary, must be taken into account to understand the

use of symbols in Geometric Greece.

6.  Quantity.  The repetition of symbols, or the lack thereof, is crucial to understanding their

importance. Detecting frequency of images in the ancient world is often difficult due to the

incomplete nature of the archaeological record. For example, we can never be absolutely sure that

an object is unique since future excavations can unearth similar examples. Yet, some figurine

types occur in abundance only at certain sites or occur in numbers at many sites. The quantity of

the types at each sanctuary and their overall distribution pattern are significant. The presence of

only a small quantity of a certain image at sites that have been carefully and thoroughly excavated

is significant.

7.  Analogy.  The similarity of figure types between sites becomes an important factor in

interpreting the meaning of the image. For example, if one type of figure is only found at certain

sanctuaries, it can be surmised that these cults had something in common. If a certain image is

found in sanctuary and funerary contexts, it is likely this image had a larger symbolic value

appropriate in the realm of the dead and the divine.

8.  Distribution.  Lastly, the overall distribution of each type documents the routes of

transmission of ideas, including artistic and religious. Distribution patterns help reconstruct the

chronological and geographic transmission of symbols.

ANTHROPOMORPHIC IMAGES IN GEOMETRIC GREECE

In a world where figural symbols were rare and zoomorphic images far outnumbered

anthropomorphic ones, any depiction of a human in EIA Greece is significant. Geometric

anthropomorphic figurines differ from the highly standardized and stylized human figurines of
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the Mycenaean period as well as from the standardized repertoire of human figurines, often mold-

made, from the seventh century. The variety of styles, many quite lively and naturalistic, suggests

that multiple local coroplastic ateliers were operating throughout Greece.

Both the Minoan and Mycenaean artistic and religious traditions were dominated by

female imagery and a scarcity of male divine imagery.8 This asymmetry in Minoan and

Mycenaean religion has been modified recently in light of new finds of male religious figures,

such as the “kouros” from Palaikastro and the male figures from Phylakopi.9 Nevertheless, the

overwhelming majority of both handmade terracotta figurines and wheelmade statuettes on Crete

and Greece are female. The artistic evidence for religious beliefs, including wall paintings,

glyptic and other minor arts, and figurines, which depict a religion centered on female imagery, is

at odds with Linear B texts, which list male gods with female consorts.10 The known discordance

between textual and artistic evidence cautions against asserting a change in religious practices

based on iconography alone.

This gender ratio radically changes in the EIA on Crete and in southern Greece: on Crete

the breakdown of the Minoan Goddess with Upraised Arms (MGUA) tradition coincides with the

appearance of nude male figurines at many sanctuaries and in the Peloponnesos Olympia begins a

strong tradition of male figurine dedication.11 The male figurines in bronze and terracotta have

been variously interpreted as depictions of gods or male votaries.12 This reversal of gender

preferences for votive dedications is striking and reveals social changes that affected the ritual

practices in Crete and southern Greece.

This new trend toward male imagery does not extend to East Greece, where the religious

traditions of Cyprus and the Near East exerted considerable influence. Cyprus and Crete

preserved many Minoan and Mycenaean customs well into the Geometric and Archaic periods

that were selectively re-transmitted to parts of the Greek world throughout the EIA. Sanctuaries
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dedicated to the goddesses Hera and Athena predominate in East Greece and the votive

assemblages from these shrines show an affinity for Near Eastern and Cypriot motifs and

imported objects.

Deities or Votaries? Females with Outstretched Arms
(Type IA)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 71

Lindos: 10 (2 Cypriot imports)
Chios, Harbour Shrine: 1
Samos: 59 (3 Cypriot imports)
Hephaisteia:  3

Females with arms upraised began in the LBA and continued directly after the collapse of

the palaces on Crete and Cyprus, where Bronze Age religious customs persisted.13 The twelfth-

century statuettes of this type are large, approaching one meter in height, but throughout the EIA

these statuettes become smaller and their arms descend. By the eighth century the wheelmade

figures are small and the handmade figurines have arm stumps, barely extended from the body, or

arms held against the side (Type IB). From Crete and Cyprus, wheelmade females with upraised

arms were re-introduced to the Aegean world first at the Hera sanctuary on Samos, where five

fragments from wheelmade women appear in the tenth century (S1-3, Figs. 5-6). Shortly

afterwards, slightly smaller Cypriot-made cylindrical female figurines, also with upraised arms,

were dedicated at the Athena Shrine at Lindos (R3, Fig. 3). In the MG, this type increases in

popularity in East Greece and was dedicated in numbers to goddesses at the Harbour Shrine on

Chios (C1, Fig. 12), the Lindos sanctuary (R1-2, Figs. 1-2), and to Hera on Samos (S4-17, Figs. 7-

11, 16).  Two fragments and one well-preserved statuette, remarkably similar to Mycenaean

statuettes, were found at Hephaisteia (L1). The figures are now increasingly handmade, smaller in

scale, and crafted with greater stylistic variety. Additionally, the gesture of upraised arms
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gradually becomes less emphatic until later figurines simply hold their arms out horizontally. The

type never becomes popular in the Peloponnesos, but gains in popularity in goddess sanctuaries in

Attica and on several islands in the seventh century.14

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

Depictions of women with upraised arms are among the most famous of coroplastic types

because of their distinctive posture, controversial identification, and early discovery on Crete and

at Mycenae. In the Aegean, this type first appears on MMI Crete, where they are referred to as

Minoan Goddesses with Upraised Arms (MGUA).15 Terracotta handmade figurines and

wheelmade figures were exported to the mainland from Crete during the transition from LH IIB

to LH IIIA1, becoming an important aspect of Mycenaean religion.16 Katie Demakopoulou has

highlighted the role of the Cyclades and other areas in the development of various wheelmade

statuettes (especially cattle and females), pointing to the earlier Cycladic life-size terracotta

statues from Ayia Irini on Kea and the almost life-size fragments from anthropomorphic

statuettes from Amyklai.17

Stylized figurines depicting females with upraised arms are found in the thousands at

almost every Mycenaean site, while wheelmade statuettes of this type have been found at several

Mycenaean sanctuaries of the palatial and post-palatial periods, including Mycenae, Tiryns,

Midea, Asine, Epidauros, Tsoungiza, the Menelaion outside Sparta, Amyklai, Athens, Thebes,

Eutresis, and on the islands Hydra, Aegina, Melos, Thera, Rhodes, and Chios.18 The statuettes

parallel the small handmade figurines in form, gesture, and decoration.19 Both figurines and

figures emphasize the facial features, breasts, hands and fingers, and they wear elaborate dress

and jewelry, a key attribute.
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The Mycenaean and later Minoan female statuettes are found in religious contexts,

usually associated with bench shrines in palatial centers, where they likely served as cult

images.20 Demakopoulou asserts that the limited numbers compared to the masses of ordinary

figurines, the fine modeling, and the unique appearance of these statuettes suggest that they

functioned as special cultic objects.21 The distinguishing gestures of these statuettes have

religious significance, indicating blessing, supplication, or divine epiphany.22 The context of

almost all statuettes in cultic groups in official religious centers such as the Cult Center at

Mycenae, Rooms 110-115 on the Unterberg of Tiryns, the sanctuary of Phylakopi, and perhaps

the “Lord of Asine” from a shrine in Asine, reinforces their special function. Klaus Kilian asserts

that both figurines and figures possessed a cultic significance that differed only in their level of

use: the larger figures were associated with an official cult while the figurines were used on a

popular level.23 The majority of these female figures are found in cult buildings of palatial centers

in ritual deposits, which indeed suggests their use in state or official cult. The Tiryns statuettes

illustrate that this cult continued after the fall of Mycenaean palaces.24

The tradition of making large wheelmade female figures with upraised arms that

characterized post-palatial Crete and Mycenaean Greece continues directly into the Subminoan

period, as evidenced by the famous MGUAs from Karphi and the PG unidentified sanctuary at

Kalo Chori.25 They continue the earlier Cretan statuette tradition: they have narrow waists, barrel-

shaped, carinated dresses, large, exaggerated hands, and stylized upraised faces. Their associated

symbols, horns of consecration, birds, poppies, and snakes also continue, although they are now

part of the goddess figure itself, not independent figures.26 After the collapse of the Mycenaean

system at the end of the twelfth century, Minoans and Mycenaeans apparently emigrated to the

east, many settling on the Aegean islands and Cyprus. These settlers/refugees brought with them

the tradition of making wheelmade female figures.27 In Cyprus, MGUA inspired figures appear as
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early as the eleventh century.28 In Crete, the PG MGUA figures differ from their earlier

predecessors in context and there is a decline in the gesture. The Cretan examples are not clearly

depictions of goddesses, but on Cyprus the figures are more securely identified as divine

images.29

Wheelmade statuettes of females with outstretched arms are one of the few images to

survive the LBA collapse, but because of the complexities of transmission and social change we

should not assume that the meaning and function continue. The controversy surrounding the

meaning of this type in the LBA and the change in style and function in the EIA make

interpreting the continuation of the symbol in the EIA challenging. The Mycenaean and Minoan

statuettes are identified either as depictions of goddesses, possibly even cult statues, or priestesses

in the guise of the goddess, or depictions of votaries.30 The uniformity of the type, their size and

decoration, and their exclusive religious context support a divine identification.31 These images

were not on permanent display, as later Greek cult statues, but were likely carried in processions

as idols, venerated by the population on festival occasions.32

Mycenaean handmade female figurines, on the other hand, were discovered with the first

material evidence for the Mycenaean civilization and their lavish publication by Heinrich

Schliemann engendered much discussion of this type.33 These standardized and stylized females,

with arms upraised or held under the breasts, have been interpreted as servants of the deceased

(analogous to Egyptian ushabtis) or representations of goddesses that served as nurses to the

deceased, religious idols, superstitious amulets, or even toys.34 The figurines are found in shrines,

graves, houses, and dumps; their widespread use argues against a single function and identity.

Their iconography, however, does repeat official religious iconography. These figurines were not

sacred in and of themselves, but took their meaning and efficacy, which could be temporary, from
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their context. The figurines depended on official sacred imagery, but their multiple users

generated multivalent meanings.35

Minoans and/or Mycenaeans brought this type with them to Cyprus, where it was

appropriated by existing goddess cults.36 On Crete, Subminoan MGUA statuettes continued their

earlier function as representations of goddess(es), but later depictions on Crete display a change

in form and context.37 The type dies out on the mainland. The next reappearance in Greece of this

type occurs on the East Greek islands, where female statuettes were found at goddess sanctuaries.

At Lindos and Samos the earliest fragments are stylistically similar to SM and PG figurines from

post-Palatial Crete (S1, Fig. 5, R1-2, Figs.1-2): these belong to wheelmade statuettes with

exaggerated hands and outstretched arms.38 The style of these figures, with large skirts and small,

carinated waists, have been compared with the MGUAs from Crete, while later depictions, with

cylindrical bodies, exhibit Cypriot/Mycenaean influence.39 Nota Kourou asserts that the change in

stylistic influence from Minoan, followed by a gap, to Cypriot indicates a change in cult practice

and the associated imagery.40 This emphasis on style obscures the continuity of type and context.

The fragments from wheelmade females from Samos and Rhodes, however, are only superficially

similar to earlier Cretan examples: they are not nearly as large and despite their narrow waists,

they are not similar in profile. The Samian and Rhodian figures are local imitations of a

widespread type. Stylistic differences need not imply a change in function or meaning. Indeed,

the continuity of the type, technique of manufacture, and context in goddess sanctuaries in the

eastern Aegean argues for a continuity of meaning.

Kourou’s study confirms that the Mycenaean appearance of many of the eighth-century

figures is not a recollection of a centuries-old type, but was intentionally adopted from Cypriot

figurines, which continued LBA styles.41 Regardless of the inspiration for style, the East Greek

coroplasts consistently created images of women with upraised or outstretched arms, iconography
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considered appropriate for local cult. Perhaps the source of influence reflects the dominance of

Cretan influence in the earlier EIA and the ascendancy of Cypriot traders in the later Geometric

period when many of the East Greek islands enjoyed close relations with Cyprus and the

sanctuaries received Cypriot-made gifts.42 The change in inspiration might be due to the fame and

antiquity of the goddess cults on Cyprus, which were quite famous by the Archaic period.

Perhaps the antiquity and renown of the Cypriot goddess was the impetus for the stylistic switch,

not a change in local cult practices.

In the EG, a new version of this type appears at the same sanctuaries of Athena and Hera.

These new figurines were imported from Cyprus and are close replicas of figurines found at

Enkomi (R3, S3, Figs. 3, 6).43 Because these are imports, we can be sure that Cyprus is the source

for this type, although it is not at all certain how these arrived. Whether brought to the sanctuaries

by traders or pilgrims, local traders or Cypriots, there must have been a perceived affinity

between figurine type and cult. It is likely that the goddesses on Samos and Rhodes shared

features in common with Cypriot goddess cults.

The earliest females with raised arms found in EIA contexts continue the Bronze Age

tradition: they are wheelmade and are only found in sanctuaries, indicating a continuity of

identity and use. In developing a theoretical framework for identifying cult, Renfrew has outlined

several features to distinguish between cult image and votive offering. One criterion is a “highly

asymmetrical role emphasized markedly by attention focusing devices. An image, focally placed,

without rivals for attention, and accompanied by offerings…may well qualify as a cult image.”44

The original contexts of the early wheelmade females from these sanctuaries are lost and we

cannot reconstruct their display or identify offerings left to these figures. To use the term “cult

statue,” which implies that they were the main focus and received prayer, offerings, and
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veneration, is too strong a term. These early statuettes cannot be interpreted as votive offerings

and they likely invoked the presence of the deity as cult idols. 

By the ninth century there is a change in size and style, which suggests a possible change

in function and/or meaning. By the LG, more examples of this type are dedicated, but they are

now small, handmade figurines and the gesture less dramatic: arms are often stumps held out

horizontally rather than upraised (R4-6, S4, Figs. 4, 7). Female figurines with outstretched arms

become smaller, most handmade, and have varied gesture. The practice of making wheelmade

figures does not entirely die out and many small, wheelmade figures are dedicated at Samos.

These figurines are smaller with increasingly stylized features and the gesture is more varied (S7-

12, Figs. 8-10). These figurines are produced in quantity, they are of less remarkable size and

decoration, and they are no longer unique or rare at the site.

By the later eighth century the form and manufacturing technique of these figures had

undergone significant change, which must be related to a change in function.45 The gesture

evolved from the LBA gesture of sharply upturned arms with large hands, to arms curved

dramatically above the head, and finally to minimal arms outstretched horizontally. With each

change, the gesture became less distinctive. The change in manufacture technique, the dramatic

increase in the number of figurines, and the variety of gesture all indicate a change in function.

There are now no outstanding features, such as style, size, or uniqueness, to indicate these eighth-

century figurines were used as cult idols. Applying Colin Renfrew’s model, we can no longer

claim that these terracotta served a special function as cult idols. Rather, the quantity and

variation present in these figurines imply that they were dedicated as gifts; their production

intensified to meet the demands of a new votive habit.

In EIA Greece, terracotta females with outstretched arms are not found outside sanctuary

contexts; their exclusive association with goddess sanctuaries at Lindos, Chios, Samos, and
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Lemnos, suggests a close association with the goddess and her worshippers. Bronze examples of

this type are found only at Olympia, but these figurines lack the distinctive early gesture,

appearing only with the arms held horizontally. The bronze females are nude and wear

headdresses, perhaps identifying them as divine.46 Their predominance at Olympia provides

evidence for the appearance of the Hera cult, or at least a female role in cult.47

The significance of the gesture of raised or outstretched arms is associated exclusively

with goddesses and is likely a gesture of divinity. The earliest examples might have served as cult

idols that were displayed or used in rituals such as processions, but by the eighth century the

gesture, size, and quantity of the figurines suggest a new votive function. The continuation of the

basic type suggests that they might have retained their divine identities, but no longer functioned

as important cult idols. Rather, they were deposited as gifts intended to please the goddess. The

motivations for gift giving are complex and likely varied with each gift. Even standardized types,

often ambiguous, could assume different meaning and even identities to worshippers, many at

Samos from different cultural and socio-economic backgrounds. Reconstructing why worshippers

would dedicate an image of a deity to the deity is complex. An image of the divine could have

been considered an appropriate offering. In later Greek religion, a worshipper could give a gift

that was pleasing, an agalma, to delight the deity. Perhaps giving an image of the goddess herself

was a means to obtain divine favor. It is likely that images of the goddess were dedicated at

several goddess sanctuaries as something pleasing to the deity, something given to create a

relationship of charis between worshipper and deity.48
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Standing Females
(Type IB)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 213

Lindos: 3
Chios, Athena Shrine: 2
Samos: 208 (1 Cypriot import)

Like many other female terracotta types, females with arms held at their sides are found

mainly in East Greece. The earliest example comes from Samos (S18, Fig. 15): a crudely

handmade figure with neck roughly smoothed to a lumpy torso. The neck, crude modeling,

elongated torso, and incised circle eyes are remarkably similar to ninth-century male terracottas

from the Zeus sanctuary at Olympia (O4-5, Fig. 38). Lacking other evidence of contact between

Olympia and Samos at this early date, the similarity likely reflects lingering LBA handmade

figurine traditions in both areas. The Samian figurine is the sole example of this type at this early

date.

The type’s increased popularity in the LG attests to a growing need for votive offerings in

the second half of the eighth century. 173 LG examples from Samos have been published (S19-35,

Fig. 17). These figurines show remarkable variety: there are handmade and wheelmade examples

of large and small size, some with flat chests and large skirts, others with barrel-shaped bodies.

The Athena sanctuaries on Rhodes and Chios also received several female figurines with arms to

their sides in the LG. On Rhodes, these females are larger and wheelmade with carefully executed

painted decoration (R8, R10, Fig. 14). The decoration emphasizes the geometric designs of the

dress, their fingers, and breasts.

Despite the variety in style, all figurines depict women with decorated dresses, poloi

headdresses, and an abundance of painted jewelry. The uniformity of subject matter argues for a

coherent identity.
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THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

Robed females with arms held by their sides do not enjoy the early popularity of female

figurines with outstretched arms, but by the LG females with arms to the sides dominate the

female figurine assemblage. These female figurines have no clear LBA precedents, nor do they

appear in number until the eighth century. This type is a Geometric innovation, created to meet

new cult requirements. Unlike female figurines with arms held out, which appear early in goddess

sanctuaries and might have functioned as idols of the goddess, female figurines with their arms to

their sides appear suddenly and in great numbers only in the LG. Both types of female figurines

wear elaborate dress and jewelry. The pose of a standing woman with arms held at the sides

seems intentionally vague, lacking the distinctive gesture. The great number and their relatively

quick manufacture suggest that these figurines were created as votive offerings.

Bronze figurines of this type differ from their terracotta counterparts in their nudity.

Susan Langdon suggests that these figurines, dedicated at the Polis Cave, the Athenian Acropolis,

Delphi, Samos, and Rhodes, can be identified as divine by their nudity and strict icon-like

frontality.49 There are no figurines, either bronze of terracotta, of standing women found in graves

or domestic contexts, highlighting the specifically religious significance of the type.

The identity of these figurines is unclear. Eighth- and later seventh-century female

figurines seem to depict the same figure: an elaborately robed, belted, and bejeweled woman. Are

these women, are these goddesses, and if so, which one? These questions obscure the

intentionally generic image presented, one that depicts an ideal woman, whether mortal or divine.

They could represent an ideal worshipper, a priestess, both of which might make use of divine

imagery to link the devout with the goddess. Social ideals were projected onto the divine realm

and deities could serve as a model of social behaviors. The ambiguity of pose and lack of
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attributes prohibit specifying whom exactly these figurines represent. The multivalent and

flexible iconography of this type, which could suit the votive needs of many groups and cults,

takes over Type IA in popularity. Indeed, it is Type IB, so suited to the demands of polis religion,

that dominates the coroplastic votive assemblage of Archaic goddess cults.

Cultic Dancers and Ring Groups
(Type II)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 21

Lindos: 6  (4 Cypriot imports)
Samos: 15 (4 Cypriot imports)

Ring dancer terracotta figurine groups have a limited distribution in the Geometric period

despite the old pedigree of the type and the importance of dance imagery in Greek religion. The

type consists of several handmade dancers joining hands, standing in a circle on a flat base (R11-

12, S40, Figs. 19-20, 22). Usually there is a male musician in the center of the female dancers (R12,

Fig. 20). The type is characteristic of Cypriot votives and is brought first to Samos, where four

fragments from Cypriot ring dancer groups were dedicated at the Hera sanctuary sometime in the

tenth century (S38-40, Fig. 22). These examples were quickly imitated locally (S36-37, Fig. 21). In

the eighth century, the type is found at the Athena sanctuary at Lindos; again Cypriot imports

were copied (R11-12, Figs. 19-20). Terracotta dancer groups do not become popular in the

Geometric period outside Samos or Rhodes, although examples of dancers appear in vase

paintings and in bronze.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

The ring dancer motif dates back to the Minoan period. Terracotta groups of women in a

circular dance have been found at many sites on Crete, including Palaikastro and in the tholos
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tomb at Kamilari.50 On Cyprus, music and dance were important aspects of many early cults and

religious iconography. There are several early depictions of dancers or musicians. Ring dance

terracotta groups are dedicated at many Cypro-Geometric sanctuaries beginning in the eleventh

century, and the type continues for centuries with little stylistic change.51 A series of Cypriot-

made dancing groups with musicians were dedicated at the Samian Heraion and Lindos, between

the tenth and eighth century. They were likely dedicated as votive offerings that depicted cultic

musicians and religious dances.

Despite the importance of music and dance in Greek cult, this type of votive offering did

not become popular in the Geometric period in terracotta, but is found in bronze figurine groups

beginning in the ninth and eighth centuries. No fewer than nine bronze ring dancer groups were

dedicated at Olympia and an unusual theriomorphic male dancing group was dedicated at

Petrovouni.52 The bronze groups from Olympia depict nude women dancing in a circle. The

group from Petrovouni presents zoocephalic or masked dancers in a square pattern. These groups

differ from the dance groups from Cyprus and East Greece, which depicted robed female dancers

surrounded by male musicians. Although the bronze ring dancers are of local style and are related

to Peloponnesian cults, the importance of the ring dance perhaps applies to both groups. Ring

dancers in terracotta appear later at Corinth and Argos.

In several societies, including those of the ancient Mediterranean, dance and music serve

as ordering forces that reaffirm social and sometimes metaphysical roles and at the same time can

create states of ecstatic chaos in ritual settings.53 The prevalence of dancing on Geometric pottery,

where scenes are translated into organized compositions and serve as a metaphor for order,

indicates that in LG Greece dance also functioned as an ordering force.54 Steven Lonsdale’s study

of the role of dance in ancient Greece illustrates that dance was performed in emulation of divine

prototypes and that choral dances of the gods “assured that communal harmony and stability
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reigned.”55 In literature, dance is associated with young female beauty and is closely associated

with ideal communities, such as those of the nymphs, the Muses, the Hyperboreans, and the

Phaeacenans.56 Dance creates and symbolizes a beautiful and harmonious social order. All

Olympian gods dance, but it is Artemis who becomes the most famous leader of the ring dance.

The young girls in her choruses are beautiful, graceful, and of marriageable age: they are models

of grace, youthful beauty, erotic charm, and rhythmic harmony.57 The dance on vase scenes and

in cult is thus linked to courtship rites and perhaps initiation of girls entering marriageable ages.58

As a source of delight and performed in emulation of the gods, dance was an integral part

of worship in many cults. Several vase paintings from Athens, Boeotia, the Argolid plain,

Lakonia, Tegea, Delos, and Crete illustrate the ritual role of dance.59 In Cyprus and perhaps in

Greece, dance is performed in the context of ritual feasting and music in the service of a

goddess.60 Since the earliest dancing figurines in East Greece are Cypriot imports, it is likely that

at Samos and Lindos dance was used in similar rituals enacted for goddesses. Despite the role of

music and dance in cult, figurines representing its performance (both in bronze and terracotta) do

not become standard votive figurines, perhaps because of the difficulty in executing the group

motif.

The Enthroned Goddess
(Type III)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 8

Lindos: 2
Samos: 6

This type does not begin until the end of the LG period, c. 700, appearing in limited

numbers at the goddess sanctuaries of East Greece. Seated females and throne fragments have

been discovered from the Samian Heraion as well as the Athena sanctuary at Lindos (R13, S41-43,
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Figs. 23-24). These female figures are distinguished by their seated poses on thrones or benches;

some only preserve the throne and it is unclear whether there was originally a seated female

included. These are handmade and display a variety of styles. Despite its limited popularity in the

Geometric period, this type of enthroned figure becomes popular at many goddess sanctuaries in

the Archaic period.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

Figurines of enthroned women occur in the Minoan and Mycenaean coroplastic

repertoire. The Mycenaean examples are handmade and depict a seated female (of the traditional

phi, psi, or tau type) seated on a throne, a type ultimately derived from Near Eastern terracottas.61

Some enthroned figures carry infants, identifying them as kourotrophic figures. Because these

enthroned women follow the canonical female types, they can be interpreted as representing

either goddesses or votaries.62 Other figurines are empty thrones without a figure, perhaps

implying the presence of the divinity.63

Enthroned females appear in the LM IIIC and Subminoan periods on Crete, illustrated by

a well-preserved figurine from Kaphala Vasiliki, and continue into the PG period, as illustrated

by the female enthroned within the Archanes hut model.64 The enthroned type also exists in LBA

Cyprus, likely influenced by Syrian examples, some of which are also kourotrophic.65

In his study of this type, Peter Kranz has noticed a significant gap in the production of

enthroned goddesses. Despite their popularity in the LBA, enthroned figurines do not reappear

until the eighth century and they do not become popular on the mainland and Crete until the

seventh century.66 Terracotta seated female figurines are found in Attic graves as well as in

sanctuaries.67 The back of an Attic terracotta throne is adorned with a Mycenaean-style mourning

female. These Attic examples continue the Mycenaean custom of mourning women who raise
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their hands to pull their hair in a typical gesture of grief.68 This Attic tradition differs from the re-

introduction of the enthroned goddess type from the Near East that occurred later.

When the type reappears, it is especially associated with goddess sanctuaries. The

specialized pose and the elaboration of these females with thrones along with their context within

goddess sanctuaries make it likely that these figurines represent a seated goddess. Some LBA and

EIA vase paintings depict an enthroned female approached by worshippers, likely a depiction of a

goddess.69

Pudica Figures & Nude Women
(Type IV)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 13

Samos: 7
Olympia: 6

This type in terracotta begins in the last quarter of the eighth century and is limited to two

sites that are likely related in their worship of Hera. Terracotta figurines of nude women are not

found exclusively in East Greece, as other female types, but are divided between Olympia and

Samos. This type consists of females in pudica poses, females holding both breasts, and nude

figures. Although various postures are included in this type, they share an emphasis on gender

and sexuality.

From Samos both wheelmade and handmade figurines occur in these poses (S44-47, Fig.

25); these females are dressed, but gesture towards their sex and/or breasts. At Olympia, the

figurines are small and handmade and are explicitly nude: both their breasts and sex are clearly

defined (O1-2, Figs. 26-27). Their pose, which mimics the spread arm and leg pose of many of the

nude male figurines from the sanctuary, further accentuates their nudity.
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THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

The appearance of figurines holding their hands under or on their breasts in the LG

period revives a common LBA type. Several of the Mycenaean wheelmade female statuettes hold

their hands under their breasts and this gesture is found on Minoan statuettes.70 Ultimately, this

type derives from Near Eastern goddess iconography, especially prevalent the cults of Astarte and

other fertility goddesses in Syro-Palestine.71 From Syria, this imagery is transmitted to LBA

Cyprus, where a series of Base Ring Ware figurines depict bejeweled women with hands under

their breasts.72 In the Near East, several scholars have cautioned against a unified identify for

these female figures, some even arguing that the figurines do not represent a deity, but

worshippers; more recently some scholars have questioned their fertility connotations, arguing for

their role in girls’ initiation ceremonies.73 In the Near East and Cyprus, the association of these

figures with cults of fertility goddesses is based largely on their gestures. In the Aegean world the

figurines in these poses are similarly found in many contexts and likely had multiple meanings,

but wheelmade statuettes are confined to religious shrines where female imagery predominates.74

The Aegean examples also differ from their eastern counterparts in their elaborate dress, which

departs from the nudity or partial nudity of the Near Eastern and Cypriot examples.75 Both

cultures carefully depict these women, both nude and clothed, with elaborate jewelry, both

symbols of their power.76

The popularity of this type in terracotta does not survive the twelfth century; unlike the

women with upraised arms, it does not continue on Crete or Cyprus. Terracotta figurines of

females accentuating their sex are not revived in the Aegean until the end of the eighth century,

but after this these depictions become widespread. This terracotta trend differs from the bronze

figurine tradition, in which nude females were popular in the Geometric period. Several bronze

nude females dating from the end of the LBA and into the EIA have been found on Crete and
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nude bronze females are found at a staggering number of Greek sites: Kameiros, Lindos, Samos,

Olympia, Asine, Delphi, Athens, Mavriki, Tegea, Lusoi, and the Polis Cave.77 The bronze nude

females are depicted in a variety of poses, including upraised arms, arms held by the side, and

pudica poses. None of the bronze figurines depicts the hands-to-breasts pose with the exception

of a leaded bronze figurine from Tegea, which is perhaps imported.78

At Samos, Hera received female figurines in pudica poses, both the traditional as well as

placing both hands over the abdomen. Later depictions of Hera partially undressed, especially

with her partner Zeus and in hieros gamos depictions, help to interpret these early figurines. Hera,

the goddess of marriage, could be depicted in sexual poses and nude figurines represent this

aspect of the goddess. Female nudity, even partial nudity, was not accepted for ordinary Greek

women and the explicit sexuality of these images, inspired from Near Eastern goddess

iconography, was adapted to depict Hera, not mortal women.

The presence of nude female figurines at Olympia in the LG is more difficult to interpret.

The later presence of multiple cults at the site, including that of Hera and other goddesses, and the

impossibility of assigning figurines to a specific cult makes interpreting the Olympia nude

females difficult. The early terracotta and other votive evidence is consistent with contemporary

terracottas dedicated to male deities. For the tenth through early eighth century, it is reasonable to

conclude that Zeus was the main deity worshipped. Even in the LG, the overwhelming majority

of the figurines (male warriors, nude males, and chariot groups) is consistent with gifts given to

male deities in the later eighth century.

The cult of Zeus’ consort Hera, however, was popular at the site by the Archaic period,

making it likely that a Hera cult existed earlier. The presence of explicitly nude female figures is

not paralleled in the terracotta dedications at any other sanctuary in the Geometric period,

although this iconography does appear in the LG in other media at other goddess sanctuaries.79
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The nudity of these female figurines stands apart from the usual Geometric tradition and has been

interpreted as a sign of antiquity.80 The proliferation of nude women in the eighth century,

however, is more appropriately linked to an increased influence from Near Eastern cultures where

female nudity was prevalent.81 In the Archaic period nude female imagery becomes popular at

many goddess sanctuaries and indeed the recurring theme of female nudity can be firmly

connected with the worship of various goddesses.82

The Olympia nude female figurines also wear a decorated headdress, which together with

their nudity, suggests a divine identity. The Geometric association of female figurines with

female cults together with the later link between nude females and goddess sanctuaries argues

strongly that the Olympia females should be associated with the cult of Hera. The bronze and

terracotta female figurines, which cannot be dated before the eighth century, are the first votives

that can be securely linked with a goddess cult, indicating the introduction of the cult occurred no

earlier than the eighth century. Catherine Morgan has noted the increase in jewelry dedications at

Olympia in the later eighth century, providing further evidence for the increasing popularity of

female participation in cult.83 The small number of female figurines, both in terracotta and

bronze, makes sense if they were associated with a relatively new cult.

Emile Kunze first identified these figurines as goddesses, specifically representations of

one of the early female deities at Olympia, such as Gaia or Eilytheia.84 This interpretation is

problematic due to the lack of later depictions of these goddesses at the site.85 Wolf-Dieter

Heilmeyer first identified the figurines as Hera based on their nudity and presence of zigzag

decorated diadems, or poloi.86 Despite their gesture of outstretched arms and legs, which parallels

the pose of the male votaries at Olympia and on Crete, these females should be identified as

divine.87 Hera, a goddess concerned with marriage and fertility, is a likely candidate due to the

popularity of her cult at the site in the Archaic period and due to the close link between nude
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female iconography and Hera in later periods. The only other nude or pudica figurines found in

the Geometric period occur at another Hera sanctuary on Samos.

The motif of female nudity was not common in early Greek art, and this imagery is

commonly found on imported objects, or objects influenced by Near Eastern or Egyptian motifs.

The sporadic appearance of nude females and females in pudica poses suggests that this

iconography was not an institutionalized aspect of Greek cult, but perhaps the result of external

influences at Hera cults. Indeed, the exotic imagery of the female nude with its clear associations

with the east might have added additional meaning to the pudica and nude terracottas. Their

“foreignness” might have enhanced their appeal and perhaps also embodied Near Eastern cultic

associations.

A Kourotrophos
(Type V)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 1

Lindos:  1

In the Geometric period, there is one example of a kourotrophos figure: a handmade

figurine from the Athena sanctuary at Lindos dated to the end of the eighth century. This figurine

(R14, Fig. 28) depicts a female wearing a polos and decorated robe cradling an infant in the left

arm. This is perhaps one of the earliest examples of the type in terracotta after the LBA, and

prefigures the popularity of the kourotrophic theme in the Archaic period.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

 Kourotrophic figurines are found among the Mycenaean handmade figurines and have a

variety of poses, including standing, seated, and group compositions with three or three figures.88

The Mycenaean figurines, along with one wheelmade example, are found in the same contexts as
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other figurines: in settlements, graves, and sanctuaries. A large deposit of the type, however, was

excavated at the Aphaia sanctuary, strengthening the assertion that these are related to goddess

cults.89 The type is not common in Minoan iconography, but there is a rare example from

Knossos.90 Kourotrophic figures enjoy a much longer history and greater popularity on Cyprus,

perhaps due to the nature of the goddess cults on the island and influence from the Near East.91

To my knowledge, there are no representations of kourotrophic images on vase paintings

or in the bronze figurine assemblage; the type did not survive the LBA in the Aegean. The

Rhodian figurine is an early forerunner of a motif popular in later Greek art and religion. The

kourotrophic type in later Greek religion was widespread, associated with many cults including

those of virgin goddesses and gods.92 The early appearance of this type on Rhodes is likely the

result of influence from Cyprus, where the type enjoyed immense popularity. Beyond this, it is

difficult to speculate on the role of the kourotrophic in the EIA based on a single example.

The Male Role in Early Cult: Robed Men
(Type VI)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 40

Lindos: 7  (7 Cypriot imports)
Samos: 33 (8 Cypriot imports)

Imported robed male figurines appear in East Greek goddess sanctuaries in the LG and

SG/EA periods. These figures were produced and dedicated at the Hera sanctuary on Samos and

Cypriot examples of this type were dedicated to Athena at Lindos (S48-60, Figs. 29-33). These

males are not armed and do not depict warriors. Their long robes and static poses emphasize their

non-martial identity. The LG robed males have upturned faces and pronounced features with

bulging eyes and wear close-fitting skullcaps (S49-50, Figs. 29-30) or conical caps (S58, Fig. 33).

They wear long cylindrical robes, sometimes decorated, that reach to their ankles and typically
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hold both arms at their sides (S49, S54, Figs. 29, 31). Others hold their arms in gestures of prayer

(S50, S57-58, Figs. 30, 32-33). They are unique to goddess sanctuaries and are the only male type

found in numbers at these shrines.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

Male figurines were not a consistent aspect of Aegean or Near Eastern art and their

appearance coincides with periods of radical social change.93 At the end of the second

millennium, bronze male figurines depicting warriors and robed men appear in the Levant and

terracotta male figures appear in the Aegean world.94 Unarmed, robed standing males were not

part of the Mycenaean handmade or wheelmade coroplastic tradition and are a new element that

appears at the end of the eighth century in Greek cult. Robed male terracotta figurines, both

seated and standing, were produced during the LBA and EIA in Syria in terracotta and bronze.95

Although the Syrian female terracotta type was readily adopted in Cyprus during the LBA, the

male types were not. Robed males wearing conical headdress do appear in Cypriot CAI

sanctuaries and this type was exported to Lindos and Samos.

The figurines are decidedly not warriors: they do not carry weapons or wear armor.

Moreover, they stand rigidly with their arms held by their sides in a non-aggressive pose; some

from Samos hold their arms in gestures of adoration. Their most distinctive traits are their tight

skullcaps, or perhaps shaved heads, as well as their long, ankle-length robes. Some wear pointed

caps. These are depictions of votaries, and their skullcaps or shaven heads might indicate their

role as priests. Similar dedications in Cyprus, both figurines and limestone sculpture, are

convincingly identified as priests, temple personnel, and votaries, thus it seems likely that this

identification was transferred with the type to East Greece.96 The variety of this type argues
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against a unified identity, each figurine could serve to indicate priest, a pious donor, or other

temple personnel.

The Male Role in Early Cult: Warriors
(Type VII)

THE DISTRIBUTION
 Total: 45

Lindos: 3  (2 Cypriot)
Amyklai: 1
Olympia: 40
Kombothekra: 1

Male warriors are among the earliest of Geometric figural images, occurring in terracotta

and bronze, and dominate the Peloponnesian assemblage. The prevalence of warrior imagery in

Geometric Greece is the subject of numerous studies, yet many scholars do not differentiate

between the different types of armed men, nor do they include the unarmed male figures also

present at many Geometric sites. Past studies focused on the bronze warriors, passing over the

terracotta examples. My research clearly differentiates between types of warriors, studying each

as a separate type: standing warriors, horse riders, and charioteers. Thus, Type VII includes only

standing male figurines that are adorned with belts, helmets, sword straps, or weapons. It does not

include riders, unarmed standing males, or chariot drivers, some of whom are armed.

Armed male figurines in bronze and terracotta excavated in the nineteenth century at

Olympia were among the earliest three-dimensional examples of Geometric art discovered and

early scholars, lacking comparanda, debated their chronology and place in Greek art (O3-10, Figs.

37-41). Adolf Furtwängler first developed a chronology for the Geometric figurines through astute

visual examination of the internal development of the figurines.97 Later Heilmeyer isolated the

terracotta figurines, again creating a detailed chronology based on close stylistic analysis, and

controversially argued for tenth-century “Zeus” figurines, the earliest at the site.98 The more
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recent excavations under Helmut Kyrieleis have brought to light early pottery (from both new

excavations and storerooms) that provides supporting evidence for a tenth-century cult at

Olympia (see Chapter II).99

The nearby cult at Kombothekra, which began in the eighth century, has yielded figurines

similar to the Olympia LG warriors, including one male warrior (K1, Fig. 43). Outside the sphere

of Olympia, which has yielded the overwhelming majority of terracotta and bronze warrior

figurines, the Athena sanctuary on Lindos received handmade terracotta warrior dedications of

different technique and style entirely (R15-16, Figs. 34, 36). The limited distribution of terracotta

warriors stands in sharp contrast to the widespread distribution of bronze warrior figurines.

The tenth-century warriors from Olympia are handmade, distinguished by their elongated

torsos and necks, shortened legs and arms, pinched, upturned faces, protruding buttocks, spread

legs, and arms held forward, most likely holding a spear or weapon (O3-5, Figs. 37-38). The

figurines have prominently modeled genitalia with painted belts or helmets visible on some. Most

of the arms are unfortunately missing, but one figurine (O5, Fig. 38) has a defined groove in the

left hand that held a cylindrical object, most likely a spear.

The EG figurines from Olympia are more elaborate (O6, Fig. 39) with plastically added

belts, sword belts, small conical helmets with chin straps. The faces are detailed with slits and

gouged eyes, and both arms are held forward. By the LG, however, the style changes and there is

now a stylistic homogeneity among the figurines (O7-10. Figs. 40-41). The figurines are small and

handmade, with legs spread apart and both arms held out to the sides. The genitals are modeled

and the nipples and navels are outlined with incised circles. The faces are upturned with

prominent noses, slit mouths, incised eyes and the figurines wear conical helmets. This is the

style also found at LG Kombothekra, suggesting a common workshop (K1, Fig. 43).
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Since their discovery, a local origin has been claimed for both the style and iconography

of the Olympia figurines. Indeed, many have even claimed an Olympic origin for the warrior

motif in general as well the beginning of Geometric sculpture. Michael Byrne’s study of

Geometric warrior iconography, however, posits a Cretan origin for the warrior motif, noting that

several features of the earliest figurines, both bronze and terracotta, are found on earlier Cretan

figurines.100 The Olympia coroplastic tradition is a combination of local developments and

external influences from votives dedicated at Zeus sanctuaries on Crete.

By contrast, the warriors dedicated to the goddess Athena at Lindos were Cypriot-made

(R15-16, Figs. 34, 36). One of the Cypriot figurines is a distinctive “wheeled warrior” type,

discussed in Chapter II, and was produced in a workshop in the kingdom of Salamis (R15, Fig. 35-

36). The other Cypriot import (R16, Fig. 36) has a bell-shaped base and cylindrical torso and the

right arm holds a spear aloft. The figurine wears a conical helmet and also has close parallels with

Cypriot figurines.101 No local imitations have yet been found. It is likely Cypriots dedicated these

in accordance with their local customs.

In addition to handmade warrior votives, a unique handmade male head with helmet from

a larger statuette was found together with a unique female head at the sanctuary of Apollo

Hyakinthos at Amyklai (A1-2, Figs. 42, 74). These heads were attached to large wheelmade

statuettes, approximately 0.500m in reconstructed height, closest to LH IIIC wheelmade statuettes

in manufacture technique. The form of the statuette, a male warrior with conical helmet, however,

has no exact parallels in the Mycenaean or Geometric statuette tradition. The combination of

wheelmade technique with the warrior form has caused confusion regarding the date of this

figure: some scholars date it to the LBA based on manufacture, while more recently, most

scholars agree that the decoration is purely LG.102 It is significant that another statuette was used

at this shrine in its Late Mycenaean phase: fragments of a polos headdress and a hand holding a
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kylix from one or two wheelmade statuettes were found.103 Although it is possible that the

wheelmade tradition continued, it is more likely that the technique was re-introduced in the eighth

century.

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

The abundance of armed male figures in Geometric art is a well-known phenomenon that

is often contrasted with the predominance of female imagery in the preceding period. Warrior

iconography has been associated in early scholarship with the “Dorian invasion” and the new cult

of war-like Olympian deities that continue into the historic period, a theory dismissed on

archaeological and textual grounds.104 Linear B has confirmed the continuity of worship of

several Olympian deities since the LBA, including the male deities Zeus, Poseidon, and possibly

Apollo and Ares.105 Thus, the appearance of armed males in vase painting as well as in bronze

and terracotta can no longer be linked with a new pantheon, although we should not assume that

the nature of the deities and their rituals remained unchanged.

The ubiquity of war iconography has more recently been associated with a drastically

changed society beginning in the post-palatial LH IIIC and the realities of an unstable Greek

world in which warfare and defense were a reality. Already in LH IIIC images of male warriors

and war become more common and they differ from earlier ceremonial and heroic scenes of

chariot processions and hunting. Accompanying these scenes is an increasing number of

handmade and wheelmade male terracottas. The unstable conditions of the Late Mycenaean and

SM world are likely related to the rise in war iconography.106

New archaeological evidence has dramatically altered our view of the PG period since

the seminal publications by Snodgrass and Desborough, who described the tenth century as bleak,

troubled, a “Dark Age.”107  In contrast to the late ninth and eighth centuries, which were seen as a
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time of “awakening” from the Dark Age, a “renaissance” period, the era of Homer and the polis,

the earlier EIA remained shrouded in darkness.108 Recent excavations have brought to light

evidence that better informs our view of PG Greece: there are a number of sizable settlements, no

major movements or destructions occurred, and contacts within Greece and with the larger

Eastern Mediterranean network existed.109 In terms of social and political organization, many

scholars have moved beyond using Homer to reconstruct EIA systems, which entail a

complicated “deciphering” of the historical layers assumed to exist within the poems.110 Although

regional diversity existed, there is evidence for “big-man” societies, which are inherently

unstable, that shifted to rule by aristocratic elites.111 Evidence for the rise of an elite ruling class is

tenuous, but the appearance of social differentiation in the graves from several sites supports this

theory.112 Despite the lack of warfare and the generally stable conditions of the tenth century, elite

males defined themselves through weapons and arms, which functioned as symbols of their

martial prowess, access to material goods, and right to rule. It is in this context that armed warrior

figurines found at several Greek sanctuaries should be interpreted.

The elaborate bronze warrior figurines have been the focus of several studies because

they provide important evidence for early metallurgy, exchange of artistic motifs throughout the

Mediterranean related to the bronze trade network, and the use of bronze figurines in early cult.113

The terracotta warriors are fewer in number, more limited in distribution, and are often less

“accomplished” artistically. For these reasons they have not received the same amount of

scholarly attention.114 Nevertheless, they provide evidence for the origin of the type since they

begin earlier than their bronze counterparts. Moreover, since terracotta production and use were

predominantly local in the Geometric period, the clay figurines, unlike bronze examples that

often traveled great distances, speak to local traditions and practices. Although they might have
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been influenced from external sources, their local production and use indicates a cultic

significance that is often ambiguous with bronze figurines.

Throughout the Geometric period, terracotta warriors were dedicated at Peloponnesian

sanctuaries and later at the Lindian shrine and at Amyklai. The overwhelming number found at

Olympia together with a great number of bronze warriors freestanding and attached to tripod

points to Olympia as the source for this type. The Kombothekra examples are clearly influenced

by the Olympic figurines, but the Amyklai head and the Lindian warrior represent different

traditions. Olympia must have been the dominant producer of terracotta standing male imagery in

the Peloponnesos.

The standing or smiting warrior motif originated in the Near East, where divine and royal

potency was expressed primarily through masculine displays of military strength. Male gods of

weather and war, such as the Hittite Teshub, and the Semitic Baal and Reshef, were depicted as

smiting warriors. This motif was likely transmitted to the Aegean world in the LBA through

imported bronze “Reshef” figurines depicting a smiting warrior, which have been discovered on

Crete, the mainland, the Aegean islands, and Cyprus.115 While these smiting warriors are found in

many Aegean contexts, only a few can be firmly associated with Aegean male gods. The

transmission of a Near Eastern meaning with the type is unclear. Reshef bronzes occur mainly in

fourteenth- to eleventh-century contexts and cannot be chronologically related to the majority of

Geometric and later warriors.116 There are no bronze smiting figures found in EIA contexts, yet

this pose was later adopted for Zeus, Poseidon, and Apollo iconography.117 Whether this motif

survived the LBA via heirlooms or was re-introduced from the Near East or Crete, a link between

this type and a war god must have been maintained in the Archaic period since the type is applied

to depictions of Greek gods of weather and war.
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In the Near East, warrior gods were closely associated with fertility goddesses. The gods

were often depicted artistically as potnios theron figures through their domination of various

animals and by their appropriation of bovine features.118 This iconography, especially that of Baal

at Ras Shamra, was exported to Cyprus in the twelfth century. In Cyprus, this imagery was

consciously adopted in cults of urban war gods paired with a goddess, typified at the sanctuary at

Enkomi.119 Thus, specific iconography was intentionally adopted and adapted by the Cypriots for

cults similar to their Near Eastern counterparts. In the Aegean, it is not a coincidence that two

imported Reshef figurines were found at Phylakopi on Melos, where a divine pair were also

worshipped in twin shrines.120

Greek examples of bronze warriors do not begin until the ninth century, and most date to

the eighth century.121 The tenth-century terracottas from Olympia, therefore, are the among the

earliest EIA examples of the type and provide important evidence for the origin of the warrior

motif in Greece. The chronological gap between the terracotta warriors and imported Reshef

figurines, the stylistic differences, and the absence of Near Eastern influence at early Olympia

indicate that the warrior motif was not introduced from the Near East to Olympia directly.

Later Greek bronze warriors represent elaborately armed warriors with large helmets of

various types, sometimes elaborate and large shields, and elaborate belts.122 Kunze first associated

the Olympic bronzes with the Phidian cult statue of Zeus, later described by Pausanias (5.17.1) as

helmeted, bearded, and armed.123 Kunze did not differentiate, however, between armed horse-

leaders decorating tripods, which are best interpreted as heroes or generic warriors and not

originating at Olympia, and individual armed warriors.124 Moreover, there is no evidence that the

Zeus cult statue, or any for that matter, existed prior to the seventh century.125

The terracotta warriors, in contrast with bronze examples, have simple, painted belts and

small conical helmets. Heilmeyer, followed by Byrne, identified the terracotta warriors at
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Olympia as representations of Zeus.126 The presence of almost identical “Zeus” images at the

Artemis sanctuary at Kombothekra was explained as an instance of votive drift, a process by

which votive types from a dominant sanctuary influence votives dedicated at nearby shrines

regardless of deity worshipped. Alternatively, the male figurines at the Artemis sanctuary were

identified as dedications of a visiting deity. Both phenomena are known from Archaic and

Classical assemblages.127 A close analysis of the terracotta warriors from Olympia, however,

reveals that their identification as Zeus is not plausible.

Even a brief examination of Geometric art reveals that warrior imagery is ubiquitous:

armed men people vase paintings, adorn tripods, decorate fibulae, and appear independently as

bronze and terracotta figurines. It is inconceivable that these warriors, found in many regions on

diverse media in many contexts, represent a single deity. The warrior is a generic Geometric type,

an image used to connote the heroic, elite, and later the divine.128 In East Greece, Athena and

Hera received male figurines, as did Artemis at Kombothekra.129 The warrior figurines from

Olympia, Kombothekra, and East Greece are all small and handmade, none displays any features,

attributes, or gestures that separate them from the multitude of warriors that populate Geometric

art. No Geometric warrior figurine has been found in a unique context that would suggest a

specialized function within the sanctuary. In other words, there is nothing about these figurines to

suggest that they depict a deity or served as cult idols.

Some scholars have suggested that the pose of the warriors from Olympia, with both

arms and legs spread, is related to the epiphany gesture of MGUA figures from the LBA, which

continued into the Geometric period on Crete. Byrne asserts that this gesture and stylistic

similarities identify both the Cretan and Olympic male figurines as Zeus.130 Byrne’s hypothesis

that Cretan male figurines from Zeus sanctuaries influence the earliest Olympic warriors relies on

formal characteristics, but he does not adequately distinguish between the different traditions
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evident in the bronze and terracotta dedications. The formal similarities between the terracotta

males from Cretan sanctuaries and the Olympia bronze warriors are convincing, but the earliest

terracotta Olympia figurines (O3-5, Figs. 37-38), with their elongated torsos and necks, short legs,

arms stretched forward, and forward-bending position, closely recall bronze figurines from the

Dictaean cave on Crete and a bronze from Phaneromeni.131 Moreover, the exact mode of stylistic

transmission between Crete and southern Greece based on the bronze figurines is tentative, since

the dating of the bronze figurines from Crete and the mainland is unclear.132

Despite close similarities to bronze figurines, the formal traits of the Cretan and Olympia

terracotta figurines share only general features. Many of Byrne’s distinguishing characteristics,

such as pinched or upturned faces, are general features of nascent coroplastic industries and need

not imply direct influence. Some of the most typical characteristics of the Olympian coroplastic

workshop, such as use of incised circles to detail navels, nipples, and eyes, are not found on the

Cretan terracottas from Zeus sanctuaries. Many of the distinguishing features of the Cretan and

Olympia bronzes, such as multiple ringed belts, striding poses, and the petasos headdress, are not

found among terracotta figurines from either region. There are, however, Cretan terracotta

figurines from other sanctuaries, not dedicated to Zeus, that also received male figurines.

Terracotta figurines from Haghia Triada display some more specific stylistic affinities to the

Olympic terracottas: they have a similar posture and the details are often executed with incised

circles.133 The presence of stylistically similar male terracotta figurines at other sanctuaries

presents a problem in using the Cretan examples to strengthen the identification of the Olympia

figurines as Zeus.

The identification of the Cretan figurines as deities is problematic for other reasons as

well. Crete maintained a tradition of armed male votary figurines from the Bronze Age in the

EIA. This tradition continues into the PG and G period, especially figurines dedicated at the
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Dictaean Cave and Phaneromeni and the transitional male figurines are generally agreed to

represent armed votaries, not deities. Byrne’s assumption that the Cretan males represent Zeus is

not widely accepted.134

There is no evidence for a direct mode of transmission of artistic styles between Crete

and Olympia; there is no material evidence for contact between these sanctuaries. Although many

of these types are found at Zeus sanctuaries, the presence of similar figurines at Haghia Triada is

significant. The stylistic affinities might be related to a general stylistic evolution that began in

the LH IIIC period. At Phylakopi, a new approach to depicting the human body begins: the nude,

belted male figurines stand in a static, frontal pose and their bodies are bent over with protruding

buttocks.  The body consists of an elongated neck and torso with truncated arms and legs.135

Shortly after the Phylakopi figures, transitional male figurines dedicated at Haghia Triada and

cave sanctuaries on Crete display a similar conception of the male form.136 This new style is

perhaps a natural outcome from LBA styles and need not imply uniform identities; the Phylakopi

terracottas stand out in their size and location and are perhaps cult idols, while the Cretan

figurines are small and found in numbers, indicating they are votives of male worshippers.

Stylistic similarity does not necessarily imply similar identities. The earliest figurines at

Olympia (O3-6, Figs. 37-39) depict standing males with both arms held out in front, not in the

upraised epiphany gesture, to hold a spear or weapon. Their weapons and stance are those of a

warrior, not of a specific divinity. The epiphany gesture does not appear on terracotta figurines

from Olympia until the LG, yet these figurines follow a continuous tradition of warrior offerings

and presumably these figurines continue the same meaning as earlier warriors. The simplicity of

armor and gesture for both Cretan and Olympia figurines is better interpreted as an attribute of

elite male warrior worshippers whose iconography is conspicuous in Zeus sanctuaries.
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The funerary evidence confirms the presence of a male elite who defined themselves

primarily through their prowess in war as well as their connections to other elites. As early as the

tenth century, the inclusion of weapons in male graves from Tiryns, Athens, Lefkandi, Atalanti,

and Knossos defines them as members of the elite.137 In a study of bronze belts in Homer and the

archaeological record, Michael Bennett argues the zoster, a metal defensive belt, functions as the

most conspicuous sign of rank and status among the elite and that this piece of armor legitimizes

their right to rule.138 In a period of socio-political change, the oral and visual systems were used

to encode and maintain the elite status quo and the warrior figurines must be related to the

creation and maintenance of elite control, which extended beyond public life to the grave and into

the sanctuary.139

At Olympia first, elite participation in cult is apparent in the dedication of warrior

figurines. Although the elite can separate themselves and maintain power by controlling a variety

of images, in the Peloponnesos this was primarily achieved through the use of aristocratic war

images, including the warrior and the horse. The figurines are representations of their dedicators,

who wished to emphasize their association with the heroic past as well as their present status. It is

significant that these figurines are not in “active” or aggressive poses, as earlier smiting figurines,

but serve as icons to illustrate elite participation in cult. Although some carry weapons, it is the

belt above all that distinguishes the earliest figurines as elites. By the eighth century, many of the

male figurines no longer carry weapons or wear belts, but are nude with only conical helmets.

These later “warriors” do not have the same demeanor or weapons as earlier figurines and many

are simply nude with no arms or armor at all. These warriors have the general appearance of

youth and their smaller size and style seem different from the earlier warriors. It is possible that

these are depictions of young men or boys, perhaps dedicated in association with initiation

ceremonies upon entering military service.
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Olympia is not the only sanctuary to receive warriors. Many Geometric cults, including

Zeus, Apollo, Athena, Artemis, and Hera, were concerned with warfare and the warrior class.

Warrior figurines were also dedicated at East Greek goddess sanctuaries. These include Cypriot

imports and local figurines that are also related to their elite dedicators. Divine patronage of

warriors is not the domain of Zeus alone, but many goddess cults were concerned with protection

and war.140 The presence of identical warrior and nude male figurines at Kombothekra is also

related to divine protection of warriors and elite boys entering military service. These figurines

are not evidence of simple votive drift, nor are they evidence that the same deities were

worshipped at both sanctuaries. Rather, Artemis, as Zeus, is a close patron and protector of

warriors and male initiation ceremonies.141

The helmeted male head from Amyklai represents a different but related tradition (A1,

Fig. 42). Amyklai received no Geometric terracotta figurines: offerings took the form of ceramics,

weapons, bronzes, and jewelry. The technique and reconstructed size of the statuette (c. 0.400m

high) does not fit the usual votive pattern of handmade male figurines, since it is large,

handmade, and unique at the site. Its size and form indicate an alternate use, perhaps as a cult idol

along with its female counterpart, perhaps forming a divine pair.142 The female head wears a

polos headdress, a possible indicator of her divine identity, but the warrior head lacks any

distinctly divine features. The fact that this sanctuary was dedicated to a Mycenaean goddess and

later to a fertility god, Hyakinthos, and the finding of extremely large male and female heads

supports the hypothesis that these did not function as ordinary votive offerings. The grouping of a

warrior male with a female consort is found in the Near East and Cyprus, and many aspects of the

Amyklaian cult reflect Near Eastern and Cypriot trends.143 The Amyklai statuettes thus stand

outside the Olympian tradition and perhaps reflect external influence as well as Bronze Age

traditions in cult imagery.



IV: Armed Men & Robed Women: The Anthropomorphic Figurines

219

The Male Role in Early Cult: Nude Men
(Type VIII)

THE DISTRIBUTION
Total: 41

Samos: 8
Olympia: 23
Kombothekra: 10

Figurines of nude men, or men with emphasized genitalia, were offered at sanctuaries of

male and female gods in the Peloponnesos and East Greece beginning in the LG period. There are

significant differences in the style and pose of these nude men, however. In East Greece, the

sanctuary of Hera at Samos received handmade men with arms in various positions and in various

styles (S61-64, Figs. 44-45): some of the men hold their arms slightly away from their bodies or by

their sides, while one figure (S62, Fig. 44) holds his right arm by his side while the left is

outstretched. All the figurines have emphasized modeled genitalia, and some have traces of

painted decoration that perhaps represents clothing. Some figurines are bearded (S62, Fig. 44),

while others have stylized beak-faces. The stylistic variety suggests that rather than representing a

single figure, these men depict a variety of subjects.

The nude male figurines from Olympia follow the standard LG style: they are handmade,

small, and have spread legs and arms (O11-12, Fig. 46). Details are articulated with incised circles

and the genitals are added in clay. The Kombothekra males also follow the Olympian style

closely (K2, Fig. 47).

THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE

  The East Greek males from Samos represent a variety of men: young and old, stylized

and more naturalistic. They are united only by their nudity and emphasis on their genitalia.
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Unlike the warriors, the virility is expressed not through military accoutrements, but through

emphasized genitalia. One figure (S64, Fig. 45), whose head is unfortunately missing, has long

added rolls of clay that extend from his head to wrap around his ankles. These could represent

snakes, or perhaps fillets, which would identify this figure as a priest or cult official. Indeed, the

East Greek figures most likely represent pious male votaries or priests, approaching the deity

nude to perhaps express their humbleness. There is no indication that these figures represent

warriors or deities.

The nude male figurines from Olympia and Kombothekra must be examined alongside

their warrior counterparts since their style and pose relate the two groups. There seems to be a

distinction between males with armor and males without. At Olympia and Kombothekra the nude

figurines are beardless and appear young. It is likely that in contrast to the helmeted warriors,

these are depictions of boys, the counterpart to men already in military service. These figurines

might be related to Zeus as a patron of boys’ initiation ceremonies before and after they enter

military service.

Although the East Greek goddess were also concerned with war and warriors, the nude

male figurines at these sanctuaries are not as common or standardized, nor were there warrior

figurines of similar style that stood in contrast to youthful nudes. There is no reason to assume,

therefore, that the nude males from these sanctuaries served the same purpose. It is possible that

at these sanctuaries, nudity communicated service to the goddess. In the Near East and on Crete

there existed a strong tradition of nude votaries: approaching the deity nude was a sign of piety. A

different social ideal was enacted by East Greek male figurines.
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CHAPTER V

TERRACOTTA FIGURINES IN GEOMETRIC CULT & SOCIETY

PRODUCERS & USERS

Terracotta figurines are among the few examples of Geometric figural, non-utilitarian

products and provide insight into contemporary religious and social systems. Understanding who

made figurines and why would greatly add to their meaning. No contemporary texts illuminate

this issue. Homer is silent on the topics of figurines and votive dedication. There are isolated

references in Homer to anthropomorphic cult images, usually associated with a temple, but these

passages refer to the new phenomenon of cult statues that begins at the end of the eighth century.1

Archaeological and art historical evidence for the manufacture of terracotta figurines is also

lacking: there are no kilns or artistic depictions of coroplastic production. Despite the absence of

direct evidence for the producers and dedicators of terracotta figurines in the EIA, certain

conclusions can be drawn from the figurines themselves.

My original interest in studying terracotta figurines was to explore the possible role of

women in the production and use of religious images, with the goal of finding evidence for non-

male or non-elite worshippers. My preliminary collection of figurines made it apparent that the

terracotta figurines reflect the same concerns found in other Geometric elite objects, with an

emphasis on male activities and social status. There is no evidence that figurines were produced

at the household level and they do not seem particularly associated with the oikos. Terracotta
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figurines, despite their material, seem to be used in elite ritual and funerary displays just as other

more valuable objects. They were not used in household cult, nor do they reflect concerns of

women or the family.

The distribution pattern of EIA terracottas differs from Mycenaean Greece, where

handmade figurines appear at every site and in almost every context, from garbage pits to houses

to shrines. Mycenaean handmade figurines were used by a broad range of the population for a

variety of purposes, likely embodying different symbolic meanings for different users based on

personal beliefs.2 Many Mycenaean handmade figurines show signs of multiple use, indicating a

complicated and multivalent use-life.3 Although the subjects, dominated by standardized

depictions of women, reflect official religious symbols, the figurines themselves were used in a

variety of ways by much of the population. It likely that they were used in official shrines, in

household cult, and also for personal superstitious/magical reasons. The LBA wheelmade

statuettes, however, were used exclusively for official religious use, created by potters

specifically for display in bench shrines and use in official religious processions.4 This religious

use of terracotta statuettes likely continues in the EIA.

 The use of figurines in the Near East also differs from the EIA Greek tradition. As in the

prehistoric Aegean, standardized female types dominate the figurine assemblage in Mesopotamia

and the Levant. New studies suggest that these depictions of nude, often sexual and passive,

females are not depictions of a major goddess, but represent subsidiary deities who served as

intermediary figures.5 Figurines and plaques were not associated with official cult, but were used

for a variety of purposes, including personal and household religion as well as for

magical/amuletic purposes. In the EIA Levant, there are no freestanding figurines until the eighth

and seventh centuries, only plaques that continue to be used for personal religious and magical

purposes. When three-dimensional figurines re-emerge in Syro-Palestine, they are produced in
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households for non-official use and communicate the concerns of women and the family.6 Metal

figurines, almost all male, and bull statuettes in the Near East were reserved for official shrines.

The context of EIA Greek terracotta figurines and figures stands in contrast to these

neighboring figurine cultures. Greek terracottas, both handmade and wheelmade, were not a

regular household item and do not communicate the concerns of women or families.7 They have a

limited distribution in wealthier graves and in select major religious centers. Figurines were

public objects that communicated the concerns of the male elite. No kilns or production sites have

been found, but we can envision some figurine manufacture occurring at a male-dominated

occasion. A festival setting for the creation and use of votive figurines within a sanctuary is

plausible. Evidence for production of bronze votives exists at sanctuaries, usually in the form of

debris, and in later Greece traveling craftsmen produced votives at certain sanctuaries during

major festivals.8 The lack of wear on Geometric figurines and their limited distribution suggest

that they were produced specifically for local dedication.

Mycenaean and Near Eastern figurines were executed in a remarkably uniform style and

are highly standardized with a limited repertoire of types with a widespread distribution. This

standardization indicates control over religious imagery and production, even for objects

produced and used on a popular or household level. EIA Greek figurines exhibit much more

stylistic variation, even among figurines from the same site. The variation in figurines from the

same sanctuary perhaps indicates several small coroplastic workshops producing certain types in

distinctive styles. These workshops, which were likely small and informal, produced consistent

and repeated types, which were likely dictated by the nature of the cult, social norms, and perhaps

determined by local cultic administrators. The variety of figurines suggests that there was no

centralized control over terracotta religious imagery in EIA Greece, but traveling craftsman and

pilgrims were responsible for the spread of religious images and ideas.
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Greek EIA votive figurines do not exhibit the same complex levels of use as their LBA

predecessors. I have found no votive figurine from the EIA that exhibits signs of prior use, which

suggests that the figurines were made explicitly for dedication. We can reasonably reconstruct a

short use-life for Geometric terracotta votive figurines: they were manufactured at sanctuaries or

nearby, acquired by pilgrims at festivals, and dedicated shortly afterwards. The figurines likely

remained on display around the altar before they were finally gathered up with other votives and

ritually buried within the temenos.9

A missing aspect of the reconstructed life of EIA figurines presented above is the users

themselves. It is a common assumption that in many cultures clay figurines were used by the

lower levels of the population because of the intrinsic cheapness of the material or crude quality

of execution.10 This view leads to the interpretation of many figurine types as cheap substitutes

for expensive offerings, such as a monumental statue or bull sacrifice. The link between material

and craftsmanship and the social status of the dedicator is fraught with problems. This correlation

between object value and donor assumes that the intrinsic value of the material was significant to

the dedicator or cult. The wheelmade terracotta figures found in both sanctuaries and graves are

among the most accomplished objects from the period and the time and effort involved in crafting

these statuettes suggest that these were valuable objects despite their humble material.

Additionally, ancient societies commonly assigned symbolic or social values to material not

related to their economic value. Certain metals were prized for their magical or numinous

qualities and it is possible that clay, drawn from the earth, had religious significance in some

instances as well.

Simon Pulleyn’s study of the nature of Greek prayer provides valuable insight for

understanding the use of terracotta figurines. Pulleyn asserts that there is no direct correlation

between the value of a votive and the magnitude of the request or prayer, and that assumptions of
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this kind are misunderstandings of the nature of reciprocity in Greek religion.11 Instead, a gift

must be pleasing to the deity and serve as a reminder of the dedicatory act. What is important is

that worshippers enter a “relationship of charis” with the deity, and once this has been

established, there is no reason to offer a gift or sacrifice with every prayer.12 In a reciprocal

religion, there is no fundamental difference between giving a terracotta figurine or a monumental

statue. The elite subject matter of the terracotta figurines supports their religious and social link to

aristocratic concerns, despite their material.

My study has gathered evidence for consistent elite subjects among Geometric figurine

types, including elaborately dressed women, chariot groups, horses, horse riders, and cattle. The

social status of the owner or giver of a figurine should not be linked to the material value of the

gift. This is further corroborated by the absence of figurines that speak to the concerns of the

“common man.” Scenes of daily life, such as bread making, do not occur until the Archaic period,

when extremely simple terracotta figurines, often termed “primitives,” appear at many

sanctuaries. Although certain valuable votives, like bronze tripod cauldrons, can be securely

associated with aristocratic gift giving, many other votives could be given by elite and poor

alike.13

There is also no reason to link figurines with children in a sanctuary setting. Many

scholars have identified figurines as toys, noting their occurrence in child graves. The contexts,

the expense of production, and the subject matter of many funerary figurines and statuettes do not

support this conclusion for LBA or EIA Greece.14 Moreover, the slightly higher occurrence of

figurines in the graves of women and children need not imply that they used the figurines in life.

Martin Guggisberg speculates that figures are found in graves of women and children because

these groups were in particular need of special protection in the afterlife due to their untimely
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deaths.15 We should be cautious in assigning a gender or age to users of figurines in sanctuaries as

well.

FIGURINES IN GEOMETRIC CULT: DIVINE IMAGES & IDEAL WORSHIPPERS

The presence of anthropomorphic images in sanctuaries raises the issue of divine

representation and the function of such imagery in Geometric cult. My study has explored the

possibility that some terracottas might represent a deity. This analysis of the anthropomorphic

types emphasizes the absence of any attributes or traits that securely identify most figurines as

gods. Exceptions include the elaborately garbed and bejeweled female figurines found in East

Greek sanctuaries, which seem to revive and continue a tradition of goddess imagery from the

LBA. In the earlier EIA, these figurines certainly represented the goddess and there is some

evidence that certain figures functioned as cult idols, sacred images set up to mark sacred space.

If these functioned as cult idols instead of as offerings, we would expect a different treatment of

the object compared to other votives. Colin Renfrew has commented on the need to define criteria

for identifying cult images, including the presence of large size, elaboration, uniqueness, and

specialized locations.16

Certain wheelmade images from Geometric sanctuaries fit Renfrew’s criteria for cult

images. Unlike handmade figurines, wheelmade statuettes are larger, often more elaborately

painted, and exhibit special gestures. These were not quickly manufactured, but were likely made

in specialized potters’ workshops. The time and expense needed to create these images perhaps

indicate that some were commissioned. These statuettes are large for the period and some stood

half a meter high. Moreover, these larger statuettes are not found in large numbers, and some are

unique. Several early figures on Samos, Rhodes, and at Amyklai are candidates for divine images.

The exact use and display of these images, however, cannot be reconstructed because of their
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secondary depositional contexts. Perhaps they were displayed at the altar, perhaps under

temporary shelter. Alternatively, they could have been stored elsewhere and carried in

processions like Mycenaean statuettes.17

The production of wheelmade figures changes in the eighth century, when these figures

were produced in quantity. These later examples are smaller and lack the distinguishing gesture. I

suggest that these figures no longer functioned as cult images, but were dedicated as votive

offerings. As offerings, they can depict the deity, an ideal worshipper, or a priestess. Their

identity is intentionally vague and serves to link the ideal worshipper with the divine.18

It is possible that by the eighth century, potters’ workshops turned to votive production to meet

the increasing demands of votive cult, demands later met by mass-produced mould-made

terracottas in the Archaic period. In addition to these female cult idols, several wheelmade cattle

were found at Geometric sanctuaries. These cattle were also produced in ceramic workshops. The

identity of the animals likely had several meanings. I suggest that the bull might have served as a

symbol for the male deity worshipped, but not represented artistically. The association between

god and animal is expressed also in the rite of animal sacrifice, and thus these cattle perhaps also

served as mementos of sacrificial acts.

In the eighth century, there is no evidence for the use of specialized cult images with the

exception of the Amyklai heads. The Amyklai heads are unusual in their combination of

Mycenaean forms with Geometric decoration. Moreover, they are the only terracotta objects

found at the Amyklai sanctuary in the Geometric period. Their size, elaboration, and uniqueness

suggest that they functioned as cult symbols, perhaps representations of a god and consort

goddess. Elsewhere in the eighth century, votive offerings of terracotta abound and their imagery

blurs the line between divine and idealized mortals. This intentional conflation emphasizes the

emulation of the order and ideals of the divine world by pious worshippers. Deities and their
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rituals often provided models of behavior and social roles, and it is logical that worshippers

physically emulate them as well. If the Amyklai heads are not from a divine pair, they perhaps

reflect idealized worshippers of extremely high status. The early evidence from this sanctuary is

murky and the interpretation of the function of these important statuettes must unfortunately

remain tentative.

FIGURINES IN GEOMETRIC CULT: CONSTRUCTING IDENTITY

In 1912, the French sociologist Emile Durkheim published his findings on the social

phenomena behind religion, in which he asserts that belief, ritual, and myth inform and reflect

society’s worldview, individual behaviors, and method of social organization.19 By emphasizing

that religion was fundamentally social, Durkheim and his followers set a trend that continues to

the present. Although most scholars today agree that religion is informed to some extent by social

constructs, they also recognize the difficulties in reconstructing one from the other. Using

figurines to reconstruct social realities is an approach fraught with methodological problems.20

Developing a methodological framework for interpreting the use and meanings of figurines in

prehistoric societies is especially challenging due to the absence of texts and other historical

information. Although Geometric Greece was pre-literate, we are fortunate to have material and

textual evidence for the two periods that frame it as well as an oral tradition formulated at the end

of the period. Using the Direct Historical Method to push Archaic beliefs and meanings back into

the EIA is appropriate if checked by the recognition that aspects of the preceding period

continued and changed throughout the EIA.

There are several factors that simplify interpreting the broader social meanings of EIA

figurines. Unlike many other pre-modern cultures, these figurines do not exhibit complex use-

lives and meanings.21 Figurines in Greek sanctuaries were most likely produced specifically for
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sanctuary use, mainly as votive offerings. After being displayed for varying amounts of time,

figurines were gathered with other sacred material and ritually buried within the sanctuary. We

are on firm ground in suggesting a public and religious function for non-funerary EIA figurines.

Anthropological and ethnographic studies indicate that the representation of the human

body is deliberate and does not necessarily reflect reality, but encodes the stereotypical social

constructs of the makers and users of figurines.22 What is and is not depicted on anthropomorphic

figurines reveals important information about the society that created them, especially

constructions of personal identity, gender, and status. Mary Douglas asserts that “the social body

constrains the way the physical body is perceived.”23 The potential of the human body to create

and maintain these conceptions is immense and EIA figurines, which stood out in an essentially

image-less period in their three-dimensionality and lively naturalism, were certainly powerful

actors and ideological symbols.

Religion reflects contemporary socio-political institutions; it legitimizes and strengthens

them through the use of repetitious and “time-defying” symbols and actions that emphasize a

universal message.24 The sacred setting of these messages makes them less susceptible to

challenge or critique.25 Catherine Morgan argues that although religious developments are not

necessarily the direct result of political developments, there is certainly a relationship between

ritual and political power, “a link between a community’s worldview and its rituals,” which often

varies through time and by region.26 Ritual closely reflects social values, sometimes by

confirming them and or by intentionally inverting them, and creates smooth social transitions

through points of potential crisis and social ambiguity through rituals such as rites of passage.27

If religion serves to create, legitimize, and maintain social values and systems, we can

certainly use figurines to reconstruct certain aspects of contemporary society. Extrapolations from

votive to social reality are necessarily tentative, yet some trends emerge from a diachronic and
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regional investigation of figurine patterns in Geometric sanctuaries. Prehistoric archaeologists in

the Mediterranean have employed this approach, but its full potential for analyzing Greek culture

has not been reached.28 An exception to this is Susan Langdon’s gendered approach to Geometric

bronze figurines, which serves as a useful point of comparison for Geometric terracotta

figurines.29

The terracotta distribution chart (Appendix Va) reveals a clear increase in figurine usage

throughout the EIA, which can be divided into two broad phases. Phase I of terracotta dedication

includes the eleventh and tenth centuries, when only a few terracotta figurines, mostly holdovers

of LBA traditions, are found. Wheelmade cattle continue directly from the LBA and are quickly

imitated with handmade examples, while females with upraised arms are re-introduced to East

Greece from Cyprus. At Olympia, the tradition of warrior dedications begins likely under the

indirect influence from the cults that flourished at Phylakopi and on Crete. The types of animals

used in Phase I cults underscore the importance of communal activities in this phase (Appendix

Va). In the eleventh through ninth centuries, agricultural animals dominate the zoomorphic

figurines. 65 % (85) are agricultural animals, mainly cattle but also sheep and rams, while only

32% (42) are horses, including riders and chariot groups. This ratio of roughly 2:1 highlights the

importance of agricultural wealth and sacrificial feasting. Although aristocratic symbols existed

in the Peloponnesos, they are mitigated by community symbols.

The dominant iconography for Phase I consists of wheelmade cult idols of goddesses in

East Greece and wheelmade cattle, perhaps symbols of male deities, a counterpart to the goddess

idols. In the Peloponnesos, there are votive handmade figurines of warriors and cattle, both linked

to aristocratic control and participation in cult. The cattle are perhaps associated with a male deity

and are a main symbol of sacrifice to this deity.
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Phase II of figurine usage witnesses a steady increase in dedication and types, with a

dramatic spike in dedication at the end of the eighth century. Animal figurines continue to be a

conspicuous aspect of cult, but the agricultural animals are outnumbered by horse and chariot

groups (Appendix Vc). In the eighth century 32% (338) of animals dedicated were agricultural,

while 64% (669) were horses, a reversal from the Phase I pattern, with a 1:2 ratio of agricultural

animals to horses. Horses have surpassed the cow as a cultic symbol, but domesticated animals in

general outnumber wild animals, with only 2% (24) wild animals (snakes and birds) dedicated.

The use of domesticated animals served as a metaphor for human control over the natural world,

including mastery over the earth in the form of agriculture and over animals, domesticated for

agriculture, status, and war.

A regional distribution of animals highlights regional preferences as well (Appendix Vc).

In the Peloponnesos, throughout the EIA 325 agricultural animal figurines were discovered

(30%), but these were outnumbered by 716 horses and horse groups (68%). In East Greece, the

horse is not as dominate: while 57% (222) of animals were agricultural, only 39% (152) of

animals were horses.

In Phase II anthropomorphic types become an equally visible part of cult imagery. The

trend towards anthropomorphism is apparent in other aspects of Greek religion.30 It is this phase

of terracotta use that coincides with the production and dedication of bronze figurines and it is

useful to compare these two traditions. Two significant differences are immediately noticeable

between these two figurine traditions. Langdon’s collection of bronze anthropomorphic figurines

included 275 human figurines distributed among 32 sanctuaries. The total number of terracotta

anthropomorphic figurines is 1004 (632 if we exclude figurines that perhaps date to the beginning

of the seventh century), which were dispersed among only ten sanctuaries. Terracotta figurines

were produced in greater numbers, almost three times the number of bronze figurines, but were
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more limited in sanctuary distribution. Two sanctuaries, Samos and Olympia, receive much

higher percentages of the total figurine dedications. The other significant difference is the general

lack of explicitly nude terracottas. Like the bronze figurines, most terracottas are clearly

gendered, with only a handful of asexual or nongendered figurines, but they depart from the

bronzes in their emphasis on clothing or costume. Exceptions to this rule include the nude males

and females from Olympia and Kombothekra.

Langdon’s gendered approach to the bronze figurines examined asymmetries in male-

female figurine production, typology, and iconographic sources. Of the 210 provenanced

figurines, Langdon noticed a sharp gender asymmetry in the types: 81% represent males, while

only 19% represent females.31 This dramatic difference is not paralleled in most other figurine

cultures, both New World and Old World. Of the 910 sexed terracotta figurines, 60% depict

males (546) and 40% represent females (364). This is a male-dominated assemblage, but not

nearly as drastic as bronze figurine gender ratios (Appendix Vb).

This breakdown, however, is not an accurate reflection of Geometric trends. The gender

distribution of terracotta figurines is not evenly distributed among sanctuaries, but is determined

by region and likely cult. A more accurate breakdown of gender takes into account strong

regional preferences. On the Aegean islands, where goddess cults dominated, 76% (347) of

figurines are female and 24% (111) are male, out of 458 sexed figurines (Appendix Vb). The

Samian assemblage provides the majority of these figurines, but other island cults show a

preference for female imagery as well. This regional distribution reveals a much different ratio of

male-to-female figurine dedication. The Peloponnesian cults, which are dominated by male

deities, reveal an even more extreme ratio than the bronze figurines. Of the 443 Peloponnesian

sexed figurines, 98% (435) are male, while only 2% (8) are female! Clearly, there is something

dramatically different happening on the Aegean islands than in the Peloponnesos. I believe that
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this is due to the regional preferences in the Geometric period for cults of female and male

divinities that will be explored below.

The subjects of bronze figurines also reveal gender differences. Langdon notes not only

more types of male bronzes, but the masculine types are dynamic and depict physical activities,

including charioteering, riding, fighting, archery, herding, offering libations, and metalworking.32

By contrast, female types are fewer and are distinguished by their passive, hieratic poses. The few

activities performed by female bronzes, carrying jugs or dancing, are confined to cultic activities.

Langdon concludes that male figurine types reflect the various roles that men played in society

and in ritual, and most likely represent mortals, while female activities are marginalized and

confined to ritual acts or divine depictions.33

Terracotta types reflect the same general gender roles, but also diverge from the bronzes.

The female terracotta types, like their bronze counterparts, are passive and iconic, and some

likely represent a divinity. Most stand frontally with arms either held by their sides or

outstretched. In contrast to bronze females, the terracotta females are not only dressed, but are

garbed in elaborate robes, jewelry, and many wear headdresses. At the end of the LG, enthroned

goddess types also appear. Unlike bronzes, these ornately adorned, standing and enthroned,

females are related to Mycenaean terracottas. The nude females from Olympia are unique, while

the pudica figures from Samos are more similar to gestures found on bronze figurines. In terms of

active female types, the assemblage includes only ring dancers and, at the very end of the LG, a

single kourotrophos.

The number of male types is roughly equivalent to female types. Some male terracottas,

like the bronze figurines, depict physical activity. These active figurines consist mostly of

charioteers from Olympia and it is only at the end of the eighth century in East Greece that horse

riders appear. Most terracotta males stand in rather static poses. There are standing robed and



V: Terracotta Figurines in Geometric Cult & Society

239

nude males, likely depictions of priests or pious worshippers, but even the warrior figurines lack

the dynamic smiting pose of their Near Eastern predecessors. The warriors stand rigidly; their

weapons and armor are not in active use, but serve as attributes or identifiers.

Langdon’s last category of analysis, iconographic sources, can also be compared to

Geometric terracottas. Langdon notes that male bronzes generally reflect Geometric innovations,

while the female types tend to be static reproductions of Near Eastern types, which lent these

figurines an aura of exoticism that also removed them as a source of power for Greek women.34

My analysis of the terracotta types has revealed complex and multiple sources of iconographic

influence for both male and female types. The earliest female figures reflect Cypriot influence,

which I argue was intentionally adopted because of its Mycenaean background, but also because

of the prestige and antiquity of the goddess cults on Cyprus. This goddess imagery became a

powerful tool for expressing the East Greek islands’ contacts with the east as well as their link to

the heroic past. The charioteers in the Peloponnesos similarly reflect revivals of Mycenaean

types, although executed in a new local style. The proliferation of other male types in the

Peloponnesos, the warriors and nude males, is part of a complex network of male imagery that

began at Phylakopi in the twelfth century and continued in EIA Crete. Although the exact mode

of transmission remains elusive, these new male types are linked to cults of male deities. Thus,

both male and female types reflect Mycenaean, Cypriot, and Cretan influence, often with a local

flair. It does not appear to me that the terracotta male types reflect purely local innovations.

The typological pattern of terracotta figurine distribution underscores the processes of

change that occurred throughout Greece in the Geometric period. The earliest phase of sanctuary

use reflects the role of sanctuaries and religion as cohesive forces, a stabilizing force in the

transitional periods of the twelfth through tenth centuries.35 In her study of transitional shrines,

Morgan uses the archaeological evidence to conclude that sanctuaries were places of gathering,
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likely during festivals, where animal sacrifice, feasting, and libations occurred.36 The symbols

used to sanctify these events communicated the social values embodied in the rituals. Statuettes

of cattle can be related to sacrificial rites and perhaps served as a symbol of a male deity, while

the goddess statuettes invoked the presence of the divine. The main rituals were communal in

nature, perhaps venues for the elite from surrounding areas to come and solidify and maintain

social ties. In such rituals, there is no explicit need for a cult image or votive offerings, which

perhaps accounts for the limited number of sanctuaries that utilized these symbols. There are only

79 terracottas from this phase. The sanctuaries that did make use of terracotta imagery were in

direct or indirect contact with centers of coroplastic production, namely Crete and Cyprus. Other

sanctuaries did not employ this imagery, but relied on the altar, the ambience of the feast, and

perhaps perishable symbols.

Phase I sanctuaries were not defined physically by architecture, but through communal

rituals such as animal sacrifice, feasting and drinking, and by the display of terracotta figurines,

the material remains of individual prayer. These rituals were experienced physically by

individuals through sight, smell, touch, and taste, and this sensory process resulted in communal

memories shared by all participants.37 Although many scholars have commented upon the role of

sacrifice and feasting in creating shared memories, the role of sight is especially important in the

creation of memory in preliterate cultures. The display of religious figurines was an important

component in creating a common visual vocabulary.

The figurine pattern dramatically changes in the ninth and eighth centuries, when new

types appear in greater quantities. In these two centuries, at least 1630 terracotta figurines were

dedicated, the overwhelming majority (1194) in the late eighth century. Votive offering becomes

a conspicuous part of sanctuary culture and sanctuaries became the primary venue for symbolic

display.38 It is in this second phase that bronze figurines flourish along with terracotta figurines,
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and other imagery appears on fibulae and pottery throughout Greece. While depictions of

goddesses and cattle continue, new types include nude men, clothed men, clothed women,

warriors, riders, and charioteers. The dramatic increase in number perhaps reflects the need for

votives affordable to a broader spectrum of the population in response to the greater and more

inclusive role of cult at the end of the eighth century. These figurines functioned as powerful

symbols that reflected social values and hierarchies; at the same time they helped to impose the

ideologies of new ruling classes during a period of changing social systems and gender roles.

In the EIA new political structures replaced the collapsed palatial and post-palatial

structures, some eventually evolving into city-states or loose confederations. Figurines and other

art from Mycenaean times reflect the social roles of women in cult and family constructions.39

During the Geometric period, likely intensifying in the ninth and eighth centuries, the processes

of state formation began, which often results in asymmetrical gender roles that lead to the

marginalization of women.40 State creation is frequently accompanied by a shift from kinship-

based political and economic organization to a structure based on class and rank. This separation

of production and reproduction commonly results in devalued female status.41 In pre-modern

cultures, female subjects usually dominate coroplastic types, but during periods of state formation

and other points of dramatic social change, male types accompany female figurines.42 Some

scholars have also documented a “masculization” of pantheons during these periods that mirror

the establishment of a political male elite.43 In Greece, new male figures appear in the twelfth

century and spread rapidly until the final formation of the polis system in the eighth century.

Unlike female figurines, which remain remarkably unchanged in many ways in the LBA and EIA

Mediterranean, the male types reflect new masculine public and social roles, with an emphasis on

war.
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In a period of changing social and gender roles, sanctuaries and ritual provided a

powerful mechanism to mediate socio-political change by supplying paradigms of social norms.

Figurines, whether terracotta or bronze, had a controlled and limited circulation, and their ritual

setting underscores the manipulation of religion by male elites to legitimize and maintain

authority. Alongside sacrifice and feasting, which reaffirm hierarchical structures, and initiation

rites, which help transition people through difficult life-stages and re-enforce social roles,

figurines communicated and affirmed gender and social roles. Figurines functioned as visual

accompaniments, dedications given in coordination with sacrifice, prayer, feasting, and initiation.

The subject of figurines is decidedly not narrative or mythic. Their function was not to

communicate myth, which accounts for the lack of mythological creatures and beings, but to

serve as paradigms for human behavior and worship.

New masculine figurines of warriors accompanied by their animal, the horse, and their

vehicle, the chariot, begin in the Peloponnesos at Olympia. These new types are related to an elite

male class who defined themselves through their prowess in war as a means to link themselves

with their ancestral heroic past. The earliest terracotta figurines depict warriors wearing belts and

helmets, often carrying weapons, standing in static poses or riding in chariots. In his study of war-

belts in Homer, Michael Bennett concludes that political power in the epics is gained through

seniority, inherited wealth, and personal connections, but this power is legitimized through visible

displays of prowess in war. Bennett suggests that this posturing and emphasis on military ability,

symbolized by the military belt, is an ideological tool used to disguise the realities of political

control.44 Material expressions of military prestige, with its heroic and ancestral connotations,

were accompanied by oral poetry, which Bennett and others interpret as another ideological

tool.45 David Tandy similarly suggests that with new economic systems in eighth-century Greece,

which included aristocracies based on wealth and land ownership, the elite developed “tools of
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exclusion” to establish and maintain their positions. Tandy includes gift giving, feasts, hero cults,

warrior burials, oral poetry, and the panhellenic sanctuary culture as tools of exclusion, all of

which de-emphasize the role of wealth and create a heroic, ancestral legitimization of status.46

In southern Greece, aristocratic “warriors” employed a complex system of oral and visual

symbols to encode social roles and mediate social anxieties. It is tempting to interpret the

appearance of beardless and younger male figurines at Olympia, some completely nude, others

wearing a conical helmet, as evidence for elite initiation rites for boys entering into this exclusive

warrior class. The use of athletic competitions as training for war provided another venue for

aristocratic display of their physical prowess related to their military abilities.47 It is possible that

early initiation ceremonies consisted of athletic feats for young men.

In the Aegean, the island cultures were also going through state formation and social

changes, but at the same time they were in close contact with other cultures of the eastern

Mediterranean. The East Greek sanctuaries received a multitude of imports. At Samos an

unprecedented number of foreign objects was dedicated, and to my knowledge this is the only

region of Greece that imported foreign terracotta figurines. Unlike Peloponnesian cults, which

were influenced indirectly by developments in Cretan cults, the coroplasts in East Greece were

heavily and directly influenced by the older figurine traditions of Cyprus and the Near East.

East Greece was not the only region of Greece to look to Cyprus for coroplastic

inspiration, but the import of figurines in the Geometric period is unique and indicates a special

relationship with Cyprus. The dedication of Cypriot terracottas increases even more in the

Archaic period, when both figurines and monumental terracotta statuary were dedicated at the

Samian Heraion.48 Cypriot traditions and types influenced other coroplasts in Greece, but the

mechanism by which these craftsmen adapted the Cypriot style and motifs is elusive since no

imports have been found on the mainland. Grotesque and idealized anthropomorphic masks used
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in the rituals of Artemis Orthia at Sparta are close copies of Cypro-Phoenician masks.49 The

bothros on the Tiryns acropolis contained objects associated with an early Hera cult, including at

least four helmet-style monster masks and terracotta shields decorated with lively figurative

scenes. The monster masks seem to be loose adaptations of Cypro-Phoenician grotesque masks,

while the shield designs must have been inspired by Cypro-Phoenician metal bowls.50 Nearby,

Argos also adapted Cypriot motifs: several terracotta warrior figurines found in mixed deposits

are executed in a style that betrays Cypriot influence.51 The Cypriot impact on Greek religion

itself as well as the physical manifestations of ritual is especially evident in the cults of Arcadia, a

region with many affinities with Cyprus, as well as at Amyklai.52

Turning to Cyprus as a stylistic model for terracotta production would have been natural

for EIA Greeks. Cyprus is distinguished from other Near Eastern and Aegean cultures in the

innovative and lively coroplastic works created on the island since at least the Chalcolithic

period. This long tradition continued without break on the island into the Archaic period and

beyond. In EIA Cyprus, figurines were used primarily as sanctuary dedications and funerary gifts.

The East Greeks were in close contact with the island and it is natural that they adopted and

adapted many Cypriot figurine types. Cyprus was famous at least since Homer for the cult of

Aphrodite, who was assimilated to the Greek goddess as well as to Near Eastern goddesses,

lending Greek cults an aura of exoticism and antiquity.53 It is possible that adopting a Cypriot

style for goddess imagery lent sanctity and venerability to Greek cults.

The presence of Cypriot imports in East Greek sanctuaries, however, is unusual. The cult

at Samos especially was flooded with Cypriot figurines. Ohly estimates that one Cypriot figurine

was dedicated for every local figurine in the Geometric and Archaic periods.54 The presence of

Cypriot imports in graves together with the unusual amount of Cypriot influence and imports in

votives suggest that Cypriot participation in these communities was more than casual trade.
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Understanding where these figurines were made, how they ended up in these sanctuaries, who

made and dedicated the figurines, and why foreign dedications were left at these sanctuaries are

important questions for understanding the Cypriot impact on these cults. There is a range of

potential answers. The figurines could have been made on Cyprus or Greece with imported clay,

a scenario presented in ethnographic examples.55 The direct Cypriot style suggests that Cypriots

made these figurines, either on Cyprus or in Greece. It is plausible that Cypriots, Greeks, or even

middlemen dedicated these figurines. Cypriots could have made the figurines on Cyprus and

brought the votives with them on their journeys to East Greece. Alternatively, other traders or

pilgrims could have purchased the figurines on Cyprus and carried them to other sanctuaries.

Finally, Greeks themselves could have acquired the figurines on Cyprus and brought them back

to their local sanctuaries. Another possible scenario is the presence of Cypriot workshops on the

islands, where local or foreign pilgrims could purchase Cypriot votives at the site for dedication.

Unfortunately, the figurines themselves cannot be used to answer these questions. The

presence of Cypriot imports in graves together with the quantity of Cypriot imports and

influences strongly suggests to me that there was direct interaction between Cypriots and locals,

and perhaps there was even a local community of Cypriots on some of these islands. Regardless

of the makers and users of these Cypriot imports and Cypriot-influenced votives, the continuity of

dedication and local adaptation of Cypriot types speak to an established tradition, not random

dedications. These votives display a knowledge of local cult and formed a visible aspect of these

goddess sanctuaries. Whoever dedicated them perceived that these were appropriate gifts, related

to the local cult and local deity, who might have been assimilated with Cypriot goddesses. The

amount of exotica at the Samian Heraion indicates that Samians encouraged foreign participation

and syncretization of their goddess with eastern deities.56
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The earliest Cypriot influences in these cults were not imports, but local copies of

goddesses with upraised arms. I suggest that this type was intentionally adopted from Cyprus as a

means to link these new cults with older ones. In unstable times, older and venerable imagery can

be adopted to counter-balance the innovation and uncertainty of the changing socio-political

situation. Memory alone cannot account for the preservation of manufacturing technique or

styles. We must assume that in the eighth century, Greeks looked to Crete and Cyprus as

preservers of an ancient shared heritage.57 Unlike the Peloponnesian elites, the East Greeks did

not develop a heroic warrior culture to link themselves with their heroic past, but used older

religious imagery to connect their goddess cults with earlier ones. This regional approach to the

adoption of images to create the appearance of strength and stability is perhaps related to the

general worship of male versus female deities.

The adoption of cult icons in the earlier phase of East Greek cults is replaced by

quantities of a variety of female terracotta figurines by the eighth century, which I argue are

votive offerings, not cult idols. These females are executed in an array of styles and were both

wheelmade and handmade; the mass production is related to a growing demand for votive

figurines. The women are elaborately robed, bejeweled, and some have headdresses. The debate

regarding their identity, whether Hera, Athena, mortals or priestesses, misses the point. These are

representations of the ideal Greek female, who is embodied in various goddesses and emulated by

priestesses and worshippers. The flexible vocabulary of these figurines could be adapted for a

variety of uses and likely had multiple meanings to multiple users.

Bennett’s study of female belts in Homer and in the archaeological record provides useful

information on the Geometric view of women. Just as gods and warriors girded themselves for

war, Greek goddesses and women adorned themselves as a sign of power. Bennett compiles

evidence from Homer that female belts, along with robes and veils, were a source of divine power
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and feminine beauty.58 Hera, Calypso, Aphrodite, and Circe gird themselves in scenes where their

power derives from their sexual appeal.59 Bennett suggests that the belts are powerful talismans,

objects of power and prestige equivalent to male war-belts when used by goddesses who are

successful seductresses.60 Although the belt was a symbol of divine power, female sexuality in

the Greek mind was a source of tremendous anxiety. Greek women lacked sophrosyne, and

unchecked female sexuality had the potential to disrupt forces of order and civilization, to invert

the patriarchal social norms.61 Bennett relates the concept of female beauty to the general unease

with which Greek men regarded sexual females, asserting that feminine beauty was defined by

domesticity and submission to male control. The female belt, the zone, served as a “visible

emblem of male-dominated society’s interest in containing by subordination the imagined danger

posed by the likelihood of female sexual transgression and its destructive implications.”62

Anxieties over female power and sexuality were thus mitigated by emphasizing the ideal Greek

woman as one who is controlled and domesticated, literally restrained. Representations of ideal

women in art and poetry include the physical symbols of domesticity, chastity, and purity: the

veil and the belt, which arouse male attention because they denote a controlled and therefore

“safe” form of feminine sexuality.

Female figurines in bronze and terracotta can be related to the Greek anxiety over

women’s role in society and cult. In the Geometric period, women’s roles were marginalized,

even their biological roles as mothers were de-emphasized in Geometric art as status alone

became important for women. Unlike male aristocrats, who defined themselves through physical

strength and military ability, female status was exemplified by expensive dress and a distinctive

lack of occupation. Depictions of women, both divine and mortal, were largely confined to static

emblems of female beauty. Figurines of women do not depict women’s social roles, which would

lend them importance, but illustrate only the concept of aristocratic beauty. The figurines depict
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robed, crowned, and belted women who represent idealized goddess or their worshippers.

Figurines encode and transmit gender stereotypes for Greek women and can be related to female

initiation ceremonies.

Bennett interprets the actual LG belts found at many Ionian sanctuaries, including

Ephesos, Chios, and Samos, as dedications made by women, perhaps before their marriage.63

Belts were also dedicated at Olympia in the ninth through seventh centuries, which is also

suggestive of initiation rites for girls as well as boys at this sanctuary. The presence of ring

dancers at East Greek sanctuaries in terracotta and in bronze at Olympia is another dedication

related to female initiation rites before marriage. The ring dance provided a model for unmarried

girls, while figurines of robed women provided paradigms for married women.

This broad interpretation of the function of terracotta figurines as ideological tools for

expression of social values and roles places figurines within the larger context of elite control.

Based on Mycenaean and Near Eastern traditions, it is not surprising to find wheelmade statuettes

of terracotta in official sanctuaries, but the exclusive use of even simple handmade figurines in

sanctuary and mortuary contexts is unexpected. The prolific use of handmade figurines in the

Near East and Aegean for a variety of purposes by many different groups is not paralleled in EIA

Greece, where there was no place for such figurines. Instead, control was exercised in the

production, use, and deposition of bronze and terracotta figurines. Personal expressions of piety

were shifted to controlled sanctuaries, where there arose a new emphasis on gift giving

throughout the EIA. Geometric coroplasts began producing handmade figurines in increasing

numbers to accommodate the demands of an evolving reciprocal religion. As Greek cults centered

on this prayer-gift exchange, new types of figurines were produced to express aristocratic values
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and were dedicated most likely in elite-controlled scenarios such as sacrifice, festivals, or

initiation rituals.

As noted in Chapter I, not all sanctuaries received terracotta figurines. When figurines are

contextualized within the larger developments of the EIA, it becomes clear that these objects are

one of many ways that the developing aristocratic class legitimized and maintained its new social

identity. A regional preference can be discerned, with some areas preferring oral poetry, others

bronze figurines, others exotica, others elaborate mortuary rituals, and others a rigid geometric

pottery style.64 Sanctuaries that received figurine dedications tend to be open-air religious centers

not closely tied to any one community. These regional centers perhaps had festivals where

sacrifice and other rituals were enacted and pilgrims, local, regional, and sometimes even

international, came to celebrate.

The votives from Geometric sanctuaries reveal little differentiation among Geometric

deities, who were likely more general and universal. As each region developed politically and

religion was codified, deities adopted specific names, epithets, and domains. The figurine types

confirm this view, with little difference in dedication to individual deities. Rather, regional

circumstances as well as the gender of deity worshipped determined the type of figurines

dedicated. Figurines were offered to Hera, Athena, Artemis, Zeus, Poseidon, and Apollo, but it is

unlikely that these deities had personalized identities in the Geometric period. The highly

individualized deities of later Greek religion did not exist in the EIA. The offerings indicate a

deity and population concerned with agriculture, protection, and fertility of the home, crops, and

animals. Specialized figurines, such as birds and snakes, appear to be given in accordance with

individual cultic demands and reflect a unique deity or ritual. Within these temenoi, the altar and

images displayed around it served as unifying symbols that marked sacred areas and united the

visitors through common beliefs and common social values. Terracotta figurines were among the
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most visible, and in some cases, only figural symbols and their display served as a material

manifestation of the relationship between the divine and the worshippers and between members

of the community. These symbols brought together worshippers through ritual with an emphasis

on social cohesion through defined social roles. Even in the eighth century, a period of

competition for status and space driven by the formation of city-states, many sanctuaries lack

obvious signs of competition, but instead focus on informing social behavior and maintaining the

status quo.65

The motivations that determine the votive pattern are a subject of much debate. Scholars

argue whether dedications were determined by the nature of the divinity, the cult or belief system,

or whether the concerns of the worshippers themselves dictated the gift.66 This debate rarely

allows for multiple mechanisms operating in this votive system. In fact, the reciprocal nature of

votive religion requires a personal motivation as well as the giving of an appropriate gift to a

deity able to accommodate the request. Some gifts would also have been given to commemorate a

specific ritual or event and would presumably reflect the personal, social, and religious

significance of these rites. Thus, it is likely that all of the factors (deity, cult, and worshippers) are

reflected in the votive assemblage. My review of EIA figurine patterns reveals that figurines were

not dedicated randomly, but selected types were dedicated over generations at each shrine. These

patterns indicate that figurine types communicate the concerns of the society, the deity, and the

cult.

This study has brought together a large body of figurines in order to detect EIA patterns

of figurine dedication and lays the groundwork for future work in a number of different

directions. An in-depth analysis of the EIA votive assemblages from each sanctuary would shed

more light on the nature of individual deities and cults. An integrated approach that combines the

recent studies of several specific types of votive offerings to understand early cult would greatly
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increase our current understanding of Geometric religion. The coroplastic traditions on Crete and

Cyprus, the subject of several studies, can be further explored, especially in relation to the Greek

use of figurines. Although several important studies have addressed terracotta figurines found in

EIA graves, an in-depth comparison of the funerary and votives types from several regions of the

Greek world would greatly add to our knowledge of funerary as well as votive religion. This

project has highlighted the unique information available from a wide-ranging study of one type of

votive offering and will prove useful as a point of comparison for future studies.
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1 The only statue in Homer that seems to function as a cult statue is the Palladion (Il. VI, 302-11); the
portable cult images that Aeneas takes when he escapes Troy do not fit into the typical function of Greek
cult statues. In general, Homer does not clearly differentiate between the deity and the cult image. See
Romano 1988; Burkert 1991, 81-87.
2 Several scholars have associated the contexts of handmade figurines with popular cult, see Hägg 1981;
Kilian 1990. For problems with associating handmade figurines with popular cult, see French 1971;
Tzonou-Herbst 2002, 72. Tzonou-Herbst (2002, 101, 301) stresses the importance of non-primary contexts
in her research on Mycenaean figurines, finding that the figurines went through various use-life cycles.
Tzonou-Herbst (2002, 96) notes, “in the past, scholars have essentialized the figurines. They have reduced
a complex object like Mycenaean figurines, with their many types, representational forms, and find-
contexts, to simplistic characteristics and simple theories. By simplifying the object they have denied the
possibility of diversity and multiple meanings and interpretations of the figurines.” Susan Langdon (1984,
57) likewise notes for Geometric bronze figurines, “No single explanation holds good for all examples, and
considering the great range of possible motivations for dedication at a sanctuary, we can only expect the
offerings to reflect this variety.”
3 French 1961; Tzonou-Herbst 2002, 101.
4 Kilian 1981; Hiller 1984; Hägg 1995; 2001.
5 Willet 1999; Marinatos 2000, Ch. 1; Moorey 2003, 14-15, Ch. II.
6 Kletter 1996; Willet 1999; Moorey 2003, 58-67.
7 It is entirely possible that figurines were produced for other uses, but these no longer survive. There is a
lack of experimental archaeology concerning the technology of handmade terracotta figurines. Future
experiments would prove useful in determining the time and technology needed to produce simple to more
complicated figurines. The fact that many terracotta figurines from sanctuaries are painted with an overall
slip or decorated with motifs found on pottery indicates that they were produced by specialized craftsmen.
8 Heilmeyer 1969; 1972, 2, 10-16; Rostoker and Gebhard 1980; Langdon 1984, 280-84; Morgan 1990, 39-
43, 89-92; Risberg 1992; 1997.
9 The term use-life is used to discuss the cycle of creation, consumption, and disposal of objects. The EIA
use-life differs significantly from Mycenaean figurines not only in the control of production, but also in
their final deposition. Mycenaean figurines, once used for a variety of purposes, were considered no longer
functional and were discarded in a number of ways. The EIA figurines conform to the Near Eastern and
Greek practice of keeping sanctified objects (usually any object used in a ritual setting) within the sacred
area.
10 As Kyrieleis does in his interpretation of offerings of the “common man,” (1988, 215).
11 Pulleyn 1997, 12-13.
12 Pulleyn 1997, 13.
13 A modern analogy is the lighting of votive candles or giving of inexpensive tamata, small rectangular
metal plaques with reliefs depicting the object of the prayer, in Orthodox churches. These votives are
relatively inexpensive, but are given by the wealthy and poor alike. Mexican milagros are a similar New
World tradition. See Kritseli-Providi 1982; Kriss-Rettenbeck 1972.
14 See Tzonou-Herbst 2002, 200-04, for the fallacy of this argument for Mycenaean figurines.
15 Guggisberg 1996, 294-95, 299-303.
16 Renfrew 1985, 22-24.
17 As reconstructed by Kilian 1981; Hiller 1984; Hägg 1995; Hägg 2001.
18 Langdon (1998, 269) remarks that, “The essential ambiguity of the Geometric style, rather than hindering
our efforts at understanding the imagery, offers a key: the lack of specificity allowed for powerfully
multivalent symbolism.”
19 Durkheim 1995; see also Durkheim and Mauss 1963. Durkheim developed his theory of “Collective
Effervescence,” the energy created by gatherings of people on special events, a force that influenced social
actions.
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20 This has long been recognized by anthropologists, see Hamilton et al. 1996; Bailey 1996; Kuijt and
Chesson 2005.
21 The extremely complicated use of figurines has been noted by many figurine scholars, including Joyce
1993; Bailey 1996. Luijt and Chesson (Kuijt and Chesson 2005, 155) state, “The figurine may change
hands several times over its life history, be used in many different and differently charged contexts, and
embody multiple significances to different people.”
22 Joyce 1993; Bolger 2003, Ch. 4; see also Douglas 1982, 63; Butler 1990.
23 Douglas 1982, 63.
24 The view that religion is inherently “conservative” has been questioned by scholars emphasizing the
artificial construction and manipulation of time-defying elements in many religions. See Bloch 1989a;
1989b; Torrence and Leeuw 1989.
25 Bloch 1989a, 14-15.
26 Morgan 1999, 372; see also 1990, 57-58.
27 van Gennep 1960; see also Morgan 1990, 58.
28 Ucko 1968; Talalay 1993; Bolger 1994; 1996; 2003.
29 Langdon 1999; 2000.
30 Burkert 1991; Prent 2005, 180.
31 Langdon 1999, 24.
32 Langdon 1984; 1999, 24.
33 Langdon 1999, 24.
34 Langdon 1999, 24.
35 For early sanctuaries and ritual as a unifying force see Morgan 1996; Gadolou 2002. Contra de Polignac
1995.
36 Morgan 1996.
37 Hamilakis 2003, 25.
38 Langdon (1999, 25) notes that the “increasing use of images, foremost among these were figurines,
added a greater symbolic value to the new ‘sanctuary culture.’”
39 Fantham et al. 1994; Blundell 1995; Olsen 1998.
40 Rapp 1977; Silverblatt 1988; Nelson 1997; Langdon 1999; see also Bolger 2003, esp. 194-96; Kuijt and
Chesson 2005.
41 Gailey 1987; Bolger 2003, 196.
42 For example, male figurines appear with the rise of urban centers and state formation in third-millennium
Mesopotamia and Syria and later they appear in Iron Age Palestine. Moorey 2003, 15, 19-21.
43 Steinkeller 1999, 113-14.
44 Bennett 1997, 91.
45 Finnegan 1977; Bennett 1997, 91; Tandy 1997, 165.
46 Tandy 1997, 141-65.
47 Bennett 1997, 103-14.
48 Schmidt 1968; Sørensen 1991.
49 Carter 1987; 1988; see also Jameson 1990.
50 Karo 1934; Lorimer 1950, 170-74, pls. IX-X; Jameson 1990. Lorimer suggests that the shield type
represented by the votive shield found at Tiryns and Samos was transmitted from Cyprus as well. The
terracotta pomegranate models, found at the Argive and Samian Heraion, are perhaps also influenced by
Cypriot examples.
51 Sarian 1969.
52 Schweitzer 1971, 157-58; Burkert 1975; Voyatzis 1985; Burkert 1985, 153; Voyatzis 1992.
53 Aphrodite’s epithet Kypris becomes famous after the Iliad, and her Cypriot origins are also referenced in
Od. 8.363; Hes. Theog. 176-200; Hymn.Hom.Ven. 59.
54 Ohly 1940, 58; Schmidt 1968; see also Schweitzer 1971, 157.
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55 Wriedt Sørensen (Sørensen 1991, 236) discusses the ethnographic parallels for itinerant coroplasts
bringing their own clay, or using local clay, to produce objects in their local styles!
56 See discussion of foreign participation in Ionian cults in Simon 1986, esp. 84-85; see also Burkert 1983.
Not only did Samians accept votive offerings, but also depictions of foreign deities such as Syrian metal
statuettes, Egyptian deities, and perhaps even a figurine of the Babylonian goddess Gula with her dog.
57 Contra theories of direct survival (Herrmann 1982; Hiller 1983). Amandry (1986) prefers to see
Mycenaean traits in the eighth century as part of the general trend of revival of Bronze Age traditions in
pottery, art, and religion. In his article, Amandry focuses on the similarities between Dipylon amphora
scenes and Tanagra larnakes, the deposition of offerings in Mycenaean tombs, the beginnings of cults to
Trojan heroes, and the ritual placement of Mycenaean figurines in the sanctuary of Athena at Delphi.
58 Bennett 1997, 125-50.
59 Il. 14.161-88; Od. 5.230-32; Od. 6.99-109; Od. 10.543-45. Bennett (1997, 125-37) highlights that female
sexual power is based on beguilement, deception, and dominance over men.
60 Bennett 1997, 126-28.
61 Winkler 1990; Carson 1990; Bennett 1997, 129-30.
62 Bennett 1997, 139.
63 Bennett 1997, Ch. 3.
64 Whitley 1991; Lemos 2000.
65 For the increase of display of wealth in sanctuaries at the end of the eighth century, see Morgan 2002.
66 Those who argue for votives reflecting the deity include Bevan 1986. Those who argue that votives
reveal more about the concerns of the dedicator include Rouse 1902, 373-84; Simon 1986, 410-20; Morgan
1993, 22-23.
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A SELECTED CATALOGUE

This catalogue is organized regionally by site. Each entry is numbered with a site-specific
letter followed by a number. The first line provides the type and technique of manufacture, the
second line provides the inventory number followed by the approximate height or length (given in
meters) and date. The third line lists relevant bibliography for each figurine. If illustrated, a figure
number is listed to the right of each entry. All figures have been drawn from photographs.

EAST GREECE

Rhodes, Lindos: Sanctuary of Athena
The figurines from Lindos are housed in the Collection of Near Eastern and Classical Antiquities of the
Danish National Museum in Copenhagen and in the Istanbul Archaeological Museum.

R1 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade Figure 1
no. 1879, H: 0.134, MG
Blinkenberg 1931, 466, no. 1879, pl. 83; Kourou 2002, 26.

R2 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade Figure 2
no. 1878, H: 0.132, MG-LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 466, no. 1878, pl. 83; Kourou 2002, 26.

R3 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade, Cypriot Figure 3
Copenhagen inv. 10485, H: 0.151, EG
Blinkenberg 1931, 480, no. 1958, pl. 87; Schmidt 1968, 116, pl. 123; J. Karageorghis 1977, 119;
Karageorghis and Demas 1985, pl. CXLIX, 589, pl. CLXII, 3879; Demetriou 1989, 54; Sørensen
1991, 226-27.

R4 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade Figure 4
no. 1883, H: 0.060, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 466, no. 1883, pl. 83; Kourou 2002, 26.

R5 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade
no. 1862, H: 0.113, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 459, no. 1862, pl. 80.

R6 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade
no. 1885, H: 0.073, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 467, no. 1885, pl. 83.

R7 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade
no. 1884, H: 0.123, LG-SG
Blinkenberg 1931, 467, no. 1884, pl. 83.
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R8 Female with arms to side, Type IB, wheelmade Figure 14
no. 1877, H: 0.210, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 465, no. 1877, pl. 82.

R9 Female with arms to side, Type IB, wheelmade
no. 1870, H: 0.087, LG-EA
Blinkenberg 1931, 463, no. 1870, pl. 81.

R10 Female with arms to side, Type IB, handmade
no. 1889, H: 0.053, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 468, no. 1889, pl. 84.

R11 Ring dancer/Musician, Type II, handmade, Cypriot Figure 19
no. 1955, H: 0.105, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 478, no. 1955, pl. 87; Sørensen 1991, 227.

R12 Ring dancer/Musician, Type II, handmade Figure 20
no. 1956, H: 0.067, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 478-79, pl. 87.

R13 Enthroned female, Type III, handmade Figure 23
no. 1894, H: 0.085, LG-EA
Blinkenberg 1931, 469, no. 1894, pl. 84.

R14 Female holding baby, Type V, handmade Figure 28
no. 1864, H: 0.073, LG-EA
Blinkenberg 1931, 459, no. 1864, pl. 80.

R15 Wheeled Warrior, Type VII, handmade, Cypriot Figure 34
no. 1945, H: 0.064, CAI
Blinkenberg 1931, 477, no. 1945, pl. 86.

R16 Standing Warrior, Type VII, handmade, Cypriot Figure 36
no. 1946, H: 0.126, CAI
Blinkenberg 1931, 477, no. 1946, pl. 86.

R17 Horse Rider, Type IX, handmade Figure 48
Istanbul Archaeological Museum, H: 0.127, LG
Mendel 1908, no. 1, pl. 1; Blinkenberg 1931, 450, no. 1860, pl. 80; Schweitzer 1971, 99, fig. 68.

R18 Horse Rider, Type IX, handmade, Cypriot import Figure 49
no. 1941, H: 0.093, CAI
Blinkenberg 1931, 476, pl. 86.

R19 Head, Type XIC, handmade Figure 64
no. 1887, H: 0.047, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 467, no. 1887, pl. 83.

R20 Head, Type XIC, handmade
no. 1888, H: 0.072, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 468, no. 1888, pl. 83.
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R21 Head, Type XI, wheelmade
no. 1886, H: 0.084, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 467, no. 1886, pl. 83; D’Agata 1998, 22, fig. 1.4; Kourou 2002, 26-27.

R22 Male head, Type XIB, handmade Figure 65
British Museum, no. 1861, H: 0.045, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 459, no. 1861, pl. 80; Coldstream 2003, 249-50, fig.79h, j; Higgins 1967, 20.

R23 Male head, Type XIB, handmade, Cypriot Figure  66
no. 1992, H: 0.059, CAI
Blinkenberg 1931, 484, pl. 88.

R24 Cow, Type XII, handmade Figure 77
no. 1897, L: 0.081, LG (perhaps earlier)
Blinkenberg 1931, 470, no. 1897, pl. 84; Kourou 2002, 23.

R25 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade
no. 1966, H: 0.073, PG
Blinkenberg 1931, 480, no. 1966, pl. 87; Kourou 2002, 23.

R26 Horse, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 105
no. 1867, H: 0.116, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 461, no. 1867, pl. 81; Kourou 2002, 23.

R27 Horse, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 106
no. 1866, H: 0.073, LG
Blinkenberg 1931, 461, no. 1866, pl. 80.

R28 Bird, Type XVII, handmade, Cypriot Figure 130
no. 1971, L: 0.072, CGIII
Blinkenberg 1931, 480, no. 1971, pl. 88.

R29 Bird, Type XVII, handmade, Cypriot Figure 131
no. 1973, L: 0.063, CGIII
Blinkenberg 1931, 480, no. 1973, pl. 88.

R30 Dog, Type XVIII, handmade, Cypriot Figure 136
no. 1964, H: 0.108, CAI
Blinkenberg 1931: 480, no. 1964, pl. 87.

Emporio, Chios
Harbour Sanctuary
The following figurines are housed in the Chios Archaeological Museum, catalogue numbers from
Boardman 1967.

C1 Raised arm from female figure, Type IA, wheelmade Figure 12
no. 48, L: 0.111, fill, LG
Boardman 1967, 189, 196, pl. 74; Kourou 2002, 25.
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C2 Foot of female figure, Type IC, handmade/wheelmade Figure 18
no. 83, L: 0.077, Period IV, LG
Boardman 1967, 98, 191, 198, pl. 77.

C3 Female head, Type XI, handmade Figure 135
no. 49, H: 0.028, Period IV, LG
Boardman 1967, 190, 197, pl. 74.

C4 Bovine head, Type XII, wheelmade
no. 33, inv. 260/33, L: 0.091, Period II, LG
Boardman 1967, 189, 196, pl. 73; Guggisberg 1996, 98, no. 308.

C5 Bovine head, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 78
no. 31, inv. E26.265/31, L: 0.085, Period IV, LG
Boardman 1967, 189, 196, pl. 73; Guggisberg 1996, 98, no. 306.

C6 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
no. 36, inv. 36E , H: 0.058, Period IV, LG
Boardman 1967, 189,  196, pl. 74; Guggisberg 1996, 98, no. 311.

C7 Bovine leg, Type XII, handmade
no. 35, inv. E35, H: 0.096, Period III, LG
Boardman 1967, 189, 196, pl. 74; Guggisberg 1996, 98, no. 310.

C8 Bovine body, Type XII, handmade
no. 43, L: 0.071, Period IV, LG
Boardman 1967, 189, 196, pl. 74.

C9 Bovine head, Type XII, handmade
no. 40, L: 0.034, Period IV, LG
Boardman 1967, 189, 196, pl. 74

C10 Cow or horse hindquarters, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 107
no. 25, inv. E256/73, H: 0.122, Period I, SM
Boardman 1967, 188, 195, pl. 73; Guggisberg 1996, 97-98, no. 302, pl. 22.5; Kourou 2002, 23.

C11 Horse lid attachment, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 108
no. 26, inv. 199/26, L: 0.168, fill, SM
Boardman 1967, 188-89, pl. 73; Guggisberg 1996, 98, no. 303, pl. 22.6-8; Kourou 2002, 23.

Athena Sanctuary
C12 Female figure with arms at sides, Type IB, wheelmade

no. 56, H: 0.130, Period I, LG
Boardman 1967, 190, 197, pl. 75

C13 Standing female, Type IC, handmade
no. 65, H: 0.108, Period I, LG
Boardman 1967, 191, 198, fig. 131, pl. 76.

C14 Head, Type XI, handmade
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no. 50, W: 0.045, Period I, LG
Boardman 1967, 190, 197, fig. 131, pl. 74.

C15 Head, Type XI, wheelmade
no. 51, W: 0.045, Period I, LG
Boardman 1967, 190, 197, fig. 131, pl. 74.

C16 Equine carrying vases, Type XV, wheelmade Figure 126
no. 30, H: 0.06, Period II, PG
Boardman 1967, 189, 196, fig. 131, pl. 74.

Samos: Sanctuary of Hera
The figurines from Samos are located in the Samos Archaeological Museum unless otherwise noted.

S1 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade Figure 5
T 1238, H: 0.260 (intact figure over 0.060 high), Deposit XXI (Fundgruppe G), PG
Ohly 1940, 87; Ohly 1941, 1, 5-10, pl. 1,2; Matz 1958, pl. 34; Walter 1965, 16, pl. 9; Brandt 1965,
44, n. 30; Jarosch 1994, 131, no. 485, pl. 34; Kourou 2002, 25-26 fig. 7.

S2 Hand from female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade
T 2508, H: 0.065, Deposit V, PG
Jarosch 1994: 131, no. 486, pl. 34.

S3 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade, Cypriot Figure 6
T 1084, H: 0.129, CGI
Ohly 1940, 57-58; Schmidt 1968, 4, 6, 96 pl. 1; Vierneisel 1961, 34; Higgins 1967, 18; Demetriou
1989, 54, pl. 183.

S4 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade Figure 7
T 1972, H: 0.050, LG
Jarosch 1994, 150, no. 749, pl. 40.

S5 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade
T 2409, H: 0.140, Deposit XL, LG
Jarosch 1994, 134, no. 532, pl. 37.

S6 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade
T 2788, H: 0.120, LG
Kopcke 1968, 298, no. 148, pl. 131, 5; Jarosch 1994, 134, no. 531, pl. 37.

S7 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade Figure 8
T 1205, H: 0.082, Deposit XL, LG
Jarosch 1994, 151, no. 771, pl. 43.

S8 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade
T 316, H: 0.113, LG
Ohly 1940, 73; Ohly 1941, 6, 14, pl. 7; Brandt 1965, 45; Jarsoch 1994, 134, no. 533, pl. 38.

S9 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade Figure 9
T 2570, H: 0.125, Deposit XL, LG
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Jarosch 1994, 134, no. 530, pl. 37.

S10 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade
T 2249, H: 0.090, Deposit XXXI, LG
Jarosch 1994, 133, no. 512, pl. 36.

S11 Female with outstretched Arms, Type IA, wheelmade Figure 10
T 873, H: 0.186, LG
Ohly 1941, 5, 7, 11-16, pl. 3; Jarosch 1994, 131, no. 489, pl. 36; Brize 1997, 126, fig. 3; Kourou
2002, 26, n. 119, 120.

S12 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade
T  1000, H: 0.110, LG
Ohly 1941, 6-15, 24, pl. 5; Brandt 1965, 44; Jarosch 1994, 133, no. 520, pl. 37.

S13 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade, Cypriot Figure 16
T 1354, H: 0.048, CGI
Schmidt 1968, 4, pl. 1.

S14 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade
T 2772, H: 0.115, Deposit XL, SG (700-690)
Jarosch 1994, 138, no. 583, pl. 39.

S15 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade
T 1747, H: 0.120, LG-EA (710-675)
Jarosch 1994, 138, no. 574, pl. 50.

S16 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, wheelmade
T 2402, H: 0.080, Deposit XL, EA (c. 690)
Jarosch 1994, 137, no. 564, pl. 52.

S17 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade Figure 11
T 2135a, H: 0.105, EG
Jarosch 1994, 147, no. 712, pl. 35.

S18 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade Figure 15
T 1012, H: 0.100, EG
Jarosch 1994, 147, no. 711, pl. 35.

S19 Female with upraised arms, Type IB, wheelmade
T 1375, H: 0.116, LG
Vierneisel 1961, 35, fig. 11; Jarosch 1994, 134, no. 527, pl. 41; Kourou 2002, 26, n. 119, 120.

S20 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, wheelmade
T 727, H: 0.127, Deposit XLII, LG
Ohly 1940, 71; Ohly 1941, 6, 10-14, 24, pl. 3; Jarosch 1994, 132, no. 496, pl. 36.

S21 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, wheelmade
n/a, H: 0.143, Deposit XVII, LG
Walter-Vierneisel 1959, 23, fig. 56, 1; Jarosch 1994, 134, no. 529, pl. 39.
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S22 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, wheelmade Figure 17
T 1404, H: 0.159, LG
Vierneisel 1961, 35, fig. 11; Jarosch 1994, 134, no. 526, pl. 39; Kourou 2002, 26, n. 119.

S23 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 304; H: 0.100, LG
Jarosch 1994, 152, no. 781, pl. 46.

S24 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 2781, H: 0.150, LG
Jarosch 1994, 152, no. 785, pl. 45.

S25 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 172, H: 0.105, LG
Ohly 1941, 6, 14-16, pl. 8; Matz 1950, 85, pl. 35; Jarosch 1994, 147-48, no. 714, pl. 41.

S26 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 2584, H: 0.078, LG
Jarosch 1994, 153, no. 791, pl. 46.

S27 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 191, H: 0.116, LG
Vierneisel 1961, 38, fig. 13; Jarosch 1994, 153, no. 795, pl. 42.

S28 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 2441, H: 0.105, Deposit XL, LG
Jarosch 1994, 151, no. 772, pl. 46.

S29 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 798, H: 0.105, Deposit XLI, LG
Vierneisel 1961, 38, fig. 13; Jarosch 1994, 153, no. 797, pl. 41.

S30 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 168, H: 0.075, EA (c. 690)
Jarosch 1994, 155, no. 825, pl. 45.

S31 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 1008, H: 0.065, LG
Jarosch 1994, 154, no. 818, pl. 44.

S32 Female with arms at sides, Type IB, handmade
T 781, H: 0.100, EA (700-675)
Ohly 1941, 20, pl. 18; Jarosch 1994, 155, no. 830, pl. 44.

S33 Standing female, Type IC, wheelmade
T 37, H: 0.235, LG
Jarosch 1994, 135, no. 543, pl. 40.

S34 Standing female, Type IC, handmade
T 783, H: 0.061, LG
Vierneisel 1961, 35, fig. 11; Jarosch 1994, 134, no. 528, pl. 40.
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S35 Female with arms to sides, Type IB, handmade
T 2373, H: 0.10, Deposit XL, EA (before 690)
Jarosch 1994, 135-36, no. 547, pl. 48.

S36 Ring dancer/Musician, Type II, handmade Figure 21
T 1836, H: 0.064, PG
Jarosch 1994, 147, no. 702, pl. 35.

S37 Ring dancer/Musician, Type II, handmade
T 296, H: 0.068, PG
Jarosch 1994, 147, no. 701, pl. 35.

S38 Ring dancer/Musician, Type II, handmade, Cypriot
T 1985, H: 0.095, CGI
Schmidt 1968, 4, pl. 1; Karageorghis 1993, 65.

S39 Ring dancer/Musician, Type II, handmade, Cypriot
T 2452, H: 0.078, CGI
Schmidt 1968, 4, pl. 2; Karageorghis 1993, 65.

S40 Ring dancer/Musician, Type II, handmade, Cypriot Figure 22
T 1489+2708, H: 0.078, CGI
Schmidt 1968, 4, pl. 2; Karageorghis 1993, 65, no. 5.

S41 Enthroned female, Type III, handmade Figure 24
n/a, H: 0.070, EA (700-675)
Jarosch 1994, 135, no. 544, pl. 71.

S42 Enthroned female, Type III, handmade
T 2358, H: 0.072, LG
Jarosch 1994, 178, no. 1163, pl. 71.

S43 Enthroned female, Type III, handmade
T 526, H: 0.089, EA (before 690)
Ohly 1941, 3, 6, n. 4, pl. 16; Alroth 1989, 23, pl. 6; LIMC IV, no. 80 s.v. Hera; Jarosch 1994, 136,
no. 557, pl. 50.

S44 Pudica figure, Type IV, handmade Figure 25
T 269, H: 0.140, LG
Ohly 1941, 6, pl. 10; Brandt 1965, 45; Jarosch 1994, 154, no. 816, pl. 44.

S45 Female holding both breasts, Type IV, handmade
T 716, H: 0.150, Deposit XLII, EA (c. 690)
Ohly 1941, 6-7, pl. 13; Jarosch 1994, 136, no. 548, pl. 49.

S46 Female with arm under breasts, Type IV, handmade
T 1243, H: 0.115, Deposit XLII, EA (c. 690)
Ohly 1941, 6, 22-23, pl. 15; Brandt 1965, 45; Jarosch 1994, 137, no. 560, pl. 53.

S47 Pudica figure, Type IV, handmade



Selected  Catalogue

263

T 2783, H: 0.310, SG (before 690)
Kopcke 1968, 298, no. 143, pl. 130, 1.2; Jarosch 1994, 136, no. 558, pl. 49, fig. 7.

S48 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade
T 2659, H: 0.069, Deposit XXXIX, EA (c. 690)
Jarosch 1994, 138, no. 698, pl. 54.

S49 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade Figure 29
T 277, H: 0.173, Deposit XXII (J), EA (c. 690)
Ohly 1940, 89; Ohly 1941, 7, 17, n. 2; 20, pl. 12; Jarosch 1994, 138, no. 697, pl. 55.

S50 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade Figure 30
T 2493, H: 0.110, LG
Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 870, pl. 43.

S51 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade
T 1437, H: 0.080, LG
Ohly 1940, 71; Ohly 1941, 6, 8, 16, n. 3, pl. 9; Brandt 1965, 45; Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 875, pl.
55.

S52 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade
T 724, H: 0.096, Deposit XLII, LG
Ohly 1941, 6, 14, 16, pl. 7; Brandt 1965, 44; Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 869, pl. 42.

S53 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade
T 2611, H: 0.075, Deposit XL, EA (690-680)
Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 883, pl. 54.

S54 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade Figure 31
T 2067, H: 0.085, EA (c. 690-680)
Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 880, pl. 56.

S55 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade
T 63, H: 0.052, SG (700-690)
Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 885, pl. 71.

S56 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade
T 846, H: 0.078, SG (c. 690)
Ohly 1941, 6, 8, 21, pl. 13; Brandt 1965, 44; Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 878, pl. 56.

S57 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade Figure 32
T 353, H: 0.098, Deposit XX (H), LG
Ohly 1940, 70, 88; Ohly 1941, 6-14, pl. 9; Brandt 1965, 45; Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 868, pl. 42.

S58 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade, Cypriot Figure 33
T 2152, H: 0.095, CAI
Schmidt 1968, 4, pl. 1.

S59 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade, Cypriot
T 750, H: 0.108, CAI
Schmidt 1968, 4, pl. 2.
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S60 Standing clothed male, Type VI, handmade, Cypriot
T 782, H: 0.085, CAI
Schmidt 1968, 4, pl. 4.

S61 Standing nude male, Type VIII, handmade
T 57, H: 0.080, Deposit XLII, LG
Ohly 1940, 70; Ohly 1941, 5-8, 16, 28, pl. 9; Jarosch 1994, 157, no. 860, pl. 42.

S62 Standing nude male, Type VIII, handmade Figure 44
T 417, H: 0.125, LG
Ohly 1941, 5-8, 24, pl. 10; Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 866, pl. 43; Brize 1997, 127, fig. 7.

S63 Standing nude male, Type VIII, handmade
T 2255, H: 0.080, Deposit XLII, EA (700-675)
Jarosch 1994: 158, no. 881, pl. 55.

S64 Standing nude male, Type VIII, handmade Figure 45
T 722, H: 0.146, Deposit XLII, EA (c. 680)
Ohly 1941, 5-6, n. 4, 8, pl. 11; Vierneisel 1961, 38, fig. 17; Jarosch 1994, 158, no. 882, pl. 55.

S65 Horse Rider, Type IX, handmade Figure 50
T 980, H: 0.053, EA (700-675)
Jarosch 1994, 160, no. 893, pl. 71.

S66 Horse Rider, Type IX, handmade Figure 51
T 201, H: 0.050, LG-EA
Jarosch 1994, 160, no. 889, pl. 71.

S67 Ithyphallic Horse Rider, Typc IX, wheelmade Figure 52
T 2683, H: 0.115, Deposit XL, LG
Jarosch 1994, 129, no. 469, pl. 22.

S68 Horse Rider, Type IX, handmade, Cypriot
T 1890+1934, H: 0.075, CAI
Schmidt 1968, 4-5, pl. 4.

S69 Horse Rider, Type IX, handmade, Cypriot Figure 53
T 2345, H: 0.048, CAI
Schmidt 1968, 4-5, pl. 4.

S70 Chariot/Cart wheels, Type X, handmade Figure 59
T 1616, 1616a, 2136, D: 0.060-0.078, ninth-eighth century
Jarosch 1994, 175-76, nos. 1131-1133, pl. 33.

S71 Chariot/cart yoke fragment, Type X, handmade
T 813, L: 0.050, EA
Jarosch 1994, 176, no. 1135, pl. 32, fig. 6.

S72 Head, Type XIC, handmade Figure 67
T 2749, H: 0.065, Deposit XL, PG
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Jarosch 1994, 164, no. 950, pl. 34.

S73 Female Head, Type XIA, handmade Figure 68
T 1999, H: 0.054, PG
Jarosch 1994, 164, no. 951, pl. 34.

S74 Head, Type XIC, handmade
T 2569, H: 0.045, Deposit V, EG
Jarosch 1994, 164, no. 952, pl. 34.

S75 Head, Type XIC, handmade
T 2405, H: 0.034, Deposit XL, LG
Jarosch 1994, 166, no. 987, pl. 46.

S76 Male head, Type XIB, handmade
T 2664, H: 0.0260, Deposit XXXIX, LG
Jarosch 1994, 167, no. 989, pl. 43.

S77 Male head, Type XIB, handmade
T 780, H: 0.052, LG
Buschor 1951, 35, pl. 9b; Jarosch 1994, 161, no. 899, pl. 47.

S78 Male head, Type XIB, handmade
T 230, H: 0.070, EA (c. 690)
Ohly 1940, 71; Ohly 1941, 7, 17-20, 23, pl. 17; Ohly 1953, 85-87, fig. 38; Jarosch 1994, 161, no.
910, pl. 57.

S79 Male head, Type XIB, handmade
T 1831, H: 0.060, EA (700-675)
Vierneisel 1961, 36, 41, fig. 14; Jarosch 1994, 167, no. 1000, pl. 46.

S80 Female head, Type XIA, handmade
T 738, H: 0.037, Deposit XLII, EA (690-80)
Ohly 1941, 22, pl. 15; Jarosch 1994, 168, no. 1009, pl. 53.

S81 Female head, Type XIA, handmade Figure 69
T 901, H: 0.081, LG
Ohly 1940, 71; Ohly 1941, 12-18, 23, pl. 5; Matz 1950, pl. 75a; Homann-Wedeking 1964, 22, fig.
6.7; Brandt 1965, 44, pl. 8; Jarosch 1994, 160, no. 896, pl. 46.

S82 Female head, Type XIA, handmade
T 2480, H: 0.050, Deposit XL, LG
Jarosch 1994, 165, no. 969, pl. 47.

S83 Head, Type XIC, handmade
T 2063, H: 0.050, LG
Vierneisel 1961, 41, fig. 14; Jarosch 1994, 166, no. 984, pl. 47.

S84 Female head, Type XIA, handmade Figure 71
T 740, H: 0.490, Deposit XLII, LG (c. 700)
Jarosch 1994, 167, no. 991, pl. 58.
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S85 Head, Type XIC, handmade
T 1741, H: 0.480, EA (690-80)
Jarosch 1994, 168, no. 1007, pl. 58.

S86 Male head, Type XIB, handmade Figure 70
T 1730, H: 0.060, Deposit XXVII, EA (700-675)
Jarosch 1994, 167, no. 1003, pl. 47.

S87 Head, Type XIC, handmade
T 2556, H: 0.065, EA (c. 690)
Jarosch 1994, 162, no. 918, pl. 53.

S88 Female head, Type XIA, handmade Figure 72
T 1897, H: 0.049, Deposit XXXV, LG
Vierneisel 1961, 42, fig. 14; Jarosch 1994, 167, no. 992, pl. 47.

S89 Male Head, Type XIB, handmade
T 36, H: 0.062, EA (680)
Ohly 1940, 77: Ohly 1953, 85, 87, Fig. 38; Jarosch 1994, 161, no. 903, pl. 57.

S90 Male head, Type XIB, handmade
T 1786, H: 0.041, Deposit XXII, LG
Jarosch 1994, 166, no. 986, pl. 47.

S91 Head with helmet, Type XIC, handmade
T 62, H: 0.060, EA (690-80)
Ohly 1941, 5-6, n. 4, 21, pl. 12; Jarosch 1994, 161, no. 912, pl. 58.

S92 Helmeted head, Type XIC, handmade
T 1145, H: 0.090, EA (c. 690)
Ohly 1940, 77; Ohly 1953, 85, 87, Fig. 38; Jarosch 1994, 161, no. 904, pl. 56.

S93 Head, Type XIC, handmade Figure 73
T 1244, H: 0.060, Deposit XLII, EA (700-675)
Ohly 1941, 24, pl. 15; Jarosch 1994, 167, no. 1001, pl. 1244.

S94 Female head, Type XIA, handmade, Cypriot
T 481, H: 0.050, CAI
Schmidt 1968, 5, pl. 4.

S95 Male head with conical cap, Type XIB, handmade, Cypriot Figure 75
Berlin Sa. 112, H: 0.730, CAI
Schmidt 1968, 5, pl. 3.

S96 Bovine head, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 79
T 1178, H: 0.083, Deposit XLII, SM
Ohly 1940, 93-94, 101, pl. 47; Jarosch 1994, 97, no. 1, pl. 1; Guggisberg 1996, 104, no. 344, pl.
24, 6.7; Brize 1997, 125, fig. 1.
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S97 Bovine body, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 81
T 982, H: 0.123, SM
Ohly 1940, 76, n. 2, 78, 95-98, pl. 52; Jarosch 1994, 103, no. 65, pl. 6; Guggisberg 1996, 105, no.
357, pl. 26.1.

S98 Bovine body, Type XII, wheelmade
T 258, H: 0.073, PG/EG
Ohly 1940, 78, 92-95, pl. 53; Jarosch 1994, 103, no. 63, pl. 5; Guggisberg 1994, 104, no. 358.

S99 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
T 2512, H: 0.060, Deposit V, PG-EG
Jarosch 1994, 129, no. 134, pl. 13.

S100 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 82
T 2447, L: 0.173, Deposit VI, LPG-EG
Jarosch 1994, 97-98, no. 5, pl. 2; Guggisberg 1996, 104, no. 348, pl. 25, 4.5.

S101 Bovine head, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 80
T 401, H: 0.082, Deposit VI (D), EG
Ohly 1940, 86, 93-94, 101, pl. 46; Ohly 1941, 10-14, n. 1; Buschor 1936, fig. 5; Heilmeyer 1972,
14, pl. 1.1; Jarosch 1994, 98, no. 9, pl. 3; Guggisberg 1996, 101, no. 321, pl. 23, 4.5.

S102 Bovine hindquarters, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 83
T 424, H: 0.170, Deposit XXI (G), EG
Ohly 1940, 78, 85, 95-98, pl. 53; Ohly 1941, 10; Jarosch 1994, 104, no. 79, pl. 5; Guggisberg
1996, 100, no. 316, pl. 23.3.

S103 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
T 1277, H: 0.102, Deposit XXI (G), EG
Ohly 1940, 87, 96, pl. 55; Jarosch 1994, 109, no. 148, pl. 13; Guggisberg 1996, 103, no. 337.

S104 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
T 2495, H: 0.110, Deposit V, EG
Jarosch 1994, 108, no. 133, pl. 7.

S105 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
T 420, H: 0.049, Deposit E, EG-MG
Ohly 1940, 86, 97-98, pl. 56; Jarosch 1994, 112, no. 199, pl. 14; Guggisberg 1996, 101, no. 322.

S106 Bovine head, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 84
T 340, H: 0.070, Deposit VIII, EG
Ohly 1940, 88, 101; Jarosch 1994, 99, no. 20, pl. 6.

S107 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 85
T 1239+1272, H: 0.270, Deposit XXI (G), EG
Ohly 1940, 71-72, n. 2, 77, 86, 93-94, n. 2, 95-98, 101, pl. 49; Ohly 1941, 12; Walter 1965, 31,
fig. 29; Walter 1976, 37-38, fig. 40; Jarosch 1994, 99, no. 22, pl. 7, fig. 2; Guggisberg 1996, 102,
no. 331, pl. 24, 3.4.

S108 Bovine body, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 86
T 962, H: 0.085, LG



Selected  Catalogue

268

Ohly 1940, 92; Jarosch 1994, 114, no. 232, pl. 16.

S109 Bovine body, Type XII, wheelmade
T 2492, H: 0.115, MG
Jarosch 1994, 99-100, no. 28, pl. 8.

S110 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 87
T 255, H: 0.155, MG
Ohly 1940, 70, 78, 94, n. 2, 95, 101, pl. 48; Jarosch 1994, 99, no. 27, pl. 8; Guggisberg 1996, 105,
no. 353, pl. 25, 6.7.

S111 Bovine head, Type XII, wheelmade
T 879, L: 0.071, MG
Ohly 1940, 93-94, n. 2, 101, pl. 47; Kyrieleis 1981, 14-16, fig. 4; Jarosch 1994, 100, no. 30, pl. 9;
Guggisberg 1996, 104, no. 350.

S112 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade
T 1240+1284, L: 0.190, Deposit XXI (G), MG
Ohly 1940, 71-72, n. 4, 87, 94-95 n. 3, 101, pl. 51; Ohly 1941, 14, n. 1; Kyrieleis 1981, 14-16, fig.
4; Jarosch 1994, 100, no. 33, pl. 9, 11; Guggisberg 1996, no. 328, pl. 24.2.

S113 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 89
T 1271, H: 0.080, Deposit XLII, MG
Ohly 1940, 96, 98, pl. 55; Jarosch 1994, 113, no. 209, pl. 10; Guggisberg 1996, 105, no. 361.

S114 Bovine foot, Type XII, wheelmade
T 2301, H: 0.050, Deposit XIV, MG
Jarosch 1994, 129, no. 455, pl. 12.

S115 Bovine, Type XII, handmade Figure 88
T 77, H: 0.200, MG
Jarosch 1994, 115, no. 237, pl. 11.

S116 Bovine body, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 90
T 1745, H: 0.245, Deposit XII, MG
Jarosch 1994, 100, no. 32, pl. 11; Guggisberg 1996, 101, no. 324, pl. 23, 6.7; Brize 1997, 125, fig.
2, pl. 331c.

S117 Bovine forequarters, Type XII, wheelmade
T 2121, L: 0.071, LG
Walter-Vierneisel 1959, 15, fig. 25, 1; Jarosch 1994, 107, no. 127, pl. 23;.

S118 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
T 352, H: 0.091, Deposit XX (H), LG
Ohly 1940: 71, 78, 88, 97, pl. 56; Jarosch 1994: 110, no. 160, pl. 14; Guggisberg 1996, 103, no.
340.

S119 Bovine head, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 91
T 2082, L: 0.090, Deposit XIX, LG
Jarosch 1994, 101, no. 43, pl. 12; Guggisberg 1996, 101, no. 323.
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S120 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
T 2113, L: 0.076, LG
Jarosch 1994, 101, no. 48, pl. 9.

S121 Bovine head, Type XII, handmade
T 447, H: 0.043, Deposit XX (H), LG
Ohly 1940, 88, 101, pl. 60; Jarosch 1994, 121, no. 322, pl. 22.

S122 Cow, Type XII, handmade
T 73, L: 0.078, LG
Jarosch 1994, 117, no. 269, pl. 19; Ohly 1940, 102.

S123 Cow, Type XII, handmade
T 1982, L: 0.10, LG-SG
Jarosch 1994, 120, no. 315, pl. 22.

S124 Bovine head, Type XII, handmade
T 403, L: 0.084, Deposit XXI (G), LG
Ohly 1940, 71, 86, 93, 100, pl. 51; Jarosch 1994, 102, no. 56, pl. 23; Guggisberg 1996, 102, no.
332, pl. 24, 5.

S125 Bovine leg, Type XII, wheelmade
T 784, H: 0.086, EA (700-650)
Ohly 1940, 97, pl. 56; Jarosch 1994, 113, no. 222, pl. 15; Guggisberg 1996, 106, no. 365.

S126 Cow, Type XII, handmade
T 2729, L: 0.085, Deposit XXVII, EA (700-675)
Jarosch 1994, 124, no. 374, pl. 30.

S127 Horse head and neck, Type XIV, wheelmade
T 2507, H: 0.125, Deposit V, PG
Jarosch 1994, 97, no. 3, pl. 1; Guggisberg 1996, 104, no. 351.

S128 Horse head, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 203
T 2505, H: 0.075, Deposit V, PG
Jarosch 1994, 97, no. 2, pl. 1; Guggisberg 1996, 104-05, no. 352.

S129 Horse head, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 204
T 402, H: 0.095, Deposit IX (B), LPG
Ohly 1940, 70, 85, 93,-94, n. 2, 3, 98, 102, pl. 48; Ohly 1941, 10, 12; Jarosch 1994, 98, no. 13, pl.
4; Guggisberg 1996, 100, no. 315, pl. 23, 2.

S130 Horse, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 111
T 3890, L: 0.090, LPG
Jarosch 1994, 114, no. 228, pl. 16.

S131 Horse head, Type XIV, wheelmade
T 2215, H: 0.113, Deposit VI, EG
Jarosch 1994, 98, no. 12, pl. 3, 4; Guggisberg 1996, 104, no. 346, pl. 25, 1.2.
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S132 Horse head, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 110
T 2322, L: 0.09, Deposit V, EG
Walter 1965, 34, fig. 31; Walter 1976, 34, fig. 25; Jarosch 1994, 98, no. 11, pl. 3, 4; Guggisberg
1996, 104, no. 345, pl. 24, 8.9.

S133 Hindquarters of two horses, Type XIV, wheelmade Figure 113
T 426+2241, H: 0.129, Deposit V, EG
Ohly 1940, 72, n. 2, 78, 85, 91-98, pl. 54; Jarosch 1994, 103, no. 71, pl. 5; Guggisberg 1996, 100,
no. 314, pl. 23, 1.

S134 Horse leg, Type XIV, wheelmade
T2266, H: 0.170, Deposit VI, EG
Jarosch 1994, 108, no. 136, pl. 7.

S135 Horse, Type XIV, handmade Figure 114
T 907, H: 0.130, Deposit XLII, MG-LG
Ohly 1940, 100-02, pl. 57; Ohly 1941, 14; Jarosch 1994, 117, no. 274, pl. 17.

S136 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
T 1218, L: 0.094, Deposit XL, LG
Ohly 1940, 101, n. 2, pl. 58; Jarosch 1994, 118, no. 281, pl. 19.

S137 Horse, Type XIV, handmade Figure 112
T 912, H: 0.065, Deposit XLII, LG
Ohly 1940, 101, n. 2, pl. 58; Jarosch 1994, 119, no. 302, pl. 20.

S138 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
T 2122, H: 0.055, Deposit XVI, LG
Walter-Vierneisel 1959, 15, fig. 25, 3; Jarosch 1994, 118, no. 292, pl. 21.

S139 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
T 910, H: 0.066, Deposit XLII, LG
Ohly 1940, 102, pl. 58; Jarosch 1994, 118, no. 287, pl. 21.

S140 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
T 909, H: 0.090, Deposit XLII, EA (700-680)
Ohly 1940, 92, 100-02, pl. 57; Jarosch 1994, 122, no. 338, pl. 25.

S141 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
T 819+2742, H: 0.160, Deposit XL, EA (c. 675)
Ohly 1940, 101, n. 2, pl. 59; Jarosch 1994, 123, no. 361, pl. 28.

S142 Quadruped leg, Type XVI, wheelmade
T 421, H: 0.114, Deposit IX (B), LPG
Ohly 1940, 85, 96-98, pl. 56; Jarosch 1994, 108, no. 139, pl. 8; Guggisberg 1996, 101, no. 318.

S143 Quadruped fragments, Type XVI, wheelmade  
T 2679, H: n/a, Deposit VI, EG
Jarosch 1994, 103-04, no. 73, pl. 4.
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S144 Quadruped foreleg, Type XVI, wheelmade
T 1226, H: 0.175, MG
Ohly 1940, 78, 96-98, pl. 56; Jarosch 1994, 109, no. 150, pl. 9; Guggisberg 1996, 106, no. 366.

S145 Quadruped body, Type XVI, handmade
T 961, L: 0.110, MG
Ohly 1940, 101, n. 2; Jarosch 1994, 117, no. 267, pl. 17.

S146 Quadruped foreleg, Type XVI, wheelmade
T 1177, H: 0.094, Deposit XLII, LG
Jarosch 1994, 111, no. 185, pl. 14.

S147 Quadruped leg, Type XVI, wheelmade
T 2115, H: 0.120, LG
Jarosch 1994, 110, no. 172, pl. 14.

S148 Quadruped leg, Type XVI, wheelmade
T 1349, H: 0.095, Deposit XXI, LG
Ohly 1940, 87, 96, pl. 55; Jarosch 1994, 113, no. 211, pl. 15; Guggisberg 1996, 103, no. 334.

S149 Quadruped body, Type XVI, handmade
T 1889, L: 0.055, Deposit XXXII, LG
Jarosch 1994, 118, no. 279, pl. 19.

S150 Quadruped body, Type XVI, handmade
T 59, L: 0.105, EA (700-675)
Jarosch 1994, 122, no. 347, pl. 27.

S151 Leg from wheeled horse, Type XV, wheelmade
T 1222, n/a, EIA
Guggisberg 1996, 106, no. 368, pl. 26, 2.

S152 Bird head, Type XVII, handmade Figure 132
T 945, L: 0.070, MG
Ohly 1940, 90, n. 1, pl. 62; Jarosch 1994, 100, no. 31, pl. 24.

S153 Bird head, Type XVII, handmade
T 988, H: 0.065, MG
Jarosch 1994, 170, no. 1040, pl. 74

Kalymnos: Sanctuary of Apollo Pythios
K1 50 cattle, Type XII, wheelmade

Kalymnos Mag., n/a, EIA
Himmelmann 1968, 320; Kantzia 1988, 175, n. 11; Guggisberg 1996, 120, no. 416; Kourou 2002,
23-24.
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Hephaisteia, Lemnos: The Sanctuary of Artemis
L1 Three females with raised arms, Type IA, wheelmade

Athens National Museum no. 19242, 26867, 0.240, LG
Myrina Museum inv. no. 1196.
Kourou 2002, 27; LIMC VIII, Suppl., 771 (Lemnos) no. 2.

CYCLADES
Iria, Naxos: Sanctuary of Dionysos
N1 Two bovine legs, Type XII, wheelmade

n/a, ca. 0.300 reconstructed length, LG
Kourou 2002, 24.

PELOPONESSOS
LAKONIA
Amyklai: Sanctuary of Apollo Hyakinthos
A1 Warrior head, Type VII, wheelmade Figure 42

National Museum, Athens, no. 4381, H: 0.115, LG
Tsountas 1892, 13, pl. 4.4; Kunze 1930, 155, pls. 42-43; Hampe 1936, 32-8; Higgins 1967, 24, pl.
9B; Nicholls 1970, 17; Schweitzer 1971, 142, pls. 162, 63; Hampe and Simon 1981, no.  397-399;
Demakopoulou 1982, 139, no. 73; Sweeney et al. 1987, 86-89, no. 17; Calligas 1992, 34; Peterson
1998, 86, fig. 13; Langdon 1998, 252-56, figs. 1-2, 5.

A2 Female head, Type XIA, wheelmade Figure 74
National Museum, Athens, no. 4382, H: 0.080, fill, LG
Tsountas 1892, 13, pl. 4.5; Kunze 1930, 155, pls. 42-43; Higgins 1967, 24, pl. 9A; Nicholls 1970,
17; Hampe and Simon 1981, no.  400-401; Demakopoulou 1982, 139, no. 73; Sweeney et al. 1987,
86-87, no. 16; Byrne 1991, 96, n. 65; Calligas 1992, 34; Langdon 1998, 252-56, figs. 2, 3, 5.

A3 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade Figure 96
National Museum, Athens, no. 15123, H: ca. 0.230, L: 0.145, SM
Buschow and von Massow 1927, 38f, Fig. 6, 15.15; Ohly 1940, 95, pl. 52; Nicholls 1970, 10, pl.
2D; Demakopoulou 1982, 58, 60, no. 70a, b, pl. 29; Misch 1992, 147, fig. 124; Guggisberg 1996,
56, no. 169, pl. 11.2.

A4 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade
National Museum, Athens, no. 6259, L: 0.104, SM
Demakopoulou 1982, 58, 60, no. 70, pl. 29; Guggisberg 1996, 56, no. 170, pl. 11, 3.4.

A5 Cow, Type XII, wheelmade
Sparta Archaeological Museum, n/a, H; 0.051, SM
Demakopoulou 1982, no. 88, pl. 38; Guggisberg 1996, 57, no. 176, pl. 12, 1.2.
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ELIS
Olympia: Sanctuary of Zeus
All figurines in the Olympia Archaeological Museum unless otherwise noted.

O1 Nude female, Type IV, handmade Figure 26
Tc. 2285, H: 0.164, west pteron of Heraion, LG
Müller 1929, 71 no. 283, pl. 21; Kunze 1944, no. 290, pl. 17; Zervos 1969, fig. 144; Heilmeyer
1972, 116, no. 205, pl. 35; Herrmann 1972, pl. 11a, b; LIMC IV, no. 41 s.v. Hera; Byrne 1991,
229, no. 60, pl. X; Böhm 1990, 148, T1.

O2 Nude female, Type IV, handmade Figure 27
Tc. 2762, H: 0.079; south of Heraion, SG
Kunze 1944, S. 45 no. 291, pl. 17; Heilmeyer 1972, 116, no. 208, pl. 35; Böhm 1990, 148, pl. 3b.

O3 Warrior, Type VII, handmade Figure 37
n/a, H: 0.091, PG
Heilmeyer 1972, 113, no. 176, pl. 29; Byrne 1991, 225, no. 8.

O4 Warrior, Type VII, handmade
Tc. 2480, Staatliche Museen, Berlin, H: 0.112, Heraion opisthodomos, PG
Kunze 1944, S. 44 no. 279, pl. 17; Herrmann 1962, 29 Fig. 2, 3; Herrmann 1972, 59, fig. 28;
Heilmeyer 1972, 113, no. 175, pl. 29; Byrne 1991, 25, 225, no. 1, pl. X.1.

O5 Warrior, Type VII, handmade Figure 38
(Found in Tsountas’ excavations, now missing), H: 0.100, apsidal house west of Metroön, PG
Weege 1911, 185-86, pl. 6, 1.2; Müller 1929, 71; Kunze 1946, 100 n. 10; Herrmann 1962, 26, pl.
28; Heilmeyer 1972, 113, no. 174, pl. 28; Morgan 1990, 91, fig. 16; Byrne 1991, 25-26, 225, no.
2, pl. X.2.

O6 Warrior, Type VII, handmade Figure 39
Tc. 531, H: 0.083; south of Heraion, EG
Kunze 1944, S. 45 no. 288, pl. 17; Kunze 1946, 103; Heilmeyer 1972, 113, no. 172, pl. 28;
Mallwitz 1988, fig. 9; Byrne 1991, 225, no. 3, pl. X.

O7 Warrior, Type VII, handmade Figure 40
Tc. 1999 (K 158), H: 0.104, SE of Heraion, LG
Kunze 1944, S. 44 no. 280, pl. 17; Kunze 1946, 98, fig. 1; Zervos 1969, pl. 143; Heilmeyer 1972,
114, no. 182, pl. 30; Byrne 1991, 225, no. 4, pl. X.

O8 Warrior, Type VII, handmade Figure 41
n/a, H: 0.128, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 113, no. 178, pl. 30.

O9 Warrior head, Type VII, handmade
n/a, (found in 1875), H: 0.050, LG
Kunze 1944, S. 45 no. 287, pl. 17; Herrmann 1962, 27; Heilmeyer 1972, 114, no. 188, pl. 31.

O10 Warrior, Type VII, handmade
n/a, H: 0.120, SG
Heilmeyer 1972, 115, no. 192, pl. 33.
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O11 Standing nude male, Type VIII, handmade Figure 46
n/a, H: 0.113, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 112, no. 165, pl. 26.

O12 Standing nude male, Type VIII, handmade
Tc. 2286, H: 0.143, west pteron of Heraion, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 112, no. 169, pl. 27.

O13 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade Figure 54
Tc. 2612, H: 0.061, Heraion opisthodomos, PG
Heilmeyer 1972, 109, no. 133, pl. 23.

O14 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade
Tc. 2295, H: 0.102, West pteron of Heraion, EG
Heilmeyer 1972, 109, no. 136, pl. 23.

O15 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade Figure 55
n/a, H: 0.082, NE of Pelopion, MG
Heilmeyer 1972, 109, no. 135, pl. 23, 28.

O16 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade Figure 56
Tc. 1958, H: 0.096, SW of Metroön, MG
Kunze 1944, S. 45, no. 284, pl. 17; Heilmeyer 1972, 109, no. 137, pl. 23.

O17 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade Figure 57
n/a, H: 0.091, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 112, no. 162, pl. 26.

O18 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade 
Tc. 2634, H: 0.0775, Heraion opisthodomos, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 111, no. 159, pl. 25.

O19 Chariot group reconstruction, Type X, handmade Figure 62
n/a, LG
Valavanis 2004, 35, fig. 24.

O20 Horse chariot team fragment, Type X, handmade Figure 60
n/a, L: no. 108: 0.105, no. 109: 0.069; L: .069 (109), LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 106, no. 108, 109, pl. 20.

O21 Yoke and axle chariot fragment, Type X, handmade
n/a, L: 0.064 (112); H: 0.070 (113), LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 106, no. 112, 113, pl. 20.

O22 Chariot driver and box, Type X, handmade Figure 61
Tc. 2359, Pergamon Museum, Berlin, West pteron of Heraion, H: 0.063, LG
Kunze 1944, S. 45, no. 285, pl. 17; Heilmeyer 1972: 107, no. 117, pl. 20; Crouwel 1992, pl. 5.1.

O23 Chariot axle fragment, Type X, handmade
Tc. 606, L: 0.126, south of Heraion, LG
Kunze 1944, S. 45, no. 285; Heilmeyer 1972, 107, no. 118, pl. 21.
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O24 Chariot wheel, Type X, handmade
n/a, D: 0.107, LG
Weege 1911, 186, fig. 23; Heilmeyer 1972, 107, no. 122, pl. 21.

O25 Cow, Type XII, handmade Figure 92
n/a, L: 0.1025, PG
Heilmeyer 1972, 97, no. 3, pl. 2.

O26 Cow, Type XII, handmade
n/a, L: 0.102, PG
Heilmeyer 1972: 97, no. 5, pl. 2.

O27 Cow, Type XII, handmade Figure 94
Tc. 2953, L: 0.112, S of Heraion, EG
Heilmeyer 1972, 97, no. 11, pl. 3.

O28 Cow, Type XII, handmade Figure 93
Tc. 2386, H: 0.094, Heraion west pteron, MG
Heilmeyer 1972, 98, no. 20, pl. 5.

O29 Cow, Type XII, handmade
n/a, H: 0.061, MG
Heilmeyer 1972, 98, no. 27, pl. 5.

O30 Cow, Type XII, handmade
n/a, L: .082, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 99, no. 29, pl. 6.

O31 Cow, Type XII, handmade Figure 95
n/a, L: 0.132, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 99, no. 31, pl. 6.

O32 Ram, Type XIII, handmade Figure 102
T 434, H: 0.045, South Bath, PG
Heilmeyer 1972, 97, no. 8, pl. 3.

O33 Ram, Type XIII, handmade Figure 103
Tc. 2816, L: 0.100, S of Heraion, EG
Heilmeyer 1972, 98, no. 15, pl. 4.

O34 Horse, Type XIV, handmade Figure 115
n/a (perhaps in the National Museum, Athens), n/a, PG
Heilmeyer 1972, 101, no. 54, pl. 10.

O35 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
Tc. 2529, H: 0.128, Heraion opisthodomos, EG
Heilmeyer 1972, 101, no. 58, pl. 10.

O36 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
Tc. 2932, L: 0.095, S of Heraion, EG



Selected  Catalogue

276

Heilmeyer 1972, 101, no. 61, pl. 11.

O37 Horse head, Type XIV, handmade Figure 116
n/a, H: 0.087, MG
Heilmeyer 1972, 102, no. 72, pl. 12.

O38 Horse, Type XIV, handmade Figure 117
n/a, L: 0.12, West pteron or opisthodomos of Heraion, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 103, no. 82, pl. 14.

O39 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
n/a, H: 0.076, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 103, no. 79, pl. 14.

O40 Horse, Type XIV, handmade Figure 118
Tc. 2935, L: 0.137, south of Heraion, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 104, no. 87, pl. 15.

O41 Dog, Type XVIII, handmade Figure 137
n/a, L: 0.096, EG
Heilmeyer 1972, 117, no. 211, pl. 36.

O42 Dog, Type XVIII, handmade Figure 138
n/a, H: 0.148, MG
Heilmeyer 1972, 117, no. 215, pl. 36.

O43 Dog, Type XVIII, handmade Figure 139
n/a, L: 0.078, LG
Heilmeyer 1972, 117, pl. 37.

Kombothekra: Sanctuary of Artemis
Figurines stored in the Olympia Archaeological Museum.

K1 Warrior, Type VII, handmade Figure 43
Π 2381, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 69, no. 72, pl. 7.4.

K2 Standing nude male, Type VIII, handmade Figure 47
n/a, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 69, no. 64, pl. 7.3.

K3 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade Figure 58
Π 2382, H: n/a, MG
Sinn 1981, 68, no. 33, pl. 7.1.

K4 Chariot/Cart driver, Type X, handmade
Π 2607, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 68, no. 34, pl. 7.2.
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K5 Chariot spoked wheel fragments, Type X, handmade
Π n/a, D: n/a, G
Sinn 1981, 68, no. 56, 51, pl. 10.6, 11.

K6 Bovine head, Type XII, handmade
Π 2282, H: n/a, EG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 9, pl. 9.1.

K7 Bovine head, Type XII, handmade
Π 2299, H: n/a, EG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 10, pl. 9.2.

K8 Bovine body, Type XII, handmade
Π 2285, H: n/a, MG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 11, pl. 9.5.

K9 Bovine body, Type XII, handmade
Π 2297, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 12, pl. 9.4.

K10 Cow, Type XII, handmade Figure 97
Π 2290, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 14, pl. 9.6.

K11 Sheep, Type XIII, handmade Figure 104
Π 2300, H: n/a, MG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 19, pl. 9.8.

K12 Horse, Type XIV, handmade Figure 119
Π 2281, H: n/a, MG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 3, pl. 8.4.

K13 Horse head, Type XIV, handmade Figure 121
Π 2314, H: n/a, MG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 4, pl. 8.6.

K14 Horse head, Type XIV, handmade
Π 2610, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 8, pl. 8.7.

K15 Horse head, Type XIV, handmade Figure 120
n/a, H: n/a, EG
Sinn 1981, 68, no. 35, pl. 8.1.

K16 Horse body, Type XIV, handmade
Π 2309, H: n/a, MG
Sinn 1981, 68, no. 37 pl. 8.2.

K17 Snakes, Type XVIII, handmade Figure 135
Π 2391, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 69, no. 73, pl. 10.1.
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K18 Snakes, Type XVIII, handmade Figure 135
Π 2327c, e, f, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 69, nos. 77, 79, 80, pl. 10.

K19 Dog, Type XVIII, handmade Figure 140
Π 2304, H: n/a, LG
Sinn 1981, 67, no. 20, pl. 9.9.

ARCADIA
Tegea: Sanctuary of Athena Alea
All figurines in stored in the Archaeological Museum at Tegea.

T1 Female with outstretched arms, Type IA, handmade Figure 13
n/a, LG
Voyatzis 1990, 274-75, fig. 11.

T2 Horse body, Type XIV, handmade Figure 122
T4 (358), H: 0.080, MG
Dugas 1924, 426, no. 358, fig. 63; Voyatzis 1990, 241, T4, 346, pl. 175.

T3 Horse body, Type XIV, handmade Figure 123
T5 (357), H: 0.060, MG/LG
Dugas 1924, 426, no. 360, fig. 59; Voyatzis 1990, 241, T5, 346, pl. 176.

T4 Horse head, Type XIV, handmade Figure 124
T6 (360), H: 0.120, MG/LG
Dugas 1924, 426, no. 360, fig. 59; Voyatzis 1990, 241, T6, 346, pl. 177.

T5 Horse, Type XIV, haandmade
T7 (355), H: 0.060, MG/LG
Dugas 1924, 426, no. 355, fig. 52; Voyatzis 1990, 241-42, T7, 346-47, pl. 177.

T6 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
T8 (356), H: 0.056, MG/LG
Dugas 1924, 426, no. 356, fig. 52; Voyatzis 1990, 241-42, T8, 346-47, pl. 177.

T7 Horse, Type XIV, handmade
T9 (X), H: 0.058, MG/LG
Voyatzis 1990, 241-42, T9, 346-47, pl. 178.

T8 Bird head, Type XVII, handmade Figure 133
T3 (362), H: 0.045, MG/LG
Dugas 1924, 426, no. 362, fig. 61; Voyatzis 1990, 240-41, T3, 345, pl. 173.
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CORINTHIA
Isthmia: Sanctuary of Poseidon
The following figurines are stored in the Isthmia Museum.

I1 Human figure, Type XIC, handmade, Corinthian (?) Figure 76
IM 2702, H: 0.057, eighth century
Morgan 1999, 168, F8, pl. 70.

I2 Spoked wheel fragment, Type X, handmade, Corinthian Figure 63
IM 3471, W: 0.043, East temenos, LG-SG
Morgan 1999, 174, F35, pl. 74.

I3 Bovine body, Type XII, handmade, Corinthian Figure 98
IM 157, L: 0.095, Temple, LPG
Morgan 1999, 169, F9, pl. 70; Morgan 2002, 257, fig. 8a.

I4 Bovine leg, Type XII, handmade from wheelmade bull Figure 99
IM 1078, H: 0.085, Early Stadium, LPG-EG (950-850)
Morgan 1999, 173, F32, pl. 73; Morgan 2002, 257, fig. 9.

I5 Bovine hindquarters, Type XII, handmade, Corinthian
IM 3060, H: 0.043, NE temenos, EG
Morgan 1999, 170, F12, pl. 70.

I6 Bovine body, Type XII, handmade, Corinthian
IM 172, L: 0.063, NW Temenos, MG
Morgan 1999, 170, F13, pl. 70.

I7 Bovine hindquarters, Type XII, handmade, Attic (?) Figure 100
IM 2463bis, H: 0.042, East temenos, MG
Morgan 1999, 170, F14, pl. 70.

I8 Bovine body, Type XII, handmade, Corinthian
IM 1194, L: 0.125, East temenos, MG/LG
Morgan 1999, 170, F15, pl. 71.

I9 Bovine hindquarters, Type XII, handmade
IM 1193, L: 0.077, East temenos, MG/LG
Morgan 1999, 170, F17, pl. 71.

I10 Bovine forequarters with incised saddle, Type XII, handmade, Corinthian
IM 1255, L: 0.047, SE Propylon, MG/LG
Morgan 1999, 171, F18, pl. 71; Morgan 2002, 257, fig. 10,

I11 Cow, Type XII, handmade, Corinthian (?) Figure 101
IM 1104, L: 0.146, East temenos, LG/EPC
Morgan 1999, 171, F21, pl. 72.

I12 Horse forequarters, Type XIV, handmade, Attic or Argive Figure 125
IM 1224, L: 0.075, East temenos, LG/EA (ca. 700)
Morgan 1999, 172, F27, pl. 73.
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I13 Hindquarter of equid carrying jars, Type XV, wheelmade, Attic Figure 127
IM 3079, H: 0.075, MG/LG, NE temenos
Morgan 1999, 173, F33, pl. 74.

I14 Pierced leg from wheeled horse, Type XV, wheelmade, Corinthian Figure 128
IM 1187, H: 0.048, East temenos, MG/LG (or earlier)
Morgan 1999, 173, F31, pl. 73.

I15 Pierced leg from wheeled horse, Type XV, wheelmade, Attic (?)
IM 1172, H: 0.060, East temenos, LG/SG
Morgan 1999, 172-73, F29, pl. 73.

I16 Pierced leg from wheeled horse, Type XV, wheelmade, Attic Figure 129
IM 5612, H: .063, East temenos, EIA
Morgan 1999, 172, F28, pl. 73.
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THE TYPES

ANTHROPOMORPHIC TYPES

FEMALES
Type I: a.  Females with outstretched arms

b.  Females with arms at sides

c.  Females with unknown gesture

Type II: Ring dancers/musicians

Type III: Enthroned females

Type IV: Pudica figures & nude women

Type V: Kourotrophos

MALES
Type VI: Standing clothed males

Type VII: Standing warriors

Type VIII: Standing nude males

Type IX: Horse riders

Type X: Chariot/rart groups

FRAGMENTS:
Type XI: a.  Female heads

b.  Male heads

c.  Fragments of uncertain sex

ZOOMORPHIC TYPES
Type XII: Cattle

Type XIII: Sheep/Rams

Type XIV: Horses

Type XV: Wheeled Equines/Mules Carrying Jars

Type XVI: Quadrupeds

Type XVII: Birds

Type XVIII: Other animals: dogs & snakes
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REGIONAL CHRONOLOGIES

SAMOS
PG Protogeometrisch (PG) 10th C

LPG Spätprotogeometrisch (SPG) 950-900

EGI Frühgeometrisch I (FGI) 900-850 Altar II

EGII Frühgeometrisch II (FGII) 850-800 Altar III

MG Mittelgeometrisch (MG) 800-760

LG Spätgeometrisch (SG) 760-710 Altar IV

SG/EA 710-675

RHODES
PG/EG 900-850

MG 850-750

LG 750-680

SG 680-ca. 600

CHIOS

Harbour Sanctuary:

Period I 900-690

Period II 690-660

Period III 660-630

Period IV 630-600

Period V 600-550

Period VI 550-500

Athena Temple:

Period I 690-550

Period II 550-325

Period III 325-
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LAKONIA
LH IIIC ends ca. 1050

Gap 1050-950

PG (Dark Age) 950-800

Transition to MG 800-775

MGII 800-750

LG 750-690

OLYMPIA & KOMBOTHEKRA
PG 1000-900

EG 900-800

MG 800-750

LG 750-700

SG 700-680

NICHORIA
DAI 1075-975

DAII 975-850

DAII/III 850-800

DAIII 800-750 (?)

CYPRUS
LCII 1450-1200

LCIII 1200-1050

CGI 1050-950

CGII 950-850

CGIII 850-750

CAI 750-600
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Geometric Sanctuaries with Terracotta Dedications

EAST GREECE

Lindos, Rhodes: Sanctuary of Athena
Emporio, Chios: Harbour Shrine
Emporio, Chios: Sanctuary of Athena
Samos: Sanctuary of Hera
Kalymnos: Sanctuary of Apollo Pythios
Hephaisteia, Lemnos: Sanctuary of Artemis

CYCLADES
Iria, Naxos: Sanctuary of Dionysos

PELOPONNESOS
LAKONIA
Amyklai: Sanctuary of Apollo Hyakinthos

ELIS
Olympia: Sanctuary of Zeus
Kombothekra: Sanctuary of Artemis

ARCADIA
Tegea: Sanctuary of Athena Alea

CORINTHIA
Isthmia: Sanctuary of Poseidon
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Lindos, Rhodes: Sanctuary of Athena1
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Chios: Harbour Sanctuary2
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Chios: Sanctuary of Athena3
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Samos: Sanctuary of Hera4
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Kalymnos: Sanctuary of Apollo Pythios5
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Hephaisteia, Lemnos: Sanctuary of Artemis6
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6 Figurine count based on Beschi 1985; Kourou 2002.
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Iria, Naxos: Sanctuary of Dionysos7
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7 Figurine count based on Lambrinoudakis 1992; Kourou 2002.
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Amyklai: Sanctuary of Apollo Hyakinthos8
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Olympia: Sanctuary of Zeus9
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Kombothekra: Sanctuary of Artemis10
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Tegea: Sanctuary of Athena Alea11
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Isthmia: Sanctuary of Poseidon12

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

SM PG EG MG LG

Chariot/cart groups XII: Cattle XIV: Horses XV: Wheeled Equines/ w/ jars

                                                  
12 Figurine count based on Morgan 1999.



Appendix V

297

Va
EIA FIGURINE DISTRIBUTION



Appendix V

298

Vb
GENDER RATIOS



Appendix V

299

Vc
DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS OF ANIMAL FIGURINES



BIBLIOGRAPHY

300

BIBILIOGRAPHY

Lexicon iconographicum mythologiae classicae. 1981-. 8 vols. Zurich: Artemis.

Alcock, S.E., and R. Osborne, eds. 1994. Placing the Gods. Sanctuaries and Sacred Space in Ancient
Greece. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Aldred, C. 1980. Egyptian Art in the Days of the Pharaohs 3100-320 BC. London: Thames & Hudson.

Alexander, J.C., and P. Smith, eds. 2005. The Cambridge Companion to Durkheim. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Alexiou, S. 1958. "Minoiki thea meth'upsomenon cheiron." Kretika Chronika 12: 179-299.

Alroth, B. 1987. "Visiting Gods: Who and Why?" In Gifts to the Gods. Proceedings of the Uppsala
Symposium 1985, edited by T. Linders and G.C. Nordquist, 9-19. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis
Upsaliensis.

———. 1988. "The Positioning of Greek Votive Figurines." In Early Greek Cult Practice. Proceedings of
the Fifth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 26-29 June, 1986, edited by
R. Hägg, et al., 195-203. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1989. Greek Gods and Figurines. Aspects of the Anthropomorphic Dedications, Boreas 18.
Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.

Amandry, P. 1986. "Sièges Mycéniens Tripodes et Trépied Pythique." In Filia Epe eis Georgion E.
Mylonan dia ta 60 eta tou anaskophikou tou ergou. Bibliotheke tes en Athenais Arxaiologikes
Etaireias 103. Athens: Archaeological Society.

Ammerman, R.M. 1989. "The Terracotta Votives from Medma: Cult and Coroplastic Craft in Magna
Graecia." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Michigan.

———. 1990. "The Religious Context of Hellenistic Terracotta Figurines." In The Coroplast's Art. Greek
Terracottas of the Hellenistic World. Festschrift for Dorothy Burr Thompson, edited by J.P.
Uhlenbrock, 37-39. New Rochelle: Aristide D. Caratzas.

———. 1991. "The Naked Standing Goddess: a Group of Archaic Terracotta Figurines fom Paestum." AJA
95: 203-30.

Anderson, J.K. 1961. Ancient Greek Horsemanship. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California
Press.

Antonaccio, C.M. 1994. "Placing the Past: the Bronze Age in the Cultic Topography of Early Greece." In
Placing the Gods: Sanctuaries and Sacred Space in Ancient Greece, edited by S.E. Alcock and R.
Osborne, 79-104. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

———. 1995. An Archeology of Ancestors: Tomb Cult and Hero Cult in Early Greece. Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

301

Appadurai, A. 1981. "The Past as a Scarce Resource." Man 16: 201-19.

Astour, M.C. 1967. Hellenosemitica: an Ethnic and Cultural Study in West Semitic Impact on Mycenaean
Greece. Leiden: E.J. Brill.

Badre, L. 1980. Les figurines anthropomorphes en terre cuite a l'age du bronze en Syrie. Paris: Libr.
Orientaliste P. Guenther.

Bailey, D. 1996. "The Interpretation of Figurines: the Emergence of Illusion and New Ways of Seeing."
CAJ 6: 281-307.

Bammer, A. 1982. "Forschungen im Artemision von Ephesos von 1976 bis 1981." AnatSt 32: 61-87.

———. 1990. "A Peripteros of the Geometric Period in the Artemision of Ephesos." AnatSt 40: 137-60.

———. 1998. "Sanctuaries in the Artemision of Ephesos." In Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the
Archaeological Evidence: Proceedings of the Fourth International Seminar on Ancient Greek
Cult, organized by the Swedish Institute at Athens, 22-24 October 1993, edited by R. Hägg, 27-48.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Banaka-Dimaki, A. 2002. "Cult Places in Argos." In Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults. Proceedings of
the Ninth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June 1994, edited by
R. Hägg, 107-16. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Banti, L. 1943. "I culti minoici e greci de Haghia Triada." ASAtene 3-4: 10-74.

Barber, R.L.N. 1987. The Cyclades in the Bronze Age. Iowa City: University of Iowa Press.

Barletta, B.A. 2001. The Origins of the Greek Architectural Orders. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Barnett, R. 1973. "Monkey Business." JANES 5: 1-10.

Bartel, B. 1981. "Cultural Associations and Mechanisms of Change in Anthropomorphic Figurines During
the Neolithic in the Eastern Mediterranean Basin." WorldArch 13: 73-86.

Bartman, E. 1992. Ancient Sculptural Copies in Miniature. Leiden & New York: E.J. Brill.

Bauer, V.C. 1912. Centaurs in Ancient Art. Berlin: Karl Curtius.

Baumbach, J.D. 2004. The Significance of Votive Offerings in Selected Hera Sanctuaries in the
Peloponnese, Ionia and Western Greece, BAR International Series 1249. Oxford: Archaeopress.

Baumbach, L. 1979. "The Mycenaean Contribution to the Study of Greek Religion." SMEA 20: 143-60.

Beattie, J. 1966. "Ritual and Social Change." Man 1: 60-74.

Begg, P. 1991. Late Cypriot Terracotta Figurines: A Study in Context, SIMA 101. Jonsered: Paul Aströms
Förlag.

Belting, H. 1994. Likeness and Presence. A History of the Image before the Era of Art. Translated by E.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

302

Jephcott. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press.

Bennett, M.J. 1997. Belted Heroes and Bound Women: the Myth of the Homeric Warrior-King. Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Benson, J.L. 1970. Horse, Bird, and Man. The Origins of Greek Painting. Amherst: University of
Massachusetts Press.

———. 1973. The Necropolis of Kaloriziki, SIMA XXXVI. Göteborg: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Benton, S. 1938/39. "Excavations at Ithaca III, the cave at Polis II." BSA 44: 307-12.

Benzi, M. 1988. "Rhodes in the LH IIIC Period." In Problems in Greek Prehistory. Papers Presented at the
Centenary of the British School of Archaeology at Athens, Manchester, April 1986, edited by E.B.
French and K.A. Wardle, 253-62. Bristol: Bristol Classical Press.

———. 1992. Rodi e la civilta micenea. Rome: Gruppo editoriale internazionale.

Bergman, J. 1987. "Religio-Phenomenological Reflections on the Multi-Level Process of Giving to the
Gods." In Gifts to the Gods. Proceedings of the Uppsala Symposium 1985, edited by T. Linders
and G.C. Nordquist, 31-42. Boreas. Uppsala Studies in Ancient Mediterranean and Near Eastern
Civilizations 15. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.

Beschi, L. 1985. "Materiali subgeometrici e arcaici nel Nord-Egeo: esportazioni da Lemnos." Quaderni de
'La ricerca scientifica' 112: 51-64.

Bevan, E. 1986. Representations of Animals in Sanctuaries of Artemis and other Olympian Deities, BAR
International Series 315. Oxford: BAR.

———. 1988. "Ancient Deities and Tortoise Representations in Sanctuaries." BSA 83: 1-6.

Blacking, J., ed. 1977. Anthropology of the Body. London and New York: Academic Press.

Blegen, C.W. 1937. Prosymna, the Helladic Settlement preceding the Argive Heraeum. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

———. 1937. "Post Mycenaean Deposits in Chamber Tombs." ArchEph: 377-90.

———. 1939. "Prosymna: Remains of Post-Mycenaean Date." AJA 43: 410-44.

Blinkenberg, Chr. 1931. Lindos. Fouilles de l'Acropole 1902-1914. I. Les petits objets. Berlin: W. de
Gruyter and cie Libraires-editeurs.

———. 1941. Lindos. Fouilles de l'Acropole 1902-1914. II. Inscriptions. Berlin: W. de Gruyter and cie
Libraires-editeurs.

Bloch, M. 1989a. "The Past and the Present in the Present." In Ritual, History, and Power, edited by M.
Bloch, 1-18. London: Atlantic Highlands.

———. 1989b. "Symbols, Song, Dance, and Features of Articulation: is Religion an Extreme Form of
Traditional Authority?" In Ritual, History, and Power, edited by M. Bloch, 19-45. London:



BIBLIOGRAPHY

303

Atlantic Highlands.

Blümel, C. 1928. Katalog der griechischen Skulpturen des fünften und vierten Jahrhunderts v. Chr. Berlin:
H. Schoetz & Co.

Blundell, S. 1995. Women in Ancient Greece. Cambridge: Harvard University.

Boardman, J. 1961. The Cretan Collection in Oxford. The Dictaean Cave and Iron Age Crete. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

———. 1967. Excavations in Chios, 1952-1955: Greek Emporio, BSA Suppl. 6. London: British School of
Archaeology at Athens.

———. 1998. Early Greek Vase Painting. 11th-6th Centuries BC. A Handbook. London: Thames &
Hudson.

Boessneck, J., and A. von den Driesch. 1988. Knochenabfall von Opfermahlen und Weihgaben aus dem
Heraion von Samos (7. Jh. v.Chr). Munich: Institute für Palaeoanatomie.

Bohen, B. 1988. Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen, XIII: Die geometrischen Pyxiden.
Kerameikos. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

Böhm, S. 1990. Die 'nackte Göttin:' zur Ikonographie und Deutung unbekleideter weiblicher Figuren in
der frühgriechischen Kunst. Mainz: Deutsches Archäologisches Institut and Philipp von Zabern.

Bolger, D. 1994. "Engendering Cypriot Archaeology: Women's Role and Statuses Before the Bronze Age."
OpAth 20: 9-17.

———. 1996. "Figurines, Fertility, and the Emergence of Complex Society in Prehistoric Cyprus."
CurrAnthr 37: 365-73.

———. 2003. Gender in Ancient Cyprus. Narratives of Social Change on a Mediterranean Island.
Lanham: Altamira Press.

Bouzek, J. 1997. Greece, Anatolia, and Europe: Cultural Interrelations During the Early Iron Age, SIMA
CXXII. Jonsered: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Brandt, E. 1965. Gruß und Gebet. Eine Studie zu Gebärden in der minoisch-mykenischen und
frühgriechischen Kunst. Bayern: Stiftland-Verlag.

Brann, E.T.H. 1960. "Late Geometric Grave Groups from the Athenian Agora." Hesperia 29: 402-16.

———. 1961. "Late Geometric Well Groups from the Athenian Agora." Hesperia 30: 93-146.

———. 1962. The Athenian Agora VIII: Late Geometric and Protoattic Pottery, Mid 8th to Late 7th
Century B.C. Princeton: American School of Classical Studies at Athens.

Brein, F. 1978. "Geometrische Dekorierte Keramik aus Ephesos." In Proceedings of the Xth International
Congress of Classical Archaeology, Ankara-Izmir 1973, edited by E. Akurgal, 721-28. Ankara:
Türk Tarih Kurumu.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

304

Breitenstein, N. 1941. Catalogue of the Terracottas in the Danish National Museum. Copenhagen: National
Museum.

Bremmer, J.N. 1983. The Early Greek Concept of the Soul. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

———. 1994. Greek Religion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Brewer, D.J., T. Clark, and A. Phillips. 2001. Dogs in Antiquity. Anubis to Cerberus: the Origins of the
Domestic Dog. Warminster, England: Aris & Phillips.

Brize, P. 1997. "Offrandes de l'époque géometrique et archaïque à l'Héraion de Samos." In Héra. Images,
Espaces, Cultes. Actes du Colloque International du Centre de Recherches Archéologiques de
l'Université de Lille III et de l'Association P.R.A.C. Lille, 29-30 novembre 1993, edited by J. de La
Genière, 123-39. Naples: Centre Jean Bérard.

Broneer, O. 1933. "Excavations on the North Slope of the Acropolis in Athens, 1931-32." Hesperia 2: 329-
417.

———. 1935. "Excavations on the North Slope of the Acropolis in Athens, 1933-1934." Hesperia 4: 109-
88.

———. 1938. "Excavations on the North Slope of the Acropolis, 1937." Hesperia 7: 161-263.

Brown, J.P. 1979. "The Sacrificial Cult and its Critique in Greek and Hebrew." JSS 24: 159-73.

Brulotte, E.L. 1994. "The Placement of Votive Offerings and Dedications in the Peloponnesian Sanctuaries
of Artemis." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Minnesota.

Buchholz, H.G. 1974. "Ägäische Funde und Kulture inflüsse in den Randgebieten des Mittelmeers.
Forschungsbericht über Ausgrabungen und Newfunde, 1960-1970." AA 89: 325-462.

———. 1987. Ägäische Bronzezeit. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaf.

Buchholz, H.G., and V. Karageorghis. 1973. Prehistoric Greece and Cyprus: an Archaeological
Handbook. Translated by F. Garvie. London: Phaidon.

Buitron-Oliver, D. 1986. "Hellenic Trends at the Sanctuary of Apollo Hylates, Kourion, in the Archaic
Period." In Acts of the International Archaeological Symposium 'Cyprus Between the Orient and
the Occident' Nicosia, 8-14 September 1985, edited by V. Karageorghis, 383-92. Nicosia: Zavallis
Press Ltd.

Burkert, W. 1975. "Resep-figuren, Apollon von Amyklai und die 'Erfindung'des Opfers auf Cypern. Zur
Religions-geschichte der 'Dunklen Jahrhunderte.'" Grazer Beiträge: Zeitschrift für die Klassische
Altertums-wissenschaft 4: 51-79.

———. 1983a. Homo Necans: the Anthropology of Ancient Greek Sacrificial Ritual and Myth. Translated
by P. Bing. Berkeley: University of California Press.

———. 1983b. "Itinerant Diviners and Magicians: a Neglected Element in Cultural Contacts." In The
Greek Renaissance of the Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation. Proceedings of the
Second International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

305

Hägg, 115-19. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1985. Greek Religion. Translated by J. Raffan. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

———. 1987. "Offerings in Perspective: Surrender, Distribution, and Exchange." In Gifts to the Gods.
Proceedings of the Uppsala Symposium 1985, edited by T. Linders and G.C. Nordquist, 43-50.
Boreas: Uppsala Studies in Ancient Mediterranean and Near Eastern Civilizations 15. Uppsala:
Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.

———. 1988. "Katagogia-Anagogia and the Goddess of Knossos." In Early Greek Cult Practice.
Proceedings of the Fifth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 26-29 June,
1986, edited by R. Hägg, et al., 81-87. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1991. "Homer's Anthropomorphism: Narrative and Ritual." In New Perspectives in Early Greek
Art, edited by D. Buitron-Oliver, 81-92. Studies in the History of Art 32. Hanover and London:
National Gallery of Art, Washington.

———. 1997. "From Epiphany to Cult Statue." In What is a God? Studies in the Nature of Greek Divinity,
edited by A.B. Lloyd, 15-34. London: Duckworth.

Burn, L., and R.A. Higgins. 2001. Catalogue of Greek Terracottas in the British Museum. Vol. III. London:
British Museum Press.

Buschor, E. 1930. "Heraion von Samos. Frühe Bauten." AM 55: 1-99.

———. 1934. "Kentauren." AJA 38: 128-32.

———. 1936. Die Plastik der Griechen. Berlin: Rembrandt-Verlag.

Buschor, E., and H. Schlief. 1933. "Heraion von Samos: Der Altarplatz der Frühzeit." AM 58: 146-73.

Buschor, E., and W. von Massow. 1927. "Vom Amyklaion." AM 52: 1-85.

Butler, J. 1990. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New York: Routledge.

Buxton, R., ed. 2000. Oxford Readings in Greek Religion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Byrne, M. 1991. The Greek Geometric Warrior Figurine. Interpretation and Origin, Archaeologia
Transatlantica X. Louvain and Providence: Collège Érasme and Brown University.

Calame, C. 2001. Choruses of Young Women in Ancient Greece: their Morphology, Religious Role, and
Social Functions. Translated by D. Collins and J. Orion. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

Calligas, P.G. 1992. "From the Amyklaion." In FILOLAKWN: Lakonian Studies in Honour of Hector
Catling, edited by J.M. Sandars, 31-48. London: British School at Athens.

Cambitoglou, A. 1988. Zagora 2: Excavation of a Geometric Town on the Island of Andros. Excavation
Season 1969, Study Season 1969-70. Athens: Athens Archaeological Society.

Campbell, D.A., ed. 1997. Greek Lyric Poetry. A Selection of Early Greek Lyric, Elegiac and Iambic
Poetry. London: Bristol Classical Press.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

306

Carson, A. 1990. "Putting Her in Her Place: Women, Dirt, and Desire." In Before Sexuality. The
Construction of Erotic Experience in the Ancient Greek World, edited by D.M. Halperin, et al.,
135-69. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Carstens, A.M. 2005. "To Bury a Ruler: the Meaning of the Horse in Aristocratic Burials." In Cyprus:
Religion and Society from the Late Bronze Age to the End of the Archaic Period. Proceedings of
an International Symposium on Cypriote Archaeology, Erlangen, 23-24 July 2004, edited by V.
Karageorghis, et al. Möhnesee-Wamel: Bibliopolis.

Carter, J.B. 1987. "The Masks of Ortheia." AJA 91: 355-83.

———. 1988. "Masks and Poetry in Early Sparta." In Early Greek Cult Practices. Proceedings of the Fifth
International Symposium of the Swedish Institute at Athens, 26th-29th June 1986, edited by R.
Hägg, et al., 89-98. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Cartledge, P. 2002. Sparta and Laconia. A Regional History, 1300-362 B.C. 2nd ed. London and New
York: Routledge.

Catling, H.W. 1974. "The Bomford Horse-and-Rider." RDAC: 95-111.

———. 1995. "A Mycenaean Terracotta Figure from the Menelaion." BSA 90: 183-93.

Cavanagh, W.G. 1977. "Attic Burial Customs, c. 2000-700 B.C." Ph.D. Dissertation, Bedford College,
University of London.

Cavanagh, W.G., and P. Armstrong. 1996. The Laconia Survey: Continuity and Change in a Greek Rural
Landscape, ABSA Suppl. 26-27. London: British School at Athens.

Cesnola, L.P. di. 1884-1903. A Descriptive Atlas of the Cesnola Collection of Cypriote Antiquities in the
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. 3 vols. Boston: J.R. Osgood.

Chadwick, J. 1956. "The Greek Dialects and Greek Pre-History." Greece and Rome 3: 38-50.

———. 1985. "What Do We Know about Mycenaean Religion?" In Linear B: a 1984 Survey. Proceedings
of the Mycenaean Colloquium of the VIIth Congress of the International Federation of the
Societies of Classical Studies (Dublin, 27 August - 1st September 1984, edited by D. Morpurgo
and Y. Duhoux, 191-202. Bibliothèque des Cahiers de l'Institut de Linguistique de Louvain 26.
Louvain: Cabay.

Chadwick, J., and M. Ventris. 1973. Documents in Mycenaean Greek. 2nd ed. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Cherry, J.F. 1988. "Pastoralism and the Role of Animals in the Pre- and Protohistoric Economies of the
Aegean." In Pastoral Economies in Classical Antiquity, edited by C.R. Whittaker, 6-34.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Christou, C. 1968. Potnia Theron: eine Untersuchung über Ursprung, Erscheinungsformen und
Wandlungen der Gestalt einer Gottheit. Thessaloniki: s.n.

Christou, D. 1972. "A Cypro-Geometric Tomb of 'Latsia' Rizokarpaso." RDAC: 143-55.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

307

———. 1984. "Supplemental Report on the Iron Age Necropolis at Kato Dheftera." RDAC: 174-206.

———. 1986. "Greek and Near Eastern Links with Cyprus in the Iron Age from Tomb Evidence at
Rizokarpaso and Amathus." In Acts of the International Archaeological Symposium 'Cyprus
Between the Orient and the Occident' Nicosia, 8-14 September 1985, edited by V. Karageorghis,
330-40. Nicosia: Zavallis Press Ltd.

Coldstream, J.N. 1968. Greek Geometric Pottery: a Survey of Ten Local Styles and their Chronology.
London: Methuen.

———. 1976. Deities in Aegean Art: Before and After the Dark Age, Inaugural Lecture. London: Bedford
College.

———. 1983. "The Meaning of the Regional Styles in the Eighth Century B.C." In The Greek Renaissance
of the Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation. Proceedings of the Second International
Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hägg, 17-25.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1984. "A Protogeometric Nature Goddess from Knossos." BICS 31: 93-104.

———. 1989. "Early Greek Visitors to Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean." In Cyprus and the East
Mediterranean in the Iron Age, edited by V. Tatton-Brown, 90-96. Proceedings of the Seventh
Museum Classical Colloquium April 1988. London: British Museum Press.

———. 1991. "The Geometric Style: the Birth of the Pictures." In Looking At Greek Vases, edited by T.
Rasmussen and N. Spivey, 37-56. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1995. "The Rich Lady of the Areiopagos and Her Contemporaries: A Tribute in Memory of
Evelyn Lord Smithson." Hesperia 64: 391-403.

———. 2003. Geometric Greece 900-700 BC. 2nd ed. London: Routledge.

Cole, S.G. 2004. Landscapes, Gender, and Ritual Space: the Ancient Greece Experience. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Collins, B.J. 1990. "The Puppy in Hittite Ritual." Journal of Cuneiform Studies 42: 211-26.

Connelly, J.B. 1989. "Standing Before One's God: Votive Sculpture and the Cypriot Religious Tradition."
BiblArch 52: 210-18.

Constantinidou, S. 1992. "The Importance of Bronze in Early Greek Religion." Dodoni 21: 137-64.

Cook, A.B. 1894. "Animal Worship in the Mycenaean Age." JHS 14: 81-169.

———. 1914. Zeus. A Study in Ancient Religion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cook, J.M., and R.V. Nicholls. 1998. Old Smyrna Excavations. The Temples of Athena. London: British
School at Athens.

Cook, R.M. 1997. Greek Painted Pottery. 3rd ed. London and New York: Routledge.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

308

Corbett, P.E. 1970. "Greek Temples and Worshippers." BICS 17: 149-58.

Coulson, W.D.E. 1983. "Miscellaneous Small Finds." In Excavations at Nichoria in Southwest Greece, Vol.
III: Dark Age and Byzantine Occupation, edited by W.A. McDonald, et al., 292-97. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.

———. 1991. "The Protogeometric from Polis Reconsidered." BSA 86: 43-64.

Courbin, P. 1957. "Une tombe géometrique d'Argos." BCH 81: 322-86.

———. 1966. La céramique géométrique de l'Argolide. Paris: E. de Boccard.

———. 1974. Tombes géometriques d'Argos. I (1952-1958), Etudes Péloponnésiennes VII. Paris: Librairie
Philosophique J. Vrin.

Courtois, J.-Cl. 1971. "Le sanctuaire de Dieu au L'ingot d'Enkomi-Alasia. IX. Les petites idoles de terre
cuite." Alasia 4: 326-56.

Courtois, J.-C., and C.F.-A. Schaeffer. 1971. Alasia I. Paris: Mission archéologique d'Alasia.

Crielaard, J.P. 1995. "Homer, History and Archaeology." In Homeric Questions: Essays in Philology,
Ancient History and Archaeology, edited by J.P. Crielaard, 201-88. Amsterdam: J.C. Gieben.

———. 1998. "Surfing on the Mediterranean Web: Cypriot Long-distance Communications during the
Eleventh and Tenth Centuries B.C." In Eastern Mediterranean. Cyprus-Dodecanese-Crete 16th -
6th Centuries B.C. Proceedings of the International Symposium held at Rethymnon - Crete in May
1997, edited by V. Karageorghis and N. Chr. Stampolidis, 187-206. Athens: University of Crete
and the A.G. Leventis Foundation.

———. 1999. "Production, Circulation and Consumption of Early Iron Age Greek Pottery (eleventh to
seventh centuries BC)." In The Complex Past of Pottery: Production, Circulation and
Consumption of Mycenaean and Greek Pottery (sixteenth to early fifth centuries BC).
Proceedings of the ARCHON International Conference, Amsterdam, 8-9 November 1996, edited
by J.P. Crielaard, et al., 49-81. Amsterdam: J.C. Gieben.

Croissant, F. 1972. "Note de topographie argienne." BCH 96: 137-54.

Crouwel, J.H. 1981. Chariots and Other Means of Land Transport in Bronze Age Greece. Amsterdam:
Allard Pierson Museum.

———. 1985. "Carts in Iron Age Cyprus." RDAC: 201-21.

———. 1992. Chariots and Other Wheeled Vehicles in Iron Age Greece, Allard Pierson Series 9.
Amsterdam: Drukkerij Ter Burg.

Crouwel, J.H., and V. Tatton-Brown. 1988. "Ridden Horses in Iron Age Cyprus." RDAC: 77-87.

Cullen, T., ed. 2001. Aegean Prehistory. A Review, American Journal of Archaeology Suppl. 1. Boston:
Archaeological Institute of America.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

309

D'Agata, A.L. 1996. "The 'Lord' of Asine Reconsidered: Technique, Type, and Chronology." In Asine III.1
Supplementary Studies on the Swedish Excavations, 1922-1930, edited by R. Hägg, et al., 39-46.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1997. "The Shrines on the Piazzale dei Sacelli at Ayia Triadha. The LM IIIC and SM Material: a
Summary." In La Crète mycénienne. Actes de la Table ronde internationale organisée par l'Ecole
française d'Athènes, 26-28 mars 1991, edited by J. Driessen and A. Farnoux, 85-100. BCH Suppl.
30. Athens and Paris: Ecole française de'Athènes and de Boccard.

———. 1998. "Changing Patterns in a Minoan and Post-Minoan Sanctuary: the Case of Agia Triada." In
Post-Minoan Crete. Proceedings of the First Colloquium on Post-Minoan Crete held by the
British School at Athens and the Institute of Archaeology, University College London, 10-11
November 1995, edited by W.G. Cavanagh and M. Curtis, 19-26. British School at Athens Studies
2. London: British School at Athens.

———. 1999. Haghia Triada II. Statuine minoiche e post-minoiche dai vecchi scavi di Haghia Triada
(Creta), Monografie della scuola archeologica di Atene e delle missioni italiane in oriente XI.
Padua: Bottega D'Erasmo.

Daniel, J.F., and H.T. Wade-Gery. 1948. "The Dorian Invasion: the Setting." AJA 52: 107-10.

Daunheimer, H., ed. 1985. Idole. Frühe Götterbilder und Opfergaben, Ausstellungskataloge der
Prähistorischen Staatsammlung Band 12. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.

Daux, G. 1967. "Chronique des fouilles." BCH 91, no. 2: 623-890.

Davidson, G.R., and D.B. Thompson. 1943. Small Objects from the Pnyx, I, Hesperia Supplement 7.
Amserdam: Swets & Zeitlinger B.V.

Davis, J.L., and S. Stocker. 2002. "Animal Sacrifice, Archives, and Feasting at the Palace of Nester," Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Institute of Archaeology, 3-6 January,
Philadelphia.

Dawkins, R.M. 1929. The Sanctuary of Artemis Orthia at Sparta, excavated and described by members of
the British School at Athens, 1906-1910. London: Macmillan.

Dawson, D. 2001. The First Armies. London: Cassell.

Day, L.P. 1984. "Dog Burials in the Greek World." AJA 88: 21-32.

de Polignac, F. 1994. "Mediation, Competition, and Sovereignty: the Evolution of Rural Sanctuaries in
Geometric Greece." In Placing the Gods: Sanctuaries and Sacred Space in Ancient Greece, edited
by S.E. Alcock and R. Osborne, 3-18. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

———. 1995. Cults, Territory, and the Origins of the Greek City-State. Translated by J. Lloyd. Chicago:
Chicago University Press.

de Santerre, H. G. 1987. "Les Statuettes de bronze mycèniennes au type dit du 'Dieu Reshef' dans la
contexte égéen." BCH 111: 7-29.

Deger-Jalkotzy, S. 1994. "The Post-Palatial Period of Greece: an Aegean Prelude to the 11th Century B.C.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

310

in Cyprus." In Proceedings of the International Symposium. Cyprus in the 11th Century B.C.,
edited by V. Karageorghis, 11-30. Nicosia and Athens: A.G. Leventis and University of Cyprus.

———. 1998. "The Aegean Islands and the Breakdown of the Mycenaean Palaces around 1200 B.C." In
Eastern Mediterranean. Cyprus-Dodecanese-Crete 16th - 6th Centuries B.C.  Proceedings of the
International Symposium held at Rethymnon - Crete in May 1997, edited by V. Karageorghis and
N. Chr. Stampolidis, 105-19. Athens: University of Crete and the A.G. Leventis Foundation.

———. 1998. "The Last Mycenaeans and their Successors Updated." In Mediterranean Peoples in
Transition: Thirteenth to Early Tenth Centuries B.C.E., edited by S. Gitin, et al., 114-28.
Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society.

Deger-Jalkotzy, S., and I.S. Lemos. 2006. Ancient Greece from the Mycenaean Palaces to the Age of
Homer. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Deger-Jalkotzy, S., and M. Zavadil, eds. 2003. LH IIIC Chronology and Synchronisms. Proceedings of the
International Workshop held at the Austrian Academy of Sciences at Vienna May 7th and 8th,
2001. Wien: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Demakopoulou, K. 1982. "To Mykenaiko Iero sto Amyklaio kai e ge IIIC Periodos ste Lakonia." Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Athens.

———. 1988. The Mycenaean World. Five Centuries of Early Greek Culture 1600-1100 BC. Athens:
Greek Ministry of Culture.

———. 1999. "A Mycenaean Terracotta Figure from Midea in the Argolid." In MELETEMATA. Studies in
Aegean Archaeology Presented to Malcolm H. Wiener as he enters his 65th Year. Vol. I, edited by
P.P. Betancourt, et al., 197-205. Aegaeum 20. Liège: Université de Liège and University of Texas
at Austin.

Demakopoulou, K., et. al. 1998. Gods and Heroes of the European Bronze Age. London: Thames and
Hudson.

Demargne, P. 1964. Aegean Art. The Origins of Greek Art. Translated by S. Gilbert and J. Emmons.
London: Thames and Hudson.

Demetriou, A. 1989. Cypro-Aegean Relations in the Early Iron Age, SIMA LXXXIII. Göteborg: Paul
Aströms Förlag.

Dengate, C.F. 1988. "Sanctuaries of Apollo in the Peloponnesos." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
Chicago.

Desborough, V. R. d'A. 1952. Protogeometric Pottery. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

———. 1964. The Last of the Mycenaeans and their Successors, an Archaeological Survey, ca. 1200-1100
B.C. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

———. 1972. The Greek Dark Ages. London: Ernest Benn Lmt.

Desborough, V.R. d'A., R.V. Nicholls, and M.R. Popham. 1970. "A Euboean Centaur." BSA 65: 21-30.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

311

Detienne, M., and J.-P. Vernant. 1989. The Cuisine of Sacrifice Among the Greeks. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Di Stefano, C.A. 1975. Bronzetti Figurati del Museo nazionale di Palermo. Rome: L'erma di
Bretschneider.

Dickey, K. 1992. "Corinthian Burial Customs, ca. 1100-500 B.C." Ph.D. Dissertation, Bryn Mawr College.

Dickinson, O.T.P.K. 1994. The Aegean Bronze Age. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University
Press.

———. 2006. Aegean from Bronze Age to Iron Age: Continuity and Change Between the Twelfth and
Eighth Centuries BC. London and New York: Routledge.

Dietler, M., and B. Hayden, eds. 2001. Feasts. Archaeological and Ethnographic Perspectives on Food,
Politics, and Power. Washington and London: Smithsonian Institution Press.

Dietrich, B.C. 1970. "Some Evidence of Religious Continuity in the Greek Dark Age." BICS 17: 16-31.

———. 1974. The Origins of Greek Religion. Berling and New York: W. de Gruyter.

———. 1975. "The Dorian Hyakinthia: A Survival from the Bronze Age." Kadmos 14: 133-42.

———. 1983. "Tradition in Greek Religion." In The Greek Renaissance of the Eighth Century B.C.:
Tradition and Innovation. Proceedings of the Second International Symposium at the Swedish
Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hägg, 85-90. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1986. Tradition in Greek Religion. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

———. 1991. "Aegean Sanctuaries: Forms and Function." In New Perspectives in Early Greek Art, edited
by D. Buitron-Oliver, 141-49. Hanover and London: National Gallery of Art, Washington.

———. 1997. "From Knossos to Homer." In What is a God? Studies in the Nature of Greek Divinity,
edited by A.B. Lloyd, 1-14. London: Duckworth.

———. 2005. "Some Thoughts on Sacrificial Ritual and Meaning." In Greek Sacrificial Ritual, Olympian
and Chthonian. Proceedings of the Sixth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult, Göteborg
University, 25-27 April 1997, edited by R. Hägg and B. Alroth, 9-10. Sävedalen: Svenska
institutet i Athen.

Dietz, S. 1984. Lindos IV, 1. Excavations and Surveys in Southern Rhodes: The Mycenaean Period,
Archaeological Historical Series Vol. XXII: I. Denmark: National Museum of Denmark.

Dietz, S., and I. Papachritodou. 1988. Archaeology in the Dodecanese. Copenhagen: National Museum of
Denmark.

Dikaios, P. 1969. Enkomi. Excavations 1948-1958, I. Mainz: Philip von Zabern.

———. 1969. Enkomi. Excavations 1948-1958, III. Mainz: Philip von Zabern.

———. 1971. Enkomi. Excavations 1949-1958, II. Mainz: Philip von Zabern.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

312

Donlan, W. 1985. "The Social Groups of Dark Age Greece." CP 80: 293-308.

Dörpfeld, W. 1883. "Der Tempel der Athena in Tegea." AM 8: 274-85.

———. 1935. Alt-Olympia. Untersuchungen und Ausgrabungen zur Geschichte des ältesten Heligtums von
Olympia und der älteren griechischen Kunst. Berlin: E.S. Mittler & sohn.

Douglas, M. 1982. Natural Symbols: Explorations in Cosmology. 3rd ed. New York: Pantheon Books.

Drews, R. 1983. Basileus. The Evidence for Kingship in Geometric Greece. New Haven and London: Yale
University Press.

———. 1988. The Coming of the Greeks: Indo-European Conquests in the Aegean and the Near East.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

———. 1993. The End of the Bronze Age: Changes in Warfare and the Catastrophe ca. 1200 B.C.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

———. 2004. Early Riders. The Beginnings of Mounted Warfare in Asia and Europe. New York and
London: Routledge.

Dugas, C. 1921. "Le sanctuaire d' Aléa Athéna à Tégée avant le IVe siècle." BCH 45: 335-435.

Dugas, C., J. Berchmans, and M. Clemmensen. 1924. Le sanctuaire d'Aléa Athéna à Tégée au IVe siècle.
Paris: P. Geuthner.

Dunand, F., and C. Zivie-Coche. 2004. Gods and Men in Egypt. 3000 BCE to 395 CE. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.

Durkheim, E. 1995. The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life. Translated by K.E. Fields. New York:
Free Press.

Durkheim, E., and M. Mauss. 1963. Primitive Classification. Translated by R. Needham. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Dyggve, E. 1960. Fouilles de l'acropole 1902-1914 et 1952. III. Le sanctuaire d'Athana Lindia et
l'architecture lindienne. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

Eder, B. 1990. "The Dorian Migration: Religious Consequences in the Argolid." In Celebrations of Death
and Divinity in the Bronze Age Argolid. Proceedings of the Sixth International Symposium at the
Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June, 1988, edited by R. Hägg and G.C. Nordquist, 207-11.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1998. Argolis, Lakonien, Messenien: vom Ende der mykenischen Palastzeit bis zur Einwanderung
der Dorier. Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

———. 2001. "Die Anfänge von Elis und Olympia: zur Siedlungsgeschichte der Landschaft Elis am
Übergang von der Spätbronze- zur Früheisenzeit." In Forschungen in der Peloponnes. Akten des
Symposions anläßlich der 100-Jahr-Feier des Österreichischen Archäologischen Instituts Athen,
Athen 5-7.3.1998, edited by V. Mitsopoulos-Leon, 233-43. Athens: Österreichisches



BIBLIOGRAPHY

313

Archäologisches Institut.

———. 2001. "Continuity of Bronze Age Cult at Olympia? The Evidence of the Late Bronze Age and
Early Iron Age Pottery." In Potnia. Deities and Religion in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings
of the 8th International Aegean Conference, Göteborg, Göteborg University, 12-15 April 2000,
edited by R. Laffineur and R Hägg, 201-09. Aegaeum 22. Liège and Austin: Université de Liège
and the University of Texas at Austin.

Elderkin, K.M. 1930. "Jointed Dolls in Antiquity." AJA 34: 455-79.

Englund, G. 1987. "Gifts to the Gods - a Necessity for the Preservation of Cosmos and Life. Theory and
Praxis." In Gifts to the Gods. Proceedings of the Uppsala Symposium 1985, edited by T. Linders
and G.C. Nordquist, 57-66. Boreas. Uppsala Studies in Ancient Mediterranean and Near Eastern
Civilizations 15. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.

Epstein, C. 1985. "Laden Animal Figurines from Chalcolithic Period in Palestine." BASOR 258: 53-62.

Fagerström, K. 1988. Greek Iron Age Architecture. Developments Through Changing Times, SIMA 81.
Göteborg: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Fantham, E., H.P. Foley, N.B. Kampen, and S.B. Pomeroy. 1994. Women in the Classical World. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Felsch, R.C.S. 1980. "Apollon und Artemis oder Artemis und Apollon? Bericht von den Grabungen im neu
entdeckten Heiligtum bei Kalapodi 1973-1977." AA: 38-123.

———. 1983. "Zur Chronologie und zum Stil geometrischer Bronzen aus Kalapodi." In The Greek
Renaissance of the Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation. Proceedings of the Second
International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hägg,
123-29. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1987. "Kalapodi Bericht über die Grabungen im Heiligtum der Artemis Elaphobolos und des
Apollo von Hyampolos 1978-1982." AA: 1-99.

———. 1996. Kalapodi: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen im Heiligtum der Artemis und des Apollon von
Hyampolis in der antiken Phokis. Mainz: Phillip von Zabern.

Finley, M.I. 1981. Economy and Society in Ancient Greece. London: Chatto & Windus.

Finnegan, R.H. 1977. Oral Poetry: its Nature, Significance, and Social Context. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Fittschen, K. 1969. Untersuchungen zum Beginn der Sagendarstellungen bei den Greiechen. Berlin:
Hessling.

Flannery, K.V. 1976. "Contextual Analysis of Ritual Paraphernalia from the Formative Oaxaca." In The
Early Mesoamerican Village, edited by K.V. Flannery, 102-04. New York: Academic Press.

Foley, A. 1988. The Argolid 800-600 B.C. An Archaeological Survey Together with an Index of Sites from
the Neolithic to the Roman Period. Göteborg: Paul Aströms Förlag.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

314

———. 1995. "Idle Speculation about Argos? Some Thoughts on the Present State of Eighth and Seventh
Century Argive Studies." In Klados. Essays in Honour of J.N. Coldstream, edited by C. Morris,
79-86. London: University of London Institute of Classical Studies.

Foltiny, S. 1961. "Athens and the East Hallstatt Region: Cultural Interrelations at the Dawn of the Iron
Age." AJA 65: 283-97.

Fossey, J.M. 1987. "The Cults of Artemis in Argolid." Euphrosyne 15: 71-88.

Foxhall, L. 1995. "Bronze to Iron: Agricultural Systems and Political Structures in Late Bronze Age and
Early Iron Age Greece." BSA 90: 239-50.

Frankfort, H. 1948. Ancient Egyptian Religion. New York: Harper.

———. 1970.  Reprint, 1996. The Art and Architecture of the Ancient Orient. 4th ed, Pelican History of
Art. New Haven and London: Yale University Press.

French, E.B. 1961. "The Development of Mycenaean Terracotta Figurines." Ph.D. Dissertation, University
of London.

———. 1969. "The First Phase of LHIIIC." AA: 133-36.

———. 1971. "The Development of Mycenaean Terracotta Figurines." BSA 66: 101-87.

———. 1981a. "Cult Places at Mycenae." In Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean Bronze Age.
Proceedings of the First International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 12-13 May,
1980, edited by R. Hägg and N. Marinatos, 41-48. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni Sueciae 4.28.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1981b. "Mycenaean Figures and Figurines, their Typology and Function." In Sanctuaries and
Cults in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the First International Symposium at the Swedish
Institute in Athens, 12-13 May, 1980, edited by R. Hägg and N. Marinatos, 173-78. Acta Instituti
Atheniensis Regni Sueciae 4.28. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1985. "The Figures and Figurines." In The Archaeology of Cult: The Sanctuary at Phylakopi,
edited by C. Renfrew, et al., 209-80. British School of Archaeology at Athens Suppl. Vol. No. 18.
London: Thames and Hudson.

———. 2003. "'Horses for Courses': Differentiation in the Usage of Figures and Figurines." In
Argosaronikos. Praktika 1ou Diethnous Synedriou Historias kai Archaiologias tou
Argosaronikou, Poros, 26-29 Iouniou 1998, edited by E. Konsolaki-Yannopoulou, 311-16.
Athens: Demos Porou.

Friis Johansen, K. 1958. "Exochi, ein frührhodisches Graberfeld." Acta Arch 28: 1-192.

Furtwängler, A. 1879. "Die Bronzefunde aus Olympia und deren kunstgeschichtliche Bedeutung." Berlin
Abhandlungen 4: 45-47.

———. 1897. Olympia IV: Die Bronzen und die übrigen kleineren Funde von Olympia. Amsterdam:
Verlag Adolf M. Hakkert.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

315

———. 1906. Aegina das Heiligtum der Aphaia. Munich: Akademie der Wissenschaften in Kommission
des G. Franzchen Verlag.

Furumark, A. 1941. The Chronology of Mycenaean Pottery. Stockholm: Vitterhets historie och antikvitets
akademien.

G.' Archaiologike periphereia. 1964. "Anaskaphai kai tyxaia euphmata entos tes perimetrikes zones tes
poleos ton Athenon." ArchDelt 19B: 46-64.

Gadolou, A. 2002. "The Formation of the Sacred Landscapes of the Eastern Argolid, 900-700 B.C. A
Religious, Social and Political Survey." In Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults. Proceedings of
the Ninth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June 1994, edited by
R. Hägg, 37-43. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Gailey, C.W. 1987. Kinship to Kingship: Gender Hierarchy and State Formation in the Tongan Islands.
Austin: University of Texas Press.

Gallet de Santerre, H. 1958. Délos primitive et archaïque. Paris: de Boccard.

Gallou, C. 2005. The Mycenaean Cult of the Dead, BAR International Series 1372. Oxford: Archaeopress.

Gantz, T. 1993. Early Greek Myth. A Guide to Literary and Artistic Sources. 2 vols. Baltimore and London:
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Gauss, W., and F. Ruppenstein. 1998. "Die Athener Akropolis in der frühen Eisenzeit." AM 113: 1-60.

Geertz, C. 1966. "Religion as Cultural System." In Anthropological Approaches to the Study of Religion,
edited by M. Banton, 1-46. A.S.A. Monographs 3. London: Tavistock.

Gehrig, U.L. 1964. "Die geometrischen Bronzen aus dem Heraion von Samos." Ph.D. Dissertation,
Hamburg University.

Gérard-Rousseau, M. 1968. Les mentions religieuses dans les tablettes mycéniennes. Rome: Edizioni
dell'Ateneo.

Gesell, G.C. 1983. "The Place of the Goddess in Minoan Society." In Minoan Society. Proceedings of the
Cambridge Colloquium 1981, edited by O. Krzyszkowska and L. Nixon, 93-99. Bristol: Bristol
Classical Press.

———. 1985. Town, Palace, and House Cult in Minoan Crete, SIMA LXVII. Göteborg: Paul Aströms
Förlag.

Gilchrist, R. 1999. Gender and Archaeology: Contesting the Past. New York: Routledge.

Gilhus, I.S. 2006. Animals, Gods, and Humans. Changing Attitudes to Animals in Greek, Roman, and Early
Christian Ideas. London and New York: Routledge.

Gill, C., N. Postlethwaite, and R. Seaford, eds. 1998. Reciprocity in Ancient Greece. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Gjerstad, E. 1934. The Swedish Cyprus Expedition: Finds and Results of the Excavations in Cyprus, 1927-



BIBLIOGRAPHY

316

1931, I. Stockholm: The Swedish Cyprus Expedition.

———. 1944. "The Initial Date of the Cypriote Iron Age." OpArch 3: 73-106.

———. 1948. Swedish Cyprus Expedition IV.2: The Cypro-Geometric, Cypro-Archaic and Cypro-
Classical Periods. Stockholm: The Swedish Cyprus Expedition.

Gjerstad, E., J. Lindros, E. Sjöquist, and A. Westholm. 1935. The Swedish Cyprus Expedition: Finds and
Results of the Excavations in Cyprus, 1927-1931, II. 2 vols. Stockholm: The Swedish Cyprus
Expedition.

Glassie, H. 1999. Material Culture. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.

Gombrich, E.H. 1982. "Ritualized Gesture and Expression in Art." In The Image and the Eye. Further
Studies in the Psychology of Pictorial Representation, edited by E.H. Gombrich, 63-77. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press.

———, ed. 1982. The Image and the Eye: Further Studies in the Psychology of Pictorial Representation.
Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Goodison, L., and C. Morris, eds. 1998. Ancient Goddesses: the Myths and the Evidence. Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press.

Goody, J. 1961. "Religion and Ritual: the definitional problem." British Journal of Sociology 12: 143-64.

Goring, E. 1995. "The Kourion Sceptre: some Facts and Factoids." In Klados. Essays in Honour of J.N.
Coldstream, edited by C. Morris, 103-10. London: University of London Institute of Classical
Studies.

Gorman, V. 2001. Miletos, the Ornament of Ionia. A History of the City to 400 B.C.E. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press.

Gounaris, A. 2005. "Cult Places in the Cyclades during the Protogeometric and Geometric Periods: their
Contribution in Interpreting the Rise of the Cycladic Poleis." In Architecture and Archaeology in
the Cyclades. Papers in Honour of J.J. Coulton, edited by M. Yeroulanou and M. Stamatopoulou,
13-68. BAR International Series 1455. Oxford: Archaeopress.

Grace, F.R. 1939. Archaic Sculpture in Boeotia. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Greaves, A.M. 2002. Miletos. A History. London & New York: Routledge.

Greenhalgh, P.A.L. 1973. Early Greek Warfare: Horsemen and Chariots in the Homeric and Archaic Ages.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Griebel, C., and M. Nelson. 1993. "Post-Mycenaean Occupation at the Palace of Nestor." AJA 97: 331.

Grosz, E. 1994. Volatile Bodies: Towards a Corporeal Feminism. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Guggisberg, M.A. 1988. "Terrakotten von Argos: Ein Fundcomplex dem Theater." BCH 112: 167-234.

———. 1996. Frühgriechische Tierkeramik: zur Entwicklung und Bedeutung der Tiergefäße und der



BIBLIOGRAPHY

317

hohlen Tierfiguren in der späten Bronze und frühe Eisenzeit (ca. 1600-700 v. Chr.). Mainz:
Philipp von Zabern.

Hägg, R. 1965. "Geometrische Gräber von Asine." OpAth 6: 117-38.

———. 1974. Die Gräber der Argolis in submykenischer, protogeometrischer und geometrischer Zeit.
Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell.

———. 1980. "Some Aspects of Burial Customs of the Argolid in the Dark Ages." AAA 13: 119-26.

———. 1981. "Official and Popular Cults in Mycenaean Greece." In Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean
Bronze Age. Proceedings of the First International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens,
12-13 May, 1980, edited by R. Hägg and N. Marinatos, 35-49. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni
Sueciae 4.28. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———, ed. 1983. The Greek Renaissance of the Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation.
Proceedings of the Second International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June,
1981. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1983. "Burial Customs and Social Differentiation in 8th-Century Argos." In The Greek
Renaissance of the Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation.  Proceedings of the Second
International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hägg,
27-49. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1986. "Die göttliche Epiphanie im minoischen Ritual." AM 101: 41-62.

———. 1992. "Geometric Sanctuaries in the Argolid." In Polydipsion Argos. Argos de la fin des palais
mycéniens à la constitution de l'État classique, edited by M. Piérart, 9-35. BCH Supplement XXII.
Athens: Ecole Française d'Athènes.

———. 1995. "State and Religion in Mycenaean Greece." In Politeia. Society and State in the Aegean
Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 5th International Aegean Conference, University of Heidelberg,
Archäologisches Institut 10-13 April 1994. Vol. II., edited by R. Laffineur and W.-D. Niemeier,
387-90. Aegaeum 12. Liège: Université de Liège and University of Texas at Austin.

———, ed. 1998. Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the Archaeological Evidence. Proceedings of the
Fourth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult, organized by the Swedish Institute at Athens,
22-24 October 1993. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1998. "Osteology and Greek Sacrificial Practice." In Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the
Archaeological Evidence. Proceedings of the Fourth International Seminar on Ancient Greek
Cult, organized by the Swedish Institute at Athens, 22-24 October 1993, edited by R. Hägg, 49-56.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 2001. "Religious Processions in Mycenaean Greece." In Contributions to the Archaeology and
History of the Bronze and Iron Ages in the Eastern Mediterranean. Studies in Honour of Paul
Åström., edited by P.M. Fischer, 143-48. Vienna: Österreichisches Archäologisches Institut.

———, ed. 2002. Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults. Proceedings of the Ninth International
Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June 1994. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

318

Hägg, R., and B. Alroth, eds. 2005. Greek Sacrificial Ritual, Olympian and Chthonian. Proceedings of the
Sixth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult, Göteborg University, 25-27 April 1997.
Sävedalen: Svenska institutet i Athen.

Hägg, R., and N. Marinatos, eds. 1981. Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of
the First International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 12-13 May, 1980, Acta
Instituti Atheniensis Regni Sueciae 4.28. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Haggis, D.C. 1999. "Some Problems in Defining Dark Age Society in the Aegean." In MELETEMATA.
Studies in Aegean Archaeology Presented to Malcolm H. Wiener as he enters his 65th Year. Vol. I,
edited by P.P. Betancourt, et al., 303-08. Aegaeum 20. Liège: Université de Liège and University
of Texas at Austin.

Hallager, B.P. 2001. "The Ram in Cultic Contexts?" In Potnia. Deities and Religion in the Aegean Bronze
Age. Proceedings of the 8th International Aegean Conference, Göteborg, Göteborg University,
12-15 April 2000, edited by R. Laffineur and R Hägg, 315-20. Aegaeum 22. Liège and Austin:
Université de Liège and the University of Texas at Austin.

Hamilakis, Y. 2003. "Animal Sacrifice and Mycenaean Societies: Preliminary Thoughts on the
Zooarchaeological Evidence from the Sanctuary at Ag. Konstantinos, Methana." In
Argosaronikos. Praktika 1ou Diethnous Synedriou Historias kai Archaiologias tou
Argosaronikou, Poros, 26-29 Iouniou 1998, edited by E. Konsolaki-Yannopoulou, 249-56.
Athens: Demos Porou.

Hamilakis, Y., and E. Konsolaki. 2004. "Pigs for the Gods: Burnt Animal Sacrifices as Embodied Rituals at
a Mycenaean Sanctuary." OJA 23: 135-51.

Hamilton, N., J. Marcus, D. Bailey, G.and R. Haaland, and P. Ucko. 1996. "Can We Interpret Figurines?"
CAJ 6: 281-307.

Hammond, L. 1998. "The Miniature Votive Vessels from the Sanctuary of Athena Alea at Tegea." Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Missouri-Columbia.

Hampe, R. 1936. Frühe griechische Sagenbilder in Böotien. Athens: Deutsches archäologisches Institut.

———. 1960. "Die Grabung im Frühjahr 1937." JdI 52: 25-94.

Hampe, R., and E. Simon. 1981. The Birth of Greek Art from the Mycenaean to the Archaic Period.
London: Thames & Hudson.

Harding, A. 2005. "Horse-Harness and the Origins of the Mycenaean Civilisation." In Autochthon. Papers
Presented to O.T.P.K. Dickinson on the Occasion of his Retirement, edited by A. Dakouri-Hild
and S. Sherratt, 296-300. BAR International Series 1432. Oxford: Archaeopress.

Harrison, J.E. 1991.  Reprint, 3rd. Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Heilmeyer, W.-D. 1969. "Geissereibetriebe in Olympia." JdI 84: 1-28.

———. 1972. Frühe olympische Tonfiguren, Olympische Forschungen 7. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

319

———. 1979. Frühe olympische Bronzefiguren: die Tiervotive, Olympische Forschungen 12. Berlin: W. de
Gruyter.

———. 1981. "Wagenvotive." In Bericht über die Ausgrabungen in Olympia X. Frühjahr 1966 bis
Dezember 1976, edited by A. Mallwitz, 59-71. Berlin: Deutsches archäologisches Institut.

———. 1982. Frühgriechische Kunst. Kunst und Siedlung im geometrischen Griechenland. Berlin: Gebr.
Mann Verlag.

———. 1990. "Geometrische Wagen in Olympia." In O Omerikos Oikos. Apo ta Praxtika tou Sunedriou
gia ten Odysseian, Sept. 11-14, 1987, edited by Kentro Odysseiakon Spoudon, 227-39. Ithaka:
Kentro Odysseiakon Spoudon.

———. 2002. "Olympia und die Entdeckung der geometrischen Plastik." In Olympia 1875-2000. 125
Jahre Deutsche Ausgrabungen. Internationales Symposion, Berlin 9.-11. November 2000, edited
by H. Kyrieleis, 85-89. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.

Heilmeyer, W.D., G. Zimmer, and G. Schneider. 1987. "Die Bronzegiesserei unter die Werkstatt des
Phidias in Olympia." AA: 440-53.

Hejnic, J. 1961. Pausanias the Perieget and the Archaic History of Arcadia., Rozpravy Ceskoslovenski
Akademie Ved Rada spolecenskych ved, Vol. 71, no. 17. Prague: Nakladetelstvi Ceskoslovenske
Akademie Ved.

Helck, W., E. Otto, and W. Westendorf. 1972-1992. Lexikon der Ägyptologie. Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.

Hermary, A. 1989. Musée du Louvre, Département des antiquités orientales. Catalogue des antiquités de
Chypre: Sculptures. Paris: Éditions de la Réunion des musées nationaux.

———. 1998. "Votive Offerings in the Sanctuaries of Cyprus, Rhodes and Crete during the Late
Geometric and Archaic Periods." In Eastern Mediterranean. Cyprus-Dodecanese-Crete 16th - 6th
Centuries B.C.  Proceedings of the International Symposium held at Rethymnon - Crete in May
1997, edited by V. Karageorghis and N. Chr. Stampolidis, 265-74. Athens: University of Crete
and the A.G. Leventis Foundation.

Herrmann, H.-V. 1962. "Zur ältesten Geschichte Olympias." AM 67: 3-34.

———. 1964. "Werkstätten geometrischen Bronzeplastik." JdI 79: 17-71.

———. 1972. Olympia: Heiligtum und Wettkampfstätte. Munich: Hirmer Verlag.

———. 1980. "Pelops in Olympia." In STELE: tomos eis mnemen Nikolaou Kontoleontos. 59-74. Athens:
n.p.

Higgins, R.A. 1954. Catalogue of the Terracottas in the Department of Greek and Roman Antiquities,
British Museum, I, Greek, 730-330 B.C. London: British Museum.

———. 1963. Greek Terracotta Figures. London: Trustees of the British Museum.

———. 1967. Greek Terracottas, Methuen's Handbooks of Archaeology. London: Butler & Tanner Ltd.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

320

———. 1971. "Post-Minoan Terracottas from Knossos." BSA 66: 277-82.

———. 1979. "Boiotian Terracottas." In Proceedings of the Second International Conference on Boiotian
Antiquities (McGill University, Montreal, 2-4.11.1973), edited by J.M. Fossey and A. Schachter,
63-65. Teiresias Suppl. 2. Quebec: National Library of Canada.

———. 1980. Greek and Roman Jewellery. 2nd ed. Berkeley: University of California Press.

———. 1981. Minoan and Mycenaean Art. Revised ed. New York and Toronto: Oxford University Press.

Hiller, S. 1981. "Mycenaean Tradition in Early Greek Cult Images." In Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean
Bronze Age. Proceedings of the First International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens,
12-13 May, 1980, edited by R. Hägg and N. Marinatos, 92-93. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni
Sueciae 4.28. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1983. "Mycenaean Traditions in Early Greek Cult Images." In The Greek Renaissance of the
Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation.  Proceedings of the Second International
Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hägg, 91-99.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1984. "TE-O-PO-RI-JA." In Aux Origines de l'Hellénisme: le Crète et la Grèc. Hommage à Henri
van Effenterre, edited by H. van Effenterre, 139-50. Publications de la Sorbonne, 15. Paris: Centre
National des Lettres.

———. 1991. "The Greek Dark Ages. Helladic Traditions Mycenaean Traditions in Culture and Art." In
La Transizione dal Miceneo all'Alto Arcaismo. Dal Palazzo alla Città. Atti del Convegno
Internazaionale Roma, 14-19 marzo 1988, edited by D.  Musti and et. al., 117-32. Rome:
Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche.

Himmelmann, N. 1968. Über einige gegenständliche Bedeutungsmöglichkeiten des frühgriechischen
Ornaments. Mainz: Verlag der Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur.

———. 1997. Tieropfer in der griechischen Kunst. Opladen: Westdeitscher Verlag.

———. 2002. "Frühe Weihgeschenke in Olympia." In Olympia 1875-2000. 125 Jahre Deutsche
Ausgrabungen. Internationales Symposion, Berlin 9.-11. November 2000, edited by H. Kyrieleis,
91-107. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.

Hodder, I. 1986. Reading the Past. Current Approaches to Interpretations in Archaeology. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Hollinshead, M.B. 1979. "Legend, Cult, and Architecture at Three Sanctuaries of Artemis." Ph.D.
Dissertation, Bryn Mawr.

Homann-Wedeking, E. 1964. "Samos 1963." AA: 220-31.

Hommel, v.-P. 1959/60. "Der Abschnitt Östlich des Athena-Tempels." IstMitt 9/10: 31-62.

Hood, S. 1953. "A Mycenaean Cavalryman." BSA 48: 84-93.

———. 1982. Excavations in Chios 1938-1955, Prehistoric Emporio and Ayio Gala, Vol. II. London:



BIBLIOGRAPHY

321

British School of Archaeology at Athens and Thames & Hudson.

Hopfner, T. 1913. Der Tierkult der alten Ägypter nach den griechisch-römischen berichten und den
wichtigeren denkmälern. Vienna: A. Hölder.

Hornung, E. 1982. Conceptions of God in Ancient Egypt: the One and the Many. Ithaca: Cornell University
Press.

Howe, T. 1958. "Linear B and Hesiod's Breadwinners." Transactions of the American Philological
Association 89: 44-65.

Huish, M.B. 1900. Greek Terracotta Statuettes. Their Origin, Evolution, and Uses. London: John Murray.

Hurwit, J.M. 1985. The Art and Culture of Early Greece, 1100-480 B.C. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Hutchinson, R.W. 1968. Prehistoric Crete. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Hutton, C.A. 1899. Greek Terracotta Statuettes. London: Seeley and Co. Ltd.

Hyland, A. 2003. The Horse in the Ancient World. Westport, Connecticut and London: Praeger.

Iakovides, S. 1980. Excavations at the Necropolis at Perati, Occasional Paper (UCLA Institute of
Archaeology) 8. Los Angeles: Institute of Archaeology, University of California.

Iakovides, Sp. E. 1966. "A Mycenaean Mourning Custom." AJA 70: 43-50.

Immerwahr, S. 1990. Aegean Painting in the Bronze Age. University Park and London: The American
School of Classical Studies at Athens.

Irving, P.M.C.F. 1990. Metamorphosis in Greek Myths. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Isaakidou, V., P. Halstead, J.L. Davis, and S. Stocker. 2002. "Burnt Animal Sacrifice at the Mycenaean
'Palace of Nester,' Pylos." Antiquity 76: 86-92.

Isager, S., and J.E. Skydsgaard. 1992. Ancient Greek Agriculture. An Introduction. London and New York:
Routledge.

Ivanov, V. 1998. "Horse Symbols and the Name of the Horse in Hurrian." In Urkesh and the Hurrians:
Studies in Honor of Lloyd Cotsen, edited by G. Buccellati and M. Kelly-Buccellati, 145-66.
Malibu: Undena Publications.

Jacopi, G. 1930-31. "Nuovi scavi nella necropoli micenea di Jalisso." ASAtene XIII-XIV: 253-345.

———. 1931. Clara Rhodos 4. Esplorazione archeologica di Camiro. Rhodes: Instituto storico-
archeologico.

Jameson, M.H. 1988. "Sacrifice and Animal Husbandry in Classical Greece." In Pastoral Economies in
Classical Antiquity, edited by C.R. Whittaker, 87-119. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1990. "Perseus, the Hero of Mykenai." In Celebrations of Death and Divinity in the Bronze Age
Argolid. Proceedings of the Sixth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-



BIBLIOGRAPHY

322

13 June, 1988, edited by R. Hägg and G. Nordquist, 213-23. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Jarosch, V. 1994. Samos XVIII. Samische Tonfiguren des 10. bis 7. Jahrhunderts v. Chr. aus dem Heraion
von Samos. Bonn: Deutsches archäologisches Institut.

Jeffrey, L.H. 1961. The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece: a Study of the Origins of the Greek Alphabet and
its Development from the Eighth to the Fifth Centuries B.C., Oxford Monographs on Classical
Archaeology. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Jost, M. 1985. Sanctuaires et cultes d'Arcadie, École fraçaise d'Athènes, Études péloponnésiennes IX.
Paris: Librairie philosophique J. Vrin.

———. 1994. "The Distribution of Sanctuaries in Civic Space in Arkadia." In Placing the Gods.
Sanctuaries and Sacred Space in Ancient Greece, edited by S.E. Alcock and R. Osborne, 217-30.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Joyce, R.A. 1993. "Women's Work: Images of Production and Reproduction in Pre-Hispanic Southern
Central America." Current Anthropology 34: 255-74.

———. 2000. Gender and Power in Prehispanic Mesoamerica. Austin: University of Texas Press.

———. 2000. "Girling the Girl and Boying the Boy: the Production of Adulthood in Ancient
Mesoamerica." WorldArch 31: 473-83.

Kantzia, Ch. 1988. "Recent Archaeological Finds from Kos. New Indications for the Site of Kos-Meropis."
In Archaeology in the Dodecanese, edited by S. Dietz and I. Papachristodoulou, 175-84.
Copenhagen: National Museum of Denmark Department of Near Eastern and Classical
Antiquities.

Karageorghis, J. 1977. La grande déesse de Chypre et son Culte: a travers l'iconographie, de l'époque
Néolithique au VIéme s.a.C. Lyon: Maison de l'Orient.

Karageorghis, V. 1964. "Chronique des fouilles et découvertes archéologiques à Chypre en 1963." BCH 88:
289-379.

———. 1967. "An Early XIth Century BC Tomb from Palaiopaphos." RDAC: 1-24.

———. 1969. Salamis in Cyprus: Homeric, Hellenistic, and Roman. London: Thames & Hudson.

———. 1970. Cyprus. London: Barrie & Jenkins.

———. 1971. "Notes on some Cypriote Priests Wearing Bull-Masks." HTR 64: 261-70.

———. 1975. Alaas. A Protogeometric Necropolis in Cyprus. Nicosia: Zavallis Press Ltd.

———. 1977. The Goddess with Uplifted Arms in Cyprus, Scripta minora 1977-1978 in Honerem Einari
Gjerstad. Lund: CWK Gleerup.

———. 1980. "Nouveaux documents pour l'étude de la nécropole de Salamine." Salamine de Chypre.
Histoire et Archéologie: 153-59.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

323

———. 1980. "A Late Bronze Age Horse and Rider from Cyprus." RDAC: 128-32.

———. 1983. Palaepaphos-Skales. An Iron Age Cemetery in Cyprus, Ausgrabungen in Alt-Paphos auf
Cypern 3. Konstanz: Universitätsverlag Konstanz.

———, ed. 1991. Proceedings of an International Symposium 'The Civilizations of the Aegean and their
Diffusion in Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean, 2000-600 B.C.' Larnaca: Pierides Foundation.

———. 1991. The Coroplastic Art of Ancient Cyprus. I. Chalcolithic - Late Cypriote I. Nicosia: A.G.
Leventis.

———. 1993. The Coroplastic Art of Ancient Cyprus. II. Late Cypriote II - Cypro-Geometric III. Nicosia:
A.G. Leventis Foundation.

———, ed. 1994. Proceedings of the International Symposium 'Cyprus in the 11th Century BC'. Nicosia:
A.G. Leventis.

———. 1995. The Coroplastic Art of Ancient Cyprus. IV. The Cypro-Archaic Period Small Male
Figurines. Nicosia: A.G. Leventis Foundation.

———. 1996a. "Aegean Influences on the Coroplastic Art on Late Bronze Age Cyprus." In Atti e Memorie
del Secondo Congresso Internazionale de Micenologia, edited by V. de Miro, et al., Rome:
Gruppo editoriale internazionale.

———. 1996b. "The Use of Masks Again." JPR 10: 15-16.

———. 2001. "The Great Goddess of Cyprus. Between the Aegeans and the 'Eteocypriots'." In Potnia.
Deities and Religion in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 8th International Aegean
Conference, Göteborg, Göteborg University, 12-15 April 2000, edited by R. Laffineur and R
Hägg, 323-28. Aegaeum 22. Liège and Austin: Université de Liège and the University of Texas at
Austin.

———. 2002. Early Cyprus. Crossroads of the Mediterranean. Los Angeles: J. Paul Getty Museum.

———. 2003. The Cyprus Collections in the Medelhavsmuseet. Nicosia: A.G. Leventis Foundation &
Medelhavsmuseet.

———. 2006. Aspects of Everyday Life in Ancient Cyprus. Iconographic Representations. Nicosia: A.G.
Leventis.

Karageorghis, V., et al, eds. 1979. Studies Presented in Memory of Porphyrios Dikaios. Nicosia: Zavallis
Press Ltd.

Karageorghis, V., and M. Demas. 1985. Excavations at Kition V. The Pre-Phoenician Levels. Nicosia:
Cyprus Department of Antiquities.

Karageorghis, V., and J. des Gagniers. 1974. La céramique chypriote de style figure: âge du fer, 1050-500
av. J.-C. Biblioteca di antichità cipriote 2. Rome: Consiglio nazionale delle ricerche, Instituto per
gli studi micenei ed egeo-anatolici.

Karageorghis, V., and N. Chr. Stampolidis, eds. 1998. Eastern Mediterranean. Cyprus-Dodecanese-Crete



BIBLIOGRAPHY

324

16th - 6th Centuries B.C.  Proceedings of the International Symposium held at Rethymnon - Crete
in May 1997. Athens: University of Crete and the A.G. Leventis Foundation.

Karantzali, E. 1999. "New Mycenaean Finds from Rhodes." In MELETEMATA. Studies in Aegean
Archaeology Presented to Malcolm H. Wiener as he enters his 65th Year. Vol. II, edited by P.P.
Betancourt, et al., 403-08. Aegaeum 20. Liège: Université de Liège and University of Texas at
Austin.

Karo, G. 1911. "Minoische Rhyta." JdI 26: 249-70.

———. 1934. Führer durch Tiryns. Athens: Deutsches archäologisches Institut.

Karouzou, S. 1955. "Chronique des fouilles et découvertes archéologiques en Grèce en 1954." BCH 79:
205-376.

Karouzos, X., and N.M. Kontoleon. 1937. "Anaskaphai en Naxo." Praktika: 115-22.

Kavvadias, P. 1893. Fouilles de Lykosoura. Athens: S.C. Vlastos.

Keel, O., and C. Uehlinger. 1998. Gods, Goddesses and Images of God in Ancient Israel. Minneapolis:
Fortress Press.

Kelly, T. 1976. A History of Argos to 500 B.C., Minnesota Monographs in the Humanities. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.

Kenyon, K. 1971. Royal Cities of the Old Testament. New York: Schocken Books.

———. 1974. Digging Up Jerusalem. New York: Praeger.

Kilian, K. 1981. "Zeugnisse mykenischer Kultausübung in Tiryns." In Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean
Bronze Age. Proceedings of the First International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens,
12-13 May, 1980, edited by R. Hägg and N. Marinatos, 49-58. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni
Sueciae 4.28. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1981. "Ausgrabungen in Tiryns, 1978, 1979." AA: 149-94.

———. 1983. "Ausgrabungen in Tiryns 1981. Bericht zu den Grabungen." AA: 277-328.

———. 1988a. "Ausgrabungen in Tiryns 1982/83." AA: 105-51.

———. 1988b. "Mycenaeans up to Date. Trends and Changes in Recent Research." In Problems in Greek
Prehistory. Papers Presented at the Centenary Conference of the British School of Archaeology at
Athens, Manchester, April 1986, edited by K. Wardle and E. French, 115-52. Bristol: Bristol
Classical Press.

———. 1990. "Patterns of Cult Activity in the Mycenaean Argolid." In Celebrations of Death and Divinity
in the Bronze Age Argolid.  Proceedings of the Sixth International Symposium at the Swedish
Institute at Athens, 11-13 June, 1988, edited by R. Hägg and G.C. Nordquist, 185-97. Stockholm:
Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1992. "Mykenische Heiligtümer der Peloponnes." In Kotinos. Festschrift für Erika Simon, edited



BIBLIOGRAPHY

325

by H. Froning, et al., 10-25. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.

Kilian-Dirlmeier, I. 1978/1979. "Zum Halsschmuck mykenischer Idole." Jahresbericht des Instituts für
Vorgeschichte der Universität Frankfurt am Main: 29-43.

Killen, J.T. 1964. "The Wool Industry of Crete in the Late Bronze Age." BSA 59: 1-15.

Kinch, K.F. 1914. Fouilles de Vroulia (Rhodes). Berlin: G. Reimer.

Kirk, G.S. 1970. Myth: its Meaning and Functions in Ancient and Other Cultures. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Kleine, J. 1979. "Milet. Bericht über die Arbeiten im Südschnitt an der hellenistischen Stadtmauer 1968-
1973." IstMitt 29: 109-59.

Kleiner, G. 1966. Alt-Milet. Wiesbaden: F. Steiner.

———. 1969/70. "Stand der Erforschung von Alt-Milet." IstMitt 19/20: 113-23.

Kletter, R. 1996. The Judean Pillar-Figurines and the Archaeology of Asherah, BAR International Series
636. Oxford: Tempus Reparatum.

Knigge, U. 1991. The Athenian Kerameikos: History, Monuments, Excavations. Athens: Krene Editions.

Koehl, R.B. 1981. "The Functions of Aegean Bronze Age Rhyta." In Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean
Bronze Age. Proceedings of the First International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens,
12-13 May, 1980, edited by R. Hägg and N. Marinatos, 179-87. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni
Sueciae 4.28. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Kokkinidou, D., and M. Nikolaidou. 1997. "Body Imagery in the Aegean Neolithic: Ideological
Implications of Anthropomorphic Figurines." In Invisible People and Processes. Writing Gender
and Childhood into European Archaeology, edited by J. Moore and E. Scott, 88-112. London and
New York: Leicester University Press.

Kolotourou, K. 2005. "Music and Cult: the Significance of Percussion and the Cypriote Connection." In
Cyprus: Religion and Society from the Late Bronze Age to the End of the Archaic Period.
Proceedings of an International Symposium on Cypriote Archaeology, Erlangen, 23-24 July 2004,
edited by V. Karageorghis, et al., 18-29. Möhnesee-Wamel: Bibliopolis.

Konsolaki, E. 1991. "Methana, Ayios Konstantinos." ArchDelt 46, no. B1: 71-74.

———. 1995. "The Mycenaean Sanctuary on Methana." BICS 40: 242.

———. 2002. "A Mycenaean Sanctuary on Methana." In Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults.
Proceedings of the Ninth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June
1994, edited by R. Hägg, 25-36. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Konsolaki-Yannopoulou, E. 1999. "A Group of New Mycenaean Horsemen from Methana." In
MELETEMATA. Studies in Aegean Archaeology Presented to Malcolm H. Wiener as he enters his
65th Year. Vol. II, edited by P.P. Betancourt, et al., 427-33. Aegaeum 20. Liège: Université de
Liège and University of Texas at Austin.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

326

———. 2003. "Ta mykenaïka Eidolia apo ton Agio Konstantino Methanon." In Argosaronikos. Praktika
1ou Diethnous Synedriou Historias kai Archaiologias tou Argosaronikou, Poros, 26-29 Iouniou
1998, edited by E. Konsolaki-Yannopoulou, 375-406. Athens: Demos Porou.

Kontorli-Papadopoulou. 1995. "Mycenaean Tholos Tombs: Some Thoughts on Burial Customs and Rites."
In Klados. Essays in Honour of J.N. Coldstream, edited by C. Morris, London: University of
London, Institute of Classical Studies.

Kopcke, G. 1968. "Heraion von Samos: Die Kampagnen 1961/1965 im Südtemenos (8.-6. Jahrhundert)."
AM 83: 250-314.

Kopcke, G., and I. Tokumaru, eds. 1992. Greece Between East and West: 10th - 8th Centuries BC. Mainz:
Philipp von Zabern.

Kosmetatou, E. 1993. "Horse Sacrifice in Greece and Cyprus." JPR VII: 31-41.

Kourou, N. 1993. "Aegean Orientalizing Versus Oriental Art: the Evidence of Monsters." In Proceedings of
an International Symposium 'The Civilizations of the Aegean and their Diffusion in Cyprus and
the Eastern Mediterranean, 2000-600 B.C.' 18-24 September 1989, edited by K. Karageorghis,
111-23. Larnaca: Pierides Foundation.

———. 1999. Anaskaphes Naxou. To notio nakrotapheio tes Naxou kata te geometrike periodo: ereunes
ton eton 1931-1939. Athens: Athenais Archaiologike Hetaireia.

———. 2000. "Ta eidolia tes Siphnou." In Praktika A. Diethnous Siphnaikou Symposiou: Siphnos, 25-28
Iouniou 1998, edited by Diethnes Siphnaiko Symposio, 351-63. Athens: Hetaireia Siphnaikon
Meleton.

———. 2002. "Aegean and Cypriot Wheel-made Terracotta Figures of the Early Iron Age. Continuity and
Disjunction." In Die nahöstlichen Kulturen und Griechenland an der Wende vom 2. zum 1.
Jahrtausend v. Chr. Kontinuität und Wandel von Strukturen und Mechanismen kultureller
Interaktion. Kolloquium des Sonderforschungsbereiches 295 "Kulturelle und sprachliche
Kontakte" der Johannes Gutenberg-Universität Mainz, 11.-12. Dezember 1998, edited by E.A.
Braun-Holzinger and H. Matthäus, 11-38. Möhnesee: Bibliopolis.

Kourou, N., and A. Karetsou. 1984. "To iero tou Ermou Kranaiou sten Patsos Amariou." In Sybrita. La
Valle di Amari fra Bronzo e Ferro, edited by L. Rocchetti, 81-164. Ricerche Greco-Italiane in
Creta Occidentale II. Rome: Gruppo Editoriale Internazionale.

———. 1997. "Terracotta Wheelmade Bull Figurines from Central Crete. Types, Fabrics, Techniques, and
Tradition." In TEXNH. Craftsmen, Craftswomen and Craftsmanship in the Aegean Bronze Age.
Proceedings of the 6th International Aegean Conference, Philadelphia, Temple University, 18-21
April 1996, edited by R. Laffineur and P.P. Betancourt, 107-16. Aegaeum 16. Belgium: Kliemo.

Kramer, S.N. 1969. The Sacred Marriage Rite: Aspects of Faith, Myth, and Ritual in Ancient Sumer.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Kranz, P. 1972. "Frühe griechische Sitzfiguren. Zum Problem der Typenbildung und des orientalischen
Einflusses in der frühen griechischen Rundplastik." AM 87: 1-55.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

327

Kriss-Rettenbeck, L. 1972. Ex Voto. Zeichen, Bild und Abbild im christlichen Votivbrauchtum. Zurich:
Atlantis Verlag.

Kritseli-Providi, I. 1982. Toixographies tou Threskeutikou Kentrou ton Mykenon. Athens: author.

Krogalska, M. 1968. "Late Mycenaean Tradition in Boeotian Archaic Terracottas." In Atti e Memorie del
Primo Congresso Internazionale di Micenologia, Part II, edited by C. Gavalotti, 114-17.
Incunabula Graeca 25. Rome: Edizioni dell'Atenes.

Kübler, K. 1943. Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen, IV: Neufunde aus der Nekropole des 11 und
10 Jahrhunderts. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

———. 1954. Kerameikos: Ergebnisse de Ausgrabungen, V, 1: Die Nekropole des 10. bis 8. Jahrhunderts.
Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

Kübler, K., and W. Kraiker. 1939. Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen, I: Die Nekropolen des 12.
bis 10. Jahrhunderts. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

Kuijt, I., and M.S. Chesson. 2005. "Lumps of Clay and Piece of Stone: Ambiguity, Bodies, and Identity as
Portrayed in Neolithic Figurines." In Archaeologies of the Middle East: Critical Perspectives,
edited by S. Pollock and R. Bernbeck, 152-83. Blackwell Studies in Global Archaeology. Oxford:
Blackwell Publishing.

Kunze, E. 1944. "Bronzestatuetten." Olympia Bericht IV: 105-42.

———. 1946. "Zeusbilder in Olympia." AuA II: 95-107.

———. 1967. "Kleinplastik aus Bronze." Olympia Bericht VIII: 213-35.

Kurtz, D.C., and J. Boardman. 1971. Greek Burial Customs. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Kyrieleis, H. 1981. Führer durch das Heraion von Samos. Berlin: Krene Verlag.

———. 1988. "Offerings of the 'Common Man' in the Heraion at Samos." In Early Greek Cult Practice.
Proceedings of the Fifth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 26-29 June,
1986, edited by R. Hägg, et al., 215-21. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1989. "The Relations between Samos and the Eastern Mediterranean: Some Aspects." In
Civilizations of the Aegean and their Diffusion in Cyprus, 2000-600 B.C. Proceedings of an
International Symposium, 18-24 September, 1989, edited by V. Karageorghis, 128-31. Larnaca:
Pierides Foundation.

———. 1989. "New Cypriot Finds from the Heraion of Samos." In Cyprus and the East Mediterranean in
the Iron Age, edited by V. Tatton-Brown, 52-55. Proceedings of the Seventh Museum Classical
Colloquium April 1988. London: British Museum Press.

———. 1990. "Neue Ausgrabungen im Olympia." AntW 21: 177-88.

———. 1993. "The Heraion at Samos." In Greek Sanctuaries: New Approaches, edited by N. Marinatos
and R. Hägg, 125-53. London and New York: Routledge.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

328

———. 2002. "Zu den Anfängen des Heiligtums von Olympia." In Olympia: 1875-2000, 125 Jahre
deutsche Ausgrabungen: internationales Symposion, Berlin 9.-11. November 2000, edited by H.
Kyrieleis, 213-20. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.

———. 2003. "The German Excavations at Olympia: an Introduction." In Sport and Festival in the Ancient
Greek World, edited by D.J. Philipps and D. Pritchard, 41-60. Swansea: Classical Press of Wales.

Laffineur, R. 1975. "Le rhyton égéen en forme de tete de chien des Musées Royaux d'Art et d'Histoire."
Bulletin des Musées royaux d'art et d'histoire, Bruxelles: 291-300.

———. 2001. "Reflections on Divine Imagery in the Aegean Bronze Age." In Potnia. Deities and Religion
in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 8th International Aegean Conference, Göteborg,
Göteborg University, 12-15 April 2000, edited by R. Laffineur and R Hägg, 387-92. Aegaeum 22.
Liège and Austin: Université de Liège and the University of Texas at Austin.

Laffineur, R., and J.L. Crowley, eds. 1992. EIKON. Aegean Bronze Age Iconography: Shaping a
Methodology. Proceedings of the Fourth International Aegean Conference, University of
Tasmania, Hobart, Australia, 6-9 April 1992., Aegean 8. Liège: Université de Liège.

Laffineur, R., and R Hägg, eds. 2001. POTNIA. Deities and Religion in the Aegean Bronze Age.
Proceedings of the 8th International Aegean Conference, Göteborg, Göteborg University, 12-15
April 2000, Aegaeum 22. Liège and Austin: Université de Liège and the University of Texas at
Austin.

Lambrinoudakis, V. 1981. "Remains of the Mycenaean Period in the Sanctuary of Apollo Maleatas." In
Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the First International
Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 12-13 May, 1980, edited by R. Hägg and N.
Marinatos, 59-65. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni Sueciae 4.28. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1992. "Exi chronia archaiologikes ereunas sta Yria tes Naxou." ArchEph 131: 201-16.

Langdon, M.K. 1976. A Sanctuary of Zeus on Mount Hymettos, Hesperia Suppl. 16. Princeton, N.J.:
American School of Classical Studies at Athens.

Langdon, S.H. 1984. "Art, Religion, and Society in the Greek Geometric Period. Bronze Anthropomorphic
Votive Figurines." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Indiana.

———. 1987. "Gift Exchange in the Geometric Sanctuaries." In Gifts to the Gods. Proceedings of the
Uppsala Symposium 1985, edited by T. Linders and G.C. Nordquist, 107-13. Boreas. Uppsala
Studies in Ancient Mediterranean and Near Eastern Civilizations 15. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis
Upsaliensis.

———. 1989. "The Return of the Horse Leader." AJA 93: 185-201.

———. 1990a. "From Monkey to Man: the Evolution of a Geometric Sculptural Type." AJA 94: 407-24.

———. 1990b. "Geometric Votive Figurines and the Rise of Greek Sanctuaries." AJA 94: 316-17.

———. 1991. "A Votive Figurine from Early Crete." Muse 25: 21-29.

———, ed. 1993. From Pasture to Polis. Art in the Age of Homer. Columbia, Missouri and London:



BIBLIOGRAPHY

329

University of Missouri Press.

———, ed. 1997. New Light on a Dark Age. Exploring the Culure of Geometric Greece. Columbia and
London: University of Missouri Press.

———. 1998. "Significant Others: the Male-Female Pair in Greek Geometric Art." AJA 102: 251-70.

———. 1999. "Figurines and Social Change: Visualizing Gender in Dark Age Greece." In From the
Ground Up: Beyond Gender Theory in Archaeology. Proceedings of the Fifth Gender and
Archaeology Conference, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, October 1988, edited by N.L.
Wicker and B. Arnold, 23-30. BAR International Series 812. Oxford: Archaeopress.

———. 2000. "Female Figurines on Greek Geometric Bronze Tripods." In From the Parts to the Whole.
Vol. I. Acta of the 13th International Bronze Congress, held at Cambridge, Massachusetts, May
28-June 1, 1996, edited by C.C. Mattusch, et al., 24-34. JRA Suppl. no. 39. Portsmouth, R.I.:
Journal of Roman Archaeology.

Le Roy, C. 1965. "Lakonika II." BCH 89: 358-82.

———. 1984. "Mémoire et tradition: réflexions sur la continuité." In Aux origines de l'hellénisme: la Crète
et la Grèce: hommage à Henri van Effenterre, edited by Centre G. Glotz, 163-72. Publications de
la Sorbonne. Histoire ancienne et médiévale 15. Paris: Université de Paris.

Lebessi, A. 1996. "The Relations of Crete and Euboea in the Tenth and Ninth Centuries B.C. The Lefkandi
Centaur and his Predecessors." In Minotaur and Centaur. Studies in the Archaeology of Crete and
Euboea Presented to Mervyn Popham, edited by D. Evely, et al., 146-54. BAR International
Series 638. Oxford: Hadrian Books Ltd.

Lemos, I.S. 2000. "Songs for Heroes: the Lack of Images in Early Greece." In Word and Image in Ancient
Greece, edited by N.K. Rutter and B.A. Sparkes, 11-21. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

———. 2002. The Protogeometric Aegean. The Archaeology of the Late Eleventh and Tenth Centuries BC,
Oxford Monographs on Classical Archaeology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Levi, D. 1925-26. "La necropoli geometrica di Kardiani a Tinos." ASAtene 8-9: 203-34.

———. 1951. "La dea micenea a cavallo." In Studies Presented to David Moore Robinson on his
Seventieth Birthday, edited by G.E. Mylonas and D. Raymond, 108-24. St. Louis: Washington
University Press.

Linders, T., and G.C. Nordquist, eds. 1987. Gifts to the Gods. Proceedings of the Uppsala Symposium
1985, Boreas. Uppsala Studies in Ancient Mediterranean and Near Eastern Civilizations 15.
Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.

Littauer, M.A. 1969. "Bits and Pieces." Antiquity 43: 289-300.

Littauer, M.A., and J.H. Crouwel. 1979. Wheeled Vehicles and Ridden Animals in the Ancient Near East.
Leiden: Brill.

Littauer, M.A., J.H. Crouwel, and P. Raulwing, eds. 2002. Selected Writings on Chariots, Other Early
Vehicles, Riding and Harness. Leiden: Brill.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

330

Lonsdale, S.H. 1993. Dance and Ritual Play in Greek Religion. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Lorimer, H. 1950. Homer and the Monuments. London: Macmillan.

Loulloupis, M.C. 1979. "The Position of the Bull in the Prehistoric Religion of Crete and Cyprus." In Acts
of the International Sympoium 'The Relations Between Cyprus and Crete, ca. 2000-500 B.C.'
Nicosia, 16th April - 22nd April 1978, edited by V. Karageorghis, 215-22. Nicosia: Cyprus
Department of Antiquities.

Lubsen-Admiraal, S.M. 2002. "The Goddess of Achna: Heptastolos." Cahier du Centre d'Études
Chypriotes 32: 257-74.

MacGillivray, J.A., J.M. Driessen, and L.H. Sackett. 2000. The Palaikastro Kouros: a Minoan
Chryselephantine statuette and its Aegean Bronze Age Context. London: British School at Athens.

Maiuri, A. 1915. "Ricerche archeologiche nell'isola di Rodi." ASAtene 2: 285-302.

———. 1923-24. "Jalisos - Scave della missione archeologica italiana a Rodi (Parte I e II)." ASAtene 6-7:
83-341.

Mallwitz, A. 1959/60. "Eine Kulstätte im Athenaheiligtum." IstMitt 9/10: 67-76.

———. 1981. "Kritisches zur Architektur Griechenlands im 8. und 7. Jahrhundert." AA: 599-642.

———. 1988. "Cult and Competition Locations at Olympia." In The Archaeology of the Olympics. The
Olympics and Other Festivals in Antiquity, edited by W.J. Raschke, 79-109. Madison: University
of Wisconsin Press.

Marangou, Ch. . 1992. EIDOLIA: figurines et miniatures du Néolithique récent et du Bronze ancien en
Grèce, BAR 576. Oxford: Tempus Reparatum.

Marangou, L. 1998. "The Acropolis Sanctuary of Minoa on Amorgos: Cult Practice from the 8th Century
B.C. to the 3rd Century A.D." In Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the Archaeological Evidence:
Proceedings of the Fourth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult, organized by the Swedish
Institute at Athens, 22-24 October 1993, edited by R. Hägg, 9-26. Stockholm: Paul Aströms
Förlag.

Marcus, J., and K.V. Flannery. 1994. "Ancient Zapotec Ritual and Religion: an Application of the Direct
Historical Approach." In The Ancient Mind. Elements of Cognitive Archaeology, edited by C.
Renfrew and E.B.W. Zubrow, 55-74. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Marinatos, N. 1986. Minoan Sacrificial Ritual. Cult Practice and Symbolism, Acta Instituti Atheniensis
Regni Sueciae 8.9. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 2000. The Goddess and the Warrior. The Naked Goddess and Mistress of Animals in Early Greek
Religion. London: Routledge.

Marinatos, N., and R. Hägg. 1983. "Anthropomorphic Cult Images in Minoan Crete?" In Minoan Society,
Proceedings of the Cambridge Colloquium 1981, edited by O. Krzyszkowska and L. Nixon, 185-



BIBLIOGRAPHY

331

202. Bristol: Bristol Classical Press.

Marinatos, S., and M. Hirmer. 1960. Crete and Mycenae. London: Thames and Hudson.

Maringer, J. 1981. "The Horse in Art and Ideology of Indo-European Peoples." JIES 9: 177-204.

Markoe, G. 1985. Phoenician Bronze and Silver Bowls from Cyprus and the Mediterranean. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Martha, J. 1880. Catalogue des figurines en terre cuite du Musée de la Société archéologique d'Athénes.
Paris: E. Thorin.

Matz, F. 1950. Geschichte der Griechischen Kunst I. Frankfort: Klostermann.

———. 1958. Göttererscheinung und Kultbild im minoischen Kreta, Abhandlungen der Geistes- und
Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse, Jahrg. 1958, Nr. 7. Mainz: Akademie der Wissenschaften und
der Literatur in Mainz.

Mauss, M. 1954. The Gift: the Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies. Translated by I.
Cunnison. Glencoe, Il.: Free Press.

Mazarakis Ainian, A.J. 1997. From Rulers' Dwellings to Temples. Architecture, Religion and Society in
Early Iron Age Greece (1199-700 B.C.), SIMA 121. Jonsered: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Mee, C. 1982. Rhodes in the Bronze Age. An Archaeological Survey. Warminster, Wilts, England: Aris &
Phillips Ltd.

Melena, J.L., and J.-P. Olivier. 1991. Tithemy: the Tablets and Nodules in Linear B from Tiryns, Thebes,
and Mycenae. Salamanca: Universidad de Salamanca.

Mellaart, J. 1967. Çatal Hüyük: a Neolithic Town in Anatolia. New York: McGraw Hill.

———. 1981. "Anatolia and the Indo-Europeans." JIES 9: 135-49.

Menadier, B. 1995. "The Sixth Century BC Temple and the Sanctuary and Cult of Hera Akraia, Perachora."
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Cincinnati.

Mendel, G. 1901. "Fouilles de Tégée." BCH 25: 241-81.

———. 1908. Catalogue des figurines grecques de terre cuite. Constantinople: Musées Impériaux
Ottomans.

Merker, G.S. 2000. Corinth, Volume XVIII, iv. The Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore: Terracotta Figurines
of the Classical, Hellenistic, and Roman Periods. Princeton: American School of Classical Studies
at Athens.

———. 2003. "Corinthian Terracotta Figurines: the Development of an Industry." In Corinth, the
Centenary 1896-1996. Corinth Results of Excavations Conducted by the American School of
Classical Studies at Athens XX, edited by C.K. Williams and N. Bookidis, 233-45. Princeton, N.J.:
American School of Classical Studies at Athens.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

332

Merrilees, R.S. 1988. "Mother and Child: a Late Cypriote Variation on an Eternal Theme." MeditArch 1:
42-56.

Merserau, R. 1993. "Cretan Cylindrical Models." AJA 97: 1-47.

Mettinger, T.N.D. 1995. No Graven Image? Israelite Aniconism in its Ancient Near Eastern Context.
Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International.

Milchhöfer, A. 1880. "Untersuchungsausgrabungen in Tegea." AM 5: 52-69.

Misch, P. von. 1992. Die Askoi in der Bronzezeit. Eine typologische Studie zue Entwicklung askoider
Gefäßformen in der Bronze- und Eisenzeit Griechlands und angrenzender Gebiete, SIMA Pocket
Book 100. Jonsered: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Mitsopoulos-Leon, V. 1992. "Artemis de Lousoi: les fouilles autrichiennes." Kernos 5: 97-105.

Mitten, D.G. 1962. "Terracotta Figurines from the Isthmian Sanctuary of Poseidon." Ph.D. Dissertation,
Harvard University.

———. 1977. "Man and Ram: a Bronze Group of Geometric Style in the Fogg Art Museum." In Essays in
Honor of Dorothy Kent Hill, edited by D.M. Buitron, et al., 31-36. The Journal of the Walters Art
Gallery XXXVI. Baltimore: Trustees of the Walters Art Gallery.

Mitten, D.G., and C. Morgan. 1999. "The Figurines." In Isthmia VIII: The Late Bronze Age Settlement and
Early Iron Age Sanctuary, edited by C. Morgan, 167-76. Princeton: American School of Classical
Studies at Athens.

Mogelonsky, M.R. 1988. "Early and Middle Cypriot Terracotta Figurines." Ph.D. Dissertation, Cornell
University.

Mollard-Besques, S. 1954. Catalogue raisonné des figurines et reliefs en terre cuite, I. Paris: Louvre
Museum.

———. 1963. Les terres cuites grecques. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

———. 1994. Catalogue raisonné des figurines et reliefs en terre cuite grecs, etrusques et romains. 3 vols.
Paris: Edition des Musées nationaux.

Monloup, Th. 1980. "Figurines de terre à cuite roulettes." In Salamine de Chypre. Histoire et archéologie,
état des recherches, Lyon, 13-17 mars 1978, edited by M. Yon, 169-76. Colloques internationaux
du Centre national de la recherche scientifique no. 578. Paris: Éditions du Centre national de la
recherche scientifique.

———. 1984. Salamine de Chypre XII, Les figurines de terre cuite de tradition archaïque. Paris: Diffusion
de Boccard.

Moore, A. 1988. "The Large Monochrome Terracotta Figures from Mycenae: the Problems of
Interpretation." In Problems in Greek Prehistory. Papers Presented at the Centenary Conference
of the British School of Archaeology at Athens, Manchester, April 1986, edited by E.B. French and
K. Wardle, 219-24. Bristol: Bristol Classical Press.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

333

Moore, A.D., and W.D. Taylour. 1999. Well Built Mycenae, Fascicule 10: The Temple Complex.
Warminister: Aris & Phillips.

Moorey, P.R.S. 1970. "Pictorial Evidence for the History of Horse-Riding in Mesopotamia before the
Kassites." Iraq 32: 36-50.

———. 1986. "The Introduction of the Light, Horse-Drawn Chariot in the Near East c. 2000-1500 B.C."
WorldArch 18: 196-215.

———. 2000. "Iran and the West: the Cast of the 'Persian' Riders in the Achaemenid Empire." In Variato
Delectat: Iran und der Westen. Gedenkschrift für Peter Calmeyer, edited by R. Dittmann, et al.,
469-86. Münster: Ugarit-Verlag.

———. 2003. Idols of the People. Miniature Images of Clay in the Ancient Near East, The Schweich
Lectures of the British Academy 2001. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Moorey, P.R.S., and S. Fleming. 1984. "Problems in the Study of the Anthropomorphic Metal Statuary
from Syro-Palestine before 330 BC." Levant 16: 67-90.

Morgan, C.A. 1990. Athletes and Oracles: The Transformation of Olympia and Delphi in the Eighth
Century B.C. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1993. "The Origins of Pan-Hellenism." In Greek Sanctuaries New Approaches, edited by N.
Marinatos and R. Hägg, 18-44. London and New York: Routledge.

———. 1996. "From Palace to Polis? Religious Developments on the Greek Mainland during the Bronze
Age/Iron Age Transition." In Religion and Power in the Ancient Greek World. Proceedings of the
Uppsala Symposium 1993, edited by P. Hellström and B. Alroth, 41-57. Boreas, Uppsala Studies
in Ancient Mediterranean and Near Eastern Civilizations 24. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis
Upsaliensis.

———. 1997. "The Archaeology of Sanctuaries in Early Iron Age and Archaic Ethne: A Preliminary
View." In The Development of the Polis in Archaic Greece, edited by L.G Mitchell and P.J.
Rhodes, 168-98. London & New York: Routledge.

———. 1998. "Ritual and Society in the Early Iron Age Corinthia." In Ancient Greek Cult Practice from
the Archaeological Evidence. Proceedings of the Fourth International Seminar on Ancient Greek
Cult, organized by the Swedish Institute at Athens, 22-24 October 1993, edited by R. Hägg, 73-90.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1999. Isthmia VIII: The Late Bronze Age Settlement and Early Iron Age Sanctuary. Princeton:
American School of Classical Studies at Athens.

———. 2002a. "The Corinthian Aristocracy and Corinthian Cult." In Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and
Cults. Proceedings of the Ninth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13
June 1994, edited by R. Hägg, 45-51. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 2002b. "The Origins of the Isthmian Festival." In Olympia 1875-2000. 125 Jahre Deutsche
Ausgrabungen. Internationales Symposion, Berlin 9.-11. November 2000, edited by H. Kyrieleis,
251-71. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

334

———. 2003. Early Greek States Beyond the Polis. London and New York: Routledge.

Morricone, L. 1965-66. "Eleona e Langada: sepolcreti della Tarda Eta del Bronzo a Coo." ASAtene 43-44:
5-331.

———. 1972-73. "Coo - Scavi e scoperte nel "Serraglio" e in localita minori (1935-43)." ASAtene 50-51:
139-396.

———. 1982. "Sepolture dell Prima Eta del Ferro a Coo." ASAtene 56: 9-427.

Morris, C.E. 2001. "The Language of Gesture in Minoan Religion." In Potnia. Deities and Religion in the
Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 8th International Aegean Conference, Göteborg,
Göteborg University, 12-15 April 2000, edited by R. Laffineur and R Hägg, 245-52. Aegaeum 22.
Liège and Austin: Université de Liège and the University of Texas at Austin.

Morris, C.E., and A.A.D. Peatfield. 2002. "Feeling Through the Body: Gesture in Cretan Bronze Age
Religion." In Thinking Through the Body: Archaeologies of Corporeality, edited by Y. Hamilakis,
et al., 105-20. New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers.

Morris, D. 1985. The Art of Ancient Cyprus with a Check-List of the Author's Collection. Oxford: Phaidon
Press.

Morris, I. 1985. Burial and Society at Athens, 1100-500 BC. Cambridge: University of Cambridge.

———. 1986. "The Use and Abuse of Homer." ClAnt 5: 81-138.

———. 1993. "The Kerameikos Stratigraphy and the Character of the Greek Dark Age." JMA 6: 207-21.

———.  1997. "Homer and the Iron Age." In A New Companion to Homer, edited by I. Morris and B.
Powell, 535-59. Leiden and New York: Brill.

———. 1999. "Archaeology and Gender Ideologies in Early Archaic Greece." Transactions of the
American Philological Association 129: 305-17.

Mountjoy, P.A., and V. Hankey. 1988. "LH IIIC Late Versus Submycenaean. The Kerameikos Pompeion
Cemetery Reviewed." JdI 103: 1-37.

Moustaka, A. 2002. "On the Cult of Hera at Olympia." In Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults.
Proceedings of the Ninth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June
1994, edited by R. Hägg, 199-205. Stockholm: Svenska Institutet i Athen.

Muhly, J, D. 1970. "Homer and the Phoenicians. The Relations between Greece and the Near East in the
Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages." Berytus 19: 19-64.

———. 1980. "Bronze Figurines and Near Eastern Metalwork." IEJ 30: 148-61.

Müller, V.K. 1908. "Artemis-tempel bei Kombothekra." AM 33: 323-26.

———. 1915. "Der Polos. Die griechische Götterkrone." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Berlin.

———. 1929. Früheplastik in Griechenland und Vorderasien. Augsburg: B. Filser.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

335

Mylonas, G.E. 1956. "Seated and Multiple Mycenaean Figurines in the National Museum of Athens,
Greece." In The Aegean and the Near East. Studies Presented to Hetty Goldman, edited by S.S.
Weinberg, 110-21. Locust Valley, NY: J.J. Augustin.

———. 1972. The Cult Center of Mycenae, Pragmeteiai tis Akadimias Athinon 33. Athens: Academy.

———. 1975. "New Evidence on Mycenaean Religion: the Late Bronze Age Shrines and Cellars of
Mycenae ca. 1300-1200." In Symposium international sur les religions de la prehistoire:
Valcamonica, 18-23 Septembre 1972, edited by E. Anati, 243-52. Capo di Ponte: Edizionidel
Centro.

———. 1977. Mycenaean Religion: Temples, Altars and Temenea, Pragmateiai tis Akadimias Athinon 39.
Athens: Academy.

———. 1982. "The Cult Center of Mycenae." BSA 67: 307-20.

Naumann, U. 1976. Subminoische und protogeometrische Bronzeplastik auf Kreta, AthMitt Suppl. 6.
Berlin: Mann.

Negbi, O. 1974. "The Continuity of the Canaanite Bronzework of the Late Bronze Age into the Early Iron
Age." Tel Aviv 1: 159-72.

———. 1979. Canaanite Gods in Metal: An Archaeological Study of Ancient Syro-Palestinian Figurines.
Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, Institute of Archaeology.

Nelson, S.M. 1997. Gender in Archaeology: Analyzing Power and Prestige. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Nicholls, R.V. 1952. "Type, Group, and Series: A Reconsideration of Some Coroplastic Fundamentals."
BSA 47: 217-26.

———. 1970. "Greek Votive Statuettes and Religious Continuity." In Auckland Classical Essays
Presented to E.M. Blaiklock, edited by B. Harris, 1-37. Oxford and Auckland: Oxford University
Press.

———. 1975. "Review of Ol. Forsch VII." JHS 95: 289-90.

———. 1991. "The Early Bejewelled Lady of the Acropolis." Jewellery Studies 5: 23-28.

———. 1995. "The Stele-Goddess Workshop: Terracottas from Well U 13:1 in the Athenian Agora."
Hesperia 64: 405-92.

———. 1996. "Samian Terracottas. Review of V. Jarosch: Samische Tonfiguren des 10. bis 7.
Jahrhunderts v. Chr. aus dem Heraion von Samos." CR 46: 132-33.

Nicolaou, K. 1964. "Mycenaean Terracotta Figurines in the Cyprus Museum." OpAth 5: 47-57.

Niemeier, B., and W.-D. Niemeier. 1997. "Milet 1994-5. Projekt 'Minoisch-Mykenisches bis
Protogeometrisches Milet.' Zielsetzung und Grabungen auf dem Stadionhügel und am
Athenatempel." AA: 189-248.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

336

Niemeier, W.-D., A.M. Greaves, and W. Selesnow. 1999. "Die Zierde Ioniens." AA: 373-413.

Nilsson, M.P. 1971. The Minoan-Mycenaean Religion and its Survival in Greek Religion. 3rd ed. New
York: Biblo and Tannen.

Nordquist, G.C. 2002. "Evidence for Pre-Classical Cult Activity Beneath the Temple of Athena Alea at
Tegea." In Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults. Proceedings of the Ninth International
Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June 1994, edited by R. Hägg, 149-58.
Stockholm: Svenska institutet i Athen.

O'Brien, J.V. 1993. The Transformation of Hera. A Study of Ritual, Hero, and the Goddess in the Iliad.
Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

O'Flaherty, W.D. 1980. Women, Androgynes, and Other Mythical Beasts. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Ohly, D. 1940. "Frühe Tonfiguren aus dem Heraion von Samos I." AM 65: 57-102.

———. 1941. "Frühe Tonfiguren aus dem Heraion von Samos II." AM 66: 1-46.

———. 1953. "Die Göttin und ihre Basis." AM 68: 25-50.

Olsen, B.A. 1998. "Women, Children and the Family in the Late Aegean Bronze Age: Differences in
Minoan and Mycenaean Constructions of Gender." WorldArch 29: 380-92.

Orphanides, A.G. 1983. Bronze Age Anthropomorphic Figurines in the Cesnola Collection at the
Metropolitan Museum of Art. Göteborg: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1990. "The Meaning and Function of the Bronze Age Terracotta and Anthropomorphic Figurines
from Cyprus." RDAC: 45-50.

Osborne, R. 1987. Classical Landscape with Figures. The Ancient Greek City and its Countryside. London:
Philips.

———. 1996. Greece in the Making 1200-479 B.C. London and New York: Routledge.

Østby, E. 2002. "Recent Excavations in the Sanctuary of Athena Alea at Tegea: Results and Problems." In
Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults. Proceedings of the Ninth International Symposium at the
Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June 1994, edited by R. Hägg, 139-47. Stockholm: Svenska
institutet I Athen.

Østby, E., J.-M. Luce, G.C. Nordquist, C. Tarditi, and M.E. Voyatzis. 1994. "The Sanctuary of Athena
Alea at Tegea: First Preliminary Report (1990-1992)." OpAth 20: 89-141.

Padgett, J.M., ed. 2003. The Centaur's Smile. The Human Animal in Early Greek Art. New Haven: Yale
University Press.

Palmer, L.R. 1981. "Some New Minoan-Mycenaean Gods." Innsbrucker Beiträge zur Sprachwissenschaft
26.

———. 1983. "Studies in Mycenaean Religion." Innsbrucker Beiträge zur Kulturwissenschaft 22: 283-87.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

337

Papadimitriou, A. 1988. "Bericht zur Früheisenzeitlichen Keramik aus der Unterburg von Tiryns.
Ausgrabungen in Tiryns 1982/83." AA: 227-43.

Papadopoulos, J.K. 1990. "Protogeometric Birds from Torone." In EUMOUSIA: Ceramic and
Iconographic Studies in Honour of Alexander Cambitoglou, edited by J.-P. Descoeudres, 13-24.
Mediterranean Archaeology Suppl. 1. Sydney: Meditarch.

———. 2001. "Review of 'Isthmia, Excavations by the University of Chicago under the Auspices of the
American School of Classical Studies, Vol. VIII: The Late Bronze Age Settlement and Early Iron
Age Sanctuary'." Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2001.01.12.

———. 2003. Ceramicus Redivivus: the Early Iron Age Potters' Field in the Area of the Classical
Athenian Agora, Hesp. Suppl. 31. Princeton, NJ: American School of Classical Studies at Athens.

Papakonstantinou, E. 1992. "Olympia Stadia Exelixes kai organoses tou korou." In Proceedings of an
International Symposium on the Olympia Games, 5-9 September 1988, edited by W.D.E. Coulson
and H. Kyrieleis, 51-57. Athens: Deutsches archäologisches Institut.

Pare, C. 1989. "From Dupljana to Delphi: The Ceremonial Use of the Wagon in Later Prehistory."
Antiquity 63: 80-100.

Parke, H.W. 1967. The Oracles of Zeus. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Paul, E. 1959. Antike Welt in Ton. Leipzig: Archaeological Institute.

Payne, H. 1940. Perachora, the Sanctuaries of Hera Akraia and Limenia. Excavations of the British School
of Archaeology at Athens, 1930-1933. I. Architecture, Bronzes, Terracottas. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Peltenburg, E., ed. 1989. Early Society in Cyprus. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press and A.G.
Leventis.

Pendelbury, J.D.S., et al. 1940. "Excavations in the Plain of Lasithi III. Karphi: A City of Refuge of the
Early Iron Age in Crete." BSA 38: 57-145.

Peppa-Papaioannou, E. 1985. "Pilina idolia apo to iero tou Apollona Maleata Epidaurias." Ph.D.
Dissertation, The National and Kapodistrian University of Athens.

Perdrizet, P. 1903. "Hermès Criophore." BCH 27: 300-13.

Petrakos, B. 1996. Marathon. Translated by A. Doumas, The Archaeological Society at Athens Library no.
155. Athens: Archaeological Society at Athens.

Petterson, M. 1992. The Cults of Apollo at Sparta. The Hyakinthia, the Gymnopaidiai and the Karneia.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Picard, C. 1948. Les Religions Préhelléniques (Crète et Mycènes). Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Pilafidis-Williams, K. 1995. "A Mycenaean Terracotta Figure from Mount Oros on Aigina." In Klados.
Essays in Honour of J.N. Coldstream, edited by C. Morris, 229-34. London: University of London



BIBLIOGRAPHY

338

Institute of Classical Studies.

———. 1998. The Sanctuary of Aphaia on Aigina in the Bronze Age. Munich: Deutsches archäologisches
Institut Athen.

Pollard, J. 1977. Birds in Greek Life and Myth. London: Thames & Hudson.

Popham, M. 1991. "Pylos: Reflections on the Date of its Destruction and on its Iron Age Reoccupation."
OJA 10: 315-24.

Popham, M.R., P.G. Calligas, I.S. Lemos, and L.H. Sackett. 1990. Lefkandi II. The Protogeometric
building at Toumba. Part 1. The Pottery. London: Thames & Hudson.

Popham, M.R., and I.S. Lemos. 1995. "A Euboean Warrior Trader." OJA 14: 151-57.

———. 1996. Lefkandi III. The Toumba Cemetery. London: Thames & Hudson.

Popham, M.R., L.H. Sackett, and P.G. Themelis, eds. 1980. Lefkandi I. The Iron Age: the Settlement and
the Cemeteries, BSA Suppl. 11. London: Alden Press.

Popham, M.R., E. Touloupa, and L.H. Sackett. 1982. "Further excavations of the Toumba Cemetery at
Lefkandi, 1981." BSA 77: 213-48.

———. 1982. "The Hero of Lefkandi." Antiquity 56: 169-74.

Poulsen, V.H. 1949. Catalogue des terres cuites grecques et romaines. Copenhagen: Ny Carlsberg
Glyptotek.

Prent, M. 2003. "Glories of the Past in the Past: Ritual Activities at Palatial Ruins in Early Iron Age Crete."
In Archaeologies of Memory, edited by R.M. Van Dyke and S.E. Alcock, 81-102. Malden, MA:
Blackwell.

———. 2005. Cretan Sanctuaries and Cults. Continuity and Change from Late Minoan IIIC to the Archaic
Period, Religions in the Graeco-Roman World 154. Leiden: Brill.

Price, T.H. 1978. Kourotrophos: Cults and Representations of the Greek Nursing Deities. Leiden: E.J.
Brill.

Pritchard, J.B. 1955. Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Pugliese Carratelli, G. 1961-1962. "Supplemento epigrafico cirenaico. II." ASAtene 49-50.

Pulleyn, S. 1997. Prayer in Greek Religion. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Rapp, R. 1977. "Gender and Class: an Archaeology of Knowledge Concerning the Origin of the State."
Dialectical Anthropology 2: 309-16.

Rappaport, R.A. 1979. Ecology, Meaning, and Religion. Richmond, CA: North Atlantic Books.

———. 1999. Ritual and Religion in the Making of Humanity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

339

Rayor, D.J. 1991. Sappho's Lyre. Archaic Lyric and Women Poets of Ancient Greece. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Reese, D.S. 1995. "The Minoan Fauna: the Larger Mammals." In Kommos IV. The Greek Sanctuary, edited
by J.W. Shaw and M.C. Shaw, 165-94. Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press.

———. 2005. "Faunal Remains from Greek Sanctuaries: a Survey." In Greek Sacrificial Ritual, Olympian
and Chthonian. Proceedings of the Sixth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult, Göteborg
University, 25-27 April 1997, edited by R. Hägg and B. Alroth, 121-23. Sävedalen: Svenska
institutet i Athen.

Rehak, P. 1995. "The Use and Destruction of Minoan Stone Bull's Head Rhyta." In Politeia. Society and
State in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 5th International Aegean Conference,
University of Heidelberg, Archäologisches Institut 10-13 April 1994. Vol. II., edited by R.
Laffineur and W.-D. Niemeier, 435-60. Aegaeum 12. Liège: Université de Liège and University of
Texas at Austin.

Reichel, W., and A. Wilhelm. 1901. "Das Heiligtum der Artemis zu Lusoi." ÖJh 4: 1-89.

Renfrew, C. 1978. "The Mycenaean Sanctuary at Phylakopi." Antiquity 52: 7-15.

———. 1981. "The Sanctuary at Phylakopi." In Sanctuaries and Cults in the Aegean Bronze Age.
Proceedings of the First International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 12-13 May,
1980, edited by R. Hägg and N. Marinatos, 67-79. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni Sueciae 4.28.
Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1985. The Archaeology of Cult. The Sanctuary at Phylakopi, BSA Suppl. 18. London: Thames and
Hudson.

———. 1994. "The Archaeology of Religion." In The Ancient Mind. Elements of Cognitive Archaeology,
edited by C. Renfrew and E.B.W. Zubrow, 47-54. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1998. "All the King's Horses: Assessing Cognitive Maps in Later Prehistoric Europe." In
Creativity in Human Evolution and Prehistory, edited by S. Mithen, 260-84. New York:
Routledge.

Renfrew, C., and E.B.W. Zubrow, eds. 1994. The Ancient Mind. Elements of Cognitive Archaeology, New
Directions in Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rethemiotakis, G. 1998. Anthroporphike Pyloplastike sten Krete. Athens: Archaiologikes Hetaireias.

———. 2001. Minoan Clay Figures and Figurines. From the Neopalatial to the Subminoan Period, The
Archaeological Society at Athens Library 219. Athens: Archaeological Society at Athens.

Ringgren, H. 1979. "Symbolism of Mesopotamian Cult Images." In Religious Symbols and their Functions,
based on Papers Read at the International Symposium on Religious Symbols and their Functions,
held at Abo on 28th-30th August 1978, edited by H. Biezais, Stockholm: Almavist & Wiksell.

Ringgren, K.V.H. 1973. Religions of the Ancient Near East. Translated by J. Sturdy. Philadelphia:
Westminster Press.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

340

Risberg, C. 1992. "Metal Working in Greek Sanctuaries." In Economics of Cult in the Ancient Greek
World, edited by T. Linders and B. Alroth, 33-40. BOREAS. Uppsala Studies in Ancient
Mediterranean and Near Eastern Civilizations 21. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.

———. 1997. "Evidence of Metal Working in Early Greek Sanctuaries." In Trade and Production in
Premonetary Greece. Production and the Craftsman. Proceedings of the 4th and 5th International
Workshops, Athens 1994 and 1995, edited by C. Gillis, et al., 185-96. SIMA Pocketbook 143.
Jonsered: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Robertson, N. 2005. "Sacrifice to the Sea: a Custom Prior to the 'Olympian' and 'Chthonian' Categories?" In
Greek Sacrificial Ritual, Olympian and Chthonian. Proceedings of the Sixth International Seminar
on Ancient Greek Cult, Göteborg University, 25-27 April 1997, edited by R. Hägg and B. Alroth,
85-98. Sävedalen: Svenska institutet i Athen.

Rodenwaldt, G. 1912. Tiryns: die Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen des Instituts. II. Die Fresken des Palastes.
Athens: Eleutheroudakis und Barth.

Roes, A. 1933. Greek Geometric Art: its Symbolism and its Origin. Haarlem and London: Tjeenk Willink
& Zoon.

———. 1953. "Fragments de poterie géométrique trouvés sur les citadelles d'Argos." BCH 77: 90-104.

Rohde, E. 1968. Griechische Terrakotten. Tübingen: E. Wasmuth.

Rolley, C. 1969. Fouilles de Delphes 5 (2): Les Statuettes de bronze. Paris: Boccard.

———. 1973. "Bronze géometriques et orientaux à Délos." In Études déliennes, publiées à l'occasion du
centième anniversaire du début des fouilles de l'École française d'Athènes à Délos, edited by
École française d’Athènes. 491-524. BCH Suppl. 1. Paris: de Boccard.

———. 1977. Fouilles de Delphes 3: Les Trépieds à cuve cloueé. Paris: Boccard.

———. 1983. "Les grandes sanctuaires panhelleniques." In The Greek Renaissance of the Eighth Century
B.C.: Tradition and Innovation.  Proceedings of the Second International Symposium at the
Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hagg, 109-14. Stockholm: Paul Aströms
Förlag.

Romano, I.B. 1988. "Early Greek Cult Images and Cult Practices." In Early Greek Cult Practice.
Proceedings of the Fifth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 26-29 June,
1986, edited by R. Hägg, et al., 127-34. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Rostoker, W., and E.R. Gebhard. 1980. "The Sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia: Techniques of Metal
Manufacture." Hesperia 49: 347-63.

Rouse, W.H.D. 1902.  Reprint, 1975. Greek Votive Offerings: An Essay in the History of Greek Religion.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rousioti, D. 2001. "Did the Mycenaeans Believe in Theriomorphic Divinities?" In Potnia. Deities and
Religion in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 8th International Aegean Conference,
Göteborg, Göteborg University, 12-15 April 2000, edited by R. Laffineur and R Hägg, 305-14.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

341

Aegaeum 22. Liège and Austin: Université de Liège and the University of Texas at Austin.

Roux, G. 1954. "Chronique des fouilles et découvertes archéologiques en Grèce en 1953." BCH 78: 95-224.

Rowlands, M. 1993. "The Role of Memory in the Transmission of Culture." WorldArch 25: 141-51.

Roy, J. 1987. "Pausanias VIII.5.2-3: Laodice Descendant of Agapenor; Tegea and Cyprus." L'Antiquité
Classique LVI: 192-200.

Ruijgh, C.J. 1957. L'Élement achéen dans la langue épique. Assen: van Gorcum.

Rupp, D.W. 1983. "Reflections on the Development of Altars in the Eighth Century B.C." In The Greek
Renaissance of the Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation. Proceedings of the Second
International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hägg,
101-07. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1988. "The 'Royal' Tombs at Salamis (Cyprus): Ideological Messages of Power and Authority."
JMA 1: 111-39.

Rutkowski, B. 1979. "Religious Architecture in Cyprus and Crete in the Late Bronze Age." In Acts of the
International Archaeological Symposium 'The Relations between Cyprus and Crete ca. 2000-500
BC', edited by K. Karageorghis, 223-27. Nicosia: Department of Antiquities.

———. 1981. Frühgriechische Kultdarstellungen, Mitteilungen des deutschen archäologischen Instituts,
Athenishce Abteilung, Beiheft 8. Berlin: Gebr. Mann.

———. 1986. Cult Places of the Aegean. 2nd revised ed, Academia Scientarum Polona Bibliotheca
Antiqua X. New Haven and London: Yale University Press.

Rutter, J. 1992. "Cultural Novelties in the Post-Palatial Aegean World: Indices of Vitality or Decline?" In
The Crisis Years: the 12th Century B.C. From Beyond the Danube to the Tigris, edited by W.A.
Ward and M.S. Joukowsky, 61-78. Dubuque, Iowa: Kendall/Hunt.

Sakellarakis, J., Ch. Doumas, E.S. Sakellarakis, and S. Iakovides. 1994. Greek Art. The Dawn of Greek Art.
Athens: G.A. Christopoulos and J.C. Bastias.

Sapouna-Sakellaraki, E. 1995. Die Bronzenen Menschenfiguren auf Kreta und in der Ägais, Prähistorische
Bronzefunde 1/5. Stuttgart: F. Steiner.

Sarian, H. 1969. "Terres cuites géométriques d'Argos." BCH 93: 651-78.

Sarkady, J. 1966. "Attika im 12. bis 10. Jahrhundert." Acta Classica Universitatis Scientiarum
Debreceniensis 2: 9-27.

Schachter, A. 1981. Cults of Boiotia. 4 vols. London: University of London, Institute of Classical Studies.

Schattner, T.G. 1990. Griechische Hausmodelle. Untersuchungen zur frühgriechischen Architektur,
Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts Athenische Ab. 15. Berlin: Gebr. Mann.

Scheffer, C. 1994. "Female Deities, Horses and Death (?) in Archaic Greek Religion." In Opus Mixtum:
Essays in Ancient Art and Society, edited by B. Alroth, 111-33. Skrifter utgivna av Svenska



BIBLIOGRAPHY

342

institutet i Rom 80 ser. 2, 21. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Schilardi, D.U. "Anaskaphe sten Paro." Praktika: 195-210.

———. 1983. "The Decline of the Geometric Settlement of Koukounaries at Paros." In The Greek
Renaissance of the Eighth Century B.C.: Tradition and Innovation. Proceedings of the Second
International Symposium at the Swedish Institute in Athens, 1-5 June, 1981, edited by R. Hägg,
173-83. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1999. "The Mycenaean Horseman (?) of Koukounaries." In MELETEMATA. Studies in Aegean
Archaeology Presented to Malcolm H. Wiener as he enters his 65th Year. Vol. III, edited by P.P.
Betancourt, et al., 751-56. Aegaeum 20. Liège: Université de Liège and University of Texas at
Austin.

Schliemann, H. 1878. Mycenae: a Narrative of Researches and Discoveries at Mycenae and Tiryns.
London: J. Murray.

Schmandt-Besserat, D. 2001. "Feasting in the Ancient Near East." In Feasts. Archaeological and
Ethnographic Perspectives on Food, Politics, and Power, edited by M. Dietler and B. Hayden,
391-403. Washington and London: Smithsonian Institution Press.

Schmidt, G. 1968. Samos VII. Kyprische Bildwerke aus dem Heraion von Samos. Mainz: Philipp von
Zabern.

Scholz, H. 1937. Der Hund in griechisch-römischen Magie und Religion. Berlin: Triltsch & Huther.

Schweitzer, B. 1971. Greek Geometric Art. Translated by Peter and Cornelia Usborne. London: Phaidon
Press.

Seaford, R. 1994. Reciprocity and Ritual: Homer and Tragedy in the Developing City-State. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Seeden, H. 1980. The Standing Armed Figurines in the Levant, Prähistorische Bronzefunde I/1. Munich:
C.H. Beck.

Segre, M. 1944/45. "Tituli Calymnii." ASAtene 22-23: 1-249.

Shaw, J.W., and M.C. Shaw, eds. 2000. Kommos IV. The Greek Sanctuary. Princeton and Oxford:
Princeton University Press.

Shaw, M.C. 2000. "The Sculpture from the Sanctuary." In Kommos IV. The Greek Sanctuary, edited by
J.W. Shaw and M.C. Shaw, 135-209. Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press.

Shear, I.M. 2002. "Mycenaean Centaurs at Ugarit." JHS 122: 147-53.

Shear, T.L. 1931. "The Excavation of Roman Chamber Tombs at Corinth in 1931." AJA 35: 424-41.

Shelmerdine, C.W. 2001. "Review of Aegean Prehistory VI: The Palatial Bronze Age of the Southern and
Central Greek Mainland." In Aegean Prehistory. A Review, edited by T. Cullen, 329-81. American
Journal of Archaeology Suppl. 1. Boston: Archaeological Institute of America.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

343

Sherratt, A., and S. Sherratt. 1991. "The Growth of the Mediterranean Economy in the Early First
Millenium B.C." WorldArch 24: 361-78.

Sherratt, E.S. 1990. "Reading the Texts: Archaeology and the Homeric Question." Antiquity 64: 807-24.

Shipley, G. 1987. A History of Samos, 800-188 B.C. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Silverblatt, I. 1988. "Women in States." Annual Review of Anthropology 17: 427-60.

Simon, C.G. 1986. "The Archaic Votive Offerings and Cults of Ionia." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
California.

———. 1997. "The Archaeology of Cult in Geometric Greece. Ionian Temples, Altars and Dedications." In
New Light on a Dark Age. Exploring the Culture of Geometric Greece, edited by S.H. Langdon,
125-43. Columbia, MO and London: University of Missouri Press.

Simon, E. 1983. Festivals of Attica. An Archaeological Commentary. Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press.

Sinn, U. 1980. "Ein Fundkomplex aus dem Artemis-Heiligtum von Lusoi im Badischen Landesmuseum."
Jahrbuch der Staatlichen Kunstsammlungen in Baden-Württenburg 17: 25-40.

———. 1981. "Das Heiligtum der Artemis Limnatis bei Kombothekra II: Der Kult. Zur Bestimmung der
frühen 'olympischen' Tonfiguren." AM 96: 25-43.

Sloan, R.E., and M.A. Duncan. 1978. "Zooarchaeology at Nichoria." In Excavations at Nichoria in
Southwest Greece I: Site, Environs and Techniques., edited by G. Rapp and S.E. Aschenbrenner,
60-77. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Smelik, K.A.D., and E.A. Hemelrijk. 1984. "Who Knows Not What Monsters Demented Egypt Worships?
Opinions on Egyptian Animal Worship in Antiquity as Part of the Ancient Conception of Egypt."
Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt II.17.4: 1852-2000.

Smith, R.H. 1962. "Near Eastern Forerunners of the Striding Zeus." Archaeology 15: 176-83.

Smithson, E.L. 1961. "The Protogeometric Cemetery at Nea Ionia, 1949." Hesperia 30: 147-78.

———. 1968. "The Tomb of a Rich Athenian Lady, ca. 850 B.C." Hesperia 37: 77-116.

———. 1974. "A Geometric Cemetery on the Areopagus: 1897, 1932, 1947." Hesperia 43: 325-90.

Snodgrass, A.M. 1964. Early Greek Armour and Weapons: from the End of the Bronze Age to 600 B.C.
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

———. 1971.  Reprint, 2000. The Dark Age of Greece: An Archaeological Survey of the Eleventh to the
Eighth Centuries B.C. New York: Routledge.

———. 1974. "Cretans in Arcadia." In Antichità cretesi: Studi in onore de Doro Levi. Vol. 2.196-201.
Cronache de Archeologie e di storia dell'arte Vol. 13. Catania: Universita di Catania Instituto di
Archeologi.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

344

———. 1980. Archaic Greece. The Age of Experiment. Berkeley: University of California Press.

———. 1987. An Archaeology of Greece. The Present State and Future Scope of a Discipline, Sather
Classical Lectures 53. Berkeley: University of California Press.

———. 1989-90. "The Economics of Dedication at Greek Sanctuaries." ScAnt 3-4: 287-94.

———. 1998. Homer and the Artists. Text and Picture in Early Greek Art. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

———. 1999. Arms and Armor of the Greeks. Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University Press.

———. 2002. "The Rejection of Mycenaean Culture and the Oriental Connection." In Die nahöstlichen
Kulturen und Griechenland an der Wende vom 2. zum 1. Jahrtausend v. Chr. Kontinuität und
Wandel von Strukturen und Mechanismen kultureller Interaktion. Kolloquium des
Sonderforschungsbereiches 295 "Kulturelle und sprachliche Kontakte" der Johannes Gutenberg-
Universität Mainz, 11.-12. Dezember 1998, edited by E.A. Braun-Holzinger and H. Matthäus, 1-9.
Möhnesee: Bibliopolis.

Sophocleous, S. 1985. Atlas des Représentations Chypro-Archaiques des Divinités. Göteborg: Paul
Aströms Förlag.

Sørensen, L. Wriedt. 1991. "Cypriote Terracottas from Lindos in the Light of New Discoveries." In
Cypriote Terracottas. Proceedings of the First International Conference of Cypriote Studies,
Brussels-Liege-Amsterdam, 29 May - 1 June, 1989, edited by F. Vandenabeele and R. Laffineur,
225-40. Brussels-Liege: A.G. Leventis Foundation and Vrije Universiteit Brussel-Université de
Liege.

Sørensen, L. Wriedt, and P. Pentz. 1992. Lindos IV, 2.  Excavations and Surveys in Southern Rhodes: the
Post-Mycenaean Periods until Roman Times and the Medieval Period. Copenhagen: National
Museum of Denmark.

Sourvinou-Inwood, C. 1988. Studies in Girls' Transitions: Aspects of the Arkteia and Age Representation in
Attic Iconography. Athens: Kardamitsa.

———. 1989. "Review of Dietrich 1986." CR 39: 51-58.

———. 1993. "Early Sanctuaries, the Eighth Century and Ritual Space: Fragments of a Discourse." In
Greek Sanctuaries New Approaches, edited by N. Marinatos and R. Hägg, 1-17. London and New
York: Routledge.

Souyoudzoglou-Haywood, C. 1999. The Ionian Islands in the Bronze Age and Early Iron Age 3000-800
BC. London: Liverpool University Press.

Stamatopoulou, M., and M. Yeroulanou, eds. 2002. Excavating Classical Culture: Recent Archaeological
Discoveries in Greece. Oxford: Beazley Archive and Archaeopress.

Steinkeller, P. 1999. "On Rulers, Priests and Sacred Marriage: Tracing the Evolution of Early Sumerian
Kingship." In Priests and Officials in the Ancient Near East. Papers of the Second Colloquium on
the Ancient Near East: the City and its Life held at the Middle Eastern Culture Center in Japan
(Mitaka, Toyko), March 22-24, 1996, edited by K. Watanabe, 103-37. Heildelberg:



BIBLIOGRAPHY

345

Universitätsverlag C. Winter.

Stocker, S.R., and J.L. Davis. 2004. "Animal Sacrifice, Archives, and Feasting at the Palace of Nester." In
The Mycenaean Feast, edited by J.C. Wright, 59-75. Princeton, N.J.: American School of
Classical Studies at Athens.

Strøm, I. 1988. "The Early Sanctuary of the Argive Heraion and its External Relations: the Monumental
Architecture." ActaArch 59: 173-203.

———. 1995. "The Early Sanctuary of the Argive Heraion and its External Relations (8th - early 6th C).
The Greek Geometric Bronzes." In Proceedings of the Danish Institute at Athens, edited by S.
Dietz, 137-127. Athens: Danish Institute at Athens.

Styrenius, C.-G. 1967. Submycenaean Studies. Examination of Finds from Mainland Greece with a
Chapter on Attic Protogeometric Graves. Lund: CWK Gleerup.

Sweeney, J., T. Curry, and Y. Tzedakis, eds. 1987. The Human Figure in Early Greek Art. Athens and
Washington, D.C.: Greek Ministry of Culture and the National Gallery of Art.

Symeonoglou, S. 1985. The Topography of Thebes from the Bronze Age to Modern Times. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Szabo, M. 1994. Archaic Terracottas of Boeotia. Rome: L'Erma di Bretschneider.

Talalay, L.E. 1987. "Rethinking the Function of Clay Figurine Legs from Neolithic Greece: an Argument
by Analogy." AJA 91: 161-69.

———. 1993. Deities, Dolls, and Devices: Neolithic Figurines from Franchthi Cave, Greece, Franchthi 9.
Bloomington, I.N.: Indiana University Press.

Tamvaki, A. 1973. "Some Unusual Mycenaean Terracottas from the Citadel House Area." BSA 68: 207-65.

Tandy, D.W. 1997. Warriors into Traders: the Power of the Market in Early Greece. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Taylour, W.D. 1970. "New Light on Mycenaean Religion." Antiquity 44: 270-80.

———. 1971. "The House with the Idols, Mycenae, and its Chronological Implications." AJA 75: 266-68.

———. 1981. Well Built Mycenae: I, the Excavations. Warminster: Aris and Phillips.

Thomas, C.G. 1999. "Monarchy in Ruins." In MELETEMATA. Studies in Aegean Archaeology Presented to
Malcolm H. Wiener as he enters his 65th Year. Vol. III, edited by P.P. Betancourt, et al., 827-32.
Aegaeum 20. Liège: Université de Liège and University of Texas at Austin.

Thompson, D.B. 1934. Terra-cottas from Myrina in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. Vienna: A.
Holzhausens Nachfolger.

———. 1952. "Three Centuries of Hellenistic Terracottas, I, A: The Late Fourth Century B.C., the
Coroplast's Dump." Hesperia 21: 116-64.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

346

———. 1957. "Three Centuries of Hellenistic Terracottas, II, A: The Early Third Century B.C. Group B."
Hesperia 26: 108-28.

———. 1957. "Three Centuries of Hellenistic Terracottas, II, B: the Altar Well." Hesperia 28: 127-52.

———. 1963. Troy: the Terracotta Figurines of the Hellenistic Period. Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

———. 1963. The Terracotta Figurines of the Hellenistic Period. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Thompson, H.A. 1934. "Two Centuries of Hellenistic Pottery." Hesperia 3: 311-476.

Thompson, H.A., D.B. Thompson, and S.I. Rotroff. 1987. Hellenistic Pottery and Terracottas. Princeton:
American School of Classical Studies at Athens.

Thompson, H.O. 1970. Mekal: the God of Beth-shan. Leiden: E.J. Brill.

Tölle-Kastenbein, R. 1964. Frühgriechische Reigentänze. Bayern: Stiftland-Verlag.

Toren, C. 1993. "Sign into Symbol, Symbol as Sign: Cognitive Aspects of a Social Process." In Cognitive
Aspects of Religious Symbolism, edited by P. Boyer, 207-24. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Torrence, R., and S. van der Leeuw. 1989. "Introduction: What's New About Innovation?" In What's New?
A Closer Look at the Process of Innovation, edited by R. Torrence and S. van der Leeuw, 1-15.
London: Unwin Hyman.

Tringham, R.E., and M. Conkey. 1998. "Rethinking Figurines. A Critical View from Archaeology of
Gimbutas, the 'Goddess' and Popular Culture." In Ancient Goddesses: the Myths and the Evidence,
edited by L. Goodison and C. Morris, 22-45. London: British Museum Press.

Tsountas, Chr. D. 1888. "Anaskaphai Taphon en Mykenais." ArchEph: 119-80.

———. 1892. "Ek tou Amuklaion." ArchEph: 1-26.

Tsountas, Chr. D., and J.I. Manatt. 1897. The Mycenaean Age. A Study of the Monuments and Culture of
Pre-Homeric Greece. Boston and New York: Houghton, Mifflin and Company.

Tzonou-Herbst, I.N. 2002. "A Contextual Analysis of Mycenaean Terracotta Figurines." Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Cincinnati.

Ucko, P. 1962. "The Interpretation of Prehistoric Anthropomorphic Figurines." JRAI 92: 38-54.

———. 1968. Anthropomorphic Figurines of the Predynastic Egypt and Neolithic Crete with Comparative
Material from the Prehistoric Near East and Mainland Greece, Royal Anthropological Institute,
Occasional Paper 24. London: Andrew Szmidla.

Uehlinger, C. 1997. "Anthropomorphic Cult Statuary in Iron Age Palestine and the Search for Yahweh's
Cult Image." In The Image and the Book. Iconic Cults, Aniconism, and the Rise of Book Religion
in Israel and the Ancient Near East, edited by K. van der Toorn, 97-156. Leuven: Uitgeverij
Peeters.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

347

———. 1998. "Nackte Göttin B." In Reallexikon der Assyriologie und vorderasiatischen Archäologie,
edited by E. Ebeling, et al., 53-64. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

Uhlenbrock, J.P. et al., eds. 1990. The Coroplast's Art: Greek Terracottas of the Hellenistic World. New
Rochelle: Aristide D. Caratzas.

Vafopoulou-Richardson, C.E. 1981. Greek Terracottas. Oxford: Ashmolean Museum.

Valavanis, P. 2004. Games and Sanctuaries in Ancient Greece: Olympia, Delphi, Isthmia, Nemea, Athens.
Translated by D. Hardy. Los Angeles: Getty Publications.

van Buren, E.D. 1930. Clay Figurines of Babylonia and Assyria, Yale Oriental Series 16. New Haven: Yale
University Press.

van Gennep, A. 1960. The Rites of Passage. Translated by M.B. Vizedom and G.L. Caffee. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

van Straten, F.T. 1974. "Did the Greeks Kneel Before their Gods?" BABesch 49: 159-89.

———. 1981. "Gifts for the Gods." In Faith, Hope, and Worship: Aspects of Religious Mentality in the
Ancient World, edited by H.S. Versnel, 65-105. Studies in Greek and Roman Religion 2. Leiden:
E.J. Brill.

———. 1992. "Votives and Votaries in Greek Sanctuaries." In Le Sanctuaire grec, edited by A. Schachter,
247-86. Entretiens de la Fondation Hardt sur l'antiquité classique 37. Geneva: Fondation Hardt.

———. 1995. Hiera Kala. Images of Animal Sacrifice in Archaic and Classical Greece, Religions in the
Graeco-Roman World 127. New York: E.J. Brill.

———. 2000. "Votives and Votaries in Greek Sanctuaries." In Oxford Readings in Greek Religion, edited
by R. Buxton, 191-226. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

van Wees, H. 1992. Status Warriors. War, Violence and Society in Homer and History, Dutch Monographs
on Ancient History and Archaeology 9. Amsterdam: J.C. Gieben.

———. 1995. "Princes at Dinner." In Homeric Questions: Essays in Philology, Ancient History and
Archaeology, edited by J.P. Crielaard, 168-77. Amsterdam: J.C. Gieben.

Vandenabeele, F. 1973. "Figurines de terre cuite chypriotes aux jambes articulées." BCH 97: 47-57.

———. 1988. "Kourotrophoi in the Cypriote Terracotta Production from Early Bronze Age to the Late
Archaic Period." RDAC: 25-34.

———. 1991. "The Terracottas of the Cypro-Geometric Period." In Cypriote Terracottas. Proceedings of
the First International Conference of Cypriote Studies, Brussels-Liege-Amsterdam, 29 May - 1
June, 1989, edited by F. Vandenabeele and R. Laffineur, 57-68. Brussels-Liege: A.G. Leventis
Foundation and Vrije Universiteit Brussel - Unversité de Liege.

———. 2001. "Cypriot Terracottas Representing Gods." In Contributions to the Archaeology and History
of the Bronze and Iron Ages in the Eastern Mediterranean. Studies in Honour of Paul Astrom,



BIBLIOGRAPHY

348

edited by P.M. Fischer, 91-96. Österreichisches archäologisches Institut.

Vandenabeele, F., and R. Laffineur, eds. 1991. Cypriote Terracottas. Proceedings of the First International
Conference of Cypriote Studies, Brussels-Liege-Amsterdam, 29 May - 1 June, 1989. Brussels-
Liege: A.G. Leventis Foundation and Vrije Universiteit Brussel - Unversité de Liege.

Vasilikou, D. 1995. O Mukenaïkos Politismos. Athens: He en Athenais archaeologike Hetaireia.

Verlinden, C. 1984. Les statuettes anthropomorphes crétoises en bronze et en plomb, du IIIe millénaire au
VIIe siècle av. J.-C., Archaeologia Transatlantica IV. Providence and Louvain-la-Neuve: Brown
University and Institut supérieur d'archéolgoie et d'Histoire de l'art Collège Èrasme.

Vermeule, C. 1974. "The Ram Cults of Cyprus: Pastoral to Paphian at Morphou." RDAC: 151-55.

Vermeule, E.T. 1964. Greece in the Bronze Age. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press.

———. 1974. Toumba tou Skourou, The Mound of Darkness. A Bronze Age Town on the Morphou Bay in
Cyprus. Boston: The Harvard University Cyprus Archaeological Expedition and The Museum of
Fine Arts, Boston.

———. 1979. Aspects of Death in Early Greek Art and Poetry. Berkeley: University of California Press.

———. 1991. "Myth and Tradition from Mycenae to Homer." In New Perspectives in Early Greek Art,
edited by D. Buitron-Oliver, 99-121. Studies in the History of Art 32. Hanover and London:
National Gallery of Art, Washington.

Vermeule, E.T., and F.Z. Wolsky. 1979. "Small Terracotta Sculptures from Toumba tou Skourou." In
Studies Presented in Memory of Porphyrios Dikaios, edited by V. Karageorghis and et. al., 53-59.
Nicosia: Zavallis Press.

Vierneisel, K. 1961. "Neue Tonfiguren aus dem Heraion von Samos." AM 76: 25-59.

Vierneisel-Schlörb, B. 1997. Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungun, XV: Die Figürlichen Terrakotten
I. Spätmykenisch bis späthellenistisch. Munich: Hirmer Verlag.

Vink, M.C.V. 2002. "Sanctuaries and Cults in an Early Urban Context: Argos c. 900-500 B.C." In
Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and Cults. Proceedings of the Ninth International Symposium at the
Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13 June 1994, edited by R. Hägg, 53-61. Stockholm: Paul Aströms
Förlag.

von Graeve, V. 1999. "Funde aus Milet V. Ein neuer Figurentypus der archaischen Koroplastik." AA: 241-
61.

Voyatzis, M.E. 1985. "Arcadia and Cyprus: Aspects of their Interrelationship between the Twelfth and
Eighth Centuries B.C." RDAC: 155-63.

———. 1990. The Early Sanctuary of Athena Alea at Tegea and Other Archaic Sanctuaries in Arcadia,
SIMA Pocketbook 97. Göteborg: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1992. "Votive Riders Seated Side-Saddle at Early Greek Sanctuaries." BSA 87: 259-79.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

349

———. 1995. "Geometric Arcadia." In Klados. Essays in Honour of J.N. Coldstream, edited by C. Morris,
271-83. London: University of London Institute of Classical Studies.

———. 2002. "An Analysis of Votive Types Recently Found at Tegea." In Peloponnesian Sanctuaries and
Cults. Proceedings of the Ninth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens, 11-13
June 1994, edited by R. Hägg, 159-69. Stockholm: Paul Aströms Förlag.

Waldstein, C. 1902. The Argive Heraeam II. Terra-Cotta Figurines, Terra-Cotta Reliefs, Vases and Vase
Fragments, Bronzes, Engraved Stones, Gems, and Ivories, Coins, Egyptian, or Graeco-Egyptian,
Objects. Cambridge: Riverside Press.

Walter, H. 1957. "Frühe samische Gefässe und ihre Fundlage I." AM 72: 35-51.

———. 1965. Das griechische Heiligtum: Heraion von Samos. Munich: Piper.

———. 1976. Das Heraion von Samos. Munich: Piper.

Walter, H., and K. Vierneisel. 1959. "Die Funde der Kampagnen 1958/59 im Heraion von Samos." AM 74:
10-34.

Walters, H.B. 1903. Catalogue of the Terracottas in the British Museum. London: British Museum Press.

Wapnish, P., and B. Hesse. 1993. "Pampered Pooches or Plain Pariahs? The Ashkelon Dog Burials."
BiblArch 56: 55-80.

Wardle, K. 2003. "The 'Cult Center' at Mycenae and Other Sanctuaries in the Argo-Saronic Gulf and the
NE Peloponnese: Location and Status." In Argosaronikos. Praktika 1ou Diethnous Synedriou
Historias kai Archaiologias tou Argosaronikou, Poros, 26-29 Iouniou 1998, edited by E.
Konsolaki-Yannopoulou, 317-32. Athens: Demos Porou.

Warren, P. 1988. Minoan Religion as Ritual Action, SIMA Pocket-book 62. Göteborg: Paul Aströms
Förlag.

Watanabe, C.E. 2002. Animal Symbolism in Mesopotamia: a Contextual Approach. Vienna: Institut für
Orientalistik der Universität Wien.

Webb, J.M. 1999. Ritual Architecture, Iconography and Practice in the Late Cypriot Bronze Age. Jonsered:
Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 2001. "The Sanctuary of the Ingot God at Enkomi. A New Reading of its Construction, Use and
Abandonment." In Contributions to the Archaeology and History of the Bronze and Iron Ages in
the Eastern Mediterranean. Studies in Honour of Paul Åström., edited by P.M. Fischer, 143-48.
Vienna: Österreichisches archäologisches Institut.

Webster, T.B.L. 1950. Greek Terracottas. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books.

Wedel, W.R. 1938. "The Direct-Historical Approach in Pawnee Archaeology." Smithsonian Miscellaneous
Collections 97, no. 7: 1-21.

Weede, M. 1999. "Talking Hands: a Study of Minoan and Mycenaean Ritual Gesture - some Preliminary
Notes." In MELETEMATA. Studies in Aegean Archaeology Presented to Malcolm H. Wiener as he



BIBLIOGRAPHY

350

enters his 65th Year. Vol. III, edited by P.P. Betancourt, et al., 911-20. Aegaeum 20. Liège:
Université de Liège and University of Texas at Austin.

Weege, F. 1911. "Einzelfunde von Olympia 1907-1909." AM 36: 163-92.

Weickert, C. 1959/60. "Die Ausgrabung Beim Athena-Tempel in Milet 1957." IstMitt 9/10: 1-96.

Weill, N. 1985. La plastique archaïque de Thasos: figurines et statues de terre cuite de l'Artémision,
Ètudes thasiennes 11. Athens: Ecole française d'Athènes.

Weinberg, S.S., ed. 1956. The Aegean and the Near East. Studies Presented to Hetty Goldman. Locust
Valley, NY: J.J. Augustin.

Wells, B. 1976. Asine 2: Results of the Excavations East of the Acropolis 1970-74. The Protogeometric
Period, Part 1, the Tombs. Lund: Paul Aströms Förlag.

———. 1983. Asine 2: Results of the Excavations East of the Acropolis 1970-74. The Protogeometric
Period, Part 2: An Analysis of the Settlement. Lund: Paul Aströms Förlag.

White, D.G. 1989. "Dogs Die." History of Religions 28: 283-303.

Whitley, D.S., ed. 1998. Reader in Archaeological Theory: Post-processual and Cognitive Approaches.
London and New York: Routledge.

Whitley, J. 1991. "Social Diversity in Dark Age Greece." BSA 86: 341-65.

———. 1991. Style and Society in Dark Age Greece: the Changing Face of a Pre-Literate Society 1100-
700 BC, New Studies in Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———. 1996. "Gender and Hierarchy in Early Athens: the Strange Case of the Disappearance of the Rich
Female Grave." Metis 11: 209-32.

———. 2001. The Archaeology of Ancient Greece, Cambridge World Archaeology. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Whittaker, H. 1997. Mycenaean Cult Buildings. A Study of their Architecture and Function in the Context
of the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean, Monographs from the Norwegian Institute at
Athens Vol. 1. Bergen: The Norwegian Institute at Athens.

Wiesner, J. 1968. Fahren und Reiten, Archaeologia Homerica Band I, Kapitel F. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht.

Willet, E.A.R. 1999. "Women and Household Shrines in Ancient Israel." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
Arizona.

Williams, D. 2000. "Of Geometric Toys, Symbols and Votives." In Periplous: Papers on Classical Art and
Archaeology Presented to Sir John Boardman, edited by G.R. Tsetskhladze, et al., 388-96.
London: Thames & Hudson.

Winkler, J.J. 1990. The Constraints of Desire: the Anthropology of Sex and Gender in Ancient Greece.
New York: Routledge.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

351

Wright, J. 1982. "The Old Temple Terrace at the Argive Heraeum and the Early Cult of Hera in the
Argolid." JHS 102: 186-201.

———. 1994. "The Spatial Configuration of Belief: the Archaeology of Mycenaean Religion." In Placing
the Gods: Sanctuaries and Sacred Space in Ancient Greece, edited by S.E. Alcock and R.
Osborne, 37-78. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

———. 1995. "The Archaeological Correlates of Religion: Case Studies in the Aegean." In Politeia.
Society and State in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 5th International Aegean
Conference, University of Heidelberg, Archäologisches Institut 10-13 April 1994. Vol. II., edited
by R. Laffineur and W.-D. Niemeier, 341-48. Aegaeum 12. Liège: Université de Liège and
University of Texas at Austin.

———, ed. 2004. The Mycenaean Feast. Princeton: American School of Classical Studies at Athens.

Xagorari, M. 1996. Untersuchungen zu frühgriechischen Grabsitten. Figürliche plastische Beigaben aus
geschlossenen Grabfunden Attikas und Euböas des 10. bis 7. Jhs. v. Chr. Mainz: Philipp von
Zabern.

Yavis, C.H. 1949. Greek Altars, Origins and Typology Including the Minoan-Mycenaean Offering
Apparatus: an Archaeological Study in the History of Religion, St. Louis University Studies,
Monograph Series, Humanities no. 1. St. Louis: St. Louis University Press.

Yon, M., and A. Caubet. 1985. Kition-Bamboula III: Le sondage L-N 13 (Bronze Récent et Géometrique I).
Paris: Editions Recherche sur les civilisations.

———. 1989. "Ateliers de Figurines à Kition." In Cyprus and the East Mediterranean in the Iron Age,
edited by V. Tatton-Brown, 28-43. London: British Museum Publications.

Young, J.H., and S.H. Young. 1955. Terracotta Figurines from Kourion in Cyprus, University of
Pennsylvania Museum Monographs. Philadelphia: University Museum.

Young, R.S. 1939. Late Geometric Graves and a Seventh Century Well in the Agora. With an Appendix on
the Skeletal Remains: Geometric Athenians by J.L. Angel, Hesperia Suppl. 2. Athens: American
School of Classical Studies at Athens.

———. 1949. "An Early Geometric Grave Near the Athenian Agora." Hesperia 18: 275-97.

Younger, J. 1995. "Bronze Age Representations of Aegean Bull-Games, III." In Politeia. Society and State
in the Aegean Bronze Age. Proceedings of the 5th International Aegean Conference, University of
Heidelberg, Archäologisches Institut 10-13 April 1994. Vol. II., edited by R. Laffineur and W.-D.
Niemeier, 507-45. Aegaeum 12. Liège: Université de Liège and University of Texas at Austin.

Zervos, C. 1969. La civilisation hellénique. Paris: Éditions Cahiers d'art.

Zimmermann, J-L. 1989. Les chevaux de bronze dans l'art géométrique grec. Mainz: Philipp von Zabern.



352

Figure 1  R1 (PG/EG) Figure 2  R2 (MG/LG) Figure 3  R3 (EG)

Figure 4  R4 (LG)

Figure 5  S1 (PG)

Figure 6  S3 (CGI) Figure 7  S4 (LG)

TYPE IA



353

TYPE IA

Figure 8  S7 (LG)
Figure 9  S9 (LG)

Figure 10  S11 (LG)

Figure 11  S17 (EG)

Figure 12  C1 (LG)

Figure 13  T1 (LG)



354
TYPE IB-C

Figure 14  R8 (LG) Figure 15  S18 (EG)

Figure 16  S21 (LG)

Figure 17  S22 (LG)

Figure 18  C2 (LG)



355
TYPE III

TYPE II

Figure 19  R11 (LG)

Figure 20  R12 (LG)

Figure 21  S36 (PG)

Figure 22  S40 (CGI)

Figure 23  R13 (LG/EA) Figure 24  S41 (EA)



356

TYPE V

TYPE IV

Figure 25  S44 (LG)
Figure 26  O1 (LG)

Figure 27  O2 (SG)

Figure 28  R14 (LG)



357

TYPE VI

Figure 29  S49 (LG)

Figure 30  S50 (SG)

Figure 31  S54 (LG)

Figure 32  S57 (LG)
Figure 33  S58 (CAI)



358

TYPE VII

Figure 34  R15 (CAI)

Figure 35 Figure 36  R16 (CAI)

Figure 37  O3 (PG)

Figure 38  O5 (PG)

Figure 39  O6 (EG)



359

TYPE VII

Figure 40  O7 (LG)

Figure 41  O8 (LG)

Figure 43  K1 (LG)

Figure 42  A1 (LG)



360

TYPE VIII

Figure 44  S62 (LG) Figure 45  S64 (EA)

Figure 46  O11 (LG)
Figure 47  K2 (LG)



361

TYPE IX

Figure 48  R17 (LG)
Figure 49  R18 (LG)

Figure 50  S65 (EA)
Figure 51  S66 (LG/EA)

Figure 52  S67 (LG)

Figure 53  S69 (CAI)



362TYPE X

Figure 54  O13 (PG) Figure 55  O15 (MG)

Figure 56  O16 (MG)
Figure 57  O17 (LG)

Figure 58  K3 (MG)

Figure 59  S70 (G)

Figure 60  O20 (LG)



363

TYPE XI

TYPE X

Figure 61  O22 (LG)

Figure 63  I2 (G)

Figure 62  O19 (LG)

Figure 64  R19 (LG)
Figure 65  R22 (LG) Figure 66  R23 (CAI)



364

TYPE XI

Figure 67  S72 (PG) Figure 68  S73 (PG) Figure 69  S81 (LG)

Figure 70  S86 (EA) Figure 71  S84 (LG) Figure 72  S88 (LG)

Figure 73  S93 (EA)

Figure 74  A2 (LG)

Figure 75  S95 (CAI) Figure 76  I1 (MG/LG)



365

Figure 77  R24 (LG) Figure 78  C5 (LG)

Figure 80  S101 (EG)

Figure 79  S96 (SM)

Figure 81  S97 (SM)

Figure 82  S100 (LPG/EG) Figure 83  S102 (EG)

TYPE XII



366

Figure 84  S106 (EG)

Figure 85  S107 (EG)

Figure 86  S108 (LG)

Figure 87  S110 (MG)

Figure 88  S115 (MG) Figure 89  S113 (MG)

Figure 90  S116 (MG)

Figure 91  S119 (LG)

Figure 92  O25 (PG)

TYPE XII



367

TYPE XII

Figure 93  O28 (MG) Figure 94  O27 (EG) Figure 95  O31 (LG)

Figure 96  A3 (SM)

Figure 97  K10 (LG) Figure 98  I3 (LPG)

Figure 99  I4 (LPG/EG) Figure 100  I7 (MG) Figure 101  I11 (LG/EA)



368

TYPE XIV

TYPE XIII

Figure 102  O32 (PG) Figure 103  O33 (EG) Figure 104  K11 (MG)

Figure 105  R26 (LG) Figure 106  R27 (LG)

Figure 107  C10 (SM)

Figure 108  C11 (SM) Figure 109  S128 (PG) Figure 110  S132 (EG)



369

TYPE XIV

Figure 111  S130 (LPG) Figure 112  S137 (LG) Figure 113  S133 (EG)

Figure 114  S135 (MG/LG) Figure 115  O34 (PG) Figure 116  O37 (MG)

Figure 117  O38 (LG) Figure 118  O40 (LG) Figure 119  K12 (MG)



370

TYPE XIV

TYPE XV

Figure 120  K15 (EG) Figure 121  K13 (MG) Figure 122  T2 (MG)

Figure 123  T3 (MG/LG) Figure 124  T4 (MG/LG) Figure 125  I12 (LG/EA)

Figure 126  C16 (PG) Figure 127  I13 (MG/LG)

Figure 128  I14 (MG/LG)

Figure 129  I16 (G)



371

TYPE XVIII

TYPE XVII

Figure 130  R28 (CGIII) Figure 131  R29 (CGIII) Figure 132  S152 (MG)

Figure 133  T8 (MG/LG) Figure 134

Figure 135  K17-18 (LG) Figure 136  R30 (CAI) Figure 137  O41 (EG)

Figure 138  O42 (MG) Figure 139  O43 (LG) Figure 140  K19 (LG)



372

VITA

Erin Walcek Averett was born on 3 August 1975 in Atlanta, Georgia. After

attending Milton High School in Alpharetta, Georgia, she received a B.A. in Latin and

Classical Culture with an emphasis on Archaeology from the University of Georgia at

Athens in 1998. She entered the Art History and Archaeology graduate program at the

University of Missouri-Columbia in the fall of 1998, where she earned an M.A. in Greek

Archeaology in 2000. After completing her coursework, she attended the American

School of Classical Studies at Athens in Greece from 2002-2004. She has participated in

the excavations at Corinth and at Athienou on the island of Cyprus, where she is currently

the Assistant Director of the Athienou Archaeological Project. She earned her Ph.D. in

2007 from the University of Missouri-Columbia.




