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ARCHAIC SCULPTURE IN BOEOTIA

from older Rhodian patterns is not made entirely clear by Cook’s article.
There are other patterns, such as the series of octopus-like discs on a skirt on
the Boston vase, Hampe R3, which appear in Fikellura ® and also in Rhodian.
If Cook is correct in his differentiation between the closed cable pattern of
Rhodian and the open one of the later style, then the cable pattern on the
Boston vase — Hampe, R3 — is evidence for a seventh-century date. On
the other hand, there is a cable pattern at the top of the Paris Medusa vase
which could fit in with his description of the Fikellura type.

It appears that we cannot present a mechanical proof resting on absolute
parallels of decorative elements. However, from the point of view of general
style, there can now be little doubt that the seventh century is far more
likely as a date for the vases than the sixth. Besides the specific comparisons
of figure representation on the pithoi and on other seventh-century monu-
ments which will be mentioned below, the clearest relationships of the com-
positions used on the pithoi, of the style as reflected in the spatial arrange-
ments of the figures, are with seventh-century designs. Yet it is notable that
it was primarily on just this ground of general design that Courby * based his
attribution of the vases to the sixth century. Courby considered the plastic
treatment of the figures, the lack of filling ornament, and the simplicity of
the compositions as indicative of a sixth-century date. But, despite the
obvious dependence of the relief style of the pithoi upon metal techniques,
Courby was himself cognizant of the wide divergence in style between the
pottery reliefs and the “Argivo-Corinthian’ bronze reliefs. These last, thin
bronze strips which once decorated the arm-bands and inner surfaces of
shields, were surely made in the sixth century. It was distinctly surprising
to Courby that there seemed to be no relation between the style of the pithoi
and that of the ““ Argivo-Corinthian” bronzes, so near, as he thought, in date,
and at least partly of near-by manufacture.

A parallel for the pithos style, and one executed in the metal technique
which clearly influenced the makers of the pithoi, is provided by two bronze
reliefs of the seventh century, unfortunately both unpublished. The first was
found by Blegen in the Argive Heraeum, and will be published in an early
number of the American Jowrnal of Archaeology. The second was found in the
course of the German excavations at Olympia in 1937.** Both in general com-
position and in detail, these bronzes show the greatest similarities with the
pithos style, but, until their publication, it is impossible to do more than
note the connection.

Within the confines of the seventh century it is not easy to fix accurately

3 Ibid., p. 72
4 Courby, Les Vases grees a reliefs, Paris, 1922,
“ This object has recently been published by R. Hampe, Antike XV, p. 40, fig. 26.
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ARCHAIC SCULPTURE IN BOEOTIA

the various pithoi. Hampe was t'l.f‘i"fi_iilll,\' correct in dividing
but how long a }n-rlml of time separates the groups
difficult to resolve. For the fl;llitlguf !]:I.m]u‘-’s
there is considerable evidence. In addition 1o
emarked between the deer procession on one

the dates of
them into three groups, bt
from one another is a question
Group 1 early in the century
the relationship which Hampe T
of these vases and the deer representec ” i 2
note the similarity of the heads on fragment R7. ”“'l' l)“r“_l_'”l“rl-v on the
Athens Potnia Theron vase (fig. 9), with terra f‘.nt.f:l:\‘ of the first quarter of
the seventh century. The head of the central figure on t]w. .-\lhcns vase is
«till fundamentally _-,ub-gm:r,netrif. and a good (_enn.l]mrmnn IH.:lﬂ'Ul‘d(‘d by a
terra cotta figurine from Aegina published by Jenkins * as Argive. ;\]thm,lgh
the formation of the eyes is different (a difference which perhaps makes the
pithos seem slightly older than the figurine), the general structure of the head
of the figurine is strikingly like that on the pithos. In both heads the prom-
inent nose grows directly from the projecting forehead, and in both the
spreading style of head with upturned features is noticeable. Two terra
cottas from Amyclae of the late eighth century also show interesting relation-
ships with the Potnia Theron, but of these I shall speak later.®
It is noticeable that the second “group,” which consists of but a single vase
in Boston, is closer in style to the first group of the early seventh century
than to the third and final group. Although the shape of the eye has changed
from the circular form of the Paris Medusa vase and the Athens Potnia
Theron to an almond shape (fig. 10), yet the strictly non-plastic, flat, un-
rounded forms of the female figures carrying the robe are very similar to the
style of the earliest vases. Comparison of the free hands of these figures,
which lie along the fronts of their skirts, with the similarly scratched fingers
of the hands of Medusa will emphasize this point. F urthermore, the abso-
:zgﬂi tﬁgté:lrt(;?llqz l:f:,::)sl ;fi n}:z, tt;;t}li;c]h:]: sta]r‘np nfark.hy' which the ears were
oughly draughtsmanlike, unscul L'l {-l) e‘p i i e
R g conq’ider;ti ptural conception of the heads.

OIS on of the oth
to observe a far more plastic style of relief.
;Jf tll'lelsc-ene on the neck of the amphora, wh
or Judging the style, are, unfortunately, bad
to Judge of their surface modelling
The more three-dimensional chara

] on the Stockholm ;mlpllnr:l. we may

er Boston vase, Hampe’s R4, is
The two unhelmeted male heads
ich provide the best opportunity
ly damaged, but enough remains
f:--‘a' Will ;s their general outline (fig. 11).
h et cter of this surface is strikingly brought
B‘;]:t‘:, r}:yl\?zszi;mm;m?}n of these two vases ag they stand side b)% g;de in %he
iy 1.n ]le scene on the neck of R4 the ear of the youthful

15 lightly cut on the projecting side of the head, not stamped

¥ Dedaliea, p). 1, B2

¢ National Maseu, Aty e bead slome.

Athens, 24351 and 24382, See Append;
[18]
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into the flat surface as on the female heads of the other vase. Again, in the
general modelling of animal and human figures on R4, many more anatomical
details appear in the more modelled surfaces. This is very noticeable in the
legs of all the figures. The proportions of the figures themselves are heavier
than on R3, the whole effect less delicately linear.

Hampe may have been correct in placing R3 slightly before the period of
the horsemen on a Melian vase in Athens.” However, it is to be noted that
his comparison of the decorative motives on R4 with those on Melian vases
of the mid-century * cannot be made to serve as a ferminus ante quem for the
Boeotian pithos. It isapparent that decorative motives on these island vases
continued relatively unchanged over a considerable period of time, during
which much progress was made in the figure style. Dugas® dated the
“Herakles vase” '° to the end of the century, and although Payne’s ! ar-
rangement of the Cycladic vases has made it appear unlikely that the series
extended quite so far, it must nevertheless be recognized that the develop-
ment covered a considerable period.

Now the contrast which exists between the two pithoi, R3 and R4, is very
similar, from the point of view of figure representation, to the contrast be-
tween the Melian “Apollo” vase ' and the above-mentioned “Herakles™
vase. In the first of the two painted vases the faces of the figures are set off
from the hair by straight lines meeting at a sharp angle over the ear. The
conception is similar to that of the low brow topped by a straight fringe of
hair in Daedalic terra cottas, and the scheme is carefully followed for the
female figures on R3 (fig. 10). On the later island vases, however, and on the
head of the youth in the scene on Amphora R4 (fig. 11) the line of the hair
above the brow descends toward the ear and the locks falling down over the
shoulders meet this line at a more oblique angle, giving to the whole face a
much more softly rounded, less harshly geometric character. Hampe * h.as.
cited a clear parallel to the hairdress of this youth in the figures .of the Chigi
oenochoe, but this general scheme of hairdressing certainly cn.ntmued to th'e
end of the century, as can be observed from stone s:,cu]pture like the Cleobis
in Delphi or the Haghigeorgitika statue in the National Museum at Athens.
The mention of these statues is not without significance if we recall that,
after all, in these pithoi we are dealing with sculpture of a sort. The rounfiefl
skull and the naturalistic swelling out of the hair below the place where it is

T MuZ, #105. (This is obviously the vase meant by Hampe, although his reference is to MuZ, $104.)

" Conze, Melische Thongefisse, Leipzig, 1862, pls. I, 2.

Y La Céramique des Cyclades, Paris, 1925, p. 228.

0 MuZ, £110.

12 Conze, op. cil., pl. 4.

13 Hampe, op. cil., p. 58. But note that th
us Spirallocken would seem to imply.

u J.H. 8., 1926, p. 212,

e figure on the Boeotian pithos does not have curls over the forehead

(19]
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the head band of the figure on pithos lHlis i.n contrast to the
+ioht falling locks of, say. the Eleutherna statue, while }t corresponds tq
straight I Hing listic treatment * of the hair of post-Daedalic works of aboyt
B B Such a comparison has a certain true 1':1lidi‘[_‘r in

.00 B.C.. like the Cleobis. : : .
vie | f the definitely three dimensional character of the modelling of thijs
view O b

compressed by

I‘“\}'[“"'.h ‘0 the same vein is the evidence from the increased modelling of
.Ivinilll,: on the pi‘ilms; Pfuhl.® discussing the series of f\[v]'ian vases f!:om the
mid-sixth century on, speaks of the de.\'eluplm’llf el i ]).ﬂr‘h(‘ular]y
horses. from a thin stilt-legged geometric type to one of Imtumhs{;“—' repre-
centation and movement. We have no horses on R4 to compare 'w]th those
on R3, and it is to be expected that cattle \‘i:t)ll]d be represented with heavier
proportions and more solid construction. Yet the very 'munded character of
these beasts, and, more particularly, the easy flow of their movement (fig. 12),
certainly indicate a date well beyond the middle of the century. And this
suggestion is furthered by the more complete and more rounded details of the
human figures. Compare, for example, the representation of the knees of the
warrior figures on R4 (fig. 13) with the painting of the knees and legs of
Herakles on the Melian vase which bears his name.

The above evidence seems to indicate that this vase, at least, must be
brought well down into the last quarter of the seventh century, and cannot
be dated, as Hampe would have it, in the middle of that century. Hampe
gave no reason for placing this vase before the little Bibliothéque Nationale
fragment R5, which illustrates a more slender figure on an infinitely more
thin and fragile bull, and it seems likely that this fragment may belong near
the middle of the century.

The appearance of R4 in the last quarter of the century, in a period which
we ha‘ve assumed to be one of powerful Corinthian influence in Boeotia, is
not without interest in relation to other manifestations of Boeotian plastic
style. The profile of the youth on this pithos is properly to be associated
with heads like that of a young woman on one of the Thermon metopes,’’
E‘;fsl‘]t ;ip ti:s;g;Pi fOft ;ngl(l;;gélsquar(ei ]ixlead and thifl-lipped, .vigorous, almost
characterizes monumental scuyl 1;111(:' § ot face_Whlch, v Imll appea b
ot centan pture mn stone in Boeotia in the first part of

“ Jenkins, op, cit., p. 77.

¥ MuZ,1,p. 138,

* Detsil photograph in 4. 4., 1914, pl. 14,

[20]
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[1]
“BIRD-FACED " FIGURINES

()Nl'l of the most difficult groups of Boeotian terra cottas to fix precisely
chronologically is that of the so-called ““bird-faced” figurines. The type is
illustrated (fig. 14) by an example in the Louvre which is characteristic in all
respects save for the figure painting on the chest, which appears only on this
one statuette. Figurines of this sort, decorated in black, with the oceasional
addition of purple, on a buff ground, are commonly attributed to dates any-
where from the geometric period through the fifth century, and are supposed
to exemplify the Boeotian tradition of a continuing geometric style down to
classical times. Actually the type was in use only very briefly at Rhitsona,
the ancient Mycalessos, where the excavations of Burrows and Ure have
provided the one considerable series of terra cottas in Boeotia dated by ex-
ternal evidence. Examples were found only in those graves dated just before
and at the middle of the sixth century.! There are, however, many more
representatives of this class of figurine from Tanagra than from Rhitsona.?

Anyone who has visited the little museum at Skimatari will recall what a
difficult thing it is to attempt to deal with the great mass of secondary ma-
terial which has come out of the fields around ancient Tanagra. But one
thing which becomes apparent from a little study in the museum is that the
archaic Boeotian objects as a whole correspond to the early rather than the
late archaic material from Rhitsona.’ Granted that the sense of the collection
at Skimatari is badly distorted by the transfer to Athens of all the best ma-
terial, nothing can gainsay the fact that it contains a great number of objects
recognizably early at Rhitsona, and comparatively little of the latter part of
the sixth century. Taken in con junction with this fact, the presence of scores
of “bird” figurines, of which only a few were found at Rhitsona, and none
later than grave 40, would seem to indicate that the type went out of use in
Boeotia around the middle of the sixth century.*

How far back of that date the series extends cannot be ascertained: Be-
sides those found at Rhitsona, the only example strictly datable is that in the

! P. N. Ure, Aryballoi and Figurines from Rhitsona in Boeofia, Cambridge, 1934, p. 55.

* Noted by Burrows and Ure, B. 8. A., XIV, p. 313, note 2. o
3 This in spite of the often repeated assertion that Rhitsona represents a provincial and therefore backward

development. : ' , ,
¢ There is, so far as I know, only one example of this type executed in the red on white technique. It is among

the great number of these figurines at Skimatari, and bears no number or other distinguishing mark.

[21]
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ed figures on the chest, al'lfi in th.is (‘ﬂse}alsn the date
ds upon the chronology of ]{hltst)n:i: The ])‘111:1(_?1‘.1.'{1;;1:1"(‘.\ ’I“T!r’nglin.tho
identified by A. D. Ure ® as “Boeohian F_-{f?”m? ricizing. | 1e relation-
ot clear between the painting on the figurine and that on a kantha-
s i” - Vlasto collection at Athens (fig. 15). Two vases of this class were
:.“';r1f1irli1|l‘;:ra1x('e= .5.” at Rhitsona, and, 'sin(‘f‘ these two were of the greatest
l\‘urivh- shown by the style, it seems fair to assume that the date of l.hc' tomh
.--.rrv&‘]mnl.]ﬁ to the floruit of the style, which would thus be placed in the
second quarter of the sixth century. _ o T

In assigning examples of this ]):l]‘ll(‘ll?flr type of bird-faced ™ figurine to
dates before the second quarter of the sixth century, we must W.()l‘k on pure
conjecture. There is a considerable mass of n?aterm]: :}m], given such a
terminus ante quem as seems to be provided at Rhitsona, 1t 1s c'el:tmn].y tempt-
ing to spread the figurines well back into the seventh century.” It is funda-
mentally such a conjecture that is being made by P. N. Ure * when he traces
the development of the type from the late geometric period. That such a
development is probable is quite true, but it certainly cannot be demon-
strated.

As a matter of fact the striking thing about figurines of this “bird-faced”
type is the close unity of “style.”” if we may so dub their general form and
decorative scheme, which they represent. As has often been noted before,’
it is not possible to arrange them according to any typological sequence of
development with relation to the shapes of the arm stumps or other elements.
On the other hand, examination of a large number of them in Skimatari,
Thebes, Athens, and various other European museums reveals innumerable
cases of such absolute parallelism of technique as to postulate groups of
figurines made by iIldi‘v’idua} craftsmen. It would be a perfectly possible
e N T

But again, having recognized the clement of 1edividuc o fiomership
the variations ohservahleg:mon ti egmer.]t of individual craftsmanship in
more forcibly with the.paudt gf ¢ hgurines, we should be struck .all the
Sl of st . y of actual variation to be observed, with the

LY erence Lo a very few decorative sch Such evidence
certainly seems to indicate that the eat majori R oy
produced in a fairly brief period of %;me I?Iajonty, il e, b ha,.v e port

» and argues somewhat against the

Louvre bearing the paint
'it']"l\'!‘

bvle
SLVie

v - . n ‘.a 1x st ]e c-la!l IIL Ule! J;u!t a f
¥ J H B lm, pp. 160 1 tn‘)l'"]mla Bl t !}ﬂe‘)
J- H- H-: ms"s P gu! ﬁg- 9.

k]
. what possible excuse there cq
be i .
ﬂdmeotmymm;ahheh,ldomtk:w_ rm'd"‘t“""ﬁ""‘“m-¢=|u!'lyuftl;i.\‘.y-pe.intl:eeigl:at.hcmntury.O’l

‘ Figurines from Rhitsoma
¥ Jamen » P54
+B-C-H., 1890, p. 98; Holleaus, Mom, pig, 1, pp. 24 1
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theory that the figurines can be traced back to the middle of the seventh
centbury.

A second type ' of primitive figurine in Boeotia, very similar to the above
i hir:l~l':.u'l-t1" type, is yet to be distinguished from it, primarily because the
decoration follows a different scheme. ! Examples of this type have been
found in Tanagra and as far afield as Eretria, and several of them are illus-
trated on page five of Winter’s Die Typen der figurlichen Terrakotten. If the
chief distinguishing characteristic of these figurines is their painted decora-
tion, corresponding precisely to that of the black and purple on buff Boeotian
bird eyclixes, it must also be noted that the shape of the great beaks which
they have for faces differentiates them from the other group, looking more
like the nose of a mouse * than the heak of a bird. Also the proportions are
different, figurines of this type being notably taller than those previously
discussed, and having extraordinarily long necks. On some examples long
locks of hair fall on either side of the neck to the shoulders, but on some the
hair seems to be done up at the back of the head, and the cylindrical form of
the neck is left bare. It is obvious that no typological development can be
deduced from this variation, since both kinds of coiffure appear on the two
figures joined together which are shown in Zervos’ illustration referred to
above. Possibly there is some iconographic significance in this fact — the
two figures might be the matron and the maid, Demeter and Persephone.
But the great mass of figurines of this type are of single persons, the group
being comparatively rare.

Once more a ferminus ante quem is afforded by the Rhitsona excavations.
Only a few black on buff bird cylixes were found there, and they all came
from inhumations of about the middle of the sixth century. It so happened
that no figurines of this second type were found. Again, a comparison with
the material from Tanagra illustrates an almost precisely reversed state of
affairs. Many of these figurines were found there, and also many bird cylixes
of the black on buff style, while comparatively few vases in the red and yellow
on white technique were discovered. But once more we are at a loss to de-
termine how far back of the mid-sixth century this type of figurine and this
style of vase painting extended. P. N. Ure has argued with reason that the
first appearance of the red on white cylixes in Rhitsona graves may follow by
some time the date of their first use on the site, and the same argument ap-
plies to the black on buff cylixes. It is probably quite justifiable to suppose
that figurines of this type are as old as the vases in the same style, but, as we

10 See illustrations in Zervos, L'Art en Gréce, 2101 and 108. .

' H, Kuechn, ap. cit., p. 246, suggested that the zigzag lines on figures of this sort we.zre'ongfmll_v water symbols,
and, in this position, indicate fruitfulness. It must be admitted that if one started identifying zigeag lines as symbols
of fertility, it would be difficult to know where to stop.

12 See especially the little figure on horseback, Winter, p. 7, 71

[23]
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evidence whatever as to the date of the int.roduction of
\< in the case of the ot her group of terra cot’fas. there is no possible
e on which to postulate a typological de\'elnpment, and the .

ot it is worth, argues a short period of manufacture fo,

at the standing figures which bear this type of
more numerous seated figures. The formey
5 the purple color, where used, is 4

have seen, there 1s no
the vases.
logical scheme
[t‘h’fni‘:l evidence, for wh
these ficurines. It is true th
head ni"-g'«:r certain contrasts to the :
2re almost invariably finer in technique:
;‘wre brilliant, less dull and grmmlnr paint, h}lt very many fJf the decorative
«chemes are the same, many others agree precisely with motives found on the
*pappades” with well-moulded heads ‘:‘f. the first lef 10f t}.le sixth century 1

The above brief study of these primitive Boeotian figurines does not pre-
tend to arrive at other than negative results. Alt.hough We may say reason-
ably that it is probable that terra cottas of this sort, pa.rhcular}_v of the
lono-necked variety with mouse-like face, do extend back into the seventh
cen?ur\‘ and repres.ent a continuous development from the seventh century
Boeotian late geometric, it is not possible in any sense to trace this develop-
ment. Indeed. there is no escaping the conclusion that the evidence at
present available indicates that the great mass of the material (at least of
that group forming the first class discussed above) falls within the sixth
century. In any event, there can be no justification for dating these objects
in the eighth century. It is my belief that Ure's ™ statement that “the
seventh century Boeotian potters who produced the latest of the big Boeotian
geometric vases also produced primitive horse figurines and proto-pappades
in the black on brown style™ is substantially correct, but that by far the
greater part of the primitive Boeotian figurines which have come down to us
belong to the first half of the sixth century.

One final reference to primitive figurines of another type, painted in the
red on white technique, and I shall have done with these rather sorry speci-
mens of the ph-alstic arts. On plate XIII of Ure's Aryballoi and F igurines from
gigrzzgaina:ee dﬂlustratzdl Eevera_l small figurines of a very prifnitive kind,
tomb. These a:: 3; tferanjfr white, and_con?mg from an early sixth century
across the chest agnd h: ~§ PO;ghly oy il = the lovf*er Part, ra.ther flat
or curving Sligizt.lv B ‘:1" P}i‘llmentarz,- arms, either projecting horizontally
a spiral curving ;10“?11 ?: - The long neck is surmounted by no head, but _by

om the top of the neck.”® One frequent decorative

% }.:nmm like 24277 (un
mﬁﬁ]?EMmm

* Compare, for example, the decorati Nati
m.trm Sy e (Z:tt;;; ou National Museum £4277 (mentioned in footnote just above) with
2 ;lnfybuﬂln ; t::d b‘):frfm frem Rhitsoma, p. 54. figurine
on buff examples the spiral rofl curls up and back from the “forehead” of the 3

[24]
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te by Wik, . & 5 at Athens are really excellent pieces of cra

- A better illustration in Koster, Dic Griechischen Terrakotien:
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motive in the lr’“i"'i”%’_ on these figurines is a eross hatching of fine red lines
on ‘t}w r-hos_;t. -Faken In conjunction with such apparently transitional ma-
terial as :l.f.lglll‘lll(‘ frm'fl grave 86 at Rhitsona '"in which the cross hatching on
the l.h('.id iIs accompanied by heavy vertical red lines down the center of the
skiri_ with fine red cross hatching on either side, these early sixth-century
ﬁgt_lruws seem 1:1. represent the beginnings of the style of red on white painting
which (T]-!.'irii(.'t(.’fl?’,(,‘ll the figurines of the second half of the sixth century.®

Figurines precisely like these very rudimentary examples from an.early
sixth-century grave at Rhitsona have been found on the Acropolis at Athens.
In the Archacologische Anzeiger for 1893, page 140, are described and illus-
trated several small figurines with roughly cylindrical lower bodies and flat
chests bearing this fine red cross hatching on chalky white. These are pub-
lished as objects of foreign manufacture imported and dedicated on the
Acropolis, the prime argument attesting the importation of such negligible
little objects being the fact that none was found elsewhere in the town than
on this site of dedication. However, Mrs. Homer Thompson and Mr. Rodney
Young, of the American Excavations at the Athenian Agora, have been kind
enough to show me the fragments of a number of figurines of this primitive
type which were found in the Agora at Athens in a closed deposit dated (by a
black-figured sherd painted in a Corinthian style) to the first quarter of the
sixth century. There is no evidence for the importation of these terra cottas
into Attica, nor have I any intention of attempting to demonstrate that they
were imported into Boeotia from Athens. Rather it appears that this simple
type, of which the similarity to the most naive of the Mycenaean “pinch-
faced™ figurines is obvious, was in common use in the first quarter of the
sixth century,*® and seems to represent the dissemination of the red on white
style, perhaps under the influence of Corinth.

However, in view of the often repeated assertion that the black on buff
cylixes do not show Corinthian influence, but represent the continuing geo-
metric tradition, it is important to realize that all of the decorative elements
involved in the painting of the red on white figurines appear also on the black
on buff cylixes. Figure 16 illustrates a cylix of Ure’s Class L® recently ac-
quired by the Fogg Museum of Harvard University.™ _E-Xcept for t.he chall.;y
white under-painting, each motive found on the transitional ﬁgunne, R.hlt-
sona 86.293, is to be found here also. The reddish cross hatching on a light

17 Ure, op. eit., pl. X111, #86.203.

¥ See below, p. 40. : ] r
19 Ses also Martha, Catalogue de figurines en Terre Cuite du Muséc . . . d Athénes, Paris, 1880, p. 8, Z14, 13, 16;

also Winter, p. 24, 2.
% Compare several examples found at Eleusis, Kouroumiotis, Eheoois, Athens, 1884, p. 92, fig. 65.
% Ure, op. cit., p. 5%
2 Ure, Sizth and Fifth Century Potiery, p. 18, Class B
# 21938.12.
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ol B ]Hll‘P]t‘ appear quite plainly on man
ems most likely, the black on buft style
d on white style,* it is necessary

the heavy stripes of T
Thus if. as se
yrecedes the re :
le also illustrates Corinthian influence (and, there.
.. cannot be taken to demonstrate unbroken continuity of development of
ity h“mtl o stvle in Boeotia through the seventh century), or that the
L[.::;[Et‘“\l\l-itit:lp:.lir.lt represents the only C()ﬁtlﬂﬂ:lﬂ clemontf‘intr]nduced by the
od om white style. The former assumption seems to me far the more prob.-
able. The constant use of purplish red P=:‘1“t* the generally C”]”Ff‘ll aspect of
cvlixes and figurines in the black on buft st.\']t‘._as ('01‘]1].)“[‘0(1 with the la.tt?st
ej\-:unph‘s of seventh-century Boeotian geometric, definitely suggests the in-
trusion of some foreign influence between the manufacture of. true geometric
in the first half of the century and the first Boeotian cylixes. Since we do not
know the date when the cylixes were first produced, we can scarcely pursue
this point further, but it is worthwhile to note how neatly tllle- findings of
Hampe and of Ure are brought into agreement by the supposition that the
Corinthian influence of the middle of the seventh century, which put an end
to the production of true geometric pottery in Boeotia, was also responsible
for the beginning of the earliest cylix style vases of Ure’s Class I. To what-
ever date these vases are assigned, the long-necked class of terra cottas dis-
cussed above * must also be assigned. These terra cottas, then, would be the
predecessors of the true “bird-faced type,” and would date from the second
half of the seventh and the early part of the sixth centuries.

Admittedly this is mere hypothesis, and it is not supported by the chro-
nology at Rhitsona, but in this case the Rhitsona excavations cannot really
offer more than a ferminus ante quem, and the above suggestion may seem
preferable to the otherwise necessary conclusion that a vase painting style,

entirely' abstra.r:'t in character, was copied from a much older scheme of
decoration applied to human figures.

ground and
of the vases of this class.
of evlix ware definitely |

qssume that this earlier sty

- I cannot believe in the theory put forward by Ure Ary
on white style precede the vases by half a century:. It ;e
Century Potery, p. 12, that the vases were in existence
small vases were preferred), and to assume t
no matter in what period.

= Winter, p. 5.

balloi and Figurines, p. 54, that the figurines in the red
ems better to accept his other suggestion, Sizth and Fifth
ence some time before their inclusion in the tombs (for which
hat figurines and vases in the single style were made contemporaneously,

R T ———

IV
FIGURINES WITH MOULDED HEADS

IN ENDEAVORING to bring into chronological relationship with the primitive
figurines the series of much finer terra cottas, marked by a similar abstraction
of the forms of the body, but having well-moulded heads, all investigators
have been hampered by the lack of external evidence concerning this latter
series. The example illustrated in figure 37 ! will serve to identify the type.
The high, round polos, like the canonical hat of the modern Greek priest, has
given to these figures their common name of rardases. Below the moulded
head the body follows in general form the scheme of the primitive **bird-
faced” figurines already discussed.

The detailed examination, in the latter pages of this chapter, of the whole
series of figurines with well-modelled heads and bodies en galette brings out
many indications of a simple and fairly brief chronology from the first
quarter of the sixth century to a little after 500. The actual identification
and explanation of these terra cottas is not yet possible. Perhaps the most
significant comment in this connection has come recently from M. Guillon,?
who identified several examples from Mt. Ptois, of the variety found in large
numbers at Rhitsona, as representations of a mother goddess who, with the
hero Ptoos, held the hill before the advent of Apollo and Athena Pronaia.
Such a solution for the problem of the appearance of numbers of female
statuettes in the sanctuary of a hero god seems plausible and helps to explain
the discovery of the small female head (with earrings)® at the sanctuary of
Apollo in Amyclae which Buschor was forced to consider Mycenaean,* but
which, as will be seen below,® must certainly belong to the period around 700.

Much has been written on the subject of the high polos. but all that can be
clearly demonstrated is that its affinities are oriental and with many sections
of Asia Minor and Mesopotamia. We may remember also tl.lﬂt‘. ﬂltj: best
parallel for the spiral roll projecting from the polos of the "bird".hgurmes is
the combined crown of upper and lower Egypt. Ohnefalsch-Richter ¢ has

! British Museum, B58; Walters, Catalogue of the Terra Cotias, pl. XVI, left.
® B.C. H., 1936, p. 426.

8 But of. Forster, B. S. A., 1901-02, p. 274, for earrings on a male figure.

C A M., 1927, p. 11. .

b See Appendix.

¢ Kypros, the Bible and Homer, London, 1883, p. 426.
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turther spcviﬁ(' connection with Assyria by citing
: chests of a Berlin figure (fig. 38) and of Britig),
s decorall 3 .1 » A SSVTIE ‘aere -
the dec B57 (fig. 23) as directly derived from the Assyrian sacred tree, byt
Th} ) o And ] s . . e {1 y Y
Museam LYY V76 neral (lept'mlt‘m'“ of the Greek palmette on older

¢ we recognize the ge tulate an i :
st nt;uli\'ra‘ it is not necessary to postulate an immediate

:lllt‘mi)h'll to drive home
ve motives on the

Assyrian decorative
source for .\'pvviliv instances.

Except for the very distinet variety found at Rhitsona, which will be dis-
QJ‘\‘.{' » i . w

od below, no examples of the present class have been found in dated con-

ussed below, Ni ; _ " s )

: ed. in any contexts that can now be clearly identified.” It ig
3 ey

texts, nor, inde : tific
ated graves al Rhitsona no figurines were

notable that in the long series of d: e ‘ e :
. o scorative painting :
found which showed the black and purple on buff decorative painting anc the

particular style of modelled head ilhls‘rr:il(-‘(l by ﬁi—?“ﬂ‘ 37-. Tll(‘ evidence of
their absence has been interpreted to indicate that provincially backward
Rhitsona did not receive the style, supposedly er sated in the third quarter of
the sixth century, before the influx of Attic figurines had rendered it already
outmoded. However. the finds at Rhitsona indicate that terra cottas of a
quite distinct character were in use there during the third and fourth quarters
of the sixth century. Although the example shown in figure 59 is from
Tanagra,® it will serve to illustrate the Rhitsona style. As I shall attempt to
show below, this style was not provineial or peculiar to Rhitsona, but was in
common use in other parts of the district, entirely replacing the type of
figure 37 about the middle of the sixth century.

Schweitzer * and Lullies, in two recent articles which touched briefly
upon figurines of this kind (they did not differentiate between the two vari-
eties distinguished above), both recognized in them a kind of mannerism
“"hlc_h they thought peculiar to the second half of the sixth century. Lullies,
&aeﬁiufgiy;tﬂas C'Dmgared these‘ terra co‘fta.s with other Boeotian monu-
e, (;entury Ot;:lrv;rlllie atal:ile,hwhx.ch }1(‘3 assigned to the third quarter of .the
VNS i S g:ioun 'tI‘ }?t they 1llu.strate the same sort of mannerism
in Attic vase pai Ei A, IS mannerism he compared to that of Amasis

. . painting, and he insisted that such a “tension’ of flat, two-
dimensional bodies combined with head Ided i i g 1d
not have existed before the m: q ds moulded in three dllnlenm.on? cou

¢ middle of the century. However, in assigning the

first series of these fiour;
: gurines, tha
than 550, Lullies is certain]y, mistl;izirjlresented sy i

" The very inadequate ipti i
?mﬁu P ki et ;lx references (o individual finds in the periodical Mpaxrikd,in the yolymel
hl.u'ttgxrt i e ulenl.ury. ?(ekﬂ]é'n book, Griechische Thonfiguren aus Tanagra published in
ier it s value, and it is apparent that he had first-hand knowledge of Lh‘e excavations

: gﬁli::ns Nati'nnal Museum, 429

% tache Mﬁﬂwﬁunym. 1929, pp. 11

Jahrbuch, 1936, 1. 140, sk
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Primarily, of course, the arguments which Ure ' has brought forward for
assigning the black on buff cylixes to a date in the first half of the sixth and
the late seventh century are distinetly opposed to Lullies’ thesis. The use
of a strong purple paint and of definitely Corinthian floral motives, hoth on
the vases and on the first group of “pappades” from Tanagra, indicates that
the related styles of both arose at the same time under Corinthian influence.
But even to Lullies” argument hased upon principles of design there are sev-
eral important exceptions to be taken. The brilliant color scheme, although
nol impossible in the period of Amasis, is much more in keeping with the
spirit of an earlier time. And, while Lullies associates with the idea of man-
nerism the seemingly illogical combination of plastic heads with bodies en
galette, it must not be forgotten that the nature of styles called mannered is
manifold. There is, indeed, a kind of mannerism to be observed on Corin-
thian vases of the first half of the sixth century. Amasis painted on a neck
amphora, now in Paris,” two maenads, their arms entwined about each
other’s necks, standing before Dionysos. If this scene he compared with
such an example of the earlier Corinthian style as is to be seen on the Am-
phiaraos crater in Berlin,"” the comparison reveals two very divergent forms
of mannered painting. Insofar as we no longer envisage the whole develop-
ment of Greek art as a steady progress from incapacity and awkwardness
toward naturalism, to just that extent do we endow all early sculpture with
some form of this quality of mannerism. Thus the Sunium Apollo is a man-
nered figure — that is, it is executed in a certain definite and preconceived
style which consciously departs from the tenets of natural organic structure.
But it is a far cry from this sort of thing to the mannerism of Carpenter’s
Master B of the Nike Temple parapet.”® Similarly it is a far ery from the
sharply defined outlines, the strongly isolated figures of the Amphiaraos
crater to the all-over delicate incision and the unifying linear rhythms which
make of Amasis’ two maenad figures a woven pattern of responding line.
And it is the early sixth-century kind of vigorous, unsophisticated archaic
art that is suggested by the sharply defined plane areas, juxtaposed in harsh
and bold style, of the figurines illustrated in figures 17 and 29. They are as
far from the linear style of developed Ionic work of the second half of the
sixth century as is the sculptural style of the young Brunelleschi from the
rhythmical line of Agostino di Duccio.

Thus it appears that those examples with the heads most cmnpiete_]y. and
forcefully modelled are of the same half century as the great mass of the

" B.S. A., XIV, pp. 814, 815, See also J. H. S., 1910, pp. 386 f.

12 (1 V. A., France (Bibl. Nat'l) 321,2; MuZ, £220.

13 Furtwiingler and Reichhold, Griechische Vasenmalerei, Munich, 1900, III, pl. 121.

4 R. Corpenter, The Seulpture of the Nike Temple Parapet, Cambridge, Mass., 1929, p. 25,
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in the National Museum al Athens }:uhlislu-«l by ,inmnf and here i”llst.ra[ed
in ficures 29 and 30. Thus it appears that Holleaux, hke r]il]!]“!..f'l”l('.'(!i\’()d
the Tjisiur\' of the figurines as a long development from [JI.‘HI]III.\‘(‘ “bird-
taced” fi;_{‘urim's to the fully mmlc?lml late v‘\'umph-s. a llu'sts. which ig not
supported by the evidence now :l\'ill]:lf:l(‘.. It 1s not PHSSII)I{‘.[U mtroduce any
evidence from typological development into the problem of the date of any
of the “pappades.”

Among the most carefully executed and best preserved examples of Boeg-
tian figurines from the first half of the century scattered in the museums of
Athens, London, Paris, Berlin, Munich, and elsewhere, certain definite groups
can be recognized. Not always clearly definable from one another, these
groups nevertheless tend to illustrate the possible individuality of various
craftsmen and also the close unity of style binding together this art of fixed
convention and few motives.

(GrRoUP A

1. Athens, National Museum — formerly 2663 in the Polytechnion; Winter, p- 8, #7.
See figures 17 and 20,

¢. London, British Museum #B36: Winter. p- 8, 27b. See figure 18.
3. Berlin, Antiquarium 28332: Winter, p. 8, 26, See figure 19.

D?Splte differences i.n detail — the British Museum example is much more
flasgly and poorly finished than is that in Athens — the first two, at least,
:]:e;ul}(; ;]:;e ?aléne l}]land. The actual delineation of the wavy lines on skirts and
o tv;'(,) (lii]:l est Fou_tl.mes of the tongue patterns on the breasts are as sim-
which fall upon Eh W}ﬂtlng by the same calligraphist. The great ropes of hair
colls by sha]I])ow ]_B oreast of number one of this group are modelled in large
e th.e r‘lagona.l.lnmsmns, and a glance at figure 18 shows that pre-

Y the same scheme is uged o render the hair of the British Museum

4 general comparison of figures 17 and 18 demon-
tongruent are the silhouettes of the two figures,
apparently lost the high 1o shoulders and arms, The figurine in Athens has
&7 Polos which was attached to it at the time of Winter's

een in Winter’s drawing, this headdress, not pre-

ik .
s (g. e, P- 20, note 3.
mﬂ' p' al #7.
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cisely Hi_'“”“" f" ”.”” '_Jf the British Museum example, paralleled exactly the
polos of the figurine in Berlin. The Berlin st '
effective of the ”H"H': but the treatment of the eyes and lips so nearly corre-
’*l"""i“ to the ”""i"””'g of number two of this group that it should Illmlaahl\'
be icluded here, o

A surprisingly close parallel to the head of the seated statuette 21 is af-
forded by ”"" “"-"Lkllm‘i'll‘ Corinthian pyxis in Berlin, inv. 24507 (fig. 21).
Payne 7 "Hﬁlg"."'l the pyxis to the decade 590 980, and it is difficult to see
how the Boeotian f_ig”"if“f can be much later. In both we can see the same
kind of features, with very |:1rge, eyes and very low forehead. It is obvious
that both works represent the same stage in the transition from the flat. two-
dimensional ** Daedalic™ style: indeed, they are remarkably similar in profile.
The juxtaposition of figure 20 and figure 21 (left) will serve to point this com-
parison. The Boeotian figurine is marked by the same upward tilt of the
head, the same almost straight line under the chin, and, despite the damage
which it has suffered, precisely the same long curve from the low forehead
down to the tip of the nose that may be noted on the Corinthian head.

The rendering of the hair above the forehead on this Boeotian statuette is
somewhat different from anything to be found on the works with which it
has been compared, and it is apparently painted in imitation of that style of
coiffure ** illustrated among the marbles of the Athenian Acropolis by num-
bers 622, 617 and, especially, 654 of the Acropolis Museum. Another painted
representation of hair treated in this same way is to be found on a figure of
Artemis on one of the handles of the Francois vase.” Payne remarked that
this mode of hairdressing passed out of fashion in Attica soon after the middle
of the sixth century, and, while paucity of material prevents any such pre-
cision in the chronology of Boeotian fashions, the present example is surely
about contemporary with the above listed Attic monuments showing the
height of the style.

A badly damaged head from Mt. Ptoos in the National Museum at Athens
(fig. 22) offers an interesting comparison with the terra cotta 1. This object
was published by Deonna as 237 in his catalogue of the archaic Apollos, and
by him attributed to a Boeotian artist of the first half of the sixth century.
The poros stone of which it is made is very similar to the material emplo_)-\_ad
in the carving of Dermys and Kitylos and of the Skimatari torso. The coif-
fure of this head is not dissimilar to that of the seated statuette, but it finds
its closest parallel in the well-known Attic relief of a man with a discus that

atuette is probably the least

" Payne, Necrocorinthia, Oxford, 1931, catalogue #882 — see p. 235 and pl. 48, #8 and 24. _
18 See Payne's discussion of this coiffure on p. 5 of the introduction to H. Payne and G. 5. Young, Archaic

Marble Seulpture Sfrom the Aeropolis, London, 1936.
' Furtwiingler and Reichhold, op. cit., pls. 1 and 2.
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led treatment of detal, almost a fleshiness of featupe

o works included under group A from the succeeding
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this group, an influence : e AT \ h
the seated figure in Athens and a head from a Corinthian PYyXis. For the sof,
heavy forms of the terra coltas in group A are more typical of early six(h-
century Corinthian work than the contemporary products of Bocotiay
craltsmanship.

Another Boeotian figurine in the British Museum *" must be mentioned
here (fig. 28). Although it displays the smooth black locks of hair and the
precise, flat painting of Corinthian designs which characterize the objects
under group D (below), the heavy chin, fleshy nose, and method of modelling
and outhning the eyes serve Lo associate 1t more vlnsv|y wilh group A. Fur-
thermare, it is another example, like A1, which gives clear evidence of a
direct contact with Corinth. A comparison of this head with that of the
comast on a Corinthian plastic vase in the Louvre (fig. 24),* which Payne
dated to the decade 585-575, indicates how closely this Boeotian work 'n.p~
proaches the true Corinthian style. Again it is nol only the similarity of
features, the somewhat Semitic nose hetween wide-open eyes under l;ighw
-'lrf"lnn;.{. painted eyebrows which is noticeable, but also the fact that, from the
point of view of three-dimensional design, these two heads have reached

:rnlmui the same stage of development away from the flat * Daedalic” style.
Ihere is no need to allow more thy :

original and an imitation as eloc : g it - .
rig al rl.ul l.n.lllllf_:lllt}ll as close as this one, and it is probably quite safe to
give the Boeotian fig ;

e melatiomio | urine a date close to 575. It is indicative of the very
I,mmd ,,;ﬁ?:.l,h n]; .’Tlv_ﬂwl the following groups that precisely the same dia-
¢ ¢ il a VLT 1 :
e :m i which m.ln be seen pamted across the front of the body of
Museum AIIlui:"l:l.r('il-l(r;lij;m1-”“. same place on a terra cotta in the National
1! y ALhens (4 . dhiseugse ) i .
Finally, National M: ) ussed under group C below (figs. 33 and 34).
Yo National Museum #4015 ; in fi i
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Guroor I
1. Athens, Notional Museum 44019, figures 206 and 27,

2. Dresden, Anbiguarium, plastic vase, figure 24

Both on the figurine and on the head which forms the neck of » plastic vase
a chalky white paint has been used as an une

‘ ; _ ler-conting, This is in contrast
to Lhe previous group, in which, save for tr

: aces of oceasional use of white on
faces, the ground color is regularly the buft of the clay. Furthermore, on B1,
red as well as black s already in use ag an ()V(‘l"-IHlil;1,

In some ways this figurine is not altogether unlike the seated figrures de-
geribed under group A, but the profile view shows that the present work is
somewhal more advanced in three-dimensional modelling and later in date.
I'rom that point of view its closest parallel with the more certainly dated
geries al Corinth 18 with work of the very end of the middle "n.rinllli:m
period, at the beginning of the second quarter of the sixth century. Heads
like those llustrated in Payne's Neerocorinthia, plate 48, #56 and £15,” from
Lhis period, show a very similar handling of the profile and also the same dis-
appearance of the jutting chin of the decade hefore. But the very comparison
with Corinthian objects in this case serves to emphasize the Boeolian char-
acter of the figurine. The broad, flat planes are crudely joined into an almost
brutally coarse head; there is a certain disorganized appearance, a lack of
the I'I(?;'Illgy composed compact features thal characterize contemporary
Corinthian or Altic terra cottas.”

Despile the contrasts naturally to be expected between an independent
figurine and a head which forms part of a vase, B2 has many points of com-
parison with B1, Besides the chalky white paint, there are observable the
same wide, staring eyes, slightly hooked nose and small chin. And, with the
same proviso that this head also exhibits a cast of features which seem Iu‘lw
specifically Boeotian, it is possible to find close parallels among (‘n_rnflhmn
terra coltas. Perhaps the best analogy is provided by an early pyxis in the
Late Corinthian style in St. Louis,” and it is probable that B2 should he

placed slightly before 560.

Group C;
1. Athens, National Museum, #4000, B. C. I., 1800, pl. 14; Winter, 8, #1, here figures 20
and 30,
2. Munich-Figurine illustrated in Jahrbuch, 1056, abbs, 3 and 4; here figure 31.

vl in the British Museum, renpectively.

I again in o small bronze from Mt P'tods
[ which will be discussed helow.

V, ok

2 From two pyxides of Corinthinn fabrie in Bonn ai
2 Thin same Boeotinn type of face is clenrly set fort
tonul Musenm, #7982 — which in strikingly similar to 11, ane _
" Nooracorinthia, pl. 85, #1 and #4. Beo Richter, Met. Mus, Studies,
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Al e )

group 1s the figurine which Lullies .i}l'llstrate(] 2
S of view of style to a marble head * in Atheng
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Schweitzer.” who, on the basis of a vmnp:.n-isun between a figurine ip the
. um at The Hague and a terra cotla head from Thermoy,
believed that he could date all of these _ﬁgurftws to the third quarter of th(;
gixth century. I have not been able to examine the Statuctie at The Hague
and therefore have no comment to 111:.11{0 on 1f‘lu‘ comparison. However, it
seems obvious from the general discussion m Schweitzer’s article that he djq
not fully appreciate the contrast that exists between : the. red on white
“Rhitsona type” (which I shall discuss below) and the figurines now under
consideration. As has been already noted, the recognition of the style ag
mannered, as illustrative of a fine tension between strongly emphasized three-
dimensionality in the head and the constraint of the flat, board form for the
body, does not constitute sufficient evidence for a date in the second half of
the century. The same principle appears in painting of the Corinthian style;
it appears most markedly on *“Clazomenian™ vases of the second quarter of
the sixth century. Figure 32 illustrates a terra cotta in the National Museum
at Athens which is said to have been found at Tanagra but which is clearly
very Ionic in character. A comparison of this figure in profile with the figures
of the ring of maidens on a Clazomenian amphora 2* illustrates how closely
mannerism of this sort in terra cottas can correspond to the same element on
contemporary vases in the first half of the century.
vai?;)\:i:;i; 1t :;Ulst bt; Siid th_at the p:ara]lel which Lullies suggestedlwith t].le
o g Style of Amasis (.:onst.ltute_s a forceful argument. ~Certain
peciiic comparisons of the figurines in this group with figure painting both
on vases by Amasis ** and on those belongin to the circle of erists *’
who stemmed from him are very strikj i L f fea-
tures that marks the profile ofrj(rjl ksl Th'e e i fl?
vases. Even the element of coloy reappears in persons represented on the
of purple producing a sim; s treated in a similar way, the sparing use
Yet, although thg owetly builliant effect,
sk d’e the ﬁgirinessoef arguments are not without weight, it is necessary to

this group with the others of the first half of the sixth

2 Jﬂkfbuc‘h’ 1936
. » P 14]v ﬁ 8.
* Nationg] M gs. 3 and 4.

215 Jahrbuch,
: R- M.. ]9!9’ p. . y 1936; bp. 139 and 140. ﬁgs_ 1 &nd 2 are h'Om the best B.Vﬂilable phowgrnphﬂ.
@ MuZ, 2148 ang 2144,

Number two 11 [In.a_'
from the pom! 0

colnl ";N't'd . .
g He assigned bot

Scheurleer Muse

» 7219, an early work, is one of the closest.
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cenlury. !Il |N>i.ll| of fact, the general figure style agrees as well with painting
of the period of the Francois vase as with that of Amasis. The Corinthian
character of the ornaments on the costume of (1 again suggests the former
period. The very itu:wtlv which decorates the center of the front of the hody
of C1 appears again on an early “Pontish™ vase in Munich.® dating about
560. The hair which falls on the back of the shoulders of C1 ends in the same
long, sharp points that mark the ends of the Lions’ manes on vases of
Payne’s * Deianeira and Gorgon groups, surely belonging to the second
quarter of the century.

But it is the sharp, clearly defined features and vigorous modelling of the
heads themselves that most conclusively aligns them with the simple archaic
style of the first half of the century. What similarity exists between these
heads and heads by the affected painters is really very superficial. For these
are not the generalized, lightly defined traits of Amasis, but the harshly out-
lined, separately distinct features of the surviving Daedalic style.”® They
show none of that flow of modelling and unity of composition which is the
characteristic contribution of the third quarter of the century, both in sculp-
ture and in painting; on the other hand every effort is bent toward emphasiz-
ing the static individual outline of each part. If one must cite a parallel for
the vigorous, individualized character of the heads of these two terra cottas,
it is the kouros of Volomandra * that comes to mind. Already more Ionic in
handling than the figurines, still the marble shows, particularly in the profile
of the head, the same sort of vigorous individualism that marks the terra
cottas.

The identity of style of these two figurines is clearly brought out in a com-
parison of the heads. There is an exactly similar treatment of eyes, brows,
and the plastic locks of hair falling on the shoulders. F urthermore, the fea-
tures exhibit the same sharp angularity of profile and almost brutal directness
of representation. The decorative elements on the presumed drapery are
quite different; at first glance the Munich example seems to l?e representeg
in a naturalistically arranged garment with long lines representing the folds.
However, it should be noted that the loop at the neck, which appears to
represent an opening for a drawstring, appears in exactly the same i’ormE
without any possibility of representing any part of a garment, on the face o
one of the saucers discussed below under group D (fig. 41). There are also

3 P, Ducali, Pontische Vasen, Berlin, 1932, pls. 1 and 2.

% Op. cit., p. 193, fig. 87.

% Compare Charline Hofkes-Brukker, Frithgriechische Gruppenbil

# Richter, Met. Mus. Studies, V, p. 43. See Zervos, L' Art en Gréce,
the head. .

% Since these lines also characterize the “bird-faced " figurines,
third quarter of the century.

bildung, Wurzburg, 1933, p. 18 and p. 29.
pls. 180 and 131, for good photographs of

they do not constitute evidence for a date in the
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Is to some of the decorative moii}‘es on C1 among .the Saucery; g,
4 .t central floral motive, \.\'lt}l leaves !)t)llltlllg mward a]t“—l‘nat
: 1 those pointing out, appears again on one of the. Saucer faces, Thei
ing with those I” ml: to demonstrate the close relationship between ﬂ&c
i he brief period covered by all of these works, f s

;‘;‘; I‘Ll”l

example, the gre

f!!liit'tl“ﬂ”

o 1 Oor the
bands at work during t G e
:l\““ B . Y B 2 -

re rounded and sober forms of the objects listed under group D (‘el‘t«‘lin]y
more ) v

; ' o different craftsman.
sresent the hand of ‘:,:.g_ﬁl(;u’f definitely by a different and inferior hang
is the figurine in the National Museum ut'.-\l'.hens Tillustrated in figures 3:;
:I-Tl(i 34. Both the hair and the polos of this .hg.ure seem to be separately oy
tached units, but the modelling of the head is in every way less plastic, Jegg
vigorous than is that of the two examples listed above. The eye 1s not
m::de”ui at all, but simply painted on, and it extends well down along the
nose. The nose ** is a flat-sided, wedge-shaped projection not comparable t,
the modelled nose of C1, and the lips and chin entirely lack that vigorous
forward thrust of these features on number C1.

Two much more crudely executed examples which are stylistically close to
this group are the figurine ** illustrated in figure 35 and an equestrian figure
in Athens,* obviously by the same hand. The large irregular nose, hollows
for the eyes, and generally gloomy expressions of the two heads are identical,
while the beaked nose and angularity of planes clearly relate these statuettes
to the general style of group C. The “drapery” of the standing figure offers
further suggestion of date * by its similarity to the drapery of the figures in
the fragmentary Sophilos vase © in Athens. Again there is further evidence
of the close relationship between groups C and D in a comparison of the
treatment of the horse’s head of Athens 24208 with the very similar (but

superior) handling of the horse on the terra cotta horseman published by
Jamot.‘”

Two further statuettes ¢

rej
Very close to the ab

of very simple workmanship, illustrated in fig-

* I cannot agree with the rank which Jamot, B
of the series, i

C.H., 1890, gives this work as the finest and most developed

# Nat. Museum 24010,

* The hawk-like nose of this f
k.luseum 26599), published in De
etg.hth-eenlury Acropolis brongzes
knife-cuts :

igure is curigus]
Ridder's catalo

The close ¢
for mouths make the heads of these F

& Nut_";[ili::urgjugg:_m has led investigaty
LU S
¢ :‘::;t;i.tz?;:{:::nnﬂwuﬁ. Best illustrated in Zervos, I Az on Gird,

» 48 A matter of faet, the horse of the other ﬁ;u:fl’leﬁli?; Aryballoi and Figurines, p- 63, hes
ty e for_horaeu in the midrile ofefihe :yeniury ‘:.t Rh;i:ona. ;-nd thate B

¥ reminiscent of a small bronze from the Acropolis (National
Bue as 2695 (fig. 212) and considered one of the earliest of the
rrespondences of heaked noses, unmodelled faces, and straight
wo figurines appear surprisingly similar, and lead one to suspect
TS Lo assipn the Acropolis bronze to too early a date.

“ Nat. )
w4 Museom, Athens, $4961 und 45050, “ B-C.H., 1890, pl. XIII, See below, under group D-
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ure 36, also the work of one hand, are dependent upon group C, and most
clearly reflect the style of the example shown in figurt? 33. The smooth,
heaked nose, thin, horizontal mouth, and vertical fall of the line of un-
modelled chin in profile demonstrate the similurity of plastic style between
these works and the much more gaily decorated figure 33. The fact that
#4259 has plastically modelled breasts, while the others have no indication of
breasts whatever, is a curious reflection of the surprising lack of importance
lo these designs both of the representational value of the indication of sex
and of the relationship between three-dimensional and two-dimensional com-
position. The breasts are plastically indicated in C1 also, but with a painted
decoration which makes the two-dimensional design much more telling to the
figure as a whole than is the slight projection forward which it sets off.

Grour D:

1. British Museum £B58; Winter, p. 9, 22g; see figure 37.

2. Berlin, Antiquarium, £7602; Winter, p. 9, £2; see figure 38.
3. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, Z01.7778; see figure 39.

4. Athens, National Museum 24021-4030; see figures 40 and 41.

The first three of these items are single standing ““ pappades™; the last is a
group of ten small saucers, each decorated with some sort of plastic append-
age to serve, apparently, as a handle. Discovered in 1888, these saucers were
first published in a brief note in the "Apx. Aentior.®® They have been further
described by Maurice Holleaux,* but, so far as I know, no one of them has
ever been illustrated before.” Only one of the handles is in the form of a
human head, and that is the example illustrated in figure 40. The others are
all in the forms of animal or bird heads save one, which is a phallus. They
are exceptionally fine and delicate pieces of craftsmanship, worthy of much
more attention than has been bestowed upon them. Beca-use of t_he Iack’ of
photographs, I append some rough sket(.'hes of the decorative mntlves] which
appear on the saucer faces (fig. 41), asking the reader to a?cept. for t 1({ mtc.)-
ment, the simple statement that the character of modelling of the plastic
parts is in all cases identical. All of the saucers are about the same size, a
little larger than a silver dollar.

All of the objects that make up t
hand. A glance at the illustrations
and there are many repetitions on the saucer
tions of the figurines. But more important th

his group are certainly the .work of_ one
will reveal common decorative motives,
s of the chest and polos decora-
an these simple elements is the

* 1888, p. 218, note BY.

© Mon. Piot, 1, p. 31, note 2.

7 There is a similar object in Boston,
is dissimilar in technique and color.

Museum of Fine Arts #13.172, Fairbanks Catalogue, pl. 51, 544, but it
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the sharp crisp handling of line and the .
he human head that appears on one of t;..h
the same somber 1-(‘;.|tur(-s and simple, f{)'l‘(‘:\(\.
ful modelling as the three ﬁ.i:“ri“(f‘s' l.n ”][](IIZI?'('-H ll]({\ll:f(;(is';‘r](" T'«"”:m.- I“ng a'ln(i
narrow, having flat cheeks receding sharply from the SuiEtIrs eF .H'Q face,
The noses are long, with a clearly marked bridge, the mouth, with well.
ilt':ivillllc]'rl‘k“[’-‘"- el low in a slight curve. The eyes are .»:nm(s\vh:lt.trin.ngu]
- ghan oImond-shaped, and are wide open, \?-llh ]vlnvk [).{l])lls, and the
whole face is in a setting of plasti('ﬂ“_\-' n.lml.('ll.CtI ik '“”““f‘l with black glaze
The cast of features is a very individual and easily recognized one
ates the four examples to one another. A similar chap.
acter of crisp simple modelling unites the other saucers again to the figurineg,
The strong contrast of the reddish surface with the black glaze, and the
striking use of rich purple serve to link these objects very definitely with
Corinthian vase painting of the first half of the sixth century.
The decorative elements on the saucers tend to relate them to all of the
figurines with well-modelled heads, but there is one case, at least, in which
some closer connection can be postulated. The modelling of the horse’s head
and neck. on that one of the saucers in which the moulded part is in the form
of a horse’s head, is remarkably close to that on a figurine of a horseman now
in Athens and illustrated by Jamot.** The treatment of ears and mane, of
eves and nostrils, and the general outlines of the two heads are remarkably
similar. Furthermore the painting on the figurine of the horseman, adhering
in decorative motives. to the style of the late Corinthian quatrefoil aryballoi,
e e e
adhered to by this craftsman 0?12 = o {liad C_'f st the‘us'ual o
i , one cannot ¢ eﬁnltely assume that this is a work
» but, at any rate, the relationship is close enough to postu-

late that the h : ; ;
listed unde: g:tji(;)mgn figurine must belong to the same period as the figurines
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which immediately rel
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1. ational ¥ -
Athens, National Museum #4308; Winter, p. 32, 2 (see fig. 42)

0

- Berlin, Antiquarium 3176: Winter, p. 227, 22 (see fig. 44)
- Louvre; Winter, p. 9, 296 (see fig, 45) g
o i |

oston, Museum of Fine Arts 201.7765 (see fig. 46)
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al in th R
“ B.C.H., 1800, pl, 13, ¢ lower part,”” the second approximating the

®F .
P Km:rlut lhape.of this ﬁgur.im

] mmpa 1. ‘ o
s Btudien 2Ur ar, % i'::a:lher(.ol?nthlan (f) terra cotta in Berlin, inv. #7793' publhhed by
onbildnerei, fig, 15, as Boeotian.
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shape of 4 bird, the ”lirtl'iu-ipg flal :‘I.lld board-like throughout, with the ex-
""I.’“"." of very f"“'“_l’r”]""ll“"-‘* to indicate the breasts, while the fourth is
built II'HH !l-“‘””r- -'\"\'"‘1“”"‘1'.‘3.‘-1 they have a great deal in common in the
modelling of .l_h«- heads. .I"m.h 1s marked by a thick nose with flaring nostrils,
hy # IHH'I.‘)’ chin, flIl(l by !lph‘ r;:l‘llli'r"('!\'('l"ﬂ ionally full for Boeotian terra cottas,
('lll’\;’l“l into a f"'hl-(h' smile. '] !“’ Hll'!“:lr‘ily of coiffure displayed by 2 and 3 is
obvious. Again the crown with raised dises which adorns number 1 is pre-
cisely repeated as the lowest member of the polos on 3.

Despite the rather :|.pp|_f:11ing character of the National Museum example,
all four represent something of a coarsening of the type of British Museum
4B57 (fig. 23). But at the same time, although they have lost some of the
precision of that work, they have gained in depth of modelling and realism.
The change is not very great, to be sure. There is not yet a completely un-
derstood profile, but there is a distinct improvement in rendering the third
dimension. '

The coiffure of the Louvre example would tend to associate it with works
of group D, and the costume (or decorative pattern) is paralleled in many of
the “bird” figurines, but the affinities of the modelled features are with the
Boston, Athens, and Berlin terra cottas here under consideration.

The figurine in Athens shows again that arrangement of the hair®
the forehead in small scallops, separated by vertical grooves, which is to be
found on certain heads from the Athenian Acropolis. Indeed, a very close
Attic parallel for the head of this figurine is to be found in the head of Hermes
from the marble relief of Hermes and the nymphs in the Acropolis Museum
(fig. 43). This arrangement of the hair appears in the marble work, as does
also the slight, thick-lipped smile and bony chin, while the nose was once of
the same type, with flaring nostrils. Of course there are obvious differences:
the Attic eye, executed in marble, presents a clear contrast to the Corintho-
Boeotian eye executed in clay, and the whole face of the terra cotta is more
long drawn out, more disorganized than the rounded, compact physiognomy
of the Hermes. But the comparison holds as far as the general stage of plastic
development is concerned. The heads are of equal depth, with the ears pro-

jecting, but no longer absolutely at right angles to the receding planes of the
cheeks.

These factors tend to establish a d
before the middle of the sixth century,
Corinthian floral decoration, still dimly to be discerned on t
the statuette, does not gainsay this conclusion.

" over

ate for the figurine in the last decade
and the faded outline of the late
he lower part of

8 Payne and Young, op. ail., p. 5.
" Certainly misdrawn in Winter, p. 32, 72,
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»hitsona, the only Boeotian site where a large ny,
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of graves W¢ . The importance to the present discussion of certajp ear]
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treated as a grouj Iready been indicated. Grave 50, I)I‘Uh.ll)ly one of .

his site has ; e (B3 11y ainad o & .
l . Boeotian cylix style graves, contained a figurine of the
S . . : :

d and yellow on white, having as its only modelle
hoeid el Ided head. Figure 47 shows it among several terra Coltag
yart a finely "mllfl{’he Jainted d:j_sign is one which 1s adhered to with Sligh:c
} second half of the sixth century for figurines of this
he body is decorated as a distinet zone with thin

graves on
L‘:lr‘lit’r-i of Ure :
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from this tomb.
variations throughout the

»p part of 1
type. The upper part ot - i : , _
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stripes, bordered on either side _h-v e r_ed ‘li'nes = ‘:m angle. The cop.
Gstent use of this scheme, or slight variants of it, dq\\ n to the end of the
century at Rhitsona and elsewhere in Boeotia is a curious phenomenon.
Ure has dated this tomb in the decade before 550 on arguments that seem
incontrovertible.®* The style of the moulded head of this figurine accords
well with this date. The general aspect of the profile (fig. 48) belongs to that
stage of development reached before the middle of the century, and, on
stylistic grounds alone, a date even slightly before 560 might be considered
for the figurine. Yet the smallness of the eyes, almost in their proper pro-
portion to the face as a whole, the fullness of rounded lips and general scheme
of modelling about the mouth are to be expected at this date. The badly
damaged head of another very fragmentary figurine of this type, more than
likely the work of the same hand, is in accordance with this conclusion.
That these heads are directly inspired by Corinthian models there can
hardly be a doubt. The treatment of the mouth and of the eyes Is very rem-
niscent of Cor?nthian work like the Apollo of Tenea in Munich.® As noted
above, T re believed very definitely that the type of the red on white statu-
ettes derived from Corinth, although he assumed that the black on buff

iltglirmes represented a continuation of the indigenous Boeotian geometric
yle.

VeDlrectly} after the date of the inhumation in grave 50,% the peculiar and
izer{hizg lIl-ei:ir s Iﬂftmoulded head came into use which seems to character-

on white “pa des” : % :
tury. It is, in fact, disp Ppades™ from Rhitsona until the end of the cen

tinetly phenomenal that an almost standard head,

re, BSA, SAY C ' |
Ul'e;,d"ﬂlfaﬁof und Figurines fmk:zz}ui;,f- 8., XXTX, XXX; Ure, 6th and 5th Century Pottery from Haleis
e LJ SJ;UA..‘XH'. P- 257, See also :

S rryp lloi ang Figurines, p. 51.

- T{m ayne, Necromrintin'a. p. 237.
o t grave 50 is slightly earlier
on buff horsemen figurines, who

2 Burrows & U
Aryballoi and Figurines, p. 51.
than other Broup A graves

still lack the Ppainted reins
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with changes restricted to width or narrowness of the face, placed upon an
equally changeless form of body, remains paramount in the tombs of Rhit-
sona for so long a period. As to the costume or decorative painting of the
body, the sources of the various motives have already been discussed above
in connection with the primitive figurines without faces: of the heads and
the peculiar cast of features which characterizes them, the source is not far
to seek.

In deference to the thesis for mannerism in Boeotian art of the second half
of the century, a thesis so strongly urged by Lullies, it should be noted at this
point that this series of figurines from Rhitsona definitely illustrates a man-
nered scheme of features, consciously adopted from a model according to
certain consistent rules. At this point the Boeotian craftsmen, who had for
long been modelling figurines in which, although the bodies were strict in
adherence to an abstract and timeless formula, the heads followed, to a great
extent, contemporary developments elsewhere, now step entirely out of the
fast-moving stream of plastic arts at this period to accept a fixed, undevelop-
ing formula. No longer is it possible to make comparisons between Boeotian
terra cottas and contemporary work from elsewhere on the basis of depth of
modelling, or development of the profile aspect of the heads. Even between
the figurines above described from grave 50 and the immediately succeeding
ones from graves 49 (fig. 49) and 51 (fig. 51) what appears to be a very defi-
nite backward step in three-dimensional design has been taken in the ac-
ceptance of the new formula. However, in partial response to .Lullifes'
arguments, it should be noted that under these circumstances. and ]qst in-
sofar as the new mannerism is strictly adhered to, the disorganization of
features and looseness of facial composition noted earlier has been overcome.
While consciously following an artificially adopted manner, the craftsmen of
Boeotia, like such conscious mannerists everywhere, were able to turn out a
coherent, logical, if somewhat monotonous plastic style. _

It is of considerable importance for consideration of' these figurines to
realize the precise source of the type of head which dom.mat.es the. later ex-
amples. If one compares the head of the large “pappas".pamted in the red
on white technique from grave 49 at Rhitsona (fig. 49) with the 11eac.1 of the
marble kouros in the Thebes Museum (Karouzos catalogue 23) (fig. 50), one
must recognize at once that the marble and the terrz.i cotta heads are modelled'
on the same facial type. In both cases there is a high and somewhat narrcn:i
face with high, vertically rising brow. The noses are long, slendf'rr, g
sharply profiled, while the chins are lean, ‘bony, and_ markedly leJecﬁmgf
The same thin-lipped, crisply carved smile is l.nar.ked in the smfll_ mOI;tl s o
both objects. Most striking of all is the similarity of compos:tlonlc? ong.
narrow faces bounded by the almost vertical, flat planes of the sharply reced-
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gl g ., and this group as a whole he named an
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It soon appeared that such a group could noy be
" ade Lo hold together. Deonna discussed the ,P-rf:(‘nil h‘l'.:ll.l,lfl:: as number 43
in his Apollons archaiques, naming tllt:‘ IIHII‘IJI(‘.:I’.H island. He *® also called the
Goure Chiote work of the second half 'nf [llf“h'l\”l century. In the catalogye
of the Thebes Museum, Karouzos ** lclt_'!'lllf'l(-cl [h-v marble as Boeotian and
dated the statue just after 550. He considered this kouros as affected Boeo-
tian work under strong Tonic or island influence, :m(! contrasted it to the
pure Boeotian style of knuroi. numbers one and two in the same museum,
Most recently of all, Lullies, in the Jahkrbuch for 1936, dated Thebes £3 in
the second (]I.JEIPICI‘ of the sixth century and called it a Boeotian counterpart
of the Apollo of Melos.

It is apparent that the argument from material 1s in no sense a conclusive
one. It is probable that we do not know all the varieties of marble extant in
Boeotia, but it is apparent that Thebes #3 is not made of the same vein of
bluish marble from which Thebes numbers 1 and 2 were cut. Comparing the
stones alone, one is certainly tempted to agree with Deonna that the kouros
number 3 was carved in an imported marble. Yet we are well aware that
S(‘U]p’l'l.i]'e even in demonstrably foreign materials does not necessarily imply
a foreign sculptor,” and we are left with no reliable external evidence as to
the nal_m.nahty of this craftsman. Let me say once and for all that it seems
;::I)ft;lnn(}ﬂ:g); Htlat ;ve shall ever be abl(.a to prove either solution of this prob-
e at 1t 1s fundamentally but idle amusement to attempt to add to
s g s by opiion and ntlgen sl .
tends to hefog the very real e des o this point. Wors_t of.all, such dlscuzsfor
the history of the l()r:a)lr P]ast?cn tnlah?'bla i .WhICh i gleanier of
the statue. Most critics are ats y'e Irom the finding place a'nd cl.:lara,c o

present agreed that we have in this kouros

and -
ably le.
group, probably Chi

1007, pp. 198 f., and pl, 0.

4]
# 2:0;;“' Les ‘:l pollons Arehaiguey, Geneva, 1909, p. 320
R, ‘:;;:,i‘: s Offias Athens, 1934, pp. 11, 12 o

; - even conelude eertgin] 2 foisty “o'

necessarily implies g logy) sculpbt’;):“ %0 many have nssumed, that sculpture in the relatively poct =
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work done in an island style affected by cert

: : J _ ain non-insular and presumably
Boeotian mannerisms, and dedicated in o B y

: : . . eobian sanctuary. Such a set of
facts would be in keeping either with the eircumst

working under strong foreign influence or that of
ing a statue for Boeotian dedication. Bul one

ance of a Boeotian sculptor
an island eraftsman prepar-

2 . : ; . necessary conclusion from this
set of facts is the existence of a major dedication on Mt

. ] ; Ptoos from about
the middle of the century, executed in the very hest s

I il yle of island work.
We can scarcely ascribe to the kouros a date very far on either side of the

middle of the century. Those who agree with Miss Richter's © date of 540
for the Apollo of Melos will probably, with Karouzos, put Thebes £3 in this
same decade 550-540. Lullies, in pushing the work back into the second
quarter of the century, can hardly mean to go further than the decade 560-550.
Now it is important to realize that the kouros £3 in the Thebes Museum is
not a lone example of its style in Thebes of about this period. Kouros 26
(fig. 52), in the same museum, may appear at first glance very different in
style, and, indeed, in many ways the modelling is more rounded, so that the
surfaces appear less flat, the section less angular. But the actual scheme and
general conception of the body is surprisingly similar. As is apparent in the
fragment, the neck muscles of %6 were once carved as in 23. The projection
of breast muscles and the division of muscular areas of the stomach * are the
same. In both cases the navel is set low and delineated in the same way.
The same sort of correspondence is observable in the details of the back, the
shoulder blades being represented by slightly raised planes, the two shallow
grooves of the erector spinae muscles joining the groove marking the back-
bone at the small of the back. Again, the knees are handled in the same way
— a way quite reminiscent of the Apollo of Tenea, which calls to mind
Lullies’ general comparison of Kouros #6 with the Apollo of Tenea. Most
striking of all is the similarity of the hands of Thebes 26 to the hand (.)f
Thebes #3 shown in the detail photograph (fig. 53). Here the agreement is
so precise as to indicate a very strong possibility that the two works are by
the same sculptor at different stages of development.” The lnrg(? thumbs
hang vertically, and the inner surfaces of palm and forefinger are soft, plastic
cushions which effectively close the hollows of the fists. A very strong con-
trast may be noted in comparing this sort of treatment with that of the hands
on the kouroi Thebes #1 and #2, where the spare memhers. have no cush_mn
of flesh and the fingers describe an angle to the thumb which leaves a blind

% Sculpture and Seulptors of the Greoks, New Taven, 1020, p. 37. Miss Richter has subsequently amended this

date to 5501 Met. Mus. Studies, V, p. 48. g 2
 Kouros #6 has a scar along the left upper curve of the line of the epigastrium,
photograph. : D oil
% Mendel, B. C. H., 1007, p. 198, called 46 Sicyoninn or Peloponnesian. Deonna, op. cil.
Attic of the second half of the century, and contemporary with Thebes 5.
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:ftcr the withdrawal of direct Cnrintlu.;m influence. Bl.ll in the absence of
any further evidence, and particularly the ;1[1::911(;'0 of t!lt‘ head of Thebeg
:ti: we have surely not sufficient grounds to complicate further our recon-
struction of the development by postulation of yet another phase of “back-
wardness” and “mannerism.” Following the more conservative course, we
may agree with Karouzos that kouros #6 1s a younger brother of £3, with the
same essential style treated in a more plastic and softened manner.

And the same style is carried down further into the century in the much
more softly modelled kouros %4 in the Thebes museum (fig. 54).% This very
crude and rough work probably goes down, as Karouzos ® suggested, very
nearly to 510, and it is a true example of a backward style coming out in a
torso which shows many elements indicative of the advanced period of its
production. Here, again, are the same handling of stomach muscles and of
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work for two #—E"“""“llﬂ.ns. -:?” |I. seems that, although we lack heads for the
later examples, we are justified in assuming that a tradition of marble sculp-
ture of a very definitely characterized sort existed in Boeotia ( A
works dedicated in Boeotia) which apparently paralleled the
conlinuily of contemporary terra cottas. ;

at least among
> very uniform
: Furthermore, as has been noted
above, these two series are very closely connected at their outset in the middle
of the century.

The sequence of development of the “primitive” style of red on white
figurines in Rhitsona graves has been well set forth by P. N. Ure in his most
recent volume on his excavations at this site. The figurine that we have
examined from grave 49 is typical of several found in graves 51 and 110
(fig. 55). These statuettes have the same thin face, closely related to the
kouros #3 in the Thebes museum. The example illustrated from grave 110
shows a polos, diminishing above the head and then flaring out above, having
some remnant in a forward-jutting, handle-like member of the spiral of the
“bird-faced” figures. This seems to mark a transition between the mid-
sixth-century polos with its many disks and spirals, and the simple smooth
hat topped by an open cup that appears in tomb 40. Ure °” was able to trace
such a scheme of development of the headdresses of his *“pappades™ which
does seem true for the limited period to which he applied it, but it is certain
that among the earlier figurines no such precise sequence is observable.

The same general style of head is observable in three fragmentary statu-
ettes from grave 31 ® (fig. 56) which Ure dated in the fourth quarter of the
sixth century and considered as transitional between his class A and class B
Boeotian cylix graves. But three other, very Parisian-looking ladies from
this same grave (fig. 57) (one illustrated in a colored plate in the Annual of
the British School, 14, pl. 7a) seem at first glance to offer a very striking con-
trast to this type. The face is wider, the cheeks more pronounced, with their
large spots of rouge: the whole effect is more gay. Also the. nmut.hs are
straight, and the eyes rather long and almond-shaped in comparison with the
sharp little smile and round eyes of the other figurines. Yet the essential
structure of the face is the same; the same flat, two-dimensional physiognomy
is shown, as is the sharp spareness of chin and brow that we have seen in th‘e
other terra cottas in this tradition. There is observable in these little Pari-
siennes, with their straight gashes for mouths, their enormous eyes, theu:
very direct looks, a recrudescence of the naive, almost styleless character of
Boeotian figurines before the middle of the century. ‘This sort of work seems
to represent the abandonment of that elegant and finely drawn mannerism

* Aryballoi and Figurines from Rhitsona.
1 Op. cit., p. 58, fig. 8.
* B.S. 4., XIV, pp. 805 and 807.
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hf in the marble kouros £3 in the ’_I‘}lt‘l)('_\a :l\lll."i(‘u]n‘ ang tl
£rct set forth for Us romistically Boeotian Bauernstil handling of this ig, le
roturn to ‘i%,(.‘ ‘-}mnmt‘i:_.‘}.,]t. (;1 s Bauernstil handling of ('nrinlhi:m i;ltillul
manner “;;;\_-_'11 ) l.“[']::{r;‘\' | The same character 1s observable in tweq figuriy i
s !i“". (s‘:l;:i:ﬂu:r; 71 and 72 (fig. 58). dating from the end of the (-('ES

framm OTAVE ] K s v ;
--!i*t ¢ Pusic S the same sort, W ith more rounded faces. and yey
tury. he ng : : ‘_ 7 : g llfl "‘“-(,(.ti”u l,““‘- Htrl](‘ T L
il e harp jutting chin and sharpness prej B a ture 5 stil]
L >l L=

iniscent of the mid-sixth-century type. and the costume is still ”]"‘i‘)uﬁ‘l\r
minisce ) v roL. LNy
r . | on the same principle. Again. number 236 from tomb 26 (fig. 59) also
1:_,[.“L" i D¢ o N Sp s : J S - . - ) )
jating from the end of the century, is still very close to the thin angular type
ad .
of the period around 550. : e :
This brief glance over the Rhitsona figurines, which have been fully pub-

lished by P. N. Ure in the various artickf‘“ “nf] volumes listed elsewhere,
serves to remind us of the essential continuity of thelﬁequence of the “ prim-
itive” type over the second half of the century. This type we have seen tq
be related to a style of marble sculpture from Mt. Ptots which also covers
the same period. Now it is important to realize that this type of figurine,
and notably this particular style of moulded head, is not peculiar to the local
and perhaps provincial coroplasts of Rhitsona but has also been found at
Tanagra and elsewhere in Boeotia. Because of the lack of any other local
series excavated and published with the care and acumen shown by Burrows
and Ure at Rhitsona, it is impossible to differentiate local peculiarities among
thf: various centers of Boeotia, and it may be that some of the examples of
this type which have found their way to Athens and to foreign museums
actually come from Rhitsona via the ubiquitous rvuBwpixon.® But in view of
the considerable number known to have heen found at Tanagra, we are
Ce‘i t;‘tf;]ly safe in recogn.izing t?lis as a general Boeotian style of the period.
b i e r.m )v?;ﬁt : f)utnfi there the characteristic styhzatgon of ﬂ_le
several large and heavy e?czlrz ]ln Of?e fragmentary, headless figizne a.nd 3
National Museum at Athens Il)"'a:eglth alm?St R Bl'lt P
siderable number of well-ma(’ielh as coming from Tanagra, there is a con-
oughly in keeping with the v ffxa-mples with heads of types that are thor-
The one illustrated i figure ﬁf)nfous 8o ol Ehe development at Rhitsona.
the same stage of developme ,t orexample (N. M. £4292), represents about
found in graye gy (fig. 5 é)) tnRa-‘f those examples of the conservative style
the last quarter of the fsixtha hitsona. This figurine probably dates from
sharply Jutting chin al;nd century, and yet in the modelling of eye, nose
v Particularly of the tight little smile, it is still de-

“ Burrows and ()
e, B4,
“alessos excavations, 84, X1y, P 232, record ), My-

¢ finding of some traces of tomb robbing near the
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pendent upon mid-sixth-century work. Numbers 4293 and 4294 unpublished
terra cottas in the same museum, also from 'I':umgru._ are apparently by the
game hand. The unpublished figurine, National Museum _:l(ifl‘l-’)..sin;wing
very considerable traces of color, is very similar in type to the * Parisiennes”
from grave 31 at Rhitsona, notably to the example published in the color
plate in the British School Annual, X1V, pl. 7a. All of these, and there are
many more exa mples, have the low polos and the two-dimensional face
pushed back against the almost flat neck that characterized the grave 31
terra cotlas.

National Museum 24232 is another figurine from Tanagra of the type that
has the characteristic kalathos and narrow face of the mid-sixth-century
graves at Rhitsona.

Of the two examples in the British Museum illustrated in figure 61, £B47
seems made from the same mould as the example in the center of figure 62
from Rhitsona, grave 40, and so it cannot be much after 550. 2B48 is very
close to the fragmentary head from grave 31 at Rhitsona, 2367 (fig. 56), and
therefore is to be brought down near the end of the century. There are many
other examples known of a head very similar to these last; one was published
in the Froehner sale catalogue of the Collection Gréau, £263, plate VII, and
another is to be seen among the terra cottas in the Acropolis Museum at
Athens.™

Of two examples in Boston, £01.7763 must date soon after the middle of the
sixth century, contemporaneously with Rhitsona grave 51. The other, 23963,
is of the last quarter of the century, by analogy with the terra cottas from
Rhitsona grave 31. The Sphinx figure in Berlin, Antiquarium 28390 (fig. 63),
also dates in the decade 550-540, having both the features and the form of
the polos of a head from grave 110 at Rhitsona (fig. 55).

The above items represent but random examples of the great .number of
these figurines which exist, all demonstrating the close unity f-,'xhlblted by the
style, and the scale of production of the type. Good specimens are to be
purchased in the shops in Shoe Lane in Athens for a .dol!ar or two each, all
easily paralleled among those found in closed deposits the cemetery at
Rhitsona. A glance at the drawings and lists on pages 30 and 31 of W inter’s
Typen der figurlichen Terrakotten will show how common and.ho.»w umfon]n
in style these objects are, and how impossible it would be to limit the style
to Rhitsona. There is little value in the compilation of a complete‘ c-.at'a.logue
of this somewhat monotonous type, but, although no other SClentff‘l‘Cally
excavated site is available to provide a check on the results.at Rlutaonx}:
there can be little doubt that the development attested for this cemetery 1s

: i i that she
™ £639; Mrs. Alexander Sedgwick, who is working on the Acropolis terra cotlas, kindly informs me .

agrees that this is Boeotian work.
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lsewhere in Boeotia. All the steps in ,
applicable { the very limited development were i'm!ml there, ang for
logical sequence 0 | <H(‘I~'.(';”] he cited among the {l‘”lt‘l‘\\'lﬂl\ un(lzl.tulale ma.
each phase N l“-lm- ‘f various museums and private owners in Eumpc
terial in the calloctat™ IU' ‘ "l]I'(‘{I(lV clearly demonstrated, the genre terry
and .\mcrivu..‘ As Ure m,hd‘(."l.‘l“};cd from "puppm]m“ of this type. This
cottas of the fifth cgnlu:}\ ire figurines is to be seen not only in the pninle(lj
I‘_i”'t _“f l]]]c f‘f]] i \-(b-hemc and even the nature of the paint used
d"“‘)“”.i'm' o Wh-u..lldifu);:)t(hei“|mppude.~a." but even, In certain cases, in the
i OI'“.W“S‘:\' 'd'{i;‘l'\ euc:in the fifth century. The head of the goose-girl illys-
f}'Ptt‘ é;tl-,}f#iittler ”: si;ill <hows definite traces of that peculiar type which we
;11;1_:(“3.09(] from the middle of the s.ixth ('L‘11t11r31'. e

Thus it appears that the style which s0 comp etely “’1 ”’W&Y SmonE the
coroplasts of Mycalessos in the second half of the century was &118(:) do.mlnant
in the rest of Boeotia, and, in view of the very marked c-'m.]tra..s t. which it offers
to the black and purple on buff figurines as a whole, 1t 1s dlﬂicul_t to escape
the conclusion that it utterly replaced the latter at about th(.: middle of the
century. It is not surprising that the black on buff bird figurines and horse-
men disappear at about the same time, the latter to be replaced by a red on
white series. The red on white “pappas™ is found in graves as early as the
end of the first quarter of the century (Rhitsona graves 125 and 145), but it
is only with the establishment of the type based on the plastic style which
produced the marble kouros 23 in Thebes that it becomes paramount. That
this style is fundamentally allied to that of the islands there seems to be gen-
eral agreement, despite disputes over the sources of individual objects, and if
Deonna is correct i’fl naming Chios as the particular island whence the influ-
ence was drawn, it is remarkable to find here Boeotia reacting as early as the
middle of the century to an influence which exerted great sway at Athens
throughout the second half of the sixth century.

" Page 34, £10,
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( m;:h'rinl found €
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MONUMENTAL SCULPTURE

AMONG the earliest of Boeotian bronze representations of human figures is
a small statuette of a woman (fig. 64) published by Frohner.! Poulsen ®
assigned this figurine to an early seventh-century date, and it is interesting
to see how similar in style is the head to that of the Potnia Theron on the
early seventh-century Boeotian relief pithos in Athens (fig. 9). Both illus-
trate the same type of fleshy, rather unformed, upturned features, with large
round eyes, small mouth, and heavy chin. And, like the head on the pithos,
the bronze also bears a distinct resemblance to heads from the bell-shaped
terra cotta figurines. The body of the bronze is highly simplified, but treated
in a manner not altogether dissimilar to that of sub-geometric painted repre-
sentations of female figures, e.g. the “mourning women™ on the figurine in
the Louvre #140 (fig. 6). The same kind of figure is also to be seen on that
very common type of early seventh-century terra cotta relief of which Poul-
sen illustrated an example from Praesos.?

Poulsen seems to suggest that the small bronze male figure * (fig. 65) which
Mantiklos once dedicated to Apollo, and which is now in the Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston, is an example of true geometric technique which should be
considered as materially older than the more “orientalizing™ female figure.
However, Miss Goldman has already remarked how much of the geometric
character still remains to the female statuette, and the latter should properly
be grouped with the clay head from Sparta as another example of that com-
bination of late geometric with early orientalizing motives which Miss
Woodward has discussed.?

Hampe © assigned the Mantiklos Apollo to a date about seven hundred,
and Kunze " referred to it as an example of erstarrten geometric art of about

! Catalogue de Vente de la Collection Tyskiewtiez, Paris, 1898, pl. XIII, #184. Cf. Hetty Goldman, in the Fesi-
schrift Loeb (1930), p. 72, where the bronze is mistakenly listed as being in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.
Mr. L. D. Caskey kindly informs me that it is at present in the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore.

: Der Orient und die friihgriechische Kunst, Leipzig, 1912, p. 148 and fig. 171.

Op. cit., p. 147, fig. 172. The comparison seems to me most striking between the bronze and the example of
these plaques which is shown in the National Museum at Athens as $10180.

¢ Frihner, Plate XII1, #183. Mon. Piot, I1, p. 145, pl. XV; W. Lamb, Greek and Roman Bronzes, London, 1929,
pl. 20, C; Hetty Goldman, Festschrift Loeb (1930), p. 72, fig. 5.

® B.S. A, XXIX, p. 24.

* Op. cit., p. 86.

T A. M., 1930, p. 160.
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ortainly this statuette finds its _closestc parallel among t},,
the same time. ?crl.u-lf 'tblrnc late and sub-geometric pergods, but the clear]
bell-shaped figurines o | the very vertical and tightly triangular plane o the

re round eyes and the ¥ > latest of the bell-shaped terra ¢y
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ception to the curls over the forehead of a small marble head in Thebes (216)
from Mt. Ptods (fig. 66). Again, the four long braids which fall upon the
breast of the terra cotta are cut with precisely the same herring-bone pattern
to simulate the interwoven locks of hair that appears on the braids of the
female figures on the relief pithos in Boston, Hampe R3. The roundness and
subtlety of forms which Miss Goldman has noted in the figurine recur on the
pithos in Boston which belongs in Hampe’s third group, and it appears that
the general character of the figurine fits most conveniently between the
second and third groups of the pithoi, that is, in the third quarter of the
seventh century.'’

In turning, now, to stone sculpture, it seems necessary to repeat that in the
ensuing discussion there is no attempt to include all monuments which at one
time or another have been brought into connection with Boeotia, but rather
the purpose is to examine those examples which are most surely associated
with the district and which seem to represent the successive phases of its
dominant plastic styles. The greatest emphasis will perforce be placed upon
the large group of statues which have been found by the French excavations
at Mt. Ptoos, the great Boeotian sanctuary of Apollo.

The small marble head from Mt. Ptots "' mentioned above (fig. 66) is
described by Karouzos as part of a caryatid figure and listed as “late Dae-
dalic,” while Deonna compared it with the head of the Apollo from Orcho-
menos (Athens, National Museum £9). The fragments of caryatids of this
same type which were found at Olympia® Jenkins has quite correctly
brought down to 600 or later, but the present example is certainly far more
rigidly schematic, more harsh in its adherence to the angular Daedalic style,
and it can scarcely be as late as the more rounded head of the Laconian
caryatid from Olympia. On the other hand, the definitely cube-like character
of the Ptoan head, which lacks the flat and sunken face of true Daedalic
sculpture, is in many ways suggestive of the broad flat planes of Attic work *
of about 600. This combination of elements suggests a date between 620 and
600, making this the earliest marble head from the Ptoan sanctuary. The
marble is of that bluish vein which is generally called Boeotian.

An interesting parallel is afforded by a terra cotta in Athens (fig. 67)"
from Tanagra. The comparison affords no evidence for chronology, for the
terra cotta is itself undated and shows little similarity to any of the " pap-

19 T cannot agree with P. Knoblauch, p. 192, Cat. #4083, who apparently assigns the work to the first quarter of
the seventh century. '

1 B.C. H., 1907, pp. 202, 208, fig. 12. Karouzos, To Movaeio rijs Offas, fig. 3. Deonna, 4pollons Archaiques,
§58.
2 Treu, Olympia, 111, pp. 26 1.

'* Such as the Dipylon head or the Metropolitan kouros.
4 National Museum, #4016. See Winter, p. 8, #4; Jamot, B. C. H., 1890, p. 218, fig. 8.
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: ept for the general form of the figyre
. d;scusseillta}:l):s; lf,X(t:hIi)Ck lips, agnd bestial, small chignu i I;IOOWever
marked on the statuette as on the marble head. It is possible that 4, "
resents an early example from the late S(.eventh century of the
g;’t}f;);;?)ades”. with mou-ldedmheads, but there is not enough evidence 1,
allow any definite conclusyms. ! i

The so-called Skimatar1 torso (fig. 68) must have been made ahgyy the
same time. Karouzos’ date of about 620 Jenkins ha:s }owered by a decade i
the basis of certain very reasonable arg.u'ments deriving from the roundnegg
of the forms and the naturalistic, curvﬂmear' trea,t.ment of the whole work.
It does not, however, appear reasonable to assign this statue, as Jenking does,
to a sculptor outside of Boeotia simply because “the work appears too gog(
for seventh-century Boeotia.” We really knov.v far 1500 little about stone
sculpture of this period, either in Boeotia 1:" or in Corinth, to contradict o
such grounds the obvious evidence of finding place and material. Jenking
recognized that the coiffure, on which he based his tentative assignment of
the torso to Corinth, afforded very little evidence, and, indeed, we have seen
this same method of wearing the hair on Boeotian relief pithoi. Corinthian
influence is to be assumed at this period in any case.

The material is a poros stone very similar in general character to that
from which the figures of Dermys and Kitylos were carved, although its color
is slightly less red, more gray, than is that of the latter work. Another notable
analogy with the Dermys and Kitylos, on which figures, incidentally, a very
similar coiffure to that of the Skimatari torso appears, is the method of carv-
g the soft material. The angle from which the photograph (fig. 68) 1s
taken shows clearly the appearance of knife cutting '* which characterizes all
the details of this statue. The junctures of the three planes of the torso, the
upper arm, and what Karouzos identified as the short himation which the
. g wears show the sharp, thin, straight lines that remind one of the re-
sults obtained by cutting wood or some other soft material with a knife. The

re.
terp,
t

I)ades .
the same stralg

B Thia € : : .
figure o ; I £ anagra ~ pappades. N_[las Goldman has noted that the curious red scallops on the head e
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_ 93: R. 4., 1905
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same effect 1s noticeable on the surface of the neck, particularly at the sharp
angles whex:e torso and Jaw meet that member. Precisely the same sort of
worl\:manshlp 18 to be seen in the details of the Dermys and Kitylos relief,
and if the broz‘td ﬂat planes f’f tl}ese early Boeotian statues do not, as was at
first thought, 1n'dlca,te a derivation of sculptural technique from the carving
of large figures in wood, at least details like those noted above demonstrate
the (?ependence of the sculptor’s conception upon the knife as a major tool in
carving.

The fragmentary “X(.)anon” figure from Mt. Ptoss in the National Mu-
seum (#2)'° })eftrs 4 ded}(:a.tory inscription which Holleaux and others have
considered similar n epigraphical form to that on the Dermys and Kitylos
relief. Holleaux assigned both of these works to the seventh century, while
Picard favored a date about 600. The arrangement of drapery involved in the
present statue is obviously related to that of the Skimatari torso. The same
broad smooth planes are observable, and the figure was apparently confined
at the waist by a similar tight belt. Again, in the cutting back of the bottom
of the skirt to show the feet, and in the vertical cutting of the sides of the feet
themselves 1s observable that effect of knife-cut surfaces already described.
No effort having been made to smooth away the tool marks on the stone,
every mark of the blade is clearly to be seen. Because of its similar compo-
sition and drapery, another headless female figure from Mt. Ptods in the
National Museum *° must necessarily be considered with the above, although
its surprising thickness, producing an almost square cross section at the hips,
combined with the more naturalistic effect of curls of hair on the shoulders,
serves to suggest a somewhat later date. The very long arms with large
hands ending in long flat fingers, on which finger nails are rendered by light
incision, are reminiscent of the Dame d’Auxerre, but the aforementioned
heaviness of the figure, so great as to cause the buttocks to project even fur-
ther back than the rear plane of the base below, is sufficient indication that
the true Daedalic style is not in question here. A comparison of profiles of
this figure and of the Artemis of Nikandra would indicate clearly the differ-
ence in proportions that exists between work of the end and of the middle of
the seventh century. ke s

*figures of Dermys and Kitylos *. (fig. 69), executed. in high relief on a
reddish poros stone, represent the chef d’auvre of this kind of work. . This
relief was found near Tanagra. Although Holleaux * believed that it be-

® Holleaux, B..C. H., 1886, p. 77, pl. VII; Picard, Manuel d'archéologie greeque, Paris, 1985, fig. 72; Zervos,

L'Art en Gréce, #84, gives a restoration. ‘ i ‘

2 #4: S, Papaspyridi, Catalogue, p. 21: Loewy, Griechische Plastik, Leipzig, 192?. pp. 4 and 3, ﬁg.. 2.

% Papaspyridi #56; Picard, op. ait., p. 509, fig. 165; A. della Seta, Il Nudo nell’arte, p. 110; Collignon, Statues
funérairves, Paris, 1011, pp. 60 f.; A. Korte, 4. M., 111, 1878, pl. X1V, ete.

® B C.H., 1886, p. 79.
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h century, the most gene:rally held opinion ig that it y,
0. Most recently, Lulhesf " ha,ds Plaéce((ii the relief i, tﬁz
W and has professed to find in it jndi...-
third quarter f)f th;niil};tilllggilz)irirchaism “Ir)hich, he believed, mai:gr%mns
O.f thellnz:.nn::“;:n;f that period. He noted in the figures a certain linear, 3;:
tllzrsltg)ca:r;i‘;ment of surface anfi an unorganic a:"fanggll}ent of flat planeg
making up the bodily forms. His prime argumenf ];)r xing the date of the
relief 1s a comparison between the arra}ngt_ament of the two figures as g groy
and the drawing of the two maenads W1’fh interlaced arms on the amphor, by
Amasis # which has already been mentioned.

Concerning the inorganic arrangement of th.e planes, I shall have more t,
say later in considering the marble kouros #1 in the Tl}ebes Muse.um, where
the better preservation of surface and the finer execution of detail permit 5
more fruitful discussion of modelling styles. It is obvious that Lullies’ eriti-
cisms on these grounds would apply equally well to all the kouroi of Miss
Richter’s first series.® The same sort of misunderstanding seems to hang
over Lullies” interpretation of the composition of Dermys and Kitylos. A
synthesis of what are, practically, two large stone figures in the round to
form the kind of group which would correspond to the unified grouping of the
two maenads on the Amasis vase would be an amazing thing, even in the
third quarter of the sixth century. For the painting is characterized by a
subtle reduction of interior lines which would emphasize separation or indi-
vidual existence of the figures, and an accentuation of the rhythmical, repeti-
tive lines which weave the figures into a unit within a single outline. Dermys
and Kitylos really are two frontal independent figures done strictly in the
style of the first Attic kouroi.*® The curious rendering of the embracing arms.
descending from the projecting roof above to rest upon the outer shoulder of
each figure, rather emphasizes than refutes this effect of two distinet figures.
unaffected by each other’s presence, and each completing in itself a simple,
frontal composition. The only factor in which either figure recognizes o
existence of the other is the advance of the right or inner foot of the figure
o the spectator’s right instead of the conventional advance of the left foot:
ll, h:_H. _d”;‘“‘* "' 1~. _trup' serve to link the two figures into some 'as?ect of umty

ut in the f..u e of the absolute dearth of any other relationship in the form
;-:lr ::H)““_’l"d?'_‘g w '_'I.‘.‘-"llllli'vul line it seems little enough on which to bast; th:

pretation which Lullies puts upon the figures. As for the placing @

# Jahrbuch, 1936, p. 150,
" See discussion
SCUS: above, p. 84 see al \ i ‘
. g M BT b so MuZ, 1, p. 250, where the same comparison is suggested.
® Pieard, op. eil., p.
but Miss Hil"llh‘l‘, op.
Kitylos and on the

Ionged in the sevent
made shortly after 60

& of the knees is different from that observable on av < and
orrectly the similarity of rendering of the vasti muscles on

‘mm, felt that the modellin
cil., p. 86, notes ¢
Metropolitan kouros,
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arms themselves, this is quite similar in conception to the artificial and sim-
ilarly impossible linking between fundamentally isolated Egyptian figures.
It is well known that in large-scale sculpture in the round (and it is to this
art rather than to relief sculpture that Dermys and Kitylos must be com-
pared) the Egypti;ms never developed anything approaching a true group,
contenting themselves always with juxtaposed frontal figures precisely like
the Dermys and Kitylos, often joined by just the same kind of boneless, dis-
proportiona.te members that unite these two. The Egyptian trait of leaving
much solid background, presumably in order to strengthen their figures,
makes this similarity all the more telling, and a comparison of the Boeotian
twins with Old Kingdom sculpture like the slate Mycerinus and his Queen in
Boston,”” or even the fifth dynasty Sekhemka with his tiny wife and son in
the Louvre,?® reveals how alike are the methods of joining unrelated figures
by unnaturally elongated limbs in impossible embrace, without any disrup-
tion of the essential frontality of individual figures. Clearly the Dermys and
Kitylos figures, although technically high relief, are two more examples of
the Egyptian style of early Greek kouroi.?

The fine marble kouros number 1 in the Thebes Museum #° is another
statue which Lullies has called mannerist and assigned to the third quarter of
the sixth century. That the work is in some degree provincial in its handling
of the first archaic style of kouroi there can be no doubt, but there is no evi-
dence for considering it an artificial, ““mannerist” use of the style at a period
when that style was already in the discard. Indeed, in this kouros there is
every sign of the naive, natural approach to the style that is apparent in early
Attic sculpture. It is noteworthy that the nipples of the breasts are rendered
as plastic appendages, that there is a sharp and deep depression between the
breast muscles and a considerable cavity between the collar bones. Such
direct approaches to naturalism belie any interpretation of the style as fixed,
static, or “mannered.” Lullies *! believed that the work was markedly lack-
ing in organic unity. He noted the severe straightness of the collar bone,
lack of connection between parts, flatness of surfaces, unorganic working of
mner detail. He said that while the details correspond to the Attic style of
around 600, the whole figure lacks the organization of that style. The matter

" H. Schiifer and W. Andrae, Die Kunst des alten Orients, Berlin, 1925, p. 2§1.

% Encyclopédie photographique de Uart, Paris, 1936, I, pp. 34, 35.

* One other head executed in this poor material must be mentioned for its relationship with the terra cottas.
The head in the National Museum, #18, from Mt. Ptoos (fig. 22) has been considered very Attic in general style by
Deonna (Apollons archaiques, £37), but it is important to note here how similar it is to the head of the seated fig-
urine in Athens discussed as Al in the chapter on “pappades,” a terra cotta executed at about the same period in
which this voleanic stone was popular as sculptors’ material. See above p. 30.

% Mendel, B, C. H., 1907, p. 192, figs. 2 and 4; Deonna, op. cit., $42; best photograph in Lullies, Jahrbuch,
1936, fig. 6; Karouzos, p. 12.

% Op. cit., p. 142.
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the organization of the various parts of the body, It

1 on
seems to hinge iest Atti 1€ h as the M : We
: . rlie tic series, such as the Metropolit
examine a figure of the earlies , politan kOllrog,az

anic character of this whole style becomes

g . y at once gy,
atue is clearly an architectonic str

the inherently inorg
ucture buﬂt

‘he Metropolitan st
up of a se:lries of ca.reg'ully Proport(-ione((;, hard :::Iigi;?icersi;l The long muscle pyy,
ning down along the groin, rendered as & . 8¢, Serves no organje
Koo oy | wrts of the body; rather it h .
function in knitting together the parts o Y L T8 tpe aesthetje
function of delimiting the plfme areas ot: abdqmen and thigh. . Similarly th,
sharp ridge at the lower limit of the eplgastrlum and the dehcately Clurveq
folds of muscle above the knee-cap have a meaning on-ly as parts of an arch;.
tectonic scheme entirely conceived from without. This quality, Inorganic —
static, if you will — plastic only in the sense of tl}e blocked-m{t, non-malleah]e
plasticity of the royal portraits’ o_f Gu.dea, typlﬁ.es t.he beginnings of large-
scale sculpture in Attica. And it is this style which is brought into Boeotis
in works like the statue in question. Thus the inorganic — but not disorgan-
ized — style of Thebes #1 is directly borrowed from Attica * and reflects
work of about the year 600 there. This identification of the source of this
kind of work scarcely needs any detailed support. It is obvious in the general
treatment of the planes of the back of Thebes #1, for example. The shallow
grooves marking the shoulder blades and the long straight grooves of the
back muscles, the curving ridge of flesh arching over elbow and wrist joints
are all similar in scheme to these parts of the Metropolitan kouros. Most
striking of all is the similarity which exists between the right hand of the
Thebes statue and the marble hand which was found in the Dipylon * exca-
vations at Athens, and which probably was once a part of a statue which is
otherwise known from the so-called Dipylon head. In both of these two
sculptured hands is observable the same spare and rigidly formal treatment.
The thumbs are (or were) long and straight, the fingers very long and stiff.
There is no soft pad of flesh between the joints on the insides of the fingers.
and on both hands the strictly straight lines of the fingers, half closed int0
ﬁStS’. leave considerable gaps in the centers of the hands, which must be filled
n with arbitrary flat planes. Contrast these severely formal hands with the
?Eftl); ;)ounded curves of the fingers of the kouros #8 in the Thebes Museum
g. 53).
P ey of et contpoay eflcion o i o A
dindl Lo ,1( &, e }cI-S een propounded * assuming a de il
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middle of the century, the style of “island Ionic” sculpture like the Apollo of
Melos,*® to which Lullies has compared Thebes #1, although it exhibits cer-
tain resemblances in the tendency to long thin forms to that statue, is yet
different in just that quality of elasticity and organic unity which the Thebes
figure lacks. The Apollo of Melos, standing in the same room in the National
Museum at Athens with the Apollo of Orchomenos, differs from that work in
an organic self-sufficiency, an element of “lifelikeness’” almost entirely lack-
ing in the Boeotian statue. Whether this style of organic unity, which dom-
inates Greek art by the middle of the sixth century, came to the mainland
from the islands, we are not able to state with any degree of assurance. More
than likely it represented a change in point of view taking place in many
parts of the Greek world at once. Of one thing we are sure, that this change,
so clearly and beautifully illustrated in two plates of Buschor’s Plastik der
Griechen,”” was the most significant development of Greek sculpture in the
sixth century. It seems extremely unlikely that a Boeotian sculptor, having
already before his eyes, even in the same sanctuary, a work so advanced in
this respect as Thebes #3, would have returned to imitation of a style so
definitely old-fashioned as that of Thebes #1 would have been in the third
quarter of the sixth century.

The kouros from Orchomenos *® (fig. 70), as has been remarked above,
belongs in the same group as Thebes £1. A careful examination of the back,
with its smooth, even grooves marking the shoulder blades, and of details like
the sharp ridge over the elbows reveals that this figure adheres in all funda-
mental points to the characteristics of the first series of archaic kouroi. In-
deed, Lullies recognized the strict geometric scheme of contour and of inner
detail, which geometric kind of design, as opposed to the later organic type,
is the hall mark of this style. However, this latest critic has recognized in
the curious and much discussed treatment of the belly that element of unex-
pectedly plastic modelling which, combined with severely flat and non-
plastic surfaces, indicates to him that the statue should be brought down
beyond the middle of the century. Actually, however, there is very little
softness or really plastic modelling about the handling of this portion of the
anatomy. Familiarity with the statue itself brings one to the conclusion that
the extraordinary projections and recessions of the muscles of the abdomen
represent the same sort of naive handling of the style and insistence on three-
dimensional projection that the modelling of the stomach, the collar bones, or
the nipples of the breasts on kouros £1 in Thebes suggests. It must be recog-
nized that this is a very inferior work, even judged by the standards of

¥ B.C. H., 1892, pl. 16; Zervos, £118.
7 P. 24, 25.
¥ Nat. Mus. Athens, #9; Papaspyridi, p. 24; Holleaux, B. C. H., 1887, p. 178; Deonna, op. cil., #26.
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i . +he matter of proportions it lacks all the elegqp,

Th‘ebes #lt. \‘,b}i;gﬁli):ll;ltbl; work are not wanting. In pl?,ce of the aESttf»: :Eg
rehnemeflil” Haly b eratic appearance of the kquros in Thebes, the gtatu
rathelb e‘C }folﬁenos is definitely crude, even unfinished, in aspect. Ty it ie
flr.?ﬁn;ultr o8 accept such a complex and sophisi?ica,ted interpretation of thz
Stl_yle of.this much interpreted statue as that Wl%u}:lhg,ulhes sqg.gests. With g,
little to go on, it seems necessary \i z'tccept, with *apaspyridl,he evidence
of obvious detail and leave this work in the first quarter of the century,

As all critics have noted, the vigorous and brptal male head * in the N,_
tional Museum from Mt. Ptods (figs. 71 and 72).13 clos?ly related stylistically
to the above statues. Rather more than life size, this head, because of its
broad. flat, unmodelled planes, was one of those monuments interpreted by
Holleaux as betraying the influence of the wood-carver’s technique. As this
theory of the meaning of this kind of design has been increasingly discounted,
it has become more and more obvious that these uncompromising, broad
surfaces are a manifestation of that first style of large-scale marble kouroi,
some of the best examples of which have come from Attic soil. Deonna, in-
deed, has wished to stress the Attic relationships of the Ptoan work, compar-
ing it with the large Sunium kouros in the general shape of the head and in
the treatment of details of eyes and mouth. All of these comparisons serve
to support the identification of this style with that of the first group of
kouroi, within which we are in no wise able to distinguish particular elements
as arising in identifiable localities or districts of Greece.

It is certainly unreasonable to insist, with Deonna, upon the evidence of
the coiffure, which has been compared with the arrangement of the hair on
another head (fig. 78) from Mt. Ptoos in the National Museum at Athens.*
Deonna. mentioned this last object as the only example offering a parallel to
the straight locks hanging down over the brow of the head #15 in the National
Museum. The same coiffure is visible also on some black-figured vase frag-
imfnjts from the Acropolis at Athens,”" and on several terra cotta protomi;
li?r?i(t?nl?lt}-l-e]lAmiOIth l\lus-eur_n.‘jl2 How.ever, t.here is no possible method ](i)s
- (ij»tt(jsdwz]t]}e I;Fe .Of thls. style of hairdressing, and the several Acropo
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on the evidence of material. However, we shall see below some evidence of
the repeated use of the style of this head in Boeotian dedications and of its
importance in the development of plastic style in Boeotia. But the date of
this work also has been challenged by Lullies, and on the same general
grounds which led him to question the statues discussed above. He has
noted in Athens #15 a lack of unifying idea, a lack of any pure design, binding
together the various parts. Recognizing the superficial similarity to early
Attic work, he detected a certain fleshiness in the modelling of the nose which
he found out of keeping with the thin, energetic, closed mouth. There is, in
fact, no such softness about the nose to distinguish it from the other features.
This feature 1s actually very rigid in its flat planes, the nostrils being scarcely
rendered at all. It is not possible to consider these three flat planes joined at
sharp angles as a soft, rounded, or fleshy treatment of the nose.

To the further comparison which Lullies has suggested between this head
and certain Boeotian terra cottas in Munich and in Athens # no exception
can be taken. The profile view of C1, shown in figure 31, illustrates particu-
larly well the similarity of arrangement of the planes of the head, the per-
sistent treatment of the front of the face as a single plane without natural
transitions to the profile. However, as has been remarked above, it is im-
possible to accept Lullies’ date for these figurines. On the other hand, the
date which is most clearly suggested for them by a comparison with similar
material, the early part of the second quarter of the century, is thoroughly in
keeping with external evidence for the date of the marble head.

The terra cotta figurine of a seated woman (fig. 26), discussed above as B1,
and also made around 575, affords still another stylistic parallel to the work
under discussion. Also this little figurine illustrates clearly that the harsh,
thin lips and the cold stare of the marble head are, if not native to Boeotia,
at least very much at home in that district. The brutal, almost cruel aspect
of these two physiognomies allows very few comparisons with work outside
the borders of Boeotia, and suggests the hands of local craftsmen catering to
a local and very forceful if, at the same time, very coarse and simple custom.
It is interesting to note, in this connection, the considerable lack of symmetry
in the arrangement of the hair on the two sides of the marble head. On the
left side, just behind the ear, there is apparently an unfinished section, per-
haps a spot at which the stone developed a flaw in the process of carving.
But besides the asymmetry caused by this chance fact it is remarkable that
the band which confines the hair over the brows goes around the two sides of
the head at quite different levels. There is no question but that to work of
this sort Lullies has been quite correct in applying the term *‘inorganic.”
However, the effect of multiplicity rather than essential unity is not caused

% See above, under terra cottas, group C.
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astic with linear styles. but by the direct, fo foip
the principles of the hieratic ar? of the early kom n
I know. the first illustration published of o

mentary marble head in the Thebes Museum said to have come Py Mt_

Ptovs. The object bears no number, and 1 ‘have not been a,lfle to trace it j,
the published reports of the French e?cc.a\tanons. It agrees fmrly_ dosely with
the head in the National Museum ;315 in scale. This small piece of =
must once have been a kouros figure 1s included herté: on!y for the slight illu.
mination which its existence can cast upon the fascinating and generally yy,.
pamllel«:l head in Athens. The maternial is to outward appearance the same,
o+ much-stained and darkened marble having a very fine grain.* Tt is obyioys
that in this fragment precisely the same curious coiffure which is affected by
the Athens head is to be seen, and the modelling of details is effected in the
same way. It is no part of the present purpose to insist too much on the
interpretation of so slight an object, but it 1s not without interest to note that
the Athens head was probably not the sole representative of its extraordinary
and apparently quite indigenous style among the large-scale dedications on
the hill of Apollo Ptobs.

On a much smaller scale, a bronze statuette * in the National Museum at
Athens further illustrates the peculiar facial characteristics of the marble
(figs. 71 and 72) and the terra cotta (fig. 26) in the same museum. Holleaus,
from the beginning, recognized the similarity of this object in figure style to
the Apollo from Orchomenos, and the attribution by Langlotz to the Argive
School cannot be accepted. Clearly this statuette lacks the rounded model-
ling and the organic unity of the objects to which Langlotz has compared it.
The awkward and heavy design of the body is topped by a broad. ugly face
with open and direct features but a definitely unpleasant aspect. The wide-
open eyes set far apart, the low forehead and the thin-lipped, wide and
Stmgbt mouth are all similar to the other two works considered in this con-
nection, and the triangular face with slightly receding chin is particularly
suggestive of the terra cotta figurine.

. In thes:? objects is represented the closest approach of Boeotian sculpture
to a peculiarly local and an ethnically, or at least sociologically, distinet style.
\ll of the vigor, the earthiness, the brutality of this essentially rural popu®”
:31;3“ 'S expressed in them. It is a style which in many respects might satisfy
;};Eﬁb&“ of today, whose roads are full of the mud of the fields, "’W

* quartered under the flare of torches and sold on the spot in the middle

“ The clens fructure of this head sSonds ; ZEEe ; it st b
:}, :m 2a marbie i m‘mmim &w&: mu.: ::.:-

‘EC}I&:&&E(‘H 1% .ﬂ-
S » Bl X Pervot and Chipies, VIIL, p. 513, Sg. 264; Langlots, Frihgrichisse
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of Epaminondas Street, whose funeral still draws the long stream of wailing
women marching through the town. His life is hard and simple; he is, him-
self, solemn, direct, and harsh; and if his plastic expression has been limited
and largely in techniques learned abroad, in these few instances it seems to
have reflected most directly his relation to the universe.

Although the external evidence of its connection with Boeotia is of the
most tenuous kind, its obvious relationship with the style discussed just
above is sufficient reason for introducing the kouros in the British Museum
#B474 *° into this discussion (fig. 73a). By different critics this work has been
assigned to various schools of central Greece, the Peloponnesos, and even of
the islands. Its material has been identified by Deonna as Boeotian and by
Sauer as Naxian marble. It is no part of the intent, of this discussion to
attempt to elucidate the provenance of this object by adding to those same
arguments from technique which have given rise to the present confusion of
critical opinion. However, it is impossible to deny the strong family re-
semblance that exists between this figure and the Orchomenos Apollo, be-
tween the features of the face and those of the marble head in the National
Museum #15. The sharp arch of the brows, straight nose, and wide, thin-
lipped mouth, above all the cold, brutal expression of the half-smiling mouth
in the unsmiling face are very suggestive of %15, while the proportions and
modelling of the figure represent a development based definitely upon the
concepts of figure design implied in the Orchomenos Apollo.

There can be no question but that this statue is somewhat later than the
two other monuments mentioned above, but Lullies’ comparison of it with
that most Ionic of the Acropolis korai, £682,*” is not acceptable. In the
treatment of the head, the relationship of the front plane to the profile, with
eyes and cheeks definitely receding from the more or less keel form of brow,
nose, and chin, Lullies has seen a relationship to a terra cotta in Munich **
and to the kore £682, all of which works he assigned to the third quarter of
the sixth century. The reference to the Acropolis kore is significant enough
to make it seem worth while to quote here a sentence from Payne’s analysis
of that work. “The head is an admirable, and early, example of the physical
type on which many of the ripe-archaic heads are based: the lower features
sheering away from the cheek-bones, the eyes aslant, and hal.lg-ir.lg almost
vertically from their sockets; characteristic also are the clear division of ,t,he
soft parts of the face into five areas, and the immense dome of the skull.” **

% Pryce, Catalogue, 1, p. 202; Deonna, op. cil., 525; Arch. Zeitung, 1882, pl. 4; best ﬁl‘.lStl‘ationﬁ in L“]hesg
Jahrbuch, 1936, p. 145, figs. 7 and 8. See also Richter, op. cit., pp. 20 f., whose detailed comparison of several kouroi
supports a date in the second quarter of the sixth century for this kouros.

47 Payne and Young, pl. 40 f.

4 Number C2 in the chapter on the “pappades.”

“* Payne and Young, p. 27.
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ble in the London kouros. Rather the essentially one-plane

is observe k . con-
ception of the face observable on earlier archaic heads has been resolyeq into

a wedge-shape formed by two converging plane areas. :

It must be said that Lullies has suggested one very Interesting paralle] for
the head of this statue in that of a limestone statuette in the Louvre, saig to
have been found at Chalkis, in Euboea.’® This small object, for which no
very convincing parallels had previously been off'ered,.and which was never
very much at home in the period about 600 to which Picard assigned it, does
seem to exhibit the same generally wedge-shaped head, with eyes and cheeks
receding sharply from the narrow front plane. On the other hand, there are
many reasons why it 1s not possible to assign this work to a date later than
the middle of the sixth century. For example: the very large hands, with
long, straight grooves to mark off the fingers, the heavy figure, inseparably
united with the chair (indeed, scarcely articulated apart from the chair),
finally, the straight-sided, “knife-cut’ appearance of the feet, very similar
to the carving of these members on Dermys and Kitylos and on the draped
female figure #2 in the National Museum at Athens, all these are elements
which suggest an early date for the figure and make it impossible to bring it
down below the middle of the century.”

In making his analysis of the heads of the London kouros and of the Louvre
statuette, Lullies suggested a comparison with the terra cotta in Munich
(fig. 31). As is now apparent, such a comparison is not at all inconsistent
with the internal evidence for dating the kouros in the second quarter of the
century. Actually, however, a better comparison for the kouros is observabl'e
in the B group of terra cottas which display that particular kind of Pl_l}’ Sl-
ognomy and ﬂ-lat general expression which appears to be most pecuha.rly
ﬁ:ﬁﬁj: Itf lt%l not possible to be absolutely precise about the relg’;ll‘l’;
contenll)gfal(‘) bllJetS? tt\l‘lu hgmups, b probab-ly ey iR leaStl Paredge'
P ;}7‘, - i the head on the ring vase in Dresde.n (ﬁg. 28) the we ;

I '€ Tace 1s very clear, and, as in the kouros, this principle of desig
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extends all the way down to the chin: mouth as well as eyes and cheeks recede
sharply from the narrow keel form of the front of the face. In the case of the
ring vase, even the thin-lipped half smile of the London kouros appears. A
glance at the profile of the Munich figurine (fig. 31) reveals that in this case
the mouth is modelled entirely in the front plane of the face and that, indeed,
this face 1s fundamentally one-plane or frontal in conception, as is more obvi-
ously the case in its closely related contemporary, the terra cotta in Athens
#4009 (see above, C1). It is really the painted outline of the eyes on the
Munich figurine which has led Lullies to consider the front plane as broken by
the natural turn to the profile. But a close examination of the rendering of
the eyes on this terra cotta reveals that the painted outlines do not lie in any
one plane, whether frontal or receding, but that they cross the angular junc-
tions of the front plane of the face with the plane of the profile.”? In other
words, the large eye has been carelessly painted on the head in a way which
is not strictly in accord with the plastic design of that head. It is the same
situation that may be observed in the Tanagra terra cotta in the National
Museum #4010 (fig. 33), on which the painted eye is allowed to impinge on
the side of the nose. The frontal composition which is so apparent in C1 has
not been violated in the modelling of C2, but the careless hand of the painter
has given the illusion of violating it.

All of this discussion may seem unnecessary in view of the fact that it
scarcely affects the date of the kouros in London, but it has a certain signifi-
cance in the added emphasis which the inclusion of that kouros puts upon
the small group of homogeneous objects which appear to express certain
peculiarly local characteristics, and the resultant importance of recording
the most telling analogies within that group.

That this style was carried on, at least in a modified form, to the middle
of the century seems indicated by the evidence of the stele of a youth in
Boston.”® Much of the same bluntness and Bauernstil handling of the figure
that characterized the objects last considered appears in this relief, but it
cannot be denied that there is a svelte character about the outline which in-
dicates a somewhat later date.* It is interesting to note, however, the per-

5 This is apparent even in Lullies’ photograph (op. cit., p. 141, abb. 8), where the outline of the eye can be seen
to bend sharply at certain points. It is interesting to note that, if the left profile had been chosen for illustration,
even the illusion of recession would have been materially lessened.

8 Caskey, A.J. A., 1911, p. 293, pl. VII; Catalogue of Greek and Roman Sculpture, Cambridge, Mass., 1925,
p. 19. Mr. Caskey considered that the relief was of Attic workmanship.

% But there is no reason for assigning the work, as Lullies did, to the last quarter of the century. The curls over
the forehead, which Langlotz (p. 15) compared with the coiffure of the kouros in the National Museum at Athens
#12, are as comparable to the hair of the Apollo of Thera. Furthermore, the Aryballos with crescents on the bottom
and alternating lotus and bud on the belly is a late Corinthian type which must date before 550; ¢f. Payne, Necro-
corinthia, p. 288 and fig. 65, and Ure, Aryballoi and Figurines, grave 4, #32. The grave relief of Gathon and Aris-
tokrates from Thespiae in the National Museum, Athens £32, 4. M., III, p. 811 and pl. XV; Brunn-Bruckman,
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Already, before the middle of the sn-cth .cent}lry, there is evidence of the
incoming ‘‘island style” among the dedications in the Ptoan sanctuary, Tje
fragmentary head in the Thebes Mu.seum #14,% 1llustrated in figure 75, hag
been identified by Deonna as an Attic work on the basis of the simila,rity in
treatment of the hair over the brow to the locks of hair seen on the Volo.
mandra kouros * in Athens. But it is noticeable that on the head in Thehes
these locks are left very flat and appear quite lifeless by comparison with the
flame-like, sharply curved locks of hair of the Volomandra kouros, which last
are also marked by fine, clear, incised lines which add to the vigorous curves
of the outlines. Granted that the coiffure in nature which inspired these two
was probably the same, the variety in treatment of the problem is most
striking. Deonna ®7 considered Thebes #14 as work of the second half of the
sixth century, contemporary with the kouroi of Melos, Volomandra, and
Thebes #3, while Karouzos limited himself to calling it work of the middle of
the sixth century before Christ.

Aside from the difference in coiffure, this head is very similar to that of the
kouros from Thera. Not only the height and shape of the forehead but also
!;he precise forms of the eyes are almost identical (on rather different scales)
in the two works, as are the narrow smooth grooves which separate the eyes
from the arching brows. So also is the shallow sinking of the eyes beneath the
brows. The same general design for the upper part of the head is observable
a;ci a later period in the Hermes relief in the Acropolis Museum, Athensb 3
](1()%; 1'2;}:111;}(1 a comparison of this head with that in Thel?es illustrates )]’

e sinking of the eyes beneath the brows, indicative of the generd

gment of One

plates #38 (here fig, 74)
figures is cut perpendic
hei

’ forms.; an interesting parallel to the Boston relief in technique of carving. The.fﬂ_’n,t sﬁi:}i]:
e i _B:Jiattriy n;'tuf the plane of the background while at the back the relief gmduully ((111111:1; g
ohian medtod (—m e qu;.f o‘r: re }u.». . Also the same method of engraving details, almost as if they were rat i
M - surface, w iich can be seen in the hair and the string holding the aryballos of thelBos o i

tn Lhe carving of the toes and fingers of Athens #32. Yet it is obvious from the proportions i

full, fleshy forms of th s ston
= E e Athens relief, that i i ds . han the Bo
re"ﬁi' which probably dates about 540 1at it represents a more advanced stage of the Ionic style t
Mendel, B. ¢, H. 19 % o one OBES
p. 13, » 1907, p. 202, fig. 11; Deonna, op. cit., #52 and p. 858; Karouzos, 10 Movaeto 715

%
Best photographs in Zervos, $129 f.

b7 0 .
P. cil., p. 854, :
o #6922, Payne and Youné pl

[ 64]




ARCHAIC SCULPTURE IN BOEOTIA

depth of modelling, has increased in the former. It seems probable that
Thebes £14, an early example of the new style in Boeotia, was carved around
570, which means that it is roughly contemporary with the beginning of the
manufacture of crude red on white “pappades’ at Rhitsona.®
As in the case of the " pappades,” however, there is no settled unity within
the new style at this period. Ernest Gardner *° was the first to recognize
the similarity which exists between the head of the kouros 10 ® from Mt.
Ptoos at the National Museum at Athens (figs. 76 and 77) and that of a kore
in the Acropolis Museum at Athens.” As Payne and others have already
indicated, this kore betrays certain very definite Samian or Naxian char-
acteristics, and there can be no question that in the modelling of the figure,
at least, the kouros is definitely Ionic or insular. Lullies, who assigned this
statue also to the third quarter of the sixth century, described the modelling
as hard and unplastic, but, before the figure itself, it is difficult to see any-
thing hard or rigid about the flow of the composition and the way in which
the various parts seem to melt into one another. The only detail which
might possibly be so described is the way in which the inner parts of the arms
are carved to show flat surfaces meeting in sharp ridges, a feature due, clearly,
to the difficulty of working on these parts, and not to the nature of the de-
sign. Papaspyridi ® has far more justly described the modelling of the kouros:
“Les formes sont lisses, molles,” and has assigned it to an island Ioniec school.
If the form of the head is to be accepted as Naxian in type, the entire work
may be an importation,** but, on the other hand, it is noticeable that there
are certain traits which suggest other relationships closer to home. There is
a considerable similarity in surface modelling and in general proportions and
arrangement of features between this head and another marble head in the
Acropolis Museum at Athens, #617.%° The Athenian head 1s in every way
more alive, finer in conception and execution, but it shows definite traces of
relationship with the more sober kouros from Mt. Ptods. On the whole, the
similarities which Holleaux was able to suggest between the kouros and his
Boeotian group make it seem possible that Langlotz’ * opinion that kouros
410 represents eclectic Boeotian work may have been the correct guess. In
any event, this statue is one fairly complete figure representing that island

5 See above, p. 40.

8 Handbook of Greek Sculpture, London, 1903, p. 167. s

61 Holleaux, B. C. H., 1886, p. 66 and pl. IV; Deonna, op. cit., #28; Langlotz, p. 116; Papaspyridi, Catalogue,
p. 26.

52 #677, Payne and Young, pls. 18, 19; Buschor, Altsamische Standbilder, Berlin, 1985, pls. 76 and 80 f.

% P 26.

% There is the usual conflict of opinion about the material, Holleaux having called it typical Boeotian marble,
Papaspyridi stating that it is marble of Naxos.

% Payne and Young, pls. 9, 10.

®P. 116.
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ce of which there 1s considerable ovidufmn in other, more fyy ¢
of this period. As for the dite u:f the figure, all r}:arallels whic}, czntl:)y
quoted are from the second f].llzl.l‘l.t*r of the ('(’!Ilt.lll""y: _ I'he h.e&fi, Whethep ite
‘heritance be through Boeotia or through aspecifically Naxia variang 8
the style of the early kouroi, is in a style which flourished in the first halt of
the (_-(:ntul')’ and scarcely appears later. The back of the figure ig virtual?f
unmodelled, having a single groove to indicate the backbone, and g, off d
1o evidence either way, but the arms held close to the body and the gen eer?
forms of arms and hands certainly suggest a date before 550. All the &Va.ilalg?
evidence indicates that the kouros is a work of the last two decades of th:
first half of the century.

Another torso exemplifying this intrusion of insular lIonic elements int,
Boeotian dedications is one recently republished °** by Lullies. This statue
was lost some time ago from the court of a convent in the village of Scripou,
on the edge of the Copaic basin, and only recently reappeared in the Museum
at Chaeronea. Lullies, with considerable acuteness, pointed out the similarity
which exists between this torso and the kouros from Misocampos, on the
Island of Samos.®® The differences which exist between the two statues ap-
peared to him to consist in a hardness of modelling of broad planes in the
Chaeronea torso replacing the soft yielding character of the flesh of the
Samian work. Once more it appears imipossible to accept the words “grosse
harte Fliichen,” which Lullies wrote concerning this torso, and which are in
the same vein as those ®® he used for the kouros in the National Museum #10,
as in any way descriptive of the kouros in Chaeronea. The very photographs
which he published of the torso emphasize the soft, yielding character of the
flesh.

In assigning the kouros from Misocampos to a date just after the middle of
the sixth century, Buschor spoke of certain features of structure and propor-
tion — such as the deep chest — which this torso shares with that in Ch.&e'
ronea. But he also noted the way in which the solid mass of the hair falling
upon the shoulders was already divided into definitely separate stran(.iS ané,
as regards the whole surface of the work, the shimmer or sparkle which the
fine modelling produces. Now if one places side by side the photogr‘_”Phs A
the bi}cks " of the Chaeronea torso and of the Misocampos torso certall vel‘{
mgmhcant differences of detail become apparent. In the first place, the h;«l
of the former is seen to be conceived as a flat mass, not as a series of strat s;
The horizontals are as important as the verticals in the dividing chan?

influen
kourol

67 ;
Deonna, op. ¢it.

8275 A. M., 111, p. 807, 42; Lullies, Jakrbuch, 1936, figs. 10-12, best photograph®
» P. 18, pls. 58, 61, 62.

69 ¢« l) s s & . .
" Ja f:r:;f:ﬁl;rtel“‘“ und unpltt,stmchereu Modellierung der Oberfliche” (Jahrbuch, 1986, p- 147).
¢h, 1936, p. 149, fig, 12 (Chaeronea); Buschor, o0p. cit., pl. 62 (Misocampos)-
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which outline the conventional Perlenlocken. Also it is noteworthy that the
modelling of muscles of the back on the Chaeronea statue is far simpler than
on the other. It is the lightly cut, curved lines of the Samian statue which
give it such a complexity of surface as to produce that Schimmer which
Buschor remarked. On the other hand, the only details indicated on the
other figure are the erector spinae muscles, and they are only suggested by
two very formal and straight grooves rising from the small of the back and
diverging from the backbone.

In other words, the differences between these two figures are those of com-
plexity of surface and developed articulation of detail as opposed to sim-
plicity of surface and insistence upon adherence to the older architectonic
unity of the early kouroi. Thus it appears that the Samian figure cannot
offer evidence for the date of the Chaeronea one (except as a terminus ante
quem). The only logical recourse is to follow Lullies’ grouping of this torso
with National Museum #10 from Mt. Ptoos, but to assign both to the second,
rather than the third quarter of the century.

Lullies has done a not-inconsiderable service in pointing out the Samian
characteristics of this torso. It is not the intention of the present writing to
discuss the problems of local imitation and actual importation, but it is of
considerable importance that in Boeotia at this time there may be observed
a definite relationship with what Buschor has taught us to recognize as
Samian sculpture. It seems questionable that it will ever be possible to
separate the characteristics of the various island schools satisfactorily. To
differentiate clearly between the contributions of Samos, Paros, and Naxos
to the development of sculpture in the sixth century is at present, at least,
impossible. But the recognition of the Samian qualities of the Chaeronea
torso is suggestive of a possible source for the style of National Museum %10
from Mt. Ptoss, and throws some additional light on the problems which
surround the Acropolis korai #677 and #619.™

That there were further dedications in this style in the neighborhood of
Boeotia is evidenced by the discovery of three fragmentary torsos ™ in
Delphi, which are now housed in the Delphi Museum. Deonna has recorded
that the material of these torsos is Parian marble, and he has assigned them
all to a Parian school. One of the prime characteristics of this Parian school
he noted to be a long, almost vertical line of the groin, a feature to be ob-
served on these three torsos and also on the Chaeronea kouros. But it is
significant that, of the two figures closely associated with Paros which formed
the nucleus of his group, Deonna’s 122 7 does not have this vertical line of

" Payne and Young, p. 12 and pls. 18 f.
™ Fouilles de Delphes, vol. 1V, 2, p. 56. Deonna, op. eit., p. 383. Delphi, Museum #2557, #2696, §4859.

™ Deonna, op. cit., p. 222, listed as in a private collection on the island of Paros.
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marked degree, but rather displays considerable similayi,
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figure. All three of the Delphi fragments display that ma'rkfad softness of
«urface which is observable on the Chaeronea ﬁgure, but this is particulay]
true of #2696 and #4859. Number 2696 is similar to the Chaeronea torso in
treatment of collar bones and the modelling of breast muscles, but there ape
manv indications that it is probably mt.her. later. On #2557 the erector
spim.w muscles are indicated by the same km(.i (?f n-early Ve.rtlcal grooves
seen on the Chaeronea torso, but the greatest similarity, particularly in the
line of the groin and the softness of surface, is a'iforded by %4859, which is g
small fragment preserving little more than the hips. These three kouroi very
probably cover a considerable period of time, running well down into the
second half of the sixth century, but it 1s difficult to avoid the inference that
they are brought into being by the same tide of foreign influence (or importa-
tion of foreign works) which produced the Chaeronean torso.

To the end of the first half of the century belongs a marble head in the
National Museum at Athens £#19,™ from Mt. Ptovs (fig. 78). Lepsius and
Deonna have agreed that the material is island marble. Deonna considered
the head to be of Attic workmanship, while Sauer claimed it for the Naxian
school. Itis true that there are several heads among the terra cotta protomes
in the Acropolis Museum at Athens which closely resemble this marble, but
there is no evidence available as to the place of manufacture of these terra
cottas. The hair over the brow is rendered, as Deonna has already noted, in
@ manner quite comparable to that on the marble head in Athens £13, but
otherwise neither the coiffures nor the general compositions of these two
wm:ks are particularly similar, the head #19 having almond-shaped, slightly
“l‘}“*l‘“‘ eyes, and its mouth smiling in a strong, unbroken curve.
um‘{ll;‘ ;::“‘II;T r:iz:l) 1T»jlslii[) lof .\t‘hons #19 1s ‘\\'it.h t.lle. terra cottas discus:':
gnmpi:q uf th: ':mmt 1\1:” | :z ”. l‘ l\hg. 42), particularly, is to be o s ;hewsa
lofty b et l-lmm‘(.l:ri, l‘t‘ ul\\ er part of the face bglow a high Smond'
shiaped ayts appear. an “w!.f.\ l‘ut: marble head. Again t¥‘le same ke
ened upper lip and chin. A« ‘r-;m:t{ Tnll-hppt\d. }llll)l‘()l'o‘:ell sn‘nle between cbttﬂs
themselves, it is o l‘t"l‘in‘( : ( ﬂ: ;:ll;t ‘21 \l nbsor\-ml.m dea]m.g with th.e te:fmdétﬂ‘
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liveliness of demeanor and vividness of personal expression which find their
best parallel in Attic marbles like the Hermes relief 7 in the Acropolis Mu-
seum (fig. 43), dating just before the middle of the century.

Because of its importance in relation to the terra cotta sequence, the fine
marble kouros #3 in the Thebes Museum, from Mt. Ptoos (figs. 50 and 53),
has been discussed above in some detail. However, some additional notes on
this statue may not be out of place here. The detailed comparison between
this statue and kouroi of the type of Thebes #1 is more or less forced by the
position which Lullies has taken in discussing the whole series. Once more it
must be emphasized that the primary difference between these two works
lies in the increased plasticity and the more clearly organic rendering of
the Thebes #3 kouros. Not only is this tendency toward more realistically
plastic, as opposed to schematic rendering of form indicated by the modelling
of the hands (which has been discussed in some detail above), but also other
details, such as the carving of the shoulder blades, give evidence of the same
feeling. On the figure of Thebes #1, as on other kouroi of this series, the
shoulder blades are indicated by the purely formal method of outlining them
with two symmetrical grooves cut in regular arcs. On the other statue the
areas of the shoulder blades themselves are rendered as distinct planes
slightly raised above the general plane of the back.” This same trait of
realizing natural variations in plane in a naturalistic manner, rather than
indicating them by schematic formula, appears again at the back of the
elbow, where the fleshy part of the arm above the elbow is modelled on a
definitely different plane than the portion below, not simply indicated by the
narrow bounding ridge of the earlier kouroi. Again there is a slight but
definite projection of the hip bone from the established plane of the waist at
the side of the figure. All these facts are indicative of the increasingly plastic,
organic, even realistic conception of the figure which marks the middle of the

century.

Even in the head itself there are signs of this change in point of view. In
the sharp projection of the clearly modelled features ™ there is evidence of
the greater emphasis upon inner or structural realism as opposed to formal

™ Payne and Young, pls. 8, 9.

" This feature appears also in the Louvre torso #688 from Actium, although Miss Richter, Met. Mous. Studies,
V, pp. 20 {., does not record the fact.

7 Compare in this respect the head illustrated in figure 79, #16 in the National Museum at Athens, from
Mt. Ptovs (Holleaux, B. €. H., 1886, p. 74, pl. VII; Deonna, op. cit., #36) in which the same fidelity to essential
structure is observable. This head has strong affinities with certain terra cottas in the Acropolis Museum, notably
numbers 633 and 704, which Mrs. Sedgwick kindly informs me she regards as Boeotian dedications. Although the
similarities cited by Deonna to the Moschophoros and to a contemporary head in the Louvre (Lechat, La sculpture
attique avant Phidias, Paris, 1904, p. 112, fig. 4) are very striking, it is observable in the profile view of this hea.d
(Deonna, op. eil., p. 168, fig. 46) that the outer corner of the eye recedes much more deeply into the profile than is
usual in works of the period of the Moschophoros. The rupture thus effected of the essential frontality of features
relates this work to the style of British Museum #B474.
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ion of plane areas from without. The result is again to enhance the
ity of the head and give 1t & Vel Vigoous, b.rlght expressiop
sed the influence of the 1slanc% I9nlc style in the design ang
delling of this k(?ur-os, an(_l it is probably that inﬂuenee,
coming through whatever mter_mEdlaneS’ Whlciegf ctst;:lhe contrast betWeen
Thebes #1 and this statue. It 1s I'lot c?rtam whether the somewhat gregte,
broadness and severity of style Wthh. dl.fferentl:ate.s th_ls work from the kourog
of Melos, a statue generally very.s1mllar to it, indicates that the Theban
Louros is slightly earlier in date, going back pel_'haps as far as 560, or whethey '
this fact is simply due to the tempering of the island style with the local tra-
ditions of Boeotia. In the latter case there is no reason to assign the Thebap
kouros to a date before 550, the most likely date for the Apollo of Melog
itself.”® Tt is this latter conclusion that appears to me most probable.

The relationship which exists between the two kouroi, Thebes #3 and
Thebes £6., has already been sufficiently stressed. There is no large number
of works from the second half of the century preserved, but from what does
remain it seems likely that this single strain of sculptural style held a prom-
inent place in the Boeotian marbles of the second half of the century, just as
one single and related strain predominated in the terra cottas of the same
period in Boeotia. The kouros in the National Museum at Athens, #12 ™
(figs. 80 and 81), finds its certain niche toward the end of the sixth century
in the logical sequence of the development of this style. As Miss Richter has
already suggested,*® this kouros probably was made in the last quarter of the
sixth century,” and a study of the figure reveals interesting similarities and
contrasts which demonstrate that it is a direct development of the style of
the kouros in Thebes %6 (fig. 52). The same forms, almost the same figure,
are employed, but in a more developed, more organic mode. In both marbles
the outline of the torso itself is much the same, and the projection of breast
muscles and general proportions of various parts of the body are similar. In
both the navel is set low, the lines of the groin are short and low, approxi-
mately half way between the horizontal and the vertical. In both, the hips
HN;)IOT}; and slim, the thighs rounded and heavy.
fr(mIl t.illtee :::ll:r(ltll? ?q uflf] ey e k()ur0§ In Athens apg en?lrely detaChif
infnrccm(-“nt-sj. e W(llli?nhl G }létwee11 thighs and hands being modern T

nts), e those of Thebes #6 are attached to the body for the

more rounded mo

 Richter, op. cit., p. 48,
" Holleaux, B. ¢! H..1
aux, B. C. H., 1887, pl. VIIT: Me : R
S LT gl 1%.‘) VIII; Mendel, B. (. H., 1902, p. 470; Deonna, op. eit., £#30; Papaspyrldl, p
* Op. cit., p. 42.

Tt s noticeable tl re r 8 § series, traces of the c
. ¥ ol 3 li t.« I g ) i i i i 1 -
el ol it here, for the first time in this seri s Lraces of the ¢l isel h

B2 Qs o
Since the above was written (

based on the report of Hollea ux, B. C. H., 1887, p. 186) Miss Richter has kindly
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greater part of their length. Again, in the general character of surface model-
ling of the ﬁgurez, the contrast which was noted between the kouroi Thebes #3
and The.bes #6 is here seen extended even more markedly. The vestiges of
schematic repderlng still plainly to be seen on Thebes #6 have almost entirely
disappeared in National Museum #12, to be replaced by a thoroughly organic,
naturalistically rounded modelling. The sharp arch of the ridge delimiting
the epigastrium in the earlier statue is replaced by a more gradual and soft
transition in the later.

There is really little question of the relative chronology of the two statues,
but it is important to emphasize that the later lies in the direct line of the
logical development of the style of the earlier. For the close correspondence
in style which exists between the National Museum kouros and the latest
terra cottas of the type dependent upon the mid-sixth-century style of the
kouros in Thebes %3 is very striking, and demonstrates the importance of this
definitely unified and clearly characterized tradition in major and in minor
plastic arts through the second half of the century. A comparison of the head
of the kouros in Athens #12 with the heads of that most gay group of con-
temporary figurines from Rhitsona, those deriving from grave 31 (fig. 57),
makes clear how closely the development of the two arts corresponds. Both
the statue and the terra cottas are clearly based on mid-century styles. They
preserve the bony, projecting chin and cheek-bones and the high dome of the
crown which were observable in Thebes £#3. But the rendering of the eyes has
changed and, most striking of all, the expression has changed, has enlarged
upon that increase in personal expression noticeable in Thebes %3 itself, until
the general aspect is definitely one of insouciance and gaiety. This adherence
to certain elements of the style of an earlier period (which made older critics
assign this work to the middle of the century or earlier) of a style now thor-
oughly misunderstood and mixed with other ingredients makes it appear
justifiable once again to apply the epithet of Bauernstil to this latest mani-
festation of the archaic style on Boeotian soil. In the hair, in the renflel:lng
of the shallow profile, there is even much of the early archaic style pgrmstmg,
and the mixture is rendered with a naiveté and directness that are, in a way,
quite charming.

One head found at Mt. Ptoos, #15 % in the Thebes Museum (fig. 82), cer-
tainly belongs to this period, yet has no clear relationship to the style of
which the development is outlined above. Karouzos assigned it correcftly to
the period around 530, and called it Attic. This work can only be considered

informed me that a careful examination of the figure has led her and others to the conclusion t%mt there :;rz anclerft
props between hands and thighs. Richter, 4.J. 4., 1929, p. 336; O. Antonsson, The Praxiteles Mar roup in

Olympa, Stockholm, 1937, p. 83.
% Mendel, B. C. H., 1907, p. 200, pl. 21; Deonna, op. cit., #51; Karouzos, p. 13, figs. 4-6.
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I N that a group of sculptors were workiy :
Boeotian if one 1s.w1111ng ;Osiscil:;?ul imita%ion of contemporary Attic cra%tl;l_
Boeotia iI:l very .dlI'fiCt a;;cognized in citing the present head, the kore heaq
men. This Lullies llaig\{[u seum from Mt. Ptoos, and the small head of 5 youth
#17 84 1n th(? Nathgg) (Na,tional Miiseum #61)35 as Boeotian PrOViIlcial 111]1-
from Eleusis _(ﬁg. k. Such an interpretation does require a very subjective
tations (?f Attic Wlor,- f stylistic phenomena. Certainly the head ip the
and diﬂwu‘lt ana }r51157 (i)s Soy henomenally close to the kore in the Acropolig
National I\{use;;m % e 5 smply direct copying, On theiathex it ul
sl %673 A }[Illle Rampin head *” and the Eleusis head is of a differ
PO dullley am the variations which exist between thes
ent sort. Although Lullies saw In : h S e
two heads evidence that that from. Eleusis was the work o a HOH-Att}c
tian) craftsman, Langlotz,* with even more cogent reasoning, saw in

| g . imply that this latter head was of later date.
these differences evidence f;n.np.y _ ey '
Certainly, although most critics have emphasized the relationship that exists
between these two works,® there are several reasons, even beypnd those
cited by Langlotz, for regarding the head from Eleu31s_as materially more
advanced in the plastic sense than the other. Not only is the.:re more move-
ment in the face, but, viewed in profile, the hair of the_EleuSIS you.th IS seen
to cling more markedly to the side of the head, following tht:: outline of the
ear, while that of the Rampin youth falls straight down. Again, .the sculptor
of the Rampin head preserved the old formal treatment of the hair on the top
of the cranium, while the other craftsman employed twisted individual loeks of
hair over this part, which once more emphasize the rounded, plastic character
of the head.®®

Obviously, in cases like these, where the only ““non-Attic” characterlsi-:lc
to be cited is a certain ineptness, it is impossible to differentiate to the satis-
faction of all between secondary Attic works exported to Boeotia and Boeq-
tian imitations of Attic sculpture. In view of the finding-place of the Elel}SlS
head, it appears that there is not enough evidence to include it in a discussion
which attempts to adhere closely to developments on Boeotian soil. But the
‘“SQ(’V”Y of Thebes #15 and the kore head, National Museum #17, on Mt.

“RCH., 1887, pl. VII; Jahrbuch, 1986, p. 147, fig. 9, ck:

% Incorrectly noted as #19 by Lullies, Jahrbuch, 1936, p. 141, note 2; 'E¢. 'Apx, 1889, pls. 5, 6; B N
mann text to plate 552: Langlotz, op. eit., pl. 95¢.

% Payne and Young, pl. 64,

T Ibid., pls. 11a ff.

% Op. eit., p. 159.

% Philios, "B, "Apx, 18890,
P. 7, referred to the Eleusis

"‘“_ There is much in this
rouniotis, 'g
Collection (

P. 124; text to Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 552; even Payne, Archaic Marble o .

head as “early archaic.”

head . % :I\-J“-
[4‘.(_.".‘11!4 ll(‘!lll \\'hl(‘ll suggests such ]llt(! terra cottas as one f()lllld !! : l
htl!(lls, '()ﬁ{l')-‘f)\' Ty "Ap

o : Avaokaddr xar rod Moveelov, p. 94, fig. 69); or a protome head in in
riwlingler, Collection Sabouraff, 11, vignette opposite pl. 142).
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Ptoos indicates a very direct acquaintance with thoroughly Attic styles on
the part of.the Boeotian sculptor at a period before the carving of the kouros
in the National Museum #12. The continuation of the same close rela.t.ion;

ship is indicateq- by the discovery of the dedication of Pythias and Aschrion,®
.also on Mt. Ptods. So much has been w:ritten on these latter monuments that
it seems unnecessary to a.d(.i any detailed criticism here. But the evidence
which tlley suppl'y of the existence of a considerable group of dedications on
Mt. Ptods by Attic sculptors, or by sculptors imitating closely the Attic style
may suggest that the entire sculptural production in Boeotia of the éeoonci
half of the century, after, the abrupt change in style signalized by the Aﬁollo
in Thebes #3, 1s of immediate Attic inspiration. Such an interpretation of the
facts afforded by the Mt. Ptoos excavations would deny the distinction which
is made above between, on the one hand, a Boeotian tradition. fortified by
insular influence entering Boeotia about the middle of the century, and, on
the other hand, this final group of monuments of specifically Attic character.
It is to such a conclusion that the comparison stressed by Lullies between the
kouros, National Museum #12, and the kore head from Mt. Ptoiss, National
Museum #17, inevitably tends.

However, it is noticeable that all of the distinctly Attic dedications in this
group belong to the last quarter of the century, with the possible exception
of the head in Thebes #15, of which the date is quite uncertain. The kore
head is very close, as Lullies noted, to the Acropolis kore #673, a figure dated
by Payne ® about 520. The kouros in the National Museum #20 is uni-
versally attributed to the Leagros period, and National Museum #12 (if it
must be accepted as exhibiting some elements of this Attic relationship) was
most probably dedicated in the last decade of the century.® On the other
hand, the monuments dependent upon Thebes #3, proposed above as a group
antithetical to the more peculiarly Attic dedications, represent a continuous
tradition from the middle of the century down to the end, when its disap-
pearance seems to coincide with the mass absorption of elements from the

specifically Attic style.

It is this group which corresponds in development to the sequence of terra

9 Athens, National Museum #20; Holleaux, B. €. H., 1886, pl. VI, and 1887, pls. XIII and XIV; Deonna,
op. eit., #31. Tt is difficult to understand the insistence of Holleaux (also Kalkmann, Jahrbuech, 1892, p. 132, and
B. Ashmole, Late Archaic and Early Classical Greek Seulpture in Sieily and South Italy, London, 1934, p. 26, note 3,
and others) that this kouros exhibits Aeginetan characteristics in the figure. Faced by the absolutely un-Aeginetan
character of the head, he suggested a Peloponnesian school influenced by Aegina, even seeking to relate the work to
Canachos’ Apollo Philesios. Neither head nor body shows any trace of the sharp, erisp detail of Aeginetan work.
A far more convincing comparison has been made with the “Samian’ torso from Grammichele (Mon. Ant., 1007,
pl. 111). On the basis of the striking similarity of the head to that of the kore #6783 in the Acropolis Museum (Payne
and Young, pls. 62-64) we must recognize the closest relationship of kouros #20 to be with Attic work.

” Payne and Young, p. 85. BN '
% Ag noted above, it does not appear necessary to include the Eleusis head of a youth in this discussion of mon-

uments associated with Boeotia, but even in the ease of this work a date later than 525 would not be unlikely.
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cottas at Rhitsona, a sequence \jvhich, as has been indica.bed above,
<ented not a provincial peculiarity of the small community of Mye
but the dominant trend in the second half of the century in the Boeotian
manufacture of terra cottas. T l.1e close correspondence between these figy.
rines and the marble series in this group forms. the most forc.eful argument f,
the recognition of the marble series as SprClﬁCflﬂy Boeotian in charactep
Further, the intrusion of definitely Attic objects into the marble series i thé
fourth quarter of the century corresponds.to the change f.rom the exclusiye
use of the “pappas’ type to the introduction of the late sixth century Attje
and other foreign types in the same period. Even the manner in which this
new style affected the older tradition is similar in the two techniques, a5
is illustrated by the above-noted relationships between the kouros in the
National Museum %12 and the figurines of the ** Parisiennes” from grave 3
at Rhitsona. Yet the thoroughgoing antithesis between the traditional style
and the new foreign styles gradually coming into use in Boeotia in the last
quarter of the century is made clear by a comparison of the new types of
figurines from graves 126, 121, and 131 at Rhitsona with any of the “pappas™
figures. That the *“genre figurines™ * which became so popular in Boeotia
about 500 are the heirs of the “pappas™ tradition, at least as far as the
painted decoration is concerned, seems most likely, but these also, with their
new freedom of pose and subject, represent a definite break with traditional

motives involving the total submergence of the significant character of the
older style.

l‘epre_
alesgyq

% See, most recently, G. H. Chase, Festschrift Loeb, pp. 45 f.
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VI
CONCLUSION

THE progress of the plastic arts in Boeotia, during the period under discus
sion in this volume, reflects the normal development of an except_ionalfy

isolated district, which came Only. sporadically into intimate contact with
the la,.rger Wo_rld of general Hellem(.t culture. There is no eviden ce Thal) me
any time during the seventl.l and sixth centuries, Boeotia was really back-
ward 1n th_e a.ccepta,nce of nnporta.nt stylistic change. Rather, it appears
that each. mgmﬁ(.:ant new depa.rtur? in the rapidly developing art of sculpture
was readily recelw?d by th_e B‘?eOtm“S- Nor did these new departures spring
from any one locality dominating and leading the artistic development of the
Greek world; in point of fact each change was the fruit of the expanding
culture of the entire Greek nation, and there is no reason to deny that some
of these changes may have received their first embodiment on the soil of
Boeotia itself. It is in this way that the nature of the geography ! of Greece
should be interpreted with regard to early Greek art; the flat, fertile plains,
hemmed in and 1solated by mountains (a condition so often cited in connec-
tion with the rise of the city states), tended to produce a secondary diversifi-
cation within the essential unity of the national artistic movement. The
large and significant developments (like the city states themselves) are na-
tional manifestations whose earliest beginnings cannot be allocated, but
whose local modifications depend upon the nature of the soil and the habits
of life in each district.

The individual character of Boeotian sculpture arose from the‘circum-
stances of the life of this mountain-ringed, earth-loving people, whose interests
were not wide-flung, whose immediate world was comparatively §1n1111. This
situation gave rise to peculiarly local interpretations of Hellenic art, each
phase being thoughtfully mulled over and slowly and thoroughly digested to
suit the local stomach. Holleaux, in his first critical synthesis .of the sculp-
ture which he found at Mt. Ptoos, erred in several ways. He dldo not recog-
nize the important change in direction which took -pla.ce in Boeotia, as mhall
Greece, about 550. Furthermore, he did not sufﬁclentl)f stress the fa((vit lt a}
the development was national in its significant, progressive nature, and loca

: : in 1936
' See, most recently, the excellent relief map of Greece and the Aegean Islands published in Athens in

by Kos. D, Diamantopoulos.
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. nrovincial character. And yet in certain
only 1 "‘i\-‘\-:gpfhlizlwzislv close to the true one. It is clear, for ex
interpretals ‘-'.“:_ ““L of the sixth century the local craftsmen took f_r:HIple,
hat m the SV that they could make peculiarly their owy_ aﬂdmth
ey

- SoIne iy . -
- thus adopted until an Important new the ht
thus i ught

the Greek world at the end of the century. The immedia¢ -

1
A N

the sIVIC
1 the St

svolved in th : . .
U.L_\f“ . B“ﬁ“";‘i“" t\f '{}115 new depﬂrfu_l‘f_’ bl‘uught about that i parept:_s
eie DV 1€ DO (RIS ; S

‘T-\'r‘e' ;tion of the old “trulv Boeotian™ style, the tendency whis Holt
dsiniegral el 2 \ ’ ‘

lesux noted in discussing the kouros in Athens dedicated by Pythias ny
-\‘.Ul'"on Such a sequence of evafnts Imd' already taken place in Boeotiy i
the first half of the sixth century, the history of ano‘ther ~truly Boeaotigy, »
stvle. and. in all probability, the development of the first half of the seventh
century was an absolutely parallel one.

At the time of writing. the monumental work of E. Langlotz on the schools
of late archaic Greek sculpture is still comparatively recent. Among the
manv subdivisions which he recognized. there 1s no mention of a Boeotian
school. The inescapable conclusion of the present discussion is that, if there
were such things as schools among Greek sculptors of this period, it is ip
provincial districts where “isolationism™ flourishes that they are to be
sought. Great changes in archaic art were not regional but national, while
each locality was individual in accordance with the quality of its own
provinciality.
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APPENDIX

B*“' \usE of certain comparisons drawn, in the coy
w““:iml. between the head of the Potnia Theron on
‘zht‘ two clay hef“h : fmm-d at Amyclae by Tsountas in 1892, it seems worth
while at this point to review briefly the controversy that exists over the ‘;;:t
e of these last two heads. In the course of their twentieth-cen ¥
a}ﬂwvgmund. they have suffered the most extraordinary

rse f)f the f!)regﬂing dis-
a relief pithos and one of

tury existence

vicissitudes of
critic1sm.

Tsountas himself considered ﬂlel?] both early archaic. He recorded his
sxcavations at Amyclae more or less in the form of a tour over the site. Work.
ing near the peribolos w'vall. between it and the semicireular apse, he men-
tioned the finding of a pile of broken aryballoi. mostly black, and. right there
(“airofe”), the two clay heads and a headless female figure in terra cotta?
Continuing north of this spot, he found some pieces of geometric pottery *
and. near by, two terra cotta animal heads and the body of an animal, appar-
ently Mycenaean. Tsountas recognized these fragments of animal figurines
as Mvcenaean, although he noted that they are not typical of terra cottas
found at Mycenae. As a matter of fact, these belong to a very curious type
found in various parts of Greece.! never in any precisely dated context. Itis
of some interest to note that animal heads of precisely the peculiar shape to
be seen on these examples occur in pottery of the geognetric period from
Cyprus, an instance being 2532 in the C esnola Collection in the Me:tmpohtan
Museum, a Rhyton vase labelled eighth century.’ However. allo.wmg. for the
moment, that these animals are possibly Mycenaean. it is yet difficult to see
any reason for calling the two human heads: Mycenaean. and th;re can
hardly be any justification for dividing them into a Mycenaean 3:1 a E:‘h
metric example. Yet Fiechter.® quoting Furtwangler mlled S thxs
Mycenaean, as well as “the animals found with them lgnonni‘l:; din
phrase the aryballoi “rov oxfuares Tdv xopudiasay, appareﬂﬂ}'
much closer conjunction. i
Nits lﬁﬂ{'ﬂﬁﬁ}kﬂv A M.

d,mmmiadiw

193; Athens, National Museum 24381 and 24352: Tsountas, ‘Be.
+ Beilage 42 and 43.
* Buschor, 4. M., 1827, p. 14, suggested that this figure belonged “’.ﬂ'i?
— Olympia, IV, 2290 — which object itself Buschor called Early Dors
; E{% "Aox, 1882, pl. IV, 21 and 22. e
of example, at Delphi, and in the Cadmeion st Thebes. A ajong-necked” eurly Boeetaz
.. ¥ Furthermare, H. Kithn (op. it., pl. XTII) illustrated a terra cotta “':g,,i?u decarations on these aaimsl
ﬁ:u“;“.i‘n:“d" type with hatched triangles and semicircles remarkably + Jahrouck, 1918, p. 197
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_ the Sparta Museu §
- ce. in the Catalogue of U SSRGS, continyeg .
Tod and 3:!c:ven pointed out a supposed similarity to the Myc:g e
att]nhutmﬂ’\lvcenae in the National Museum at Athens.” Now, 44" maean
head from =0 " - arity actually exists. The head from Mycenae i nos;tltfr

ly

of fact, no suchs | with features and decorative elements drayy, ipoy -
] n 1t
us droop of

flat, almost a mas f detail, as may be observed in the tenuo
with great delicaey. 2 0 ers of the eyes, while the Amyc

t the inner corners o yes, ¢ the Amyclae heyy ,
. ldu}:tsnjamentally plastic compositions in three dimensions, e
sm}lsP ::h :r s seems to have been the first to divide the two Amyeclge head
founlil, apparently, s close togather; x4 }l:ly cenpcan dnd o 880metr;:
example. This would certainly appear to ‘t')e the .most Insupportable thegjs
What evidence Tsountas has been fible to give us 1s cert:}mly all against such
a separation, and the two heads, -sul{.a by side in a case In the National M.
seum, show every technical similarity. The clay is the same, the broad
strokes of paint picking out eyes a.nd eyebrows seem to have been dipped
from the same paint pot; almost literally one might say that the two are
tarred with the same brush. And yet Buschor would have us believe that
they are separated by some three hundred years. Finally Kunze ° has taken
up this theory again and elaborated on it to discuss what he considered funda-
mental differences in point of view between the two works, one of which
appeared to him to illustrate the faded flower of the decadent Mycenaean
civilization, while the other represented the vigorous, forward-looking, if
crude style of the geometric period. One would think, from his consideration
of one of the heads and omission of all mention of the other, that Hampe is
in agreement with this analysis, although he brought the so-called geometric
head, which Kunze had put early in the eighth century, down to the end of
that century.

Not only on the basis of their identity of technique and immediate assocl-
ation of finding place, but also on grounds of style and expression, it seems 10
me SEIf'E"iL}&nt that these two heads belong together.!” Such slight difference
4s appears n the upper parts of the faces is largely due to the downward dis-
§soement of ke €yes on the “ Mycenaean” head by the careless hand of the

With the gr Ju(;nlan ;—;he two are ahsolutely l(](jntl('::-l]. e
metric” head ffnvnﬁln ht} rought fory ard by Hampe fnr'hrm{-’,_'“l-{‘ 'r'v'(.
0 there is evory ropr O e eighth century L am in entire $67

. Y reason to believe that the ““ Mycenaean head wa:
o L 1 '
T

It st |

i e noted here t} :
. ere that Jenking. . 3 5 . e
Fnnot be separated 18, and, following him, Knoblauch, have recently recogniz

th,
(e ge(’—

ment,
also

» LWO
1e5€
heady | thal .
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made in the period around 700. There is much about this latter head which
suggests seventh-century w?rk. Much the same physiognomy appears on
the Sphinx figure on a plastic vase found_ at Arkades,” or, again, on a so far
un ublished wory_head' fr'om Perachora in t.he National Museum at Athens.
This last small object (it is onlj.( about two inches high in its present broken
state) has the flat crown under its low Polos and the type of coiffure which is
most frequent in seventh-century figurines. There is, indeed, a suggestion of
the Daedalic style in the form of the “Mycenaean™ head from Amyclae.”?

It is of some interest here to consider a few of the other objects found by
Tsountas at Amyclae and published in the same number of the Ephemeris.
The votive lyre, illustrated in a drawing on plate 3, number 5, is taken by
Deubner ' as a type example of the seven-stringed lyre (it obviously origi-
nally had seven strings) of Mycenaean times. As is well known, the instru-
ment is not found during the geometric period. Deubner gave no reason for
considering the object as Mycenaean, but simply argued from that assump-
tion. However, even a very cursory examination will show that this instru-
ment is very different in character from either the lyre on the Haghia Triada
Sarcophagus ' or the two fragmentary ivory ones in the National Museum
at Athens which were found at Menidi. In all three of these certainly pre-
Hellenic examples the member at the bottom, which constitutes the sounding
board of the instrument, is set off as a separate and distinct part from the
arms at the side, and, in the example painted on the Sarcophagus, the arms
are very elaborate, twisted and curved members. On the other hand, there
are several seventh-century representations of lyres which are similar in
every way to the toy lyre from Amyclae. On the Melian vase on which
Apollo is represented in his chariot ** the god carries a lyre of which the arms
are again simple posts in a continuous curve from the sounding board of which
they really form a part, exactly as is the case with the lyre from Amyclae.
Examples of this type are fairly numerous from the seventh century, but 1
cite only one other, recently discovered example. Broneer, in his excavations
of the summer of 1937 on the north slope of the Acropolis, discovered a frag-
ment of a painted pinax ' of the late seventh century on which is represented
a bearded figure holding a lyre of a type precisely similar to the imitation one
found at Amyclae. ’

Now I do not maintain that the Amyclae instrument can be proved to be

: .'{rl!!uuriu, 1927-29, p. 67, fig. 46. >
1..01. the earrings appearing on this figure apparently dedicated to Apollo, of. above, p. 27; ¢f also B. 8. 4.,
1901-0¢, p, 274,
:: l‘- M., 1929, pp. 194 §,, “* Die viersaitige Leier.” :
¢ (:Vulm. i'<|lqca of Minos, 1, London, 1921, p. 440, fig. 317, gives a detail.
“ ‘onze, Melische Thongefasse, pl. TV.
4.J. 4., 1088, p. 162, fig. 2.
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. put I do say that such comparative materia] 5 We
seventh-century: that century far more probfible than an ascription | ave
makes a date lrilod and there 1s no evidence 1n .the report of the exeav(;;he
M}‘-c?naeénhf?ezonélusioh. And note that, even if one subscribe t¢ the th, 1op
to gainsay t‘ 1St.0n of the seven-stringed lyre by Terpander, there jg HOth('}r
e re-mv-?n : ender improbable the votive offering of a mode] iy G m
v :lﬁf ttxh;:ri-}n tt(;lz ﬁrsf half of the seventh century. Ment
¥ The intaglio gem 17 bearing th_e representations 'f')f three dol.phll'lS Which
conjunction, apparently, with geometric and eqy

» as found also in L . :
g" biilxli‘l:ﬁ'in objects, has been taken by Miss thbbmS_’ls i her book on the
d(;)lphin as an example of the Mycenaean representation of that sey animg]

One cannot but hesitate to disagree Wi’[}? SO car(?ful and thorough an INvest;.

ation of the representatious of these 111t(?rest1ng creatures as that whig),
iss Stebbins has prepared, but. a comparison of t]?ese dolp11111§ with other
representations of them on certainly M}_fcenaean objects makes it clear thyy
stylistically they are distinetly non-typical of the L\che_naean period. Miss
Stebbins listed four Mycenaean gems with rep?resel_ltatlons of the dolphin,
The first.”® of yellow jasper, was found in the Vaphio Tomb and shows two
dolphins swimming around the center. They are extraordinarily lively de-
lineations of the active, elastic animals: the style is exceptionally vigorous.
The fine swirling lines cut on the bodies add greatly to the spirit of vigorous
action and to the richness of surface of the whole presentation. Each dolphin
has three fat, rounded fins or flippers, one dorsal and two ventral, which are
also shown in energetic action, adding to the sense of movement which dom-
inates the whole scene.

The third ** of Miss Stebbins’ Mycenaean gems of steatite is in the Story-
Maskelyne Collection, and on it are shown two dolphins used as space fillers
around the figure of a deer. Here the dolphins are executed in a style very
similar to that just discussed. Although they are perhaps a shade less fine mn
d_eFail, since their function is definitely a secondary one in the whole compo-
sntlon_, nevertheless they are represented with the same vigorous movement
and richness of surface noted in the gem from the Vaphio tomb. o .
ME;ZE?HI(I gem listed by Miss %tehbins, a lentoid of steatite in .t.};e‘ }%r}‘tfi:

Lseum,™ 1 purposely discuss after the above two because, as has D€
pointed out in the museum catalogue, it is not Mycenaean. On it i§ Tepre-

, 1t is not Mycenae

ARC

I‘ :;ﬁa) 'A'px, 1892, p. 13 and pl. IV, 8.
ket ,'.}L...‘.-tehba_m, The Dolphin in the L
y ‘la there deseribed ag 4 lentoid sard

‘ Furty dngler, Dis anii i
’ Iind, pl. VI, £26.

2 British Museum Cataly
aved Gemg and armeos,

ag. The
' e e S
uerature and Art of Greece and Rome, Menasha, Wis.» e
g although it is in fact a glandular sard.

v emmen, Leipzig, 1900, pl. IIT, 431,

y ' ( t"‘.f-"'l“
gue of Gems, 211 Perrot and Chipiez, VI, pl. XVI, 4. H. P S i

Greel. | = e
areek, Etruscan and Roman, in the British Museum, pl. IV, 7170
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ed an octopus with two dolphins above. On these dolphins the gills are

d by lines, but it 1s notlceable.how simple and plain the surfaces of

their bodies are as a whole, how lffxckmg.m richness of detail and vigor of

action the animals are by comparison with the true Mycenaean examples

listed above. It is apparent from a general study of the Furtwingler plates

that an important characteristic of l\-lycenaean gems is the insistence on

rounding out the mu_scles and flesh, which often gives the human and animal
representations a curious spotty appearance, resulting from the hemispherical
‘ncisions representing the rounded joints and other muscular parts. Early
Greek gems, on the other hand, present a rather smooth, even surface by
comparison, a surfacsa broken rather by light lines than by these bowl-like
depressions. It is this early Greek style that is represented by the British
Museum gem. One is reminded in this connection of Furtwingler's own
analysis * of the Mycenaean style in the art of gem-cutting: “ Die mykenische
Kunst kiimmert wenig um klare Tektonik und den Knochenbau des Korpers,
... aber die Wiedergabe des Fleisches, der Muskeln ist ihr Element. Ins-
besondere die Arme und Beine, die Sitze der Thiitigkeit und Energie, stattet
sie mit schwellenden Muskeln aus.” It is apparent that the dolphin has no
arms and legs to fit this description, but throughout his discussion Furt-
wiingler stressed very correctly the importance of movement and vigorous
presentation of action in Mycenaean gem cutting.

The fourth gem listed by Miss Stebbins was, of course, that from Tsountas’
excavations at Amyclae. Even from the drawing offered in the Ephemeris
plate, it is apparent that this gem is stylistically to be related to early Greek
rather than Mycenaean glyptic art. The simplicity of surface, the even,
regular character of outline, including two quite casual dorsal and ventral
fins on each dolphin which bear no organic relation to the movement of the
body as a whole — these things and the general lack of true pictorial sense
of movement in the dolphins make it clear that this seal is not Mycenaean,
but, like the example above, early Greek. There are several representations
of the dolphin among the seventh-century Melian gems illustrated by Furt-
wingler that are similar in style to this stone from Amyclae. Two examples
which he gives on plate V, nu:mbers 26 and 35, show the same simple outline
and rather lifeless character of surface by comparison with Mycenaean work.
And they exhibit also that tendency of early Greek gems to add details with
Simple, straight lines, omitting the‘rich, curvilinear decoration and rounded
bosses of Mycenaean design. g ‘
huﬁ:. 11;1?‘ been .not.ed above, the geometr.lc sherd ® with I:epI'QSEIltﬂtl.Ul}b 'of

an figures from Amyeclae is executed in a late geometric mannered style

sellt
indicate

# 0p. eit., 1, p. 54
U ' ’ g
. "Apx, 189¢, pl. 1V, ¢
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iron sword and the amphiconoi and :

of around 700- ..F:, f;mm date can be given, although the 01;::5; Whicl
e B e
lels ' - etric.
indicate that thcyf::e ﬁiezn the intention of these remarks to attempt t,,

Itis. of mu!z fact of the “.cupation of the hill of 4myclae 1n the M Cast
-od. a fact so well atteste(% by the d-isc_overy of much Hellﬁf »

b the later German excavations. But it is apparent that the . c
pottery {h Buschor ® has presented for the recognition of this site ag t‘l? :
dentc; wofhla religious cult in late Mycenaean times is in the highest degre:
;;tionable, His conclusion 1s basei, tﬁhnally, fmdthi vg}’:(live objects founq a4
hich can be associated with that period. As the present discygg;

i?iid;!wfbl:h only examples of these votive objects which can Wit}]ss;g:,
degree of probability be considered Mycenaean are the terra cotta animalg,
and even concerning these there may be said to be a reasonable doubt, 4
far more likely conclusion, on the basis of the evidence at present available,
is that the sanctuary of early Greek times, with its cult figures and votive
offerings, was the first of its kind on the hill, and that the objects taken from
it reveal reminiscences of an earlier worship mingled with the dedications to
Apollo, even as the excavations at Mt. Ptoos have revealed material of the
archaic period suggesting the lingering influence of a pre-Apollonian worship
in this major sanctuary of archaic Boeotia.

* Op. cil., pp. 18, 14.
= A M., 1927, p. 10,
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