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NOTE  

THE abbreviations of titles of publications used in the follow-
ing essay are those listed in the American Journal of Archae-
ology, 1938, p. 200, with these exceptions and additions: 

Jahrbuch: Jahrbuch d. k. d. Archaeologischen Instituts. 

MuZ: E. Pfuhl, Malerei und Zeichnung der Griechen, Munich, 
1923. 

Winter: F. Winter, Typen der figürlichen Terrakotten, vol. I, 
Berlin, 1903. 
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INTRODUCTION  

ΈΤΗΈΝ the last fifty years the archaic sculpture of Boeotia has been the  
subject of a number of published studies. At least three separate analyses of  
the preserved marble statues have been made, needless to say with three  
quite disparate results. Holleaux, in his publication in the Bulletin de corre-
spondence hellenique of the sculpture found at Mt. Pt οös, attempted to  cas 
sify the material and explain his newly found Theban school. Deonna, in  
Les Apollons. archaiques, under a separate heading for Boeotia, analyzed a  
group of kouroi which, for various reasons, he considered as products of local  
manufacture. Most recently  Lullies, in the Jahrbuch for 1936, published an  
article of the most modern kind of stylistic criticism in which he endeavored,  
by sheer force of critical insight, to walk safely along even the treacherous  
paths which divide the local imitation from the foreign model in cases of the  
most tenuous differentiation. Although the most brief, Lullies' treatment of  
the material is also the most inclusive of the three. It embraces nearly all of  
the objects that had been by  others considered Boeotian, as well as the greater  
part of those found in Boeotia which his predecessors had believed to be im-
ported from abroad. Of him alone it might be said that he tended to slight  
the problems of national authorship in an endeavor to tre~t all the material  
which has been related to Boeotia. However,  Lullies' discussion is still in  
substance an attempt to analyze a supposed local sch οοl, to define principles  
of attribution so fully as to be able to distinguish between the Boeotian pupil  
and his Attic master.  

The present investigation was originally undertaken with the purpose of  
reclassifying the material yet again on the same basis, altering an attribution  
here and there, and attempting once more to define a specifically Boeotian  
style. It was intended to offer another division of foreign-made and indig-
enous works, another analysis of relationships between the supposedly local  
material and the products of other schools. But the conclusion that has been  
brought home to me most forcefully, both by my own investigations and by  
discussions with the many people who have helped me in this work, is that  
such definition is impossible. Furthermore, under the conditions of  limited 
available information which govern modern criticism, it does not appear that  
further discussion along the old lines of sharply drawn differentiation is any  
more fruitful. Even such brilliant analysis as Lullies has brought to bear on  
individual objects in the period of closest relationships between Boeotia and  

[3 ] 
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Attica can lead no further than the provisional acceptance or rejection of  
attributions founded on highly subjective interpretations.  

It is no longer my belief that clearly marked local schools are distinguish-
able or ever existed in Greek sculpture of the sixth century. That there were  
widely divergent impulses arising in various parts of the Greek world and  
affecting different sections in different ways is clear, and a knowledge of the  
sources and transmissions of these impulses is of the greatest importance to  
our understanding of the developments of this most important century for  
the history of Greek sculpture. But it no longer appears possible to suppose  
that various communities throughout Greece were developing peculiarly local  
modes of plastic expression dependent upon peculiarly local geographical,  
sociological, and political conditions. It is becoming more and more appar-
ent, on the other hand, that the really significant changes in Greek sculpture  
during this period were transmitted from place to place very quickly, became,  
in short, universal to the Greek world almost immediately upon conception.  
This is the fundamental lesson which studies like Miss Richter's 1  eminently  
logical discussion of the early  Apollo statues have to teach us. Almost un-
affected by specific locus of manufacture, these major examples of early  

sculpture pursue a clear and logical course in the development of plastic style  

toward an always visible goal.  
There is, of course, nothing very new in this point of view. That very re-

markable scholar, M. Pottier, 2  long ago made clear how problematical are  
even those larger subdivisions generally accepted by critics almost as axioms.  
But it is a point of view which, in this day of increasing emphasis upon critical  
analysis of formal expression, will bear repetition. It is with this in mind that,  
in the following pages, I have wished to consider not merely a group of ob-
jects which I believe to be peculiarly Boeotian — to the exclusion of other  
items, apparently as closely associated with that district but which, on one  
ground or another, I believe to be imported from abroad — but rather all the  
important material which is known to derive from Boeotia. For the same  
reason, very few objects found elsewhere have been included. The present  
essay is not an exercise in attribution, but rather an attempt to summarize  
and, to a certain extent, interpret the whole sequence of monuments from  
Boeotian soil. It is my belief that this sequence is itself of prime importance  
as evidence of the changing relationships and point of view of the people of  
this particular district, and that it should be set forth without distortions  
based on secondary evidence from other sources.  

For it is not the meaning of any of the above remarks to deny that certain  
conditions of life in a given community will be reflected in the plastic expres- 

1  Metτopolztan  Museum Studies, V, pp. W f.  
2  Le Problème de  l'art  dorien,  Paris, 1908.  
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suns of that community. Anyone who has ever practised any of the arts  

knows to what an extent not only the mood and ideology but even the mode  
of expression is affected by conditions of life and of thought in the contem-
porary environment. In the case of archaic Greek sculpture, the significant  

developments are national, as is the style itself, while the local variations act  

as overtones or modifiers to this major theme. And as the major theme de-
velops step by step, the concomitant changes in local styles with each step  

are far greater in fundamental importance, in the formal sense, than any vari-
ations between contemporary community groups. Thus it appears that there  

are no local schools of basic formal importance, and that in attempting to sift  

out the specific local variations, to recognize the products of each Greek cen-
ter, we are seeking (to return to the metaphor of music) not to differentiate  

between the harmonies of several composers but rather to recognize the  

varying interpretations of a number of conductors performing the same  

symphony.  
Viewed in this light it is to be expected that Boeotia, instead of being, as is  

so often assumed, a land without local expression, a land of utter dependence  

first upon one community abroad and then upon another, will show itself to  

be rather a district of strongly individual local character. Such local indi-
viduality must arise from the severe, strenuous, rural existence of a commu-
nity essentially very provincial in its limited self-sufficiency, its lack of interests  

abroad. The sort of rustic existence which Hesiod pictured in the Works and  
Days bears a certain similarity to the land of Zarathustra's teaching, as we  

know it from the Gathas and the Yashts. And it is of interest to observe how  
the same harsh, rude culture accompanied a vigor and ruthless energy among  

the peoples of both countries — as much among the Boeotians, who grew but  

little before the world in this period, as among the Persians, who waxed  

mighty in the land. The prime artistic result of this condition of life in  

Boeotia was a tendency to fasten upon certain formal, even hieratic qualities  

in sculpture and emphasize them to the extent of repeating individual types  

almost as ritual formulae over considerable periods. Examples of this circum-
stance are to be found in the series of "pappades" from the second half of the  

sixth century, or in the equally uniform but unfortunately uncertainly dated  

series of "bird-faced" figurines of the early archaic period and the seventh cen -

tury. In the major monuments of stone sculpture there is no such changeless . 

repetition, but there are often signs of persistent adherence to certain ele-
ments, generally, again, the more formal, more austere motives, of older  

styles, through a considerable period of development. As an example of this  

tendency may be cited the constant reappearance throughout the sixth cen-
tury of traces of that severity which marked all Greek sculpture of the period  

around 600. But it must be insisted that that tendency existed always as a  

{5 ] 



ARCHAIC SCULPTURE IN ΒΟΕΟΤΙA  

modifying, never as a major factor in the plastic development, which con-
tinued in Boeotia, as elsewhere, to follow its foreordained course.  

It must be recognized from the start that the present essay represents  

purely and simply a study of formal developments in plastic style, and in no  

sense a thoroughly rounded discussion of all possible approaches to art history  

in Boeotia. There has been little opportunity for technical analyses of ma-  

terial, and I have not attempted to pursue the primarily literary problems  

of subject interpretation and authorship. The only considerable study of  

Boeotian sculptors' names which has been made is contained in the thesis  

presented by Μ. Decharme to the faculty of the University of Paris in 1869, 
entitled De Thebαnis Artificibus. The oldest Theban sculptor whose name is 
preserved — and he is also the oldest sculptor of all Boeotia concerning whom 
any useful information has been handed down by ancient writers — is As-
caros. Decharme has argued plausibly a  that this Ascaris was in all proba-
bility the pupil of Kanachos of Sicyon, and, in any event, his floruit date must 
fall as late as 500 or even later. Although certain authors have attempted to 
pursue the history of Boeotian sculpture down into classical times, proposing 
various stylistic and other motives as differentiating factors between the 
products of other parts of Greece and those of the region of Boeotia, 4  it is not  
the intention of the present paper to follow the subject beyond the end of the  

sixth century. For the defeat of the Boeotian forces at the hands of the  

Athenians in 507 seems to mark the end of a long period of comparative iso-
lation in Boeotia during which the most interesting local phenomena were  
able to influence local plastic 'expression to a most exceptional extent. After  

that time the increasing pressure of the classic spirit, fast devouring all rem-
nants of the non-classic, archaic Greek world, seems to have overwhelmed  

the true individuality of Boeotia.  
The important developments of the sixth century I have said to be national  

rather than local in nature, but the archaic spirit was one which permitted a  

certain freedom of interpretation. The classicism of the early fifth century in  

the plastic arts, on the other hand, was so thoroughly universal a movement  

as finally to reduce the artists of provincial districts like Boeotia to the posi-
tion of secondary craftsmen working in an almost unified and greatly enlarged  

world of design. It may be possible to trace certain academic peculiarities of  

the particular schools of stone carving which may be supposed to have existed  

in Boeotia during the fifth century and later; but the pursuit of such differ-
entiations among a number of provincial schools in which all the aesthetic  

meaning or important expressive content is thóroughlyat one with the envelop-
ing spirit of universal Greek classicism, seems at present a thankless task.  

3 De Thebanis Artificibus, ρ . 16.  

' J. Koerte, A. M., III, p. 319; Buschor, A. M., 1945, ρ . 50; Lullíes,  Jahrbuch,  1936, ρ . 1ö4.  

[s 7 



ARCHAIC SCULPTURE IN ΒΟΕΟΤΙA  

It may seem necessary to defend this concentration on stylistic history, a  

study still so much mistrusted by many archaeologists. Although their num-
bers are decreasing, thanks largely to the excellent writings of several German  

critics in this field, it is surprising how many scholars in ancient art still con-
demn at sight all deductions drawn from stylistic analysis as meaningless and  

vague, while accepting with alacrity the evidence of the most fantastic de-
scriptions by ancient writers, the most fortuitous resemblances of subject-
matter between coin types and monumental sculpture. It is my belief that  

the study of the development of formal style can be as objective as any other  

study in our general efforts to delve deeply into all that is significant in the  

world of the Greeks. It follows from this that the sequence of dedications in  

Boeotia represents prime evidence for analysis and consideration with refer-
ence to the light which it can shed upon the cultural history of that  

district.  
To summarize briefly the results of the following discussion from this point  

of view, my investigations have led me to virtually complete agreement with  

the conclusions of Hampe 5  as regards the developments in Boeotia in the  
late eighth and through the seventh centuries. From before 700 to about the  
middle of the seventh century, Boeotian artists worked in a very individual  

and apparently rather original geometric style. In the early part of this  

period, at least, there is no question of Boeotia having beén in any sense back-
ward or dependent upon outside sources in the arts. After the middle of the  

seventh century it is apparent that a strong Corinthian influence was instru-
mental in putting an end to much of what was peculiarly local about the  

plastic arts in the district and, probably, in cutting down home production to  

a considerable extent. As will be seen below, there is some slight evidence for  

believing that Corinthian terra cottas were exported to Boeotia during this  

period, but the sum of datable material of the second half of the seventh  

century available for study is discouragingly and surprisingly small. The  

most probable assumption on the basis of the evidence at hand is that vases  

of the so-called "Boeotian Cylix ware" and figurines of the "bird-faced" type,  

both decorated in black and purple paint on a buff ground, were produced  

from about 650 on, although, as will appear below, the only examples of these  

objects which can be dated on external grounds belong to the second quarter  

of the sixth century. If it be true that the earliest examples of this type of  

work go back to the middle of the seventh century, it becomes obvious that  

a certain continuity in characteristically local material did exist throughout  

the century, and the continued manufacture of the great Boeotian relief  

pithoi might serve to support this contention. But, at all events, the vigorous  

b Frühe Griechische Sagenbilder in Böοtien, Athens, 1936.  
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and ingenious craftsmen of early Boeotia were distinctly overshadowed and  

the light of their traditions dimmed by this contact with the more cosmo-
politan culture of Corinth.  

The end of the seventh and beginning of the sixth centuries found Boeotian  

art still dominated by this same influence. In Boeotia, as in other parts of  

the Greek world, a start was made in the carving of monumental sculpture  

in stone, the earliest preserved example belonging to the late Daedalic style.  

But it is difficult to escape the conclusion that the specific interpretation of  

the national sculptural style of the first half of the sixth century by Boeotian  

artists was once again markedly local in character. Α number of fine terra  
cottas from this period, although painted with decorative motives clearly  

derived from Corinth, betray in the modelling of the heads clear traces of a  

peculiarly vigorous, forceful, and obviously indigenous style. The same mani-
festation is to be observed in monumental sculpture. Although there is no  
reason to believe that Boeotia was out of step with important developments  

in this field in the rest of Greece, there is a considerable series among the  

dedications of this period in Boeotia which are marked in the figures by an  

uncompromising severity of modelling, a harshness of angular transitions  

between broad planes, corresponding to a sharp definition of outline and a  

brutal energy in the treatment of the heads. The only possible explanation  

of this conception is to be found in the soil of Boeotia itself, in the world out-
look of a people dwelling under rural, provincial conditions, hemmed in from  

the sea by mountains on every side, taking little interest in the adventures of  

world trade, content with the produce of their rich farm lands and with their  

slow way of life.  
The change in style which marks the middle of the sixth century clearly  

derives once more from foreign influences, but in this case the source of the  

new impulse is not clear. By some critics the monuments which herald this  

change have been thought to be Attic, by others, Peloponnesian, by others  

again, island in style. In the state of our present knowledge, it does not ap-
pear possible to state categorically from what immediate source this influence  

reached Boeotia, but it is my own conclusion that its ultimate source was the  

Ionian islands. The most important reason for this conclusion is the obvious  

relationship which exists between the male statue in Thebes #3 and various  

of the island kouroi, notably the "Apollo" of Melos. As has been remarked  

above, this new style dominated the production of both marble sculpture and  

terra cotta figurines over a considerable number of years, and the homogene-
ous character of this series of dedications of the period seems to postulate the  

existence of local craftsmen interpreting the style. However, with a curious  

parallelism to the development of the preceding century, there is a distinct  

falling off in the vigor and originality of artistic production, although in mon- 
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umental sculpture there remain persistent traces of the severe, angular  

modelling in broad planes of the first half of the century.  

The end of this period marks the end of most of the peculiarly local char-
acteristics in Βοeοtia. The "pappades" cease to be made, after a very long  

period of production in various forms. In stone sculpture there is a constantly  

increasing amount of direct imitation or importation of Attic works. How-
ever, the terra cotta figurines from grave 80 at Rhitsona indicate that other  
influences besides the Attic appear at this time.  

This is as far as the subject will be pursued in this volume. It is the point  

at which the "primitive" type of terra cotta gave way to the "genre figures,"  

the broad, bold and individual archaic style gave way to uniform classicism,  

and the strong, independent provinciality of early Boeotia was lost, for a time,  

at least, in sheer suburbanism.  

[9]  



Ι  
TERRA COTTAS OF THE LATE GEOMETRIC AND  

r~ 	

SUB—GEOMETRIC PERIODS 

ΗΕ earliest Boeotian terra cottas of the historic period are a series of female  

figures with flaring skirts made almost in the shape of bells. This group of  

more or less exceptionally monstrous representations of the human form has  

been interestingly discussed by Maurice Holleaux in the first volume of the  

Monuments Pint [pp. 21 f.]. There he published one of the examples in the  

Louvre and two that are in Berlin. Although Holleaux, writing in 1894,  

wisely refrained from attempting to give an absolute date to these figures, he  

did make some deductions as to their relative date. Because the decoration  

and the form of these figurines appeared to him characteristically Boeotian  

geometric and unmarked by any influence of the Dipylon style, he reasoned  
that they must precede the full bloom of Attic geometric pottery. There is  

now evidence that in this last conclusion Holleaux was undoubtedly mistaken  

and that the figurines must have been made about 700 B.C. 1  
The painted decoration of the figurines indicates a date in the last years of  

the eighth and the first quarter of the seventh centuries. The water birds on  

the example in the Louvre (fig. 1) illustrated by Ηοlleaux,2  and on the ex-
ample in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, 3  illustrated in figure 2, are similar  

to those on Boeotian vases of the first quarter of the seventh century; the  

many-legged swastikas 4  also appear frequently on these vases. The same is  

true of the palm-like branches which rise on either side of the central orna-
ment of the figurine in the Louvre. For all these elements many parallels  

may be found by turning over the plates of vases of the first quarter of the  

seventh century in Hampe's Fruhe Griechische Sagenbilder in B'δοtien.5  Even  

One of Holleaux's most reasonable assumptions (Mon. Piet, I, p.41, note 2) that if the Dipylon type of human  

figure with pinched waist had been known it would have been reflected in the figurines, is controverted by the  

example acquired by the Louvre after Holleaux's publication (fig. 6). On the skirt of this statuette are painted  

several female figures, all adhering to the usual Dipylon formula of proportions.  
2  Louvre #573, Mon. Pint, I, pl. 3. 	 3  Accession $$98.891.  
4  See ΒöhΙaυ, Jahrbuch, III, p. 352, and Holleaux, op. cit., p. 41, note 1.  
5  Miss Goldman, in an article in the Festschrift Loeb (Munich, 1930, p. 71), referred to the appearance of the 

"Minoan" double axe on the skirt of Louvre #573 as typical of Boeotian conservatism and clinging to old ideas. 
However, a glance at the references in Roes, Greek Geometric Art (London, 1933, p. 71, note 2), will illustrate how 
frequently this motive was employed in the geometric vases of many other communities. Yet at the time of writing 
it appéars not unlikely that the discovery by the British School in Crete of several early iron age figurines with 
attached legs (Il1us. London News, March 5, 1938, figures 6-10) may lead to the recognition of some lingering 
Minoan tradition which might have inspired the makers of the Boeotian terra cottas. 
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the great rectangular decoration in the center of the front of the Louvre  

statuette seems to reappear on a Pyxis in Heidelberg s  and in a vase in the  
National Museum at Athens of this same period.'  

The fact most emphatically brought home by a study of these bell-shaped  

figurines is the great unity of style which they represent and the very brief  

period of time during which they appear to have been made. One example  

in the Berlin Antiquarium 8  (fig. 3) is perhaps slightly more crude in con-
struction, but really very close to the Louvre and Boston examples cited  

above. In this case specific parallels may be cited with individual vases of  

Hampe's 9  group representing the spätest georetrische Stufe. Water birds  
designed according to both the schemes illustrated by the two large birds in  

the figurine appear in the oenochoe in Würzburg, Hampe  1 727 10  (fig. 4), be-
longing to this group. The four-legged swastika used free in the field with a . 

bird very similar to that near the figurine's right hand is found on the oeno-
choe Hampe #730 in Athens. The placing of the birds on the ground line  

and the amount of filling ornament on the figurines also agree with these  

vases of the period just before 700.  
The other example in Berlin 11  has an almost formless "bird-beak" face,  

but the decoration, which is here limited to rows of concentric circles, is again  

in keeping with the "latest geometric" group of Hampe. The concentric  

circle with open center is an important feature of all these vases, and the  

pitcher in Boston, illustrated by Hampe, 12  is an example in which such circles  
are the only decoration on the main body of the vase, just as they are on the  

figurine.  
There are certain elements, of which the more rounded outlines of the water  

birds are the most important, which tend to indicate that the example in the  

Louvre, #573, is slightly later than the two Berlin examples, as, indeed,  

Holleaux suggested. But the différence is very slight — easily containable  

within the lifetime 0f a single craftsman, and the Louvre figurine must be  

fairly early in the first quarter of the seventh century.  

An interesting comparison from the point of view of plastic style may be  
made between the heads of the Boston figurine, or, even more noteworthy,  

the Louvre figurine numbered 573, and a clay head from Sparta 13  (fig. 5).  
c Hampe, op. cit., pl. 28, #18.  
7  National Museum #14708. I cannot believe that this decoration on the figurine represents any actual part of 

the costume (Holleaux, op. cit., p. 27, disagrees), although it may represent a decorative panel on the dress itself. 
Compare Annuario, 1927-29, pl. 23, for a similar design on a figure painted on a vase from Arkades. 

8  The appended illustration is taken from Mon. Piet, I, p. 23, fig. 2. Antiquarium #3202.  
9  Op. cit., p. 24.  

é° Op. cit., p. 25 abb. 7 from which figure 4 is taken.  
11 Antiquarium #3201, illustrated ín Mon. Piet, I, ρ. 24, fig. 3.  
12  Op. cit., pl. 20; A. Fairbanks, Catalogue of Greek and Etruscan Vases, Boston, 1928, #287, pl. 25.  
" Β. S. A., XXIX, pl. I. In the accompanying article, p. 87, Miss Woodward records that there was originally  

more to this figurine than a simple protome head.  
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Miss Woodward, in publishing this head, noted several very good reasons for  
considering it later than the eighth century, yet necessarily early in the period  

of oriental influence. Although the object could not be absolutely dated on  

the basis of stratification, yet the excavator's reasoning has been generally  

accepted. Jenkins 14  assigned the head to the very beginning of the seventh  

century, classing it as sub-geometric. It is of considerable interest to note  

how closely his description of the head, which remarks the "loose, spreading  
contour of the face" and the curious "upthrust" of the features, suits the  

Boeotian figurines in the Louvre and in Boston. Furthermore, the Louvre  

and Sparta heads both have large round eyes, tending to slope rather down  

than up at the outer corners, and a similar treatment of the painted eye-
brows. Again the ears show the same perpendicular projection, and the low  
forehead in conjunction with the long, heavy chin presents that same vaguely  

formed triangle which, in the Spartan example, is certainly leading up to the  

tight, sharply outlined forms of the Daedalic style. Such comparison does  

not necessarily hint at any other relationship between the Spartan and  

Boeotian heads than their chronological congruence would naturally imply,  

but it forms interesting evidence of the uniformity of the sub-geometric style  

in two such widely separated sections of Greece.  
Another figurine in the Louvre, 15  illustrated in figure 6, acquired si lice  

Holleaux's publication, is very similar in every way to the two in Boston and  

the Louvre considered above. All of these examples have plastic arms, which  

do not appear on the Berlin figurines. An interesting comparison may be  

drawn between the head of this second Louvre statuette and the head of a  

Potnia Theron painted on the shoulder of an amphora in Athens from  

Thebes 16  (fig. 7). Both on the terra cotta and on the painted head the same  

curiously heart-shaped face is noticeable, as are also the circular, wide-set,  

empty eyes above a small nose and even smaller mouth. Again the similarity  

of representation of the hair is noticeable. The decorative painting of women  

with raised joined hands on the front and back of the statuette is executed in  

a style which is identical with the painting on a kantharos in Dresden (fig.  

7α), 17  an example of Hampe's "latest geometric style," which he remarked  

to be an immediate forerunner of the above-mentioned amphora in Athens.  

It is interesting to note that the style of this painting is also similar in general  

character and in the amount and arrangement of filling ornament used to the  

late geometric sherd from Αmyclae, 1 R and it is apparent that both belong to a  

14  R. J. H. Jenkins, Dedalica, Cambridge, 1936, ρ. 24.  
16  Louvre #140. Perrot & Chipiez, Histoire de l'art dans l'antiquité, Paris, 1882-1914, VII, p. 150, 6g. 3.  

National Museum #5893. 'E¢. 'Αρχ, 1894, pl. 10; Hampe, pl. 17; Zervos, L'Art en Grèce, Paris, 1936, pl. 53.  
1' Hampe, pl. 23, #135.  
' 

'Ε 4. 'Αρχ, 1892, pl. 4, #2 (where note also the insect of the sub-geometric pyxis in Heidelberg, Hampe, pl. 27).  

See also under Appendix.  
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type of late geometric mannered painting of which examples derive from vari-
ous sites. There is no question but that such a mannered, frozen style, with  

few and symmetrically disposed filling ornaments, is one definite manifesta-
tion of the end of the geometric peri οd.19  

An isolated example suggesting a possible further development of this type  

of figurine is the small bell-shaped statuette in Toronto, number 124-C 205 20  
(fig. 8). The writers of the catalogue consider the object geometric, as, in-
deed, it is, in one sense. But it is certainly later than our other bell figurines,  

if only because the vaguely outlined, sub-geometric heads of the others have  

given way to a much more clearly defined and sharply triangular face, with  

ears set well back and flat to the side of the head. 21  The relationships of this  
head, with its incised round eyes and straight, modelled lips, are rather with  

sixth-century terra cottas of the type of Athens, National Museum #4261  

(fig. 36), than with the truly geometric heads. Indeed, if the sources of the  

bird cylix style in vase painting are to be traced to the late geometric and  

sub-geometric pottery of Boeotia, perhaps in time we may trace the origins  

of the "pappades," through seventh-century figures of this kind, to the large  

figurines of about 700. But at present we lack certain examples of seventh-
century terra cottas in Boeotia, and the sequence of development is not clear.  

The use and meaning of these bell-shaped figurines is not certain. Valen-
tine Míiller 22  has made the most probable suggestion that they are to be  

derived from an Eastern source, probably the Cone of Astarte, and he.sug-
gests a comparison with the "Tanit idols" from Carthage. Several examples  

of such cone- or bell-shaped idols may be cited from very late coins of the  

East,23  but the actual age of the motive expressed in this form is not ascer-
tainable. The eastern connection is further suggested by the similarity of  

outline of these figurines and of the Potnia Therm on the Boeotian relief  

pithos in Athens 24  (fig. 9), which must be a representation of the oriental  

Artemis.  
Certainly the figurines are not votive representations of bells, as M. Β.  

Huish,25  the authors of the Toronto catalogue, and others have suggested.  

Where legs have been preserved, 26  they obviously hung too low to have even  

suggested clappers. The usual method was to attach the top of the leg just  

above the level of the bottom of the skirt. The small hole in the tops of the  

19  This would appear to be the erstarrten geometric to which Kunze (A. M., 1930, p. 160, note 1) attributed the  

Mantiklos Apollo.  
20  Robinson, Harcum and Ilitfe, Catalogue of Greek Vases at Toronto, Toronto, 1930, pl. ΙΧ.  

1 Compare also the probably contemporary figurine in Athens, Winter, p. 6, ##5. See V. Mííller, Fr~ihe Plastik, 
Augsburg, 1929, P.  81. 	 22  Ορ. cit., p. 79.  

22  For example, on Roman coins of Perga in Pamphylia, but cf. p. 10, note 5.  
24  

Έ .  'Αρχ, 1892, pls. 8, 9. See below, pp. 26 f.  
26 Greek Terra Cotta Statuettes, London, 1900, p. 83.  
26 However, it must be said that legs do not seem to have been intended in all examples.  
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heads of several examples must surely have served to hold the hook or string  

for suspension, and the complete figurines were undoubtedly originally  

suspended, as #573 is restored in the Louvre. 27  

It seems very likely that most of the painting on these figures is pure deco-
ration, but the striping on the back of Louvre #573, Berlin #3202, and the  
Boston example is probably to be taken' as the representation of actual dra-
pery. The scheme seems to be in general like that of the later "pappades,"  

made up of a mixture of actual drapery forms and purely decorative motives.  

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the pendants which hang on the  

breasts of the figurines are actual representations of jewelry.  

The breast pendant on the statuette in figure 6 is apparently an example  
of a type with attached gold discs that is known among the early jewelry in  
the British Museum. A considerable hoard of gold objects is published in  

F. H. Marshall's Catalogue of the Museum's ancient jewelry on plates ΝΙ  
and VII. The collection having reached the Museum through a dealer's  

hands, its history is somewhat doubtful, but, on the basis of certain investi-
gations made by Sir Arthur Evans, it is listed as a Mycenaean hoard from  

Aegina. Actually, in his publication of these objects in volume XIII of the  

Journal of Hellenic Studies, Sir Arthur notes many elements of post-Myce-
naean character which lead him to bring the date of the collection down to  

about the year eight hundred. Writing in 1892, he considered the objects as  
representing the continuing Mycenaean or Achaean culture locally on Aegina  

down to this late period. In the light of our increasing awareness of the many  

Mycenaean survivals in later Greek art, it may seem doubtful whether it is  

necessary to class these objects as Mycenaean, and, in all events, there is no  

reason to place them earlier than the period to which Sir Arthur Evans has  

assigned them. Now among these examples of "Mycenaean" gold work from  

Aegina is a breast pendant 28  of roughly circular shape, the center being cut  

in an openwork design of thin bars shaped to a more or less abstract repre-
sentation of two hounds and two apes, while from the outside edge are hung  

discs and winged creatures, possibly owls.  

Obviously this is the general type of pendant which is represented on the  

figurine in figure 6. Here the openwork design is reduced to simple cross bars,  

and all the attached baubles are discs, but the general scheme of construction  

is similar, and, as we have seen, the periods of manufacture of the pendant  

and of the painted representation are not separated by more than a century.  

In the same Aegina hoard in the British Museum is a pendant 29  in the  

" Holleaus has suggested a comparison with the small bronzes from Olympia which"Furtwringler, Olympia, IV,  
p. 35, thought were suspended from trees in the Altis. Such a disposition of the bell figurines would certainly give 
a Hallowe'en effect to the place where they were hung. 

28  British Museum Catalogue of Ancient Jewelry, pl. VII, #766.  
$9  #761 published in pl. VII of Marshall's catalogue.  
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shape of a horizontal gold bar, to which are attached similar discs by golden  

cords. This is the character of the pendant on the figurine in the Louvre,  

figure 1. On the figurine the bar is simpler, lacking the modelled heads at  

either end which adorn the actual pendant, and the little strings which hang  

below 30  bear no representations of the gold discs. Yet a parallel for this last  

point is afforded by an earring in the British Museum collection, 31  published  
as eighth or seventh century. From the curved gold bar which makes up the  

major part of this earring hang three strings of twisted gold wire without  

appendages at their ends. These have exactly the aspect of the dangling  

strings on the painted representation of a breast pendant on the figurine in  

the Louvre, figure 1, and of the corresponding ornament on the Boston  

figurine. Thus it is apparent that the general character of the jewelry repre-
sented on these figurines, of a type not common in later times, is in keeping  

with what little we know of contemporary goldsmith's work.  

The disappearance by the middle of the seventh century 32  of this char-
acteristically Boeotian style reflects the flood tide of Corinthian influence,  

which, as Hampe has shown, put an end to the local production of finely en-
graved fibulae. It is probable that the terra cottas in use in Βoeotià at this  
time were for the most part imported Corinthian. Α terra cotta group of two  
seated figures in the British Museum, 33  reputedly found in Thebes, and pub-
lished as Boeotian workmanship, is demonstrated to be of Corinthian fabric  

only by the chance discovery of another head, apparently from the same  

mould as those of the British Museum figures, in Perachora. 34  
In any event we have no demonstrably Boeotian material which can be  

dated securely in the important years of the second half of the seventh cen-
tury. Of course it is possible, as will appear below, that certain examples of  

the "bird-faced" figurines may be dated in this period, but it is safer to treat  

this group as a class, beginning with the datable examples, which all belong  

to the sixth century.  

'O H. Kuehn, in an appendix to C. Hentze, Mythes et symboles lunaires, Anvers, 1932, p. 244, identified the  
pendant on Louvre #573 as an example of a primitive symbol for rain, applied here to indicate fruitfulness.  

a' #1240, published in Marshall 's catalogue, pl. X IV .  
"It appears to me likely, although no definite proof is available, that the Toronto figurine should be dated  

about the middle of the century.  
83 0349 Walters, Catalogue of Terra Cottas, pl. V.  
sa Jenkins, Dedaliea, pl. VII, #7.  
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ΙΙ  
RELIEF PITHOI 

ΒECAUSE of Hampe's excellent recent publication 1  of the series of Boeotian  
pithoi decorated with reliefs, I do not intend any complete illustration and  

analysis of these vases here. However, although I find myself in general  

agreement with Hampe's views on the dating of the pithoi, there are certain  

points which still need amplification, certain significant comparisons which  
have not been indicated. Therefore, in the following pages, I shall make free  

use of the classification devised by Hampe, referring the reader to his book for  

the complete publication, and attempting only to make some contribution to  

a discussion already so well begun.  
The pithoi are scattered in several museums. For convenience, I insert  

here Hampe's list with his numbering system:  

Group I R1  
Ria  
R2  
R7  

Group II R3  

Group III R4  
R5  
R6  

Louvre Ca 795 — B. C. H., 1898, pis. IV,  V. 
Louvre Ca 937 — B. C. H., 1898, p. 457.  
Nat. Mus., Athens, 'Εφ. 'Αρχ, 1892, pls. 8 and 9 (see fig. 9).  
Paris, Bibi. Nat., C. V. Α., France, 480.1.  

Boston, 529 — Catalogue, pl. 53 (see fig. 10).  

Boston, 528 — Catalogue, pl. 52 (see figs. 11, 12, 13).  
Paris,  Bibi.  Nat., C. V. A., France, 480.2.  
Louvre, Pottier, Ion. Grecs, 2, 1885-88, pl. 8.  

For the explanation and justification of the above groups, I refer the reader  

to Hampe's careful study. Suffice it to say here that he assigned his three  

groups, in their order, to the first three quarters of the seventh century.  

The available evidence for dating is surprisingly vague and uncertain.  
Hampe has reviewed previously published opinions simply in a catalogue  

form, listing those who believe in the seventh-century date and those who  

believe in a sixth-century date for the vases, and the weight of such evidence  

seems to be for the seventh century. Decorative detail of the vases provides  

few datable elements. The lotus on a long stem on the Paris Medusa vase,  

for which Hampe drew a parallel on a Parian plastic vase, is really far better  

approximated on a Fikellura vase illustrated by Cook. 2  Of course a consider-
able relationship with Rhodes is to be expected on the Boeotian pithoi, and  

the extent to which Fikellura decorative elements are directly descended  

Frühe Griechische Sagenbilder in Böotien, pp. 56 f.  
2 B. S. A., 1933-34, p. 70, fig. 9, #48.  
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from older Rhodian patterns is not made entirely clear by Cook's article. 
There are olher patterns, such as the series of octopus-like discs on a skirt on 
the Bos ton vase, Hampe Il3, which appear in Pikellura 3 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 
Bos ton 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 Pikellura 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 representat ion 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 4 based his 
attribution of the vases t o 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. I t 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 sevent11 century, unfortunately both unpublished. The first was 
found by Blegen in the Argive Heraeum, and will be published in an. early 
number of the A merican Journal of Archaeology. The second was found m the 
course of the German excavations at Olympia in 1937.~a 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 fL-x: accurately 

I J/Jid., p. 72, 
• Courby, Le., V aso., grecs a ·reUsfs, Pnris, 1922. 

•• T his object hu~ recently been published by n. Hn.nipe, A11iiko X V, p . -iO, fig. ~6. 
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., · pitlrni. Hampe wa-. c:erlai11Jy ('Orrcc:l in cl ividing 

the <l · te ot t ic ',tnou-. . f . l 
<'. h I ut ho'>'· Jong a pcrwd o lime :-,cparales L 1c gro ups 

them mto t rrc group:.. ) ., 1 1 · f 
I 

· , e tion difficult lo rr'->olve. !·or t 1e c at1ng o liarnpr's 
from one anut 1cr ha q11 · . · l I · . 
.. I I . · LI ·enturY there i c-ou<.1dcrnblc en< rnc·c. n add1L1on l o 

C1roup ear\ rn 1e c: · I I · 
1 

· h.· ·I ·c·li Hampe remar1'.cd hcl wecn t 1c c ccr procession on onr 
the re at10n-. ip ~ 11 • 

f h 
. , d Ille cieer repre. ented on the . torkholm amphora. \YC may 

0 t e,e 'a::-e an J ~ • 

tb 
· ·1 

1
·t\· ,,f the head on f nwmen t H. 1. and p:ul1c ularl y on Lhc note e ' JlDI ar . · . n . · 

\then Potnia Theron Yase (fig. 9). w1lh Lerra colla:-. of the hr. L quarter of 
·ll, ventb centu ry. The head of lhc central figure on the . \Ll1 cn vase is 1e e • . . . {. 
,till fundamenlallv ub-geometric. and a good compans1on is a lorded by a 

terra cotla figurin~ from .\egina publi lied. l~y .Jenkin .. " a .... \rgive. Although 
lhe formation of the eves i different a chflerence which perhaps make. the 
pitho eem lightly older than the figurine ). the general . lructure of the head 
of the figurine i · trikingly like that on Lhe pitho. . In both head the prorn­
in,,nt nose grow. directly from the projecling forehead, and in both the 
<,preacting style of head with upturned feature i noliceable . Two terra 
cotlas from Amyclae of the late eighth cenlury al o how in Leresting relation-
hip with the P otnia Theron, but of the. e I ball peak later.6 

It i noticeable that the econd "group," ~vhich consi. l of but a s ingle vase 
in Bo ton, i clo er in tyle to the fir. l group of the early seventh century 
than to the third and final group . . \] though the hape of the eye has changed 
from the circuJar form of the P aris ::\Iedu. a vase and the Athens Potnia 
Theron to an almond shape (fig. 10), yet Lbe strjctly non-plas t ic, fla t , un­
rounded forms o~ the female figures carrying the robe a re very s imilar to th e 
sty!e of. the earl iest vase. . Comparison of the free hands of these figures, 
which lie along the fron ts ~f their skjrl'i, with the s imilarly scratched fingers 
of the hands o'. :.\[edusa will emphasize th is pojnt. Furthermore, the a bso­
~ut:ly flat profile heads of R3, with the stamp mark by which th e ears were 
md1cate<l cutting deeply into th · ] J · · · • . e smg e p ane, are md1cat1ons of t he t hor-
<JU~~ily <lraughtsmanlike, unsculpLural conception of the heads . 

l <i lurn now to a cons· J · L. f J · H era 1on o L 1e ()Lher Bos ton vase, Jlampe's R4, is 
to <Jbserve a far m<>re plasti. ·t I f 1· f. T 
f h 

· c s Yeo re 1e . he two unheJmeted m ale h eads 
<J t e s<;ene on the nc<-k of th , h h. . . 
f . J . L e amp ora, w ich provide the best opp ort umty 
<Jr JU< gmg tne style a re unf t I b 
lo judge of Lhe'. rl· . ' or ':1-nate y, ad ly damaged, but enough rem ains 
The m<m" thr"~·rJ~u ac~ rnoldellrng as well as lheir general o u t line (fig. J 1). 

J v~-< 1mcns1ona char cl f th. rf . 
hrJme by an examiw l. f h a er 0 is su ace 1s s trikingly brought 

a ion o t ese two V' s . , , th d . . . h B()st<m M useurn In LI- . a. cs as , ey sl a n s1de b y side m t e 
figure on the left is Jigh t;e ~~e~c on Lhc ~ec~ of R 4 Lhc ear of the you t hful 

, . Y t JTl the pro3cclm g side of the head , no t s tamped 
/J~dv,a, pl. J, ~. illustri.tea th .. h!:atj I 

• N11.t11 oal M ' 11 one. 
, wieum, AU11;ll1, ;:43!H 11nd "."-8~2 "'··· . 

tc> • •"'4: AJJpcntl1x. 
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inlo Lhr flaL s11rf:H'r HS on Lhe female heads of Lhe other vase. Again, in the 
gc· rw r:il Jn(Jdelling of nnirnal and human fi gures on Jl4 , many more anatomical 
dC'l<1i l'l <1ppcar in ll1c· more modell ed surfac-es. This is vny noliceable in the 
lc·gs of <11 1 Lhc figurc•s. The proportions of the figures Lh emselves are heavier 
t h:1 n 011 Jl3, Llic whole• <'ffc<'L less delicalcly linear. 

J fampe may hav<' hC'rn correcL in placing H3 slightly before the period of 
t ltc horseme n on a :\lc>lian vase in Allrrns. 7 H owever, iL is lo be noted that 
l1is comparison of 111<' dc>«oralive moLives on ll4 witl1 those on Melian vases 
of Lhc mid-century 11 <'annol be made Lo serve as a terminvs anle quem for the 
BocoLian pi Lhos. J Lis apparen L Llial decoraLive motives on these island vases 
con Linued relalively und1anged over a considerable period of Lime, during 
which much progress w~1s made in Lhe figu re style. Dugas 9 dated the 
" Jlerakles vase" 10 to the end of Lhe century, and although Payne's 11 ar­
ra ngement of the Cycladic vases has made it appear unlikely that the series 
extended quite so far, iL must nevertheless be recognized that the develop­
ment covered a considerable period. 

Now the contrast wh ich exists between t he lwo pithoi, H.3 and R4, is very 
similar, from the point of view of figure representation, Lo Lhe contrast be­
tween the Melian "Apollo" vase 12 and the above-mentioned " H erakles" 
vase. In the first of the two painted vase the faces of the figures are set off 
from the hair by straigh t lines meeting aL a sharp angle over the ear. The 
conception is simila r to that of the low brow topped by a straight fringe of 
hair in D aedalic terra cottas, and the scheme is carefully followed for the 
female figures on R3 (£g. 10). On the later island vases, however, and on tbe 
head of the youth in the scene on Amphora R4 (fig. ll ) the line of the hair 
above t he brow descends toward the ear and the locks fall ing down oYer the 
shoulders meet t his line a t a more oblique angle, giving to the whole face a 
much more softly rounded , less bar hly geometric character . H ampe 

13 
has 

cited a clear pa ra llel to the hairdress of ~his yo.uth in th.e figure ? f the Chigi 
oenochoe, but t his general scheme of ha.1rdressmg certamly c~n lmued to th.e 
end of t he cen t ury, as can be observed from s tone sculpture like the Cleob1 
in D elphi or the JJaghigcorgitika s t:alue in the ~Tat.ional l\ft.1seum at Athens. 
The mention of Lhcsc slc'ttues is nol without s1gmficance if we recall that. 
a fler a ll , in t hese piLhoi we a re dealing wilh scul.pture of a ort. The roun?e_<l 
skull a nd the na lural is lic swelling out of the half below the place where it t 

1 M uX, 1!105. (T hiR is obviously the vase mca nl by Hampe. although hill reference is lo MuZ, i;I04.) 

~ Co11zc, Mcli.yc/w 1'!to11orfii.m, Leipzig, 1862, pls. l , 'l. 
D /,a C~mmiq11() de.< C11dfldr.1, l'r~ri~. l!l'l.5, J>. 22g. 

10 MuZ, 1!110. 
II J . H, s .. 10'l6. p . iii. 

12 Conze, 071, cil., pl. 4. . h 1 h r __ L J 
•• l 1 · 6B ll l l lh"l the firrurc on lhe Doeolinn p1lhos do~ nol ave cur s over l e on:ne.ftn umpe, op. cil., p . . u no c u .,. 

ns 871irallocke1t would seem to imply. 
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I . 1 1 d band of the figure on pilho R.J. i ' in contra t to the 
mr'"'\· ...... cd n t 1e 1ea ( 1 ') . 

ro . . 11 ·, 1) ·k., of ... ay. the Eleutherna -.talue. w H e it correspond lo 
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l.k tl ('} )J)1·- ~uch a com1)ar1 on 1~h a certam true Yabdity 1·n ·oo B c • . c H.' c< , . • c • 

ti. ·f .. , 1 fi "tel\· three dimen ional charaC'lcr of the mo<lellrng of this 
new o t 1e l e m . 

pitb0-. . . . . f I . " d d 11· 'I 1 · tl ·tnie Yem 1 the e,·1dence rom t ie mcrea e mo c mg of 
1 UC 1 lil le ' c ' , • 

I -1 tl 1)·itlio" Pfuhl 15 di cu ing the -;ene'S of ::\khan Yases from the < et:u ... on 1e ·'· · . . 
miJ-.;;ixth century on. speak of the d~,·elopmcnt of a111maL . P_ar~1cularly 
hor' e". from a thin tilt-legaed geometr1c lype lo one of naturah tic repre­
~entation and 1110,·ement. \Ye ha,·e no hor e ' on H.+ lo compare \Yith tho e 
on H3. and it i to be expected that cattle would be repre enled \Yith heavier 
proportion. and more -olid con truction. Yet the Yery _rounded character of 
these bea ... t -. and, more particularly. the ea y flow of their movement (fig. 12), 
certainh· indicate a date well beyond the middle of the century. And this 
_uug~tion i.:, furthered by the more complete and more rounded details of the 
human figure-,. Compare. for example, the repre entation of the knees of the 
warrior figure, on R! (fig. 13) mth the painting of the knees and legs of 
Herakle- on the :\Ielian ,-a e which bear hi name. 

The abo,·e e\·idence eem to indicate that thi \·a e, at least, must be 
brought well down into the last quarter of the eYenth century, and cannot 
be dated, a Hampe would ha\e it, in the middle of that cent ury. Hampe 
ga,·e no rea on for placing this vase before the little Bibliotheque 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 have a umed to be one of powerful Corinthian influence in Boeotia is 
not without interest in relation to other manifestations of B oeotia n pla~tic 
trle. The ~rofile of the youth on this pithos is properly to be associated 

rnth_h:ads _like that of a young woman on one of the Thermon m etopes,16 

and~ it 1 thi _type of strong, square head and thin-lipped, vigorous, almost 
hhar~h e:i..~res ion of the boldly modelled face which as will appear below 
c aractenze l · ' ' 
th 

. h s monumenta sculpture m stone in Boeotia in the first part of 
e sixl century. 

" Jenkins, op. cit., p. 77, 
a JluZ, 1, p. 188. 

,. Detail pbolograpb in A. M., 1914, pl. 14. 
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III 

" HJHJ>-J·.\CED .. FH,CIU.\""E.' 

Ox~~ of ~he rnc~sL diffi<'1ilt group<, of Boeolian terra cotta Lo fix precisely 
~·hronolog1ca!ly '" Llw I of Iii<' '><>-<'al led "bird-faced,. ngurine~ . The type i 
tlluslraled (fig. 14) by an Pxample in the Lou\'re which i charaeleri-,lic in all 
respects sa,·e for U1e figure painting on the cbe-t. which appear- only on lbi 
one s tatuetle. Figurines of tlii.;, <Jrt, decorated in black, with the occa ional 
addition of purple, on a buff ground, are commonly attributed lo dates any­
where from the geometric period through the fifth century, and are uppo-ed 
to exemplify the Boeotian tradition of a continuing geometric tyle down to 
classical times. Actually the type wa in u e only Yery briefly at Rhitsona, 
the ancient ~Iycale o , where the excaYation of Burrow and l"re haYe 
provided the one con iderable erie~ of terra cotta in Boeotia dated by ex­
ternal e\-idence. Example were found only in tho-e graye dated ju~t before 
and at the middle of the ixth centurv.1 There are. ho~·e,·er, many more . - . 
representatives of this cla of figurine from Tanagra than from Rhitsona.~ 

Anyone who has vi ited the little mu eum at kimatari will recall what a 
difficult thing it is to attempt to deal with the great ma of secondary ma­
terial which has come out of the field around ancient Tanagra. But one 
t hing which becomes apparent from a little study in the mu ewn i that the 
archaic Boeotian object a a whole correspond to the early rather than the 
late archaic material from Rhitsona.3 Granted that the ense of the collection 
at Skimatari is badly di torted by the transfer to A.then of all the be-t ma­
terial, nothing can gain ay the fact that it contain a great number of object 
recognizably early at H.hit ona. and comparatiYely little of the latter part of 
the sixth century. Taken in con junction with this fact, the pre ence of cores 
of " bird " figurines, of which only a fe"· were found at Rbitsona, and no~e 
later t han graYe 40, "·ould eem to indicate that the type "·ent out of u em 
Boeotia a round the middle of the ixth century.4 

H ow far back of that date the erie extends cannot be a certained. Be­
sides those found at Rhit ona, the only example strictly datable is that in the 

1 P . ?\. l're, Aryballoi and Figurines from Rhitsona i11 Boeotia, Cambridge, 1934, P· 55. 

' Nole<l by Burrows and Ure, B. S. A ., XJV, p. 313, note 'l. . . 
• This in spite of the often repealed nsserlion that Rhitsona represents n pro,·incinl nod therefore bacl......-11.rd 

developmeol. . . r . 
' There i.s, so fnr as I know, only one exnmple of this type executed in the red o.o ~hit~ t-:c11ruque. l IS among 

the great number of these figurines 11l Skimatari, and bears no number or other distmguhlung mark. 
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. d fi e on t11e chest and in thi case a lso t he da te · th pain te gur ' 
Lou\Tl' bearing el < 1 . f Rhit ona. The pain led figure. belong lo lh r 
,.J l ll})On thr c irono og) o . . . " TI 

C'Jl<'Ill ::- . \ D l~ s a ·' Boeolian geometr1c1zing. 1e rela tion -
) · 1 t tied bv · re 

' ' e. 1< en 1 · 1 · l· . the paintina on the figurine and lha l on a kantha-
11 t mo, t clear )C "een o f I . l 

' · ' 1 . II t' at A.then (fig. J.5) . T wo va. es o l H. c a. were in the \ a..,to co ec 10n • 
., . . -o t Hhit ona. and . . ince the. e two were of the grealc~ l 

found m gra' e .') a · h I I· f l . . b~ I ' tl t ·le it eem fai r to a ume t al t 1C (cl le 0 l JC Lomb ,·n ne•,· .., own n 1e ~ . . . 
· d - t t.l fioruit of the tvle. which would thu he placed in the r·orre-.pon 0 1e . 

second quarter of the . ixth century. " . . ,, . . 
In a:;-igning examples of thi particu~ar type of bird-faced figurme Lo 

<late;; before the econd quarter of the . 1xlh century ."'e m 11 . l ~ork on pure 
crmjedure. T hen'' i. a con iderahle ?1a . of l~atenal: ~ncl, g1:en uch a 
tr.rminus ante q11r111 a ~eem to be pronded at R h1tsona. it 1. cerlamly t empt­
inn to pread the figurin - well ~ack .into the eYenth _ce~tursy . 7 

It is funda­
mentally uch a conjecture that lS being made by P. ,:\. L re when he traces 
thP de,·~lopment of the type from the la le geometri c period. That such a 
de,·elopment i prohable i quite true, bu l it certa inly cannot be demon­
strated. 

A:- a matter of fact lhe . triking thing about figurines of this "bird-faced" 
type i the close unity of " tyle," if we may o dub t heir general form a nd 
de<·orative cheme, wh ich they represen t. As has often been noted before, 9 

it is not pos ible lo arrange them according to any typological sequence of 
development with relation to the hapes of the a rm stumps or other elements. 
On the ot.her hand, examination of a la rge number of them in Skimata ri, 
T hebes, Athens, and various other European museums revea ls innumerable 
~ase~ of -uch absol.u te. ~araUelism of technique as to pos tu late groups of 
figunnes made by md1v1dual craftsmen. It would be a perfectly possible 
wrJrk <~£ superer<Jgatory erudition to di vide up the figurines in to a series of 
rer·;gnizab!e band." which <Jn e might dub masters A, B, C, a nd so forth. 

f:.1 ut ~ga.m , havmg reeognized the element of individual c raftsmanship in 
the varia~i<ms <J~Jservable among the figurin es, we should be struck a ll the 
mrJre forr·1bly with the r : t f I . . . , 

1
. >auci Y <J actua var1abon to he observed, w ith the 

genn a 1ty of adherPn<·e lt: , , f J . 
('C.. ~ .. • 1 _ . J • J a "ery ew < ecorat1ve schemes. Such evidence 
_._r l,.(lin Y ~<Xm5 t <J md1cate th t th · · 
pr<1<Ju(;~d in a fair] t ·r-r ~ e ~eat ma3onty, at least, must have been 

Y m - penod of bme, and argues somewhat agains t the 

' J ff r; In' ' . ~. rlfl l f;<J I <.A'Jmp-4re ;,. I~ lh • B . ' . 
Pr,IJ,,:rv, J,..,odi-,a, I~. pl. VJ , num~n l~ii '- oeoti.an Cylix sty le, cl.alls TIJ , Ure, 8ixth 1tnd Fifth Cent11r11 

: J H <; • I 9?,r,, f>. ~ir;, Iii! 3. . 

\IH..,,o~ ·1,+u.t f>'Jl!'ilil•; l-X<:i11ie th'!Te can he I . 
lt tl~r ... '111 u.;.oy m~m lal...-li, I tirJ Ml kni>w or dating figunoea , clearly of lhia lype, in lbe eighth century, as 

Arv'/Jllrn. and Pigurinu f 11nn RhiJ.M ; 
• J a.rnrit f' ( ' H mri, p. 54, 

• >. , ., i l!IJQ, j) 21Jfl Jrr JL 
' , ieau:r, M&n J>wt, I ' pp. i8 f. 

AJU' II AJ( ' Sf T LPTrru.: J>; BOEOTTA 

t li NJ r.Y tla il tlH· fi g 11 rincs <'a n be fnl<'ed lm.<'k to Lhe middle <Jf l.lie '3eventh 
c·c· 11 l 11 ry. 

A ""'"' ' 'd typ<' HJ of prirnitiw figurin<• in Bneolia, very similar Lo the abov<> 
" \i irc l-f:1<·<•d " lyp<>, ic.; y<·l lo l>e di '>Lingu i<, lwd from it, primarily be<·ause thP 
clc·C'or:ifio11 fo llow<.; ~t d iffc·r<'nf '>dwmc>. 11 Examples of Lh ic, type have been 
found in T anagra :1nd ac.; far afield C.l'> Erelria, and several of them are illus-
1 ratC'd 0 11 page five· <Jf \\' inlf'r's lJiP 'Py7H1 n dr'r fiyurlir-hen Terrulwtten. If the 
{'hie!' disLinguislting c· l1:.1r<1C'IPris tic ()f t hese figuri nes is thei r pai nted decora-
1 ion, f'orrcsponding p rcf'iscly Lo that of the IJlack and purple on buff Boeotian 
bird cycl ixes, i L m usL ~ lso be noted that the shape of the greaL beaks which 
Lhey h ave fo r faces d iffcrenliales Lhem fmm the other group, looking more 
like Lhc nose of a mouse 12 than the beak of a bird. Also the p roportions are 
different, fi guri nes of l hi<> type being noLably taller than those previously 
discussed , and having extraordinarily long necks. On some examples long 
locks of hair fall on either s ide 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 ba re. I t is obvious that no typological development can be 
deduced from this variation, ince both k inds of coiffure appear on the two 
figures joined t ogether wh ich are sho,vn in Zervo ' illustration referred to 
above. Possibly there is some iconograph ic ignificance in this fact - the 
two fi gures migh t be the matron and the maid , D emeter and Per ephone. 
But t he great m ass of figurines of th is type are of ingle persons, the group 
being comparatively ra re. 

Once more a terminus ante quem is a fforded by the Rlii t ·ona excavation 
Only a few b lack on buff bird cylixes were found th ere, and they all came 
from inhuma.tions of about the middle of the ixth century. l t o happened 
that no figurines of t hi second type were found . Again, a compari on with 
the material from Tanagra illustra tes an a lmo t precisely rever e~ tat~ of 
affairs. :Many of these fi gurines were found lhere, and also ma ny bird cyhxe 
of the black on buff s ty le, wh ile comparatively few vases in the red and yellow 
on white technique were discovered. But once m.ore we are . at ~ loss to d~­
termine how far back of the mid-sixlh century this type of figurme and this 
style of vase pain ting extended. P . N. 'Cre has argued " ·ith rea on tha t the 
firs L appearance of lhe red on white cyli xes in Rhilsona graYe may follow by 
some time the date of their firs t use on the site, and the. ame argument ap­
plies Lo Lhe black on huff cy lixes. It is probably quite ju Lifiable to suppo e 
that fi gmines of this Lype are as old as th e va es in the same· tyle, but, as we 

10 Hee illu~lrnlions in Zervos, f ,'Ar l rn Grcce, # 101 nnd JOS .. 
11 JI . Kuehn, op. cil ., p. 246, ftuggeslcd thnt lhe zigzng lines o n figurei.of thib s?rt " ~re.or1~03Jly ~·aler symool<. 

. . . . . . . I b .J ' tl rl th I f on& st~ rte<l 1denlJfvmg ZJ~.Ag Im~ a< symbol~ nnrl, JU llus pos1l100, 1nd1cale fn11lf11lnc~~ . l mu~l e a11 m1 <' o t ' 0 ~ ... - • 

of fertility, it would be diffir ull l o knm' where lo slop. 
12 See especially the little figure o n horseback, Winter, p . 7, ::1 
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.\RCIL\ ._ 
. "'··d n·liateyer as to the date of the introduction f 

tl 'r' l " lW n t enre l . o 
h~n c Sl'1.'ll. H: .• t ' f tl ther crroup of term cott::is, t iere l no pos ibl 

\ -mthec-1;:eo ieo o l I e 
tlw 'ases. · ~ 

1 
~ -1 t -tu late a typologic:Jl c e\·e oprnent, nnd the in 

I . I , 1 'lllt' on " . uc l o po:s c • • d f -
t)!.;lC:l :-C' lt I t "t . - n·orth ·1raue, a short IJeno 0 manufacture for 

- · -J f )f \\" 1 '1 I l:s " • < o 
krn;1! ~Ylt ~'nee. It ._ t, th·it the standing figure - ,-d1ich bear thi type of 
tl ,, , ti<"unnes. t I:s rue • t d fi Tl 

lt , t :- . t . -t - to the more nurnerou sea e gures. . 1e former l . j )tfcr certam con rH~ ~ 
ie.1l l . .. . bl . fi 1er in technique: 13 the purple col or. \Yhere used, i a 

·lfe alnwst Ill\ arta > 1 
. f l d 

• .11.. t l , . dull and crranular parnt. but Yery man~' o t 1e ecorntiye 
m1.1re bn 1all · e- 0 · 1 · 1 · f 

tl ,, e m·uiy others aaree precise~- \Ylt 1 m otffes ound on the ' ('hemes are ie :snm · • . o . 
~. . d _.. ·tli well-moulded head- of the first half of the sixth century.14 

pappa e:s m . . . B . fi . d 
The abon.' brief -tudy of these prun1tffe oeoturn gunnes oe not pre-

d t · . ·~t otlier than necrati,·e re -ults . . .\!though we may say reason-ten o arrn e '-' o . . · · 
ably that it is probable that terra cottas of tb1s sort, pa~ticularly of the 
lon~-necked yariet~· "·ith mouse-like face. do extend back mto the seventh 
centurr and represent a continuou~ deYelopment from the seYenth century 
Boeoti~n late creometric. it is not possible in an~· sense to trace this develop­
ment. Indeed~ there is no escaping the conclusion that the evidence at 
present a'i·ailable indicates that the ~reat mass of the mate~ial. (at leas.t of 
that group forming the first cla -s d1scus-ed aboYe) falls Wlthm the sixth 
centun-. In any e...-ent. there can be no ju -tification for dating these objects 
in the. eiuhth ~entun-. I t is my belief that "Cre's 15 statement that "the t:> • • 

_e-.;·entli centur~· Boeotian potters who produced the la test of the big Boeotian 
geometric -.;·ases a1so produced primitiYe horse figurines and p roto-pappades 
in the black on brown -tyle" is -ub-tantially correct. but that by far the 
greater part of the primitiYe Boeotian figurine- which haYe come down t o us 
belong to the first hali of the si."°th century. 

One final reference to primiti,·e :figurines of another type, painted in the 
red on white technique. and I shall haye done with these rather sorry speci­
me"?-- of the pl~stic arts. On plate X.ill of l're's .. Aryballoi and Figurines .from 
Rh.1tsona. are illustrated eYeral small figurines of a very primit ive kind, 
pamted m red on a chalky white, and coming from an early sixth cen tury 
tomb. These are generally roughly cylindrical in the lov.-er part, rather flat 
acros ~he c~est. and ha...-e rudimentary arms, either projecting horizontally 
or'c~rn.ng ~h~htly upward. The long neck is surmounted by no head, b u t by 
a ~ptral curnng dow11 from the top of the neck.16 One frequent decorative 

:: fa:ample£ like =H'ii funpubli<bed) in th ~ . 
manship Tb t ·.ill · e · abonal :!':.Iuseum at Athens a re really excellent pieces of crafts· 

· e n>e i> uslraled bv Winter p 5 __ :\. b . . 
Be::lin. 19-!{;, pl. 5 · ' · · · • "-"'· • etter illustration in Koster, Die Griechischen Terralr~lfen. 

• C<,mpare, for example, the decoration --.;: · I . · b 
ltlsit <>D =-4-<JO(l in the same m (fi . . on · abona :!':.Iuseum ?4'~77 (mentioned in footnote just above) ,.,,t 

, . . useum g. 't9) . 
• fry:)(l:'./et ar.4 Ftgurir;e> from RhiJ,acma • 4 

" !n r.n of the black on bufi exam le.s · p . ~ · 
p the spiral roll curls up and back from the "forebea.d " of tbe figurine. 

AR IIAl . CTLPTGRE l N DOEOTIA 

rnolive in Lhe pninling on lhese figurines is a cross hatching of fine red lines 
on .the che. l. ~fa ken in f'onjunclion with suc·h apparently transitional ma­
lrnal as n .figurmc frm~ grave SG at RhiL5ona 17 in which the cross hatching on 
tlic chest is accompamed by heavy verlical red lines down the cenler of the 
skirt with fine red cro. s haldiing on either ide. lhe. e early sixth-century 
figurines seem lo represenl Lhe beginnings of lhe style of red on white painting 
which clrnracteri7'ed lhe figurines of the second half of tbe sixth century.Id 

Figurines precisely like these very rudimentary example from an early 
sixth-century grave at Hliitsona have been found on the Acropolis at Athens. 
In the .A rchaeologische Anzeiger for 1893, page 140,iv are described and illus­
trated several small figurines with roughly cylindrical Jo,ver boclie and flat 
chests bearing tbi fine red cros hatching on chalky white. These are pub­
lished as object of foreign manufacture imported and dedicated on the 
Acropolis, the prime argument atte ting the importation of such negligible 
little objects being the fact that none "a found el~ewbere in the town than 
on this site of dedication. H o\'i·e,·er, ::\Irs. Homer T hompson and :Jir. R odney 
Young, of the American Exca-.;'ations at the Athenian Agora, ha...-e been kind 
enough to show me the fragments of a number of figurine of this primitive 
type which were found in the Agora at Athens in a clo ed deposit dated (by a 
black-figured sherd painted in a Corinthian tyle) to the firt quarter of the 
sixth century . T here is no e'-idence for the importation of these terracotta­
into Attica, nor have I any intention of attempting to demonstrate that they 
were imported into Boeotia from Athens. Rather it appear- that this -imple 
type, of which the similarity to the mo-t naiYe of the ::\1ycenaean "pincb­
faced" figurines is ob,¥ious, was in common u-e in the firt quarter of the 
sixth century,2 0 and seems to repre ent the dissemination of the red on white 
style, perhaps under the influence of Corinth.21 

H owever, in view of the often repeated a sertion that the black on buff 
cylixes do not show Corinthian influence, but represent the con_tinuing geo­
metric tradition, it is important to realize that all of the decoratIYe elements 
involved in the painting of the red on white figurines appear also on the black 
on buff cylixes. Figure 16 ilJu trates a cylix of "Cre·s Cla r.~ recently ac­
quired by the F ogg ~Iu eum of Han-ard rn.i-.;'er ity.23 :8:cept for t?e cha~-y 
white under-painting, each motiYe found on tb~ t rans1t1onal fi..gunne. R.h1t­
sona 86.293, is to be found here also. The reddish cro hatching on a light 

11 Cre, op. cit., pl. Xlli, :::86.'l!lS. 
18 See below, p. 40. , . 

880 14 1
- 16 

10 See also M arlbB, Cafc.logue dcfigurinr.s ro Terrr Cuife du Mut<fc · · · tf'A.tun.u, Pam, l • P· • = · a, · 

also W int.er, p. ~4, ~- . . . • '1 fi • 
•o Compare se>eral example5 found al Eleusis. Kouroumow, JP.a..,.u. Athens, 11134, P· 9. , g. 65• 

21 Cre, op. ci.t. , p. M. 
:i Cre, Sixlh and F1fth Centur.1/ PotJcry , p. JS, Class L 
.. ~1938.l'l. 
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· f red or 1)urple appear quilc plainly on many 
I I the hc·l\ Y lrtpcs 0 I l l 1 · 

.;.;nHJUt inH . ·,
1
: ,: T.l 1 if. as seems mo. t Iikcly. l 1c ) nc ~on buff sb rle 

· l -c·ofth1"( ass. ll , · I "4 · · ·' 
L)t tie.' a:- s fi, . l , eccdes the red on wlutc sty e,- it 1, ncce ary to 
f I w·tre de n1lc' pr . l . . fl ( 

~) c.' 1
" ' . • . 1. · · t ·le also illu tratcs Cormt uan m uencc and, thcre-

1, th·1t tlnsear1ers' . . f I l 
ns"un c ' '. k t d.emonslrate unbroken con Lmmty o ( eve opmenL of 
fore c·urnot be t,1 en o l ) 

· ' . , ,1 · Boeotia Lhrouah the . en'nl 1 century • or tha,L the 
the creometnc st' e 111 0 . . l · d 

t- 1 · · · t pre ent the only Cormtluan e ement mtro uccd by the 
chalk\ n·11le pam re - . . f l 

· -h· t ·l The former a umpt10n seems to me a r l 1e more prob-red on " 1te ) e. . 
able. The con Lant u e of purplish red p~mt, the generally colo:ful asp ect of 

I. . . d fiatiri"ne in the black on buff ... tyle. a compared with the latest 
c\ ixes an b . · d fi · I · 
·. I of eYenth-century Boeoban geometric. e m te y suggest s the 111-examp e . . . 

trusion of ome foreign influence between the m~nufacl.ure of ~rue geometric 
in the fir-t half of the century and the fir t Boeohan cyhxe . Smee \Ve do not 
know the date "·hen the cylixe "·ere first produced, we can scarcely pursue 
thi point further, but it is worth,Thile to note how neatly the findings of 
Hampe and of l're are brought into agreement by the supposition that the 
Corinthian influence of the middle of the eYenth cent ury, which put an end 
to the production of true geometric pottery in Boeotia, was also responsible 
for the beginning of the earlie t cylix tyle Ya es of L re's Class I. To what­
e,·er date these Yase are assigned, the long-necked class of t erra cottas dis­
cus ed aboYe 25 must also be as igned. These terra cottas, then, would be the 
predece or of the true "bird-faced type,'' and would date from the second 
half of the eventh and the early part of the sixth cent uries. 

Admittedly this is mere hypothesis, and it is not supported by t he chro­
nology at Rhitsona, but in this ea e the Rhitsona excavations cannot really 
offer more than a tennin.1.Ls ante quem, and the above suggestion may seem 
pre~erable to the ~therwise necessary conclusion that a vase painting style, 
entirely abstract m character, was copied from a much older scheme of 
decoration applied to human figures. 

11 I cannot believe in the theory put fo d b C 1 b ll.oi 
on white stvle preced tb b b If rwar Y re, .1 ry a and Figurines, p . 54, that the figurines in the red 
Century Poitery p 12e the tvasestl y a a ci:ntur!. It seems better to accep t his other suggestion, Sixth and Fifth 

• · • a ie vases were m existence s f bef h · · h' h small vases were preferred) d lo b · . ome •me ore t etr mclusioo in the tombs (for w 1c 
•an assume t at figurmes and v · th · I I I no matter in what period. ases m e smg e sty e were made contempora neous y, 

• Winter, p. 5. 
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IV 

Fi c 1·1u?\ES \YITH ~lOCLDED HE.\ DS 

~.N E.NDEAVORJ~G Lo bring into chronological relalionship ,vith the primitive 
£gurmes lhe sen es of much finer terracotta , marked by a similar abstraction 
of the forms of t he body, but having well-moulded heads, all invesligator~ 
ha:e been hampered .by the lac~ of external evidence concerning this latter 
series .. The example ill~strated 111 fi~ure 37 1 will sen ·e to identify the type. 
~he lugh, round polos, lik: the canomcal hal of the modern Greek prie t, has 
given to these figures their common name of 11'ar.ao1:s. Belo"- the moulded 
head the body follows in general form the cheme of the primiti,·e ·'bircl­
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 bring out 
many indications of a simple and fairly brief chronology from the fir t 
quarter of the sLxth century to a little after 500 . The actual identification 
and explanation of these terra cottas i not yet possible. Perhaps the most 
significant comment in this connection has come recently from )I. Guillon,2 

who ident ified several examples from )lt . P toos, of the Yariety found in large 
numbers at Rhitsona, as representation of a mother godde who, with the 
hero Ptoos, held the hill before the ad,·ent of _\pollo and Athena Pronaia. 
Such a solut ion for the problem of tl1e appearance of numbers of female 
statuettes in the sanctuary of a hero god eems plau ible and help to explain 
the discovery of the small female head (with earrings)3 at the anctuary of 
Apollo in Amyclae which Buschor was forced to consider ) l ycenaean,4 but 
which, as will be seen below,5 mu·st certainly belong to the period around 700. 

l\1uch has been written on the subject of the high polo . but all that can be 
clearly demonstrated is that its affinities are oriental and \\·ith many sections 
of Asia Minor and l\1esopotamia. 'Ye may remember also that the be t 
parallel for the spiral roll projecting from the polos of the ··bird" . :figurii:es i 
the combined crown of upper and lower Egypt. Ohnefalsch-R1chter b has 

1 British l\luseuro, B58; \Yalters, Catalog11e of the Terra Callas, pl. XVI, left . 
2 11. C. H., 1936, p. 426. 
a But cf . Forster, B. S. A., 1!101- 02, p. 27-1, for earrings on 11 ro11le figure. 

' A. M ., 1927, p . 11. 
6 See Appendix. 
' Kypros, the Bible a11d llomDT, London, l S!lS, p . 4~6. 
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C Sclll PTVHE IN BOEOTIA 
.\RCH.\I "' . . . 

f t} Pecific connccl1on w1lh Assynn b y ciling 
I . r home ur 1cr s . ( . ) . . 

;ittempted to cm~ 1 1 " ls of n llcrlin figure hg. 38 a11d of British . tive on l ie c ics . 
the decorati,·e 1~10 1. LI ' lcrivcd from the Assy rian sacred tree, but 

B'-""' (fa q3) a t irec } c ., l 1 
~luseum D '. 

1
0· ~ • 1 d >cndencc of the (.rec '- pa m c lle on older . ze the acnera e1 1 . 

1f we rrcogn1 . 0 
. , · l · , not ncc·cssary to postuale an nnmedia tc 

.\sswian decoratn·e moln es, I is 
· f pecific instances. . l · I · 

source or · d ' l. t variet v found al Hlntsona, w uc· 1 will be dis-
E l for the very is rnc ' ·' . 

xcep 1 f the pre ent das have been found m dated con-
d below. no examp es o 1 l . I 'fi . 

cu e . d d . , ·ontexls that can now be c car y iccn l1 ed. 7 IL 18 texts nor m ee m an; c · · .c. · 
• ' 1' · tl ' 1 , eries of <la Led gnwe al IUutsona n o og u rrnes were 

notable t 1at m ie ong . · · · 
1 · 1 h d the black and )Jurple on bull clccora t1 ve pam Lmg and the 

found w u c i owe ' , , Tl · 
· l t l f modelled head illu tralcd by fi gure 37. 1c cndence of 

part1cu ar s ye o . . · ) · · 11 b I 
t1 · b l been 1'nlerpreted lo m<l1cate l rn l provmc1a y ac ..:ward 1eir a ence 1a . . 
Rhitsona did nol receive Lhe tyle, uppo edly created m Lhe thu~<l <J.UarLer of 
the sixth century, before Lhe influx of Attic figurines had rendered it a lready 
outmoded. H owever, the find al H.bit ona indicate thaL terra cottas of a 
quite distinct character were in u e there during the thir~l an.d fourth qua rters 
of the sixth century. Although lhe example shown m fagure 59 is from 
Tanagra,8 it will erve to illu trate the Rhit ona tyle. As I sh a ll attempt to 
show below, this style wa not provincial 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 ixth century. 

Schweitzer 9 and Lullie ,1 0 in two recent articles which touched briefly 
upon figurines of this kind (they did not d ifferentiate between the two vari­
eties distinguished above), both recogn ized in them a kind of mannerism 
whi~h they thought peculiar to the second half of t he sixth century. Lullies, 
particularly, has compared these terra cottas with oth er Boeotian monu­
~ents, not otherwise datable, which he assigned Lo the third quarter of Lhe 
sixth century on the ground that t hey illustrate t h e sam e sort of mannerism 
?bserv.able on th~ fi~urines. This mannerism he compared to that of Amasis 
1~ Atti~ vase pa.mting, and he insisted that such a " t ension" of flat, two­
dim~nsIOna~ bodies combined with heads moulded in three dimensions could 
nfiott av~ exisfted before the middle of the century. However in assigning the 

rs series o these fig · t} ' 
Lhan 550 L 11' . ur:nes, ~at represented by figure 37, to a date later 

' u ies is certamly mistaken. 

' The very inadequate descriptions fumished b 
for 1888, 1889, 1801. There a re I · 1 Y the excavulors of Tanagra a re l o be found in t he' APX· t.E>-.rloP 

. a so 1so uled refcrcn to · d" · d I f'overmg the '70's and '80's of lh 1 ccs m 1v1 ual finds in lbe periodical llpaKnKa in the vo umes 
'it tl e n~t century Kck I" b k ' . . ' . h d. 

u gnrt m 1878, is of more practical 
1 

• • u c.~ oo , Oncchuche Tlwnfiguren au.7 Tanavra, pubhs e in 
10.hile th k . vu ue, and it is p l h I . t ' s e wrir wna 10 progreas. ap aren t ul 1e hud f1rsl-hand knowledge of the excu.va ion 

: Atbe~h, National Museum, 4202. 
fllmuclu M iltheilungen 1920 

" Jahrbvdi 1""6 ' ' pp. I f. 
' '10 • p. 140. 
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AllCllAJC SCCJLPTlJHE I N BOEOTJA 

Primarily, o r ('() ll l"l-lC, th e argurncnl s wh ich Clr<' 11 has brought forwa rd for 
assigning llte hl:u·k on hull' cyliws lo a dale in tl1<' rirs l l1alf of tl1c sixth ancl 
tlt e Jal<' S('Vcnll1 ('CnLury arc dis li n<'Lly oppo:-ied lo L11llies' LIH·sis. The ww 
of a s trong purple paint and of cl<·fi11itely Cori11Ll1ian floral motiv<·s, holh on 
t li c vas<·s and on I he firs t group of " pa ppades" from Tanagra, indica I es t lt a L 
l.11e relnt ed s ty lc·s of holli a rmw :iL Lhc Hame Lim<· UJl(IN Cori11L11inn infl11cJJce. 
But even lo Lullics' argumenL based upon prill<'iplcs of design lltere are sev­
eral imporlanL e '><'Cptions lo be Lakcn. The brillianL c·olor scheme, allhougb 
110 L impossible i11 Lhe peri od of Amasis, is mucl1 mon• i11 keeping wit h llJe 
spiriL of an earl ier Lime. And , while Lullies associaLes wilh Lltc idea of man­
nerism Lhe seemin gly illogical C'Ombina tion of plas Lic heads wilh bodit>s en 
galette, iL mus L noL be forgoLLc11 Ll1aL Ll1 c naLurc of sLyles called mannered is 
m anifold. There is, indeed, a kind of manneris m Lo be obser vrd on Corin­
Lhian vases of th e firs t half of Lhe six lh cenLury. _\masis painlC'd on a neck 
amph ora, now in Paris,12 two maenads, their arms en Lwincd about each 
other's n ecks, standing before Dionysos. If Lhis scene be compared wilh 
such an example of the earlier CorinLhian s Lyle as is Lo be seen on Lhe .\m­
phiaraos crater in B erlin ,13 tlic comparison reveals Lwo very <li vergenL forms 
of mannered pa inting. I nsofar a ''"e no longer envisage Lhe whole develop­
ment of Greek art as a steady progre s from incapacily and awkwardness 
toward naturalism , to jus t that extent do we endow a ll early sculpture with 
some form of this quali ty of mannerism . Thus Lhe Sunium _\pollo i a man­
nered figure - that is, it is executed in a certain definite and 1~reconccived 
style which consciously departs from t he tenets of na Lural o rganic s lruclure. 
But it is a far cry from thi ort of thing to Lhe mannerism of Carpen lcr 's 
Master B of the N ike T emple parapet.14 imilarly it is a far cry from Lhc 
sharply defined outlines, t h e s trongly isolated .fig.urcs . of the Amphiar~1os 
crater to t he all-over delicate inci ion a nd the umfymg lmcar rhyllunc;; wluch 
make of Amasis' two maenad fiaurcs 11 woven palLern of responding li ne. 
And it is the early sixlh-centur/ kind of vigorous, unsophi, lien tcd . arC'hnic 
art that is sugges ted by th e slrnrply defined plane a reas, 1uxlaposcd m har h 
and bold style, of the figurines illus tralc<l i.n fi gures ~ 7 and ~9. The.~ arc as 
far from the linear style of developed Iomc work of l he second l:a I[ of Lhe 
sixth een tury as is the sculpLural s ty le of Lhc young Bruncllesclu from Lhe 

rhythmical line of Agos tino di Duccio. 
Thus it appears thaL those examples wilh Lhe heads mo, t comple tely and 

forcefully modelled are of the same ha lf cenLury as lhc grca l ma ' S ol' Lhe 

II B. s. A., X IV, pp. 314, 315. Sec ulso J . //. s .. 1910, pp. 336 r 
11 C. V . A ., France (Uibl. Nut'l} #3ql,q ; M 11Z, #2~0. 
" Furtwllnglcr and Jlcichhold, Gricchischc V nso11malcrr.i, Munich , ~OOO, 111 , rl. l: I. , 
14 Tl. Cnrpenler, 1'/ic So11/pl11rc of the Niki• 'l'cmplc l'ar11prl, Cnmhml!-(t'. Mn'l.•., IO~O. P 'l.1. 
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\H< II \IC~< l'LI'TI IH~ I:\ BOEOTI \ 

.. ~ . 'J'I. lt·is 110 t a l\\<1\" lwc· 11 rc('og11i z<'d . fl oll c:i1J\. 1r, n·<·c 1 "bird h•r11r1111·-.. i1-.. , . . I r· . . >r< c·d 
"" _. 11 B"lthu in t11c tl1cc.,1<.; 1 li:i I l ic· ig1m11c•s :111d t 11 <' lihcl 

1 ~. ,.:n·1·111cnl \\l 1 ° ' .. . . , .', . . ',.,. . . ' \on 
. 1· .... 11lcll1J>or:tr}\ 1>11 1. '" <'C' <l I le r< ..,er,(' J)( « c.;s,i1rc-, lou td'c. 

l·ull l'\ J\<'" .ire < o · . . I I I ' , >1s 
• . l" 

1
,:tclc·c., · c·orn nH' 1'11uli q1w <' Ill <>< <' <' I n ·s po11ss{• de h t .,1 ' 

<jlH ccrl:1111" •1P ' · ' < <', 
· 1 'l lc•i ti (•nl Jiltis modcr1 ws q11c I<· plll .'- g r;ind 110111hre dr.-; v·t<<• . ,, par.11-..,en '<'11"' > .. ., ' . ., s. 

1 le then ('it rd as otH' of Ii is c•xa i n plec., of LI IC.' mo re• m ocl <' rn s t .Y le t h<' s ta l uc·t I<' 

in tlw .\ :tl ioual .:\l uscum at \tli rns puhlr-..hed l>y .Jamo~ and li e n • illus trat<'d 
in ficru r<' 'l Qf) and ~JO. Tl1u '> it appear-; th a t Ilolle:iu ::-., likC' .Janiot, c·cmc·f'ivc·d 
the l ii-, tory of the figurines a. :1 lo11g cJe,·C'l opmcn t from pri111i t i ,.c " IJi rd ­
facecl " fig~trine: to thr fully nwdc~lc·d lai r c.'amplcs , <~ ll1c>s is. whid1 is not 
:-u pporled by the evid~nce now <l\':11l:1hlc_. It is not poss1l>k lo rnt rodtH·c any 
t•\·iclcrwe from 1ypolog1caJ de,·elopment into the problem of Llic datC' of any 
of lhe "pappade .. " 

.\mong tl1e mo. l carefull y excf'uled and bc-, l pre. erved examples of Iloeo­
tian figurin es from tbe fir. l half of the C'('lllury . cattered in the mu eums of 
.\then , London , Pari , Berlin, ~I uniC'li. ancJ el ewherc, certain defin ite g roups 
can be re<'ognized. Xol always clearly definable from one another , these 
group. neverlheles lend to illu lralc th e pos.-ible individ ua lity of various 
<:rafL'>men and a l o lhe clo e unity of . tyle binding togethe r th is a rt of fixed 
convention and few motive . 

GnouP A : 

I. :\tbens, Xalional :\fu eum 
• ee figures l 7 and 20. 

formerly ::;60~J in Lhe P oly tecbnioa; Winter, p . 8, #7 . 

2. London , Ilrilish~fuseum::n:rn · \\'inter rJ 8 J..7b · f' 18 .. , , ,, . , -r. . • ce igure . 
~J . Berlin, .\ntiquarium ;.8332· " "inter p 8 _6 , fi J" 

• ' , • , 1'r • • ee gure ,, . 

Despite differences in detail tl B · · J 
h ,t'J d 

1 
• - ie nt1~ 1 ::\1. useum example is much more 

a 1 Y an poor y fimshed tl · h · 
are by the same h ,, Th Jan is t .at rn Athens - the firs t two, at least, 

· anc1 . e actual delm t" f h · · d shoulders and th t l' f ea ion o t e wavy lmes on skirts an 
. , e ou mes o the long tt h . 
ilar as Lwo lines of w ·t· b h ue pa erns on l e breas ts a re as sim-

n mg y l e sa 11· h. . which fall upon the 1 t f · me ea igrap 1st. The great ropes of hair 
Jreas o number o f th' C'oils by shallow diagon 1 • : . ne o is g roup are modelJed in large 

. I a mc1s1ons and , J fi 
c1se y lhe same schem · d ' a g ance al gure 18 shows that pre-
statuette . .Furlhermo e 

19 
use to render the hair of the British Museum 

re, a genera l . · . . 
strates clearly how ne 1 comparison of figures 17 and 18 demon-r I ar y congruent a th .lh 
par 1cu arly the outlines of ·h 

1 
re e s1 ouettes of the two figures, 

apparently lost the high 1 s ou _ders and arms . The figurine in Athens has 
publicalion.l& As can r p~ OS '':'hich .was attached to it a l the time of Winter's 

Je seen 111 Wmt , d . 
" o,,. cit, p. 29 not.e 3 er s rawmg, this headdress, not pre-
" \\mter p 8 :._. · 

t • t ~· .. 

[ 30 J 

. \ H (' J JA f (' . ·c 1 · LP'JT H.E J .\' B()EOT L\ 

<•J<.;t•ly s i1nil:ir I<> that <>f 111<- Hritisl1 ,\J 11 ..,,,u n . , l II I 
f I . . . . ' < X.J inp <' . p ant "c·d r·x~wl )....· 1 ht• 

p<>los <> I IC' f1 g 11r1n<· m Jkrlin . Tl1<· Bnlir1 1· 1 II · I I I I ·1 
. . . .., .1 U <• <' 1 pr<> HJ 1 \' I "' <·~ t 

dl<'C'll V<' ol tit(· tli r"'" l1ul tlw lr<·~1lrn<· 11I , f 11 ,. ,, . 11· · I 
I . > J< < \ ' .in< 1 f>' "' '> n'·ar v NJrre-

sponds 1<1 I 1<· inod<·lluig of rnunlwr t \\' <> ,1f t 11•1 • I/ , 1 · I 
1 
J · 1 l l 

I . I I 11 "gn1up i ,1 i t ., ''>lJ' pr<Jr1a J '-' WJlll' IH !'f H'J'f'. J 

1\ s1irpri .,i11gl y <·los<· p:i ndli·I t<) I Jw Ii Pad <>f t !i f' c'. 1 l t 1 11 1 · f I · . . , · ,1 <·< :> H UP e :::; b a -
r:ird<·d 1:.Y tJ_w W<·ll-k11<rn11. ( <mntltian pyxi., in Berli n, im·. :::;+.)()/ fig. ~ l ) . 
I :1yn<' H.,s1grwd Liu• JJYXJ'> lo Lit<• df'<·adf' -J')(J - u (J • I ·t · l"ff l 

. . • . • · ·J0 • an< 1 h r 1 wu I t<J -.ee 
liow I lie Ho<·ol1an fi gunnc ean rw mud1 la tPr l n I t L tl 

. . · >'> o \\ e <·H ll """ w same 
kind of fraL11rc-'~,, wilh Yery la rr1e Pyes an<l \'erv ]c . f } j JL · I 

• I? · • J J\\ or<- wa< . i:, <J >\'l<Ju-, 
U_ial i>o.lh W<~~ks repr<~'>~~t lhe s~me s tage in tbf' tran-,it icm fr<>m tlie fl:i t. two-
d1m ens10naJ Daedal1e slyle · indeed lhey are remurkal Iv 1• ·1, · fi l 

• • . • • , • , . J • 1n1 c1 r rn pro e. 
Th: JUXtapos1 t10n of .ngur.'' 20. a nd figure 21 <leftJ will crve t<J P'Jint thi <·om-

panson. The B oeot1an fig~mne . is marked by Lhe <>ame upward t ilt of the 
l1 e~d , t~ e same almos t s tra~ght lrne under the c:hin , and, de<.pite the damage 
which it has ·. uffered , prec1 ely the . ame long cun·e from t lie low forehead 
down to the tip of the no e that may be noted on the Corin thian bead. 

The rendering of the hair above the forehead <Jn this Boeotian tatuette i.-, 
somewhat different from anything to be found on the work with "·hich it 
has been compared, and it is apparently painted in imita tion of Lhat -..tyle of 
coiffure 18 illustrated a~ong the marble of the ... \..thenjan Acropoli- by ·num­
bers 622, 617 and, especially , G54 of the Acropol i -:iru-eum. _\.notber painted 
repres~ntation of hair treated in this ame way is to be found on a figure of 
Artemis on one of the handles of the Franc;oi Ya e. 19 Payne remarked that 
this mode of hairdressing passed out of fashion in ~.\.ttica o~n after the middle 
of the sixth century, and, \vhile pauci ty of material prevent any uch pre­
cision in the chronology of Boeotian fa hion . the pre en t example i ~urely 
about contemporary with the above Ii ted _.\.ttic monuments ho"·ing the 
height of the style. 

A badly damaged head from ~It. P too in the ~ational ~luseum at Athens 
(fig. 22) offers an interesting comparison " ·ith the terracotta ::1. Thi objec t 
was published by Deonna as ~37 in his catalogue of the archaic _\ polio , and 
by him a ltributed to a Boeotian a rt ist of the fir t half of the -ixth centurv. 
The poros s tone of which it is made is very imilar to the materia l employ~d 
in the carving of D ermys and Kitylos and of the Skimatari tor-o. The coif­
fure of this head is not dissimila r to that of the eated tatuette, but it find ­
ils closest parallel in the well-known Attic relief of a man with a di cu- that 

17 Payne, Necrocoriruhia, Oxford, 1031, cat.alogue i;88'l - sce p. ~3.5 nnd pl. "18, ::Sand ::4. 
18 Sec Paync's discussion of this coiffure on p. J of the introduction to IJ . Payne and G. S. i ouns:. A•c.ha~ 

M arble 8cu1pture from the Acropolt~, London, 1036. 
19 Furtwiingler and Reichhold, op, cit., pls. 1 and 'l . 

[ 31 J 



' J B<) E< >TI t\ \H('Jl ,\IC' :-i<' IJIY' l ' l fHf1, 

: I Bill of 11 10:-i l i111 1111'di:il1 • i11f(-1·1-."l f i11 ll iis 1. I . 1 lw .,.11111' P<'"'H . ' ' is 
11 i H 111:ie t ' 111 . . I . •I . 11 lw ol1scrv<·d l>1 •I \\'1•1· 11 l lw lw:rd o f 11 11· I ' .. 

• • I I , dO'i(' l'I ' :rf IOllS t1p ' II I If 
l'll'i"tnll 1" I( • f tlw Pl el'lll Hl<HIC'. II I K . 

I II . l11111r ' '""'' pl1\'.'i lOg ll11lil ,)' () . ' II ('ll r1011H 
1'0 I f •1 '1 11 ( H " • • I I I ,. I> • · I · ·I I ll<'!-W f \\ 11 c11 11 1·111pon11·y prcH II <' ,'\ o >Ot•o f j . 
lw:11 lll<'S" of f1•: tf Ill'< ' \\' l lf I • • .I I) 

c1"1 fi....1111111 :-- l1 ip l111 y1· i11 <·0111111011 . . I ·1 I I fl I . 1· . 
, . I · I I . "" 111c11f ol '('f : 11 • :1 11 10,"l :1 ,.,._ lllH '.'IH o 11•11 ( 111·<· TI II' 1· 11 r11111 "l r11111 re I < I e • • , 
. . , ·, 1 . , 1 I" \\'ol'k ."l iiwl11clc •d 11 1Hlc-r g rn 11 p ,\ I r111 11 1111' ,"l ltc'< '('t•dit1 ir 

11 1twli di(l1•rc•11f1,1 (S 1 . . . , . l') 

. f .11 .. · lirntloii nl' l lw \<'I' )' po\\1·rl1d 11 ifl11 1·111·1· o l ( 1>1·111t 11 lll >nri 
' l'Olljl·" 1,0., II Ill 11 I Ille · , 

g . fl 'I '(' •1ln·•1d)' s 111 rcr1•:-, lccl ' ' )' 1 lw ( ' l) llll llll'l.'il lll 111:1d1· I )(' ( W l ' ( ' l l I Ii l 'I gri 1l 1j1, 1111 111 II ( I( • ' • hh . · , . . • ' 

I 
'

. . . . \ 1 I 1('11 s ' l 11 cl II It<'; Id I ro 111 : I ( Cl r ll 1 I I 11 11 11 Jl )' \ I:;. I I (),. 11 w :-l() r l I I w ..,1 •:r I<'' 1g 111 < 111 / · · . : . . .. 
I w :i \ y f ()I'! II s ( I r I I IC' I ('I' 1'11 ('C) I I : Is 111 g ro l 1 jl . \ : I f'(' 111 () f'( . I .)' I' I (': I I () I (' :t r I y K I ,\ l It-

( ' · 11 · ,,,,11.1, 111:111 ''"' 1·n1111'11 11 >or11r.)1 11rod1 wl s of Boc·oli1111 n·1iflll'.)' 01'111 1111 11 • 

c r:1fI :,111:i11s li i p. 
,\ nol IH'r lhwo l i:i 11 fig11ri11 <' i11 I lw Bri I is l1 ~ I 11s<'t J 111 211 111 11s l I w 111e11 l ioncd 

lwrT (fig. ~~I ). ,\l llin11gl1 ii d is plnys l llC' s111ontl1 lil:wk lof' ks o f lt :ti r 1111d Ilic 
pnTi'ii·, flnl p11i11li11g of ( 'ori111 li in11 d<'." ig11s wl1 i(' l1 (' l1:1r:w l1Ti Z<' I lic objcl'LK 
1111d1·r gro11p I ) (below) , 1 lw l)(•:J vy 1'l1i11, flcs l1. llOS<'. :1 11d 11 wl lt od nf 111od d liug 
11 11rl q11 fli11i11 g ll w <'.Y '"'i snv<' In :1 sscwinf(' ii llH>r<' dmwly wil Ii gro11p A. li'11r­
tlwrmnrc, ii is :i 11ql ll<'r c;..11 111 plc-, like .\ I , \\ l1il' l1 g ives <' lc:1r ·vjdc 11{'C o f a 

din·<'! ('()llf llf' I wi ll1 ('or i11 l li . A 1·0111p:iriso11 or l l1is l1<·:1d w i l lr tlt :~L of U1c 
"oin:is l fi ll :i ( 'qri111lt i:1n pl:i s l i<" 1·:1:w i11 11 1<· J,q 11 v rc· (fig. ~ l·) ,i 1 w l1id1 P ayne 
rltilc>d lo lllC' 1b·:idc 58[) fj75, i11d ic:1ks l1ow c lq:·wly lltis Bo<'o li a n work ap­
prmlf' IH'H tl w lr111• Cori11ll1in n sty li·. Ag:1in i i is 110 1 o nly I lic :-:; irnilnr ity of 
f(': il 1~ n·H , 11~, . H<Jmf'w lull Sf'1ni li <" 11osf' liclwr·c·11 widc-opl' 11 l'.)'CS 11 11d · r ltigh-
11n·l1 111g , p:11 nl ('d <'ydm1ws wl1i<' l1is 11oli<"<'11h lc, 11111 ;1 lso llic for l Ll1 :1l , l'rom L!Jc 
p1>in l of vinv of I hrce-d i1rw11 . .., iqn1tl d{·sig11, I 11('.'W t wq hc:1 d s l1 :w c rcn"ltcd 
:l~JOIJ I l.111· SlllTI<' Kb1w• rJI' dt'v• lqp11lf'1il ~I W:t,Y frq 111 Il l<' flf1l " f) :icdafic;" .')LyJc. 
11.1''.r" is 11 0 n('<~d .lo i'. 11<)\V in orr· 11 11111 :i brid " l1ro 11 o log icu l w 1p between the 

'J rJ rri rnd H nd :111 lint I •tl l fJl"I •1u ('I • t I · I · · I I I · J' L • ,., ' • : • • ,, <JHC' ns i 1:-; 01w , :11 1( 11 1s p ro >n > y q111 Lc sa c o 
g1v1· 11 1<' lhwq l 1:1 11 fi 1'l tr1l1 <' •1 rl ·1 l · I t r:7r: f · · 1· · f' I 

. • ,, . , • ( {'O:-l(' (). ).). l. IH ll Hl<':J,ll VC' O l1cvcry 
c•l,,1w r<' la l 1omd 11 11 lw l wr·l·n t I • 1· II · . 

1
. 

. · 11 ' ' ow 111g gm11ps 111:1 l. p rc C"1sd y 111 <> Harne < m-
rnoncl p11 I I c•m wl11 C" h if:! l I · · I' 
f. t !/ • () IC ,')('{' l1 p11111 I ('cl H <T<>HH l JI( ' fro 11 L <>I' t lt c bod y () 
1g11 n· ~.1 rc11 Pl><' t1,1'i-1 i11 J0 

t1 s l l I · , , I · . . I 
j\1 · ic, s.11n1 p :11 ·<· 011 i t Lerra C"c1l,1:1 111 the NntJonn 

11 1-1" 11 rn, A 11 1C' 11 ~ (~4.0 1 0 ) r 
1 v , JI . . · rt ' < IHf'IJ.'lH<' 1 11 11d,.,. gr'> 11p C l1dow (figs. :~:;and ~H). 

in.1 y, it11on:il M11 r·w uin #IJ.() l r. ' II . . I 
fltn j>li· w.I · · ~ I .1 ,' -tt ·> , 1 11 :-i l r~tL< ·d 111 fi g u re r:l5, rs a c ru< c cx-

1" 1 H 1mgH q111f r· HIJr<·I · 11 II · (' I 
wilh llu· ·I ' 1 . . ,. · .YWJ 1 11:-igr<>11 p . 'rl11; sn 1nc upLurncdpro 1c 

( 1111 I, lf"llHL lr,rw11 rd ' I . I . . r 
f1·:i tu rc· rP)ut . 1L · 

1
. ' <qrn >HI <'< w1ll1 n co mpnrnl1lc licnvm c:·m o 

' , c H lllH o >j<·r·l V!' I J 
Cc,rinlh i11 n workH. , ,ry ,. Cllr Y Lo grou p ;\ H,nd Lo con Lc mpomry 

'• \\nli<'T•, < 11l,11lr1v.11•', .. 11B/J7 11 Il l I I 
II I' ' • ' 11111 , , XV I I 

nyrir, Nr~r<1r,.mnlhia rcl 41J 11 , ,, I Ill{ 11 . 
' , 'II •1 lllHI ~ 14 , 1111d I 't'ltJ ( I V ' . # 01 'J 

I ' ' " ,, 1L, b t " 'llNJ ( L11uv 1'<:), #IHJIJ, und tlHJ de:lli1I, (j •'' 

A HCll J\ IC i1C I J Ll '' l ' ll IU.: I N BOl•:OT I J\ 

(; 11.Cl l J I' H ' 

I , A ll 11•1111, N11,l ie11111 l M 111w11 111 ~'W i ll , flg111·e·-. ~II u 11d 'J.7 . 

'l . I )1'Pl'td 1•11 , A 11111p 1u.1 i1 111 1, pl11 'i1 ie· v11~1 ', fig11re · 'lK, 

Ho l li Oii ''.I(' fi g 11.ri1w 111 1d 11 11 l lw lw11d wl1ic•l1f11r1t1H1111' Ill'!'" ()f II pl11 'i l ir· v~1 H1 · 
11 ..! 11tl l<y wl.111 1· p11 11 tl 111.•H lw1:11 111·wd 11 111111 111 11 lc•r1·o1ili11g. Tli iH j 11 i11 c·1111 tr:•"l l 
( o l lH' prc · V l o llH gn111p, Il l Whll' ll, H:J V I' fq r l rn1·1•11 0 1' lll'l'llHio11 :d llHI' qf w l 1il1• 1111 
f:w<'H, 1111' gm1111d ' "'''.Jr iH rq~ 1il 11rly 1111· lc1ill' 1Jf 1111 · dn y. F11rl lll'rJ1tr>1'1•, 11 11 BI , 

n·cl H !-1 well ll H l1l:wk IH :iln·n cly i11 ll H C ~ llH llll () V1·r p11i111 . 
111 1101nc· Wll,YH ll1i11 lig11ri1ll' iK 11111:tl tog1·l lwr1111likc· 1111· ~w:tlc · cl lig1 1r«H di· 

1·wri licd 1111d1·r grr>llj> J\ , 1> 111 11 1<' prqfi ll' vii·w Hl111 w11 I l1: tl t lw pn·"lc·11I wqrk i'i 
sq1 111;wl1:i.t m o re; 11 d vu,1wcd i11 ll m ·c·-di1nc11s i1111:d m()d1·lli11g n11cl l11 lc·r i11 d:il<'. 
Fn11n t li :r,1, point c)I' vil'w it <.J f' IOH<'Hl p:1rnll1·l wilh llw nH1n· ('«rf:ii11 ly dut1·d 
~wri l'H nL Cori11t l1 i11 wi ll1 work of 11 11' vny l'IHI 11 1' tlw 1niddll' Cori11 ll 1i11 n 
pc ri<Jd , 11, I, U1c lwgi 11n i11 g or U1<· ,'i('('()lld q 11:1 rln <1 1' t lw s ix l 11 r·1 ·1il 11ry. ll1·11dH 
li ke tl 11mc i ll11 .') l.ra lcd in l'ny nc:'s Nr•rrrw()ri11lliio , pln l<' 1l·H , #G :111d # l!i ,Z~ f rom 

tl 1is pe riod , s lJCnv n vny s iin il:1r li :1 ndl i11g of I lie profile :111d :ilHq 1 lw 'i:11r11· di '!­
nppc11 ra 11c;c of 11 11; j 11 l I ing cl1in or l 111' d1 T:1<k lwl'on·, B 11I 1 lw vc·ry l'Ornpnri o.,on 
witl1 Co ri11t l1ia n o l>jt;(' lH in 1lt is 1·:1s<' S<' f' V('H lcJ c·1 11pl1:1Hi:r.1• I Ill' Bcw<>I i1111 r·lt:1r 
a c Lc r of U1c fi g11rinc. 1'l1e hro:i d, flu I pl:11 11·H :i re · (' rndd y joi1u·d i11 lq 1111 :ilrno:i l 
b ru l:dly c;cJ:tr.')c l1cad ; lh<'l'c is n c·c· rl :ii 11 d iw1rg:i11 ii'.1·d 11pp1·:1rn111·c·, 11 l:11 ·k of 
Ll1c ncaLly <;umpoHcd ('Otn p:wl. fca l ttr<'.'i 11111 1 f' l1:1r:wl<'ri:r.I' nir111'111p1m1ry 
Co ri11 Llii n11 or .J\ LLic Le rra c·qlf:tsY 

Ucs pi le Ute c r)n I rn ."l l s rw I 11 rn lly lo lw 1·xpecl 1·d lwl \1•1·1·11 :111 i11d,·1w111k11 I 
lig 11 r i11c nnd n hcnd wlii <"h forms pa rt qf :1 VHS(', B<L l1:1 s 1n:111y pqi11l 1i of c·nn1-
pa r isu11 wiLh BJ. Ucsidcs Ilic <' l111l ky wliif (' p:1i111 , llwrc' ".re· 0hs1·n·:tl.1lc- llw 
sn inc wide, s L:t ri11g ('yes, .<.J li ghlly l1ookcd 11 <1sc· :i 11d s111n ll 1·11111. .A nd , w1l l1 tlw 
sa me pro viso 1 liat, t his l1('11 d ~tlso c·xltihils n r·nsl of fc:tl 11n·H wli)('l1 :-1:·1·1_11 lr>. lw 
Kpccificull y B1wot ia 11 , it iH possib le I<> fi11d <' lr1K1' p:1.r:tl lr ls :i111rn1g ( n~·11 '. l li1:in 

. I 1 J · , ' l · l I y ·111 1·nrl)' 11y \1 :-1 111 llw 1.c rra <'Otl :i s, Pe rha ps l 1c· wHI, :t 11 11 ogy 1s prov11 1 < '· • • • 

I r • · I · I · L' l · 24 I ·1 · · 11n1l)•d1l,· 111:11 B2 slio11 ld II<' 1ULC v o r111l llHll s ly c Ill .~ 1 . ,IJlllS, 1111( I IS • 

plnccd 1:dig litly lwl'on · /j (i0 . 

I . AUw111:1. . /l (' II I UIJ(I r l '" \\ i111 l'f , 11, # 1, lwrc fig11n· ... •! !J al,10111d i\ l t1Hl ' t1 rn , #·HIOO, . . .. n , I' · • 
a 11d :m. 
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tJC ..::cuLPTURE JN BOEOTIA .\HCILi. .__, 
. 1·s the £aurine which Lullies illustrated 25 · this aroup o . . and 

\ um brr two m '. 0 f .1·e,Y of style to a marble head 26 111 Athens f 
I f tbe pomt o ' · rolll 

comp:1ret rom . d b th the terra cotla and the marble to the tl . 
l) .. lie •1<;SIO'llC 0 llrd 

)lt. toos. .' ~ l o turu The basis for such a dale for the terra co Lt 
t , f the -1.xt i cen ,1 • • ] a 

qunr er 0 
. arison between it and lie mannered figure styl f 

_. t hraely ma comp . b e o 
con~1~ - • o : f d also to certam argument rought forward b 
imnsi Lulhe re erre . b . y 
• • ~ ~ · 21 ·1 n the basis of a compari, on ctween a. figurme in th 
~cb"·e1tzer. " 10, o ] l f e 
.... l\I at The Hague and a terrn colla 1eac rom Thermo Scbeurleer l useum ~ . 1 l . n, 

. d h t l could date all of these figunnes to l le l urd quarter of the behen t a le . l . 
. h t I liave not been able to exmnmc t le tatue Lte at The Hague L'd cen ury. . 

d h f have no comment to make on the compan son. However, it an t ere ore . . . ..., l · · · 1 
b · from the aeneral d1scu 1011 111 Sc lwe1lzer s artic e that he di'd seem o nou b . 

t full r appreciate the contrast that ex1 t between the red on white 
~~hitso~a type., ("-hich I shall di cus below) and the. ~gurines now under 
consideration. A has been already noted, the recogn1t10n of the style as 
mannered, as illu trative of a fine ten ion between trongly emphasized three­
dimen ionality in the head and the constraint of the flat, board form for the 
body, doe not constitute sufficient eYidence 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 terracotta in the National Museum 
at Athens which is said to have been found at Tanagra b ut 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 28 illustrates how closely 
mannerism of this sort in terra cottas can correspond to the same element on 
contemporar! vases in t~e first half of the century. 

Row~ve~, it must be said that the parallel which Lullies suggested with the 
vase~pamtmg s.tyle of Amasis constitutes a forceful a rgument. · Certain 
specific companso~s of the figurines in this group with figure painting both 
on vases by Amasis 29 a d th b 1 . . · 30 

h n on ose e ongmg to the circle of manner1sts 
w o stemmed from him ik. · f f 
t h 

are very str -mg. The same genera l outlme o ea-
ures t at marks the p fil f C . h 

E ro e o 1 reappears m persons represented on t e 
vases. ven the element f 1 · . 
f 1 . 0 co or is treated in a similar way the sparmg use 

o ..gurp e producmg a similarly brilliant effect , 
J. et, al though these a · 

include the figur· f ~~uments are not without weight, it is necessary to 
mes 0 t is group with the others of the first half of the sixth 

: Jah~buch, 1986, p. 141, figs. 3 and 4 
Nutiowd Muse ;.1 · 

n um rt 5· Jahrbuch 1936 h 
R. M., 19i9, p. 7. ' 'PP· 139 and 140, figs. 1 and 2 are from t he bes t available photograp s. 

23 
JfuZ, ;:143 and ;.144 

ia B rt • 
Ofiton, Museum of F' A 

14 Particula " me rts, ii-01.8027, Muz ~ ~ 
rly The Swinger"· see B l • 11218, 11219, an early work is one of the closest. 

• eazey,B.S A XXXII • 
. ., ' p. 12. 
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ccn lu ry. ~n poinL of f~<·l , Lh.<' g<'1l<'r~ I fig~He sLyle agrees as well with pain1ing 
of the pcnod of Lhe J~ ranc:ms vase as w1Lh LhnL of Amasis. The Corinlliian 
characlcr of lhc ornamcn l"i on Ll1<· CO"ilumc of CJ again suggesL"i lhe forrn<'r 
period . Tli<' very rosclLe which dcc·orales Lhe eenter of the fronL of the body 
of C J appears agn in on an en rly " Pontish " vase in l\1unich,a1 daLing ahouL 
500. The lrn ir which falls on Lhe back of Lhe shoulders of Cl ends in Lhe same 
Jong, sharp poin ls LhaL mark Lhe ends of Lhe Lions' manes on vases of 
J>aync's 32 D eianeira and Gorgon groups, surely belonging to Lhe second 
guarLcr of the century. 

But it is the sharp, clearly defined features and vigorous modelling of Lhe 
heads themselves that mosL conclusively aligns them with the simple archaic 
style of the first half of the century. " 'hat similarity exists between these 
heads and heads by the affected painters is really very superficial. For these 
are not the generalized, ligh tly defined Lraits of Amasis, but the harshly out­
lined, separately distinct features of the surviving Daedalic style.33 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 co~ta.s, 
it is the kouros of Volomandra 34 that comes to mind. Already more Iomc m 
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. Furthermore'. the fea­
tures exhibit the same sharp angularity of profile and almost brutal d1rectnes 
of representation. The decorative elements on the pre umed drapery are 
quite different· at first glance the l\Iunich example seems to be represented 
in a naturalisti~ally arranaed aarment with long lines repre enting the folds.

35 

H owever it should be n~ted° that the loop at the neck, which appears to 
' · f d t · s i'n exactly the same form, represent an openma or a raws rmg, appear -

without any possibility of representing any part of a garment, on the face of 
one of the saucers discussed below under group D (fig. 41). There are also 

3' P. Ducali, Pantisclie Va.~en, Berlin, 1!)3!!, pls. 1 a11d 2. 
32 

Op. cit., p. 193, fig. 87. . . . W rzbur , J9S5, p. 18 and p. ~9 . 
aa Compare Charline Hofkes-Brukker, Friihgnccl1111chc Gruppc11bi~du11gi l~O dg 131 for good photographs of 
31 Richter, Met .. Mus. Studic8, V, p. 49. See Zervos, L"Arf en Grcce, P 5 • an ' 

lhe head. . " . the . do not constitute e,·idence for A dAte in the 
36 Since these lines also characterize lhe "bird-faced figurines, l 

third quarter of the century. 
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f tl decorative motives on C l among the saucer . f 
par.t1kl-- ttl -..(ltnc.> 

0 
t
1
e 1 floral moliYe, with leave ' pointing inward alt s, or 

, thr 1rrent ren ra . f h ernat-
t'\::unpll. ::-- . . t appears agam on one o t e saucer faces 'l'l 

.tl thN' l>0111trngou ·' l l . . . lesc 
Pl._ "1 

1 
t · 1 • to demonstrate the c o, e re a h onsh1p between tl 

I. ·at1 m" ... en«? on' I I 11 f ] le m I« . ( . . k durin . the brief period c~Yerec . JY a o tie e works, for lh 
hand:- .1t "do·rd . d o1>er form of the obJect h te<l under group D certainle 
more roun c .in . , f Y 
rel)re"ent the hund of a different era. t man. d.fl. . . 

r. · • 1 t the abo,·e. but defimtely by a i erent a nd inferior 36 hand 
\ en c o. e o " 1 31 ·11 d . . ' . 1 ·fi · · t)Je Xational :Museum at .nt 1en i ustrate 111 figures 33 ,.., t 1e trurrne m • . 

. I 3, n th the hair and the polos of t ins figure eem to be separately at-,m< f. o d . . I 
tached units. but the modelling of the hea is .m every way ess plastic, less 
,·igorou than i tha~ of the ~-wo examples. h t~d abo\'e. The eye is not 
modelled at all, but imply pamted on, and it extend well down along t he 
no e. The no ea i a flat- ided, wedge- haped projection not comp a rable to 
the modelled no e of Cl, and the lips and chin entirely lack that vigorous 
forward thru t of the e features on number CL 

Two much more crudely executed example ~·hich a re stylis tically close to 
thi group are the figurine 39 illustrated in figure 35 and a n equestrian figure 
in Athen ,40 obYiou ly by the same hand. The large irregular nose, hollows 
for the eye , and generally gloomy expres ions of the two heads are identical, 
while the beaked no e and angularity of planes clearly r elate these statuettes 
to the general tyle of group C. The "drapery " of the standing figure offers 
further uggestion of date 41 by its similarity to the drapery of the figures in 
the fragmentary ~ophi~os vase 42 in Athens. Again there is further evidence 
of lhe close relationship between groups C and D in a comparison of the 
treat~ent of l~e horse's head of Athens ~4208 with the very similar (but 
superwr) handlmg of the horse on the terra cotta horseman published by 
.Jamot.43 

T wo further statuettes 44 of very simple workmanship, illustrated in fig­

• l cannot Ul,'TCe "ilh the rank which Ja l" ed 
of the <cries. mot, "· C. H., 1890, gives this work as the fines t and most develop 

'
1 :\at. Museum ::4010. 
ii The ha" k-like no..e (Jf lh'1s 6 . . 

gure 1s cuno I · · ( r • I \luseum ::0503), published in IJ Rdd ', us Y remmiscent of a sma ll bron:r,e from the Acropolis Nat10na 
Pighth-cenlury '\cropoli~ bronz•hse 'f1 I er Is catalogue as ~695 (fig. i 1i) and considered one of the earliest of the 
k ·r ~ · 1e c ose co d · bt 
m !>·cut~ for mouth~ make th h d ( rrespon ences of heaked noses unmodelled faces, a nd straig 

tb t ls · · e ea 8 o these two figu · . . ' . . peel 
a 1 prim1l1ve appeur:ll!cc has led · . rines appear surprisingly s1m1lar, and lead one to sus 

a9 " • mvestigator t · 
nal. Mui.eum :j4260. 8 0 assign the Acropolis bronze to loo early a date. 

..... t ~ 1 
m1 ·' ll~Pum #420!! Re t ·11 . • 

o i\ · s 1 ust rated in z n 
! drJe$ al8r1, as a inaller of f .ervos, i- Art en Grccc, #l 40. 

dernonstraled th · act, the horse of th lh fi · . . 68 bas 
c existence of a slauda d'zed e 0 er gunne. Ure, Aryballoi and Figurines, P· • . 

:~e reiw1n to believe that even in ot~ • B type for horses in the middle of the century at Rhitsona., and there is 
-ong to the first half of t be century er oeotiao 5ites the horses with lbe plastic additions of ears, mane, etc .. 
"MuZ, ::'t<l:t · 

" \al. M~um Alb "• 
, ' e113, ,,...2111 and la2-0IJ. <1 JJ. C. H., 1890, pl. XIII. See below, under group v. 
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urc 3G, also Lhe work of onp hand , are dependent upon group C, and mosl 
ckarly rc fl ccl Lhc style' of Llw <•xarnplc• shown in figure 33. T he smooth , 
l><'nkrd nose, Lhin , horizontal mouL11 , and vPrlic:al fall of Lhe line of un­
modd led chin in profih• dcrnon~Lra le Llw <;imilarily of plasti<· style heLwe<~n 
1 lic'S<' works and l h<' much more gai ly decoraled figure !33. The facl tliat 
;p~Uj!) has plas lic-ally modc·llcd breas ts, while ll1e others have no indic:alion of 
hrcasls whalcvcr, is n <' lt rious rc'fleC'Licm of Lhe surprising lack of imporlance 
lo tl1csc designs hoLh of Lh<' reprcsenlaLional value of Lbe ind ication of sex 
and of Lhc relationship l>clwccn Ll1rcc-dimensional and two-dimensional com­
posilion. The breasls arc plaslic:ally indicated in Cl a lso, buL with a painted 
decoration which makes Lhc two-dimensional design mucl1 more tell ing Lo Lhe 
fi gure as a whole than is Lhe sligh L projeclion forward which it sets off. 

GROU P D : 
1. British ~luseum ; H.58; Winter, p. 9, f12g; see figure 37. 

2. Berlin, Antiquarium, ~7602 ; \\'inter, p. !J, ;:2; see figure 38. 

3. Boston, Museum of Fine .\rt , ::ol.7778; see figure 39. 

4. Athens, rational ::\Iuseum ?.J,021- -1030 ; see figures 40 and 41. 

The first three of these item a re ingle standing " pappades" ; the la t is a 
group of ten small saucers, each decorat~d with s~me sort of plastic append­
age to serve, apparently, as a handle. D1scovered m 1888, these saucers were 
first published in a brief note in the 'Apx. t.e>-.r[oJJ.45 They have been further 
described by Maurice H olleaux,46 but, so far as I know, no one of them has 
ever been illustrated before.47 Only one of the handles is in t he form of a 
human head and that is the example illustrated in figure 40. The others are 
all in the for~s of animal or bird head save one, "-hich is a phallu · They 
are exceptionally fine and delicate pieces of craftsmanship, worthy of much 
more attention than has been be towed upon them. Becau e of t.he lack. of 
photographs, I append some rough ketche of the decoratiYe motiYe which 

f (fi '1 ) k ' tl reader to accept for the mo-appear on the saucer ace g. "1' , as mg 1e . ' . 
ment the simple statement that the character of modelling of the p~a tic 

'· · · · 1 \It f tl ers are about the ame ize, a parts is m all cases 1denbca . ... o 1e sauc 
little larger tha n a silver dollar. . k f 

All of t he objects that make up t his group are certamly the ~·or - 0 . one 
. . ·ll l common decorative motffe , hand. A glance at the illustral1ons w1 revea d 

. . ] . f the chest and polos ecora-and there are many repetitions on t 1e saucers 0 . l . . th 
. t t tl n these simple e ements is e tions of the :figurines . But m ore nnpor ·an rn 

"' 1888, p . 218, note 87. 

•o .Mon. Piot, I, p. 31, note~. . ~is 17>! Fairbanks Catalogue, pl. 51, ;!544. but it 
47 There is a similar objecl in Boston, Museum of Fine Arts · · ' 

is dissimilar in technique and color. 
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\HCil \ 1 . . 
. . . ·I the sharp, crisp handl ing of line a nd lhc . h 

. fll 1)·1111tcr::o; ~ t,e. } I I l r1 r · knit!,. o 1r ' · • the human 1ca< l rn app ars on on e o f tl 
· lr :\loreo' er. f . 1e 

M' of deep puq~ · ~ 1 ··th the. amc som hcr calu rc. a nd sunplc fo 
' f' '0 I.., cxcculcc "J I f ' ree~ 

... ,111cTr-. 1g. ' 
1 

fiaurines In all cases l 1e aecs a rc ra the r long ,1 1 
I 11 . . t h c l irec o · · 1 · f ' n < 

ful moc c ing •1" 
1 

k ceclina ~harply from Lhc l nn ron L of the fa 
I ing fht c 1cc . re o . . . l 1 I '<'r. 

narnrn. Ht' ' ··LI a clearl)· mar ked hn< gc, t 1e m o ul 1, w i th wel] 
TI ·e ·ire long. " 1 1 

' l ~ 
H.' nos · .' 

1 
• • slight cuf\'e. T he eyes arc som cw ia t lriangul " 

I JI I II[)S scl 0 \\ m a . ur, 
mo< e cc · · d 1 d and are wide open , w1lh b lack pupils, and th 

tJ , than almon -. iape ' · · cl · e 
ra icr ' . ' . tt' g of pla t icallv modelled ha ir pa mle \V1lh bla ck glaze 
whole face 1• lll a se m · · d. 'd 1 cl ·1 · 

. Th . l f f atures is a very 111 1v1 ua an eas1 y recogm zed one 
l)a int. e cas o c ] A · · 

. . 1. l I ela te the fo ur example lo on e a nol 1er. sun1lar char-
wh1ch 1mmec ia e .Yr . . · . 

f 
· : Jle modelling umtes the other a uccrs agam l o t h e figurines 

aclcr o cmp !'ln1l . · I · 
T} t nlrast of the redd1 h urface w1 Lh the b ack glaze , and the ie rong co . . . . . 
t ·k· u e of rich purple en-e to hnk the e obJect s very d efimtely wit h 

s n mg . h 
Corinthian rn e painting of the fir t half of th e ixt cen t ury . 

The decoraliYe elements on the a ucer ten d l o r ela t e them t o a ll of the 
figurine with well-modelled bead , bu t there i on e c~ e, at least, in, which 
ome clo er connection can be po t ulated. The modellmg of t h e h or ses head 

and neck, on that one of the a ucer in which the m oulded part is in the form 
of a horse' head, i remarkably close to t ha t on a fi gur ine of a h orseman now 
in Alhens and illustrated by .Jamot.48 The treatment of ears a nd m a ne, of 
eye and nostrils, an d the general out lines of the two h eads a re r em a rkably 
similar. F urthermore tbe painting on the figur ine of t h e h orsem a n , adhering 
in decorative motives lo the style of the late Cor inthia n quatrefoil a ryballoi, 
is done in the same crisp style, with a use of purple sim ila r to tha t seen on the 
saucers. Becau e of the variation in the head of the rider from t h e u sual form 
adhered lo by this craf tsman , one cannot definitely a ssum e that t his is a work 
of the · ame hand, but, at any rate, the r ela tionship is close en o ugh to postu­
J~te that the hor eman figurine must belong to t he sa m e p erio d as t he figurines 
listed under group D . 

GRO(., P E . 

I. Athens, :\ ational ~1 useum .:;43os . Winter p 32 ~"' ( fi 42) . " • , . , rr~ see g. . 
2. Berlm, Antiquarium ~3 1 76; " ·inter, p. 227 .a2 ( fi 44) 

, TI' see g. . 
3. Louvre; Winter, p. !J, ; 26 (see fig. 45). 

4. Boston, :VJ useum of Fine Arts .aol 7765 ( fi 
ft · see g. 46) . 

These objects ill ustrale v cl.ff . . 
being roughly 

1
. 

1 
. 

1 
. ery 1 eren l a bstractions of the bodies, the first 

cy me n c;a m the 1 o • • the " ower pa rt,4 the second a pprox1matmg 
TJ r: H , 11mo, pl. 13 . 

., Jlr,r tbP whape of thi• 6 . 
P. Knoblauch, Rtwi.Wi zur arc~~~~· ~mhp~r~-~he Corinthian (i') term col la in Berlin inv. it7793, published by 

_G1,,.llT1U ~Crum ~ l~u • n 
anvuan~rei, fig. 16, as Bocol ian. 
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sh:qw o f ;1 bi rd , the lhi rd .lwi ~1g fl :i l :~nd hoa rd-like• lhro11ghoul, willi tlw <'X 

ccpl io11 o f VNY ~mall p r<>J<'<' t1<1w; 111 111di<"atp llw h rcaslc.;, while the fourth is 
h11 il l in to a dia1r . N<'vc•rtlwl<·ss ll1<•y have a gn•al dea l in common in llw 

111od<·ll ing of .LI"· \wad s .. En c·l1 i-; markc•d hy n thic·k nose with flaring nosl rils, 
hy :1 bony <'l11 n, n nd by lips rn t lwr <·xc·c•pl ionally l'ull fo r Bocolian l<'fra c·oLlas, 
c·nrvcd into H s li gh t smile. Tl1<' similarit y of c·oiffure displa,yed by 2 and 3 is 
ohvio 11s . J\ g3 in th e crown wit h raised disc·s which adorns n umber J is pre­
cisely repea led as Lhc lowcsL rncrnher of l he polos on 3. 

J)cspi Le Lhe r a Lhcr appeH ling d1 a racLcr of Lhe Nalional 1 useurn example, 
all four rep resenL som c lhing of a coarsenin g of l hc type of Bri Lis l1 Museum 
#J357 (fi g. £3) . BuL al Lhc same Li me, alllto11gh they have losL some of the 
precision of tha t work, they have gained in deplh of modelling an d realism . 
The chan ge is n o t very greal, to be sure. There is noL yet a complelely un­
ders tood p rofile, but there is a d islincL improvement in rendering Lhe lhird 

dimension . 
The coiffure of the Louv re example woul d lend to associate il wilh works 

of group D , a nd t he cosLume (or decorative pattern) is paralleled in many of 
t he "bird" figurines, hut th e affl nilies of the modelled feat ures a re wilh lhe 
Bost on , Athens, and Berl in ter ra cottas here under considera tion . 

The figurine in Athens shows again that a rrangement of lhe ha ir 60 over 
the forehead in small scallop , sepa ra ted by vertica l grooves, which is lo be 
found on certain heads from the Athen ia n Acropolis. Indeed, a very close 
Attic p arallel for the head of this figurine is to be fo l~nd in lhe head. of H ermes 
from the m a rble relief of Jlerm e and th e ny mphs m lhe Acropol1. l\Iu eum 
(fi g. 43) . This a rrangem en t of the hair a ppear.s in t~e ma rble work , a does. 
also the sligh t, thick-lipped . m ile and bony ch m, wlule the n_ose w~~ once of 
t he same type, with fl a ring nostril . Of course t here are obvious d1A er~nc·es: 
the Attic eye, execu ted in ma rble, presents a clear contra t lo the Co_nn lho­
B oeotian eye executed in clay, and t he whole face of the Lerra cott~ is more 
long drawn out , m ore disorganized Lha n Lhe rounded , compact phy 10gnom.y 
of the H e rmes. But the compa ri on holds as far as the genera l Lage of plasl1c 
development is concerned . The heads a re of equal clep lh , w.ith l he ea rs pro­
jecting, but no lon ger absolutely al righ L angle to the receding planes of lhe 

ch eck s. · · h 1 l cl 1 
These factors Lend Lo P.s lahlish a da le for Lhe figurine m ~ e a eca< e 

before the middle of Lh e six th cenLury , a nd t he faded oullme of t he l a l~ 
Corin Lhia n fl oral decoralion ,fi1 s till dimly to be di cerned on the lower par t 0 

the st.-"Ltuette , does not gaimmy Lhis conclusion. 

• 0 Puyne and Young, op. <"ii., p. 5. 
" Certainly misdruwn in Winter, p . 3'l, ~'l. 
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. , the only B ocotia n sit e \Yhere a large nu b 
f nn Hh1tsona. · . ·n 1 Ul. er 

The figurine-. n 
1 

c1ina to modern . c1en l1 c m et 10ds,s2 are l 
, .. n ·ate( accor o 1· . )est 

t'f • r:1Yl'" "ere c \.t• TJ . ortance to the p re. en l ( 1. cu. ion of certain e 1' 
~ (' ·ou1) ie unp ' ("' 50 b ar y 

tn':ttt'd a-. a ~1 • • l d , been indicated. irnYe ' pro a bly one of ll 
tl . ·1te ha , a rea ' r.3 • l ic 

•-rr:n·e-. on 11 ~ • • rlix t vle gnn ·es;" conla mec a figurine of ll 
..., 1. t f rre·,, Borotmn cy ., . l . . ie 
t':lr H.'~ o . · d . 1 nnd )'ellow on white, rnnng a its only modell d 

1 l . l)'Hnte 111 rec ' . c 
boaru .' pe. ' Id 1 J d Fiaure J 7 hows i l a mong evcral terra cott· 

t finely mou e( 1ea · b . } . d } clS 
par a . • 1 T l inted de ign i one wluc i i a iered to with slight f tlw tom). 1e pa . f . . 
r01? . 1 1 t t he second half of t he six th century or figurmes of th1· .. iation t1ro1iu1ou d' . s 

"
1r • Tl 

0 
art of the bodv i decorated as a i lmct zone wit h thin 

type.. ie ]upplery part i mark.ed by fairly \Yide r ed and yellow ver t ical 
red 1111e . t le o" er . c • • • 

. b d d on either ide by narro" red lme al an angle . The con-
"tnpes, or ere · . f · d h 
~ . t of thi cheme. or light yariant o it , own to t e end of the 
i ten u e · · · h 

t t Rlll.t ona and el ewhere in Boeotia i a curious p enom enon ren urr a _ . 
t"re 'ha dated this tomb in the decade before 5.:>0 on ar~ument~ that seem 

incontro,·ertible.s4 The t~·le of the moulded h ead of this figurme accords 
well with thi date. The general a pect of the profile (fig. 48) belongs to that 
staae of deYelopment reached before the middle of the century, and, on 
tyli tic ground alone. a date e,·en lightly before 560 might be considered 

for the figurine. Yet the smallness of the eye , almost in their proper pro­
portion to the face a 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 Yery fragmentary figurine of this type, more than 
likely the work of the same hand, is in accordance with this conclusion. 

That these head are directly inspired by Corinthian models there can 
?~rdJy be a doubt. The treatment of the mouth and of the eyes is very rem­
rmscent ?f Cor~nthian work like the Apollo of T enea in niunich.55 As noted 
ahoYe, t~e believed Yer~ definitely that the type of the red on white statu­
ettes. derIYed from Cormth, although he assumed that the black on buff 
figurme represe t d t. · · 
style. 

n e a con muat10n of the indigenous Boeotian geometric 

Directly after the date of the inhumation in grave 50 66 the peculiar and 
~·er)thr popular type 0.f moulded head came into use which ~eems to character-
ize ese red on wlnte " d ,, f . 
tury I t · · f pappa es rom Rh1tsona until the end of the cen-

. is, m act, distinctly phenomenal that an almost standard head, 

. u Burrows & l:re, lJ. 8. A., XIV J l1 ' . a· 
1 re, Aryba/loi C1nd Figurine~ frrmi Rl '.IJ · · S., XXIX, XXX; Ure, 6th and 5th Century Pottery from Rhtt8on ' 

"R.SA Xl\' • . n ona. 
" ., ' p. 257. See al o Ar balun 

Arybo/101 and Figu · · Y and Figurinu p 51 
11 (/ p , r u1e1, p . 51. • · . 

11 
•• a; ne, ,\ tcrocorinthia, p. 237. 

That Jll'3VP 50 is sli hll 1· 
hlack ''° b ff h g Y ear 1er than other A d by the 

u or>emen figurines, who still I ck grou~ graves - such as -19, 51, 110, ii' further indicate . 
a the pamled reins that seem lo characterize all of their later coust!l!· 
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with cha nges reslrided lo widlh or narrowness of the face, placed upon an 
equall y <'ha ngeless form of body, remains paramount in the lombs of Hhit­
sona for so long a ~eri od . 'Y~ lo lh<~. <·oslume or decorative painting of the 
body, lh <' Rourc·es of the various mol1ves have already been discussed above 
j 11 co1111 cclion wilh the primili v<' fi gurines without faces; of the heads and 
t lic peculiar cast of fea ture-, which chara<'Lerizes them, the source is not far 
Lo seek. 

In clef ere nee to the I hesis for mannerism in Boeotian art of Lhe second half 
of the century, a th esis so strongly urged by Lullies, it should be noted at this 
point that this series of figurines from Hhitsona definitely illustrates a man­
nered scheme of features, consciously adopted from a model according to 
certain consist ent rules. ~\t this point the Boeotian craftsmen, who had for 
Jong been modelling figurine in which , although the bodies were strict in 
adherence to an abstract and timeless formula, t he heads followed, to a great 
extent, contemporary deYelopment elsewhere, now step entirely out of the 
fast-moving st ream of plastic ar t at this period to accept a fixed, undeYelop­
ing formula. )[o longer is it po ib1e to make comparisons between Boeotian 
terra cottas and contemporary work from el ewbere on the basis of depth of 
modelling, or development of the profile aspect of the beads. E ven 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 pa.rtial response to ~ulli~-· 
arguments, it should be noted that under these cucumsta~ce , an.d )~ t m­
sofar as the new manneri m i trictly adhered to, the d1sorgamzation of 
features and loosenes of facial composition noted earlier has been oYercome. 
While consciously follO\Ting an artificially adopted manner, the craftsmen of 
Boeotia, like such consciou mannerist eYerywhere, were able to turn out a 
coherent, logical, if somewhat monotonous pl~stic ~tyle. . 

It is of considerable importance for con iderat10n of these figurrne to 
realize the precise source of the type of head w~ich don;,ina~en tb: later ex­
amples. If one compare the head of the large · pappa . pamted m the red 
on white t echnique from grave 49 at Rhitsona (fig. 49) w1th the hea~ of the 
marble kouros in the Thebe :\ (u eum (K arouzos ea talogue ::3) (fig . .JO) · one 
mus t recoanize at once that the marble and the terracotta head are modelled 
on the sa~e facial t ype. In both case there i a high and somewhat narrow 
face with high, vertically ri ing brow. The noses are long, lend~r , ~nd 
sharply profiled , while the chins are lean, bony. and markedly proJecttng. 
Th · · · d ·1 · ked in the small mouths of e same thm-hpped, crisply carYe m1 e ~ 1;11ar. . . ~"' 
both objects. l\Iost striking of all i the s1m1lanty of compo ihon of lont,. 
narrow faces bounded by the almost Yertical. flat planes of the harply reced-
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\HCll \ •) ) 

I l l lofty donwd crowns o f the hcad8 . l 
I t >Jlpcd >Y H' · • I n nth, 

in" rlwck-. nil< ' 1, 1· tli<' rnak<'r of on<' ol t 1rs<' "' o rks wns togni·. <r 
. ) )'I f'('ll t I I rl I . 7,,1 n l of 

\\Prd .... 11 '" :q J • • 1 tl er ll srr rns bes t :il t 11s s t age lo <'Xatnin 
I t i, ol t lC' o 1 • <' lllor 

11 t lc:i,f t H' ·'I< , , < f thr oriains a nd prohnhl r dat • of the C' 
I I ,, h·1 I 1s i-.JlO\\ 11 l h lll:trhJC' 

t horo11g 1 ,\ ' 

kn11rns. , .. ,. led by 1 lic FrcnC'lt n I l\11 . Ptot>s, :rnd flrs L pnhr ·I 
Th<'kouros \\:IS<\(,J\,l · r.1 J 1 · 1· · . 18 1cd 

. 
/ 

.. • . ondan<'C htll1~nwut. n 11s < 1scuss1on of Lhc w I· . 
· I · Hulld111 r <' <'011 "~/> . .1 

• or' 111 111 I H • l\T l\J ·ndr l compared 1t with lh r ko11ro1 of l\ Iclos, 1'hcra,, 1\'n , 
t lie-.c pn crcs, . J c . I I I (\ t , 

n. 1· '"l ·1nd this group as :i w1oe ic named an isla I ·ind h nlyv1a- \ Oll Vdl•' • · 11( 
' · 1. 11 ('I ·ol e. It soon appeared t hn,L suC'h a group could not l 
crro11 p . pro >,1 > Y , 11 . )C 
n 1 l l 1 rc·llier. Dconn:.t chsC'ussed lhr prrscnl. s la.Lne as nu mber 43 
111ndc to 10 < og . · I I l ri s 
in hie.., Jpol/r"iH artfim'quC's, na ming Lhc marble.as 18 anc. k 1 

a lso called Lhc 
figure Chiolc• work of the ~erond h <~1~f .of lh~ s1xlli C'cnl.ury. In Lh e c~Laloguc 
of tlw Tlichcs 1\lus<.'Ull1, [\arouzos · 1dc~1L 1 ficd Lh.c m.trhlc a s B~eot1an and 
dalcd l he slat ue jusl afler .550. He con 1dcrcd l h 18 kouros as aflected Boeo­
lian work. under slrong Tonic or i land infJuen ce, and contrasted it to the 
pure Bocotian style of kouroi numbers one and Lwo in Lhc same m useum. 
i\loi-. l rcC'cnLly of all. Lullie , in the .f altrburh for 1936, dated T h ebes #3 in 
the second quarter of the sixth century and called i L a Boeotia n counterpart 
of Lhe Apollo of l\Ielo . 

1l is appnrcnL llrnL Lhc argument from maLerial is in no sense a conclusive 
one. l Lis probable that we do not know all the varieties of marb le extant in 
BoeoliH, bul iL is apparent that Thebes #3 is not made of t h e sam e vein of 
bluish marble from which Thebes numbers I and 2 were cu t . Comparing the 
slones alone, one is cerlainly tempted to agree wi th Deonna that the kouros 
number !3 was ca rved in an impor ted marble. Y e l we a re well aware that 
sc~lpl.ure even in demonstrably foreign materia]s does not n ecessarily imply 
a foreign sculplor,r.o and we are left with no relia ble external evidence as to 
lhe natio.nalily of lhis craflsman. Let me say once a nd fo r a lJ t h a t it seems 
most un likely ~h~t we shall ever be able to prove eiLher solut ion of this prob­
lem, and LhaL il 15 fundamenta1ly hut idle amusem en t Lo a ttempt to add to 
the already greaL m·1ss of s h I l · · · · · h h b · < • • e oar Y opm1on and mtel11gent a n alysis t at as 
t eedn hrou,glf1l Lo bea r on both sides of t his po in t. vVor st of a lJ , such discussion 
en s lo 1e og Lhe very r al d i· b d f th l · L f e an re ia le evidence which is t o b e gleane or 

e 11s ory o Lhe local pl· f J • f the s ~ nL M . . clS IC sty e from Lhe findin g place a nd character 0 

• Ut, ue. osL criL1cs · are at present agreed Lha t we have in this kouros a 

17 1007 
" ' pp. l03 I., nnd pl. 20. 

Deonna, 1~~ Apollona Archa . 
" To MollO't1o Tij1 r\.l.(J Alb U/Uu, Geneva, lllOIJ, p. 820. 
Ml no ~·1 ai ene, lll84 l 

""cannot even conrlud . ' pp. 1, 12. f 
~ilia n ·1 · e certainly, ns llO m I tone& 0 

l"CeM&n Y implica n local sculptor. nny Hive assumed, thol sculplure in the relatively poor 8 
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work done in an is la nd s t y!<· afl'c•dt•d li y c•(•rt·ii n 11 • I 1 . . . . . • on-msu a r :me pr<''Hirna !,] y 
BoC'ol 1:111 nwn11<·nsms, and d<"dwatc•d in ·t BtJC'ol i· , l L' I · . . . . ' an SclnC' uary. •~II<' 1 a •wL of 
fHC'ls would lie 111 kc•eplllg <'tl lu·r with Iii<' c·irc·urn<;lall ., 1· J; t. I . I r . . ( > 0 a >OC'C> tall S('U ptor 
work 111g 111H <'r s.Lro11g or<·1g11 111f111P IH'<' or tli·il <JJ' 'lr · )· I ft . . . • . ' ' 1 1s anc <Ta sman pn•par-
111g n s t:tl ue lor Bo<'o l 11111 d<·d1C·at1 011. Bui one· Jl(•<·c·""'try ,,, J • f LI· 

• • • • • • »>< --· )Jl(' US! Oll ro1n llS 
s<· I ol .lad s 1~ Lll(' cx1s lc 11c·c• ol a major d<>dic·alion 011 l\I L. P tocjs from about 
1 l1 C' 111 1ddlc ol LlH' c·<·11L11 ry, <'X<·c·1dC'd in tl1e V<' ry tJC"t "Lyle 1· · I I k • 1 .~ ·~ o 1s anc wor ·. 

.w e (':JI~ scnr<'ely u scrd:c~ Lo I he kouro.'! rt daLP very far 011 eilhPr side of Llw 
1r11dd le oJ Lhe c;en Lury. I lio1-1c who agl'<·e wit h Miss H.id iter's 111 date ol' l:i40 
for U1c Apollo of Mclos will probably, with Karouzos, put Thebes ~~3 in Lliis 
sa rnc decade 650 540. Lu llies, in pushing L11c work back into the seC'ond 
qua r ter of Lhe cen Lury, can hardly mean lo go further than the decade 500 550. 

N ow it is imporlan l Lo realize Lhat Lhe kouros ~3 in Lhe T hebes Mu':leum is 
nol a lon~ example of i ts slyle in Thebes of about this period. Kouros 11u 
(fig. 5fl) , m. the sa~e museum, may appear aL first glance Yery different in 
style, and, mdeed, m many ways the modelling is more rounded, so Lhat Lhe 
surfaces appear less Oat, the seclion less angular. But the actual scheme and 
general conception of the body is surprisingly similar. _\.s is apparent in Lhe 
fragment, th e neck muscles of #6 were once carved as in ~3. The projeclion 
of breast muscles and the d ivision of muscular areas of the sLomach G2 are the 
same. I n both cases the navel i set low and delineated in tbe same way. 
The same sort of correspondence is observable in lhe <le lails of the back, the 
shoulder blades being represented by slightly ra ised planes, Lhe lwo shallow 
grooves of the erect or sp inae muscles joining lhe groove marking the back­
bone at the sm all of the back. Again, Lhe knees are handled in the ame way 
- a way quite reminiscent of Lhc Apollo of Tenea, which call Lo mind 
Lullies' general comparison of Kouros ~6 with the Apollo of T enea. ::\Io t 
s triking of all is the simila ri Ly of Lhe hands of Thebes ~6 to the hand of 
Thebes #3 shown in the deLail phoLograph (fig. 53) . Here the agreemen t is 
so precise as t o indicate a very trong possibility that Lhe two work are by 
the sam e sculptor at differen L slage of development.63 The large Lhum~s 
hang ver t ically, and t h e inner surfaces of palm and forefinger are oft , pla Lie 
cushions which effectively close the hollows of the fi ts. A very lrong con­
trast m ay be noted in comparing th is sort of t reatmenl wilh that of lhe ha1~ds 
on the kouroi Thebes #] a n<l #fl, where the spare members have no cu, 111011 

of :flesh and the fingers describe an angle to t he t humb which leaves a blind 

n " 1 r 10"0 'l7 l\l' , Hichtcr hns subscquenLly nmcmle<l Lhis 1 noulpt11re and So11l11tors of the Grech, New uvcn, " , P· · · iss 

dulc lo 660: Met. Mus. Studies, V, p. 43. l . I l L r th 
62 K r I 1· r 1 I c ·pigustrium w uc l somew 111 cou u~~ e ouros #0 lms a scnr along lhc ldl upper curve o l 1c 111e o l · c • 

photograph. 
61 M endel, B. C. U ., 1007, p . 108, culled #6 Sicyooinn or l'cloponnesiun. Dconnn, op. cit., P· S.H, callrJ it 

Allie of lhc second hair or lbc century, un<l eonlcmpornry with Thebes #S. 

[ 48 ] 



1 ' ~crLPTPHE 11 HOEOTL\ 
.\lH' IL\ l ._ . . 

·•Jy ·11"bitrarY flal pl:rne m lh<.' llllC'rior of l 
l I ·k ·d bv a pu' t: • • • t' I . . t l<.' 

incnin~tt1bc >O~ t . It l1HnY lhec'i::tcl nnlurco lienus~1n rrhc·1J 
t r , II rJ\TlltllCl o" 1 l · ·l {' t"I •liof 
tist One \H) li t ~. • • "l ·r roundness anu e asl1e1 y o <'Oll('C'plion b . n '"lHlt' ii::; grc.t ( . . I 1 \ 11 J' 1' . y Thcbt'S #(l. t . ';;•! tl e <.011 11ect1011w1l1l1e ~ po o Ot enea 1n· l 

· • 1 It The be::: tt• • 
1 

. 1 l . , •g 1 t 
l'tHnp:wson " 1 i"'r d·ik for tJm; wor'- t 1an for 'Ihebes #'l ()f 

i to im1)lr an c:tr I<.: ' f 1\l l I l .. '· 
bt' ctinstrm't . · 1. ,.th lhe ~\polio o l cos ms )CCn refrned l 

I t1 , rrl:l t 1011s up " 1 
1 1 o 

tht' ntter lt . 1 )fe how clearh· such ~1 <' irono ogv would l)'tr·lll 
1 l It is i11tercsl111g o JH • • • l . ' ' <.' 

n 1t)\"l>. .. .. l . f ")lll Hhilsou:i. which begm ml 1c ~econd qunrler f 
I , ·,, 1f tcrrn col as H .. . . o 

t H' stnc::; t • · 1 fi , . rk in :i markedly Conntluan style :rnd l hen develoi) 
the century "it 1 m " 0 

· ·1 l [' l · ' . ·11 f' ll "nluP' a style more sum ar lo I tat o l 1c is lands. In u1 the n11du e o le cc ,, . . d 1 l l 
. , JJ mstrue the flat planes an s 1:1rp ang c . 1. 1e gcnernllv 

suehca 'C\"\ecouocL ~ . 11 l' J 
- ,1. ·. f Thebes ~3. as the re ' ul l of loca iand mg of the stulc 1Trea ter a re ia 1::;lll o '! • • . B · ·' 
0 

1 "tl :l .. 1 , .. 11 tlf direct Conntluan mfluence. ul m the absence of after t ie w1 ic 1 • ''' . 

:rnv further eYidence. and particularly m the absern~c of the head of Thebes 
~u· we ha Ye surely not sufficient grounds lo comphca le further our recon­
~tr.uction of the d~Yelopmenl b.\' po tula tion of yet another pha ·e of " back­
wardnes .. and "mnnneri m... Following the more consen ·n tive course, we 
may aaree with Karouzo that kouro' ~6 i a younger brother of #3, with the 
·au'ie :s cntial tyle treated in a more pla tic and oflened manner. 

.\nd the ame . tyle i carried down further into the century in the much 
more oftly modelled kouro ~4 in the Thebe mu eum (fig. 54).64 This very 
crude and rough work probably goe dmn1, a Karouzos Gli s uggested , very 
nearly to 510, and it i a true example of a backward tyle coming out in a 
tor o which how many element indicative of the advanced period of its 
production. Here. again, are the ame handling of stomach muscles and of 
the line of the epiaa trium, the ame carYing of the projecting b reast muscles 
a ' o~ the lwo prec~ding works, but the heavy roll of fiesh at the groin , be­
coming almo t honzontal OYer the hip bone , indicates a date near the end 
of th~ ce~tury. The figure i very roughly \Yorked out and illustrates the 
~echmcal mept?e e of an unskilled workman. The body is very block-like, 
'r
1
lmotl l ~uare m cro section. There i no modellincr upon the back except 
or 1e mgle Yertical f ·tl 0 1 · 
f tl 11 . grooye 0 ie backbone. But the lack of a rticu at10n 

o ie co ar bones 1 a m t k d · · · · · ly 
indic·1ted b , . d 

1 
° mnr ·e pecuharity. Their existence is on . 

~~w tl·ie)· a raids~ e?ge across the body at the base of the n eck. 
1mme iate mt t f th" '. tl 

Ptoan anctuar · ll ere . 0 is er1e of three dedications, from ie 
of the sixth ly, is 

1 
li1l lhey illu lrate the fact t hat dur ing the second half 

- cen ury t iere we t h d to 
kouro ;3, which , indeed re se up ere several statues in a s tyle relate 

, appear lo carry on the st y listic tradition of thn.t 
" Thr kouro ID Thebes ~ 

llf tha ~nc.i, lllth h • . ;:.5, toeeans lo n1e llltoRelh r l . . - f I me1nber 
,,. •· _ oug Koro111.Qs includ d ·i e 00 crude nnd without expression lo be n use u 

<arouio btli ... b e 1 1unong lhe d d . eva, l is kouros lo be p . cpcn enc1cs of Thebes li!J. 
arurn, or al least Cycladic. 
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worl... for lwo g<'ncratio~1s .. ~<> i~ se<.'ms that, alLhough W<' lack heads for the 
lntN c~arnplcs, w.c :ll"(' ]Ustdiccl rn.assuming thal a tradition of marble sc·ulp­
tur<' of a v~· ry dcfi.ntl<'ly clt.ara('te'.·1zcd surl t•xisLed in Borol ia (al }(•asl among 
works d<'d1rnlcd 111 Boeol1a) which apparently parallclc<.J the very uniform 
conti1111il y of <·onlcmporn.ry Lerra eo llas. FurLhcrmorc, as l1as b.ecn noled 
ahov<', thC'se two series arc very C'losely c·onnr('le<l al Llieir oulsel in Lhe middle 
of the century. 

The sequence of developmc11l of the "primitive·· s lyle of reel on while 
fi gurines in Hhilson:t graves has been well scL forth by P. N. l'rc in his rnosL 
recent volume on his excava tions al Lhis ·iLe.66 The figurine that we hayc 
examined from grave 49 is Lypical of several found in graves 51 :incl 110 

(fig. 55). These statuette have Lhe ame thin face, c:lo ely rclale<l lo Lhe 
kouros #3 in the Thebes museum. The example illuslrated from grave 110 
shows a polos, diminishing above the head an<l Lhen flaring oul aboYe, h~1"ing 
some remnnnt in a forwarcl-julling, handle-like member of Lhe piral of Lhc 
"bird-faced" figures. Thi eems to mark a lran i lion bel ween Lhe mid­
sixtl1-century polos with it many di k and piral , and Lhe imple mooth 
hat topped by an open cup that appear in tomb 4-0. Lre 67 "·a able to trace 
such a scheme of development of the headdre c of his ·' pappade· " which 
does seem true for the limiLed period to which be applied it, but it i certain 
tha t among the earlier figurines no uch precise equence i ob effable. 

The same general tyle of head i ob en·able in three fragmentary tatu­
ettes from grave 31 68 (fig. 56) which l,;re dated in the fourth quarter of the 
sixth cen t ury and con idered a tran itional betwee.n.hi cla ' . A an~ cla B 
Boeotian cylix grnves. But three other, very Pansinn-loo~mg lad1c from 
this same arave (fia. 57) (one illu trated in a colored plate m the .1nnual of 
the British

0

School, i°4, p l. 7a) seem a t firs t glance to offer a Yery strik~ng co~­
t rast to this type. The face is \\'ider. the cheeks more pronounced. \Y1lh their 
large spots of r ouge: t he whole effecl is more gay .. Al o the. mout.hs are 
straight, and the eyes ratl1er long and almond- hnped. m compan ' On ~nth t~1e 
sharp little sm ile and round eyes of t he other ngu:mes .. \ et the ~- ential 
structure of the face i t he ame: the ame flat . two-d1111ens10nal physiog.nomy 
is sh own , as is tl1e sharp spareness of chin nnd bro"· that ."'c lrnYe s.een m t~e 
other terra cottas in this tradition. There i observable m lhe e httle Par:­
siennes. with tl1eir strniah t gashes fo r mouths, their enormous eyes. thei~ 

· 
0 

f I .. . J 1o· t styldes' character of very direct looks, a recrudescence o t le nan e. a u :.- . . _ , 
Boeotian ficrurines before the middle of t he century. This sort of \\'Ork se~m::-

b f tl el t . d find"· drawn m::mnensm to represent the abandonment o rnt egan an .1 

111 Aryballoi arid Fig11ri11e3 from Rliil.so11a. 
17 Op. cit., p. 68, fig. 8. 
~8 B. S. A ., XIV, pp. SOS 11nd 807. 
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., 'Cl'I pTrHE I~ BOEOTL\ 
\HCIL\J( :- " 

I le h.ouro..; ::::3 in the Thehc . .:\Iu eum a .1 

f · 11 the roar ) .1 l . ' < nu lh , 
fi , 'orth nr ll" 

1 
. . 11 . Boeotian Haw ms/1 rnnclling of this · 

1 
e 

r... I • I ·m1tter1-. tH:a ::i ·1 I 11 · f' (' . . . i anc1 
n.:~~:r ) t It: ~ 1' • I I to the B oucmsf1 1a 1H mg o or1nlhian ii h 

I . I cou11Mra J e . I I I . l l e 
~.-.er '' 11c 1 1" Tl ami3 character i-. o i..,en·a J c m L\Yo figu . 

h • I . tun ·. Je :-- '" . rine 
r -. :ilfoftie(ell , · -1 nd7'1 fia. Jb ).ualmgfromthecnd ofthe. s 

JJ·> numJer ' a o . c:en~ 
Jr n !!ra,·e . -· . . f the ... ame ~orL \YJlh more rounded face . and 

TI flvurme.., a re o . . 1 Yet 
turr. ie . h" d harpne of }JfOJeclmg )On tructure i , ·l. lJ · I· ·uttmu c Ill an · . . . 1 
the ... iarp J 1° .d · ·th-centurv L YIJe. and the co. tume i s tdl obviou 1 . . t of t 1e m1 - ix . . . . y 
remin1'-cen . 'pie A.gain. number "236 from tomb 26 (fig .. 59) al, , , d on the aroe prmc1 · · . . , . , so 
ba. ~ h d f the century. 1 ·. till \·ery close to lhe lhm angula r lyp dating from t e en o _ _ . e 
r the period around ooO. . . 0 

. 1 · f 1 e o\·er the R hit ona figurine. , wluch h aYe been fully pub Thi me g anc . ~ . . . -

I. b d 1 , p , - l -re in the ·rnr10u. arllcle and ' ol ume h ted el ewhere 
1 e >) · · ' · . • 
erYe to remind us of the es ential continuity of lhe. equence of the " prim-

itiYe ,. type oYer the econd half of the century. Thi t!pe w.e have seen to 
be related lo a tyle of marble culpture from . .:\It. Ptoo . ">'h1ch a lso covers 
the ame period. \""ow it is important to realize ~hat th i t ype of figurine, 
and notably tbi particular style of moulded head, 1 n ot peculiar to the local 
and perhap provincial coropla ts of R hit ona hut h a a lso been found at 
Tanagra and elsewhere in Boeotia. Becau e of the lack of any other local 
. erie. excavated and published with the care and acumen shown by Burrows 
and Ire al Rbi tsona, it is impos ible t o differentiate local peculiarities among 
Lhe various centers of Boeotia, and it may be that some of the examples of 
this Lype which have found their way to Athens a nd to foreign museums 
acluaUy :ome from Rhitsona via the ubiquitous rvµf3wpvxoi. 69 But in view of 
lbe c.ons1dera~le numb.e~ known to have been found at Tanagra, we are 
certamly safe m recogmzmg this a a general Boeotian style of the period. 

In lhe museu?1 at· 'kimatari there are now to be seen only a few very coarse 
exampl e.~ of lhis type. I found there the characteristic stylization of the 
drapery m red on whit · t · f · d · e pam m one ragmentary headless figurme an rn 
s\~·vte.ral la!' ~gie and heavy examples with a lmost unm'odelled faces. But in the 
· a iona . l useum at Ath 1· cl · · : l , L 1 ens, is te as commg from T anagra there is a con-s1c erari e number of II d ' 
<1ugh ly in keepin 

1 
wi7~ thma ~e ~xamples with h eads of types that ar~ thor­

'fl ·11 g . e various slages of the development at Rh1tsona. ne one 1 uslrated in fj rur Gf · 
lhe same· st'-'g<· <Jf <J gl e J, for example (N. M. ~4292), represents about 

" • .< .. , eve opment h · le 
fr1u nd in grave " 1 (f. r:t:. ) as t ose exam pies of the conservative sty 

·J ig .. Jd at J>h"t · . 1, · · f D1 lhe last quarter <Jf th . h " 1 sona. hm figurme probably dates ro 
sharply julting <:hin :;~i;t ~ c~nlury, and yet in the modelling of eye,. nose, 

.. ' < particularly of the tight little smile, it is still de-
Hurrr,wa 11r11J LrP, IJ 8 A XIV 

t:11!1.,,,.,,. exr:i.va.l11111.11, • .. • p. ~~2. record the findin~ or H<>me traces or tomb robbing near lhe M'.y· 
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pendent npo? mid-sixL11 -cC'nlury work. ~umbers 1293 an<l 429-t., unpubl isli<>d 
l<•rrn C'Ollas in lhc same mu'lcum , a\<,u I rom Tanagra, are apparently h y t \1<• 
same hand. Tlie unpublished figurin<> , >.'alional ~Iuseum ;:rlGOO:J , -.howing 
vrry C"onsidcrablc lra<"es of' color, i<:. very . imilar in type lo the" Pari<;iennes" 
fro;n grave 31 at Jlhilsona, notably lo the example published in Lhe color 
pin Le in Lhe Brifi.y/i 8r·lwol Annual, XIY, pl. 7a. All of these, and there are 
mnny more examples, have lhe low polos and the two-dimensional face 
pushed back against Lhe almost flal neck that characterized the grave 31 
Lerra cottas. 

National lVIuseurn #4232 is another figurine from Tanagra of the type Lhal 
has the characteristic kalathos and narrow face of the mi<l-sixlh-cen Lury 
graves at Rhitsona. 

Of t he two examples in the Bri tish :Yiuseum illustrated in figure Gl, ~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. ;:B.J.8 is very 
close to the fragmentary head from grave 31 at Rhitsona, ~367 (fig. 5G) , 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 Greau, ~263, plate YU, and 
another is to be seen among the terra cottas in t he Acropolis l\Iuseum at 
Athens.70 

Of t wo examples in Boston, ;}01. 7763 must date soon after the middle of the 
sixth century, contemporaneously with Rhitsona grave 51. The other , ;}3963, 
is of the last quarter of the :entury, ~y anal.ogy wi~h th~ ter~a cottas from 
Rhitsona grave 31. The Sphinx figure m B erlm, Antiquarmm ,.,.8390 (fig. 63) , 
also dates in the decade 550- 540, having both the features and the form of 
the polos of a head from grave llO at Rhitsona (fig. 55). 

The above items represent but random examples of t~e gre~t .number of 
these figurines which exist, all demonstrating the close umty ~xh1bited by t~e 
s tyle, and the scale of production of the type. Good specimen are to e 
purchased in the shops in Shoe L ane in Athens for a dolla r or two each, all 
easily paralleled among those found in closed deposits in t he ceme~~ry ~t 
Rhitsona. A glance a t the drawings and list s on pages 30 and 31 of " I~ter 

. 'll h l mmon and how uniform Typen der figurlichen T erralcotten w1 s ow 1ow co . . 
. . · ·bl ·t uld be to limit the tyle m s tyle these ob1ects are and how 1mposs1 e 1 wo 
to Rhitsona. There is lit~le value in the compilation of a complet~ cat:1~ogue 

. b ltl h no other sc1en t1 ficn.lly of this somewhat monotonous type, ut, a 1oug 
1 

l)l ·t 
. . . 'd 1 k on the resu ts n.t :\o 11 ona, excavated s ite is available to prov1 e a c 1ec . . 

Lhcrc can be little doubt that the development attested for this cemetery is 

r terra collas kindly inform~ me that ,hi! 70 #630; Mrs. Alexander Sedgwick, who is working on the Acropo 18 
' 

11grees that this is Iloeolinn work. 

[ 47 ] 



SCULPTURE IN BOEOTIA 
\RCIIAIC . 

· . f 1 elsewhere in Bocolm. All Lhc steps in . 
l len·1l ou1H f I ] a 

11.("lblr to t H.' Dl<l c 1. ·led dc,·elopmen l were OUJH l 1ere and f app ' f tl ,·err nlll . ' • or 
hgical sequence o ir 

1 
·.. be citrd among lhc olhcnv1se undatahle m· 

t ar·1lle s c.tn . . ,\ -
each phnse man~· P. c f . ious mu. eum and priYa le owners m :E urol) 

. l II >ctt0n o 'ar L d I c trrial 111 t 1r co <' . 1 1 c·idv clearly demons lra c , l ic genre lerr· 
. \ s r re la a r ( ,I • I ,, f . cl. 

and .\ni<:•r1eit. . . L developed from ,, pappac e o Uus typ e. This 
l'ottas of ll1c fiflh celn ury e figurine is to be seen noL only in ti1e paintc~I 

tl parl of t 1e genr l f l . 
debt on 1c . h 1 lor scheme and even l 1e nature o t 1c pa ml used 
d t' on of v..I11c t 1e co . . 
ecora 1 · . d f Lhe "pappades." bul even, m cerlam cases, in lhe 

are ob,·iou ly d·e111·1.ve r~mthe fifth century. The head of the goose-girl illus-
t • e of hea<l st1 m u e m f l i· . 
} P n ·· t ;1 till show definite trace o l rn l pecu iar typ e winch we 

lrated by " m er . 
ha Ye traced from the middle of the ixth ccntur;Ir. 1 h l d 

h 
. that the tyle nThich o comp ete y c sway among the T u 1t appear . 

1 t L\Iycale os in the econd half of the century was also d ommant 
corop a s o .. . . . k d . 1 · h · 
· th tof Boeotia and, m view of Lhe very mar e con t ras l w u c it offers 
m e res ' ] l . . d·f:c 
to the black and purple on buff figurine a a w 10 e, it I I ucu~t to escape 
the conclusion that it utterly replaced the latter at about t he m iddle of t he 
century. It is not surprising that the black on buff bird figurines a n d h orse­
men disappear at about the ame time, the latter to be replaced b y a red on 
white eries. The red on white "pappas" is found in graves as ea rly as t he 
end of the first quarter of the century (Rhitsona graves 1~5 a nd 145) , b ut it 
is only with the establishment of the type ba ed on t he plast ic style which 
produced the marble kouros ~3 in Thebes that it becom es p ar amount. That 
this style is fundamentally allied to that of the islands there seem s to be gen­
eral agre~ment, despite disputes over the sources of individual objects, and if 
Deonna is correc~ ~naming Chios as the particular isla nd when ce the infiu­
en.ce was drawn, it is remarkable to find here Boeotia reacting a s ea rly as t he 
middle of the century to an influence which exerted great sway at Athens 
throughout the second half of the sixth century . 

11 Page 34, #10. 
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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.1 Poulsen 2 

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 
terracotta 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 terracotta relief of which Poul­
sen illustrated an example from Praesos.3 

Poulsen seems to suggest that the small bronze male figure 4 (fig. 65) which 
Mantiklos once dedicated to Apollo, and which is now in the l\tluseum 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 fem ale statuette, and the latter should proper! y 
be grouped with the clay head from Sparta as another example of that com­
bination of late geometric with early orientalizing motives ·which l\Iiss 
Woodward has discussed. 5 

Hampe 6 assigned the Mantiklos Apollo to a date about seven hundred, 
and Kunze 7 referred to it as an example of erstarrten geo1netric art of about 

1 
Catalogue de Vente de la Collectwn Tyskiewicz, Paris, 1898, pl. XIII, #134. CJ. Betty Goldmllll, in the Fesl­

schrift Loeb (1930), p. 7't, 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. 

2 
Der Orient und die frii.hgriechische Kunst, Leipzig, 19U, p . 148 and fig. 171. 

a Op. cit., p. 147, fig. 17't. 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. 

4 
Frohner, Plate XIII, #133. Mon. Pwt, II, p . 145, pl. XV; W. Lamb, Greek and Roman Bronzes, London, 19~9. 

pl. 20, C; Hetty Goldman, Festschrift Loeb (1930), p. 7't, fig. 5. 
6 B. S. A., XXIX, p. H. 
e 0 . p. ctt., p. 86. 
7 A. M., 1980, p. 160. 
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. . ( _, ·rln.iuly t hiH :4latuctt' finds i t8 closest parallel anion th 
lhe sn.rnc t111w. < • 1. , , • • • I g e 

·d r r riueH of lh' In.Lt' and Hllu-gcotn lrlc pcrloc H, but the cle 1 
hell -~lutp ' iu 'Yt'H und l he v ' ry v rli<'nl and tigh lly triangular plane ofatrhy 
t•ul lnrct<.' rou11t <. ~ . • , f I l 11 h e 

s • , ,, "'lcurly 'll rge •Liv' of th > late ·t 0 t lC >e -s aped terra Cott fn<.•, · nJ <' 1nc'~"'" • . . h . as, 
l l · 11 i~ in llte Jtoynl ()nlnrto Mu eu1n of Arc aeology (fig. 8) Th 

t w t w nc .. . . . . 1 . d . · e 
<'"pre~~iou crstarrtcn gcomcll·H· ~rr.y1ng ;v1th it t 1c ~ ea of a conscious and 

. ,I <.1t,8i,ru i" 'ry d "cr1pt1v of th style illustrated by both th 
IJUl ll lH.'t " l " • • , • . e 
brouz. nud lhe t.ernt colla. rfhn,~ su ·I~ a frc ~111g into ov:r-neat decorative 
ntlteru would b on uu1.nif stn.hon of th dying geometric style was to be 

1 
.. p(~tcd. and Hampe hn: written cl ~rly of th relationship of this manifesta­
li n to then \V bnro· on1ncr n of fre dom that was to create true archaic 
·trt. lt i, iinp ')" ible to n.y ho\v far int~ the seventh ce~tury this style ex­
t ud d in th, d y lopm 'llt f th pla t1 arts. In speaking of the Toronto 
t rrn · ttn, v ntur d 'vhnt annot b more than a guess that its date is 
pr bnbly fnirly "·ell do,vn in th fir t half of the century. The Mantiklos 
• p 11 ~ wilh it -- Ion er hin "mall mouth, and general disproportion of features, 
s m ~ t innrk a tran "itional "tag between the vaguely formed heads of the 
ficrurine of n bout v n hundr d and the developed style of the Toronto 
tatu tt . 

in ' it i -- mor monumental in scale than objects in a similar material 
on "ider d in thi" paper, the fragmentary terra cotta female figure discovered 

b ~ :\ · ... " :r ldman 9 at Halae is best inserted here. Because " the terra cotta 
ha~ mor r finem nt and more ubtlety than these bronzes" Miss Goldman 
a "'icrn d it t th ixth century contrasting it with the bronzes from the 
Ty --ki "·icz oil tion. .A.lthough the Halae terra cotta was considerably 

mbellished 'Yith r d paint this paint seems to have been applied directly 
o,· r a reamy buff lip "·ithout the intervention of any powdery white pig­
ment "'Uch a wa ... u ., d on Boeotian terra cottas of the later sixth century. 
Thus it app ar that w·hile the bright gay tonality of the figure suggests the 
later l7r~up of Bo otian c1lixe" the actual technique is more akin to that of 
the. arher b~ack on buff examples. That fact, of course, is no argument 
aaain t th ... L~th- entur · date to which ~Ii Goldman assigned this figure, 
but on th other hand. it allo\Y that a date in the seventh century be not 
precluded . 

. T~i disproportionately long neck, very flat face and perpendicularly pro­
Jechn lT ear of tl11· te . tt · · · d t f the rra co a certainly suagest that it is a pro uc 0 

selv nth :ent~1r T . Furthermor the omewh~t unusual flat curls which mark 
t l termu1ations of th 1 k f h · · ii · con­o -s o air across the brow are very sun ar in 

See P . Knoblauch. tudim ,..ur arcluiisch Nech. th MantiJdos 
h~d 1th th~ proto and ea 1 D~ ~-1, -g Uchen Tonbildnerei, p. 9,7, o. 55a, who compares e r 

• 0 . r Y a~c term cotta~. 
p. cil. , pl. VIII, 8 fine water color by p d J 

. e ong. 
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ception to the curls over the forehead of a small marble head in Thebes ( ;16) 
from l\1t. Ptoos (fig. 66). Again, the four long braids which fall upon the 
breast of the terracotta 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.10 

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 a sociated 
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 excaYations 
at Mt. Ptoos, the great Boeotian sanctuary of Apollo. 

The small marble head from Mt. Ptoos 11 mentioned aboYe (fig. 66) is 
described by Karouzos as part of a caryatid figure and listed as · Iate 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 12 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 tyle. 
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 fa e of true Daedalic 
sculpture, is in many ways suggestive of the broad flat plane of ... .\.ttic work 13 

of about 600. This combination of elements suggest a date between 6'"20 and 
600, making this the earliest marble head from th Pt an anctuary. The 
marble is of that bluish vein which is generally called Bo tian. 

An interesting parallel is afforded by a t rra. cotta in Atl1ens (fia. 67)a 
from Tanagra. The comparison affords no videnc for chronolocry, for the 
terra cotta is itself undated and sho'v little similarity to any of the ••pap-

10 I cannot agree with P. Knoblauch, p. 19i., Cnt. #408, who nppnrenlly n sign' the work lo the first qunrt "'r of 
the seventh century. · 

11 B. C. H ., 1907, pp. ~Qi., 203, fig. U. Knrouzos, To MoucrEto r~s 01,{Ja.s, fig. 3. Deonna. Apollon.1 An:hat.qiM.'f, 
#58. 

12 Treu, Olympia, Ill, pp. 26 ff. 
13 Such as the Dipylon head or the Metropolitan kouros. 
14 National Museum, #4016. Sec Winter, p. 8, ffiti; Ja.root, B. C. H ., 1890. p. U~. fig. s. 
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. d b ve except for the general form of the figure. II 
d '' di cusse a o ' · 1 owev 

pa e . ht mouth thick lips, and bestia , small chin are to 1. er, 
th same stra1g ' bl . h d It . .b oe re e h tatuette as on the mar e ea . is poss1 le that th te , 

ked on t e s . h 1 . h e rt· mar ts n early example from t e ate sevent century of th a 
otta represen a . h . e tyPe 

c d ,, wi'th moulded heads, but t ere 1s not enough evi·den 
of "pap pa es . 15 ce UJ 
ll w any definite conclusions. 

a ~he so-called kimatari torso is (fig. 68) m:ist have been made about the 

t . Karouzos' date of about 620 Jenkins has lowered by a decad aroe J.Dle. · . . e on 
the basis of certain very reas?n~ble ar~ments deriving from the roundness 
of the form and the naturalistic, curv1hnear. treat~ent of the whole Work. 
It doe not, however, appear reasonable to assign this statue, as Jenkins does 
to a culptor outside of Bo~o~~a simply because "the work .appears too good 
for eventh-century Boeot1a. We really know far too httle about stone 
culpture of this perio.d, eith~r in Boeotia 1•

7 or in Corinth, to c?ntradict on 
uch ground the obvious evidence of finding place and matenal. Jenkins 

recognized that the coiffure, on which he based his tentative assignment of 
the tor o to Corinth, afforded very little evidence, and, indeed, we have seen 
thi 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 J(itylos, on which figures, incidentally, a very 
~imilar coiffure to that of the Skimatari torso appears, is the method of car:-
1ng the soft material. The angle from which the photograph (fig. 68) is 
taken sh?ws ~le~rly the appearance of knife cutting 18 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 
figure we~rs show the sharp, thin, straight lines that remind one of the re­
sults obta1necl by cu Lting wood or some other soft material with a knife. The 

1
• 'fhi1J figurjne t . . . · · 'que . , , appearH 0 wear a sort of ve1l drawn over the top of the head a feature m which it 18 um 

.trn<>ng the I a.na gra " > 1 " M · , ' f h Balae 
f . . r appu.c cs. Jss ( .. old man has not..ed that the curious red scallops on the head 0 t e 
igure rrught f>CJ81uhJy reJ re , t '1 h 

111 K > sell a Vcl • t ough there is no sign of a veil falling on the shoulders. 
8 ltrCJUZOll J>. ] 1 figH l <l 2 · J k ' . R A 190 I 

p. J l'JO; J'i~~:, ~ . J . A. lf).24. un • • en •nH, op. cnl ., p . 7 J ; Deonna, Dedale, Paris, 1981, II, fig. i3; · ·• 
17 • , ' p. 267. 

J <JWlt f r<Jrn l}1 it1 discUHHion H r f . M Piot x.x. 
p. ~. pl. 111 ,Jenkin , 't ic re •e J~ the Louvre from MaJessina in Locrjs (CoJlignon, on. 'k iw· 

• ' 
8

• 011• Ci"L • • P· 7 l) been.use it . d d · · · · ke the wor pc,H11Jblf.: lo , .. ' '• , r L 8 Cl'U eness un ouv1ous]y lmrtatJve character ma 1. : ... a) 
m!A; J '-'> c<Jrnparc proHlabl ' th · ( f JeDJIJ.'"' 

tl1ftt thiJJ orie 0~ J ... ,,l Y w i our 0U1er mu.teriaJ. There is no basis for lhe assumptwn ° of 
J ""'"' rcpre!Mln ts the tech · . l J l . . · · vidence betttr workroiui1Jhip m t • . n~cii eve of Boeotuin cra£tsmen, and that aU matenal giving e 

ii 8t:e C 1' us. neces1Hirily be imported from abroad. . 
. unaon, eclmUJue of fi:arby Or Ii '-' l . . connectsoll 

with l>ermys and K '·t I ee' (JOU pture, Oxford, 1983 who does nol speak of the knife 111 kl! 
} . b l y oe, or any others f lb ' th tber wor 

w. ltc are diH<,'\lff»e<:i in connection . . 0 ese works. However, on the present torso, and on . e ° Cas.f!OD 
lmo~U (p. fJO) <rn the l'rir · b with Jt, ~here are mu.ny marks of the knife similar to those described by 

llli.8 oraeman frieze. 
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same effect is noticeable .on the surface of the neck, particularly at the sharp 
angle W'he~e ~orso and Ja'v. meet that .member. Precisely the same sort of 
"rorkmanslup is to be seen 111 the details of the Dermys and Kitylos relief, 
and if the broad flat planes of these early Boeotian statues do not, as was at 
first thought, in.dicate a derivation of. scu.lptural technique from the carving 
of large figures in wood, at least details like those noted above demonstrate 
the ~ependence of the sculptor' conception upon the knife as a major tool in 
carving. 

The fragmentary "Xoanon '' figure from l\1t. Ptoos in the National niu­
seum (#2) 19 bears a dedicatory inscription which Holleaux and others have 
considered similar in 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 shoV\r the feet, and in the vertical cutting of the sides of the feet 
themselves is observable that effect of knife-cut surfaces already described. 
No effort having been made to smooth a·way 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 l\l t. Ptoos in the 
National l\fuseum 20 must necessarily be considered with the aboYe, 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 some·what 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 fio·ure so great as to cause the buttock to project eYen fur­
ther back than th~ rear plane of the base below i sufficient indication that 
the true Daedalic style is not in question h re. A. co~pari on of profil~~ f 
this fiaure and of the rtemis of Nikandra w·otild ind1cat clearly the differ­
ence i~ proportions that xi ts b t"re n work of th nd and of the middle of 
the seventh c n t ury. . . . 

('rtrn-ficrure of Dermys and I~it los 21• (fia. 69) . executed 1n high relief on a 
rbddish ~oro ston ' r pr nt tl~e chef a·~'Utre of tJ1is kind f ,y rk .. Thi.., 
relief was found n n.r Tnnngra.. lthough Holl nux :m beli Yed thnt tt be-

10 II 11 , B c JI 18 6 p 77 pl Vll · l'1card M o1111tl d0 M<'hl ol-Ogit• gr,·t:qtu'. Pnris. 19:l.i. fig. 'T::l: Zen"t.~. o can:x, .. . .• • . , . . . 
L'Arl rn. Grcec. #841. giYcs n rcstomtion. . . . • . ~ 

~o #": . Pnpn p~~ridi. Cntalogm·. p. sn: Loo" y. Orirchisrlw Plm~tik. Lelp~1g. 19~0. PP· 4 a:nd .:>. fig: 'l. 
" Pnpaspyridi ttf,6; 1.,icnrd. op. cil .• p. 509. £~. 166: \ . dellR ~Ul·: Tl Nmla m·lforft. P· 110: olli,gnt'll• dffWN 

.f 11ntrnirr.<t, Pnris, rnn. pp. 60 £.; A. Kt>rt<.' . . L !tf .. HI. 1878. pl. - 1' ·etc. 
H 13. c. H., 1886, p . 70. 
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th entury the most generally held opinion is that 't 
d · the seven c ' 11. 2a h 1 I wa 

longe in ft 600 Most recently, Lu ies asp aced the relief . s 
made shortly af ;Ii si;th century and has professed to find in it indic int. the 
th'rd quarter o e . h' h h b l' d a ions 

I . nd conscious archaism w ic , e e ieve , marked B 
f the mannerism a . h fi . oeo-

o. . t f that period. He noted in t e gures a certain linear tian plastic ar so . , non-

p
lastic treatment of surface an~ an_ unorganic arrfangfien:ient of flat planes 

k
. the bodily forms. His prime argument or xmg the date of th 

ma ing up f h e 
I. f · comparison between the arrangement o t e two figures as a gro re ie is a . . 1 d up 

and the drawing of the two maenads wi ~h inter ace arms on the amphora by 
Amasis 24 which has already been mentioned. 

Concerning the inorganic arrangement of t~e planes, I shall have more to 
say later in consider~ng the marble kouros #1 in the T~ebes Muse_um, where 
the better preservation of surface. and the finer .execu~ion of detail permit a 
more fruitful discussion of modelling styles. It is obvious that Lullies' criti­
cisms on these grounds would apply equally well to all the kouroi of ~Iiss 
Richters first series.25 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 e'"en 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 exi tence of the figures and an accentuation of the rhythmical. repeti­
tive line which weave the figures into a unit within a sin ale outline. Derm\S 0 • 

and l(itylos really are two frontal independent figures done trictly in the 
style of the first Attic kouroi. 26 The curious r nd rin a of the embracing arms. 
descending from the proj cting roof a bo' e to r t up°on th uter shoulder of 
each figure rather empha iz than r fut thi ff t of t1'"' di "tinct figure~. 
~naffectcd by .a. h other· pr nc and ach c n1pl tincr in itself a ~imple. 
frontal compo ition. Th only f u t r in whi h · ith r :fiaur recot"'Uizes the 

. • b 0 

existence of th · oth 1· is Lh advan f th rirrht r inner foot of th"' figuff 
on ~h sp <'La tor's right inst nd of t h on' ntionn l ndYnnce of the le.ft fl)\)t. 

Thi . do s, iL i .. tru , s rv to linl- th t"~o fi u1· int nu.' n~p .. t of unity. 
but 111 lhe f.ace of Lh nhsolut d ~n rth of nny thcr relati n~hip in the fllrni of 
~orrcspond~ucr or rhytlnnienl lin it St't'lll,. iittl t'l10Ul"rh on " -hich to b:1~e tltt" 
inl<'rprelntion which Lullies puts upon th ~ fi.tr\u· s .... \~ f< r th pllHing l1f the 

u .lahrlwC'lt, 10~0. p . lllO. 
t4 & d' . 

"' tM('\IS!'ton fl bOVl' p 'l ~ . " '<' I \[ , 
M l'I. M "·'. St ucl it"". , ; p. ' i•; '' I\ ' 

0 1 11 Z • I. P· ~.iO, w h 'l'\' t h"~ ~1 m~ \'<llllfl{l ri:nu 1~ :o;U~~.:'k'\i. 
tll p · • . •'· 

.1<.'nrtl, OJ>. t'it., P· ~0{), foll thol lht' d · • . • \tth' ''1t\'1• 
hut M1~11 Hwhh,r. op. ail " (' I\\o l'lltnK C\f the. 1-.tt\.'\':; \~ d1ff"'f\'\d ft'\Hn tltot ~'b~·n'?\l:ilt ''11 · . :\1,,{ 
K' \ 1 ·• p . •• •, not •s l'<ll'r~'u . tl · .1 • . . 1 u 1 t•rtt~~ • 1 Y 011 11nd on tlw M. tr l\l 1.1 1_ • \: ~ t(' ~mn 11r\t~- t'.\f ~1ufoTitn" ~,r tlw '-n~t1 m\t:'(' c.•:o; l' 

l O \ llll "'0\ll'ON. • ~ 
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arms the1nselves, this is quite simi]ar in conception to the artificial and 8hn­
ilarly irnpossible linki1:g between fundamentally iRolated Egyptjan figures. 
It is well known that in large-scale sculpture in the round (and jt j8 to this 
art rather than to relief sculpture that Dcrmys and Ki ty1os must he eom­
pared) the Egyptians never developed anything approaching a true group, 
contenting themselves always with juxtaposed frontal figures precisely like 
the Dermys and J(itylos, often joined by just the same kind of boneless, dis­
proportionate members that unite these two. The J~gyptian 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,27 or even the fifth dynasty Sekhemka with his tiny wife and son in 
the Louvre,28 reveals how alike are the methods of joining urirelated 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. 29 

The fine marble kouros number I in the Thebes Museum 30 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 31 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 
inner 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 

27 H. Schafer and W. Andrae, Die Kunst des alten Orients, Berlin, 1925, p. ~~1. 
28 Encyclopedie plwtographique de l' art, Paris, 1936, I, pp. 34, 35. 
29 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 Athen!f"di:scussed as Al in the chapter on "pappades," a terracotta executed at about the same period in 
which this volcanic stone was popular as sculptors' material. See above p. 30. 

ao Mendel, B. C. H ., 1907, p. 192, figs. 2 a.nd 4; Deonna, op. cit., #42; best photograph in Lullies, Jahrbuch, 
1986, fig. 6; Karouzos, p. 12. 

al 0 . p. cit., p. 142. 
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. tl oraanization of the various parts of the body If t lnnge on ie oc • w 
seems o £ f tl1e earliest Attic series, such as the Metropolitan ko e 

~ iine n aure o ' • l l l b uro8 a2 
exn1~ ' ol . ro·ani character of this w 10 e sty e ecomes at on , 
the inherent y n10 o • 1 l . . ce ap. 
parent. The l\Ietropolitan statu: is cdleal r ydan ~re ute~ohn1cl structure built 

. f carefully proportione , 1ar sur aces. e ong muscle 
u? of: seneal~ncr the groin, rendered as a raised ridge, serves no org:~­
ning . 

0"~
11 

kn:· 1·ttina toaether the parts of the body; rather it has the aesth nt~c function In o o . . e ic 
f t . of delrm· itina the plane areas of abdomen and thigh. Similarly th unc ion o . . . e 
sharp ridge at the lower limit of the ep1gastriu~ and the delicately curved 
folds of mu cle a hove the knee~cap have a ~eaning o~ly as ~arts of an archi. 
tectonic scheme entirely conceived from without. This quality, inorganic ­
static, if you will - plastic onl;r in the sense of t~e blocked-o~t, ~on-malleable 
pla ticity of th: roya~ portraits. o~ G~dea, typifi~s t~e beginni~gs of large. 
cale sculpture in Attica. And it is this style wlnch is brought into Boeotia 

in works like the statue in question. Thus the inorganic - but not disorgan. 
ized- style of Thebes #1 is directly borrowed from Attica 33 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. ~lost 

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 34 exca­
vations at Athens, and which probably was once a part of a statue which is 
otherwise known from the so-called Dipy Ion head. In both of these two 
sculptured hands is observable the same spare and rigidly formal treatme~~­
The th.umbs 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 fin~ers, 
and on both h~nds the strictly straight lines of the fingers, half closed into 
~sts,_ leave considerable gaps in the centers of the hands, which must be filled 
in with arbitrary flat planes. Contras t these severely formal hands with the 
softly rounded curves of the fingers of the kouros #3 in the Thebes l\1useuD1 
(fig. 53). 

Aga.inst the theory of direct contemporary reflection of this type of Attic 
work In Boeoti th · l b fi •t pro-. . a, a esis 1as een propounded 35 assuming a de ni e 
v1nc1al lag behind Att. f B · 1 f the ica o oeotian sculptural style. But the sty e 0 

a~ Met M S d" 
33 • 

118
• tu ws, V, many fine plates. 

u OBr frohm the source of lhe Attic slyle itself oif p 5 
use or A 'Af ' · · • 

36 ' • •• 1980, Beilage 48, 50, 51. 
See, for example Lan l t F .. . . ed a con· 

sidcrable chronologicai Ing i! ~t zj. i:i11tgneclnschc Bildha1umJchulen, Nuremberg, 19!!7, p . 15, who assulll 
Y istic development in considering one Boeotinn work - the Boston stele. 
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middle of the century, the style of "island Ionic" sculpture like the Apollo of 
l\{ Jos,36 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 
£gure lacks. The Apollo of Melos, standing in the same room in the National 
l\Iuseum at Athens " 'ith 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. vVhether this style of organic unity, which dom­
inates Greek art by the middle of the sixth century, came to the mainland 
from the island , 've 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, 3 7 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 si.xth century. 

The kouros from Orchomenos 38 (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 elboi;vs 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 na1ve handling of the style and insi tence on three­
dimensional projection that the modelling of the stomach, the collar bones, or 
the nipples of the breasts on kouros #1 in Thebes sugge t . It must be recog­
nized that this is a very inferior work even judged by the standards of 

i6 B. C. H ., 189~, pl. 16; Zervos, ~118 . 
•

1 P . 2-1, U . 
'
8 Nat. 'Mus. Athens, #9; Papaspyridi, p. 'l4 ; Holleaux, B. C. H ., 1887, p. 178; Deonna, op. cit., #'26. 
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. 1 · the matter of proportions it lacks all the elegan 
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r 0 h enos is definitely crude, even un n1s e ' in aspect. Thus i't. from re om h. . d . is 
. 1 t cept such a complex and sop ist1cate interpretation of th 

difficu t o ac . h L 11" e 
1 f th. much interpreted statue as that whic u ies suggests. With sty e o is . h p . . so 

little to go on, it seems neces~ary to ~ccept, wit apaspyrid1, the evidence 
of obvious detail and leave this work in the first quarter of the century. 

As all critics have noted, the vigorous and br?tal male head 39 in the Na­
tional M useum from Mt. Ptoos (figs. 71 an~ 72) .1s clos~ly related stylistically 
to the above st atues. Rather more than hfe size, this head, because of its 
broad, flat , unmod~lled pl~nes, was one of those monu~ents i~terpreted by 
Holleaux as betraying the influence of the wood-carvers 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 t reatment 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. 

I t 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.40 

Deonna. mentioned this last object as the only example offering a para~el to 
the straight locks hanging down over the brow of the head #15 in the Nat10nal 
Museum. The same coiffure is visible also on some black-figured vase frag­
ments .from the Acropolis a t Athens,41 and on several terra cotta protome 
~~~in the Acropolis Museum.42 H owever, there is no possible method ~f 
imiting locally the use of this st yle of hairdressing and the several Acropolis 
terra cotta h · h ·11 · ' 

. 8 w ic i ustrate it may themselves be imported works . 
. It 18 apparently Deonna's conclusion that only the material which, follow-
;~e Ff_olleaux, he accepted as Boeotian marble establishes this work .38 

d~tian and not Attic. Actually, Lepsius believed the marble to be Pentehc, 
an it has been noted b h . . . · d lely a ove ow weak an argument it is which is base so 

aG Bolle.aux, B. C. H., 1886 1 V· D . 6 p 1s9, 
figs. 1 and 2. Ath N . ' p · ' eonna, op. cit., #35; Zervos, pp. 145, 146; Lullies, Jahrbuclt, 193 ' · 

4o N M ens, ational Museum, #15 . 
· · #19; see below 

41 c . 
!f. Graef and Langlotz Antike V 66 #1141· 

u For example, #68~. D 'Brook . asen von ~ Alcropolis zu Athen, Berlin, 19!t5- 33, pl. 49, #816; pl. , S91· 
· e, m Casson 8 Catalogue of the Acropolis Museum, Cambridge, IOU, II. P· 
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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. llecognizing 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 is 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 43 no exception 
can be taken. The profile view of Cl, 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 terracotta figurine of a seated woman (fig. 26), discussed above as BI, 
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 

43 See above, under terra cottas, group C. 
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of Epaminond_as Street, whose funeral sti11 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 p1astic expression has been limited 
and largely in techniques learned abroad, in these few instances iL 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 46 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 inten~ 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 ational 
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, #682,47 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 :\lunich 48 

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 anal~sis 
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 low~r features 
sheering away from the cheek-bones, the eyes aslant, and ha~~~g almost 
vertically from their sockets; characteristic also are the clear d1v1 ion of the 
soft parts of the face into five areas, and the immense dome of the skull." 4 9 

411 Pryce, Catalogue, I , p . 202; Deonna, op. ci.t., ~; Arch. Zeitung, 188~, pl. 4; best ill':15trations in Lullies'. 
Jahrbuch, 1936, p. 145, figs. 7 and 8. See also Richter, op. ci.t., pp. iO f., whose detailed comparison of several kourot 
supports a date in the second quarter of the sixth century for this kouros. 

47 Payne and Young, pl. 40 f. 
' 8 Number C2 in the chapter on the "pappades." 
' 9 Payne and Young, p. 27. 
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It must be said that Lulhes has suggested one very interesting parallel f 
1. . h or 

the head of this statue in that of a imestone statuette in t e Louvre, said t 
have been found at Chalkis, in Euboea.6 0 This small object, for which n~ 
very convincing parallels had. previously been o ff~red,. and whi~h was never 
very much at home in the period about 60,0 to which P1ca.rd 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 is 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. 61 

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 l\lunich 
(~g. 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 
~entury. Actually, however, a better comparison for the kouros is observab~e 
in the B group of terra cottas which display that particular kind of p~ysi­
ogno~y and t?at general expression which appears to be most pecuha:Iy 
Boeotian. It is not possible to be absolutely precise about the relative 
chronology of these two groups, very probably they are at least partially 
contemporary, but in the head on the ring vase in Dresden (fig. 28) the wed?e­
shape of the face is very clear, and, as in the kouros, this principle of design 

60 p· 
r.i i~rd, R. A., HHO, p. 66. 

It is noticeable that the i . d d . r on ench 
breast, the breast th 

1 
nci~e ecorat10ns on the woman's dress in the form of asterisks app~ the 

.. s emse ves being pl t · ll d t with on pappades" and as •ea Y ren ered beneath. This is an arrangement rne 
even on the "bell-shaped" fi . gurmes. 
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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 is fundamentally one-plane or frontal in conception, as is more obvi­
ously the case in its closely related contemporary, the terracotta in Athens 
#4009 (see above, Cl). 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 terracotta 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.52 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 terracotta 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 Cl 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.53 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.54 It is interesting to note, however, the per-

62 This is apparent even in Lullies' photograph (op. cit., p. 141, abb. 3), 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. 

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

54 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 ere cents on the bottom 
and alternating lotus and bud on the belly is a late Corinthian type which must date before 550; cf. Payne, Necro­
carinthia, 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, A. M., III, p. 311 and pl. XV; Brunn-Bruckman, 
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Already, before the middle of the si~th .cent~ry, there is evidence of the 
· ncoming "island style" among the dedications in the Ptoan sanctuary. Th 
1 M 4 66 ·11 d . e fragmentary head in the Thebes useum #1 , i ustrate in figure 75 h 

A · l hb · ,as been identified by Deonna as an tt1c wor { on t e as1s of the similarity in 
treatment of the hair over the brow to the locks of hair seen on the Volo­
mandra kouros 56 in Athens. But it is noticeable that on the head in Thebes 
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 57 considered Thebes #14 as work of the second half of the 
sixth century, contemporary with the kouroi of M elos, 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 
the 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 s~me ~eneral design for the upper part of the head is observab~~ 
at a later period In the Hermes relief in the Acropolis Museu1n, Athens 
(fig. 43)' and a comparison of this head with that in Thebes illustrates by 
how much the sinking of the eyes beneath the brows, indicative of the general 

pfilates ~3 (here fig. 74), forms an inleresling parallel lo Lhe Iloston relief in lechnique of carving. The front of ~e 
gures is cut per d' 1 I · d' · 'shes 10 

h · ht . pen icu ar Y mlo Lhe plane of the background while at Lhe buck the relief gradually 101101 tl r 
eig , )ust as on the Boston relief Al th . · drawn ra ie 

than modell d th f . · so c sume melbod of engraving details, almost as 1f they were figure 
e on e sur ace which can b · 1 . f th ]3oston ' is to be se · tb . • e seen m t 1e him nnd Lhe string holding t he aryballos o e f the 

full fiesh;~o~~s e fc:~v1~g hof lhe ~oes and fingers of Alhens #32. Yet it is obvious from the proportionsi r;:stoll 
reli~f which bobl ed t ens relief, Lhat il represenls a more advanced stage of the Ionic style than tie 

66
' pro a Y ales about. 540. 
Mendel, n. c. II 1907 !tO~ fi "' "'5 efJ/JOS1 

p. lS . ., ' p. • g. 11; Deonna, op. cit., #5~ and p. !353; Kurouzos, To Mov<re,o 1'1] 

MB l h . 
e11 p otographs m Zervos ~l!t9 f no . •tt • 
p. oit., p. 804. 

Y g pl. 9. 
1111 #6~~. Payne and oun , 
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depth of modelling, has increased in the former. It eems probable tha 
Thebes #14, an early example of the ne\v style in Boeotia, was carYed around 
570, which means that it is roughly contemporary ·with the beginning of the 
manufacture of crude red on white "pappade ' at Rhit ona.~9 

As in the case of the "pappades, ho\vever there i no settled unity within 
the new style at this period. Ernest Gardner 60 wa the fir t to recognize 
the similarity which exists between the head of the kouros :flO 61 from ~It. 
Ptoos at the National l\f useum at Athens (figs. 76 and 77) and that of a kore 
in the Acropolis l\luseum at Athen .62 A Payne and other have already 
inclica ted, this kore betrays certain very definite amian or ~ ... axian 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 a igned thi 
statue also to the third quarter of the sixth century de cribed the modelling 
as hard and unplastic, but, before the figure itself, it i difficult to ee any­
thing hard or rigid about the flovv 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 arm 
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 63 has far more justly described the modelling of the kouro : 
"Les formes sont lisses, molles," and has assigned it to an island Ionic school. 
H the form of the head is to be accepted as N axian in type, the entire work 
may be an importation, 64 but, on the other hand, it is noticeable that there 
are certain traits which suggest other relationships closer to home. There i 
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, #617.65 The Athenian head is in v ry '\vay 
more alive, finer in conception and execution but it show definite trace" of 
relationship with the more sober kouros from l\It. Ptoo . On th "Thole, th 
similarities which Holleaux was able to suggest bet,veen the kouro" and hi "' 
Boeotian group make it seem possible that Langlotz' 66 opinion that kouro 
#10 represents eclectic Boeotian work may have been the corre t gue ... In 
any event, this statue is one fairly complete figure repres nting that i land 

69 See above, p. 40. 
60 Handbook of Greek Sculpture, London, 1903, p . 167. 
61 Holleaux, B. 0. H., 1886, p . 66 and pl. IV; Deonna., op. cit., #~8; L'luglotz, P· 116; Pnptlspyridi, Catalogvt, 

p. ~6. 
61 #677, Payne and Young, pls. 18, 19; Buschor, Altsamischo tandbilder, Derlin, 1935, pi '. 76 and SO f. 
113 P. ~6. 
6' There is the usual conflict of opinion about the material, Holleaux having called it typical Uoeotitrn marble, 

Papaspyridi stating that it is marble of Naxos. 
96 Payne and Young, pls. 9, 10. 
06 P . 116. 
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. l f whieh t }H 1•t\ i~ eonHhleru.hlt' < vidt~11c •< i11 ot hPr, Hl<W<' l'rn 
ntitHlH("t) t' 1 f' '"grn<·ut 
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1 
, , <· 1 <·n11 l 

I l ·u·t~ front llH' ~P<'t)tHI quttrl r o l H ee11t.11ry. I lu• h<·nd wh ll >(• 
tl u < t ' < • • I I . f. I ' <' ' l' r i l . 1 ·t 111 " l)•" throllo·h Botol1u. or l 1roug 1 a i;pcea t<•u. ly Naxiatt v • .H 
n 1 \cr1 : < l .. n . • · nr1n11 t f 
ll r ·It' of tht <:t.tly ktH1roi, i~ iu n. Hly lt wlu('la flourisht•J iu tit<\ fir:-it 1 1 

'> 
h. ~ • • ' l"l L I • . I la f of 

11 \ ,11 t nr'' n ll<l ~c:trCt'l nppf·:tr~ ln.l er. l( >a<.!'- ot th ' f 1g ttr<• iH v' l 
\( ll ,7 .~ : • • , I lr llitlly 

nnul.otlelled. hnv1ng I\, ~nugk groov' Lo HHht:a l.t' t.h backbone, and Ho ofl'<'rH 
no tYid~ncc til lu:r ,vn. , bnt. t!H' :trn1s h 'ld cloHe Lo Lh \ hody and the g<.\ueral 
forin~ of Ht·n1~ o.nd hn11ds cerl.n1nly sn_gg< Ht a dale. b "fore 550. All t h<· availnhlc 
viden c indientes Lh:tt Lh " kouros 1s a work oi th lasl lwo <lc(~u,des of the 

first hnlf of l he cen l ury. 
\.nother tor o c~ ·cn1plifyincr Lhis in Lrusion of insular Ionic cle1nents into 

B otinn d 'dien.tion .. is on r c ntly r published 07 by IJullics. 1'his statue 
wa .. l t on1 tim ag from th court of a convent in the village of ~'1cripou, 
on th edge of th opa1 ba in, and only r cently reappeared in lhe Museum 
at haeron n.. Lulli , with considerable acuteness, pointed out the similarity 
whi h e. "i t betwe n thi tor o and t he kouros from Misoca1npos, on the 
I land of amo . 68 The differences which exi t between the two statues ap­
pear d 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 

amian work. Once more it appears impossible to accept the words "grosse 
harte Flachen,' which Lullies wrote concerning this torso, and which are in 
the same vein as those 69 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 strands and, 
as regards the whole surface of the work, the shimmer or sparkle which th~ 
fine modelling produces. Now if one places side by side the photogr~phs 0 

the backs 70 of the Chaeronea torso and of the Misocampos torso certain ver! 
· 'fi · h half signi cant differences of detail become apparent. In the first place, t e d 

of the former is seen to be conceived as a flat in ass not as a series of stran ls. 
Tl h · · ' . · · h nne s ie orizontals are as important as the verticals' in the d1v1ding c a 

57 Deon · · phs 
u 13 :a, op. ci~., #!l7 ; A. M., III, p . 307, #~; Lullies, Jaltrbuch, 1936, figs. 10- 12, best phologra · 

use or, op. cit., p. 18, pls 58 61 oa 
ae "D · • • ;i;.. 

er huteren und l t ' h M . 1 A7) 
10 J , b unp as lSc eren odelherung der Oberfitiche,, (lahrbuolt 1936, P· " · 

artr u.ch 1936 149 fi • , 
' • p . • g. 12 (Chaerouea); Buschor, op. cit., pl. 6~ (Misocampos). 
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which outline the conventional Perlenloclcen. Also it is noteworthy that the 
111odclling of inu cles of the back on the Chaeronea statue is far simpler than 
on the other. It is t he lighL1y cut, curved Jines of the Samian statue which 
give it such a complexity of surface as to produce that Schimmer which 
Bu chor 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 " 'ords, 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 
quern) . The only logical recourse is to follow Lullies' grouping of this torso 
with National lV[useum #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. T o 
differentiate clearly between the contributions of Samos, Paros, and N axos 
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 J\fuseum #10 
from Mt. Ptoos, and throws some additional light on the problems which 
surround the Acropolis korai #677 and #619. 71 

That there were further dedications in this style in the neighborhood of 
Boeotia is evidenced by the discovery of three fragmentary torsos 72 in 
Delphi, which are novv 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 73 does not have this vertical line of 

71 Payne and Young, p. l~ nnd pls. 18 f. 
72 Fouillcs de De/plies, vol. IV, !, p. 56. Deonna, op. cif., p. 833. Delphi, Museum #~557. #~696. #4859. 
78 Deonna, op. crit., p. 2~!, listed ns in a. private collection on the island of Paros. 

[ 67] 



\H.CI I Al ; S l1I1PTUll1E lN IlOEOTIA 

• 
1 

• nut rkc.'d dt.'gr (', but. rn.t h r di ~pln.ys considerable sirnil . 
l IH' tl'f'tHll (l ,lll' f ) {' t t] k . ar1ty 

t" J • • t' l he.· lower 11n rt o l \ tgur,,. o 1 , ·ouros in the Nat' 
in t ht\ l't'llo<..'rH•g n tonal 

I u~<.'tllll #10. f' 1 l . . · 1 , n'll ,•et 1n·c11n red to de tn l l c tnrncter1 bes of a ,, p . 
'i lt'Hr Wt' u1 ' . 1 _ • • t1 . . nr1an 

1 .. • 1· .. . t lt ... <•enl ur) scul nt n r \, 't ll. t "' ' ''Or l 'vh11 to note the gener 11 
~<.' h < h) <) ~ l" • r • l . a y 
i~tarn..l · ltn1ie t.•lwrnel..:1·i~li ·~ 'vh~e~1 th tor~o lar " 'Ith the Chaeronea 

(. \ll three of the J)elpln frngn1 nt eh play tha.t mnrked oftness f 
1gun'. . fi · b . . o 

~urf:u·t.' which i~ ohs 'rvnbh.· on t h .hn~1:on . n . . LTUf ' ut tlus 1 particularly 
t rnt' nf #~HnH n nd #-~8,>H. n1nb 'l' 2690 ~., 1n~1lnr to tl1c haeronea tor 0 in 
ln.':tlntt'Hl ,)r <.'l)llnr b<.)Jl ,~ :11u-l the n1od lhnrr f bt at inu cles but there are 
uwnv indit.•n t itHl~ t hn l. it 1R probnhl rn.th r 1Ht r. On #~557 the erector 
~pin;tc. tnu~cl ~ are indientt'd b., th n1n kin~ ~£ n_ arly ve.rtical groove 
~cf·n 011 Lhl" l hncron ' n torso. hut th uren.t t in11lar1ty. pnrticulnrly in the 
1itH: «~f thl gn)in :tnd thL' softn. s f "Urfn i nff rd d by #4 59, which i" a 
snrnll frngntl'Ht l rr·~ 'rYintr littl n1 r · thnn th hip . Th thr kouroi Yery 
pt'\'>bnbly eoY 'r n con~id rnbl p · ri d of thn . running w 11 down into the 
~t"(' )1\d llnlf .. )f th $ixt h •t:n l ur r , ut i i diffi ult t UY id th inf r nee that 
t hl'Y art' br n1ght into b ·inn· b) th on1 tid off r ian inftu n (or importa-
tion of f reign work ) whieh r du d th ha» n on t r o. 

'1' .. ) t h' nd )f l h fir t hn lf of th ntur b I n rr a marble hend in the . 
. 'tt ti )1ud 1\lu~ 'tnu nt \tJ1 n #19 '14 fr n1 l\1t. Pt ·· (fi.a~ 7 . L p"iu and 
l)ul1u1a hay· ngn."d lhtl t the..: nl.:1t 'tinl i i lnnd mnrbl . nna on"'idered 
the.· hc.--:id t) bt. f .. \tlit• '" rktnnn hip. \Yhil nu 1· aim d itf r th. ~uxinn 
~l·ho1l. ltis tru·lhat th ~n.':lrt?~ y rnlh nd.., ~nn ncrth t rrn ottaprotomes 
iu lh' .\ t.·r1pulis :\ln ' •un1 ill _\th n ,yhi h lo yr bl thi n1nrble. but 
l lt ' re.' is no <'Yid<.' net· tn n iln bl °' n , t th pln " £ mnnufn_ --tu re f thes terra 
l'Olt •l~. ' l h' lrnir OY"r the bl')\Y 1 r 'nd 'red, :l " n1u1 hn~ nl~ ndy nt1ted. in 

• • 
H nt:unwr qnll ) · inpnrnblt' to thnl <.)ll th 1nn1·bl h nd in _\thens #1">. hut 
oth 'rwi::-t.' Hc.' itht•r t ht· ... ·oiffur '~ nor t h ... co-n 'rill t: inp ition~ of these two 
Wl)t:\ s :tr' p:lrlieolarly ~intilnr. the h'n :l #t~l hnYinrr ahnond-~h:1p;"\d. ~lh~htly 
\)b\ic.l\h' ' Y '~ '\H i •t ' · ll ·1· . , , . • • · l ~ tu ) ll · \ ~nu t n " Ht n ~ ll· )ng. unbl'( kt'n '\ur,~e. 

1 h' c.·l nr '"l r 'lntic.)nship ,Jf .\th \n~ ttl~) 1~ "·ith tht' t rr:1 cotb1s di~eU$'t~.l 
undt'l' l

1T\)lH F ·tb'l \ ' , l l~ l ' t' > • • . tl , "''tllt' . ~ 1 · · '" c. · tt ., , 1g. k .. pn rta:Ulln·ly. 1~ t<.l be ~t.:·t'll tt: ~,, 
~r 'Hptnl'" \>f t h" f •. , t ur, . . t' l , l . ~ l . l l . ond 
1 . ~ . · · c. s 1 n •h..' ")"' t'l' pa rt )f t h . f n ' t' beh)W ~1 n~ 1 lf\''' 

\[l y 'l' '" t\ l h \\ l l . l i ·l . { ~ tnt·~t\.' l'l'l: ' S tltt.' lll~n·bl\' h 'ad. ~\,Ynin tht' SHlllt' :l Ul(•IH -
~ \\lp \l '\'\':s ' \ l ll' { l ~ l t 
, .1 • • ~ { nr. !\th t lt' ~ lHh..' fuH-lippt: i. unl l"\ kt'n ~ntil bt'tW'l'(.'H' 1")r -

t. lh i upl 'r hp 'llH.i. ·hin \ l J ,tf ~" 
tl l . : · · ~ n t"" a .iY 1. b~ 'l'Y d in i\'"llin,t " ·ith tht' tt'rr:l <. · " 

\( \l\S(" \'\ ~ \{ \s \ l) ' l'l J ; •l • ~ r l t:til"' . , f ll ~ ' · c \ n " \ ntor,, t l 'r '\l'-,.h .,.()inlr Hlnstit..' ul\)dcllin~ .._, ot' ' • • 
llh't u an l r 'Hn l , l . l lr . ~ ~ , ~ r • • tht' 
1th . t ·•·1·~, 'ti "r l:\t ll\~ )f fc.'!lhlf'S . fht' ~UH\( tnnt ' ~lPf ':\tlll l 

• (l 'n~ "' tlu . ' ri " J tl .. j l . ~n"•~t't • . ~. nn .l h .. 'Y ~ll'\.' n~· ' 1.lll\llHlll .Xl lY ~•n UH. ' • r .. 



ARCIIAIC SCULPTURE I N BOEOTIA 

liveliness of demeanor and vividness of personal expression which find their 
best parallel in Attic marbles like the Hermes relief 75 in the Acropolis Mu­
seum (fig. 43), dating just before the middle of the century. 

Because of its importance in relation to the terracotta 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.76 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 77 there is evidence of 
the greater emphasis upon inner or structural realism as opposed to formal 

711 Ptiyne and Young, pls. 8, 0. 
70 This feature nppears a1so in lhe Louvre lorso #088 from Actium, nlthough l\iiss Richter, Met. Mu.s. Studies, 

v, pp. 20 r., docs not record lhe fact. 
77 Compare in this rcspccl Lhe head illuslmled in 6gnre 79, #16 in lhe Natioual Museum at Athens, from 

Ml. PloUs (JloJlcu.ux, /J . C. 11., 1886, p. 74, pl. VII; Deonna., op. cit., #36) in which lhe same fidelity to es entia.l 
l:llructurc ia obscrv1\blc. ThiH hcnd bas slroug affiuilies with cerlnin tent\ cottns in Lhe Acropolis l\t1uscmn, notably 
numb ·rs or1B nnd 704, which Mrs. Sedgwick kindly informs me she rcgHds as Doeolia.n dedications. Although the 
aimilnrilicli cited J,y Dconn1~ Lo the Motlchophoros and to u contcmponwy hea<l in tl~ Louvre (Led~at, La s~tlpturo 
atMq'IJo avarit, l'hitl·iaH, l'nriH, I 004, p. 112, fig. 4r) nrc very striking, it i obsorvAblo JU the pr.ofile view of this hea~ 
(Ucorrnn, op. cit., p. lOH, fig. 40) Lhul lhc ouler corner of the eye recedes much more deeply inlo the profile than is 
U!ll11nl in workH of th · period of lla ' MoHcbophoros. 1'ho rupture lhus eft'cctcrl of lho essential froutality Qf features 
rc·l11t<:I! lhia work Lo the style of Hrilish MuAc11m #13474. 
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. . f 1 e areas from without. The result is again to enhance th 
Position o P an · · · b · h e corn: 1. f the head and give 1t a very vigorous, rig t express· 

lif hke qua i ty o . 1 d I . I . ion e · d the influence of the is an on1c sty e in the design d . 
.Karouzos recognize . d . . b bl . an 

d d modelling of this kouros, an 1t is pro a y that influen 
more roun e . . h" h ff h ce, . h h whatever intermed1ar1es, w ic e ects t e contrast betwe 
coming t roug . . h h h en 

b J.1- } d this statue. It 1s not certain w et er t e somewhat great The es 11 an . . . h. er 
d nd severity of style which differentiates t is work from the kour broa ness a . . . . d. h OS 

of Melos, a statue generally very. s1m1lar to it, in icates t at the Theban 

k s is slightly earlier in date, going back perhaps as far as 560, or whether 
ouro · f h · 1 d 1 · h 

th. fact is simply due to the tempering o t e is an sty e wit the local tra-1s . . 
ditions of Boeotia. In the latter case there is no reason to assign the Theban 
kouros to a date before 55Q, the most likely date for the Apollo of Melos 
itself. 1s It 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 79 

(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, 80 this kouros probably was made in the last quarter of the 
sixth century, 81 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 ge~eral proportions of various parts of the body are similar. I~ 
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 
are long and slim, the thighs rounded and heavy. 

On the other hand the arins of the kouros in Athens are entirely detached 
~rom the sides (the small props between thighs and hands being modern re­
inforcements), 82 while those of Thebes #6 are attached to the body for the 

111 n· ht I<' er, op. cit., p. 43. 
711 Holleaux, B. C. II., 1887 pl VIII. M d l i 'cli i8 

and pl. II; Zervos, pp. 127 1Gl~ • ' en e • B. C · H ., 1902, p . 470; Deonna, op. cit., #SO; Papaspyri 'P· 
80 0 . ' NO. 

p. cit., p. 42. 
111 I · 
. t is noliceable that here, for the 6 t . . . . linth 

beside the feet. rs time m this series, traces of the claw chisel are to be seen on the P 
a2 s· 

mce the above was written (b d . d}y 
ase on Lhe report of H olleaux, B. C. H ., 1887, p . 186) Miss Richter bas k10 
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greater part of their length. Again, in the general character of surface model­
ling of the figur~, the contrast which was noted between the kouroi Thebes #3 
and The.bes #6 l~ here. seen _extended even more markedly. The vestiges of 
s:hemat1c re~derin? still plainly to be seen on Thebes #6 have almost entirely 
d1sappe_ar~d in National Museu1:1 #12, to be replaced by a thoroughly organic, 
naturahstically 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 B·auernstil to this latest mani­
festation of the archaic style on Boeotian soil. In the hair, in the rendering 
of the shallow profile, there is even much of the early archaic style p~rsisting, 
and the mixture is rendered with a naivete and directness that are, ma way, 
quite charming. 

One head found at Mt. Ptoos, #15 83 in the Thebes Museum (fig. 82), cer-
tainly belongs to this period, yet has no clear relation~hip t? the style of 
which the development is outlined above. l(arouzos assigned it corre~tly 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 that there were anci~t 
props between hands and thighs. Richter, A .• J. A., i9~9, p . 836; O. Antonsson, The Pra3iteles Marble Group in 

Olympi,a,, Stockholm, 1937, p. 88. 
sa Mendel, B. C. H ., 1907, p . 200, pl. ~1; Deonna, op. cit., #51; Karouzos, P· 13, figs. 4-6. 
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. . .11. g to assume that a group of sculptors were working . 
B f an if one is wi in . . . f t . lll 

oeo ~ . d" t and successful imitation o con emporary Attic craft 
Boeotla in very irec . . . th t h d h k S-

en This Lullies has recognized in citing .. e presen ea ' t e ore head 
ro · . h N t . al Museum from Mt. Ptoos, and the small head of a youth 
#17 84 in t e a ion ) 85 B . . . 
from Eleusis (fig. 83) (National. Museum ~61 d as oe?tian provinci~l hni-

. f Att. work Such an interpretation oes require a very subJectiv 
tations o ic · . . C · 1 . e 
and difficult analysis of stylistic phenomena. erta1n y t~e head in the 

N . 1 Museum #17 is so phenomenally close to the kore in the Acropolis 
ationa . · 0 h h 

1\1 m ~673 86 as almost to imply direct copying. n t e ot er hand, the 
useu f'I' d 87 d h El · h d · 
1 t . n hip between the Rampin hea an t e eusis ea is of a differ-

re a io · · h' h · b ent sort. Although Lullies saw in the vari~bons w ic exist etween these 
two heads evidence that that from Eleusis was the work of a non-Attic 
(Boeotian) craftsman, Lang~otz, 88 with ev~n more cogent reasoning, saw in 
these differences evidence simply that this latter head was of later date. 
Certainly, although most critics have emphasized the relationship that exists 
between these two works, 89 there are several reasons, even beyond those 
cited by Langlotz, for regarding the head from Eleusis as materially more 
advanced in the plastic sense than the other. Not only is there more move­
ment in the face, but, viewed in profile, the hair of the Eleusis youth is seen 
to cling more markedly to the side of the head, following the 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 locks of 
hair over this part, which once more emphasize the rounded, plastic character 
of the head. 90 

Obviously, in cases like these, where the only "non-Attic" characteristic 
to b~ cited is a certain ineptness, it is impossible to differentiate to the satis­
f~cti?n .of ~ll between secondary Attic works exported to Boeotia a.nd Boeo­
tian u:~1tabons of AtLic sculpture. In view of the finding-place of the Eleusis 
he~d, il appears that Lhere is not enough evidence to include it in a discussion 
w.hich attempts to adhere closely to developments on Boeotian soil. But the 
discovery of Thebes #1.5 and the kore head National Museum #17, on l\lt. 

84 
B. C. ll ., 1887, pJ. VII ; Johrb·11ch, lUSO, p. 147, fig. f> . 

86 Incorrectly nole<l ns #10 by Lullies, Jahrbttch, 1936 p . 141 note~· 'E...1.. 'Apx 1889 pls 5 6· Brunn-Bruck· 
mn~ ~ext lo plnle 552; Langlolz, op. cit., pl. 05c. ' ' ' ,.,,. ' ' . ' • 

1 nyne and Young, pl. 64. 
87 Ib id., pl1:1. Jlu. ff. 
88 0 . p. C'tf .' p . 15{). 
8D }ll T ' 

l110R, Ee/>. 'Apx , 1889, p . l!t·.I< · le'l t B B . l·""1r~. 
p. 7, rf'ferrcd lo t ho )<'l · 

1 
d 1: · 

0 rum\- ruckmnnn, pl. 552; even Payne, Arclunc Marbl~ Srt1 I"' 
oo 1'l . "J eu 1:1t!I iei~ ns cntly nrcbnic " 

iere 11:1 rnuch . ll . 1' 1 . . -
· . in 11s ~ cus1s hcud whi l ·. l'kou· 

rouniohR, 'l•~>..tuuL~ 'Oo 6 , c 1 sugg ls Sll<'h lnlc lerrn collns its one found also at Eleusis , .. '" If 
(' 11 • ' U'Y s rw11 A1•a.uKa.cpw . .~ ,. ... L un) 

o cction (1~ilrlwUngler, Collc•rfion S ., imt rov. u louq~lou, p . 04, fig. 60); or n prolomc bend in the titl lO 

nbouro.ff, ll, vignette opposite pl. a~). 
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AR HAI S LPT RE 11 r BOE TI4 

Ptoos indicates a very direct acquaintance with thorouahlv tt• "t l 
f th B . o J i !'i on 

the part o e oeotian sculptor at a period b for th carving of th 1 

N . lM h®ro 
in the ationa useum #12. The continuation of th am cl .. l· t " _ 

. d . d b h d. r <1 ion 
ship is In Icate y t e 1scovery of the dedication of Pythia and ,. hri n 91 

also on Mt. Ptoos. So much has been writt n on th e latt r monum nt .. that 
it seems unnecessary to add any detail d ritici in h r . But th Yid n , 
which they suppl! of the e .. rist nc of a on id rahl group of d di ation .. on 
Mt. Ptoos by Attic sculptor or by ulpt r. i1nilalina lo el th .A ti sl 1 
may suggest that the entir sculptural produ tion in Bo olia of th · nd 
~alf of the ce~tur~, aft r .... t'h abr~p~ ch~ng. in tyl i naliz d h th .Apollo 
In Thebes #3 IS of immediat AttI In piration. u h an int rpr tation of th, 
facts afforded by the Mt. Ptoo ,. avation \Vould d n th di. tin ti n whi h 
is made above betvveen, on the one hand, a Bo otian· tradili n, fortifi cl h 
insular influence entering Boeotia about th middl of th ntur and, n 
the other hand, this final group of monuments of pecifically .A.tti hara lt>r. 
It is to such a conclusion that th comparison tre ed by Lulli b l\v nth 
kouros, National Museum #12, and the kore head from ~It. Ptoo r atlonal 
Museum #17, inevitably tends. 

However, it is noticeable that all of the distinctly Attic d di ation in thiR 
group belong to the last quarter of the century, \Vith th po""'ihl pti n 
of the head in Thebes #15, of which the dat is quite uncertain. Th k r 
head is very close, as Lullies noted, to the Acropoli kor #673, a fi O'Ur da t d 
by Payne 92 about 520. The kouros in the National Mu" um #1.20 i" uni­
versally attributed to the Leagros period, and ational l:u .. um #12 (if it 
must be accepted as exhibiting some elements of this Attic r lation~hip) \Vas 

most probably dedicated in the last decade of th c nlury. 93 n th th r 
hand, the monuments dependent upon Thebes #3 propo~ d abov as a group 
antithetical to the more peculiarly Attic d dication . r pr nt a ntinuous 
tradition from the middle of the century down to the end, \Vh n it ~ dis·11 -
pearance seems to coincide with the ma ab "orplion of el 'tn nts fr 111 the 
specifically Attic style. 

It is this group which corresponds in d v lopn1 nt to th s qucn e f t 'rrn 

n Athens, National Museum #20; Holleu.ux, ]J. C. II., 1880, pl. VJ , r\lul 1887, plR ... ·rn find . ~lV : Dcornm, 
op. cit., #31. It is difficult lo understand llte insiRlcuc of Holl •n\1 (ttlso I 1tlkn1nn11, .fohrbttrh. 1 HO'l, P· 1:\t, 1mrl 
Il. AshmoJc, Late Archaic and Early Clas.Yical Greek Sculpt11re in Sicily mul Nouth lial!f, London. 1 O:J ~. \>. ~O. not o, 
and others) that thi8 kourm1 cxhibil8 Acginclan cl1tu·1tclcriir1Licl4 in Lh ' figur . Fnccd hy the nhll(\lUtc>ly \It\• \,·~in h1n 
character of the head, he suggested lt PclopouneRinn Bchool ittfiucnrcd by Acli(ittri, rv ·n. 11cckin~. l<l t lnl~ th'' nrk to 
Canachos' Apollo Philesio1:1. Neilhoi• head not• body showH noy lrtiC'<' of l110 fllmrp, {'l'l~ll dcl1Hl of A li(n <'lnn \n'l\'k . 

A far more convincing comparison has been mado with th "Homittu " Lo•'l•o trotn. Cl1•11ntt\l\d1 lu. (Mo11 .• 1nf • ~007, 
pl. III) . On the ba11is of Lhc striking 11imilcirily of t he head lo lhal of I h • kot' #07:~ HI lh 1. ropoh.111 M \l"('\lm (l fl n 
and Young, p)s. 6~64) we muel recognize U10 clm1csl 1' litlionship of kom'ol'I #~O lob~" ilh AUil' ' iwk. 

g
2 Payne and Young, p. 35. . . 

oa As noted o.bove, il doce nol uppe1tr rn•c •116ru·y \ o hwludo t lw mcueil'I hen d of r yonl h m Lhtl'I •"" '\1111'1\0l\ ~)t mnn 
uments associated with Docotia, lrnt overt in lho <1mm of lhis Wllrk 1t (lnl ' l1~Lot- tluiu 5!1.l> woulrl not h ouhkt'ly · 
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t t Rhitsona a sequence which, as has been indicated above 
cot as a ' . . . h II . , repre-

t d not a provincial peculiarity of t e sma community of Mycal 
sen e . d h If f h . essos 
but the dominant trend in the secon a o t e century in the Boeotia~ 

U
f acture of terra cottas. The close correspondence between these fi 

man . . . f h gu-
ines and the marble series in this group orms t e most forceful argument f 

r I · · fi 11 B · · or the recognition of the marb ~ series ~s sp~ci c~ y oeotian in character. 
Further, the intrusion of definitely Attic ob1ects into the marble series in the 
fourth quarter of the century co~responds. to the change ~rom the exclusive 
use of the "pappas" type to the introduction of the late sixth century Atf 
and other foreign types in the same period. Even the manner in which th:c 
new style affected the older tradition i~ si~ilar in the two techniques, a: 
is illustrated by the above-noted relationships between the kouros in the 
National Museum #12 and the figurines of the "Parisiennes" from grave 81 
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" 94 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. 

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

CONCLUSION 

TnE progress of the plastic arts in Boeotia during th · d d . 
· · 1 fl ' e perro un er discus-

sion 1n this vo ume, re ects the nor1nal development f . 
· · h. h o an exceptionally 

isolated d1str1ct , w ic came only. sporadically into intimate contact with 
the l~rger wo~ld of general llellen1~ culture. There is no evidence that, at 
any ti~e during the sevent~ and sixth centuries, Boeotia was really back­
'vard in the acceptance of important stylistic change Rather 1·t . . . . . , appears 
that eac~ s1gn1fi?ant new departur~ in the rapi~ly developing art of sculpture 
was readily receiv~d by th.e B~eotians. N~r did these new departures spring 
from any one l?caht! dominating and leading the artistic development of the 
Greek world; in ~oint 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 1 of Greece 
should be interpreted with regard to early Greek art; the fiat fertile plains, 
hemmed in and isolated 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) arena­
tional manifestations whose earliest beginnings cannot be allocated but 
whose local modifications depend upon the nature of the soil and the habit 
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 peop~e who e intere ~ 
were not wide-flung, whose immediate world wa comparatively . mall. Thi 
situation gave rise to peculiarly local interpretation of Hell nrc .art, each 
phase being thoughtfully mulled over and slowl~ ~.nd thoroug!1ly drge ted to 
suit the local stomach. Holleaux, in his first critical synthe is ?f the culp­
ture which he found at Mt. Ptoos erred in several way · He did. not r~cog­
nize the important change in direction which took place in Bo oba, a mall 
G ·d ffi · tly tre tl1e fact that reece, about 550. Furthermore, he d1 not su ci 11 • d 1 al 
th d 1 . . . . ·fi t progr ss1ve nature, an oc e eve opmen t was na t1onal in its s1gn1 can 

A to Ishtnds published in Athens in 1936 
1 See, most recently, the excellent relief map of Greece o.ud the eget 

by Kos. D. Diamantopoulos. 
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PPE~DIX 

B .., 1• 1.1f •erlain '\lmpan-...1in-. Uf:l\'. U. in the l'OU '> •h . . r 1 \ t r -e l ' e ·ore .J -
lwl wt" 'll the head d th' P 11tni 1 T1 .t.>rnn l)U r 1• • .th• ~ .r::: ·~ · 

' li'"\\ltl. i • J t .1Pt \•~ o• an 1 " : 
' 1 , , hY he.1d -- 1 )un11 at . \JnY ·lne b\· T ... un ,, ,,,. 1 .) • • _,. 

tl.e " 1 
' '· • · • • .... • • • J,. l" "eems wo-th 

I 
.1 . l thi-. 111111.l tn n~,·1e'' hnefi,- the contr \"e-,,. t _ 

w i 1 c ,\ · ' ; .... ' ,., ~- t ... l ve:: .\.. t-
. ~ the -- t> la-.t twn heau-'. I n the cour' f their ,\en·ie' -
in~ ''l . '" 1..-t-< eT tur. ,,"':-· .. nee 
abLn·c~r iund. they ha Ye suHereu the llll ... t e::i..-r.raordinary vi~·: ... . u ~t:' of 

critici -- lll· . . . 
T•ounta5 hrm-.elf colli1J ered the~ both earl~- ;:w·huic. He recor<led h;.s 
.. 1\ .. -.tions at Aru,·clae more or le'S rn the form of a t 1ur 0,·e- •L,. ,:. \'l" _,_ exr. " . . . u .h.. .. c . 11 , _ 

ing near the p:nbo~o- ~-all. bet'"'.·een it and .the semicircular u.p'c. 1.1e men­
tioned the finding of a pile of hroken ary·halloi. u10stly bl, ck. a:!d. r~~h;: there 
.. a.i•-o~' ") . the t\\o clay heads and a headless female .S:;ure in ier:-a cotrn.! 

Continuing north of this spot. he found some pieces { g~ ::net.'1e • i.·er; • 
and . near b;· . t\\o terra cotta animal beads and the t .Jy f dl ani.m.,1. aprir­
enth- ~fYcenaean . Tsountas recognized these fragment · d anim~l ~'""'..lrme:s 
as i I yc~naean . although he noted that they are not typical oi ~crra .. '~::1.5 
found at :JI \Cenae. _.\..s a matter of fact. these belong c a wry curi us :;pc 
fotmd in ,~ious part- of Gr~e.-~ ne,er in any precisdy dated ron:e.x~. I~ is 
of some intere.st to note that animal heack of preci.5ely the peculi~r shape to 

be seen on these example5 occur in pottery of the geometric period ~~orn 
Cyprus. an instance being :::..53~ in the Cesnola C~llection in th~ ,Jl~rr:t;°u~~ 
::Jiu.seum. a R hYton Yase labelled eighth century! Howe,·er. •lliD_":..n~_. .or C,U.e 

· · 1 'bl · 'I - · · i·t i;; wt diilicw.t t1.' see moment. that these aillIDa s are poss1 ; _1 ; cenae.m. - . 
· ll ' h h } .J. '\I n'\"n·:te·m and lhe::e e.m any rea on for ea mg t e t"o unrn.n 1eitu~ - • • • · 

h ·ell · · u · f d" · d' th m· t·"' a \I ,·~nae~m and •l .;:ev­ar \" be any JUStilicabon or in mg ern v • - • '" . ..... 

: . l , - F . h . t' Furtw:irl.:rler called •hem ~~ metric examp e. .i. et 1ec ter.(l quo mg ' ~ · .. . . · this 
:JI , ·cenaean. a - well as ·· the animals found with them. ig:tl..'rlll~ LU d : " 

• , . -,, · • .1 np«rt:>.nt!\- 11..'lill ill 
phru e the a ryballoi ·· rol' cr\ r1.u aros •wt ""op.>t,a.,._ .. 'r .. · 

much clo ' er conjunction . 
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RCHAIC SCULPTURE I N BOEOTJA 
.\ 

. . the Catalogue of the Sparta 1\iluseum, conl' 
Tl,xl and " ace, 

111 
Ul. ted out a supposed similarity to the ~!nued Lhis 

· d eYen po .1.v.1.ycen 
attributwn an . the National ~lu eum at Athens. 7 Now a aean 

J f '1 rcenae in . I d f , s a matt ht':.l rom · · . .1 1·ty actually exist . The 1ea rom Mycenae · er 
i;uch sulll ar . is notabJ 

l,f fud. no~ -k with feature and decorative elements drawn Y 
l 0 ,,t a mas , • . upon · 

flat. a ill ~ d 1. , of detail as may be observed m the tenuous droo f 1L 
•th rreat e icaC) ' h"l p o th 

w1 g t tl e inner corners of the eyes, w I e the Amyclae head e 
t r ducts a 1 . · · h d · . s are ~a d tally pla tic compo 1t10ns m t ree 1mens1ons. 
·1.Dlple fun amen fi d. .d h 
:l 'h 8 m to have been the rst to 1v1 e t e two Amyclae h d Bu c or see . ea s 

d ent.ly so clo e together, mto a l\1ycenaean and a geom t . ' foun , appar ' . . e rte 
. 1 This would certamly appear to be the most msupportable th . examp e. 

1 
. . .nl es1s. 

~ ... t ··dence T ounta ha been ab e to give us IS certa1 y all against su 1 11 ua e\ 1 • .d . . c 1 

atl.on and the two beads, side by SI e m a case m the National r,,..u a separ , . . . . . n.J. -
euni, show every techmcal s1m1lanty. The clay Is the same, the broad 

stroke of paint picking out eyes ~nd eyebrows ~eem to have been dipped 
from the ame paint pot; almost literally one lllght say that the two are 
tarred with the ame brush. And yet Buschor would have us believe thaL 
they are eparated by some three hundred years. Finally Kunze 9 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 M ycenaean 
ci,;Jization, 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, tha t Hampe is 
in agreement with this analysis, although he brought t he so-called geometric 
head, which Kunze had put early in the eighth cent ury, down to the end of 
that century. 
~ot only ?n the basis of their identity of technique and immediate associ­

ation of fi~ding place, but also on grounds of style and expression, it ~eems to 
meself-evi~ent that these two heads belong together. 10 Such slight d1fferen.ce 
as appears m the upper parts of the faces is largely due to the downward dis­
placement of the eyes on the " l\Iycenaean" head by the careless hand of the 
craftsman. And from the upper lip downward - the cutting of Lhe mouth, 
the\l?.u

1
rvehof the chin - the two are absolutely identical. 

' i t i t . · h " geo-. ,, e arguments brought forward by H ampe for brmgmg t e 
metm- head d t h . . eroen L, 
• J i . own ° t e end of the eighth century I am m entJre agre 

1 an< tnere is ever . ' ' J , J was a so 
1

• • Y reason Lo believe that the "Mycenaean 1eac 
t E.:>. Apx_, 1002, pl. 1. 

A Jf., 19t7, p. 11 

~ A M., Hl::l{J, p 156. 
},.. lt 11,~t Ii<:: noted here that Jenk' ·, ed th11t these two 
•!:a.th <.:ar1111,t he separated ' rns, llnd, following liirn, Kooblaucl1, have recc11lly recogniz 
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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 fi.?11re on a plastic vase foun~ at Ark:1'd~s,ll or, again, on a so far 

ublished ivory head from P erachora m the :r\at10nal Museum at Athens. 
;1s last small object (it is onl~ 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 figurmes. There is, indeed, a suggestion of 
the Dae<lalic style in the form of the " ::\:Iycenaean" head from Amyclae.12 

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 Ephemeri.<J. 
The votive lyre, illustrated in a drawing on plate 3, number 5, is taken by 
Deubner 13 as a type example of the seven-stringed lyre (it obviously origi­
nally had seven strings) of Mycenaean t imes. As is well known, the instru­
ment is not found during the geometric period. Deubner gave no reason for 
considering the object as M ycenaean, 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 14 or the two fragmentary ivory ones in the ~ ational :\I use um 
at Athens which were found at ~lenidi . 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 :\lelian vase on which 
Apollo is represented in his chariot 15 the god carries a lyre of which the arm 
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 I 
cite only one other, recently discovered example. Broneer, in his excavation 
of the summer of 1937 on the north slope of the Acropolis, discovered a frag­
ment of a painted pinax is of the late eventh century on which is repre ented 
a bearded figure holding a lyre of a type preci ely imilar to the imitation one 
found at Amyclae. 

Now I do not maintain that the ..:\myclae instrument can be proved to be 

II I 1 ' 

12 
',111uar10, 1027- 29, p. 67, fig. 46. 
l•or the carriug11 appearing on this figure appa reutlv dedicated to .\polio , cf. above, P· ~; cf. a lso B. S. A • 

100 l 02, p . 5.!7<1. • 

Ill A. M .• I 020, pp. 10 l r .... Die viersailigc Leier ... 
• l"v · J> l cl ·1 

16 
C aus, a ace of M inoa, I, Loodou, 1021, p . ·U O, fig. Sl7, give~ a elm · 

1
, onze, i.11 eliliclie Tho11yefa11l!e, pl. IV. 

ii. J. A ·• 1038, p. 162, fig. 2 . 
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1 do say that such comparative material as 

st'Yentb-centu~y. thbutt ntury far more probable than an ascriptio we have 
d te m a ce . h n to th 

wakes a a . d d there is no evidence m t e report of the ex . e 
PerIO . nn "f , ea vati 

)Jycenaean . 1 . 11 A.nd n ote that , even i one subscribe to th ·th 0n 
· · · this cone usio · · e eo 

to gawsa~ . f the seven-stringed lyre by Terpander, there is 
1
. ry 

l im·ent10n o . ff . f not in 
oft 1e re- d r improbable the votive o ermg o a model ins·t g 
. h. th orv to ren e rument 
ill t is e .J tl fi t half of the seventh century . 
f the tvpe m ie rs . f h o ~ 1. 11 bearing the representat10ns o t ree dolphins h. 
The mtag w gem . . 1 . h . w ich 

f d also in conJunct10n, apparent y, wit geometric and e 1 Tsountas oun b 1\,.-· S bb . is . h ar y 
. . b. ts has been taken y '.LISS te ms, m er book on th 

Corinthian o 1ec ' ' · e 
. . rrlple of the l\lycenaean representation of that sea ani· 1 dolphm, as an e:xa . . ma . 

t b t hesitate to disagree with so careful and thorough an inve t. One canno u . . s 1-
. f th representations of these mterestm g creatures as that whi h aatwn o e . . c 

1I iss Stebbins has prepared, but a comparison of tl~ese dolphms with other 
;epresentations of the~ ~n certainly l\1:ycenaean ob1ect s m ak es it _clear that 
stylistically they are d1stmctly non-typ1~al of t he l\1yce_naean period. .Miss 
Stebbins listed four :Mycenaean gems with representat10ns of the dolphin. 
The :first,19 of yellow jasper, was found in the Vaphio Tomb and shows two 
dolphins swimming around t~e ce~ter. They are ~xtraord~narily li':'ely de­
Eneations of the active, elastic ammals; the style is except10nally vigorous. 
The :fine swirling lines cut on the bodies add greatly t o t he spirit of vigorous 
action and to the richness of surface of the whole presentation. E ach dolphin 
bas 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 20 of :Ji iss Stebbins' l\1ycenaean gems of steatite is in the Story­
~Iaskelyne Collection, and on it are shown two dolphins used as space fillers 
a~o~nd the figure of a deer. Here the dolphins are executed in a style ve~y 
simil_ar ~o that just discussed. Although they are perhaps a shade less fine m 
d.e~a1l, smce their function is definitely a secondary one in the whole compo­
sition: nevertheless they are represented with the same vigorous movement 
and richness of surface noted in the gem from the Vaphio tomb. . . 

The second gem listed by :Miss Stebbins, a lentoid of st eatite in the Bntisb 
~Iuseum 21 I 1 d. h been ~ . ' purpose Y iscuss after the above two because, as as 
pomted o t · th · · epre-u m e museum catalogue, it is not Mycenaean. On it is r 

17 •v ... , 
"'I'· Apx, 189~, p. 13 and pi IV 3 

la E B S . ' - '['he 
· · • tebbins, The Dol h · · l · r· 1929, P· gB. 

gem is there d ·b d P i_n in lie Literature and Art of Greece and Rome, l\l!enaslm, "' 15· • 
escn e as a lento1d sa d lth I . . . 1

, "Furtwangler, D~ antik G r ' a. ~ug l lt is m fact a glandular sar<l. 
20 nw.., pl. VI ±:1!6 .e emmen, Le1pz1g, 1900, pl. III, ~31. 
21 ' " • / 

BritilJh Mmeum Catalo u .r G ' Catalogue of 11e 
Engra~-ed Ge11111 a-·' 0' 

0
9 e 01 ems, iill; Perrot and Chipicz VI pi XVI ~ II. B. Waller:>, 

'"" ameos 'reek Et· ,, . ' . ' " . 
' ' ruscan and Roman, in the British },f useum, pl. IV, #176· 
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t d an octopus with two dolphins above. On these dolphins the aills are 
sen e . . . bl h o· 
indicated by lines, but iht ils nhotlceal ke. o~ sii:iple and plain the surfaces of 

h · bodies are as a w o e, ow ac mg m richness of detail and vigor of 
t e1r 1 b . . 
action the anim~ s are y comparison with the t rue M ycenaean examples 

1. t d above. It is apparent from a general st udy of the F urtwangler plat~ 
is e h . . f M h t an important c aractenst1c o ycenaean gems is the insistence on 
t ~nding out the muscles and flesh, which often gives the human and animal ro . 
representations a c~r10us spotty app:a:ance, resulting from the hemispherical 
incisions representmg the rounded JOmts and other muscular parts. Early 
Greek gems, on the other hand, present a rather smooth, even surface by 
comparison, a s~rfac~ broken rather by light ~ines than by these bowl-like 
depressions. It is th1~ earl~ Gree~ styl: that is r.epresented by the British 
Museum gem. One is remmded m this connect10n of F urtwangler's own 
analysis 22 of the M ycenaean style in the art of gem-cutting : " D ie mykenische 
Kunst ktimmert 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 Sit ze der Thatigkeit 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
wangler stressed very correctly the importance of movement and vigorous 
presentation of act ion in Mycenaean gem cutting. 

The fourth gem listed by l\l iss Stebbins -was, of course, that from Tsountas' 
excavations at Amyclae. Even from the drawing offered in the E phemeris 
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 t-wo 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 l\1ycenaean, 
but, like the example above, early Greek. There are several representations 
of the dolphin among the seventh-century l\I elian gems illustrated by Furt­
wangler that are similar in style to this stone from A.myclae. Two examples 
which he gives on plate V, numbers 26 and 35, show the same simple outline 
and rather lifeless character of surface by comparison with l\lycenaean -work. 
~nd they exhibit also that t endency of early Greek gems to add details -with 
smiple, straight lines, omitting the rich, curvilinear decoration and rounded 
bosses of 1\1ycenaean design. . 

As has been noted above, the geometric sherd 23 with representation of 
human figures from Amyclae is executed in a late geometric mannered style 

2Z Op "t I 
• Cl. , 'p. 54. 

ta ,E ' 
tf>. Apx, 189~, pl. IV, ~-
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A 
F the iron sword and the amphiconoi and rin 

li an.')llild itlOd !( or definite date can be giYen, although the OlYin g~ Which 
TS(\unta.s f"un no ·ator himself cited for the two last cate~orpia Para}, 
Ids .. hich the exc,a' . o ies Would 
. . th t the,- a.re geometric. 
mdl<'~te 8 

, • far from the intention of these remarks to attempt 
It J.S of course. . f th hill f ' - to ea l . b th fact of the occupa t10n o e o -"'1...Lll yclae in th 'I 
\ dou t on e th d. e .i..\ ye ~. . d fact 50 well attested by e iscovery of much H ll ~, 

n.aesn peno · 8 · B · · e ad1c 
b th later German excavabons. ut it is apparent that th . 

potterr v e th · . e ev1, 
· hi.eh Buschor ~ has presented for e recogmtion of this site th 

dence w . "" · · . . a e : relig!!ious cult m late ).1. vcenaean trmes is m the highest d renter 01 a . . · _ . . egree 
questionable. His conclus10~ is bas:d, finall~, ?n the YOllYe obJects found at 
~ ~ clae which can be assoc1a ted with that period. _-\..s the present discus · 
;uu\ . b. s1on 
indicates. the on!~- examples_ of these _ "otn-e o 3ects which can with any 
degree of probability be considered :\I~ cena:an are the terra cotta animals, 
and e\en concerning these there may be said to be a reasonable doubt. A 
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 votiv~ 
offerings. was the first of its kind on the hill, and that the objects taken from 
it re\eal reminiscences of an earlier worship mingled with the dedications to 
..ipollo. e\en as the excaYations at ~It. Ptoos ha Ye revealed material of the 
archaic period suggesting the lingering influence of a pre-Apollonian worship 
in this major sanctuary of archaic Boeotia. 

• Op. c:it., pp. l.S, 14 
• A M , 19l7, p. io. 
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