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Supervisors:  Athanasio Papalexandrou and Jennifer Gates-Foster 

 
The Archaic East Greek world is regularly given cursory attention in surveys of 

Greek art and architectural history, despite the fact that Greek settlers arrived in Anatolia 

as early as the 11th century BCE, all the while maintaining strong political and cultural 

connections with the mainland. These Greeks were also in contact with local populations, 

such as Carians and Lycians, and sometimes subject to the Phrygian, Lydian, and Persian 

Empires, the traditions of which were equally as powerful a backdrop as the Mainland 

Greek horizon in influencing the visual and cultural make-up of a unique, East Greek 

identity. Scholars working within a Western framework and with a view toward the 

Classical Period, however, have traditionally restricted description of the visual culture 

these encounters produced to monolithic and sometimes even pejorative terms, focusing 

on the ‘Greekness’ of the material culture as a benchmark of quality without 

problematizing the term ‘Greek’ and its inherent privileging of all things Athenian. Such 

analyses stem from an implicit colonial framework, and thereby contribute to the labeling 

of East Greek art as a form at once unique and yet incapable of standing on its own, 

insofar as it relies on a predominant, predictable (Western) model.  

Through the vehicle of three case studies that engage with established areas of 

analysis (e.g. death and religion) and different types of media (such as painting, 

architecture, and sculpture), this dissertation works to ‘decolonize’ East Greece—what is 

today the central western coast of Turkey and offshore east Greek islands—a space that I 

argue to be a borderland. As a conceptual tool, the borderland is fruitful for examining 
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the interactions of eastern Greeks and the non-Greek populations living in western 

Anatolia between the seventh and early fifth centuries—a time and space that fostered 

fluid forms of continuous cultural, artistic and religious contact and exchange. East Greek 

art and the plurality of Ionian identities associated with its production and consumption 

reflect this borderland, a ‘space between’ where one’s everyday experience entails 

inhabiting multiple visual, material and political worlds. As a non-traditional 

methodological approach to the study of ‘Greek’ art, the borderland is also productive as 

a tool for critiquing the accompanying (traditionally Atheno-centric) Western academic 

discourse, whose discursive practices have limited the possibility of studying—and even 

speaking of—this dynamic material culture.  
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INTRODUCTION  

 
 “So what do you think about Troy?” This question, an otherwise harmless inquiry 

one might expect to be asked after visiting the ancient site, was posed to me on several 

occasions while traveling and researching in Turkey. And yet what was interesting was 

that this question almost unfailingly followed my declaration that I was researching 

Archaic East Greek art—despite the fact that Troy is far from a ‘type site’ for East Greek 

culture in the Archaic Period.1 Nevertheless, Troy entered into these conversations 

enough times for me to wonder whether what I was researching had been distorted—like 

the legendary city and its eponymous war—by popular and even scholarly re-imaginings. 

Does Archaic East Greek art exist? Could it even exist when my every attempt to speak it 

into being elicited only questions about Troy—and here in the very place where this body 

of material culture was historically produced and consumed, no less? The common 

refrain made me reconsider not only East Greek art as a discipline, but also the binary 

oppositional forces of East and West represented in the metonymic site of Troy that 

played a significant role in shaping both the material culture of, and modern scholarship 

on this area of study. So just what is East Greek art, and what was I really studying?     

 It soon became clear that I was in western Turkey and eastern Greece to 

investigate precisely these questions—that is, to reflect on what defined this material, and 

to gain a deeper, first-hand understanding of the geographic region that served as the 

                                                
1 While we can speak of Troy in the Archaic Period, the site’s pre-Greek and Roman Periods are 
best documented and understood. See C. Brian Rose, The Archaeology of Greek and Roman Troy 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014).  
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backdrop to the creation of East Greek works (Fig. 1). As part of this process, I traveled 

to as many sites and visited as many museums as possible, during which time I truly 

began to realize the complexity of the archaeology and culture of western Turkey, in both 

the ancient and modern periods alike. With regard to the latter, these complexities 

included access to the very material that I sought to study. Despite having learned to 

speak Turkish fluently, I still experienced great difficulty in my attempts at embedding 

myself within the networks of archaeological and academic investigation of the material 

culture of Ionia; as a junior researcher with few connections and no affiliation with any 

excavation in Turkey, I would not be able to examine unpublished materials, nor even 

objects in museums that were not on view—works that might very well offer insights into 

what had been foregrounded, or alternatively suppressed, in the writing of the dominant 

narrative of East Greek art.2 The weight of the history and presence of foreign missions 

(German, French, Austrian, American), along with the sheer number of projects in 

western Turkey under the aegis of Turkish institutions (in many respects, just as 

‘Western’ in their approach as the foreign missions3), made clear to me the scope of 

academic interest in Ionia and its cultural prominence—but also rendered it by and large 

inaccessible. To be sure, there are several factors that have played into this predicament, 

many of which are beyond the scope of this dissertation. . 
                                                
2 Despite submitting official petitions to the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, I was not granted 
permission to even examine the defter, or notebooks, of specific museums. To be more precise, 
my letters of request never received any response. 
3 For a broad introduction to the beginnings of archaeological missions and practice in Turkey 
see: Zainab Bahrani, Zeynep Çelik, and Edhem Eldem, eds., Scramble for the Past: A Story of 
Archaeology in the Ottoman Empire, 1753-1914 (Istanbul: SALT, 2011).; Wendy M.K. Shaw, 
Possessors and Possessed: Museums, Archaeology, and the Visualization of History in the Late 
Ottoman Empire (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003). 
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 My personal experience elucidated one of the ‘problems’ with Ionia, a region 

whose reputation of exceptionality—both ancient (with regard to its role in epic, 

colonization, philosophy, and the arts) and modern (archaeological attention)—has 

resulted in its perpetual treatment as an outsider both in terms of perception and 

discursive treatment. In antiquity, despite an acknowledgment in historical texts of 

common ancestry (with Athens, for example), Ionia was reduced to the status of an 

‘other’ visa-à-vis the Mainland. The geographic position of Ionia, which facilitated 

interactions with ‘non-Greeks’, i.e. local Anatolian populations, led writers of these texts 

(such as Herodotos) to characterize it as a region marked by essentially ‘Eastern’ tastes 

and a proclivity for luxury; Ionians were soft and Orientalizing, qualities that went 

against a defined ‘Greek’ social order.4 Scholarly treatment is driven by a fascination 

with Ionia because of its fraternization with non-Greek cultures, but subsequently (and 

ironically) treats Ionia itself as Other on account of its perceived cultural impurity, 

subjecting it to criteria oriented to the West and privileging Western cultural norms. This 

lens is the result of the aforementioned West-centric archaeological missions and a 

prevailing consetellation of academic discourse that, when combined, have decidedly 

shaped and limited our study of the area, its peoples and its (trans)cultural dynamic: at 

once unique, outliers of sorts, but in that uniqueness perhaps also unfathomable, at times 

even desirably so in order to satisfy the needs of the processes of ‘Othering’.  

                                                
4 Ian Morris discusses this phenomenon and the ideological struggle brought on by Orientalizing 
arts. Ian Morris, "The Art of Citizenship," in New Light on a Dark Age: Exploring the Culture of 
Geometric Greece, ed. Susan Langdon (Columbia, Mo.: University of Missouri Press, 1997). 
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 Impressive and intriguing, ‘worthy’ of great archaeological attention, Ionia 

nevertheless fails to fit a model of what scholars have constructed to be acceptably 

‘Greek’, at least in cultural and artistic terms. Western scholarship, working within a 

colonialist framework, has sought to tame this outsider through the creation and 

application of categories that work to define—that is, render intelligible and consequently 

manageable—areas of cultural interaction and artistic exchange. A preoccupation with 

generating labels and defining the products of cultural interaction is a tradition in 

scholarship of the ancient Greek world that extends well beyond Ionia: to Magna Graecia, 

Sicily and the Black Sea, for example.5 Situating study in such a way as to begin with a 

dominant and prototypical center—in this case Athens—has led to scholarship that treats 

East Greek material and visual culture as marginal. Thus, in Western surveys of Greek 

art, the East Greek world is given little attention, if touched on at all.6 These traditional 

                                                
5 A selection of works includes: Renate Rolle and Karin Schmidt, eds., Archäologische Studien in 
Kontaktzonen der antiken Welt (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998).; Christoph 
Riedweg, ed. Grecia Maggiore: intrecci culturali con l'Asia nel periodo arcaico: atti del 
simposio in occasione del 75o anniversario di Walter Burkert (Basel: Schwabe, 2009).; Attilio 
Stazio and Stefania Ceccoli, eds., Confini e frontiera nella grecità d'Occidente: atti del 
trentasettesimo Convegno di studi sulla Magna Grecia, Taranto, 3-6 ottobre 1997 (Taranto: 
Istituto per la Storia e l'archeologia della Magna Grecia, 1999). And Catherine A. Morgan’s 
contribution in the same volume, Catherine A. Morgan, "The Archaeology of Ethnicity in the 
Colonial World of the Eighth to Sixth centuries BC: Approaches and Prospects," in Confini e 
frontiera nella grecità d'Occidente : atti del trentasettesimo Convegno di studi sulla Magna 
Grecia, Taranto, 3-6 ottobre 1997, ed. Attilio Stazio and Stefania Ceccoli (Taranto: Istituto per la 
Storia e l'Archeologia della Magna Grecia, 1999, 1999).; Irad Malkin, ed. Ancient Perceptions of 
Greek Ethnicity (Washington, D.C.; Cambridge, MA: Center for Hellenic Studies, Trustees for 
Harvard University; Distributed by Harvard University Press, 2001). 
6 One need only to look at the list of illustrations in a recent companion to Greek art, dominated 
by Mainland—especially Attic—examples, which hardly represent the whole of ‘Greek Art’. See 
Tyler Jo Smith and Dimitris Plantzos, eds., A Companion to Greek Art (Malden, MA: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2012). An exception is freestanding sculpture, especially the korai and kouroi of 
Samos, with examples from other island workshops, like Naxos, and the seated figures of 
Didyma, frequently discussed and included in larger works on Greek sculpture. For example 
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Western approaches to East Greek art, architecture and ritual space frequently base their 

analyses on Atheno-centric, colonial models of cultural and artistic production, evidenced 

in part by the organization of these studies, which often place East Greece under  

categories like ‘Colonies’ or ‘Elsewhere’.7 This bias gives rise to restrictive 

generalizations about the nature of East Greek figural imagery, reception and practice, 

with some interpretations categorizing the local culture—whether directly, or indirectly 

through value-laden language—as derivative.8 Moreover, such discursive practices 

assume an established, originary Greek cultural and artistic identity for East Greek art, its 

associated ritual space, and its viewers, with the resulting analyses utilizing restrictive 

terms and criteria that give implicit preference to ‘Greek’ culture and vision.9 In fact, the 

very term ‘Greek’ is one that carries many assumptions about identity not necessarily 

applicable to our region of interest; the so-called ‘Greekness’ of Ionia was formed within 

an interactive dynamic that we are still investigating and reevaluating through continued 

archaeological work.10 Conversely, some scholars, Turkish and non-Turkish alike, tend 

                                                                                                                                            
Andrew F. Stewart, Greek Sculpture: An Exploration (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990).; 
Brunilde Sismondo Ridgway, The Archaic Style in Greek Sculpture, 2nd ed. (Chicago: Ares 
1993).; John Griffiths Pedley, Greek Sculpture of the Archaic Period: The Island Workshops 
(Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1976).; John Boardman, Greek Sculpture: The Archaic Period: A 
Handbook (London: Thames and Hudson, 1978).  
7 See those examples listed, above, as well as John Griffiths Pedley, Greek Art and Archaeology, 
4th ed. (Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Pearson/Prentice Hall, 2007).   
8 For example, John Boardman, The Greeks Overseas: Their Early Colonies and Trade, 4th ed. 
(London: Thames & Hudson, 1999). 
9 A proponent of this preferential treatment is the prolific J. Boardman, and his monograph on the 
‘diffusion’ of Greek art speaks to this view. See The Diffusion of Classical Art in Antiquity 
(London: Thames & Hudson, 1994). 
10 For summaries of fieldwork and finds one can consult the regular report on ‘Archaeology in 
Asia Minor’ (formerly, Anatolia) in the American Journal of Archaeology as well as the Turkish 
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toward emphasizing the material culture’s native ‘Anatolianness’.11 East Greece, then, in 

terms of its modern scholarship, is pulled from opposite ends, Eastern and Western, with 

emphasis on essentializing modes of inquiry (e.g. how Greek, or how Anatolian or 

Eastern it is) often coming at the expense of, or negatively affecting, qualitative avenues 

of investigation.        

 Thus, a primary goal of this dissertation is to offer a re-examination and 

discussion of Archaic East Greek art, specifically visual cultures of Ionia produced in 

western Anatolia between the late seventh to early fifth centuries BCE.12 Rather than 

perpetuating the practice of interpreting Ionia through a limited (and limiting) Athenian 

or Mainland Greek lens—or alternatively, a strictly Anatolian one—my dissertation shifts 

focus to the distinctive borderland geography of western Anatolia, and the cultural 

intersections of local populations (including Greeks) that produced these artifacts and 

architecture: namely, Lydian, Lycian, Phrygian, Carian and Achaemenid Persian. I begin 

this investigation with three case studies dealing with the realms of the funerary and the 

sacred, studies that also entail a critical (re)consideration of the roles of the contemporary 

museum and academic scholarship. In starting with three focused investigations, my 

dissertation introduces a borderland approach, and the potential for such a framework to 

help deconstruct our Western biases and their effects on our understanding of Archaic 

East Greek visual culture and identity. While my case studies focus on a specific corpus 

                                                                                                                                            
annual Kazı Sonuçları Toplantısı which offers reports on sites not necessarily covered in the AJA 
report. 
11 A more controversial example perhaps being Fahri Işık, Uygarlık Anadolu'da doğdu 
(Civilization was born in Anatolia) (Istanbul: Ege Yayınları, 2012).   
12 All dates are BCE unless otherwise indicated. 
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of funerary works; a distinct physical space of a peri-urban sanctuary; and a singular, 

potentially cult object, they are in no way meant to be representative of all Archaic East 

Greek art; the issues raised with each study and the approach I take with each chapter 

serve as paradigms for a future, expanded study on a larger corpus of materials.  

 In my discussion and critiques of other approaches to the study of East Greek art, 

I should also alert the reader that my focus is on Anglophone scholarship and academic 

traditions. While English-speaking scholarship is influential in directing the field, I am 

aware that non-English scholarly traditions—particularly those missions with a strong 

presence in Turkey and eastern Greece, i.e. French, German, Austrian and Turkish—are 

also active participants: driving forces whose formal methods and theoretical approaches 

may not always align with the narratives constructed by their Anglophone counterparts. 

Each tradition deserves a detailed study in its own right, which I cannot undertake in this 

dissertation: I address this topic again in the conclusion.  

 In the following chapter, I propose a new approach to Archaic East Greece: the 

borderland, a theoretical formulation that both builds on and offers a counter to the 

aforementioned scholarships and the underlying assumptions informing them. As a 

foundational protocol, the borderland framework allows us to zoom in on cultural 

intersections and consider multiculturally-inspired artifacts and spaces with transcultural 

narratives in a more nuanced and measured way, drawing attention to selective processes 

of creation and interaction with these objects. Acknowledging agency and creativity in 

East Greek works—far too frequently marked as marginal, derivitave, or ‘other’—forces 

us to recognize East Greek visual culture and identities in their own right and on their 
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own terms, thus revealing previously obscured possibilities for visualizing and 

conceiving of the complex networks of interactions that have shaped this body of work. 

After introducing the borderland and its potential as a methodological framework, I 

discuss the academic traditions that have prompted a call for this alternative approach; a 

brief introduction to my three case studies then follows. Ultimately, through the vehicle 

of these case studies, I hope to show that, when viewed at the confluence of multiple 

cultural, religious and visual traditions, and in their fluid use of iconographies, motifs and 

perhaps even ritual practice, the producers and consumers of East Greek art create their 

own unique identities that are borderless and continually in flux, through works and 

spaces that cannot be encapsulated by the restrictive categories imposed by traditional 

Western scholarship.        
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Chapter One: (Re)Defining a Borderland: An Alternative Approach to 
East Greek Art 

 
Several ideologies, one suspects, have conspired to produce this neglect: the 

Athenocentric; the Ionophobic, if I may so term it (no need to write real history about 

those distant, un-Athenian, and effete East Greeks, especially since they rebelled against 

Pericles)…13 

 

INTRODUCTION  
 Archaic Ionia is a borderland; my investigation begins with this basic premise, 

which I propose allows us to remove the Athenocentric lens through which we have been 

led to view East Greek art and identities. Gloria Anzaldúa first introduced us to her 

formulation of the borderland in a collection of prose and poems entitled Borderlands/La 

Frontera: The New Mestiza.14 In meditating on geographic areas that are neither fully a 

part of Mexico nor the United States, instead transcending the limits of any one sovereign 

entity, Anzaldúa explains that the borderland, both in terms of space and identity, is 

undetermined and vague, in a constant transitory state.15 She argues that inhabitants of 

                                                
13 Graham Shipley, A History of Samos 800-188 B.C. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987). 
14 Gloria Anzaldúa, Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza, 4th ed. (San Francisco: Aunt 
Lute Books, 2012). 
15 Anzaldúa, 25. Anzaldúa’s work, originally published in 1987, is an early study of the politics of 
identity as it relates to the U.S.-Mexico border. For additional readings on this topic that include 
discussions of the legal aspects of the border, see: David Spener and Kathleen Staudt, eds., The 
U.S.-Mexico Border: Transcending Divisions, Contesting Identities (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne 
Rienner Publishers, 1998).; Scott Michaelsen and David E. Johnson, eds., Border Theory: The 
Limits of Cultural Politics (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997).; Hastings Donnan 
and Thomas M. Wilson, eds., Border Identities: Nation and State at International Frontiers 
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the borderland create their own unique culture and identity—identities that are a part of 

both worlds on the geopolitical spectrum. And yet these unique formations of identity are 

not simply constructed geopolitically; rather, the concept of the borderland infiltrates into 

countless other categories of existence that we use to define ourselves: sex, gender, race, 

ethnicity, religion, and even language.16 Indeed, studies of the border like Anzaldúa’s 

have developed chiefly in response to modern geo-political frameworks and in the 

context of nation-states, with the work of Hastings Donnan and Thomas M. Wilson 

playing a prominent role in the discourse.17 Nevertheless, as we shall see, such 

contemporary investigations of frontiers and border processes have implications that 

allow for new observations relevant to other spaces and times as well. 

 In their work, Donnan and Wilson argue that ‘borders’ are zones that, to a certain 

degree, extend across borderlines (in some cases physical, and in others political), with 

border cultures being an example of dialectical relations and constant cultural negotiation 

across myriad groups.18 Their 2010 publication, Borderlands: Ethnographic Approaches 

to Security, Power, and Identity, includes essays that take an ethnographic approach to 

                                                                                                                                            
(Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998).; Pablo Vila, Crossing Borders, 
Reinforcing Borders: Social Categories, Metaphors, and Narrative Identities on the U.S.-Mexico 
Frontier (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2000).; Border Identifications: Narratives of 
Religion, Gender, and Class on the U.S.-Mexico Border, 1st ed. (Austin: University of Texas 
Press, 2005).; Guillermo Gómez-Peña, The New World Border: Prophecies, Poems, & Loqueras 
for the End of the Century (San Francisco: City Lights, 1996). 
16 Anzaldúa, 25. 
17 See both Hastings Donnan and Thomas M. Wilson, eds., Border Approaches: Anthropological 
Perspectives on Frontiers (Lanham, Md.; Ireland: University Press of America; Anthropological 
Association of Ireland, 1994).; Borders: Frontiers of Identity, Nation and State (Oxford: Berg, 
1999). 
18 "An Anthropology of Frontiers," in Border Approaches: Anthropological Perspectives on 
Frontiers, ed. Hastings Donnan and Thomas M. Wilson (Lanham, MD: University Press of 
America, 1994). 
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the study of the intersections at borderlands (national, transnational, global) and how 

these manifest in the personal, political, social and economic spheres.19 While these 

studies examine the borderland in an age of globalization,20 Donnan and Wilson, in their 

contribution, make two observations about borderlands and borders that are worth 

quoting in full, here: 

Borderlands are inhabited by local people who trade, work, socialize and marry as if the 
line between countries was not there. But this is not universally so, for many borderland 
people are there precisely because of the border, in their efforts to demarcate and defend 
that border against outsiders.21 

 
And 

Borders are ‘things’ and ‘ideas’ that sometimes matter and sometimes do not, in ways 
that suggest to outsiders that borders are often invisible to borderlanders, yet they seem 
to continue to matter a great deal and are always manifestly visible to travelers in the 
region and those who wish to cross into other countries. In this sense, borders are there 
when you need or want to see them, and are not there when they are unnecessary!22 

 

Important in these observations is the recognition that borders are far from a tangible 

phenomenon; they are dissolvable, at times readily ‘crossed’, and their presence is not 

                                                
19 Borderlands: Ethnographic Approaches to Security, Power, and Identity (Lanham, MD: 
University Press of America, 2010). 
20 Some have suggested that we can talk about a kind of globalization in the Archaic, particularly 
when we consider the extent of trade networks and availability of goods from various, wide-
spread locales, as attested by dedications at Greek sanctuaries; I touch on this facet in Chapter 
Three. For ‘globalization’ in the ancient Mediterranean in the second and first millennia BCE see: 
Susan Sherratt, "The Mediterranean Economy: "Globalization" at the End of the Second 
Millennium B.C.E. ," in Symbiosis, Symbolism, and the Power of the Past: Canaan, Ancient 
Israel, and Their Neighbors from the Late Bronze Age through Roman Palaestina / Proceedings 
of the Centennial Symposium, W.F. Albright Institute of Archaeological Research and American 
Schools of Oriental Research, Jerusalem, May 29/31, 2000 ed. William G. Dever and Seymour 
Gitin (Winona Lake, IND: Eisenbrauns, 2003).; Joan Aruz, Sarah B. Graff, and Yelena Rakic, 
eds., Assyria to Iberia: At the Dawn of the Classical Age (New York: The Metropolitan Museum 
of Art, 2014). 
21 Donnan and Wilson 2010, 9. 
22 Ibid., 10. 
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always even acknowledged by those living in the borderland (space). However, 

inhabitants also have the ability to utilize the ‘border’ as it suits their needs, and 

sometimes in very concrete ways; in other words, these borderland identities are 

adaptable and fluid (characteristics that Anzaldúa has already identified), and unique to 

the borderland itself.  

 Conversely, as Anzaldúa also notes, it is the ‘traveler’ or ‘outsider’ in the 

borderland who seeks to define and differentiate, the one for whom borders “continue to 

matter a great deal.” That is, despite the fluidity of borderland identities, there are also, of 

course, very real obstructions to that fluidity imposed by institutions invested in the 

enforcement of borders as reinforcing agents of all that is monolithically national and 

mono-cultural. The traveler, in the very act of traveling, participates in such reinforcing 

processes. Reflecting on the economy of travel in his introduction to Travel As Metaphor: 

From Montaigne to Rousseau, Georges Van den Abbeele demonstrates how leaving the 

homeland can actually accentuate its presence, and give greater definition to its borders:23 

The economy of travel requires an oikos (the Greek for “home” from which is 
derived “economy”) in relation to which any traveling can be comprehended 
(enclosed as well as understood). In other words, a home(land) must be posited 
from which one leaves on the journey and to which one hopes to return […]. The 
positing of an oikos, or domus (the Latin translation of oikos), is what 
domesticates the voyage by ascribing certain limits to it.24 

 
And 

 
Such an act of referral makes of all travel a circular voyage insofar as that 
privileged point or oikos is posited as the absolute origin and absolute end of any 

                                                
23 Georges Van den Abbeele, Travel as Metaphor: From Montaigne to Rousseau (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1992). 
24 Van den Abbeele, Introduction xviii. 
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movement at all. […] Thus, a teleological point of view remains comfortably 
within this economic conception of travel.25 
 

The ability to transgress the border—only to return to the “privileged point of oikos”—

therefore highlights not only the privileged mobility of the traveler, but also the 

privileged position of the homeland in relation to its periphery and beyond. That is, the 

teleology of the economy of travel, whether a leisurely foray or a scholarly expedition, 

carries with it implicit notions of primacy (the point of departure, or oikos/homeland) and 

secondariness (the destination)—both in the constructed narrative of the voyage and in 

the production of knowledge resulting from it. In the current study, that ‘traveler’ is the 

academic, Western scholar, one for whom study of the borderland space of the East 

Greek world has been conducted all too often at the service of a static, colonialist, 

Mainland ‘Greek’ model, a point to which I return, below. 

 Borderlands are “socially charged places where innovative cultural constructs are 

created and transformed,” and thus constitute a useful concept in the study of material 

culture.26 Recognizing the importance of these formulations of the borderland outlined by 

writers like Anzaldúa, and acknowledging that the ‘border’ is a largely unexplored 

rhetorical and heuristic device in archaeology as a discipline, David Mullin's edited 

volume, Places in Between: The Archaeology of Social, Cultural and Geographical 

Borders and Borderlands, proposes application of a borderland framework in the study of 

                                                
25 Ibid.  
26 K.G. Lightfoot and A. Martinez, "Frontiers and Boundaries in Archaeological Perspective," 
Annual Review of Anthropology 24 (1995). 
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the ancient world.27 Mullin argues that borders have varying degrees of porosity and, like 

Donnan and Wilson, notes that border identities “can be shifted and manipulated when it 

is advantageous to do so,” thereby enabling ways of existing between places.28 In its 

ability to engender ambiguity and blur boundaries,29 the borderland as a methodological 

approach creates the possibility for both the existence and discussion of flexible identities 

and experiences that traditional frameworks do not allow us to observe. As I will show in 

the case of Ionian works, the material culture attests to a knowledge of and participation 

in a broad array of recognizable cultural groups and practices; in speaking various 

admixtures of the ‘languages’ of these groups, new, fluid identities that are unique to the 

borderland emerge.      

 Employing a borderland approach then, I challenge traditional modes of 

interpretation, along with their preconceptions and inherent limitations, specifically as 

they regard the East Greek world. Traditional methods of analysis spring from within a 

colonial framework, and thereby contribute to the labeling of East Greek art as a form at 

once unique and yet incapable of standing on its own, insofar as it relies on a 

predominant, predictable model predicated on established, static identities. However, the 

                                                
27 David Mullin, ed. Places in Between: The Archaeology of Social, Cultural and Geographical 
Borders and Borderlands (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2005). 
28 "Border Crossings: The Archaeology of Borders and Borderlands: An Introduction," in Places 
in Between: The Archaeology of Social, Cultural and Geographical Borders and Borderlands, ed. 
David Mullin (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2005). In discussing the ability to ‘exist between places’ 
Mullin cites the edited volume Karen Fog Olwig and KIrsten Hastrup, eds., Siting Culture: The 
Shifting Anthropological Object (London; New York: Routledge, 1997). See also Bonnie Cheng, 
"The Space Between: Locating ‘Culture’ in Artistic Exchange," Ars Orientalis 38 (2010). 
29 W. Kavanagh, "Symbolic Boundaries and Real Borders on the Portuguese-Spanish Frontier," in 
Border Approaches: Anthropological Perspectives on Frontiers, ed. Hastings Donnan and 
Thomas M. Wilson (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1994). 
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archaeology of East Greece together with historical studies have shown the cultural 

complexity of this and other would-be ‘peripheral’ regions of the Greek world.30 In view 

of these contradictions, we should ask: are the established categories, terminologies and 

tools of analysis that we employ to discuss Greek visual culture applicable to all 

geographic and chronological areas of investigation of the ancient Greek world? If these 

categories do not work for a discussion of the East Greek world, what other models might 

we employ to thoroughly communicate the cultural complexity that abounds? In my 

investigation of Clazomenian sarcophagi, the Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe, and 

an unprovenanced, carved Archaic limestone pillar of East Greek origin, I offer an 

alternative and more revealing approach that enables us to access some of the heretofore 

obscured complexities of East Greek visual culture—complexities that affect not only 

East Greek identities in the ancient world, but also the contemporary academic and 

museological spheres that engage with those identities. 

IONIA, WESTERN ANATOLIA: A BORDERLAND 
 Scholars of the ancient world commonly refer to the western coast of Anatolia 

and the east Greek islands as East Greece, a term that no doubt influences our choice of 

how to study material culture from this area, and what even merits study in the first place. 

                                                
30 Alan M. Greaves, The Land of Ionia Society and Economy in the Archaic Period (Chichester, 
West Sussex, UK; Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010). Greaves provides a thorough review of 
both the archaeology and historiography of the region. Of course, Herodotus is the earliest 
resource of historical, geographic and ethnographic information of not only the region of Ionia, 
but also Caria, Lycia, Lydia, Aeolis, and Phrygia. Greaves does discuss textual resources of Ionia, 
which are beyond the focus of this dissertation. For another look at these sources in 
reconstructing a history of Archaic Greece, see L.H. Jeffery, Archaic Greece: The City-States c. 
700-500 B.C. (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1976).  
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Indeed, Greek settlers arrived here as early as the 11th century BCE maintaining strong 

political and cultural connections with the mainland.31 ‘Ionia’ refers to the western coast 

of Turkey and the Greek islands of Samos and Chios, with the northernmost city along 

the coast being Phokaia, and the southernmost Miletos. This definition of the geographic 

area of Ionia is taken from Herodotos, who listed the twelve cities of Ionia (Hdt. 1.142) 

and is widely accepted by scholars (Fig. 2).32 Herodotos further distinguishes four groups 

within Ionia based on dialects: Carian, Lydian, The North Island Group, and Samian.33  

The Ionians do not all speak the same language, but use in different places four different 
dialects. Towards the south their first city is Miletus, next to which lie Myus and Priene; 
all these three are in Caria and have the same dialect. Their cities in Lydia are the 
following: Ephesus, Colophon, Lebedus, Teos, Clazomenae, and Phocaea. The 
inhabitants of these towns have none of the peculiarities of speech which belong to the 
three first-named cities, but use a dialect of their own. There remain three other Ionian 
towns, two situate in isles, namely, Samos and Chios; and one upon the mainland, which 
is Erythrae. Of these Chios and Erythrae have the same dialect, while Samos possesses a 
language peculiar to itself. Such are the four varieties of which I spoke.  

 (Hdt. 1.142) 
 

                                                
31 See Boardman 1999. Also J. M. Cook, The Greeks in Ionia and the East (London: Thames and 
Hudson, 1963). These dates are based on pottery finds dating as early as 1000 BCE (at Smyrna), 
if not earlier at Miletus (Cook, 23). There is also the mythic tradition of the ‘Ionian Migration’, in 
which after the Trojan War, peoples from mainland Greece migrated and settled along the coast, 
establishing the cities of Ionia. See chapters 6 and 10 of Greaves 2010, who also provides 
additional references re. ‘Ionian Migration’. 
32 Like Greaves 2010, the use of ‘Ionian’ here does not intend to define a strict ethnic identity, 
something that I discuss further, below. See also L. Rubinstein and A.M. Greaves, "Ionia," in An 
Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004). Whether or 
not scholars accept the ‘Ionian Migration’ is a different issue altogether, and one that Greaves 
2010, again, discusses thoroughly, pp. 222-225. Also I.S. Lemos, "The Migrations to the West 
Coast of Asia Minor: Tradition and Archaeology," in Frühes Ionien: eine Bestandsaufnahme:  
Panionion-Symposion Güzelçamlı 26. September-1. Oktober 1999, ed. Justus Cobet, et al. (Mainz 
am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 2007). 
33 Greaves 2010, 221-22, and fn. 14 on p. 222. H. Boyana offers a view on Ionian ‘tribe 
organization’ not based on dialect. See Hülya Boyana, "İonialılar ve İonia'daki Kabile 
Teşkilatlanması (The Ionians and Tribal Organization in Ionia)," Tarih İncelemeleri Dergisi 
XXVI, no. I (2011). 
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These groups refer to the distinct geographic areas of Caria and Lydia, and to these we 

add Phrygia and Lycia as regions in Anatolia whose local populations and cultures 

interacted with and influenced Ionian Greeks.  

 Herodotos references Lycia, situated in southwestern Asia Minor, in his 

discussion of the Persian conquest, which would see the Lycians come under Persian 

authority (Hdt. 1.176).34 This geographic location put Lycians in contact with interior 

Anatolian cultures, the Near East and East Greece, with the confluence of these traditions 

preserved in the monuments of Xanthos, Telmessos and Limyra, to name a few.35 To the 

west of Lycia lies the region of Caria, which extends along the coast up to Miletos and 

inland to Phrygia. Home to the famed monument to Mausolos of Halikarnassos, Caria 

                                                
34 For an introduction to Lycia, see Antony G. Keen and Mogens Herman Hansen, "Lykia," in An 
Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).; George 
Ewart Bean, Lycian Turkey: An Archaeological Guide (London: New York Benn; Norton, 1978). 
For earlier accounts see Sir Charles Fellows, An Account of Discoveries in Lycia, Being a Journal 
Kept During a Second Excursion in Asia Minor (London: J. Murray, 1841). And Travels and 
Researches in Asia Minor: More Particularly in the Province of Lycia (London: Murray, 1852). 
For ongoing archaeological work see Institut français d'études anatoliennes d'Istanbul, "Fouilles 
de Xanthos," (Paris: Klincksieck, 1958-). For an introduction on dynastic Lycia (the period 
between the beginning of Persian control and the conquest of Alexander the Great) see Antony G. 
Keen, Dynastic Lycia: A Political History of the Lycians and Their Relations with Foreign 
Powers, c. 545-362 B.C. (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 1998). And "The 'Kings' of Lycia in the 
Achaemenid Period," in Alternatives to Athens: Varities of Political Organization and 
Community in Ancient Greece, ed. Roger Brock and Stephen Hodkinson (Oxford; New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2000). 
35 See William Childs for a look at the city-reliefs of Lycia beyond the three that I mention. 
William A. P. Childs, The City-Reliefs of Lycia (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1978). Tuna Şare discusses these influences in a recent look at the Heroon of Perikle at Limyra. 
See Tuna Şare, "The Sculpture of the Heroon of Perikle at Limyra: The Making of a Lycian 
King," Anatolian Studies 63 (2013). Also Isabella Benda-Weber, Lykier und Karer: zwei 
autochthone Ethnien Kleinasiens zwischen Orient und Okzident, Asia Minor Studien (Bonn: R. 
Habelt, 2005). 
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also claims Herodotos as its own.36 Before being incorporated by the Persians into their 

empire, Caria was briefly under Lydian rule. While I do not discuss Caria extensively in 

this dissertation, the region is nevertheless important in its relations with Miletos, whose 

beginnings Herodotus relates (Hdt. 1.146) (namely, Miletos’ mixed Greek-Carian 

population), and whose (Carian) goddess Hekate had an altar at the city gates.37 Caria 

briefly figures in to my discussion of the Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe (Chapter 

Three), particularly in terms of its role in the local character of the sanctuary’s name.  

 The Lydian kingdom—the Mermnad dynasty and its first king Gyges (ca. 680) 

being the only historically attested rulers in contemporary and later texts—was known for 

its great fortune and extended throughout western Anatolia and eastward to the Halys 

river (Kızılırmak today).38 Existing for one and a half centuries, the kingdom reached its 

height of power under the famed king Kroisos, known for his numerous dedications to 

                                                
36 For an introduction to Caria see Pernille Flensted-Jensen, "Karia," in An Inventory of Archaic 
and Classical Poleis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004). 
37 Though this has yet to be identified, as explained by Greaves 2010, 184. The altar is attested in 
the Molpoi inscription that describes an annual procession from Miletos’ Temple of Apollo 
Delphinios to Branchidae-Didyma, the location of his oracle. See P. Herrmann, Inschriften von 
Milet, vol. VI, 1 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1998), 1.3.133.; Alexander Herda, Der Apollon-Delphinios-
Kult in Milet und die Neujahrsprozession nach Didyma: ein neuer Kommentar der sog. Molpoi-
Satzung (Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 2006). "How to Run a State Cult: The 
Organization of the Cult of Apollo Delphinios in Miletos," in Current Approaches to Religion in 
Ancient Greece: Papers Presented at a Symposium at the Swedish Institute at Athens 17-19 April 
2008, ed. Matthew Haysom and Jenny Wallensten (Stockholm: Svenska institutet i Athen, 2011). 
Also Vanessa B. Gorman, Miletos, the Ornament of Ionia: A History of the City to 400 B.C.E 
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2001). Gorman offers commentary on the inscription 
and discusses in further detail the Oracle of Apollo at Didyma.  
38 For an introduction to Lydia and Sardis, its capital, see Christopher H. Roosevelt, The 
Archaeology of Lydia, from Gyges to Alexander (Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2009). Roosevelt discusses the archaeological evidence and trouble with 
reconciling the early Lydian kingdom and its kings in an historical narrative (pp. 19-31). Also 
George M. A. Hanfmann, Sardis und Lydien (Mainz: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der 
Literatur; in Kommission bei F. Steiner, Wiesbaden, 1960). 
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Greek sanctuaries and patronage of the Temple of Artemis at Ephesus (again as told by 

Herodotus) (Hdt. 1.50-52).39 Lydia would become part of the Persian Empire after the 

defeat of Kroisos by Cyrus the Great in 547/6, but before this it would control most of 

western Anatolia, including the Greek coastal cities.40 It was likely Lydia’s rise to power, 

however, which halted the Phrygian kingdom’s return to dominance. Emerging in the 

eighth century, and with its capital at Gordion, the Phrygian kingdom ruled over central 

and western inland Anatolia until the early seventh century, its fall perhaps precipitated 

by destruction at the hands of the Kimmerians.41 Famed for their wealth, especially under 

king Midas, the Phrygians wielded a significant political and cultural influence that 

extended westward, with much evidence of contact with their Lydian and East Greek 

neighbors.42  

 Cyrus the Great’s campaign in Anatolia between c. 547-540 would ultimately lead 

to the fall of the Lydian kingdom, and subsequently the inclusion of these regions—

Phrygia, Lycia, Caria, Lydia, Ionia (and Aeolis)—and subjugation of the kingdom’s cities 

                                                
39 Philip Kaplan, "Dedications to Greek Sanctuaries by Foreign Kings in the Eighth through Sixth 
Centuries B.C.E.," Historia: Zeitschrift für Alte Geschichte 55, no. 2 (2006). 
40 Matt Waters discusses this event and the debate on the dating in pp. 39-42 of Matt Waters, 
Ancient Persia: A Concise History of the Achaemenid Empire, 550-330 B.C.E. (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2014). 
41 Whether the destruction at Gordion is the result of Kimmerian invasion is disputed, and an 
adjusted dating sequence argues against this. See M.M. Voigt and R.C. Henrickson, "Formation 
of the Phrygian State: The Early Iron Age at Gordion," Anatolian Studies 50 (2000). Also C. 
Brian Rose and Gareth Darbyshire, eds., The New Chronology of Iron Age Gordion (Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, 2011). 
42 For an introduction to Phyrgia and Gordion see Lisa Kealhofer, ed. The Archaeology of Midas 
and the Phrygians: Recent Work at Gordion (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Museum 
of Archaeology and Anthropology, 2005).; C. Brian Rose, ed. The Archaeology of Phrygian 
Gordion, Royal City of Midas (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology 
and Anthropology, 2012). 
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under the Achaemenid Persian Empire.43 The Persians then divided the land into 

administrative satrapies, though the organization, boundaries and number continue to be a 

topic of discussion in Achaemenid studies.44 By 499, city states along the western coast 

and on the islands launched a revolt against the Persians (the Ionian Revolt, which 

Herodotos recounts in Book V of his Histories45). Darius quelled this uprising, and he, 

along with his successor Xerxes, would go on to launch expeditions against the Greeks 

on the Mainland. Neverthless, under Achaemenid hegemonic rule the cultures of western 

Anatolia flourished—at least artistically and economically;46 throughout this dissertation 

I will discuss the influence of Persian presence as it intersects with the local populations. 

                                                
43 See Waters 2014. Also Pierre Briant, From Cyrus to Alexander: A History of the Persian 
Empire, trans. Peter T. Daniels (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2002).  
44 Briant, 63-66, 390-393; J.M. Balcer, "The Ancient Persian Satrapies and Satraps in Western 
Anatolia," Archäologische Mitteilungen aus Iran 26 (1993).; T. Petit, Satrapes et satrapies dans 
l'empire achéménide (Liége: University of Liége, 1990).; H. Sancisi-Weerdenburg, "The Problem 
of the Yauna," in Achaemenid Anatolia. Proceedings of the First International Symposium on 
Anatolia in the Achaemenid Period, Bandırma 15-18 August 1997, ed. T. Bakır (Leiden: Instituut 
voor het Nabije Oosten, 2001). For discussion of what Herodotus writes on this topic see B. 
Jacobs, "Noch einmal zur Bewertung von Herodot, Historien I I I 89-96, und der altpersischen 
dahyáwa-Listen," in Altertumswissenschaften im Dialog-Festschrift für Wolfram Nagel zur 
Vollendung seines 80. Lebensjahres, ed. R. Dittmann, C. Eder, and B. Jacobs (Münster: Ugarit-
Verlag, 2003). And Catherine M. Draycott, "Images and Identities in the Funerary Art of Western 
Anatolia, 600-450 B.C.: Phrygia, Hellespontine Phrygia, Lydia" (Dissertation, Oxford University, 
2007), 5. 
45 For a recent re-examination of Herodotus’s account see Misty Denise Joyner, "The Ionian 
Revolt, Reconsidered" (Dissertation, East Carolina University, 2010). A. Kuhrt provides a 
summary of sources that discuss the revolt and its aftermath. See Amélie Kuhrt, The Persian 
Empire: A Corpus of Sources from the Achaemenid Period (Hoboken: Taylor and Francis, 2013), 
211-31. 
46 On the economy see, Mark Lawall, "Ilion before Alexander: Amphoras and Economic 
Archaeology," Studia Troica 12 (2002).; Pierre Briant, "Guerre, tribut et forces productives dans 
l'empire achéménide," Dialogues d'histoire ancienne 12 (1986).; J.M. Balcer, "Ionia and Sparda 
under the Achaemenid Empire, the Sixth and Fifth Centuries B.C. Tribute, Taxation and 
Assessment," in Le tribut dans l'empire perse. Actes de la table ronde de Paris, 12-13 Décembre 
1986, ed. Pierre Briant and Clarisse Herrenschmidt (Paris: Peeters, 1989). And "The East Greeks 
under Persian Rule: A Reassessment," in Asia Minor and Egypt: Old Cultures in a New Empire. 
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 The convergence of these various cultural groups and changes in political 

authority make clear that Ionians did not exist in isolation; rather, they were continuously 

interacting with their neighbors in a mutual exchange of artistic, cultural and even 

religious ideas. It is precisely on account of this environment that I argue for a new 

approach to the analysis of ‘East Greek’ art and material culture. As a conceptual tool, 

the borderland is useful for examining the interactions of eastern Greeks and the non-

Greek populations living in western Anatolia between the seventh and early fifth 

centuries—a time and space that fostered fluid forms of cultural contact among 

established populations, and with varying degrees of interaction from alienation to 

integration, allowing for the fashioning of new worlds that lay between spatial and 

cultural paradigms. Ionian identities reflect life in a borderland, a space between, where 

one’s everyday experience entails inhabiting multiple visual, material and political 

worlds. As a non-traditional methodological approach to the study of ‘Greek’ art, the 

borderland is also productive as a tool for critiquing the prevailing Atheno-centric 

academic discourse—one which is also partly responsible for access to and presentation 

of the material culture at hand.    

 

‘BOARDMANLAND’  
 The aforementioned Atheno-centric discourse is, more precisely, the 

methodologies and attitudes scholars have frequently employed and adopted in their 

                                                                                                                                            
Proceedings of the Groningen 1988 Achaemenid History Workshop VI, ed. Heleen Sancisi-
Weerdenburg and Amélie Kuhrt (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten, 1991). 
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study of Ionian, and more broadly ‘Greek’, visual culture that is not of the Mainland. The 

title of this section is not meant to discredit Sir John Boardman, whose important 

contributions in the area of Greek Art and Archaeology cover a range of topics and are 

consulted by many—myself included. Current scholarship that is more nuanced in its 

discussion of the interactions and products of these cultural contacts does exist, 47 as do 

critiques of the Boardman tradition of scholarship; I return to these works, below. It is 

precisely because his work has been so influential, even becoming a standard in 

introductory studies to this body of material, that it is worth reviewing, however briefly, 

the predominant thinking in Boardman’s scholarship and the various intertwined avenues 

of investigation at stake in this and counter discourses, within which I will situate my 

own approach.  

In much the same way that scholars have privileged the Classical period—the 

Greek world’s ‘Golden Age’—the same can be said of the privileging of the Athenian 

when it comes to the Archaic period and the East Greek world. Boardman’s work is 

representative of this attitude that often relegates East Greek works to the status of 

eccentric step-child, or at best views East Greek material as a mishmash of traditions 

                                                
47 I consult this literature throughout the dissertation. Examples of such scholarship (which, if not 
entirely balanced in my presentation, neverthless provide a counter to the Boardman model) 
include: H. Sivas and T. Tüfekçi Sivas, eds., Friglerin Gizemli Uygarlığı/The Mysterious 
Civilization of the Phrygians (Istanbul: Yapı Kredi Kültür Sanat Yayıncılık, 2007).; Nicholas D. 
Cahill, ed. Lydialılar ve Dünyaları/The Lydians and Their World (Istanbul: Yapı Kredi Kültür 
Yayıncılık, 2010).; R.G. Gürtekin-Demir, "An Eastern Mediterranean Painting Convention in 
Western Anatolia: Lydian Black-on-Red," in Intercultural Contacts in the Ancient 
Mediterranean: Proceedings of the International Conference at the Netherlands-Flemish Institute 
in Cairo, 25th to 29th October, 2008, ed. K. Duistermaat and I. Regulski (Leuven: Peeters, 2011). 
And "Phrygian Aspects of Lydian Painted Pottery from Sardis," American Journal of 
Archaeology 118, no. 2 (2014). 
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lacking innovation or cohesion. In examining the results of artistic exchanges between 

Greeks and non-Greeks, Boardman subtly, and at times directly, conflates the (lack of) 

artistic skill of East Greeks/Ionians with the certain naivety of non-Greeks whose 

ignorance means that they do not possess an historical sensitivity and a “sense of the 

future and for the possibility of change.”48 This maneuver is clearly deployed in 

preparation to exalt the superior, democratic arts of Classical Greece, with Athens at the 

pinnacle.49 The superiority of Athens and, metonymically, Greek culture, plays into a 

colonialist, dualist perspective built on oppositional encounters of established identities, 

with one of these identities being dominant—in this case, a Greek, Athenian one.50 

This core-periphery model that makes assumptions about the homogeneity of 

cultural groups, ultimately takes a ‘top-down’ view in its treatment of the would-be 

‘periphery’.51 As a methodological approach, it considers Greeks to be a unified, static 

and superior group interacting with barbarians/natives exclusively in colonial and 

commercial contexts. However, as we have already discussed, a ‘Greeks-as-colonists’ 

model is not necessarily applicable to eastern Greeks who, having been established in 

western Anatolia for some time, were very much integrated into the fabric of society in 

many respects, and could easily be considered ‘natives’ themselves. Recognizing these 

complexities not only with regard to western Anatolia, but also the broader ancient Greek 
                                                
48 Boardman 1994, 14. 
49 Boardman expresses these views in his above-mentioned monographs of 1994, 1999 in 
addition to others that I discuss, below. 
50 Peter van Dommelen, "Colonial Constructs: Colonialism and Archaeology in the 
Mediterranean," World Archaeology 28, no. 3 (1997). See also Claire L. Lyons and John K. 
Papadopoulos, eds., The Archaeology of Colonialism (Los Angeles: Getty Research Institute, 
2002). 
51 Mullin, 5. 
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world, some scholars have challenged this model and attempted to reframe our 

discussions of ‘colonial’ interactions and resultant identities.54 

 One such scholar, Chris Gosden, suggests that not all colonialisms are created 

equal and in his monograph Archaeology and Colonialism: Cultural Contact from 5000 

BC to the Present, Gosden proposes a conception of colonialism “within a shared cultural 

milieu”, a “colonialism without colonies.”61 With regard to Archaic Greece, he 

recognizes that ancient identity was anything but fixed, and his new formulation of 

colonialism attempts to take this into account by reassessing the nature of material 

culture: objects with agency that have the ability to shape people. What still remains in 

this otherwise new colonialism, however, is a dualist approach. Peter van Dommelen, 

cited above, critiques the colonialist approach to the study of ancient identity and material 

culture, and instead offers an argument for ‘hybridity’, a lens that does not see encounters 

as oppositional, but rather considers them as part of the “blending and subversions of a 

dominant culture.”62   

 Building on the work of van Dommelen and others, Carla Antonaccio, in her 

article “Hybridity and the Cultures within Greek Culture”, attempts to replace the 

colonial with a hybrid lens as well, one enabling us to imagine a variety of manipulations 

                                                
54 To the extent that I do not treat the topic thoroughly here, I refer the reader to Lyons and Papadopoulos, 
eds. 2002 (cited above) which provides a more in-depth historiographic review on the topics of 
‘Archaeology’, ‘Colonialism’ and ‘Identity’ in the ancient world and alternative treatments of the 
colonialist discourse. More recently, see Michael Dietler (especially Chapter 2) for a discussion of the 
‘colonization’ in the Greco-Roman world in the modern consciousness (and subsequently, in scholarship). 
Michael Dietler, Archaeologies of Colonialism: Consumption, Entanglement, and Violence in Ancient 
Mediterranean France (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2010). 
61 Chris Gosden, Archaeology and Colonialism: Cultural Contact from 5000 B.C. to the Present 
(Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004). 
62 See van Dommelen, above. 
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and combinations used for the expression of identity through material culture.63 

Antonaccio illustrates this concept by examining funeral assemblages (specifically 

pottery) from Syracuse, Corinth and Athens. For example, she demonstrates how a grave 

from Syracuse containing only a mix of imported objects and styles expresses the 

deceased’s hybrid identity. However, an Athenian tomb containing primarily Attic 

material, some of which exhibits a ‘domestication’ of ‘foreign’ cultural items and styles 

into an Attic repertoire, is deemed by Antonaccio to be ‘cosmopolitan.’ Antonaccio’s 

argument prompts important questions with regard to the use of the term ‘hybrid’ and its 

implications. In response to her article we should ask ourselves: Why are the graves from 

Syracuse hybrid as opposed to cosmopolitan? Is it simply their colonial context? This 

would seem to be the case as Antonaccio ends her investigation by stating that truly 

hybrid objects inevitably come from native, contested frontier places, thereby reaffirming 

the underpinnings of the colonial encounter.64 Obviously Antonaccio and van Dommelen 

do not represent all scholarship on hybridity and ancient identity; and yet despite their 

well-intentioned attempts to embrace the manipulation of styles deployed for the 

purposes of expressing a hybrid identity, these studies nevertheless exemplify the ways in 

which ancient identity is, in many cases, still tacitly understood as uniform and dependent 

on a dominant cultural point of reference; that is, it is still reliant on a colonial 

framework. Recognizing some of the ways in which the concept of hybridity has been 

                                                
63 Carla M. Antonaccio, "Hybridity and the Cultures within Greek Culture," in The Cultures 
within Ancient Greek Culture, ed. Carol Dougherty and Leslie Kurke (Cambridge, UK; New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 2003). 
64 Antonaccio 2003, 71-72. 
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mobilized in response to a colonialist discourse, as well as the potential for conflict with 

my attempt to dismantle the core-periphery framework outlined here, I should clarify that 

the use of the term ‘hybrid’ in the present study is meant in the simplest sense: something 

that is a mix, or a blending of various sources. This statement is not intended as a way to 

ignore previous uses of the term as an alternative method for discussing identity in zones 

of would-be ‘colonial’ interaction; nor is it an attempt to neglect an issue at the core of 

these debates and one of the very causes of debate to begin with: namely, how we have 

historically defined—and indeed continue to define—‘Greek’ and ‘Greek identity’.   

“I USE THE WORD GREEK WHEN I MEAN GREEK…”65 
 The question of how we define Greekness has significant implications, 

particularly to the extent that it can provide insight into attitudes toward East Greece, 

whose culture and arts may not always align with the definition of ‘Greek’ as set out by 

scholars like Boardman. Rather than embarking on an excursus on the various facets of 

identification, my analysis of the limits of ‘Greek’ focuses here on the categories of 

‘identity’ academics resort to in defining the term. Perhaps the most problematic of these 

labels is ‘ethnicity’, often used as a criterion of style. Many have discussed the flaws of 

employing such a diagnostic in relation to stylistic analysis and the understanding of 

artifacts, and it is worth reminding the reader here, however briefly, of some of the ways 

in which the construct of ethnicity has been implemented in the investigation of ancient 

material culture, before addressing the issue of ‘style’.  

                                                
65 Boardman 1994, 11. 
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Two scholars who have engaged with the topic of identity and material culture in 

this context are Siân Jones and Jonathan Hall. In a sort of call-and-response, Jones and 

Hall present their criteria for differentiating between groups of people in the 

archaeological record, with ‘ethnicity’ being one of these tools. In her monograph, The 

Archaeology of Ethnicity: Constructing Identities in the Past and Present, Jones defines 

ethnicity as a “self-conceptualization which results from identification with a broader 

group in opposition to others on the basis of perceived cultural differentiation and/or 

common descent.”66 She goes on to argue that this particular facet of identity is expressed 

in material culture as a result of habitus, those daily ways of doing conditioned by social 

structures, history, economic relations and the like. How successful is this definition 

when applyied to East Greece in the Archaic period? How would one explain material 

culture that reflects habitus from two prominent groups that we would regularly define as 

separate ethnicities, if using Jones’s model? Would we consider this to be a new singular 

ethnic identity altogether? Jones might argue that this is a non-issue as ethnic groups are 

self-defining67 and dynamic/situational,68 and that the material culture they create is 

polysemous, the various meanings of which shift in accordance with time and social 

history.69 And yet if this is the case, how then do we as scholars identify ethnic groups if 

the qualities that define them are so fluid? 

                                                
66 Siân Jones, The Archaeology of Ethnicity Constructing Identities in the Past and Present 
(London; New York: Routledge, 1997). Jones also provides an exhaustive, extremely useful 
review of past scholars and their approaches, biases, motivations and explanations for why the 
focus of these categorical investigations (race, culture, ethnicity) changed over time. 
67 Jones, 60. 
68 Ibid., 109. 
69 Ibid., 118. 
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 Hellenicity: Between Ethnicity and Culture is Hall’s counter to Jones.70 In his 

response, Hall addresses Jones and her interpretation of the role of Bourdieu’s theory of 

habitus in shaping material culture, which she then ascribes to particular ethnic groups—

identities formed based on collective ideas of shared culture and common descent. Hall 

argues, though, that while a shared habitus may indicate a common culture, it does not 

necessarily indicate ethnic solidarity—the identification of the primacy of culture as 

opposed to ethnicity (and vice versa) being a thread of discussion and confusion in this 

scholarship. Hall argues that ethnic identity and ethnic groups are based on fictive 

kinship, a subscription to myth that cannot be detected in the archaeological record unless 

we can confirm our suspicions with textual sources (e.g. Herodotus, inscriptions, poetry). 

Hall asserts that a collective Greek self-identification, i.e. ethnic identity, did not 

necessarily develop as a result of contact with non-Greeks (as in a colonial context); as 

part of substantiating this assertion, he focuses on the Mainland, and even then primarily 

on text (in the narrowest sense). Although Hall does not think that Hellenic identity was 

defined ‘at the margins’,71 his argument is useful for reminding us that even at the 

margins, encounters were anything but uniform, and varied from area to area (as in East 

Greece). Like Jones, Hall argues for the construction of identity in opposition to others, 

                                                
70 Jonathan M. Hall, Hellenicity: Between Ethnicity and Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 2002). Like Jones, Hall provides a useful review of scholarship tackling issues of 
identity—culture and ethnicity in particular—in the archaeological record. Hall’s earlier 
monograph on the subject of ethnic identity in the ancient Greek world provides a similar review 
of scholarship and emphasis on the importance of text in identifying ethnicity. See Ethnic Identity 
in Greek Antiquity (Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997). 
71 Hall 2002, 121. 
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but centers his argument on Athens, especially in the fifth century (a point to which I 

return, below). 

 Whereas Hall argues that ethnic identity based on the criteria of common descent 

and territory of homeland is expressed reliably only via text, Carla Antonaccio, whose 

work on hybridity we discussed, above, offers her own counter in a separate article 

entitled “(Re)Defining Ethnicity: Culture, Material Culture, and Identity.”72 Applying 

Hall’s criteria to material evidence within a colonial context, Antonaccio argues that 

‘local’, ‘indigenous’ traits, habits and styles constitute a kind of descent; the persistence 

of a form in a home territory over time eventually makes that form ancestral and 

‘ethnic’—even if we consider that form to be hybrid—since, according to Antonaccio, 

something ‘hybrid’ can become ‘naturalized’ over time, and subsequently ‘native’. 

Antonaccio acknowledges that the meanings of things change through time and space, as 

well as what they index.73 If meanings change over time, and if material culture shapes 

humans and vice versa, can we then say that what was once considered to be of a 

particular descent and ‘ethnic’ classification maintained the same ‘ethnic’ identity even 

as the people changed?  

 To return to our particular case, considering their long-established presence and 

interaction with so many groups of people over time, are Ionians still ‘Greek’? What does 
                                                
72 Carla M. Antonaccio, "(Re)Defining Ethnicity: Culture, Material Culture, and Identity," in 
Material Culture and Social Identities in the Ancient World, ed. Shelley Hales and Tamar Hodos 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010). 
73 As per Arjun Appadurai and Igor Kopytoff. For the changing life of ‘things’ see Arjun 
Appadurai, "Introduction: Commodities and the Politics of Value," in The Social Life of Things: 
Commodities in Cultural Perspective, ed. Arjun Appadurai (Cambridge, UK; New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1988). And in the same volume see Igor Kopytoff, "The Cultural 
Biography of Things: Commodization as Process " ibid. 
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being ‘Greek’ mean? In my Introduction, I noted that these were questions of concern 

even for Greeks (of the Mainland), due in part to Ionians’ adoption of a perceived oriental 

luxury and softness, or τρυφή.74 Hall proposes that ‘Greek’ and ‘Greek culture’ is a 

formulation of the “lived life of the Greeks”.75 But it would seem that his definition of 

‘Greek’ is still based in a shared ethnic identification, visible in the archaeological record, 

but only legitimized through textual evidence, such as shared myths of descent from a 

‘primordial homeland’ and, in the case of the Greeks, eponymous ancestors (Doros, Iion 

and Dryops).76 If we were to rely on textual evidence alone, then we might argue that the 

answer to the question ‘Are the Ionians still Greek?’ is ‘no’, at least based on Herodotos. 

In discussing the Ionians’ origins (Hdt. 1.142-148), Herodotos seems to try to negate any 

pretensions about said origins (Hdt. 1.146.1-2), implying that they are impure, and 

contradicting their identification with an ethnicity embodied by certain prominent Greek 

city-states, especially Athens.77 It is important to note here that much of the texts that 

Hall draws from to construct his argument (in which he focuses on the use of words like 

genos and ethnos in defining ‘Greek’ identity), are Herodotos and Thucydides, who 

operated within an Athenian cultural milieu. This is not to say, however, that Herodotos's 

writings, outside of this particular discussion, are not useful in helping to construct a 

                                                
74 See pp. 2-3 and fn. 2. 
75 Jonathan M. Hall, "Culture, Cultures and Acculturation," in Griechische Archaik: interne 
Entwicklungen, externe Impulse, ed. Robert Rollinger and Christoph Ulf (Berlin: Akademie 
Verlag, 2004), 42. The “lived life of the Greeks” in Asia Minor differed considerably from that of 
the Mainland, so the question remains.  
76 Hall 1997, 36. 
77 Rosalind Thomas, "Ethnicity, Genealogy, and Hellenism in Herodotus," in Ancient Perceptions 
of Greek Ethnicity, ed. Irad Malkin (Washington, D.C.; Cambridge, MA: Center for Hellenic 
Studies, Trustees for Harvard University, 2001). 
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picture of the East Greek world in the Archaic period; rather, it is only to point out that 

Hall’s argument for what constitutes a ‘Greek’ ethnic identity relies heavily on Atheno-

centric texts, and this reliance directly affects our views of Ionian identity and culture.78 

In his defense, Hall concedes that even the Greeks, in textual discourse, defined Greek 

culture Athenocentrically but his emphasis on text makes for a rather circular definition 

of ‘Greek’.79    

 The limited focus on language and text in the service of archaeology, and vice 

versa, is clearly a complicated and problematic method for defining ‘Greek’ ethnicity and 

identity. Another related and equally complicated determinant is style, also frequently 

employed as a gauge of ‘Greekness’.80 Such criteria can be particularly difficult to define, 

as I attempted to show with the title of this section.81 That ‘Greek’ can refer to certain 

stylistic traits, both in execution and medium, is not what I argue against. One can consult 

                                                
78 Scholarship on Herodotos and his relationship with Athens, sympathetic or otherwise, is not 
lacking and I offer here only a handful of sources one can consult on the topic: J.A.S. Evans, 
"Herodotus and Athens: The evidence of the Encomium," L’Antiquité Classique XLVIII (1979).; 
Martin Ostwald, "Herodotus and Athens," Illinois Classical Studies XVI (1991).; John L. Moles, 
"Herodotus and Athens," in Brill's Companion to Herodotus, ed. Egbert J. Bakker, Irene J.F. De 
Jong, and Hans Van Wees (Leiden: Brill, 2002).; Robert Louis Fowler, "Herodotos and Athens," 
in Herodotus and His World: Essays from a Conference in Memory of George Forrest, ed. Peter 
Derow and Ruth Parker (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2003). 
79 Hall 2004, 43. 
80 It is not my intent to review here the history of scholarship on the topic of ‘style’, its use as a 
determinant of ethnic and/or cultural identity, or the ‘culture-history’ method, promoted by 
Gustaf Kossinna in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, and arguments against this approach. 
For a review of the literature on the use of style in archaeological inquiry I refer the reader to 
Margaret W. Conkey and Christine A. Hastorf, eds., The Uses of Style in Archaeology 
(Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990). For examples of the use of 
‘style’ as a methodological approach in evaluating the ethnicity and meanings of works see Susan 
J. Barnes and Walter S. Melion, eds., Cultural Differentiation and Cultural Identity in the Visual 
Arts, Studies in the History of Art (Washington: National Gallery of Art; Hanover: Distributed by 
the University Press of New England, 1989). 
81 A quotation taken from Boardman’s The Diffusion of Classical Art in Antiquity, 1994, 11. 
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multiple volumes on ‘Greek’ sculpture, pottery and architecture and find commonalities 

among works produced within certain geographic and chronological parameters; the 

draped folds of a kore’s dress and facial features might betray stylistic traits generically 

shared with other statues of female figures dedicated on the Akropolis, for example. The 

categories themselves become more involved as we move through time and space and 

consider the medium as well: we might determine that the aforementioned kore is of Attic 

manufacture, carved in Pentelic marble, while another is from an island workshop. Both 

might wear Ionian (read, East Greek) style dress (a chiton as opposed to a peplos) with 

draping that appears stiff. The island (or, Ionian) kore, however, may have a softer, 

fleshier face while the Attic a more muscular, angular one. Over time, the folds of the 

drapery may multiply and become less stiff, with the softer lines of the dress indicating a 

body beneath, and the face may assume a more naturalistic form (rounder eyes and 

mouth, for example). It is this more naturalized form of the body that, thanks in large part 

to the Western, Eurocentric approach, has come to be regarded as the pinnacle of stylistic 

quality and success, and it is precisely this teleological evaluation of ‘Greek’ style that I 

argue against, a point to which I will return. 

 The stylistic similarities that these objects appear to share are connected by 

scholars like Boardman to a common ‘birth’, so to speak, springing from what we 

consider to be the Greek world (culturally, linguistically and in terms of religion and 

ritual).82 I have already discussed how Athens is the center of this Greek world, due in 

                                                
82 Jennifer Gates-Foster, in her 2002 article which I discuss in further detail, below, tackles the 
term ‘Graeco-Persian’ as it applies to seal use and identity, and discusses thoroughly the 
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part to the way in which it metonymically stands in for a ‘style’ that has come to define 

‘Greek’ and the Classical period, embodied in the pièce de résistance, the Parthenon. In 

an early essay on this topic Evelyn B. Harrison, in fact, proposes the development of the 

Classical style in relation to a desire to express a unified Hellenic, i.e. Athenian, identity 

after the Persian Wars.83 Whether we agree with this assertion or not, her argument 

presents a strain of thought persistent in Western-centric approaches to the study of 

Greek art whose biases are retrojected onto works preceding the standard set by the 

Classical [Athenian] model. With highly structured categories of criteria to discuss style, 

along with a ‘perfect’ model that defines what it is to be ‘Greek’, how do those works 

that exceed the boundaries of these criteria fare in terms of judgment of quality, and 

‘whose’ identity do they represent? Does looking (stylistically) ’Greek’, as we have 

defined it, mean that an object was used by ‘Greeks’ and created by ‘Greeks’? What 

happens when we encounter works that do not strictly meet the standards set by the 

Mainland, Classical model? What role does the Other and the act of differentiation play 

in our judgments of style and identity? 

 These questions are not mutually exclusive. I have already noted, above, the 

insistence on the superiority of that which is ‘Greek’ over that which is not. By way of 

example, we can look to art historical treament of Greek and Persian interactions, which 
                                                                                                                                            
trajectory of scholarship as it relates to classification and judgment of ‘style’ in Greek art. In 
evaluating the application of these standards on art produced and used outside of the center, she 
also provides her own critique of Boardman. See Jennifer E. Gates, "The Ethnicity Name Game: 
What Lies behind "Graeco-Persian"?," Ars Orientalis 32 (2002). 
83 Evelyn B. Harrison, "Hellenic Identity and Athenian Identity in the Fifth Century B.C.," in 
Cultural Differentiation and Cultural Identity in the Visual Arts, ed. Susan J. Barnes and Walter 
S. Melion, Studies in the history of art (Washington: National Gallery of Art; Hanover: 
Distributed by the University Press of New England, 1989). 
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are particularly salient here as this dissertation examines extensively the role of 

Achaemenid Persian visual culture in western Anatolia.84 By and large presented in an 

oppositional manner, this discourse focuses on interactions during the period of 

Achaemenid hegemony (ca. 550-330) and following the Persian Wars, and has influenced 

our study and valuation of non-Greek, or ‘mixed’ material culture and consequently East 

Greek art in the Archaic period.85 There is much scholarship on the construction of the 

Other in Greek visual culture produced during and after the Persian Wars, and common 

among these analyses is the view that anything that is not ‘Greek’ is an Other, as well as 

an underscoring of the view that ‘Greek’ is defined by that which is Athens or by that 

which conforms to the Athenian: in art, literature, religion and politics.86  

Boardman’s monograph, Persia and the West which examines the ‘genesis’ of 

Achaemenid art, offers several points of departure for this discussion, and is one of the 

                                                
84 Margaret Cool Root defines the term ‘Achaemenid’ as that which characterizes official 
imperial ideology, art and projects of the empire. See Margaret Cool Root, The King and 
Kingship in Achaemenid Art: Essays on the Creation of an Iconography of Empire (Leiden 
Diffusion, E. J. Brill, 1979). Also, "From the Heart: Powerful Persianisms in the Art of the 
Western Empire," in Achaemenid History VI: Asia Minor and Egypt: Old Culture in a New 
Empire: Proceedings of the Groningen 1988 Achaemenid History Workshop, ed. H. Sancisi-
Weerdenburg and Amélie Kuhrt, Achaemenid history (Leiden: Nederlands Inst. voor het Nabije 
Oosten, 1991). I examine Achaemenid works in greater depth in Chapters Two and Four. 
85 For works that explore this opposition see François Hartog, The Mirror of Herodotus: An Essay 
on the Representation of the Other (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988).; Edith Hall, 
Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self-Definition through Tragedy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1989). ; Paul Cartledge, The Greeks: A Portrait of Self and Others (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1993). Gates introduces the framework (citing these same authors) as contributing to the 
problematic terminology that is employed to discuss ‘style’. For a broader discussion on the topic 
of (ethnic/racial) identity and opposition to ‘Others’, see Benjamin Isaac, The Invention of Racism 
in Classical Antiquity (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004).  
86 For an introduction to this scholarship and additional bibliography, see Beth Cohen, ed. Not the 
Classical Ideal: Athens and the Construction of the Other in Greek Art (Leiden: Brill, 2000). In 
addition to the sources cited, above, see also Erich S. Gruen, Rethinking the Other in Antiquity 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2011). 
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first works students traditionally encounter in their study of this corpus of material.87 The 

book covers topics ranging from Achaemenid architecture and sculpture to so-called 

‘minor’ arts; at once praising and undermining Achaemenid design, Persia and the West 

attributes stylistically ‘better’ works to a Greek influence or execution. For example, 

Boardman describes a relief figure standing in profile from Pasargadae Gate H as “more 

realistically rendered”, and therefore proposes “a Greek hand”, though he will not 

commit to this attribution (Fig. 3).93 As part of this discussion, Boardman pays equal 

attention to, among others, East Greek sculpture (on account of its influence on 

Achaemenid art), noting when discussing the female figures of a perirrhanterion that the 

forms are “an advance”, and thus represent a break with Eastern traditions.95 Even Ionian 

style is subjected to Boardman’s evolutionary standards. These kinds of assessments, 

especially with regard to ‘mixed’ styles, are no different in Greek Gems and Finger 

Rings, another standard and highly influential work in the study of Greek seals and 

sealings.96 To be sure, the conclusion that something that looks ‘Greek’ must have been 

made by or used by a Greek (ethnic, cultural or otherwise) is problematic. Boardman is 

not alone in perpetuating the kind of scholarship that defines ‘Greek’ in the narrowest 

terms, that views anything produced outside of the Mainland as secondary and subpar, 

and that insists on working within an oppositional framework that dilutes interactions 

between ‘Greeks’ and non-Greeks; indeed, he has built on an existing foundation (albeit 
                                                
87 John Boardman, Persia and the West : An Archaeological Investigation of the Genesis of 
Achaemenid Art (London; New York: Thames & Hudson, 2000). 
93 Ibid., 102. 
95 Ibid., 95.  
96 John Boardman, Greek Gems and Finger Rings: Early Bronze Age to Late Classical (New 
York: H.N. Abrams, 1972). 
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extensively so). However, it is because his name is synonymous with this tradition, and 

one of the first if not only scholars that students encounter in their introductions to Greek 

and East Greek art, that there remains a need to review these types of inquiries, in part, 

through a critical reengagement with his works. In addition to the few that I have 

discussed above, there are in fact a number of alternative avenues that problematize the 

established frameworks through which we conceive of identity and material culture in the 

ancient world and discuss cross-cultural interactions; it is to these other approaches that I 

would like to turn our focus.     

 

ALTERNATIVE AVENUES 
 I should say that, as with previous sections, I cannot review here all of the 

literature that, in its treatment of the intertwined topics of identity, style, cultural 

interactions and social, political, religious and cultural fluidity, attempts to offer an 

alternative approach to the oppositional discourse of the center—periphery model. Nor do 

these works deal exclusively with Greek Art. What they do constitute are important steps 

in the dismantling and reassessment of established frameworks that investigate different 

means of assessing objects, monuments and spaces, and the contexts in which they were 

created and used. For example, Margaret Cool Root, in an early essay on the Parthenon 

frieze, complicates ideas with regard to Greek reception of an Eastern—more specifically 

Achaemenid Persian—aesthetic and imperial ideology, suggesting a more complex 
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relationship between seemingly polar opposite groups.102 Margaret Miller has continued 

to disrupt traditional scholarly notions of Greek attitudes toward and receptivity of 

Achaemenid Persian culture, providing numerous epigraphic, iconographic and literary 

examples that go against a monolithic understanding that would never allow Greek 

culture to be subjected to or contaminated by ‘barbaric’ influence.103 Importantly, these 

scholars focus specifically on Athens in the fifth-century, the sacrosanct center of the 

ancient Greek world, and their work (along with that of scholars discussed above) 

critiques the polarized (and polarizing) lens through which we view cross-cultural 

interactions between Greeks and non-Greeks. In so doing, they offer important alternative 

approaches to questions of receptivity while recontextualizing works of art within their 

socio-political environments.    

It is not surprising that a rigid, oppositional system that does not problematize a 

‘Greek’ aesthetic, and ignores (or undermines) any ‘outside’ influence, works in tandem 

with a system that emphasizes categorization and narrowly defines identity—or prohibits 

alternative identities altogether. The problem of strict categorization and terminology is 

an obstacle that restricts our ability to discuss the full stylistic and cultural potential of 

objects. One scholar who tackles these terminological issues is Jennifer Gates-Foster 

who, in an article entitled “The Ethnicity Name Game: What Lies behind ‘Graeco-

Persian’?” probes the construct of Graeco-Persian identity as manifest in seals.104 By 

                                                
102 Margaret Cool Root, "The Parthenon Frieze and the Apadana Reliefs at Persepolis: Reassessing a 
Programmatic Relationship," American Journal of Archaeology 89, no. 1 (1985). 
103 See specifically Margaret Christina Miller, Athens and Persia in the Fifth Century B.C.: A Study in 
Cultural Receptivity (Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997). 
104 See Jennifer Gates-Foster 2002, fn 80, above. 
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examining contextualized seal impressions from the Persepolis Fortification and Treasury 

archives, Gates-Foster deconstructs the notion that we can detect a cohesive group 

identity through stylistic idiosyncrasies. In her study, Gates-Foster observes that such 

assumptions are working within “traditionally accepted conventions of stylistic 

categories, which themselves are focused on hegemonic constructs of the superiority of 

Greek tradition,” and that to estimate that the ‘look’ of something is “an uncomplicated 

determinant of Greekness of the artifact in a social sense (and the dominance of 

Greekness as an aesthetic value) is suspect.”105 She points out that this debate exists not 

only within the frameworks of troubling terminologies (such as Graeco-Persian) and an 

insistence upon strictly defined categories of style, but also within the paradigmatic 

‘culture clash’ between ‘Persian’ and ‘Greek’, or, more broadly, East and West.106 

Questioning the legitimacy of terminologies, created by strictly defined criteria of style, 

which themselves exhibit a preferential treatment toward a Western (i.e. ‘Greek’) 

aesthetic, is an important step not only for a re-assessment of ‘Eastern’, or ‘mixed’, 

works, but also in an evaluation of the paradigm that led to the creation of these 

categories.    

Ann Gunter’s monograph Greek Art and the Orient pushes the discussion further 

while also questioning these classifications—‘East’, ‘West’, ‘Oriental’, ‘Greek’—arguing 

that these terms impose an overarching opposition and categories of difference, rather 

                                                
105 Ibid., 108. 
106 Ibid., 109. 
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than allowing material culture to take the lead in negotiating identities.107 Not only does 

she problematize the “stable identities of objects”, but Gunter also underlines artworks’ 

ever-changing identities, factoring in the effects of crossing political, cultural and 

religious boundaries over space and time, and thus making rigid classification inadequate 

for discussing the various dimensions of identity.108 Gunter’s study considers these issues 

within a Neo-Assyrian imperial framework, and is important as a critique of the 

conventional labeling system. She offers an alternative perspective to discussions of 

‘Greek’ and ‘Near Eastern’ interactions, and takes into account the movement of objects 

and artistic production.  

Marian Feldman also considers the mobility of objects in Diplomacy by Design: 

Luxury Arts and an “International Style” in the Ancient Near East; more specifically, she 

points to an object’s intended movement as a factor in determining its visual make-up.109 

Arguing for an ‘international artistic koiné’, Feldman proposes that certain luxury objects 

possess a ‘visual hybridity’ that promotes cultural unity, protection and benefaction, and, 

in this case, constitute a “generalized statement of kingship.”110 Feldman suggests that, as 

objects for diplomatic exchange, these specific luxury goods obscure their cultures of 

origin through a mixing of visual and technological traditions.111 While I do not interpret 

objects as capable of obscuring or ‘neutralizing’ traditions for the sake of uniformity in 

                                                
107 Ann Clyburn Gunter, Greek Art and the Orient (Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2009). 
108 Ibid., 13. 
109 Marian H. Feldman, Diplomacy by Design: Luxury Arts and an "International Style" in the Ancient 
Near East, 1400-1200 BCE (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006). 
110 Ibid., 13. 
111 Ibid., 11. 
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this study,112 the possibility for visual hybridity, or eclecticism, and fluidity of identity 

are useful notions for re-examining the visual culture of East Greece, which, as I will 

discuss, was an area of great intermixing and exchange of design and ideas. Feldman’s 

most recent monograph Communities of Style: Portable Luxury Arts, Identity, and 

Collective Memory in the Iron Age Levant also offers an alternative means to exploring 

the role of style—here an artwork’s visual and formal effects—in “generating and 

maintaining community identities”, but she also emphasizes the role of collective 

memory in the production and consumption of artworks.113 Feldman analyzes how 

objects, specifically nomadic works, in their fashioning and refashioning, contribute to 

community formation. While the concept of ‘community’ is not one that I engage with 

extensively in this dissertation, Feldman nevertheless offers a valuable scaffold upon 

which to build investigations of the intersections of artistic practices and flexible 

identities—the result of cultural entanglements—one that also recognizes the fluidity of 

historically rigid geo-political boundaries. 

While I do consider Ionia as a distinct entity, I do not remove it from its larger 

‘community’ that is the spatial and chronological framework of Achaemenid Anatolia. 

Elspeth Dusinberre’s most recent monograph on the topic, Empire, Authority, and 

Autonomy in Achaemenid Anatolia is valuable as a source that, through an examination of 

archaeological remains, analyzes Achaemenid imperial policy and practice and the ways 
                                                
112 See Mehmet-Ali Ataç’s review of Feldman, where he proposes the use of the term “neutralization”. 
Mehmet-Ali Ataç, "Review of Marian H. Feldman, "Diplomacy by Design: Luxury Arts and an 'Internation 
Style' in the Ancient Near East, 1400-1200 BCE." Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2006," Bryn 
Mawr Classical Review  (2006.09.23). 
113 Marian H. Feldman, Communities of Style: Portable Luxury Arts, Identity, and Collective Memory in 
the Iron Age Levant (Chicago; London: The University of Chicago Press, 2014). 
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in which the empire and its subjects negotiated these realities.114 Throughout this study I 

pay special attention to the ways in which these ‘negotiations’ played out in material and 

visual culture, and from a borderland East Greek perspective. In this way, my dissertation 

is unique. Some scholars have re-examined these interactions and the canonical Western 

narrative from the center—that is, fifth-century Athens—while others have critiqued 

these frameworks and proposed alternative modes for studying cultural interaction from 

the opposite end of the spectrum that is the ‘East’. I begin investigestion away from 

established points of departure and essentially shift the center. This new center is not a 

monolithic entity, and possesses those qualities of a borderland that I have outlined, 

above. 

 These assertions do not erase the history of the label ‘East Greek’ and the baggage 

that this label brings to the study of these works. Here, it is appropriate to return to our 

original questions of ‘What is Greek?’ and ‘How does this determination affect the ways 

in which we study East Greek art and culture?’ In response to these questions I turn to 

Alan Greaves’s insights:  

Not only did Athenian literary culture rewrite Ionian history so as to accommodate it 
within its own concepts of history and ethnicity, but so too has modern scholarship.117  

 

While Greaves refers here specifically to literary culture, this pronouncement is couched 

within a broader argument in which he examines archaeological and art historical practice 

as well, and arrives at much the same conclusion. I reiterate here that such oppositional 

                                                
114 Elspeth R. M. Dusinberre, Empire, Authority, and Autonomy in Achaemenid Anatolia (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2013). 
117 Greaves 2010, 226. 
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approaches and definitions based on a Classical, Athenian criterion are retrojected onto 

Archaic Ionia.   

 Alan Greaves is not alone in his critique. Jan Paul Crielaard, in an essay entitled 

“The Ionians in the Archaic Period. Shifting Identities in a Changing World”, offers his 

own views on modern scholarship of this period, and concludes that, among the relevant 

insights provided by various authors on the topic of ethnicity, is the ability for identities 

(ethnic and otherwise) to fluctuate, especially in relation to social and political 

situations.118 Taking a literary approach, Crielaard examines the self-fashioning of Ionia 

and Ionians in various arenas—language, myth, military, cult and art—proposing that we 

can reconstruct how these peoples saw themselves in both past and present, and how they 

were perceived by others. Their collective identity is often one that does not strictly align 

with what we might label as ‘ethnic’, and, in response to contestations vis-à-vis their 

identity, the Ionians reworked (literary) traditions in their own favor in a way that was not 

necessarily oppositional.119  

 Whereas Crielaard’s work embraces the notion of a fluid Ionian identity with 

permeable borders as observable in literature, this dissertation builds on these ideas 

through case studies that, instead of privileging text, take a close look at the unique and 

dynamic ways in which this fluidity is represented in material culture. In order to do this, 

I adopt a borderland approach which, I argue, allows us to ‘decolonize’ the East Greek 

                                                
118 Jan Paul Crielaard, "The Ionians in the Archaic Period. Shifting Identities in a Changing 
World," in Ethnic Constructs in Antiquity: The Role of Power and Tradition, ed. Ton Derks and 
NIco Roymans (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2009). 
119 Crielaard, 73-74. 
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world, as the frameworks of (post-)colonialism are embedded in the scholarly tradition 

and are reliant upon predetermined models and predominant cultural groups: the 

dominant and preferential model being the Mainland and, more precisely, Classical 

Athens. I attempt to reconstruct a picture of the various identities fashioned and 

presented, identities that I argue are a result of borderland processes in western Anatolia 

in the Archaic period.  

 It is not my intention to completely disregard the use of labels and terms scholars 

have defined in order to discuss and qualify the interactions and material culture of this 

time and place, but rather, as the above analysis demonstrates, we should be cognizant of 

the Western tradition in which we are working, and the biases inherent in this tradition. 

Nor do I attempt to propose a new label, such as ‘Graeco-Anatolian’ or ‘Ionian-

Anatolian’, to discuss this material, as this is contradictory to what constitutes a 

borderland identity: that which is constantly in a state of flux, impermeable, and 

ultimately, terminologically and conceptually incapable of being pidgeonholed. 

Understanding East Greek art within its own borderland context, one that allows for 

(un)conscious self-fashioning by drawing from multiple cultural groups, I also take into 

consideration different viewers and ‘visualities’. In an exploration of vision in Early 

Greek religion entitled “Vision and Visuality in the Study of Early Greek Religion”, 

Nassos Papalexandrou, drawing on theories and anthropologies of vision and visual 

culture, shines a light on the importance of material culture in crafting a culturally 

conditioned vision and visuality (modes of seeing—or being seen—as active, regulated 
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practices).120 Through my case studies, I propose a borderland vision that would have 

influenced the way in which objects and spaces were seen and understood in their own 

time. In my final case study, I also examine how our own Western vision, and the 

problems inherent within it (discussed, above), influence the way in which East Greek 

works are both studied and displayed to the public in a contemporary context. 

 

THE BORDERLAND: AN INTRODUCTION TO THREE CASE STUDIES 
 The choice of my case studies came with the determination that, as part of 

reassessing traditional scholarly approaches, I should examine works from predominant 

areas of inquiry, namely the realms of death and religion. With all three cases I conduct 

comparative iconographic and stylistic analysis and consider the use of shared motifs and 

themes across cultures in Ionia and western Anatolia. Re-situating these works and 

spaces within their geopolitical, socio-cultural, and sacred contexts is a first step in 

deconstructing the traditional framework that does not fit with the border space that I 

propose to be East Greece.       

 In the first of these case studies, “Terra Cotta, Terra Incognita: (Re)Locating East 

Greek Identity in Clazomenian Sarcophagi”, I closely examine Clazomenian sarcophagi, 

terracotta creations produced in the Ionian city of Clazomenae sometime between 650-

                                                
120 Nassos Papalexandrou, "Vision and Visuality in the Study of Early Greek Religion," in 
Current Approaches to Religion in Ancient Greece: Papers Presented at a Symposium at the 
Swedish Institute at Athens 17-19 April 2008, ed. Matthew Haysom and Jenny Wallensten 
(Stockholm: Svenska institutet i Athen, 2011). In this exploration into early Greek vision and 
visuality Papalexandrou draws on his own work on hybrid visuality, which I do not cite 
extensively here. See "Are there Hybridic Visual Cultures? Reflections on the Orientalizing 
Phenomena in the Mediterranean of the Early First Millenium B.C.E.," Ars Orientalis 38 (2010). 
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450. R.M. Cook published a definitive corpus of Clazomenian sarcophagi, and 

subsequent publications, primarily by Bilge Hürmüzlü, build upon Cook’s work.121 The 

sarcophagi are often used as exemplars in discussions of East Greek art and burial, 

though, as we shall see, they are regularly evaluated in relation to vase painting of the 

Mainland. One of my goals in this chapter is to demonstrate the ways in which this 

particular comparative approach has restricted our understanding and judgment of these 

works, from assertions that the painting on these sarcophagi is less skilled and successful 

than that of its Attic counterparts, to writings that dwell on perceived ‘exotic’ elements of 

these Clazomenian productions (perhaps even to the point of Othering). 

 I begin this chapter with an introduction to the ancient city of Clazomenae and its 

excavation history, followed by attention to necessary background information for 

contextualizing the sarcophagi. I introduce the various types of sarcophagi recovered 

from excavations, but also those that appeared on the antiquities market before the start 

of programmatic archaeological investigations. Cook includes all sarcophagi known up to 

1981 (the date of his monograph’s publication); additional sarcophagi have appeared 

since then, which have been classified into one of Cook’s ten sarcophagi groups. In 

establishing these stylistic groups (which can overlap chronologically), Cook relies on 

provenance (when known), production, shapes, style and iconography. His criteria 

provide a productive pathway for connoisseurship studies that focus on technical, stylistic 

and iconographic analysis, an approach generally followed by the handful of scholars that 

                                                
121 Robert Manuel Cook, Clazomenian Sarcophagi (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1981). I will 
naturally discuss the work of Cook, Hürmüzlü and others’ work in further detail in Chapter Two. 
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work on the sarcophagi. Ultimately, this approach leads to a tendency to situate the 

sarcophagi within a tradition of (Mainland) Greek vase painting. Building on this 

foundation while simultaneously reconsidering the limitations of such an Atheno-centric 

comparative project, I focus on the figurative programs of the sarcophagi. This involves 

close examination and description of imagery in order to convey the detail and visual 

richness of their iconography and thematic imagery. On a practical level, because of their 

intricate programs, the imagery can be difficult to decipher, and my descriptions are thus 

meant to facilitate viewing. More importantly, it is essential to start from the object itself, 

letting its visual and material qualities explain themselves before falling into the standard 

and erroneous compulsion to ‘predict’—a practice typical of Western-centric scholarship 

stemming from dominant and canonical approaches. I argue that these images situate the 

sarcophagi well within the visual, cultural and political world of elite burial practice in 

western Anatolia. I take the additional step of proposing that the sarcophagi, in their 

shape and decoration, visually recall the architectural format and imagery, and even 

burial goods, of contemporary elite chamber tombs, such as the Lydian Lale Tepe and 

Harta Tumuli, and the Lycian tomb at Kızılbel.  

 A viewer equipped with a culturally conditioned vision, one conversant with 

Greek, Achaemenid and local Anatolian traditions, would not restrict these sarcophagi—

nor their patrons—to a single ‘identity’, so to speak, as modern scholarship has done. In 

utilizing the analytical framework of the borderland we can refrain from strict 

categorizations of the sarcophagi that would evaluate them only within a ‘Greek’ cultural 

milieu narrowly defined, and re-contextualize them within dynamic, western Anatolian 
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cultural and artistic practice in the Archaic period. The identities projected onto the 

sarcophagi, as well as those of their patrons and audiences, were influenced by a mix of 

socio-cultural and political factors—especially from the Lydian and Achaemenid 

spheres—and were flexible, subject to change over time.  

 I explore the idea of borderland vision further in Chapter Three, entitled “Ionian 

(Re)Vision: Shifting Perspectives and Identities of an East ‘Greek’ Sanctuary”, where the 

focus of study is not a particular class of object or viewer (as with the previous chapter on 

Clazomenian sarcophagi) but rather a space: the Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe.122 

This peri-urban sanctuary of Aphrodite, located approximately two kilometers west of the 

city center of Miletos, lends itself to inclusion in this larger investigation for many 

reasons: the first is that the site is relatively young in terms of its excavation history, with 

campaigns beginning in 1989. New publications on the excavation continue to appear on 

an annual basis, and with them our understanding of the sanctuary and its finds change as 

well, meaning that the corpus and categorization of the site are neither definitive nor 

static. As a sanctuary and a locus of intercultural contact,123 Zeytintepe also allows us to 

consider a borderland experience within a ritual space, something we could not access in 

Chapter Two. Additionally, this ritual experience underwent great changes, as the 

                                                
122 During a conversation about my project with Alan Greaves it was he who suggested that I 
look into the sanctuary of Aphrodite Oikus at Zeytintepe as a site offering the potential to 
investigate sacred space and identity, particularly to the extent that beging relatively young in its 
publication, the site is not weighted down by a long history of scholarship. 
123 For example, Alessandro Naso discusses these ‘intercultural contacts’ with regard to Etruscan 
finds from the sanctuary (and in Anatolia, in general). See Alessandro Naso, "Funde aus Milet. 
22, Etruscan Bucchero from Miletus: Preliminary Report," Archäologischer Anzeiger 1 (2009). 
And "La penisola italica e l'Anatolia (X I I-V sec. a. C.)," in Der Kosmos der Artemis von 
Ephesos, ed. Ulrike Muss (Wien: Österreichisches archäologisches Institut, 2001). 
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sanctuary was in the process of a renovation and renewal during the period of our inquiry, 

until these transformations came to a halt with the destruction of the site by the Persians 

circa 494.  

 I review the archaeological evidence for this destruction in my introduction to the 

sanctuary where I reconstruct a picture of the site, reviewing the kinds of material finds 

dedicated at the sanctuary and uncovered in excavations. I then consider how we might 

traditionally analyze Zeytintepe as an East Greek sanctuary, using the Heraion on Samos 

as an example of a conventional approach for comparison—chosen in part because of its 

rival status to Miletos in the Archaic period and comparable amplitude of documentation. 

In order to challenge traditional methods of analysis, I experiment with visuality and 

subjectivity by reconstructing hypothetical visitors to the sanctuary: a male trader who 

lives life at sea—itself a borderland—and whose visual and ritual practice is informed by 

his maritime experiences in different cities and emporia; and a local female worshiper, 

whose experience at the sanctuary draws from her role as a mother and her life on terra 

firma in Miletos. I focus on one class of object with a connection to the earth—the 

standing or seated female statues of the mother goddess Cybele—and consider the ways 

in which she would have been, in combination with complementary dedications, visually 

and ritually activated by these two separate viewers. The Phrygian aspects of the goddess 

also lend the sanctuary multiple readings that alter its religious and cult personae; these 

alternate personae may have been invisible to these hypothetical visitors who embody 

those qualities of the borderland within which they lived—not restricted to one 
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predominant religious or cultic identity as prescribed by modern Western approaches to 

East Greek sanctuaries.  

 The ways in which we have been conditioned as scholars to study East Greek 

material culture, space and religious practice (such as Clazomenian sarcophagi and the 

Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe) also affects the manner in which we present our 

research and physical, artistic and archaeological objects to contemporary viewers. 

Taking into consideration critiques of a Western-centric approach that emphasizes 

narrowly defined categories and labels, along with the possibility for alternative 

narratives for East Greek works as I have offered with Chapters Two and Three, I also 

challenge the prevailing museological discourse, which has a symbiotic relationship with 

the academic. What do we ‘do’ with border(ed) works like Clazomenian sarcophagi, or 

objects from ritually and culturally complex contexts like Zeytintepe? If we were to start 

from scratch, how might we re-present these works?  

In my final chapter, “Borderland Access: (Re)Appraising Pillars of Identity and a 

Discipline”, I problematize this aspect of our study—namely, accessibility and the 

presentation of East Greek material culture—using a single object as a starting point. 

Through the vehicle of this object I consider the possibility for reevaluating how we 

present East Greek works to a museum audience, but also how we can approach the study 

of works that, unlike the material from the previous two chapters, are not monuments or 

objects anchored within established areas of analysis (e.g. death and religion). Taken as a 

floating object, if we were to reimagine the place of this pillar within academic study and, 

subsequently, a museum, where might we reposition it? Ultimately, I demonstrate how 
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this object’s multivalence and oscillations along various axes—iconographic, stylistic, 

typological, conceptual, scholarly, and museologically—make it a borderland work. 

The object, an anonymous loan at the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York, 

is a four-sided limestone pillar with carved reliefs on each side, and of East Greek 

provenance, dating to circa 550-525. For each face of the pillar I carry out visual and 

iconographic analysis, contextualizing the images of each relief within a western 

Anatolian visual milieu that extends across the burial, administrative, and personal 

realms. In this study, I pay special attention to the heavily damaged relief on the fourth 

side of the pillar, featuring the Egyptian deity Bes, and reconstruct him as standing in a 

twisted profile atop a beast while wearing Achaemenid court-style robes. After situating 

the iconography of this figure within contemporary religious beliefs and ritual practice, I 

further examine the physical features of the object itself which, when we bracket off our 

Western-centric lens, becomes a functional object activated both within a ‘Greek’ and an 

elite Achaemenid-Anatolian visual and ritual context. 

 Re-envisioning the pillar through a borderland lens is a process complicated by 

the object’s physical and conceptual academic position within the modern museum 

context. By problematizing the physical setting of the pillar, I critique the ways in which 

its location prohibits the average viewer from understanding the object within its original 

cultural and artistic contexts; that is, today’s viewer might assume that the object is an 

outcast, one that does not fit within, or exceeds the boundaries of, the canon of Greek art 

established in the gallery lay-out. The pillar’s physical setting is a reflection of its 

identification as a ‘provincial’ object. That the object is displayed in this way is a result 
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of the Western academic tradition whose practices, as I discussed in detail, above, include 

an adherence to a rigid ‘labeling’ of cultures. While I offer an alternative approach in my 

analysis the current status of the pillar as an object lacking provenance prohibits further 

research. In a way, the object is caught in a legal borderland that is the result of 

museological practice; on display, it is visually accessible to the public, academic and 

otherwise, but given that it is a loaned object the possibilities for additional in-depth, 

academic research are limited, if not entirely prohibited.124 Restrictions on research 

might, in this case, stem from potential conflicts of interest that may reveal something 

about the object’s legal status as an antiquity. A more comprehensive comparative 

analysis with geographically and chronologically similar objects is made all the more 

complicated by the actual inaccessibility of unpublished works (should they exist) from 

museums in Turkey. Thus, for several political reasons the object will remain unique with 

a certain ‘exotic’, mysterious air.      

 

CONCLUSION 
 To conclude I reintroduce the borderland, this time by way of analogy from the 

contemporary art world. On the border of Playas de Tijuana and Border Field State Park, 

Valeska Soares’s temporary installation “Picturing Paradise” consisted of four large 

reflective metal sheets, veritable mirrors on each side of a pyramidal monolith whose 

base marked the Limite de la Republica Mexicana or ‘The Republic of Mexico’s limit’, 

                                                
124 At least with regard to the AIA’s ‘Code of Professional Standards’.   
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where the United States begins (Fig. 4).125 Inscribed on the mirrors was text in Spanish 

and English. Works like Soares’s embody and have been studied via the lens of border 

theory, where the border is not only political and physical, but can also be metaphorically 

conceived of as a state of flux where differences—race, gender, class, ethnicity—

converge.126 In Soares’s installation, several factors determine meaning: the viewer 

(American, Mexican, or another), the context (Mexico or the U.S.), and the language 

(English or Spanish) situate and transform both the experience of the viewer and the work 

itself. Straddling multiple worlds, literate in the cultures, languages and visual traditions 

of each place, the work—along with its plurality of viewers literally reflected within it—

co-constructs its own new systems of meaning and fleeting identities. 

 It is this borderland language that the East Greek world speaks. These three case 

studies—Clazomenian sarcophagi, the Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe, and the 

Metropolitan pillar—all lend themselves to a reimagining of East Greek art that is the 

product of borderland culture and experience; they serve as an introduction to a 

methodological tool that analyzes visual culture through the usage of multiple 

“languages” that, while recognizable, change with the viewer and perhaps even 

complicate interpretive frameworks. These case studies also serve as exemplars of the 

ways in which a borderland approach can rectify the effects of a colonialist, Atheno-

centric scholarly tradition that has imposed aesthetic value judgments and, in turn 

                                                
125 Oswaldo Sanches and Cecilia Garza, eds., InSITE 2000-2001, Parajes fugitivos/Fugitive Sites, 
New Contemporary Art Projects for San Diego-Tijuana (San Diego: Installation Gallery, 2002). 
126 Mullin 2011, 2; Anzaldua 1987. 
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dictated ‘how’ we study and present the Archaic East Greek-Achaemenid-Anatolian 

world and its multifaceted identities to the academic community and public alike.   
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Chapter Two: Terra Cotta, Terra Incognita: (Re)Locating East Greek 
Identity in Clazomenian Sarcophagi 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 In addressing questions of identity in the ancient Greek world, scholars often look 

to the realm of death and burial; this chapter acknowledges the importance of funerary art 

and architecture in informing our understanding of identity—both on the individual and 

community levels—and expands these investigations outward to consider a broader 

spectrum of influence, in this case non-Greek communities of western Anatolia, that were 

significant players in shaping East Greek funerary art. Specifically, in this chapter I 

examine the painted terracotta sarcophagi of Clazomenae, investigating how these works 

and their figurative imagery inhabit multiple visual and burial traditions, thereby 

testifying to life in a borderland; although framed as ‘Greek’, these specimens are not 

simply preoccupied with preserving an exclusively ‘Greek’—especially male—visuality 

and culture. In this study, I do not look at all of the sarcophagi individually, nor do I 

focus extensively on technical issues of production and style. Rather, I take a thematic 

approach to investigate how the sarcophagi speak to the interactions of Greek and non-

Greek populations, resulting in their idiosyncratic ‘look’ and reception: How might a 

‘Greek’ and non-Greek understand these works within the framework of existing burial 

practices in western Anatolia?  

 Contemporary Lydian and Lycian tombs and their funerary assemblages, as well 

as the Hellespontine Phrygian Polyxena Sarcophagus, attest to an exchange of culture and 
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ideas, specifically among a community of elite—the most likely commissioners of these 

tombs and sarcophagi. These tombs and their associated objects serve as a comparative 

corpus, one that would have been in dialogue with Clazomenian sarcophagi, affecting 

them both on an aesthetic and a conceptual level. Following a brief introduction to the 

site of Clazomenae and a review of existing literature on the sarcophagi, I delve into a 

more in-depth discussion of some of the sarcophagi’s prominent themes and motifs, 

which include: animals groups and scenes of the hunt; scenes of battle, warriors and 

chariots; and mythological scenes. I also discuss one sarcophagus that features a 

banqueting scene—unique to the repertoire of Clazomenian sarcophagi imagery—and 

propose possible implications of the scene for this sarcophagus’s particular chronological 

and geographic context. By contextualizing the sarcophagi among contemporary, elite 

western Anatolian burials and funerary art (which draw from the corpus of Achaemenid 

elite imagery as well), we can overcome the tendency to dismiss these funerary works as 

anomalous—specimens viewed as being at once ‘unique’, and yet heavily indebted to 

pottery and painting traditions of Mainland Greece. Instead, in utilizing established 

motifs from the repertoire of Mainland and Anatolian artistic works, the sarcophagi 

participate in a multi-lingual dialogue, one that draws from a variety of cultural, visual 

and burial traditions which, in turn, reflect the multi-faceted and shifting identity of their 

borderland patrons and viewers.   
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CLAZOMENAE      
 Excavations of the Ionian site of Clazomenae, today Urla, have been ongoing 

since 1979 under the direction of Güven Bakır and Ege Üniversitesi (Fig. 5).127 While 

excavators have found a handful of simple burials dating as early as the Protogeometric 

period, there is substantial evidence for burial grounds in Clazomenae from the 

Geometric through Hellenistic periods, some used concurrently, with Archaic period 

graves spread across six cemeteries and tumuli (Fig. 6).128 The excavation of these 

cemeteries—Monastirakia (excavated by G. P. Oikonomos in 1921 and 1922), 

Yıldıztepe, Kalabak, Akpınar, DSİ, Çayır and tumuli surrounding the city—produced 

painted terracotta sarcophagi.129 These terracotta sarcophagi, some more elaborately 

decorated than others, were produced in and around Clazomenae from approximately 

                                                
127 For in-depth discussions of its history, finds and archaeological investigations of its 
settlements, I direct the reader to publications by Bakır and Yaşar Ersoy, among others. For 
excavation reports (from 1980-2012) see Güven Bakır et. al. "Kazı Sonuçları Toplantısı ",  
(Ankara: T.C. Kültür Bakanlığı, 1980-). For the early and Archaic settlements see Yaşar Erkan 
Ersoy, "Clazomenae: The Archaic Settlement" (Dissertation, Bryn Mawr College, 1993). "Notes 
on History and Archaeology of Early Clazomenae," in Frühes Ionien: eine Bestandsaufnahme; 
Panionion-Symposion Güzelçamlı, 26. September - 1. Oktober 1999, ed. Justus Cobet, et al. 
(Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 2007). The official excavation website of Clazomenae 
also provides a brief history of research, "Klazomeniaka." 
128 Bilge Hürmüzlü, "Burial Grounds at Klazomenai: Geometric through Hellenistic Periods," in 
Klazomenai, Teos and Abdera, Metropoleis and Colony: Proceedings of the International 
Symposium Held at the Archaeological Museum of Abdera : Abdera, 20-21 October 2001, ed. 
Aliki Moustaka, et al. (Thessaloniki: 19th Ephorate of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities of 
Komotini: University Studio Press, 2004), 77. 
129 Hürmüzlü 2004a, 77-78. For Monastirakia see G.P. Oikonomos, "Anaskafai en Klazomenais," 
Πρακτικὰ τῆς ἐν Ἀθήναις Ἀρχαιολογικῆς Ἑταιρείας. Athina: Archaiologiki Etaireia 1, no. 1 
(1921). "Anaskafai en Klazomenais," Πρακτικὰ τῆς ἐν Ἀθήναις Ἀρχαιολογικῆς Ἑταιρείας. Athina: 
Archaiologiki Etaireia 1, no. 1 (1922-24). Maria-Christina Tzannes, "The Excavations of G. 
Oikonomos at the Archaic Cemetery of Monastirakia in Klazomenai, 1921-22," in Klazomenai, 
Teos and Abdera, Metropoleis and Colony: Proceedings of the International Symposium Held at 
the Archaeological Museum of Abdera : Abdera, 20-21 October 2001, ed. Aliki Moustaka, et al. 
(Thessaloniki: 19th Ephorate of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities of Komotini: University 
Studio Press, 2004). 
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650-450.130 Sarcophagi have turned up in other parts of the settlement, as well as in 

various sites throughout Ionia, including Smyrna, Erythrae, Ephesus, Chios, Samos and 

even Pitane, Rhodes, Abdera, and Akanthos.131 As far as ancient Greek burial tradition 

goes in the Archaic, the sarcophagi represent a less common funerary practice (i.e. 

inhumation as opposed to cremation), at least when compared to burials in the (primarily 

Attic) Mainland. More predominant funerary commemorations included gravestones, 

statuary and, in some cases, built tombs132—although the practice of inhumation in 

coffins of fired clay is known.133 In the case of Ionia, the picture is even more difficult to 

reconstruct than its Mainland counterpart, though there is evidence for variance within 

Archaic Ionia: stone sarcophagi have turned up within Chios town, Ephesus and Miletos; 

there are tumuli in Phokaia, Clazomenae, Ephesus and Samos; some graves were marked 

by amphora in Samos’s West Cemetery; and large built tombs at both Samos and Miletos 

have been found.134 There are instances of other, simpler sarcophagi immediately outside 

of Ionia—Lydia, Abdera, Galepsos, Lesbos and Oisyme (the latter two copying the 

                                                
130 R.M. Cook dates the sarcophagi from about 550-450, but Bilge Hürmüzlü places their 
production and appearance beginning one-hundred years earlier, based on stylistic and 
iconographic analysis of sarcophagi and finds from the Akpınar cemetery. See Bilge Hürmüzlü, 
"Die Früheste Gruppe Klazomenischer Sarcophage Aus Klazomenai," Jahrbuch des Deutschen 
Archäologischen Instituts 125 (2010): 90-91. I refer to Cook’s monograph, Clazomenian 
Sarcophagi, which I discuss in detail, below.  
131 For sites see Cook, Clazomenian Sarcophagi. 
132 Donna C. Kurtz and John Boardman, Greek Burial Customs (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
1971). See Chapter V: The Archaic Period. 
133 Robert Manuel Cook and Pierre Dupont, East Greek Pottery (London; New York: Routledge, 
2003). 
134 Greaves 2010, 197-199. Greaves notes that a major study of burial traditions in Ionia by 
Olivier Mauriaud is underway (footnote 149, p. 197), but no study has yet materialized since the 
publication of Greaves’s book.  
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trapezoidal shape, which I discuss below)135—but those from Clazomenae have garnered 

the most attention, likely on account of their elaborate painting and shape.        

 In his comprehensive monograph, Clazomenian Sarcophagi, R.M. Cook compiles 

the corpus of Clazomenian sarcophagi “of which there is some particular knowledge”—

that is, up to 1981, the date of the book’s publication.136 Cook pulls from earlier reports 

and studies of the sarcophagi, including writings on specimens discovered prior to the 

start of systematic excavations by Oikonomos and Ege Üniversitesi—whether in museum 

collections, or on the antiquities market.137 Cook examines the sarcophagi in terms of 

their provenance (when possible), production, shapes, style and iconography, and he 

classifies them into stylistic groups, some of which overlap chronologically, with the 

earliest and least decorated group being the Monastirakia Class, ranging in date from 

about 550-530. He categorizes the remaining sarcophagi by painter—Borelli, Hanover, 

Dennis, Albertinum and Hopkinson—and labels those that do not fall within these groups 

as ‘singletons’, either ‘poor’ or ‘good’ quality; still others are described as being as yet 

‘unclassified’ (Fig. 7). One of the later and most elaborate groups is the Albertinum, 

which Cook dates between 500-470.138 Cook places their manufacture in and around 

Clazomenae, with sarcophagi produced as late as c. 450, and notes that Smyrna may have 

been a possible production center as well.139 Shapes range from rectangular to apsidal 

basins with wider rectangular rims, or the more elaborate trapezoidal rim, wider at the 
                                                
135 Cook and Dupont, 127-128. 
136 Cook, 1. 
137 Cook provides a history of study of the sarcophagi in section 16 of his book, pages 155-59. 
138 Cook, 148. 
139 Cook, 146-47. Because of the size and elaborate firing process it is unlikely that workshops 
were traveling, Cook argues. 
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head and narrow at the foot, with inner corner projections.140 Sarcophagi can be as large 

as two meters in length and one in depth and width, with children’s sarcophagi obviously 

being smaller. Lids consist of simple terracotta or stone slabs, or terracotta gabled lids. 

Additional sarcophagi have appeared since the publication of Cook’s catalogue; these 

have been discussed in their own right, most prominently by Bilge Hürmüzlü, to whom I 

return, below. Cook’s monograph, however, remains a starting point for any study of the 

sarcophagi.  

 In examining the style and pictorial programs of the black and red-figure painted 

sarcophagi, Cook looks to visual traditions of East Greek art, as well as Attic traditions. 

In fact, earlier studies of the sarcophagi focused primarily on tracing their paintings to 

Attic models, themes and motifs, viewing these East Greek phenomena through an 

Athenian lens that considered Athens the “giver, not receiver” in the artistic 

relationship.141 The interest in connecting the sarcophagi to Attic and other Mainland 

comparanda with an emphasis on technical analysis and connoisseurship extends to the 

work of Bilge Hürmüzlü, whose 2013 talk at the Anatolian Civilizations Museum 

focused on chronology and classification, and included specific reference to Athenian 

                                                
140 See Cook, 134-39 for further discussion of variations on shapes. 
141 Cook, 158-59. A selection of these earlier studies—which Cook reviews in further detail in 
section 16 of his book (see note 7, above)—include André Joubin, "De sarcophagis Clazomeniis" 
(Dissertation Apud Hachette socios bibliopolas, 1901).; Knud Friis Johansen, Clazomenian 
Sarcophagus Studies: The Earliest Sarcophagi, Acta archaeologica (Copenhagen: Acta 
Archaeologica, 1942).; Attic Motives on Clazomenian Sarcophagi, From the Collections of the 
Ny Carlsberg Glyptothek (Copenhagen: Ny Carlsberg glyptothek, 1942). 
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connections.142 My aim is not to criticize Hürmüzlü, Cook or other scholars who have 

worked on this corpus, but rather to demonstrate that the emphasis on chronology and 

style, and the particular interest in comparison to Attic material—specifically pottery—

often comes at the expense of investigations that begin with queries from the East as well, 

as opposed to the West. While useful in providing a framework for discussions of 

chronology, groups and stylistic changes over time, these investigations do not 

contextualize the sarcophagi within the visual, cultural and even political worlds of elite 

burial practice in western Anatolia.143 Addressing such lacunae is precisely what I 

undertake in this chapter, with special focus on the role of painted figural imagery.  

 When referring to the painted decoration of the sarcophagi, we typically look 

primarily to the flat rim. The Monastirakia class of sarcophagi are the most simply 

decorated; non-figurative, their ornament consists of wavy lines and/or meander pattern 

across the rim’s head and foot end, and sometimes the sides (Fig. 8).144 Departing from 

the early Monastirakia types, painted decoration became more elaborate with the 

introduction of figure decoration, resulting in the expansion of the head and foot fields of 

the sarcophagi.145 On more elaborate types, painters also decorated on the exterior and 

interior of the basins, as well the gabled lid (when used). Presumably these areas—rim 
                                                
142 Bilge Hürmüzlü, "Klazomonai Lahitlerinin Kronolojisi ve Gruplandırılması (The Chronology 
and Grouping of Clazomenian Sarcophagi)," in Anadolu Medeniyetleri Müzesi 2013 Yılı 
Konferansları (Museum of Anatolian Civilizations2013). 
143 More recent examples include Hürmüzlü’s studies of 2010, 2004a and 2004b "A New Type of 
Clazomenian Sarcophagus. The Alteration of the Burial Customs in Clazomenae," in Sepulkral- 
und Votivdenkmäler  östlicher Mittelmeergebiete (7. Jahrhundert v. Chr.-1. Jahrhundert n. Chr.): 
Kulturbegegnungen im Spannungsfeld von Akzeptanz und Resistenz: Akten des Internationalen 
Symposiums Mainz, 01.-03.11.2001, ed. Renate Bol, et al. (Möhnesee: Bibliopolis, 2004). 
144 Cook, 74. 
145 Cook and Dupont, 121, 123.  
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and interior—would have been visible when the sarcophagus was in the grave, before 

being covered by a (sometimes heavily decorated) lid and buried.146 Systems of 

decoration predominantly feature motifs of heraldic animals, animal combat, the hunt, 

battle and myth (or indeterminate narrative), with the hunt being less prevalent as the 

primary decoration on the head-end of the rim. In the following sections I discuss these 

motifs alongside their Anatolian and Achaemenid counterparts, highlighting their visual 

richness through detailed description. Moreover, I consider how this imagery operates in 

tandem with the shape of the sarcophagi, ultimately playing a key role in contextualizing 

these works within the world of elite burial in archaic Western Anatolia.     

 

ANIMAL GROUPS, SCENES OF THE HUNT  
 As I mentioned above, the hunt is less prominent as a primary motif on the head-

end of the rim; I do not discuss all scenes of the hunt or animal groups in this section, but 

rather characteristic examples of the motifs. One such example is on a rim from 

Clazomenae, classified by Cook as a precursor to the so-called Albertinum Group (c. 

500-470), now in Vienna (Fig. 9).147 The black-figure painting on the head-piece—

bordered by two rows of black scallops (a fish-scale) on the top register, and an 

alternating black and white egg-and-dart strip at the bottom—shows, from left to right, a 

rider, chariot with two horses, and dog pursuing three spotted deer. With some difficulty 

one can see that the rider and chariot-driver wear some type of garment, with the rider’s 

                                                
146 Ibid., 121. 
147 Ibid., 23-24. 
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garb notably spotted. Both hunters have their right arms raised as if throwing or having 

released a spear; their weapons are depicted mid-flight, indicated by three lines at a 

diagonal above each deer.148 Below this frame, working down the sides of the rim, we see 

a row of white rosettes, a siren with arms in individual panels on either side (a second 

siren is presumed), checkerboard pattern, guilloche (double-cable), egg-and-dart, two 

goats (one one each side), meander and, at the foot piece, a left-facing goat framed by a 

set of panthers (with black-spotted, white faces). These type of decorative motifs are 

considered ‘orientalizing’ (e.g. guilloche), often categorized as ‘Greek’ (e.g. egg-and-

dart) and possibly even reference Lydian works; for the latter, I point to the lyre-like form 

of anthemion stelae dated to the late sixth-early fifth century as an example (Fig. 10 and 

Fig. 11).149 A palmette springs from between the volute-like curves on the stele (as well 

as from the curled ends of the volute) in a manner and form similar to what we see on the 

sarcophagi, where palmettes burst from each intersection of the double cable that 

comprises the guilloche pattern.       

 A sarcophagus of the Albertinum Group in the Princeton University Art 

Museum—one that I will discuss in further detail, below—also contains a hunt scene, 

though in this case the prey are boars, and the scene is confined to small strips on either 

side of the rim rather than dominating the head piece as in the case of the Vienna 

example, above (Fig. 12a and Fig. 12b).150 The damaged strips, painted in black-figure, 

                                                
148 Cook suggests that these are landed, but failed attempts by the hunters, 114. 
149  Roosevelt, 155 and Dusinberre 2013, 169. 
150 The sarcophagus is most recently published by Nassos Papalexandrou, "A Clazomenian 
Sarcophagus in the Princeton University Art Museum," Record of the Art Museum, Princeton 
University 69 (2010).  
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are the last of five registers on the head end before the quadruple cables that run down the 

sides. Still visible, though, are three knee-length chiton-wearing figures striding to the 

right, left foot forward and right arms raised with spears directed at a large boar 

approaching from the right.151 The right side of the rim is a mirror image of this scene, 

but it is poorly preserved and difficult to make out. The foot end of the sarcophagus 

features antithetical seated griffins above a panel depicting a spotted panther (left) and 

spotted-mane lion (right), which in turn surround a sad looking sow. The griffins and cats 

all have a paw raised as if to indicate imminent attack, but also direct our attention to the 

sow’s—and our own—struggle and inevitable demise.152 

 The hunt held a significant place in archaic and classical Greek culture, not only 

in its literal practice, but also in literature and art, with visual representations of the hunt 

found on jewelry, pottery and funerary monuments.153 It is thus clear to see why, when 

studying these images on Clazomenian sarcophagi, scholars have looked to established 

formulas and comparable scenes in Archaic Greek art, especially of the Mainland. For 

example, Papalexandrou, following Cook’s reading of another Clazomenian boar hunt 

scene (one poorly preserved which I do not discuss here), suggests that the Princeton 

                                                
151 Papalexandrou has studied the sarcophagus up-close and has detected these details, such as the 
knee-length chitons, 9. 
152 Papalexandrou, 8, for the description of the footpiece. Elfi Kirchner proposes a Homeric 
understanding to this motif that interprets the predator-prey scene as one representing the human 
struggle. Papalexandrou, following Kirchner, suggests that the meaning is more immediately 
suggestive of death, 18. See Elfi Kirchner, "Zum Bildprogramm Klazomenischer Sarkophage," 
Jahrbuch des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts 102 (1987): 152-56.   
153 Judith M. Barringer, The Hunt in Ancient Greece (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
2001). Barringer’s study focuses primarily on vase painting and almost exclusively on Attic 
works at that. Barringer also details various types of hunt scenes—metaphorical and actual—that 
I do not elaborate on, here. 
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Sarcophagus scene can bring to mind the mythological Calydonian or Erymanthian boar 

hunt as seen in such images found on Laconian vase painting.154 For its part, Attic vase 

painting offers innumerable scenes of the hunt that take on themes of aristocracy, battle 

and sexuality; Judith Barringer examines connections between depictions of the hunt and 

these themes in her book The Hunt in Ancient Greece.155 Hunting depictions are not 

restricted to Mainland Greek works, however, and as part of contextualizing 

Clazomenian sarcophagi within the visual repertoire of Archaic western Anatolia, we 

should pay equal attention to what we might consider ‘non-Greek’ monuments of 

Anatolia. While not all strictly contemporary with Clazomenian sarcophagi, such works 

are useful for illuminating just how prominently the motif of the hunt—especially in 

terms of its aristocratic connections (see Hdt. 1.35-45, and the hunt with the Phrygian 

Adrastus, for example)—figures in the visual culture of western Anatolia throughout the 

sixth and fifth centuries.   

 In this regard, monuments of note include the funerary stelai from the once-

Achaemenid satrapy of Daskyleion in the region of Hellespontine Phrygia, today 

northwestern Turkey.156 The tall, narrow stelai, the majority of which are of 

Proconnesion marble, feature anthemion crowning elements not unlike other late Archaic 

grave markers from Attica, Samos and Sardis (such as the lyre form of the Lydian 

example referred to, above. See Figure 10), and are decorated with registers of reliefs; 
                                                
154Papalexandrou, 9-10. See Cook, p. 114, sarcophagus E.9 (plate 27.1) for the fragment with the 
boar hunt scene. 
155 Barringer 2001.  
156  Briant, 447. Also Deniz Kaptan, The Daskyleion Bullae: Seal Images from the Western 
Achaemenid Empire, 2 vols., Achaemenid History (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije 
Oosten, 2002). I discuss Daskyleion again in Chapter Four.  
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common scenes depicted banqueting, funeral processions, equestrians and hunting.157 

One such relief (on a stele from Sultaniye, Turkey) shows a rider with attendant and dogs 

in pursuit of a stag (dated approx. end of sixth century) (Fig. 13).158 Although much later, 

we still see a continued interest in this motif of the hunt in a second relief (on a stele 

fragment from Çavuşköy, Turkey) that shows another rider, also with attendant, about to 

spear a leaping boar already set on by hounds (dated approx. late fifth century) (Fig. 

14).159 Stylistically the stelai vary, with some being classified as ‘Graeco-Persian’ and 

others possessing ‘severe-style’ characteristics;160 it is important to note that these 

determinations are based on comparison with Mainland Greek works, and we have 

already discussed the implications and pitfalls of evaluation that begins from a perceived 

‘center’. The stelai do exhibit variety, though, and this variety attests to patrons of an 

artistically and culturally diverse community (likely of mixed ethnic groups), emphasized 

by the use of Phrygian and Aramaic on the inscriptions of the stelai.161 Despite the 

differences in medium and style, the probable differences in viewership (indicated in part 

by the stelai’s inscriptions), and their geographic and even chronological separation in 

terms of the later examples, the Daskyleion stelai reliefs should call to mind those scenes 

of the hunt from the Vienna and Princeton sarcophagi.     
                                                
157 Draycott 2007, 108-10. For a more in-depth look at the stelai see Margret Nollé, Denkmäler 
vom Satrapensitz Daskyleion: Studien zur graeco-persischen Kunst (Berlin Akademie Verlag, 
1992). See specifically pp. 98-99 for a discussion of the anthemion feature. Both Nollé and 
Draycott provide in-depth bibliography on the study of the stelai, ranging from debates in 
chronology, inscriptions and discussions of style. 
158 Nollé, 19-22, 111. 
159 Nollé 27-30, 111, 115. 
160 Draycott 2007, 117, citing Ekrem Akurgal, "Griechische-persische Reliefs aus Daskyleion," 
Iranica Antiqua 6 (1974). 
161 Draycott 2007, 111-112.  
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 Such is also the case with a monument that is earlier in date than the stelai, and on 

the opposite coast from Daskyleion, in Lycia.162 Home to the city of Xanthos, Lycia is 

perhaps best known for its monumental tombs, including the Harpy Tomb that I discuss 

in further detail in Chapter Four, as well as the famous Nereid Monument of the late fifth 

century. The Persian commander Harpagos besieged the city in 545, after which Lycia 

came under Achaemenid rule and influence, reflected in part in its monuments.163 

Somewhat earlier than these monuments in Xanthos, and unique by comparison is the 

gable-roofed, stone-built Lycian chamber tomb at Kızılbel (c. second half of sixth 

century), located at the highest point of the Uzunburun ridge about 4 km west of the town 

of Elmalı in southwestern Turkey (Fig. 1 and 17).164 Although the tomb fell victim to 

plunder, subsequent rescue work resulted in the recording and conservation of paintings 

(primarily red, blue and black) that decorated the stone walls of the chamber (Fig. 15).165 

Included among the many paintings are scenes of a deer hunt and a boar hunt on the east 

wall of the tomb (Fig. 16a).166 The details of the hunts are visible for close study with the 

aid of line drawings published by Machteld Mellink’s publication of the tomb (cited, 

above): on the left of the scene we see a figure (who may have been on horseback) with 

right arm raised, directing a spear at a jumping stag; toward the middle of the scene 
                                                
162 See Chapter One for suggestions for further reading on Lycia and its history. 
163 "The Princeton Encyclopedia of Classical Sites," ed. Richard Stillwell, William L. 
MacDonald, and Marian Holland McAllister (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976). For a 
recent discussion of Achaemenid influence on later, fourth-century monuments see Şare 2013. 
164 Machteld J. Mellink, Robert A. Bridges Jr., and Franca Callori di Vignale, Kızılbel: An 
Archaic Painted Tomb Chamber in Northern Lycia, Archaeological Monographs (Philadelphia: 
University Museum, University of Pennsylvania for Bryn Mawr College, 1998). 
165 Mellink et. al., 21. The authors provide technical descriptions of the paintings as well as the 
recording/conservation process. 
166 Ibid., 32-34. 



 67 

appear deer in various poses, as well as two reclining stags, and possibly a dog.167 Above 

the deer-hunting scene, floating above a band of red and white guilloche, are two figures 

in a small boat. One hunter (possibly bearded) wears a short tunic with sleeves, and 

stands aiming a spear at a bristly pink boar with its back to the boat. In front of the boar, 

another boat of three hunters is visible.  

 Mellink suggests that the deer hunt scene—with the field of deer in various 

poses— has affinities with Hittite and Assyrian works (reliefs, bowls, seals), and that the 

boar hunt’s location in the marshes—as suggested by the guilloche, acting as water—has 

a ‘local flavor.’168 The pursuit of deer from horseback and the boar hunt recall the Vienna 

Sarcophagus’s deer hunt and the boar hunt on the Princeton Sarcophagus. In fact, the 

arrangement of the scenes on the east wall of the Kızılbel Tomb in registers—with 

soldiers in battle at the uppermost band, and smaller vignettes of hunting and other sport 

in lower registers—also reflects the ‘top to bottom’ layout of such scenes on 

Clazomenian sarcophagi, more of which we will see, below. In examining the style of the 

paintings, the authors also detect what they refer to as ‘East Greek’ elements, suggesting 

a hand print—or at least influence of Ionian artists (from Klazomenai, Chios, Samos, 

Ephesos, Miletos)—in the execution of facial types and profiles, and of female 

costume.169 Mellink may specifically have in mind the figures in the departure scene on 

the west wall of the tomb (Fig. 16b, register I: 3, 4), whose armed soldiers and ‘civilian’ 

figures in long garments are iconographically and stylistically reminiscent of similar 

                                                
167 Ibid., 33. Traces of blue may be remnants of horse hooves. 
168 Ibid., 61. 
169 Ibid., 55. 
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figures in East Greek art and, more precisely, the soldiers on the Princeton Sarcophagus 

and the Polyxena Sarcophagus (see below). For female costume, we can look once more 

at the female figures on the Polyxena Sarcophagus in comparison to the similarly long-

robed, processing figures on the north wall of Kızılbel. Mellink investigates the tomb and 

its paintings in further detail, considering them as an example of the kinds of cultural and 

artistic mixing we see in western Anatolia, the likes of which we explored through the 

Daskyleion stelai, above, and continue to explore in Clazomenian sarcophagi. The 

stylistic and iconographic affinities with East Greek works (which are also subject to 

diverse influences, as I am demonstrating) and the use of familiar motifs such as the hunt 

show a knowledge of, and a participation in, languages of masculinity and the elite, 

which we will continue to investigate.      

 In Lydia, the hunt as a motif is, again, employed in a funerary context. Lydia had 

a tradition of tumuli burial in the sixth and fifth centuries, with tomb complexes 

consisting of masonry-built chambers with dromos, porch and the tomb chamber proper, 

featuring elaborately carved klinai and painted walls (Fig. 17).170 The Lydian chamber 

tomb of the Aktepe tumulus is one such example, and also preserves a hunting scene. The 

corbel-vaulted, single-chambered tomb (dating approximately 500 +/- 20-30 years) is 

located in eastern Lydia, outside of modern Uşak (approximately 135 km from Sardis) 

                                                
170 Christopher H. Roosevelt, "Lale Tepe: A Late Lydian Tumulus near Sardis: 1. Introduction, 
Excavation, and Finds," in Love for Lydia: A Sardis Anniversary Volume Presented to Crawford 
H. Greenewalt, Jr., ed. Nicholas D. Cahill (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008). 
See Elizabeth P. Baughan for discussion of klinai in West Anatolia, Elizabeth P. Baughan, 
Couched in Death: Klinai and Identity in Anatolia and Beyond (Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 2013). 
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close to the Hermos and Güre Çayı (rivers).171 The chamber itself houses a limestone 

kline set against the back wall, with remnants of two painted life-size figures on the 

lateral walls, each holding up branches toward the kline and flowers to their noses with 

their opposite hands (Fig. 18).172 The reconstructed figures wear long, short-sleeve blue 

garments with red trim, and a blue tie around their heads; Özgen and Öztürk have 

suggested that the costumes indicate ‘Anatolian originality’, though with East Greek 

influence.173 On the kline are carved red-painted volute and palmette decoration, with 

couchant deer, or calves, lying at the base of the legs.174 The couchant lion/calf at the 

base of each leg is reminiscent of the kneeling goats that sit at the end of each side of the 

Vienna Sarcophagus, and the griffins of the Princeton Sarcophagus.      

 The front rail of the kline preserves an incised and painted figural frieze of 

horsemen, animals and chariot.175 The right side of the scene is clearer, with four tunic-

wearing riders on horseback, moving right as they follow a wheeled vehicle. The left side 

                                                
171 İlknur Özgen, Jean Öztürk, and Machteld J. Mellink, The Lydian Treasure: Heritage 
Recovered (Turkey: Published by Ugur Okman for Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Culture, 
General Directorate of Monuments and Museums, 1996), 30, 40. Baughan dates the tomb to the 
first half of the fifth-century. Elizabeth P. Baughan, "Persian Riders in Lydia? The Painted Frieze 
of the Aktepe Tomb Kline," Bollettino di Archeologia On Line, no. Edizione speciale-Congresso 
di Archeologia A.I.A.C. (2008): 31. Another Lydian chamber tomb 11 km west of Sardis, Lale 
Tepe (Fig. 42) also houses a kline that features decorative painted ornaments, but of rosettes, 
palms and meanders. However, it does not share similar figurative decoration as the Aktepe kline.      
172 Özgen and Öztürk, 42-3. The figure identified as male may have been holding an alabastron, 
and not a flower, as suggested by the authors. 
173 Ibid., 45. For a closer look at dress in Anatolia see Tuna Şare, "Dress and Identity in the Arts 
of Western Anatolia: The Seventh through Fourth Centuries B.C.E." (Dissertation, Rutgers; The 
State University of New Jersey, 2011).   
174 Ibid., 42. For more on the kline in Anatolia see Baughan 2013. 
175 Baughan 2008 identifies this as a chariot, p. 30, though Özgen and Öztürk simply identify it as 
a wheeled vehicle, p. 41. 
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of the frieze is less well preserved, but mirrors the right side.176 A lion, possibly winged, 

is clearly visible, facing right toward a bull and approached from behind by another 

lion.177 The scene recalls the cats surrounding the sow (Princeton Sarcophagus), and this 

formula—specifically feline-left-facing-bull-feline—is also noted by Elizabeth Baughan 

as being particularly Clazomenian, leading her to suggest that the Aktepe kline painting 

and Clazomenian paintings derive from the same artistic and conceptual model.178 

Baughan also notes that the horsemen, three on the right and two on the left, not only 

wear tunics, but also appear to wear long pants (with zigzags), long sleeves and caps, all 

in the Achaemenid-Anatolian riding style.179 The riders on the right hold the reins of the 

horses and sit in a more relaxed fashion, perhaps setting out to hunt, while those on the 

left hold spears with diagonally-extended arms in a manner that is not as familiar to Near 

Eastern and Achaemenid scenes of elite hunting as it is to scenes of combat, a motif I 

discuss in the following section.180 

 The Daskyleion stelai, Lycian Kızılbel and Lydian Aktepe chamber tombs all 

served in a funerary capacity, though their respective contexts would certainly result in a 

different engagement with the monuments than what one would have experienced with 

Clazomenian sarcophagi. However, the widespread motif of the hunt, often executed with 

stark iconographic and stylistic similarities across these geographically separate cultures, 

attests to a koine of elite ideology that speaks to a conception of ‘manhood’ as 

                                                
176 Baughan 2008, 25. 
177 Ibid., 26. Özgen and Öztürk identify the bull as a large beast wounded with arrows, 41-42. 
178 Baughan 2008, 27. 
179 Ibid., 28. 
180 Ibid., 29-30. 
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understood in western Anatolia under Achaemenid influence; this is not a motif restricted 

to a ‘Greek’ cultural vocabulary and vision. The experience of the sarcophagi—and this 

type of scene in particular—is not one that draws from a single, monolithic identity or 

culture, but is instead informed and shaped by exchanges across geographic and cultural 

divides. In the next section I explore combat, including warrior and chariot scenes, as a 

motif that contributes to this elite ideology and our understanding of the ‘identity’ of the 

sarcophagi and its owners.      

 

SCENES OF BATTLE, WARRIORS, CHARIOTS 
 Warfare and hoplite battle are deeply rooted in Greek culture and society, and 

represent a stage in the life of a mature male citizen ready to take on his civic 

responsibility.181 Images of battle—linked semiotically to images of the hunt—reference 

this sociocultural aspect while also invoking the heroic exploits of myth and Homeric 

epic. In doing so, they speak to the aspirations of consumers of these images and, in the 

case of funerary works, also to the qualities (desired or real) of the deceased.182 

Additionally, these motifs can serve to differentiate, sometimes emphasizing the military 

superiority—and by extension, the ideological and cultural superiority—of Greek 

                                                
181 For an introduction to hoplites and warfare in archaic Greece that includes a discussion of 
armor and weaponry, see Peter Krentz, "Warfare and Hoplites," in The Cambridge Companion to 
Archaic Greece, ed. H.A. Shapiro (Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2007). See also W.R. Connor, who provides a brief summary of the historiography of warfare and 
Greek society: W.R. Connor, "Early Greek Land Warfare as Symbolic Expression," Past & 
Present 119, no. May (1988). For more in-depth, specialized essays on the study of hoplite battle 
see Victor Davis Hanson, ed. Hoplites: The Classical Greek Battle Experience (London; New 
York: Routledge, 1991). 
182 Vermeule, 85. 
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warriors over their non-Greek counterparts. Racing-chariots are attested to even before 

their appearance in Geometric art and, with regard to their representation in Attic works, 

likely modeled on those used by Greeks in the sixth and fifth centuries.183 The inclusion 

of chariots as part of battle-scenes in Early Greek art not only has connections to 

Homeric epic, but also to Near Eastern practice,184 which is especially pertinent in the 

case of western Anatolia under Achaemenid rule. As with my discussion of the hunt as a 

motif, in this section I examine such scenes as they are deployed on Clazomenian 

sarcophagi alongside iconographically similar images from various non-Greek funerary 

contexts. I consider the ‘Greek’ aspects of the motif of battle while situating the images 

within a western Anatolian visual and cultural framework, problematizing a 

straightforward ‘Greek’ reading of this motif that would oversimplify our understanding 

of the sarcophagi. As with the scenes of the hunt, most of the examples I discuss are from 

the so-called Albertinum group of sarcophagi, since these sarcophagi possess the most 

extensive (and elaborate) figural imagery.   

 Housed in the British Museum, the London Sarcophagus is a complete, well-

preserved black-figure sarcophagus with lid. This specimen exhibits in full force a visual 

program whose figurative friezes include scenes of armed combat, chariot racing, and 

strips of mythical creatures and animals (fig. 19). The gabled lid is elaborately painted on 

the exterior, and portrays figures fitted as Greek hoplites, wearing Corinthian helmets and 
                                                
183 P.A.L. Greenhalgh, Early Greek Warfare; Horsemen and Chariots in the Homeric and 
Archaic Ages (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 2. Greenhalgh provides a 
more in-depth exploration of the chariot in Attic and Late Geometric Art in chapter two, as well 
as discussion of the Homeric chariot in chapter three. 
184 Greenhalgh, 3. 
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brandishing spears, as well as figures dressed as Persians and Scythians, who wear either 

pointed or soft bulbous caps and are outfitted with a gorytus (bow case) and long swords. 

The lower frieze (Fig 20a) shows these figures in combat on foot or horseback, while the 

frieze immediately above depicts a series of alternating sphinxes and sirens on one side of 

the lid, and a procession of bulls, boars, goats, lions, hares and sows on the other (Fig 

20b).185 The uppermost registers exhibit a chariot race, or a battle with chariots, among 

pony-tailed youths: winged youths fly overhead (right side), while similarly pony-tailed 

figures in calf-length dress—possibly women—are pulled onto hoplite-driven chariots 

(left side). Youths restraining rearing horses on either side of a column with Aeolic 

capital, and centaurs flanking a similar column decorate the foot ends of the lid (Fig 20c, 

20d). The imagery on the underside of the short horizontal end of the lid consists of duels 

over a fallen warrior who is flanked by armed attendants, single-driver chariots and 

unarmed youths with rearing horses (Fig. 21).  Above these scenes on each of the long 

sides of the lid are individual panels with a pair of hoplites engaging a Scythian, with a 

panel of two facing sphinxes surmounting this scene.  

 Chariot-race strips fill the flat horizontal surface of the rectangular rim of the 

sarcophagus (Fig. 22). On the short ends, two sets of chariots approach a youth who 

stands in the center of the panel. An Aeolic column marks each corner of the long sides, 

with three chariots converging on a Corinthian-helmeted warrior; dogs run underneath 

                                                
185 Cook, 32-33. 
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each set of horses. Next to each column, an attendant watches a hoplite board the first 

chariot.  

Painted panels decorate the interior of the sarcophagus as well. On each of the 

long sides, and moving from the center out, a flute player stands flanked by dueling 

hoplites whose backs are turned to another set of hoplites, each of whom approaches a 

retreating chariot, which in turn approaches a castanet player and oncoming chariot (Fig. 

23a). The head and foot ends of the sarcophagus each feature a panel with running hoplite 

in the center, flanked by hoplites restraining horses with dogs underneath (Fig. 23b). 

With the exception of the outside panels, the sarcophagus is richly decorated—enveloped 

even—in decorative fields of meander cross and star (two deep), broken meander, square 

and four, running palmette, egg and dart, and leaf and dart motifs which frame the friezes 

and fill the non-figurative spaces in both dark-on-white and vice versa. Here, I would like 

to make note of the richness of decoration embellishing the chariot and battle scenes. The 

elaborate paintings on the interior and horizontal rim of the sarcophagus would 

presumably only be visible for the period before the sarcophagus was sealed with its lid 

(whose own internal paintings would be hidden thereafter). I will discuss this decoration 

along with the shape of the sarcophagus in further detail, below, but not before 

continuing an exploration of the motif of battle and chariots on other sarcophagi and 

other non-Clazomenian works.  

 The Princeton Sarcophagus, like the London Sarcophagus, conveys the clamour 

of battle and chariot racing (Fig. 12c). Dueling warriors face-off in the center of the 
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upper-most frieze, with a chariot driven by a winged female (a goddess perhaps) moving 

in on either side, and an outward moving chariot on each end. Below this frieze is another 

strip consisting of three sets of heraldic horses, each with a Persian handler as indicated 

by their trousers (anaxyrides), their long pointed beards, and their soft, bulbous caps (Fig. 

12d).186 Papalexandrou suggests that these handlers are not armed, but I propose that the 

triangular edge that he describes as being part of their long-sleeved coat is in fact a 

gorytus hanging from their side.187 The central pair of horses flank a figure identified as 

Scythian based on his pointed cap, while the outer sets flank a warrior in Corinthian 

helmet. Below this panel lies a smaller frieze depicting a chariot race, with satyrs striding 

between the chariots. Panels that show spear-yielding hoplites dueling over a fallen 

warrior rest above the boar-hunt strips that I have already discussed, above. 

 Other groups of Clazomenian sarcophagi also take interest in the themes of battle 

and chariots, such as a sarcophagus in Istanbul attributed to the Borelli Painter (c. second 

half of sixth century), the headpiece of which displays a duel between pairs of hoplites, 

accompanied by on-looking attendants with horses (Fig. 24). However, the Albertinum 

Group—to which Cook has also assigned the London Sarcophagus—delights the most by 

far in scenes of combat and chariot-racing. The group also exhibits a predilection for 

scenes illustrating combat between so-called Greeks and non-Greeks, as on a sarcophagus 

in the Louvre whose headpiece displays Persian riders outfitted with gorytus, long sword, 

and bulbous cap as they engage standing hoplites (Fig. 25). Some sarcophagi even 
                                                
186 Papalexandrou 2010, 12.  
187 Papalexandrou 2010, 12, 14. The jackets also preserve the purple and white paints used to 
decorate and augment features of costume and armor. 
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portray battle scenes with no Greeks at all, such as on a sarcophagus in Izmir with riders 

in Phrygian cap toting spears as they battle mounted figures nearly identical to the 

Persians of the Louvre Sarcophagus (Fig. 26). A sarcophagus in Berlin shares scenes 

familiar to all of these examples, with hoplites battling a fallen Scythian (with pointed 

cap and gorytus), winged-goddesses boarding departing chariots, and duels over a fallen 

warrior (Fig. 27). Whether on the London, Princeton, Istanbul or Louvre sarcophagi, one 

of the most notable elements of interest in each of these scenes is the presence of non-

Greeks, or at least figures outfitted in non-Greek clothing. Such representations are well-

known in Greek vase painting—especially Attic—and have been thoroughly published.188 

While their inclusion on these Clazomenian specimens may serve similar functions, e.g. 

to differentiate and create opposition, or even reflect contemporary political climates, 

these figures may also attest to the possibility of a very real presence of non-Greeks 

alongside Greeks in battle, or more simply, may indicate the patrons’ and artists’ 

knowledge of various versions of battle motifs, which are not restricted to Greek 

works.189  

 For such works we can return to monuments we have already discussed, above. 

The first is the Lydian Aktepe chamber tomb, whose kline preserves a painting featuring 

                                                
188 For an introduction to the topic of non-Greeks in Greek art see Beth Cohen, "The Non-Greek 
in Greek Art," in A Companion to Greek Art, ed. Tyler Jo Smith and Dimitris Plantzos (Malden, 
MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012). Also Cohen’s 2000 monograph which I discussed briefly in 
Chapter One; F. Lissarrague, "The Athenian Image of the Foreigner," in Greeks and Barbarians, 
ed. T. Harrison (New York: Routledge, 2002). and B.A. Sparkes, "Some Greek Images of 
Others," Molyneaux  (1997). 
189 For example, in Attic vase painting, F. Lissarrague, L'autre guerrier: archers, peltastes, 
cavaliers dans l'imagerie attique (Paris; Rome: La Découverte; Ecole française de Rome, 1990).  
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horsemen and chariot on the right side of its front rail. Like the Princeton Sarcophagus, 

the painting features a combination of battle, chariot and hunt motifs (Fig. 18). Similarly, 

on the uppermost register of the west wall of the Kızılbel tomb in Lycia, a team of two 

horses draws a chariot and driver (Fig. 16b, register II); soldiers and a cavalcade appear 

on the upper registers of the north wall (Fig. 16c, register IV, V) and a procession of 

chariot and warriors occupies the top register on the east wall (with the previously 

discussed scenes of the hunt below) (Fig. 16a, register IV). Adding to these examples are 

paintings from the Tatarlı Tomb, located about 153 km southeast from modern Uşak, the 

eastern Lydian locale of the Aktepe chamber tomb.  

 Situated on the road to Gordion, Tatarlı is the site of the discovery of a timber 

tumulus chamber, one in the Phrygian tradition of timber tomb construction, but with a 

stone mantle and dromos leading to its chamber.190 Four pieces of wooden beams 

preserve paintings of fighting warriors, chariots, and a cavalcade of Persians, dated to the 

end of the sixth and beginning of the fifth century (Fig. 28).191 The Persian cavalry (on 

the left) wear zigzag patterned trousers and tiara or bashlyk (soft cap with chin strap),192 

                                                
190 Özgen and Öztürk, 45; Lâtife Summerer, "Picturing Persian Victory: The Painted Battle Scene 
on the Munich Wood," in Achaemenid Culture and Local Traditions in Anatolia, Southern 
Caucasus and Iran, ed. Askold Ivantchik and Vakhtang Licheli (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2007), 4. 
Also "From Tatarlı to Munich: The Recovery of a Painted Wooden Tomb Chamber in Phrygia," 
in The Achaemenid Impact on Local Populations and Cultures in Anatolia (Sixth-Fourth 
Centuries B.C.), ed. İnci Delemen and Olivier Casabonne (İstanbul: Turkish Institute of 
Archaeology, 2007). On the rediscovery, conservation and exhibition of the tomb see Lâtife 
Summerer and Alexander von Kienlin, eds., Tatarlı Renklerin Dönüşü: The Return of Colours 
(İstanbul: T.C. Kültür ve Turizm Bakanlığı: Yapı Kredi Yayınları, 2010). 
191 Baughan 2008, 30; Özgen and Öztürk, 45; Summerer 2007, 7. 
192 Şare 2011, p. 14 points out the inconsistencies in terminology when it comes to certain items of dress, 
such as the ‘tiara’, which is also identified as a ‘bashlyk’ due to the various ways in which ancient sources 
refer to the headdress. 
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and are armed with bow and arrow as they follow a chariot with bowmen and driver.193 

Approaching from the opposite (right) side of this beam are archers on horseback and 

infantry; these figures also wear zigzag pants, but instead don a pointed headdress, a 

difference which perhaps lends to their identification as Scythian.194 Between the groups 

of converging warriors stands a bearded commander in Achaemenid court robe and 

crenellated, cylindrical crown; equipped with quiver and bow, he plunges a dagger into 

an opponent with pointed cap.195 The image of a Persian royal hero is familiar to 

Achaemenid art, such as that found on glyptic, and the symmetrical arrangement is 

common to iconographic traditions of the Near East and Persia. However, Lâtife 

Summerer also notes the parallels between the multi-figured battle compositions and 

those found on Clazomenian sarcophagi.196 Indeed, the structure of the motif closely 

resembles those we have already observed on the headpieces of the Princeton, London, 

Louvre and Berlin sarcophagi.      

 For the ancient viewer, chariot races might evoke funeral games, and images of 

battle and dueling warriors might inspire narrative visions of the spear-brandishing 

heroes of Homer’s epics; to be sure, martial excellence constitutes another paragon of 

Greek Art.197 Papalexandrou points out that these themes are established in Laconian and 

Attic iconography, as do Cook and Kirchner.198 Earlier scholarly work on the 

                                                
193 Summerer 2007, 16. 
194 Ibid., 19. 
195 Ibid., 11-12. 
196 Ibid., 5-6, 9. 
197 Papalexandrou 2010, 10, 12; Cook, 115. 
198 Papalexandrou 2010, 14; Cook, 114-125; Kirchner, 126. 
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sarcophagi—texts cited by Cook and with whose conclusions he also agrees—will go so 

far as to discount possible readings of specific narratives of a Clazomenian chariot or 

battle scene based on its deviation from the standard depiction of the subject on Attic art 

of the same era. For example, in response to scenes of two hoplites killing an archer in 

Scythian cap, (as on Fig. 27), these scholars reject the possibility that the subject could be 

the death of Dolon, since contemporary—albeit rare—Attic works depict the archer 

wearing a wolf skin.199 Such scholarship also goes to great lengths to make sense of the 

presence of warriors dressed as Persians, Scythians, and even Thracians, especially in 

cases where they were not yet a popular subject in Attic art. One reading suggests that the 

depiction of of Scythians fighting alongside hoplites reflects an actual Ionian practice.200 

Nevertheless, what is agreed upon is that these tropes are indicative of a larger interest in 

conveying an elite, Greek social status—one embodied in the themes of battle, 

horsemanship, chariots and hunting.201   

 As with the Aktepe kline painting, once again it is vital to consider the 

Achaemenid presence in western Anatolia and its effect on non-Achaemenid Persian 

cultures. Elspeth Dusinberre has tackled this topic in her study of Achaemenid Sardis, but 

also in the context of greater Anatolia.202 In discussing the processes of imperialism, as 

well as autonomous expressions by local cultures, Dusinberre argues that the elites of 

                                                
199 Cook, 119. 
200 Papalexandrou 2010, 14, following Cook, 120. 
201 Cook, 131; Papalexandrou 2010, 17-18; Kirchner, 136. 
202 Elspeth R. M. Dusinberre, Aspects of Empire in Achaemenid Sardis (Cambridge, UK; New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 2003). And Dusinberre 2013, which I discussed in Chapter 
One. 
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Anatolia—even at non-satrapal sites such as Clazomenae—would demonstrate the extent 

of their artistic and sociopolitical connections through displays of specific visual imagery. 

For example, even though we cannot fully reconstruct the visual program of what was 

likely a banqueting scene with procession, the painted fragments of processing figures 

that once decorated the Lydian Harta tumulus wear garments that visually link them to 

the Ionians on the Apadana reliefs in Persepolis,203 and to contemporary banqueting and 

procession imagery of contemporary Perso-Anatolian funerary art (Fig. 29).204 The long 

pants, tunic and soft cap of another Harta figure work to link him to figures we have 

identified as Persians on the Clazomenian sarcophagi, as well as in the Tatarlı paintings 

(Fig. 29b). More specific, though, are motifs like hunting and fighting that emphasize 

elite masculinity, and attest to an investment in Persian ideologies. Such values were 

likewise promoted by the abundance of Achaemenid Anatolian-style imagery of warriors 

and horseman on such portable objects as sealstones and coins; I discuss such objects and 

their imagery in greater detail in Chapter Four (Fig. 30).205 The patrons, artists and 

viewers of Kızılbel, Aktepe and Clazomenian sarcophagi presumably came into contact 

with these images, or at the very least were aware of the messages of masculine elite 

authority disseminated through Achaemenid imagery. As I demonstrated above, 

participation in this ethos is communicated through paintings of hunting, battle and 

horsemanship. By examining scenes of myth in particular, we can further explore this 

                                                
203 Dusinberre 2013, 147. 
204 Baughan 2013, 174. 
205 Dusinberre 2013, 69, 94, 164. 
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shared visual and cultural vocabulary, and gain a better understanding of the complexity 

of intercultural interactions at play. 

 

SCENES OF MYTH 
 Imagery depicting scenes from myth is far less prevalent than that showcasing 

warriors, battles and charioteering, but even panels with dueling warriors and chariot 

races may feature the occasional supernatural being (aside from any sirens, sphinxes, 

griffins or satyrs that may be found in individual side panels, miniature strips or shield 

blazons). One such example is the recurring image of winged youths with winged shoes, 

which I explore in greater detail in Chapter Four. These figures fly about the chariot race 

on the lid of the London Sarcophagus (Fig. 20a), and may constitute a semi-divine 

presence that encourages contestants and warriors, and ultimately awards victory.206 A 

similar figure appears on the west wall of Kızılbel, though it holds a lotus flower in its 

right hand (Fig. 16e).207 The winged being flies ahead of a chariot manned by two 

warriors, one of whom looks back toward a female in a scene that Mellink describes as a 

departure. Seen off by his family, the warrior rides before an old man crouching in front 

of the chariot, with at least one other female (possibly two) standing behind the old man 

and holding a child.208 We find a similar scene on two sarcophagi, both of the Albertinum 

Group.  

                                                
206 Cook, 122. 
207 Mellink et. al., 59.  
208 Ibid. 
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 The first of these scenes, decorating a sarcophagus at the Museum of Fine Arts in 

Boston, dominates the head panel of a trapezoidal rim: while a chariot departs on the left, 

a hoplite, not yet mounted, stands center frame and turns back toward a small child who 

grabs his beard; a female in long dress holds the child aloft (Fig. 31). Two small children 

stand between the chariot and hoplite and reach up to explore the hoplite’s shield, spear 

and armor, while a procession of people—four hoplites and two other individuals in long 

robes—follow behind the female figure. A frieze of felines and bull arrangements runs 

across the top of the head panel, and also in two panels below the main scene; additional 

panels feature hoplites restraining horses, sphinxes, and a foot panel depicts a lion and 

panther ravaging an overturned bull. The usual ornament (double cable, palmettes, 

meander, and the like) fills the space between the panels. The second of these scenes, this 

time decorating a damaged sarcophagus in Leipzig, shows an old man holding a bow and 

addressing a hoplite. Wearing a gorytus, the hoplite stands between two women who face 

left, and three other hoplites on the right (Fig. 32). On the remainder of this register, but 

not pictured in Cook’s catalog, is a group similar to the Boston scene: a departing chariot 

and driver, and a hoplite looking back to touch a child held by a female.209 The miniature 

strip above this main panel is a chariot racing scene, and the lower panels and foot piece 

feature sphinxes and two lions primed to pounce on a boar, with similar ornament to the 

aforementioned covering the non-figurative spaces.  

 Mellink notes that the Kızılbel scene has affinities with mainstream departure 

scenes in Greek art, and suggests that the painting could even be that of the Amphiaraos 

                                                
209 Cook, 37. 
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legend; in the end, however, she concludes that this is not the case on account of the 

winged, flying figure and its placement in a tomb.210 Cook also argues against the 

possibility that the departure scenes on the sarcophagi could be Amphiaraos, despite the 

presence of the children and old man, on account of the ‘abnormal intimacy’ of the style 

of the images, and the odd arrangement of figures that include a four-horse chariot.211 

The scenes in Kızılbel and on the sarcophagi may have been indirectly influenced by the 

Theban scene in Greek Art, but—according to the Attic conventions referenced by Cook 

and Mellink—the artists have rendered the theme in a less iconographically and 

stylistically strict, western Anatolian manner that ultimately translates to a symbolic 

expression of a farewell to the deceased, rather than a specific reference to myth.212 

Nevertheless, what is important to note here is the shared vocabulary across two cultures 

to express a similar sentiment, keeping in mind of course that how a viewer would 

understand them in their respective contexts may differ. 

 Less generically understood imagery is contained in a scene found in both 

Kızılbel and on two other fragmented sarcophagi, again of the Albertinum Group. 

Accepted as a mythological scene by Mellink and Cook, the imagery is that of Achilles 

ambushing Troilos. Consulting the illustration of Kızılbel’s south wall, we see what 

remains of a crouching Achilles (feet and round shield) in the top register on the far right 

(Fig. 16d, register IV: 7). Waiting in front of a fountain house, Achilles stands ready to 

pounce on Troilos ((Fig. 16d, register IV: 8), who is walks his horse on the other side of 

                                                
210 Mellink et. al., 59.  
211 Cook, 116. 
212 Mellink et. al., 59. 
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the fountain on the far left of the register (only his feet survive); any figures that might 

have stood between them, like women collecting water, are missing (Fig. 16d 

Kızılbel).213 These figures are not absent, however, from the headpiece of a sarcophagus 

in Izmir: on the left side of the headpiece, four females (identified by their long hair and 

robes), walk toward, presumably, a fountain and Troilas (we can only conjecture since 

both Troilos and the fountain are missing from the center of the panel) (Fig. 33).214 

Achilles crouches on the far right next to a tree as he holds a shield emblazoned with a 

winged horse. Above the scene stretches a frieze of sphinxes, while below, a frieze of 

reclining tritons sits above a panel of winged rider with horse and dog. A second, 

fragmented headpiece from Abdera shows a similar scene of four women walking toward 

a fountain positioned on the right end of the panel, where a fifth woman already crouches 

to collect water (Fig. 34). Behind the women, Troilos is shown riding a horse, while 

Priam sits at the far left of the scene.215 Cook identifies a frieze of cranes and pygmies 

above the headpiece, though this is difficult to see.216  

 In the case of Kızılbel, Mellink suggests that the painting is a testament to the 

heroic history of the Trojan War, one that was alive in the memories of Lycians whose 

ancestors played a role in the conflict as allies to the Trojans.217 And while Mellink points 

out that we can find the scene on Attic, Laconian and Chiot wares, its arrangement in the 

painting is more ‘carefree’, or as Cook notes for the Clazomenian paintings, simply 

                                                
213 Mellink et. al., 54, 58.  
214 Cook, 36. 
215 Ibid., 177. 
216 Ibid. 
217 Mellink et. al., 58. 



 85 

different than the established repertoire.218 The depictions of this particular narrative in 

western Anatolia then suggest not so much a naive, but rather a deliberate attempt to 

create alternative versions of an established scene that better suit the needs of the 

different media, and reflect different, perhaps mixed, viewing communities.   

 The Sacrifice of Polyxena is another mythological narrative that Clazomenian 

artists have, in Cook’s words, ‘mutilated.’219 Said to originate from Clazomenae, and 

grouped into the Albertinum class, a fragmented headpiece depicts a standing figure on 

the far left of its main panel (the right arm, shoulder and part of a leg remains), to the 

right of which we see two hoplites with round shields, and another hoplite stepping up 

with his left foot onto a base (Fig. 35). Atop this two-stepped base sits an egg-shaped 

structure with an indeterminate crowning element. Cook identifies the structure as a 

tomb.220 On the other side of this tomb (the right side of the headpiece) is another hoplite 

stepping onto the first step of the base; holding his sword in his bent right arm, he pulls a 

figure in long dress with his left hand. The long-robed figure is presumably Polyxena 

being led to sacrifice, with other figures standing behind her (the remnants of another 

figure’s right foot are present).221 Cook asserts that representations of this particular 

moment in the narrative—Polyxena being led to the tomb—are unusual; however, he 
                                                
218 Mellink et. al., 58; Cook, 114. 
219 While Cook may be referencing the actual condition of the sarcophagus and painting, which 
are indeed in poor shape, the statement follows his discussion of the Ambushing of Troilos, and 
how oddly the scene is depicted on Clazomenian examples in comparison to their Mainland and 
Chiot counterparts. Thus, it is my understanding that the word ‘mutilated’ refers to the choice of 
the artists to depict this particular moment in the narrative, i.e. Polyxena being led to the tomb, 
and the arrangement of the figures, both of which are unusual in comparison to Mainland works. 
Cook, 114. 
220 Cook, 36. 
221 Ibid., 114. 
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again pits the scene exclusively against renditions in mainstream Greek works, as he is 

clearly unaware of any comparable western Anatolian depiction—the existence of which 

had not yet come to light at the time of his publication. 

 I refer of course to the now well-known Polyxena Sarcophagus (Fig. 36 a-e). In 

1994, the Çanakkale Museum led a rescue excavation in the town of Gümüşçay, located 

on the northern border of the Troad and 110 km east of Çanakkale; the excavation, which 

focused on two separate tumuli, resulted in the finding of this Archaic period marble 

sarcophagus.222 Uncovered in the center of, and six meters below, the summit of the 

Kızöldün tumulus, the rectangular sarcophagus was found buried with wheels and horse 

trappings of a funerary carriage, and covered with piles of terracotta roof-tiles on both 

long sides up to its cornice.223 The sarcophagus is quite large, measuring l: 3.32m x w: 

1.6m x h: 1.78m, and is notable for the relief sculpture decorating its four sides.224 Its lid 

is shaped like a gabled roof, much like that of the Clazomenian London Sarcophagus, 

with sloped sides imitating pan and cover tiles, a cornice made up of three carved bands 

of egg-and-dart, dentil and egg-and-dart, and palmettes capping the corners.225 Dated to 

                                                
222 Nurten Sevinç, "A New Sarcophagus of Polyxena from the Salvage Excavations at 
Gümüşçay," Studia Troica 6 (1996). I discuss the sarcophagus again in Chapter Four. Pedley 
includes the sarcophagus in his section on Archaic sculpture. See Pedley 2007, 191-92. 
223 Sevinç, 252. A second smaller and undecorated sarcophagus was also discovered in the 
tumulus three meters above the larger marble sarcophagus, Sevinç, 251. See also Sevinç and 
Rose, who suggest that the sarcophagus belongs to a member of the same family. Nurten Sevinç 
and C. Brian Rose, "A Child's Sarcophagus from the Salvage Excavations at Gümüşçay," ibid.9 
(1999). 
224 Sevinç, 252.  
225 Ibid., 255. 
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as early as 510 to the first half of the fifth-century, the sarcophagus has drawn much 

attention from scholars for its sculpted reliefs and their meaning.226 

 The main long side depicts one such relief—a scene from which the sarcophagus 

takes its name (Fig. 36a). Three men hold aloft a limp Polyxena, her breasts exposed, 

while a fourth holds her hair and plunges a knife into her exposed neck with his right 

hand; the group stands in front of Achilles's egg-shaped tomb and a tripod. Behind this 

group, moving left, is a figure with long robe, long hair and cane, pinching his nose in a 

gesture of mourning.227 An initial interpretation of this gesture might indicate that this 

figure is a Trojan, but his identity is nevertheless unclear, and an identification with 

Nestor has also been put forward.228 Behind him are six women in various exaggerated 

and violent poses of mourning—breasts popping out of chitons (non-existent in Attic 

funerary art), pulled hair, and fists being held to the neck—in an “eastern manner”.229 

Three female mourners carry this tone over to the first short side, where two women are 

shown standing, while the third is shown sitting under a tree with a walking stick in hand, 

                                                
226 A handful of scholars have examined the sarcophagus and interpreted the visual program. 
They include D. Steuernagel, "Ein spätarchaischer Sarkophage aus Gümüşçay im Museum von 
Çanakkale. Ikonographische Beobachtungen," in Archäologische Studien in Kontaktzonen der 
antiken Welt, ed. Renate Rolle, Karin Schmidt, and Roald F. Docter (Hamberg: Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998).; Catherine M. Draycott, "The Polyxena Sarcophagus from the 
Granicus Plain in the Troad" (Thesis, Oxford University, 2003).; Tuna Şare, "Marriage to Death 
on the Polyxena Sarcophagus," in Text and Image Conference (Rutgers University, Classics 
Department, 2006).; Anthony Frank Mangieri, "The Virgin Sacrificed: Images of Iphigeneia and 
Polyxena in Greek and Roman Art" (Dissertation, Emory University, 2008).;  and more recently, 
Timothy McNiven’s talk at the 2014 Annual Meeting of the Archaeological Institute of America, 
where he suggested that the sarcophagus was commissioned and used by a eunuch. 
227 Steuernagel, 169; Şare 2006.  
228 Sevinç 1994, 258, suggests an identification with Nestor, but Draycott 2003 suggests a Trojan 
prince, as it is more likely that a Trojan would be in mourning. Şare 2006 agrees that it is difficult 
to determine with certainty. 
229 Şare 2006, citing Steuernagel, 169; Draycott 2003. 
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perhaps a representation of Hecuba (Fig. 36b).230 The other long side features seventeen 

figures: six approaching a seated female figure from behind, and the rest from the front, 

bringing offerings of music (a lyre), textile, a mirror, eggs and alabastra. A double-flute 

and kithara player stand in the center of the frieze; facing away from the seated figure, 

they look toward a group of four helmeted and shield-bearing soldiers, a female dancer 

playing castanets, and three women conversing and watching the festivities (Fig. 36c).231 

The remaining short side shows five females in conversation: two seated on a kline with 

the female on the left heavily veiled, and the other three standing—one on the far left and 

two on the right—as they bring an egg, bowl, pitcher and mirror (Fig. 36d). 

   Şare argues that the themes of the reliefs are death and marriage, two themes 

often conflated, especially in the context of the death of an unmarried girl who may have 

been the intended occupant of the sarcophagus.232 Through her death (Fig. 36a), Polyxena 

is to become a bride of Achilles in the underworld (36c), their marriage celebrated with 

gifts, dancing, and music.233 Taking into account the geographic context (Hellespontine 

Phrygia, a satrapy of Persia in the sixth and fifth centuries), the monumentality of the 

sarcophagus, its material and the rich lifestyle depicted on the reliefs, Şare, following 

Draycott, suggests that the owner of the sarcophagus may have been a Phrygian 

                                                
230 Şare 2006 suggests she is Hecuba, mourning for her daughter. 
231 Şare 2006 suggests the three onlookers are conversing on account of their gestures, with hands 
raised up toward their mouths and in front of their faces. 
232 Ibid. 
233 Ibid. 
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princess—the daughter of an elite local family that may have claimed descent from the 

Trojan dynasty, and considered Polyxena as a local, legendary hero.234 

 The sarcophagus is certainly unique, and its visual imagery more violent than the 

representation on the Clazomenian fragment.235 While the hoplite in the Clazomenian 

painting forcefully pulls Polyxena by her wrist, this gesture is also one used in depictions 

of grooms taking or leading brides in marriage scenes, like those found in vase 

painting.236 The Clazomenian sarcophagus fragment does not easily lend itself to the 

same reading of its owner being a local—possibly Phrygian—elite who claims Trojan 

descent. This example is the only one of its kind to date to incorporate the myth and, 

based on the lack of clear archaeological context and associated finds, the motivations for 

the use of the image and its reception remain uncertain. And yet in spite of this 

ambiguity, we might still argue that this Clazomenian sarcophagus was specially 

commissioned for a female who died before marriage; moreover, it would not be 

unreasonable to assume a basic interest in this Trojan cycle, or possibly even a desire to 

express Trojan lineage. The shared use of narratives from the Trojan cycle, Troilos and 

Polyxena, might likewise reflect the oral performance of epic as a shared experience, and 

might also make sense simply as a result of geographic proximity to the site of the 
                                                
234 Ibid.; Draycott 2003.  However, recent analysis has shown the skeletal remains to belong not 
to a young female, but to a middle-aged man. See Rose, 75. 
235 For a review of the wider iconography of the sacrifice of Polyxena in Greek art, see Şare 2004 
and Draycott 2003. 
236 Rush Rehm, Marriage to Death: The Conflation of Wedding and Funeral Rituals in Greek 
Tragedy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 39. Though its focus is on Athens and 
Attic pottery, John H. Oakley’s work presents a good introduction to marriage in the Greek world 
and the conventions for illustrating various aspects of marriage and the wedding ceremony, John 
H. Oakley and Rebecca H. Sinos, The Wedding in Ancient Athens (Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1993).  
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famous battle. At the very least, the presence of these representations certainly reflects a 

common elite interest in these narratives and their symbolic meaning, and also attests to 

traveling artists who would have witnessed trends in burial as they worked throughout 

Anatolia.      

 

SHAPE, FUNERARY ASSEMBLAGES, CONCLUSION 
 Aside from their figural imagery, there are still other features of Clazomenian 

sarcophagi that closely relate them to their non-Greek funerary brethren. For example, 

Hürmüzlü proposes that heavy commercial interactions of Ionians with Egypt resulted in 

the apsidal shape of those Clazomenian sarcophagi that date to the last quarter of the 

seventh century; similarly, the Egyptian examples—ranging from as early as the 

thirteenth to as late as the fourth century BCE—supplied the idea, according to 

Hürmüzlü, of using sarcophagi for inhumations.237 There are even similarities between 

the modestly designed Lydian terracotta sarcophagi and the earliest, simply decorated 

Monastirakia class of Clazomenian sarcophagi (c. 550-530). The deep basin with 

flattened rim and sometimes gabled lid seen in so-called Lydian bathtub sarcophagi 

(contemporary to and following the Monastirakia class) are characteristics that carry over 

to those sarcophagi of more elaborate decoration and shape, like the Albertinum class 

(Fig. 37).238 Like the Clazomenian sarcophagi, Lydian sarcophagi were deposited in 

                                                
237 Hürmüzlü 2004b, 197. 
238 Roosevelt, 138.  
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established enclosures or in tumuli.239 Some of these Lydian tumuli have provided 

evidence of rich burials, not only in regard to the painted decoration of tomb chambers 

and kline, which I discussed above, but also in terms of burial goods.  

 Funerary assemblages in some of these Lydian burials consist of drinking vessels 

and other metal accoutrements associated with banqueting, as well as various types of 

jewelry and clothing appliqués of gold that would have adorned the deceased. The 

abundance of these objects in Lydian burials, such as those that Özgen and Öztürk 

published extensively (İkiztepe, Harta, Aktepe, Lâle Tepe), as well as at other sites such 

as Sarıkız and Sardis—all rendered in precious materials—is impressive (Fig. 38). The 

Lycian Kızılbel Tomb may have contained a similarly rich inventory of goods, but it is 

only the looters of the tomb who can confirm this. Assemblages found with Clazomenian 

sarcophagi, especially the earlier less decorated class, do include pottery (e.g. perfume 

flasks, drinking vessels and cooking pots) and some metal objects, but they are not 

comparable in quantity or richness of design and materials to Lydian assemblages. This 

has led scholars to propose sumptuary conventions that discouraged such practices.240 

 The designs on the appliqués and jewelry from the Lydian tombs take the form of 

rosettes, lotuses, sphinxes and numerous other patterns akin to the type of decorative 

motifs we see on Clazomenian sarcophagi. These designs extend visually to the kline of 

the tombs, discussed above, and also along the walls and even ceilings and doorways of 

the chambers, as at the Harta Tumulus, which preserves painted friezes of egg-and-dart, 

                                                
239 Dusinberre 2013, 144. 
240 Cook, 154. 
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square-in-four/checkerboard patterns (Fig. 29a). While the ornamental motifs are familiar 

as decorative features in Near Eastern, Greek and Anatolian art, I suggest that while 

serving to frame and accentuate the figurative programs on Clazomenian sarcophagi, 

these patterns may, on account of possible sumptuary conventions mentioned above, also 

act as visual stand-ins for the rich burial inclusions, such as the jewelry and appliqués 

from the non-Greek tombs; I would argue that this thereby allows the sarcophagi to 

participate more fully in elite burial practices.  

 Furthermore, I suggest that, at least in some cases (such as the London example), 

these sarcophagi could also have been conceived of as scaled down chamber tombs—

along the lines of the Lydian Lale Tepe and Harta Tumuli, and Lycian Kızılbel—based 

on their size, shape, and decoration; the gabled lid and large basin cross-reference the 

physical layout of these tombs, and the figural imagery and abundant ornament also call 

to mind those found within the tombs, both in terms of painted decoration and burial 

goods. The sarcophagi are thus linked visually to ideologically charged images of elite 

status across several cultures. As objects, they display close ties to traditions of Greek 

pottery production in their medium and method of decoration, but also to non-Greek 

tomb types and burial practice. As such, they are a unique reconfiguration of a plurality 

of artistic and socio-cultural practices. 

 When analyzing the images on Clazomenian sarcophagi, the tendency is to look 

first to Mainland Greek and especially Attic images, with the assumption that the makers 

and consumers of the sarcophagi must have been drawing primarily from these sources. 

There is no doubt that the sarcophagi have close ties to Mainland Greek works both in 
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terms of how they are made and decorated; it is fair to propose as well that the viewership 

of the sarcophagi would have been cognizant of these connections and visual links. For 

instance, a viewer literate in Greek visual culture might, in scenes of a boar hunt, 

recognize references to the hunt of the Calydonian or Erymanthian boar, established 

themes in the repertoire of Greek Art. The images of battle and dueling warriors might 

likewise inspire narrative visions of the spear-brandishing heroes of Homer’s epics. By 

imagining the anxieties of a Greek community in conflict with non-Greeks, we might 

even be tempted to engage in a literal reading of the images, which would thus explain 

the juxtaposition of soldiers in Greek dress seemingly pitted against Persians and 

Scythians. However, this one-sided approach that favors a predominant Greek 

perspective, as well as material sources like pottery, is too simplistic if one considers that 

a contemporary viewer might not fully partake in Greek visual and cultural traditions. 

 In their study of Lydian tombs, Özgen and Öztürk note that, despite the fact that 

their interactions were sometimes outright aggressive, cultural contacts between Lydians 

and East Greek cities were nevertheless maintained, reminding us that, “the styles which 

emerged during the 7th and 6th centuries, reflecting a combination of traditions, peppered 

also with Phrygian flavor, are not always possible to differentiate, either in terms of 

inspiration and innovation, or workshops.”241 In terms of my analysis of the sarcophagi 

and their corresponding visual imagery, above, it is not only contact with Lydian visual 

culture and practice that we have considered, but Hellespontine Phrygian, Lycian, and 

Achaemenid interactions as well. A viewer versed in the visual and cultural vocabularies 
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resulting from such a combination of traditions would have engaged with images of 

hunting, battle and horsemanship, for example, both as inspired by Homeric epic and 

scenes of myth seemingly restricted to Greek Art and a Greek cultural vocabulary, and 

also, as Elspeth Dusinberre suggests, as part of a broader visual language of masculine 

power.242 This message of manhood and status was one shared by the elites of Ionia and 

Anatolian populations alike, and we find the deployment of this koine of elite ideology 

not only in the above examples, but also in Achaemenid iconography, such as 

Achaemenid Anatolian-style seals that showcase armed Persians on horseback.  

 Papalexandrou, in his discussion of the visual program of the Princeton 

Sarcophagus, notes that the scenes depicted are both unparalleled in the corpus of 

Clazomenian sarcophagi, and also do not strictly adhere to representations of comparable 

themes found in Athenian art.243 Indeed, Clazomenian sarcophagi are not consistent in 

terms of their visual programs and even shape; no two Clazomenian sarcophagi are alike, 

and the quest to find one-to-one correspondences in Mainland, especially Attic art—or 

even within the Clazomenian corpus itself—has foiled some scholars. This is not to 

suggest that the design, whether figurative or decorative, is arbitrary. In the preceding 

discussion I have tried to demonstrate how the sarcophagi adhere—and veer away 

from—established figurative and ornamental motifs in the repertoire of Mainland and 

Anatolian art, motifs which also participate in the ideological messages of the elite and 

the ruling Achaemenid powers. It is within these visual programs, with their unique 
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interplay of themes and amalgam of ideologies, that the sarcophagi exhibit their fluidity. 

There is one theme, though, that is not present on sarcophagi found in Clazomenae and 

other sites in Anatolia, and this is notable: the symposium, or banquet scene. Cook does 

not make a record of such a representation in his catalog, and Dusinberre writes of having 

no knowledge of a single banquet scene in the Clazomenian corpus.244 

 Such a scene does exist, however, on a sarcophagus discovered in the Akanthos 

cemetery in Chalkidike, and published by N. Kaltsas (Fig. 39 a-b).245 The sarcophagus, 

attributed to the Albertinum Group and dated to some time between the second half of the 

sixth and the first quarter of the fifth century, displays a symposium scene in black-figure 

on its main head panel (Fig. 39b).246 Banqueters—bearded men, youths, and females 

wearing dotted robes and turbans of Lydian type—recline on four couches as they enjoy 

wine and listen to the music of a double-flute player. Elements of the exotic fill the scene, 

from the 'Persian bird' (cocks) underneath the couch on the left, to the unguent flasks on 

the small side tables and the inclusion of women—an eastern practice made all the more 

unusual by their depiction in Lydian attire.247 Crielaard argues that the sarcophagus 

attests to the lifestyle of an international elite—a lover of exotic, sophisticated, eastern 

luxury.248 While the sarcophagus may, in fact, intend to pay tribute to such a life and a 

                                                
244 Dusinberre 2013, 170. 
245 Nikolaos Kaltsas, "Κλαζοµενιακές σαρκοφάγοι από το νεκροταφείο της Ακάνθου," 
Archaiologikon deltion 1996-1997, no. 51-52 (1996-1997). 
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247 Crielaard, 62. 
248 Crielaard, 61-62. 



 96 

particular Ionian identity, it is more interesting to note that excavators have not 

discovered a sarcophagus with such a scene in Ionia. 

 Outisde of the context of Clazomenian sarcophagi, however, the symposium 

scene is far from unusual in Anatolia. We find numerous examples of banqueting scenes 

on the funerary reliefs of Daskyleion, the once Persian satrapal site (discussed above) 

(Fig. 40). A painted example exists in the Lycian chamber tomb of Karaburun II tumulus, 

dated c. 470s, and located near Elmalı, northeast of Xanthos.249 Above the stone kline 

that sat at the west rear end of the chamber is a rendering of, presumably, the tomb 

owner, shown wearing Anatolian attire and Persian jewelry (bracelets with lion-head 

finials) as he reclines while supporting a lobed phiale in his left hand (Fig. 41).250 The 

manner in which the recliner supports his cup (balanced on three fingertips), his clothes, 

jewelry, beard, and even attendants (in Persian attire of knee-length tunics with long 

sleeves) indicate an adherence to a Persian cultural ideology as it relates to dining and 

drinking.251 Despite symposium scenes being familiar in the repertoire of Greek Art, 

perhaps in Clazomenae and surrounding East Greek sites that have produced sarcophagus 
                                                
249 Özgen and Öztürk, 47. Şare 2011 provides a more detailed summary of the frescoes at 
Karaburun, pp. 65-69. For reports of excavation and finds carried out by M. Mellink see 
Machteld J. Mellink, "Excavations at Karataş-Semayük and Elmalı, Lycia, 1970," American 
Journal of Archaeology 75 (1971). "Excavations at Karataş-Semayük and Elmalı, Lycia, 1971," 
American Journal of Archaeology 76 (1972). "Excavations at Karataş-Semayük and Elmalı, 
Lycia, 1972," American Journal of Archaeology 77 (1973). "Excavations at Karataş-Semayük 
and Elmalı, Lycia, 1973," American Journal of Archaeology 78 (1974). And "Mural Paintings in 
Lycian Tombs," in The Proceedings of the Xth International Congress of Classical Archaeology, 
ed. E. Akurgal (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 1978). 
250 Özgen and Öztürk, 47. John Curtis and Nigel Tallis, eds., Forgotten Empire: The World of 
Ancient Persia (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005), 46. 
251 Margaret Christina Miller, ""Manners Makyth Man": Diacritical Drinking in Achaemenid 
Anatolia," in Cultural Identity in the Ancient Mediterranean, ed. Erich S. Gruen (Los Angeles: 
Getty Research Institute, 2011). 
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finds, showcasing such a scene would still have been culturally and politically risky on 

account of its clear associations with Persian practice and Achaemenid authorities; 

whatever socio-political border existed between Ionian and Persian cultural practice may 

seem invisible in certain cases, but this may be a situation in which the border suddenly 

matters a great deal, and is directly acknowledged. Unlike genre scenes of hunting or 

scenes of myth, which could be interpreted in many ways and thereby remain relatively 

non-threatening, a less ambiguous banqueting scene may have been politically or 

culturally unacceptable. The commissioner of the Akanthos sarcophagus presumably did 

not have such concerns. Akanthos, a colony of Andros in northern Greece, allegedly 

aided the Persian effort in the second campaign against Greece, even assisting Xerxes 

with the digging of a canal across the Isthmus of Akte (Hdt 6.44, 7.22).252 A sarcophagus 

with a symposium scene might have been the patron’s means of expressing not only his 

elite status, but also an alliance with Persian hegemonic power, cultural practice and 

ideologies. If so, then such a reading serves to further underscore the remarkable 

flexibility of the sarcophagi in their visual programs (albeit with some restrictions), at 

least in the borderland of East Greece.    

 In short, the Akanthos Sarcophagus and other Clazomenian sarcophagi are 

unconventional objects with visual programs that, while seemingly conventional 

themselves, belie a fluidity of identity for both the object and its viewers; they speak to a 

knowledge of, and participation in, a koine of elite ideology and funerary practice in 
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Anatolia in this specific period, but also a synthesis of broader Greek cultural and artistic 

practices. As objects, they are the result of borderland processes—a unique mixture of 

visual and burial traditions, and the product of cross-cultural socialization and artistic 

exchange—reflecting the multi-faceted and shifting identities of their borderland patrons 

and viewers. In the next chapter, I focus on specific kinds of borderland viewers in a 

religious context, at a site that is itself a shifting space in both the ancient and 

contemporary period.    
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Chapter Three: Ionian (Re)Vision: Shifting Perspectives and Identities 
of an East ‘Greek’ Sanctuary 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 In the previous chapter, I explored the role of Clazomenian sarcophagi as final 

statements on the deceased, with manifestations of a borderland experience coming to life 

through the physical make-up of the sarcophagi, as well as their visual programs. 

Expressions of status and identity are not restricted to the transitional state of death or the 

realm of burial; as we saw with the sarcophagi of this first case study, the messages 

intended can—and often do—change with context, and require viewer activation. 

Although I paid special regard to the visual language of elite status in these works as 

deployed under Achaemenid hegemonic rule, I did not situate the sarcophagi within a 

singular physical context, in part because of the lack of definitive archaeological 

provenience for many of them. Furthermore, I analyzed their visual programs through 

only one type of borderland viewer—specifically one well-versed in Greek, Lydian and 

Lycian burial practices, and shared mythological traditions.   

 By contrast, and building on issues raised in my exploration of the sarcophagi, 

this chapter considers additional layers of sacred ritual space, along with a plurality of 

viewers. The space in question, the Milesian Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe, 

presents a unique opportunity for understanding an East Greek sanctuary. A 

comparatively smaller space, the Zeytintepe site is prone to being overshadowed by the 

physically larger and historiographically ‘richer’ sanctuaries of the Mainland and East 
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Greece, such as Delphi and Ephesos; like other East Greek sanctuaries, though, it is 

shaped by local, Anatolian cultural practices, and possibly ritual influence. Given the 

relatively recent discovery of the sanctuary in 1989, scholarship on the site continues to 

evolve as it is updated, and is informed by new and forthcoming publications of material 

findings that enrich our understanding of the space. Therefore, the present study relies 

predominantly on annual excavation reports, as well as interim reports that focus on 

specific groups of objects found at Zeytintepe. 

 Interestingly, the space of the sanctuary itself was undergoing a physical 

transformation in the form of a renovation immediately prior to its destruction in the early 

fifth century. At such an historical moment, what might a visitor to the sanctuary see, and 

how might we reconstruct his or her experience? How might an understanding of a 

visitor’s interaction with the space help us to gain greater insight into the mutable nature 

of East Greek art as it relates to the cultural and ritual practices of the dynamic milieu 

that is Ionia and western Anatolia? By way of addressing these questions, I draw upon a 

phenomenological approach that considers the experience of the landscape and sanctuary 

finds through two hypothetical viewers: an itinerant male trader and a local female 

worshiper with maternal concerns.253 As we will see, these figures themselves would 

have been in their own states of transition and transformation, and as such would have 

activated aspects of the sacred site—and of the objects found therein—based on their 

specific borderland experiences.   

                                                
253 Christopher Tilley, "Phenomenology," in Archaeology: The Key Concepts, ed. A. C. Renfrew 
and P. Bahn (London: Routledge, 2005). 
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 In the introduction to this dissertation, I problematized the established 

hermeneutical filters scholars employ to investigate architecture and material and visual 

culture of the Greek world—filters applied to the investigation of sanctuaries and ritual 

practice as well. Scholars have established criteria by which they categorize objects at 

sites, and even the ‘identities’ of the people worshiping and dedicating there, which in 

turn determine the labels we ascribe to the material culture of the sanctuary: It is Greek. It 

is hybrid. It is cosmopolitan. Suffice it to say, it is not my intention here to unequivocally 

abandon all established methods of analysis. Because of its transitional status both past 

and present—i.e., as a space under renovation in the fifth century, and as a relatively 

young site still undergoing significant interpretation today—and due to its physical and 

socio-cultural setting (straddling not only sea and land, but also ‘Greek’ and ‘Anatolian’ 

religious and visual cultures), the Sanctuary of Aphrodite poses an opportunity to 

envision different ‘ways of seeing’ available within a single space: a multiplicity of 

perspectives affected by the shifting meaning of objects and ideas, the appropriation of 

motifs, and fluctuating context.254 This multivalence in turn enables the activation of 

borderland objects and spaces, ultimately facilitating an array of identities (of the 

sanctuary and its visitors alike) that would otherwise remain suppressed based on their 

lack of conformity to categories determined by the standard academic investigative 

filters.  

                                                
254 Matthew P. Canepa, "Preface: Theorizing Cross-Cultural Interaction Among Ancient and 
Early Medieval Visual Cultures," Ars Orientalis 38 (2010). 
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What follows is a brief introduction to the site, its excavation and finds. I then 

introduce and discuss a well-known site of increasing publication, the East Greek 

sanctuary of the Heraion on Samos, as a model for how we would normally analyze a site 

like Zeytintepe. Beginning from a phenomenological framework, I examine the 

Zeytintepe sanctuary and its finds through two different ‘ways of seeing’, namely the 

hypothetical worshipers of a trader and a woman. Ultimately, I aim to demonstrate how 

the sanctuary and its dedications are affected by changing identities, especially those of 

the viewers, and local cult aspects, specifically Phrygian, that should influence our 

interpretation and understanding of the site.   

 

ZEYTINTEPE 
 Situated two kilometers west of the city center of Miletos, Zeytintepe is the site of 

the sanctuary of Aphrodite Oikus, and is easy to miss when driving to the archaeological 

site of Miletos today.255 This was not necessarily the case in the late sixth century BCE, 

when the sanctuary, situated atop Zeytintepe hill overlooking the sea, likely served as a 

prominent landmark for incoming ships (Fig. 43).256 Sailing into the Milesian Bay, today 

silted over, travelers approaching the coastline would see the northern foot of 

                                                
255 For a brief introduction see, Alan M. Greaves, "The Cult of Aphrodite in Miletos and Its 
Colonies," Anatolian Studies 54 (2004).  For recent works on Miletos, see Gorman 2001 and 
Miletos: A History (London; New York: Routledge, 2002). 
256Reinhard Senff, "Das Aphroditeheiligtum von Milet," in Neue Forschungen zur 
Religionsgeschichte Kleinasiens: Elmar Schwertheim zum 60. geburtstag gewidmet Asia Minor 
Studien (2003), 11. Also Ulrich Gans, "Die Grabung auf dem Zeytintepe," Istanbuler 
Mitteilungen 41 (1991): 137. 
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Zeytintepe.257 Making their way to the sanctuary by foot, they would then ascend the 

southwest slope, which is connected by a saddle to another hill now known as 

Değirmentepe (Fig. 44).258  Outside the circuit walls of Miletus, this peri-urban sanctuary 

of Aphrodite dates as early as the Late Geometric (based on ceramic finds), with the cult 

flourishing in the seventh through sixth centuries.259 Despite its destruction in the early 

fifth century (see below), the sanctuary continued to be in use until at least the first 

century, as indicated by the discovery of Hellenistic ceramics dating to this period.260 

Today, the remains of the sanctuary and associated finds, under continuous excavation 

and subsequent study since their discovery in 1989, are sufficient to reconstruct a picture 

of the site and its possible worshipers.  

 As Alan Greaves points out, Miletos and several of its colonies were known to 

have cults of and temples to Aphrodite, with a third century BCE inscription from 

Didyma naming a cult of Aphrodite Ourania at Miletos—the earliest known reference to 

such a cult in the area.261 In 1989, excavators discovered evidence for this cult at 

Zeytintepe hill, with the name of the sanctuary understood from a statue base featuring an 

inscription to Aphrodite Oikus, written in Archaic Ionian script; Theocritus (7.115) 

references Oikus as a toponym—an epithet unique to Miletos—that named a place in 

                                                
257 Gans, 137.  
258 Ibid. 
259 Senf 2003, 20. Reinhard Senff, "Die Ergebnisse der neuen Grabungen im archaischen Milet -- 
Stratigraphie und Chronologie," in Frühes Ionien: eine Bestandsaufnahme: Panionion-Symposion 
Güzelçamlı 26. September-1. Oktober 1999, ed. Justus Cobet, et al. (Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von 
Zabern, 2007). 
260 Senff 2003, 15. 
261 Greaves 2004, 27. 
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Milesian territory.262 The Milesians erected a temple, likely of the Ionic order, by the end 

of the sixth century, as evidenced by the scattered remains of poros blocks, marble 

columns and entablatures on the hill and its slopes.263 Excavators discovered some of 

these remains in thick layers of ash alongisde Late Archaic Attic pottery that dated to c. 

500, a point to which I will return.264 On the eastern slope still stands an unfinished 

terrace wall, and it is here that excavators found a large, unfinished limestone block with 

bosses; this discovery, in addition to other factors outlined below, suggests a site 

undergoing modification at the time it was destroyed.265 Volkmar von Graeve proposes 

that the quarrying of building materials for this Late Archaic temple took place on the 

western slope in the last quarter of the sixth century, and that the quarry was subsequently 

filled in with remains of an earlier structure, a temple, to create a terrace.266 The earlier 

temple dates to the first half of the sixth century, with architectural remnants perhaps 

used as fill not only on the western slope, but also possibly in the construction of the later 

marble temple.267  

                                                
262 P. Herrmann, "Milet 1992-1993: Inschriften," Archäologischer Anzeiger 1995, no. 2 (1995). 
Senf 2003, 12; Greaves 2004, 28. Greaves summarizes the evidence, and does not make specific 
note of the two different names Ourania and Oikus; it is assumed that Oikus is the original, earlier 
name (perhaps forgotten), and that the more common Ourania came into use in a later period. See 
Greaves 2004, note 3. 
263 Senff 2007, 320. For the original report see Gans 1991, 137-38. Also Ioannis A. Panteleon and 
Reinhard Senff, "Die Grabung im Aphroditeheiligtum auf dem Zeytintepe bei Milet in den Jahren 
2003-2005 / unter Mitarb. von Kerstin Beier, Torsten Dressler und Daniel Nösler," ibid.2 (2008). 
264 Senff 2007, 320. 
265 Ibid. 
266 Volkmar von Graeve, "Milet 2003-2005: Vorbericht über die Grabungsarbeiten, die 
Denkmälerrestaurierung und Ruinenpflege sowie die naturwissenschaftlichen 
Begleituntersuchungen: Einleitung und Übersicht," Archäologischer Anzeiger 2008, no. 2 (2008). 
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 The second phase of construction in the last quarter of the sixth century, likely 

carried out contemporaneously with a possible second phase at the Temple of Athena in 

the Theater Harbor of Miletos, was not completed.268 This later Archaic temple at 

Zeytintepe ultimately fell victim to Persian razing as part of the systematic destruction of 

Miletos in 494 BCE, a consequence of the Ionian Revolt.269 The carefully excavated 

destruction layers, such as the layer of ash mentioned above, along with marble 

fragments whose thermal breaks attest to significant traces of exposure to high 

temperature, are consistent with the date of this Persian destruction, as recorded by 

Herodotus (Hdt. 6.18).270 So much were stones deliberately smashed that any precise 

architectural reconstruction of the temple is now nearly impossible (Fig. 45).271 Were we 

to attempt a reimagining of the space, a logical starting point would be the nearby marble 

Temple of Athena at the Theater Harbor: a 14 x 8 columned, pseudodipteral structure 

dated to last quarter of the sixth century.272 However, as the evidence currently available 

from Zeytintepe is still too scant, trying to reconstruct any experience there based on the 

Temple of Athena (or any other temple for that matter) would be too speculative and, in 

this author’s opinion, not essential for the development of a rudimentary understanding of 

how a worshiper would have interacted with the sanctuary on a macro level, and with the 

dedications on an individual level. Instead, as I will illustrate below, it is enough to know 

                                                
268 Greaves 2010, 151. 
269 Ibid. 
270 Ibid.; Senff 2003, 15. 
271 Senff 2007, 320, 326; Greaves 2010, 107. 
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that a temple once stood there, and we can, based on the few remains that do exist and 

our knowledge of interactions with surviving structures at other sanctuaries in the Greek 

world, postulate a similar structure at Zeytintepe with its own corresponding modes of 

interaction. Among the architectural remnants that do survive are entablature and sima 

blocks, as well as some fragments that preserve Late Archaic Ionic kymation 

decoration.273 Noteworthy marble fragments include sculptural pieces that von Graeve 

has reconstructed as belonging to two panthers that, in his interpretation, could have 

served a pedimental function (but also may have functioned as an altar revetment) (Fig. 

46).274 

 In addition to fragmented architectural remnants, excavations have revealed the 

dumping of sanctuary waste over the slopes of the hill in a partly random manner, as 

objects are not strictly grouped together.275 Examples of the contents of this waste are 

votives (some with traces of deliberate destruction or deactivation, especially on the west 

terrace)276 and discarded animal bones (from prepared meals), perhaps to make room for 

construction or to act as fill. The altar (upon which presumably the aforementioned 

animals were sacrificed before being cooked) has yet to be located, but Senff suggests 

that it likely had a prominent place on the hill.277 Excavators also discovered rich votive 

deposits in manmade bothroi, sacred pits cut into the bedrock on the western side of the 

                                                
273 Gans, 137-139. 
274 Volkmar von Graeve, "Funde aus Milet. 17, Fragmente von Bauskulptur aus dem archaischen 
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temenos, or sacred enclosure, of the temple.278 Finds include pottery, terracottas, 

sculptural fragments, bronzes and jewelry, as well as faunal remains—some discovered 

in a multi-room complex on the western slope279—which I discuss briefly, below.  

 I have already made note, above, of Late Archaic Attic pottery found in an ash 

layer. Other pottery finds include Ionian-produced fine wares, as well as those of 

Corinthian, Attic, Lakonian and even Etrurian origin.280 Most of the Corinthian ceramics, 

at least discovered during the 1994 Miletos campaigns, are from Zeytintepe and date 

from the second half of the seventh to the early sixth century.281 Imported Corinthian 

ceramics seem to dominate in the seventh century while Attic prevail in the sixth.282 The 

campaigns at Zeytintepe between 1989 and 1994 produced 29 Bucchero fragments, 

around 350 Lakonian—the earliest dated to the first quarter of the sixth century—and 

seventh to early sixth-century Chian imports.283 Generally, we can characterize these 

ceramics as being related to food and drinking, as they include amphorae, kraters, 

chalices, goblets, pitchers and the like, with many of these being of fine quality (both 

local and imported).284 Excavators also found many lamps: some of clay, some of a shell-

shaped Phoenician type, and some stone with figural imagery. To Senff, the presence of 

                                                
278 Reinhard Senff and M. Heinz, "Arbeiten am Zeytintepe im Jahre 1994," Archäologischer 
Anzeiger 1997, no. 2 (1997). Greaves 2004, 28. 
279 Senff 2003, 16. 
280 Susanne Pfisterer-Haas, "Funde aus Milet. 6, Die Importkeramik " Archäologischer Anzeiger 2 
(1999). 
281 Pfisterer-Haas, 263. 
282 Senff 2007, 323. 
283 Pfisterer-Haas, 265. 
284 Senff 2003, 18. 
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such lamps suggests aspects of a night cult, not unlike that at the Sanctuary of Aphrodite 

at Monte Iato.285 

 Ceramics accumulated predominantly around the older temple, but also on the 

eastern slope where excavators found seventh and sixth-century terracottas; many of 

these were probably locally produced, and were uncovered in waste layers and bothroi.286 

These terracottas come in various forms and were likely left as votives:287 a kneeling 

figure of Daedalic type;288 seated figures that parallel large-scale seated figures in marble 

(of aristocratic families) from Didyma;289 standing female figures, some with a veil or 

polos (i.e. a large headdress); and some chiton-wearing females holding an animal or a 

bird—a Late Archaic type (Fig. 47a).290 An excavation photo in the Miletos 

Archaeological Museum, also in Panteleon and Senff’s 2008 report, gives a sense of how 

some of these terracottas were deposited, and how they were uncovered (See Fig. 47a).291 

In this photo we can see a seated figure, now on display in the museum. The figure, 

sitting on a throne with feet on a pedestal, holds a small ram or goat in her lap (Fig. 47b). 

She wears a long garment that stops at the top of her feet, and a veil with headband (the 

                                                
285 Ibid. 
286 Ibid., 20. 
287 Greaves 2002, 95. 
288 Greaves notes that few of these ‘daedalic’ style terracottas were known at Miletos until the excavation 
of Zeytintepe, which has turned up “hundreds more.” See Greaves 2002, 95, who cites Schwarz and von 
Graeve: Christiane Schwarz, "Dädalische Terrakotten aus Milet," Istanbuler Mitteilungen 39 (1989).; 
Volkmar von Graeve, "Funde aus Milet V. Ein neuer Figurentypus der archaischen Koroplastik," 
Archäologischer Anzeiger  (1999). 
289 See K. Tuchelt, Die archaischen Skulpturen von Didyma. Beiträge zur frühgriechischen 
Plastik in Kleinasien (Berlin: Mann, 1970). And H. Möbius, "Archaische Sitzstatue aus Didyma," 
Antike Plastik, no. 2 (1963). 
290 Reinhard Senff, "Die Grabung auf dem Zeytintepe," Istanbuler Mitteilungen 42 (1992). 
291 Panteleon and Senff 2008, 42 figure 14. 
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stephane-veil), which drapes around the shoulders (the lappet-style).292 Ridgway has 

suggested a Phrygian origin for this type of veiling (along with the polos and bonnet-veil 

types) on East Greek korai,293 as well as associations with Kybele, a point to which I 

return, below.294     

 A terracotta head of a kouros, as well as plaques and revetments such as the 

palmette acroteria and Medusa antefixes, have also come to light (Fig. 48).295 To these 

we can add pieces of another architectural revetment with a driver and chariot, of 

distinctive Lydian type and, according to Konrad Zimmermann, possibly a Lydian 

import.296 Excavations between 1991 and 2007 recovered the four fragments that 

Zimmermann has reconstructed, based on preservation of the head and upper portion of 

the figure, as a male figure driving a racing chariot: the right arm and hand holding a rein, 

the body of a horse, and a wheel fragment (Fig. 49).297 A nail hole on the wheel fragment 

suggests that the revetment may have hung over a roof edge, but because of the lack of 

architectural context and its singularity, alternatively this object may have acted as a 

votive offering.298 Noteworthy terracottas are not restricted to Lydian examples, as 

attested by numerous Cypriot sculptural terracotta fragments, many discovered on the 

                                                
292 Şare 2011 outlines the various types of veils represented on sculptures and reliefs of females in 
Anatolia, including East Greek examples. See specifically pp. 53-59. 
293  Ridgway 1993, 133. See Şare 2011 (above) for explanation of the different types of veils. 
294 von Graeve acknowledges this as well in his discussion of finds from Zeytintepe, specifically 
referencing another seated female with a lion in her lap. See Graeve, "Funde aus Milet. 17, 
Fragmente von Bauskulptur aus dem archaischen Aphrodite-Heiligtum ". 
295 Gans, 139. 
296 Konrad Zimmermann, "Funde aus Milet. 28, Lydische Architecturterrakotten vom 
Zeytintepe," Archäologischer Anzeiger, no. 1 (2014). 
297 Zimmermann 170-71. 
298 Ibid. 
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eastern slope of Zeytintepe.299 The fragments of mould-formed hollow and plaque figures 

(faces, feet, legs, arms) date to c. the seventh and sixth centuries, and are known types—

figures with mantles, those making offerings, book or tambourine carriers, female 

worshipers with arms at the side—all of which correspond typologically and 

chronologically to similar examples from the Heraion and other East Greek 

sanctuaries.300  

 Metal finds range from ‘feminine’ items, like dress pins and jewelry, to numerous 

bronze fragments, such as bronze coils (perhaps from a vessel), belt buckles (special to 

Aphrodite), and maritime objects, like fisherman’s hooks.301 There were also about sixty 

locally manufactured Phrygian fibulae found at Zeytintepe.302 Martial objects include a 

bronze miniature shield decorated with the figure of a lion (Fig. 50b) and similar bronze 

discs that may actually have been the decorated bosses of shields—although Alan 

Greaves reminds us that such objects may never have been intended to be used in actual 

combat, but rather were designed to serve merely as ornamental display items.303 In the 

1994-1995 excavations, a bronze votive-horse (Fig. 50a) and griffin protome (Fig. 50c) 

came to light, as well as fragmentary statuettes (including an Ionian-type kore bearing a 

                                                
299 Jan-Marc Henke, "Funde aus Milet. 18, Kyprische Koroplastik " Archäologischer Anzeiger 2 
(2005). 
300 See Henke 2015. 
301 Senff 1992, 106-7; Senff 2003, 19; von Graeve, 1992, 1995; Helga Donder, "Funde aus Milet. 
11, Die Metallfunde," Archäologischer Anzeiger 1 (2002). 
302 Greaves 2002, 94. 
303 Senff and Heinz, 115; Greaves 2010, 148 citing Volkmar von Graeve, "Zur Kunstgeschichte 
früher milesischer Terrakotten," in Frühes Ionien: eine Bestandsaufnahme: Panionion-Symposion 
Güzelçamlı, 26. September-1. Oktober 1999 ed. Justus Cobet, et al. (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 
2007). Greaves 2010, 148. 
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bird) made of lead.304 Notable as well was the discovery of a nearly complete metal 

(presumably bronze) phiale with a dedicatory inscription to Aphrodite.305 

 Gunther Hölbl inventories Zeytintepe’s impressively large number of Egyptian 

and Egyptianizing objects, ranging from vessels and scarabs to faience figurines.306 

According to the reports, Egyptian scarabs are generally late in date: for example, a 25th 

Dynasty steatite specimen with a cow and Horus (Fig. 51e).307 Additionally, hundreds of 

scarabs originate from Naukratis.308 Faience fragments include Isis and perhaps Nefertiri 

figures, as well as Bes figurines, with the faience being alternately of Egyptian or 

Rhodian manufacture (Fig. 51 a-d).309 Hölbl reports that the excavation team found many 

of these objects in the debris used for terracing at Zeytintepe.310  

 According to Volkmar von Graeve, these architectural remains, votive figurines, 

ceramics (imported and domestic), examples of metalwork, Egyptian and Egyptianizing 

objects all contribute to a picture of an ‘international’—and in the Archaic Period an 

‘internationally’ known—sanctuary alongside that of the Temple of Athena in Miletos.311 

                                                
304 Marie-Henriette Gates, "Archaeology in Turkey," American Journal of Archaeology 99, no. 2 
(1995). von Graeve 2008, 10. 
305 Senff 1997, 116; Senff 2003, 19. Senff does not specify the metal type, so the assumption is 
that it is of bronze. Greaves 2002, 94, includes the bowl in his list of examples of published 
bronzes from Zeytintepe, though he does not specify ‘bronze’ either (as he does with other 
objects in the list). 
306 Günther Hölbl, "Funde aus Milet. 8, Die Aegyptiaca vom Aphroditetempel auf dem Zeytintepe 
" Archäologischer Anzeiger 3 (1999). 
307 Hölbl, 456. 
308 Ibid., 457. 
309 Ibid., 457. 
310 Ibid., 456. 
311 Volkmar von Graeve, "Milet 1992-1993: Vorbericht über die Grabungsarbeiten und 
Geländeerkundungen, die Denkmälerrestaurierung und die naturwissenschaftlichen 
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Indeed, the variety of finds attests to a sanctuary profiting from something much more 

than just its location as a seaside establishment (and subsequently sea-routes between 

western Anatolia and the eastern/western Mediterranean); such diversity inevitably also 

speaks to significant connections with Anatolian populations, whether through visits by 

such groups themselves to the sanctuary, or the arrival of Anatolian objects in the 

sanctuary via ‘Greek’ hands (e.g. Phrygian and Lydian objects, but also ‘Greek’ ones 

influenced by Anatolian iconography and cult, which I discuss below). In light of the 

above summary of the finds and archaeology of the sanctuary, the following section aims 

to propose a method of interpretation and analysis that takes into account the multiple, 

fluid identities (both for the objects and viewers) and ritual practices at work in a 

borderland space.    

 

HOW TO INTERPRET A GREEK SANCTUARY 
 As a point of reference, we should first consider existing methods of analysis 

utilized on other Ionian sanctuaries and finds, such as with the Heraion on Samos, which 

serves here as a case study. This long-excavated and extensively studied East Greek 

sanctuary par excellence was also a neighbor to—and often a rival of—Miletos.312 If we 

                                                                                                                                            
Begleitprogramme der Miletgrabung in den Jahren 1992 und 1993," Archäologischer Anzeiger 2 
(1995). 
312 Greaves 2010, 105-6 makes reference to this arch rivalry between the two cities. I do not 
intend to provide an in-depth review of the Heraion and excavations, so I direct the reader to the 
series publication Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, "Samos," (Bonn: R. Habelt, 1961-). For a 
recent report on archaeological work of the Geometric and Archaic city see K. Tsakos, "Die Stadt 
Samos in der geometrischen und archaischen Epoche," in Frühes Ionien. Eine 
Bestandsaufnahme: Panionion-Symposion Güzelçamlı 26. September-1. Oktober 1999, ed. Justus 
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were to describe Zeytintepe on the basis of the material culture alone and attempt to 

reconstruct the sanctuary up to the moment of its destruction, we might approach this task 

in a manner similar to that used for sanctuaries with comparable finds, as in the case of 

the Samian Heraion:313 we would focus on typologies, styles, chronology and the 

manufacture of objects; examine specific contexts and objects in the search of the 

‘identity’ (both of said objects and their ‘investors’) and evidence of the mixing of 

cultures; and call into question the role of the elite and so-called ‘foreigners’—all part of 

a common framework through which sanctuaries like the Heraion are analyzed.314  

 The sanctuary of Hera on Samos, located about six kilometers southwest of the 

ancient town of Samos (modern Pythagorio), is situated at the low-lying marshy area at 

the mouth of the river Imvrasos. In its heyday, the Heraion was approached by sea, before 

a processional way built in the later seventh century linked town and sanctuary (Fig. 

52).315 The sanctuary’s Temple to Hera underwent at least three major phases of 

construction: the building from the eighth century (the hekatompedos); the grand so-

called Rhoikos temple begun c. 575; and a larger temple built under the tyrant Polykrates 
                                                                                                                                            
Cobet, et al. (Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 2007). Also Rubinstein and Greaves.; Helmut 
Kyrieleis, "The Heraion at Samos," in Greek Sanctuaries: New Approaches, ed. N. Marinatos and 
R. Hägg (London: Routledge, 1993). 
313 I have already directed the reader to various publications on the Heraion, above (fn. 57). We 
can add to these works earlier studies on the sanctuary: Hans Walter, Das Heraion von Samos: 
Ursprung und Wandel eines griechischen Heiligtums (Munich: Piper, 1976).; Helmut Kyrieleis, 
Führer durch das Heraion von Samos (Berlin: Krene Verlag, 1981).; Hans Walter, Das 
griechische Heiligtum, dargestellt am Heraion von Samos (Stuttgart: Urachhaus, 1990).; Shipley 
1987. 
314 Gunter 2009 discusses this framework in greater detail, especially with regard to the origins 
and ‘life’ of objects and their labeling (e.g. ‘exotica’, ‘luxuries’) in traditional scholarship. See 
“Chapter 4: Gifts, Exchange, and Acquisition”, especially pages 140-154. 
315 John Griffiths Pedley, Sanctuaries and the Sacred in the Ancient Greek World (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2005). 
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that was never completed.316 In addition to a remarkable altar,317 the sanctuary was home 

to numerous sculptural dedications (such as the marble Cheramyes Kore, colossal Isches 

Kouros and Genelaos Group),318 testaments not only to the role of the elite in making 

such dedications, but also to a famed school of sculpture that existed on Samos 

(alongside other famous workshops of Ionia and the islands: namely, Chian, Milesian and 

Naxian).319   

 Smaller dedications, too many to enumerate here, include Greek (i.e. of Greek 

manufacture) ceramics, statuettes (in bronze, marble, wood and terracotta), bronze plates 

and other items like loom weights.320 There are also Cypriot works and objects from 

Naukratis, such as faience double-flute players dated to the sixth century (Fig. 53) and an 

abundance of Orientalizing bronze griffin head protomes. Notable as well are the 

Phrygian bronze objects, such as fibulae, dated from the eighth to seventh centuries. 

Many ‘poorer’ offerings, substitutes for more expensive votives, have turned up in 

                                                
316 Pedley, 160.; W.B. Dinsmoor, The Architecture of Ancient Greece: An Account of its Historic 
Development, Third ed. (London; New York: Batsford, 1950 ).; E. Buschor, "Heraion von Samos: 
frühe Bauten," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Athenische Abteilung 55 
(1930).; Gottfried Gruben, Der polykratische Tempel im Heraion von Samos, vol. Band 27, 
Samos (Bonn: R. Habelt, 2014).; Kyrieleis 1981 also provides a catalog of monuments.  
317 E. Buschor and H. Schleif, "Heraion von Samos: Der Altarplatz der Frühzeit," Mitteilungen 
des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Athenische Abteilung 58 (1933).; H. Schleif, "Der 
grosse Altar der Hera von Samos," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, 
Athenische Abteilung (1933).  
318 Helmut Kyrieleis, "Eine neue Kore des Cheramyes," Antike Plastik 24 (1995).; Helmut 
Kyrieleis, H. J. Kienast, and G. Neumann, "Der grosse Kuros von Samos," Samos (Bonn: R. 
Habelt, 1996).; Elizabeth P. Baughan, "Sculpted Symposiasts of Ionia," American Journal of 
Archaeology 115, no. 1 (2011). 
319  Stewart 1990; Ridgway 1993; Pedley 1976. 
320 For an inventory of Archaic votive offerings at Ionian sites, including Samos, see Christopher 
George Simon’s unpublished dissertation Christopher G. Simon, "The Archaic Votive Offerings 
and Cults of Ionia" (Dissertation, The University of California, Berkeley, 1986). 
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excavations as well.321 This abbreviated list by no means represents the wealth of 

material from the sanctuary, as a visit to the Samos Archaeological Museum attests.  

 Additionally, the Heraion is known for producing the largest number of Near 

Eastern (or, Oriental) imports among Greek sanctuaries—many of these dedications are 

similar in character to those from Zeytintepe. Sarah P. Morris, in “The View from East 

Greece: Miletus, Samos and Ephesus,” summarizes the non-ceramic corpus which, in 

addition to bronzes and imported ivories, includes exotic fauna (e.g. hippo teeth, a 

crocodile skull).322 Such objects—many produced between the ninth to seventh 

centuries—display great variety in provenance and manufacture: from Egyptian, Assyrian 

and North Syrian, to Urartian, Phoenician and Palestinian. Especially rich is the 

assemblage of bronzes of Near Eastern origin;323 some notable objects include a North 

Syrian bronze horse frontlet with a ‘Mistress of Animals’ decoration, and Babylonian 

                                                
321 Helmut Kyrieleis, "Offerings of "the common man" in the Heraion at Samos," in Early Greek 
Cult Practice. Proceedings of the Fifth International Symposium at the Swedish Institute at 
Athens, 26-29 June, 1986, ed. R. Hägg, N. Marinatos, and G. C. Nordquist (Stockholm: Svenska 
Institutet i Athen, 1988). 
322 Sarah P. Morris, "The View from East Greece: Miletus, Samos and Ephesus," in Debating 
Orientalization, ed. Corinna Riva and Nicholas C. Vella (London: Equinox, 2006). Shipley’s 
History of Samos, “Chapter 5: Economic and Political Change under Polycrates” pages 81-90 also 
provides a brief overview. 
323 Ulf Jantzen, Ägyptische und orientalische Bronzen aus dem Heraion von Samos (Bonn: 
Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, in Kommission R. Habelt, 1972).; J. Boerker-Klaehn, 
"Ägyptische und orientalische Bronzen aus dem Heraion von Samos," Orientalistische 
Literaturzeitung: Zeitschrift für die Wissenschaft vom ganzen Orient und seinen Beziehungen zu 
den angrenzenden Kulturkreisen 70 (1975).; Lars Petersen and Elisabeth Wagner, "Ägyptische 
und orientalische Bronzeweihungen in das Heraheiligtum von Samos," in Die Götter beschenken: 
antike Weihegaben aus der Antikensammlung der Staatlichen Museen zu Berlin, ed. Moritz 
Kiderlen and Volker Michael Strocka (München: Biering & Brinkmann, 2005).; P.R.S. Moorey, 
"Ancient Persian Bronzes from the Island of Samos," Iran 12 (1974). 
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bronze figurines of worshipers with dogs (Fig. 54).324 Indeed, in comparison to other 

sanctuaries in the Aegean world, Samos has yielded the largest (and finest) collection of 

imported bronzes and ivories; interestingly, the number of Egyptian works from the site 

significantly outweighs those found at Chios, which presumably had the same advantages 

as Samos in terms of commercial access to Egypt via the emporion at Naukratis.325 

Additionally, while such Egyptian and Egyptianizing objects like scarabs and faience 

works are familiar to Greek sanctuaries (seemingly predominantly harbor sanctuaries like 

Zeytintepe, and those in close proximity to harbors).326 Samos also holds the distinction 

of having an impressive number of Egyptian bronzes (complementing its already 

noteworthy number of Near Eastern bronze works).327   

 Discussions around these objects point to the presence of foreigners making the 

dedications—a mixed community of both men and women familiar with Greek 

religion.328 Conversely, some scholars have also suggested that a number of objects were 

                                                
324 See Jantzen and Helmut Kyrieleis, "Babylonische Bronzen im Heraion von Samos," Jahrbuch 
des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts 94 (1979). 
325 Gunter, 129. See also "Chios and Samos in the Archaic Period," in Chios. A Conference at the 
Homerion in Chios 1984, ed. John Boardman and C.E. Vaphopoulou-Richardson (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1986). 
326 Gunter, 130. 
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works at the Heraion. For specific studies on these Egyptian bronzes see Eleanor Guralnick, "The 
Egyptian-Greek Connection in the 8th to 6th centuries B.C.: An Overview," in Greeks and 
Barbarians: Essays on the Interactions between Greeks and Non-Greeks in Antiquity and the 
Consequences for Eurocentrism, ed. John E. Coleman and Clark A. Walz, Occasional 
Publications of the Department of Near Eastern Studies and the Program of Jewish Studies, 
Cornell University (Bethesda: CDL, 1997).; Susanne Ebbinghaus, "Begegnungen mit Ägypten 
und Vorderasien im archaischen Heraheiligtum von Samos," in Stranieri e non cittadini nei 
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Università, 2006). 
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acquired in trade or picked up as ‘trinkets’ in overseas journeys; these items were likely 

‘Orientalizing’ dedications, who acquisition would have been driven by a deliberate 

appetite for the display and imitation of the East.329 As I discussed in Chapter One, when 

we approach such Orientalizing modes from a Western viewpoint using an established-

Greek model, we arrive at the inevitable conclusion that these practices reflect 

cosmopolitanism (i.e. an elite practice), and consequently ascribe a positive valence to 

them, as we have with the Heraion. In the case of Samos, scholarly investigation has 

started from the assumption that it is a ‘Greek’ sanctuary330—culturally, artistically, 

linguistically, religiously and geographically; indeed, given the evidence, it would seem 

to be difficult to assert otherwise. However, if we were to consider Samos and other East 

Greek sanctuaries like Zeytintepe as non-Greek, we might interpret the sites as willfully 

attempting to express a hybrid, or mixed identity, as spaces seeking to adopt and adapt 

features of a dominant culture—in this case Greek—through the manipulation, 

combination and deployment of certain types of material culture.331 

 Much work has been done on Ionian sanctuaries (e.g. Ephesos, Chios, Miletos, 

Didyma); the excavation of Samos is just one example of work motivated in part by a 

competition of great, Western powers whose analyses are often heavily reliant on 

categorization (as per Ann Gunter’s critiques), the criteria of which are defined using a 

                                                
329 Gunter, 143. Morris reviews the waves of scholarship on the ‘Orientalizing’ debate in her 
article. 
330 One need only to look at the titles of the monographs on Samos, above. 
331 I refer the reader to Chapter One where, looking specifically at van Dommelen (1997) and 
Antonaccio (2003), I introduce the biases and subsequent difficulties with utilizing an approach 
that takes ‘hybridity’ as its model. 
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decidedly Western framework.332 But what if we momentarily freed ourselves of this 

historic, ethnocentric baggage and subsequently removed labels from our investigation of 

a site like Zeytintepe? This is admittedly difficult as we, in our desire to precisely 

describe ‘identities’, would be hard-pressed to find terms that accurately capture the 

nature of a sanctuary caught geographically, culturally and politically between the Greek, 

Anatolian, and Near Eastern worlds—and at the same time, I would argue, one that does 

not fully subscribe to any of these designations, complicating our ability to classify it as a 

straightforward example of a place exhibiting hybridity—defined here as the display of 

mixed identities, combined with elite consumption and dedication of ‘foreign’ objects. 

On the one hand, we might speak of a ‘Greek’ sanctuary with ‘Greek’ architecture and 

votives, located in an Ionian Greek city. On the other hand, we might discuss the 

sanctuary’s local Anatolian characteristics as well, which is precisely what I undertake in 

the following section in order to complicate a possible monolithic reading of the site. 

 

ZEYTINTEPE-AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH 
 The first of the so-called ‘Anatolian’ characteristics of Zeytintepe is its location 

on a hilltop with a commanding view of the sea. One might argue that this position is not 

unusual for a temple, as sanctuaries in the Greek world are also situated in spots that offer 

                                                
332 Greaves 2010 Chapter 8 reviews this history of sanctuary exploration and excavation in Ionia. 
Additionally, these investigations have been assisted by the fact that, unlike Zeytintepe and 
Miletos, Samos, for example, was not destroyed (thanks, in part, to its role on the side of the 
Persians at the Battle of Lade in 494—see Hdt. 6.13); consequently, we have more evidence with 
which to reconstruct the sanctuary, but also with which to categorize. 
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spectacular views (such as Delphi), at or near harbors (the Temple of Athena at Emporio, 

Chios), or on acropoleis (the Parthenon, Athens). However, there is evidence allowing us 

to consider such features as indicators of influence from Anatolian cults as well. In this 

case, the purpose of the location, as with other temple locations in Ionia, might be for the 

sanctuary at Zeytintepe to be seen from a distance;333 specifically, the choice of a high 

setting could be of Phrygian influence, since rock-cut features in Phokaia, for example, 

are thought to have been used in cultic activity connected with the Mother Goddess, and 

are located on hilltops.334 Susanne Berndt-Ersöz has discussed the general lack of 

exploration into the field of Phrygian religion, with the exception of L.E. Roller’s studies 

on the Mother Goddess and a few others that touch on cult aspects of Phrygian rock-cut 

monuments; thus, the correlation between these rock-cut features and the cult of the 

Mother Goddess must remain speculative for the time being.335 Indeed, excavations at 

Zeytintepe have not produced incontrovertible evidence that would secure this 

connection, but the existence of so many Phrygian-style cult features in this area 

(Phokaia, Kalabaktepe at Miletos, Erythrai)336 makes this an important point to consider 

in our analysis of the site. Additionally, the sanctuary’s location outside of the city-center 

on a hilltop at the edge of the sea aligns with Phrygian religious practice, which places 

                                                
333 Greaves 2010, 173. 
334 Greaves 2010, 195-97 discusses Phrygian-style cult sites in Ionia, such as the sanctuaries of 
Cybele at Phokaia (see Ö. Özyiğit, "Recent work at Phokaia in the light of Akurgal's 
excavations," Anadolu/Anatolia 25 (2003). Greaves suggested in personal communication 
(November 18, 2012) that the hilltop location of the sanctuary of Aphrodite is possibly of 
Phrygian influence. 
335 Susanne Berndt-Ersöz, Phrygian Rock-Cut Shrines: Structure, Function, and Cult Practice 
(Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2006), xxiii. 
336 Greaves 2010, 195. 
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importance on the location of sacred sites and shrines at the boundaries of the human and 

natural landscape.337 Another local feature is the sanctuary’s use of the toponym Oikus, a 

placename near Miletos, which suggests a local, Carian aspect, perhaps not that unusual 

considering the city’s historic past.338 

 Taking into account these features of the sanctuary and working toward an 

alternative approach, I turn to Alan Greaves’s own work on cult places of Ionia. Greaves, 

utilizing Christopher Tilley’s phenomenology of landscape concept, considers the 

individual’s experience of the landscape while on pilgrimage, traveling a sacred way, for 

example to Samos, or Branchidae-Didyma.339 He argues that while physical structures of 

the landscape affect experience, they are nevertheless fixed, whereas meanings of 

archaeological structures and artifacts change with societies and are negotiable.340 I 

would argue that, within a borderland framework, the ‘meaning’ of the landscape is also 

negotiable—in this case, the sanctuary’s placement on a hilltop, which for one person 

might be understood as ‘Phrygian’ and for another ‘Greek’, or for another might hold no 

specific cultural connotation at all. This might in turn affect a pilgrim’s experiences vis-à-

vis the sanctuary, which are dynamic. 

                                                
337 Lynn E. Roller, "The Sacred Landscapes of Matar: Continuity and Change from the Iron Age 
through the Roman Period," in Sacred Landscapes in Anatolia and Neighboring Regions, ed. 
Charles Gates, Jacques Morin, and Thomas Zimmermann (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), 2. 
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BCE. 
338 Greaves 2002, 82. See also Gorman 2001. 
339 Greaves 2010, 185-88. 
340 Greaves 2010, 188, citing Michael Shanks, Classical Archaeology of Greece: Experiences of 
the Discipline (London; New York: Routledge, 1996). 
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 To be sure, it is not possible to reconstruct the personal thoughts and impressions 

of a worshiper,341 nor to definitively answer whether, in this case, the worshiper’s 

experiences—or the sanctuary itself, for that matter—are rooted in a ‘Greek’ or 

‘Anatolian’ identity; nor would we want to given our aim at avoiding essentialist 

assessments of ‘Greekness’ or ‘Anatolianness’. In contemplating a site like Zeytintepe 

that defies traditional modes of analysis, we might instead engage in an experiment of 

reframing that takes into account the fluid borderland identities of the sanctuary and its 

worshipers (and consequently, the identities of the various objects from the site as well). 

A phenomenological approach that considers the experience of a place on a macro level 

(not only the physical space but also its relation to identity, as per Tilley342) will not fully 

reconstruct our understanding of the place and the ‘things’ therein, but it can “provide an 

account.”343 Additionally, we can acknowledge a fluidity in ‘ways of seeing’—

continually changing in accordance with the context and viewer—and allow ourselves to 

conceive of different narratives of experience. Working from Tilley, as well as from 

Greaves’s own application of a phenomenological approach in his study of the Sacred 

Ways of Ionia, what follows is a consideration of two markedly different perspectives: 

terrestrial and maritime. The first is that of a sailor, or a trader—Milesian or otherwise—

approaching Zeytintepe from another realm, the sea, in general characterized as 

masculine in the Greek imagination; the second is a local female with maternal 

                                                
341 Budin attempts to do this, and tap into other aspects of personal life, with the aid of textual 
evidence, but also comes to this conclusion. Stephanie Lynn Budin, Intimate Lives of the Ancient 
Greeks (Santa Barbara, CA: Praeger, 2013). 
342 Christopher Tilley, A Phenomenology of Landscape (Oxford: Berg, 1994), 18. 
343 Tilley 1994, 74. 
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concerns—whether that be children expected, hoped for, or in need of protection—who 

approaches by land, a space imbued with feminine aspects.344 The various finds at the 

sanctuary (i.e. ‘foreign’ objects from afar and locally-produced items bearing maritime 

and maternal aspects alike) lend themselves to an exploration of these two hypothetical 

personae. In engaging in this exercise, we get a taste for the complexity and flexibility of 

the identities of the sanctuary, its visitors and its dedications. That is to say, these 

identities are far from fixed, and instead speak to a multiplicity of religio-cultural 

influences and an ability to participate in several ‘worlds’.  

A seafarer’s experience  
 Let us first consider a trader in the late sixth and early fifth centuries.345 As a 

caveat, I should emphasize that it is not my intent to delve into a discussion of trade 

economics and the role of the poleis or emporia in the inter-regional and long-distance 

exchange of goods.346 Similarly, I am not concerned here with the socio-economic and 

political status of traders in this period.347 The life of a maritime trader in the Archaic 

period is a difficult one to comprehensively reconstruct; that said, we can argue that 

                                                
344 Susan Guettal Cole, Landscapes, Gender, and Ritual Space: The Ancient Greek Experience (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 2004), 22. Cole writes that the Greek imagination (and language) classified 
“the earth, continents, most mountains, islands, countries, cities, trees, lakes and springs as feminine, and 
sky, ocean, most rivers and streams, winds and flowers as masculine.” 
345 And I intentionally do not split hairs with regard to the terminology of ‘trader’, ‘merchant’, 
‘sailor’, ‘seaman’ and ‘seafarer’, but use them interchangeably to indicate a person (specifically 
male) who would have the experience of a life at sea and all that that entails. 
346 On this topic one can see, for example C.M. Reed, Maritime Traders in the Ancient Greek 
World (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003). 
347 Reed 2003, in his introduction admits that the evidence is meager and has not much to add on 
his discussion of the archaic from his earlier work "Maritime Traders in the Archaic Greek 
World: A Typology of Those Engaged in the Long Distance Transfer of Goods by Sea," Ancient 
World 10 (1984). 
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through his itinerant lifestyle, he would have almost certainly encountered many Greek 

and non-Greek peoples, cultures and practices that would subsequently inform his own 

fluid ways of viewing, processes of self-construction, and resulting identities.348 My goal 

then is to focus on these encounters as mediated and shaped by the sea, and imagine the 

experiences of a sailor and maritime merchant (and worshiper) at Zeytintepe. 

 Denise Demetriou, in Negotiating Identity in the Ancient Mediterranean, studies 

the ancient Mediterranean as a unit in which different types of collective identities—

linguistic, religious and social—were co-constructed through extensive contact and 

exchange with various peoples and places, but also as the result of the shared experience 

of life at sea.349 Demetriou, in her exploration of the multiethnic emporia of the ancient 

Mediterranean, does dedicate considerable attention to religion and religious exchange—

as well as the possibilities for hybridization, syncretization, and the adoption of foreign 

gods—that led to a “universal religious language.”350 Her discussion of Aphrodite is 

especially salient as we think about our seafaring trader.  

 For a comprehensive study on the origins and character of Aphrodite, one can 

consult Stephanie Lynn Budin’s monograph The Origin of Aphrodite, which details the 

                                                
348 One need only recall Odysseus as an example of the itinerant seaman possessing numerous 
identities. 
349 Denise Demetriou, Negotiating Identity in the Ancient Mediterranean: The Archaic and 
Classical Greek Multiethnic Emporia (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2012). 
350 Demetriou, 7. 
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deity’s Cypriot, Near Eastern, Phoenician and Egyptian connections.351 The martial 

qualities of the ‘Goddess of Love’ are perhaps less familiar, and are linked to her 

relationship (or syncretism) with the Near Eastern Ashtart (or Astarte), a point I will 

touch on briefly, below.352 The goddess’s role as a protectress of the seas, sailing, harbors 

and navigation353 is likely not the first of her functions to come to mind, either, but one 

we nevertheless must take into account before we restrict her to her identity as patroness 

of sexuality and fertility alone. Demetriou discusses Aphrodite’s seafaring role in some 

detail in her analysis of emporia, for example by looking at Gravisca and Naukratis, 

which both have sanctuaries situated by the sea.354 Evidence for this maritime aspect 

comes in the physical form of such dedications as anchors (at Gravisca and Aigina)355 

and fishhooks (at Zeytintepe), as well as epigrams (in Halikarnassos).356 In addition to 

material culture, Demetriou offers textual attestations of Aphrodite’s role as protectress 

of the seas; for example, she cites the story of the Greek trader Herostratos, who tells of 
                                                
351 Stephanie Lynn Budin, The Origin of Aphrodite (Bethesda, Maryland: CDL Press, 2003). Also 
an introductory monograph, Monica S. Cyrino, Aphrodite, ed. Susan Deacy, Gods and Heroes of 
the Ancient World (London; New York: Routledge, 2010). 
352 Budin 2003, 27-28. In a separate study Budin considers this “syncretism” specifically as it 
manifests on Cyprus. See Stephanie Lynn Budin, "A Reconsideration of the Aphrodite-Ashtart 
Syncretism," Numen 51, no. 2 (2004). See also Corinne Bonnet and Vinciane Pirenne-Delforge, 
"Deux déesses en interaction: Astarté et Aphrodite dans le monde égéen," in Les syncrétismes 
religieux dans le monde méditerranéen antique: actes du colloque international en l'honneur de 
Franz Cumont à l'occasion du cinquantième anniversaire de sa mort : Rome, Academia Belgica, 
25-27 septembre 1997 ed. Corinne Bonnet and André Motte, Études de philologie, d'archéologie 
et d'histoire anciennes (Bruxelles: Institut Historique Belge de Rome, 1999). 
353 Functions that Demetriou 2012 also discusses in detail, providing numerous references.  
354 Demetriou 2012, especially 91-103. Amelia Brown’s forthcoming work examines Aphrodite 
and her maritime aspects, initially presented as Amelia Brown, "Maritime Aphrodite Sanctuaries 
from Cyprus to Magna Graecia," in Spatial Analysis of Ritual and Cult in the Mediterranean 
Conference (Dublin: Trinity College 2015).  
355 Demetriou 2012, 91. 
356 Ibid., 93-4. Demetriou tells of a fourth-century trader, Phaeinos, who dedicated a statue to 
Aphrodite in Halikarnassos that thanked her for her help in his sea-voyage. 
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his dedicating a statuette in Aphrodite’s temple at Naukratis as thanks for a successful 

sailing expedition.357 The dedication of offerings at her sanctuaries by people of a variety 

of backgrounds (as indicated by inscriptions, discussed in detail by Demetriou),358 

testifies to the ability of the goddess to afford “cohesion and unity” to visitors engaged in 

maritime activities.359       

 It is with such a background in mind that we can hypothesize our seaman’s visit 

to Zeytintepe. Approaching the Bay of Miletos, such a visitor would be able to see 

Zeytintepe and the sanctuary of Aphrodite from a distance, her temple overlooking the 

water. Having spent endless hours at sea, Zeytintepe may have seemed like a vision or 

‘epiphany point’ in the trader’s journey, with the temple ‘socializing’ the landscape, 

ultimately creating a religious experience.360 If we consider that the sailor’s travels would 

have taken him to several ports of call with sanctuaries to Aphrodite, such as those 

discussed above, this ‘epiphany point’—along with expectations of what he might 

experience at Zeytintepe—may have already been familiar. Keeping in mind Aphrodite’s 

many forms, these experiences and the ways in which the various identities of the deity 

were transmitted would have also likely differed according to our seaman’s daily routine 

                                                
357 Ibid., 94, 142. As told by Polycharmos apud Athenians 15.675f-676c (see Demetriou 2012, 94 
fn 158). 
358 Her discussion of Naukratis, for example, specifically pp. 138-140. 
359 Demetriou 2012, 142. 
360 Greaves 2010, 186-88, discusses this idea of an ‘epiphany point’ and socialization of the 
landscape by human features (like temples and sculpture) when reconstructing a pilgrim’s 
experience on the Sacred Way from Miletos to Branchidai-Didyma. 
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and frame of mind on this particular visit.361 Specifically, in recognizing the temple, the 

first thing to come to such a traveler’s mind might not be Aphrodite (Oikus at Zeytintepe) 

as protectress of sailors, traders and navigation alone.362 Sighting the temple might very 

well also conjure up thoughts of sex (for Aphrodite is, after all, still a goddess of sex, and 

these sailors would have been out at sea for extended periods of time); likewise, 

Aphrodite’s militaristic qualities—perhaps resulting from syncretization with Ashtart (see 

above)—might come to the fore. In short, there are several personae and aspects of 

Aphrodite from which a trader could draw that would influence not only his experience 

of the sanctuary, but also his perception of the objects he would encounter there.  

 The various ‘foreign’ objects found at the sanctuary indicate the presence of well-

traveled visitors, such as traders or merchants, or at the very least would have come into 

ownership through gift exchange or as heirlooms.363 But for one who has always been 

immersed in the vocabulary of such objects and the significations they accumulate, there 

is a point where this visual and material culture ceases to be foreign; rather, it becomes 

part and parcel of one’s own evolving, composite identity, germane to a life spent at sea, 

which I propose is itself a space where clearly defined categories and borders are blurred. 

                                                
361 A recent dissertation by Aren Max Wilson-Wright (UT Austin 2016), utilizing a model that 
considers daily routines of worshipers, investigates the dynamic transmissions of the goddess in 
the Late Bronze Age. See Aren Max Wilson-Wright, "Athtart: The Transmission and 
Transformation of a Goddess in the Late Bronze Age" (Dissertation, The University of Texas at 
Austin, 2016). 
362 Denise Demetriou, "Tῆς πάσης ναυτιλίης φύλαξ: Aphrodite and the Sea," Kernos 23 (2010). 
363 While I recognize that such objects do not share the same biography, it is not my intent here to 
debate in detail the circumstances by which such ‘foreign’ objects arrive at sanctuaries like 
Zeytintepe. For a discussion of the different mechanisms of exchange and acquisition (e.g. gift-
giving, trade, theft) see Gunter’s chapter on “Gifts, Exchange, and Acquisition” in Gunter 2009, 
pp. 124-154. 



 127 

An Egyptian scarab might seem commonplace, so to speak, to this visitor, reminiscent of 

similar objects encountered at other stops along his route, while this same object might be 

activated in an entirely different manner by our local, ‘land-bound’ female visitor, as we 

shall see. While visits to the sanctuary may have been undertaken for the purpose of 

offering thanks, or to request protection while traversing the perilous sea, it is also 

conceivable that contingent sociopolitical circumstances (e.g. possible political tensions 

leading to the revolt and eventual destruction of Miletos by the Persians), having 

infiltrated the atmosphere of the sanctuary, might have altered a trader’s vision to the 

point that he would have likewise considered—or even focused on—the warlike aspects 

of the goddess, and subsequently those objects that speak to such bellicose 

characteristics.364 Like Aphrodite herself, the trader’s individual religious identity and 

‘vision’—while sharing a cohesion with those of other traders—are flexible, heightened 

by the changing political, and perhaps even physical nature of the sanctuary.365 To be 

sure, the seafarer’s worship at the sanctuary is one informed by, and in dialogue with, 

similar practices and images at other ports of call, likely with a focus on Aphrodite as a 

goddess of the sea, along with her various other aspects.    

 

                                                
364 For a trader from Cyprus, this goddess, Aphrodite-Ashtart, may have been one and the same. 
See Budin 2004.  
365 Of interest here is Susan Guettal Cole’s discussion on the intersection of political and physical 
landscapes where she suggests that real political tensions can find themselves reflected in the 
landscape, or at least associated with elements of the landscape and territory. See Cole, 8. 
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A female worshiper  
 We can contrast the experience of our trader with a second hypothetical visitor, a 

local female worshiper whose religious beliefs and interests are likewise shaped within 

this western Anatolian cultural milieu. As with the maritime trader, the life and 

experiences of a female (in the Mainland, East Greece or other parts of the ancient Greek 

world) in the Archaic period are also difficult to comprehensively reconstruct. Some 

scholars have attempted to do so, however, utilizing archaeological, visual and textual 

evidence to examine women’s roles and participation in civic, household and religious 

life, among many other areas.366 Unfortunately, these studies focus heavily, if not 

exclusively on women in Athens, and occasionally Sparta, in the Classical period. With 

regard to religion, investigations regularly examine the sanctuaries and ritual and cult 

activities associated with the Thesmophoria and Brauronia, again, with a bent toward the 

Mainland. The driving factors responsible for this focus are not only rooted in the kind of 

preferential treatment that I discussed in Chapter One, but also stem from the fact that the 

archaeological and textual evidence pertaining to these places is more substantial, 

                                                
366 See, for example: Lin Foxhall, Studying Gender in Classical Antiquity (Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press, 2013).; Sharon L. James and Sheila Dillon, eds., A Companion to 
Women in the Ancient World (Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012).; Bonnie 
MacLachlan, Women in Ancient Greece: A Sourcebook (London; New York: Continuum, 2012).; 
Pierre Brulé, Femmes grecques à l'époque classique/Women of Ancient Greece, trans. Antonia 
Nevill (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2003).; Sue Blundell, Women in Ancient Greece 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995).; Ellen D. Reeder, Pandora: Women in 
Classical Greece (Baltimore: Trustees of the Walters Art Gallery in Association with Princeton 
University Press, 1995).; Eva Cantarella, Pandora's Daughters: The Role and Status of Women in 
Greek and Roman Antiquity (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987). For studies 
specifically centered on women’s participation in religion and ritual specifically (in addition to 
sections on this topic in the above-cited texts), see for example: Cole 2004 (cited fn. 342, above); 
Joan Breton Connelly, Portrait of a Priestess: Women and Ritual in Ancient Greece (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2007). 
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allowing for a more thorough investigation of the kind that we may not be able to carry 

out at present in other areas of the Greek world, or in other chronological periods. 

These sources are useful, however, in making some general observations about 

womens’ religious roles and concerns, and can inform how we reconstruct the 

hypothetical female worshiper of Zeytintepe. Taking the aforementioned studies as an 

example, we can draw the conclusion that, like other women in the ancient world both 

Greek and non-Greek, females from Miletos worshiping at Zeytintepe were also likely 

concerned with the transitions to marriage and motherhood and sought reproductive 

success.367 However, as we have seen in the previous chapter, the geographic, political 

and social circumstances in which this local worshiper lived in western Anatolia would 

no doubt also have an effect on the ways in which she viewed and ‘practiced’ her own 

identity, whether in the religious, personal, or other social spheres.  

In this way, regularly exposed to, and indeed living within spaces characterized 

by non-Greek influence, our local worshiper is not unlike the trader who visits 

Zeytintepe. Rather than offering thanks for a successful voyage at sea, however, this 

visitor, viewing the temple on her approach to the sanctuary by land, may have been 

concerned with—in addition to Aphrodite’s militaristic role—issues related to sex, 

femininity, and motherhood. Ascending the hill and reaching its pinnacle, this worshiper 

would have found herself overlooking and occupying the space where sea and land meet, 

a union of the masculine and feminine, and thus symbolic of a successful act of creation 

                                                
367 Cole, 105 and 148; Dillon, 234. 
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and fruitful birth, the very concerns that motivated the worshiper to visit Zeytintepe in the 

first place.  

We have already discussed Aphrodite’s role on these fronts, and should likewise 

consider the many Egyptian and Egyptianizing dedications at the sanctuary that may 

highlight, directly or indirectly, these aspects: vessels, scarabs, amulets and figurines of 

Egyptian and East Greek manufacture. Such objects found at Zeytintepe include a bronze 

falcon head representing the Egyptian god Horus (Fig. 51f), and a faience figurine of a 

falcon produced in Naukratis (Fig. 51a). More numerous are scarabs that, when taken 

together with faience figurines, figurines of Isis and Nefertiri, and heads of Bes (Fig. 

51d), reinforce Aphrodite’s role in the areas of sex, fertility and the protection of 

children.  

In addition to being valorized based on their provenance from geographically and 

cosmographically distant realms,368 these works, and the Egyptian deities represented and 

embodied within them, also speak to a fascination with magic.369 For its part, the scarab 

represents the cycle of life and rebirth,370 while Bes is known as a protector of children 

and women in Egyptian belief.371 Combined with the amulets and other figurines of 

women, overall we see a great interest at Zeytintepe in sex, pregnancy and children, and 

                                                
368 Gunter, 138. 
369 Günther Hölbl, "Ionien und Ägypten in archaischer zeit," in Frühes Ionien: eine 
Bestandsaufnahme: Panionion-Symposion Güzelçamlı 26. September-1. Oktober 1999, ed. Justus 
Cobet, et al. (Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 2007). 
370 Much has been written on this topic, and I offer here only an introductory text, William A. 
Ward, "Beetles in Stone: The Egyptian Scarab," The Biblical Archaeologist 57, no. 4 (1994). 
371 Bes as protector of children and women is a topic that I will discuss further in the following 
chapter. 
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an appreciation for these (Egyptian cult) themes within an East Greek context.372 These 

concerns, which preoccupied both expectant mothers and women hoping for children 

alike, would not, however, have been restricted to female visitors. Having left behind 

families, our seafaring visitor and travelers like him may also have sought Aphrodite’s 

aid in securing the protection of their loved ones.373 

 It is not only the aforementioned dedications that address the issues of fertility 

and motherhood; one could propose that the East Greek female statuettes dedicated at the 

site—figures both seated and standing—do so as well. Here, I refer specifically to veiled 

figures like the ones I described above (Fig. 47 a-b). The veiled female is a popular 

subject in East Greek art, with comparanda in what we would typically categorize as 

‘Anatolian’ works. Tuna Şare, in her dissertation entitled “Dress and Identity in the Arts 

of Western Anatolia: The Seventh through Fourth Centuries BCE”, outlines the various 

types of veils and headdress found on images of females (the veil taking various forms, 

sometimes including a polos, as explained above).374 Although a thorough cataloguing of 

the polos-wearing/veiled female in Anatolia and her origins is beyond the scope of the 

present work, I mention here a few notable examples from Şare’s dissertation, taken from 

various contexts. Larger works include marble kore heads from Old Smyrna (from the 

Archaic Temple of Athena), Didyma (from a column drum of the Temple of Apollo) and 
                                                
372 See Greaves 2010, 194 for more on this point. 
373 See ibid., Chapter 7, pp. 166-168. Also, Catherine Saint-Pierre, "Offrir l'Orient aux déesses 
grecques," in Le donateur, l'offrande et la déesse: Systèmes votifs dans les sanctuaires de déesses 
du monde grec, ed. Clarisse Prêtre, Kernos supplément 23 (Liège: Centre International d'Étude de 
la Religion Grecque Antique, 2009). Saint-Pierre, 119-22, suggests that the different types of 
offerings at Zeytintepe are not restricted to female or male concerns and perspectives. 
374 See Şare 2011. 
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Miletos (Fig. 55 a-c)—all wearing stephane-type veils, with the kore from Miletos 

perhaps wearing a bonnet underneath her veil.375 Anatolian examples include small ivory 

figurines found in a tumulus near Elmalı in southwestern Turkey. The standing female 

figurine, dating to the last decades of the seventh century,376 holds one child at her side 

and another on her shoulder. She also wears a long veil over a polos, held in place by a 

band (Fig. 56).377 This is not unlike a seventh-sixth century relief of a female figure from 

Gordion, standing within an architectural setting and identified as Kybele (Fig. 57).378 

Smaller examples include the numerous Archaic marble reliefs of females standing 

within a naiskos (or some kind of architectural setting) from Miletos and Samos (Fig. 58), 

and seated and standing terracotta figurines like those mentioned above (Fig. 47 a-b). 

This type of figure is present in numerous quantities on Samos and Miletos, and at 

various other sanctuary sites, some wearing only a veil and some with a high polos (Fig. 

59 a-b). As there are too many to list here, let us instead turn our attention to Kybele, an 

Anatolian divinity that may be represented in, or at least be the inspiration for, the 

iconography and cultic meaning of these figures—a divinity who may have been 

identified with Aphrodite as well.   

                                                
375 Ibid., 58. 
376 Tuna Şare, "An Archaic Ivory Figurine from a Tumulus near Elmalı: Cultural Hybridization 
and a New Anatolian Style," Hesperia 79 (2010). 
377 Şare 2010, 55. 
378 Ibid., 61. See also Machteld J. Mellink, "Comments on a Cult Relief of Kybele from Gordion," 
in Beiträge zur Altertumskunde Kleinasiens. Festschrift für Kurt Bittel, ed. R.M. Boehmer and H. 
Hauptmann (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1983). 
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KYBELE AND PHRYGIAN CULT ASPECTS AT ZEYTINTEPE 
 Lynn Roller’s monograph, In Search of God the Mother: The Cult of Anatolian 

Cybele, is a comprehensive and authoritative work that investigates the origins of the 

mother goddess in Anatolia, spanning from the Prehistoric to Roman eras.379 Roller 

analyzes the goddess—who has Hittite and Urartian connections—in her Phrygian form, 

and explores how the Greeks and Romans incorporated her cult into their own worship.380 

The Phrygian Mother Goddess, Matar—Meter or Kybele in the Greek and Roman worlds 

(Magna Mater in Rome)—is known to have associations with water (and water sources, 

like springs) and sacred mountains. The mountains constitute an aspect of her character 

and ‘home’, as Roller states, and the two are far from mutually exclusive when 

considering her Hittite background and the interconnectedness and importance of water 

and mountains in Hittite religion.381 In the Greek world, she continued to be known as 

‘Mother of the mountains’, a cultic title that indicates acknowledgment of her Phrygian 

origins.382 

 Before discussing her functions at greater length, I should briefly elaborate on the 

various visual representations of the mother goddess. Representations of the goddess 

seem to have remained fairly conservative, at least until the early sixth century when she 

                                                
379 Lynn E. Roller, In Search of God the Mother: The Cult of Anatolian Cybele (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1999). 
380 For some discussion of forerunners to Phrygian Kybele see J.D. Hawkins, "Kubaba at 
Karkamiš and Elsewhere," Anatolian Studies 31 (1981). 
381 Roller, 68, 113. For a discussion of her Hittite background and more on the importance of 
mountains and springs, see pp. 42-22. 
382 Ibid., 125. 
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made contact with the Greek world and the West.383 The iconography of the goddess 

throughout central and western Phrygia in the eighth-seventh centuries, for the most part, 

consists of her standing within a framed space (some kind of architectural façade) and 

holding a bird of prey, as we noted in the seventh-sixth century Gordion relief (Fig. 57), 

above.384 We see a larger version of this type of image at the early sixth-century 

monument known as Arslankaya, carved into a large, free-standing rock outcrop (Fig. 

60).385 Here, the goddess, holding a lion cub, stands in a niche within an architectural 

façade, carved out of the rock and flanked by lions rearing up on their hind legs, each 

touching the goddess’s head with a front paw. Although her garments are difficult to see, 

she wears a long gown and high headdress and veil. The architectural relief includes 

geometric designs around the ‘door frame’ and extending wall, and a pediment that 

features two antithetical sphinxes. 

 Roller suggests that the most likely forum for early, extensive Greek and Phrygian 

interaction and exchange is the Sea of Marmara region and the western Black Sea coast, 

such as the Milesian colony of Perinthos.386 Wherever this may have initially occurred, 

repeated contact did see changes in the iconography and representations of the goddess 

(like a seated pose, proposed by Roller to be the result of Greek influence, visible in an 

                                                
383 Ibid., 83, 114. 
384 Ibid., 73, 83, 113-14. Roller also discusses images in which Kybele appears to be holding a 
pomegranate. 
385 Ibid., 85. Also C.H.E. Haspels, The Highlands of Phrygia; Sites and Monuments (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1971). 
386 Roller, 108. 
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early sixth-century relief from Kyme, Fig. 61).387 The transitioning of costume into 

something more akin to a Greek chiton, as well as the holding of a hare and even a lion in 

the lap, are also attributable to this influence.388 Reliefs maintain the architectural façade 

while freestanding statues do not frame the goddess within a niche. This ‘new’ image of 

Meter truly makes its full appearance in the mid-sixth century in Ionian Greek cities like 

Smyrna, Klazomenai, Miletos, Ephesos, Erythrai and Kyme.389 F. Naumann discusses 

many of these images in her book, Die Ikonographie der Kybele in der phrygischen und 

der griechischen Kunst; I direct the reader here for a more in-depth look at 

representations of the goddess in the Anatolian-Greek world.390 For our purposes, it is 

enough to recognize these images of females—veiled, standing within an architectural 

frame, seated on a bench, holding an animal or other attribute like a pomegranate—as 

representations that are the result of interaction and influence, and perhaps even evidence 

of worship and practice in the cult of the Mother Goddess.  

                                                
387 Ibid., 105. 
388 Ibid. 
389 Ibid., 131. 
390 F. Naumann-Steckner, Die Ikonographie der Kybele in der phrygischen und der griechischen 
Kunst, Istanbuler Mitteilungen, suppl. 28 (Tübingen: E. Wasmuth, 1983). One can also consult F. 
Graf’s works that look at the introduction of the cult in East Greece and in northern Ionia, though 
the focus is less on visual representations. See F. Graf, "The Arrival of Cybele in the Greek East," 
in Proceedings of the VIIth Congress of the International Federation of the Societies of Classical 
Studies, ed. J. Harmatta (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1984). And Nordionische Kulte: 
religionsgeschichtliche und epigraphische Untersuchungen zu den Kulten von Chios, Erythrai, 
Klazomenai und Phokaia, Bibliotheca Helvetica Romana (Zurich: Schweizerisches Institut in 
Rome, 1985). 
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 As the Great Mother, Kybele embodies the associated qualities we discussed 

above, such as nurturing and fertility, and subsequently sex.391 In this way, those images 

that represent, or at least reference the goddess—the veiled, seated/enthroned and 

standing females—may have worked in tandem with the various Aegyptica in assisting 

our female visitor who comes to the sanctuary to resolve her concerns regarding 

nurturing, fertility and/or sex. And while these images of a veiled female regularly 

identified as Kybele392 may index the goddess or followers of her cult, these depictions 

could also have associations with Aphrodite who is, after all, patron goddess of the 

sanctuary. We cannot determine with certainty that females alone are responsible for 

dedicating these objects, nor that these objects ‘speak’ only to a female audience; as such, 

our hypothetical male trader cannot be excluded, as he may have viewed these 

dedications in a manner familiar to his worship of Aphrodite (as a goddess of sex, but 

also a protectress).393 Kybele is not restricted to these reproductive domains, though, and 

the frequent accompaniment of predatory animals and birds speaks to her additional 

function as a symbol of strength and control of the natural environment.394 As a powerful 

                                                
391 Roller, 114. 
392 This is done without question on museum labels, for example. But as I have tried to show up 
to this point, such identifications are not without reason when one considers the traditional 
iconography of Kybele, which I have discussed, above. 
393 Clarisse Prêtre argues that, although we cannot make this determination (at least not without 
an inscription, but even this can be problematic), we can make inferences based on knowledge of 
their daily experience, and the kinds of objects a male or female might dedicate in accordance 
with the concerns that apparently occupied their respective genders. See Clarisse Prêtre, "La 
donatrice, l'offrande et la déesse: actions, interactions et réactions," in Le donateur, l'offrande et 
la déesse: Systèmes votifs dans les sanctuaires de déesses du monde grec, ed. Clarisse Prêtre, 
Kernos supplément 23 (Liège: Centre International d'Étude de la Religion Grecque Antique, 
2009). 
394 Roller, 114.  
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authority and protective figure in this regard, Kybele, as argued by Roller, is also a 

goddess of mediation between boundaries: that which is known and unknown, and thus 

appropriate for a sanctuary that straddles the land and sea, the masculine and feminine.395  

 A possible conflation, or syncretism, of the two goddesses would not be out of the 

question considering their shared realms of fertility and sex, but also as goddesses with 

command and authority over the natural world.396 With these capacities in mind, the cults 

of both goddesses, as perhaps represented by our dedicatory female figures, again appeal 

to each of our two visitors, who may not actually distinguish between the goddesses. Our 

female worshiper may be confronted with such ‘feminine’ concerns as pregnancy and 

motherhood, transitional stages that require a transcending of conceptual and metaphoric 

boundaries (e.g. the transition from girlhood into adulthood/motherhood, or even the 

threshold crossed in birth itself). Our male trader, for his part, may seek assistance in 

traversing the literal bounds of the sea. Whatever the boundary, both liminal undertakings 

contain an element of the unknown, and the very real possibility of danger and personal 

harm. 

                                                
395 Ibid., 113-14. 
396 Pirenne-Delforge discusses the possible synthesis of the two goddesses, based on 
characteristics of Aphrodite that one can associate with Kybele, attributed her in the Homeric 
Hymn to Aphrodite, and suggested by Aphrodite’s epithet of Ourania. See Vinciane Pirenne-
Delforge, L'Aphrodite grecque: Contribution à l'étude de ses cultes et de sa personnalité dans le 
panthéon archaïque et classique, Kernos Supplément 4 (Athènes; Liège: Centre International 
d'Étude de la Religion Grecque Antique, 1994), 465. Thomas Corsten also discusses a possible 
syncretism, but through an examination of a passage in Herodotus where the historian records 
that the Persians adopted the worship of ‘Urania’ whom they themselves called ‘Mitra’ (Hdt. 
I.131). Corsten argues that ‘Mitra’ might actually be Meter/Matar, and that the recording of 
‘Mitra’ might have been a misunderstanding on Herodotus’s part or a mistake in copying the text. 
See Thomas Corsten, "Herodot I 131 und die Einführung des Anahita-Kultes in Lydien," Iranica 
Antiqua 26 (1991). 
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 With the renovations of the sanctuary at this time, however, the dedications that 

would have been offered and viewed by such worshipers would not necessarily have 

remained visible; some were already out of sight, deposited into bothroi or used as fill in 

the terraces. In this way, during this transition, the sanctuary would have been something 

of a blank slate—albeit one still laden with the memories of its past—caught between an 

old identity and a new one yet to emerge, and thus reflecting the transitory identities of 

our two borderland visitors, but also the local political situation in the midst of great 

change. 

 

CONCLUSION  
 Is it appropriate to analyze Zeytintepe and its finds in the way we have 

traditionally approached other East Greek sanctuaries? Was the sanctuary primarily a 

stage for elite competition, and, as sanctuaries like the Heraion have been viewed, an 

Orientalizing space to the extent that it was engaged in the dedication and display of 

foreign goods as a means of participation in such contests? While we cannot deny the 

competition among the elite that these dedications may index, we can nevertheless argue 

that it is not merely a vague ‘foreign’ quality that adds to the value of these objects. The 

sanctuary is not just ‘Greek’, and the dedications are not simply ‘foreign’. It is the 

various amalgamations discussed above (among others) which have led to the creation of 

a space embodying—and, in turn, enabling and activating—multiple identities, 

characteristic of life in a borderland. There are a few aspects of the sanctuary I would like 
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to return to in supporting this argument; these relate to the sanctuary’s location, and what 

would be considered its ‘non-Greek’ characteristics. Peri-urban (as per de Polignac),397 

Zeytintepe is not what we would deem a ‘state sanctuary’ (with the State defined by the 

Greeks),398 but rather an aristocratic space whose physical location and artifacts indicate 

local Anatolian, Phrygian influence: namely, its location on a hilltop and the 

accommodation of—or at least knowledge of—the Anatolian cult of Meter, suggested by 

the figures of women I discussed, above.399 The setting of the sanctuary furthermore 

speaks to the goddess’s role as a mediator of boundaries (literally, here, between land and 

sea), and, while aristocratic, the cult of the goddess transcends political boundaries, 

addressing followers of all walks of life,400 such as our two hypothetical visitors. 

 If we were to focus only on the so-called ‘Anatolian’ characteristics and consider 

this a ‘Phrygian’ sanctuary, would we then say, on the one hand, that it is also 

‘Orientalizing’, given its abundance of foreign—especially Egyptian—artifacts? Or 

would we propose, on the other hand, that the space is ‘Westernizing’ and ‘Hellenizing’? 

Calling the sanctuary ‘Phrygian’ would be incorrect as well, though, in light of the many 

facets of its patron, Aphrodite, that correspond and communicate with not only Greek, 

but also Near Eastern and, more broadly, international identities of emporia, as we saw 

                                                
397 François de Polignac, Cults, Territory, and the Origins of the Greek City-State, trans. Janet 
Lloyd (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995). 
398 As per Alan Greaves 2010 and de Polignac. Greaves 2010, 114-115, argues that cult sites in 
Ionia can be explained in “terms of the local phenomena of the landscape,” and are not restricted 
to a reading that privileges “any relation to the formation and location of the polis.”  
399 Greaves 2010 discusses the incorporation of Anatolian cult, specifically “Phrygian”-style cult 
in Ionia in Chapter 8, entitled “Cults of Ionia”. 
400 Roller, 113. 
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above. Differentiating aspects that would define an object or space as ‘Greek’, 

‘Phrygian’, or ‘Near Eastern’, for example, are phenomena that may potentially be 

observable to outsiders, both in the ancient period and today. Nonetheless, personal 

experience would have dictated how visitors interacted with the sanctuary, a space with 

the ability to straddle various visual and ritual worlds. Such differentiation may not have 

been readily visible or acknowledged by inhabitants of the borderland (like the trader and 

female worshiper) who, in embodying those qualities of borderland space (dissolvability, 

invisibility, fluidity), utilize and adapt the ‘border’—in this case the ritual space, its 

various dedications, and the aspects of its associated deities—to suit their needs. Through 

the lens of the borderland, we can access these dimensions and consider how 

contemporary users of the sanctuary might have made sense of the site—rather than using 

labels and categories that make sense to us as researchers participating in the perpetuation 

of specific power-knowledge discourses.  

 This flexibility of identities ideally encourages us to break our own rigid scholarly 

barriers and step away from our tendency to uncritically classify material culture and 

viewers into pre-established groups. By approaching a space like Zeytintepe with a 

borderland framework that takes into consideration its position at the confluence of 

numerous literal and figurative boundaries, we can avoid the pitfall of defining these 

objects and spaces in static terms, robbing them of their dynamic identities, contexts, and 

meanings. Moreover, such an approach takes into account the changing nature and 

influence of both physical and political factors on a place, its people and material culture, 
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but also the varying modes of reception for different viewers. It also allows for flexibility 

in analysis, as analysis of excavations at the site are part of ongoing processes that will 

inevitably continue to change our understanding of the material finds, as well as the role 

of the sanctuary in an eastern Greek/Anatolian socio-political, religio-cultural context. I 

explore these ideas further in the next chapter, where the focus is on one object frozen in 

a moment (and space) of transition. I likewise reflect on the fluid space of the borderland 

as manifested within an ancient context and a contemporary one simultaneously. 
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Chapter Four: Borderland Access: (Re)Appraising Pillars of Identity 
and a Discipline 

 
Bir müze bekçisi bekliyor Denizin Efendisi’ni 

kaçabilecek yer kalmıştı da dünyada, 
artık kim açar kapısını tanrılara – 

Fotoğraflarını çekmek 10 dolar FLAŞ YASAK 
tik tak tik tak 

Tatsız tuzsuz bir yolculuk yapıyor Odysseus 
viski içiyor kamarasında sıkılarak 

beş dak’kaya kalmaz gemi varır adasına. 
Artık ne kavga, ne kahramanlık, ne rastlantı 

ne de masala gerek var 
tik tak iyi yolculuklar baylar. 

Tam koşacakken 
diskini fırlatacakken tam, donakaldı 

sularını çeken bir denizin ortasında Poseidon 
ve dudaklarında taş kesti sözcükler. 

Hâlâ bir şeyler diyecekmiş gibi 
bir tek o biliyormuş gibi aradığımız yanıtı – 

Ama dilsiz bir tutukludur artık Denizin Efendisi 
azgın dalgalar, kirazkıran poyrazları, sedef balıklar 

ne konuşabilirler 
ne de… DIŞARI ÇIKMAK YASAK 

tik tak suçunuzu bilmeniz gerekmez baylar 
karar öyle, yanıt verilmeyecek sorulara. 

 
—Mehmet Yaşın, “Denizin Efendisi”401 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                
401 From Mehmet Yaşın, Pathos (Istanbul: Cem Yayınevi, 1990). 
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A museum guard keeps watch on the Lord of the Sea 
as if there’s anywhere in the world left to run, 
by now who would open his door to the gods – 

10 dollars to take his picture FLASH FORBIDDEN 
click click click click 

On a voyage without salt or savor Odysseus 
drinks whiskey in his cabin, bored 

not five minutes from now the ship will arrive at his island. 
There’s no more need for fighting, nor heroism, nor chance encounter 

nor any need for legend 
click click happy travels gentlemen. 

Just about to run 
On the verge of hurling his discus, he’s petrified 

Poseidon in the middle of a sea pulling its waters inward 
and on his lips, words, turned to stone. 

As if still about to say something 
as if he alone knows, that answer we seek – 

But he’s a mute prisoner now, the Lord of the Sea 
raging waves, those cherry-cracking northeast winds, pearly fish 

they cannot speak 
nor can they… EXIT FORBIDDEN 

click click you need not know your offense gentlemen 
such is the verdict, questions will not be answered.402 

 

INTRODUCTION  
 The conceptual model of the borderland is a useful analytical tool to the extent 

that it takes into account the specificities of the interactions of diverse populations 

inhabiting western Anatolia between the seventh and early fifth centuries BC, a point that 

I have demonstrated in the previous chapters by examining East Greek material and 

visual cultures, and ideologies through case studies dealing with the funerary realm and 

sanctuary space. In this chapter, I use a capped, limestone pillar currently housed in the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art (Fig. 62 a-b), to further demonstrate the effectiveness of a 

borderland approach in studying and understanding the identities of material culture and 
                                                
402 English translation of “Denizin Efendisi” (“The Lord of the Sea”) by Jason R. Vivrette. 
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objects not anchored within the established investigative realms of death and religion. 

Produced and consumed at the intersection of so many diverse cultures and practices, 

such objects exhibit a unique multivalence and oscillations along numerous axes—

iconographic, stylistic, typological, conceptual, scholarly and museological—that make 

them borderland works. Thus, how are we to situate them within academic study and, 

subsequently, the institution of a museum? 

By way of reimagining the place of this pillar (and other objects like it) within the 

academic and museological spheres, I first consider how the categorization, labeling, and 

acquisition of the object have worked to reshape the pillar to conform to a dominant 

narrative, emphasizing its marginality while neutralizing the power and complexity of its 

borderland identity, and thus affecting how we study and view the work today. Primarily 

through visual analysis, I situate the Metropolitan pillar within its western Anatolian, 

Archaic milieu. Like Soares’s mirror installation (see Chapter One), the object has the 

potential to straddle multiple cultures, and like the mirrors, uses multiple “languages” 

that, while recognizable, change with the viewer and perhaps even complicate our 

interpretation of it. While the original provenance of the object itself remains unknown, it 

is possible to reconstruct contexts through which we can glean some information about 

the object’s ancient viewers, as well as different socio-political and religious influences 

that would have affected its meaning.    
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THE METROPOLITAN PILLAR  
 The limestone pillar, approximately one meter in height, is located in the Belfort 

Gallery of The Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York, and as indicated by the label, 

has been on anonymous loan since 1996.403 The pillar is four-sided, rectangular in shape, 

and damaged, with clear signs of weathering and portions of the stone (especially around 

the cap) broken off. The reliefs feature human figures on three sides in the act of 

procession who, by turns, escort an animal, hold a flower to the nose, and carry a lyre; the 

very deteriorated fourth side features a demon-like creature, identified by the museum 

label as the Egyptian god Bes (Figs. 62 a-b, 63 a-b).  Unlike the others, this figure is in 

twisted profile with his feet facing to his left and torso forward, and stands atop a beast of 

some sort, perhaps a sphinx (Figs. 62d, 63d).  

 The museum label identifies the carved pillar as “East Greek”, dates it to between 

550-525 BC, and describes the work as “provincial”. In the Introduction, I discussed the 

implications of such a term, which implies inferiority with regard to both style and 

consumer—the ‘foreign’ character of Bes and, as indicated by the label, its “Phoenician 

form” working together to diminish the object’s ‘Greekness’. Moreover, judgments of its 

sculptural execution and the coarseness of the material used presumably lower its 

aesthetic value (contributing to its ‘provincial’ status). The placement of the pillar in the 

Belfort Gallery, in a transitional space floating between two large, delineated rooms that 

                                                
403 I first observed the pillar in 2012. Whether or not the object has been on display since 1996 I 
cannot say with certainty. Though I made a formal request, the curators were not very 
forthcoming about providing additional information regarding the pillar, and unable to provide 
photographs (to be used in the dissertation and for publication). 
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contain fine specimens of Early Greek art (large Geometric vases, bronzes, votives of 

various media), is a testament to the object’s marginal qualities: belonging neither with 

the Mainland Greek artifacts nor with those deemed ‘purely’ Eastern, it remains stuck in 

a literal and figurative limbo, a classification conundrum. 

 As I have tried to demonstrate in the first three chapters and reiterate here, some 

scholars, such as Jennifer Gates-Foster and Ann Gunter, have cautioned us against falling 

prey to simplistic correlations between identity and material culture, precisely because 

the desire to determine the authorship of an object in terms of the patron, artist, and 

locale, and to label and identify motifs and styles, encourages our focus on predetermined 

cultural groups and identities.404 These preconceptions preclude investigations into the 

possibility of alternative, more dynamic conceptualizations of groups, and in this case, 

also require that we start from an established ‘Greek’ center.405 The museum’s curators 

perhaps unknowingly acknowledged this center by pushing the pillar to the outskirts of 

the gallery, highlighting its non-conformist and unique character. By shifting our starting 

point and allowing for non-traditional outcomes, I argue that, far from constituting an 

outlier, the Metropolitan pillar is already at home with other elite objects possessing 

qualities that reflect cultural mixing and mutual influence. Following a visual analysis of 

each of the reliefs and the contextualization of these images within a ‘Greek’ and 

western, Achaemenid Anatolian visual corpus, I discuss possible ritual and viewing 

capacities for the pillar in distinct sacred contexts. I then move on to discuss the object’s 

                                                
404 Gates 2002; Gunter 2009.  
405 See Gunter’s ‘Introduction’, especially pp. 4, 10.  
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contemporary context and borderland qualities as a work whose legal and academic status 

affect our study (past and future) of it, as well as engaging in a broader consideration of 

similar types of works.       

 

The Metropolitan pillar: a closer look 
 The four-sided rectangular pillar is an articulated surface from the top down 

consisting of a base, shaft, and capping element. Beginning from the base, we see a flat 

rectangular band that wraps around the object, which, by slightly protruding from the 

body of the pillar, acts as a kind of ledge for the figurative reliefs.406 The main shaft of 

the pillar, the site of the carved reliefs, is capped by another rectangular band which acts 

as a kind of moulded cornice; two grooves, created by four carved ridges, frame the 

rectangular band. Moving up from this feature, the core of the pillar becomes again 

smaller in diameter, but swells as it reaches the capping element, another rectangular 

band framed by two horizontal grooves. One large figure occupies each of the four sides 

of the pillar: a bearded man, a female, a male youth, and the figure of Bes.  

 The man is the largest of the figures, and occupies nearly the full-length of the 

side, with his head reaching just below the cornice (Figs. 62a, 63a). We see him in 

composite view, with his bare feet and lower body facing to his right—right foot in front 

of the left—while his torso is turned out, displaying both his left and right arms and 

shoulders. He wears a long tunic that stretches to the area just above his ankles, with the 
                                                
406 I am unaware as to whether the base has a socket as I have been unable to examine the object 
outside of its case, and there is not indication of such a feature on the label.  
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material swooping down in a curve between his feet. The sleeves reach his elbows, the 

edge of the left sleeve marked by a groove. In fact, it is difficult to see the sleeve—if he 

wears one at all—on his right shoulder and arm, as this side of the figure is damaged. 

Starting from the middle of his left shoulder and extending down to the middle of his 

torso is a carved fold, consisting of two slimmer rectangular folds that bend toward his 

elbow, and a third, thicker fold that extends to his stomach. His head is turned in profile 

to his right with his hair, an arrangement of thick horizontal rows, extending from his 

forehead down to his left shoulder. A crown, perhaps of laurel, encircles his head, and 

even accommodates his left ear, conforming to a well-defined helix that curves down to a 

prominent lobe. We see another curved line in his beard that defines his cheek, rounds 

underneath his chin and comes out to a triangular point; this point is mirrored by the point 

of his nose, which extends with a sharp slant from his forehead. The lips are clearly 

visible and full, even looking slightly pursed. His eyes are a round almond shape, and a 

hint of his eyebrow remains. In his left hand we see the curved horn of a goat, rearing up 

on its hind legs; the curve of the animal’s rump and hanging tail mimic the curve of the 

figure’s left calve, and the goat’s hooves are immediately in front of, if almost on top of, 

the figure’s left foot. The goat’s body moves up in a diagonal from our right to the left 

and the two front hooves, both visible, are bent in an upside down v-shape. Remnants of 

the outline of his face and an ear are still visible despite the damage to this area already 

mentioned.  
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 Moving to our right around the pillar, we come to the side with the female figure, 

also facing to her right, and standing in complete profile with only one foot visible (and 

possibly the remains of another, damaged foot) (Figs. 62b, 63b). She wears a high-girdled 

chiton that gathers just beneath her prominent, cone-shaped breast, falling first in two, 

and then in five rigid folds down to just above her foot. The left-most portion of the dress 

is slightly shorter, while the back of the garment reaches to the groundline.407 The belt of 

the dress, a double, tube-like feature, connects underneath her breast and gently curves 

down to her bicep; the sleeve falls loosely just below her elbow and her forearm. 

Somewhat damaged is a thin bracelet on her left arm, visible more clearly on her plump, 

right arm. Her hair, rather wig-like, begins in small waves across her forehead, just above 

her eyebrows; it encompasses her head in thick, stacked strands that curve over her head 

and fall down just past her shoulder-blades, with three strands cascading over her left 

shoulder. Two tube-like tresses wrap around and tie the hair at the level of her ear lobe, 

which features a large, round earring. She also wears a diadem that begins at the helix of 

her ear and curves upward (converse to the curve of the back of her head) to a triangular 

point. Her face is softer than that of the bearded male figure, and features rounder eyes, a 

less-pointed nose that leads to full lips, and a full, rounded chin. What the figure does 

with her left arm is unclear on account of the damaged area extending from about her 

wrist. She bends her arm, with the bent elbow mimicking her curved rump, and the arm 
                                                
407 In our conversation, Andrew Stewart has suggested that the figure wears Persian shoes, on 
account of the pointed toe. While I do not necessarily disagree with the reading, the damage of 
the relief (and its visibility only from behind a glass case) make this difficult to confirm. The foot, 
along with those of the male figures, is not unlike those found on the Polyxena sarcophagus, 
which itself presents different types of feet. If she is, in fact, wearing Persian slippers, we could 
look to the enthroned female figure on the Harpy tomb for comparison.  
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stops just where the vertical folds on her garment begin. Here, we can infer that she 

probably holds the drape of her garment in a manner reminiscent of East Greek korai, 

though the movement of the garment does not clearly reflect this. Alternatively, she may 

have held another object in her left hand, something that we also observe in other 

representations of female figures in Asia Minor, whether sculptural or even glyptic, both 

points to which I return below. The less-damaged right arm bends upward as she holds 

between her thumb, index, and middle finger a three-pointed flower—a central cone 

shaped bud with two curved petals or leaves on either side, as in a fleur-de-lis. The figure 

as a whole appears to be carved in deeper relief, creating a softer and fuller figure than 

that of the bearded man.  

The female is not as tall as the male, and does not occupy the entire length of the 

side, leaving space above her head for two winged figures. These figures create a v-

shape, with one flying in from the top left corner at a diagonal, and the other flying in 

from the top right corner. Both have one large, curved wing, shaped like an apostrophe, 

and wear head ornaments or helmets; the figure on the right wears an object shaped 

similarly to the female’s diadem, while the left figure’s headgear is not as easily 

distinguished. Their faces are well defined, featuring prominent noses and chins and 

lightly-carved eyes. It is difficult to detect if the figures wear any clothing, but they do 

carry what appear to be objects of adornment or gifts, seemingly intended for the female. 

The left figure reaches out its right arm, a bead-and-reel necklace hanging from its hand; 
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the left arm is damaged. The figure on the right holds forth a flower—similar to the one 

held by the female—and with the left hand clutches a round, donut-shaped object.  

 As we move to our right, behind the female and on the third side of the pillar is 

what appears to be a beardless male youth (Figs. 62c, 63c). Like the female, he stands in 

profile facing to his right—though this time we see both of his feet, one in front of the 

other, resembling the stance of the bearded male of the first panel. This youth wears a 

long tunic, or chiton, that ends just above his ankles and swoops between his feet. Visible 

just above his chin are the zig-zag lines created by the draping of the robe. Difficult to 

see, the sleeve appears to end just above the elbow408; we see his garment folded on the 

left shoulder in a manner similar to that on the bearded male, ending on the chest where 

there is a deeply carved, u-shaped feature that looks like a necklace, but is more likely the 

result of damage. His hair is similar to that of the bearded male, though the vertical waves 

on his forehead are more prominent; the male youth also also wears a laurel crown. His 

nose slopes down directly from his forehead, more prominently than his counterpart’s, 

though it is not as pointy and rather small and rounded. His lips are also full but slant up 

slightly at the corner—as if in a smirk—and are at an angle with his double chin, which 

rounds and curves abruptly back toward his neck. The features of his mouth are such that 

he has the appearance of a slight overbite, while his eyes are very round and less defined 

than those of the other two figures. As with these previous figures the youth also carries 

objects; in his right hand, lifted to the level of his chest with palm and closed fingers 

                                                
408 The illustration incorrectly shows the sleeve ending at his wrist.  
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facing the viewer, he grips a sprig of laurel. His left arm hangs down, at a slight diagonal, 

and holds a lyre. The instrument sits horizontally with the sound box just below and 

behind his left hand, while the curved arm of the instrument (not held by the youth) 

extends from the box toward the crossbar, which is parallel to the front edge of his robe. 

Shallow relief indicates the strings of the lyre.  

 The fourth and final side of the pillar is highly damaged (Figs. 62d, 63d). On this 

side stands what the Metropolitan has identified as the Egyptian protector deity Bes—an 

interpretation with which I agree. Though difficult to see, his large, frontal facing head 

with pointed ears and horns, as well as a long, oval shaped element that could be a beard, 

are visible just beneath the cornice, in the upper-third of the panel. Unlike the other 

figures, the Bes figure stands in profile to his left, and his right arm, with a wide-open 

sleeve, crosses his body as he holds an object out in front of him. Having examined the 

relief extensively first-hand, I propose that this object is a beast, perhaps a lion being held 

by its hind legs, with forelegs and head hanging down and facing toward Bes; with great 

difficulty one can see the remnants of a paw, face, and ear, suggested in outline in the 

illustration (Fig. 63d). Somewhat visible on his back is a slightly s-curved shape that 

hooks toward the right shoulder, what could be a quiver with bow. The Bes figure stands 

above what the museum label identifies as a sphinx (remnants of two back legs, a front 

leg and a tail are visible), but could also possibly be an animal, such as a panther or a 

monkey; identification is rendered difficult due to the relief’s extensive damage. 
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VISUALLY SITUATING THE PILLAR 
 Though the pillar is somewhat unorthodox as an object, not having exact one-to-

one correlations to the extent that it does not readily correspond to other known groups of 

East Greek objects, the iconography and style of the reliefs make the pillar comfortably at 

home within an East Greek visual and stylistic vocabulary, but also allow for 

Achaemenid and Anatolian readings. Comparanda that help us to understand the visual 

environments that influenced the reliefs on the pillar are to be found in glyptic art, as well 

as in sculpture, and even tomb paintings.  

 East Greek monuments of note in this regard include the well-known Polyxena 

Sarcophagus (Fig. 36) that I discussed in detail in Chapter Two, and Kybernis’ Tomb, or 

the Harpy Tomb (Fig. 64 a-d), each notable for their non-Greek contexts and the quality 

of their sculptural reliefs. Both monuments date to the first half of the fifth century BC, 

and invite comparison with the pillar on stylistic and iconographic grounds. The so-called 

Harpy Tomb—possibly the tomb of Kybernis, a king of Xanthos in Lycia—consists of a 

tall pillar whose four-sided, capped chamber is decorated with reliefs in the Archaic 

Greek style, like the Polyxena Sarcophagus.409 Its common name is derived from the 

presence of human-headed birds on the north and south panels, each carrying a small 

human figure. The iconography and mythological tradition of these female winged 

                                                
409 On the Harpy Tomb see P. Demargne, Fouilles de Xanthos 1. Les piliers funéraires (Paris: 
Klincksieck, 1958).; J. Zahle, Harpyiemonumentet i Xanthos. En lykisk pillegrav (Copenhagen: 
Gad, 1975).; Claudine Deltour-Levie, Les piliers funéraires de Lycie (Louvain-La-Neuve: Institut 
supérieur d'archéologie et d'histoire de l'art, Collège Érasme, 1982).; C. Rudolph, Das 'Harpyien-
Monument' von Xanthos: seine Bedeutung innerhalb der spätarchaischen Plastik (Oxford: 
Archaeopress, 2003).; Ian Jenkins, Greek Architecture and its Sculpture (Cambridge, MA 
Harvard University Press, 2006), 163.  
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creatures, Catherine Draycott argues, actually aligns well with their identification as 

harpies, as opposed to their more widely accepted identification as sirens (Fig. 64 a and 

c); however, it is not my aim to delve further into debates of interpretation regarding 

either monument here.410  

Between the harpies on the north panel is a scene with a male figure in military 

dress (a cuirass over short chiton, greaves and shield) as he presents a crested helmet to a 

seated figure with pointed beard (in chiton with himation or chlamys), who in turn 

reaches for the helmet with his right hand while holding a staff with his left. On the south 

panel is a seated male who also holds a staff; though similarly dressed, he is beardless 

and fatter. This male figure holds two round objects, possibly a pomegranate (left hand) 

and apple (right hand). Another figure (possibly also male) wearing a sleeved long chiton 

with chlamys or himation draped over the left shoulder, stands in front of the seated 

figure while holding a bird by its wings. The east panel features yet another bearded male 

with dress resembling that of the seated figure as the one on the north panel, though his 

chair is fitted with arms and he holds a flower up to his nose; a smaller figure holding a 

rooster and a male in sleeved chiton with dog in tow approach him. Behind him are two 

figures (male or female—it is unclear) wearing long, sleeved chitons. The more rotund 

figure (far left) grasps his drapery at the waist and holds an indistinct object to his nose, 

while the other figure holds up what appears to be a flower. Finally, the west panel 
                                                
410I have already discussed interpretations of the relief images on the Polyxena sarcophagus in 
Chapter Two. For one reading of Kybernis’s tomb as it regards the female figures, see Catherine 
M. Draycott, "Bird-Women on the Harpy Monument from Xanthos, Lycia: Sirens or Harpies?," 
in Essays in Classical Archaeology for Eleni Hatzivassiliou 1977-2007, ed. Donna C. Kurtz, 
Hans-Caspar Meyer, and Eleni Hatzivassiliou (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2008).  
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features seated figures on either end, each clearly female (indicated by their large 

breasts); these women are also enthroned in chairs with arms, with their feet resting on 

pedestals. Both wear long chitons and diadems, with the left female depicted holding a 

phiale while the right female holds a flower up to her nose and a round object in her left 

hand (again, possibly a pomegranate). The three figures between the seated women, who 

process to the viewer’s right, all wear long chitons and hold objects up to their noses (an 

egg and a flower), with the central figure clearly carrying another object with her right 

hand (a pomegranate). Each one wears a diadem, and all three have long tresses that fall 

down their backs and drape over their shoulders. 

 The body of the Polyxena Sarcophagus is also decorated on all four sides with 

sculptural reliefs that include: the main long side, on which we see the sacrifice of 

Polyxena in front of Achilles’s tomb, and a group of mourning women looking on; the 

second long side, which showcases a funerary banquet scene with female gift-bearers 

(carrying a lyre, textile, eggs, mirror and alabastra) approaching a seated female figure on 

one side, and a group of four soldiers and female onlookers on the right; and two short 

sides, one with three female mourners, and the other showing five females in 

conversation, with two seated on a kline. For a more detailed description of the visual 

program of the Polyxena Sarcophagus I direct the reader to Chapter Two. 

 The carvings of the pillar, particularly in the treatment of the faces, body, hair, 

and costume, are in keeping with what we see on both the Polyxena Sarcophagus and the 

Harpy Tomb, each identified as ‘Ionian Greek’ in style. Notable on the pillar are the 



 156 

female’s prominent, cone-shaped breasts and full rump—similar in shape and proportion 

to those of the seated and processing female figures on the west panel of the Harpy Tomb 

(Fig. 64d). However, the pillar female is, overall, less fleshy in the face, and in this 

respect, bears more in common with the females of the Polyxena Sarcophagus (Fig 36c). 

With regard to garments, the treatment of the swooping, open sleeve and folds of the 

female’s mantle is similar to that of the females’ on the west panel of the Harpy Tomb, 

and to the sleeves of the females’ dress in the banquet scene of the Polyxena 

Sarcophagus. By contrast, the folds on the figures’ dress on the Harpy Tomb are much 

more articulated, and the fabric has the appearance of being quite heavy. This is not the 

case on the Polyxena Sarcophagus, where the female figures’ garments have fewer 

articulated folds and are almost diaphanous, appearing rather light. The garments worn by 

the figures on the pillar appear to be a mix of these styles: the female’s robe has rigidly 

articulated folds that do not curve at the hem, but are rather angular in a manner similar to 

what we see on the west panel of the Harpy Tomb—but also reminiscent of the onlookers 

that stand on the right of the banquet scene on the Polyxena Sarcophagus. For their part, 

the hems of the youth and man on the pillar hang more loosely, creating a curve in the 

fabric, much like the females’ dresses on the sacrifice scene of the Polyxena 

Sarcophagus. Overall, the rendering of the garments on the pillar is simplified by 

comparison, and we can say the same of the hair as well; the female’s hair in particular is 

made up of much thicker, stiffer strands than what we generally see on the other two 

monuments, with the closest resemblance found in the hair of the kithara player of 
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Polyxena’s banquet scene (this figure also wears a diadem). In contrast, the men’s hair on 

the pillar bears no close relation to the hair of the male figures on the other works.   

 Like the other two monuments, the Metropolitan pillar shows figures in 

procession equipped with an array of objects: a goat, flower, laurel sprig and lyre. 

Scholars believe that these processions, like those on the Harpy Tomb (especially the 

west panel) and Polyxena Sarcophagus (funerary/banquet scene), were part of festivities 

in which offerings were presented in honor of the deceased or ancestors.411 There is a 

similar funerary context associated with the smelling of a flower, and also an egg, images 

that we likewise see on both monuments.412 The female on the pillar raises a flower to 

smell, but there are no eggs depicted. Such similarities do not confirm that the pillar is a 

funerary object, but nevertheless illustrate a shared iconographic vocabulary, one which 

might also point to a sacrificial procession. The goat carried by the bearded figure on the 

pillar could be considered an offering for sacrifice (Figs. 62a, 63a), much like the beast 

brought by the smaller figure on the east panel of the Harpy Tomb (Fig. 64b). To be sure, 

the occasion depicted on the pillar is difficult to ascertain, particularly given the multiple 

valences of its iconography. Such ambiguity is attested in the visual program of the 

Polyxena Sarcophagus as well, given the double meanings implied in its simultaneous 

representation of a funerary occasion and a celebratory event with music (as indicated by 

the presence of gifts such as the mirror, and the lyre) (Figs. 62c, 63c). Moreover, the 

Harpy Tomb and Polyxena Sarcophagus are commemorative monuments that, in addition 

                                                
411 Şare 2006, 8. 
412 Ibid., 9, 12. 
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to sharing funerary and celebratory themes, are likewise elite objects whose visual 

programs denote a similarly rich lifestyle. With the exception of its limestone medium, it 

is to this category of elite objects that we should rightly place the pillar in terms of its 

style and iconography.413   

 On the opposite end of the spectrum, glyptic lends itself to various points of 

productive comparison, specifically by way of so-called ‘Greco-Persian’ seals—but also 

interestingly through an examination of those from the Persian heartland. John Boardman 

provides an introduction to those examples from western Asia Minor, identifying ‘Court’, 

‘Greek’, and ‘Mixed’ styles.414 Acknowledging reciprocal cultural influence and our 

inability to determine the ethnicity of the artist based on the style of the work (discussed 

above), I am less interested in determining hands, and instead prefer to consider shared 

motifs and iconography, as well as some stylistic similarities. We find such shared 

features in the aforementioned glyptic medium, such as the motif of a processing female 

with accoutrements: for example, the so-called Munich stone, where a ‘buxom’ lady in 

long-sleeved robe and chiton holds forth a wreath, along with a flower similar to one held 

by the female figure on the pillar (Fig. 65).415 This is just one image on this multi-faced 

seal, which consists of four diamond-shaped faces and eight smaller triangular faces. The 

remaining diamond faces include two figures in the formal Persian dress of a long robe—

one with tiara and the other with quiver and bow—and another figure in Median dress (or 
                                                
413 Ibid., 8. 
414 See Chapter One for a discussion of these terms and the criteria for each.  
415 Boardman 1972, 313; 49. Boardman dubs the females ‘buxom’ and this generally coincides 
with their identification as Persian on account of, according to Boardman, the “Persian’s 
preference for full breasts and buttocks”, and also the pigtail, 310, 311. 
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the common dress of tunic, leggings, and soft hat). The other faces feature images of 

various animals, including a goat, calf and dog, among others.  

We find similar images of females on a pear-shaped pendant and scaraboid, with 

one woman carrying a vessel and/or wreath, and another a three-pointed flower (on both 

the pendant and scaraboid) (Fig. 66). Once more, the females share space with a figure 

identified as ‘Persian’. The clearest instance of a female similarly dressed and posed, and 

carrying the lotus-shaped flower comes from a cornelian scaraboid; the woman holds the 

flower between two fingers and toward her face in a fashion nearly identical to that of the 

female on the pillar (Fig. 67). While they share the same long dress with swooped sleeves 

and delineated folds, the rendering of the females’ tunics on these seals is curvier and 

more detailed than that of the garments worn by the figures on the pillar. Whether created 

by Greek or Persian artists, the seals, estimated to date to the later sixth to early fifth 

centuries, exhibit a blending of styles and shared themes as deployed within an East 

Greek, Achaemenid, Anatolian context.416  

 Achaemenid Persian glyptic, some images of which we can examine because of 

preservation on the bullae from Daskyleion in northwest Turkey, presents many 

similarities as well.417 The bullae (406 in total) preserve 185 discrete seals from an 

archive in this once-satrapy of the western Achaemenid Empire. Like the Greco-Persian 

glyptic, the bullae speak to artistic exchange between Persians and local populations in a 

                                                
416 Ibid., 309-12. Boardman approximates the Greco-Persian seals as falling within these dates. 
417 Briant 2002, 447; Kaptan 2002. Kaptan studies the bullae and seal imagery from Achaemenid 
Daskyleion in detail. I introduced Daskyleion in Chapter Two. 
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multi-cultural, western Anatolia. I will discuss some examples in further detail below, but 

for now I draw our attention to two distinct seal impressions, primarily because of the 

appearance of a similar female figure. In the first, the female holds what appears to be the 

same lotus flower, and faces a tunic-clad, soft-cap wearing male, whose canine 

companion rears up to meet her (Fig. 68). In the second impression, the female is a 

solitary figure, and appears to hold an object  that is no longer visible (Fig. 69). In both 

scenes, the female figure depicted wears the familiar long, draped gown and has a full 

rump. These examples, as well as those I discussed above, not only provide a close visual 

analogue for the female on the Metropolitan pillar, but also offer an idea of what type of 

item she might have held in her left hand: a wreath, a vessel, or perhaps just her garment. 

Objects such as the lotus (which appears in many of the images I described) are not 

restricted to females either, as shown by an example from Gordion (circa fifth century). 

The seal, shown in illustration, depicts two male figures in Persian court robes, holding 

lotuses while they stand atop pedestal animals on either side of a battlemented fire altar 

(Fig. 70).418 In addition to the lotuses, the altar iconography of the seal is a notable 

feature, and I will therefore return to it below.  

 The Daskyleion bullae also preserve one impression of a winged figure holding 

what is perhaps a wreath, and possibly wearing some form of headgear, indicated by a 

small knob above the forehead (Fig. 71). Kaptan identifies this figure as Nike with a 
                                                
418 Kaptan, 42. There is also an inscription in Aramaic. See also R.S. Young, "Progress at 
Gordion, 1951-52," University Museum Bulletin 17.4 (1953): 15, fig. 10. And Machteld J. 
Mellink, "Anatolia," in Persia, Greece and the Western Mediterranean c. 525 to 479 B.C., ed. 
John Boardman, Cambridge Ancient History (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 
1988), 228. 
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wreath of victory; whether or not this is accurate is not critical here, as it is the idea of the 

winged-figure that is of note, given that two appear on the pillar above the female.419 The 

Nike’s wings are themselves rather different than those belonging to the youths on the 

pillar, which are prominently curved, ending in an almost triangular point. For its part, 

the Kızılbel tomb does preserve such a figure on its west wall (Fig. 13b).420 And yet like 

the figures on the pillar, the Kızılbel figure appears to be male and flies above a scene of 

departure.421 The wings have a similarly rounded edge, though they are longer and 

preserve dark blue paint on the inner edge; furthermore, the figure appears to have a 

pointed beard, as well as some kind of headpiece. He also wears winged shoes, a feature 

difficult to detect on the winged figures of the pillar. His right arm is held forward, bent 

at the elbow with palm open and facing up, while in his left hand he holds up a lotus 

(with long stem and additional detailing in the bud), just like the female and one-winged 

figure on the pillar. 

 Turning briefly again to smaller media, two pottery fragments present images that 

share some characteristics with the winged figures from the pillar, Kızılbel paintings, and 

Daskyleion bullae. The first is a situla fragment, now in the British Museum, possibly of 

Rhodian production and dated late in the third quarter of the sixth century (Fig. 72).422 

The fragment preserves remnants of a male figure with wings (the tips of which are very 

rounded and curved) and winged shoes facing to the right as he reaches out his arms. 

                                                
419 Kaptan, 105.  
420 See Chapter Two for a more detailed description of the tomb. 
421 Although there is debate on this point. See Chapter Two. 
422 Cook and Dupont 2003, 117-18. 
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While he lacks the helmet that the winged figures on the pillar wear, he nevertheless does 

present a lotus whose partially preserved buds are visible just below his raised left arm. 

Long and tucked behind the ear, his hair hangs down his back.  

 A group of fragments from the Samian Heraion, of Laconian manufacture 

(Arkesilas Painter) and dated c. 570-560 BCE, deploy of the winged figure in a sympotic 

context, a motif of import to the Heraion, as well as the broader Ionian and western 

Anatolian world.423 On one poorly preserved fragment, we see a reclining figure playing 

a double-flute, and the familiar winged shoes and edge of a wing of a figure presenting 

what is in all likelihood a wreath, based on its circular shape (Fig. 73). On another 

fragment, a faded figure flies above a reclining symposiast drinking from a kylix (Fig. 

74). The best preserved and clearest image of the flying figure is on the largest of the 

fragments, which shows a couple reclining; a bearded man holds a cup and a long-haired 

woman wearing a Lydian cap plays the double-flute (Fig. 75). A winged figure flies in 

from the left, long hair flowing, and carrying what appears to be a staff and a flower bud 

in the left hand—with his right arm bent upward, he touches the lips of the flute player.  

Considerably different than those winged figures I have discussed previously in 

terms of style and attributes, the motif of the male winged figure seen in the Samian 

Heraion fragments has interesting implications for our study of the pillar. Indeed, the 

winged figure can serve various functions. The motif is a familiar one in Greek art, with 

the figure taking various forms and appearing in different types of media, such as vase 
                                                
423 For more on the symposium/symposiast in Ionia, see Baughan 2011. For a related study that 
expands into the funerary and larger Anatolian contexts, see Baughan 2013.  
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painting (e.g., see above) and metal objects.424 As argued by Arne Thompsen, while 

wings can literally indicate the act of flying, they are, as a pictorial sign, also used to 

express a non-visual phenomenon like speed, or to metaphorically convey the crossing of 

borders (in some cases, even moments of transgression)—with all the potential threats 

and rewards therein.425 We have encountered winged youths before (for example, those 

on Clazomenian sarcophagi), but the particular incarnation on the pillar seems rare. 

Based on the context of the winged figure at Kızılbel we might consider a similar reading 

for the pillar: that is, in addition to a celebratory meaning, the winged figures on the pillar 

could have funerary connotations. Both of these themes are also suited to Thompsen’s 

suggestion that winged figures may imply a kind of crossing of borders, whether a literal, 

physical crossing, or a ritual as in moments of ecstasy and transgression—neither of 

which can be excluded from a celebratory context. The other implication is one offered 

by the winged figure on the vase fragments from the Heraion. Thomsen argues that the 

figures not only inspires the flautist to play (and is not literally seen, but felt), but 

furthermore contributes to an image that expresses aristocratic values and status.426 While 

the images on the Metropolitan pillar imply all of these themes, and are in keeping with a 

                                                
424 For additional reading on the winged figure, specifically in vase painting, see Arne Thomsen, 
Die Wirkung der Götter: Bilder mit Flügelfiguren auf griechischen Vasen des 6. und 5. 
Jahrhunderts v. Chr., Image and Context (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 2011).  
425 Thomsen, 35-56. On the crossing of borders specifically p. 53. In a summary of her paper, 
presented at the thirty-seventh general meeting of the Archaeological Institute of America, New 
York City, December 26-28, 1935, Hazel D. Hansen suggests that the use of wings is an Ionian 
characteristic, popularized in the early Archaic, and one that takes inspiration from “Eastern 
sources,” with the aim of expressing, “swiftness, flight, movement, variability, change, 
wandering, divinity, etc.” See H.D. Hansen, "The Use of Wings as an Attribute in Greek Art," 
American Journal of Archaeology 1936, no. 1 (1936). 
426 Thomsen 92-100. 
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stylistic and iconographic vocabulary known in Asia Minor, it is the fourth and most 

damaged side of the pillar that opens the object to additional readings that build on these 

themes—movement, crossing borders, aristocratic pursuits—and consequently, 

alternative functions (fig. 1d).  

ACHAEMENID BES 
 The Egyptian deity Bes is not a frequent ‘visitor’ to an eastern Greek, western 

Anatolian visual corpus; however, he does make the occasional appearance, such as on 

the pillar’s fourth relief. Standing atop an animal-shaped pedestal, this particular 

incarnation of Bes does not, to my knowledge, share one-to-one correlations with other 

East Greek images in any medium. Such a seeming lack of precedent, together with 

heavy damage to the relief, calls for an investigation of visual and iconographic 

comparanda. Therefore, my interpretation of the relief is grounded in an examination of 

correlations of the motifs that make up this image of Bes and comparable images found 

in Western Anatolia. The first of these points of comparison is also a relief, one 

decorating an ‘anthemion' stele of the type whose popularity spread to western Anatolia, 

and was already quite common in late Archaic Attica and Ionia.427 The two-sided, white 

marble stele is from the Phrygian region of ancient Dorylaion (Şarhöyük mound, near the 

modern city of Eskişehir), and features the familiar Potnia Theron, or ‘Mistress of 

                                                
427 Draycott 2007, 51. Also p. 271, cat. 7.; A. Körte, "Kleinasiatische Studien 1. Eine archaische 
Stele aus Dorylaion," Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Athenische 
Abteilung 20 (1895).; G. Mendel, Catalogue des sculptures grecques, romaines et byzantines, 3 
vols. (Constantinople: İstanbul Arkeoloji Müzeleri. Klasik Eserler Müzesi, 1912). For discussion 
of Attic and some Ionian examples see Gisela Marie Augusta Richter, The Archaic Gravestones 
of Attica (London: Phaidon Press, 1961).; E. Buschor, "Altsamische Grabstelen," Mitteilungen 
des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts, Athenische Abteilung 58 (1933). 
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Animals’ figure (Fig. 76).428 Though not an ‘Ionian’-type stele on which we would 

expect such a relief with figure(s) in profile occupying the entire face of one side (as 

opposed to the western Anatolian, register-decorated anthemion stele type),429 the relief 

on one side of the Dorylaion stele does display an Archaic, Ionian-style chiton and 

himation-clad winged goddess. Standing in profile and facing to her left, the deity strides 

forward with her left leg as she holds a small lion in her left hand, the animal hanging 

parallel to her body. The style and iconography displayed on the stele are attributed to 

Ionian, Achaemenid, and Phyrgian influence, not only on account of the winged figure, 

but also the equestrian relief on the opposite side and Ionian-style ornament decoration of 

bead and reel. Nevertheless, for our purposes, the similarities visible in the winged 

female with feline—portrayed in a manner similar to Bes on the Metropolitan pillar—are 

of note.430 Specifically, I refer not only to the stance of the figure in profile with one leg 

striding forward, but also to the way in which she holds out the lion who hangs in front of 

her legs. I suggest that it is a form of this motif that is depicted on the fourth side of the 

Metropolitan pillar, and that Bes also holds out an animal in front of him, which possibly 

hangs upside down; the illustration presents my reconstruction of the image (Fig. 63d).  

  Examples of Achaemenid Persian glyptic, like the images from Daskyleion 

discussed above, lend weight to this reading of the image. A number of impressions 

                                                
428 Draycott 2007, 52. Draycott discusses the stele in a more detailed manner. For an introduction 
to the ‘Potnia Theron’ figure and iconography see C. Christou, Potnia Theron. Eine 
Untersuchung über Ursprung, Erscheinungsformen und Wandlung der Gestalt einer Gottheit 
(Thessaloniki: Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität in Bonn, 1968), Dissertation.  
429 Draycott 2007, 52. 
430 Ibid., 51.  
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feature a male figure in Persian-style dress (including a long, layered skirt) standing in 

profile as he faces to his right. He typically holds a winged griffin or lion by the throat 

with the left hand, while the right hand yields a dagger that, held aside, menacingly 

threatens the beast, or is plunged into the creature’s chest (Fig. 77). In a fragment of one 

clay impression, we can see a leonine animal held aloft by its hind legs (not visible) and 

hanging upside down, much like the feline in the Dorylaion Stele (Fig. 78). These themes 

of the ‘Heroic Encounter’, as well as the ‘Master of Animals’—both with an established 

history in the Near East—would not be out of place in the Achaemenid satrapy of 

Daskyleion as a motif familiar to the Persian heartland. Indeed, seal imagery from the 

Persepolis Fortification tablet archive—which preserves 312 distinct seals reconstituted 

from 1,970 complete and partial impressions, and dated c. 509-494—present variations of 

the hero encountering beasts in combat, holding aloft animals who are in an heraldic 

formation, and sometimes standing atop a pedestal animal.431 Pedestal animals are 

reserved for heroic encounters and religious scenes, an example of which we can observe 

in Figure 79;432 in this image (PFS31), the hero stands on a pedestal animal, and in each 

arm holds up two inverted lions by their hind legs.433 PFS859 presents the hero (not atop 

a pedestal animal) facing right and holding a lion by his forelock with his extended left 
                                                
431 Mark B. Garrison and Margaret Cool Root, Seals on the Persepolis Fortification Tablets, 
University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publications (Chicago: Oriental Institute of the 
University of Chicago, 2001). 
432 Elspeth R. M. Dusinberre, "Imperial Style and Constructed Identity: A "Graeco-Persian" 
Cylinder Seal from Sardis," Ars Orientalis 27 (1997): 106. Dusinberre touches on the pedestal 
animal in the traditions of Mesopotamian, eastern Anatolian and Egyptian art, and devotes a 
section to the role of the pedestal animal in Achaemenid glyptic, specifically pp. 106-109. 
433  Garrison notes that the hero standing on one, rather than two, pedestal animals is rare, and that 
the animal in PFS31 is also anomalous (Garrison and Cool Root, 258). We might reasonably 
conclude, then, that the animal atop which Bes stands has license to be out of the ordinary. 
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arm, while the right arm holds a dagger to the lion’s chest (Fig. 80). The hero wears the 

Persian court robe and a quiver with three arrows, with bow indicated by the curved 

element just behind his head. This feature lends support to the reading that Bes also 

carries a quiver and bow on his back. In this way, these seal examples, like those from 

Daskyleion and the Dorlyaion Stele, present variations on the types of images that would 

have inspired the relief on the pillar. They likewise collectively attest to the existence of a 

network of known images that circulated throughout the Achaemenid sphere of influence, 

which is, in essence, their common factor.      

 Therefore, in light of the pillar’s participation in this network, we must consider 

Achaemenid imagery of Bes. The motifs of ‘Potnia Theron’, the ‘Hero in Combat’, and 

‘Master of Animals’, in addition to others that I discuss below, constitute an important 

point of intersection with the Metropolitan Bes, and seem to have informed this particular 

incarnation of the deity. What can these images tell us about the possible context and 

function of our object, each of which warrant further discussion? In the Archaic period, 

Bes is known in the Mediterranean and western Asia through contact with Egypt, and it is 

in this way that his image came to be established within the visual repertoire of 

Anatolia.434 According to Kamyar Abdi, Bes gained popularity within the Achaemenid 

Empire starting around 525 BC with the annexation of Egypt, and again later in 518 BC 

with Darius’s reconquest of Egypt.435 In fact, Abdi argues, the geographical distribution 

                                                
434 Kamyar Abdi, "Bes in the Achaemenid Empire," Ars Orientalis 29 (1999).  
435 Abdi 1999, 114.; Kamyar Abdi,"Notes on the Iranianization of Bes in the Achaemenid 
Empire," Ars Orientalis 32 (2002): 149. 
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of Bes in western Asia Minor exploded with the rise of the Achaemenid Empire.436 His 

image is present on a number of artifact types: from pottery, furniture, stone, and 

personal objects like amulets, to prestigious metal objects.437 Bes also appears as the 

protagonist in motifs deployed across the empire, such as that of the Royal Hero that I 

touched on briefly above; for example, Bes plays the hero on a clay ball impression, also 

from the Persepolis Treasury, where he holds a griffin with his left hand while another 

griffin sits at the right (Fig. 81).438 He also appears in scenes to which we would ascribe 

religious or cultic aspects, some of which are familiar in Achaemenid Anatolia. 

Explaining the sharp increase in images of the god, Abdi suggests that the use of Bes 

was, in part, a strategy that bound imperial administrators through a program of special 

cults, dress, and behaviors.439    

 We may glean some of Bes’s Achaemenid cultic aspects from cylinder seals, such 

as a red carnelian example in the British Museum, which shows Bes holding barsoms (a 

bundle of sacred twigs) while standing between two men in Persian robes who, in turn, 

uphold a winged disc (Fig. 82).440 These barsoms are thought to have been used in 

Iranian religious ceremonies, and we find them on non-glyptic imagery as well, such as a 

fragmentary fifth-century BC Daskyleion architectural relief that depicts a man in 

Median red kandys approaching a door with a barsom (Fig. 83). A similar relief shows 

two “priests” with barsoms approaching what is thought to be a pedestal altar, with heads 
                                                
436 Abdi 1999, 115. 
437 Ibid., 114. 
438 Ibid., 116. 
439 Abdi 2002, 152. 
440 Abdi 1999, 115. 
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of a bull and ram at their feet (Fig. 84).441 The motif of a priest or robed figure 

approaching a fire or incense altar is well known in Achaemenid and Achaemenid Period 

art. In a study of Achaemenid seal iconography, P.R.S. Moorey notes two types of altar: a 

battlemented stepped type, and a rectangular pedestal with “variously stepped top and 

base.”442 Drawings of Persepolis sealings exhibit these different types, and we can see the 

multiple-stepped base and capped altars attended to by figures in Persian-style and 

Median robes, as well as by nondescript figures in both heraldic and solitary fashion 

(Figs. 85, 86).443 The iconography of the architectural and glyptic imagery, along with the 

Achaemenid settings and pedigree of Bes, provide insights for (re)assessing the shape, 

and subsequently the functions of the pillar.    

 The museum labels the pillar as bearing a distinctive “Phoenician form”—

although the basis for this comparison is unclear, as the curators provide no cross-

reference nor state specifically what aspects of the pillar are ‘Phoenician’. The elongated, 

four-sided shape with capped mouldings is a form that scholars have viewed as indicative 

                                                
441 Şare 2011, 85.; Draycott 2007, 298, ca. 23. For an introduction on religion and cult of the 
Achaemenids see M. Boyce, "Achaemenid Religion," in Encyclopædia Iranica, ed. Ehsan 
Yarshater (London; Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983). And A History of Zoroastrianism: 
Under the Achaemenians, vol. II (Leiden: Brill, 1982). More recently, for an overview of 
scholarship on Achaemenid religion, see Chapter I of Sabrina Sonia Maras, "Iconography, 
Identity and Inclusion: The Winged Disk and Royal Power During the Reign of Darius the Great" 
(Dissertation, The University of California, Berkeley, 2009). 
442P.R.S. Moorey, "Aspects of Worship and Ritual on Achaemenid Seals," in 
Zusammenfassungen der für den VII. Internationalen Kongress für Iranische Kunst und 
Archäologie: vorgesehenen Vorträge (Munich: 1979), 222. For additional discussion on the fire 
altar and its appearance in Achaemenid seal imagery and reliefs, see also J. Houtkamp, "Some 
Remarks on Fire Altars of the Achaemenid Period," in La Religion Iranienne À L'Époque 
Achéménide: actes du colloque de Liège, 11 décembre 1987, ed. Jean Kellens, Iranica Antiqua 
(Gent: 1991). 
443 Moorey 1979, 223. Houtkamp, 26. 
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of a votive dedication, and thus represents one viable function of the pillar.444 Before 

embarking on further discussion concerning the pillar’s purpose, however, the 

Achaemenid connection, both in terms of deployment and attributes of Bes and the shape 

of the object, is worth further consideration. The Bes iconography, in conjunction with 

that of the altar imagery from glyptic, makes it tempting to consider the pillar within the 

category of the so-called ‘fire altar’. An actual specimen of these altars exists—albeit a 

later one—and comes from Kayseri, Turkey. This third-century limestone altar consists 

of four sides, each with a carved relief that depicts “priests” in kandys and baskylsk 

carrying barsoms and paterae (Fig. 87).445 Moorey suggests that the use of this type of 

religious object in worship varied across the empire, largely on account of the variety of 

styles.446 The four figures on the Metropolitan pillar comprise a procession, and are 

congruous with the types of processing and approaching figures we have seen associated 

with this kind of cult object, including administrative and commemorative objects and 

monuments, in both Greek and non-Greek western Anatolian art. Like the “priests” on 

the Kayseri altar and on the glyptic imagery, I suggest that the figures on the pillar could 

also be approaching and processing around an altar—the very altar on which they are 

depicted—which could also be a fire altar, in the style of the Achaemenid examples. 

While it is not possible to determine a definitive physical context, such as a temple 

complex, if taking into account Abdi’s argument that Bes was one device in a program 
                                                
444 W.H.D. Rouse, Greek Votive Offerings: An Essay in the History of Greek Religion (Chicago: 
Ares Publishers, 1998).; Simon 1986; Walter Burkert, Greek Religion Archaic and Classical, 
trans. John Raffan (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985). 
445 Ekrem Akurgal, Die Kunst Anatoliens von Homer bis Alexander (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 
1961), 173. 
446 Moorey 1979, 225. 
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that bound imperial administrators, we can, at the very least, propose an elite viewership; 

the image of the fire altar and Bes appearing on presumably elite media, such as glyptic, 

contribute to this reading.   

 While we cannot definitively establish if the pillar is, in fact, a specimen of this 

specific type of cult object, to consider it thus would mean questioning the pillar’s 

function and viewership from a non-Atheno-centric perspective. If truly “provincial,” as 

the museum label would have it, it is imperative that we redirect the conversation 

accordingly from one that interprets the object as a degenerate creation, incapable of 

communicating in the standard vocabulary of ‘Greek’ art, and instead consider its place 

within a western Anatolian and Persian context. One possibility is that the pillar is an 

object created outside of the Achaemenid heartland, one whose iconography and style 

draw from influences across the empire, and thus requiring that we shift our 

understanding of its viewers from implicitly inferior participants of so-called Greek 

culture and style to (probably) dynamic, elite participants. These elite viewers, possibly 

administrators, would have been bound together in their practice of common cult (as 

suggested by Abdi), creating a new stylistic vocabulary reflecting the numerous shared 

social and cultural affiliations with the various peoples of western Anatolia. That said, we 

cannot restrict our interpretation of the object to this reading alone, however, and must 

also consider another context that does not necessarily exclude these shared social and 

cultural affiliations.  
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A ‘GREEK’ CONTEXT 
 Alternatively, but not mutually exclusive, is the possibility that the pillar was a 

votive dedication in a sanctuary such as the Samian Heraion, which I introduced as a 

space in Chapter Three. The Heraion is known both as a locale that attracted dedications 

by foreign visitors and elites, including exotica and prestigious objects, and as an arena 

for intra-elite competition.447 Though a deity to the common man, Bes’s Egyptian roots 

place him comfortably within the category of “exotic” within an East Greek context, and 

he would not have been out of place in this regard at the Heraion, which was home to a 

multitude of Egyptian material. In fact, excavators have found several figurines of the 

deity there, including a terracotta figurine notably made by a local workshop and dated 

stylistically before 520 BC (Fig. 88).448 The worship of Bes, a god of women and 

children in Egypt, seems to have been adopted at the sanctuary as a nurturer and protector 

alongside Hera in her capacity as protector in pregnancy and childbirth.449 In such a 

cosmopolitan context, the iconography and themes on the pillar would have been on 

display and legible to viewers of various cultural backgrounds and statuses; at once 

Hellenizing to those versed in Greek stylistic elements and themes, and also familiar to 

those versed in non-Greek visual and ritual traditions—albeit with different ritual 
                                                
447 For a discussion of foreign objects see I. Kilian-Dirlmeier, "Fremde Weihungen in 
griechischen Heiligtümern vom 8. Bis zum Beginn des 7. Jahrhunderts v. Chr.," Jahrbuch des 
Römische-Germanischen Zentralmuseums 32 (1985).; Petersen and Wagner 2005; Morris 2006. 
For discussion of the sanctuary as a competitive ground for the elite see Crielaard 2009, 67-68; 
François de Polignac, "Offrandes, mémoire et competition ritualisée dans les sanctuaires grecs à 
l’époque géométrique," in Religion and Power in the Ancient Greek World. Proceedings of the 
Uppsala Symposium 1993, ed. P. Hellström and B. Alroth (Uppsala: 1996). 
448 J.D. Baumbach, The Significance of Votive Offerings in Selected Hera Sanctuaries in the 
Peloponnese, Ionia and Western Greece (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2004), 156. For further 
discussion on foreign Bes dedications see Petersen and Wagner 2005.  
449 Baumbach, 156. 
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implications. Similarly, we might also suggest Zeytintepe as a potential context; like the 

Heraion, the Sanctuary of Aphrodite Oikus, too held an impressive number of Egyptian 

objects and, even if the role of Bes in the specific capacity of protector of women and 

children was not emphasized or recognized, the mixed visual and formal elements of the 

pillar as a whole may still have had resonance with the community identity of the 

sanctuary—if not also with the communities with which individual worshipers identified 

(such as the trader or female worshiper of Chapter Three).450     

 Although closer study is hindered by the object’s lack of provenance and 

associated context, we are still able to make informed inferences as to its function and 

viewers. If not conceived as a fire altar, the pillar’s shape and visual program might have 

resonated with viewers steeped in Achaemenid elite culture, evoking a cult object 

associated with the religion of a ruling empire. The pillar diplomatically incorporates 

styles and motifs that reflect its multivalent status; ritually, geographically, and 

politically, the processing figures and their implements are established motifs in Greek 

art and culture, but are also ‘at home’ in the Near Eastern and Anatolian corpus of 

images. Drawing from known themes and iconographies, the pillar’s reliefs nonetheless 

resist a total adherence to the practices of any of the traditionally–studied examples of 

these visual cultures (such as those discussed above). Like the processing figures, the 

object’s amalgam of styles, iconographies, and even functions are in a state of flux that is 

difficult to pin down, operating in a borderland that has fostered the creation of new 

                                                
450 See my discussion of Feldman 2014 and her investigation of ‘style’ as a generator/maintainer 
of community identity, above (fn 111 for full citation).   



 174 

styles and identities not bounded by one area or another: cultural, ethnic, artistic, and 

political. Perhaps appropriately then, the pillar’s current setting in the Metropolitan, 

floating between galleries, accurately reflects these characteristics.     

 

THE MUSEUM AS A BORDERLAND 
 It is at this point that I would like to problematize the object’s current setting, as 

well as its lack of critical information (such as provenance), and how these factors 

contribute to our reading of the pillar as a borderland object within its modern context. 

By this I mean that the object is caught between two states: one as an objet d’art, and the 

other as an artifact to be researched, from which we can learn about the cultural values, 

practices, and beliefs of the people who created and viewed this object, and in turn, gain 

insight regarding their ‘identities’. The labeling of the object, as I suggested above, also 

contributes to our reading of the work and its varying ‘identities’ along a particular 

trajectory.        

 Michael Shanks and Christopher Tilley, in their essay “Presenting the Past: 

Towards a Redemptive Aesthetic for the Museum,” question the role of the museum and 

its methods in presenting objects to the public, and offer several observations that are 

relevant to our understanding of the pillar in its ancient and modern context.451 The first 

of these factors is the way the museum presents the object, which may entail distortions 

                                                
451 Michael Shanks and Christopher Tilley, Re-Constructing Archaeology: Theory and Practice, 
2nd ed. (London; New York: Routledge, 1992), 68-99.  
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of classification and history that significantly shape the viewer’s understanding.452 

Museums will commonly organize objects in a “situational display” that brings together 

artifacts associated in some way with eachother, leaving the visitor to decode the 

meaning of these artifacts through the experience of the context.453 Thus, according to 

Michael Baxandall, curators often exhibit objects as belonging to ‘single cultures’, in the 

process neglecting to signal the variety of cultures that influenced the production and 

viewing of the object.454 The pillar, though set apart from the other objects and floating 

just outside of the gallery, will nevertheless generate a particular meaning for the viewer 

because of its juxtaposition to—or exclusion from—these other objects.455 Therefore, 

because of its physical context in the Greek wing among Greek objects, it is relegated to 

belonging to one monolithic “Greek” culture. However, on account of its production 

outside of a (constructed) center of Greek culture (reflected in its physical setting 

between galleries), and because of its perceived failure to adhere to the visual rules 

ascribed to said culture (to which it is made to fit by virtue of this categorization), it is 

thus labeled ‘provincial’. The museum frequently does allude to other cultural influences 

                                                
452 Shanks and Tilley, 68, citing S. Bann, "Historical Text and Historical Object: The Poetics of 
the Musée de Cluny," History and Theory 17 (1978). And John Berger, Ways of Seeing (London: 
Penguin, 1972). 
453 Shanks and Tilley, 76-77. 
454 Michael Baxandall, "Exhibiting Intention: Some Preconditions of the Visual Display of 
Culturally Purposeful Objects," in Exhibiting Cultures: The Poetics and Politics of Museum 
Display, ed. Ivan Karp and Steven D. Lavine (Washington: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1991), 
40. 
455 David Carrier, Museum Skepticism: A History of the Display of Art in Public Galleries 
(Durham and London: Duke University Press, 2006), 99. Carrier speaks on the narrative in which 
works of art are presented (much like Shanks and Tilley) and cites Ivan Gaskell, Vermeer's 
Wager: Speculations on Art History, Theory and Art Museums (London: Reaktion Books, 2000), 
86. 
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in its labeling, but because of the ‘situational’ display, the average viewer, not aware of 

these other possible presentations, nor proficient in the visual traditions of these other 

cultures and places, has no way of questioning this assessment in an immediate way. In 

other words, the museum makes it difficult to “see” alternative realities in the very act of 

dictating our “way of seeing”456—in this case, how we view the object and the 

assumptions we will make based on its display and labeling.  

 By setting it off to the side, the curators also implicitly want the viewer to 

recognize the pillar’s uniqueness. This positioning “heighten s its charisma”, and infuses 

the object with a quality of wonder that makes it more desirable and simultaneously 

unattainable.457 Stephen Greenblatt, in writing these words, intends to speak about the 

nature of the modern art museum and the culture of collecting, but the idea of a 

physically and discursively impenetrable, charismatic object that is the product of a 

culture of collecting is applicable to the pillar as well. This is made clear by the label that 

identifies the object as an “Anonymous Loan”. The implications for this status on our 

study of the object at hand are many. The first is that, as scholars, we are paralyzed in our 

efforts to learn those critical details about the object that would assist in our investigation, 

the most important being the work’s ‘provenance’, and even the ‘date of acquisition’ by 

the donor. Perhaps there are several reasons for making this information inaccessible, but 

I will suggest two: the lender is unable to provide the information because he or she does 

                                                
456 Svetlana Alpers, "The Museum as a Way of Seeing," in Exhibiting Cultures: The Poetics and 
Politics of Museum Display, ed. Ivan Karp and Steven D. Lavine (Washington: Smithsonian 
Institution Press, 1991), 27. 
457 Stephen Greenblatt, "Resonance and Wonder," ibid., 51-2. 
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not have it, which might suggest that the item was acquired by the owner before 1970 and 

unprovenanced (but not illegal). Alternatively, the object is the product of an illegal 

excavation, illegally removed from its country of origin and surreptitiously purchased.458 

Regardless of its origins, the museum justifies the object’s public display, and is not fully 

complicit because it has not formally acquired the object, which remains on ‘Anonymous 

Loan.’ Another possibility (not entirely unrelated to the first), is that both the donor and 

museum are privy to the information of provenance, but are reluctant to reveal said 

information because of the potential ramifications of such a revelation, such as the chance 

that the country of origin will reclaim the object.459 Although an institution of learning 

and research, the museum is also a collector, preserver, and protector of private 

property,460 a role that may conflict with its other missions. 

                                                
458 One need only to think of the Euphronios Krater, illegally excavated and returned by The 
Metropolitan Museum of Art to the Italian government in 2006. For a synopsis of this case, see 
The New York Times, "Euphronios Krater," The New York Times, 
http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/subjects/e/euphronios_krater/index.html.  
459 This is a topic that I am currently investigating as it relates to Turkey and its successful 
demand for the return of many artifacts since the rise of the Justice and Development Party 
(AKP) in 2002. For one view on the issue of cultural heritage and ownership, see James B. Cuno, 
Whose Culture?: The Promise of Museums and the Debate over Antiquities (Princeton Princeton 
University Press, 2012). There are many works on the topic of cultural heritage and legal issues 
related to art, with some more recent works including: James A.R. Nafziger and Ann M. 
Nicgorski, eds., Cultural Heritage Issues: The Legacy of Conquest, Colonization, and Commerce 
(Leiden Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2009).; Laetitia La Follette, ed. Negotiating Culture: 
Heritage, Ownership, and Intellectual Property (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 
2013).; Valentina Vadi and Hildegard E.G.S. Schneider, eds., Art, Cultural Heritage and the 
Market: Ethical and Legal Issues (Heidelberg: Springer, 2014).; Janet E. Blake, International 
Cultural Heritage Law (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2015).; Christa Roodt, 
Private International Law, Art and Cultural Heritage (Cheltenham, UK; Northampton, MA, 
USA: Edward Elgar Publishing, 2015). 
460 Shanks and Tilley, 94. 
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 Despite the lack of information surrounding the pillar’s provenance, I have still 

attempted to investigate the object utilizing visual comparanda that can contribute to an 

understanding of the work in its cultural and historical context. However, I am also 

restricted in my ability to conduct such comparative research to the extent necessary, due 

in large part to the absence—or at best inaccessibility—of unpublished materials, an 

especially unfortunate situation when working with museums outside of the United States 

(in this case, specifically Turkey, where I would find such comparanda). Objects of 

particular visual interest that also happen to come from ‘favorable’ stylistic periods and 

contexts, are, in my experience, more likely to be put on display and published. It is not 

uncommon for works of lower aesthetic value (as determined by judgment and 

measurement against an established, accepted aesthetic)—and consequently lesser 

interest—to be relegated to sitting in a depot, away from the eyes of the public and 

researchers alike. To be fair, it may also be the case that there is simply is not enough 

room to accommodate the display of all objects. Regardless, the fact remains that, at least 

in Turkey, those objects not on display are nearly impossible to access.461 Therefore 

objects that might aid in our understanding of works like the pillar, whether in terms of 

provenance, production, style, or cultural significance, are themselves relegated to an 

                                                
461 Unless one possesses certain qualifications, such as being directly involved with the 
excavation of said object (although even this is contentious, as it relates to the issue of 
‘ownership’, and Turkey has recently been stricter in enforcing its ‘ownership’ of sites and 
objects through the issue or non-issue of permits, the requirement that all excavations now have a 
Turkish director, and the presence of a Turkish official on site during excavations. If not directly 
involved with the excavation that produced the object, one must at least be established, having 
worked in Turkey for some time, or have affiliation with an institution that has an established 
presence. This is another issue all together and, again, one based on personal experience and 
observations. 
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untouchable, ‘unresearchable’ status (if they exist at all, which we will never know 

without being granted access to the depot notebooks). Physically and politically then, 

these objects are caught in a different kind of borderland as well, one where they ‘belong’ 

to one owner (e.g. museological institution, government, or individual), but also to the 

academy that situates and contextualizes them (i.e. researchers) and the public that views 

them (i.e. the museum visitor), and are thus caught in a state where they are unable to 

fully bridge the threshold between these groups. In this way, the objects’ borderland 

identities are directly related to their modern day physical and political contexts (which in 

turn affects how we can research and interpret the objects).  

 While we may not immediately be able to remedy the problem of access to 

information (whether that information be specific details about the pillar, or pertaining to 

other works literally trapped in museum depots), we can still reconsider the display of the 

pillar and works like it. Shanks and Tilley argue that artifacts have no unified identity 

and, for this reason, “there can be no universal method, no formal principles of 

interpretation and display.”462 East Greek works like the pillar would benefit from an 

alternate method of display, one that, in a consciously open-ended fashion, relates a given 

object to others with which it might be more closely associated both culturally and 

visually, teasing out seemingly divergent commonalities with other works rather than 

highlighting its supposed deficiencies in the context of an established, static canon to 

which it never had a chance of ‘belonging’. That said, if the pillar were, for example, set 

                                                
462 Shanks and Tilley, 96. 
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in a space where the viewer could directly compare it to Achaemenid works (and only 

‘Achaemenid’ works), the object, Gaynor Kavanagh asserts, woud only be able to tell us 

so much because it is “dumb.”463 By this, Kavanagh means that the object inherently 

carries with it numerous potential different meanings ready to be activated by context, 

and that these ‘meanings’ are, “as varied and useful as the questions asked.”464    

 

CONCLUSION 
 In this chapter I have attempted to ask “varied and useful” questions that situate 

the pillar and its visual imagery within its contemporary western Anatolian socio-cultural, 

ritual and artistic context. Through a visual analysis of the pillar alongside Achaemenid 

and western Anatolian comparanda, I demonstrated the fluidity with which motifs and 

stylistic traits can cross boundaries and create in the pillar an ability to communicate to a 

borderland audience. As we see with this object, in the case of Archaic East Greek art, 

the monuments—as well as their creators and users—defy geographic, political and even 

ritual borders; as such, the questions we ask should take into account this defiance, and 

the possibility for different ‘meanings’. Like Soares’s installation (see Chapter One, and 

the introductory paragraph of this chapter), the creators and viewers of the pillar inhabit 

more than one culture and are fluent in more than one ‘language’. The pillar has the 

                                                
463 Gaynor Kavanagh, "Making Histories, Making Memories," in Making Histories in Museums, 
ed. Gaynor Kavanagh (London; New York: Leicester University Press, 1996), 5. 
464 Kavanagh, 5. 
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ability to straddle various visual and ritual worlds, and adopting a borderland approach 

allows us to access these dimensions.  

 In the final section, I briefly pondered the object’s modern context and 

problematized academic and museological practices that can adversely affect scholarly 

and public understanding of works like the pillar, which may not adhere to constructed 

discourses of what constitutes, in this case, Greek art. Museum practice—acquisition, 

display, and accessibility—alongside a somewhat restrictive tradition of scholarship, 

contribute to the object’s being caught in a different kind of borderland, one where its 

cultural and possibly even legal identity is left in limbo. Stepping away from our 

tendency to classify material culture and viewers into pre-established groups, and 

utilizing the framework of the borderland that allows for fluidity of identity as expressed 

through stylistic, iconographic and even material choices, we can free these objects from 

pre-established identities, contexts, and meanings. This requires us to change our vantage 

point and widen the field of questions, and, in the case of the museum, to reconsider 

display practices that acknowledge the possibility for works to exist within their own 

category. With the Metropolitan pillar, I have attempted to show that its identities, as 

expressed through stylistic, iconographic, and even material choices, are not necessarily 

dependent upon pre-supposed groups, whether they are Greek, Anatolian, or Other; its 

reception and meaning are fluid, and shift in accordance with context. A borderland 

approach encourages us to break our own scholarly established barriers, and gives these 

objects the ability to live in this space between.    
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Conclusion 

 Through three focused investigations, this study has introduced a borderland 

approach, and the potential for such a framework to help deconstruct our Western biases 

and their effects on our understanding of Archaic East Greek visual cultures and 

identities. Although each chapter explored distinct objects and spaces with their own 

specificities and local contingencies, each revealed the extent to which the visual and 

material culture of Ionia, through the late seventh to early fifth centuries BCE, was in 

continual artistic, cultural, religious and possibly even political dialogue with its ‘Greek’ 

and ‘non-Greek’ counterparts in western Anatolia. By first offering a critical 

reconsideration of the role of Western academic and institutional approaches to this 

material—briefly touching on the museological sphere, which also plays a significant part 

in perpetuating such discourses—we were able to gain new access to dynamic East Greek 

borderland identities.        

 Canonical scholarly investigation, rooted in colonial discursive practices that 

privilege an Athenian aesthetic and culture, has suppressed the possibility for Archaic 

East Greek works to flourish in their own right; such is the case with Clazomenian 

sarcophagi, whose simultaneously aberrant and conventional thematic content and 

general defiance in the face of categorization and expectations of reproducibility have 

been subjected to, and indeed stifled by, the exigencies of established Western scholarly 

inquiry. My re-examination of the sarcophagi in Chapter Two renounces the kind of 

quantitative rubrics that would measure the sarcophagi against Mainland (especially 

Attic) traditions of vase painting—essentially an exercise in authenticity and 
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derivativeness—and instead re-situates these works and their visual programs within a 

western Anatolian and Achaemenid artistic and cultural milieu. In doing so, the 

sarcophagi’s ability to draw upon a richly varied vocabulary, and convey a wide range of 

meanings to an audience fluent in Greek and local Anatolian, Achaemenid funerary 

languages of elite practice becomes evident. As objects that draw on multiple visualities, 

I additionally proposed that the sarcophagi, in their shape and decoration, visually recall 

the architecture, imagery and burial goods of contemporary chamber tombs like those 

found in Lydia and Lycia, thereby fully participating in the culture of elite burial practice 

while maintaining a distinct, multi-faceted Ionian (borderland) character.    

 The capacity for East Greek works to communicate across and within various 

languages extend to the realm of religious space and practice as well, an issue that I 

explored in Chapter Three. The Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe as a borderland 

space serves as the activating backdrop for fluctuating identities—both in terms of its 

worshipers and its associated cult objects—that, like the landscape of the sanctuary itself, 

straddle various visual and ritual worlds. Eschewing a standard binary reading of the site 

and its associated finds, the new ‘ways of seeing’ discussed here enable us to begin to 

imagine the possibility of multiple, flexible experiences and a plurality of socio-political, 

and religio-cultural meanings that can be assigned to, and inferred from, objects and 

space. One such group of multivalent objects is the terracotta votives of seated or 

standing veiled females. I suggested that their iconography, when considered alongside 

local Phrygian influence and ‘foreign’ dedications at the site, imbues these objects with 

fluctuating meanings that render them capable of speaking to the personae and cultic 



 184 

aspects of Kybele and Aphrodite, certainly as goddesses of sex and fertility, but also as 

deities embodying a control over nature. The sanctuary itself is a space in flux, not only 

literally on account of renovations occurring in the early fifth century, but also 

figuratively as a site whose borderland location, in combination with its diverse 

dedications, endow it with the multivocal character that transforms it into a space that is 

neither ‘Greek’, ‘Phrygian’ or otherwise, but rather a unique site whose identity shifts 

with each visitor. As borderlanders, the worshipers at the sanctuary may not have even 

acknowledged these fluctuations of identity and meaning—i.e. for themselves, the the 

sanctuary landscape, or the dedications—which, while possibly visible to outsiders (both 

ancient and modern), would have remained largely invisible to the inhabitants of a 

borderland, a space representative of a lived experience where borders are dissolvable 

and adapted to suit the needs of its participants.  

 Contributing to the proficiency with which East Greek works accumulate meaning 

and adapt within their own unique, borderland space is a broad and porous artistic 

vocabulary shared across Greek and non-Greek communities; with that in mind, in each 

chapter I have carried out iconographic and stylistic studies that analyze East Greek 

works alongside their local, western Anatolian, and Achaemenid comparanda. In the final 

chapter, I continued these avenues of investigation in my examination of a singular 

object, the Metropolitan Pillar, in which I reimagine how we might analyze and situate 

borderland objects that are neither anchored in nor overburdened by scholarly realms of 

inquiry. Building on observations in Chapters Two and Three, I considered alternative 

visualities as activated by the figurative images and shape of the pillar. As an object 
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fluent in multiple artistic and ritual languages—Greek, Achaemenid Persian, and Lycian, 

for example—the pillar speaks to multiple audiences and religious functions: one such 

function may have been as a fire altar, an elite object associated with Achaemenid 

Persian religious practice. Alternatively, the pillar is an object that, while maybe not 

functioning in the capacity of a fire altar, visually references a cult object associated with 

the foreign, ruling elite. Regardless of its ‘true’ audiences and functions, current 

categorization and placement within the museum gallery does not reflect the object’s 

borderland characteristics. Therefore, I also used the pillar to demonstrate the pitfalls and 

lasting problematic effects of scholarship’s need to categorize ‘identity’ and ‘culture’ as 

deployed within a contemporary museum setting; as the current museological discourse 

only perpetuates the rigid practices of a Western academic tradition rooted in these kinds 

of limiting divisions, a new approach is needed in order to exhibit such borderland 

objects as the pillar in a way that reflects their fluidity of identity.            

 Each chapter’s case study re-evaluates a traditional, deeply entrenched approach to 

East Greek art, and offers an alternative analytical tool, the borderland, that allows this 

particular corpus to be understood through qualitative investigation: it is not just ‘Greek’ 

(and insufficiently so), nor just ‘Anatolian’, but unique unto itself, and in a constant state 

of transition in accord with a variety of actors and factors. My re-evaluations are in no 

way definitive, however, and each offers itself up to further inquiry. 

 In the case of Chapter Two, we can expand investigation of East Greek funerary 

practice to consider works beyond Clazomenian sarcophagi, and probe more closely the 

influences of not only pottery, but also other works perhaps not traditionally associated 
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with burial. While I did briefly consider the sarcophagi as metonyms for contemporary 

chamber tombs, we could, for example, take into greater account the role of architecture 

and the design of the sarcophagi, further building on investigation of their physicality and 

relations to local geographies. Furthermore, exploration of additional motifs that are 

absent from the sarcophagi, such as the symposium, might also provide insight into 

political motivations that drove the privileging of certain visual programs over others. 

 Additional work can be done on the analysis of Zeytintepe as well, particularly with 

regard to material finds and what they can reveal about cultic activity at the sanctuary and 

the ways in which worshipers interacted with the material; a re-evaluation of East Greek 

sanctuaries as a whole would likely also disrupt and simultaneously expand our 

understanding of cult practice and the concerns of the multifarious participants in the East 

Greek world. More specifically, a synthesis of all sanctuaries of Aphrodite would do the 

same for offering a more comprehensive picture of the goddess, and for ritual practice 

associated with her cult in particular. I could also expand and discuss in greater depth 

Phrygian influence not only at this site, but at other cult sites in Ionia so as to gain a fuller 

picture of the ways in which the Sanctuary of Aphrodite exhibits Anatolian influence, and 

communicates with other East Greek sanctuaries that may do the same. While I 

hypothesized two borderland viewers for the Sanctuary of Aphrodite at Zeytintepe, 

subsequent studies might entail a more nuanced female visitor, such as one who ‘resists’ 

local Anatolian influences, and one with different personal concerns than those laid out in 

my study. Likewise, we may explore the possibility of encounters between seemingly 

disparate visitors, and the synthesis of experience that might result from their interactions 
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at the sanctuary. Framing the sanctuary alongside the other sanctuaries of Miletos would 

also contribute to a more complete picture of the site’s usage and reconstructions of 

worshipers’ experiences. With regard to specific objects, an expanded study would 

analyze the various modes of representation found in terracotta female figures, for 

example, noting trends, or the absence of, certain motifs in East Greek sanctuaries and 

the implications with regard to the identities of the worshipers, but also the patron deities 

of these spaces. 

 My examination of the Metropolitan Pillar in Chapter Four began with the basic 

premise of problematizing the museological discourse and the ways in which we can 

reimagine the academic and aesthetic place of borderland objects. By way of addressing 

issues of categorization and display, I dealt with the topic of identification, both for the 

object itself and its four reliefs, within an ancient and a contemporary context. In addition 

to a comparative analysis that would consider other objects with a potential multiplicity 

of ritual and semiotic valences such as the pillar, a study that delves deeper into aspects 

of museum display and narrative as they relate to East Greek works as a whole would 

further demonstrate—and work to remedy—the prejudices of Western scholarship. While 

the pillar is housed in the Metropolitan Museum of Art and the current study began from 

this starting point, a larger study would consider these aspects of the museological 

discourse outside of the United States and, importantly, in Turkey and Greece where 

many of these East Greek works are on display.  

This brings me to a point to which I promised to return: an acknowledgment of 

my critique’s focus on Anglophone scholarship and academic traditions. While this 
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particular body of knowledge is influential in directing the field, a re-evaluation of non-

Anglophone methods and theoretical approaches would provide insight into how national 

scholarships and narratives are embedded in wider political interests, which, in turn, have 

the potential to determine archaeological and art historical practice. Indeed, one such 

study has been carried out by Yannis Hamilakis, who examined such phenomena as they 

relate to the modern nation state of Greece.465 Were we to problematize Francophone, 

German and Turkish scholarship, we might likewise see the myriad ways in which the 

associated methodological approaches and historiographies align with—and of course 

also deviate from—all that I have thus far critiqued: ways of knowing and controlling all 

that is ‘East Greek’ (an interrelated set of power relations, embedded structures and 

systemic practices which, incidentally, also spurred the writing of this dissertation). 

 That said, raising awareness of our Western biases in the Anglophone context—

biases which limit the very possibility of even studying Archaic East Greek art in all its 

manifestations—is a vital part of this critical reframing process, and was also one of the 

primary goals of this dissertation. Adopting a borderland approach, I have demonstrated 

how our binary vision and emphasis on categorization have together prevented us from 

visualizing what are, in the end, a complex network of fluctuating identities residing at 

the confluence of cultures. These ‘identities’ easily cross borders, which are dissolvable 

and, while visible to outsiders, are often invisible to borderlanders, who acknowledge and 

adapt the border—religious, cultural, artistic, political—to suit their needs. This is not to 

                                                
465 Yannis Hamilakis, The Nation and its Ruins: Antiquity, Archaeology, and National Imagination in 
Greece (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2007). 
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say that a borderland approach is not without its own limitations; it is the particular 

conditions of the time and place of this study (a locus of East Greek art in its heyday) that 

make viewing this space through the lens of a borderland more suitable than what has 

historically been employed by traditional Western academic discourses. Indeed, other 

chronological and geographic contexts might not be as well suited to this methodological 

framework. However, in the context of Ionia in the Archaic period, the borderland reveals 

more ‘ways of seeing’ than it conceals. Challenging traditional academic approaches to 

East Greek art, and re-positioning this nexus of artistic production and consumption 

within its western Anatolian visual and cultural milieu, this study paves the way for more 

in-depth (re)explorations of East Greek visual culture which, far from being bounded by 

the constraints of immobilizing Western academic and museological discourses, extends 

well beyond the reach of its heretofore imagined borders. 
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Figures 

Introduction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1 Map of western Asia Minor with Archaic Period sites. 
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Chapter One  

 
Fig. 2 Cities of Ionia and major sites in Aegean Greece. 
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Fig. 3 Pasargadae Gate H relief of winged ‘Genius’. 
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Fig. 4 Valeska Soares, “Picturing Paradise”. Installation 2000-2001. Playas de 

Tijuana/Borderfield State Park. 
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Chapter Two 
 

 
Fig. 5 Map of Clazomenae (modern Urla, Izmir). Solid circles are ancient cities and 

hollow circles are modern settlements. 
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a 
 

Fig. 6 A. Map of Clazomenae with cemeteries and tumuli marked. B. Excavations of 
Monastirakia. B1. Tile covered graves in situ. B2 sarcophagi in situ. B3 Oval 

sarcophagus in situ. 
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Fig. 7 Cook’s chronological distribution. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 8 Clazomenian sarcophagus of Monastirakia   

                                                                    type.  
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Fig. 9 Clazomenian sarcophagus with deer hunt scene, ‘Singleton’. 
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                      Fig. 11 Clazomenian sarcophagus fragment with   

                          guilloche and palmette pattern.  
                             
 
 
        Fig. 10 Lydian anthemion stele.  
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Fig. 12 A. Clazomenian sarcophagus with scenes of battle and the hunt, Princeton 
Sarcophagus, Albertinum Group. 
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c  
 
Fig. 12 B. Detail of boar hunt C. Close-up of head panel D. Detail of hoplite and Persian. 
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Fig. 13 Daskyleion stele with deer-hunt scene, from Sultaniye. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                
 

Fig. 14 Daskyleion stele fragment with boar-hunt scene and banqueting scene. 
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Fig. 15 Kızılbel chamber, view of west wall with restored kline. 
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Fig. 16 A. Kızılbel Guide Sheet C-East Wall. 
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b 
 

Fig. 16 B. Kızılbel Guide Sheet A-West Wall. 
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c 
 

16 C. Kızılbel Guide Sheet B-North Wall. 
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d 
 

16 D. Kızılbel Guide Sheet D-South Wall. 
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              e 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              f 

 
16 E. Kızılbel west wall detail of winged figure. F. West wall detail of seated man. 

  



 208 

 
 

Fig. 17 Map of Anatolia showing major sites, including Sardis, and locations of Lydian 
tombs. 
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                                 b 
 

Figure 18 A. Lydian Aktepe chamber tomb, digital reconstruction. B. Detail of head of 
figure on left wall of tomb. 
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   c 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
    d 
 

Fig. 18 C. Aktepe kline, computerized reconstruction. D. Aktepe kline, drawing. 
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             b 
 
Fig. 19 Clazomenian sarcophagus, London Sarcophagus, Albertinum Group. A. Drawing 

of sarcophagus lid B. Sarcophagus without lid. 
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d 
 

Fig. 19 C. London sarcophagus lid, left side D. London sarcophagus lid, right side. 
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b 
 
Fig. 20 A. London sarcophagus lid, right side, drawing. B. London sarcophagus lid, left 

side, drawing. 
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                d 
 
 
Fig. 20 London sarcophagus C. Lid, foot end, with centaurs and Aeolic column, drawing. 

D. Lid, head end, with horse handlers. 
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Fig. 21 London sarcophagus, lid underside. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 22 London sarcophagus, view of rim (top). 
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                b 
           
Fig. 23 London sarcophagus. A. Interior, long side B. Head and foot panel, interior, head 

end. 
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Fig. 24 Clazomenian sarcophagus with hoplite dual, Borelli Painter. 
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Fig. 25 Clazomenian sarcophagus with battle between hoplites and Persians, Albertinum 

Group. 
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Fig. 26 Clazomenian sarcophagus with battle scene and Persians on horseback, 
Albertinum Group. 
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Fig. 27 Clazomenian sarcophagus with battle scene with hoplites attacking a fallen 

enemy with Scythian hat, Albertinum Group. 
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b 
 

Fig. 28 A. ‘Munich timber’, Tatarlı beam with battle scene. B. Painted reconstruction. 
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Fig. 29 A. Harta chamber tomb reconstruction B. Harta wall fragments with paintings. 
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Fig. 30 Achaemenid Anatolian-style blue chalcedony scaraboid and chalcedony scaraboid 

with Persian horsemen. 
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Fig. 31 Clazomenian sarcophagus showing a departure scene with a procession, 
Albertinum Group. 
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Fig. 32 Clazomenian sarcophagus with departure scene, Albertinum Group. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 33 Clazomenian sarcophagus with fountain scene and Achilles, Albertinum Group. 
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Fig. 34 Clazomenian sarcophagus with fountain scene, Troilos and Priam, Albertinum 
Group. 

 

 
 

Fig. 35 Clazomenian sarcophagus with Sacrifice of Polyxena, drawing, Albertinum 
Group. 
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Fig. 36 Polyxena sarcophagus. 

 

 
Fig. 36 A. Polyxena Sarcophagus, long side with sacrifice scene. 
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    c 
      

Fig. 36 Polyxena Sarcophagus B. Short side with three mourners at tree. C. Long side 
with festivities and procession. D. Short side with conversing women. 
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Fig. 37 Lydian bathtub sarcophagi in rock-cut chamber tomb, Sardis. 
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              d  
 

Fig. 38 A. Objects from Ikiztepe. B. Partial grave assemblages from Gökçeler. C. 
Selection of appliques and jewelry from sarcophagus burial in Sarıkız. D. Gold foil 

clothing appliques from Sardis. 
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                a 
 

Fig. 39 A. Clazomenian sarcophagus from Akanthos, two views, Albertinum Group. 
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Fig. 39 B. Akanthos sarcophagus head panel and drawing. 
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Fig. 40 Daskyleion stele with convoy and funerary banquet scene. 
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Fig. 41 Karaburun tomb chamber with kline and banqueting scene. 
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Fig. 42. Lale Tepe tomb chamber with klinai, digital reconstruction. 
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Chapter Three 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 43 Map of Miletos indicating archaic sanctuaries, temples and harbors. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

View	of	Zey*ntepe	from	the	north,	with	map.	
Greaves	2002.		



 237 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                               
 
                              a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                       
 
 
 
                  b 
 
Fig. 44 A. View of Zeytintepe from the north. B. View toward Zeytintepe with, formerly, 

the Gulf of Latmos in the background. 
 
  

View	of	Zey*ntepe	from	the	north,	with	map.	
Greaves	2002.		

View	toward	Zey-ntepe	with,	formerly,	
the	Gulf	of	Latmos	in	the	background.	2.	
Excava-ons	of	western	slope	with	late	
archaic	remains.		
Senff	2003.	

Remains	of	late	archaic	founda-ons.	
Senff	2002.	
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                    b  
 

Fig. 45 Zeytintepe A. Excavations of the western slope with late archaic remains. B. 
Remains of late archaic foundations. 

 
 
  

View	toward	Zey-ntepe	with,	formerly,	
the	Gulf	of	Latmos	in	the	background.	2.	
Excava-ons	of	western	slope	with	late	
archaic	remains.		
Senff	2003.	

Remains	of	late	archaic	founda-ons.	
Senff	2002.	

View	toward	Zey-ntepe	with,	formerly,	
the	Gulf	of	Latmos	in	the	background.	2.	
Excava-ons	of	western	slope	with	late	
archaic	remains.		
Senff	2003.	

Remains	of	late	archaic	founda-ons.	
Senff	2002.	
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Fig. 46 Marble sculptural fragments from Zeytintepe reconstructed as two panthers. 
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                                            b  
 

Fig. 47 Zeytintepe A. Terracotta standing and seated female figures, some with veil or 
polos, chiton and bird, deposit photo from Zeytintepe excavation. B. Terracotta female 

figure seated on a throne, holding a ram in her lap. 
  

Terraco'a	female	figurines	and	deposit.	
Senff	1992,	von	Graeve	2008.		
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Fig. 48 Zeytintepe. Terracotta head of a kouros, kore and Medusa antefixes, palmette 
acroteria. 
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Fig.49 Zeytintepe. Lydian architectural terracotta fragments reconstructed as a male 
figure driving a chariot. 
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                                                                                      c 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                       b 
 

Fig. 50 Zeytintepe A. Votive bronze horse. B. Bronze mini shield votives with lions. C. 
Griffin protomes, deposit photo. 

 
 
 
 
 
  

a)	Bronze	horse	vo-ve	b)	bronze	mini	shield	
vo-ves,	c)	griffin	protome.	
Gates	1995,	Brize	1999,	Panteleon,	Senff	2008	
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vo-ves,	c)	griffin	protome.	
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Fig. 51 Zeytintepe A. Faience falcons (Naukratis) B. Faience vase fragments (Rhodian) 
C. Faience double-flute player (Naukratis) D. Faience Bes figurines E. Steatite scarab F. 

Bronze falcon head. 
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Fig. 52 Plan of the sixth-century BCE Sanctuary of Hera, Samos. 
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Fig. 53 Samos. Faience double-flute players from Naukratis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 54 Samos. Two worshipers with dogs, Babylonian, bronze. 
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      a                                                                                      b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                   c 

Fig. 55 Marble kore heads from A. Old Smyrna (from Archaic Temple of Athena) B. 
Didyma (from a column drum of the Temple of Apollo) C. Miletos. All wearing 

stephane-type veils, with the kore from Miletos perhaps wearing a bonnet underneath her 
veil. 
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Fig. 56 ‘Antalya C’ Ivory figurine found in a tumulus near Elmalı in southwestern 
Turkey. 
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 Fig. 57 Kybele relief from Gordion. 
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Figure 58 Marble ‘Kybele’ naiskos from Miletos. 
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                                   b 
 

Fig. 59 Display of terracotta seated and enthroned female figures (Kybele), veiled or 
wearing a polos. A. Miletus Archaeological Museum B. Samos Archaeological Museum. 
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Fig. 60 Kybele monument at Arslankaya, general view. 
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Fig. 61 Limestone ‘Kybele’ naiskos, seated, from Kyme. 
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Chapter Four 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
            a                                                                   b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
            c                                                                   d 
 

Fig. 62 East Greek, capped, four-sided limestone pillar with carved reliefs, the 
Metropolitan Pillar. 
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Fig. 63 Drawing of East Greek, capped, four-sided limestone pillar with carved reliefs. 
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                                   b   
 
 

Fig. 64 Kybernis’s tomb (Harpy tomb) A. North panel. B. East panel. 
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Fig. 64 Kybernis’s tomb (Harpy tomb) C. South panel. D. West panel. 
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Fig. 65 Multifaced seal, ‘Munich stone’, drawing. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                    
            a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                             b  
 

Fig. 66 A. Pear-shaped pendant with one woman carrying a vessel and/or wreath, 
drawing. B. Scaraboid with woman carrying a three-pointed flower, drawing. 
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Fig. 67 Cornelian scaraboid with woman holding a lotus-shaped flower. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 68 Daskyleion sealing and drawing with female holding a lotus flower, facing a 
tunic-clad, soft-cap wearing male and dog, who rears up to meet her. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 69 Daskyleion sealing and drawing with female holding an unidentifiable object. 
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Fig. 70 Illustration of seal from Gordion with two male figures in Persian court robes on 

either side of a battlemented fire altar. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 71 Daskyleion sealing and drawing of winged figure holding a wreath. 
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Fig. 72 Illustration of situla fragment with remnants of a male figure with wings, possibly 

of Rhodian production. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Fig. 73 Fragment of Laconian manufacture (Arkesilas Painter) from Samian Heraion with 

reclining figure playing a double-flute and remnants of winged figure. 
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Fig. 74 Fragment of Laconian manufacture (Arkesilas Painter) from Samian Heraion with 

winged figure flying above a reclining symposiast. 
 
 

 

 
 
Fig. 75 Fragment of Laconian manufacture (Arkesilas Painter) from Samian Heraion with 

reclining couple and winged figure. 
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Fig. 76 Dorylaion stele, side showing a winged female holding a feline by its hind legs. 
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                              c 
 

Fig. 77 A. Daskyleion, drawing and sealing with hero grabbing a lion. B. Daskyleion, 
drawing of sealing with hero stabbing a lion. C. Daksyleion, composite drawing of 

sealing with hero grabbing a winged griffin. 
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Fig. 78 Daskyleion, drawing and sealing with leonine animal held upside down. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 79 Persepolis Fortification, drawing of seal with hero atop pedestal animal holding 
two lions aloft. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 80 Persepolis Fortification, drawing and sealing with hero in profile stabbing a 
rampant lion. 
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Fig. 81 Persepolis Treasury, clay ball with three impressions of the same stamp seal 
showing Bes between two griffins. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 82 Carnelian cylinder seal and impression showing Bes holding barsoms standing 
between two men in Persian-style robes. 
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Fig. 83 Fragmentary Daskyleion architectural relief showing “priest” in red kandys 
holding a barsom and approaching a door. 
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Fig. 84 Daskyleion architectural relief showing two “priests” holding barsoms, wearing 

bashlyk and kandys and approaching a structure, possibly a pedestal altar or door. 
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Fig. 85 Drawings of seal imagery showing examples of pedestal type fire altars with 
stepped cap and base. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 86 Persepolis Treasury, drawing of seal impression showing fire altar with stepped 
cap and base. 
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Fig. 87 Limestone fire altar from Bunyan in Kayseri showing, on each side, a kandys-
wearing figure holding a patera and a barsom. 
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Fig. 88 Terracotta figurine of Bes holding a tray of cakes on his head, from the Samian 
Heraion. 
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