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This special issue of BMSAES publishes papers and additional reflections arising from two
workshops organised at the British Museum in 2011 and 2013 as part of the British Museum’s
Naukratis Project (see Villing et al. 2013–19) which was still in its crucial early phases at this
point. The first workshop was organised by Ross Thomas and the second workshop by Marianne
Bergeron and Aurélia Masson-Berghoff.
When we organised the workshops we were particularly keen to invite archaeologists,
Classicists and Egyptologists to discuss together the diverse and sometimes contrasting narratives
of the different disciplines and the underlying ancient realities. The views of many authors have
evolved since, through recent research and new discoveries, and all papers presented here have
been thoroughly revised and updated since they were originally conceived. Not all papers given
at the workshops are included here, and some have been published elsewhere in the meantime
(see bibliography below). One article in the second part of this volume is the product of merging
papers presented at both workshops (Thomas) and one additional paper has been commissioned
(el-Kharadly).
The first Naukratis workshop, entitled ‘The Nile Delta as a Landscape of Connectivity’ (16–
17 December 2011), concentrated on the subjects of transport networks; trade and consumption;
Delta industry; and Delta communities. The objective was to discuss the impact of the changing
landscape and changing technology on human activity and interaction in this region. The role
of craftsmen in processes of change was also explored. Broad theoretical models were discussed,
concerning the role of mental landscape vs. natural landscape and the (perceived) ‘purity’ (or
complete absence of purity) of cultures, and their long tradition of influence and mixing, with the
apparent role of Naukratis within this discussed and debated. Practicalities were also discussed
concerning the difficulties faced by scholars dealing with the distortion of the evidence from
early fieldwork and attempts to remedy this through the re-study of archives and early finds from
the old excavations as well as through new fieldwork. The discussions proved very useful when
planning the new fieldwork at Naukratis undertaken by the British Museum between 2012 and
2018. Papers presented at the first workshop comprised:
Alexandra Villing
‘Naukratis and the British Museum’
Judith M. Bunbury,
‘The development of the geography of the Nile Delta’
Benjamin Pennington
and Laurence Pryer
Neal Spencer		
‘Kom Firin’
1 Front cover image: Reconstruction of the international harbour town of Naukratis with its Egyptian and Greek temples.
3D reconstruction of Naukratis as viewed from the north-west, by Grant Cox (ArsMedia) on behalf of the Naukratis
Project © Trustees of the British Museum.
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Damian Robinson
John Cooper		
				
Mohamed Ali		
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Catherine Grataloup
				
Elsbeth van der Wilt
Astrid Möller		
Mervat Seif el-Din
Mikael Pesenti		
				
Alan Johnston		
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Ross Thomas		
Marianne Bergmann
and Michael
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‘Shipwreck 43: a 6th–5th century BC ship from Heracleion’
‘The navigational landscape of the western Delta: Islamic documentary
evidence’
‘Recent SCA excavations at Naukratis’
‘The Greek documentation of the Persian garrison of Tell el-Herr
(North-Sinai)’
‘Herakleion: Saite imported pottery, and new observations on vase
features of the Persian and native dynasties’
‘The lead objects from Herakleion-Thonis’
‘Naukratis and Herakleion – two sides of one coin? Points of discussion’
‘Cat figurines from the Alexandrian Boubastion’
‘A Greek foot on the Egyptian soil at the Saite-Persian period: an
amphorological approach’
‘Amphora stamps from Naukratis: working towards insolubility’
‘Buto: interactions with the Greek and Roman’
‘Figurines from Naukratis’
‘Some evidence from Schedia’
‘Statuettes, amulets and the community at Heracleion-Thonis’
‘Faïence objects in Naukratis’
‘Faience finds from Naucratis and their implication for the chronology of
the site. How helpful are they in confirming its nature as a manufacturing
and trading centre?’
‘Naukratis as an outcome of contemporary geo-political
configurations?’
Greek landings and Hellenic appropriations in “the Island” (the Egyptian
Delta)’
‘“Fortress of the Milesians”: security and trade networks’
‘Aspects of Cypriot and Phoenician presence in the Nile Delta during
the Third Intermediate period and the 26th Dynasty’
‘Cypriotes or Cypro-Ionians at Naukratis?’

The second workshop (22–23 June 2013) was dedicated to ‘Religious Naukratis in Context’.
Some studies put the primary emphasis on cults, sanctuaries and offerings at Naukratis itself.
Our own extensive cataloguing of Naukratis finds spread across over eighty museums and
other institutions, and the concomitant efforts to recontextualise them, offered opportunities
to discuss anew traditional topics such as Greek vases and their dedication at the site. They also
allowed (re)consideration of Egyptian votive offerings and cult practices at Naukratis, usually
overlooked or little known. In the light of these new findings some of the discussion focused on
the patrons, clienteles and roles of Greek and Egyptian sanctuaries at Naukratis. Other papers
aimed to situate Naukratis in the wider perspective of religious phenomena in the Mediterranean

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Masson-Berghoff_Thomas_24.pdf

4		

AURÉLIA MASSON-BERGHOFF AND ROSS THOMAS

BMSAES 24

area, especially in the context of trading ports or emporia, but also in various Late Period and
Ptolemaic Egyptian sites in the Delta and elsewhere. The workshop comprised the following
speakers and papers:
Heba Abd el-Gawad
Damien Agut-		
Labordère		
Marianne Bergeron
Denise Demetriou
Anna Garnett		
				
Franck Goddio and
Catherine Grataloup
Ivan Guermeur		
Jan-Marc Henke
				
Alexander Herda
				
Alan Johnston		
Ireen Kowalleck
				
Norbert Kunisch
Aurélia MassonBerghoff
Wolfgang Müller
Daniel von 		
Recklinghausen
John Taylor		
Ross Thomas		
Paolo del Vesco		
Alexandra Villing
Virginia Webb		
				
Penelope Wilson

‘Royal cults and the packaging of Ptolemaic “soft power” outside Egypt’
‘Amun of Naukratis: The Egyptian temple and the Greek port of
trade’
‘Greek vase offerings in Naukratis and other harbour sanctuaries’
‘Religious middle grounds in cosmopolitan emporia’
‘“I too came to you, Pan!” A sacred Graeco-Roman landscape in Egypt’s
Eastern Desert’
‘Herakleion-Thonis’
‘Egyptian evidence at Naukratis’
‘Cypriot terracottas as initiators of technical and “religious”
innovations in East Greek communities?’
‘On the cult of Apollo Didymeus Milesios in Naukratis. Milesian and
Karian mercenaries and traders and the beginnings of Naukratis’
‘The Greek votive inscriptions in Naukratis’
‘Votive offerings and ritual practices in the Ionian sanctuaries of
Apollo’
‘Attic vase offerings at Miletus’
‘Naukratis: Egyptian votive offerings in context’
‘Syene/Aswan – the garrison town of the Late Period’
‘The decoration of the temple of Amun at Naukratis’
‘A new inscription from Naukratis?’
‘Figures in context’
‘Enshrined goddesses and ritual practices in a multicultural world’
‘Religion in a cross-cultural context: introduction’
‘Religious practices at Naukratis as suggested by the faience finds and
compared to Camirus in Rhodes’
‘“Gateway to the Underworld”: the cult areas at Sais in the Saite period’

By furthering scholarly understanding of the Nile Delta in Egypt’s relations with the
Mediterranean and especially the Greek world, both workshops also proved instrumental in
informing our own research on Naukratis, and we would like to thank all involved for giving
their time and opinions. We would like to express our appreciation to the staff of the Greece and
Rome department and to the volunteers for their help in the organisation of both workshops,
the peer reviewers for their valuable comments, Carolyn Jones for her careful copy-editing of
the papers, and Jessica Clarke for helping out with their layout. Finally, we are grateful to Neal
Spencer for adopting the volume as a BMSAES special issue.
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Introduction
In this article we explore how the Delta was inundated by sea-level rise at the end of the last
Ice Age to produce a geographically rich habitat for humans.1 When the sea level stopped rising
the coast of the Delta began to move (prograde) seawards and the distributary network that
had been strongly branching began to focus into a limited number of branches that radiated
from the Memphis area. The changes in the distributary network led to increased importance
for the Memphis area and the possibility that a single town could control traffic on each of the
branches within the Delta. The development of the Delta also produced a migration of its head,
first southwards and then to the north, which may have been one of the factors that influenced
the changing locations of the Egyptian pyramid fields and subsequent developments. It is in this
context that Naukratis was founded, during Dynasty 26 (c. 685–525 BC, Herodotus History,
2.178–79, Dewald 1998), at a strategic point within the Nile Delta (Fig. 1). The Canopic branch
upon which Naukratis was founded is now silted up (Pennington and Thomas 2016), as are
others of the former branches of the Nile (Stanley and Warne 1993). We explore the changing
landscapes of Egypt and, in particular, the Nile over the past 6,000 years to provide a context
for the site.

Fig. 1: Map of the Delta and the Nile valley as far south as the Faiyum showing the locations of Naukratis and
the historical positions of the Delta apex from Table I (below). Dashed lines indicate modern waterways. By
author
1 Front cover image: View of the Nile Delta, by Judith Bunbury.
http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Bunbury_et_al_24.pdf
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Change in the Nile Valley
Before the last glacial maximum, around 50,000 years ago, the Nile flowed in a similar way to
that of modern times towards the Mediterranean Sea (Said 1962). As global temperatures fell and
the ice caps formed, sea level fell and the Nile cut down through its sediments leaving a river
system with sandy islands amongst the river branches. As the Earth warmed again from 20,000
years ago, the ice sheets melted and sea level rose from 12,500 years ago, again spilling into the
Mediterranean basin and drowning the Delta and the river-mouth of the Nile. By 6,000 years
ago, sea-level rise had slowed and the Delta, in common with other deltas around the world
(Stanley and Warne 1994), began to recover from the flooding. There are a number of processes
that are attendant upon the recovery of a delta in this way and they have affected the patterns of
occupation of the Egyptian Delta through the last six millennia.
Delta dynamics
A delta starts to form where the base of a river channel meets sea level. At this point, the river
divides to form two or more shallower channels and the process continues to form a distributary
system. The channels bring sediment which, when deposited, helps to build the delta seawards
and, as this happens, the environments within the delta system also shift seawards as does the
‘delta head’ or apex, the point at which the first distributaries form. Within the whole river system
channels constantly migrate laterally and meander. The process of delta development can be
reset by either subsidence of the delta sediments or by sea-level rise; in either case, the sea level
rises relative to the sediments. Studies of the Rhine Delta (Berendsen and Stouthamer 2001) that
incorporate 180,000 boreholes give a more detailed picture of how progradation happens and
we can identify features of the Rhine Delta in the Egyptian Delta, where there are many fewer
cores available.
Nile Delta development
Stanley and Warne (1993), from their extensive survey including eighty-five boreholes, identified
the locations of past distributaries and showed that a period of marine incursion, initiated around
11,000 years ago, was followed by a period of delta progradation and subsequently a reduction
in the number of distributaries. Stanley and Warne (1994) also noted that other deltas in the
world were likely to have been affected by the same processes. Pennington, Bunbury and Hovius
(2016) and Pennington (2017) identified three such deltas that were associated with primary
states to show that, broadly, the evolving delta environment provided a nutrient-rich habitat that
was suitable for early humans. Subsequent reduction in productivity of the habitat as the delta
prograded changed the transport regime of the Nile Delta and is connected to the formation of
some of the early city-states.
Changing habitats
As sea level rises, the coast and the estuarine environment are pushed inland from the original
coastline. Inland from this, abundant distributaries form and produce a habitat rich in marshes
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and channels that branch and reconnect. During periods of high river-flow (the summer flood
of Egypt), the distributaries frequently break their banks (crevasse splay), refreshing the marshes
and forming lobes of sediment suitable for plants. New marshes may form for 100km or more
inland of the coast and provide a habitat rich in fish and fowl, as well as vegetation. Since there
are many branches, occupants anywhere in the marshes can travel easily in any direction, as
Strabo in c. AD 24 reported (Strabo, Geography 17.1.4, Strabo, c 40 BCE, Jones 1932), and food
resources are rich everywhere in the distributary network. The relict mounds of Pleistocene
(approx. 2.5Ma to 11,500 years ago) sand, known as gezireh in Egypt, remained proud of the
floodwaters during the flood and Yann Tristant (2006) has shown that as early as the Predynastic
period they were favoured as places of occupation and for burials.
With time, sediment supply from the channels began to fill the marshes, starting from the
most inland point and migrating seawards, so that the rich habitat became marginalised towards
the sea and eventually was consolidated such that the only nutrient-rich habitat that remained
was the estuarine habitat close to the coast. The remainder of the Delta had returned to its
current morphology and would require the use of irrigation and agriculture to become the foodsource that it is today. As the marshes filled in, the distributary system also silted up, leaving
fewer distributaries with fewer connections between them (Fig. 2). Currently the distributary
network emanates from a point to the north of modern-day Cairo, a strategic point for a capital
city, and consists of two main branches.

Fig. 2: Diagram to indicate the connectivity
of the Delta distributary system before and
after 2000 BC. Before 2000 BC there are a
large number of well-connected distributaries
in a nutrient-rich environment, whereas after
2000 BC the number and connectivity of the
distributaries is reduced, as is the nutrient
availability. By author.

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Bunbury_et_al_24.pdf

2019

THE EVOLVING ENVIRONMENT OF THE NILE DELTA

11

Migration of the Delta head
The modern Delta head is just north of Cairo, the modern capital of Egypt, but David Jeffreys
(Jeffreys and Tavares 1994) has long suspected that the Delta head may have moved within the
landscape. Much debate has focused on the location of Itj-Tawi (the two lands), Middle Kingdom
capital of Egypt, with candidates at Lisht and elsewhere being proposed. Bunbury and Jeffreys
(2011) propose that Itj-Tawi may be a toponym that reflects the location of the Delta apex and
may, therefore, have moved as the Delta apex moved.
Table 1: Delta apex positions through history taken from a literature review. Location numbers
refer to the map in Fig. 1, with the distance south measured from the present day apex (P) at
30o10′45″N, 31o10′44″E.
Location

Distance
South / km
Present (P) 0
1
18.4
2
36.3
3
36.3
4
36.3
5
47.3
6
49.7
7
57.2
8
89.3

Estimated date Error in date
/ years
2000 AD
0
700 AD
+/- 300
3000 BC
+/- 200
3000 BC
+/- 500
3000 BC
unknown
70 AD
+/- 5
25 BC
+/- 5
300 BC
+/- 50
unknown
unknown

Source
GoogleEarth
Jones 1997
Diodorus via Rennel 1830
Lutley 2007
Jeffreys 1985
Pliny via Rennel 1830
Strabo via Rennel 1830
Ptolemy via Rennel 1830
Calculated this work

Evidence was compiled from historical texts, geological and archaeological investigations,
and this enabled nine discrete points to be identified as likely Delta apex positions through
history, as shown in Table 1. The points show a northward trend of the apex over the last 3,000
years, but a southward trend before that. This suggests an change in direction of Delta apex
migration around 3000–4000 BP. We would, therefore, expect that the reduction in branches of
the Nile started around 3,000 years ago as the apex began again to move northwards.
Observations of the topography of the Nile Valley floor (Pryer 2012) taken from the contours
of the Egyptian Department of Survey and Mines in 1934 (Egyptian Survey Authority 1997)
suggest that there is no second set of levees created by a second channel of the Nile any further
south than Meidum (Fig. 3). From this observation we infer that the Delta apex cannot have been
further south than this location.
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Fig. 3: Diagram to show how ancient channels can be identified from topographic maps. In this case the
contours from the Egyptian Department of Survey and Mines 1934 show that there is no evidence for two
channels further south than Maidum (Meidum). By author.

Fig. 4: A graph of distance of modelled apex south of current position against time with the apex locations from
Table 1 shown with crosses (the length of whose arms indicate the range of the location and date values) and
the pyramid locations from Table 2 (below) shown as triangles. The coarse dashed line shows an interpolation
of the delta apex positions while the fine dotted lines show time or location constraints. By author.
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Pyramid field locations in northern Egypt
It is observed that the pyramid fields in northern Egypt (summarised in Table 2) seem to change
location frequently (Barta 2005) for reasons that are not entirely clear. A plot of pyramid field
location (superposed on Fig. 4) with our inferred position of the Delta apex suggests that the
pyramid fields broadly track the locus of the Delta apex through space and time. Since the delta
apex is also a point through which river traffic frequently passes, we propose that the location of
the Delta apex was one of the factors that stimulated migration of the chosen sites for pyramid
fields during the period 2649–1800 BC. However, as we have seen, as the apex began again to
move northwards around 3,000 years ago, there was a reduction in the number of the branches
of the Nile Delta, creating a stable Delta distributary system. The new stable distributaries north
of Memphis in the Delta region allowed cities such as Naukratis to flourish.
Table 2: Table showing the locations of northern Egyptian pyramid fields that are plotted in Fig.
4. Distances are shown south of the current Delta apex (P in Fig. 1) at 30o10′45″N, 31o10′44″E.

Label in Figure 4
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

Pyramid Field Location
Abu Rawash
Giza
Zawyet el-Aryan
Abusir
Saqqara
Dashur
Mazghuna
El-Lisht

Distance south / km
12
22
26.8
30.8
35.8
41.5
47.9
67.4

Dates of importance
2558 BCE
2566-2503 BCE
2637-2500 BCE
2477-2422 BCE
2649-1800 BCE
2600-1800 BCE
1800 BCE
1962-1800 BCE

Conclusions
The foundation of Naukratis as a Greek trading colony came at a time when the Delta distributary
system had re-stabilised after a period of global sea-level rise. During sea-level rise the number
and mobility of the distributaries increased. The resulting environment was rich in marshes
and cross-linkage between the distributaries allowed easy access from one part of the Delta to
another. Geographically, no area was privileged with greater accessibility or provision of food.
However, as the sea level stabilised so did the Delta, with the number of marshes and distributaries
gradually reducing until the remaining distributaries were linked principally through the Delta
apex. At this time, certain geographical positions had greater accessibility and a stronger food
supply; Naukratis was at one of these nodes. In addition, the reduction in rainfall at the end of
the African Humid Period around 4,000 years ago (Drake and Bristow 2006) meant that the
distributaries were unlikely to meander significantly. By the time that Naukratis was founded,
its location commanded a relatively stable branch of the distributary system, strategically placed
between the coast and the Delta apex in the Memphis area.
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This article proposes a re-examination of historical traditions, mainly ‘non-Herodotean’, that
concern the first Greek landings in Egypt. If the Herodotean narrative is focused on the military
arrival of ‘Ionians and Carians’ during the first years of Psamtek I, i.e. in 664–650 BC, some
heroic traditions concerning such place names as ‘the Watchtower of Perseus’ or ‘Thonis’ suggest
pre-Saitic Dorian abortive landings via the Libyan coastline. These early tentative landings were
repelled by the drastic control of the shore established in the early years of the Saite dynasty, as
Hecataeus of Abdera (cited by Diodorus I, 66, 8 Bekker 1888–1890) tells us. Finally, Strabo’s
statement about ‘the Wall of the Milesians’ confirms what the archaeological evidence already
suggested: that the opening of inland Egypt to Ionian trade, and the creation of the emporion of
Naukratis, occurred in the last years of Psamtek’s reign, i.e. between 625 and 610 BC.
In participating in the highly stimulating ‘Naukratis Workshop’,2 my aim was to put this
famous archaeological site in the wider context of what I call ‘Hellenic appropriations’ of the
Egyptian Delta. In other words, I tried to investigate the way Greeks used to appropriate for
themselves, physically but also mentally, this part of the Egyptian land.3 Of course, the first
action was physical: that is, landing on the shore and, from there, trying to make their way
upstream. But when did they land? And where? In what conditions and through which of the
numerous mouths of the Nile? And, afterwards, how did they construct their own appropriation
of this foreign space, and what was the role of Naukratis in this process?
Usually, all these questions have been answered by a quite universal and, let us say, somewhat
naïve use of the Herodotean tradition. Everybody knows the famous story of the ‘men of bronze’,
and it is unnecessary to narrate it again. Let us only remember that it definitely sets the ‘first
historical landing of Greeks’ in Egypt during the first years of Psamtek’s reign, between 664
and 650 BC. These ‘first Greeks’ would be, Herodotus says, Ionians along with (non-Greek)
Carians. But, as soon as we speak in terms of something ‘first historical’, modern historians
have been very prone to accept the Herodotean story as a ‘first historical fact’ on the simple
and crude assumption that Herodotus was indeed the ‘first historian’ … This seems rather an
odd argument. My point will not be to reopen the debate about the accuracy of the Egyptian
narrative of Herodotus.4 We must remember, however, that as the ‘new Homer’ Herodotus made
1 I am very much indebted to my colleagues at Angers University, Michel Darmon and his wife Sheena Trimble, for checking
my English, and also to François Leclère, for his friendly advice. Of course, all mistakes are mine.
2 Many thanks to all British Museum colleagues, and particularly to Jeffrey Spencer, Ross Thomas and Alexandra Villing.
After the British Museum event, Jeffrey and Alexandra went to Paris in order to present the renewal of British research on
Naukratis (Leclère, Spencer and Villing 2013, 126–35). Many thanks also to Penny Wilson, who said she agreed with the
views here discussed.
3 Concerning Greek territorial appropriation, see Malkin 2011, 141.
4 ‘Herodotus was a liar!’, the late Professor Jean Yoyotte was accustomed to tell me, in a somewhat excessive but, to my mind,
not entirely wrong opinion. Contra Lloyd 1975.
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a creation of his own, establishing the limits of what he called Ἱστορίη’ according to his own
assumptions.5 Indeed, concerning Egypt, the fact that these assumptions cannot be taken at face
value is worth remembering.
For instance, in modern times, scholars have emphasised that the Herodotean narrative
does not fit very well with the archaeological evidence (Bowden 1996, 17–37). As we know,
this evidence points to the decade 620/610 BC for the main arrival of Greek material in Egypt
in general, and at Naukratis in particular, and neither to 664/650 BC (‘the men of bronze’) nor
to 570 BC (Amasis’ reign), as Herodotus seems to imply.6 On the other hand, some literary
traditions allude to Greek landings on the Egyptian shore earlier than 664 BC.
Is it possible to reconcile these apparently antagonistic traditions? That is what we will try to
do below.
One ‘clarification’ before all! The fact that there is no Greek material available in Egypt before
620 or possibly 630 BC (Weber 2012, 286; the securely established terminus post quem of the bulk of
Naukratite pottery) cannot be taken as an argumentum ex silentio proving that there were no Greeks
at all living before this date in Egypt. Their presence before 620 BC is indeed abundantly proven
by written sources, mainly of military origin (Haider 2001, 197–215; Grallert 2001, 183–95;
Vittmann 2003, 194–235). It follows that the absence of Greek material must be explained by
other, mainly economic and purely archaeological, reasons. The main reason, usually forgotten,
which explains this vacuum is simply the well-known subsidence of the Egyptian coastline, the
result of which was to submerge all pre-Persian archaeological levels. If there existed relics of the
first Greek landing places on the Egyptian coast earlier than 620 BC, and even earlier than 664
BC, they are nowadays completely concealed some 8m underwater. Further, on the assumption
that the event might have involved only a very few people, and those hardly distinguishable from
any other sailors, we are forced to rely exclusively on literary traditions in order to illustrate the
first Greek landings on this shore.
Now the fact cannot be ignored that alternative stories concerning these landings were already
circulating in ancient times, and they did not agree with what we have called the ‘Herodotean
narrative’. These alternative stories concern three main landing places along the Egyptian shore,
namely:
1. ‘Thonis/Herakleion’;
2. ‘the Watchtower of Perseus’;
3. ‘the Wall of the Milesians’.
Those three places are traditionally located at the two westernmost mouths of the Nile:
‘Thonis/Herakleion’ at the Canopic (also named Herakleotic) one, that is in Abukir Bay; and ‘the
Watchtower of Perseus’ and ‘the Wall of the Milesians’, according to Strabo, at the next mouth to
the east, the Bolbitine (or Saitic), that is the modern Rosetta, mouth. These locations confirm the
fact that the first encounter of the Greeks with Egypt was made in the western parts of the Nile Delta.
5 On the same idea, but concerning Cyrenean foundation, see Calame (1996, 147–56).
6 Confirmed in the former colloquia (Höckmann and Kreikenbom 2001; Villing and Schlotzhauer 2006). See now also
the detailed discussion by Schlotzhauer (2012, 32–35). See particularly Kerschner (2001, 69–94) and Schlotzhauer (2001,
111–25). Also outside Naukratis, Weber (2001, 127–50). Pernigotti (1999, 47) argues that it is ‘comunque sicuro’ that the
Greek emporion at Naukatis was active before 620 BC and ‘forse intorno al 650’. But such an early date is less than secure.
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This is a very important but overlooked matter, especially if we consider these two points:
1. the Libyan face of Egypt is, in terms of modern Egyptology, crucial for the period running
from 1000 to 700 BC;
2. the Libyan shore was always, in Hellenic thought, fundamentally related to the Dorian face of
Greece (Malkin 1994, 169–91). It is a surprise, then, when we meet on this ‘Dorian shore’ the
‘Ionians and Carians’ described as the first-landing Greeks!
By the way, we know of some Dorian sailors who landed on the Egyptian shore: the Spartan
Menelaos, his wife Helen and their pilot, the young Canopus (Carrez-Maratray 2012), plus a
fourth one, the Cretan pirate for whom Odysseus manages to be taken, when coming home to
Ithaka (Homer, Odyssey, XIV, 243–86. XVII, 424–41, Murray). Of course, all of them belong to
the heroic age, that is precisely the period excluded by Herodotus from his historical plan, when
he says, for example, that it is only from Psamtek’s times that ‘we Greeks have exact knowledge
of the history of Egypt’ (Herodotus, II, 154, Godley 1920). But this is nothing more than a guess
by Herodotus and, even if Menelaos or the ‘Pseudo-Cretan’ were not historical figures, recent
research by Sergio Pernigotti (1999, 27)7 and Günther Hölbl (2007) has suggested that they
illustrated an obvious, even if episodic, presence of Greek sailors on the Egyptian shore before
Dynasty 26.
That these sailors were following a western navigation route along the Libyan coast is
illustrated by both the Pseudo-Cretan’s and Menelaos’ voyages from western Crete to Pharos.
During this voyage, they passed along a Libyan cape, the Περσέως σκοπίη, the ‘Watchtower of
Perseus’, which, by a strange and apparently unnoticed mistake, Strabo located at the Rosetta
mouth (Strabo, XVII, 1, 18 Jones). This location is clearly invalidated by what Menelaos says, in
Euripides’ Egyptian play, Helen, about his sad trip to Pharos:
Why should I tell you about our losses in the Aegean, and Nauplios’ beacons on Euboia, and
my visits to Crete and the cities of Libya, and the mountain-peaks of Perseus? (Euripides,
Helen, 766–69, trans. Coleridge 1910)
This obviously means that the Watchtower of Perseus was passed by Greek sailors on their
way along the Libyan shore before arriving at ‘Pharos’, i.e. at the west of the future Alexandria.
This is confirmed by Herodotus when he quotes the opinion of the Ionians, ‘who say that only
the Delta is Egypt, and that its seaboard reaches from the so-called Watchtower of Perseus, forty
schoeni to the Salters at Pelusium’ (Herodotus, II, 15, Godley 1920). Forty schoeni amounts to
some 400km (with the shoenon at 60 stadia of ca 180m), fully double the distance from Pelusium
to Rosetta. This leads us far away to the west, far not only from Rosetta (where, of course, it
is unbelievable that Ionians ever put the western limit of the Delta), but also from the Canopic
mouth. We can go a bit further: this ‘Ionian’ assessment of the Egyptian shore as far as the
Watchtower of Perseus rejects in the ‘far west’ the Dorian pretentions to Egypt, via the Libyan
shore, pretentions expressed, e.g., by a ‘port of Menelaos’ upon it.8
7 ‘Tra la fine dell’VIII e l’inizio del VII secolo, numerose furono le incursioni di modesti nuclei di Greci (accompagnati o no
da apparteneni ad altri gruppi etnici).’
8 Malkin 1994, 48–50, map 7. We follow Malkin’s conclusions, which are less rigid than those of Chamoux (1952, 62–63),
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A similar rejection of what I would name Dorian traditions regarding landings in Egypt
can be found in the stories concerning ‘Thonis’. As Jean Yoyotte demonstrated a long time ago
(Yoyotte 1958, 423–30), this toponym: T3 hn.t, meaning ‘the laguna’, was used, in Greek tradition,
to designate an Egyptian being of the heroic age: ‘Thôn(is)’, Polydamna’s husband. What matters
here is that we find clear evidence of a disagreement between Herodotean and non-Herodotean
traditions concerning this Egyptian ‘Thonis’.
For Herodotus, Thonis is the name of a good overseer of the Nile mouth, working under the
orders of the good king of Egypt, Proteus, based at Memphis. But for Hellanicus of Lesbos9 and
for all the following traditions, Thonis is the name of a bad king eventually killed by Menelaos.
The Herodotean version has been universally accepted by modern scholars inasmuch as it agrees
very well with what we know about the customs control elaborated by the Saite kings and studied
by Georges Posener (Posener 1947, 117–31). It does not, however, prove anything concerning
the pre-Saitic control of the shore, for which it substitutes an anachronistic device. We can add
that the Herodotean story did not receive support from anyone in ancient times, and was even
vigorously attacked by, for example, Plutarch in his De Herodoti malignitate.
It is my view that this story of the ‘good Thonis’ was only created, in Saitic times, in order to
reject some Dorian egyptophobic traditions concerning very difficult access to the Delta from
the west: the ‘bad Thonis’ (Yoyotte 1997, 98, n. 148). These traditions simply reflect the drastic
and vigorous measures taken, c. 700 BC, by the first kings of ‘the great kingdom of the West’ in
order to protect their seaside frontier against raiders and traders (Perdu 2002, 1215–44).
This is exactly what another non-Herodotean tradition states, namely Hecataeus of Abdera,
the man who became, with Manetho, the leading member of the ‘Egyptologist team’ of Ptolemy
I, c. 300 BC. Cited by Diodorus in a frequently overlooked passage (Diodorus, I, 66, 8–12 Bekker
1888–1890)10, he rejected ancient historians who μυθολογοῦσιν, that is to say Herodotus and
his fanciful story about the bronze helmet of Psamtek. Offering a rationalist view of the king’s
politics towards foreigners, Hecataeus states that, ‘in charge of the regions lying along the sea
(τῶν παρὰ θάλατταν μερῶν κυριεύων)’, Psamtek did not ignore foreign trade (Phoenicians and
Greeks) but restricted it to the shore under his control. It was only in a later period, after he
repelled his opponents ‘into Libya’ and became sole king, that Psamtek, Hecataeus says, opened
to strangers ‘the emporia of the rest of Egypt (τὰ κατὰ τὴν ἄλλην χώραν ἐμπόρια)’ (Diodorus, I,
67, 9 Bekker 1888–1890), that is to say the trading posts ‘not lying along the sea’, and of course,
among them, Naukratis.
When did this ‘opening of inland trade’ occur? To this question, archaeological evidence
gives a very clear answer: this occurred after 630/620 BC. This is exactly what the last ‘nonHerodotean tradition’ text about Greek landings in Egypt says, specifically the well-known
who thinks that ‘dans la toponymie hellénique du littoral libyen (…) il n’y a pas à chercher le souvenir d’une fréquentation
ancienne des lieux’ (also n. 5 about the ‘Guette de Persée’ wrongly situated ‘à l’extrémité occidentale du Delta’). On possible
Dorian/Ionian rivalry on the Libyan shore ‘as early as the first half of the seventh century’, see Walker (2004, 152).
9 Hellanicus of Lesbos, fragment 153 (Jacoby 1923, 143, F 153). Hellanicus floruit just after Herodotus, c. 430/400 BC.
10 Austin (1970, 55–56, n. 4), rejects this passage as ‘a rationalized version of Herodotus’ narrative’ corrupted by ‘mere
embroidery’ of ‘no independent value’. This is excessive, since the ‘rationalized version’ is clearly intended against Herodotus’
narrative, which it denounces as ‘fanciful’. The author (Hecataeus) did not ‘rationalize’, on the contrary, he worked as a
good ‘historian’, rejecting the saga for the facts. Vittmann (2003, 211), stresses that Diodorus’ statements are ‘interessanten
Mitteilungen’.
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passage by Strabo about the ‘Wall of the Milesians’:
In the time of Psammetichus (who lived in the time of Cyaxares the Mede), the Milesians,
with thirty ships, put in (πλεύσαντες κατέσχον) at the Bolbitine mouth and then,
disembarking, fortified (ἐκβάντες ἐτείχισαν) with a wall the above-mentioned settlement;
but in time they sailed up into the Saitic Nome, defeated the city Inaros in a naval fight,
and founded Naucratis (ἀναπλεύσαντες εἰς τὸν Σαϊτικὸν νομὸν καταναυμαχήσαντες Ἰνάρων
πόλιν ἔκτισαν Ναύκρατιν) not far above Schedia. (Strabo XVII, 1, 18, C 801 Jones 1932)
Even though I thought for a long time, like others (Drijvers 1999; Möller 2001), that this
was a highly spurious passage, I consider now that it can be taken very plausibly at face value.
Without entering here into the problematic question of the ‘Milesian foundation of Naukratis’,
still dubious in my opinion, I would only insist on what concerns the seashore in this context and
on this particular question: why did the Milesians ‘fortify the Bolbitine (Rosetta) mouth’?
All that we have observed previously, concerning the drastic control of the shore by Psamtek,
excludes absolutely the possibility that this could have been done against the will of the pharaonic
power, in a kind of a fanciful Greek ‘beachhead’ on the Egyptian coast.11 The Bolbitine mouth
was the doorway leading directly to the capital, Sais, and building a ‘wall’ on it can only be
understood as a defensive work realised within the framework of royal politics.12 It follows that a
dangerous threat to Egypt arose during a part of Psamtek’s reign. What we read in Strabo’s story
is that this threat occurred ‘at Cyaxares’ time’, that is after 625 (first year of Cyaxares’ reign), and
that it was led by a certain Inaros (who was in my opinion a historical figure, following Jean
Yoyotte [1997, 110, n. 213]). Inaros is a well-known name (Quack 2006, 499–505), illustrated in
Egyptian folklore by such stories belonging to the demotic ‘Pedubast cycle’ as ‘the Battle for the
Armour of Inaros’ or ‘Inaros and the Griffin’. Whether or not this was the same warrior, Strabo’s
Inaros was defeated in a naval battle by the Milesian fleet. But when and where did the battle take
place?
In his text, Strabo makes a threefold use of the grammatical iunctio ‘after they have done
they did …’. The two first instances are limited to a simple succession: πλεύσαντες κατέσχον,
‘after they have sailed they put in’ and ἐκβάντες ἐτείχισαν, ‘after they have disembarked they
fortified’. The third instance is a much more complex one: ἀναπλεύσαντες εἰς τὸν Σαϊτικὸν νομὸν
καταναυμαχήσαντες Ἰνάρων πόλιν ἔκτισαν Ναύκρατιν, ‘after they have sailed upstream after they
have defeated Inaros they founded Naukratis’.
All scholars, as it seems, assumed that the three verbs in Strabo’s sentence, ἀναπλεύσαντες /
καταναυμαχήσαντες / ἔκτισαν were put in a chronological order, so that the Milesians:
1. sailed up the Nile;
2. defeated Inaros;
3. founded Naukratis.
11 Malkin (2011, 135), stresses that ‘walled-off ’ sites appear much later than the 8th century. Motya’s wall, for example, was
built only c. 580 BC’.
12 For other defensive works against Libyan threat under Psamtek I, see the year 11 stela (Goedike 1962, 26–49; Der
Manuelian 1994, 323–32; Pernigotti 1999, 36–38; Perdu 2002, 1215–44.
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Apart from the fact that this supposes a very dubious naval fight on the Nile, this order of the
events is grammatically impossible. Indeed, the words ἀναπλεύσαντες and καταναυμαχήσαντες
are not coordinated by καί (‘after they sailed up and after they fought’), but only juxtaposed,
which means that the second verb specifies the conditions in which the first action occurred: the
Milesians, sailing up the Nile after they defeated Inaros, founded Naukratis. We can therefore
correct the translation of Jones as follows:
… the Milesians, sailing with thirty ships, put in at the Bolbitine mouth, and then,
disembarking, fortified with a wall the above-mentioned settlement; but in time, sailing
up into the Saitic Nome after they defeated Inaros in a naval fight, they founded the city
Naukratis not far above Schedia.
The events can, therefore, be reconstructed in the following way: sometime between 625
and 610 BC (‘Cyaxares’ time’), a certain Inaros, probably coming from Libya, attacked Egypt
and threatened the most important of the Nile’s mouths, the Bolbitine one, leading directly to
Sais, the capital of old Psamtek. In distress, the king appealed to the Milesian fleet for help. The
two parties came to an agreement according to which the Milesians, in return for protecting
the Egyptian shore, would be granted open access, for their traders, onto the ‘inland emporia’
of the kingdom. This was done: the Milesians, after they had secured the Rosetta mouth by a
fortification, sailed westward against Inaros coming from Libya. They defeated his fleet on the
Mediterranean, probably at Thonis-Heracleion, a first ‘naval battle of Abukir’, some 2,420 years
before Admiral Nelson. All this achieved, they sailed up the Canopic branch of the Nile (as the
words ‘above Schedia’ imply) and they installed their traders in the emporion of Naukratis.
In my view, all these examples are going in the same direction. They illustrate the fierce will of
‘Ionian Greeks’ to take possession of the western part of the Delta, repelling Dorian pretentions
far west on the Libyan coast, grumbling against the Saitic closing of the shore and, eventually,
with the Milesians, forcing the pharaonic power to open the doors to their inland traders. From
the period 610 to 580/570 BC, Milesian pottery of the ‘Middle Wild Goat Style’ starts appearing
at a number of places in Egypt (Weber 2012, 282). Why not go farther? As Herodotus says, ‘in
the opinion of Ionians, only the Delta is Egypt’. As we know that the Delta was nothing else,
for the Greeks, than an island (Strabo, XVIII, 1, 4 Jones 1932 ; Pliny, Historia naturalis, V, 9, 48
Mayhoff 1906), and since ‘Delta’, as we all also know, is a Greek letter, we are entitled to replace:
‘in the opinion of Ionians, only the Delta is Egypt’ by ‘in the opinion of Ionians, the Delta is only
Greek’! This is what I call an ‘Hellenic appropriation’ and it can be, I think, verified more than
once. Let us finish with two famous examples.
In a Greek poem written in Roman times, in memory of Antinous, it is said that Hadrian
gave to his deceased lover ‘a city rich in grapes which lies along its fertile neighbour’, that is the
town of Antinoopolis, in Middle Egypt, lying along the Nile (P.Oxy. 63, 4352, v. 14–17). But,
for its part, the Nile gave Antinous ‘an island which accommodates the flower of Achaia and is
surrounded by harbours that make it the elite of the plain’. This island is usually interpreted as the
Hermopolite nome surrounding Antinoopolis, but how could this small region be ‘surrounded
by harbours that make it the elite of the plain’? In our opinion, the ‘island’ given by the river to
Antinous, i.e. a ‘gift of the Nile’, is nothing less than what it was already in Herodotus’ mind: the
Delta itself, surrounded by such famous harbours as Canopus, Pelusium and Babylon, and last
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but not least Naukratis itself.
On the mosaic of Palestrina, we observe a ship sailing upstream from Canopus to Babylon
(Old Cairo), on the same route followed by the Milesian fleet in c. 620 BC. After passing a city of
ibises which has been identified with Hermopolis Magna, but which must be its lower equivalent,
Hermopolis Parva / Damanhur, he will arrive at the next port of call: Naukratis. In my mind,
the Palestrina mosaic is a strict representation of an absolute claim: here is the Egyptian land of
the Greeks.

Fig. 1 Front cover image: View of Naukratis in October 2018, by Aurélia Masson-Berghoff on behalf of the
Naukratis Project © Trustees of the British Museum.
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Identifying the amphora stamps from Naukratis1
Alan Johnston
In Naukratis I Petrie tells us that ‘an immense number of handles of amphorae were found all
over the town. ...There has been no time to examine and classify the quantity of about 1200 which
I have brought back’ (my italics) (Petrie 1886, 42). Many of these have now been identified in the
collections of the British Museum (BM). Petrie’s note is the only mention in print of amphora
stamps from Naukratis in the BM, with the exceptions of a Samian stamp mentioned in an article
by Virginia Grace (1979, 183, n. 2), some pieces illustrated by Börker (1986), and some examples
noted as parallels in Yvon Garlan’s catalogue of Thasian stamps (1999).
The material had not passed entirely unnoticed, however. In 1955 Grace and her assistants
examined the amphora stamps in the BM and the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford, while those in
the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston also came to their attention; curiously, neither of the last two
Museums’ modest set of holdings were fully catalogued by them. The BM and the Grace Papers
in the American School of Classical Studies in Athens retain good documentation of the visit
(which also included a check on the material from Rhodes in the BM, published in IG XII 1).
Without these documents, it is to be regretted, we could have been in a parlous state regarding
the whole Naukratis corpus, which was thought to have remained unregistered until that year,
and was even then only partly registered. We learn from a marginal note in a letter from Grace
to Bernard Ashmole of 18 November 1955 that she counted 626 stamps from Naukratis in the
BM, all in cases 1, 2 and 3. A selection of these (basically the early and non-Rhodian) was put on
to cards, and registered in the sequence 1955,0920.1–196. From another letter to Ashmole, of 14
January 1956, we have the precious information that ‘Peter Corbett says that no question mark [in
the provenance “Naukratis?”] is to be used following “Naucratis”; this is the provenance’ (Fig.
1); otherwise there is no preserved record in the Department at all of the relevant material, while
it should be added that Corbett was not a person to have said this, especially to Grace, without
being absolutely confident of its correctness.2 The material had, according to Grace’s letters, been
in cases 1, 2 and 3, and was transferred to other cases during the period of her interest, precisely
when is not clear. The stamps are no longer in these cases, and it seems unlikely that their ‘case’
history can be resuscitated.
What is clear is that the great bulk of the Rhodian stamps in the BM then thought to be
from Naukratis was not recorded by Grace, i.e. 430 of the total as calculated by her, all from the
contents of cases 1, 2 and 3 (of a total of thirty-six cases which she lists).3 She remarks in a letter
1 I have retained most of the text of my talk, telling the story ‘as it happened’, though adding a narrative on work carried
out since December 2011 and updating statistics throughout. I am grateful to Alexandra Villing, Ross Thomas and François
Leclère for help and advice in the Museum, to Natalia Vogeikoff-Brogan for access to the Grace Archive in the American
School of Classical Studies at Athens, and to the director and officers of the EES for permission to include images of archival
documents. John Lund very kindly supplied Fig. 14 and Chavdar Tsochev a pertinent reference. Interlocking problems of
identifying the provenances of material in the BM are now discussed in Johnston 2017.
2 Though one fancies that Peter Fraser’s report to her (in the same letter) that there were some 12,000 stamps in the
Ashmolean Museum may have not been fully serious. See also note 3 below.
3 It is clear that the 1955 series was entered in three lots, 1–91, 94–174 and 175–96, presumably corresponding to the

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Johnston_trade_24.pdf

2019

IDENTIFYING THE AMPHORA STAMPS FROM NAUKRATIS

27

to Bernard Ashmole of 4/1/1956 that this total of 626 comes near to half of the figure mentioned
by Petrie, and so was the share allotted to the excavators; the other half would have stayed in
Egypt – ‘half remained in Egypt (and no doubt formed part of the heaps we found there last
spring)’ [i.e. at Naukratis, 1955]. This contradicts Petrie, who specifically says that he brought back
around 1,200.

Fig. 1: Excerpt from a letter from Virginia Grace to Bernard Ashmole, 14 January 1956. © The Trustees of the
British Museum.

At the time of the presentation of this paper I could add little. Some twenty-five (mainly
Rhodian) stamps from Naukratis were known to me to be in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford,
the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston and Greenock, McClean Museum and Art Gallery. Campbell
Cowan Edgar’s catalogue of holdings of stamps in Cairo (apud Milne 1905, 105–29) does not
specify Naukratis as the provenance of any piece, but one notes Petrie’s words implying that he
found more than he brought back; see below. One can observe that the surface condition of the
196 BM stamps recorded by Grace is generally good, if occasionally worn; calcitic accretion is
absent; this would help in isolating possible Rhodian stamps from Naukratis in the BM, since the
condition of pieces, whether catalogued or not, from other sites forming the collection – Rhodes,
Knidos, Halikarnassos, Lesbos, virtually all acquired through Sir Charles Newton – is normally
different (often with calcitic accretions).
The situation was considerably improved early in 2011 when I received a photograph of a page
with drawings of amphora stamps, soon to be followed by many more (Fig. 2). Petrie’s diary for
the 1884–85 season had been ‘unearthed’ in the Egypt Exploration Society, though it had been
known earlier to some, and a copy had been made for the Griffith Institute in Oxford. In it he
(and Griffith; see below) made drawings of 1,120 stamps and gives indications that workmen
brought others in, which in part he merely notes as duplicates and in part says he would not
accept because they were so frequent. He comments in early May 1885: ‘We must have over 1000
now; perhaps 1200 or 1500. As they will go packed close in a drawer at 20 to the square foot, we
shall need 10 large drawers 2ft x 3, to merely stow them as close as they will go’ (Fig. 3).4 The
contents of cases 1–3, but this does not help ascertain the number of stamps in those cases which were not registered. It is
unfortunate that one stamp in the series, 137, a worn Koan stamp, is not trimmed and has an ink marking, and is therefore
almost certainly not from Naukratis; in addition 197, a Knidian stamp of the eponym Agesandros, for which Grace deleted
her original entry ‘Naukratis’ as the provenance, is well trimmed.
4 Petrie Journal 1884–85, EES Archive XVIId, 47, p. 201.
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total which he put into print as returned to London, around 1,200, is perhaps consistent with
eighty or so being ‘uninteresting duplicates’, though he does in fact draw many duplicates in the
diary. Alas, the famous dictum of Umberto Eco – ‘for every problem there is a simple solution;
it is wrong’ – kicks in here, as we will see. Nonetheless what is clear is that half the haul was not
left in Egypt, and we read that Petrie had concerns in the earlier part of the season about the
vast number of stamps being brought in, and that they would have to be trimmed to fit into the
cases he had made (‘I trim them down so as to reduce the bulk as much as possible’, 8 December
1884).5 Moreover we must remember that many more stamps – ‘an immense number’ – were
found; the fate of those not brought back to London is unclear, so as to confound any precise
evaluation of their whereabouts now, whether or not any were drawn by Petrie. In addition, there
are a few pages in the diary composed by Griffith, after Petrie had gone to Cairo on 10 April
1885, including some drawings of stamps, ‘from the site of the [Apollo] temple’,6 which might
suggest incomplete coverage by way of drawings of the material overall.

Fig. 2: Page 19 of Petrie’s Naukratis diary,
1884–85. EES Archive XVIId, 47, image ©
Egypt Exploration Society.
5 Petrie Journal 1884–85, EES Archive XVIId, 47, p. 32.
6 Petrie Journal 1884–85, EES Archive XVIId, 47, p. 188a; and on p.191 ‘A basketful of stamped handles …. obtained here
every day’.
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Fig. 3: Excerpt from page 201 of Petrie’s diary. EES Archive XVIId, 47, image © Egypt Exploration Society.

Some of Petrie’s letters confirm, or adjust, the picture. Early in the season, on 21 December
1884, he wrote to Poole in the BM, ‘The Rhodian inscribed handles will be a great series; I
have about 250 already; i.e. enough after they are trimmed down small, to fill a case 6ft by 2ft
packed as close as possible’.7 Then at the end of the season, 11 June 1885, we have, again to
Poole, regarding his negotiations about what to leave in Egypt with Maspero, ‘The weights and
stamped handles we settled most satisfactorily, as I proposed, M(aspero) takes none now (except
24 duplicate handles I picked out); but I have given him an agreement that he is to select them
when he chooses in England, leaving us at liberty to dispose of inferior duplicates meanwhile;
really he intends us to make the selection for him’.8
The drawn material covers a range of fabrics, which I currently assess as c. 22 Thasian, 50
Koan, 60 Knidian, including ‘prow’ stamps, 6 Chian, 32 Italian, 15 various, 480 Rhodian,
plus a substantial residue. What is naturally of particular interest, to test Corbett’s assertion
of a Naukratis provenance, is a comparison of this material with the 196 pieces catalogued in
1955. Here one has to bear in mind, of course, that some stamps are frequently found, and an
assured link between one drawn by Petrie and an individual in any museum cannot readily be
demonstrated. Rare stamps, or those in a particular condition, echoed in Petrie’s drawings, would
make identity more persuasive. In that light, about 130 of the 196 stamps registered in 1955 and
attributed to the find-spot ‘Naukratis’ must or can be equated with pieces in Petrie’s drawings.
But, using similar criteria, ten of the overall 137 pieces registered in 1955, but not then taken to
be from Naukratis (1955,0920.197–333) can be so equated, too; however, one must immediately
qualify that remark, since Corbett did not say that these other pieces were not from Naukratis,
merely that 1–196 must be.
More significantly, and again using the same criteria, 350 of the 1,060 stamps which remained
uncatalogued until 2011 can now be identified as having been drawn by Petrie. Of these 1,060,
860 have no modern marking, as with the 1955 series, save for a) some pencilled numbers (most,
7 Petrie letter to Poole, 21 December 1884, EES Archive XVIf, 62.
8 Petrie letter to Poole, 11 June 1885, EES Archive XVIf, 84; the figure is also noted, presumably by Maspero, in a list of
objects left at Bulak dated 8 June.
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it would seem, denoting the ‘xth’ in the series of such stamps), and very rarely b) a note of recent
conservation. It is at least comforting, on a procedural level, that no piece with any modern ink
marking (which in the BM collection is normally some reference to objects collected by Charles
Newton) makes a good fit with the Petrie drawings. At least 500 of these 860 are Rhodian,
to which one could add a tolerable number of early stamps which are probably Rhodian but
were not set aside as such by Grace in 1955, nor put into that series; of all these uncatalogued
Rhodians, 150 must be equated with Petrie drawings, and fifty more can be. See the Appendix
for some relevant figures.
The overall picture is therefore regrettably fuzzy. Certainly a much higher percentage of pieces
in the 1955,0920.1–196 series can be equated with Petrie’s drawings than those in 1955,0920.197–
333 or in the uncatalogued material (now registered 2011,5002.1–340; 2011,5003.1–596;
2011,5004.1–140); however, in the latter, one series was given paper numbers, 1–344, in c. 2000
(for a planned catalogue that was abandoned), and it is noteworthy that the sequence 20 to 58
has 50 percent which can be equated, which suggests that this group, which for some reason was
physically set apart in the trays from 1–19, may be a Naukratite ‘patch’. Overall of these ‘paper’
stamps (now the series 2011,5002.1–340), seventy may match and about fifty of them seem surely
to match, perhaps between 15 and 20 percent.
To add to the problems, just one stamp, to which I will return, was registered in the 19th
century, but with an 1888 number, strongly indicating that it came from the second season of
excavation, for which we have no other evidence for stamps. It was not drawn by Petrie.
A further, more recent discovery took the matter in a new direction, whether forward or back.
A large number of stamps, 890 in all, were registered in 1925 (‘Miss Hutton’s series’ according to
Grace)9 as from Newton’s excavations in the Near East (Fig. 4). I regret to say that a good number
of these are certainly to be equated with stamps drawn by Petrie. After work carried out since the
conference I can confirm that about 30 percent of this series seems to be so identifiable – that is
c. 270 of these 890 ‘Newton’ pieces. I add, however, that there are only three probable equations
in the first 130 registered, many of which are marked in ink as from Newton’s excavations; an
assumption seems to have been made that the entirety of the cases or trays then being catalogued
were Newtonian.
With the addition of these pieces it appears that the BM seems to hold about 800 of the
drawn stamps, but a large residue remains to be identified, in the region of 320, and I doubt very
much whether the diaspora of material sent from London to such places as Boston and Oxford
will cover more than a fraction. Trying to match Petrie’s drawings with the material in Cairo
published by Milne leads to a possible solution: while the majority of the holdings then in Cairo
do not appear in the Petrie drawings, two or three which may be described as uncommon do
(Fig. 5):
Cairo 26026 matches Petrie 51, 14 (because of the condition of the stamp)
26092			
132, 2
26085			
102, 24
Petrie did note in the letter quoted above (n.7) that twenty-four duplicate handles were taken
by Maspero, presumably to Cairo; it is difficult to see the last two as duplicates from Naukratis,
9 In the letter to Ashmole cited above. Amy Hutton had been associated with the Museum since at least 1890, and is perhaps
best known for her volume, Greek Terracotta Statuettes (1899); see also Johnston 2017, 154.
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though there are indeed possible candidates among the other unprovenanced pieces in Milne’s
catalogue. Then why are they not cited as from Naukratis there?10 Moreover, twenty-four is a
mere fraction of the as yet unidentified drawn pieces.

Fig. 4: Running heading of entries in the British Museum register for the series of entries 1925,0119. © The
Trustees of the British Museum.

10 It would be interesting to know whether any of these stamps were trimmed. They are among the smaller pieces catalogued
by Edgar, but without autopsy it would be dangerous to pursue this line of argument. Of the unprovenanced pieces in the
catalogue 17 percent are under 8cm, a strong hint, but no more, that a number have been treated by Petrie.
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Fig. 5: Comparison of drawings in the Cairo catalogue (left) and Petrie’s diary for three stamps: Cairo 26092 with
Petrie page 132, stamp 2; 26026 with Petrie page 51, stamp 14; and 26085 with Petrie page 102, stamp 24. EES
Archive XVIId, 47, © Egypt Exploration Society.

Returning to the BM, I have taken c. 800–850 stamps to be from Naukratis because they
are either the 196 catalogued by Grace, or are other pieces identifiable to a greater degree of
certainty with drawings made by Petrie (plus seven to date in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston,
the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford and Warrington, Municipal Museum, but not including the
Egyptian Museum, Cairo). Beside this, we have Petrie’s statement in print that he brought
back 1,200 stamps. I have most recently started to test that figure against further criteria: their
relatively small size, the presence of modern chipping and, as noted above, freedom from
calcareous accretion. With respect to the second, it is clear that Petrie drew at least five stamps
that were afterwards damaged in the chipping (his ‘trimming’) done to reduce their size (Fig.
6);11 therefore, modern chipping can be a basic identificatory mark for the series. One can look
at the figures regarding size in different ways; it is striking that of the handles surely attributable
to Naukratis only 3.5 percent measure over 10cm (most of the twenty-six examples are from
the chunkier round handles of Brindisi jars), while the figure for those over 10cm from the
non-attributed (non-Naukratis) handles in the BM is much higher at 40 percent. Or, some 80
percent of the Naukratis attributed handles measure 8cm or less, while only 2.5 percent from
Halikarnassos and 5 percent from Rhodes are this small. Among 2,300 stamps in the BM that
must include any or all material from Naukratis, 1,276 measure less than 8cm, a figure which is
interestingly near Petrie’s total; of these only twenty-six cannot be from Naukratis for they are
marked either as from Newton’s excavations or with IG XII 1 numbers. As regards chipped
11 His diary entry for 8 December, early in the excavation season, stating that he trimmed them down to reduce the bulk as
much as possible, implies that this was done by him personally, soon after they were brought in to him, but seemingly after
he drew them. Presumably any that were later left in Egypt would have been trimmed (see note 8).
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pieces, I believe that over 1,300 handles in the BM can be placed in this category, which when
taken with stamps in other collections, to be ascertained, comes to a total well above Petrie’s
1,200 brought back to London. To be added to some such total must be the more than 350 pieces
in Petrie’s drawings that have not yet been identified.

Fig. 6: Comparison of Petrie’s drawings and present state of BM GR 1925,0119.174 with Petrie page 52, stamp
1 (left), GR 1925,0119.643 with Petrie page 181, stamp 29 (centre) and GR 1925,0119.168 with Petrie page 110,
stamp 19 (right). Photographs © The Trustees of the British Museum. Drawings EES Archive XVIId, 47, ©
Egypt Exploration Society.

Regarding the alleged 626 Naukratis stamps in the BM, I have no good answer; which pieces
that Grace examined were given a Naukratis provenance by Corbett or Ashmole? The total must
be made up somehow by the 196 catalogued in 1955 and 430 Rhodian and other stamps (with
single letters, monograms, symbols etc.) among the rest of the material still uncatalogued in 1955.
On my count, however, there were over 700 such pieces; 170 of these are from sites other than
Naukratis, 152 certainly or probably from Naukratis on the evidence of Petrie’s drawings, with a
further 190 of the residue measuring under 8cm. This might be a step towards a solution, but it
is an unsteady one.
A proper review of the stamps from Naukratis should therefore be confined to the Petrie
drawings – whether or not identified with known extant pieces – and those of the 1955.1–
196 sequence not so identified. Common types which appear both in Petrie and among the
uncatalogued material may be used for illustrative purposes, but we should not assume that the
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excavated and drawn material come from the same dies as extant pieces. This is not the place
to assess the accuracy of Petrie’s drawings, but in general terms it must be judged as ‘more than
adequate’.
Striking pieces in the 1955 sequence not drawn by Petrie are very few: five Thasian, none well
preserved; five early Rhodian, two poorly preserved; twenty-seven Koan; perhaps six ‘prow’;
sixteen Knidian, some well preserved, and one Italian, otherwise fully represented in Petrie.
Also two ‘Others’ with unusual symbols – goat facing herm, and bee (Fig. 7). But most of the
noteworthy material in 1955 can be equated.
Although it is not the primary aim of this paper, I should of course say something about the
nature of the material, and I start with a final piece in the 1955 set, but not drawn by Petrie – it is
perhaps the only really remarkable piece in the ninety or so of that set (Fig. 8). It was, however,
drawn by Griffith, who sketched a small number of pieces in the diary, as noted above, on 10 April
1885. Despite its poor condition there is no doubt that it is a Corcyraean stamp, with fairly close
parallels, unpublished, as so often with stamps, from excavations on the island. It is something
of a rarity and to my knowledge only datable stylistically – not easy. Involvement of the western
Greek world in Egypt is archaeologically slim at best until the Hellenistic period, a little Gnathia
ware being among the earlier material, as well as a Sicilian red-figure pyxis from Herakleion
(Goddio 2008, 348–49, no. 402). By the later Hellenistic period we see a good number of stamped
Italian amphoras, nearly all from the Brindisi area, throughout Egypt, probably peaking in the
first quarter of the 1st century BC, and bracketed by the demise of Rhodes in 166 BC and that of
Delos in 69 BC. I illustrate some drawn by Petrie and in the 1925 series, and the one 1955 piece
not drawn by Petrie (Figs 9–12).

Fig. 7: BM GR 1955,0920.74 and 75, detailed views. © The Trustees of the British Museum.

Fig. 8: BM GR 1955,0920.164. © The Trustees of the British Museum.
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Fig. 9: BM GR 1925,0119.694 © The Trustees of the British Museum, with the drawing by Petrie, EES Archive
XVIId, 47; image © Egypt Exploration Society.

Fig. 10: BM GR 1925,0119.696, with the drawing by Petrie. © The Trustees of the British Museum. ES Archive
XVIId, 47; image © Egypt Exploration Society.

Fig. 11: BM GR 1925,0119.707 © The Trustees of the British Museum, with the drawing by Petrie, EES Archive
XVIId, 47; image © Egypt Exploration Society.

Fig. 12: BM GR 1955,0920.87. © The Trustees of the British Museum.
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Nothing is from the Black Sea, but that is not so unusual; see Finkielsztejn 2011, and also
Lund 2007 for the broader picture.
My work on Rhodian stamps is by no means complete, but it is clear that the material is
spread over a long period, with stamps of the early phases, say 310–250 BC to include probable
‘proto-Rhodians’, being very frequent. From consideration of both Petrie’s drawings (the basis
of Fig. 13, the black bars) and all those BM Rhodian stamps previously unregistered and with
no modern markings, there is a distinct shortage of material from between 167 and 146 BC in
comparison with what one would normally expect from the general pattern presented by John
Lund (2011, 288, fig. 13.3) (Fig. 14) or from the whole BM collection, comprising material from
various sites (see Fig. 13, the grey bars). The record of stamps from Alexandria does not present
such a notable dip (Lund 2011, 289, fig. 13.4, with cautionary text). There is a sudden upsurge
after 146; only one of the twenty-three stamps of the decade 149–140 BC is earlier than that year.

Fig. 13: Eponyms on Rhodian stamps by percent in Petrie’s drawings (black) and Rhodian eponym stamps from
all sites in all holdings in the British Museum (grey).
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Fig. 14: Eponyms on Rhodian stamps from a range of provenances. Courtesy of John Lund.

One, probably Rhodian, piece drawn by Petrie remains a mystery to me (Fig. 15) – ‘“iereus
Astymedes meis” around a flower’; ‘which Astymedes?’ is the least of the problems; while it is not
easy to take it as a misreading of επ’ιερεως Αστυμηδευς, that must be the most likely solution.
Local Egyptian material is not lacking, though disparate. I just mention three pieces: a 1925
registered piece, seemingly drawn by Petrie, of the Petos group (Fig. 16) whose find-spots are
confined to Egypt; another piece drawn by Petrie and recognised by him, though not by Grace,
as a Bes head (Fig. 17) – not paralleled to my knowledge; and the one piece actually registered
in the 1880s, a cartouche lightly stamped on the outside of a handle in local clay, apparently
from a 4th century BC amphora form (Fig. 18), although the cartouche resembles a Saite design
(see Masson 2018, 10). Whether it was excavated in the second season, as most of the material
registered in 1888, or had slipped attention in the cataloguing in 1886 is not clear, but the former
seems almost certain.

Fig. 15: Petrie’s drawing of an enigmatic Rhodian stamp, page 181, stamp 39. EES Archive XVIId, 47; image ©
Egypt Exploration Society.
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Fig. 16: BM GR 1925,0119.527 © The Trustees of the British Museum and Petrie’s drawing, page 133, stamp 8,
EES Archive XVIId, 47; image © Egypt Exploration Society.

Fig. 17: BM GR 1955,0920.76 © The Trustees of the British Museum and Petrie’s drawing, page 110, stamp 17,
EES Archive XVIId, 47; image © Egypt Exploration Society.

Fig. 18: BM GR 1888,0601,738. © The Trustees of the British Museum.
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A few final remarks on material of this earlier period. The range of Thasian stamps of
c. 390 to 250 BC is unsurprising, though other North Greek or ‘North Greek’ material is of
greater interest, if rare. One generically North Greek stamp was drawn by Petrie (Fig. 19), while
an unregistered BM stamp is likely to be from Naukratis, being well ‘trimmed’, and is a rare
Mendean stamp with a simple amphora (Fig. 20). Other pieces seem to me to be of North Greek
fabric, but are singletons – their stamps are short abbreviations or ligatures, as are very common
in the 5th to 4th centuries, but not only then. One ligature is of particular interest; Petrie drew
a few examples and there are ten specimens in the BM, nine previously uncatalogued and one in
the 1925 sequence (Fig. 21). It has been read as ‘Aphu’; I have been tempted to suggest, and see
that Garlan (2002) has also done so, that it be expanded to Αφυτης or the like, from Aphytis. I
was, therefore, most intrigued to see that Petrie offers us an ‘Aphyths’ (Fig. 22), but expectations
were dashed when I was able to identify the piece, which reads clearly enough, retrograde in two
lines, Ευφα|νης; Petrie also drew a complete such stamp, which to my knowledge is unparalleled
elsewhere, but likely to be early Rhodian.

Fig. 19: BM GR 1925,0119.637 © The Trustees of the British Museum and Petrie’s drawing, page 101a, stamp
11, EES Archive XVIId, 47; image © Egypt Exploration Society.

Fig. 20: BM GR 2011,5003.480, detail. © The Trustees of the British Museum.
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Fig. 21: BM GR 1925,0119.588a, detail. © The Trustees of the British Museum.

Fig. 22: Left Petrie’s drawing, page 101a, stamp 2 and detail of BM GR 2011,5004.26. Right, Petrie’s diary page
102, stamp 26. © The Trustees of the British Museum. ES Archive XVIId, 47; image © Egypt Exploration
Society.

By way of conclusion, it is clearly imperative to note the need to search for all possible archival
references when tackling material from old excavations. In this respect the work on Naukratis
is still ongoing. The amphora stamps, with one exception, were not catalogued until 1955, if
one interprets the registration of ‘Newton’s’ material in 1925 in the eyes of the cataloguer. Miss
Hutton’s error only came to light with the ‘rediscovery’ of Petrie’s diary and his drawings. The
fate of perhaps one third of the pieces drawn by Petrie is still unknown and puzzling, and some
work still has to be done both in the BM and elsewhere on Petrie’s ‘trimming’. The corpus itself
seems in line with material from other sites in Egypt, though more amphorological publication
of major series is still required, despite current, perfectly reasonable, insistence that the stamp is
not the whole of the pot.
Appendix
Some numbers
For various individual reasons most of these figures are approximate; for example, how to count
the common stamps, which may or may not be equated with drawings, or the few that are
graffito or on lagynoi. All precise figures are taken from sources mentioned above.
Unregistered amphora stamps in BM in 1955:
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with IG numbers written on them (registered between 1987 and 1989): 513
others:
c. 1,400
of the latter counted as from Naukratis in 1955 by Virginia Grace,
guided by Peter Corbett: 						
626
of these registered, as of interest, in 1955: 				
197
Unregistered amphora stamps in BM in 2010

c. 1,050

:

Brought back from Naukratis by Petrie to London:
Previously taken to Cairo: 					
Known to have been distributed from EES, London: 		

‘about 1,200’
24
c. 35

Drawn by Petrie and Griffith (including a very few merely described):
of these not identified with extant material as of August 2012:

1,120
c. 320

‘Trimmed’ pieces in BM: 						

c. 1,300
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Faience objects found in Naukratis were important to Petrie since he was eager to confirm
connections between Naukratis and Greece. Many of the pieces have a well-studied distribution
pattern in East Greece and the West and belong to distinct categories. Phase I of ‘Archaic Greek
faience’ (650–630/600 BC) is not represented at Naukratis. It is now clear that the amuletic
figurines of Phase II are well represented at Naukratis and some at least were made in the scarab
factory at Naukratis. Small vessels made during Phase III are surprisingly much scarcer at
Naukratis. The numerous faience objects, including scarabs, scaraboids and moulds studied as
part of the Naukratis Project have enabled a re-examination of their types and dating. This paper
explores the date and production of faience material and the period that the scarab factory was
operational at Naukratis.
The study of faience objects in the Greek sphere in the early Iron Age has made considerable
progress in the last forty years. Although amulets, scarabs and small unguent containers occur
sporadically in contexts in Greece from at least 900 BC, it is easier to distinguish discrete groups
of objects produced during the 7th century. Hölbl’s encyclopaedic surveys of the material in the
Mediterranean (Hölbl 1979; 1983; 1999; 2014), Webb on Archaic Greek faience (Webb 1978);
Gamer-Wallert (1978) and Parcerisa (1983) on finds in the Spanish sphere; Skon-Jedele (1994)
on Egyptianising material from Greek sites, and Gorton (1996) on Egyptian and Egyptianising
scarabs from Punic and other Mediterranean sites all contribute to a much clearer picture of
dating, distribution and possible sources of manufacture.
In Naukratis we must consider the East Greek connection to Naukratis’ foundation and its
continuing trade. The East Greek ceramic assemblage may provide the clearest dating for the
earliest Greek activity at the site, but what information can the faience finds provide? How early
do they go, and can we establish links with both the Egyptian and the Greek worlds?
We have three bodies of faience material from Naukratis which demonstrate strong links
with the East Greek world in the 6th century, and possibly back into the closing years of the 7th
century:
a) the waste debris from a scarab factory identified by Petrie, containing scarabs, scaraboids and
the moulds to make them, as well other evidence of workshop activity (Masson 2018);
b) a number of, possibly locally produced, rather crude figurines of the mixed-style products of
Phase II of Archaic Greek faience (Webb 1978, 81–107; Webb 2015b);
c) a few examples of Phase III faience aryballoi made in a variety of shapes (Webb 2015a).
Objects from this final group are common finds throughout the Mediterranean that combine
Greek shapes with themes related to those used in both Greek plastic vases and Egyptian kohl
and ointment containers (Webb 1978, nos 840–962). These last groups b) and c) have, in the past,
been assigned an origin at Naukratis. But this is now not certain for all.
Other faience material is of Egyptian type, including a large number of extremely simplified
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amulets (see Masson 2018), which Petrie says were found in the debris of the scarab factory
(Petrie 1886, 38, pl. 2, nos 14–16) with scattered examples of faience objects of Egyptian design
and better quality: amulets, vessels – in particular New Year flasks (see below), ritual instruments
such as Hathor sistra, necklace elements and others. There are also a few pieces with cartouches
or hieroglyphic inscriptions which suggest a different origin and earlier dates, but these are few
and unique, and have required careful study before their dating and origin could be determined
(Masson 2014; 2018). First of all, what can our pre-existing knowledge of faience production in
East Greece (based on Webb 1978) do to help us assess the surviving material from Naukratis?
Archaic Greek faience: Phase I
There is no trace of production or importation of Phase I Archaic Greek faience at Naukratis.
The first phase of ‘Archaic Greek faience’ was in production by 650 BC at the latest. Prototype
forerunners started from around 700 BC and are known from Cumae burials and elsewhere in
the Western Mediterranean and in the Aegean (Webb 1978, nos 209–15, to which we can now add
a late Geometric burial from Thebes1). This characteristic industry produced small, extremely
detailed unguent vessels (Webb 1978, 11–71). The focus of their distribution is in East Greece,
especially Rhodes, but they are also known in the Western Mediterranean. For the established
groups which appear from around 650 BC I have argued (Webb 1978; 2017) for a very strong link
with the iconography and production techniques of Egyptian wares, not only in the squatting
figure vases which represent a variety of auspicious and good-luck combinations (Fig. 1) but also
in the imitations of the low relief decoration on ware such as that produced in Hermopolis Magna
(Tuna el-Gebel) (von Bissing 1941a & b; Tait 1963; James 1963–64; Riefstahl 1968; Fazzini 1972;
Bianchi 1998a) which are found on pyxides, alabastra and juglets (Fig. 2). However, these vessels
were probably manufactured on Rhodes, using imported materials, such as the very fine fabric
used for the body/core, and the various metallic glaze colours, such as lead antimony for yellow. If
so, we may be able to tie them to a pattern of manufacture and distribution already established on
the island of Rhodes: where pottery aryballoi or juglets were made imitating eastern forms (filled
with precious contents?) and then exported west (Johansen 1958; Coldstream 1969; Bourogiannis
2009). In parallel with this, or indeed even earlier, we should highlight the large production of
Gorton Type XXII scarabs (Gorton 1996, 63–72, especially 72), probably also made in Rhodes,
which have a wide distribution in the Greek world from the late 8th century into the first half
of the 7th century BC. Much to our disappointment, we have only a few uncertain finds of
Phase I of the industry from Egypt (Webb 1978, 18, nos 76–78), and from Naukratis itself, no
finds at all, as shown on the distribution map for this phase (Fig. 3; Webb 1980, fig. 3). This
lack of finds would appear to be linked to the chronology of the finds from Naukratis: for the
small faience vessels of Phase I begin in Late Protocorinthian, 650–640 BC, and do not survive
beyond Early Corinthian, 625–600 BC (if even lasting as late as that). The absence of Phase I
Archaic Greek faience could be explained thus: either we do not have the earliest layers from
Naukratis, or Naukratis was not involved in the trade of the unguents that were contained within
them (although we have evidence of 6th-century faience unguent containers) as their production
and distribution were concentrated in Rhodes at this time.2 However, these weak arguments
1 Thebes, Boeotia, region called Tachi, Late Geometric Grave, Thebes Museum, 28919/5. Unpublished.
2 It is true that finds from elsewhere in the Levant are similarly sparse (Webb 1978, no. 70, Cyprus).
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are based on the absence of evidence. A simpler explanation for their absence at Naukratis
could be that the scarab factory was not operational until 600 BC (see below), and the site was
not founded much before that. To date, the earliest finds from Naukratis comprise c. 630–615
BC Early Corinthian pottery (Bergeron 2015a), c. 630–600 BC Chian pottery (Bergeron 2015b)
and c. 620–600 BC Cypriot figurines (Thomas 2015), which is supported by the Saite Egyptian
material (Masson 2014; 2018). While some earlier Egyptian scarabs (not made at Naukratis) were
acquired by Petrie in Naukratis, they had either been brought to the site in antiquity as models or
heirlooms, or much later by the dealers who supplied Petrie with antiquities (Masson 2018, 40).

Fig. 1: Double vase in form
of squatting figure presenting
jar. Kamiros. British Museum,
1860,0404.75. © The Trustees of
the British Museum.

Fig. 2: Pyxis with incised decoration
and added colour, ‘Low-Relief ’
Ware. Kamiros. British Museum,
1864,1007.808. © The Trustees of
the British Museum.
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Fig. 3: Distribution map of Phase I of Archaic Greek faience. By author.

Phase II: figurines of amuletic type and small statuettes
A specific class of Phase II small faience figurines with suspension loop attachments, intended as
amuletic objects and possibly worn on necklaces (see depictions on Cypriot terracotta statuettes,
Blinkenberg 1931, 337, fig. 49; Karageorghis 1999, pl. A, no. 3, cat. no. I[ix] 34; pl. XLVI, cat. no.
V[v]93,) are a feature of East Greek and Western Greek contexts, and were specifically made for
a market outside Egypt (Webb 1978, 81–107, pls 12–17, fig. 4 for distribution). They were found
during Petrie’s excavations of Naukratis, particularly within ‘the Temple of Apollo … about the
scarab factory and in the town’. Petrie makes a firm distinction between these glazed ware figures,
which have a clear distribution in the Greek world, and the standard Egyptian-type amulets
(Petrie 1886, 38b, 39a, pl. 2). The British Museum has a well-provenanced selection of these,
corresponding to actual published finds from Naukratis. Although a few examples have a clear
and well-controlled style, the majority are of a slack and crude manufacture, representing a quite
different level of technical ability from the products of Phase I. These figurines depict humans,
animals and birds. The humans represent worshippers and/or offering bearers, as they are shown
standing in the ‘striding’ pose, with one foot advanced (with a supporting wedge of material
between the legs, and a back pillar), normally playing musical instruments, or accompanied
by animals. Their nudity, posture and infilling of supportive material suggest they may have
been influenced by Egyptian prototypes as well as sharing strong stylistic and thematic links
with Cypriot limestone statuettes of musicians and offering bearers (Fig. 4). Close similarities
in the way the suspension loop is pierced through the back suggest that many of these were
manufactured in the same workshop in Naukratis. Cypriot limestone figurines can superficially
resemble some of these amulets, but do not reproduce the ‘striding’ pose, with back pillar and
rectangular stand, nor the nudity (see discussion in Webb 2015b; 2016; Thomas 2015).
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Fig. 4: Amuletic figurines of humans. British Museum,
EA 58306, EA 58308, EA 58307. © The Trustees of
the British Museum.

The majority conform to the standard ‘striding’ (walking) or ‘presenting’ (kneeling) pose.
Parallel with these are nude figures of women, in a frontal pose, standing with feet together
(Boston Museum of Fine Arts 88.1110; British Museum 1886,0401.1220, and 1395; Petrie 1886,
pl. 2, nos 8, 17; Boston Museum of Fine Arts 88.1110 Webb 1978, 84–85, nos 329, 33; see Webb
2015b and Webb this volume Figure 14). Like many of the male figures, they are naked and have
exaggerated secondary sexual characteristics, and like the Cypriot limestones and terracottas,
must belong to the Late Period, when figures intended to promote and protect fertility were
popular in Egypt (Bulté 1991, 2003). Two intriguing pieces: a naked figure, male, legs crossed on
seat, holding an amphora of apparently Phoenician type (British Museum 1888,0601.46; Webb
1978, no. 381, pl. 12); and a musician in the form of a cruder figure with a striped, melon-shaped
drum suspended round his neck, possibly of Nubian type (Fig. 5) (British Museum EA 58309;
Webb 1978, no. 388, pl. 12), rather nicely represent the diverse population of Naukratis. A cruder
class of related figurines is also well represented (Webb 1978, 89–90, Group IV: Block Group),
which was widely distributed across the Greek world and the Western Mediterranean. Naukratis
finds suggest these also had their origin here (British Museum 1886,0401.1498; Petrie 1886, pl.
II, 12; 1886,0401.1503; Petrie 1886, pl. II, 18; Webb 1978, nos 403–4).
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Fig. 5: Figurine of drummer. British Museum, EA 58309. © The Trustees of the British Museum.

Related animal and bird figurines with suspension loops form an important part of the Phase
II group, with a similar distribution across the Greek world and the Western Mediterranean
(Webb 1978, nos 434–550). Despite rarely carrying distinctive insignia, and never hieroglyphic
inscriptions, they possibly derive from, reference, or are intended to represent Egyptian deities
(Fig. 6). They comprise rams (Amun?), lions (couchant or walking), and falcons (since the falcon
figures are rarely depicted wearing the pschent and double-feather crown, these may represent
other Egyptian deities apart from Horus). To these can be added variants from East Greece
in the form of bulls (Apis), with the solar disc between the horns (Kamiros, British Museum
1861,1024.23, Webb 1978, no. 434, 93, also nos 434–39) and hippopotamuses (British Museum
1861,1024.24, Webb 1978, no. 453, and nos 454–56) and cats for Bastet. It may be possible to add
the sow, a very popular amulet in Naukratis, although this is not classified as belonging with the
Phase II Black and White group (Webb 1978) and does not often occur in East Greece, but is
instead more popular in Carthaginian contexts.
Lastly there exists a related group of larger figurines, without suspension loops, which are
well distributed in East Greece, and should be roughly contemporary with the smaller figurines
with suspension loops discussed above. However, there is only one doubtful example from
Naukratis itself (see below). A number in the form of falcons come from the Rhodian deposits of
Aegyptiaca, but by far the largest number are found in the excavations of the late 7th- and early
6th-century deposits in the Samos Heraion, especially around the Rhoikos altar, where some may
have an Egyptian origin, although local production is a strong possibility (Webb 2016; Webb
forthcoming a). Distinct from the smaller figures, which have whitish glaze with black-brown
details, these larger figures have their own distinctive coarse core (buff-pinkish) and thickly
applied glaze (blue-green). They cannot be compared with large conventional Egyptian amuletic
Pataikos figurines (British Museum EA 58315; EA 58814). Such falcons are almost unknown at
Naukratis, with only one large falcon identified, and this does not belong with the East Greek
finds, nor demonstrate the same high standard of modelling (Fig. 7; Webb 1978, no. 685, British
Museum 1886,0401.1505). It shares its dumpy modelling, and roughly painted on ‘tears’, with
Cypriot limestone versions of the falcon.
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Fig. 6: Figurines of falcon (British Museum, EA 58319) and ram (British Museum, EA 58318). © The Trustees
of the British Museum.

Fig. 7: Large (H. 7.8cm) figurine of falcon (British
Museum, 1886,0401.1505). © The Trustees of the
British Museum.

To sum up, it would seem that the larger figures, the best of which are in the form of finely
modelled falcons, should be earlier in date than the smaller figurines with suspension loops
discussed above. The finest examples (none from Naukratis) parallel in their observation of
detail well-documented Egyptian work, such as the comparable bronze Horus-falcons from both
Samos (Jantzen 1972, B 1687, pl. 20) and Saqqara (Emery 1971, pl. VII, 3.). This class of larger
faience figurines has an impressive presence in Samos (Webb 2016) and East Greece, Miletos
(Hölbl 1999, 2014; Webb forthcoming b) and particularly Rhodes, and includes humans and
a variety of animals, and has links with Phoenician Egyptianising ivories as well as Egyptian
plastic (Webb 2016; Webb forthcoming a). There are apparently only a few correspondences with
Naukratis material.
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All these classes await further study, particularly in relation to numbers and quality of
the different types, and place of manufacture. As Petrie realised, there is a close relationship
between the material found in Naukratis and that from Rhodes, East Greece, and the rest of
the Mediterranean, but it is fraught with problems. This is the world of the mixed-style which
appears in the Graeco-Cypriot limestone figurines, found in East Greece, Cyprus and Naukratis
(Thomas 2015). The ‘glazed ware’ figurines, which Petrie was so intrigued by, mostly date to the
6th century, perhaps as late as 550 BC for some amuletic types. The larger figurines, such as are
found in Samos, Miletos and Rhodes in such numbers, clearly date back into the last quarter of
the 7th century (Webb 2016; Webb forthcoming b).
Phase III: aryballoi
The final group comprise 6th-century faience Phase III aryballos vases that were also widely
distributed across the Mediterranean (Webb 1978, 108–35, fig. 5 for distribution). However, the
number actually found at Naukratis has been obscured by antiquities dealers’ ascriptions of a
Naukratis provenance. Only one fragmentary aryballos, in the widespread and common form of
a hedgehog, is attested amongst the finds from Petrie and Gardner’s excavations at Naukratis in
the British Museum (Fig. 8; British Museum EA 68829; Webb 1978, 133, no. 905, pl. 21; Webb
2015a). It has no precise find-spot and is not mentioned by Petrie, but certainly came from the
initial excavations.3 Two spherical aryballoi fragments of the same phase, excavated by Petrie in
1885, are now in Boston (Boston Museum of Fine Arts Eg.Inv.3623 and Eg.Inv.3624; Villing et
al. 2013–19; Webb 2015a).

Fig. 8: Aryballos in form of hedgehog. British Museum,
EA 68829. © The Trustees of the British Museum.

Other examples of these types of small ointment vessel are complete and are noted elsewhere
in the British Museum and other collections as coming from Naukratis. But in the case of the
British Museum, at least, they do not appear in the original Museum inventory of material
given to the Museum by Petrie and EES, nor are they published in subsequent reports of the
3 See Webb 1987, for an in-depth discussion of the hedgehog aryballos as a type.
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excavations. One such example is complete, and in the form of a siren (most similar to Webb
1978, no 893.) It does not come from Petrie’s excavations (as far as we know) but was purchased
by the Reverend Chauncey Murch while he was a missionary in Egypt, and sold to the Museum
in 1900, with the provenance of Naukratis (British Museum EA 32593). Less certain are: an
aryballos in the form of two horses (Edinburgh, National Museum of Scotland, A.1965.267); and
a fine human head aryballos (Boston 03.835. Francis Bartlett Coll. 1903, Webb 1978, no 860, pl.
19.), both said to be from Naukratis, but neither certainly from the excavations. Both are in such
an excellent state of preservation that a Naukratis provenance seems most unlikely. Three further
hedgehog aryballoi have dubious Naukratis provenances, now in Copenhagen (Mogensen 1930,
pl. 52, A 383; Webb 1978, no. 906), New York (Gallatin Collection, 1951, 43, pl. 30; Webb 1978,
no. 916) and Edinburgh, National Museum of Scotland (A. 1965.266). Other examples are well
distributed in Egypt, from Petrie’s excavations at Tell el-Yehudiyeh (CVA, Brussels III, pl. 107;
Webb 1978 no. 912), and as far south as Thebes (Webb 1978, nos 907–11), while another three
have an Egyptian provenance (Webb 1978, nos 913–15). Others have not turned up amongst
the material distributed to other collections, so at the moment the actual number of certain
hedgehog aryballoi from Naukratis is only one. This is despite the description of small finds
discovered during Hogarth’s excavations of 1903 suggesting that there were deposits of debris
containing hedgehog aryballoi: ‘I noticed one or two fragmentary specimens of hedgehog-vases’
(Edgar in Hogarth, Lorimer and Edgar 1905, 134). He apparently did not pick them up, although
he did retrieve two fragments of New Year flasks, which he also mentions seeing (Ashmolean
Museum, Oxford, AN1896-1908-E.3411 A and B, both labelled clearly ‘Hogarth 1903’; Masson
2014; Villing et al. 2013–19). Other types of faience aryballoi with a distribution in Egypt are not
found in the material registered from Naukratis.
Made in Naukratis (?): scientific analysis of faience aryballoi
Finally we should note the work done by the pioneer researchers in faience, who carried out a
ground breaking survey of Egyptian faience (Kaczmarczyk and Hedges 1983). They used X-ray
fluorescence to examine three aryballoi (a–c below) of different types (Webb 1978, nos 794, 907,
950) of Phase III, with firm Egyptian provenances linked to Petrie’s excavations (Kaczmarczyk
and Hedges 1983, Table C-50, 268, 273–74). Their results indicated to them that Naukratis was
not the centre of manufacture for the aryballoi. However, it is now clear that the faience objects
they analysed as a control group, though all from Naukratis, were of varying date and did not
form a discrete and coherent group for the purposes of comparison.
a) Spherical aryballos, Memphis, Oxford, Ashmolean Museum 1911. 358 (Webb 1978, no. 794).
This example showed a very high level of cobalt, comparable to that in New Kingdom faience.
b) Locust, Memphis, Ashmolean 1910.784 (Webb 1978, no. 950).
c) Hedgehog, Thebes, Ashmolean 1872.298 (Webb 1978, no. 907).
Kaczmarczyk and Hedges expressed the opinion that these aryballoi were not made in
Naukratis, after their analysis of other faience from the site, but that they must come from
another centre in Egypt where Greek influence was strong. Overall their technique and use of
glaze colouring did not suggest production outside Egypt. Kaczmarczyk and Hedges argued that
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the iron oxide used for the black/brown colouring was in contrast with an earlier (Egyptian)
reliance on manganese oxide, suggesting that the reducing atmosphere favoured by Greek potters
was being employed in the firing process for the 6th-century aryballoi. Whether this was because
iron oxide was more readily available in the vicinity of Greek iron foundries, or because Greek
manufacturing techniques influenced the faience manufacture, is not known. Finds of hematite
ore, iron slag and quantities of chisels and tools suggested to Petrie that he had found the sites
of iron furnaces in Naukratis (Petrie 1886, 39a; see Thomas 2017). Von Bissing was dismissive
of this idea (von Bissing 1951, 50). Petrie also suggested there were traces of iron-working at Tell
Defenneh, Daphnae, although this is not certain (Petrie 1888, 56b–57a, 77–79; Boardman 1999,
134). Recent research has shown that the area excavated by Petrie at Tell Defenneh was not a
‘fort’ but formed part of an Egyptian temple set in a much more extensive complex of buildings
(Leclère 2007). The location and dating of the finds of iron tools could belong to workshops for
their repair (Leclère, Spencer and Villing 2013) within a general workshop area in the southeast
of the precinct, associated with Saite pottery. Recent analysis of comparative groups of amulet
and scarab seals from Naukratis and Kamiros (Meek et al. 2016) has demonstrated that the use
of iron oxide as compared with manganese oxide is less diagnostic.
The scarab factory
One of the most interesting bodies of faience material from Naukratis comprises the finds from
the scarab factory. The debris is described in general terms by Petrie in a letter to Frederick Poole
dated 28 February 1885,4 and further in Naukratis I (Petrie 1886, 35–37). It consisted of a bed of
earth, the yellowish colouring of which Petrie attributed to the decomposition of the discarded
material, and in which were mixed fragments of pottery and debris of various types, which
indicated workshop activity. There is mention of a scarab maker’s house (Petrie Journal 1884–85,
94, EES Archive XVIId, 47), and the label ‘scarabs’ next to a rectangular building on the plans of
Naukratis published both by Petrie (Petrie 1886, pl. 41) and Gardner (Gardner 1888, pl. 4), plans
which appear to be identical except for a change in the conventions used for walls. However,
there does not seem to be any reference to this structure in the text of either volume. Therefore
we need perforce to concentrate on the debris and its contents. Another source of confusion is
the use of the term ‘house’ to imply a place dedicated to workshop activity.
The debris contained large numbers of moulds. In Petrie’s initial mention in his Journal (as
above), he states ‘of the first 32 moulds discovered, 17 were damaged by the paste sticking in
them’. By the end of the season he gives the total figure as 678 (‘I might have collected more of
the ordinary kinds without difficulty, had there been any object in so doing’ [Petrie 1886, 37b]),
of which we have located 381 (Masson 2018, 5–6, chart 2) within the collections that received
Naukratis material. Some of these moulds come from the later excavations and from other areas
of the site, such as the Hellenion (Masson 2018, 6–7). We should perhaps assume that this
difference in the tally is due to the choked moulds and possibly also duplicates being disposed
of. Since Petrie only reproduced the impressions (modern) in his plate (Petrie 1886, pl. 37, lower
half, nos 1–19) it is proving very instructive to study the actual moulds.
The majority of the moulds are made of a smooth, pale red Nile silt clay which takes a fine
impression, apparently taken from a terracotta(?) original. These moulds are very uniform in
4 EES Archive XVI, F70.
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their clay, technique and the truncated cone-shape of the back of the mould, often with two
indentations where the wet clay had been gripped to make the initial impression, and to aid their
use. There is, however, quite a variety in their size. A smaller number are made of a grey-brown
dirty-looking clay, and certain of these appear to have the device cut directly into the mould.
Most of the moulds have no ducts at the side, implying that the mould was used to make only
one part of the scarab, the back. Where there is a channel running across it this would exist to
form the channel for suspension, or, less likely, to lead away excess material. However, I have
already seen several examples with ducts, though these are made of the dirty brown clay, so
Petrie’s statement (Petrie 1886, 37b) that he found only one ‘in the town’, suggests that these do
not come from his initial excavation of the factory. These may have come from a different part
of the site, from later excavations, or perhaps from another site altogether. Gorton disagrees with
Petrie, and is certain, despite the lack of ducts, that some of the scarab types have an impressed
device (Gorton 1996, 92), for which a separate mould would have been needed. No such stamps
have been found. Moreover, many of the moulds have a concave, dished upper surface (to aid
the extraction of the impressed lump of material?), and would not have made a neat flat join with
another mould supplying the device on the face. Petrie states that it was unusual for Egyptian
moulds not to have a duct, but many moulds from Tell el-Amarna do not (see Petrie 1894, 30,
pl.16; Nicholson 1998, no. 185). In any case, the Amarna amulets did not have pierced suspension
holes, but had loops attached for hanging. Note also the similar pale red clay (Nile silt) of these
New Kingdom examples illustrated by Nicholson, which suggests that the grey-brown clay of the
separate group may reflect a difference in firing technique or indeed find-spot.
a) The most common mould was designed to reproduce the scarab back, in a variety of sizes, and
range of details. The best show all the main features – the clypeus, prothorax and central line
for the elytra, plus in many cases the winglets, or humeral callosities which are shown as small
triangles on the outer corner of the wing cases. Others only represent the clypeus/prothorax
at the head end of the beetle, and are otherwise plain (Fig. 9); (Petrie 1886, pl. 37, nos 1–5).
However, it is of interest to point out here that the sides of the mould are without exception
vertical and smooth, to aid the extraction of the scarab, and in this case details of the legs, which
in some cases are quite complex, would have to have been added afterwards.
b) Another series of moulds, very numerous, were used to stamp out heads of blacks/Africans
for scaraboids, replacing the scarab back with a human head (Fig. 10), and these could also be
both moulded and modelled in a wide range of styles (Fig. 11). Not many of the most clearly
moulded scaraboids have been found at Naukratis itself, although they are a feature of sites in the
Mediterranean (see Petrie 1886, pl. 37, no. 100, British Museum EA 66493, no. 126, EA 66502
[see Fig. 10]; Masson 2018, fig. 27 and 76; Carthage, Vercoutter 1945, nos 451, 456–9, 462–4,
466; Amrit, Gorton 1996, 123, no. 15; Samos, Webb 2016, 99, pl.16, no. 13; Tocra, Boardman
and Hayes 1966, 165, no. 92; Olbia, Alexceeva 1975–8, fig. 2; Athens market, Spier 1992, 15, no.
8). Only 16 black African head scaraboids, most probably from factory debris, were found at
Naukratis, compared with 161 moulds (Masson 2018, 8–10).
c) Mould(s) in the form of a couchant lion in a crudely truncated style (Petrie 1886, pl. 38, no.
6, British Museum EA 26903) were also found and also in the shape of a curled-up lion (Petrie
1886, pl. 38, no. 7), both designed to form scaraboids with a device (usually crude) added on the
flat base. The products of both of these moulds have been found: couchant lions in considerable
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numbers in the Naukratis factory (Fig. 12; Petrie 1886, pl. 37, nos 50, 64, 69, 80, 92, 99 and 104)
and elsewhere in the Mediterranean, particularly, Carthage (Gorton 1996, 103, 105; Vercoutter
1945, nos 510–13, 516–19; and Olbia (Matthieu 1926, 69, no. 7) For the second shape, the curledup lion (like a cat), see Petrie (1886, pl. 37, no. 110) and Gardner (1888, pl. 18, no. 38). Examples
are found among other groups of scarabs of Naukratite type. See from Aegina Furtwaengler
1906, 433, no 20; the Sounion deposit, unpublished, Athens National Museum (not listed in
Theodoropoulou-Polychroniadis 2015), and from Lindos (Blinkenberg 1931, no. 1387, pl. 59).

Fig. 9: Modern impressions of scarab backs from British Museum scarab moulds. © The Trustees of the British
Museum.

Fig. 10: Modern impressions of scaraboids in the form of the heads of Africans from British Museum moulds.
© The Trustees of the British Museum.
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Fig. 11: Mould-made and hand-cut scaraboids in the form of the heads of Africans. Reverse showing stamped
and incised signs. British Museum, EA 66493, EA 66432, EA 66445, EA 66513, EA 35981. ©The Trustees of
the British Museum.

Fig. 12: Couchant lion scaraboids. British Museum, EA 66472, EA 66478. © The Trustees of the British
Museum.

Amulets
There were also moulds for amulets in a limited range of types, and two ‘wasters’ which are not
assigned a precise find-spot at Naukratis (British Museum 2013,5012.11 found unregistered, and
Oxford Ashmolean AN 1886.452 which was excavated 1884–85). These appear to confirm the
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production of certain Egyptian types of amulet in Naukratis, but they do not necessarily belong
with the scarab factory material. This has been studied further by Masson (2018, 41–85).
a) Bes heads which occur in duplicated, sometimes identical forms (Petrie 1886, pl. 38, no. 14;
British Museum 1888,0601.747; 1920,0417.2; Fig. 13). The disposal of duplicates may explain the
discrepancy between the currently located 381 moulds and Petrie’s original total of 678.
b) Another popular design was the wedjat eye, which could be moulded as a simple rectangular
eye, which was perhaps double-sided, as both moulds found have ducts at the side (Petrie 1886,
pl. 38, no. 17; British Museum 1888,0601.748). One of these moulds was made of the crude greybrown dirty-looking clay mentioned above (Fig. 14; British Museum 1920,0417.1).
c) Another variation on the wedjat eye (see b above) are amuletic bullae (Fig. 15; British Museum
1920,0417.6 and 7), which have a reeded suspension loop incorporated into the mould. Perhaps
this also was double-sided. The details were probably cut directly into the mould.
d) The broken mould (upper part only) of a small Bes figure, with a flat back (Petrie 1886, pl. 38,
15, British Museum 1896,0610.33). Bes amulets with plain flat backs of a very similar design are
known from the Samian Heraion (Webb 2016, nos 109–12).
e) Two unique large moulds. One is in the form of the goddess Sekhmet (H. 9cm), the other
a rather flat version of a Menat (H. 7.1cm); they are both said to have come from the ‘scarab
factory’ (Boston MFA, Eg.Inv.3856; Eg.Inv.3855). However, these well-executed and detailed
moulds do not correspond to the other material found in the scarab factory, nor to the small and
crudely executed Egyptian amulets which were found there, so this provenance seems doubtful.
(The Boston inventory ascribes all its amuletic material to the ‘scarab factory’ despite some being
clearly of later date.)

Fig. 13: Two identical moulds for simplified Bes heads. British Museum, 1888,0601.747; 1920,0417.2. © The
Trustees of the British Museum.
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Fig. 14: Simple wedjat eye moulds and impression. British Museum, 1896,0610.31, 1920,0417.1. © The Trustees
of the British Museum.

Fig. 15: Wedjat eye bullae moulds and impressions. British Museum, 1888,0601.748, 1920, 0417.7 © The Trustees
of the British Museum.
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It is the author’s opinion that the extremely simplified versions of the wedjat eye (c) and small
Bes figures (d) are not genuine Egyptian amulets (however, see discussion in Masson 2018). This
factory, of course, was not the source for the plentiful amulets (be they Egyptian or Near Eastern
products) that appear earlier in the 8th/7th century across the Mediterranean. Other amulets of
Egyptian type excavated at Naukratis include extremely crude and over-glazed examples that
presumably correspond to Petrie’s ‘many small Egyptian figures’ (Petrie 1886, 38a). There are
very few correspondences with the moulds from the factory (see Masson 2018, 5–12). In addition,
it is not possible to say exactly which of the finds of Egyptian amulets belong to the group found
with the factory debris. Petrie himself comments of the ‘Horus hawk figurines’ that they range in
date from ‘as early as the Polemarchus vase, and as late as the third century BC’ (Petrie 1886, 14a)
and states clearly that the glazed ware figurines are ‘of light friable sandy ware, glazed in imitation
of Egyptian work’. Despite distinguishing between these glazed ware figurines and the normal
Egyptian-type amulets in his text, he does not identify the Egyptian faience amulets which were
found within the scarab factory debris.
The scarabs and scaraboids
Many of the glazed scarabs and scaraboids made in the moulds were also found. Petrie remarks
on their glaze of blue, sometimes green, and especially a very bright yellow, which he does not
think can be merely decomposed green5 (Fig. 16). There were also a large number made of ‘soft
blue paste’ (Egyptian Blue). The analysis of these pieces is discussed by Masson (2018, 17–31)
and scientific analysis (ion beam PIXE and PIGE) undertaken to gather accurate quantitative
compositional data of both core and the outer glaze layer is discussed by Meek et al. (2016). I
highlight a few key points here.

Fig. 16: Typical products of the scarab factory EA 66453, EA 66446, EA 55454, EA 66447,
EA 66497, EA 66498, EA 66496, EA 66494. © The Trustees of the British Museum.
5 Possibly indicating the use of yellow from lead antimoniate, as in Phase I vases from East Greece?
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The great variety of techniques and style represented, with both stamped/impressed and
scraped/incised decoration (see Fig. 16), is described in Andrée Gorton’s survey of the evidence
(Gorton 1996, 71–131). She emphasises the enormous output of the factory, and the mass
production techniques used both for the back of the scarab itself, and for the device, which (she
thinks) were both mould-made. This she attributes to Greek involvement. The correspondence
of the scarabs – with their distinctive shapes and material – and the distribution of finds made
outside Egypt is more complex. I shall not be examining this here. However, there is a problem
that many apparently similar scarabs are much earlier in date – 7th and even 8th century BC
(Masson 2018, 17). This suggests to Gorton that the industry was introduced to Naukratis
from elsewhere, from the Delta or from outside Egypt (Gorton 1996, 91, 180). Gorton’s overall
classification relied on Petrie’s initial publication, and material then accessible to her, and the
complete Naukratis digital catalogue of material means some revisions are now necessary
(Masson 2018, 17–23).
Dating the factory using scarab cartouches
Petrie analysed the faience scarabs for their royal names (Petrie 1886, 37a & b). However, it is
now clear there was a problem with his identification of Psamtek/Psammetichus I. The signs
for Psamtek can represent any of the three Psamtek pharaohs: I (664–610 BC), II (595–589 BC)
or III (526–525 BC). Psamtek III is unlikely (Gorton 1996, 129), although a sistrum handle
bearing the name of Psamtek III was acquired by Hogarth from the sebakhin (Hogarth, Edgar
and Gutch 1898–99, 41; Cairo JE 33537). One occurrence is on a group of mediocre technique,
together with others bearing the Horus name of Psamtek II, Menibre, as well as Amun-Ra,
Padubastis, while yet others have an imitation of a royal name Menkheperre, Kheperre, in a
distinctive cruciform composition (Gorton 1996, 129–30, Type XXXVI). Parallels for all these
exist in Naukratis, and a date in the 6th century seems to be confirmed by the parallel appearance
of Psamtek II’s Horus name (Menibre).
In another group defined by Gorton (Fig. 17), she considers doubtful the identification of the
cross-shaped symbol between two circles as Wahibra, the prenomen of Psamtek I (Gorton 1996,
93, Type XXVIII, B; Petrie 1886, pl. 37, nos 71, Louvre 9, 75–77, British Museum EA 66477 and
65–68, British Museum EA 66471). In any case the prenomen name of Psamtek I, Wahibra, is
also used by Apries (589–570 BC) as his nomen, a cause of confusion. I will discuss this problem
and its solution by using another class of faience objects below.

Fig. 17: Scarab with circle-cross-circle debased cartouche
and seated sphinx. British Museum, EA 66477. © The
Trustees of the British Museum.

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Webb_trade_24.pdf

2019

FAIENCE FINDS FROM NAUKRATIS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS

60

Of particular interest is a very fine scaraboid (British Museum 1886,0401.1651, EA 23713;
Petrie 1886, pl. 37, no. 79) which has a longitudinal perforation, an elaborate rope design modelled
in relief all around the edge, and an unusual inlay technique, of a very finely textured faience. It
is larger than the other scarabs and scaraboids from Naukratis and its inlay technique appears
unusual, without parallel from the site. One side bears a boldly modelled goose (of Ra?) in inlay
technique with two wings, one upright above its back, the other stretched out in front, with its
elements inlaid in brown, as well as in the alternating cells of the surrounding block pattern round
the edge (Fig. 18); and on the other side, signs are scooped out in a very distinctive technique
which spell Psamtek, as used as the nomen of both Psamtek I and II, plus a miniature version of
the cartouche itself. Can we be sure that this is intended to be the nomen of Psamtek I (664–610
BC)? For a close comparison, see the flat-backed scaraboid from Vulci, (Hölbl 1979, no. 338, pl.
83, 3; British Museum 1850,0227.62), which reproduces the vertical Nb on the right, but repeats
the squatting figure twice with different attributes, possibly Ptah and Sekhmet. The device is also
lacking the cartouche. It clearly shows the same style and technique of cutting out the figures.
The technique and conception are so similar that they must both have been made by the same
hand. Vulci has yielded at least seven other examples of scarabs from the Naukratis factory, a
larger number than those from any other source, so we might be able to make the association
between the two, and to assign them to a 6th-century context. However, Petrie was certain that
this fine piece (Petrie 1886, 37a pl. 37, no. 79) should be identified with Psamtek I. By contrast,
von Bissing (1951, 41, 65–66) argued strongly that the use of Hs (the vase Hes) on Petrie’s no. 53
(1886, pl. 37), and on similar, but non-Naukratite scarabs, assigned to Psamtek I, and published
by Petrie (1917), indicates ‘the laudable, the glorified’, an epithet of the dead, kings as well as
private people. So he eliminated Psamtek I. In fact Petrie’s no. 53 (1886, pl. 37; see also no. 82
from the factory debris), which is rather crudely cut, was misinterpreted by von Bissing, since it
actually contains the sign combination that stands for the name Neferibra which is the prenomen
of Psamtek II (Fig. 19; British Museum EA 66463). Petrie continued his discussion by saying
that his nos 80 and 81 (Petrie 1886, pl. 37) also belong to Psamtek I. Although both contain the
name Psamtek, no. 80, from the factory debris (British Museum EA 66478), is one of a series of
couchant lion scaraboids, for which Petrie also found two moulds (see Fig. 12; British Museum
1896,0610.16 & 17; Masson 2018, fig. 23). These lion scaraboids are widely distributed in Greek,
Carthaginian and Black Sea contexts. They belong with the generality of the factory’s products
(Petrie 1886, pl. 37, nos 50, 64, 69, 92, 99, 104), which demonstrate selective and meaningless use
of different elements of the name Psamtek and other garbled royal signs in the same poor style
and are most likely to be of 6th-century date. Petrie’s drawing of the device on no. 80 (1886, pl.
37) gives it more clarity and a superior technique than it actually possesses.
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Fig. 19: Scarab with hieroglyph devices Nefer-Ib-Re
and falcon. British Museum, EA 66463 (Petrie 1886,
pl. XXXVII, no. 53). © The Trustees of the British
Museum.

The other element of Psamtek I’s name is Wahibra (Apries). Von Bissing states with confidence
that none of the published scarabs bear the distinguishing name Apries belonging to Psamtek I;
i.e. those with the name Psamtek, (Petrie 1886, pl. 37, nos 79, 80, 81) do not have this name as well,
and neither does the steatite example (Petrie 1886, pl. 38, no. 183). Wahibra only appears isolated
on two steatite examples from Naukratis, though without a specific find-spot and not from the
‘scarab factory’ (Petrie 1886, pl. 38, nos 184–85). Gorton also suggests that the combination of
an owl with a disc and an elongated symbol might well be a debased form of Nekau’s (610–595
BC) name (Gorton 1996, 93).
At Naukratis we have cartouche names which are not certainly of Psamtek I, although they
are clearly Psamtek. The small number with Wahibra alone, on steatite, either the prenomen of
Psamtek I or the nomen of Apries (589–570 BC), do not come from the factory and cannot
therefore be used to date the faience production. One scarab (Petrie 1886, pl. 37, 53), claimed by
von Bissing as a crucial piece of evidence about the dead Psamtek I being honoured, turns out
to represent Neferibra, unmistakeably representing the prenomen of Psamtek II (595–589 BC).
Gorton argues that the majority of these are ‘imitations and debased interpretations of Egyptian
hieroglyphs’ (Gorton 1996, 93). Just as in Group B the makers of the scarabs and scaraboids
continued to use the names of pharaohs of earlier dynasties, so these identifications are only valid
as confirming a general dating linked to a specific Saite pharaoh, which can serve as a general
terminus post quem. They can be contemporary with the pharaoh they reference, or post-date his
reign.
This concatenation of names suggests that we are looking at a grouping which must represent
Psamtek II (Neferibra), and his successor Apries (Wahibra), not Psamtek I. This was, of course, the
point that von Bissing wanted to make (von Bissing 1951, 47, 66). The absence of Nekau II, who
reigned between Psamtek I and Psamtek II, on these scarabs supports this argument. (But see
comment above on Gorton’s tentative identification of Nekau’s name.)
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Dating cartouched aryballoi
There is another group of faience material which may help us decide what significance these
observations have. These are the cartouched aryballoi, which belong to Archaic Greek faience
Phase III (Webb 1978, 114–19 and 123–25). Their use of simple three-element cartouches can be
compared with a group of small New Year flasks which bear cartouches of Psamtek II, Apries
and Amasis (Webb 1978, 116, pl. 18), although it has been pointed out to me that the cartouche
of Psamtek II occurs on a small flask identical in its broad collar to the flask with the name of
Apries (Webb 1978, pl. 18, no. i, 116, cf. with no. iv). The further existence of New Year flasks
with the name of the daughter of Psamtek II, Ankhnesneferibra, who held the office of God’s Wife
at Thebes during the reigns of both Apries and Amasis (586–525 BC), would seem to confirm
this date range (Lansing and Hayes 1935, 4–5, fig 2; Caubet and Pierrat-Bonnefois 2005, 147–51).
The cartouched aryballoi comprise three nearly contemporary groups that employ the name of
Apries or Amasis (Webb 1978, 117–19, no 764). Skon-Jedele added that the Ialysos aryballos (now
cleaned) bears both of Apries’ cartouches (Skon-Jedele 1994, 2619; Fig. 20). Other appearances
of the single cartouche with three signs, standing in one case for Wahibra, are on an alabastron
of Greek 6th-century BC form (Geneva no. MF 3696; Webb 1978, pl. 18), while Neferibra, for
Psamtek II, on a fine juglet in the Louvre (Louvre E 10910), marks an earlier series of Egyptian
production.

Fig. 20: Cartouched aryballos of Apries. Cartouched aryballos with double cartouche of Apries, Ialysos Votive
Deposit. Rhodes Museum, Inv. no. 10875. © Rhodes Museum. Photograph by the author by permission of the
Rhodes Museum.
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a) One example with both names of Apries: Haaibra and Wahibra (Webb 1978, no. 764; SkonJedele 1994, no. 4842, 2617–24; see Fig. 20).
b) Three examples with Apries: Wahibra clearly executed (Webb 1978, nos 763–64, and helmeted
head form no. 840, to which two more examples can be added: Metropolitan Museum, New York
17.194.2279, and Amsterdam, Allard Pierson Museum, inv. 850, Ducat 1957, 233).
c) Four examples with Apries with variant sign: alternative versions of Wahibra employing the
variant second sign, Gardiner P4 in place of Gardiner V29 coiled rope, Webb 1978, 115, nos
766–69; British Museum EA 13175; see Fig. 20).6
d) Three examples with Amasis’ name: cartouches containing the name Khnemibre of Amasis
(Webb 1978, nos 770–72).
In the case of the aryballoi we have a sequence of royal names which, because of the presence
of Wahibra, could be linked either with Psamtek I, or Apries. However, because of the existence
in the same sequence of Amasis’ prenomen, Khnemibra, as well as both names of Apries (SkonJedele 1994, no. 4842), and the undoubted link with other faience aryballoi produced in the 6th
century BC, we must identify Wahibra as belonging to Apries, Amasis’ immediate predecessor
(Webb 1978, 114–19, 123–25; Caubet and Pierrat-Bonnefois 2005, 157, nos 419–20). This shows
the popularity of such inscriptions from the first quarter of the 6th century into the reign of
Amasis.
Connections between the Naukratis scarabs and cartouched aryballoi can be made concerning
the use of stylistically similar depictions of seated griffins and monkeys beside a palm tree. Seated
griffins with uplifted wings are known from Naukratis scarabs (Petrie 1886, pl. 37. nos 132 and
133) and are very close to those either side of the Wahibra cartouche on a helmet vase (Louvre
MNB 1143; Webb 1978, no. 840, 124) and known from two further helmet aryballoi (Webb 1978,
nos 841 and 842) and also on a cartouched aryballos from Cyprus with Amasis’ name (Dikaios
1946, 7, pl. I, d; Dikaios 1953, 129, pl.33; Cyprus Today 2012, 12–13). The device representing a
pair of monkeys either side of a palm tree is known from two Naukratis scarabs (Petrie 1886, pl.
37, no. 136, ram-headed scaraboid; Gardner 1888, pl. 17, 9, British Museum EA 36058 blue paste
scarab) and reappears under the handle on a fine cartouched aryballos named for Apries (Webb
1978, no. 764; Skon-Jedele 1994, no. 4842, 2617–24; Kousoulis and Morenz 2007, 188–90).
These links suggest contemporaneity in the 6th century BC associated with the names of
both Apries and Amasis. They also suggest a close relationship between the workshops making
the cartouched aryballoi and scarabs. This does not necessarily mean that the aryballoi were also
being made at Naukratis, as Archaic Greek faience Phase III aryballoi are apparently so rare
there (discussed above). As similar scarab mould types are known from Sais (Wilson this volume)
and Tanis (Louvre unpublished), we may be looking at a generalised koine, an accepted stylistic
language, which was widespread in Lower Egypt in the 6th century BC when trade with the
Greek market was so important. This distinctive style was recognised as marketable throughout
the Delta area and Upper Egypt, as well as outside Egypt.
6 The suggested substitution of the new sign for WAH, which makes sense of certain of the cartouches on these aryballoi,
was made to me by Professor Herbert Fairman (Webb 1978, 115) and can also be seen in certain scarabs which bear an
approximation to Wahibra (Blinkenberg 1931, nos 1382, 1388; Cerveteri, see Hölbl 1979, no. 110).
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New Year’s flasks
Other faience finds at the factory were the necks of what Petrie calls ‘pilgrim-bottles’, i.e. New
Year flasks. He describes their distinctive fine yellow paste (Petrie 1886, 37b). Eleven examples
are now known (Masson 2014) with five probably coming from the scarab factory (Masson 2018,
77). Fragments in the Ashmolean, Oxford come from the later excavations of Hogarth, from a
find-spot noted by Edgar in 1905 that was possibly debris from the factory (Hogarth, Lorimer
and Edgar 1905, 134; Ashmolean Museum, AN1896-1908-E.3411 B; AN1896-1908-E.3411 A).
A later find from the Coulson and Leonard 1980–81 fieldwork season is now in Cairo (Egyptian
Museum, JE 97797).
The elaborate necks and mouths of some New Year flasks are of a particular well-developed
6th-century Saite type (Goyon 1972; Bianchi 1998b) that form a highly elaborate papyrus bundle
column and capital, flanked by small monkeys for the handles (when preserved). Numerous
parallels (Figs 21 and 22) are known (Masson 2014), including one from the Bord Djedid
cemetery, Carthage (which bears both cartouches of Amasis’ name – Amasis and Sineith, Cagnat
1907, 280–87, figs 284, 285) and incised flasks with a similar mouth, neck and broad collar from
East Greece with Hathoric themes (Kamiros, Rhodes British Museum 1861,0425.29).
These are distinct from the earlier 7th-century type with low relief decoration in the form
of the Hathor cow or the goddess Nebethetep (Metropolitan Museum, New York no. 30.8.214)
and related marsh scenes, coloured with additional yellow and black-brown, known from East
Greece. Further examples are known from Kamiros, Rhodes (Mus. Inv. 14682 a & b; Jacopi
1932–33, 325, pl. XIII, 329 no. 2); Ialysos Rhodes (Mus inv.7082; Maiuri and Jacopi 1928, 77,
fig. 59); Ialysos, Firenze Arch (Museum no 80037, unpublished), the Artemision of Ephesus
(Hogarth 1908, pl. 44, 6) and Samos (Webb 1978, C 19, 148, fig. 30, pl. 8; see Skon-Jedele 1994,
2593–2605 and Webb 2016, 52–56, notes 304–41, nos 70, 71, 72 for full discussion). None of this
7th-century type has been found at Naukratis.

Fig. 21: New Year flask necks. British Museum, EA 27558, EA 58326. © The Trustees of the British Museum.
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Fig. 22: New Year flask neck showing elaborate lotus flower decoration underneath flaring mouth. British
Museum, EA 58327. © The Trustees of the British Museum.

Other dating evidence
The evidence outlined above appears to confirm Gorton’s argument that the Naukratis scarab
factory, and all its finds, cannot be earlier than the beginning of the 6th century (Gorton 1996, 92).
This dating is, however, based on parallels found outside Egypt, from across the Mediterranean.
Many of these dates are only approximate. Two further avenues of investigation may provide
greater precision: further analysis of scarabs found outside Egypt and the dating of other finds
found within the scarab factory.
Further analysis of scarabs in Greece could be significant, for example those from the Samos
Heraion excavations of votive deposits, around the Rhoikos altar (Webb 2016), or graves on
Samos (Webb 2016, 99; Boehlau 1898, girl’s grave, no. 45, 46, 161, including five scarabs; Gercke
and Löwe 1996, 62–63; Felgenhauer 1996, 171–73, Kassel S79 a–f) where Boehlau identifies
them as ‘Naukratischer Fabrik’ (but not Egyptian Blue). The grave, a single burial, contained
three plastic vases: a siren, a leg vase, and a pomegranate (Ducat 1966, siren 54, 144; leg vase 139,
135, 179 no. 19; pomegranate 143, 179, n. 19) that would date the contents to between 590 and
560 BC (Gercke and Löwe [1996] date them to 560 BC). In technique of manufacture and signs,
these scarab types are similar to Naukratis production, and include a black African scaraboid.7
Similarly, the rich burials from Kamiros, Rhodes contain relevant material. Burial 178 from
the Makri Langoni cemetery contained four Naukratite scarabs as well as a selection of related
faience figurines and Corinthian and plastic aryballoi and other ceramics which can be dated
to 575–550 BC (Jacopi 1931, 312–19; Hopper 1949, 226); while Burial 180 contained sixteen
scarabs (Jacopi 1931, fig. 362). From the Papatislures cemetery, Burial 6 contained four naked
faience figurines, one male, three female, and a single scarab of Naukratite type decorated with
a walking lion and Maat feather (Jacopi 1932–33, figs 30–31) where the type of female figurine
7 Depicting goose walking to left, sun (Ra) above its back, and feather of Maat in front (Gercke and Löwe 1996, 61–71,
specifically 62–63 nos 45, 18–23; see also Höcker 1987/88, no. 21A; Felgenhauer 1996, 171–73, no. 71).
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found corresponds exactly to one from Burial 178 above.
Petrie specifies that the finds from the scarab factory included a very large proportion of
varied types of pottery, and dating the plentiful finds of East Greek pottery found there could
help date the factory, which he seems to suggest was dominated by Chian finds (Petrie 1886, 22).
Unfortunately it is not possible to identify the material from the factory, as this information was
not retained. Only one ‘piece of an early white-faced Naukratite bowl’ with ‘ΦΡΟΔΙ’ painted
on it (a dedication to Aphrodite) is explicitly identified by Petrie as coming from the pottery
from within ‘the scarab house’ (Petrie 1886, 16, pl. v, 37), which suggests this was probably
mixed with residual material from the adjacent Sanctuary of Aphrodite (which Petrie had not yet
identified). This mixed deposit was later described by Edgar, who found a great number of scarab
moulds mixed with ‘Naukratite’ pottery, who nevertheless opines that ‘the fact that a good deal
of Naukratite pottery was found along with the scarabs is far from being a proof that the two
were contemporary’ (Hogarth , Lorimer and Edgar 1898–99, 50, specifically nos 25, 26, 28, 48).
Subsequently Möller attempted an identification of all the pottery types listed by Petrie found in
the scarab factory debris (Petrie 1886, 17–20, 22),8 relating them to modern pottery categories
(Möller 2000, 114). Möller concluded that the production of Egyptian faience in Naukratis dated
from the late 7th century into the second half of the 6th century BC.
Conclusions
Petrie confidently asserted both a beginning and an end date based upon his measurement of
strata (level in inches), correlated with dates linked to certain Egyptian pharaohs recorded on
scarab cartouches (Petrie 1886, 21, 39a). He records the level of 335 for the scarab factory, with
a beginning date of 600 BC because the founding level of the town (300) he dates to early in
the reign of Psamtek I, about 650 BC. He observes that level 320 is perhaps half a century later.
Elsewhere he states ‘the scarab stratum of 580 BC is about 330 level’. He assumes ‘the age of the
close of this deposit can be safely fixed at about 570 BC and hence the pottery and other objects
probably range from that year back to about 600 BC’ (Petrie 1886, 22b). This assumption is based
on the absence of evidence: there are no scarabs bearing the name of Amasis and so assignable
to the reign of that king, 570–526 BC (Petrie 1886, 5a). The presence of New Year flask types
within the scarab factory, elsewhere dated to the reigns of Apries and Amasis, suggests that this
assumption may be wrong.9
Von Bissing (1951, 65–66) argues that the scarab factory cannot be dated before the beginning
of the reign of Psamtek II, c. 595–589 BC, because there are no scarabs of Psamtek I or Nekau.
He states that ‘the factory opened only under Psamtek II, and ceased work when the Persians
invaded Egypt’. Von Bissing explained the absence of material bearing the names of Amasis and
his successor with the unlikely suggestion that the Persians ordered the destruction of objects
(including wasters?) bearing the name of the vanquished Psamtek III and his predecessor Amasis.
Möller argues for a date from 635–525 BC (Möller 2000, 115, 153) based upon Petrie’s pottery
8 He employs the typology he has already established, which uses letters and numerical subgroups for each category
described for the site as a whole.
9 Note despite the Louvre miniature New Year flasks being similar typologically, they bear two different royal names:
Amasis/Khenemibra and Psamtek II /Neferibra (Webb 1978, pl. XVIII, nos i and iv; Masson 2007, 614). Also it is not
certain that the royal name found on scarabs can be assumed to be contemporary with the product. But they can’t be earlier.
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typology (which cannot be checked) of a deposit that was probably mixed with that from the
(yet to be identified) Aphrodite Sanctuary. This longer production period would push the earliest
production and distribution to the earliest Greek presence in Naukratis, during the reign of
Psamtek I. I am at the moment unable to corroborate or contradict it, though it seems to go
against all the dating correlations that I have been able to establish for the material from the
factory. To date, the material from the workshop suggests the majority of the material falls within
the period 600–570 BC, although later material seems to be present (Masson 2018) including
assemblages of certain mixed style figurines, amulets and scarabs without cartouches, which can
be dated down to 575–550 BC. (Webb this volume.)
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Ten lead containers from Thonis-Heracleion: tackling
the problem of dating
Elsbeth M. van der Wilt 1
Lead objects are rare in the Egyptian archaeological record. Easy to reuse and recycle, they
are not often preserved in the archaeological record. Over 1,200 lead objects, however, have
been discovered during the excavations of the Institut Européen d’Archéologie Sous-Marine
(IEASM) in Abukir Bay up to 2011. The assemblage from Thonis-Heracleion is thus exceptional
owing to its size and diversity. This article explores the context of a selection of these vessels and
their parallels across the Mediterranean, illustrating the potential and limitations of the larger
corpus. The lack of parallels makes it difficult to draw conclusions about the function of the lead
containers. It is possible that they were primarily used on ships, and later deposited in the water
during a ritual. For dating it is necessary to look to the appearance of larger lead objects around
the Eastern Mediterranean for the dating of parallel-sized objects, such as lead braziers in Asia
Minor, as well as ceramic evidence from Thonis-Heracleion. I suggest an early Hellenistic date
from approximately 300 to 150 BC.
In 1996 the IEASM started survey work in Abukir Bay in collaboration with the Egyptian
Ministry of State for Antiquities. The survey and subsequent targeted underwater excavations,
under the direction of Franck Goddio, showed a sunken landscape with two large and significant
clusters of archaeological material.2 Epigraphic evidence made it possible to identify the remains
of one of these as Thonis-Heracleion, located at the mouth of the ancient Canopic branch of the
Nile (Goddio 2007, 1–3). The topography indicated that the remains of the temple were located
on a peninsula, surrounded by waterways and basins, as suggested by the presence of wrecks and
anchors (Goddio 2007; 2011, 124, fig. 7.3; 2015). Passages led from the Nile in the east through
sand dunes to these harbour basins. A canal, called the ‘Grand Canal’ by the excavators, led from
the eastern harbour basin past the temple on the peninsula to lakes to the west. These lakes fed
into a network of canals that continued on to East Canopus. In the waterways the team identified
a significant number of sunken ships (Fabre 2011; Goddio 2011, 124–29; Fabre and Belov 2012;
Fabre 2015; Belov 2015; Robinson 2015).
The earliest ceramic evidence from the site dates to the end of the 7th century BC (Grataloup
2010, 151; 2015). Occupation continued until the middle of the 2nd century BC, after which
the number of ceramics drops dramatically to a few sherds. From the Byzantine period there is
1 I would like to thank Franck Goddio and the Institut Européen d’Archéologie Sous-Marine together with the Oxford
Centre of Maritime Archaeology (OCMA) at Oxford University for granting me access to their data and allowing me to
publish the lead objects from the site. I also thank the Hilti Foundation for their generous sponsorship and support of the
excavations. I am grateful to Damian Robinson, director of OCMA, for academic support, John Baines, David Fabre and
Brian Muhs for their comments and suggestions, Sanda Heinz for the many discussions, and last but not least, Abd el-Hamid
Abd el-Maguid and Yousria el-Ghandour for their invaluable help and hospitality in the Maritime Museum in Alexandria.
Images in this paper are the author’s own, unless indicated otherwise.
2 For the first years of survey and excavation, including the identification of the site, see Goddio 2007; 2010; for maps, see
Goddio 2011, 124, fig. 7.3, 127, fig. 7.5, 128, fig. 7.6; Goddio 2015; and for an overview and discussion of the objects from
Thonis-Heracleion, see Goddio and Fabre 2008; and further contributions in Robinson and Goddio 2015.
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renewed activity, as shown by objects such as jewellery and coins, supported by literary evidence
of a nunnery (Goddio 2011, 129, no. 42). The latest datable object is an Abbasid gold dinar from
the middle of the 8th century AD, after which the region was finally submerged (Goddio 2007,
75; Goddio and Fabre 2008, 352, no. 432).
Work at Thonis-Heracleion yielded a large number of metal objects, but this did not result in
the recovery of metal objects uniformly across the site. Small, targeted excavations across features
such as canals are yielding disproportionately large numbers, suggesting that the quantity
of metal is not just the result of excavation practices. An important factor is, therefore, the
metal objects’ (ritual or accidental) deposition in the ancient waterways, where they would have
been protected from normal reuse and recycling practices (for similar practices in the ancient
European landscape, see e.g. Bradley 2017; for Mayan cenotes, see e.g. Coggings 1992; Evans
2008, 292). The result is an assemblage that is different from those resulting from excavations on
land. This pattern may reflect a more general attitude towards lead as suggested in the proportion
of small statuettes and votives made of lead from the site, which is roughly 30 percent of the
assemblage compared to 54 percent in copper alloy (Heinz 2013, 226–27).3 Research using new
measurements of subannually resolved Greenland ice cores combined with detailed atmospheric
transport modelling shows a steady increase in lead emissions from lead-silver mining and
smelting from the turn of the 1st millennium BC onwards, reaching sustained high levels in the
mid-4th to 2nd centuries BC (McConnell et al. 2018). Lead was a cheap material and could easily
have arrived in Egypt via trade with Athens in grain and other items. Thus, it may have been
particularly attractive to use for votive practices in an Egyptian harbour town that had ties to
the Greek world, with its plentiful lead-silver deposits, taking the form of, for example, a weight
to be dedicated at the end of a successful voyage, lead containers, or the deposition of specially
made lead votive boats in waterways (Goddio and Fabre 2008, 340, nos 330–33; Goddio 2015:
35–36, fig. 1.31).
Up to 2011 more than 1,200 inventory numbers were assigned to lead objects, with many
numbers including two or more objects. They constitute a diverse category of material culture
from this harbour town, ranging from ingots through ship equipment such as brailing rings to
miniature objects.4 Most of these object categories have parallels in the material culture in Egypt
(Table 1). For example, Petrie (1926) found lead weights during his excavations in the Egyptian
Delta. The inscribed weights point to a connection with Athens and the wider Aegean world
(Van der Wilt 2010; 2015). The lead containers, approximately 131 examples, are exceptional
both because of the large number recovered and the scarcity of comparable material from the
ancient Mediterranean. I discuss below a small, coherent group of lead containers and touch on
issues relating to these containers in general.
The lead containers from Thonis-Heracleion
A word of caution on the identification of the metal of the vessels is necessary: as yet no scientific
analyses have been performed to ascertain the chemical composition of the artefacts. Thus,
at present it is impossible to be certain that these containers are made of unalloyed lead, as
3 For a preliminary overview of the lead statuettes, see Heinz 2011; for a group of large lead containers with a storage
function, perhaps also to be connected to ritual activity, see Van der Wilt 2014.
4 E.g. Goddio and Fabre 2008, 338–43, cat. nos 319–67.
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I presume here. Analysis of the chemical composition would be a valuable future avenue of
research to check whether the composition of the metal used for the containers, for example, was
modified according to the dimension of the intended vessel, in view of the great size difference
between the largest and smallest containers.5
Table 1. Overview of the different categories of objects made of lead in Thonis-Heracleion and
comparable objects from elsewhere in Egypt.

Category
Weights
Containers
Anchor stocks
Statuettes
Miniature vessels
Fishing weights
Rings
Tokens
Ingots
Oil lamps
Sheathing
Ladles
Sounding leads
Buttons
Keys
Knuckle bones
Clamps
Dice

Comparable lead objects from Egypt
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes

As mentioned above, the excavation catalogue includes 131 (fragments) of lead containers in
total from Thonis-Heracleion, from the start of the excavations in 2001 up to, and including, the
2010 excavation season. Not included in this count are sixty-one miniature objects in the shape
of containers such as amphoriskoi and askoi,6 since these were not intended for use as containers.
The largest containers are of a different order of magnitude: eight containers are 75cm and larger
in diameter, with a maximum of 130cm (e.g. Goddio 2007, 105, fig. 3.65; Van der Wilt 2014). For
the present article, I selected ten medium-sized containers, all fairly uniform in shape and size.
I assume they may have had a similar function or deposition, as they all have a diameter larger
than 8.7cm at their base, and a maximum diameter smaller than 22cm. They have an open shape
5 Analysis of a hoard of pewter vessels from Appleford (UK) identified three compositional categories, with different ratios
of tin, copper and lead chosen according to the size and shape of the intended vessel: Pollard 1983.
6 For a recent discussion of lead miniature objects, including parallels for these miniature containers, see Boussac and Seif
el-Din 2009.
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with a circular, flat base and walls that flare gently outward. In some cases (the group of four
larger containers, cat. nos 1–4), the rim is curled. Although the shape of many of the vessels has
been distorted, their uniformity in size and shape suggests that they were originally very similar
in appearance (Figs 1, 2).

Fig. 1 Cat. no. 2 (H.X-3005). Photograph by E. M. van der Wilt, © Franck Goddio/IEASM.

Fig. 2 Cat. no. 4 (H.H4-6484). Photograph by E. M. van der Wilt, © Franck Goddio/IEASM.
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Categorisation of the lead containers is problematic for several reasons. The walls of lead
vessels are prone to distortion owing to the malleability of the metal, making it difficult in
general to establish different groups within the corpus for a typology. I took the diameter of the
base of the vessel as a point of reference, since this is an area that is often well preserved, or can
be estimated relatively reliably. Measurement of the maximum diameter is problematic when the
shape has become distorted, and this is complicated further when the walls of the containers are
fragmentary and damaged. I therefore chose a group of well-preserved containers for the present
corpus because they can serve as a case study without excessive complications. Some examples,
however, appear to have been deliberately folded and flattened. This may be the case for cat. no.
1, where the walls are turned inwards, trapping two circular, unidentified bronze objects within.
The effect is different from other ‘folded’ containers, where the opposite sides of the lead vessel
are pushed together and overlap (Fig. 3).7 Although cat. no. 1 does not have this distinctive
appearance, it was probably folded on purpose, trapping the metal objects. It is clear that some
objects at least, such as the lead boats, were deliberately deposited in a watery context (around the
area J5 in Goddio 2007, 74, fig. 3.6; 2015, 35–36) suggesting an involvement in rituals. It is likely
that objects such as these containers were used as containers first, after which they were folded
and deposited in the water.

Fig. 3 Example of a folded lead container (Exc. no. H.X-9415). Photograph by E. M. van der Wilt, © Franck
Goddio/IEASM.
7 An Egyptian parallel for the practice of folding containers in a similar manner may perhaps be found in the small silver
vessels found in four copper boxes in foundation deposits from the temple of el-Tod: Bisson de la Roque, Contenau and
Chapouthier 1953, pl. VI. For a persuasive argument that the metalwork in these boxes should be dated to the (early) Shaft
Grave era (the 17th century BC), and not to the earlier Dynasty 12 as building activity at el-Tod and the name of Amenemhet
II on two of the chests would suggest, see Maran 1987, 222, 225–27. These vessels and the ones from Thonis-Heracleion,
however, are separated by 1,500 years; they serve only to demonstrate that the phenomenon of folding containers was not
new to Egypt.
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All of these factors make it difficult to take relevant standard measurements of most of the
containers, and such measurements are – among other matters – important variables in a typology
(Adams and Adams 1991, 170). Thus, although measurements are present in the catalogue, they
were not taken uniformly in every case.
The ten containers are divided into two groups (see catalogue). The diameter of the base
ranges from between 18 and 21cm, for the four containers in the larger group, to between 8.7cm
and 14.4cm for the smaller containers. All are bucket-shaped with a round base. From the wellpreserved examples in the group of larger containers it seems that the walls were originally
straight (i.e. not curved) and flared outward slightly; all four in the larger group had a curled
rim or lip. They have relatively thick walls and weigh between 2792 and 4980g.8 These four
containers are strikingly uniform in appearance.
The smaller six containers are similar in appearance to the larger ones, but their shape varies
more. A further eight containers were excluded from the catalogue on the basis of shape and
measurements, mainly where the diameter of the base was significantly smaller.9 The walls of the
containers in this group seem to have flared out less than the larger examples. They do not have
the curled rim, are smaller overall and significantly lighter, weighing 551–967g. Although lead is
relatively cheap, the difference in weight between these two groups suggests both a conscious
decision at the time of manufacture and a difference in cost.10
A distribution map of the ten selected lead vessels shows a cluster of five at the edge of land
and water directly north of the temple area (Fig. 4).11 The other containers were found in a scatter
around this area. Only one vessel (cat. no. 8) was found on land, in the middle of the temple
island; the others were found in an underwater context or at the edge of water and land. This
patterning is distinctive, even if it is common to find many metal artefacts in the waterways.
Proximity, however, is deceptive. Some of the clustered objects were in fact found several metres
apart: e.g. 16m between cat. nos 1 and 3, and 78.5m between cat. nos 1 and 2. They were also
recovered in several seasons of excavation in 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2007. The two different
groups discussed above are differentiated by colour on the map.

8 Measurements of the thickness of the walls are included in the catalogue entries only when it was possible to measure
them.
9 Exc. nos H.X-11264, H.X-9129, H.X-9102, H.L1-11288, H.X-9059, H.X-9180, H.X-9905, H.X-6678.
10 The importance of the weight of a vessel and the value it represented is clear from several instances of vessels made of
precious metals: silver libation saucers or phiales dated, with two exceptions, to the 3rd century BC have weights recorded
on their rim, see Vleeming 2001, nos 12–17, and also nos 18–21. The relationship between the mass of the vessel and the
indicated weight in writing is not usually clear, most often because the container has not been weighed, and sometimes the
current (modern) weight of the object does not correspond well to the weight indicated in the inscription, e.g. Vleeming
2001, 7, n. 3 (no. 21). There is one instance of a small alabaster jar, where the inscription refers to the volume contained by
the jar (no. 22).
11 Vertical stratigraphy is not generally significant on the site: similar objects, such as coins, settle at the same depth. Their
location compared to other objects does not reflect a temporal relationship; for an example see Goddio 2007, 104, fig. 3.63.
Only in specific circumstances is there a spatial relationship in a vertical stratigraphy, when objects were clearly trapped under
a layer of debris, such as the collapse of a wall, for example, forming an impenetrable barrier to settling according to mass.
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Fig. 4 Distribution map of lead containers at Thonis-Heracleion, Egypt. Base map by F. Goddio (with
distribution added by E. M. van der Wilt), © Franck Goddio/IEASM.

Three vessels (cat. nos 1, 3 and 9) were found in the area of the eastern entrance of the Grand
Canal in 2002 (Goddio 2007, 100 fig. 3.55). Two more (cat. nos 2 and 7), from the 2002 and 2003
seasons respectively, are from the same general area at the water’s edge to the north of the temple,
but further west. During the 2007 season two containers were found, one in the central harbour
basin (cat. no. 5) and one further north in the same basin (cat. no. 10). The remaining three
containers come from more geographically dispersed locations. One well-preserved example
belonging to this group (cat. no. 6) was found in the western part of the ‘Grand Canal’ in the
water, a more fragmentary one (cat. no. 8) was found on land near the temple, and one of the
heavier group (cat. no. 4) in a more isolated location elsewhere on the site: at the northern edge
of the island north of the ‘Grand Canal’.
Does the geographical distribution of the containers reveal anything about their use or their
deposition? All except cat. no. 8 were found in the waterways of the site. This is a general pattern
for the site, in which metal objects are likely to be better preserved from locations where they
were taken out of normal reuse and recycling processes. The clustering of containers at the edge
of the water at the eastern end of the Grand Canal should be considered further (H2 and H4;
see Goddio 2007, 74, fig. 3.6; 103, fig. 3.61). This area has a concentration of anchors in the canal
and four wrecks in the vicinity, which may indicate a preferred space for boats to moor (Goddio
2007, 107, fig. 3.68). There is, however, no direct relationship between the containers discussed
here and any of the ships found at the site.

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/van_der_Wilt_24.pdf

2019

TEN LEAD CONTAINERS FROM THONIS-HERACLEION

78

The presence of limestone blocks suggests that there was a sharp, man-made boundary
between water and land, and the remains of this structure may have facilitated the clustering of
objects in this region, instead of a more general dispersion. Many bronze and gold objects were
found in this area; and the excavator suggests they are indicative of ritual activity connected
with the temple of Amun-Gereb nearby (Goddio 2007, 124–25, figs 3.102–3; 2015, 28–39). The
bronze objects include ladles and mirrors associated with the Khoiak festival (Goddio 2007, 109,
fig. 3.71, 124–26; Z. Robinson 2008, 48–49, fig. 34; Goddio 2015, 28–39). The density of gold
objects on the land side of the area is higher than anywhere else on the site (Goddio 2007, 125
fig. 3.103). It is possible that the lead containers discussed here should also be connected to the
Khoiak festival and the ritual activity that the archaeological assemblage in the Grand Canal
suggests. One of the containers (cat. no. 1), the only vessel in the whole corpus from ThonisHeracleion, has two unidentified metal objects still trapped within the folds of the container: one
of a bulbous shape, perhaps a small container, and the other a large bracelet-shaped object with a
protrusion or tendon, perhaps an ingot. The fact that the wall of the vessel was pushed in, trapping
two other items, strongly suggests a deliberate deposition.
Objects excavated in area H4 (Goddio 2007, 74, fig. 3.6) span the occupation of the town
from the end of the 7th century to the 2nd century BC, with the majority dating to the 4th
and 3rd centuries BC (Goddio 2007, 105). Grataloup dates the ceramics in area F primarily to
the Ptolemaic period in her article on the pottery from the site (i.e. the 4th to 2nd centuries:
Grataloup 2010, 155; 2015). This provides a date range for the containers at the site, which can
be compared to other lead containers or lead objects of a similar size.
Comparanda
Evidence for the function and dating of the lead containers, deriving from their spatial
distribution and the presence of other objects nearby, thus indicates an early Hellenistic date:
4th to 2nd century BC. Their context also suggests an association with pieces of a known ritual
significance, such as bronze mirrors and ladles. A survey of similar lead containers from Egypt
and in the broader Mediterranean may firm up the framework for dating those from ThonisHeracleion. I also survey similar-sized objects made of lead – and several in copper alloy in the
same shape – and trace their chronological development.
From Egypt, one parallel for the shape and size of the lead container is found in F. W. von
Bissing’s 1901 catalogue of metalware in the Egyptian Museum in Cairo (von Bissing 1901,
no. 3542 with image; and Maspero 1883, 387–88, no. 5674). This is a well-preserved bronze
vessel said to be from Luxor, with a round base and straight, flaring walls. It has an inscription
running under the rim around the vessel of which no clear picture is published, but the catalogue
description mentions three divinities facing right: Amun-Min, a second deity (possibly Atum or
Osiris) and Harpocrates. Behind Amun-Min there is an altar, and in between the deities there are
clumps of lotus flowers (sign M16: Gardiner 1957, 481). On the other end of the vessel there is
an ankh sign. To G. Maspero, the style of the inscription is Ptolemaic, and von Bissing reiterates
the date in his catalogue. The container is 23.3cm in diameter and 15.0cm high, offering a good
parallel for the size and shape of the lead containers, while the inscription provides a broad date.
There are four smaller lead containers in this catalogue (von Bissing 1901, nos 3546, 3556–
58). The first is said to be from Qaw el-Kebir (no. 3542), the others from Saqqara ‘February 1861’
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(nos 3556–58). All are smaller, between 12.0 and 15.5cm in diameter, and do not have the curled
rim. The example from Qaw el-Kebir has a rounded base and is better described as a bowl. The
three lead containers from Saqqara have flat bases, but they are distorted and damaged. Without
an image for two of them it is difficult to be certain about their shape, especially since they are
described as being distorted, but the measurements are close enough to those from ThonisHeracleion to suggest that they are very similar in size and possibly in shape. Von Bissing suggests
the date is Graeco-Roman, which is plausible for a Saqqara provenance, since the site is well
known for the Serapeum discovered by Mariette in the early 1850s, and the animal catacombs
that yielded many bronze statuettes from the Late to the Ptolemaic period (Davies 2008, 178). It
is, however, too broad to help in narrowing down the date of the lead containers from ThonisHeracleion.
Elsewhere in the Mediterranean, Olynthus, a city on the Chalkidiki peninsula in Greece, yielded
a high number of lead objects, but only four small lead containers (‘boxes’) (D. M. Robinson 1941,
189–90, nos 589–92, pl. XLVI). All four are similar in shape and size with diameters ranging
between 3.8cm and 7.2cm, much smaller than the Thonis-Heracleion examples. One (no. 592)
has a lid; it is not possible to say whether the others had lids, since the preservation is poor. One
of the vessels is from grave 156 in the Riverside cemetery (D. M. Robinson 1941, 535), and one
is from the South Hill, Section F. The provenance of the other two is unknown. The town was
sacked in 348 BC, serving as a terminus ante quem for the dating of the lead containers.
A more distant parallel in time and space can be found in Pompeii. Suzanne Tassinari’s
catalogue (1993) of the bronze vessels from this Roman town contains a single parallel in bronze
for the lead containers discussed here (no. 8039, Tassinari 1993 [i], 137 no. 5). It is from the Casa
del bell’Impluvio (I, 9, 1) (Della Corte 1913, 35; PPM I, 919; Eschebach 1993, 48). It is a bucketshaped container with a curled rim very similar to the larger containers from Thonis-Heracleion
(Fig. 5), measuring 18.6cm in diameter and 14.8cm in height. Room 2, a small room of the main
house where the bucket-shaped container was found, was a shop: it has an opening to the street
as well as a door to the main house. The container was part of a larger range of metal vessels
found in this shop (Gassner 1986, 132), together with a human skeleton. The shop has therefore
been interpreted as that of a faber aerarius, a metalworker (Gassner 1986, 23 n. 77), with the group
of containers being the current stock. They would be contemporaneous with the eruption in
79 AD and thus much later than the examples from Thonis-Heracleion. The presence of these
vessels in a room identified as a shop also precludes any potential conclusions about their use
after sale. There are several bucket shapes of type W in the Tassinari typology (1993 [i], 106–7),
but no. 8039 is the only one with this rim.12
It is clear that a comparison of close parallels in shape and size for the lead containers does
not contribute significantly to narrowing down the dating of the lead containers from ThonisHeracleion or clarifying the function. By looking at other lead objects of a similar dimension
some indications of a dating framework do appear.
Galili and Sharvit (1999) describe and discuss several braziers, paying particular attention to
the design and practicalities of using lead as a material for this purpose. Two lead braziers were
found underwater near Bodrum together with eleven ceramic examples (Leonard 1973) while
12 There is another container of slightly smaller dimensions lacking the rim, and with a convex base, that is not discussed
here; no. 7285 is from the Casa di M. Epidius Primus (I,8,14) and measures 17.0cm in diameter and 12.8cm in height:
Tassinari 1993, vol. I, 136 no. 18.
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thirteen were found off the coast of Israel (Galili and Sharvit 1999, 168).
As these were isolated finds, Galili and Sharvit do not attempt to date these vessels, mentioning
only that lead was ‘a very common and cheap metal’ during the Hellenistic and Roman periods,
as well as that the decoration of the chimneys of the braziers resembles that of lead coffins,
for example one from Caesarea (Galili and Sharvit 1999, 168, 170). Leonard is more specific,
labelling them ‘Hellenistic’ and dating them from the end of the 2nd century to the mid-1st
century BC on the basis of similar material from Delos (1973, 22, 24–25 nos 9 and 10).

Fig. 5 Bronze container from Pompeii no. 8039, after Tassinari 1993 (ii), 299.

Rosen and Galili state that lead cooking vessels and kitchenware were present on ships (Rosen
and Galili 2007, 301, 302 and fig. 6), unfortunately without referring to preserved examples of
dining utensils and cooking pots on ships. The lead braziers are illustrated in the article. They
also show two photographs of larger lead containers; one with a lid is 30cm or more in diameter,
to judge by the scale (Rosen and Galili 2007, 304 fig. 6B, and 6C). The authors do not specify the
dimensions, numbers, or provenance of these vessels, or the details of the other objects.
I discuss the braziers here, even though none have been found at Thonis-Heracleion, for two
reasons: first, they are the earliest lead objects of significant size known to me, and thus relevant
as a dating parameter; and second, because it is important to demonstrate that the ‘Roman’ date
of the larger lead objects needs to be clarified.
‘Roman’ dates
Firstly, larger lead objects without a known context tend to be considered ‘Roman’ in date.
For millennia, artefacts in galena and lead-containing ores were generally smaller than 10cm in
height and took the form of statuettes, trinkets and weights (e.g. Nriagu 1983: 66–69; Tylecote
1992, 7–8; for Egypt: Lucas and Harris 1962, 243–44; Krysko 1986; Ogden 2000, 168–69).
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Larger objects, such as cauldrons and coffins, and lead objects in general became more common
during the Roman (Imperial) period, so much so that there is a tendency to consider any lead
object larger than, or different from, the statuettes and trinkets mentioned earlier as ‘Roman’ by
default. For example, in their discussion of the use of lead on Roman ships and sailors’ exposure
to lead, Rosen and Galili (2007) implicitly assume that all of the lead objects are ‘Roman’.
Secondly, the term ‘Roman’ is often ill defined. In their examination of lead objects found
along the Israeli coast, Rosen and Galili (2007) give no chronological parameters for the
‘Roman’ period. Sometimes specific dates are omitted in favour of general comments such as
the description of lead as a ‘very common and cheap metal’ during the Hellenistic and Roman
periods, implying analogous dates, for example by Galili and Sharvit (1999, 168, 170) in their
discussion of braziers from Bodrum and Israel. Parker (1992, 8), in his catalogue of wrecks in
the Mediterranean, uses the term ‘Roman’ to refer to a time span between 150 BC and AD 400,
while Leonard, in her study of the braziers from Bodrum, labels the period from the end of the
2nd century to the mid-1st century BC as ‘Hellenistic’ (1973, 22, 24–25 nos 9 and 10).
Evidence that wrecks increased dramatically after 200 BC and peaked in the first centuries
BC and AD (Wilson 2011, 33–34), does suggest that lead objects found along the Israeli coastline
are likely to come from ships sailing in this period. If the term Roman is understood to span the
entire period between 150 BC and AD 400, then these objects may be termed ‘Roman’, although
this is a rather unsatisfactorily broad definition. Given that activity at Thonis-Heracleion ends in
the mid-2nd century BC, however, the lead containers from the site are unlikely to be ‘Roman’
even in this generous interpretation.
Conclusions
Four indicators can help with dating this selection of lead containers. First, the lead braziers
from Bodrum are from a late 2nd- or early 1st-century BC context; these braziers are around the
same size as the lead containers discussed here, and show that lead was already used for larger
objects by the late 2nd century BC. Second, a similarly shaped bronze container from Luxor has
an inscription attributed to the Ptolemaic period, demonstrating that this shape of container
was known in Egypt in the Ptolemaic period. Third, the area where the containers were found
yielded predominantly Ptolemaic ceramics; and finally, Thonis-Heracleion was abandoned in the
mid-2nd century BC. These criteria come together to date the deposition of these lead containers
to approximately 300–150 BC.
The lack of comparable material complicates the interpretation of the function of this selection
of containers and the reasons for their deposition in Thonis-Heracleion. Most containers were
found in a context that was already underwater in antiquity. This is likely the result of depositional
processes, in which the object disappeared underwater, making them unavailable for normal
recycling and reuse. The context in Thonis-Heracleion also suggests a connection with ritual
activity for the final deposition of the objects. This does not, however, preclude a more mundane
purpose, on board ship, for example, before they ended up on the bottom of the sea.
Problems encountered in studying this particular selection of lead containers, such as
distortion due to malleability, are not restricted to these examples but apply to the whole corpus
of containers made of lead. Similarly, the dating proposed here for the ten lead containers may
serve as a general indicator for the complete corpus of lead containers from Thonis-Heracleion.
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Catalogue
If the diameter (Ø) of the containers was too distorted, then two measurements were taken at an
approximate 90° angle, and indicated as follows: L. = max. length; W. = width; and H. = height.
Photographs by E. M. van der Wilt, © Franck Goddio/IEASM.
Group of larger containers
1
Dimensions: L. 32.2cm; W. 20.3cm; H. 13.6cm, estimated base Ø 20–21cm; walls 5–6mm thick
Lead, 4980g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2002.XX.3015 (SCA 589)
Provenance: Abukir Bay, in the water just north of the temple in the port (H3) at the entrance of
the Grand Canal.
Complete, crushed or folded around metal objects inside; some cracks where the lead is crushed
over the other metal inside, surface in good condition, with few encrustations.
The container has a rim that curves out and round, a circular base, and it is folded around two
metal objects. One object is bulbous in shape with its articulated base visible, and may be another
container, pushed into the vessel itself. Also present is a round bracelet-like object, maybe an
ingot, with a tendon or protrusion. The container is very similar in appearance to cat. no. 2.

2
Dimensions: L. 25.3cm; W. 27.5cm; H. 15.2cm max., estimated base Ø 20–21cm; walls 3mm
thick, at the rim 5-6mm
Lead, 3941g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2002.XX.3005
Provenance: Abukir Bay, found near the pillars in the Grand Canal just north of the temple
island, near H.8231.
Shape distorted, with large holes.
The container has a circular and concave base. Walls flare open, with a curved rim. The container
is very similar in appearance to cat. no. 1.
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3
Dimensions: Ø 23.1cm max., H. 15.5cm; base Ø 18.0cm; walls 4mm thick
Lead, 3030g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2002.H4.3530 (SCA 588)
Provenance: Abukir Bay, in the water just north of the temple in the port (H3) at the entrance of
the Grand Canal.
Complete, but there are large holes in its base, and holes and cracks in its walls. The surface is
flaking off with outer surface loss in large areas. Shape is slightly distorted.
Round base, walls go straight up with rim curving out and round, back on itself for 1.6cm along
the length of the container wall.
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4
Dimensions: Ø 26.0cm; H. 12.8cm; Ø base cannot be estimated with certainty; walls 3mm thick
Lead, 2792g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2004.H4.6484
Provenance: Abukir Bay, on the north bank of the north island.
Shape distorted, pushed down, top edges cracked, large gashes in the body and a crumpled
base; one crack in the crumpled base; holes in body. The surface is flaking; interior has marine
encrustations.
Cylindrical container with flared walls and folded, curved rim. The diameter of base is difficult
to reconstruct due to the crumpled folds, but perhaps between 13.5–15cm, certainly less than
20cm.

Group of smaller containers
5
Dimensions: Ø 16.0cm; H. 8.9cm; base Ø 11.0cm; walls 3mm thick
Lead, 666g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2007.XX.10225
Provenance: Abukir Bay, found in the southern part of the central basin near the temple island.
Shape distorted, holes in base, one hole in the wall, much cleaned on the outside with traces of
modern toolmarks.
Base of vessel is now concave; walls are lumpy due to the distortion and flare out. The container
is similar in appearance to cat. no. 10.
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6
Dimensions: Ø 14.4cm; H. 7.5cm
Lead, 705g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2003.XX.6294 (SCA 922)
Provenance: Abukir Bay, found towards the western end of the Grand Canal.
Complete, but crumpled downwards.
Bowl with possibly straight walls; the lead is crumpled around the base.
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7
Dimensions: L. 17.2cm; W. 15.2cm; H. 8.6cm
Lead, 856g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2003.XX.5975 (SCA 1150)
Provenance: Abukir Bay, found near the bank of the temple island and the Grand Canal.
Complete, but deformed and sloped to one side, and there are two chips off the rim.
Thin-walled bowl; the base is slightly concave.

8
Dimensions: L. 14.5cm; W. 11.2cm, Ø 10.9cm max., H. 8.0cm; base Ø 10.3cm; walls 3.5mm thick
Lead, 644g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2003.XX.6369
Provenance: Abukir Bay, found on the temple island, in the middle towards the west of the
temple.
Large fragments missing, no original edges/rim, holes on one side of the vessel and around base.
A cylindrical container with straight walls; the base is slightly concave.
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9
Dimensions: Ø 13.7cm; H. 8.9cm; base Ø 8.7cm; walls 3mm thick
Lead, 551g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2002.H4.3584 (SCA 606)
Provenance: Abukir Bay, found at the edge of the temple island at the eastern end of the Grand
Canal. Flaky surface with small holes and cracks in the walls; its shape is slightly distorted.
Container with a round base and walls flare out slightly.

10
Dimensions: top Ø 15.5cm max.; H. 8.5cm; base Ø 12.5cm max.; walls 4mm thick (at rim)
Lead, 967g; Maritime Museum, Alexandria; exc. no. H.2007.XX.10295
Provenance: Abukir Bay, found in the middle of the central basin.
The surface is flaking off with fragments missing, and the shape crumpled and distorted in areas.
Container with walls flaring out slightly.
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The wool of Naukratis.
About the stela Michigan Kelsey Museum 0.2.5803
Damien Agut-Labordère1
Quand on rentre dans une étable bien tenue,
l’odeur large des bêtes est bonne à respirer,
elle vous remet les idées à l’endroit. On est à sa place.
Marie-Hélène Lafon, Joseph, Paris, Buchet-Chastel, 2014, p. 19
During the Saite, Persian and perhaps part of the Hellenistic periods, the site of Naukratis
hosted several institutional entities: the King’s domain mentioned in the Decree of Sais, the
Hellenion managed by a group of Greek cities, and Egyptian sanctuaries (Agut-Labordère 2012),
including the temple of Amun of Baded, the local form of Amun (Yoyotte 1982/83; Leitz 2002,
vol. VI, col. 411–12). The aim of this paper is to examine the interactions between the trading
port and the economic activities of the temple of Amun of Baded through the prism of
one document: the demotic stela inv. no. 0.2.5803 kept in the Kelsey Museum (Ann Arbor,
Michigan). Departing from the analysis initially put forward by Spiegelberg, who interpreted
this document as primarily concerning the cult of the sacred ram of Naukratis, I propose to
see the text as one of the rare sources we have for both Egyptian temples’ flock management
and, more importantly, for the practice of sheep breeding in ancient Egypt. Interpreted in
such a way, the Kelsey stela also contains valuable insights on raw wool processing and the full
potentialities afforded by the Naukratis trading port to Egyptian temples and local breeders.
The historical importance of this demotic stela was first recognised by its editor W. Spiegelberg,
who focused on the elements associated with the cult of the sacred ram (Spiegelberg 1928).
In the early 1990s, in a lecture given at the Collège de France, Jean Yoyotte perfectly
described both the difficulties presented by this document and its undeniable originality:
Quelle que soit l’obscurité de locutions rares et de tournures grammaticales incertaines,
on reconnaîtra, avec Spiegelberg, un décret pris par une collectivité pour remercier une
personnalité élue des services exceptionnels qu’elle a reçus. La stèle démotique de Michigan
prouve ainsi qu’au IIIe siècle avant J.-C. une pratique courante des cités et des associations
grecques était adoptée à Naucratis par un groupe professionnel aisé, proche du temple
d’Amon-Rê et aussi indigène que possible par sa langue et sa zoolâtrie. (Yoyotte 2013, 551)
Another aspect of this text is particularly unexpected: it mentions wool and, more specifically,
Milesian wool, i.e. the highest-quality Greek wool produced by a special breed of sheep from
Asia Minor. Wool rarely appears in Egyptian written documentation. Nevertheless, during his
stay in Egypt in the middle of the 5th century BC, Herodotus noticed that the Egyptians wore,
on the linen tunic they called ‘calasiris’, a ‘white wool garment’ meaning that the use of wool
1 CNRS ArScAn-HAROC.
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2
-clothing was widespread in Egyptian society at that time, stimulating wool production in the

district. Even if a little less than two centuries separate Herodotus’ journey from the text we
are studying here, it is almost certain that the demand for wool cloth was not only due to the
presence of Greeks in Egypt but also came from the Egyptian population. Thus, investigating the
significance of the text of this stela will help us understand the way in which the Egyptian temples
of Naukratis adjusted their production to respond to strong demand for quality wool fabrics.
The stela Michigan Kelsey Museum inv. no. 0.2.5803
The stela was purchased in Cairo in 1927 (TM 53683). It is made of limestone and is
97cm high and 35cm wide (Fig. 1). A picture of a man presenting loaves of bread and
plants to a ram standing on a pedestal is engraved above a fourteen-line demotic text.

Fig. 1. Ptolemaic limestone stela from Naukratis. Michigan, Kelsey Museum of Archaeology 0.2.5803. © Kelsey Museum
of Archaeology, University of Michigan.
2 Herodotus II.81; Vogelsang-Eastwood 2000: 269; Fabre 2014, 11.
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The head of the animal is adorned with two big horizontal spiral horns topped by
the sun-disc,3 which identifies this god as the hypostasis of Amun-Ra lord of Baded (a
designation of Naukratis; Yoyotte 1982/83, 133–36). From a morphological point of view,
the curved horns and the ears pointing backwards are typical of the Ovis platyra aeg yptiaca, a
sheep breed also characterised by its fat tail, which feature also seems to appear on the
animal engraved on the stela.4 From a chronological point of view, it is interesting to note
that the presence of the Ovis platyra in Egypt probably dates back to the second half of
the 3rd century BC (Fig. 2).5 The one carved on the Kelsey stela (dated to 282 BC) could,
therefore, be one of the earliest representations of this breed in Egyptian documentation.

Fig. 2. Amun-Ra lord of Baded (detail of the Kelsey stela) and Khnum as Ovis platyra aeg yptiaca (Bickel 1991, 61, fig. 12).

Transliteration of the demotic text (Fig.3)
Following Spiegelberg 1928, 6-8 no.1; Vleeming 2001, 94-97 no.134; Guermeur 2005, 133-34
with some minor emendations.
(1) HA.t -sp 3.t ibd -3 Ax .t n Pr-aA‛.w. s . Pt wrAmys‛.w. s . sA Pt wrA(2) - mys ‛.w.w. s . Im n -Ra n b BA- dd pA n t r aA Ḫn sw -ḎHwt n b BA- dd pA n t r aA pA Isw pA n t r aA nA
n t r.w
(3) ay.w n NAy =w - kArD d i .t aHa d i .t anx (n) Šm-Im n -Ipy sA Ḥr- pA- bk mw.t =f Ns(4) n b - tS r-st p{=f} Ḫn sw -ḎHwt pA n t r aA i rm nAy =w pA t my n pA Isw n HA.t -sp 2.t ibd -4
˹Smw˺
(5) r HA.t -sp 3.t ibd -3 Ax .t d i nA wrṱ.w n NAy =w - kArD r-aHa n =f w a wi<t > r WAH-ib -Ra sA
(6) NrT-Ḫn sw n m r-Sn b n - pw Šm-Im n -Ipy sA Ḥr- pA- bk sx (r) pA HD rd n
(7) s arṱ n k t n pA tA sp -sn xAa=f pA s arṱ n Mylṱ wbA tA Xri (.t) (n) pA Isw
(8) qd =f n awy n ˹TAy˺-w ab awy n TAy - q bb n Smw mH=f nA wrṱ [.w]
(9) n nA tS.w pA n k t n ty x p r n =w d i =f TAy =w nA i sw.w (r) nAy =w awy.w n anx
(10) d i =f TAy =w Hsm n r pA awy (n) i r pXr i r =f pA ar˹D˺ (n) pA Isw n Im n -Ra n b BA- dd pA
n t r aA
3 This kind of horned crown is described by Bickel 1991, 62.
4 This detail is noted by Yoyotte 2013, 550.
5 Bickel 1991, 66–67; Fabre 2014, 5–7 (on a limestone plaque bearing two engraved pictures of an Ovis aries paleoatlanticus
discovered in Thonis-Heracleion) and Masson 2015, 78, fig. 3.10 (on a model of a sculptor in limestone from Naukratis
showing a head of a ram).
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(11) Ḫn sw -ḎHwt n b BA- dd pA n t r aA pA Isw pA n t r aA r-i r =f HrH (r) Šm-Im n -Ipy sA Ḥr- pAbk
(12)
mw.t =f Ns- n b - tS n nA m d (t) .w n f r.w r-i r =f n pA Isw n NAy =w - kArD n nA
(13)
n t r.w ay.w n NAy =w - kArD r d i .t s n HAt (n) pA n ty iw =f (r) iy m-sA=f i r pA m nx
(14)
(i) .i r Šm-Im n -Ipy sA Ḥr- pA- bk mw.t =f Ns- n b - tS r- d i =w i-aHa n =f pA wy <t >

Fig. 3. Detail of the demotic text of the stela. © Kelsey Museum of Archaeology, University of Michigan.

Translation
Following Vleeming 2001, 94–97 no. 134, with some emendations.
(1) Year 3, third month of the akhet season (= Hathyr) under Pharaoh l.p.h. Ptolemaios.l.p.h. son
of Ptole(2) -maios l.p.h. Amun-Ra, lord of Baded, the great god, Khonsu-Thoth, lord of Baded, the great
god, the Sheep, the great god, the great
(3) gods of Naukratis, give lifetime, give life to Sheamenopy son of Harpabek, his mother Es(4) -nebtosh, whom Khonsu-Thoth, the great god, with those of the town of the Sheep, has
chosen from year 2, fourth month of the shemu season (=Mesore)
(5) up to year 3, third month of the akhet season (=Hathyr). The wrṱ.w of Naukratis have erected
for him a stela when Wahibra, son of
(6) Nakhtkhonsu was lesonis. Sheamenopy son of Harpabek has not interfered with the money
(of the) representative for
(7) wool, (or) for each of all the goods. He has left the wool of Miletus for the fodder of the
Sheep.
(8) He built a purification house and a house of taking coolness in summer. He paid the wrṱ.w
http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Agut-Labordère_24.pdf
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(9) at the due dates for the goods they are owed. He caused that the sheep were led to their places
of life;
(10) he caused that natron was brought to the house of making prescription, he made the ‘security’
of the Sheep of Amun-Ra, Lord of Baded, the great god,
(11) (and) Khonsu-Thoth, Lord of Baded, the great god, (and) the Sheep, the great god. He
guarded over Sheamenopy, son of Harpabek,
(12) his mother Esnebtosh, for the benefactions that he did because of the Sheep of Naukratis,
(and) of the
(13) great gods of Naukratis, in order to place it in the heart of he who will come after him, to
do the beneficence
(14) as has done Sheamenopy, son of Harpabek, his mother Nesnebtosh, for whom the stela is
erected.
Notes on the translation
l. 7. For the meaning of Mylṱ as Ϻίλητος, see Clarysse 1987, 14 n. 24.
The meaning ‘for’ for the preposition wbA is studied by Spiegelberg 1925, 141 §311.
l. 8. The sign
lies between Awy and w ab (qualified as ‘odd’ by Vleeming 2001, 96). I suggest
reading it as an awkward form of the verb TAy which could be part of the compound expression
TAy -w ab ‘acquire purity’ (Demotisches Glossar, 666 see also the Coptic form ⲇⲓ ⲟⲩⲟⲡ, Coptic
Dictionary, 487b).
ll. 9–10. In both sentences, the sDm =f form of the d i is followed by a subjunctive sDm =f
implying that this construction had to be translated in a causative sense: ‘He caused that …’
(Johnson 1976, 270–71).
The meaning of TAy r (reconstructed in l. 9 but clear in l. 10) is highlighted by the Coptic ⲇⲓ ⲉ- ‘to
lead’, ‘to relate’, ‘to attain’ (Coptic Dictionary, 749a). See also Wb.V. 346.24 ‘fortnehmen (auch mit
r)’ and ALex II, 78.4629 ‘apporter à’.
l. 10. I am not entirely convinced by the reading arq proposed by Vleeming (2001, 96–97).
The reading D for the last letter suggested by Spiegelberg 1928 seems equally possible especially
if we compare the demotic pA arD with the Coptic noun ⲡⲱⲣϫ ‘firmness’, ‘assurance’ (Coptic
Dictionary, 530b).
Setting the stage: who erected the stela?
Sheamenopy was chosen by ‘Khonsu-Thoth, the great god, with those of the town of
the Sheep’. The mention of this god – attested by personal names in the Naukratis area6
– indicates that Sheamenopy was nominated following an oracular consultation with
the agreement of some inhabitants of a place named ‘the town of the Sheep’ ( pA t my
n pA Isw). This place, situated in the vicinity of Naukratis and Sais, could explain the
testimony of Strabo that the ‘Saites’ worshipped a ‘sheep’ (XVII.1.40) despite the fact that
a cult of this kind remains undocumented in the capital of the fifth nome of Lower Egypt.7
If Sheamenopy was chosen by people living in ‘the town of the Sheep’, the mention
6 Yoyotte 2013, 550. A small shrine dedicated to Khonsu-Thoth was discovered in Thonis-Heracleion, Goddio 2015, 26–28.
7 Yoyotte and Charvet 1997, 153–55 n. 377; Fabre 2014, 9 n. 28.
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in the first lines of the text of the name of the lesonis, who was in charge of the financial
administration of the temple(s?), suggests that the whole operation took place under his
supervision or patronage, and, as noted by Jean Yoyotte (2013, 550), ‘la mention d’un
lesonis indique qu’il s’agit d’une affaire relative aux biens sacrés’. It was in fact ‘the wrṱ.w
of Naukratis’ who decided to erect the stela. The meaning of the word wrṱ is unclear.
Spiegelberg suggested ‘Wollscherer’ on account of the wool determinative
(l. 5).
The same determinative appears at the end of Mylṱ
(l. 7) indicating that the
scribe did not consider this word as a place-name but as a term describing a quality of wool.8 The
title wrṱ also appears in the last form wlt (with a Fayumic lambdacism) in P. BM EA 10560 (l.6),
a demotic land lease dated to 190 BC coming from Philadelphia (Martin 1986). The tenant bears
the title of wlt [n] pA I[s]w [n] t my -Sbk n ˹NA - nh .w˺ Hna t my -Sbk n Pr-HAt ‘wlt [of] the Ram
of the Sobek town [of] Philadelphia and of the Sobek town of Perhat’ (l.6). The determinative
is difficult to recognise in its present state, owing to a tear in the papyrus
. Both the
Naukratite wrṱ and Fayumic wlt are related to the cult of a sheep divinity. The fact that in the
P. BM EA 10560 the title of wlt was directly followed by that of ‘w ab-priest of Amenemope
and the aforementioned Philadelphia’ (l.7) shows that the role of wrṱ.w could be combined
with a sacerdotal title. It could also indicate that the wrṱ.w were not full-time breeders or, more
precisely, that they were not shepherds or shearers directly involved in the breeding of sheep. This
assumption is reinforced by the fact that the Fayumic wlt was responsible for two different towns.
As such, the wrṱ.w probably had to outsource the breeding of the different flocks of which
they were in charge.9 Sheamenopy might be one of the local sheep farmers who had sufficient
know-how to be responsible for the flock entrusted to the wrṱ.w of Naukratis. The fact that he
was appointed collectively by ‘those of the town of the Sheep’ may indicate that, in this area,
the wrṱ.w required the approval of the other local sheep farmers in order to place their flocks.
It is in this context that we propose to understand the text inscribed on the Kelsey
stela. By listing the merits of one of the breeders, the wrṱ.w established a code of good
practice engraved in hard stone for the other sheep farmers who intended to breed
the temples’ flock. Therefore, an examination of Sheamenopy’s good deeds will allow
us to know the content of the specifications drawn up by the wrṱ.w of Naukratis.
How to be a good breeder
The text of the stela contains a list of six deeds:
(Deed no. 1) ‘Sheamenopy, son of Harpabek, has not interfered (with) the money (of the)
representative for wool (or) for each of all the goods’.
(Deed no. 2) ‘He has left the wool of Miletus for the fodder of the Sheep’.
(Deed no. 3) ‘He built a house of purification and a house of taking coolness in summer’.
(Deed no. 4) ‘He paid the wrṱ-priests at the due dates of the goods that befell them’.
(Deed no. 5) ‘He caused that the sheep were led to their places of life’.
8 As in P. Krall 12.33 where Mylt is also written with the cloth-determinative (Spiegelberg 1910, 58–59 n. 9; Hoffmann 1996,
277 n. 1528).
9 For a very similar outsourced breeding system (concerning the geese of Amun during the Persian period), see Vleeming
1991, 9–11.
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‘He caused natron was brought to the house of making prescription’.

At the end of this list, a final item remains:
‘He made the security of the Sheep of Amun-Ra, Lord of Baded, the great god, and KhonsuThoth, Lord of Baded, the great god, (and) the Sheep, the great god’.
Sheamenopy would have taken over responsibility for the temple’s flocks from the month
of Mesore of year two of Ptolemy II (28 September–27 October 283 BC) to the month of
Hathyr of year three (1 January–30 January 282 BC).10 Sheep are normally shorn twice a year,
once in autumn and at the end of winter, so that it is interesting to note that Sheamenopy’s
work ends in January, precisely the month indicated in papyrological sources as the month of
winter shearing, just before the rise in temperatures (Lewis 1983, 129–32). We may, therefore,
suppose that Sheamenopy was in charge of the flocks for the winter shearing. Unfortunately,
the Kelsey stela does not enable us to evaluate the number of sheep entrusted to Sheamenopy.
In spite of a rather allusive formulation, the fifth deed – ‘He caused that the sheep were led
to their places of life’ – seems to indicate that Sheamenopy had overseen the practicalities
of the transfer of the flock to their sheepfolds and pastures (awy.w n anx).11 The fact that
it was pointed out by the wrṱ.w could indicate that the flocks entrusted to Sheamenopy
had a high number of heads, thereby requiring careful stock management during the move.
Sheamenopy paid what he had to pay …
It is striking that the first two good deeds presented by the the wrṱ.w of Naukratis concern
financial matters.
(Deed no. 1) ‘Sheamenopy, son of Harpabek, has not interfered with the money (of the) representative for wool (or)
for each of all the goods’.
Following Vleeming, the expression sx (r) HD is translated here by ‘interfered with the money’.12
The expression pA HD rd n s arṱ n k t n pA tA sp -sn ‘the money (of the) representative for wool (or) for
each of all the goods’ is morphologically similar to another Ptolemaic tax name pA HD m r- xAs .t,
the ‘tax of the chief of the necropolis’.13 With some hesitations, Spiegelberg (1928) proposed to
translate pA HD rd n s arṱ as ‘das Silber des Wuchses der Wolle’. Sven Vleeming rejected this solution
because it presupposes unattested wool production in the Naukratite area. He supposed that it
could be a reference to a tax levied on the wool trade by a king’s representative,14 which is equally
unattested. Günter Vittmann (2011) put forth another hypothesis formulated orally to him by
Wolfgang Wegner, who suggested the translation: ‘Scheamenophis, Sohn des Harpbekis, hat nicht
10 Vleeming 2001, 95 n. to l.4 expected a period of activity of just under a year, implying that the date of appointment for
Sheamenopy was HA.t-sp 2.t ibd-4 Ax.t (February 283 BC, end of line 4), but the reading Smw proposed by Spiegelberg 1928
is certified by Dr Wilfong who examined the original document.
11 As noted by Vittmann 2011, 134, n. 278 awy.w n anx has to be distinguished with pr anx.
12 See also Vleeming 1994, 361 [P. BM Glanv. 10528, ll.1 and 4]; Depauw 2000, 194–97, 216–18
13 On this tax, Depauw 2000, 64–65.
14 Vleeming 2001, 95 n. to l. 6.
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das Geld für einen Beauftragten für Wolle (oder) irgendeinen (sonstigen) Betrag beansprucht(?)’.
On this view, Sheamenopy would not have claimed the money and things due to the agent of the
wool, implying that he must himself be this ‘agent’ (Vittmann 2011, 134, n. 273). Besides the fact
that nothing could account for this waiver, one might object that the meaning ‘claim’ for the verb
sx is unattested (it explains the question mark following ‘beansprucht’ in Vittmann’s translation).
Recently, Brian Muhs identified in some early Ptolemaic Theban receipts a tax explicitly
connected with wool production (Gr. ἐρέα, dem. HD i n Sn). It was paid annually in silver.15
It is also noteworthy that two Theban receipts dated to the very beginning of the Roman
period are related to payment in money concerning i sw n n t r ‘sheep (of the) god’ (O. Leid.
33.1 and O. Leid. 32.3).16 Some receipts concerning sheep taxation from the Ptolemaic period
bear the mention of ot m n nA i sw, which is usually translated as ‘pasturage (?) tax on the
sheep’ (the sense of the word ot m is uncertain).17 In the Delta (Mendesian nome), a tax on
sheep and goat husbandry is known through Greek papyri dating from the 2nd century
AD (Blouin 2007, 140, 145, 147, 149–50, 164–65) (and from demotic ostraca coming from
Thebes and Gebelein18). Although nothing is known for sure, it is tempting to compare this
Theban HD i n Sn with the tax levied by the rd n s arṱ. Thus, it can be reasonably assumed
that ‘the money for the wool’ mentioned in the Kelsey stela was a royal tax connected with
the wool locally produced. In addition, Sheamenopy also paid other taxes connected to various
unspecified ‘goods’ (n k t). It may concern other sheep byproducts such as leather and cheese.
These taxes were collected by an ‘agent’ (rd) (Klotz 2009, 254). In a religious association,
the rd n swn .t, ‘the representative of the association’, had to collect the contributions made
by the members.19 Therefore the ‘representative for wool (or) for each of all the goods’ was
most likely a temporary fiscal agent, recruited specifically to levy royal taxes on flocks of
sheep belonging to the temples. The fact that Sheamenopy’s willingness to pay these taxes
takes first place in the list established by the wrṱ.w could indicate that many other breeders
hired by them refused to honour their financial duties and let the wrṱ.w deal with the royal
administration. This kind of fiscal arrangement – where the tenant proceeded to pay the taxes
levied on the asset leased – is sometimes attested in Ptolemaic land leases (Lippert 2008, 158–59).
(Deed no. 2) ‘He has left the wool of Miletus for the fodder of the Sheep’
The presence of Milesian sheep in Egypt during the Hellenistic period is also well attested
in the Zenon papyri (P. Cairo Zenon 2.59142; 2.59195 and 3.59430) (Orrieux 1983, 91–92;
Chandezon 2003, 401–2). The general meaning of tA Xri(.t) is ‘food’ but a literal translation
of the term here leads us nowhere: the Egyptian ram would be eating the wool of the Greek
ones. More seriously, the locution tA Xri(.t) (n) pA Isw can be more readily compared with a
formula well attested in receipts issued by Egyptian temples relative to a payment in lighting
oil for the leasing of part of their sacred lands. This expression is also attested in Saite stelae
about lamp donations (Leahy 1981). In the receipts, the tenants of the sacred land are said
15 Muhs 2011, 86–90. On taxes on sheep see also Muhs 2005, 16 (P. Petrie gr. III 108–9), 107 (Taxpayer 5 O. Torino 12667).
16 Nur el-Din 1974, 34–35; see also O. Leid. 34.2 but written (iswT n ntr).
17 Clarysse and Thompson 2006 (1), 65–66 note to l. 243.
18 Nur el-Din 1974, 25–35 and more particularly table I, p. 26.
19 de Cenival 1972, 165; Donker van Heel 1995, 149 [P. Louvre 7840 III, recto l. 2].
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to have been subject to a regular levy used ‘for the feeding’ (r tA Xri(.t)) of the lamp of the
god (Agut-Labordère 2016, 45–46). This could therefore explain the rather bizarre wording
sarṱ n Mylṱ wbA tA Xri(.t) (n) pA Isw, which could designate the part of the wool produced
by the Milesian sheep and collected by the temple for its own use. It implies that the (sole?)
temple housing the Sheep of Naukratis received, through the intermediary of the wrṱ, an
amount of Milesian wool from the hands of the breeders to whom its flock was entrusted.
Just as with the first two, the fourth deed concerns financial matters.
(Deed no. 4) ‘He paid the wrṱ-priests at the due dates of the goods that befell them’
This sentence is one of the few which does not present any difficulty for the
translator. Sven Vleeming chose to translate the word nkt as ‘imposition’, but there
is no need to use such a precise word to translate a general term designating all
kinds of goods. So Sheamenopy had to make a regular payment in kind to the wrṱ.
In the end, the financial deeds of Sheamenopy can be summarised in the following table.
We cannot tell what quantity of wool (as well as milk and cheese) remained in the hands
of Sheamenopy at the end of the four months of breeding. Could he have kept for
himself the lambs born during this period? The text of the Kelsey stela leaves this question
unanswered, probably because it was perfectly obvious to all parties concerned. However,
upon examination, the two remaining deeds (no. 3 and no. 6) show that Sheamenopy and the

Table 1. The financial deeds of Sheamenopy

The sheep of the Naukratite gods
entrusted to Sheamenopy

Royal tax:

Temple tax:

The wrṱ’s payment:

‘… the money (of the)
representative for wool (or)
for each of all the goods’

‘… the wool of Miletus for
the fodder of the Sheep’

‘… the goods that befell them’
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Naukratis temples have a common interest in producing the highest possible quality of wool.
… and took care of the quality of the wool
During his four working months, Sheamenopy had taken care of the flocks. But, here again,
there are some difficulties in the terminology used by the priests in the demotic inscription.
(Deed no. 3) ‘He built a house of purification and a house of taking coolness in summer’
Before the advent of chemical sheep dip, shearing was preceded by washing with water, in rivers or
in pools specifically set up for this. Besides being greasy, raw wool contains numerous impurities
(e.g. earth, dung, strands and seeds) that the animal gathers throughout the day and especially
at night when sleeping on the ground.20 Therefore, one could argue that the awy n TAy-wab
should be identified as a kind of pool used by Sheamenopy and his men for sheep-washing. This
assumption fits rather well with the mention of a awy n TAy-qbb in the same line. The expression
TAy-qbb (sahidic ⲇⲓ ⲕⲃⲟ21) under the form TAy-qbaA is also attested in the Myth of the Sun Eye
(P. Leiden I 384 16.18) in the sense of ‘cooling off ’ (Spiegelberg 1917, 42–43, 271 no. 806). The
awy n TAy-qbb n Smw was, therefore, probably a rudimentary shelter protecting the sheep from
the still-warm Egyptian autumn sun. Sheep cannot withstand heat for a long time and, in the
middle of the day, shepherds must lead their flocks into the shade (Chandezon 2003, 94 n. 224).
Clarifying the sixth Sheamenopy deed will allow us to complete the reconstruction of the
chaîne opératoire to produce high-quality wool fibre.
(Deed no. 6) ‘He caused that natron was brought to the house of making prescription’
For this sentence, Jean Yoyotte had diagnosed a confusion between Hsmn ‘natron’ and HmA
‘salt’, assuming that Sheamenopy had provided the sheep with ‘cooking salt’ to supply them
with necessary minerals (Yoyotte 2013, 551; Fabre 2014, 10). To the contrary, and following
Spiegelberg’s hypothesis, Ivan Guermeur suggested translating the sixth sentence as: ‘Il a accordé
du natron au lieu de faire la prescription’ followed by a short note: ‘C’est-à-dire l’endroit où
on devait embaumer le bélier’ (Guermeur 2005, 134). The sudden appearance of the theme
of mummification at the end of a text on sheep breeding seems, nevertheless, rather odd.
We may suggest a simpler solution. As natron contains 17% of sodium carbonate, it
has powerful detergent properties well known by the ancient Egyptians for laundry.22 It
implies that a natron solution could be used after the shearing, during the thorough washing
away of any grease remaining on the fleece, to avoid any sticky residue on the wool.23 If
this assumption is correct, we have to suppose that the ‘house of making prescription’
depended on temples to provide a certain quantity of natron to the breeders for this
purpose, and that they were obliged to return any unused portion once breeding was over.
20 Chancrin and Dumont 1921 vol. II, 688–89 see fig. 2121 (washing in a pool) and fig. 2122 (in running water).
21 Coptic Dictionary 100a.
22 For the use of natron for clothes washing, see Vogelsang-Eastwood 2000, 284.
23 Chancrin and Dumont 1921, II, 62–63 ‘laine’.
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Table 2. Parts of the chaîne opératoire for wool attested in the Kelsey stela (in bold type)

Sheamenopy’s deeds

Washing of the
sheep
‘He built a house of
purification’

shearing

(undocumented in the
Kelsey stela)
Percentage of weight 50% for animals kept
loss by fleece
in confinement
60%
for those which
(Chancrin and
grazed
Dumont 1921, II, 685
‘toison’)

Washing of the
fleeces
‘He caused that
natron was brought
to the house of
making prescription’
25%

Conclusion
The temples of Naukratis and Sheamenopy had the same objective: obtaining a clean,
high-quality wool for direct sale to hand spinners. Sheamenopy’s merit was to establish an
effective chaîne opératoire which also benefited the Naukratite temples. The great care taken
in the washing of the fleeces was, therefore, crucial for the production of Milesian wool. In
the Greek world, Milesian sheep were covered with blankets to protect their precious fleece
(πρόβατα ὑποδίφθερα). To preserve their entire length, the fine Milesian wool fibres (ἔρια
Ϻιλήσια) were not cut but plucked out of the skin, which required a trained workforce
(Chandezon 2003, 211–12). In the end, Sheamenopy was not allowed to keep for himself the
precious fibres produced by his thorough efforts because the temples of Naukratis were only
interested in the Milesian wool. We have to suppose, therefore, that the sale of wool from
native breeds was so lucrative that it covered the cost of breeding and shearing of the whole
flock for Sheamenopy. Ultimately, we have to assume that if the Naukratite temples bred native
sheep (Ovis platyra), it was primarily to pay subcontractors who were in charge of their flocks.
As wool is traditionally unattested among the productions of Egyptian temples, but fits
perfectly with Greek taste, it seems quite clear that the Naukratite temples (and Sheamenopy)
produced this wool for textile workshops supplying Greek consumers.24 The Greeks of the
Naukratis area were the initial customers of this production but, more broadly, thanks to its
commercial value, Milesian wool production would also have been profitable to the commercial
port, reaching distant markets in the Eastern Mediterranean and elsewhere in Egypt, through the
Canopic branch of the Nile. Thus, on this precise point, the presence of the trading port had an
impact on the economic activities of the Naukratite temples. During the Hellenistic period, the
speculative breeding of Milesian sheep was practised at Naukratis just as in Asia Minor (in an area
stretching from Aeolis to the southern bank of the Maeander) (Chandezon 2003, 211–12). What is
remarkable in the breeding process described in the Kelsey stela is the complete absence of Greek
24 Some special kind of wool (ar. qmr) was imported into Egypt during Achaemenid rule, see Briant and Descat 1998, 72.
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people and, more notably, of any Greek institution. This means that, through the old institutional
machinery of their temples, the Egyptians living in the Naukratite area found a way to take
advantage of the opportunities offered both by the Greek presence in the Delta and by the trading
port. If I may express my view in more colourful terms: economic agency was not just for Greeks.
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Alan Johnston1
In this paper I will briefly treat the range of what may be termed votive texts on stone and ceramic finds
from the site of Naukratis, the deities worshipped and the formulae used, as well as some aspects of
the term ‘votive’. The record at Naukratis will be compared with possibly similar material from other
sites, to explore the idea of widespread literacy in the sanctuaries at Naukratis and other emporia.2
Stone
The ceramic texts have tended to blot out those on other materials, but the latter are rare,
fragmentary and diffuse – a number also cannot now be traced.3 I know of some thirty broadly
dedicatory texts, one on gold (British Museum 1886,0401.1765; B 29), the rest on a variety of
stones. One is the famous block which Petrie no doubt reluctantly left in Egypt as part of the
division of finds,4 naming Naukratis, dating probably to the reign of Ptolemy VI, 180–146 BC
(N I pl. 30.3; B 15). Other Hellenistic votive texts are either dedications to the Ptolemies, have lost
any mention of the dedicatee, or are to a range of deities – possibly Artemis (N II pl. 22.16; B 27),
certainly Phoibos (British Museum 1886,0401.1569; BMI 1090), Dionysos and seemingly others
(British Museum 1900,0214.26; BSA 40, c; B 25) and Demeter (Cairo JE 33597; BSA p. 41; B 21).
Probably 4th-century BC pieces include some fine texts: British Museum 1886,1005.21
(Fig. 1; BMI 1083; B 20) is a Pentelic marble base bearing the dedication of a palaestra
to Apollo, with lettering that is epigraphically hard to place as late as the generally assumed
construction date under Ptolemy II; similarly, the dedication on a base of Asiatic marble by
Ampelion to Zeus of Thebes, British Museum 1886,1005.22 (Figs 2–3; BMI 1088; B 12).5
Less grand is the limestone statuette group made by the Cypriot Sikon for Herakles, of the
4th century BC as argued by Ursula Höckmann (in Höckmann and Möller 2006, 16) – surely
not Archaic, as she demonstrates on grounds of style (British Museum 1900,0214.22; BMI
1081; B 9). Cairo CG9230, a dedication to Artemis Pergaie (Milne 1901, 285; B 8), has no
recorded provenance but is assumed by Milne to be from Naukratis. Of the 4th century BC
also perhaps is a dedication by Deinomachos of Mytilene to Aphrodite (BSA p. 38), not located
to date, as is the case with the scraps of stone texts published by Hogarth (BSA p. 42, e–k).

1 Institute of Archaeology, University College London; Institute of Classical Studies, University of London.
2 Catalogue numbers are indicated except when ‘p.’ is given.
3 N II 794 and 795 (B 4 and 5) and N II pl. 22.16 (B 27) are further noted below. N II p. 69, 21 is not surely from Naukratis.
BSA p. 38 (7), and p. 42, e (B 26) are dedications by Deinomachos of Mytilene to Aphrodite and by Akrotetos respectively.
4 Petrie Journal 1884–85, EES Archive XVIId, 47, p. 30 (discovery). It then gets no further mention; presumably it is in
Cairo, but not yet located.
5 Höckmann 2012, 460, n. 63 suggests an animal figure stood on the base; the preserved part of the cutting and the lead in
it do not rule this out, though the depth of the base is not known, pace Höckmann.
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Fig. 1. British Museum, GR 1886,1005.21. Marble base. Length 49.5cm. Photograph © Trustees of the British
Museum.

Fig. 2. British Museum, GR 1886,1005.22. Marble statue base. Length 41.9cm. Photograph © Trustees of the
British Museum.

Fig. 3. British Museum, GR 1886,1005.22. Marble statue base, top. Preserved depth 24.1cm. Photograph ©
Trustees of the British Museum.

Earlier, perhaps Late Archaic, are five fragmentary rims of marble louteria (or perirrhanteria).
They might all mention Apollo’s name:
1. vac Ἀπο[ (British Museum 1886,0401.1524);
2. vac Ἀπ[ (Heidelberg University, Institute of Egyptology, 1722);
3. with perhaps the start ]τω[ (British Museum 1886,0401.7; N I pl. 14A);
4. with the central part ]πολλων[ (Heidelberg University, Institute of Egyptology, unnumbered);
5. probably with the end of the god’s name, plus the regrettably brief start of the next word, ]ος
: τ̣[ (British Museum 1886,0401.984; N I 699).
No two seem to be from the same bowl, but a full review of size and shape has yet to be carried
out (on these wash-basins see Masson 2015, 9–10).6
6 A further piece in Munich, given by F. Thiersch, appears to have been lost in the war.
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Earlier also is the regrettably untraced disc, ἐς Ναύκρατιν (N II 795; B 5), and the similarly
elusive dedication of Polyermos to Aphrodite (N II 794; B 4). Kallias dedicated the big
Cypriot limestone hunter to Aphrodite (1888,0601.20; BMI 1080; B 6; Johnston 2003, 164).
Only two pieces seem to be of the 5th century BC: a miniature marble ‘label’ for a dedication to
Hermes, British Museum 1886,0401.6 (N I, pl. 20, 35; B 3), and a small limestone base inscribed with
ἰερόν to Zeus Apotropaios, British Museum 2012,5021.3 (Fig. 4; N II pl. 22,14; BMI 1089; B 30).7

Fig. 4. British Museum, GR 2012,5021.3. Limestone base. Length 10.7cm. Photograph © Trustees of the British
Museum.

Difficult to date and to interpret is the text, Νυμφαι| .c.3. εἰμι| ι... ος, on the flank of a limestone
horse rider (on horse rider figures see Thomas 2015, 24–25), argued previously to be a dedication
to the Nymphagetai/as, in Doric dialect (Fig. 5; British Museum 1900,0214.27; BSA 58; B 581).
This is not the place to discuss detail, but the gist of the problem is that: νυμφαι is the clear
reading at the end of line 1, ruling out Hogarth’s suggestion (BSA 58) of a final gamma (the
mark in the relevant area is accidental); either ἰερός or ἴππος could be read in line 3; εἰμι (the only
secure reading in line 2) sits badly with νυμφαι, even if the latter is taken as a Doric dative singular.
A few further stone fragments are worth mentioning even if not assuredly belonging to votive
texts. Perhaps dedicatory was another limestone horse, but untraced, BSA 59. British Museum
2012,5021.1 (N II pl. 22,12–13; BMI 1082; B 43) is a marble fragment inscribed on two occasions,
one probably using the word δεκάτη. Finally, British Museum 1886,0401.1365 (Fig. 6; N I pl. 31,
8; BMI 1091; B 24) is perhaps a Late Archaic dedication to Zeus as Gardner suggested, though
both Alexander Herda and I had ‘Δ[ιδυμαίωι]’ in mind when we looked together at the photo.

Fig. 5. British Museum, GR 1900,0214.27.
Limestone figure of a horse rider. Preserved
length 11.75cm. Photograph © Trustees of the
British Museum.

Fig. 6. British Museum, GR 1886,0401.1365.
Fragment of marble base. Preserved length
9.1cm. Photograph © Trustees of the British
Museum.

7 An epithet now found at Cyrene in the mid-Hellenistic period, Luni 2011, 249–52.
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This representative overview, by no mean a full catalogue, indicates that the range of
deities concerned on the non-ceramic material is far wider than that found on the pots.
The formulae employed by the inscribers, however, do not differ from those found on
ceramics. Although we have to be very cautious about admitting any Nymph(s) to the list,
we still have a broad swathe of divine recipients, with only Poseidon and Athena missing.
Ceramics
So to turn to the hundreds of pots. I need not rehearse the range of deities, already reviewed by Astrid
Möller and Ursula Höckmann (Höckmann and Möller 2006, 13–17), but merely make two addenda
regarding dedications to the ‘Gods of the Greeks’. A better reading of the fragment of an East Greek
closed vase or dinos (Fig. 7, Oxford AN 1896-1908-G.141.23), probably of the earlier 6th century
BC, is ]τοῖς θοῖσι[ | ]ὐχώλην.[ | ] με ...[ (dedicated me as a vowed offering to the gods). Whatever other
aspects of the text may be, any reading including ‘Ἐλλήνων’ should be withdrawn. Another early
dedication to ‘the gods’ is found on the neck of an East Greek closed vase (Fig. 8, British Museum
1886,0401.948; N690; B 350; Höckmann and Möller 2006, 19, no. 5), probably dated c. 550 BC.

Fig. 7. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum, AN 18961908-G.141.23. Fragment of wall of probably
North Ionian dinos. Preserved height 9.3cm.
Photograph © Ashmolean Museum, University
of Oxford.

Fig. 8. British Museum, GR 1886,0401.948.
Fragment of neck and shoulder of East Greek
closed vase. Preserved length 7.5cm. Photograph
© Trustees of the British Museum.

I want particularly to examine the formulae used and compare them with those found
elsewhere, taking forward a step or two the work done by M. L. Lazzarini (1976) and treated
briefly of late by I. Patera (2012).
Formulae that are rarely used may be treated first. ἰερός, in whatever form, seems to have
only four occurrences on ceramics, to add to the two limestone pieces noted above, the
dedication to Zeus Apotropaios and perhaps the ‘Nymphs’ horse rider figure. ἰερήν is used
as a complement to the dedicated object on the small Chian chalice foot British Museum
1888,0601.422 (N II 753; B 404), while ἰερή appears on the Attic cup lip British Museum
1911,0606.9 (BSA 61; B 584) and ἰρή on an Attic cup or phiale rim (unnumbered sherd in
Oxford, currently listed as no. 21 in Villing et al. 2013–19). Also, the probably Milesian cup
British Museum 1886,0401.356 (N I 102; B 64) has the puzzling full text preserved, ιιρα.
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There is very little that smacks of the wording used in dedications by thankful sailors, and
the same applies to the sanctuaries at Gravisca; the reason may be that neither was a true refuge
sanctuary, like Palagruza.8 However, there may be one use of εὔπλοια or the like, on a small
scrap of a Chian chalice lip, the top lost (Fig. 9, British Museum 1924,1201.688; Bernand 1970,
pl. 21, third row, not listed in his catalogue). The text reads ]κ̣πλωσ̣[, which, if fully correct,
can scarcely be interpreted other than as the aorist participle of ἐκπλέω, though it is difficult
to construe a meaningful complete text; perhaps a nominative, modifying the dedicator.

Fig. 9. British Museum, GR 1924,1201.688. Fragment of wall of Chian chalice or kantharos. Max. preserved
dimension 3.4cm. Photograph © Trustees of the British Museum.

Between one and three texts may illustrate the practice of dedicating two pieces instead of
one, a practice which one does also find at Gravisca, as I have argued (Johnston 1992). On
British Museum 1886,0401.274 (N I 248), a highly micaceous non-standard South Ionian
cup with ]ξαντα[, the preserved text allows the possibility of the sense ‘broken’ but certainly
does not require it. A similar text may have been engraved on what seems to be a ‘Samian’
lekythos – a rare shape in the preserved material – in Oxford, AN 1896-1908-G.141.30, with
]εδυο vac. (Fig. 10). It can only be read as ]ε δύο, most probably giving us the verb and its
object. As preserved, the text ends under the handle, and so presumably was of some length
and ran around the entire shoulder. I read ]α̣ντιδ[ on a scrap of the wall of an East Greek
cup or bowl (Fig. 11, British Museum 1922,0508.9) which again could be read ‘instead of two’,
but by no means necessarily. An intriguing δύο also is also included in a dedication on an eyecup from Histria, regrettably broken before the presumed verb governing the word (SEG 55,
806,3; Bîrzescu 2006, 169–70; Avram, Bîrzescu and Zimmermann 2008, 117 and fig. 6b–c).
The use of δεκάτη (or δεκάτα, see below) too is at best restrained, no example being assured:
one probable stone text, noted above, and two locally made olpai with the text δεκα (British
Museum 1886,0401.1380 and 1924,0222.232b; Schlotzhauer 2012, NAU 140–41 with full
bibliography). Here the interpretation ‘ten’ has been heavily backed (see Schlotzhauer 2012, 172),
though the precise significance of the number is far from clear. If a unit of measurement is
involved, ironically ‘a tenth’, δεκάτη, is far more likely than the cardinal number, considering
the size of the pots. Yet, as there is room for the entire word δεκάτη(ν), it is odd that we should
have any abbreviation of it, whatever the significance. I was not aware of assured usages of
8 The material is in process of publication; for a preliminary report see Kirigin et al. 2009, 141.
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such an abbreviation of δεκάτη in published material until recently, though I could point to
an interesting unpublished one: in Rhodes Museum a range of dedications on pots to Athena
from Ialysos is on display, dating from the 7th to the 5th century BC; many employ the highly
interesting phrase μναμόσυνον δεκάτας (mnamosunon dekatas – ‘memento of a tithe’), or some
ἀπὸ δεκάτας (‘from a tithe’).9 These usages throw some light on the perceived nature of a δεκάτη,
but there is also a δεκα in the exhibited material. It is interesting to note that δεκάτα is also a
common usage in the sanctuary of Apollo at Cyrene. Maffre (2007) has published a large group
of fifty-one graffiti from the sanctuary of Apollo at Cyrene, the bulk belonging to the period
c. 520–450 BC. What is striking is the number of examples of δεκάτα, which appears in nearly
half of the texts. Here there is a clear difference from dedicatory practice at Naukratis, except
in one very interesting case (Maffre 2007, 181–82, no. 51) where the original complete text,
dating to c. 500–475 BC, seems to have been δεκα. I wonder whether we have a Rhodian or
Cyrenean writing on our olpai. Not that I would argue that he shortened the word in order to
conceal his Dorian origin; Mytilenians and Knidians use similar non-Ionic forms at Naukratis.10

Fig. 10. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum, AN 18961908-G.141.30. Fragment of shoulder of Samian
lekythos. Max. preserved dimension 4.7cm.
Photograph © Ashmolean Museum, University of
Oxford.

Fig. 11. British Museum, GR 1922,0508.9. East
Greek cup or bowl. Max. preserved dimension
6cm. Photograph © Trustees of the British
Museum.

The vast majority of dedications are of the form genitive + εἰμι or x ἀνέθηκε. One piece
has both (Fig. 12, British Museum 1888,0601.420; N II 752; B 403) – vac τῆς Ἀφροδίτης
εἰμι ἀ[νέ]θηκεν Ἐρμογένης – and so we should not see any substantial difference in
significance between the two. One of the two objects of local manufacture seemingly
for use in the Dioskouroi cult (British Museum 1900,0214.18; BSA 57; B 580; Johnston

9 Jim 2014, 94 and 132 notes the use of ἀπὸ δεκάτας in a text from Cyrene, but does not mention μναμόσυνον in her
remarks on the use of δεκάτα in the Ialysos graffiti, which is regrettable with respect to her assessment of the range of use
of δεκάτη/α; there is barely a hint of a use which merely denotes ‘this is just a token of my contribution’ (e.g. to the temple
taxation?).
10 The word μνημόσυνον is not unknown in archaic Ionia; a bronze inscription from the Samian Heraion has most of the
word preserved (Jeffery 1989, 471, 6b; Tsakos 2012, 124–25).
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2008, 116) has the dative, probably after ἀνέθηκε, not the deities’ possessive genitive.11

Fig. 12. British Museum, GR 1888,0601.420. Chian chalice foot. Diam. 9.5cm. Photograph © Trustees of the
British Museum.

There are some statistical differences in the usage for individual deities. Apollo’s record is
dominated by the series of cups and a few other shapes with the simple genitive τὠπόλλωνος or
Ἀπόλλωνος, with a much smaller number of ἀνέθηκε – twenty-five are assured; that for Aphrodite
comprises to a great extent the bespoke or incised ἀνέθηκε texts on Chian chalices and kantharoi,
while I have found only six genitives, two of which are accompanied by ἀνέθηκε.12 For Hera, we
have the possessive form as is found on Samos and also, but in a minority of cases, at Gravisca.13 We
may note that the possessive form is also used for Apollo in texts not using Ionic script (Johnston
11 There is only one assured genitive in the dedications to the Dioskouroi (East Greek cup Oxford AN1896-1908-G.141.49;
BSA 49; B 571), but it is likely that at least four others that begin with their name but are incomplete are further parallels.
One suspects that the two formulae are used by Soleios in dedications of c. 500 BC at Adria and Palagruza, though he, not
the deity, is in the genitive – ‘I am (the dedication) of Soleios’ – on the former (Johnston 2013, 111).
12 Chian chalices British Museum 1888,0601.420 (noted above) and 421, without εἰμι (N II 750; B 401; Johnston 2013,
105, fig. 4).
13 There are twenty-five assured datives and eight assured genitives in the Gravisca series (Johnston 2000, nos 4–46bis). For
Naukratis one should stress that assured genitives are merely two – the East Greek lid(?) British Museum 1886,0401.947 (N
I 689; B 318;) and the East Greek cup British Museum 1888,0601.300 – as are datives – the South Ionian mug Cambridge,
Fitzwilliam Museum GR.227.1899 (BSA 20) and the South Ionian cup British Museum 1965,0930.971 (N II 845; B 494).
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2013, 107–9).14 There is some clear relationship between Hera and Samos in the dipinti on the socalled Hera cups, and on Chios at least we have some bespoke and also graffito dedications from
Phana and Emporio to compare with the record at Naukratis,15 from sanctuaries located on the
route of ships approaching the polis from south and west. The Phana and Emporio texts largely
employ ἀνέθηκε, as on the Chian Naukratis material, though their total number is restrained. For
Miletus, I do not have suitable details of the many texts from the Zeytintepe Aphrodite sanctuary,
though the bespoke dedication ΑΦΡ (Bîrzescu 2009, 128, no. 7, with earlier bibliography)
on a banded amphora, presumably made for use in the sanctuary, should be remembered.
Comparative literacy
How can be explained the vast amount of dedicatory texts from Naukratis? Hogarth had one
idea (BSA 44) – a need to specify a deity when so many were located around a confined area.
The idea would not appear to work with the sites rich in dedications, such as the Athenian
acropolis, Palagruza or Kamiros, where many texts refer to only one deity.16 In one respect such
large numbers could seem to indicate widespread literacy – a topic much in vogue of late. I
would like to analyse the matter in a little more depth, however, urged on by some other recent
examples of number crunching, to see whether any conclusions of substance can be drawn.
First of all, we simply cannot say how many dedications we have, since:
a) an uncertain number of fragments probably belong to the same pot;
b) the text on large numbers of sherds cannot be unequivocally assigned to a dedication;
c) such uncertainties apply, in no doubt varying degrees, to most sites.
Nonetheless, on my conservative count, Naukratis has yielded at least 1,300 dedications,
few of which belong to the 5th century BC and extremely few to the 4th, all others earlier.
Therefore, compared to the total number of sherds excavated we should be able to discover
some measure of literacy. The snag is of course obvious: the total number can only be guessed
from either Gardner’s comment (1886, 181) regarding 150,000 from one context in the Aphrodite
sanctuary or Petrie’s ‘5000 a day’ (Gardner 1888, 15); and that is more information than we
have for many sites. I simply pluck a total figure for Naukratis sherds, down to early Hellenistic,
of 300,000 out of the air – utilising the famous statistical saying ‘all models are wrong, but
some are useful’. There are 2,750 texts overall – so a probable maximum of 1% of sherds
have some form of text. At very many excavated sites we can see clearly enough that inscribed
pottery is very rare, and here one thinks for example of Olympia, Delos, Delphi and, especially
in the context of Naukratis, the Samian Heraion, or indeed other sanctuaries on the island.
14 When V. Stissi (2009, 30) writes ‘as is well known, dedicatory inscriptions often clearly name the donor and (slightly less
regularly) the receiving god’, the vagueness of the adverbs ‘slightly less regularly’ detracts from the positive weight of the
previous assertions.
15 For Phana, see Lamb 1934–35, 160–61, fig. 12 (the genitive is used on some kraters where the local cult title is given). For
Emporio, see Boardman 1967, 244–45, nos 621–31, pl. 98.
16 The notion could be applied at Naukratis, if we look at the louteria, seemingly merely having Apollo’s name, save perhaps
the fifth (and possibly sixth) fragment noted above, as if they were being protected by the iereus from being ‘borrowed’.
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It is by no means easy to compile a table with comparable figures, as will become clear,
and so those I do present are to be treated carefully (Table 1 and Graph 1). At Gravisca, the
total number of sherds catalogued is in the region of 40,000 (Lucio Fiorini, pers. comm.),
while there are some 1,100 graffiti – say 2.7% of the total. At Palagruza the equivalent figures
are c. 12,000 and 260, 2.2%.17 But we must recall that at Gravisca the majority of texts are
Etruscan, or non-alphabetic, even if broadly contemporary with Naukratis, while on Palagruza
the material is Late Archaic to Hellenistic. The table attempts to show various aspects.
Table 1. Some comparative statistics of sherd counts and inscriptions from Greek sanctuaries.
Naukratis

Gravisca

Palagruzza

Athens
Acropolis

all sherds

300,000

40,000

published/
known
sherds

8,300

all inscribed
sherds

2,700

1,100

inscribed
sherds with
exceptions

2,700

dedicatory
texts

1,300

Tocra
Demeter

Corinth
Demeter

Perachora Zoni

12,000

Zoni
(Sekos
only)

65,000 21,000
3,950

2,400

680

4,250

260

375

50

14

150

370

260

375

30

14

150

70

63

142

127

6

45

291

240

Graph 1. Statistical presentation of the data in Table 1
35.00%

33%

30.00%
25.00%
20.00%

17%

15.00%
10%

10.00%
5.00%

1.40%0.60%

2.70%
0.50%

2.20%1.90%

Naukratis

Gravisca

Palagruza

3.80%

1.90%
0.50%

2.10%
0.90%

Tocra
Demeter

Corinth
Demeter

0.00%

all inscribed sherds

Athens
Akropolis

all published sherds inscribed

all dedicatory texts

3.60%
1.10% 0.40%
Perachora

1.20%

Zoni

Zoni
(Sekos only)

all published dedicatory texts

17 B. Kirigin, pers. comm.
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If we turn to other sites where some sort of figures are available, the picture and to a varying
extent the results are different. On the Athenian Acropolis we can only realistically work with
figures derived from Graef and Langlotz (1909–33),18 and so cannot compare them with Gravisca
and Palagruza, though they are lower than at Naukratis as far as the percentage of published
material goes.19 As regards other sanctuaries where any sort of figures are available, we see at
Tocra (Boardman and Hayes 1966; 1973) 0.05% of catalogued sherds published in Volume 1
have graffiti (though if one includes ‘commercial’ dipinti the figure rises to nearer 2%), while
caution enters when we find 3% of sherds in Volume 2 have texts (two of them dekatan); overall
though the figure is still c. 0.5% without ‘commercials’, c. 2% with.20 At Perachora (Dunbabin
1962, where much material is pre-650 BC) the figures are higher, but still not near those from
the Akropolis and far behind the ‘emporion’ sites. The Demeter sanctuary at Corinth (Stroud
2013) is another cautionary tale; published figures were a little higher than Tocra, but increased
substantially when the full range of texts became available in Stroud 2013. Most recently we
can add material from the sanctuary of Apollo at Zoni/Mesambria, where 21,083 sherds were
excavated from the foundation deposit under the sekos of the temple (65,000 in total) and 291
Greek and Thracian graffito texts were found overall, probably c. 80% of those from that deposit;
the ratio of inscribed to non-inscribed excavated sherds varies considerably if we consider only
material from there (1.2%) or material from the whole temple area (0.4%).21
Despite the problematic statistical base, it appears clearly that Naukratis probably
does not have an exceptional percentage of graffiti compared with other emporia,
but the number is high compared with most ‘non-emporial’ temene. It would be good
to use other sanctuaries such as the Athena sanctuary at Ialysos as further foils.
I am aware of the problem regarding insufficiently large sample sizes, voiced recently
by Todd Whitelaw, ‘(t)he extreme alternative of relaxing any requirement for statistical
confidence in the patterns detected is unjustifiable, even if actually the standard practice’
(2013, 82). Mogens Hansen (2006, 1) would stand up for the ‘shotgun method’ with
which I have at least taken aim here. Of course the addition of more data would in
itself lend greater reliability, and one must hope that those additions will be made.
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A new relief fragment from the soubassement of the
Ptolemaic temple of Amun-Ra at Naukratis
Ahmed Said el-Kharadly
During recent work on reconstructing the old mosque of the village of el-Nebeira in elBeheira governorate in the region of Itay el-Baroud, a number of antiquities were discovered;
they are presented in this article.1 An area of 22 × 14m was excavated, and at a depth of 3m,
on 20 July 2010, four pieces of stone were encountered. One is a round millstone made from
limestone with a central squared hole (Fig. 1).2 Rotary millstones of this type, in a variety
of stones, are common from Ptolemaic levels at many sites in Egypt (see the numerous
examples recently published in Spencer 2016, 7–8, pl. 13b). The other three are architectural
pieces: a smooth cylindrical limestone column shaft (Fig. 2);3 a seemingly unfinished, badly
worn limestone Corinthian capital, perhaps of Alexandrian type (IV) or one of its later
successors (Fig. 3) (for Alexandrian capitals of the Ptolemaic period and their later successors,
see McKenzie 2007, 85–90, 222–27);4 and a portion of a black basalt (or granodiorite?)
block with hieroglyphic inscriptions and figured relief decoration (Fig. 4).5

Fig. 1: Limestone rotary millstone. Photograph by
Ahmed Said el-Kharadly

Fig. 2: Limestone column shaft. Photograph by
Ahmed Said el-Kharadly

1 I would like to thank Alexandra Villing, Penny Wilson and the British Museum Naukratis team, as well as Daniel von
Recklinghausen, for help in the preparation of this article.
2 Diam. 1m, Th. 37cm.
3 H. 1.80m, Diam. 37cm (at the base) to 27cm (at the top).
4 W. 83cm, Diam. 83cm, H. 40cm.
5 H. 49cm, W. 63cm, Th. 35cm. Register no. 295 in the MSA register book of the el-Beheira region; currently kept at the
MSA storeroom of Tell el-Fara’in in Kafr el Sheikh.
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Fig. 3: Limestone Corinthian capital. Photograph by Ahmed Said el-Kharadly

Fig. 4: Relief fragment from the basalt soubassement of the temple of Amun-Ra at Naukratis, with detail of the
inscription. Photograph by Ahmed Said el-Kharadly

All four pieces originally must come from the ancient site of Naukratis, the Egyptian–Greek
trading city and trading port founded in the late 7th century BC (on Naukratis and its archaeology,
see Villing et al. 2013–19) and located just east of el-Nebeira. They were probably transferred
to el-Nebeira location for reuse after the decline of Naukratis in the 7th century AD. Although
several other villages are today located on and around the territory of ancient Naukratis (Thomas
and Villing 2013), el-Nebeira appears to have been the main village in the region after the decline
of Naukratis. Flinders Petrie, who first rediscovered and excavated the site in 1884, noted that
several antiquities had been reused in the village’s mosque or were being kept there, including a
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‘fine Romano Greek altar, circular, with bulls heads & garlands, in blue limestone’, a ‘red granite
pillar cut out of an inscribed block’ and ‘a byzantine capital in white marble; & five Roman marble
columns, one with Corinthian capital in the mosque’.6 In 1948, an inscribed stone was transferred
from the mosque to the museum of Alexandria University (Aly 1948; Bernand 1970, 625, 635–36).
Of the newly found pieces, it is the basalt relief that is of particular interest, since it can be
identified as belonging to the relief decoration of the Ptolemaic temple of Amun-Ra at Naukratis.
The block is broken on three sides (left, right, top); the bottom is damaged but the original
base is preserved at the bottom right. On its surface it preserves a hieroglyphic inscription and
figured decoration in sunken relief. Preserved are the remains of three offering-bearers walking
towards the left, but only scant traces of the third figure survive. The leading male figure is
shown holding an offering table on which are four Hs-jars. Behind him is a vertical column of
hieroglyphic inscription, orientated facing left like the figure. To the right of this inscription
is a relief carving of a female figure, shown wearing a long wig and with her hands extended
forwards in a pose to carry an offering table, apparently bearing flowers. On the extreme right
edge of the block are traces of more carving, including another Hs-jar from a tray of offerings,
and part of the arm of an additional male figure lost from this side. At the top edge of the block
in front of this figure are very slight traces of the word n t k, all that remains of a column of text.
The better-preserved text between the first and second figures is just the final part of a longer
inscription that would have been placed in the missing area above the head of the leading figure.
Although the inscription is difficult to read (Fig. 5), it follows the pattern of Hapy-inscriptions:
‘He has brought to you [N=epithet of the flood]. You are …’ followed by a sequence of epithets. The
sign at the top after the break is most probably an eye (an r would be less likely), although difficult
to translate here owing to the lack of the preceding signs. The following signs can be read as ‘…
you are the one who is in his cavern and who hides in the Nun for[ever]…’. The latter half of this
sequence is a phrase found attested in a nome procession belonging to the Lower Egyptian second
nome, the Letopolite (Leitz 2002, 334). In the description of the nome’s water a damaged text in
the temple of Edfu (Chassinat 1929, no. 22.12) has the same epithet, although the earlier part of the
description is lost. Other parallels occur at Kom Ombo (de Morgan et al. 1894, no. 87.11; 1905, no.
876) and in the Opet temple at Karnak (Opet I, 189 right), in another version of the Letopolite text.
The relief undoubtedly belonged to a series of reliefs representing processions of divinities
on the Ptolemaic soubassement (dado) of the temple of Amun-Ra at Naukratis, of which several
other fragments are known already. Three slabs were discovered in 1914 in ‘different parts of the
site’ of Naukratis and published by C. C. Edgar (Edgar 1922; see Yoyotte 1993–94, 684–89; von
Recklinghausen 2015).7 Two further fragments are now in the Museum August Kestner in Hanover,
purchased by the museum in 1970 (Inv. 1970.38–39, published by Munro 1973; von Recklinghausen
2015, esp. p. 3 fig. 1; cf. also Yoyotte 1993–94, 684–89; Leitz 2014, 73, n. 10). A fourth inscribed block,
described as decorated with ‘androgynous Nile-figures’ bringing offerings, was seen by Griffith in
the village of el-Noqrash at the southern edge of Naukratis and must belong to the same monument.8
6 Both the altar and the inscribed column were noted by the American survey of the Naukratis region under William
D. E. Coulson: Coulson 1996, 14, pl. VI. The altar was later confiscated by the Supreme Council of Antiquities: Abd
el-Fattah and Seif el-Din 2010.
7 They were kept in the Museum of Tanta (Tanta Museum inv. no. 1016; 983+988+991+994+1002; third fragment
unnumbered) before being transferred to an MSA storeroom at Tell Basta in 1995.
8 Mentioned by Griffith 1888, 80 and Griffith 1890, 69. According to Jean Yoyotte (1993–94, 688), it belongs with one of
the blocks published by Edgar (1922, 4).
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Fig. 5 Suggested reading of the relief ’s hieroglyphic inscription (by Penelope Wilson).

The cult of Amun-Ra, alongside his consort Mut and their son Khonsu, was the most important
of the Egyptian cults of ancient Naukratis. His local manifestation was known as Im n (-Ra) bA
Dd ‘Amun(-Ra), the enduring ram/ba’ or Im n (-Ra) nb Bt t ‘Amun(-Ra), Lord of Betet’, the latter
being a religious place name of Naukratis (as evidenced by a 4th-century BC inscription, British
Museum 1886,1005.22: Johnston 2015, 8, fig. 9). He was equated by the Greeks at Naukratis with
Zeus Thebaios (see Yoyotte 1982–83, 129–36; Guermeur 2005, 126–38; Leclère 2008, 113–57).
From Dynasty 26 onwards, secure evidence for a sanctuary of Amun is provided by epigraphic
and archaeological evidence (Masson-Berghoff forthcoming). The earliest mention dates to
577 BC (Yoyotte 1982–83; Leclère 2008, 118, 120, 128–38; cf. Muhs 1994). The god’s temple
was known as Hut-neferet, ‘The Beautiful Castle’ (Yoyotte 1993–94, 684). Archaeologically, the
sanctuary of Amun-Ra can be identified in the so-called ‘Great Temenos’, a large precinct in the
southern part of the city first excavated by Flinders Petrie in 1884–85 (Petrie 1886; cf. also Leclère
2008, 120, 128–37; Spencer 2011; von Bomhard 2012, 5–7; Thomas and Villing 2013, 97–101).
Petrie mapped the Great Temenos as a precinct measuring 298m × 259m, covering nearly 8ha
and surrounded by a massive mud-brick enclosure wall, the existence of which is confirmed by
recent fieldwork (Spencer 2011; Thomas and Villing 2013; Thomas et al. 2014; 2015; 2016; 2018).
The monumental limestone-faced gate building (pylon) set into its western wall, measuring 107m
by 24m, is one of the largest such gates known in Egypt; foundation deposits excavated by Petrie
(Masson 2015) indicate that it was built during the reign of Ptolemy II Philopator (r. 284–246 BC).
The gate was approached from a sacred quay on the Nile via a processional road, probably
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once flanked by sculptures of rams and sphinxes (Petrie 1886; Gardner 1888, 13–14). Inside the
temenos, Petrie’s excavations uncovered a large 59m × 64m building on a casemate foundation,
probably a sacred storage building (Petrie 1886, pl. 43; cf. Muhs 1994; Leclère 2008, 134–37),
but no traces of the main temple to Amun-Ra itself, which must have stood in the gateway’s
axis. Indeed, this is where recent magnetometry by the British Museum’s Naukratis Project
has now identified traces of a large structure with an east–western orientation that most likely
represents one or several phases of the temple of Amun-Ra (Thomas and Villing forthcoming).
Besides these buried traces, the only remains of the temple preserved today are the
fragments with relief decoration from the dado (or soubassement) of the temple, to which we
can now add the piece presented here. All of them show processions of alternating female
entities and so-called fecundity figures. Each figure carries offerings for the temple gods
on their outstretched hands. Above and in between the figures are hieroglyphic inscriptions
incised in vertical columns; to each deity belongs an inscription of six columns. The upper
edge of the reliefs is formed by a continuous strip of sky with stars. Cartouches in the
inscriptions date the reliefs to the time of Ptolemy I Soter (r. 306/4–283 BC), confirming
that the sanctuary underwent a major rebuilding phase during the time of Ptolemy I and II.
As has been set out most recently by Daniel von Recklinghausen (von Recklinghausen
2015; evidence first assembled and discussed in Yoyotte 1993–94, 684–89) in his study of the
temple’s decoration, the reliefs form part of a single decorative scheme that probably adorned
the exterior walls of Amun-Ra’s temple. They comprise processions of two different types:
economic, with figures representing the country’s agricultural wealth and its resources being
offered to the gods,9 and geographical, with personifications of districts of Upper and Lower
Egypt reflecting the country’s religious topography.10 The latter procession was quadripartite,
i.e. each nome was represented by a female personification symbolising the nome proper
and by three additional figures symbolising its subdivisions: the m r-canal representing
watercourses, the w-region cultivated land and the pHw-area a swampy region. It was also
divided into two parts, one procession representing the nomes of Upper Egypt and the other
those of Lower Egypt. The two parts would have been distributed on the soubassements of
two symmetrically corresponding walls, with the Lower Egyptian nome procession probably
on the northern longitudinal side of the naos (von Recklinghausen 2015, 7). The economic
procession, too, most likely was divided in two parts (von Recklinghausen 2015, 7–8).
The new fragment is a welcome addition to the small collection of blocks from the
Amun-Ra temple. The incomplete state of the inscription makes precise identification with
the parallel texts in the Edfu temple problematic (especially since not all of the geographic
or economic procession texts are completely preserved there) but there is no doubt about
the general character of the piece. Like the other fragments, it presumably belonged
to the decoration of the external wall of the naos as suggested by von Recklinghausen.
As has been highlighted by von Recklinghausen (2015, 4–6), the processions on AmunRa’s temple are the earliest known example of a scheme that is typical for the soubassement of
Egyptian temples of the Graeco-Roman period, but otherwise only known from later, mostly
9 One fragment published by Edgar 1922, 5 and another unpublished fragment also found at Kom Geif; see von
Recklinghausen 2015, 4. On economic processions in general see Rickert 2011; 2014.
10 The two fragments in Hanover and one block published by Edgar (1922, 4), to which also the fragment mentioned by
Griffith belongs (Gardner 1888, 80; Naville and Griffith 1890, 69). On geographic processions in general, see Leitz 2014.
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Roman, temples. It is also the only example so far from Lower Egypt, as all other parallels
are in Upper Egypt, with the quadripartite nome procession finding an especially close
parallel in the temple of Edfu dating to the reign of Ptolemy IX (Chassinat 1929; 1930) – a
continuity that could be explained by the use of a pattern book that was either a very recent,
early Ptolemaic development or that might go back as far as the Late Period or earlier.
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Introduction
Most Egyptian artefacts discovered during the early exploration of Naukratis have remained
unpublished for a long time and as a result have received little attention. The Naukratis Project
brought to light the underestimated Egyptian aspect of the Naukratite material culture, helping
to outline the contemporaneous existence of different systems of beliefs – and their possible
interaction or separation – in the cosmopolitan city.
This paper focuses especially on contexts in which Egyptian votive and/or ritual objects
were consecrated or deposited. Two particularly rich contexts are considered here, the ‘cache of
bronzes’ discovered by Flinders Petrie in 1885, and deposits excavated in the vicinity of the Great
Temenos by Francis Llewellyn Griffith in 1885 and David Hogarth in 1903. All yielded Late
Period material. Despite the many challenges that the recontextualisation of the finds presents,
these contexts offer a unique insight into Egyptian religious practices and beliefs at Naukratis.
A few Egyptian votives discovered within Greek sanctuaries will be briefly mentioned (for
Egyptian figurines discovered in Greek sanctuaries see Thomas forthcoming).
These recontextualised offerings will be assessed in the light of what we know of religious
practices and beliefs at the site and beyond, in order to measure to what extent Naukratis fits the
(Lower) Egyptian religious picture in the Late Period.
The ‘cache of bronzes’
Appraising the find-spot
A partially looted hoard of votive and/or ritual objects was discovered in a ‘house’ located in
the southern part of the city (circled in red on Fig. 1). The finds were scattered throughout the
filling of a chamber, 2.4m in depth, with the bulk located around 0.6 to 0.9m from the bottom.
Petrie wondered whether ‘this was a place to throw in votive bronzes, or whether these were all
placed in at once to sanctify the substratum of a building above’ (Petrie 1886, 41). Several of the
finds were burnt – even melted – or broken. When the excavation of the deposit was still at its
beginning, Petrie wrote in his journal:
		
I have put some workers on the house from which that long snake case came, as the
		
finder had deserted it (this is the only work for mere finds that I indulge in). We have got
		
a nice triad Osiris, Isis & Horus, 4 Osirises, 2 cats (2 ½ in[che]s high), Isis & Horus,
		
Human headed snake, 3 serpent cases, kneeling figure, & chips, beside a quantity of
		
melted up brass. (Petrie Journal, 1884–85, pp. 142–43).
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Fig. 1: Map by Ross Thomas of Naukratis incorporating all previous fieldwork and preliminary geophysics
results, with find-spots for major deposits of Egyptian votive/ritual objects added by author. © The Naukratis
Project, Trustees of the British Museum.
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Deposits containing more or less damaged sacred artefacts are a recurring feature at Egyptian
sites, and the nature and functions of these secondary contexts are much debated (most recently
in Valbelle 2016; Charloux and Ali Abady Mahmoud forthcoming). In the case of the Naukratis
cache, where not much is known about its internal arrangement and the building where it was
discovered, it is proving an even more delicate question. Notably, it is unclear if the edifice under
which the cache of bronzes was uncovered should be equated with the ‘Ptolemaic building’ that
Petrie identified on his map of Naukratis (Petrie 1886, pl. XLI; orange circle on Fig. 1). Petrie
wrote about a later-excavated ‘Ptolemaic house’ where a Persian bronze seal and a Middle Bronze
Age cylinder seal were uncovered (Masson 2018a, 9).1 If the cache originates from below the
‘Ptolemaic building’ recorded on Petrie’s map, then it was placed in a construction alongside
the eastern bank of the Canopic branch where, further north, the Greek temples were built (see
Villing in this volume). One argument in favour of this interpretation is the discovery in ‘the
Ptolemaic house by the bronze find’ of ‘a quantity of iron fish hooks […] beside three bronze
ones’ (Petrie Journal, 1884–85, p. 174), which could suggest the immediate proximity of the
harbour (on the fishing equipment found in this context see Thomas 2017, 17–18). Also, the
‘Ptolemaic house’ which yielded the two seals seems to have been located more to the west of the
Great Temenos, near the dromos.2 In any case, such caches are usually buried within or at the
least nearby the precinct of sacred edifices, for example prior to their renovation or enlargement
(Davies 2007, 181; N. Spencer 2007, 29). The presence of a religious Egyptian edifice in this area
is, therefore, quite probable.
Its content
Deeming this discovery of no ‘historical significance’, Petrie only briefly listed the objects –with
various discrepancies – in his publication (Petrie 1886, 41–42) and journal (esp. Petrie Journal,
1884–85, p. 159). Through Petrie’s short descriptions, it has nonetheless been possible to identify
some of the finds, albeit far from the whole assemblage (Masson 2015a). Although as many as
130 objects correspond to Petrie’s description, only a handful can be most definitely identified as
coming from the cache. Figs 2 and 3 regroup all the finds that can be confidently assigned to the
cache, and these include only the more exceptional or better-described pieces.

1 Petrie Journal, 1884–85, p. 184: ‘The cartouche […] was found by a digger in a Ptolemaic house along with a haematite
cylinder a good deal worn.’ Petrie 1886, 41: ‘In a house of Ptolemaic age apparently, outside the Great Temenos, on the north
of the entrance was found a cartouche-stamp bearing four Phoenician letters’.
2 Petrie Journal, 1884–85, p. 185: ‘I have been going on with the work outside the Ptolemaic building in the middle of the
W[est] side of the temenos, in order to find signs of the road or gateway’. Note that the discovery of the two seals is reported
on the preceding page of Petrie’s diary. Such a position – between the main entrance of the Great Temenos and the quay
– associated with the discovery of the seals would imply that some sort of (administrative?) control was carried out at this
location. Petrie’s Journal is too allusive and unclear, however, to be certain.
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Fig. 2, 1–18: Egyptian bronzes identified as coming from the ‘cache of bronzes’: 1. Mummy-case of an
ichneumon (EA 16040); 2. Two human-headed cobras (EA 27580); 3. Figure of Atum (EA 27597); 4. Figure
of Mahes (EA 27594); 5. Figure of Neith (EA 27577); 6. Large eel votive box (EA 27581); 7. Miniature staff
topped with a cobra (EA 27596); 8. Small cat votive box (EA 49138); 9–10. Figures of cats (9,9,86,113 and
86.259); 11. Votive box (?) topped with an ichneumon (86.282); 12. Votive box topped by three snakes (86.277);
13. Finial surmounted by a raised uraeus (86.258); 14. Deaccessioned figure of a seated jackal-headed deity
(86.264); 15. Group figure of Bastet with a pharaoh (86.264); 16. Group figure of the Osirian triad (86.261);
17. Group figure of which only Nephthys is preserved (9,9,86,104); 18. Winged standing Isis figure (UC16468).
Nos 1–8: British Museum. © Trustees of the British Museum. Nos 9 and 17: Liverpool, World Museum.
Photograph © National Museums Liverpool (World Museum). Photography by British Museum staff. Nos
10–16: Boston, Museum of Fine Arts. Photograph © Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. No. 18: London, Petrie
Museum. Photograph © Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology, UCL.
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Fig. 3, 1–7: Other finds from the ‘cache of bronzes’: 1. Decorated Attic red-figured lekythos (1885,1101.70);
2. Gilded amulet of a falcon (EA 27531); 3. Amulet of Sekhmet (EA 27544); 4. Spacer-bead (EA 27560); 5.
Serpentine celt (EA 27530); 6. Ram’s head in limestone (EA 27528); 7. Horse rider in limestone (EA 68855).
All from British Museum. © Trustees of the British Museum.

Petrie dated the whole complex to the early Ptolemaic period based on two fragments of
Greek pottery. Both, however, can be identified as Attic lekythoi of the late 5th–early 4th century
BC (Masson 2015a, 73, figs 3.2 and 3.3), and the rest of the finds have also, in general, a more
Late Period profile (Weiss 2012, 442–46). It must be borne in mind, though, that caches are
secondary deposits and thus often contain material of mixed date. Copper alloy3 finds made
up the bulk of the material, which gave the whole context the name ‘cache of bronzes’. Petrie
counted 145 of them in his publication, including figures and figure-fittings (forty-two, one of
which is only mentioned in his journal) as well as votive boxes (ninety-nine) and models of sacred
equipment (four).4 In her recent volume on the bronze finds in the Delta, Katja Weiss regards
3 Analyses carried out on some of the copper alloy votive or ritual finds from Naukratis revealed diverse compositions –
leaded tin bronze, tin bronze and arsenical copper – with content of copper, lead, tin and arsenic varying widely (MassonBerghoff et al. 2018).
4 The published total of bronzes does not match the account given by Petrie in his journal, where the bronzes ‘discovered,
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all 121 Egyptian bronzes from Naukratis she gathered from various museums’ collections as
coming from this specific context (Weiss 2012, 442–46). However, we have so far collated well
above twice that number in Egyptian bronzes, with 102 votive boxes, 156 anthropomorphic and
theriomorphic figures (which include a few figure-fitting elements), as well as 31 elements of
sacred equipment, full-sized or models (Masson 2015b).5 Other contexts at Naukratis thus must
also have yielded pieces, creating some difficulties in reconstituting the cache.
Some types are unique in our corpus and therefore easy to recognise, such as the large
ichneumon (Egyptian mongoose) mummy-case, the Bastet figure with a kneeling king and the
Osiris triad (Fig. 2, nos 1 and 15–16). The measurements of bronzes given by Petrie match
those of some bronzes from Naukratis, which helps to determine their find-spot as the cache
of bronzes, even in cases where multiple examples of a type exist. For example, the ‘long case
14 inches, with snake’ can be identified with an eel votive box of 35.5cm length – the only one
reaching such a large size – and the ‘seated Anubis 4 [inches] high’ corresponds precisely to a
jackal-headed figure of 10.1cm height (Fig. 2, nos 6 and 14). A 6.3cm-high cat figure in the World
Museum in Liverpool is a perfect match for one of the two ‘2 ½ in[che]s high’ cats in the early list
of Petrie previously quoted, while a 6.8cm deaccessioned bronze in the Museum of Fine Arts in
Boston fits more the later measurement given by Petrie in his journal of ‘4 cats 2¾ high’6 (Fig. 2,
nos 9 and 10).
Votive boxes
The ninety-nine votive boxes listed by Petrie are mostly topped by one or more figures of lizards,
eels and snakes, in diverse composition. According to examples for which the complete length is
preserved, the boxes discovered in Naukratis measure between 2.7cm and 35.5cm long. At least
seventy-three of them are small-sized, with a length of less than 8cm, the majority measuring
less than 5.5cm. They are popular types of sacred objects in Late Period Egypt, particularly in
Lower Egypt (Thum 2012; Weiss 2012). Although the quantity mentioned by Petrie corresponds
quite closely to the number of votive boxes so far gathered, discrepancies are obvious (Graph 1).
Only thirty-nine lizard boxes and nine eel boxes were catalogued compared to the respectively
fifty-one and thirteen listed by Petrie, while more snake, raised cobra and double-figured
(two lizards or two snakes/cobras) boxes are known to us than Petrie has listed. In addition
to these inconsistencies, the presence of such boxes is attested in a different sacred deposit in
Naukratis, which prevents us from straightforwardly attributing all the votive boxes to the cache
(see below). Also, early in December 1884, when excavations had not yet properly started at
Naukratis, Petrie ‘picked up […] a perfect snake-case in bronze, lying in a recent fall of earth’
(Petrie Journal, 1884–85, p. 29), which demonstrates that these finds were more common at the
site than previously thought.
seized, or bought up’ from the cache amounted to ‘111 perfect & 45 broken bronzes beside many fragments’ (Petrie Journal,
1884–85, p. 159; see also below).
5 Excluded from that count are six bronze figures from the Allard Pierson Museum in Amsterdam, which are most likely
not from Naukratis.
6 These ‘4 cats’ do not include the ‘small case with cat’ listed separately in Petrie’s journal (Masson 2015a, 74); but in his
publication, Petrie only lists: ‘Cats, 4’ (Petrie 1886, 41).
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Graph 1: Distribution of votive box types, comparing those from the cache of bronzes according
to Petrie (1886, 41)7 with those collated from Naukratis in general.

It is often suspected that votive boxes contain faunal remains of the animal(s) represented.
CT-scans of eight still-sealed votive boxes – half of which are from Naukratis – revealed a variety
of results, with the presence of bones confirmed in some cases but not all (see Masson-Berghoff
and O’Flynn in this volume). Critically, they can be found alongside animal mummies, such
as the eighty-three votive boxes found in the Falcon Complex in North Saqqara (Davies and
Smith 2005, 52–53). And the hollow-cast standing ichneumon figure from the Naukratis cache
originally contained some animal bones according to Petrie’s observation. In general the votive
boxes have some means of suspension: two eyelets are often soldered on the opposite corners
of the top of the case, with a few cases where only one eyelet is directly placed on the top of
the figure or nearby. The ten votive boxes without any sort of means of suspension8 comprise
three naomorphous types9 (with falcon or coiled snake figures on top), the only large votive
box known from Naukratis (Fig. 2 no. 6), and six small-sized cases (four topped with a coiled
snake figure, one topped with a coiled snake and a lizard figure, and one with a cat figure).
The suspension eyelets were cast at the same time as the rest of the box, indicating that these
objects were originally meant to be either worn (like an amulet, for example) or suspended in a
religious setting (e.g. from a temple wall, large statues, boats in procession…). All these theories
about the nature and functions of the ‘hanging votive coffins’ have been extensively debated
(discussed with full bibliography in Thum 2012, 57–67). F. Gombert-Meurice (forthcoming) has
recently suggested that the loop featured on numerous small Osiris bronzes in the Serapeum
could have played some role in ritual performances before the deposition of the bronzes, and
7 Petrie’s journal presents yet different numbers, but they still do not correspond to our current data (Masson 2015a, 75).
8 Seventeen examples are not taken into account because they are far too incomplete, or because we do not have any
illustrations of them.
9 The case, or base, is shaped like an altar or a small shrine (naos), with a cavetto cornice and torus moulding: Ikram 2005,
335.
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such a hypothesis could well apply to the votive boxes too.
The votive boxes and the ichneumon mummy-case raise the question of possible catacombs
for the ritual inhumation of animal mummies in Naukratis. No such structure has been so far
discovered. I would argue that the small votive boxes were possibly originally consecrated in an
Egyptian temple and not in catacombs. The late 5th-century BC votive deposit found in a temple
dedicated to Osiris-iw at ‘Ayn Manâwir in the oasis of Kharga provides an interesting parallel.
Among the 400 bronzes and objects found within the northern chapels north of the sanctuary
were noted a turtle, a cat in a jar as well as several sarcophagi in wood containing mammals
(Wuttmann, Coulon and Gombert 2008).
Figures and figure-fittings
Graph 2: Distribution of types of bronze figures and figure-fittings from the cache of bronzes
according to Petrie’s publication (1886, 41–42) with two additional bronzes only listed in his
journal (Petrie Journal, 1884–85, p. 159).

Amid the bronze figures and figure-fittings Petrie listed in his publication and journal,10 the
10 Some of the bronzes listed in Petrie’s journal did not end up in his published list: the ‘triad Osiris, Isis & Horus’ and
the ‘box-stand inscribed’ of a Neith figure, for example, do not appear in the publication. We added them in Graph 2. The
‘legs of a large figure’ (Petrie 1886, 42) not illustrated in the graph correspond most likely to the leg(s?) of a bronze figure
measuring 11.5cm high kept in the Egyptian Museum in Cairo (JE 26847) for which no photography is currently available:
Petrie mentioned in his journal the ‘legs of a figure 5 in[che]s’ in the cache of bronzes (Petrie Journal, 1884–85, p. 159).
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majority depicts the members of the Osirian triad. Osiris, Isis and Horus-the-child (Harpocrates)
appear either on their own or in group-figures, especially the popular Isis-nursing-Horus type.
The remaining deities represented in the cache include Bastet (depicted as a cat or a cat-headed
goddess together with a king), her lion-headed son Mahes, Neith (identified from the dedicatory
inscription on a base), Nephthys, Nefertum, Anubis or Wepwawet as a jackal-headed deity, Atum
as a human-headed cobra and Apis or another sacred bull. The figure of a standing ichneumon
as well as a small ‘pair of cobras’ (a figure-fitting) were also among the bronzes. Graph 2 above
illustrates the variety of types discovered in the cache (Graph 2). Many more anthropomorphic
and zoomorphic figures – often depicting the same gods, but not exclusively – as well as various
figure-fittings were retrieved at Naukratis.
Models of ritual equipment
The last category of bronzes discovered in the cache is temple furniture: three situlae and
probably two finials from procession staffs (Graph 3). All seven situlae so far gathered from
Naukratis are miniatures or models, so none of them would have been used for libations. While
Petrie describes in his publication one ‘Cobra on a staff-head’ (1886, 41), he mentions in his
journal a ‘snake on staff, 5 high, another 3½ high’ (Petrie Journal, 1884–85, p. 159). They can
be respectively identified as Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 86.258 (13.2cm high) and British
Museum EA 27596 (8.5cm high) (Fig. 2, nos 7 and 13).
Graph 3: Distribution of models of temple furniture from the cache of bronzes according to
Petrie’s publication (1886, 41–42) with one additional bronze only listed in his journal (Petrie
Journal, 1884–85, p. 159).
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Other objects in ceramic, faience and stone
In addition to these Egyptian bronzes, a few more artefacts were uncovered in the cache. The
lekythos finely decorated with a winged Eros figure is one of the two Attic imports present in
the cache (Fig. 3, no. 1). Five amulets of Egyptian gods – of which two can be securely identified
(Fig. 3, nos 2–3) – were retrieved, alongside an intricate spacer-bead (Fig. 3, no. 4). Two amulets
represent Isis nursing Horus-the-child, and the remaining three show a crowned falcon, probably
depicting Horus, Sekhmet and Thoth (Masson 2018b, 90–91, figs 253–57).
Two Egyptian limestone sculptures can also be identified as coming from the cache. The first
one is a sculptor’s model depicting a ram’s head (Fig. 3, no. 6), a popular theme for sculptors to
practise their skills upon during the Late and Ptolemaic periods (Tomoum 2005, 230–31, nos
114–19, esp. 115). While such a sculpture can be perceived as an exercise, it is not impossible
that it was eventually consecrated as an offering to the gods. The ram-headed god Amun-Ra
Baded – whose temenos dominated the southern part of the site (see below) – would have been
an appropriate recipient of such a gift. Elephantine, where Khnum, the major local (and also
ram-headed) god, was revered, provides an interesting parallel to the Naukratis piece and its
context of discovery to the Naukratis cache as a whole. The model of a ram’s head in limestone
was discovered in a sacred deposit near the necropolis of the sacred rams, living incarnations
of Khnum (Delange 2012, 302–3, 487, pl. 253, no. 711). With its still-visible chisel marks on
the mane and an axis traced in the back of the head, there is no doubt that this is a sculptor’s
model. Yet it was uncovered in a ‘cachette’, among votive and sacred ritual objects such as sacred
equipment, statues and figurines of gods, pharaohs and sacred animals, made out of wood, stone,
terracotta, faience and bronze. This deposit was created before the reconstruction of the temple
of Satet – the consort of Khnum – in the Ptolemaic period.
Finally, Petrie mentioned that also ‘a horseman (xix.5 type) was found with the bronzes of
Ptolemaic age’ (Petrie 1886, 40). The stone figure illustrated by Petrie (1886, pl. XIX, no. 5) can
be easily identified as a crude horse rider, an Egyptian figure mainly characteristic of the Persian
period, although it can be found in contexts ranging from the 6th to the mid-4th century BC
(Fig. 3, no. 7). One such figure was deposited in the Hellenion among other offerings and many
more were discovered in the town (Thomas 2015, 76–77).
Sais at the centre of it all?
Most deities represented in, or associated with, the figures from Naukratis were revered
in Sais. The cults of its patron goddess, Neith, but also of Osiris, Horus and Atum were of
particular significance in the Saite capital; the jackal-headed deities Wepwawet and Anubis were
both worshipped in Sais, as were Thoth and the divine sisters Isis and Nephthys (see Wilson
in this volume, with further bibliography). However, Sekhmet and Bastet and their respective
sons Nefertum and Mahes were popular deities in other Lower Egyptian sites – notably in the
Memphite region, Bubastis and Leontopolis – while the cult of the Osirian family itself was
very widespread in Egypt at that time (e.g. Coulon 2010). Emphasising the connection with
Sais nonetheless, K. Weiss saw in the building where the bronzes were uncovered a shop where
devotees would have bought offerings on their way to Sais, thereby denying the cult of Egyptian
gods at Naukratis during the Late Period (Weiss 2012, 446).
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Inhabitants of Naukratis were participating in Osirian cults as early as Dynasty 26. A donation
stela dated to 554 BC informs us that a certain Neferibrasaneith from Naukratis provisioned for
a luminary ritual which was performed every new moon in front of the cult statues of Osiris,
Isis and Horus (Saint-Petersburg, Hermitage 8499: see Masson 2015a, 77 with bibliography).
Interestingly, the text makes it clear that the monthly ceremony was not celebrated at Naukratis,
but in the ‘village of The-Wall-of-P[a]kher(w)’ which J. Yoyotte proposed to identify with a small
fort located between Naukratis and Sais (Yoyotte 1991–92, 643–44). Still, the presence of cult
statues of Egyptian deities at Naukratis itself is suggested by the discovery of numerous bronze
fittings. Some of them could have pertained to a statue of Osiris made in perishable material and
adorned with bronze fittings with inlays in glass or semi-precious stones. An example of a possible
reconstruction of a large Osiris figure using some of the figure-fittings found in Naukratis is
proposed in Fig. 4. According to the size of the selected fittings, the statue could have measured
about 1m tall, which would be an appropriate size for a cult statue. The ‘two snakes’ that Petrie
mentioned as part of the cache of bronzes likely correspond to one of the three pairs of cobras
known from Naukratis,11 and they probably once decorated such large statues. The association of
a cult statue surrounded by numerous (often bronze) smaller figures is well attested in caches and
other sacred deposits in Egypt (Hill and Schorsch 2007, 154; Wuttmann, Coulon and Gombert
2008, 167, fig. 72). As noted earlier in this paper, the cache of bronzes at Naukratis most likely
derived from an Egyptian sacred edifice rather than a store of votive offerings.

Fig. 4: Bronze figure-fittings from Naukratis. Top:
uraeus. Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania
Museum of Archaeology & Anthropology, E120.
Photograph courtesy of the Penn Museum.
Centre left: double uraeus. Bristol, City Art Gallery
& Museum, H1072.1. Photograph © Bristol
Museums, Galleries & Archives. Photography
by British Museum staff. Bottom: divine
beard (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, 86.290.
Photograph © Museum of Fine Arts, Boston)
which might have decorated a large Osiris statue,
compared with (centre right) the upper part of
a typical (but small) Osiris bronze figure. British
Museum, EA 63574. © Trustees of the British
Museum.
11 Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, 86.298; Bristol, City Art Gallery & Museum, H1072.1; Liverpool, World Museum,
9,9,86,112.
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The reference to locally revered deities in the composition of the Naukratite cache should
also be investigated. The model of the ram’s head probably hints at the site’s main local Egyptian
deity, the ram-headed god Amun-Ra Baded (Yoyotte 1982–83; Guermeur 2005, 126–38). An
early-3rd-century BC stela mentions also the sacred ‘ram of Amun-Ra, lord of Baded’ (Michigan,
Kelsey Museum of Archaeology 0.2.5803: see Agut-Labordère in this volume). Contrary to
some past claims (e.g. Coulson, Leonard and Wilkie 1982, 75; Möller 2000, 116), the cult of
Amun-Ra Baded, as well as his temple, was already active well before the Ptolemaic period. Saite
inscriptions mentioning the god and his ‘Beautiful Castle’ (Yoyotte 1991–92, 642–44; 1993–94,
680, 684; Guermeur 2005, 128–30; Leclère 2008, 120), as well as the identification of Late Period
ceramics and small finds in and around the Great Temenos (A. J. Spencer 2011; Thomas and
Villing 2013; Masson-Berghoff forthcoming a; see also below) confirm its existence at least since
the first half of the 6th century BC, and probably from the founding of the port town itself in
the last third of the 7th century BC.
As we saw, the core of the bronzes retrieved from the cache consists of votive boxes
primarily topped by reptiles and eels. Now, lizards, snakes and eels are usually associated with
the Heliopolitan solar and demiurge god Atum and his consort Temet (Myśliwiec 1978; 1981;
Davies and Smith 2005, 55–56). The ichneumon – represented in the cache with one votive box
and one mummy-case – is also linked to Atum of Heliopolis, but also to the falcon god Horus
of Letopolis and to some extent to Wadjet (Davies and Smith 2005, 55). And the human-headed
hybrid creature – with a hooded cobra and eel body – represents Atum himself (e.g. inscribed
votive boxes topped with the composite creature: Weiss 2012, 656–57). At first sight, it would
seem that Atum dominates the picture in the cache of bronzes. He was an important deity
worshipped in Sais (Myśliwiec 1979), his name appearing on a block together with ‘Neith, Lady
of Sa’ (Wilson 2006, 221, no. 19, fig. 81, pl. 33b; Wilson in this volume). Votive boxes similar to
those from Naukratis were also found at the site, albeit in much smaller number (Weiss 2012,
nos 720, 744 and 755). It is not too surprising, then, that Weiss assumed that the finds from
the cache of bronzes showed no relation to local cults, but rather to gods revered at Sais (Weiss
2012, 445–46). The harbour town and the Dynasty 26 capital were obviously connected on
many levels. Nonetheless, it is worth exploring explanations other than a complete alignment or
affiliation of Naukratis to the major Egyptian gods of Sais.
Despite the fear of snakes and their association with dangerous deities (e.g. Apophis portrayed
as a snake), snakes were also worshipped and seen as protectors (e.g. Wadjet, the cobra goddess).
‘Temples possessed their protective snakes, which were regarded as incarnation forms of the
gods’ (Davies and Smith 2005, 55). A snake cult is well evidenced at Naukratis on the early
Ptolemaic sarcophagus of Panehemise (Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum AE_INV_4).
Panehemise was the prophet of Amun-Ra Shena and the snake Shena in Naukratis – Shena, Sna,
meaning ‘the One-who-repels’; like many dignitaries of his time, he was buried in the necropolis
of Saqqara (Yoyotte 1994–95, 600–02; Guermeur 2005, 132–33; Leitz 2011). One might wonder
if the numerous reptile cases found at Naukratis form an early attestation of this local cult and
therefore are not related to Atum. The discovery of several reptile votive boxes in a sacred
deposit excavated right next to the Great Temenos, discussed below, could be an additional
argument to support this hypothesis. Like the ram, the snake could have been perceived as
another zoomorphic manifestation of Amun. Furthermore, like Atum, Amun became associated
with the sun god Ra and seen as a self-created demiurge (Papyrus Leiden I 350). Snake-shaped
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primeval gods rose in popularity in the Ptolemaic period, but they are already well attested in the
Late Period. For example, in the late Dynasty 26–early Dynasty 27 tomb of Iufaa at Abusir, Ra
appears in the shape of various snake-like creatures, representing a ‘hypostasis’ of the Primeval
Ocean, Nun (Landgráfová et al. 2017, 622). If a large proportion of the finds from the cache
of bronzes is indeed associated with the local cult of Amun-Ra Shena, it would reinforce the
significance of the role played by Amun-Ra at Naukratis during the Late Period. Already the
name of Amun or Amun-Ra appears – cryptically or otherwise – on most inscribed scarabs and
scaraboids produced around 600–570 BC in the nearby scarab factory (violet ellipse on Fig. 1):
as protector of the sailors, one of the primordial functions of the god, he formed a fit choice for
the harbour town (discussed in detail with bibliography in Masson 2018b, 26–31).
At the foot of the sacred precinct
The location and content of the deposits
Substantial assemblages of Egyptian finds were discovered in the direct vicinity of the enclosure
wall of the Great Temenos. Two deposits are of particular interest. Although their votive nature
cannot be straightforwardly established, the location and types of the objects make it probable.
They are presented below, before a tentative interpretation is proposed for them.
1885 deposit to the west of the Great Temenos
The first to signal such deposits is Griffith, who on 7 January 1885 put two teams to work
‘outside [the] enclosure wall on [the] W[est] side’:
		
The first, of 12 men, has been employed for 2 days in sinking a deep well pit in a small
		
open space (i.e. without standing walls). The result has been the finding of a considerable
		
number of Egyptian porcelain beads together with small figures of deities, sacred eyes,
		
& needles & scraps of bronze. Yesterday the greater part of these were found by Ali
		
Ramadan in the S[outh] E[ast] corner at a depth of 6 f[ee]t. Today most were found in
		
the adjoining section b. by Muh[ame]d & Behereh at about the same depth and probably
		
forming part of the same deposit. In the second batch were several bronze reptile cases
		
& a fine porcelain Horus on crocodiles with figures of Hathor & Nephtys but without
		
inscription.12
The small sketch Griffith drew of the operation with the indication of the trenches a, b and
c (Fig. 5) is not precise enough to determine where along the western face of the enclosure wall
this deposit was found (possibly somewhere in the blue rectangle on Fig. 1).13 Egyptian amulets,
together with votive boxes topped with reptile figures, point towards the religious nature of the
assemblage. None of the objects Griffith describes above can be identified with certainty. As we
have already seen, many more reptile cases were discovered later that same year in the cache of
bronzes. The ‘fine porcelain14 Horus on crocodiles’ could correspond to a glazed composition
amulet depicting ‘Horus on crocodiles’ mentioned in an Egypt Exploration Fund distribution list
12 Petrie Notebook 150, entry by Griffith for 7 January 1885.
13 Note that, according to the sketch, the section b where the reptile cases were found was closer to the sacred precinct.
14 The term ‘porcelain’ stands for faience (glazed composition).
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for Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology & Anthropology (no. 12).
The object is unfortunately not present in the museum’s register and has not yet been located.
Such amulets, also known as cippi, were meant to repel scorpions and other dangerous animals,
and could be associated with healing magical rituals (Andrews 1994, 48; Herrmann et al. 2010,
28–29; Draycott 2011). The presence of the goddesses Hathor (likely mistaken for Isis) and
Nephthys would be, however, highly unusual and Griffith might have confused this amulet with
a large complex amulet of Pataikos, of which Naukratis has yielded several Late Period examples,
and which were believed to have comparable magical properties (Masson 2018b, 52–53; see
below and Fig. 8, no. 4).

Fig. 5: Sketch drawn by Griffith representing the
excavations conducted ‘outside [the] enclosure wall
on [the] W[est] side’. Petrie Notebook 150, entry
for 7 January 1885. © Petrie Museum.

Griffith continued saying that the ‘pottery was unimportant’. He drew the stamp of a handle
giving the Greek name Klearchos, a name that appears on some Rhodian amphorae of the late
3rd century BC in Naukratis,15 and signalled ‘a few miniature oenochoae’, which would provide a
Ptolemaic date to that deposit. However, Griffith also drew what he called ‘a nude G[ree]k female
figure’ that can be easily identified with a limestone reclining naked female on a bed (Fig. 6).
This (actually) Egyptian figure is typical of the Late Period, indicating that the material from the
deposit is probably of mixed date, between Dynasty 26 and the early Ptolemaic period. Naukratis
yielded more than thirty examples of this type alongside many other Egyptian figures of the
late 7th to 5th centuries BC (Thomas 2015, 18). Reclining female figures were often associated
with the cult of Hathor (or related goddesses like Isis and Mut), and could be used in the context
of healing and apotropaic rites, especially for women and childbirth (Thomas 2015, 54 with
bibliography), or to celebrate the conception and nativity of a child deity (Thomas forthcoming).
A ‘stone female figure larger than usual broken’ was discovered in the same ‘pit’ on 9 January ‘at
a depth of about 14 f[eet = c. 4.3m]’,16 which indicates that the deposit was rather thick.
15 See especially British Museum 1925,0119.126, dated 240–200 BC; 1925,0119.475.a (illustrated here) and 1925,0119.475.b,
dated 205–200 BC. Rhodian stamped handles make up a little over half of the stamped handles collected from Naukratis
early excavations (Johnston 2015, 6).
16 Petrie Notebook 150, entry by Griffith for 9 January 1885.
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Fig. 6: Left: sketch of a ‘stamped handle’ from the deposit drawn by Griffith. Petrie Notebook 150, entry 7
January 1885. © Petrie Museum. Right: a Rhodian amphora handle, stamped with the same name Klearchos,
dated c. 205–200 BC. British Museum 1925,0119.475.a. © Trustees of the British Museum.

Fig. 7: Left: sketch of the ‘nude GK [Greek] female figure’ drawn by Griffith. Petrie Notebook 150, entry for
7 January 1885. © Petrie Museum. This matches (right) a limestone reclining naked female on a bed, dated c.
630–400 BC. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum, G.1031. Photograph © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford.
Photography by British Museum staff.

1903 deposit to the northwest of the Great Temenos
Another concentration of related artefacts was later discovered in the area of the northwest corner
of the enclosure wall, where Hogarth hoped to find a foundation deposit or at least the outer
face of the precinct. Instead, Hogarth uncovered on 2 May 1903, between parallel walls located
to the north of the precinct, ‘quantities of Eg[yptian] stuff, amulets, bronzes, pottery, alabastron,
but very little Greek & that in basal mud (exc. bad r.f. frag.)’, leading him to suspect that he
‘may be in [the] small shrine of some Eg[yptian] god’.17 Among the finds from his excavation of
what he called the ‘South Site’ (the area to the north of the sacred precinct that includes part of
the town) on that day, Hogarth listed ‘5 bronze figurines (one uraeus – rest Ammons?) […]; 2
17 Hogarth Diary, 1903, entry for 2 May.
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Eg[yptian] stone figurines; 1 bone hand […]; 1 alabastron […]; 43 paste statuettes (incl. that with
hawks on shoulder & winged figure); 15 eyes and other amulets; 5 scarabs; 9 scarabs & other
beads […]’.18 The day after, the ‘productive stratum’ yielded ‘nothing but quantities of Eg[yptian]
amulets etc.’, and, in addition to ‘early Nauk. wares’, Hogarth noted ‘several bits stone figures (4
frags. child births)’.19 Further north, he opened more trenches that he soon decided to abandon
‘as nothing in them but kitchen stuff, & evidently they are house remains’.20 The recent British
Museum magnetometer survey revealed a series of tower houses abutting the northern face of
the Great Temenos except near the northwest corner (green rectangle on Fig. 1). If Hogarth’s
claim is correct regarding the location of his trench, the building where the assemblage was
discovered is no longer visible. As Hogarth made further attempts to find the ‘Great Wall’, it gets
increasingly difficult to determine if the material he lists in his diary as coming from the ‘South
Site’ originated from the ‘shrine’ or from nearby houses.

Fig. 8, 1–5. Some finds from the 1903 deposit near the Great Temenos: 1. Inscribed fragment from a Chian
chalice (G.141.47); 2. Offering spoon (G113); 3. Alabastron (E.3695); 4. Pataikos composite figure (E.4560); 5.
Fifteen wedjat-eyes (EA.906); 6. Eleven beads (EE.671). All from Oxford, Ashmolean Museum. Photographs
© Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. Photography by British Museum staff.
18 Hogarth Diary, 1903, entry for 2 May.
19 Hogarth Diary, 1903, entry for 3 May.
20 Hogarth Diary, 1903, entry for 2 May.
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White-slipped Chian ware corresponds to the ‘early Nauk. wares’ Hogarth mentions in his
diary (on Chian pottery at Naukratis: Bergeron 2014). A fragment of a Chian chalice, incised
with a closed Greek letter eta, that can be dated to c. 570–550 BC is said to come from the
deposit (Fig. 8, no. 1). A Saite date would fit well the objects we could identify from that deposit
(confirming Edgar’s statement: Edgar 1905, 134). However, the presence of more recent objects
cannot be discounted, as the ‘bad’ Attic red figure sherd (5th to 4th century BC) found in the
deposit seems to indicate.
Most of the finds from Hogarth’s 1903 season are kept in the Ashmolean Museum and some
in the Egyptian Museum in Cairo. A ‘list of antiquities’ from that season proved to be helpful in
matching finds from the deposit. On this list, objects from the ‘South Site’ are grouped together
and distinguished from objects found in the Hellenion (or its vicinity) or those bought from
sebakhin.
The bronzes from the southern site inventoried in the 1903 list include: ‘Apis couchant (1);
Bes with harp (1); Osiris (3); Isis (2); Bes plume (1); arrow heads (3); coins (4); uraeus (1); base (1)’.
While the uraeus noted in Hogarth’s diary as coming from the ‘shrine’ appears in the list, there
is no mention of Amun (‘Ammons’) bronze figures. Either Hogarth changed his identification
or they were disposed of. Regarding the bronze figures said to come from the ‘South Site’ – and
therefore potentially from the ‘shrine’ – only the ‘Bes with harp’ can be positively identified
(Fig. 9).21 It was already briefly mentioned by Edgar (Edgar 1905, 134),22 but was subsequently
published as coming from Memphis (Daressy 1905–06, 186, pl. XL, no. 38726; Roeder 1956,
99, §140; Weiss 2012, 570–71, pl. 10e, no. 192). Bes playing the lyre is rarely depicted in bronze
(Roeder 1956, §140, §609 and §679, figs 662 and 779, pl. 88a; see notably an example from Sais:
Weiss 2012, pl. 10d). However, the representation of Bes playing a musical instrument is not
uncommon in other media. One bronze depicting a bull on a sledge, crowned with a sun disc and
a uraeus on its forehead, is kept in the Ashmolean Museum and could correspond to the ‘Apis
couchant’ on the list.23

Fig. 9: Bronze figure of Bes playing the lyre found in 1903, possibly from the
‘shrine’. Cairo, Egyptian Museum. After Daressy 1905–06, pl. XL.
21 Cairo, Egyptian Museum CG 38726 = JE 36256.
22 ‘Very little bronze was found in the last campaign. The best piece, very good of its kind, was a small Egyptian figure of
Bes playing the lyre: it is now in Cairo’.
23 Oxford, Ashmolean Museum AN1896-1908-EA.688.
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Among the stone objects from the ‘South Site’ that are inventoried on the 1903 list are
included the following Egyptian figures: ‘Horses (2); Childbirth frag[ment]s (4); Baubo (1)’.24
These are all types well attested in Naukratis, especially from the town, but not exclusively
(Thomas forthcoming). The four fragmentary figures of ‘child births’ discovered in 3 May 1903
could be identified as reclining females on a bed (Fig. 10), a type also present in the deposit found
to the west of the sacred precinct (Fig. 7).

Fig. 10, 1–4: Reclining female figures found in 1903, possibly from the ‘shrine’ (G.1028, G.142, G.1032
and G.1035). Oxford, Ashmolean Museum. Photographs © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford.
Photography by British Museum staff.

The two horse-rider figures could potentially be the two Egyptian stone figures Hogarth
alluded to on 2 May 1903 in his diary, and of which the Ashmolean Museum received several
specimens and the Egyptian Museum in Cairo another one.25 Only two of the Ashmolean
examples bear the same label as the inscribed Chian sherd (Fig. 11), but to identify them as
coming from the ‘shrine’ on such a basis seems tenuous. The so-called ‘Baubo’ figure was found
later (on 5 May according to Hogarth’s diary; already published in Edgar 1905, 128–29, fig. 8a),
but it is uncertain whether it was uncovered in one of the houses Hogarth excavated to the north
of the enclosure wall or in the ‘shrine’ (Fig. 12).
24 They were all contained together in Bag 1 from Box IV.
25 Oxford, Ashmolean Museum AN1896–1908–G.1007, G.1013, G.1039 and G.1040, G.1041; Cairo, Egyptian Museum
JE 36257.
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Fig. 11: 1–4: Horse rider figures found at the ‘South Site’ in 1903 (G.1007 and G.1013). Oxford, Ashmolean
Museum. Photographs © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. Photography by British Museum staff.

Fig. 12: ‘Baubo’ figure found at the ‘South Site’ in 1903. Cairo, Egyptian Museum TR20/9/27/25. Photography
© Egyptian Museum, Cairo.

The ‘bone hand’ – which also has a tag mentioning the excavation of Hogarth at Naukratis
in 1903 – looks like an unfinished or crudely carved offering spoon (Fig. 8, no. 2). This type
of object was particularly popular in Lower Egypt, although Upper Egyptian and Nubian sites
yielded some specimens, too (Wallert 1967, 53). Several offering spoons were discovered in
Naukratis (Masson 2014). As demonstrated by J. Bulté’s analysis of this type of object (Bulté
2008a; 2008b), their iconography is usually related to an offering, such as a bound bovid,26 or
26 British Museum 1888,0601.72 and EA 55275; one lost example from Chautauqua Institution.
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the act of offering, such as a hand holding a shell 27 or an offering bearer.28 When deities are
mentioned or represented on these objects, they are usually related to notions of fertility, birth
and regeneration represented by gods such as Hathor, Bes and Harpocrates (Bulté 2008b, 33, figs
6, 8 and 14). Remarkably, two specimens were recovered in the sanctuary of Aphrodite, a goddess
who became strongly associated with Hathor: one offering spoon depicts a kneeling female
figure with her hands held up (Gardner 1888, 58, pl. XIV no. 2) and the other a probably bound
ibex (Fig. 13). The latter originates specifically from within the first temple of Aphrodite (stratum
5), just before the construction of the second temple. The rough finishing of the bone hand from
the deposit near the Great Temenos is a far cry from the finely executed ibex, or even from all
other examples discovered at Naukratis. While offering spoons often originate from contexts
that associate them with the social elites (Masson 2014, 4), the bone hand perhaps represents the
gift of a devotee of modest means. However, in ancient Egypt, the symbolic value of an offering
seems to have mattered more than its intrinsic value (Pinch 1993, 355).

Fig. 13. Offering spoon of the bound ibex type from the temple of Aphrodite in Naukratis. British Museum
1888,0601.72. © Trustees of the British Museum.

Regarding the alabastron Hogarth listed as among the discoveries made on 2 May 1903, the
year of the excavation ‘1903’ is marked on one specimen from Naukratis (Fig. 8, no. 3). Two more
alabastra were recovered from the ‘South Site’ by Hogarth in 1903 and reached the Ashmolean
Museum,29 but it is unclear whether they were all found in the same deposit. Calcite vessels,
probably alabastra, were mass-produced at Naukratis in the 6th century BC (Masson 2015c, 2–6),
and although most were probably meant for export, their local use should not be dismissed.
The presence of beads and amulets is most significant in both deposits described by Griffith
and Hogarth.30 From Hogarth’s notes, it is possible to recognise a large complex Pataikos amulet
in the figure ‘with hawks on shoulder & winged deity’ (Fig. 8, no. 4), while fifteen wedjat-eyes
still strung together should correspond to the ‘15 eyes’ (Fig. 8, no. 5). Identifying the remaining
27 Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 88.1047; British Museum 1888,0601.75; Cairo, Egyptian Museum JE 33549.
28 Not yet located.
29 Oxford, Ashmolean Museum AN1896–1908–E.4556 and E.4557.
30 Edgar had no doubt that these were products from the scarab factory (Edgar 1905, 134).
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objects raises many challenges, not least because they belong to categories of which we have
numerous examples, but also because some of them could come from nearby houses. The 1903
list counts 194 amulets and beads from the ‘South Site’ (Masson 2018b, 92–93). The distribution
of types (nos 1 to 28), followed by their number exactly as given on the list, is indicated in the
graph below, from the most to the least common type (Graph 4). The graph is only broadly
indicative and probably quite skewed. Edgar, who alluded to the large assemblage of amulets in
the 1905 report, indicated that only a small portion of the material was kept.31 As an example,
Hogarth mentions ‘12 figurines (“Apollo”) (paste)’ in his diary,32 but only ‘1 “Apollo” amulet’
appears in the 1903 list.
Graph 4: Distribution of amulet types collected from the ‘South Site’ as listed by Hogarth in
1903.

31 ‘One of the trenches at the South end of the site produced a great quantity of small faience objects of the Saitic period,
but they were much injured by the dampness of the soil and comparatively few were worth keeping. Most of them were
small figurines of well-known types – sows, Thoueris, the god Shu, etc.’ (Edgar 1905, 134).
32 Hogarth Diary, 1903, entry for 5 May.
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One amulet of each type and some beads discovered during Hogarth’s excavations at Naukratis
were selected to illustrate these finds (Fig. 14).33

Fig. 14, 01–28: Amulet types retrieved from the ‘South Site’ (NI stands for ‘Not Identified’): 01 + 02: One
[wedjat]-eye and eleven beads (E.516); 03. Scarab (EA.911); 04. Taouret = Taweret (EA.879); 05. Bes (EA.864);
06. Cat (EA.887); 07. Pendant (EA.901); 08. Anubis (EA.873); 09. Thoth = ibis-headed Thoth? (EA.868); 10.
Genii = Heh/Shu? (EA.853); 11. Embryo = Pataikos (EA.855); 12. Elephant = sow? (EA.892); 13. Hawks
(EA.895); 14. Head (EA.852); 17. Apes = vervet monkey? (EA.875); 18. Isis (EA.850); 20. Apis (EA.893); 21.
Column = wadj column (EA.900); 25. Button = dome-shaped scaraboid? (EA.913). 26. ‘Apollo’ = naked male
figure? (E.4550). All from Oxford, Ashmolean Museum. Photographs © Ashmolean Museum, University of
Oxford. Photography by British Museum staff.

The twenty-two beads could correspond to two strings of beads kept together in the
Ashmolean Museum – one composed of eleven beads (Fig. 8, no. 6) and the other of eleven
beads plus one wedjat-eye in a serrated frame (Fig. 14, nos 1–2). Some amulet types described
by Hogarth are a bit vague and we are left guessing. For instance, the ‘genii’ could perhaps
correspond to the large composite figures of Pataikos (Fig. 8, no. 4) as I proposed in a previous
paper (Masson 2018b, 93). Another possibility would be to see Shu amulets (Fig. 14, no. 10) –
often confused as amulets of the ‘Genie’ Heh and commonly found at Naukratis (Masson 2018b,
59–60). Several such amulets are kept in the Ashmolean Museum and Edgar mentioned Shu
33 Out of 130 amulets that ended up in the Ashmolean Museum, some are definitely assigned to pre-1903 seasons and so
were eliminated from the selection.
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amulets in the deposit (Edgar 1905, 134; on Shu amulets: Herrmann 2016, 326–31; Quertinmont
2016, 301). Other amulets are most likely incorrectly labelled. There are no ‘elephant’ amulets,
but the very schematic sow amulet could be easily misidentified as an elephant and here again
Edgar listed sow amulets from the deposit (Edgar 1905, 134). Some of the amulets mentioned by
Hogarth are not yet identified in the Ashmolean corpus of amulets, and others could correspond
to a variety of types such as the ‘pendant’ and the ‘heads’. It provides nonetheless a sense that the
amulets from that deposit pertain to common Egyptian Late Period amulets, and not only were
these types found elsewhere at Naukratis but also many of them were likely produced locally (on
the local production of scarabs, scaraboids, other types of amulets and beads: Masson 2018b,
5–31 and 73–79).
Without entering into a detailed discussion regarding each type of amulet and other pendants
deposited in this context, it is worth briefly considering the most recurrent or characteristic ones.
By far the most common amulet in this context, the wedjat-eye was the prophylactic symbol par
excellence, encompassing roles of healing, protection and regeneration (Andrews 1994, 43). It is
followed by scarabs (Fig. 14, no. 36), primarily associated with the idea of rebirth, though they
might have lost some of their original symbolic meaning as they became so widespread (Pinch
1993, 290). Glazed composition and Egyptian blue scarabs were mass-produced at the site in
the early 6th century BC, and, among the scarabs discovered during Hogarth’s excavations, it
is possible to recognise typical products of the scarab factory.34 Some of these, however, could
have been bought from sebakhin and come from a variety of contexts in Naukratis. The ‘button’
amulet mentioned in the 1903 list could be one of the disc-shaped scaraboids also produced
locally (Fig. 14, no. 25).
Many of the amulets depict protectors of pregnancy and childhood, such as Taweret, Bes
and Isis, all much involved in the protection of Horus-the-child himself, and, to some extent,
Pataikos (on these amulet types: Herrmann 2016, 69–73, 75–79, 308–12 and 368–73) (Fig. 14,
nos 4, 5, 11 and 18). As Spell XIV on the Dynasty 30 magico-medical Metternich stela implies,
the protection that Horus enjoyed as a child in his struggle against his uncle Seth or treacherous
creatures of the marshes could be transferred to the wearer of amulets depicting his guardians
(Györy 2003, 29). In addition to their role in childbirth, amulets of Pataikos were regarded as
potent against the bites and stings of dangerous animals (Györy 2011; Erp 2014, 30–31). Also
well represented in the corpus are cats and sows believed to favour fecundity and maternity
(Fig. 14, nos 06 and 12). The cat goddess Bastet was also linked with festivity and drunkenness
(Kessler 1989, 150–54). While the sow was primarily associated with the sky goddess Nut, it
could also be related to Isis as the archetype of the divine mother (Andrews 1994, 35).
The ‘apes’ could represent the popular amulets of vervet monkeys (Fig. 14, no. 17) whose
bearer supposedly benefited in his/her sexual fulfilment in this life or the afterlife (Herrmann
2016, 382–83), or the god of knowledge and magic, Thoth, as a baboon. Thoth is, however,
listed separately, but perhaps as an ibis or ibis-headed deity (Fig. 14, no. 09). He was an amulet
of choice among scribes, judges and priests (Andrews 1994, 27). The amulets of Anubis (Fig. 14,
no. 08) and of a jackal could either be related to Anubis or Wepwawet, both associated with the
afterlife (Quertinmont 2016, 129–33). Wadj-columns, very common on the site (Masson 2018b,
71), are only represented by one specimen in the 1903 list (Fig. 14, no. 21): a standard amulet on
the mummy, they also regularly appear in settlements and are related to ideas of regeneration and
34 For example, Ashmolean Museum AN1896-1908- EA.908, EA.911, EA.925 and EA.926.
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youth (Herrmann et al. 2010, 135–38). Finally, the enigmatic ‘Apollo’ figures, of which only one
example was retained, could correspond to mixed-style figures dated to the first half of the 6th
century BC, most likely produced locally and usually deposited as offerings in Greek sanctuaries
of Naukratis, especially those of Apollo and Aphrodite (Webb 2015). One specimen found
during Hogarth’s excavations and representing a naked male figure was kept in the Ashmolean
Museum (Fig. 14, no. 26) and could well be the ‘Apollo’ figure to which the 1903 list refers.
For the gods who-listen-to-prayers
Other than during specific festivals where (certain) devotees were admitted to a limited area(s)
within the sacred spaces, precincts of religious buildings were not open to the public. The
immediate periphery of the temenos was often the only possible area to interact with the gods
for most lay worshippers (Volokhine 1998, 65–68). The liminal space of a temple or of its sacred
precinct – particularly the area close to an entrance, main or secondary – could be the theatre
of various religious, but also juridical and social events, and was often designated in Ancient
Egyptian by the term wbA (see especially Vernus 2000, 332–33; Cabrol 2001, 82–87; Rondot
2015, 197; Collombert 2017, 59).35 The Naukratis deposits described above could very well be
interpreted in the light of cult activities performed in the wbA of the Great Temenos.
Archaeology and texts supply evidence for places on the periphery of major temple enclosures
where people who were not necessarily priests could make contact with the deity (see for example
Yoyotte 1960, 42–45; Brand 2007). An architectural setting could be provided for the ritual or
votive activities, such as chapels or porticos erected on the esplanade in front of a large temple
or in the surrounding areas of sacred precincts (e.g. the Dynasty 25–26 small chapel where
healing magical rituals were performed near the temple of Mut in Karnak: Traunecker 1983).
A variety of objects interpreted as offerings are sometimes discovered in these contexts. The
New Kingdom chapel of Hathor at Deir el-Bahari brimmed over with offerings which had
to be dumped and buried nearby to make space (Winlock 1942, 53 and 202–3; Pinch 1993,
plan 1). Among the offerings can be mentioned stelae, painted textiles, stone phalli, three- and
two-dimensional representations of a cow (representing the goddess Hathor herself) in various
materials, and faience cups; but numerically dominant were beads and scarabs (Winlock 1942, 75
and 81; Pinch 1993, 265–66 and 289). Representative of the continuation of such practices are the
Bes chambers, erected near Teti’s pyramid and at some distance from the Serapeum in Saqqara
(Quibell 1907, 12–14, 28–29; Thomas 2015, 66). They yielded a large amount of small objects
probably votive or maybe ritual in nature, including Ptolemaic bronze coins, pottery, faience and
limestone phallic figures, one horse rider in limestone, lead tokens and bronze situlae.
Ritual and devotional acts were also conducted in front of sacred reliefs or statues placed
around the enclosure wall. Such practices are attested in iconographical or archaeological
evidence, especially at the entrance(s) of a temenos. Among votive deposits discovered in the
direct proximity of sacred precincts, the case of the enclosure wall of Ptah in Memphis is perhaps
the best known. New Kingdom stone and faience objects in the shape of crenellated bastions
and decorated with ears were retrieved at the foot of Ptah’s sacred precinct and, nearby, a small
35 wbA is a debated term since it is applied to a variety of spaces, but predominantly to the surrounds of a temple. A. Cabrol
described it as ‘un lieu de contact et d’accueil, un espace de communication entre la population et l’institution du temple’
(Cabrol 2001, 87).
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chapel dating back to Sety I contained the statue of Ptah alongside that of a goddess topped with
a crenellated tower personifying the sacred rampart itself (Berlandini 1984, 33–34, figs 1a–1b;
Collombert 2017, 66–68, figs 4–5). Although they were not discovered in situ, the iconography
of a dozen stelae suggests that they also originate from Memphis. They represent a devotee
in adoration in front of a door decorated with a scene of Pharaoh (in some cases identified
as Thutmose IV) slaughtering the enemies of Ptah. This is a typical scene found on pylons,
though no pylon is depicted on the stelae, only a simple door (see esp. Devauchelle 1994, 38–60;
Collombert 2017, 64–65). For those inscribed with a dedication, soldiers or minor local officials
were identified as the stelae’s donors. Since they would not have had access to the sacred space of
the temple of this major god, they would have left their offerings at its entrance. Ph. Collombert
suggests that these stelae might have been inserted in the mud-brick enclosure near the door
(Collombert 2017, 65 and n. 44). More contemporary to Naukratis is a range of small offerings
made out of lead discovered near sanctuary areas at Thonis-Heracleion. S. Heinz believes they
were not necessarily deposited by devotees with limited wealth (Heinz 2011, 221–22), but by
persons who had little or no access to more sacred spaces within the precinct.

Fig. 15: Fragment of a stela with the depiction of an ear, from
Naukratis. British Museum EA 68847. © Trustees of the British
Museum.

Divine epithets such as ‘who-listens-to-the-prayers’ or ‘who-is-in-the-doorway’ allude to the
accessible aspect of some deities and these are often ascribed to major state gods like Amun or
Ptah, but also to Isis, Mut, Bastet, Sobek etc. (see most recently Collombert 2017 with abundant
literature). At Memphis where, as we have seen, many offerings were found around Ptah’s sacred
precinct, a series of stelae dedicated to Ptah-who-listens-to-prayers and other Memphite deities
was discovered in the foundation sand of Ramesses II’s temple (Petrie 1909, 7–8, 18–20, pls VII–
XVIII). Offerings in the shape of an ear or depicting one or more ears symbolised the capacity of
a god to heed (and, it was hoped, to answer) the requests of worshippers (see especially Pinch 1993,
246–64; Toye-Dubs 2016). At least one such object was discovered in Naukratis.36 A fragment of
36 A deaccessioned object – Boston, Museum of Fine Arts RES.88.46 – could represent another such offering from
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a painted relief in limestone, found during Petrie’s excavations at Naukratis, is carved with the
representation of an ear alongside an undetermined device to the right (Fig. 15). It is, however,
uncertain if the stela was meant for an Egyptian god, since very close parallels of stelae dedicated
to gods who-listen-to-prayers, ΘΕΟΙ ΕΠΗΚΟΟΙ, are also known from the Greek world, for
example in Athens, Delos, Epidauros or Miletos (e.g. 2nd century BC to 2nd century AD earstelae dedicated to Aphrodite-who-hears-prayers in Miletos: Ehrhardt, Gunther and Weiss 2009)
and in Egypt such stelae seem particularly limited to the New Kingdom (Toye-Dubs 2016, 1).
The objects found near the Great Temenos at Naukratis could have been left behind to
propitiate or worship a god, to plead or thank a deity for his/her help or continued protection,
strengthening an immaterial prayer; some (or all?) of these offerings could have been deposited
in the context of religious festivals or represent the ‘relic of some magical rite’ (on the various
reasons to leave an offering: Pinch 1993, 347–55). Philae offers a good illustration of the types
of activities that happened in the wbA of an Egyptian sanctuary. In front of the first pylon of the
temple of Isis in Philae, a series of buildings and other archaeological evidence were interpreted
in relation to ritual acts or celebrations performed by persons (priests and non-priests) who were
admitted into the liminal space of the temple (Cayzac 2010). The outer surface of the pylon itself
was engraved with sacred representations of deities, which were originally covered and only
unveiled for specific rituals or festivities (Cayzac 2010, 47). Evidence of religious practices not
linked with the official cult was inferred from the presence of inscriptions in Demotic and Greek
left by priests and secular people (sculptors, for example) or figurative graffiti (such as boats, altar,
birds or feet). An unfinished chapel dedicated to Imhotep, designated in a Greek inscription as
the god of healing Asclepios, was also erected on the ‘parvis’; although no graffiti were left by
visitors, J. Cayzac suggests that offerings (ostraca or objects) were possibly left by visitors, but
are now gone (Cayzac 2010, 52). Cayzac suggests that rituals related to fecundity or protection
of pregnancy were conducted in front of a relief representing Isis nursing Horus carved on one
of the columns of the western portico. The relief was initially covered with a gilded plaque,
which confers a specific status upon this image in relation to other reliefs decorating the portico
(Cayzac 2010, 52).
The wbA seems to have been an appropriate place to request the help of gods, notably for
those wishing to have children (Vernus 2000, 333; prayers for fertility addressed to Rattauywho-resides-in-the-pylon, a probable sacred image accessible at the level of the pylon leading to
the mammisi of Ermant: Collombert 2017, 76), or to be healed (Cayzac 2010, 52). The figures
of ‘childbirth’ found in the liminal space of the Great Temenos could well be related to requests
and/or thanks for a successful pregnancy. Many of the amulets found in this context could be
interpreted in relation to concerns about fertility and recovery, since deities and symbols related
to the protection of pregnant women, children or protection in general are most abundant.
Amulets were not necessarily deposited individually, but perhaps as necklaces. Beads and amulets
were most popular offerings to Hathor in all her shrines (Pinch 1993, 265–69, fig. 16) and a
few were discovered still strung as necklaces: these are too small to have been used by an adult
and Pinch suggests that ‘they could have been worn by babies to protect them in infancy and
dedicated in gratitude for their survival’ or were not meant to be worn by a human (Pinch 1993,
Naukratis, according to its description in the museum’s Stone Ledger: ‘Trial piece of Egyptian limestone. An irregular lump
of almost white stone on the upper surface of which is a small ear in low relief and rather rudely cut in an irregular sevensided hollow’.
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268–69). Offering spoons, as we saw, can be related to birth and fertility. Among the bronzes
listed as coming from the ‘South Site’, Isis and Bes are guardians of maternity and childhood.
The reptile cases found to the west of the precinct could perhaps have formed an apt offering to
Amun-Ra in his snake shape as the ‘One-who-repels’.
As far as we know, none of the objects found in the deposits just outside the Great Temenos
bears a dedication, so we are left guessing about the identity of the devotees. In addition to
residents of Naukratis, visitors coming from the region or much further away could have left a
pious gift behind (on pilgrimages see especially Yoyotte 1960; Volokhine 1998). They were not
necessarily all Egyptians, but the majority of the artefacts discovered in these contexts belong to
the Egyptian material culture and are often particularly characteristic of the Delta. Similarly, the
few Egyptian types of offerings deposited in Greek sanctuaries, such as the offering spoons found
in the Aphrodite sanctuary, need not have been deposited by Egyptians, but in any case, there
seems to have been an underlying comprehension about what type of offerings was appropriate
for which deity. Although both Greek and Egyptian gods were worshipped at Naukratis during
the Late Period, it is difficult to gauge the extent of interfaith and intercultural mixing at the time
(discussed in detail in Villing in this volume). The once majestic pylon of the Great Temenos
is long gone and the remains of the ‘shrine’ located near its northwest corner have seemingly
disappeared. Yet large groups of what some would call ‘modest’ offerings (re-)deposited in the
wbA form a significant material testimony of Egyptian religious practices at Naukratis since the
Late Period. In this more accessible space, Greeks and other foreigners might have been able to
witness, if not participate in, (some of) these devotional rituals.
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Introduction
This contribution provides the results of an investigation carried out on a group of sealed
rectangular bronze boxes, commonly referred to as relic-boxes or reliquaries (reliquaires), but also
as mummy-cases (Mumienkästchen), animal coffins or votive coffins. These designations are more
or less appropriate, though ‘relic-boxes’ and ‘reliquaries’, with their heavy Christian connotations,
sound incongruous in an ancient Egyptian setting (on the problematic terminology of these
objects: Thum 2012, 68–75). All of them, however, allude to the faunal remains that these boxes
were supposed to contain. These objects gained massive popularity as part of a new form of
animal worship that rose to significance in Egypt during the 1st millennium BC. Millions of
animals were mummified and buried in religious complexes during the Late and Ptolemaic
periods, for example at Saqqara, Bubastis, Abydos and Tuna el-Gebel (e.g. Ikram 2005a; Kessler
and Abd el Halim Nur el-Din 2005; Kessler 2008). The objects under examination are just one
example of the material expression of this animal cult.
The bronze containers, most of them small or medium-sized, are generally believed to contain
the mummified body, or part thereof, of the creature represented on the top of the box. Species
depicted include lizard, snake, eel, shrew, ichneumon, falcon, cat and scarab beetle. The box,
which is hollow cast, has at least one opening, generally placed at the back and through which the
mummified body(-part) was supposedly introduced. A few examples bear a dedication, indicating
that they could be deposited as offerings to the gods (e.g. shrew votive box with invocation to
Horus on behalf of Ankhhapi: Davies and Smith 2005, 90–91, pl. XLId–e, FCO–165; snake
votive box with invocation to Atum on behalf of Psamtek: Thum 2012, 120). The boxes have
rarely survived intact and were often devoid of any faunal remains when discovered.
Analyses were carried out on some complete animal coffins. For example, an X-ray performed
on a snake coffin made out of wood revealed a complete snake coiled over itself (Grilleto 2000,
69, cat. no. 43). One example of a naomorphous (shaped like an altar or a small shrine) limestone
coffin, the lid of which is adorned with a crouching shrew, contained a complete mummified
shrew (Ikram 2005b). To our knowledge no analyses on sealed metal votive boxes have so far been
performed to investigate their contents, notably the presence and choice of mummified animal
remains.1 Bronze specimens that are no longer sealed, however, offer some insight. For example,
the Falcon Catacomb in the Sacred Animal Necropolis at North Saqqara has provided an array
of bronze votive boxes, featuring figures of shrews (58), falcons (13), lizards (5) or snakes (5) on
their lids, while only two remained plain (Davies and Smith 2005, 52–53). No faunal remains have
1 Some bronze figures of animals, usually life-sized, which were used to conceal animal remains, were investigated. For
example, X-rays performed on a Dynasty 26 bronze hawk figure from the Walters Art Museum (54.2118) has revealed bird
bones within the hollow-cast figure.
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survived in most cases – if they were ever present – with only bits of plaster sometimes visible.
Faunal remains were, nonetheless, noted in a few cases (for instance, a box topped with a snake
figure: Davies and Smith 2005, 89, pl. XLIb, FCO–154). There was, nevertheless, no doubt for
the archaeologists that all boxes ‘were intended to receive such material’ (Davies and Smith 2005,
52). What looks like plaster and bits of linen can be seen inside some of the 102 votive boxes
discovered in Naukratis (see Masson-Berghoff in this volume). And even though hardly any
mummified faunal remains are visible, the residue of linen could be the remains of linen wrappings
that once surrounded the mummified body of the animal. Examples in which the linen bandages
are still preserved alongside the animal mummy in votive boxes are known (wooden box topped
with a resting snake figure containing a linen-wrapped snake mummy: Myśliwiec 1981, 378–79;
limestone shrew coffins: Ikram 2005b, 335 and n. 2). The majority of the bronze specimens are
so small that the nature of their content – or lack thereof – should be questioned.2 In Naukratis
again, the smaller examples range between 2.7 and 7.75 cm long, while the largest box uncovered
measures 35.5cm in length. Eight sealed bronze examples of various sizes and from the British
Museum collections were X-ray imaged, with radiography and, for six of them, CT (computed
tomography) scanning. The aim was to determine if there were any animal remains visible inside
and provide further insights into this ancient Egyptian practice. In addition, the study tested the
usefulness of such techniques to probe organic matter encased in metal.
Votive boxes analysed
Four votive boxes originate from Naukratis in the western Nile Delta (EA 49144, EA 49141, EA
49146 and EA 27584). They all entered the British Museum’s collections in 1885, and therefore
most likely derived either from the ‘cache of bronzes’ partly excavated by F. Petrie in 1885, or
the votive-rich deposits found just outside, to the west of the enclosure wall surrounding the
Temple of Amun-Ra Baded as reported by F. L. Griffith also in 1885 (see Masson-Berghoff in
this volume). Both contexts yielded Late Period material. The fifth analysed box (EA 36160) is
said to come from el-Lahun in the Fayum. It is one of six votive boxes in the British Museum
collection bought from Reverend Greville John Chester in 1882.3 The following box (EA 36167),
also purchased from Reverend Greville John Chester in 1876, is from Tell el-Yehudiyeh in the
eastern Delta, with no further information on its context of discovery. The last two boxes (EA
71428 and EA 36151) have no secure provenance. The archives inform us, however, that EA
36151 was purchased from Louis, Duc de Blacas d’Aulps in 1867.
Corpus
1. Votive box topped with an eel, from Naukratis (EA 49144; Fig. 1, no. 1)
L: 7.75cm; W: 47g
Rectangular case surmounted by an elongated eel, its body undulating in five sinuous bends; small
2 For example, a sealed votive box topped with a cat figure and measuring 3.05cm long cannot contain the mummified body
of a cat.
3 British Museum EA 36153, EA 36160 (see Fig. 2), EA 36161, EA 36162, EA 36163 and EA 36166. They are topped by an
eel, a lizard or a hybrid snake-eel figure (Myśliwiec 1981, 380). All are relatively small-sized boxes, measuring between 3.6 and
14cm long. K. Myśliwiec has suggested they were discovered in a ‘tell near Kahoub’ (=Kahun?) (Myśliwiec 1981, 379–80).
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incised lines detailing the body; two suspension loops placed on the opposite corners of the top
of the case; corroded surface; no metal sheet (survived) at the back of the box; white, light grey
gypsum plaster(?) cap presents a small drill-hole, probably to probe the content, but not deep
enough to go through the plug.
This votive box belongs to the type T 5 in the typology of animal bronzes by K. Weiss (though
published as a type T 14 in Weiss 2012, no. 767; see also Thum 2012, 95).
2. Votive box topped with a coiled snake, from Naukratis (EA 49141; Fig. 1, no. 2)
L: 4.30cm; W: 37g
Rectangular case surmounted by a coiled snake, looped over itself to form a figure of eight; two
eyelets for suspension placed on the opposite corners of the top of the case; highly corroded
surfaces; complete case; cracked metal panel – pressed against some whitish material (likely
gypsum plaster) – still held in place at the small opening to the back of the box.
This specific type of snake votive box belongs to the type T 14 in the typology of animal bronzes
by K. Weiss (published in Weiss 2012, no. 764; Thum 2012, 102).
3. Votive box topped with a lizard, from Naukratis (EA 49146; Fig. 1, no. 3)
L: 5.50cm; W: 41g
Rectangular case surmounted by a lizard, its head slightly raised, its limbs and tail extended; two
eyelets for suspension placed on the opposite corners of the top of the case; quite corroded;
case complete; well-preserved metal panel still soldered in place – with bits of gypsum plaster (?)
visible at the edges of the panel – sealing the back opening.
This votive box belongs to the type T 15 in the typology of animal bronzes by K. Weiss (published
in Weiss 2012, no. 786; Thum 2012, 98).
4. Votive box topped with a pair of lizards, from Naukratis (EA 27584; Fig. 1, no. 4)
L: 5.50cm; W: 74g
Rectangular case surmounted by two figures of lizards, lying side by side with their heads raised,
their limbs and tails extended; one eyelet for suspension placed between them; very corroded with
some elements of burnt clay visible in the corrosion; complete case, with a panel still in place, but
barely visible owing to the corrosion.
This votive box is a variant of the type T 15 in the typology of animal bronzes by K. Weiss (on
this type see Weiss 2012, 731–38, pl. 42g–i, esp. nos 771–82, 784–91 from Naukratis; see also:
Thum 2012, 106; Masson 2015, 75, fig. 3.4c).
5. Votive box topped with an elongated eel, from el-Lahun (?) (EA 36160; Fig. 2)
L: 14cm; W: 64g
Rectangular case surmounted by an elongated eel, its body undulating in six sinuous bends; small
incised lines detailing the body; two suspension loops placed on the opposite corners of the
top of the case; bluish corroded surface; case complete; though no metal panel is preserved, a
gypsum plaster (?) cap seals the back opening.
This votive box belongs to the type T 5 in the typology of animal bronzes by K. Weiss (Weiss
2012, 720–21, pl. 40e–g; see also Myśliwiec 1981, 379, pl. 58c; Thum 2012, 95).
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Fig. 1: Votive boxes from Naukratis, topped with figures of fish or reptiles: 1. elongated eel (EA 49144); 2.
coiled snake (EA 49141); 3. lizard (EA 49146); 4. pair of lizards (EA 27584). British Museum, © Trustees of
the British Museum.

Fig. 2: Votive box from el-Lahun (?), topped with an elongated eel (British Museum EA 36160). © Trustees of
the British Museum.

6. Votive box topped with a lizard, from Tell el-Yehudiyeh (EA 36167; Fig. 3).
L: 9cm; W: 151g
Rectangular case surmounted by a lizard, its head slightly raised, its limbs and tail extended; skin
of lizard detailed with dots and lines; surfaces little corroded; case complete and rather dense;
metal panel still soldered in place at the back, with residue of gypsum plaster (?) visible.
This votive box again belongs to Weiss’ type T 15, although K. Weiss lists only Bubastis, Naukratis,
Athribis and North Saqqara as find-spots for lizard votive boxes in metal (Weiss 2012, 278, 731–
38; see also Thum 2012, 112).
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Fig. 3: Votive box from Tell el-Yehudiyeh, topped with a lizard figure (British Museum EA 36167). © Trustees
of the British Museum.

7. Votive box topped with a hybrid creature, from Egypt (EA 71428; Fig. 4).
L: 18.7cm; W: 604g
Rectangular case surmounted by a human-headed part-cobra part-eel creature; the human head
wears the double crown, a tripartite wig, a uraeus on the forehead and a long divine beard; incised
details (dots and lines) on the eel’s back and the cobra’s hood; support pillar placed behind the
hood; surfaces rather corroded; complete case; damaged bronze panel at the back, with light
greyish residue visible through a crack (plaster and possibly linen?).
This votive box belongs to the type 87 in Weiss Egyptian bronzes’ typology (Weiss 2012, 178–80,
656–57, pl. 26a–c; see also Thum 2012, 121).

Fig. 4: Votive box from Egypt, topped with a human-headed hybrid creature representing Atum (British Museum
EA 71428). © Trustees of the British Museum.

8. Votive box topped with a hybrid creature, from Egypt (EA 36151; Fig. 5).
L: 29.8cm; W: 1597g
Rectangular case surmounted by a human-headed part-cobra part-eel creature; the human head
wears the double crown, a tripartite wig, a uraeus on the forehead and a long divine beard; finely
incised details (scales, criss-cross lines and other types of lines) on the eel’s back, the cobra’s hood
and the tripartite wig; only slightly corroded surfaces; complete case; no metal panel preserved,
but plaster plug still in place at the back.
This votive box also belongs to Weiss’ type 87 (Weiss 2012, 178–80, 656–57, pl. 26a–c; see also
Anderson 1999, no. 153; Thum 2012, 81).

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Masson-Berghoff_O’Flynn_24.pdf

2019

ABSENT, INVISIBLE OR REVEALED ‘RELICS’?

165

Fig. 5: Votive box from Egypt, topped with a human-headed hybrid creature representing Atum (British Museum
EA 36151). © Trustees of the British Museum.

Material and technology
Analyses of two votive boxes from Naukratis provided some compositional and provenance data
on the material used in their production (Masson-Berghoff et al. 2018, cat. nos 4 and 6). They are
both leaded tin bronzes. The first one (British Museum EA 27581) is the largest votive box found
at the site (35.5cm) and is topped by an eel. Its tin (Sn: 4.8%) and lead (Pb: 7.3%) content are both
substantial, with its lead originating from Laurion. The second (British Museum EA 27579) is of
a more modest dimensions (8.3cm) and is surmounted by a raised cobra. It is a low-tin bronze
(Sn: 2.53%) with a high level of lead (Pb: 15%) and its lead was probably sourced in northwest
Anatolia or the northern Aegean. The high level of lead in both cases obviously poses a challenge
to X-ray imagery (see below).
Many of these objects – especially those of the small and medium-sized ranges – were massproduced and usually show standardised features (Thum 2012, 24–42). All analysed examples
have a rectangular, hollow-cast case, but naomorphous examples do exist in bronze. It is not
impossible that the wax figures used to produce the (assumed to be) solid-cast animal figure
on top of the case were mould-made and not hand-modelled, which would have helped their
production in series. In the best-preserved specimens, the opening to the back is sealed by a
bronze fitted panel pressed on top of a sealant (likely gypsum plaster).
Sacred creatures
The votive boxes selected for this study are all topped by eels or reptiles, or a combination of
both. These creatures were particularly related to the demiurge and solar Egyptian god Atum and
his female manifestation Temet (Myśliwiec 1978; 1981; Davies and Smith 2005, 55–56). Lizards
and snakes are often associated and can be both buried together, sometimes in the same coffin
(Davies and Smith 2005, 56). However, other deities could be related to such species. Some of
the votive boxes discovered at Naukratis could have been consecrated in honour of the sacred
snake Shena or the snake hypostasis of Amun-Ra Shena (Shena meaning ‘the One who repels’),
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whose local cult is well documented (see Masson-Berghoff in this volume). Similarly, in the case
of the find from el-Lahun – if the find-spot is correct – the lizard votive box could also be linked
with more local cults. While the cult of Atum is attested in the Graeco-Roman period in the
Fayum (Zecchi 2008, 382), the cult of a lizard is mentioned in a Greek papyrus in Tebtunis in the
Fayum and it could have been related to the widespread cult of crocodiles in the region (Papyrus
Tebtunis I, 57, cited in Davies and Smith 2005, 56).
The human-headed hybrid creatures represent Atum himself. A few inscribed examples invoke
this specific god (Weiss 2012, 656–57, nos 510–11). Such votive boxes are attested in Lower
Egypt, notably in Sais and the Memphite region (Weiss 2012, 178–80). It seems plausible that the
two unprovenanced examples we analysed come from this aera. Since the creature combines the
body of an eel and the hood of a cobra, it appeared worth investigating what species would be
found in these boxes.
Methodology
X-ray cone beam computed tomography (CT) was performed on the votive boxes using the
custom-built X-ray imaging laboratory in the British Museum. The laboratory houses an YXLON
Access 100 system, comprising a four megapixel (2048 x 2048) flat panel detector and a 450 kVp
X-ray tube with a maximum tube current of 1.55 mA at 450 kV, when using the smallest focal
spot size of 0.4 mm.
The CT scan parameters are detailed in Table 1. Brass filtration was used on the X-ray tube
in order to reduce image artefacts due to the large amount of copper alloy in the beam path.
Volumetric data was subsequently produced by the standard filtered backprojection method
(Feldkamp, Davis and Kress 1984) in VolumeGraphics STUDIO 2.2 software.
The two large boxes topped with a hybrid creature, EA 71428 and EA 36151, were CT scanned
with their longest side aligned vertically, in order to minimise artefacts due to the significant
amount of copper alloy in the X-ray beam path. The largest one, EA 36151, was scanned in two
sections, and stitched together using the 3D Stitching plugin in the ImageJ software package
(Preibisch, Saalfeld and Tomancak 2009).
The boxes EA 49141 and EA 36160 were imaged using X-radiography only.
Table 1: X-ray CT parameters used for the imaging of the votive boxes.
Votive box
reg. number

X-ray tube
voltage (kV)

X-ray tube
current (mA)

X-ray tube brass Number of
filter thickness
projections
(mm)

Exposure time
per projection
(s)

EA 49144

450

1.55

0

360

5

EA 49146

450

1.55

1.0

360

15

EA 27584

150

4.65

1.0

360

15

EA 36167

450

1.55

1.0

360

15

EA 71428

350

1.55

3.3

1080

5

EA 36151

350

1.55

3.3

1080

5
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Results
In general, the quality of the CT reconstructions was rather poor. This was due to the density of
the metal box causing X-ray attenuation through absorption and scatter, resulting in poorly defined
object edges in the radiographs, and beam hardening and streaking artefacts in the tomograms.
Two out of the four analysed small votive boxes from Naukratis, EA 49144 and EA 49141,
which are (respectively) topped with figures of an eel and a coiled snake, look empty (Fig. 6). The
eel votive box said to come from el-Lahun appears to be empty as well (EA 36160: Fig. 7), despite
its larger size (14cm). Furthermore, K. Myśliwiec affirmed that he was able to see the mummy
of a fish through a small break in the closure of the back (Myśliwiec 1981, 379). Nowadays, only
some corroded material and greyish matter (plaster?) are visible through the small crack. It must
be stressed, however, that only radiographs were taken for the boxes EA 49141 and EA 36160,
and it seems that only CT scans are able to pick up what we believe to be very small amounts of
organic material within the metal boxes.

Fig. 6: Votive boxes from Naukratis, all
seemingly empty. Radiograph (1a) and
tomographic slice (1b: sagittal view) of an
elongated eel votive box (British Museum
EA 49144); Radiograph (2) of a coiled
snake votive box (British Museum EA
49141). © Trustees of the British Museum.

Fig. 7: Radiograph of a votive box from el-Lahun (?), topped with an eel figure (British Museum EA 36160),
seemingly empty. © Trustees of the British Museum.

The tomographic slices of the two small (5.50cm) cases topped with one (EA 49146: Fig. 8)
or two lizard figures (EA 27584: Fig. 9) from Naukratis show fragmentary objects present inside
the box, which are not visible in the radiographic images. They look like broken-down animal
remains.
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Fig. 8: Radiograph (1) showing a seemingly empty
votive box from Naukratis, topped with a lizard
figure (British Museum EA 49146) and tomographic
slices through the votive box revealing fragmentary
objects (side view: 2; top view: 3). © Trustees of
the British Museum.
For an X-ray CT of this votive box see O‘Flynn
and Masson-Berghoff 2019a.

Fig. 9: Radiograph (1) showing a seemingly empty votive box from Naukratis, topped with a pair of lizard figures
(British Museum EA 27584) and tomographic slices through the votive box revealing a plaster(?) plug behind
the metal panel at the back and loose fragments, likely bones (top view: 2; sagittal views: 3–4). © Trustees of the
British Museum. For a 3D Model of this votive box see O‘Flynn and Masson-Berghoff 2019b.
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The lizard votive box from Tell el-Yehudiyeh contains an artefact in one end (EA 36167:
Fig. 10). Strong X-ray absorption indicates that the object is not linen, but more likely a denser
material, most likely metal. The sagittal tomographic slice of the box shows the curled nature of
the object, but its identification is difficult with X-ray CT, especially when there are strong image
artefacts present. According to the radiographs and the tomographic slice through the centre of
the box, the object appears to be separate to the box interior, and thus not a casting defect.

Fig. 10: Radiographs (1–2) of a votive box from
Tell el-Yehudiyeh, topped with a lizard figure
(British Museum EA 36167) and tomographic
slices through the votive box (top view: 3; sagittal
view: 4), revealing a curled object in one end. ©
Trustees of the British Museum.

The two boxes topped with a hybrid creature, EA 71428 and certainly EA 36151, are large
enough to contain the whole mummified body of an eel, and were considered as a coffin for an
animal mummy by J. Thum (2012, 81). They are so heavy that it seemed possible that any faunal
remains might be encased in plaster. Plaster packing has been observed, for example, inside two
votive boxes of falcons from the falcon complex in Saqqara, and according to Davies and Smith
the plaster was used to encase some mummified fauna, now missing (Davies and Smith 2005,
87–89, pls XXXVIIa–c and XLIa, FCO–146 and FCO–153; respectively 23cm and 26cm long).4
The CT scans, however, revealed different types of contents. The first one (EA 71428) showed
two separate long high-density objects inside, probably made out of metal, lead or copper alloy
(Fig. 11). The last and largest of our analysed votive boxes (EA 36151) contains to the front end
a high-density, and seemingly solid,5 object, while against the plaster plug sealing the back of the
case are visible some broken-down fragments, most probably bones (Fig. 12).
4 Also, regarding a shrew mouse votive box, measuring 8.3cm long, the authors note that the object is quite heavy for its
size, raising the suspicion that any mummified remains therein are encased in plaster (Davies and Smith 2005, 90–91, pl.
XLId–e, FCO–165).
5 No internal features are visible.
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Fig. 11: Votive box EA 71428 topped with
a figure of Atum: radiograph (1) revealing
the hollow-cast eel body and solid-cast
human-headed cobra, with arrows pointing at
manufacturing details of the figure (from left
to right, visible wall thickness due to hollow
feature across top of box, the connection
of the small support to the box, and the
connections of the human-headed cobra to
the box); tomographic slice (side view: 2)
showing two separate (eel-shaped?) highdensity objects inside, indicated by arrows. ©
Trustees of the British Museum.

Fig. 12: Votive box EA 36151 topped with
a figure of Atum: stitched radiograph (1)
showing the solid-cast hybrid creature figure
and the hollow-cast box; tomographic slice
(side view: 2), with an arrow indicating highdensity material inside; (3) an expanded,
contrast-enhanced view of the yellow square
in (2), with the left-hand arrow indicating the
plaster used to seal the open end of the box,
and the right-hand arrow indicating fragments
inside which are thought to be animal bones.
© Trustees of the British Museum.
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Interpretations
Table 2: Interpretations on the manufacturing and content of the scanned votive boxes.

Type

Reg.
number

Find-spot

Size (cm)

Weight
(g)

Wall thickness
(mm)

Content

eel

EA 49144

Naukratis

7.75

47

2.0

empty?

snake

EA 49141

Naukratis

4.3

37

1.5

empty or bones not showing
up on radiograph?

lizard

EA 49146

Naukratis

5.5

41

1.5

bones

two lizards

EA 27584

Naukratis

5.5

74

2.0

bones

eel

EA 36160

el-Lahun(?)

14

64

1.5

empty or bones not showing
up on radiograph?

lizard

EA 36167

Tell elYehudiyeh

9

151

2.0

small dense object

hybrid

EA 71428

Egypt

18.7

604

2.5

two long dense objects

hybrid

EA 36151

Egypt

29.8

1,597

3.0

small dense object and bones

On the manufacturing process
The hollow-cast box is topped by a solid-cast figure, as is clearly visible on all but one of the X-ray
images. Some of the boxes are relatively thin-walled (see Table 2),6 something that is particularly
distinctive of Third Intermediate and Late Period castings (Thum 2012, 28; see also Ogden 2000,
159). The animal figures were cast along with their boxes in one event, as no join is visible, neither
with the eye nor in the X-ray images (see also Thum 2012, 29, figs 9–10). The box with the coiled
snake, though, might have been produced in two steps, with the snake figure attached once the
box was manufactured (Thum 2012, 31, fig. 11). This specimen is highly corroded, making any
conclusion on the production techniques tentative. The loops themselves were probably added
initially in wax, but this remains uncertain (Thum 2012, 32–33) and the X-ray images do not
provide additional information. The X-ray images of the large box topped by a hybrid creature
EA 71428 indicate that the figure was made in parts: the eel part of the body is hollow cast
while the raised figure – the cobra part of the body and the human crowned head – is solid
cast. This could explain why a small support was added to the back of the cobra hood. The
radiographic image (see Fig. 11 no. 1) is particularly clear with the brighter region representing the
wall thickness of the eel’s body, and the separations between the solid cobra/head part and the
box, and between the small support and the eel part (the support appears to have been cast along
with the cobra/head, as no separation is visible). On the other hand, the largest box EA 36151 is
surmounted by a completely solid-cast figure, according to the X-ray images.
The curled object visible within the Tell el-Yehudiyeh box (Fig. 10) could have been introduced
to the front of the box by the hole at the back before the box was sealed. However, it could also
6 Table 2 provides the estimated wall thicknesses based on the CT scans (radiographs for EA 49141 and EA 36160). Since
there is quite a bit of variation in the walls for any individual box, only the upper wall was measured in each case, and there
is an estimated error of plus/minus 0.5mm.
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correspond to some core material left at the time of the production of the case. J. Thum already
suspected that this box still contains its core because of its rather significant weight (Thum 2012,
112). This is not uncommon. For example, a lead core was found inside a bronze falcon standing
figure in the falcon complex in Saqqara (Davies and Smith 2005, 87, pl. XXXVIc, FCO–145;
17.3cm long).7 The same could be said of the largest box surmounted by a hybrid creature, EA
36151, which features a solid lump to the front end.
On the content
As noted above, radiographs of non-metal (less X-ray absorbing) votive boxes show animal
remains present inside (Grilleto 2000, 69, cat. no. 43). Also, some medium and large bronze
votive boxes are known to contain faunal remains. Fragments of cat bone were identified within a
large case topped by a seated cat figure (British Museum EA 65795). The case is partially opened
and emptied, so it is unclear if the whole body of the cat was originally put inside,8 although
the substantial size of the case (45 × 7.8 × 7.8cm) means that it could have fitted in. The few
examples of bronze votive boxes from the animal necropoleis in Saqqara where faunal remains
were noted are medium-sized, such as a 14.5cm-long snake votive box (Davies and Smith 2005,
89 and, pl. XLIb, FCO–154) and a 13cm-long falcon votive box (Davies and Smith 2005, 107, pl.
LVb, FCO–309). It is uncertain if the same applies to (all) small boxes, but as the cases are hollow
cast and sealed like the larger examples, in theory, they could also contain faunal remains, or at
least parts of animal remains instead of a complete body.
Radiographs of sealed metal votive boxes show that X-rays were penetrating through the
object (e.g. wall thickness can be seen), and what they can reveal of their content varies from one
case to another (see Table 2). Fragmented objects that look like bones were revealed by the CT
scans of three votive boxes, two of small size (EA 49146 and EA 27584) and one of large size
(EA 36151). If a complete mummy was introduced into these boxes, it seems to have degraded
into loose bones. However, the quality of the scan is insufficient to confirm this, nor to precisely
identify the species of the faunal remains, nor to determine if only parts or a complete body was
placed into the case. The CT scan of the other large box (EA 71428) shows two dense, seemingly
solid objects. They seem to be eel-shaped and could have symbolically replaced the mummified
body of two eels. Should they enclose any sort of faunal remains, it would not be possible to see
it with X-ray imaging techniques.
Similarly, the absence of any features in three other votive boxes (EA 49144, EA 49141 and
EA 36160) suggests that the boxes are empty, but it is possible that low-density materials are inside
the boxes which become invisible due to strong image artefacts and beam hardening effects – i.e.
the only X-rays which are passing through the box are high energy and so not as readily absorbed
by low-density materials. CT reconstructions were not made for the boxes EA 49141 and EA
36160, and we saw that radiography alone is not enough to reveal faunal remains encased in a
box made out of copper alloy. Another possible explanation of the apparent emptiness of the
boxes could be related to a higher concentration of lead. Lead content varies widely in Late and
7 No bird bones were discovered alongside, while a similar type of figure still had some inside (Davies and Smith 2005, 87,
pl. XXXVIa–b, FCO–144; 13.2cm long). In the latter case, the bones were introduced by an opening which was sealed by
a bronze panel.
8 The contents were removed from the case during cleaning in May 1927.
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Ptolemaic period bronze statuary, but it can easily reach 20% and even up to 30% (Riederer 1988;
Schwab and Willer 2016). This was not the case for two different votive boxes from Naukratis
we chemically analysed (see above), but we have not carried out such analyses to determine the
composition of the votive boxes scanned within the scope of this study.
Metals generally pose a problem for X-ray absorption, with higher atomic numbers (e.g.
copper, and especially lead) being more of an issue. Neutron imagery, not affected by metal in
the same manner as X-ray imaging, could be an interesting way to test more conclusively the
presence or not of faunal remains in all cases. For example, even organic material as delicate
as flowers, a scroll or a piece of cloth became visible within bronze Buddhist statues thanks to
neutron imaging (Lehmann, Hartmann and Speidel 2010; Mannes et al. 2014). In contrast to
X-ray imaging, neutron imaging easily penetrates metal and has a high sensitivity for hydrogen
and hence organic material (Mannes et al. 2014, 139).
An important typological distinction between the votive boxes is the presence or absence of
loops or other means of suspension. Most small boxes – as well as some of the medium-sized
ones – which are surmounted by eels or reptiles feature one or two of them. It indicates that they
were meant to be worn, hung or used in specific religious performances (discussed in MassonBerghoff in this volume). Five out of the eight examined votive boxes have one or two eyelets
for suspension. The presence or absence of faunal remains in these ‘hanging votive coffins’, as J.
Thum calls them, could have been a discriminant parameter in their nature and function(s). From
the X-ray imaging, however, animal bones were revealed in both hanging and non-hanging types.
Conclusion
Most of the animal(s) depicted on the top of the analysed boxes are small-sized creatures, but
this is not systematically the case, raising ‘the issue of the fragmentation of a sacred animal’s
body’ (Thum 2012, 67), if even the smallest of boxes were indeed all meant to receive at least
parts of it. The normal rule of one animal per ‘vessel’ (Ray 1976; Bleiberg 2013, 99) was not
always followed: scientific examination of animal mummies (e.g. of ibis and falcons notably)
have determined that some were actually dummies, contained only a few bones of the animal
or bits and pieces of other species (including human!), or may even have contained multiple
animals wrapped together (Kessler and Abd el Halim Nur el-Din 2005, 156; Spencer 2007, 36;
Bruno 2013, 123, 126 and 137, figs 100–2, 105 and 119). The X-ray images of the metal votive
boxes seem to indicate a similar array of contents. It is, however, difficult to properly visualise
and accurately identify them with X-ray imaging. This experimental study has demonstrated that
X-ray CT imaging is a more efficient method to reveal the presence of organic material encased
in metals compared to X-radiography. Neutron radiography and tomography could prove even
more successful techniques in investigating organic material and we are keen to carry out this
complementary method on sealed bronze votive boxes in the future.
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Introduction
Amelia Edwards was the first to publish articles on ‘the terra-cottas of Naukratis’. In 1885, she
stated that the pieces would ‘be distributed among various museums, and, scattered far and
wide…. never again will it be possible to compare them one with another, except in photographs
or engravings’ (Edwards 1885, 261). Following the Naukratis Project’s cataloguing of all of the
more than 18,000 known objects excavated and collected in the late 19th–early 20th century
at Naukratis, and currently in over seventy-five collections worldwide (Villing et al. 2013–19),
as well as the restudy of over 4,000 finds from the later American fieldwork in the 1970s and
80s, it is possible to compare all figurines again, although the long years since have resulted
in a number of casualties (destroyed, lost or provenance misattributed). The Project has now
catalogued to date 1,613 terracotta and 432 stone figurines from the site that range from the Late
Period to the Byzantine period. Like the inhabitants of Naukratis, they are diverse, comprising
both local figures and pieces that had travelled far from across the Eastern Mediterranean. This
large and varied, but poorly understood, corpus has long demanded systematic analysis, given the
growing literature on figurines in general (if not specifically those from Naukratis). This article1
will introduce the catalogue, provide a brief overview of the figurines, their dating, techniques
and technology including their production at Naukratis, and discuss some major trends and
developments between the late 7th century BC and the 7th century AD within the corpus at
Naukratis.
Excavations
Naukratis has been long known to scholars through Herodotus; its discovery by Flinders Petrie
in 1884 led to two seasons undertaken on behalf of the Egypt Exploration Fund between
1884 and 1886 (Petrie 1886; Gardner 1888), followed by two seasons undertaken by Hogarth
under the auspices of the British School in Athens in 1899 and 1903 (Hogarth 1899; Hogarth,
Lorimer and Edgar 1905). The techniques used by Petrie, Gardner and Hogarth were advanced
for their time, but publication was limited and much contextual information is present only in
unpublished archives (Villing et al. 2013–19). Survey and excavation by Coulson and Leonard
between 1978 and 1983 introduced new scientific methods to fieldwork at Naukratis, but led
1 This article combines aspects of two British Museum Naukratis Workshop presentations, entitled ‘Figurines from
Naukratis’ (17 December 2011) and ‘Figures in context’ (22 June 2013) as well as ‘Terracotta and stone figures from
Naukratis’ presented at Kontextualisierung von Terrakotten im spätzeitlichen bis spätantiken Ägypten in the Martin von
Wagner Museum, Residenz Würzburg on 7 December 2013. It synthesises research covered in greater depth in a series of
Naukratis British Museum Online Research Catalogue chapters written by the author (Thomas 2015b; 2015c; 2015d; 2015e),
whilst contextualising this with subsequent excavations undertaken by the British Museum at Naukratis (Thomas and Villing
2013; Thomas 2015a).
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many to believe the site to be archaeologically exhausted (Coulson 1996; Leonard 1997; Leonard
2001). Five field seasons of archaeological, geological and geophysical survey and excavations at
Naukratis, undertaken by the British Museum in 2012–16, have confirmed that this is not the case
(Thomas and Villing 2013, 102–3; Thomas 2014b, 197). The settlement is larger than previously
thought, over 60ha, and densely packed with multi-storey tower houses (Fig. 1) accommodating
a population of c. 16,000 people at its peak (Thomas 2015a).

Fig. 1 Map of Naukratis. The original course of the Canopic branch is indicated in blue © Trustees of the
British Museum, drawn by the author.
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The settlement was accessed via a c. 200m-wide and 5m-deep Canopic Nile branch channel
navigable all year round to the west of the town (Pennington and Thomas 2016, 180). Magnetometry
revealed large sections of previously unknown domestic and industrial quarters of Naukratis: the
river front with its putative warehouses, the Egyptian temple of Amun-Ra, subsidiary buildings
and temenos wall sections as well as large previously unknown sections of the Greek Hellenion.
New excavations in the area identified by Hogarth as the Hellenion suggest that its temenos wall
was built at the end of the 7th or the beginning of the 6th century BC, while large Ptolemaic
and Roman period mud-brick structures were revealed in the South Mound. The excavations
have produced additional material (including figurines in archaeological contexts) that have, in
conjunction with archival research, enabled the re-contextualisation of many figurines also from
early fieldwork, crucially informing new interpretations of the development of these types and of
their uses at Naukratis.
Cataloguing terracottas
The 2,045 stone and terracotta figurines catalogued by the Naukratis Project are published within
a free-to-access, searchable, online research catalogue (Villing et al. 2013–19), alongside a series
of peer-reviewed chapters (Thomas 2015a; 2015b; 2015c; 2015d; 2015e; Thomas and Higgs 2017;
for Egyptian sculpture see Masson forthcoming). This catalogue is digital and updated, allowing
for additions, refinements and corrections to overcome problems of redundancy commonly
faced following publication.
The scale of activity and the difficult circumstances under which the early excavations at
Naukratis were conducted mean that precise contextual information was often not recorded.
Careful analysis of the artefacts, object markings (field numbers), publications, notebooks and
excavation diaries has revealed that even the smallest figurine fragments from Naukratis were
saved, often with better contextual information than was usual for the time and for other finds
groups collected by the excavators. We can now distinguish between figurine types commonly
found in workshops, houses, Greek and Egyptian sanctuaries, down wells and in graves, enabling
the modelling of use patterns across the site for different periods.
Naukratis figurines can be characterised as the known, unknown and ignored. The over
650 Cypriot, East Greek and Greek figurine fragments are known and relatively well published,
fitting into established chronological frameworks and typologies. Late Period to early Ptolemaic
Egyptian figurines were largely unknown to researchers, as they had been misidentified, incorrectly
dated and incorrectly provenanced in various museum collections. The c. 900 Ptolemaic and
Roman figurines from Naukratis were largely ignored, their dating conflated (‘Graeco-Roman’)
or confused, hampered by an over-reliance on unprovenanced parallels (Bailey 2008, 3–5, is a
notable exception), despite more refined dating being possible today (Szymańska 2005; Bailey
2006, 261–64; Tezgör 2007; Bailey 2008, 3–5; Thomas 2011, 79–82; Thomas and Nicholson
2013, 201).
The Late Period Egyptian figurines from Naukratis are typical Lower Egyptian
representations of ithyphallic (macrophallic) Harpocrates, Bes and nude Isis-Hathor figurines.
Phallic and ‘erotic’ figurines used to be commonly known as ‘Naukratite figurines’ because a
‘great quantity of indecent statuettes’ (Edgar 1905, 130) were uncovered there. Most were not
immediately apparent within the various museum collections that housed Naukratis material
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as they had not been registered or published, and had an incorrect provenance or date. These
sexually explicit figurines were deemed inappropriate for public display and scholarly study. ‘The
prudery of early excavators … led to shrines of phallic cults being inadequately recorded, or them
misconstruing the data according to their own prejudices, phalli were assumed to be from a late
and “decadent” period’ (Montserrat 1996, 174). As they are now published from reliable Late
Period and early Ptolemaic contexts (Martin 1981, 27, 89; Redmount and Friedman 1997, 63–65;
Ashton 2003, 73; N. Spencer 2014, 53–54, 175, 178, 276–77), erroneous late (Roman) or foreign
(Greek) interpretations can be discounted.2 At the British Museum 107 Late Period figurines,
previously housed in the Museum Secretum because of the ‘indecent’ subject matter depicted,
were reincorporated into the Naukratis assemblage. At the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge,
sixty-one pieces sent by the Egypt Exploration Fund in 1914, and previously given an incorrect
Roman Antinoopolis provenance,3 were equally reassigned their correct provenance, creating
a total assemblage of nearly 500 stone and terracotta figurines dating to the Late Period or
beginning of the Ptolemaic period.
Imported figurines
The Archaic and Classical imported Cypriot, East Greek and Greek figurines (Figs 2 and 3) to
date have received the most attention of all figurines from Naukratis (Petrie 1886, 99; Gutch
1899, 67–97; Pryce 1928, 183–84; Möller 2000, 157–60; Jenkins 2001, 166–73; Nick 2006, 59;
Höckmann 2007, 176–77). Imported figurines were exceptionally rare in the cemetery, unlike
in contemporary Cypriot, East Greek, Greek and Levantine cemeteries. They were almost
exclusively found within (or immediately next to) the ‘Greek’ sanctuaries4 of Naukratis, where they
presumably functioned as votive offerings. The mechanics of this ritual practice are explained in
the anecdote of the Greek trader Herostratus of Naukratis. In ‘Paphos in Cyprus … he bought
a statuette of Aphrodite, a span high, of archaic style, and went off with it to Naukratis ... and
having sacrificed to the goddess, and dedicated the image to Aphrodite, he called his friends
and relations to a banquet in the temple itself’ (Athenaios 15.675f–676c). This votive practice is
supported by finds from contemporary shipwrecks (Panvini 2001, 35, 60–61, fig. 40). It may have
been common for traders to transport figurines across the Mediterranean to dedicate them in a
shrine at the destination port, just as they did with Greek pottery for feasting in sanctuaries and
for dedication to deities (Villing 2013).

2 The circular arguments that they were the product of Greek influence because of Naukratis’ status as a ‘Greek settlement’,
or represent Greek-influenced homosexual iconography (Myśliwiec 1997, 134; Masoud 2014, 26), should be discounted, as
these figurines had a wide distribution across Late Period and early Ptolemaic Lower Egypt.
3 Many from the same mould series as known Naukratis examples. This incorrect provenance has misled researchers looking
for parallels for unprovenanced pieces (Dunand 1990, 75, no. 143, 107–8, nos 249–52, 270–1, nos 802–6, from Musée
Guimet, many of which are Late Period Lower Egyptian pieces, likely from Naukratis or Memphis).
4 Sanctuaries where the majority of artefacts and inscriptions retained by the old excavations probably represent Greek
offering practices. However, recent British Museum excavations suggest this was only a small and biased sample of what
was originally found.
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Fig. 2 Cypriot figurines. a.-g. British Museum 1911,0710.106, 1911,0710.101, 1888,1006.1, 1888,0601.20,
1886,0401.1386, 1911,0606.1 and 1888,0601.100 © Trustees of the British Museum; h. Oxford, Ashmolean
Museum AN1896-1908-G.92 © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford.

Cypro-Archaic terracotta and stone figurines dating to the mid- to late 7th and mid-6th
century BC were found in significant quantities across Naukratis, particularly in the lowest
levels of the Archaic Greek sanctuaries of Apollo (Petrie 1886, pl. 44, stratum ΑΠ1 and ΑΠ 3),
Aphrodite (Gardner 1888, 34, marked with stratum numbers ‘T ΑΦ16’ and ‘T ΑΦ 17’), Hera and
the Hellenion (Gutch 1899, 71–72). Hand-made, wheel-made and mould-made terracotta as well
as limestone examples of mostly male or female figurine plaques of dedicants(?), but also figures
of Ptah, sphinxes, dogs, quadriga chariots, riders and animals were found (see Fig. 2 f–g), with
parallels made in Salamis, Amathus, Achna, Larnaka and Arsos (Karageorghis 1993; 1995; 1996;
1998; 1999). Two limestone sculptures were certainly dedicated by Greeks, as they have Greek
inscriptions (see Fig. 2d). Cypriot alabaster kouroi of the 6th century BC are closely related to
Greek sculpture and were possibly produced for a Greek market (the Cypriot provenance of the
gypsum alabaster was confirmed by scientific analysis: Jenkins 2001, 166–73, contra Pryce 1928,
183–84; Höckmann 2007, 176–77). The remainder are of types that could equally have been used
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by Cypriots or Phoenicians (they are attested at Cypriot and Phoenician settlements), but within
the ‘Greek’ sanctuaries of Naukratis, most likely represent votives left by Greek traders. There
is a peak in the dedication of Cypriot figurines that coincides with a peak in the offerings of
Chian and Corinthian pottery at the same sanctuaries during the late 7th to mid-6th century BC,
before a rapid decline (Fig. 4). Cypro-Classical to Hellenistic figurines of the 5th to 4th centuries
BC (see Fig. 2h) are the last imported Cypriot pieces, and were found within the Hellenion, and
particularly the Aphrodite sanctuary.

Fig. 3 East Greek and Greek figurines. a. and d. Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum 8.1899 and 3.1898 ©
The Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge; b., e., g. and i. British Museum 2011,5009.275–276, 1886,0401.1398,
1886,0401.1407 and 1888,0601.125 © Trustees of the British Museum; c. Cambridge, Museum of Classical
Archaeology NA350, NA355, NA390, NA850, NA426, NA803, NA509 © Museum of Classical Archaeology,
Cambridge; f. Bolton Museum 1911.44.25 © Bolton Library and Museum Service; h. Oxford, Ashmolean
Museum AN1886.493 © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford.
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Fig. 4 Graph showing the distribution of different figurine types and origins over time in Naukratis. Y axis displays quantity
of examples, whilst X axis displays increments of half centuries (early and late). Graph by author.

East Greek terracotta figurines (Fig. 3) were present in Naukratis from its founding, but
became common from the later 6th century BC (see Fig. 4).5 A particularly large deposit of East
Greek terracottas, mostly female protomes, was found in the second phase of the Hellenion.
A range of late 6th-, but particularly 5th- and some early 4th-century BC pieces was found
associated with dedications to Aphrodite; some of the protomes were made in Rhodes, others
copied in local materials (Fig. 3). This coincides with an increase in the dedication of Attic blackand red-figure vases, though few Classical Greek figurines from Athens and Corinth have been
found at Naukratis. The dedicatory practices perhaps represent a shift in trade patterns, or the
centres of trade, during the Persian period, from the Saite period that preceded it.
Few East Greek and Greek terracottas dating to the 4th century BC were found in Naukratis,
and most of these were found within the Hellenion. Like the Cypriot figurines, these stopped
arriving early in the 3rd century BC. With the exception of a few marble sculpture fragments,
likely completed in Egypt, there are few imported figurines that could be dated to the Ptolemaic
period or later. Following the construction of Alexandria, traders no longer dedicated figurines
at Naukratis’ sanctuaries, though the temporal distribution of imported stamped amphora
handles shows that significant imports continued to reach the vibrant Ptolemaic city of Naukratis
(Johnston 2015a), if now transhipped via Alexandria.
5 Likely production centres are Samos, Rhodes, South and North Ionia (Thomas 2015d).
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Egyptian figurines: technology, technique and style
Terracotta and stone figurines had a long tradition in Egypt and many of the figurines found
at Naukratis are typical for Late Period Lower Egypt. The terracottas are solid, either handmade, single mould plaques or made in two-piece moulds. They are limited to a small number
of subjects. Although this is still a relatively poorly researched field, the tools, skills, technology,
techniques, decoration and materials used by craftsmen to create figurines (Burn and Higgins
2001, 18) changed over time, and in conjunction with stylistic and subject changes can be used
as a reliable dating indicator (contra Ashton 2003, 72). For the difficult corpus from Naukratis
a flexible typology was developed that can incorporate future improvements, additions and
parallels (Thomas 2015c). The vast majority of Egyptian figurines found at Naukratis fall into
five technological groups: carved limestone, hand-made terracotta, terracotta plaques, solid and
hollow mould-made terracotta figurines.
Carved limestone figurines
Traditional Egyptian figurines and figurine plaques, carved from a soft fine limestone then
painted with red and black pigments, were common in Naukratis from the Saite to the early
Ptolemaic period. The nearest source of such fine limestone was Memphis (Klemm and Klemm
2008, 40), where such figurines were made at Saqqara, the cemetery of Memphis (Jeffreys et al.
1988, 33). The Saite and Persian period figurines and figurine plaques found at Naukratis were
crudely carved with a blade (leaving a flat bevelled edge), and are often little more than oblong
masses, with faint indications of limbs or heads and unfinished backs. These early types include
nude standing and reclining women, musicians, captives,6 hybrid fantastic creatures (humanheaded cats, birds, or sphinxes) and riders, but rarely phallic figurines (ithyphallic Harpocrates
and ‘erotic’ groups). ‘Common and popular in the sixth century BC the manufacture of them
lasted over a long period’ (Edgar 1905, 129). Petrie dated this ‘rude stone figurines’ industry to
the 6th to 4th centuries BC (Petrie 1886, 22, 34, 36, 40–41, 46). Petrie probably conflated these
with later developments of carved limestone figurines.
Later three-dimensional sculptures with rounded edges, often in a finely carved ‘naturalistic’
style, were produced during the Persian to early Ptolemaic periods. They were highly variable
in quality. Many crude examples have exaggerated features with bulging eyes, large noses,
pointed beards, pointed heads and fat rolls above the stomach. New types of figurine were
introduced, including reclining symposiasts, and a variety of phallic figurines and erotic groups
that outnumbered other 5th- and 4th-century BC Egyptian stone figurines from Naukratis. The
latest production (represented at Naukratis) was also the most common, with highly repetitive
stylised ithyphallic youths with drums produced in the 4th to 3rd centuries BC, made in Saqqara
(Quibell 1907, pl. 31.3; Martin 1981, nos 1209, 1216, 305, 1213, 1211, 801, 1214, 1215; Jeffreys
et al. 1988, 33–35, 41, 63, pl. 20a–d, pl. 21a–b, figs 65–67) and attested in Alexandria (Adriani
1952), Athribis (Myśliwiec 1997, 122, pls 8.1–4; 9.1–2), Buto (Ballet 2011, 108–9, fig. 59S), ThonisHeracleion (Goddio and Fabre 2008, 191, 308, no. 111; 311, no. 130), Schedia (Bergman pers.
comm), Memphis (Petrie Museum, UC48360–73) and Naukratis.
6 Found at fort and garrison sites at Dafana and Memphis, but also known from Thonis-Heracleion. On magical practices
associated with captives’ figures see Ritner 1993, 113–14.
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Hand-made terracotta figurines
Hand-made terracotta figurines from Naukratis were made from a coarse, poorly sorted, light,
organic and micaceous Nile silt fabric. Members were joined to the body and most details
modelled between thumb and forefinger, occasionally using wood or bone tools. Fired at low
temperature in an oxidising atmosphere producing a soft red-brown surface with a black core,
the fabric of these terracotta figurines is reminiscent of Late Period coarseware pottery that was
easily produced domestically in small kilns, such as the example found in nearby Kom Firin
(Thomas 2014a 179, 182), and that is identical to other Lower Egyptian terracotta production
(Thomas and Nicholson 2013, 201–7). The figures were rarely painted, with only occasional
traces of red slip or paint on flesh areas.
This was the preferred method of making animal figurines in the Late Period, particularly
quadrupeds, which have a long local tradition in the area (N. Spencer 2014, 176). Distinctive
‘pinched head’ style phallic and rider figurines were produced in the 5th to early 4th century BC
(Redmount and Friedman 1997, 63–65, fig. 5), representing perhaps the kyrbasia cap of Persian
riders. Female figurines were rarely hand-made, with the exception of a single late (4th to 3rd
century BC; Fig. 5i) model of a bound woman, perhaps the ingredient of a love spell (Montserrat
1996, 191).

Fig. 5 Egyptian figurines. a. and d. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum AN1896-1908-G.71 and AN1886.461 © Ashmolean
Museum, University of Oxford; b., c. and g. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 86.163, 86.165 and 86.381 © Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston; e., j., k., l. and m. British Museum EA 68815, 1886,0401.1422, 1886,0401.1468, 1900,0214.27 and 1888,0601.90
© Trustees of the British Museum; f. and h. Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum E.237.1899 and GR.15.1899 © The Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge; i. and n. Cambridge, Museum of Classical Archaeology NA494 and NA499 © Museum of Classical
Archaeology, Cambridge.
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Plaque and composite plaque figurines
Terracotta plaque figurines made in a single flat terracotta mould were made of an identical
fabric and in identical firing conditions (Spataro, Mommsen and Villing 2018) to that used for
the hand-made examples. However, greater detail was achieved by pressing Nile silt into a flat
(usually) terracotta mould, leaving a plain undecorated back. Terracotta moulds in this style were
found in Memphis or Naukratis (Petrie Museum UC56014), Tell Basta (Bailey 2008, no. 3264)
and unspecified sites in Egypt (Edgar 1903, 83, Cairo CG 32360). Once removed from the
mould, the back and sides were sometimes modelled, or a (hollow) base added. Excess clay was
cut away with a knife, which was also used to add incised details. Paint is rarely preserved on
these examples, which are often just slipped. The later 4th-century BC types sometimes had a
gypsum coating for red painted decoration.
Figurine plaques were the continuation of an Egyptian Dynasty 18 tradition that produced
mainly nude female figurines associated with Hathor (Giddy 1999, pls 7–12; Waraksa 2009, 2;
Teeter 2010, nos 1–9, 24–26). This technique was particularly popular in Persian period Naukratis,
until the late 4th or early 3rd century BC. Memphis production was very similar (Thomas and
Nicholson 2013, 201), but the majority of the examples found at Naukratis were produced locally
and numerous pieces from the same mould series have been found there (Figs 5 and 6). The
Late Period in Lower Egypt saw a proliferation of types being produced using this technique,
which were used in a diverse range of contexts, showing stylistic influences from the Near East,
the Aegean and Cyprus (Pinch 1993, 2.6.1 6B; Karageorghis 1999; Pilz 2009, 99). Innovations in
construction, decoration and style resulted in a variety of types, including composite forms that
incorporated moulded and hand-made elements from the Persian period onwards. By the 5th or
early 4th century BC complicated figurine groups were constructed by adding various mouldmade plaque pieces and hand-made elements.
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Fig. 6 Phallic figurines 7th century BC to 3rd century BC. a., b., c, e., h., j., m., o. and q. British Museum 1965,0930.953, EA
90337, 1965,0930.929, EA 90352, 1965,0930.928, 1973,0501.46, 1973,0501.64, 1973,0501.40 and 1973,0501.8 © Trustees
of the British Museum; d., f., l., n. and u. Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum E.131.1914, E.98.1914, E.126.1914, E.147.1914
and E.128.1914 © The Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge; g. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 86.386 © Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston; i., p., r., t. and v. Cambridge, Museum of Classical Archaeology NA588, NA587, NA601, NA581 and NA598 ©
Museum of Classical Archaeology, Cambridge; k. and s. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum AN1896-1908-E.4761 and E.4694, ©
Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford.

From the end of the 6th century BC a distinctive style emerged of exaggerated facial features
(Figs 5, 6 and 7), found across the Achaemenid Empire including Lower Egypt (Redmount and
Friedman 1997, 65; Thomas and Nicholson 2013, 210–12). Greek influences are clear from the
mid-5th century BC: one ithyphallic Harpocrates mould series was created from an imported
Rhodian temple boy figurine that was modified with a sidelock and made macrophallic (Fig. 6k).
This is the only clear Egyptian–Greek ‘hybrid’ figurine, although elements of Greek style and
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fashions, including the more ‘naturalistic’ Greek style and the Macedonian fashion for the melon
hair style or dress (Figs 5j, 5n, 6k and 7e), appear on the latest plaque figurines of the late 4th or
possibly early 3rd century BC. By this time, mould-made solid terracotta figurines were more
popular than plaques and it is doubtful that this production overlaps significantly with the largescale hollow figurine production underway at Naukratis in the late 4th and early 3rd century BC.

Fig. 7 Female figurines 7th century BC to 2nd century AD. a., g., i., j., k., p., q., s., t., u., v. and w. British Museum 1888,0601.113,
1886,0401.1394, 1886,0401.1469, 1888,0601.110, 1886,0401.1448, 1885,1010.28, 1888,0601.21, 1965,0930.954,
1886,0401.1452, 1973,0501.55, 1973,0501.69 and EA 68547 © Trustees of the British Museum; b., c., f., h. and l. Cambridge,
Museum of Classical Archaeology NA589, NA579, NA592, NA690 and NA665 © Museum of Classical Archaeology,
Cambridge; d. and r. Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum E.SU.147 and E.191.1899 © The Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge; e.
and o. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum AN1896-1908-G.78 and AN1909.1169 © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford;
m. Bolton Museum 1966.92.A © Bolton Library and Museum Service; n. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 86.395 © Museum
of Fine Arts, Boston.
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Solid mould-made figurines
Dense, solid, three-dimensional terracotta figurines were made in a two-piece plaster mould
(British Museum EA 68849 from Naukratis; Petrie Museum UC 35958 from either Memphis or
Naukratis), the join tidied with a blade. They were made from a well sorted, hard, fine, heavy,
sandy, non-organic Nile silt fabric fired at a high temperature, often in a reducing atmosphere
producing a dark grey or grey-brown figurine. Careful clay selection and processing, the use of
complicated plaster moulds, and more advanced kiln technology were introduced at this time.
The figures were coated with a gypsum-based preparation and painted with red, pink, blue, black
and green paint (which is still clearly visible on some examples).
The earliest examples appear in the 6th and 5th century BC in a rather crude unpainted form
(Fig. 6l), but most examples belong to the more ‘naturalistic’ style produced in the late 5th to 4th
century BC and possibly the beginning of the 3rd century BC. By the mid- to late 4th century BC,
these appear to have largely replaced plaque figurines, with large quantities produced at and for
the Naukratis market. This method was almost exclusively used to make ithyphallic Harpocrates
figurines, copying the form of the (less brightly painted) limestone figurines produced at Saqqara
(Quibell 1907; Martin 1981; Jeffreys et al. 1988), but sometimes with additional Greek attributes
(kausia and cloak) not attested elsewhere and distinctive of late 4th- and early 3rd-century BC
terracottas (Fig. 6q).
This technique was developed to meet the local demand for detailed and brightly painted
naturalistic-looking figurines of ithyphallic Harpocrates, directly copying Saqqara production,
with new polychromy influences coming from 4th-century BC Greek terracotta production that
entered Egypt via Naukratis (contra Ashton 2003, 72). Wholesale adoption of Greek hollow
terracotta technology in the Macedonian or early Ptolemaic period followed, briefly overlapping
with this production. However, these solid examples represent significant technological
experiments occurring prior to Greek rule in Egypt and may depict early local Greek (Naukratite)
interpretations of Egyptian subjects.
Hollow mould-made figurines
Hollow mould-made figurines are characteristic of East Greek and Greek imports to Naukratis
since the 6th century BC, but were not produced locally, except for one brief attempt at production
in the late 6th or 5th century BC (Fig. 5j).7 It is not until the end of the 4th century BC that there
were established local terracotta workshops introducing new technology, techniques and subjects
to the terracotta repertoire at Naukratis. Two workshops have been identified in northeast
Naukratis, where kilns, moulds and terracotta figurine wasters were found (Petrie 1886, 45,
‘Site 95’; Edgar, in Hogarth, Lorimer and Edgar 1905, 121, ‘Site 38’). Production of figurines
continued through the 3rd to 2nd centuries BC (Bailey 2008, 5), when mould-made pottery,
portable stoves and lamps were probably also produced at Naukratis. No Roman workshops
have been discovered. Local mould-made coroplastic production continued until the 3rd or 4th
7 Known only at Naukratis, the rare examples all represent nude women with one or both hands on the chest, wearing
an East Greek style polos and Cypriot earrings. They are mould-made with added plastic decoration, a hollow body and a
solid head, except for a vent running through the top of the head, which was attached to the body with a triangular tenon
(Thomas 2015c).
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century AD, as evidenced by the presence of a lamp-mould. Local production was necessary to
satisfy local demand, as imported examples are rare after the 4th century BC, even from other
parts of Egypt, including nearby Alexandria (Bailey 2008, nos 3517–18).
Locally made Ptolemaic to Roman figurines are characterised by a micaceous and organic
Nile silt often with quartz and white inclusions, highly fired, but light in weight (Higgins 1954,
404; Higgins 1967, 56; Bailey 2008, 5; Spataro, Mommsen and Villing 2018). They have a coarse
surface marked with numerous cracks and vesicles left by straw inclusions, except when covered
with a thin slip. The fabric used is finer than that used for hand-made and plaque figurines, but
cruder than that used on many solid mould-made examples. This fired dark red-brown to orange
in an oxidised atmosphere, at a high temperature, producing a durable, yet light, figurine. The
figurines were then coated in a gypsum- or, in the case of the coffin-fittings (Bailey 2008, 6),
calcite-based white wash that covered the rough cracked surfaces left by the fabric. The coating,
which often obscures fine moulded details, was painted brightly with red, green, pink, blue and
yellow pigments (Burn and Higgins 2001, 313–15).
It is likely that production had already started in Naukratis before the building of Alexandria,
the place usually associated with the earliest and finest Egyptian copies of this tradition, was
completed (Tezgör 2007, 266–73). In a technique copied from Greece8 in the late 4th century BC
onwards, two- or three-part plaster or terracotta moulds were used to produce highly decorated,
hollow, thin-walled figurines with a vent at the back, and often with a separate moulded and added
head. The style looked ‘naturalistic’, but the repertoire was still largely of Egyptian subjects with
some new Greek themes. In the early figurines of the 4th and early 3rd century BC of reasonable
quality, the back was still modelled, but already by the 3rd and 2nd century BC many figurines
were made with only a rough, un-modelled convex back with a simple circular vent, a feature
distinctive of increasingly hasty production techniques. Cleaning, smoothing and remodelling
were often only crudely done, with production quality deteriorating slowly over time. By the
Roman period, the figurines were rather stylised and crude, perhaps to allow for the features to
be clearly seen through the thick gypsum coating applied before painting.
Egyptian figurines: subjects and contexts
Late Period Egyptian figurines depict a limited range of subjects that reflect the everyday concerns
of Egyptian life. The majority of the figurines are of nude females and ithyphallic males. Saite
and Persian period limestone musicians, symposiasts, mythical creatures and captives were also
found. Rough hand-made quadruped figurines, particularly of cows, were significant for the cult
of Hathor and common in dynastic Egypt, but rams, birds, crocodiles and hedgehogs were also
found, with parallels in the Late Period Nile Delta (N. Spencer 2014, 53–54, 175).
Hand-made terracotta animals were not particularly common at Naukratis; the majority of
quadruped fragments come from riders, which were also made of limestone and represent two
different subjects: a small boy (sometimes ithyphallic, with a sidelock) or a bearded and armed
warrior. The latter type exemplifies a tradition attested also at many of Naukratis’ great trading
partners in Greece, East Greece, Cyprus and the Middle East, where bearded rider or charioteer
8 None of the Naukratis figurines copies directly ‘Tanagra’ mainland Greek production techniques; their abbreviated, more
rapid production means it is equally possible that these techniques correspond to a local interpretation introduced via an East
Greek or Cypriot Late Classical or early Hellenistic centre.
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figurines wearing a kyrbasia (cap) and Persian riding dress were produced (and sometimes
brought to Naukratis). Persian riders are common at 6th to 4th century BC Achaemenid sites
across the Near East, Greece and Cyprus (Ziegler 1962, pls 39–42, nos 482–536; McCown and
Haines 1967, pls 47–49, nos 245–62; Pruss 2000, 54; Downey 2003, 142–53) and were copied
locally at Naukratis, with a mould-made rider on a hand-made body. These Persian (or ‘Scythian’)
riders have been dated to between the 7th and the 3rd century BC in Egypt (Edgar 1905, 129;
Petrie 1909a, pl. 40; Higgins 1954, no. 1549; Dunand 1990, 215–16), though a date of 525–332
BC seems most likely for their production. They are well attested in 4th-century BC contexts,
including recent discoveries in Naukratis deposited before 380–330 BC. Fragments found in
early Ptolemaic contexts are probably residual finds. As in the Near East, these rider figurines
travelled, with the same mould series represented in both Memphis and Naukratis (Petrie 1909a,
pl. 40, no. 46; Cambridge MCA NA603). They may represent the dedicant (a soldier?), or a rider
god such as Kakasbos of Sagalassos, Sozon, Herakles, Maseis, Apollo or Heron (Poblome 1998,
205). In Naukratis they were only found in domestic contexts or along the river (maybe within
domestic trash dumps), but never within Egyptian sanctuaries (unlike Cypriot and Greek rider
figurines).
Representations of a child on horseback are first recorded as hand-made terracotta figurines
from the Third Intermediate Period in Egypt (Naville 1887, 56, pl. 17.5; Spencer 1993, nos 181–
227)9 and they continue into the Late Period (Brissaud 1994, 31, fig.9c; 1995, 31, fig. 3a; N. Spencer
2014, 176, nos F568, F440, F140; Petrie Museum UC48060–7, see also UC47916, UC48322), but
are rare at Naukratis (City Art Gallery and Museum, Bristol, H2223; Ashmolean Museum, Oxford,
E.237.1899; Bolton Museum, 1966.93.A). Flat limestone rider figurines of a youth, sometimes
ithyphallic with a sidelock, have been found with ithyphallic Harpocrates figurines at the ‘Bes
chamber’ of Saqqara (Quibell 1907, 13; Martin 1981, nos 303–4). Examples from Naukratis date
from the 6th to the mid-4th century BC and come from homes, wells, a redeposited Persian
period Egyptian sanctuary deposit (Petrie 1886; British Museum 1886,0401.1766; Masson
2015; Masson-Berghoff in this volume) and from the Hellenion sanctuary, where one example
dated 450 BC–350 BC carries the Greek inscription ‘Nymph ... I belong to ....’ (Hogarth 1899;
Johnston 2015b; British Museum 1900,0214.27). Terracotta figurines of the late 4th and early 3rd
century BC depict Harpocrates wearing Macedonian riding dress (kausia and cloak), occasionally
ithyphallic as ‘Eros on Horseback’ (Gutch 1899, nos 281–82), an iconography that continues in
various media until the Roman period (Nachtergael 1998, 177, pl. 7.1). The later Ptolemaic and
Roman Harpocrates rider figurines found at Naukratis were not depicted as ithyphallic.
Phallic figurines
Naukratis yielded a range of limestone and terracotta figurines of ithyphallic youths, usually with
a sidelock (see Fig. 6). Now generally accepted as representations of Horus-the-child, known to
the Greeks as Harpocrates (Gutch 1899, nos 268, 174, 209, 271–80; Dunand 1979, 77–78; Martin
1987, 71–84; Warmenbol 1998, 279; Ashton 2003, 73; Bailey 2008),10 these represent the ‘growing
popularity of the cult of infant gods propagated from the Egyptian Delta during the 1st quarter
9 These can be difficult to distinguish from ‘Persian riders’.
10 Some figurines had been interpreted as Memphite priests of Ptah, as representations of such priests are also depicted
wearing this characteristic sidelock (Walker and Higgs 2001, 184, no. 192; Ashton 2003, 73).
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of the 1st millenium BC’ (Gubel 1998, 644). Common during the 7th to early 3rd century BC in
Lower Egypt, these figurines confirm the presence of an indigenous domestic religion tradition
at Naukratis since its founding.11 The figurines were locally made, with some importation from
the Memphite region.
Ithyphallic figurines come in five forms: ithyphallic Harpocrates; ithyphallic Harpocrates in a
phallophoric procession group (with priests and Bes in supporting roles); ithyphallic Harpocrates
having intercourse with a Hathoric figure (Hathor?); ithyphallic Harpocrates on horseback; and
cultists or festival-goers carrying a macrophallic model (from a phallophoric procession). All
of them are linked to three significant features of Egyptian religion, for they symbolise the
inundation, represent ritual performance and reference the heiros gamos (sacred union):
1. The ithyphallic representation of Harpocrates is itself a symbol of the fertility of the Nile
flood (Dunand 1979, 77–78; Warmenbol 1998, 279), but additional symbols include frogs in the
4th to 3rd centuries BC, or Harpocrates in the hermaphrodite form of Harpokratis (Bailey 2008,
17, 69–71), which may reference aspects commonly associated with the Nile god Hapy.
2. The presence of wine amphorae, musical instruments and dance allude to phallophoric
processions and festivals (Myśliwiec 1997, 129), possibly the ‘festival of drunkenness’ (Barrett
2011, 124–27) in which the public engaged. The same elements also feature in later Ptolemaic
festival-goer figurines.
3. Figurines sometimes erroneously called ‘symplegma’ or ‘erotic’ figurines may be representations
of the heiros gamos (sacred union) of Hathor-Isis and the Horus-king that resulted in the
conception of the new solar child (Harpocrates, Barrett 2011, 124, 127). Alternatively, some may
represent ‘orgiastic cultic behaviour’ re-enacting the sacred union.
The inundation of the Nile was believed to be induced by the return of Isis-Hathor and the
conception of Harpocrates (Barrett 2011, 128–30, 432). The cyclical annual renewal (birth) of
Harpocrates (Horus-king) and the induced inundation were integral to the fertility of Egypt
and cemented the ruling dynasty into the everyday religious experience of Egyptians in the Nile
Delta, which also explains references to this festival in Cyprus and Delos and the spread of the
Isis-Serapis-Harpocrates cult across areas of Ptolemaic influence or under Ptolemaic rule.12
The ‘symplegma’ or ‘erotic’ figurines may represent this heiros gamos, or its re-enactment by
priests and priestesses dressed as gods. However, unambiguous cases of orgiastic cultic behaviour
11 Phallic figurines have a long tradition in Egypt, with wooden phalluses and phallic vessels used in the cult of Hathor, PtahOsiris and Min (Martin 1981; Pinch 1993). The Greeks connected these phallophoric processions with characters from the
Dionysiac thiasos (Dionysos, Priapus, Pan and Silenus), and understood their importance for the inundation and agricultural
fertility (Herodotus 2, 48 Plutarch Moralia V, 365B; Montserrat 1996, 173–74; Myśliwiec 1997, 126). As ithyphallic figurines
are rarely found in graves, their association with the funerary cult and processions of the Ptah-Sokar-Osiris cult at Saqqara
seems unlikely (Bailey 2008, 69–70, contra Martin 1981, 27, 89 and Ashton 2003, 73).
12 Early Ptolemaic manipulation of traditional Egyptian festivals included moving the dates (Delia 1998, 550; Barrett 2011)
and changing representations of deities. Terracotta Harpocrates figurines from Naukratis were occasionally depicted in
Macedonian dress (kausia and cloak), concealing the distinctive sidelock of Harpocrates, but perhaps appropriate when the
pharaoh (Horus) was Macedonian. Contemporary limestone representations produced in Saqqara were not depicted in this
way, but terracotta examples found there were (Jeffreys et al. 1988, pl. 18a–b).
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are rare.13 Festival activity represented on these figurines comprises feasting, drinking, leaping,
dancing, singing and musicians playing sistra, tambours (drums), cymbals, clappers (Herodotus.
2.60; Pinch 1993; Montserrat 1996, 169, 171; Myśliwiec 1997, 126; Jasnow and Smith 2011, 43)
and the trigonous harp (which had erotic significance) all represented within this corpus of
figurines. The Egyptians believed that hierogamies and the rituals surrounding the festivals,
which included genital exposure and ritual sex, made the Egyptian world fertile (Montserrat
1996, 166–67). However, such activity clearly had strong critics during the Ptolemaic and Roman
periods (Herodotus. 2, 64; Jasnow and Smith 2011, 48, 50), explaining perhaps the rapid decline
in the production of ithyphallic and ‘erotic’ figurines. While ithyphallic Harpocrates figurines
were produced as hollow vented figurines, they were rare from the 2nd century BC onwards.
The focus of the ‘festival of drunkeness‘, and the venue of ‘orgiastic cultic behaviour’, was the
‘columned porch (or place) of drunkeness‘ (Jasnow and Smith 2011, 42–43). This was possibly
one of the roles of the ‘Bes chambers’ at Saqqara (Klotz 2012, 394–96), which were decorated
with symbols also present on the Hathoric and ithyphallic figurines left as ex-votos there. While
these figurines were likely produced and acquired during the inundation festivities (Barrett 2011,
105), the majority were ultimately destined for the home (Redmount and Friedman 1997, 63).
Some were deposited in wells and bath houses (Hogarth 1903 diary 24 and 25 April on ‘well 2’;
Hogarth et al. 1905, 125; Myśliwiec 1997, 136). The archaeological context suggests that phallic
figurines had a varied use-life after acquisition. The apparent, if not easily comprehensible,
symbolism suggests these were perceived as imbued with powers concerning male or agricultural
fertility and protection, possibly used as protective amulets or apotropaic wards (Barrett 2011,
203), or in specific magical-medical rites, as also Horus-Khonsu cippi could be used (Hall 1977,
56; Kàkosy 1998, 620; Barrett 2011, 124, 202).
Female figurines
Two forms of nude female figurine appear throughout Naukratis’ history, from the 7th century
BC to at least the 2nd or 3rd century AD. The first is a standing nude type (Fig. 7a–q), sometimes
in a shrine and often identified as Hathor or Isis-Hathor figurines, or more generally as fertility
figurines (henceforth Hathoric figurine). The second is either of a squatting woman giving birth
(and often praying), or a reclining woman (resting after birth?) with one or more small children
(Fig. 7r–w; henceforth birth figurine). In earlier literature these were known by different names
depending upon their precise type and the period studied: as ‘concubines’, ‘baubo’, ‘beneficent
daemons’ or ‘orans’ figurines.14 Earlier pharaonic examples have been found with texts recording
13 Jasnow and Smith 2011, 9–53. Orgiastic cultic behaviour may have also been performed during the Bubasteia, moved
by Ptolemy III to coincide with Euergesia 1st of Payni/Shemu, and the rising of Sothis, harbinger of the Nile’s flood
(Montserrat 1996, 170; Jasnow and Smith 2011, 50–51). Greek and Roman sources focused on the licentiousness, excessive
eating, drinking dancing, singing and sex during festivals as negative characterisations of Egyptians (Montserrat 1996, 164–
65 on Strabo, Tacitus, Aristaenetus and Lactantius), particularly concerned by the perceived sexual freedom of their women,
or abuse of power by the priests (Montserrat 1996, 172; Klotz 2012, 394–96).
14 Nude female terracotta figurines have been hand-made since the Predynastic period and mould-made since Dynasty 18 in
Egypt, with a well-charted evolution through the New Kingdom into the Third Intermediate Period. They usually represent
a reclining nude woman with or without a small child, sometimes on a bed, and are predominantly found in houses or
domestic refuse, but also in temples, tombs and forts (Pinch 1993; Waraksa 2009, 2; Teeter 2010, nos 1–9 and 24–26). These
‘fertility figurines’ have been convincingly associated with domestic religion and the Hathor cult (Pinch 1983; 1993, ch. 2.9;
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their use in magico-medical healing and apotropaic rites performed by priests or magicians
connected with cults of Isis-Hathor-Mut-Anuket associated, albeit not exclusively, with women
and childbirth (Gutch in Hogarth 1899, 82, nos 49–56; Petrie 1886, 40; Waraksa 2008, 2–3). Both
forms are likely representations of Hathor (Hathoric figurine) or fertility votive offerings/ex-votos
in honour of Hathor (birth figurine), who was also equated with a number of other Egyptian and
foreign goddesses (Ai-Nehemanit, Sekhmet, Bastet, Wadjet, Smithis, Mut, Aphrodite, Astarte,
Anuket) and ultimately merged with Isis (Hogarth, Lorimer and Edgar 1905, 128; Bayer Niemeier
1988, 148, nos 263–67; Török 1995, nos 203–9; Myśliwiec 1997, 120; Waraksa 2008, 2; 2009, no.
3; Del Vesco 2009; Myśliwiec 2009, figs 11, 13, 14; Teeter 2010, nos 1–9 and 25–26; Rotté 2012,
15; Barrett 2011, 128–30, 432).
Distinctly different types appear in the 6th to 4th centuries BC in Lower Egypt, where nude
females are shown standing, sometimes within a shrine (Waraksa 2008, 1), sometimes with a child
or a wine amphora (Phoenician or Greek), occasionally wearing a polos, crown or kalathos15 over
a wig and carrying a tambour, influenced possibly by Greek, Phoenician, Cypriot and Levantine
Astarte figurine plaques (Pinch 1993, 2.6.1 6B; Karageorghis 1999; Pilz 2009, 99). Parallels exist
in limestone from Tell Balamun, Tell el-Yahudiya, Saqqara, Schedia and Athribis (Bailey 2008,
41; British Museum EA32230; Quibell 1907, pl. 30.5; Myśliwiec 1996, 10, fig. 2; 1997, 120; 2004,
figs 9–11, 13–14, pl. 3.1; Spencer 2003, 35, no. 16, pl. 33.16; Abd el-Fattah 1998, 51–52, fig. 24
respectively). It is unclear what the common influence for all these different regions was.
The female figurine is shown naked in a shrine, occasionally with a wine amphora or a small
child. The shrine is depicted with palm columns, sometimes Hathor capitals or Bes pillars. The
nude female, wine amphora, child and shrine are all significant. The shrine depicted maybe a
Mammisi ‘birth home’, a small chapel in late Egyptian architecture associated with a child-god,
decorated with papyrus or palm columns, Hathor-headed capitals, and scenes of the divine birth
(Arnold 2003, 33). This would also explain the presence of a child. The ‘Bes chambers’ walls
in Saqqara were decorated with large representions of Bes and nude standing females (Quibell
1907, 12–14, pls 26–29) wearing wigs and body chains known from Hathor figurines (Bailey
2008, no. 2994). These chambers contained ithyphallic representations of Harpocrates and have
been identified by some as a Mammisi and the location of ‘orgiastic cultic behaviour’ (Klotz
2012, 394–96), celebrated during the ‘festival of drunkenness’ in the ‘columned porch (or place)
of drunkeness’ (Jasnow and Smith 2011, 42–43). The representation of Hathor capitals and Bes
pillars, of the child and of wine amphora on Hathoric figure plaques and erotic groups from
Naukratis (Fig. 7m-q) and Sais (Daressy 1901, 230–39; Masoud 2014, pl. 4) may thus link these
figurines with the phallic figures discussed earlier and and with the festivals celebrating the
conception and birth of Harpocrates. The precise meaning is further complicated if one considers
that Mammisis were chosen as the location of Ptolemaic wedding feasts and that the exchange
2006; Teeter 2010) and should not be perceived as ‘concubines’ of the dead (Hogarth, Lorimer and Edgar 1905, 128). It has
been argued that the similarity in subject and possibly protective function does not prove a link with the Ptolemaic female
fertility/fecundity daemons also known as ‘baubo’ figurines (Török 1995, 132–33; Bailey 2008, 46–47, 51–53), the Roman
‘beneficent daemons’ or ‘orans’ figurines (nude or in later examples clothed: Bailey 2008, 43–50) and Byzantine ‘protective
female saints’, despite their clear resemblance to earlier forms and apparent protective or apotropaic function (Dunand 1984;
Bailey 2008, 107–8). The longevity of these nude female figurine forms from the New Kingdom to the Byzantine period may
represent a clear subject (pregnancy and childbirth), but the use of these objects changed over time.
15 An Athribis example in limestone wears the crown of Isis and stands next to Osiris in a shrine (Myśliwiec 1997, 120;
Krzyzanowska and Myśliwiec 2009, figs 11, 13–14).
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of dowry was held ‘in the presence of Hathor’ (Montserrat, Fantoni and Robinson 1994, 44–45).
A secondary meaning or function of these figurines could, therefore, concern marriage and the
‘socialisation’ of girls’ ‘initiation’ into womanhood (Pilz 2009, 98–110).
Hathoric figurines in shrines continued to be popular until the Macedonian or early Ptolemaic
period, where they are found (perhaps residually) in late 4th- to 2nd-century BC contexts at
Athribis (Myśliwiec 1997, 120; Krzyzanowska and Myśliwiec 2009, figs 11, 13–14). Over the
course of the 4th century BC, it appears that these standing figurines were simplified and
depicted in a more ‘naturalistic’ Greek style, eventually becoming the typical ‘Isis-Hathor’ nude
figurine in the same standing pose, wearing ‘Isis locks’ (wig) under a festival wreath with a large
kalathos, popular in the Ptolemaic and Roman periods (Fig. 7j–l).
The female figurines of the crude Egyptian limestone industry of the 6th to 4th century BC
were particularly ‘common and popular in the 6th century BC’ and found ‘scattered about the
town’ (Edgar 1905, 129). Saite birth figurine plaques were placed as ex-votos just outside of the
Great Temenos wall of the Amun-Ra complex (Fig. 1; see Masson-Berghoff in this volume),
while terracotta Hathoric figurines were found next to the Canopic branch of the Nile, following
New Kingdom ritual practice of throwing Hathoric figurines into the Nile to arouse the desire
of Hapy (van der Plas 1986, I.181; Barrett 2011, 308–9), seen also in contemporaneous Mendes
(Redford, Sternberg-el-Hotabe and Redford 1988, 67; Redford 2004, 129). Hathoric figurines
were also used as votive offerings to Greek goddesses. They were found with 6th- and 5thcentury BC offerings to Aphrodite in the Hellenion (Fig. 7) (Gutch 1899, nos 49–56) and have
been found in recent excavations in the area of the Dioskouroi sanctuary. Ptolemaic Hathoric
figurines were also left in the temples of Aphrodite and Hera. It is currently uncertain what
this long period of use of Egyptian Hathoric figurines within the ‘Greek’ sanctuaries means,
whether they were reinterpreted in this ‘Greek’ setting, or whether they represent some form of
shared practice between the followers of both the Egyptian and Greek religious pantheons in
Naukratis.
Ptolemaic and Roman figurines
In the Ptolemaic period there was an explosion in the quantity and variety of figurines produced
(see Figs 4 and 8), as well as a change of style. Types and subjects not previously produced in
the Late Period became particularly popular in the 3rd century BC and declined into obscurity
by the Roman period. Ptolemaic figurines can be broadly divided into five groups, each with
subgroups: Egyptian deities, Egyptian cult followers, votives, local Greek figurines and coffinfittings. There are a few miscellaneous pieces that do not fit into these groups.
Representations of Egyptian deities continued to be the most popular terracottas of the
Ptolemaic and Roman periods, particularly representations of (usually non-phallic) Harpocrates,
his mother Isis-Hathor, her dog Sothis (the harbinger of the inundation) and his protector Bes
(Figs 8–9). This continued until the 2nd or 3rd century AD, when the majority were found
in houses. The Apis bull, Sothis and Serapis were more significant in the Roman period than
before.
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Fig. 8 Ptolemaic and Roman figurines. a., b., e., g., h., i. and j. British Museum 1888,0601.107-108, 1888,0601.96,
1886,0401.1445, 1888,0601.109, 1888,0601.127, 1886,0401.1409 and 1886,0401.1537 © Trustees of the British Museum; c.
Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum E.233.1899 © The Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge; d. Birmingham, City Museum and Art
Gallery 1965A256 © Birmingham Museums Trust; f. and n. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 86.398 and 88.884 © Museum
of Fine Arts, Boston; k., m. and p. Cambridge, Museum of Classical Archaeology NA697, NA683 and NA675 © Museum
of Classical Archaeology, Cambridge; l. Glasgow, Kelvingrove Art Gallery and Museum 1895.1.f © CSG CIC Glasgow
Museums Collection; o. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum AN1896-1908-G.100 © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford;
q. Bolton Museum 1886.31.34 © Bolton Library and Museum Service.

Representations of the public and priests involved in religious processions are common in
the Ptolemaic period. This energetic group is depicted performing roles in a festival procession,
wearing Egyptian festival wreaths, playing musical instruments and carrying offerings or statues
to their deity. Their shaven heads and sidelocks identify them as priests and/or lay-followers of
Harpocrates. Nubian dancers, wrestlers, musicians and dwarf performers may also be associated
with these festivals, possibly representing the retinue of Isis-Hathor celebrating the festival of
drunkenness (Bailey 2008, 55–58; Barrett 2011, 433).
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Votives are a small and diverse group and include the well-known representations of pregnant
female figurines (Fig. 7s–w) known as fertility or beneficent daemons, orans figurines and later
female saints, votive models of animals and objects, figurine vessels and ampullae. They can be
grouped together under the general term ‘Egyptian votive or magic figurines’, as they represent a
continuity of subject and production, if not practice, from the Late Period Egyptian production,
that remained popular into the Roman and Byzantine periods (Bailey 2008, 81–83, 107–11).

Fig. 9 Graph comparing the occurrence of deities represented on Ptolemaic and Roman figurines from Naukratis and other
contemporary Egyptian settlements (comparative data after Boutantin 2014, 85, 89).

‘Local Greek’ figurines include the relatively rare representations of Greek deities, only
fractionally more popular at Naukratis than other Egyptian settlements (Fig. 9), mythological
characters (particularly satyrs) and the common representation of actors, women and children in
the ‘Tanagra style’. The Greek influence followed Hellenistic fashion and only became common
in the early and mid-Ptolemaic period (Fig. 10, ‘local Greek’), when Greek style figurative art
branched out into other artefact groups such as coffin-fittings, lamps, pottery and stoves. Roman
figurines developed out of the common Egyptian subjects produced during the Ptolemaic period,
although with a more restricted range and number, as they did elsewhere in Egypt (Thomas and
Nicholson 2013, 201).
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Fig. 10 Graph comparing the proportion of different figurine types and origins over time in Naukratis. Y axis displays
percentage of each type per period, whilst X axis displays increments of half centuries (early and late). Graph by author.

Conclusions
Naukratis was populated with people from various ethnic origins with different belief systems
and the figurine assemblage reflects these features. The new contextual information from archival
research and ongoing excavations makes this large corpus significant for understanding the
production, meaning, use-life and deposition of these objects. Broad trends can be seen within
this substantial corpus in three areas that are unlikely to drastically change with new excavations.
These areas concern production, Egyptian domestic religion and traders’ votive offerings. Each
tells a very different story about a distinct community (albeit with a small amount of overlap in
the case of Hathoric figurines), or aspect of a community, and how they evolved in the face of the
national and international political and economic fluctuations that impacted Naukratis.
Naukratis is a promising site to expect evidence for the transfer of technology and ideas
between people from different regions (Boardman 1999, 131). We can trace the development
of various industries using different techniques, manufacture and kiln technologies, clays,
coatings and pigments, and styles in response to a changing demand. Carved limestone, handmade and mould-made terracotta figurines and plaques were all produced to satisfy this demand,
and underwent technological and stylistic changes, until Greek mould-made hollow figurine
technology replaced it all in the 3rd century BC, following a short period of overlap. Handmade and plaque figurines were made of local coarseware fabric and used basic, domestically
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available firing technology. Plaque figures were an early attempt to streamline the manufacturing
processes and increase complexity in form and decoration. Solid mould-made figurines used
finer processed fabrics and had complicated painted details, requiring better firing technology,
more materials and more time to produce, presumably resulting in a higher-value object. The
mould-made hollow figurines of the late 4th century BC were produced at a reasonable level of
competence copying Greek archetypes, but degenerated steadily in production quality during
the 3rd century BC, while the industry expanded into the production of other artefact groups
(mould-made table pottery, coffin-fittings, lamps and stoves). One should be cautious before
assuming that this change occurred first in Macedonian or Ptolemaic period Alexandria, as
the developments seen in the Ptolemaic period are the product of technological and artistic
developments already observable in the 5th to mid-4th centuries BC at Naukratis.
Terracotta and stone figurines fulfilled popular local demand. While Greek-style pottery was
produced at Naukratis and a limited number of examples appear to depict the hybrid techniques,
technology, materials and subjects that one would expect from a settlement of such an ethnically
mixed ethnic character, the locally produced figurines remain distinctly Lower Egyptian from
the beginning of Naukratis’ founding to its abandonment. The local production of Greek
terracottas prior to the late 4th century BC was very small. The figurines produced were largely
of Egyptian gods, specifically Harpocrates-Horus and Hathor-Isis; typically they were found
in houses where they answered domestic religious concerns of protection and fertility (be it
related to family, or agriculture and the Nile inundation). From the 7th century BC through to
the 2nd or 3rd century AD, four main types of figurine, often in identical poses with the same
symbolism, can be seen: the nude standing Hathoric figurine (Isis-Hathor), Harpocrates (usually
ithyphallic or on horseback before the Ptolemaic period), his protector Bes and nude pregnant
females, often praying. These types were distinct in subject, find-spot/context and practice (how
they were used, for how long and in what setting) from the imported Greek figurines, which
were largely representations of the devotee that had been brought into the Greek sanctuaries.
The Ptolemaic period saw an explosion of variety of, and surge in production and demand for,
Greek-style figurines of Tanagra-style actors, women and children, as well as for representations
of Greek deities or mythical creatures (most notably Medusa as locally produced Greek-style
coffin-fittings), which similarly appear on lamps, stoves and pottery. More significant perhaps
is the introduction of the increased variety and quantity of representations of festival-goers and
priests performing in a procession, or a religious ritual. What is perhaps surprising is that by the
Ptolemaic period, representations of Greek deities are only slightly more common at Naukratis
than at other Egyptian settlements (see Figs 9 and 10): the assemblage then, outside the Archaic
Greek sanctuaries, is very Egyptian in character from the Late Period to the Roman period.
Naukratis was a settlement created primarily for trade and there is significant evidence of
this trade represented in the dedications by traders of figurines from Cyprus, East Greece and
other parts of Greece in the sanctuaries of Apollo, Aphrodite, Hera and the Hellenion. Despite
the large numbers of previously unpublished Egyptian pieces found largely in the town, the
imported figurines remain an important assemblage for understanding Greek votive practices
in the Archaic and Classical periods. The inscribed pottery, including inscribed Cypriot pottery
and two Cypriot figurines, from the sanctuaries suggests many of the pieces were clearly offered
by Greeks. However, many uninscribed Cypriot and East Greek figurines are of types that are
commonly found at Cypriot and Phoenician settlements. This raises the possibility that the votive
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assemblage of Naukratis was in fact more diverse than the epigraphic record might lead one to
believe. The 2014–16 British Museum excavations of the Hellenion and Dioskouroi sanctuaries
produced more diverse material than expected, suggesting that a diverse trading community
converged on Naukratis from the late 7th and 6th centuries BC onwards.
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‘The Jew, the Mahometan and the Christian deal with one another as if they were from the
same religion, and only call infidels those who go bankrupt’: Voltaire’s famous words about
the London Stock Exchange in the early 18th century highlight how the pursuit of profit can
unite representatives of different faiths in one common aim.1 In the ancient world, too, trade
and commerce brought into contact not just different peoples but also their religious practices
and ideas and these, in turn, could acquire a vital role in such cross-cultural contact. This is
true also for interrelations between Egypt and the Mediterranean world in the 1st millennium
BC (Villing 2017b, with further literature). Egyptian pharaohs offered diplomatic gifts to
major Greek sanctuaries; Greek and other foreign mercenaries made dedications to Egyptian
sanctuaries and erected tomb monuments combining Egyptian and foreign funerary rites; and
trading ports hosting ethnically mixed populations and their sanctuaries became gateways for
economic exchange between Egypt and the Mediterranean world.
One such interface was the port city of Naukratis, located on the Canopic branch of the Nile,
some 80km inland of the Mediterranean Sea and of its sea-facing sister-port Thonis-Heracleion
(Fig. 1). As a place where from the late 7th century BC Greeks (and other foreigners) lived
and worshipped side by side with Egyptians, Naukratis offers a unique perspective on the role
of religion in the interaction between Egypt and its neighbours that has attracted increasing
scholarly interest of late (Demetriou 2012; 2017; Daniels 2015; Williams 2015). Drawing on the
latest research on Naukratis and referencing some of the key trajectories of current scholarship,
the present article aims to provide an overview of the religious landscape of Naukratis set
into a wider comparative framework, both past and present. A discussion of (some) historical
approaches to cross-cultural trade and trading ports from the 19th to the 21st century provides
the historiographical background for assessments of Naukratis. It is followed by an outline of
the city’s sacred and economic topography and connectivity, before a final section explores how
archaeological and historical evidence and comparative data available to us today may help to
shed light on the relationship between religious and commercial practices and processes in a
pluri-ethnic port.

1 Voltaire, Lettre VI. Sur les Presbytériens, in Lettres philosophiques, Amsterdam 1734. Translation modified from Gekas
and Grenet 2011, 89. I am grateful to Alan Johnston, Barbara Kowalzig, Aurélia Masson-Berghoff, Astrid Möller and Ross
Thomas for helpful discussion and comments during the gestation of this article.
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Fig. 1: Map of the Egyptian Nile Delta with ancient sites, Nile channels and canals marked. © François Leclère,
based on satellite image of 02 05 2003, Visible Earth Record no. 24588 (Jacques Descloitres, Modis Rapid
Response Team, NASA/GSFC).

Economy, religion and cross-cultural encounters
Historical perspectives on trading ports: from the 19th to the 21st century
With most of Archaic Greek trade, and a substantial portion of Classical trade, probably passing
through the port, Naukratis was a key hub in the commercial networks that linked Egypt and the
Greek world.2 Its role as a gateway was reflected in its dual economic structure: as is clear from
the decree inscribed by pharaoh Nectanebo I in 380 BC on a pair of nearly identical basalt stelae
erected at both Thonis-Heracleion and Naukratis (von Bomhard 2012; Fig. 2), Naukratis was
not only a Greek-administered emporion housing Greek traders and their sanctuaries (Herodotus,
Histories 2.178–79; cf. Bresson 2005; Demetriou 2011), but also an Egyptian per-meryt, ‘house/
domain of the harbour/riverbank’, run by and controlled by Egyptian officials and indeed their
temples (Agut-Labordère 2012; cf. Colburn 2018).
Naukratis’ special status as a trading port at the cusp of two great civilisations that united
traders from a dozen otherwise fiercely independent Greek cities has long inspired comparison
2 There is no space here to discuss the nature of trade via Naukratis; for further details and literature see: Möller 2000;
Villing 2013; 2015. The exact date and nature of Naukratis’ trade monopoly is disputed; it is mentioned in Herodotus (2.179)
as a thing of the past and thus appears to have been in place either from the site’s foundation or from the time of Amasis,
until probably the beginning of Persian rule.
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with the great international trading harbours of modern history. For German 19th-century
Egyptologist Georg Ebers (1887, 77), the confederation of Greek merchants at Naukratis recalled
first and foremost the arrangements of the Hanseatic League, a Northern German organisation
of traders and cities that existed from the 12th to the 17th century (Hammel-Kiesow 2000).
With trading stations (kontors and factories) from Novgorod to Lisbon, including a major kontor
at London’s Steelyard, Stalhof (Fig. 3), the Hanse successfully operated across the numerous
political borders that divided not just its trading partners but also, as at Naukratis, its members.
Ebers (as others after him, cf. Krämer 2016, 89) also drew comparisons with the Portuguese and
later Dutch port of Deshima (or Dejima), situated on an artificial island in the bay of Nagasaki
(Fig. 4a). Between the 17th and 19th centuries, foreign traders in isolationist Edo-period Japan
were confined here, largely to stave off the threat of European interference in internal politics
and the propagation of Christianity (Goodman 1986; 2000; Blake Willis 2008). Even though
access to the island was highly regulated, geishas (Fig. 4b) were among those who regularly
crossed the boundary, an aspect that may well have reminded Ebers of the famously beautiful
hetairai of Naukratis (Herodotus, Histories 2.135), some of whom at least may have been Egyptian
(Villing 2013, 86–87; Johnston 2014, 44).

Fig. 2: The ‘decree of Sais’ of Pharaoh Nectanebo
I on the Naukratis stela, 380 BC. Cairo, Egyptian
Museum JE34002. © Egyptian Museum, Cairo.
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Fig. 3: London Steelyard 1812, etching and engraving by Bartholomew Howlett, ‘The Steel Yard &c. Thames
Street’. British Museum 1880,1113.1512. © Trustees of the British Museum.

Fig. 4: a) Nagasaki bay with Dejima, mid-19th-century Japanese woodblock print. British Museum 1951,0714,0.28.
© Trustees of the British Museum; b) a Dejima prostitute with a portrait of her Dutch lover, Japanese woodblock
print, c. 1800. British Museum 1951,0714,0.20. © Trustees of the British Museum.

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Villing_24.pdf

209		

ALEXANDRA VILLING

BMSAES 24

For 19th-century British scholars it was treaty ports in China such as Hong Kong or Canton
that most readily sprang to mind as comparisons (Rennell 1830, 530), often carrying with them
colonial notions of cultural hierarchy. Percy Gardner’s (1892, 191) vision of the establishment of
Naukratis as the first step in the domination of ‘uncongenial’ Egypt by the ‘enterprising Hellenic
race’ with its ‘nobler order of ideas’ is perhaps the best-known example, comparing the Greeks in
Egypt with the position of ‘an Englishman in Canton’ – and perhaps, implicitly, the British in late
19th-century Egypt. Flinders Petrie, the first excavator of Naukratis, too, refers to British Treaty
ports, but also the great British manufacturing centres: foregrounding the port’s economic role,
he saw in Naukratis ‘the Greek Hong Kong and Birmingham in one’ (Petrie 1886b, 47).
The fundamental intertwining between wider social, religious and political frameworks and
scholarly knowledge creation is quickly becoming well-trodden ground in the study of 19thcentury Egyptology (Gange 2013), and we are rightly alert to the dangers of facile equations
that illuminate current preconceptions more than ancient realities. Nonetheless, comparative
approaches can be instructive. Among the most productive and influential strands in scholarship
over the past decades have been those that have drawn on ethnographic parallels and modern
economic theory or studied the social networks of trading diasporas. The former have pointed
to how the relationship between locals and foreign traders always carried with it an inherent
tension: cities or states had an economic need to attract foreign traders, which often involved
granting them certain privileges, rights and protections as an economic and social status group;
at the same time they also needed to regulate their activities, not least to mitigate the risk of
political interference and social conflict (Gekas and Grenet 2011; Gelderblom 2013). As Philip
Curtin observed in his classic study (Curtin 1984), cross-cultural trade frequently involved the
physical segregation of foreign traders. In the medieval kingdoms of sub-Saharan Africa, for
example, commercial transactions were handled by Muslims in separate trading or merchants’
towns, close to, but physically distinct from, royal residences. This recalls the situation at Dejima,
but Naukratis, too, has been considered a classic example, from both a cultural and an economic
perspective. Thus, Astrid Möller in her 2000 study of the site argued in detail for Naukratis as
conforming to Karl Polanyi’s economic model of a ‘port-of-trade’, a well-connected but physically
segregated port that facilitated exchange between differently organised economies, in this case
the redistributive, centralised economy of Egypt and the individually enterprising traders of
Greece (Möller 2000; 2001; Graslin and Maucourant 2005).
Undoubtedly Naukratis did indeed function as an intercultural interface within a regulated
environment controlling trade and taxation, but it would probably be a mistake to expect it to
fully adhere in all respects to the ideal type of a port-of-trade (Demetriou 2012; Daniels 2015,
303–5; Krämer 2016). This is not least because rigidly centralised, redistributive models of Near
Eastern economies have been increasingly questioned in recent scholarship, indebted in part to
‘orientalising’ tendencies in scholarship (e.g. Nakassis, Parkinson and Galaty 2011; Bennet and
Halstead 2014; Manning 2018, 42–43, 174–75). Instead, more nuanced models that recognise
a greater interplay between central economic power and private initiative are gaining ground
also for Egypt (Warburton 2010; Zingarelli 2010). This is true especially for the Late Period,
where sources suggest that greater individual economic agency went along with a rise in ‘middle
classes’ and greater local or regional independence (Assmann 1996b, 90–92; Agut-Labordère
2013; Moreno García 2015). New archaeological discoveries, moreover, raise questions regarding
Naukratis’ ‘isolation’ from its hinterland. Finds of Greek fineware pottery at coastal Thonis-
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Heracleion (Grataloup 2015), Rhakotis (Weber 2012, 202–04) and Plinthine (Dhennin and Redon
2013; Barahona-Mendieta, Pesenti and Redon 2016) and farther inland at sites such as Kom
el-Ahmar (Mohamed Kenawi, pers. comm.) or the city of Sais (Weber 2012, 209–12; Wilson,
this volume) suggest that exchange with Greeks from the late 7th century BC onwards also
reached sites in the wider region around Naukratis, highlighting the danger of basing historical
conclusions on scant excavation and surface survey data, when much evidence still lies deeply
buried under the Delta’s alluvial soil (Masson-Berghoff and Thomas forthcoming).
These developments are mirrored in scholarship in related fields. A case for considerable
interaction in comparable ‘trading colonies’, for example, has recently been made for the trade
‘diaspora’ of Assyrian merchants residing in kārums (‘ports’) in Anatolia (Gräff 2005; Michel 2014).
Contrary to expectations, the lower city of 19th–18th century BC Kanesh in central Anatolia, a
key centre for long-distance trade, displayed no clear segregation of neighbourhoods (Michel 2014
with further references); rather, textual records indicate that while some areas were dominated
by Assyrians, others housed a mixed population of Assyrians and Anatolians. Domestic material
culture showed little difference between houses, and nor did faunal assemblages (Atici 2014).
On the other hand, Assyrians clearly retained at least some of their funerary and, importantly,
religious customs, including maintaining a local temple to their god Assur. A certain amount
of reciprocal borrowing was nonetheless observed in the religious sphere, with Anatolian ritual
objects present in both ‘Assyrian’ and ‘Anatolian’ houses, and Assyrians worshipping the local
Anatolian goddess of Kanesh, Annā, while Anatolians occasionally swore to a symbol of the
god Assur (Michel 2014, 78). Interestingly, also for the ‘trading towns’ of sub-Saharan Africa
described by Curtin (1984), archaeological work at Gao-Saney and Gao Ancien suggests that
while the former indeed was home to a mercantile community that likely served the latter, its
population was not confined to Muslim North African merchants but comprised a substantial
indigenous population as well as nomadic groups, while also the probably royal town of Gao
Ancien, at least in later periods, included Muslim residents of local and North African origin
(Insoll 1997).
Further instructive comparative data is provided by the complex economic networks operating
in the medieval and early modern Mediterranean, from foreign traders in Venice (Concina 1997;
van Gelder 2009) to the diasporas of Jewish merchants (Trivellato 2009; Goldberg 2016; cf. also
Gekas and Grenet 2011), where commercial partnerships were often international and bridged
religious and cultural boundaries, though not at the expense of dispensing with cultural traditions.
The need for communication fostered the spread of a commercial lingua franca well beyond the
Mediterranean (Dakhlia 2016), while a network of ports linked the Christian and Muslim shores
of the Mediterranean and served as hubs for information exchange and deal-making. Zones that
reliably produced agricultural surpluses, such as Sicily or the Nile Delta, were long-term elements
in exchange networks (Goldberg 2016, 23–24, 343–44). Jews and Armenians were among the
most active agents in such long-distance trade, but Greeks also played important roles: throughout
the 17th and 18th centuries, about half the shipping between Egypt and the rest of the Ottoman
Empire was carried out on Greek and Turkish ships, with merchants coming primarily from the
Aegean coastline of Anatolia or the nearby islands of Lesbos, Chios, Samos, Kos and Rhodes,
as well as from Thessaloniki and Crete (Greene 2010, 122–37) – a roll-call not far removed from
that of Naukratis, once more underlining the long-term persistence of geographical connectivity
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(Braudel 1966; Horden and Purcell 2000).3 The grand houses of the port cities of Damietta and
Rosetta (Fig. 5) testify to the role played by immigrant Anatolian and European merchants.
In such settings of close contact, as Curtin noted, it was often the case that ‘intermarriage
produced a mixed-race, mixed-cultural community able to act as cultural brokers’ (Curtin 1984,
150); similarly, marriage could underpin long-distance links between business partners. Such
intermingling, though, was not left unregulated. Coexistence and interaction among diverse
groups was subject to articulated state policies, but was regulated especially by social norms and
codes of behaviour (Trivellato 2009; Gekas and Grenet 2011, 100–01). Nonetheless, coexistence
was not always conflict-free: as the story of the big Eastern Mediterranean trading cities from
Alexandria to Smyrna shows, periods of harmonious coexistence alternated with violent conflict
often sparked, at least on the surface, by religious tension (Mansel 2010).

Fig. 5: View of Rosetta, 1802. Baron Dominique Vivant Denon, ‘Vue de Rosette’, study for pl. 14 of Voyage
dans la Basse et la Haute Égypte, pendant les campagnes du Général Bonaparte. British Museum 1836,0109.13.b.
© Trustees of the British Museum.

3 It is interesting to note in this context that in the Ptolemaic period, immigrants to Alexandria included individuals from
the areas of Cyrenaica, Caria, Pamphylia, Thrace, Crete, Attika, Thessaly, Ionia, and the cities of Cyrene, Athens, Herakleia,
Miletos, Syracuse, Magnesia, Corinth, Chalkis, Aspendos and Argos, a list that in part attests to long-standing maritime links
but also reflects more recent political developments: Mueller 2005, 77.
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Negotiating identities, regulating interactions: deliberating the role of religion in economics
With both religious and economic behaviour deeply embedded in social and cultural structures,
it is no surprise perhaps to find the two were frequently intertwined.4 To this day the maritime
ex-votos in the church of Notre-Dame de la Garde at Marseilles (Gambin 2014) bear witness
to the need for divine protection for dangerous long-distance travel, exemplified through the
ages in port sanctuaries and maritime religion (Fenet 2016; Eckert 2016; see also Gambin 2014;
Jaspert, Neumann and di Branco 2018). Yet the commercial aspects of travel also benefited from
divine patronage. This has been highlighted especially in recent research drawing on insights
from so-called New Institutional Economics, which has emphasized the fact that, besides
institutional and community organisation, it is shared, supra-institutional and socially enforced
codes of behaviour and expectations that provide ‘market governance’ for international business
communities (Trivellato 2009): in this context, religion can function both as a rallying point for
trading communities, and as a lingua franca of trust to mitigate the economic risk of bad dealing.
Both aspects have been recognised and exploited from antiquity to modern times.
For ancient Greeks, ‘those men with whom I share sacrifices and common festivities’ (Isaios
fr. 4 Scheibe, apud Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Isaios 10) were as good as kin: cult activity
establishes a close social bond, a bond that distinguishes those in the worshipping group from
those on the outside, but into which foreigners may be invited to join, e.g. in communal feasting
(Vlassopoulos 2015). The economic role of this phenomenon is exemplified e.g. in the foreign
(Greek, Italian, Phoenician and Egyptian) merchant associations of Delos, vital agents in the
Hellenistic Mediterranean economy who congregated in their own sanctuaries and meeting
places. As scholars have noted, the Delian merchants’ religious institutions and practices were
a means of organising practical support, asserting their corporate identity and thus fostering
trust in prospective business partners (Rauh 1993, with Boussac and Moretti 1995; Hasenohr
2003; Zarmakoupi 2015). Similar commercial associations of merchants, which functioned as
‘intermediate’ institutions between market and government and bolstered merchants’ negotiating
position in relation to state authorities, were a common feature also of modern ports; while
frequently multi-ethnic, they could also become focal points for the shaping of new shared
identities (Gekas and Grenet 2011, 96–100). One especially pertinent example is the church
of Nossa Senhora do Loreto in Lisbon, founded with papal permission in 1521 as a religious
congregation to represent the Italian merchants in Portugal (Trivellato 2009, 216–17). As Italy
still lacked a formal political identity at that point, the case presents an intriguing parallel for
the crystallisation of a Panhellenic identity among diverse Greek traders around the Naukratite
Hellenion, which was both a sanctuary and the centre of the port’s Greek administration (Malkin
2011, 87–95; Demetriou 2012).
In addition to constituting groups, religion also helped to mediate between them. Even if
details of belief were not shared, a common recognition of divine authority and parallel cultural
practice ensured that divine oversight of transactions and the threat of sanctions proved a
powerful institution for regulating economic behaviour (Padilla Peralta 2013; Daniels 2015).
If this international ‘language of trust’ worked for Jewish, Muslim and Christian merchants, it
was even more effective among traders operating within the polytheistic systems of antiquity,
4 The fundamental argument is set out in Eidinow 2015, who rightly underlines that economic behaviour can never be
entirely disembedded from a society’s culture and its institutions, principles and processes.
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in which even gods could be ‘translated’ from one culture to another (Assmann 1996a; Pfeiffer
2005; Parker 2017, 33–76). Examples for the economic role of such ‘translation’ range from the
worship of Baal and his identification with Poseidon by the Institution of the Poseidoniasts of
Berytos, an association of merchants from Beirut on Hellenistic Delos (Hasenohr 2007), to the
Mediterranean-wide networks of cults of Aphrodite-Astarte or Herakles-Melqart (Malkin 2011,
119–41), to which perhaps also the cult of Herakles(-Khons) at Thonis-Heracleion and Naukratis
(Höckmann 2010; 2013) can be added.
The cults of Naukratis: mythical landscapes, urban topographies and sacred networks
Sacred geographies and commercial networks
For the peoples of the Mediterranean, and none more so than the Greeks, religion was thus a
vital social and economic institution that underpinned notions of self and other and regulated
interaction. At the same time, it was also a way to help map and organise, cognitively and
mentally, physical, political and economic space (see Kowalzig 2007; Lane Fox 2009; Malkin
2011; Vlassopoulos 2013, 147–54; Gambin 2014). Mythical journeys of heroes and gods – and
later of saints – encapsulated knowledge of Mediterranean land- and seascapes as well as of the
peoples that inhabited them, and thus provided important orientation for sailors, travellers and
traders. Landmarks such as shrines were the physical markers within this conceptual landscape.
Actual journeys, such as pilgrimage to sanctuaries (Greek theoria), and the filiation of cults forged
and structured networks of sacred geographies and helped to regulate the flow of traffic along
well-ploughed routes. Major festivals fulfilled an economic role themselves as periodic markets.5
Religious networks that were spelled out in myth and embodied in ritual performance often
followed the trajectories of trade, thus mapping maritime knowledge onto religious practice
as well as entailing notions of social and economic obligation and reciprocity that enhanced
economic security (Kowalzig 2007, 56–128; 2010; 2013, 198–210; Kowalzig 2018) or embodied
political power, as in the case of the Athenian Empire or the Ptolemaic network of Isis-Arsinoe
shrines.
As is discussed more fully in the present volume by Carrez-Maratray (see also Fabre 2006;
Villing 2017b), in the Greeks’ mental maritime map Egypt was primarily the Nile Delta, often
conceptualised as a Mediterranean ‘island’ (Strabo, Geography 17.1.4). Egypt’s coastal regions were
woven into familiar Greek narratives, such as the story of Typhon (Herodotus, Histories 3.5),
which links the area beyond Pelusium with the central Egyptian religious narrative of Horus
vanquishing Seth, Perseus’ Watchtower (Herodotus, Histories 2.15), or the characters of Kanobos
and Thon referencing the ports of Canopus and Thonis-Heracleion (Goddio 2015).
Naukratis, too, was embedded in this sacred landscape, though not so much through myths
but rather through its cults. This is most obvious in the case of the sanctuary filiations of
Samian Hera, Milesian/Didymaean Apollo and Aeginetan Zeus, to which I will return later.
The persistence (or revival) of links between mother and filial cult is illustrated by a Hellenistic
inscription attesting that Apollo at Didyma received sacrifice and a phiale from two Naukratites
(Anaxithemis son of Anaxithemis, and another person of whom we do not have the name,
5 Horden and Purcell 2000, 438–49; Rutherford 2013; Kowalzig 2018; for the medieval and later periods, see e.g. Bacci and
Rohde 2014; Dabag et al. 2016. On festivals and markets, see Horden and Purcell 2000, 432–34; Davies 2007.
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son of Androteles) perhaps members of a Naukratite religious delegation, theoria, or perhaps
proxenoi (‘agents’) of Naukratis in Miletos (Rutherford 2013, 289–91, 300–03). But Naukratites
also participated in wider sacred networks: in the 6th century BC they contributed to a gift
of alum for the temple at Delphi (Herodotus, Histories 2.180)6 and by the mid-4th century BC
they were active as dedicants in Delos.7 Later on, Delos was also one of the places recorded as
having a local ‘agent’ in Naukratis. This proxenos, Dionysios, son of Potamon, is one of several
individuals from Naukratis who were appointed formally to act as agents for particular cities,
representing their (commercial) interests at Naukratis and acting as ‘guest friends’ to visitors
from these cities.8 Between the latter half of the 5th and the 3rd century BC, nine such proxenies
are attested linking Naukratis with Lindos, Rhodes, Ios, Kos, Iasos, Delos, Delphi and Athens
(Fig. 6 and Table 1). The inscriptions recording the decrees conferring the proxeny were erected in
sanctuaries of the cities that issued the decrees, and thus placed under the protection of the gods;
one of them, the Lindian proxeny decree for Damoxenos (Fig. 7),9 moreover stipulated a copy to
be erected in the Hellenion. Clearly, Naukratis was significant enough to engender demand for
proxenies, and much of this significance was probably economic: flourishing trade with Egypt
is evident not only from the mention of Egyptian traders and Egyptian imports in Athenian
comedies,10 but also from the presence of Egyptian traders among the resident foreigners, metics,
in the Athenian port of Piraeus, who established a shrine of Isis here (Simms 1988–89; Sofia 2016,
70–74, 116–18; Villing 2017a, 88). Among the several grave markers of Naukratites who died in
Athens is that of Phaidimos, who was buried just before or soon after 400 BC (Fig. 8),11 as well as
that of Pais (‘boy’ – a generic slave name?), whose mid-4th-century BC tomb stone in the Piraeus
bears both a Greek and a demotic inscription, suggesting he was of Egyptian parentage.12 Yet
proxenoi also had vital religious roles, such as hosting envoys announcing Panhellenic and other
6 That the Delphic oracle may have been involved in sanctioning the foundation of sanctuaries at Naukratis is suggested by
Williams 2015, 185–86 fig. 8, p.193, in relation to a votive inscription restored – perhaps too optimistically – as Aphro]dite
Py[thochrestos; a possible role of the foundation of Naukratis as a polis is argued by Herda 2008, 48
7 Several dedications are recorded: Delphi, CID II 4 (360 BC) col. 1, lines 37–37 (Ναυκρατῖται ἐξ Αἰγύπτου), col. 3, lines
21–26 (Εὐτέλης Ναυκρατίτας; Τύρις Ναυκρατίτας); Delphi, CID II 10 (356 BC) fr. B (at least three Naukratites whose names
are only partially preserved).
8 Bresson 2000, 26–36; Pébarthe 2005; Rutherford 2013, 194–95; http://proxenies.csad.ox.ac.uk/.
9 Pushkin Museum of Fine Arts, Moscow, I.1.a.3019, from collection Golenischeff; see Bresson 2000, 27–35.
10 They include linen, papyrus, alabastra, bread, cakes, Nile fish, spices, myrrh, natron and medicinal plants: Sofia 2016,
xx–xxvi.
11 Marble loutrophoros inscribed with the name Phaidimos of Naukratis, British Museum 1816,0610.124 (Sculpture 683;
Inscription 105): IG II–III(2).3.2 9986; Redon 2012, 78–79 no. 6; Ginestí Rosell 2012, 344 no. 490. I am grateful to Robert
Pitt for confirming the dating of this piece.
12 Bäbler 1998, 209 no. 3; Ginestí Rosell 2012, 346 no. 492. I am grateful to Günter Vittmann for sharing his thoughts on
the difficult demotic text of the Piraeus stela (which will also be discussed by Vleeming in preparation), not all of which can
be read with certainty. It is unclear whether the Greek Pais has a demotic equivalent in, but according to Vittmann at least
two other (male) names are present, Achoapis and Petamunis(?), the latter designated as a father. Other individuals from
Naukratis attested on 5th–4th-century BC grave markers from Athens include Parmenon, Dionysios son of Parmenon, and
Olympos son of Sannion. Among other individuals from Egypt recorded in Athens from the late 5th century BC onwards
are the ‘Egyptian’ Hermaios of Thebes, a weaver, as well as several women, among them Saitis, the daughter of Egyptian
Euethis. The evidence is discussed in Bäbler 1998, 69–77, 207–11 nos 1–8; Bresson 2000, 34, 77; Redon 2012; Ginestí Rosell
2012, 344–47 nos 489–96. To my knowledge there is no evidence as yet for any residents, Egyptian or otherwise, of ThonisHeracleion having lived or died abroad.
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significant festivals including those of Delphi and Delos – indeed, this must be the prime reason
that the latter two sites both entertained proxenoi at Naukratis. Of course, sacred geographies
and commercial networks were by no means segregated, as not least the case of Hellenistic Delos,
a key hub of Hellenistic and Roman trade, illustrates.
Table 1. Proxenies of Naukratis13
Date
c.440-420
BC (terminus
ante quem
411 BC)

408/9 BC

City of proxeny Name of
Ethnic
proxenos
Lindos
Damoxenos, ‘living in Egypt’
son of
Hermon

Find-spot

Publication

Decree orders copy
to be erected in the
Hellenion ‘in Egypt’.
Stela was purchased
in Cairo before 1908;
Naukratis is the most
likely find-spot.

Lindos II 16
app.
Bresson 2000,
26–29
Pébarthe 2005

‘all the
Rhodians’ –
apparently
before the
island‘s
synoikism and
the foundation
of the city of
Rhodes
Athens

?-as, son of
Pytheas

Αἰγ[ύπτιον τ]ὸν ἐγ Lindos, sanctuary of
Athena.
Ναυκράτ[ιος
= ‘an Egyptian (?)
from Naukratis’
A less likely
reading is
‘Aeginetan’ instead
of ‘Egyptian’

Theogenes,
son of
Xenokles

‘Naukratites’

c.325–300
BC
4th century
BC
4th century
BC

Iasos

Dynnis

‘Naukratitas’

277/6 BC

Delphi

Late 3rd
century BC

Delos

349/8 BC

Kos
Delphi

Ios

Philoxenos,
son of
Men(d)ion
Dionysios,
son of
Potamon

several proxenoi;
all names lost;
possibly brothers
Naukratites’

Naukratites’

Lindos II 16
Bresson 2000,
26–36

Found in Athens (a)
IG II³ 294 (=
on the Akropolis and IG II ² 206)
(b) near the Lysikrates
monument.
Maddoli 2007,
no. 6
IG XII.4 1:4
(Iscr. Cos 95)
FD III.1 419

FD III.1 114
Redon 2012,
no. 16
IG XI.4 561

IG XII.5 1(9)

13 For the standard abbreviations used for epigraphic publications, see https://epigraphy.packhum.org/biblio#b122.
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Fig. 6: Map of proxenies of Naukratis, modified from base map of http://proxenies.csad.ox.ac.uk/.

Fig. 7: Lindian proxeny decree for Damoxenos,
from the Hellenion at Naukratis, c. 440–420
BC. Pushkin Museum of Fine Arts, Moscow,
I.1.a.3019, from collection Golenischeff. ©
Pushkin Museum of Fine Arts, Moscow.

Fig. 8: Marble loutrophoros inscribed with the
name Phaidimos of Naukratis, from Athens,
c. 410–380 BC. British Museum 1816,0610.124.
© Trustees of the British Museum.
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No less significant than the bounded sacred space of the city and its sanctuaries, which linked
Naukratis to sacred and economic networks via filiations and proxenies, was the wider natural
landscape of Naukratis – and notably Egypt’s great river, which connected most of the Egyptian
territory with the Mediterranean world and carried most of its trade. The Greek fascination with
the Nile mostly centred on the yearly inundation and the fertility this brought, which is a constant
feature of Greek discourse on Egypt (Bonneau 1964; Vasunia 2001; cf. also Blouin 2014). For
Homer, the river was virtually identical with the country: it was simply ‘Aigyptos’, Egypt, or
‘Aigyptos potamos’ the Egypt river; soon after we also begin to find the name ‘Neilos’ (Jentel
1992; A. C. Smith 2011, 27–29). In the early part of the 5th century BC, a lost play by Aischylos
describes how ‘all luxuriant Egypt, filled with the sacred flood, makes Demeter’s life-giving
grain spring up’ (fr. 193 Mette). Ionian philosophers sought rational, ‘scientific’ reasons for this
seemingly mysterious phenomenon, while others, such as Pindar (fr. 282 Maehler), fell in with the
Egyptians’ own, religious, explanations, which attributed the river’s flow to the agency of gods
such as Hapy or Osiris.14 Apart from the unusual inundation, Greeks, of course, were eminently
familiar with the vital importance of rivers for both trade and connectivity and subsistence
(Arnaud 2016). Greek trading posts and settlements abroad were often located on the mouths of
large rivers, from Methone on the Haliakmon or Berezan and Olbia near the mouth of the river
Bug to Histria on the mouth of the Danube or Al Mina at the mouth of the Orontes. At home,
many of the most important Greek cities, including those involved in trade at Naukratis, were
located at the mouths of large rivers, from Miletos at the mouth of the Meander, to Phokaia and
Smyrna at the mouth of the Hermos. The recognition of the river and its delta landscape as a vital
source of agricultural and trade wealth and a significant element in the construction of local or
regional identity15 is underlined by the unusual prominence of potamonyms, i.e. personal names
deriving from rivers, in the onomastics of these regions (Thonemann 2006; 2011). One carrier
of such a name is Potamon (‘River’), father of Dionysios, whom we have just encountered as a
Naukratite proxenos of 3rd-century BC Delos. Another is preserved in a 6th-century BC votive
dedication scratched onto a pottery cup: Neilomandros, whose name combines the Egyptian
Nile, Neilos, and the Milesian river Maeander, Maiandros (Fig. 9; Thonemann 2006). Possibly a
(descendant of) a Milesian now based in Naukratis, Neilomandros exemplifies the dual identity
of those Greeks who had gone to live in Egypt, and it is telling that this mixed identity is
expressed through the ‘confluence’ of two great rivers of Egypt and Greece.
The prominence of the Nile in the consciousness of Greeks at Naukratis mirrors the
importance it had in the religious life of the (mixed) population of Naukratis. As is discussed in
the present volume by Thomas, numerous figures of an ithyphallic child-god or a nude female,
many carrying objects or symbols referring to the Nile inundation or related religious rites,
suggest that the traditional Egyptian religion related to the fertility brought by the river was
practised at Naukratis.

14 Pindar refers to a colossal figure who controlled the flow of the Nile river, apparently by moving its feet; see Rutherford
in preparation.
15 Sometimes personified, but this is a rather late phenomenon; among the earliest examples is an early 5th-century BC
amphora that combines human representations of the Nile (Nilos), Maeander, Strymon and Skamander together with their
father, Okeanos, the Ocean: see A. C. Smith 2011, 28–29, fig. 3.4–5, for an interpretation of the scene in the context of
contemporaneous Athenian politics.
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Fig. 9: Votive dedication to Aphrodite by Neilomandros on a Laconian black-figure pottery kylix by the Naukratis
Painter, from the sanctuary of Aphrodite at Naukratis, c. 570–560 BC. Ashmolean Museum, Oxford, AN18961908-G.133.1 (AN1888.1325). © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. Photography by British Museum
staff.

The sanctuaries of Naukratis
Insights into the religious life of Naukratis are provided by a large body of archaeological data,
excavated by a succession of archaeologists from 1884 until the modern day. This is, however, in
large parts a problematic, selective and biased dataset. When Petrie arrived at Naukratis in 1884,
about a third of the ancient settlement mound was already dug away by locals, including most of
the later levels in some sanctuaries, and their mining of the mound for fertile soil (and antiques)
continued alongside early excavations. Further destruction occurred subsequently. Difficulties
in identifying built structures resulted in incomplete and inaccurate plans, and only a selection
of finds was kept by the early excavators. The American fieldwork of 1977–83 added useful new
evidence but also new complications through its problematic interpretations. Since 2011 the
British Museum’s Naukratis Project has been addressing these issues through a restudy of earlier
and a programme of new fieldwork (e.g. Villing et al. 2013–19; Thomas and Villing 2013; Thomas
2015a; Thomas and Villing forthcoming a, b, c and in preparation), but some limitations and
uncertainties remain. This is true also for maps of Naukratis, including our own (Fig. 10), which
is but a construct that shows the site as it never would have appeared at any one point in time.
Collapsing different phases into one, it can represent only what is known to us from Petrie’s and
Hogarth’s maps (demonstrably inaccurate in a number of points), limited American excavations
and our own more extensive geophysical and archaeological data. Nonetheless, it serves a useful
purpose by providing an overview of the basic layout of the town, with a considerable likelihood
– supported by geological work – that the foundation of many, though hardly all, buildings
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retained their basic footprint from the Late into the Roman period.
A look at the city’s layout further emphasises the centrality of the river, the Canopic branch of
the Nile, which is now securely located to the west of town (Pennington and Thomas 2016). Both
Greek and Egyptian sanctuaries are lined up along this commercial and religious artery. The
Egyptian sanctuary of Amun-Ra, the largest structure in the town, dominated the southern part
of the site, just as the (smaller) structure that most likely is the Greek Hellenion dominated the
north. Also in the north were the large precincts of the Dioskouroi, Hera and Apollo, all directly
adjacent to each other.16 The central part of the site housed the smaller temenos of Aphrodite.
The dating of these sanctuaries has long been a subject of debate, with repercussions for
historical interpretations (see e.g. the diversity of opinions in Bowden 1996; Möller 2000; Herda
2008; Leclère 2008; Polinskaya 2010; Fantalkin 2014): is the Egyptian sanctuary of Amun-Ra a
Ptolemaic foundation and the Egyptian quarter of Naukratis thus a ‘suburb’ of an earlier Greek
town – or vice versa? Was the sanctuary of Hera founded later than that of Apollo, reflecting
an early leading role by Miletos and a later involvement only by Samians? Does the Hellenion
represent a restructuring of the port’s economic organisation under Amasis and a change in
political power and alliances, away from an early dominance by Miletos, Samos and Aigina? Was
the sanctuary of Aphrodite (and perhaps that of the Dioskouroi) primarily for the townspeople
or the ‘polis’ of Naukratis, while other sanctuaries belonged to cities and traders with only a
temporary stake in the emporion? Were Cypriot kouros figurines dedicated to Apollo (and other
gods) by mercenaries or by young men becoming full citizens of the polis (Höckmann 2007,
contra Herda 2008, 50–51) – or can indeed either of these hypotheses be upheld? Our present state
of knowledge, even if significantly better than some decades ago, does not allow us to answer
all of these questions with certainty yet, and we must refrain from basing far-reaching historical
conclusions on a too small and probably unrepresentative sample. Still, some observations are
possible.
First of all, reanalysis of the site’s stratigraphy combining recent data with earlier fieldwork
indicates that the major Greek and Egyptian sanctuaries were built on virgin soil at the same
level, i.e. they are unlikely to substantially post-date the site’s foundation (Thomas and Villing
in preparation). This is confirmed by a range of other evidence. As is discussed in more detail by
Masson-Berghoff in the present volume (see also Masson-Berghoff forthcoming), religious ritual
in the large Egyptian sanctuary of Amun-Ra undoubtedly dates back to at least the beginning
of the 6th century BC, and there are indications also of other Egyptian cults already in the Late
Period. Most of the Greek sanctuaries have yielded datable material, such as Cypriot figurines and
Greek pottery, that confirm their existence by before or around 600 BC (Villing et al. 2013– 19;
Thomas 2015b; see also Möller 2000; Kerschner 2001; Schlotzhauer 2012). The sanctuary of
Aphrodite was up and running well before 600 BC, and pottery from the sanctuaries of Apollo,
but also the Dioskouroi, indicate a similar date. While the handful of finds from the sanctuary of
Hera are insufficient evidence to securely suggest a foundation date, an early date is again likely.
Looking at the map, the run of sanctuaries in the north certainly looks as if it was planned in
one sweep, consisting of large precincts with much space for feasting and storage. These would
have been less empty than they look today, probably housing temporary buildings in addition to
permanent structures (the local scarceness of stone offset by the liberal use of plaster-clad mud
16 Our own recent excavations suggest that the sanctuary of the Dioskouroi was larger than previously thought and directly
abutted the Hellenion, see below.
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brick), most of which were lost already before the excavators arrived: the fact that only a single
fragment of Archaic architecture survives from the large sanctuary of Hera indicates the scale of
destruction.

Fig. 10: Map of Naukratis incorporating all previous fieldwork and preliminary geophysics results. © The
Naukratis Project, Trustees of the British Museum. Map by Ross Thomas.
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The fact that the Hellenion is set back from this main run of sanctuaries could, but need
not, suggests a later foundation after all the river-space had already been taken: areas safe from
flooding are likely to have been limited at Naukratis as in many other Nile Delta settlements.
This also explains why buildings were tall: as groundplans visible in magnetometry show, at
Naukratis as elsewhere, the predominant dwellings were Egyptian tower houses, several storeys
high (Thomas 2015a). Votive pottery found in our own recent, still unpublished excavations
in the easternmost part of the Dioskouroi sanctuary where it abuts the Hellenion, however,
suggest a date for the latter no later than the early part of the 6th century BC; and early dating
is also supported by finds made by Hogarth within the precinct, including, for example, Cypriot
figurines (Thomas 2015b, 22–24).
Apollo, Hera and Zeus
At least three of the Greek sanctuaries of Naukratis were cult filiations, as reported by Herodotus
(Histories 2.178), and supported by archaeological evidence. The sanctuary of Apollo was
founded by Milesians, with Apollo here explicitly designated as Milesios and Didymeus (Fig.
11), incarnations of Apollo that played a key role in Miletos’ civic life (Ehrhardt, Höckmann and
Schlotzhauer 2008; Herda 2008). The extra-urban oracle shrine of Apollo at Didyma probably
not only played a role in the cult filiation (Herda 2008, 47 n. 267) but also received the earliest
reported dedication by an Egyptian pharaoh to a Greek sanctuary, a corselet worn in battle by
Necho II, probably a reference to the importance of Ionian (and Carian) mercenaries for the
Egyptian army (Herodotus, Histories 2.159). Rich deposits of dedications dating back to the late
7th century BC were found intact by Petrie (Petrie 1886a), and the sanctuary of Apollo is also the
only Greek sanctuary at Naukratis from which at least a small number of architectural pieces are
preserved to give us a hint of how the sanctuary might once have looked (Fig. 12). Hellenistic
dedications and donations by Naukratites to Apollo’s sanctuary at Didyma may be founded
on this long-lasting religious connection, but also reflect a desire on the part of Hellenistic
Naukratites to emphasise the importance and antiquity of their city (Ehrhardt, Höckmann and
Schlotzhauer 2008, 170; Redon 2012; cf. Rutherford 2013, 289–91).17
Another cult filiation is the sanctuary of Hera founded by Samians (Petrie 1886a, 16–17;
Gardner 1888, 60–61; Möller 2000, 97), which had special sanctuary crockery shipped from its
mother sanctuary on Samos (Fig. 13), perhaps as part of a founding ceremony.18 On Samos the
Heraion was the island’s main sanctuary in the Geometric and Archaic periods and a linchpin
in Archaic networks of trade, counting among its most famous offerings a ship, a cauldron
dedicated by the legendary late 7th-century BC Samian trader Kolaios, as well as statues offered
by Pharaoh Amasis (Herodotus, Histories 4.152; 2.182). Much of the Naukratite Heraion appears
to have been destroyed already before it was investigated by excavators, making it difficult to
ascertain its date and layout. Judging from the sole surviving fragment of Archaic architecture, a
17 Sponsorship could also extend to presumably non-sacred activities, such as in the case of Kallias of Naukratis, honoured
as a contributor to the building of walls at Kolophon in 311/306 BC: Redon 2012, 76–77 no. 5.
18 As suggested by Schlotzhauer 2006; the recent suggestion by Avramidou (2016) that the vessels both in Samos and in
Naukratis could have been intended for workmen engaged in building work, following Egyptian practice, is unconvincing
and contradicted among other things by the find-spots of the vessels, including finds made close to the altar in recent, still
unpublished fieldwork in the Samian Heraion (pers. comm. Jan Marc Henke).
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piece of large egg-moulding (Fig. 14), the built structures in the precinct must have been sizeable,
and similar in date and style to those in the early Samian Heraion.19 Given the size of the temenos
and taking the Samian Heraion as a comparison, the only foundations noted by Gardner and
identified by him as the ‘temple’ (Gardner 1888) might in fact belong to a subsidiary building,
while the main temple, oriented west–east, lay more to the south.

a)

b)
Fig. 11: Votive dedications to Apollo: a) to Apollo Didymeus on an Ionian cup, c. 580–550 BC. British Museum
1886,0401.262; b) to Apollo Milesios on an Athenian black-figure olpe, c. 580 BC. British Museum 1886,0401.737.
© Trustees of the British Museum.

19 Mentioned in Gardner 1888, 61 (cf. Königs 2007, 345), only recently identified with a piece published in the British
Museum’s catalogue of sculpture as of unknown provenance.
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Fig. 12: Artist’s impression of the Late Archaic Apollo sanctuary. Drawing by Kate Morton, © Trustees of the
British Museum.

a)

b)

Fig. 13: Fragments of sanctuary pottery from the Archaic Heraion of Naukratis, c. 600–560 BC: a) ‘Hera’
cup. British Museum 1911,0606.23; b) ‘Hera’ mug. British Museum 1888,0601.401. © Trustees of the British
Museum.
http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Villing_24.pdf

2019

NAUKRATIS: RELIGION IN A CROSS-CULTURAL CONTEXT

224

Fig. 14: Architectural fragment (egg-moulding) from the Archaic Heraion of Naukratis. British Museum B403.
© Trustees of the British Museum.

The third cult filiation is that of Zeus Hellanios, mentioned by Herodotus (2.178) as an
Aeginetan foundation. Though it has not yet been located, we need not necessarily assume
that Herodotus was mistaken, especially as it is now clear that parts of the town still remain
untouched under the earth, including underneath Roman layers in the western parts of town
(Thomas 2015a). Up to three votive inscriptions have been taken to refer to Zeus Hellanios,
two of them on Chian vessels from the Aphrodite sanctuary, although none has the complete
title and their interpretation remains debatable (Johnston 2014, 32). Zeus Hellanios is certainly
a uniquely fitting cult for Aeginetan traders to have established at Naukratis, embodying the
island’s reputation for xenia and eunomia, hospitality and good, lawful order (Kowalzig 2010;
Polinskaya 2013, 335–43).
Though we know nothing of the process by which these sanctuaries would have been founded,
it is likely that they were erected (and financed) as a communal effort either by associations of
traders, by the poleis they represented (similar to treasuries20), or indeed (though perhaps this is
less likely) by the mother sanctuaries themselves.21 Comparative evidence certainly suggests that
poleis drew heavily on their citizens for financing the construction of sacred buildings (Burford
1965; Dignas 2002, 23–24). However we resolve this murky question, apart from providing divine
protection and a ‘home from home’ for Greek sailors and traders, the richly decorated temples
20 Constantakopoulou 2017, 50–51. The relationship between the economic and religious role of sanctuaries in emporia is of
course complex, not least given that the role of major festivals as periodic markets for regional and supra-regional trade may
have been instrumental in their development, as suggested by Davies 2007, 63–65.
21 As argued by Avramidou 2016, 54. We perhaps should not entirely exclude a role being played by sanctuaries, though:
sacred funds (from land leases, taxation and gifts) listed on a 6th-century BC inscription from the Ephesian Artemision may
represent the sanctuary’s special fundraising for building work: Dignas 2002, 142–43.
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were also conspicuous statements on the part of their founders, which mirrored the intensive
inter-polis competition that led to ever more ambitious temples being built in the Greek, notably
Ionian, homeland. Naukratis thus resembles other ‘international’ religious sites such as Delos,
where religious monumentalisation was driven by competition between diverse communities
with a stake in the island (Constantakopoulou 2017, 41–50), even if at Naukratis economic
significance preceded, rather than followed, religious reputation. At the same time, these were
not mere vanity projects: investment in the sacred also made economic sense, generating ‘social
capital’ by creating a sacred landscape of monumental architecture and built-up sacred spaces
full of offerings that fostered a sense of security and trust and encouraged cooperation and
good dealing, thus lowering risk and transaction cost (Padilla Peralta 2013). This also fits in
with the fact that the Greek sanctuaries of Naukratis were inclusive, rather than exclusive: votive
dedications show that, despite their links with particular poleis, access to any given sanctuary
was not similarly restricted and could include even non-Greeks such as Carians, Cypriots and
Phoenicians.22
Dioskouroi and Aphrodite
One of the more surprising observations about Naukratis as port town is the fact that only a few
votives make explicit references to sailing, either in imagery and in dedications. One example is a
graffito on a Chian chalice of unknown find-spot, which probably is an aorist participle of ἐκπλέω
and thus a reference to a departure from a port (Johnston 2014, 35, fig. 38).23 Two of Naukratis’
Greek sanctuaries, however, were dedicated to gods linked with seafaring, the Dioskouroi and
Aphrodite; though not mentioned by Herodotus they were excavated by Petrie and Gardner.
At the northern edge of the run of Greek sanctuaries flanking the river stood the sanctuary
dedicated to the East Greek sailors’ patron deities par excellence, the Dioskouroi (Fig. 15). From
the late 7th century BC onwards, the sacred twins provided guidance for sailors from the skies,
as immortalised by Alkaios of Mytilene (hymn 34 West, tr. West): ‘Castor and Pollux, who go on
swift horses over the broad earth and all the sea, and easily rescue men from chilling earth…
bringing light to the black ship in the night of trouble’. Unsurprisingly, perhaps, the Dioskouroi
also had an early (6th-century BC) sanctuary on Delos, with a pottery profile (including much
Chian and North Ionian, but also Laconian, Corinthian, Melian and Attic) suggesting a clientele
that largely, though not entirely, overlapped with that of Naukratis (Robert 1952, 5–50; Johnston
and Villing forthcoming). It appears that the Naukratite Dioskoureion was (originally) much
larger than marked on Petrie’s and Gardner’s maps, as our own new excavations have revealed a
deposit with 6th-century BC votives, including locally made pottery with dedicatory inscriptions,
directly adjacent to what seems to be the Hellenion enclosure’s western edge (Thomas and
Villing forthcoming a, b, c and in preparation; on the early excavations in the sanctuary of the
22 See Johnston 2014. One likely Carian inscription has an assured provenance of Naukratis; in addition, a bronze lion
with a Carian inscription and a Greek-style oinochoe made from Nile silt with a Carian inscription have been attributed to
Naukratis by Herda and Sauter 2009, 96–99 with n. 272. Cf. also Villing and Williams 2006 for Carians and Bonadies 2017
for Phoenicians at Naukratis.
23 A limestone bowl, perhaps a perirrhanterion (the piece has not yet been located) found just west of the sanctuary of
Aphrodite bore a dedication on it rim reading .]ην |ς Νακρατιν |....]... |.και Κο̣[, which has been taken to refer to an arrival
at Naukratis (Gardner 1888, 66 no. 795, pl. 21 no. 795); Scholtz (2002–03, 239) incorrectly identifies the piece as a statuette.
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Dioskouroi, see Gardner 1888, 30–31). The reference in Alkaios as well as Archaic dedications
on otherwise little-exported Lesbian grey ware pottery (though such pottery was found also in
other Naukratite sanctuaries) confirm a particular Lesbian interest in the Dioskouroi and may
hint at a possible Lesbian role in its establishment at Naukratis; at the very least this prominent
East Greek picture, free (as far as we can tell) from Laconian elements, is a pertinent reminder
that the cult of the Dioskouroi is far from a purely Spartan phenomenon.

Fig. 15: North Ionian (Clazomenian) black-figure fragment of a krater or dinos, perhaps Odysseus and the
sirens, c. 560 BC, from the sanctuary of the Dioskouroi at Naukratis. British Museum 1888,0601.586. © Trustees
of the British Museum.

The Greek sanctuary that stands farthest apart from the others physically is that of Aphrodite,
located within the built-up area of the southern part of the settlement, closer to the Egyptian
temple; its precinct also appears to have been much smaller (Gardner 1888, 33–59). Aphrodite’s
role at Naukratis was diverse and she was venerated at more than one site in town; I will address
her role as Pandemos in connection with the Hellenion in the north later on. Her southern
sanctuary, featuring a built stepped altar and a small temple twice rebuilt, was heavily frequented
in the early days of the site. Partly on account of its location and relatively small size it has
been suggested (Bowden 1996, 28–29) that this was the main sanctuary of the city’s permanent
population (versus the filiations thought to have been established more for passing traders), but
there are no further indications for such a distinction between the sanctuaries. What is evident,
however, is a strong North Ionian/Chian involvement. The pattern is significant notably among
the specially commissioned votive inscriptions: not only are well over 90 percent of dipinti on
Chian pottery to Aphrodite (the rest are to the Dioskouroi and Gods of the Greeks: Johnston
2014, 14), but we also find a dipinto to ‘Aphrodite at Naukratis’ on an early 6th-century BC
North Ionian (probably Tean) oversize bowl, the only occurrence of such a formula apart from
a likely similar graffito on a large Chian chalice of c.600 BC (Fig. 16a and b; Johnston 2014,
32). While it is debatable whether this gives sufficient grounds to suggest Chian involvement in
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the cult’s foundation, the pattern in votive inscriptions (which were diligently collected by the
early excavators and therefore are more representative than overall pottery ratios: see Villing
forthcoming) at the very least attests to the sanctuary’s role in extensive direct trade between
Naukratis and the Chian/North Ionian region in the emporion’s earliest days.

a)

b)
Fig. 16: Votive inscriptions to ‘Aphrodite at Naukratis’: a) dipinto on a North Ionian, probably Tean, oversize
bowl, early 6th century BC. British Museum 1888,0601.531; b) graffito on an a large Chian chalice, c. 600 BC.
British Museum 1888,0601.182 + 1924,1201.15. © Trustees of the British Museum.

As goddess of love, Aphrodite appears to have been patroness of the port’s hetairai, who
left dedications in her sanctuary. Yet she was also a patron of seafaring. Though this aspect is
attested more explicitly only in the Hellenistic period, finds such as an early 5th-century BC
votive anchor dedicated to Aphrodite Epilimenia (‘on the harbour’) from Aigina suggests the
role goes back earlier (Polinskaya 2013, 197–201); it has been suggested for Aphrodite at Archaic
Miletos and probably also played a role at Naukratis (Senff 2003; Demetriou 2010; 2017, 57–58;
cf. also Eckert 2016; Trippé 2010, for maritime Aphrodite in Ionian Black Sea settlements). The
extent to which Naukratite Aphrodite was also an agent in cross-cultural exchange remains
unclear. The role is well attested at other emporia such as at Etruscan Pyrgi (Parker 2002, 149–50;
Demetriou 2012), where the same goddess – as Aphrodite, Astarte and Uni – was worshipped
by Greek, Phoenician and Etruscan traders, yet while Astarte was worshipped by Phoenicians
and Syrians in Egyptian Memphis and equated there with Greek Aphrodite Egyptian Hathor
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(Schmitz 2010, 328 with n. 42), there is no evidence (as yet) for such a worship in Naukratis.
Instead, the presence of numerous Cypriot votive figurines has given rise to suggestions that
the sanctuary might have been a Cypriot foundation (E. M. Smith 1926, 145). However, the
suggestion stands on shaky ground: in the period around 600 BC Cypriot figurines are common
also in other Naukratite sanctuaries (except the Hellenion, which has yielded few dedications
of this early period), and there is little concrete evidence for a physical presence of Cypriots at
Naukratis before the late 5th century BC, when Cypro-syllabic inscriptions, at least one of them
found in the Hellenion, are first attested (Johnston 2014, 12–13; cf. Höckmann and Möller 2006,
13). The only two votive inscriptions on Cypriot figurines are Greek (Johnston 2015, 5 nos
1–2), mirroring the popularity of Cypriot figurines as votive offerings in numerous East Greek
sanctuaries (Henke, this volume); it has been argued that also the usage of the figures there, as in
Naukratis, corresponds more closely to Greek than to Cypriot practice (Höckmann 2009). The
evidence to hand is thus largely consistent with the famous anecdote, preserved in Athenaeus
(15.675f–676c), of the Naukratite trader Herostratos, who after being saved from shipwreck by
Aphrodite ‘invited his relations and closest friends to a feast in the goddess’s temple at Naukratis’
and dedicated to her a statuette he had bought in Cypriot Paphos. Nonetheless, unlike in East
Greek sanctuaries, Cypriot figurines at Naukratis overall are of a wider typological range and
provenance and, in Aphrodite’s sanctuary, continue until around 300 BC (Thomas 2015b). As
the frequency of imported Cypriot amphorae and mortaria from the earliest levels of Naukratis
also confirms (see Villing 2006), (trade) links with Cyprus were more prominent and longer
lasting at Naukratis than in the East Greek world and it is likely that, independent of debates
about the ethnicity of dedicants, it was the geographical proximity to and unbroken exchange
between Egypt and Cyprus that was carried by diverse groups of traders across the centuries,
that fostered a distinctive pattern of Cypriot dedications at Naukratis.
Hellenion, sanctuary of Amun-Ra and other cults
Sanctuaries provided a space to honour and thank the gods, but also a forum where the
mobile merchant community could place business under divine protection. It is likely that
the port’s largest and (according to Herodotus, Histories 2.178) most frequented sanctuary, the
Hellenion, had an important role in this respect. According to Herodotus, the Hellenion was
the administrative heart of the (Greek) port, through which most of the Greek cities named by
Herodotus (cf. Polinskaya 2013, 331–34) as based at Naukratis provided the port’s Greek prostatai,
‘representatives’ or ‘champions’. Hogarth (Hogarth, Edgar and Gutch 1898–99; Hogarth, Lorimer
and Edgar 1905) identified the sanctuary in a partially excavated, enigmatic multi-chambered
structure in the northern part of the site, an identification that, though disputed (Bowden 1996),
still remains our best bet. It seems to be supported by dedications found here (Fig. 17a) that,
from perhaps as early as the first quarter of the 6th century BC onwards, attest a cult of the ‘gods
of the Hellenes’ indicative of the sanctuary’s role as a communal space (Höckmann and Möller
2006; Malkin 2011; Demetriou 2012; Johnston 2014, 37–38; Yue 2016; critical: Bowden 1996;
Polinskaya 2010, 53–57). Even if significant post-depositional displacement makes it difficult
to identify particular cultic areas, it seems that Aphrodite Pandemos, ‘of all citizens’ (Fig. 17b),
was also worshipped here no later than the later 6th century BC; she may have had a similar
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role, promoting cohesion among the plural community.24 As her epithet suggests, this role was,
however, linked to the demos, attesting the notion of a ‘citizenry’ of Naukratis even for this early
period.25 Yet she may also have had other roles, some perhaps involving women, as suggested
by a group of Late Archaic and Classical female protomes of predominantly Rhodian (and some
South Ionian) production found in the Hellenion in the same area as groups of inscribed sherds
with dedications to Aphrodite, a votive pattern that is clearly distinct from that of the goddess’s
sanctuary to the south.

a)

b)

Fig. 17: a) Votive graffito to the ‘gods of the Hellenes’ (]εληνων : θοις μ̣[.].[) on an Attic cup, fragment, c. 530–
500 BC. British Museum 1900,0214.8. © Trustees of the British Museum; b) votive inscription to Aphrodite
Pandemos on rim of Attic red-figure krater, c. 510–490 BC. British Museum 1900,0214.6. © Trustees of the
British Museum.

Intriguingly, these were not the only cults housed in the area of the sanctuary, as Hogarth
reports dedications to a range of further deities, including Herakles (Höckmann 2010; 2013),
whose cults, as noted earlier, are known to have played a role in trading networks elsewhere
and who may have had a similar role here too, and the Dioskouroi. While we cannot exclude
the possibility that some of these might have been displaced post-deposition from adjacent
sanctuaries, or that some of the areas attributed by Hogarth to the Hellenion were in fact outside
its walls, it seems that the Hellenion represents a ‘microcosm’ of Naukratite Greek cults that to
24 Höckmann and Möller 2006, 16–17; cf. Parker 2002, 154–55; Scholtz 2002–03; Williams 2015; Demetriou 2017, 59;
Johnston 2017. The exceptional votive inscription to Aphrodite Pandemos on an Athenian krater rim (Johnston 2014,
15–16; Williams 2015, 179–84, figs 2–7), though carved with minute accuracy much like a stone inscription, was not added
pre-firing (pace Williams 2015, 183); thin scratches and breaks as visible here in Fig. 17b can only be explained by incision
on a well-fired pot, albeit with great care and a very fine instrument.
25 Whether this could mean that Naukratis was a fully fledged Greek ‘polis’ already at this stage, or gained this status only
much later, remains a much-discussed question (e.g. Bresson 2000; 2005; Möller 2000; Herda 2008; Demetriou 2017).
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some extent replicated or mirrored the town’s wider religious landscape, while at the same time
displaying some striking differences in character and provenance of votives – at least as far as our
limited evidence goes. Precisely how these cults interrelated in the Hellenion precinct, and what
else the structure housed, remains unclear. Hogarth had noted a massive mud-brick enclosure
wall, similar to that of the Egyptian sanctuary of Amun-Ra, but only preserved in places, with
a series of chambers primarily along the walls (see the discussion in Höckmann and Möller
2006, 18). Magnetometry has identified various further structures in alignment to the north,
suggesting the building might have extended well beyond the area Hogarth excavated, though
this has to remain conjectural (see Fig. 10). While unusual, sacred precincts centred around a
courtyard with shrines and dining rooms lining the perimeter are not entirely unparalleled in
Greek architecture, as the sanctuary of Apollo at Despotiko indicates (Ohnesorg and Papajanni
2018), perhaps also the Milesian Delphinion had a similar layout in the Archaic period. That
the Hellenion’s clientele (like that of other Naukratite sanctuaries) also included mercenaries
is suggested by the find of an Archaic (architectural?) relief depicting a hoplite (Koenigs 2007,
346–47 no. 45, pl. 32).
Other, still unlocated Greek cults at Naukratis include a sanctuary of Athena mentioned in
a 2nd-century BC inscription as well as other epigraphically attested cults of Demeter, Hermes
and Dionysos, while Hellenistic texts mention festivals of Dionysos, and Hestia Prytanitis and
Apollo (Pythios) Komaios (Hermeias apud Athenaios 4, 149d–150a). Similarly to Aphrodite
Pandemos, the latter appears to have had an important civic function, as his festival (as well as
those of Hestia Prytanitis and Dionysos) involved dining in the city’s prytaneion (Höckmann and
Möller 2006, 19; Herda 2008, 46–51; Ehrhardt, Höckmann and Schlotzhauer 2008, 170).
The Egyptian sanctuaries and cults of Naukratis, all omitted by Herodotus, are discussed
in detail in the present volume by Masson-Berghoff, which allows me to be brief here. I have
already mentioned the most significant of them, the monumental enclosure (the so-called ‘Great
Temenos’) located in the south of the site, dedicated to Amun-Ra of Baded and his consort
Mut, linked to a sacred quay on the river by a processional way. Saite in origins, the sanctuary
was elaborately rebuilt under Ptolemy I and II, with a monumental gateway (Spencer 2011;
Masson 2015) and extensively carved relief decoration on the walls of its main temple (von
Recklinghausen 2015; el-Kharadly, this volume). Within the enclosure, several chambers or
shrines located along the walls and a large building – perhaps a shena-wab, a building for sacred
preparation and storage (Leclère 2008, 134–37, 630–36) – on a casemate foundation had been
excavated by Petrie; our recent magnetometry adds to this the likely ground plan of the temple
itself as well as several other buildings, some probably shrines (see Fig. 10; Thomas and Villing
in preparation). Inscriptions and papyri further mention Min, Khonsu-Thoth, Hathor, Isis and
Serapis as well as (Bastet-)Boubastis, while votive figurines indicate the worship of gods such as
Osiris, Harpokrates or Hathor also beyond major enclosures (see Masson-Berghoff, this volume;
Thomas, this volume; and below).
The recent identification (Masson and Thomas 2018) of a miniature altar of Tanit (Fig. 18),
presumably brought (and fashioned?) by Punic sailors in the Late Classical or early Hellenistic
period, further adds to the picture of a diverse sacred landscape servicing the multi-ethnic
residents and visitors of Naukratis.
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Fig. 18: Punic miniature limestone altar with relief
depicting a cruciform figure, probably a sign of
the goddess Tanit, 5th–3rd century BC. British
Museum, 1909,1201.5. © Trustees of the British
Museum.

Naukratis: integration and segregation in the plural community
The dual city: Sanctuaries and civic space
Four criteria defining a ‘cosmopolitan’ city have recently been formulated in relation to early
modern port cities (Gekas and Grenet 2011): a publicly visible diversity; an ability of individual or
collective agents to navigate between different coded spheres; an active practice of sociabilities
that cross community borders; and a belief and a policy of enhancing cohesion without a
monolithic base. Apart from raising the question of whether or not Naukratis overall could
be called ‘cosmopolitan’ – an interesting point which I side-step here – these criteria appear
singularly helpful when considering the lived experience of religion at Naukratis as plural space.
What frameworks – institutional and behavioural – existed to constitute and moderate distinction
and cohesion? To what extent and how were practices shared or transmitted?
These questions, of course, presuppose that we are able to recognise and distinguish such
practices at all, and this is where the crux of the matter lies: pinpointing ethnic or cultural
identities, as is well known, is a highly problematic undertaking, especially if the basis is material
culture with limited contextual information. Does the presence of an Egyptian offering spoon
or a Cypriot figurine in a Greek sanctuary denote a sacred space open to mixed groups of
worshippers? Does the absence of such finds exclude a multi-ethnic worshipping group, or can
we merely not detect them without the help of ‘ethnically’ eloquent markers? To what extent,
how and why did worshippers adopt ‘foreign’ material culture, religious praxis or foreign sacred
spaces, and how can we detect such practices in the archaeological (or textual) record? Recent
scholarship has extensively discussed such problems and related pitfalls (see e.g. the various
contributions in Raja and Rüpke 2015), but the nature of our evidence still often leaves us little
choice but to build tentative hypotheses on problematic data. In the following, my arguments
are based on the premise (informed by comparative data) that certain types of objects are more
indicative than others of culturally specific practice, which in turn may be suggestive of ‘ethnic
identity’, and that for some object groups practical experience or social prestige may have trumped
cultural or ethnic ‘meaning’. While undoubtedly debatable, this at least provides a starting point
for assessing extant data.
It is likely, first of all, that the sanctuaries of Naukratis were integral parts of an administrative
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framework that to some extent mirrored the dual Greek–Egyptian nature of the port. This is
suggested, for example, by the way official documents were publicly displayed in the later 5th
and early 4th centuries BC: it is the Hellenion that housed the Greek proxeny for Damoxenos
(see Fig. 7), while the Egyptian ‘decree of Sais’, Nectanebo’s taxation arrangements, was set up
in the sanctuary of Amun-Ra (von Bomhard 2012, 5; see Fig. 2). The Hellenion was also the
(conceptual and probably actual) headquarters of the Naukratite ‘traders’ association’ that chose
the ‘champions of the port’, prostatai tou emporiou (Herodotus, Histories 2.178–79), housed cults
fostering (civic) cohesion, and might have been the location also of the city’s prytaneion.
In both Greece and Egypt temples also had economic roles, including as stores of wealth, and
at Naukratis this role may have extended to guarding precious trade goods: many precincts were
large, and the Hellenion and especially the sanctuary of Amun-Ra were also well-fortified, with
the latter housing several large buildings on casemate foundations, some of them, as noted earlier,
at least in part probably sacred storage buildings. Egyptian temples in particular were significant
economic entities, whose economic activities in Late Period Egypt to a significant degree were
extensions of Pharaonic economic policy (Agut-Labordère 2013; Moreno García 2015; Colburn
2018, 73–81; cf. Manning 2018, 128, 174–75). Among their common responsibilities in the Late
Period were the administration and renting out of land and the storage, distribution and trade
of natural resources and products, and they may also have had a role in tax collecting; it was
here that weight standards were kept and wealth, such as silver used as bullion, may have been
stored. Naukratis, it is likely, was no exception to this rule; by the early 3rd century BC the
temple’s economic activities included the production (and royal taxation) of wool from flocks
of sheep belonging to the temple of Amun-Ra (Agut-Labordère, this volume). Both religious
and economic functions were facilitated by a position on the river; as in other Egyptian towns,
Naukratis’ riverfront would have been its main harbour, the hub of commercial interaction
between private individuals and state and temple officials. Tomb paintings of earlier periods show
trading ships moored along river quays and the river bank full of market stalls and traders (Pino
2005; Zingarelli 2010, 33–50); one Dynasty 18 painting, in Kenamun’s tomb at Thebes, depicts
Syrian merchants arriving and offloading and selling their wares, and prices being determined
with the help of scales (Fig. 19).

Fig. 19: Syrian merchant ship and trading on the Theban harbour front: drawing of scenes in Kenamun’s tomb
at Thebes, TT 162, Dynasty 18. Drawing by Norman de G. Davies, after Davies and Faulkner 1947, pl. 8.
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In a more indirect way, as noted earlier, sanctuaries helped reduce economic risk and
transaction costs through the sense of security and trust that was fostered by a shared recognition
of divine control and sanction of commercial transaction. At Naukratis, this would have been
further aided by a long-standing framework of equations between Egyptian and Greek (and
other foreign) gods (von Lieven 2016), such as that of Egyptian Amun-Ra with Greek Zeus
Thebaios, attested at Naukratis in the 4th century BC but going back to at least the mid-6th
century BC (Vittmann 2003, 230–31; Johnston 2015, 8 fig. 9). This did not necessarily, however,
entail a direct sharing of religious spaces. As discussed by Masson-Berghoff in the present
volume, only a few clear Egyptian-style votive offerings are known from early fieldwork in the
Greek sanctuaries of Naukratis. Though our own recent fieldwork in 6th-century BC levels
of the Dioskouroi sanctuary has revealed a rather different picture among pottery finds, with
Egyptian wares making up a substantial proportion and including vessels of a kind appropriate
also for Egyptian sanctuaries, this still does not constitute secure evidence for a participation of
Egyptians in Greek cult, as objects could have been used and offered by Greeks, mirroring the
presence of dedicated aeg yptiaca in Greece itself. Similarly, few Greek objects are known from
Egyptian sanctuaries, notably Greek pottery found in the Cache of bronzes and at the perimeter
of Amun-Ra’s sanctuary and the dedication to Zeus Thebaios from outside its pylon. Given how
limited our evidence is, especially from inside the Egyptian sanctuary, this picture may, of course,
be misleading.26 Nonetheless, the evidence known to us at present from the major sanctuaries at
Naukratis points less towards integration or the development of hybrid religious practices, and
more towards patterns of differentiation and the communication of visible difference; as focal
points for group identities, sanctuaries were thus able to provide a stable social and economic
framework for interaction between diverse communities.
At the same time, worship in Naukratis was certainly not strictly segregated. This is clear
especially for the Greek sanctuaries. First, as on Delos, they provided spaces for interaction
between Greeks of different origins, structuring traders into a more cohesive occupational group
(thus easing interaction with their Egyptian counterparts) as well as helping shape a new, civic
community of Naukratites. Second, as noted earlier, they were clearly open also to non-Greeks,
including Cypriots, Carians and Phoenicians, maximising the sanctuaries’ role in fostering good
trading. In addition, there may also be indications for a dialogue between Greek and Egyptian
cults. One example is the output of the so-called ‘scarab factory’, located in the immediate vicinity
of the sanctuary of Aphrodite27 and perhaps in some way associated with that sanctuary, as would
perhaps not be unusual in an Egyptian context (Webb, this volume). Together with workshops at
other sites (such as at nearby Sais, see Wilson, this volume), the ‘scarab factory’ produced small
faience scarabs, amulets and other objects that in the early part of the 6th century BC were widely
distributed in the (Greek) Mediterranean (Masson 2018; Webb, this volume) (Fig. 20). While
the workshop’s output was probably targeted in part at visitors keen to take back home some
cheap yet powerful Egyptian amulets, we would be wrong to dismiss it all as mere meaningless
‘souvenirs’: the majority of scarabs are bone fide Egyptian in type and were used also locally to
26 We cannot exclude the possibility that some of the unprovenanced Egyptian-style dedications by Greeks (and Carians?)
that reached the art market in the later 19th and early 20th century derive from Naukratis.
27 Our understanding of the site’s archaeology is hampered not least due to Petrie’s illness during the period when much of
this site was being excavated.
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seal documents, or were included in Egyptian votive deposits (Masson 2018, 86–90; MassonBerghoff, this volume). Intriguingly, many scarabs carry inscriptions and symbols relating to
Naukratis’ main Egyptian god Amun-Ra, who, like Naukratite Aphrodite, could also function
as a patron of sailors (Drioton 1958; Masson 2018, 26–31) – one further example, perhaps, of
Naukratis’ role as an international port being echoed in the religious sphere.28

Fig. 20: Faience scarab naming Amun-Ra from Naukratis, c. 600–570 BC (left). British Museum, 1886,0401.1659.
© Trustees of the British Museum. Terracotta scarab mould from Naukratis, c. 600–570 BC (right). Oxford,
Ashmolean Museum AN1888.216.13. © Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. Photograph by British
Museum staff

Cross-cultural interfaces: lived religion at Naukratis
It is beyond the major sanctuaries, however, in the cemeteries and houses and the wider sacred
landscape of Naukratis that we find some of the most striking instances of cultural and religious
dialogue. While funerary evidence is slim for the pre-Ptolemaic period, the ‘false door’ grave
28 Note also the stelae recording Nectanebo’s decree of 380 BC, in which the divine patron of Sais, Neith, recipient of a
share of the tax revenues raised at Naukratis and Thonis-Heracleion, appears as mistress of the sea: von Bomhard 2012, 29.
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marker of Apollos of the late 6th–early 5th century BC shows a clear merging of Egyptian
and Anatolian traditions, centred on a shared symbolism of the door as the threshold to the
life beyond (Villing 2015, 234–35, fig. 12.5). In the town area and riverfront, as noted earlier,
terracotta and stone figurines of the 6th and especially the 5th–4th centuries BC testify to the
practising of traditional Egyptian popular religion concerned with fertility and protection and
notably the yearly inundation of the Nile (see Thomas, this volume); this is well paralleled in
contemporaneous Egyptian settlements and most likely reflects a substantial Egyptian element
in the town’s population, even if Greeks or other ‘foreigners’ may also have participated, sharing
a recognition of the river’s power and significance. Together with other archaeological data (see
Masson-Berghoff, this volume) this would further add to a picture of Naukratis as a settlement
with a plural character from its foundation, neither exclusively Egyptian nor exclusively Greek.
Precisely how Greek and Egyptian inhabitants at Naukratis interrelated in spatial terms and
in daily interaction is difficult to assess and will require more research in future, including the
further assessment of our own recent fieldwork results; the lack of detailed in situ data from
houses, however, will continue to limit our understanding of the matter. The early excavators
had noted that Egyptian evidence was concentrated in the southern part of the site, which they
considered the Egyptian quarter (cf. Möller 2000, 117), but the evidence may be skewed by the
massive sanctuary precinct of Amun-Ra in the south, while ideas of segregation may have been
unduly influenced by literary sources or comparisons with other historical trading ports, such
as Dejima in isolationist Edo-period Japan. Other contemporaneous sites in Egypt certainly do
not present a coherent picture with regard to segregation or integration: the ancient Egyptian
metropolis Memphis appears to have had separate quarters for Phoenicians, Greeks, Carians,
Syrians, Persians and Jews, complete with their own shrines (Kaplan 2003; Schmitz 2010, 327–29;
Thompson 2012, 76–98; Jakobeit 2016; Vittmann 2017). In the well-researched southern border
town of Elephantine, on the other hand, property contracts show that houses belonging to Jews
and Aramaeans, stationed here as mercenaries during the 6th to 4th centuries BC, were randomly
interspersed with those of Egyptians (Fig. 21); intermarriage, too, is attested in Elephantine (as
indeed at many other Egyptian sites), and in private letters Judaeans express greetings in the
names of both Jewish Yāhû and Egyptian Khnum (Kaplan 2003, 14; Nutkowicz 2008; Vittmann
2017). This picture of a close and peaceful coexistence or ‘convivence’29 that also extended to
religion is not necessarily contradicted by the violent events of 410 BC, when at the instigation of
the priests of Khnum the temple of Yāhû was destroyed by the Persian garrison commander, an
act that appears to have been motivated more by political and juridical strife than by xenophobia
or religious zeal (Vittmann 2017, 247–48). The picture presented by Elephantine thus strongly
recalls that of intercultural mixing in the Assyrian trade colony of Kanesh discussed above, even
if it also highlights how religious (and other) monuments could become instrumentalised as
ethnic symbols in conflict situations.

29 Human communal living together in a diverse society free from ethnic or religious hierarchy and superiority: Grundmann
2009.
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Fig. 21: Map of part of the town of Elephantine, showing houses belonging to owners of different ethnicities;
after Vittmann 2017, 243 fig. 21.

Fig. 22: Colossal statue of Horemheb, priest of
Min, from Naukratis, late 4th–early 3rd century
BC. Cairo, Egyptian Museum CG1230 / GEM
2586. © Egyptian Museum, Cairo
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Modern ethnographic research has shed much light on the role of religion in the everyday life
of such plural communities. Of particular interest is recent research on the Balkans, which has
highlighted the importance of ‘neighbourhood’ in such contexts (komşuluk or komşiluk; see Baskar
2012, 61–62; Valtchinova 2012, 77). It is the implicit behavioural norms, mutual obligations and
ritualised mechanisms of ‘neighbourhood’ that effectively regulate the shared lives of different
ethno-religious groups, also extending to and incorporating religious practices. The religious
elements that were found to be most effective in transcending divides in modern multi-faith
communities are a shared sacred geography, notably involving rural areas or patronal feasts
encouraging a communal patriotism (Albera 2012, 225–27; Mayeur-Jaouen 2012, 164); the
equation of saints, such as of Muslim Al-Khadir with Jewish St Elias and Christian St George
(Albera 2012, 230); and a sense of sacred spaces and divine powers believed to grant health
and prosperity and inspiring individual devotion (Albera and Fliche 2012; Valtchinova 2012,
83; Bowman 2012, 16). In such contexts, traditional gestures and embodied practices were
also occasionally adopted from one religion into another, such as Muslims taking shoes off
in Albanian churches or praying with hands raised to heaven (Albera 2012, 236). In contrast,
religious mixing proved most difficult in places where religious hierarchies were well embedded
or sustained by powerful religious or political institutions (Valtchinova 2012, 70).
Observations made at Naukratis fit in rather well with such comparative data, despite the
obvious differences in substance and context. If Naukratis had separate quarters for Egyptians
and foreigners (which remains to be ascertained), any ‘segregation’ is unlikely to have been strict;
indeed, even regulated ‘ghettos’ such at Dejima, which on the surface present a picture of ethnic
separation, have been found to be ‘leaky at the seams’ in day-to-day reality (Blake Willis 2008, 253–
54). Boundaries and the articulation of difference are most prominent in public institutional and
administrative contexts, where they serve to provide a framework for cross-cultural (economic)
exchange and support diasporic networks of trade; as a part of this, distinctions between various
resident Greek communities blur in the light of their Egyptian context, which fostered the
development of a communal ‘Hellenic’ identity, not least for commercial ends. Cultural and
religious borders appear permeable especially in ‘neighbourhood’ situations involving concerns
of health, well-being and the afterlife, such as fertility and funerary ritual. Intermarriage
undoubtedly played a part in such interaction, though from the scarce hints (including a 5thcentury BC graffito declaring the mutual love between Greek Gorgias and Egyptian Tamunis,
Villing 2015, 87 fig. 12b) it is difficult to gauge the extent of the practice at Naukratis. It is from
such mixed families, however, that by the early Hellenistic period prominent figures emerged,
such as Horemheb (Fig. 22; cf. Guermeur 2005, 135–37) a Naukratite trader born from a Greek
father and an Egyptian mother, whose monumental statue – erected in the sanctuary of AmunRa – attests his social significance. As a priest of Min, he is, moreover, living proof that then, as
already earlier (Vittmann 2006), a mixed ethnic background was no barrier to holding religious
office.
The case of Naukratis highlights the multifaceted role played by religious beliefs and ritual
practices in human interaction. As an institutional and behavioural framework that supported
both distinction and cohesion, religion helped to regulate not just social but also economic
contact and exchange; as a platform for cultural translation, it played a vital role especially in the
historical contact zones of the ancient world.
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Introduction
Cypro-Archaic terracotta figurines constitute a large proportion of the archaeological votive
finds at many East Aegean sanctuaries and, to a smaller but still conspicuous degree, at Naukratis
as well.1 Thus, they attest the considerable mobility of objects of cultic significance throughout
the Eastern Mediterranean world in the 8th and 7th centuries BC. At the same time, despite
more than a century of research, the precise chronology of Cypro-Archaic terracotta figurines
is still unclear and much debated, even when they come from archaeological contexts on the
island itself – not to mention the many unprovenanced examples found in museums. This makes
it difficult to understand when and how Cypriot terracotta figurines were used outside the
island or to assess the impact they had on local production and ritual usage during a period of
intense connections and cultural borrowing between the Levant, Cyprus, Egypt and the Aegean,
including the phenomenon known as the orientalising phase of Greek culture.
Because well-dated contexts on Cyprus itself were lacking, early research on Cypriot sculpture
(which did not distinguish terracottas from limestone sculpture), including the question of
when large-scale statues emerged on the island, depended on the subjective sense of style and
prejudices of the respective scholars. Their judgements were greatly influenced by their responses
to Classical Greek art. Consequently, Cypriot sculpture was often labelled as unsophisticated,
passive, and incapable of independent artistic creativity (for a summary of the history of modern
research on Cypriot sculpture, see Counts 2001).
John Linton Myres, for example, dated the emergence of Syrian, Egyptian and Greek elements
in Cypriot sculpture production to successive waves of political or cultural intervention on the
island by Assyrians, Persians, Egyptians and Greeks. This resulted in a very high chronology
starting in the 8th century BC (Myres 1914, 194, 198, 202). Arnold Walter Lawrence, on the other
1 The richest find-spot of Cypriot terracotta figurines in the East Aegean is the sanctuary of Hera on Samos. Gerhard
Schmidt’s 1968 catalogue contains c. 900 objects. Together with the non-published material and new finds, the number of
known Cypriot terracottas has increased to more than 2,000 fragments; so far, no final data are available (Henke 2017a, 58 n.
339). After Samos, Rhodes (Lindos, Kameiros and Ialysos) yielded a conspicuous number of figurines, but the only published
figurines are those from the sanctuary of Athena Lindia (Blinkenberg 1931; Wriedt Sørensen 1991, 225 mentions c. 240
objects) and some statuettes from the necropolis of Kameiros. In the case of the sanctuary of Apollo at Knidos, Kathrin
Kleibl (2006) selected about 116 pieces of Cypriot terracotta figurines for publication; some smaller fragments unpublished
remain. Only a few figurines are known from earlier excavations at other locations in this region (Kleibl 2006, 153–54). In
Miletos, about 600 fragments can be identified as Cypriot terracotta products, but this number includes unspecific body
fragments, which are usually not recorded in the finds publication of other sites (Henke 2017a, 57–58). Except for a few
pieces, all of them were found in the sanctuary of Aphrodite of Oikous. Additionally, there are some smaller complexes,
such as, for example, the harbour sanctuary in Chios (Boardman 1967) as well as some finds in the central and western
Aegean, in Delos and Aegina. Naukratis, in comparison, yielded about 123 terracotta figurines from the various Greek
sanctuaries of the city (Thomas 2015, 2).
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hand, argued for a strong inspiration from Greek sculpture in general and, accordingly, proposed
a low chronology (Lawrence 1926; see also Pryce 1931, 7, 11–146; Counts 2001, 143–45). Many
scholars rejected the idea that large-scale sculpture emerged on Cyprus earlier than in Greece
itself and, in particular, the possibility of its impact on early Greek sculpture or cultural practices
more generally (Childs 2001), thereby supporting lower dating ranges.
The first chronological model for the stylistic development of Cypriot sculpture based on
stratigraphic evidence was presented by Einar Gjerstad. Gjerstad drew his conclusions from the
stratigraphy of the sanctuary at Ayia Irini on Cyprus, which yielded a huge number of terracotta
figurines. For the Cypro-Archaic terracotta figurines, Gjerstad distinguished four different
styles: Proto-Cypriot I (650–560 BC); Proto-Cypriot II (c. 600–540 BC); Neo-Cypriot (c. 560–
520 BC); and Archaic Cypro-Greek (540–450 BC) (Gjerstad et al. 1948, 92–109; Counts 2001,
147–49). From the start, his definition of styles was strongly challenged by other scholars, not
least for its rather vague stylistic criteria and the overlapping chronological sequences. The latter
were taken as an argument for not designating them as chronological styles at all. Furthermore,
the interpretation of the archaeological contexts that Gjerstad used to determine the stylistic
chronology was sharply criticised. Since well-dated contexts were lacking in Cyprus, most of
these were located outside the island, in the East Aegean but also at Naukratis. In this respect,
the stratigraphic evidence for dating Cypriot terracotta figurines in the Heraion of Samos, which
yielded the largest group of Cypriot figurines outside the island itself, was and remains particularly
important. Gjerstad himself never accepted this, since it meant significant chronological shifts of
some of the styles, as Dieter Ohly outlined as early as 1940 (Ohly 1940; see Counts 2001, 149–51).
Finally, in the publication of the Cypriot terracotta and limestone statues found in the Heraion
of Samos, Schmidt argued for only one Proto-Cypriot style (Schmidt 1968, 95–98, 136 n. 65) and
for dating the Neo-Cypriot style between 610/600 and 570/560 BC (Schmidt 1968, 37–44).2 On
the other hand, Schmidt interpreted the different production techniques of Cypriot terracotta
figurines – namely, hand-made, wheel-made, mould-made solid (plaque-shaped) or mould-made
hollow figurines – as partly chronological phenomena.
Some scholars rejected Schmidt’s scheme and numerous attempts to assimilate the two
chronological systems have failed (among others, Lewe 1975; Demetriou 1978; Stylianou 2003).
In 2007, in the light of the higher dates for the occurrence of the Neo-Cypriot style from the
Aegean (while also questioning the stratigraphy of the finds from Ayia Irini), Sabine Fourrier
convincingly explained Gjerstad’s sequential styles as contemporary regional styles; she also
challenged Schmidt´s chronological order of different production techniques, arguing that these,
too, should be interpreted as contemporary regional phenomena (Fourrier 2007, 14–17, 89–92,
103–7). Thus, different styles and production techniques are characteristic of different Cypriot
centres or regions. Fourrier allocated the Neo-Cypriot style and, thus, the majority of Cypriot
terracotta figurines found in the East Aegean – whose conspicuously uniform style has already
2 The final date of 570/560 BC for the end of the import of Cypriot terracotta figurines was given by the dating of the
foundation of Dipteros I in the Heraion of Samos to c. 560 BC. As fragments of Cypriot terracotta figurines, classified by
Gerhard Schmidt as the latest imported statues, were found underneath the temple´s foundations, Schmidt argued for a
terminus ante quem of about 570/560 BC (Schmidt 1968, 70, 98). But Hermann J. Kienast (1998, 113) argued convincingly
for a higher dating of Dipteros I to c. 575 BC. Furthermore, new excavations east of the altars in 2010–13, executed under
the direction of Wolf-Dietrich Niemeier, show evidence of at least three layers of sacrificial debris underneath Altar VIII
(´Rhoikos-Altar´); they contained Cypriot terracottas and date only to 590/580 BC and not to 570/560 BC (Henke 2017b).
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been pointed out by various scholars, as outlined by Hermary (1991, 143–45) – to the local
style of Salamis in the eastern part of Cyprus (Fourrier 2007, 23–37, 106–7, 114). The style is
characterised by the extensive use of moulds in the production of plaque-shaped and hollow
figurines and was greatly inspired by the sculptural style of the surrounding East Mediterranean
cultures. Fourrier’s allocation of the figurine styles also clarifies the phenomenon of so few
production centres on Cyprus being represented in the complex of Cypro-Archaic terracotta
figurines in the East Aegean as well as at Naukratis (Thomas 2015, 20–21). These production
centres are, primarily, Salamis and, to a much lesser degree, Kition/Amathous. Probably, only a
few figurines originate in centres located in western Cyprus, such as Paphos, for example. This
fact is important when we investigate who dedicated these figurines in the Aegean and also when
we examine the practices for which these figurines were initially created.
The Samian stratigraphy had already indicated earlier dates, and Fourrier argued convincingly
for an earlier absolute date for the figurines exported to the East Aegean and Naukratis than
that originally proposed by Gjerstad. This, in turn, implies a much earlier date for the beginning
of large-scale production on Cyprus itself, as Antoine Hermary (1991) has already demonstrated
(though he adhered to the dates for the latest occurrence of the Neo-Cypriot style in the Aegean
proposed by Schmidt).
New evidence from Miletos for dating Cypriot terracotta figurines in the East Aegean
New stratigraphic evidence from the sanctuary of Aphrodite in Miletos has finally confirmed an
even higher date for the import of Cypriot or, specifically, East Cypriot/Salaminian terracotta
figurines in the East Aegean than hitherto expected. According to this evidence, the import
of these terracotta figurines started around 670 BC or a little earlier and did not reach its peak
before the middle of the century. Evidence even suggests that the majority of the figurines were
imported within a very short period of approximately one or two decades, from c. 650/640 BC
until c. 630 BC, and not 570/560 BC as suggested by Gerhard Schmidt (Henke 2017a, 191–93;
a slightly higher date for the terracotta figurines on Samos within the first quarter of the 6th
century has already been proposed by Kyrieleis 1989 and Stylianou 2003). Stylistic and technical
features of the figurines lead to the conclusion that the majority of figurines allocated to this
short period of ‘mass import’ between c. 650/640 BC and c. 630 BC – comprising both plaqueshaped and hollow figurines – was produced by a few more-or-less contemporary workshops in
the vicinity of Salamis. The proposed date of c. 630 BC for the end of imported Cypriot terracotta
figurines seems to conflict with some of the Naukratis finds, which could not have reached the
city before its generally accepted founding date in c. 620 BC; below, I shall return to this point.
The small number of workshops producing Cypriot terracotta figurines in the East Aegean is
indicated by the fact that many terracotta figurines, or parts of them, can be allocated to the same
moulds and to the distinctive modelling practices of individual craftsmen. In this respect, the
mould-made plaque-shaped figurines constitute many examples that were made from the same
moulds (Ikosi 1993, 14–26, 28–32). So far, this specific feature has not been found in the hollow
figurines to the same extent. This is due to the confusing range of typological and iconographic
variations in the specific technique used for this kind of hollow figurines. In this paper I discuss
two characteristic groups of figurines that I have extensively discussed in other publications
(Henke 2009; 2011; 2017a). In these earlier papers, the study focused on the technical aspects of

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Henke_24.pdf

2019

CYPRIOT TERRACOTTA FIGURINES IN THE EAST AEGEAN

252

the Cypriot terracotta figurines in the East Aegean rather than on chronological or overarching
cultural-anthropological questions, which were not discussed in detail but which are summarised
in the second part of the present paper.
The female statue T 600 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) found in the Heraion of Samos
(Fig. 1) belongs to the first of these two groups. It was shaped by using small moulds for some
details of the figurine, such as the hands or ear caps. The largest part of the body, however,
consists of numerous individual pieces of clay that were added and modelled by the craftsman.
Most of the physiognomy of the figurine and details such as the jewellery or the hair were shaped
by the individual creative hand of the craftsman, and reflect his own personal conception of
shape. This terracotta was included by Schmidt in his fourth group from Samos (Schmidt 1968,
39–44). Further statues on Samos – of different sex and type – show a close stylistic relationship
with T 600, as pointed out by Schmidt, who dated these figurines to an extended period within
the first quarter of the 6th century. Together with very similar figurines from other find locations
in the East Aegean, such as Rhodes or Knidos, Aegina or Salamis-Toumba on Cyprus, these
terracotta statues constitute a large stylistic group of figurines, as most recently pointed out by
Hermary and Fourrier (Hermary 1991; Fourrier 2007). It remained unnoticed, however, that
the close relationship of all of these figurines springs from the fact that they were most likely
made by the same craftsman or, at least, by a closely cooperating group of craftsmen within one
workshop.

Fig. 1: Cypriot mould-made hollow
figurine from Samos (T 600). After
Schmidt 1968, pl. 71. D-DAI-ATHSamos 2274. All rights reserved.
Photograph by H. Wagner.
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All the faces of the figurines listed in the appendix come from the same mould. This is
proved by conspicuous details appearing on all the faces in question. They all show, for instance,
an identical rendering of the left eyebrow (Henke 2011, 215 fig. 6; 2017a, pl. 12). Apart from
the identical structure of the hair locks themselves, a deep and wide incision at the lower edge
of the second triangular hair section is striking. This feature was already part of the prototype
or patrix from which the mould was taken. This specific feature was reproduced on all the
figurines in question (for a more detailed description see Henke 2011, 213–16; 2017a, 82–90).
The double-bordered right eyebrow (Henke 2011, 215, fig. 7; 2017a, pl. 12) constitutes another
characteristic feature shared by all these figurines: above the upper outline of the right eyebrow,
a more flattened second outline is visible. Therefore, it seems very likely that all these faces
were made in the same mould. Evidence for different generations of moulds, which should
be indicated by a steady reduction in sizes, cannot be observed.3 All other details were formed
separately by hand and then added to the statue. The faces, for instance, show variously elongated
or rounded outlines caused by the deformation that took place when they were applied to the rest
of the body and when the other parts of the head were formed.
The original iconography of the prototype from which the mould was cast can be reconstructed
from the female head T 1906+2798 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) found in the Heraion of
Samos (Fig. 2; Henke 2011, 214). The forelock ends in a straight edge on the forehead, followed
by two lines of small stamped curls. The upper line of curls is followed by incised vertical strands
of hair. Here, one can clearly see the line where the soft strand structure given by the mould
becomes a hard and more deeply scratched feature incised by the craftsman after joining the face
to the back of the head (Schmidt 1968, pl. 77 right). A slight elevation on the surface also makes
the joint visible (Henke 2011, 214). The identical hair structure formed by the mould appears
once again below the missing part of the turban-like bulge around the forehead on the female
head T 1888+1979 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) from the Heraion (Fig. 3). After moulding,
the craftsman modified the iconography by applying the bulge and cutting the forelocks into
small fringes. Another female head from Samos (Henke 2011, 215, fig. 8) shows this structure as
well, even though only one curl is still visible after the intensive modification by the craftsman.
The fragment illustrates the process of modelling the statues: the craftsman erased the
original iconography given by the mould, and shaped and applied all other details by hand.
A detailed examination of these freely shaped parts reveals conspicuous similarities in the
selection, combination and shape of iconographic motifs, which indicates that they were
produced by a single individual or, at least, by a closely connected group of craftsmen within
the same workshop. One example is the straight band of rectangular forelocks of the figurines
T 1888+1979 from Samos (Fig. 3; Schmidt 1968, pl. 79), GR.11.1890 (Cambridge, Fitzwilliam
Museum) from Salamis-Toumba (Karageorghis, Vassilika and Wilson 1999, 66 cat. no. 118) and
1891.8-6.39 (London, British Museum) (Fig. 4; V. Karageorghis 1993, cat. no. 73, pl. 20.1–2),
or Z10.27.6 (Miletos, excavation depot) from Miletos (Fig. 5; Henke 2017a, pl. 1.1). For this the
craftsman smoothed the stamped curls above the straight lower edge of the forelocks, as already
described for the forehead of T 1906+2798 from Samos. Afterwards, he cut this plane band into
many very small and short rectangular strands, which, in turn, are structured by two or three
incisions running diagonally in different directions. The lower corners of the rectangular fringes
are cut off. This iconography is, of course, not unique, but the proportion and the outlining of
the strands are so similar that the same craftsman can be assumed.
3 Jastrow 1941.
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Fig. 2 Cypriot mould-made hollow figurine
from Samos (T 1906+2798). After Schmidt
1968, pl. 77. D-DAI-ATH-Samos 6830. All
rights reserved. Photograph by E. Feiler.

Fig. 3: Cypriot mould-made hollow figurine
from Samos (T 1888+1979). After Schmidt
1968, pl. 79. D-DAI-ATH-Samos 6808. All
rights reserved. Photograph by E. Feiler.
http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Henke_24.pdf
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Fig. 4: Cypriot mould-made hollow
figurine from Salamis-Toumba, now in
the British Museum (1891.8-6.39). After
V. Karageorghis 1993, pl. 20, 2.
© Trustees of the British Museum.

Fig. 5: Cypriot mould-made hollow
figurine from Miletos (Z 10.27.6). After
Henke 2017a, pl. 1, 1. Milet-Archiv,
Neg. Z10276-1. All rights reserved.
Photograph by D. Johannes.
http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Henke_24.pdf
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Fig. 6: Cypriot mould-made hollow figurine
from Samos (T 419). After Schmidt 1968, pl. 67.
D-DAI-ATH-Samos 5115. All rights reserved.
Photograph by E.-M. Czakó.

Also striking are the realistically rendered folds of the upturned cheek-pieces that cover the
upper part of the ears of T 419 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) from Samos (Fig. 6; Schmidt
1968, pls 67–68) and GR.11.1890 from Salamis-Toumba (V. Karageorghis 1993, pl. 25.6; Henke
2017a, 11.1). They were formed by folding a piece of clay upward in the same way as the caps were
worn in reality. In the case of other figurines, such as the stylistically related head GR.22.1891
(Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum) (V. Karageorghis 1993, pl. 25.5 [here inv. no. GR.3d.1888];
Henke 2017a, pl. 11.5) – found in Salamis-Toumba and made in a different mould – the cheekpieces were modelled by a separately attached piece of clay but without recreating the fold in a
realistic way. Moreover, the entire ear is visible, in contrast to the heads T 419 and GR.11.1890
(for a detailed presentation of further similarities in shape and modelling techniques see Henke
2017a, 82–90).
Thus, in addition to an identical mould being used to produce all these faces, other features
show a high degree of conformity in the overall rendering, and this allows us to identify the
conspicuous conception of shape of an individual craftsman or, at least, the uniform canon of a
closely connected group of craftsmen.
It seems very unlikely that a single mould could be used for as long as several decades; several
years, or even fewer, seem more realistic. Even if this claim remains unsupported, the identical
overall rendering and conception of shape apparent in these figurines support the assumption
that they were created by only a few craftsmen, if not by a single one. Consequently, all figurines
would have been made within a limited time span. A newly excavated bothros in the sanctuary
of Aphrodite in Miletos produced fragments of terracotta faces (Fig. 5; Henke 2011, 215, fig. 10;
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2017a, pl. 1.1) that were made in the same mould as the figurines mentioned above. Since the
bothros was closed around 630 BC, the figurines, dated by Schmidt to the first quarter of the
6th century, must have been produced and exported to the East Aegean before this date, but
probably not earlier than the middle of the 7th century BC (for the dating of the bothros see
Neeft 2017).4
Considering that some of these terracotta figurines were found in a sanctuary deposit at
Salamis-Toumba on Cyprus5, just to the south of the urban centre, while others of similar type
were found in other parts of the urban centre, it seems likely that the workshop was located in
the same area. That would explain the close stylistic relationship between the plaque-shaped
terracotta 756 (Larnaka, Pierides Foundation Museum) from Achna on Cyprus (Henke 2017a,
pl. 14.2) and the hollow figurine T 600 from Samos (Fig. 1). Their common features are the
rounded head with half-moon-shaped eyes, a broad mouth with straight lips and triangular
incised corners, and a head supported by a long neck. The chest of both statues is broad, and the
wide shoulders are straight and horizontal. The upper arms are immense and broadly modelled.
The outline of the long hair reaches the outer points of the shoulders. Its lower border ends close
to their upper outline. The chest is situated very high on the body and close to the outline of
the shoulders. The stylistic relationship between the statues T 600 and 756 is so close that they
probably originate from the same workshop, if not the same craftsman but, of course, not from
the same mould (Henke 2011, 216–17; 2017a, 89–90).
The technical and stylistic features mentioned above, such as the ear being covered by the
Cypriot cap, the rendering of the forelocks, eyes and mouth, or the structuring of the eyebrows,
can also be detected in other, differently sized, statues. Thus, it seems very likely that the small
head T 2540 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) (Schmidt 1968, pl. 44) from Samos or the lifesized face C 111(Nikosia, Cyprus Museum) (V. Karageorghis 1993, pl. 20.5; Henke 2017a, pl.
15.1) and other life-sized figurines from Salamis-Toumba (see Henke 2017a, 93–94 pl. 15.4.6–7)
were made by the same craftsman or group of craftsmen as the figurines above, even though they
do not come from the same mould. If these observations are correct, figurines of all sizes and
different techniques were all produced by the same artisans.
That terracotta figurines of different sizes and techniques were related to a closely connected
group of craftsmen, or even a single artisan, can also be observed in other figurines, which play
a central role in the discussion of style and chronology. One of these figurines, which belongs to
the second group, I want to discuss here, is the terracotta Arsos 540 (Nikosia, Cyprus Museum)
from Arsos (Gjerstad et al. 1948, pl. 7, left; Henke 2017a, pl. 17.1). The entire front of the statue
4 Referring to Ohly 1940, 63, Schmidt (1968, 37) quotes that the head T 419 (Fig. 5) was found under the oldest plaster of
the cultic bath (Kultbad) in the Heraion of Samos. Buschor (1930, 31) linked this plaster with the building of the southern
stoa (Südhalle), hitherto dated c. 640/630 BC (Walter 1957, 48). But Walter (1957, 48, 49) linked the plaster and the cultic
bath with a later modification of the southern stoa and the new regulation of the river Imbrasos, all dated by him to the
second decade (620/610 BC) of the 7th century BC. Just two years later, Walter (1959, 64) dated the cultic bath to c. 600 BC.
Regardless of the shifting dates for the context of T 419, a much earlier production for this group of figurines in the 7th
century was already indicated then. Furthermore, the heads T 3833 (Kyrieleis 1989, 62, fig. 8; Henke 2017a, pl. 12.16) and T
3834 (Kyrieleis 1989, 63, fig. 9; Henke 2017a, pl. 10.1) were found in 1983/84 by Helmut Kyrieleis in a well in the Heraion
of Samos, which was used between 630 and 590 BC (Kyrieleis 1989, 53). Therefore, Stylianou (2003, 40) argued for a much
earlier date for the terracotta figurines in question, as already proposed by Hermary (1991). The context in Miletos provides
new evidence for a still higher chronology of the figurines before 630 BC.
5 Approximately 60 female figurines of types compared by the excavators to those from Rhodes were also found at Toumba.
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was made in a single mould that was usually used to produce plaque-shaped figurines. The
plaque-shaped terracotta B 130 (London, British Museum) from Kameiros on Rhodes comes
from the same mould, as Gerhard Schmidt and Jaqueline Karageorghis (Schmidt 1968, pl. 126;
J. Karageorghis 1999, 205–6, Kat. VI[ii] 36–37) have already pointed out. Only the turban-like
bulge around the forehead was added by the craftsman after moulding. The back of the figurine
Arsos 540 was made by pressing various pieces of clay together. No further physiognomic details
are indicated.
Other hollow figurines from the Heraion of Samos, such as T 385 (Schmidt 1968, pl. 81;
Henke 2017a, pl. 17.4) and T 2041 (Schmidt 1968, pl. 81), but also T 602 (Schmidt 1968, pl. 78;
Henke 2017a, pl. 17.3), T 2563 (Schmidt 1968, pl. 81; Henke 2017a, pl. 17.2), or T 237 (Schmidt
1968, pl. 79; Henke 2017a, pl. 18.1), all in the Archaeological Museum in Vathy, were also formed
in this mould.6 The preserved outline of the original mould-made curls above the forehead, and
the swelling of the surface close to the outer end of the right eyebrow, which can be observed
in all of these figurines, prove this assumption. For example, the arch of the left curl of the two
curls above the nose always extends a little further into the face than the right one. The original
iconography, indicated by the mould, with twisted strands of forelocks ending in a semi-circular
curl above the forehead, is very well preserved on the head T 602 (Henke 2017a, pl. 18.2), but it is
also detectable on the figurines T 385 (Henke 2017a, pl. 18.3) and T 237 (Henke 2017a, pl. 18.1).
It is, therefore, not surprising that an unpublished female head in the Museum of Rhodes, found
in Ialysos, which in contrast is bare-headed, can also be attributed to the same mould. Two other
fragments of bare-headed variations were found in Miletos (Henke 2017a, pls 22.1 and 22.3),
but the corpus of figurine fragments made in this mould, whether with or without the turbanlike bulge around the forehead, found in East Aegean sanctuaries is, generally, remarkably large
(Henke 2017a, 96–104).
The shoulder fragment T 2105 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) (Schmidt 1968, pl. 76) found
in the Heraion of Samos, for instance, was also made in the same mould as Arsos 540. It was
found in a context (Fundgruppe XXVIII) that Hans Walter dated to c. 600 BC (Schmidt 1968, 87
Region F 2; Walter 1968, 88 Fundgruppe XXVIII). Other fragments originating from the same
mould as the figurine Arsos 540 were also found in the pit in the sanctuary of Aphrodite in Miletos,
which was closed around 630 BC (Henke 2017a, pls 20.4, 21.1, 21.4 and 23.2). Consequently, it
seems improbable that heads such as T 385 from Samos or the figurine Arsos 540 date to later
in the 7th or even to the 6th century, as Gerhard Schmidt (1968, 43) has previously proposed.
Other terracotta figurines, such as T 241+2127 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) (Schmidt
1968, pl. 68; Henke 2017a, pl. 24.1) and T 663 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) from Samos
(Schmidt 1968, pl. 69; Henke 2017a, pl. 25.5), the head Z08.472.3 (Miletos, Archaeological
Museum) from Miletos (Henke 2017a, pl. 25.4), the head no. 48 (Famagusta, District Museum)
from the sea at Salamis (V. Karageorghis 1993, pl. 54.5; Henke 2017a, pl. 19.1), or the figurine
C 104 (Nikosia, Cyprus Museum) (V. Karageorghis 1995, pl. 9.6; Henke 2017a, pl. 19.3) – all
of different sizes, types and manufacturing techniques – may also be connected to the same
production milieu as Arsos 540. First of all, a particularly uniform hairstyle and headdress stand
in contrast to the first group of figurines. This includes the recurring mould-made small plastic
curls of the forelocks as well as the identical way in which the craftsman reworked the turban6 Schmidt (1968, 43) has already pointed out that the head fragments T 385 and T 2041 were also made in the same mould
as Arsos 540.
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like bulge above the forehead. He aligned the vertically incised lines of the turban-like bulge
according to the size and form of the curls of the forelock. The lines always start or end in the
middle of the curls and in the corners between them.
Other connecting features are the expression and the rendering of the eyes and mouth. There
is a tendency to shape the eyeballs more plastically and organically. The upper eyelid ascends
relatively steeply from the inner corner of the eyes, reaches its apex before the middle of the eye
and then flattens out towards the outer corner of the eye. The line of the lower eyelid is straighter
but not flat, in contrast to the other production group discussed above. Now, the lid follows the
bulging, curved eyeball. Towards the outer end of the eye, the lower lid turns up gently, which
is again more noticeable in the left eye. This ascending line seems to be a specific feature of this
production group and occurs on all these heads, even when the modelling is less careful or when
the heads are very small. The lips are broad and protruding, with deep and long incised labial
angles down to the chin. As for dating these figurines: Z08.472.3 also belongs to the Milesian pit
that was closed around 630 BC (for a more detailed description see Henke 2017a, 104–10).
In comparison with the terracotta figurines T 600 and 756 discussed above, the statue Arsos
540 shows a different conception of the human body. Here, the neck is short, which makes
the shoulders seem very high, as if they were pulled up, and the arms are slender. The upper
part of the body is elongated with low-positioned breasts. On the whole, the entire upper part
of the statue appears more stretched out and less well-proportioned than the statue 756. This
conception of the human body can be observed in all the figurines sharing other closely related
features, as described above (for example C 139 and C 104 in the Cyprus Museum in Nikosia [V.
Karageorghis 1995, pl. 9.5–6; Henke 2017a, pl. 19.2–3]).
The production of these technically and stylistically closely related groups of terracotta
figurines – each probably made by the same individuals or groups of craftsmen – cannot have
taken place over a long period of several decades. Taking into account similar groups (not
presented in this paper [for these groups see Henke 2017a]) and the fact that the bothros in
Miletos yielded fragments of all of these groups, it seems more plausible that the majority of
terracotta figurines found in the East Aegean was produced and imported earlier than 630 BC.
Considering the Samian stratigraphy, the majority of these hollow and plaque-shaped figurines
reached the East Aegean not before the middle of the 7th century. Consequently, a very short
period of about twenty, or even as few as ten, years should be estimated.7
The new terminus ante quem of c. 630 BC for the production and import of Cypriot terracotta
figurines in the East Aegean conflicts with the dates given by the foundation date of Naukratis
around 620 BC, since some figurines found there show close stylistic as well as some mould-based
parallels in the East Aegean.8 Recent discussions on an earlier ‘founding’ date of Naukratis were
7 All Samian contexts with a previous terminus ante quem of c. 640/630 BC or earlier are lacking fragments of Cypriot
terracottas that can be associated with the here discussed groups of figurines (for example: under Hekatompedos II [Schmidt
1968, 89], Altar V [Schmidt 1968, 73–74], under the southern stoa [Südhalle] [Schmidt 1968, 83–5]). They contain other
groups of terracottas in much smaller quantities. But most of these contexts may have to be dated slightly lower in the 7th
century, as soon to be published by Wolf-Dietrich Niemeier (Walter, Clemente and Niemeier in print). Thus, only a couple
of Cypriot figurines in the Heraion were found in contexts earlier than the middle of the century, such as, for example, the
wheel-made terracotta T 1799 with a mould-made head (Schmidt 1968, 49–53 pl. 91), probably from Kition (Fourrier 2007,
53–8).
8 For example, British Museum 1886,0401.1479 (Thomas 2015, 5, fig. 6) and the figurine Museum Marmaris inv.-no. 11.10.99
ST 99-K 8c-10,53 from Knidos (Kleibl 2006, cat. no. 376, pl. 94.3; the figurine from Knidos is interpreted as a female or a
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rejected, although some areas of the city could have been settled before 620 BC (Schlotzhauer
2012, 25–35; Thomas 2015, 4–5, n. 24). But the higher date for some of the Cypriot terracotta
figurines in Naukratis before or around 630 BC does not seem to contradict the usual dating
ranges of finds at this site. Thus, a few pieces of the earliest material groups in Naukratis, such
as, for example, the Chian and Corinthian pottery (Bergeron 2015a, 5–7; 2015b, 3), Bird Cups
or other Ionian pottery (Schlotzhauer 2012, 34) also range between 640/630 and 610/600 BC.
Consequently, the date of 630 BC for some of the earlier Cypriot figurines in Naukratis is not
unreasonable. Furthermore, it cannot be excluded that some older material circulated and was
dedicated after this date. Primarily, however, this supposed date affects the import of Cypriot
terracotta figurines into the East Aegean and the dedication practices in this particular region
and does not necessarily apply to Naukratis, which probably had a different background, as we
will consider below. Finally, the date probably does not affect the production of such figurines on
Cyprus itself, which raises the question of how long after c. 630 BC figurines similar to the East
Aegean finds may have been manufactured on Cyprus and have reached Naukratis a little later.9
To summarise at this point: the entire corpus of Cypriot terracotta figurines in the East Aegean
can be dated to the 7th century BC, when many other foreign objects of eastern origin were
dedicated in Greek sanctuaries. They are of particular interest because this trans-Mediterranean
connection is associated with the intensified impact that elements of eastern culture had on
early Greek communities. This, in turn, is taken to imply the transfer of cultural, cultic and/
or technological knowledge, which induced processes of analogous innovation or even social
change. However, in contrast to many of these other foreign objects, which usually consist of
quite rare typological groups of objects or even unique pieces, the imported Cypriot terracotta
figurines number – depending on the respective sanctuary – at least several hundred. In some
places, such as Samos or Knidos, the Cypriot imports temporarily even replaced the local
terracotta dedications (Ohly 1940, 60–61). Similar quantities can be observed in the aeg yptiaca, in
particular in the Graeco-Egyptian faiences dedicated at many East Aegean Archaic sanctuaries,
mainly in the Heraion of Samos and the sanctuary of Aphrodite at Miletos. Here, this material
has already initiated a discussion on the adoption of cult practices (Ebbinghaus 2006, 200–1
and 217; Hölbl 2006, 87–88; 2007, 457–58; 2014). In the case of the Cypriot terracotta figurines,
however, such a discussion has only just begun, mainly because many scholars have denied the
possibility that local Eastern Greek donors, rather than Cypriot travellers, donated the terracotta
remodelled male, but it seems that the broad girdle and the indicated folds underneath suggest that the figurine originally
represented a male) or the head British Museum 1886,0401.1424 (Thomas 2015, 6, fig. 8) and the head fragment ST 00-K
8c-20,34 from Knidos (Kleibl 2006, cat. no. 381, pl. 95,3) as well as the head T 2603 from the Heraion of Samos (Schmidt
1968, pl. 80; for a more detailed discussion see Henke 2017a, 138–40).
9 The fill of the bothros in Miletos is considered by the excavator Volkmar von Graeve (2013, 7–8) as destruction debris
accumulated after an attack on the city. Thus, the situation causing the disposal of the items might be due to a third party and
not initiated by some internal needs of the sanctuary, such as, for example, regular and systematic cleanings or even cultic or
topographical changes etc., as has been assumed for similar contexts at some other sanctuaries. Thus, one cannot preclude
the possibility that some of the Cypriot terracottas of later contexts reached the East Aegean or Naukratis some time after
630 BC. However, taking into account the close stylistic and technical relationship of the figurines in question, this timespan
should not be stretched over a lengthy period, such as a decade or more.
Of great importance for the chronology will be the exact dating of the late 7th–early 6th century BC shipwreck found at
Bozburun, near Marmaris, on the southwestern coast of Turkey, as it contained Cypriot terracotta figurines and, especially,
limestone statues in Cypriot style (Özdaş and Kızıldaǧ 2016; 2017, 45).

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Henke_24.pdf

261		

JAN-MARC HENKE

BMSAES 24

figurines. In this regard, the corpus of Cypriot terracotta figurines on Samos and in Miletos but
also in Naukratis (Thomas 2015, 27) may provide new insights.
In the second part of this paper, I compare some characteristic features of the corpora of
Cypriot and local terracotta figurines in the East Aegean as possible evidence for technical
innovations at some selected local East Aegean terracotta production sites. In the third part,
I discuss the identity of the figurines’ donors (see also Henke forthcoming, where this issue is
discussed; for a more detailed investigation see Henke 2017a). The probability of some cultic
innovation transfer from Cyprus, to which the Cypriot terracotta figurines may possibly testify,
is also examined in this context.
Did Cypriot terracotta figurine technologies inspire local Ionian coroplastics?
G. Schmidt, among others, questioned whether the local Ionian – in this case, the Samian –
coroplastic was technically as well as stylistically inspired by Cypriot terracotta figurines (Schmidt
1968, 120–26). Although he was merely following the general reluctance to concede that Cypriot
art had any impact on Greek sculpture, evidence for such an interaction is, admittedly, not
immediately obvious. However, he assumed at least some connection between the plaque-shaped
mould-made Cypriot figurines and the mould-made Samian terracotta figurines of the late 7th–
early 6th century (Ohly 1941, pl. 34; Schmidt 1968, 123). On account of the proposed new dates
for the imported Cypriot terracotta figurines, this possible interaction should, at any rate, be
re-examined.
Of specific interest in Miletos, Samos and Rhodes is a group of plaque-shaped male bareheaded terracotta figurines in Cypriot style; they wear a long, short-sleeved girdled chiton with
lateral kolpoi covering the girdle, and a tassel-fringed himation. The tasselled fringe runs from
the left shoulder down to the right knee. The upper edge of the mantle around the neck is
pulled down by the right fist, whereas the left arm is stretched out vertically along the left side
of the body. The statues are thus presented in a specific Cypriot garment, which is usually
thought to be inspired by Assyrian archetypes (among others, Thomas 2015, 23). The dress and
gesture recur in many Cypriot terracotta and limestone statues and represent a specific Cypriot
iconographic type sometimes labelled as ‘Mantelmann’. In most cases, however, these figurines
are bearded and wear the typical pointed Cypriot cap with up- or (much less commonly) downturned cheek-pieces, in contrast to the previously mentioned plaque-shaped figurines in the East
Aegean. However, similar beardless figurines of the same type are represented by Cypriot-style
limestone statues (Nick 2006, no. 1; Thomas 2015, 3, fig. 4; although the chiton of the example
from Naukratis is not girdled). Only on the head T1812 from Samos (Schmidt 1968, pl. 7) are the
strands of a beard incised at the throat, whereas on the head of the figurine 2003 from Rhodes
(Blinkenberg 1931, pl. 89; Wriedt Sørensen 1991, pl. 68c), a pointed beard and a cap were added
by hand.
As the chemical analyses by Vassilis Kilikoglou showed (Kilikoglou et al. 2009, 200 and 205,
Abb. 8 SAH 69; Henke 2017a, 181–87, pls 75–77), the figurines in question are made of clay of
Eastern Greek origin. All of them were produced in the same mould or moulds taken from the
same patrix. One head was found in the potters’ quarter at Kalabaktepe in Miletos, which was
occupied from the Geometric period onward. The context of the head dates to the second half
of the 7th century. A patrix of these figurines was dedicated in the sanctuary of Aphrodite on
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Zeytintepe (Henke 2017a, 288, cat. no. 207). Unfortunately, the fragment was not found in a
datable context. The figurines in question can be dated, however, by the Samian contexts, which
are, so far, dated to c. 670/650 BC (Henke 2017a, 181–87). It follows that similar plaque-shaped
terracotta figurines, too, must have been produced on Cyprus itself before this terminus. The
date coincides with the beginning of a highly intensified production of Daedalic plaque-shaped
terracotta figurines in the same settlement at Miletos (von Graeve 2007; 2013, 10–14; 2017,
15–16, 19–28). Studies of these Daedalic and Cypriot-style terracottas revealed similarities in the
technique by which both kinds of terracottas were produced. A specific feature of local Milesian
plaque-shaped terracottas since the appearance of the Daedalic statues is the significantly curved
back side at the level of the head; Volkmar von Graeve interprets this feature as the result
of a particular practice in handling the mould and the figurine during the production process
(Figs 7-8).10 This feature is unusual in imported plaque-shaped terracottas from Cyprus (for
example Schmidt 1968, pl. 53; T 636) but well attested in the Cypriot-style terracottas made
of local East Ionian clay (Figs 9-10). Furthermore, it seems that the Cypriot-style terracotta
figurines in question were not made in one single mould, as is commonly assumed for Cypriot
plaque-shaped terracotta figurines. Apparently, the body and head at least were made in two
different moulds and then joined. This is visible at the joint between the neck and the shoulders
of Z08.356.1+Z09.73.3 (Fig. 9a b). The even surface in the break shows that this edge was
originally a connecting point smoothed by the craftsman before joining head and body. This
practice is confirmed by the patrix found in the sanctuary of Aphrodite in Miletos, which consists
only of the figurine’s head (Henke 2017a, pl. 76, 5–7). The technique of creating plaque-shaped
terracotta figurines by joining several separately moulded pieces is, as far as I know, unknown
on Cyprus but well attested in the Daedalic plaque-shaped terracotta figurines in Miletos (von
Graeve 2017, 20–26). This suggests that the Cypriot-style terracotta figurines found in Miletos
and on Samos were apparently made by local craftsmen. This is supported by the way in which
the mould is filled with many thin layers of clay, a feature they share with the local Ionian mould
made and Daedalic figurines (von Graeve 2017, 18–19, 23). In contrast, the craftsmen creating
the imported Cypriot plaque-shaped figurines formed solid terracotta figurines by covering the
inner surface of the mould with an initial thin layer of clay and then filling the remaining cavity
with lumps of clay. Sometimes, a second thin layer of clay completes the filling at the back, which
results in a flat and even surface. Sometimes, the whole rear side can be curved – slightly concave
or convex – depending on how the mould was filled with clay.
Taking these factors into account, it seems that around 670 BC or a little earlier the technical
innovation of forming terracotta figurines by using moulds reached Ionia. This probably
happened through contacts with Crete and Cyprus, as Dieter Ohly and Gerhard Schmidt had
already realised (Ohly 1940, 60; Schmidt 1968, 120–26.). The first plaque-shaped figurines were
imported. Ionian craftsmen – especially Milesian artisans – adopted this innovation immediately
and produced plaque-shaped terracotta figurines in Daedalic and Cypriot style. In producing
plaque-shaped Cypriot-style terracotta figurines, however, the local craftsmen used a technique
– not found, so far, in original Cypriot plaque-shaped figurines from Cyprus itself – of joining
several separately moulded pieces. It can, therefore, be questioned whether the adoption of the
10 Volkmar von Graeve kindly explained and demonstrated to me this characteristic feature of plaque-shaped terracottas in
Miletos during a conversation in the excavation depots.
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Figs 7a-b: Daedalic plaque-shaped figurine from Miletos (Z 08.463.7); front and side views. After von Graeve
2017, 25, fig. 25 6. Photographs by D. Johannes.

Fig. 8a-b: Daedalic plaque-shaped figurine from Miletos (Z 94.73.6); front and side views. After von Graeve
2007, pl. 88, 3–4. Photographs by D. Johannes.
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Figs 9a b: Cypriot style plaque-shaped figurine from Miletos (Z 08.356.1+Z 09.73.3); front and side views. After
Henke 2017a, pl. 75, 5–6. Milet-Archiv, Neg. Z083561-1 and Z083561-2. All rights reserved. Photographs by
D. Johannes.

Figs 10a b: Cypriot style plaque-shaped figurine from Miletos (TC 94); front and side views. After Henke 2017a,
pl. 76, 3–4. Milet-Archiv, Neg. ZTC94-1 and ZTC94-2 – all rights reserved. Photographs by D. Johannes.
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technique of plaque-shaped figurines was strongly inspired by Cyprus. It is quite surprising,
however, that the local craftsmen chose to produce Cypriot-style figurines wearing Cypriot
costume, but the production technique they chose was of local character.
It seems clear overall that approximately around the middle of the 7th century BC, the plaqueshaped Cypriot-style figurines and plaque-shaped terracotta figurines from Cyprus itself were
not in demand in Miletos unlike the Daedalic figurines.11 Only mould-made hollow terracotta
figurines from Cyprus were dedicated at Miletos in larger quantities at that time, in contrast to
Samos or Rhodes, for example.
According to the Samian stratigraphy, Cypriot terracottas with mould-made faces and wheelshaped bodies – showing Phoenician influence and which were very common in Kition (Schmidt
1968, 50 3; Fourrier 2007, 57 8) – were imported alongside the plaque-shaped figurines at the
same time, that is around 670 BC or a little earlier (Schmidt 1968, 51, 84, 88, Taf. 91 T 1799
and Taf. 93 T 2061).12 Dieter Ohly and Veronica Jarosch drew attention to some local Samian
terracotta figurines produced by a similar technique, which Jarosch dated, approximately, to the
second quarter of the 7th century (Jarosch 1994, 58–59). Therefore, it can be assumed that the
production of local terracottas in this technique was possibly inspired by Cypriot imports. At
least, it seems that the local production started simultaneously with the import of the Cypriot
figurines in question (Henke 2017a, 196–97). Since Cypriot terracotta figurines found in contexts
earlier than 670 BC are lacking in the Heraion of Samos, it seems that Cypriot figurines were
not imported before that date to create a taste or need for local copies over a longer period of
time. In Miletos, similar techniques for producing local terracotta figurines were also observed
by von Graeve, but, on the basis of stratigraphic evidence, a precise date for the beginning of this
production between 690 and 630 BC is, so far, not possible (von Graeve 2017, 15–19).
If, generally, the proposed new date for Cypriot terracottas in the East Aegean (up to 630 BC)
is correct, a great number of mould-made hollow terracotta figurines – such as Arsos 540 or
T 600, mentioned above – in different sizes and types reached the Ionian sanctuaries during a
very short period around the third quarter of the 7th century. According to Veronica Jarosch,
Samian craftsmen started, once again, to produce the first local mould-made hollow terracotta
figurines around 640/630 BC. Two different production techniques, related to the described
Cypriot techniques, can be identified. Similar to the technique of Arsos 540, some local statues
were produced by using moulds for plaque-shaped Daedalic figurines that were filled with only
one layer of clay. Instead of filling up the rest of the cavity with pieces of clay, as in solid plaqueshaped terracotta figurines, the craftsmen added, in some cases, a back side consisting of a single
flat piece of clay without any physiognomic details (Jarosch 1994, 48, pls 64 T 692 and 65 T 693
T 695). Similarly to the terracotta figurine T 600, other statues were made by using small moulds
to produce only parts of the figurine, such as the face. The rest of the body and the elaborate
details of the garment were shaped by hand and built up with various bits of clay. Sometimes, the
lower part of the body was wheel-made (Jarosch 1994, 48, 50, pls 66 T 666, T 676, T 924, T 925
and 67 T 675 and T 679).
That the extensive import of these terracotta figurines from Cyprus coincided with the
11 In contrast to the c. 1,230 Daedalic plaque-shaped figurines of the 7th century (von Graeve 2017, 27), so far, only nine
imported Cypriot plaque-shaped terracotta figurines and 12 plaque-shaped terracotta figurines of Cypriot style are known
from Miletos (Henke 2017a, 57–58).
12 The stratigraphic contexts of both figurines with mould-made faces and wheel-made bodies are dated to c. 670/660 BC.
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beginning of the use of similar techniques by local Samian craftsmen may attest that, at least
on Samos, the Cypriot figurines did, indeed, provide technical inspiration. In that case, it seems
more likely that the local craftsmen acquired these techniques by observing the imported statues,
rather than by personal contacts and interaction with Cypriot artisans. Otherwise, the chosen
techniques would be much more comparable in detail than, in fact, they are.
As mentioned above, there are some conspicuous technical differences, aside from the obvious
stylistic ones. One example is the Cypriot-style plaque-shaped male figurines discussed above.
In this case, the local craftsmen chose techniques of handling the clay and shaping the figurines
that, so far, have not been detected in the imported original Cypriot terracotta figurines, but
which are very common in the local Milesian Daedalic figurines. Furthermore, very early in the
last quarter of the 7th century, the Ionian craftsmen started to use the double-mould technique
to shape the front and the back of the figurines, which was totally unknown on Cyprus (Ohly
1941, pls 34–35; von Graeve 2007). For the moment, we can at least propose that the import
of Cypriot terracotta figurines made using specific techniques coincided with the emergence of
corresponding techniques in Ionia. Consequently, the production of similar terracotta figurines
in East Greece could have been inspired by these imports. It is not, however, possible to be
certain at this point.
On the other hand, if the production of plaque-shaped terracotta figurines was not strongly
inspired by the technique of the Cypriot imports, why, then, did the local Ionian craftsmen produce
terracotta figurines in Cypriot style and attire? This question leads to another controversial
issue in the studies of Cypriot terracotta figurines: namely, the identity of the donors dedicating
Cypriot and Cypriot-style figurines in the East Aegean.
On the identity of donors dedicating terracotta figurines
A particularly controversial issue in Cypriot terracotta studies concerns the identity of the donors
in East Greek sanctuaries. Helmut Kyrieleis has argued that since the figurines are not wearing
Ionian but typical Cypriot garments, they cannot be seen as representatives of Greek worshippers
(Kyrieleis 2009, 140). He maintained that the donors of the terracottas in the East Aegean were
Cypriot in origin. It does not seem very likely, though, that the Cypriot garment of the terracotta
figurines deterred East Ionian worshippers from dedicating them. As we saw above, Ionian
potters produced plaque-shaped figurines in Cypriot style and wearing Cypriot garments for the
local market (see above). For example, the East Greek mercenary in Egypt, Pedon, apparently of
higher military rank, was not deterred from representing himself with an Egyptian-type statue in
a sanctuary in the area of Miletos in Asia Minor. In Egypt, it was quite common for individuals
of similar rank to Pedon to dedicate this type of statue (Haider 1996, 100–1; Vittmann 2003, fig.
103; Ebbinghaus 2006, 195; Bumke 2007, 366–68). Although, generally, only a few Cypriot or
Cypriot-style figurines bear a dedication inscription, we have at least one dedication inscription
on a Cypriot-style limestone statue (carrying a sacrificial animal) from Lindos on Rhodes that
mentions the Greek donor, Hekatios (Blinkenberg 1931, 436, fig. 54; Kourou et al. 2002, 73–77;
Höckmann 2009, 254, figs 5–6).13 In Naukratis, two inscriptions on Cypriot-style limestone
13 The Greek inscription on the fragment of what is probably a Cypriot-style terracotta from Knidos (Kleibl 2006, 157.
pl. 20.4) is less significant in this regard, as the complete statue cannot be reconstructed. As in the case of the Cypriot-style
terracotta figurines in Miletos, the fragment at least attests to the production of probably Cypriot-style terracotta figurines in
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statues of the early 6th century BC were dedicated to Aphrodite by Kallias and Polyermos
(Johnston 2015, 5). At least in the latter case, we can exclude the possibility that Polyermos himself
was represented by the figurine, since it depicts a woman. The statues prove, though, that at least
some Greeks chose Cypriot-style limestone statues as votive gifts. However, no inscriptions that
could clarify this issue are found on any of the great number of Cypriot terracotta figurines.
If we assume that the donors of the terracotta figurines were Cypriots, it would imply that the
abrupt end of imported Cypriot terracotta figurines in East Aegean sanctuaries was caused by a
sudden rupture in the commercial relationships between the two territories and that the Cypriot
donors of the terracotta figurines left the East Aegean regions immediately. So far, no plausible
explanation for such a scenario has been found, as already argued by Lone Wriedt Sørensen (1991,
234–38).14 Moreover, it raises the question why, in the 7th century BC, large groups of Cypriots
preferred to dedicate a great number of Cypriot terracotta figurines specifically in sanctuaries of
this region – compared to other parts of the Mediterranean outside of Cyprus – and why they
stopped this practice abruptly at the end of the century.
Anja Ulbrich’s comprehensive study of sanctuaries of the Kypria (Great Goddess of Cyprus)
confirms earlier assumptions that there existed a specific dedication practice based on the gender
of the worshipped deity (Ulbrich 2008, 60–63). Ancient Cypriots thus dedicated predominantly
female figurines in sanctuaries of female deities and male figurines in shrines of male divinities.
Only in the case of divine couples does the gender of the figurines appear to be more balanced.
It is not very surprising, therefore, that in the sanctuary of Aphrodite in Miletos female figurines
dominate the dedications of anthropomorphic Cypriot terracotta figurines (von Graeve 2013,
14–17; Henke 2017a, 49; forthcoming) or that male figurines are in the majority in the sanctuary
of Apollo in Knidos (Kleibl 2006). In the sanctuary of Hera on Samos, however, the proportion
of male and female Cypriot terracottas is strikingly balanced, although female figurines still
predominate (Henke 2017a, 220, Tab. 3). So far, there is no evidence for the worship of a male
deity in the sanctuary in the 7th century BC.15
On Samos, the presumed Cypriot donors of the terracottas would thus have transgressed
their own Cypriot customs. A similar phenomenon was observed by Ursula Höckmann (2009,
256) in the Cypriot terracotta and limestone statues of young men carrying a sacrificial animal,
which are dedicated on Cyprus in sanctuaries of male deities but which in the East Aegean and in
Naukratis are dedicated to female deities as well. The trend of dedicating both male and female
figurines to the sanctuary of Hera on Samos had actually emerged already at the end of the 8th
and the beginning of the 7th century, as Veronika Jarosch observed in the corpus of the local
Samian terracotta figurines (Jarosch 1994, 95–96; Henke 2017a, 220, Tab. 3). In this context,
anthropomorphic figurines also became gradually more significant than zoomorphic figurines.
The dedications of Cypriot terracotta figurines thus continued and enhanced this local Samian
Knidos, since the clay is of Knidian origin, and the inscription, in a Greek alphabet used in the area of Knidos, was painted
on the surface before firing.
14 Wriedt Sørensen argued, of course, on the basis of the previous chronology by Gerhard Schmidt, who dated the end of
the import of Cypriot terracotta figurines to c. 570/560 BC.
15 The only evidence for cults of other deities alongside Hera in the Heraion of Samos is the well-known treasure inscription
found by Carl Curtius in the village of Mytilinii, which mentions Aphrodite and Hermes (Ohly 1953, 46–50; Buschor 1957).
The inscription dates to the 4th century BC, however, and does not prove that there was a cult of these deities at this location
in earlier times.
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trend, which emerged before the import of Cypriot terracottas even started. Furthermore,
the Cypriot imports almost completely replaced the local Samian figurines. If we accept the
assumption that primarily Cypriot donors dedicated Cypriot terracotta figurines, then the local
inhabitants of Samos must have abruptly stopped their well-established practice of offering
terracotta figurines, while Cypriots began to dedicate terracotta figurines in huge quantities, as
Dieter Ohly and Gerhard Schmidt have previously remarked (Ohly 1940, 57–58; Schmidt 1968,
12; Henke 2017a, 220, Tab. 3). Besides, Cypriot terracotta figurines were found in the sanctuaries
of Athena in Lindos, Kameiros, Ialysos and Old Smyrna. On Cyprus, Athena and Anat were
apparently not recipients of figural terracotta votive gifts (Ulbrich 2008, 151). Furthermore, the
number of male figurines found at Lindos shows a relatively high proportion in comparison to
the dominating female figurines (Wriedt Sørensen 1991, pl. 64).
Accordingly, the dedications of Cypriot terracotta figurines in East Aegean sanctuaries
reflected and continued local cult practices, which can be observed at other sanctuaries as well.
Cypriot terracottas were thus only offered in larger quantities to deities who already received
terracotta votives, such as, for example, Hera on Samos, Aphrodite in Miletos, Athena in Lindos
or Apollo in Knidos. By contrast, the Artemision in Ephesos (Muss 2007; Dewailly and Muss
2008) or the sanctuaries of Artemis in Miletos and Apollo in Didyma generally did not yield
significant numbers of terracotta figurines.
Moreover, distinctive preferences for various production techniques and sizes of Cypriot
terracottas at the sanctuaries in question can be observed. In Miletos, for instance, plaque-shaped
Cypriot or Cypriot-style terracottas are very rare, in contrast to hollow mould-made figurines
(Henke 2017a, 57–58 and 207–8). This could be explained by the local production of Daedalic
plaque-shaped terracotta figurines, which eventually replaced the demand for the Cypriot
figurines made using this technique (see above). In contrast to Miletos, at Lindos on Rhodes
plaque-shaped Cypriot figurines dominate the terracotta finds, whereas on Samos the proportion
of plaque-shaped and hollow mould-made Cypriot terracotta figurines is more balanced (Wriedt
Sørensen 1991, 225–26 and 232, pl. 64; Henke 2017a, 207–8). In Knidos, hollow figurines were
preferred (Kleibl 2006). Since there was no noteworthy contemporary local terracotta production
at these locations, the different proportions of terracotta techniques may indicate that local
donors preferred figurines made in certain specific techniques.16 Even if, at first sight, similar
preferences could have been due to Cypriot donors, the specific picture of Cypriot terracotta
figurines in the different East Greek sanctuaries seems to speak, all in all, more convincingly for
predominantly local Greek donors.17
16 As Volkmar von Graeve (2017, 15–16) has pointed out, mixed-style terracottas with wheel-made or solid bodies and
mould-made faces as well as other figurines, usually classified as Geometric figurines, were dedicated in Miletos along with
Daedalic mould-made terracotta figurines. Von Graeve, among others, explained this by saying that different iconographical
types were not represented by Daedalic figurines. Thus, the production technique seems to be connected with a specific
ideological significance and would not be only a question of taste or value.
17 Sabine Fourrier (2012, 301) pointed out a certain conservatism or traditionalism in the dedication practices of terracottas
on Cyprus, in the sense that predominantly local products and types were dedicated in the respective sanctuaries of a specific
region. This may also explain why, even in the East Aegean, Cypriot donors preferred to dedicate certain production types.
In this case, however, the question arises of why they predominantly preferred East Cypriot or, respectively, Salaminian
products. Were there only East Cypriots present or were there mainly Salaminian products available in the East Aegean,
possibly thanks to Salamis being a main trading city in contact with East Greece? The latter case is possible, of course,
which seems to lend the phenomenon a merely commercial or economic aspect. But does this really explain, for example,
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Even the previously mentioned predominance of female or male figurines at various
sanctuaries, such as Miletos or Knidos, raises further questions regarding the assumption of solely
Cypriot donors. In this context, it may be difficult to argue about the meaning and significance
of the terracotta figurines, since this question is still not solved and may never be answered
convincingly. If, as assumed, the majority of terracotta figurines on Cyprus actually do represent
their donors, and Cypriots dedicated the Cypriot terracottas to East Aegean sanctuaries, it is most
likely that the figurines served the same purpose at these locations, too. In that case, one has
to ask whether the female terracotta figurines could actually be offered only by female Cypriot
worshippers and male statues only by male donors. Otherwise, this would imply the presence of
female as well as male Cypriots in the East Aegean, which possibility, of course, cannot be totally
precluded. But, taking into account the varying quantities of male and female figurines at the
different East Aegean find locations, this presence would vary considerably at the different East
Aegean poleis.
On the other hand, if the figurines are seen as ambivalent objects with varying meanings
and purposes depending on the wishes and concerns of the donors, it is very likely that male
worshippers, too, could dedicate female terracotta figurines.18 The dedication of a female
limestone statue by Polyermos at Naukratis, mentioned above, proves that this was at least possible.
Whether this case was an exception to the rule, or not, cannot be determined. The graffiti in
the sanctuary of Aphrodite in Miletos at least demonstrate that local men as well as women,
with similar concerns regarding marriage, family fertility or the protection of mother and child,
offered to Aphrodite (Ehrhardt 2013; Henke 2017a, 49–50). Usually, the graffiti were engraved
on symposium pottery associated with the male sphere and not on terracottas. Nevertheless, it
indicates the possibility that men and, therefore, male Cypriots, too, could offer female figurines
with similar wishes at various sanctuaries of female deities in the East Aegean and, probably, on
Cyprus as well.19 Yet, if this interpretation is correct – as the amount of female Cypriot figurines
in the East Aegean suggests – why should there be so many pleas or private concerns expressed
by travelling Cypriots so far away from home? Could the terracotta figurines perhaps also be
why the assumed Cypriot or Salamian donors in Miletos did not dedicate Cypriot plaque-shaped terracottas, although the
dedication of plaque-shaped figurines was generally very common there? Or did they now consider the Daedalic figurines as
appropriate substitutes for their own Cypriot terracottas? Although there is no certain proof, I think it is more likely that the
picture of production types in the East Aegean reflects more local East Greek rather than Cypriot preferences and customs.
18 Catherine M. Keesling (2010, 102), for example, in her comparative study of Greek and Cypriot votive korai, came to
the conclusion that the reception of at least the Cypriot female votive figurines (if not all votive statues), which were often
interpreted as generic, anonymous images, was much more contextual than iconographic. Thus, they could have been used
by different donors in a very ambivalent way.
19 Anja Ulbrich (2008, 70–77), among others, has pointed out that the rich jewellery of female Cypriot terracotta figurines is
similar to the iconography of Astarte figurines and corresponding aspects of fertility; Reinhard Senff (1993, 69) determined
that in the case of the limestone statues of Idalion, dedication inscriptions are generally only preserved with male statues
and that these inscriptions would mention male dedicators [though these are few in number and late in date]. According to
Senff, only one inscription is known to mention a woman, namely Baatsallum, who dedicated statues of her grandsons. As
Senff argued, the inscription does not prove a general custom of women dedicating male statues, since Baatsallum offered
the statues to fulfil a pledge of her late son. Senff contrasted this picture with the situation of the Archaic korai from the
Acropolis in Athens, for which male donors are sufficiently attested. But this fact cannot be taken as a convincing argument
for excluding men generally from dedicating female statues on Cyprus. At most, it may only exclude women as ordinary
donors of male statues. Furthermore, the respective inscriptions are generally dated to later periods and are no proof of
Archaic practices.
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interpreted as evidence of marriages between East Aegean and Cypriot persons?20 At least, that
could explain the presence of a large number of Cypriots in the East Aegean. But, again, it would
not account for the relatively short time span during which Cypriot terracotta figurines appeared
in the East Aegean before disappearing so abruptly. The more convincing interpretation seems
to me that the local East Aegean population, following the already existing customs of the
respective locations, was responsible for dedicating the Cypriot terracotta figurines, which would
explain the nuanced local differences in the corpus of these figurines at the various find locations.
How does this interpretation relate to the Naukratis finds and does it affect them? Judging by
the Cypriot terracotta figurines published so far, it seems that the conditions in Naukratis differ
somewhat from the situation in the East Aegean, even if the figurines come mainly from the
same production centres on Cyprus (Salamis, Kition/Amathous, Paphos) as those found in the
East Aegean and find close parallels there (Thomas 2015, 20–21). However, the main production
groups, such as figurines directly related to Samos T 600 or Arsos 540 – mentioned above – or
figurines that can be assigned to the workshop of C 609 (Henke 2017a, 134–41) from Arsos
as well as smaller groups, such as figurines related to T 1472 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum)
(Henke 2017a, 126–32) or T 1106 (Vathy, Archaeological Museum) (Henke 2017a, 120–22) from
the Heraion of Samos, are apparently barely, if at all, represented at Naukratis. On the one hand,
this could confirm the proposed chronology, as the contexts in Naukratis are later than 630 BC
and continue long after even the lowest dates proposed for the Aegean findspot. On the other
hand – or in addition – the background of the dedications in Naukratis may differ from the
situation in the East Aegean.
Naukratis was founded as a commercial port and mainly visited by travellers and merchants,
but it surely had a permanent resident population as well. However, it was not a Greek polis with
a collective identity and tradition. Thus it seems very likely, that the figurines were brought in
by travellers, who had picked them up on their way via Cyprus or brought them directly from
Cyprus (as Thomas [2015, 26–28] has already proposed). Thomas came at least to the same
conclusion, namely, that it was East Greek travellers and merchants rather than Cypriots who
dedicated the Cypriot terracotta figurines. This group and some Cypriots probably did, indeed,
also dedicate Cypriot figurines in East Greek sanctuaries, but they cannot be responsible for
dedicating the majority of Cypriot terracotta figurines in the East Aegean, as I have already
argued above. Most of the terracotta figurines in Naukratis seem to be small, easily transportable
statues suitable for travellers, merchants and mercenaries. Apparently, figurines of 40–50cm or
larger – up to life-size – were not or at least hardly dedicated in Naukratis, but in the East Aegean.
A similar pattern can be seen in the dimensions of the limestone statues. As in the story of the
trader Herostratos (Athenaeus, Deipnosophistai 15.675f–676c), the terracotta figurines in Naukratis
were single, personally chosen objects probably bought by their donors on Cyprus itself, rather
than being shipped merchandise (for example, Özdas and Kizildag 2016; 2017; at the shipwreck
near Bozburun the excavators have discovered, so far, fragments of around seven sculptures:
20 At least, marriages between East Greeks and Egyptians and, in particular, between Carians and Egyptians are well
attested for the time of intense contact between East Greece and Egypt in Archaic times since Psamtek I and, especially, for
the late 7th and early 6th century (Kammerzell 1993; Vittmann 2003, 155–235). The question is, why could we not expect
similar connections between Cypriot and East Greek families even earlier, taking into account the geostrategic location
of the island and the Greek origin of larger groups of its inhabitants? The latter might facilitate and support intercultural
communication (Henke 2017a, 203, 216–17).
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a lower part of a hollow female terracotta figurine measuring originally c. 120cm, a helmeted
male figurine and some female figurines, and lion and falcon statues of limestone). As for the
numerous figurines made from the same mould found in the East Aegean, one may suspect, for
this region that these represent shipped merchandise, in contrast to Naukratis. Furthermore, in
contrast to the East Aegean, the dedications in Naukratis did not stop, since figurines of a clearly
later date have been found (Thomas 2015, 2 and 20).
The picture in Naukratis may also be explained, of course, as a regional and city-specific
phenomenon, comparable to the varying selections of figural types evident at the different East
Aegean sanctuaries. In the East Aegean, the selection is based on an already existing tradition
of dedicating terracotta figurines or on other preferences of a collective tradition developed and
cultivated by an established community, which was not the case at Naukratis. The quantity of
finds suggests that there existed certain preferences for specific Greek deities receiving figurine
dedications, such as Aphrodite or Apollo. A more specific selection of types cannot be detected
based on the known finds (Thomas 2015, 28). Although there is no absolute proof, it seems that
the circumstances for dedicating Cypriot figurines in Naukratis differ from those in the East
Aegean and reflect rather the dedication practices of merchants and travellers.
Similar variations in the selection of specific figural types at different East Aegean sanctuaries
are evident in the corpus of faiences. Based on her study of the finds in the sanctuary of Hera at
Samos, Virginia Webb has observed that the majority of faiences in the sanctuary represent small
zoomorphic and anthropomorphic statues without a suspension ring (Phase II – Section II;
Webb 1978, 7, 81–107; 2016, 11–12 and 103–71; see also Webb in this volume), mainly figurines
representing falcons (Webb 2016, 11–12 and 151–52). Other types, such as scarabs or other
amulets, for example, occur far less frequently (Webb 2016, 63–75 and 95–98). These were very
common, however, at other sites, such as, for example, in the sanctuary of Aphrodite in Miletos
(Hölbl 2014). The variety of types found in Cypriot terracotta figurines is thus comparable to
that seen in the corpus of other East Aegean votive categories. In the case of the faiences, such
variations are traced back to the different relationships that Greek communities had with the
Near East and to specific local preferences and cult customs in Greek sanctuaries rather than to
foreign travellers, especially since there is a possibility that there existed production centres in
the East Aegean itself (Hölbl 2007, 458–59). It is, therefore, more probable that the dedication
of Cypriot terracottas in the East Aegean had a similar background, without assuming, however,
that there existed specific workshops in this region.
In the Heraion of Samos, the new higher date that I propose for the end of imported Cypriot
terracotta figurines of around 630 BC coincides with the emergence of this new group of faience
figurines mentioned above. New excavations close to the altar area provide evidence that the
interest of Samian worshippers in these Graeco-Egyptian figurines changed relatively suddenly
in the last quarter of the 7th and the very early 6th century BC (for the new excavation see Henke
2017b). At this time, the import of Cypriot terracottas was already abating. This decline did
not affect the dedication of Cypriot or Cypriot-style limestone statues, which continued. These
statues frequently depict iconographic types that are not represented in the corpus of Cypriot
terracottas in the East Aegean, such as lions, falcons, rams, lion bearers, kourotrophoi or kouros-like
male statues. In some ways, these limestone statues show a closer affinity to the faience figurines
than to the imported Cypriot terracotta figurines.21 Therefore, one could ask whether there is,
21 Dieter Berges (2006) saw a predominately Egyptian influence in the production of the so-called Cypriot or Cypriot-style
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at least on Samos, any connection between the increase in the new faience dedications and the
decrease in Cypriot terracotta figurines – perhaps induced by a more intense contact with Egypt
that inspired new cult practices.
In the case of the faience figurines, many types found in East Aegean sanctuaries refer to
aspects of family fertility (Hölbl 2014), as is similarly supposed at least for the female Cypriot
terracottas related to the iconography of Astarte figurines (Ulbrich 2008, 70–77). According
to Günther Hölbl, most of these faience figurines refer to the protection of mother and child.
Others seem to be more related to protection in general. All of them, however, were apparently
selected by the worshippers in Greek sanctuaries on account of their initial purposes in Egypt, as
far as they aligned with Greek religious concepts (Hölbl 2007, 457–58; 2014). Nevertheless, they
may also have transferred some new religious and cultic ideas into the Greek world in the same
way.
It seems that the faience figurines, substantially similar in content, were deliberately chosen
gifts that the Greek worshippers donated to their deities according to their original Egyptian
meanings. Why should similar interpretations not also apply to the dedications of Cypriot
terracottas in the East Aegean? Veronika Jarosch (1994) has pointed out that the sudden and
extensive appearance of local anthropomorphic terracotta figurines – predominantly female
statues with vertically outstretched arms – at the end of the 8th and the beginning of the 7th
century BC in the Heraion of Samos was already inspired by Oriental depictions of the naked
goddess, i.e., Astarte. This would also indicate that some Near Eastern religious iconographies,
or perhaps even concrete religious concepts or cult practices, were adopted as well (Jarosch 1994,
78–79). The same development could also be possible in many other Greek sanctuaries located in
the same or other regions, so that a direct inspiration from the Near East or an indirect one by
third parties is not absolutely certain.22 So far, as shown by the well-preserved painted details of
the local figurines deposited in the Heraion, the sexual characteristics of the terracotta figurines
are often clearly emphasised, even when the figurines are dressed in long garments. They were
frequently adorned with rich jewellery (for example, Jarosch 1994, pls 41, 714 and 718; 48, 542;
49, 558; 51, 559; 53, 567; 65, 694 and 695; von Graeve 2013, 13–14 describes similar features in
the Daedalic figurines in Miletos). The same features characterise the Cypriot female terracotta
figurines from the eastern part of Cyprus dedicated in the East Greek sanctuaries, although in
a much more elaborate manner. The underlying concept, however, seems to be similar if not
identical. Similar features also characterise the mixed-style anthropomorphic faience figurines.
Regarding the terracotta figurines of young men bearing a sacrificial animal – usually a young
goat – Ursula Höckmann pointed out that this motif probably represents a specific sacrifice
by a youth at the stage of his initiation into the world of adults, comparable to Greek customs
(Höckmann 2009, 254–56). At least, it could be interpreted in this way by Greek worshippers,
as this motif also appears, in a modified way, in Greek kouroi statues of the early 6th century.
However, the motif, similarly modified, also appears in Cypriot-style limestone statues found in
limestone statues, despite simultaneous references to North Syrian art. These would affect, in particular, the meaning and
purpose of the iconographic types (especially, Berges 2006, 85–101). Berges (2006, 66–74) believes that the workshops of
these statues were located in the East Aegean.
22 An inspiration via Crete has also been discussed; clear relationships with eastern cults of female goddesses related to
Astarte – such as Aphrodite on Cyprus – generally characterise, for example, the cult of the Milesian Aphrodite in Oikous
at Zeytintepe, which was established in the early 7th century BC (von Graeve 2013).
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the East Aegean and in Naukratis, which were probably produced for the specific taste of Greek
customers in the late 7th and early 6th century. Ursula Höckmann suggested that the motif of
these limestone statues and Greek kouroi statues was adopted from the original Cypriot examples
in terracotta and limestone and then modified to suit Greek taste.
A similar development could possibly be assumed for the Cypriot-style plaque-shaped terracotta
figurines in Miletos or Samos. It may also apply to the similarly designed male limestone statue
in Naukratis, mentioned above, depicting a beardless youth dressed in a long, sleeveless chiton
and long himation with a tasselled fringe. On Cyprus, the dress commonly occurs on bearded
mature males wearing the Cypriot cap. In Ionia, the Archaic cloaked, beardless kouros type of
the 6th century BC shows features that are also related to these cloaked, beardless Cypriot-style
terracotta figurines as well as limestone statues. Consequently, this variation of the Cypriot-style
figurines may be such a modification accommodating Greek tastes, too.
Therefore, the Cypriot terracotta figurines in question could have been deliberately chosen
according to criteria that were compatible with already existing religious concepts or customs in
East Greek sanctuaries. Still to be discussed is the question of whether or not these terracotta
figurines can be interpreted as evidence for a transfer of new religious ideas or cult practices
from Cyprus into the East Aegean – at least in sanctuaries such as the Heraion of Samos or the
temenos of Aphrodite in Miletos, where, as in the case of the female figurines, such processes
were initiated before the major import of Cypriot terracottas even began. This does not mean
that such inspirations could not have been transferred via Cyprus, even if they are not directly
connected with the terracotta imports. By contrast, in the sanctuary of Apollo at Emecik in
Knidos the anthropomorphic Cypriot figurines apparently replaced the zoomorphic terracottas
without any local predecessors (Kleibl 2006). In this case, it seems, at least for the moment,
that the practice of dedicating male anthropomorphic terracotta figurines could indeed have
been initiated under the direct impact of contemporary Cypriot cult practices or, at least, by the
presence of the great numbers of imported Cypriot terracottas at other Ionian sites. If the early
dating of the terracotta figurines is correct, it seems that there were no typological predecessors for
male figurines carrying a sacrificial animal before the Cypriot terracotta figurines were imported.
Consequently, it still remains possible that the type was originally introduced by the Cypriot
figurines, as Ursula Höckmann has already suggested. We could also ask, however, whether there
just happened to exist a Cypriot figurine type appropriate for already existing Greek customs, or
whether some new rites, or at least some new variations of comparable customs, were adopted
together with this iconographic type (compare Höckmann 2009, 254–56).
The possible importance of Cypriot sculpture for the development of large-size Greek
sculpture was discussed by William A. P. Childs (2001). He emphasised the conspicuous status
of Cyprus as a cultural hub and important interstation in the intercultural contacts between
the Greek communities and the East (Childs 2001, 124–26). Even if the inspiration on Greek
large-size sculpture is not clearly verifiable, the similarity of related developments on Cyprus and
in Greece may suggest relevant interactions. This may also apply to the practice of dedicating
anthropomorphic terracotta figurines before the huge import of Cypriot terracotta figurines in
the East Aegean even began. There may also be a time lag between the various East Aegean
communities and sanctuaries for such adoptions, so that in some cases, as at Knidos, the practice
perhaps prevailed later, after the Cypriot imports had already started.
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Conclusion
Cypro-Archaic terracotta figurines constitute an important archaeological find group at many
East Aegean sanctuaries. The region yielded, at any rate, the largest quantity outside Cyprus
itself. Naukratis, too, provided a significantly smaller but still important number of figurines,
although Cypriot-style limestone statues predominate at this location. Therefore, it is surprising
that even after a century of research many important issues are still controversial. This applies
particularly to the chronology, as well as to important cultural-anthropological questions such as
the meaning and significance the figurines and the identity of their donors. As Sabine Fourrier has
already demonstrated (Fourrier 2007, 35 6 and 106 7), the majority of Cypriot terracotta figurines
originated from workshops in the eastern part of Cyprus, if not in Salamis itself. She, among
others, argued for a higher dating of the figurines in the 7th century. New stratigraphic evidence
from the sanctuary of Aphrodite at Miletos, together with the already known stratigraphy at the
Heraion of Samos, gives reason to believe that the import of Cypriot figurines may have begun –
even if such imports were initially few in number – around 670 BC, but that most of the figurines
reached the East Aegean in large quantities during a very short period between c. 650/640 and
c. 630 BC. These dates can be determined because it is possible to allocate many of the figurines
to a few workshops, or, probably, even to single artisans, and because of the fact that examples of
these figurines were found in a bothros in Miletos that was closed in c. 630 BC.
In regard to these new dates, we have to ask whether the Cypriot imports had any impact on
the production techniques of local Ionian terracotta figurines, since, at many of the sites, the
technique of using moulds or producing large-size figurines was not yet developed before the
arrival of the Cypriot imports.
A group of Cypriot-style plaque-shaped male terracotta figurines found at Samos, Miletos and
Rhodes is dressed in what appears to be a typical Cypriot costume. However, there are variations,
such as figures without the Cypriot cap and beard, which are not common on Cyprus itself
and indicate that this may be a type made to suit Greek taste. In addition, these plaque-shaped
figurines were not made in a single mould, as on Cyprus itself; rather, the various parts were cast
in several moulds and joined together after moulding. Actually, this and other technical details
characterise local Milesian plaque-shaped Daedalic figurines, so that, in this case, evidence for
technical Cypriot inspiration on local coroplastics cannot be proved.
On Samos, however, imported Cypriot wheel-made figurines with moulded faces or hollow
mould-made figurines apparently coincide with the beginning of the use of similar techniques
in the production of local Samian terracotta figurines. In this case, it seems that the local potters
closely observed the imported products and were inspired by them, rather than by personal
interaction with Cypriot craftsmen. Otherwise, one would expect closer similarities between
Cypriot and Ionian techniques than is actually the case.
Concerning the identity of the donors who dedicated Cypriot figurines in the East Aegean
and in Naukratis, previous arguments have supported a predominantly Greek identity, but the
conviction that Cypriots dedicated the figurines in question is still under debate. In regard to a
Greek donor identity, many scholars focus on merchants and other travellers. I argue for a more
heterogeneous picture, showing that in Naukratis the dedications could well have been made
by merchants and travellers but that in the East Aegean the figurines were imported as regular
merchandise and the majority of them were bought and dedicated by the local population In
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support of such a scenario, I refer to the way in which different figurine types and techniques
were selected as votive gifts at different East Aegean sanctuaries. In some cases, this phenomenon
may be linked to local preferences and already established customs, which sometimes, as, for
example, in the Heraion of Samos, even seem to differ from Cypriot customs. Although female
figurines dominate here, the strong presence of male figurines makes a striking contrast to the
Cypriot practice of dedicating female anthropomorphic figurines in sanctuaries of female deities.
However, the increase in the presence of male statues had already begun before the extensive
dedications of Cypriot figurines even started. Furthermore, the fact that common Cypriot figural
types appear as variations possibly modified in a Greek manner also speaks for Greek donors.
The meaning of the figurines, at least in the East Aegean sanctuaries and in Naukratis, is
probably quite ambivalent. The statues may have represented their donors in some cases, but did
not necessarily, as some of the rare dedication inscriptions suggest. At least in the East Aegean,
we should assume that the figurines were used more flexibly (as other scholars have already
suggested): namely, that men could offer female figurines and women could dedicate male
statues. At least, dedication inscriptions on other find categories in the sanctuary of Aphrodite
in Miletos indicate that men, too, appealed to Aphrodite with concerns about marriage or
childbirth, pleas that are generally associated with women. However, this does not allow us to
draw any conclusions on practices in Cyprus itself, where the situation may have been different.
Then, the question arises whether any religious or cultic adaptations or inspirations were
connected with the increasing practice of dedicating Cypriot figurines in East Greek sanctuaries.
At the moment, we have no clear evidence for such a scenario, even if, as in the sanctuary of
Apollo at Knidos, the dedications of Cypriot anthropomorphic figurines seem to appear without
any local anthropomorphic predecessors existing alongside the many local zoomorphic terracotta
figurines. Therefore, it is at least possible that the practice of dedicating anthropomorphic
figurines in the sanctuary was inspired by Cypriot customs, as previously argued by Childs. At
the moment, however, it seems quite likely that the figurines in question dedicated at the East
Aegean sites were chosen on account of their original Cypriot meanings and uses, if these were
compatible with already existing Greek religious and cultic concepts. Various scholars assume a
similar practice in the dedications of Egyptian or Egyptianising Archaic Greek faiences at East
Aegean sanctuaries during the same period. Taking this into account, it seems possible that the
variations of Cypriot types found in Cypriot-style terracotta and limestone sculpture in East
Aegean sanctuaries as well as in Naukratis are modifications that accommodate Greek taste, but
that they also influenced pre-existing Greek religious and social customs.
Appendix
List of hollow figurines with faces made in the same mould like the face of the female statue
T 600 from the Heraion of Samos:
Salamis-Toumba on Cyprus:
British Museum 1891,0806.39 (Fig. 4; Karageorghis 1993, cat. no. 73, pl. 20.1–2; Henke 2017a,
pl. 11.3), Fitzwilliam Museum GR.11.1890 (Karageorghis 1993, cat. no. 99, pl. 25.6; Henke 2017a,
pl. 11.1; see also Karageorghis, Vassilika and Wilson 1999, 66 cat. no. 118), Cyprus Museum C 101
(Karageorghis 1993, cat. no. 145, pl. 33.4; Henke 2017a, 10.2; for the identification of the head as
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a find from Salamis-Toumba see Henke 2009, 211 n. 14; Henke 2017a. 83 n. 577).
Unknown site on Cyprus:
Nikosia, Cyprus Museum C 115 (Karageorghis 1993, cat. no. 148, pl. 33.7; Henke 2017a, pl. 10.5).
Apollo sanctuary of Emecik (Knidos):
Marmaris Museum 10.41.2000. a: ST 00-I 7c-4,13; b: ST 00-I 9c-8,6 (Kleibl 2006, cat. no. 362,
pl. 92.3–4; Henke 2017a, pl. 10.3) and Inv. no. 11.5.99. - ST 99 I- 7b-,12 (Kleibl 2006, cat. no. 388,
pl. 96.4; Henke 2017a, pl. 10.4).
Heraion of Samos:
T 419 (Fig. 5; Schmidt 1968, pls 67–68; Henke 2017a, pl. 11.6); T 600 (Fig. 1; Schmidt 1968,
pl. 719; Henke 2017a, pl. 14.1.3); T 1906+2798 (Fig. 2; Schmidt 1968, pl. 77; Henke 2017a, pl.
11.4; 2011, 214, fig. 4); T 1888+1979 (Fig. 3; Schmidt 1968, pl. 79; Henke 2017a, pl. 11.2); T 1728
(Schmidt 1968, pl. 80); T 3834 (Kyrieleis 1989, 63 fig. 9; Henke 2017a, pl. 10.1); T 3833 (Kyrieleis
1989, 62 fig. 8; Henke 2017a, pl. 12.16).
Aegina:
From Kolonna (Schmidt 1968, pl. 125 = Margreiter 1988, cat. no. 132, pl. 7; Margreiter 1988, cat.
no. 131).
Rhodes:
From Kameiros, British Museum B 169 (Schmidt 1968, pl. 125) and further unpublished
fragments from Ialysos in the Museum of Rhodes
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Apollo is one of the most important Greek city gods in Ionia. There is hardly any polis in
which Apollo is not attested through the literary and epigraphical sources (RE I 2, 1896, 82–83
s.v. Apollo; Parke 1985; Fontenrose 1988), but only five sanctuaries are partly excavated. These
are the Apollo sanctuary of Kato Phana (Kourouniotes 1915; 1916; Lamb 1934/35; Beaumont
2004) and the so-called harbour sanctuary in Emporio (Boardman 1967; for the identification of
Apollo as the main god of the sanctuary cf. Boardman 1967, 63, 183, pl. 70; Graf 1985, 54–56;
Despinis 2004, 286–94), both on the island of Chios; the sanctuary of Apollo Delphinios in
Miletos (Kawerau 1914; Herda 2005; 2006; 2011) and the city’s extra-urban oracle at Didyma
(Knackfuss 1941; Tuchelt 1973; 2000; Furtwängler 2009; Slawisch 2013; Bumke, Breder and
Kaiser 2015); as well as the god’s sanctuary at Klaros, another oracular shrine (Macridy-Bey
and Picard 1915; Robert 1954; 1960; La Genière 1992; 1998; La Genière and Jolivet 2003; Şahin
and Debord 2011; Şahin 2014). Each of these sanctuaries had specific characteristics which are
reflected in their material culture. To go into all of these matters in detail would be beyond the
scope of this article; thus, the discussion will be focused on the sanctuary of Apollo at Klaros.
Ritual activity at Klaros is prominently evidenced by series of votives which were deposited at
four successive altars in the sanctuary of Apollo. Owing to the precise location of the finds, the
archaeological contexts of Klaros provide useful information for considering the general role of
votive offerings in Ionian sanctuaries of Apollo. The archaeological evidence of pre-Hellenistic
Klaros is, therefore, taken as a starting point for the discussion of the votive spectrum in order
to clarify the various types and quantities present. The aim of this article is hence twofold: first,
to provide a brief general background for a challenging interpretation of the material record
of sanctuaries; second, to re-examine the characteristic types of votive offerings from Klaros
with the purpose of defining their function. In this framework, the frequency with which these
objects are attested will help us to gain an idea about the nature of the total assemblage, as well
as the different purposes of these objects and the activities in which they might have been used.
Sacrifices, praise and dedications: media of ritual communication
The act of offering, either in the form of sacrifice or as a dedicatory or votive practice, constitutes
one of the two primary ritual acts in ancient Greek cult (Patera 2012; Jim 2014). The other
primary form is praise, which is expressed through hymns and prayers (Versnel 1981; Pulleyn
1997; Scheer 2001). All three (sacrifices, dedications and prayers) are strongly interrelated, and
were intended to establish a reciprocal relationship between people and the divine (Mauss 1966,
143–279; Van Straten 1981, 65–151). Ritual, therefore, describes a series of symbolic actions that
are performed according to a prescribed order, in which behaviour is guided and restricted by
traditions, rules and repetitions (Bell 1997; Bremmer 1998; Kyriakidis 2007, 289–94; Verhoeven
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2011, 118). As a form of communication, ritual is socially effective and is related to interactions
within the human society itself, but it is also effective in strengthening relations with the
gods (Burkert 2011, 108). Since the direct observation of rituals is a privilege restricted to the
participants and the empirical social sciences, this article focuses on the interpretation of the
archaeological record as a testimony of formalised ritual action.
Whereas several features of ancient Greek rituals, e.g. prayer, dance, music etc., are scarcely
traceable in the archaeological record, the validity of the more permanent material offerings as a
source of insights into specific ritual activities cannot be underestimated (Mylonopoulos 2006).
Nonetheless, it has to be stressed that not every object discovered in a sanctuary was necessarily
a votive offering; ritual paraphernalia and other items of more secular use – if not themselves
votive offerings – played an important role as well. Because of the potentially multiple functions
objects may have fulfilled, the interpretation of individual objects still proves challenging. The
process of reconstructing elements of ancient ritual from material remains depends in large part
on the ways offerings, once defined, might have been used in the ritual setting. Perhaps the most
obvious ritual use of a votive offering is the instance of objects with dedicatory inscriptions: in
such a case, the function of the object is to a certain extent clear (Burzachechi 1962; Lazzarini
1976; Day 2010; see also Johnston this volume). In Ionia, ritual activity is evidenced by series of
votives which were deposited at successive altars in the sanctuary of Apollo at Klaros.
The sanctuary of Apollo at Klaros: a case study
This small, extra-urban sanctuary is located 3km from the Aegean coast of Asia Minor and
belonged to the polis of Kolophon (13km to the north) (Fig. 1). The identification of Klaros is
based on the literary record (Homeric Hymns 3, 40; Pseudo-Skylax 98), as well as the epigraphical
sources, including many inscriptions that have been found in the temenos (Robert and Robert
1989). The earliest known inscriptions are dedicatory, giving Apollo’s name and pointing to him
as the main god at the sanctuary from the mid-6th century BC onwards (Lejeune 1998). As at
three of the other four excavated Apollo sanctuaries in Ionia (Chios, Kato Phana: Graf 1985, 52
with fn. 25; Chios, Emporio, harbour sanctuary: Graf 1985, 54; Didyma: Bumke 2006), Apollo at
Klaros was not worshipped alone, but accompanied by his sister Artemis (Sezgin 2008; Dewailly
2014).
Kolophon started producing series of silver and bronze coins at the beginning of the 5th
century BC, showing the image of Apollo on the obverse, and his favourite musical instrument,
the lyre, on the reverse (Babelon 1910, 1110, pl. 153). From the early 2nd century AD until the
late Roman period, the reverse of the city’s Imperial coinage always carried the image of the
Apollonic triad, referencing the late Hellenistic cult images parts of which were found in situ
inside the cella of the Hellenistic temple. The colossal statue fragments belong to a statuary
group representing the seated Apollo (‘type kitharodos’) in the centre, flanked by the standing
statues of his sister Artemis and his mother Leto (Flashar 1992; 1998; Marcadé 1994; 1998;
Bourbon and Marcadé 1995).
The Hellenistic–Roman layout of the sanctuary is partly visible today. The main entrance to
the south consists of a propylon and leads directly to the sacred road (Étienne and Varène 2004),
which is lined on both sides with honorific monuments (Ferrary and Verger 1999); the sacred
road coming from the polis of Notion leads to the Doric temple of Apollo and its associated altar
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(Moretti 2014, 36–49). Immediately to the north, there is a smaller temenos of Artemis (Sezgin
2008; Dewailly 2014). Excavation results and the published ground plan, however, indicate that
the spatial organisation of the sanctuary in the Hellenistic–Roman periods does not correspond
to its layout in earlier times. The modified direction of the sacred road within the temenos in
the Hellenistic period, along with the different orientation of the earlier architectural remains,
suggests that the main entrance to the sanctuary in the pre-Hellenistic periods was most probably
situated in the north, facing towards Kolophon (Rubinstein 2014).

Fig. 1: Plan of the Apollo sanctuary at Klaros. © Ireen Kowalleck, after La Genière 1998, pl. 1.

The altar zone of the Apollo sanctuary at Klaros and its votive deposits
The core of the sanctuary is formed by four successive altars that have been revealed by
excavations in the area to the east of the Hellenistic–Roman temple (La Genière 1992; 1998; La
Genière and Jolivet 2003).1
1 Excavations at Klaros started at the beginning of the 20th century under the directorship of T. Macridy and C. Picard
(Macridy-Bey and Picard 1915), but it was not until 1988 that systematic excavation in the area adjacent to the monumental
Hellenistic–Roman altar began under the directorship of J. de La Genière and the Academy of Science in Paris (1988–97).
Excavations have been continued under the new directorship of N. Şahin (Ege University, Izmir) since 2001. Among the
finds from the more recent excavations, only a small selection has been published (Şahin 2014). The focus of this article is
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The latest altar dates to the Hellenistic–Roman periods. It was built at the beginning of the
3rd century BC and remained in use until the abandonment of the sanctuary in Late Antiquity. It
was axially oriented towards the east front of the simultaneously built temple and housed a (then)
newly established oracle in its underground galleries (Parke 1985, 126; Moretti et al. 2014). In the
area between the temple and the altar a facility for a hekatomb was installed in the late Hellenistic
period. It is an installation consisting of four parallel rows of marble blocks, with bronze rings for
the tethering of one hundred sacrificial animals (La Genière 1998, 247–49; Ferrary and Verger
1999, 825; La Genière 2003, 181–95; Ohnesorg 2005, 230). Underneath the foundations of the
hekatomb, the complex structures of three earlier altars stemming from different building phases
came to light. The first one, a rectangular altar (6 × 15m), was built in the mid-6th century BC
(La Genière 1998, 241; Şahin and Debord 2011, 199, fig. 19) and remained in use until the late
4th or early 3rd century BC, when construction works for the new monumental temple and altar
began.
The rectangular altar overlays an earlier ‘semi-circular’ altar of the 7th century BC, 6.30m in
diameter (Şahin and Debord 2011, 172–74, 183, pl. 7,2, 196, fig. 13), which finds its closest parallel
in the contemporary ‘semi-circular’ platform-like structure at the Apollo sanctuary on Despotiko
(Kourayos and Ohnesorg 2012, 148–50). A further example of a platform-like structure, but
smaller and of oval shape, is known from the area of the temple of Athena in Miletos (Mallwitz
1959–60, 79–85 fig. 2; cf. Rupp 1983, 102; Hägg 1983, 191). Such platforms have naturally been
linked with cultic activities and interpreted as altars, but they are not yet fully understood (Hägg
1983, 191; Kourayos and Ohnesorg 2012, 149–50). In particular their unusual shape needs further
discussion, since in both cases – Klaros and Despotiko – the respective ground plans were
published at a stage before excavation was completed. It is at this point not clear whether these
semi-circular platforms were independent altars or just the (better-preserved) part of an as-yetuncovered bigger circular or oval altar. In Klaros, the ‘semi-circular’ altar itself partly overlays
and incorporates a pre-existing circular structure measuring about 3.70m in diameter, which is
thus the earliest known altar of the sanctuary (Şahin and Debord 2011, 171, 194–95, figs 9–11).
Round altars could be (sometimes) hollow cylinders, walled rock altars, or simple platforms
used as ash altars (Şahin 1972, 16–35; Ohnesorg 2005, 230–31; 241–43). In general, there is
not much evidence for round altars in the archaeological record of the Greek world, especially
of comparable date (Rupp 1983, 101–7). But examples of the Geometric period are attested in
the Apollo sanctuary at Eretria in Euboea (Huber 2003), and, in Ionia, in a circular structure
located in front of the Apollo temple at Didyma. The Didymaian circular structure has recently
been identified by Alexander Herda as the altar of the Archaic sanctuary, which was in use until
Late Antiquity, when the oracle of Didyma fell silent (Tuchelt 1991, 18–21; Herda 2006, 356–70;
Weber 2015, 29–42).
Up to now, no other building or architectural structure that is contemporary to the cylindrical
and the semi-circular altar has been found in the Klarian temenos. As the semi-circular altar
lies over most parts of its predecessor, associated findings from both altars cannot be clearly
separated from each other and the whole assemblage has been treated as one deposit (‘sondage
1k, strata 7’: cf. La Genière and Jolivet 2003, 109, fig. 29). Therefore, the material record of the
on the deposits and finds of the pre-Hellenistic periods, stemming from the excavations in 1988 until 1997. For the results
of the more recent excavations, starting from 2000, see the annual reports of Prof. N. Şahin and her team published in Kazı
Sonuçları Toplantısı (KST): http://www.kulturvarliklari.gov.tr/TR-44760/kazi-sonuclari-toplantilari.html.
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deposit suggests a beginning of ritual activities in the Proto-Geometric period, but provides
no exact date for the construction of one or other of the altars at Klaros. Furthermore, the
wide chronological range and the heterogeneous composition of the deposit indicate that the
assemblage represents votive debris that had been swept away from the altar and its surrounding
area at irregular intervals in earlier periods, and was presumably refilled and deposited under a
layer of pebbles when the semi-circular altar was finally levelled and incorporated into the new
rectangular altar of Apollo in the mid-6th century BC.
In the emplecton of the semi-circular altar, a filling (‘strata 7c-d’) consisting of a dense
concentration of ash and burnt animal bones, along with several bronze knives and spits, was
uncovered (Jolivet and Robert 2003, 102–6, 116, fig. 36.5–7; Verger 2003, 173–77, fig. 57.1–2;
Verger 2010). It is likely that the knives and spits were associated with the sacrificial ceremonies
carried out at the altar and can be understood as ritual implements, rather than votives. On top
of this ash layer, a nest-like deposit of votive offerings came to light (La Genière and Jolivet
2003, 101–9, fig. 29, 173–74, 182–84 pl. 26.3, 200–03) (Fig. 2), in which about sixty diagnostic
sherds have been recorded (La Genière and Jolivet 2003, 110–18, figs 30–38). The finds from
this deposit are chronologically diverse. The earliest pottery finds date to the Proto-Geometric
period (six sherds have been described by Zunal 2014, but a few more pieces are already known
from earlier publications; cf. La Genière and Jolivet 2003, 118, fig. 32.6, 119, fig. 33.9–10, 115,
fig. 35.4, 117, fig. 37.1–4, 118, fig. 38.2) and seem to confirm the early foundation of Klaros, as it
is attested by Strabo and Pausanias (Strabo 14, 1, 27; Pausanias 7, 3, 1). Among them are even a
few earlier fragments from the Sub Helladic III period (SH III) (La Genière and Jolivet 2003,
112, fig. 32.4–5, 113, fig. 33.11). Most of the other finds date to later periods, but none is later
than 670/650 BC (La Genière and Jolivet 2003, 112, fig. 32.2) which provides a terminus post
quem for the construction of the semi-circular altar. The pottery types are those available on the
local market, in particular vessel shapes intended for the consumption of liquids. The range of
vessel types is limited, comprising a few craters and dinoi, along with many drinking vessels,
such as cups and kotylai. A few larger containers served as storage vessels for supplies. Though
no cooking pots were found, the quantity of shapes for mixing and drinking might be linked to
feasting activities (Dietler 2011), including ritual drinking after the sacrificial ceremonies.
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Fig. 2: Diagram: approximate proportion of votive offerings. © Ireen Kowalleck.
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In addition to the pottery, the same deposit comprises eighty-six fragments of different types
of votives. The largest group are terracotta objects, while other artefacts made of metal, amber,
stone or ivory/bone are represented in smaller quantities.
Among the bulk of terracotta fragments, the most important category consists of sixty bulls
and bovine animals of the Geometric and early Archaic periods (La Genière 1996, 264, fig. 2;
1998, 237, 258, pl. 2.1; Dewailly 2001, 368, 370, fig. 4). Other animals, such as four horses and
two birds, are rare and this also holds true for the four fragments of human figurines (La Genière
1998, 238, pl. 2.2; Dewailly 2001, 368, 371, fig. 5). Only one fragment of a male rider, one male
head (La Genière 1996, 264, fig. 3) and two more fragments of male legs are attested. For the
popular terracotta chariots, two wheels serve as evidence (La Genière and Jolivet 2003, pl. 25.2).
The range of terracotta figurines finds many parallels in other Greek sanctuaries from the east
Aegean islands and the coastline of Asia Minor, such as the Heraion on Samos (Jarosch 1994,
pl. 1, no. 371, pl. 5), but also in other parts of the Greek mainland, such as Olympia (Heilmeyer
1972). As the same types of offerings were widely distributed across the Mediterranean, it has
been argued that there is no link between the dedicated object and receiving deity (Simon 1986,
419). The idea that the bulls and bovine animal figurines can be considered as an indicator of
the ‘real’ sacrificial animal, even divided by typical sexual characteristics (male animals as gifts
for gods, female sacrificial animals for goddesses) today finds wide acceptance. These smallscale models, produced in local clay or in metal, might have served as a substitute in ritual
(Alroth 1988, 203). Without any doubt, horses were highly precious and associated with the
ideals of ancient Greek aristocracy. Their role as sacrificial animals was minor and, therefore, it
appears that horse figurines, as well as rider figurines and chariots (Heilmeyer 1981), represent
this aristocratic lifestyle. Evidence for an equivalent chariot figurine in bronze is attested by one
single fragment of one bronze wheel.
When taking into account all votives from the deposit, the low number of metal finds is
striking; metallic votives comprise in total only twelve bronze and iron fragments of jewellery,
dress ornaments, vessels, a small bronze wheel and a single arrow head (La Genière and Jolivet
2003, 116, fig. 36). Rare exceptions of higher material value are the silver vessel attachment shaped
as a falcon’s head (La Genière and Jolivet 2003, 116, fig. 36.4), and a bronze amulet decorated with
gold representing Sobek, the Egyptian crocodile god (Museum Selcuk, no. 11/74/92; La Genière
1998, 389, 397, fig. C1–2; Jolivet and Robert 2003, 105, pl. 26.2) (Fig. 3). The god appears here
in the form of a standing, crocodile-headed man wearing a plumed headdress with a horned sun
disc. At the back of the head is a loop for suspension so that the small statuette could be worn as
an amulet. The base of the statuette is missing. The deliberate damage of (bronze) votives is well
attested in Greek sanctuaries (Linders 1989–90; Frielinghaus 2006; Lindenlauf 2006; Kyrieleis
2006, 97), and it is likely that the Sobek statuette and its base were deliberately detached from
each other at a certain point in time; the statuette might represent a pars pro toto of an item that
was dedicated as fully intact, but was deliberately damaged during the process of (re-)depositing.
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Fig. 3: Sobek amulet. © La Genière
1993, 397, pl. C1.

The amulet is of high quality, and a unique find among known aeg yptiaca that have been found
in East Greek sanctuaries. Only one other comparable bronze amulet, in this case resembling
the god Atum, is known from excavations at Enkomi on Cyprus and today kept in the Louvre
(Caubet, Karageorghis and Yon 1981, 51 CKY 86, pl. 82; Caubet, Hermary and Karageorghis
1992, 54–55 AM 2120). The amulet found at Enkomi is classified as an ‘amulette ég yptisante’, and,
owing to the manufacturing technique of bronze decorated with gold (‘bronze damasquinée’), is
attributed to the production of Levantine artisans in the Nile Valley of Dynasty 21. The same
attribution and dating may hold true for the Sobek amulet as well. There are multiple possible
ways in which objects such as the Sobek amulet came into wider circulation in the Mediterranean
networks, including redistribution through looting, gift exchange and trade (Villing 2017, 567–
74). Therefore, the circumstances under which the Sobek amulet was dedicated at Klaros will
remain unknown. However, the Sobek amulet is the only example of aeg yptiaca found so far in
Klaros, and, along with the single find of a seal of the ‘lyre-player group’ and a Lydian electrum
coin (Şahin and Debord 2011, 173, 182, pl. 6, 2–3), reflects on a small scale the integration of
Klaros in the broader cultural networks of the Mediterranean. In a recent study on cultural
contacts and cultural exchange, Christoph Ulf has discussed various forms of contact zones and
forms of receptivity by providing many examples from the Greek world (Ulf 2009, 105–15). The
role of Greek sanctuaries in the eastern Aegean as zones of contact is widely accepted among
scholars. Yet the appearance of votives from a number of different, faraway areas, such as Egypt,
Babylonia or Assyria, cannot be seen as an exclusive marker for the regional and supra-regional
significance of a sanctuary. Ionian city sanctuaries, such as the Hera sanctuary on Samos, have
produced rich evidence for ‘exotic’ votives in the 8th and 7th centuries BC (Ebbinghaus 2006;
Kyrieleis 2009), in particular Phoenician, Egyptian and Cypriot items, equally high in number
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as, and of comparable range to, those at the Panhellenic shrines in the 8th century BC. The
pattern of dedications is not yet fully understood, and it is, as Catherine Morgan has pointed out,
essential ‘to trace from case to case the place and mode of production of each category of votive’
(Morgan 1993, 24). In many cases, including Klaros, scientific analyses of the material remains in
general, and in particular of the pottery and terracotta figurines, is still open to research. Other
factors, such as ‘the nature of the dedicators, including their social position and relationship to
the communities in power over the sanctuaries’ (Morgan 1993, 24), as well as geopolitical factors
and local political circumstances, are hard to assess from material culture alone.
Whether it was Greeks or non-Greeks who dedicated such foreign items or objects modelled
on foreign prototypes is in many ways of secondary importance. Much of the wealth invested in
Ionian sanctuaries, including the precious exotic votives, was won via trade and piracy, for which
the eastern Aegean was renowned. The role of Greeks, in particular Ionians, as trading partners,
pirates, and mercenaries is prominently attested by Herodotus (Herodotus 2, 152–54), but the
archaeological evidence is patchy. Increasing trade with Egypt in the late 7th century BC led to
the foundation of the trading settlement of Naukratis in the Nile Delta with the involvement of
Miletos and Samos together with other Greek cities, where the Samians established a branch of
the Heraion and the Milesians established a sanctuary of Apollo (Herodotus 2, 178; cf. Möller
2000, 94–99, 101, 176–77; Villing et al. 2013–19). The production, distribution and consumption
of aeg yptiaca in the eastern Aegean is part of a bigger picture of trade and interaction in the
Mediterranean world, which operated not only via direct contact with Egypt but involved various
agents, including Phoenicians and also East Greeks in and across partly overlapping networks
(Villing 2017, 567–69). Kolophon was renowned in antiquity for its powerful cavalry (Polyaenus,
Strategemata 7, 2, 2; Strabo 14, 1, 28) and some members of these elite soldiers – stemming from
a variety of family backgrounds (Vittmann 2003, 197–203; Agut-Labordère 2012) – served the
Egyptian pharaohs of Dynasty 26 as mercenaries. A graffito on one of the legs of the colossal
rock-cut statues at Abu Simbel mentions, among the inscriptions left by other Greek soldiers
from Rhodes and Ionia, a certain Pa(m)bis the Kolophonian, who visited the temple during
his service for Psamtek II (Jeffrey 1990, 340–44; Möller 2000, 166–70; Wachter 2001, 214–19,
esp. 215 and 218). It cannot be judged to what extent these mercenaries or any other agents
in the Mediterranean networks gained knowledge and understanding of Egyptian culture and
adopted it for their own identities. But epigraphic evidence proves in two cases at least that
individuals returning home from Egypt made dedications of Egyptian-style block sculptures in
East Greek sanctuaries. The first one is that of a certain Pedon, who probably spent his career
under Psamtek I. Near Priene, Pedon dedicated an Egyptian block statue of basalt representing
him as an Egyptian and bearing a Greek votive inscription of biographical character (Masson
and Yoyotte 1988; Ampolo and Bresciani 1988; Pernigotti 1999, 90–93; Kyrieleis 1996, 109–10;
Haider 2001, 200–1; Vittmann 2003, 203–6; Parlasca 2004, 3–4, pl. 1b; SEG 54, 2004, 695, no.
1884; Agut-Labordère 2012; Schulz 2012, 5; Keesling 2017, 116–17 fig. 34). The second case
is that of an Egyptian basalt statue with a Greek inscription, representing Smyrdes as a seated
official of the mid-6th century BC, which was found in the Athena sanctuary at Kamiros on
Rhodes (Jacopi 1932, 287–88 no. 1, fig. 11; Kourou 2004). A further Egyptian stone figure with
Greek inscription dedicated by the same individual, Smyrdes, is known from the sanctuary of
Zeus Atabyrios on Rhodes (Kourou 2004). Dedications like these three small stone figures are
special cases that should not conceal the fact that the bulk of the Egyptian and Egyptianising
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items in the Eastern Greek sanctuaries were smaller finds, such as faience amulets, scarabs or
fragments of alabaster vessels (Webb 1978; 2016). From the Klaros deposits no faience finds are
attested so far, but this may be due to the fragile character of the material itself, which would not
survive in the soil layers of Klaros containing ground water.
It has been observed so far that most of these items were found in sanctuaries of goddesses
(e.g. the Athena sanctuary at Lindos on Rhodes: Blinkenberg 1931, and the Aphrodite sanctuary
on Zeytintepe at Miletos: Hölbl 2014a). However, this observation clouds to a certain extent the
fact that in many sanctuaries of male gods in the eastern Aegean, a high number of imported
items from different areas, including imports from Egypt and their imitations, are as regularly
attested as in other sanctuaries of the Greek world in the 8th–6th centuries BC. This fact can
be highlighted by various examples provided by the material records of the Idaean cave of Zeus
on Crete (Matthäus 2000) or the Apollo sanctuary at Emeçik, near Knidos (Berges and Tuna
2000, 203–04, fig. 16). For Ionia, this is evidenced by finds from the Apollo sanctuary at Kato
Phana (Kourouniotes 1915, 79, fig. 15; 1916, 207, fig. 27.1–4; Lamb 1934/35, 155–56, 163–64,
pls 32, 37–74) as well as the so-called ‘harbour sanctuary’ at Emporio, both on the island of
Chios (Boardman 1967, 241–42, figs 579–84, 586–87, 590–95). Recent investigations have also
produced the first, rich evidence for the sanctuary of Didyma, the famous oracular shrine of
Apollo. The sanctuary’s international connections in the Archaic period are well attested in the
literary sources, including the dedication by Pharaoh Nekau of his linen garment after his victory
at Meggido, c. 609 BC (Herodotus 2, 159), but the archaeological evidence was absent for a long
time. Helga Bumke has now pointed out that a series of imports from Egypt were recorded in
the excavation diaries of H. Knackfuss. In the year 1911, Knackfuss examined the southwest
area next to the Apollo temple, where he found several faience amulets, faience vessels, alabaster
fragments, and a rare Egyptian bronze statuette of Bes (Bumke 2002). More evidence of imported
small finds from Egypt have emerged during new excavations on ‘Taxiarchis’, a small hill located
200m northwest of the Apollo temple of Didyma. All finds here were deposited in an ash layer,
mixed with pottery and other fragments of votive offerings. No associated architectural structure
was found. For this reason, the interpretation of this deposit is challenging and offers more
questions than possible answers at the moment (Bumke 2008, 87–104).
Bronze imports from Egypt, such as the Bes statuette at Didyma, or the Sobek amulet
at Klaros, are attested on Samos in larger quantities (cf. Jantzen 1972; Bumke 2012). These
particular bronze artefacts are all related to the Egyptian ritual sphere. Their presence in the
Greek sanctuaries, among the imagery of the Greek gods to which they were dedicated, requires
explanation. Günther Hölbl suggests that there was a certain correlation between the original
Egyptian meanings of these objects and their reception in Greek cult (Hölbl 2014b). As the god
of water and vegetation, Sobek was worshipped as a fertility god (Kockelmann 2017, 132–55); to
some extent, this might fit Apollo as well, but fertility is not one of his major attributes. Relating
Sobek as a god of water with the mantic aspects of Apollo is tempting, but the oracle at Klaros
is not attested before the Hellenistic period (Buresch 1889, 32; Merkelbach 1996; Talamo 2003;
Busine 2014; Moretti et al. 2014, 49), and even the existence of a sacred spring, mentioned in later
literary sources, is not secure. A further, more plausible interpretation of the presence of a Sobek
amulet at Klaros can be argued from the complex religious connections that aligned Sobek with
Horus, who was identified in the interpretatio graeca as Apollo (Kockelmann 2017, 86, fn. 210).
Nonetheless, it has to be taken into account that at Klaros, as in most of the Ionian Apollo
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sanctuaries, Artemis was also worshipped – a further possible recipient for gifts of this kind. The
only clear fact that can be stated about the Sobek amulet is that the character of the item itself
shifted its meaning through the act of dedication from an amulet with apotropaic character to a
votive offering.

Fig. 4: Deposits of male terracotta figurines in the Archaic and Classical periods. © Ireen Kowalleck, after La
Genière 1998, pl. 1.

During the 6th century BC, the sanctuary at Klaros underwent fundamental architectural
changes and saw the simultaneous building of the Archaic marble temple of Apollo (Şahin and
Debord 2011, 174–75; Moretti 2011, 299–301; Moretti 2014, 34) and the neighbouring, but much
smaller, temple and altar of Artemis (Sezgin 2008; Dewailly 2014, 87 with different dating). From
the beginning of this period, the range of votive offerings experienced a shift; terracotta figurines
remained the most popular dedications, while other types of small finds almost completely
disappeared. Furthermore, the first monumental votives, korai and kouroi, but mostly kouroi,
were erected. Concerning the dominant group of terracottas, which are outnumbered only by the
ubiquitous pottery, it has to be stressed that from the last quarter of the 6th century until the late
4th century BC, human terracotta figurines were dedicated almost exclusively (Fig. 4). Around
400 figurines are recorded in total, and around 300 figurines represent the same type (Dewailly
2000, 343): a standing male figure draped in himation, with or without a musical instrument in
his left hand. In total, four variants can be distinguished (Dewailly 2001, 372, fig. 6, 373, fig. 7).
The largest group in terms of quantity of specimens is represented by two variants of figurines
of a young man, dressed in a long chiton and himation with a tortoiseshell lyre (Dewailly 2000,
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344, figs 240–1; 2001, 372, fig. 6). They were serially produced from the late 6th or the beginning
of the 5th century BC onwards. This type is replaced at the end of the 5th to the beginning of
the 4th century BC by serially produced figurines of a young man with himation and kithara
(Dewailly 2000, 344, fig. 242; 2001, 373, fig. 7), some of them wearing a polos.
Terracotta figurines of young men with himation and lyre or kithara are not numerous among
the terracotta figurines from Ionian and east Doric sanctuaries or anywhere else in the Greek
world. Solitary comparable figurines, with himation and tortoiseshell lyre, are known from the
bothros in Theangela (Işik 1980, 197 nos 43–44, pl. 7 with fn. 631 and references for a few more,
but differing, pieces from Lindos, Kos and Halikarnassos). The same holds true for the later type
with himation and kithara (and polos) (Theangela: Işik 1980, 198; Athena sanctuary of Lindos:
Blinkenberg 1931, nos 2917–19).
It is not possible to determine whether these figures represent the god Apollo or his
worshippers, reflecting Apollonian ideals. It is, however, of importance that these stereotypical
figurines were ritual markers representing a feature that was significant for Klaros and therefore
frequently repeated. As far as we can tell at this point, there are no comparable types of male
terracotta figurines with lyre or kithara, as found in Klaros, in any other of the Ionian Apollo
sanctuaries. This raises the question of whether these male terracotta figurines were produced
mainly for the Klarian sanctuary, but there is currently no evidence for a workshop, either at the
sanctuary or at the polis of Kolophon. The biggest concentration of c. 250 figurines from the 6th
and 5th centuries BC at Klaros was found in a layer together with ash and animal bones, next to
the western side of the rectangular altar (Dewailly 2000, 343), while some sixty further figurines
were found deposited separately in a small pit east of the foundations of the later Hellenistic–
Roman altar (Dewailly 2000, 345) (Fig. 4).
Because of the high concentration of finds in more or less the same area, it can be assumed that
most terracotta figures were originally placed in the vicinity of the rectangular altar as the centre
of ritual activity. Comparable accumulations of terracottas in an altar district are well-known for
Hagia Irini on Cyprus (Gjerstadt 1935, 799 fig. 277) and the Heraion of Samos (Jarosch 1994, 1).
In rare cases, there is even evidence of figurines placed on the altar itself (cf. Kommos, altar c:
Alroth 1988, 202). A further example comes from Klaros, where a male figurine was standing in
situ on the krepis of the rectangular altar (La Genière 1998, figs 5–6, pl. 3); more figurines may
have stood on the krepis of the altar. It can be concluded that the offering of a terracotta figurine
involved a procedure that was complementary to the sacrificial ceremonies and was integrated
in ritual. The spatial proximity of the accumulated figurines to the altar (Alroth 1988, 202–03),
which must have significantly impeded the sacrifices, hardly finds any other explanation.
Concerning the spatial organisation of the temenos, it is interesting to note that the male
terracotta figurines were found exclusively next to the altar and in the area which is dedicated
to Apollo, as opposed to the female terracotta figurines that were exclusively deposited in the
vicinity of Artemis. The female figurines are not as numerous as the male figurines for Apollo,
but display a greater diversity of types (Dewailly 2000, 344–45, figs 243–45; 2001, 375–76, figs
8–9; 2014, 85, fig. 1; 91–93, figs 9–11). Whereas no male terracotta figurine is recorded after
the late 5th/beginning of the 4th century BC, dedications of female figurines continued at the
Artemis temenos until the Hellenistic period (Dewailly 2001, 378–80, figs 10–12; 2014, 94–98).
Pits in which both male and female figurines were deposited together are not known yet.
Gender segregation can also be observed for the erection of votive statues. In his first year
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as priest, Timonax made a twin dedication to Apollo and Artemis: for Apollo, he dedicated a
kouros (Pécasse 2004, 47–55 no. 5, pl. 8 no. 1, 9 no. 1, 10 nos 1–2), and as a counterpart, a kore
for Artemis (Pécasse 2004, 21–25 no. 1, pl. 1 nos 1–2). The maiden statue for Artemis was found
next to the Archaic altar of the goddess; the original position of the kouros is not known, but
it can be assumed – according to the position of the kore – that it was originally located next to
the altar of Apollo. This kouros, and four other kouroi, which are only preserved in fragments,
seem to have been significant for the sanctuary in many respects. They were kept over centuries
and were re-erected in the late Hellenistic period among the honorific monuments for local and
Roman magistrates, and for the governors of the newly established province of Asia (Ferrary
and Verger 1999, 826; Dewailly and Verger 2004, 18–19, fig. 18; Bumke 2009; Kowalleck 2014;
Ferrary 2014, 191–92) (Fig. 5). From the late Hellenistic and early Imperial periods onwards,
Klaros tried to establish itself as an oracle in competition with Didyma (Chaniotis 1997), the most
prominent oracle site of Asia Minor (Tuchelt 1970; Günther 1971; Parke 1985, 1–111; Fontenrose
1988). This implies not only changes in the organisational structure of the sanctuary, but also a
substantial shift in the ritual offering practice that had stayed almost unchanged over centuries.
This remains a topic for further research.

Fig. 5: Find-spots of kouroi and korai. © Ireen Kowalleck, after La Genière 1998, pl. 1.

Conclusion
In conclusion, with four successive altars and linked votive deposits, the finds from the altar zone
of the Apollo sanctuary at Klaros form the most coherent archaeological evidence published

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Kowalleck_24.pdf

294		

IREEN KOWALLECK

BMSAES 24

so far for ritual offering practice in the pre-Hellenistic period in Ionia. Through their precise
archaeological contexts, the objects from Klaros provide useful information for considering
their role in ritual through different periods, and may shed light on other not so well understood
sanctuaries of Apollo in Ionia. The main aim of this article was, therefore, to compile a data set
of the respective Klarian deposits and finds from numerous excavation reports and monographs
in order to provide information about the overall quantities and distribution of votive types
through different periods according to their archaeological context. Comparisons with the other
four excavated Ionian Apollo sanctuaries prove challenging, as the surviving material evidence
is random and forms only a small and partial sample of the original range of votives, which may
differ substantially from sanctuary to sanctuary in proportion and availability. This difficulty
is compounded by the incomplete publication of the excavated finds. This is the case for the
data from Phanai, Miletos and Didyma. In particular at Didyma, the most important oracular
sanctuary in western Asia Minor, the published evidence provides only selective coverage of the
finds, governed principally by considerations of artistic and architectural quality rather than by
concern for the whole assemblage. Because of the potential gaps, comparing absolute numbers
is not possible. Instead, I focused on the individual site of Klaros and highlighted parallels from
other Apollo sanctuaries. The aim was to gain an idea about the nature of the total assemblage
and find out whether a specific pattern of dedications could be detected.
The wide distribution of similar votive types in Greek sanctuaries across the Mediterranean
seems to contradict the view that there is a link between the offering and receiving deity (Simon
1986). However, besides many similarities in the ritual practice and choice of votive types that
the Apollo sanctuary at Klaros had in common with the East Greek city sanctuaries and other
shrines across the Mediterranean, the material evidence from Klaros demonstrates specific local
aspects and patterns of dedications, including a link with the Dorian/Carian region, from the
6th century BC onwards. This applies in particular to the unparalleled high concentration of
male terracotta figurines with chiton, himation and lyre or, later on, kithara that were dedicated
and deposited in the vicinity of the rectangular altar. Their small size allowed dedicators to
carry them in one hand. The iconography of these terracotta figures resembles that of the god
Apollo, but it is not clear whether the terracotta figurines represent the god or his worshippers.
According to the available data, no other Ionian or east Dorian sanctuary of Apollo has yielded
comparable terracotta figurines in such high quantities. As ritual markers reflecting a feature
that was of particular significance for Klaros, the figurines were necessarily stereotypical and
repetitive, and stayed unchanged in type from the 6th to the 4th century BC. Even later on, the
same feature is reflected again in the Hellenistic cult statue of Apollo as kitharodos.
The Klarian sanctuary not only provides insights into the characteristic votive offerings for
Apollo over centuries, but also – in direct comparison – for his cult companion Artemis who was
worshipped simultaneously in the same sanctuary, albeit in a separate temenos. It is interesting
to note that from the 6th to the 4th century BC female terracotta figurines are the most popular
votive offering for Artemis as well, but they are not as numerous as the male figurines for Apollo
and they display a greater diversity of types. The dedication of diversified types may indicate a
wider range of concerns, especially with regard to roles of the ‘female’ world.
Concerning the spatial organisation of the temenos and the placement of votives, strict gender
segregation can be observed as well: kouroi and male terracotta figurines are limited to the sector
of Apollo, while korai and female terracotta figurines were exclusively deposited in the vicinity of
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Artemis. Deposits with female and male figurines or statues deposited together are not known
yet. While terracotta figurines continued to be the primary gift for Artemis until the Hellenistic
period, the dedication of the male figurines seems to have diminished already in the late Classical
period, when the building of the new oracular temple was begun.
Finally, a word of caution: even the compiled evidence from Klaros, after three decades of
intense fieldwork in a spatially limited area such as the altar zone, represents only a small and
partial sample of data that is liable to change, and future finds could alter the conclusions I have
drawn here. Though methodologically challenging, quantitative analyses may offer a path for
determining specific dedicatory patterns, and assist with the difficult interpretation of the existing
data on votive offerings. For Klaros, new insights into the ritual dynamics are to be expected
from the publication of the excavations south of the altar of Apollo and the investigations of the
Archaic temple of Apollo, of which a number of highly promising aspects, including new votive
material, has been recently published in two separate preliminary reports (Şahin 2014; Moretti
2014).
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When the German excavations at Miletos (Fig. 1), on the western coast of Turkey, restarted
after the Second World War in 1955, from the beginning they focused on the location and the
extent of the Archaic (as opposed to the Hellenistic–Roman) city (on the history of excavations
at Miletos, see von Graeve 1997–98; 2006; Kunisch 2016, 2–3 with note 7). These excavations
began in the area around the temple of Athena, south of the Roman theatre, and later moved
to other sanctuaries, the agora as well as areas behind the bouleuterion and others close to the
Hellenistic perimeter wall. Attention then turned to Kalabaktepe, a hill some distance south
of the Hellenistic–Roman city, where a sanctuary of Artemis Kithone and houses of a living
quarter were discovered, the latter surrounded by parts of an Archaic city wall (Senff 2000; von
Graeve 2006; Senff 2012). The pottery finds in these excavations included, among vast numbers
of sherds of indigenous Ionian wares, some Attic fragments of the 6th to the 4th century BC;
altogether there were almost 600 fragments of black- or red-figure vases (plus black-glaze sherds,
some of them bearing graffiti) (Fig. 2). Unfortunately, in the early years, these finds were not as
accurately recorded as is the case in more recent times, which is why their value for the study of
chronology or typology is somewhat limited.

Fig 1. Map of Miletos showing main excavation areas with Attic pottery. Modified from the plan by B. F. Weber
in Cobet et al. 2007, Beil. 3.
1 Editor’s note: The present article was prepared by Norbert Kunisch for the 2013 Naukratis Workshop, at the request of the
organisers, to provide a brief summary of finds from Miletos to serve as a basis for comparison with Naukratis. Following
the sad death of the author in May 2018, the original manuscript was edited with minor revisions and updates by Alexandra
Villing, who also finalised the map and graphs. The entire corpus of painted Attic pottery from Miletos is now published in
Kunisch 2016. Information in the graphs is based on the tables in Kunisch 2016, 71–74.
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Fig 2. Find-spot distribution of Attic black-figure and Attic red-figure sherds by excavation area, based on a total
sample of 1,290 Attic black-figure and 314 Attic red-figure sherds.

In 1992, illicit excavations on Zeytintepe, the farthest of the hills to the south and west of the
city, initiated the discovery of a small sanctuary of Aphrodite, identified as Aphrodite of Oikous,
known from literary sources (Senff 2003; 2006; 2012; von Graeve 2013a). It was crowned by
a marble temple of the late 6th century BC (with a likely predecessor in the second quarter of
the 6th century BC), the only building at that place and almost completely smashed to pieces
during the Persian sack of Miletos (von Graeve 2013a; for an earlier temple, see von Graeve
2005; 2013b); no traces of banqueting rooms were found anywhere in the area of the sanctuary
(Senff 2003; von Graeve 2013a). The rich pottery finds again included Attic sherds, some 1,020
fragments of figured vases (plus vast numbers of undecorated fragments). Unfortunately, it was
impossible to establish a fine-grained stratigraphy, as large sanctuary clearances took place at
long intervals, and the resulting deposits comprise finds of many decades (Panteleon and Senff
2008; von Graeve 2013a; Kunisch 2016, 63–65; Henke 2017, 45–53). This includes a deposit
in a ‘bothros’ (a very deep, filled- shaft cut into the rock, perhaps originally intended as a well)
some distance from the remains of the temple, which among other votives contained a mass of
Corinthian and East Greek sherds dating to the period c. 700/690–630 BC, but not a single Attic
fragment.
On the basis of the excavations in the Aphrodite sanctuary we are now able to come to an
idea of the chronology of the importation of Attic painted pottery to Miletos (Fig. 3). The earliest
finds consist of a few sherds of larger vessels (lebetes) of the time of around 580 BC and some
slightly later Komast cups, but already a decade or so later there is a large group of fragments
of Siana cups. The apex of Attic imports to Miletos, however, comes in the third quarter of
the 6th century BC, when there are no less than 43 Droop cups, 74 lip cups, 343 band cups, 63
undefined Little-Master cups and 98 Cassel cups. Larger vessels – hydriai, oinochoai – are almost
completely absent; only column-kraters have been found in small numbers (Fig. 4).
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Fig. 3. Chronological distribution of Attic painted pottery in Miletos between 600 and 300 BC, based on a total
sample of 1,603 sherds.

Fig. 4. Shape distribution of Attic black-figure pottery found by find-spot, based on a total sample of 1,290
sherds.
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All this goes to show that, as in many other sanctuaries including also those at Naukratis (see
now Johnston 2018), drinking vessels represent the bulk of the finds, but other than in Naukratis
or on Samos for instance, only insignificant numbers of other types of symposion vessels have
been found. Altogether the numbers found on Zeytintepe dramatically exceed the numbers
of corresponding Attic shapes found in the much larger sanctuary of Hera in Samos (Kreuzer
1998), where for example only six Siana cups, sixty-two band cups and four Cassel cups have
been recorded. Only one type of vessel, very rare elsewhere, has been found in similar numbers
in both places: the Nikosthenic pyxis, of which thirty-three have been found at Samos (Heraion
and the sanctuary of Artemis) and forty-four in Oikous (now discussed in detail in Kunisch 2016,
49–55). At Naukratis, too, the shape is well represented, though here it lacks the strong element
of female cult scenes apparent at Miletos (Johnston 2018, 23–24).
The numbers of Attic finds decline in the fourth quarter of the 6th century to reach an
almost complete hiatus in the first decade of the 5th century BC. Such an interruption in the
importation of Attic pottery can only be seen in relation to the total destruction of Miletos by
the Persians in 494 BC (Herodotus, Histories 6.22.1; Brown 1981). After this date the finds consist
of no more than a few sherds dated to the rest of the first and much of the second decade of the
5th century BC. The historically confirmed date of 494 BC and its influence on the Milesian finds
point to what is probably the most important result of the Miletos excavation, in that it supports
the Studniczka-Langlotz chronology of the development of Attic pottery (Langlotz 1920) against
the chronology proposed by Francis-Vickers (Kokkinos 1989–2007; the argument is set out in
more detail now in Kunisch 2016, 65–70).
Attic imports begin to increase again by the middle of the century; however, they never reach
the same levels as seen before 494 BC. Altogether the emphasis of the discoveries moves away
from Zeytintepe to other parts of the Classical city, above all to the area behind the bouleuterion.
The finds now belong to red-figure pottery throughout; they extend, with ever-decreasing
numbers, into the 4th century BC, when around the middle of that century they cease altogether.
The shapes involved at this time differ considerably from the ones found earlier; cups and other
drinking vessels become rare while kraters, especially bell-kraters, dominate the finds (Fig. 5).
With a few exceptions (Fig. 6), including an exceptional lip cup executed in a reserving
technique wholly unusual for Attic yet characteristic for Milesian pottery,2 the quality of the Attic
imports is no more than average, certainly inferior to the Athenian exports to Etruria; instead
the quality of Attic imports in Miletos corresponds to what we know from other parts of Ionia
and from Cyprus, as well as Naukratis (Johnston 2018); lip and band cups, in particular, belong
to the unrefined mass products of the lesser Attic workshops.
Approximately 1.5 percent of all Attic finds show signs of having been repaired; the manner
of most of these repairs – small holes suitable for a fine bronze wire but not for a lead clamp, as
common in Attica or Etruria – points to the East rather than to the Greek mainland (Kunisch
2016, 41; cf. Pfisterer-Haas 1998).

2 For the fragment of the Attic black-figure neck amphora by the Affecter showing the heads of two horses of c. 530 BC,
found in the region of the Hellenistic wall in the southern part of the city (‘Südschnitt’), see Kunisch 2016, 80 no. 23, pl. 6.23;
for the fragment of the Attic lip cup painted in a reserving (‘Fikellura’) technique showing a dog and a cricket of c. 550–530
BC, from Zeytintepe, see Kunisch 2016, 44, 116 no. 379, pl. 42.379. Clay analysis has confirmed the Attic provenance of the
piece; it is due to be published in more detail by Udo Schlotzhauer.
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Fig. 5. Shape distribution of red-figure pottery by find-spot, based on a total sample of 314 sherds.

Fig. 6. a. Fragment of Attic black-figure neck amphora by the Affecter showing the heads of two horses, c. 530
BC, from the Hellenistic city wall; b. Fragment of Attic lip cup painted in a reserving (‘Fikellura’) technique,
showing a dog and a cricket, c. 550–530 BC, from Zeytintepe. Photographs © Miletgrabung.
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About thirty-five inscriptions have been recorded on Attic sherds found in Miletos, naming
figures in particular scenes, or potters, some of them well known, such as Amasis, Hermogenes
or Tleson (see Kunisch 2016, 29–31). More numerous are graffiti scratched into the black
surfaces; ninety-four of these have been found almost exclusively on black-figure cups, two
only on red-figure vases, and twenty-eight on black glaze cups (now published and discussed in
detail in Kunisch 2016, 31–35 and Ehrhardt 2016). They invariably use the formula ἀνέθηκεν
τη Ἀφροδίτηι or a version thereof, but as preserved only a few name the dedicant: Meliphonos,
Ermokletos, Protis, the latter three times; there is no overlap with names attested in the graffiti
of Naukratis (Johnston 2014).
One result of these observations is the astonishing fact that the greatest popularity of Attic
wares dates to the time of the Persian occupation of Miletos in the first half of the 6th century
BC, in spite of the fact that the Eastern peoples quite obviously had little taste for Greek or Attic
pottery; the pattern is, however, paralleled in other parts of Persian-dominated western Anatolia
(Lynch and Matter 2014; Lynch 2016) and to some extent at least coincides with the wider picture
of Attic pottery imports in the Eastern Aegean world, including Naukratis (Tuna-Nörling 1995;
Johnston 2018; Fig. 7). No locally produced imitations of Attic figured pottery have been found
in Miletos. Apart from the few fluctuations in the Attic imports we have mentioned there are
no noticeable concentrations of numbers which could point to arrivals in batches, which in turn
would indicate the landing of entire shiploads. It seems probable that such piecemeal import
was the business of non-specialised ship owners, presumably of Milesian rather than Athenian
provenance.

Fig. 7. Chronological breakdown of Attic imports in Naukratis, 600–350 BC, by decade. The more closely
datable material is shown in blue, the whole dataset including less datable pieces in red. Based on Johnston 2018,
5, fig. 3.
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Introduction
Naukratis in the first half of the 6th century BC is particularly rich in products of the faience
factory, and related finds from other find-spots in the settlement (regarding this dating, see Webb
in this volume; on the ‘scarab factory’ see Masson 2018, 5–31).This is only a little later, by twenty
or so years, than the oldest evidence for settlement. This paper focuses on two classes of material
– scarabs and scaraboids as well as human figurines of offering bearers and musicians – all
apparently designed to be worn as talismans, since they are all pierced for suspension.
These amuletic objects – both scarabs and mixed-style figures – were exported to other sites in
the Greek world and throughout the Mediterranean. Were they intended to be worn by the living
or the dead? Earlier evidence from Pithekoussai strongly suggested that scarabs were associated
with children, and accompanied them in their burials. This evidence has radically influenced the
interpretation of later material. I intend to look at the comparable evidence from one site in
Rhodes – Kamiros, where many different types of contexts are recorded, with additional finds
from other sites in Eastern Greece and from the Black Sea. We can also include the infrequent,
but telling, finds of groups of scarabs in the Mediterranean world, which were clearly intended to
be worn as necklaces, belts or other adornment, and the evidence of Cypriot statues which display
the wearing of amuletic objects. The small mixed-style figurines, which were also produced in
Naukratis (Webb 2015), may well have some associated importance. All these objects clearly had
significance for their owners, but did this phenomenon change over time?
It must be emphasised that a case can be made for these products being the last phase in
a sequence of related productions. For instance, Rhodes had already been the production and
distribution centre for an earlier class of scarabs, in the first half of the 7th century BC, while a
range of other Egyptianising objects, both small perfume containers and large talismanic figures,
were manufactured there in the second half of the 7th century BC. What we are seeing in the
Naukratis factory is the end of a belief system, or fashion, and not the beginning of something
new. By the time of the Persian invasion of Egypt in 525 BC, the use of scarabs in the Greek
world was on the way out.
When Petrie first excavated Naukratis, he was excited by the signs of Greek dedications to
their own gods, discovered at the sanctuary of Apollo and other Greek sanctuaries, and by the
products of the so-called ‘scarab factory’, in which he thought he could see the hand of Greeks.
They still provide a fruitful and well-documented area for research (Fig. 1). What light can they
throw on religious belief, in both the sanctuaries of Naukratis and elsewhere in the Greek world?
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Fig. 1: Map of Naukratis incorporating all previous fieldwork and preliminary geophysics results, with relative
position of the scarab factory. © The Naukratis Project, Trustees of the British Museum. Map by Ross Thomas.
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The scarab factory
Chief amongst the products of the so-called scarab factory, Petrie and his successors found many
distinctive scarabs, scaraboids and associated moulds which were quite clearly the products of
an organised workshop (now discussed in detail by Masson 2018, 5–31; see also Webb 2015).
He marked those scarabs that were found in the scarab factory debris with the letter F (Petrie
1886, pl. XXXVII). Out of 147 scarabs and scaraboids made of faience (glazed composition) or
Egyptian blue, which he illustrated, he marked forty-nine (not including multiple types – another
thirty-nine) as coming from the factory. Otherwise he observed find-places as being elsewhere
in the town. As to the number of the moulds, Petrie found 678 moulds, although he says that
‘he might have collected more of the ordinary kinds without difficulty’ and published nineteen
examples (Petrie 1886, 37, pl. XXXVIII). Recent work on the whole corpus of excavated material
from Naukratis has located a total of 381 moulds, of which 200 come from the scarab factory
itself (Masson 2018, 5–7). This is a comment on their great numbers which is echoed in later
reports from the site (Hogarth, Edgar and Gutch 1898–99, 41, 50; Hogarth, Lorimer and Edgar
1905, 134). Certain deposits of moulds may have come from different areas of the site (notably
the Hellenion area, see Masson 2018, 5–6). What the total number might have been we can only
hazard a guess. Also found were a small number of moulds for amulets, which echo Egyptian
types but in a diluted form (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2: Moulds for plain wedjat-eye amulets and bullae. British Museum 1888,0601.748, 1920,0417.1 and
1920,0417.6. Photographs © Trustees of the British Museum.

Petrie mentions as well ‘many small Egyptian figures, double eye, hawks, Ptah, Anubis, snake,
beads etc. also found in the disturbed stuff ’ (Petrie 1886, 38). These were not properly recorded
by Petrie, so that it is not possible to know which of those now in the various collections actually
came from the factory debris (on this problem, see Masson 2018, 73–77). It is suspicious that all
faience amulets which were acquired by the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston are given a secure
find-place in the scarab factory, including two couchant lion amulets which are of Persian design
and therefore of Dynasty 27 date in all probability (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts RES.82.285;
RES.86.286), while similar objects in other museum collections have no such certainty about their
find-place.
Lastly, Petrie found ‘figures of glazed, sandy ware’ of both humans and animals, apparently
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designed to be worn as talismans, since they are all pierced for suspension (Fig. 3) (studied as
Archaic faience mixed-style figures: Webb 2015). Petrie believed that they were also products of
localised production, and that they were quite distinct from the normal ‘small Egyptian figures’
(above). However, their link with the scarab factory material is less certain, though Petrie says
they were found ‘about the scarab factory’, as well as ‘the sanctuary of Apollo, and the town’
(Petrie 1886, 14, 36, pls II and XLIV) and certain of them have scarab factory provenances in the
respective museum records.

Fig. 3: Human figurines showing evidence of similar
manufacturing techniques. From top: British Museum
EA 58306, 58307 and 58308. Photographs © Trustees
of the British Museum.

Other products of the scarab factory have now been identified (Masson 2018, 73–78), including
New Year’s flasks (Masson 2014) and possibly aryballoi of Phase 3 of Archaic Greek faience
(Webb 2015). These two types of vessel were also widely distributed in the Mediterranean. They
also are firmly dated to the 6th century BC and clearly indicate the importance of the workshop(s)
at Naukratis (see Webb in this volume for further discussion of these dating parameters).
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Faience figurines from Greek sanctuaries at Naukratis
Petrie published (a selection of) his finds from the sanctuary of Apollo (Petrie 1886, pl. II, nos
6–11), including a walking ram (BM 1886,0401.1331), a couchant lion (BM 1886,0401.1326),
and a falcon (BM 1886,0401.1332). They were clearly chosen because they are relatively intact.
He also mentions bull figurines, which he does not illustrate. Two examples in Oxford from
later excavations (1899 or 1903) possibly represent a bull, though parallels could suggest a ram
– Ashmolean Museum AN1896-1908-EA.893; AN1896-1908-EA.890 (cf. Webb 1978, pl. XIII,
nos 434 and 436 for bulls, nos 440–3 for rams). He also illustrates three human figures (Petrie
1886, pl. II, nos 7, 8 and 10), representing a flute player (BM EA 58308), a standing female nude
(BM EA 68812) and a kneeling female nude (BM EA 58307). A piece in Boston is also assigned
a find-place here, which seems very likely, as it is a falcon amulet of our specific type (Boston,
Museum of Fine Arts 86.811). All these figurines must come from the so-called Apollo Trench,
inside the sanctuary of Apollo, which Petrie excavated in 1885 (Petrie 1886, 13–14, pl. XLIV)
and to which the marking ΑΠ corresponds. It was Petrie’s innovation (for 1886) paralleled by
the procedures established by General Pitt-Rivers at Cranbourne Chase, to observe and record
the strata found while excavating the levels of the Temple of Apollo (Petrie 1886, pl. XLIV; see
Fig. 4). ‘Pottery glazed figures’ is marked on the section itself inside Level ΑΠ5, although a falcon
figure bears the pencil marking ‘ΑΠ4’ (BM EA 58319). However, Petrie comments ‘the hawks
are found as early as the Polemarchos vase (i.e. in the strata ΑΠ1 and ΑΠ2) and as late as the
third century’, suggesting that the material may actually be of a very confused nature. Möller has
discussed this find-place in detail and concludes that although the material at the bottom, with the
Polemarchos vase (BM 1886,0401.830.a) and the Cypriot terracotta head1 is pre-600, ‘this does not
give grounds for optimism in believing it possible to reconstruct an accurate stratigraphy. [… The
Trench was] either badly disturbed, or gradually filled up’ (Möller 2000, 90–91). Ross Thomas has
studied these deposits with particular reference to the Cypriot terracotta and limestone figures,
and assigned a date of c. 580–550 BC to the ΑΠ5 bothros stratum (Thomas 2015; forthcoming).
		
The sanctuary of Apollo is located some distance from the scarab factory. Similar figures
are assigned to ‘the town’ (Petrie 1886, 99, pl. II, nos 12–18), including some slightly later types
(nos 12 and 18): this presumably means that they were handed in or bought from the finders, with
no clear find-place.2 Petrie’s claim that the ‘glazed ware figurines’ are appropriate to the worship
of Apollo might work for Naukratis, but is doubtful in general, given their discovery in a range
of different contexts in the Greek world as a whole.3

1 Petrie 1886, pl. II, no. 2, but number 2 must be a mistake – the ‘hooded figure’ Petrie refers to must actually be no. 5.
2 See frequent comments in Petrie’s Journal concerning his willingness to acquire everything he could when offered by
sebakhin, ex-workers, or baksheesh-seekers. He did not want to leave anything to encourage the dealers.
3 Webb 1978; for example Blinkenberg 1931 (sanctuary of Athena Lindia); Ialysos, votive deposit sanctuary of Athena
(unpublished); Miletos, sanctuary of Aphrodite, Zeytintepe (Hölbl 1999).
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Fig. 4: Stratified levels in the sanctuary of Apollo as recorded by Petrie (Petrie 1886, pl. XLIV).

The other temenos which should be of great interest here is that of Aphrodite which was on
the doorstep of the scarab factory, one of the earliest temenoi to be established. Relevant here is
that Petrie states that he found ‘glazed figures […] about the scarab factory’ (Petrie 1886, 38–39),
a rather puzzling use of the preposition. It is very likely that this implies their presence in the
spread of debris from the sanctuary of Aphrodite, which was only later identified. Nevertheless,
Petrie specifically mentions finding a Chian kantharos fragment inscribed [...]ΦΡΟΔΙ in the
scarab factory debris (Petrie 1886, 16, pl. V, no. 37), and another one of North Ionian Wild Goat
style.4 The sanctuary of Aphrodite was excavated by Gardner in the following year, and certain
faience figurines in Boston are indeed catalogued as coming from there, though not mentioned
by Gardner.5 Unfortunately we do not appear to have any excavation records of figurines found
in the deeply packed debris made up of widely scattered fragments which Gardner describes
finding in the sanctuary of Aphrodite (Gardner 1888, 35–36, 55). Gardner only discussed and
published the limestone sculptures and the inscribed Greek vases, which he saw as being of great
importance, and mentioned that the confused and thickly packed debris consisted of ‘pottery
fragments, limestone statuettes, ashes and bones’ (Gardner 1888, 33–59). Note here, however,
4 Chian kantharos fragment dated 575–550 BC: Petrie 1886, 16, pl. V, no. 37; bowl in North Ionian Wild Goat style dated
c. 575–560 BC, also bearing a dedication to Aphrodite: ibid., pl. VI, no. 5.
5 Faience figurines from the sanctuary of Aphrodite comprise a falcon (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts RES. 87.268), a naked
woman (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts RES. 87.267) and a musician (BM 1888,0601.47).
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that Gardner, in referring to a limestone figure (Gardner 1888, 57, pl. XIV no. 14), states that ‘we
may compare this with the primitive figures of aulos players that have been found in abundance,
made either of glazed ware (Petrie 1886, pl. II no. 7; Gardner 1888, pl. XVII no. 4) or alabaster’.
They have not survived in abundance.
If there were any finds of scarabs from these or other Greek sanctuaries, we have no secure
information (for examples of scarabs and other amulets found at the foot of the sacred enclosure
of Amun-Ra Baded, see Masson-Berghoff in this volume and Masson 2018, 91–93). The only
secure find-place for scarabs is the scarab factory debris itself. Petrie’s journals give many
references to scarabs being brought to him by workers on the site of Naukratis. He seemed happy
to accept most of them as genuine finds, although he was somewhat puzzled by certain steatite
specimens (Petrie 1886, 38; stone examples from Naukratis discussed in detail in Masson 2018,
31–41; Masson-Berghoff forthcoming).
Are we justified in concluding that such objects – scarabs and amulets – were apparently
made on the spot, and catered for the needs of those who frequented the sanctuaries? For the
scarabs and scaraboids, of course, we have the clear evidence of the factory moulds. We also
have two apparent ‘wasters’ which consist of the accidentally fused fragments of more than one
faience object. Oxford, AN1886,452, excavated in 1884–85, appears to consist of an Egyptianstyle head and a double-sided Bes head, and BM 2013, 5012.11 consists of two fragments of
falcon amulet fused together. However, neither has a secure find-place in the scarab factory debris
and the second piece is not absolutely certainly from Naukratis. Moreover, we know from other
sites in Egypt that the manufacture of faience amulets was often associated with sanctuaries;
for instance, the remains of such a workshop were identified at the temple of Amun at Kawa in
Nubia, where moulds for shabtis and amulets were found in the sanctuary built and completed by
Taharqo (Griffith 1922, 3–4, 87–88, pl. 17). The presence of the small scarab and amulet factory
in Naukratis, nearly on the doorstep of the temenos of Aphrodite, should owe its existence to
similar factors. These finds imply that the archaeological material from the two loci, the ‘scarab
house’ and the sanctuary of Aphrodite, was mixed together, and that the nice distinction between
the two areas with a street in between (as shown in Gardner 1888, pl. IV) may not be quite so clear
as it seems on the plan. Recent excavations at Sais have revealed moulds of similar type and date
(see Wilson in this volume) and other possible moulds at Memphis near the kiln sites (Nicholson
2013, 2000-P-0044 and 2000-P-0137). Although these finds are indicative of the existence of
similar manufacturing practices, they are not necessarily evidence of close relationships with a
sanctuary site.
What, then, was the chief purpose of this proximity? Did visitors buy the scarabs and amuletic
figurines to dedicate in the temple or was the proximity of the holy site a strong factor in imbuing
the objects with power, so that they could be taken away and used as magic tokens? To follow
this argument through, we are only able to demonstrate that the figurines, if they were actually
the factory’s products, were dedicated in at least two of the Greek sanctuaries at Naukratis. They
were certainly found in the sanctuary of Apollo by Petrie (Fig. 5), and most likely in the sanctuary
of Aphrodite by Gardner. They were also found in the town, but we do not have any information
about the contexts, i.e. whether they were from domestic settings, in rubbish deposits, or in
graves. It must be noted that we have no burials of this date at Naukratis to confirm their use in
funerary contexts.
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Fig. 5: Figurines found in the sanctuary of Apollo (according to Petrie 1886, pl. II). From left to right, top
then bottom: British Museum EA 68812, 1886,0401.1326, 1886,0401.1332, EA 58308, EA 58307 and 1886,
0401.1326. Photographs © Trustees of the British Museum. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, 86.811. Photograph
© Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.

As stated above, we have no secure find-places for scarabs within the Greek sanctuaries. Of
the 147 paste scarabs illustrated by Petrie, forty-six are annotated with an ‘F’ on plate XXXVII
as coming from the scarab factory. A number of these were found in duplicate, triplicate or even
quadruplicate, making approximately another twenty (Petrie 1886, pl. XXXVII). Of the others,
without a scarab factory designation, we must assume sanctuaries, houses or rubbish deposits as
find-spots.
Distribution of scarabs and figurines beyond Naukratis
Outside Naukratis (Fig. 6), the distribution numbers are impressive for both the scarabs and
scaraboids. Gorton (1996, 91–106) lists a total of 726: 398 belong to her Types XXVIII A, B and
C; 31 are assigned to her Type XXIX, which was also produced at the factory; 44 examples of
her Type XXX can probably be linked to her Type XXXII, because of Cumae finds discussed
below; the final groups, Types XXXI to XXXVI, make up the final tally of 726. It must be noted,
however, that it is now becoming clear that there may well have been rival or complementary
factories making very similar scarabs in other places, for example Kamiros, but these productions
seem to be earlier in date (see Meek et al. 2016 discussing analyses on apparently similar material,
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including scarabs and figurines from Kamiros).
For the mixed-style figurines, both animal (Fig. 7) and human (Fig. 8), there is also a wide
distribution in the Mediterranean area. However, this does not correspond to the western
coverage for scarabs, in the Balearic Islands, Sardinia and the southern coasts of Spain and
France, nor that on the coastal sites in North Syria, of Al Mina etc. But the pattern of trade in the
Eastern Mediterranean, where we find the largest distribution, extended from Naukratis to the
East Greek coast and the Black Sea, with a second line running from Rhodes through the central
Aegean, Central Greece, e.g. Perachora, the Argive Heraion and Sparta, and on to southern Italy
and Sicily, while a third ran along the North African coast – Cyrene, Tocra and Carthage – and
here a high degree of overlap exists between scarabs and figurines.6 In certain circumstances, in
fact (discussed below), we find the two classes of objects together in burials, implying that they
probably arrived together, while the correspondence in find-places may imply the same.
We clearly have a fruitful amount of comparative material, indicating the popularity and
extensive distribution of both scarabs and mixed-style figurines in the wider Mediterranean world
in the 6th century BC. I will isolate certain find associations which may help to establish for what
purpose they were used, as well as making clear their dating in the 6th century.

Fig. 6: Distribution map of Naukratite scarabs. After Gorton 1996, Types XXVIII–XXXVI, fig. on p. 144.

6 Compare Gorton 1996, 144, fig. 2 (Naukratis scarabs distribution) with Webb 1978, 8, fig. 4 (mixed-style figurines).
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Fig. 7: Distribution map of animal figurines. After Webb 1978, fig. 4.

Fig. 8: Distribution map of human figurines. After Webb 1978, fig. 4.
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Scarabs and scaraboids
Almost all the Naukratite scarabs are surprisingly small, and all are pierced for suspension. Can
we assume that they were made for the living to be worn as talismans, or were they intended to
accompany the dead to the underworld? Their presence in sanctuary sites must imply that they
could be worn by the living, and this is indeed where the great majority of the pre-Naukratite
scarabs are found in the 8th and 7th centuries BC, notably at Perachora (James 1962, 461–
516), Sounion (Pendlebury 1930, 32–34; Theodoropoulou-Polychroniadis 2015) and Lindos
(Blinkenberg 1931, 370–91).
There are earlier contexts where scarabs of pre-Naukratite date shed light on scarab usage in
burials. From the carefully excavated graves at Pithekoussai, which date to the latter part of the
8th century BC, we can tell that sealstones and/or scarabs were often worn singly on a string or
wire round the neck, very often set in a pendant setting of silver; they were found overwhelmingly
in burials of babies and small children (Bosticco 1957, 215–29; Boardman and Buchner 1966,
1–62; De Salvia 1993, 767–811; Gorton 1996, 159–60; Ridgway 2000, 235–43). From Pithekoussai
several burials had more than one seal, though only one had four. Tomb 746 combined a sealstone
(of the Lyre Player group) with a faience figurine of Nefertum (Hölbl 1979, 179). Other similar
figurines were found in Tomb 546 (three alongside a Sekhmet) and in Tomb 553 (Boardman and
Buchner 1966, 3) while only one, Tomb 631, combined a sealstone with a scarab (Gorton 1996,
36–37, Type XII, no. 20). Otherwise, it would appear that the Lyre Player seals were ascribed
similar talismanic power to the scarabs, so that their wearing was mutually exclusive. Of course, as
Boardman has memorably said in regard to the talismanic use of the Lyre Player group seals, this
‘practice is unique at this period in Greek lands’ and this would seem to apply to scarabs as well.
According to Gorton: ‘The tombs were in use from 750–575, but most of the scarabs were found
in tombs dated to the second half of the 8th century’ (Gorton 1996, 159). Here, of course, we are
dealing with a ‘liminal’ society, which faced unusual challenges, as well as unusual opportunities
for trade and wealth. The same could perhaps be said about Naukratis, over a hundred years later.
Alongside the scarabs and sealstones at Pithekoussai are found a number of examples of
amuletic figurines of Nefertum and Sekhmet. And these – as we know from rich burials, for
example in both Euboean Lefkandi, and the Bocchoris Tomb at Tarquinia – could be strung as
multiples, to form impressive necklaces (e.g. Holbl 1979, nos. 130–220; Casocavallo 2014, 318;
Apostolou 2015, 101–02).
Of course, these scarabs come from production centres that are much earlier and distinct
from Naukratis. Comparable material, much of it now lost, was found in burials at Cumae, a
parallel and slightly later settlement on the Italian mainland opposite. Bosticco (1957) considered
the origin of the Pithekoussai scarabs to be in the Delta of Egypt, and suggested that they bore
acronymic signs related to the worship of Amun.7 More widely in the western Mediterranean,
scarabs were mounted on rings for suspension in a similar way to Pithekoussai (Hölbl 1979,
nos 752, 764, 767, 770 and 772; for Carthage, see Vercoutter 1945; for Tharros, see Barnett and
Mendleson 1987). This was a particular predilection of Phoenicians and Cypriots right through
the 7th and early 6th centuries BC, as the Cypriot terracotta figures bedecked in amulets show
(Blinkenberg 1931, fig. 49). In native Italian culture, individual scarabs could form part of an
7 This is based on the work by Drioton 1957, and interestingly, the same idea is proposed for trigram scarabs from Naukratis
by Masson-Berghoff in her discussion of the significance of such scarabs (Masson 2018, 26–31). See further below.
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elaborate assemblage with other lucky talismans such as faience disc beads and cowrie shells, such
as were recently discovered in the tomb of an early 7th-century BC noblewoman in southern Italy
(S. Bianco in Stampolidis and Giannopolou 2012, 336–43). Lastly, it became popular to string
a number together as a necklace or bracelet, omitting the silver ring mounting altogether, and
groupings from Cretan and later East Greek burials which we will discuss below suggest that such
a usage was widespread. A child’s burial from Knossos North Cemetery and dating to the mid-7th
century BC contained four scarabs as well as two faience figurines and other items of jewellery
(Webb 1996, 604, 124–25, Late Geometric/Early Orientalising).8 In another burial from the same
cemetery, in the Early Orientalising cremation of a woman two small faience scarabs (f.3 and 4)
were found together with four beads of different materials – glass, amber and quartz – in a Late
Geometric/Early Orientalising pithos, Pot 6 (Webb 1996, T.229, p. 228, fig. 183).
Clearly, scarabs were much prized as valuable protective charms, and their popularity as
elements in a necklace developed through the latter half of the 7th century BC,9 becoming in
the first half of the 6th century BC the usage to which Naukratite scarabs were very often
put. A striking example of this new usage is in the fine group ascribed to Cumae, Italy (BM
1856.1226.1337: Fig. 9). It consists of seventeen scarabs of very similar design and size, two of
which are set in silver mounts – the whole presumably strung as a necklace (Gorton 1996, 4,
fig. 34). Unfortunately we have no knowledge of its precise provenance or its associated finds.
Another example – made of so-called Egyptian Blue, from Taranto in southern Italy, consists of
three long necklaces (145 scarabs in total) found in a very rich tomb dated to 545/540 BC: many
of the scarabs have parallels from Naukratis (Hölbl 1979, nos 1065–1221, pls 116–17).

Fig. 9: Assemblage of Egyptian blue scarabs from Cumae, British Museum 1856,1226.1337 (belonging to Gorton
Type XXX, Gp. B nos 1–9, Type XXXII, Gp. A nos 15–22). Photographs © Trustees of the British Museum.
8 Knossos North Cemetery, T. 78: four Egyptian blue scarabs (f. 3, f. 4, f .9 and f.10), with a female(?) infant of 12–16
months buried in a pithos, with a large number of glass beads which formed a necklace. There were other beads and items
for her hair, such as a gilt-silver spiral and a glass rod hair pin, electrum earrings, a silver ring and bronze fibula etc. as well
as two faience amuletic figurines of Egyptian deities.
9 See, as an example from the Aegean Paros Delion, scarabs of Perachora-Rhodes type found under a slab in the temple of
Artemis, dated c. 735–630 BC (e.g. Rubensohn 1962; Gorton 1996,169).
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The scarabs and scaraboids carry a range of devices which are either derived from Egyptian
prototypes – animals with sun-disc, debased cartouches and hieroglyphs – or from the Near Eastern
repertoire, or from Greek glyptic traditions. The majority of these devices can be understood as
implying good luck, despite the lack of clarity in the hieroglyphs and cartouches employed. They
carry on a number of themes from earlier fabrics whose products have been found in North
Syria, East Greece and the west. However, they are distinct enough to be identified as Naukratite
because of their fabric, size and decoration.
One especially distinctive series of scarabs from the factory has the device of walking lions,
winged sphinxes, or griffins, ibex and cats, often combined with a sun-disc and Maat feather,
which were originally emblems of great power. These equal Gorton Type XXVIII A (Gorton
1996, 94–101, nos 1–223) and are the most commonly found. A second group bear hieroglyphic
inscriptions including cartouches (Type XXVIII B, nos 1–160). Amongst these are a group
of scaraboids, in the form of couchant lions, which are a good case study (see discussion in
Gorton 2000). Both the moulds for these (Petrie 1886, pl. 38, no. 6), and the stamped-out objects
themselves, with crude hieroglyphic signs on the base (Petrie 1886, pl. 37, nos 50, 64, 69, 80,
92, 99, 104) were found in the scarab factory. They copy, very crudely, an earlier type of amulet
(Fig. 10). They have a far-flung distribution in the Mediterranean (Sounion, Carthage and the
Black Sea).

Fig. 10: Rectangular stamp with back in form of couchant lion (British Museum EA 66472) with corresponding
mould and modern impression (British Museum EA 26903). Photographs © Trustees of the British Museum.
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Another group of moulds – in impressive numbers – are for scaraboids in the form of the
heads of Africans; in fact, they form the commonest type of moulds found (or at least collected,
see Masson 2018, 8–12) in the scarab factory after those for scarab backs. These are unusual for
the great variety of individual styles modelled from original parent moulds, although the numbers
of actual made-up examples found are disappointing. Cruder imitations were also found, cut with
a blade (Fig. 11). Lastly, distinctive ram’s heads scaraboids in Egyptian blue, all identical (mouldmade) though with some miniature versions, and following Greek designs of coinage and rhyta,
have devices which are a mixture of Egyptianising and Greek-style motifs (Fig. 12). This last
group must come from another factory/workshop, not identified, since no moulds have been
found, and no examples of the type were found in the scarab factory debris. However, they also
have a good distribution outside Egypt.

Fig. 11: Mould-made and hand-cut scaraboids in the form of Black African heads. British Museum EA 66493,
66432, 66445, 66437, 66513 and 35981. Photographs by the author, © Trustees of the British Museum.
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Fig. 12: Ram’s-head scaraboids with devices of Greek or Egyptian type underneath. British Museum EA
30705 (top). Photograph © Trustees of the British Museum. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, 86.699 (bottom).
Photograph © Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.

Scarabs are pierced so that they can rotate, showing both the scarab back and the device on
its underside. A larger example (such as Petrie 1886, pl. XXVII, no. 79) would have displayed
its double message when rotated. This is true of many of the scaraboids as well. However, the
scaraboids in the shape of Black African heads are invariably pierced across the level of the
temples so that they could have been suspended on a necklace (?) with the faces clearly visible
and the device behind easily accessible (Gardner 1888, pl. XVIII, no. 55).10 Small Bes heads were
designed with a suspension loop across the top of the head, and must also have been intended to
form part of a similar assemblage (Bristol, City Art Gallery & Museum H1042.4). The ram’s head
scaraboids would have been suspended with the muzzle downwards, because the perforation is
made through the ruff of the neck. The device would then have appeared above if the amulet
were suspended. All these scaraboids could easily become part of a necklace, and be combined
with other products of the scarab factory in a miscellany such as we can see in a number of burial
groups from East Greece and the Black Sea, and very likely from Carthage as well.
These scarabs and scaraboids occupy a cultural milieu half-way between Egypt and the wider
Mediterranean world. Studied in isolation, as individual objects, their true importance may be
missed. I shall discuss their usage in a number of contemporary contexts in the Greek world.
Mixed-style figurines: their form and meaning
In a similar way, the mixed-style figurines in ‘glazed ware’ inhabit a half world, borrowing their
form and meaning from Egyptian, Greek and Cypriot (?) sculptures (Fig. 13) (Webb 2015). In
the case of human figurines, most often the male is depicted in a typical Egyptian pose: a) with
10 Gorton (1996) mistakenly thought the holes were for horns
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back-pillar, rectangular base, supporting material behind legs and forward-striding stance; b)
kneeling up on the balls of the feet, in presenting pose; or c) seated on a block seat. He may play
a musical instrument, double pipes or lyre (both Greek instruments – in Egypt it is women who
are flute players), rarely drums, and when walking he is sometimes accompanied by an animal, a
quadruped (notably a walking goat, ram or even ibex, or a seated cat) or a hawk. Usually naked,
he may sometimes wear a shin-length skirt or shendyt. Alongside these are females, naked and
without attributes, who usually stand with their feet together, with the same back-pillar and
rectangular base which derives from Egyptian sculpture (Fig. 14). For both sexes the hair is shown
in various ways, although the distinctive shoulder-length wig-like style is the most common, and
(combined with facial features which are often grotesquely enlarged) this makes the products of
these workshops very recognisable. Altogether such details of modelling, style and emphasised
nudity do not sit with good Egyptian style; neither do they belong with Greek or Cypriot plastic.
There is another source we should consider: the excessive use of black-brown glaze to emphasise
the pubic area and breasts in many of the male and female figures implies another important
role – the promotion of sexual prowess and fertility – and suggests a link of some sort with the
group of widespread and popular figurines manufactured in the eastern Delta. With their crudely
modelled versions of naked females and Bes, these figurines demonstrate the popularity and
power of such talismans (Bulté 1991; 2003). Related figurines found a ready market in the 7thcentury BC eastern Mediterranean and Greece, such as at Kamiros in Rhodes (Webb 1978, nos
628–32, pl. XV), Amnisos in Crete (Schaefer 1992, D,1.c8, pl. 79, cf. Webb 1999), and Kition in
Cyprus (Louvre MNB 99).

Fig. 13: Mixed-style human figurines showing standard poses: walking flute player (British Museum 1888,0601.47);
kneeling naked figure (British Museum EA 58307); kneeling figure with amphora (British Museum EA 58306);
drummer (British Museum EA 58309); seated flute player (British Museum EA 68827). Photographs © Trustees
of the British Museum.
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Fig. 14: Typical mixed-style female figurines: clothed figure, back
and front (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, 88.852. Photographs ©
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston); naked figure (Boston, Museum
of Fine Arts, 88.1110. Photograph © Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston); head only (Bolton Museum, 1886.31.46. Photograph
© Bolton Library and Museum Service. Photographer François
Leclère, British Museum).

Parallel in scale and fabric, with a rectangular base and suspension loop, are the animal
figurines. Petrie published a walking ram, a hawk and a couchant lion, and mentioned a bull (Petrie
1886, pl. II; Fig. 15). All these types can be exactly paralleled in Egyptian common amulets. The
significance of the animals is closely linked with Egyptian deities – the falcon with Horus, the ram
with Amun – and the couchant lion refers to the pharaoh, while the bull is usually perceived as a
physical manifestation of Apis, Mnevis or Buchis. However, like the human figurines, these are
made in the distinctive poorly modelled coarse faience with off-white or greenish main glaze, with
added dark, black-brown glaze to emphasise important features. Like them, they never have any
inscriptions. Almost all of Petrie’s glazed ware figurines have a suspension loop at the back, which
presumably implies that, like the earlier amulets of Egyptian deities, for instance the figurines of
Nefertum and Sekhmet found in the Pithekoussai graves, the figures were intended to be worn
suspended. The Cypriot terracotta figurines (such as Blinkenberg 1931, fig. 49) show such an
assemblage. But we have no actual evidence that animal figurines were worn in a similar fashion,
though they could have been associated with the scarabs, in some sort of combined necklace and
pendant assemblage.
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Fig. 15: Typical mixed-style animal figurines: lion (British Museum
1886,0401.1326); ram (British Museum EA 58318); falcon (British
Museum EA 58319). Photographs © Trustees of the British
Museum.

Contexts of use of Naukratite scarabs and figurines outside of Egypt
As we saw, the Naukratis finds of scarabs, scaraboids, both originals and moulds, and mixedstyle figurines give us a reliable repertoire to work on, but their find associations in Naukratis
are restricted to the scarab factory debris, certain sanctuaries, and unidentified sites in the town
(on contexts of discovery for scarabs and amulets at Naukratis, other than the scarab factory, see
Masson 2018, 86–94). We lack late 7th to 6th-century BC burial groups at Naukratis which could
show how such talismans were used, so that we need to visit the wider world outside Egypt. Here
we find them both separately and in association. There are plentiful finds of very similar examples
in both sanctuaries and graves throughout the Mediterranean world (Gorton 1996, 91–131, Types
XXVIII–XXXVI). However, it is in East Greece and the Black Sea that we can pin down one
usage and a particular significance of the scarabs and figurines, and reassemble the groupings.
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Scarabs
Kamiros
Several children’s burials from Kamiros are illustrative. These suggest that the scarabs arrived
ready-strung as made-up necklaces or bracelets, and also that they were often accompanied by
figurines. Makri Langoni 180 (Jacopi 1931, 321–26, fig. 359–62) is a pithos burial that contained
the skeleton of a child aged c. ten years, according to the excavators (complete tomb contents
illustrated in Fig. 16). Found in close proximity to the foot of the pithos were sixteen scarabs of
Naukratite type (Fig. 17). These scarabs can be matched with original scarabs from Naukratis,
as follows: the common type of walking animals with and without sun-disc and including a
distinctive crouching hare (Jacopi 1931, fig. 362, nos 5–11 reading left to right along the rows
from the top); pattern of circles (no. 4 = Petrie 1886, pl. XXXVII, nos 1 and 3); papyrus plant
(no. 15 = Petrie 1886, pl. XXXVII, no. 7); crown of Egypt (no. 12 = Petrie 1886, pl. XXXVII,
no. 120); debased cartouche with seated winged griffin (no. 3 = Petrie 1886, pl. XXXVII, no. 77).
All can be paralleled with the finds from Naukratis and, moreover, with types registered as coming
from the factory. It seems most likely that they would have arrived as one object, presumably as
a necklace. The pottery associated with the burial is later in date, mid- to late 6th century, so the
necklace is older, probably an heirloom.

Fig. 16: Kamiros, Makri Langoni, Tomb 180. Complete tomb contents. After Jacopi 1931, 322, fig. 359.
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Fig. 17: Kamiros, Makri Langoni, Tomb 180. Scarabs as published, with Naukratis parallels in colour. After
Jacopi 1931, 326, fig. 362.

A second group is from a very rich pithos burial at the same cemetery, Makri Langoni 178
(Jacopi 1929, 312–19, 318, figs 346, 353–56). It contained the skeleton of a five- to six-yearold child. On the outside in the burial pit were found a striking collection of faience figurines
(both amulets and mixed-style figurines) (Fig. 18) and four scarabs (Fig. 19), one faience flask, of
possibly Rhodian manufacture (Fig. 20) (Webb 1978, 70, no. 257) as well as a wealth of Corinthian
aryballoi, three kothons and three East Greek plastic vases. The scarabs can be clearly identified
as Naukratite, though the published drawing leaves much to be desired. The figurines are also
extremely interesting, as explained below. This grave group contains a resolutely Late Corinthian
II (575–550 BC) group of ceramics (Hopper 1949), and it seems that the faience objects are also
contemporary with this group (see further discussion in Webb 1978, 70 under entry for no. 257).
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Fig. 18: Kamiros, Makri Langoni, Tomb 178. Faience amulets and mixed-style figurines. Photograph by the
author, reproduced courtesy of the Ephorate of the Dodecanese

Fig. 19: Kamiros, Makri Langoni, Tomb 178. Four
scarabs of Naukratite type. After Jacopi 1931, 319,
fig. 356.

Fig. 20: Kamiros, Makri Langoni, Tomb
178. Faience flask of local manufacture.
Photographs by the author, reproduced
courtesy of the Ephorate of the
Dodecanese.
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A third pithos burial, this time from Papatislures (Pithos no. 6), with the remains of a fouryear-old child, contained a group of four faience figurines of the same glazed ware and crude
modelling as the human figurines found at Naukratis – one male, two conventional females and
one with arm across chest – together with a single distinctive scarab of Naukratite type (Jacopi
1932, 26–27, 40, figs 30–32; Hölbl 2005, 121, fig. 17 for the male figure). The three bigger figures
all share the marked navel with a central division above which is such a definite feature of early
Saite sculpture (von Bothmer 1960, xxxv).11 We can parallel these naked figurines with finds from
Naukratis, in particular Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 88.110, possibly from the sanctuary of
Aphrodite, which shares its exaggerated sexual characteristics and the extended arms as well as
the navel, but not the central line. These figurines, without attributes, strongly suggest a family
grouping (Fig. 21). The pottery from Pithos no. 6 consists of a Corinthian aryballos and an
alabastron, now very abraded, a miniature olpe and an Ionian cup. Earlier grave groups from
Rhodes feature faience figurines more closely akin to Egyptian deities, or terracotta figurines of
women, intended to keep company with the dead child, as seen in the following two tomb groups.
These are less easy to identify, but most likely belong to the first half of the 6th century BC.

Fig. 21: From Naukratis (left), naked female figure (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, 88.1110. Photograph ©
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston); from Kamiros, Papatislures, Pithos no. 6 (right), group of three female and one
male figures (Rhodes Museum nos 13608–701. After Jacopi 1932, fig. 31).

Two more restricted groups from graves of children from Kamiros – Kechraki nos 207 and
158 (Jacopi 1931, 359) – contain isolated human figures, a seated figure playing the double flutes
and a standing female. Both are associated with Late Corinthian alabastra decorated with cocks,
swans with dotted decoration and with crude rosettes. Therefore, we are again guided to the
second quarter of the 6th century BC. Though only containing a limited number of objects, these
were not the graves of poor children, for no. 207 contained a pair of gold earrings.
11 For a female figurine with similar characteristics see the burial group already mentioned, Makri Langoni 178 (Jacopi 1929,
fig. 355, 318 left-hand end).
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Samos
The Heraion sanctuary itself has yielded surprisingly few examples of scarabs of Naukratite type,
a fact most likely due to the earlier date of the find deposits of votives (Webb 2016, nos 160–66,
95–98, pls 16, 191, 193). However, we can clearly identify a grave group in the West Necropolis,
which belonged to the burial of an older girl and has a similar combination of scarabs and
ceramics (though without any faience figurines). This is West Nekropolis no. 45, excavated by
Boehlau (Boehlau 1898, 45–47, 161 no. 45; Webb 2016, 99, pl.16, cat. nos 13–24 and 167–72),
containing six (one of them broken in two) scarabs altogether (Kassel, Staatliche Museen Inv. S
79). Boehlau described them as ‘Naukratische Fabrik’, but did not publish them. They are not
of Egyptian blue, but made of a creamy brown paste which is a material common in products
of the Naukratis factory. The grave, a single burial, contained, besides the six scarabs of our
type, several East Greek plastic vases, in the shapes of a siren, a leg and a pomegranate, which
have been dated between 590 and 560 BC (Ducat 1966, 144). In more recent publications of
the tomb groups from Boehlau’s excavations, the authors also suggest a date of 560 BC (Gercke
and Löwe 1996, 61–71 and Felgenhauer 1996, 171–73, no. 71). The scarabs were not included in
Gorton’s catalogue, but she has kindly advised me on their meaning. They are all of similar types
to the products of the Naukratis factory, and nothing in their manufacture or the signs on the
face indicate differently. Their devices are hieroglyphic mottoes, not clearly executed. One has
its back moulded as the head of a Black African head (now indistinct), a common Naukratite
substitute for the scarab, and bears a device on its base which is also of a commonly found type:
a goose walking to left, sun (Ra) above its back, and feather of Maat in front. They are all pierced
longitudinally, and one is split along the perforation. They probably belonged to a necklace worn
by the girl buried in the grave.
Black Sea
Another area where we might look at associated groups of scarabs is the Black Sea, where the
Milesian foundations of Olbia and Berezan were in close contact with East Greece and Naukratis.
Matthieu lists scarabs from both Pharmakovsky and Touraieff ’s excavation diaries at Olbia, which
yielded two suggestive sets of very similar scarabs, characteristic of both Rhodian and Naukratite
material (Matthieu 1926, 68–69, figs 1–18). The first set originated from one tomb, each scarab
measuring 1cm long and made of light blue paste. Alongside the scarabs were two couchant lion
pendants, of a harder material, as well as a ram’s head pendant which is identical to examples
from Naukratis. The second group, also from one tomb and excavated by Pharmakovsky at
Olbia in 1902, consisted of five scarabs which also have very close similarities with finds from
Naukratis (Matthieu 1926, 69, figs 12–16). Matthieu draws the same conclusion, that both sets
belonged to necklaces. Ceramic material found seems to support a date in the first half of the
6th century BC, although it is only generally described: ‘In the tombs, together with our scarabs,
were found black-figured vases, Rhodian, Miletian and Naucratite ware’ (Matthieu 1926, 69). The
brief descriptions correspond closely to the types of 6th-century BC vases in circulation in East
Greece and Naukratis. The date of the foundation of Olbia in 575–550 BC (Tsetskhladze 2004,
119) does not contradict the peak of the activity at the scarab factory, to be placed before the
middle of the 6th century (see Webb in this volume).
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Mixed-style figurines
Kamiros
The range of figurines, human, animal and minor deities from the burials in Kamiros enlarges
the repertoire. Are these, as I originally proposed, from the same source of production as those
found at Naukratis? They compare well with the newly identified Naukratis find in the Museum
of Fine Arts in Boston (86.1110, although it lacks the central division in the torso). It is noticeable
that Kamiros offers a wider range of mixed-style animal figurines than Naukratis. At Naukratis,
hawks clearly dominate the corpus with only one attested couchant lion and one walking ram.
In Kamiros not only do we find couchant lions, but also naturalistically modelled hippopotami,12
like in Makri Langoni Burial 178 (Jacopi 1931, 318, fig. 355, no. 39, second from right, see Fig. 18
above) and from an unrecorded Kamiros burial (BM 1861,1024.24: Webb 1978, pl. XIII no. 453,
possibly representing Taweret). Walking bulls associated with Apis or other sacred bulls are also
documented (Jacopi 1931, 318, fig. 355, no. 35, fifth from left, see Fig. 18 above; Webb 1978, pl.
XIII no. 434) as well as cats associated with Bastet, etc.
Samos
The Heraion of Samos also has a small group of well-modelled mixed-style animal and human
figurines, of fine fabric and larger in scale (Webb 2016). Their modelling technique, style and
type of glaze are much more varied than what is documented in Naukratis (although Naukratis
provides a huge variety of types, styles and glazes for common Egyptian amulets: Masson 2018,
42–72). One might be tempted to suggest that these are the products of a number of distinct
workshops, located in either the Delta of Egypt or East Greece, and of an earlier date – from
around 630 BC onwards. At the very least, we must admit that there appears to be a greater variety
of types found in the East Greek sites. Why? Although all the animals derive from Egyptian
amuletic types, which have a specific significance in relation to Egyptian deities, I would rather
call the zoomorphic mixed-style figurines ‘pseudo amulets’. But why is their range in the East
Greek world so much wider? The suspicion begins to develop that it was not Naukratis that
initiated their use, nor was their appearance there an early development parallel to many late
7th–early 6th century examples found elsewhere. Naukratis, it would seem, took advantage of its
hub position as a trading entrepôt to produce the extremely marketable scarabs, and a selection
of the figurines. New dating parameters established by the present author for the scarab factory
products confirm a tighter dating window – possibly 595/575–550 BC – which agrees with the
dating of Makri Langoni Tomb 178.
Conclusion
To conclude, we are looking at a secondary industry which sprang up to take advantage of the
far-flung trading links of Naukratis. The particular scarabs and figurines found in the Kamiros
burials, West Nekropolis of Samos, Black Sea tombs and Cumae are indeed from Naukratis, and
the products of the scarab factory were indeed very popular and part of an ongoing involvement
12 Compare with the fine calcite hippopotamus from the Heraion on Samos (Webb 2016, 175–76, pl. 41 no. 612).
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by the East Greek world with aegyptiaca. Their importance lies in their protective powers as
talismans, often accompanying vulnerable children in the afterlife.
The intention of this paper was specifically to focus on grave groups where scarabs and
figurines could be associated with the burials of babies or children. This was a limited aim,
which ignored the many finds of such material in sanctuaries, as well as in unattributed graves,
although it may be that the usage of scarabs strung into necklaces could help account for the large
numbers of such objects in votive deposits. The position of such material in the whole study of
Greek religious practices is the subject of ongoing research (Hölbl 2007; 2015; De Salvia 2012;
Schweizer 2015).
Moreover, it is probably true that the intentions of the merchants and seafarers who purchased
scarabs, etc., in Naukratis differed radically from their reception and usage once they arrived at
their home destination and were adopted by women, mothers and children. Denise Demetriou
has explored the significance of Aphrodite Euploia – the Aphrodite who looks after seafarers
on the sea – with reference to Naukratis, and other multicultural emporia (Demetriou 2010; 2012).
The numerous finds of pre-Naukratite scarabs, and some Naukratite figurines, from the Temple
of Aphrodite on Zeytintepe, at Miletos, demonstrate the richness of such dedications in the
earlier period of the seventh century. On the other hand, Aurélia Masson-Berghoff has reiterated
Drioton’s theory (Drioton 1957) that the trigram devices on many of the scarab factory products
could represent the name of Amun, the invisible one, and has assembled a body of sources which
illustrate the requests made for his help by sailors on the water – river, lake or sea (Masson 2018,
26–29; see also Masson-Berghoff in this volume). The scarab factory was close to the sanctuary
of Aphrodite, but it was also not that far distant from the great temple site of Amun-Ra Baded.
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Although little remains above ground at Sais (Sa el-Hagar) that relates to the Saite period,
material from recent excavations1 (Fig. 1) can be related to the cult centres of the site. This
article considers the textual, archaeological and votive material concerning the cult of gods at
Sais, focusing on Osiris, and discusses, in particular, two miniature limestone doorframes. The
objects provide a point of reference for further discussion concerning modes of access to the
afterlife that also linked Sais to Naukratis, Memphis and Abydos.

Fig. 1: View east across the Great Pit at Sais, with Excavation 8 in the foreground, March 2005. Photograph by
Penelope Wilson.

The gods at Sais
Sais was famous in the Classical world for the temple to the goddess Neith, equated with Athena
by Greek writers, and thus providing a point of connection and understanding between the
1 Excavations 4, 7 and 8 of the Egypt Exploration Society/Durham University/Supreme Council for Antiquities in 2003
and 2005 focused on Saite period areas, see Wilson forthcoming; for preliminary reports: http://community.dur.ac.uk/
penelope.wilson/sais.html.
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Greeks and Egyptians. According to ancient Egyptian sources,2 the temple of Neith had two
main components, shrines or cult centres called Rs-Nt ‘Southern (sanctuary of) Neith’ and MH-Nt
‘Northern (sanctuary of) Neith’3 and a form of Horus was connected with each of them, HorusRes-Neith and Horus-Meh-Neith. The Neith temple complex also contained a shrine for the god
Osiris known as the Hwt -Bit (el-Sayed 1975, 199–208), ‘House of the King of Lower Egypt’,
perhaps a cult-place for the regalia of the King of Lower Egypt and sometimes more specifically
linked with Osiris Hemag (Zecchi 1996), as on a block from Sais on which an anthropomorphic
figure is labelled ‘Osiris Hemag, great god, foremost in the Hwt -Bit (Fig. 2) (Wilson 2006, 218,
block number 13, fig. 76, pl. 31e). Other gods attested with a connection to the Hwt -Bit include
Amun-Ra,4 Selket and Hathor (el-Sayed 1975, 215–18, Appendix B with references to each piece
of evidence up to 1975).

Fig. 2: Osiris Hemag on a block from Sa el-Hagar, now in the magazine at Tell Farain. Dimensions: 67.5 ×
72.5cm. Photograph by Penelope Wilson.

The dual aspects of the site – either the double Horus shrine inside the temple of Neith or
the Neith-Osiris pair of temples – evoke other dualisms such as the shrines of Pe and Dep at
Buto. A label of King Aha from Saqqara shows a structure with two divine flags at the front
2 The sources include religious texts and funerary monuments from the Old to New Kingdoms, and then stelae, statues and
other inscribed objects from the Late to Ptolemaic periods, for examples see: Scandone 1967; el-Sayed 1975.
3 MH-Nt Leitz 2002–3, III, 382–83, Rs-Nt Leitz 2002–3, IV, 725 both attested from the Middle Kingdom; Schott 1967; elSayed 1975, 180–98.
4 Also named on a Ramesside doorjamb with Neith and Ptah found near Sais (Wilson 2006, 204–6, fig. 66, pl. 28a).
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and the symbol of Neith (two arrows with a target or shield) and this motif is continued into the
Late Period, for example on the Dynasty 26 statue of Padi-Hor-resnet (Cairo Museum, CG714),5
which shows the two flags with a symbol of Neith either side of a Pr- nw shrine (Arnold in LÄ
IV, 932–33), the round-topped ‘organic’ structure symbolic of Lower Egyptian cult places (for a
summary of the depictions see Scandone 1967, 147, fig. 1). The dualism of the flags may simply
be aesthetic symmetry, with two flags either side of an entrance or at the front of a building, but
except for the depictions of temple frontages in the New Kingdom at Luxor, flags are not often
depicted at temples in this stylised way except for those at Sais.
Other deities are known to have shrines or cult places at Sais, based on textual and
archaeological evidence. A naos of Amasis from the site was dedicated to Osiris in the Mansion
of Sekhmet (Wilson 2006, 210–11, no. 8, fig. 71, pl. 30a). A set of bronze figures of the goddess
Wadjet and of Horus, both with lion heads, was placed in a sanctuary of Horus and Wadjet at
Sais (Delvaux 1998). Another major god at Sais was Atum, who was named on a block perhaps
from the village of Sa el-Hagar with ‘Neith Lady of Sa’ (Wilson 2006, 221, no. 19, fig. 81, pl. 33b).
As one of the forms of Ra at Sais, Atum may be significant as Neith was the mother of Ra and
Sobek (Pyramid Texts §10, Schlichting in LÄ IV, 392–94; el-Sayed 1982, 101–11). From other
statues and monuments of the Late Period other gods attested at Sais are: Anubis, Hapy, Meret,
Min, Isis, Nephthys, Oubastet, Wepwawet, Weret-hekaw, Tayet, Thoth, Menhyt and Geb. The
fragment of a naos from Sais now in Brussels (E.05818: Capart 1924; de Wit 1956) mentions
other gods who do not otherwise occur on statues or stelae or in bronzes from the site, including:
Ha, Khent-Hor, Mehet, Nekhbet, Wadjet, Webnet, Ptah, Tutu. The naos, however, may simply
be recording such forms of deities to show a divine totality composed of many, as on other Late
Period naoi (for example those of Saft el-Henneh, Kom el-Ahmar or Arish).
El-Sayed built up a picture of the cults at Sais and the shrines and the possible sacred structures
at the site (see also the valuable collection of data by Leclère 2008, 159–96). His summary,
however, did not answer the question of whether the shrines and sacred structures were separate
buildings or whether they were part of the temple of Neith and/or temple of Osiris. For example,
Edfu temple has the main sanctuary for Horus of Edfu and it was surrounded by separate rooms
for Ra-Horakhty, and Osiris suite and numerous other deities who form the ‘collège d’Edfou’.
According to el-Sayed’s analysis (1975, 215–18), and with data from the naos in Brussels (elSayed 1975, 61–72), the Sais festival stela (London, British Museum EA 1427),6 the statue of
Neferibnefer (Cairo CG658),7 and the statue of Wedjahoresnet in the Vatican,8 the main shrines
or sacred areas included:
Temple/Mansion of Neith and Mansions of Neith; House of Neith;
South (sanctuary) of Neith, North (sanctuary) of Neith;
Mansion of (the King of) Lower Egypt;
Temple of the Lord of Eternity;
5 Borchardt (in 1930, III, 51–52, pl. 132) notes the provenance as San el-Hagar (i.e. Tanis), but the internal details of the text
and the index to the statue catalogues make it clear that the provenance was Sa el-Hagar (i.e. Sais) (Borchardt 1936, V, 8).
6 The stela from the reign of Amasis describes the complex for the sacred cow at Sais and was connected to the Res-Neith
and the Meh-Neith within the Neith temple area.
7 Borchardt 1930, III, 5–7; el-Sayed 1975, Doc. 7, 93–108, pls XII–XIII.
8 Museo Gregoriano Vatican Cat. 22690, image http://www.museivaticani.va/content/museivaticani/en/collezioni/
capolavori/museo-gregoriano-egizio.html#&gid=1&pid=1 (accessed 7 July 2018).
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Temple of (Osiris) Hemag;
Sacred Lake;
House of Ra;
House of Atum;
Mansion of Sekhmet;
Stable for the Six-Day festival of Horus Res-Neith and Horus Meh-Neith;
Stable of the Lord of Sais;
Stable for the Six-Day Festival of Neith;
Place of Rest of the Akhet-cow;
Dromos of Neith;
Land of Life (= the cemetery area).
The location of temple buildings and other structures at Sais
The physical location of any monumental structure from Dynasty 26 at Sais is not clear, even
after almost twenty years of archaeological work at the site (Fig. 3). Most of the upper layers of
the ancient mounds have been removed owing to sebakhin digging in the 19th century, leaving
behind earlier phases of the settlement. The enclosure area to the north seems most likely to be
the place that contained the Neith temple and this was the opinion of Champollion, Wilkinson
and others who saw the site when it was better preserved, but before the kom to the south had
been removed (Wilkinson 1848, 183–87; Hartlében 1909, 98–105). Wilkinson recorded elevated
features suggesting a rectangular building running north–south in the southwestern corner of
the enclosure (see watercolour published in Leclère 2008, 192, pl. 3.3 and map in Rawlinson
1862, between 218 and 219). The area now has some significant pits, filled with water, which
attest to the deep digging carried out here in search of mud brick. A test excavation, Excavation
7, on the southwest area of the enclosure found masses of smashed limestone and hardstones,
and Saite period pottery, intermixed with material from earlier (the Old Kingdom) and later
(the Roman period). Champollion interpreted the large mound in the centre of the area that he
visited as the temple running west–east across the site, with the royal tombs towards the western
part of the compound. On the other hand, Wilkinson seems to have visited the site several
times, according to his notebooks and sketch drawings, which were made using a plane-table and
sextant. His observations may, therefore, be more accurate. When Petrie visited Sais on a trip
from Naukratis on 13 December 1884, he recorded that the enclosure still stood 20–30 feet high
(up to 10m) and inspected individual bricks from it looking for stamped cartouches. He noted
that the central ‘Citadel’ building consisted of compartments and that the massive mud-brick
walls had large wooden beams to strengthen them. To the south, outside the enclosure, he noted
a ‘Greek’ town, with standing mud-brick structures and much pottery. In the enclosure there was
an abundance of smashed limestone, while to the south there was a good amount of sandstone,
suggesting to him the destruction of the main stone structures.9 By 1898, when Foucart made a
plan of the Northern Enclosure, the northern area had been reduced to agriculture leaving only
the low mounds in the centre and the pits to the southwest (Foucart 1898, 168–69, fig. 19). This
area is now protected antiquities land (Kom Rebwa), but excavations in the eastern mound show
that the upper layers can be dated to some time in the Third Intermediate Period (c. 1100–700
9 Petrie, Notebooks XVI f 59, with thanks to Alexandra Villing and the Petrie Museum.
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BC), the Saite material having been removed (Wilson 2011).

Fig. 3: Map of the site with main archaeological areas and village of Sa el-Hagar, from Sais Survey in 1999. Plan
by Penelope Wilson.
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The Great Pit area, to the north of the modern village of Sa el-Hagar, was covered by a kom
or mound, perhaps as much as 4m in height and recorded by Wilkinson.10 The mound seems to
have been dug out, much like the mound of Naukratis, some time between 1843 (Wilkinson) and
1898 (Foucart). In the modern pit there is evidence for monumental buildings at different levels,
including the only extant stone wall at the site. To the southeast of the Great Pit, the Egyptian
authorities uncovered part of a limestone wall in 1975 (Fig. 4) (Wilson 2006, 91), over 65m in
length, running east–west and made up of limestone blocks, the largest of which (at 2.2 × 1.5
× 1.5m) suggests a significant structure (Fig. 5) (Wilson 2006, 138, fig. 38). A worn doorsill,
with gouges along the lower edge, suggests that the structure was a temple, and a staircase
entering inside the ‘wall’ and making a right-angled turn has parallels within temple pylons from
elsewhere in Egypt (Fig. 6) (for example the Temple of Edfu: Cauville 1984, 19, plan 2). If the
preserved wall does represent part of a pylon and the entrance to a temple, then the position of
the staircase indicates that the temple ran underneath the current village to the south.

Fig. 4: Remains of a limestone wall at Sa el-Hagar, viewed to the west. Photograph by Penelope Wilson.
10 The Sa el-Hagar mound, the enclosure wall and the citadel area were dug out before the archaeological services were
alerted and thus were not part of a ‘rescue’ campaign as at Naukratis. Despite bronzes and statuary reaching the Cairo
Museum between 1890 and 1902, and the excavations of Mariette, Barsanti and Daressy, it seems that by 1891 and 1902 it
was already too late.
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Fig. 5 (left): Plan of the west end of the limestone wall,
showing main features. Plan by Penelope Wilson.

							
				

Fig. 6 (below): Steps going up inside the wall from a
doorway on the south side, then turning left. Photograph
by Penelope Wilson.
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Other buildings may be indicated by traces of structures. On the east side of the Great Pit
a square area of grey mud brick survives, perhaps a platform for a structure of some kind. At a
higher level on the northeast edge of the Great Pit, an area was excavated in the 1970s by Fathy
Wasif of the Egyptian Antiquities Organisation (Wasif 1974) who found, among other things,
part of a colossal granite head of a royal statue and the torso in granite of a Ramesside standardbearer statue, just over life-size. Geophysical survey has also shown the traces of a 20m-square
building of some kind associated with granite blocks visible on the surface and perhaps related
to the granite sculptures (Wilson 2006, 170–72, Area 18).
On the west side of the Great Pit, the area now occupied by a school and a mosque once
was covered by extensive amounts of limestone chippings, with evidence for subsurface sand
(Wilson 2006, 122–24, Area G). Excavation 8, in the bottom of the western edge of the Great
Pit, uncovered a massive trench dug down to the natural sandy-alluvial matrix, filled with black
mud in which a very small amount of pottery was found dating to the Saite period (Wilson 2014,
10–11). The mud trench could have been the foundation for a stone structure, using the natural
sandy matrix as the sand-box fill required for large, often sacred structures (for example the
sand-boxes of the Late Period temples at Tell el-Balamun: Spencer 1996, 36–50).
Although the centre of the Great Pit has been extensively dug out, the area covers up to
100 × 100m and could have contained other large structures or more densely packed parts of a
settlement, as suggested by Leclère (2008, 196, pl. 3.6.c). Sondages carried out on the south and
west of the ancient mound area detected some burials inside possible mausolea or mud-brick
enclosure structures at the southwest and the west underneath the modern road (Daressy 1902;
Wilson 2006, 87–89).
A speculative reconstruction of the buildings in the Great Pit area (Fig. 7) could include
a stone building to the west, another to the east and other structures to the northeast along
with the stone building in the southeastern area. Although the reconstruction is founded upon
very small fragments of information, it is not out of line with other cities in Egypt. At Tell
el-Balamun, the main enclosure contains temples erected between the Ramesside period and
Dynasty 30, but with evidence that they still functioned into the Ptolemaic and Roman periods.
The sacred area seems to be entirely contained within the main enclosure in this case (Leclère
2008, 309, pl. 6.3; compare with the magnetic survey, Spencer 2011, 159, fig. 4). In other towns
there is more variability in the organisation of the sacred zones. At Tanis, for example, the large
temple of Amun dominates the area inside an enclosure wall that had several phases. There are
other temples and settlement mounds which form a large urban complex, however, with the
temples of Horus and Mut to the south and southeast respectively, and the temple of Amenope
at the southern edge of the archaeological zones (Leclère 2016, 1476, fig. 5). Each temple was
inside its own enclosure, but surrounded by structures and buildings belonging to the town and
in the service of the temple. The precise areas of the royal or elite settlements have not been
identified; they perhaps lie underneath the later Ptolemaic–Roman town houses to the southeast
and around the main Amun enclosure.11 Memphis presents a more interesting comparison with
Sais in its urban complex. Here the main temple of Ptah South-of-his-wall forms the focus of
the town, with, perhaps, the temple of Neith North-of-her-wall to the north, against which the
11 Leclère 2008, 480, pl. 9.6 with a layout perhaps imitating Karnak: the Amun temple to the north and Amun Opet temple,
like Luxor temple, to the south.
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palace of Apries was constructed in Dynasty 26.12 Subsidiary temples of Sekhmet, Merenptah
and others lie intermingled within the settlement, industrial areas and the bulk of the housing.
The presence of more than one temple and adjacent necropolis areas offered the opportunity
for axial processional routes to join the temples, creating a sacred way along which gods could
travel to visit each other. The Luxor network of river and land routes is perhaps the best-known
processional landscape (Opet festival: Darnell 2010), but the Osiris procession at Abydos is also
well attested (Effland and Effland 2013) and other sacred spaces are defined by their routes. At
Edfu, Hathor made the long journey by boat from Dendera, then with Horus of Edfu she visited
the necropolis areas and sacred sites before returning home (Kurth 1994). Her festival brought
the whole region as well as the Edfu area into the sacred zone in space and time.

Fig. 7: Reconstruction of Sais with speculative placement of structures. Plan by Penelope Wilson.
12 Compare Petrie 1909, pl. 1 with the results of later survey work by Jeffreys 1985, map 9 and discussion of Kom Touman,
Leclère 2008, 63–65.

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Wilson_24.pdf

2019

GATEWAY TO THE UNDERWORLD: THE CULT AREAS AT SAIS

351

The palaces and temples of Memphis and Sais were perhaps linked administratively during
the Saite period. A direct river link meant that they were well connected, the journey requiring
only a day or two of travel. Officials based at Memphis or Sais could have had interchangeable
palace titles, depending upon where the king was resident at any one time (Jurman 2007).13 The
complementary physical layout of the sites may reflect the decisions made by the Saite kings
based on the influence of pre-existing royal spaces on the construction of new (or re-foundation
of the old) centres. Memphis could have provided a good model for Psamtek I at Sais, with
the old centre firmly based around the temple of Neith. An extension to the south for the
complex of Osiris may then have been based on a pre-existing cult centre in the area, although
archaeologically the area to the south cannot yet be shown to have been settled earlier because of
the presence of the modern village. Inspired by the Memphis model, a foundation for Osiris and
other gods in the south may have enabled processional routes to open up the urban complex and
create ritual spaces for royal and sacred processions. The elite necropolis area to the northeast
at Sais in modern Kawady village (Bakry 1968; Leclant 1970, 324), accessible by canal from the
south, could have provided also a processional route by water.
The layout of Naukratis may also be compared to Sais, with the temple of Amun-Ra Baded
at Naukratis comprising one compound containing the temple and ancillary buildings, perhaps
linked to the river to the west by a dromos (Pennington and Thomas 2016). This is directly
comparable to Sais, where the temple of Neith in its compound also had the main river branch
to the west, with secondary canals to the west and east. In Naukratis the main Greek sacred
areas were established, apparently, in a new place to the north, perhaps because of the mercantile
advantages of having the port immediately accessible to southbound traffic.
Herodotus did not note the presence of more than one temple complex at Sais, however, but
then the descriptions of the cities visited by Herodotus do not contain any topographical details
about urban layouts – his focus is on the structures as they relate to the kings and stories about
them. Even at Memphis there is no clue to the different areas of the city or its multiple temple
compounds. The account in the Histories, therefore, provides no information one way or another.
On the other hand, Woodhouse has argued14 from the account of Strabo that the Neith temple
complex contained the Hwt -Bit and a ‘tomb’ of Osiris, while to the south of it there was a
separate Osiris tomb. Strabo mentions that the tomb of Osiris is ‘above’ the temple of Neith and
the use of the preposition ὑπερ elsewhere in the account of his visit to Egypt always concerns
places that lie upriver, i.e. to the south. The Napoleonic Commission surveyors noticed ruins at
Asdemeyeh and Nahariyya just south of Sa el-Hagar and suggested that they were the remains of
the Osiris tomb (Jollois and Du-Bois Aymé 1826, 221). Although many stones seem to have been
moved from Sa el-Hagar to Naharriyah to construct later buildings there, it is more likely that
the limestone wall in the southern part of the Great Pit is the last remnant of a sacred structure
perhaps dedicated to Osiris.

13 Although Wedjahorresnet dedicated his statue at Sais, his tomb was at Abusir (see Pressl 1998, F9, 255–59). Living at the
end of Dynasty 26 and under different circumstances, he may have had a more unusual career. Neferibre-Nefer carried out
building works for Psamtek II at Sais and was buried at Saqqara (el-Sayed 1975, 270, §70).
14 Woodhouse 1997, 142 in a discussion of the top of an obelisk said to be from Sais (London, British Museum EA 1512);
see also Strabo, Geography, I, 23; Yoyotte and Charvet 1997, 118, n. 256 (in the suburbs south of Sais).
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Amulets, votive offerings and doorways
Among material found in Excavations 4 and 8 on the western side of the Great Pit were fragments
of objects that can be classed as votive offerings of various kinds, some of which could also point
to a sacred area in the Great Pit area, south of the main enclosure (Figs 8 and 9) (see MassonBerghoff in this volume for a similar assemblage of votive finds near the Great Temenos in
Naukratis). Pottery vessel miniatures in Nile silt fabric as well as East Greek fineware cups and
faience ‘New Year’ flasks were found in the debris of the excavations, perhaps part of votive
installations. A number of amulets and amulet-moulds were also found, including the ubiquitous
scarab-moulds. The amulets included figures of Ptah-Pataikos, a hare, an Apis bull, papyrus stems
and single and multiple wedjat-eyes. None of these amulet types particularly relate to the known
cults from the site, but the moulds suggest the possibility of workshops in the southwestern part
of the site. Fragments of female figures in limestone and pottery were found in the material,
including those of the woman-on-a-bed type, also attested from Naukratis and Memphis, for
example (cf. limestone examples in Thomas 2015, 16–18). A fragmentary childbirth figure or
‘baubo’, showing a figure with legs wide apart, rather crudely cut on a stone plaque, was also
indicative of what might be called domestic cults (cf. Thomas 2015, 19 type L-F.3, fig. 15) as well
as a fragment of a horse-rider in limestone (Thomas 2015, 24 type L-R.1, fig. 32) and several
terracotta quadrupeds (Wilson forthcoming).

Fig. 8: Excavation 4 in progress, showing the upper layers of the pottery material and debris, March 2003.
Photograph by Penelope Wilson.
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Fig. 9: Scarab-moulds, faience amulet and New Year’s flask, and stone figures from Excavations 4 and 8 (scales
in centimetres). Photographs by Penelope Wilson.

A more unusual limestone find was a fragment from Excavation 4 which was in the form of
the top of a gateway with a cavetto cornice and torus moulding. It is similar in appearance to
the kind of gate or entrance way typical for stand-alone stone gateways embedded in enclosure
walls, such as those surviving at Dendera and Karnak, or the gateways of temple pylons, as can
be seen at Luxor temple or Karnak. A second example of a similar type of fragment was found
in Excavation 8 two years later and 200m to the south, coming from the context of the massive
Saite debris piles.
Table 1: Descriptions of the two limestone, miniature doorways from Sais.
[4011] 4.112 (Fig. 10)
Miniature door frame, with lintel and jambs, worked smooth on all edges, except for the back which is rougher. There are
horizontal tool marks across the face of the object, larger working marks on the back. Limestone, broken at the upper
part and halfway down the jambs. 11.5 × 9.6 × 3.9cm (max.).
[8004] 8.084 (Fig. 11)
Fragment of a votive door with cavetto corniche, torus moulding and the lintel and top of the jambs preserved. Smoothed
on the front and sides, but left rough on the back. Limestone. 9.6 × 8 × 3.7cm.

The doorway 4.112 is slightly larger in size than 8.084 (Fig. 12), but both were roughly
smoothed on the front and sides, left rough with toolmarks on the backs and incomplete with
the full length of the jambs missing. There was no trace of paint or marking outlines on either,
with only scratches or horizontal tool marks visible on the front of 4.112. The finishing of the
two examples on the front and the back suggests that they were not intended as perfectly finished
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pieces but were meant to be left in the condition in which they were found, but with longer jambs.
The lack of setting out grid-lines and their different sizes also suggest that the doorways were
made without precision, according to a rough idea of size. The objects appear to be miniature
doors or gateways rather than naoi.

		

Fig. 10: Door from Excavation 4 (4.112). Photographs by Penelope Wilson.

		

Fig. 11: Door from Excavation 8 (8.084). Photographs by Penelope Wilson.

		

Fig. 12: Drawings of doors 4.112 and 8.084 compared at same scale, inked by Lauren Speed.
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The naos box-shrines, in which the cult images of gods were kept, are represented on stelae15
and in miniature bronze, faience and terracotta forms and were a part of the repertoire of divine
engagement. The cut-out spaces inside the jambs of the two Saite doorways suggest that they
are not naos door frames, because there is no inside or back part to form a closed box with
doorleaves. Instead they are ‘open’ and their miniature form suggests that they may have had
a votive function and perhaps, in this context, represent some monument present at Sais. The
doors may be similar in function to terracottas that show Hathor-headed columns framing
images of the goddess in a shrine or temple.16 In this case, the gateway may refer to a specific
temple, but the god from that temple is not shown in place in the doorway, perhaps being
intended to be a separate figure or form in another medium. The gateways of enclosures were
known in some cases as being the gates of the ‘hearing ear’ or ‘gates of giving maat’, where people
could come and ask questions and then receive answers to problems. Ear-stelae from such places
are well known from other sites in the New Kingdom (Toye-Dubs 2016), but they do not usually
show architectural elements such as the gateways, instead showing human ears to symbolise
the hearing of prayers. The votive offerings from Sais could have been intended to allow the
recipient access to a sanctuary somehow, to represent a gateway to a sacred enclosure and all
that it entailed. The object could have been dedicated alone or set or stood against a mud-brick
structure to evoke the temple.
Stone sculptor’s models or trial pieces are well known from the Late Period onward, often
carved out of limestone or cast in plaster. Although many remain unpublished in museum
collections, common types include some architectural elements, especially floral and other
decorative column capitals. There are also some door elements in the repertoire and some of
them have provenance, so that the type of gateway or door depicted by the model could be
compared with extant gateways in order to determine whether votive limestone models could
represent the real monument. From this perspective a model in limestone from Dendera shows
Hathoric naos-sistra capitals for columns (Cairo JE39560 = Tomoum 2005, 245, no. 183, pl.
89a–c), and a pylon model purchased in Luxor with two pylons linked by a gateway with cavetto
and torus moulding seems accurate — although one could argue most temples may have had
entrances of this kind (Cairo CG1907 = Tomoum 2005, 245, no. 186, pl. 90b). An interesting
portico with three engaged columns and part of a screen wall is said to come from Saqqara (Cairo
JE50206 = Tomoum 2005, 245–46, no. 187, pl. 90c) and potentially could have reflected one of
the many temples there. The roughness of the backs and sides of the Sais examples and the lack
of grid-lines perhaps indicate that the two objects are not sculptors’ trial pieces, but depictions in
their own right with reference to a real object. The manipulation of scale and the miniaturisation
or expansion in size of objects is taken for granted in Egyptian representations, but it is an
important part of the Egyptian perspective on their world. Bringing the unattainable – in this
case ready access to the gateway of a temple – into one’s own hands allowed interaction with the
gods or other levels of being. If the doorways represent a real monument at Sais, what might it
have been?
15 An example from Naukratis shows a closed naos box on a stela made of limestone and 19.5cm high, but it has no open
space (London, British Museum EA 68846).
16 See examples of this type from Naukratis in Thomas 2015, 35–37; also lamps, Alexandria, Graeco-Roman Museum
223169, Empereur in Anon. 1998, 249, no.194.
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A stone stela found at Sa el-Hagar (CG42879)17 may shed some light on the nature of the
gateway and the god associated with it (Fig. 13). The stela is in the form of a gateway with
decorated cavetto and torus, a feature that is not in itself unusual, but inside the doorway is an
image of Osiris in delicate low relief that is flanked on the doorjambs by Isis and Nephthys,
with the winged sun-disc along the top of the door lintel. The style is reminiscent of the Late
Period. The association of Osiris with a gateway, and a gateway by which one can access the god,
is interesting – the door of the gate is open and Osiris is visible and accessible. The stela could
represent a more expensive version of the small fragmentary versions that were found in the
Saite rubbish dump. In this case the temple or tomb of Osiris at Sais may have been especially
renowned for its gateway or an allusion to other Osiris gateways.

Fig. 13: Limestone stela CG42879 showing Osiris, Isis and Nephthys. Photograph by Penelope Wilson.
17 Alexandria, Bibliotheca Alexandrina Antiquities Museum 587, H. 37cm, made of limestone, Goddio and MassonBerghoff 2016, 140 and cat. no. 52 dated to the Late Period, 664–332 BC; here described as a copy of the façade of a temple
dedicated to Osiris.
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Herodotus discussed the reign of Amasis and his building programme: ‘His first work was
the marvellous gateway for the temple of Athene in Sais. He left everyone else far behind him by
the size and height of this building, and by the size and quality of the blocks of stone of which it
was constructed’ (Histories II, 175).18 The stone wall with entrance way in the Great Pit area that
may have belonged to a pylon was constructed of limestone and, although the doorway entrance
is only 5m wide, the size of the blocks used to construct the wall or pylon is massive. If this wall
belonged to a cult building it might well have been the type of structure that commanded respect
and imitation in smaller versions.
A headless statue of a woman Nes-Nephthys found at Delos (Delos A379: Leclant and De
Meulenaere 1957), but probably originally from Sais based on the internal evidence of the text on
the back pillar, mentions the overseer of secrets which are initiated in Hwt -Bit as well as Iuny in
Hwt -Bit, the weavers of the Temples of Neith initiated to the great god, and is inscribed (line 2)
‘may you receive znw-bread offering at the gate/doorway of the Mansion of Hemag upon the
bank of the Lake of Eternity of the Temple of Neith’.19 The hieroglyph for doorway is the sign
(Gardiner O32) and the bread offerings here are more precisely the reversion offering from
the temple. After the god had been offered his daily bread, the attendants and priests were paid
in kind by reverting the offering to them, and the text suggests it was given out at the doorway.
A gateway for the reversion, then, would have a direct economic importance, being the place
where people connected with the temples were paid (Sauneron 1965, 82 n.w).
One type of statue from the Late Period, which typifies the connection between high officials
and priests and the gods that they served, are the naophorous statues. The officials are shown
either kneeling or standing and holding a naos or shrine box in front of them, with a deity
standing inside the box. Many such statues date to the Late Period and some, on the internal
evidence of the inscriptions, may have been set up in Sais originally (see below). Analysis of the
statues in this category shows that there are some interesting choices of the shape of the naos
shown, and the way in which it relates to the deity inside the naos. The simplest form of the naos
is a plain rectangular box, the sides and top of which can be inscribed and which sometimes sits
upon a plinth that juts out at the front.20 The box can be strictly rectangular or it can be more
trapezoidal, with the sides sloping backwards towards the offerer. Both Neith and Osiris appear
inside such shrine boxes. In a second type, the front of the box is in the shape of the Pr- nw
shrine shown in relief on the front, that is two poles forming the side-jambs, with the rounded,
hemispherical-shaped roof of the Pr- nw (Gardiner O20). Osiris is the only god who is depicted
inside this form of naos.21 Finally, the naos is shown as a typical type of naos-shrine, that is as a
18 Translation after de Selincourt 1954, 171.
19 Zecchi translates, ‘may you receive bread-snw at the door of the Hut-Hemag on the shore of this lake forever in the
Temple of Neith’ (Zecchi 1996, doc. 22, 31–33).
20 Examples of this kind, probably from Sais with Osiris: Paris, Musée Rodin 289, of Djed-Thoth-iouef-ankh, el-Sayed
1975, Doc. 12, pl. XXVII; Rome, Vatican Museum no.167, statue of Pa-debehu, Bothmer 1960, 65–66, pl. 51, fig. 123;
and with Neith, London, British Museum EA 41517 of Amenhotep Wahibraheryut, Selim 1990; Vienna, Kunsthistorische
Museum 62, Gemnefhorbak, Satzinger 1994, 7–9, pl. 2; Nantes, Musée Dobrée of Menkhib-Nekau, el-Sayed 1975, Doc.
13, pl. XXX.
21 Examples of this type are rarer than the first and include: New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art, Lila Acheson Wallace
gift, 1982.318, Russmann 1983; Seattle Art Museum Eg 11.23 of Pa-wen-hatef (probably from Sais), Bothmer 1960, 69–70,
no. 58, pls 55–56, figs 135–37; naophorous British Museum EA 2288 … son of Heta-a, British Museum Collections Online
Catalogue http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=7289&part

http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/Wilson_24.pdf

358		

PENELOPE WILSON

BMSAES 24

box narrowing from the base to the roof, with a door at the front and a cavetto corniche over the
door, leaving a blank torus area. The front of such a naos is the type of shrine depicted by the
two votive objects from the excavations at Sa el-Hagar. In all examples of the naoi from Sais,
only the god Osiris is shown inside such a shrine, so far as has been possible to check.22 Further
analysis may show that there is more variation, but on this basis, Osiris is most often associated
with the specific shrine types of the Pr- nw and the naos.
The votive doorways and the stela showing Osiris inside a doorway may then indicate that
the votive objects are to be associated with Osiris and his temple. In this case access to the
god and to the afterlife may be the main reasons for the votive offering. At other centres of
Osiris, cult offerings made to the god are diverse. At Saqqara, the votive material left behind
includes many bronzes showing Osiris seated and standing, and it is possible that they were
sometimes housed inside wooden shrine-naos boxes. Wrapped Isis and other figures have been
found inside shrine-naoi, equipped with doors that could be opened and bolted shut as necessary.
The publications from the Sacred Animal temples and the Serapeum do not include evidence of
limestone versions of doorways or gateways but there are wooden examples (compare the range
of material in Martin 1981; Davies and Smith 2005). There are examples of false-door stelae from
Saqqara dating to the Late Period, some with Carian inscriptions, whose cavetto tops and central
door probably imitate the types of false doors from the Old Kingdom mastabas at the site, in
particular, but also address the idea of a structural entrance (for example, Martin 2005, 146–47,
nos 101 and 102). At Abydos, thousands of pottery vessels were left on the ‘tomb of Osiris’ in the
area of the tombs of the Dynasty 1 kings. They probably contained small amounts of food and
liquid offerings (Effland, Budka and Effland 2010).
In fact, other material from Sais may reflect the wider offering patterns of devotees or pilgrims
to the site. Copper alloy or ‘bronze’ figures of Osiris have been found at Sais along with figures
of other gods, and Sa el-Hagar was renowned for its bronzes at the end of the 19th century.
Alexander Barsanti was sent to the site in the autumn of 1893 to stop the looting of archaeological
areas at Sa el-Hagar and found many bronze figures from an area at the foot of the mound where
the local cemetery was situated (Daressy 1917, 247–48). Daressy noted that the majority of the
bronzes were of Neith, Wadjet and Osiris, but they had been burned in a fire and were found in
humid, salty earth so they were not in good condition (Daressy 1905–6, ii). Those that he did
find in good condition were published in the catalogue of the Cairo Museum (Daressy 1905–6;
those from Sa el-Hagar are listed in Wilson 2006, 276–80, with around seventy-five bronzes,
but also limestone figures of gods). The bronze fragmentary material may have been a collection
of ‘foundry’ material, and thus scrap bronze material, which had been collected together and
perhaps broken up and partly prepared for melting. Some material was on display in the Cairo
Museum having been received in 1915 and given a temporary number (34|12||26|10). The mass
of melted and broken copper alloy could be seen to contain fired mud brick, and fragments of
numerous bronze figurines including cats, feathers from the atef crown of Osiris, divine beards,
legs and Osiris heads, attesting to the bronze material from the site, perhaps similar in quantity
and function to the votive bronzes from Saqqara. Similarly, the three-quarter-life-size figures of
Wadjet and Horus, in lion-headed forms, may have been part of the furniture from a temple or
Id=1&searchText=2288&page=1).
22 For example, the statue of Wahibra, British Museum EA 111, shows a naos-box with Osiris, with cavetto and torus
moulding, Strudwick 2006, 274–75; an uninscribed statue, Cairo CG656, Borchardt 1930, 4–5, pl. 121 purchased.
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shrine to Wadjet located at Sais (Delvaux 1998).
Other forms of Osiris have been found at Sais, including in Excavation 8 a fragment of a
terracotta figure (8.093) (Fig. 14). The fragment is the torso of a mummiform figure, holding
a flail and a crook, made from fired Nile silt with the addition of fine chaff, and also made in
a two-piece mould, as the joining seam can be seen down the sides of the figure. It is possible
that the fragment could be from an ushabti figure, but the presence of the crook and flail seem
to suggest it is Osiris who is represented. Such pottery figures could be part of a votive offering
group. Mud figures from Abydos with gilded elements, faience beads and of good size are known
to have been offered there (Effland and Effland 2013, 92, fig. 4). A further interesting aspect of
the cult may be the presence of ushabti figures belonging to the Saite kings that have been found,
not in the Northern Enclosure as might be expected, but in the southern area. Daressy found an
ushabti of Apries on the west side of the Great Pit, while the Egypt Exploration Society/Durham
mission found a fragment of an ushabti of a King Psamtek (Fig. 15) on the east side of the Great
Pit among Saite and Ptolemaic rubbish dumps that seemed to have been used as foundation
material for a Late Roman period structure (Daressy 1902; Wilson 2016). The ushabti could have
been transported to the area as part of the general remodelling of the town in the Late Roman
period, with soil being brought from the northern area and specifically the plundered royal
tombs in the complex of Neith. The intentional removal of the royal tomb material might have
included Osiris-ushabti figures for re-dedication near the Osiris complex in the south, whence
they were extracted again in the Late Roman period.

Fig. 14: Fragment of an Osiris figure made from fired Nile silt clay (8.093). Photographs by Penelope
Wilson.
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Fig. 15: Ushabti of a King Psamtek from Excavation 10 at Sais, April 2007. Photographs by Penelope Wilson.

By comparison, the temple of Sety I at Abydos built for the cult of the dead king, the gods of
the underworld and including the Heliopolitan and Memphite kings faces towards the river with
a large pylon gateway, originally set into a mud-brick enclosure wall. At the back (west) of the
temple was an underground Osiris complex (Osireion) and then, most probably, a temple gateway
set into the back of the enclosure directly along the temple axis, allowing exit out of the temple
and access to the desert and to the west beyond to the Umm el-Qa‘ab (Peqer) (see reconstruction
by J. P. Graeff in Effland and Effland 2013, 96, fig. 5 and 140–41, fig. 17). Not far from the pylon,
a mound of pottery offerings was located, many dating to the Late Period, at the beginning of
the axial route from the temple pylon into the desert and towards the southern mound of Umm
el-Qa‘ab, where there was another offering vessel deposit at the main mound. A text from the
temple of Sety I on the door X’ in the chapel of Horus describes the setting: ‘How beautiful
is your house in the Thinite nome, the nome of eternity, the eternal Nenet of the Lord of the
Underworld, the Gate of the cavern-dwellers (the dead)’.23 Effland and Effland also characterise
the wadi opening at Wadi Umm el-Qa’ab as a gateway and the entrance to the underworld from
at least as early as Dynasty 1 into the New Kingdom to the Late Period. A Dynasty 26 interest
in the tomb and mortuary setting at Abydos can also be recognised through the Osiris bed
monument of Dynasty 13, which was reconfigured in Dynasty 26 and set within its own shrine
in the tomb of Djer. The structure was made of silicified limestone with black veins but had been
smashed into numerous small fragments so that its form was unfortunately not clear (Effland
and Effland, 2013, 19–20, figs 16–18; 2017).
‘Pilgrimages’, either real or aspirational, were important social binders in Late Period Saqqara,
Abydos (Yamamoto 2015) and perhaps Sais and Buto (Vandier 1944), with the latter acting as a
balance to Abydos for the north of the country and perhaps linking the vegetal aspects of Osiris
(Servajean 1999). Such visits may have created a demand for votives and souvenirs in the form
of amulets and other objects, which could be left at the site by visitors or taken away and offered
elsewhere. There would thus have been an active industry producing this kind of material, as
23 Translated and with discussion of the gate to the underworld from Effland and Effland 2013: 95. Interestingly the central
axis is through the chapel of Amun-Ra (H) linking him directly to Osiris.
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has been identified at Saqqara in association with the Serapeum and animal necropolis area
(Mathieson and Dittmer 2007).
Conclusion
It is difficult to be certain about the nature and function of decontextualised and fragmentary
objects from ancient rubbish dumps. What is striking – and problematic – about the material
from the small area of Excavation 4 is the range and variety of ‘stuff’ as well as the diversity in
quality of the material, which might derive from either sanctuary, workshop and/or domestic
contexts. From fine Greek cups and New Year flasks in green faience to simple votive cups made
of Nile clay in a range of forms – people could leave an offering according to an array of consumer
choices. More expensive offerings of bronze figures and the possibility to obtain faience figurines
allowed a wealth of opportunity for individuals to contact the gods. Every problem, danger and
difficulty could be resolved by one or more of these votives, and the experience of the visit to a
nearby imposing sanctuary to Osiris himself could be made concrete by the acquisition of a small
souvenir. The open doorway votives may have offered a gateway to the afterlife, connecting
individuals to their next life and linking with the great shrines of Sais and Abydos, creating a
wormhole in time and space. Waiting just inside was Osiris himself, ensuring a successful arrival
and warm welcome to the underworld.
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