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Summary

Methods and Findings

The primary purpose of this study is to establish whether Late Bronze and
Early Iron Age Cretan and Cypriot ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figures and
figurines form one group or two separate assemblages. Of special importance is the
re-evaluation of the long-lived assumption of the direct origins of the Cypriot
figurines and figures from the Cretan terracottas. This is done using a number of
comparatives, including typological and contextual similarities and differences
(production, find spots, associated attributes), and also their performative aspects,
like the way they were handled, displayed and used. Modern methodologies used in
coroplastic studies were applied, according to which identity and meaning are
constructed by the process and context of usage rather than being possessed by the
artefact. This study makes use of both primary material (data gathered in Cretan and
Cypriot museums) and secondary sources, such as excavation reports. Primary data
is collected in a database of ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figures and figurines,
including: find spot (site, and type of context), dimensions, and decoration,
accompanied by a description and a drawing or photograph. A catalogue of the key

Cretan and Cypriot material, the latter not catalogued before, is a part of this thesis.

First, the theoretical and methodological approach applied in this research,
including terminology is presented. Following that ‘Goddesses with Upraised
Arms’ from Crete and Cyprus are discussed separétely, including several detailed
case studies. Then previously discussed material is compared according to three
main categories: dimensions and usage, methods of production, and gesture. The
‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figurines are a significant element in scholarly

discussions of the wider process in which new cultural identities were created in



Cyprus at the turn of first millennium B.C., involving local traditions and foreign
influences affecting and changing each other. In this thesis I argue that in the case
of anthropomorphic figurines the developing Cypriot Iron Age religion was
influenced predominantly by the Mycenaean and Minoan culture. Nevertheless,
many signs of continuity in Cypriot coroplastics are also noticeable, including facial
characteristics and painted decoration, and the association of ‘Goddesses with
Upraised Arms’ with earlier, Late Bronze Age sanctuaries. This indicates that these
terracottas were produced and used by the local population, present in Cyprus

already in the Late Bronze Age, although under a visible Mycenaean influence.

Another important purpose of this research is an application of modern
methodologies used in coroplastic studies to the ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’
figures and figurines from both Crete and Cyprus. This new approach to terracottas
is still in its making, and includes the importance of contextualization, ethnographic
analogies, and gender issues connected with studied objects. Also, an application of
the active approach, which underlines the three-dimensionality and performative
aspects of terracottas, is of special importance. This different analytical perspective
should be seen as complementary rather than antagonistic to previous research. It
opens new interpretation possibilities. This study add an example of how these new

methodologies can help to figure out figurines, by asking new type of questions.
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Introduction

“The question of the relations between two cultures and their mutual influences on
each other is among the most difficult problems for archaeologist and art historian.
[ am convinced that technical skills quite easily can be taken over (...) but the more
it becomes the question of art forms and stylistic means of expression (...) the more
impossible it is to borrow these (...). Consequently I believe that people can borrow

art elements from other people, but that they always reshape these elements
according to their own distinctive character.”

(Gjerstad 1980: 116)

Research Questions

This project is a comparative study of the figure and figurine type
conventionally termed ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ found on Cyprus and
Crete, during the Late Bronze Age — Early Iron Age transition period, when they
were common on both islands. In particular, the research focuses on why, and to
what extent, ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ were reinterpreted and incorporated
into older Cypriot cult practices, and to what extent they were a sign of new

elements on Cyprus, brought by settlers from the Aegean region.

‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ are anthropomorphic figurines and figures,
representing a standing person, most commonly female, wearing a long garment (a
skirt, often wheel-made), with arms stretched upwards and often bent, sometimes
wearing a tiara or a polos (plural poloi, a type of head-dress, a high cylindrical

crown). This type of statuette emerged on Crete in the Late Minoan III period, and



remained popular on Crete until the advent of the Iron Age. They are considered to
be a primary phenomenon of the cult activity of the Postpalatial period, where they
are particularly common in shrines. Figurines classified as ‘Goddesses with
Upraised Arms’ are also well attested in Cyprus from Late Cypriot III down to the

Classical Period, and they were especially common during Cypro-Geometric I-11.

Because of their find spots (sanctuaries, tombs) and associated attributes
(birds, snakes, poppies) ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ are sweepingly
interpreted both in Aegean and Cypriot archacology as a depiction of a Goddess or
Goddesses, or her priestesses. [ propose that the meaning of these figurines can be
better understood as having been constructed and reconstructed in the context of
their specific social environment. ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figures, despite
their conventional name, could have depicted deities, priestesses or votaries, and be
both the object or the focus of ritual and a representation of the ritual itself. It is
proposed that these more nuanced meanings and functions were constructed
according to the spatial and social context of their usage. As has been argued by
Elizabeth French (1971, 1981) in her studies on Mycenaean anthropomorphic
terracottas, figurines take their meaning from their context. This methodological
approach, according to which identity and meaning are constructed by the process
and context of usage rather than being possessed by the artefact, has not previously

been applied to ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’, especially not on Cyprus.

In this study, I also focus on performative and experiential aspects of the
figurines. Taking into account their find spots, dimensions, and portability, I discuss
how they might be handled and displayed. This approach helps to reconstruct the

perspective of those who created and used them.

The ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figurines are a significant element in
scholarly discussions of the wider process in which new cultural identities were
created in Cyprus at the turn of first millennium B.C., involving local traditions and
foreign influences affecting and changing each other. A comparative study
examining ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ can contribute to the understanding of
this period. The study of anthropomorphic figurines, which are often seen as an

expression of self-identity, can provide a fascinating insight into the process of the



re-shaping of cultural identity in the context of migration, causing mixing of

cultures, including religious traditions.

The following questions are central to my research:
- What are the typological and contextual similarities and differences between
Cretan and Cypriot ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’?
*  What are the differences in the way ‘Goddesses with Upraised
Arms’ were produced and decorated on Crete and Cyprus?
*  What are their find spots, associated attributes and ritual
equipment?
-  How might ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ have been used, handled and
displayed?
- Why and how were ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figurines reinterpreted and

incorporated into Cypriot cult practices?

Comparative study

A research methodology known as a comparative study aims to make
comparisons across different geographical or chronological areas in order to
discover something about one or all of the things being compared. When comparing
different time frames, usually one of two approaches is used, comparing two stages
in time, or comparing the same thing over time. However, cross-regional
comparisons are by far the most common. This research methodology is of special
importance in sociology, as Durkheim notes, “Comparative sociology is not a
particular branch of sociology; it is sociology itself, in so far as it ceases to be
purely descriptive and aspires to account for facts” (1938: 139). As part of a notion
that archaeology is also a part of social sciences, this methodology grew in
popularity. In archaeology, particularly fruitful domains for comparative research
include settlement patterns, households and landscape studies. Comparative
archaeology can lead to the re-evaluation of conventional interpretations of the
material. In this study, the comparative method is applied in order to establish
whether the Cypriot and Cretan assemblages of ‘Goddess with Upraised Arms’

terracottas form a visibly unified type or two distinct groups.



Geography

The two main geographical areas considered in this study are the islands of
Crete and Cyprus, but other regions of the Eastern Mediterranean, including the
Aegean basin and the Levant, are also considered. Thus, this research makes use of
material from areas usually studied separately in ‘Aegean’ and ‘Near Eastern’
archaeology. The first region consists of the land surrounding the Aegean Sea,
including the Anatolian coast, and Mainland Greece. Further, the numerous Aegean
islands (there are 1425, and 227 of them are inhabited today) are grouped into three
clusters: the Ionian islands, the Cyclades, the Dodecanese and the North islands.
The island of Crete is seen as the southern border of this region. ‘Aegean
archaeology’ includes three main prehistoric cultures, which flourished in this area:
Cycladic, Minoan and Helladic/Mycenaean. The term ‘Aegean’ is usually attributed
to the study of the Bronze Age and from the advent of the Iron Age, the archaeology

of this region is usually simply called the ‘archaeology of Greece’.

The ‘Near East’ is a geographical term, which in archaeology covers the
area from the Iranian Plateau, to the edge of the Arabian Peninsula in the south, and
the Eastern Mediterranean coast in the west. The latter region is also known as the
Levant and includes modern Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Israel and Palestine. The Near
East borders Anatolia and Egypt, although these two areas are also sometimes
included in the wider Near East. Many cultures and civilisations originated and
flourished in this region, including Sumerian, Akkadian, Elamite, Babylonian and
Mitanni. The inhabitants of the Levantine coast preferred a different path of
development with separate city-states, like Ugarit, but often have close cultural
similarities, visible in the example of Canaanite culture or the later Phoenicians.
Bronze Age Cyprus is usually considered as part of the Near Eastern archaeological
framework and is the only island-based culture in this region, although some
western influences can be observed already in the Bronze Age. However, due to the
hellenization of Cyprus, researchers whose work concentrates on Classical and later

periods often link the archaeology of Cyprus and Greece.



Chronology

The focal point of this study is the end of the Late Bronze Age and Early
Iron Age, which is the time of the origins and apex of the use of ‘Goddess with
Upraised Arms’ type figures and figurines. There are many problems connected
with the absolute dating of the Bronze Age period in both the Aegean and the Near
East. What is important in this study is the relative correlation of Crete and Cyprus,
rather than absolute chronology. Such correlations are based mostly on the
archaeological finds, Cypriot finds on Crete and vice versa, but also examples of
objects from both islands found together in Egypt or the Near East. Table 1 shows
the relative chronologies of the Aegean: Mycenaean and Minoan, based on Warren
and Hankey 1989, with relative dates to provide a guideline. Table 2 illustrates the
chronology of the Bronze Age and Early Iron Age Cyprus, after Iacovou 2008,
Karageorghis 1993 and Voskos and Knapp 2008. The correlation of Cretan and
Cypriot chronology in the periods relevant to this study is presented in Table 3,
following Manning 1999. Detailed discussion of the chronology of Crete and

Cyprus is presented, together with the relevant terminology, in subsequent chapters.

Material and sources

My research makes use of both primary material (data gathered in Cretan
and Cypriot museums) and secondary sources, such as excavation reports. [ have
collected primary data in a database of ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figures and
figurines, including: find spot (site, and type of context), dimensions, decoration,
other associated finds, accompanied by a description and a drawing or photograph. I
use this primary data to establish patterns of similarity and difference between
material from different sites and regions and material previously or simultaneously
used there (e.g. other figurine types). I analyse this data using modern theories on
the construction of social and cultural identities, including gender. To illustrate
specific subjects, I use case studies of particular archaeological sites and figurines

or figures.
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Limitation of evidence

As is usual in archaeological research there are some limitations concerning
the material. First of all, many of the figures and figurines discussed here lack
provenance. Anthropomorphic representations were often considered more valuable
than any other archaeological material, by private collectors, black market antiquity
dealers and earlier also by museums organizing expeditions solely to acquire new
items for the exhibition (as it used to be the case in the 19" century). Sometimes the
provenance of the object is uncertain, or does not give any information concerning
the detailed context, but only the name of the site. The latter is also true for some,
especially earlier excavations where the methods and variable levels of recording
did not allow the drawing of any certain conclusions concerning the archaeological
context (i.e. only the area is given, or complex of buildings). For the unprovenanced
or badly recorded figures and figurines the only solution for dating is the analysis of

their stylistic characteristics, which, of course, has limitations.

Another major limitation for this study is the preservation of figures and
figurines, including the post-depositional damage. Since they are made of a fragile
material, which is terracotta, the small figurines tend to crumble in one’s hands, and
many of bigger, hollow figures, especially examples from Crete are only
fragmentary. When reconstructed in museums (rarely, only if it was possible),
heavy usage of plaster was adopted as the method, which affected the weight,
overall look and eventual original wear. It was not possible to observe the latter was
from the beginning for the Cretan group of terracottas, not only because of the
natural, post-depositional processes but also because of the method of cleaning
employed by the archaeologists, which included steel brushes and acid (to remove
lime). This made surfaces not only smooth and clean of dirt, but also, unfortunately,
free of any ancient signs of usage. The Cypriot figurines in turn, are very abraded,
due to fragile material and post-depositional processes, the surfaces even seem soft

and easily get damaged or scratched.

Finally, my research has been affected by the economic crisis, which hit
Greece in recent years. Most of the Cretan GWUA figures are held in the museum

in Heraklion, which is still waiting for additional funds, which would permit its

il



redevelopment. For now all the objects are packed and stored in magazines and only
a small, basic exhibition for tourists is in place, and there are no signs of this
situation getting changed. The possibilities of doing any research in the museum are
very limited, if not virtually impossible. I had an opportunity to study first hand
only several figures from Knossos and Gazi and for a short period of time, for this I
am grateful to the director of the museum — Dr Athanasia Kanta. However,
fortunately the Cretan group of terracottas is far better published than the Cypriot,
which made this study still possible, although more dependent on earlier
publications. I would like to express hope that in the near future the situation of the

Heraklion museum will change for the better.

History of research

In Cretan archaeology, ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figurines are
recognized as the primary phenomenon of this period’s cult activity. The
conventional term for this type of figurines was first used by Stylianos Alexiou in
the first publication on the Cretan examples — ‘H pwvown Oed ped' vyopévov
yelp®v’ (‘Minoan Goddess with Upraised Arms, 1953). Much valuable work has
been done in this field recently by Alan Peatfield (1994), Nanno Marinatos (1993)
and especially Geraldine Gesell (1985, 1995, 2000, 2004). They have discussed the
symbolic meaning of attributes associated with the figures and figurines, and the
problem of what kind of deity or deities they represent. Gesell has catalogued the
Minoan material, and, in the context of her fieldwork in Eastern Crete, she has also
researched the technology of the figurines through experimental reconstructions.
However, none of the above studies focus on the way the figurines might have been
used, for example, whether they were designed primarily for display in the small
shrines where they were found, or perhaps carried out in processions, which could

be indicated by wear patterns on the figurines.

In contrast to recent work undertaken on the role of ‘Goddesses with
Upraised Arms’ on Crete, relatively little work has focused on such figurines from
Cyprus. The only detailed study gathering material known at the time was published
by Vassos Karageorghis in 1977-1978 — ‘The Goddess with Uplifted Arms in

12



Cyprus’. The ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figurines are also discussed in
studies on the beginning of the cult of Aphrodite carried out by Jacqueline
Karageorghis (1977) and Stephanie Budin (2003). According to a long-standing
tradition of interpreting all Cypriot figurines depicting females as the goddess
Aphrodite, the Goddesses with Upraised Arms are also usually included into the
corpus of her representations, but, as noted by Budin, the only Aphroditic attribute
connected with some of them are birds. Generalization should not replace careful
study of the material and its depositional context. A different approach is presented
in the recently published Art and Society in Cyprus from the Bronze Age into the
Iron Age by Joanna S. Smith (2009), where GWUAs from Kition are discussed
within their context and their dimensions are taken into account. A similar
evaluation of examples from Enkomi has been done by Jennifer Webb in her book
Ritual architecture, iconography and practice in the late Cypriot Bronze Age

(1999). She especially underlines the importance of the size of terracottas.

‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ are also part of the very important ongoing
debate on the changes that occurred in Cyprus at the beginning of the Iron Age,
including problems of defining the process — as migration, colonization,
hybridization or hellenization. A good example of this discussion are two contra-
articles published in the American Journal of Archaeology 112:4 (2008) by Bernard
Knapp with Ioannis Voskos, and by Maria lacovou respectively. These works
indicate the clear need for a thorough re-assessment of the Cypriot archacological

data.
There is a serious lack of a comparative study of Cretan and Cypriot
terracottas moving beyond the appearance of simple stylistic similarity. My research

constitutes a major re-evaluation of ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’, and

contributes to the many ongoing academic debates outlined above.

Outline

The first chapter of my thesis consists of presenting the theoretical and

methodological approach applied in my research, including terminology. In this

18



thesis I frequently use the terms wuse, meaning and function, and figures and
figurines, and clarification of those terms is therefore of special importance. It is
followed by the discussion of the over-arching term ‘Goddesses with Upraised
Arms’, a very complex and problematic term, which suggests a specific
interpretation of the object, which makes a discussion of the name itself necessary
to separate its meaning from the meaning of the studied artefacts. I underline the
importance of the context and usefulness of the ethnographic analogies in
coroplastic studies (concerning terracotta figures and figurines), together with the

main possibilities of interpretation proposed for figures and figurines.

In the second chapter, I discuss ‘Goddess with Upraised Arms’ type
terracottas found on Crete. To establish frameworks for further discussion, I begin
by briefly introducing issues connected with the geography and chronology of the
island. Furthermore, [ present earlier, rich Minoan traditions in the production and
usage of figurines and figures, which form the background for the Postpalatial
phenomenon of ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’. Especially the production and
usage of Late Bronze Age figurines and figures will be discussed. Then I discuss the
origins of the GWUA type on Crete and the first examples and their characteristics.
The core part of this chapter consists of case studies of four distinctive
archaeological sites — Knossos, Kannia, Karphi and Halasmenos, including a
discussion of figures found there, within their spatial context where possible.
Finally, I propose possibilities of function and usage of the statuettes, such as in

processions and their role within a broader social context.

In the third chapter I discuss ‘Goddess with Upraised Arms’ type figurines
and figures found on the island of Cyprus. First, I introduce issues concerning the
geography and chronology of the island in order to establish a framework for further
discussion. This is followed by a presentation of the most important Bronze Age
traditions of figurine production to facilitate an understanding of the later
phenomenon of ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ and their possible role within the
broader social context. The core part of this chapter consists of case studies of three
important sites — Enkomi, Kition and Palaepaphos, and a discussion of ‘Goddess
with Upraised Arms’ figurines found there. An additional thematic case study

presents the subject of the notions of gender embedded in these terracottas.
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In chapter four, I compare the previously discussed material. Cretan and
Cypriot ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ are compared according to three main
categories: dimensions and usage, methods of production, and gesture. In the first
part, analogies offered by Mycenaean iconography are presented. A discussion of
the size and dimensions of figures and figurines in Crete and Cyprus follows this.
Further, I discuss figurines as products and an element of the material culture
through their production techniques and possible social meaning of the production
process itself. Then the find contexts of Cretan and Cypriot terracottas are
discussed, with an attempt to reconstruct the last phases of their use-life, followed
by some comparison with Mycenaean figurines. In the next part of chapter four, I
review the questions surrounding the meaning of the emblematic gesture presented
by the ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ and to what extent these questions may be
answerable based only on the archaeological record. Finally, an attempt to establish
the divine or human nature of the representation is presented, which also follows the

pattern of regional diversity between and within the islands of Crete and Cyprus.

In chapter five, the possibility of transfer of the ‘Goddess with Upraised
Arms’ type from Crete to Cyprus within the wider context of contacts between these
two islands is discussed and evaluated, considering sea routes, written sources,
archaeological finds and especially the role of trade in copper. Furthermore, features
other than ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’, which have been proposed as
arguments in favour of Cretan religion having a major impact on LBA/EIA Cyprus,
are discussed. The possibility of Mycenaean influences on the origins and
development of the Cypriot ‘Goddesses of Upraised Arms’ is also discussed,
especially within the context of the production of figurines and figures and cult
practice of the Greek Mainland and the Aegean islands at the end of the Bronze
Age. Some problems connected with the presence of Levantine iconography on
Cyprus are noted, along with similarities of this type to the local Late Cypriot
coroplastic traditions. This is followed by a brief discussion of the identification of
Cypriot ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ with Aphrodite, which is present in both

popular and scholar publications.
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The Appendix A is a database of the key material from Crete and Cyprus
(provided also as Excel files on the CD attached). It contains information about the
site, dating, context, dimensions, preservation, technology, painted decoration,
gender identification and in case of the Cretan teracottas, also attributes of particular
figures and figurines. All the teracottas discussed in the thesis are included in the
database. The only exceptions are the figurines from the Ingot God sanctuary in
Enkomi, which are numerous (ca. 150) and form a distinct, homogenous group,
which would visibly changed overall statistics for Cyprus and make them invalid.
Further, as the thesis itself, the database present the material dated to LC III and

Cypro-Geometric, and LM III periods, and do not include later examples of GWUA
type.
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Period

Date range

Early Minoan I

3650/3500-3000/2900 BC

Early Minoan II

2900-2300/2150 BC

Early Minoan III

2300/2150-2160/2025 BC

Middle Minoan IA 2160/1980-1900
Middle Minoan IB 1900-1800

Middle Minoan II 1800-1700/1650
Middle Minoan IITA 1700/1650-1640/1630
Middle Minoan IIIB 1640/1630-1600/1580
Late Minoan [A 1600/1580-1480

Late Minoan IB 1480-1425

Late Minoan II 1425-1390

Late Minoan IIIA1

1390-1370/1360

Late Minoan IIIA2

1370/1360-1340/1330

Late Minoan IIIB

1340/1330-1190

Late Minoan I1IC 1190-1070
Subminoan ? 1070-1015 ?
Protogeometric 1050/1000-900
Early Geometric 900-850
Middle Geometric 850-830
Middle Geometric 830-770

Late Geometric 770-730

Late Geometric 730-700

Table 1. Conventional chronology of Crete, after Warren and Hankey 1989
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Period Date range
Neolithic and Chalcolithic 8200-2500 BC
Philia culture (transition period) 2500-2350 BC
Early Cypriot I-III 2400-2000 BC
Middle Cypriot I-III 2000-1700 BC

Late Cypriot I 1700-1450 BC

Late Cypriot [IA-B 1450-1300 BC

Late Cypriot I1C 1300-1200 BC

Late Cypriot [TIA - 1200-1125/1100 BC
Late Cypriot I1IB 1125/1100-1050 BC
Cypro-Geometric | 1050-1000/950 BC
Cypro-Geometric II 1000/950-850 BC
Cypro-Geometric [T 850-750 BC
Cypro-Archaic I-11 750-480 BC

Table 2. Conventional chronology of Cyprus, after Iacovou 2008 (CGI-III after
Karageorghis 1993 and Voskos and Knapp 2008).
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CYPRUS

EAST ! NORTH WEST

CRETE

Middle Cypriot Il | Middle Cypriot III
Late Cypriot [A

Late Cypriot A

Late Cypriot IB

Late Cypriot ITA-B

Late Cypriot IIC

Late Cypriot IITA

Late Cypriot I1IB
Cypro-Geometric [
Cypro-Geometric I1

Cypro-Geometric III

Cypro-Archaic

Middle Minoan IIB

Middle Minoan I1I

Middle Minoan 1A

Thera eruption

Late Minoan IB

Late Minoan II

Late Minoan IITA

Late Minoan IIIB

Late Minoan IIIC
Protogeometric
Early Geometric

Middle Geometric I
Middle Geometric I1
Middle Geometric III

Late Geometric |
Late Geometric II

Table 3. Correlation of the relative chronology of Crete and Cyprus in the Bronze

Age, after Manning 1999 and Warren and Hankey 1989.
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Chapter I

Theory and Methodology

Introduction

The primary objective of this chapter is to discuss the basic terminology and
the methodological and theoretical approaches employed in this study of Cypriot
and Cretan ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figures and figurines. Coroplastic
studies — the study of figures and figurines - is a distinct, very vibrant and dynamic
field of archaeological research. Anthropomorphic statuettes, in particular, are
fascinating in the way they bring us face fo face with the past, draw our attention
and have provoked numerous discussions concerning ancient religions, social
structures and even prehistoric models of beauty. Traditional art historical
approaches to figurines and figures have recently been augmented by
methodologies based on contextuality, and have benefitted from ethnographic
research and gender studies. The so-called ‘Mother Goddess’ theory popularized by
Gimbutas, according to which the majority of figurines are interpreted as
representations of a female deity or her male counterpart, is still widespread in more
popular writings and even remains present in some archaeological interpretations.
However, a self-conscious methodological approach to anthropomorphic figures
and figurines is still in the making. Thus, it is especially important explicitly to

outline the methods employed in this study.
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Ucko did pioneering work in the field of modern methodology, which is
now widely in use within coroplastic studies. It was first presented in his study of
Neolithic figurines from Greece and Egypt (1968) and in numerous subsequent
articles (1968; 1972; 1996). He proposed the employment of ethnographic data in
research, and underlined the importance of the contextualization of any studied
object. This latter approach was also present in French’s publications on Mycenaean
terracottas (1971; 1981; 2001). An important step towards establishing a
methodological framework was the publication of an article with the meaningful
title “Can We Interpret Figurines? “ in the “Viewpoint” section of the Cambridge
Archaeological Journal (1996: 281-307). Several scholars (Hamilton; Marcus;
Bailey; Haaland and Haaland; Ucko) have argued that figurines cannot be
interpreted in isolation, but only as products of particular societies; they also tried to
meet the need for clear definitions in applied terminology. An alternative approach
to coroplastic studies is presented in D. Bailey’s research (2005). He proposes that
we include psychological aspects of interaction with anthropomorphic images, such

as the impact which miniaturisation can have on the viewer.

Terminology

Use, meaning and function

In this thesis I am going to frequently use the terms wuse, meaning and
function. 1 follow Talalay’s (1993) clarification of those terms. Thus, use and
function both refer to the basic purpose for which a figure or a figurine was made,
which might have been as a charm, a toy, a votary or a cult statue. Meaning refers to
what is embodied, or expressed by anthropomorphic terracottas, especially in
relation to such aspects as cosmology and mythology, or how gender relations were
perceived. Meanings are culturally specific: they usually evolve within a certain
social context of beliefs and opinions, and might be subject to manipulation,
providing an important source of social control. However, it is acknowledged that
meaning is something that “arises through an act of interpretation” (Barth 1993:
170), and is not simply stored in an object (Haaland and Haaland 1996: 296). Thus

use and function are usually more accessible for archaeologists than meaning.
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Notions of function, use and meaning are very complex. Figures and
figurines might have multiple functions and meanings changing through the course
of time and according to context. Further, contemporary terracottas from one site
might have had different purposes, and be designed to be used in different ways and
illustrate different meanings. Also, figures that are morphologically similar may
nevertheless have different functions and/or meanings, depending on the context.
While applying these terms one should be aware that these are artificial categories
used by modern scholars, and that for those who made and used figures and

figurines their functions and meanings were probably not separated.

Figures and figurines

A clear distinction between figures and figurines in coroplastic studies was
originally proposed by French in her study on Mycenaean terracottas (French 1981).
Figurines are relatively small, usually handmade and portable, unlike figures, which
are of distinctly large size and often have coil or wheelmade stems or bodies. The
issue of size is of great importance in the interpretation of terracottas. It might be
crucial, as much as context, in identifying the representation of the deity, as
Goodison and Morris (1998: 114) propose: “She might be big; (...) She might have
been found in a location suitable for ritual”. Bigger or smaller size imposes specific
limitations and possibilities, i.e. a figure is more visible for a bigger group of

people, and a figurine is more palpable, easier to handle and portable.

Moreover, the dimensions of the object play an important role in the process
of perception and can have psychological effects on viewers and/or handlers. As
proposed by Bailey (2005: 26-44), miniaturization is always connected with a
certain degree of abstraction and compression, resulting in the intimacy that is
demanded by small objects. In figurines, certain parts are often changed or
exaggerated, with others missing or simplified; these focus the viewer’s attention on
preferred features (Smith 2009: 19). Miniaturization also empowers the spectator,
by facilitating physical control over a thing, and encourages a notion of possession
(Bailey 1996: 291). It can also give an image a different meaning, for example

magical properties, as in the case of amulets (Smith 2009: 19).
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Thus, the distinction between figures and figurines is a very important one.
It affects especially the range of possibilities of usage for certain objects. In general,
as I will illustrate in the following chapters, the majority of Cretan examples of
‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ might be classified as figures, in contrast to
Cyprus, where they are mostly figurines. In this case, there is a striking difference in
size, between 70 centimetres of a figure from Gazi in Crete and 9 centimetres of a
figurine from Enkomi in Cyprus. This is a difference, which has not yet been
properly noticed by scholars (with the exception of Smith 2009), who have instead

focused more on the stylistic similarities (Karageorghis 1977).
What’s in a name?

The type of terracottas I discuss in this thesis is usually referred to with the
over-arching term ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’. It is a very complex and
problematic term, which already suggests a specific interpretation of the object.
Thus, it is worth discussing the name itself to separate its meaning from the

meaning of studied artefacts.

One has to acknowledge that archaeologists have often been inclined to use
descriptive, interesting, even romantic names for the places or artefacts they have
discovered. It is of course connected with the history of the discipline, which was in
its beginnings considered an interesting pastime for gentlemen (and less often for
ladies). A classical education was a necessary part of the curriculum in those days,
including knowledge of mythology, which was a common source of inspiration for
particular names of discovered buildings or artefacts. Thus, Schliemann found
‘Priam’s treasure’ and Evans discovered a ‘Caravanserai’ in Knossos. Personal
ambition and a need for good publicity were also motivations for calling buildings
Palaces, and female figurines Goddesses, a point to which I will return. Examples
of this can be found even among the titles of publications like 7he Palace of Minos
instead of Knossos (Crete), Palace of Nestor instead of Pylos (Greek mainland) or

Alasia in place of Enkomi (Cyprus).

A different type of interesting term used by archaeologists is a descriptive

kind, a well-known example of which is the ‘Unexplored Mansion’ in Knossos,
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which is now, of course, explored. Discovered in 1908 by Evans, and named by
him, it retained its name since it was in use for many years, and this is also the title
of the final publication by M. Popham. Another example is a fresco from Knossos
known as the ‘Blue boy’, because of what it was said to represent. However, we
now know that it was actually a monkey, not a boy. The old name is still in use and
causes some confusion. We have to be aware that the vocabulary we use frames
shapes our thinking. These names have to be used cautiously, because they play
with our imagination and underline certain aspects or favour one specific
interpretation of a given object. For example, the term palace, besides suggesting
the function of the building, also brings into our mind a set of associations, like

court, king, queen, dynasty, suggesting the existence of a particular political system.

Figures and figurines, both individual examples and whole types, instead of
being called ‘Type 4B’, often have names that consist of a description and, further,
interpretation in the literature. Well-known examples include the Palacolithic Venus
of Willendorf, for Olmec culture baby-face figurines are characteristic, and from
Malta come the fat ladies. Similar Palaeolithic figurines discovered later are also
referred to as Venus figurines. This reference to the Latin goddess of love and
beauty presents these statuettes as an illustration of ‘primitive’ taste, and imposes
identification of them as representations of a goddess connected with sexuality. This
kind of name draws our attention to one particular aspect of representations and
already suggests a range of interpretations, and makes it more difficult to take a

‘fresh look’ at the material.

Thus, anthropomorphic figurines and figures, representing a standing
female, with a base of a long skirt, and arms stretched upwards are usually in the
literature termed ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’. By applying this name we might
assume that these terracottas depict a deity, and that their main characteristic is a
specific gesture. However, some scholars choose to use a different term, usually to
underline their (re)interpretation of the material. To illustrate this, I would like to
present five publications as case studies, showing the relationship between the term

used by the author and his approach to these particular figures and figurines.
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Evans: Semi-anthropomorphic Dove Goddess

Sir Arthur Evans, in his second volume of the Palace of Minos (the
publication of his excavations in Knossos), discusses the ‘Discovery of Late Shrine
of Double Axes’ (Evans 1928: 335-344). After a concise description of the
architecture, he focuses on sacred objects found inside. Among them was a figure,
which we could describe as one of the ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’. Evans also
found it the most interesting, but not because of the gesture it depicts, although he
also observes the upraised hands. Instead he called the figurine a Mother Goddess
or a Dove Goddess because of her size of 22 centimetres (bigger than the rest of
terracottas) and the presence of a miniature dove attached to her head. This bird,

according to Evans, represents a “celestial side of the worship” (Evans 1928: 339).

Further, he observes that the female figure belongs to the semi-
anthropomorphic class of composite images. Her human form rises at the waist
from a cylindrical base, hollow inside, with small round openings in their bottom.
However, Evans, looking for the similarities with earlier Minoan art, observes that
they may be “regarded as the outgrowth of the bell-shaped skirts of the M.M.
figures” (Evans 1928: 342). He finds this cylindrical base a characteristic element of
this period’s coroplastic representations. In his earlier report published in BSA
(Evans 1902: 98), he further links cylindrical bases of figurines with columnar

baetylic forms that, as he states, were a part of the Minoan cult.

Alexiou: H pivown 0ed ped' vyopévov yeipov

The term Goddess with Upraised Arms was first used by Stylianos Alexiou
and popularized in his influential article ‘H puvowr 0ed ped' vyopévov yeipov’
(‘The Minoan goddess with uplifted arms’) (Alexiou 1958). He used this name not
only to characterize a particular type of figure but also to describe an actual deity,
which he believed they depicted. Alexiou traces her origins from the East in the
Middle Minoan period and suggests gradual assimilation into Cretan religion.
Further, he presents a catalogue, along with broadly discussed, and detailed
descriptions of Cretan figures of females with arms upraised. It was the first

publication recognizing this particular type and presenting all known examples.
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Alexiou has also assembled a list of representations of the goddess in other media,
such as on seals and the decoration of pottery and sarcophagi. Thus, the term he
coined for this type of terracottas was from the beginning as much an interpretation

as a description.

Karageorghis: The Goddess with Uplifted Arms

Vassos Karageorghis’s publication entitled The Goddess With Uplifted Arms
in Cyprus (Karageorghis 1977-1978) discusses Cypriot figurines following
Alexiou’s approach. Thus, he uses the above name for the described type and as its
main characteristic — the gesture of the arms. Karageorghis interprets them as an
image of the goddess, specifically a fertility goddess, who “‘had, as is well known, a
long life in Cyprus, from the Chalcolithic period onwards.” (Karageorghis 1977-
1978: 6). He also describes Cypriot figurines as being of the same type as those
presented by Alexiou, and furthermore maintains that they derive from Crete.
Further, he compares them with terracottas known from earlier periods and he
presents a well-illustrated discussion of Cypriot ‘Goddesses with Uplifted Arms".
Karageorghis supplements his catalogue with representations of a female with arms
upraised on a neck of a Cypro-Geometric III vase and two wall-brackets of the same

date, because he believes they represent the same deity.

Betancourt: Woman with Upraised Arms

In the recently published Introduction to Aegean Art, Betancourt discusses
sculpture in the chapter on ‘The Mycenaean Period in the Cyclades and Crete: LC II
to IIT and LM II to III” (Betancourt 2008: 190-192). When describing figures found
in the Cretan bench sanctuaries, he uses the expression ‘Woman with Upraised
Arms’, thus clearly avoiding any discussion of a divine character of these
representations. This is apparent when, due to the depiction of a similar gesture, he
argues that those images might be “a late manifestation of whoever was represented
by the faience figurines used at Knossos” (Betancourt 2008: 191), referring to
carlier statuettes dated to MM III/LM IA. Further, he describes symbols (birds,
snakes, poppies) associated with the Woman with Upraised Arms and observes the

presence of the characteristic cylindrical skirts. However, in the same publication,
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Figure 9.10 carries the caption “The Goddess with Upraised Arms from Gazi. LM
[IIB. Ht. 77.5 cm (30.5 in)” (Betancourt 2008: 193; fig. 9.10).

Smith: Woman with Upraised Arms

Joanna Smith, in her publication Art and Society in Cyprus from the Bronze
Age into the Iron Age (2009), reviewed the material from one of the most important
Cypriot archaeological sites — Kition, including anthropomorphic terracottas found
there. She consciously uses the term ‘Woman with Upraised Arms’. When referring
to the conventional name, Smith underlines that the divine nature of the represented
person or persons is not clear. However, she finds the gesture of importance and
interprets it as ‘one of worship’. Further, Smith makes a distinction between figures
and figurines found on the site (she also discusses the implications of
miniaturization), but still treats them as belonging to the same type. She links these
images with a cult in which female gender played a defined role, whether it was a

female deity who was worshipped or the worshippers were female.

Knapp: Psi figurines

Bernard Knapp, in his publication Prehistoric and Protohistoric Cyprus.
Identity, Insularity, and Connectivity, classifies Cypriot ‘Goddesses with Upraised
Arms’ as no more than a version of the Mycenaean-type psi figurines (Knapp 2009:
182-185). Thus, he discusses them together with these and other Early Iron Age
anthropomorphic terracottas. He observes that it is a period when figurines in
Cyprus not only change their morphological characteristics, but also their primary
function, by being integrated into ritual practice and performance. Knapp underlines
the importance of the latter and the possibility of multiple functions and meanings
of the figurines, due to a variety of contexts in which they were produced, used and
displayed. He also notes that a simple transfer of meaning of the same type of object
from one culture to another should not be used, as in the case of Cretan and Cypriot
‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’. Knapp briefly suggests that Late Bronze Age
figures from Crete should also be classified as a variation of Mycenaean psi

terracottas (Knapp 2009: 185).
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Evans’s approach appears to be free from preconceptions provoked by a
name coined later by Alexiou. His attention is attracted to many different elements
like attributes, relation with other figurines and the bell-shaped skirt. However, it is
possible to observe that since Alexiou’s publication, there is no escape from the
term ‘Goddess with Upraised Arms’, even in the debates as to whether or not these
figures represent deity or deities. Further, the gesture described in the name became
a defining element based on which a terracotta is or is not classified as belonging to
this group, giving the impression that the cylindrical skirt and attached attributes,

like poppies, snakes, or birds, are secondary elements.

However, although there have recently been attempts to change the term into
a ‘Woman’ or ‘Female with Upraised Arms’, clearly to avoid use of the word
Goddess, which carries heavy interpretative baggage, the standard name is still the
most common. Moreover, it is the term known and recognized by archaeologists
who do not specifically study coroplastics; the one applied in textbooks and
museum catalogues. Furthermore, one should bear in mind that use of the word
Female is not free of assumptions, since some of the Cypriot figurines belonging to
the discussed type are not obviously gendered. Early Iron Age Cypriot figurines
themselves do not draw our attention to the body as such, since their physical
characteristics are schematic and in most cases not prominent. Figurines from this
period depict people dressed in a similar long garment covering the body. The skirts
are highly decorated, and jewellery, such as bracelets and necklaces with pendants,
can be identified, mostly in the case of both genders. As to Knapp’s proposition —
that there is a visible relationship between Cypriot examples of these terracottas and
the Mycenaean psi figurines, [ do not agree that ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’
should be seen as a part of this type, especially not because of the terminological
problem. Very few Mycenaean figurines have been found on Cyprus; most of these
were of the psi type. Schaeffer (1971: 343), discussing ‘Goddesses with Upraised
Arms’ from Enkomi, describes them as post-mycénien. However, they are visibly
less schematic and conventional than in the Mycenaean coroplastic tradition. The
relation to the Mycenaean psi figurines is a subject I will discuss thoroughly in later

chapters.
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Recently, in the field of Aegean archaeology, a problem has arisen
concerning the use of the term palace to describe specific Minoan building
complexes. Although archaeologists generally agree that we cannot be sure that
these were actually palaces, the term is still applied as a conventional one and not as
an interpretation. I propose the same approach to the ‘Goddesses with Upraised
Arms’. This name is widely recognized and used by scholars and I follow this
convention in this thesis to avoid confusion concerning the subject of the research.
However, I apply it as a name separated from the actual meaning and function of
the studied objects. To facilitate this, I often use the abbreviation GWUA (GWUAs
for plural), as technically the closest option to the earlier mentioned, more neutral or
‘innocent’ Type 4B. I want to underline that I am aware of, and I am going to
discuss thoroughly in respective chapters, whether or not GWUAS represent one or
more deities, whether they can all be gendered female and what their main
characteristics are, besides the gesture. Retaining the conventional name makes it is
easier for other scholars to identify which material, building, or site is under
discussion. As in the case of the Unexplored Mansion, despite the drawbacks, it is
more logical to use a well-known term, as it previously appeared in publications.
However, it is very important to also be aware of problems that arise and to use
such names consciously. In such situations there is always the need, as already
stated earlier, for reflection to separate the meaning of the term from the meaning of
the studied artefacts. This includes a review of the history of terminology used and
the posing of an important question - would we approach the material differently if

the name was more neutral?

One should bear in mind this set of problems connected with the usage of
descriptive terminology, especially when giving names to newly discovered
material. Adjectives, which spring to our mind, and seem ‘obvious’ may become

problematic for generations of researchers to come and cause confusion.
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Methodology

In this study, I follow the methodological approach proposed by P. Ucko
(1962; 1968, discussed further below). As discussed above, instead of art historical
analysis, or interpreting all the figurines and figures as deities, he argued for a
systematic contextualized methodology drawing on ethnographic research. Thus, I
make use of four different types of data: a.) the features of the figures/figurines
themselves, b.) their archaeological context, c.) their cultural and socioeconomic

context, and d.) ethnographic analogies (Ucko 1968: 427; Talalay 1993: 38).

Peter Ucko

Peter Ucko was an influential anthropologist and archaeologist. His major
publication was his doctoral research titled ‘Anthropomorphic Figurines of
Predynastic Egypt and Neolithic Crete’ (1968), which critiqued the claims
regarding Mother Goddess theory. He published also on the Neolithic Cretan
figurines, using them as a somewhat case study to present his methodological
approach to figurine studies (1962). For Ucko not only stylistical classifications are
important but most of all how the figurines were used (1962). Therefore he
developed four main areas important for figurine studies (1962: 38; 1968: 427,
expanded further in this chapter):

1.) examination of figurines themselves

2.) archaeological context of figurines

3.) later historical analogies concerning this geographical area

4.) anthropological analogies
He also stated that “figurines must be viewed against their economic and social
backgrounds” (1962: 39).

Ucko observed, after careful study, that not all of the Neolithic Egyptian and
Cretan figurines were gendered female (as it was assumed earlier), many of them
were actually sexless, or represented males. Importantly, concerning the context he
argued that a building should not be classified as having a ritual or cult function
based solely on figurines being found there (1962: 41). He also gave a wide variety
of anthropological analogies, which suggest different functions of figurines, like

dolls, amulets or objects used in initiation rituals. Ucko extensively discussed
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problems concerning preconceptions existing in archacology in the 19™ century,
when archaeologists interpreted female figurines mostly in connection with fertility
cults and as goddesses. In his work he demonstrated how the uncritical acceptance
of older findings affects and constrains recent research, and that archaeologists’

understandings of the past are influenced by their social milieu.
Features of the figures/figurines themselves

First it is important to establish the visible features of the studied object. In
other words, what are the dimensions and/or weight, is this a figure or a figurine, is
it anthropomorphic or zoomorphic, what is it made from, what is the decoration, is
it complete or fragmentary? Observable stylistic and technical variations among the
group of statuettes should also be recorded. First-hand examination is preferable,
because of the variety of data often not illustrated in existing publications, including
patterns of breakages (line drawings tend to show only the ‘reconstructed’ version)
and wear marks. The latter are usually observable by a hand-lens or a microscope.
An example of such a study is Goring’s comparison of stone and terracotta
Chalcolithic Cypriot figurines (Goring 1991). The former show an overall polish,
caused probably by them being clutched in the hand, and the latter are worn in
isolated patches, as if repeatedly touched in selected spots. Thus, Goring argues that
the stone figurines were held or gripped during childbirth and terracottas were used
as teaching aids. However, one should note that research based only on data
provided by figures or figurines themselves should be undertaken only when no
other information is available, as in the case of objects of unknown provenance. In
the study of wear patterns and damage, I follow the methodology established by
Ucko (1968), and later developed by Voigt (2000; also see below). It attempts to
determine if figurines were created and then immediately disposed of or initially
created specifically as ritual objects, teaching vessels, or toys. I made an attempt to
observe and record signs of usage visible by eye, also using a hand-lens. However
due to the soft material used, which is terracotta, and to post-depositional damages
this proved not to be possible. I have also experimented with the way figurines
might be handled, guided by their shape and dimensions, which is going to be

discussed further in next chapters.
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Archaeological context

The meaning and function of the anthropomorphic representations can, in
the majority of cases, only be understood through their archaecological context.
Recently, the majority of scholars have tended to embrace a contextual approach to
coroplastic studies. Archaeological context refers to the position of the object on the
site; where was it found, what kind of location (grave, settlement or maybe a
shrine?), and what kind of objects were in the nearest proximity. However, one
should be cautious, because in older literature, a certain place was often labelled a
shrine exactly because of figures or figurines found there. As Elisabeth French has
stated, “figurines take their function from their context and not vice-versa” (French

1981: 173). Thus, identification of the context is crucial in coroplastic studies.

Terracottas might be found in the context of their production (for example
unfinished products), used or discarded. The first type is extremely rare. For
example, Broman (1958), in her study of figurines from the Neolithic levels at
Jarmo, argues that their importance lay in the production itself. Based on the
technical and stylistic variation among these, only lightly fired or sun-baked
terracottas, she suggests that the act/process of modelling of the figurines by an

individual might, in this case, be more important than the figurines themselves.

Occasionally, statuettes are found within their context of usage, for example
due to sudden abandonment of a settlement or sanctuary. This often offers direct
access to the function of the particular figures or figurines. This was the case for the
figurine termed the ‘Lady of Phylakopi’ on the Greek island of Melos, the so-called
Ingot God from Enkomi in Cyprus, and for the biggest of the figurines placed on the
bench in the Shrine of the Double Axe in Knossos on Crete. By being placed in the
focal point of the shrine, and because of their spatial relation to other objects, they

could be recognized as cult statues.

Often figures and figurines are found within their discard context. Scholars
used to consider such contexts incapable of providing us with information about
their meaning and function, with the exception of mortuary contexts, within which

figurines have often been interpreted as produced solely to serve the purpose of
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being a grave offering. However, some of them might have a long use-life, as is for
example illustrated by Cypriot Chalcolithic cruciform figurines found in mortuary
contexts, but bearing clear wear marks (Goring 1991). Repaired breakages might
also indicate that artefacts were in use before being placed in the grave. Tzonou-
Herbst (2009) has discussed the importance of Mycenaean figurines found clearly in
their discard context, within the construction fills or the household rubbish. Based
on this, she argues for a multiplicity of meanings these objects might have
embodied for different people and throughout their use-life, transgressing modern
notions of borders between sacred and profane (Tzonou-Herbst 2009: 172). In the
Corinthian sanctuary of Demeter and Kore, figurines were discarded in the
intentionally dug pits (or bothroi) within the sanctuary limits, a sign of special
treatment also after they had served their purpose (Bookidis and Stroud 1997: 159,
211, 380).

GWUAs are claimed to come from one context — within sanctuaries.
However, as I am going to illustrate, some of them are known from mortuary
contexts and even those from shrines and sanctuaries were often actually discarded,
sometimes in specially dug pits within the limits of the temple, as in Kition (Smith
2009). Thus, there is a need for a more cautious approach to the contextualization of

these figures and figurines and to the drawing of interpretations based on context.

Cultural and socioeconomic context

The use and meaning of any archaeological artefact, whether it is a pot, or a
figurine, make sense only within the cultural and socioeconomic framework in
which the particular object was produced and used. Thus, figures and figurines
should be studied not as isolated works of art, but within their cultural context, with
an awareness of other sources of data on the social relations, the level of state
formation, organization of cult, economic basis, and many other aspects of the
community structure and every day life. We have to be aware that figures and
figurines are a part of archaeological assemblages of particular cultures, and are an
aid to understanding them (Hamilton 1996b: 285). Objects such as figurines often
played an important role within society by being subject to manipulation in order to

create a common identity, or to gain and maintain power by a certain group (Smith
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2009: 17). Furthermore, as shown by Ucko in his critique of the Mother Goddess
theory (1968; 1993), there should be no single general interpretation of figures and
figurines as a category, ignoring their cultural provenance; they can and should only

be interpreted within their cultural context.

In previous scholarship, the meaning and function of Cypriot GWUAs often
used to be simply transferred from the Cretan material (Karageorghis 1977-1978).
This assumption was based on the morphological similarities between terracottas. I
propose to analyze these two assemblages separately within their respective cultural
contexts to establish a valid interpretation of their functions and meanings, and then
move on to developing a comparative discussion of them. Irrespective of the
possibility that the origins of Cypriot GWUAs might lie on Crete, they formed a
part of the Cypriot material culture, and should be studied as such.

Ethnographic analogies

Practices that might be associated with anthropomorphic images, like figures
and figurines, are very varied and complex. Without knowledge of ethnographic
studies, many possible interpretations of the material would be unknown, or not
obvious to scholars, although popular and often practised in communities of
different cultural backgrounds. Thus, ethnographic data can broaden the scope of
hypothesis that should then, ideally, be tested against the archacological data
(Talalay 1993). However, we should be very cautious when applying ethnographic
analogies not to treat them as a ready-made answer to our research questions, but
rather as making us “aware of modes of behaviour that would be difficult to deduce
by logic alone” (Talalay 1993: 40). Some of the models derived from such studies
have become an important part of the body of possible interpretations commonly
used in the research concerning figures and figurines. Below, I discuss four such
possibilities from ethnographic studies reading statuettes as dolls or toys, cult

figures, vehicles of magic and initiation figures.
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Dolls and toys

Toys are used in children’s entertainment and play. Ucko (1968; Voigt
2000: 258) also suggests that figurines used as ornaments and decoration might be
classified as such. Clay figurines (figurines rather than figures, because of their
portability) might be used and/or made as dolls. This is a popular phenomenon, as
attested by the ethnographic data collected by Ucko (1968) and Voigt (2000). Pomo
girls, for example, make the dolls talk with each other and dance in the dancing hut.
Similarly, Talensi girls and boys play with anthropomorphic and zoomorphic
figurines enacting everyday situations and pretending they are owners of large herds
(Fortes 1938). However, morphologically similar figurines can also be used in cult,
as among the Pomo, when the ‘doll’ becomes sacred, when blessed by the head
priest (Loeb 1926: 246). Talalay (1993: 48-49) proposes that three Neolithic
figurines from the Franchthi cave in Mainland Greece might have been used as toys.
They were found by the hearths together with ordinary objects like an awl, a drill,
beads, and a whorl. She suggests they may have been given to children when adults
carried out their everyday work. Ucko (1962: 45-46), based mainly on
anthropological evidence, also suggests that some of the Egyptian figurines

discussed by him might have been used as dolls.

Dolls play an important part in creating children’s perception of the world
and especially social relations and hierarchy (Bailey 2005: 67-76). As noted before,
miniaturism empowers the spectator, allows them to feel superior; a child can
control a doll like parents control him or her, thus learning his or her place within
the group. Further, dolls also represent appropriate social conventions and gender
representations. Bailey (2005: 73) argues that miniaturism makes complex issues
simpler and understandable; dolls make the world of relations more approachable,
for children as much as for adults. They help in the creation of self-identity by
practising and experimenting on social scenes, within a safe environment. Bailey
(2005: 73-75) provides a well-known example of a Barbie doll, a modern toy seen
by many as a role model for girls, appreciated by some and highly criticized by

others.
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Recognizing a toy among figurines is a challenging task. As stated before,
they usually look the same as terracottas used differently, for example as cult
objects. Archaeological context is important in the identification of function. Thus,
dolls might be found within the settlement and in the vicinity of everyday domestic
objects, including randomly in the house debris, rather than in a sanctuary.
However, through time, figurines could have different functions and a doll can
become a votive offering in the shrine, or be placed in the grave. Thus, signs of
usage are very important, including wear patterns and breakages. According to
Voigt (1983: Table 29), chipped and abraded surfaces, worn and broken areas, and

no systematic pattern of damage might be expected.

Cult Figures

Cult figures represent supernatural beings and are used as symbols and
objects of worship in often formal, communal rituals (Ucko 1968; Voigt 2000: 258).
Both figures and figurines may be used as cult objects, although bigger ones are
more visible and thus preferred. They may be made of all sorts of materials, both
precious and ordinary ones, and may be technologically superior to other types of
figures. Generally, they are used over an extended period of time and are handled
with care. They might be dressed, carried about and stored/used in ritual or

domestic contexts (Voigt 2000: Table 2).

There are also other figures and figurines often found within ritual contexts,
usually representing votaries and/or brought as offerings. Therefore, the distinction
between them and the cult figure might not be straightforward. Renfrew (1985: 23-
24) proposed five criteria based on which one can recognize cult figures. First is
size: if a single, large image is found in the central part of the sanctuary, it is a good
indication that we have encountered a representation of the supernatural being. A
second criterion is “a highly asymmetrical role emphasised markedly by attention
focussing devices” (Renfrew 1985: 23). Thus, such figures may occupy a focal
point of the shrine, together with objects, which might be interpreted as offerings.
Renfrew also suggests that power-displaying gestures can be attributed to a cult
figure, although as he further notes, a certain ambiguity is possible. The fourth

criterion can be symbols carried by the figure, especially if they are known
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previously from already understood iconography or have natural references, like for
example sunrays or a moon crescent. Another indication might be the presence of a
mythical creature, which is dominated by or flanking the main anthropomorphic

representation.

Cult figures or figurines are relatively carefully handled, so the surface is
intact or there is only minor damage. There might be localized areas of polish or
surface abrasion caused by ritual touching, and signs of burning or fresh breaks, as a
result of intentional damage at the time of disposal (Voigt 2000). Cult figures can be
found within sanctuaries or deposited in special, often inaccessible places, like
caves or bodies of water. Voigt (1983: Table 29) also suggests that figures which
are similar or which differ in morphological characteristics might be found together.
This happens because of the repeated deposition caused by the sequential usage of

figures, or because of the single deposition of a number of cult figures.

Vehicles of magic

Vehicles of magic are used in rituals whose purpose is to produce, prevent
or reverse a certain situation or state, like the protection of property, health, or harm
to one’s enemy (Ucko 1962; Voigt 2000: 258). Vehicles of magic are small and
portable, and figurines might therefore be classified as such. They are usually made
of ordinary materials; often organic substances like clay or wax. Vehicles of magic
may be used for a period of time, when for example worn as an amulet. These
figurines are frequently damaged by burning or breaking and deposited within
floors and walls in pits or bodies of water, but can also be found in habitation debris
or in separated fragments in different areas (Voigt 2000: Table 2). They can have no
wear patterns or a type of polish caused by a contact with a person wearing it as an
amulet. Several of these kinds of objects might be found together because of a
repetition of ritual or use of a number of figurines in a single event (Voigt 1983:

Table 29).

Talalay (1993: 42-43) proposes three types of rites, or traditions, connected
with magic, associated with the use of figurines: curing rites, witchcraft, and

fertility rites. These figurines often represent individuals who need to be cured,
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made ill, made to suffer or killed. Well-known examples are voodoo dolls, which
are not actually pricked with needles, but used in rituals involving prayer and
dancing, as observed by Talalay (1993: 42). Figurines used to increase fertility often
represent infants, frequently with no indicated sex, and the hopeful woman or
couple treat it like a real baby. After a successful birth, they might be either kept
and cherished or simply thrown away (Ucko 1962; Talalay 1993). Those
representing a pregnant female, according to ethnographic data, are more often used
in initiation rites. For example, in the Senufo tribe, fertility figurines are given to
girls at puberty and kept by them for the rest of their lives and buried with the
owners (Ucko 1962: 46).

Initiation figures

Initiation figures are those used in an initiation rite where adolescent
children are taught the proper kinds of social engagement (Ucko 1962; Voigt 2000:
258). Initiation figures come in various sizes; they might be large stationary figures
or small portable figurines. Similarly, they might vary in technical qualities and
style and be made of a range of materials, including wood, clay or expensive and
rare materials. They can be either used and disposed, or stored for usage in several
successive rituals. They are often found destroyed by burning, thrown into bodies of
water or within habitation debris (Voigt 2000: Table 2). They are rarely associated
with domestic structures and more often with inaccessible areas, like caves. Groups
of morphologically distinguished figurines are usually deposited together, as a

whole teaching group (Voigt 1983: Table 29).

Talalay (1993: 40-42) provides numerous ethnographic examples of the use
of figurines in initiation rites, especially in Africa. In the majority of cases, they are
associated with the teaching of the value systems of the society, including sexual
and marital matters. They are accompanied by songs, poems and stories explaining
what is represented. Initiation figurines are often produced by various people, like
members of the family of those who go through the rite, as Bantu traditions
illustrate. Thus, they might be of different technical levels, due to variation in the

skill of the makers. Ethnographic examples also illustrate patterns of disposal with
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prevailing ritual destruction, throwing away, or burying of the objects used in the

ceremony (Richards 1956).

At this point, it is worth briefly mentioning two other interesting and
important possibilities of interpretation that have been offered recently, also in
relation to ethnographic studies. Both have already been applied in the field of
Cypriot coroplastic studies, and the second of them also within Aegean
archaeology. These are a.) reading figurines or figures as individuals, originally
proposed by Bailey (1994), and b.) figurines or figures used as a means to ensure

continuous repetition of a ritual.

Figurines as individuals

Reading figurines as representations of individuals was proposed by Bailey
(1994) and partially by McDermott (1996). The latter work argues that prehistoric
‘Venus figurines’ were made by pregnant females, because of their proportions.
Bailey proposes that Chalcolithic figurines from Bulgaria might have been intended
as records of individual identities, by comparing them with social (and especially
gender) relations represented by burials. Terracottas from the examined site,
Golyamo Delchevo, vary very much in the size, decoration, and body postures they
present; the same range of diversity is visible in the mortuary data, like grave goods
(Bailey 1994: 324-325). Also, Marcus (1996: 288) in her study of Zapotec figurines,
which are said to represent ancestors, underlining that they cannot be understood as
portraits, suggests that different and elaborate hairdos were probably used to
indicate progenitors’ identity. A Campo interprets Cypriot Bronze Age plank
figurines in a similar way. Based on variety in ornamentation and the depicted face
marks, she argues that the terracottas represent individual, high status women (A
Campo 1994: 150, 165-168). And, as yet another Cypriot example, Knapp (2009:
95) suggests that Chalcolithic terracotta figurines from Mosphilia bear “stylistic
traits indicative of recognizable individuals™ and thus might be ex-voto symbols of

an individual person.
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Continuous repetition of a ritual

It has been suggested that the function of statuettes representing worshippers
found in sanctuaries might have been to give a concrete, permanent form to a prayer
and ensure its continuous repetition (Connelly 1989; Whittaker 2009). Whittaker
(2009: 102-103) presents examples of such terracottas ranging from Tell Asmar in
Mesopotamia to Cypriot Ayia Irini and the Temple at Ayia Irini on Kea. She argues
that a dedication of a figurine or a figure might have symbolized a dedication of a
prayer, or a ritual that was repeated continuously by being embodied within the
offering. A similar proposition had already been made by Evans; he suggested that
terracottas in the Double Axe shrine in Knossos were arranged in a specific way,
illustrating a ritual for a Dove Goddess (Evans 1928: 335-344). However, since this
concerns the realm of intentions, it cannot be accessed through the study of material
culture without difficulty. Furthermore, it might be problematic to distinguish if an
arrangement of figures or figurines was made only to illustrate a ritual or to ensure
its continuous repetition. This is only possible to ascertain with certainty in case of

data from written sources, including inscriptions.

Performative aspects

An important part of this thesis is the study of a performative aspect of
‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ figures and figurines. Performance is a category
of social and/or cultural practice and performance as an aspect of social being. The
archaeology of performance includes many features, like the analysis of staging or
choreography of people. This part of the research is closely connected with both the
function and the meaning of these artefacts. All the studied examples are three-
dimensional objects, with a certain degree of portability. Thus, they might be looked
at from different angles, moved, touched, and presented to others in a variety of
ways. In this thesis I consider how ‘Goddesses with Upraised Arms’ might be
handled and displayed and how that would affect the way people who interacted
with them perceived them. Thus, it is important to estimate their dimensions, both
generally and individually, because these directly affect their portability. Another

aspect is the identification of the storage and usage space, and its possible
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accessibility. Below I present two examples of performative aspects of figures and

figurines within the context of objects studied in this thesis.

Processions

An example of a performative aspect of Cretan figures, which I discuss
thoroughly in this thesis, is their possible use in processions, an organized body of
people advancing in a formal or ceremonial manner. Its existence is attested in
Bronze Age Aegean art. It was, and still is in many societies, a popular form of
public celebration, as forming an orderly and impressive ceremony, and also a kind
of cult activity, which might involve a vast majority or even a whole community.
The primary evidence of the existence of processions within the Late Bronze Age
Aegean is their depiction on wall paintings. Unfortunately, the only explicit
examples of the use of statuettes in such ceremonies come from Mainland Greece,
from Tiryns and Mycenae (Immerwahr 1990; Jones 2009). However, the most
important evidence is embodied within the figures themselves: their dimensions
make them visible but also portable, and their storage place — small shrines, which
were accessible directly from the street. This is discussed further in Chapters II and

IV.

Illustration of a performance

I have mentioned already that some groups of figures and figurines might be
arranged in a way that would depict the performance of a ritual. However, an
individual statuette can also illustrate a posture meaningful on its own, or as an
element of a series of gestures applied during the ritual (Morris 2001: 247). What is
important for this study is that the same gesture can be described as active (as an
element of the performance) and passive (as an emblematic gesture, symbolic)
within different contexts. This can be validated by, for example, the observation of
particular arrangements of groups of figurines or illustrations in other media, like
frescoes or seal stones. Also, the performance of a single gesture can be a profound

experience, especially if employed within a ritual context (Morris 2001: 245).
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More than one hundred fragmentary examples of GWUAs were found in the
western area of the Ingot God sanctuary in Enkomi on Cyprus (Webb 1999: 213).
They are often handmade and small (only six to eight centimetres). Webb (1999:
213) underlines that there were also similar sized male figurines found within this
area. Both types could originally have been attached to circular plaques and
arranged into groups of one male musician and three female dancers, judging from
the presence of fragments of bases and music instruments and from complete
examples of later date (Webb 1999: 213). Thus, the specific gesture defining these
figurines could be an element of dance. This is discussed further in Chapters III and

IV.

The Archaeology of cult

The publication of the Bronze Age sanctuary at Phylakopi on the Greek
island of Melos, entitled The Archaeology of Cult by Renfrew et al. from 1985
remains a basic research work concerning the identification of cult practice in the
archaeological record. Renfrew offers an explicit methodological approach to the
study of ritualized behaviour in past societies, and how it can be traced using the
data acquired in the excavation process. He especially underlines that the
identification of cult should be made on the basis of context and not individual
artefacts, e.g. a single figurine does not make a sanctuary. Of special importance is
also his distinction between faith/religion and cult/practice, the latter being more
accessible through the archaeological material (Renfrew er al. 1985: 12-15).
According to Renfrew’s definition, ritual behaviour of religious character is “readily
recognized in life through its formality, through the elements of repetition involved
and through its evidently purposive character — it has to be done, whether publicly
by a gathering of people, or privately in the presence of the deity” (1985: 14). For
the purpose of this thesis, his observations concerning attention focussing devices
and participation and offering are particularly important. One of the most
observable archaeologically attention focusing devices is the spatial organization of
the cult place, with a visibly significant spot — an element of the architecture or
something movable, like an altar, a cult statue, a bench or even a natural element
like a rock outcrop; other elements are smell, sound and touch (sometimes also

combined as set of gestures, or dance). Cult often requires participation of the
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celebrants in the form of special words and gestures, movement between places (i.e.
procession) and often an act of offering for the deity. This might be reflected in
iconography, spatial arrangement or the presence of special equipment (Renfrew et

al. 1985: 18-19).

Gender

Gender archaeology is one of the most vibrant and still growing field of
research. It is very much inspired by modern feminist theorists, building on Queer
theory, embodiment, and cultural phenomenology. It grew out of the ‘cherchez la
Femme’ — acknowledging the presence of women in the past into a more nuanced
studies of meaning of gender roles, identity, relationes and representationes. Thus, it

is important to review the work of the most prominent theorists and researchers.

Judith Butler

Judith Butler is an influential feminist theorist, who has contributed widely
to the fields of feminist philosophy and queer theory. Her most important
publication is Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity (1990),
where she argues that gender, sex and sexuality are culturally constructed through
the repetition of certain acts in time - they are performed as in a theatre (a metaphor
she used in an earlier essay Performative Acts and Gender Constitution (1988).
Butler also published many other works on this subject, including Undoing Gender
(2004) for more a general public). This gender performativity, according to Butler,
is socially regulated, through a framework of ‘norms’, which describe which
possibilities (of gender or sexuality) are permitted or tolerated. Thus, she questions

gender behaviours as natural.

What is important, Butler argues, is that not only gender, but also sex is
culturally constructed and forms a basis on which the binary gender and normative
heterosexuality are likewise constructed and socially presented as normal.
According to Butler, gender or sex performativity is not conscious but automatic
and it originates from social norms, and as Butler states “there is no gender identity

behind the expressions of gender; (...) identity is performatively constituted by the
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very "expressions" that are said to be its results” (1990: 25). She also challenged the
idea of a continuum between sex, gender and desire (sexuality) being caused by one
another, arguing that all of these categories should be understood as flexible.
Further, according to Butler, social reality is in fact being continuously created by
the performance of different identities through gesture, language and other symbolic
social signs (1990).

Butler also criticized feminism for trying to assert that 'women' were a group
with common characteristics and interests, which only reinforced a binary view of
gender relations. Her work forms one of the foundations of queer theory through the
idea of gender as a performance, and the challenge of binary vision of sex. Queer
theory's main subject is exploring and contesting of the categorization of gender and
sexuality and observation of the interval between what a subject does (performance)
and what a subject is (self). Other researchers who heavily influenced the
beginnings of the Queer theory are Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Adrienne Rich, Diane
Fuss and Lauren Berlant (Wilchins 2004).

Elizabeth Grosz

Elizabeth Grosz is an Australian feminist academic and a precursor of the
feminist reading of the bodily theory. Her publications include interpretations of
French philosophers (1989; 1990) and, most importantly, her work on issues of
corporeality (1994; 1995). As much as Butler, she argues that the sexually specific
body is socially constructed and is a dialectically constructed entity, refuting any

sort of essentialism or fixed nature.

In her most important book, Volatile Bodies: Toward a Corporeal Feminism
(1994) Grosz explores problems connected with thinking about the relation between
mind and body as binary or even oppositional terms, and investigates issues that do
not surrender to the traditional, Cartesian division of psychology and biology,
reason and passion. She also points out that this binary view included the alignment
of the mind with maleness and the body with femaleness and, similarly, “body has
been regarded as a source of interference in, and a danger to, the operations of
reason” (Grosz 1994: 5). Further, Grosz concentrates on corporeal experiences

unique to women, like pregnancy, childbirth or menopause, noticing that earlier
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works of philosophers such as Freud, Lacan, Foucault or Derrida provided only an
account of the male corporeality. Following that, she proposes the replacement of
woman under psychoanalytic terms as no longer represented as lack, but instead as

that which cannot be contained.

In her more recent publications, like Becoming Undone. Darwinian
Reflections on Life, Politics and Art (2011), Grosz turns to postmodern Darwinism
and proposes a new feminist reading of concepts of nature and biology, time, and
becoming. Her interpretation of the theory of evolution shows the temporality of
culture, which introduces future possibilities of creating new ways of knowing, new
sexes, and new forms of living (Rogowska-Stangret 2012). Grosz also observes the
importance of sexual selection in evolution, according to which evolution is about

becoming.

Thomas J. Csordas

Thomas J. Csordas is an American anthropologist whose research
concentrates especially on comparative religion and cultural phenomenology
grounded in embodiment. In his books he argues “that a paradigm of embodiment
can be elaborated for the study of culture and the self” (1990: 5), that the human
body is a cultural phenomenon and not merely a biological entity, as he understands
bodies as being-in-the-world. His work concentrates also on religious language,
bodily experience, and child development. In his own ethnographic studies, Csordas
observed such groups as Charismatic Catholics, North American Indians and
published extensively on the relations between medicine and religion especially in
the traditional practices of ‘religious healing’ (1994; 2002). Research questions
included the experience of Navajo cancer patients, and language and narrative in

interviews with those patients and traditional Navajo healers.

The impact of Csordas is visible in modern anthropology as a visible sign of
a fruitful cooperation between philosophy and anthropology. Namely, through new
research questiones inspired by the phenomenology it became possible to apply new
directions of a so-called psychiatric anthropology. It is a subfield of anthropology

devoted to the interaction mental processes and culture, especially between

45



culturally mediated experiences and the development or expression of mental

illness.

Marija Gimbutas and the ‘Mother Goddess’ theory

Marijja Gimbutas (Marija Gimbutiené; 23.01.1921-02.02.1994) was a
Lithuanian-American archaeologist. She brought together linguistic and
archaeological knowledge and introduced the so-called Kurgan hypothesis,
combining the study of distinctive Kurgan burial mounds with the origins and
migrations of the Proto-Indio-European (PIE) speaking peoples. She also published
work on Lithuanian folk art and the prehistory of the Balts and the Slavs. However,
in the field of coroplastic studies, she is especially known for her last three books:
The Goddesses and Gods of Old Europe (1974); The Language of the Goddess
(1989), which inspired an exhibition in Wiesbaden in 1993/94, and her final book,
The Civilization of the Goddess (1991). In these publications, she interpreted the
Paleolithic and Neolithic (‘Old Europe’ - a term she introduced) female
representations as depicting a single universal Great Mother Goddess reflecting the
centrality of women in religious and cultural life; she did so by tracing cross-
cultural and cross-chronological symbolic parallels. She wrote, “The multiple
categories, functions, and symbols used by prehistoric peoples to express the Great
Mystery are all aspects of the unbroken unity of one deity, a Goddess who is
ultimately Nature herself.” (1991: 223). However, she did recognize her many faces
and names, like the bird goddess, mistress of animals, Queen of the Mountains,
snake goddess, life-giver, craft-giver, birth-giver, pregnant earth and the double
goddess (mother-daughter). Gimbutas also linked this deity with a variety of
symbols, including triangles, snake coils, spirals, concentric circles and the use of
red ochre. She considered ‘Old Europe’ to be Goddess and woman-centered
(gynocentric), and the Bronze Age Indo-European culture as patriarchal
(androcratic), supplanting the previous view. Gimbutas defined the gynocentric
societies as peaceful and egalitarian. However, Gimbutas rejects the term
‘matriarchy’ because it too often implies a hierarchical structure of domination in
which women rule society by force (Gimbutas 1991: 294-296). Marija Gimbutas’

impact reached beyond the academic community, her theories have been widely
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acclaimed by some feminists and many spiritual movements, while, at the same
time, they were widely criticized by scholars working with the archacological
material as having many methodological flaws (Talalay 1994; Meskell 1995;
Conkey and Tringham 1995). Gimbutas’ interpretation of the material goes far
beyond the probability offered by the archaeological record; she also over-used
cross-cultural comparisons and often based interpretations on data taken outside its
context. Unfortunately, for the wider public, the ‘Mother Goddess’ theory is still an
easy answer both to questions concerning the past and modern problems connected
with, among other concerns, inequality and gender discrimination. However, in the
last twenty years, these subjects have been very well tackled by gender archaeology
(discussed further below), which will hopefully also be able to promote its

outcomes outside the academic world and to the general public.

Gender in archaeology

The subject of gender relations, roles and ideology has become increasingly
important in archaeology over the last decades, especially since the publication of
the pioneering works of Gero (1983) and Conkey and Spector (1984). The term
‘sex’ refers to the biological difference between male and female, while ‘gender’
points to the social norms of the particular culture and to the meaning of being
‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’. However, some recent studies argues that ‘sex’ might
also to a certain extent be socially constructed, but for the purpose of archaeological
research, the distinction between biological ‘sex’ and cultural ‘gender’ is still
relevant (Nelson 2004: 3; Gosden 1999: 132-151). There are two common
difficulties related with approaches to gender in archaeology. The first is the danger
of applying one cultural context, usually modern gender roles, to past societies, and
the second is reading the archaeological record within the pre-conception of the
glorious ‘gynocentric’ past (Nelson 2004: 10). While observing gender aspects of
the studied culture, it is also important to avoid regarding masculine characteristics
as having higher value and female roles as inferior or vice versa; the meaning of
varied roles in past societies might differ from modern conceptions. Moreover,
according to feminist theory, gender should be treated as a process rather than as a
defined and constant quality. Over the years, gender archaeology has evolved from

criticizing androcentrism and the search for women in the archaeological record into
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discussing issues of difference and studying other aspects of life intersecting with
gender, like wealth, age or ethnicity (Meskell 1999; Wylie 1997). Gender
archaeology also looks outside the study of artefacts and past cultures towards
modern social problems, as defined by Brumfiel: “An archaeology of gender can
(1.) promote self-confidence and pride for women and people of other genders, (2.)
create a sympathetic understanding of difference within genders and sameness
across genders that will facilitate broad-based political movements capable of
achieving social equality, and (3.) enhance our understanding of how gender
hierarchy is created and maintained so as to design effective policies for promoting

equality in contemporary society.” (Brumfiel 2006: 31-58).

One of the earliest studies, which concerned engendering of the material
culture as a new and distinct approach was provided by Margaret Conkey (1991). In
her reinterpretation of the Cuerto de la Mina site, an Upper-Palaeolithic rock-shelter
in Spain, she not only looked for a presence of woman but for the value of woman’s
work, based on how objects produced by them were valued and with which levels of
production they were involved. She studied in detail the bone and antler industry,
observing how different actions had to be connected and depended on each other,
and could give a way to the development of both social order and tensions (1991:
76-80). Conkey used also ethnographic examples to establish how different tasks
connected with production might have been divided according to gender (or age),
arguing that males would produce objects connected with big-game hunting (ie.
weapons, flint), and women and children would make the associated products (ie.
nets, tents). This study however relied very much on projecting of the roles visible
in the ethnographic record, and thus needs to be considered speculative

(Whitehouse 2006: 750).

Another important gender archaeologist is Lynn Meskell, who studied
Egyptian tombs dated to the Eighteen and Nineteenth Dynasty in Deir el Medina,
with a particular attention to gender differences visible in the funerary material
connected with men and woman graves (1998, 1999). Both women and children
were given fewer amulets and other magical items, and in texts were referred to in
connection with father or husband. However, she argued also that age and social

status were equally or even more important than gender in the Egyptian society,
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introducing an important subject of intersectionism of different elements of group
and individual identity. Households in turn seem to be female-oriented, with front
rooms including space connected with rituals concerning procreation, childbirth and
woman’s daily activities (Meskell 1999). She defines archaeology as an

anthropology of the past.

Rosemary Joyce’s research is concerned with Prehispanic inhabitants of
Central America and especially the ways in which they used material culture to
negotiate their social roles and status. She published on the use of iconography in
negotiation and reinforcement of gendered identities, on example of the
monumental and small-scale imagery in the Classic Maya and Formative periods
(Joyce 1997, 1999, 2001). Joyce argues that objects found within the archaeological
material can be seen as utterances by people who produced them (Joyce 2002: 141),
that “is to say that the object created was expressive, that it is a representation of, at
the very least, a social engagement with the past world in which the people lived”
(Joyce 2002: 142). In her recent book, ‘Ancient Bodies. Ancient Lives’ (2009) she
not only reviews the way gender was constructed in different periods of human

history, but also why this direction of research is important for the modern societies.

Recently Meskell and Joyce (2003) also undertook a diachronic comparative
research together, which aims to go beyond the Cartesian dualism and concentrates
on the embodiment and sexual politics of representation. Within this study they
examined the ‘phallic culture’, visible both in the Egyptian and Mayan societies.
They argue that masculine sexuality is central in both the iconography and textual
evidence of these cultures (Meskell and Joyce 2003: 10-13). As an example, they
provide myths concerning male masturbation (Egyptian god Atum) and
iconography in which males have exaggerated phalluses, however they underline
that it is more clear within the Mayan culture (Meskell and Joyce 2003: 53). In
conclusion, they state that the material culture provides “evocative fragments of
past life to think through our own cultural contexts to understand the importance of
our different legacies and refigure our (...) experiences with the recognition of

cultural difference firmly in mind” (Meskell and Joyce 2003: 162).
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Coroplastic studies in other cultures have already suggested that figures and
figurines can be a significant indicator of social identity and changing gender
relations. The nature of such representations makes them a useful tool to negotiate
or enforce gender norms. Figurines and figures may have been representations of
deities or actual people, but they were also a way to express ideas connected with
important aspects of human nature in a particular culture (Mina 2008: 215). For
figurine and figure studies, it is of basic importance to properly identify gendered
images, including mix-gender concepts or gender ambiguity. Certain answers about
the gender of the representation can give a clear depiction of male or female
genitals, less so secondary gender characteristics like breasts or facial hair. It is
important to be cautious with assumptions based on generalizations of
characteristics visible only in some examples, i.e. when only a small amount of
figurines is gendered, and not to extrapolate their gender onto the whole
assemblage. If mix-gender elements are present, it is desirable to discuss patterns in
this kind of representation, if observable. Figurines and figures are also sometimes
left genderless or their gender is not specifically underlined, with other elements
like clothing or jewellery rendered more claborately. This might be a deliberate
choice, which illustrates concepts of primary identity developed within a particular
society. Modern scholarship also acknowledges that although some attributes might
be ascribed to a particular gender within a particular society (i.e. types of garment,
hairstyle or use of specific symbols), any cross-cultural generalization should be
avoided (including assumptions based on modern concepts of ‘masculine’ and
‘feminine’). Brumfiel's study of Xaltocan figurines, after incorporation of this
region by the Atzec empire, offers an excellent example of a gendered approach in

archacology and coroplastic studies (Brumfiel 1996: 143-166).

An important Aegean archaeologist, who concentrated on gender questions
within her research is Lauren E. Talalay, who mostly followed in the path set up
earlier by Ucko. She published extensively on the Neolithic figurines from Southern
Greece (1983; 1993). She argues that those objects could have multiple functions,
some of them could have been toys, like three Neolithic figurines from the
Franchthi cave (1993: 48-49) or vehicles of magic, representing i.e. individuals who
need to be cured (1993: 42). She also provides numerous ethnographic examples,

introducing them as useful analogies for the studied material. Talalay also published
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an important article ‘A4 Feminist Boomerang: The Great Goddess of Greek
Prehistory’ (1994), in which she reviewed and discussed the role of Gimbutas’s

‘Mother Goddess’ theory in the field of the Aegean archaeology.

In the field of Aegean (and also Cypriot) archaeology, another valuable
contribution is presented by Mina and her work on Neolithic and Early Bronze Age
terracottas (Mina 2008, 2007: 263-282, 2005: 111-114). In her research she is
adopting an explicitly gender-oriented approach to studied figurines, which allows
her, “to deconstruct the perceptions held by the figurine manufacturers and users
concerning gender and social identity in general” (Mina 2009:171). While
discussing Cretan and Cypriot earliest terracottas Mina turns to diachronic models
of studies, which in turn provided valuable observations on the different paths of

development taken on by this two island societies.

Additionally, research of L. Hitchock concerning interpretations of the
Minoan iconography brings to the forefront the division between bronze figurines
and other media, like frescoes. She argues that bronzes represent clear binary
gender division, however paintings illustrate a certain ambiguity in representation of
gender. Especially it is illustrated by her discussion of the so-called ‘Priest-King’
relief fresco, where she argues that the depicted person has the white skin used in
Minoan art for females; however, the hair style and the clothing is the one
conventionally applied for the males. Moreover, she argues it was a deliberate
choice, which illustrates an officially functioning gender ambiguity within Minoan
society (2000b). Other gender-orientated discussions concerning Aegean frescoes
were published by Rehak, and included observations on the gender specific rites of

passage and the intersection between age and gender (1984, 1998, 2002).

Another contributor to this field is Benjamin Alberti, who applied Butler’s
theoretical work in his studies of Minoan figurative art (2001, 2002). He observed
that in the iconography presented in frescoes, the body starts as an unsexed and
ungendered ‘template’, representing the same standard shape, and only
subsequently 1is it given attributes and context, related to the performative
production of gender. Alberti argues that the only clearly marked sex characteristics

are breasts, while the phallus is almost entirely absent from the Late Bronze Age
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Cretan iconography (1997, 2011). Moreover, in a chapter titled ‘Archaeology, Men,
and Masculinities’, which he published in the ‘Handbook of Gender in
Archaeology’ (Nelson 2006), Alberti reviews issues concerning studying man (and
masculinity) in archaeology, who for a long time was concerned as virtually
genderless and standing for the society as a whole. Alberti argues that there is a
need for such studies, but as a part of gender archacology and not as a separate
subfield, and he also calls for a greater reflexivity on part of male researchers (2006:

401-433).

Island Archaeology

Crete and Cyprus are islands, and this geographical factor shaped the
development of the populations, which inhabited them. Island archaeology has
become a distinct sub-field in recent years, connected with the subjects of insularity,
connectivity and identity (discussed below). Its origins are marked by the
publication of an article called ‘Islands as laboratories for the study of culture
process’ by J.D. Evans in 1973. Scholars usually present either a biogeographical
approach, focused on climate and ecological factors, or a social approach,
considering the development of a spatially conditioned identity and process of
isolation or interaction with an outside world (Knapp 2009: 16). The sea
surrounding the landscape might be seen as a barrier or a bridge between the
familiar and the unknown. Islanders’ perspective includes a dual experience of land
and sea (Knapp 2009: 16-17; Broodbank 2000: 28-29). Islands become prominent
and flourish for two reasons: the presence of rare resources or a unique location,
serving as stepping stone to the mainland or other islands (Knapp 2009: 17), which
is true for both Crete (location) and Cyprus (location and resources). However,
interregional contacts may also lead to foreign domination and exploitation of local
resources or geographical position. Knapp proposes insularity as a key concept in
island archaeology (2009: 18). Insularity can be a result of personal, historical or
social contingencys; it is the quality of being isolated as a result of living on islands,
or of being somewhat detached in experience and outlook. In place of isolation and
connection, Broodbank proposes the concepts of independence and integration
(2000: 28-29). Recently more often diachronic and comparative models of research

are also adopted, using islands as case studies for comparing different approaches,
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which societies undertook towards similar problems (see articles in Cadogan et al.

2012).

Ethnicity

The concept of ethnicity is strictly a cultural construct, which can be based
on and expressed by a common language (or a dialect), physical appearance,
cultural heritage, shared history, religion, rituals, or traditions. It is an important and
visible part of group and individual identity. An example of what ethnicity consists
of is Herodotus’s description of what defines the Greeks: ancestry, language, cult
and rituals, and shared customs (VIII.144.2). However, ethnic differences can be
observed without an element of important cultural differences, there can also be
cultural variations within one ethnic group (Eriksen 2011:42). There is a growing
consensus in both archaeology and anthropology that ethnicity is constructed and
contextual (Barth 1969), but still it is seen as a valuable research question/direction.
An important discussion of the ethnicity concept was presented by Eriksen in his
publication ‘Ethnicity and Nationalism: Anthropological Perspective’ (1993). He
argues that ethnicity is not fixed, but is a very dynamic aspect of social
relationships. A very important issue, also introduced by Eriksen is that “ethnicity is
a property of a relationship between two or several groups, not a property of a
group; it exists between and not within groups” (2011: 44). In other words it is an

element of identity, which is constructed mostly in opposition to the ‘other’.

The question of ethnicity is an important one when discussing contacts
between the Aegean and Cyprus in the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age, especially
in the context of the so-called ‘Mycenaean settlers’ in Cyprus (Catling 1973;
Cadogan 1993; Karageorghis 1990, 1994). Although the presence of Greek
language in Cyprus in this period is attested, the archaeological material points out
to different cultural backgrounds of the inhabitants, thus the question of ethnicity is

still being widely discussed.
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Identity

There are many definitions of ‘identity’, the most basic one being offered by
Hogg and Abrams (1988: 2): “it is people’s concepts of who they are, of what sort
of people they are, and how they relate to others”, and by Jenkins (1996:4):
“[identity] refers to the ways in which individuals and collectivities are
distinguished in their social relations with other individuals and collectivities”.
Identity is based on a difference from the ‘other’ rather than on unity. In
archaeology, it has often been associated with the concept of ‘ethnicity’, although
social identity is a broader category that encapsulates also this one. ‘<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>