ISSN 1301-7667

QERSI’r
e\ é\"Y‘/'

IN(/

"
b1
1
N
269"

WERS

MERSIN UNIVERSITESI KILIKIA ARKEOLOJISINI ARASTIRMA MERKEZI
MERSIN UNIVERSITY PUBLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH CENTER OF CILICIAN ARCHAEOLOGY

KAAM

YAYINLARI

OLBA
VII

(Ozel Say1)

Solisin,

ChAYG
~—

\l\e.\). Kilikig 4%
Q
)

./?s,”aw Ew)\\%’@

MERSIN
2003



KAAM YAYINLARI
OLBA
VII
(Ozel Sayr)

© 2003 Mersin/Tiirkiye
ISSN 1301-7667

OLBA dergisi hakemlidir ve Mayis-Haziran aylarinda olmak iizere,
yilda iki kez basilmaktadir.
Published each year in May and June.

KAAM’1n izni olmadan OLBA’nin hicbir boliimii kopya edilemez.
Alint1 yapilmasi durumunda dipnot ile referans gosterilmelidir.
It is not allowed to copy any section of OLBA without the permit of KAAM.

OLBA’ya gonderilen makaleler asagidaki web adresinde yada KAAM tarafindan dagitilan
brostirlerde bildirilmis olan formatlara uygun oldugu taktirde basilacaktir.

Articles should be written according the formats mentioned in the following web address
or brochures distributed by KAAM

Yayinlanmasi istenilen makalelerin, her yilin sonuna kadar asagida belirtilen
iletisim adreslerine teslim edilmis olmas1 gerekmektedir.
Articles should be sent to the following correspondence addresses till the end of the year.

OLBA’nin yeni sayilarinda yaymlanmasi istenen makaleler icin yazisma adresi:
Correspondance addresses for sending articles to following volumes of OLBA:

Prof. Dr. Serra Durugoniil
Mersin Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Arkeoloji Boliimii
Ciftlikkoy Kampiisii
33342-MERSIN
TURKEY

Diger Iletisim Adresleri
Other Correspondance Addresses

Tel:00.90.324.361 00 01 (10 Lines)/162-163
Fax: 00.90.324.361 00 46
web mail: www.kaam.mersin.edu.tr
e-mail: kaam@mersin.edu.tr



\QEF\Sir@&
P

s

VY

G,

b1
N
269"

“\ER Sin

MERSIN UNIVERSITESI
KILIKIA ARKEOLOJISINI ARASTIRMA MERKEZ]
(KAAM)
YAYINLARI-VII

MERSIN UNIVERSITY
PUBLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH CENTER OF
CILICIAN ARCHAEOLOGY
(KAAM)-VII
(Ozel Sayr)

Editor
Serra DURUGONUL
Murat DURUKAN

Bilim Kurulu

Prof. Dr. Serra DURUGONUL
Prof. Dr. Coskun OZGUNEL
Prof. Dr. Tomris BAKIR
Prof. Dr. Hayat ERKANAL
Prof. Dr. Sencer SAHIN
Prof. Dr. Yildiz OTUKEN

Solisin,

ChAYG
~—

¢

799%

N

\l\e.\). Kilikig 4%
29 B
Yoy et

MERSIN
2003



OLBA’ nin Basilmast I¢cin Vermis Oldugu Desteklerden Dolay
Mersin Universitesi Rektorii Prof. Dr. Ugur Oral’ a
Tesekkiir Ederiz.

Ege Yayinlar1 2003 - ISTANBUL



Icindekiler/Contents

Fikret K. Yegiil
Closing Remarks on the IIl. International Symposium on Cilician

Arcahaeology, 1-4 June 2002 1
Ahmet Unal
Hititler, Akdeniz ve Liman Kenti Ura 13

Emanuela Borgia
Archaeology in Cilicia in the Ancient Travellers’ Notes 41

Sabine Fourrier

Cyprus and Cilicia in the Iron Age : a Review of the Evidence ... 19
Serra Durugoniil

Archaic Cypriote Statuary in the Museum of Adana 93
Ahmet Kaan Senol-Gonca Cankardes Senol

Commercial Ties of Cilicia by Means of Hellenistic and Roman Amphorae ... 119
Emel Erten

Glass Finds From OLBA Survey-2001 145
Isa Kizgut

Silifke Miizesi Bronz Heykelciklerine Yansiyan Kilikya Tanrilari ... 155
Marion Meyer

Divinities and their Images. Phenomena of Acculturation in Smooth Cilicia ... 189
Ruprecht Ziegler

Asklepioskult und Kaiserkult im kilikischen Aigeai um die Mitte des

3. Jahrhunderts n.Chr. 205

Murat Durukan

OlbalDiocaesarea’ daki Piramit Catili Mezar Amitinin Tarihlemesi
Uzerine Yeni Bir Goriig 219

Bilal Sogiit
Daglik Kilikia Bolgesi Mezar Nisleri 239

Eugenia Equini Schneider
Some Considerations on Elaiussa’s North-Eastern Necropolis ... 263



ARCHAIC CYPRIOTE STATUARY
IN THE MUSEUM OF ADANA
(LEV. 8-16)

Serra DURUGONUL*

OZET

Adana’da (Caldagr) bir fabrika yapimi sirasinda sekiz heykel, bir ¢ukurun icersine
Ozenle yerlestirilmis bir sekilde bulunmuslardir. Bu makale esas olarak bu heykel-
leri ele alirken, benzerlerine Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyetinde yiiriitmiis oldugu-
muz ylizey arastirmalarinda da rastlanilmasi sonucunda karsilagtirmali bir calismay1
hedeflemistir. Adana Miizesinde bulunan ve Kibris’in kendine 6zgii tarzi ile
yapilmis olan bu heykellerde tipolojik olarak ii¢ gurup ortaya ¢ikmaktadir: Dogu
etkili, Misir etkili ve Yunan etkili Kibris tarzi. Makale bugiine kadar bu konuda
caligmis olan arkeologlarin goriislerini de tartismaya agarken, Adana miizesinde
korunan bu heykellerin Kibris’ta tiretilmis olup, ¢cagimizda Adana’ya getirilmis
olduklarini savunmaktadir. Ayrica Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyetinde yiiriitmiig
oldugumuz yiizey arastirmalarinda (Yenierenkdy/Vikla’da) gormiis oldugumuz ve
yapilmis olduklar1 ¢agda tamamlanmamis olan, birisi 4.40 digeri 2.30 m. yiiksek-
ligindeki iki heykel de, digerleri ile ¢agdas olduklarindan burada ele alinmiglardir.

A group of eight statues was found during the construction of a cement
factory in 1983 in Adana (Caldagi). The excavators from the museum of
Adana noted that they were laid next to each other in a dig, not being

* Prof. Dr. Serra Durugoniil, Mersin Universitesi, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Arkeoloji Boliimii, 33342
Ciftlikkoy Kampiisii. TR-Mersin.

I owe my thanks to the following offices and persons who gave me the working permit, helped
with technical problems and enriched the work with their discussions on the matter: Ministery of
Culture, Director of the Museum in Adana Kazim Tosun and his assistant Huriye Sakallioglu.
Ministery of Turizm and Enviroment in Northern Cyprus Turk Republic Ilkay Feridun and Hasan
Tekel. My collegues from the Department of Archaeology in Mersin Dr. Murat Durukan and
Nesibe Kara (M.A) as well as my colleagues Dr. Sabine Fourrier and Dr. Katja Lembke. I would
also like to thank Donna Heliste for her supervision on the English text and the photographer of
the university Mersin, Thsan Bigakgl.
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thrown on top of each other. Five of these statues have only some parts
missing (head of all, feet and arms of some); three have only the feet with
the edge of the drapery preserved.

During our survey in Northern Cyprus twelve statues were seen by our
team which form parallels to the statues in Adana. Firstly, a description of
the material in Adana will be given, and then, a comparison with their
parallels will follow. Finally, purpose, style, and dating as well as the
sculptor/workshops evidence will be discussed. The inventory numbers
given by the museum in Adana should not be confusing, the statues are
handled chronologically, independently from the sequence of their inven-
tory numbers.

Inv. Nr.: 2. 1. 83

Fig. Nr.: 1

Height: 1.17 m

Width: 51 cm (measured at the shoulders)
Material: Limestone

Preservation Condition: The head is missing; the section beneath the
knees is much damaged and the feet are missing

Inv. Nr.: 3. 1. 83

Fig. Nr.: 2.3.4.5

Height: 1.10 m

Width: 51 cm(at the shoulders)
Material: Limestone

Preservation Condition: The head, right hand and the section beneath
the knees are lost.

Inv. Nr.: 4. 1. 83

Fig. Nr.: 6

Height: 1.27 m

Width: 54 cm (at the shoulders)
Material: Limestone

Preservation Condition: The head and finger of the right hand are
missing.

All three statues are frontally positioned with legs placed next to
each other and arms hanging sideways, hands held as fists. They are
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eachwrapped in a mantle which is draped over the left shoulder to the
rear. The right half shows thin, numerous folds which start at the left
shoulder and run diagonally to the right leg, the space between the folds
widening more and more. The mantle has a fringed border. Near the the
elbow level it is possible to see the sleeves of the undergarment (missing
on 3.1.83; but noticeable at the throat).The mantle is draped to the rear
and here it is noticeable only through a slight projection which runs from
the left side over the thigh crosswise to the right side which makes the
differenciation of the mantle from the undergarment possible. The rear
(with the exception of the protruding buttocks) is very flat; red paint is
preserved at some points. The better preservation of 4.1.83 makes it clear
that the undergarment reaches the ground in a flat, foldless style. But the
border of the undergarment is not carved out as it is in 3.1.83.

These three statues (Inv. Nr. 2.1. 83, 3.1. 83, 4.1. 83) are similar in
their position, in the wrapping of their garment and its folds so that we
can talk about them as a group and compare them together with other
similar statues.

The most important characteristic of this group is the plastically raised
fringed edge of their mantle running diagonally from their their left shoul-
der to their right leg'. In analogy to parallels which wear such a mantle
and have a conical cap, it is possible to reconstruct the headgear of a
conical cap and a beard on these statues in Adana. Similar examples have
been identified as “Assyrian”, in “ Oriental Style”, belonging to *“ Second
Proto Cypriote”, “Archaic-Cypro-Greek” or “Sub-Archaic” period and
styles. The raised fringed edge of the mantle has frequently lead to the
identification of this group as standing under “Assyrian” influence which
is misleading. But certainly one can trace an oriental taste or Cypriote
charcteristics>. Mylonas® groups these statues as “Male Donor with

1 Schmidt, 1968 Taf. 7 Nr. 1812; Taf. 8; Taf. 9; Ergiile¢c 1972, 53 PL.XXI; Myres 1914, 141 ff Nr.
1004; 217 Nr. 1352. “Assyrian Dress” “Oriental Style” (700-650 v. Chr.); Cesnola 1885, P1. VI Nr.
8. PL. XLIV Nr. 281 ( compare Gjerstad, E, 1948, 100 second Proto-Cypriote 560-540); P1. XLVII
Nr. 284 (compare Gjerstad E, 1948, 99); Pl. L Nr. 295; PL.LV Nr.355; Pl. LX Nr. 407; Wriedt
Sorensen 1994, 80, P1. 22; Cesnola 1954, Pl. XXVII. XXIX p. 409 (small differences such as the
length of the sleeves might appear).

2 Lewe 1975, 42.
3 Mylonas 1998, 124. 126.
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Conical Cap” and compares this headgear with eastern examples of
Hittite-Aramaic or Phrygian art (Kitaris). These statues are meant to
represent aristocrats with high status or to represent the priest-king.

The dating of this group varies but it has mostly been suggested that it
comes from about 700 B.C. until the end of the 6% century B.C. (700-510
B.C.)* Arms hanging down and clinging to the body is a characteristic
dating to the end of the 6" century B.C.>

Comparison material from Cyprus:

a) Boltagh (Lythrankomi): St. Barnabas Magazine, Inv. Nr. 78.1. 436
b) Statue at the garden of Gazimagusa Museum (fig. 7)

¢) Magazine of Gazimagusa Museum, Inv.Nr. 78. 1. 584

Inv. Nr.: 5.1.83

Fig. Nr.: 8.9

Height: 56 cm

Width: 43 cm (at the shoulders)

Material: Limestone

Preservation condition: The head is missing. Only the upper part of the
body with the left arm to the wrist and the right hand which is held
over the chest are preserved.

The statue is frontally positioned. The right hand is held on the chest
and the left hand is hanging down. A long-sleeved garment is noticeable
by the border at the right wrist. The statue holds a lotus flower with her
right hand.She has much jewelery: A bracelet is wound around her left
upper arm (with red paint traces); furthermore, she wears a simple
bracelet with a double ring on her right wrist. Finally, she has a necklace
with three rows arranged below each other which all are reminicent of
beads; the three rows are attached to each other by square formed middle
pendants. At the rear her hair covers her neck. The hair is ornamentally
represented and is formed of three strips (as far as preserved) arranged
over each other with curled ends: From the mid-right each hair strip curls
towards the right and from the mid-left each hair strip curls towards the
left.

4 Vermeule 1974,287; Ergiilec 1972, 53; Wriedt Sorensen 1994, 80.
5 Mylonas 1998, 127.191. 217.
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The most important characteristic of this statue is its jewellery which
is familiar in different versions to the terracottas of Samos®. But more
similar to these described, with a bracelet of three rows attached by
pendants in the middle are grouped by Yon, Ergiile¢, Schiirman and
Wriedt Sorensen’. Not only does the jewellery but also the garment with
long sleeves and the lotus held on the chest indicates that this statue in
Adana belongs to the group of female figures with Phoenician-Egyptian
influence on Cyprus.

Female statues mostly come from sanctuaries where a goddess was
worshipped and these statues were dedicated by women. They are repre-
sented as holding offerings (flowers, fruits or small-scale animals) for the
goddess whose sanctuary they were “visiting”. Female figures are
grouped as veiled and unveiled with free hair, sometimes defined as the
“Egyptian Wig Hair Style”®. The statue in Adana is to be reconstructed
like the statues in the group identified by Mylonas as the “Early Female
Figures With Free Hair™: The rectangular body with bare feet set next to
each other and placed horizontally downwards on a rectangular base; with
one arm hanging down and the other holding a flower; with a long
garment having long sleeves (uncertian if peplos or chiton); with a mantle
worn sometimes over it, whereby the projection around the neck is mostly
taken as a proof for the mantle'?; with the rich jewellery (bracelets with
3 or 4 rows of round or rectangularly formed beads, combined in the
middle by a pendant); with the hair falling to the back, being structured
vertically. The rich jewellery is either meant to be taken in a religious
sense to protect its owner from bad influences!'! or to reflect the wealth of
the donor whereas the statue represents a celebrant (adorant)'2.

6 Schmidt 1968, PL. 49 Nr. T 24, T 484, T 1397; P1. 50 Nr. T 1151; PL 51 Nr. T 176+642, T1505;
Taf. 52 Nicosia C 698, T 636; P1. 59 Nr. T 2085, Nicosia C 609; P1. 71 Nr. T 600.

7 Yon 1974, 39 Nr. 38 Pl. 12 Fig.17; 108 Nr.37 Fig.35; P1.35 Nr. 38.69; Ergiile¢ 1972, PLI:1;
Schiirman 1984, 91 Nr.114 (1:3); 91 Nr. 115 (1:3); 93 Nr. 123 (1:3);Wriedt Sorensen 1994,
PLXXIII b.

8 Mylonas 1998, 163.

9 Mylonas 1998, 164; Yon 1974, 84; Schiirman 1984, 150 ff.; 91 Nr.114; 91 Nr. 115; 91. Nr. 116.
10 Mylonas 1998, 167. 196 ff. ftn. 825; 220 f.

11 Mylonas 1998, 216.220.

12 Wriedt Sorensen 1994, 84. 85.
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As for the dating, this group starts during the late 7" century B.C. and
continues till about the end of the 6" century B.C.!3. The hairstyle of the
statue in Adana makes it possible to date it at the 6" century B.C. because
the free hair is stylized and the hair strands which run to the right and to
the left from the middle and end in spiral curls is typical of this period'4.

Comparison material from Cyprus:
a) St. Barnabas Museum, courtyard, Inv. Nr. 81. 5. E1(fig. 10. 11)

b) St. Barnabas Museum, magazine, Inv. Nr. 81. 5. E2, similar but
with a loose drapery.

Inv. Nr.: 1. 1. 83

Fig. Nr.: 12. 13. 14. 15. 16

Height: 1.50 m

Width: 70 cm (from one preserved arm to the other)

Material: Limestone

Preservation Condition: The head, lower part of the arms and feet are
missing

A frontally-positioned statue with the left leg stepping slightly forwards.
The right arm stretched forward, the left arm hangs sideways but it is
broken at elbow level. The pinned part of the chiton on the preserved left
shoulder is very remarkable.

The mantle and chiton are differenciated from each other by their con-
trasting material. The chiton bunches up between the legs. The mantle is
richly folded and wrapped around the body: The edge of the mantle,
carried from the rear to the front falls down in two pieces, of which the one
ends in the form of a swallowtail at thigh level, while the other falls down
to the knees getting thicker and ending in a wave motif. The edge of the
mantle running underneath the right breast is also decorated with a wave
motif. The right half of the body is mostly covered with the mantle and
shows thin folds which start from the left shoulder and run horizontally
toward the right. The left side is not covered by the mantle and shows the
thin wavy folds of the chiton, which run horizontally and vertically due

13 Yon 1974, 28ff; Ergiile¢ 1972, PI. I:1.
14 Mylonas 1998, 167 ftn. 702
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to the kolpos!. At the rear of the statue, the end part of the mantle, which
is falling down is quite wide and covers the body . The main motif of this
section is the swallowtail. Traces of red paint can be seen in this section.

The similarity of the statue in the Cesnola Collection!® with the
wrapping of the mantle and the style of the folds gives a good idea in
analogy of how the missing feet, arms and head of this statue must have
been. Less similar in the wrapping of the mantle and in the way the long
hair falls over the shoulders is the “Priest with a dove” from the same
collection!” but it also gives an idea for the reconstruction of the statue in
Adana, which possibly also held an offering object in its hand. Both
examples are dated around 550-500 B.C.'8

The similarity in the wrapping of the mantle and the folds can be
compared further on with statues of the Cesnola collection!®: The best
comparison?’ in the way of wrapping the mantle over the left shoulder
backwards and then again forwards forming a vertical thick fold between
the legs which is also known from Ionia?! gives a clue for the reconstruc-
tion of the arms, which despite hanging down still could have held an
offering. This can be compared with the left arm of the statue in Adana,
whereas the right arm of the Adana statue is lifted more upwards.

This statue in Adana belongs to the group of Hellenized statues. In
spite of the projecting chest and the carefully reflected pinned chiton that
can be observed over the left shoulder, this figure is to be identified in
analogy to the comparison material described above as a male figure?.

15 Ozgan 1978, 102.

16 Myres 1914, 218 f. Nr. 1355.

17 Myres 1914, 214 ff Nr. 1351.

18 Myres 1914, 214 — 219; Vermeule 1974, 288.

19 Cesnola 1885, Taf. L Nr. 294. P1. LXII Nr.428, compare with Gjerstad 1948, 114 first Cypro-
Greek Phase); P1. LXIII Nr. 429; compare also Cesnola 1954, P1 XII p. 407.

20 Cesnola 1885, PI. LXVIII Nr. 453 compare with Gjerstad 1948, 121 first sub-Archaic Cypro-
Greek Phase.

21 Ozgan 1978, 100; Fuchs-Floren 1987, 378 ff.

22 As a matter of fact such detailed buttons are seen by the kore: Schrader 1905, Pl. 46 Nr.37
(Akr.686); P1. 54 Nr. 41 (Akr. 682); P1. 58 Nr. 40 (Akr. 598); P1. 60 Nr. 43 (Akr. 675); PL. 63 Nr.
44 (Akr. 674) ; Pl. 68 Nr.45 (Akr. 680). Compare also Karageorghis-Styrenius-Windbach 1977,
44 PI. 35 Nr.1.
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Parallels for dressed male statues are delivered especially from Ionia®; in
Ionia and Cyprus the pinned chiton of male figures are obvious?*.

First, we should have a look at the development of the youth with
mantle: The naked youth (Kuros) of the west is replaced by the youth in
mantle around 560-530 B.C. This model was favored also in Samos,
Delos, Amorgos, Northern Greece and later in the east, such as in Cyprus.
The characteristics of this type are very similar to the statue in Adana with
Inv. Nr. 1.1.83: The outstreched left leg stepping forwards and the right
leg held clearly backwards; the long sleeved chiton which is gathered to
a thick piece of folded drapery between the legs at the front. The mantle
is fastened at the left shoulder and leaves the left side of the body free.
The Milesian kuroi are the first to break the strick pose of the kore; the
stepping forward was first undertaken by the kuroi of Samos with which
Cyprus had intensive contacts as Cypriote sculptors found a good market
in big sanctuaries like the Heraion in Samos with their mass production
which was also cheap. We can observe that a development of Cypriote
sculpture has taken place with this group: The chiton and mantle have
gained an eastern Greek manner in their folds getting much finer, richer
and obtaining movement?; furthermore the projecting chest and the left
leg placed slightly forwards as well as the arm which is stretched forward
in order to hold an offering and is not tightly clinging to the body any
longer?®.

Like its parallels, this statue must have acted as a celebrant (adorant)
or priest in a temple?’.

This type occurs after mid 6% century B.C and runs parallel to the
sculptures with conical cap for a while?8. Its appereance in Cyprus is
much more provincial.

23 Ozgan 1978, 36. 46 ff.56ff. 66 ff. fig. 16-19; Schrader 1905, Pl. 128 Nr.308 (Akr. 633) p. 204;
Fuchs-Floren 1987, Fig. 340/1.

Myres 1914, 216; Magazine of Gazimagusa Museum, Inv.Nr. 78.1. 585 (pinned chiton).
25 Ozgan 1978, Fig. 16.18.31.36.37.

26 Mylonas 1998, 136. 192. 468.

27 Wriedt Sorensen, 1994 , 83 P1. 22 f.

28 Mylonas 1998, 137 fin. 589.

24
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Comparison material from Cyprus:
1) Ziyamet (Leonarisso):Magazine of the department of antiquities in
Gazimagusa
2) Yenierenkdy Highschool (fig. 17 )
3) St. Barnabas Museum Magazine, Inv.Nr. 78.1.537

Inv. Nr.: 6. 1. 83

Fig. Nr.: 18

Height: 39.5 cm (with Base), 29.5 cm (without Base)

Width: 38 cm (Basis)

Depth: 35 cm (Base), 30 cm (Foot)

Material: Calcerous stone

Preservation condition: The base, feet and ending of the chiton as well
as of the mantle which is to be seen on the preserved right leg up to
knee level.

The feet are bare with frontal left leg placed forward. The preserved
edge of the mantle which is very simply carved shows that the garment
was not richly folded. Between the legs it is possible to see four thick
folds of the chiton. The chiton lies flat over both feet but two thick folds
occur once again at the right and left sides of the statue. At the rear, a
protruding fold is seen between the feet. The mantle can be recognized by
its diagonal fall.

This fragment of a pair of feet is very much similar to the feet of the
statue from Ionia*® and Samos3® as well as to the section just above the
ankle or around the sleeves of the statue in Adana with the inventory
number 1. 1. 83, handled above. It is important because it gives an idea
of how the broken feet of 1. 1. 83 could have looked. Of course, it is not
possible to tell if the feet of 1.1.83 were sandalled.

Inv. Nr.: 7. 1. 83

Fig. Nr.: 19

Height: 23.5 cm (with Base), 15 cm (without Base)
Width: 32 cm (Base)

29 Ozgan 1978, Fig. 16.
30 Freyer-Schauenburg, 1974 P1. 59 Nr. 72.
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Depth: 27.5 cm (Base), 24.5 cm (Foot)
Material: Smooth Limestone

Preservation Condition: The base, feet with shoes and the end of the
garment falling over the shoes; red paint on shoes.

Inv. Nr.: 8.1. 83

Fig. Nr.: 20

Height: 25.5 cm (with Base), 16.5 cm (without Base)
Width: 32 cm (Base)

Depth: 29.5 cm (Base), 28 cm (Foot)

Material: Soft limestone; red paint on both feet.
Preservation condition: Similar to 7.1.83 but more damaged.

In both fragments we can see that the left leg is placed slightly
forward. The sole of the shoes are clearly seen on both feet. The shoes are
pointed at the tip. The garment falls down to the ankles and shows one
single fold which has a swallowtail motif between both feet. The garment
shows a movement to the right and it continues to the rear. As in the
frontal part we can see also at the rear a single wide fold in swallowtail
motif.

In both Inv. Nr.: 7. 1. 83 and Inv. Nr. 8. 1. 83 the swallowtail motif of
the chiton which has been gathered between the legs are similar and
carved out very fine with a smooth movement (recognizable despite the
damage of Nr. 8. 1. 83). Similar swallow-tail motifs and the positioning
of the left leg slightly forwards are to be found among the Archaic
sculptures from the acropolis?!.

Early examples have bare feet in Cypriote sculpture; after the mid 61
century B.C., as a result of oriental influence, shoes with red paint are
frequently carved out. In Ionian art, we can observe shoes with pointed
tips as an imitation of Persian examples?2. This type of shoe was mostly
worn during a hunt.

31 Payne, Macworth-Young 1950, 117 Nr.4:498 (530 B.C. Delos-with bare feet); Schrader 1905,
Pl. 23 Nr. 52 (Akr. 600); P1. 23 Nr. 12 (Akr. 605) for the swallow tail motif;

32 Mylonas 1998, 199 ff. fnt. 834.835; Bieber 1977, 27 ff.
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Purpose of the Statues

The archaic statuary, in general, was intended to be placed in sanctuaries
or in sanctuary enclosures (temenos) as votive statues (agalma)3 reflecting
the ideal worshipper, set up for a certain god or goddess. Female statues
stood for goddesses and male statues for gods. They were to represent the
worshipping priest, priestess or private person (donor), sacrificing or just
being present; the social status of the donor was reflected in this way3*.
Thereby these statues are restricted to a certain style to fulfill the same
purpose and we can therefore talk about mass production®. The Cypriote
examples display the same uniformity following the ‘mixed oriental’,
‘Egyptian’, ‘Syro-anatolian (Ionian and Etruscan)’ and ‘Greek’ sources of
influence as will be discussed in the following paragraphs.

In Cyprus, we can mainly talk about sanctuaries enclosed by a wall.
For the most part, these had no temple3®. Two such examples are from
Northern Cyprus. The first one is on the site known as Leonarisso (today
Ziyamet) where a kouros was found in situ and taken to the magazine of
the department of antiquities in Gazimagusa. Without excavation it is not
possible to give further detailed information on the sanctuary. Surveys
have shown that roof tiles and an architrave might have sheltered the site
at later periods. Parts of differing oil-press systems were also observed.
The statue found here belongs to the group of the statue Inv. Nr. 1.1. 83
in Adana and is to be dated around 550-500 B.C.

Another very important site is Vikla (between the two sites of Sipahi
—Yenierenkdy in Northern Cyprus). Without excavation we cannot yet
define the place as a temenos. It is certainly a quarry, maybe prepared to
be converted to a temenos; of unknown reasons two overlife-size statues
have been left unfinished. These huge statues have only been briefly
mentioned by Gunnis and Jeffery?” and have been dated without further
explanation to the Roman period.

33 Martini 1990, 73.

34 Mylonas 1998, 17 f. fin. 60. 61; 211; Martini 1990, 70 f. 73.
35 Pryce 1931, 5; Mylonas 1998, 110. 211.

36 Myres 1914, 124; Vermeule 1974, 288 ff.

37 Gunnis 1947, 208; Jeffery 1918.
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The first one (fig. 21. 22. 23. 24) is 4.30 m high and 115 cm at the
widest part (shoulders). It has not been carved at the rear at all. It lies with
its left half under the ground; the right arm is laid on the chest, probably
intended to hold an offering (such as a lotus or a small-scale animal).
The right side of the garment is roughly carved, the left unfinished.
The statue wears a headgear, probably a Kekryphalos (?) (more than a
Polos = Kalathos) of 41 cm height which has a scarf falling down to the
shoulders. The ‘Archaic smile’ can be observed on the face which is
45 cm long.

The second statue (fig. 25. 26. 27) has a height of 2.30 m and a width
of 84 cm at shoulder level. The statue is well carved at the front and rear
only leaving the ‘hair’ and right arm unfinished. The ‘hair’ might have
been planned to form a ‘polos’ because the rough stone has been left as a
big piece of block over the head. The left leg is placed forward as can be
seen underneath the mantle. The statue wears shoes of which the details
were most probably to be painted®® if the carving would have been
finished. It is not possible to figure out the intended position of the right
arm. But as it is left as a complete block of stone at chest level the aim
must have been to carve out an offering carried by the slightly-out-
streched arm?°. The left arm is hanging downwards lifting up part of the
mantle. This position reminds us of the Akropolis Korai, dated after the
mid 6™ century B.C, especially at the Antenor Kore*.

Although headgear, hairdress and facial characteristics can be used as
criteria for dating or for detailed identification, the statues in Vikla being
left unfinished, unfortunately makes this impossible. But sometimes even
if the head is preserved it can be difficult to differenciate if it is a mass of
hair or a headgear*!. We know that the varying headgears also point to
differing functions in the society or they reflect a goddess*?. Even if
we cannot identify the headgears of the statues in Vikla exactly we can
recognize that the bigger statue has a headgear partly raised over her head

38 Myres 1914, 131.
39 Myres 1914, 128.
40 Martini 1990, 160 ff; Karageorghis 1964, 7 f. Fig. 1-4.
41 Mylonas 1998, 32
42 Mylonas 1998, 87.
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and partly falling down to cover her neck®}. In my opinion, the mass left
at the neck was not intended to be detailed as hair because it would then
not have been this wide. On the smaller one, it seems to be a high raising
Polos not intending to cover the neck.

The Kalathos is mostly interpreted to be identical with the Polos, being
itself again similar to the Kekryphalos which covers the neck completely,
whereas the headgear similar to a turban leaves the forehead and the hair
falling on the neck free*. Mostly the female figures with Polos, Kalathos,
Kekryphalos or Turban wear a chiton with mantle, hold a flower with the
hand held upon the chest and, from examples wearing a Kekyrphalos, the
other hand raises the chiton upwards®.

The archaic smile of the bigger statue and the defined pose of the
smaller one makes us place these statues definitly in the archaic period.
Their colossal appereance alone points to this fact*>. The bigger statue
with its possible Kekryphalos, the hand held upon the chest, possibly
intended to hold a flower, and the smaller statue with its possible Polos,
mantle and chiton, and with its pose raising up its chiton and its shoes*’
makes both statues priestesses being set in a temenos by a donor of high
social status, one belonging to a noble family or to the family of the high
priestess (of Aphrodite ?). It has been argued that such statues could also
be a goddess, like Aphrodite herself, because the Kalathos or Polos was
meant to be worn by goddesses of vegetation or fertility. A queen has also
been suggested*.

It is not possible to find out why these huge statues were left unfinis-
hed. But we have some alternatives. One of these is that both statues were
carved by an inexperienced team who made mistakes. Or maybe some
flaws in the block were discovered which could not be corrected any
longer®. It is known that such huge statues were carved out roughly at

43 Yon 1974 , 39 Nr. 38. Fig. 17; Schiirman, 1984 90 Nr. 109. Nr. 112; 91 Nr. 113; 92 Nr. 117;
Ergille¢ 1972, 43 PL. C/L.

44 Mylonas 1998, 163 ftn.691; 170ff. 177. 182; Yon 1974 , PL. 21-30.
45 Mylonas 1998, 185. 198.

46 Martini 1990, 87.

47 Adana Museum Inv. Nr.7.1.83; 8.1.83.

48 Mylonas 1998, 171 f. 181. 220. 460.

49 Martini 1990, 86 ff; Spivey 1996, 66 ff.
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quarries to be worked out in details at their destination point. So it is
also possible that these statues could have been left there, as they were
damaged in transport™. These possibilities makes us define the site more
as a quarry than as a sanctuary (temenos).

It is also possible, knowing about votives which were produced at the
site of the temenos’! that we can think of this site as being planned as a
temenos due to its rich stone quarry. In this case, it might have been that
the long work needed for such big statues and the temenos-construction
could not be financed any longer, maybe because of a change of the
commissioner, and had to be left unfinished. In this case, it would
have been a temenos>?> which was never completed for the service of its
worshippers. In either case, these two statues could neither be set up nor
transported, whatever they were carved for. One good parallel for an
unfinished overlifesize statue due to being miscarved in a quarry close to
the sea for easy transportation is the one on Naxos (Apollonas)>3.

Most of the statues similar to the ones in the Museum of Adana were
unearthened in sanctuaries on Cyprus such as the one in Golgoi (Athienou).
According to the excavator of Golgoi our site can be thought of as a
sanctuary with dedicated statues of differing styles>*. The statues in Vikla
present with their dimensions a further proof for statues set up in sanc-
tuaries. So it is most likely that the statues in Adana or their parallells
handled here must all belong to sanctuaries with temenoi®. As mentioned
above, the existance of a temple is not always expected. Although in
many sanctuaries a temple was set up after the mid 8" century B.C., a lot
of sanctuaries never became a temple and remained in their simplest form
as a temenos with an altar. The cult was worshipped in the open air and
the temple was not the obligatory component of the sanctuary. All sorts of
gifts were presented to the worshipped god and we know that especially
statues as votives were placed in these open air temenos.

50 Fuchs-Floren 1987, 151.

51 Higg 2000, 284 ftn.24.

52 Fuchs-Floren 1987, 99.

53 Fuchs-Floren 1987, 151 ftn.5

54 Cesnola 1878, 105-124.

55 Hermary 1998, 266.267.

56 Higg 2000, 280 ff ftn.10. 11. 22.
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Discussion of Style and Dating

In dealing with Cypriote sculpture, style critique and dating is to be
undertaken by the examination of the head because the broad bodies show
very little development. This must have been a method to save money and
time®’; the detailed work of the head was to reflect the varieties in the
population to which the donor belonged. As the head of each statue in the
museum of Adana being handled here is missing it is a challange to try to
date them. On the other hand, the preserved bodies of the statues in Adana
can be grouped in the same three different types which form the basic
ones found in Cyprus or abroad.

The Cypriote statuary is in a way a composition of different syles com-
posed with such an indigenious taste that makes itself recognisable wher-
ever it has been exported or wherever it was produced by cypriote sculp-
tors or by their schools. Minor works of Syro-Anatolian style with Ionian
and Etruscan touch have much contributed to the Cypriote sculptor who
worked to satisfy the taste of Greek customers in trade centres such as
Naukratis or in religious centres such as Samos®. Inspite of an already
existing Syro-Anatolian taste in Cyprus, its primary source of influence
must have been Egypt where the step changing to lifesize statues was
undertaken®. The contact with Egypt (especially Naucratis)®® with its
strong connections to Eastern Greece (like to Samos) opened Cyprus to a
new understanding. As Ridgway®' suggested, it is likely that in a ‘mixed
center’ like Naucratis ‘common workshops’ must have emerged. Cyprus
could now posses ‘trading factories’ in Syria, Egypt, Rhodes and lonia.
The beginning of this flourishing phase which falls in the time of Amasis
(570-526 B.C.), defined also as the ‘mixed oriental style’6?, was to slow
down as Cyprus stood in allegiance with Persia in 540 B.C%*. But until the
failure of the Ionian revolt in 499 B.C., when Cyprus was cut off from the

57 Mylonas 1998, 209.

58 Pryce 1931, 7. 8.

59 Wriedt Sorenson 1994, 79.

60 Jenkins 2001, 163. 166; Reyes 1994, 82.
61 Ridgway 1977 , 33.

62 Myres 1914, 134.

63 Gjerstad 1948, 370.



108 Serra Durugoniil

Greek world®, the ‘Archaic Cypriote’ Style with strong influence of the
Greek Archaic reflected upon statues.

The various sources of influence depend on the changing interest of
Cyprus’ political intensions or on the interest of differing nations in
Cyprus. So the reflection of foreign styles on Cypriote statuary (such as
on other artefacts) depends largely on historical developments.

The questioning of style and its chronological setting for statuary in
the round (including statuettes) has been worked out mainly by Gjerstad
relying mainly upon the statigraphy of Ajia Irini and partly on the
Mersinaki and Vouni styles®. Modifications to this chronology have
been offered by Schmidt®, Vermeule®’, Karageorghis® and Mylonas®’;
Mylonas has worked out a very detailed analysis of the bibliography on
Cypriote sculpture and has criticized early researchers such as Gjerstad.
Inspite of this fact a brief summary of the ideas on Cypriote sculpture
reffered to by previous researchers should be stated here. Myres’° classifies
under the ‘oriental style, mainly Assyrian influence, about 700-650 B.C.’.
He examines a group of statuettes which is comparable with the following
statues in Adana: Inv. Nr. 2.1.83; 3.1.83 and 4.1.83 . Specially his Nr.
1004 comes close to our examples. He defines this votary statuette group
as the most common type of statuettes in all Cypriote sanctuaries. The
unfolded tunic, the fringed border of the mantle , the bare feet and the red
paint are well comparable. Differing is only the right arm which is hung
in the mantle, while in the Adana examples both arms are held beside the
body. In the life-size examples we can find a very good parallel under
his category of ‘oriental style’ dated 700-650 B.C. Here’! we see all the
characteristics which are quite similar to the statues in Adana: Arms
clinging to the body, bare feet, flat body and unfolded undergarment with

64 Myres 1914, 137.

65 Gijerstad 1948, 93 and 207-211.
66 Schmidt 1968, 94

67 Vermeule 1974, 287.

68 Karageorghis 1998, xi.

69 Mylonas 1998, 227.

70 Myres 1914, 141-143,

71 Myres 1914, 217 Nr. 1352.
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a mantle more folded and fringed at its border. Wriedt Sorenson’ also
defines this type with the long undergarment and mantle with fringes or
raised border along the edge worn in combination with a conical cap as
the “Near Eastern Type” and dates it to the late 7" — mid 6 century B.C.
He explains the contact of Cypriote kings to Near Eastern powers by
putting emphasis on the fact that Cypriotes were paying tribute. He
defines these statues as the statues of court officials. Gjerstad’® on the
other hand calls the earliest period as the’Cypro Archaic I’ and dates it to
700-600 B.C. not accepting any direct connection to Assyria and confines
the monumental sculpture rather after the end of Assyrian domination in
Cyprus. Under the term ‘mixed style’ Jenkins sees the Assyrian style,
spread around the Mediterranean, with a concentration in Etruria’.
Research after the seventies, date the group till the end of the 6 century
B.C.7

According to Gjerstad, the ‘First Proto Cypriote’ Phase is the beginning
of monumental sculpture with the relations to Egypt under Psammetichos
.76 Tt was as a result of economical exchange, namely trade connections
which awoke the interest of Cypriote sculptors to work in a ‘mixed style’.
The contact with Egypt brought a wider aspect to Cyprus because of
the connections to Ionia which on its terms was influenced by the
Syro-Anatolian and Etruscan elements. Myres dates this group to to 650-
550 B.C. and defines it as the ‘mixed oriental style’ (with Egyptian
influence)’”’. As in the statue in Adana (Inv. Nr. 5.1.83), the lotus held by
the female statues of this group is according to Tatton-Brown’®, a
Phoenician creation, which had taken over elements of the Egyptian ‘lily’,
called also the ‘paradise flower’ and is associated with youth, beauty,
fertility and immortality”. But the pendant on the necklace and the

72 Wriedt Sorenson 1994, 80.

73 Gjerstad 1948, 350; compare with Reyes 1994, 60.

74 Jenkins 2001, 172.

75 Vermeule 1974,287; Ergiile¢ 1972, 53; Wriedt Sorensen 1994, 80;Mylonas 1998, 127.191. 217
76 Gjerstad 1948, 355; compare Lewe 1975, 74.78.

77 Myres 1914, 219 Nr. 1356; compare with reyes 1994, 82.

78 Tatton-Brown 1989, 98 Fig. 6.

79 Martini 1990, 79 f.
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combination with lotus is rather Cypriote®’. As Morkoe®' suggests for the
male Cypriote votary sculpture of this period the style is not an Egyptain
one but rather an Egyptianizing style of the Phoenican art; one can talk
about “Egyptianizing tastes of the local Cypro-Phoenician population”?2.
The armlets of the male votive statues are also of Phoenician character®3.
So we can trace an Egyptian influence in Cyprus which is taken through
Phoenician® intercession. As an example, Morkoe gives the clothing of the
Cypriote scuptures which follow the New Kingdom models, fashionable
in Phoenicia in the 6% century B.C. (“whereas contemporary Egypt
derived from Old Kingdom”). The dating of this group varies but it is
most suggested that it runs from the late 7" century B.C. till about the end
of the 6" century® B.C.

Gjerstad divides the ‘Neo-Cypriote’ style into two subsections: The
‘Eastern Style’ of this period is the Egyptian style modified with Syro-
Phoenician and is dated from 560-520 B.C. to be later on continued under
‘Cypro-Greek’ (540-480 B.C.) with more Greek traits after the break of
Cyprus with Amasis, now in allegiance to Persia, which had invaded
Egypt in 525 B.C.%. Egyptian influence was not abruptly broken off?’,
but Cyprus now came in closer contact to the Ionian cities of Asia Minor
through its connections to Persia. This coinsides with the ‘Archaic Cypriote
Style’ which would refer to the Adana statue with Inv. Nr. 1.1.83. Pryce?®
and later researchers suggest that the statue with a wreath on its head
(probably like the lost head of 1.1.83) replaces the one with a pointed cap
(probably like the lost heads of Inv. Nr. 2.1.83; 3.1.83 and 4.1.83). Both
long and short hair is represented in this type®. It is the type with the

80 Jenkins 2001, 172.

81 Morkoe 1990, 112. 119.210.

82 Morkoe 1990, 119.

83 Morkoe 1990, 119.

84 Mylonas 1998, 195. 459.

85 Wriedt Sorenson 1994, 80; Lewe 1975, 74. 77; reyes 1994, 82.
86 Jenkins 2001, 163.

87 Reyes 1994, 84.

88 Wriedt Sorenson 1994, 83. Altough the heads of the Adana statues do not exist we can find out
in analogy how their heads must have been.

89 Wriedt Sorenson 1994, 83.
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heavily folded mantle with the chiton underneath. The mantle is worn like
a Doric chiton being pinned at the shoulder®. The figure interpreted as
‘Priest with a dove’ gives us a clue of how the Adana statue must have
carried an offering with outstreched arms and how the head had looked;
of course with the differing length of hair. Another similar example is the
‘Bearded Votary’®! dated 550-500 B.C. this time with short cut hair, not
folling over the shoulders, similar to Adana Inv. Nr.1.1.83.

Wriedt Sorenson®? suggests that this group may represent celebrants
(adorant) priests. His conclusion that neither the Near East nor Greece
offered any predecessors of this type could represent a Cypriotic inno-
vation which lasted for many centuries. He adds that the variety was
limited and formulated.

After this group, during the Sub-Archaic Period (500-450 B.C.) a fall
in the style and a stagnation emerged because of the increasing political
power of Persia in Cyprus which had cut Cyprus from its Greek connec-
tions for a certain period®?.

According to Mylonas®* Cypriote sculpture stands directly under
Greek influence (as to be referred in the following section) and according
to him Cypriote chronology for statuary is as follows: Early Archaic 670-
600 B.C.; Ripe (Middle) Archaic 600-540 B.C. and Late Archaic 540-
475 B.C.

Influences and Sculptors/Workshops

The statues in Adana and their parallels classified above show few
differing types. The historical development of Cyprus shows that the
island was open to influences of various countries with which it stood
in contact. As Vermeule suggests® we see votiv statues dedicated by
‘different communal groups, iconography and even style expressing

90 Myres 1914, 215, Nr. 1351.
91 Myres 1914, 218 Nr. 1355

92 Wriedt Sorenson 1994, 83.
93 Reyes 1994, 85.

94 Mylonas 1998, 226.

95 Vermeule 1974, 287. 288.
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different ethnic origins or regional polittical affiliations. Sculptors,
obviously, could be as different in tastes and quality as the priests,
politicians or peoples they represented’. He assumes Egyptian Cypriotes,
Levantine Cypriotes, pseudo-Peloponnesian Cypriotes and lonic Greek
Cypriotes, set up thir votive statues at the temple in Golgoi within a short
time span.

According to Mylonas® the variety of dresses or hairstyles reflect
various population groups but they do not reflect ethnic grouping; he
suggests instead the common life of populations each donating to a
sanctuary. In this way the personal power and social status of the donor
would be reflected.

The intenison of binding Cypriote to Greek sculpture has found more
and more acceptance”’. Greek elements must have influenced Cypriote
sculpture and developments run almost parallel. Naturally the geographi-
cal distance makes itself remarkable and Cypriote sculpture seems some-
what more provincial. Greek influence on Cyprus occurs through the
contact of Cyprus with Naucratis, Asia Minor and East Greek islands
(Samos and Rhodes)?®. According to Mylonas® the only difference is that
Greek sculpture follows the ideal man and young woman scheme, whereas
the Cypriote sculpture lays emphasis on the social status and reflects the
differences in age. But it is obvious that this fact can not be generalized
for the whole Archaic period. The early Archaic examples do not have
their parallels in the west. They are very flat and undetailed, especially at
their rear. They are “nicht-organisch” and “ornamental”!%,

In my opinion, there is more than that. We cannot ignore the differen-
ces in the styles and the development as well as the changing tastes.
So the different influences on the island have reflected in the statuary at
various times: since the 12" century B.C. Cyprus was settled by different
Greek tribes!?!. Contacts with Assyrians, Egyptians, Persians, Phoenicians

96 Mylonas 1998, 90. 188 f.

97 Lewe 1975, 2 ff.

98 Mylonas 1998, 27. 99 ff. 155 f; Lewe 1975, 25.
99 Mylonas 1998, 110.

100 Lewe 1975, 31. 33. 38.

101 Hi11 1972, 83 1.
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and with Naucratis influenced these Cypriote Greeks considering oriental
and Egyptian culture. The Greek component was first overrun by the
oriental style till the second half of the 7" century B.C. when Cyprus
statuary became comparable with the developments in Greece. During the
second half of the 6™ century B.C. we can see the strong Greek tendencies.
So the massproduction of a heterogene mixed style gave way to a provin-
cial Greek style!%?, In reference to the statues in the museum of Adana and
the comparison matierial we can show this fact easily: 1.1.83 as the break
out of Greek style after the oriental and Egyptian influences. We feel that
the Cypriotic works were produced with an eye to the Greek market,
which means a production in Greek taste; weather produced in Cyprus
and exported or by Cypriotes being itinerant'®, taking their matierals
with them and working abroad'®*. Sorensen'% also suggests that Cypriote
sculptors established workshops outside Cyprus or that were travelling
around, sometimes with their material (exported limestone of Cyprus)!%°
It is also possible that statues were exported just as potteries were.
Reyes!?7 also considers Cypriotes working under the influence of Eastern
Greek tradition abroad or about Eastern Greek sculptors who had
observed Cypriote work. But inspite of the “Greek Style” one can trace
the strong Cypriote character: The dressed male kuros is significant. This
is the connection between Cyprus and Ionia'®®. So in the opinion of
some scholars we see “Greek craftsmen responding to a demand already
created by the success of Cypriote exports™!,

102 Fychs-Floren 1987, 413 ff.

103 Jenkins 2000, 158.161.

104 Jenkins 2001, 177.

105 Wriedt Sorensen 1978, 120.

106 Mylonas 1998, 75 ff.

107 Reyes 1994, 82; compare Lewe 1975, 29 f.
108 jenkins 2001, 176 footnote 97.

109 Jenkins 2000, 153.
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Conclusion

The statues, now preserved in the museum of Adana are not ancient
exports!!? or the work of Cypriote sculptors abroad. This is true of modern
export or better called ‘smuggling’. The excavators define the statues in
Adana as they were first found in the dig as being placed deliberately, not
being thrown over each other as one would expect in a bothros. They
must have been hidden there by the smugglers waiting for an opportunity
to sell them. Such similar evidence is known from the fate of the statue
of “The Dancer of Cape Phoneas”!!! Furthermore, as mentioned above the
staues with preserved bodies in Adana can be grouped in three different
styles which form the basic types found in Cyprus or abroad. This also
shows that the smugglers planned to take one (Inv. Nr. 1.1.83 and Inv. Nr.
5.1.83) or three (Inv.Nr. 2.1.83; 3.1.83; 4.1.83) from each type and sell
them. There is no known sanctuary in Adana or Cilicia like the one for in
Samos, to accept votive statues in the Archaic period. As the result of our
studies show, these statues in Adana all belong to the types we know from
Cypriotic style with different influences. But it seems that all were
carried from a sanctuary, maybe from the same sanctuary, as in the example
of Golgoi, to Adana''?. In Golgoi, we have a good example of statues in
differing styles which all stood next to each other. The main quarries of
limestone are in Athienou (Agios Photios Golgoi) and Amathus. Centres
of production and export are again in Golgoi, as well as Arsos, Idalion,
and later Paphos, Kition and Kazaphani, Potamia, Karpassia, and
Trikomo!'. It is possible that the statues in Adana were stolen from one
of these centres.

110 Lewe 1975, 26.
HT Sinn 2000, 92 f.

112 oyt of an unknown reason they were all buried together until being found during the dig of a
foundation for the construction of a fabric.

13 Mylonas 1998, 13. 142. 466. 468 f; Hogarth 1889, 53.
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Fig. 1 Statue in Adana
Museum
(Inv.Nr. 2.1.83)

Fig. 2-3 Statue in
Adana Museum
(Inv.Nr. 3.1.83)
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Fig. 4-5 Statue in
Adana Museum
(Inv.Nr. 3.1.83)

Fig. 6

Statue in
Adana Museum
(Inv.Nr.4.1.83)
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Fig. 7 Statue at the garden of Gazimagusa Fig. 8-9 Statue in Adana Museum
(Nortnern Cyprus) Museum (Inv. Nr. 5.1.83)
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Fig. 10-11 Statue at the courtyard of the museum
of St. Barnabas (Northern Cyprus)
(Inv.Nr. 81.5.E1)

Fig. 12 Statue in Adana Museum
(Inv. Nr. 1.1.83)
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Fig. 13-15 Statue in
Adana Museum
(Inv. Nr. 1.1.83)
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Fig. 16 Statue in Adana Museum Fig. 17 Statue in tha Yenierenkoy
(Inv. Nr. 1.1.83) Highschool (Nortnern Cyprus)

Statue in Adana Museum
(Inv. Nr. 6.1.83)




LEVHA 14

Fig. 19 Statue in Adana
Museum
(Inv. Nr. 7.1.83)

Fig. 20 Statue in Adana
Museum
(Inv. Nr. 8.1.83)

Fig. 21 First Statue in
Yerenkdy/Vikla
(Northern Cyprus)
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Fig. 22

First Statue in
Yerenkdy/Vikla
(Northern Cyprus)

Fig. 23

First Statue in
Yerenkoy/Vikla
(Northern Cyprus)

Fig. 24

First Statue in
Yerenkoy/Vikla
(Northern Cyprus)
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Fig. 25 Second Statue in
Yerenkdy/Vikla
(Northern Cyprus)

Fig. 26 Second Statue in
Yerenkdy/Vikla
(Northern Cyprus)

Fig. 27 Second Statue in
Yerenkoy/Vikla
(Northern Cyprus)






