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Abstract
This dissertation was written as part of the MA in in the Classical Archaeology and
the Ancient History of Macedonia at the International Hellenic University.
The dissertation deals with the study of unpublished figurines from the
Tsakos collection of the Archeological Museum of Thessaloniki. Micrographic objects
are a very interesting category of prehistoric material culture and among them
figurines are the most representative. Neolithic figurine production bears multiple
aspects of ideological and social background. In Macedonia, human and animals are
the main topic and the aesthetic context in the performance of their forms ranges
from complete stylization to impressive realism.
The focus of this dissertation is to study figurines from multiple aspects, i.e.
construction, typology and morphology. Regarding technology, the assemblage is
examined with respect to raw material, construction techniques, surface treatment
and decoration. Concerning morphology/typology, the figurines are analyzed in the
context of their form, gesture, posture, representation, sex and iconography. Based
on the above observations and the comparisons with similar artefacts, a relative
chronology of the figurines under study is aimed. A further objective is to draw
conclusions about figurine production in East Macedonia and its relations with
neighboring areas.

Keywords: Neolithic, figurines, construction, representation, Sitagroi, East
Macedonia, Balkans.
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Preface
The present dissertation examines thirty-two artefacts from the Tsakos
Collection of the Archaeological Museum of Thessaloniki. Stamatis Tsakos, brother of
an archaeologist, collected systematically archaeological artefacts from various
places during his work in the railway lines. The only information we have about them
is their provenance, thus apart from three which were collected from the site of
Dhoxaton Tepe, the rest are coming from Sitagroi. Both prehistoric sites are located
in the plain of Drama very close to each other.
The contents of the dissertation are divided in six chapters, from which the
fourth and the fifth are its basic parts. In the end a catalogue of the studied figurines
is included, along with their drawings and photos.
The first chapter consists of four units providing an introduction to the
Neolithic figurine production of Greece and more specifically Macedonia. Reference
is made to the main theoretical approaches in research, the general morphological
characteristics of Neolithic figurines in each geographical area, along with the
prevailing interpretation proposals.
In the second chapter a brief overview of archaeological research in
prehistoric Macedonia and particularly in the two sites under study is included, along
with some geographical information.
In the third chapter the methodological and recording strategy followed in
the study is described. Moreover, the aims and the problems encountered during
the research are mentioned, followed by the analysis of the criteria used for the
classification of the figurines explaining the selection of the specific categorization.
Finally, the classification system used in the study is analyzed.
The next chapter deals with construction and manufacturing techniques used
for the figurines under study. Information are provided on their clay, surface
treatment and production. In the same chapter their decoration is examined, which
variety yields important information in many aspects.
The fifth chapter summarizes the features of each typological group. Remarks
are made regarding their typology, representation and correlation with
corresponding figurines from the area of Macedonia, Thessaly in some occasions,
and the Balkan region, especially the area of Karanovo and Vinca.
The essay is completed in the final chapter, with the conclusions drawn from
the various approaches of the study.
The figurines are presented in the catalogue according to the typological
groups they are classified in. Measurements are maximal, in centimeters, H= height,
W= width, Th.= thickness and D.=diameter. The measurements are followed by a
definition of color, according to Munsell Soil Color Charts, and a full description of
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each artifact. The figurines are mentioned in the text with their Museum inventory
number and not with the numbering of the catalogue.
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1. AN INTRODUCTION TO GREEK NEOLITHIC FIGURINES
1.1. Brief overview of the study of Greek Neolithic figurines
Neolithic figurines are discovered in great numbers in every prehistoric settlement
and are distributed in all the sites of the Neolithic world1. Thus, they constitute one
of the most characteristic categories among Neolithic finds. The inception of
figurines research was inaugurated in the last two decades of the 19th century,
when Paleolithic and Neolithic figurines were recognized for the first time2. The
increase of archaeological research during the 20th century unearthed numerus
figurines offering rich material for investigation3. Until today prehistoric research
tried to encounter the problems relating to figurines through multiple ways and
theories.
The “Traditional” (Cultural-Historical) approach derives from the 19th century
and focuses in the identification of types and cultures, the establishment of
classifications and spatio-temporal relationships. It was initially applied in ceramics
but used also for all kinds of artefacts4. Research is based on stylistic similarities and
differences of the latter, which are taken as indicators of relationships between
“cultural groups”. These discontinuities are considered as result of historical
procedures such as diffusion of new ideas, trade and invasion or immigration5.
Therefore, artefacts include information and ideas of the social groups which
produce them.
The first publications were done in the spirit of Traditional Archaeology
dealing with individual of figurines as part of archaeological reports and surface
surveys6. Such is the case of Tsountas7, who presented the Neolithic figurines from

1

Chourmouziadis 1994, 23.
Bartel 1981, 73.
3
Pileidou 1998, 5; Kalogirou and Urem Kotsou 2013, 7.
4
Shanks and Tilley 1987, 79-83; Pileidou 1998, 5.
5
Kotsakis 1986, 56; Shanks and Tilley 1987, 82.
6
Chourmouziadis 1994, 31.
2
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Sesklo and Dimini, and Mylonas8 from Olynthos. The first, based on his observation
that naturalistic figurines occur exclusively in the Early Neolithic, while schematic
ones in the Final, concludes that the evolution of coroplastics follows a recessive
path in Thessaly. Additionally, he remarks the superiority of female form among
figurines along with their steatopygic formation 9. Wace and Thompson in their
research of “Prehistoric Thessaly”, where they include figurines from various sites of
the area, agree with Tsountas on the opisthodromic evolution10. Mylonas, on the
other hand, goes a step further by considering realistic representations as
embodiments of Mother Goddesses and schematic ones as depictions of every day
women11. These religious interpretations were very popular among scholars of that
time. According to the Traditional theory of culture dissemination, Weinberg, based
on common morphological characteristics of a group of figurines, claims the
distribution of types from one site to another and their interrelation12.
Research in the context of the Traditional Archaeology, ends up almost
always in the Mother Goddess interpretation, which is associated with Earth and
Fertility in an abstract way. This interpretation had a great impact among scholars
even in the following decades. Gimbutas follows this view on her research about
Neolithic figurines from Sitagroi and Achilleion13. In both publications, the
typological classification is done according to some characteristics which she
considers are revealing different properties of the same Goddesses. Useful
information are given about the construction techniques and decorative incised
motifs. The latter are interpreted as ornaments or garment but also as symbols
related to the previous mentioned cult theory.
In the middle of the 1960s another major approach appears, a more scientific
one, “Processual Archaeology” (New Archeology). It emphasizes in the use of
statistics and mathematical formulae in combination with productive reasoning, in
7

Tsountas 1908.
Mylonas 1929.
9
Chourmouziadis 1994, 32-33; Pileidou 1998, 7.
10
Wace and Thompson 1912, 163.
11
Mylonas 1929, 59-60, footnote 16.
12
Weinberg 1951, 130-133.
13
Gimbutas 1986; Gimbutas 1989.
8
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which starting point is the general. Culture is perceived as a complex system,
comprised from interdependent subsystems in order for individuals to adopt to the
environment14. All changes ultimately originate from external factors, like
environmental ones, increase in population and changes in the productive system15.
Artefacts are the interface between people and environment and are functioning in
different ways. Within this concept figurines are considered “ideotechnic” artefacts
which reflects the ideology of the social system in which they are produced16.
Henceforth more synthetic research is produced. Very important is the study
of Ucko for anthropomorphic figurines coming from Crete and Predynastic Egypt17.
He classifies the material after a detailed examination taking under consideration
factors like the material, chronology, postures, head and facial characteristics,
anatomical and decorative details, sex and position of the hands18. For the first-time
sexless figurines are distinguish, a group that was disregarded up until that time. But
he doesn’t produce types and subtypes as he considers them as oversimplification.
Nevertheless, his research is easy to follow through the numerous charts and tables
he provides19. Furthermore, he proceeds to a critical examination of the Mother
Goddesses theory and proposes alternative interpretations based on relevant
ethnographic evidence and archaeological context20. Finally, he recognizes the
polysemy of Neolithic figurines accepting that “It is likely that many different reasons
lay behind their manufacture and their usage”21. Ucko methodological approach will
be used as a guide for future generations.
In 1973 Chourmouziadis22 deals exclusively with the anthropomorphic
Neolithic “microplastic”, as he calls it, of the Thessalian prefecture, which came to
light from Tsountas excavations and beyond. He examines typologically the figurines,
makes general remarks about Neolithic figurines in Thessaly, gives important
14

Kotsakis 1986, 56—57; Pileidou 1998, 6.
Binford 1962, 220; Hodder 1982, 3.
16
Binford 1962, 219-220; Pileidou 1998, 6.
17
Ucko 1968; Ucko 1962.
18
Ucko 1962, 40-41.
19
Pileidou 1998, 8; Talalay 1983, 67.
20
Ucko 1962, 44-48.
21
Ucko 1962, 47.
22
Chourmouziadis 1973.
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information about manufacturing details and moves in the same direction with Ucko
as far as the Mother Goddesses view. His “systemic” theory is formulated late in
1978, where he recognizes three systems in which all the produced artefacts can
operate23. Figurine modelling is enlisted in the extra-productive behaviors/practices
along with jewelry and decoration. Therefore, figurines materialize the ideology of
information, which reflects the effort of the prehistoric people to produce a primary
education system24. In his work in 1994 he accepts the continuous use of figurines
from generation to generation and considers them as means of communication
between people which covers all the stages of Neolithic life. Hence,
anthropomorphic figurines are related mainly with the reproductive process, animal
representations with livestock and micrographic models with domestic economy25.
For the figurines of Southern Greece, very important is the doctoral thesis of
Talalay in 198326. Ten years later, she also studied the Neolithic figurines from
Franchthi cave27. Based in the methodological approaches of Ucko and other
scholars, she enriches them with a broader range of features, selecting attributes
related to style, use, technology and meaning28. Unlike them she defines groups and
substyles. Furthermore, all the material is coded and tabulated exploiting the
possibilities of computer, a fact that helps in following the distribution of a type in
different sites

29.

She agrees with the polysemous meaning and multiple use of

figurines and considers the archaeological context and the ethnographic analogues
as the base for decoding figurines30.
The methodology and theories of New Archaeology were questioned by the
“Post-processual” approach of Archaeology31. Instead of forcing their material in
typologies, the latter give emphasis in the individual variability, which is very
important in relation with social and cultural change. Post-processual archaeology
23

Chourmouziadis 1978, 31.
Chourmouziadis 1978, 46-47.
25
Chourmouziadis 1994, 227-230.
26
Talalay 1983.
27
Talalay 1993.
28
Talalay 1983, 70; Talalay 1993, xiii.
29
Talalay 1983, 69; Talalay 1993, xvii.
30
Talalay 1983, 237; Talalay 1993, 45.
31
Hodder 1982, 12-13.
24
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“opens up the study of relationships between norm and individual, process and
structure, material and ideal, object and subject”32. They use the hermeneutic
method but in combination with sciences and anthropology33. Material items contain
symbolic meaning, which varies within context34. According to Hodder, their main
representative, figurines are strongly linked with the house and other objects found
together and likewise with some productive activities which are associated with
women. They are considered to have a symbolic, secondary meaning beyond the
obvious and participate in public performances in which many members of the
society are taking part35.
In between all these theoretical approaches lies the work of Ch. Marangou
about figurines and micrographic models coming from all over the Greek world36, a
need that was pointed out by professor Chourmouziadis37. Very important are also
her studies on a number of Neolithic settlements from East Macedonia, like Dikili
Tash38 and Dhimitra39, in which she deals with the same subject. Following as central
axes their manufacture, use, theme and context, she gives illustrative graphs and
tablets, very easy to understand.
This brief report mentions only the main research points in the history of
research of figurines and inevitably leaves out many equally important reports or
articles.
1.2. The main characteristics of the Greek Neolithic figurines
Among the first figurines which came to light in Greece, are those coming from
Thessaly and more specifically from Sesklo and Dimini by Tsountas, while a little
latter more were added by Wace and Thompson in 191240. In comparison with the

32

Hodder and Hutson 2003, 235.
Hodder and Hutson 2003, 235.
34
Hodder 1982, 9-10.
35
Hodder 1990, 60-70.
36
Marangou 1992a.
37
Chourmouziadis 1994, 232.
38
Marangou 2004.
39
Marangou 2000.
40
Tsountas 1908; Wace and Thompson 1912.
33
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rest of Greece, Thessaly has given the greatest number of figurines which cover all
the phases of the Neolithic Period41. The parallel presence of schematic and
naturalistic figurines in Thessaly has been noticed from many scholars42. The first
schematic figurines (ear studs) belong to the so-called Aceramic phase and it is
probable that they echo the tradition of the Palaeolithic figurines43. In the Early
Neolithic, a great variety in shape and posture is observed, as female figures, which
prevail, are depicted standing and seated with exaggeration on the lower part and
breasts. Very interesting is the group of portraits, which depict facial characteristics
in a realistic way and usually with painted decoration44.
The types of the last phase continue also in Middle Neolithic. Painted
figurines which follow the prototypes of pottery, are the main characteristic of this
phase. Stylistic similarities are observed with Asia Minor. Finally, in the Late Neolithic
changes are occurring, which show common elements with the Balkans. The
naturalistic forms are diminished while the schematic ones dominate. The period is
characterized by schematic figurines with insert head, usually made of stone, called
acroliths. Furthermore, many objects are represented in reduced scale45.
In Macedonia, figurines appear from the Early Neolithic until the last phase of
the Late Neolithic. Figurines from the Early Neolithic are very limited in numbers
since this phase has been detected in few sites46. During this phase, the typological
relations with Thessalian figurines is obvious, as we have forms with realistic
representation and a great variety in postures and gestures. The “Goddesses of Nea
Nikomeidia” is a typical example47. Most common are the female standing figurines
with the hands placed on the breast and overstressed posterior48. In the Middle

41

Orphanidis 1996, 153; Pileidou 1998, 13.
Theocharis 1967, 84-86, 149-150; Chourmouziadis 1994, 185-186, 191-192.
43
Theocharis 1967, 84; Chourmouziadis 1994, 183.
44
Orphanidis 1996, 153; Orphanidis 1998, 132-133, for portraits see Chourmouziadis 1994,
212; Gallis and Orphanidis 1994, 155.
45
Orphanidis 1996, 153; Orphanidis 1998, 136-138 for acroliths; see Skafida 1992, 168-169
and for miniatures Marangou 1992a.
46
Orphanidis 1998, 121 where she mentions Nea Nikomeidia, Servia, Ampelia and other
sites in the area of Giannitsa.
47
Orphanidis 1998, 121; Nanoglou 2014, 640.
48
Marangou 1996a, 151.
42
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Neolithic, more schematic forms with bird-shaped heads are added to the preexisted
types49.
Nevertheless, in the end of the 6th millennium the variety and the naturalism
of the previous periods diminish, figurines are decorated with rich incised patterns
and more geometrical shapes are notable50. In the second phase of the Late
Neolithic (5th millennium) naturalistic and schematic figurines coexist, the female
figures are still predominant but there are also those on which sex is not
distinguished51. Almost simultaneously, half-seated forms with hands on the belly
and rarely enlarged hips appear in East and Central Macedonia52. In this period, the
figures made from stone are increased, mainly in Central Macedonia, while a
differentiation between East and Central Macedonia can be detected. Central
Macedonia continues to have close relations with Thessaly but East Macedonia has
more in common with the Balkan area53. In East Macedonia, the incised decoration
emphasizes the anatomical details, hair, ornaments or belts covering mostly thigh
and buttocks, an element which shows similarities with Karanovo. During the Final
Neolithic acroliths with naturalistic body appear in West Macedonia along with
cruciform and schematic marble figurines. Schematic with elaborate incised
decoration are common in Central and East Macedonia54.
The information from Thrace are very scarce and cover mainly the Late
Neolithic. Schematic incised bodies, cylindrical heads with incised characteristic and
perforated ears are predominant55. Here also similarities with Balkan are evident56.
1.3. Archaeological context and relative issues

49

Stefani 2017, 20; for e.x those from Servia Phelps 2000, Fig.4.29.
Marangou 1996a, 151; Stefani 2017, 20.
51
Stefani 2017, 20.
52
Marangou 1996a, 151.
53
Nanoglou 2014, 642.
54
Marangou 1996a, 153; for e.g. on incised figurines see Gimbutas 1986 and on acroliths see
Papaeuthimiou and Papanthimou 1987.
55
Pileidou 1998.
56
Marangou 1996a, 151.
50
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Although the examined assemblage comes from a surface survey collection, thus the
archeological context has been lost in time, the recognition of its importance,
particularly in the interpretation of artefacts, necessitates to mention some general
information.
Archaeological excavations have shown that most of figurines are found
inside houses57 and are related with storage and food preparation facilities, ovens58
and waste pits59. Another interesting point is their coexistence with other figurines
or micrographic objects, in various combinations, either is small or large groups60.
Similar concentrations, like the case of Achilleion, have been interpreted as shrines
and sacred places61. In Platia. Magoula Zarkou eight figurines were discovered inside
a house model without a roof, which was found below the floor62. Some are
associated with weaving and spinning or places of tool preparation63. Very
interesting is their correlation with jewelry (usually made from shell) and needles,
while they don’t seem to be related to funerary practices64. Similar contexts are
attested in excavations in Neolithic settlements of the Balkans and S.E. Europe65.
Very famous is the worship scene from Ovcharovo where multiple idols and
miniature models have been found together66.
Their excavation context is also related with some questions regarding the
identity of their producer. The existence of a separate group of people specialized in
the production of figurines is disputed by research67. Their differentiations points to
different producers with different experiences. The most rοugh are considered to be

57

Papaeuthimiou and Papanthimou 1987, 175.
Gimbutas 1989, 218, where figurines were found inside houses, near oven or on
platforms.
59
Nanoglou and Pappa 2009, 254, 257-258.
60
Marangou 1996b, 178, for e.g. the case of Ovcarovo where a large number of miniature
objects and figurines were found together.
61
Gimbutas 1989, 214-216; Marangou 2000, 235.
62
Gallis 1985.
63
Marangou 1996a, 149; Phelps 2000, 192.
64
Marangou 1996a, 149; Treuil 2010, 64; Orphanidis and Gallis 2011, 52.
65
Pileidou 1998, 17.
66
Todorova 1978, 80.
67
Skafida 1992, 176.
58
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manufactured by children as part of game or apprenticeship68. Nevertheless, the fact
that half-finished figurines were unearthed inside houses, near food preparation and
preservation structures, points to their connection with household69. Other scholars
don’t rule out the possibility that the identity of the craftspeople is female, claiming
that it is not accidental that female figurines overcome male in all the Neolithic
sites70. Female figurines are outstanding by seating on stools or being richly
decorated or having elaborate hairdresses71. Talalay suggests that more realistic
forms are made by an experienced person or even the potter himself, while
schematics ones could be manufactured by any member of the community72.
1.4. Interpretation theories
Copies have their own meaning, which may be different from that of the original73.
Generally, many theories have been put forward regarding the interpretation of the
micrographic models, regardless of the category to which they belong. More
specifically, initially they were connected with the religious thought of the Neolithic
people, since most of them were female with emphasized sex features. Hence, the
“Mother Goddesses” theory was formulated, which was related with fertility and the
circle of birth and rebirth. In Greece, Gimbutas was the main representative of this
theory, a theory she applied in the study of figurines from Sitagroi and Acheillion74.
According to their types, she distinguished many different versions of the same
Goddesses used in religious ceremonies correlated to powerful symbols. However,
many scholars and among them Ucko expressed serious doubts on the subject75,
while in Greece the multifunctional character of figurines prevailed.

68

Marangou 1996a, 147.
Chourmouziadis 1994, 226; Marangou 1996a, 146.
70
Orphanidis 1998, 116-117.
71
Orphanidis 2015, 141.
72
Talalay 1983, 115 and Gimbutas 1989, 220 agree.
73
Marangou 2001, 178.
74
Gimbutas 1986; Gimbutas 1989.
75
Ucko 1962.
69
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Another similar suggestion connects them with symbolic or apotropaic
meanings76. In that context, we can associate them with sympathetic magic or even
domestic rituals77. At a building floor in Ovcharovo, a group of figurines, furniture
and other paraphernalia has been interpreted as a cult scene. Both figurines and
furniture were decorated with painted concentric motifs, which have been seen as
sun and moon symbols. Whittley proposes that if these figurines represent the
ancestors, then we have a strong link between the dead, the house and its
occupants78. But he also suggests that they could be used as family heirlooms, which
passed from generation to generation79. In Platia Magoula Zarkou a house model
was interpreted as foundation offering for the protection of the house itself and its
residents. The house model was unearthed underneath the floor and contained
eight figurines, which Gallis thinks they correspond to its actual inhabitants, thus
they represent three generations80.
Talalay81 extended Ucko’s view and expressed the opinion that figurines
changed use during their life. Thus, based on ethnographic analogies and other
criteria, she proposed that figurines could be toys used for educational and
recreational purposes and in some occasions, they were even made by children. For
some of the miniatures that are badly made and very small, this explanation seems
reasonable82. Furthermore, she considers them as objects of sympathetic magic,
used to increase the number of animals but she also suggests the “split-leg” theory,
according to which these objects were used as a form of identification or agreement
between societies or individuals83.
In the same theoretical context is the theory of “deliberate fragmentation”
and “structured deposition” which is also based on the fact that many of these
objects were found in a fragmentary condition. In a way, this theory relates to the

76

Marangou 1996a, 150; Marangou 1996b, 197.
Marangou 1996a, 150.
78
Whittle 1996, 94.
79
Whittle 1996, 195.
80
Gallis 1985.
81
Talalay 1983, 195-240; Talalay 1993, 45-50.
82
Marangou 1996a, 149.
83
Talalay 1987.
77
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above ritual interpretation because one possible explanation, without ruling out
accidental breakage, is the disposal of worn-out sacred material. However, Chapman
explains this deposition as a network of social relations between sites using the
fragmentation of objects, like figurines and spondylus ornaments, in their attempt to
be linked to each other84.
Similarly, other scholars link them with communication. Therefore,
Chourmouziadis considers them as a primitive writing code between the members of
the Neolithic community85 while Bailey as a way of expressing the conscious or
unconscious relation of the individuals with their environment86. On the other hand,
there are those who are seeing them as a way of expressing social and gender
identities87 or as a material code for the establishment of social relations88.
Another theory interprets them as portraits of real persons because of the
realistic and personalized characteristics attributed on some of them89.
Chourmouziadis, formulated the “theory of impressions”, according to which
craftspeople depicted malformations because unusual figures stimulate them90.
Their small size, led some scholars to believe that miniature objects
circulated inside settlements. In particular, Marangou suggests that these small-scale
objects could be kept as groups inside one or two buildings and distributed from
there for ritual purposes or vice versa, meaning that the miniatures were gathered in
specific buildings only in special occasions. These objects could acquire different
meaning each time depending on the circumstances. These periodical gatherings
could involve music, as models of music instruments have been discovered, and
could be related with child-birth rituals or initiation. The latter could involve either
learning social behavior and acquisition of domestic skills either rites ceremonies,
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Chapman 2000, 104, 222-229.
Chourmouziadis 1994, 230.
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Bailey 2005.
87
Mina 2015.
88
Kokkinidou and Nikolaidou 1997.
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Gallis and Orphanidis 1991, 44-48.
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Chourmouziadis 2007, 62-65.
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magic or worship91. She also suggests that the reasons for the rare male
representations are unknown but it is not a result of accurate depiction of reality if
we consider that even today women are depicted more often in art92.
Very recently Meskell considered that the emphasis given on the breast,
buttocks and stomach has to do with the notion of longevity and abundance.
Furthermore, according to her, these flesh-icons are related not only with age and
good health but also, they materialized the respect to accumulated knowledge, skill
and power93. This brief presentation shows that figurines had multifunctional
character and meaning depending on each context or use.
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Marangou 1996a, 149-150; Marangou 1996b, 181.
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2. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH IN EASTERN MACEDONIA
2.1. History of research
Although the first prehistoric studies in Macedonia were conducted during the First
Word War by the English and French troops, which were stationed in the area94,
archaeological research of the prehistoric periods in the area resumes lately, in
contrast with Southern Greece. In Casson’s book of 1926, only three prehistoric sites
are mentioned, among them Dikili Tash95, but systematic research begins with
Hertley’s Prehistoric Macedonia96, even though East Macedonia is not included in his
book. His main contribution to Neolithic research is the excavations contacted by
him later in Servia97
In 1929-1930 Paradimi is excavated by Pelekidis and Kyriakidis who didn’t
publish their research98, continued by Bakalakis99. Before the Second World War, the
first excavations by Greek archaeologists, Bakalakis and Mylonas, are conducted in
East Macedonia, in Polystylo and Akropotamos100, from which the material was lost
during the German occupation101. These two are the most important excavations in
Eastern Macedonia before the Second Word War102. All these early excavations,
revealed that the material coming from North Greece is clearly related with the
Balkans103. Already from 1918, Welch had collected similar material from the plain of
Drama104 but it wasn’t until 1964 that a more thorough work was done by French105
in that field.
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Before 1967 very little were known about the prehistory of the area and this
certainly has to do with the fact that Macedonia was incorporated in the Greek State
much latter than Central and Southern Greece were106. On the contrary, from 19671968 the archaeological map of the Drama plain is filled, as two major prehistoric
sites are excavated, that is Dikili Tash and Sitagroi107. The Dikili Tash excavation
program began already from 1961 both by French and Greek archeologists108 and
continues until today109. During the excavation in Sitagroi in 1969-1970 a surface
survey was contacted in the Drama plain by Hardy110, which gave a “valid
introductory picture, albeit incomplete”111 of the prehistoric sites of Drama. In 1971,
Theocharis112, in his attempt to discuss the prehistory of East Macedonia composes a
list of prehistoric sites113. The discovery of new Neolithic and Bronze Age sites in the
area was continued by Koukouli-Chrysanthaki who during her research she
discovered in ’70 traces of Neolithic habitation in Thasos114. The results of this effort
are visible in a series of articles by Grammenos from 1975 until 1991115, where he
tries to draw up a catalogue, as complete as possible of East Macedonia's prehistoric
sites, based on material collected through surface surveys.
Several important sites are located in the area. Dhimitra, near Serres, was
excavated by the Greek Archaeological Service and directed by Grammenos, Kotsakis
and Fotiades116.The site was first recorded by Theocharis and Romiopoulou117. The
excavation of Paradeisos started with a trial trench by the Swedish School of
Archeology in 1976118 and ended with the publication of Hellstrom119. A very
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important site is that of Promachon-Topolnica, a joint Greek-Bulgarian project, which
started in 1992 in the Greek department under the supervision of KoukouliChrysanthaki on behalf of the Greek side120. Also, reference must be made to
Arkadikos excavated in 1991 by the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki121.
2.2. Geography of the area
East Macedonia is part of northern Greece and consists of the prefectures of Drama,
Serres and Kavala. This region is defined in the east and west by two rivers, the
Strymon and Nestos respectively, in the north by the Rhodopes and Kerkine
mountain and in the south by the Aegean Sea122. Geomorphologically forms a
natural corridor which links, in the axis North to South, the Aegean with the Balkans,
while in the east it leads to the Anatolia route123. Thus, due to its position, this region
is of great interest for the “Neolithization” and “Neolithic transformation” theories,
which try to answer the question about the beginning of the Neolithic in Europe124.
Macedonia’s position, between Eastern Mediterranean and the Balkans, led to the
assumption that it was used as passage for the transportation of people and goods
during the Neolithic125. Therefore, every scholar who is dealing with the prehistory of
the Balkans, recognizes that the area offers many possibilities for resolving key
questions about the Balkan but also European prehistory126.
More specifically, the plain of Drama, where the two sites are located, is
encircled by mountains, Mount Falakron to the north and Paggaion to the south,
while in the east and west by steep hills127. To the east, the hills behind the seaport
of Kavala cut off the plain from the sea, while in the west hills lie the modern city of
Alistrati, through which up to the Angitis river passes, forming a narrow strip where

120

Koukouli-Chrysanthaki et al. 1996, 745-767.
Papadopoulos 2002, 62.
122
Theocharis 1971, 1.
123
Theocharis 1971, 4.
124
Kotsakis 2007, 5.
125
Mylonas 1928, 89.
126
Grammenos 1975, 194.
127
Renfrew and Hardy 2003, 471.
121

25

the Balkans and the Aegean meet128. During the Holocene, the climate and the
geographical formation of the region wasn’t very different from today, except for the
alluvial deposits and the desiccation of the marshes129. The marshes in the middle
formed fertile lands, suitable for cultivation, whilst the surrounding hills and
mountains provided pastures for stocks and hunting grounds130. Archaeobotanical
research in Northern Greece has provided valuable information on the landscape,
fields and agricultural practices during the Neolithic in the area131 The earliest
habitation in the area is dated in the Early Neolithic, according to finds from Dikili
Tash132. During the Middle Neolithic settlements were gathered in the frame
grounds at the edges of the marshes133.
2.3. Sitagroi and Dhoxaton Tepe
The assemblage under examination derives from two sites located in the Drama
basin. The tell of Sitagroi (Pl. 1, n.1) lies on the left bank of the Angitis River, 2 km
south of the road from Drama and Sitagroi to Alistrati134. Excavations were
conducted there in two periods, in the summer of 1968 and then again in 1969
under the direction of C. Renfrew, followed by a period of study in 1970135. The
project was a result of collaboration between the British Archaeological School and
the University of California136. Since then, a number of preliminary reports have been
published137 but there is a detailed publication of the material and the site in the two
volumes, Sitagroi I and II138.
The tell was firstly discovered by French139 and was named “Photolivos”, a
name used during the first excavational season140. During the two excavational
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periods, a deep sounding was dug to the bedrock (ZA), followed by a number of
trenches, in order to confirm the stratigraphical sequence141. Sitagroi gave the first
absolute dates for the area of Eastern Macedonia. Through radiocarbon analysis five
phases of occupation were established with two subdivisions of the last one (Va and
Vb). Sitagroi I, II and III cover the Neolithic period starting from 5.500, while Sitagroi
IV and V the Early Bronze Age (Tab.1)142. With the exception of the Burnt House of
phase Va, building remains were very difficult to be recognized143. In levels of phases
II and III, some oven constructions were detected, while in the levels of phase IV
some walls and hearths144.
Tab. 1. The Sitagroi phases145

PHASE
Vb
Va
IV
III
II
I

APROXIMATE CALENDAR
DATE B.C.
2.700-2.200
3.100-2.700
3.500-3.100
4.600-3.500
5.200-4.600
5.500-5.200

PERIOD
EBA
late FN/beginning EBA
LN II/FN
LN I
MN/LN I

The second site, Dhoxaton Tepe (Pl. 1, n.10) is only known through surface
surveys since excavation was not conducted there. The first reference is by Koukouli
in 1967, mentioning the site among others from which prehistoric sherds were
collected146. The site was also investigated by Renfrew in the context of the Drama
survey and artefacts were published later in the second volume of Sitagroi147.
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Grammenos includes the settlement in his catalogue of prehistoric sites of Eastern
Macedonia in 1975 with information mainly on pottery148
The site of Dhoxaton Tepe lies 1 km north of the Kalampaki village, and that is
why in some articles is also referred as Kalampaki or Kalampak Tepe149. It has the
shape of a tell 10m height, north of the Xeropotamos River, and 40m in diameter150.
The material is corresponding chronologically mainly to the phase II and III of
Sitagroi151.
In Drama, according to the results of the survey most of the sites were
concentrated in the north part of the plain and (Pl. 1) were located near water,
alluvial fans, riverine lands and marshes152. In phase II of Sitagroi an increase in the
number of the settlements is observed, something which changes in the next phases,
during which a decline is obvious153. Based on the pottery similarities, it is believed
that the sites were in contact with each other and no signs of conflicts are visible154.
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3. THE ASSEMBLAGE OF FIGURINES UNDER STUDY
3.1 Aims, Methodology of the study and design of the database
The research assemblage consists of thirty-two figurines belonging to the Tsakos
collection, kept in the Archeological Museum of Thessaloniki. Apart from three,
which come from the prehistoric site of Dhoxaton Tepe155, the rest are from the
well-known site of Sitagroi, near Drama. All the artefacts are listed in the general
inventory of the museum and two of them are currently exhibited in the temporary
exhibition of the museum “Figurines, a microcosmos of clay”156. Each figurine is
marked by the Museum Inventory number, which consists of two Greek letters (ΤΣ)
followed by a series of numbers.
The aim of the study of the assemblage is to record, analyze and compare the
characteristics of the figurines of the collection, in terms of technology (material
processing, construction techniques, surface treatment), morphology (form and
decoration motifs), typology/ iconography (representation, theme, sex) and relative
chronology through parallels. The data of the analysis will provide information on
their production, representation, sex distinction and chronology as well as their
place in the Neolithic world of the area and the broader region of eastern Macedonia
and the Balkans.
The methodology included macroscopical study of the figurines and
processing of the recorded information in a database. The study was conducted in
the laboratory of the Archaeological Museum of Thessaloniki. The analytical
recording of the technological and morphological characteristics of the artefacts was
done in a recording sheet. Subsequently, all the information was registered in an
especially designed database, adapted to the parameters of the study. The
description of the color was based on Munsell Soil Colour Charts. The artefacts were
photographed and designed by the author.
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The electronic base was designed using the FileMaker Pro 16 program. The
provenance, inventory number and photo of the artefact is registered in the home
page. The database is divided into eight tables, where the relevant information is
grouped under the general categories Preservation State, Dimensions, Construction,
Decoration, Typology, Description, Bibliography and Extra photos (Pl. 2). The first
table includes fields related to the preservation state of the artefact, like preserved
part and breakage points (Pl. 3). The second includes maximum dimensions (Pl. 4),
while the third construction details. The latter is comprised of fields related to the
composition and color of the clay, core or slip, the treatment of the surface and the
construction techniques (Pl. 5). The following table organizes in detail the types and
motifs of the decorated figurines, along with their possible symbolisms, like cloths
etc. (Pl. 6). In the typology section the figurines are categorized according to their
representation (naturalistic or schematic) and iconographic theme (Pl. 7)
Furthermore, the artefacts are divided in anthropomorphic and zoomorphic.
Concerning the anthropomorphic, sex is described, gesture and posture are
characterized and the figurines are classified as discussed in Chapter 3.4. The
zoomorphic are divided in autonomous figurines and appendices for vessels, while
species are recognized. In the sixth table an analytic description of each body part is
included, along with a general description of the artefact (Pl. 8). Bibliographic
references are mentioned in the following table, with fields regarding the site and
the chronology of the parallels (Pl. 9). In the last table extra photos of the artefacts
are added.
Quantitative data were drawn from the database, presented in the tables
accompanying the next chapters, correlating information from the different studied
parameters.
3.2 Characteristics and problems
The artefacts from Dhoxaton Tepe are very limited in number. Three items
are listed, from which one could not be identified, thus no meaningful comparison
between the two sites could be achieved. As a result, the samples from the two sites
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were examined together as they belong to the same region and present similar
cultural characteristics157.
All the figurines were collected through surface survey, thus the only
information available is their findspot. It is obvious that this element sets restrictions
in the character and the dimensions of our research. The archaeological context is
missing, a parameter that would be very helpful in the secure or even absolute
chronology of the figurines. Moreover, the lack of context sets limits in the
interpretation, especially regarding their use. Both issues, chronology and
interpretation, are dealt with the quest of close parallels to the two sites of province,
to the area of Eastern Macedonia and the neighboring Balkan countries, like Bulgaria
and Romania, with which Sitagroi and Dhoxaton Tepe bear cultural similarities158. In
some cases, the quest is extended to the rest of Macedonia or even Thessaly.
Unquestionably, very helpful is the fact that the site of Sitagroi was systematically
excavated, published and dated through radiocarbon analysis, but this is not the case
for Dhoxaton Tepe, where no excavation was conducted 159.
This is not the first time that figurines from surface surveys are examined.
Chourmouziadis includes an assemblage in his study160, while Peilidou’s and
Orphanidis’ studies are on surface survey figurines from Thrace and Thessaly
respectively161. Moreover, even for those coming from excavation levels, the exact
context of most of them is unknown because very few are found in situ, while the
majority comes from distorted deposits162. In other cases, the information about
them are limited and incomplete163. This is the case for Sitagroi where no exact
contextual information are known164All these problems are effectively encountered
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by identifying the types of figurines, regarding the general structure and decoration,
in relation to stratified sets of the same or other sites165.
In the already mentioned obstacles, the presence of individual typological
characteristics should be added, which concerns one or two examples, and makes
the classification and division into groups difficult. The figurines under study display
a variety of forms and modeling features, which made difficult to distinguish clearly
definable categories. In parallel, their limited number, fragmentary state of
preservation, along with the diversity of those preserved in satisfactory degree don’t
allow for the detection of types, meaning the detection of general or notable
morphological characteristics166.However, and despite all the above aforementioned
problems a thematic and morphological classification can be accomplished.
3.3. The classification criteria
In the archaeological bibliography, there are many theoretical and methodological
approaches for the classification of prehistoric figurines167. Researchers have
followed different classification systems according to chronological, morphological
or even interpretational criteria168.
Inevitably, the degree of preservation and nature of the assemblage under
study determines the methodology to be followed, but also the criteria for its
classification169. The limited number of the studied figurines, their unknown
archeological context and their variety in types set from the beginning limits in their
classification. The criteria followed were morphological and typological ones.
Furthermore, the degree of fragmentation didn’t always allow for the recognition of
morphological and typological characteristics.

165

Pileidou 1998, 48.
For relative problems see Pileidou 1998, 71; Orphanidis and Gallis 2011, 41-43.
167
Talalay 1983, 2, 65; Vajsov 1998, 111-114.
168
Ucko 1968; Talalay 1983; Chourmouziaids 1973; Gimbutas 1968, 1976.
169
Pileidou 1998, 72.
166

32

Most of the researchers divided the anthropomorphic figurines according to
sex distinction170. Following their reasoning, two classes were identified in this study,
the female or probable female figurines (Class I) and those without or unknown sex
distinction (Class II). The determination of sex in prehistoric figurines isn’t always
easy171. The problem becomes more complex in the cases of those with
gynecomastia172. Generally, the female sex is recognized according to the
identification of primary sex characteristics as the pudenda and the pubic triangle173.
In some cases also secondary features are used, like breasts, exaggerated abdomen
and belly. Consequently, sex is affixed as female when both the upper and the lower
torso is preserved, has no male genitalia but breasts174. As probable female, are
documented those which preserve only the lower part and combine protruding belly
and buttocks. No male figurines are identified, but research shows they are rare,175
as is also the case for published figurines from Sitagroi176. Thus, in Class II all the rest
figurines are classified. Because of their fragmentary preservation many of them
could belong to female or male or even sexless forms. That is why this category is
named as without or unknown sex distinction, for the cases where sex is not
distinguished or the preserved part doesn’t bear sex features, as for example a
foot/leg fragment or a head.
The two classes include eight and fifteen samples respectively. It was noticed
that many of the specimens shared common characteristic in posture, in the
rendering of anatomic details and the breakage points since many had broken in the
same sensitive junctures. Because a correspondence existed between the
morphological characteristics and the degree of preservation, the assemblage was
divided in groups according to the above criteria. Subsequently, the groups were
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separated in smaller groups, sub-groups since many of them presented stylistic or
morphological similarities.
Furthermore, prehistoric figurines present two trends, the naturalistic and
the schematic. Naturalistic are considered those with a realistic shape of the form,
with clear sex and facial features, and usually with an exaggeration in the formation
of the body177. Figurines which depict the form in an abstract way, with no or very
limited characteristics and no sex distinction, are known as schematic178.
Nevertheless, this distinction can’t be absolute because of the existence of figurines
in which both trends coexist179. Thus, both terms are applied in the assemblage,
based on the preserved part, regardless if some of them could present both trends in
their original state. The term naturalistic is applied not only to those showing clear
anatomical features but also to those “with partial representation of traits diagnostic
of genus (human/animal) and gender”180. Whereas, the term stylized is used for
figurines characterized by only the general shape of the human body, with or
without sex indication181. It should be also noted that certain figurines, e.g. those
with beak-nose heads and some indication of anthropomorphic body characteristics,
have been incorporated into the schematic group, since their modelling is not fully
representational.

3.4 The classification
The assemblage was divided in four iconographic categories: the anthropomorphic
figures, the zoomorphic, the models, and the unidentified. The last categories are
very limited in numbers. The two first categories are labeled as figures and not
figurines because within them, as we will see below, fragments of handles or vessels
with plastic forms are included, which are grouped separately.
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The anthropomorphic category is divided in two classes according to sex
distinction, the female or probable female (Class I) and those without or unknown
sex distinction (Class II). Each class was separated in groups based on general
morphological criteria, the preserved part of the figurine and in some cases even the
decorative type.
Class I consists of five groups without subdivisions:
Group Ia (ΤΣ 1922): Female figurine in half-seated position with elaborate
decoration. It consists of one example which preserves the torso of a human body.
Group Ib (ΤΣ 2063, 2849): Female figurines in seated position, with exaggerated
proportions of the posteriors, without decoration. Two are numbered, which
preserve the lower part of the body.
Group Ic (ΤΣ 2853, 2859): Female standing figurines, with robust torso, graphite
decoration, and identical depiction of the sex genitals. Two examples are listed,
which preserve mainly part of the torso.
Group Id (ΤΣ 2106): Female schematic figurine, abundantly decorated. One example
is classified, which is almost intact except from the head.
Group Ie (ΤΣ 2016, 2119): Parts of female figurines, which can’t be classified in one of
the above groups. It consists of two fragments: one undecorated buttock and a
decorated lower torso. Both have protruding buttocks.
Class II comprises also of five groups:
Group IIa (ΤΣ 1913, 2183): Schematized figurines ending in three or four legs,
without sex distinction. It consists of two, almost intact examples.
Group IIb (ΤΣ 1885, 1914, 2120, 2858): Semi-schematic beak-nosed heads, with
unknown sex, some with anthropomorphic body torso. Four artefacts are listed: one
head and three fragments of upper torso with head.
Group IIc (ΤΣ 2017, 2064, 2228, 2851): Buttocks of figurines, probably standing, with
decoration and without sex distinction. Five objects are classified.
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Group IId (ΤΣ 2186): One torso of anthropomorphic figurine, which can’t be classified
to the above groups.
Group IIe (ΤΣ 1886, 1915, 2841): Parts of anthropomorphic vessels, mainly foots with
unknown sex distinction. Three examples are listed: two foots and one thigh
fragment.
Group IIb is subdivided in two subgroups, handles and figurines:
1st subgroup IIb (ΤΣ 1914, 2858): two semi-schematic beak-nosed heads which
preserve part of their torso and are decorated. These are anthropomorphic handles
detached from vessels.
2nd subgroup IIb (ΤΣ 1885, 2120): two examples of autonomous undecorated
figurines. One head and one upper torso with head.
The second iconographic category is following the general classification of
Toufexis182 and is divided in two groups:
Group a (ΤΣ 1945, 2065, 2841): Parts of animal figurines
Group b (ΤΣ 2843, 2860): Animal protomes applied on vessels.
The third iconographic category consists of one model of a miniature table
(ΤΣ 1894) while the last category has three unclassified examples (ΤΣ 1876, 2165,
2125). The latter certainly don’t belong to the two first iconographic categories, but
it is difficult to say what they are exactly; some possibilities are given, but without
confidence.
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4. THE TECHNOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ASSEMBLAGE
The manufacture of a figurine is not a very simple procedure. Experiments have
shown that the simplest figurines needed ten to fifteen minutes to be made, but
more elaborate needed at least an hour183. The figurine-maker had to collect the raw
material, prepare it and then deal with the modelling of the form. In some occasions
a guide was incised in the torso in order to mark the position of the hands, breasts or
even decoration184. After the modelling the surface was processed, decoration was
applied wherever it was desirable and then firing followed185.
4.1. Raw material
The main material for the construction of figurines is clay as it was easy to find,
extremely pliable and durable. Next in numbers comes stone, mainly marble,
followed by bone and shell. However, wooden ones should have also existed, but
this material is perishable. The use of wood in architecture and tools verifies this
assumption186. The choice of material depends on the locality of the settlement
(coastline or mainland), the soil and the geomorphology of the region, as well as the
form the craftspeople indented to give to the figurine (schematic or naturalistic).
More naturalistic forms require soft material while hard ones could be used in more
schematic forms187. Nonetheless, more symbolic extensions should not be ruled out
in the choice of material188. It is certain that some figurines had parts made from
different material, like stone or wood used for the heads of the so-called acroliths189.
Unique is the case of a figurine from Franchthi where a shell was placed in the
position of the head190.
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All the examined figurines are made from clay. The colour of the fabric
depends on the clay and the firing processes191. Therefore, figurines can be divided
into two groups according to colour, brown and red ranging from dark to light
shades for both. Few of them present variations of grey (3) and pink (4) colour.
Fifteen of them were completely and the rest incompletely fired. Many of them (12)
bear colour differentiation on their surface, which can be a result of the original
firing 192, or post-depositional, e.g. fire destruction.
The Neolithic figurines were usually produced with the same clay used for
pottery. Consequently, in some cases the clay was prepared carefully while in others
it was left unprocessed193. The clay of the figurines under study is coarse grained for
a small percentage (16%), while for the rest it is equally divided between fine (42%)
and medium grained (42%). A considerable number of figurines, are made from clay
tempered with sand and some of them with calcium carbonates. The clay fabric is
characterized by quartz and other mineral-rock fragment inclusions and in one case
by shell remnants (ΤΣ 1876).
4.2. Construction techniques
It is worth noting that the construction techniques used to produce figurines remains
the same until the Hellenistic period194. These manufacturing techniques are used
with greater or less frequency not only in Greece but also in the neighboring Balkan
countries and Anatolia195.
Three are the main construction methods and they are the compact whole,
the core method and the hollow interior. All are attested in the examined
assemblage. The majority is made from one piece of clay (69%) followed by multiple
cores (28%) and only one is empty inside (Tab.2). Very helpful for their classification
in one of the above techniques is their breakage points, since many of them are
revealing the core or the successive layers of clay.
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Tab. 2 Construction techniques

a)

The compact whole technique

This method is considered by Chourmouziadis as the simplest, but Talalay
argues that using the core method had many advantages196 . The figurines made
with this technique are modelled from one piece of clay covered by a thin layer for
the final formation. As a result, they are very solid. This method is evident in many
Neolithic sites in East Macedonia, like Dhimitra, Sitagroi and Dikili Tash197but also in
Thessaly and Southern Greece198.
The majority of the examined artefacts, that is twenty-two from thirty-two,
were made from a solid piece of clay (Tab.2). Among them, eleven are
anthropomorphic, including anthropomorphic vessel, five are zoomorphic, three are
unidentified and one is a table model. From the anthropomorphic, five are female,
while the rest bear no sex distinction or unknown. It is worth mentioning that all the
zoomorphic figurines, autonomous or vessel parts and all the unclassified material
were constructed with this method (Tab.3).
The figurine-maker could follow two different ways in this method. Some
figurines were made simply by rolling, patting or pinching a piece of clay which was

196

Chourmouziadis 1994, 54, but see also Talalay 1983, 118 for a different opinion.
Marangou 1992a, 12, 20.
198
Chourmouziadis 1994, 54; Talalay 1983, 116.
197

39

first flattened between the palms or a palm and a thigh. By pinching or pulling the
clay the maker could manufacture the head, the stump arms and in some cases the
breasts199. This is the case for the heads of all the figurines belonging to Group IIb. All
these heads have a beak-like projection for the nose, made with pulling, while the
area of the eyes was formed with pressure of the fingers. Additionally, in one of
them (TΣ 1885) the preserved stump arm was made in this way. The two schematic
figurines of Group IIa (TΣ 1913, 2183) ending in four or three legs and the only
acrolith (ΤΣ 2853) of the collection are modelled by one piece of clay, however the
breasts of the latter are made by pulling (Tab.3). Maybe this is the reason why a
large part of the breasts is preserved and only the tips were fractured.
Tab.3 Correlation of Groups with construction techniques

GROUPS
Group Ia
Group Ib
Group Ic
Group Id
Group Ie
Group IIa
Group IIb
Group IIc
Group IId
Group IIe
Group a
Group b

CONSTRUCTION TECHNIQUES
Compact Whole
0
2
1
1
1
2
4
0
0
2
3
2

Core technique
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
5
1
1
0
0

Hollow Interior
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Alternatively, they could form the main body from a solid piece of clay and
then apply the individual small parts of the figurine, which were made from separate
clay lumps. In this case, the conjunctions between the main body and the different
parts were covered by a thicker layer which is not very easy to detect200. The
detachment of these parts or anatomical details which were made from different
clay lumps is a very usual phenomenon, which because of defect they didn’t acquire
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the necessary consistency201. This method could be observed in few figurines, like
the figurine with the embedded seat (ΤΣ 2849) which detached arm probably was
made separately, or the missing legs of the miniature table (ΤΣ 1894). That is why
these parts are missing. Furthermore, in Group b the missing horns of the
zoomorphic handles were made separately and then applied to the head.
The method of construction is very closely related to the general formation of
the figurine. Hence, more schematic forms and small-sized figurines are usually
made from one piece of clay202. This is also evident by the sample under study since
almost all the schematic figurines, eight out of nine, are made with this method
(Tab.4). Few have naturalistic characteristics in their rendering, like the small torso of
ΤΣ 2119 and the two-foot fragments coming from anthropomorphic vessels (ΤΣ 1915,
1945). Furthermore, usually seated figurines are also made from one piece of clay203.
This is verified by the two seated figurines of Group Ib, which are also more
realistically rendered and their legs are joined together (Tab.3).
Tab.4 Correlation of Construction techniques and representation

CONTRUCTION
TECHNIQUES
Compact whole
Core technique
Hollow interior

REPRESENTATION
SCHEMATIC
8
1
0

NATURALISTIC
10
8
1

Their preservation state proves that their solid volume in combination with
their small dimensions has as result the preservation of a significant portion of them.
This is also evident in the examined figurines since all the figurines which are
preserved intact or almost intact and those which large part of their torso with or
without head are made from one lump of clay (Tab.5). Of course, their preservation
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depends also from other condition, however the material shows that figurines made
from one piece of clay are more durable204.
Tab.5 Correlation of preserved parts and construction techniques

PART OF PRESERVATION
Head
Upper torso with head
Only torso
Lower torso
Leg fragments
Almost Intact/Whole

b)

CONSTUCTION TECHNIQUES
Compact whole
3
4
1
3
3
4

Core technique
0
0
2
0
7
0

Hollow interior
0
0
1
0
0
0

The core method

This method demanded more time and gave the maker the ability to create
more complex forms205. More naturalistic and bigger figurines required an advanced
number of cores206. The figurine was modelled from several different balls of clay,
which were joined together with a thin layer of clay207. Nine figurines of the artefacts
under study were constructed with this method, that is 28% of the sample (Tab.2).
All are anthropomorphic and one of them belongs to an anthropomorphic vessel.
The majority has no sexual characteristics and only two are female or probable
female.
In this technique two variations are attested, the central core and the
multiple cores. In the first, the maker made a central core which was covered with a
solution of clay. To this core, which was made with the compact whole technique the
different parts were applied. The conjunctions between them were covered with a
thick slip208. The half-seated figurine (ΤΣ 1922) was modelled with one central core.
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In the fracture of the back and narrow sides the core is visible, covered with
successive layers of clay.
In the second variation the figurine-maker formed each part of the body
separately from different clay chunks (head, torso, legs, arms). When these
components were roughly shaped they were pressed together and the joints were
covered with a thin layer of clay. The different cores were modelled so that their
ends would help in the union of the different pieces209. The anatomical and other
details were either modelled with the cores or separately and then applied to
them210. Already from the EN the different parts were joined together with wooden
pegs. During the MN two separately shaped halves (right and left) were joined
together with at least three pegs, while the head was inserted in a hollow in the
height of the shoulders. In LN I figurines were usually made from three parts, one
solid upper part and two halves for the lower body joined together with a horizontal
peg. The head and the hands were then applied to the torso. With some exceptions,
in the end of LN, the buttocks were joined without peg and their inner surface was
smoothed and flat or slightly concave. The convex end of the upper part was
inserted in the concave edge of the lower part211.
Most of the examined figurines are made with the second variation.
Therefore, all the buttocks of Group IIc are made with multiple cores (Tab.3). More
specifically, four of them (ΤΣ 2016, 2017, 2828, 2851) are modelled with at least
three cores, one for the upper torso and two for the lower. They were joined to the
convex extremity of the upper torso with the help of cavity, still visible on the upper
surface. The point of detachment of the other leg in the medial surface is also
traceable. The inner side in all of them is untreated, rough, slightly flattened, apart
from ΤΣ 2017 on which the surface is extremely flat and smooth. Two others (ΤΣ
2064, 2228) were probably made by two cores. Their upper surface is clearly broken;
therefore, they weren’t joined with the upper part with different cores although
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their legs were made separately. Maybe in this case the torso was cut off in two
vertical pieces and then joined together.
It is interesting to mention the case of ΤΣ 2017, 2228 which were modelled
following the same principle. Two different cores were left to dry and then they
were fixed to the other half by means of organic pegs as the holes preserved in the
inner surface indicate. Both buttocks have been smoothed between the legs and
their hole is irregular in section. Unlike all the others in which their two half/buttocks
were joined across the entire inner side, in ΤΣ 2228 they were initially joined only on
the upper part leaving a gap between them in the lower part.
The only torso from Dhoxaton Tepe (ΤΣ 2186) is made from at least two
pieces. The underside preserved the smoothed socket for the lower half. Finally, the
foot fragment (ΤΣ 1886) is made with the core method, as the upper surface is
concave indicating that the foot was attached to a vessel. Likewise, in one side the
successive layers of the clay are visible.
The use of a stick for the conjunction of the buttocks is very usual in the Vinca
and Karanovo areas, like Divostin I, Nova Zagora and Usoe I212. However, in the
latter, vertical pegs were used instead of horizontal. But also, this method is attested
in Achilleion IIB and MN Servia213, where the holes are visible in the interior surface
of the two halves of the body, torso with legs. In LN Macedonia, like Dhimitra I and II,
Thermi B, and Vassilica214 a similar technique was used. All the above sites but also in
Dikili Tash I and Sitagroi II and III215 very usual is the construction of the upper torso
by one lump and the lower part by two then joined together.
The figurines made with the core method are usually more naturalistic. The
more the cores, the more naturalistic the figure. This is why they break easily in the
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points of junctures and why especially the split legs are a very usual phenomenon216.
Some scholars even suggest that in some cases the legs were deliberately
manufactured in that way so that they can easily be separated217.
All the figurines made from cores are naturalistically rendered (Tab.4) except
from the foot fragment, which is more schematically formed. From them, one is halfseated (ΤΣ 1922), in one the position is unknown (ΤΣ 1886), while all the others are in
standing position.
c)

The hollow interior

In this method the figurine was empty inside. Hollow anthropomorphic and
zoomorphic figurines are rare and they consist of a hollow body and solid parts or
only hollow ones. The hollow section was either modelled like a vase or around a
central core218. Because it is very difficult to manufacture a figurine without a central
skeleton, an ypothesis is that they were modelled around a wooden core. This core
helped the maker in the general rendering of the form and probably it was burnt
during the firing process leaving a hollow interior. The burnt remains were removed
after firing219.
In East Macedonia sitting forms with an integrated stool were rarely made
hollow220. While in the Late and Final Neolithic in East Macedonia large figurines are
made with this method but they are usually well-fired and decorated221, like the only
example of this collection which is hollow inside (ΤΣ 2859). Similar examples but with
black-on-red decoration have been found in Dikili Tash III, Sitagroi III, Dhoxaton Tepe
and a surface find from Serres222.
From the correlation of the breakage points with the construction method
we can see that the majority of the figurines that are broken in the waist and legs
216
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are made with multiple cores, because this is where the cores are joined together.
On the other hand, all the figurines that are broken in the neck are made with the
compact whole method apart from one which is made with the hollow method
(Tab.6). It seems that those made from one piece of clay break in their weakest
points, like the neck and waist. To conclude, breakage is observed in fragile points,
such as neck, waist or the separation of the lower part in two halves, which is related
to the manufacture techniques than to use223.
Tab. 6 Correlation of breakage points and construction techniques

4.3. Surface treatment
The treatment of the surface was done after the modelling of the figurine. Similar
techniques were used in pottery. Firstly, the surface was smoothed using a leather
piece, tools or even hands. Next the slip was applied but not in all the figurines. The
final stage was burnishing with tools like a well-smoothed pebble, a piece of wood, a
shell, a bone tool, a baked clay object or a thumbnail224.
Among the figurines of the Tsakos collection only two from the thirty-two
have their surface untreated and rough (ΤΣ 1885, 1886), all the rest are smoothed. In
some of them the surface is so smooth that a false impression of slip is created but
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in most cases, it is smoothed without special care. Twenty of them are burnished
(Tab.7) while in some (ΤΣ 1915, 2120, 2849, 2853, 2859) the traces of the tool used
are visible. What is very interesting is that all the figurines that are slipped, fourteen
in total, are also burnished and smoothed. In the majority of them the slip is visible
in the entire preserved surface of the artefacts, in very few it is preserved only in one
side, mainly the front, or traces are detected in small areas. The colour of the slip is
either red or brown. The latter is identical to the clay used for the paste in two cases,
but frequently completely different. Grey clouds were frequently observed (12%), as
an effect of firing.
Tab. 7 Surface Treatment

SURFACE TREATMENT
30
30
25

20

20

14

15

9

10
2

5
0
Smoothed

Burnished

Slipped

Gray clouds

Untreated

4.4. Decoration
In many cases the decoration of the Neolithic figurines is similar to that of the
pottery of the site or the general area. In some of them the correlation is so strong
that a symbolic link between figurine production and pottery is proposed225. In other
cases, the motifs on figurines are very poor in relation to pottery and are
differentiated in construction and motifs226.
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In contrast to Thessaly, where the decoration of figurines is mostly a
complementary element227, the archaeological data from Middle and Late Neolithic
Macedonia (Sitagroi, Dikili Tash, Thermi, Dhimitra) suggest that decoration was so
important that in some cases they renewed the motif when it worn off228. The
figurative statuettes from Sitagroi, its neighbours in the Drama Plain, and other
related sites reveal a vivid concern with adornment229. This is also the case for the
artefacts under study, since only 26% of the total is undecorated. (Tab.8)

Tab.8 Types of decoration

TYPES OF DECORATION
Dotted
7%

Painted
5%

Undecorated
26%

Plastic
17%

Incised
45%

In the decorated figurines, that is 21 in total, most frequent is the incised
decoration (45%, Tab.8) and among them three are dotted (ΤΣ 1894, 1922, 2841).
The preference to incised decoration instead of painted should be related with the
general limited presence of painted decoration in East Macedonia and Thrace but
also Bulgaria during the phase of Karanovo230.
The incised decoration is the simplest type of decoration and is practiced
before firing. This kind of decoration is very common in Macedonia. Here, the motifs
are very rich and indicate either garment, anatomical details or are simply
227
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decorative.231 Only in one occasion maybe also an impressed decoration is evident
with some sort of bone tool (ΤΣ 1914).
Next in numbers comes plastic decoration (17%, Tab.8) which is used mainly
for the depiction of anatomical details, like eyes (ΤΣ 2843) or hands (ΤΣ 2185).
Another decoration practice is the painted one used on both clay and stone
figurines. It is applied before firing, after the figurine was left to dry in the sun, either
directly or after the surface was covered with a very thin layer of slip. This type gave
a more vivid effect on the final product232. In East Macedonia painted decoration is
uncommon233, thus only two figurines of Group Ic bear painted decoration with
graphite. Traces of graphite can be traced on one example of the seated type (ΤΣ
2849). The decoration is very simple, linear, and only the pubic triangle is indicated
with an upturned triangle. Graphite decoration is common of the pottery in Sitagroi,
Dhoxaton Tepe, Dikili Tash234and generally in East Macedonia during the LN235.
However, there are few in which a combination of different types of
decorations is used, like three of examined figurines which combine incised and
plastic decoration (TΣ 2186, 2843, 2106).
Tab. 9 Motifs of Decoration
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As far as the motifs are conserved, most frequent is the linear decoration,
especially the horizontal lines, followed by chevrons, vertically or horizontally
oriented. Less common are the semicircle lines, dots and wavy lines. Very few are
the spiral and the concentric V’s (Tab.9). The posterior is the body part which is
regularly decorated following by the belly and the front side of the torso. Most of
them (15) are decorated only on the front side while eight are decorated in almost
all sides. Fully decorated on all sides are four (ΤΣ 1886, 2119, 2183, 2841).
The spiral motif is very common in the decorative patterns of Sitagroi
(Pl.17:31)236. Here, it is present on three figurines (ΤΣ 2017, 2186, 2228) in the area
of the belly and the posterior. The motif is also evident in Divostin, Kremenitsa and
Romania and generally it is a very typical pattern in the Balkans237. Dots are found on
three objects (ΤΣ 1894, 1922, 2841), of which one is the table model. In one, the halfseated, the pubic triangle is filled with dots. However, in the foot fragment from the
anthropomorphic vessel the motif is very distinctive, as the dots are in the center of
some kind of lozenge. A similar pattern is observed in Ruse and the Tisza region in
Hungary238. Another interesting observation is that the only figurines of which the
belly is overstressed (ΤΣ 1922, 2119) this part is decorated with a similar pattern of
intersecting lines with no apparent orientation which was not observed in the
published material from Sitagroi. The incised patterns attested in ΤΣ 2196 and
especially the motif of three vertical incisions between the breasts finds parallels in
many schematic figurines from Sitagroi239. Generally, the incised decoration of the
figurines under study has common characteristics with many neighboring sites, such
as Dhimitra, Dikili Tash240 but also sites of the Karanovo circle241. Furthermore, in five
figurines, colour has been detected in the incisions, in one case red ochre (ΤΣ 2828)
and the rest four material white (ΤΣ 1894, 1922, 2183, 2851).
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It is very risky to try to interpret ornamentation since decorative motifs can
be aesthetic, can stress out anatomical details or imitate clothing, tattooing or
ornaments242. It is difficult to specify the meaning of the motifs represented in
figurines with confidence. Some scholars believe that many iconographic elements
of the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age figurines from the Balkans, North Aegean and
especially Sitagroi, can be seen as: bracelets, belts, necklaces, beads etc.243. It is very
interesting that the arrangement of jewelry on figurines corresponds with the
original position of similar burial artefacts found in Balkan cemeteries, as Varna and
Cernica244. It has been argued that many of these motifs could be done with stump
cylinders, as such artefacts have been found in Sitagroi bearing very similar incised
patterns with the designs on figurines245.
From the total of the studied figurines only ten bear potential elements of
clothing, especially on the lower part of the body. In very few cases, we can interpret
some decorative elements as a belt (ΤΣ 1922, 2064) and maybe as a necklace (ΤΣ
2106). In East Macedonia the depiction of a belt with incisions around the hips of
female usually figurines is very common246 and it is also attested in many sites like
Arethousa, Dhimitra247 but also in the Vinca culture248.
The majority of the motifs have decorative character but there is a minority
of five fragments where anatomical details are emphasized. In three the pubic
triangle is formed (Group Ia, Ic), one with incisions and dots and the other two
painted. In the published figurines from Sitagroi both types are attested, with the
incised being more common, a practice also evident in Dikili Tash249. In two heads, an
anthropomorphic (ΤΣ 1914) and a zoomorphic (ΤΣ 2843), the eyes are shaped and in
ΤΣ 2186 the details of the fingers. Finally, in figurine ΤΣ 1914 small horizontal
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perforations are opened in each ear, an element also seen in Gumelnita250. Metal
earrings have been preserved on figurines from Karanovo and Ruse251. Since the
figurines of our study probably is a handle detached from the vessel, more possible
is that the holes were used for suspension or simply had a decorative character.
If we correlate the groups with the decoration, we can see that the seated
figurines of Group Ib, the bird shaped heads of Group IIb and the autonomous
zoomorphic figurines of Group a are undecorated. Fully decorated with incisions are
the half-seated form of Group Ia, the buttocks of Group IIc and the zoomorphic
handles of Group b. Additionally, painted decoration is restricted to the female
figurines of Group Ic. (Tab.10).
Tab.10 Correlation of Groups and decoration
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GROUPS

DECORATED

UNDECORATED

Group Ia
Group Ib
Group Ic
Group Id
Group Ie
Group IIa
Group IIb
Group IIc
Group IId
Group IIe
Group a
Group b

1
0
2
2
1
1
1
5
1
2
0
2

0
2
0
0
1
1
3
0
0
1
3
0

Dumitrescu 1965, Fig. 1.
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5. THE TYPOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ASSEMBLAGE
5.1 Description of the assemblage
5.1.1. Description of anthropomorphic figures
CLASS I: Female or probable female
Group Ia, Half-Seated (ΤΣ 1922, Fig. 1, Pl. 10)
It was collected from Sitagroi. The general rendering of the body is
naturalistic while the half-seated posture is clearly formed. The figurine’s preserved
height is 4.80 cm and the maximum width 5.60 cm. The clay is reddish brown with
grey clouds especially on the front side. The surface is smoothed without slip. It
preserves the lower torso from the height of the waist until the beginning of the
hips. It belongs to a female form as the enlarged buttocks and slightly protruding
belly indicates. Moreover, the area of the pubic triangle is indicated with incised
lines. It is abundantly decorated with incised lines and dots on the front and vertical
lines on the back. The horizontal incisions around the middle of the hips, along with
the dotted area of the pubic triangle can be indicative of the figurine’s garment.
Nevertheless, the vertical incision on the back is stressing the backbone line, while
the shallow intersecting lines on the belly must had decorative character. It was
made with the core method as the superimposed layers of clay in the fracture of the
right legs show.
Group Ib, Seated (ΤΣ 2063, 2849, Fig. 2-3, Pl. 12, 14)
This group includes two figurines from Sitagroi, belonging to the seated type.
Their fabric is light red and coarse. The one (TΣ 2063) is smoothed and the other is
slipped and burnished. Although the two figurines are different in dimensions they
are both undecorated and probably depict female forms, judging from the slim waist
and the rounded buttocks. These latter features give them a pear-shaped lower
torso especially when observed form behind. As it is expected both are broken on
their weakest point, the waist. ΤΣ 2849 preserves the hips, which are joined together
in the front and are broken in the height of the possibly bent knees. The latter is one
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of the two figurines of the collection providing information about gesture. The initial
position of the right arm is suggested by a linear groove placed diagonally on the
abdomen. Moreover, this is the only figurine under study with an integrated hollow
seat. TΣ 2063 preserves only the lower part of the torso but the two circular fractions
showing the initial position of the legs point to seated position.
Group Ic, Graphite decorated (ΤΣ 2853, 2859, Fig. 4-5, Pl. 16-17)
The next group is likewise consisting of two figurines in standing position
which bears many similarities and were found in Sitagroi. These are among the
highest of the collection, almost 6.50 cm, fabric with identical red clay without
inclusions and surface well slipped and burnished. In both the composition of the slip
is identical with the clay and are covered with graphite linear decoration limited on
the front side. The female characteristics are implied in two ways: the conical breasts
are plastic while the pubic triangle is painted. The preserved torso is naturalistically
rendered especially in ΤΣ 2853, while the other has a conical body. Their neck is
short ellipsoid and both preserve part of the right shoulder which seems rounded in
shape. What distinguishes them is their construction technique. ΤΣ 2859 is made
with the hollow interior technique, while ΤΣ 2853 with the compact whole. Apart
from that, the latter bears an ellipsoid hole, 0.40 cm deep, in the upper fracture of
the neck, narrowing downwards, implying that an insert head was attached. ΤΣ 2859
preserves only the right half of the torso and the interior surface is untreated and
rough. It could belong to an anthropomorphic vessel but the general formation of
the body excludes this possibility.
Group Id, Schematic female (ΤΣ 2106252, Pl. 18)
This group includes only one schematic, headless, standing figurine also
coming from Sitagroi. It has maximum preserved height 4.10 cm and it is made from
a fine grained yellowish clay fabric. Its rectangular flat body is elaborately decorated
with incised lines on both sides. On the base of the long neck a horizontal incision
possibly indicates an ornament, while the rest of the incision if not implying some
kind of clothing on the lower part of the body has a decorative character. Arms and
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legs are not indicated while the figurine is ending in a flat base. The female gender is
signified by the plastic breasts marked in between with three vertical lines. As most
of the schematic figurines it is made from a compact piece of clay253.
Group Ie, Female unclassified (ΤΣ 2016, 2119, Fig. 6-7, Pl. 20, 22)
Two fragmented figurines from Sitagroi are listed here. Although they share
common features like sex, naturalistic rendering, standing posture and protruding
rounded posterior, they are completely different and are grouped together because
they could not be incorporated in the already mentioned groups. TΣ 2016 preserves
part of the right hip of the figurine, it is 4.00 cm height with its surface slipped,
burnished but undecorated. It is identified as female because of the rounded buttock
and the possible existence of the pubic triangle (due to fragmentation in that point it
is not very clear if it exists or not). On the upper fracture, a cavity indicates that it
was manufactured with the core method, probably one core for the upper torso and
two for the legs, as the inner almost flat surface of the detached leg indicates. Also,
on the area of the underbelly thin successive layers of clay are visible.
The other fragment of the group belongs to a category of miniature figurines
as the maximum height of the lower preserved torso is almost 4.00 cm. It is made
from pink clay with many incisions and its surface is untreated. The slightly enlarged
abdomen and posterior denotes female gender. Shallow incised lines with no
apparent orientation or shape cover almost all the preserved sides of the figurine. As
most examples of this type, it is made from one piece of clay and it is naturalistically
shaped254.
CLASS II: Without or unknown sex distinction
Group IIa, Seated schematic (ΤΣ 1913, 2183, Fig. 8-9, Pl. 24, 26)
The two figurines of this group have different provenance as TΣ 1913 comes
from Sitagroi while ΤΣ 2183 from Dhoxaton Tepe. Both are very stylized in seated
position with three or four-legs. Their fabric is yellowish and their surface is
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burnished. As most of the schematic figurines, they are manufactured from one
piece of clay. Both of them bear no sex revealing feature. The first one is extremely
small, its preserved height is 2.70 cm and as it is preserved almost intact, only small
chips of the three out of the four legs are missing. It is schematic with the 2.00 cm
torso modelled as a lug and not decorated. The other one is completely different as
its 4.00 cm height is probably its original size. It oval shaped torso ends in three
preserved legs. All sides are fully decorated with incised lines. Traces of white infill
are detected in them. It’s slipped surface and overall modelling points to a very
careful manufacture.
Group IIb, Beaked nose heads
All four figurines of this group are coming from Sitagroi. For these beaked
head figures, it is generally very difficult to distinguish if a human or an animal
prototype is depicted255. Their head is schematic but the torso, which is preserved in
three of them, is more human-like. That is why they were incorporated in the
anthropomorphic category, without ruling out the possibility that some of them
could depict an animal. As most of them preserves part of their torso, a standing
position is possible, except for the head fragment where the position is unknown.
The sex can’t be distinguished from the preserved parts. Their preserved height in
two of them (ΤΣ 2120, 2858) reaches almost 4.00 cm, while the other two are larger
(5-6.00 cm). They are made with the compact whole method. Only in one occasion
(TΣ 2858) the underside indicates that it was made separately and applied to the
vessel in a second phase. Apart from the last one, all the others have a medium
grained fabric with inclusions. The surface of one (ΤΣ 1914) is decorated only on the
front side, while all are slipped and burnished. Two have red slip (ΤΣ 2120, 2858) and
the other two brownish slip (ΤΣ 1885, 1914). The formation of their heads has many
common characteristics, especially in the formation of the beaked nose. Only the
eyes of TΣ 1914 are formed as circular holes while on the rest they are not formed at
all (ΤΣ 2120) or are indicated as depressions (ΤΣ 1885, 2858). No other facial
characteristics are formed, part from a perforation on the head of ΤΣ 1914 probably
255

Marangou 1997, 239-240; Nanoglou and Pappa 2009, 254, both of them consider this
ambiguity as deliberate act.
56

indicating the position of the ears and used for suspension. The neck of three of
them is short ellipsoid, while one has a long ellipsoid neck (ΤΣ 2858).
Group IIb is subdivided in two subgroups
1st subgroup IIb (ΤΣ 1914, 2858, Fig. 10-11, Pl. 27, 29): Two semi-schematic beaked
nose figurines are listed. Their back has an inclination which can only be explained if
they were part of a vessel, like a handle. In anthropomorphic handles emphasis is
given in the head and the upper torso256as is the case for the two fragments here. ΤΣ
1914 has a very peculiar shape and decoration. The triangular head bears a very
robust beak projection as a nose. The eyes and body have a similar decoration, made
from the same, perhaps bone tool which leaves a circular imprint with a lump in the
center257. The shape of the body can’t be estimated because it is broken in all the
sides except from the side of the neck.
The other one is more human like than the previous and it is smaller in size
(4.00 cm height). It preserves an oval in shape head without indication of the mouth
or the eyes except from the beak nose. The beginning of the rounded shoulders is
preserved. It has no decoration.
2nd subgroup IIb (ΤΣ 1885, 2120, Fig. 12-13, Pl. 31, 33): The two examples classified
here belong to autonomous undecorated figurines. ΤΣ 1885 certainly belongs to an
anthropomorphic figurine as it preserves part of its flat torso from the waist
upwards, approximately 5.00 cm height. It is the only one of the collection which
preserves a full arm shaped as a stump. The head is completely stylized with only the
nose projecting as a lug. The next one is clumsy made as the groove on the upper
surface indicates. It preserves the head and the beginning of the conical neck. It is
quite large as only the preserved part has a height of 4.00 cm. Marangou suggested
that such large heads could also serve as vertical or horizontal appendages, attached
to structures or artefacts258, something it can’t be ruled out for this head.

256

Nanoglou 2004, 200.
This kind of decoration could not be found in any other figurine. Maybe corresponding
decoration can be found in pottery.
258
Marangou 2010, 18.
257

57

Group IIc, Buttocks (ΤΣ 2017, 2064, 2228, 2828, 2851, Fig. 14-18, Pl. 35, 37, 39, 41,
42)
The five fragments from Sitagroi classified here belong to standing figures
apart from the smallest of this group (TΣ 2851) which could belong to a half-seated
figure, but the preserved part does not allow for such an identification. None of
them preserves sex features. Their sizes vary from 6.40 cm to 4.40 cm. and their clay
fabric is mostly coarse (ΤΣ 2064, 2828, 2851). Moreover, these three bears no
surface treatment, while two are burnished (TΣ 2017, 2228) and one is slipped (ΤΣ
2228). All of them are decorated with incisions on all the sides except from the inner
and are fragmented in the waist junction. Their manufacture with multiple cores
justifies this pattern on breakage. Three of them preserve the flat undecorated inner
surface from where the other leg was detached. Two (ΤΣ 2017, 2228) even preserve
the hole where the peg was adjusted in order to join the two halves together. These
two are also the only of the examined figurines which are decorated with spirals on
the abdomen and the backside. This kind of decoration it is common in Sitagroi II and
III259 on the same body position, a motif also very common in Karanovo V-VI260. The
rest of them bear mostly lines, horizontal, vertical and zig-zag. ΤΣ 2064 is also the
only one of the collection for which clothing is certain, since a belt is clearly formed
around its hip. In two of them, colour is preserved in the incisions, red in TΣ 2828 and
white in ΤΣ 2851. Their forming is similar since all present a slightly protruding
buttock but their section is different, since three (TΣ 2064, 2228, 2851) have a more
geometrical, angular section in comparison to ΤΣ 2828 and ΤΣ 2017 which are more
round and spindly. Despite the fact that all have a more representational form it is
possible that some of them initially had a more stylized torso.
Group IId, Unclassified (ΤΣ 2186, Fig. 19, Pl. 43)
This group comprises one fragment of an upper torso belonging probably to a
standing figurine and coming from Dhoxaton Tepe. It is classified separately because
not only it could not be incorporated in the above groups but its modelling is
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different from the rest. It size is quite large (5.00 cm height) and the fabric is finegrained. It bears incision, on both sides and the almost conical body is very robust,
although more naturalistically formed. The spiral motif on the front right side may
indicates the area of the belly or the breast. Otherwise, it has no features that could
point to the gender. The most interesting part is the modelling of the hand, which is
plastic with incised fingers touching the abdomen. The saddle shaped cavity on the
underside indicates that the torso was made separately from the legs.
Group IIe, Anthropomorphic vessels (ΤΣ 1886, 1915, 2841, Fig. 20-22, Pl. 45, 47, 49)
Three fragments are enlisted here which belong to anthropomorphic vessels.
Two of them are foot fragments (ΤΣ 1886, 1915) but they are completely different.
Τhe first is more schematic, made from coarse clay and decorated with three parallel
lines on the upper part. Also, it is obvious from the cavity on the upper side that it
was made from one piece of clay and then attached to the rest of the vessel. The
other one is 5.20 cm height and it surface is slipped and well burnished. It is made
from one piece of clay and the whole formation is very naturalistic since even the
ankle is attributed.
The third fragment is a thigh fragment (ΤΣ 2841), slipped and well burnished.
Only the size of the hip is 4.50 cm wide. It bears very dense incised decoration
applied on all the preserved sides, consisting of diagonal intersecting lines and dots
in between. As the bent knee indicates it belonged to a seated anthropomorphic
form whose legs were joined together in the front, judging from the groove from
where the other leg was detached. The only parallel found belongs to a seated
enthroned female anthropomorphic vessel and that is why it is incorporated in this
group.
5.1.2 Description of zoomorphic figures
The zoomorphic figures are only five and are in fragmentary condition. Three belong
to free standing figurines (Group a) and two are parts of vessels (Group b). They all
come from Sitagroi.
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The preserved height of those three is 3.70 cm while for the other two, which
are clearly larger, it is approximately 6.50 cm. They are all made from one lump of
clay with the compact whole method. Only in one occasion (TΣ 2860) the cylindrical
horns of the head were made separately and then attached to the head. The surface
of three of the five (TΣ 2065, 2842, 2860) is burnished, slipped of two (ΤΣ
2842,2860), while two of them are decorated with incisions (ΤΣ 2843,2860). Their
colour varies from brown to red. All of them are naturalistic except from TΣ 1945
which is not easy to identify. Apart from the last one all of them preserve their head
and are broken in the height of the neck, as it is their weakest point. The shape of
their head is triangular with protruding snouts. The eyes are indicated only in one
(2843) with circular plastic volumes, while the ears are also plastic only in ΤΣ 2842.
Horns were initially attached to two of five (ΤΣ 2860, 2843). The neck is ellipsoid in
cross-section, short in three (TΣ 2065, 2842, 2843) and long in one (ΤΣ 2860).
Group a, Figurines (ΤΣ 1945, 2065, 2842, Fig. 23-25, Pl. 52, 53, 55): All the fragments
of this group belong to undecorated figurines. The preserved animal head (TΣ 2842)
probably belongs to cattle. Only the circular ears are plastic while the eyes are made
with pressure of the fingers. In the protruding snout the mouth seems half-open, a
detail known already from Thessaly261. The next one (ΤΣ 2065) is very small (3.70 cm
height) and is the only one preserved intact. It depicts a standing bird with open
wings, a triangular head and rhomboid torso. Finally, the preservation status of ΤΣ
1945 didn’t allow for its identification. It is probably a torso of a seated animal form.
The slight twist inclination of the fractured slim waist to the right led to its
identification as an animal figurine.
Group b, Zoomorphic appendix (ΤΣ 2843, 2860262, Fig. 26, Pl. 57, 59): Both of the
objects classified here are probably detached from vessels. The tall neck263 of ΤΣ
2860 and the inclination of the back led to the conclusion that it belongs to a
zoomorphic handle initially attached to a vessel. But the short neck of the second (ΤΣ
2843) corresponds to a zoomorphic protome initially attached to one side of a
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zoomorphic vessel, and not a handle. Similar vessels have been found in Sitagroi264.
From the shape of their heads, the protruding snouts and the circular fractions from
where the horns were detached it is easy to estimate that they both depict goats.
Incised decoration is applied on the base of their neck forming a V.
5.1.3. Description of miniature table
Generally, models are not very common among finds and especially the clay
furniture models if they are fragmentated they are not easy to identify265. Thus, in
this category only one fragment from Sitagroi is incorporated.
The clay table (ΤΣ 1894, Fig. 27, Pl. 61) is preserved almost intact apart from
the legs, which are missing. It is made from a medium grained clay fabric without any
surface treatment. Its shape is rectangular with incisions on the entire surface but
the rear side. White colour is preserved in the incisions. The upper surface is flat
while the rear untreated surface is slightly hollow in the center. It is made with the
compact whole method. The legs were possibly made separately.
5.1.4 Description of unidentified objects
For three objects identification was not possible, although some interpretation is
given without certainty. Apart from TΣ 2165, which comes from Dhoxaton Tepe, the
rest are from Sitagroi. All of them are made from fine-grained clay fabric and their
colour ranges from light brown to light red. Only one (ΤΣ 2125) has its surface
slipped and burnished, while the rest are untreated. They are all made with the
compact whole method and their height is between 2.20-5.40 cm. Incised decoration
is covering their surface.
ΤΣ 1876, Fig. 28, Pl. 63
This almost rectangular piece is relatively large (5.40 cm), flat, bears incisions
on both sides and has a hole in the center. Three of its sides are finished, while the
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other one is broken. Some resemblance could be observed in the so-called “plaque”
from Sitagroi (Pl. 64), which have the same general appearance and decoration and
are interpreted as handles or legs detached from a bowl, pan or stand266. This
explanation seems possible enough considering the broken side which seems to
have been the point of connection with the vessel (?) and its flat surface which
corresponds to a horizontal handle.
TΣ 2125, Fig. 29, Pl. 65
This corner profile is carefully made, its external surface is slipped, well
burnished and incised, while the internal hollow surface is untreated. The top
surface is very thin but smoothed. From the shape we can estimate that it is
probably a corner fragment from a stand, but no parallel was found. It has the shape
of a corner profile from Sitagroi267 but this one bears painted and not incised
decoration.
ΤΣ 2165, Fig. 30, Pl. 66
This last fragment comes from Dhoxaton Tepe. It is rectangular in shape with
two finished sides and two broken. It bears incised linear decoration on the upper
convex surface while the underside is hollow and undecorated. This fragment is
problematic since it could not be identified and no parallel was found. It definitely
doesn’t belong to a figurine, it may belong to a micrographic object but it
fragmentary status does not help in its identification.

5.2 Themes and representation

In the Tsakos collection the theme human dominates, since twenty-three of them
are anthropomorphic and only five zoomorphic. In Neolithic figurine the animal
representation is generally rarer268. One is a table model (ΤΣ 1894) and three are
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unidentified. However, from the latter, the one is probably a handle (ΤΣ 1876) and
the other a corner stand (ΤΣ 2125) (Tab. 11). Among the anthropomorphic, three are
foot fragments coming from anthropomorphic vessels (TΣ 1886, 1915, 2841) and the
other two are anthropomorphic handles (ΤΣ 1914, 2858)

269.

From the zoomorphic,

three belong to figurines but the other two are zoomorphic appendices on vessels.
All of them except from one preserve the head.
Tab.11 Iconographic categories

The definition of sex is rare and only 35% of the anthropomorphic have been
characterized as female/or probable female based on the existence of the pubic
triangle and breasts in four occasions, either in combination or apart (ΤΣ 1922, 2106,
2853, 2859). For the other four the identification was based in the exaggeration of
the belly and the posteriors (TΣ 2016, 2063, 2119, 2849). No male genitals have been
observed. This should not be considered as exception since male depictions are
generally not very common270. However, we can’t rule out the possibility that some
of the figurines of unknown sex (65%) could depict males. This thought is based on
the fact that some fragments, like the heads of Group IIb, the preserved state isn’t
revealing concerning sex since the part of the torso or the lower half is missing. The
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same applies for the buttocks, the fragmentation does not help to assume gender.
Thus, head and legs fragments have been characterized as without or of unknown
sex characteristics, while those with female gender usually the lower torso or
generally part of their torso is preserved (Tab.12). But in some occasions like the
schematic figurines of Group IIa sex is definitely not depicted.
Tab.12 Correlation of preservation state and sex distinction
PART OF PRESERVATION
Heads/Upper torso with
head
Only torso
Lower torso
Legs/foot fragments
Almost intact/Whole

ANTROPOMORPHIC
Female/probable female
No sex distinction

ZOOMORPHIC

0

3

4

3
3
1
1

1
0
8
2

0
0
1
1

The above is closely related to the state of preservation. Most of the figurines
under study are legs and foot fragments (34%), among which only one is zoomorphic
(ΤΣ 1945) and the majority (5) anthropomorphic buttocks. Seven of the total
preserves their head either alone or with part of the upper torso, while four belong
to animals. In 20% the torso is preserved and in very few (3) the lower torso. Finally,
only four of the total are almost intact and these are mainly schematic forms, while
one belongs to the zoomorphic category. (Tab. 13).
Tab. 13 Preserved parts
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The characterization as schematic or naturalistic can’t be absolute because it
depends on many elements. Thus, as schematic can be considered the four or threelegged figurines of Group IIa and the rectangular female of Group Id. Naturalistic are
those preserving part of their torso or the lower half of their body (Group Ia-Ic, Ie,
IIc-IIe). Somewhere between we can put the schematic heads or upper torsos with
heads of Group IIb. Based on those assumptions the naturalistic depictions (20)
overcomes the stylized (9). It is not easy to classify figurines in one of the above
trends since one figurine can bear both trends, for example a naturalistic lower half
with a schematic upper torso271. The zoomorphic could be consider in total more
naturalistic.
Posture can be distinguished with certainly in seven. Six of them belong to
the seated type (Group Ib, IIa) and one to the half-seated (Group Ia). As seated are
considered also the schematic with legs of Group IIa. For six the posture is unknown
(ΤΣ 1886, 1915, 2120, 2842, 2843, 2860). As standing are considered all the rest (15)
which preserve part of their torso or legs, although in one occasion the half-seated
posture is also possible (ΤΣ 2851) (Tab.14). For most, as the detachment imprint
reveals, the legs were joined together and only in two occasions they were
separated by a gap (ΤΣ 1922, 2119).
Tab. 14 Themes of figurines
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There is very little information on gesture. ΤΣ 1885 is the only one having an
arm, modelled as a stump, while in ΤΣ 2849 the plastic hand is preserved touching
the abdomen with its incised fingers. Finally, although in ΤΣ 2849 the arm is not
preserved, the initial position of the detached arm is indicated by a diagonal groove
on the abdomen.
Some elements are stressed out like the beaked noses of the
anthropomorphic and the snout of the zoomorphic figurines. The eyes are usually
indicated as depressions and only in two they are marked with holes or plastic
volumes (ΤΣ 1914, 2843). Ears are rounded in one occasion (ΤΣ 2842) and triangular
in two (ΤΣ 1914. 2065). In one of them are marked with horizontal perforations, an
element which is frequent in the Sitagroi figurines production272. Only in one case
the mouth is distinguished, on the zoomorphic head of ΤΣ 2842. Exaggeration
through plastic rendering is observed on the abdomen and the belly, while the legs,
except from those belonging to anthropomorphic vessels, bear no indication of soles
or footwear.
According to the preserved height the artefacts can be grouped in three
categories. Most of them (20) have a preserved height between 3-6 cm and among
them three are almost intact. Next come those which are over 6 cm (6) and last
those between 1-3 cm.
Although the sample from Dhoxaton Tepe is very limited and therefore it was
examined together with those coming from Sitagroi some general remarks can be
made. Three artefacts are coming from Dhoxaton Tepe. Among them one is the
schematic three-legged figurine (ΤΣ 2183), one is the torso with the incised fingers
(ΤΣ 2186) and the other is unclassified but it probably does not belong to a figurine
(ΤΣ 2165). Their surface is smoothed and decorated with incisions. Despite their
limited number we can see that all three of them are carefully modelled and this is
also evident from other similar material found in the settlement273.
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5.3 Typological parallels of the assemblage
5.3.1 Parallels for anthropomorphic figures
Group Ia, Half-Seated (Pl.10)
The half-seated figure (ΤΣ 1922) represents a type widespread in East
Macedonia, and especially in the Drama area, as similar examples have been found
in the same settlement274 as well in Dikili Tash275, Amphipolis, Dhimitra and
Dhoxaton Tepe276. Nevertheless, the type has also occurred in Central and West
Macedonia277. Especially, in Dikili Tash this type is predominant278, most of them
dated to the LN/FN. The examined figurine bears the same motif on the narrow sides
with the one from Sitagroi (Pl. 11)279, vertical lines ending in dots, while the
backbone line is identical with a female figurine from Dikili Tash280. All present halfreclining position, slim waist, prominent posteriors and abdomen. Some have a gap
between their legs, while in others the legs are joined together. Another common
characteristic is the decoration, especially of the lower part of the body with the
pubic triangle marked by incisions, perhaps indicating clothing. Based on the
parallels from Sitagroi and the other nearby sites it can be safely dated in the Sitagroi
III phase (LN/FN).
The semi-seated type rarely appears in northeast Bulgaria and as we can
estimate from the above it is more characteristic of the Gradešnica-Slatino-Dikili
Tash complex281. So far, we have few examples of this type dated to the LN, from
Samovodene III, Kremenitsa, Ruse and Anza282. Especially the ones form Kremenitsa
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and Ruse bear strong resemblance with the particular figurine in both posture and
decoration, but the other two are undecorated.
Group Ib, Seated (Pl. 12, 14)
Exact parallels for the two fragments (ΤΣ 2063, 2849) of this group are found
in the published figurines from Sitagroi (Pl. 13, 15)283, both dated to Sitagroi III
phase. Additionally, the simplest TΣ 2063 finds a close parallel to Dhimitra284 also
dated to the LN. Numerous LN figurines come from East Macedonia, with an
embodied stool or seat (Sitagroi, Dikili Tash, Dhimitra, Fakistra and PromachonTopolnica285) but usually they bear painted decoration black-on-red. However, in
Thesssaly, this type is mostly represented in male forms and dated from the EN. or
MN286. The theme is also evident in Vinca and Gumelnita areas,287 like the one
coming from Pazardzik in Bulgaria288 but their numbers are very limited. The latter is
very close to ΤΣ 2849 in the emphasized buttocks, the integrated stool, even the
gesture touching the abdomen, however it is decorated, unlike the one from the
Tsakos collection. Seated undecorated figurines without stool also come from
Kremenitsa and Karanovo III289.
Group Ic, Graphite decorated (Pl. 16-17)
Although, similar figurines have not been found, their decoration and
construction helps us date them to LN/FN. According to Garder290 graphite
decoration in Sitagroi appears in phase III and is also attested in Dikili Tash and the
Maritsa area291. However, it is interesting to note that the hollow technique is not
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very common292. Still, it is attested in the late phase of LN Dikili Tash, Sitagroi III and
in a surface find from Serres293, on relatively large sized figures but well burnished
and decorated like the two examples from the Tsakos collection294. The general
shape of the hollow body of TΣ 2853 also resembles a torso from Sitagroi III
phase295on the formation of the breast and the torso. On the other hand, empty
figurines have been attested in Karanovo V296.
The acroliths are occurring in Macedonia during the FN with a very deep
opening like the one from the Tsakos collection297. In Sitagroi III phase a hole is
mentioned in the area of the head of two figurines 298, without clarification if they
are indeed acroliths. No acroliths are included in the publication. Especially the torso
of Fig. 9.123 shares many similarities with the figurine under study. Acroliths with
more naturalistic modelling are attested in Mandalo, Polyplatanos and Aiani
Kozanis299 also dated in LN. Others have come to light in Kitrini Limni300 but more
schematic, like those from Thessaly301and Makrygialos302.
Group Id, Schematic female (Pl. 18)
This type of schematic incised figurine with a trapezoidal torso and long neck
is very characteristic among the figurine production of Sitagroi. There are many
similar types dated in the Sitagroi II and III phase, some with indication of the
breasts303 and others without304. Particularly one of them (Pl. 19) has very close
resemblance to the body rendering and the decoration with that from the Tsakos
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collection. Often their head is bird-shaped, when it is preserved305. It is interesting to
note that some of them have perforations on the shoulders, like the one from
Arkadikos, Paradimi, Dhimitra II and Grevena306 but the specific figurine hasn’t any.
The one from Paradimi is also undecorated. Similar schematic forms with incised
motifs are found in Karanovo III and IV 307.
Group Ie, Female unclassified (Pl. 20, 22)
The fragmentary state of ΤΣ 2016 didn’t allow to find close parallels since the
general formation and the posture of the body is not distinguished. None the less, it
has a general similarity with a fragment from Sitagroi308 dated to phase III (Pl. 21).
The other fragment of the group (ΤΣ 2119) has an exact parallel in Dikili Tash
(Pl. 23)309 dated to LN/FN, presenting the same gap between the legs, the same size
and having also one leg larger than the other. They are even fractured in the same
fragile juncture of the narrow waist. According to Marangou some of them are
imitating larger figurines very simply executed310. A similar example has been
discovered in Augi Kastorias311 also dated to the same period.
Group IIa, Seated schematic (Pl. 24, 26)
Corresponding samples with ΤΣ 1913 have been found in Sitagroi II and III
phases (Pl. 25)312. Four-legged undecorated small sized asexual figurines come also
from Dikili Tash I313. The theme must be related to the LN four-legged figurines, like
the ones from Platia Magoula Zakrou314 and Acheilion315 which derives from a type
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of EN/MN316. It is also evident in north-western Bulgaria after Karanovo VI (levels AC)317. In Vinca area and Usoe seated figurines are also more schematized318.
Although, no similar types have been found for the second figurine which can be
incorporated in the above tradition of the four-legged schematic figurines. It bears
resemblance with a FN figurine from Hassan Magoula319 which also has an upper
schematic but triangular torso ending in four legs but their rendering is quite
different.
Group II, Beaked nose heads (Pl. 27, 29, 31, 33)
The so-called bird shaped figurines have been attested in many sites as
Sitagroi II and III, Dikili Tash, Dhimitra III320and surface finds from East Macedonia,
like Dhoxaton Tepe, Toumpa Serron and Drama321, as well as LN Servia322and
Promachon-Topolnica323. This type of head is known from Vinca324and Karanovo325.
Especially some heads with a massive cone-shaped nose, protruding forward from
Usoe326 bear strong similarities with the ones from the Tsakos collection in the
general shape of the head, where the nose is not differentiated from the chin, and
no other facial characteristics are shaped. In some cases, bird shaped fragments with
a long neck could be appendices to other artefacts like the spoon-handles from
Sitagroi II, LN Dikili Tash and Makrygialos327.
More specifically, starting from the handles of the 1st subgroup, the red
slipped (TΣ 2858) has an identical in Sitagroi III phase (Pl. 30)328 with the exception
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that the latter is not a handle, while the beaked head torso with the perforations in
the ears (ΤΣ 1914) is very similar with the heads of the LN Gumelnita couple (Pl.
28)329. Similar examples with perforation in the ears have been found in Sitagroi,
Dhoxaton Tepe and Dhimitra330but in these the heads are more naturalistic.
As for the autonomous figurines of the 2nd subgroup, the head fragment (ΤΣ
2120) has a parallel from Usoe and MN Akratas (Pl. 34)331, which also have a more
rounded nose profile. Finally, ΤΣ 1885 shares general similarities, especially regarding
the head with one from Stivos (Pl. 32)332 dated to LN I, but this one is female. The
schematic figurines of Macedonia often present big triangular or small angular
stumps, sometimes perforated in the position of the hands. Characteristic are the
figurines from Mandalo333, Vasilika334, Akropotamos335, Dhimitra336, which has also
perforations, and Promachon-Topolnica337. Furthermore, some schematic or more
naturalistic figurines, mostly in small scale, from Sitagroi II and III phase have arms
modelled as stumps338. But this kind of forming arm is also very common in
Thessaly339. Similar stump arms exist in the Karanovo group (Tell Karanovo and
Ruse340) and Vinca (Selevac and Divostin341), which also are more schematic.
Group IIc, Buttocks (Pl. 35, 37, 39, 41, 42)
Similar buttocks, abundantly decorated with incisions are very characteristic
in Sitagroi II (Pl. 40) and III figurine production, some with triangular342 and some
with rounded section343. Some of them even preserves traces of white and red
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colour like the two examples from the collection344. Corresponding artefacts have
been found in Central and East Macedonia from the end of MN, like Dhimitra (Pl.
36), Acropotamos, Vasilica and Stauroupoli345. The closest parallels come from south
Bulgaria, during the phases Karanovo III-V. The formation of the buttock has a very
geometrical form, while the incised decoration is concentrated mainly in the lower
part of the body, filled in some cases with colour346. This modelling and decoration is
similar with the more geometrical forms of TΣ 2851, 2064, 2228. In the first we can
also detect the bent knee as shown some Karanovo figurines347. However, in
Karanovo the formation of the sole or even shoes is very common348, but this is not
found generally in Macedonia.
Figurines with a hip-belts have come to light in Dhimitra, Dikili Tash,
Sitagroi349 and Thermi350. In the last example from Thermi the belt is made from
some sort of beads and similar example is found in Vinca351. Even the half-seated
figurine of Group Ia could bear a sort of belt. However, the belt in all these cases is
differently modelled from the one depicted in TΣ 2064. In most of the above
examples the belt rendered very simply with double horizontal lines around the hips.
In the figurine from the Tsakos collection the forming is more similar with one from
Thessaly (Pl. 38)352where the belt is wider and filled with incised motifs.
Group IId, Unclassified (Pl. 43)
A similar forming can be observed in two figurines, one from Akropotamos
(Pl. 44) and one from Dhimitra353 dated to LN/FN, although the last one is seated.
The overall form and especially the modelling of the hand is very close. Some
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resemblance can be found in the “gesture of Venus” depicted in a figurine from
Usoe354, but there the fingers are more plastic.
Group IIe, Anthropomorphic Vessels (Pl. 45, 47, 49)
Anthropomorphic vessels are well attested in the Neolithic figurine making,
especially foot fragments. Exact parallels for both of them are found in LN Sitagroi355
and Dikili Tash (Pl. 46)356. Another one from Paradeisos shows similarities with TΣ
1915, with the difference that the ones from Dikili Tash (Pl. 48) and Paradeisos357
have their toes formed. Few examples from Thessaly look very close to TΣ 1915 but
these have the toes formed and are hollow inside358. Some hollow foot fragments
have been discovered in Kremenitsa, while in Karanovo they are not hollow but the
toes are indicated359.
The only parallel found for the third fragment (ΤΣ 2841) is coming from the
LN Tisza region (Pl. 51)360, and these are sitting enthroned female figures-vessels.
The body part is very fragmentary but the formation and the decoration are
identical. According to Peilidou the enthroned anthropomorphic vessels of that type
(Pl. 50) are coming from the Great Hungarian Plain and were inspired from the
seated anthropomorphic figurines of this region, which incorporated morphological
characteristic of the Vinca area361.
5.3.2 Parallels for zoomorphic figures (Pl. 52, 53, 55, 57, 59)

During the Neolithic period zoomorphic figures are less frequent than the
anthropomorphic ones362. Their typological variety is limited and their formation is
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characterized by uniformity throughout the Balkan peninsula and Anatolia363. The
animal protomes of Group b are also widely distributed in the above areas during the
Neolithic364. In the LN, the animal figurines are more elaborately and naturalistically
shaped365while in East Macedonia they are more common in the end of the Late and
Final Neolithic366. Domesticated animals are much more numerous than the wild.
Among them the cattle and the goat/sheep are more numerous while birds are
rare367. In East Macedonia the head is dominated by the plasticity of the snout and a
lug between the horns368. The heads are usually triangular and the anatomical
details are limited in the essential, like the horns and the snout369. It has been also
noticed that zoomorphic figurines are usually larger than the anthropomorphic ones
while the head is stressed through the size, if the ratio head to body is taken under
consideration370.
Strong similarities in the modelling of the heads of the two animal forms
belonging to vessel are observed in two handles from Sitagroi III phase (Pl. 60)371.
Even the incised decoration forming a V in the base of the neck is identical.
Additionally, the head of TΣ 2843 is similar with an animal protome detached from a
vessel also from Sitagroi372. It also has common characteristics with one from
Anargiroi IXa in Florina dated to LN I (Pl. 58) but this one belongs to a complete
figurine373.
The robust bovine (?) head (ΤΣ 2842) has similar formation to LN figurines
from Sitagroi (Pl. 56)374. Other LN bovine figurines are found in Dikili Tash, Paradeisos
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and Dhimitra III375. Nevertheless, in these three the head is more stylized without
plastic ears, but the overall shape and the eyes as depressions are close enough. The
formation of the eyes with depressions is a common iconographic solution which is
frequently applied376.Unique is the case of a bull figurine from Kapitan Andreevo
(Karanovo IV) which is covered with incisions but also preserves part of the human
rider on its back377, a possibility that could be applied for many animal figurines that
were found broken. Finally, the bird figurine (ΤΣ 2065) can only find parallels in
Devetaki Cave in NorthWest Bulgaria (Pl. 54)378 dated to the FN, with which the
similarity is obvious. Another one coming from Romania (Gumelnita) is also
similar379.
5.3.3 Parallels for the miniature table (Pl. 61)

The category of models includes mainly furniture miniatures. The example
from the Tsakos collection is not made differently from the similar tables that were
discovered in Sitagroi III phase (Pl. 62)380. Some of them are undecorated but most
have incised decoration like ΤΣ 1894 and the other three that were discovered in
Dikili Tash381. Another one from Dhimitra382 is undecorated and rounded, while one
from Vasilika383 preserves three legs and its identification is not very certain. Very
similar clay miniature tables have been found in the cult scene from Ovcharovo
which included a group of figurines, furniture and other artefacts384. In Bulgaria clay
table models have been discovered in Slatino, Coljano Delcevo, Vinca and Ruse385.
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6. CONCLUSION
The examined assemblage of thirty-two figurines from the Tsakos collection was
approached in terms of technology, morphology and iconography. The preferred
material for their manufacture is clay, usually fine or medium grained with color
ranging from brown to red. Most of them are incompletely fired and some present
color differentiation. The surface is mostly smoothed or burnished and very rarely
left untreated. It is interesting to note that all the figurines which are slipped are also
burnished. The color of the slip varies from red to brown, and in most of the cases is
different in composition from the clay body.
The study of the assemblage provided detailed data regarding the
construction of the figurines. All the basic techniques were identified, with
preference to the compact whole method. The data indicate that the figurines with a
more schematic solid form are usually made with the compact whole method, while
those with a more naturalistic rendering with the core method. It appears that a
correlation can be detected between breakage points and construction technique,
since those made with cores break easily in the points of juncture, like the waist and
legs, while the ones made from one piece of clay are more solid and durable and
break in the weakest points like neck or waist. The details, like the nose, arms and
horns are either made by pulling the clay or by a different lump of clay applied to the
figurine. Additionally, all the zoomorphic figurines, the beaked nose heads (Group
IIb), the schematic figurines and the seated of Group Ib are made from one piece of
clay. Furthermore, all the buttocks of Group IIc are made with multiple cores.
The examination verified that decoration was not a complementary element
in East Macedonia, since most of the figurines are decorated with preference to
incised linear motifs followed by chevrons. Decoration is usually limited on the front
side but some are decorated on all or almost all sides. Few of the examined figurines
provide information on ornamentation, like belts, or emphasize anatomical details.
Furthermore, it is observed that the seated types (Group Ib), the bird shaped heads
(Group IIb) and the autonomous zoomorphic figurines are undecorated. On the
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other hand, elaborated decoration bear the half-seated type, the buttocks of Group
IIc and the zoomorphic appendices of Group b.
Τhe morphological evaluation of the figurines under study provides
information mostly on anthropomorphic figurines, of which naturalistic prevail.
However, this is possibly related to the preservation state of the assemblage, since
initially both styles could coexist. Leg and foot fragments are the most frequent
preserved parts. The themes represented include mainly standing and few seated
and one half-seated figurines, predominantly without sex characteristics. The
gestures are very limited and are restricted in the extension of the hands and their
placement on the abdomen in two examples. This element along with the elaborate
incised decoration are among the characteristics of the figurines from Sitagroi,
where the upper limbs are usually depicted very schematic as stumps or more
naturalistic in small scale and half-seated figurines386. Regarding gender, the female
figurines studied are characterized by an exaggeration of the lower part of the body.
It is interesting to note that those characterized as female or probable female usually
preserve the lower torso or part of their torso, while those without sex distinction
are usually legs/foot fragments or heads. Thus, gender characterization is often
biased, when correlated to the preservation state. Concerning zoomorphic figurines,
all of them are naturalistically modelled and it is possible to identify them among the
domestic fauna of the area. Other objects are also included, as the miniature table or
the stand corner.
The typological affinities of the assemblage with relative figurines from the
plain of Drama and East Macedonia are very clear, especially Dikili Tash and
Dhimitra. Moreover, the presence of elements which characterize the area of Vinca
and Karanovo are also evident. Based on these affinities and the comparisons with
the published figurines from Sitagroi we can conclude that the assemblage is dated
mainly to the Sitagroi II and III phase, thus the Late and Final Neolithic (5200-3500
BC) with few exceptions dated to MN.
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Moreover, the typological similarities between the figurines from Sitagroi and
Dhoxaton Tepe indicates possible contacts among them, as has been already stated
elsewhere387. Graphite painted and incised with white infill decoration are common
on pottery and figurines in both settlements388.
As mentioned in the beginning, contextual evidence does not exist, since all
the figurines derive from surface survey. This fact set limitations in the interpretation
of the figurines. Context information is not provided also for the published figurines
from Sitagroi, since most of them were retrieved from habitation levels through
sieving389Based on the contextual evidence from contemporary sites we can imagine
them inside houses, near ovens or platforms. A multifunctional view is more
convincing than a single approach in their interpretation.
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CATALOGUE OF FIGURINES
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A)

ANTHROPOMORHIC FIGURES

CLASS I
Group Ia

1.

ΤΣ 1922, Fig. 1, Pl. 10a-d

Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 4.8, Max W.: 5.6 (thighs), Waist D.: 2.4x2.1
Munsell: clay surface light brown (7.5YR 6/3)/ reddish brown (2.5YR 5/4), core dark
grey (10YR 4/1)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained, micaceous with quartzite fragments and organic temper. The
surface bears dissimilarities in colour, grey clouds are discerned on the front side but
the reverse is reddish brown. Surface unburnished but smoothed. The incisions have
traces of white infill. Incompletely fired.

PRESERVATION: Lower part of the torso from the waist until the beginning of the
thighs. Head, arms and legs are missing. Fractured at the left rear side.

DESCRIPTION: Lower part of half-seated female figurine. Slim waist and wide hips.
The legs are separated by a gap. Elaborate incised decoration throughout the body
of the figurine. The belly is accentuated and elaborately decorated with shallow,
small, parallel, intersecting lines applied in all the preserved part of the area. Two
horizontal incised lines around the middle of the hips probably represent a belt.
Below the belt, the surface is decorated with dots, while the pubic triangle is also
implied with incisions. The reverse side bears four vertical lines, two of them are
running along the narrow right side of the torso ending in dots in the height of the
waist. The other two are joined, forming a upside U that highlights the backbone
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line. In the fracture of the right leg the successive layers of clay and the core from
which the figurine is, made are visible.

REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.21, 9.37; Marangou 1992a, Fig. 72i; Marangou
1997, Pl. 67c; Renfrew 2003, Fig. 13.18.

Group Ib

2.

ΤΣ 2063, Fig. 2, Pl. 12a-c.

Dimensions: Max preserved H.:3.2, Max W.: 4.4, Waist D.: 2.4
Munsell: clay surface light red (2.5YR 7/6)/very pale brown (10YR 7/3), core grey
(5YR
6/1).
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained, calcareous with several inclusions, mica, quartz grains and
organic material. The surface colour varies considerably from light red to very pale
brown. Surface not burnished but smoothed. Fired incompletely.

PRESERVATION: Only the mesial part of the body is preserved, from the waist to the
hips. Fractured at the waist and the height of the thighs. Chipped on the right rear
side of the buttock.

DESCRIPTION: Lower part of a seated female(?) figurine with narrow waist. The
lower pear-shaped part of the body is characterized by plasticity with the rumps
projecting. The back and base of the hips are almost flat. Made with the compact
whole technique.

REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.53, 9.144; Marangou 1997, Pl. 65c.

3. ΤΣ 2849, Fig. 3, Pl. 14a-d
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Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 6.4, Max W.: 5.5 (posterior), Th.: 1.7
Munsell: clay surface light red (2.5YR 6/6)/red (2.5YR 5/6), slip pale brown
(2.5Y 7/3)/light yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/3)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Coarse-grained, micaceous containing quartzite flecks and organic material.
Preserves yellowish slip only on the front side, while on the back traces of
burnishing. The slip is completely different from the clay used for its manufacture.
Fired in completely oxidizing atmosphere.

PRESERVATION: Preserved from the waist and down. Head, arms and lower part of
the legs are missing. Broken off at the waist and below the bent knees. Stool broken
off on the bottom. Small fractures on the knees and left posterior.

DESCRIPTION: Lower part of seated female (?) figurine with embedded seat. Narrow
waist with exaggerated, rounded hips, probably seated on a circular stool. The
posteriors are larger than the seat. A linear groove shows the initial location of the
detached right hand, located diagonally on the abdomen. Possible traces of graphite
are noticeable on the front side, above the detached right hand. Made from one
piece of clay.

REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.52; Comsa 1975, Fig. 88.

Group Ic
4. ΤΣ 2853, Fig. 4, Pl. 16a-e
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 6.6, Max preserved W.: 6.0, Th.: 3.1
Munsell: clay surface yellowish red (5YR 5/8), core red (2.5YR 5/6), slip red (10R 5/64/6).
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi
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CLAY: Fine grained, micaceous with incrustations on both sides. Well burnished
surface, especially on the reverse and slipped with red colour (10R 5/6-4/6). Oxidized
firing conditions.
PRESERVATION: Preserved from the neck until the height of the waist. The head and
left arm are missing, while the right one preserves only the shoulder. Chipped on the
breasts.
DESCRIPTION: Upper torso of a female standing figurine, probably belonging to an
acrolith as the hole in the head area indicates. The hole, oval in shape (diameter
1.4x1.00 cm), is relatively deep (0.4 cm) narrowing downwards. On the torso, the
almost conical breasts are slightly projecting. The body is quite realistic although
robust. Especially on the reverse side, a vertical deepening along the back follows
the backbone line. Painted linear graphite decoration can be detected on the front
side. Underneath the breast the lines shape the pubic triangle. It is made by one
piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.122, Fig. 9.123; Renfrew 2003 for graphite
decoration; Papaeuthimiou-Papanthimou 1987, Fig. 1-5 for naturalistic acroliths.
5. ΤΣ 2859, Fig. 5, Pl. 17a-c
Dimensions: Max H.: 6.4, Max W.: 2.7, Th.: 1.5
Munsell: clay surface reddish yellow (5YR 6/8), core light red (2.5YR 6/6), slip red
(2.5YR 5/6).
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi.

CLAY: Fabric fine-grained. Surface well burnished and slipped. The slip is identical to
the clay used for the paste. Incrustations mainly on the narrow and back side.
Oxidised firing conditions.
PRESERVATION: Only the right part of the torso is preserved. Head, arms and the
other half of the body are missing. Preserves the shoulder of the right arm. Small
chips on the right breast.
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DESCRIPTION: Right half of a standing figurine’s torso, belonging to a female as the
plastic breast indicate. The truncated body is widening towards the bottom. On the
front side bears painted decoration consisting of graphite horizontal lines, which on
the lower part are forming the pubic triangle. The inside has been left untreated and
the rim is irregular. Made by the hollow interior technique.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.122; Renfrew 2003 for graphite decoration;
Marangou 1992a, Fig. 72b-c; Grammenos and Fotiadis 1980, 23, Pl. 7: 95.
Group Id
6. ΤΣ 2106, Pl. 18
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 4.1, Max W.: 2.2, Th. 1
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Light yellowish fabric with height percentage of calcite. Surface wellburnished.
PRESERVATION: Almost intact, head is missing.
DESCRIPTION: Torso of a schematic female figurine. The neck is tall, ellipsoid in
section with flat base. The body is almost rectangular, slightly narrowing upwards.
The breasts are the only part of the figurine which is plastic, with the right clearly
bigger. Elaborate incised decoration consisting of horizontal incisions running around
the base of the neck. Three vertical incisions between the breasts and adjacent
corners in the area of the arms. The lower part is decorated with horizontal wavy
lines. On the reverse five sparse vertical lines are observed. Made from one piece of
clay.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.3, 9.13; Peristeri 2002, Fig. 3; Marangou 2000,
Fig. 3a-b; Gallis and Orphanidis 1996, p.399, no 348.
Group Ie
7. ΤΣ 2016, Fig. 6, Pl. 20a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 4.0, Max preserved W.:2.3, Th.: 4.1
87

Munsell: clay surface brown (7.5YR 5/4-4/4), core dark grey (10YR 4/1)/very dark
grey
(10YR 3/1)
Date: LN/FN?
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained, micaceous and contains quartz grains. Burnished surface
coated with brownish slip. Distinct grey clouds on the front side. Fire conditions
incomplete.
PRESERVATION: Right hip preserved. Fractured on both ends.
DESCRIPTION: Right leg of a standing female (?) figurine. Pronounced buttock
undecorated. Not clear if the pubic triangle is indicated. The upper part of the
buttock is concave indicating that the torso was formed separately from the body.
The contact surface with the other leg is distinguished.
REFERENCES: Elster and Nikolaidou 2003, Fig. 11.18.
8. ΤΣ 2119, Fig. 7, Pl. 22a-d.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.:3.7, Max W.: 3.4, Waist D. : 1x1.3
4/1)

Munsell: clay surface pink (7.5YR 7/4)/light brown (7.5YR 6/4), core dark grey (5Y
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Coarse, calcareous with mica, quartz and organic material. Surface with
variations in colour, from pink to light brown. Fire traces on the belly and left hip.
Reduced firing conditions.
PRESERVATION: Only the mesial part is preserved. Broken off at the waist and the
beginning of the hips. The upper torso and the lower part of the legs are missing.
DESCRIPTION: Lower part of a standing female(;) figurine. Slightly protruding
abdomen and posteriors. The right hip much larger than the other and the two legs
separated by a gap. The slim waist is undecorated but from the belly and downwards
shallow incised linear motifs cover the whole body on both sides. Possible depiction
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of the navel with a shallow incision. The fragment is manufactured out of a compact
clay lump.
REFERENCES: Marangou 1992, Fig. 72h; http://www.neolithicavgi.gr/, home page

CLASS II
Group IIa
9. ΤΣ 1913, Fig. 8, Pl. 24a, b.
Dimensions: Max H.: 2.7, Max W.: 1.7
Munsell: clay surface very pale brown (10YR 7/3), core grey (10YR 6/1)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Fine-grained, calcareous with mica. Surface burnished and fired in oxidized
conditions.
PRESERVATION: Fragmentary preservation. Only one leg and the upper torso (;) are
preserved. Three legs are missing.
DESCRIPTION: Part of a schematic four-legged figurine. The torso is shaped as a lug.
Made from one piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.81; Marangou 2000, 233; Gallis 1985, Pls XIVXVI.
10. ΤΣ 2183, Fig. 9, Pl. 26a-e.
Dimensions: Max H.: 4.1, Max W.: 3.1
Munsell: clay surface light reddish brown (5YR 6/4), core grey (7.5YR 5/1), slip very
pale brown (10YR 7/3)
Date: Neolithic
Site: Dhoxaton Tepe

CLAY: Medium grained with mica and calcite fragments. Surface burnished with very
pale brown slip. Fired incomplete.
89

PRESERVATION: Preserved almost intact, small part of one of the narrow sides are
missing. Small breakage on one of the three legs.
DESCRIPTION: Schematic figurine which ends in a three-legged base. Very peculiar
and unclear depiction of the human body. No formation of the head, arms and facial
characteristics. The torso is oval in shape but triangular in section which narrows in
the broken side. It has elaborated incised decoration with traces of white infill.
Groups of horizontal, successive angles are formulated on the upper surface, while
on the almost flat underside five vertical incisions run along almost the whole
preserved area. On the narrow-preserved side three semicircular incisions are
connecting the three legs. Made from one piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Orphanidis 1996, Fig. 225.
Group IIb
11. ΤΣ 1914, Fig. 10, Pl. 27a-c
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 6, Max preserved W.: 3.5, Th.: 1.2
Munsell: clay surface light red (7.5R 7/8), core light red (7.5R 7/8), slip brown (7.5YR
4/3)
Date: LN?
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained with organic remnants, mainly visible on the back side.
Surface well burnished. Many incrustations on the back side. Fired in completely
oxidizing atmosphere.
PRESERVATION: The lower part is missing. Head and right part of the upper torso are
preserved. Broken off at the left upper torso. Chipped at the nose and left ear.
DESCRIPTION: Upper torso of a schematic beaked figurine. The stocky neck ends in a
bird shape head with a flat top, which is slightly inclined backwards. It maybe
belongs to a vessel. The width of the neck is increasing towards the shoulders but
the shape of the flat body cannot be concluded because it is broken in all the sides
but one. The triangular face has small vertical perforations on each upper corner,
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where the ears are formed. The nose is projecting and the eyes, in the shape of
shallow circular holes are asymmetrically placed. The body is marked with deep
circular holes made with a tool, as the imprint at the center reveals. The eyes and
the decoration are made with the same tool but are different in depth. In the middle
of the chest a triangular lug is modelled. It is made from a compact clay lump.
REFERENCES: Dumitrescu 1965, Fig. 1, 2.
12. ΤΣ 2858, Fig. 11, Pl. 29a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 4, Max preserved W.: 3.6, Th.: 1.2
(7.5R

Munsell: clay surface reddish yellow (5YR 7/6-6/6), core grey (7.5YR 5/1), slip red
4/6)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Fine grained, micaceous. Scattered traces of slip on both sides. Surface
smoothed and burnished. Incomplete firing.
PRESERVED: Preserved from the chest upwards. Broken at the base of the chest.
DESCRIPTION: Upper torso of a schematic bird shaped figurine, belonging to a vessel
as the inclination on the back indicates. The neck is ellipsoid, with the width
increasing downwards, to the height of the shoulders. The oval in section head has a
circular outline at the back. The head is entirely stylized with its upper end flat and
its nose shaped as triangular lug (bird shaped). The eyes are formed by put
pressuring on the clay with the fingers. Made from one lump of clay but the fracture
in the underside maybe indicates that it was made separately and then applied to
the vessel.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.118; Renfrew 2003, Fig. 13.1.6b.
13. ΤΣ 1885, Fig. 12, Pl. 31a-d.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 5.0, Max preserved W.:4.0, Th.: 2.0
Munsell: clay surface light brownish grey (2.5Y 6/2)/greyish brown (2.5Y 5/2), core
grey (2.5Y 5/1)/ dark grey (2.5Y 5/1), slip light brownish grey (10YR 6/2)
Date: LN
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Site: Sitagroi.

CLAY: Medium grained, porous, micaceous with organic temper. Surface rough but
burnished and slipped. Where the slip is eroded the grey core is visible. Reduced fire
conditions.
PRESERVATION: From the waist and upwards. The left arm is missing. Broken off at
the waist.
DESCRIPTION: Upper torso of a schematic standing figurine. The overall shape of the
head and the section of the short neck are oval while the torso is flat. The protruding
nose is almost conical, allowing the characterization of the figurine as bird shaped.
The eyes are made with finger pressures and the right arm is shaped as a stump. It
has no decoration. Made from one piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Adam-Veleni et al.2017, p.206, no 68; Vajsov 1993, p.197 (Fig. 6a-b).
14. ΤΣ 2120, Fig. 13, Pl. 33a-e
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 4.1, Max W.: 3.4, Neck D.: 2.1x1.4
Munsell: clay surface pink (7.5YR 7/3)/light brown (7.5 YR 6/3), core grey (5YR 6/1),
slip red (10R 5/6).
Date: MN?
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained with mica and height percentage of calcite. Surface
smoothed, well burnished and covered with red slip. The slip has a different
composition from the fabric, as it has height iron content. Oxidizing fire conditions.
PRESERVATION: Preserved from the neck and upwards. The rest of the body is
missing.
DESCRIPTION: Head of a schematic anthropomorphic figurine. The conical neck ends
in a very stylized beaked head with rounded protruding nose. It is badly formed and
in the upper side a groove reveals the makers attempt to correct it by putting
pressure on the two side surfaces. Made from a solid piece of clay.
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REFERENCES: Elster and Nikolaidou 2003, Fig. 11.22; Talalay 1983, Fig. 33B; Vajsov
1990, Taf. XXVIII:6.
Group IIc
15. ΤΣ 2017, Fig. 14, Pl. 35a-d.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 5.5, Max preserved W.: 2.8, Th.: 2.0
7/4)

Munsell: clay surface light brown (7.5YR 6/3)/brown (7.5YR 5/3), core pink (7.5YR
Date: MN/LN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Fine grained with scattered grey clouds on the burnished surface, mainly on
the lower part. Oxidised. firing conditions.
PRESERVATION: The left leg is preserved. Upper torso and the other leg are missing.
Broken at the end of the leg.
DESCRIPTION: Left leg of a standing anthropomorphic figurine. The buttock is
pronounced. In the middle of the leg four wavy incised lines are running horizontally
across the three sides. Above them some spiral motifs are discerned. The upper part
of the hip has also incised lines. The inner side of the buttock is undecorated, flat,
and preserves a small hole, where the peg was incorporated in order to join the two
halves together. The point of detachment of the upper torso is visible on the upper
part of the buttock.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.103; Marangou 1997, Pl. 65d.
16. ΤΣ 2064, Fig. 15, Pl. 37a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 5.4, Max preserved W.: 2.7, Waist D.: 2.0
Munsell: clay surface light brown (7.5YR 6/3)/brown (7.5YR 5/3), core greyish
brown (10YR 5/2)
Date: MN/LN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Coarse, calcareous with quart and organic material. Surface smoothed with
grey clouds on the rump. The core is greyish brown thus indicating incomplete firing.
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PRESERVATION: Only the mesial part of the leg is preserved. Waist and lower part of
the leg broken.
DESCRITPION: Right buttock of a standing figurine with slightly accentuated
posterior. From the upper part of the hips two parallel incised lines are intersecting
the figurine diagonally, probably indicating a belt which is also filled with incised
lines. Underneath the belt, few vertical and horizontal lines are visible without
forming a particular geometric motif. The contact point of the two legs is also
distinct.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.111; Marangou 1997, Pl. 66d; Orphanidis and
Gallis 2011, p.226 (ORF. 911) for the belt.
17. ΤΣ 2228, Fig. 16, Pl. 39a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 6.4, Max W.: 4.1, Th.: 2.1
Munsell: clay surface pink (7.5YR 7/3), core grey (10YR 5/1), slip light red (2.5YR 6/6)
Date: LN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Well-levigated with mica and small organic inclusions. Surface quite burnished
with traces of slip on both sides, mainly on the posterior. Incompletely fired.
PRESERVATION: Only the right buttock is preserved along with part of the waist.
Broken at the waist and the lower part of the leg. Small chips on the rump.
DESCRIPTION: Right buttock of a standing anthropomorphic figurine. Slim waist with
enlarged, angular in profile posterior. Incised with a snake spiral over the belly and
the abdomen. Zigzag incised lines underneath them, running horizontally the three
sides. The inner side of the hips is undecorated, almost flat and bear a small hole,
indicating that the two halves were fitted together with a peg.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.15, 9.16, 9.18; Marangou 1997, Pl. 64c;
Orphanidis 1998, Fig. 239στ.
18. ΤΣ 2828, Fig. 17, Pl. 41a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 5 Max preserved W.: 3, Th.: 1.2

94

Munsell: clay surface light brown (7.5YR 6/4), core dark grey (10YR 4/1)/very dark
grey
(10YR 3/1).
Date: LN
Site: Sitagroi.

CLAY: Micaceous, medium grained with grey clouds on the upper part. Surface
smoothed with traces of red colour in the incisions. It contains some small-sized
inclusions and is fired in completely oxidizing atmosphere.
PRESERVATION: Right leg preserved from the hip downwards. Broken off at the end
of the leg. The upper torso is missing
DESCRIPTION: Right leg of a standing anthropomorphic figurine. Slightly protruding
posterior. Incised decoration covers the preserved surface of the leg except from the
side where the other half was detached leaving the negative imprint. The decoration
consists of horizontal and vertical deep lines. The curvilinear upper surface indicates
that it was made separately from the rest of the body.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.103, 9.104; Marangou 1997, Pl. 65b, d.
19. ΤΣ 2851, Fig. 18, Pl. 42a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 4.4, Max preserved W.: 2.4, Th.:1.6-2.6
Munsell: clay surface dark grey (7.5YR 4/1), core grey (2.5Y 5/1)
Date: LN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained containig white inclusions and quartzite fragments. Surface
smoothed but not burnished. Traces of white calcareous colour are detected in the
incisions. Incompletely fired.
PRESERVATION: Right leg preserved from the waist downwards. Broken off at the
waist. Small chip on the hip.
DESCRIPTION: Right buttock of an anthropomorphic figurine, angular in section,
partially bent knee and slightly accented. Incised linear decoration covers the entire
surface of the leg on both sides. The protruding abdomen is crossed by a horizontal
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line which reaches the pubic triangle. Below this line, parallel zigzag incisions are
formed horizontally. On the upper part of the leg motif of triple alternate, vertical
and horizontal lines. It was joined to the convex extremity of the upper torso by the
help of a cavity, still visible on the upper part of the leg. Traceable the point where
the other leg was located.
REFERENCES: Marangou 1997, Pl. 65f; Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.18, 9.59.
Group IId
20. ΤΣ 2186, Fig. 19, Pl. 43a-e
Dimensions: Max preserved H.:5.7, Max preserved W.: 4.8, Th.: 4.5
Munsell: clay surface light reddish brown (5YR 6/4)/reddish brown (5YR 5/4), core
grey (7.5YR 5/1)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Dhoxaton Tepe

CLAY: Fine grained containing mica and scattered incrustation. Surface smooth with
colour variations, visible grey clouds on the narrow right side. Oxidizing firing
conditions.
PRESERATION: Only the upper part of the torso is preserved. Fragmented on the left
narrow side. The head and pelvis are missing.
DESCRIPTION: Upper part of a standing anthropomorphic figurine. The truncated
torso, slightly widening downwards, bears on the front side a plastically modelled
right hand, which fingers are defined with grooves. A pair of semicircular incisions on
the front left side maybe manifest the area of the breast or the belly. The neck and
shoulder are marked with three vertical parallel lines. On the right narrow side and
the back angular vertical incisions. The fragment is made from one piece of clay but
on the underside a smooth saddle-shaped cavity indicates that the other part of the
body was formed separately.
REFERENCES: Adam-Veleni et al 2017, p. 216, no 92; Marangou 1997, Pl. 69a-c.
Group IIe
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21. ΤΣ 1886, Fig. 20, Pl. 45a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 3.4, Max W.: 2.2, Diameter: 2.0
Munsell: clay surface light reddish (2.5YR 6/6)/light brown (7.5YR 6/3), core dark
reddish grey (5YR 4/2)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Coarse grained containing mica, some inclusions and fragments of quartz
grains. The surface colour varies from light reddish on the reverse side to light brown
on the obverse. Surface rough and smoothed. Incompletely fired.
PRESERVATION: Only the lower part of the leg is preserved.
DESCRIPTION: Foot of an anthropomorphic vessel. The oval in section leg ends in a
very stylized foot with flat top. The upper part, above the ankle, is marked by two
deep horizontal incised lines. The cavity in the end of the object indicates it was
separately formed from the rest of the body.
REFERENCES: Elster 1986, Fig. 10.7:21, 10.8: 19, 21; Marangou 2004, Pl. 110
(M1277).
22. ΤΣ 1915, Fig.21, Pl. 47a-d.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 5.2, Max W.: 3.2, Max L.: 6.0, D.: 3.7x3.0
Munsell: clay surface reddish brown (5YR 5/4), core light reddish brown (5YR 6/4),
slip
light reddish brown (5YR 6/3)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained with some inclusions and mica. Traces of burnishing are
visible along with incrustation. It bears traces of slip. Grey clouds observed all over
the surface. Incomplete firing.
PRESERVATION: Foot fragment. Broken in the height of the ankle. Small chips on the
toes.
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DESCRIPTION: Left foot fragment of an anthropomorphic vessel undecorated and
without indication of the toes. Made with the compact whole method.
REFERENCES: Elster and Nikolaidou 2003, Fig. 11.19; Marangou 2004, Pl. 110 (M319);
Blennow 1987, p.78.
23. ΤΣ 2841, Fig. 22, Pl. 49a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 3.1, Max preserved W.: 4.5, Max L.: 2.1, Hips D.:
3.1x3.1
Munsell: clay surface light brown (7.5YR 6/4)/light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4), core
grey (2.5Y 6/1-5/1)
Date: LN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium-grained with scattered traces of fire on the exterior left narrow side.
The surface bears dissimilarities in colour, varying from light brown on the upper
side to yellowish brown on the rest of the fragment. It contains mica and quartz
grains. Surface burnished and smoothed. Fire conditions incomplete.
PRESERVATION: Only the left thigh of the artifact is preserved. Fractured at the
begging of the hips and bellow the bent knee.
DESCRIPTION: Left thigh of a seated anthropomorphic figurine or vessel, as the bent
knee suggests. In the inner part of the hip some vertical grooves indicate the
detachment point of the other leg. It is abundantly decorated on the entire
preserved surface, both on the front and rear side with shallow diagonal intersecting
incisions and dots. It was made by a single piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Pileidou 2006, Fig. 30δ; Raczky and Kalicz 1987, p.14-16.

B)

ZOOMPRHIC FIGURES

Group a
24. ΤΣ 1945, Fig. 23, Pl. 52a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.:3.7, Max preserved W.: 3.1, Max preserved L.: 5.3,
Th.:
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2.0
Munsell: clay surface light reddish brown (5YR 6/4)/reddish yellow (5YR 6/6), core
reddish grey (5YR 5/2)
Date: Neolithic
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Fine grained, darker inside, containing mica, white particles and organic
temper. Surface smoothed. Incompletely fired.
PRESERVATION: Left hip preserved. Broken off at the waist, right hip and lower part
of the legs.
DESCRITPION: Left half torso probably of a seated zoomorphic (?) figurine. Narrow
waist, slightly inclining to the right with producing rumps, undecorated. The
underside of the hips is almost flat, leading to the conclusion that it belongs to a
seated figurine. Made with the compact whole technique.
25. ΤΣ 2065, Fig. 24, Pl. 53a-e
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 3.7, Max W.: 3.2, Max L.: 4.2 Base D.: 1.8x1.8
Munsell: clay surface brown (7.5YR 5/4), core light reddish brown (5YR 6/3-6/4)
Date: FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Fine grained with calcite fragments and mica. Smoothed surface. Oxidised
firing conditions.
PRESERVATION STATE: Almost intact. Broken off on the base. Small chips on the ears
and the tip of the nose.
DESCRIPTION: Zoomorphic figurine in the shape of a standing bird. Triangular beaked
head, with pointed ears and short neck. The torso is rhomboid in shape while the tip
of the tail and the feathers end in angled outline. The bird-shape figurine is standing
on a round base. Made from a single piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Terzijska-Ignatova 2007, Fig. 3.12.
26. ΤΣ 2842, Fig. 25, Pl. 55a-d
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 3.7, Max W.: 3.6 (ears), Max preserved L.: 4.2, Neck
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D.: 3.5x2.7
Munsell: clay surface light red (2.5 YR 7/6), core grey (10YR 7/6), slip pale brown
(10YR
6/3)/brown (10YR 5/3)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Calcareous, coarse grained with mica and organic temper. Slipped, well
burnished. The slip is entirely different from the clay used for the paste.
Incompletely fired.
PRESERVATION: Preserved from the neck upwards. Small fractures on both ears and
the tip of the nose.
DESCRIPTION: Triangular head of a bovine zoomorphic figurine with a short ellipsoid
neck, which is not separated from the head. The circular ears are plastically shaped
while the eyes are indicated with depressions. On the lower part of the head the
triangular snout protrudes while the mouth seems half opened. It is manufactured
out of a solid clay lump.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.66.
Group b
27. ΤΣ 2843, Pl. 57.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 6.6, Max preserved W.:4.4
Date: LN
Site: Sitagroi.

CLAY: Fabric with inclusions. Surface well-burnished with traces of red colour mainly
on the left part and whitish on the top of the head.
PRESERVATION: Preserved from the neck upwards. Broken off on the beginning of
the horns and the end of the snout.
DESCRIPTION: Naturalistic depiction of an animal head. Stocky neck with ellipsoid
cross-section probably detached from a vessel. The snout is formed with a relief line,
which starts from the top of the head and ends in the nose. The eyes are depicted
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with globular relief volumes. The horns, as indicated from the shape of their broken
base, should be cylindrical in section. The neck is decorated with wide curvilinear
incisions which start from the back of the neck. Made from one piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, Fig. 9.69-70; Adam-Veleni et al 2017, p.188, no.15.
28. ΤΣ 2860, Fig. 26, Pl. 59a-c.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 6.5, Max preserved W.: 3.1 (on the base of the neck),
Th.: 1.1
Munsell: clay surface light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4)/yellowish brown (10YR 5/4),
core dark grey (2.5Y 4/1), slip reddish brown (5YR 5/3)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained, well-fired, containing mica and quartzite fragments.
Incrustations scattered on the burnished surface. The slip is distinguished mainly on
the left front side.
PRESERVATION: Shoulders severely damaged and horns missing. Preserved from the
height of the shoulders upwards. Incomplete fired.
DESCRIPTION: Head and neck of animal (ram;) belonging to a vessel, probably a cup,
as the inclination on the almost flat back shows. The head is triangle while the
features are not distinct apart from the snout, which is formed by a smooth relief
from the top of the head. The neck is long, ellipsoid in section and is almost flat on
the back. On the front of the neck two horizontal, converging incisions form a V and
from the right shoulder starts a vertical one. The upper cylindrical fracture indicates
the existence of horns. The shape of the fracture indicates that the horns were made
separately and later attached to the head. The rest of the body is made from one
piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Gimbutas 1986, p.259, Fig. 9.72-9.73.

C) MINIATURE TABLE
29. ΤΣ 1894, Fig. 27, Pl. 61a-c.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.:1.4, Max W.:3.2, Max L.: 2.3
Munsell: clay surface light reddish brown (2.5YR 6/4), core light brown (7.5YR 6/3)
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Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Medium grained with mica, calcite and quartzite inclusions. Surface smoothed,
not burnished. The incisions are infilled with white paste. Fired incompletely.
PRESERVATION: Table fragment. Four legs are missing. Small fragmentations at the
border of all four narrow sides.
DESCRIPTION: Part of a miniature table. Roughly rectangular with a central concavity
on the rear side. The top flat surface is decorated with groups of three semicircular
incisions in each side filled with dots. Vertical parallel incisions are preserved around
the exterior border. The rear side is undecorated. Made from one piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Elster and Nikolaidou 2003, Fig. 11.35, 11.37; Marangou 1992a, 17.

D)

UNCLASSIFIED

30. ΤΣ 1876, Fig. 28, Pl. 63a-b
Dimensions: Max preserved W.: 5.4, Max L.: 5.4, Τh.: 1.1
Munsell: clay surface light brown (7.5YR 6/4), core grey (2.5Y 5/1)
Date: LN/FN
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Fine-grained with mica and small pieces of shells. Surface smoothed.
Incompletely fired.
PRESERVATION: Broken off at one side. Fragmentations in the two corners.
DESCRIPTION: Almost rectangular-like flat piece (handle?), which exhibits three
finished sides but the fourth is broken. A centered hole, decorated on the left and
right with different incised designs. On the upper side, a pair of zigzag vertical lines
and on the underside angled ones. Manufactured from a single piece of clay.
REFERENCES: Elster and Nikolaidou 2003, Pl. 11.10, 11.11.
31. ΤΣ 2125, Fig. 29, Pl. 65a-d
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Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 3.4, Max preserved W.: 2.7, Max preserved L.: 3.4,
Th.1.0
Munsell: clay surface pink (7.5YR 7/4), core light brown (7.5YR 6/4), slip light red
(2.5YR 6/8)
Date: Neolithic
Site: Sitagroi

CLAY: Fine grained with mica and calcite fragments. Fine burnished surface with light
red slip applied only on the exterior surface. The latter is identical to the clay used
for the paste. Fired under oxidizing conditions.
PRESERVATION: Only small part of the corner is preserved.
DESCRIPTION: Corner profile probably belonging to a stand. It is hollow inside with
flat sides and angled corner. The hollow base slopes outwards. The top surface is
undecorated, unburnished but smoothed and very thin (0.05 cm). The exterior
surface is fine burnished and bears deep successive horizontal incisions, three on the
top and two below, leaving an undecorated zone between them. The inner surface is
unburnished and undecorated. It is manufactured out of a compact clay lump.
REFERENCES: Elster 1986, Fig. 10.9:3.
32. ΤΣ 2165, Fig. 30, Pl. 66a-c.
Dimensions: Max preserved H.: 1.1, Max preserved L.: 3.1, Max preserved W.: 1.8,
Th.:0.5
Munsell: clay surface greyish brown (10YR 5/2)/ light brown (7.5YR 6/4), core pale
red
(10YR 7/4)
Date: Neolithic
Site: Dhoxaton Tepe

CLAY: Fine grained with mica and calcite fragments. The figurine’s surface bears
dissimilarities in colour, greyish brown on the upper side and light brown on the
narrow side. Surface smoothed. Fired under oxidizing conditions.
PRESERVATION: Preserves two finished sides. Broken at the other two.
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DESCIPRTION: Part of an unidentified micrographic object. Rectangular with convex
upper surface and hollow inside. It has two finished sides which form a rounded
corner. The upper surface is decorated with successive, horizontal, curvilinear
incisions which converge in the narrow-preserved side. Possible the existence of a
vertical incision along the broken long side from which the above lines begin. The
inner surface is undecorated but smoothed. Probably made from one piece of clay.
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