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Preface

Colin Renfrew & Michael J. Boyd

laporta, M.J. Boyd, N. Brodie, G. Gavalas, J. Hilditch 
& J. Wright).

Volume VII: Monumentality, Diversity and 
Fragmentation in Early Cycladic Sculpture: the finds 
from the Special Deposit North at Kavos on Keros 
(in preparation, by C. Renfrew, P. Sotirakopoulou & 
M.J. Boyd).

Here we present first the marble sculptures and 
vessels recovered from the Special Deposit South, 
which are fully described and illustrated in the chap-
ters which follow. Their contexts are given in detail in 
Volume II where each is listed in the detailed tables 
accompanying chapter 4 of that volume. There the 
tables are organised by trench and then by layer num-
ber, each sculptural or vessel fragment being listed 
by its special find number, which is unique to the 
excavation. The other finds from the Special Deposit 
South are all dealt with in detail in that volume, with 
the exception of the pottery, whose publication will 
form Volume V. The weathering of the marble finds 
is discussed by Maniatis & Tambakopoulos in chap-
ter 11 of Volume II. Various features of the contexts 
of the finds are analysed by Michael Boyd in chapter 
12 of Volume II. The potential joins noted among the 
sculptures recovered from the Special Deposit South 
are discussed in appendix 13B of Volume II and those 
among the marble vessels in appendix 13A (see further 
Chapter 4 in this volume). The lack of joins observed 
between finds from the Special Deposit North and the 
Special Deposit South is noted there. The characterisa-
tion of the marble used to produce the sculptures and 
vessels from the Special Deposit South is discussed in 
Chapter 5 of the present volume.

The finds, among the various categories, from 
the settlement at Dhaskalio and from the two Special 
Deposits at Kavos are then compared and contrasted 
in Part B. This allows the differing functions of the 
settlement and of the Special Deposits to be brought 
into focus, and the intensity of their use during the 
different phases of activity in the early bronze age to 
be considered further. An attempt is then made, in 
Chapter 10, to set the ritual functions of the sanctuary 
on Keros into the wider context of early ritual practice 
in the Aegean and beyond.

The status of Kavos on Keros as the earliest maritime 
sanctuary in the world is documented by the present 
volume, which includes (in Part A) the full publication 
of the marble finds from the Special Deposit South at 
Keros. These constitute the largest assemblage of Early 
Cycladic sculptures and vessels ever recovered in a 
controlled excavation, although they were all found 
in fragmentary condition. They add significantly to 
the already substantial corpus of finds from well-
documented contexts in the Cycladic islands. They 
open new possibilities for the study of the production 
and the use of the rich repertoire of Cycladic artefacts 
of marble and thus to the understanding of ritual prac-
tice in Early Cycladic societies. The marble sculptures 
from the looted Special Deposit North at Kavos that 
have been recovered in systematic excavations will be 
discussed in Volume VII.

Also included here (in Part B) are chapters offer-
ing our concluding assessment of the roles of the set-
tlement on Dhaskalio and of the two Special Deposits 
at Kavos. The publication The Settlement at Dhaskalio 
constitutes Volume I of the present series, while Kavos 
and the Special Deposits forms Volume II. The Pottery 
from Dhaskalio and The Pottery from Kavos, Volumes 
IV and V respectively, both by Peggy Sotirakopoulou, 
will complete the publication of the 2006 to 2008 exca-
vations of the Cambridge Keros Project.

The existing and projected volumes of the Cam-
bridge Keros Project are as follows:

Volume I: The Settlement at Dhaskalio (2013, 
edited by C. Renfrew, O. Philaniotou, N. Brodie, G. 
Gavalas & M.J. Boyd).

Volume II: Kavos and the Special Deposits (2015, 
edited by C. Renfrew, O. Philaniotou, N. Brodie, G. 
Gavalas & M.J. Boyd).

Volume III: The Marble Finds from Kavos and 
the Archaeology of Ritual (2018, edited by C. Renfrew, 
O. Philaniotou, N. Brodie, G. Gavalas & M.J. Boyd).

Volume IV: The Pottery from Dhaskalio (2016, by 
P. Sotirakopoulou).

Volume V: The Pottery from Kavos (in prepara-
tion, by P. Sotirakopoulou). 

Volume VI: The Keros Island Survey (in prepa-
ration, edited by C. Renfrew, M. Marthari, A. Del-
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Chapter 2

The Sculptures from the Special Deposit South: 
The Finds

Colin Renfrew

The sculptural finds from the Special Deposit South 
are presented in detail in the catalogue below which 
constitutes Chapter 3 of the present volume. Here some 
aspects of the finds are further considered. The contexts 
have been set out in detail in chapter 4 of Volume II 
of the present work and are further considered in the 
chapter ‘Assemblage Studies’ by Michael Boyd, which 
forms chapter 12 of Volume II. As noted in Chapter 1 
above, one notable feature of the Cycladic sculptures is 
their tendency to fall into well-defined types and varie-
ties. This is true as much for the schematic sculptures as 
for the sculptures of folded-arm form which constitute 
the bulk (more than 90 per cent) of the assemblage.

The sculptures of Canonical folded-arm form

The sculptures found at Kavos, like those from the 
Early Cycladic cemeteries, do in general fall into very 

clear varieties (Table 2.1), as discussed in Chapter 1. 
The most abundant fragments are those of the Spedos 
variety (333 examples), followed by 86 of the Dokathis-
mata variety and 34 of the Chalandriani variety. As 
we shall see below, there are also 18 that have been 
classified as of the Keros variety. In an earlier prelimi-
nary classification this was listed as the ‘Chalandriani-
related variety’. But to use the site name Chalandriani 
a second time could cause confusion, so the designa-
tion ‘Post-Canonical’ (first proposed by Thimme in 
1977) was initially used in Volume II for this variety 
(chapters 4 and 12). The term ‘Keros variety’ is now 
preferred (see Chapter 1, above). 

Size
The procedure used for estimating the original size, 
when complete, of each of the folded-arm figure 
fragments is set out in the Appendix to this chapter 

Table 2.1. Frequencies of occurrence of the types, varieties and sub-
varieties of the figurine fragments of the Special Deposit South.

Type Variety Sub-variety Totals

Folded-arm 
figurine

Spedos or Kapsala (none) 2

498

549

Spedos
(none) 330

333
Kavos 3

Dokathismata
(none) 80

86
Akrotiri 6

Chalandriani
(none) 32

34
Kea 2

Keros (none) 18

Unfinished (none) 6

Fragmentary and 
indeterminate (none) 19

Special (none) (none) 3

Other (none) (none) 8

Schematic
Apeiranthos

(none) 8
35

40(Dhaskalio) 27

(none) (none) 5
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below. The overall result for the folded-arm sculptures 
recovered is seen in Figure 2.1. Note that, of the 498 
folded-arm figurine fragments recovered, it has only 
been possible to estimate original heights for 459 of 
them; the other 39 are excluded from the figure.

The sculptures, when complete, prior to frag-
mentation, thus most frequently lay in the ranges 
200–300 mm and 300–400 mm. That would tally well 
enough with the complete sculptures published 
from the known Cycladic cemeteries. The largest 
recovered from an excavated and published cem-
etery is in the National Archaeological Museum in 
Athens (EAM6195 from Tomb 10 at Spedos on Naxos: 
Papathanasopoulos 1962, pl. 10α) which is 587 mm 
in height. The only complete figure of comparable 
size from a more recent published excavation is the 
one recovered by Zapheiropoulou from the Special 
Deposit North at Kavos (Zapheiropoulou 2017) which 
measures 583 mm in height.

Nine large sculptures from the Special Deposit 
South, originally larger than 700 mm in height, all of 
the Spedos variety, have previously been described 
in a preliminary publication (Renfrew & Boyd 2017): 
they are included in the catalogue which follows. They 
are discussed briefly in the section on the Spedos vari-
ety below. They may be compared with ten recently 
published large pieces from the Special Deposit North, 
recovered in controlled excavations (Sotirakopoulou 
et al. 2017).

It is worth noting here that several large sculp-
tures, mainly found in rather uncertain circumstances, 
were documented prior to 1914. As discussed in 
Chapter 1 above (see also Renfrew 2017a), these are 
regarded as likely to be authentic and so relevant to 

the discussion. Most very large sculptures seem to be 
of the Spedos variety, although Ashmolean Museum 
AE176 is of the Dokathismata variety. The head in 
Athens from Amorgos (EAM3909) has been regarded 
as ‘precanonical’ and a sculpture of the Kapsala vari-
ety has been chosen here as the comparandum piece 
for it. The largest sculptures hitherto known (and 
documented prior to 1914) are as follows. As dis-
cussed below they are now supplemented by several 
fragmentary pieces from the Special Deposit South 
at Kavos, as well as from the Special Deposit North.
1.	 Louvre head ‘from Keros’ (Ma2709, MNB 509), 

acquired 1873 (Marangou 1990a, 167 nos. 33–35; 
Michon 1929, 255, fig. 5; Zervos 1957, pls. 159–61). 
Height 270 mm. Estimated height of complete 
figure: 1630 mm. (Comparandum for size: Athens 
EAM6140.21 from Naxos: Papathanasopoulos 1962, 
pl. 54α).

2. 	 Complete figure ‘from Amorgos’. National Archaeo-
logical Museum, Athens (EAM3978): this piece en-
tered the Archaeological Society for Stone Finds on 
9 March 1885 (where it had Inventory number 4223) 
by purchase from Ioannis Palaiologos of Amorgos 
(Galanakis 2013, 185; Wolters 1891, 47 and note 1; 
Zervos 1957, pls. 297 and 299). Height 1490 mm.

3.	 Head allegedly ‘from Amorgos’ in Copenhagen 
(National Museum 4697), acquired 1896 (Renfrew 
1969, pl. 8a; Riis et al. 1989, 22–3, no. 10). Height 246 
mm. Estimated height of complete figure: 1260 mm. 
(Comparandum: NM4675, Zapheiropoulou 1969, pl. 
243). This head is attributed by Getz-Gentle (2001) 
to the ‘Goulandris Sculptor’ (i.e. Kavos sub-variety).

4.	 Head ‘from Amorgos’ in the National Archaeo-
logical Museum, Athens (EAM3909): this piece 

Figure 2.1. Estimated original heights of folded-arm figure fragments from the Special Deposit South.
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entered the Archaeological Society for Stone Finds 
(Inventory Number 4270) by purchase from Ioan-
nis Palaiologos of Amorgos (Galanakis 2013, 185;  
Wolters 1891, 46–7; first published in Praktika tis en 
Athenais Archaeologikis Etaireias 1888, 62–3, under 
the heading ‘Ἀρχαῖα ἀγορασθέντα’; Zervos 1957, 
pls. 177–8). Height 280 mm. Estimated height 
of complete figure: 1200 mm. (Comparandum: 
NM5463 from Aplomata: Doumas & Lambrinou-
dakis 2017, fig. 15.12). 

5.	 Complete figure, Ashmolean Museum, Oxford, al-
legedly ‘from Amorgos’, (AE 176), acquired 1898. 
(Hogarth 1927, pl. VIII a; Sherratt 2000, 155–6: 
III.7.25, pls. 183–6; Zervos 1957, pl. 162). Height 
759 mm. Dokathismata variety.

These are the principal large figures (of original height 
greater than 750 mm) which are well documented 
prior to 1914. Several large figures acquired on the 
illicit market after the Second World War, including 
(a) the large Goulandris Museum figure (NPGM 724: 
Getz-Gentle 2001, pl. 64 c, height 1400 mm); (b) the fig-
ure formerly in Karlsruhe, now in Athens (EAM20934: 
Getz-Gentle 2001, pl. 64 b, height 890 mm); (c) the 
Bradley Martin head now in the Metropolitan 
Museum (L 55.59: Thimme & Getz-Preziosi 1977, 279, 
pl. 199, estimated original height perhaps almost 2000 
mm), all of the Spedos variety, are not discussed here 
in view of their lack of secure provenance. 

As Galanakis (2013) has pointed out, with the 
exception of the Louvre head (‘from Keros’), the 
provenance of many of the others (‘from Amorgos’) 
may perhaps leave open the possibility of a source 
for these pieces in an island of the Mikres Kyklades, 
centred upon Keros. There does therefore remain the 
possibility that many of these pieces might have been 
found on Keros itself. That, however, remains simply a 
possibility which it would be premature to formulate 
as a hypothesis.

It should be noted also that, were it the case that 
these mostly fragmentary pieces did all derive from 
Keros, this would not yet clarify their place of pro-
duction (nor of fragmentation). For these sculptures 
were certainly not produced on Keros, where suitable 
high-grade marble is not available (Volume I, chapter 
3). The evidence from the excavations at the Special 
Deposit South suggests that they were not broken 
at that location. The provenance of the marble used 
to make the sculptures found in the Special Deposit 
South is discussed by Maniatis & Tambakopoulos in 
Chapter 5 of the present volume.

Paint ghosts
A further important issue, on which the finds from 
the Special Deposit South can unfortunately cast only 

a little light, is the evidence that many of the Early 
Cycladic sculptures originally had painted decora-
tion. Indeed, some seem to have been re-painted on a 
number of occasions (Hendrix 2003; Hoffman 2002). 
The conditions of preservation in the Special Deposit 
South are less favourable than in the Special Deposit 
North, where traces of paint can still be seen on some 
marble vessels and sculptures.

Paint ghosts are sometimes seen on Early 
Cycladic sculptures (Birtacha 2017). They are deco-
rated surfaces, seen today in low relief or with a less 
weathered surface, where the paint or its fixative have 
preserved the original surface of the marble from 
solution or erosion caused by acidic groundwater, so 
that the areas originally painted are better preserved, 
or even raised slightly above the remaining surface 
areas, although no pigment is now preserved. In some 
cases, traces where paint was originally applied can 
be recognized by light incisions in the surface: these 
may originally have been made to allow the paint to 
adhere to the smooth surface of the marble.

Traces of such painted decoration are seen 
mainly on the faces of Cycladic sculptures of the 
Spedos and Dokathismata varieties, although the 
decoration sometimes extended to the body. Just a 
few sculptures of the Kapsala variety, deriving from 
unauthorized excavations but very possibly genuine, 
also have painted decoration. 

In the Special Deposit South, traces of decoration 
have been discerned in a few cases, but rarely with 
great confidence. Eyes in particular have been claimed. 
But very few of these are convincing, and to see them 
at all sometimes depends on the angle at which the 
light falls. The observations made here about paint 
ghosts (or about incisions on the face) should be read 
with caution as preliminary suggestions. A more 
thorough and systematic study would be needed to 
draw more reliable conclusions (see Birtacha 2017). In 
any case the material from the Special Deposit South 
is generally too eroded to preserve paint ghosts well. 
Sometimes the traces of eyes, when more than one is 
preserved, can seem asymmetrically placed with an 
effect that is today disconcerting. This is probably the 
result of the differential preservation of successive 
episodes of decoration.

Quite a few of the heads show a widening or 
elongation at the crown, sometimes giving a lyre-
shaped effect to the head. This may be the result 
of a decision to show the hair using a continuous 
surface which does not make a distinction in the 
marble between the hair and the cranium itself, but 
instead using the application of paint which is now 
no longer visible. In such cases the crown of the head 
may sometimes have been painted so as to represent 
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the hair. This originally painted surface at the crown, 
now indicated by a paint ghost, is particularly clear in 
some of the sculptures from the Special Deposit North 

(e.g. NM4182: Volume VII). On occasion, separate 
small tresses of hair, indicated by a sinusoidal line, 
may be discerned.

1929

6476

40027

Figure 2.2. The treatment of the hair on heads of the Spedos variety. (Note the lock of hair at the side of the head of 6476, 
the paint ghost at the crown of 40027 and the hair at the back of the head and neck of all three heads). Not to scale.
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The hair is usually shown descending at the back 
of the head, narrowing at the back of the head, and can 
be seen as a paint ghost in several pieces in the Special 
Deposit North (Volume VII). The same effect can be 
discerned in several pieces from the Special Deposit 
South (e.g. 6476, 40027 and 1929), although they are 
not well preserved and illumination by a slanting 
direct light is required to see them (see Fig. 2.2).

The distinction between the formerly painted 
hair, indicated by the better preserved surface, and 
the more weathered unpainted surface can be seen 
on the left side of the head, at the back, in 6476, but is 
no longer clear on the right side. Similar indications 
of hair are seen on 40027 (Figs. 2.2, 2.3).

Indications of the hair at the back of the head 
have not been seen for the Dokathismata or Chalan-
driani varieties in the Special Deposit South (with the 
possible exception of 972), and so far are recorded only 
for the Spedos variety.

Traces of one or more eyes have at times been 
recognized on the following heads: 966, 6275, 3103, 
6476, 25029, 6322, 1562 and 1929. For convenience 
some of these are represented together on Figure 2.4, 
and are omitted from the drawings accompanying 
the catalogue in Chapter 3. Sometimes the upper and 
lower eyelids were represented, giving an ellipsoid 
form to the eye, in the centre of which the pupil may 
be indicated by a dot. Sometimes the eyebrows are 
also shown by a convex shape situated above the 
upper eyelid and echoing its form. In most cases these 
features are difficult to see and usually are not visible 
in the accompanying photographs. Traces of eyes have 
been recognized, although not with great confidence, 
on some heads of the Dokathismata variety (see 351, 
972, 814 and 1927 in Fig. 2.4).

The paint ghosts are often difficult to discern, 
except in raking light, and very difficult to photograph. 
The left eye can, however, just be seen indicated by 
the upper and lower eyelids and the pupil on 6275 
(Figs. 2.4, 2.5)

The Spedos variety sculptures

The most abundantly found fragments of sculptures 
of the canonical folded-arm form found in the Special; 
Deposit South at Kavos were of the Spedos variety: 
333 fragments in total.

Size
The discussion in the paragraphs above of the size of 
the sculptures in the Special Deposit South is particu-
larly relevant for the Spedos variety, since nearly all 
the sculptures in the first quartile (by size) of canoni-
cal folded-arm figurines in general are of the Spedos 

variety. That is certainly true of the Special Deposits 
at Kavos. The size distribution of the sculptures of 
Spedos variety found in the Special Deposit South, 
prior to breakage, is given in Figure 2.6. It naturally 
relates to a portion of the sculptures represented in 
Figure 2.1, above, from which the other varieties have 
here been excluded.

The analysis undertaken here leads to the impor-
tant conclusion that all of the sculptures in the Special 
Deposit South which were originally more than 600 
mm in height were of the Spedos variety. That is cer-
tainly true for the Special Deposit South and for the 
fragments recovered in the controlled excavations 
from the Special Deposit North. It seems, however, to 
be the case also for the sculptures recovered from the 
Cycladic cemeteries.

The largest sculptures (before breakage) recov-
ered from the Special Deposit South, all of the Spedos 
variety, have been reviewed by Renfrew & Boyd 
(2017a). The details, with comparanda, are seen in 
the catalogue in Chapter 3. For convenience the larg-
est are also mentioned here. (Abbreviations for the 
comparanda are set out in the introduction to the 
catalogue).

The most imposing was the waist (2207), found 
in Trench B4, layer 5, and the pelvis with thighs 
(6478), found deep in Trench D2, layer 34. These join 

40027

Figure 2.3. Paint ghost of the hair at the crown of the 
head, seen as a paler, less weathered surface on 40027. 
Not to scale.
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to form the composite fragment 40003 (Figs. 3.46–49). 
It should be noted that both were found in the central 
area of the Deposit, but more than 5 m apart. Had the 
original complete figure been broken at the Special 
Deposit South, other fragments would presumably 
have been found there. Their absence from the mate-
rial recovered is a strong indication that the breakage 
took place elsewhere. (The possibility that such break-
age took place at the location of the Special Deposit 
North was considered and rejected in chapter 13B of 
Volume II, 381–2). In order to estimate the original 

size of the figure when complete (see Renfrew & 
Boyd 2017a), comparanda selected for the waist 
(EAM6140.21 from Dokathismata Tomb 13, NM4677 
and NM4675) gave size estimates of 870 mm, 1060 
mm and 770 mm. Those for the pelvis (NM4673, with 
alternatives EAM6140.22 and EAM6195 from Spedos 
Tomb 10) gave estimates of 1160 mm, 960 mm and 
1000 mm. Taking the two conjoined pieces together, 
the comparandum EAM6195 from Spedos Tomb 10 
gives estimates of 1000 mm or 916 mm, and NM4677 
gives 1060 mm or 1200 mm. It was concluded that the 

Figure 2.4. Eyes seen as paint ghosts (some uncertain) on figurine heads of the Spedos (lines 1 and 2) and Dokathismata 
(line 3) varieties. Scale 1:2.

192925017

6275 3103 6476

1970

972351 814 1927
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original height was of the order of 1000 mm, with an 
error margin of around 10 per cent.

The second figure represented, judged in terms of 
original height, was documented by 872, the left upper 
leg of a sculpture found in Trench B3, layer 4 (Fig. 3.76). 
The comparandum piece was from Spedos Tomb 13, 
and the resulting size estimate was 950 mm. But it was 
considered possible that this fragment was from the 
calf rather than the thigh of the figure, which would 
then have given a greater size estimate. The remaining 
figures estimated to be as large or larger than 700 mm 
in original height, all of the Spedos variety (Renfrew 
& Boyd 2017a), are: 2764 (fragmentary head: 900 mm, 
Fig. 3.12); 25061 (foot: 900 mm, Fig. 3.108); 2816 (lower 
leg: 860 mm, Fig. 3.94); 6291 (foot: 750 mm, Fig. 3.102); 
625 (arms and waist: 700, Fig. 3.43); 1439 (waist: 700 
mm, Fig. 3.55) and 20149 (neck: 700 mm, Fig. 3.16).

It should be appreciated that these size esti-
mates, taken often from very fragmentary surviving 
pieces, are only approximations. In some cases the 
error margin may be well over 10 per cent. Yet they 
do give an idea of the scale of the original sculptures. 
Other such measurements will be found throughout 
the catalogue and it is not necessary to reiterate them 
here. It is clear, however, that the Special Deposit 
South has fragments of more than 20 sculptures which 
were originally more than 599 mm in size, and thus 
larger than any documented from the Early Cycladic 
cemeteries. The same can be documented from the 
finds documented through excavation in the Special 
Deposit North (Sotirakopoulou et al. 2017)

It is very clear from these results that a small 
proportion of the folded-arm sculptures represented 
in the Special Deposit South, some 5.2 per cent of the 

total, can be regarded as large figures, greater in size 
than any yet recovered from the published cemeter-
ies (i.e. maximum height 587 mm in Spedos Tomb 
10). This securely documented observation may well 
have implications for the original use of the figures. 
For while some figures of smaller size could well be 
carried in processions on festive occasions, as has been 
hypothesized in Volume II and is further discussed 
in Chapter 10 below, the monumental figures of the 
order of one metre in height are too heavy to be car-

6275

Figure 2.5. The head of 6275, where the left eye can just 
be seen. (See also Fig. 2.4). Not to scale.

Figure 2.6. Estimated original size range for sculptures of Spedos variety from the Special Deposit South.
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ried by a single person. If carried by several people, 
they would be difficult to hold upright, although they 
could certainly be carried on a stretcher or bier. The 
possibility has therefore to be contemplated that the 
sculptures had more than one potential function. The 
small ones could certainly function as portable ikons, 
and were indeed sometimes buried in graves. The 
monumental ones could scarcely have functioned in 
this way. It is possible to imagine them as displayed 
permanently in a special building or shrine, but no evi-
dence for such an installation has yet been discovered.

Fragments of Kapsala or Spedos variety
Just two sculptural fragments were excavated in the 
Special Deposit South which might be attributed to the 
Kapsala variety (Fig. 3.1). But since these are very frag-
mentary (both right feet only), it seems safer to regard 
them as ‘Kapsala or Spedos’, rather than to affirm the 
presence of Kapsala variety sculptures in the Deposit, 
which might have significant chronological implica-
tions. For, as discussed in Chapter 1, it does now seem 
possible, on stratigraphic grounds, to regard the tombs 
at the Aplomata cemetery in Naxos (Doumas & Lam-
brinoudakis 2017) as representing an early phase of the 
Keros-Syros culture. This would set the Kapsala variety 
as the earliest folded-arm form, as already proposed 
on typological grounds (Renfrew 1969, 21).

The pieces in question (Fig. 3.1) are 1304 from 
Trench C2, layer 25, and 25026 from Trench RA, layer 
6. The plastic modelling and curved instep of 1304 
(which seems to have been joined at the ankles) is 
suggestive of the Kapsala variety, although the toes 
are not preserved. The incised toes of 25026 are indeed 
preserved, and probably imply that it is of the Spedos 
variety: it is not clear whether this figure joined at the 
ankles.

The scarcity or absence of sculptures of the 
Kapsala variety from the Special Deposit South is 
perhaps the best indicator of the date of the first use 
of the Deposit. Finds of sauceboats and other forms in 
the pottery securely date the early use of the Deposit 
to the time of the Keros-Syros culture. The absence 
(or scarcity) of the Kapsala variety suggests that the 
Deposit’s first use was not at the very beginning of the 
time range of the Keros-Syros culture.

The Kavos sub-variety of the Spedos variety
The identification of fragments of the Kavos sub-
variety of the Spedos variety in the Special Deposit 
South is an important step with interesting implica-
tions. It should be approached with caution, in view 
of the fragmentary nature of the material. As noted 
in Chapter 1, sculptures now designated as of the 
Kavos sub-variety were initially classed as products 

of the ‘Goulandris Master’ (Getz-Preziosi 1987, 102) or 
the ‘Goulandris Sculptor’ (Getz-Gentle 2001, 84–93). 
The reasons for the change of terminology are briefly 
discussed in Chapter 1, above. The identification of 
this interesting sub-variety is the result of the work 
of Pat Getz-Preziosi (now Getz-Gentle), and the dif-
ferent terminology followed here should not obscure 
the originality of her insight.

In her extensive discussion, Getz-Gentle sug-
gests that a range of features of this sub-variety are 
characteristic, including the form of the head and 
also of the feet. However, the juxtaposition of several 
traits seems necessary to make a confident ascription 
to this sub-variety, and these are most clearly found 
associated together at the shoulders, torso and waist. 
Thus Sotirakopoulou et al. (2017) felt able to assign 
two torsos from the Special Deposit North, now in 
the Naxos Museum (NM2375: Getz-Gentle 2001, 166 
no. 75; and NM4193) to the Kavos sub-variety, and 
suggest that a third (NM2374: Getz-Gentle 2001, 162 
no. 14) is rather similar.

Here, from the Special Deposit South, one torso 
(1989: Fig. 3.2), one torso with waist (7000: Fig. 3.2) and 
one waist (1153: Fig. 3.4) are assigned to the Kavos 
sub-variety. Dr Getz-Gentle kindly inspected 7000 on 
her visit to the excavation workroom on Kouphonisi 
on 12 June 2007 and suggested that it was the work 
of the ‘Goulandris Sculptor’, noting the thin arms, the 
absence of an incision for the spinal column and the 
gently curved back. (Dr Gentle suggested in 2007 that 
three other pieces which she then inspected might be 
the work of the ‘Goulandris Sculptor’. But her sug-
gestion for them has not been followed here in the 
organization of the catalogue, since the characteristic 
traits are felt to be too few for a secure attribution to 
be established. These were the torso 644, Fig. 3.35, and 
the waist 4606, Fig. 3.54, both of which also lack an 
indication of the spine, and the pelvis 6610, Fig. 3.64). 

All the three pieces listed here as assigned to the 
Kavos sub-variety fulfil the diagnostic criterion of 
lacking the spinal incision, and two have the sloping 
shoulders, and two the relatively narrow arms, all 
features characteristic of the Kavos-sub-variety (i.e. 
‘Goulandris Sculptor’).

The attribution of these three fragments to the 
Kavos sub-variety, along with those from the Special 
Deposit North (Sotirakopoulou et al. 2017), is a signifi-
cant step. For hitherto it has been a striking feature of 
this specific form that all its traceable exemplars were 
without a secure context of discovery (with the excep-
tion of the figure from Grave 23 Aplomata in Naxos: 
Kontoleon 1972, pl. 136α, which cannot at present 
be located in the Naxos Museum, and of NM2386 
from the Special Deposit North, not selected by Soti-
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rakopoulou et al. as representative of the Kavos sub-
variety). It seemed a strange circumstance that more 
than 70 examples of this sub-variety could have come 
to light in illicit or uncontrolled excavations without 
a single example (other than the untraced piece from 
tomb 23 at Aplomata) emerging from an authorized 
and published excavation. Furthermore, no complete 
example could be documented as extant prior to 
1914, although that position has now been rectified 
by the recognition by Getz-Gentle as the work of the 
‘Goulandris Sculptor’ of a piece in the Bibliothèque 
Nationale in Paris acquired in 1859 (Caubet et al. 2013). 
Any doubts about the reality and authenticity of this 
sub-variety can therefore now be set to rest (which 
is not to exclude the possibility that some reported 
examples which have recently appeared on the market 
may not in fact be genuine).

Heads of the Spedos variety
The 44 heads of the Spedos variety, listed first in the 
catalogue, show a considerable range of forms: in gen-
eral the face is tilted backward in relation to the neck. 
The face is rounded, and in that respect differs from the 
faces of the Dokathismata and Chalandriani varieties, 
where the face generally forms a flattish plane. The nose 
is always prominent and other facial features are not 
shown (unless by the application of paint). Sometimes 
at the top (or ‘crown’) of the head there is a flat surface 
(as in 6222 or 25114) which is here termed the ‘cranial 
plane’. The cranial plane may be roughly vertical, as in 
6222 or much closer to the horizontal, as in 6275. 

Some heads widen in a regular way from chin 
to the crown (e.g. 966 or 25114). This is a feature also 
typical of the Dokathismata and Chalandriani catego-
ries. These ‘widening’ heads are listed first among 
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Figure 2.7. Figure fragments of the Kavos sub-variety from archaeological excavations or known before 1913. Not to 
scale. (1) Special Deposit North NM2375; (2) Special Deposit North NM4193; (3) BM 84.12-13.6; (4) EAM5390;  
(5) Bibliothèque Nationale 57.22; (6) Aplomata NM5800;(7) 1989; (8) 7000; (9) 1153.
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the heads of the Spedos variety in the catalogue in 
Chapter 3. In the Spedos variety there are some heads 
whose greatest width is at or slightly below halfway 
up, and which proceed to narrow slightly but regu-
larly towards the crown (e.g. 6205), although some 
are virtually parallel sided at the crown (e.g. 7154 or 
1994). These ‘narrowing’ heads are listed next. The 
third class of head, like the preceding class, show 
some narrowing towards the crown but then the head 
widens slightly as the crown is reached: these are 
often described as ‘lyre-shaped’. Fragments 79 (part 
of 45004), 1478 and 1562 are examples of this. This 
lyre-shaped widening at the crown is probably to be 
understood as the representation of a mass of hair at 
the crown of the head. There follows in the catalogue 
a listing of the remaining heads, which are so frag-
mentary or so badly damaged that little more can be 
said about them. They are, of course, examples of the 
deliberate fragmentation to which the sculptures in 
the Special Deposit South were subjected. That these 
fragments cannot in general be joined together again 
with adjacent fragments or indeed with finds from 
elsewhere in the Deposit strongly suggests (as dis-
cussed in Volume II) that the fragmentation process 
took place elsewhere, before they were brought to 
Kavos. It should be noted that in just three instances 
the head fragments can be joined (624 and 1958 form-
ing 40025; 79 and NM4150 forming 45004; 6288 and 
6287 forming 40027). These three heads may have been 
broken after their original deposition, as certainly with 
6287 and 6288 which were found close to each other.

Necks
Ten fragments of necks of the Spedos variety, detached 
both from head and torso, were recovered (Figs. 3.16 
and 3.17). Each is of oblate cylindrical form. Some 
show a slight concavity at the middle of the neck. The 
simplicity of the shape makes it possible to confuse 
detached necks with the category of detached waists 
(see below) and it is possible that in one or two cases 
the fragment has been assigned to the wrong category. 
It should be noted that in many cases the head and 
neck are preserved together, so that the relatively 
small number of separate neck fragments listed here 
is not anomalous.

Torsos
Some 45 torsos of the Spedos variety, many very frag-
mentary, were recovered (Figs. 3.19 to 3.42). Just one 
(40010) could be joined to form an almost complete 
figure, lacking only the head and neck and the knees, 
lower legs and feet. It came from Trench F4, layer 
2, somewhat outside the central area of the Special 
Deposit South, and was found on the surface. That it 

was not already broken into small fragments before 
being brought to Kavos suggests that it may have had 
a different personal history from that of most of the 
fragments recovered in the Deposit.

The torsos are in many cases broken in a clearly 
deliberate manner, and some show substantial sub-
sequent weathering.

Waists
Several figures were broken above the arms. In others 
the break came below the arms (Figs. 3.43–3.57). In 
those cases, if the lower break came above the pelvis 
and pubic area, a very simple, almost cylindrical 
fragment results (as in 2207 or 1992) which has a very 
abstract appearance when there is no incision indicat-
ing the spinal column (as in 4606). In all, 21 waists are 
separately listed, but it should be noted that several of 
the fragments listed above under ‘Torsos’ also include 
the waist.

Some waists seem very tall and slender in rela-
tion to the body (e.g. 1992, part of 45003, 2020 and 
25507). This is a feature of sculptures assigned by 
Getz-Gentle (2001, 166–7) to her ‘Bastis Sculptor’, 
although none in her list of his works is published as 
coming from a documented excavation (which is why 
this ‘Sculptor’ has not been regarded here as creat-
ing a valid sub-variety). It is, however, the case that 
Legaki (2017) has argued that two sculptures in the 
list compiled by Getz-Gentle, and now in the Naxos 
Museum (inventory numbers NM166 and NM168), 
were discovered at Phiontas in Naxos in 1947 in cir-
cumstances which can be reconstructed in such a way 
as to validate the find. Certainly one piece has several 
points of comparison with those cited by Getz-Gentle, 
and also with a figure which comes from the Galanis 
confiscation of 1964 (NM4674 of our measurement 
comparanda: Zapheiropoulou 1980, pl. 241). It may 
be that there are grounds here for accepting Legaki’s 
argument that the Phiontas finds are well documented 
and so for defining a ‘Phiontas sub-variety’ of the 
Spedos variety, again following the insight, although 
not the nomenclature, of Getz-Gentle. But in any case 
these waist fragments indicated in the catalogue here 
are too fragmentary and indeed too simple to form the 
basis for an attribution to a specific sub-variety, with 
their slender form as the sole defining feature: for the 
recognition of a valid sub-variety must rest on the 
defining presence of more than a single trait.

 
Pelves
The pelvis (often with upper legs) is preserved in 35 
instances (Figs. 3.58 to 3.70). It is clear that there is 
some variety in the treatment of the pubic area. Some-
times the top of the legs are indicated by clear incisions 
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(as in 2141, 6403, 6619 and many other instances). 
Sometimes, however the pelvic area is shown by 
modelling with the absence of incision (as with 348 
and perhaps 6610). There are also clear differences in 
the treatment of the buttocks.

The pelvis area of two very small sculptures, 
originally 150 to 200 mm high, are also of note (Fig. 
3.70: 20207 and 1484). They have resemblances with 
pieces allegedly from Keros, published by Sotirako-
poulou (2005, 157–8 and 171).

Legs
The fragments of legs of the Spedos variety are con-
spicuously numerous (Figs. 3.71 to 3.99): 45 are listed 
as upper legs and 58 pieces as lower legs, with 6 frag-
ments where only the knees are conserved. There are 
also 14 cases where the fragment is so small that it 
is not clear whether the upper or lower leg is repre-
sented. The large numbers arise, of course, from the 
circumstance that often only the left or the right leg 
is seen in the fragment. The fragmentation was so 
thorough that conjoined (i.e. left with right) legs are 
only relatively rarely found. Each complete figure 
can produce a left and right upper and lower leg and 
thus can generate at least four leg fragments. So the 
123 leg fragments recovered might be the product of 
the fragmentation of rather fewer than 123 complete 
figures. However, if one were seeking to calculate the 
Minimum Number of Individuals represented (on 
the analogy of osteological studies), one would not 
in any case start with the legs. From the study of the 
larger sculptures it seems clear that only one or two 
fragments from each originally complete figure were 
deposited in the Special Deposit South. For instance, 
the upper left leg fragment 872 is estimated to come 
from a sculpture originally 950 mm tall: it seems clear 
that no other parts of this sculpture were found in the 
Special Deposit South (for only the waist and pelvis 
forming 40003 were on a comparable scale).

The small number of cases in which the feet were 
left unbroken from the leg is noteworthy. It seems that 
in the fragmentation process the heads and the feet 
were the first to be detached, with very few excep-
tions. In the case of 40022 it has been possible to join 
the lower right leg with its foot, and this may be a 
fracture which occurred after deposition. In general it 
is notable how rarely it has been possible to join foot 
fragments with leg fragments: another indication that 
the process of fragmentation took place before the 
fragments were transported to Kavos.

Feet
The feet have a ‘chunky’ appearance, thickening 
markedly towards the heel, in contrast to the slimmer 

form of the Dokathismata variety. Altogether 32 foot 
fragments are noted on the list, of which one (25061) 
came from a figure originally some 900 mm in height 
(Figs. 3.100 to 3.105). When the size distribution of 
the estimated original heights (when complete) of 
the figures represented by these foot fragments is 
considered, an interesting feature emerges. This is the 
notably high proportion of figures which were origi-
nally more than 500 mm in height (39.7 per cent of the 
foot fragments) compared with the total of sculptures 
originally greater than 500 mm in height in the entire 
Spedos variety assemblage, namely 15.5 per cent. 

The possible reasons for this pattern are worth 
considering further. The in-trench sieving procedures 
used during the excavation (employing a 7 mm mesh 
for all soil) should have ensured that no fragments 
larger than that will have been lost in the recovery pro-
cess (although a slender foot of maximum preserved 
length 20 mm can slip through a sieve of 7 mm mesh). 
It should also be noted that a significant proportion 
of the fragments recovered from the surface were col-
lected during surface reconnaissances, which favour 
the larger fragments. Nonetheless, the most probable 
explanation for the differing patterns might be that 
those in the early bronze age who were selecting 
material for transportation to Keros after the local 
ritual fragmentation process may have overlooked 
or chosen to exclude fragments of sculptures which 
were less than 30 or 40 mm in total length. This is not 
a surprising result in itself, but it is interesting that it 
should emerge from our data recovery procedures.

The Dokathismata variety sculptures

The estimated original size range for the sculptures 
of Dokathismata variety is seen in Figure 2.8. This 
establishes that sculptures of the Dokathismata variety 
are generally smaller than those of the Spedos variety, 
with an average (mode) height when complete in the 
201–250 mm range compared with a mode of 351–400 
mm for the Spedos variety. Just three fragments, 539 
(head), 2380 (pelvis) and 2106 (pelvis), would when 
complete have exceeded 450 mm in height.

In general it is not easy to recognize sub-varieties 
of the folded-arm figure when dealing only with 
fragmentary examples. However some torsos of the 
Dokathismata variety were of the form regarded by 
Getz-Preziosi (1984, 15) as the work of the ‘Schuster 
Master’. As discussed in Chapter 1, it has now been 
possible to recognize some examples of this form from 
secure contexts, notably at Akrotiri on Thera, and also 
from early finds, and this has therefore been re-named 
the Akrotiri sub-variety (Sotirakopoulou et al. 2017), 
taking the find from Akrotiri as the namepiece. It has 
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Figure 2.9. Figurine fragments of the Akrotiri sub-variety from archaeological excavations or known before 1913. Not to 
scale. (1) Akrotiri AKR2684; (2) Special Deposit North NM4186; (3) Special Deposit North NM4187; (4) BM 1854.12-
18.23; (5) 40008; (6) 20522; (7) 832; (8) 25038; (9) 2115.

Figure 2.8. Estimated original size range for sculptures of Dokathismata variety from the Special Deposit South.
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been assigned to the Dokathismata variety, although 
some pieces do have resemblances also with the Spe-
dos variety.

The Akrotiri sub-variety of the Dokathismata variety
The characteristics of the Akrotiri sub-variety, as 
originally recognized and defined (as the work of 
the ‘Schuster Master’) by Getz-Preziosi (1984, 15; 1987, 
116), were set out in Chapter 1, above. The use of 
light modelling for the details (especially of the arms) 
rather than simply incision has been one important 
trait considered here, along with the curvature of the 
rather thin lower arms, often over an outwardly curv-
ing belly. The elbows are often prominent, protruding 
from the waist, and the shoulders are broad.

Just five examples, four torso fragments and 
one waist, have been provisionally recognized (Figs. 
4.106 to 4.107). As noted later in the catalogue, several 
torsos with light modelling were considered, but in 
the end were felt to have too few distinguishing traits 
for inclusion.

One torso (2711) seemed so broad at the shoul-
ders as possibly to derive from a double figure, until 
the joining neck fragment (1105) was found, making 
the composite Special Find 40008. One piece (20522), 
with an estimated total height when complete of 135 
mm, is a notably small example of this sub-variety. 
The remaining pieces, 832, 25038 and 2115, although 
very fragmentary, seem to fit rather well in this sub-
variety.

Heads of the Dokathismata variety
The heads of the Dokathismata variety, 15 in number, 
are typically very flat and rather thin (e.g. 972, 814 and 
22350)), and in some cases the nose is very prominent 
(Figs. 3.108 to 3.111). The crown of the head frequently 
terminates in a flat surface, here termed the cranial 
plane.

Traces of eyes have at times been provisionally 
claimed for seven of these heads (351, 6456, 3111, 972, 
814, 1927 and 9833): see Fig. 2.4. That they are some-
times asymmetrically placed could be the result of 
successive painting episodes. But these paint ghosts 
are not very clear in the finds from the Special Deposit 
South, and are only visible in a favourable light.

Necks
Five necks were recovered (Fig. 3.112). Some are long 
and slender and the attribution to the Dokathismata 
variety seems secure. Others are very fragmentary, 
but the circular section suggests attribution to the 
Dokathismata variety, since necks of the Spedos vari-
ety are often oval in section, with breadth definitely 
greater than thickness (from front to back).

Torsos
There are 27 preserved torsos (Fig. 3.113 to 4.118). The 
two name pieces for the Dokathismata variety (Ram-
bach 2000, pl.2, 2 and 3; Tsountas 1898, pl. 10, 1) are 
notably flat, with very little plastic modelling, and the 
arms indicated mainly by incisions. Many of the torsos 
found in the Special Deposit South are very similar to 
these two name pieces, although often very fragmen-
tary. Indeed, it would be possible to make a case for a 
sub-variety to be based specifically on the two name 
pieces from Tomb 14 at Dokathismata. This is a point 
which Tsountas (1898, 195) himself anticipated when 
he suggested that they might be made by the same 
craftsman. Some pieces closely resembling these two 
are 3134, 2848 and 40006.

Some, however, show light modelling, and in 
that respect stand closer to the Akrotiri sub-variety, 
and indeed some fragments might have been assigned 
to that sub-variety were more of the figure preserved 
(for example, 6624).

Just a few, however, however show further dis-
tinguishing features: for example torso 25055, while 
at the front showing the treatment by incision which 
characterizes the two name pieces, at the back shows 
the buttocks by a small rectangular area in relief, a 
feature unusual in the Dokathismata variety. Indeed, 
close comparanda are rare; an unprovenanced piece 
from a private collection which Getz-Gentle (2001, 
pl. 46c) assigns to the Chalandriani variety has a 
very similar treatment. Interestingly both pieces 
have the unusual arrangement of left below right 
for the forearms. While great caution must be exer-
cised with unprovenanced pieces, especially those 
recently appearing on the market, the comparison 
is interesting. The assignment of the comparative 
piece to the Chalandriani variety seems reason-
able, although the sloping shoulders might make 
assignment to the Dokathismata variety appropri-
ate. But in any case the two pieces are very similar, 
and remind us that for some of the very flat pieces 
the Chalandriani and Dokathismata varieties can 
have their similarities. That is particularly the case 
when only the torso is considered: in general the legs 
of the two varieties differ rather more clearly, nar-
rowing pronouncedly in the Dokathismata variety 
towards the feet.

Pelves
There are six pieces for which the pelvis is separately 
preserved, often along with the upper legs (Fig. 3.119). 
These narrow towards the knees and down to the feet 
for the Dokathismata variety. When the legs are not 
preserved confusion with the Chalandriani variety is 
possible.
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Legs
Twelve leg fragments are preserved (Figs. 3.120 and 
3.121). It is not always easy to assign a leg fragment 
to a specific variety. However, the absence of clearly 
separated legs is a general feature with the Dokathis-
mata (and indeed the Chalandriani) varieties. This 
emphasizes that, if a saw was used, such use is a 
feature particularly of the Spedos variety, although it 
does begin with the Kapsala variety.

Feet
There are 10 fragments of feet of the Dokathismata 
variety (Figs.4.122 and 4.123). In all cases they are 
joined at the ankles, and sometimes along the length 
of the feet also (e.g. 40021, 25066). Usually, however, 
the feet were shown separately (e.g. 7266, 59 and 1726).

The Chalandriani variety sculptures

The estimated size range for sculptures in the Chalan-
driani variety is seen in Figure 2.10. This emphasizes 
that all the Chalandriani variety figures are relatively 
small, none here originally exceeding 350 mm in 
length, whereas the average (mode) height when com-
plete is greater than 350 mm for the Spedos variety.

It should be noted that well-published com-
paranda for the Chalandriani variety from systematic 
excavations have until recently been very few, specifi-
cally the find from tomb 447 from the excavations of 
Tsountas at Chalandriani (Rambach 2000, pl. 63, 2; 
Zervos 1957, pl. 245). For comparative purposes this 
had to be supplemented by a piece of unknown prov-
enance reputedly from Ios in the National Museum 
(EAM3196; Zervos 1957, pl. 245). The position has now 

been improved by the publication of two pieces from 
the earlier excavations of Stephanos at Chalandriani 
on Syros: EAM6164, height 156 mm (Papazoglou-
Manioudaki 2017, fig. 21.10; Zervos 1957, pl. 249) and 
EAM6165, height 217 mm Papazoglou-Manioudaki 
2017, fig. 21.11; Zervos 1957, pl. 288).

The Kea sub-variety of the Chalandriani variety
The criteria for recognizing the Kea sub-variety are 
set out in Chapter 1. Fortunately, the preponderant 
feature, the rolls of flesh shown in relief at the waist, 
is easily recognizable, even in small fragments, when 
that feature is preserved (Fig. 3.124). In the two cases 
from the Special Deposit South, 156 and 1155, the two 
pieces conform well enough with the other features 
of the Chalandriani variety, being both notably flat. 
Estimation of the original heights, when complete, 
of these fragments has not been attempted, since no 
complete example of the Kea sub-variety has yet been 
recovered from a secure context (Fig. 2.11).

Heads of the Chalandriani variety 
Twelve heads have been assigned to the Chalandriani 
variety, although owing to the fragmentary condition 
this is not clear in every case (Figs. 3.125 to 3.127). It 
is clear that on most of the heads the top of the nose 
is set very near the crown of the head (e.g. 6433, part 
of 40005). Comparable finds of heads of Chalandriani 
variety have been found in levels later than those of the 
early bronze age at Aghia Irini on Kea (Caskey 1971; 
1974; Hershenson & Overbeck 2017).

In most cases the face forms a triangular plane 
and usually there is no chin. There is usually no cranial 
plane, although 2178 is an exception.

Figure 2.10. Estimated original size range for sculptures of the Chalandriani variety from the Special Deposit South.
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Necks
Two necks have been assigned to this variety, although 
the classification is not certain (Fig. 3.127).

Torsos
It is interesting that some of the torsos are from figures 
which were originally quite large, bigger that the two 
comparandum pieces, whose heights are 157 mm for 
the piece from tomb 447 at Chalandriani and 113 mm 
for the sculpture, EAM3106, from Ios. Some of the 
torsos are also exceptionally well preserved (Figs 4.128 
to 4.131). The reconstructed torso 40004 had slightly 
sloping shoulders and a neck which, on its own, could 
be attributed to the Dokathismata variety. It may 
originally have been c. 300 mm in height. A particular 
detail, the manner in which the fingers are indicated 
by fine incision rather than by incised grooves, is of 
note (see Fig. 2.12).

Yet it is very neatly executed, as its horizontal 
section, as seen in the photograph at the lower break 
(Fig. 2.13), shows.

That general impression is echoed by torso 6614 
(Fig. 3.130), where the failure of the lower arms to 
extend the whole way across the abdomen is clearly 
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Figure 2.11. Figurine fragments of the Kea sub-variety from archaeological excavations or known before 1913. Not to 
scale. (1) Kea CM355; (2) Kea CM383; (3) 1155; (4) 156; (5) BM A13.

Figure 2.12. Detail of torso 2032 (part of the joined 
40004) showing incisions of the fingers of the left hand. 
Not to scale. 

Figure 2.13. The section at the 
lower break of 2032 (part of 40004) 
indicating the fine quality of the 
workmanship. Not to scale.
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anomalous, and might have led to the assignment of 
this piece to the Keros variety (Fig. 2.14). Its original 
height is estimated at 210 mm, which is again large 
for the Chalandriani variety.

But again the fineness of the execution, seen 
from above (Fig. 2.15) allows it to be placed within 
the Chalandriani variety.

The very fragmentary 6826 (Fig. 3.131) is likewise 
large and reinforces the impression that there is a sub-
group of the Chalandriani variety documented here 
which has not previously been recognized.

Pelves
Unfortunately no waist or pelvis of the Chalandriani 
variety is well preserved, which might be compared 
with the relatively large torso and waist from Aghia 
Irini on Kea (KI.306: Caskey 1971, no.1; Hershenson 
& Overbeck 2017, fig. 29.3). Indeed, the comparison 
suggests the possibility that some torsos, pelves, or 
upper legs assigned above to the Dokathismata variety 
might instead be of the Chalandriani variety.

Legs
Three leg fragments have been recovered (Fig. 3.132), 
two of them from small figures less than 150 mm in 
height. The third, 6414, is of the larger, flat category.

Feet
There are four foot fragments (Fig. 3.132), in each case 
preserving at least part of both feet.

The sculptures of the Keros variety (formerly 
termed ‘Post-Canonical’)

As indicated in Chapter 1, several sculptural fragments, 
although seemingly inspired by the folded-arm type, 
did not fall within the already recognized varieties. 
Most of them had resemblances specifically with the 
Chalandriani variety, and initially they were classed 
within a category termed ‘Chalandriani-related’. To 
have the place name ‘Chalandriani’ in the name of 
more than one classificatory unit seemed confusing, 
however, and so another name for the variety had to 
be selected and the term ‘Keros variety’ was chosen 
for this somewhat residual category. The size range of 
these figures when they were complete was similar to 
that for the sculptures of the Chalandriani variety (Fig. 
2.16). Thirteen fragments (after joins undertaken) have 
been placed in this class (Figs 4.133 to 4.138).

Almost complete figure
The almost completely preserved figure 40002, once 
the component pieces (7410, 1446, and 1973) are 
joined, gives no indication of folded arms, indeed 
the arms do not seem to be represented at all (Fig. 
3.133). However, the head in isolation, 7410, although 
damaged, seems to have a blob nose reminiscent 
of some of the heads of the Chalandriani variety 
(Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2017, figs. 21.10, 21.11). The 
treatment of the flat legs also resembles fragments of 
the Chalandriani variety. It is not clear whether or 
not the feet are missing. The inferior quality of the 
marble opens the unusual possibility that this piece 
was made of marble from Keros, and thus perhaps 
locally. This, and the almost complete condition of 
the sculpture after the joins are made, makes it pos-
sible that this piece was broken at or near the Special 
Deposit South, in contrast to the other fragments 
which are believed to have been brought already 
broken from other islands.

0 5cm

Figure 2.14. Detail of the hands of torso 6614. Not to 
scale.

Figure 2.15. Torso 6614, seen 
from above, indicating the 
regularity of the execution. Not to 
scale.



35

The Sculptures from the Special Deposit South: The Finds

This is a very unusual piece. The crudity of the 
style might lead one to consider it of late date among 
the pieces from the Special Deposit South, and there-
fore made at the very end of the Cycladic early bronze 
age. On the other hand, the possibility that it was 
locally made, rather than being manufactured by one 
of the skilled craftsmen in the workshops on Naxos 
or elsewhere, may explain its anomalies through lack 
of skill rather than lateness of date.

Heads
Two large heads of the Keros variety are of note (7409 
and 278), since the form of each is suggestive of the 
Chalandriani variety (Fig. 3.134). But if that were so, the 
complete figure would in each case probably be larger 
than any known example of that variety. Unfortunately 
both have suffered severely from weathering. In the 
case of 7409 the vertical arrangement at the back of the 
neck and head makes attribution to the Spedos variety 
very unlikely, so this is indeed an exceptional piece.

Large torso perhaps related to the so-called ‘Hunter-
Warrior’ sculptures 
The torso 20518 (Fig. 3.135) has points of similarity 
with torso 6614 (Fig 3.130) of the Chalandriani variety, 
which has a similarly anomalous positioning of the 
arms, which do not extend fully across the waist (Fig. 
2.17). It is likewise large (in relation to the Chaland-
riani variety), with an original height estimate of 295 
mm. It is likely that, as with torso 6614, the fingers 
were originally indicated by fine incisions which, due 
to the weathering of the surface, have not been well 
preserved.

Seen in horizontal section, however, by means of 
a photograph taken at the lower break (Fig. 2.18), it is 
much thicker and lacks the fineness of execution of the 
two large torsos of the Chalandriani variety from the 
Special Deposit South (2032, part of 40004, and 6614) 
illustrated above (Figs. 2.12 and 3.14). This supports 
its assignment to the Keros variety.

Figure 2.16. Estimated original size range for sculptures of the Keros variety from the Special Deposit South.

0 10cm

Figure 2.17. The hands and lower arms of 20518. Not 
to scale.

Figure 2.18. The horizontal section of torso 20518, seen 
at the lower break. Not to scale.



36

Chapter 2

The torso 20518 is important since it is the 
first such figure with an unusual arm arrangement, 
perhaps related to the Chalandriani variety, to have 
come from a controlled excavation. None of the 
figures with unusual arm positions attributed to the 
‘Goulandris Hunter-Warrior Master’ by Getz-Preziosi 
(1987, 68) has a secure context. The same is true of 
the folded-arm figures in her overlapping category of 
male figures (Getz-Preziosi 1981). Reference should 
be made here, however, to the drawing made around 
1850 by George Scharf (Fitton 1984) which depicts 
a male figure and another female figure in a style 
which has been termed ‘post-canonical’. The early 
date and quality of the drawing seem to ensure the 
authenticity of these pieces, although their location 
is no longer known and their provenance is not 
recorded. Their recognition as authentic also makes 
much more plausible the authenticity of two analo-
gous pieces in the N.P. Goulandris Museum of Early 
Cycladic Art (Doumas 1968, nos. 308 and 312), as 
Fitton has argued.

The possible relevance of torso 20518 to these 
pieces arises mainly from the incised parallel lines 
which are still visible on the torso of the figure, run-
ning roughly from the right shoulder towards the 
waist, although the surface is not at all well preserved 
(Fig. 2.19).

These incisions might be interpreted as rep-
resenting a shoulder strap or baldric, just as Getz-
Preziosi (1979, 89) argued for a folded-arm figure of 
Chalandriani variety acquired before 1908 by the Ash-
molean Museum (AE 456: Sherratt 2000, pl. 200). The 
prominent breasts on torso 20518 make clear, however, 
that this is indeed a female figure which might not 
be expected to wear a baldric, although in the case of 
the Ashmolean figure Getz-Preziosi (1979, 92–3) has 
an ingenious explanation to overcome the difficulty. 

But here it is clear that the incisions do not traverse 
the right breast of the figure, so that the recognition 
of the baldric is uncertain. 

Other torsos
The standing figure 40001, made up of the torso 2153 
and the legs 6015 (Fig. 3.136), is a rather enigmatic 
piece, which at first sign might be an early sculpture, 
perhaps close to the Louros type. Indeed, although 
breasts seem to be represented, it is not clear that the 
arms are shown, although a left arm can be imagined. 
Seen in profile this piece does seem related to the 
folded-arm figures. But ultimately it is the treatment 
of the legs which leads to its assignment to the ‘post-
canonical’ Keros variety category. The feet appear to 
be damaged or missing, but the treatment of the legs 
seems to resemble that seen in some other sculptures 
of the Keros variety, with broad flat surfaces sepa-
rated by a broad groove. The treatment seems rather 
careless.

Two further sculptures, 25021 (Fig. 3.136) and 
2413 (Fig. 3.137), have elongated pubic areas, for 
which an approximate (but less elongated) parallel 
can be found in a torso of Chalandriani variety from 
Aghia Irini on Kea (Caskey 1971, pl.17, 1; Hershenson 
& Overbeck 2017, fig. 29.3). This elongation is par-
ticularly marked with 25021, where the rather crude 
treatment and the completely flat back indicate an 
incompetently made piece, which could well be of 
late date. A further torso, 20175, has a notably small 
pubic triangle.

Feet
The feet listed here assigned to the Keros variety seem 
(Fig. 3.138) to be divisible into three sub-groups or 
sub-varieties.

The first of these sub-groups, represented by 
6284 and 1302, have feet which broaden at the toes, 
which of course lack the slender elegance of the 
Dokathismata variety. But they differ also from the 
feet of the Chalandriani variety, as exemplified by the 
sculpture from tomb 447 at Chalandriani (Rambach 
2000, pl. 63.2), where the toes are not separately indi-
cated with any clarity. They do have resemblances 
with the feet of the Kea sub-variety (where these are 
preserved), as in the sculpture K9.55 (CM383) from 
Aghia Irini in Kea (Caskey 1971, 16, no.7; Renfrew 
& Boyd 2017a, fig. 26.12, 2; Wilson 2017, fig. 9.1), 
and may be compared with those of the sculpture 
acquired by the British Museum in 1874 (BM A 13: 
Renfrew & Boyd 2017a, fig. 26.12, 5), although these 
are so slender as to be closer to the Dokathismata 
variety. The widening feet compare also with a further 
piece in the British Museum, acquired in 1875 (A 14: 

Figure 2.19. Incisions, perhaps representing a baldric, on 
torso 20518. Not to scale.
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Pryce 1928, 8, fig.4; Renfrew 1969, plate 8, c), with the 
anomalous position of the lower left arm which is 
raised toward the right breast. The toes of 1302 have 
notably long incisions.

The second sub-group is represented here by 
2303, with its markedly splaying and heavily incised 
toes, which compare strikingly with a piece from the 
Special Deposit North (Renfrew 2006, fig. 7.7 and SF 
298). A piece from the ‘Keros hoard’ and so without 
secure provenance (Sotirakopoulou 2005, 170, no. 139) 
has a similarly clumsy appearance, as Dr Pat Gentle 
has kindly commented (pers. comm., 25 July 2008), 
with the observation that a fragment in the Apeiran-
thos Museum, no. 949, has similar feet, although the 
pubic triangle is smaller and deeper. All of these may 
be said to be ‘Chalandriani-related’. That they are later 
than the sculptures of the Chalandriani variety itself 
has not been documented stratigraphically.

The third sub-group, with 20202 and 20103 (Fig. 
3.138) is very different, lacking entirely any incisions 
at the toes. Indeed in 20103 the feet do not appear to 
be separately differentiated.

The differences between these three sub-groups 
seem clear enough. But there are too few examples in 
each to make any broader claims, particularly since in 
the examples from the Special Deposit South only the 
feet are preserved. With such fragmentary material it 
would be wrong to make wider claims. The difficulty 
is that none of the comparanda for the Keros variety 
sculptures, as defined here, comes from a documented 
archaeological context.

This body of material is, however, of consider-
able importance, since the authenticity of every piece 
published here in the catalogue is assured. The same 
can reasonably be said for the comparative pieces cited, 
all documented prior to 1913. The Keros variety thus 
securely documents the existence of a range of mate-
rial which has hitherto lacked any secure archaeologi-
cal context. 

Unfinished folded-arm sculptures

Several sculptures from the Special Deposit South 
appear to be unfinished, perhaps of the folded-arm 
type (Figs. 3.139 to 3.141). Exceptionally, one of these 
(45001), formed of a piece from the Special Deposit 
South (2811) which joins with a head in the Naxos 
Museum (NM4163) from Kavos, makes a complete, 
although unfinished, figure after the join has been 
effected. It may be imagined on account of the slop-
ing shoulders and tapering form that this piece was 
intended to finish up as a small folded-arm figure of 
the Dokathismata variety, although this must remain 
hypothetical.

Another piece (20121, Fig. 3.140), now lacking 
head and feet, may, in view of its outline, have been 
intended to form a folded-arm figure of the Spedos 
variety.

One unfinished sculpture (1988, Fig. 3.141) has 
two parallel lines, perhaps indicating where the arms 
were later to be represented. It is interesting to com-
pare this piece with those which have been produced 
in recent experimental attempts to manufacture ‘Early 
Cycladic’ sculptures (Papadatos & Venieris 2017, figs. 
34.5–34.9).

The presence of eight unfinished sculptures 
in the Special Deposit South, only one restorable to 
a complete state, is not easy to explain. There is no 
evidence to suggest that folded-arm sculptures were 
actually made at this location. For instance, there is 
no manufacturing debris of marble which, had it been 
present, would certainly have been recovered dur-
ing the water-sieving process. The marble for these 
sculptures is not itself from Keros. Yet these unfinished 
pieces can hardly have been used in ritual practices in 
their islands of origin. It is therefore unexpected that 
they should be found among the other fragmentary 
sculptures in the special deposit.

Their discovery gives rise to interesting ques-
tions. The interpretation offered here for the phenom-
enon of breakage seen in the Special Deposit South 
is that the sculptures found here were deliberately 
broken when they were no longer required in the vil-
lages or settlements of their primary function on other 
Cycladic islands when they went out of ritual use. The 
same explanation can scarcely apply to the inclusion 
of fragments of sculptures which were still unfinished 
at the time of breakage, unless these were employed in 
the same ritual practices as their finished counterparts. 
This seems inherently unlikely. So the discovery of 
these unfinished sculptures offers an unsolved prob-
lem. It is possible, perhaps, that in the case of these 
pieces the breakage was not deliberate, and took place 
accidentally during the process of production. But in 
that case why were they brought to Kavos?

Fragmentary and indeterminate folded-arm 
sculptures

In the case of 19 fragments of the folded-arm type it 
was not possible to assign the fragment to a specific 
variety (Figs. 3.142 to 3.144). One head, 6180.2, is pos-
sibly of the Chalandriani variety. Seven of these were 
small neck fragments, which might have been of the 
Dokathismata variety, but where the Spedos and Cha-
landriani varieties could not be excluded. There were 
several unassigned breast fragments and a few unat-
tributed legs. This is a residual group of little interest.
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Special type: action sculptures and compositions 
of figures

In this category are gathered three fragments which 
do not fall in the preceding categories (Figs. 3.145, 
3.146). They are not folded-arm figurines, nor can 
they be classed as schematic. One, 4605, seems to be a 
male figure of a form related to that of the well-known 
flautist from Keros. There is a head, 2194, whose clos-
est parallel seems to be with the seated harpist form. 
One, 6307, might be part of a double figure. These, 
although fragmentary, can be compared with known 
forms which are part of the repertoire associated with 
the canonical folded-arm figures, although they are 
not of the folded-arm type. They appear to belong 
with the musicians (harpist and flautist) which are 
represented as undertaking an activity, and the paired 
sculptures. For that reason they have been termed here 
‘action sculptures’ (as in Volume II) or sculptures of 
Special type.

The torso of a male figure, 4605, although poorly 
preserved, may be compared with the well-known 
flautist in Athens (EAM3910: Zervos 1957, pl. 302), 
published by Koehler in 1884 as from Keros (Fig. 

2.20). A very similar but unprovenanced piece, 
reportedly from the ‘Keros Hoard’, is published by 
Sotirakopoulou (2005, 174, no. 147). Although no 
other male figures have been recovered from the 
Special Deposit South, the finds of marble bases in 
the Special Deposit North on which such figures 
may have stood (Lambrinoudakis 1990, 104, no. 99; 
Zapheiropoulou 1968b, 99, figs. 2-4) makes the iden-
tification very plausible.

A head with a very pronounced nose, set low on 
the face, 2194, might possibly be from a seated harpist, 
or other seated figurine, although this is uncertain (Fig. 
2.21). It may be compared with the harpist, reported 
in 1884 as from Keros (EAM3908: Koehler 1884; Zer-
vos 1957, pl. 333-4). Other harpists in the Badisches 
Landesmuseum in Karlsruhe, acquired by 1850 
(Thimme 1976, nos. 254, 255; Thimme & Getz-Preziosi 
1977, nos. 254, 255), likewise have prominent noses. So 
do some of the seated figures from Aplomata in Naxos 
(NM5467 and NM5468: Doumas & Lambrinoudakis 
2017, figs. 15.19–15.21). But while the prominence 
and position of the nose is suggestive, the possible 
identification of this piece as part of a seated figurine 
on the basis of the head alone is merely a hypothesis.

Figure 2.20. Torso of male figure 4605 with the Keros flautist (EAM3910). Not to scale.
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The identification of a torso, 6307 (Fig. 3.146), as 
part of a double figure, is also hypothetical. The left 
shoulder extends so far to the left that the suggestion 
seems probable, but no part of the suggested left-hand 
figure is preserved. But a comparable, if more robustly 
modelled, torso fragment from Aplomata (NM6908: 
Doumas & Lambrinoudakis 2017, fig. 15.29; Lambrin-
oudakis 1990, 104, fig. 98), and another in the British 
Museum since 1884 (Bent 1884, 51, fig. 9; Pryce 1928, 13 
fig. 12 no. A 34) perhaps makes the suggestion plausi-
ble, as do the finds of marble bases for standing figures 
in the Special Deposit North (Zapheiropoulou 1968b). 
But there is no indication on the back of this piece of the 
right arm of the counterpart figure, as would have been 
expected. It should be noted also that the two double 
figures cited are of the Spedos variety, while this torso 
fragment seems closer to the Dokathismata variety. 
However, an unprovenanced piece in the Goulandris 
Museum (Doumas 1968, 184, no. 330) is more slender 
and might be a closer comparison to this find from the 
Special Deposit South. But the lack of indication of an 
arm on the back of this piece makes its potential status 
as a double figure seem very doubtful. 

Sculptures of other type

Several fragments, unfortunately not well preserved, 
do not fall within the preceding categories (Figs. 3.147 
and 4.148). They are not schematic sculptures of the 
Apeiranthos variety, nor are they of the folded-arm 
form. Nor are they in categories which are related to 
the folded-arm sculptures, such as the ‘action sculp-
tures’ just discussed, or the Keros variety sculptures, 
which generally seem related to those of the Chalan-
driani variety.

The four heads included here in the catalogue 
seem not to be of folded-arm figures. Yet although 
they can be compared with those of sculptures of the 
Plastiras or Louros type, the comparison is not very 

close. So there is no reason to think them exceptional 
on chronological grounds. There are two torsos which 
seem to be armless. Finally, the fragment 7151 (Fig. 
3.158) might conceivably be interpreted as part of the 
throne of a seated figure, comparable to some of those 
in the Aplomata cemetery in Naxos. But the identifica-
tion has not been felt sufficiently secure to place this 
fragment among the ‘action sculptures’.

The schematic sculptures

The schematic sculptures from the Special Deposit 
South comprise three substantially complete figures 
and 37 heads or torsos (Figs. 3.149 to 3.157). They are, 
with very few exceptions, of what has been termed 
the Apeiranthos type or variety (Renfrew 1969, 14), 
although none is actually documented as coming from 
Apeiranthos village itself. Of the 35 sculptures of the 
Apeiranthos variety from the Special Deposit South, 26 
may be assigned to the Dhaskalio sub-variety (Volume 
I, chapter 24). There are also five fragmentary pieces 
about which rather little can be said.

Together these 35 fragmentary schematic sculp-
tures of the Apeiranthos variety add significantly 
to the 36 such figurines found in the settlement at 
Skarkos on Ios (Marthari 2017) and the 10 from the 
settlement at Dhaskalio (Volume I, chapter 24). In 
the first place those from the Special Deposit South 
have nearly all been broken, presumably on purpose. 
The size range is limited: the largest will have been 
about 120 mm in height when complete, and the 
smallest about 50 mm. Just one head (1802) may have 
belonged to a figure up to 170 mm in height, but that 
is an estimate made on the size of the head alone, and 
this was one of the few pieces that definitely was not 
of the Dhaskalio sub-variety.

The three complete figurines are quite small (less 
than 89 mm in height) and certainly of the Dhaskalio 
sub-variety. One, 40007, was broken at the neck, and 

Figure 2.21. The head 2194 compared with the head of the Keros harpist (EAM3908). Not to scale.
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head and body were found in the same trench, Trench 
D3, so the break may have happened there. The others, 
637 and 7152, are among the very few sculptures to be 
found complete in the Special Deposit South: both are 
small (less than 60 mm) and both slightly damaged. So 
they need not contradict the general observation that 
the marble objects in the Special Deposit south were in 
general systematically broken before deposition, and 
indeed before being brought to Kavos.

In all, 26 pieces could be assigned to the Dhaska-
lio sub-variety. One of these (710: Fig. 3.153) was rather 
plump and another (20748: Fig. 3.154) exceptionally 
so. In general, however, the pieces of Dhaskalio sub-
variety conform reasonably well to the comparable 
pieces found on the settlement of Dhaskalio itself.

The preponderance of the Dhaskalio sub-variety 
at the Special Deposit South is not so marked as on the 
settlement at Dhaskalio itself, where the great majority 
of the figures (9 out of 10) were of this specific sub-
variety. The proportion was less among the sculptural 
finds at Skarkos on Ios.

Just eight schematic pieces were clearly not of 
the Dhaskalio sub-variety, while clearly of the Apei-
ranthos variety. The two heads, 25037 (Fig. 3.155) and 
7005 (Fig. 3.156) were broader, and compared with 
examples from Syros (e.g. Papazoglou-Manioudaki 
2017, fig. 21.14). The schematic figurines of uncertain 
variety (Fig. 3.157) are minor pieces, and do not change 
the general position that the schematic figurines 
in the Special Deposit South can be assigned to the 
Apeiranthos variety.

An interesting feature is the presence of both 
schematic and canonical folded-arm sculptures in the 
Special Deposits at Kavos, whereas the folded-arm 
type is entirely absent in the neighbouring settlement 
at Dhaskalio (and is represented by just two heads at 
Skarkos). Yet in the Cycladic cemeteries, notably at 
Chalandriani on Syros and Spedos on Naxos, both 
schematic and folded-arm sculptures do occur, but 
again with the folded-arm form in the majority. The 
conclusion would seem to be that schematic figurines 
of the Apeiranthos variety were routinely used at 
different locations (perhaps in different domestic 
contexts) in the Early Cycladic settlements, as docu-
mented by Skarkos and Dhaskalio. Yet the archaeolog-
ical record at these two settlement sites suggests that 
folded-arm figurines were not used in the same way, 
although the finds of fragments of folded-arm figu-
rines made at Aghia Irini on Kea and at Phylakopi on 
Melos should certainly be noted. These patterns seem 
clear, and must be of importance, but a satisfactory 
interpretation for them has not yet been forthcoming.

In general the schematic figurines at Kavos, like 
those elsewhere in the Cyclades at this time, show a 

rather restricted range of forms. The Dhaskalio sub-
variety simply represents a sub-set of the Apeiranthos 
variety. There is a much greater range of forms among 
the schematic figurines in the preceding cultural phase, 
the Grotta-Pelos culture (Early Cycladic I).

The chronology of the Special Deposit South and 
the development of the varieties

The first obvious feature of the entire assemblage at 
the Special Deposit South is the absence of sculptures 
of the Kapsala variety of the folded-arm type. Two 
fragments of feet, 1304 and 25026, have been classed 
here as ‘Kapsala or Spedos variety’ and placed at the 
beginning of the sculptures of the Spedos variety. In 
their very fragmentary state they are not considered as 
a secure documentation that sculptures of the Kapsala 
variety are indeed present in the assemblage.

Already, in 1969, when the varieties of the 
folded-arm figure were first recognized and defined, 
the chronological priority of the Kapsala variety was 
regarded as likely, mainly on typological grounds 
(Renfrew 1969, 21). That the folded-arm figure was a 
feature of the Keros-Syros culture (‘Early Cycladic II’) 
was there established on the grounds of sound associa-
tions of artefacts in stratified archaeological contexts. 
It was clear also that the sculptures of Plastiras and 
Louros type could be demonstrated to be earlier and 
associated with the Grotta-Pelos culture (including 
the transitional Kampos phase) on a similar basis. But 
the status of the Kapsala variety as earlier than the 
Spedos variety could not at that point be established 
other than by typological arguments.

Those arguments were greatly strengthened 
by the discovery at Akrotiri on Thera of a group of 
sculptures in Cenotaph Square which could clearly 
be regarded as transitional between the Plastiras and 
folded-arm types (Doumas 2017a; Sotirakopoulou 
1998), even though their ultimate context at Akrotiri 
was a later bronze age one. The chronological posi-
tion of folded-arm sculptures of the Kapsala variety 
is also now becoming clearer with the publication 
in detail of the excavations at Aplomata on Naxos 
(Doumas & Lambrinoudakis 2017). There the pres-
ence together in Grave 13 of folded-arm figures of 
the Kapsala and Spedos varieties, as well as seated 
figures, and the absence of any folded-arm figures of 
the Dokathismata and Chalandriani varieties, may be 
significant. Indeed sculptures of the Dokathismata 
and Chalandriani varieties are entirely absent from 
the Aplomata cemetery.

The absence of any confirmed Kapsala variety 
sculptures from the Special Deposit South may thus 
be taken as consistent with these observations. The 



41

The Sculptures from the Special Deposit South: The Finds

sculptures of the Kapsala variety may be taken as 
representing an early phase in the development of 
the folded-arm type, which seems to have gone out 
of use before the depositional activities in the Special 
Deposit South began.

A second important feature of the Special Deposit 
South assemblage is the presence of figures of the 
Keros variety, found here for the first time in secure 
archaeological contexts. Their absence from the 
known Early Cycladic cemeteries could be taken as an 
indication that these cemeteries went out of use before 
the Keros variety figurines were produced. Their pres-
ence at Kavos could be taken as an indication that the 
depositional practices at Kavos continued during a 
phase later in date than the use of these documented 
Early Cycladic cemeteries. This is of course in agree-
ment with the continuing use of the Special Deposit 
South during the period designated Dhaskalio Phase 
C (Volume IV). Some pottery from that time, although 
not much, is found in the Special Deposit South assem-
blage (see Volume II, chapter 5). It is possible that the 
Keros variety sculpture fragments were deposited at 

that time, although this has not been demonstrated 
stratigraphically.

It should be noted that a number of these conclu-
sions support some of the earlier observations made 
by Thimme (1976) and by Getz-Preziosi (Getz-Preziosi 
1987; Thimme & Getz-Preziosi 1977). Only now, how-
ever, is it possible to clarify the matter using archaeo-
logical contexts and associations without relying 
upon typological assumptions. As it turns out, some 
of those assumptions are supported by the excavation 
evidence. On the other hand, it must be acknowledged 
that beyond these rather limited arguments, there is at 
present no reliable way of establishing the chronologi-
cal relationships between the different varieties of the 
folded-arm figure. 

A further point of interest is the presence of sche-
matic as well as folded-arm sculptures in the Special 
Deposit South. That reflects the position seen in the 
Cycladic cemeteries. But it contrasts markedly with 
the absence of folded-arm sculptures from the settle-
ment at Dhaskalio, and their rarity at the settlement 
at Skarkos on Ios.
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Appendix

On the Procedure for Estimating the Original Size of a 
Sculpture from the Preserved Fragment

The procedure is then a relatively simple one. It is 
first to measure on the fragment under study, the specific 
length, X, of an anatomical dimension (e.g. maximum 
width at pelvis) which can be unequivocally recognized 
in the photograph or drawing available for the chosen 
comparandum. Then the comparable anatomical dimen-
sion, Y, is measured in the scale drawing or photograph 
of the comparandum. Then, third, the total height, Z, 
in the drawing or photo, of the comparandum piece is 
measured. (It is not in fact necessary that the height of 
the comparandum piece be accurately known, although 
it may be wise to choose a comparandum that is broadly 
comparable in scale with the fragment under study). In 
effect this is just a rather crude procedure for ‘scaling 
up’ from the fragment to the original total height, on 
the assumption that the proportions of the fragmentary 
sculpture were essentially the same as those in the com-
parandum. The estimated original height of the complete 
figure from which the fragment is derived may then be 
calculated by the formula:

The accuracy of the procedure is dependent, of course, 
upon the validity of the comparison as depicted in the 
illustration available for the comparandum piece, and 
also, if a photograph is used, on the properties of the 
camera lens and the orthogonal position of the piece 
in the photograph. We estimate that in many cases a 
standard error (standard deviation) of the order of 
plus or minus 5 per cent may apply, so that estimates 
should be valid to within about 10 per cent. While 
this procedure offers only limited accuracy, it should 
allow a good quantitative estimate of the size ranges 
of the original sculptures represented in the Special 
Deposit South, prior to their fragmentation. It has been 
applied to the sculptures described in the catalogue 
which forms Chapter 3.

Estimated height  

To undertake this task it is necessary first to decide 
from which part of the anatomy the fragment comes. 
This is sometimes obvious, but care needs sometimes 
to be exercised in distinguishing between an upper 
leg (thigh) and a lower leg (calf), and again, with a 
leg, the front from the back.

The second stage is to determine which variety 
of the canonical folded-arm figurine is represented, by 
comparison with the known examples of the Kapsala, 
Spedos, Dokathismata and Chalandriani varieties. 
Usually the fragment will correspond with one of 
these. But in just a few instances that proves not to be 
the case and the task then becomes more difficult, for 
then no usable comparandum can be found.

The third task is to choose a suitable illustrated 
comparandum of the appropriate variety from a 
published Early Cycladic excavation which is both 
well preserved and substantially complete. There is 
no shortage of choice for sculptures of the Spedos 
variety. The two examples from grave 10 at the type 
site on Naxos (Papathanasopoulos 1962, pl. 46) were 
often found convenient. For the Dokathismata variety, 
the two examples from grave 14 at Dokathismata on 
Amorgos (Tsountas 1898, pl. 10, 1) offered a good basis. 
For the Chalandriani variety, the example from grave 
447 at Chalandriani on Syros, illustrated by Rambach 
(2000, pl. 63), was the first option. Other excavated 
examples were sometimes used as comparanda (and 
these are noted in the catalogue, below). Occasionally, 
with the Spedos variety, a more suitable and conveni-
ent example could be found in the group confiscated 
in Naxos in 1964 and published by Zapheiropoulou 
(1978), since these were readily visible in the Naxos 
Museum. They were confiscated in the year 1964 
(from Ioannis Galanis, whose lands in Naxos lay in the 
southeast, between Kleidos and Kalandos). But these 
lack a secure findspot and their authenticity, although 
likely, is not guaranteed.


	KIII cover prelims
	KIII cover
	KIII 00 prelims online

	KIII 02 ch2

