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Terracotta Statuette of “Bathing Aphrodite”?

Serra DURUGONUL*

Two terracotta statuettes of closely parallel iconography are exhibited at the Silifke and
Sadberk Hanim Museums. The statuette at the Silifke Museum is 20 c¢cm., while the one
at the Sadberk Hanim Museum is 23 cm. Both were formed from a cream coloured paste
consisting of mica and their slips were also cream coloured. The Silifke statuette has a sort
of draping formed by painting geometric lines on the slip in pink (obtained by mixing
pink-red with white)! over the breast and in black over the hips. Cracks on other parts of
the body are due either to poorly regulated temperature during firing or to firing at tem-
peratures lower than necessary, furthermore the paint has flaked off?. Both statuettes have
a ‘firing hole’ (Brennloch) at their backs, whose function is still disputed and may be linked
with setting or hanging them up?.

Both statuettes were made from various piece moulds (Matrize) worked separately and
then joined together with clay slurry (Tonschlicker). Hand-modelling applied on details later
is worth noting. This is clearly seen especially around the hair gathered in a chignon at
the back of the head.

The parallel features of both statuettes are the following: The statuette is depicted fron-
tally; it is seated on a round stool with a single profile at the bottom and two profiles be-
low the sitting plane. These stools have a hole at the back and rise on a rectangular base
that was worked separately and joined later to the round sitting plane. The statuette at the
Sadberk Hanim Museum (Fig. 1) has two amphorae with convex flutes resting on the base,
one on either side of the figure, while the Silifke example (Fig. 2) has only one amphora
with convex flutes on the left side of the base. The rectangular base of the Silifke example
is broken exactly where the second amphora would be expected. The Silifke example also
features a seashell on the base, placed slightly to the left. The Sadberk Hanim example
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is damaged at this point but such a seashell should also be expected on it. The left leg
is placed on the right leg and the sole of the left foot, which is on the right knee, is in
contact with another object held in the right hand. The left arm rests on the left knee and
the fingers are depicted joined. The Sadberk Hanim example has a better preserved face
and exhibits clear eye cavities and thick lips. Both examples have large, round earrings.
The hair is under the stephane, which is triangular and rises accentuated toward the middle,
and the hair is tied into a chignon. The Silifke example has parallel vertical flutes in the
triangular part, while the Sadberk Hanim example has a sharp profile on the bottom and
on the top and a more plastic one in the middle. Both statuettes feature a long neck. In
the Sadberk Hanim example, the neck terminates at a necklace with a round pendant in
relief while the neck of the Silifke example terminates in a thick profile that is more like a
garment collar, However, there is a pendant here too and the profile looks like a necklace
with a pendant rendered in paint. Another possibility is that both examples may have the
necklace and the collar depicted together because the profile is a bit too thick for a neck-
lace only.

The greatest difference between the two statuettes plays a discriminative role for the
interpretation of these statuettes. The Sadberk Hanim example does not display any trace
of paint on the body and therefore the figure may be interpreted as being depicted na-
ked. Thus the rings observed above the elbows of both arms can be regarded as ‘armlets’,
those on the wrists as ‘bracelets’ and those around the ankles as ‘anklets’*. However, the
Silifke statuette has a lacy, mesh-like ‘garment’ with a V-shaped décolleté reaching from
the shoulders down to the breasts, rendered in pink paint. The same clothing is given in
black paint with more open mesh on the back of the figure, especially covering her hips®.
The surface has cracks which led to fractures and flaking; therefore, the profiles above the
elbows can be considered to be ‘armlets’ and those on the wrists and ankles can be con-
sidered ‘bracelets’ and ‘anklets’ or as the cuffs of a garment covering the arms, body and
legs. In case of the latter possibility the Sadberk Hamim example also might be considered
to have had clothing painted on it.

Following is an evaluation of both examples from Silifke and Sadberk Hanim museums
in regard to iconography, dating and provenance proposals. The most important point that
suggests a bathing action is the amphora at the feet of the figures. One other strong evi-
dence is the gesture of rubbing the sole of the left foot with pumice or some sponge-like
object held in the right hand. This is further supported by the seashell at the base of the
Silifke example — which, we think, also existed on the Sadberk Hanim example, and it is
likely that the pumice or sponge-like object could be placed on this seashell after use. The
identification of the figure as Aphrodite is possible due to the link between the seashell
and Aphrodite in mythology®. One further feature supporting the identification of the fig-
ure as Aphrodite is the convex or serpent-shaped armlets actually with gems, schematised
here in simple round form’. Most of the Aphrodite statues come from Asia Minor, which
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suggests that their provenance goes back to the Eastern Greek—Asia Minor region. Early
examples do not have armlets but with the influence of Cnidian Aphrodite, Hellenistic
examples start featuring armlets®, so much so that these armlets become a criterion for the
interpretation of Aphrodite; thus, as of the late Classical period, the armlets’, bracelets or
necklace distinguish Aphrodite from a hetaire. The amphora depiction is a significant fea-
ture for identifying Aphrodite. The Roman copies of Cnidian Aphrodite of Praxiteles depict
the deity laying her towel on an amphora'® on the floor and the same motif can be found
on the statuettes despite the lack of amphorae in those examples'!. Although the motif
of the statuettes at the Silifke and Sadberk Hanim museums do not at all remind of the
Cnidian Aphrodite, they do feature the amphora of the Cnidian Aphrodite, which is associ-
ated with bathing'2. Thus, based on the evidence presented, the identification as Aphrodite
combined with the phenomenon of bathing seems possible for both statuettes. An exam-
ple of the modification of common and well-known iconographies in accordance with the
taste of the artist and the patron may be taken from the coins of Nagidos as a case study
for Aphrodite!?. Among coins of Nagidos there is a ‘western’ type of Aphrodite as well
as an entirely ‘oriental’ type in which Aphrodite is depicted sitting next to a sphinx. Like
this ‘Persianised’ Aphrodite coin, there are also ‘oriental’ depictions of Aphrodite in baked
clay statuettes:' Finds from Myrina, Smyrna, Priene, Assos, Pergamum and Cyprus contain
depictions of Aphrodite seated, clothed quite conservatively and wearing very rich jewel-
lery. It is thought that Aphrodite was identified with her oriental parallels such as Isis and
Astarte and indeed, for the Greeks, Aphrodite was of oriental origin®®. Although she does
not wear such conservative garments as the ones on these examples, Aphrodite is regard-
ed as ‘oriental’ when her body is for the most part covered with jewellery or amulets with
round motifs!é. The hair style of ‘oriental Aphrodites’ is presented as distinctly wavy and
gathered into a chignon; an oval diadem, enriched with gems, is placed on the forehead".
Examples of this splendid hair style are dated to the Hellenistic period but the widespread
use continued during the Roman Imperial period. Examples with a crescent-shaped, be-
jewelled stephane rising above the head, and the hair gathered in a chignon at the back,
are encountered especially at the end of the 1% century A.D. in Asia Minor'®. Looking for
evidence of earrings, it is observed that they are not applied on naked female sculptures
of the Classical and Hellenistic periods', but earring and stephane are depicted together
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moreoften in the 1% century B.C. In the late Hellenistic period, nakedness and stephane
are seen together especially in Aphrodite depictions, and this feature also continues in the
Roman examples. The stephane of Aphrodite which was depicted high with edged profile
increased in the 2°¢ century B.C.2® and had a great influence on the Ptolemaic women’s
iconography from Berenice II onwards. The stephane, which was used by goddesses
and women in general, does not go back to a certain type and is found especially in
Aphrodite variations, of the late Hellenistic to early Roman periods?!,

The stephane of the Silifke statuette is fluted, while that of the Sadberk Hanim example
is profiled; the hair bun at the back goes back to the Hellenistic examples; however, these
stephane together with the hair bun essentially reflects a style that spread during the Roman
Imperial period, especially under Claudius and Trajan??. Besides, as seen on the Sadberk
Hanmm example, in the Hadrianic-late Antonine period, the stephane with profiled edges
peculiar to the Hellenistic period came back into use and heavy and monumental appear-
ances were especially favoured.

The above-mentioned iconographic analogies suggest that these two statuettes from
the Silifke and Sadberk Hanim Museums should be evaluated within the frame of the
early Roman period. The stylistic criteria cannot be formulated owing to the fact that the
details of the statuettes, especially on the deteriorated parts on the body and head of the
Silifke example are not known, furthermore the localness of both examples is a hinder-
ance. Yet, the plain, unexaggerated and very proportionate body lines as well as the bold
facial lines of the Sadberk Hanim example and the round faces of both examples point
to early Roman period examples from Tarsus and other sites in Anatolia?®>. Consequently,
data available at hand indicate that both statuettes can be dated to the late 1% or the 29
century A.D.

We can infer in light of the data examined that the statuettes at the Silifke and Sadberk
Hanmim museums depict any female imitating Aphrodite in a very special and humane
pose. Indeed, the seashell and serpent-shaped armlets peculiar to Aphrodite became
ordinary in time and were applied for any female depiction. These statuettes could be
products of a workshop that knew the Cnidian Aphrodite, which is linked with bathing,
or its terracotta statuette imitations, a workshop that knew Aphrodite was symbolised with
seashells and armlets with serpent motifs. It is likely that these statuettes could have been
produced in Cilicia, possibly at Tarsus workshops, thanks to their ‘oriental’ features®®. It
was mentioned above that the dressed Aphrodite had oriental features; furthermore, the
preference for the ‘oriental’ style, depicting a partially ‘dressed’ figure for Aphrodite is
observed on these two statuettes. The preference that she is not seen naked even during
bathing may have arisen from the custom of not bathing naked in the bathhouses®.

20 idem, 49, 52,
2 idem, 47, 48: When considering other female statues, the stepbane is found on the korai of the Archaic period. On
the other hand, in the Classical period, it is usually seen on pottery and coins.
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Until it was prohibited by Hadrian thanks to scandals, women and men could bathe
together in public baths; however, later, bathing half-naked should have spread in the
baths?¢. Surely such an official decree would not have reflected on the iconography of the
goddess. The hypothesis that these two statuettes from the Silifke and Sadberk Hanim
museums depict women imitating Aphrodite is thus supported. Those who ordered the
sculptures must have not been able to reflect themselves as naked even though they were
imitating Aphrodite. In this case, also supported is the hypothesis that the addition of a
lace-like partial garment on the Silifke example had existed on the Sadberk Hanim exam-
ple as well, but either the painting had not been completed or the paint had flaked off in
time.

The identity and purpose of the people who ordered these two statuettes, which we
think are in the ‘oriental’ style and possibly were produced at an eastern workshop, must
remain hypothetical as their provenance and context are unknown. In other words, the
question of why they were produced — for civic or religious use, for a house or another
civic building or a sanctuary — cannot be clarified. In one aspect, a more civic background
should be considered because one of the best-known genre statuettes is the ‘Spiniario’ and
our statuettes recall it iconographically?’; however, it is likely that they were produced to
adorn a room?*® or to create a genre figure that would fit into an andrones— that is, one imi-
tating the goddess who symbolizes eroticism and beauty, and not a figure that would fit
into a cultic corner of a temple or house.

26 idem, 32 ff.
27 Rumscheid 2006, 497 pl. 119, 2-3; 120 nr. 278,
28 Kreeb 1988, 21-29, 36-40, 102-119, 200-215; Rumscheid 2006, 219.
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Yikanan Aphrodite Heykelcigi

Bu makalede hem ikonografik hem de ebatlar ve malzeme ozellikleri acisindan birbir-
ine benzeyen iki pismis toprak figiirin incelenmektedir: Bunlardan biri Sadberk Hanim
Miizesi digeri ise Silifke Miizesi tarafindan satin alinmuslardir. Uretim yerleri bilinmeme-
ktedir. ilk bakista Sadberk Hanim Miizesi ¢rnegi ¢iplak goriinmekte fakat Silifke Miizesi
orneginde gogiis ve basen tizerinde dikdortgen bicimli motifler secilmektedir. Her iki figiir
de, dikdortgen bir platform iizerine yerlestirilmis yuvarlak bir blok tizerinde oturmaktadir.
Sadberk Hanim figiirininin iki yaninda birer amphora, Silifke Miizesi 6rneginde ise
valnizca bir tane amphora yer almaktadir. Silifke 6rneginin platformunun kirik olmasi
nedeniyle onun da orijinalde iki amphoralt oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Silifke figlirininin
platformunda bir deniz kabugu bulunmaktadir. Aynisi Sadberk Hanim 6rneginde de
bulunmus ama sonradan kaybolmus olmalidir. Her iki ¢rnekte de figiir sol ayagini
sag bacad lizerine koymus ve muhtemelen sag elindeki bir ponza tagiyla sol ayagini
ovmaktadir. Her ikisinin de basinin tizerinde bir stephane ve boyunlarinda pandantif
vardir.

Uc ipucu bize bu iki figlirinin Aphrodite’yi banyo yapar halde temsil ettigini
diisiindiirtmektedir: Amphoralar, ayagini ovma motifi ve Silifke figiirininde var olan ama
Sadberk Hanim &rneginde de normalde bulunmasi gereken deniz kabugu. Figtirlerin
Aphrodite olarak taninmasi, dncelikle mitolojide tanricanin bu deniz kabugu ile
dzdeslestirilmesi nedeniyle miimkiindiir. Yilanvari stilize pazibentler, 6zellikle Klasik
dénemden sonra, Aphrodite icin ¢ok yaygin sekilde kullanilmistir. Nihayet, yikanan
Aphrodite, zellikle de Knidos Aphroditesi ile 6zdeslesen amphoray dikkate almaliyiz.

Aphrodite ‘dogulu’ tarzda giyimlidir. Aslinda Aphrodite’nin dogulu kargiliklar: olan
Isis veya Astarte’nin bir yansimast oldugu distiniilmektedir. Dogu Yunan ve Kigctik Asya
orneklerinde cogu zaman, giyimli veya buyiik takilarla ortiilmiis Aphrodite figtrleri
gormekteyiz. Silifke figiirinindeki dikdértgen motifler ise bu figiiriin en azindan kismen
giyimli oldugunu gostermektedir. Sadberk Hanim Miizesi 6rnegi tiim acilardan Silifke
ornegine benzedigi icin onun da giyimli gosterilmek istendigini ve boyanin soldugunu
diistinebiliriz.

Sadberk Hanim ve Silifke Miizelerindeki bu pismis toprak figtirinlerin Aphrodite’yi
‘dogulu’ tarzda betimlediklerini ve bunun da onlarin Kilikya'da tiretilmis olabilecegini akla
getirdigini soyleyebiliriz. Tarihleme icin ise stephane bir ipucu sunmaktadir. Stephanelerin
belirgin bir tipolojik gelisimi s¢z konusu degildir ancak ¢ogunlukla Aphrodite’nin Roma
varyasyonlarinda karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Geg Hadrianus'dan erken Antoninler dénemine
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kadar olan zaman diliminde buyiik formatli sekilde yaygin olarak kullanilmislardir: Her
iki figtirinimizde de genis ve agir tip goriilmektedir.

Sonug olarak, bu makalede incelenen figiirinlerin dogulu tarzda ve biiyiik olasilikla da
dogudaki bir atdlyede calisildigini sdyleyebiliriz. Ancak kesin iiretim yerlerini ve dzellikle
de kontekstlerini bilmeden kullanim amaclari konusunda yorum yapmak zordur: Acaba bir
tapinak icin mi yoksa bir evin kiilt kdsesi icin mi yapilmislards? Belki de, tanricanin ¢ok
Ozel ve insani bir pozunu yansitan bu figiirinler, bir evin bir odasini, belki de andrones i
bezemek icin genre figiirini olarak tretilmislerdi.
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Fig. 1 Statuette in the Museum of Sadberk Hanim.



116 Serra Durugénil

Fig. 2 Statuette in the Archaeological Museum of Silifke.



