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EDITORS’ PREFACE

In 2007, Michael Press capped his splendid aca-
demic career at Harvard in the Department of 

Near Eastern Languages and Civilization with a 
“high honors” Ph.D. thesis entitled, “Philistine 
Figurines and Figurines in Philistia in the Iron 
Age.” Now he has revised and expanded that 
work into Ashkelon 4: The Iron Age Figurines of 
Ashkelon and Philistia. This is the fourth volume 
in the publication series that constitutes the final 
report of the Leon Levy Expedition to Ashkelon. 

Here, for the first time, he publishes the complete 
Iron Age corpus of terracotta anthropomorphic and 
zoomorphic figurines from the Leon Levy Expedition. 
Adapting a methodology of typology, iconography, 
and iconology pioneered by Erwin Panofsky, Press 
lays out in detail his theoretical framework for analyz-
ing and understanding the figurines of Ashkelon and 
those from Philistine cultures. Press’s exposition of his 
method and theory toward this particular corpus could 
easily be applied to the coroplastic art of many other 
cultures.

With an uncanny eye for form and detail, Press 
eliminates some old favorites, such as the “mourning 
figurine,” and defines anew such dominant categories 
as the “standing lady with upraised arms” (Psi figu-
rines) and the “seated or enthroned lady” (nicknamed 
“Ashdoda”).

Press’s entire project rests on the many excavators 
and registrars who discovered the figurines addressed 
in this study. Just as their dedicated work created this 
set of figurines, Press’s careful study honors their ex-
cavation work. Throughout this study, covering nearly 
six centuries of Philistine life, the archaeological con-
texts of the figurines are stressed as much as their form 
and decoration. To have an archaeological context for 
more than 200 figurines is in itself extremely rare and 
an extraordinary achievement thanks to the precise ex-
cavation and recording of these small objects by the 
Ashkelon field staff over the past 25 years. 

All aspects of this volume have taken place under 
the auspices of the Leon Levy Expedition to Ashkelon. 
The work from 1985–2004 was sponsored by Leon 
Levy and Shelby White, and the work from 2007 to 
the present continues to be supported by the Leon 
Levy Foundation. The Leon Levy Expedition has also 
been sponsored by Harvard University, the Semitic 
Museum, and later by Boston College, Wheaton 
College, and recently Troy University.  

Lawrence E. Stager
Concord, Massachusetts

Daniel M. Master
Wheaton, Illinois             August 2012





AUTHOR’S PREFACE

THiS monograph is a revision of my 2007 dis-
sertation, “Philistine Figurines and Figurines 

in Philistia in the Iron Age.” As a result, I must first 
of all thank the members of my dissertation com-
mittee—Lawrence Stager, David Mitten, and Peter 
Machinist—for their input and encouragement in hav-
ing me convert the dissertation into a monograph. In 
particular I would like to single out Prof. Stager for 
his years of advice and patient guidance and for pro-
viding me a forum for publication within the series 
of studies of the Leon Levy Expedition to Ashkelon 
Final Reports. I should also thank Prof. Mitten for his 
unwavering support in the process of completing my 
dissertation and Prof. Machinist for his extensive set 
of constructive comments. 

One of the most rewarding aspects of this project 
was interacting with a number of archaeologists who 
were particularly helpful and accommodating. Sy 
Gitin, Eliezer Oren, and Aren Maeir were gracious 
enough to allow me access to unpublished figurine 
collections from Tel Miqne-Ekron; Tel Sera«, Tel 
Haror, and Ruqeish; and Tell eṣ-Ṣafi, respectively. In 
addition, they were always willing to discuss aspects 
of the terracottas and offer further suggestions. Aaron 
Burke and Martin Peilstöcker invited me to publish 
Iron and Bronze Age figurines from the Kaplan ex-
cavations of Jaffa and graciously allowed me to use 
them for this study prior to publication. Joe Uziel and 
Rona Avissar provided invaluable assistance in sorting 
through the Ṣafi collection. Anna de Vincenz took the 
time to help me sort through figurines from Miqne. 
Jacob Huster helped me with unpublished drawings 
and photographs of figurines from Ḥorvat Hoga and 
shared some of his unsurpassed knowledge of that 
site. Prior to the publication of their volumes, Yuval 
Gadot and Marta Guzowska graciously provided me 
with unpublished manuscripts and information con-
cerning figurines from Aphek, Area X, and Ephraim 
Stern shared drawings and information on figurines 
from Dor.

I was also able to have access to unpublished or 
underpublished figurines from Philistia and its imme-
diate vicinity in several museums and storage facili-
ties, thanks to the help and cooperation of several col-
leagues. In particular, Alegre Savariego, curator of the 
Rockefeller collections, provided most valuable as-
sistance in studying figurines (from Tell Jemmeh, Tell 
el-«Ajjul, Tell el-Far«ah [S], and Gezer) which were 

in storage in that museum. Debi Ben-Ami, Iron Age 
and Persian Period curator at the IAA Storehouses in 
Beth Shemesh, graciously helped me to view pub-
lished and unpublished figurines from a variety of 
sites. I am indebted to Rachael Sparks, keeper at the 
Institute of Archaeology, University College, London, 
whose valuable support made it possible to both ac-
cess and understand the large assemblage of figurines 
from Flinders Petrie’s old excavations at Tell Jemmeh 
and Tell el-Far«ah (S). I am also indebted to Felicity 
Cobbing, curator of the Palestine Exploration Fund, 
for allowing me to study figurines and figurine casts 
in their collection.

In addition, I have benefited immensely from dis-
cussions about the figurines with a series of colleagues 
and friends. Most valuable were correspondence and 
conversations with Assaf Yasur-Landau and David 
Ben-Shlomo; both of them offered valuable insights 
based on their detailed knowledge of the Iron I 
Philistine figurines in particular, and Philistine mate-
rial culture more generally. Erin Darby was generous 
with her knowledge of Judean pillar figurines, and of 
figurines more generally. I am also happy to acknowl-
edge helpful comments from and discussions with 
Adam Aja, Kate Birney, Brian Brisco, Susan Cohen, 
Jean-Baptiste Humbert, Ely Levine, Daniel Master, 
Dalit Regev, and Seong-Hyun Park.

A word of thanks is also due to the illustrators re-
sponsible for the drawings and photographs of the 
figurines. The figurine drawings were made by Anna 
Proctor, Cathy Alexander, and Noga Zeʼevi; the 
photographs were taken by Zev Radovan. All draw-
ings and photographs are courtesy of the Leon Levy 
Expedition to Ashkelon. I am most grateful to the 
Leon Levy Expedition and to these individuals for the 
use of this material.

Most importantly, I am privileged to be able to 
acknowledge the support of my family: my parents, 
my sisters, and my wife Arlene. Beyond their moral 
support and encouragement, I am grateful to my fa-
ther Stephen for reading over much of the text of my 
dissertation in its final stages of preparation and to 
Arlene for assistance in formatting the tables and fig-
ures. Without their help, the completion of this project 
would not have been possible.

Michael D. Press
Fayetteville, Arkansas                             August 2012
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1. IntroductIon

My purpose in this study is to analyze the clay 
figurines dating to the Iron Age (ca. 1200–

600 b.c.e.) from Philistia, the region of southwest 
Palestine settled and inhabited by the Philistines 
in this period. The main corpus I am dealing with 
is the group of roughly 200 Iron Age figurines ex-
cavated at the site of Ashkelon (during the current 
Leon Levy Expedition, 1985 to present), supple-
mented with material from neighboring sites. As 
with any study of figurines, a major goal is to clas-
sify them into basic types and then discuss the ori-
gin and meaning of these types. Beyond this, I will 
use this discussion to generate hypotheses con-
cerning the function of these figurines, the mean-
ing of their similarity or difference to figurines of 
neighboring regions, and how these factors may 
have changed over the course of the Iron Age. I 
will then try to test these hypotheses through ad-
ditional analyses—an iconographic study of more 
general imagery relating to the figurines and an ar-
chaeological study of the context of the figurines.

Ultimately, my goal in such a work would be 
to produce a study along the lines of that by E. B. 
French (1971) on Mycenaean figurines: a thorough 
study of a large assemblage, with enough detailed 
typological and contextual work for me to trace the 
evolution of types over time, as well as reach new 
insights into how these figurines would have been 
used. As I began this study, however, I doubted that 
such goals were possible given the current state of 
research. To begin with, the region of Philistia is 
relatively small, resulting in a much more limited 
number of sites than those in the Mycenaean world 
studied by French (essentially the entire Aegean 
region). In addition, the number of excavated sites 
within this region is rather limited, and the prog-
ress of publication is slow. As a result, there is not 
nearly the amount of data available for a study of 
Philistine figurines that there was already 40 or 50 
years ago for a study of Mycenaean terracottas. 

Nevertheless, I have always seen great value in 
conducting such a study. Given the current state 
of research on Philistine figurines, even the rela-
tively limited and provisional conclusions I origi-
nally anticipated would result in an advancement 
of knowledge. Moreover, after surveying and 
analyzing the data in detail, I have found to my 
surprise that broader conclusions are in fact pos-
sible to make. The wealth of finds from Ashkelon, 
along with those from other sites (most notably, 
Tel Miqne-Ekron), has multiplied the number of 
figurines in the Iron Age corpus of Philistia and 
opens up a series of possibilities for new analyses. 
In that respect, this study is simply a first step, 
albeit an important one.

As a result, I have focused a great deal of atten-
tion on the theoretical and methodological consid-
erations  that serve as the framework for such stud-
ies—considerations that most studies of Palestinian 
figurines, I believe, have largely ignored. As I see 
it, the theoretical issues are of two basic types: one 
dealing with the nature of figurines, and the other 
dealing with the nature of an archaeological cul-
ture (in this case, Philistine culture). It is these ba-
sic issues which I highlight in the following study. 
Beyond a discussion of their overall character, I 
also consider the practical means by which we can 
address these issues in a figurine study. In other 
words, I am developing a methodology specifi-
cally for the study of figurines.

Therefore, before I engage in the typology 
and discussion—the usual concerns of a figurine 
study—I must discuss a large amount of introduc-
tory material. This material constitutes chapters 
2–4: a definition of the basic theoretical issues; a 
history of the research, which highlights not only 
the amount of work conducted on Philistine figu-
rines but also how previous studies have addressed 
these theoretical issues; and the development of a 
methodology for the current study.
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Figure 1. Map of Philistia and environs
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Figure 2. Map of Ashkelon with excavation areas (grids). The blue grid represents the local 
projected coordinate system, with coordinates given in the Old Israel Grid (OIG).

106600

107000

107400

1118800

1119200

1119600

107000106600

1119200

1118800

1119600

107400

1

737271

70696867666564

63

56

62

55

6160

54

59

5352

58

494847

42414039

464544

57

50

43

383736

35343332313029

28272625242322

21201918171615

141312111098

765432

84838281807978

74 75 76 77

51

100m
N





2. TheoreTical issues

The foundation of a proper study of figurines is 
a good theoretical and methodological frame-

work; without this background, archaeologists of-
ten base their interpretations on general assump-
tions or miss crucial data.1 Most discussions of 
Philistine figurines have lacked any treatment of 
the theory behind them.2 As I see it, any discussion 
of Philistine figurines involves two basic sets of 
theoretical issues: one clustering around the con-
cept of “figurine,” the other clustering around the 
concept of “Philistine.” I will treat each of these 
clusters separately in the pages below.

The Concept of “Figurine”

Basic questions such as “What is a figurine?”  or 
“Why do we study them?” may seem fairly self-ex-
planatory, but even here a review of what these ob-
jects are and the theoretical issues their study raises 
is in order. Such a process begins with what D. Bailey 
has called “definition” (1996:291–92).3 Figurines are 
small objects made of various materials (such as clay, 
metal, stone, or bone) which serve as miniature rep-
resentations, generally of humans (anthropomorphic 
figurines), animals (zoomorphic, or theriomorphic, 
figurines), or a group mixing the two.4 In this study I 
will be dealing exclusively with figurines of fired clay 
(terracotta), representing both humans and animals.

As part of the process of description, Ucko 
(1968:67) and Voigt (1983:table 30) devised detailed 
lists of attributes of a (specifically anthropomorphic) 
figurine. These include (following Voigt 1983:table 
30) material, technique of manufacture, dimensions, 
head form, form and position of torso and limbs, de-
piction of anatomical details, depiction of clothing and 

1 See for example Bailey (1994; 1996) for a discussion of the 
significance of this framework and the effect that its absence 
has had on figurine studies in southeastern Europe.
2 For an exception to this rule, see the recent study by Yasur-
Landau (2001:330–31).
3 If we take Bailey literally, we would replace the term “figu-
rines” altogether with “durable three-dimensional miniature 
anthropomorphic representations” (1994:291). Such an ac-
tion seems unnecessarily extreme, and not feasible, but it 
is still important to keep such elementary characteristics in 
mind to help sharpen our conclusions about how figurines 
could, or could not, have been used.
4 Sometimes an additional class, tectomorphic figurines—
those representing buildings—is included (Bailey 1994:291).

ornaments, and associated objects. I propose a simpli-
fied version of this list, highlighting four aspects of 
the figurine:

1. technique: whether handmade, moldmade, wheel-
made, or some combination;

2. form: the overall shape of the figurine, as well as of 
specific parts (such as the head);

3. style: the manner in which the representation is ren-
dered; for example, is it naturalistic or abstract? and

4. decoration: the use especially of paint, but also inci-
sions, slip, etc.

These four basic categories should provide a suf-
ficiently informative summary of the figurine’s at-
tributes and a useful basis for comparison with other 
figurines.

Figurines, and especially terracottas, have figured 
prominently in studies of the archaeology of the an-
cient Near East, and in material culture studies more 
generally, for two basic, related reasons: their relative-
ly frequent occurrence in excavations and their par-
ticular significance for the study of religion (a favorite 
topic of research by archaeologists). Clay—unlike 
other materials such as metal—was easily accessible 
and therefore inexpensive in the ancient world; as a re-
sult, it was not only a common medium for manufac-
ture but also one not needing to be recycled. Terracotta 
figurines, being made of clay, are rather fragile objects; 
once a figurine was broken, the fragments would not 
have been saved or reused but simply left where they 
fell or were discarded. In addition, despite the fact that 
whole figurines are fragile, once they have been bro-
ken the fragments are very sturdy and well-preserved 
in the archaeological record. Just as pottery is the most 
abundant class of material culture in excavations, so 
clay figurines are the most abundant class of figural 
representations.5 

Given this relative abundance, scholars have relied 
on terracottas as a particularly valuable tool for un-
derstanding ancient societies, particularly the realm of 

5 That pottery is the most widely recovered material culture 
type recovered in excavations is recognized by archaeolo-
gists. This assertion is supported by my own involvement 
in the Leon Levy Expedition to Ashkelon. Similarly, at 
Ashkelon the ratio of clay figurines to those of metal and 
stone combined is roughly 100:1.
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religion.6  Their importance for the southern Levant is 
magnified due to the relative lack of other types of ev-
idence concerning religious practices, notably large-
scale cult statues and textual evidence. Figurines, then, 
have been perceived as a major source of information 
for cult in general and individual deities in particular. 
In this respect they are rivaled in their iconographic 
importance only by seals and seal impressions (Keel 
and Uehlinger 1998:10). 

As I have implied in the brief discussion above, 
there are at least two significant assumptions or biases 
that scholars often make in analyzing figurines and 
that have had great effect on how they are understood 
generally. These are the differential treatment given 
to anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines and 
the belief that figurines are (primarily) religious ob-
jects. It is a general rule that the majority of figurines 
produced by cultures in the Levant are zoomorphic. 
For example, T. Holland, in his important survey of 
figurines from Iron Age Palestine in general, found 
that 1,555 out of 2,655 examples—58.6 percent—are 
representations of animals (1977:124). This trend has 
been confirmed in my study specifically of Philistine 
figurines.7 Despite this basic fact, the vast majority of 
figurine studies, both for ancient Palestine and more 
generally, have dealt mainly if not exclusively with 
anthropomorphic figurines.8 

Beyond superficial remarks about the bias of re-
searchers toward human representations, I would of-
fer two suggestions to explain this situation. First of 
all, it is generally true (certainly for the Philistine 
figurines) that zoomorphic terracottas are often less 
“interesting.” A survey of the Iron Age corpus from 
Ashkelon, for example, demonstrates that: a) zoomor-
phic figurines are much less likely to be painted or 

6 It is not surprising, therefore, that figurines have been a 
topic of long-standing interest, as well as a focus of recent 
discussion in the Iron Age archaeology of Palestine. See for 
example the work of Kletter (1996; 1999), as well as the at-
tention they receive from Stern (2001) in his discussion of 
eighth- through fourth-century b.c.e. remains.
7 At Ashkelon, the most common type by far is the horse 
figurine, which makes up about 39 percent (81 out of 210) 
of the Iron Age corpus. Figures for animal figurines in gen-
eral are difficult to produce, as there are many unidentifiable 
fragments, but roughly 118 out of 210 figurines, or 56 per-
cent, are probably zoomorphic.
8 Even a brief survey of the titles of studies of figurines from 
ancient Palestine reveals an overwhelming focus on anthro-
pomorphic figurines—and specifically on female figurines, 
which predominate among the human representations—
from E. Pilz’s “Die weiblichen Gottheiten Kanaans” (1924), 
through J. B. Pritchard’s Palestinian Figurines in Relation to 
Certain Goddesses Known Through Literature (1943), to A. 
Yasur-Landau’s “The Mother(s) of All Philistines?” (2001).

otherwise decorated than anthropomorphic ones, and 
b) zoomorphic figurines were rarely if ever formed in 
molds, while anthropomorphic figurines were made 
in this technique quite often. Overall, it appears that 
the ancient people who produced these figurines paid 
more attention to the human representations than to 
the animal ones (perhaps reflecting a bias similar to 
that of modern researchers).9 In addition, I think that 
the emphasis on anthropomorphic figures is explica-
ble by the understanding of these objects as religious 
in nature. Despite the fact that various Near Eastern 
peoples at least sometimes imagined their gods in ani-
mal form (and sometimes imagined them with animal 
emblems), scholars studying figurines have generally 
identified the anthropomorphic, and only the anthro-
pomorphic, figurines as representations of deities. 
Rightly or wrongly, there has clearly been a consensus 
among scholars that, in images, peoples of the ancient 
Near East tended to use the human form to depict their 
gods.10

9 Certain types of animal figurines in the Near East, for in-
stance the horses found at many Phoenician sites, have 
much detail in the depiction of their heads, bridles, and 
other equipment, but these are an exception without par-
allel among most figurines in Palestine generally. For the 
Phoenician horses, see, e.g., E. Mazar 1990; 1993; see also 
the large number of horse and rider figurines from Cyprus 
(e.g., Karageorghis 1995:61–95).
10 Ucko (1968:418) states that he can find only one instance 
where an archaeologist has suggested that animal figurines 
may have represented deities (G. Clark 1961:103); he is crit-
ical of the majority of researchers who have not hesitated to 
understand female figurines as deities and yet never suggest 
the same interpretation for zoomorphs, despite their often 
being found in precisely the same contexts. Kletter writes 
that “[a]lmost all scholars understood it would be ridiculous 
to see all the animal figurines as representations of gods, or 
as attributive animals of gods” (1996:78), but he provides 
no further discussion. Nevertheless, some researchers have 
indeed suggested that animal figurines, at least in certain 
cases, represented deities. The bull figurine found at Dhahrat 
et-Tawileh (broadly known as the “Bull Site”) has been 
widely interpreted as a cultic object associated with a deity; 
this figurine is distinct, however, in being made of bronze 
and not clay, and even so scholarly opinion is uncertain as 
to whether to view the object as an actual representation of 
a deity or merely the deity’s attribute or pedestal (e.g., A. 
Mazar 1982a:32; Coogan 1987:2; Ahlström 1990a:79–80). 
Nevertheless, Ahlström at least suggested that clay bull figu-
rines indicate worship of a deity in the form of a bull (1990b: 
579). Meanwhile, Macalister considered that at least some 
of the clay bovine figurines he discovered at Gezer probably 
represented a deity, along the lines of the golden calf (1912a: 
411). May (1935:33–34) wondered whether the lack of male 
figurines at Megiddo suggested that gods were depicted as 
animals, or whether it reflected the aniconism of the ancient 
inhabitants. In either case, the suggestion reflects May’s 
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This understanding of the figurines as religious ob-
jects, however, is itself a major assumption often not 
proven or even tested in the literature. From a survey 
of the literature on figurines, it appears that two main 
suggestions have been offered over the last century 
for their use: cult objects and toys.11 The former la-
bel is almost universally applied to anthropomorphic 
figurines—which, in Near Eastern scholarship or his-
torical archaeology more generally, are then identified 
with specific divine figures. The latter label is often 
given to the zoomorphic figurines (though often they 
too are thought to be religious in nature, not as images 
of actual deities but serving as votive substitutes for 
actual animals; see, e.g., May 1935:28). Even more 
recent comprehensive surveys, such as that of Kletter 
(1996), have, after a consideration of the different hy-
potheses, tended to dismiss the alternatives and focus 
on the traditional interpretations.

A major aspect of this problem of identification is 
the interpretation of female figurines. Even more than 
the divide between anthropomorphic and zoomorphic 
figurines, male vs. female figurines present a sharp 
contrast throughout the archaeological record. It is a 
remarkable fact that, in most regions and periods of 
the Near East, and even beyond, almost all anthropo-
morphic clay figurines are representations of wom-
en.12 Traditionally, this situation was interpreted by 

assumption that figurines are cult objects (as reflected by 
their inclusion in his Material Remains of the Megiddo Cult), 
and specifically images of deities. In Judah in particular, the 
focus on anthropomorphic figurines appears to be connected 
to the scholarly assumption that they are objects of popular 
religion, given the assumed aniconism of the official cult 
(for a review and negative assessment of this argument, see 
van der Toorn 2002:47–51; cf. Kletter 1996:16–27).
11 For more discussion, see chapter 3. For a survey of the 
explanations given to figurines from Palestine, and spe-
cifically the pillar figurines of seventh-century Judah, see 
Kletter (1996:73–77). For a survey of the explanations for 
prehistoric figurines from Egypt, Crete, and the Near East, 
see Ucko (1968:409–26).
12 This observation is largely based on my study of figu-
rine collections and publications covering Israel, the larger 
Levant, Cyprus, and the Aegean in the Bronze and Iron 
Ages. As a general observation (along with possibilities 
for interpretation), see also Moorey 2003:19–21. Thus, the 
predominant anthropomorphic type in Iron Age II Judah is 
the female pillar figurine (Kletter 1996; Darby 2011). For 
the wider Iron Age in Palestine, see Holland 1977:121–22, 
124–25, fig. 1 (Types A–C). A similar pattern is visible at 
Ashkelon: only about 10 of the roughly 92 Iron Age anthro-
pomorphic figurines can be classified as male. In Ashkelon 
and Philistia, as in the wider Levant in the Iron Age, the 
only male type of any popularity is the eighth- to sixth-
century horse and rider. Cf. French (1971:148) on the rar-
ity of Mycenaean male figurines; Ucko (1968); N. Hamilton 

recourse to the Goddess hypothesis: that female clay 
figurines in antiquity, like female images more gen-
erally, were representations of a Great (Mother/Earth/
Fertility) Goddess particularly popular in prehistory. 
Starting with the work of Ucko (1968), this interpreta-
tion gradually came to be rejected. Following him, a 
large body of work on figurines has come to provide 
alternative interpretations: Voigt (1983:195) interprets 
Neolithic figurines from Iran as objects from magic 
rituals; Talalay (1993:84) suggests Neolithic figu-
rines from Franchthi Cave in Greece served a variety 
of functions, notably as “identifying tokens”; Bailey 
(1994) suggests prehistoric figurines from Bulgaria 
represented individual persons; Haaland and Haaland 
(1996:296–97) similarly explain figurines of preg-
nant women from the Pavlovian, Kostenkian, and 
Gravettian cultures (29,000–23,000 b.p.) as symbolic 
representations of their “social selves.” A common 
theme in many of these interpretations is identity, 
whether of the individual or of a society. Figurines 
studies in the last two decades have often focused 
on the use of the human body, and especially the fe-
male body, to map out social identities and relations 
(see, e.g., Bailey 2005; S. Clark 2007; Nakamura and 
Meskell 2009). Other proposals have also been made: 
Lesure, e.g., has suggested that the gender of figurines 
(at least for the Neolithic Near East and Mesoamerica) 
might simply reflect the gender of the user (2002:esp. 
600).13 

Ucko’s study and most of those following him are 
distinguished, however, from the main body of work 
on Syro-Palestinian figurines in two basic and relat-
ed respects: they approach the figurines from an an-
thropological (rather than humanistic) archaeological 
perspective, and they deal with prehistoric figurines. 
There are no texts relating to the use or identity of the 
figurines in these studies or in any way to the periods 
of their use. Thus, Ucko’s and other anthropological 
archaeologists’ theoretical reliance on ethnographic 
analogy, an important resource for anthropologists 
generally, is also due to necessity.14 
(1996); Marcus (1996); and Haaland and Haaland (1996) on 
figurines in other regions and periods.
13 For surveys of the range of interpretations given to figu-
rines in the last 40 years, see also N. Hamilton (1996); Ucko 
(1996).
14 More recently, the interpretations of anthropological ar-
chaeology have begun to have an impact on humanistic stud-
ies of Near Eastern figurines. Moorey, e.g., (2003:15–21) 
discusses the same issues of identity and miniaturization 
that are a focus of Bailey and others. This impact is part of a 
larger trend in humanistic archaeology, both in the Near East 
and in the Aegean, involving interpreting art as reflective 
of identity and social relations (e.g., Langdon 2008; Smith 
2009).
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The caution of anthropological archaeology, and 
its recognition of the wide range of possible explana-
tions for the use of figurines,15 are valuable examples 
to keep in mind. Thus, Fowler (1985), in discussing 
figurines of Palestine, suggests care in using them to 
identify cult places. He cites a particularly relevant 
example from Tell al-Hiba in Iraq: children would 
emulate the adults of the town in making objects of 
various types out of mud.16 The children’s examples, 
though of the same types as those of the adults, served 
an entirely different function—that of toys. On the ba-
sis of this example, Ochsenschlager concluded that the 
value of typical classification of figurines was quite 
limited (1974:174).

A study of Philistine figurines, unlike various recent 
anthropological studies, would at least in theory have 
textual evidence to aid in interpretation. Nevertheless, 
we must be careful not to rely on this additional class 
of evidence too much. While we should take advan-
tage of this evidence when possible, we must be wary 
of swinging to the other extreme: the general assump-
tion in Palestinian figurine studies that we must be 
able to relate our (often meager) archaeological evi-
dence with our (also often meager) textual evidence. 
This assumption is problematic for multiple reasons. 
First, the attempt of scholars to relate archaeologi-
cal and textual evidence in illuminating Near Eastern 
figurines has been used primarily to identify figurines 
with images of specific (and major) deities; there is 
little consideration of using textual evidence for mak-
ing other types of identifications. It is worth noting 
that, in many cases in the Bronze and Iron Age Near 
East and Aegean where we have good iconographic 
and textual evidence for the identity of figurines, they 
represent either ordinary humans or minor deities: 
e.g., Mycenaean and later Greek mourning figurines, 
Egyptian shawabtis, and Neo-Assyrian apkallu figu-
rines (see Press 2011:363–65 for further discussion). 
In addition, there is no reason that a god or goddess 
must be represented in the realm of small terracot-
tas. This problem points to the types of questions that 
we might ask about the figurines. Typically, ancient 
Near Eastern scholarship deals with the identity of the 
figurines; the main questions of importance are usu-
ally seen to be “Who are they?” and “Are they human 
or divine?” Anthropological literature, on the other 
hand, often focuses on a somewhat different ques-
tion: “What are the meanings, or functions, of these 
figurines?”17 The lack of textual evidence for many an-
15 See Ucko (1968:425–26); Voigt (1983:187–93) for a sur-
vey of ethnographic literature on the use of figurines.
16 See Ochsenschlager (1974:164).
17 Here I use the word “meaning” to indicate the set of 
beliefs or concepts that the figurine represented to its 

thropological studies has forced a subtle shift in how 
the figurines are treated, a shift which I believe is valu-
able even when questions of identity might possibly be 
answered.

A proper study of any group of terracottas, then, 
should focus on certain basic issues. The most fun-
damental of these, of course, is the question which 
has most interested researchers for the entire period 
of figurine study but with a shift in emphasis: What 
are the meanings (or identities) and functions of these 
figurines (to those who made and used them)? At the 
same time, however, we constantly need to keep in 
mind a related question: Is it possible, or to what ex-
tent is it possible, to reconstruct the meanings (or iden-
tities) and functions of these figurines?18 The general 
assumptions made about terracottas are by no means 
necessarily wrong, but these assumptions should be 
treated not as givens but as hypotheses that need test-
ing—through the analysis of archaeological context, 
and, in the case of Philistine figurines, the study of 
possible textual evidence. In addition, the traditional 
dichotomy between anthropomorphic and zoomorphic 
figurines, and their differential treatment, deserves re-
evaluation. Is there more that we can say about zoo-
morphic figurines? Were their uses and identities more 
varied than usually thought?

The Concept of “Philistine”

Just as the concept of “figurine” needed definition and 
elaboration, so too does the concept of “Philistine.” 
This process involves, not simply a brief survey of 
Philistine culture and settlement history, but also—
and perhaps more importantly—a review of the differ-
ent ways that archaeologists have used the term, i.e., 

user—particularly, but not exclusively, the identity of the 
figure represented. By “function” I indicate the actual use 
of the figurine. (Talalay [1993:38] has already proposed the 
use of these same terms in an identical fashion.) Not only 
are these two concepts different, but they are also not always 
directly related; see Voigt (1983:188–89) for discussion. 
Thus, a figurine representing a deity would not have been 
necessarily used in a religious ceremony. For further discus-
sion of the complex relationship between “meaning” and 
“function,” see Keel and Uelhinger’s critique (1998:7–10) 
of Dever’s (1987) dichotomy of “belief” and “cult.”
18 Note in this context a group of articles published by ar-
chaeologists (N. Hamilton et al. 1996) entitled, “Can We 
Interpret Figurines?”, dealing not simply with whether we 
can interpret them but what types of questions we should ask 
and can answer convincingly. On a more general archaeo-
logical level, see Schloen (2001) for a discussion of the “ir-
reducible dialectic” between the “outer fact” (archaeologi-
cally, the artifact) and the “inner symbol” (the meaning to 
the ancients).
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the different ways they have defined “Philistine.” The 
tension between these various definitions is a problem 
which must be addressed before beginning any study 
of Philistine artifacts.

Despite occasional challenges (such as Brug 1985; 
Sherratt 1998), the traditional view of the Philistines, 
developed over the last hundred years through archae-
ological work in conjunction with analysis of the Bible 
and other texts, is still the generally accepted one.19 Of 
Aegean origin, they settled along the southwest coast 
of Palestine (the region therefore known as Philistia) 
near the beginning of Iron Age I (ca. 1200–1000 b.c.e.), 
shortly after 1200 b.c.e. That settlement is understood 
as part of the movement of “Sea Peoples” at the end of 
the LB (Late Bronze Age, ca. 1550–1200 b.c.e.), based 
on their appearance (as Peleset) in the inscriptions and 
reliefs at Medinet Habu and in Papyrus Harris I. While 
their initial settlement involved the takeover of already 
existing LB Canaanite cities (the five cities known as 
the Philistine Pentapolis), they soon expanded north 
and east until coming into contact with the emerging 
Israelites (Stager 1998:340–44, 348). A long series of 
military engagements led eventually to Philistine de-
feat and retreat back to the heartland of the Pentapolis, 
where they remained until their cities were destroyed 
by the Assyrians and particularly the Babylonians, and 
they were deported to Mesopotamia. There is evidence, 
for a short time afterward, of settlements in Babylonia 
inhabited by persons from Ashkelon and Gaza (see 
Zadok 1978:61). No further record exists, however, of 
a people identifying themselves as “Philistine”; their 
particular ethnic identity seems to have been lost.20 

19 For detailed elaboration of this view, see for instance T. 
Dothan (1982:1–24); B. Mazar (1986); Stager (1998). In this 
study, I will adopt this conventional view of the Philistines 
without attempting to prove it. Nevertheless, the analysis of 
the types and iconography of Iron I Philistine figurines in 
particular (chapter 6; see secondarily the contextual analysis 
of chapter 7) supports this traditional interpretation, as do re-
cent studies of Philistine pottery (e.g., Dothan and Zukerman 
2004; Killebrew 2000) and architecture (Aja 2009), among 
other cultural features.
20 Peter Machinist has brought to my attention a relevant ar-
ticle by de Vaux (1972), dealing with the possibility of the 
survival of Philistine identity into the Hellenistic period. The 
particular issue discussed is the pattern of Greek terms used 
to translate Hebrew Pelištim, “Philistines.” de Vaux con-
cludes, however, that the Philistines of the Iron Age were 
no longer residing in Philistia in the Hellenistic period or 
at least had lost their identity and ethnic markers (contra 
Machinist 2000:57). Thus, at least part of the reason that the 
Septuagint does not employ the term Παλαιστῖνοι, in use at 
least since Herodotus, for the Philistines is that it was un-
derstood that the inhabitants of Palestine were no longer the 
biblical Philistines (1972:188). Similarly, when Nehemiah 

Philistine culture is usually noted for its marked 
evolution over the course of a few centuries. When the 
Philistines first settled in Palestine, many elements of 
their material culture were quite distinct from those 
of the indigenous peoples and can clearly be traced 
back to the Mycenaean world of the LB. Most obvi-
ous among these elements is Philistine decorated pot-
tery, but other elements including clay loomweights, 
Mycenaean-style figurines, architectural elements such 
as hearths, and the consumption of pig are also dis-
tinctive features of Philistine settlement in Iron I.21 By 
the end of this period (roughly the early tenth century 
b.c.e.), however, many of these distinctive cultural ele-
ments had disappeared from the Philistine assemblage; 
this situation has typically been interpreted as the start 
of a process of “assimilation” (Bunimovitz 1990:219; 
T. Dothan 1982:1). Unfortunately, there are archaeo-
logical gaps of varying lengths over the following 
two centuries (roughly the ninth and eighth centuries 
b.c.e.) at many Philistine sites, notably Ashkelon and 
Miqne (see T. Dothan 1995:pl. IV; Stager 2006b:16; 
Ashkelon 1, pp. 279–82), as well as Batash (A. Mazar 
and Panitz-Cohen 2001:273–76), but, when more com-
plete evidence reemerges in the seventh century b.c.e., 
the material culture found there is even more similar 
to that of the neighboring cultures. Historically, most 
archaeologists have interpreted this similarity as the 
continuing process of assimilation. For example, S. 
Gitin (1992:31; 1995:74–75; 2010:325) has stated that 
the Philistines lost their “cultural core.”22 More recent 
excavations at Tell eṣ-Ṣafi have added greatly to our 
knowledge of the earlier part of the Iron II in Philistia. 
These results, combined with what is known from the 
earlier excavations at Ashdod, have suggested that this 
process of cultural adaptation had been largely com-
pleted by the end of Iron I or early Iron II (Uziel 2007; 
Faust and Lev-Tov 2011).

An important counter to the view of assimilation 
was provided by B. J. Stone (1995), who argued that 
the process witnessed at Philistine sites is not “assimi-
lation” but “acculturation.” In this process, various 
(13:24) refers to the “Ashdodite” language, it is merely a 
Phoenician dialect (de Vaux 1972:191; Stager 2006c:383).
21 Barako (2001:11–34; see also 2000:522–24) gives a de-
tailed survey of the various classes of material culture with 
probable Aegean antecedents. To his list should be added 
the recent publication of Cypro-Minoan inscriptions from 
Ashkelon, pointing to Cypriot, if not Aegean, connections 
(see Cross and Stager 2006).
22 In more recent publications, Gitin (e.g., 2003:287; 2010: 
346) has adopted the concept of “acculturation” for this pro-
cess first popularized in Philistine studies by B. J. Stone (see 
below), while still suggesting that the Philistine “cultural 
core” (or “core culture”) had been lost or diluted by the sev-
enth century.
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traits of the surrounding cultures would have been ac-
cepted by the Philistines, but the underlying thought 
patterns would still be distinct; the result would be 
the maintenance of a separate, “Philistine,” identity 
(B. J. Stone 1995:8–9). For Stone, although Philistine 
culture had been “completely transformed” between 
the twelfth and seventh centuries, it remained distinct 
from all neighboring cultures (1995:24). This general 
understanding has been shared by scholars in more 
recent studies, whether adopting the term “accultura-
tion” or using others, such as “cultural fusion” (Uziel 
2007). 

Stone’s criticism, while valuable, points to a possi-
bly more fundamental problem with our understanding 
of Philistine culture, one that has remained largely un-
discussed in the literature. While Stone (1995:10–11) 
criticized the usual equation of Philistine identity with 
specific elements of Philistine material culture (such 
as Monochrome or Bichrome pottery)—and, there-
fore, the subsequent loss of Philistine identity with 
the disappearance of these elements—he, like Syro-
Palestinian archaeologists generally, has collapsed or 
confused different classes of categories given the same 
label, “Philistine.”23 For him, the terms “culture” and 
“ethnicity” (or “ethnic group”) are often interchange-
able. Yet the understanding reached by anthropologists 
over the last half-century concerning ethnicity, cul-
ture, and related concepts such as language suggests 
that there are in fact sharp distinctions in type between 
these groups.

In order to understand these distinctions, and how 
they have been dealt with in the scholarship of Syro-
Palestinian archaeology, it is necessary to trace briefly 
the evolution of the concept of ethnicity in anthro-
pology and archaeology. The terms “ethnicity” and 
“ethnic group” themselves do not have a long history 
in anthropological literature; they have in fact ap-
peared, at least in their current meaning, only since 
the mid-1950s in any frequency (Zenner 1996:393). 
Before that time, groups of people were described as 
“races,” “peoples,” or “cultures”; there was no real 

23 Thus, Bunimovitz (1990:217–18) criticized the “pots 
and people” equation—the idea that there is generally a 
simple and direct correlation between a specific type of 
pottery and a specific ethnic group—automatically made 
by many archaeologists but then argued that the “eclectic” 
cultural elements identified by T. Dothan (1982) and others 
in Iron I Philistia are in fact evidence for the presence of 
Egyptians, Canaanites, and other ethnic groups. Similarly, 
Stone (1995:16) cited Bunimovitz’s rejection of the pots and 
people equation but then equated the Philistine culture group 
in a geographical area with Philistine presence at a site.

differentiation among these terms, however, and they 
would often be used interchangeably. In the emerging 
culture-historical approach of the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, archaeological cultures were 
identified with specific groups of people (and with 
specific eras of time); thus, cultures were identified ar-
chaeologically by ceramic types and other characteris-
tic remains—that is, with a list of common traits to be 
checkmarked.24 The first systematic statement of this 
idea was G. Kossinna’s Die Herkunft der Germanen, 
published in 1911. While Kossinna’s efforts were 
largely recognized as racist,25 his ideas in general 
(without their racist overtones) were taken up by other 
archaeologists; among them was V. G. Childe, who ad-
vocated the identification of recurring archaeological 
assemblages with cultures and in turn with peoples in 
The Dawn of European Civilization (1925). Thus, this 
concept of “cultural monoliths” found a wide circula-
tion in the early twentieth century.

This view of culture can only be properly under-
stood when put in its proper context—a progressively 
increasing nationalistic feeling in Europe from the 
nineteenth century into the twentieth. The emergence 
of archaeology itself was intimately connected with 
the rise of nationalism. While Kossinna might be the 
most notorious example, the movement to identify 
the prehistoric ancestors of various groups was a pan-
European enterprise and even spread beyond (Trigger 
1989:174–81). Because modern nations were increas-
ingly viewing themselves as discrete, homogeneous 
groups with their own isolated cultural history, the 
prehistory of these nations was viewed in the same 
way, and archaeology in turn came to provide a legiti-
mation of this view.

In anthropology, similar issues revolved around a 
discussion of ethnicity. As stated above, the term “eth-
nicity” only came into common usage around the mid-
1950s. In a sense, the term “ethnic group” emerged 
concurrently with a new understanding of “people” 
and “culture”; the use of this term somehow reflects 
the sense of difficulty this concept of monolithic cul-
tures presented (Jones 1997:51). At the same time, 
however, “ethnic group” was commonly used mere-
ly as a substitute for “race” or “tribe,” without any 
change in conceptual framework (Zenner 1996:393). 
In any case, discussion and debate about the defini-
tion of “ethnic group” and “ethnicity” accelerated in 

24 See Trigger 1989:163–81 for a more expansive treatment 
of this approach.
25 See Jones 1997:ch. 1 for discussion.



11 Theoretical Issues

the late 1960s and 1970s.26 While a multiplicity of 
definitions of ethnicity was presented at the time, cer-
tain general trends are definitely identifiable. These 
include notions of self-identity and (claims to) com-
mon descent. In other words, definitions moved from 
a materialist or behavioral realm into an ideological 
one—or from an “etic” (outside) to an “emic” (inside) 
one.27 Hicks (1977:2) has suggested that “ethnicity can 
most usefully be seen as an attribute of role.”28 

This shift to the ideological realm in particular fol-
lows an influential essay by F. Barth (1969a). Barth 
gives the definition of ethnic group as “generally 
understood in anthropological literature” as a group 
which:

1. is largely biologically self-perpetuating; 
2. shares fundamental cultural values, realized in 
overt unity in cultural forms; 
3. makes up a field of communication and interac-
tion; and 
4. has a membership which identifies itself, and is 
identified by others, as constituting a category dis-
tinguishable from other categories of the same or-
der. (1969a:10–11)

As Barth points out, this definition, or at least the first 
three components, is merely a sophisticated treat-
ment of the race = culture = language equation. For 
Barth, the last component—that of “self-ascription 

26 For this, see the essays in Barth (1969c); A. Cohen (1974b); 
Glazer and Moynihan (1974); and Hicks and Leis (1977).
27 The use of the terms “emic” and “etic” for “inside” and 
“outside” viewpoints was first introduced by the linguist K. 
Pike (1954), on the basis of the linguistic terms “phonemic” 
and “phonetic.” This usage was imported by M. Harris (e.g., 
1964) into anthropology, where they were applied to views 
of culture.
28 A similar process has taken place in the field of linguistics. 
The classic Saussurean model of a homogeneous “commu-
nity of speakers” (see Saussure 1916) came under attack in 
the 1960s, with the work of D. Hymes (1968), J. J. Gumperz 
(1968), and others. These sociolinguists challenged the as-
sumptions of both the homogeneity of the speech commu-
nity and the one-to-one correspondence between groups of 
people and languages. Significantly, they did this in the con-
text of empirical, ethnographic data, wishing to reflect real-
ity rather than pigeonhole groups of people into a classifica-
tory system formulated a priori. Hymes, for instance, noted 
numerous examples where these established concepts failed 
among the complex situations in Australia and the Eastern 
Niger Delta. Language for them does not comprise a set list 
of traits but a “variable system of codes” (Hymes 1968:36). 
A speech community is characterized by shared rules for 
understanding these codes, a “shared set of social norms” 
(Gumperz 1968:220); compare Hicks’s view of ethnicity.

and ascription by others”—is the key characteristic 
(1969a:13).29 These issues of identity center on the 
maintenance of a boundary between different eth-
nic groups. Thus, the notion of discovering “ethnic 
groups” in the archaeological remains of isolated, ho-
mogeneous units must be discarded.30 

Despite the fact that they frequently acknowledge 
the work of Barth and other anthropologists, Near 
Eastern archaeologists ultimately seem to disregard 
the substance of the anthropological arguments and 
the ethnographic evidence from which they derive. 
Indeed, Near Eastern archaeologists frequently fall 
back on the traditional culture-historical approach. 

29 Emphasis on self-identity as the key component of eth-
nicity should not be seen as original with Barth; as Hicks 
(1977:3) indicates, Max Weber reached similar conclusions 
in the 1920s.
30 This redefinition of ethnicity has met with some resistance. 
Some criticize this view as too subjective (van den Berghe 
1974:5) or circular in its reasoning (A. Cohen 1974a:xii). 
Sometimes it is misunderstood: “Ethnicity tends to be con-
ceived by this school of thought as an essentially innate pre-
disposition,” A. Cohen incorrectly summarizes (1974a:xii). 
Some (van den Berghe 1974; Hicks 1977) argue for a com-
bination of “objective” and “subjective” factors. This debate 
centers on one issue, namely whether “ethnic group” is to be 
seen as emic or etic.

Alternatively, I might suggest that the problem stems 
from an argument over semantics; terms such as “ethnicity” 
in fact have different meanings for different people today. 
Thus, W. Petersen (1974:177) observes:

In Europe, nation is ordinarily understood literally, as a 
community based on common descent. Many American 
scholars, on the contrary, seem reluctant to use the very 
terms of genetic differentiation: they are likely to interpret 
nation as meaning “state,” to eschew race altogether and 
substitute the presumably less sullied “ethnic group” (from 
the Greek rather than the Latin for the same concept).

The current use of a term such as “ethnic group,” then, has 
shifted from its original meaning. By relating “ethnicity” to 
self-identity, anthropologists such as Barth have in effect re-
defined the term to address a void, a category that terms such 
as “people” or “nation” or “culture” do not fill.

Regardless of the above criticisms, there are numerous 
ethnographic examples which demonstrate serious flaws 
with the traditional concept of ethnicity (and its relationship 
to other types of groups) and support the newer approach. 
See for example Barth (1969b); J. P. Blom (1969); L. Stone 
(1977). As a result, this shift in the understanding of “eth-
nicity,” and the work of Barth in particular, have continued 
to be very influential in anthropology (see, e.g., Shennan 
1994b; Vermeulen and Govers 1994b). Thus, Vermeulen and 
Govers correctly note that Barth’s “central tenets [including 
his focus on boundaries and ascription] are clearly formu-
lated and still stand” (1994a:1).
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Influenced by Barth, Kamp and Yoffee (1980) at-
tempted a critique of scholarship on ethnicity in order 
to understand how it might be expressed in the ar-
chaeological record. Their treatment criticizes trait-list 
approaches to ethnicity in favor of the “interactional” 
definition (1980:88). They continue by outlining a 
method for the proper archaeological identification of 
ethnic groups, centering on clusters of behavior, in-
cluding those presumed to be learned among members 
of the ethnic group (such as domestic activities). This 
definition, however, is in reality just a more sophis-
ticated statement of the trait-list approach to ethnic-
ity. Similarly, W. Dever (1995) suggested that ethnic 
groups are not necessarily impossible or even difficult 
to trace archaeologically. For him, artifacts are mate-
rial correlates of behavior. While using the recurrence 
of one or a few artifact types would be methodologi-
cally faulty, in his view the occurrence of consistent 
assemblages of types can be termed an archaeological 
culture; in turn, these cultures can then be labeled as 
ethnic groups with the aid of texts. 

The redefinition of ethnicity, however, has enor-
mous implications for Syro-Palestinian archaeology. 
As we saw above, the shift in definition to the ideolog-
ical realm signifies a shift from an etic to an emic ap-
proach. This seems to contrast with the use of the term 
“culture.” As first popularized by V. Gordon Childe 
(1925), the concept of an archaeological culture—a 
complex of material culture traits found in consistent 
association—was both an emic and an etic unit. For 
Childe, the archaeological culture was equivalent with 
what we now think of as an ethnic group. This model of 
the archaeological culture was undermined by anthro-
pologists such as Barth: thus, K. Verdery (1994:41) 
refers to “Barth’s partial liberation of ethnicity from 
culture.” As a purely etic unit, however, the archaeo-
logical culture is still seen by anthropological archae-
ologists as having some value (e.g., Shennan 1994a).31  

This difference between the archaeological culture 
and the ethnic group only highlights the fact that they 
are two entirely different kinds of groups. They should 
not be seen as overlapping, and sometimes equivalent, 
but rather as crosscutting. This implication, however, 
is not accepted or realized by most Near Eastern ar-
chaeologists. When A. Mazar questions the ethnic 
attribution of the pillared house or the collared-rim 
pithos (1992a:347),32 he does not call into question 
31 Note in this context E. Bloch-Smith’s contrast of the 
“Culture Area” and “Meaningful Boundaries” (the latter 
based on Barth’s conception of ethnicity) approaches (2003).
32 The traditional identification of Israelites in Iron I Palestine 
is a typical example of the culture-historical approach. W. F. 
Albright, in his excavations at sites such as Bethel and Tell 
el-Fûl, noted a ceramic type that he designated the “collared 

the theoretical framework behind such an attribution. 
In fact, he seems to support it in that he discounts it 
only in this one instance and only because such attri-
butes are found in places with other cultures (= eth-
nic groups), rather than on the basis of a fundamen-
tal theoretical objection. The case of these “Israelite” 
features is marked out as an exception, an aberration. 
The approach to the case of Kanesh (Kültepe), where 
an Assyrian trading colony is archaeologically indis-
tinguishable from the native Anatolian population, 
is treated similarly by Near Eastern archaeologists 
(Özgüç 1963). For the most part, it is implicitly ac-
cepted that ethnic groups and cultural groups usually 
overlap.

If, however, we view the equation of ethnicity and 
culture (or, alternatively, the understanding of ethnicity 
as both emic and etic simultaneously) as a model, then 
we must reject this model. When a model or explana-
tion is successful only sometimes, it is not retained; it 
is discarded in favor of a better one. Therefore the idea 
that ethnicity, race, language, and culture overlap or 
equate, even as a general rule with some exceptions, 
is not tenable. A new model is needed and has been 
provided by anthropology (and linguistics) in the past 
40 years.

The “laboratory case” of the Philistines helps to 
maintain the old model: the evidence of archaeology, 
the Bible, and other ancient texts all seem to converge 
in suggesting that a Philistine ethnic group with, at 
least originally, its own culture, language (presumed), 
and self-identity inhabited the southwestern coastal 
plain of Palestine (i.e., Philistia). Thus, their mate-
rial culture is presented as a discrete assemblage (see 
Dothan 1982). But surely the situation was more com-
plex. In such presentations of “Philistine” material 
culture, emphasis is placed on the Aegean elements; 
the local ones which existed alongside are com-
monly omitted. From the ethnographic evidence, as 

store-jar” (or collared-rim pithos) to be “so characteristic 
of early Iron I in central Palestine” (1934:12). Considering 
the geographic location of this type—precisely in the area 
considered to be the Israelite homeland—it was naturally 
identified as characteristic of the early Israelites (Amiran 
1970:232). Similarly, the typical Iron I dwelling in the cen-
tral hill country, the “pillared” or “four-room” house, was 
seen as a marker of Israelite ethnicity (Mazar 1992a:340–
43). These recurring elements of material culture from the 
Iron I hill country were put together into a trait list of the 
early Israelite culture (and people), one which has been 
extremely influential in Syro-Palestinian archaeology. The 
idea has been disproved more recently, as it has been ob-
served that both the collared-rim pithos and the pillared 
house have been found outside of the Israelite heartland in 
Palestine as well as in Transjordan (see for example Mazar 
1992a:343–47).
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well as the evidence of modern-day societies we can 
see around us, we can conclude that the inhabitants 
of Philistia would not have been a clearly bounded, 
homogeneous group; without doubt several ethnic 
groups called Philistia home. Yet how do we recognize 
them? The difference between local and foreign cul-
tural traditions, as we have seen, cannot aid in distin-
guishing ethnic groups. Non-Philistine ethnic groups 
could have used Philistine pottery just as easily as 
the Philistines could have used non-Philistine pottery. 
Moreover, Philistines could certainly have lived out-
side of Philistia proper, just as easily as non-Philistines 
within Philistia.33 

These questions point to a second implication of the 
shift in definition of ethnicity. Ethnic groups cannot 
be distinguished in the archaeological record without 
recourse to textual evidence. With the aid of texts that 
indicate the specific markers that ethnic groups used 
to maintain their boundaries, it might be possible to 
distinguish them in the archaeological record. Here, 
the case of the Israelites and the Philistines appears 
to work well. On the basis of the biblical evidence, 
if we admit it as valid, we can isolate certain markers 
(diet, circumcision) which the Israelites used to mark a 
boundary between themselves and the Philistines. We 
must be cautious in applying such a method, however. 
In addition, there are always difficulties in the use of 
texts. Even with the aid of texts, identification of eth-
nic groups is a difficult enterprise at best. On the other 
hand, at least study of the Philistines—unlike prehis-
toric archaeology—has this possibility.

I realize that this understanding of “ethnicity”—
as separate from culture, as an emic, but not an etic 
unit—will not be accepted (at least fully) by most 
archaeologists working in Israel. Instead, the culture-
historical approach is still seen as largely valid. This 
state of affairs may be gradually changing, with in-
creased attention being given to issues of ethnicity and 
culture in ancient Israel (e.g., Killebrew 2005; Faust 
2006). Thus, Faust, although including only a brief 
discussion of the anthropological theory of ethnicity 
and culture (2006:11–16), recognizes the fundamen-
tal fact that the post-processual approach to ethnicity 
33 Thus, Bunimovitz’s argument (1990) that the so-called 
eclectic culture of Iron I Philistia represents multiple ethnic 
groups is not necessarily correct; there is no direct correla-
tion between the presence of multiple cultural assemblages 
and multiple ethnic groups.

from the 1960s on is a normative one (2006:14). Faust 
also recognizes that, while in some cases there may 
be a relationship between elements of material cul-
ture and ethnicity, this relationship can be an indirect 
one (2006:196). In addition, following the work of 
B. J. Stone (1995), several more recent studies have 
focused on Philistine ethnicity in particular and have 
helped to provide a more nuanced and complex under-
standing of this subject (e.g., Uziel 2007; Faust and 
Lev-Tov 2011).

Summary

A proper discussion of Philistine figurines needs to 
address two different sets of issues: one concerning 
the concept of “figurine,” and one concerning the con-
cept of “Philistine.” The issues in the first set involve 
the nature of how anthropomorphic and zoomorphic 
figurines are treated and what range of interpreta-
tions figurines might have (i.e., are they simply to be 
viewed as either cult objects or toys, or are there addi-
tional possibilities?). Underlying this set of issues are 
the basic questions that the archaeologist should ask 
about figurines. The usual questions asked about the 
figurines of ancient Palestine are “What is the identity 
of the figure represented?” and “Is the figure human or 
divine?” Better are a different set of questions: “What 
are the meaning(s) and function(s) of these figurines?” 
and “To what extent can we identify their meaning(s) 
and function(s)?”

The second set of issues involves the problematic 
equation of ethnicity and culture. While anthropolo-
gists have come to redefine the former and separate 
these two concepts (the former being -emic, the latter 
-etic), Syro-Palestinian archaeologists still often view 
them—in practice even if not in theory—as identi-
cal. Moreover, ethnicity is difficult to identify in the 
archaeological record and depends upon textual evi-
dence for support. Culture, meanwhile, must be clear-
ly defined: when we discuss Philistine culture, do we 
mean the culture of Philistia? Or do we mean specific 
types or styles of artifacts, wherever they are found? 
The archaeologist should choose a definition that is 
single, clear, and consistent before embarking on a 
study of material culture. In the following two chap-
ters, I will show how the success or failure in properly 
defining the term “Philistine” has fundamentally af-
fected understandings of the figurines of Philistia.





3. History of researcH

My purpose in this chapter is to give an over-
view of the research into Palestinian figu-

rines. Of greatest importance to this present study 
is the work done on classifying and analyzing 
groups of Philistine figurines; in surveying the 
literature I will highlight the work that has, or 
has not, been done both in advancing the state of 
knowledge and in providing a usable framework 
for conducting such studies. Therefore I will not 
include a detailed look at excavation history or 
more general discussions of figurines and their 
functions. I will, however, include some of the sig-
nificant surveys of Palestinian figurines more gen-
erally, both because of the methodological value 
they provide and, especially, because of their role 
in contributing to our understanding of Philistine 
and related types.

Within this survey, I will also investigate the theo-
retical backing for the different studies. Do they ad-
dress all or any of the concerns highlighted in chapter 
2? If they do address them, in what ways do they do 
so?

Early Research

Studies of Palestinian figurines can be traced back to 
the work of E. Pilz (1924). Pilz compiled an exhaus-
tive catalogue of the female figurines excavated and 
published up to that point, dividing them by formal 
types. His listing, which included figurines from all 
periods and of materials other than clay (such as metal, 
stone, and faience), totaled 123 objects. Besides pre-
senting his catalogue, Pilz discussed the origins of 
his various types and suggested identifications for the 
figures.

Pilz’s study formed the basis, and set the general 
boundaries, for further research in the realm of figu-
rines. Thus, Galling, in his brief entry on clay images 
of female deities (1937:230–32), did not provide a 
comprehensive study or even survey of the finds but 
merely updated Pilz’s catalogue by including figurines 
published in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Albright, 
meanwhile, dealt with female figurines in a variety of 
works in the late 1930s and 1940s (e.g., 1939; 1942; 
1943), based particularly on his important excavations 
at Tell Beit Mirsim. These were generally brief treat-
ments, however, in the context of much broader ques-
tions of archaeology, history, and religion; Albright de-
voted only one article (1939) specifically to figurines, 
and this focused only on certain types he viewed as 
“hitherto insufficiently defined” (1939:108). He cited 

Pilz as exhaustive, although he noted that, given the 
state of knowledge at the time of Pilz’s study, many of 
his chronological conclusions (which were tentative to 
begin with) were now seen as wrong (1939:108). He 
then proceeded to provide a refined chronology for his 
types.

The first researcher to attempt a fresh look at 
Palestinian figurines was J. B. Pritchard (1943). 
Pritchard was the first to devote an entire monograph 
to figurines, again focusing on representations of 
women. By this time, the number of published figu-
rines had more than doubled from that available to 
Pilz—including many found in datable contexts, un-
like a large portion of the earliest finds. Beyond this 
fact, as Pritchard himself recognized, the techniques 
of pottery dating had been refined, and the regions 
neighboring Palestine had provided a large amount 
of comparative material (1943:1). Like Pilz, he also 
embarked on a general discussion of the origins and 
identities of the types.

Summary of Early Research

The early research on Palestinian figurines displays 
several notable trends:

1. Perhaps most obviously, the majority of scholarly 
attention was devoted to female figurines. This state 
of affairs is certainly understandable, considering 
that representations of women tend to dominate 
among the anthropomorphic terracottas (as noted in 
chapter 2). Still, this does not explain the lack of 
attention given to zoomorphic figurines.1 The result 
of this emphasis is a failure to discuss the full range 
of figurine types adequately. Pilz, though compre-
hensive in his treatment of female figurines (and so 
of anthropomorphic figurines generally), entirely 
ignored the zoomorphs. Pritchard, meanwhile, not 
only omitted the animal figurines, but provided 
only a selection of the total number of figurines ex-
cavated; he claims that this selection “is sufficiently 
large to represent a fair sample of the various types” 
(1943:84). He does not give any means to verify 

1 This lack of attention is particularly noteworthy, since rep-
resentations of animals are more prevalent in the coroplastic 
repertory of Palestine than those of humans. As noted above 
in chapter 2, 1555 of Holland’s corpus of 2655 objects were 
zoomorphic (1977:124). The most attention given to zoo-
morphic figurines in early research was by H. G. May in his 
discussion of figurine types found at Megiddo (1935:27–34), 
where he devoted one paragraph to them.
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this claim independently, however; there is no list 
or indication of the total number (or percentage by 
type) of figurines found.

2. The figurines studied (i.e., the female figurines) 
were generally assumed to represent divinities.2 
Pilz, Albright, and Pritchard all referred to this 
view explicitly in the titles of their studies. Galling, 
meanwhile, included his survey of female figu-
rines in his discussion of “female divine images.” 
Pritchard alone offered caution in this identifica-
tion. While he noted the consensus in the identifi-
cation of the figurines, he himself concluded that 
there was no real evidence that these figurines could 
be identified with any of the major goddesses of 
Palestine or even that they represented goddesses at 
all (1943:86–87).

3. None of these early studies focused on the                     
archaeological setting of the figurines. In his cata-
logue, Pilz provided a rough date for each figurine 
according solely to the stratum in which it was 
found. He completely ignored their context, howev-
er, or the finds associated with them. Even Albright 
limited his archaeological discussions to the strata 
of the finds and their chronological implications. 
It does not appear that a more detailed investiga-
tion of context was considered necessary or even 
important at the time; thus, Pilz could claim, in his 
subtitle, that he was providing “eine archäologische 
Studie.”

4. A fairly standard procedure was established for 
figurine study: the body of the work begins with a 
typology and a catalogue arranged by type; follow-
ing this is a discussion of origins and identities of 
figurines, by type. Pilz first established this format 
in his study; later it was expanded by Pritchard, 
who specifically focused on the imagery and its 
iconography and concluded by trying to relate the 
figurines to textual sources. 

2 This consensus is not shared merely by those studying the 
figurines in detail. Pritchard (1943:2–3) provides an exten-
sive survey of opinion up to that point, almost unanimously 
suggesting that the female figurines depict goddesses; in ad-
dition, a number of scholars provided opinions as to which 
particular goddess(es) are represented. Against this, H. G. 
May claimed (1935:1): 

Of late years there has been a tendency to decry the inter-
pretation of archaeological finds in terms of religion or the 
cult. Mother-goddess figurines become dolls; animal figu-
rines and rattles become toys; and the snake, dove, tree, 
and pomegranate motives become pure decoration.

5. Finally, it is worth noting the general progress in 
the state of the knowledge over this period. In two 
decades the number of female figurines available 
for study more than doubled; thus, the length of a 
study dealing with them increased from an ordinary 
article to a short monograph. The primary reason 
for this progress, of course, was the continuing 
work of excavations and the increasing number of 
sites published. Despite this fact, however, none of 
these studies included any figurines from Philistia, 
as none of the sites of this region had yet been ex-
tensively excavated.3 

Holland’s Study

The last trend noted above—the steadily increasing 
knowledge of figurines through continuing and ad-
ditional excavations—eventually left Pritchard’s and 
Pilz’s catalogues and conclusions outdated. By the 
1970s, enough material had been collected that T. 
Holland (1975; see also 1977) was able to dedicate 
a doctoral thesis simply to Palestinian figurines of 
the Iron Age.4 Holland’s approach was therefore al-
ready different from previous studies, in focusing on 
figurines from a particular period. At the same time, 
Holland’s work was notable as the first attempted study 
of the entire range of terracottas—including male and 
zoomorphic figurines—and not just a particular type 
or set of types. As with the preceding studies, Holland 
included figurines from the entire region of Palestine; 
given the increasing number of sites being excavat-
ed, however, Holland’s corpus was representative of 

3 Petrie had worked at Tell Jemmeh (which he identified as 
Gerar) for one season, during which he recovered a large 
corpus of (mostly Iron II) figurines (1928:pls. 35–39); his 
extensive work at other sites in southern Palestine, nota-
bly Tell el-«Ajjul and Tell el-Far«ah (S), produced little 
in the way of Iron Age terracottas. Excavation at the ma-
jor Pentapolis sites consisted largely of soundings, such as 
Phythian-Adams’s at Gaza and Ashkelon (1923a; 1923b). 
4 Holland’s Ph.D. thesis (1975), despite its importance, has 
remained unpublished, and I have been unable to consult it 
extensively myself. Holland did publish a summary (1977), 
but the main focus of the article was on the eighth- and sev-
enth-century figurines, particularly in relation to the impor-
tant context of Cave 1 in Jerusalem. 

Holland defined the Iron Age as the period from ca. 1200 
b.c.e. to the mid-fourth century b.c.e. (Holland 1977:121); in 
the terminology adopted by the present study, this period is 
covered by Iron I and II and the Persian period. I will be con-
cerned only with the period up to the end of the seventh cen-
tury b.c.e. (the date of the destruction of the Philistine cities 
by Nebuchadnezzar II); reference will be made, however, to 
figurines of the early Persian period, as in some cases these 
continue earlier traditions. 
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the entire region. Holland was therefore the first re-
searcher to include figurines from a subregion such as 
Philistia (the first major excavation of a Philistine site 
had begun at Ashdod only in 1962).5 The wide scope 
of Holland’s study, and the detailed typology he devel-
oped, allowed figurines such as those from Philistia to 
be placed in the wider context of Palestinian figurines 
as a whole; at the same time, this scope meant that any 
such subset could not be discussed in great detail. 

Iron II Figurines

The developments reflected in Holland’s work made a 
comprehensive study of Palestinian figurines no lon-
ger feasible; following Holland’s thesis, and the steady 
increase in the corpus of figurines, no scholar has at-
tempted to study the complete range of Palestinian 
figurines.6 At the same time, these developments al-
lowed for more attention to be given to particular 
subsets of Palestinian figurines: figurines of a certain 
period, such as the Iron Age, and also to certain subre-
gions.7 The area of greatest attention was the hill coun-
try, particularly the area of the kingdom of Judah. In 
particular, the Judean “pillar figurines” have become 
a major focus of study,  largely because of interest in 
Judahite religion and the widely drawn connection 
between these figurines and the goddess Asherah.8 

5 See Dothan and Dothan (1992) for a discussion of the prog-
ress of excavations at Ashdod and other Philistine sites.
6 An exception to this general situation is the work of Keel 
and Uehlinger (1998). Keel and Uehlinger, however, are not 
interested specifically in figurines but all forms of iconogra-
phy, as well as epigraphic evidence. They also do not simply 
survey the Iron Age material but begin with Middle Bronze 
IIB (ca. 1800) and continue into the Persian period, ca. 450, 
which they label the end of Iron III (1998:5). Their purpose 
is to survey the iconography of Palestine (Israel) as a whole 
and use iconographic and epigraphic sources together to 
answer a set of questions; these questions relate not to the 
specific identity of the deities but to their meaning and func-
tion (1998:2). Note that this formulation: a) assumes that 
the figurines and other iconography represent deities, and b) 
focuses on the roles and functions—i.e., the conceptualiza-
tion—of the actual deities, rather than on how their represen-
tations were used. Thus, Keel and Uehlinger write that the 
main purpose of their study is an attempt “to reconstruct the 
religious system (belief)” (1998:10), as opposed to the cult 
or religious practices that express such beliefs.
7 In addition to the works cited below, I should note the 
studies of M. Tadmor (1982; 1996) and P. Beck (e.g., 1986; 
1990; and 1995, now collected in Beck 2002a). Their publi-
cations, however, generally focus on either LB figurines or 
types not generally found in Philistia and so are not directly 
relevant to the current study.
8 For a survey of this opinion in the recent literature, see 
Kletter (1996:76–77). The pillar figurine, a common type in 

Most noteworthy among these are the studies of Engle 
(1979) and Kletter (1996).

Engle’s interest in the pillar figurines centers on 
their identification with Asherah; as a result, he high-
lights the textual evidence concerning the figurines. 
His study, then, is not primarily archaeological in 
nature and devotes little space to a discussion of the 
figurines in their contexts. One of the major problems 
with Engle’s work is typological in nature. Unlike 
Holland (who catalogued the entire range of figurines 
and then divided them by types), Engle starts with a 
“classic” or “standard” type of pillar figurine (as ex-
emplified by those found at Tell Beit Mirsim) and then 
proceeds to classify others by their resemblance to 
these figurines (1979:9). While Engle’s corpus is fairly 
comprehensive, he ignores the full range of the data 
in focusing on a subset as “standard.” Such a focus 
on “ideal types” is suspect, moreover, in that it cir-
cularly confirms the “classic” character of a specific 
group of figurines—those from Tell Beit Mirsim (cf. 
the critique of Hadley [2000:19, 197]). Another fun-
damental issue is Engle’s use of a single criterion for 
classification: the shape of the eyes (1979:10). Such a 
choice assumes that the shape of the eyes would have 
been of primary significance to the ancient peoples 
who produced these figurines; it does not take into ac-
count what effect, for instance, the reuse and damage 
of particular molds might have. Thus, Engle’s system 
is ultimately arbitrary and not particularly helpful for 
those studying Palestinian figurines. 

Kletter’s study (1996) discusses the same basic 
problem: the Judean “pillar figurine” (JPF, in his ter-
minology) and its meaning. Whereas Engle’s interpre-
tations rested primarily on textual evidence, Kletter’s 
study is primarily archaeological. It is also systematic. 
Kletter prefaces the body of his work with a history 
of the research (1996:10–27) in order to demonstrate 
the lack of an “updated, systematic catalogue” and the 
lack of evidence supporting a particular explanation 
(1996:27). He then continues with a typology, not just 
of the JPFs but of anthropomorphic Iron Age figurines 
from Palestine generally (1996:28–39); the dating of 
the JPFs (40–42); their distribution (both between 
Judah and other regions and among sites within Judah; 
42–48); a study of their manufacture (49–53); break-
age patterns (54–56); archaeological context (57–67); 
historical analogies (68–72); and finally their mean-
ing and function (73–81). His appendices include a 

the later Iron Age, is a nude female figurine whose lower 
body is in the form of a column. The association of the god-
dess Asherah with the “sacred tree” has led to the identifica-
tion of this figure with Asherah, based on the suggestion that 
the column or pillar is in fact meant to represent a tree trunk 
(e.g., by Hestrin [1991:57]).
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catalogue of the JPFs and of other types (the basis for 
his typology in the body of the work). Notably, the 
range of topics covered in Kletter’s study does not in-
clude iconography; he does not analyze the imagery 
represented in the JPFs in any great detail. Still, the 
multifaceted nature of Kletter’s study is valuable as 
a model for future research on Palestinian figurines; 
specifically, his focus on archaeological issues, such as 
context, marks an important distinction from most pre-
vious work on figurines. Kletter is also more cautious 
than many previous researchers; he does not assume 
that the figurines represent a deity but concludes that 
they do (specifically, that the JPFs represent Asherah) 
after surveying and evaluating the range of suggested 
interpretations (1996:81). In addition, Kletter’s typol-
ogy of the JPFs is ultimately more useful than Engle’s; 
after basing his main types on technique (handmade 
heads, A, vs. moldmade heads, B), he introduces a se-
ries of subtypes for the handmade heads that involve 
the application of different features to the head (“tur-
bans,” sidelocks, hats, etc.; 1996:29).

For the figurines of Philistia, on the other hand, the 
value of Kletter’s work is naturally limited. He men-
tions Philistine figurines only in passing, mostly in the 
typology and catalogue, as well as in stray JPF finds 
in Philistia. Nevertheless, his exhaustive catalogue has 
value for anyone studying Palestinian figurines of the 
Iron Age.

While the pillar figurines have received a large 
amount of attention, other types and other regions 
in Iron II have been largely ignored. Thus, no large-
scale work has been devoted to the Iron II figurines 
of Philistia, for instance. The only study of any type 
on this group of figurines is that published by E. Stern 
(2001). Although it is only a general discussion of the 
material culture of Palestine in the late Iron Age and 
Persian period, Stern’s work provides analysis not 
available elsewhere. Stern surveys the various regions 
of Palestine (including Judah, Israel, Phoenicia, and 
Philistia) and identifies the major classes of figurines 
in each. He finds that the major classes in each re-
gion are largely of the same two basic types (the nude 
woman and the horse-and-rider)—a widely made ob-
servation. For him, this observation reflects the use of 
a common model—that of the Phoenicians—for clay 
figurines (as for other objects and realms) throughout 
Palestine, as well as the existence of a common major 
cult (2001:79). He also concludes, however, that there 
are regional variants of these basic types with notice-
able differences between them.

Stern divides his discussion of material culture 
of the seventh century by region (or people); he in-
troduces the main figurine types in his discussion of 

the Phoenician material culture, as he recognizes the 
Phoenician types as the model for all other regional 
variants in Palestine. This method of organization, 
however, leads him to tend toward repetition when 
dealing with the figurines of other regions (peoples) 
and to lack an integrated survey of Palestinian figu-
rines overall. Nevertheless, the actual conclusions he 
reaches and the evidence he cites are important contri-
butions to the study of Iron II Philistine figurines. He 
suggests, for instance, that the figurines of Ashkelon 
are in a local style found only in Philistia (2001:114). 
He compares the decoration of Ashdod figurines to 
that of the Ashdodite pottery and finds both similarities 
with the surrounding “nations” and distinct features 
among the published finds from Ashdod (2001:121). 
Meanwhile, he points to distinctive features of figu-
rines from other Philistine sites, probably represent-
ing “local subtypes” as in other elements of material 
culture (such as script). As for the Philistine figurines, 
Stern not only identifies them as exhibiting these two 
basic types, but he also suggests the existence of sub-
regional variants among the different parts of Philistia 
itself.

Because the figurines comprise only a small topic 
in Stern’s entire work, he cannot go into much greater 
detail. Thus, he cannot provide a detailed typology, a 
step-by-step procedure for analysis, or even a compre-
hensive look at the figurines. He also does not have 
space to study the contexts of the figurines in any de-
tail; still, Stern manages to draw distinctions among 
the different types both on a regional and a site level. 
As for Stern’s interpretation of the figurines—that they 
belong in the realm of cult representations of deities—
he for the most part simply accepts the traditional view 
without evaluation.

An additional problem appears in these Iron II 
studies. In the early studies on figurines, the corpus 
was defined as that coming from the entire region of 
Palestine. Because the corpus was bounded geograph-
ically, there was little need for discussion of ethnic and 
cultural issues. With the more limited bounds of these 
Iron II studies, however, these issues are of greater 
importance yet rarely addressed. Stern, for instance, 
simply identifies the material culture of each region 
with the people (i.e., the ethnic group) inhabiting it. 
Kletter, meanwhile, identifies the pillar figurines as 
characteristic of Judah. He notes that he is “speak-
ing about Judah and the Judeans here as political (and 
not ethnic) entities” (Kletter 1996:45), but this merely 
emphasizes another aspect of the race = culture = lan-
guage equation. Kletter’s subsequent work, such as 
“Pots and Polities” (1999), makes this equation even 
more explicit.
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Iron I Figurines

As with the Iron II material, no research was conduct-
ed on figurines of Iron I Philistia in the first half of the 
century. Therefore, the publication of T. Dothan’s The 
Philistines and Their Material Culture in 1967 was 
a major step forward, even if it included only a brief 
discussion of the figurines (181–84). The English, up-
dated version, published in 1982, included a greatly 
expanded discussion of the terracottas. Dothan de-
voted a chapter (32 pages) to “cult and cult vessels,” 
within which she surveyed certain types of Philistine 
figurines. This chapter was the first published discus-
sion devoted to Iron I Philistine figurines.9 Because of 
these facts, and especially because of the effect that 
Dothan’s work has had on the subsequent literature, it 
will be necessary to review this study in greater detail.

Dothan focused on a few specific figurines, particu-
larly those that appear to have Aegean affinities.10 She 
then used these as the basis of her categories (i.e., as 
if they were “ideal types”). Nowhere does she give 
an indication of the percentage of the total corpus of 
Iron I figurines that might belong to each of her types. 
Beyond this, she began her discussion with a selec-
tion of objects from the Gezer cache (first published 
by R. A. S. Macalister in 1912) which “appears to be 
an early assemblage of Philistine cultic vessels and 
figurines,” both for their inherent value and to intro-
duce the “principal types” (1982:219). Gezer, far from 
being a major Philistine center, was a peripheral site 
on the shifting border with Judah (see chapter 4). The 
“Gezer cache,” then, is hardly the ideal group to use 
for an introduction to the range of Philistine types.

Dothan made an important contribution in distin-
guishing two basic types of female figurines in the 
Iron I (1982:234): seated figures (the “Ashdoda”) 
and standing ones (particularly the “mourning figu-
rine”). As with much of early Philistine material cul-
ture, Dothan traced both types back to the Mycenaean 
world of the Aegean; she found some parallels to the 
first type on the Greek mainland and Cyprus and com-
pared the second type with a small group of figurines 
discussed by Iakovidis (1966; see Dothan 1982:234, 
242–44). The exact definition of these types, however, 

9 Previously, Iron I types had been discussed briefly by 
Hachlili (1971). Holland (1975) had included material from 
Philistia in his study of Iron Age figurines, which was fin-
ished between the Hebrew and English publications of 
Dothan’s work; as a doctoral thesis, however, it was not of-
ficially published.
10 For the Aegean affinities of Philistine material culture 
generally and their implications, see discussion in chapter 2 
above and references there.

is suspect to a greater or lesser degree. The “Ashdoda” 
type was identified on the basis of one (nearly) com-
plete example. As for the standing type, her survey did 
not consider the entire range but dealt exclusively with 
those in a mourning gesture (i.e., with hands to the 
head). The “mourning figurine” type has six examples 
(there are photographs and drawings of only five of 
these), but most are too fragmentary or too crude to 
allow a detailed analysis; the actual identification of 
the type as a “mourning figurine” is based primarily 
on two examples, which had been earlier published 
by Dothan (1969; 1973). Neither of these examples, 
however, was found in an excavation: one was from 
the collection of the Israel Museum, the other in the 
personal collection of Moshe Dayan (for references, 
see Dothan 1982:240; 1969:42; 1973:120–21). The 
provenance of these figurines—both their place of 
origin and their date—is therefore unknown. Dothan 
cited neutron activation analysis (NAA) results for the 
clay of one of these figurines as sufficient evidence 
that they are from the tombs of Tell «Aitun; the NAA 
tests supposedly demonstrated that the clay of the figu-
rine was from the Lachish region (the region of Tell 
«Aitun), as was (according to Dothan) the clay of pot-
tery tested from these tombs (see Dothan 1982:237; but 
cf. Perlman and Asaro 1969; see discussion in chapter 
6). She subsequently referred to them as “the «Aitun 
examples” without any further evidence. Even if this 
conclusion were correct, Tell «Aitun is, like Gezer, on 
the periphery of Philistia, and its very identification as 
“Philistine” in terms of culture, or political control, is 
questionable (see figure 1 and discussion in chapter 
4). Meanwhile, the lack of provenance calls into ques-
tion not only whether these figurines are Philistine, but 
whether they are even authentic. Any question about 
their authenticity would be supported by their stylistic 
uniqueness. While Philistine figurines tend to be even 
cruder and less naturalistic than the Mycenaean ante-
cedents that have been identified, these two “mourning 
figurines” are in fact more naturalistic and completely 
unlike any other published Philistine examples. At 
any rate, even if these figurines are genuine, they are 
a very poor basis for the identification of a basic type.

Dothan’s treatment of figurines focused almost 
exclusively on female representations. Males and 
animals are virtually absent; the only other figurines 
Dothan referred to are a lyre player from Ashdod (in 
connection with the Ashdod musician stand) and a 
single male figurine from Tell eṣ-Ṣafi. Thus, Dothan’s 
survey of Philistine figurines is not comprehensive 
and focuses on anomalies as the basis of ideal types.

Dothan’s work on the figurines, like that she con-
ducted on Philistine material culture (of the Iron 
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I) generally, was taken as authoritative. Some of its 
conclusions—especially that the two unprovenanced 
mourning figurines are definitely from Tell «Aitun 
and that the mourning figurine was a major Philistine 
type—entered the literature virtually unchallenged.11 
Thus, A. Mazar in Archaeology of the Land of the Bible, 
10,000—586 B.C.E., a standard textbook for courses 
in biblical archaeology and Syro-Palestinian archae-
ology, refers to a figurine “[f]ound in a tomb at Tel 
Eitun” (1992a:324), and includes only the “Ashdoda” 
and the “mourning” figurine as Philistine types with 
Mycenaean antecedents (1992a:323).12 Dothan herself 
did not attempt a detailed analysis of figurine types 
and so did not conclude that the Ashdoda and mourn-
ing figurine were the only two types in existence in 
Iron I Philistia. In addition, she did more properly 
refer to seated and standing figurines in her work. 
Nevertheless, because of the acceptance of Dothan’s 
work as definitive, these two types are generally seen 
as the exclusive Philistine types in Iron I.

There has been very little subsequent study of the 
Iron I figurines. Starting in the late 1990s, however, de-
tailed studies began to appear. The first, by R. Schmitt 
(1999), focuses on Iron I types generally. Schmitt’s 
study is the first to provide a systematic survey and 
analysis of the entire range of Iron I anthropomorphic 
figurines (with a catalogue of 112 items). It is also the 
first to note that all Iron I anthropomorphic figurines 
cannot simply be categorized as either Ashdodas or 
mourning figurines; alongside these he introduces the 
Ψ (Psi) type, as well as multiple types of male figu-
rines. Still, the change from the consensus view is not 

11 Dothan herself has not clarified this situation in later years. 
Thus, in the popular account of the search for the Philistines 
(People of the Sea) that she wrote with her husband, Dothan 
states: 

Although Tell Aitun was relatively far from the main 
Philistine cities, the extent of Aegean influence on the 
burial customs was evident. Later, when I was able to lo-
cate a number of artifacts from the site in private collec-
tions, I recognized an unusual class of female figurines, 
isolated examples of which had previously been found at 
Ashdod, Azor, and other sites along the coast. (Dothan and 
Dothan 1992:200)  

She gives no indication of the problematic nature of their 
provenance.
12 See also Mazar 1992b:275 for a reference to mourning 
figurines found at cemeteries of Azor and Tell «Aitun. I 
can attest personally to the effect of this consensus on the 
Ashkelon excavations. Although not a single figurine has 
been found in a mourning gesture—i.e., with hands to the 
head—generally any small anthropomorphic (or possibly 
anthropomorphic) figurine from the Iron I is immediately 
labeled a “mourning figurine” (or else an “Ashdoda”).

great, as he assigns most of the female terracottas to 
the categories of mourning figurine and Ashdoda. It 
appears that Schmitt is in this regard simply following 
the designations of the individual excavation reports, 
rather than independently evaluating them and creat-
ing his own typology.13 This process leads to inconsis-
tent, and ultimately unsatisfactory, results.

As with other researchers conducting regional 
studies, Schmitt has difficulty defining the culture 
he is studying. He includes figurines from sites out-
side of Philistia in his catalogue (e.g., Megiddo and 
Beth-Shean). He therefore seems to define Philistine 
figurines as figurines of certain type (regardless of 
findspot) and then circularly uses this preselected 
group to determine type. While including the standard 
typology, and discussion of types, he only briefly con-
siders their function and meaning. Moreover, while he 
surveys the finds site by site, he does not give any fur-
ther consideration of archaeological context.

Of a different nature is the study by A. Yasur-Landau 
(2001). Yasur-Landau provides the first detailed study 
dedicated to a specific class of Philistine figurines, the 
Ashdoda. As such, it represents progress, in terms of 
both attention to Philistine figurines and our accumu-
lation of knowledge. He begins his discussion with 
both the range of views on the Ashdoda in the scholar-
ly literature of Palestinian Iron Age archaeology and a 
more general consideration of the interpretation of fig-
urines. He then provides a procedure to answer essen-
tial questions about the Ashdoda given these theoreti-
cal considerations—including whether the Ashdoda 
represents a human or divine figure, in addition to 
the actual function of the figurines. The steps to this 
procedure include analyzing the iconography of the 
Ashdoda figurines themselves, analyzing the iconog-
raphy of similar figures (in the art of the Aegean, the 
proposed origin of the Ashdoda form), and analyzing 
the find contexts of the figurines (2001:331). Before 
this, the first task Yasur-Landau embarks on is a basic 
typology and catalogue. He concludes with an attempt 
to relate the Ashdoda to textual material (specifically, 
the Ekron inscription mentioning the goddess ptgyh). 
Yasur-Landau suggests that the figurine is a goddess, 

13 For instance, the Qasile figurine that Schmitt classifies as 
part of Typ II (mourning figurines) is described as a “mourn-
ing woman” by A. Mazar (1986:14). Schmitt classifies two 
similar figurines from Ashdod (M. Dothan 1971:fig. 65.10; 
M. Dothan and Porath 1982:fig 34:2)—one of which is spe-
cifically compared to the Mycenaean Ψ figurines (Hachlili 
1971:131)—as part of his Typ I (Ψ figurines); he places 
all of the other anthropomorphic terracottas from Ashdod, 
which are labeled as “Ashdoda” or simply as “head,” under 
his Typ III (Ashdoda).
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and he even attempts to identify that goddess (ptgyh/
Gaia).14 He also draws some conclusions, through his 
iconographic and contextual analyses, about the basic 
function(s) of the figurines within Philistine society.

In many respects, Yasur-Landau’s work repre-
sents progress in the treatment of Philistine figurines. 
Although he can only provide a brief discussion of 
theoretical and methodological concerns, given the 
format and setting of the article, the very presence of 
this discussion is noteworthy as it is lacking in all prior 
studies. Beyond this, he outlines a detailed procedure 
before he begins his study. This procedure includes 
both iconographic analysis and discussion of archaeo-
logical context. Yasur-Landau does not challenge the 
traditional interpretation of female figurines as god-
desses, but he does include iconographic evidence to 
support this conclusion (2001:332–35).

More recently, D. Ben-Shlomo has focused atten-
tion on a group of Philistine figurines almost com-
pletely neglected in prior studies: the zoomorphic figu-
rines (e.g., Ben-Shlomo in press; see also Ben-Shlomo 
and Press 2009). Careful attention to this group has 
allowed him to identify previously unknown types in 
Philistia. In addition, his work parallels that of Yasur-
Landau by including considerations of context.

14 Unfortunately, it is not yet possible to identify the god-
dess ptgyh, and, thus, the correlation of ptgyh with Gaia is 
unfounded (Press 2012:16). Additionally, there is not always 
a direct correlation between the figurine assemblages of a 
cultural group and its pantheon (Press 2012:8). 

Summary

The history of Philistine figurine studies can be divid-
ed into two major periods. The first, running from the 
1920s to the 1960s, is essentially the “prehistory” of 
this field; finds from Philistia were in fact not general-
ly included in these studies. Overall, the research was 
of a more general nature, focusing on the entire area 
of Palestine. Studies were selective within this corpus, 
however, focusing exclusively on female figurines, 
which were widely interpreted as representations of 
goddesses. The major components of these studies 
were a typology and a discussion of the types (mostly 
in terms of their origin). There was no attempt made to 
discuss theoretical problems in studying figurines or to 
cite the figurines within their archaeological contexts. 

With the gradual increase in the number and range 
of figurines excavated, a second phase in Philistine 
figurine studies began. Holland (1975) provided the 
first comprehensive, detailed typology of figurines, 
focusing exclusively on one period (the Iron Age). 
Subsequent researchers limited their scope even 
more, both chronologically and by region. Kletter 
(in the study of Judean pillar figurines) and Schmitt 
and Yasur-Landau (with respect to Iron I types from 
Philistia) began to look more systematically and com-
prehensively at smaller groups of figurines. In these 
studies of the last fifteen years, we see the beginnings 
of a systematic, comprehensive approach to sub-
sets of figurines and the development of appropriate 
methodology. 





4. Method

As we saw in chapter 3, no exhaustive study 
has been conducted on Philistine figurines. 

Archaeologists have only begun detailed study of the 
Iron I corpus and have not conducted any detailed re-
search on the Iron II material at all. Certainly, no work 
has attempted to combine the two periods, in order to 
understand the development and use of Philistine ter-
racottas over the course of the Iron Age. With exca-
vation having proceeded sufficiently far, then, a com-
plete study of the Iron Age Philistine figurine corpus is 
both feasible and needed.

In addition to the lack of exhaustive surveys of 
Philistine figurines, archaeologists have, in my view, 
failed to develop sufficient methods to study these 
figurines. In chapter 2, I discussed a series of meth-
odological issues relevant to a study of Philistine ter-
racottas. I then highlighted in chapter 3 how scholars 
studying Philistine figurines (and Palestinian figurines 
generally) have approached these issues. Building on 
their work, I hope to develop an appropriate methodol-
ogy for the current study.

In the process of evaluating the methodologies em-
ployed in previous studies and devising a methodol-
ogy for this one, I have developed a set of criteria that 
I believe are essential for a thorough study of figurines 
(or for groups of artifacts more generally). These cri-
teria include the following characteristics:

1. Bounded—The study must include a corpus that is 
clearly defined from the start; in theory, this could 
be in terms of a geographically defined region or 
by characteristics of the figurines themselves (form, 
style, etc.).

2. Comprehensive—The study must include all ex-
amples within the boundaries established for the 
corpus, or at least as many examples as possible. It 
should not focus simply on a few ideal types or spe-
cial figurines, those assumed to be characteristic, or 
complete figurines, many of which may turn out to 
be anomalous.

3. Systematic—The study must proceed in a consis-
tent, logical, predetermined manner; ideally, this 
system should be explicitly stated.

4. Archaeological—The study must not simply apply 
an iconographic-iconological/art historical method; 
rather, it should adapt this method to an archaeo-
logical corpus, considering all aspects of figurines 
as archaeological artifacts. This involves looking at 

figurines in context: as a tool to see how they may 
have been used, as well as to look for differing dis-
tribution patterns between/among groups or areas. 
Ideally, it also includes study of the figurines’ clay, 
breakage patterns, wear patterns, etc.

In this chapter I will discuss in greater detail what 
I mean by these criteria. In the process (as well as in 
the following chapters) I hope to show how the flaws 
of prior figurine studies have resulted from incomplete 
use of these criteria, or their lack of use entirely—in 
particular focusing on T. Dothan’s The Philistines and 
Their Material Culture (1982).1 More importantly, I 
will use the discussion of these criteria to form a meth-
odology for dealing with the figurines, one which I 
will lay out clearly at the end of this chapter and then 
apply over the following chapters of this study.

Bounded

It is essential that I begin by giving a clear definition of 
the corpus with which I will be working. This step has 
in fact typically been omitted in studies of Philistine 
figurines. As a result, T. Dothan (1982) and Schmitt 
(1999) both included material from peripheral regions 
or from sites outside of Philistia. In particular, the figu-
rines emphasized by Dothan were mostly from sites on 
the periphery of Philistia since at the time of her study 
the figurine corpus from the Pentapolis was limited 
to Ashdod, as Ashkelon and Miqne had yet to be ex-
cavated. Dothan and Schmitt may perhaps have been 
defining “Philistine” in terms of formal characteristics 
of the figurines themselves rather than in terms of a 
geographic region or culture area called “Philistia,” 
but, if this is the case, they do not make this definition 
explicit. The reader is largely left to guess.

My first step, then, is to define what I mean by the 
term “Philistine.” As I discussed in chapter 2, the term 
“Philistine” has been used in a variety of ways, of-
ten with a combination of these intended at once: to 
describe an archaeological culture, an ethnic group, a 
political entity, a geographical area, and a language. 
Because these are different kinds of groups entirely, 
it is vital that the researcher state which meaning he 
is using. (It is precisely this lack of statement which 
1 I do not by any means intend to single out Dothan as the 
only researcher to ignore (what I view as) essential criteria 
of a figurine study. Rather, I will focus on Dothan’s study 
because it is almost the only general study of Philistine figu-
rines that has been made, and its conclusions have had a sig-
nificant impact on subsequent discussions of the figurines.
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leads to confusion in T. Dothan’s and Schmitt’s stud-
ies.) Normally in an archaeological study, the prima-
ry consideration used to bound the corpus would be 
a geographical one: a site or a culture region. In this 
case, “Philistine” would then refer to Philistine mate-
rial culture as characteristic of the geographical region 
of Philistia, as archaeological cultures are generally 
defined over geographical areas (see chapter 2).

The majority of detailed work that has been done 
on Philistine boundaries, all of it for the Iron I, has 
focused on archaeological elements—elements of 
Philistine material culture. The most common type of 
artifact used for this procedure is Philistine painted 
pottery (Monochrome and Bichrome). Both Wright 
(1966:74–77) and Kenyon (1979:222–25) used the 
distribution of Philistine pottery to determine the ex-
tent of Philistine settlement, either in its initial stage 
or in its expansion;2 Kenyon noted that while a “mod-
erate” amount of Philistine pottery might simply 
reflect trade, a larger amount indicates that a site or 
area is “Philistine” (1979:222). For both Wright and 
Kenyon, the distribution relates not simply to settle-
ment but to political control as well (Wright 1966:75 
n. 13; Kenyon 1979:222). More recently, Stager 
(1998:342) has used a similar method to delineate the 
initial boundaries of Philistine boundaries (his Stage 
1). Stager suggests that a rough border for Philistine 
territory (meaning both settlement and political con-
trol) can be drawn by plotting sites with 25 percent or 
more Myc IIIC (Monochrome) pottery in the early to 
mid-twelfth century.3 

In addition to pottery, perhaps the most cited ele-
ment of Philistine material culture in attempts to 
draw Philistine boundaries is the distribution of pig 
bones. The relationship of pig in Philistine diet to 
the Aegean origins of the Philistines is a common-
place and has already been mentioned above (chap-
ter 2); see Barako 2001:20–28. Stager (1998:344) 
specifically notes the correlation of pig distribution 
(by percentage) with Iron I Philistine settlement (and 
2 Albright (1963:114) had provided a similar but briefer dis-
cussion of Philistine pottery, to justify the designation of this 
pottery as “Philistine.”
3 Stager cites Bietak (1993) for the method. According to 
Bietak (1993:298), “In archaeological methodology, the plot-
ting of artifacts plays an important part in the recognition of 
cultural or even political clusters and boundaries.” With this 
method, Bietak plots the distribution of inscribed Egyptian 
objects in Canaan from Dynasty 19 vs. from Dynasty 20. 
Notably, these inscribed objects—unlike the pottery used by 
Stager (and others)—have a more explicit political dimen-
sion to them. Stager also cites Singer (1993:302–7), who 
employs a similar method and infers a similar boundary for 
the initial Philistine settlement. See also Singer 1985:114; A. 
Mazar 1992a:308–13.

its absence in Iron I highland—i.e., Israelite—settle-
ment). Finkelstein (1997:230) has observed that pig 
remains are abundant not only at Philistine sites but 
also at an Ammonite site (although he points only to a 
single example) and so suggests that their absence at 
highland sites can help to demarcate ethnic boundaries 
(in this case, of the Israelites). In trying to argue for 
the correlation of pig absence and Israelite settlement, 
he shows that abundance of pig bones is not restricted 
to Philistine sites in Iron I Palestine. Thus, the value 
of pig distribution in determining cultural boundaries 
(let alone ethnic ones) is more limited than often sup-
posed. This is the same conclusion reached by Hesse 
and Wapnish (1997), who suggest that pig bones might 
indeed be used to determine ethnic identity but in a 
more complex procedure than simply noting presence 
or absence (1997:263–64).

In sum, the use of material culture elements such 
as pottery and pig bones to determine Philistine settle-
ment is not a straightforward procedure. Looking at 
the presence or absence of one culture trait does not 
provide a map of any ancient people, but used to-
gether, pottery and pig bones seem to provide a rough 
picture of the boundaries of Philistia.4 An additional 
problem is (as alluded to above) the confusion of dif-
ferent types of groups and boundaries: ethnic, cultural, 
and political especially. Even the most well-founded 
studies of Philistine material culture have had diffi-
culty determining sharp cultural boundaries in the Iron 
I, and yet scholars have tried to use these to determine 
other types of boundaries as well. Clearly, it is neces-
sary to choose a single type of boundary and then to 
determine what types of evidence best relates to this 
boundary.

For the purposes of bounding the study, I will not 
use the culture region definition typical of artifact stud-
ies; as we have seen, there are some difficulties with 
this method. Instead, I will use the term “Philistine” to 
refer to a geographic area defined as a political unit—a 
geopolitical entity, as determined from textual sourc-
es.5 I am using this definition for two reasons. First, I 
wish to avoid the circularity of using archaeological 

4 Thus, Stager (1991:18) commented on the difficulty in 
drawing clear cultural boundaries between Israelites and 
Philistines in the Iron I Shephelah. Similarly, A. Mazar 
(1992a:312) observeed that the material culture remains 
from Shephelah sites such as Batash (Timnah) and Beth-
Shemesh do not fit the description of these towns in Judges 
and 1 Samuel. See also A. Mazar 1994:251; Bunimovitz and 
Lederman 1997.
5 As mentioned above, the archaeological evidence that does 
exist, in my view, relates (contra Kletter [1996; 1999]) not 
directly to the area under Philistine political control but pri-
marily to Philistine cultural and settlement boundaries.
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criteria (including figurines) to define the corpus of 
Philistine figurines, which I will then try to use to de-
termine the homogeneity of the corpus and its relation-
ship to that of surrounding regions.6 Second, there is 
clear textual evidence relating to Philistia’s boundaries 
at different points in the Iron Age. In addition, this def-
inition of “Philistine” as a geopolitical unit will allow 
me to test Kletter’s hypothesis that the distribution of 
artifacts such as figurines is directly related to politi-
cal boundaries (Kletter 1996; 1999). Are the figurines 
found within the political entity of Philistia a uniform 
group, distinct from those from neighboring polities?

Despite the fact that the textual evidence for 
Philistia’s boundaries does indeed exist, to my knowl-
edge there is no survey devoted exclusively to this ma-
terial.7 Discussions of Philistia’s boundaries have fo-
cused primarily on archaeological and cultural criteria 
and largely on the early history of Philistine settlement 
in Iron I (see below). It is therefore necessary for me 
to survey the available textual evidence before I can 
arrive at a set of boundaries for Philistia. Considering 
that I am investigating the state of Philistia’s boundar-
ies over the entire Iron Age—roughly 600 years—it is 
obvious that these boundaries would most likely have 
shifted many times. My goal, therefore, is not to note 
every shift in these boundaries but only to define that 
area which was under Philistine political control for an 
extended period.8 

In my survey, I will consider the different groups of 
textual sources (Egyptian, Assyrian, and biblical) sep-
arately, and then discuss modern scholarship on the is-
sue, before coming to final conclusions. In the textual 
sources, I will look for two separate but related types 
of information: information confirming the existence 
of Philistia specifically as a political entity (through-
out the entire period) and information concerning the 
boundaries of this entity.

6 Cf. Tappy’s review (1998:87) of Kletter (1996): as Tappy 
notes, Kletter begins by defining his figurine types according 
to region (thus, Judean pillar figurines) and then concludes 
on the basis of his analysis that the pillar figurines are spe-
cifically Judean.
7 Various studies of Philistine history, as well as the history 
and geography of ancient Israel more generally, have dealt 
with some or all of the textual evidence (e.g., Aharoni 1979; 
Noort 1994; Ehrlich 1996; Machinist 2000; Rainey et al. 
2006; Cogan 2008; the studies of N. Na»aman, collected in 
Na»aman 2005/06). My discussion of Philistine boundaries 
below relies on these studies to varying extents, as well as 
the important studies of H. Tadmor (1958; 1966; 1969).
8 There is also potential for confusion between references to 
“Philistia” as purely a geographical term and “Philistia” as 
some sort of political unit; it is not clear, however, that the 
term “Philistia” was used at any point in the Iron Age as a 
purely geographic term, as will be seen below.

Egyptian Sources

The Egyptian sources concerning Philistia and its 
boundaries are the least informative and pertain al-
most exclusively to the early Philistine settlement in 
Palestine.9 The most widely consulted Egyptian sourc-
es on the Philistines, Papyrus Harris I and the Medinet 
Habu reliefs and inscriptions, refer to Philistines spe-
cifically as an ethnic group (as opposed to using a geo-
graphical or political term) and do not give any real 
indication of where they settled. In fact, for the whole 
of Iron I there are only two Egyptian documents that 
have been cited by scholars as even hinting at the na-
ture and area of Philistine settlement (cf. Rainey et al. 
2006:110): the Onomasticon of Amenope (Gardiner 
1947) and the Tale of Wenamun (see Wilson 1955:25–
29; Schipper 2005).

The Onomasticon of Amenope was dated by 
Gardiner to the end of the 20th Dynasty, around 1100 
b.c.e. (1947:24), a conclusion generally accepted in 
the literature (e.g., Redford 1992:292; Rainey et al. 
2006:110; followed by T. Dothan [1982:3], who cites 
a date of late twelfth or early eleventh century). The 
Onomasticon is simply a long series of words and 
phrases, loosely grouped by type of entity (Gardiner 
1947:35). Included in its listing of foreign peoples 
are the terms »Isknrn, »Isdd, and Gdt, interpreted as 
Ashkelon, Ashdod, and Gaza (Gardiner’s nos. 262–64; 
Gardiner 1947:191*), followed not long afterward (but 
not directly) by the three peoples [Š]rdn, Tkr, and Prst 
(nos. 268–70; Gardiner 1947:194*–200*)—Sherden, 
Sikils, and Philistines, three of the Sea Peoples fought 
by Ramesses III. The amount of information that can 
be gleaned from this document is quite limited; there 
is no strict order in the arrangement of the terms (as 
can be seen by the order of the three Pentapolis cities, 
listed from central one to northernmost to southern-
most) and no clear association between the cities and 
the following peoples or any of the intervening or sur-
rounding terms (cf. Schipper 2005:141).10 
9 Over the course of the twelfth century, Egyptian control 
of Palestine became increasingly tenuous, so that references 
to particular regions or other details in the country become 
intermittent in Egyptian texts.
10 While some have suggested that Gardiner’s no. 265, 
»Isr, represents biblical Asher (e.g., S. Yeivin; Aharoni 
[1979:270]; see Yeivin 1971:31–32 for discussion of »Isr in 
19th Dynasty sources), there is no supporting evidence for 
such an identification; Gardiner himself favored interpret-
ing the term as “Assyria” (1947:191*) and the following 
no. 266, Sbry, as [S]ubaru (following S. Smith; Gardiner 
1947:193*). Regardless of the correctness of these sugges-
tions, they indicate consensus and basic lack of knowledge 
concerning these terms, as well as the clear lack of tight geo-
graphical organization in the document. (For a discussion of 
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The Tale of Wenamun comes from the same gen-
eral period as the Onomasticon of Amenope, but its 
exact date has been a matter of debate, one intimately 
connected to the interpretation of the text as either ad-
ministrative/historical or literary fiction (see Schipper 
2005:6–40). As Kitchen (1986:17, 251) has pointed 
out, the date “Year 5” within the text indicates year 
5 of the Renaissance Era (Year 23 of Ramesses XI, 
ca. 1076 b.c.e.). Similarly, Wilson (1955:25) gives a 
date of the early 21st Dynasty (eleventh century) for 
the manuscript, while suggesting that the events of 
the manuscript themselves would have taken place 
slightly earlier, ca. 1100 b.c.e. (see also Goedicke 
1975:4–5). This interpretation has been influential in 
studies by Levantine scholars trying to understand re-
lations with Egypt in this period, who have therefore 
used the text rather uncritically for historical informa-
tion on the late 20th Dynasty (e.g., Albright 1975:513; 
B. Mazar 1986:65; T. Dothan 1982:4; Stern 2000:198, 
207; cf. Sass 2002:248). Studies of the text itself, how-
ever, have placed its composition anywhere from the 
late 20th Dynasty to the early 22nd Dynasty (i.e., early 
twelfth to late tenth century; see survey in Schipper 
2005:6–40; summary in Sass 2002:247–48). Recent 
opinion in fact has tended to favor a literary interpre-
tation and a date in the eleventh century (e.g., Schipper 
2005, esp. 329–33).

For our current purposes, the chief value of the Tale 
of Wenamun lies in identifying Dor as the principal site 
of the Sikils (1.8–1.9; Wilson 1955:26 n. 5; Schipper 
2005:171–72). Based on this text, in conjunction with 
the evidence from the Onomasticon of Amenope, 
scholars have been able to draw some conclusions 
about the general areas of settlement of some of the 
Sea Peoples on the Levantine coast (for recent discus-
sion, see Rainey et al. 2006:110). From these docu-
ments, it is clear that the northern border of Philistine 
settlement must have been somewhere south of Dor. 
It is impossible, however, to learn much concerning 
Philistine settlement and boundaries from the Tale of 
Wenamun; beyond the problematic nature of the text 
as a historical document, neither the Philistines nor 
their land is mentioned anywhere in this text.11

the problems posed by »Isr and Sbry, see Alt 1950:66–67.) 
As a result, the value of this document for an understanding 
of the geopolitical and ethnic makeup of Palestine in Iron I 
is in fact fairly limited.
11 A notable effort was made by W. F. Albright (see Albright 
1975:513 n. 4) to identify three persons named in the Tale 
of Wenamun—Mkmr (1.16), Wrt (1.16), and Wrktr (2.2)—
as Philistine kings (of the cities of Ashdod, Ashkelon, and 
Gaza). In this Albright has been followed by other scholars 
(e.g., B. Mazar 1986:65; T. Dothan 1982:4; Stern 2000:198). 
There are serious problems with this interpretation, however. 

There is one other piece of Egyptian textual evi-
dence that pertains to Philistia as a geopolitical entity. 
G. Steindorff (1939) published a Middle Kingdom 
statue on which he identified an inscription added in 
some later period. This inscription most likely dates 
to the 22nd Dynasty (latter half of tenth to late eighth 
centuries).12 It refers to a certain «Apy as wpwty n p3-
Kn«n n Plst, “commissioner (or messenger) of Canaan 
and Philistia (or Canaan of Philistia)” (Steindorff 
1939:31; Singer 1994:330). The exact meaning of the 
phrase p3-Kn«n n Plst is not clear, nor is the exact na-
ture of the title wpwty (i.e., whether «Apy is an em-
issary of Canaan/Philistia to Egypt, or vice versa).13 
What is significant, however, is that Plst here appears 
not as the name of a people but as a geographical (or 
geopolitical) term, Philistia. This usage is unique in 
Egyptian texts (Aḥituv 1984:155). Given the con-
text—that this term occurs in the inscription of a gov-
ernment official, I would follow Singer (1994:330) in 
suggesting that Plst refers specifically to Philistia as a 
geopolitical entity, composed of all the Philistine city-
states. Thus, it appears we have textual evidence for a 
geopolitical unit known as Philistia in the early Iron II.

Assyrian Sources

The Assyrian sources pertaining to Philistia are 
more numerous than the Egyptian ones but are lim-
ited solely to the eighth and seventh centuries.14 They 

First, Egyptologists have proposed a wide set of identifica-
tions for these three names, with Albright’s interpretation, 
which was based on understanding the names as non-Semit-
ic, not generally followed (see survey in Scheepers 1991:41–
51). There is also the question of the historicity of the text. 
Perhaps most significantly, there is no indication in the Tale 
of Wenamun that these three figures are in fact kings, nor is 
there any hint that they are Philistine or associated with the 
Philistines in any way (as the Philistines are never discussed 
in the tale). The hypothesis only follows if we make an a 
priori assumption that the Onomasticon of Amenope and the 
Tale of Wenamun, the only two extant Egyptian texts to deal 
with the Levantine coast in the Iron I, must be connected, 
and therefore the three figures in the Tale of Wenamun must 
be associated with the set of three cities in the onomasti-
con. (For a similar critique of this hypothesis see Singer 
1994:296.) In any case, Albright’s suggestion does not affect 
the problem of Philistine boundaries.
12 So Steindorff (1939:33), whose dating has become the 
consensus. See, e.g., Aḥituv (1984:155); Singer (1994:330).
13 For discussion of the geographical terms, see Steindorff 
(1939:32); Aḥituv (1984:155); Singer (1994:330). For dis-
cussion of the title, see especially Singer (1994:330).
14 As with the Egyptians, the Assyrians only made note of 
the political situation in Palestine when they were in direct 
contact with it. The advance of the Assyrian empire first 
came to the Levant in the ninth century and was a consistent 
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consist of the annals and other historical sources of 
the Neo-Assyrian kings (specifically, Adad-nirari 
III, Tiglath-pileser III, Sargon II, Sennacherib, 
Esarhaddon, and Ashurbanipal; for a recent edition of 
all of these texts with commentary, see Cogan 2008). 
Significantly, they include multiple references to 
Philistia as a geopolitical unit. The inscriptions of the 
Neo-Assyrian rulers refer to Philistia first as Palaštu 
and later as Pilista or Pilišta (H. Tadmor 1969:46). As 
Tadmor showed (1969:46), the spellings of these terms 
(Pa-la-aš-tu, Pi-lis/liš-te) contrast with that used for 
the people “Philistines,” Pilistaya (Pi-lis-ta-ayya, Pi-
lis-ta-a-a—see H. Tadmor 1958:81). The renderings 
of these terms in some translations as “Palestine” (for 
instance Oppenheim 1955:281, 282, 287) is incorrect. 
In this period, Assyrian inscriptions refer to Palestine 
(together with Syria) by the geographical terms Hatti 
and Amurru (H. Tadmor 1969:47; Cogan 2008:35). 
Moreover, it is clear from the contexts of these terms 
that “Philistia” is not simply a geographical term but a 
geopolitical unit: for example, Prism A of Sargon re-
fers to the “rulers of [Philistia] (Pi-lis-te), Judah (Ia-
ú-di), Ed[om], Moab . . .” (Oppenheim 1955:287). As 
in the Egyptian inscription of «Apy, then, Philistia ap-
pears in the Assyrian records as a geopolitical entity 
(grouping the individual Philistine city-states togeth-
er) in the eighth and seventh centuries.

There is unfortunately little information in these 
inscriptions concerning the nature of Philistine 
boundaries at this time. The descriptions of certain 
campaigns against Philistia, however (particularly 
those of Sargon and Sennacherib), provide some 
valuable evidence by listing some of the cities and 
towns belonging to the different Philistine city-states. 
Most important among these texts are those describ-
ing the campaign of Sennacherib against Philistia 
in 701 b.c.e., when Sennacherib also invaded Judah 
and besieged but did not take Jerusalem. According 
to the Prism of Sennacherib, among the cities con-
quered by Sennacherib in this campaign were “Beth-
Dagon, Joppa, Banai-Barqa [Bnei Braq], and Azuru 
[Azor], cities belonging to Sidqia [king of Ashkelon]” 
(Oppenheim 1955:287; Cogan 2008:114). This pas-
sage clearly indicates that Ashkelon controlled an 
area around the basin of the Yarkon (some 30 km 
north of the northernmost Pentapolis sites, Ekron and 
Ashdod), despite the relative distance of this area from 
Asheklon. Subsequently, this area was incorporated 
into the Assyrian empire. In the reign of Esarhaddon, 
neighboring Aphek (Ap-qu) appears at the border 
of the Assyrian province of Samerina (Oppenheim 

presence in the southern Levant only in the eighth and sev-
enth centuries.

1955:292; H. Tadmor 1966:99; Cogan 2008:143; 
Rainey et al. 2006:248). This is the northernmost re-
gion that appears as part of Philistia in any Assyrian 
inscription.

References to the eastern and southern borders of 
Philistia are less clear. In H. Tadmor’s reconstruc-
tion of Sargon II’s campaign against Philistia in 712 
b.c.e. (Tadmor 1958:83), the Assyrian army moved 
against Gath (Gi-im-tu),15 Gibbethon (Gab-bu-tu-
nu), and Ekron (Am-qa-[ar]-ru-[na]) before reach-
ing Ashdod (and its port Ashdod-Yam, As-du-di-im-
mu). This reconstruction is only tentative, however. 
Sargon’s Annals (Annals, 258; Display Inscription, 
104; see Oppenheim 1955:286; Cogan 2008:83) men-
tion only the conquest of Ashdod, Gath, and Ashdod-
Yam; the sieges of Gibbethon and Ekron are depicted 
only on the wall reliefs of Room V of Sargon’s pal-
ace at Khorsabad (see H. Tadmor 1958:83; Cogan 
2008:85). In addition to the difficulties of reconstruct-
ing this campaign (or campaigns), our knowledge of 
the geographical region(s) referred to is incomplete; 
besides the difficulties presented by Gath, the loca-
tion of Gibbethon is unknown (though it must have 
been situated in the coastal plain south of Jaffa [see the 
Danite town list in Josh. 19:40–46], and presumably 
not far from Ekron).16 The Prism of Sennacherib pro-
vides additional evidence for the area around Ekron, 
the northern Shephelah, in Sennacherib’s campaign of 
701; it portrays the Assyrian army as progressing from 
the Yarkon basin to the plain of Eltekeh (Al-ta-qu-ú), 
where Sennacherib defeated the Nubians, and pro-
ceeding to conquer Eltekeh and Timnah (Ta-am-na-a) 
before moving on to Ekron (Oppenheim 1955:287–
88; H. Tadmor 1966:97; Cogan 2008:114). Eltekeh 
and Timnah are closely associated in Sennacherib’s 
Prism with Ekron and appear to be its fortresses (so 

15 “Gath” in both the Assyrian and biblical sources is prob-
lematic: not only is the identity of the Pentapolis city Gath 
uncertain, but this Gath is only one of several Gaths men-
tioned in the Bible, and in many instances it is unclear 
which Gath is mentioned. For this problem, see especially 
B. Mazar 1954. The most widely accepted identification 
for Philistine Gath is Tell eṣ-Ṣafi, near Gath in the northern 
Shephelah (e.g., Aharoni 1979:271; see the detailed discus-
sion in Rainey et al. 2006:154–56); this site is currently be-
ing excavated by Aren Maeir, and its remains make it a good 
candidate. This identification is not certain, however. Stager 
(1998:343), for instance, suggested Tel Haror in the south-
ern Shephelah. If this latter identification is correct, then 
the Gath conquered in Sargon’s campaign of 712 must be 
Gath-Gittaim (or some other Gath); if the identification with 
Tell eṣ-Ṣafi with Philistine Gath is correct, then it is unclear 
which Gath is mentioned here.
16 One possibility is Tel Malot (Tell Melat), discussed in 
Rainey et al. 2006:195; Ehrlich 1996:66; Cogan 2008:85.
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H. Tadmor 1966:97), though the text is not explicit on 
this point. Timnah has been fairly certainly identified 
with Tel Batash in the Sorek Valley (see Kelm and 
Mazar 1982:2; 1995:4). The exact location of Eltekeh 
is unknown (see Rainey et al. 2006:48), although one 
proposal is Tel Shalaf (Tell esh-Shalaf; see Cogan 
2008:119; Rainey et al. 2006:242, with references). 
Ekron’s territory therefore constitutes some portion of 
the northern Shephelah, centered on the Sorek; on the 
basis of the Assyrian texts, it is impossible to give a 
more precise description.   

Assyrian inscriptions attest to campaigns along the 
southern edge of Philistia in the reigns of Sargon II and 
Esarhaddon. Sargon’s activity in this region includes 
defeating the forces of Hanno, king of Gaza, and the 
Egyptians at Rafiah (Ra-pi-ḫu; Display Inscriptions, 
23–26; see Oppenheim 1955:285; Cogan 2008:82); 
resettling people in the “City of the Brook of Egypt,” 
near the city of Laban (a prism fragment from Nineveh, 
79-7-8, 14; see H. Tadmor 1958:77–78); and (in an 
enigmatic description) “open[ing] the sealed harbor 
[kāru] of Egypt” (Annals, 18; Nimrud Prism 46–48; 
see H. Tadmor 1958:34; Cogan 2008:89). The identity 
of Rafiah (modern Rafa) is not in question, but the oth-
er references are difficult to interpret. The “Brook of 
Egypt” (Naḥal Muṣur; biblical Naḥal Miṣrayim) has 
been traditionally identified with the Wadi el-«Arish, 
about 40 km southwest of Rafiah (e.g., Aharoni 
1979:64; Oren 1993a:103). While this identification 
is still generally accepted, N. Na»aman has notably 
suggested that the “Brook of Egypt” instead be identi-
fied with the Naḥal Besor (the Wadi Gaza) (1979; also 
Na»aman and Zadok 1988:46; for arguments against 
this identification, see Rainey et al. 2006:35, 247–
48). The identifications of the “City of the Brook of 
Egypt” and the “sealed harbor of Egypt,” meanwhile, 
are widely debated.17 In the reign of Esarhaddon, the 

17 Alt (1953 [1945]: 227–28) identified the “City of the 
Brook of Egypt” with Rafiah. Noting that this site is too 
far from the Wadi el-«Arish to be called the “City of the 
Brook of Egypt,” H. Tadmor (1958:78), followed by Eph«al 
(1982:103–4) suggested Qal»at el-«Arish, which he identi-
fied with Assyrian Arṣa, and associated it with the “sealed 
harbor of Egypt.” For the “sealed harbor,” R. Reich (1981) 
suggested Tell Abu Salima, near Sheikh ez-Zuweid. E. 
Oren excavated a large fortified site at Ruqeish and identi-
fied it with the kāru (1993a:103; see also Stern 2001:113). 
A. Mazar (1992a:547) considered both Abu Salima and 
Ruqeish to be possible. For further discussion, including the 
city of Laban in Sargon’s Annals and its identification with 
the “City of the Brook of Egypt,” as well as with biblical 
Laban (= Libnah), see Aharoni 1979:377; Aḥituv 1984:129; 
Cogan 2008:89–92.

Assyrian army attacked the town of Arṣa, located on 
the border with Egypt (see Oppenheim 1955:292; H. 
Tadmor 1966:79; Cogan 2008:132). This city is oth-
erwise unknown from Assyrian sources, and its iden-
tification is also debated.18 Regardless of the iden-
tification of these places, it is not at all clear in the 
inscriptions that they are actually part of Philistia. The 
Assyrian sources, then, shed little light on the southern 
border of Philistia in this period.

Biblical Sources
 
The biblical texts provide the greatest body of 

evidence for reconstructing the borders of Philistia. 
Even so, the information they provide is frustratingly 
incomplete. To begin with, the dating of the relevant 
texts is far from secure.19 Aharoni (1979:81) notes an 
additional problem: the Bible, focusing on the people 
Israel, treats other peoples and regions—including 
Philistia—peripherally. Nevertheless, it is possible to 

18 H. Tadmor (1958:78) suggested that this was the same as 
the “City of the Brook of Egypt,” which he located on the 
Wadi el-«Arish. B. Mazar (1952) proposed that Arṣa was 
identical with Yurṣa of New Kingdom sources and should 
be located at Tell Jemmeh (on the Naḥal Besor). This identi-
fication has been widely followed, for instance by Na»aman 
(1979:73), Aharoni (1979:401), and van Beek (1983). 
Aḥituv (1984:202–3) saw this identification as “untenable,” 
as it relied on Na»aman’s far from universally accepted iden-
tification of the “Brook of Egypt” with the Naḥal Besor. In 
fact, as Na»aman pointed out, if Yurṣa is Tell Jemmeh, then 
either the Besor is the “Brook of Egypt,” or Yurṣa and Arṣa 
cannot be equated (1979:72). Thus, Rainey has recently ar-
gued for the identification of Tell Jemmeh as Yurṣa but for 
Arṣa as Rhinocolura on the el-«Arish (for him, the “Brook 
of Egypt”; see Rainey et al. 2006:75, 247, 283; cf. Cogan 
2008:134–35).
19 The traditional view espoused especially by the Albright 
school—that the Pentateuchal sources J and E date to the 
tenth to eighth centuries, and Dtr was composed in the sev-
enth to sixth centuries (see the expression of this view by 
Friedman 1987)—has become increasingly marginalized. 
Following the work of scholars such as van Seters (1975) 
and H. H. Schmid (1976), these tenets began to be increas-
ingly questioned. The idea that the compositional history of 
the text may start with Dtr in the seventh and sixth centuries 
and that the Pentateuch as a whole is largely Persian period 
in date is now widely followed (for surveys of research, see, 
e.g., Ska 2006; Nicholson 1998). These uncertainties lead 
to problems in the use of various biblical passages in the 
following discussion, problems which cannot be sufficiently 
addressed here. The result for our purposes is that the fol-
lowing conclusions are somewhat tentative, although still 
have some value as the biblical texts—even if composed 
after the Iron Age—must be based to a significant extent on 
earlier sources.
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glean some information about Philistia and its bound-
aries from a survey of the relevant material.

The Bible uses two names for this land. One, 
“the land of the Philistines” (ereṣ Pelištim), occurs 
in Genesis (21:32–33). The other, “Philistia,” is the 
more commonly used (e.g., Ex. 15:14; Isa. 14:29–31). 
The Hebrew word, Pelešet, is the same word used for 
“Philistine” (cf. Egyptian plst, generally “Philistines,” 
but “Philistia” in the «Apy inscription); it is clear from 
context, however, that a geographical area is meant in-
stead of a people.20 

The borders of the land inhabited by the Philistines 
are indicated broadly in Joshua 13:2–3, in the descrip-
tion of the “land that yet remains.” The Philistines, 
along with the Geshurites, are said to inhabit the area 
from the Shihor in the south to the “territory (gĕbûl) 
of Ekron” in the north. This area is then described as 
composed of the peoples of the Pentapolis sites (Gaza, 
Ashdod, Ashkelon, Gath, and Ekron) and the Avvites 
to the south (cf. Deut. 2:23, where the Avvites are 
said to have lived in ḥăṣērîm around Gaza but to have 
been wiped out and replaced by the Caphtorim; see 
Na»aman and Zadok 1988:45 n. 49). Here, and in the 
more detailed border descriptions (and town lists) of 
Joshua 13–19, the area north of Ekron is not accounted 
as Philistine but is part of Israel (allotted to Dan, and 
perhaps to Judah?). Thus, in Joshua 19:40–48—a pas-
sage often considered, as we shall see, as a fragment 
from the second district of the Solomonic province 
list (1 Kgs. 4:8–19)—the territory of Dan is said to 
include Bene-beraq and “the waters of the Yarkon,” 
as well as Eltekeh and Timnah (and Ekron!).21 In the 
story of the capture of the Ark by the Philistines and 
its return to the Israelites (1 Sam. 5–6), the border be-
tween Israelite and Philistine territory runs between 
Ekron and Beth-Shemesh. Similarly, in the Samson 
cycle, the Philistia-Judah border is located between 
Philistine Timnah and Israelite Zorah and Eshtaol 
(Judg. 13:25–14:1; see Aharoni 1979:274). While 
Timnah is fairly securely identified with Tel Batash 
(Tell el-Batashi), the locations of Zorah and Eshtaol 
are uncertain; still, it is clear that they must not be far 

20 De Vaux (1978:4, 509) also discusses the Hebrew Pelešet 
and its relationship to the term “Philistia” in Egyptian and 
Assyrian texts.
21 Aharoni’s emendation (1979:299, 312) of “Timnah and 
Ekron” to Timnat-Ekron, or “Timnah of Ekron,” has been 
generally accepted (e.g., Rainey et al. 2006:178–79), as 
Ekron is not realistically considered to have been a part of 
Israel. Contrast this with the inclusion of the territory of 
Ekron, Ashdod, and Gaza “to the Brook of Egypt” in the 
boundary list of Judah (Josh. 15:45–47), generally rejected 
as a historically authentic passage (see below).

to the east of Timnah (see discussion in Rainey et al. 
2006:144).

The biblical view of Philistia, at least as seen 
in the book of Joshua (and also 1 Samuel), is com-
posed of little more than the area of the Pentapolis. 
Aharoni (1979:81) observed that “[e]xcept for the five 
Philistine capitals there is practically no information 
about other population centres in Philistia; impor-
tant towns in that region such as Beth-«eglaim (Tell 
el-«Ajjul)22 and Yurza (Tell Jemmeh?) are not men-
tioned at all.” Nevertheless, there are hints concern-
ing other Philistine towns—including those outside 
the area of the Pentapolis—at least for certain peri-
ods. As has often been noted (e.g., Noth 1960:165; 
Aharoni 1979:273), Aphek is mentioned in 1 Sam. 4:1 
and 1 Sam. 29:1 as the mustering point from which 
the Philistines would campaign against the Israelites; 
it therefore appears that, c.1000 b.c.e., Aphek was near 
the border of Philistia and Israel. There is also some 
indication of other settlements in Philistia as satellites 
of the Pentapolis cities—described as ḥăṣērîm (“vil-
lages”) or bānôt (literally “daughters”)—but generally 
without details (see, e.g., T. Dothan 1982:18).

Another of these Philistine towns is Ziklag. Oren 
(1982), followed by Borowski (1988:24) and Singer 
(1994:305), has identified Ziklag with Tel Sera« (Tell 
esh-Shari«a). While it appears on the basis of bibli-
cal references (1 Sam. 27, 30; see Borowski 1988:24) 
that Ziklag was in the Negev and in the vicinity of the 
Naḥal Besor, its exact location, however, is far from 
certain. Oren further suggests that the entire area of 
the western Negev witnessed Philistine expansion in 
the twelfth to eleventh centuries, based in part on the 
reference to this area in 1 Sam. 30:14 as the “Negev 
of the Cretans.”23 Again, however, the exact referent 
of this phrase is unclear. In any case, Ziklag, while in 
the sphere of Gath at the end of the eleventh century, 
is described as belonging to Judah from the time of 
David on (1 Sam. 27:6).

An enigmatic but important passage is the Danite 
town list of Josh. 19:40–48, referred to above. 
Unfortunately, the nature and date of this list are a mat-
ter of debate. First, it is worth noting that all scholars 
discussing this passage have seen in it a genuine re-
flection of some historical period. Alt (1925), followed 
by Noth (1971:121–22) and Strange (1966), dated the 

22 Kempinski’s identification (1974) of «Ajjul as the Sharhon 
of Egyptian sources (and biblical Sharuhen) has not been 
universally accepted; cf. Rainey et al. 2006:64.
23 Literally, “Negev of the Cherethites.” The Cherethites, on 
the basis of parallelism in prophetic passages (Ezek. 25:16, 
Zeph. 2:5), are often concluded to be synonymous with 
Caphtorim—i.e., Cretans (see, e.g., T. Dothan 1982:13).
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list to the time of Josiah. Cross and Wright (1956) at-
tributed it to the reign of Jehoshaphat (mid-ninth cen-
tury). The most widely held view, however, is that it 
reflects the situation of the United Monarchy (Aharoni 
1978:298; Kallai 1958:139; de Vaux 1978:777). In 
particular, Kallai and Aharoni saw the list as a full-
er reflection of the Second Solomonic Province of 1 
Kgs. 4:9.24 Aharoni (1979:313) has also noted that 
the Septuagint version of this passage substitutes 
Azor for Jehud; with this, along with Bene-beraq and 
“the border near Joppa,” this town list would also 
seem to correspond to the Ashkelon enclave in the 
Yarkon region in the time of Sennacherib. In addi-
tion, Singer (1985:116) has argued that this area ex-
isted as a unit prior to being settled by the Philistines, 
as a “Canaanite enclave” with its capital at Gezer (as 
reflected in Judg. 1:29). Singer cites Na»aman’s work 
on the area in the Amarna period (fourteenth century 
b.c.e.), when (as Na»aman observed) the borders of the 
kingdom of Gezer closely resembles the Danite town 
list. Significantly, in the tribal boundary system, Gezer 
itself is included within the territory of Ephraim but is 
described as still inhabited by Canaanites (Josh. 16:10; 
see also Judg. 1:29). According to 1 Kgs. 9:15–17, 
Gezer was part of the Solomonic kingdom but only as 
part of the dowry that the Egyptian Pharaoh gave to 
Solomon when the latter married Pharaoh’s daughter. 
The area of the Danite town list, then, would seem to 
have been in Canaanite and then in Philistine hands 
and to have belonged to Israel only briefly, in the time 
of the United Monarchy.

For the Iron II, the changing nature of the borders 
of Philistia is clearly indicated in the books of Kings 
and Chronicles. The Solomonic province list (1 Kgs. 

24 The major obstacle to this suggestion is the inclusion of 
Ekron. Aharoni (1979:315) has made the valuable sugges-
tion that Ekron should be read together with the preceding 
entry in the list, Timnah, as Timnath-Ekron. As Aharoni 
points out, there are multiple towns named Timnah in the 
Bible, and in such cases a second element is typically added 
to indicate the location (i.e., in relationship to a larger city). 
With this change, this direct relationship between the Danite 
list and the Second Solomonic Province remains plausible 
(though it should be noted that the list in 1 Kgs. 4:9 is short, 
consisting of only four towns, and so its exact relationship 
to the Danite town list cannot be determined with certainty).

An even more problematic passage than this list is the pas-
sage in the boundary list of Judah (Josh. 15:45–47) nam-
ing Ekron, Ashdod, and Gaza. This passage is generally 
held to be fiction, as most scholars do not believe that Judah 
ever controlled this territory (see, e.g., Cross and Wright 
1956:205, 218). Kallai (1958:137–39), however, argued 
that this passage might be located in the historical reality of 
Hezekiah’s late eighth century expansion. This attempt has 
not met with much agreement, however.

4:9) includes the area of the northern Shephelah that 
was part of Dan’s allotment in Josh. 19 as part of 
Solomon’s second province (Aharoni 1979:311). This 
includes Beth-Shemesh, which also appeared as part 
of Israelite territory in the story of the return of the Ark 
(1 Sam. 6). Under Nadab (ca. 900 b.c.e.) and Zimri 
(ca. 875), Israel laid siege to Gibbethon, now de-
scribed as a Philistine town (1 Kgs. 15:27; 16:15–17). 
The reference to Libnah as a city that Judah lost to the 
Philistines under Jehoram (2 Kgs. 8:22; 2 Chr. 21:10) 
presumably indicates that the boundary with Philistia 
moved eastward here (Aharoni 1979:340). 2 Kgs. 12–
13 describes the campaign of Hazael against Israel and 
Philistia (ca. 815 b.c.e.); there is little information con-
cerning the boundaries of Philistia at this point, except 
for an interesting note in the Septuagint addition to 2 
Kgs. 13:22, giving Aphek as a border point in Philistia 
which Hazael conquered.25 

Further information concerning the wars of Philistia 
and Israel is contained in 2 Chronicles.26 Under Uzziah, 
Judah invaded deep into Philistine territory: “He went 
forth to fight the Philistines, and breached the wall of 
Gath and the wall of Jabneh and the wall of Ashdod; 
he built towns in [the region of] Ashdod and among 
the Philistines” (2 Chr. 26:6).27 Later, under Ahaz, Jud-
ah in turn lost much territory to the Philistines: 

And the Philistines made forays against the cities of 
the Shephelah and the Negeb of Judah; they seized 
Beth-Shemesh and Aijalon and Gederoth, and Soco 
with its villages, and Timnah with its villages, and 
Gimzo with its villages; and they settled there. (2 
Chr. 28:18)28 

25 See Noth 1960:239; Aharoni 1979:342; cf. 2 Kgs. 13:17, 
referring to a victory of Israel over Aram at Aphek. Aphek 
appears to have been the border point of Philistia and Israel 
in this period.
26 The reliability of Chronicles for descriptions of boundaries 
and events in the Iron Age is more controversial than that 
of the Deuteronomic History. The books of Chronicles are 
generally dated to the Persian or early Hellenistic period; the 
degree to which the Chronicler relied on earlier sources is 
debated (see Knoppers 2003:118–28). The information pro-
vided by Chronicles on Philistine boundaries, then, should 
be regarded as questionable, although recent assessments 
are more positive (Knoppers 2003; Rainey et al. 2006:214). 
Regardless, this situation does not significantly affect my 
survey of Philistia’s borders, however, as I base no signifi-
cant conclusions on these data (beyond the shifting nature of 
the border in Iron II, which is in any case a given).
27 English translations of biblical passages are from the NJPS 
(New Jewish Publication Society) version.
28 For further discussion of these passages and their implica-
tions for shifting boundaries in the northern Shephelah, see 
especially A. Mazar 1994; see also T. Dothan 1982:18; Kelm 
and Mazar 1982:3; 1995:5; A. Mazar 1992a:532–35.



31Method 

Modern Scholarship

The work of modern scholars on the borders of 
Philistia is similar to the work done on Philistine 
figurines; the treatment of Philistine issues has been 
largely peripheral, with most effort going into defin-
ing the tribal and provincial boundaries of Israel. In 
this case, however, there may be more justification for 
such an emphasis than simply the bias of investigators. 
As noted above (and previously observed by Aharoni 
[1979:81–82]), the main source of information is the 
Bible, and the clear emphasis of the biblical texts is 
on Israel. The discussion of neighboring states and 
their borders is secondary and only in relation to Israel 
itself.

The few discussions of this issue that include any 
detail (Kenyon, Stager, and Singer; see above) are 
based on a combination of textual and archaeological 
evidence and do not strictly relate to Philistia as a geo-
political unit. Otherwise, scholarly opinion is rendered 
briefly, without supporting evidence given at all. In 
general, this opinion breaks down into two main views 
(following Singer 1985:115): one, that the Philistines 
settled the entire area between the Yarkon and the 
Naḥal Besor upon their arrival in Palestine (Noth 
1960:36; de Vaux 1978:509; Aharoni 1979:273), and 
two, that initially Philistine settlement comprised only 
the Pentapolis plus hinterland, with expansion to the 
south and especially north and east only much later, in 
the mid- to late-eleventh century (Albright 1963:113–
14; B. Mazar 1975:273).29 A compromise view—one 
that is generally accepted and best accounts for the 
available evidence—has been put forth most clearly 
by Stager (1998, etc.). He has suggested two stages 
for Philistine settlement—the first (Monochrome 
phase) only in the area of the Pentapolis and the sec-
ond (Bichrome phase) expanding beyond it—but with 
the second stage following relatively shortly after the 
first, at the time of the collapse of Egyptian power in 
Canaan in the mid- to late twelfth century. Again, this 
view is based largely on material culture remains, and 
29 T. Dothan presents a mixture of both possibilities, suggest-
ing at one point (1982:16) that the initial Philistine settle-
ment occurred only in the Pentapolis area proper, follow-
ing Josh. 13:2–3, and at another (1982:296) that the “main 
wave” of Philistine settlement encompassed the entire area 
from the Yarkon to the western Negev. The confusion seems 
to result from her advocacy of a two-wave hypothesis, where 
a first wave of (non-Philistine) Sea Peoples settled in the 
Pentapolis area (as represented by Monochrome pottery), 
and a second wave of Philistines (manifested in bichrome 
remains) settled the larger area (1982:295–96; see also M. 
Dothan 1979; Dothan and Dothan 1992:161–69). For refu-
tations of the two-wave hypothesis, see A. Mazar 1985a; 
Stager 1985:61*–62*.

so while it may be connected with expansion of the 
political entity Philistia, it does not relate directly to 
this entity but rather to the spread of Philistine settle-
ment and especially Philistine culture more broadly.

For the Iron II, relatively little scholarly attention 
has been paid to Philistine boundaries. The most com-
prehensive study devoted to Philistia as a political 
entity in this period was made by H. Tadmor (1966); 
he does not, however, give much consideration to the 
specific issue of Philistine borders. Aharoni (1979) 
provides some information and suggestions for this 
period, but these are scattered among the discussion 
of the geography of Israel and Judah, his main focal 
points. Similar scattered references can be found in 
other discussions of biblical geography or Philistine 
history (e.g., Rainey et al. 2006; Noort 1994; Ehrlich 
1996). Stern (2001:102–4) devoted some space to the 
political characteristics of Philistia in this period. He 
details the four “semiautonomous political units” of 
Ashdod, Ashkelon, Gaza, and Ekron and the territory 
of each, stretching in all from Jaffa and the Yarkon to 
Gaza and el-«Arish. Stern does not, however, give clear 
documentation for the sources of these kingdoms; they 
seem to be based on a combination of textual sources 
(such as the Assyrian description of Sennacherib’s 
campaign of 701) and archaeological excavations. 
Oren (1993a) studied the particular situation of the 
“kingdom of Gaza,” consisting of the western Negev. 
Again, his conclusions, while not explicitly sourced, 
appear to be based on a combination of textual and 
archaeological evidence. 

Conclusions
 
The most obvious conclusion to draw from the 

above survey is that Philistia’s boundaries (as would 
be expected with any entity over several hundred 
years) were fluid, continually changing depending 
on the political and military fortunes of Philistia it-
self as well as its neighbors (specifically Israel and 
Judah). This is hardly a novel observation to make. 
Given this fact, it is of course impossible to delineate 
detailed boundaries for an unchanging entity known 
as Philistia: the very meaning of that name, both as 
a general geographic designation and as a specific 
geopolitical term, probably changed over time along 
with its boundaries. Nevertheless, for the purposes 
of this study, I feel it is important to circumscribe a 
set area and label it “Philistia.” To do so, I will try 
to consider that area under Philistine control for an 
extended period. Based on the discussion above, this 
includes essentially the Pentapolis area, plus the coast-
al plain up to the Yarkon (where Philistine control is 
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attested textually in the eleventh century in the books 
of Samuel, again in the tenth to ninth centuries in 
Kings, and in the eighth century in the inscriptions of 
Sennacherib). To the south, the border is mostly safely 
identified at the Naḥal Besor (just south of Gaza, the 
southernmost of the Pentapolis cities), regardless of 
whether Na»aman’s identification of this as the “Brook 
of Egypt” is to be accepted. The Yarkon and the Besor 
are both fairly significant natural boundaries in the re-
gion as well. To the east, however, there is no clear 
natural border as the landscape gradually changes 
from coastal plain to foothills and then to highlands. 
It is perhaps not surprising, then, that this area—es-
pecially the northern Shephelah, along the northeast 
corner of the area of the Pentapolis—was the most 
hotly contested between Philistia and Israel/Judah. 
Sites like Beth-Shemesh and Lachish to the south gen-
erally appear in the sources as part of Israelite terri-
tory; on the other hand, Timnah (though sometimes a 
part of Judah) was under Philistine control both in the 
Iron I (in the Samson cycle) and again in the time of 
Sennacherib.30  

As I stated above, it is important to come up with 
a single, clearly defined area and work from there. 
While there are no definitive boundaries based on the 
sources available, this procedure is still of great value. 
First, it is essential to come up with some clear set of 
boundaries, to set definite limits on the corpus of figu-
rines; in addition, the boundaries I have defined are far 
from completely arbitrary. Still, I will not overlook the 
figurines of the neighboring areas; I will therefore ex-
amine the figurines from sites in the Shephelah such as 
Gezer and Beth-Shemesh particularly closely as com-
parative material. If there are discrepancies over time 
in the distribution of “Philistine” figurines, possible 
historical explanations can be cited (direct or indirect 
ties to boundary changes, for example), but also we 
can cite movement of peoples, of goods (trade), or of 
ideas without referencing conquest.
30 It is definitely worth noting that the boundaries I am draw-
ing for the Philistine political entity on the basis of textual 
sources are roughly the same as those determined by archae-
ological means (for example by Kenyon [1979:224–25], 
who locates Philistine settlement in the coastal plain and 
Shephelah between the Wadi Gaza and Jaffa). This is not 
surprising, since the scholarly consensus on Philistine settle-
ment is based partly on the textual evidence, but more impor-
tantly suggests that there is an expected relationship (even if 
not direct) between Philistine settlement, Philistine cultural 
penetration, and Philistine political control. Nevertheless, I 
believe the exercise undertaken above is valuable, for these 
kinds of relationships should not simply be assumed but be 
tested. In addition, I think that through the use of the textual 
sources I have, in places and at times, been able to draw 
boundaries more sharply.

Comprehensive

A figurine study should consider the entire corpus of 
figurines (or at least as much of this corpus as pos-
sible) from the area under consideration. This method 
offers the best chance to view the entire range of types 
within a corpus and then to identify certain figurines 
or types as standard, or anomalous. Too often in the 
early research on Palestinian figurines, comprehen-
siveness was overlooked; even Pilz and Pritchard, who 
presented the most comprehensive studies of the time, 
catalogued only a selection of the full corpus avail-
able. This characteristic is perhaps the most critical 
shortcoming of T. Dothan’s study (1982). By focusing 
on a few special examples rather than examining the 
full body of artifacts, Dothan ended up presenting fig-
urines which are by no means typical of the Philistine 
repertoire. Thus, in the case of the mourning figurines, 
Dothan was unable to see that this type represents 
only a small fraction even of the Iron I female figu-
rines and emphasized this type out of proportion to its 
frequency. This problem has since been magnified by 
archaeologists, who have generally failed to recognize 
that Dothan’s study is not comprehensive and so have 
come to label all small Iron I female torsos as “mourn-
ers.” (For further discussion, see chapter 6 below.) 

I have already indicated the starting point for 
achieving this criterion of comprehensiveness (in the 
previous section). I have defined a clearly bounded re-
gion that I am investigating, and I have attempted to 
include the figurines of every site within this region. 
For each site, I have considered (as much as possible) 
the entire corpus of Iron Age figurines. The starting 
point for this procedure is the previously unpublished 
collection of figurines from Ashkelon. I have cata-
logued the 200-plus Iron Age figurines recovered by 
the Leon Levy Expedition from 1985 to 2004. Of next 
importance are the other securely identified and ex-
cavated Pentapolis sites (Ashdod and Miqne).31 Table 
4.1 presents a complete list of sites, with references 
for their figurine assemblages, for the area that (for the 
purposes of this study) I am designating as “Philistia.”

Among all of these sites, I consider both anthropo-
morphic and zoomorphic figurines, complete exam-
ples as well as fragments, in order to gain as complete 
a picture of the Philistine corpus as possible. By being 
comprehensive, then, I am able both to present this 
as a broad overview and to isolate standard and non-
standard types and individual examples in this study.
31 Of the Pentapolis sites, only Ashdod, Ashkelon, and Ekron 
have been identified and extensively excavated. For the 
problem of Gath, see above. The site of Gaza is located un-
derneath the modern city and so has not been investigated, 
other than soundings by Phythian-Adams (1923a).
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Systematic

Any proper figurine study, or in fact any artifact study 
in general, requires an appropriate procedure and has 
that procedure stated at the outset. This may seem an 
obvious remark, but it is one that has not been gener-
ally followed. The fairly simple procedure followed 

by Pilz (1924), who provides a catalogue of his corpus 
followed by a discussion of types focused on their im-
agery (i.e., the human or animal figures depicted, their 
gestures, symbols, and associations) and parallels, is 
still followed today in the majority of artifact studies 
in the field (including studies of figurines); a perusal 
of current excavation reports will bear this observation 

Table 4.1: List of Sites in Philistia included in study, with references to figurines

Site References

1. Ashkelon Catalogue, chapter 5; Ashkelon 3, chapter 16 by S. Cohen
2. Ashdod (er-Ras) M. Dothan and Freedman 1967; M. Dothan 1971; M. Dothan and 

Porath 1982; M. Dothan and Porath 1993; M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 
2005; personal inspection at IAA storehouse, Beth Shemesh

3. Miqne (Khirbet el-Muqanna«; biblical Ekron) Ben-Shlomo 1999; 2006; 2010; in press; Ben-Shlomo and Press 
2009; personal inspection at W. F. Albright Institute of Archaeological 
Research, Jerusalem

4. Tell eṣ-Ṣafi (Tel Zafit; Gath of the Philistines?) Personal inspection at Bar-Ilan University, Ramat Gan; T. Dothan 
1982; Schmitt 1999

5. Tell Qasile A. Mazar 1980; 1986; B. Mazar 1950/51
6. Tell Jerishe (Tel Gerisa) Herzog 1984; 1993
7. Aphek (Ras el-«Ein) Guzowska and Yasur-Landau 2009; Kochavi 1989
8. Jaffa (Yafa) Personal inspection at Jaffa Museum*
9. Azor (Yazur) T. Dothan 1982
10. Yavneh (Yibnah) Ziffer and Kletter 2007; Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 2010
11. Tel Shalaf (Tell esh-Shallaf) Fischer and Taxel 2006
12. Tel Ḥamid (Ras Abu Hamid) Wolff 1998; Wolff and Shavit 1999
13. Tel Batash (Tell el-Batashi; Timnah) A. Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001; A. Mazar 2006
14. Tel Ṣippor (Tell et-Tuyur) Negbi 1966
15. Netiv Ha-«Asara Shavit and Yasur-Landau 2005
16. Tell el-Hesi (Tel Ḥasi) Bennett and Blakely 1989
17. Tel Sera« (Tell esh-Shari«a) Oren 1978; 1993b; personal inspection at Ben Gurion University of 

the Negev, Beersheba
18. Tel Haror (Tell Abu Hureira) Oren et al. 1991; personal inspection at Ben Gurion University of the 

Negev, Beersheba
19. Ruqeish (Tell er-Reqeish) Personal inspection at Ben Gurion University of the Negev, Beersheba
20. Tell Jemmeh (Tel Gamma) Petrie 1928; personal inspection at University College, London, and 

the Rockefeller Museum, Jerusalem
21. Tell el-«Ajjul Petrie 1931; 1932; 1933; Mackay and Murray 1952; personal inspec-

tion at the Rockefeller Museum, Jerusalem
22. Tell el-Far«ah (S; Tel Sharuhen) Personal inspection at University of College, London, and the 

Rockefeller Museum, Jerusalem
23. Ḥorvat Hoga (Khirbet Huj) Gophna 1970; Kletter 1996; unpublished drawings and photographs 

courtesy of Jacob Huster and the Israel Antiquities Authority
24. Mefalsim A Gophna 1970; Kletter 1996
25. Tel Milḥa (Tell el-Muleihah)  Personal inspection at IAA storehouse, Beth Shemesh

A note on site names: The commonly used form is given first, whether Hebrew, Arabic, or English; this is then followed in parentheses by 
the Arabic or Hebrew name and, in some cases, by the biblical or other ancient identification.
* I am currently preparing the Bronze and Iron Age figurines from Kaplan’s excavations at Jaffa for publication.
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out. Beyond lacking consideration of additional types 
of analysis, this procedure is usually not explained. 
The archaeologists make no attempt to justify why 
this procedure is used; it is simply an accepted heri-
tage of prior scholarship. The alternative is provided 
by T. Dothan (1982), who offers no explicit method 
at all. I believe it necessary, then, to develop a proper 
methodology—or, perhaps better, to modify existing 
ones—and state it before I begin the study itself. I am 
not undertaking this work in isolation; my method-
ological suggestions are paralleled and influenced by 
similar work in recent studies of Palestinian figurines, 
such as Kletter (1996) and Yasur-Landau (2001); in 
particular I will draw on their use of multiple avenues 
of analysis, some not typically employed in artifact 
studies (see below). 

My method is essentially an adaptation of the tradi-
tional art-historical study of iconography and iconol-
ogy developed in large part by Erwin Panofsky.32 
While Panofsky expressed these ideas in many of 
his writings, his system of interpretation was crys-
tallized in his essay, “Iconography and Iconology: 
An Introduction to the Study of Renaissance Art,” 
originally published (as “Introductory”) in his book, 
Studies in Iconology (1939; reprinted in a collection 
of his essays, Meaning in the Visual Arts, in 1955). 
Panofsky identified three levels (or “strata”) of mean-
ing in a work of art: the primary, or natural, subject 
matter (“pre-iconographical description”); second-
ary, or conventional, subject matter (“iconographical 
analysis”); and intrinsic meaning, or content (“icono-
logical interpretation”). Briefly, the pre-iconographic 
level involves identifying forms, and their general 
character or mood, as artistic “motifs”; iconographi-
cal analysis involves connecting these motifs with 
themes or concepts (for instance, identifying specific 
saints or mythological figures by their attributes); and 
iconological interpretation involves connecting these 
themes and concepts with underlying attitudes of a pe-
riod or group of people, as expressed by the individual 
artist (i.e., by the artist’s personality). For Panofsky, 
32 I am by no means the first researcher outside the field of 
art history to attempt to apply Panofsky’s method. See the 
group of articles concerning applications in archaeology, 
anthropology, history, and other fields in Lavin 1995; espe-
cially Kelley (1995:118) for the application of this method 
to classes of artifacts (such as gravestones). Panofsky’s 
method as well as more general art-historical conceptions 
of iconography have in fact been applied to specific stud-
ies of Near Eastern and Aegean art and archaeology: e.g., 
Petty 2006:21–42 (on Bronze Age Syrian figurines); Lesure 
2002 (on different groups of prehistoric figurines); Ahlberg 
1971:17–19 (on mourning scenes in Greek Geometric art); 
Keel 1992:267–73 (on method in Near Eastern art generally).

each successive level of meaning is a deeper and more 
fundamental layer; iconological interpretation, then, is 
the ultimate goal of his studies of art—it is “intrinsic,” 
a “unifying principle” (Panofsky 1955b:28). Beyond 
distinguishing these levels, Panofsky also suggested 
a set of “correctives” for each level of interpretation, 
which involves an intimate knowledge of the history 
of style, of types, and of symbols. In each case these 
correctives consist of knowing how (in a given period) 
artists tended to use elements from one level to ex-
press those of the next.

Panofsky’s scheme is open to multiple types of 
serious criticism, especially postmodern criticism.33 
One of these is the problem of relativism; Panofsky’s 
scheme assumes that the researcher can operate suc-
cessively in the mindsets of other cultures and peri-
ods. This assumption, however, underlies essentially 
all work in humanistic disciplines and is not specifi-
cally characteristic of Panofsky’s work.34 A critique 
more central to my adaptation of Panofsky’s scheme 
is that of circularity. There is an element of circularity 
in the relationship between Panofsky’s levels of mean-
ing; in practice it is impossible to distinguish fully 
among description, iconography, and iconology. As I. 
Gaskell (1992:184) points out, this idea of separation 
in interpretation has been reevaluated by the work of 
postmodernist theorists, such as Roland Barthes and 
Michel Foucault, who in discussing the parallel se-
miotic concepts of denotation and connotation have 
shown that the two cannot in fact be separated. Gaskell 
even argues that this new realization has “superseded” 
Panofsky’s model. In addition, there is an explicit cir-
cularity in the application of Panofsky’s correctives; in 
order to interpret a part, or one work of art, it is neces-
sary to understand the whole, or the collective works 
of an artist or period, and vice versa.

Significantly, these critiques were largely antici-
pated by Panofsky himself. He clearly realized that 
true objectivity in interpretation is impossible.35 In 
fact, it was to control for this lack of objectivity that 
Panofsky developed his correctives; he intended them 
to correct for the researcher’s own cultural baggage by 

33 See Erwin 1991 and Mitchell 1991 for some examples of 
postmodern critiques on aspects of Panofsky’s views of art 
historical interpretation (specifically of Panofsky 1955b) 
which are not directly relevant to this study.
34 Moreover, that all of us engage in this type of work means 
that for all of us this assumption is more or less a given and 
does not need to be defended to great extent here.
35 “Even when dealing with the remote past, the histo-
rian cannot be entirely objective” (Panofsky 1955c:321). 
Elsewhere, Panofsky noted, “There is no such thing as an 
entirely ‘naïve’ beholder” (1955a:16).
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grounding him in the culture of the society in question. 
As for circularity, according to Panofsky “the begin-
ning of our investigation always seems to presuppose 
the end” (1955a:9). He acknowledged the hermeneutic 
circle present in his approach but considered it not a 
flaw but a strength. For Panofsky, the circle was not 
vicious but what he termed (citing T. M. Greene) an 
“organic situation” (Panofsky 1955a:9). Thus, while 
Panofsky’s levels (or “spheres of meaning”) may ap-
pear to be successive stages, Panofsky (and I, follow-
ing him) merely presented them in this manner to make 
them more readily understood. Panofsky’s own view 
was quite different; these levels are part of “one or-
ganic and indivisible process” (Panofsky 1955b:39).36 
As D. R. Kelley points out (1995:119), Panofsky did 
not need to read Barthes or Foucault to appreciate the 
intertwined nature of the different levels of interpreta-
tion; he had already reached similar conclusions de-
cades earlier.

I am not as optimistic as Panofsky in approach-
ing this circularity; I believe that it compromises 
the complete integrity of the investigative process. 
Nevertheless, this simply means that our investiga-
tions into the past cannot be completely successful; 
following Panofsky, I still see great value in them and 
in the many incomplete successes that we can achieve. 
Panofsky too, as I discussed above, saw some limi-
tations in the process of interpretation; his “candor” 
concerning these limitations has in fact been remarked 
upon in postmodern critiques of his interpretive ap-
proach, and is considered one of its most “up to date” 
features (see, e.g., Mitchell 1995:217).

My adaptation of Panofsky’s approach for studying 
Philistine figurines runs as follows: The first phase of 
my research involves the formulation of a typology 
for Philistine figurines. This typology is centered on a 
catalogue of the terracottas from Ashkelon. Over 200 
figurines have been recovered from Iron Age levels 
36 For examples of how Panofsky applies this process of in-
terpretation, see the individual studies in Panofsky 1939. In 
these Panofsky does not analyze works of art by proceed-
ing through successive levels but moves readily back and 
forth between spheres to give a synthetic view of the whole 
process, always with the larger iconological realm in great-
est focus. In this way his work is echoed in the hermeneu-
tic method for archaeological study advocated by Schloen 
(2001), with its approach to the dialectic of fact and symbol 
involving simultaneous study of the whole and the parts—as 
one can only be understood by the other (2001:10). It also 
bears similarity to the ideas of postprocessualist archaeolo-
gists such as Hodder (e.g., 1992:213–40), who redefines the 
hermeneutic circle as a “hermeneutic spiral”; Hodder sees 
the movement between different levels of analysis and inter-
pretation as a strength, as long as it is acknowledged.

at Ashkelon by the Leon Levy Expedition, starting in 
1985, and this study provides an opportunity to pub-
lish the Iron Age corpus comprehensively.37 I then 
develop the typology using not only the Ashkelon 
catalogue but also comparisons with finds from other 
Philistine sites. Thus, I arrive at a comprehensive de-
scription of the different types of figurines present at 
Ashkelon specifically, and in Philistia in general. The 
description of the figurines in this catalogue is the 
“purely formal perception” that Panofsky (1955b:26) 
describes as necessary grounding for pre-iconograph-
ical description—in this case the figurine typology. 
Next I move to iconographic analysis; this involves 
aspects of the imagery depicted in the figurines, as 
paralleled in other media, as well as in other cultures. 
In addition, I consider textual evidence concerning the 
identity of the figures represented in the terracottas. 
These analyses, then, constitute an investigation into 
what I have described above (chapter 2) as the mean-
ing of the figurines. I then move on to the figurines’ 
function in what corresponds (to some extent, but far 
from perfectly) to Panofsky’s iconological analysis. 
This process might involve techniques such as using 
analogies suggested by both ancient texts and mod-
ern ethnographic research; in the present study, I will 
concentrate on a consideration of the archaeological 
aspect of the figurines—specifically, the figurines in 
their contexts (see below).

The above method involves some modifications of 
Panofsky’s approach. Most important is my adaptation 
of his levels of interpretation. While, as I discussed 
above, for Panofsky these interpretive levels were part 
of an integrated, “organic” whole, I will treat them as 
discrete stages of interpretation, each building on the 
last. Again, in my view (as well as that of postmodern-
ist critics, and even Panofsky himself) this separation 
of stages can only be ideal. The circularity inherent 
in this approach cannot be avoided. For instance, by 
labeling one type of terracotta “mourning figurines,” I 
am already drawing conclusions concerning the mean-
ing and function of this type. To do otherwise, how-
ever, would be absurd. The label “mourning figurine” 
is already well established in the archaeological litera-
ture, and there is no reason to abandon it given that 
careful iconographic and contextual analysis proves 
it to be correct. It is impossible and pointless simply 
to “unlearn” the previous accumulation of knowledge 
concerning Philistine and related figurines. While a 
certain amount of circularity is therefore unavoidable, 
in my view it is important to limit this circularity as 

37 From this group, about 95 of the seventh century b.c.e. fig-
urines have now been published by S. Cohen in Ashkelon 3.
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much as possible by separating the stages of inter-
pretation and by explicitly acknowledging when this 
separation cannot be maintained.

As my example above suggests, then, I have not 
been able to follow completely the exact order of the 
interpretive stages. Nevertheless, I believe that these 
stages are of great value, in providing important con-
trols on how we look at a set of artifacts. As long as 
we recognize the limitations in our approach (as in any 
approach), and work within them, the interpretive pro-
cess is ultimately sound.

Archaeological

Another significant modification involved in adapting 
Panofsky’s method to a figurine study is accounting 
for the archaeological nature of this class of objects. 
The works of art that Panofsky analyzed differ in (at 
least) two important respects: artworks, notably those 
in a museum, are typically divorced from their origi-
nal contexts, and the primary method of reconstructing 
the worldviews (the mentalités) of the artists is textual. 
Archaeology adds an additional dimension not gener-
ally present in the art-historical study of paintings or 
sculptures—figurines, and artifacts in general, are giv-
en meaning by their contexts. These contexts include 
both what type of building or structure—e.g., domes-
tic, cultic, funerary—an artifact is found in, as well as 
what other artifacts are found associated with it (note 
that some Renaissance and Baroque paintings are sim-
ilarly given meaning by context; e.g., as an altarpiece 
in a church). At any rate, very often the context is our 
primary or even only means to understand the function 
of the figurine. Texts even indirectly related to icono-
graphic and iconological aspects of Palestinian figu-
rines, or those of the ancient Near East more generally, 
are meager or non-existent.38 From these contexts we 
might be able to test hypotheses generated from tex-
tual evidence or ethnographic analogy. 

In devoting a section of this study specifically to 
contextual analysis, I am following the work of Kletter 
(1996:57–67) and Yasur-Landau (2001:335, table 2); 
see chapter 3. Through this method, beyond trying 
to determine the functions of the figurines, I also try 
to reveal patterns of distribution among them, pat-
terns that either correspond to the initial typology or 
crosscut it. These patterns are of two major types: 
temporal and spatial. The spatial patterns involve a 
general distinction between distribution in the Iron I 
(ca. 1200–1000 b.c.e.) and in the Iron II (ca. 1000–600 
38 An exception is the group of Neo-Assyrian apotropaic 
figurines; note, beyond the texts describing these figures in 
Assyrian thought, there are texts describing the manufacture 
of the figurines themselves. See Wiggermann 1992.

b.c.e. for Philistia); in addition, they involve possibili-
ties for a more refined chronology of figurines. The 
spatial patterns of distribution involve three levels: 
interregional (between Philistia and the neighboring 
regions of Palestine), intra-regional (between different 
sites or areas in Philistia), and intra-site (between dif-
ferent types of contexts—domestic, industrial, cultic, 
etc.). Investigating distribution patterns in these dif-
ferent levels will allow me to study whether the figu-
rine corpus of Philistia is uniform or exhibits regional 
variation, whether the corpus is unique to Philistia or 
shared with adjacent regions, and how these relation-
ships change over time.

As for intra-site contexts, these do not simply in-
volve the identification of gross categories (domestic, 
funerary, cultic) and determination of figurine distri-
bution within these categories. Their investigation also 
involves the identification of figurine clustering or 
concentration, along both spatial and temporal lines, 
and the investigation of other artifacts associated with 
figurines. On another level, identification of contexts 
allows for studying the entire use and disposal history 
of figurines: how figurines came to be where they are 
on a site and in their present state of preservation. In 
this study, the major analysis of use and disposal will 
be based on a division between primary and secondary 
contexts, as it is in much archaeological literature. A 
primary context is a living surface such as the floor of 
a building, occupational debris (buildup on the floor 
from use over time), courtyard surface, or a street; 
these are the contexts in which ancient people were 
living and using objects such as figurines. At the same 
time, it is important to be aware of more complex is-
sues of site formation processes and the life history of 
artifacts such as figurines. The use-life of a figurine 
was typically longer than simply its active (or prima-
ry) use in a house. Meanwhile, a broken figurine, even 
if found on a floor, is not in the condition, or neces-
sarily in the location, of actual use; various processes, 
both cultural and non-cultural, affect the condition and 
placement of artifacts subsequent to their main use 
(see Schiffer 1972; also 1976; 1985; 1987). Following 
Schiffer, a broken object could alternatively be de 
facto refuse (if not explicitly discarded), primary re-
fuse (if discarded at the location of use), or secondary 
refuse (if discarded at another location; see Schiffer 
1972:160–62). Often material found on a floor is treat-
ed by archaeologists as de facto refuse (Schiffer 1985) 
and therefore used uncritically by archaeologists to 
reconstruct activities on that floor, when in fact it has 
been through some discard process. These objects, 
then, are no longer in what we might call a primary 
use context; we might label the context instead a sec-
ondary use context. Even with this problem, however, 
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study of the location of fragments allows us to see how 
figurines were disposed of—if there is any patterning 
to the treatment of figurines, whether of specific types 
or in specific periods, etc.

Ideally, considering figurines as archaeological 
artifacts would involve other types of analysis: use-
wear (how handling of figurines during use affects the 
preservation of modeled, painted, or incised features); 
breakage patterns (whether fragments are broken along 
structurally weak points or in anomalous patterns sug-
gesting deliberate breaking); and composition (study 

of the clay and ware of figurines, either with the naked 
eye or through elemental analysis—petrography, neu-
tron activation analysis [NAA], or other techniques). 
I will not devote much attention to these analyses, 
although at certain points I will highlight aspects of 
breakage patterns or characteristics of figurine clay.

These, then, are the major components of my pro-
posed figurine method. In the remainder of the study, I 
hope to demonstrate the usefulness of their application 
to the Iron Age figurines of Ashkelon and of Philistia 
more generally.





5. Catalogue

This catalogue includes all Iron Age figurines 
found in the Ashkelon Excavations, Leon Levy 

Expedition (1985–2010).1 The category “Iron Age 
figurines” can be defined in two ways: figurines found 
in Iron Age levels (regardless of their date of manu-
facture/use) and figurines of Iron Age type (regard-
less of the phase or level of their findspot). For the 
purposes of this catalogue, I have chosen an inclusive 
definition of “Iron Age figurines,” encompassing both 
definitions. I have not included, however, any seventh-
century figurine types from post-Iron Age levels, as 
the major seventh-century types (or close variants of 
these types) continue into the Persian period, and it is 
impossible (based on present knowledge, at least) to 
distinguish between them.

Based on the above, it is evident that there are dif-
ficulties in applying the method described in chapter 4 
exactly as designed. Simply determining which figu-
rines are Iron Age figurines involves a knowledge not 
only of the description of the figurines but beyond; it 
is necessary to know the full range of a type, and to 
know something of the iconography associated with it, 
in order to be able to date figurines properly and clas-
sify them into types. Some level of circularity is un-
avoidable. The necessity of such a process, however, 
overcomes any limitations that it produces. Some Iron 
Age types found in post-Iron levels are significant ex-
amples of unusual styles or subtypes not found among 
figurines from strictly Iron Age levels, and therefore 
their inclusion is worthwhile. The same difficulties are 
found in naming figurine types. If we return to an exam-
ple from chapter 4, it would be unreasonable to discard 
the label “mourning figurine” for the purely descrip-
tive “small standing female figurine with arms raised 
to the head,” for several reasons: the label “mourning 
figurine” is already in wide use, it is considerably less 
1 I have modified the catalogue from its original form in 
my Ph.D. dissertation. Six objects (reg. nos. 43781, 46089, 
46273, 46733, 51913, and 52418) have been reassigned 
as legs of zoomorphic vessels (to be published in Press 
forthcoming), and one (reg. no. 49560) is a fragment of a 
Mycenaean vessel. Fifteen figurines, meanwhile have been 
added: cat. nos. 16, 32, 70, 172, 190, 203–6, and 210 were 
discovered in the 2007–2009 seasons, after the completion 
of the dissertation; cat. nos. 81, 87, 116, and 118 were miss-
ing when I compiled my catalogue originally but have since 
been located; and cat. no. 209 was reinterpreted as a figurine 
(instead of as an anthropomorphic vessel).

The figurines from other Philistine sites will not be cata-
logued. For a discussion of the types found at other Philistine 
sites, see chapter 6; see chapter 7 for discussion of contexts.

awkward than the alternative, and, ultimately, it is cor-
rect. This difficulty is what Panofsky’s “correctives” 
attempted to address; for Panofsky, only a thorough 
grounding in the types and styles of the period in ques-
tion could help the researcher limit the influence of his 
own subjective viewpoint. Such a grounding allows us 
to determine that “mourning figurine” is an appropri-
ate label for a certain class of figurine, even at the out-
set of a study. Certainly it would be more confusing, or 
misleading, to use a purely descriptive label and then 
pretend to discover the term “mourning figurine” as 
an appropriate label of the type after investigating its 
meaning and function than to adopt the label from the 
outset.

Format

The basic format for catalogue entries is the following:

• Registration Number
• Findspot                           

(Grid.Square.Layer/Feature.FineGrid.Bucket #)
• Year of Excavation
• Context
• Dimensions (height, width, thickness, diameter)
• Description

Some of the terms used in the catalogue require further 
explanation.2 

Registration Number

Every piece of material culture, or artifact, is given 
its own registration number. This number belongs to a 
sequence numbered according to the order in which it 
was registered; it is a single sequence running for the 
entire span of the excavation. Also, the fact that the 
artifacts are numbered by order of registration means 
that the numerical sequence only roughly reflects their 
order of excavation; artifacts were usually registered 
within a few days of their excavation but, in some 
cases, not for weeks or even years. In some cases, reg-
istration numbers were never given to figurines, and 
I have not found it necessary to assign new numbers 
at this point, as the catalogue number provided in this 
chapter as well as the findspot information (see below) 
are sufficient for purposes of identification.

2 For more on the grid system and recording system at 
Ashkelon, see chapter 11 of Ashkelon 1.
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Findspot 

For purposes of excavation and recording, the Leon 
Levy Expedition to Ashkelon has applied a grid sys-
tem to the entire site. This grid system consists of 84 
squares of 10,000 m2 each (100m x 100m), running 
7 squares across and 12 squares down. The grid sys-
tem runs parallel to the coast, with the numbering of 
the grid squares starting in the northwest and running 
row by row (see figure 2). Each of these 100m x 100m 
squares is referred to as a “Grid.” Each grid is then 
divided into 100 squares, each 10m x 10m; these are 
numbered similarly from northwest to southeast. Each 
of these squares is called a “Square.”

The Ashkelon system essentially follows the 
Wheeler-Kenyon method of detailed stratigraphic 
analysis, as developed by M. Wheeler and applied by 
K. Kenyon at Jericho and Jerusalem.3 Typically, each 
type of layer4 and feature5 receives its own number, as 
appropriate. In some cases, where a feature and its fill 
are associated, the designation of layer-feature (LF) is 
given. Each square has its own numbering system; if 
a layer or feature spreads across multiple squares, it 
will have a separate number in each square (each of 
which is then noted by the supervisors to be equiva-
lent). This numbering system continues from year to 
year. Originally, there were separate sequences for 
layers and features, but this system was changed early 
in the history of the excavation so that layers and fea-
tures share a single sequence; note, however, that the 
original separate sequences were still retained for the 
earliest seasons and not changed retroactively.

For certain significant layers and features—usu-
ally floors and occupational debris—excavation and 
recording are recorded by fine grid: each 10m x 10m 
square is divided into 100 fine grids of 1m x 1m each, 
numbered in the same manner as the squares. This pro-
cedure allows the possibility of reconstructing activi-
ties in different parts of a room. Because this proce-
dure is used for only some of the layers and features, 
many figurines do not have a fine grid number.

Through the 2004 season, each square kept a run-
ning sequence of pottery buckets (B) used for each 
season. At least one pottery bucket is used for each 
layer and feature (and each fine grid when applicable) 
for each day of excavation. Every item of material cul-
ture is then associated with the pottery bucket in use 
3 See Wheeler 1954; Kenyon 1952. For discussion of its in-
fluence on the American excavations at Gezer, see Dever, 
Lance, and Wright 1970:9–10.
4 Layers of dirt: deliberate or natural fill, occupational debris, 
destruction debris, etc.; “L” in the catalogue.
5 Feature or structure: wall, pit, well, floor, etc.; “F” in the 
catalogue.

for the layer or feature in use when and where the item 
was found. Starting in 2007, a single sequence of pot-
tery buckets has been used for the entire excavation, 
and this sequence is not restarted each season.

Context 

This line gives the local phasing (the phasing of the 
individual grid) for the findspot and a brief descrip-
tion. I believe having the contextual information pre-
sented along with the catalogue provides a more use-
ful reference than separating this information, as in a 
purely descriptive catalogue, which leaves contextual 
analysis for a separate chapter.

Typology

For this study I have devised a typology of Philistine 
figurines.6 

I. Anthropomorphic Figurines
A. Female Figurines

1.  Small standing handmade figurines
a. miniature
b. standard

2. Large (seated) handmade figurines 
(“Ashdoda” and similar types)
a. miniature
b. standard
c. with arms

3. Composite figurines
4. Plaque figurines
5. Hollow moldmade figurines
6. Miscellaneous

B. Male Figurines
1. Riders
2. Miscellaneous

II. Zoomorphic Figurines
A. Horses

1. With riders
2. Without riders

B. Lions
C. Bulls
D. Birds
E. Miscellaneous

6 Though separate, it is partially based on those of previous 
studies. Thus, the basic divisions of figurines (anthropomor-
phic vs. zoomorphic, male vs. female) and identifications of 
major types (standing figurines, seated figurines/Ashdodas, 
etc.) follow those of earlier studies. On the other hand, the 
exact order of the types, some of their names, and their sub-
types are unique to this study. This typology is also unique 
in that it is focused on figurines from Philistia and is com-
prehensive for the entire Iron Age assemblage from Philistia.
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This typology includes all types of figurines from 
Philistia, not just those found at Ashkelon. I have or-
ganized the catalogue according to figurine type in 

this typology (meaning that certain types are skipped 
if they are not attested in finds from Ashkelon). For 
further discussion of the typology, see chapter 6.
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Catalogue of Philistine Figurines

i.a.1.a. (Miniature sMall standing FeMale Figurines)

Catalogue no. 1
Registration no.: 40293
Findspot: 50.59.L427.B265
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 9 natural fill
Height: 3.0 cm
Width: 2.6 cm
Thickness: 1.4 cm
Description: A head and upper torso, probably female. The nose is pinched; the eyes are formed by two incised dots, 

and the mouth is also incised. The headdress is a typical polos with a concave top. The arms are broken 
off. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits. 

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 2
Registration no.: 53755
Findspot: 38.84.L685.B15
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 19A street
Height: 2.6 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Thickness: 2.0 cm
Description: A neck and upper female torso (with raised breasts). The arms and head are broken off. Orange clay, with 

horizontal and vertical red-brown lines painted on front and back. Black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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i.a.1.b. (standard sMall standing FeMale Figurines)

Catalogue no. 3
Registration no.: 44067
Findspot: 38.64.LF793.B24
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 14 floor
Height: 5.3 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Thickness: 1.9 cm
Description: A standing nude female figurine. The neck and head are broken off. The arms are mostly broken off, 

though it is clear that they were outstretched and probably upraised. The breasts are the only emphasized 
feature on the torso. The base of the figurine is a solid piece of clay without differentiated legs; it ends in 
a partially squared-off piece of clay that is thicker than the rest of the figurine, suggesting that the figurine 
was originally modeled onto another object (such as a vessel rim, a trace of which appears to remain in the 
section of the figurine base). Light gray clay, with vertical red lines painted down the length of the back, 
and traces of white slip on the front. Black core, 0.25–5.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 4
Registration no.: 44592
Findspot: 50.47.L285.B72
Year excavated: 1194
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.5 cm
Width: 4.6 cm (at arms); 2.7 cm (of body)
Thickness: 2.5 cm
Description: A female body, broken at the neck. The bottom of the body is broken off, as are the arms. The breasts are 

raised. Brown clay, cream slip, black core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 5
Registration no.: 45737
Findspot: 38.74.L642.B72
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 17B deliberate fill
Height: 4.7 cm
Width: 5.8 cm (at arms); 3.3 cm (of body)
Thickness: 2.4 cm
Description: A female torso: broken at the neck and just below the breasts. The arms are mostly broken off, though the 

right arm is preserved enough to show that it was originally outstretched and probably raised. The breasts 
are partially broken off. Reddish-brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 6
Registration no.: 50562
Findspot: 38.74.LF768.B77
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 17B floor
Height: 2.7 cm
Diameter: 2.5 cm (of head); 1.3 cm (of neck)
Description: A female head. The eyes are applied pellets; the nose is pinched, but part of it and the entire area of the 

mouth are chipped. The headdress is the typical concave polos, tilted down toward the back, with a clear 
ridge of clay around the edge of the headdress. A pinched piece of clay on the left side of the head appears 
to represent an ear. Part of the neck is preserved. Dark brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 7
Registration no.: 51089
Findspot: 38.84.LF514.B146
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 18A street
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 2.5 cm
Thickness: 2.0 cm
Description: A human head, probably female. The face has applied pellets for eyes and a short but thick pinched nose; 

there is no mouth. The neck is mostly preserved. The polos is concave and tilted toward the back, with a 
thin clay ridge on the edges which is pushed down at the sides. Cream-colored clay, with traces of white 
slip. Gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 8
Registration no.: 51405
Findspot: 38.63.F777.B63
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 19 wall
Height: 5.6 cm
Width: 3.6 cm (at arms); 2.4 cm (of body)
Thickness: 2.1 cm
Description: A mostly preserved female torso. The head, neck, arms, and base of the figurine are missing. The breasts 

are slightly raised. The legs are not differentiated. Cream clay and slip, with reddish-brown lines painted 
horizontally and vertically on front and back. Black core, 0.25 mm grits. Diameter of neck at break: 
1.5–1.8 cm.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 9
Registration no.: 51767
Findspot: 38.74.L861.B1
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 18A occupational debris
Height: 2.2 cm
Diameter: 2.1 cm (of head); 1.6 cm (of neck)
Description: A small anthropomorphic head, probably female. The eyes and mouth are painted, and the pinched nose is 

mostly broken off. The polos is concave, with a painted ring around most of its circumference. The neck is 
partially preserved, with a ring around its entire circumference. Red-brown clay with cream slip and black 
paint. Clay-colored core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits. 

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 10             
Registration no.: 52037
Findspot: 38.84.LF514.B4
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 18A street
Height: 3.7 cm
Width: 5.9 cm
Thickness: 2.5 cm
Description: A female torso: the head, legs, and most of the arms are missing. The breasts are large applied pellets. The 

arms are beginning to turn back toward the body; the break just below the breasts suggests a scar from 
the broken-off arms. Light brown clay with red and black paint: there are two red circles around the neck; 
the breasts are completely painted in red; and there are black stripes on the top of the left arm and a black 
patch on the top of the right arm. Black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits (few grits).

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 11
Registration no.: 53503
Findspot: 38.84.LF638.B286
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 17C deliberate fill
Height: 3.6 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Thickness: 2.1 cm (at base)
Diameter: 0.8 cm (of hole)
Description: A human torso, possibly female: there are no breasts or other anatomical features emphasized. The head 

is broken off. There is a hole running from the neck through the bottom of the torso, suggesting that this 
figurine might have been attached to a vessel (or other object) by a dowel. Reddish clay, light gray slip, 
with black painted lines: there is one around the waist, one partially preserved around the base, and one on 
top of each arm. Clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 12         
Registration no.: 53647
Findspot: 38.75.L148.B18
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 17A deliberate fill
Height: 3.6 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Diameter: 1.6 cm (of neck); 2.3 cm (of top: outer); 1.7 cm (of top: inner)
Description: A human head, with a hole in the top and another in the neck; these may have originally been one continu-

ous hole, but there is clay blocking them in between. There are applied pellets for eyes and applied pieces 
of clay on the sides of the head (perhaps representing hair). The nose is small and raised and partially bro-
ken; there are ridges on the sides of the head, probably representing ears. There is no mouth. Red-brown 
clay, cream slip. Light-colored core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 13
Registration no.: 54271
Findspot: 38.83.L464.FG90.B39
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 19A courtyard
Height: 3.0 cm
Width: 1.8 cm
Thickness: 2.3 cm
Description: A human head, probably female. There is a small applied pellet for one eye (the other is missing) and a 

pinched nose; there is no mouth. The polos is concave and tilted down toward the back; there is a round 
piece of clay on top of the headdress. Light brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 14
Registration no.: 55679
Findspot: 38.83.L488.FG47.B103
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 19B occupational debris
Height: 8.6 cm
Width: 4.9 cm (at hands); 2.9 cm (of body)
Thickness: 1.8 cm (of body)
Description: A cylindrical female figurine. The head has incised dots for eyes and a small pinched nose which is largely 

missing. The headdress (polos) is concave and tilting slightly backward. The torso has scars from the 
breasts, with a small hole incised in each. Most of the lower body is preserved, without legs differentiated. 
Red-brown clay, cream slip, with horizontal black lines over most of the front (but not continuing onto the 
back), running from the base up to the face. Black core, 0.25–3.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 15
Registration no.: 56375
Findspot: 38.83.L536.B14
Year excavated: 2004
Context: Ph. 19A pit
Height: 2.5 cm
Width: 1.6 cm (of neck); 2.4 cm (of polos)
Thickness: 2.0 cm
Description: A human head, probably female. The polos is slightly concave and slanting backward. The entire face is 

formed by a depression, with ridges for eyebrows and another ridge for the chin or mouth. The nose is 
pinched, and the eyes are incised. The top of the headdress is entirely painted; there is also a painted ring 
around the entire circumference of the neck. Brown clay, with red paint. Brown core, few if any grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 16
Registration no.: 57469
Findspot: 38.84 [North baulk].B1891
Year excavated: 2007
Context: N/A
Height: 7.7 cm
Width: 7.2 cm (at arms)
Thickness: 3.0 cm
Description: A female torso, with arms out to sides. The breasts are relatively large applied pieces of clay, not pel-

lets. Black paint, including a necklace, zigzag line down the chest, and ringed breasts. There are incised 
lines down the back. Red-brown clay, with a cream-colored surface; no clear core; white grits, 0.25–
2.00 mm.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 17
Registration no.: Unregistered
Findspot: 50.49.L440.B168
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.9 cm
Width: 3.6 cm (of head); 2.0 cm (of neck)
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: An anthropomorphic head. There are applied pellets for eyes, a pinched nose, and ears pinched at the sides 

of the head. The polos is concave and tilted down toward the back, with a ridge all the way around but 
especially pronounced on the front and by the ears on the sides. The neck is mostly preserved. Reddish-
brown clay, cream slip.

Scale 1:1

i. a. 2. (large [seated] FeMale Figurines; “ashdoda” and siMilar types)

Catalogue no. 18
Registration no.: 43782
Findspot: 38.74.LF563.B60
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 16 pit
Height: 4.0 cm
Width: 7.8 cm
Depth: 5.1 cm
Description: An Ashdoda chair fragment: only the front of the “couch” is preserved, with the two front legs complete. 

There is a partial scar from one of the back legs, with the rest of the back of the seat missing. Brown clay, 
black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 19
Registration no.: 44919
Findspot: 50.58.L318.B22
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 8.2 cm
Width: 7.9 cm
Thickness: 2.2 cm
Description: An Ashdoda torso: fragment of a torso/back with two breasts. The bottom is broken off as it is curving and 

thickening (the top of the Ashdoda “seat”) and broken off at the neck. There is a clear neck scar.
Reddish-brown clay with cream slip and red paint: an “x” across the center of the chest between the 
breasts and circles around the breasts. Black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

  Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 20
Registration no.: 45403
Findspot: 2.65.L5.B12
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 8 deliberate fill
Height: 6.3 cm
Width: 7.1 cm
Thickness: 1.5 cm
Description: A probable anthropomorphic torso. The head is broken off, the neck is partially preserved, and the base 

is completely missing. Protrusions from the upper corners of the torso may represent raised arms. This 
figurine is similar to the Ashdoda torso, but thinner and without any breasts. Light brown clay, black core, 
0.25–3.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 21
Registration no.: 46097
Findspot: 38.84.L446.B185
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 14 robber trench
Height: 7.7 cm
Width: 9.0 cm
Thickness: 2.3 cm
Description: An Ashdoda torso: a complete torso/back with two breasts (one broken off). There is a ridge on top, with 

the two upper corners broken off but appearing to protrude slightly. There is a possible neck scar on the 
top, but it is relatively thin. Red-brown clay, with traces of white slip. Black core, 0.25–3.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 22
Registration no.: 48701
Findspot: 38.74.L724.B63
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 17C deliberate fill
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 10.0 cm
Depth: 5.8 cm
Description: An Ashdoda chair fragment: most of the “couch” is preserved, but the back of the seat and the two rear 

legs are missing. The two front legs are largely broken off. Brown clay, black core, 0.25–5.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 23
Registration no.: 50559
Findspot: 38.84.L496.FG86.B73
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 18A occupational debris
Height: 6.6 cm
Diameter: 2.3 cm (of neck); 2.1–2.6 cm (bottom of fragment); 3.8 cm (of head)
Description: An Ashdoda head and neck. The head has applied pellets for eyes and a thick pinched nose. There is a 

typical polos, tilted down toward the back, but it is flat instead of concave. The neck is long and broken 
off at the point of the body join. Light brown clay, with traces of white slip. Clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 
mm grits.

  

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 24
Registration no.: 50647
Findspot: 38.84.L591.B52
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 17C deliberate fill
Height: 6.1 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Thickness: 3.1 cm
Description: A large human head, probably female. The eyes are applied pellets incised with dots (for pupils). The 

triangular nose is largely broken off. There are ears pinched on the sides of the head and an incised mouth. 
A ring of clay extends around most of the neck but does not extend around all of the back. The polos is 
concave and tilted downward toward the back, with small incisions along the front edge (representing 
either headdress decorations or hair). Gray colored clay, with white slip. Black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 25
Registration no.: 50766
Findspot: 38.84.L496.FG88.B35
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 18A occupational debris
Height: 6.1 cm
Width: 2.7 cm
Thickness: 1.5 cm
Diameter: 3.6 cm (of head)
Description: A large human head and neck, possibly female. The face is very poorly preserved with no features visible. 

There are large ears on the sides of the head. The polos is flat and tilting toward the back, with a ridge on 
the front half. Light brown clay, gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 26                
Registration no.: 52435
Findspot: 38.84.L686.B98
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 18A deliberate fill
Height: 5.8 cm
Width: 9.0 cm
Depth: 7.6 cm
Description: An Ashdoda chair and torso fragment: all of the seat is preserved, as is the bottom of the torso/back. All 

four legs are broken off. Gray clay with cream slip. Gray to black core, 0.5–2.5 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 27
Registration no.: 53100
Findspot: 38.84.L693.B183
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 18A deliberate fill
Height: 8.0 cm
Width: 8.7 cm
Thickness: 2.2 cm
Description: An Ashdoda torso. The torso/chair back is mostly extant. The breasts are relatively close together. There is 

a scar on the top from the broken-off neck. Reddish-brown clay with cream slip, and black and red paint: 
there are black and red horizontal lines painted across the torso, and the breasts and the space in between 
them is painted solidly red. Black core, 0.25–5.00 mm grits.

  

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 28
Registration no.: 56867
Findspot: 38.63.L759.B5
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 17A deliberate fill
Height: 4.1 cm
Width: 7.2 cm
Thickness: 1.4 cm
Description: A partial Ashdoda torso. The fragment is broken off just below the breasts, one of which is completely 

preserved while the other is partially preserved. There is a neck scar. The left side has part of an arm pre-
served, ending in what appears to be a hand cupping the left breast. Reddish-brown clay with white slip 
preserved fairly well on the front, and less well on the back. Gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 29
Registration no.: 56954
Findspot: 50.49.L428.B12
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 foundation trench
Height: 5.5 cm
Width: 3.9 cm
Thickness: 2.0 cm
Description: An Ashdoda torso fragment. One half of the torso/chair back is preserved, with one breast. The breast is 

closer to the upper corner of the torso than on the other examples of this type. Brown clay, dark brown 
core, 0.50–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 30
Registration no.: 40638
Findspot: 50.48.LF151.B435
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Byzantine well
Height: 7.7 cm
Diameter: 4.4 cm (of head); 2.3–2.7 cm (of neck)
Description: A large human head and neck. There are pellets applied for eyes, but most of the rest of the face (including 

the nose and possible mouth) is broken off. There is a large rectangular ear on the left side of the head; the 
right ear is broken off. The headdress is slightly convex, with a central ridge running front-to-back across 
it, and is level instead of being tilted downward toward the back. A fairly long neck is preserved. Reddish-
brown clay, cream slip, gray core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 31
Registration no.: 56064
Findspot: 38.83.L355.B26
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 17A courtyard
Height: 2.1 cm (actual thickness: 1.6 cm)
Width: 6.2 cm
Depth: 5.6 cm
Description: An Ashdoda seat fragment: the front part of the “couch” is preserved, with scars from the two front legs. 

Reddish-brown clay, with white slip, clay-colored core, 0.10–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
Catalogue no. 32
Registration no.: 57585
Findspot: 38.84 [East baulk].B2005
Year excavated: 2007
Context: N/A
Height: 8.0 cm
Width: 9.5 cm
Length: 8.7 cm
Description: An Ashdoda seat and lower back fragment. Most of the seat is preserved, with two legs complete; there 

is a scar from the third, while the fourth corner is missing. Brown-red clay, with white slip, black core; 
white grits, 0.25–1.00 mm.

  

Scale 1:2
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i.a.3. (CoMposite FeMale Figurines: solid MoldMade heads, hollow Bodies)

Catalogue no. 33
Registration no.: 40174
Findspot: 50.49.L376
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 occupational debris
Height: 5.9 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Thickness: 1.7 cm
Description: A female head with tang. The face is moldmade, with Egyptian features (the hair or headdress, plus the 

almond eyes and shape of the eyebrows), but the eyes also have pupils. The pupils are not simply outlined, 
but are formed by solid circular depressions. The rest of face is broken off; the head is relatively shallow, 
flat, and oval in shape (others of this type are more rounded). Brown clay, with traces of white slip, espe-
cially around the eyes. Clay-colored core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 34                 
Registration no.: 40439
Findspot: 50.58.L302.B421
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 4.2 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Thickness: 2.3 cm
Description: A female head without tang. The face is moldmade, with Egyptian hair/headdress and Egyptian eyes. The 

nose and mouth are broken off; the head is of medium roundness. Brown clay, with gray slip for the head, 
and traces of white slip (especially around the eyes). Black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 35
Registration no.: 44344
Findspot: 50.58.L302.B9
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 6.3 cm
Width: 3.2 cm
Thickness: 2.6 cm
Description: A moldmade female head with tang. The eyes are oval with solid raised pupils; the nose is partially bro-

ken. The hair or headdress is much less wide than on most figurines of this type, with the face covering 
almost all of the head: it appears that the hair/headdress is an extra layer of clay handpacked onto the 
molded face, rather than part of the mold itself. The layer continues down around the tang as well. Brown-
red clay, with traces of white slip. Gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

  

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 36                             
Registration no.: 44449
Findspot: 50.57.L256.B75
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.1 cm
Width: 4.1 cm
Thickness: 3.8 cm
Description: A large female head without tang. The face is moldmade, and the head is hollow. The eyes are worn but 

appear to be fairly large. The nose is thin, and the face is rounded. The hair/headdress may have a faint part 
in the center of the head. Brown clay with traces of white slip, especially around the sides. Clay-colored 
core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 37
Registration no.: 44450
Findspot: 50.48.L448.B83
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 7.4 cm
Width: 6.5 cm (at arms); 3.0 cm (of body)
Thickness: 2.9 cm
Description: A female head and torso. The face is moldmade with pronounced Egyptian features (the headdress, and the 

eyes as thin ovals tapering off to extended lines on the sides). The headdress is a rounded veil. The torso 
is broken off just below the breasts. The arms are mostly broken off, but the left arm is clearly extending 
forward, and the right arm is extending out to the side. Light brown clay, with traces of white slip, gray 
core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 38
Registration no.: 44535
Findspot: 50.48.L439.B67
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.3 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Thickness: 2.6 cm
Description: A small female head with tang. The eyes are the typical almond shape, and the hair (or wig) ends in bulbs 

along the sides below the face. Ears are clearly indicated on each side. Brown clay, clay-colored core, 
0.25–1.00 mm grits.

  

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 39
Registration no.: 45164
Findspot: 50.48.L446.FG48.B181
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.0 cm
Width: 3.4 cm
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: A female head with tang. The face is moldmade, but its features are worn. The hair (or wig) appears to 

come down on the sides below the face. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.
  

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 40
Registration no.: 45172
Findspot: 50.49.L440.B126
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.9 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: A small moldmade female head with tang. The features are worn, the face is round, and the nose is rela-

tively slender. The headdress is a rounded veil. Brown-red clay, with traces of white slip, clay-colored 
core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 41
Registration no.: 45176
Findspot: 50.48.L449.FG58.B197
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.1 cm
Width: 3.4 cm
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: A small female head with tang. The face is moldmade, but the features are worn; the face is small and 

rounded, and the headdress is a rounded veil. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25 mm grits.
  

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 42
Registration no.: 45329
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B7
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.2 cm
Width: 4.1 cm
Thickness: 2.9 cm
Description: A moldmade female head with tang. The features of the face are particularly well preserved, and the ex-

ecution of the face (particularly the eyes) follows the typical Egyptian style. The eyebrows are thick lines, 
slightly curved. The bottom half of the face is chipped. There are well-defined ears on the sides of the 
head. The headdress is a rounded veil. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 43
Registration no.: 45496
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B52
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.8 cm
Width: 3.4 cm
Thickness: 3.2 cm
Description: A female head with tang. The face is moldmade with solid circular eyes in relief and a large bulbous nose. 

The headdress is the hair/wig as opposed to the veil but is not worn. The neck and top of the body are 
preserved. The tang is worn and rounded. Brown clay, traces of white slip, clay-colored core, 0.25–0.50 
mm grits.

Scale 1:1
Catalogue no. 44                                                                        
Registration no.: 45524
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B62
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.9 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Thickness: 2.7 cm
Description: A moldmade female head with tang. The eyes are solid circles in relief, with thin lines for eyebrows just 

below the ridge of the hair/wig, and the nose is large and bulbous. The headdress is the hair/wig but is not 
well preserved; it was not formed in a mold but hand-modeled around the face. Brown clay, with traces of 
white slip, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 45
Registration no.: 45575
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B89
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.9 cm
Width: 3.2 cm
Thickness: 1.7 cm
Description: A small moldmade female head. The features of the face are very worn. The headdress is a veil which 

comes to a point at the top. There is no tang preserved. Brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 46
Registration no.: 46683
Findspot: 50.49.L451.B21
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.5 cm
Width: 3.6 cm
Thickness: 1.9 cm
Description: A moldmade female head with tang. The face and head have atypical features: the eyes are more rounded 

(instead of the more usual Egyptian style), and there is a band on the forehead with a row of small squares 
and circles below, perhaps representing curls. The hair extends to the bottom of the face, where it ends in 
straight strands instead of bulbs. The head is relatively flat. Brown clay with traces of white slip (espe-
cially around the eyes, nose, and headdress). Black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits (few grits).

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 47
Registration no.: 46687
Findspot: 50.48.L462.B21
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.6 cm
Width: 2.7 cm
Thickness: 1.8 cm
Description: A small moldmade female head. The face is very worn. The headdress is rounded at the top but broken 

off at the sides. The neck or possible tang is not preserved. Cream-colored clay with traces of white slip 
(especially around the eyes). Gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 48
Registration no.: 46688
Findspot: 50.49.L451.B21
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.1 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Thickness: 3.2 cm
Description: A moldmade female head without tang. The head is very deep and round; the face appears to have the typi-

cal Egyptian (almond or thin extended oval) eyes, but the facial features are fairly worn. The nose is par-
tially broken off. There is a trace of a right ear, but the left ear is not depicted. The headdress is a rounded 
veil, with the clay around the neck area hand-modeled against the moldmade face: this process may have 
obscured the left ear. Brown clay, with few traces of white slip. Clay-colored core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

  

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 49
Registration no.: 46689
Findspot: 50.48.L462.B21
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.6 cm
Width: 3.2 cm
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: A moldmade female head with tang. The head is fairly round. The face is worn, but the wide oval lines 

of the eyes and eyebrows are visible, as is a thin nose. The headdress appears to be hair or a wig coming 
down to the level of the chin, with possible lines representing strands of hair across the forehead. Red-
brown clay, with traces of white slip (especially around the eyes and eyebrows). Black core, 0.25–2.00 
mm grits.

  

Scale 1:1
Catalogue no. 50                                                                      
Registration no.: 46974
Findspot: 50.49.L451.B71
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.8 cm
Width: 2.7 cm
Thickness: 3.2 cm
Description: A small moldmade female head with tang. The face is so worn that most of the features are not distin-

guishable. The headdress is a rounded veil, with no distinguishable features other than a ridge across the 
forehead. Brown clay, with a few traces of white slip, clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 51
Registration no.: 49530
Findspot: 38.75.L54.B127
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 14 deliberate fill
Height: 6.1 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Thickness: 3.1 cm
Description: A moldmade female head with tang. The face is very worn, and the individual features are not visible. The 

face is very round and deep. The headdress appears to be a rounded veil. Reddish-brown clay, gray core, 
0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 52
Registration no.: 51305
Findspot: 38.65.L48.B44
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 14 deliberate fill
Height: 4.6 cm
Width: 3.1 cm
Thickness: 2.6 cm
Description: A small moldmade female head. The eyes are almond-shaped, and the eyebrows are thick and raised. The 

nose is partially broken. The headdress is a veil that comes to a point on the top toward the back. There is 
no trace of a tang. Light brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1



68   Catalogue

Catalogue no. 53
Registration no.: 51609
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B18, 22
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.4 cm
Width: 2.5 cm
Thickness: 1.7 cm
Description: A very small moldmade female head with tang. The face is very worn. The headdress is a veil which ap-

pears to come to a point, but it is also worn. The tang is a rounded stub, apparently also worn. Reddish-
brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits. (Note the combined pottery buckets for this figurine.)

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 54
Registration no.: 51613
Findspot: 50.49.L453.B131
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.5 cm
Width: 3.3 cm
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: A moldmade female head with tang. The face is worn, the eyes are wide ovals, and the nose is large and 

bulbous. The headdress is a rounded veil. Both ears are depicted. The tang is large and rounded. Reddish-
brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 55
Registration no.: 44362
Findspot: 50.49.F354.B2
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 wall
Height: 4.6 cm
Width: 3.1 cm
Thickness: 0.7 cm
Description: A possible partial torso: a fragment of a hollow ceramic piece, which may belong to a human torso or to 

a pottery vessel. Part of one arm is preserved. One wheelmark is visible on the inside. Brown clay, clay-
colored core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 56
Registration no.: 44616
Findspot: 50.48.L448.B99
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.0 cm
Width: 3.9 cm
Thickness: 4.5 cm (at breast)
Description: A hollow female torso. The body is wheelmade (with clear wheelmarks on the interior). The sides of the 

torso are fairly straight but slightly widening toward the bottom (on the better preserved side). On top this 
fragment is broken at the neck. One breast is preserved, and there is a scar where the other has broken off. 
There are no arms preserved. Brown-red clay, with traces of white slip, clay-colored core, 0.25–4.00 mm 
grits (few grits).

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 57
Registration no.: 44660
Findspot: 50.58.L302.B11
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 3.5 cm
Width: 3.1 cm
Thickness: 0.7 cm
Depth: 1.9 cm
Description: A possible fragment of a hollow female torso. Two breasts are preserved. There are no wheelmarks visible. 

Brown-red clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 58
Registration no.: 44698
Findspot: 50.57.L259.B112
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Width: 4.0 cm
Thickness: 3.0 cm
Description: A possible torso fragment. This may be the neck and upper torso of a female figurine, with part of the tang 

remaining in the neck. The fragment is probably handmade. Brown clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 59
Registration no.: 45521
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B62
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.5 cm
Width: 8.1 cm
Thickness: 3.2 cm
Description: A female torso fragment. The fragment is hollow and wheelmade (there are several wheelmarks on the 

interior). The breasts are emphasized. The sides of the torso are straight; handmade arms are attached to 
the shoulders, and the arms cradle a child. The child is handmade, and is preserved completely except 
for the head. The left arm of the child is holding onto the female torso above the left breast. The torso is 
broken off just below the left arm of the female. The torso is broken at the neck; in the hollow interior, a 
piece of the triangular head of the tang is preserved. Reddish-brown clay, with traces of white slip, gray 
core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 60
Registration no.: 46596
Findspot: 50.48.L462
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.0 cm
Width: 4.2 cm
Thickness: 2.4 cm; 4.1 cm (of legs)
Description: A torso and upper legs of a handmade seated female figurine. The head and neck are missing. The legs are 

broken off below the knees. The right arm is completely missing; the left arm is bent at the elbow and ex-
tending out, but the hand is broken off. The breasts are shown, but the figure appears to be wearing a dress, 
as the legs are not differentiated on the front of the figurine; there is simply a slight depression between 
them. On the underside of the figurine, the legs are clearly separate where the surface clay is broken off 
and the core is visible. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 61
Registration no.: 46709
Findspot: 50.48.L462.B21
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.8 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Thickness: 6.0 cm
Description: A fragment of a seated figurine: only the lower legs, feet, and pedestal of the figurine are preserved. The 

figure is wearing a dress that extends down to the feet. The feet were made separately from the dress and 
the pedestal. Light brown clay, with traces of white slip, light-colored core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 62
Registration no.: 50425
Findspot: 38.75.L57.FG53.B66
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 14 deliberate fill
Height: 7.1 cm
Width: 6.1 cm (at arms)
Thickness: 4.3–4.7 cm (at bottom of body)
Description: A torso, possibly of a female. The fragment is broken at the neck and waists. Only stumps of the arms 

remain. No features of the torso, such as breasts, are preserved. There is a small depression (made by a 
finger) at the bottom center of the torso. The figurine is hollow, with a piece of clay stuck through the neck 
(probably from the tang of a moldmade head). The sides of the body slope slightly outward. Reddish-
brown clay, with traces of white slip; black core; 0.25–0.50 mm grits (few grits).

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 63
Registration no.: Unregistered
Findspot: 50.49.L432.B32
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 7.0 cm
Width: 9.2 cm
Thickness: 4.6 cm (bottom - outer); 3.6 cm (bottom - inner); 2.6 cm (top - outer); 1.7 cm (top - inner)
Description: A wheelmade body fragment of a standing nude female figurine. The figurine is broken at the neck and 

the bottom of the torso. Handmade arms were attached separately; the arms bend back toward the body, 
and the hands cup the breasts. Wheelmarks are visible on the interior. Brown clay, with white slip; gray 
core; 0.25–1.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

i.a.4. (FeMale plaque Figurines)

Catalogue no. 64
Registration no.: 39266
Findspot: 50.59.L370.B20
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 deliberate fill
Height: 9.4 cm
Width: 4.6 cm
Thickness: 2.3 cm
Description: A standing nude female plaque figurine. The figurine is largely complete, consisting of the torso and legs; 

the head and neck are missing. There is a ridge along each side of the figurine, indicating the arms (and 
hands) at the sides and the legs below them. The breasts and the stomach are raised; there is a depression 
in the middle of the raised stomach. A raised upside-down triangle below the stomach may represent an 
emphasized pubic area, but the figurine is worn here. Red-brown clay, with traces of white slip, black core, 
0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 65
Registration no.: 39692
Findspot: 50.58.L262.FG41.B138
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 destruction debris
Height: 4.9 cm
Width: 4.5 cm
Thickness: 2.0 cm
Description: A head and upper torso of a female plaque figurine. The face is worn; a curved vertical incision may rep-

resent the mouth. The headdress is the typical hair or wig, reaching down to the shoulders. The figurine is 
broken at the shoulders. Gray-brown clay, with traces of white slip, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 66
Registration no.: 46274
Findspot: 50.48.L462.B241
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.4 cm
Width: 4.3 cm
Thickness: 2.2 cm
Description: A mother and child plaque figurine. The torso and most of the legs are preserved. The arms are stretched 

across the body, cradling a child on the left side. The child’s head and visible arm are covering the moth-
er’s left breast; the right breast is visible. The entire figurine was moldmade as a single piece, with the 
breast, arms, and child in low relief. The legs are not differentiated. There is a thin ridge along the edge of 
the figurine which indicates the edge of the mold. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 67
Registration no.: 49501
Findspot: 50.49.L482.B169
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 9 deliberate fill
Height: 8.0 cm
Width: 4.4 cm
Thickness: 2.0 cm
Description: Legs and feet of a nude female plaque. The figurine is very worn, and the legs are barely visible. There is 

a thick ridge along the sides of the figurine indicating the edge of the mold. Light brown clay, black core, 
0.25–3.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 68
Registration no.: 52341
Findspot: 38.74.L848.B57
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 18B floor
Height: 7.3 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Thickness: 2.1 cm
Description: A standing nude female plaque figurine. The head and neck are missing. The arms are bent, with the hands 

cupping the breasts. The right arm has incisions along the wrist, probably representing bracelets. The 
pubic area is emphasized (as an upside-down triangle). There is a fairly large clay backing to the raised 
figurine. Gray clay, black core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 69
Registration no.: 56516
Findspot: 38.84.L973.B239
Year excavated: 2004
Context: Ph. 20 street
Height: 2.6 cm
Width: 4.6 cm
Thickness: 2.2 cm
Description: A fragment of a nude female plaque figurine: part of the left arm, shoulder, and part of the torso are pre-

served. The left breast is preserved. The locks of hair run along each side of the figurine along the chest. 
There are raised emblems on the body: a caprid (possibly an ibex) next to a tree on the shoulder, and 
around the neck area is possibly the bottom of a human figure with a zigzag pattern running down below.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 70
Registration no.: 57146
Findspot: 38.75.U317.B1307
Year excavated: 2007
Context: Ph. 17A deliberate fill
Height: 3.7 cm
Width: 2.8 cm
Thickness: 2.1 cm (at arm)
Description: Left side of the torso of a female figurine. The left arm is preserved, reaching toward the left breast, but 

the hand is broken off. The locations of the hand and breast are marked by depressions on the body. While 
the form is essentially a typical plaque figurine with the back flat, the figurine appears to be handmade 
and not moldmade. Red-brown clay, cream surface (slip?) on back; gray core, white grits (0.10–1.00 mm).

Scale 1:1
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i.a.5. (hollow MoldMade FeMale Figurines)

Catalogue no. 71
Registration no.: 44973
Findspot: 50.57.L259.B121
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.0 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Thickness: 4.0 cm
Description: Half of a moldmade head. The figurine was made fully (three-dimensionally) in a mold. The left side of 

the face is preserved, with the left ear, and the left eye appears to be worn but faintly visible. Light brown 
clay, with red paint one ear and below the neck (possibly representing a necklace, but not enough of the 
neck is preserved to see); gray core, few if any inclusions.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 72
Registration no.: Unregistered
Findspot: 50.49.L436.FG9.B102
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.3 cm
Width: 2.9 cm
Thickness: 0.4 cm
Description: A fragment of a moldmade figurine. Only part of the back of the head is preserved. There are wavy lines 

representing the hair. Brown-red clay, with black and brown paint; clay-colored core, few if any inclusions.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 73
Registration no.: Unregistered
Findspot: 50.49.L421.B421
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.3 cm
Width: 4.0 cm
Thickness: 0.7 cm
Diameter: 3.1 cm
Description: A fragment of a completely moldmade figurine. Only the feet and the base are preserved; the figure 

was presumably seated. Light brown clay, with traces of red paint around right foot; clay-colored core, 
0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

i.B.1. (Male rider Figurines - see under horses, ii. a.2 [nos. 160–64])
i.B.2. (MisCellaneous Male Figurines) 

Catalogue no. 74
Registration no.: 32007
Findspot: 38.64.LF700.B510
Year excavated: 1990
Context: Ph. 10 floor
Height: 6.0 cm
Width: 4.1 cm
Thickness: 3.4 cm
Description: A head, neck, and partial torso of a human figurine, probably male. The right arm is completely missing; 

the left is preserved only as a stump. The eyes appear only as depressions, without eyeballs or pupils in-
dicated. There are incised holes for the nostrils and an incised line for the mouth. The ears are flat ridges 
on the sides of the head. There is a raised circular ring around the top of the head, forming the line of a 
possible headdress. Light brown clay with cream slip; burnishing is visible on the neck. There are black 
lines painted from the back of the headdress to the front below the neck; there are traces of white slip on 
the body. Gray core, few if any grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 75
Registration no.: 45580
Findspot: 38.73.F429.FG20.B26
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 17A hearth
Height: 7.7 cm
Width: 5.0 cm
Thickness: 2.5 cm
Description: A torso, possibly of a nude male figurine. The figurine is very crude, and it is unclear what it represents. 

There are four limbs plus a possible phallus, or tail, on the bottom. There is a pinched line of clay on top, 
possibly representing a head. Brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 76
Registration no.: 48223
Findspot: 38.63.L788.B15
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 18A deliberate fill
Height: 5.2 cm
Width: 3.3 cm
Thickness: 2.7 cm
Description: A male head and neck. The head is moldmade, with round eyes, arched eyebrows, a slender nose, and 

mouth clearly visible. The figure wears a headdress, possibly a crown, with a series of horizontal lines. 
The headdress is partially broken. Reddish-brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 77
Registration no.: 45388
Findspot: 38.74.L624.B45
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 17B street
Height: 3.4 cm
Width: 4.5 cm
Thickness: 2.2 cm
Description: A human lower torso and upper legs, possibly of a female; a depression in the center may represent the 

pudendum. Grayish clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 78
Registration no.: 52537
Findspot: 38.84.L690.B112
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 18C deliberate fill
Height: 4.4 cm
Width: 2.1 cm
Thickness: 1.8 cm
Description: A human head and neck, possibly of a male. The head is small, with applied pellets for eyes, a concave 

head (or headdress) tilted down toward the back, a pinched nose, and applied spirals for the ears (the left 
is partially broken). Applied strips of clay along the sides and bottom of the face may represent a beard. 
Brown-red clay, with traces of white slip, gray core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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ii.a (horse Figurines) 

Catalogue no. 79
Registration no.: 40173
Findspot: 50.58.L274.B418
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 destruction debris
Height: 5.0 cm
Width: 2.3 cm
Thickness: 3.5 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender. The end of the muzzle is broken off; the 

left ear is completely missing, and the right ear is mostly missing. The neck has a triangular section with a 
ridge for the mane on the back. There is a depression in the bottom of the broken neck. Brown clay, with 
traces of white slip, black core; 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 80
Registration no.: 40396
Findspot: 50.58.L302.B424
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 4.4 cm
Width: 2.2 cm
Thickness: 3.6 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape of the back of the head and the muzzle is typically rounded and slender. 

The left ear is mostly missing; the right ear is pointed, jutting up and out from the head. The neck has a 
triangular section formed with the ridge of the mane. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, black core, 
0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 81
Registration no.: 42427
Findspot: 50.48.L405.FG36.B32
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.6 cm
Width: 2.0 cm
Thickness: 3.4 cm
Description: A horse neck and head. The snout is missing; there is a mane as a ridge on the back of the neck (forming 

a triangular/teardrop section), ending at the back of the head. The left hand of a rider may be preserved on 
the neck. Red-brown clay, black core, traces of white slip; white grits, up to 0.25 mm.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 82
Registration no.: 42654
Findspot: 50.48.L405.FG37.B39
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.2 cm
Width: 2.0 cm
Thickness: 2.7 cm
Description: A zoomorphic neck, probably of a horse. Only the back of the head is preserved. One ear is partially 

broken. The neck and mane form a triangular section. Brown-red clay, black core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 83
Registration no.: 42847
Findspot: 50.49.L419.FG9.B82
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 wall fall/destruction debris
Height: 4.5 cm
Width: 2.0 cm
Thickness: 3.7 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically slender and rounded, though the edge of the muzzle comes to 

a small point. The ears are partially broken. The neck and mane ridge form a triangular section. Red-brown 
clay, with traces of white slip, clay-colored core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 84
Registration no.: 42856
Findspot: 50.49.L420.B53
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.6 cm
Width: 1.8 cm
Thickness: 3.3 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the head and neck shape are typically rounded and slender, though the edge of the 

muzzle comes to a near point; the back of the neck has the usual mane. The right ear is completely miss-
ing; the top of left ear is broken. Brown-red clay, with traces of white slip, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 85
Registration no.: 42901
Findspot: 38.74.L493.FG90.B42
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 14 alley surface
Height: 1.8 cm
Width: 1.2 cm
Thickness: 3.6 cm
Description: A horse head: the neck is missing; the muzzle has the typical rounded shape. The right ear is missing; the 

left ear is protruding out and above the head. The back of the figurine shows the beginning of a mane. 
Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 86
Registration no.: 42946
Findspot: 50.49.LF423.B95
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 floor
Height: 3.3 cm
Width: 2.1 cm
Thickness: 3.0 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the muzzle is broken off, and both ears are largely missing. There is a ridge for the 

mane on the back of the neck. Circular pellets are applied to the face for eyes. Brown clay, with traces of 
white slip, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 87
Registration no.: 43539
Findspot: 50.48.L405.B113
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.7 cm
Width: 4.2 cm
Thickness: 2.1 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the left ear is missing; the snout is rounded. There is a ridge for the mane at the 

back of the neck (with a triangular/teardrop section). Brown clay, gray core, traces of white slip; white 
grits, 0.25–0.50 mm.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 88                                                            
Registration no.: 44176
Findspot: 50.47.LF278.B33
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 deliberate fill
Height: 8.0 cm
Width: 3.4 cm
Thickness: 4.1 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the head and neck shape is typically rounded; the muzzle is missing. The neck 

and mane ridge form a triangular section; the mane continues onto the top of the head and ends there in a 
rounded edge. The ears are large and protrude outward from the head. The front edge of the torso, along 
with the tops of the two front legs, is preserved. Reddish brown clay, black core, 0.25–5.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 89
Registration no.: 44552
Findspot: 50.48.L448.B81
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 1.4 cm
Thickness: 2.5 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape of the head and neck is typically rounded; the muzzle is missing, as is the 

bottom of the neck. The left ear is missing; the right ear is pointed and protruding away from the head. The 
neck and mane form the typical triangular section. Brown clay, black to gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 90
Registration no.: 44562
Findspot: 50.48.LF421.B90
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 floor
Height: 5.8 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Thickness: 3.0 cm
Description: A zoomorphic neck and partial head, probably of a horse: the head and neck shape is rounded; the muzzle 

is missing. The neck is complete, down to the beginning of torso and the tops of the front legs. The right 
ear is missing, and the left ear partially broken. Two pieces of clay attached below and behind the ears 
may represent the hands of a rider. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 91
Registration no.: 44566
Findspot: 50.58.L316.B15
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 1.5 cm
Thickness: 3.7 cm
Description: A horse head: the shape of the head is typically rounded and slender, and the muzzle has a rounded edge. 

Only the very top of the neck is preserved, but the mane ridge is visible and forms a triangular section with 
the neck. Most of each ear is missing. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 92
Registration no.: 44576
Findspot: 50.49.L436.FG29.B88
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.9 cm
Width: 2.9 cm
Thickness: 4.0 cm
Diameter: 1.8 cm (of neck)
Description: A zoomorphic head and neck, probably of a horse: the head and neck have the typical rounded and slender 

shape. The end of the muzzle is relatively flat. The right ear is mostly preserved, and the left ear is partially 
broken; on the right ear there are two separate pieces (one perhaps representing a horn). Brown-red clay, 
with a few traces of white slip; black core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 93
Registration no.: 45078
Findspot: 50.48.L448.B87
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.6 cm
Width: 1.9 cm
Thickness: 4.2 cm
Description: A zoomorphic head and neck, probably of a horse: the head and neck are typically rounded and slender, 

but the muzzle is short and comes to a pronounced point. The ears are large circular pieces applied flat 
against the back of the muzzle. There is a small ridge along the back of the neck for a mane, though 
the section it forms with the neck is barely triangular. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; black core, 
0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 94
Registration no.: 45163
Findspot: 50.57.L258.B148
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.7 cm
Width: 1.7 cm
Thickness: 3.7 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape of the head and neck is typically slender and rounded; the muzzle comes 

to a relatively flat end. There is a ridge for the mane, forming a triangular section with the neck. The left 
ear is partially broken, but the right ear is fully preserved; the ear is relatively thin and pointed and protrud-
ing away from head. Brown clay, with a few traces of white slip; black core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 95
Registration no.: 45356
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B11
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.0 cm
Width: 2.0 cm
Thickness: 4.1 cm
Description: A zoomorphic head and neck, probably of a horse: the shape of the head and neck are typically slender 

and rounded, but the end of the muzzle curves up to a point. The neck and the ridge for the mane form a 
triangular section, but the mane ends on the back of the head as a low-lying horizontal piece. Each ear is 
partially broken. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 96
Registration no.: 45497
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B52
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.2 cm
Width: 2.6 cm
Thickness: 4.3 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender. The end of the muzzle curves down-

ward almost to a point. There is a ridge for the mane on the back of the neck (with the usual triangular 
section). The left ear is missing; the right ear is a long, thin strip of clay with a rounded tip, jutting just 
above the top of the head. Brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 97
Registration no.: 45512
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B44
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.4 cm
Width: 1.9 cm
Thickness: 3.8 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender. There is a ridge on the back of the neck 

for the mane, forming a triangular section with the neck; the mane continues up (as a thin strip of clay) 
onto the back of the head. Only the left ear is preserved; it protrudes away from the head. Brown clay, with 
traces of white slip; clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 98
Registration no.: 45601
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B76
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 deliberate fill
Height: 3.1 cm
Width: 1.7 cm
Thickness: 3.7 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender. The back of the neck has a ridge for 

the mane, forming a triangular section with the neck. The muzzle ends in a near point (which is partially 
chipped). The neck is partially broken; the ears are mostly missing. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; 
black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 99
Registration no.: 45603
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B88
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.6 cm
Width: 1.6 cm
Thickness: 4.0 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender, but the neck is particularly curved. 

The ears are large, thin strips of clay ending in points and protruding away from the head. The back of the 
neck has a mane, forming a triangular section with the neck. Reddish-brown clay, with some cream slip 
preserved; gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 100
Registration no.: 45736
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B107
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.7 cm
Width: 1.7 cm
Thickness: 2.5 cm
Description: A horse neck and partial head: only the back of the head is preserved; the shape is typically rounded and 

slender. The left side of the neck is broken off. The top of the right ear is broken, and the left ear is missing 
entirely. There is a ridge for the mane on the back of the neck, forming a triangular section with the neck. 
Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 101
Registration no.: 45998
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B179
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.6 cm
Width: 1.9 cm
Thickness: 3.4 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender. The ears are large and semicircular and 

applied perpendicularly (rather than parallel) to the head, rising high above it. The back of the neck has a 
ridge for the mane, forming a triangular section with the neck. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; black 
core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 102
Registration no.: 46086
Findspot: 50.48.L461.B193
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.3 cm
Width: 2.5 cm
Thickness: 4.0 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender, but the neck is particularly curved. The 

ears are mostly preserved. The back of the neck has a ridge for the mane, with the usual triangular section. 
Brown clay, with traces of white slip; gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 103
Registration no.: 46100
Findspot: 50.57.L256.B96
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.4 cm
Width: 1.3 cm
Thickness: 3.3 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender, but the muzzle curves to a point. The 

bottom of the neck is not preserved. The left ear is partially broken; the right ear is fully preserved. The 
neck and the ridge of the mane form a triangular section. Reddish-brown clay, with traces of white slip; 
clay-colored core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 104
Registration no.: 46602
Findspot: 50.49.L449.B7
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.0 cm
Width: 1.7 cm
Thickness: 4.4 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender, but the tip of the muzzle is chipped. The 

ears are thin strips of clay lying flat against the head. The neck has a ridge for the mane; on each side of 
the neck is an applied circle, probably representing the hands of a rider. Brown clay, with traces of white 
slip; black core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 105
Registration no.: 46686
Findspot: 50.49.L451.B34
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.3 cm
Width: 1.7 cm
Thickness: 2.2 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender, but the muzzle is missing. The ears are 

large, set perpendicularly at the very back of the head, and rise above it. There is a ridge for the mane on 
the back of the neck. Brown clay (with traces of burning), clay-colored core (also with burning), 0.25–1.00 
mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 106
Registration no.: 46909
Findspot: 50.48.L453.B92
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.5 cm
Width: 2.7 cm
Thickness: 3.0 cm
Description: A zoomorphic neck and partial head, possibly of a horse: the muzzle is broken off. The right ear is a large 

rounded lump of clay at the back of the head; the left ear is missing. There are large applied circular pellets 
for eyes. Peach-colored clay, with traces of red paint; gray core, 0.25–5.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 107
Registration no.: 51614
Findspot: 50.49.L453.B123
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.8 cm
Width: 1.9 cm
Thickness: 4.5 cm
Description: A horse head and neck: the shape is typically rounded and slender. The muzzle is long and has a flattened 

end. The right ear is small and set low on the back of the head; the left ear is not preserved. The back of 
the neck has a ridge for the mane. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; clay-colored core, 0.25–0.75 mm 
grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 108
Registration no.: 56063
Findspot: 50.48.L384.B304
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 natural fill
Height: 4.7 cm
Width: 2.3 cm
Thickness: 2.7 cm
Description: A zoomorphic neck and partial head, probably of a horse; only the very back of the head is preserved. The 

neck is curved and has a ridge for a mane on the back. The ears are broken off. Brown-red clay, with traces 
of white slip; gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 109
Registration no.: 38823
Findspot: 50.58.L252.B7
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 floor
Height: 2.6 cm
Width: 6.4 cm
Thickness: 3.4 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse. The torso itself is complete, and stumps of all four legs (espe-

cially the hind legs) are preserved. The tail, head, and neck are completely missing. Brown clay (with 
traces of burning); clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 110
Registration no.: 40249
Findspot: 50.49.L373.FG3.B182
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 floor
Height: 1.8 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Length: 3.8 cm
Description: A horse torso fragment. Scars from two of the legs are visible. On each side of the body a small circular 

piece of clay is attached, probably representing the legs of a rider. Red-brown clay, with traces of white 
slip; clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 111
Registration no.: 40281
Findspot: 50.58.L274.B398
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 destruction debris
Height: 2.2 cm
Width: 3.3 cm
Length: 5.7 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse. The torso itself is complete, and stumps of all four legs, as well 

as part of the tail, are preserved. The head and neck are completely missing. Gray-brown clay, with traces 
of white slip; black core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 112
Registration no.: 40395
Findspot: 50.58.L302.B424
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 2.9 cm
Width: 3.1 cm
Length: 6.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse. The torso is complete, and stumps of all four legs and part of the 

tail are preserved. There is a neck scar in the front. Red-brown clay, with two red stripes painted across the 
back, and traces of white slip; black core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 113
Registration no.: 40397
Findspot: 50.58.L302.B424
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 2.4 cm
Width: 3.1 cm
Length: 3.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse: the forequarters, with partial front legs, are preserved; 

there is a neck scar on top. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 114
Registration no.: 40731
Findspot: 50.48.L388.B442
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 deliberate fill
Height: 6.7 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Length: 7.5 cm
Description: A horse torso and neck: the torso is complete; the right hind leg is partially preserved, but the others are 

almost completely missing; the tail is partially preserved; the neck is complete up to the back of the head, 
with the left ear largely preserved. There is a ridge on back of the neck for the mane. Light brown clay, 
with a few traces of white slip, and traces of two red stripes across the back; clay-colored core, 0.25–0.75 
mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 115
Registration no.: 42312
Findspot: 50.49.L389.B14
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 4.4 cm
Width: 4.4 cm
Length: 8.1 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: a complete body with the two left legs mostly preserved and the 

right hind leg partially preserved. The tail is also mostly preserved. There is a neck scar on the top front of 
the body. Brown-red clay, with traces of white slip, black core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 116
Registration no.: 42570
Findspot: 50.57.L240.B68
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.4 cm
Width: 2.9 cm
Thickness: 5.0 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: part of the torso, probably the rear, with two  legs complete; the 

tail(?) is mostly broken off. Red-brown clay, no clear core, traces of white slip; no clear grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 117
Registration no.: 43029
Findspot: 50.57.L239.B47
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.1 cm
Width: 4.6 cm
Length: 6.8 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; the legs are only preserved as stumps, 

and the tail is completely missing. There is a neck scar on the top front of the body. Red-brown clay, with 
traces of white slip; brown core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 118
Registration no.: 43549
Findspot: 50.48.L405.FG23.B59
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 1.9 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Length: 5.2 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the front part of the body, with the left front leg partly preserved, 

and the right front leg missing. There is a scar for the neck. Brown clay, gray core; white and black grits, 
0.25–2.00 mm.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 119
Registration no.: 43935
Findspot: 38.74.L591.B141
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 14 deliberate fill
Height: 1.9 cm
Width: 2.9 cm
Length: 6.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse. The torso is complete; there are scars from all four legs, and from 

the neck. Red-brown clay, gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 120
Registration no.: 44119
Findspot: 50.49.L425.B33
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 1.7 cm
Width: 2.6 cm
Length: 6.1 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete and the tail is partially preserved; there 

are scars from all four legs. There is no visible neck scar. Dark brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–0.75 
mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 121
Registration no.: 44409
Findspot: 50.49.LF427.B70
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 foundation trench
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Length: 6.8 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the complete body is preserved, but the tail is mostly broken. 

The right rear leg is partially preserved; the right front and left rear legs are preserved only as tiny stumps; 
there is only a scar of the front left leg. There is also a neck scar on the top front. There is a ridge extend-
ing slightly along back of the horse. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 122                   
Registration no.: 44474
Findspot: 50.48.L439.B65
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.5 cm
Width: 4.4 cm
Length: 9.2 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; the right rear leg is partially preserved, but 

the others are almost completely missing. There is a neck scar on the top front, with a possible shallower 
scar just behind. The tail is partially preserved. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, gray core, 0.25–1.00 
mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 123
Registration no.: 44501
Findspot: 50.57.L256.B93
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 1.5 cm
Width: 2.0 cm
Length: 2.9 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse: the front half of the torso is preserved, with stumps of 

the front legs. There is a neck scar on top. Dark brown clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 124
Registration no.: 44627
Findspot: 50.49.L436.FG29.B88
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.3 cm
Width: 3.0 cm
Length: 8.2 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; none of the legs are preserved. There is 

a neck scar on top. The tail rises up behind and then curls down along the rear of the body, but the end is 
chipped. Brown clay (with traces of white slip, and traces of burning); clay-colored core, 0.25–2.00 mm 
grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 125
Registration no.: 44652
Findspot: 50.48.L439.B53
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.5 cm
Width: 3.6 cm
Length: 4.7 cm
Description: A horse body fragment: the front half of the torso, parts of the front two legs, and part of the neck are 

preserved. There is a mane on the back of neck. Gray clay (with traces of burning), clay-colored core, 
0.25–5.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 126
Registration no.: 44993
Findspot: 50.47.L285.B72
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.9 cm
Width: 2.6 cm
Length: 4.8 cm
Diameter: 1.6–1.9 cm (of body)
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse: the rear half of the torso is preserved, with stumps for 

the rear legs. The tail is partially preserved. There is a possible scar from a rider on the front end of the 
fragment. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 127
Registration no.: 45070
Findspot: 50.48.LF422.B189
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 deliberate fill
Height: 3.2 cm
Width: 4.3 cm
Length: 7.2 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete, and the legs are partially preserved. 

There is a neck scar on the top front of the figurine. Brown-red clay, with traces of white slip, black core; 
0.25–5.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 128
Registration no.: 45084
Findspot: 50.49.L440.B167
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.8 cm
Width: 3.8 cm
Length: 7.7 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse. The body is mostly complete, except for the front left end. The 

front leg is completely missing; the others are preserved only as stumps. The tail is partially preserved. 
There is a neck scar on the top front. Brown clay, clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 129
Registration no.: 45144
Findspot: 50.49.L443.B172
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.6 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Length: 7.9 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; the legs are mostly broken off. The tail is 

partially preserved. There is a neck scar on the top front of the body. Brown clay, with traces of white slip, 
clay-colored core, 0.25–4.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 130
Registration no.: 45310
Findspot: 50.58.L335.B20
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 8 deliberate fill
Height: 5.9 cm
Width: 6.2 cm
Length: 6.1 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse: the front half of the torso is preserved, with the front 

legs complete. The bottom of the neck is also preserved. Brown clay, black core, 0.25–4.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 131
Registration no.: 45495
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B52
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 1.9 cm
Width: 2.7 cm
Length: 3.4 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse: the rear half of the body is preserved, with the end of 

the tail broken off. The rear legs are almost completely missing. Dark brown clay, black core, 0.25–0.75 
mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 132
Registration no.: 45999
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B182
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.8 cm
Width: 3.9 cm
Length: 2.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic body fragment, probably of a horse: the front half of the body is preserved, with parts of 

the front legs. There is a neck scar on the top of the figurine. Dark brown clay, with traces of white slip, 
black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 133
Registration no.: 46087
Findspot: 50.48.L461.B193
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.2 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Length: 6.8 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; the front left leg is partially preserved, 

while the others are completely broken off. The tail is completely missing. There is a neck scar on the top 
front of the body. Reddish-brown clay, with traces of white slip; gray core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 134
Registration no.: 46227
Findspot: 50.48.L461.B223
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.2 cm
Width: 4.0 cm
Length: 6.2 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; the front legs are partially preserved, while 

the rear legs are completely missing. The tail is broken off. There is a neck scar on the top front of the 
body. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 135
Registration no.: 46272
Findspot: 50.48.L462.B241
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.7 cm
Width: 4.5 cm
Length: 6.9 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; the front right leg is largely preserved, 

while the left legs are preserved as stumps and only a scar remains of the right rear leg. The tail is broken 
off. There is a neck scar on the top front of the body. Light brown clay, with traces of white slip; black 
core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 136
Registration no.: 46493
Findspot: 50.48.F460.B243
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.5 cm
Width: 3.8 cm
Length: 7.0 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete, with all four legs preserved as stumps. The 

lower part of the neck is preserved. The tail is almost completely broken off. Reddish-brown clay, with 
traces of white slip; black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 137
Registration no.: 46744
Findspot: 50.48.L467.B69
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.6 cm
Width: 3.8 cm
Length: 6.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse: the body is largely complete, but the hind section 

with the two rear legs is missing. The front two legs are preserved as stumps. The bottom of the neck is 
preserved. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 138
Registration no.: 46907
Findspot: 50.48.L453 (B# unknown)
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Length: 7.8 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the torso is complete; the left front leg is partially preserved, 

a small portion of the right hind leg is preserved, and the other legs are completely missing. The tail is 
broken off. There is no neck scar, as the surface of the figurine is slightly eroded. Dark brown clay, with 
traces of white slip; black core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 139
Registration no.: 47815
Findspot: 50.49.L451.B146
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.4 cm
Width: 4.1 cm
Length: 10.0 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; three legs are complete (the right rear leg 

is completely missing). The tail is partially preserved. There is a neck scar on the top front of the body. 
Brown clay, with traces of white slip; light-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 140
Registration no.: 47946
Findspot: 50.48.L453.B8
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.5 cm
Width: 5.3 cm
Length: 9.8 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; the left rear leg is complete, but the others 

are preserved only as small stumps. The tail is partially preserved. There is a neck scar on the top front of 
the body. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 141
Registration no.: 48558
Findspot: 50.57.L274.B8
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.1 cm
Width: 4.1 cm
Length: 4.2 cm
Diameter: 2.6 cm (of body)
Description: A zoomorphic body fragment, possibly a horse torso. This may be the rear section of a horse, with the left 

rear leg preserved (and the right rear leg completely missing). The tail is partially preserved. Red-brown 
clay, black core, 0.25–3.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 142
Registration no.: 49068
Findspot: 38.94.L296.B25
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 14 destruction debris
Height: 2.3 cm
Width: 2.6 cm
Length: 6.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse. The torso is complete; the left rear leg partially preserved, the 

left front is leg mostly missing, and the others are completely missing. The tail is partially preserved. 
There is a neck scar on the top front of the body. Brown clay, with traces of white slip and traces of burn-
ing; black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 143
Registration no.: 49198
Findspot: 38.94.L299.FG16.B35
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 14 floor
Height: 4.2 cm
Width: 4.5 cm
Length: 4.2 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse:  the rear of the body is preserved, with the right rear leg 

complete. The left rear leg is preserved as a tiny stump. The tail is missing. Brown-gray clay, with traces 
of white slip; black core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 144            
Registration no.: 51610
Findspot: 50.49.L451.B100
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 4.3 cm
Length: 6.1 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso fragment, probably of a horse: the front half of the body is preserved; of the legs, only 

a piece of the front right leg is extant. There is a neck scar on the top of the body. Brown-red clay, with 
traces of white slip; gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 145
Registration no.: 51611
Findspot: 50.49.L453.B85
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.5 cm
Width: 5.1 cm
Length: 4.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the front part of the torso is preserved, with the right front leg 

complete and the left front partially broken. The base of the neck is preserved. Brown-red clay, with traces 
of white slip; gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 146                  
Registration no.: 51612
Findspot: 50.49.L449.B33
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.0 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Length: 8.7 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the body is complete; none of the legs is preserved. There is a 

short tail on the rear of the body. On the top front of the body is a scar from the neck break. Brown clay, 
with traces of white slip; gray core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 147
Registration no.: 56951
Findspot: 38.84.L569.B29
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 14 deliberate fill
Height: 2.6 cm
Width: 3.3 cm
Length: 6.4 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, possibly of a horse: the majority of the body is preserved, except for the very rear 

and two rear legs. The two front legs are broken off. There is a neck scar on the top front of the figurine. 
Brown clay, with traces of white slip; gray-brown core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 148
Registration no.: 56953
Findspot: 50.49.L440.B158
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.0 cm
Width: 3.2 cm
Length: 6.4 cm
Description: A zoomorphic torso, probably of a horse: the entire body is preserved, except the very rear; all four legs 

are broken off. There is a neck scar on the top front of the body. Light brown clay (with traces of burning 
on top), light brown core, 0.50–1.00 mm grits (few grits).

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 149
Registration no.: 38445
Findspot: 38.83.LF272.B67
Year excavated: 1991
Context: Ph. 14 robber trench
Height: 4.3 cm
Diameter: 1.3–1.4 cm (of wider end)
Description: A zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse. The leg tapers to a near-point at the bottom and is slightly curved.

Red-brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 150
Registration no.: 44482
Findspot: 50.48.L444.B16
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height (Leg 1): 4.1 cm
Diameter: 1.5–1.7 cm (of wider end)
Height (Leg 2): 3.3 cm
Diameter: 1.5–2.0 cm (of wider end)
Description: Two zoomorphic legs, probably of a horse. One leg is longer and tapering down to a rounded tip; the shaft 

is straight but the clay looks to have been twisted. The other leg is shorter and slightly curved, with a flat 
tip; part of the shaft is smoothed and flattened. Both legs: brown clay, with traces of white slip; black core, 
0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 151
Registration no.: 44677
Findspot: 50.57.L259.B112
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.7 cm
Diameter: 1.5–1.8 cm (of wider end)
Description: A zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse (or a possible horse muzzle): the shaft tapers to a flat end. Brown 

clay, gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 152                                 
Registration no.: 44820
Findspot: 50.57.L259.B121
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.3 cm
Diameter: 1.4 cm (of wider end)
Description: A zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse (or a possible horse muzzle); the shaft tapers to a near point. Gray-

brown clay, with traces of white slip; gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
Catalogue no. 153
Registration no.: 44972
Findspot: 38.84.L299.FG54.B256
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 14 destruction debris
Height: 2.6 cm
Diameter: 1.5 cm (at base)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse (or a possible horse muzzle). The fragment tapers to a 

rounded end. Red-brown clay, with traces of white slip; gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 154
Registration no.: 45196
Findspot: 50.57.L259.B115
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 2.8 cm
Diameter: 1.2–1.4 cm (of wider end)
Description: A zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse (or a possible horse muzzle): the shaft tapers to a near point. Brown 

clay, with traces of white slip; black core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 155
Registration no.: 45747
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B23
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.1 cm
Diameter: 1.5–1.9 cm (of wider end); 1.0 cm (of other end)
Description: A zoomorphic leg (or a possible horse muzzle): triangular section at wider end, tapering and curving to 

rounded narrower end. Brown clay, black core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 156
Registration no.: 45748
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B23
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 1.9 cm
Diameter: 1.2–1.4 cm (of wider end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse (or a possible horse muzzle). The fragment is cone-shaped, 

tapering to a near point. Brown clay, gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 157
Registration no.: 45749
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B23
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.3 cm
Diameter: 1.6–1.8 cm (of wider end)
Description: A zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse: the shaft tapers to a flattened end. Brown-red clay, gray core, 

0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 158
Registration no.: 45870
Findspot: 50.48.L453.B120
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 6.7 cm
Diameter: 3.0 cm (of wider end)
Description: A zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse. The leg is completely preserved, with a piece of the body attached 

as well as a partial scar from a second leg. Peach-colored clay; black core, 0.25–5.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 159
Registration no.: 46685
Findspot: 50.48.L467.B52
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.7 cm
Diameter: 1.2 cm
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg, probably of a horse: a thin curving cylinder, rounded at one end. Gray-brown 

clay, with traces of white slip; clay-colored core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 160
Registration no.: 42426
Findspot: 50.49.L389.B7
Year excavated: 1993
Context: Ph. 7 street surface
Height: 4.0 cm
Width: 3.3 cm
Thickness: 1.6 cm
Description: A torso, probably of a rider: broken at the neck and at the waist (where the figurine attached to the horse). 

The arms are bent at the elbows and curving downward, but the forearms are missing. Brown clay, clay-
colored core, 0.25–1.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 161
Registration no.: 44893
Findspot: 50.49.L440.B143
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.5 cm
Width: 4.2 cm
Thickness: 1.7 cm (of body); 3.6 cm (at arms)
Description: A torso, probably of a rider (possibly a zoomorphic torso). The head and neck are missing. The figurine 

is broken at the waist, where it attached to the horse. The arms are partially preserved. Dark brown clay, 
with traces of white slip; black core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 162                  
Registration no.: 45082
Findspot: 50.57.L258.B145
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.4 cm
Width: 2.1 cm
Thickness: 1.6 cm
Description: A small torso, probably of a rider. The head is broken off; the arms are bent at the elbows and curving 

downward, but the forearms are missing. The beginnings of legs are present at the base. Brown-red clay, 
with traces of white slip; clay-colored core, 0.25 mm grits.

Catalogue no. 163
Registration no.: 45494
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B52
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.5 cm
Width: 3.7 cm
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: A torso of a rider: the arms extend forward but are mostly broken off; the head is missing. The figurine is 

broken at the waist, where it attached to the horse at the waist. The torso is leaning forward. Dark brown 
clay, with traces of white slip; clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 164
Registration no.: 45527
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B25
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.3 cm
Width: 2.5 cm
Thickness: 2.3 cm
Description: An anthropomorphic moldmade head, probably male. Originally this was probably the head of a rider. 

The face is very worn, but the facial features (eyes, nose, and mouth) are visible; there is also a possible 
beard, but this is unclear because of the wear. The figure wears a pointed cap. The back of the head is flat. 
Brown clay, gray core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

ii.B. (lion Figurines)

Catalogue no. 165
Registration no.: 17725
Findspot: 50.57.L50.B282
Year excavated: 1988
Context: Unknown context, post-Iron Age
Height: 2.1 cm
Width: 1.9 cm
Length: 3.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic head, probably of a lion (called a lioness in the registration books). There is a deep recess 

in the muzzle for a mouth, with two pierced holes for the nostrils. Two small circular ears are partially 
raised above the head; each has a hole pierced in the center. The eyes are painted on. There is a thin piece 
of clay, probably for a mane, on the top of the head. The neck is partially preserved. Reddish-brown clay 
with black and red painted lines: there are black ovals for eyes with dots for pupils; red horizontal stripes 
along the back of the head; a red stripe on each side of the snout running up to the mouth, with a black 
line just below; a black circle around each ear; and black lines along the top of the mane and the top of the 
snout. Gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 166
Registration no.: 45778
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B89
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.2 cm
Width: 3.4 cm
Thickness: 2.6 cm
Description: A zoomorphic head, possibly a lion. There is an incised line in the snout for a mouth; there is a long thin 

string of clay along the top of the head, possibly part of a mane. There is one applied pellet, possibly an 
eye, on one side of the face. The back of the figurine is flat. The figurine is broken at the neck. Brown clay, 
gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

ii.C. (Bull Figurines)

Catalogue no. 167
Registration no.: 39844
Findspot: 50.48.L384.B320
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 natural fill
Height: 2.8 cm
Width: 5.4 cm
Length: 4.7 cm
Description: A bull head: there are pierced holes in the snout for the eyes and nostrils; the mouth is an incised line 

across the front of the snout. The horns curve outward from the sides of the head; the left one is partially 
preserved, while the right is almost completely missing. The figurine is broken at the neck. Reddish-brown 
clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1



124

Catalogue no. 168                   
Registration no.: 44376
Findspot: 50.47.L281.B16
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 3.5 cm
Diameter: 2.2 cm (of leg); 1.8–2.2 cm (of foot)
Description: A foot and partial leg, possibly of a bull. The foot is small and stubby. Light brown clay, black core, 

0.25–3.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 169
Registration no.: 48826
Findspot: 50.59.LF520.B126
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 9 floor
Height: 4.6 cm
Width: 2.3 cm
Length: 3.8 cm
Description: A zoomorphic figurine, probably of a bull: the head, front half of the torso, and parts of the front legs are 

preserved. The horns are preserved as stubs curving outward from the side of the head. The muzzle ends 
in a flat snout. Gray clay (with a greenish tint), with traces of black painted lines: one around the neck, a 
horizontal one across each leg, and possibly one along the muzzle. Clay-colored core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue
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Catalogue no. 170
Registration no.: 51165
Findspot: 38.64.L900.B79
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 18B pit
Height: 3.8 cm
Width: 2.3 cm (of head)
Thickness: 2.7 cm (of head)
Diameter: 1.6–2.1 cm (of neck); 1.9–2.4 cm (of base)
Description: A zoomorphic head and neck, probably of a bull. The head has two small horns, or ears, which are mostly 

broken off. There are two incised lines for the eyes. The snout extends out in a straight line from the back 
of the head; at the end there are two incised holes for nostrils and an incised line for the mouth (with an-
other incised hole in the middle). Gray-brown clay, black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 171
Registration no.: 52415
Findspot: 38.75.L97.B76
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 14 deliberate fill
Height: 3.7 cm
Width: 1.3 cm
Thickness: 0.9 cm
Description: A zoomorphic leg, probably of a bull. The leg is thin and curved, and there appears to be some muscu-

lature defined; the calf is clearly visible, as is the hoof. Brown clay (with traces of burning), black core, 
0.25–1.00 mm grits (few grits).

Scale 1:1

 Catalogue
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ii.d. (Bird Figurines)

Catalogue no. 172
Registration no.: 60918
Findspot: 38.75.U601.B4747
Year excavated: 2009
Context: Ph. 19B occupational debris
Height: 4.2 cm
Width: 1.4 cm
Length: 3.3 cm
Description: A head and neck of an apparent bird figurine. The beak of the bird is flattened like a duck bill; the head 

is pinched in around the eyes and widens at the bill. Reddish clay, clay-colored core, white grits (few), 
0.05 mm.

Scale 1:1

ii.e. (MisCellaneous ZooMorphiC Figurines)

Catalogue no. 173
Registration no.: 38610
Findspot: 50.59.L356.B189
Year excavated: 1991
Context: Ph. 9 deliberate fill
Height: 4.1 cm
Diameter: 2.2–2.3 cm (of wider end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg. The tip is rounded. Red-brown clay, with a few traces of white slip, 0.25–3.00 

mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 174
Registration no.: 43827
Findspot: 38.74.LF567.B76
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 16 courtyard
Height: 5.8 cm
Diameter: 2.0 cm (of neck)
Description: A possible zoomorphic neck: similar to horse necks, but with one bump along the back (possibly the back 

of the face). This could also be a partial handle. Brown-red clay, black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 175
Registration no.: 44733
Findspot: 50.58.F317.B21
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 8 wall
Height: 5.1 cm
Width: 4.2 cm
Length: 7.3 cm
Description: A probable zoomorphic head, possibly of a horse: the figurine is hollow (but not a vessel as the interior 

is stopped up). The muzzle is missing. On top of the head is a piece of clay with two small cone-shaped 
bumps. The neck appears to have a ridge along the back, possibly for a mane. Peach-colored clay, clay-
colored core, 0.25–2.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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Catalogue no. 176
Registration no.: 45138
Findspot: 50.49.L443.B173
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 7 natural fill
Height: 7.3 cm
Width: 3.5 cm
Thickness: 2.8 cm
Description: An animal seated on its hind legs. The face is worn, but the eyes appear handmade as circular depressions; 

there are large rounded ears on top of the head. The area of the mouth is chipped. The arms (forelegs) are 
broken at the shoulders but are clearly protruding forward. The chest or stomach area is rounded and bulg-
ing out. The legs (hind legs) are curving downward over a base; the left one is mostly missing, the right 
one is largely preserved. Between the legs is a pierced hole. The base is broken off in front. The back of 
the figurine is flat. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; clay-colored core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 177         
Registration no.: 45750
Findspot: 50.48.L452.B23
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.6 cm
Diameter: 4.0 x 3.6 cm (of wider end); 2.4–2.6 cm (of other end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg. The shape is roughly cylindrical, with the top attached to a large flat piece of 

clay (a possible body); the cylinder is bent in the middle and has a relatively flat end. Brown clay, black 
core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

 Catalogue
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Catalogue no. 178
Registration no.: 46303
Findspot: 38.84.L407.B207
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 14 deliberate fill
Height: 2.9 cm
Width: 1.7 cm
Length: 3.1 cm
Description: A possible torso and arm fragment: a thin rectangular piece of clay, with a long thin strip of clay wrapped 

around (for arms or legs). Brown clay, with traces of white slip; gray core, few if any inclusions.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 179
Registration no.: 46603
Findspot: 50.49.L449.B6
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.0 cm
Width: 2.6 cm
Thickness: 3.0 cm
Description: A complete zoomorphic figurine (possibly a hyrax or a bear): the animal is siting on its hind legs, with its 

forelegs not represented. The neck and head are round and slender, with the snout coming to a rounded 
end. The ears are small and rounded and placed at the back of the head. The hind legs are rounded. The 
tail is curling up and attached to the body. The front of the figurine—including the area of the forelegs—is 
partially hollowed out. Brown clay (no core visible), 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

 Catalogue



130

Catalogue no. 180
Registration no.: 46872
Findspot: 38.74.L681.FG51.B90
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 17B courtyard
Height: 3.8 cm
Width: 2.3 cm
Thickness: 1.9 cm
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg: a fragment with a pointed end attached to a slightly wider section. Light brown 

clay, with black painted vertical lines, and traces of white paint; gray core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 181
Registration no.: 46999
Findspot: 50.47.L302.B55
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 7 natural fill
Height: 3.8 cm
Diameter: 2.4 cm (of wider end); 2.1 cm (of other end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg fragment: a cylindrical stump. Peach-colored clay, with a red stripe along the 

length of the fragment; clay-colored core, 0.25–0.75 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue
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Catalogue no. 182
Registration no.: 47494
Findspot: 50.48.L475.B193
Year excavated: 1992
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 4.1 cm
Width: 3.6 cm
Length: 6.9 cm
Description: A zoomorphic body fragment: the rear of the body is preserved, along with parts of the tail and two rear 

legs. The body is thick and round. Reddish-brown clay, with white slip and black stripes: one around the 
body just in front of the rear legs, the other around the tail. Gray core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

Catalogue no. 183
Registration no.: 48280
Findspot: 38.63.L788.B15
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 18A deliberate fill
Height: 2.9 cm
Diameter: 1.0–1.8 cm (of wider end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg: a cylindrical shaft tapering to a point. Light brown clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 

mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 184
Registration no.: 50645
Findspot: 38.84.LF514.B42
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 18A street
Height: 4.0 cm
Width: 4.5 cm
Length: 7.5 cm
Description: A zoomorphic body fragment: the rear half of the body is preserved. The two rear legs are preserved as 

stumps; the tail is partially preserved, curving along the rear of the body. Below the tail, on the rear of the 
body, a circle is incised. Brown clay, with traces of white slip; black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2

 Catalogue
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Catalogue no. 185
Registration no.: 53374
Findspot: 38.74.L963.B261
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 18B deliberate fill
Height: 2.1 cm
Width: 1.3 cm
Thickness: 0.6 cm
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg or horn (or possibly an arm of an anthropomorphic figurine): a thin and flat 

fragment, triangular in shape. Dark brown clay, black core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 186 
Registration no.: 54478
Findspot: 38.84.L791.B115
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 18B deliberate fill
Height: 4.8 cm
Width: 2.9 cm
Thickness: 2.5 cm
Description: A cylindrical fragment, representing a torso. This may be the torso of an anthropomorphic figurine, with 

part of the right hand on the upper edge of the figurine and a representation of the pubic area and genitalia 
below. Reddish-brown clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 187
Registration no.: 55505
Findspot: 38.74.L1008.B113
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 18B pit
Height: 3.1 cm
Diameter: 1.0 cm (of wider end); 0.5–0.6 cm (of other end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg: a thin cylindrical shaft, tapering toward the bottom, and broken at both ends.

Dark brown clay, with one painted black line along the length of the shaft; also one incised line next to it. 
Black core, 0.25 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 188
Registration no.: 55735
Findspot: 38.65.L116.B125
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 18A street
Height: 4.1 cm
Width: 3.3 cm
Length: 3.9 cm
Description: A possible zoomorphic torso: the front half of the body, with scars from the front two legs and the neck. 

The body is thick and has a ridge along the top of it. Brown clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1
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Catalogue no. 189
Registration no.: 56189
Findspot: 38.74.L699.FG73.B190
Year excavated: 1996
Context: Ph. 17B occupational debris
Height: 5.1 cm
Diameter: 2.8–3.2 cm (of wider end); 1.6 cm (of other end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg: a cylindrical shaft, slightly curving and tapering to a rounded end. Brown clay, 

black core, 0.25–0.50 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 190
Registration no.: 58934
Findspot: 38.65.U232.B3482
Year excavated: 2008
Context: Ph. 18 deliberate fill
Height: 3.3 cm
Width: 2.0 cm
Thickness: 1.0 cm
Description: A probable zoomorphic leg (type unclear). The upper part is wider, narrowing toward the foot; the foot has 

a flat end. Brown-red clay, gray core, white and black grits (up to 0.25 mm).

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 191
Registration no.: Unregistered
Findspot: 38.64.L808.B40
Year excavated: 1994
Context: Ph. 17A deliberate fill
Height: 4.2 cm
Width: 1.5 cm (of wider end)
Description: A possible zoomorphic leg: a cylindrical shaft, tapering to a near point. Gray clay (with a greenish tint).
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Catalogue no. 192
Registration no.: 56956
Findspot: 38.65.L146.B81
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 17B deliberate fill
Height: 2.3 cm
Width: 2.8 cm
Length: 4.6 cm
Description: A possible zoomorphic figurine fragment or seat of an Ashdoda-type figurine: part of an apparent seat is 

preserved, with a groove around the top edges. There are two legs in front and two broken off in the back. 
Reddish clay, black core, 0.25–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:1

Catalogue no. 193              
Registration no.: 56911
Findspot: 50.58.LF318.B157
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.4 cm
Width: 4.0 cm
Length: 4.9 cm
Description: A zoomorphic body fragment: the front part of the torso, the tops of the two front legs, the neck, and the 

back of the head are preserved. The ears are mostly broken off. The head is tilted back (as opposed to the 
typical horse head, which tilts downward). Red-brown clay, with traces of white slip; dark brown core, 
0.50–1.00 mm grits.

Scale 1:2
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non-iron age types (Found in iron age levels)

Catalogue no. 194
Registration no.: 46096
Findspot: 50.57.L256.B92
Year excavated: 1995
Context: Ph. 7 quarry fill
Height: 5.6 cm
Width: 4.7 cm
Thickness: 2.3 cm
Description: A Mycenaean Psi figurine: the upper half of figurine, from the headdress to the torso below the breasts. 

The headdress is a high polos with a concave top; the headdress tapers into a thin head and neck with a 
pinched nose. The arms are upraised, though not very far. The torso is thin, with the breasts in low relief. 
Cream-colored clay, with black or dark brown paint: a line around the rim of the polos, with circles run-
ning just below it; a line around the bottom of the polos, with lines running down from it (for hair or part 
of the headdress); dots for eyes; lines down the back of the neck for a long braid of hair; along the edge 
of the nose; two horizontal stripes running from arm to arm across the torso, with small vertical lines in 
between; and a single vertical stripe running from this pattern downward. Gray core, 0.25 mm grits.

Catalogue no. 195
Registration no.: 49030
Findspot: 50.49.L473.B166
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 9 courtyard/alley
Height: 2.7 cm
Diameter: 1.0–1.2 cm (of wider end)
Description: A Mycenaean figurine fragment: possibly an arm of a Psi figurine or a horn of a zoomorphic figurine. A 

cone-shaped shaft tapering to a rounded point. Cream-colored clay, with three red painted lines along the 
length of the shaft; clay-colored core, 0.25 mm grits.

Catalogue no. 196
Registration no.: 49804
Findspot: 38.63.L789.B22
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 18A deliberate fill
Height: 3.7 cm
Width: 1.6 cm
Length: 3.0 cm
Description: A Mycenaean zoomorphic figurine fragment: the front part of the body and part of the neck are preserved. 

Only the tops of the legs are present. Light gray clay, with traces of black paint. Clay-colored core, 
025–0.50 mm grits.

Catalogue no. 197
Registration no.: 50563
Findspot: 38.84.L580.B3
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 17B deliberate fill
Height: 1.7 cm
Width: 2.7 cm
Length: 2.6 cm
Description: A Mycenaean zoomorphic figurine fragment: the front half of the body is preserved. There is a neck scar 

on the top front; the two front legs are preserved as stumps. Cream-colored clay with brown painted lines: 
vertical stripes on the outside of the legs, a line running along the back of body, with shorter vertical lines 
coming down from it. Clay-colored core, 0.25 mm grits (few grits).

Catalogue
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Catalogue no. 198

Registration no.: 51166
Findspot: 50.58.L456.B145
Year excavated: 1998
Context: Ph. 9 wall fall
Height: 4.6 cm
Width: 5.7 cm
Length: 3.3 cm
Description: A Mycenaean bull figurine head: the head is complete (except for part of the horns that have been chipped 

off), and the top of the neck is preserved. The muzzle is a thin cylinder protruding outward; the horns are 
large and curved outward, ending in points. (Note: this head is now joined to reg. no. 53022, assigned to 
an LB stratum.) Cream clay with brown painted lines: a circle on the flat end of the snout, horizontal lines 
across the top of the muzzle, long horizontal lines running from horn to horn across the top of the head; 
and a thick stripe along the neck. Clay-colored core, 0.25 mm grits (few inclusions).

Catalogue no. 199
Registration no.: 52434
Findspot: 38.74.L734.B134
Year excavated: 1999
Context: Ph. 17B pit
Height: 4.5 cm
Diameter: 1.2 cm
Description: Bottom half of a Mycenaean Psi (or Tau) figurine: part of the base is broken off; at the other end the very 

bottom of the torso is preserved. The legs are a cylindrical shaft. Cream-colored clay, with three painted 
brown stripes running along the legs (as a dress). Clay-colored core, few if any inclusions.

Catalogue no. 200
Registration no.: 55487
Findspot: 38.83.L487.B74
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 19A deliberate fill
Height: 3.2 cm
Diameter: 1.0 cm (of base)
Description: A Mycenaean zoomorphic leg or possibly an arm of a Psi figurine: a cylindrical shaft tapering to a near 

point. Cream-colored clay with brown painted lines across the top of the fragment. Clay-colored core, few 
if any inclusions.

Catalogue no. 201
Registration no.: 55566
Findspot: 38.84.L685.B113
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 19A street
Height: 3.8 cm
Diameter: 1.2–1.7 cm (of base)
Description: A possible Mycenaean zoomorphic leg or an arm of a Psi (or Tau) figurine: a long cone-shaped fragment 

ending in a rounded tip. Light gray clay, with four brown painted lines along the length of the fragment. 
Clay-colored core, 0.25 mm grits (few grits).

 Catalogue
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Catalogue no. 202
Registration no.: 55635
Findspot: 38.74.L1029.B157
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 20A deliberate fill
Height: 2.7 cm
Width: 3.6 cm
Thickness: 2.2 cm
Description: Rear half of a Mycenaean zoomorphic figurine. The two rear legs are preserved as stumps; the tail is com-

plete and hangs down along the rear of the figurine. Cream-colored clay with brown painted lines: stripes 
running along the body and down the legs, a vertical line on each side of the tail (continuing down the back 
of the legs), with short horizontal lines across the tail in between. Clay-colored core, few if any inclusions.

Catalogue no. 203                  
Registration no.: 58926
Findspot: 38.75.U377.B3312
Year excavated: 2009
Context: Ph. 19B deliberate fill
Height: 1.7 cm
Width: 1.9 cm
Length: 2.9 cm
Diameter: 0.9 cm (of snout)
Description: A Mycenaean zoomorphic fragment, probably a snout (from a bull figurine). A cylindrical fragment with 

a flat end; broken as widening into the face. Gray clay with black stripes, one along each side of the snout 
to the tip, with two small stripes extending down from a horizontal stripe on each side (on the left side, the 
horizontal stripe is thick and the two vertical ones are less distinct from it); also a dot of black on the flat 
end of snout. Gray-brown core, no visible grits.

Catalogue no. 204
Registration no.: 59241
Findspot: 38.75.L519.B3757
Year excavated: 2009
Context: Ph. 19 deliberate fill (for bowl-lamp-bowl deposit)
Height: 4.9 cm
Width: 3.2 cm
Diameter: 2.2–2.4 cm (of polos)
Description: A head and upper torso of a Mycenaean Psi figurine: the polos is fairly low and tilting back, with a thick 

bottom line separating it from the face. There is an applied plait on the back. Cream clay, no core, no vis-
ible grits.

Catalogue no. 205
Registration no.: 59690
Findspot: 38.65.U251.B3988
Year excavated: 2009
Context: Ph. 19 occupational debris/courtyard fill
Height: 2.6 cm
Width: 2.4 cm
Length: 5.7 cm
Description: A Mycenaean bull torso, mostly complete. Light brown-cream clay, orange stripes (vertical stripes down 

from a central line on the back); no visible core, white grits (few), up to 0.25 mm.
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Catalogue no. 206
Registration no.: 61377
Findspot: 38.75.U601.B5078
Year excavated: 2009
Context: Ph. 19B occupational debris
Height: 2.3 cm
Width: 3.3 cm
Thickness: 1.2–1.4 cm (of trunk)
Description: A lower torso and waist of a Mycenaean Psi figurine. Gray clay, black paint; slightly darker gray core; 

black and white grits, up to 0.25 mm.

Catalogue no. 207
Registration no.: Unregistered
Findspot: 50.59.L523.B223
Year excavated: 1997
Context: Ph. 9 deliberate fill
Height: 3.0 cm
Width: 4.0 cm
Diameter: 1.5–1.6 cm (of body); 1.4 cm (of neck); 1.4 cm (of legs)
Description: Front half of a Mycenaean zoomorphic figurine: the front legs are mostly broken off, and only the bottom 

of the neck is preserved. Gray-brown clay, with light brown slip and orange-brown stripes: one ringing the 
bottom of the neck, and vertical ones descending the neck down the legs and diagonally down the body. 
Clay-colored core; 0.10–0.25 mm grits (few grits).

Catalogue no. 208
Registration no.: Unregistered
Findspot: 38.64.LF190.FG56.B124
Year excavated: 1989
Context: Ph. 20A floor
Height: 2.4 cm
Width: 0.6 cm (of face)
Thickness: 1.6 cm (of head)
Diameter: 2.3 cm (of polos)
Description: A head of a Mycenaean Psi (or Tau) figurine: the top of the headdress is tipped, and the figurine is broken 

just below the nose. The headdress is a low polos with a concave top. Gray clay, with brown painted lines: 
a band around the rim of the polos, with semicircles hanging down from it; a ring around the bottom of the 
polos, with vertical stripes descending from it (for hair, or fringes from the headdress); a painted dot for 
each eye; a line down the ridge of the nose; four short horizontal stripes along the back of the head, for a 
braid of hair. Gray core, no grits.

Catalogue no. 209
Registration no.: 54803
Findspot: 38.74.F1013.FG17.B91
Year excavated: 2000
Context: Ph. 19A beaten earth floor
Height: 2.9 cm
Width: 2.5 cm
Thickness: 1.2 cm (at breast)
Description: A body fragment from a hollow Late Cypriot female figurine. One breast preserved with hand below it, 

with three incised lines for the fingers. Clay: brown-red surface with gray interior; white grits, up to 0.25 
mm.
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Catalogue no. 210
Registration no.: 58895
Findspot: 38.75.U418.B3622
Year excavated: 2008
Context: Ph. 19 cobble installation
Height: 5.3 cm
Width: 2.2 cm
Thickness: 5.1 cm
Description: Part of the head and neck of a hollow Late Cypriot female figurine: right side of the face, from nose to 

ear. Pointed ear; eye as concentric circles, formed from applied ring with incised lines inside for pupil. 
Brown surface, gray interior. Purple and brown (or black) paint: brown on the top of the head, eyebrows, 
interior circle of the eye; brown and purple alternating on the neck, three stripes preserved. White grits, 
0.25–0.5 mm.
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6. Typology and Iconography

In chapter 5, I presented a catalogue of the complete 
corpus of Iron Age figurines from Ashkelon. I also 

provided an introduction to my overall typology of 
Philistine figurines by organizing the catalogue ac-
cording to type. This typology, however, is based not 
simply on the Ashkelon figurines but also on those 
from the other sites in Philistia (whose figurines have 
been published or were made available to me by the 
excavators and curators). Since much of this material 
is unpublished, I have not been able to present a de-
tailed catalogue of these figurines; in any case, such 
a catalogue would make this study very unwieldy. 
Instead, I have chosen to use this chapter to present the 
overall corpus of Iron Age terracottas from Philistia. 
This discussion is again organized by type. I will pro-
vide a basic discussion of the technique, form, style, 
and decoration of each type, with reference to specific 
examples from the Ashkelon catalogue as well as to 
examples from other Philistine sites (both published 
and unpublished). By this procedure, I will be able 
to discuss the basic trends in the Philistine figurines, 
while still drawing attention to unusual and excep-
tional examples.

In the discussion of each type, I will follow the 
general description of the type with a discussion of its 
iconography, based on parallel figurines from through-
out the eastern Mediterranean and Near East, as well 
as representations in other media and relevant textual 
evidence. In doing so, I will begin to address the is-
sues of the meaning and function of these figurines: 
how were they used, and what did they represent to 
the people who made and used them? I have chosen 
to combine some of the descriptive and iconographic 
stages of analysis in this chapter, rather than strictly 
following the outline provided in chapter 4, for several 
reasons. First, the greater part of the descriptive stage 
has already been presented in the catalogue in chapter 
5. Second, whatever exact method I choose will not 
remove the circularity of the analysis completely, be-
yond this combination of description and iconography. 
As it is, at various points in this chapter I will refer 
to the contextual analyses of chapter 7 and to some 
of their results. In the discussion below, I will try to 
separate the descriptive and iconographic analysis of 
each type as much as possible. As I have discussed in 
chapter 4, however, this circularity cannot be avoided 
entirely; the most I can do is to acknowledge and try 
to minimize it. It would also be futile to try to ignore 
the basic contextual and chronological conclusions 
that have already been made in previous studies of the 

figurines, and so I will discuss issues such as the gen-
eral dating of the figurines (e.g., Iron I vs. Iron II). The 
result of this organization will, I hope, be a more co-
herent and comprehensible discussion of the iconog-
raphy than what would be possible if it were detached 
completely and presented as a separate chapter.

Typology (repeated from chapter 5 above):

I. Anthropomorphic Figurines
A. Female Figurines

1. Small standing handmade figurines
a. miniature
b. standard

2. Large (seated) handmade figurines 
(“Ashdoda” and similar types)
a. miniature
b. standard
c. with arms

3. Composite figurines
4. Plaque figurines
5. Hollow moldmade figurines
6. Miscellaneous

B. Male Figurines
1. Riders
2. Miscellaneous

II. Zoomorphic Figurines
A. Horses

1. With riders
2. Without riders

B. Lions
C. Bulls
D. Birds
E. Miscellaneous

I.A.1. and 2. Iron I Handmade Female Figurines (Cat. 
Nos. 1–32)

Most anthropomorphic figurines in the Iron I are 
female, and these types (I.A.1 and 2) are the most 
common Iron I female figurine types. They are also 
the types most commonly seen as characteristic of 
“Philistine figurines” (see, e.g., Mazar 1992a:323) and 
the types most commonly studied (see T. Dothan 1982; 
Schmitt 1999; Yasur-Landau 2001). In all major re-
spects they are very distinct from previous Palestinian 
figurines, especially the predominant type of the LB, 
the plaque figurine (see, e.g., Pritchard 1943; Albright 
1939:114–17; Moorey 2003:37–38). By considering 
and comparing the characteristics of these different 
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types of figurines, we will be able to highlight the dis-
tinctiveness of the Iron I figurines (see discussion of 
Bailey’s concept of “description” in chapter 2).

The contrast between the LB plaque figurines and 
the predominant Iron I female types can be seen in all 
four main categories listed above in chapter 2: tech-
nique, form, style, and decoration:

1. In terms of technique, the plaque figurines are 
moldmade; the front of the figurine is pressed in a 
mold, while the back is left flat. The Iron I figurines, 
meanwhile, are completely handmade.1 The result 
of this difference in technique is that the plaques 
had to lie flat, while the Iron I figurines were free-
standing; the Iron I types, unlike the plaques, could 
be viewed from all sides and generally were meant 
to be, as indicated by the decoration and surface 
treatment on front and back. (Nevertheless, it 

1 To my knowledge, there are almost no handmade anthro-
pomorphic figurines in LB Palestine. See, e.g., the catalogue 
in Pritchard 1943 (where the basic handmade type is the pil-
lar figurine, of the eighth-seventh centuries). An exception 
is Pritchard’s type IV.A (“Archaic Type of Figurine: Pierced 
Ear Examples”; cat. nos. 151–55, fig. 13). This handmade 
type, with a “grotesque” or “bird” face, large applied eyes, 
and multiple earlobes with earrings, is rare in Palestine 
but common on Cyprus in the LB, where it is made in a 
ware similar to Base-ring ware. It appears to have origi-
nated in the late third–early second millennia in Syria and 
Mesopotamia and was the predominant female type in Syria 
in the MB; it was replaced there, however, by moldmade 
plaques by the beginning of the LB (though an adaptation 
continued as the predominant human figurine type on LB 
Cyprus, Karageorghis’s Type A). See Badre 1980:135–36; 
Pritchard 1943:52–53; Albright 1939:108–10; Marchetti 
and Nigro 1997:22; Marchetti 2001; Karageorghis 1993a: 
1–10, 21–22, pls. I–VII; Moorey 2003:34–35, pl. 9. Some 
of the examples from Palestine, dating to LB I, are appar-
ently Cypriot imports (e.g., R. W. Hamilton 1934:55 nos. 
320–21), as are rare examples of Karageorghis’s (1993a) 
Type B (similar to Type A, but with a “normal” face and 
dating to LB II; see Ashkelon Catalogue No. 210; also 
Hamilton 1934:54 no. 319; Ben-Tor, Zarzecki-Peleg, and 
Cohen-Anidjan 2005:fig. I.5.15; Schmitt 1999:591, Kat. Nr. 
3). Occasional examples of the Syrian type are also found in 
Palestine in MBII–LBI (e.g., Lapp 1969:fig. 30; see Badre 
1980:134). Lapp also found variants of the “grotesque” type 
in MB IIC–LB I levels at Taanach (1964:41, fig. 22.8–11; 
1969:45, fig. 30, TT 1300), apparently a local continuation 
of the MB Syrian tradition that was soon replaced by the 
typical LB plaques (see Moorey 2003:35). In any case, these 
figurines had long ceased to be made and used in Palestine 
by the Iron Age; in addition, although they are handmade, 
the “grotesque” figurines display the typical stylistic fea-
tures of the LB plaques—emphasis of the pubic area, wide 
hips—in contrast to the main Iron I types from Philistia.

appears that the front view was the primary focus of 
the figurine; cf. Ashkelon Catalogue No. 14, with a 
series of horizontal stripes on the front but no paint 
on the back.) 

2. The forms of the figurines are also distinct from 
each other: this distinction is partly a function of 
the technique used but is particularly related to the 
differing gestures of the figurines. The LB plaques 
are of standing women with a few major types of 
gestures or poses: arms extended with hands hold-
ing stalks or serpents, hands over the genital region, 
hands down along the sides of the body, hands 
cupping the breasts, or arms cradling a child (see, 
e.g., Pritchard 1943; compare the similar Iron Age 
plaque gestures on Ashkelon figurines, Catalogue 
Nos. 62–67). The Iron I handmade types may oc-
casionally show the hands cupping the breasts 
(Catalogue Nos. 10, 27) but more commonly have 
their arms outraised (the exact gestures of the Iron 
I types are often unclear; for further discussion see 
below). In fact, figurines of I.A.2 (“Ashdodas” and 
perhaps other related types) are typically depicted 
as seated and without arms. 

3. The style of the LB plaque figurines is generally 
naturalistic: the bodies largely display typical hu-
man proportions and tend to be slender and curved. 
The Iron I handmade figurines, on the other hand, 
are (almost universally) crude and abstract, with 
bodies not displaying features such as waists. 
Similarly, the LB plaques tend to emphasize the 
breasts and genitalia. Types I.A.1 and 2, on the 
other hand, never indicate the genitalia, and, while 
indicating the breasts, generally do not emphasize 
them to the extent that the plaques do.

4. Finally, in terms of decoration, the LB plaques are 
unpainted (some may have been decorated with a 
slip; cf. Catalogue Nos. 62–63); the Iron I hand-
made types, however, generally have a white slip 
and often painted decoration. This painting con-
sists of various geometric patterns (such as circles 
or triangles) and especially stripes, in black and/
or red paint. The color of these designs matches 
that of Philistine Monochrome and Bichrome pot-
tery. Similarly, the specific motifs are also paral-
leled in Philistine pottery; for instance, the series 
of horizontal stripes on Catalogue No. 14 is typi-
cal of many Iron I Philistine handles, particularly 
on stirrup jars (T. Dothan 1982:ch. 3, figs. 14–17, 
pls. 26–32) and various jugs and juglets (T. Dothan 
1982:ch. 3, figs. 58.1, 59, pls. 94–95).
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On the other hand, there are a few characteristics 
shared by the LB plaques and the main Iron I female 
types: they are roughly the same size, they both de-
pict women, and both tend to emphasize the breasts. 
Nevertheless, in all major aspects of figurine produc-
tion, the Iron I types are markedly different. In fact, 
they are to my knowledge completely unparalleled 
among locally made LB female figurines generally. 
Clearly, they represent an entirely new phenomenon. 
T. Dothan (1967:184) identified these figurines as 
of Mycenaean origin, and most subsequent studies 
(Hachlili 1971; T. Dothan 1982; Schmitt 1999; Yasur-
Landau 2001) have followed this analysis.2 Given 
the current consensus concerning the origin of the 
Philistines, the parallels of various other Philistine 
material culture elements (most notably pottery) to 
Mycenaean antecedents, and the relationship men-
tioned above between the decoration of the figurines 
and that of Philistine pottery, it appears beyond doubt 
that these are Mycenaean-derived types.

Beyond these general observations, however, there 
is a great deal of confusion in the literature concerning 
the basic types and their characteristics. As a result, 
these figurines tend to be misidentified by archaeolo-
gists. There is, to my knowledge, no study that prop-
erly distinguishes the major types and subtypes of the 
Iron I female figurines. Ultimately, these problems can 
be traced back to the chapter on “Cult and cult ves-
sels” in T. Dothan’s The Philistines and Their Material 
Culture (1982); as mentioned in chapter 3, this work 
contains the first significant discussion of these types 
(it is a greatly expanded and modified version of the 
1967 Hebrew original) and has been generally fol-
lowed in the literature, and in the field, as the defini-
tive treatment of the topic. Therefore, before I survey 
the major types themselves, I believe it necessary to 
examine this work critically.3 

Dothan (1982:234, 237) identified two major types 
of Iron I female figurines: standing figurines and seat-
ed ones. In this I believe she is entirely correct (for 
further discussion, see below). Her more detailed 
analysis, however, is questionable; in particular, her 
emphasis of mourning figurines as a major Philistine 

2 A few studies (e.g., Brug 1985:185–88, 202; Vanschoon-
winkel 1999:90–91) have suggested that Iron I Philistine 
figurines are partially (if not completely) Canaanite in ori-
gin; generally, however, these discussions are brief, are not 
thorough in their presentation of parallels, and rely princi-
pally on the problematic presentation in T. Dothan’s The 
Philistines and Their Material Culture for their understand-
ing of the Philistine figurines themselves.
3 While chapter 3 contained a similar critique, the discussion 
below is much more detailed and comprehensive.

type is suspect for several reasons. While initially sug-
gesting (1982:237) that there are additional standing 
figurine types besides mourning figurines, Dothan 
includes no discussion of these other types. As men-
tioned in chapter 3, this problem of emphasis has 
been compounded by the lack of critical analysis of 
Dothan’s work, resulting in a widespread belief that 
mourning figurines, along with Ashdodas, are the prin-
cipal Iron I figurine types.

There are several problems with Dothan’s analysis. 
The first is a lack of comprehensiveness. Her entire 
survey of standing figurines includes only six ex-
amples (only five of these are illustrated; an example 
from Tell Jerishe is mentioned but not illustrated or 
referenced). Moreover, just two of these figurines, the 
so-called «Aitun examples (Dothan 1982:237), serve 
as the basis for the identification and elaboration of 
the entire mourning figurine type. While it is true that 
Dothan did not have nearly as much evidence to study 
as exists now—due in large part to the subsequent 
excavations of Tel Miqne and Ashkelon—the mate-
rial from Ashdod was readily available (M. Dothan 
and Freedman 1967; M. Dothan 1971; etc.). If Dothan 
had surveyed and analyzed the entire corpus of female 
figurines, she might have reached very different (or at 
least more complete) conclusions. Instead, her focus 
on special examples leads to an unhelpful emphasis of 
anomalous figurines.

Dothan’s reliance on just two of these anomalous 
figurines—the so-called «Aitun examples—is particu-
larly problematic. These two figurines, which Dothan 
herself had first published in two earlier articles (1969; 
1973), were not found in excavations but first identi-
fied by Dothan in collections. Thus, even their authen-
ticity is not beyond question. Assuming that they are in 
fact genuine, we cannot securely assign them a prove-
nience or date. Dothan’s only evidence for the sugges-
tion that these figurines were from Tell «Aitun is the 
neutron activation analysis (NAA) conducted on one 
of the figurines (Figurine A). According to Dothan, the 
analysis showed that the figurine “matches” the pot-
tery from Tell «Aitun, indicating that it was made at 
least in the Lachish region, if not specifically at «Aitun 
(T. Dothan 1982:237).4 It is unclear, however, that 

4 Tell «Aitun is a site in the Shephelah near Lachish; it is 
therefore at best a site on the periphery of Philistine settle-
ment and culture. Besides the tell itself, the site is notewor-
thy for a series of tombs. The common identification of 
«Aitun as a “Philistine site” is based largely on the Philistine 
pottery found in the tombs (see T. Dothan 1982:44; A. Mazar 
1992a:312). The tombs were thoroughly looted, however, 
so that few other objects were found there (see T. Dothan 
1982:44). T. Dothan (1969:42 n. 3; see also Dothan and 
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this is a correct characterization of the NAA results. 
While to my knowledge the NAA results have never 
been published in full, Perlman and Asaro discussed 
a sample of five sherds from the «Aitun corpus in 
comparison with a sample of Philistine pottery from 
Ashdod (Perlman and Asaro 1969:36–37, table VII; 
see also T. Dothan 1969:120–21). They concluded 
that, according to the statistical analysis, the pottery of 
each group (Ashdod and «Aitun) is identical and was 
all made at Ashdod, or at another coastal site (Perlman 
and Asaro 1969:37).5 If indeed the analysis of the 
mourning figurine produced identical results to that of 
the pottery, as Dothan stated, then it was apparently 
not made at Tell «Aitun but along the coast. In any 
case, the analysis of the clay merely shows where the 
figurine would have been made and not where it was 
used; these two places were by no means necessarily 
the same (see discussion in chapter 7). The origin of 
these figurines is a mystery after all.

Dothan 1992:199–200) has remarked on the flood of ob-
jects that came to the attention of Israeli archaeologists after 
1967, many thought to be from the tombs at Tell «Aitun; this 
is in fact the only initial explanation she gives for conclud-
ing that these two mourning figurines were from Tell «Aitun 
(1969:42 n. 3).

At the time of initial publication, Dothan’s Figurine A 
(T. Dothan 1969; 1982:ch. 4, fig. 10A, pl. 23) had been ac-
quired by the Israel Museum from the collection of Moshe 
Dayan, while Figurine B (T. Dothan 1973; 1982:ch. 4, fig. 
10B, pl. 24) was in Dayan’s collection. According to both an 
Israel Museum catalogue of a 1970 exhibition on figurines 
(Israel Museum 1970:17, cat. no. 75) and Dayan (1978:42), 
Figurine A was found at Azor. Presumably it is suggested 
to have been among the finds illegally excavated by Dayan 
from that site (for this activity, see Dayan 1978:132; Kletter 
2003:2.5). D. Ben-Shlomo (pers. comm.) reports that 
there were no figurines recorded among the finds from M. 
Dothan’s excavations at Azor; as there is no discussion of 
the circumstances of discovery of the figurines in either 
the Israel Museum catalogue or Dayan’s book, however, 
this supposition cannot be proven. T. Dothan (1969; 1982) 
does not mention this problem in her discussion of the prov-
enance of these figurines, although this is the same figurine 
on which the NAA was conducted. She does note briefly 
(1969:42 n. 2) that this figurine (Figurine A) was purchased 
by the Israel Museum from the Dayan collection.
5 In her discussion of «Aitun as a Philistine site (elsewhere in 
The Philistines and Their Material Culture), T. Dothan sug-
gests that Edelstein and Glass reached the same conclusion 
in their petrographic analysis of the «Aitun pottery (1982:44 
n. 119). In fact, Edelstein and Glass (1973) identified two 
groups of pottery at Tell «Aitun: the decorated (“Philistine”) 
pottery, which was made in the coastal plain, and the plain 
ware, which was made locally in the vicinity of «Aitun. It is 
possible that Dothan is referring to the results of the petro-
graphic analysis in identifying the “locally made ware,” but 
this is entirely unclear.

There are several problems, then, just with the use 
of the “«Aitun examples”: their authenticity is not be-
yond doubt; their provenience is, despite Dothan’s at-
tempts, unknown; in any case, the site Dothan suggests 
for their origin is a peripheral Philistine site, and so it 
is not clear that they are in fact elements of Philistine 
material culture;6 and the lack of contextual informa-
tion means that it is impossible to date the figurines.7 
Beyond all of this, these two figurines are completely 
anomalous among the entire corpus of Philistine terra-
cottas. Dothan (1982:237) notes the fairly naturalistic 
rendering of these two figurines and compares them 
to LB plaque figurines; for her, the “«Aitun examples” 
represent a hybrid of Myceanean and Canaanite ele-
ments (specifically, Mycenaean form and Canaanite 
style) similar to that of Philistine Bichrome pottery 
(Mycenaean forms and some Mycenaean motifs com-
bined with a decorative style derived probably from 
local LB bichrome). This style, however, is complete-
ly different from that of every other known Philistine 
figurine. Philistine figurines of Mycenaean-derived 
types are always (at least apart from the two “«Aitun 
examples”) crude and abstract, like their Mycenaean 
antecedents; if anything, the Philistine examples tend 
to be rendered more crudely than the Mycenaean 
ones.8 Thus, the issue of style further highlights the 
dubious reliability of these two figurines, along the 
lines of the other problems mentioned above. At the 
very least, it is clear that these figurines should not be 
used, as Dothan has used them, as the sole basis for a 
major Philistine terracotta type.

There are additional indications that the mourn-
ing figurine is not a common Philistine type, contra 
Dothan and subsequent researchers (see, e.g., Schmitt 
1999:600–7). First is the context of the figurines. All 
of the Mycenaean mourning figurines were found in 

6 Dothan presumably concluded that they are “Philistine” 
based on the form of the figurines, particularly the ges-
ture of hands to the head and its apparent connection with 
Mycenaean mourning figurines (1982:237–49).
7 Again, they are assumed to be Philistine (and therefore 
from Iron I) on the basis of the form. T. Dothan (1969:42; 
1973:120; see also Dothan and Dothan 1992:200) has 
emphasized the twelfth- and eleventh-century tombs of 
Tell «Aitun in connection with the figurines but elsewhere 
(1982:44) notes that the tombs range from twelfth to eighth 
century in date.
8 In addition, as I will discuss below, the other apparent ex-
amples of hybrid figurines—displaying a combination of 
Mycenaean and local Levantine features—completely re-
verse the combination of influences. Whereas the “«Aitun ex-
amples” appear to combine Levantine style with Mycenaean 
form/gesture, all other hybrids combine Levantine form/ges-
ture with Mycenaean style.
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tombs;9 on the other hand, few if any of the Iron I 
Philistine figurines are from tombs (the only excep-
tions are perhaps the two figurines Dothan cites from 
Azor [1982:237, ch. 4, fig. 12.2, pls. 25, 27]10 and the 
“«Aitun examples”). Certainly none of the figurines 
from the Pentapolis sites, which have yielded the vast 
majority of Philistine terracottas, is from a funerary 
context. Iron Age cemeteries have not been found at 
any of these sites, although a communal tomb from 
the Iron I–early Iron II has recently been excavated at 
Tell eṣ-Ṣafi (see Faerman et al. 2011; further discus-
sion in chapter 7). Second, the Mycenaean mourning 
figurines are themselves a minor type. These figurines 
are found only in the twelfth century b.c.e. and only 
in a restricted area in the central Aegean region (the 
LH IIIC “miniature Mycenaean koine,” as labeled by 
Desborough [1964:20]); they have been found main-
ly at the three sites of Perati (in Attica on the Greek 
mainland), Kamini on Naxos, and Ialysos on Rhodes 
(Iakovidis 1980; Kontoleon 1961; Maiuri 1923/24).11 
9 The type was revived in the Aegean in the eighth century 
b.c.e. and was in use over the following few centuries; al-
most every known example of these later Greek mourning 
figurines is also from a tomb. See Iakovidis 1966:45; T. 
Dothan 1982:249; Cavanagh and Mee 1995; and Kurtz and 
Boardman 1971 for further discussion and references; see 
also below.
10 These two figurines have not been published elsewhere. 
They are said to be from Azor, but no further information is 
provided. While the results of excavations under M. Dothan 
have yet to be published, D. Ben-Shlomo, who has worked 
on the material for publication, states that no figurines were 
found in the excavations themselves (pers. comm., January 
2007); much of the material from the site, meanwhile, had 
been looted previously. One of the figurines (T. Dothan 
1982:ch. 4, pl. 15, fig. 12.2), with one hand on its head (in the 
typical mourning gesture) and the other just below its breast, 
is said to be from the collection of the Israel Department of 
Antiquities and Museums but without further information. 
The other (T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 17) is said to be from 
the Weisenfreund Collection. While one arm of this figurine 
is clearly upraised, both arms and the head are broken off, 
and so it is unclear if the arms were in the mourning gesture.
11 Occasionally there are other reports of LH mourning figu-
rines, but in these cases the examples are unpublished, of lat-
er date, or of uncertain type. T. Dothan (1969:60; 1982:244) 
cites a mourning figurine from a twelfth-century context at 
Iolkos, the major Mycenaean center in Thessaly. This fig-
urine has a hole perforated in the base (suggesting attach-
ment to a vessel or another object), but the arms are broken; 
while clearly upraised, there is no clear indication that they 
attached to the head (Theocharis 1960:60, fig. 72). Dothan 
(1969:44; 1982:242–44) states that a group of mourning 
figurines was found in a tomb in eastern Crete; in fact, these 
figurines (H. E. Schmid 1967:168–71) were purchased from 
an antiquities dealer who could only identify their origin as 
“eastern Crete,” and the decoration on the figurines is not 

Altogether about a dozen of these figurines are known. 
Much more common are the so-called Phi, Psi, and 
Tau (Φ, Ψ, and Τ) figurines, of which thousands have 
been found at Mycenaean sites.12 However, the major 
typologies of Mycenaean figurines do not distinguish 
the mourning figurines as a separate type. Furumark 
(1941b:87–88) included the mourning figurines within 
his Ψ2 type and made no mention of their unique char-
acter. Similarly, French (1971:137) included them in 
her Late Psi type (essentially equivalent to Furumark’s 
Ψ2), although she does give them brief attention as 
a separate group. It is therefore likely that most of 
the Philistine figurines that have been identified as 
“mourners” are in fact Psi figurines or perhaps Tau 
figurines.13 

The identification of at least some Philistine figu-
rines as Psi figurines is not new. T. Dothan, in her 
original Hebrew version of The Philistines and Their 
Material Culture, identified all of the figurines from 
(or thought to be from) Azor and Jemmeh as belong-
ing to Furumarks’s Ψ2 type (1967:184). In Ashdod 
II–III, R. Hachlili (1971:131) suggested that at least 
one figurine fragment from Ashdod (M. Dothan 
1971:fig. 65.10) might have had its arms raised like 
a Mycenaean Psi figurine. Schmitt (1999) labeled his 
Type I “Ψ-Figurinen.” In these cases, however, the 
mourning nature of all or most of the figurines was 
emphasized. In her original discussion, T. Dothan 
briefly referred to the classification of her examples 
as Psi figurines, focusing instead on their mourning 

typically Mycenaean and suggests a later date. (Dothan 
[1982:244] similarly observes that several features of these 
figurines are “approaching the style of the Sub-Minoan pe-
riod.”) A similar group to these Cretan examples was found 
at Elateia in central Greece in a Protogeometric context; 
while they display some relationship to the LH IIIC ex-
amples, Alram-Stern concludes (rightly, in my opinion) that 
they were not just deposited but made in the Protogeometric 
period (1999:217–20, esp. 220). Vermeule suggests possible 
finds of mourning figurines at Argos and Tiryns (1964:303; 
1965:142), but to my knowledge no such figurines have been 
published.
12 The standard typology, naming the three basic types after 
the Greek letters they resemble, was developed by Furumark 
(1941b:86–89), although the basic types had already been 
distinguished by Tsountas (1888:168). The definitive study 
is by E. French (1971), whose elaboration of Furumark’s 
scheme has been universally accepted. Archaeologists 
have frequently noted how common these figurines are 
at Mycenaean sites starting in LH IIIA1 (ca. 1400; e.g., 
Mylonas 1966:114; French 1971:106).
13 I should note that D. Ben-Shlomo (pers. comm., April 
2006) independently concluded that the mourning figurines 
are a minor Philistine type and that most of the small stand-
ing figurines are of the Psi type. See now Ben-Shlomo and 
Press 2009.
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aspect (1967:181–84); this focus only increased after 
her publication of the so-called «Aitun examples (T. 
Dothan 1969; 1973) and dominated her lengthy dis-
cussion of standing figurines in her influential study 
(1982:237–49). This focus has been followed even in 
those studies that have included the Psi identification: 
thus, Schmitt (1999) includes only four figurines in his 
Type I (Psi figurines) but 11 in his Type II (mourning 
figurines). As discussed in chapter 3, the emphasis on 
mourning figurines has skewed the discussion of Iron 
I Philistine figurines in the wider literature (e.g., A. 
Mazar 1992a:323) and their identification in the field 
(as witnessed by the Ashkelon fieldbooks and registra-
tion books).

If the major types of Iron I Philistine female figu-
rines have been improperly identified in previous re-
search, then what are the major types? I have exam-
ined closely the roughly 32 examples of these types 
from Ashkelon and compared them with those from 
other Philistine sites (particularly Ashdod and Tel 
Miqne). From examining the Ashkelon examples, I 
initially concluded that there are two major types of 
female figurines in the Iron I, based on their sizes. 
These types would correspond to the two general cat-
egories (standing and seated) that T. Dothan identified 
(1982:234, 237): the smaller figurines appeared to be 
standing figurines, while the larger ones were seated. 
This was apparent in the different types of torsos: the 
larger, flat Ashdoda torsos versus the smaller, more 
rounded torsos of standing figurines (which were gen-
erally labeled “mourning figurines” in the Ashkelon 
registration books and supervisor notebooks). In ad-
dition, there seemed to be two basic ranges of sizes 
for the heads. It appeared, however, that most of these 
heads, which had been called Ashdoda heads in the 
Ashkelon registration books and supervisor note-
books, were of the smaller group and belonged to 
standing figurines.14 

In order to test these initial impressions, I took a set 
of specific measurements to compare the different Iron 
I heads and torsos in the Ashkelon corpus. In almost 
every case, the fragment consists simply of a head or 
a torso; as part of my test, then, I would need to com-
pare the measurements of these different types of frag-
ments. The best measurement for comparison is the 
diameter (or, perhaps more accurately, width) of the 
neck, as this is not only related to the other dimensions 
14 In addition, my initial conclusions were based on the prin-
ciple that the main head and body types should go together. 
If most of the smaller heads were indeed “Ashdoda heads,” 
then these heads would have no corresponding bodies, while 
the standing figurine bodies would have no corresponding 
heads. I would like to thank Seong Park for observing the 
relevance of this principle.

of the head and neck but also provides a helpful com-
parison with the sizes of the torso (especially of the 
neck scar on the torso). The results of this analysis are 
presented in table 6.1.

The torsos clearly divide into two groups, and these 
two groups correspond exactly to the two basic figu-
rine forms: the rounded torsos of the standing figu-
rines range up to 1.7 cm in neck diameter, while the 
flat Ashdoda torsos range from 2.5 cm up. The neck 
measurements of the heads fall into a narrower range, 
but it is still possible to discern two clusters: one group 
forms a cluster around 1.5–1.7 cm, and a small second 
group over 2.0 cm. Again, these clusters correspond to 
the formal characteristics of the figurines. The figurines 
of the smaller group have short necks (even though the 
necks are broken, it is clear that they are broken at the 
join with the body as they widen appreciably at the 
break); those of the larger group all have long necks. 
There is some overlap in between these two clusters, 
however. The nearly complete standing figurine (cat. 
no. 14) has a neck diameter of 2.0 cm, while one of the 
large heads with long necks (cat. no. 25) has a neck 
diameter of 1.9 cm. The ranges for each type appear 
to be wide and overlap at their ends. Nevertheless, two 
basic groups are clear: the standing figurines tend to 
have neck diameters under 2.0 cm (clustering around 
1.5–1.7 cm), while the seated (Ashdoda) figurines tend 
to have neck diameters over 2.0 cm.

In addition to these clusters, there are a few outlying 
figurines. On the upper end are one or two Ashdoda tor-
sos (cat. nos. 27, 28); their large neck diameters can be 
related to the nature of their neck scars, which include 
part of the upper torso in the break. There are also two 
outliers on the lower end (cat. nos. 1, 2). These form a 
separate group of miniature standing figurines, which 
will be discussed in more detail below.

These basic trends are matched among the Iron I 
figurines at other sites. The neck diameters of the 
Miqne and Ashdod figurines also fall into two basic 
groups, with some exceptions (these will be discussed 
further below).15 T. Dothan’s general identification of 
two types of figurines, standing and seated, is clearly 
correct; moreover, these types are also generally dis-
tinct in size. (Again, I should mention that it is unclear 
if all of the larger heads belong to seated figurines. 

15 My measurements of the Ashdod figurines are generally 
only approximate. I was not able to inspect most of them in 
person, and so the measurements are based largely on the 
drawings and photographs in the volumes of the site report. 
Nevertheless, the basic trend of two types, based both on 
size and on characteristics of form, is clear and was con-
firmed by my study of a selection of the Ashdod figurines 
(after the completion of my dissertation in 2007), courtesy 
of the Israel Antiquities Authority.
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Some of them are unique examples, and the only ex-
ample of a larger head attached to a torso is the com-
plete Ashdoda. I would still argue that it is most likely 
that all of these larger figurines were seated, as the 
only large figurine base fragments are of Ashdoda-
type seats.)

Having confirmed the identification of two basic 
types, I can now describe each type in greater detail.

I.A.1. Standing Figurines (Philistine Psi)

As mentioned above, the standing figurines appear to 
be very closely related to the Mycenaean figurines of 

the thirteenth and twelfth centuries, particularly the Psi 
and Tau types. Like the latter, the Philistine standing 
figurines are all handmade; all (or most) appear to be 
abstract representations of women, and they are gen-
erally around 10 cm high. These characteristics have 
been recognized previously (see, e.g., T. Dothan 1967: 
181–84; 1969:43; Hachlili 1971:125, 131), though 
they have not been noted in any systematic study 
of these figurines as a group.16 With the addition of 
16 Many ideas relating to this point and to the reconstruction 
of the major features of this Philistine Psi have now been 
published in Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:42–49; the discus-
sion below, however, is much more systematic and detailed.

Table 6.1: Neck Diameters of Iron I Female Heads and Torsos (Types I.A.1 and 2) from Ashkelon

D (cm) Catalogue No., Heads Catalogue No., Torsos

0.9 0 No. 2
1.0 No. 1 0
1.1 0 0
1.2 0 0
1.3 No. 6 No. 3
1.4 0 0
1.5 No. 7 0
1.6 Nos. 9, 12, 13, 15 Nos. 5, 8, 11
1.7 No. 17 Nos. 4, 10
1.8 0 0
1.9 No. 25 0
2.0 No. 14 0
2.1 0 0
2.2 0 0
2.3 No. 23 0
2.4 0 0
2.5 No. 30 No. 19
2.6 No. 24 No. 21
2.7 0 0
2.8 0 0
2.9 0 0
3.0 0 No. 27
3.1 0 0
3.2 0 0
3.3 0 0
3.4 0 0
3.5 0 0
3.6 0 No. 28

Diameters were measured to the nearest tenth of a centimeter. For many of the figurines, the neck does not have a true diameter as the width 
varies, both from the top to the bottom of the neck and from the front-to-back width to the side-to-side width. While the larger torsos have 
only a neck scar, some of the smaller torsos have part of the neck preserved. Not only is there a small difference in the neck width (between 
the width at the break and that at the bottom of the neck) in these cases, but the measurements of neck width are not exactly equivalent to the 
measurements of neck scars on the larger torsos, as these tend to include small portions of the body as well. In all of these cases, the value 
for neck width is an average. 
* Two figurines (cat. nos. 1, 14) had both head and torso preserved; they were included in the head column. Eight figurines of Types I.A.1 and 
2 (cat. nos. 16, 18, 20, 22, 26, 29, 31, 32) were not included: two (cat. nos. 16, 32) were found in 2007, after the measurements were taken; 
one (cat. no. 29) is of an unusual type; and the others are Ashdoda seat fragments and so do not have necks (as is cat. no. 32, found in 2007).
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the unpublished material from Ashkelon and Miqne/
Ekron to the corpus of Iron I female figurines, we now 
have enough examples to attempt a reconstruction of 
all of the major features of this figurine type—in con-
junction with the antecedents and parallels from the 
Aegean and Cyprus.

Gestures

1. Psi. Most of the Philistine standing figurines have 
only stumps preserved for arms. Based on a com-
parison with the Mycenaean examples, however, it 
is likely that most were Psi figurines; that is, they 
had a gesture of arms upraised (but not touching the 
head). The Psi is the most common female terracot-
ta type from LHIIIA on (especially in the thirteenth 
and twelfth centuries; see French 1971). The cumu-
lative evidence of the Philistine figurine fragments 
seems to support this suggestion. Of the few stand-
ing figurines from Pentapolis sites with any sig-
nificant portion of its arms preserved, perhaps the 
most noteworthy is Miqne obj. no. 140 (see Gitin 
and Dothan 1987:203; T. Dothan 1995:fig. 3.12; 
Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 15.1): its left arm 
is clearly extended slightly upward but not toward 
the head. A few other figurines from Miqne are also 
notable in this regard: obj. no. 5158 (a miniature; 
Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 14), obj. no. 57, 
and obj. no. 1703. A fragment from Ṣafi (basket 
460100) may represent a partial torso and complete 
arm of a Psi figurine, but it is too fragmentary to be 
certain. No figurine head from the Pentapolis sites 
shows any trace of a hand, either in terms of a pre-
served piece or of a scar from a broken-off hand. 
At the same time, on the torsos that have enough 
of the arms preserved, it is clear in most cases that 
they were upraised or extended out to the sides. 
This is particularly clear when the head and torso 
are preserved together: e.g., cat. no. 1; Ashdod S50 
(M. Dothan 1971:fig. 65.10); Ashdod H702/1 (M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.36.2); Miqne 
obj. no. 5080 (Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 1.1).

2. Tau. Possibly a few of the Philistine figurines are of 
the Tau type; that is, they have their upper arms ex-
tending outward at the sides but with their forearms 
turned back toward their bodies and their hands 
on their breasts. This type, though less common 
than the Psi type, is also attested at thirteenth- and 
twelfth-century Mycenaean sites (see, e.g., French 
1971:125–26; Furumark 1941b:87–88). There is 
no clear example of this type in Philistia, however. 
One possible Tau figurine is cat. no. 14: the pre-
served portion of the arms extend out (but not up), 

and both the front sides of the arms and the breasts 
are chipped off. These observations suggest that 
this figurine might have had a separate piece of clay 
for each forearm, bent back toward the breast. The 
evidence is not clear, however.

3. Mourning. As mentioned above, this type is found 
in the Aegean (and Cyprus; see Karageorghis 
1993a:29, pl. XVIII.1–2) in the twelfth century but 
not earlier. There are no known examples of this 
type from a Pentapolis site; in fact there are no clear 
examples of this type with a certain provenience. 
Besides the so-called «Aitun examples,17 the only 
other Philistine figurine clearly displaying a simi-
lar gesture is a figurine said to be from Azor, with 
one hand to the head and the other just below the 
breast (Israel Museum 1970:17, cat. no. 75; T. 
Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 25, fig. 12.2); as mentioned 
above, however, the exact provenience and circum-
stances of discovery for this figurine are unclear. T. 
Dothan suggests that a figurine from Tell Jemmeh 
(Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVI.2; see T. Dothan 1969:46, 
fig. 8; 1982:ch. 4, pl. 26, fig. 12.1) also belongs to 
this group. The arms of this figurine, however, are 
broken, and it is unclear from Petrie’s and Dothan’s 
photographs if the figurine actually had remnants of 
the hands on its head, as reconstructed by Dothan. 

4. Miscellaneous. A complete figurine from Tell 
Jerishe (Herzog 1984:pl. 7e; 1993:483) has both of 
its hands just below the breasts. Cat. no. 10 may 
also share this pose: while its arms are only partially 
preserved, they appear to be turning back toward 
the body at the “elbows,” and a large scar below the 
breasts might suggest that the hands were originally 
placed here. This gesture may be related to the Tau 
type; see discussion below.

Overall, it appears that the vast majority of I.A.1 
figurines had their arms upraised. As a result, I propose 
using the phrase “Philistine Psi” as a general label for 
the type, while recognizing that a few examples may 
have been “Philistine Tau” figurines, mourning figu-
rines, or other types. As a result, this label is perhaps 
not entirely satisfactory; nevertheless, in my view it is 
important to offer a name which is more representa-
tive than the misleading but still widely used “mourn-
ing figurine.” The use of the term “Psi” indicates the 
17 If the figurines are indeed from Tell «Aitun, they fall out-
side the bounds of my study and so for my purposes cannot 
be labeled “Philistine.” On the other hand, they may have 
been made at Ashdod, in which case they would be directly 
relevant. Of course, these two possibilities are not mutually 
exclusive.
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connection of these figurines to the Mycenaean Psi 
type, while the use of the qualifier “Philistine” em-
phasizes the fact that they are locally made and not 
Mycenaean imports.

Bases

1. Freestanding. Most Philistine Psi figurines were 
probably freestanding, with a column or “pillar 
base.” This suggestion is based largely on analogy 
to the Mycenaean figurines, where a column base is 
found on the vast majority of figurines (see French 
1971; Furumark 1941b:87–88; cat. no. 199). This 
type of base is preserved on a few of the Philistine 
examples, the clearest of which are Ashdod H721/1 
(M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.36.2) and 
one of the figurines said to be from Azor (Israel 
Museum 1970:17, cat. no. 75; T. Dothan 1982:ch. 
4, pl. 25, fig. 12.2). Other examples probably be-
long to this type, but in these cases it cannot be 
ruled out that the figurines were somehow attached 
to another object (see discussion below): e.g., 
Miqne obj. no. 140 (Gitin and Dothan 1987:203; 
T. Dothan 1995:fig. 3.12; Ben-Shlomo and Press 
2009:fig. 15.1) and Ashdod H1159/1 and H1742/2 
(M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:figs. 3.80.4, 
3.115.5). In some cases, we have pillar bases which 
may have been part of Psi figurines, but the objects 
are too fragmentary for certainty: see Miqne obj. 
no. 1703 and obj. no. 2702.

2. Modeled onto the rim of a vessel. This is the re-
construction suggested by T. Dothan (1982:237, 
ch. 4, fig. 11) based on the so-called Tell «Aitun 
figurines: Figurine A preserves part of the ves-
sel (krater?) rim to which it would have been at-
tached, while Figurine B (according to Dothan) 
preserves the “negative impression of an identical 
rim” (1982:237). Because of the uncertain nature 
of these figurines, however, I would refrain from 
using them to reconstruct Philistine figurine types. 
Beyond these two examples, there is very little 
evidence that Philistine figurines were attached to 
vessels in this manner. Certainly it is a rare tech-
nique in the Aegean, attested only for some of the 
mourning and Tau figurines from Ialysos and a Tau 
figurine from Elateia (Alram-Stern 1999:216, fig. 
9);18 it is also found in a few cases on twelfth-cen-
tury Cypriot examples (Karageorghis 1993a:29, pl. 
XVIII.1–3). Among the Pentapolis sites, the only 

18 Also note the later (ninth century) Geometric 
(Subprotogeometric in Euboean terminology) example from 
Lefkandi (Popham and Lemos 1996:Plate 126f).

such figurine I can identify is cat. no. 3; the base of 
the figurine is clearly attached to some other object, 
which may well be a vessel rim.19 

3. Peg figurine. Some of the Philistine Psi figurines 
clearly had a lower body tapering to a point, for in-
sertion into another object. This is certain on the 
figurine mentioned above from Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 
1928:pl. XXXVI.2; see T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 26, 
fig. 12.1), one of the fragmentary figurines said to 
be from Azor, regardless of whether it was a mourn-
ing figurine (T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 17), and the 
Tell Jerishe figurine mentioned above (Herzog 
1984:pl. 7e; 1993:483). There is no clear example, 
however, from a Pentapolis site. Miqne obj. no. 
1298 (Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 8.6) is prob-
ably a peg figurine, but it is not entirely certain that 
it represents a female body. Some torso fragments 
from Ashdod could conceivably have had such a 
base (e.g., H1281/1; M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 
2005:161, fig. 3.62.2); in such instances, however, 
the base may simply have been a tapered freestand-
ing base (see below).

4. Attached to a vessel separately by a dowel. This 
method of attachment was first suggested by 
Iakovidis for the mourning figurines from Perati, 
based on an observation of S. Marinatos (Iakovidis 
1966:43–44, pls.15.4, 16.7). On these figurines, 
the bases were perforated with a hole (about 2–2.5 
mm in diameter) that matched holes on the rims of 
the vessels (bowls with wide conical stems, vari-
ously referred to as kalathoi or lekanai) found in 
association with the figurines.20 A dowel, perhaps 
of wood, could then have been inserted on one end 
into the base of the figurine and on the other into 
the rim hole of the lekane (kalathos), in order to 
attach the figurines.21 None of the mourning figu-
rines discussed above has such a perforation on the 
base. There are, however, a few fragments from Tel 
Miqne that may be the bases of such figurines, each 

19 T. Dothan has written that the base of one of the mourning 
figurines said to be from Azor (Israel Museum 1970:17, cat. 
no. 75; T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 25, fig. 12.2), “which is bro-
ken, seems to have been attached to a pot” (1982:246). From 
the photograph of this figurine, however, the nature of the 
base is unclear, and Dothan’s suggestion seems speculative.
20 The term lekane (pl. lekanai) was used by Iakovidis in his 
study of the Mycenaean mourning figurines (1966) and fol-
lowed by T. Dothan in her discussion of mourning figurines 
in Philistia (1982:237–49). In Mycenaean studies today, this 
type of deep conical bowl is generally referred to as a kala-
thos (pl. kalathoi; see, e.g., Mountjoy 1986:152, 205).
21 A similar hole was pierced in the base of the figurine from 
Iolkos mentioned above.
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pierced with a small hole (ranging from approxi-
mately 2–4 mm in diameter): obj. nos. 4487, 5641, 
and 4485. In each case, however, only the base of 
the figurine is preserved, and so it is unclear if the 
upper part was in fact a female figurine.

5. Suspension. Miqne obj. nos. 1400 and 5158 (Ben-
Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 14) each have a hole 
pierced in their mid-section, suggesting they were 
meant to be suspended, perhaps as a pendant on a 
necklace. Such piercing is rare on Mycenaean Psi 
and related figurines. French (1971) does not iden-
tify this feature on any figurines. Hägg (1981:38) 
could identify only a group of figurines among 
those from the Marmaria area at Delphi (the site 
of the Sanctuary of Athena Pronaia; Demangel 
1926:14–28, esp. fig. 16.d–e). These were generally 
pierced just above the breasts (versus the mid-sec-
tion on the Miqne figurines). Hägg (1981:38) sug-
gested that these figurines might have been hung on 
tree branches, but M. Krogulska has highlighted an 
Archaic figurine type from Boeotia, often painted 
with a necklace that has a pendant in the shape of a 
Phi figurine (1968:230, figs. 28, 31; see also Szabó 
1994:figs. 64–71). While Hägg accepted that the 
Marmaria figurines might also have been worn in 
this way, he pointed out that the figurines did not 
have to be pierced in order to be worn as amulets; 
they may simply have had string tied around them 
(1981:38–39 n. 28). I would also emphasize that the 
figurine with a painted Phi pendant was Archaic, 
and so that the use of figurines as amulets may have 
been a post-Mycenaean phenomenon. Nevertheless, 
the two Miqne examples were found in Iron I con-
texts and suggest that some of the Philistine Psi fig-
urines—whether pierced or not—could have been 
used as amulets.

Miniatures

In my analysis of the neck diameters of the 
Ashkelon figurines, I noted the presence of a minia-
ture Psi type (cat. nos. 1–2).22 This type of miniature is 

22 I am not certain that cat. no. 2 is a Philistine Psi as opposed 
to an imported Mycenaean Psi. While the surface is not well 
preserved, the clay appears to be similar to the typical cream 
color of Mycenaean clay, and the breasts are pinched rather 
than applied. On the other hand, miniature Mycenaean Psi 
figurines are rare if not unattested outside of the Aegean, and 
the figurine has a noticeable black core, which is also rare for 
Mycenaean figurines and vessels.

well known among the major types of Mycenaean fig-
urines (French 1971:124, 131; cf. the twelfth-century 
figurines from Ialysos NT 15, with three freestanding 
figurines 7–8 cm high and three others attached to the 
rim of a lekane, of unstated height but smaller than the 
former group [Maiuri 1923/24:88, 174, figs. 99, 101; 
Benzi 1992:Tav. 18a, c–e]). A small number of exam-
ples from the other Pentapolis sites are also miniature 
variants of the Philistine Psi type: Miqne obj. no. 140 
(Gitin and Dothan 1987:203; T. Dothan 1995:fig. 3.12; 
Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 15.1), obj. no. 999, 
obj. no. 1703, obj. no. 5158 (Ben-Shlomo and Press 
2009:fig. 14), Ashdod H1281/1 (M. Dothan and Ben-
Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.62.2), and (perhaps) H702/1 (M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.36.3). Unlike the 
applied eyes typical of the Philistine Psi figurines (see 
below), cat. no. 1 and Miqne obj. nos. 999 and 5158 
(Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 14) all have incised 
dots for eyes (and two have an incised mouth). This 
technique of decoration may have been typical of the 
miniature Philistine Psi figurines, presumably out of 
necessity given the small size of the heads.

Distinctions

In the above discussion, I have highlighted various 
features in which the Philistine figurines seem to par-
allel the Mycenaean Psi (and other standing) figurines 
closely. While on a general level this resemblance is 
fairly strong—particularly when viewed in contrast 
to the LB Canaanite tradition of moldmade plaques—
there are several distinctions in technique between 
the Philistine figurines and the classic Mycenaean 
IIIB Psi of the thirteenth century (e.g., as seen in 
three examples from Ashkelon: Catalogue Nos. 191, 
197, 202; see also French 1971). The most obvious 
is the fabric: Nos. 191 and 197 have the character-
istic Mycenaean cream-colored clay and slip, while 
No. 202 has the less common but still attested gray 
clay and slip. Generally speaking, the clay of the lo-
cally made Philistine Psi figurines is not nearly as well 
levigated as the Mycenaean clay, instead containing 
a large amount of inclusions (as opposed to the fine 
and smooth fabric of the typical Mycenaean pottery; 
see Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:45–47). The figu-
rines are also not nearly as well fired, resulting in a 
gray or black core. These characteristics, however, 
are typical of the locally made Philistine pottery as 
well; they merely represent the differences in clays 
and techniques between the Mycenaean world of the 
thirteenth century and the southwest coastal plain of 
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Palestine in the twelfth. Beyond these, though, there 
are several distinctions in the form and decoration of 
the Mycenaean and Philistine figurines:

1. The headdress: the IIIB figurines have a high 
polos;23 the Philistine Psi examples either have a 
low polos (giving the appearance of a head with 
concave top; see, e.g., all of the Ashkelon heads; 
Ashdod H1845/1 [M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 
2005:fig. 3.62.1]; and Miqne obj. no. 140 [Ben-
Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 15.1]) or are missing 
the headdress altogether (e.g., Ashdod H702/1 [M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.36.3], with 
simply a rounded head).

2. The eyes: the eyes of the IIIB figurines are always 
painted; on almost all of the Philistine Psi exam-
ples, the eyes are applied pellets. There are a few 
exceptions: cat. no. 9 has painted eyes and mouth, 
and, as mentioned above, a few examples have in-
cised eyes.

3. The neck: while the IIIB figurines have a short 
neck, the neck on some of the Philistine Psi figu-
rines is relatively long (e.g., cat. no. 13; Ashdod 
A1725/2 and B644/1 [M. Dothan 1971:figs. 7.20, 
36.10]; Miqne obj. no. 5080 [Ben-Shlomo and 
Press 2009:fig. 1.1]). This feature may be related 
to feature no. 1 above. While the Mycenaean IIIB 
figurines have short necks, they tend to have long 
faces and high headdresses, resulting in a high thin 
stem between the top of the head and the torso. 
Some of the Philistine heads/necks have a very 
similar profile to the Mycenaean IIIB examples; in 
those cases, however, the headdress is low, and the 
face is short, with most of the stem being taken up 
by the elongated neck.

4. The breasts: the breasts on the IIIB figurines are 
slightly raised bumps formed as a piece with the 
torso (i.e., pinched breasts); the breasts of the 
Philistine Psi figurines, on the other hand, are al-
most always applied separately.

23 The polos is the name typically used for the common head-
dress of the Mycenaean female figurines, usually a high hat 
with a concave top and flaring rim. The name is taken from 
that used for the cylindrical headdress of many later Greek 
depictions of goddesses (see Müller 1915), but it is unclear 
if there is a relationship between this headdress and the 
Mycenaean one.

5. The lower body: the IIIB figurines have a straight 
columnar stem, while on the Philistine Psi figu-
rines the stem often tapers toward the bottom (e.g., 
Miqne obj. nos. 5080, 2107 [Ben-Shlomo and Press 
2009 fig. 1.1–2]; Ashdod H1159/1 [M. Dothan and 
Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.80.4]; and the peg figu-
rines). This feature appears to be connected to the 
angle at which the arms are coming into the body.

6. The base: the columnar base of the Philistine Psi 
figurines is sometimes much wider than the narrow 
stem of the IIIB figurines (e.g., cat. no. 14; Ashdod 
H721/1 [M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 
3.36.2]).

7. The decoration: the decoration on the IIIB figurine 
bodies is very standardized, composed of a series 
of vertical lines on the torso down to the waist line, 
with usually two to four vertical lines running from 
the waist down the length of the stem to the base. 
The Philistine Psi figurines, on the other hand, have 
a variety of decorative patterns: some (e.g., Ashdod 
1925 [M. Dothan and Porath 1982:fig. 34.2]) have a 
crosshatched or checkerboard pattern on the torso; 
at least one example (cat. no. 14) has a series of 
horizontal stripes running across the front of the 
figurine from its base all the way to the head; and 
other examples are undecorated.

On the other hand, while none of these variant char-
acteristics are typical of the IIIB figurines, all of them 
are found, to a greater or lesser extent, on French’s 
Late Psi type (Furumark’s Psi 2), which is the typical 
Mycenaean figurine of the late thirteenth and twelfth 
centuries (French 1971:133–39, fig. 1; Furumark 
1941b:87–88). French specifically highlights, among 
the features of the Late Psi figurines, the presence 
of a “slight polos” (1971:137, 139) or the absence 
of a polos altogether (1971:135–36), the general use 
of applied pellets for breasts (1971:133, 135), and a 
variety of decorative patterns (1971:133, 135).24 All 
of these features, as well as most of the others men-
tioned above, can be seen among some of the main 
collections of Late Psi figurines, e.g., from Mycenae, 
24 Similarly, Furumark (1941b:87) made the following 
observation: 

The later type [of Psi figurine] is much coarser in the ex-
ecution: the decoration is different, purely ornamental, and 
the shape is heavier, the headgear is atrophied, the arms 
are shorter and less graceful, and the stem is also shorter 
and much thicker.
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Amyklai, Athens (the north slope of the Acropolis), 
and Delphi (the sanctuary of Apollo and the Marmaria) 
(see French 1971:pls. 20–24; Morgan 1935; Perdrizet 
1908:figs. 57–60; Demangel 1926:figs. 16–31). These 
examples are not provided to indicate any special links 
with these sites; I could list other examples as well, but 
these sites include some of the largest groups of IIIC 
figurines and show all of the significant characteristics.

The Philistine Psi figurines, then, fit well within 
the mainstream trends of LH IIIC (the twelfth century 
b.c.e.), as represented by the Late Psi (Psi 2) type. All 
of the seemingly unusual features of the Philistine Psi 
figurines are paralleled in Late Psi examples. Beyond 
this, several of the Philistine examples are as a whole 
more or less indistinguishable from the Late Psi exam-
ples; they would not be considered at all out of place at 
Mycenaean sites. For example, Ashdod H1845/1 (M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.62.1), a head out-
lined in red paint, is very reminiscent of some figurines 
from Mycenae with “ringed face” (French 1971:140, 
pl. 21b nos. 13, 19). The torso Ashdod M1925 (M. 
Dothan and Porath 1982:fig. 34.2) is paralleled closely 
by the hatching design on some of the Marmaria torsos 
(Demangel 1926:fig. 22.4–6). Another Ashdod torso, 
S50 (M. Dothan 1971:fig. 65.10), matches examples 
from Amyklai (French 1971:pl. 22a). Miqne obj. no. 
2107 (Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 1.2), with its 
painted “x” pattern across the torso and horizontal 
stripes below, is very similar to Late Psi figurines from 
Phylakopi (French 1985:fig. 6.2, pl. 38a–b); note, 
however, that on the latter these decorative patterns 
are found on the front of the figurines, whereas on the 
Miqne example the pattern is on the back of the figu-
rine, with the front unpainted. The nearly complete 
Ashkelon figurine (cat. no. 14) has a shape and overall 
appearance very similar to some of the figurines from 
the house shrine at Asine, with their “ill-shaped long 
columnar bodies from which tiny pointed arms extend 
at the top” (French 1971:139; see Nilsson 1968:fig. 
32; Persson 1938:figs. 206, 212; cf. French 1971:pl. 
20d, figurines from Mycenae). The decorative pattern 
of cat. no. 14, meanwhile, is very close to the series 
of horizontal stripes on another terracotta from Asine 
(Persson 1938:fig. 213.5), as well as some of the figu-
rines from Amyklai (French 1971:pls. 21c no. 18, 22d 
no. 22), the Marmaria (Demangel 1926:figs. 23.1, 
8, 24.6, 26.4), and Ialysos on Rhodes (e.g., T 15/13 
[Benzi 1992, 2:tav. 18a; Maiuri 1923/24:fig. 101]; T 
32/59 [Benzi 1992, 2:tav. 61q]). 

A special group of Philistine figurines, which 
I have not yet discussed, is a set of what D. Ben-
Shlomo has labeled “bird-headed” figurines from 
Ashdod (K1070/1; M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 
2005:fig. 3.115.6) and Miqne (especially obj. no. 

576 [Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 12]; also obj. 
nos. 4517, 4774, and 5080 [Ben-Shlomo and Press 
2009:figs. 11, 10.4, 1.1, respectively]). These figu-
rines are characterized by a long neck; applied eyes; 
a rounded or concave head; lack of decoration; and 
a generally long, low ridge for the nose, sometimes 
incised for a mouth. Most of these heads lack bodies, 
but based on the neck diameters (ranging from 1.0–2.0 
cm) and the torso of Miqne obj. no. 5080, I believe 
that this type is simply a subtype of the Philistine Psi. 
The facial appearance of these figurines is particularly 
close to many of the Mycenaean examples; in many 
respects they are even closer than the other Philistine 
Psi figurines. For instance, Miqne obj. no. 576 is es-
sentially indistinguishable from the head of a Late Psi 
figurine from Amyklai (French 1971:pl.22a no. 26). 
In general these Philistine heads fit completely within 
the range of types found at Amyklai, the Marmaria, 
and elsewhere. The incised mouth, however—divid-
ing the facial ridge into nose, mouth, and chin—is un-
paralleled both among the IIIC figurines and the other 
Philistine examples; those figurines among the latter 
group with incised mouths are all incised below the 
ridge of the nose.25 

In general, then, the Philistine Psi figurines fit per-
fectly within the corpus of Mycenaean Late Psi figu-
rines from the twelfth century. In my opinion it would 
in fact be appropriate to classify the group of Philistine 
Psi figurines as Mycenaean IIIC or Late Psi figurines. 
Certain features of some of the figurines—the incised 
eyes and mouths, and possible applied noses on a few 
examples (e.g., cat. no. 7)—mark a divergence from 
the normal Late Psi trends but can be seen as a direct 
development from the IIIC tradition. For this reason 
it is perhaps best to keep the label “Philistine Psi” for 
the group as a whole. Nevertheless, it is clear that the 
Philistine Psi figurines display a very close relation-
ship to the twelfth-century figurines of the Aegean.

Iconographic Discussion

Development of the Figurines. At this point, 
it would be worth discussing the development of 
the Mycenaean figurines in greater detail.26 The 
Mycenaean figurines are thought to have developed 
from Cretan prototypes in late LH II, i.e., the late fif-
teenth century. The earliest Mycenaean figurines, in a 
somewhat naturalistic style, follow Minoan prototypes 
fairly closely, but as they become more popular, in LH 
25 Note however cat. no. 13, which appears to have an ap-
plied piece of clay representing nose, mouth, and chin, ex-
cept that the mouth does not appear to be an incised line but 
rather a depression in the clay.
26 This summary relies heavily on the work of French (1971).
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IIIA2 (mid- to late fourteenth century), they gradually 
become more abstract and more purely Mycenaean in 
character. By this point, their popularity far exceeds 
that of the Cretan figurines at any point. Of the three 
major types—Phi, Psi, and Tau—the Phi figurines 
were the first to develop, in LH IIIA but were no lon-
ger in use by the end of IIIB (late thirteenth century).27 
The Psi and Tau types both emerged at the end of IIIA 
and continued through LH IIIC. Furumark and espe-
cially French have identified various subtypes of these 
figurines; it is not necessary to discuss these here but 
merely to point out that while some subtypes are found 
throughout the Mycenaean world, others are restricted 
to the centers on the Greek mainland. In the thirteenth 
century in particular, the IIIB Psi figurines are found at 
various sites around the eastern Mediterranean, gener-
ally following the distribution of Mycenaean pottery; 
their presence is most notable at major ports along the 
Levantine coast (Ugarit, Tell Abu Hawam, Ashkelon). 
All of these examples at foreign sites show the typi-
cal standardization of the IIIB figurines: they demon-
strate the same form, decoration, and fine clay as the 
mainland examples. These examples, then, are fairly 
clearly not of local Levantine production but made 
presumably on mainland Greece; when found in rela-
tively large numbers, as they are at the large Levantine 
ports, they are sometimes thought to reflect the physi-
cal presence of Mycenaean merchants (e.g., French 
1971:131, 175).

In the twelfth century, however, the situation is 
quite different. French notes that the figurines are 
found at fewer sites but that these sites are scattered 
over a much wider area. Thus, late examples of the 
Tau type, which had generally not been very com-
monly distributed in the thirteenth century, are found 
at sites like Ialysos on Rhodes. French concludes that 
the wider distribution of the IIIC figurines reflects the 
population movements of the twelfth century, with 
the destruction or abandonment of many sites on the 
Greek mainland. This pattern also seems to be re-
flected on Cyprus (especially on the southeast coast, 
at sites such as Enkomi and Kition)—and in Philistia, 
where as we have seen the figurines follow closely in 
the twelfth-century Mycenaean tradition but are now 
locally made.

Dress. Most of the figurines of the three main types 
(Phi, Psi, and Tau), and especially the standardized 
figurines of LH IIIB (thirteenth century b.c.e.), have 
27 Note, however, that French identifies a special group of 
late Phi figurines, different from the rest but apparently con-
nected to the Late Psi figurines, with features such as the 
“slight polos” and irregular decoration; French therefore 
dates this group to late IIIB–IIIC (1971:120–21).

a basic referent which is clearly identifiable: they rep-
resent a woman in a dress (or blouse and skirt) with 
headdress and necklace (cf. French [1971:175–76], 
suggesting a “long and enveloping” robe along with 
necklace and headdress). The painting on these figu-
rines, then, is representational, depicting details of 
women’s dress. On some of the Philistine Psi figurines 
the decoration echoes this Mycenaean tradition. For 
instance, an Ashdod Psi (S/50) has painted waist and 
neck lines from garments (or necklace) and sleeves 
(M. Dothan 1971:fig. 65.10). Another example is a 
Psi torso from Qasile (Mazar 1986:14, fig. 6.2, pl. 3B; 
Mazar labels the figurine a “mourning woman”). In 
this case, however, the decoration was not painted but 
plastic; the neck has an indentation from a necklace, 
now missing, made from a separate piece of clay. 

The fragmentation and loss of standardization that 
is found in the twelfth-century (LH IIIC) figurines in 
general is manifested specifically in their decoration 
and suggests a change in the function of the decora-
tion. Among this variety of decorative patterns are 
some that fairly certainly do not represent garments; 
examples include the Mycenaean figurines with long 
vertical stripes (e.g., Demangel 1926:fig. 26.1) or hor-
izontal stripes (e.g., Demangel 1926:figs. 23.1, 23.8, 
24.6, 26.4; French 1971:pls. 21c no. 18, 22d no. 22). 
The Philistine figurines, as part of the mainstream 
tradition of LH IIIC figurines, demonstrate the same 
trend. The decorative pattern of cat. no. 14 is particu-
larly noteworthy; it consists of a series of horizontal 
stripes on the front only (as opposed to painted deco-
ration on the front and back, as is typical of the LH 
IIIB figurines), and the stripes run from the bottom of 
the preserved portion of the figurine (near the base) 
up to the head, with stripes even across the face of the 
figurine. In addition, the variety of decorative patterns 
noted above (no. 7 in the characteristics of Philistine 
Psi figurines vs. LH IIIB figurines), including check-
erboard patterns and several undecorated examples, 
suggest that painting (or lack of it) no longer indicates 
specific characteristics of female dress. Both French 
(1971:137–38) and Furumark (1941b:87) have con-
cluded that the decoration of the twelfth-century figu-
rines was now ornamental instead of representational. 
The decoration of the Philistine figurines leads to the 
same conclusion.

Similarly, French has suggested that the polos of 
the Mycenaean figurines is simply a headdress rep-
resenting current fashion (1971:176). The polos is 
missing from the earliest Mycenaean figurines but is 
fairly suddenly adopted at the end of LH IIIA (French 
1971:121–24, 176); it is then ubiquitous on the figu-
rines until LH IIIC. The shortening of the polos (so 
much so that some figurines appear to have simply a 
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flat or concave head, rather than a headdress), or the 
loss of the polos completely for a rounded bare head, 
parallels the loss of the standardized representation of 
dress at this time. These changes suggest that the mak-
ers of the figurines were no longer interested in por-
traying “current fashion” on them. It is also possible 
that the makers of the figurines were, to some extent, 
no longer certain exactly what the decoration repre-
sented; they may still have retained the tradition that 
standing figurines were to be made and decorated in 
this style but lost the meaning behind the decoration.

The Identity of the Figurines. The general identity 
of the Mycenaean figurines as female representations 
is clear. Moreover, it is clear that the Mycenaean figu-
rines traditionally depicted women clothed in specific 
garments and wearing necklaces (and that this tradition 
only partially survived into the twelfth century in the 
Aegean and in Philistia). A more specific identification, 
however, requires further discussion. Do the figurines 
represent one or more divinities, or are they meant to 
depict humans? Scholars have tended to identify the 
figurines as divine representations, based largely on 
an assumption of the polos to be a divine crown (see 
above) and on the character of the distinctive gestures 
of the figurines (for further discussion, see below). In 
my view, the best method of settling this question is to 
consider the iconographic parallels to these figurines.28 
Very close iconographic parallels can be found in a 
group of larger terracotta statues generally referred to 
as “figures,” as opposed to the smaller “figurines” (fol-
lowing French 1981:173).29 While these figures have 
received much attention over the last few decades in 
literature on the Aegean Bronze Age, they have been 
rarely discussed by Syro-Palestinian archaeologists.30 

28 Perhaps the best known parallels are the Cretan “Goddess 
with Upraised Arms” cult images, common in Minoan shrines 
in LM III (for a recent summary, see Prent 2005:181–84; for 
further discussion and references, see Alexiou 1958; Nilsson 
1968:99–103, 309–11; Renfrew 1981a:29). The relationship 
between these Minoan representations and the Mycenaean 
figurines, however, is at best indirect, and in style and dress 
they are quite distinct. These Cretan representations will be 
discussed further below, in the discussion of the different 
gestures of the figurines.
29 For a fairly comprehensive catalogue of the Mycenaean 
figures, see Catling (1995:190–93).
30 To my knowledge, A. Mazar (1980:81) is the only Syro-
Palestinian archaeologist to discuss them in any detail, but 
he incorrectly refers to them as “anthropomorphic vessels.” 
In his article on the Ashdoda, A. Yasur-Landau (2001:339, 
pl. XCIXc) referred to figures from Tiryns but does not dis-
cuss the special nature of the figures as distinct from the fig-
urines; more recently (2010:306, fig. 8.7), however, he has 
pointed to their distinct status.

As a result, it is necessary to discuss their basic char-
acter here.

Large Mycenaean terracotta representations have 
long been known (e.g., the “Lord of Asine”; see 
Nilsson 1968:114; Persson 1938:218, figs. 206, 211) 
but have received much greater attention as a group 
over the last few decades, with discoveries in particu-
lar at Mycenae (Taylour 1969:91–92, pls. XI–XIII; 
Taylour 1970:271–73, pls. XXXVIII–XL; Moore and 
Taylour 1999:46–50), Tiryns (Kilian 1978:Abb. 17, 
20, 21, 23; 1981:53–55), and Phylakopi (especially the 
famous “Lady of Phylakopi”; Renfrew 1981b; French 
1985:211–22, figs. 6.2–6.8), as well as more recently 
at other sites such as Midea (Demakopoulou 1999; 
Demakopoulou et al. 1997/98:68, fig. 58). As with the 
figurines, E. French has made the most significant con-
tributions toward classification of the figures (1981; 
1985; 2001; see also Catling 1995), and her work has 
been generally followed in subsequent literature (see, 
e.g., Demakopoulou 1999:199; Moore and Taylour 
1999:46). The figures represent humans—male, fe-
male, and perhaps sexless figures (French 1981:173; 
Moore 1988:222; Moore and Taylour 1999:101)—and 
animals. The group most relevant to understanding the 
figurines is a group of female figures among the finds 
at Mycenae, Tiryns, Phylakopi, and Midea, French’s 
“Type A” (1981:173; 2001:275). They are hollow and 
wheelmade and range generally from 25 cm to 35 cm 
in height—roughly two to four times the size of the 
typical female figurines. In date they range from LH 
IIIA to LH IIIC (fourteenth to twelfth centuries), the 
heyday of the typical female figurines. While frag-
ments of human and animal figures have been found 
in a variety of contexts, even occasionally in tombs 
(Moore and Taylour 1999:89; Catling 1995:190), the 
complete examples—especially for those of Type 
A—seem to be closely associated with sanctuaries (as 
at Mycenae, Tiryns, and Phylakopi; see Moore and 
Taylour 1999:90).31 The consensus among archaeolo-
gists is that the figures in general were made for cultic 
purposes and that the Type A female figures served as 
cult images in shrines (Kilian 1981; French 1985:215; 

31 Note also the 13 fragments of figures, coming from at 
least 10 different objects (mostly of Type A), found at 
the presumed Bronze Age sanctuary of Aphaia on Aegina 
(Pilafidis-Williams 1998:80–82). Moore (1999:89) notes 
that the figures found in other types of contexts are generally 
fragmentary, and so they probably represent not the primary 
use context of the figures but a secondary deposit (see chap-
ter 4; cf. Mazow [2005:247, 388] on primary and secondary 
discard patterns and formation processes).
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Renfrew 1985:415; Taylour 1995:58–59; Moore and 
Taylour 1999:90–92; Demakopoulou 1999:202).32 

The Type A figures are closely connected to the fe-
male figurines in both form and decoration, as has of-
ten been noted (French 1981:173; Moore and Taylour 
1999:87; French 2001:275); like the figurines they are 
also closely connected to Mycenaean decorated pot-
tery. The Type A figures often wear a headdress similar 
to the figurines’ polos. Stripes and other painted deco-
ration are used to indicate garments, jewelry, and fa-
cial features. The complete or nearly complete figures 
display two basic gestures: arms upraised (the Tiryns 
examples, one from Mycenae, and probably the “Lady 
of Phylakopi”) and hands on or just below the breasts 
(one Mycenae example and the Midea example). These 
gestures exactly parallel those of the typical thirteenth- 
to twelfth-century female figurines, the Psi and Tau; in 
addition, the earliest figurines—French’s Naturalistic 

32 Identifying a cult image can be a difficult task, as in the 
cases of the Tiryns, Mycenae, and Phylakopi figures. Their 
association with shrines is a principal reason for identifying 
them as cult images; at the same time their identifications 
as cult images are major factors in labeling their associated 
buildings as shrines (compare Renfrew [1985:413] on the 
“recursive relationship” between sanctuaries and cult fig-
ures). Renfrew (1985:23–24) suggested five basic criteria 
for identifying a cult image, as opposed to another type of 
representation (such as a votive figure or a votary): scale 
and number, nature of role (asymmetrical for cult images), 
gesture, attributes/symbols, and association with supernatu-
ral elements (such as fantastic animals). Moore (1999:90–
92) has applied Renfrew’s criteria to the figures from the 
Mycenae Temple Complex and drawn a significant contrast 
between the Type A female figures and the larger Type B 
(male/sexless) figures. The Type A figures, Moore observes, 
are more individual, more limited in number, of generally 
higher quality, and (unlike the Type B figure in situ) serve 
as a focus of attention in the room; only in scale do the Type 
B figures better fit Renfrew’s criteria. Moore therefore con-
cludes that the smaller figures are cult images, while the 
larger ones represent votaries. In my view, Moore’s claim 
that the Type A figures are more individual is debatable and 
ultimately subjective; Taylour (1970:278) emphasized the 
individuality of the Type B figures. Moore’s other observa-
tions, however, are based on sound empirical data and sup-
port the general interpretation of the Type A figures.

Similarly, M. E. Caskey (1986:35–42) has suggested that 
the earlier Minoan-style figures from the Ayia Irini temple 
on Keos (LM I/LH II, fifteenth century b.c.e.), despite their 
large size (ca. 70–135 cm), represent cult worshippers. Most 
notably, the statues are large in number (a minimum of 32, 
with fragments of up to 50 additional figures likely) and 
nearly identical (lack of individuality). These analyses sug-
gest that some of Renfrew’s criteria (such as scale) may not 
be applicable, or that not all need to be present or positive 
(i.e., they should not be used as a simple trait list), but that 
his basic procedure can identify distinctive patterns.

and Proto-Phi types—generally have arms, sometimes 
to the breasts (see, e.g., French 1971:104), suggesting 
that the Phi figurines (without arms depicted) may be 
connected with this gesture as well.

On the other hand, some of the details of the fig-
ures differ from those of the figurines. Only the Midea 
figure has a high polos; the others either have a low 
concave headdress (often with a central ridge running 
from front to back), a convex headdress, or none at all. 
The striped decoration of the figures takes on a variety 
of patterns, including a series of horizontal stripes for 
the skirt and multiple horizontal stripes on the neck, 
representing a set of necklaces. In general, the facial 
features of the figures are represented in a more natu-
ralistic fashion than those of the figurines.

Nevertheless, it seems clear that the figurines, in 
general, served as abbreviated or shorthand versions 
of the Type A figures. Several scholars have made sim-
ilar observations on their form and function: French 
(1971:174) highlighted the “summary nature” of the 
figurines, which she suggested were “intended to be a 
brief symbol”; Tamvaki (1973:258) suggested, as one 
of several possible functions of the figurines, that they 
were “cheap substitutes for large religious figures con-
nected with everyday life and household cult.” This re-
lationship is illustrated by some of the Tiryns figures. 
Two in particular (Kilian 1978:Abb. 20, 21) are simi-
lar representations of a woman with upraised arms, but 
whereas one depicts the arms in a naturalistic manner 
with individual fingers rendered on the hands, the other 
depicts the arms and hands together as fin-like projec-
tions—in the exact style of the figurines. Also, while 
small female figurines are rarely found in the sanctuar-
ies with female cult images, there appears to be a close 
connection between the few that have been found and 
the female figures. At Phylakopi, French (1985:231, 
276–77) and Renfrew (1985:417) have suggested that 
the few Psi figurines found in the Phylakopi sanctu-
ary were used only after the “Lady of Phylakopi” went 
out of use and served as substitute cult images receiv-
ing offerings. Similarly, Moore observes that the only 
two figurines present in the Mycenae Temple Complex 
were a Proto-Phi and an early Phi figurine (both dat-
ing to LH IIIA, before the temple was built), which 
he relates to the breast-cupping pose of the only com-
plete figure found in the Temple Complex (Moore and 
Taylour 1999:50, 92–93). As for Midea (where the fig-
ure was found not in a sanctuary but in a storeroom or 
workshop), Demakopoulou and Divari-Valakou note 
that there was an unusual concentration of Tau figu-
rines (20 in number) in the West Gate area, the vicin-
ity of the figure (2001:185). Again, there seems to be 
a direct relationship between the gesture of the figure 
and that of the figurines in use in the same area.
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In summary, the best explanation for the basic iden-
tities of the figurines is as schematic depictions of the 
divine figures represented, in more detailed form, by 
the cult images. The schematic nature of their depic-
tion, along with their frequency, and standardization in 
LH IIIA–B, suggests that the figurines were intended 
as cheap icons with—as has often been proposed—
a widespread popular or domestic use (see French 
[1971:174]; and Tamvaki [1973:258], as quoted 
above; Hägg 1981:39). Moore has suggested a parallel 
with modern icons; for him, the figurines were a 

cheap, mass produced and widely circulated ex-
pression of religious sentiment which might be ex-
pected to turn up anywhere. Similarly, in modern 
Greece, a cheap icon might equally be found in a 
chapel or hanging from the rear view mirror of a 
pick-up truck. (Moore and Taylour 1999:88; see 
also Vermeule 1964:291)

In a very different context, M. Voigt (1983:193) ob-
served that, in some groups of figurines, 

variation within a functional class is related to the 
kinds of social context in which the members are 
used; for example, both ancient Mesopotamian and 
modern Catholic groups use relatively elaborate 
cult figures in ritual structures serving the commu-
nity, and simpler, smaller, cheaper figures within 
domestic structures or household units. 

Thus, the contrast between the individuality of the 
Type A figures and the heterogeneous nature of the 
small female figurines (see Catling 1995:188) is easily 
explained.33 

Iconography of the Gestures. As I have discussed 
above, the identity of these figurines’ referent as not 
simply a woman but a goddess or goddesses is sup-
ported to a large extent by the evidence. But what of 
the meaning of the specific gestures of the figurines? 
Can we determine the specific meanings of these ges-
tures? Do they indicate a single figure or multiple 
goddesses? In order to answer these questions, it is 
necessary to look at the parallels to these gestures, in 
various media and (where possible) textual sources, 
more carefully.

Upraised Arms. The gesture of upraised arms has 
received by far the most discussion among Mycenaean 
scholars; this situation is not surprising, considering 
that this gesture is (as observed above) by far the 
most common among the Mycenaean terracottas. It 

33 For further discussion of this topic, see below and the con-
textual discussion in chapter 7.

is also known from Cretan iconography, particularly 
the series of late Minoan “Goddess with Upraised 
Arms” figures. Generally, the gesture has been inter-
preted as representing the epiphany of the deity (Prent 
2005:181). Meanwhile, Mylonas related the gesture 
(at least for the Psi figurines) to one of blessing, inter-
preting the figure represented by the Psi figurines as 
the “Goddess of Blessing” (1966:154). Regardless, the 
gesture has been interpreted by most scholars as one of 
divinity. Renfrew (1985:23–24) provides a rare cau-
tion, suggesting that it is unclear whether the gesture 
represents epiphany or adoration—and that therefore 
the figure in this pose could be either divine or human. 
In most of these cases, however, the interpretation is 
generally offered with little empirical data for support 
and so does not rise far beyond the level of conjecture.

As for the development of the gesture, the definitive 
study was made by S. Alexiou (1958). Alexiou traced 
the gesture in Minoan iconography back to Middle 
Minoan but noted that the large figures with upraised 
arms—associated with shrines and likely cult imag-
es—appeared only in LM III. This period is contem-
porary with the highest popularity of the Mycenaean 
terracottas, and so some have argued that the Minoan 
“Goddess with Upraised Arms” figures were in-
spired by the Myceanean figurines (French 1981:173; 
Renfrew 1981a:29). French in particular has suggested 
that, while Crete served as the influence on the earliest 
Mycenaean figurines, the Mycenaean figurines in turn 
served as a counterinfluence on this large scale LM III 
sculpture; for her, while the iconography of the figure 
with upraised arms was of Minoan origin, its LM III 
terracotta form was partly influenced by Mycenaean 
trends (1981:173, 178). 

This debate, then, centers on two fundamental 
issues:

1. the existence and extent of the pre-LM III iconog-
raphy of the “Goddess with Upraised Arms”; and 

2. the nature of Minoan-Mycenaean interaction in LM 
IIIA–B (chronologically, roughly the same as LH 
IIIA–B).

For the first issue, the predominant view is that the 
“Goddess with Upraised Arms” figure already had a 
long tradition in Minoan iconography by LM III. In 
my view, the extent of this tradition may well be ex-
aggerated in some of the scholarship. For instance, a 
direct relationship is seen between this figure and the 
“Snake Goddess” known especially in the form of fa-
ience statues from MM Knossos (Alexiou 1958:180; 
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Nilsson 1968:311–12; Prent 2005:181). The “Snake 
Goddess” figures, however, do not generally share 
the upraised arms gesture but have arms extended 
forward and down; even in the one example from 
Knossos with arms upraised, it is holding snakes in 
its hands. The snake, not the gesture, is the common 
symbol of the “Snake Goddess,” and the snake is only 
one symbol (among many) sometimes associated with 
the “Goddess with Upraised Arms” figure. While the 
prevalence of figures with “upraised arm” gesture 
might sometimes be exaggerated, the existence of 
some Minoan tradition for this gesture is secure, as 
Alexiou has shown with an analysis of engraved gems 
(1958; see also French 1971:106). For the second is-
sue, there is a question as to whether there was a strong 
Mycenaean influence on Crete in LM IIIA2–B. Many 
scholars counter the views of French and Renfrew, 
suggesting that this period is marked by a “Minoan 
Renaissance” and that the hypothesis of Mycenaean 
influence on Minoan statuary is not supported by the 
evidence in other forms of material culture (for sum-
mary, see Prent 2005:106–7, 196–97).

The Minoan-Mycenaean connections in this pe-
riod, then, are ultimately too complicated to be clearly 
untangled, at least based on current evidence. In con-
nection with the gesture of “upraised arms,” the best 
conclusion is that it has its origins in Crete and passed 
from there to the Greek mainland, but that the Cretan 
representations in clay figures may have been influ-
enced in turn by the Mycenaean figurines (and fig-
ures). Even if this is the case, it does not follow, how-
ever, that the Mycenaean Greeks adopted the concept 
of the figure with upraised arms wholesale: a borrow-
ing of an outward form does not automatically imply 
a borrowing of the ideas behind it. Anthropologists 
have provided much ethnographic evidence to show 
that such borrowings are often “superficial” or that un-
derstandings of a single object or event can be unique 
to specific cultures (for a good discussion, see Gailey 
1989; see also Sahlins 1983:529). Rather, imagery in 
such cases is generally adapted to fit the needs of the 
culture borrowing it. Indeed, the appearance of the fig-
ures themselves supports this concept. As I mentioned 
above, the style of the Mycenaean figures is typically 
Mycenaean: they are relatively abstract and painted in 
the general style of the Mycenaean figurines; in gen-
eral they closely follow the decoration of Mycenaean 
pottery. On the other hand, the Minoan figures have 
tiaras with a series of symbols—birds, snakes, pop-
pies, “horns of consecration,” etc.—which are entirely 
within the Minoan tradition (Alexiou 1958:245; Prent 
2005:181). Therefore, even determining the basic 

meaning of the Minoan gesture may be of little help in 
understanding what the gesture meant to Mycenaean 
Greeks (let alone to Philistines). In the end, a survey of 
the iconography of the upraised arms gesture provides 
little additional information; it is difficult to say more 
than that the gesture generally seems to be associated 
with deities. 

Mourning. As opposed to the upraised arms, the 
gesture of the mourning figurines—arms raised to 
the head—has a clear iconographic and textual tradi-
tion that provides real insight into understanding its 
meaning. The gesture of hands to the head is a wide-
spread, cross-cultural sign of mourning. It is found, 
for instance, throughout the history of Egypt, where 
clay mourning figurines were a common feature 
among grave goods in the Middle Kingdom (D’Auria, 
Lacovara, and Roehrig 1992:108–9). T. Dothan 
(1982:249 n. 58) and Cavanagh and Mee (1995:56) 
have noted that representations of mourners occur in 
examples as disparate as New Kingdom funeral scenes 
and the Ahiram sarcophagus. The specific features of 
the Philistine mourning figurines, however—especial-
ly their particular style and decoration—separate them 
from other Near Eastern representations of mourners, 
relating them instead to Mycenaean figurines and the 
Aegean world (as discussed above; see also T. Dothan 
1982:249).

As I mentioned earlier, Mycenaean mourning figu-
rines first appear in the twelfth century b.c.e. and are 
so far known from only three sites (Perati, Kamini, 
and Ialysos). Aside from occasional examples from 
the Sub-Mycenaean/Minoan and Protogeometric 
(from eastern Crete and Elateia in Locris; see above), 
the type is unattested in the Aegean until the late 
Geometric period (the second half of the eighth cen-
tury). At that time they reappear in the central Aegean 
region (Attica, Cyclades, Rhodes), gradually increas-
ing in popularity and becoming more widely distrib-
uted in the Archaic and surviving into the Hellenistic 
period (for a survey of some of these figurines, see 
especially Kurtz and Boardman 1971; also Iakovidis 
1966:45; T. Dothan 1982:244). In almost every case 
they come from funerary contexts.

The large corpus of iconographic and textual par-
allels for these figurines provides further informa-
tion concerning the meaning of the gesture. There 
are a number of Mycenaean painted representations 
of mourning women with hands to the head, espe-
cially on larnakes (sarcophagi) from the cemetery at 
Tanagra (in Boeotia) and elsewhere (Vermeule 1965; 
Iakovidis 1966:46–49; Spyropoulos 1969; 1970; 1971; 
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Cavanagh and Mee 1995:46–48, 60–61, figs. 1–10). 
Most depict simply a woman or group of women with 
this gesture, but some include a scene around what ap-
pears to be a bier with a corpse. This arrangement (fe-
male mourners with hands to the head, around a bier 
with a body laid out), is also found on a Mycenaean 
krater sherd from Agia Triada in Elis (Schoinas 
1999:257, fig. 1). Remarkably similar to these paint-
ings are scenes from the well-known Dipylon ampho-
rae and kraters, the Geometric funerary urns from the 
Dipylon (Kerameikos) cemetery at Athens, although 
the latter were painted hundreds of years later (see, 
e.g., Karo 1943:pl. 11). From the later Geometric 
period on, painted depictions of mourners—like the 
terracottas—are commonly found in tombs, with 
a strong association of women and the gesture of 
hands to the head (for catalogues of these represen-
tations, see Zschietzschmann 1928; Boardman 1955; 
Ahlberg 1971; Cavanagh and Mee 1995:51–55). As 
on the Dipylon kraters and the earlier Mycenaean 
scenes, these painted representations focus in particu-
lar on prothesis, the official presentation of the body 
on the day after death (Ahlberg 1971:108).34 Finally, 
Greek literature is full of references to mourning ges-
tures, generally performed immediately upon death; 
there are several references to tearing the hair (Iliad 
18.22ff., 22.77–78, 22.405ff., 24.710ff.; Odyssey 10. 
567; Euripides: Alkestis 98ff.; Andromache 825ff.), as 
well as at least one to beating the head (Iliad 22.33).

The interpretation of the gesture of hands to the 
head, then, is clear: it is a mourning gesture (tearing 
the hair and/or beating the head) performed generally 
by women, either immediately after death or as part of 
the later official funerary rites. It is therefore clearly 
associated with humans. The painted scenes in partic-
ular indicate that this is an everyday ritual performed 
by ordinary Greeks, and all of the literary references to 
tearing the hair and beating the head show these ges-
tures performed by mythological human, not divine, 
figures. This identification creates a problem, however. 
All of the Mycenaean mourning figurines follow the 
mainstream trends of the Late Psi figurines in style and 
decoration. The Perati mourning figurines, moreover, 
fairly closely echo the earlier LH IIIB tradition with 
the high polos and use of painting to indicate garments 
(although they are now partially depicted in the LH 
IIIC patterns). This situation means that attributes of 

34 There are also occasional painted representations of ekpho-
ra, the carrying of the dead to the cemetery on the third day. 
Note also a clay model of ekphora, with figures accompany-
ing the bier in the mourning gesture of hands to the head, 
from the cemetery of Vari in Attica (Kurtz and Boardman 
1971:pl. 16).

the figurines such as the polos and dress, in which the 
figurines seem to copy the attributes of the terracotta 
cult images, cannot be interpreted as indicators of di-
vinity; at least a small group of figurines with these 
attributes (the mourning figurines) are almost certainly 
human representations. It may be that these articles of 
clothing could be worn by either humans or deities; in 
this case, the only characteristic of the figurines that 
we can use to determine their identity is the gesture.35 

Hands to the Breasts. Unlike the gestures discussed 
above, the gesture of hands to the breasts does not have 
a long Aegean pedigree. The figurines depicting this 
gesture (the Tau figurines), while not rare, are much 
less common than the Psi figurines. As mentioned 
above, the depiction of this gesture on the Mycenaean 
figures is also rare: one figure from Mycenae displays 
this gesture, while the Midea figure has its hands just 
below the breasts. French (1971:104) observed that, 
before the appearance of the early Naturalistic and 
Proto-Phi figurines with hands on or near the breasts, 
this gesture was “considered alien to Mycenaean 
iconography.”36 As with the general concept of small 
terracottas, French related certain iconographic fea-
tures of the early Mycenaean figurines (such as occa-
sional depiction of bare breasts) to Cretan influence 
(1971:104–5); R. V. Nicholls suggested that both the 
Phi and Tau gestures could be related to Minoan pro-
totypes in clay and bronze (1970:3). At the same time, 
French suggested that the explosion in popularity of 
the Mycenaean terracottas, beginning in LH IIIA2, 
might be due to contact with Cyprus and the Levant, 
where terracottas had long been common (1971:106). 
Of course, the gesture of hands to the breasts was com-
mon in the LB Levant and Cyprus. It is possible that 
the origin or development of this gesture on mainland 
Greece is due to Near Eastern influence, although a 
form of the gesture appears on the Naturalistic and 
Proto-Phi figurines (which predate the period French 
was describing), and French did not make this sugges-
tion herself. The origin of the Mycenaean gesture is 
ultimately problematic, and this problem leads in turn 
to confusion in the analysis of certain Philistine figu-
rines. A good example is the figurine from Tell Jerishe 
discussed above (Herzog 1984:pl. 7e; 1993:483): the 

35 Similarly, A. Yasur-Landau (2001:332) observed that, in 
Aegean iconography, the jewelry and polos could be worn 
by either goddesses or women of high status.
36 Note, however, that Moore has more recently compiled a 
brief catalogue of Mycenaean attestations of this gesture in 
other media; these include on gold plaques from the Shaft 
Graves at Mycenae (transitional MH–LH I), meaning that 
the appearance of the gesture in Mycenaean Greece must 
predate the figurines (see Moore and Taylour 1999:91).



159  Typology and Iconography

hands are not on the breasts in the typical manner 
of the Tau figurines but on the body just below the 
breasts. In this case it is unclear whether the gesture is 
related to that depicted on the Midea figure or repre-
sents an example of a hybrid Aegean-Levantine type 
(see below).

The meaning of this gesture is also obscure. Moore, 
in discussing the connections of the Mycenae figure 
with hands to the breasts and the Naturalistic, Phi, and 
Tau figurines, suggests that it represents the press-
ing of the breast for milk during nursing (Moore and 
Taylour 1999:91). (Along the same lines, Mylonas 
[1966:115] interpreted the Phi figurines as divine 
nurses.) This interpretation seems speculative, how-
ever, for—while Moore notes that some Phi and Tau 
figurines are depicted as nursing—most figurines of 
these types are not kourotrophoi; certainly none of the 
Philistine standing figurines are. The Levantine (or 
Minoan) figurines cannot provide any additional help; 
even if the gesture was adopted from the Near East (or 
Crete), and even if the meaning of the Levantine (or 
Cretan) figurines was clear, there is no guarantee that 
the Mycenaeans would have borrowed the meaning 
along with the gesture.

In some cases, however, the interpretation of the 
gesture of hands to the breasts seems quite clear. In 
some of the tombs at Ialysos, there seems to be a direct 
connection between the Tau and mourning figurines. 
NT 15 included a lekane (T 15/13) with figurines at-
tached: one is a Tau figurine, while a second has one 
hand to the head and the other to the side, or perhaps 
the breast (Maiuri 1923–24:174, figs. 99, 101; Benzi 
1992:Tav. 18a). The same tomb also included three 
freestanding figurines (T 15/15–17), two mourning 
figurines and a Tau figurine (Maiuri 1923/24:174, fig. 
99; Benzi 1992:Tav. 18c–e). A lekane from NT 21 
had, among the two largely preserved figurines on its 
rim, a Tau figurine and another with upraised arms, 
either a mourning figurine or a Psi (T 21/31; Maiuri 
1923/24:142, fig. 65; Benzi 1992:Tav. 38e). Another 
lekane, from Tomb 12 in Salzmann and Biliotti’s ex-
cavation at Ialysos, has three figurines preserved on 
the rim: two are Tau figurines, and the third has its 
hands touching the neck (A 950; Forsdyke 1925:173, 
fig. 235). One of the figurines said to be from Azor 
(T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 25, fig. 12.2) displays a 
similar connection: one hand is to the head, while the 
other rests just below the breast. Besides the gestures 
of tearing the hair and beating the head, Greek liter-
ary references to mourning mention beating or tearing 
the breasts (Iliad 18.50–51, 19.282ff.; Sappho 140a 
(L–P); Aeschylus: Persai 1054ff.; Choephori 423 ff.; 
Sophocles: Elektra 59ff.; Euripides: Supplikes 71ff., 

Alkestis 86ff.; Aristophanes: Lysistrata 387ff.) and 
tearing the neck (Iliad 19.282ff.). Thus, the gesture of 
hands to the breasts as depicted on the figurines at least 
sometimes seems to represent a gesture of mourning.37 

The interpretation of the Tau figurines, then, is not 
straightforward. In some cases (on lekanai, or other 
examples from tombs) they seem pretty clearly to rep-
resent mourning women. As they—unlike the mourn-
ing figurines with hands to the head—are often found 
in non-funerary contexts, however, some of them must 
have a different interpretation; in these cases, they are 
presumably related to the Mycenaean figures with this 
gesture and were meant to serve as a schematic depic-
tion of a deity. The following conclusions can there-
fore be drawn from this analysis:

1. not all Mycenaean figurines represent deities;

2. the polos headdress and decoration/dress cannot be 
automatically taken as indicators of divinity; and

3. even a single figurine type may have more than one 
referent (for instance, as both a human mourner and 
a goddess).

There are in fact few Mycenaean figurines (the 
mourning and Tau figurines from the tombs at Perati, 
Kamini, and Ialysos) that are demonstrably non-divine 
representations. Considering this, I should mention 
two possible explanations to be kept in mind. First, 
all of these figurines date to the twelfth century; it is 
therefore possible that, for most of the Late Bronze 
Age, all female terracottas were originally intended 
to represent deities, but that in the twelfth century 
their representational range changed or expanded. 
(Alternatively, this expanded range may only have 
applied in certain regions or in those regions only in 
the twelfth century.) Second, it may be that a deity (or 

37 One other mourning gesture is mentioned in the liter-
ary sources: tearing the cheek (Euripides: Supplikes 71ff., 
Andromache 825ff.). This gesture is occasionally depicted on 
later Greek figurines, for example from the Sellada necropo-
lis on Thera (Kontoleon 1958:pl. 83) and the Papatislures 
Cemetery at Kamiros on Rhodes (Jacopi 1932/33:fig. 77). 
Some later Greek figurines also have red paint on the cheek 
as well as on the breast, representing blood (Higgins 1954:33 
[Kamiros]; Kurtz and Boardman 1971:78 [Kerameikos]; see 
Karo 1943:pl. 16). Overall, then, there is a very close cor-
respondence between the gestures of the figurines and those 
attested textually. Beyond this, the frequency of the different 
gestures on the figurines appears to match that of the liter-
ary sources: in each, the most common gestures are tearing 
the hair and beating/tearing the breast; tearing the cheek and 
tearing the neck are much rarer.
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deities) may have been the primary referent of all of 
the figurines—even in the twelfth century—but that, 
in some cases, the figurines came to be used second-
arily to represent humans. The case of the mourning 
figurines argues against the second suggestion. As for 
the first, even if true, it would mean that we cannot 
assume that the Philistine figurines represent deities, 
as they date to the twelfth century and later (and could 
also represent a localized development).

I.A.2. Ashdodas38

Unlike the small standing figurines, the complete form 
of this type is clear and generally uniform. Essentially, 
the Ashdoda depicts a seated woman, with the woman 
and the chair fused together. This basic form can be 
broken down into three parts:

1. The head and neck. The most characteristic feature 
of this part of the Ashdoda is the long neck. In addi-
tion, the eyes are always formed by applied pellets; 
generally, the top of the head is concave (forming a 
polos), the nose is relatively large and protruding, 
and there are ears on the sides of the head. These 
features are very similar to those of the Philistine 
Psi, but generally on a larger scale; the nose in par-
ticular is much larger than that of the Philistine Psi.

2. The torso/chair back. The torso of the figurine is a 
flat rectangle with two applied pellets for breasts. 
This section therefore appears to be more of a chair 
back than a human torso. It is sometimes decorated 
with various painted patterns.

3. The seat, or “couch.” The couch is another flat rect-
angular piece, with four stubby legs in the corners 
on the bottom. No legs are depicted nor any other 
human body part. Overall, the figurine form is thus 
a chair with head, neck, and breasts.

Only one complete or nearly complete Ashdoda 
has been discovered;39 nevertheless, every fragment, 

38 The nickname “Ashdoda” of course derives from the site 
name Ashdod, where the type was first identified (Hachlili 
1971:129; M. Dothan 1971:21; T. Dothan 1982:234).
39 In fact, while this example is generally referred to as 
complete (Hachlili 1971:129; T. Dothan 1982:234; Yasur-
Landau 2001:331), it was originally found in multiple 
pieces and restored (Dothan and Dothan 1992:153; see the 
photographs in M. Dothan 1971:frontispiece, pl. LXXXII; 
T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 19). It is also clear from the pho-
tographs, and especially the drawings, that some pieces of 
the figurine were not recovered and have been reconstructed 
(M. Dothan 1971:frontispiece, fig. 91.1; T. Dothan 1982:ch. 

which generally consists of one of the three compo-
nents of the Ashdoda (or a fragment thereof), shares 
the basic characteristics described above. A complete 
Ashdoda would have stood roughly 15–20 cm high. 
The one complete example is about 15 cm high; other 
examples, based on the constituent parts, would have 
been the same size or slightly larger (head and neck 
6–7 cm; torso 5–8 cm; seat 4–5 cm)

As with the Philistine Psi type, the details of this 
type display a great deal of variation, and it is there-
fore difficult to isolate subtypes. Apparently (as with 
the Philistine Psi figurines) there was a wide range of 
possible expression. Of the multiple variations, two of 
them appear to be likely subtypes of the Ashdoda; it is 
difficult to generalize too much about these, however, 
as there are few examples of each. One subtype is, as 
with the Philistine Psi, a miniature variant (Ashdod 
H230/1 [M. Dothan 1971:fig. 91.1] and H1326/1 [M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.80.2]). Notably, 
the complete Ashdoda, which is often seen as a typi-
cal Ashdoda and used in analyses as a stand-in for the 
entire type (see, e.g., Yasur-Landau 2001:331–32), 
is in fact a miniature variant. Compared to the main 
Ashdoda type, this variant is characterized most obvi-
ously by its smaller size. While the main Ashdoda type 
would have been roughly 18–20 cm in height (based 
on the measurements of the constituent parts), the one 
example of a miniature variant is about 15 cm high. 
There are, however, additional characteristics that dis-
tinguish the miniature variant from the main type: a 
rounder head; a more slender neck that tapers inward 
before curving outward again; a series of black and 
red (bichrome) horizontal stripes around the neck, 
representing necklaces; and eyes that are farther apart 
and flat along the face (while the larger Ashdodas tend 
to, though do not always, have eyes closer together 
and set against the sides of the nose). Also, the min-
iatures may be decorated more fully than the regular 
Ashdodas, not only on the neck, but on the torsos and 
seats. The relative lack of such decoration on other 
Ashdoda fragments may be due to poor preservation 
on these examples (Yasur-Landau 2001:331). The 
preservation of some slip and paint on several of the 
Ashkelon examples (paint on two torsos, cat. nos. 19, 
27; slip on cat. nos. 21, 23, 24, 27, 28, 30, and espe-
cially 31 and 32) could support the idea that decoration 
on other examples has not been preserved, but on the 
regular Ashdoda examples the decoration is generally 
much simpler. If more elaborate decoration is indeed 
characteristic of the miniature Ashdoda, then the seat 

4, fig. 9). Nevertheless, the figurine is mostly complete and 
is the only case where the three main components of a single 
example have been found and fitted together.
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fragments Ashdod H3/1 (M. Dothan 1971:fig. 91.4) 
and Miqne obj. nos. 3948 and 3949 (Ben-Shlomo and 
Press 2009:fig. 5.7–8) may be additional examples of 
this subtype; note that these fragments have the same 
series of bichrome stripes as the seat of the complete 
Ashdoda.

Some of the distinctive characteristics of the min-
iature Ashdoda heads—their small size, their relative 
roundness, and the position of the eyes—are similar 
to those of the main Philistine Psi type and can lead 
to confusion in distinguishing between the two types. 
This has certainly been the case in the Ashkelon regis-
tration books, where the Philistine Psi heads have gen-
erally been labeled as Ashdoda heads.40 The necks of 
the miniature Ashdodas, however are clearly distinct 
from those of the Philistine Psi figurines, in their gen-
eral form and especially in the series of painted rings 
around the neck.

The second Ashdoda subtype has an arm molded 
onto the torso. This subtype is represented by only 
two torsos (cat. no. 28 and Qasile No. 4952/1; see A. 
Mazar 1986:13, fig. 6.1, pl. 3A); it is therefore unclear 
whether the other components of the figurines had fea-
tures distinct from those of the main Ashdoda type. 
In both cases it is the left arm which is depicted. On 
the Qasile example, the arm stretches across the torso 
below the breasts. The excavator, A. Mazar, suggested 
that it was a kourotrophos figurine (i.e., that it was 
holding a child), but there is no clear indication that it 
is cradling anything in its arm. The Ashkelon figurine 
is fragmentary; though the arm is partially chipped off, 
it appears that it has a hand which is cupping the left 
breast.

Beyond these two subtypes, it is generally unclear 
whether variations indicate additional subtypes or sim-
ply a wide range of possibilities within a basic unstan-
dardized type. These variations include a polos with a 
higher lip or ridge: cat. no. 25 and Ashdod H3139/1 
(M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.80.1). In 
other cases, it is unclear whether the figurines rep-
resent variant subtypes or different types altogether. 
These cases include two unique heads from Ashkelon 
(cat. nos. 24, 30). It is unclear whether these heads 
represent females or if they would have belonged to 
seated figurines; as no other large figurine bases have 
been found at Ashkelon (or elsewhere), however, I be-
lieve that it is best to include them within the seated 
(Ashdoda) type. At least provisionally, I would sug-
gest that all larger figurines were seated.

40 This also appears to be true for some of the heads from 
Ashdod, based on my inspection of a small number of ex-
amples at Beth Shemesh (see above and chapter 7).

Another group of figurines includes three thin-
ner, undecorated torsos without breasts (cat. no. 20, 
Ashdod H1158/1, and Ashdod K1378/1; M. Dothan 
and Ben-Shlomo 2005:figs. 3.62.4, 3.103.2). It is again 
unclear what the remainder of these figurines would 
have looked like, or if these even represent human fig-
ures. Both examples do have the bottom of a “neck” 
preserved, suggesting that there was indeed a human 
head attached. In addition, the bottom of the fragment 
Ashdod H1158/1 appears to be curving into a seat. 
The lack of breasts suggests that these three examples 
might represent a male subtype of the Ashdoda. At the 
same time, since the Ashdoda form is primarily not a 
human body but a chair, the lack of breasts may not be 
a clear indication of sex.

Finally, I should mention a distinct group of figu-
rines from Ashdod, which I will refer to as the “Late 
Ashdoda” type (as these figurines come from Iron II 
deposits).41 The main group is similar to the Ashdoda 
but with a very low chair back (see M. Dothan 
1971:fig. 63.2–7); on some examples the sides of the 
seat are raised in the form of a ridge running the en-
tire length of the seat from the chair back (Ashdod 
D1221/1 and D4343/1; M. Dothan 1971:fig. 63.2–3). 
D4343/1 has an arm and hand on the top of the seat; 
this feature may relate it to other “offering tables” 
with arms and hands along the side ridges of the seat, 
e.g., Ashdod K1295/1, also Ashdod D18 and D17 (M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.103.1; M. Dothan 
and Freedman 1967:fig. 46.6–7). As with the last 
group discussed, there are no breasts or other female 
characteristics (as noted by Hachlili 1971:129). No 
head or neck has been found on any of these figurines. 
It is not entirely clear, in my opinion, that the “Late 
Ashdoda” represents a human figure seated in a chair, 
although it is noteworthy that most of the examples 
have breaks that look like neck scars (see M. Dothan 
1971:fig. 61.2, 4–7). On the other hand, I believe that 
M. Dothan stretched the evidence too far in suggesting 
that these figurines represented “male cultic images” 
(in Dothan and Dothan 1992:156; emphasis in origi-
nal). Although he did not elaborate on the evidence 
for this suggestion, he was presumably following 
Hachlili (1971:129) in observing the lack of female 
indicators (such as breasts) and her suggested asso-
ciation of the “Late Ashdoda” with the “Ashdodite” 
heads, presumed to be male (see discussion below, 
41 There also appears to be an unpublished example from 
Ḥorvat Hoga (IAA 73–5080); it consists of a seat with an 
arm on the top of the right side. Since the seat is otherwise 
typical of the regular Ashdoda—i.e., lacking the ridge char-
acteristic of some of the “Late Ashdoda” examples—it is not 
entirely clear that this is a “Late Ashdoda” as opposed to an 
unusual example of the “regular” Ashdoda.
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I.A.6/I.B), which were among the figurines found in 
the vicinity. There is, however, no direct evidence of 
a connection between the “Ashdodite” heads and the 
“Late Ashdodas.” At the same time, if we follow the 
principle (as above with the Philistine Psi) that the 
distribution of heads should match that of bodies, we 
must conclude that at least some “Ashdodite” heads 
should belong to “Late Ashdodas.” Even if this is true, 
however, it is not clear that the “Ashdodite” heads are 
male heads (see below). In addition, I would again 
point out that the basic form of the figurine is a chair, 
and therefore the lack of female markers may not be 
particularly significant.

Parallels/Iconography

A. Yasur-Landau (2001:332, table 1) has presented 
a brief but systematic iconographic analysis of the 
Ashdoda. From this analysis he concluded that the 
features of the Ashdoda derived largely from Aegean 
traditions, though he suggested that there were some 
Cypriot (and perhaps local Levantine) features incor-
porated as well. Because Yasur-Landau’s analysis is 
the most significant published work of this type, it is 
a good starting point for a more detailed study. In ad-
dition, I will consider the relationship of the Ashdoda 
to the Philistine Psi figurines, a connection that Yasur-
Landau did not discuss:

1. Headdress. Yasur-Landau suggests that the “slight-
ly flaring headdress” (2001:332) of the Ashdoda is 
connected to the polos worn by Aegean women. The 
headdress, in fact a low polos or simply a concave 
head, is essentially identical to that of the Philistine 
Psi (and Mycenaean Late Psi) figurines.

2. Applied ears. This feature could be of either 
Mycenaean or Cypriot origin, as Yasur-Landau 
suggests. Applied ears are common on Late Cypriot 
figurines of the thirteenth to twelfth centuries 
(Karageorghis’s Types B and C; see Karageorghis 
1993a:pls. VII–X). On the other hand, they are rare 
on Mycenaean figurines, though they do appear es-
pecially on some Late Psi examples (e.g., Morgan 
1935:fig. 1g). As Yasur-Landau (2001:table 1) 
points out, some of the Mycenaean female figures 
also have applied ears.

3. Applied eyes. For Yasur-Landau these, like the ap-
plied ears, could be equally Cypriot or Mycenaean. 
The eyes of the Ashdoda are, however, clearly dis-
tinct from those of the Cypriot female figurines 

(Karageorghis’s Types A and B). On the LB Cypriot 
figurines, the eyes always indicate the pupil, which 
is formed by either a second applied piece of clay 
or by a deep incision in a single applied pellet 
(see Karageorghis 1993a:pls. I–X). Typically, the 
eyes of Mycenaean figurines are painted (as men-
tioned above), although those of the earliest Phi 
figurines closely resemble the Cypriot type (French 
1971:116, pl. 15a, b). The eyes of the LH IIIC figu-
rines, however, are simple applied pellets, just like 
those of the Ashdoda figurines. In fact, there is no 
difference between the eyes of the Ashdoda and 
those of the Philistine Psi, and both are therefore 
likely to be based on Mycenaean antecedents.

4. Large nose. This feature is essentially unknown on 
the Mycenaean and Philistine Psi figurines. The 
nose on the Mycenaean figurines (like that of many 
Philistine Psi figurines) is generally a low ridge 
formed by pinching the face. The Cypriot noses, 
however, are quite large and protruding and are 
formed by a separate piece of clay. In this respect 
they are very similar to the Ashdoda noses.

5. Long neck. As discussed above, this feature is typi-
cal of the LH IIIC figurines. There is no distinction 
between the Philistine Psi necks and the Ashdoda 
necks.

6. Applied breasts. Applied pellet breasts are also typ-
ical of LH IIIC (and Philistine Psi) figurines.

7. Painted decoration. Paralleling the LH IIIC and 
Philistine Psi figurines, there is a great deal of vari-
ety in decoration on the Ashdodas. Some have sim-
ple geometric designs, some have simply a white 
slip preserved, and others are undecorated. Only in 
the case of the miniature Ashdodas (and particularly 
the complete Ashdoda) is there an elaborate decora-
tive scheme. Yasur-Landau focuses his analysis on 
the decoration of the complete Ashdoda, without 
emphasizing, however, that it is apparently atypi-
cal. Nevertheless, it will be worth discussing the 
painted features of the miniature Ashdoda briefly. 
The neck is decorated along its full length with a 
series of horizontal stripes in bichrome (black and 
red). These stripes are reminiscent of those on the 
necks of the thirteenth- and twelfth-century Cypriot 
figurines (Karageorghis’s Type B), which are simi-
larly in black and red; the latter figurines, however, 
have only three stripes, and these are thinner and do 
not cover the entire length of the neck. On the other 
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hand, a series of stripes can be found ringing the 
long necks of some of the Late Psi figurines (e.g., 
Demangel 1926:figs. 24.3, 26.5). The overall ap-
pearance of such heads is remarkably close to those 
of the Ashdodas.42 (It may also be significant that 
the Mycenaean figures are generally decorated with 
multiple painted necklaces.)

The torso and chair of the miniature Ashdoda 
is also decorated in bichrome patterns, gener-
ally a series of stripes. Two particular motifs from 
the complete Ashdoda merit further discussion. 
The first is the pendant, probably representing a 
stylized lotus (“waz-lily”) motif. There are ex-
amples on a Late Psi figurine from Tiryns (Kilian-
Dirlmeier 1978/79:Abb. 2.22) and one of the 
Tiryns figures (Kilian 1978:Abb. 21), which, as I. 
Kilian-Dirlmeier has demonstrated, are related to 
pendants and other jewelry found in Mycenaean 
tombs (1978/79:34–35, Abb. 7, 8, 14, 16; Popham 
1974:213 n. 14, fig. 11k).43 The other Ashdoda mo-
tif is the set of bichrome triangles, which, as Yasur-
Landau (2001:332) has pointed out, also occurs on 
Philistine pottery; he follows T. Dothan (1982:215) 
in interpreting this motif as a stylized lotus.

The general use of bichrome decoration parallels 
the Philistine Bichrome pottery, which may be re-
lated to the Levantine tradition of LB bichrome (T. 
Dothan 1982:215).

8. Seat. T. Dothan has traced the concept of a seat-
ed female figurine to various Mycenaean proto-
types (1982:234; see Mylonas 1956). The typical 
thirteenth- and twelfth-century Cypriot female 
figurine was also sometimes depicted as seated 
(Karageorghis’s Type C; Karageorghis 1993a:pl. 
X), as noted by T. Dothan (1982:234, ch. 4, pl. 22). 
The Ashdoda seat, however, is completely different 
from either the Mycenaean or Cypriot examples. 
On the Cypriot figurines there is no chair depicted 

42 A figurine from Batash (E8063; A. Mazar 2006:pl. 82:15, 
photo 107) is probably a regular Ashdoda but is unusual in 
that it has similar red and black stripes (only the upper part 
of the neck is preserved). Mazar suggested that, while it 
might be an Ashdoda, it is different in several respects; one 
of the principal distinctions he draws, however, is the taller 
face of the Batash figurine, vs. a shorter face that is more 
clearly distinguished from the neck (2006:253). These latter 
features, however, are typical only of the miniature Ashdoda 
variant; the regular Ashdoda form does indeed have a taller 
head that is not well differentiated at all from the neck.
43 For these motifs on Mycenaean pottery, see Furumark 
1941a:148–49, 216–17 (Furumark Motif [FM] 11, 28).

at all, except for two rear legs; it is as if the figurine 
is seated on a two-legged stool. The Mycenaean 
chair or throne, on the other hand, has a high back 
but a very short seat, unlike the long Ashdoda seat. 
In addition, the Mycenaean chair is almost always 
three-legged: all of the 25 examples that Mylonas 
surveyed were three-legged (1956:118); French 
(1971:171) pointed to a four-legged example from 
Mycenae but noted that this type was very rare. 
Beyond a few Aegean examples from the end of the 
Late Bronze Age, there is at least one example of 
a figure seated on a four-legged chair from Cyprus 
(Karageorghis 1993a:14, 23, pl. XI.1). Not only is 
the chair of this example four-legged, but it has a 
long seat more like the Ashdoda seat than that of 
the typical Mycenaean throne. Furniture examples 
of four-legged chairs are known to have existed in 
the LB in the Aegean (Mylonas 1956:118; Rehak 
1995:96; see also Younger 1995 for a survey of 
images of seated figures), but Rehak notes that the 
Aegean four-legged stool or throne is primarily a 
Minoan type (1995:96–97). Meanwhile, chair mod-
els (Karageorghis 1993a:23) as well as representa-
tions on cylinder seals (Theodossiadou 1995) sug-
gest a four-legged type was also in use on Cyprus 
at this time. Besides chairs, the Ashdoda seat is 
also reminiscent, at least in some formal respects, 
of the Mycenaean model beds or biers (see French 
1971:172).

On the basis of this analysis, I would modify Yasur-
Landau’s conclusion that the Ashdoda (or at least the 
head and neck) represents a real hybrid of Aegean and 
Cypriot elements (2001:332). Most of the elements 
can be explained as purely Mycenaean in origin—at 
least Mycenaean of LH IIIC, just as with the Philistine 
Psi figurines. The only element that is clearly alien to 
Mycenaean female figurines is the large protruding 
nose, which on the other hand is typical of Cypriot 
figurines; even the applied ears and four-legged chair, 
which do have Cypriot parallels, are found occasion-
ally in the Aegean. The appearance of the head and 
neck is extremely similar to some of the Philistine Psi 
figurines and so in turn is fully within the LH IIIC 
tradition. French observed (1971:168) that the seated 
figurines are of the same type (Phi, Psi, and Tau) as 
the standing ones, and so it is not surprising to find 
this similarity in the Philistine figurines as well. For A. 
Mazar, the Batash figurine (E0863; A. Mazar 2006:pl. 
82:15, photo 107) bears a “striking” resemblance to 
Karageorghis’s Type B and C LB Cypriot figurines 
(2006:253; cf. Schmitt 1999:591). Following the above 
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analysis, I believe that the closest resemblance is actu-
ally to the Mycenaean figurines. Moreover, some of 
the elements of the Cypriot Type B and C figurines 
which are closest to the Philistine examples—such 
as the flat heads—are thirteenth-century innovations 
which have been plausibly interpreted as influenced 
by Mycenaean figurines (Karageorghis 1993a:22).44 In 
the end, I would agree with T. Dothan’s assessment of 
the Ashdoda in comparison to the Cypriot figurines: 
“The idea may be similar but stylistically the Ashdoda 
belongs to a different world—the Mycenaean” 
(1982:234).

At the same time, it is impossible to see the Ashdoda 
as a purely Mycenaean form. As I have just noted, 
there is at least one feature (the nose) that is more like-
ly Cypriot than Mycenaean, and the form of the chair 
is extremely atypical. In addition, the overall form is 
ultimately distinct from any known Mycenaean (or 
for that matter Cypriot) figurine. No figurine from the 
Aegean or Cyprus displays such a fusion of figure and 
chair. The Mycenaean examples are often made as two 
pieces, chair and human figurine; even when in one 
piece there is always a clear demarcation between hu-
man body and chair, with the figure’s legs always de-
picted as hanging over the edge of the seat. The closest 
example to a fusion is the Cypriot type, in which the 
two chair legs appear to be coming directly out of the 
figure’s lower back. In this case, however, the figure 
appears in fully human form. In fact, the only signs of 
a chair are the two chair legs, suggesting that the type 
may not represent a human-chair hybrid but rather a 
figure seated on a stool.

The results of the analysis above suggest an im-
portant contrast between the Philistine Psi and the 
Ashdoda. The Philistine Psi is a clear continuation of 
the Late Psi form, in some cases with exact parallels 
in the Aegean. The Ashdoda, on the other hand, has no 
direct antecedent; it must represent one or more stages 
of development beyond the extant seated figurines 
from the Aegean and Cyprus.45 Remarkably, while al-
44 Karageorghis (1993a:22) also suggests that the long point-
ed nose of the Type B and C figurines might derive from 
Aegean antecedents, such as the “Lord (or Lady) of Asine.” 
To my eyes, however, the nose of the Asine figure is rounder 
and less protruding than that of the Cypriot examples; more-
over, I have yet to see a nose of this type on a Mycenaean 
figurine.
45 A possible link between the regular Psi form and the chair-
torso of the Ashdoda is provided by a few LH IIIB2–IIIC Psi 
figurines with flatter triangular torsos from the Marmaria at 
Delphi (Demangel 1926:fig. 16d) and from Ialysos (T40/2, 
Maiuri 1923/24:195–96, Tav. 4; Benzi 1992:Tav. 72b). The 
shape of the torsos may be related to the tapering torsos of 
many Late Psi figurines, with the arms coming in to the body 
diagonally; the Marmaria and Ialysos examples may be a 

most all of its individual elements can be interpreted 
as Mycenaean, the exact combination of those ele-
ments is unique.

The Ashkelon and Qasile examples with an arm 
modeled on the torso raise an additional issue. The 
arm of cat. no. 28 is partially chipped off, but it ap-
pears that the hand is cupping the left breast. If this is 
indeed correct, the figurine might represent a mixture 
of Aegean type and Canaanite motif (cf. discussion of 
cat. no. 10 above, under I.A.1). The Qasile example 
is more difficult to interpret. A. Mazar, the excavator, 
suggested that arm was cradling a child, but there is 
no clear indication that the arm is holding anything. 
If the figurine is in fact a kourotrophos, its origin is 
obscure. The motif is certainly attested in the Aegean 
(Mylonas 1956:119–20; French 1971:142–44; Olsen 
1998; Pilafidis-Williams 2009), although its impor-
tance has often been overstated as it is relatively rare: 
Olsen (1998:384) counted a total of about 70 exam-
ples, while Pilafidis-Williams (1998:181) identified 78 
examples, which is in either case a small number com-
pared to the thousands of known Mycenaean figurines. 
While rare on seated Mycenaean figurines, French has 
noted it on at least two examples (1971:169). It is also 
found at least occasionally, however, on LB plaque 
figurines (Pritchard 1943:22–23; Nakhai, Dessel, and 
Wisthoff 1987/88:102, fig. 42).

Meaning
 
A. Yasur-Landau has written that his iconographic 

analysis strongly supports the identification of the 
Ashdoda as an Aegean earth goddess associated with 
vegetation and also as a “mother goddess” (2001:335, 
338; 2010:305). In my view, the iconography proves 
nothing of the sort. Concerning the idea of the Ashdoda 
as a divine representation, there are good reasons for 
believing this to be true. The human elements of the 
Ashdoda figurine—the head, neck, and breasts—
match those of the Philistine Psi figurines almost ex-
actly in form, style, and decoration; this match is not 
further step in this development. The Ialysos figurine is par-
ticularly interesting; it is large for a figurine (19 cm) and is 
reminiscent of the female figures particularly in its elabo-
rate decoration, although smaller than most of the known 
figures mentioned above. It is almost a hybrid between the 
two. The decorative pattern includes dotted circles around 
each breast, and a possible neck pendant in between—de-
tails also found on the complete Ashdoda. In addition, com-
pare fragments of two other larger figurines: one, from Asine 
(Persson 1938:309, fig. 212), is a head and upper torso, 11 
cm in height, with two necklaces and a pendant; the other, 
from Phylakopi (Atkinson et al. 1904:202, pl. XXXIX.16), 
is a torso approximately 10 cm high, with three necklaces 
and ringed breasts.
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surprising, since (as mentioned above) the Mycenaean 
standing and seated figurines share a similarly close 
connection (French 1971:168). It is therefore likely 
that the Philistine Psi and Ashdoda share the same 
referent (or referents). As I suggested above, it is 
likely that the basic referent of the Mycenaean stand-
ing figurines (and therefore of the Philistine Psi) is the 
goddess (or goddesses) depicted by the figures from 
Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, and Phylakopi. At the same 
time, however, certain Mycenaean examples not only 
suggest but demand that at least some of the figurines 
(e.g., the mourning figurines) represent humans and 
not deities. Moreover, they suggest that few, if any, 
of the individual formal, decorative, or iconographic 
elements of the standing figurines are exclusive to rep-
resentations of deities.

The only aspect of the Ashdoda that does not fall 
into this ambiguity is its chair, or throne. The seated 
position is well known to have been a position of su-
perior status throughout the Near East and the Aegean; 
Yasur-Landau has observed that typical Aegean rep-
resentations of seated women suggest representations 
of goddesses, as they are surrounded by animals—in-
cluding fantastic ones such as griffins (2001:332, pl. 
C.a–e). Therefore, if the elements of dress displayed 
by the Ashdoda are suggestive of divinity, then the 
seated position makes this interpretation likely.

On the other hand, the interpretation of the Ashdoda 
as an earth, vegetation, and/or mother goddess finds 
little support in the iconography. Beginning with the 
Ashdoda itself, the only possible connection of its ico-
nography with earth or vegetation is the appearance of 
lily and lotus flower designs on a single example, the 
complete Ashdoda. Even here, however, the imagery 
is probably not related to the role of a deity. As I dis-
cussed above, the lily motif is merely a typical motif 
depicted on pendants and other jewelry found in tombs 
and therefore not necessarily related to a fertility deity. 
In addition, both it and the lotus motif appear as purely 
decorative patterns on Mycenaean (and Philistine) pot-
tery. Meanwhile, the only Ashdoda figurine that might 
have any connection with motherhood is the Qasile 
example. Even here, Mazar’s interpretation of the fig-
urine as a kourotrophos is questionable. Meanwhile, 
no other Ashdoda example (of over 35 I have identi-
fied) depicts a child, pregnancy, or any attribute that 
might be associated with motherhood. In the Aegean, 
Mycenaean seated figurines parallel the Ashdoda in 
rarely displaying any attribute that could be associated 
with earth, vegetation, or motherhood. Of the doz-
ens of seated figurines surveyed by French, only two 
are kourotrophoi (1971:169); at the same time, this 
makes up a very small percentage of the total number 
of Mycenaean kourotrophoi (as noted above, about 

70, according to Olsen [1998:384], or 78, according 
to Pilafidis-Williams [1998:181]). The motif is also 
rare on regular standing and group figurines, although 
even among those types there are more examples of it 
than among the seated type (French 1971:142–44). It 
is also worth repeating Pilafidis-Williams’s observa-
tion (1998:30; 2009:113) that, while kourotrophoi are 
found in most types of Mycenaean female figurines, 
a notable exception is the Late Psi. Thus, it appears 
that the motif may have gone out of use in Mycenaean 
figurines by the beginning of the twelfth century.

Yasur-Landau bases his entire iconographic ar-
gument on a survey of a few painted and engraved 
scenes: the Tiryns gold ring, an LHIIIC krater from 
Tiryns; the Agia Triada sarcophagus; the Pylos “White 
Goddess”; and the LHIIIA Homage Krater (2001:333–
34; 2002:238). Beyond sharing the image of an en-
throned woman with a polos, the scenes depicted are 
quite diverse; they depict an array of associated sym-
bols (birds, plants, snakes, etc.) and figures in proces-
sion (both humans and fantastic creatures). Despite 
this variety—and the fact that, as Yasur-Landau has 
acknowledged, the polos can be worn by multiple fig-
ures, humans and deities—Yasur-Landau interprets 
these figures as representing a single mother/earth/
vegetation goddess. In my view, there is little evidence 
for such an all-embracing equation. None of these at-
tributes can be directly associated with the Ashdoda, 
let alone all of them; alternatively, we cannot even be 
sure that the Ashdoda figurines all represent a single 
figure. Nevertheless, despite this lack of evidence, 
Yasur-Landau’s interpretation agrees with the usual 
scholarly discussion of the Ashdoda (e.g., M. Dothan 
1971:21; T. Dothan 1982:234; Dothan and Dothan 
1992:157). This discussion makes it clear that the in-
terpretation of the Ashdoda is ultimately influenced by 
the concept of an Aegean “Great Mother” goddess.46 

46 There is not the space to go into a detailed critique of the 
“Mother Goddess” hypothesis here (see Press 2012; for 
recent general discussions, see Moorey 2003:5–6; Budin 
2006; and see Nilsson 1968:389–96 for a critique of this 
conception for the prehistoric Aegean). This hypothesis has, 
however, had far-ranging influence in Near Eastern scholar-
ship. Its impact is evident in Schäfer-Lichtenberger’s iden-
tification of the goddess of the Ekron inscription, ptgyh, 
as “Pytogayah,” i.e., from a proposed Greek “Pythogaia,” 
supposedly a form of the Greek “mother goddess” Gaia 
(2000). Despite several problems with this identification—
among them the fact that, as Schäfer-Lichtenberger herself 
admits, there is no attestation of the alleged divine name 
“Pythogaia”—this identification has been rather widely ac-
cepted (see, e.g., Gitin 2003:286; Na»aman 2003:82; Ziffer 
and Kletter 2007:12). Yasur-Landau (2001:337–38) has 
modified this identification, proposing instead “Pot[n]ia-Ga-
ia”; while he can point to a few (rare) attestations for “Potnia 
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I.A.3. Composite Figurines (Cat. Nos. 33–63)

The major type of Iron II anthropomorphic figurine is 
quite distinct from the above Iron I types in all major 
respects (technique, form, style, and decoration). The 
technique is a composite one; the figurine is made in 
two main parts, head and body. Generally speaking, 
the head is made by pressing clay in a simple open-
face mold, which forms the features of the face. The 
back of the head is then smoothed. The body is ei-
ther hollow (wheelmade or handmade) or solid (hand-
made); if hollow, a triangular tang on the bottom of 
the head is inserted into the neck of the hollow body, 
with clay added to the neck area to complete the join. 
Occasionally the head is handmade. In this last in-
stance the figurine is not truly a composite; since the 
body of the figurine generally follows the types found 
in the composite figurines, however, it is best to con-
sider them within this same group.47 Based on the rare 
complete or nearly complete examples of this type, as 
well as the measurements of head and body fragments, 
complete examples would have stood roughly 15–20 
cm high; the head fragments are roughly 5–8 cm in 
height, with the bodies roughly 10–12 cm high.

It is therefore possible to develop a more detailed 
typology of these figurines by either head type or body 
type. Archaeologists classifying these figurines, and 
similar types from elsewhere in Palestine, have often 
tried to accommodate both criteria within a single ty-
pological system, resulting in somewhat convoluted 
schemes. Thus, for Gilbert-Peretz (1996:30), Type 
A1 consists of handmade heads and Type A2 of mold-
made heads, while Type A3 includes the torsos of 
Types A1 and A2. Holland divides the figurines first 
by body type (solid vs. hollow), then by facial type 
(handmade vs. moldmade), and finally by the gesture 

Gaia (or Ge)” (2001:338 n. 69), he cannot point to an ex-
ample of this abbreviated form of the divine title “Potnia.” 
Nevertheless, Yasur-Landau proceeds to equate this “Pot[n]
ia-Gaia” with the Ashdoda (2001:338), again under the spell 
of the “Mother Goddess” hypothesis. This identification is 
tenuous, as is the textual and archaeological evidence for a 
single Great/Mother Goddess in antiquity (see Press 2012). 
Despite the meagerness of data supporting it, the Mother 
Goddess paradigm has continued to persist in the works of 
scholars of the Near East and Aegean, but ultimately it is un-
founded and should be relegated to the “realm of scholarly 
myth” (Press 2012:17).
47 This composite technique is often referred to in the lit-
erature as a “mixed technique” (D’Amore 1998:417; Ziffer 
2010:66; Caubet, Fourrier, and Queyrel 1998:228, as “tech-
nique mixte”). S. Paz has independently used the terms “com-
posite method” and “composite technique” (2007:121–22).

of each body (1977:121–22). Kletter (1996) devises a 
detailed typology of moldmade heads (5.III), followed 
by a typology of handmade figurines (5.IV); within the 
latter he then includes bodies of the 5.III moldmade 
heads (5.IV.6). The problem with these typologies is 
that they do not treat the figurines as they originally 
existed but simply according to the fragments that are 
found. Of course, it is often difficult to reconstruct a 
complete form based on these fragments, and these 
typologies deal with the state of the evidence as ex-
cavated rather than with speculation. Nevertheless, I 
believe the ultimate goal of a typology should be to 
reconstruct the types actually in use by the ancient 
peoples. As a result, I will analyze the different head 
types and body types separately and then determine to 
what extent the subtypes of the two groups correspond 
with each other.

Head types

The major head types for the composite figurines 
are functions of the different molds used for the fronts 
of the heads. The treatment of the faces, however, is 
generally uniform; the most differences among types 
are found in the rendering of the hair, or headdress. It 
is often unclear if a hairstyle or a headdress is indi-
cated; in some cases, locks of hair are distinguished, 
but these may simply indicate a wig as opposed to ac-
tual hair (cf. Kletter 1996:30 n. 3). I have been able to 
identify nine basic head types for Philistia:48

 
1. Veil (Kletter’s 5.III.4).49 This feature is sometimes 

referred to as a wig (Negbi 1966:12) or simply as 
a hairstyle (e.g., Dayagi-Mendels 2002:149–50, for 
Phoenician figurines from Akhziv).50 Most of the 
Ashkelon figurines are of this type. The veil or hair 

48 Originally, in my 2007 dissertation, I identified six types. 
Since that time, I have been able to inspect roughly 200 ad-
ditional Iron Age figurines of various types, many of them 
unpublished. In particular, being able to look at the figurines 
from Jemmeh in London and Jerusalem—many of which 
I had seen only in the small photographs in Petrie’s Gerar 
publication (1928), and others unpublished—has allowed 
me to refine my typology.
49 References to Kletter’s typology are from Kletter 1996:ch. 
3, Appendix 5.III, 5.IV. The terms “combed sidelocks,” 
“finely molded,” and “schematic” are his; I have used them 
here for the sake of consistency and easy reference to his 
types.
50 According to Dayagi-Mendels, the Akhziv figurines have 
“parallel grooves” over the forehead indicating strands 
of hair. Such grooves are not apparent on the Ashkelon 
examples.
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typically takes the form of an undifferentiated mass 
of clay surrounding the face and joining the head 
to the body (as shown by cat. no. 37). Occasionally 
the “veil” appears more clearly as hair, ending in 
“bulbs” at shoulder height (e.g., cat. no. 38). The 
veil is shown as separate from the forehead by 
means of a single, shallow incised horizontal line. 
The top of the veil or hair is usually rounded on top 
but occasionally pointed (cat. nos. 45, 52). There 
are a few miniatures (cat. nos. 45, 47, 53).

2. “Combed sidelocks” with bangs (part of Kletter’s 
5.III.3). Strands of hair (both in the “sidelocks” and 
on top of the head) are indicated by a series of ver-
tical incised lines (see, e.g., Gitin 1995:fig. 4.17;  
2003:fig. 4). The hair is often separated from the 
forehead by two horizontal lines, apparently repre-
senting a diadem or headband (see Gitin 1995:fig. 
4.17). There are two subtypes: a) a large version 
(Gitin 1995:fig. 4.17; 2003:fig. 4), which is much 
larger than most other composite heads of any type; 
the head alone (without the neck) is about 6–7 cm 
high; and b) a small version (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXV.30), which is the same size as most other 
composite heads (about 4–5 cm in height for the 
head itself). Other than size, the two subtypes are 
largely identical. Cat. no. 46, the size of subtype 
b, is distinct in having a row of circles within the 
headband/diadem.

3. “Combed sidelocks” with part down the middle 
(part of Kletter’s 5.III.2). Other than the part, the 
hair of this type is generally similar to that of Type 
2. The most distinctive feature of these figurines is 
a necklace with a circular pendant or medallion in 
the center of the neck, decorated with a rosette (see 
Oren 1978:1069, second and third from left).51 

4. Horizontal lines for “sidelocks” with bangs 
(Kletter’s 5.III.1 and part of 5.III.2). This type can 
be either “finely molded” (Kletter’s 5.III.2; e.g., 
Oren 1978:1069, first from left)52 or cruder and 
more “schematic” (Kletter’s 5.III.1; e.g., Gophna 
1970:pl. VI.7). This type also has a necklace with 
pendant, which again appears to have a rosette 
decoration.

51 The same photo appears in Oren 1993b:1333, but there 
the photo has been reversed. See also Oren 1982:159, sec-
ond and third from left; Stern 2001:Ill. I.58, second and third 
from left.
52 See also Oren 1993b: 1333, fourth from left; Oren 
1982:159, first from left; Stern 2001:Ill. I.58, first from left.

5. Crude “combed sidelocks” with bangs. I have sepa-
rated this type from Type 2 above because it is not 
only a cruder type artistically, but the facial features 
are also quite distinct. The face is smaller, and the 
eyes and mouth are ringed by thick ovals. The bangs 
are indicated by thick ridges. In addition, there is no 
double line above the forehead indicating a head-
band (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVI.15, 18; 1933:pl. 
XVI.44). At Tell Jemmeh there may also be a mold 
of this type (Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVI.6).

6. Long “combed sidelocks” with part down the mid-
dle (part of Kletter’s 5.III.3). This type has some 
similarities with Type 3, but the hair is longer (ex-
tending to the bottom of the neck), and there is no 
neck pendant (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. XXXV.13, 17, 
29; 1933:pl. XVI.43). The facial features are not 
well preserved on any of the extant examples.

7. Crescent hairstyle (Kletter’s 5.III.5). The hairstyle 
forms a crescent around the head, similar to Type 8 
but thinner and without circles for curls (e.g., Petrie  
1928:pl. XXXV.14, 15, 23). The crescent extends 
down to the level of the chin.

8. Rows of curls (Kletter’s JPF [Judean Pillar 
Figurine] Type B). This type is well known from 
Judah, as moldmade pillar figurine heads (Kletter 
1996). The hairstyle is short, roughly down to the 
ear (as opposed to the previous types, whose hair/
veil is chin- or shoulder-length). The hair is indi-
cated by several rows of circles for curls (see, e.g., 
Miqne obj. nos. 3364, 6559). As with Type 4, there 
is also a cruder, more schematic form (e.g., Petrie 
1928:pl. XXXVI.42). On the latter, the curls may 
be more rectangular and arranged along the lines of 
Type 4 above (Sera« no. 1129; see Stern 2001:Ill. 
I.58, fifth from left).53

9. Handmade (Kletter’s JPF Type A). This type is 
very simple in manufacture. The eyes are circular 
depressions and the nose is a thin ridge of clay; 
both are formed by pinching the clay (see Petrie 
1928:pl. XXXVI.16; Gophna 1970:pl. VI.6). The 
tops of the heads are generally rounded and bare, 
but one (Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVI.16) wears a “tur-
ban” (Kletter’s Type A.2), and another (Miqne obj. 
no. 6159/5965) has a “turban” and “sidelocks” 
(Kletter’s Type A.3, or perhaps miscellaneous Type 
A.5).

53 This latter type appears to consist of locally made JPF imi-
tations unique to Philistia; see chapter 7.
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One additional pattern among the above types is 
that Types 3 and 4 typically, if not always, have a neck 
pendant, while the other types never do.

Body Types

There are two main body types for the composite 
figurines. The first is a solid pillar body with empha-
sized breasts (Kletter’s JPF Type C). Two examples 
from Philistia are complete, or nearly so (Miqne obj. 
no. 6159/5965; Ṣafi basket no. 110050/110650). In 
addition, the type is well known from Judah (Kletter 
1996), so the basic form is clear. Most of the body is in 
the form of a fairly thin pillar or column, which flares 
out at the base in order to provide a secure stand. There 
is no differentiation of legs or any other body features 
in the column. The only body features indicated are 
the breasts, which are typically quite large, and the 
arms. The breasts and the arms are made as separate 
pieces of clay from the pillar body. All of these figu-
rines display the same gesture: the hands rest under the 
breasts, with the arms supporting them.54 

The second type of body is less uniform, and its 
complete form is not entirely certain. Unlike the first 
type, the body is typically hollow. There are no com-
plete bodies of this hollow-bodied type preserved. An 
example from Miqne (Gitin 2003:fig. 4) is preserved 
below the waist and appears to be wearing a wide skirt. 
The entire form is essentially a straight-sided cylinder 
(with a nude torso and skirt below). It is likely that the 
other hollow-bodied examples had a similar skirt; at 
the break they still have a wide diameter and are not 
tapering to a pillar for the lower body (e.g., cat. nos. 
59, 63). In fact, some examples (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXV.13) widen toward the bottom, giving the gen-
eral appearance of a cone rather than a straight-sided 
cylinder; this body shape, however, is unusual. The 
upper bodies are nude, like the pillar type described 
above, and the most common gesture is also support-
ing the breasts (Petrie 1928:pl. XXXV.21; Gophna 
1970:pl. VI.1), or cupping them (cat. no. 63). An ex-
ample from Miqne (Gitin 2003:fig. 4) has the arms in 
two different positions along the torso; the right arm 
appears raised, but the hand is broken off. An Ashkelon 
example (cat. no. 59) cradles a child, also handmade. 
Finally, an example from Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXV.14) and a second unprovenanced one from the 
area of Gaza (Humbert 2000:32–33) hold a large disc 
in front of the chest.

54 There are occasional pillar figurines in Judah with other 
gestures, such as holding a disc in front of the body (Kletter’s 
Type C.1.d.; see Kletter 1996:fig. 4.3–4).

It appears that all figurines made in this technique 
are female and nude. There is to my knowledge only 
one example (cat. no. 62) of a torso without breasts 
depicted. In this case it is unclear whether the figu-
rine was meant to represent a male, was represented as 
clothed, or if the breasts are somehow not preserved.

In addition, there are a few miscellaneous solid 
bodies. Cat. no. 37, a head and torso, has its arms only 
partially preserved, but they are clearly extending 
forward. Cat. no. 58 is a seated woman with the only 
preserved arm (the left arm) extending forward. The 
breasts are depicted, but the figure may be clothed. 
Cat. no. 61 also appears to be a seated figurine, but 
only the bottom of the legs and the base are preserved. 
All three of these bodies are handmade but otherwise 
do not seem to form a coherent type. The moldmade 
head of cat. no. 37 relates it to the hollow-bodied type 
above, but it is not clear if the seated figurines are sim-
ilarly connected.

Overall, it is difficult to make a detailed assessment 
of the bodies, and particularly of their correspondence 
to the head types, because relatively few of them are 
known. At Ashkelon, for instance, where 22 heads 
were found in Iron Age levels, I can identify a total 
of only 9 bodies and possible body fragments. Even 
the more complete examples (cat. nos. 59, 63) were 
originally misidentified in the Ashkelon registration 
books, where they were labeled as “anthropomorphic 
bottles.”55 Given these difficulties, it is likely that 
some more fragmentary examples have been misla-
beled or misplaced.

There are a few basic correspondences between 
the head types and the body types. The pillar body 
is found only with Type 8 and 9 heads, an observa-
tion which follows Kletter’s work (his Type C bodies 
being associated with either Type A or B heads). The 
hollow cylinder bodies are associated with Type 1–7 
heads (as apparently are the miscellaneous solid bod-
ies). Beyond this, however, there does not seem to be a 
direct correspondence between gesture type and head 
type. The most common gesture, hands supporting or 
cupping breasts, is found with Type 2 heads (Miqne 
obj. no. 7133) as well as Type 4 heads (e.g., Gophna 
1970:pl. VI.1). The gesture has not been found on any 
figurines with Type 1 and 3 heads, but this may simply 
be because no Type 1 and 3 heads have been found 
attached to a hollow body. The relationship of the ges-
ture to the Type 5–7 heads is unclear, as only one or 
55 In case there were any doubt as to the proper identification 
of these bodies, beyond the clear evidence of parallels in 
this technique from elsewhere in Philistia and in the wider 
Levant and Cyprus (see below), one need only look at cat. 
no. 59: the tang from a moldmade head is still present in the 
interior of the neck.
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two examples of each type has even part of the body 
preserved. The other gestures on the hollow-bodied 
figurines are found only on single examples, and so no 
general conclusions about such correspondences can 
be made. Meanwhile, cat. no. 37 demonstrates that 
the Type 1 heads could also be used for solid-bodied 
figurines; the gesture of the arms is unclear, but is cer-
tainly distinct from the typical supporting or cupping 
the breasts.

Molds and Mass Production

The use of molds allowed for the production of 
large numbers of figurines quickly (cf. Karageorghis 
1998:49; Kletter 1996:51; Dayagi-Mendels 2002:145). 
In addition, it allowed for standardization of types. It 
is to be expected, then, that sites in Philistia would 
produce groups of identical figurines—groups in 
which every figurine was made from the same mold. 
Of course, along with allowing a higher level of detail, 
this is a main purpose of the mold; it would not make 
much sense to produce a series of molds with each to 
be used once.

To this end, it appears that most of the Ashkelon 
heads were made in one of a small number of molds. 
In fact, of the 22 total heads of this type, 16 are likely 
identical with at least one other figurine (in some cases 
it is difficult to know for certain if figurines are identi-
cal, as some of the examples are very worn). I have 
been able to distinguish five different molds among 
these 16 heads. Two molds among these were partic-
ularly popular: 10 heads belong to one of these two 
molds, meaning that just two molds account for 45.5 
percent of the total I.A.3 heads at Ashkelon. I have 
identified the five molds as follows:

1. Mold 1 (cat. nos. 37, 40, 41, 50, 52). The head is 
deep and round; the eyes are thin elongated ovals 
(in outline) tapering at the ends, and the eyebrows 
are relatively straight

2. Mold 2 (cat. nos. 33, 47). The head is flat, and the 
face thin and elongated; the eyes are wider than 
those of Mold 1, with high arching eyebrows.

3. Mold 3 (cat. nos. 34, 38, 43, 44, 54). The depth and 
roundness of the head, as well as the treatment of 
the eyes and eyebrows, fall between those of Molds 
1 and 2; the face is circular, the eyes are solid raised 
circles, and the nose is large and “bulbous.” This 
appears to have been the most popular mold at 
Ashkelon: besides the five examples listed above, 
there were two additional examples (reg. nos. 
43556 and 43748) belonging to this mold but not 

included in the Iron Age corpus, as they were found 
(secondarily) in Persian period fill.

4. Mold 4 (cat. nos. 39, 49). The treatment of the eyes 
and eyebrows is similar to Mold 2, but the face is 
much rounder and deeper.

5. Mold 5 (cat. nos. 48, 51). The treatment of the eyes 
and eyebrows is similar to Mold 1, but the face is 
extremely deep and round.56 

There is evidence that figurines made from the 
same mold were shared, not just within the same site, 
but between sites as well. The clearest example of this 
inter-site distribution is found in the relationship be-
tween figurines from Ashkelon and a small group from 
Tel Ṣippor.57 Given that the relevant Ṣippor figurines 
have been dated to the Persian period, it is necessary 
to discuss the circumstances of this group in some de-
tail. A cache of over 200 clay figurines was found in a 
favissa at the site and published in 1966 by O. Negbi. 
The favissa could not be dated stratigraphically, and 
so Negbi had to rely on the style of the figurines them-
selves for chronology. Negbi determined that the fa-
vissa dated to the Persian period based on the fact that 
most of the figurines were of Persian period style; ad-
ditionally, she suggested a terminus post quem of the 
early fourth century for the actual date of deposit, as 
the latest figurines appeared to be of this date. While 
most of the figurines were clearly Persian period in 
style, Negbi dated a few (solid handmade horse and 
rider figurines and a plaque figurine) to the Iron Age 
(1966:8 n. 60–61). For the figurines in question (Negbi 
1966:pl. 5 nos. 15–17), however, she suggested a date 
in the Persian period, as they were of a type distinct 
from the Iron Age composite figurines known at the 
time, the “Pillar-Astarte” type (Negbi 1966:8 n. 58, 
12). The “Pillar-Astarte” type was in fact the well-
known “pillar figurine” type, as defined especially 
by Albright (1939:120) and Pritchard (1943:23–27, 
56–57). As these studies focused on the figurines from 
Albright’s excavations at Tell Beit Mirsim, along with 
those from other sites dug in the early part of the twen-
tieth century, their Iron II types were naturally biased 

56 After studying the Miqne figurines, I also concluded that 
several of those heads (e.g., Gitin 1995:fig. 4.17; 2003:fig. 
4; obj. no. 7133) may well have been made from a single 
mold. S. Gitin (pers. comm., June 2006) suggests that these 
heads were the products of multiple molds; his suggestion, 
however, was based on inspection of the drawings alone, not 
of the figurines themselves. In any case, they are clearly very 
closely related not only in type but in style.
57 Compare also the find of two Type 1 heads at Tel «Erani, 
discussed in chapter 7 below.
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toward those of Judah (cf. chapter 3 above). It is there-
fore not surprising that Negbi was unable to locate Iron 
Age parallels for the Ṣippor figurines. Since Negbi 
published her work, however, excavations in other 
parts of Palestine have demonstrated that the “pillar 
Astarte” type is characteristic only of Iron Age Judah 
(Kletter 1996). Excavations at sites in the southern 
coastal plain in particular have shown that a variety 
of related but distinct types existed at this time, most 
significantly the examples discovered at Ashkelon in 
the 1990s. In addition, some of the figurines from Ben-
Dor’s excavations of the er-Ras cemetery at Akhziv, 
which Negbi cited as parallels for composite figurines 
from the Persian period (1966:8 n. 58), can now be 
dated to the Iron II on the basis of associated tomb 
finds (Dayagi-Mendels 2002:44, 77, 163).58 

Certain heads from the Ashkelon excavations pro-
vide a particularly close parallel to Ṣippor nos. 15–17. 
They are so similar in form and style that it is likely 
they were produced in the same mold. In particular, 
Ṣippor no. 16 (and likely no. 17 as well) appears iden-
tical to figurines produced from Mold 3, the most pop-
ular mold at Ashkelon. Ṣippor no. 15 bears a close re-
semblance to the Mold 1 figurines, but in this instance 
it is less clear if they are in fact identical.59 Ultimately, 
it is necessary to compare the figurines themselves be-
fore a secure identification can be made.60 

R. V. Nicholls’s work on moldmade figurines has 
provided additional insights into aspects of mass 
production in terracotta (1952). His work focused in 
particular on the “series,” a group of figurines from a 
single archetype; he suggested that all figurines in a 
58 Stern (1982:179) misstated Negbi’s conclusions about the 
“Pillar Astarte” figurines from Ṣippor, stating that she had 
dated them to the Iron Age. Regardless, Stern, like Negbi, 
wrongly concluded that they were products of the Persian 
period, based on differences with the then-known corpus of 
Iron Age “pillar” figurines.
59 L. E. Stager has suggested to me that this Ṣippor figurine 
is a pregnant woman typical of the Persian period. That figu-
rine type, however, is hollow and completely moldmade (see 
I.A.5 below), and it appears that the body of the Ṣippor ex-
ample is handmade; compare especially cat. no. 37.
60 There are other possible instances in which figurines from 
different sites were produced in a single mold, particularly 
among the sites in southern Philistia. Originally in my 2007 
dissertation I had suggested that a Type 2b figurine from 
Tel Sera« (no. 1200; see Oren 1978:1069, fourth from left;  
1993b:1333, first from left; Stern 2001:Ill. I.58, fourth from 
left) was extremely similar to the Miqne Type 2a heads, be-
fore realizing the difference in sizes between the two. On the 
other hand, Sera« no. 1200 is very similar to certain Type 2b 
heads from Tell Jemmeh (esp. Petrie 1928:pl. XXXV.30); E. 
Oren (pers. comm., June 2006) also suggests that Sera« no. 
1200 may have been made in the same mold as a head from 
Tell el-Far«ah (S).

series were not necessarily from the same mold, but 
from second- (or third-, etc.) generation molds. In this 
case, a new mold would be produced from one of the 
figurines made in the original mold, and this mold in 
turn would produce a new set of (second-generation) 
figurines. Nicholls determined that, with each new 
generation, a certain amount of shrinkage would oc-
cur with air drying (and, to a lesser extent, with fir-
ing, 1952:220). According to Nicholls, the amount of 
shrinkage varies, depending on certain conditions: the 
clay, how it is prepared, and the shape of the mold; un-
fortunately, he did not suggest a range for the percent 
of shrinkage.61 I attempted to apply Nicholls’s proce-
dure to the Ashkelon moldmade heads; in particular, 
Molds 1 and 3 provided two relatively large groups 
(series) of figurines to test. The process depends upon 
being able to take facial measurements consistently 
on a group of figurines (cf. Nicholls 1952:224 n. 47). 
Unfortunately, many of the Ashkelon figurines are so 
worn that their facial features are not well preserved; 
as a result, it was difficult even to find consistent points 
on the face from which to take the measurements. I ul-
timately took three sets of measurements: the distance 
from top of face to chin (one of Nicholls’s two recom-
mended measurements [1952:224 n. 47]), the width of 
face at eye level, and the distance from the ends of the 
two eyebrows. In many cases, however, I was unable 
to be certain about the points on the faces from which 
to take the measurements, due to the poor state of 
preservation. As a result, the measurements from two 
figurines would not even vary in the same direction: 
one measurement would be larger on figurine A, while 
another would be larger on figurine B. It was therefore 
impossible to determine if more than one generation 
of figurines was produced at Ashkelon. In any case, 
where they were clear the measurements generally did 
not vary beyond 15 percent. Based on Nicholls’s (and 
Kelso and Thorley’s) work, I would suggest that there 
were no more than two generations among the Mold 1 
and Mold 3 heads, if that many.62 

61 Kletter (1996:51) states that Nicholls had determined a 
shrinkage rate of 13–14 percent with each generation. In 
fact, Nicholls does not give a general value; Kletter has 
simply calculated the rate of shrinkage for the one series of 
figurines for which Nicholls provides data (1952:220). As 
Kletter notes, however, Kelso and Thorley (1943:138) es-
timated a shrinkage rate of about 15 percent between mold 
and figurine. These studies together suggest an approximate 
range for the rate of shrinkage.
62 As Nicholls (1952:220) concluded that first-generation 
figurines were probably produced by the same workshop 
responsible for the original mold, while later generations 
could be made by anyone (allowing for export and diffu-
sion of a single series), it is perhaps unsurprising that the 
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Origins/Iconography

The origin of the composite figurine technique 
is clear only in general terms: it was in some sense 
Cypro-Phoenician. The underlying problem is the 
complex and intimate relationship between Cypriot 
and Phoenician terracottas (see Vandenabeele 1985; 
1986:351–56; Gubel 1991; see also chapter 7), which 
is complicated in turn by our incomplete knowledge of 
Iron Age Phoenician figurines (cf. Markoe 2000:143; 
Gubel 1983:23–24; Kletter 1996:53; see chapter 7 for 
further discussion). Birmingham stated that the tech-
nique was in use on Cyprus primarily in the eighth 
century, but that it was common in mainland Phoenicia 
and the Levant in the seventh century (1963:20). This 
suggestion follows the idea that use of the figurine 
mold on Cyprus began relatively early, perhaps in the 
ninth century; Vandenabeele (1986:351) suggested 
that it was brought by Phoenician colonists when they 
settled at Kition. More recently, however, it has be-
come clear that the figurine mold was not introduced 
into Cyprus until after the start of the Cypro-Archaic 
period, i.e., in the late eighth or seventh century. 
Karageorghis (1998:49), in his detailed catalogue of 
Cypriot figurines, demonstrated that the earliest dat-
able examples of moldmade terracottas—both large 
statues and small figurines—in the large corpus asso-
ciated with the sanctuary at Ayia Irini can be assigned 
to ca. 670.63 While these examples are among the 
earliest Cypriot figurines in the composite technique, 
Karageorghis’s own excavations at Kition-Kathari 
yielded four examples of composite figurines from 
Floor 3 (Karageorghis 1999:pls. 14.3268A, 18.3345, 
20.4624, 23.4937) and one more between Floors I and 
3 (Karageorghis 1999:pl. 3.4645). These finds strong-
ly suggest that the technique was introduced to Kition 
prior to the end of the eighth century, as the end of Floor 
3 is dated to ca. 725 (Karageorghis 2005:103–7) or ca. 
707 (Smith 2009, esp. xviii). Meanwhile, there is not 
a single moldmade figurine—even a plaque figurine—
known from the preceding Cypro-Geometric period 
(ending in the mid-eighth century; see Karageorghis 
1993a; Vandenabeele 1991).

The origin of this technique is now considered to 
be the Levant (cf. Kletter 1996:53), and most likely 
Phoenicia. Unfortunately, as mentioned above, the 

figurines of a single site (Ashkelon) should not show clear 
evidence for multiple generations of figurines.
63 For the date of the Ayia Irini sculptures, along with the 
important group of Cypriot terracottas from the Samian 
Heraion, and the implications for dating the compos-
ite technique on Cyprus, see Gjerstad et al. 1935:815–19; 
Gjerstad 1948:207, 334–35, 355; Schmidt 1968:4–8, 93–98; 
Karageorghis 1993b:6.

Iron Age figurines of Phoenicia are only imperfectly 
known, and so their exact chronology cannot yet be 
determined. Even with the limited data currently avail-
able, however, it is clear that the use of the technique 
in Phoenicia was fairly widespread by the second half 
of the eighth century. A composite frame-drum player 
(Bikai 1978:pl. 81.2) was found in Tyre Stratum II 
(second half of the eighth century). Shiqmona has pro-
duced a similar frame-drum player in this technique; 
although the results have not been fully published, pre-
liminary reports state that the figurine and several oth-
er composite figurines were found in two strata dating 
to the late ninth and early eighth centuries (Elgavish 
1993:1374–75; 1994:34, 67–68); based on the pottery 
published from the strata containing these figurines, 
however, a date in the mid- to late-eighth century for 
these two strata is likelier.64 For Israel and Judah, it ap-
pears that the type likely originated in the second half 
of the eighth century. According to Kletter, Israelite 
sites not reoccupied after eighth-century destructions 
had few figurines of this type, while those that con-
tinued into the seventh century produced many more 
(1996:41).65 

Given the probable Phoenician origin of the com-
posite technique, it would not be surprising to find 
Phoenician influence on the imagery of figurines made 
in this technique. In particular, the treatment of the 
moldmade heads finds many parallels in Phoenician 
art. The “combed sidelocks,” “bangs,” and headband 
or diadem of the Type 2 heads are all paralleled by 
the female heads among the eighth- to seventh-century 
“Phoenician” ivories from Nimrud, including the fa-
mous “Woman at the Window” (Mallowan 1966:vol. 
I, figs. 153–54; vol. II: figs. 458, 549; Barnett 1982:50, 
pl. 50b; see also Pritchard 1954:fig. 131).66 This rela-
tionship was pointed out by Dornemann (in connection 
with composite figurines from Transjordan), who also 
highlighted Egyptianizing elements of the ivories and 
figurines such as almond-shaped eyes (1983:132–34). 

More recently, S. Gitin (2003:287) has pointed to 
parallels with another class of objects: the Phoenician 
protomes.67 These objects, related to the well-
known Phoenician masks, were terracotta female 

64 A late eighth-century date for the Shiqmona drummer was 
first suggested to me by Avshalom Zemer (pers. comm., 
February 2011), although this suggestion was based simply 
on the figurine’s similarity to the Tyre example and not on 
the date of its context.
65 For further discussion of this problem, see chapter 7.
66 See also a Phoenician ivory head from Shrine 1 at Sarepta, 
of roughly the same date (Pritchard 1975:fig. 43.1; 1988:fig. 
29.26).
67 Gitin, however, incorrectly refers to these protomes as 
figurines.
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heads—roughly twice the size of a typical compos-
ite figurine head—often deposited in tombs (see C. 
G. Picard 1967; Culican 1975/76; Stern 1978; and 
Ciasca 1999 for discussions of this class of artifacts). 
They are best known from Phoenician (Punic) colo-
nies in the western Mediterranean, having been found 
at Carthage, Motya (Sicily), and Tharros and Sulcis 
(Sardinia). As the protomes are made of clay, it is not 
surprising that they provide an even closer parallel 
to the composite figurine heads than the Phoenician 
ivories. Of particular importance is Stern’s Type A, 
the protomes of “Phoenicio-Egyptian influence”; 
Stern himself compares this type to “the well-known 
‘Astarte’ figurines” (1978:114). Stern’s Type A can be 
divided into two groups, both dating to the seventh to 
sixth centuries. One, which Culican labels the “klaft” 
group, has a headdress rendered in two solid columns 
along the sides of the face (Culican 1975/76:79–81, 
figs. 24, 26); the other group is characterized by an 
Egyptian-type hairstyle or wig, with the hair “stri-
ated vertically” and with a diadem on the forehead 
(Culican 1975/76:81; Stern 1978:114; for examples, 
see Ciasca 1999:410, 414; Culican 1975/76:figs. 22, 
28). While the hair or headdress of the first (“klaft”) 
group is somewhat reminiscent of the Type 1 compos-
ite heads, the second group is extremely similar to the 
Type 2 heads in both imagery and style. Both Type 1 
and Type 2 figurine heads, like both groups of Type 
A protomes, have Egyptianizing almond-shaped eyes 
and long, thin eyebrows, and have eyes and eyebrows 
in low relief. The stylistic and technical aspects of the 
second protome group, however, parallel the Type 2 
heads almost exactly.68 

While the Type 2 figurine heads and the protomes 
provide the closest set of iconographic parallels, ad-
ditional connections can be drawn, both among other 
classes of Phoenician material culture and among the 
other types of composite figurine heads. For instance, 
the Egyptianizing elements found in the protomes and 
ivories are also paralleled in examples of Phoenician 
and Punic jewelry (see Pisano 1999:478–79 for ex-
amples from Tharros). The neck pendants of the Type 
3 and 4 heads, meanwhile, are reminiscent of that on 
a gold plaque from a tomb in Lapithos (Cyprus), dat-
ed to CG III (Gjerstad et al. 1934:187, pl.51.2). The 
hairstyle of the figure on the plaque, including the 
horizontal “sidelocks,” is similar to that of the Type 4 
heads. The short curled hairstyle of the Type 8 (mold-
made JPF) heads is also found on female figures on a 
series of pottery plaques (and a mold) of nude females 

68 Note also a protome of this group from Akhziv (Dayagi-
Mendels 2002:fig. 7.21).

flanking the door of a building (A. Mazar 1982; 
1985b; Ward 1996). Unfortunately, these objects have 
not generally been found in excavations but purchased 
on the antiquities market, and so their date and prov-
enance can only be guessed. At the time of purchase, 
the mold published by Mazar (1985b:12–13, figs. 
20a–b) was said to be from the region of Gaza. Mazar 
suggests it was associated with a Phoenician colony in 
the vicinity of Gaza in the late Iron II (1985b:14; cf. 
Stern 2001:68–69), based on Culican’s publication of 
a “Phoenician” cemetery at Tell er-Reqeish (Ruqeish, 
see Culican 1973). Ward suggested a broader range for 
the distribution of these objects, throughout the south-
ern Levant and into Egypt (1996:15). Both, however, 
concluded that the artistic style is closely related to 
Phoenician art (A. Mazar 1985b:12; Ward 1996:15, 
18).69 Mazar (1985b:12) relates this hairstyle as well 
to the Phoenician ivories.

As for the iconography of the nude female and her 
gestures, these will be discussed below under I.A.4. 
This leaves one additional aspect of the composite 
figurines to be mentioned: the column base of the 
pillar body type. The pillar figurines are most com-
monly interpreted today as representations of Asherah 
(for discussion, see Kletter 1996:73–81, esp. 76–77). 

69 Ward also observed the Egyptianizing aspect of Phoenician 
art at work in this case. As he noted (1996:8 n. 3), the curled 
hairstyle of the plaques (and the Type 8 or moldmade JPF 
figurines) is paralleled in a series of Egyptian bronzes dat-
ing to the Third Intermediate Period and especially to the 
time of the 25th Dynasty (mid-eighth to mid-seventh cen-
turies b.c.e.). For examples see, e.g., Fechheimer 1921:pls. 
98–100, 102–3, 106–9; 1923:pl. 100. Thus, the curled hair-
style could have come into Judah (and Philistia) in the eighth 
century either directly from Egypt or indirectly from Egypt 
via Phoenicia. Ward also notes (1996:8 n. 3) that this short 
hairstyle may have ultimately derived from Old Kingdom 
models, although the Old Kingdom parallels occur exclu-
sively on male figures.

Darby (2011:512–14) traces the curled hairstyle to a reviv-
al of Old Kingdom styles in the Third Intermediate Period, 
in turn influencing the art of Phoenicia and Syria in Iron IIB 
(ninth-eighth centuries). She notes that on seals, ivories, and 
metal reliefs, the hairstyle appears on both high-status hu-
mans and sphinxes—in contrast with representations of or-
dinary female hair in Judah, such as on the Lachish reliefs of 
Sennacherib—and therefore concludes that they are meant 
to represent (minor) divine or attending figures. However, in 
Syrian and Phoenician art at least some of the examples are 
male figures, whereas the Third Intermediate Period exam-
ples are all female and human (albeit apparently high-status) 
rather than divine. The case may therefore not be as clear-cut 
as presented by Darby, although her observations deserve to 
be kept in mind for understanding the meaning and function 
of the figures with the curled hairstyle.
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In the iconography of the figurines, however, there 
is little evidence in favor of such a connection. R. 
Hestrin (1991:57) popularized the idea that the pillar 
base represents a tree trunk, and so is related to im-
agery of Asherah (although the same suggestion had 
already been made by Kelso and Thorley [1943:138]). 
This explanation, however, is very unlikely. The pillar 
or column base is simply a solution—and a common 
one at that—to the problem of making a figurine free-
standing (as also concluded by Kletter [1996:77] and 
Keel and Uehlinger [1998:331–32]). Many other types 
of figurines in the Aegean and Near East have a similar 
base: the Philistine standing figurines discussed above 
(I.A.1) and their Mycenaean antecedents are an obvi-
ous example. To this we can also add the trumpet or 
“funnel” base (Myres 1897:165, 167–68) ubiquitous 
on the thousands of examples of Cypro-Archaic fe-
male figurines (see Karageorghis 1998). These latter 
figurines provide close parallels for the Judahite pillar 
figurines, as many of them are the Cypriot versions 
of the composite figurines; yet no one would identify 
the Cypriot figurines as representations of Asherah. In 
the end, a purely functional interpretation of the pillar 
base is likely the best.70 

I.A.4. Plaque figurines (Cat. Nos. 64–70)

The plaque figurine type has been found in most if not 
all phases of the Iron Age in Philistia (see chapter 7 
below on distribution and questions concerning it); it 
is the only human figurine type to have such a long 
lifespan. It is the continuation of an LB type which 
was the predominant type of human figurine in the 
period.71

This figurine type, generally 10–15 cm high, was 
formed as a single piece in a mold, in essentially the 

70 The only evidence that Hestrin offers in support of her in-
terpretation is that there are three elements to the pillar figu-
rine—pillar, breasts, and head—and while the last one may 
be handmade or moldmade, the first two are always hand-
made. She therefore concludes that the pillar and breasts 
are the most significant elements of the figurine, with both 
representing the life-giving aspects of the mother goddess 
(1991:57). This judgment is, of course, completely subjec-
tive. I could conclude at least as easily that, because the 
head is often moldmade, resulting in an additional attention 
to detail, it is the most significant element in the figurine. 
Moreover, on several eighth-century examples from Judah, 
the bodies of the JPFs are in fact not solid handmade pil-
lars but hollow wheelmade cylinders (e.g., Holland 1977:fig. 
7.6, 8–9 [Jerusalem]; Tufnell 1953:pl. 28.10, 13 [Lachish]).
71 See the discussion at the beginning of this chapter concern-
ing some basic aspects of the plaque figurines in contrast 
with the Iron I standing figurines (I.A.1–2).

same method used for the composite heads discussed 
above. Only the front of the figurine was formed in the 
mold; the back was left unfinished and later smoothed 
by hand (as with the composite heads). The result is 
a figurine, depicted in a full frontal view, that rises in 
relief from a flat background.

In Philistia, this type of figurine was used exclu-
sively to represent women. Moreover, the women de-
picted are always nude. Most of the Iron Age plaques 
in Philistia depict women with a restricted number of 
gestures:

1. arms down at the sides (e.g., cat. no. 64);

2. hands to the breasts, usually cupping them (e.g., cat. 
no. 68; Miqne obj. no. 3235, 5667); and

3. arms cradling a child (e.g., cat. no. 66).

A combination of gestures 1 and 2 is also common: 
see, e.g., Ashdod D190/7 (M. Dothan and Freedman 
1967:fig. 43.4) and Ashdod H436/1 (M. Dothan and 
Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.96.4). This hybrid type is 
generally depicted with a rounded stomach, suggest-
ing pregnancy. There are a small number of figurines, 
however, that do not fit within the above groups.

As can be seen from the above list, there is a large 
degree of similarity between the gestures of the plaque 
figurines and those of the composite figurines; in par-
ticular, the gestures of cupping the breasts and cra-
dling a child occur in both types. Cupping the breasts 
is easily the most common gesture in each type. The 
hairstyle of the plaque figurines is generally long and 
flowing, ending in “bulbs” at shoulder length (e.g., 
cat. no. 64; Ashdod D190/7 [M. Dothan and Freedman 
1967:fig. 43.4]). This hairstyle is similar to that of 
the Type 1 and Type 2 composite figurine heads. 
Sometimes the figures wear necklaces or bracelets 
(e.g., Kochavi 1976:pl. 11c [= Kochavi 1989:fig. 75]); 
these features are not found on the composite figurines 
but do appear on the Phoenician parallels in ivory and 
metal. Overall, however, the similarities between the 
two types of figurines are quite strong and suggest that 
they shared a common referent (or referents). They 
also raise the possibility that both types had the same 
basic function (see chapter 7 for further discussion).

It has long been known that the ultimate origin of 
the plaque technique is Mesopotamia, where it is found 
already in the third millennium (Pritchard 1943:ch. 3, 
esp. 49; Riis 1949:49; Moorey 2003:27–28). Like the 
handmade female figurine type before it (see discus-
sion at the beginning of the chapter), the moldmade 
technique for plaques spread from Mesopotamia west 
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to Syria and then down to Palestine, where it is pres-
ent by the middle of the second millennium (Moorey 
2003:34–35).72 As in Mesopotamia, the one-piece 
mold was used in Palestine to produce plaque figurines 
of nude women (see, e.g., van Buren 1930:pls. III–
XII). In Mesopotamia, however, the nude woman was 
only one of a series of figures that could be depicted 
on plaques (see, e.g., Moorey 2003:29); in Palestine, 
plaques were used exclusively for this figure.

 Scholars have traditionally divided the LB plaque 
figurines from Palestine into two basic types (for dis-
cussion, see, e.g., Pritchard 1943; Keel and Uehlinger 
1998:ch. 4; Moorey 2003:37–40). The first portrays 
the nude woman with her arms bent and forearms ex-
tending outward, holding various items such as ser-
pents or lotus flowers. These attributes, along with 
the Hathor headdress that the figure often wears,73 
point to Egyptian influence. The second portrays the 
nude woman with arms at the breasts or down at the 
sides, without any attributes. Traditionally, the first 
type has been labeled “Qadesh” or “Qudshu,” while 
the second type has been labeled “Astarte.”74 Moorey 
emphasizes that these names are merely conventional 
and do not indicate identification with specific god-
desses (2003:38–39). Nevertheless, as Pritchard noted 
(1943:33–34), the name for the first type derives from 
a series of Egyptian reliefs with similar figures, where 
the figure is often identified as Qedeshet and described 
as a goddess (see Cornelius 2004:48–52, 123–29, nos. 
5.1–5.10, 5.14–5.18; Pritchard 1954:figs. 471–74).75 

Regardless, the “Qudshu” type seems to have dis-
appeared from Palestine by the early Iron Age, coin-
ciding with the collapse of Egyptian power in Canaan. 
Certainly, there are no known examples from Iron Age 

72 While the type is commonly found from LB I, Albright 
reported finding plaque figurines already in Stratum D (MB 
IIC) at Tell Beit Mirsim (1939:114; cf. Lapp 1969:45 for 
similar finds at Taanach).
73 The so-called Hathor wig, or scroll wig, is thick and long, 
with the sidelocks curving inward along the neck and curl-
ing at the end around the shoulder. This hairstyle came to be 
associated with depictions of the head of Hathor and match-
es literary references to her flowing hair (see, e.g., Pinch 
1993:134–35, 216).
74 These were perhaps first suggested by Albright; see 
Albright 1939:118–19; 1942:75; 1943:26.
75 In additon, there are a series of texts, especially from 
Ugarit, that appear to employ the word qudšu as an epithet of 
Astarte. These were already gathered by Albright (1938:118; 
1942:196 n. 17); more recently, Maier (1986:81–96) con-
cluded after a detailed textual study that qdš was rather an 
epithet of Atirat (see also Hadley 2000:127–28). At the same 
time, compare the survey of Qedeseht, Asherah, and other 
deities by Cornelius (2004:94–99), who observes that in the 
Egyptian texts Qedeshet is an independent goddess.

Philistia. The only plaque type that concerns us is the 
second, “Astarte” type. As with other female figurines, 
this type has been generally accepted in the scholarly 
literature as representing a goddess, usually consid-
ered to be a “fertility goddess” (see, e.g., Albright 
1939:114; A. Mazar 1992a:273). Keel and Uehlinger 
have made a recent attempt to identify this figure as 
a goddess through iconographic analysis (1998:97–
103). Others, however, have concluded that this fig-
ure is more likely a mortal woman. M. Tadmor (1982; 
1996) suggested that at least some of the plaques (with 
a large flat background and with the figure’s feet set 
together) represent a woman lying on a bed. This type 
is also known in Middle and New Kingdom Egypt 
(Pinch 1983:406; 1993:207–9). Moorey, who in gen-
eral is cautious about identifying figurines as divine 
images, has argued that there is no clear evidence that 
the “Astarte” type represents a goddess (2003:40).

In order to address this problem more completely, it 
is necessary to survey the history of the nude female 
in Levantine iconography. Such a diachronic study 
can be full of pitfalls. As an example, let us consider 
Dever’s evaluation of the nude female in the low-
est register of the tenth-century cult stand found by 
Lapp at Taanach (Lapp 1969:42–44, fig. 29). Dever 
believes the evidence that this figure is the goddess 
Asherah to be “overwhelming” (2005:220). The evi-
dence he presents, however, dates almost exclusively 
to the Late Bronze Age and mixes material from Egypt 
and different parts of the Levant (Dever 2005:220; 
1984:28–29). In addition, none of the material directly 
equates any nude figure with Asherah. The problem in 
our case is compounded even further, as the history of 
the nude figure covers over a millennium and stretches 
throughout the Levant and Egypt. Keel and Uehlinger 
(1998:10–11) and Lipiński (1986) voice similar cau-
tions in their review of U. Winter’s monumental but 
problematic Frau und Göttin (1983). Lewis specifi-
cally notes the fundamental flaw in the frequent use 
of the Winchester College relief (see Edwards 1955), 
the New Kingdom Qudshu relief that features as a cen-
tral piece of evidence in Dever’s argument: Egyptian 
iconography “should not be privileged in reconstruct-
ing the Ugaritic pantheon” (Lewis 2005:72–73 n. 13). 
Any diachronic review, then, must be as careful as 
possible to separate iconographic and textual data by 
period and geographic area. In the following, then, I 
will briefly present the data period by period, attempt-
ing to see if we can reach any conclusions concerning 
the meaning(s) of the nude female(s) and to see if the 
meaning changed over time. It is of course impossible 
for me to cover the full range of objects or discuss 
them in much detail in this space. I will therefore 
highlight significant aspects of image types, as well as 
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special examples or groups that are particularly crucial 
for understanding the iconography of the general type. 
In addition, I hope that such an analysis may begin to 
hint at the possible function(s) of these images, a more 
fundamental issue.

Keel and Uehlinger, among others, have traced 
the image of the nude female back to the Middle 
Bronze Age (1998:26–28; cf. Cornelius 2004:55–58). 
Ultimately, they find the source of the representa-
tion in Old Syrian cylinder seals. N. Marinatos, in 
her analysis of this figure on seals, has demonstrated 
that she is not directly involved in the main action 
of these seals but instead appears to represent a mi-
nor goddess functioning as a magical intermediary 
(2000:1–7). Meanwhile, on MBIIB scarabs there 
is a figure Schroer (1989) refers to as the “nackte 
Göttin” (“Naked Goddess”) or “Zweiggöttin” (Branch 
Goddess; also Keel and Uehlinger 1998:26–28; Keel 
1995:211). This figure is, as the name suggests, almost 
always (on 36 of 44 examples) associated with plant 
branches, one on each side (see Schroer 1989:97–99, 
nos. 1–44; also Keel 1995:Abb. 422–29; Keel and 
Uehlinger 1998:27, nos. 10–12c). She appears fron-
tal and nude (while the breasts are rarely shown, the 
pubic triangle is almost always indicated), either with 
the face toward the viewer or to the side. Her gestures 
vary: she may hold the two branches, she may hold her 
hands on her chests (i.e., in the area where the breasts 
would be if depicted), or she may have her arms along 
the sides. While the association with the branches sug-
gests the lotus flowers of the LB Qudshu plaques, it 
is significant that the other main gestures of the LB 
plaques—holding the breasts (rare on the Qudshu 
plaques) and arms along the sides (to my knowledge 
present only on the “Astarte” plaques)—are also de-
picted. Besides the fact that full frontal depictions 
and female nudity are rare not only on scarabs but 
in Egyptian depictions generally (at least, in the case 
of female nudity, for divine figures), the findspots of 
these scarabs are worth noting. Just three have been 
found in Egypt, and there only at the Delta sites of Tell 
ed-Dab«a and Tell el-Yehudiyeh—both sites strongly 
associated with Levantine influence or actual pres-
ence; the rest have either been found in Palestine or 
have an unknown provenance (Keel 1995:211; Keel 
and Uehlinger 1998:26). Therefore, it appears that this 
scarab type is typical of Canaan and not of Egypt.

Similar representations are found among metal figu-
rines of women, apparently nude, holding their breasts 
(see, e.g., Negbi 1976:figs. 82–85, 92, 94, pls. 40, 42). 
These objects were produced and used in both the MB 
and LB. These should be considered likely cult im-
ages or other representations of deities due to their 
material as well as to their findspots, often associated 

with temples (see Keel and Uehlinger 1998:29–37; 
Negbi 1976). In addition, certain examples (e.g., 
Negbi 1976:fig. 93) show an alternate gesture of arms 
hanging down along the sides, and some (e.g., Negbi 
1976:figs. 93–94) wear a horned headdress, an attri-
bute widely associated with divinity.

Beyond these metal figures, there is a series of 
representations of a nude female in a variety of me-
dia—clay, metal, and stone—in the Late Bronze Age, 
from Egypt as well as the Levant. Looking at the clay 
plaques as part of this larger group, rather than on their 
own, we may no longer be tempted to divide them so 
starkly into two types (Qudshu and Astarte). Instead, it 
may be better to view these representations as a spec-
trum, showing a gradual transition from one type to 
the next:

1. On one end stand the Qudshu reliefs from Egypt, 
which explicitly identify the nude figure as the god-
dess Qudshu. These figures are nude, full frontal, 
holding a lotus and/or a serpent, and stand on a lion 
(Cornelius 2004:nos. 5.1–5.10, 5.14–5.18).

2. Similar to these are the gold plaques of a female 
figure standing on an animal (see Negbi 1976:99–
100, 191, figs. 117–19, 128, pls. 53–54; Cornelius 
2004:130–34, nos. 5.20–5.23, 5.27–5.30). Such ob-
jects are found throughout the Levant, from Minet 
el-Beida and Zincirli in the north to sites such as 
Akko in Palestine. Generally the animal is a lion, 
but on an example from Lachish (Clamer 1980; 
2004), as well as a mold from Tel Qarnayim (Ben-
Arieh 1983), the figure stands on a horse. While the 
figure(s) is not named, the representation is other-
wise almost identical to the Qudshu reliefs: nude, 
usually full frontal (although not in the case of the 
Lachish plaque), and holding similar objects (lotus 
stalks and serpents, but also gazelles). Beyond the 
fact that the similar Qudshu reliefs are labeled, the 
pose of standing on an animal is widely associated 
with divinity in the ancient Near East (see Clamer’s 
discussion [2004:1316, with references]; Cornelius 
1994:195–97; 2004:50). Most of these figures have 
the Hathor headdress; the Lachish and Qarnayim 
examples, meanwhile, wear horned crowns, again 
suggesting divinity.76 In addition, the Lachish horse 
is wearing armor. Stager offers an alternate expla-
nation that the nude figure on the armored horse is 
Ishtar/Astarte, the Near Eastern goddess of sex and 
war (2000:6).

76 Barrelet (1958) has also published two similar examples 
from the Louvre, of uncertain provenance but said to be 
from Syria; the female figure in one of these examples has a 
Hathor headdress and wings.
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3. Among three LB clay plaques of nude females 
from Tel Ḥarasim, two are depicted holding lotus 
flowers and standing on a crouching animal, ap-
parently a lion (Givon 1991a:24–25, pl. 7:1, 3, 
photos 3–4, nos. 2069, 2071; 1991b:146, fig. 163). 
Other than being produced in a more inexpensive 
medium (clay), these examples are largely identi-
cal to the Qudshu-type figures standing on lions in 
no. 2 above; the one example with a head preserved 
shows the Hathor headdress as well.

4. Other clay plaques from Canaan depict the same 
Qudshu type, but without a lion (see Cornelius 
2004:52–57, 134–42, nos. 5.32–5.61a; Pritchard 
1943:6–9, Type I). Often these figures hold lo-
tus stalks (but not serpents or gazelles), as in nos. 
2 and 3 above, but in rare cases they hold the 
breasts, with lotus stalks framing the edges of the 
plaque (Macalister 1912b:pls. CCXX.21, CCXXI.5 
[Gezer]). 

5. Finally, there are the clay plaques without the 
Hathor headdress (“Astarte” type; see Pritchard 
1943:10–18, Types II–III), but often with the same 
gesture of holding breasts (others have the arms 
down along the sides of the body, or, rarely, holding 
a child).

There is no clear divide, then, between types and 
media, and while these may not represent the same 
figure, they are certainly a set of closely related repre-
sentations. Note also that, while the “Naked Goddess” 
scarabs mentioned above date to the MB, the iconog-
raphy of the scarabs—including the range of ges-
tures—closely parallels that of the plaques and other 
LB representations, making it at least plausible that 
they represent the same figure(s).

At this point we must return to Tadmor’s sugges-
tion (1982; 1996) that at least some of the clay plaques 
from Canaan represent human women lying on beds. 
This interpretation, based on analogy with contempo-
rary Egyptian examples (Pinch 1983:406; 1993:207–
9), makes less sense for the Levantine plaques. The 
Egyptian plaques more clearly depict the background 
of the plaque as a bed. Perhaps more significantly, 
Egyptian iconography rarely represents goddesses as 
nude. In fact, the few instances of Egyptian depictions 
of nude goddesses—on Hyksos scarabs or Qudshu 
representations on reliefs—are generally considered to 
be of a Levantine figure or under Levantine influence 
(Pritchard 1943:86; Pinch 1993:216). Given that the 
nudity of Levantine goddesses is the issue under ques-
tion here, and that there is greater evidence for such 
depictions, the analogy cannot be assumed. Instead, 

we may have an example of cross-cultural borrowing, 
where in Egypt the plaque type was reinterpreted.

For much of the Iron Age, the iconography of the 
nude female is much more limited, other than the small 
set of plaque figurines from Philistia, as well as exam-
ples from other parts of Palestine. In Iron IIA there are 
a few representations of deities standing on animals: 
a stone slab from Beth Shean, Level V and tenth- to 
ninth-century seals (Uehlinger 1997:104, 109–10; also 
Keel and Uehlinger 1998:141). It is not clear, how-
ever, if these figures were meant to be represented as 
nude. Beginning at this time are also a series of cult 
stands, shrine models, and plaques with entrances 
flanked by nude female figures (e.g., the Taanach cult 
stand [Lapp 1969:42–44, fig. 29; Beck 1994; Frick 
2000:117–28, figs. 19–20]; a cult stand from Rehov 
[A. Mazar 2003:150–51]; and the Yavneh stands [e.g., 
Ziffer and Kletter 2007:Stands 2006-1046 and 1047; 
Ziffer 2010:66–67, 69, 75; Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 
2010:220–21, CAT28, 29]; see also the discussion of 
the shrine plaques above, with iconographic parallels 
for the composite figurine heads). The most common 
gesture on the large group of Yavneh cult stands is that 
of hands to the breasts (Ziffer 2010:66), with two of 
the Yavneh examples depicting such figures standing 
on lions (Ziffer and Kletter 2007:Stands 2006-1046 
and 1047 [= Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 2010:CAT28, 
29]). These figures could plausibly be interpreted as 
protective deities guarding doorways, but direct evi-
dence for their identity is lacking.

More relevant to the current discussion, perhaps, is 
a group of Iron II metal and ivory frontlets for horses 
from northern Levantine sites such as Tayinat and 
Zincirli, as well as exported examples at Samos and 
Miletus in the Aegean, depicting nude female figures 
holding their breasts (see, e.g., Kantor 1962; Ornan 
2005:92–93). The Tayinat examples are also notewor-
thy for showing the female figures standing on lion 
heads (Kantor 1962:pls. XI–XIII). These objects could 
conceivably have served a protective function, for 
horses in battle. Also of note from this period is a sev-
enth- or sixth-century bronze statuette from Cerro del 
Carambolo in Spain; it depicts a nude woman seated 
and has an inscription on the base identifying the figu-
rine as a votive offering to Astarte (Solá-Solé 1966; 
see also Ammerman 1991:219, fig. 18).77 Other than 

77 The inscription refers to «štrtḥr, «Aštarte-Ḥor, which F. 
M. Cross (1971) translated as “Hurrian Astarte.” This inter-
pretation equates Astarte with Ishtar, the Near Eastern god-
dess of sex and war (Stager 2000:6). As J. Teixidor (1975) 
has pointed out, ḫu-ru in Egyptian texts refers to inhabit-
ants of the Levant generally, while the third-century trilin-
gual Decree of Canopus translates demotic “region of the 
Ḫors” in the Greek text as “Phoenician.” Thus, the Spanish 
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its seated posture, the depiction is similar to that of 
the plaque figurines; there is an even closer similar-
ity to the composite figurines, as the “combed side-
locks,” “bangs,” and diadem parallel the Type 2 heads 
closely. It is important to remember that the findspot of 
this statuette is Spain, and not the Levant. As Markoe 
points out, the Carambolo figurine is also unique in 
having an inscription (2000:125). Moreover, even the 
evidence of the inscription is ambiguous: as it merely 
identifies the figurine as an offering to Astarte, it can-
not be stated with certainty that the figure represented 
is Astarte, as opposed to a worshipper. Nevertheless, 
the seated position—as noted above in the discussion 
of the Ashdoda—is one of authority.

The brief survey above demonstrates that there is 
solid evidence that, in multiple periods, the nude fe-
male figure represents a Levantine goddess (or god-
desses). There is also some reason to believe that it 
may be a minor deity or deities, perhaps of a pro-
tective nature. Note that Darby (2011) and Meyers 
(2007) have recently proposed this interpretation for 
the Judean pillar figurines.78 While many of these ob-
jects come from the northern Levant, or beyond, they 
suggest the continuation of a manner of representing 
female deities going back to the Bronze Age. At the 
same time, we do have representations of cult images 
of the Levant—and perhaps from Philistia itself—in 
Neo-Assyrian reliefs. Two reliefs in particular, one 
of Tiglath-pileser III from the South-West Palace 
at Nimrud (Layard 1849:pl. 65) and the second of 
Sennacherib from the South-West Palace at Nineveh 
(Layard 1853:pl. 50), depict the procession of captured 
cult images from cities in the west, and perhaps spe-
cifically from Gaza and Ashkelon (see Barnett 1985; 
Uehlinger 1997:124–28; Ornan 2005:94–95, esp. n. 
285 with references). These figures, both male and fe-
male, are all depicted as dressed. However, we cannot 
use these images to generalize uncritically about the 
representation of all Levantine (or Philistine) deities: 
they may merely indicate Assyrian (mis-)representa-
tion of Levantine deities (note that many aspects of 
their iconography—symbols such as the ring, hair-
style, and horned headdress—reflect typical Assyrian 
representations of deities); they may represent only 

inscription may merely refer to “Phoenician Astarte,” the 
Levantine love goddess. (See also Vance 1993.) However, 
the Astarte of the Levant lacks the military aspect possessed 
by Ishtar/Astarte, who is both goddess of sex and war (see 
Stager 2000). Therefore, the interpretation of the Spanish in-
scription as “Hurrian Astarte” is preferable.
78 N. Marinatos (2000:12) argues more generally that images 
of nude female figures in the Levant are mostly protective 
devices, whether as figurines of clay or metal or as represen-
tations on toiletry items such as mirror handles.

certain divinities, and not others, particularly not mi-
nor divinities; or they may represent deities in only 
certain contexts or forms. We might conclude, then, 
that for much of the Levant and throughout much of 
its history, the region contrasts strongly with Egypt (as 
well as with Mesopotamia) in that goddesses—at least 
minor goddesses, or goddesses in certain contexts—
were more widely depicted as nude.

As to the character of the specific gestures, sup-
porting the breasts has (along with general nudity 
and emphasis of the genital area) been interpreted as 
relating to fertility (as mentioned above). A compari-
son with the Egyptian plaques, however, may be il-
luminating. Pinch observes that most of the Egyptian 
types can depict children and so suggests that the 
figurines are generally associated with childbirth and 
child rearing, as opposed to simply with sexuality. The 
plaques from Palestine, and in particular the Iron Age 
plaques of Philistia, on the other hand, rarely depict 
a child; the female figure is almost always depicted 
in isolation. Many of the plaques, however, show a 
woman with a large rounded stomach, presumably to 
indicate pregnancy. Thus, many, but perhaps not all, 
of the plaque figurines from Philistia may be associ-
ated with fertility and child rearing on some level. It 
is possible, though, that the range in plaque figurines 
reflects more than one aspect of the figure, if not mul-
tiple figures as referents entirely. Some of the plaques, 
such as those with a figure cupping the breasts, may 
be associated more with sexuality than fertility.79 At 
the same time, the survey of the iconography of the 
nude female shows that it is plausible that some such 
representations, particularly some of those supporting 
the breasts, may have had a protective function.

A few groups deserve special attention. One con-
sists of a pair of figurines holding a disc against their 
bodies (Kochavi 1976:pl. 11c [= Kochavi 1989:fig. 
75] [Aphek]; Miqne obj. no. 1250). These belong to 
a well-known Levantine and Cypriot type of disc-
holding figurines, made both as plaques and as com-
posite figurines (as in the Tell Jemmeh figurine; Petrie 
1928:pl. XXXV.14).80 The identity of the disc they 
hold has been a subject of great debate. The most com-
mon suggestions are a musical instrument (e.g., Keel 
and Uehlinger 1998:164–66; Karageorghis 1998:30; 
Dayagi-Mendels 2002:146; see esp. Hillers 1970; Paz 
2007:71–74) and a cake (e.g., Petrie 1928:17, in dis-
cussing the Jemmeh composite figurine; Lapp 1964:40; 

79 See Budin 2006:161 on recent archaeological trends in in-
terpreting nudity as related to sexuality and eroticism, vs. 
simply “fertility.”
80 For general surveys of this type, see now Paz 2007 and 
Sugimoto 2008.
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see also Keel and Uehlinger 1998:164).81 Meyers made 
an important contribution in trying to distinguish dif-
ferent types of discs. She determined that there were 
two basic types: one held out in front of the body 
at a right angle to it (on the composite figurines, at 
least, but note also examples of Cypriot plaques hold-
ing a disc perpendicularly: J. Karageorghis 1999:pls. 
LIV–LV), and the other held flat against the body. For 
Meyers, the disc in the first type is a frame drum;82 
she did not suggest an identification for the disc held 
by the second type.83 Karageorghis (1987:17–19) has 
suggested the second type represents a “tambourine-
holder,” as opposed to a “tambourine-player.”

The situation, however, may be even more compli-
cated. The disc held flat against the body is of vary-
ing sizes and held in different places (most commonly 
over the left breast or the lower torso; cf. Karageorghis 
1998:pl. XVII–XX). It is not clear that all of these 
objects are identical.84 The object held by the Aphek 
plaque figurine is much smaller and held at a lower 
height than that of the Jemmeh composite figurine. 
Nevertheless, the likeliest interpretations—musical 
instruments and cakes—suggest certain parameters 
for the discussion. Instruments such as frame drums 
are described in biblical and other sources as played 
by women (e.g., Ex. 15:20; see Keel 1997:339–40; 
Dayagi-Mendels 2002:145–46). The cakes would pre-
sumably represent offerings, along the lines of those 
to the “Queen of Heaven” (Jer. 7:17–18, 44:17–19; 

81 For an early summary of suggestions see Pritchard 
1943:55. Amiran (1967) suggested that the object was a so-
lar disc, but this idea has not been widely adopted; see Keel 
and Uehlinger 1998:164 for a critique.
82 Probably the object indicated by Hebrew top. As Meyers 
indicates, a frame-drum is more likely than a tambourine or 
timbrel, as no metal discs are depicted on the side of the 
instrument, and the tambourine is played differently than de-
picted on the figurines (1987:120; see also Keel 1997:339).
83 Note that Meyers’s distinction was already anticipated 
by H. G. May (1935:32), who differentiated between discs 
that (he thought) were clearly tambourines and others that 
he thought might be cakes, as well as by Bayer (1963:36). 
Unlike these observations, however, Meyers’s work has been 
very influential in subsequent considerations of the problem.
84 O’Bryhim (1997) has suggested that the disc held over 
the lower torso represents a baetyl. This suggestion seems 
unlikely for several reasons. O’Bryhim’s evidence, includ-
ing Hellenistic and Roman period authors and coinage, 
is overwhelmingly much later in date than the figurines. 
As Markoe points out, the Phoenician baetyl—or biblical 
maṣṣebah—was generally larger and rectangular (2000:122). 
Karageorghis (1998:30) suggests that Cypriot baetyls were 
spherical or conical, not flat discs. 

see Stager 2000).85 Both items were used by mortal 
women, not goddesses, in acts of worship (although in 
the latter case, a goddess could be receiving an offer-
ing). Unfortunately, little more can be said concerning 
the figurines on a strictly iconographic level.

Another separate group consists not of figurines, 
but of figurine molds, from the site of Tel Batash (A. 
Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:photos 132–35, pl. 
30.1–3). Figurine molds have occasionally been found 
at other sites in Philistia: for instance, Petrie’s exca-
vations at Jemmeh produced a mold of either a com-
posite figurine head or the head of a plaque figurine 
(Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVI.6). The Batash molds, how-
ever, form a separate group. Two are complete, while 
the third preserves only the head; it is not entirely 
certain that this is a plaque figurine mold, as opposed 
to a mold for a composite figurine head. Both of the 
complete plaques show a nude woman with shoulder-
length hair. One has her arms at her sides, while the 
other has her hands cupping her breasts. In terms of 
iconography, then, the molds are entirely typical. The 
style of the molds, however, is unique in Philistia. A. 
Mazar (2001:207) noted the exceptional nature of the 
style and “physiognomy” of the molds and concluded 
that, while the molds may have been local products, 
they were based on master images (perhaps in ivory) 
which were of foreign, possibly Phoenician, origin. 
The faces, while distinct from the typical compos-
ite figurine heads described above, appear to have 
Egyptian (or Egyptianizing Phoenician) influence. In 
addition, the bodily proportions of the figurines—with 
their longer torsos and shorter legs—are reflective not 
of the Levantine tradition of plaque figurines that ex-
tends back to the LB (see, e.g., cat. no. 68), but rather 
of Egyptian sculpture as well as Greek korai (and kou-
roi) of the Orientalizing and Archaic periods.

The influence of Egyptian sculpture on Greek 
sculpture in the seventh century b.c.e. has been widely 
observed (e.g., Bothmer 1960:xxxviii; Levin 1964; 
85 Jer. 44:19 suggests that the cakes were “made in her im-
age” (lĕha«ăṣibāh), and indeed Karageorghis (2000) and 
Stager (2000) discuss four Cypriot molds depicting nude 
women that were likely not for making figurines but for 
making cakes. None of the molds comes from a stratified 
context, but Karageorghis (2000:4–5) suggests a date in the 
Cypro-Archaic period (ca. late eighth to mid-fifth centuries). 
They provide additional circumstantial evidence that the 
figurines of nude women—especially the composite figu-
rines, with which they would be roughly contemporary—are 
representations of one or more goddesses, perhaps Astarte. 
In this connection, note the references in Herodotus (History 
1.105, 4.59) and Pausanias (Description of Greece 1.14.7) to 
the worship of “Heavenly Aphrodite” among the Assyrians, 
the Ashkelonians, and the Cyprians.



179  Typology and Iconography

Stewart 1990:345, 38, 106–8).86 These parallels have 
been observed not only in the body proportions of the 
statuary but also in the stereotypical “archaic” smile 
and perhaps also the almond-shaped eyes. Moreover, 
for Greek art the earliest examples of Egyptian influ-
ence appear to be in clay figurines in the first half of the 
seventh century (the so-called Daedalic style figurines; 
see Levin 1964:24–26) and are sometimes thought to 
be based not directly on Egyptian but on Levantine 
(“Syrian”) models (e.g., Cook 1967:24). It is not sur-
prising, then, to find similar features on roughly con-
temporary Philistine figurines of the eighth to seventh 
centuries, not only in the Batash molds, but also in the 
composite heads as discussed above. As Markoe has 
noted (1990:22–23), the eighth century is a peak pe-
riod of Egyptian influence on Levantine and especial-
ly Phoenician art, with a decline in the seventh; this 
chronology fits well with the Egyptianizing elements 
emerging in Philistine figurines of this period, and 
may suggest Phoenician intermediaries here as well.

A few plaque figurines, meanwhile, are of a com-
pletely different style. They are extremely crudely 
made, so much so that it is not entirely clear they were 
made in a mold, although they appear to have marks 
from the edges of the molds. Petrie encountered this 
type at Tell Jemmeh (1928:pl. XXXVI.34–35), where 
he described it as “a new type of moulded figures in 
one piece, of clumsy, thick style” (1928:17). Following 
Petrie’s description, I will use the term “Thick Style” 
for this group. Other than the crudity of the style, the 
figurines appear similar to the other plaques: they rep-
resent nude women with arms down at the sides. Their 
proportions, with longer torsos and shorter legs, are 
reminiscent of the Batash molds, although they are not 
nearly as finely made.

Finally, a plaque fragment from Ashkelon (cat. no. 
69) is notable for a raised emblem in the form of an 
ibex and palm motif. This and other features such as 
the hairstyle mark the fragment as a rare example of 
the type known only from a handful of sites, all in 
the southern coastal plain: a complete example from 
Kibbutz Revadim (Beck 1986; Margalith 1994; Ornan 
2007), a fragment from Aphek (Guzowska and Yasur-
Landau 2009:389, fig. 11.4 no. F4), and a second frag-
ment from Tel Ḥarasim (Givon 1994:fig. 15.11).87 The 
86 Besides generally aesthetic observations, a series of sta-
tistical studies by Guralnick (1978; 1981; 1982; 1985) 
have demonstrated the adoption of the proportions of the 
“Egyptian second canon” by several Greek workshops in the 
late seventh to sixth centuries b.c.e.
87 The identification of the Ashkelon figurine was first 
made by Brian Brisco during a visit to the Israel Museum 
in 2004, by comparison to the Revadim example; without 

presence of the raised emblem on the shoulder, unlike 
the Revadim and Aphek examples, suggests that the 
Ashkelon fragment originated in a different mold. In 
any case, given the location of the parallels, the distri-
bution of the type may well be restricted to Philistia. 
The date of the Aphek context suggests that the type 
is in fact LB, specifically thirteenth-century. The 
Ashkelon figurine was found in Grid 38 in a Phase 20 
(early- to mid-twelfth century) context and is presum-
ably residual. As a result, I will not deal further with 
this figurine type.

I.A.5. Hollow Moldmade Figurines (Cat. Nos. 71–73)

This type is represented in Philistia by three examples 
from Ashkelon. As they are all fragments, of different 
body parts, and made and decorated in different styles, 
they do not form a coherent group. One of the frag-
ments (cat. no. 71) is particularly unusual in appear-
ing to be part of a fully moldmade head; apparently, it 
was made in a bivalve (double-mold) technique. This 
method of manufacture is late; combined with the 
characterstics of the clay (micaceous, well-levigated) 
and the decoration (engraved wavy lines, black paint), 
it suggests it is a later Greek import that is intrusive in 
its seventh-century context.

The other two fragments may belong to a single 
type. One is half of a female head and neck, while 
the other is the base of a seated figurine with feet pre-
served. Unlike the fragment above, these appear to 
have been made in a single mold. In order to produce 
a hollow figurine, a thin piece of clay was pressed in a 
mold; the back was left open and later closed by strips 
of clay, creating a flat back (see, e.g., Stern 1989:27 
for discussion of this technique). The date of introduc-
tion of this technique is unclear but was likely around 
the end of the Iron Age (see, e.g., Culican 1969; Stern 
1989:27; Dayagi-Mendels 2002:148; see chapter 7 for 
discussion).

Intimately related to this chronological issue is the 
date and origin of the iconography. The technique ap-
pears to have been first used for a single type of figu-
rine: a seated pregnant woman, or “Dea (Tyria) gravi-
da” as Culican labeled it (1969). The type appears very 
standardized: it depicts a woman, dressed probably in 
a long robe, seated on a narrow chair with high back, 
and with a rounded, prominent stomach (see Culican 
1969:35–37). Generally, the left hand is on the knee 
while the right hand is on the stomach; there are oc-
casional variants of this pose, for instance with both 

his valuable assistance, the Ashkelon fragment might still 
remain an enigma.
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hands on the knees (Prtichard 1988:fig. 12.39; Dayagi-
Mendels 2002:fig. 7.6). The head is typically hooded, 
with the face slightly downturned, although there are 
variants of both of these features; sometimes a hair-
style or veil similar to that of the Type 1 composite 
heads is found (Dayagi-Mendels 2002:fig. 7.6).

The “dea gravida” is found most commonly in 
Phoenicia and Palestine (see, e.g., Culican 1969:37, 
44, pl. V; Stern 1982:171, 272 n. 57); it appears in 
Cyprus but is largely restricted to the Phoenician col-
ony of Kition (Vandenabeele 1986:351–52; Yon and 
Caubet 1988:13). Culican also noted two examples 
from the Dermech cemetery at Carthage (1969:37, pl. 
I.B). Given this distribution (along with the fact that 
the Akhziv and Sarepta examples are probably the ear-
liest; see chapter 7), Phoenicia is the likeliest origin 
for the figurines.

Because the Ashkelon examples are so few and 
fragmentary, it is difficult to say more about their rela-
tionship to the main type or types of the “dea gravida.” 
It is also difficult to conduct an iconographic analy-
sis; any conclusions must be based on the parallels 
to this figurine beyond Philistia, and it is not entirely 
clear how closely the Ashkelon examples relate to 
these parallels. I would make three general observa-
tions, however. First, the figure is universally depicted 
as clothed, in contrast to all other Iron II types (I.A.3 
and I.A.4). Second, the type shares the theme of preg-
nancy with several of the plaques discussed above. 
Finally, the style and imagery of the type are essen-
tially Levantine, as opposed to the other Iron II types 
with their heavily Egyptian influence (see, e.g., Gubel 
1983:33). Stern (1982:171) and Gubel (1983:33) can 
point only to the headdress, which they interpret as 
an Egyptian klaft wig, as an Egyptian element; yet 
Culican suggests that even this is more similar to the 
Punic “side-coils of hair” displayed by terracottas 
from Ibiza in Spain (1969:37).

As for the meaning of the figurine type, Stern has 
identified them with divine representations, perhaps Isis 
and (unborn) Horus (1982:272 n. 59). More generally, 
he has interpreted them along with other Phoenician 
figurines of the Iron Age and Persian Period as repre-
sentations of the Phoenician divine triad: an adult male 
god (Ba«al); a fertility goddess, sometimes pregnant 
(Astarte, identified in this period with Egyptian Isis); 
and a young boy (Stern 1989:8; Stern 2001:80–83, 
493–95; 2003:313–15). Stern’s interpretation rests 
on Moscati’s discussion of a general Phoenician triad 
(1973:62), a concept widely discussed in reference to 
Phoenician religion (e.g., Bérard 1894:93, with refer-
ences; Hajjar 1977/85; Gibson 1982:116). More recent 
scholarship on Phoenician religion has tended to reject 
this idea, however, seeing Phoenician religion as more 

complex, fluid, and regional (e.g., Clifford 1990:72). 
This basis for interpreting figurines such as the “dea 
gravida” is therefore undermined. In addition, Stern’s 
view of Phoenician figurines as representing a divine 
triad relies on the reduction of all adult male and fe-
male figurines, with their variety of poses, gestures, 
and symbols, to a single pair of deities. The “dea 
gravida” itself has no signs of divinity, not even nu-
dity. It is better, then, to follow Lipiński (2003:301–4) 
in viewing them, like the larger Phoenician corpus of 
figurines of this period, as representations of humans 
as worshippers or in other roles (see below).

I.A.6. and I.B. Male and Miscellaneous Figurines 
(Cat. Nos. 74–78, 186)

The remaining types of human figurines provide great 
difficulty in distinguishing sexes. Ultimately, the only 
conclusive criteria to use for this judgment are the de-
piction of breasts or male or female genitalia.88 Even 
a protruding chin, generally taken to indicate a beard 
on a male figurine, can certainly be present on a fe-
male.89 The many figurine heads without bodies pre-
served, then, pose a serious problem. With the types 
discussed above, it is generally easy to identify a head 
as female, based on similarity to more complete figu-
rines and the inclusion of iconographic elements that 
tend to be characteristic of females, such as the polos 
or the veil. In many of the following groups, however, 
there are no clear indications; many have been identi-
fied as male for reasons that are not always sound. It 
is worth remembering that several researchers (e.g., 
Ucko 1968; Talalay 1993:17; French 1981:173) have 
considered that figurines in various cultures were 
sometimes made deliberately without any indication 
of sex. In these cases, however, it is difficult to tell 
whether this ambiguity is grounded in the mentalité 
of the makers and users of these figurines or simply 
reflects our inability to read the figurines properly.

The largest uncertain group of figurines which are 
generally identified as male are the so-called Ashdodite 
heads (e.g., M. Dothan 1971:figs. 62.4, 6–7, 63.1).90 

88 Even here, however, there is possible ambiguity. A plaque 
figurine from Tel «Ira has been interpreted by P. Beck (1990; 
2002b) as a hermaphrodite, as it appears to have both breasts 
and a phallus. In this case, however, the “phallus” is not em-
phasized like the breasts and may be a product of an imper-
fectly made mold.
89 French observes: “A figurine known as the ‘bearded 
Aphrodite’ from Cyprus indeed throws doubt on the whole 
series,” as it clearly has both accentuated chin and breasts 
(1971:148).
90 The name “Ashdodite heads” was given to this group by 
Kletter (1996:Appendix 5.IV.3), as most of the figurines he 



181  Typology and Iconography

Their technique and form is similar to handmade fe-
male figurines above (I.A.1 and 2) but without a po-
los. Instead, the head is always bare; it can be either 
rounded or flat.91 In addition, the type generally has 
a more human-looking nose than the large bird nose 
of the Ashdoda or the thin low ridge of the Philistine 
Psi and often has an incision for the mouth. The full 
form of this type is unclear: Hachlili (1971:127) sug-
gested that these heads may have been attached to the 
“Late Ashdoda,” but no “Ashdodite head” has been 
found with a body.92 A possible exception is a figu-
rine of a lyre player from Ashdod, D756/1 (M. Dothan 
1971:fig. 62.1; T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 35). The head 
of the lyre player is similar to an “Ashdodite head” 
but is painted with a skullcap in black (cf. Hachlili 
1971:126–27), marking it as separate from the group.

The group has generally been assumed to be 
male (e.g., Hachlili 1971:127; Dothan and Dothan 
1992:171), although Kletter (1996:261) considered 
the sex to be uncertain. Certainly determining the sex 
of this group is problematic. Without bodies or icono-
graphic elements as criteria, the judgment is ultimate-
ly subjective. The lyre player D756/1, if considered 
part of this group, might be helpful: the torso, without 
breasts, suggests it is male. There are also miniature 
figurines (Ashdod D4372/1 and D5021/1; M. Dothan 
1971:figs. 62.2, 10) with similar heads whose torsos 
do not have any breasts (nor any indication of geni-
talia). On the other hand, the Tell Jerishe peg figurine 
(Herzog 1984:pl. 7e; 1993:483) presents a problem. 
The head of this figurine is typical of the “Ashdodite 
head” group: it has a bare, round head, applied pellet 
eyes, a more naturalistic nose, and an incised mouth. 
These features, along with a protruding chin, would 
by themselves suggest a male figurine. From the neck 
down, however, the figurine presents a completely dif-
ferent picture. The torso has applied breasts, which if 
anything are more emphasized than those of the typi-
cal Philistine Psi figurine (but cf. cat. no. 10); more-
over, the figurine displays the gesture of supporting the 
breasts that is typical of many Levantine female types. 
Because of this figurine, I believe it is impossible to 

assigned to this group were from Ashdod. I use the label here 
primarily because it does not assume a gender for the type, 
as other labels do.
91 A possible exception is Ashdod D1894/1 (M. Dothan 
1971:fig. 62.5), which shares some similarities with this 
group (it is handmade, with applied eyes) but wears a (flat) 
headdress.
92 At the same time, if we follow the principle stated earlier 
in this chapter about associating heads and bodies, at least 
some of the “Ashdodite heads” were likely associated with 
“Late Ashdodas.” See the discussion of the “Late Ashdoda” 
above.

determine the sex of the “Ashdodite heads”; only with 
a torso is it possible to judge by the criteria laid out 
above. Still, I would suggest that these heads tend 
to represent females, given the predominance of fe-
male figurines both in the similar Iron I types (I.A.1 
and 2 above) and the Mycenaean figurines (French 
1971:esp. 148).93 

Three figurines from Ashdod are unusual in their 
painted decoration. One of these is the lyre player 
discussed above, D756/1. It is covered in a red slip; 
besides the skullcap, black paint is used for rings 
around the eyes, stripes on the lower torso, and pos-
sibly a stripe along the chin (Hachlili 1971:126–27, 
but without mentioning the chin stripe). Hachlili sug-
gests that the painted decoration on the body repre-
sents clothing (1971:127). The lack of breasts and 
possible beard indicate that the figurine probably rep-
resents a male. In many respects, the figurine is similar 
to the figurines in the round on the Ashdod musicians 
stand (T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 33; M. Dothan and 
Ben-Shlomo 2005:figs. 3.76–3.78). The latter have 
bare heads that are rounded or flat and applied eyes; 
in these respects they are also generally similar to the 
“Ashdodite heads.”94 Kletter suggests that the lyre 
player as well may have belonged to a cult stand origi-
nally (1996:262).

The other two painted figurines are of a different 
type. One (D4375/1, M. Dothan 1971:fig. 62.8) is hol-
low, with black paint accentuating various features on 
the head: eyes, nose, and possibly a necklace. A net 
design painted in black on top of the head might repre-
sent a headdress (Hachlili 1971:127). The other figu-
rine (D4185/1, M. Dothan 1971:fig. 62.3) has similar 
black paint accentuating facial features. It is unique, 
however, in having an elaborate headdress: the upper 
part is decorated with horizontal black and red stripes, 
while the lower part has a pattern of incised dots 
(Hachlili 1971:128). Scars on the chest appear to indi-
cate breasts, but Hachlili (1971:128) suggested that an 
arc of incised circles along the chin might represent a 

93 A similar problem is presented by Ashdod H1845/1 (M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.62.1), discussed above. 
It is a Philistine Psi head with polos but has painted deco-
ration on the chin that might suggest a beard. Ben-Shlomo 
suggests it could be either male or female (M. Dothan and 
Ben-Shlomo 2005:161). As I suggested above, however, 
the painted decoration has close parallels among Late Psi 
figurines with “ringed face” (French 1971:140, pl. 21b nos. 
13, 19). Again, French has observed that male Mycenaean 
figurines are rare, and even those with protruding chins are 
probably female (1971:148).
94 Note that Ben-Shlomo compares their modeling to that 
of the Ashdoda figurines (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 
2005:181).
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beard. As a result, the sex of the figurine is not entirely 
clear, although it may more likely be female.

T. Dothan published a head from Tell eṣ-Ṣafi 
(1982:229, ch. 4, pl. 12) that is somewhat similar 
to the “Ashdodite heads” but with more naturalistic 
modeling. The eyes are applied pellets, but model-
ing on the face indicates eyebrow ridges, cheeks, 
and the chin. Two holes are incised for the nostrils. 
The figurine is also notable for its headdress (or hair-
style), a ridge across the top front of the head incised 
with a series of vertical lines. Dothan compared it to 
a male head from the “Gezer cache” (a group of ob-
jects decorated in Philistine style), which was likely 
an ornamental handle of a vessel (1982:227–28, ch. 4, 
fig. 1.2). The Gezer head wears a flat cap painted with 
a series of vertical lines around the rim and a set of 
streamers down the back. Both heads are comparable 
to a fragment from Ashkelon (cat. no. 74). The latter 
figurine has a round head but a ridge of clay around 
the top edges of the head. A set of black lines descend 
from the back of the ridge and curve along the sides 
of the neck, perhaps corresponding to the streamers 
on the Gezer head. The face of the figurine is unusual 
for a Philistine piece: the eyes are simple depressions, 
and incisions are used for both the nostrils and mouth. 

Another handmade head from Ashkelon (cat. no. 
78) is very similar to the Philistine Psi heads described 
above: it has a concave head, applied pellets for eyes, 
and a long neck. There are applied strips of clay along 
the sides of the face and the chin, however, possibly 
suggesting a beard.

One more group needs to be discussed here: three 
crude figurines from Ashkelon (cat. nos. 75, 77, 186) 
that are best interpreted as nude torsos. Female genita-
lia appear to be highlighted on Catalogue Nos. 77 and 
186. Of these, Catalogue No. 186 has a close parallel in 
an example from Enkomi (no. 1167; Dikaios 1969b:pls. 
147.40–41, 177.6–7; Karageorghis 1993a:pl. XVII.6). 
Both cat. no. 186 and the Enkomi example are hand-
made, nude female torsos with applied pellets for the 
navel and genitalia; additionally, incised lines are 
used to indicate the fingers on the hand, which cups 
the breast. Cat. no. 186 is a significant find: it is, to 
my knowledge, the first figurine found in Philistia to 
parallel a non-Aegean-derived Cypriot figurine. If the 
figurine was in fact made in Philistia, it represents an 
important hybrid: a handmade figurine depicted nude, 
apparently with the gesture of one hand cupping the 
breast. On the other hand, if the figurine is Cypriot 
in origin, it is not such a radically new development; 
the use of molds for figurines did not begin on Cyprus 
(as discussed above) until centuries later, and nude, 
handmade female figurines (often with the gesture of 

cupping the breast) are typical of LB Cyprus. Dikaios 
therefore suggested the Enkomi example was a local 
type (1969a:291). Still, both the Enkomi and Ashkelon 
figurines display features not previously found in the 
LB Cypriot corpus. The body is more columnar than 
the LB Cypriot examples, and the hips are not nearly 
as wide. Perhaps most important is the depiction of the 
genital region. The LB Cypriot tradition was to indi-
cate this by incised hatching; the Enkomi and Ashkelon 
examples, however, use an applied clay pellet with in-
cised dots. The use of applied pellets is atypical of the 
Cypriot tradition, but as shown above is common in 
the Aegean, especially among LH IIIC figurines where 
they are used for the eyes and the breasts.95 

Thus, I believe I have identified a new group of 
crude handmade female figurines in Philistia. While 
this type of crude figurine is common on Cyprus at 
sites like Enkomi and Kition (Dikaios 1969b:pls. 
137.5–6, 8, 147.40–41; Courtois 1988:figs. 1.1, 5–7, 
pls. 42.1, 5; Karageorghis 1960:565, fig. 110; 1993a: 
26–29, pl. XVII.1–7, Type K), it appears to be a mi-
nor type in Philistia. Moreover, this group presents a 
hybrid of local (Canaanite) and foreign (Mycenaean) 
elements: local form and underlying motif (gesture, 
nudity) combined with Aegean style (abstraction). A 
few of the figurines discussed under I.A.1 and 2 may 
represent a similar hybrid: cat. no. 28, an Ashdoda 
torso with hand cupping the breast; cat. no. 10, a 
Mycenaean-style torso with emphasized breasts, and 
possibly hands supporting them; and perhaps the Tell 
Jerishe peg figurine (Herzog: 1984:pl. 7e; 1993:483), 
although the gesture of this figurine may simply be re-
lated to those of the Tau type and the Midea figure.96 

A later development of this hybrid type might be evi-
dent in the recently excavated group of 120 cult stands 
from a favissa at Tel Yavneh (Ziffer and Kletter 2007; 
Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 2010). These stands, dated 
to the ninth century (Ziffer and Kletter 2007:9) or, 
based on a more detailed analysis of the pottery of the 
favissa, to the late ninth to early eighth century (Panitz-
Cohen 2010), have a series of apertures in which figu-
rines, made in the round, were stationed. This method 
of depicting figures is similar to that on most of the 
Ashdod musicians stand (T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 33; 
M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:figs. 3.76–3.78), 

95 Note that Dikaios (1969a:291) assigned the Enkomi figu-
rine to a group in local style but with buff color clay, typical 
of Mycenaean figurines.
96 If I have identified this hybrid type correctly, it is signifi-
cant in that it is entirely distinct in nature from the hybrid 
identified by T. Dothan in the so-called «Aitun examples 
(1982:237); those figurines combined Mycenaean form 
(gesture) and local Canaanite style (naturalism).
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but distinct from that of other more or less contempo-
rary cult stands from Palestine. Thus, the Taanach cult 
stand from Lapp’s excavations (Lapp 1969:42–44, fig. 
29; Beck 1994; Frick 2000:117–28, figs. 19–20), as 
well as the Sellin stand from Taanach (Beck 1994:figs. 
1–2; Frick 2000:117–19), have figures depicted in 
low relief (a technique used to a lesser extent on the 
Yavneh stands as well). A cylindrical stand from Tell 
Qasile (A. Mazar 1980:87–89, fig. 23, pl. 32.1–2; T. 
Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pl. 34) uses a cut-out technique to 
indicate figures, which is similar to that used for one 
figure on the Ashdod musicians stand.97 The iconog-
raphy of the Yavneh stands is purely in the Canaanite 
tradition: ibexes and palm trees are incised or stand 
in relief on the sides of many stands (e.g., Ziffer and 
Kletter 2007:Stands 2006-994, 1007, 1054, 998 [= 
Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 2010:CAT90, 15, 86, 37]), 
while the figures display poses such as supporting the 
breasts, arms at the sides, or hands at the genital re-
gions (e.g., Ziffer and Kletter 2007:Stands 2006-994, 
998, 1033, 1036, 1047 [= Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 
2010:CAT90, 37, 79, 44, 29]). These gestures are par-
ticularly similar to those displayed by the plaque figu-
rines (I.A.4, above). The figures, however, are crude, 
handmade figurines, in the manner of the Philistine Psi 
figurines. In addition, bodily features are often indi-
cated by pellets of clay, especially in the case of ap-
plied eyes and applied breasts (see especially Ziffer 
and Kletter 2007:Stands 2006-1036, 1047 [= Kletter, 
Ziffer, and Zwickel 2010:CAT44, 29]).

At present, there is not a large enough group of hy-
brid figurines to allow for definitive identification of 
this type. In addition, it is important to consider that 
the important body of evidence from Yavneh involves 
figurines not meant to be freestanding but stationed 
on cult stands. It is certainly possible that different 
conventions were in use on cult stands, in which case 
they may not provide a direct parallel to the hybrid 
figurines; nevertheless, as I have tried to demonstrate 
above, the technique of attaching figurines in the 
round is unusual for cult stands. As a result, I offer the 
idea of hybrid figurine development as a suggestion, 
or a hypothesis for further testing.

The above miscellaneous groups include most of 
the male, or possibly male, figurines from Iron Age 
Philistia. Both few in number and diverse in type, they 
appear to have been much less standardized than the 
main female types. In fact, most types are represent-
ed by only one or two examples. As a result, I would 
97 Another cult stand from Qasile (A. Mazar 1980:89–90, fig. 
24, pl. 32:3–5) does have figurines made in the round, but 
they are modeled directly on the top end of the stand rather 
than stationed in apertures.

suggest that male figurines—at least for most of the 
Iron Age—were not only rare but lacked defined types.

The one possible exception to the above statement 
is the rider of the horse and rider figurines. These will 
be discussed below with the horse figurines (II.A).

II. Zoomorphic Figurines

All of the zoomorphic figurines from Philistia are 
handmade. They also tend to be simplified renderings, 
crudely made, and most are undecorated, except at 
times a white slip. These general features of the figu-
rines result in problems of identification. Identifying 
the referents of ancient depictions is often difficult. 
Representations are often stylized and generalized; in 
addition, we must acknowledge the fact that ancient 
cultures may not have used the same classificatory 
principles that we do (Daly, Hesse, and Perkins 1972; 
Yorkoff 1972:83; Wapnish 1985:11). These problems 
are magnified when dealing with the highly schema-
tized representations found on many of the figurines. 
As a result, the best approach is to use general lin-
guistic terms and to delay identification of unclear ex-
amples until further study (both of figurines and other 
representations, and of actual animals and their behav-
ior) can be done (cf. Daly, Hesse, and Perkins 1972:80; 
Wapnish 1985:11).98 In my typology I have suggested 
only four general types: equid (horses), bovine (bulls), 
leonine (lions), and avian (birds). Of these, only the 
first two appear in any large number and so are the 
subject of most of the discussion below.

II.A. Horses (Cat. Nos. 79–159, 175)

By far the most common type of animal figurine in 
Iron Age Philistia is the horse figurine, with or with-
out a rider. This figurine type, clearly representing a 
quadruped of some sort, appears from certain details 
such as a mane on the back of the neck to be an equid. 
Furthermore, the combination of these details with 
iconographic parallels for these figurines, especially 
the many examples from Cyprus, makes it almost 
certain that they represent horses (see Karageorghis 
1995:pls. XXIX–XLIX; Young and Young 1955:pls. 
19–37).

This type is marked by a general standardization 
in its form and method of manufacture. Other than 
98 The approach of Petrie (1928:18) is illustrative. Despite 
stating that many figurines are “too indeterminate” for a 
proper identification, he does not hesitate to label most of 
the figurines, even offering up the identification of “ichneu-
mon?” (mongoose) for one unusual figurine (Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXIX.8).
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variations in size, there are few deviations from the 
standard. All of the horses are handmade and, with 
rare exception (e.g., cat. no. 175), completely solid; 
while none has been found complete, based on the 
fragments they would have been roughly 10–12 cm 
high and 7–9 cm long. The central section of the figu-
rine is the torso, essentially a flattened cylinder with 
rounded ends. This is the portion of the figurine most 
commonly found at Ashkelon (cat. nos. 109–48). At 
one end of the torso a tail, usually short and curved, 
was attached; on the other, the head and neck were at-
tached. The legs are four cylinders, all tapering toward 
the bottom to a small flattened end. The horses were 
often coated with a white or cream slip, but there is lit-
tle evidence of any paint; Catalogue No. 112, however, 
has at least two red stripes painted across the back.

The above features are typical of virtually all the 
horses of Philistia. The only variation among figurines 
is found in two areas: the head and the inclusion of a 
rider.

The heads are of three main types:

1. Rounded snout (cat. nos. 79–108). The head and 
neck are slender and curved; the mane is indicated 
on the back of the neck by a thin ridge, giving the 
neck a triangular or teardrop shape in section. 

2. Squared or box snout: a stockier, rectangular 
shape with generally flattened end (e.g., Ashdod 
M1926/3; M. Dothan and Porath 1982:fig. 34.7). 
This is the standard Judahite type (see chapter 7 for 
further discussion). 

3. Intermediate type (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVIII. 
8–12). The head and neck are not very slender but 
rounded, although the end of the snout is flattened. 
This type is also distinguished from the others in 
having other facial features of the horse indicated. 
There are usually applied eyes and an applied or 
incised bridle, and sometimes the mouth is open.99 

99 It is not entirely certain that Type 3 is an Iron Age type. 
It is almost exclusive to Tell Jemmeh, where there are sig-
nificant problems with the stratigraphy and dating of Petrie’s 
excavation (see chapter 7). Unlike other Iron II types at Tell 
Jemmeh (the composite figurines, Thick Style plaques, and 
humped bovines), this type is not paralleled at most other 
sites in southern Philistia. There is one other possible ex-
ample known to me, from Netiv Ha-«Asara (Shavit and 
Yasur-Landau 2005:fig. 16; thanks are due A. Yasur-Landau 
for bringing this figurine to my attention). This figurine has 
an applied bridle and open mouth, as well as incised dots for 
nostrils. In addition, there is a small applied piece of clay 
on each side of the neck, probably representing the hands of 
a rider. While this figurine appears to be of Iron Age type, 
it was found in a Persian period context. At the same time, 

Note that, given the generally crude and schematic 
nature of animal figurines, it is often difficult to clas-
sify a fragment, or occasionally even a whole figurine. 
In the case of the horses, classification becomes very 
difficult if the piece does not belong to one of these 
three major types. It is therefore unclear whether there 
are additional types, but at the very least it is clear that 
these are the three major types of horse heads.

One exceptional horse head is cat. no. 175. The 
identification of this figurine would be uncertain if 
not for the fact that a nearly exact parallel was found 
at Tell Keisan (Paraire 1980:346, pl. 104.29). It is 
made of several separate strips of clay and is partially 
hollow. The front of the muzzle is broken off on the 
Ashkelon example, but based on the Keisan parallel it 
probably would have had an open mouth and a nostril 
indicated for the snout. Most distinctive is the piece of 
clay on the top back of the head, resembling a helmet 
or turban, with two rounded knobs projecting upward. 
From the Keisan example it is clear that these are 
representations of the ears. Cat. no. 175 is unique in 
Philistia, however, and does not constitute a common 
type like the three described above.100 

Riders (Cat. Nos. 160–64)101

The horse type most common in the Iron II is a “horse 
and rider” figurine. In Philistia, however, relatively few 

there are two arguments in favor of an Iron Age date for 
Type 3: 1) most of the overall Jemmeh figurine assemblage 
appears to consist of clear Iron Age types; and 2) this type is 
not paralleled among the known Persian period horse figu-
rines in Palestine. In the end, I would conclude that this type 
very likely belongs to the Iron Age.
100 Inspection of the clay confirms the conclusions reached 
here on technical and typological grounds. Dalit Regev 
(pers. comm. 2008) has looked at this figurine and notes that 
the clay, orange with some red inclusions, is typical of clays 
on the Phoenician coast from Akko to the north (cf. Master 
2003:55). Regev has also suggested that the lack of a dis-
tinct core, in contrast to other Ashkelon horses, also suggests 
Phoenician manufacture.
101 Besides the combination horse and rider figurines, there 
is one other similar type of combination figurine: the char-
iot. I will discuss this type only briefly here, as it is rep-
resented only by three examples from Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 
1928:pl. XXXIX.12–14), as well as four possible chariot 
wheels (Petrie 1928:pl. XXXIX.15–18). It is not even cer-
tain that these are Iron Age figurines, due to the problems 
with the stratigraphy and dating of Petrie’s excavation (see 
chapter 7). There are two arguments, however, for an Iron 
Age date: 1) most of the figurines at Jemmeh appear to be of 
eighth- to seventh-century types (see chapter 7); and 2) the 
human figure attached to one of the chariots (Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXIX.14) has applied oval eyes very similar to some 
of the humped bulls from Jemmeh (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. 
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riders have been found. There may be multiple reasons 
for this. Riders, like the horses, are crude and sche-
matic; as a result, they have sometimes been mistaken 
for other types of figurines. It can even be difficult to 
distinguish between a rider body and a horse head or 
body.102 All riders found in Philistia are fragmentary. 
They are most often noticed in their torso shape (wid-
ening toward the base as they were attached at the hips 
to the horse), the position of their arms (extending for-
ward, and slightly down), and in the angle of the body 
(leaning forward, toward the horse’s neck). In a few 
cases, remains of the rider’s hands can be seen on the 
neck of the horse (cat. nos. 90, 104), or remains of the 
rider’s legs are visible on the horse’s torso (cat. no. 
110; Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVIII.14).103 

Still, the above examples account for only a small 
percentage of the figurines. If most horses had riders, 
we would expect to find more examples of rider legs 
and hands preserved on the horses themselves. It is 
possible that, in many cases, the rider was made with-
out legs and stationed as if springing directly from the 
horse’s back (as is common on Cyprus, for example; 
see Karageorghis 1995:61, pl. XXIX.4–7, XXX, etc.). 
If this were the case, however, we would expect to 
find a scar on the middle of the horse’s back from the 
rider. I have been able to identify only one possible 
example with such a scar (cat. no. 126). Perhaps in 
some cases the rider was attached directly to or right 
behind the neck; in this case, the rider would have 
broken off along with the neck, leaving a single scar. 
Ciasca (1964:95) has suggested that, on some Judahite 
examples, black stains on the backs of the horses indi-
cate the original presence of a rider: the horse and rid-
er were modeled separately, but attached before firing, 
leaving the surface of the horse’s back underneath the 
rider imperfectly oxidized. I have not been able to find 

XXXVII.2), a type known from other Philistine sites in the 
eighth to seventh centuries (see below and chapter 7). Also 
note a possible chariot wheel from a seventh-century con-
text at Ashkelon, reg. no. 40617, not included in the figurine 
catalogue.
102 For instance, in the Ashkelon registration books cat. no. 
160 was labeled as a zoomorphic torso.
103 Another possible example of a partial rider preserved on 
a horse body comes from Tel Ṣippor (Negbi 1966:19, pl. 13 
no. 85). Negbi considered this figurine one of the few in the 
favissa to date to the Iron Age, specifically the eighth to sixth 
centuries (1966:8 n. 60). Unlike Negbi’s dating of the mold-
made heads discussed above, I consider this suggestion to be 
likely. The typical horse and rider type in the Persian period 
is the “Persian rider” type, with distinctive features includ-
ing a breastplate on the horse (see, e.g., Stern 1982:168, fig. 
285) not found on this example from Ṣippor. Stern, however, 
suggested that the Ṣippor figurine dated to the Persian period 
(1982:179).

any such black stains on the backs of the Ashkelon 
horses, however. One additional possibility is that the 
horse and rider were never attached but made in two 
entirely separate pieces. To my knowledge, however, 
there is no example of such a horse and rider figurine 
from the Levant or Cyprus. There is a real possibility, 
then, that most of the horses from Ashkelon, and from 
Philistia generally, did not have riders.

Identity and Iconography

Historically the horse and rider figurines, like most 
animal figurines, were commonly interpreted primar-
ily as toys (e.g., Kelso and Thorley 1943:142; cf. May 
1935:1). Recent debate has focused on the identity of 
the rider: is it a human or divine figure? Moorey, with 
typical caution, interprets these figurines as images of 
human worshippers (2003:63); Keel and Uehlinger, 
on the other hand, suggest that they might represent 
the “Host of Heaven” (1998:345). A fundamental is-
sue in the interpretation of the figurines is the role of 
cavalry in the armies of the time. Stager (2006a:171) 
and Kletter (1999:39) have highlighted the problem of 
interpreting the Judahite riders as human, given that 
there is little evidence for cavalry in Israel and Judah 
at the time. The Assyrian cuneiform sources are unani-
mous in stating that Israel had only chariotry, unlike 
other Levantine kingdoms which had cavalry as well 
(Dalley 1985:38; Stager 2006a:171). Lemaire (1998) 
has tried to argue that Judah in fact did have a cavalry 
force, but he is forced to emend the Assyrian texts to 
support his argument. The sole positive piece of evi-
dence he can offer is his translation of pārāš in the Tel 
Dan stele as “horsemen.” Even this reading is uncer-
tain, however; the term pārāš is problematic in that it 
can mean either “horseman” or “horse” (BDB 832; see 
Ap-Thomas 1983; Stager 2006a:171).

On the other hand, it is clear that cavalry was com-
mon in other Near Eastern armies in Iron II. As Stager 
observes (2006a:171), some biblical uses of pārāš can 
only be interpreted as “horseman” (e.g., Ezek. 23:6, 
12), indicating their use in Assyrian and other armies. 
Certainly the Assyrian inscriptions refer to the cavalry 
of various Levantine states (Dalley 1985). Assyrian 
reliefs depict cavalry in increasing numbers from the 
ninth century on (Littauer and Crouwel 1979:130–39; 
Crouwel and Tatton-Brown 1988:83). Littauer and 
Crouwel (1979:137–39) have analyzed these reliefs, 
and have concluded that, in the late eighth and sev-
enth centuries, the cavalry takes on a new role in Near 
Eastern warfare. They determined that cavalry had 
become more effective, with the development of the 
saddle cloth as a more secure seat for riders as well 
as a new reining system, and gradually replaced the 
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chariot as the principal mounted weapon. This new 
status is reflected in the depiction of horses with armor 
in the seventh century: ridden horses serve not merely 
a means of transport but take part in battle (Littauer 
and Crouwel 1979:137–39; see also Crouwel and 
Tatton-Brown 1988:83).

The horse and rider figurines themselves had been 
present in small numbers since the Bronze Age. 
They occasionally appear at MB sites in Syria (e.g., 
Marchetti 2001:Tav. 267.3–4 [Hama], 280.7 [Tell 
Rifa«at]); in Greece and Cyprus there are a few exam-
ples from the LB (French 1971:164–65; Karageorghis 
1993a:16–17, pls. XII–XIV). They are then found pe-
riodically throughout the Cypro-Geometric period on 
Cyprus, becoming gradually more popular until they 
become a predominant figurine form in the eighth 
century (Karageorghis 1995:61). At the same time, 
they become popular throughout the Levant: not only 
in Philistia but in Judah, Transjordan, and Phoenicia 
(Kletter 1999:39; Dornemann 1983:137–40), as well 
as to the north in Syria (Riis and Buhl 1990:figs. 
93.713–14, 94.720; Moorey 2003:58, pl. 13) and at 
Tarsus in Cilicia (Goldman 1963:figs. 158–61). While 
Cyprus is a possible source for the type, it may be that 
the Cypriot corpus is simply larger and better-known. 
In any case, the horse and rider type becomes promi-
nent at approximately the same time as the rise of cav-
alry in Near Eastern warfare. Karageorghis (1995:61) 
associates the sudden popularity of the type on Cyprus 
with Assyrian influence, reflected in the introduction 
of accessories and breastplates for horses, and the as-
sociated rise of the aristocracy.

The iconography of the horse and rider might shed 
some additional light on the problem of the rider. As 
I mentioned above, in Philistia there is generally an 
absence of detail on the horses and riders, other than 
the applied eyes and bridle of one horse head type. 
Another exception to this might be cat. no. 164, which 
I suggest is the head of a rider. The head is most no-
table for its possible beard, suggesting that the rider is 
male, and especially the headdress, a high conical cap 
or helmet. The head is very thin, with a flat back, sug-
gesting that it was not a freestanding human figurine. 
A very similar thin head, with the same conical point-
ed headdress, is found on a horseman from Akhziv, 
unfortunately of unknown provenience within the 
cemetery (Dayagi-Mendels 2002:fig. 7.13). Dayagi-
Mendels (2002:152), citing Young and Young’s (1955) 
work on the Kourion figurines, suggests that the coni-
cal headdress reflects Persian influence (cf. Thalmann 
1978:80, fig. 21.F). In fact, this type of pointed cap 
or helmet was widely present in the Levant already in 
the Iron Age. This or a similar headdress is common 
on male figurines from Phoenicia (Paraire 1980:347, 

nos. 57–59; Bordreuil and Gubel 1988:fig. 19; Chéhab 
1975:14). Excavators there have referred to it as the 
lebbad or lebbadé, a traditional Lebanese headdress 
(Chéhab 1975:14; Bordreuil and Gubel 1988:451; 
Badre et al. 1990:46), but this term seems to be ap-
plied to multiple headdresses: not simply a high coni-
cal cap but others that taper to a flat end (e.g., Badre 
et al. 1990:figs. 25a, 29b, 30g; Badre et al. 1994:275, 
figs. 15.d, e, g, 26). The high conical headdress is also 
known from Iron Age Cyprus (see, e.g., Karageorghis 
1995:pls. XXX.9, XXXI.1, 2, etc.). Young and Young 
themselves observe that the pointed cap is common 
on seventh-century riders from Kourion; they suggest 
that it is of local origin but observe that it also ap-
pears on Neo-Assyrian reliefs (1955:197; see also N. 
A. Winter 1996:99–100).104

Among the finds from the cemetery at Tyre-Al 
Bass, Lehmann-Jericke published a horse and rider 
with a pointed helmet (2004:fig. 278). She observed 
that the helmet has two strips of clay attached: one 
extending downward on the left side, which she 
suggested is an earflap, and one extending upward 
on the right side, which she identified as a horn. As 
the horned helmet is often associated with deities, 
Lehnmann-Jericke concluded that the rider might be 
a god (2004:417). Metzger’s brief survey of figures 
wearing similar pointed headdresses (2004:434) sug-
gests that the type was common on deities only in the 
Bronze Age (with one later example from the Persian 
period). Meanwhile, as I have already discussed, 
this and similar headdresses were common on riders 
as early as the seventh century, particularly on the 
Cypriot riders. This type of headdress is also common 
among the seventh-century figures from the shrine at 
Ayia Irini (e.g., Gjerstad et al. 1935:pls. 189–96; see 
Karageorghis 1993b:7). These large terracotta figures 
are widely considered to have been votaries put in a 
position of continuous worship of the deity.105 Thus, 
the elements of their costume, such as the pointed 
conical helmets, simply reflect elements of dress in the 
period (Karageorghis 1993b:86–87). It is therefore not 

104 See Dornemann 1983:138–39, figs. 87.1–3; Harding 
1950:46–47, pls. 13.1, 15.12; and Burdajewicz 1993:1244 
for riders with pointed headdresses from Transjordan. 
These are generally dated to the eighth and seventh centu-
ries (Dornemann 1983:137; Harding 1950:45; Burdajewicz 
1993:1244), although Stern (1982:167, fig. 286) suggests a 
sixth-century date.
105 Using the criteria of Renfrew (1985:23–24) mentioned 
above, we see that only the scale of the figures might sug-
gest divinity. On the other hand, the large number of figures, 
their lack of divine symbols or attributes, and the fact that 
they are not used as foci of attention all suggest that they 
represent worshippers.
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necessary to follow Lehmann-Jericke in suggesting 
that the Tyre-Al Bass rider is a deity. The “horn” on 
the helmet of that figurine is simply a cheek-piece or 
earflap, turned upward.

To return to the riders from Philistia, there is no 
iconographic evidence to suggest that they represent 
deities. Analogy on the basis of the Cypriot and 
Phoenician examples is a strong argument in itself, 
though of course the meaning of the type could have 
changed for the Philistines. Beyond this, however, I 
am not aware of any image clearly showing a male 
deity riding a horse, at least for the Iron Age. Gods 
and goddesses are occasionally associated with 
horses as their symbols (as in Assyrian art), but in this 
case they are at most shown standing on top of the 
horse, as discussed above. There is a small series of 
Egyptian reliefs depicting a figure, apparently a deity, 
riding a horse (Pritchard 1943:57; 1954:305; Leclant 
1960; Cornelius 1994:72–85). These depictions, 
however, are problematic for several reasons: they 
are Egyptian, and not Levantine; they date to the New 
Kingdom (i.e., to the Late Bronze Age); the figures are 
generally armed, unlike the Philistine riders; and, due 
to the fragmentary nature of the representations, the 
identity of the rider is unclear. Generally, scholarly 
opinion has favored an identity with Reshef (see 
survey of literature in Cornelius 1994:72–73); 
significantly, as Cornelius notes (1994:72–73), two 
of the reliefs have inscriptions mentioning Reshef. 
Leclant (1960), however, identified the figure instead 
with Astarte, including them in a much larger group 
of LB representations of the goddess on horseback 
(see Cornelius 2004:42–45, 117–23, nos. 4.1–4.26). 
Regardless of the identity, the images seem to have 
little relevance for understanding late Iron Age riders 
in Philistia.

Certainly, it may be significant that there are few 
clear rider fragments from Philistia, including at 
Ashkelon where the horse is the most common Iron 
Age type by far. Given the sudden popularity of the 
horse and rider in the eighth and seven centuries, this 
type can be linked—at least in Phoenicia and Cyprus—
to the spread of cavalry. In many cases on Cyprus as 
well as in Phoenicia, they seem—like the composite 
figurines holding offerings or playing instruments—to 
have served as votive images left in sanctuaries as rep-
resentations of worshippers. It may be that with both 
the composite figurine and the horse (and rider), the 
type was modified when adopted in Philistia in order 
to fit different cultural needs. As figurines do not ap-
pear to have been used widely as votives in sanctuaries 
in Philistia (see chapter 7), it appears that they may 
have been repurposed. Thus, the composite figurine 
type was used to represent a nude woman, carrying 

on the old Levantine tradition of representing a god-
dess or goddesses. Similarly, the horse may have been 
adopted without the rider in many cases, as there was 
no need to represent human cavalry.

II.B. Lion Figurines (Cat. Nos. 165–66)

Lion terracottas are best known in zoomorphic ves-
sels, especially lion-headed cups (discussed in Press 
forthcoming), and appear as solid figurines attached 
to many of the Yavneh cult stands (Kletter, Ziffer, and 
Zwickel 2010). Freestanding lions, however, are rare. 
The two examples from Ashkelon vary greatly in both 
form and decoration. Beyond these, there are three 
possible examples from Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 1928: 
pl. XXXVIII.1–2, 7).  The figurines do not appear to 
form a coherent group but are for the most part unique 
examples; given the small number of examples, it is 
impossible to draw further conclusions.

II.C. Bovine Figurines (Cat. Nos. 167–71)

The bull figurines of Philistia are for the most part 
even less detailed than the horses. They can be iden-
tified as bulls through the presence of horns. Some 
examples (e.g., cat. nos. 167, 170) have incisions for 
the eyes, nostrils, and mouth; otherwise, however, 
they are generally nondescript. Three groups can be 
isolated: 1) locally made Mycenaean-style bulls; 2) 
humped bulls; and 3) miniature undecorated bulls. D. 
Ben-Shlomo has identified a group of roughly a dozen 
bovine figurines notable for their painted decoration: 
it consists of a series of stripes along the body, in the 
same basic style and pattern as the Mycenaean bull 
figurines (see Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:58–60, 
figs. 16–18), although sometimes including dots or 
other variations (e.g., Miqne obj. no. 620 [Ben-Shlomo 
and Press 2009:fig. 16.4]). In particular, the pattern is 
identifiable as French’s Spine 2, which is found on 
Mycenaean examples of LH IIIB2 and LH IIIC (Ben-
Shlomo in press; French 1971:151, 153). Besides the 
stripes along the body, paint is used to indicate the 
eyes (e.g., Miqne obj. no. 6646/6653 [Ben-Shlomo 
2006:fig. 5.1.1; Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 17]). 
Petrography and other chemical analysis conducted 
by Ben-Shlomo indicates that the figurine was indeed 
made in the vicinity of Miqne (2006:190). There are 
details to the modeling of these figurines, including a 
possible hump along the neck of some examples (e.g., 
Miqne obj. no. 6646/6653; Ben-Shlomo 2006:fig. 
5.1.1; Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 17) and a ridge 
on the neck apparently representing a dewlap (e.g., 
Miqne obj. no. 6646/6653 [Ben-Shlomo 2006:fig. 
5:1.1; Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 17] and obj. 
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no. 1739 [Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 18]), that 
distinguish these figurines from most Mycenaean ex-
amples in the Aegean but are well paralleled on Cyprus 
(Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:60; see esp. at Sinda, 
Furumark and Adelman 2003:pl. 37.4–5, 7–9 [= pl. 
39.4–5, 7–9]; V. Karageorghis 1993a:pl. XXII.4–5).

The second distinctive group is characterized espe-
cially by a hump on the back of the neck; they are clear-
ly identified as bulls by their horns (see Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXVII).106 These figurines are distinct from the 
Mycenaean-style bulls in several respects: their over-
all size, the size and position of the hump, decoration, 
and the treatment of facial features. The Mycenaean 
decorated bulls appear to be slightly smaller (approxi-
mately 7–8 cm high and 8–10 cm long) than this sec-
ond group (approximately 8–10 cm high and 10–12 
cm long). The Mycenaean decorated bulls have a less 
prominent hump, which may not even be present on 
all examples; in addition, it is located along the neck, 
whereas on this second group it is more prominent 
and usually located more toward the back than along 
the neck. The second group lacks decoration; in addi-
tion, the heads of these figurines—unlike those of the 
Mycenaean-style bulls, but like those of the regular 
undifferentiated type discussed above—may have in-
cisions to indicate nostrils and mouth. They also gen-
erally have applied pellets for eyes.

The third group, also identified by D. Ben-Shlomo 
primarily at Miqne (see Ben-Shlomo 2010:114–18, 
figs. 3.61–62), consists of miniature figurines; while 
other animals besides bulls appear to be present, the 
bull is the predominant animal represented. Besides 
their size (roughly 3–5 cm long), they are distinct in 
their lack of decoration as well as the lack of indicated 
facial features. Some examples (e.g., Miqne obj. nos. 
4708, 7004; Ben-Shlomo 2010:fig. 3.61.1–2) have 
humps on the back of the neck. This group is also no-
table in that many examples have traces of soot, which 
is much less commonly found on the other groups 
of bulls, and on other figurine types more generally. 
Again, as pointed out by Ben-Shlomo (2010:118), 
this type is paralleled in the Aegean and Cyprus in the 
twelfth century (in particular at Enkomi; see Dikaios 
1969b:pls. 131.35, 38–40, 137.16a; V. Karageorghis 
1993a:43, pl. XXII.8).

II.D. Birds (Cat. No. 172)

The role of the bird in the Philistine figurine corpus 
is unclear. Originally, in my 2007 dissertation, I did 

106 Note that zebu vertebrae have been identified in Palestine, 
for example at Tell Jemmeh (possibly from LB contexts; see 
Hesse 1997:442).

not discuss this type. Bird representations had long 
been known in Iron Age Philistia, but the only mod-
eled examples in clay were heads and necks from the 
so-called bird bowls (see T. Dothan 1982:224–27, ch. 
4, pls. 9–11), known especially from Ashdod (e.g., M. 
Dothan and Freedman 1967:fig. 35.1–2; M. Dothan 
and Ben-Shlomo 2005:figs. 3.36.5–6, 3.62.6–9) and 
Qasile (e.g., A. Mazar 1980:fig. 28). In 2009, the Leon 
Levy Expedition to Ashkelon discovered a bird head 
and neck (cat. no. 172) that is much smaller than the 
typical heads from the bird bowls. Small heads are 
also known from bird bowls or other apparent zoo-
morphic vessels (e.g., from Ashdod [M. Dothan and 
Freedman 1967:figs. 7:15, 42:18; M. Dothan 1971:fig. 
66.7–8] and Qasile [A. Mazar 1980:figs. 29–30, 42b]), 
but these are invariably decorated with painted stripes, 
whereas the Ashkelon example is undecorated. It is 
therefore very possible that cat. no. 172 is the head and 
neck of a bird figurine. A possible indication of what 
such a bird figurine may have looked like is given by an 
example from Tell Jemmeh (UCL no. EXXXVI.8/65; 
Petrie 1928:pl. XXXIX.10–11); unfortunately, the 
date of the Jemmeh example is unclear, although it is 
likely to be Iron Age due to the nature of the larger as-
semblage. Unfortunately, any further discussion of the 
bird figurine type would be completely speculative.

Summary

The figurines of Iron Age Philistia belong to a series 
of types, some well-defined and some quite broad 
and unstandardized. There are a few significant types 
which account for the vast majority of the figurines: 
the Philistine Psi, Ashdoda, composite figurine, and 
horse. The remaining types—the plaque figurine, “dea 
gravida,” hybrid human figurines, various male figu-
rines, bull groups, and other miscellaneous animals—
often consist of isolated examples; in some cases it is 
not even clear that a definite type has been identified. 
Most of the figurines, however, can be fairly securely 
assigned to a specific type.

As a general rule, much more attention was paid 
by the producers of these figurines to the anthropo-
morphic figurines than to the zoomorphic figurines. 
The only figurines for which molds—allowing for 
additional levels of detail—were used are anthropo-
morphic. All of the zoomorphic figurines are made 
by hand; no part of them is ever made on the potter’s 
wheel, as are some of the anthropomorphic bodies. 
Other than the Mycenaean-derived bovine figurines, 
painted decoration is found only on rare examples; 
it occurs more often on anthropomorphic figurines, 
though here too mostly on figurines of Mycenaean 
derivation. These observations justify to some extent 
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the focus of most modern scholars on the anthropo-
morphic figurines; this focus, it appears, was an aspect 
of figurine production in Iron Age Philistia, and is not 
just a bias of the modern researcher.

The most essential achievement of this chapter is 
the process of identification itself. This is an important 
step in the study of the Philistine figurines because it 
represents the first attempt to identify systematically 
the entire range of Iron Age types. The iconographic 
analyses of the different types have necessarily been 
brief; I have tried to focus particularly on areas where 

I could contribute original research and conclusions 
or at least research and conclusions which have not 
been featured in the scholarly literature on figurines 
of Palestine. In other cases, I have presented simply a 
summary of the major issues. The identification of the 
types, on the other hand, is important not only for the 
new contribution it represents. It will also serve as the 
basis of the analysis in the following chapter: a series 
of contextual analyses of the figurines, through which 
I will identify additional patterns corresponding to dif-
ferences among types or crosscutting them.





7. Contextual StudieS

In the previous two chapters, I have begun the pro-
cess of analyzing the figurines through the steps of 

description and iconography. The current chapter is an 
attempt to continue this analysis on a level similar to 
Panofsky’s “iconology.” Through a contextual study 
of the figurines—an essential component of a study of 
figurines, as a group of archaeological objects—I will 
address questions of how the figurines were used. In 
addition, through identifying patterns of distribution 
I will be able to identify synchronic and diachronic 
differences: distinct cultural regions and changes over 
time, as reflected in the figurines.

As I have just suggested, there are two basic ele-
ments to this contextual analysis: chronological and 
spatial. The first involves looking at how the entire 
corpus of figurines differed from period to period, as 
well as how individual figurine types developed. The 
second involves in turn three levels of analysis:

1. inter-regional: between Philistia and its neighbors;

2. intra-regional (subregional, or inter-site): among 
the different subregions or sites of Philistia; and

3. intra-site: between different contexts at a site.

Thus, I will address questions of how the figurines 
were used at a site and how figurines may have been 
used differently by type. This spatial analysis also al-
lows me to use the figurines as a test of the idea of 
a Philistine culture region, corresponding to the geo-
graphical and political borders of Philistia.

Chronological Study

A summary of the essential chronological data of figu-
rine distribution is presented in table 7.1.

Before I discuss the data in detail, it is necessary to 
mention its limitations. This table gives only a rough 
indication of the chronological distribution of the main 
figurine types, as there are several problems with the 
data that had to be addressed. First, the table includes 
only the material from the three sites of Ashdod, 
Ashkelon, and Miqne. I have excluded material from 
the other sites for two main reasons: for the most part, 
they have only small numbers of figurines, and their 
stratigraphic sequences are not as complete or as well 
understood. Outside of these Pentapolis sites, only 
Tell Jemmeh has a large number of figurines: Petrie 
(1928) published over 150 terracottas from his exca-
vation; most of these, along with several dozen more 

unpublished figurines are currently located at the 
Institute of Archaeology, University College, London 
(with some others in the collection of the Rockefeller 
Museum). Understanding the stratigraphy and chro-
nology of Petrie’s excavation, however, is a difficult 
task. In working at sites in southern Palestine, Petrie 
devised a chronology entirely independent of that 
used by other archaeologists in the region; instead, 
it was based solely on parallels (real or fictive) with 
Egyptian sites. As a result, Petrie’s dates are generally 
unreliable.1 The figurines from his excavations must 
be dated primarily on stylistic grounds and are there-
fore useless as independent evidence for the dates of 
figurine types.

The numbers given in the table are only approxi-
mate, as it is not always easy to identify types. This is 
particularly the case for Ashdod; I have not been able 
to inspect most of the Ashdod figurines personally and 
have therefore relied on the published drawings and 
photographs, which are not always clear. In addition, 
there are unpublished figurines from Ashdod which 
I could not include. It can be difficult to distinguish 
Ashdoda and Philistine Psi heads to begin with, and 
this problem is magnified by reliance on the drawings 
and photographs for the Ashdod examples.

Not all figurine types are present, as I do not have 
sufficient contextual data on certain types (e.g., the 
humped bovine figurines). The dates in the table are 
approximate; the absolute chronology of the strata and 
phases at these sites is known only to the level of de-
cades. Beyond this, many strata and phases of course 
straddle centuries. The data from Ashdod, again, are 
especially problematic. There is an unusually large 
number of figurines from Ashdod that are surface finds 
or otherwise come from unstratified contexts. Even 
those whose loci are secure are often assigned not to 
a particular stratum but to a range of possible strata.2 

Finally, the table combines primary contexts—floors 
or other surfaces with occupational buildup (in other 
words, where the figurines were being used)—and 

1As Albright noted concerning Petrie’s work at Tell el-«Ajjul: 
Archeologists have been very cautious in utilizing this rich 
new documentation, since the divergence between Petrie’s 
chronology of Palestinian pottery and that of all other 
scholars is so great and since his historical deductions are 
in such sharp contrast to generally accepted views that no 
statement of Petrie’s can be accepted without careful criti-
cal examination. (1938:338)

2 Cf. Jacobs (1996:278–79) on the “confusion about the 
concept of ‘stratum’” evident in Ashdod V (M. Dothan and 
Porath 1993).
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secondary contexts—for example, fills, in which figu-
rines were deposited by various processes after they 
were no longer in use. Because of the manner in which 
contexts are reported in the Ashdod volumes, which 
may in turn reflect flaws in the original excavation and 
recording techniques, it is often difficult to distinguish 
between primary and secondary contexts at that site. 
Locus descriptions such as “room” do not differenti-
ate between the living surface of the room itself and 
other contexts such as constructional and leveling fills, 
walls, and other built features. Other descriptions, such 
as “area,” are even more vague. As a result, primary 
and secondary contexts can be reasonably identified 
only at Ashkelon and Miqne. In the analysis below, I 
will indicate where contexts are primary, or secondary, 
as appropriate.

On a general level, the data in table 7.1 confirm 
what has been widely known, or believed, about the 
figurines of Philistia. The Mycenaean-style female 
figurines (I.A.1–2) are characteristic of Iron I, while 
the composite female figurines and the horse (with 
or without rider; I.A.3 and II.A) are typical of (late) 
Iron II. The plaque figurine (I.A.4), already well 
established in Palestine in the LB, is found more or 
less throughout the entire Iron Age. An unusual aspect 
of this distribution is the large number of Mycenaean-
style female figurines, especially Ashdodas, found 
in Iron II contexts. It is to be expected that a few 
Mycenaean-style figurines would be found in Iron 
II contexts; these can be discounted as residual and 
would normally appear in secondary contexts such as 
fills. The 12 Ashdodas present in post-tenth-century 
contexts, however, is a large number (relative to the 
total number of Ashdodas) for merely residual finds. 
An investigation of the individual contexts in this 
case is very illuminating. At Miqne, only one possible 
figurine of type I.A.1 or 2 was found in an Iron II 
context: obj. no. 57 is from pit fill of Stratum IA (a 
brief period of reoccupation after the Babylonian 
destruction). Ashkelon has a larger number of Iron I 

female figurines in late contexts. Three such Philistine 
Psi figurines—cat. nos. 3, 4, and 17—were found; two 
were from a massive layer of seventh-century fill in 
Grid 50, while the other was from the fill of a floor 
makeup in Grid 38. Of five Iron II Ashdodas, one 
came from this Grid 50 fill layer; one came from a 
seventh-century foundation trench in Grid 50; one 
came from seventh-century robber trench fill in Grid 
38; one was from the fill of a tenth- or ninth-century 
pit in Grid 38; and one (a flat-chested Ashdoda) was 
from early Iron II fill in Grid 2.3 All of the I.A.1 and 
2 examples from Ashkelon and Miqne, then, are 
from secondary contexts; the same is true for all of 
the Iron II (specifically, seventh-century) Philistine 
Psi figurines from the Pentapolis as a whole. The 
remainders, then, are Iron II (and mostly ninth- and 
eighth-century) Ashdodas, all from Ashdod. Again, 
Ashdod is somewhat problematic in that primary and 
secondary contexts are difficult to distinguish; there 
is some issue concerning the assignment of figurines 
to specific strata, and there can be confusion with the 
separate “Late Ashdoda” type. Therefore, I would 
conclude that the Philistine Psi and Ashdoda figurines 
are characteristic of Iron I and found in Iron II only as 
residual artifacts in secondary contexts.

Moving beyond these initial impressions, it is best 
to study the data more closely by period.

Iron I

With the detailed stratigraphic sequences for the 
Iron I in Ashdod and especially Miqne and Ashkelon, 
it is possible to reach more detailed conclusions 
concerning the origin and development of figurine 
types. Table 7.2 lists the number of Philistine Psi and 
Ashdoda figurines from each Iron I stratum (or local 
phase) at each site.

3 Another Ashdoda (cat. no. 30) was found in a Late Roman 
or Byzantine well in Grid 50.

Table 7.1: Distribution of Types at Pentapolis Sites, by Century 

Catalogue Category Figurine Type 12th Cent. 11th Cent. 10th Cent. 9th Cent. 8th Cent. 7th Cent.

I.A.1 Philistine Psi 9 15 3 0 0 4
I.A.2 Ashdoda 0 14 6 2 4 6
I.A.2 “Late Ashdoda” 0 0 0 0 1 6
I.A.3 Composite figurine 0 0 0 0 1 36
I.A.4 Plaque figurine 2 5 0 3 5 10
I.A.6/I.B “Ashdodite head” 0 0 0 0 3 5
II.A Horse/rider 0 0 0 0 1 85
II.C Mycenean-style bovine 9 0 0 0 0 0
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Local phases are used for Ashkelon Grid 38, as this 
is the only area of the site where a detailed Iron I se-
quence has been revealed. Dates are only approximate. 
Moreover, the correlation among the strata/phases of 
the Pentapolis sites is not precisely set. Although four 
major strata or phases have been identified at each site, 
the chances that they are exactly synchronous are very 
small.

This table includes only the excavated Pentapolis 
sites (Ashdod, Miqne-Ekron, and Ashkelon). Sites 
outside of the Pentapolis have a limited number of 
Philistine Psi and Ashdoda figurines; in addition, they 
do not have the same detailed sequence covering the 
entire period of Iron I from the initial Philistine settle-
ment (ca. 1175 b.C.e.).

The numbers of figurines are also only approximate 
for a number of reasons. At Ashkelon and Miqne, the 
final stratigraphic and contextual data are not fully pub-
lished, and some small uncertainties remain (for this 
reason, there have been some changes to the Ashkelon 
data between the original publication of this study as 
a dissertation and its current form). At all sites, it is 
not always easy to classify Philistine Psi and Ashdoda 
fragments, especially head fragments that fall in the 
overlap range of the two types (see chapter 6). Finally, 
working from the drawings and photographs of the 
Ashdod figurines of these types—all of which may not 
be published—introduces additional uncertainty.

The data in the table reveal significant patterns in 
the chronology of these figurine types, patterns which 
for the most part were previously unknown. There are 
no Philistine Psi or Ashdoda figurines from the earli-
est (Monochrome) phase; while a small number have 
been discovered in the succeeding earliest Bichrome 
phase, there is an apparent sudden increase in their use 
around 1100 b.C.e. This popularity appears to be large-
ly maintained over the course of the eleventh century. 
The absence of Mycenaean-style female figurines in 
the Monochrome phase may be a fluke, as we might 

expect an occasional example there as well.4 What 
is clear is that there are few Mycenaean-style female 
figurines in the twelfth century overall, as opposed to a 
relatively large number after about 1100 b.C.e.5 

It is necessary to address a few possible objections 
to this conclusion: 

1. Ben-Shlomo (pers. comm., July 2006) has suggest-
ed that the chronological pattern might have to do 
with differentials in excavated areas among phases 
at each site. In Ashkelon Grid 38, however, there is 
little to no difference between the excavated areas 
in the earliest and latest phases; as of 2010, twelfth-
century remains have been excavated in all four full 
squares and all four half-squares.

4 Note that there are Mycenaean-style bovines in this phase 
from Miqne (Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:30, table 4). Also, 
as first pointed out to me by D. Ben-Shlomo, the clay of two 
or three examples from Ashkelon (cat. nos. 2, 8) and Miqne 
(obj. no. 5080; Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:fig. 1.1) is 
similar to the well-levigated clay of Philistine Monochrome 
pottery (see Ben-Shlomo and Press 2009:45). While none 
of these examples was found in a monochrome-phase con-
text, they are among the earliest Philistine Psi figurines in 
Philistia, coming from Miqne VIB and Ashkelon Grid 38 
Phase 19.
5 To my knowledge, Yasur-Landau (2002:237) was the first 
to make this observation concerning the figurines, although 
he did not provide detailed evidence in support and did not 
have access to most of the Ashkelon material at the time. 
Note that at Ashkelon there is a relatively large number of 
later twelfth-century (Phase 19) Mycenaean-style female 
figurines, in relation to both contemporary strata at other 
sites and the numbers from subsequent phases at Ashkelon. 
Phase 19 is probably longer in timespan then the late 
twelfth-century strata at Ashdod and Miqne, which may at 
least partially explain the larger number of figurines. Since 
at least three of the five Phase 19 figurines come from Phase 
19A, it appears based on the (admittedly limited) data that 
the frequency of these figurines was increasing toward the 
end of the twelfth century.

Table 7.2: Distribution of Iron I Female Figurines at Pentapolis Sites, by Stratum/Phase

Date Site

Early/mid-twelfth century
Ashdod XIII

0
Miqne VII

0
Grid 38 Phase 20

0

Late twelfth century
Ashdod XII

3
Miqne VI

2
Grid 38 Phase 19

5

Early eleventh century
Ashdod XI

8
Miqne V

6
Grid 38 Phase 18

7

Late eleventh/early tenth century
Ashdod X

6
Miqne IV

5
Grid 38 Phase 17

7
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2. The sample size at each site, and in fact overall, is 
relatively small. Given that the same trend appears 
at each of the three sites, however, it is highly sug-
gestive and likely significant statistically.

3. Table 7.2 combines primary and secondary con-
texts. It would be unusual, however, for the figu-
rines made in a specific stratum to be more common 
in the fills of a later stratum than on the surfaces and 
in the fills of the stratum in which they were made. 
In addition, an analysis of only primary contexts 
(at Ashkelon and Miqne) reveals the same pattern. 
Most of the Philistine Psi and Ashdoda figurines 
from primary contexts at Miqne come from Strata V 
and IV. There is only one example from Miqne VI in 
a primary context: obj. no. 5080, from a hearth. On 
the other hand, there are one or two examples from 
primary contexts in Miqne V: obj. no. 140, from oc-
cupational debris, and obj. no. 1400, a possible Psi 
torso from occupational debris.6 Three come from 
primary contexts in Stratum IV: obj. nos. 3948 and 
3949, from surfaces, and obj. no. 4517, from an in-
stallation. At Ashkelon Grid 38, there are two figu-
rines of these types in Phase 19 primary contexts 
(cat. no. 14, from occupational debris, and cat. no. 
13, from a courtyard surface), while in Phase 18 
three come from occupational debris (cat. nos. 9, 
23, 25). In addition, analysis of the Ashkelon data 
reveals another pattern. There is only one Philistine 
Psi or Ashdoda figurine from a primary context 
later than 18A (the last subphase of Phase 18): cat. 
no. 31, from a 17A courtyard.7 At Miqne, two of 
the five figurines from Stratum IV come from fill 
layers; in Stratum V, even many of those not from 
occupational buildup are from pits or a wall. These 
patterns, combined with the slight drop in Philistine 
Psi and Ashdoda figurines at Ashdod and Miqne 
over the course of the eleventh century (Ashdod XI 
to X, Miqne V to IV), suggest that by the late elev-
enth or early tenth century these two figurine types 
were declining in popularity.8  

One more aspect of the chronology of the 
Mycenaean-style female figurines involves 

6 In addition, two Stratum V figurines (obj. nos. 2323, 999) 
come from walls and one (obj. no. 6088) from a pit; while 
not primary, these contexts may reflect a deposition closer 
to the time of use than simple constructional or leveling fill.
7 Cat. no. 6 comes from 17B floor makeup, but this context 
almost certainly is the fill used to lay down a dirt floor and 
so is not primary.
8 Note, however, that the one example of an Ashdoda from 
Qasile comes from the floor of a Stratum X (= Miqne IV/
Ashdod X) building (A. Mazar 1986:12).

distinguishing between the Philistine Psi and Ashdoda 
types. In doing so, we see that there are no Ashdodas 
from the twelfth century (see table 7.1).9 One example 
from Ashdod (M. Dothan and Y. Porath 1993:79, pl. 
45.1) called an “Ashdoda” is attributed to Stratum XII, 
the late twelfth century. The figurine appears only in 
the plates; there is no drawing in the figures. From the 
photograph, it is clear that this is a Mycenaean-style 
head; as there is no scale indicated, nor any measure-
ments given in the text, however, it cannot be con-
firmed on the basis of the publication alone that this 
is an Ashdoda head (as it is labeled), as opposed to a 
9 There are various references in the literature to twelfth-
century Ashdodas (or Mycenaean-style figurines generally), 
but further investigation reveals that, in most cases, the 
figurines under discussion were found in eleventh-century 
contexts. T. Dothan has written that the “complete” Ashdoda 
came from a floor in Ashdod Stratum XII (1982:234; see 
also Dothan and Dothan 1992:183; M. Dothan 1971:21). It 
is clear from the site report, however, that the figurine is from 
Area H local Stratum 4b, which equals (general) Stratum XI 
(M. Dothan 1971:161, fig. 91.1; see also M. Dothan and Ben-
Shlomo 2005:186). T. Dothan’s attribution may have been 
influenced by her attempt to associate the complete Ashdoda 
with the Area H apsidal building of Stratum XII, which she 
has interpreted as cultic (1982:41, 234). In fact, the Ashdoda 
was found in a building across the street from the apsidal 
structure (as observed by Yasur-Landau 2001:335).

T. Dothan and S. Gitin, the excavators of Miqne, have 
published various articles illustrating two Mycenaean-style 
female figurines that are labeled as from Miqne Stratum 
VII (T. Dothan 1995:fig. 3.12; Gitin and Dothan 1987:203; 
Dothan and Gitin 1994:10). As a result, the claim that 
Ashdoda and other Mycenaean-derived figurines have been 
found in the Monochrome phase at Miqne has begun to enter 
the literature (see B. J. Stone 1995:19; A. Mazar 2000:223; 
Yasur-Landau 2002:189–90). The attribution of these figu-
rines to Stratum VII, however, seems incorrect. One of the 
figurines (Miqne obj. no. 140) is in fact known to have been 
found in Stratum V (S. Gitin, pers. comm., July 2006). The 
status of the other figurine is unclear, as S. Gitin has not 
been able to find its location or a record of it (pers. comm., 
December 2006). On inspecting the Miqne figurines in June 
2006, I did not see a single example of a Mycenaean-style 
female figurine from Stratum VII. Similarly, D. Ben-Shlomo 
(pers. comm., July 2006) has stated that, to his knowledge, 
no such figurines were found in Miqne VII.

Finally, there are two Ashdoda seats from Area G at 
Ashdod (G112/2 and G741/1) whose date is unclear. One is 
said to be from local Stratum 7, which equals general Strata 
XII–XI, and the other from local Strata 7–6, equal to general 
Strata XII–X (M. Dothan 1971:figs. 75.1–2). Again, these 
attributions display the same problematic application of the 
term “stratum” that was observed above, and so these ex-
amples cannot be relied upon as evidence of twelfth-cen-
tury Ashdodas. Nevertheless, in Ashdod II–III M. Dothan 
still described Ashdoda figurines as twelfth-century finds 
(1971:21).
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Philistine Psi head.10 A personal investigation of this 
figurine at the IAA storehouse in Beth Shemesh, how-
ever, has shown that the neck diameter of this figurine 
is 1.6–1.7 cm; it is likely, then, that the head was mis-
labeled an “Ashdoda” and is in fact a Psi head. In any 
case, there is no locus given for the figurine, so that its 
attribution to Stratum XII cannot be confirmed. It is 
likely, therefore, that no Ashdoda has been found in a 
twelfth-century context.

On the basis of the above data, I would suggest 
the following hypothesis: the Ashdoda is a later de-
velopment than the Philistine Psi figurine and may 
not make its first appearance until around 1100 b.C.e. 
Besides the evidence of the contextual information, 
the iconographic analysis of the Ashdoda (see chapter 
6) lends supporting evidence. While the Philistine Psi 
figurine is simply a continuation of the Late Psi form 
of Mycenaean figurine, the Ashdoda is a new develop-
ment, unparalleled by any earlier finds in the Aegean 
or on Cyprus. It must represent one or more stages of 
development beyond any seated figurine form known 
from those areas. Beyond this, the popularity of the 
Ashdoda also seems to mark it as a distinct phenom-
enon. Table 7.1 shows that the Ashdoda figurines were 
roughly as popular as the Philistine Psi figurines at 
the Pentapolis sites and that these were the two main 
female figurine types in the Iron I. In the Aegean, 
however, Mycenaean seated figurines were relatively 
rare; while Olsen (1998:384) has counted about 70 ex-
amples of seated figurines, this number is dwarfed by 
the thousands of Psi, Phi, and Tau figurines that have 
been found.11 

From the standpoint of the figurines, major chang-
es appear to be taking place at the beginning of the 
eleventh century. Mycenaean-style female figurines 
suddenly become much more popular; along with this 
popularity, a new type—the Ashdoda—might be intro-
duced. At the same time, the Mycenaean-style bovine 
figurines appear to have gone out of use; at Miqne, no 
example is found after Stratum VI (Ben-Shlomo and 
Press 2009:30, table 4). These developments may re-
flect more fundamental changes in Philistine society at 

10 See chapter 6 for the measurement of neck diameter as a 
criterion for distinguishing the Ashdoda and Philistine Psi 
types.
11 French (1971:107; 2009:59) reported that over 1100 frag-
ments were found at Mycenae in the 1939–1955 excavations 
alone, with another 1650 fragments from the 1959–1969 ex-
cavations, while noting that these amounts were exception-
al. It is not unusual, however, for an excavation to produce 
over 100 Mycenaean standing figurines at a site: e.g., 175 
at Midea (Demakopoulou and Divari-Valakou 2001:182) 
and 121 from Klenies, Haghia Triada in the Argolid (Kilian 
1990:185, figs. 1–3).

this time. Yasur-Landau (2002:237) has referred to an 
“‘explosion’ in cult imagery” at the end of the twelfth 
century or the beginning of the eleventh; he based this 
observation partially on the increase in figurines but 
also on the appearance of cultic architecture and cult 
objects at Qasile and Miqne. L. Mazow has observed 
contemporary changes in the use of Philistine pottery 
at Miqne, suggesting a move from domestic utilitarian 
vessels to fineware for elite feasting; in her view, this 
reflects a change in Philistine identity from a purely 
ethnic one to an elite one (2005:451–52, 459–61).12 
The changes observed in the figurines, then, may well 
be related to other changes in Philistine material cul-
ture at the time and perhaps to changes in the very 
nature of Philistine identity (cf. Faust and Lev-Tov 
2011).

At the same time, changes in the figurines may 
be connected to closer relations with Cyprus in the 
early eleventh century.13 The Ashdoda, with possible 
Cypriot elements incorporated into the form (see 
chapter 6), points to Cypriot influence on Philistine 
terracottas. There is also the small group of undecorat-
ed human figurines that appear to represent a hybrid of 
local and Aegean elements. As I discussed in chapter 
6, this type of hybrid is also found on Cyprus, where 
it is more common. In particular, there is the Ashkelon 
figurine (cat. no. 186) that closely parallels an ex-
ample from Enkomi. The Enkomi figurine (no. 1167; 
Dikaios 1969b:pls. 147.40–41, 177.6–7; Karageorghis 
1993a:pl. XVII.6) was found in Level IIIC, which 
dates to LC IIIB (late twelfth to early eleventh cen-
tury; see Dikaios 1971:496). The Ashkelon figurine, 
meanwhile, was found in the fill of a sunken jar instal-
lation from Grid 38 Phase 18B (early eleventh cen-
tury). While the amount of evidence for Cypriot influ-
ence on Philistine terracottas of the eleventh century is 
small, and should not be interpreted too broadly, it is 
nevertheless suggestive.

As I argued in chapter 6, these Cypriot-type hybrid 
figurines may also be related to hybrids among types 
I.A.1 and 2 (specifically, cat. nos. 10 and 28 and the 

12 D. Master (pers. comm. 2006), in his analysis of the Iron I 
pottery of Ashkelon, has suggested the possibility of a large 
increase in the amount of characteristically “Philistine” pot-
tery (in proportion to pottery in the local Canannite tradi-
tion) from Grid 38 Phase 19 to Phase 18. He has cautioned, 
however, that his results are preliminary.
13 As suggested for other classes of material culture by A. 
Yasur-Landau (pers. comm., January 2007). It appears that 
maritime trade in the eastern Mediterranean in general was 
somewhat revived in this time, as reflected for example in 
Cretan influence on Cypriot figurines, pottery, and other ar-
tifacts (see, e.g., Karageorghis 1970, esp. 33 [on naiskoi]; 
1982:54; 1993a:58; Vandenabeele 1991:58–59).
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Tell Jerishe peg figurine). Both of the Ashkelon figu-
rines were found in eleventh-century contexts: cat. no. 
10 in an 18A street and cat. no. 28 in 17A deliberate 
fill. Although the true Mycenaean-derived types disap-
pear after the early tenth century, the hybrid of Aegean 
style and local gesture continues well into the Iron II. 
The figurines from the Yavneh cult stands (Kletter, 
Ziffer, and Zwickel 2010) show that such hybrids ex-
isted in the ninth century. Even later, the “Ashdodite 
heads” appear to carry on the tradition of handmade 
heads with applied eyes, if now with more naturalistic 
features (for instance, a more human-looking nose). 
This type, along with the “Late Ashdoda,” is found as 
late as the seventh century, suggesting that Aegean tra-
ditions of figurine production survived in some form 
until the end of Philistine settlement in Palestine.

Plaque Figurines

To judge by the known examples, the plaque figu-
rine was never a particularly popular figurine type in 
Iron Age Philistia. For each of the Philistine Psi and 
Ashdoda types—which were produced over a period 
of roughly 200 years—there are more than 30 ex-
amples known from the Pentapolis sites. By contrast, 
these sites have produced only 22 known examples 
of plaque figurines from the whole of the Iron Age. 
It is therefore more difficult to draw sound conclu-
sions about this type than about the Iron I handmade 
figurines.

Table 7.3 presents every plaque figurine from 
Philistia whose gesture is clear and whose context is 
fairly secure. I have organized the data by figurine ges-
ture in order to try to reach some conclusions concern-
ing the relative lifespans of different plaque figurine 
gestures. As the sample size is particularly small, these 
conclusions are necessarily limited but can at least 
provide a good starting point for discussion. I have 
not included the plaques from Tel Sera« and Tel Haror, 
as their dates are not precise enough; according to E. 
Oren (pers. comm., June 2006), their contexts date 
between the eighth and sixth centuries, but I cannot 

narrow the range any further. I will, however, bring 
these figurines into the following discussion as appro-
priate. The plaque figurines from Tell Jemmeh, which 
likely date to the eighth to sixth centuries as well, will 
be treated in the same manner.14

The only gesture which is in evidence for both Iron 
I and Iron II is that of cupping the breasts, which is 
also the most common gesture. It appears already in 
a figurine from a Phase 18 floor in Ashkelon Grid 38 
(cat. no. 68).15 At the other end of the Iron Age, it is at-
tested in eighth-century examples from Batash (mold 
E7051 [A. Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:photos 132, 
134, pl. 30.2], from a Stratum III floor) and Miqne 
(obj. no. 3235, from IIA occupational debris), as well 
as in a late eighth- or early seventh-century example 
from Miqne (obj. no. 5667, from occupational debris 
designated “Pre IB/C”) . In addition, there is a cruder 
example (along the lines of the “Thick Style” plaques) 
from Tel Sera« (no. 10114), dating to between the 
eighth and sixth centuries. That this gesture appears so 
14 Despite the problems with Petrie’s chronology, this range 
of dates for the Jemmeh plaques to be discussed below—and 
for most of the figurines from Tell Jemmeh—is fairly secure. 
Wright, in his reassessment of Petrie’s work at Jemmeh, con-
cluded that almost all of the excavated remains dated to the 
tenth century or later (1939:460); a similar conclusion was 
reached by van Beek (1993:668–80). Beyond this, most of 
the figurines found at Jemmeh have close parallels at neigh-
boring sites and so can be identified as examples of eighth- 
to sixth-century types.
15 Note also cat. no. 70, from Phase 17A deliberate fill in Grid 
38. It appears to have the left arm preserved, cupping the left 
breast; while it is likely that the right arm would have been 
cupping the left breast, the left side of the figurine is miss-
ing. In addition, while the fragment is a typical plaque form 
with flat back, it appears to be handmade instead of mold-
made. Another example, from Ashdod (C176/1; M. Dothan 
and Freedman 1967:fig. 35.4), was found in a large pit (Area 
C Locus 2001). The material found inside was almost ex-
clusively Iron I, with nothing later; on the other hand, only 
a few LB sherds were found and considered contamination 
(M. Dothan and Freedman 1967:108). The upper torso of 
the figurine is damaged, but the arms are clearly bent back 
toward the breasts.

Table 7.3: Distribution of Plaque Figurines at Sites in Philistia, by Century

Gesture 12th Cent. 11th Cent. 10th Cent. 9th Cent. 8th Cent. 7th Cent.

Hands cupping breasts 0 1 0 0 3 0
Arms at sides 0 0 0 0 1 2
One hand cupping breast, one at side 0 0 0 0 1 2
Holding disc 0 0 1 0 0 1
Cradling a child 0 0 0 0 0 1
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early or so frequently is not surprising, given that it is 
the most basic gesture of the LB plaques (see Pritchard 
1943:10–14).

None of the other gestures appears on an example 
datable to Iron I. The next gesture to appear is that of 
holding a disc. This is quite a rare type, appearing in 
only two examples: the first is from the tenth-century 
destruction in Aphek Area X (Kochavi 1976:52, pl. 
11c; 1989:fig. 75), while the second (Miqne obj. no. 
1250) is from occupational debris in Miqne IA (the 
post-Babylonian destruction reoccupation). The other 
gestures—arms at the sides, one hand cupping the 
breast and the arm at the side, and cradling a child—
are attested only in the eighth and seventh centuries. 
Of these, cradling a child is found only once (cat. no. 
66, from a late seventh-century fill layer). The oth-
ers are attested multiple times, as the gesture of arms 
at the sides is particularly common on the “Thick 
Style” plaques from Jemmeh (see Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXVI.34–35); it is also found on one example from 
Tel Haror (no. 18125).

Table 7.1 shows that the plaque figurines are the 
most common anthropomorphic type in the early Iron 
II (tenth to eighth centuries)—indeed, it appears to 
be the only human figurine type then commonly in 
use. Plaques showing a pregnant female are particu-
larly common in this period and into the seventh cen-
tury (see, e.g., Ashdod D868/1 [M. Dothan 1971:fig. 
64.1]; H436/1 [M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 
3.96.4]). Only one gesture can be clearly identified on 
these figurines—the combination gesture of one hand 
cupping the breast, with the other arm down at the 
side; the other examples do not preserve the arms but 
are similar enough to the examples with combination 
gesture to suggest they may have shared it (Ashdod 
D/636/1 and D1022/1; M. Dothan 1971:fig. 64.2–3).16 
Unfortunately, it is difficult to make any further gen-
eralizations concerning the popularity of these plaque 
types. Besides the problem of the relatively small 
sample size, there is also the issue of provenience; 
most of the plaques—and figurines in general from 
this period—come from Ashdod. Ashkelon and Miqne 
both have limited remains in the areas of excavation 
between the early tenth and early eighth centuries 
(T. Dothan 1995:pl. IV; Ashkelon 1, pp. 275, 308; at 
Ashkelon, the gap extends into the late eighth or early 
seventh). Thus, at Miqne there is a total of two figu-
rines, of all of the major types combined, coming from 
contexts dating between the mid-tenth and late-eighth 
16 Other examples from unstratified contexts (e.g., Ashdod 
M1919/3; M. Dothan and Porath 1982:fig. 34.1) are depicted 
as pregnant and appear to display the same gesture and so 
can probably be assigned to this period.

centuries (one of them being a plaque, obj. no. 3235). 
At Ashkelon, there is only one such figurine (a pos-
sible horse body fragment; see below). As a result, 
the relative frequency of plaque figurines may not be 
representative of the early Iron II but instead repre-
sentative of Ashdod. Nevertheless, the Batash molds 
and Miqne obj. no. 3235 demonstrate that, at least for 
the eighth century, the plaque figurine likely was the 
major anthropomorphic figurine type.

A. Yasur-Landau (pers. comm.) suggests that the 
plaque figurines from Iron I contexts in Philistia are 
residual—that they are merely secondary deposits of 
figurines made and used in the LB. He argues that the 
type is superseded by the new Mycenaean-derived fe-
male types. This is certainly possible given the small 
number of plaques in the period. Only four examples 
can be possibly assigned to the Iron I: cat. no. 68, dis-
cussed above; cat. no. 70, from Phase 17 fill; Ashdod 
C176/1, from a pit (though one with almost exclusively 
Iron I remains); and cat. no. 69, from a Monochrome 
period street. Cat. no. 69 is of a type clearly datable to 
the thirteenth century (see chapter 6) and so is almost 
certainly residual. The others, both with hands to the 
breast, are conceivably of Iron I type, but only cat. no. 
68 comes from a primary context.

It is very difficult to argue for the survival of a type 
on the basis of one figurine. It is noteworthy, however, 
that plaque figurines are never found in large numbers, 
even in the Iron II (see Table 7.1); in the seventh cen-
tury, when they clearly are in use, they form only a 
small proportion of the total number of female figu-
rines, being dwarfed by the composite type. Nor are 
plaque figurines found in large numbers at any site 
in the southern coastal plain in the LB; at Ashkelon, 
for instance, there is only one plaque from a clear 
LB context. It is certainly difficult to conclude that 
Mycenaean-derived types superseded plaque figurines 
in the Iron I, since there were few plaques to be su-
perseded, and more plaques have been found in Iron 
I contexts (even if mostly secondary) than in LB con-
texts. In addition, I consider it to be significant that, 
when plaque figurines are found in larger numbers in 
the Iron II, they appear in the same basic types as the 
earlier examples, especially with the gesture of hands 
to the breasts. Similarly, when the composite figurines 
appear in the eighth and seventh centuries, the people 
of Philistia adapted them to portray the same limited 
set of gestures (see chapter 6 and below). Thus, it ap-
pears that the small range of gestures found on these 
figurines, and especially the gesture of hands to the 
breasts, were deeply rooted in the regional culture. 
At the very least, the ideas behind the plaques must 
have survived through the Iron I, if not the figurines 
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themselves. This survival is also demonstrated by the 
Iron I hybrid figurines, which depict these same tra-
ditional gestures on Mycenaean-style figurines (e.g., 
cat. nos. 10, 28). Nevertheless, it is clear that—even if 
plaque figurines continued to be made and used in Iron 
I Philistia—they were at best a minor type.

Eighth and Seventh Centuries
  
The composite female figurine and the horse (with 

or without rider) are clearly the two most prevalent 
types in the late Iron Age. As I discussed in chapter 
6, the origin of both types is likely to be found in 
Phoenicia. The Phoenician figurines, however, are 
too poorly known to provide a detailed chronology, 
beyond a starting point sometime in the eighth cen-
tury. Kletter (1999:39) has concluded that the major-
ity of datable horse and rider figurines of Palestine are 
from eighth-century contexts, though some can also 
be dated to the seventh century. Through a careful 
analysis of the dates of the Judahite pillar figurines, 
he has similarly concluded that this type was already 
common in the eighth century but continued through 
the rest of the Iron Age (1996:40–43). Kletter was un-
able, however, to reach any more precise chronologi-
cal conclusions. Holladay tried to demonstrate that the 
earliest datable domestic “cult” assemblages, includ-
ing composite figurines, appear in northern Palestine 
around the mid-eighth century and spread to Judah 
later at the end of the eighth century (1987:278–80; 
cf. Moorey 2003:58).17 Holladay’s analysis, however, 
was based on only one site each in the north (Hazor) 
and the south (Lachish). Despite the numerous ex-
amples, none of the finds from Philistia clarifies the 

17 Holladay associated the dates of introduction of these 
domestic assemblages with Assyrian and Babylonian influ-
ence; its introduction in the south later than in the north, 
according to him, reflects the spread of Assyrian (and 
Babylonian) control over the region. We saw in chapter 6 
that several scholars have tried to associate the rise of the 
horse and rider type in the Levant and Cyprus, and some 
of its specific iconography, with Assyrian influence. The 
case for the composite figurines is less convincing, however. 
Even if Holladay’s data concerning the dates of the figurines 
by site are correct, there is no need to associate this pattern 
with increasing Assyrian influence. After all, these figurine 
types are not Assyrian in origin but from the Lebanese coast. 
A better explanation would be that northern Palestine, giv-
en its proximity to Phoenicia and Cyprus, was influenced 
by these figurine types before areas further south. In other 
words, if the pattern Holladay has observed is real, it may 
simply reflect the gradual spread of these types south from 
Cyprus and Phoenicia; Holladay himself suggested that the 
domestic cult was “revitalized” by foreign contact, particu-
larly with Phoenicia.

problems of origin and diffusion. A large part of the 
problem is the gap in excavated remains at Ashkelon 
and Miqne, discussed above, which extends into the 
eighth century. Between the two sites, a total of three 
figurines can be assigned to the eighth century. Other 
sites are also problematic; the large corpus of figurines 
from Tell Jemmeh can be dated only on comparative 
evidence. As for Sera« and Haror, currently the date of 
the figurines can only be given as a range between the 
eighth to sixth centuries.

Very few examples of the two types from Philistia 
can possibly be dated to the eighth century. A com-
posite figurine head of Type 5 (obj. no. 6559) from 
Miqne was found in fill of Stratum IIB (early eighth 
century). This type, however, is the typical Judahite 
pillar figurine (JPF) moldmade head discussed in de-
tail by Kletter and cannot be reliably dated before the 
latter part of the eighth century in Judah. It is possible 
that this find is intrusive.18 Alternatively, it is note-
worthy that P. James (2006; following certain ideas 
of Stager) has suggested lowering the dates of Miqne 
Strata II and I, with Stratum IIB being redated to the 
second half of the eighth century, but this idea remains 
speculative until complete publication of the material. 
A composite (pillar) body from Batash (reg. no. 1183; 
A. Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:208, photo 136, pl. 
57.15) comes from the street of either Stratum III or 
Stratum II, meaning that its date could range from the 
eighth to the early sixth century. A composite (JPF) 
figurine was found at Tell eṣ-Ṣafi (basket 110050) in 
level A3, dating to the late eighth or early seventh cen-
tury (A. Maeir, pers. comm., May 2006). At Ashkelon, 
cat. no. 130 can be assigned to Grid 50 Phase 8, which 
should be dated to the late eighth or early seventh cen-
tury. It is the front part of a zoomorphic body, which 
is perhaps likely but not certainly a horse. As a result, 
even if an origin in the eighth century (as in Phoenicia 
and Judah) is likely, there is no example of either the 
composite female figurine or the horse from a clear 
eighth-century context in Philistia.

While the origin of these types in Philistia is not 
clear, that they were used on a large scale into the late 
seventh century is certain. At Ashkelon, the majority 
of figurines of both types come from the large quarry 
fill of Grid 50, laid down in preparation for the con-
struction of the marketplace in the late seventh centu-
ry. The composition of this fill is unusual; while most 
fill layers contain artifacts from a range of preceding 
18 B. Mazar found a pillar figurine body in Area A at Tell 
Qasile (1950/51:206, fig. 13c); it was reported to be from 
Stratum VIII, which Mazar dated to the ninth century. 
A. Mazar later redated Stratum VIII to the tenth century 
(1980:11) but considered the pillar figurine to be from the 
seventh century (1980:114).
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periods, the Grid 50 fill contains seventh-century ma-
terial almost exclusively. In fact, much of it is clearly 
datable to the latter part of the century: there is a large 
amount of Greek imported pottery, including Wild 
Goat Style (cf. Stager 2006b:18; Ashkelon 1, pp. 309–
12; Ashkelon 3, pp. 130–32, 244–81).19 Therefore, 
while the contextual information of the majority of 
the horse and composite female figurines is useless 
for determining function, it provides a relatively pre-
cise chronological anchor in the late seventh century. 
In addition, several horse figurines were found in the 
604 destruction debris, both in the winery in Grid 38 
(cat. no. 142) and throughout the marketplace in Grid 
50 (cat. nos. 79, 83, 109, 111). A plaque figurine head 
(cat. no. 65) was also found in the destruction debris 
of the marketplace.

As I discussed in chapter 6, the plaque figurines 
and the composite figurines share the same basic set 
of gestures: hands cupping the breasts, hands at the 
sides, and arms cradling a child.20 Thus, it appears that 
these two figurine types had the same basic referent, 
or meaning—they represented the same figure (or 
figures). The possibility remains that they could have 
been used for different functions. The plaque is not 
freestanding, and so it must have been laid down on its 
back or propped against or hung on a wall; the compos-
ite figurine, on the other hand, stood on its own. Also, 
the plaque is not finished on its back, indicating—be-
yond the position in which it was displayed—that it 
was to be viewed from the front. The composite figu-
rine could have been viewed from all sides (although 
usually more attention is given to decoration and finish 
on the front, indicating this was the focal point). These 
differences in technique and physical properties could 
have been connected to different types of uses.

The chronological distribution of these two types, 
however, argues against this conclusion. The plaque, 
as discussed in chapter 6, was the basic figurine type in 
the Late Bronze Age and continues to be found at sites 
in Philistia (and elsewhere) through the end of the Iron 
Age.21 The composite figurine, on the other hand, was 
introduced to Palestine in the late Iron Age, probably 
around the middle of the eighth century, and probably 

19 In my view, the likeliest explanation is that the fill was 
taken from a dump currently in use.
20 Note also that this pattern holds for rarer gestures; both 
plaques and composite figurines displaying a woman hold-
ing a disc are rare in Philistia.
21 Plaque figurines of women continued to be produced in 
Palestine in the Persian period (see, e.g., Stern 1982:165; 
Negbi 1966:10, pls. 1–2). These figurines, however, are ren-
dered in Greek style, and the women are clothed. As far as I 
know, there are no plaque figurines—especially nude female 
plaques—from Ashkelon in the Persian period.

continued into the Persian period. Therefore, it appears 
that these two types were used concurrently only for a 
fairly short period. It seems likely that the two figurine 
types had similar (if not the same) functions and that 
the composite type superseded the plaque, as the new 
technique came to be used widely in the Levant in the 
eighth and seventh centuries. 

As for the other significant eighth- to seventh-cen-
tury type, the humped bovine, its dating is less secure. 
The primary site at which they appear is Tell Jemmeh, 
which as I have discussed above is unreliable for chro-
nology. In general they appear to be from the Iron II 
but cannot be dated much more precisely. They appear 
at Sera«, Haror, and Ruqeish in eighth- to sixth-cen-
tury  contexts (E. Oren, pers. comm., June 2006), but 
the same problem involving the current lack of preci-
sion affects the dating of these figurines as it does the 
composite figurines. I can only conclude that, on the 
basis of their general association (in the same strata) as 
the composite figurines and the horse figurines, their 
lifespan is more or less the same as those types: i.e., 
they are primarily if not exclusively a seventh- (and 
perhaps eighth-) century type.22 

Finally, I should mention the pregnant woman 
(“Dea gravida”) type and the associated hollow mold-
made technique. In chapter 6 I briefly referred to the 
uncertainty relating to the introduction of the type and 
the technique; a more detailed discussion is in order 
here. The type is often considered characteristic of 
the Persian period, as it is found in a number of cultic 
favissae from that time (see Negbi 1966:8, 12; Stern 
1982:171, 272 n. 57; Pritchard 1988:51). In particular, 
it was long thought that the hollow moldmade tech-
nique was introduced from the Aegean in the sixth cen-
tury b.C.e. (Negbi 1966:8 n. 57; Stern 1989:27). Some 
more recent discussions of this figurine type, however, 
have suggested that it had an earlier floruit: seventh to 
sixth centuries (Dayagi-Mendels 2002:148), or even 
eighth to sixth centuries (Gubel 1991:131; see also 
Gubel 1983:33–34). This revised dating follows that 
of Culican, who conducted the most detailed study 
of the type (1969). Culican, however, was very cau-
tious in his dating, suggesting only that the type began 
about 600 b.C.e. (1969:39).23 

22 As discussed above in chapter 6, there are also humped 
bulls among the crude, undecorated zoomorphic figurines 
from Iron I Miqne (see Ben-Shlomo 2010:114–16). These, 
however, form a separate group from the main collection of 
Iron II humped bovines, which are concentrated in southern 
Philistia. See below.
23 Gubel (1983:34) cites a fragment from an eighth-century 
context at Kition, concluding that the type begins in the 
eighth century at the latest. In the final report of the ex-
cavation, however, Karageorghis reports the example as 
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Culican’s caution—and, indeed, the general uncer-
tainty about the date—stems from the fact that most 
examples of this type have been found in tombs or 
favissae, whose contents can generally not be dated 
with any precision (cf. Pritchard 1988:51). Culican 
suggests that the finds from the Akhziv cemetery 
might be the earliest known examples (1969:37, 39). 
Dayagi-Mendels’s recent publication of Ben-Dor’s ex-
cavations at the Akhziv cemeteries suggests that the 
cemeteries were in general use only through the sev-
enth century, though with some continued use or reuse 
in the early Persian period (2002:163). The pregnant 
female figurine that she publishes (2002:148, fig. 7.6) 
comes from Tomb ZR XXVIII, whose finds only al-
low a general dating between the seventh century (or 
earlier) and the Persian period. The confusion about 
the date of the type is reflected in Pritchard’s Sarepta 
publications (1975; 1988). At Sarepta, Pritchard ex-
cavated two superimposed shrines; originally, he sug-
gested an eighth- to seventh-century date for Shrine 1, 
and sixth-to fifth-century for Shrine 2 (1975:40). At 
this time, Pritchard concluded that several fragments 
of seated pregnant women associated with Shrine 1 
were contamination from the balk and originally as-
sociated with Shrine 2 (1975:36). Further excava-
tion, however, revealed that the type was in fact as-
sociated with both shrines (1988:55). At this point, 
however, Pritchard appears to have revised his dating 
for the shrine, suggesting (on the basis of epigraphic 
evidence) only that Shrine 1 was in use by the second 
half of the seventh century but may have continued 
for some time (1988:54). In addition, the discovery of 
several figurines of this type at Kabri is very sugges-
tive. While none of the examples comes from a good 
stratigraphic context, 9 out of 15 Iron Age figurines 
belong to this type (R. Oren 2002:350–51). This site is 
believed to have been destroyed ca. 600 b.C.e. and not 
reinhabited (Kempinski 2002).

The finds from Ashkelon, then, are of real signifi-
cance, as they come from stratified contexts. There 
are only two examples (cat. nos. 71, 73), and both 
are fragmentary, so it is best not to draw wide-rang-
ing conclusions based on them. Nevertheless, their 
seventh-century date is clear: both were found in the 
quarry fill laid in the late-seventh century in prepara-
tion for construction of the Grid 50 marketplace. The 
Ashkelon examples, therefore—combined with the 
evidence from other sites—confirm Culican’s dating: 

coming from Floor 2A, which he dates to ca. 725–550 b.C.e. 
(2003:87). This figurine, which in any case is only a single 
fragmentary find, could therefore date anywhere before the 
mid-sixth century b.C.e.

the type must have begun around, or even somewhat 
before, 600 b.C.e.

Spatial Distribution: Philistia vs. Its Neighbors

Iron I

In my discussion of Types I.A.1 and 2 (Philistine 
Psi and Ashdoda) in chapter 6, I emphasized that a key 
distinguishing feature of the new Iron I types is the 
technique of manufacture; they are handmade, as op-
posed to the moldmade plaques ubiquitous in the LB. 
In comparison with the Iron I anthropomorphic cor-
pus outside of Philistia, the same distinctiveness ap-
pears. Plaque figurines continued to be made outside 
of Philistia,24 if at a more limited number of sites (e.g., 
Tell Beit Mirsim [Albright 1939:119; 1942:114–15; 
1943:25–26] and Tel Zeror [Ohata 1967:pl. 47.3; see 
also A. Mazar 1992a:fig. 8.30]). The predominant type 
of plaque outside of Philistia appears to have been a 
nude woman, pregnant, with hands at her genitalia; 
Albright interpreted this figurine as depicting a woman 
in childbirth (1939:119; see also Albright 1941:115; 
Pritchard 1943:21–22, 55). This type is entirely absent 
from the corpus of Iron Age figurines in Philistia in 
general; in Iron I, if plaque figurines were being pro-
duced at all, they were simply a continuation of the 
common LB type with hands cupping the breasts.25 

On the other hand, handmade anthropomorphic fig-
urines, while predominant in Philistia, are extremely 
rare in other parts of Palestine in the Iron I. This is 
true of all types of handmade figurines generally but 
can be particularly demonstrated by the characteris-
tic Iron I Philistine types, the Psi and the Ashdoda. 
Schmitt (1999:646, Kat. Nr. 646) has identified a 
likely Ashdoda head and neck from Tell Judeideh; 
unfortunately, the figurine has been lost, and only a 
sketch of it is available. In addition, there is an appar-
ent example of an Ashdoda torso from Beth Shemesh 
(Grant 1934:pl. XXIII). These examples, along with 
two from Gezer (Dever, Lance, and Wright 1970:pl. 
36.3; Dever 1986:pl. 62.18) and one probable example 
from Tel Ḥamid just to the northwest (Wolff 1998:782, 

24 As perhaps rare examples were inside Philistia; see above.
25 The closest parallels to this type in the terracotta corpus 
of Philistia is the Revadim plaque (Beck 1986; Margalith 
1994), with hands to the genitalia but no signs of pregnancy, 
probably dated to the thirteenth century on the basis of the 
parallel fragment from Aphek, and some of the figures on 
the Yavneh cult stands, with hands at the genital area (but no 
clear depiction of genitals; see Ziffer and Kletter 2007:Stand 
2006-1033 [= Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 2010:CAT79]), 
but these are from the ninth or early eighth century.
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fig. 18; see also Wolff and Shavit 1999:69*, 105, fig. 
162), mark the likely westward limit of the Ashdoda’s 
distribution. According to my definition of Philistia as 
a geopolitical entity (see chapter 4), Gezer falls just 
outside; nevertheless, in terms of its pottery and other 
material culture it appears within the Philistine sphere 
in the Iron I. Finds at Gezer appear to mark the expan-
sion of Philistine influence, if not actual settlement, in 
the late twelfth and eleventh centuries (see A. Mazar 
1992a:311–12). Beyond these sites, the only possible 
example of an Ashdoda I have been able to identify is 
a head from Jerusalem, from Stratum 15 (Iron I) fill 
in Shiloh’s City of David excavations (Gilbert-Peretz 
1996:39, fig. 18.11, pl. 9.8–9). This fragment has the 
same flat head, applied eyes, and large nose of the 
Ashdoda. As Gilbert-Peretz (1996:39) notes, however, 
it is distinct in several ways; for instance, it is larg-
er and coarser, with a headdress that flares out more 
widely. Regardless of the identification of this one 
example, the Ashdoda type appears as characteristic 
within Philistia but atypical or absent entirely outside 
of it. This finding supports my suggestions in chapter 6 
and above in chapter 7 that the Ashdoda is a phenom-
enon peculiar to Philistia.

As for other Iron I handmade figurines outside 
of Philistia, I have been able to identify examples 
(or possible examples) from only a handful of sites 
(cf. Schmitt 1999:646–48; Kletter 1996:263–65): 
Khirbat Sitt Leila (in the Sharon; Aharoni 1959:fig. 
1), Afula (M. Dothan 1956:fig. 15.19; see also Dothan 
and Dothan 1992:105), and Beth Shean (F. James 
1966:figs. 107.7, 111.1–3; E. Oren 1973:figs. 50.12, 
14–15, 76.2–4; A. Mazar 2009).26 These figurines are 
widely diverse in style and type, and in many cases it 
is not clear that they are in fact handmade anthropo-
morphic figurines. The figurine from Khirbat Sitt Leila 
is, in my opinion, not clearly human and could repre-
sent a monkey or a similar animal (cf. Karageorghis 
1993a:32–33, pl. XIX.5, for a Cypriot monkey figu-
rine from LC III and possible parallels). The Beth 
Shean figurines form a separate group, many with 
arms in relief across their bodies; this type is other-
wise unparalleled in Palestine, to my knowledge. One 
of the examples illustrated by James (1966:fig. 111.1) 

26 Raban (1991:22) reports that Amitzur showed him a 
“mourning female” figurine from Tel Sham (Tell Shammam) 
in the western Jezreel, but to my knowledge this is unpub-
lished. Raban (1991:23) also claims to have found a “bro-
ken figurine in Philistine style” in the surface survey of an-
other Jezreel site, Tel Zariq (Tell Abu Zariq); he does not 
include this figurine, however, in his discussion of the site 
in the publication of  Map 32 (Mishmar Ha-«Emeq) of the 
Archaeological Survey of Israel (1999:54*).

appears to be holding an object against its upper torso 
on the left side, and may be a disc-holding plaque. The 
other Beth Shean examples, however, are fairly clearly 
handmade.27 

Another group of figurines from Beth Shean is prob-
lematic for different reasons. E. Oren illustrates three 
female figurines from the northern cemetery that he 
identified as imitations of the Mycenaean Psi and Tau 
types (1973:124, figs. 50.12, 14–15, 76.2–4). Schmitt 
(1999:587–88, 606, 629, Kat. Nr. 18, 102a–b), fol-
lowing Oren, included these figurines in his Philistine 
typology, labeling one (Oren 1973:fig. 50.12) a 
mourning figurine (in “naturalistic style”; Schmitt 
1999:606). These figurines are quite distinct from the 
Philistine (and Mycenaean) Psi and Tau types: they 
are more naturalistic, especially in their treatment of 
the head, and differentiate the legs; between this lat-
ter feature and the gesture of one holding its breasts, 
it appears that these figurines are depicted as nude. 
As A. Mazar points out (1993:218–19), the northern 
cemetery is contemporary with Strata VII and VI on 
the tell (thirteenth to early twelfth centuries) and went 
out of use with the end of Egyptian control of Canaan 
during the Twentieth Dynasty. Given this fact, the 
figurines clearly predate any of the Philistine Psi figu-
rines. Moreover, Oren reported that, according to the 
excavation notes (from the 1920s and early 1930s), the 
figurines all came from a single sarcophagus in Tomb 
241, along with a shawabti (1973:124). The figurines 
may therefore be connected to Egyptian, as opposed to 
Philistine (or other Sea Peoples), influence; perhaps a 
similar Egyptian influence might be behind the other 
Beth Shean group discussed above, although that sug-
gestion is more speculative.

This conclusion is confirmed by parallels for the 
figurines. The closest parallels I have been able to 
find, particularly in the rendering of the short hair-
style, are a group from Petrie’s excavations at Tell el-
«Ajjul (Petrie 1931:pl. 24; 1932:pl. 5; 1933:8, pls. 15, 
16.38–39; Mackay and Murray 1952:19, pl. 28.7–9). 
The difficulty of interpreting Petrie’s stratigraphy and 
recording techniques, however, has prevented a clear 
understanding of these figurines. Petrie (1933:8) stated 
that one of them (1933:pl.16.39) was found in an early 

27 I had originally (in 2007) considered that the possible 
plaque (F. James 1966:fig. 111.1) suggested that the other 
Beth Shean figurines with arms in relief across the bodies 
might also be moldmade; however, inspection of the figu-
rines from the 1989–1996 Hebrew University excavations 
made it clear that this group is in fact handmade. I would 
like to thank Amihai Mazar for allowing me to study these 
figurines and providing me with drawings prior to their 
publication.
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Eighteenth Dynasty level (Petrie’s “Palace V”) and 
was probably Hyksos in origin.28 Holland (1975, cited 
in Kletter 1996:258–59) and Kletter (1996:30, 32), in 
their detailed catalogues of Iron Age figurines, both 
considered them of Iron Age type.29 Their suggested 
date (ninth to eighth centuries) fit Albright’s reassess-
ment of Petrie’s results (1938:355–56, 358–59), in 
which he provisionally redated “Palace V” to the Iron 
Age, specifically the tenth to ninth centuries.30 More 
recent analysis, however, has suggested that “Palace 
V,” actually an Egyptian fortress, dates to the thir-
teenth to twelfth centuries (see, e.g., Kempinski 1993). 
Thus, both the Beth Shean figurines and their «Ajjul 
parallels can be identified, contra Holland and Kletter, 
as not Iron Age but LB in date and should be connect-
ed to Egyptian garrisons at those two sites, during the 
final period of Egyptian control in Palestine.

We are left, then, with very few figurines that might 
be related in any way to the Iron I female types of 
Philistia. In my view, only the Jerusalem example, 
as noted above, may be connected with the Ashdoda 
type. M. Dothan has connected the figurine from Afula 
with one discovered at Mycenae (see Dothan and 
Dothan 1992:105). I would suggest, however, that the 
closest parallels to this figurine are twelfth- and elev-
enth-century figurines from Cyprus (see Karageorghis 
1993a:pls. XVII, XXVII.10–12).31 In general, it is 

28 Keel (1997:347, 408) simply follows Petrie’s dating by as-
signing this figurine to the Hyksos period (seventeenth to 
sixteenth centuries).
29 Kletter (1996:30, 32) has suggested an Iron Age date for 
this group and placed them in his catalogue of Iron Age 
figurines under the heading, “Various Moulded Heads from 
the Coastal Plain” (1996:258–59, 5.III.8.17, 34, 37, 39). He 
notes (1996:259) concerning one head that, while Petrie 
dated it to the Bronze Age, there were a few figurines from 
Iron Age tombs at «Ajjul, according to Holland. Holland 
(1975:A.XII, cited in Kletter 1996:258–59) also included 
this group in his catalogue of Iron Age figurines, assigning 
them to type A.XII, “Miscellaneous Moulded Heads,” ex-
cept for the possible musician, which he assigned to type 
B.V., “Moulded Face; Arms Holding Some Object,” and 
dated to the ninth to eighth centuries (Holland 1975, cited 
in Kletter 1996:258–59; see also Holland 1977:121–22). 
Schmitt discussed one figurine of this group (Petrie 1933:pl. 
16.39), comparing it to the “pillar figurines” and dating it to 
Iron II (1999:580, 627, Kat. Nr. 98).
30 Albright observed (1938:355–56) that only the founda-
tions of Petrie’s “Palace V” were preserved; his provisional 
dating relied largely on the abundant Iron Age material from 
the tombs at the site, most of which he dated to the tenth and 
ninth centuries (1938:358–59). Given the formal character-
istics of the various «Ajjul figurines, it appears that settle-
ment at the site continued through the end of the Iron Age.
31 I would like to thank A. Yasur-Landau for suggesting a 
Cypriot parallel to this figurine. His particular suggestion of 

worth noting that the handmade human figurines out-
side of Philistia (other than the Jerusalem example) 
are concentrated in the north of Palestine. There are 
several possible explanations for this small and var-
ied group; for instance, they could be finds related to 
the Philistines or other Sea Peoples (either made by 
these groups locally or traded to these areas) or could 
be local imitations of these foreign types. The connec-
tions, at least in some cases, with Cyprus are perhaps 
significant, suggesting connections with groups of 
Mycenaean immigrants other than the Philistines.

Overall, the figurine corpus of Philistia is a sepa-
rate, unique phenomenon in Palestine—exactly what 
we might expect from an immigrant population. The 
Philistine Psi figurines reflect a connection not only 
with the LH IIIC culture of the Aegean but with 
Aegean immigrant cultures on the southeast coast of 
Cyprus (at Enkomi, Kition, and other sites), as well as 
perhaps in the Amuq.32 Similarly, the Mycenaean-style 
bovine figurines, so far a unique find in Palestine, are 
paralleled by figurines from Enkomi and other sites 
in its vicinity (see, e.g., Karageorghis 1993a:35–40, 
pls. XXI.3–5, XXII.4–6). The Ashdoda type, however, 
marks the culture of Philistia as distinct from even 
Cyprus and the Amuq. In addition, the fact that these 
Mycenaean-style figurines do not seem to continue be-
yond LH IIIC in mainland Greece and the Dodecanese 
(see French 1971), along with their apparent rar-
ity in Philistia in the twelfth century, suggest that the 

Karageorghis’s no. K(i)4 (1993a:27, pl. XVII.4), however, 
differs from the Afula figurine in several respects: it is not 
painted, it has applied eyes and breasts, and it displays the 
gesture of hands to the breasts. Thus, M. Dothan identified 
the Afula figurine as male, whereas the Cypriot figurine is 
clearly female. Nevertheless, it is very close to the general 
types of anthropomorphic figurines on twelfth- and elev-
enth-century Cyprus. Indeed, the unusual head position of 
the Afula figurine, with upturned face, is characteristic of 
many Cypriot figurines from the eleventh century on (see, 
e.g., Karageorghis 1993a:pls. XXVII.3, 6–8, XXXVI.1–2, 
4) and probably derived from Crete (cf. D’Agata 1999:Tav. 
47–48, 73–77). I should also note that Schmitt (1999:580, 
647) concluded that the Afula figurine was a Cypriot import.

Stern (2006:392–93), while noting Mycenaean and Cypriot 
prototypes for this figurines, describes it as a “typical Sikil 
object.”
32 A. Pruß (2010:200–2, Taf. 24.204–5; see also 2002:Abb. 
6a–b) has identified two examples of (locally made) Psi figu-
rines from Chatal Hüyük and Tell Judaidah in the Amuq; in 
addition, he has published at least one probable example of a 
locally made Mycenaean-type bull (2010:Taf. 69.513). The 
Chatal Hüyük example was published by Badre (1980:pl. 
XXIV.12). Otherwise, K. Birney (2007:393–94) reports that 
there is a general absence of Mycenaean-style figurines of 
any type from this region.
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explosion in popularity in the eleventh century is a 
significant phenomenon and one unique to Philistia.

Tenth to Eighth Centuries

It is generally concluded that, with the disappear-
ance of Mycenaean elements from Philistine material 
culture over the late twelfth and earlier eleventh cen-
turies, Philistine material culture begins to resemble 
that of the surrounding regions of Palestine much 
more closely (e.g., T. Dothan 1982:296; A. Mazar 
1992a:327–28; Stone 1995:19; Uziel 2007). It is dif-
ficult to test this idea for much of the Iron II, however, 
given the gap in excavated remains at Ashkelon and 
Miqne for the tenth to eighth centuries. Nevertheless, 
it is worth investigating to what extent the figurines of 
Philistia manifest such “acculturation,” as B. J. Stone 
(1995) described this process (or “cultural fusion,” as 
suggested by Uziel [2007]).

As I have demonstrated, the principal form of an-
thropomorphic figurine in this period was the plaque 
figurine. Plaques have not been found in large enough 
numbers to allow for wide-ranging conclusions. 
Nevertheless, I would offer a few preliminary ob-
servations. Among the most common gestures, those 
of hands cupping the breasts and arms to the sides 
(Holland’s Types C.II and C.IV; Holland 1977:122), 
are well known outside of Philistia in this period, as 
seen for instance in the group of figurines from the 
cult center at Taanach (Frick 2000:107).33 At least 
in the case of the Batash molds, however, these ges-
tures are depicted in a style unparalleled elsewhere. 
On the other hand, one of the characteristic gestures 
of the period, the combination gesture (one hand to 
the breast, the other at the side), appears to be largely 
unique to Philistia. I have only been able to find one 
other possible example of a figurine with this gesture: 
a plaque fragment from the Samian Heraion, dated by 
Schmidt to the early seventh century (1968:17, Taf. 
19.T2274).34 
33 Both gestures also well attested among the large group of 
Cypriot plaque figurines from the Cypro-Archaic period (see 
J. Karageorghis 1999:pls. I–XXXIII).
34 Pritchard (1943:13–14) includes a small group of plaque 
figurines with one hand holding the breast and the other over 
the genital area (II.D., nos. 100–5). These are mostly from 
Macalister’s excavations at Gezer; some have their hand to 
their side instead of over the genitalia (though one of these 
holds an ankh symbol in this hand). The dating is unclear, 
but at least some of these (with their Egyptian attributes) 
must be LB. See also Kletter 1996:276 (5.V.8.20). A similar 
situation is found on Cyprus: while Cypro-Archaic plaques 
with both hands cupping the breasts or both arms at the sides 
are extremely common, there are few examples with only 
one hand on the breast. Moreover, most of these examples 

Two plaques from northern Philistia merit special 
attention. One is the female plaque holding a disc from 
Aphek. Other than a possible example from the post-
destruction reoccupation at Miqne (obj. no. 1250), no 
additional plaque figurines holding a disc have been 
found. On the other hand, this type has been found at a 
wide variety of sites outside of Philistia, but this distri-
bution includes figurines with different size discs and 
discs in different positions; there does not appear to be 
a consistent pattern of distribution to these types (see 
Beck 1990; 2002b). Similarly, a plaque figurine of a 
woman holding a child from Tel Shalaf (from a survey 
of the Yavneh area; Fischer and Taxel 2006:fig. 3) is 
unique in Philistia, not simply for its general artistic 
style, but particularly for the use of incised dots (for 
the eyes of woman and child as well as the breast). On 
the other hand, this figurine has several tenth- to ninth-
century parallels outside of the region, particularly 
in the Beth Shean and Jezreel valleys (e.g., F. James 
1966:fig. 112.3, 5–6; Beck 2002b:fig. 3, esp. 3.2–3), 
where the use of incised dots is found on women hold-
ing children and discs.35 Northern Philistia (especially 
Aphek, on the northeastern periphery of the region) 
may therefore have had special connections to other 
regions in Palestine, particularly the north; such a sug-
gestion on the basis of the Iron Age data, however, is 
largely speculative.36 

have the hand reaching across to the opposite breast and sup-
porting rather than cupping it, with the other arm down at 
the side; a few have the hand cupping the near breast, but 
in those instances the other hand is not along the side of the 
body but over the genital area. See J. Karageorghis 1999:pls. 
XXXIV–XXXVI.
35 I have also noted similar unpublished examples from 
Tel Rehov, which I was able to inspect courtesy of Amihai 
Mazar.
36 Initially (in my 2007 dissertation) I had considered two 
Aphek figurines with rilled headdresses (now published in 
Guzowska and Yasur-Landau 2009:391 nos. F7, F8, figs. 
11.7–8) as being Iron Age figurines (following Kletter 
[1996:272–73, types 5.V.3 and 5.V.5], who included them 
in his Iron Age catalogue). While both figurines were found 
in Iron IIA strata, they are in fact are examples of LB types: 
one typical of northern Palestine, especially Megiddo and 
Taanach (no. F7), the other typical of the Shephelah, espe-
cially Gezer (no. F8), an observation made by Guzowska 
and Yasur-Landau (2009:391). (On the former type, see now 
Kletter, Covello-Paran, and Saarelainen 2010.) Thus, for 
the LB at least, Aphek seems to have unusually close ties 
to other parts of the country, both to the Shephelah and the 
Jezreel, something not characteristic of the coastal plain to 
the south. Such a relationship could also conceivably be be-
hind the presence of the tenth-century plaque holding a disc 
at Aphek (although in this case a similar figurine is known 
from a seventh-century layer at Miqne).
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Eighth to Seventh Centuries

The most common types in Philistia in this period, 
the composite female figurine and the horse figurine, 
are of course ubiquitous in the Levant and Cyprus dur-
ing this time. E. Stern suggested that each different 
region of Palestine—Israel, Judah, Transjordan—bor-
rowed the basic Phoenician types, but developed its 
own regional variants (2001:69, 79). He identified the 
same pattern for Philistia as well (2001:121), but with-
out providing a detailed analysis of the data to support 
his suggestion. The question to be investigated below, 
then, is: To what extent is Stern’s idea correct?

I suggested in chapter 6 that the composite tech-
nique originated in Phoenicia in the eighth century and 
soon spread south to Palestine. In the process, various 
elements of Phoenician style and iconography, espe-
cially in the depiction of the head, were borrowed by 
the people of Philistia. Nevertheless, the basic head 
types of Philistia are distinct from the Phoenician ex-
amples. The Type 1 heads are closest to those of the 
Phoenician figurines; many of the Ashkelon heads, 
for instance, bear a strong resemblance to compos-
ite heads from Sarepta (Pritchard 1975:fig. 41.1–2, 
4–5 [= Pritchard 1988:fig. 11.24–27]) and Akhziv 
(Dayagi-Mendels 2002:figs. 7.1–5, 9). In particular, 
the Phoenician heads share a rounded veil (or top 
of the head) separated from the forehead by a single 
horizontal line, with generally no indication of strands 
of hair over the forehead; the faces also share the 
Egyptianizing features, particularly in the rendering of 
the eyes and eyebrows.

The Phoenician heads, however, ultimately form 
a separate group. The hairstyle along the sides of the 
head is not treated like a veil, in the manner of the 
Type 1 heads (where clay is used to join the top of 
the head to the body with generally no indication of 
hair). This veil treatment can be found on Phoenician 
figurines in other techniques, for instance on hol-
low moldmade figurines of “Dea gravida” (Dayagi-
Mendels 2002:fig. 7.6) or on the moldmade heads of 
otherwise handmade figurines of women performing 
daily activities (Dayagi-Mendels 2002:fig. 7.10). The 
composite heads attached to hollow bodies, however, 
are always treated differently. Separate strips of clay 
are often attached to the sides of the head, to indi-
cate hair in one of two ways: 1) solid strips for long, 
flowing hair with rounded ends (called Würsten—
“sausages”—by Schmidt [1968:50]) at shoulder 
length (Dayagi-Mendels 2002:figs. 7.1–3 [Akhziv]; 
Pritchard 1975 figs. 41.1–2 [= Pritchard 1988:figs. 
11.24–25] [Sarepta]; Conrad 1997:figs. 1, 9 [Akko]), 
or 2) long braids extending below shoulder length 
(Bikai 1978:pl. 81.2 [Tyre]; Elgavish 1993:1374 [= 

Elgavish 1994:fig. 44] [Shiqmona]). On some exam-
ples, these clay strips are missing (whether broken off, 
or never attached in the first place); on these figurines 
the hairstyle or headdress simply appears particularly 
short, about ear length (Dayagi-Mendels 2002:figs. 
7.4, 7.9 [Akhziv]; Pritchard 1975:fig. 41.4–5 [= 
Pritchard 1988:fig. 11.26–27] [Sarepta]). Occasionally 
the Type 1 heads imitate the first of the two hairstyles, 
with bulbs of hair at the shoulder (e.g., cat. no. 38). 
On these examples, however, the hair is shorter; more 
significantly, the hair is not formed by separate applied 
pieces of clay but modeled directly on the head.

There is an additional detail of technique that sharp-
ly distinguishes the Phoenician composite heads from 
the Type 1 (and other Philistine) heads. The Phoenician 
heads are remarkable in that they are always hollow, 
with an airhole located either in the back of the head or 
on one side of the head near the ear (see, e.g., Conrad 
1997:54*, fig. 2; Brandl 2000:189, fig. 4; R. Oren 
2002:350, fig. 10.2.4–5). This technical feature is al-
most unique to Phoenician composite heads; outside 
of Phoenicia it is found only on Cyprus, particularly in 
examples from Kition (Caubet, Fourrier, and Queyrel 
1998:228–29).

As for the other composite head types from 
Philistia, none is paralleled in the figurine corpus of 
Phoenicia. In chapter 6, I surveyed the different media 
(clay protomes, ivory carvings, gold jewelry) in which 
the Phoenicians depicted similar female heads; no 
such depictions, however, are found on the figurines 
themselves. Gitin’s claim (2003:187) that the Type 2 
heads are found at Phoenician and Punic sites through-
out the Mediterranean is incorrect. The parallels he 
has identified are in fact clay protomes, not figurines; 
the protome heads are roughly twice as large as the 
figurine heads and were never attached to a body (see 
chapter 6). Similarly, while neck pendants like those 
of the Type 3 and 4 heads are found in Phoenician 
and Cypriot art, I have never seen an example on a 
Phoenician or Cypriot figurine.37 

A similar situation is found with the composite 
bodies. On a basic level, the Philistine bodies sim-
ply imitate the Phoenician examples: they are hollow 
and often wheelmade, with a hole in the neck for the 

37 The closest examples to the Philistine heads might be ex-
amples from Megiddo. Mold M4117 (May 1935:pl. 23) is 
similar to the Type 2 Philistine heads with its bangs and ap-
parent “combed sidelocks,” although the hair at the sides of 
the head is not as long or thick. In addition, it is very differ-
ent stylistically from the Philistine heads—it is much less 
Egyptianizing in its facial features—and does not have a dia-
dem over the forehead. M2213 (May 1935:pl. 24) has its hair 
parted in the middle similar to the Type 3 Philistine heads 
but is both stylistically distinct and lacking a neck pendant.
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insertion of the head tang. The forms of the bodies, 
however, are quite distinct. The Philistine body, as de-
scribed in chapter 6, is generally a straight-sided cyl-
inder. The typical Phoenician body, however, is bell-
shaped, gradually widening from the neck down to the 
base in the form of a cone (cf. Bisi 1999:380; Stern 
2001:80; see, e.g., Dayagi-Mendels 2002:figs. 7.1–5, 
7.7; Pritchard 1975:fig. 41.1 [= Pritchard 1988:fig. 
11.24a–b]; Elgavish 1993:1374 [= Elgavish 1994:fig. 
44]). In some cases, the Philistine body has a simi-
lar conical shape (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. XXXV.13), but 
this shape is atypical. This basic formal difference is 
ultimately related to an essential iconographic differ-
ence; the Philistine figurines are depicted as nude, or at 
least with nude torsos, while the Phoenician figurines 
are depicted wearing a long dress. Thus, breasts are 
never depicted on the Phoenician bell-shaped figu-
rines.38 It appears that the Philistines, in borrowing 
the new Phoenician figurine technique, adapted it to 
represent the same nude figure(s) they had been rep-
resenting on clay plaques, with the same traditional 
gestures. The Phoenicians, on the other hand, used 
the technique for entirely different types of figures: 
clothed women playing a variety of musical instru-
ments (the frame drum, the double pipes, etc.) or hold-
ing offerings (birds, cakes?, etc.). There are occasional 
Phoenician figurines that are depicted as nude; these, 
however, are representations of women bathing (e.g., 

38 Stern (2001:80) claims that the bell-shaped bodies are used 
to depict nude women supporting the breasts. Among all of 
the published examples of Phoenician bell-shaped bodies, 
however, I have not been able to find a single clear example 
of a nude bell-shaped figurine. The possible exceptions are 
a small group from Sarepta (Pritchard 1988:figs. 10.3, 7, 
13.54; see also Pritchard 1975:fig. 56.5, 8). These figurines 
are problematic, however, in two respects: they are fragmen-
tary, and so their full form and gestures are generally un-
clear (although one is definitely holding a child), and their 
date is unclear (they could date to either the late Iron II or 
the Persian period). A hollow handmade body from Akhziv 
(Dayagi-Mendels 2002:fig. 7.8) has breasts depicted, but the 
figurine is crudely made, and the body is not bell-shaped. 
It may be that Stern is referring to plaque figurines of nude 
women (cf. Bisi 1999:380, with an illustration of such a 
plaque from Akhziv; see Stern 1989:23 for an Iron Age ex-
ample from Dor).

Meanwhile, Darby (2011:483) suggests that the lack of 
breasts on Phoenician composite figurines may not be due 
to differences in iconography but simply to the difficulty of 
modeling both breasts and objects. While this is a plausible 
explanation, there are certainly cases where figurines with 
breasts depicted hold something in their hands, most notably 
a child (see, e.g., cat. no. 59). Regardless of whether the lack 
of breasts on Phoenician figurines indicates clothing, then, 
Darby is surely correct to conclude that these differences 
communicated distinct meanings and functions (2011:483).

Dayagi-Mendels 2002:fig. 7.10) or women nursing or 
cradling a child (Chéhab 1975:14). In these cases, the 
bodies of the figurines are not hollow bells but solid, 
handmade, and more naturalistic; the figurines prob-
ably depict scenes from everyday life (cf. Dayagi-
Mendels 2002:151).

The closest parallels to the Philistine straight-sided 
cylindrical body come from Cyprus.39 A small number 
of the composite figurines are depicted as nude, some-
times with the arms supporting or covering the breasts 
(see Karageorghis 1998:pls. XXXII–XXXIII). A good 
example of a cylindrical body is Karageorghis’s II(ii)1, 
from the Louvre (1998:pl. XXXII.1); this example, 
however, is of unknown provenance. Generally speak-
ing, the bodies of the Cypriot figurines are narrower 
pillars or columns that flare at the base in a trumpet 
or “funnel” shape (cf. Myres 1897:165, 167–68; see 
Karageorghis 1998:pls. XXXII–LVIII). In some 
cases, the bodies approximate the bell shape of the 
Phoenician figurines. Usually, however, they are de-
picted, like the Phoenician figurines, as fully clothed 
and as either playing musical instruments or holding 
various offerings.

Turning to Judah, the typical composite figurine is 
the well-known pillar figurine, Kletter’s JPF (1996). 
The bodies have a pillar or column base similar to 
those of the Cypriot figurines. The JPFs, however, are 
always depicted as nude or at least with a nude torso. 
As I discussed in chapter 6, several examples of JPF 
bodies have been found in Philistia, as have the JPF 
heads. It appears, then, that JPF figurines—identical to 
those of Judah—may have been relatively widespread 
in Philistia.40 At the same time, there are examples of 
cruder imitations of the Judahite type, distinct from 

39 Other close parallels may come from northern Israel, spe-
cifically Megiddo (May 1935:pl. 24 nos. M4385, M2213, 
M4549). May himself (1935:pl. 24) noted the similarity of 
these bodies to Petrie’s “pot figures,” which he had identi-
fied at Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 1928:17). The Megiddo exam-
ples are depicted as nude; one (M4385) has its hands to the 
breasts, while the others had their arms extending outward. 
Stylistically the rendering of details such as the arms appears 
distinct from the Philistine bodies, although the general con-
ception (a cylinder representing a nude torso) appears to be 
the same. Outside of Megiddo, however, local composite 
figurines in northern Israel are rare, and the Megiddo ex-
amples can therefore not be placed within a wider regional 
type at present.
40 The Type 8 and 9 composite heads are Kletter’s Type B 
and A heads, respectively (1996:29), and the pillar bodies 
are simply Kletter’s Type C bodies (1996:30). Complete pil-
lar figurines from Miqne (obj. no. 6159/5965) and Ṣafi (bas-
ket 110050) would not at all be out of place if found at a site 
in Judah (cf. Kletter 1996:fig. 4–5).
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anything found in Judah itself (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXVI.42; Sera« no. 1129).

The other basic Philistine composite body type—the 
cylindrical body—is entirely distinct from the Judahite 
pillars, however. Both types, unlike the Phoenician and 
Cypriot bodies, are depicted as nude (or at least with 
nude torsos). The Judahite bodies differ from the cy-
lindrical Philistine figurines in several respects: most 
JPF bodies are solid, with only a small depression at 
the neck for the insertion of the head, whereas the 
Philistine bodies are typically fully hollow; some JPFs 
have breasts that are particularly emphasized, more 
so than on any Philistine composite body (although 
these JPF examples may be over-represented in pub-
lished photographs; see Darby 2011:489–90); and the 
bottoms of the JPF bodies are relatively thin pillars, 
whereas the Philistine composites are wider cylin-
ders. In sum, it appears that each region—Phoenicia, 
Cyprus, Judah, as well as Philistia—had its own local 
variant of the composite type.41 
41 Zevit (2001:271 n. 6) claims that the pillar figurines are 
not characteristic of Judah but are instead found simply 
in proportion to the length of Iron Age habitation at a site 
and the area excavated. He cites the fact that 15 pillar figu-
rines were found in Ashdod as support for his conclusion. 
However, this number is greatly exaggerated. After having 
examined the Ashdod publication volumes multiple times, I 
would concur with Kletter (1996:147, 177, fig. 16) that there 
is only one clear JPF, a handmade head (my Type 6 com-
posite head [= Kletter’s Type A]) from the site (D1035/1; 
M. Dothan 1971:fig. 65.11). In addition, there is a possible 
second example (D1712/1; M. Dothan 1971:fig. 64.11); after 
inspection of this figurine courtesy of the IAA, I would sug-
gest that this might be a moldmade JPF head, but because 
the face is completely worn, it is impossible to be at all cer-
tain. Rather than look at Kletter’s data in detail, or survey the 
Ashdod volumes directly, Zevit used the number of figurines 
at the site from Holland’s distribution chart (1977:fig. 1) for 
his Type A figurines, “Human Pillar Figurines with Solid, 
Hand-Modelled Bodies” (1977:121). Zevit has mistaken-
ly concluded that Kletter’s JPF type is equal to Holland’s 
Type A (Zevit 2001:271), when in fact Holland’s Type A is 
clearly a far broader category, encompassing figurines with 
any type of pillar base; this type of base is, as I discussed 
above, a very common type and found not only on the JPFs 
but on many other types. Moreover, as Kletter (1996:28) 
points out, Holland’s Type A even includes seated figurines, 
peg figurines, and other non-pillar examples. Critiques 
similar to Zevit’s have been made by Keel and Uehlinger 
(1998:327) and Hadley (2000:19). In neither case, how-
ever, did the author(s) have access to Kletter’s work at the 
time of writing; instead, they were dealing with Engle’s 
much less comprehensive and reliable study (1979). Thus, 
Keel and Uehlinger (1998:327) write that “[p]illar figurines 
shaped slightly differently have been found, albeit less fre-
quently than in Judah, in Phoenician, northern Israelite, 
Philistine, and Transjordanian areas as well”—again based 

As for the horses and riders, at first glance the 
Philistine examples are quite similar to those of 
Phoenicia and other areas of the Levant. The bodies 
of all the Philistine horses are solid, handmade, and 
simple, with little or no decoration to indicate the har-
ness and trappings. In this respect they are identical 
to examples from Judah (see Kletter 1999:fig. 9.1–2), 
Transjordan (Kletter 1999:fig. 9.3; see also Harding 
1950:pl. 15.12; Burdajewicz 1993:1244), Phoenicia 
(Kletter 1999:fig. 9.4; see also E. Mazar 1990:107–8; E. 
Mazar 1993:ix, fig. 8; Dayagi-Mendels 2002:fig. 7.14; 
Pritchard 1988:fig. 14; Lehmann-Jericke 2004:figs. 
278–80), and Cyprus (see Young and Young 1955:fig. 
5, pl. 19; Karageorghis 1995:pls. XXIX–XLVIII), al-
though the Cypriot examples are commonly painted 
with a series of stripes.42 

The treatment of the horse heads, however, involves 
a much greater amount of variation. Of the three types 
of heads discussed in chapter 6, Type 2, with squared 
or box snout, is identical to the typical Judahite ex-
amples. The Type 3 heads, with their applied eyes and 
bridle, are very similar to a few Phoenician horse heads 
(e.g., Paraire pl. 104.34). The Type 1 heads, however, 
are to my knowledge unparalleled. They differ from 
the Judahite horse heads (= Type 2 Philistine heads) in 
being more slender and curved, with a rounded snout. 
The Type 1 heads, along with the Type 2 (Judahite) 
heads, differ from the main Phoenician types, particu-
larly in their complete lack of painted decoration or 
applied features. Generally speaking, there are two 
types of Phoenician horse heads in the Iron Age. One 
type has applied eyes, incised nostrils, an open mouth, 
and (most distinctively) a “turban” or helmet on top of 
the head from which the ears protrude: e.g., Dayagi-
Mendels 2002:fig. 7.15 (Akhziv); E. Mazar 1990:107–
8 (= E. Mazar 1993:ix, fig. 8; Akhziv); Stern 2010:fig. 
6.1 (Dor); Paraire 1980:pl. 104.28–31 (Keisan).43 The 
second Phoenician type also has applied eyes, but it 
is distinguished by its mane, which curls over the top 
of the head in a “forelock” (Pritchard 1975:fig. 57.1–
2; see also Pritchard 1988:fig. 14.11, 14 [Sarepta]; 
on Holland’s distribution charts—when in fact pillar bases 
are rare for Levantine composite figurines outside of Judah.

At the same time, the possibility of a close relationship 
between the composite figurines of Philistia and northern 
Palestine (Israel), as suggested above (and also by Kletter 
[1996:32]), requires further study.
42 Note that Kletter’s figs. 9.3 and 9.4 are reversed (1999:39).
43 Note that similar horse heads have been reported from 
Akko but are so far unpublished (see Dayagi-Mendels 
2002:153). Messika illustrates one example (1996:pl. 4.50) 
in an unpublished master’s thesis on Persian and Hellenistic 
period figurines from Akko; many figurines from her Persian 
period corpus, however—including this horse head—appear 
to be of Iron Age type.
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Dayagi-Mendels 2002:fig. 7.16, with bridle applied 
[Akhziv]). The Type 1 heads are similar to a number 
of heads from Cyprus with simple, rounded snouts 
(see, e.g., the collection of horses from Amathus, 
Karageorghis 1987:pls. 19–26). Even these heads, 
however, are distinct from the Philistine examples in a 
variety of ways: besides the form of the mane, which 
generally rises in a high crest as is typical on Cypro-
Archaic I examples (Tatton-Brown 1982:179–80), 
there is greater modeling on these Cypriot figurines, 
particular with indication of the eyes and cheekbones. 
Such modeling is entirely absent on the Type 1 (and 
Type 2) heads.

Beyond the three major types, there are occasional 
unique examples in Philistia, such as cat. no. 175. As 
I discussed in chapter 6, this example is nearly iden-
tical to one from Tell Keisan (Paraire 1980:346, pl. 
104.29). The Keisan figurine is generally similar to 
the first type of Phoenician horse head, with “turban,” 
mentioned above. Even in this group, however, it is 
atypical; for instance, there is no applied eye. I would 
therefore conclude that, while unusual Phoenician 
examples seem to have been traded to or copied in 
Philistia (cat. no. 175 and perhaps some of the Type 
3 heads), the mainstream Phoenician trends are not 
found in the Philistine horses. Meanwhile, the Type 
1 horses at least are to my knowledge unknown out-
side of Philistia. The horses, then, like the composite 
female figurines, display regional variations along the 
lines suggested by Stern (2001:121).44 

The other, less common Philistine types from the 
eighth and seventh centuries also display traits dis-
tinct from the figurines of other areas of the Levant. 

44 This is the same conclusion reached by Kletter (1999:38, 
fig. 9), who identified three regional groupings among his 
four major types in Palestine: Judahite (Types 1 and 2), 
Phoenician (Type 3), and Transjordanian (Type 4). There are 
multiple shortcomings in Kletter’s presentation, however. 
Kletter’s table 1 (1999:41) shows the distribution of horse 
and rider figurine types by site; in this table Kletter identi-
fies seven types, of which the last three are not discussed 
elsewhere in the article. Kletter’s Types 1 and 2, meanwhile, 
are almost identical, except that Type 2 has applied eyes (on 
the horse). Although there are very few examples of Type 
2 (nine or ten), a relatively high percentage (three or four) 
are from outside Judah; by isolating this type from Type 1, 
Kletter is able to present Type 1 as more fully Judahite (98 
percent). In addition, Kletter’s survey is not complete; for 
instance, he does not include the site of Ashdod, which has 
at least two examples of this Judahite horse head (my Type 2 
head): M1926/3 (M. Dothan and Porath 1982:fig. 34.7) and 
D1588/1 (M. Dothan 1971:fig. 66.2). As a result, Kletter’s 
results are somewhat exaggerated. Nevertheless, his general 
conclusion is entirely correct: the horses with box snout are 
ubiquitous in Judah and rare outside of it.

Humped bovine figurines are occasionally found 
outside of Philistia, particularly on Cyprus in vari-
ous periods (e.g., Karageorghis 1993a:figs. 5, 28, pls. 
XV.6–7, XXI.1–2, 4, XXII.4, 7, 9; 1996:pl. XVII.1).45 
The Cypriot examples, however, do not form a coher-
ent group as do the late Iron II Philistine examples, as 
in any period a bull figurine may or may not display 
a hump. In addition, the Cypriot bulls tend to display 
more naturalistic modeling than the Philistine humped 
bulls. Meanwhile, types such as the “Late Ashdoda” 
and the “Ashdodite” heads appear to be developed 
from earlier (Iron I) Philistine figurines and are there-
fore found almost exclusively in Philistia.46 Overall, 
then, the eighth- and seventh-century Philistine types, 
like the plaque figurines, reflect a new relationship 
between Philistia and its surroundings in the Iron II. 
Whereas the major types and techniques are borrowed 
from other areas of the Levant (especially Phoenicia), 
or simply continue traditional Canaanite themes, the 
specific details of the figurines are often unique to 
Philistia.

The Subregions of Philistia

Iron I

Table 7.4 presents the distribution of the major figu-
rine types at Ashdod, Ashkelon, and Miqne. Numbers 
of figurines of each type are approximate, given the 
problems of identification already discussed in this 
45 There is a possible example among the figurines from the 
Samian Heraion (Ohly 1940:Taf. 61 no. 932), where a large 
group of Cypriot figurines was found (Schmidt 1968).
46 Occasionally handmade heads similar to the “Ashdodite” 
heads are found elsewhere in Palestine: e.g., at Lachish 
(Tufnell 1953:pl. 31.16–17), Megiddo (May 1935:pl. 33 
nos. M4334, M4553), and Samaria (Crowfoot and Sukenik 
1957:pl. 11.5). The exact relationship of these figurines to 
the “Ashdodite” heads is unclear, however, as the Philistine 
type itself is not well defined. The Megiddo and Samaria 
figurines appear to form a separate group, with the top of the 
head depicted with a pointed cap.

Meanwhile, Schmitt (1999:621–22, Abb. 27a–e) cites as 
parallels a set of heads from Crete illustrated by Erlenmeyer 
and Erlenmeyer (1960:Abb. 80–85), dating to between 
1050 and 750 b.C.e. (cf. D’Agata 1999:Tav. 86 no. D1.14). 
A relationship is possible but unclear without finds of more 
complete figurines. Schmitt also cites parallels from Cyprus 
and the Phoenician coast, but these are more problematic. 
An example from Enkomi (Dikaios 1969b:pl. 107.36, 38; 
see also Karageorghis 1993a:pl. XIX.2) is similar, but the 
eyes are not applied, and the figurine is much earlier (LC 
III). Supposed Phoenician parallels from Sarepta (Pritchard 
1975:fig. 56.3, 6) and Tyre (Bikai 1978:pl. 82.7, 12) are of-
ten moldmade and generally wear the high pointed lebbad; 
they should be compared instead to the Ashkelon rider.
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chapter. I have included data only from these three 
sites, as there are very few Iron I figurines that are 
identifiable from other Philistine sites. In the follow-
ing discussion, I refer to examples from other sites as 
relevant.

Analysis of the data shows that, in this period, 
Philistia was largely homogeneous from the standpoint 
of the figurines. All three sites have several examples 
of the two major female types, the Philistine Psi and 
the Ashdoda. On a general level, the only distinction is 
the relative number of each type at Ashdod; whereas at 
Ashkelon and Miqne at least as many Philistine Psi fig-
urines have been found as Ashdodas, Ashdodas appear 
to be somewhat more common at Ashdod. Part of the 
problem here may be that, as I have indicated above, it 
is often difficult to distinguish between Ashdoda heads 
and Philistine Psi heads; it is particularly difficult to do 
so based on drawings and photographs, which I have 
relied upon for identification of most of the Ashdod 
figurines. This difficulty may result in some Philistine 
Psi heads being labeled Ashdoda heads (as happened 
in the Ashkelon registration books).47 Regardless, 
both types are present in relatively large numbers at 
each of the three sites. Philistine Psi figurines have 
also been found at Qasile (A. Mazar 1986:fig. 6.2), 
Far«ah (S) (UCL no. EVII.232/8), perhaps Jaffa (MHA 
2362), perhaps Jemmeh (the peg figurine; Petrie 
1928:XXXVI.2), and perhaps Azor (a peg figurine 
and a mourning figurine; T. Dothan 1982:ch. 4, pls. 
25, 27, fig. 12.2). Ashdoda figurines have been found 

47 Indeed, I initially (in my 2007 dissertation) concluded that 
Ashdodas were much more common than Philistine Psi figu-
rines at Ashdod. Since that time, however, I have had the 
opportunity to study several figurines from Ashdod, courtesy 
of the Israel Antiquities Authority, and have determined that 
some figurine heads labeled “Ashdoda” in fact have neck 
diameters under 2 cm and are likely Philistine Psi heads (see 
chapter 6 and above in this chapter).

at Qasile (A. Mazar 1986:fig. 6.1), Batash (A. Mazar 
2006:photo 107, fig. 82:15), «Ajjul (IAA 47-283; see 
Mackay and Murray 1952:pl. XXVIII.8), Jemmeh 
(UCL no. EXXXVI.7/84), Aphek (Guzowska and 
Yasur-Landau 2009:figs. 11.9–11), and perhaps Ṣafi 
(Schmitt 1999:646, Kat. Nr. 64).48 The miniature vari-
ant of the Psi is also present at each of the Pentapolis 
sites, in small numbers.

There are, however, a few differences among the 
Pentapolis sites in figurine distribution:

1. The miniature Ashdoda. The miniature Ashdoda is 
clearly present only at Ashdod and Miqne, in four 
or five examples. At Ashdod, these include the 
“complete” Ashdoda (H230/1; M. Dothan 1971:fig. 
91.1), a head fragment from Area H (1326/1; M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.80.2), and pos-
sibly a seat fragment, also from Area H (3/1; M. 
Dothan 1971:fig. 91.4). Two Ashdoda fragments 
from Miqne (obj. nos. 3948, 3949) show red and 
black painted decoration (Ben-Shlomo and Press 
2009:fig. 5.7–8); these appear to be additional 
examples of the miniature variant. It may be sig-
nificant, however, that no miniature examples have 
been identified at Ashkelon.

2. Incised mouth. A few of the Psi heads from Miqne 
(e.g., obj. nos. 4517, 4774, 5080) have a pinched 
ridge for the nose with an incised mouth on the 
ridge, meaning that the ridge represents nose, 
mouth, and chin. This feature is present at no other 
sites; on other figurines, a mouth—if indicated at 
all—is depicted below the ridge, which therefore 
represents simply the nose.

48 Note that the Batash and Aphek examples are heads 
that could theoretically be Philistine Psi heads instead of 
Ashdoda heads.

Table 7.4: Distribution of Iron I Figurine Types, by Site

Site

Figurine Type Ashdod Ashkelon Miqne

Philistine Psi (standard) 18 15 9
Miniature Psi 2 2 2
Ashdoda (standard) 23 15 6
Miniature Ashdoda 3 0 2
Mycenaean bovine 0 0 11
Crude anthropomorph 1 2 1
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3. Mycenaean bovine. This type has been identified 
only at Miqne. Moreover, the total number of ex-
amples at Miqne (11) is relatively large considering 
the numbers of other Iron I types.

4. Miniature animal figurines. D. Ben-Shlomo has 
identified several figurines of this type at Miqne (see 
Ben-Shlomo 2010:114–16). There are few if any 
clear examples at other sites, however. I have been 
able to inspect, or otherwise note, only one possible 
example each from Ashdod (H1179/1; M. Dothan 
and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.36.8), Ashkelon (reg. 
no. 61162, but from a context currently phased as 
LB), and Tell Jemmeh (UCL no. EXXXVI.51/98). 
Regardless of the correctness of these identifica-
tions, this type, like the Mycenaean bovine, clearly 
marks Miqne as distinct to some extent in the Iron I.

In general, however, it is very difficult to note differ-
ences between sites or regions of Philistia in the Iron 
I, given the small sample size of Iron I figurines and 
the apparent lack of standardization within the major 
types (as in the LH IIIC figurines of the Aegean). It 
is impossible, given the current data, to determine if 
many of the distinctions that I drew in chapter 6 are 
regular subtypes and therefore impossible to analyze 
the distribution of such subtypes. Even in the case of 
the distribution patterns mentioned above, further data 
may show that the different Pentapolis sites were more 
alike. In the case of the crude, handmade anthropo-
morphic figurines (of hybrid type) discussed in chap-
ter 6, at first I identified this type only at Ashkelon (cat. 
nos. 77, 186). I have since located, however, represen-
tations of nude women with genitalia depicted, similar 
to the Ashkelon examples at least on a general level, 
from Iron I contexts at Ashdod (H1250/1; M. Dothan 
and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.62.5) and Miqne (obj. 
no. 1400). Similarly, I was initially aware of the pres-
ence of the miniature Ashdoda only at Ashdod before 
D. Ben-Shlomo pointed to the two likely examples at 
Miqne. The best conclusion I can reach, therefore, is 
that the different sites in Philistia were largely similar 
with respect to figurine types in Iron I, with perhaps 
some minor differences between them.49 

49 At the same time, it is not surprising that such minor dif-
ferences might exist in figurine distribution. Compare the 
distribution of “bird bowls”—bowls with a bird’s head and 
neck attached to the rim, presumed to be for cultic use. Such 
bowls, and the bird heads from them, are common espe-
cially at Ashdod and Qasile (for examples and discussion, 
see A. Mazar 1980:96–100; T. Dothan 1982:227; M. Dothan 
and Ben-Shlomo 2005:123). I have seen only one possible 

Tenth to Eighth Centuries

If it is difficult to judge inter-site variability in Iron 
I Philistia with respect to the figurines, then it is essen-
tially impossible to do so for the greater part of Iron II. 
A major obstacle, as I have already discussed, is the 
gap in excavated remains at two of the three main sites 
(Ashkelon and Miqne) between the early tenth and the 
early eighth century at least, with a total of three figu-
rines attributable to this period at the two sites. As a 
result, it is entirely unclear whether the material from 
Ashdod is typical of Philistia as a whole in the pe-
riod or represents local developments. The evidence of 
the Batash molds and a plaque from Miqne IIA (obj. 
no. 3235) suggest that, as at Ashdod, the plaque figu-
rine may have been the main anthropomorphic type 
in much of Philistia in this period or at least in the 
eighth century.50 At the same time, the details of the 
plaques point to differences between sites; the style 
of the Batash molds is unparalleled in Philistia, and 
the combination gesture, which continues at Ashdod 
into the seventh century, is not found at any other site. 
Meanwhile, the tenth- to ninth-century plaques from 
Aphek and Shalaf may suggest unique connections be-
tween northern Philistia and other parts of Palestine, 
especially the north, but again this is a speculative 
statement.

Eighth to Seventh Centuries
 
Table 7.5 presents the distribution of composite 

figurines by site in Philistia. A few notes concerning 
the table are in order. The final column, “pillar body,” 
equals Kletter’s Type C (all JPF bodies; 1996:30). I 
have included in this column not only body fragments 
but also complete (or largely complete) figurines that 
could not easily be placed in Type 8 or Type 9 (Kletter’s 
Types B and A, respectively) because the faces were 
not well preserved. The figurine totals given on the ta-
ble are only approximate. A number of figurines from 
Gophna’s (1970) survey of Ḥorvat Hoga and Mefalsim 
A remain unpublished; Kletter (1996:Appendix 5.III) 
has catalogued them, but mostly without illustration.51 
In addition, the figurine heads from Tell Jemmeh 
fragment of this type of bird’s head from Ashkelon, however 
(see Press forthcoming).
50 A plaque figurine from Naveh’s survey of Tel Miqne 
(Naveh 1958:pl. 21.A–B) depicts a pregnant female with 
arms to the sides but very much in the style of the Ashdod 
plaques.
51 Other figurines from Hoga, collected by nearby kibbutz 
residents, have been placed at my disposal courtesy of the 
Israel Antiquities Authority and Jacob Huster.
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(Petrie 1928:pls. XXXV–XXXVI) are not always easy 
to classify based on the published photographs; while I 
have been able to inspect many of these figurines (and 
additional unpublished examples) in person in London 
and Jerusalem, and thereby refine my original (2007) 
results, I have not been able to see all of the published 
examples in person. Meanwhile, no examples of Types 
5 and 6 can be dated stratigraphically to the Iron Age. 
However, due to both their occurrence at multiple sites 
whose figurine assemblages are mostly if not exclu-
sively Iron Age, and their general similarity to the 
other types which can be dated stratigraphically to the 
Iron Age, they are almost certainly Iron Age in type. 
As a result of the above issues, the table should serve 
only as a general indication of types and frequencies.

What is clear from the table is that, for the most 
part, the different composite figurine types have dis-
tinct geographical distributions within Philistia. Type 
1 is exclusive to Ashkelon and Ṣippor; Type 2a is ex-
clusive to Miqne, while Type 2b is concentrated at 
Jemmeh; and Types 3–7 are found only in the south-
ern part of Philistia. Only Types 8 and 9, the Judahite 
types, have a distribution that significantly crosscuts 

these subregions. At least in some respects, then, 
the distribution of figurine types in seventh-century 
Philistia corresponds to boundaries of the Philistine 
city-kingdoms, as discussed by Stern (2001:102–4, 
121–22). It is therefore worth looking more closely at 
the different regional corpora of figurines:

 
1. Southern Philistia (Tell Jemmeh, Tel Haror, Tel 

Sera«, Ruqeish, Ḥorvat Hoga, Mefalsim A, Tell el-
«Ajjul, Tell el-Far«ah [S], Tel Milḥa, Tell el-Hesi). 
This large area corresponds to Stern’s kingdom of 
Gaza (2001:104). It is the most distinct subregion 
of Philistia in terms of the figurines, both the com-
posite types and the other seventh-century types. 
The Type 4 heads are exclusive to this area (e.g., 
Petrie 1928:pl. XXXV.8–10 [Jemmeh]; Gophna 
1970:pl. VI. 3, 7 [Ḥorvat Hoga, Mefalsim A]; E. 
Oren 1978:1333, first from left [Sera«]); the Type 
3 heads appear to be as well, but so far clear ex-
amples have been identified only at Sera« (see, e.g., 
Oren 1978:1333, second and third from left). The 
same is true of the Type 5–7 heads, best known 
from Jemmeh but also with examples of each type 

Table 7.5: Distribution of Composite Female Figurine Types, by Site

Site Type 1 Type 2a Type 2b Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Type 6 Type 7 Type 8 Type 9
Pillar 
Body

Ashkelon* 22 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sippor 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Qasile 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1? 1
Ashdod 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1? 1 0
Miqne 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
Batash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Safi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Jemmeh** 0 0 3 0 9 2 4 6 1 1 0
Sera 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Haror 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
H. Hoga 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 1 0 1 0
Mefalsim A 0 0 0 0 1 0 1? 0 0 0 0
Ajjul 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Far«ah (S) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Milha 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hesi*** 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

* Note that the Ashkelon numbers include 1 veiled (Type 1) head from the British excavations of the early 1920s (Phythian-Adams 1923b: 
pl. II.9).

** The Jemmeh totals do not include the figurine mold (Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVI.6), possibly of Type 5. 

*** The two Hesi figurines are from the publication of the Persian period (Bennett and Blakely 1989:fig. 208:3–4). While found in Persian 
period contexts, these two figurines are likely Iron Age types, as they are paralleled at Jemmeh and other sites in southern Philistia (although 
none of these figurines can be securely dated stratigraphically) and belong to the general range of composite head types in southern Philistia 
in the eighth to sixth centuries (contra Bennett and Blakely 1989:279).
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from Hoga. Certain composite bodies also appear 
to mark this region as distinct: it is the only region 
where the composite figurines hold a disc (Petrie 
1928:pl. XXXV.14 [Jemmeh]; Humbert 2000:32–
33 [unprovenanced]).52 The “Thick Style” plaques 
are also unique to southern Philistia (Petrie 1928:pl. 
XXXVI.34–38 [Jemmeh]; Haror no. 18125). These 
plaques manifest a general carelessness concerning 
details of modeling, even on moldmade figurines, 
that is characteristic of the region: it is shared by 
the “schematic” Type 4 heads (Gophna 1970:pl. 
VI.1–3, 7; cf. Kletter 1996:252–53). Finally, the 
characteristic zoomorphic type of the region is the 
humped bovine (e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. 37 [Jemmeh]; 
Haror no. 16260; Sera« nos. 1105, 3430, 3516; 
Ruqeish no. 16922). Horses have been found only 
at Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVIII.8–14), 
where despite several examples they are not nearly 
as numerous as the humped bovines, and possi-
bly at Netiv Ha-«Asara (Shavit and Yasur-Landau 
2005:fig. 16); these examples belong largely or ex-
clusively to Type 3 (see chapter 6), which appears 
to be unique to southern Philistia.

2. Ashkelon and Ṣippor. These sites form a “central 
Philistine” region similar to Stern’s kingdom of 
Ashkelon, between the Naḥal Lachish and the Naḥal 
Shiqmah (2001:102). In fact, the figurine types of 
this region are known exclusively from Ashkelon, 
save for the three composite heads from the Persian 
period favissa at Ṣippor (Negbi 1966:pl. 5 nos. 15–
17). These heads, and most of the Ashkelon heads, 
show that Type 1 was characteristic of this subre-
gion.53 In addition, Ashkelon is the only Philistine 
site to yield the Type 1 horse heads.

52 At the same time, it should be remembered that southern 
Philistia has the most examples of well-preserved composite 
bodies. Given the fact of fewer extant bodies generally from 
other parts of Philistia, the absence of disc holders in these 
subregions could be an accident of discovery.
53 Also relevant are the finds from Tel «Erani (Tell Sheikh 
el-«Areini), about 5 km southeast of Ṣippor and roughly at 
the border of Philistia (as defined in chapter 4). Most of the 
published figurines from this site are typical Judahite pillar 
figurines (e.g., Yeivin and Kempinski 1993:420). Yeivin’s 
First Preliminary Report, however, shows two figurines 
from Strata IV–V in Area A (seventh to early sixth centuries) 
that are clearly not typical JPFs (1961:pl. 2, third row, third 
and fourth from left). I have been able to inspect one of these 
figurines (fourth from left; IAA 57-598) in Beth Shemesh, 
courtesy of the IAA, and it is almost certainly made from the 
same mold as cat. no. 35; the photograph of the second is not 
detailed enough to allow for a definitive judgment, but it also 
appears to be a “veiled” Type 1 composite head. Given the 
proximity of «Erani to Ṣippor, such a find is not surprising.

3. Northeastern Philistia (Miqne, Ṣafi, Batash). 
This subregion (similar to Stern’s kingdom of 
Ekron [2001:102]) is characterized by relatively 
high Judahite influence (albeit of a small cor-
pus). Judahite pillar figurines have been found at 
all three sites (Miqne obj. nos. 3364, 6159/5965, 
6559; Ṣafi basket no. 110050/110650; Batash reg. 
no. 1183 [A. Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:photo 
136, pl. 57.15]). The Type 2 composite heads are 
characteristic finds at Miqne (Gitin 1995:fig. 4.17;  
2003:fig. 4; Miqne obj. no. 2133). Relatively few 
zoomorphic figurines have been found. Even Miqne 
has relatively few zoomorphic figurines, especially 
compared to zoomorphic vessels found there; nev-
ertheless, there is one horse head from the site (obj. 
no. 6891; Ben-Shlomo 2010:fig. 3.67.4), which is 
definitely of Judahite type (Type 2), and a second 
fragment that may also be a Judahite horse head 
(obj. no. 6068; Ben-Shlomo 2010:fig. 3.67.3).54 

4. Ashdod. Ashdod appears to be unique, at least 
among excavated sites. There are no known com-
posite figurines, with the exception of a likely Type 
9 (handmade JPF, Kletter’s Type A) head (D1035/1; 
M. Dothan 1971:fig. 65.11) and a possible Type 8 
(moldmade JPF, Kletter’s Type B) head (D1712/1; 
M. Dothan 1971:fig. 64.11).55 The most common 
anthropomorphic type is instead the plaque figurine 

54 D. Ben-Shlomo (pers. comm., March 2007) first suggested 
to me that these two fragments were Judahite horses.
55 Note that there is a set of moldmade heads from Ashdod 
(e.g., M. Dothan and Freedman 1967:fig. 43.2 [D433/4]; 
M. Dothan 1971:figs. 64.10 [D838/1], 65.2 [D1990/1]; M. 
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.115.9 [H3337/1]), 
which taper to a break at the neck, for which it is difficult 
to tell whether they are composite heads or plaque heads. I 
have ultimately concluded that they are plaque fragments, 
for two reasons: 1) a plaque mold from Ashdod (D13, M. 
Dothan and Freedman 1967:fig. 46.3) is a close parallel, with 
the same hairstyle shown on the heads (ending in a triangle 
at mouth or chin level on each side) and a tapering neck, 
and 2) following the principle that extant heads and bodies 
should be related, these should be plaque heads as there are 
several Iron II plaque bodies from the site but only one pos-
sible composite body (A618/19, M. Dothan 1971:fig. 7.16).

These heads also have a set of close parallels among the 
material collected from Ḥorvat Hoga in southern Philistia 
(e.g., IAA 73-5075-6, 5078-9). In addition, note that the 
material from Hoga also includes the only “Late Ashdoda” 
found outside of Ashdod (IAA 73-5080; see chapter 6). 
These parallels might suggest some connection in the eighth 
to seventh centuries between the two sites. At the same time, 
this connection should not be pressed too far, given that the 
material from Hoga is not from archaeological excavation 
or survey but was collected by nearby residents; therefore 
the provenance of this material is perhaps not beyond doubt.
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(see, e.g., M. Dothan 1971:fig. 64). There are no 
horses from stratified contexts, save for one pos-
sible example from Area D (D4973/1; M. Dothan 
1971:fig. 66.3); on the other hand, there are two 
Type 2 (Judahite) horses from surface or unknown 
contexts (D1588/1 [M. Dothan 1971:fig. 66.2] and 
M1926/3 [M. Dothan and Porath 1982:fig. 34.7]).56 
Other types present at Ashdod, such as the “Late 
Ashdoda” (e.g., M. Dothan 1971:pl. 63) and unusu-
al decorated examples (e.g., D4185/1; M. Dothan 
1971:fig. 62.3), are unparalleled.57 

Therefore, in many respects—as can best be seen 
by the finds in southern Philistia—the figurines are 
distributed along regional lines. This subregional pat-
terning, however, is far from absolute. As I mentioned 

56 Although they do not come from stratified contexts, these 
horse heads almost certainly date to the eighth or seventh 
century. They are identical to the Judahite type, which was 
no longer produced after the end of the Iron Age. According 
to E. Stern (1989), Judah did not have horses (and figu-
rines generally) in the Persian Period; Lachish, where such 
figurines were found, was outside the border of Yehud (the 
Persian province of Judah). In any case, finds from sites 
outside of Yehud—for instance, in the Shephelah at sites 
such as Lachish and Maresha—include the typical “Persian 
rider” type, which is very distinct from the Judahite horses 
with simple box snout (see, e.g., Tufnell 1953:pl. 33; Kloner 
1991:71; Stern 1982:fig. 285). A survey of the Persian pe-
riod horses from Ashkelon, meanwhile, suggests that they 
are of Phoenician type, similar to those from Dor (e.g., reg. 
no. 11890 [Stern 1995:fig. 7.3.9] and basket no. 152726).
57 The unparalleled nature of the Ashdod corpus is also help-
ful in understanding the group of Iron Age terracottas among 
the collection of the Baron von Ustinow, collected by him 
while residing in Jaffa in the late nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries (Skupinska-Løvset 1978). In trying to estab-
lish the provenience of the collection, Skupinska-Løvset 
(1978:17) suggested Ashkelon, based on the apparent pro-
venience of the pottery from the collection (and from where 
it is historically established that other objects in the baron’s 
collection derived; see Skupinska-Løvset 1976:17–21), and 
the fact that some of the figurines were paralleled at nearby 
Ashdod. At the time, of course, Ashkelon had not yet been 
systematically excavated. As can be seen in this study, how-
ever, the figurine corpus of Ashkelon is quite distinct from 
that of Ashdod for much of the Iron Age. In fact, none of 
the Iron Age types in the Ustinow collection (all Iron II) 
is known from Ashkelon, while all are attested at Ashdod: 
plaque with combination gesture (UT 3); Judean pillar figu-
rine, moldmade (Type 8) and handmade (Type 9) heads (UT 
4–5); plaque head with triangular hairstyle at chin length 
(UT 14); and Judahite (Type 2) horses (UT 25–27, 29–30). 
Some of these figurines, then, very likely came from Ashdod 
itself. The Judahite types could have come from any number 
of sites in Judah or its vicinity, but a provenience of Ashdod 
is certainly possible as well.

above, the Type 8 and 9 (Judahite) composite figurines 
crosscut these regions; they may be concentrated most 
heavily in the region of Miqne (where they make up 
a large percentage of the total number of compos-
ite figurines) but are also found at multiple sites in 
southern Philistia, and perhaps at Ashdod (M. Dothan 
1971:figs. 64.11 [D1712/1], 65.11 [D1035/1]). In gen-
eral, there appears to be some level of Judahite influ-
ence at almost every site, with the notable exception 
of Ashkelon. Still, it is possible to draw some distinc-
tions between types of Judahite influence. In southern 
Philistia, some of the figurines of Judahite type are 
more crudely made and appear to be local imitations 
(e.g., Petrie 1928:pl. 36.42 [Jemmeh]; Stern 2001:Ill. 
I.58, fifth from left [Sera« no. 1129]). Thus, at Tell 
Jemmeh, which has (along with Ashkelon) the largest 
collection of composite figurines, and of eighth- and 
seventh-century figurines in general, in Philistia, the 
only figurine truly in Judahite style is a pillar figu-
rine with a Type 9 head (Petrie 1928:pl. XXXVI.16). 
Beyond this example, the only clearly Judahite figu-
rine in this subregion of Philistia is a pillar body from 
Haror (no. 16934; E. Oren et al. 1991:17). On the other 
hand, at Miqne Judahite figurines make up 50 percent 
of the composite figurine corpus, and at Batash 100 
percent (1 of 1). Thus, it appears that the concentration 
of Judahite figurines in the area of Miqne is attribut-
able simply to its proximity to Judah, instead of to a 
geopolitical factor; in general, Judahite influence on 
the figurines is strongest in the Shephelah and gradu-
ally weakens toward the coast.58 

In addition, there is little evidence for subregional 
styles or types in the vicinity of Miqne. Most of the 
material comes from Miqne itself, yet even in the 
small number of figurines from Batash and Ṣafi there 
are apparent distinctions. No Type 2 composite heads 
or cylindrical bodies have been found at either Batash 
or Ṣafi. Other than the one JPF body, the only anthro-
pomorphic figurines from Batash in this period are the 
eighth-century molds, which are quite distinct in style 
from any plaques found at Miqne. Meanwhile, Type 2 
heads (albeit the smaller Type 2b) have been found at 
Ashkelon (one example, cat. no. 46, although it is quite 
distinct in style), as well as at Sera« (no. 1200; see, e.g., 
E. Oren 1978:1333, fourth from left), Jemmeh (e.g., 
Petrie 1928:pl. XXXV.30), and apparently Ḥorvat 

58 At the same time, at least some of the instances of Judahite 
figurines in Philistia may be related to a political factor, spe-
cifically the border wars between Judah and Philistia in the 
Iron II (see discussion in chapter 4). Thus, even the pres-
ence of Judahite horses and pillar figurines at Ashdod could 
be understood in the context of a raid such as Uzziah’s (2 
Chr. 26:6), although the figurines are presumably dated later 
(seventh century) than Uzziah (mid-eighth century).



213Contextual Studies

Hoga (not yet published; see Kletter 1996:253 no. 
5.III.3.1, fig. 7.5).59 The Sera« and Jemmeh example 
listed above are particularly close in style to the Miqne 
heads, despite their smaller size. In addition, the area 
around the Yarkon, considered part of the kingdom 
of Ashkelon (Stern 2001:102; for more detailed dis-
cussion, see chapter 4), is represented only by a few 
figurines from Qasile (e.g., B. Mazar 1951/52:fig. 13c; 
A. Mazar 1980:fig. 42d–e). These figurines are typi-
cally Judahite and thus display no connection to the 
Ashkelon corpus.

In sum, the distribution of figurine types in Philistia 
is more complex than simply by city-kingdoms. There 
appear to be certain aspects of the figurines that reflect 
a common Philistine conception: the cylindrical com-
posite bodies and perhaps the Type 1 horse heads.60 
Other aspects of the figurines reflect subregional 
distinctions that could be connected to geopolitical 
entities: e.g., the neck pendants on the Type 3 and 4 
composite heads and the humped bovine figurines. In 
yet other respects, however, the figurine distribution 
reflects other kinds of subregional distinctions: e.g., 
between Miqne and Ṣafi or between Judahite influence 
in the interior and its absence on the coast.

Intra-Site Contexts

Historically, the relationship between figurines and 
contexts in archaeology, both in Philistia and beyond, 
has been a problematic one. The “recursive relation-
ship” that Renfrew observed between sanctuaries and 
cult images (1985:413) is also operative for sanctuar-
ies (or “cultic contexts” generally) and figurines. As 
Fowler has discussed, figurines are often cited in ex-
cavation reports for sites in Palestine as an automatic 
indicator of a cultic context (1985:333–34). Yet, as we 
will see, figurines are found in Iron Age Palestine—
particularly in the eighth and seventh centuries—in 
a remarkable number of contexts, most of which can 
59 Kletter (1996:256 no. 5.III.3.3) also includes an example 
from Tell el-«Ajjul (Petrie 1933:pl. 16.43) in his group of 
heads with “combed double side-locks.” The material from 
«Ajjul is hard to assess, as discussed above. Nevertheless, 
Kletter’s labeling of this figurine may well be correct, as far 
as I can tell from Petrie’s drawing. While most of the «Ajjul 
figurines probably date to the Late Bronze Age, a small num-
ber of other examples may be eighth- to seventh-century 
types: e.g., a horse head (Petrie 1931:9, pl. 24) that resem-
bles the Ashkelon Type 1 heads and a humped bull figurine 
(Petrie 1933:8, pl. 17).
60 Of course, beyond the large collection of Type 1 horse 
heads from Ashkelon, there are only questionable examples 
from Ashdod and Tell el-«Ajjul. At the same time, there have 
been relatively few horses found at all outside of Ashkelon, 
so additional data are needed to clarify this situation.

only be interpreted as domestic. This leaves open the 
possibility of domestic cult, of course (see below), but 
it also emphasizes the problematic nature of the iden-
tification of contexts. Moreover, Ucko (1968:420–26) 
and Voigt (1983:186–89, table 28), among others, 
have gathered a series of ethnographic parallels indi-
cating a wide variety of uses for figurines, many of 
which have no religious connections, or questionable 
ones: e.g., toys, initiation figures, vehicles of magic. In 
the end, then, we cannot use figurines as indicators of 
use of contexts; we can only use contexts as indicators 
of use of figurines.

The situation at Ashkelon is worth exploring brief-
ly. In table 7.6, I present all of the figurines for which 
a phase can be assigned, based on the type of context: 
primary (floor, occupational debris, or some other type 
of living surface, including courtyards and streets) or 
secondary (mostly fills from pits, robber trenches, or 
leveling activity).

The chart does not include five figurines from the 
catalogue; three (Cat Nos. 30, 74, 165) are from post-
Iron Age contexts, and two (Cat Nos. 16, 32) are from 
balk removal and could not be assigned a phase. The 
percentages are calculated out of the 205 figurines that 
can be assigned an Iron Age phase. Percentages are 
rounded off to the nearest tenth of a percent (resulting 
in slight discrepancies in some of the totals). I have 
combined the subphases (A and B) for the Iron I in 
Grid 38. 

Generally speaking, table 7.6 demonstrates that 
figurines are distributed randomly throughout the Iron 
Age phases of Ashkelon. The phase with the most fig-
urines by far is Grid 50 Phase 7 (late seventh century 
b.C.e.), whose deposits are far deeper than any other 
phase. Overwhelmingly, the depth of these deposits is 
related to the massive quarry fill, which contains the 
vast majority of the figurines in secondary contexts in 
this phase (and in this phase overall). Beyond Phase 
7, figurines are distributed rather evenly across the 
other well-preserved phases: Phases 19–17 and 14 
in Grid 38, and (to a lesser extent) Phase 9 in Grid 
50. On the other hand, ephemeral phases such as Grid 
50 Phase 7 and Grid 38 Phases 15/16 have very few 
figurines. An exception appears to be Grid 38 Phase 
20, which is relatively well preserved but yielded only 
three figurines. This anomaly may be connected to the 
gradual increase in Philistine Psi production over the 
course of the twelfth century and the late introduction 
of the Ashdoda, both trends being noted earlier in this 
chapter.

In comparing primary to secondary contexts, only 
24.4 percent of figurines come from primary contexts, 
with 75.6 percent coming from secondary contexts 
such as fills. Again, this number is closely related to 
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the large number of figurines found in the Grid 50 
quarry fill. Nevertheless, a predominance of second-
ary contexts is apparent in other phases. The excep-
tions to this trend are Phases 20 and 19 in Grid 38, 
each of which yielded more figurines in primary than 
secondary contexts. A closer inspection of the data, 
however, suggests that this pattern is not real. The two 
figurines in primary contexts in Phase 20 are cat. no. 
69, a plaque figurine (of Revadim type; see chapter 6) 
which is probably a residual thirteenth-century exam-
ple, and cat. no. 208, a Mycenaean Psi figurine head. 
These two examples, then, are likely both residual, and 
the excavation or classification of their contexts is per-
haps flawed. Similarly, of the nine figurines in Phase 
19 primary contexts, three (cat. nos. 201, 205–6) are 
Mycenaean figurines, and two (cat. nos. 209–10) are 
LB Cypriot female figurines. Again, these figurines 
should be residual, and there may be a problem with 
the designation of these contexts. These results, then, 
suggest that there is no significant distinction among 
phases in distribution between primary and secondary 
contexts.

To further illustrate some of these trends, I have 
plotted every figurine found in a primary context on 
a series of phase plans (figures 3–12; see Appendix). 
There are no figurines from primary contexts in 
Grid 38 Phase 20B or Grid 50 Phase 8, so I have not 

included plans for these phases. In addition, Grid 38 
Phases 15/16 are two poorly preserved and poorly de-
fined phases; between them there is one possible figu-
rine from a primary context (cat. no. 174, a zoomor-
phic fragment from a possible courtyard). Given that 
this is a solitary figurine and that the definition of its 
context is unclear, I have not included a plan of these 
combined phases either.

For the most part, the same randomness of distribu-
tion discussed above is visible in the phase plans as 
well: the lack of patterning chronologically, between 
one phase and the next, is also visible spatially, among 
individual contexts within a phase. These results 
can be analyzed in multiple ways. First, let us look 
at a breakdown by figurine type. All major figurine 
types—Philistine Psi, Ashdoda, composite, plaque, 
and horse—are present in both primary and second-
ary contexts. Unidentifiable zoomorphic fragments 
also occur in both types of contexts. Meanwhile, LB 
Mycenaean and Cypriot figurines are both present in 
Iron I primary contexts; in fact, both Cypriot figurines 
in the catalogue occur in Iron I primary contexts. As 
noted above, the data here are problematic and sug-
gest that most of these figurines are residual rather 
than having been used in the Iron I. Additionally, all 
figurines are fragmentary, meaning that in all cases we 
are dealing with secondary use contexts; there is no 

Table 7.6: Distribution of Figurines at Ashkelon by Iron Age Phase, Primary vs. Secondary

Primary Secondary Total

Grid Phase Number
percent of 
Assemblage

Number
percent of 
Assemblage

Number
percent of 
Assemblage

Grid 38 Phase 20 2 1% 1 0.5% 3 1.5%
Phase 19 9 4.4% 5 2.4% 14 6.8%
Phase 18 8 3.9% 11 5.4% 19 9.3%
Phase 17 6 2.9% 11 5.4% 17 8.3%
Phase 15/16 1 0.5% 1 0.5% 2 1%
Phase 14 5 2.4% 9 4.4% 14 6.8%

Grid 50 Phase 9 2 1% 5 2.4% 7 3.4%
Phase 8 0 0% 2 1% 2 1%
Phase 7* 17 8.3% 109 53.2% 126 61.5%

Grid 2 Phases 8/7 0 0% 1 0.5% 1 0.5%
Totals 50 24.4% 156 75.6% 205 100%

*Note that the number of figurines from primary contexts in Grid 50 Phase 7 listed here (17) differs from the total of 15 given in Ashkelon 3 
(Ashkelon 3, p. 706, table 27.8). The difference appears to be due in part to several minor errors in the latter publication: 
1. the omission of cat. no. 65 (reg. no. 39692) in Room 227 from the Ashkelon 3 total;
2. the omission of two figurines from Room 373 (Ashkelon 3, fig. 27.17): cat. nos. 33 and 110;
3. the inclusion of two figurines in Room 426 (Ashkelon 3, fig. 27.15) when there should be only one, cat. no. 83 (reg. no. 42847); and
4. the omission of two figurines from the South Street (Ashkelon 3, fig. 27.24), cat. nos. 34 and 79.
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variation in this respect according to type. Therefore, 
there does not appear to be any significant difference 
in disposal patterns (or secondary use contexts) by 
type.

Second, let us move to an analysis of the clustering 
of figurines in primary contexts. There are three ma-
jor figurine concentrations visible in the plans: in the 
South Street, Grid 50 Phase 7; in and around Building 
406, Grid 50 Phase 7; and in and around Room 530, 
Grid 38 Phase 18A. The concentration in the South 
Street is the largest cluster of figurines in any Iron Age 
phase at Ashkelon: eight total objects, out of a total of 
seventeen for the entire grid in this phase. The signifi-
cance of this cluster may be limited, however, as the 
South Street and its corner with the West Street formed 
the area with the heaviest concentration of artifacts 
throughout the seventh-century levels at Ashkelon 
(Ashkelon 3, p. 724). Thus, there are significant con-
centrations of artifacts such as jewelry and beads, 
bronze and stone weights, and Egyptian amulets in the 
same area. In addition, it appears that some of what 
was excavated as L302 (part of the South Street) may 
have been fill and bedding for a drain, and therefore 
the finds might not be entirely from a primary context. 
Beyond this observation, the South Street may simply 
have been a particularly busy area of activity and/or a 
particularly well-preserved area.

The other two concentrations are of a different na-
ture: they do not consist of clusters from a single con-
text (or set of closely related contexts) but are spread 
over a larger area. A total of six figurines were found 
in or immediately outside of Building 406 in the Grid 
50 marketplace. However, the figurines were largely 
spread out in this area, with Room 373 the only room 
with more than one figurine (two total), and two more 
coming from the East Street just to the south of the 
building. The possibility therefore exists that there 
was a special use of figurines in this row of shops, as 
no other building in the marketplace yielded more than 
one figurine. The other possible concentration of figu-
rines, in and around Room 530, consists of a group of 
five objects (out of seven total from primary contexts 
in Grid 38 Phase 18A): two (both Ashdoda fragments) 
from the room itself, with three more (two Philistine 
Psis and an unidentifiable zoomorphic fragment) in 
the street outside. This concentration might suggest 
a special use of figurines (and in particular the major 
female types) in Room 530, but any larger significance 
to this room cannot be pursued here.

Beyond these concentrations, figurines appear to 
be fairly randomly scattered across rooms. For in-
stance, despite the clusters noted above, there is at 
least one figurine in every major building in the Grid 

50 marketplace (Phase 7). I would note one exception 
to this pattern in the Iron I phases in Grid 38: while 
figurines are more or less randomly distributed among 
the rooms in the two buildings on the west side of 
the street (as well as in the courtyard between them), 
they are largely absent from the building on the east 
side of the street. The figurines that do appear in pri-
mary contexts are problematic, as noted above; most 
are residual LB types. The one exception is the bird 
figurine (cat. no. 172), an unusual type which again 
might suggest a difference between the two sides of 
the street. The possibility that the eastern building had 
a separate function from the buildings on the west side 
throughout the Iron I should be kept in mind, although 
it cannot be explored further here. The determination 
of a difference in function, and what that function 
might be, must wait for the full publication of the Iron 
I levels in Grid 38. Preliminarily, I would suggest that, 
since Philistine figurines (especially in Iron I) seem to 
have a largely domestic usage (see below), the eastern 
building—unlike those on the west side of the street—
might not have been (primarily?) domestic in nature.

Overall, then, most figurines do not occur in clus-
ters, and there is no clear significance to the clusters 
that do exist. All major types are represented, but they 
also occur in isolated cases. Neither does there appear 
to be any special association with other types of ar-
tifacts. I have not conducted an exhaustive study of 
artifact associations, but based on the spatial analy-
sis conducted in Ashkelon 3 (pp. 701–36), as well 
as my preliminary work on other contexts, there are 
no unique or recurring groupings of objects. For in-
stance, figurines were found along with each of the 
two special clusters of Egyptian artifacts noted in the 
seventh-century levels (in Rooms 312 and 413 of the 
Grid 38 winery and in the corner of the West and South 
Streets in Grid 50; Ashkelon 3, pp. 706–8). These as-
sociations, however, do not appear to have special sig-
nificance. The cluster of figurines in the South Street 
is matched by clusters of several different types of ar-
tifacts in the same area and seems instead to reflect 
either the state of preservation of the area or the gen-
eral amount of activity, as noted above. Meanwhile, 
the figurines found in these clusters are not unique or 
specially preserved: they consist of the major seventh-
century types, in their usual fragmentary state of pres-
ervation (composite head and body fragments, and 
horse heads, bodies, and a leg). These figurine types 
are by no means confined to these clusters, nor do they 
appear in these clusters in any greater frequency than 
any other non-Egyptian artifact class. It therefore ap-
pears that there are no special associations between 
figurines and other objects, although this issue should 
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be investigated more closely once the Iron I levels of 
Ashkelon are fully published. 

As is suggested in the above discussion, figurines at 
Ashkelon are found exclusively, or almost exclusively, 
in domestic and industrial contexts. It may be signifi-
cant that, even if we view the Ashkelon figurines as 
primary and secondary refuse, they were consistently 
discarded in and around houses. At the same time, we 
should not exaggerate the importance of this observa-
tion; most of the Iron Age contexts at Ashkelon appear 
to be domestic or industrial, and figurines are found in 
almost all of them. Mycenaean-style female figurines 
and zoomorphics are found in Grid 38 Phases 19–17 
(late twelfth and eleventh centuries) in both main 
buildings on the west side of the street, thought to 
have been primarily residential with some associated 
industrial activity (weaving, winemaking?; see Stager 
2006b:14–16; Ashkelon 1, pp. 262–74), as well as the 
courtyard in between. In the seventh century, the two 
main types—the composite figurine and the horse—
are found in the destruction debris and occupational 
debris in both the Grid 38 winery and the Grid 50 mar-
ketplace, in multiple rooms. At least from my initial 
survey, there is little patterning to this distribution. 
There may be two or three patterns of significance 
(figurines in Building 406, Grid 50 Phase 7; figurines 
in and around Room 530, Grid 38 Phase 18A; and lack 
of figurines in the eastern building in Grid 38 through-
out the Iron I). Most figurines, however, do not fit any 
pattern of this sort. D. Ben-Shlomo has identified a 
similar lack of patterning at Miqne, for the zoomor-
phic figurines at least: they are randomly distributed 
across the site (1999; see also Mazow 2005:392).61 

In fact, the limited nature of the Ashkelon contexts 
is characteristic to a large extent of the excavated re-
mains in Philistia as a whole. There are in particular 
very few cultic or funerary contexts, which might oth-
erwise give an indication of different types of func-
tions for figurines. A brief survey of these special con-
texts within Philistia is called for here; this overview 
is only preliminary, as many of the contexts are still 
unpublished. 

There are only two clear examples of cultic build-
ings in Iron Age Philistia:

1. The Qasile temples. A sequence of temples, form-
ing the “sacred area” of the site, was excavated by 
A. Mazar in Area C (A. Mazar 1980:1). The three 
main strata of the temple, XII–X, extend from the 

61 Ben-Shlomo suggested clustering in Field IV, considered 
the “elite zone” throughout the Iron Age (see T. Dothan 
1995:pl. IV), and in a room in Field INE, considered to be 
cultic, but statistics over time are not available (Ben-Shlomo 
1999; see Mazow 2005:392–93).

late twelfth century to the early tenth century (A. 
Mazar 1980:11). A variety of objects of presumed 
cultic significance, such as cult stands and libation 
vessels, were found; some were located in a favissa 
associated with the temples (A. Mazar 1980:24–
25), while others were located on and around a plat-
form (A. Mazar 1980:38–39)—strongly supporting 
the interpretation of these buildings as cultic. There 
were, however, no figurines associated with the 
temples. The only figurines from Area C are a few 
unstratified finds (A. Mazar 1980:113–14); of these, 
only two are possibly diagnostic and are of eighth- 
to seventh-century type.

2. The Ekron temple. Temple Complex 650 at Miqne 
was found in Field IV, Strata IC–IB, dating to the 
seventh-century b.C.e. (Gitin 2003; Gitin, Dothan, 
and Naveh 1987). It is a monumental structure 
with a pillared sanctuary, the plan of which Gitin 
has compared to the Temple of Astarte at Kition 
(Cyprus; see Gitin 2003:284). The cultic nature 
of the complex is possibly suggested by the finds, 
including a series of incense altars in the auxiliary 
buildings. Most significant, however, is a dedica-
tory inscription explicitly identifying the sanctuary 
as built by the king of Ekron, Padi, for his “lady” pt-
gyh, who is asked to bless and protect Padi and the 
land (Gitin, Dothan, and Naveh 1997). A composite 
female figurine was found in the sanctuary; it has an 
unusual gesture of one arm across the lower torso, 
with the other broken but apparently bent with the 
forearm raised (Gitin 2003:287, fig. 4).

To these contexts I would add the favissa from Tel 
Yavneh, whose cultic nature is clear from the variety 
of cult stands found in it (Kletter, Ziffer, and Zwickel 
2010). No freestanding figurines were found in the 
favissa; as already discussed, a number of handmade 
figurines were stationed in apertures of many of the 
stands. The Persian period favissa at Tel Ṣippor (Negbi 
1966) contained three Type 1 composite figurine heads, 
but their presence in the favissa can be seen only as re-
flecting their meaning or use at the time of deposition 
(mid-fourth century), as opposed to the time of their 
manufacture (presumably the seventh century).

In addition to these, several contexts have been 
interpreted, particularly upon discovery, as cultic in 
nature (for a summary of arguments, see T. Dothan 
2003):

1. Apsidal building, Ashdod, Area H, Stratum XII (late 
twelfth century). See M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 
2006:23–25; Dothan and Dothan 1992:153–54. T. 
Dothan (1982:41, 234) interpreted this as a cultic 
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structure and associated the “complete” Ashdoda 
with it. In fact, the Ashdoda was found in a Stratum 
XI building across the street (see Yasur-Landau 
2001:335; 2002:239).

2. Cultic building, Ashdod, Area D, Strata VII/VI (sev-
enth century). See Dothan and Dothan 1992:156; 
Yasur-Landau 2001:335; Holladay 1987:261–64. 
This building was interpreted as a shrine in a pot-
ters’ quarter. A pit (L. 1067) in Room 1001 was in-
terpreted as a favissa and contained kernos heads as 
well as a female plaque and two “Late Ashdodas.”

3. “Open-air shrine,” Ashdod, Area G, Stratum XIIIb 
(first half of twelfth century). See Dothan and 
Dothan 1992:166–67. T. Dothan (1982:37) suggest-
ed that this was a “high place,” with a pillar base 
functioning as a stand for an “idol.”

4. Buildings 351 and 350, Miqne, Field IV, Strata 
VII–VI, V–IV (twelfth, eleventh centuries). See 
T. Dothan 1995:43–45; 2002; Dothan and Dothan 
1992:248. According to T. Dothan (1995:43–45), 
this was a “monumental public building” of the 
twelfth century with a “hearth sanctuary”; built 
directly over it was Building 350, an even larger 
eleventh-century structure. The building was lo-
cated in the “elite zone,” where public buildings 
continued to be built into the seventh century (the 
Ekron Temple Complex).

5. Superimposed shrines, Miqne, Field I, Strata VI–V 
(late twelfth to early eleventh centuries). See T. 
Dothan 1995:47; Yasur-Landau 2002:169. The 
Stratum V rebuild included white plastered benches 
and a floor.

6. Room F, Miqne, Field X, Stratum VII (first half of 
twelfth century). A room in Complex 200, with a 
plastered platform that Yasur-Landau (2002:189; 
2010:279) labeled a bamah.

7. Room 16, Miqne, Field INE, Stratum VII (first half 
of twelfth century). See Meehl, Dothan, and Gitin 
2006:34–41. This was the largest of 10 rooms or 
areas forming one or more buildings. Based on the 
presence of a stone bathtub, hearth, and a bench 
in different subphases of the room, the excavators 
interpreted the room as having a cultic function 
(Meehl, Dothan, and Gitin 2006:34–35, 41).

8. Industrial Cult Corner, Ṣafi, Area A, Stratum 3 
(ninth century). See Hitchcock 2011:342–43. The 
finds of Building 23033, which contained oil and 

wine installations as well as weaving tools, includ-
ed notched scapulae in association with an entrance 
and a bench as well as a painted chalice elsewhere 
in the building.

Significantly, most of these buildings have now 
been reinterpreted, particularly in recent studies by 
Yasur-Landau (2002; 2010) and Mazow (2005). For 
instance, Yasur-Landau has interpreted the open-air 
shrine remains in Ashdod Area G as a single large 
domestic complex, similar in plan to the Mycenaean 
Korridorhaus (2002:186–87; 2010:274). He also 
questions the cultic association of Room F in Miqne 
Field X on the basis of the finds (loomweights and pot-
tery; see Yasur-Landau 2002:189). Mazow also inter-
prets the Ashdod Area G buildings as a combination 
of domestic and workshop spaces; she understands 
Buildings 350 and 351 at Miqne in a similar way, as 
elite dwellings (2005:350). Similarly, I have suggested 
that Room 16 in Miqne Field INE was in fact the main 
room of a house (Press 2011:386). Yasur-Landau does 
allow for the Area D building to be a cult place with a 
favissa (2001:335) and agrees with the interpretation 
of the Miqne Field I structures as shrines (2002:189).

In general, the uncertain interpretations of these 
contexts underline the need for basic criteria by which 
we can judge the function of buildings. We cannot, as 
mentioned above, use figurines as indicators of sanctu-
aries. Instead, we must make a more rigorous attempt 
to define and identify cultic contexts. Elsewhere (Press 
2011) I have made such an attempt, focusing not so 
much on specific types of artifacts or architecture as 
on traces of cultic behavior, as known from other ex-
amples in the same (or perhaps similar) cultures. The 
Qasile temples reveal such traces, especially in the 
large number of cult stands, anthropomorphic ves-
sels, and other objects concentrated in the area of a 
raised platform and in a pit, as mentioned above; these 
concentrations relate to the known behaviors of leav-
ing votive offerings on a platform or altar and collect-
ing them in a favissa. The Ekron Temple, of course, 
has an inscription identifying it as a temple. On the 
other hand, the majority of “cultic” contexts described 
above are more problematic. Their reinterpretation 
is supported by the data from Grid 38 at Ashkelon—
most of which was not available to Yasur-Landau and 
Mazow for their analyses. I will not attempt a detailed 
analysis of the architectural remains from the Iron I 
in Grid 38. It is worth noting, however, that the ma-
jor architectural features or installations (hearths, both 
circular and keyhole, “bathtubs,” and pillar bases) and 
material culture remains (pottery, bone, incised scapu-
lae, figurines, loomweights, spindle whorls, etc.) of 
most of the “cultic” areas of Ashdod and Miqne are 
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all typical of Grid 38 Phases 20–17. Not only every 
building, but nearly every room, of each phase 19–17 
is characterized by these finds. There is nothing about 
these buildings that suggests a cultic use: they have 
been interpreted as residences and/or workshops (see 
Stager 2006b; Ashkelon 1, pp. 257–73).62 

As for funerary contexts, most of these essentially 
come from the periphery of Philistia or even outside of 
it: Azor, Tell el-Far«ah (S), and (perhaps) Tell «Aitun 
(see, e.g., T. Dothan 1982:27–33, 44, 54–57). At the 
Pentapolis sites themselves, no Iron Age cemetery has 
been found. Instead, most tombs consist of occasional 
graves, generally intramural burials of infants (see 
Stager 2006b:14–15; Ashkelon 1, pp. 262, 266, fig. 
15.35); an important exception is an Iron I–early Iron 
II communal tomb excavated at Tell eṣ-Ṣafi in 2006 
(Faerman et al. 2011). It may well be significant that no 
figurines have been recovered from any of the graves 
in these cemeteries. The so-called «Aitun examples, as 
I discussed in chapter 6, may in fact have come from 
Azor, and based on their mourning gesture we might 
expect them to come from funerary contexts, but it is 
impossible to draw conclusions from the current state 
of the evidence. D. Ben-Shlomo, who is preparing the 
results of the Azor excavations for publication, has in-
dicated that there were no figurines found in the actual 
excavation (pers. comm., January 2007).

Thus, the need for more data is obvious. For now, 
we must rely on the contexts of parallel and antecedent 
figurines: Mycenaean figurines for the Iron I female 
types and Cypriot and Phoenician figurines for the 
eighth- and seventh-century types. For both groups of 
parallel figurines we indeed have a number of secure, 
identifiable contexts.

The Mycenaean figurines are very common and 
found in a variety of contexts. For many decades, 
scholarly discussion focused on their association with 
graves. Already Tsountas (1888:167) noted their oc-
currence in tombs, particularly poorer ones. Mylonas, 
while noting that they were also found in settlements 
and “sacred precincts” (1966:154), suggested that the 
majority came from tombs, particularly those of chil-
dren (1966:114). As a result, he interpreted the Phi 
figurines at least as divine nurses (1966:115). More 
recent research, however, has suggested the need for 

62 Note also that most of the finds in the Grid 38 buildings 
are broken and scattered (fairly randomly) on the floors, 
suggesting that they result not from “primary discard behav-
ior” (i.e., not constituting de facto refuse, or perhaps even 
primary refuse) but from “secondary formation processes” 
(following Mazow 2005:247, 388; cf. Moore 1999:89 on the 
contexts and state of preservation of the Mycenaean figures; 
see discussion in chapter 4).

a revision of these conclusions. Thus, Alram-Stern 
(1999:216) notes that all of the figurines from Elateia 
were found next to the burials of juveniles or adults, 
not children. More significantly, the number of tomb 
finds is now seen to be dwarfed by the numbers found 
in settlement contexts. As discussed above, French 
(1971:107; 2009:59) noted over  1100 fragments from 
the 1939–1955 excavations at Mycenae, with another 
1650 fragments from the 1959–1969 excavations; sim-
ilarly, Demakopoulou and Divari-Valakou (2001:182) 
reported 175 from Midea. Moreover, even in the ma-
jor cemeteries, at least in the twelfth century, female 
figurines of all types were not common. According to 
Iakovidis (1980:74), the cemetery of over 200 graves 
at Perati produced a total of seven Psi figurines and 
seven mourning figurines. Similar numbers were 
found in the large Mycenaean cemetery at Ialysos (see 
Maiuri 1923/24; Benzi 1992). A few large deposits, 
meanwhile, are certainly votive in nature, being as-
sociated with cult places: for instance, at Amyklai, 
Kalapodi in Phocis, and Haghia Triada, Klenies (see 
French 1971:107, 139–42; Felsch 1981:87; Kilian 
1990:185–90).

There are, then, three basic categories of contexts 
for the Mycenaean figurines: domestic, funerary, and 
cultic. As for cultic contexts, it is noteworthy that 
these are often associated with open-air sanctuaries 
(e.g., Haghia Triada) but not with the temples of the 
major centers. Thus, at Mycenae only two figurines 
were found in the Temple Complex, and these were of 
types that were made before the building of the temple 
(Moore and Taylour 1999:92–93). At Phylakopi, the 
only figurines found in the sanctuary were three Late 
Psi figurines, which were likely made after the “Lady 
of Phylakopi” went out of use. An exception is the site 
of Methana (see, e.g., Konsolaki 2002), where a shrine 
was found containing about 150 figurines on or around 
a bench. Here, however, the figurines were almost all 
bull figurines or other unusual types such as chariots 
and horse and rider figurines; Konsolaki emphasizes 
(2002:31) that there was only one female figurine and 
explicitly connects this fact to the scarcity of female 
figurines at other sanctuaries. It therefore appears that 
the figurines, or at least the female figurines, were 
not generally made for use in the sanctuaries and 
functioned there only in unusual circumstances; thus, 
French (1985:231) and Renfrew (1985:417) suggest 
that the Phylakopi figurines served as substitutes for 
the “Lady of Phylakopi.” Alternatively, Mycenaean 
female figurines are not generally found together in 
the same cultic contexts as the larger figures.

The Mycenaean female figurines display a remark-
able pattern of distribution. Early researchers appear 
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to have overemphasized the finds in the tombs; pre-
sumably these were noticed in the early years of ex-
cavation because, unlike the much larger numbers in 
domestic contexts, these would have been complete 
(or relatively complete) examples. In general, the con-
texts suggest an association with “popular” religion, 
as opposed to the cult of the “official” sanctuaries; at 
the same time, given the relationship in iconography 
between the figures and the figurines (see chapter 6), 
the contrast should perhaps not be drawn too sharply. 
Meanwhile, my analysis of the Tau figurines in chapter 
6 suggested that at least some figurines had different 
functions (and meanings?) based on context. In the 
case of the Tau figurines, they likely served as repre-
sentations of mourners in tombs but perhaps as repre-
sentations of goddesses (akin to the Mycenae Temple 
Complex and Midea figures) in other contexts. Thus, 
I would largely concur with French (1981:173) that 
the “figurines take their function from their context 
and not vice-versa, i.e., the same type of figurine has 
a discrete (though possibly related) function whether 
found in a tomb, an outdoor altar site or a domestic 
context.”63 

As for the major seventh-century types, they 
are known from Phoenicia and especially Cyprus. 
Unfortunately, as discussed in chapter 6, the 
Phoenician figurines are very imperfectly understood; 
as a result, it is difficult to draw definite conclusions 
concerning their contexts. Certainly, the largest and 
best-preserved figurine groups are from Shrine 1 at 
Sarepta (see Pritchard 1975; 1988)64 and the Akhziv 
cemeteries (Dayagi-Mendels 2002; E. Mazar 1990; 
1993; 2001; 2004); this distribution seems to par-
allel that on Cyprus, where the figurines are best 
known from tombs and especially sanctuaries (e.g., 
at Ayia Irini [Gjerstad et al. 1935:642–824], Kourion 
[Young and Young 1955; N. Winter 1996], and Kition 
[V. Karageorghis 1999; 2003; 2005]). Thus, it would 
be possible to explain the differences between the 
Cypro-Phoenician figurines and their Philistine paral-
lels (dressed bell-shaped, or funnel-shaped, vs. nude 
cylinder) on the basis of contexts: the Cypriot and 
Phoenician figurines being known from tombs and 
sanctuaries, while the Philistine figurines are known 
primarily from residential contexts. It is significant, 

63 This in turn supports the argument of Nilsson (1968:307–
9) that the function of the figurines might vary widely de-
pending on context (contra C. Picard 1948:247–48; Mylonas 
1966:115).
64 Note that the finds of Sarepta Shrine 1 counter Gitin’s 
claim (2003:287) that the figurine from the sanctuary of 
Temple Complex 650 at Miqne is the only figurine from an 
independently defined cultic context in the Levant.

however, that excavations of Phoenician settlements 
(Tyre, Keisan, Akko, etc.) have turned up nearly 
identical figurines to those from Sarepta and Akhziv, 
if more fragmentary. As a result, it appears that the 
Phoenician (and Cypriot) figurines were used in cul-
tic, funerary, and domestic contexts, and thus the dif-
ferences between them and the Philistine figurines are 
indeed regional differences.

The distribution of the Cypriot and Phoenician fig-
urines is therefore similar to that of the Mycenaean 
figurines. There is an important difference, however: 
whereas the cultic contexts of the Mycenaean figu-
rines are open-air sanctuaries, those of the Cypriot and 
Phoenician figurines (Sarepta, Ayia Irini, etc.) are “of-
ficial” shrines. It is clear from Cypriot sites like Ayia 
Irini that thousands of these figurines could be left at 
a sanctuary as votive offerings. While in many respect 
these, too, are domestic figurines, they can also be 
associated (perhaps unlike the Mycenaean figurines) 
with the elite.65 

The Mycenaean, Phoenician, and Cypriot figurines 
allow for some basic conclusions to be drawn based on 
context. Unfortunately these conclusions provide little 
more than suggestions as to how the Philistine figu-
rines might have been used; based on the small amount 
of evidence from Philistia, however, these suggestions 
are promising. Much has been made of the fact that 
no Mycenaean-style figurines were found in Area C at 
Qasile. Originally, Mazar (1980:119) emphasized the 
absence of Ashdoda and mourning figurines in an Iron I 
Philistine temple; he observed that mourning figurines 
were found only “in relation to burials” and so should 
not be expected in a temple or settlement. Based on 
the lack of Ashdoda figurines, Mazar concluded that 
Aegean traditions were not as strong at Qasile (as at 
Ashdod). After the publication of the sanctuary, how-
ever, Mazar’s continued excavations at Qasile found 
two Mycenaean-style figurines—an Ashdoda torso 
and a Philistine Psi torso (called by Mazar a “mourning 
woman”)—not in the temple precinct but in the settle-
ment (Area A; A. Mazar 1986:13–14). At that time, 
Mazar contrasted their presence here and absence in 
the temples but considered this distribution “acci-
dental” (1986:14). On the other hand, Yasur-Landau 
(2001:335; see also 2002:239) uses this distribution, 
together with the other finds of the Ashdoda in domes-
tic contexts, to suggest that the figurine was used in 
domestic/popular cult rather than official temple cult.66 
65 Compare the find of typical Judahite figurines at Ramat 
Raḥel, interpreted as an elite residence (Aharoni 1962; 
1964).
66 But Yasur-Landau (2001:335) observes that, in Iron II, the 
“Late Ashdoda” appears associated with the cult place in 
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As for the seventh-century Philistine figurines, the one 
clear temple of the period (the Ekron Temple) did in-
deed have a composite figurine in the sanctuary. The 
fact that this figurine was found, like its Cypriot and 
Phoenician parallels, in an “official” sanctuary, while 

Area D, with two in L. 1067—probably a favissa. No ex-
ample comes from a clear domestic context.

no Mycenaean-style figurines were found in the Qasile 
temples, is noteworthy. At the same time, this appears 
to be the only figurine from the Ekron temple (Gitin 
2003:287), although a more complete understanding 
awaits the final publication of the temple. Of course, 
with such a small sample of data not much more can 
be said, but the patterns of distribution are beginning 
to be suggestive.



8. SyntheSiS: Summary, ConCluSionS, ProSPeCtS

BeCauSe of the method that I have employed for 
this study, the results and conclusions I have 

drawn have been presented in a somewhat discon-
nected fashion. Discussion of the description, mean-
ing, and function of an individual figurine type spans 
sections of chapters 5–7. As a result, I believe it is 
useful to include a brief summary of my conclusions 
concerning the basic figurine types, synthesizing the 
material from my different analyses.

The Iron I figurines of Philistia include two ma-
jor types: the Philistine Psi, often mislabeled as a 
mourning figurine, and the Ashdoda. Both types share 
close links with the typical Mycenaean figurines, but 
whereas the Philistine Psi is simply a continuation of 
the Mycenaean Late Psi type, the Ashdoda is an en-
tirely new phenomenon. The Ashdoda appears to com-
bine occasional Cypriot elements with the dominant 
Aegean ones; it represents a fusion of woman and 
chair not found in Aegean or Cypriot figurines, and 
it is much more popular in Philistia than any seated 
figurine is in the Aegean or on Cyprus. Moreover, the 
chronological distribution suggests—though the evi-
dence is far from clear—that the Ashdoda was not pro-
duced before the beginning of the eleventh century, af-
ter several Philistine Psi examples are already attested. 
Thus, the origin and popularity of the Ashdoda suggest 
a uniquely Philistine phenomenon and one that might 
be connected with larger changes in Philistine religion 
and society. At the same time, female figurines in gen-
eral (both Psi and Ashdoda types) see a sharp rise in 
popularity and appear to eclipse the bovine figurines.

While the Mycenaean-style female figurines ap-
pear to enjoy a heyday in the early eleventh cen-
tury, they may already be in the decline before 1000 
b.C.e. Certainly with the end of the Iron I, the stan-
dard Ashdoda and Philistine Psi forms disappear. 
Nevertheless, the Aegean legacy is likely carried on in 
certain special figurine types. This is already evident 
over the course of the eleventh century, with a new 
class of hybrid figurines likely arising. This class ap-
pears to represent nude female depictions (unlike the 
typically clothed Mycenaean figurines) and perhaps is 
influenced by Cypriot connections. This hybrid type 
continues into the Iron II in the form of the figurines 
on the Yavneh cult stands, dating to the late ninth 
and early eighth centuries. Moreover, the “Ashdodite 
heads” and the “Late Ashdodas” appear to manifest 
traces of Aegean influence, at least at Ashdod, into the 
seventh century.

With gaps of varying degrees in excavated remains 
at Miqne, Ashkelon, and Batash, determining the basic 

types of figurines in the earlier part of the Iron II (tenth 
to early eighth centuries) is difficult. Based on the 
Ashdod corpus in particular, it appears that the plaque 
figurine becomes the dominant anthropomorphic form 
at this time, although this trend may simply represent 
a local one at Ashdod.

In the mid- to late eighth century, or early seventh at 
the latest, new types of figurines become widespread 
in Philistia: the composite figurine and the horse. 
These types, especially the composite figurine and its 
new technique, are traceable to Phoenician influence. 
By the late seventh century, another new Phoenician 
type—the hollow moldmade figurine in the form of a 
pregnant woman—appears at Ashkelon; the fragments 
found there in the late seventh-century levels are im-
portant evidence for dating of the type.

Besides the changes in figurine types, the changes 
in how and where these figurines are used are signifi-
cant. In the Iron I, the Philistine figurines—especially 
the Ashdoda—form a separate group from all other 
known figurines in Palestine, and the Levant gener-
ally. Moreover, while there may be small differences 
between the different sites and subregions of Philistia, 
the basic types are found throughout; one exception 
might be the decorated bovine figurines, which have 
so far been identified only at Miqne. By the tenth cen-
tury, however, the figurines of Philistia begin to look 
much more like those of the neighboring regions. The 
plaque figurine, probably the most common type in 
Philistia from the tenth through the eighth centuries, is 
known through much of Palestine, continuing the old 
LB Canaanite traditions. The specific gestures of the 
Ashdod plaques, however—especially the combina-
tion of one hand to the breast and the other along the 
side—are unique to Philistia.

A similar situation occurs in the seventh century. 
While the basic types are of Phoenician origin, the 
specific forms that these types take are generally 
known only in Philistia. On the one hand there ap-
pear to be subregional distinctions with styles—and 
actual molds and figurine series—circulating among 
site subgroups. This is most apparent in southern 
Philistia, where not only styles of composite figurines 
are shared but also the “Thick Style” plaques and the 
humped bovines. At the same time, there also appear 
to be common Philistine conceptions of figurines, dis-
tinct from those of the neighboring areas (especially 
Judah and Phoenicia): the nude cylindrical composite 
figurine and perhaps the Ashkelon-type horses.

Beyond reaching a set of conclusions about the fig-
urines, my analysis of the data has allowed me to test 
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some basic hypotheses concerning Philistine figurines, 
and Philistine culture more generally:

1. The “common knowledge” that the Philistines be-
come gradually more like their neighbors: in par-
ticular, that they have a distinct material culture in 
the Iron I, while by the seventh century their arti-
facts are regional variants of a broader type or are 
completely indistinct. Through an analysis of the 
figurines of the different subregions of Philistia, 
and a comparison with those of the neighboring re-
gions, I have found that the situation is somewhat 
more complex. On a general level, the Philistine 
figurine corpus does indeed become much more 
similar to that of the surrounding areas of Palestine. 
At the same time, however, there are still common 
Philistine conceptions of figurines, subregional 
conceptions that approximate those of the different 
Philistine city-states, and other regional trends that 
cross-cut these.

2. Related to this commonly held view is Kletter’s 
hypothesis (1996; 1999) that types of material 
culture such as figurines relate directly to political 
boundaries. Kletter seems to suggest this idea as 
an alternative to a connection between material 
culture and ethnicity, as if switching from ethnic 
groups to political groups removes the dangers of 
such correlations (1996:44). In fact, my study has 
been designed perfectly to test this idea; I began 
with a political (or geographic-political) definition 
of “Philistia” and proceeded to test whether it had a 
single, distinct corpus of figurines. Certainly much 
of the data suggests that such a distinct corpus 
does exist. For the Iron I, the Philistine figurine 
collection is largely uniform and distinctive; on 
the other hand, in the Iron II—when the sources 
(biblical and Assyrian) show an identity based more 
on individual cities—the Philistine corpus appears 
to contain a set of subregional variants. Again, 
however, the seventh-century corpus in particular 
appears far more complex, with some possible 
conceptions shared throughout Philistia, some 
apparently shared within city-kingdoms, and some 
not distributed along either of these boundaries. 
While we might conclude that there is, at least to 
some extent, a rough correspondence between 
the distribution of figurine types and political 
boundaries, this correspondence is ultimately 
superficial. On a theoretical level, I would argue 
that such a correspondence is generally not sound, 
except when dealing with specifically political or 
administrative elements of material culture: e.g., 
lmlk handles or Egyptian artifacts with cartouches 

(cf. Bietak 1993, concerning the distribution of 19th 
Dynasty vs. 20th Dynasty artifacts).

3. Another associated hypothesis is Gitin’s concep-
tion of the unusually “eclectic” nature of Philistine 
material culture and his idea that, by the seventh 
century b.C.e., the Philistines had lost their cultural 
core and so could not retain a distinct identity (see, 
e.g., Gitin 1992:31; 1995:74–75; 2010:325). I must 
reject this idea on three grounds. First is a theoreti-
cal argument; the idea that the Philistines, or any 
ethnic group, have a “cultural core” and the con-
nected idea of a direct relationship between mate-
rial culture and ethnicity, are entirely unfounded. 
(This is the conception that I argued against in 
chapter 2.) The same point is also made by B. J. 
Stone (1995); ethnicity is a much more fluid con-
cept, especially in its relationship to material cul-
ture. Thus, an identity (such as “Philistine”) can be 
maintained over hundreds of years, despite various 
changes in the material culture produced and used 
by that ethnic group. My second argument is that 
the loss of Philistine identity was not (and is not) 
a unique occurrence that needs a special explana-
tion. The same process can be seen with the con-
quest of the northern kingdom of Israel or with the 
subsequent critical events in the history of the Near 
East: the conquest of Alexander and Hellenization, 
the spread of Christianity, and the Arab conquest. 
Each of these major events was associated with 
large-scale changes in sociocultural, religious, lin-
guistic, and/or ethnic changes. Viewed against his-
tory, the Philistines’ loss of identity, especially after 
conquest and deportation, is hardly a unique event; 
rather, the maintenance of identity in the face of 
such events and processes—such as that of Judah—
is the more peculiar event that needs explanation. 
Finally, as I have tried to show, the Philistine mate-
rial culture—as seen from the figurines—was not 
unusually eclectic. On the one hand, the Philistines 
appear to have had some common cultural concep-
tions; for example, the Philistine composite figu-
rines are not merely “Phoenician-type” figurines 
with close parallels at Phoenician sites, contra 
Gitin (2003:287; 2010:342). On the other hand, the 
amount of Phoenician (or other foreign) influence 
on Philistine material culture is not unusual either. 
As I have demonstrated, the Judahite pillar figu-
rines (JPFs) are essentially as “Phoenician” in type 
as the Philistine composite figurines; they are both 
local variants of a Phoenician type or technique, 
but with both displaying a nude torso in place of 
the typically clothed Phoenician bell shape. The 
varieties of horses (especially the Ashkelon horses) 
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present a similar situation. Among other elements 
of material culture, the iconography of Israelite and 
Judahite seals reveals heavy Phoenician influence 
(Keel and Uehlinger 1998:248–62), and Judahite 
mortuary practices and beliefs incorporated ele-
ments from a variety of regions: Egypt, Philistia, 
Phoenicia, and Syria (Bloch-Smith 2002:129). Just 
like their neighbors, the seventh-century Philistines 
were open to outside influences, while still main-
taining their regional distinctives. Thus, the cultural 
innovations in Philistia should not be viewed as the 
reason for the loss of Philistine identity after the 
Iron Age.

4. E. Stern (2001:79–85) offered the hypothesis that 
the figurines represent “official” religion, vs. the 
“popular” religion manifested in faience amulets. 
There are multiple arguments against this idea, 
however. First, if this were correct, it would suggest 
that “popular” Philistine religion (and Phoenician 
religion, for that matter) was in fact Egyptian re-
ligion; the amulets are used seemingly without 
exception to represent Egyptian deities and sym-
bols, with the most common types (at Ashkelon at 
least) being the Udjat Eye (or Eye of Horus) and 
Bes. Beyond this, I have shown how Philistine figu-
rines in all periods—along with their parallels and 

antecedents in Greece, Phoenicia, and Cyprus—are 
frequently found in domestic contexts. At least in 
some periods they may have close connections 
with “official” iconography; note the connection 
of the Mycenaean female figurines and the female 
cult images. Even in these cases, however, the use 
of the figurines demonstrates their distinctiveness 
from the “official” imagery: thus, for example, 
Mycenaean female figurines and larger figures rare-
ly occur together. Moreover, even the meaning of 
these figurines—e.g., mourner vs. divine image—
in different contexts could represent “official” vs. 
“nonofficial” interpretations, although this idea is 
more speculative.

Finally, this study as a whole has tested the idea that 
using a methodology along the lines I have developed 
can lead to new insights and a more complete under-
standing of the figurines, as well as new ideas about 
more general cultural issues. In that respect, I believe 
that I have achieved some measure of success. I have 
not always been able, as I have indicated, to follow 
my stated methodology exactly, and many of my con-
clusions are provisional; nevertheless, the application 
of this methodology to a large corpus of previously 
unstudied figurines has led, in the end, to a better un-
derstanding of the Philistine figurines.





APPENDIX

Chronological Charts
(all dates approximate)

Palestine (after Ashkelon 1 and Mazar and Bronk Ramsey 2010)

Periods Dates

Late Bronze Age (LB) I 1550–1400 b.c.E.
II 1400–1175 b.c.E.

Iron Age I 1175–980 b.c.E.
II 980–604 b.c.E.

Persian Period 525–290* b.c.E.

*Note that although 330 b.c.E. is the date normally assiged as the termination of the Persian Period, at 
Ashkelon there is evidence that the “Persian Period” phases last until  290 b.c.E.

Ashkelon: Local Phasing (adapted from Ashkelon 1, pp. 216–17)

Phases Dates

Grid 38 Grid 50 Grid 2

Phase 20 ca. 1175–1150 b.c.E.
Phase 19 Phase 9B ca. 1150–1100 b.c.E.
Phase 18 Phase 9A ca. 1100–1050 b.c.E.
Phase 17 ca. 1050–1000 b.c.E.
Phase 16 Phase 8 ca. 1000–800 b.c.E.
Phase 15 Phase 8 ca. 800–700 b.c.E.
Phase 14 Phase 7 Phase 7 ca. 700–604 b.c.E.

Cyprus (after Karageorghis 1993a:x; Dikaios 1971:496)

Periods Dates

Late Cypriot (LC) III 1200–1050 b.c.E.
Cypro-Geometric (CG) I 1050–950 b.c.E.

II 950–850 b.c.E.
III 850–750 b.c.E.

Cypro-Archaic I 750–600 b.c.E.
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Mainland Greece (after Taylour 1995:30; Shelmerdine 1997:table 1)

Periods Dates

Late Helladic (LH) I 1650–1550 b.c.E.
II 1550–1400 b.c.E.
IIIA 1400–1300 b.c.E.
IIIB 1300–1190 b.c.E.
IIIC 1190–1065 b.c.E.

(Sub-Mycenaean 1100–1050 b.c.E.)
Protogeometric 1050–950 b.c.E.
Geometric 950–700 b.c.E.
Orientalizing Period 700–600 b.c.E.
Archaic 600–475 b.c.E.

Crete (after Taylour 1995:30; Rehak and Younger 1998:table 1)

Periods Dates

Late Minoan (LM) I 1650–1500 b.c.E.
II 1500–1430 b.c.E.
IIIA 1430–1300 b.c.E.
IIIB 1300–1200 b.c.E.
IIIC 1200–1100 b.c.E.

Sub-Minoan 1100–1000 b.c.E.



PHASE PLANS SHOWING FINDSPOTS OF CATALOGUED ITEMS

THE schematic phase plans show the distribution of 
the catalogued figurines in their primary contexts. 

Each plan shows objects that were recovered from 
approximately contemporary stratigraphic contexts. 
Therefore, Iron Age figurines found in later Persian-
period pits and fills are not included. The numbers in 
red represent the catalogue numbers of particular figu-
rines (see chapter 5). Note that “phases” at Ashkelon 
are not site-wide “strata.” Rather they refer to local 

architectural complexes and thus are numbered inde-
pendently within each excavated area. See Ashkelon 
1, pp. 185–94 for a general discussion of the stratigra-
phy of the excavated areas of the site. For a temporal 
correlation of the individual architecutral phases from 
one area to the next, see Ashkelon 1, pp. 216–17; see 
also the Appendix for a comparison of the phases at 
Ashkelon with Palestinian, Cypriot, Greek, and Cretan 
chronologies.     

Figure 3. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 20A (Ashkelon 1, pp. 257–61; 1175–1150 b.C.E.) 
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Figure 4. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 19B (Ashkelon 1, pp. 262–66; 1150–1100 b.C.E.)
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Figure 5. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 19A (Ashkelon 1, pp. 262-66; 1150–1100 b.C.E.)
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Figure 6. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 18B (Ashkelon 1, pp. 266–71; 1100–1050 b.C.E.)
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Figure 7. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 18A (Ashkelon 1, pp. 266–71; 1100–1050 b.C.E.)
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Figure 8. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 17B (Ashkelon 1, pp. 271–74; 1050–1000 b.C.E.)
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Figure 9. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 17A (Ashkelon 1, pp. 271–74; 1050–1000 b.C.E.)
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Figure 10. Findspots in Grid 38 Phase 14 (Ashkelon 3, chapter 2; 700–604 b.C.E.)
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Figure 11. Findspots in Grid  50 Phase 9A (Ashkelon 1, pp. 306–7; 1100–1050 b.C.E.)
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