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ABSTRACT
Finds from Miletus XXXIII
Scarabs in Faience and Steatite from the Bothros, Sanctuary of Aphrodite on 
Zeytintepe (›Olive Hill‹)
Virginia Webb

In this article a detailed catalogue and commentary on a select number of scarabs 
of Egyptian and Near Eastern type is given which were excavated from the Bothros 
on Zeytintepe between 2009 and 2010 (earlier finds of this type from both the sur-
face excavations and the Bothros have already been published by G. Hölbl). They 
are rare and comparatively precious objects, which actually had a longer lifespan, as 
we can tell from the dated comparanda, than the other faience objects – amulets, 
figurines, and ointment vessels – which were found with them. Their importance can 
be demonstrated by the copies they inspired in the localized Aegean production of 
scarabs, a number of which are also illustrated and discussed. These small objects 
began to be deposited in the Sanctuary in around 700–690 B.C., though many of 
them are of earlier date, and they give us an insight into the wide-reaching trading 
links which existed in the Middle Sea. They also strongly suggest a specific role for the 
Sanctuary, dedicated to the goddess of Sex/Love and we may suppose, to Aphrodite 
in her role as the patron of Sailors – Euploia (Good Sailing): both sailors and women 
must have been associated with these offerings.
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Egyptian and Near Eastern Originals (with Egyptianising 
Copies)
1	 This article initiates the publication of the remaining faience material from 
the Zeytintepe sanctuary site (excavated between 1989 and 2010). In this first instalment 
we focus on the new finds of scarab material of Egyptian and Near Eastern origin which 
were made in the Bothros (excavated between 2008 and 2010), and which remain un-
published until now1. The much larger number of scarabs found in the same deposit 
which bear simple hieroglyphic good luck signs in a variety of combinations clearly 
originate from outside Egypt. They were probably manufactured in a centre in the 
Aegean, and will be published separately2.
2	 The Bothros provides us with a sealed deposit, limited to the very period in the 
7ᵗʰ cent. B.C. when such exotic goods were in greatest demand. It was apparently filled 
with discarded ex-votos in one episode of clearance dated to within a very short period 
of time, in around 630 B.C.3. These faience finds make up the majority of the aigyptiaka 
found in the excavations on Zeytintepe. In particular the finds of scarabs are of especial 
interest as they consist of a range of genuine Egyptian and Near Eastern products4, 

1	 I have included in this initial publication a number of related pieces which originate from outside Egypt, but 
demonstrate their close relationship with the Egyptian and Near Eastern originals.

2	 These were mass produced after a simple formula, and first identified in the Perachora deposit by James 
1962, though many examples found at the Lindos sanctuary had already been published by Blinkenberg 
1931. Subsequent work by Hölbl 1979, De Salvia 1993, Skon-Jedele 1994, Gorton 1996, and Hölbl 1999, 
Hölbl 2014, Hölbl 2017, Hölbl 2019, Hölbl 2021, Hölbl 2022, Hölbl 2024. Skuse 2021 demonstrates their wide 
distribution in the Central and Western Mediterranean and their apparent relationship with female concerns 
and the oikos.

3	 Neeft 2017.
4	 I shall try to follow the recommendations of Alexander Ilin-Tomich and Vanessa Boschloos as to publishing 

parameters for scarabs (Ilin-Tomich – Boschloos 2022) and must also acknowledge my profound thanks due 
to Günther Hölbl for his generosity with images and information on the material, without which this article 
would not have been possible, and my indebtedness to Geneviève Pierrat-Bonnefois and Vanessa Boschloos 
for their generous help and advice. Lastly, I owe heartfelt thanks to Professor Volkmar von Graeve and Dr 
Gamze von Graeve for their limitless patience and assistance with information and photographic images. 
However, two caveats here – time pressures meant that I was unable to record some scarabs fully, and 
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alongside the products of the localised workshops which took inspiration from them. 
They make a valuable addition to the scarabs already published by G. Hölbl5.

The Sanctuary of Aphrodite on Zeytintepe, Miletus
3	 The site we are concerned with lies the furthest to the west of the known 
spread of occupation at Miletus, on a small flat-topped hill, now called Zeytintepe (»Olive 
Hill«)6. Before the fatal silting up of the Latmos Gulf by the action of the silt-bearing 
Maeander River, the hill had a shore-line, with steep cliffs to the seaward side, and some 
small harbours on its north and west faces. It is now clear that a good anchorage also 
existed east of Kalabaktepe7, which would have provided access to both Kalabaktepe 
and Zeytintepe. Together with the more famous harbours of the peninsula of Miletus 
like the ›Lion’s Harbour‹ to the west of the northern part of the city, these small harbours 
would have provided a safe beaching/anchorage for seafarers arriving from the open 

secondly, some of the material was not directly accessible to me, and I have had to rely on less than perfect 
photographic images.

5	 Publication of faience material from first phase of excavation by Hölbl 1999, and initial publication of 
material from the Bothros, Hölbl 2014. Other important references in Hölbl 2005 and Hölbl 2007.

6	 Niewöhner 2016, fig. 4 shows the location of Zeytintepe in relation to the other two hills Değirmentepe, and 
Kalabaktepe but viewed from the north. See Senff 2006 for description of these three hills as ›a string of 
pearls‹; modern map 139–142.

7	 Analysis carried out by intensive programme of research by geophysical prospecting including by means 
of cores taken on a number of transects: Müllenhoff et al. 2008; Brückner et al. 2017. Map of findings 
republished in Mauro 2019 as fig. 5, 7. See also the map by Eric Gaba (Wikimedia Commons user: Sting): 
https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Miletus_Bay_silting_evolution_map-en.svg.

1

Fig. 1: Plan of Miletus in the 
Hellenistic Period with important 
sanctuaries indicated, and 
Zeytintepe to the extreme west. 
For a legend of the map see 
https://geoserver.dainst.org/
catalogue/#/map/5764. Areas 
marked in lighter green indicate 
Archaic shoreline.

Sanctuary of Aphrodite, Zeytintepe

Temple of Athena

Temple of Artemis, Kalabaktepe

Sanctuary of Dionysus

Sanctuary of Apollo Delphinios

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2757415
https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Miletus_Bay_silting_evolution_map-en.svg
https://geoserver.dainst.org/catalogue/#/map/5764
https://geoserver.dainst.org/catalogue/#/map/5764


Virginia Webb 	 Finds from Miletus XXXIII. Scarabs in Faience and Steatite from the Bothros AA 2025/1, § 1–47

111

sea (Fig. 1)8. In fact, it must have been the 
first landfall for the city of Miletus for 
those approaching the peninsula from the 
open sea from the West.
4	 It had long been suspected that 
there must be a sanctuary dedicated to 
Aphrodite at Miletus which is mentioned 
in a number of inscriptions9. The evidence 
for its existence and exact position, how-
ever, was only uncovered from 1989 on-
wards with excavation seasons continu-
ing throughout the 1990’s until the end of 
2010. The sanctuary has been identified as the one dedicated to Aphrodite at Oikus 
(οικούς) which is strongly suggested by inscribed dedications to Aphrodite found there 
in the recent excavations (Fig. 3)10. The sanctuary covers an area of approximately 1 ha 
and is limited in extent by the size of the hilltop (Fig. 2). Its site must clearly have been 
chosen for its unique position outside the gates of Miletus to meet a specific need. We 
might tentatively suggest that this should be tied to the role of Aphrodite as the patron 
of sailors, Euploia11, as well as, of course, her overarching role as goddess of love/sex. Its 
founding and popularity must be related to the expansion of Miletus as both a founder 
of colonies in the Black Sea region and its approaches, where many of her colonies 
have temple sites dedicated to Aphrodite12, and also as an early agent in the establish-

8	 Senff 2016, 123–126.
9	 Hermann 1995; Herrmann et al. 2006.
10	 Senff 2003; von Graeve 2013.
11	 Greaves 2002; Greaves 2004; Demetriou 2012.
12	 Greaves 2004.

2

Fig. 2: Plan of Zeytintepe hill, with 
location of the Bothros marked by 
a red circle. Scale 1 : 1000

3

Fig. 3: Zeytintepe, inscribed 
dedications from Aphrodite 
sanctuary
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ment of trade connections and settlement in Delta Egypt, specifically Naukratis13. If we 
follow this argument, this could explain the dedications of votive material in pits and 
natural hollows, as perhaps the cult grew up as a response to external pressures, with 
the proximity of the first landing place for those approaching from the sea being the 
prime reason for its presence on this small hill top14. No substantive structures have 
been identified, apart from, perhaps, temporary limestone shelters and the excavated 
bothroi, one at least with a substantial kerb15: the sanctuary only received a temple 
at the end of the 6ᵗʰ cent. B.C. when building work was begun to erect a temple in 
white marble approached by a stone-lined causeway (both destroyed in the Persian 
invasion 494 B.C.)16. Votive offerings, including bronze shields, phialai, griffin protomes 
and tripods17, pottery, Cypriot terracotta statuettes18, locally produced terracotta plaques 
in Dedalic style depicting the Winged Mistress of the Animals as well as more sexual-
ly explicit female figures19, seals20 in stone, while in faience we find scarabs, amulets, 
figurines and containers21. All these »were buried in natural cavities and artificial pits 
alongside bones of sacrificial animals and broken drinking vessels22.« Kiln sites have 
been identified on the adjacent Kalabaktepe where it is likely that the terracotta plaques 
were produced23.
5	 The fact that the whole range of votives survives here in the deposits from an 
archaic sanctuary, when the Persian destruction and later clearing for Classical, Helle-
nistic and Roman buildings has largely rendered such material unavailable from other 
such deposits in Miletus, is of prime importance. The sanctuary began to attract offer-
ings between 690/680 B.C., and during the excavations in the 1990’s and the early 2000’s 
many varied objects of faience were found in the 7ᵗʰ and early 6ᵗʰ cent. deposits24. From 
these, we have plentiful evidence of faience aigyptiaka coming from the sources which 
supplied material of this type to city sanctuaries in East Greece, and further to the West, 
Mainland Greece, southern Italy, and the Punic sites in the Western Mediterranean.

The Bothros: Discovery and Importance
6	 In 2008 the discovery of the Bothros provided additional material, dated to 
within precise parameters in the 7ᵗʰ cent. B.C., and providing an extremely rich and 
diverse collection of faience objects (Fig. 2. 4)25. It is on the scarab material from this 
deposit, with one exception, that I shall be focussing my attention.

13	 Sanctuary of Aphrodite, and scarab factory; Flinders Petrie 1886; Gardner 1888; von Bissing 1951; Möller 
2000; Villing et al. 2013–2025; Masson-Berghoff 2018; Webb 2019.

14	 Before, perhaps, it was necessary to make declarations of the ship’s cargo etc. to the city authorities?
15	 Senff 2016, 123–126.
16	 We only have rock carvings for the foundations and a few marble components that were found as spolia in 

a monumental building on a lower terrace. They include fragments of cymatia, friezes, column drums, bases 
and capitals and are very likely to have come from a monumental building on the hilltop (Senff 2003, 13 with 
note 14). A terracotta antefix with parallels from sites in the Black Sea may also belong here (Greaves 2004).

17	 Panteleon – Senff 2008, fig. 17.
18	 Henke 2017, 312.
19	 von Graeve 2007; von Graeve 2013.
20	 Meyer 2018; Bernadin 2020.
21	 Hölbl 1999; Hölbl 2014.
22	 Senff 2016, 139–142; Greaves 2004.
23	 For pottery kilns at the Kalabaktepe in Miletus see Biering – Blum 1990, 39–50; Seifert – Krumme 1991, 

134–136; Senff 1995, 210–213.
24	 Hölbl 1999; Hölbl 2005.
25	 von Graeve 2019.
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7	 The Bothros26 (at Location Q 08.74)27 proved to be a roughly circular pit, 17 m 
(51 ft) deep. Its filling and sealing dated to around 630 B.C. in accordance with the 
chronology of the Corinthian ceramics found there28. Originally excavated as a well, 
though apparently not used as such, since it did not reach the water table, it was packed 
nearly to the rim with sanctuary rubbish29, both votives and debris, and carefully sealed 
with large stones. According to its excavator, V. von Graeve, the contents of the Bothros 
were carefully deposited in groups of material surrounded with soil and stones, and this 
final act of re-interment of dedicated objects was carried out with care and attention30. 
Moreover, the Bothros contained material of one date of deposition, the result of a single 
act of clearance and dedication31. This can be confirmed by the distribution of specific 
types of faience aigyptiaka which are found consistently throughout the Bothros deposit. 

26	 The descriptive word »bothros« used of the deep ›well‹ for deposited offerings is a modern convention. 
Concerning the use of the term »bothros« in antiquity, Hom. Od. 11, l. 25–34, implies an intentionally 
prepared pit for liquid offerings etc. But Nausicaa and her handmaidens use bothroi, beside the river, to 
wash their clothes in. Here we have, as often in Archaic Greece, the reuse of an already dug pit, in this case 
probably an unsuccessful well. It has completely circular walls in its lower third, Fig. 4 c. See for comparison 
of use the rectangular well on the Kamiros Acropolis, which also yielded material which had been deposited 
within specific dates: Jacopi 1931; Jacopi 1932–1933; Higgins 1954; Webb 1978; Schofield 1992 (specifically 
on the dating of ivories from the well); Salmon 2019.

27	 von Graeve 2013, fig. 3; von Graeve 2019; Hölbl 2014.
28	 For dating, see Neeft 2017, 54–56, who has used his comprehensive knowledge of Corinthian pottery to 

determine the end date for the Bothros deposit, according to the latest finds of Corinthian pottery; but note 
comments in Hölbl 2014, 194 on the possible date range of the faience which seems to demand a later end 
date, with which I would agree.

29	 von Graeve 2019, 171–176 figs. 66–68.
30	 von Graeve (personal communication).
31	 Von Graeve suggests that this may have been the result of destruction of the sanctuary by the Cimmerians in 

a successful raid.

4

Fig. 4: Bothros in process of 
excavation, showing the cylindrical 
shape, originally intended as 
a well; a: first discovery of the 
covering of stones; b: heavy 
stones protecting contents; 
c: cylindrical shape at bottom of 
excavated well/Bothros, with foot 
holds visible in the side

a

b c
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Alongside pottery, bronzes, terracotta statuettes and plaques, seal stones, ivories, and 
animal bones, a large quantity of faience was found which charts the connections which 
existed with other centres in East Greece, Egypt and the Levant during the 7ᵗʰ cent. Of 
special interest, due to its precise dating, are the scarabs found in the Bothros, and these 
are the subject of this article.

Catalogue and Discussion
8	 Of the faience material found in the excavations at Zeytintepe, Hölbl cata-
logued over 600 objects32. He published his first survey article on the finds made on 
the surface deposits in 199933, and the second, which concentrated on material from 
the Bothros in 201434. He also included some of the material in an article dealing with 
aigyptiaka in East Greece35. All these articles included detailed commentary on a selected 
number of scarabs, particularly those of Egyptian and Near Eastern origin.

Scarabs and Seals
9	 By concentrating on the further finds from the Bothros, the scarabs of Egyp-
tian and Near Eastern origin published by Hölbl can now be augmented by a number of 
other examples, which further illustrate the range of trading connections existing across 
the Mediterranean from the latter half of the 8ᵗʰ cent. to the third quarter of the 7ᵗʰ cent. 
B.C. In addition, I shall be dealing with certain scarabs which most probably come from 
the local Aegean/East Greek workshops, but which demonstrate close connections with 
the imported Egyptian material. All the Miletus scarabs published here are from the 
Bothros, with the exception of the first example – a pre-Bothros find – courtesy of Gün-
ther Hölbl (Cat. 1; Fig. 5).

Scarab with Men-Kheper-Re Cartouche
10	 Found in a surface deposit excavated before the discovery and excavation of 
the Bothros36, Cat. 1 belongs to the group identified by Hölbl37 and further categorised by 
A. F. Gorton as one of her ›Late Egyptian Types and Local Imitations‹38. The design was a 
popular and enduring one featuring the cartouche containing the symbols Men-Kheper-
Re/Menkhéperrê, the prenomen of Thutmosis III (1479–1429 B.C.), who had a very long 
reign, but whose cartouche appears in scarab material right across the Mediterranean 
and the Near East long after his reign and as late as the Late Period, 664–525 B.C. B. Jae-
ger has discussed the production through time from the New Kingdom onwards39, and 
in particular finds of 22ⁿᵈ, 25ᵗʰ and 26ᵗʰ Dynasties40. Scarabs with this or related signs 
had a very wide distribution as can be seen in the recent discovery of a scarab seal 

32	 Günther Hölbl has kindly given me access to his detailed lists of the faience objects found. These are not 
published, but give full reference to excavation number, dimensions, photographs and specific Hölbl 
number. This listing does not extend to finds made in 2010.

33	 Hölbl 1999.
34	 Hölbl 2014.
35	 Hölbl 2005.
36	 Z 08.109.7, listed by Hölbl as M 394 in his Konkordanz 2008 (Mus. inv. 7897) but not published by him. I am 

grateful to him for generously providing me with photographs of this scarab.
37	 Hölbl 1979, II, 9 no. 28 pl. 67, 2 from Veii, and Hölbl 2021, 44 f., no. 22, from Syracuse.
38	 Gorton 1996, 34 f. no. 3 Type XII from Ibiza.
39	 See Jaeger 1982 for the complex history of this form of scarab decoration.
40	 For examples of varied date see for instance Jaeger 1982, 251 no. 2806, »cf Hall 33, (ill. 663) de Mykerinos qui 

a la gravure caracteristique de la XXVèᵐᵉ dynastie.«

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2359950
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with a closely comparable design to ours from a Late Iron Age context in North Eastern 
Anatolia41. However, our example (Cat. 1; Fig. 5) is unusually large, L 3.7 cm, compared 
with the majority of scarabs of a similar design, so perhaps we should compare it with 
examples of a similar type which are now in the collection of the Palermo Museum 
(provenance unknown)42. Although Gorton has assembled a large class of scarabs with 
related decoration into a specific group, we have to treat this with extreme caution. 
Finds have been made of this general type in Egypt43, the Levant, on Cyprus at Agia 
Irini, at Hama, and at Al Mina, as well as on the Greek mainland (see, for instance, 
the Isis Tomb from Eleusis 800–760 B.C.44) and large islands, and the West: Pithecussae 
(Ischia)45, Sicily, Northern Italy and Carthage, and the Phoenician sites of Motya, Tharros 
and Ibiza, and at Gorham’s cave on Gibraltar46. But we should exercise extreme caution 
in identifying these pieces as forming a specific manufacturing group, even if they do 

41	 I am indebted to Vanessa Boschloos for this reference: From Komana Pontica. L 1.8 cm, Burcu Erciyas et al. 
2021, 233 fig. 17, 5.

42	 Matthiae Scandone 1971, figs. 2. 3, nos. II.11. 12. Their provenance is unknown, but most likely they come 
from Punic site(s) in the Western Mediterranean. Gorton 1996, 46 fig. 8 illustrates one example.

43	 Brunton 1948, pl. 62 for the Men-Kheper-Re and the markings of the back, although the signs on our scarab 
are more roughly cut. See also Flinders Petrie 1886, pl. 38 nos. 151. 152 and Jaeger 1982, passim. We should 
now add the valuable additions to the group in Löhwasser 2014 of finds of such scarabs made in Nubian 
cemeteries, dating from 25ᵗʰ Dynasty, which she believes were imported from Egypt because of their link 
with the Ram of Amun.

44	 Eleusis, the Isis tomb published by Skias 1898; Coldstream 1968, 21. 330. 349. 402 for dating of the pottery to 
the Middle Geometric II period, between 800 and 760 B.C.

45	 Pithecussae, dated to late Geometric I and II (725–700 B.C.). De Salvia 1993, 779 no. 325-16; 788 no. 436-4; 799 
no. 631-13; 800 no. 652-35; 801 no. 654-14.

46	 Gorton 1996, 34–38 Type XII, distribution map on p. 12. See also Gorton 1996, 47 Type XVB, no. 22 and 
another now in Palermo, unknown provenance, Matthiae Scandone 1971.

5

Fig. 5: Cat. 1. Z 08.109.7. Scarab. 
glazed steatite. L 3.7, W 2.7, 
H 1.4 cm. From excavations before 
discovery of the Bothros. Scale 
ca. 2 : 1
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share many common characteristics47. Although the distribution of pieces with a related 
design is widespread across the central and western Mediterranean, and even into Ana-
tolia, we are not looking here at a specific workshop group, but at the use of a popular 
motif in a wide number of contexts and dates.
11	 The motifs are deeply cut, with hatching in the depressions. Three registers 
in horizontal arrangement, across the vertical face. Upper register a simplified, winged 
sun-disc, in the middle a pseudo-cartouche with the three elements for Men-Kheper-Re, 
clearly but crudely cut, while below is a central ankh sign misunderstood, with a uraeus 
on either side. The whole motif is surrounded by a line. On the scarab’s back are coarsely 
cut indications of the main features of the scarab-clypeus, prothorax, the elytra with a 
double line separating them and triangles cut to indicate the wing casing (ischial callos-
ities). But although all the features are there, they are crudely and swiftly cut, with little 
regard for the horizontal and vertical. Lastly, the side view betrays the overall crude 
conception, with a flattened profile, and a simple, single inverted v-shape for the legs.
12	 We must assume that these pieces were circulating widely, especially in the 
Punic world, for a considerable period, and that the appearance of this scarab in the 
Zeytintepe sanctuary is due to the wide trading connections in the middle area of the 
Mediterranean. It cannot be used for dating purposes, although the cluster of such finds 
from the early part of the 8ᵗʰ cent. B.C. onwards must indicate the vigorous enlargement of 
trading connections between the Punic and Greek traders in the Western Mediterranean.

Scarabs from the Bothros
13	 All the other scarabs to be discussed here are from the Bothros, which implies 
that they were finally interred there in one process of clearing the sanctuary, which took 
place around 630 B.C. or possibly a little later down to 620–615 B.C.48. But this terminus 
ante quem was not the original date of their dedication, for they form part of the total of 
objects deposited as sanctuary votives between the initial foundation of the sanctuary 
690–680 B.C. and the date of the clearance, and many of them show signs of wear and 
breakage. We are unable to date them any more precisely to the period between these 
two points, and in any case, it appears that many such scarabs and sealings would have 
had a long history of circulation before being finally dedicated in the sanctuary.

Steatite Scarab Depicting Mehyt and Onouris
14	 This example is unique amongst the Zeytintepe finds for both its design and its 
setting (Cat. 2; Fig. 6): G. Pierrat-Bonnefois advises me that not only is this piece clearly 
Egyptian because of the style and execution of the incised design, but that the reference 
in the signs is explicitly to two deities, Mehyt and Onouris, gods of Thinis49. Mehyt was 
an ancient Egyptian and Nubian lion-goddess, whose consort was Onouris (Anhur), a 
hunter god. They were worshipped as a divine couple in Thinis50. Above the head of the 
striding male is his feather crown, while above the head of the goddess is a sun disc; 
the tree-shaped sign is the sekhem sceptre (Gardiner S42)51. This piece appears to be, at 

47	 I owe these corrective comments to the kindness of Vanessa Boschloos.
48	 Neeft 2017. See preliminary comments by Hölbl 2014, 194, suggesting that the terminal date of 630 B.C. 

for the deposit does not allow enough time for the development of the varied classes of faience objects, 
established by Webb 1978, Webb 2016, Webb 2021 and corroborated by Hölbl 1999 and Hölbl 2014.

49	 Pierrat-Bonnefois (personal communication). No comparanda known to her except for one scarab, Louvre 
E 4061, not dated. For the deities see Wilkinson 2003, 118 (Onouris/Anhur). 179 (Mehyt/Mekhit).

50	 Thinis or This, named by Manetho and other sources, was the capital city of pre-unification Egypt, possibly 
somewhere near Abydos, but its site has never been identified. It revived at the end of the New Kingdom, 
and one of its chief priests chose to be buried there in the reign of Merneptah, instead of at Abydos, hinting at 
a restoration of its fortunes.

51	 I owe this information to Vanessa Boschloos. – Gardiner refers to Gardiner 1973.

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2768167
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the moment at least, an unusual example of a scarab featuring these two deities. We may 
assume an Egyptian origin for the scarab itself which, as a fine example, was afterwards 
mounted in silver52. The design did not inspire direct copies, although the position of the 
two deities recurs in a general way in many of the Egyptianising scarabs, which also 
borrow from the popular type of pharaoh/god with gods/goddesses below.
15	 This is the only scarab from Zeytintepe to retain its metal mounting. It is ap-
propriate here to discuss settings and methods of suspension: N. J. Skon-Jedele argues, 
with reference to published studies which discuss the scarab finds from Pithecussae, 
that originally Egyptian scarabs were mounted in the Levant, though it is also possi-
ble that such mountings can be found in Egyptian material. It is clear that this scarab 
was not originally designed to be put in a mount, as the neb sign at the bottom of 
the face is partly concealed. This piece is unusual amongst the finds from Zeytintepe 
for the deep and clear carving, and unique for the site in preserving its metal – sil-
ver (?) – band setting. An example of a Near Eastern glass scarab from Ialysos Votive 
Deposit shows an identical band setting and has its ring surviving complete53 (Fig. 7). 
This perhaps confirms an Eastern origin for the setting of our scarab, because of 
the use of glass for the Ialysos seal (though unfortunately the device on its face is 
destroyed.) See varied examples of settings from Rhodes54, Pithecussae55, Tharros, 
and Kition etc.56. Such suspension rings were popular mountings on Punic seals and 
scarabs, and are shown being worn suspended on long necklaces round the neck of 
Cypriot terracottas of women/priestesses57, but also the so-called temple boys, and 
young men58, sometimes with the addition of actual amuletic figurines59. However, 

52	 Hölbl emphasizes the fact that such scarabs were expensive, and rare, and therefore the ›cheap‹ Aegean 
types were manufactured to capitalise on the demand. However, there may be other factors at work here. 
Only a certain type of sanctuary receives the ›Aegean‹ type.

53	 Rhodes, Ialysos Votive Deposit, Rhodes Museum Σ 18 = Skon-Jedele 1994, 2572 f. no. 4780. Skon-Jedele 
describes the mounting in this example from Ialysos as incorporating a metal rod through the scarab itself. It 
would seem more likely that the button ends still visible would have performed the same function as in our 
example.

54	 Skon-Jedele 1994, 2492–2573, lists 16 examples of scarabs with metal mountings from the Ialysos Votive 
Deposit, many of these use an alternative method of mounting with twisted wire securing the hoop; see 
Laurenzi 1936, 26 fig. 9. This is a method used in Egypt, see recently discovered gold jewellery from Tell 
Amarna.

55	 Hölbl 1979, II, 184–189, nos. 764. 765. 767. 769. 770. 772. 775 illustrates a number of examples mounted in 
silver with rotating rings, ›San Montano‹ = Pithecussae, all from 8ᵗʰ-century contexts, ranging from third 
quarter to last quarter of the 8ᵗʰ cent B.C. See also De Salvia 1993, figs. 11. 12.

56	 Tharros: Barnett – Mendleson 1987; Hölbl 1986; Hölbl 1979, passim. – Kition: Lagarce 1976, 169 fig. 7.
57	 Karageorghis 1977; Karageorghis 1991; Lagarce 1976, figs. 4–6.
58	 Lagarce 1976, 173 figs. 8–14, and pages 167–182 for discussion of the situation in Cyprus; 169 fig. 7 illustrates 

examples from Cyprus of different types of suspension rings.
59	 Blinkenberg 1931, 337 fig. 49.

6

Fig. 6: Cat. 2. Z 10.3.12. Steatite 
scarab in metal setting. L (with 
silver setting) 2.2, L scarab ca. 1.7, 
W (with setting) 1.25, W (of scarab) 
ca. 1.0, H 1.85 cm (with setting). 
The photo on the right shows the 
central pin in the concave terminal 
of the setting, to allow the hoop to 
rotate. Scale ca. 2 : 1

7

Fig. 7: Glass scarab in metal 
(silver ?) setting from the Ialysus 
Votive Deposit, Rhodes, Museum 
Display nr. 245 = Σ 18; Skon-Jedele 
1994, no. 4780. L with setting 
2.2, H with setting 1.4 cm. Scale 
ca. 2 : 1
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this type had an additional loop on the top of the ring. In the second half of the 8ᵗʰ cent. 
B.C., it was the children buried at Pithecussae who were commonly acccompanied to the 
grave by scarabs (as also seen elsewhere in the Aegean60) and/or amulets which were 
suspended round the neck61. But here we are dealing with dedications by the living. We 
have no precise information about how the scarabs dedicated at Zeytintepe, or indeed at 
the other sanctuaries where large quantities of scarabs have been found62, would have 
been worn by their dedicators/dedicatrices, whether worn suspended round the neck 
as seen in the Cypriot material, alone or as a series, at the waist, or on the wrist perhaps 
on a leather thong. In some circumstances they might have been used for sealing63, but 
most importantly as powerful agents to guarantee success in an enterprise or thanks for 
its successful completion. They were not toys or athurmata, for their dedication in such 
numbers in the sanctuary on Zeytintepe and their secondary reburying in the Bothros 
guarantees that they were valued in their own right. It has been forcibly argued that 
they imply a local understanding of the power of the scarab in Egyptian folk belief as 
guaranteeing life everlasting64, and that they are specifically the offerings of women, 
whether for guaranteeing fertility, safety in childbirth, or safe conduct after death, and 
that, thirdly, they have some association with safe passage for journeys across the sea. 
I am not able to discuss these issues any further here. Gorton points out the different 
usages between the Greek and the Punic world65.

The Pharaoh Led/Introduced by Two Deities/Goddesses
16	 Next, we have a group of scarabs which depict a popular grouping of two 
standing deities leading the pharaoh or central god, which originates in the typology of 
Egyptian Late New Kingdom scarabs66. It also appears in Near Eastern art where one 
common grouping in the Near East features the god Amun67. Another grouping has 
Sekhmet (doubled), or Sekhmet and Ptah and their son Nefertum, or alternatively the 
pharaoh, in the centre, although the identification of these figures is difficult and liable 
to different interpretations, see poorly represented triad groupings from Carthage, and 
Kition68, and a more clearly drawn example from Carthage69. In other cases, the pharaoh 
or central god, indicated by the crown he wears70, joins hands with the two deities, 
often lion-headed goddesses. From the repertoire of the Nubian dynasty, I reproduce 

60	 For example, from Camirus, Rhodes: Jacopi 1931, 326 fig. 362 Tomb 180.
61	 Hölbl 1979; De Salvia 1993; Skon-Jedele 1994.
62	 For instance, Perachora: James 1962. – Lindos: Blinkenberg 1931. – Ialysos: Skon-Jedele 1994, unfortunately 

not illustrated. – Kition: Lagarce 1976.
63	 See Hölbl 2021, 125 no. 127 pl. 7, 3. A small scarab of probably Naukratite origin on the handle of a Samian 

amphora. Flinders Petrie – Griffith 1888 illustrates sealings on jars of royal cartouches etc., but these were 
made with metal stamps, see another example from Carchemish, BM 116187, Giveon 1985, 160 f. Vercoutter 
1945, 257–263 discusses sealings on clay attached to papyrus sheets which are of Egyptian origin used for 
a specific purpose – to stamp as official imports the papyrus sheets or rolls, used for either a library or an 
official archive, at end of 4ᵗʰ cent. B.C.; Gorton 1996, 185; Berges 1993, pl. 62 nos. 5. 6; Keel 1995.

64	 Hölbl 2014; De Salvia 2006.
65	 Gorton 1996, 185.
66	 Keel 1995, 214 f. 224–226. For instance Nebesheh: Flinders Petrie – Griffith 1888, pl. 1 no. 21 = Flinders Petrie 

1889, pl. 54 no. 1697, which he dates to the Late Ramessid period.
67	 Keel 1995, 214–216, indicated by the double plumed crown, seven examples in his fig. 450. But see the same 

sealing, fig. 447, differently identified in the note below; Keel – Uehlinger 1995, fig. 97.
68	 The scarab from Achziv, Keel 1995, 215 fig. 447, is classified as a grouping with Amun, although the figures 

are alternatively identified as Ptah and Sekhmet with their son Nefertum in the centre in the Corpus of Stamp 
Seals from the Southern Levant: https://doi.org/10.60779/cssl-00464. Other poorly executed scenes on scarabs 
from Carthage (Vercoutter 1945, 159 no. 259), and from Kition (Lagarce 1976, 110 f.) suggest a Near Eastern/
Punic origin.

69	 A more defined example with tripartite decoration from Carthage (Vercoutter 1945, 156 f. no. 251) is 
illustrated by Gorton 1996, 32 no 1. Sekhmet and Horus clearly shown but the central figure is difficult to 
identify and wears no defining crown.

70	 See the two groupings on the Bocchoris vase, Falsone 2006, where the gods are Neith, the pharaoh and 
Horus, and Horus, the pharaoh and Thoth, probably indicating an origin in Lower Egypt. Both Triads differ 

https://doi.org/10.60779/cssl-00464
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a scarab of Shabaka (Fig. 8) which features two deities and a pharaoh71, 
but not the same deities as in our object. A parallel depiction, common 
amongst the Egyptian comparative material found in the Mediterranean, 
shows a combination of a seated god/pharaoh and a god/goddess, often a 
lion-headed goddess with a was sceptre72.
17	 From Zeytintepe, we have three more examples of the triad 
of walking or standing figures with central pharaoh Cat. 5–7 (see below 
Figs. 12. 13. 14) which can be directly compared with the fine scarab from 
pre-Bothros excavations, published by Hölbl73 (Z 07.152.145; Fig. 9). Hölbl 
states that »this find can be compared with Late Libyan period scarabs 
from Pithecussae and Cumae and unpublished examples from Cumae 
with scenes of one or two lion-headed goddesses with or without a king«74, 
though V. Boschloos suggests a later date75. Hölbl publishes a further exam-
ple from Al Mina, where he refers to these two pieces76. Gorton publishes 

in the details of the relationship between the figures, so the makers of the vessel adapted them from two 
different sources.

71	 Shabaka, Louvre N 530 = around 715–700 B.C., scarab find place: not known. Material: brown steatite. 
Dimensions: L 3.94, W 2.75, H 1.57 cm. Design: ff 25th Dynasty date, although the three figures of the pharaoh 
and two deities are differently arranged from those on our examples. Dedicated to Shabaka, around 
705–690 B.C. Note the tripartite design, with winged vulture above, n’b beneath, as well as the ›canal‹ 
hieroglyph used to write mry ›the beloved‹ beneath the feet of the gods and pharaoh. Three figures shown, 
from left to right: walking pharaoh with Red Crown of Lower Egypt/or indeed the Kemet, standing for United 
Egypt, a central god turns to greet him, with Falcon head, solar disc and uraeus = Re-Horakte?, Sign of Hathor 
on ground, to right a goddess facing to left = Isis/Hathor? Source: https://collections.louvre.fr/ark:/53355/
cl010012582 (information courtesy of G. Pierrat-Bonnefois).

72	 Gorton 1996 illustrates a selection of these as her Type XIV, 41.
73	 Hölbl 2014, 190 f. fig. 16; 197 inv. Z 07.152.145. Find place: surface excavations on Zeytintepe, Aphrodite 

Sanctuary before discovery of the Bothros. Dimensions: L 1.7, W 1.23, H 0.88 cm. A very fine example of the 
scarab type which features the deity/deities with a centrally placed pharaoh. This scarab has a very finely 
executed body, and distinctive style for the figured scene, and surpasses our examples in the fineness of its 
execution. Egyptian, 25ᵗʰ Dynasty date.

74	 Hölbl 2014, note 121.
75	 Boschloos is of the opinion that it is later 25ᵗʰ or even 26ᵗʰ Dynasty.
76	 Hölbl 2017, 67 f. no. 48 pl. 9, 4.

8

Fig. 8: Scarab of Shabaka. Louvre 
N 530 = around 705–690 B.C. 
L 3.94, W 2.75, H 1.57 cm. Scale 
ca. 2 : 1

9

Fig. 9: Z 07.152.145. Pre-Bothros 
find. Steatite scarab. L 1.7, W 1.23, 
H 0.88 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2116326
https://collections.louvre.fr/en/ark:/53355/cl010012582
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a closely related scene from Tharros77, where one of the attendant goddesses has been 
squashed to one side of the scene, and a was sceptre occupies the centre – both goddess 
figures have lion-shaped muzzles78. While the scarab Z 07.152.145, initially published by 
Hölbl (Z 10.2.10), is undoubtedly an Egyptian product, the other examples of the same 
theme from the Bothros show simplification of the figures and the loss of the tripartite 
scheme of decoration, which typifies the Egyptian originals – these scarabs bear only the 
neb below as a gesture to the originals that they are copying. But it is still possible that at 
least the first two are of Egyptian origin. There are a number of related depictions from 
sites in Italy, the Near East and Egypt79.
18	 The first two examples of this theme from the Bothros Cat. 3 and 4 (Figs. 10. 11) 
which feature this popular Sacred Triad motif, share both the shape, material and mo-
tifs, and probably come from the same bracelet or necklace, with a distinctive wide, 
squared-off shape. I would argue that they belong together, because not only did they 
both come from the Bothros, but in addition, from very close contexts within that de-
posit. The clear depiction of the pharaoh on both scarabs wearing the crown of either 
Upper and Lower Egypt, and on the first, the representation of two lion-headed god-
desses, suggest a close link with Egyptian concepts80. The face of the scarabs echoes 
the basic design of the figures on the earlier find from Zeytintepe (Z 07.152.145; Fig. 9), 
but they employ a more pedestrian style, and completely omit the upper section of the 
tripartite design – the winged scarab. The back, though much abraded, displays some 

77	 Tharros: Gorton 1996, 24 f. no. 15. – Cagliari inv. 9552, initially published by Matthiae Scandone 1971, 50 
no. D27 pl. 12. (This is not the same as the piece mentioned by Gorton – which is the scarab published by 
Hölbl 1986, pl. 112, 2).

78	 For the distinctive shape of the heads of the deities, see for example a fine gold ring with silver bezel of 
Saite date, now in the National Museum Athens, Egyptian Collection, inv. 1605 on which two goddesses are 
depicted kneeling either side of the cartouche of Psammetichus and can be clearly distinguished by their 
facial features shown in profile – on the left the goddess Neith, with a human face, while on the right kneels 
Sekhmet, with the protuberant square-shaped muzzle of a lioness.

79	 Hölbl 2014, 190 notes 120–122 with references to finds from Pithecussae, Cumae, Tell el-Far’a South and 
Sanam Nubia where Griffith 1923, pl. 21 nos. 19. 20 illustrates two finely cut examples which show the two 
figures of kneeling, or seated pharaoh and lion-headed goddess. And see now Hölbl 2017, 67 no. 48 pl. 9, 4 for 
a scene of the triad, where he references our Cat. 3 and 4, as Miletus Museum inv. 8348 and 8357.

80	 Pierrat-Bonnefois (personal communication) assigns them to a Near Eastern source, because of the elongated 
shape of the crown worn by the central figure. See also Pierrat-Bonnefois 2019 for a discussion of the 
exchanges of concepts between Egypt and the Near East.

Fig. 10: Cat. 3. Scarab, faience. 
Z 09.20.7. L 1.3, W 0.95, H 0.7 cm. 
Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 11: Cat. 4. Scarab, faience. 
Z 09.51.58. L 1.4, W 0.75, 
H 0.6 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2359504
https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2043670
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well-marked features, although the modelling of the legs seems crude and lumpish, 
confirming however, by their similarity, that these are in fact a pair. From Lindos there 
are scarabs with a sequence of related scenes, but in a crudely understood ›stick-figure‹ 
style81 and there are two examples from Carthage82. These two may be original Egyptian 
products.
19	 The next example, Cat. 5 (Fig. 12), has a version of the same scene, but in a 
simpler style, suggesting the adoption of the theme by the localised workshops in the 
Aegean, where the tripartite division of the decoration of the vertical face of the scarab 
has completely disappeared. The central figure can be identified as the pharaoh from 
the pointed hat/crown he wears, while the figures on either side are reduced to a single 
upright line. They might be intended for the lion-headed goddesses, i.e. Sekhmet, but 
this is impossible to confirm. The figures join hands, and a was sceptre is apparently 
visible behind the central figure. Due to its small size, and the simplicity of the depiction, 
it is difficult to be sure whether this is of Egyptian origin, or a local product, as the lack 
of information on the side and back view cannot be used to confirm or deny.
20	 Cat. 6 (Fig. 13) is a larger scarab with a scene in a crisp ›stick-figure‹ style of 
a male figure wearing a short kilt, grasping a staff – a was sceptre ? – (but that area is 
damaged), and striding to the left. The back is clearly marked with single lines indicating 
the main features, and a large clypeus and head at the front. This has parallels with 
the style of the example Z 07.152.145 (Fig. 9) above, published by Hölbl. For a simple 
walking figure with staff, see two examples from Kition83. – An Egyptian product?
21	 The figure depicted on Cat. 7 (Fig. 14) striding to the left is of a more compact 
shape, and sturdier proportions than those of the striding pharaoh seen in other exam-
ples. Note the flail and the large neb sign underneath, and in front, a large ma’at feather. 
This seems most comparable to examples from Perachora84. See especially the figure 

81	 Blinkenberg 1931, 416–426 pl. 60 which appear to be products of one workshop in a scratchy style 
reproducing elements of the original Egyptian designs, but in a very different way to these examples from 
Zeytintepe.

82	 Vercoutter 1945, nos. 251. 259 though these both have an upper register occupied by two facing falcons, 
holding flagellum, either side of a hes vase. Gorton 1996, 32 f. republishes no 251 as no. 1 as part of her 
Type XI. The register composition is in the Late Egyptian style. Similar example from Kition inv. 3325: 
Lagarce 1976, 110 f., and Perachora D 626: Lagarce 1976, pl. 193. And perhaps Achziv: V. Boschloos (personal 
communication). She cites a similar scarab from Achziv, although the figures there are identified as Ptah 
and Sekhmet with their son Nefertum in the centre, and are published in the Corpus of Stamp Seals from the 
Southern Levant: https://doi.org/10.60779/cssl-00464.

83	 Lagarce 1976, 70 f. no. 801; 103 f. no. 1060.
84	 James 1962, fig. 38 (Perachora D 667. D 669).

12

Fig. 12: Cat. 5. Scarab, cream 
faience. Z 10.2.10. L 1.0, W 0.7, 
H 0.6 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

13

Fig. 13: Cat. 6. Scarab, faience. 
Z 10.25.22. L 1.9, W 1.2, H 0.8 cm. 
Scale ca. 2 : 1

14

Fig. 14: Cat. 7. Scarab, faience. 
Z 10.2.11. L 1.4, W 0.9, H 0.7 cm. 
Scale ca. 2 : 1
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in D 667 which appears to wear a conical hat like that of Reshef figures, and holds his 
arms up in a typical gesture. The style of the drawing differs somewhat from that of the 
other scarabs dealt with so far, but the figure must represent the pharaoh who is shown 
attacking his enemies, as on regular depictions of the pharaoh in murals in Egyptian 
temples. The ma’at sign in front confirms that Order and Truth are being upheld by 
the pharaoh. A comparable piece in Blue Paste from House D at Carchemish shows a 
sketchy figure wearing the Red Crown (?) striding to the right, with an uplifted right arm 
behind. This can be dated to the final years of the 7ᵗʰ cent. B.C.85. Some comparison might 
be made with scarab seals cited by O. Keel86. – An Aegean product under Levantine or 
Eastern influence?

Couchant Royal Sphinx
22	 Another motif which is adopted from Egyptian scarabs is the couchant royal 
sphinx. The theme of a royal sphinx, with either the head of pharaoh87, a lion or fal-
con, couchant and facing right, holding a hes vase, and further embellished with other 
hieroglyphic or good luck signs, is a popular device88 and ultimately derives from New 
Kingdom Egypt prototypes, where the couchant sphinx represents the pharaoh himself, 
and appears in complex designs naming the pharaoh89. Such a theme reappears in the 
22ⁿᵈ Dynasty, and in contemporary Phoenician products90, and carries through into the 
25ᵗʰ/26ᵗʰ Dynasties. See the example inscribed for Shabaka, 25ᵗʰ Dynasty91 (see below 
Fig. 16) and of course the similar depiction on the Bocchoris scarab from Pithecussae 
(see note 104 below). Also from Pithecussae, we have an earlier example of a more 
complex design in very fine style whose date of deposition is clear, coming from a 
burial of the last quarter of the 8ᵗʰ cent. B.C.92. F. De Salvia reads this confidently as a 
genuine hieroglyphic inscription93. Later Iron Age scarabs found in the Mediterranean 
area isolate the royal sphinx and use it as the main device. Hölbl publishes a number 
of examples from sites in Italy, Sicily and North Africa94. The Egyptian comparator, ref-
erenced by Hölbl, is a relatively simple example95, with a parallel from Punic North 

85	 BM 116160: Giveon 1985, 162 fig. on p. 163, found in House D at Carchemish. Woolley 1921, pl. 20. Listed by 
Gorton 1996, as no 13, Type XXXI, p.112.

86	 Keel 1995, 210 figs. 417–420.
87	 For the importance of this image of the pharaoh see the colossal Couchant Sphinx found by Salt at Tanis, 

which was probably of Dynasty IV date originally – Amenemhat –, and was readopted by a succession of 
pharaohs, ending with Sheschonk I, see Louvre N 23 (https://collections.louvre.fr/ark:/53355/cl010010062).

88	 The type is originally from Egypt, as the fine steatite example from Pithecussae (Grave 494-4 dated to third 
quarter of the 8ᵗʰ cent. B.C.) makes clear; Hölbl 1979, 187 f. no. 771. A good comparison comes from Matmar, 
Brunton 1948, pl. 48 no. 22, probably of New Kingdom date, blue-green steatite, couchant sphinx with 
upright flying falcon behind, as well as an inscription in front of it, of similar fine technique.

89	 See Flinders Petrie 1889, pl. 33, passim for examples.
90	 From an early 8ᵗʰ century burial in Achziv: Boschloos 2014, 9. 11 no. 1.5 table I pl. 1; Boschloos 2018, 124 

fig. 3 pl. 102, 2a. And from Corpus of Stamp Seals from the Southern Levant: no. 1.5. https://doi.org/10.60779/
cssl-00485.

91	 Louvre E 5084. Shabaka 750–690 B.C. Brown steatite, L 1.5, W 1.1, H 0.8 cm. Above the cartouche of the 
pharaoh lies the royal couchant sphinx with the hes vase in his paws/hands and the double feather crown on 
head. Information courtesy of G. Pierrat-Bonnefois, © 2018 Musée du Louvre, Dist. GrandPalaisRmn/Christian 
Décamps. https://collections.louvre.fr/ark:/53355/cl010018379.

92	 Pithecussae: Hölbl 1979, 187 f. no. 771, declares it an original Egyptian work.
93	 De Salvia 1993, 768. 791 figs 4. 11 pl. 167, goes further, translating the signs as representing the saying: »Lord 

of Dendera/lady of Dendera«, while Bosticco 1957, 221 f. no. 265, the original publisher, analyses the signs 
as representing a cryptographic rendering of the name of Ammon, after the theory propounded in Drioton 
1957.

94	 Hölbl 1979, II, 80 no. 374 Capena/Leprignano after von Bissing 1934, 352 pl. 62 no. B,B, who describes it 
as of white faience with traces of greenish glaze (not the Egyptian Blue described by Hölbl); Amendolara, 
an Oenetrian site: Hölbl 1979, 240 no. 1227 with figure after Leclant 1973, 13 (scarabee no. I) fig. 13 f; now 
De Salvia 2012, 215 no. 1. Hölbl 2021, 49 no. 28; 65 f. no. 61; 67 f. no. 64 publishes three further examples 
from Sicily. A related piece comes from Carthage, North Africa: Vercoutter 1945, 95 f. no. 7 pl. 1 (Byrsa); see 
Gorton 1996, 25 Type VIII nos. 11. 126. 128.

95	 Tell er Retabah: Flinders Petrie – Duncan 1906, pl. 33 no. 38.
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Africa96. De Salvia also publishes an oval scaraboid which conforms in 
its simplicity to the more common type97. Both Lindos98 and Perachora99 
yield further examples, of varying quality. Other examples are cruder, 
but clearly represent the same motif100. The general type continued to be 
popular in the Punic world101.
23	 Cat. 8 (Fig. 15) from Zeytintepe has a confidently cut image, 
with a number of clearly cut signs. A couchant Sphinx to right with the 
pharaoh’s head with the klaft headdress just indicated, bearing double 
plumes above, with the tree-shaped sign – the sekhem sceptre (Gardiner 
S42), not the expected hes vase – in extended hands. The signs above 
the back of the sphinx are not wings, but a simplified ma’at feather, and 
another sign sloping to the left. Above them, there is a horizontal nefer 
sign. Such a depiction can be found on Ramesside scarabs, and then used 
again in the TIP (Third Intermediate Period), and in the 25ᵗʰ Dynasty, for 
example, Louvre E 5084, Chabaka 705–690 B.C.102 (Fig. 16). Here we can 
suggest the source for the double plume headdress in our scarab, and 
note that only a few years separate it from the Shabaka example103. We 
might also refer to the Bocchoris scarab found at Pithecussae, where a 
couchant royal sphinx with double plume on its head lies rather awk-
wardly above the royal cartouche104. – Most likely of Egyptian origin.
24	 Cat. 9 (Fig. 17) shows a steatite scarab, with a crudely cut falcon-headed 
sphinx (?) couchant to the right, deeply carved with a simple misunderstood shape of 
body and back leg, holding the hes vase, with double sprouting signs on the head, in-
dicating the royal crown. The sun disc Re is depicted above the head. The two further 
signs behind are difficult to identify105. Overall, the figure and signs are oversimplified 
and misunderstood. By contrast, the back of the scarab has a clearly modelled clypeus 
with correct details, with single lines for prothorax and elytra. Pierrat-Bonnefois kindly 

96	 Vercoutter 1945, 95 f. no. 7 pl. 1 (the sketch figured in his text does not correspond to the photograph of the 
scarab on pl. 1) which is also reproduced in Gorton 1996, 25 as fig. 4. See also Vercoutter 1945, 96 no. 8; 153 
no. 240, and related pieces.

97	 De Salvia 1993, 809 no. 600 fig. 9 pl. 178. A broad shaped scaraboid. Yellow faience, L 1.52, W 1.08, H 0,48 cm.
98	 Blinkenberg 1931, 378 Lindos inv. 1370 and 1371 are of fine quality, from Egypt (?).
99	 Examples from Perachora are on the whole of simpler design, James 1962, pl. 192 D 576 is quite close to 

our example, while the sequence in fig. 37 D 574–581 shows the degeneration of the design and must be of 
Aegean manufacture.

100	 Carthage and Utica: Vercoutter 1945, 95 f. nos. 7. 8. – Perachora: James 1962, 501 fig. 36, D 503. 504 (very 
simplified versions of the motif, produced by the Aegean/Perachora-Lindos group).

101	 Bartoloni 2023, 31. 63 LXXIX from Sulcis (Sulky), Sardinia in a rich hypogeum containing multiple burials. 
Belvedere N1 dated between 580 and just after 500 B.C. It contained glass beads, silver ring fittings, gold 
jewellery with granulation, and one steatite scarab ; see also Bartoloni 2020,10. 14–16 pl. 5 for a related 
scarab from an enchytrismos burial of the 4th cent. B.C. Finally, Ramon 2002, 138 describes scarabs found at 
Puig des Moulins, Ibiza, which includes one found in cremation no. 5 at plot 38 on the street Via Romana: 
faience mounted in silver, and picturing a winged sphinx; it is the only scarab found in a context linked 
to the first generation of colonizers in the bay, even though its precise dating is somewhat broad. – First to 
second quarter of the 6ᵗʰ cent. B.C.

102	 Find place: not known, brown steatite, scarab. Dimensions: L 4.0, W 2.73, H 1.81 cm. Dedicated for Shabaka, 
750–690 B.C. A finely-cut piece. The royal sphinx, couchant, takes his correct place above the Pharaoh’s 
cartouche, and wears the double plumes on his head, and presents a hes vase in his extended forepaws/
hands. The back bears the head of Amun as a Ram, with the horns of the ram, typical of the Nubian Dynasty. 
Source: https://collections.louvre.fr/ark:/53355/cl010018379. Information courtesy of G. Pierrat-Bonnefois) 
who tells me »Sphinx couché : courant sur scarabées ramessides, puis repris à la TPI«. See also Flinders Petrie 
1925, 23: »[T]he sphinx with hes belongs especially to the XXVᵗʰ dynasty« and examples referenced there, e.g. 
Flinders Petrie 1917, pl. 52, 25, 5, 3.

103	 See an example from Ibiza, Baqués Estapé 1979, pl. 3 no. 17 and analysis of significance of earliest 
settlements on Ibiza, using evidence of scarabs; Ramon 2002, 137 f.

104	 Bocchoris cartouche on scarab Hölbl 1979, 180 no. 754 pl. 99, 2; De Salvia 1993, 779 Tomb 325-16.
105	 These two signs could be a garbled attempt to represent the hieroglyph sign for ›honoured‹ Gardiner F39 

imah »backbone with spinal cord issuing from it« meaning ›honoured‹ with the ḫ a commonly found pairing 
of signs.
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Fig. 15: Cat. 8. Scarab, faience. 
Z 09.51.12. L 1.5, W 1.0, H 0.7 cm. 
Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 16: Louvre E 5084. Shabaka 
750–690 B.C. L 4.0, W 2.73, 
H 1.81 cm. Scale ca. 1 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2071998
https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2361225
https://collections.louvre.fr/ark:/53355/cl010018379
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refers me to a similarly deeply cut and semi-literate design on a scarab from Lisht 
North106 (Fig. 18), where another version of a couchant (?) royal sphinx is shown in 
deeply carved style on what is certainly an Egyptian scarab showing a similar simplifi-
cation of the royal sphinx theme. – This example from Zeytintepe is probably an earlier 
product from an Egyptian source.

Hieroglyphic Inscriptions
25	 Two well-cut scarabs which display partly accurate hiero-
glyphic signs with honorific intentions were found in the Bothros.
26	 Cat. 10 (Fig. 19) once was a good quality steatite scarab. It was 
found incomplete, the top third of the front broken off. Its back is well 
shaped with finely cut indications of the latter part of the prothorax, and 
a deep, single line dividing the wing cases. A carefully cut, curved chan-
nel runs between the scarab body and its base. On the face, a vertical 
group of hieroglyphic signs was neatly cut surrounded by a simple, oval 
groove. The upper part of the inscription is broken off, only the lower 
part of three legs and feet remain – which may be part of the bee sign 
Gardiner L2 which forms an important element of the n-sw-bit ›king of 
Upper and Lower Egypt‹ epithet. In standard representations the feet 
of the bee are shown attached to a horizontal line. But see Newberry107 
where the bee sign is an important element in the scarabs bearing Royal 
and Private names. Alternatively, these could be two quail chicks (Gar-
diner G44). Below are two loaf signs (Gardiner X1) which might repre-

sent the signs needed to complete the n-sw-bit epithet: To the left we see Gardiner R4, the 
sign hetep – ›an offering mat with a loaf of bread on it‹ meaning ›to be satisfied‹ with two 
›t‹ and a ›p‹ underneath which could also be an owl -imn (?). To the right, Gardiner S18 = 
menat is preserved. Since this is not complete, it is not possible to reconstruct the whole 
import of the signs, but it would appear to be a grouping of either auspicious/honorific 
signs. I am very grateful to Joachim Quack108 who analyses the signs as follows: »This 
scarab (Fig. 19) must likely be a genuine Egyptian product, and my best guess is that it 
is a writing ỉw.tỉ m ḥtp ›welcome‹. I would reconstruct the preserved parts of the upper 

106	 Metropolitan Museum New York, scarab, light brown steatite, with green glaze surviving. MMA 09.180.998. 
L 1.8, W 1.3, H 0.9 cm. Lisht North, Memphite Region, Dyn. 20–21, 1186–845 B.C. Rogers Fund, 1909. 
Photographs in Public Domain. Information courtesy of G. Pierrat-Bonnefois.

107	 Newberry 1906, pl. 43 no. I; pl. 44 nos. 23. 26.
108	 Joachim Quack in an email to me dated March 12ᵗʰ, 2025.
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Fig. 17: Cat. 9. Scarab, steatite. 
Z 10.18.25. L 1.5, W 1.1, H 0.8 cm. 
Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 18: Scarab, light brown 
steatite, with green glaze 
surviving. MMA 09.180.998. L 1.8, 
W 1.3, H 0.9 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 19: Cat. 10. Scarab, steatite, 
light grey with some darker 
inclusions. Z 09.1.1. L (surviving) 
1.4, W 1.4 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2751360
https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2751360
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line as a quail chick and walking legs, with a reed-leaf in front completely lost«. – A fine 
quality product, Egyptian.
27	 Cat. 11 (Fig. 20) is a steatite scarab bearing a group of signs with powerful, 
auspicious meanings: First, there is Gardiner F39 imah »backbone with spinal cord is-
suing from it« meaning ›honoured‹, with ḫ as phonetic complement, so ›reverence‹109. 
Then, Gardiner R11 ḏd/djed »to be stable or enduring« – meaning ›stability‹110, and Gar-
diner W14 hes vase »favour«. The hieroglyph means ›to favour‹ or ›to praise‹. And lastly, 
Gardiner R8 ntr »cloth wound on a pole, emblem of divinity« meaning ›divine‹ or ›god‹. 
Quack in the same email to me comments: »This scarab (Fig. 20) is more problematic 
[than Cat. 10; Fig. 19]. The first group is indeed ỉmah; the sign below is not a loaf of 
bread but ḫ as phonetic complement, so ›reverence‹. Then we have indeed ḏd and hes 
for ›stability‹ and ›favour‹. But I am unhappy with the last sign, where ›god‹ would not 
make much sense. It might be a garbling of the sign for ›life‹ or for ›life-time‹, but you 
would have to look for possible parallels for the expres-
sion.« (This I have not so far been able to do.) Although it 
is clear that such hieroglyphic symbols were well-used in 
the scarab material circulating in the Mediterranean (see 
note 106 above) how far the actual meaning was under-
stood is questionable. – An Egyptian product?
28	 Cat. 12 (Fig. 21) is a well-cut steatite scarab with 
a vertical two-part design with papyrus plant above – a 
simplified version of the Egyptian hieroglyph for the 
Land of Lower Egypt (Gardiner M15) which lacks the sec-
ond pair of upright flower heads, and in this simplified 
form commonly occurs in the Near East on Bronze Age 
seals111. On either side of the base of the papyrus plant 
are misunderstood and simplified wedjat eyes, while the 
design is completed below by a flying scarab with curved 
wings, internally marked with horizontal incisions, as if 
feathers (?). The incised design, though simple in its exe-
cution, gives a very clear impression when pressed into a 
receptive material (here plasticine), as if the design were 
intended for such usage. The back of the scarab has a 
small clypeus, with a single line for the thorax and the elytra. Although initially assigned 
a Middle Bronze Age date112, Boschloos has kindly brought to my attention a ›workshop‹ 
group of Iron Age scarabs which she has identified, having clear parallels with this piece 
– a workshop probably centred in the region of Tyre113. In particular, there is one very 
close parallel from Achziv, near Tyre, which provides an identical Papyrus plant and 
winged scarab below, only omitting the wedjat eyes in the centre114. Boschloos dates 
this workshop to 9ᵗʰ–8ᵗʰ cent. B.C., and we can add our example to her distribution map 
which clearly shows that this piece belongs to a Levantine/Phoenician production which 

109	 See Vercoutter 1945, 201 no. 474 for the use of paired sign Gardiner F39 on a seal plaque from Douimes; 
while from Pithecussae: De Salvia 1993, 806 no. 546-6 fig. 9 pl. 17 an oval scaraboid imah netjer nefer. From 
Perachora: James 1962, 506 no. 610 fig. 37; 507 no. 638 fig. 37, but the second example only reproduces the 
first element of the two part symbol.

110	 For Gardiner R11: Pierrat-Bonnefois kindly notes that the »four bars of the djed are cut by the pillar, not very 
Egyptian«.

111	 Ben-Tor 2007; Boschloos 2014; Boschloss 2018.
112	 Pierrat-Bonnefois (personal communication), and material published in Ben-Tor 2007.
113	 Boschloos 2014; Boschloos 2018.
114	 Keel 1997, 69 no. 138; Boschloos 2018, pl. 2, 2 a.
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Fig. 20: Cat. 11. Scarab, steatite, 
creamy-brown. Z 09.18.5. L 1.4, 
W ca. 1.0 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 21: Cat. 12. Scarab, steatite. 
Z 10.34.17. L 1.7, W 1.3, H 1.0 cm. 
Scale ca. 2 : 1
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was distributed to sites in the West – Carthage, Sardinia and Etruria, from its original 
production centre in the Levant115. – A Near Eastern product – from a Tyrian workshop.
29	 Cat. 13 (Fig. 22) is a faience scarab made of grey to yellow faience, however, 
no glaze is present anymore. The piece is broken off across the suspension hole, so that 
the back does not survive. Its design is horizontal: a central figure holding two caprids 
on leashes, which face away from him. The figure appears to stand above another object 
– an animal? This must represent ›The Master of the Animals‹ theme. A very similar 
depiction appears on an earlier Near Eastern scarab seal, though in stone116. See also a 
selection from the Biblical Institute in Fribourg, Switzerland, and the discussion there 
in detail of the variety of animals depicted in the recurring theme of ›Master of the 
Animals‹ which originates in New Kingdom Egypt117, but has a rich history in the Near 
East. The animals have the curved horns of a caprid, but they are more delicate than 
in the normal portrayal of the Nubian ibex, and correspond closely to those shown on 
the Egyptian Blue scarab from the Bothros published by Hölbl which is of Near Eastern 
origin118. The concept of the animals facing away from each other (or in other words, a 
reduplication of one animal) is also reproduced in this example. It has been suggested 
that these represent the Eastern Bezoar goat119, which in fact is distributed further to 
the East, and has the longest and mightiest horns of any caprid. If distinguished from 
the Nubian ibex, these caprids should be the simple capra aegragus or Wild Goat, found 
in the Near East and elsewhere, which is of lighter build, and features in Near Eastern 
glyphic and other art. One other example from the Bothros is a scarab of cream faience, 
showing a similar but poorer depiction of the same scene120. – Near Eastern design and 
manufacture.

Divine Figures
30	 Cat. 14 (Fig. 23) is a made of quite hard, buff faience, 
with greyish glaze surface. It shows the kneeling Hapy, the divine 
figure associated with the successful annual inundation of the Nile 
in 22ⁿᵈ/25ᵗʰ Dynasty Egypt. From findplaces at Carthage, there are 
three examples published by J. Vercoutter121 probably from outside 
Egypt. But it is of interest that there are few, if any, appearances 
of the image of Hapy in the derivative Aegean production. – An 
Egyptian product.
31	 Cat. 15 (Fig. 24) is by contrast a scarab bearing a clear 
depiction of the goddess Ma’at, which is a popular representation 
on Aegean products. We see a kneeling figure of Ma’at in offering 

pose – with a large ma’at feather in front, a winged sun-disc above, and neb below. This 
could be read as representing the name of Amenophis III Neb-Ma’at-Re122. W. M. Flinders 
Petrie illustrates two 26ᵗʰ Dynasty pieces123 where the elaborate crown of the kneeling 
goddess can be clearly distinguished. Many others which feature the figure of the god-
dess do so with crude simplification and are clearly Aegean products. See in a large 

115	 Boschloos 2018, 124 fig. 2.
116	 Early Iron Age Syrian stamp seal (though in stone, not faience/paste): Buchanan – Moorey 1988, no. 170. 

Information courtesy of V. Boschloos.
117	 Keel – Uehlinger 1990, figs. 12. 95 a, of Ramesside date, 12ᵗʰ–11ᵗʰ cent. B.C.
118	 Hölbl 2014, 192. 198 fig. 20: Z 09.3.5. L 1.42, W 1.0, H 0.68 cm.
119	 Hölbl 2014, 192 note 139; Keel – Uehlinger 1990.
120	 Z 09.77.3. L 1.19, W 0.85, H 0.6 cm; a much simpler version. Aegean?
121	 Vercoutter 1945,105 nos. 42–44. See also on a rectangular seal 200 f. no 472.
122	 See discussion in Hölbl 2022, 66b.
123	 Flinders Petrie 1889, no. 1920 – Psamtek I, and no. 1925, the same.
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Fig. 22: Cat. 13. Scarab fragment, 
yellow/buff faience, no glaze 
survives. The back of the scarab 
is broken off at the level of the 
piercing hole. Z 08.478.27. L 0.96, 
W 0.87 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 23: Cat. 14. Scarab, hard 
buff faience, with brown glaze 
surviving. Z 08.453.8. L 2.0, 
W 1.25 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1
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group of scarabs from Perachora124, two examples from Lindos125, one example from 
Inatos126, while from Carthage there are at least two examples127. This piece is more 
complex in its depiction of the goddess, so it could be of Egyptian manufacture.

Birds and Animals
32	 Here we have a selection of scarabs bearing birds and animals which have 
strong Egyptian meanings, and are in some cases original pieces, while others are local 
interpretations of the same theme. T. H. G. James points out that such depictions are com-
mon in the Egyptianising material128 from Perachora and elsewhere in Greek deposits.
33	 Cat. 16 (Fig. 25) shows a well-cut, conventional Egyptian depiction of the goose 
with disc of Re above, and flowering reed behind (Gardiner M17) in place of the more 
commonly found ma’at feather. It is now argued that this stands for Amun, not ›Son of 
Re‹ as in James 1962. In discussing a similar example from Cerveteri, Hölbl explains the 
interpretation of the goose nhh together with the sign for Re to be conventionally taken 
to stand for ›Amun-Re‹, with the addition of the feather ›ms nhh‹ meaning »true to Eter-
nity«129. The use of the reed instead of the feather should not alter the meaning, as both 
can stand for the i of Amon. In fact, such a usage is commoner in the Egyptian material. 
Further details of the trigram and acrophonic interpretation by E. Drioton130, and F. Mag-
narini131, are discussed by A. Masson-Berghoff132. But we must ask here how many of the 
users of this scarab would appreciate these full meanings. There are many copies of this 
simple and attractive three sign device in the Aegean production133. – Egyptian origin.

Caprid
34	 Cat. 17 (Fig. 26) depicts a deep-cut figure of an ibex (?) or a gazelle with Re 
sign above, and another indistinct circular sign behind the animal’s tail – a second 
standard Re sign (?). The caprid is shown with a backward curving horn, its body deeply 
impressed with a short upturned tail. The design is similar in subject to a large group 
of scarabs, of pre-Naukratite and Naukratite date, where an animal of importance to 
the Egyptian pantheon is represented with a disc above134. A number of such scarabs 
come from Perachora135 – but these are not of the same quality as this example, sug-
gesting that they are local copies of the Egyptian original. The animal with its long, 
backward curving horn may be intended for an ibex, as established by L. Keimer136, 
where the horn of the ibex with its ribbed knobs is paralleled with the rnpt – the palm 
branch which represents length of years. For further discussions of this identification 

124	 James 1962, 507 fig. 37 D 627-634, while D 642-643 must also represent the same figure, D 644-658 show the 
break-up of the original figure and misinterpretation with the wrong sign ankh, not a ma’at feather.

125	 Blinkenberg 1931, nos. 1411. 1410.
126	 Hölbl 2022, no. 56 pl. 21.
127	 Vercoutter 1945, nos. 51. 52.
128	 James 1962, 474, and references there to Flinders Petrie 1925.
129	 Hölbl 1979, I, 174; Hölbl 1979, II, 34 no. 10 pl. 74.
130	 Drioton 1957, 17 no. 5 analyses the meaning of the signs in the following way: ma’at feather = i by 

equivalence with reed stalk sign; goose or duck = m by acrophony of msyt »waterbird«; Sun disc = n by 
material variation with hieroglyph for town-city region n’ Wt. The total of these signs then gives us Imn = 
Amun.

131	 Magnarini 2004, 317 no. 10.55 proposes an additional reading: »if the bird is a duck = ›Shu, son of Ra‹« which 
is the same interpretation as Blinkenberg 1931 and Newberry 1906.

132	 Masson-Berghoff 2018, 26 f., from Naukratis, Louvre E 8056.
133	 Lindos: Blinkenberg 1931, 381 nos. 1403–1406, where the signs are interpreted as ›Shu, son of Ra‹; Perachora: 

James 1962, 481 f. D 67–72 ›son of Re‹.
134	 James 1962, 474 remarks on the popularity of such depictions of animals with connections to Egyptian 

concepts.
135	 James 1962, see in particular 501 fig. 36 D 489. 494. 495.
136	 Keimer 1947.

25

24

Fig. 24: Cat. 15. Scarab, yellowish 
faience? Z 09.33.12. L 1.4, 
W 0.6 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 25: Cat. 16. Scarab, faience or 
steatite. Z 10.18 e. L 1.5, W 1.0 cm. 
Scale ca. 2 : 1

26

Fig. 26: Cat. 17. Scarab, faience 
cream. Z 09.39.12. L (surviving) 
1.2, W 1.0 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2180522
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and the widespread uses in Egyptian art see E. Lagarce137. Flinders Petrie138 
discusses the different types of caprid/gazelle which are represented on 
Egyptian scarabs – oryx, addax, and ibex/capra nubiana – with the ibex most 
frequently found on the scarabs he examined from the Petrie Collection. – 
This is most probably of Egyptian origin.

Horse
35	 Cat. 18 (Fig. 27) shows a quadruped facing right which is pre-
sumably a horse, because of its paired legs, shown in running action with 
a long tail. Its body is indicated by a shallow flat hollowed-out space, the 
legs indicated by grooves, in front of it the remains of a plant – papyrus 
or lotus (?) – and a hook-shaped sign underneath also representing vegeta-
tion. There is a straight line above and behind. A framing line encircles the 
scene. The simplified scarab legs are well modelled. The horse is a common 
representation on Egyptian scarabs139. – But the style of this drawing is not 
convincingly Egyptian – so its provenance remains unclear.

Horse?
36	 Cat. 19 (Fig. 28) depicts a crudely drawn quadruped, probably a 
horse with a long tail behind and a plant in front of it, a lotus (?) – an unusual 
depiction maybe of Aegean production. Of two other depictions of horses 
from the Bothros at Zeytintepe, one shows a rider with an animal running 
underneath and a second figure in front140 while the other is in Blue Paste 
and has a very simple figure of a rider with the Re disc above. Both are in a 
simplistic style, and most likely products of the Aegean workshops141.

Bull
37	 The scarab Cat. 20 (Fig. 29) is larger than the norm, and has a dis-
tinctive projecting, convex surface. A bull, Gardiner E1, is walking to the right 
with a goose in front and neb underneath to the right. There is an uncertain 
sign above the bull, and maybe nefer on its side. A good comparison is the 

faience scarab of »fine composition« from Perachora142, where a central large figure of a 
bull is accompanied by geese and other floral devices. Two other examples from Perachora 
feature a walking lion with goose/geese and other signs in a similar arrangement143. Hölbl 
publishes one similar piece from Italy (though much eroded), and another, poorly record-
ed, and assigns them both to an origin outside Egypt144. However, the piece from Pera

137	 Lagarce – Leclant 1976, 238 f.
138	 See Flinders Petrie 1925, 24 pl. 14.
139	 Flinders Petrie 1925 illustrates horses which derive from the New Kingdom paradigm of the pharaoh at war, 

drawing a chariot, though others he interprets as representing a young horse labelled Nefer.
140	 Z 10.12.1, white faience: horse rider with animal underneath, led by another figure, and Z 09.110.47 in 

Egyptian Blue, a rider with sun-disc above. There are parallels from Perachora, where a man urges on 
another on a horse, or rides alone (James 1962, 511 fig. 38 D 686, with rider). Also Gorton 1996, 116 Type 
XXXIIA no. 1. From the Egyptian pit, and from Lindos: Blinkenberg 1931, 384 nos. 1443 CA. 1444 (Blue Paste). 
1445. 1446 CA. 1446 bis.

141	 The miniature animal – a lion? – shown under the horse in Z 10.12.1 seems to parallel the depiction of 
Ramesses II at Abu Simbel shown riding his war chariot at the Battle of Kadesh, with a lion running 
underneath the chariot, called ›Slayer of Foes‹. A pet lion was buried in the tomb of Maia, the Nurse of 
Tutankhamun, and three at Sanam Napata, Griffith 1923. But it doesn’t matter whether the lion which 
accompanied Ramesses II was real or metaphorical, the image is there.

142	 James 1962, 503 D 555 pl. 192, L 2.15.
143	 James 1962, 502 fig. 36 D 527, L 2.2 ; D 528, L 2.15 .
144	 Hölbl 1979, no. 1274, Torre del Mordillo »Außerägyptisches Erzeugnis«, and no. 1260 from Sybaris from a 

sketch by the author.
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Fig. 27: Cat. 18. Scarab, large, buff/
grey hard faience with traces of 
green glaze. Z 10.18.45. L 2.7, 
W 1.9, H ca. 1.1 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 28: Cat. 19. Scarab, greyish 
cream faience. Z 09.67.45. L 1.6, 
W 1.1 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2042801


chora145 is of unusual quality. This grouping must have been popular, and produced 
by a derivative workshop dependent on an Egyptian original. – The modelling and 
significance of the animal figures on our example suggest an Egyptian origin.
38	 Cat. 21 (Fig. 30) is a simply modelled scarab which shows a bovid walking 
to the right with a three leaved plant – a lotus – in front of it, with neb above. We see 
a shallow scooped-out modelling of the figures, and a surrounding groove. The back 
is simply marked with the main features, the clypeus and face well-modelled, single 
lines for the division of the prothorax and the elytra, while the side view shows 
a slightly flattened back with standard three legs shown. Such a bovid figure is a 
common depiction on Egyptianising scarabs outside Egypt. See Perachora146, where 
the bull frequently appears with a stylised lotus flower in front, and a variety of 
good-luck signs above. Closely comparable with this piece are others from Peracho-
ra147. James lists 26 examples in total, with a good number from the Protocorinthian 
deposit, which assures us a date at least as early as the first half of the 7ᵗʰ cent. B.C. 
Hölbl publishes two very similar scarabs from Timpone de Motta, and gives ample 
references to comparative material148. However, Hölbl identifies his examples of 
walking bovids as cows, as they are preceded by a papyrus plant which is judged to 
identify them as the cow representing Hathor in the marshes; on one of his examples 
there is a papyrus plant growing up behind the bovid. But our piece clearly shows 
the lotus plant, and thus a bull is intended. Another example comes from Syracuse149. 
From Lindos there is only one example without an identifying plant150. – Hölbl is 
certain that his examples are of Egyptian origin, from the Delta region.
39	 Cat. 22 (Fig. 31) shows a bull/cow walking to the right (Gardiner E1) 
with addition of significant signs – neb and other signs, perhaps a papyrus plant, 
in front, and nefer above the back. It is an unusual style of depicting the animal 
with internal striations inside its body outline, and a distorted posture. This basic 
combination is a popular theme on Egyptianising scarabs, deriving from Egyptian 
originals, where the bull has an important role. However, if the plant in front is 
actually intended as a papyrus, then this must be a Hathor cow. – Bold but rather 
poor workmanship. Aegean manufacture?
40	 Cat. 23 (Fig. 32) depicts a bull (?) walking to the right with a long up-lifted 
tail. No other features are visible. A similarly simple example comes from Pithecus-
sae and is dated to the last quarter of the 8ᵗʰ cent. B.C.151. This is comparable with 
the smaller examples from the Perachora series152. – A small and crude product of 
the Aegean workshops.

Ram
41	 The scarab Cat. 24 (Fig. 33) shows a ram walking to the right. The zig-zag 
line of the horizontal horns indicates the ancient breed of sheep Ovis longipes palaeo-
aegypticus (Gardiner E10) – the ram of which was of especial religious significance 
in Egypt. Its horns were still shown as an important attribute of the god Knum in 
Upper Egypt, and the god Banebdjedet in Lower Egypt, both of whom represent 
creation, in particular Knum who is associated with the Inundation of the Nile, and 

145	 James 1962, pl. 192 D 555.
146	 James 1962, fig. 36 D 542–558; fig. 37 D 562.
147	 In particular James 1962, fig. 36 D 548–550.
148	 Hölbl 2024, 90 f. no. 66 fig. 51; 91 f. no. 62 fig. 99. But of note is the difference in size of the two groups.
149	 Hölbl 2021, 50 no. 29 pl. 11, 4 but with some doubt over precise identification. Egyptian, 8ᵗʰ cent B.C.
150	 Blinkenberg 1931, 385 no. 1447 pl. 61.
151	 Hölbl 1979, 181 no. 757 pl. 100, 2; De Salvia 1993, fig. 2 no. 354-14 pl. 159 which comes from grave 354 with 

two other Aegean-type scarabs, dated to the last quarter of the 8ᵗʰ cent. B.C., Late Geometric II.
152	 James 1962, fig. 36 D 542–554; fig. 37 D 557. 558. 561. 562. All with the distinctive three-leaved lotus plant.
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Fig. 29: Cat. 20. Scarab, grey/
cream faience. Z 09.76.53. L 2.3, 
W 1.5 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 30: Cat. 21. Scarab, pale 
cream faience. Z09.34.16. L 1.5, 
W 1.00, H 0.6 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

Fig. 31: Cat. 22. Scarab, cream 
faience. Z 08.484.51. L 2.0, 
W 0.7 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2071468
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the waters appearing from the caves of Hapi at the First Cataract. In addition, the horns 
were also used as an important element of the hem-hem crown which was worn by the 
young Horus, Somptus, patron of Herakleopolis, in the Delta153. This original sheep species 
had become extinct by the Middle Kingdom, as it was displaced by the sheep species Ovis 
aries palaeoatlanticus which appeared in Egypt around 2000 B.C., perhaps coming from 
Nubia, the ram of which had the forward curving horns which became the signifier for 
Amun154. In front is the sign for ›protection‹ (Gardiner V17)155 which could be confused 
with the distorted ankh on Aegean scarabs156, but this is undoubtedly an Egyptian hiero-
glyph, confirming the divine power of the animal featured on the scarab face. Above the 
rear of the animal is an empty disc-Re sign. A carefully executed depiction. – Egyptian 
Delta product?

Conclusion
42	 The Egyptian and Near Eastern scarabs dealt with above are of great interest 
in illustrating the wide trading links occurring in the Middle Sea, and the influence 
they exerted, but these genuine pieces are restricted in number157. They demonstrate 
the existence of wide-ranging contacts and intense interest in such fine pieces, which 
must have been prized and expensive. They may also have been in circulation for some 
considerable time before they were dedicated at the sanctuary of Aphrodite in Miletus. 
Hölbl has already published a number of such fine pieces from Zeytintepe and his 
pioneering work in Italy (including Pithecussae), Sardinia, Sicily, and other sites, shows 
that such pieces were in circulation in the West. That such pieces were widely distrib-
uted can be illustrated from the other end of their range by the large numbers of fine 
Dynastic scarabs found in burials at Sanam-Napata, which F. Ll. Griffith comments on 
as not occurring in contexts corresponding to their original Dynastic date, but having 
been found in 25ᵗʰ Dynasty/Late Period burials dating from the reign of Piankhy, first 
pharaoh of the 25ᵗʰ/Nubian Dynasty onwards158.
43	 This confirms that such fine scarabs were being traded over a very wide area 
in both time and space, both within and outside Egypt. Hölbl in his first publication of 
the faience material from Zeytintepe registered 83 examples of scarabs and seals in to-
tal, of which 18 were of Egyptian or Near Eastern origin159. The remaining 65 were of the 
derivative ›Perachora-Lindos‹ Group, now renamed ›Aegean production‹ or ›Outside 
Egypt‹ which were manufactured somewhere in the Aegean area, possibly in Rhodes. 
This number of ›Aegean Type‹ products amounts to 80% of the total known up to 1999. 
Around 20 further scarabs of Egyptian or Near Eastern origin come from the Bothros 
excavations which were published in 2014160. The total number of scarabs found in 
the Bothros itself now comes to 260. However, just over 200 of these clearly belong to 

153	 Goddio – Masson-Berghoff 2016, 120–122.
154	 Osborn – Osbornova 1998, 193 f., Goddio (no date); Goddio – Masson-Berghoff 2016, 106 f. and fig. on p. 106.
155	 See comments on the significance and use of this sign on another scarab from Zeytintepe (not the Bothros) 

Z 94. 95.12: Hölbl 1999, 32. 148 note 22 fig. 3 a–d.
156	 James 1962, 473.
157	 Hölbl 1999; Hölbl 2014 publishes further examples of genuine Egyptian and Near Eastern pieces.
158	 Griffith 1923, 82: »With the help of these, [scarabs from burials] if taken at their face value without regard 

to the style of workmanship and the circumstances of their finding, an unwary historian might compose an 
interesting chapter on the Egyptian occupation of Napata from the Old Kingdom onward, founded on royal 
names of the Fourth, Fifth, Twelfth, Thirteenth, Eighteenth, Nineteenth, Twenty-second, and Twenty-third 
Dynasties. From the general character of the deposits, however, it is clear that the bulk of the graves belong to 
the latest period indicated by the scarab names – the period of the Ethiopian conquerors and rulers of Egypt 
and their successors contemporary with Dyn. XXVI.«

159	 Hölbl 1999.
160	 Hölbl 2014.
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Fig. 33: Cat. 24. Scarab, cream 
faience. Z 09.73.235. L 1.3, 
W 1.0 cm. Scale ca. 2 : 1

32

Fig. 32: Cat. 23. Scarab, white 
faience. Z 09.37.31. L 1.1 cm. Scale 
ca. 2 : 1

https://gazetteer.dainst.org/place/2379057
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the Aegean industry, and the majority of these bear the common groupings of hiero-
glyphic good luck signs161 which I shall not deal with here. Those scarabs I have studied 
and published in this article either belong to the group of easily identifiable scarabs of 
Egyptian and Near Eastern origin, or correspond to or are closely dependent on such 
types. I have included a number of derivative products of the Aegean industry which 
bear a close relationship to the figurative depictions of divine scenes, divine figures, and 
animals which appear on Egyptian prototypes. The depictions used to decorate the faces 
of the derivative scarabs clearly display the initial close connections between original 
Egyptian scarabs and the derivative copies, which we must assume were produced in a 
centre or centres in the Aegean. The employment of authentic looking markings on the 
face and the back of the scarabs, and the deep modelling of the legs, confirms the close 
links which existed between the Egyptian originals and the Aegean copies.
44	 Prototype scarabs from the Bothros, and one other piece – a pre-Bothros find – 
show the origins of a range of popular themes which appear in original Egyptian scarabs, 
and which are then reinterpreted in the local production centres. One example of such 
a popular theme found at Zeytintepe is the use across time and space of the cartouche 
of Men-Kheper-Re (Cat. 1)162. A unique piece of Egyptian origin (Cat. 2), mounted in silver 
and bearing a scene of two relatively unknown deities does not seem to have inspired 
any direct copies, though the pose of the god/pharaoh striding with his staff appears in 
numerous images. A clear example of enthusiastic borrowing is the appearance of the 
theme of the Triad of Pharaoh and two deities/goddesses163 (Cat. 3–7), with the addition 
of one example already discovered and published from the excavations prior to the dis-
covery of the Bothros164. Another popular theme is of the couchant royal sphinx which 
appears in a great variety of usages in the scarab material found outside Egypt throughout 
the Early Iron Age, although at Zeytintepe we uniquely only have two original Egyptian 
pieces (Cat. 8. 9). Hieroglyphic inscriptions appear on two steatite scarabs (Cat. 10. 11), 
the first of which is certainly Egyptian, the second less certainly so. More widespread 
borrowings are the copies/representations of the various animals which were of religious 
or Pharaonic importance to the Egyptians – especially caprids, both ibex (Cat. 17) and wild 
goat (Cat. 13), horse (Cat. 18. 19) originally associated with the pharaoh, bull (probably 
not Hathor cow; Cat. 20–23), the distinctive Ram (Cat. 24) and lastly the three part device 
with the goose, flowering reed and Re sign which in its Egyptian context signified the 
god Amun (Cat. 16). Amongst this latter class of animal representations, it is often diffi-
cult to distinguish between authentic Egyptian work and Egyptianising copies. Divine 
figures such as Hapy (Cat. 14) and Ma’at (Cat. 15) also appear, and the figure of Ma’at is 
reproduced in a variety of versions in the Egyptianising scarab material found on Greek 
sites and elsewhere. Clearly the various industries/workshops which were working in the 
Aegean area, probably from the latter half of the 8ᵗʰ cent. B.C. and up to at least the middle 
of the 7ᵗʰ, were producing copies derived from originally Egyptian themes, and had been 
able to acquire, in addition, some considerable technical knowledge.
45	 What the mechanism of distribution was we still do not know. But it does not 
seem unlikely that the widespread disruption which attended the establishment of the 
22ⁿᵈ and 25ᵗʰ Dynasties in Egypt may have initiated attempts to capitalise on portable 
and valuable objects which would find a ready market outside Egypt itself. We must, of 
course, add that the whole area of the Levant, the Delta and deeper into Egypt provided 

161	 James 1962, 472 first defined them as »(6) Combination of common signs, usually meaningless (D 163–421).«
162	 Jaeger 1982; Peck 1987; Hölbl 1979; Gorton 1996, 34–38 Group 2, Type XII – not a specific class, but examples 

of the use of the same theme over a wide range of dates by different workshops.
163	 The persistent appearance of the lion-headed goddess (= Sekhmet?) in these scarabs suggests an origin in the 

Memphis area, where Sekhmet, Ptah and their son Nefertum were worshipped.
164	 Hölbl 2014, 190 notes 121. 122 references similar material from Cumae and sites in Egypt and the Near East.
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material for this trade, and that the whole of the Levant had been deeply influenced by 
Egyptian themes and material since the Middle to Late Bronze Age.
46	 Lastly, we must remember that the distinctive character of the scarab finds 
from the sanctuary at Zeytintepe is not invariably replicated at other sanctuaries in East 
Greece and elsewhere in the Greek world. One striking example of a different praxis of 
offerings is the not far distant Heraion on Samos. I have demonstrated a very different 
distribution of types of faience objects, particularly scarabs, amulets, and figurines be-
tween the two sanctuaries in an article forthcoming165. In particular for our purposes 
here we must emphasize that the Heraion on Samos, a much richer, longer established 
sanctuary, as well as the most important sanctuary of the city state of Samos, has yielded 
none of the types of Egyptian and Near Eastern scarabs that we have from Zeytintepe, 
nor any of the very common type – the ›Aegean production‹. It is clear that the Sanctuary 
of Aphrodite on Zeytintepe, lying outside the city walls of Miletus, must have had a very 
specific and important role to play in both the religious life of Miletus and the city’s 
relationship with its wider trading world.

165	 Webb 2016; Webb 2021; Webb (in press). A newly projected publication (2026) of the faience material from 
the Ialysus Votive Deposit by the Italian School of Archaeology and the Ephorate of the AntiquIties of the 
Dodecanese will present a more closely related picture of faience praxis.
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Catalogue

47	 Sources of information:
•	 Miletos Kazısı 2009 yılı envanter defteri and 

Miletos Kazısı 2010 yılı envanter defteri = Find 
Inventory of the campaigns of 2009 and 2010 
written in Turkish with brief descriptions and 
photographs of objects transferred to Miletus 
Museum (not published; copies in the excava-
tion archive at Hamburg University);

•	 Hölbl 1999, Hölbl 2007 and Hölbl 2014.

All the objects published here are previously unpub-
lished, unless otherwise noted.

All object measurements are given in centimetres.

1	 Z 08.109.7

Fig. 5

Find context: Surface deposit on Zeytintepe, before the 
discovery of the Bothros

Material: steatite, glazed

Form: scarab, large

Size: L 3.7, W 2.7, H 1.4

The motifs are deeply cut, with hatching in the de-
pressions. Three registers in horizontal arrangement, 
across the vertical face.

Origin: Egypt

Date: 25ᵗʰ–26ᵗʰ Dynasty

2	 Z 10.3.12

Fig. 6

Find context: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: steatite, pale brown, with darker areas of 
colouring, no inclusions, originally glazed (?)

Form: scarab (with metal/silver [?] setting)

Size: L 2.2 (with silver setting), L (of scarab ) ca. 1.7, W 
(with setting) 1.25, W (of scarab) ca. 1.0, H 1.85 (with 
setting)

Figures are deeply cut, without hatching. One scene 
vertical partially covered by the silver mount. Two 
figures are now identified as two deities of Thinis – Me-
hyt and Onouris. Mounted in a plain band of corroded 
metal (silver ?) with a concave disc at either side of the 
band which contains a central projecting pin, on which 
a C-shaped ring would have rotated (now lost).

References: Pierrat-Bonnefois (personal communica-
tion) and further comparison with Louvre E 4061

Origin: Egypt, mounted in the Levant

See Fig. 7 for a comparative example which shows the 
complete form of the metal setting of the steatite scar-
ab above, here applied as a mount to a glass scarab of 
Near Eastern type.

3	 Z 09.20.7

Fig. 10

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, soft, creamy tinge to core, no glaze 
remaining

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.3, W 0.7, H 0.57

Miletus Museum Inv. 8348.

References: Hölbl 2014, note 123; Hölbl 2017, 67.

Three figures of pharaoh and a lion-headed goddess 
on either side. Simple impressed figures with neb 
underneath.

Origin: Egypt

4	 Z 09.51.58

Fig. 11

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, creamy tinge to core, no glaze 
remaining

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.4, W 0.75, H 0.6

Miletus Museum Inv. 8357

Identical in shape and design of figures to Cat. 3. 
Probably from same necklace, or wristband.

References: Hölbl 2014, note 123; Hölbl 2017, 67.

5	 Z 10.2.10

Fig. 12

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, whitish, soft, fine texture

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.0, W 0.7, H 0.6

Now Miletus Museum, inv. not known.

A simplified version of the same theme as Cat. 3 and 
4. A small scarab, with a stylised scene in ›stick-figure‹ 
style. The three figures fill the whole of the face of the 
scarab, and are depicted in a simplified manner with 
no upper register but some indication of a neb sign 
underneath.

Origin: probably Egypt
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6	 Z 10.25.22

Fig. 13

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, whitish core, medium texture, traces 
of brownish glaze remaining on back

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.9, W 1.2, H 0.8

Source: Miletos kazisi 2010 yılı envanter defteri, p. 15

Now Miletus Museum, inv. not known.

Slightly larger than the standard size, this scarab 
bears a scene in a crisp and confident ›stick-figure‹ 
style. A male figure – the pharaoh –, wearing a short 
kilt, strides to the right with a shaped crown (?) on his 
head, holding a was sceptre in front and a weapon (?) 
in the left arm behind. A nefer sign occupies the field 
behind the figure.

Origin: Egypt

7	 Z 10.2.11

Fig. 14

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: creamy white faience, no trace of glaze

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.4 ,W 0.9, H 0.6

Source: Miletos Kazisi 2010 yılı envanter defteri, p. 12

Now Miletus Museum, inv. not known.

Simple compact style, with broadly impressed shapes. 
Pharaoh, wearing the crown of Upper Egypt, striding 
to right, with weapon in upright right hand, while left 
arm is indicated behind. In front of the figure is the 
sign for ma’at.

Origin: Egypt

8	 Z 09.51.12

Fig. 15

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: yellowish coloured faience, no glaze remaining

Form: scarab (?)

Dimensions: L 1.5, W 1.0, H 0.7

Source: Miletos Kazisi 2009 yılı envanter defteri, p. 43. 
Not seen. No information on back or side view.

Miletus Museum, inv. not known.

Figure on face worn, but still identifiable. Sphinx 
couchant to right with pharaoh’s head bearing double 
plumes above, with the sekhem sceptre (Gardiner S42) 
sign (not the expected hes vase) in extended hands. 

The signs above the back of the sphinx are not wings, 
but misunderstood ma’at feather, and another sign 
sloping to left. Above them, a horizontal nefer sign. – 
An important example of a widely copied type.

Origin: Egypt

See Fig. 16 for a comparative example for Cat. 8 and 9: 
A steatite scarab incised for Shabaka (Louvre E 5084)

9	 Z 10.18.25

Fig. 17

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: steatite, with a bluish glaze on the surface

Dimensions: L 1.5, W 1.1, H 0.8

Source: Miletos Kazisi 2010 yılı envanter defteri, p. 30

Miletus Museum inv. 8810 or 8890

Falcon headed sphinx couchant to right, deeply carved 
with simple misunderstood shape of sphinx body and 
back leg, holding hes vase, with double sprouting signs 
on head, indicating the royal crown. Sun disc of Re 
above head.

Origin: Egypt

Date: 21ˢᵗ/22ⁿᵈ Dynasty

See Fig. 18 for a comparable example: steatite scarab 
from Lisht North (Metropolitan Museum of Art, New 
York, MMA 09.180.998)

10	 Z 09.1.1

Fig. 19

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: steatite, fine quality, greyish colour with a 
few black/dark grey inclusions.

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L (surviving) 1.4, W 1.4

Incomplete, broken off across top third of the front 
of the scarab. Scarab back, well-shaped. On the face, 
a neatly cut vertical group of hieroglyphic signs 
surrounded by a simple, oval surrounding groove

See comments by Quack in the text on interpretation 
of the signs (§ 26).

Origin: Egypt

11	 Z 09.18.5

Fig. 20

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: steatite, creamy brown

Form: scarab
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Dimensions: L 1.4, W. ca. 1.0

Face incised horizontally. Back not recorded. Left to 
right (in impression): four upright Egyptian hiero-
glyphic signs; see discussion by Quack in the text for 
interpretation of signs (§ 27).

Origin: Egypt?

12	 Z 10.34.17

Fig. 21

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: steatite, greyish blue, with some darker 
inclusions

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.7, W 1.3, H 1.0

Source: Miletos Kazisi 2010 yılı envanter defteri, p. 21

Miletus Museum, inv. 8821

Two-part design. Papyrus plant above; below on either 
side of the base of the papyrus plant are simplified 
wedjat eyes, below a flying scarab with curved wings. 
Back and side view clearly marked.

Reference: Boschloos 2014; Boschloos 2018.

Origin: Near East

13	 Z 08.478.27

Fig. 22

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: yellow/buff faience, no glaze survives

Form: probably a scarab – upper part is completely 
broken off at level of piercing hole

Dimensions: L 0.96, W 0.87

A small scarab, missing one end of the figured scene 
and the whole of the back, with a depiction of the 
›Master of the Animals‹ with two caprids on leashes, 
held either side of him, and an indistinct object 
beneath his feet. Clearly cut into surface.

Reference: Hölbl 2024, 82, who expresses the opin-
ion that this is an Aegean product or possibly Near 
Eastern?

14	 Z 08.453.8

Fig. 23

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, hard yellowish

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 2.0, W 1.25

Kneeling divine figure, Hapy, deeply cut into surface. 
No record of back view of scarab.

Origin: Egypt

15	 Z 09.33.12

Fig. 24

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, yellowish (?)

Form: scarab (?)

Dimensions: L 1.4, W 0.6

Source: Miletos Kazizi 2009 yılı envanter defteri, p. 40. 
(Not seen. No record of back or side view.)

Miletus Museum, inv. not known.

Divine figure, Ma’at, kneeling to right with large 
distinctive ma’at feather in front. neb underneath, 
with surrounding line incised all round. Figure incised 
quite deeply.

Origin: Egypt (?) or local Aegean product (?)

16	 Z 10.18 e

Fig. 25

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience or steatite

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.5, W 1.0

Crisply cut, conventional Egyptian depiction of Goose 
with disc of Re above, and flowering reed behind. See 
the discussion in the text of the meaning of this com-
bination of signs. This design with its three distinctive 
elements is very popular in the Aegean production.

Origin: Egypt

17	 Z 09.39.12

Fig. 26

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: cream faience

Form: scarab

Dimensions: Surviving L 1.2, W 1.0

Deeply impressed figure of ibex (?) or gazelle facing 
right with Re sign above. The animal’s body has small 
upright tail, and curved horn, without distinctive 
knobs. No record of back.

Origin: Egypt
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18	 Z 10.18.45

Fig. 27

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, hard, buff grey with greenish tinge 
from missing glaze

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 2.7, W 1.9, H ca. 1.1 (a third is missing). 
Larger than usual size.

Superficially impressed body of four-legged animal, a 
horse (?) with a variety of signs implying vegetation. 
No record of back.

Origin: Egypt

19	 Z 09. 67.45

Fig. 28

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, hard, greyish cream

Form: scarab (?)

Dimensions: L 1.6, W 1.5

A crudely incised figure of a horse (?) walking to 
right, with a long tail hanging behind, and a plant (?), 
probably intended as a lotus, in front. No parallels 
known to me.

Origin: Aegean (?)

20	 Z 09.76.53

Fig. 29

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, fine, medium hard, cream with 
white core, with traces of yellow glaze

Form: scarab (?), oval in shape

Dimensions: L 2.3, W 1.5

A substantial piece, with convex surface. Bull to right, 
with assorted animals and signs. Parallels in Egyptian 
and Aegean production.

Origin: Egypt or Aegean

21	 Z 09.34.16

Fig. 30

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, cream, hard with some glaze 
preserved on face

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.5, W 1.0, H 0.6

Source: Miletos Kazisi 2009 yılı envanter defteri, p. 34

A bovid walks to right with a plant depicted in front – 
a lotus flower. Thus this must be intended for a bull. A 
neb sign (?) lies reversed above the animal’s back.

Similar pieces published by Hölbl 2024, 90–92 nos. 
61 and 62 from Timpone della Motta are ascribed to 
Egyptian workshops in the Delta of 7ᵗʰ cent. B.C. date.

22	 Z 08.484.51

Fig. 31

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, cream

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 2.0, W 0.7

Source: Miletos Kazisi 2009 yılı envanter defteri, p. 38 
(Not seen.)

An unusual sketchy but lively depiction of a walking 
bovid, bull (?) with signs in front and above back. 
Incised directly into the faience. No parallels known.

Origin: Aegean?

23	 Z 09.37.31

Fig. 32

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience, white soft

Form: scarab (?)

Dimensions: L 1.1, W 0.6

A crudely impressed image of a bovid. Parallel from 
Pithecussae.

Origin: Aegean?

24	 Z 09.73.355

Fig. 33

Find place: Bothros, Aphrodite Sanctuary, Zeytintepe

Material: faience cream hard

Form: scarab

Dimensions: L 1.3, W 1.0 cm

A crisply imprinted image of ram with distinctive zig 
zag horns – ancient breed of important ritual signifi-
cance with symbol for ›protection‹ in front and Re sign 
behind.

Origin: Egypt
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