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ABSTRACT 

At some point in the fourth century B.C., anatomical votive terracottas began to be 

dedicated in sanctuaries in central Italy.  Thousands of replicas of body parts have been found 

in votive deposits in these sanctuaries, left to deities as requests or thank offerings for 

healing.  The spread of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon has been attributed to 

the colonisation of central Italy by the Romans.  In addition, parallels have been drawn to the 

similar short-lived phenomenon at the Asklepieion at Corinth where models of body parts 

were also dedicated in the context of a healing cult.  After a general introduction to the 

historical and physical context of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon, this thesis 

examines the link to Corinth and suggests how the practice was first transmitted to Italy.  

Votive evidence of early date and peculiar typology found in situ from the sanctuary at 

Gravisca on the south coast of Etruria suggests contact with Greeks who would have been 

familiar with the practice of dedicating anatomical votive terracottas at Corinth.  From its 

point of introduction to central Italy in southern Etruria, the practice of dedicating anatomical 

votive terracottas spread to Rome along the communication arteries of the developing Roman 

road system.  This thesis also examines why Asklepios, introduced to Rome in 293 B.C., had 

limited influence on healing cults in central Italy. 



3 

PREFACE 

The act of offering a replica of a part of one’s body in need of attention to a god has 

been going on for millennia - and survives today in Roman Catholic churches, in particular at 

the pilgrimage site of Lourdes, and in Greek Orthodox churches. In the Greek Orthodox 

Church, parishioners dedicate small metal plaques that depict the part of the body they wish 

to heal and attach them to the iconostasis.  In Italy, too, a similar practice may be seen inside 

churches and in outdoor shrines where plaques inscribed with prayers of thanks, the name of 

the dedicator, and the date cover the walls.  These shrines, such as the one outside the 

Mausoleum of Constantina (Church of St. Costanza) in Rome, are even artificially made to 

look like grottoes.  The practices in both countries hearken back to the ancient phenomenon 

of dedicating votive gifts in the shape of the object in need of divine attention.  

This project came about as a result of my interest and study of healing sanctuaries in 

the Greek world, the subject of my undergraduate thesis.  I wondered what was going on in 

the Italian Peninsula when Epidauros and Kos were flourishing during the Hellenistic period.  

How did people living in Italy deal with illness without access to the wisdom of Asklepios 

and Hippokrates?  I had seen the immense number of votive terracottas in the shape of body 

parts in books and museum cases, and the sanctuary plans of temples surrounded by stoas 

with rooms behind them, just like at Kos.  These rooms must have been used for healing, I 
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thought.  But I slowly realised that few of the sites that produced votive terracottas also had 

contemporary architecture.  Such subsidiary buildings as rooms had been built either before 

or after the period in which the dedication of  body-parts was popular, and so I could not link 

the rooms that characterise the Hellenistic sanctuaries and the cults of Asklepios with the 

evidence from Italy. 

I also thought that once Asklepios had arrived in Rome, his instant popularity as 

implied in the primary and secondary sources swept through the countryside and inspired all 

the rural cults which received these clay body parts.  Again, I was wrong, and thus, besides 

clarifying my own misconceptions, one of the larger queries addressed by this study is the 

rather subtle effect Asklepios had on healing cults in Republican Italy.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

THE NATURE OF THE TOPIC  

At some point during the fourth century B.C., people began to dedicate terracotta 

reproductions of human body parts in sanctuaries in central Italy.  How and why this 

came about is the purpose of this thesis.  Its scope may be defined by the evidence itself: 

geographically, by the regions of Etruria, Latium and northern Campania which is where 

the anatomical votive terracottas were found; and temporally, by the fourth through first 

centuries B.C., when this type of votive suddenly appeared and disappeared, respectively. 

An Etrusco-Latial-Campanian (ELC) type of votive was defined by A. Comella as the 

predominant votive type in the fourth through late second century B.C.1 Characteristic of 

this ELC Republican votive range are anatomical votive terracottas, veiled terracotta 

                                                            
1 Comella, 1981, 758. 
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heads, and statuettes.2 

 The religious connotations of the ELC votive terracottas discussed in this study 

are fairly clear.3  Anatomical votives served as either thank offerings or objects of 

supplication in request for divine attention to the body part represented.  Unlike in 

Greece, where inscriptions identify the votive’s purpose solely as a thank offering to the 

deity for services performed, in Roman religion the votives may have been used either 

before the divine transaction in propitiation, or after, in thanks.4  Roman/Etruscan 

religion was essentially an exercise in bargaining, and so it is as logical to view the 

offerings of uteri, on the one hand, as requests for fertility, or of feet, on the other, as a 

symbol of the suppliant’s gratitude for divine healing.5 

Not all ELC anatomical votive terracottas have been found in sacred contexts. 

Shops, kilns and workshops that sold or produced the votives have been identified 

through excavation often in the vicinity of or even inside a known sacred place.6  The 

usual context for anatomical votive terracottas, however, is in a votive pit within the 

temenos7 usually dug for the express purpose of ceremonially disposing of non-reusable 

objects that have been consecrated to a deity.8  Fortunately, in a few cases, votives have 

been found where the suppliant himself or herself may actually have placed them; these 

                                                            
2 Sites where only terracotta figurines of humans, heads and animals have been found and anatomical 
votives were absent have been excluded from this study. See the Introduction to Chapter II for the criteria 
for selection. 
3 Edlund, 1987a, 36. 
4 See Figure 37 and the votive inscriptions from Epidauros: IG IV2 1.121-122. 
5 Beard, North, and Price, 1998. 
6 Edlund, 1987a, 35. 
7 A temenos may be an articulated or unarticulated limitation of sacred space; for example, the wall that 
surrounds a sanctuary or a grove of trees.  For an eloquent definition and etymological explanation for 
“temenos” see Edlund, 1987a, 37.  Also on templum or temenos, “the enclosed sacred space provides a 
transition from the concept of the place of epiphany for a divinity to the gathering place for the 
worshippers, which ultimately developed into an architecturally monumental complex of buildings,” 
Edlund, 1987a, 38. 
8 For an invaluable discussion on the character of votive religion,  see Van Straten, 1981. 
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sites will be examined carefully for clues to elucidate the rituals associated with healing 

which took place at the sanctuaries.  

The matter of ritual healing leads to the greater consideration of what options 

were available in Republican Italy to an ill person who patronised the healing sanctuaries 

where the anatomical votive terracottas were found, and what effect the arrival of 

Asklepios and Greek physicians had on the healing cults themselves.   

The Greek cult of the Asklepios, the god of medicine par excellence, has often 

been cited as the inspiration for these healing cults.  This study will also examine part of 

the complex interplay between certain aspects of healing cults in Greece and their 

manifestation in Italy before and after Asklepios’ arrival at Rome. 

APPROACH 

 This study approaches the topic of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon 

by examining the contextual relationship between votive objects and the cult structures, 

whether they are contemporary or not.  The sites selected for analysis represent a range of 

contexts in which the votives are found in order to address several questions about the 

rise and spread of the phenomenon, the changes that occurred at Latin and Etruscan 

sanctuaries during the Republic and the effect the official introduction of Asklepios had 

on these indigenous cults. 

OUTLINE OF STUDY  

Many issues surround the mysterious rise and decline of the anatomical votive 

terracotta phenomenon.  Following the definition of terms and a brief examination of the 

state of the scholarship in this chapter, Chapter II comprises the corpus of archaeological 
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evidence.  Here, selected healing sanctuaries and the contexts in which the anatomical 

votive terracottas were found are described and discussed.  Each sanctuary’s contribution 

to our understanding of the issues surrounding the rise and function of the anatomical 

votive terracottas will be outlined at the end of its description.  The selected sites are 

Ponte di Nona, Gravisca, Tarquinia, Fregellae, Lavinium, Nemi, Gabii, Falerii and Rome.  

In the resulting discussion, several other sites will also be mentioned and described as 

necessary, the details of which are summarised in list of abbreviations on page 11. 

Chapter III contains the crux of this study, the anatomical votive terracottas.  Beginning 

with a short discussion of a few different types of ELC votive, this chapter addresses the 

reasons for the sudden appearance and disappearance of anatomical votive terracottas, 

their function in the healing ritual, their relevance to contemporary medical knowledge, 

methods of their production, their economic role within the sanctuary, their find contexts, 

their dedicators, and the debt ELC votive practice owes to Corinth. The diffusion of 

Asklepios’ cult in Greece and Italy and the effect this god of medicine had on central 

Italian healing cults is discussed in Appendix I. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Sanctuary 

For the purposes of this study, a healing sanctuary is any sacred space where 

anatomical votive terracottas have been found.9  The absence of architecture does not 

preclude the existence of a healing sanctuary as many healing cults revolved around a 

                                                            
9 “Healing” is used as a general term to refer to both the health of reproductive organs for fertility as well as 
the recovery of one’s physical and mental well-being from an injury or disease.  For further discussion, see 
page 27. 
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grove, a mountain top or some water source such as a spring.10  The sanctity of the space 

may be inspired by places in nature that are inherently sacred.11  Sacred spaces, as 

defined by Eliade, are especially holy places within the human realm that are as real as 

any other feature in the physical world.  Space is thus divided into sacred and profane in 

such a way that “some parts of space are qualitatively different from others.”12  

Essentially, humans had little control over what areas were sacred: “traditions of cults 

precede[d] the organized habitation of man.  If we assign the aspects of the forces of 

nature and life, such as fertility, to the pre-urban world, man’s role in accepting the 

divinities and seeking their protection included the establishment of definite roles and 

places for the specific cults.”13 

The most rudimentary element necessary for cult is an altar.  Temples and other 

structures are secondary to the needs of any Greco-Roman cult.  In fact, because Italy 

lacked the cultural unity and historical development of monumental sanctuaries as are 

found in Greece, temple building was less essential to the community fabric,14 but this 

does not detract from the sanctity of these cult places on the Italian peninsula.  In such 

cases, it is the trees, the spring or the cave that defines the site and acts as the raison 

d’être for the cult, and the deity is the indigenous resident of the natural phenomenon.  

Sanctuary Location – Region, Topographical Location, Place in Nature 

First, the terms “Italian” and “Italic” will be avoided as much as possible in order 

                                                            
10 The concentration of healing sanctuaries in and around Latium and southern Etruria coincides 
geologically with the  “blanket of volcanic rocks, rich in mineral springs, that covers much of the west side 
of Italy.” Potter, 1985, 36. Many cults revolved around these natural fontanili, and these locations came to 
serve as foci for healing by means of their purificatory and ablutionary qualities. 
11 Edlund, 1987a, 35. 
12 Eliade, 1959, 20.  Also see Alcock and Osborne, 1994, for a more recent discussion of sacred space in 
ancient Greece. 
13 Edlund, 1987a, 37. 
14 Edlund, 1987a, 38. 
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to avoid confusion of the geographic and ethnological definitions.  In this study, “Italic” 

is used strictly in contrast to the “Etrusco-Latial-Campanian” or “ELC” votive type as 

defined by A. Comella15 and not as a way of referring to the ancient Italic peoples. The 

main broad geographical regions in this study are Latium, Etruria and northern Campania 

where the ELC votive type is found, and hence the home to the anatomical votive 

terracotta phenomenon.  Outside this area, there are very few examples of anatomical 

votives.16   

In terms of the topographical location, Edlund has characterised the sanctuaries in 

four ways which relate to the specific needs of the inhabitants who were the suppliants 

offering the votives.  These are urban, extra-mural, extra-urban and rural.  Urban 

sanctuaries are situated within the town proper and were maintained by the city and its 

inhabitants.  Extra-mural sanctuaries are located just outside the city wall, often adjoined 

to it, usually near a gate, and administered by the city.  These spots at the liminal areas 

usually served travellers who required expiation before crossing the pomerium or sacred 

boundary of the town.17   

Extra-urban sanctuaries are usually found at the boundaries of different cities’ 

territories, were often articulated with architecture at a very early period, and served  

political and commercial purposes.  Such were places where delegations from several 

communities met in Archaic times18 for celebrations and where farmers and merchants 

could meet to trade their produce.19  Extra-urban sanctuaries differ from the last category, 

                                                            
15 Comella, 1981, 758. 
16 The very few examples are scattered, chance finds. 
17 Associated with most of the extra-mural sanctuaries are deposits both inside and outside the city limits. 
18 “Archaic” is used to refer to a pre-Republican time period without using the Rome-centric term “Regal.”  
This corresponds roughly to the Greek Archaic period which ends with the Persian sack of Athens in 480 
B.C. 
19 Edlund, 1987a, 41. 
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rural, in their relative modesty. Rural sanctuaries served the local population of the 

countryside who lived and worked in the immediate vicinity. In addition to the health of 

man and beast, fertility and procreation were the main matters of concern to those who 

frequented the sacred places and sanctuaries of the countryside.20   

Sanctuaries were located in rural areas exactly because of their proximity to the 

herds and the crops.21  Such places were not administered officially by any specific 

community, but depended on the donations from the suppliants for the maintenance of the 

cult,22 which have left but meagre archaeological remains such as a modest votive 

deposit, sometimes an altar and an articulated enclosure.23  The locale’s transcendent and 

ephemeral quality stems from the natural phenomenon that inspired the cult in the first 

place.  

“From a societal point of view, the extra-urban and rural sanctuaries are primarily 

expressions of the needs of the immediate cultural environment in which they appear. 

Although some sanctuaries were no doubt visited and used by travelers from afar…an 

actual mixture of traditions seems to exist mainly in regions where historical 

development suggests direct interaction between Greeks, Etruscans, and an indigenous 

population, such as at Capua”24 [and Gravisca.] 

“Holiness in nature may not always take concrete form, but ultimately the visible 

form of a sanctuary was a sign of man’s desire to control nature and regulate the power of 

the divine.”25  Therefore, the topographical location must also be considered in 

                                                            
20 The health of reproductive organs go hand in hand with healing in general.  See the definition for healing 
in note 9. 
21 Edlund, 1987a, 132. 
22 Edlund, 1987a, 28. 
23 Edlund, 1987a, 42. 
24 Edlund, 1987a, 134. 
25 Edlund, 1987a, 42, on Eliade, 1959. 
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association with special features of nature, especially sources of water which were 

intrinsic to purification and healing rituals.  Religious awe was the impetus to set up a 

cult at many locations in nature such as on a mountain top, at a spring, in a grove, on the 

bank of a river or lake, in a cave, by the side of the road or at crossroads, or on an 

island.26  The majority of the sites discussed in this study attracted suppliants due to these 

very elements. For example at Tarquinia, the cave at Ninfeo Rossa inspired an early 

Archaic cult.  Also, in the Faliscan Caves on the Rio Fratta, ELC votives and Iron Age 

pottery were mixed together, but lined up on ledges within the cave.27  Its dampness 

made it unsuitable for habitation, but the water available from the cave was salubrious 

and hence probably the focus of the cult. 

  Combinations of natural topographical elements were also possible.  The most 

important sanctuary in Campania at Monte Tifata to an indigenous goddess, Diana 

Tifatina, sits atop a mountain in a sacred grove.28 By the same token, the sanctuary of 

Diana at Nemi developed out of a sacred grove next to a lake.   

Indeed, a good water source is imperative for a healthy sacred grove.29 That 

sources of water were sacred was a generally accepted fact.30  Servius (7.84) says, “nullus 

enim fons non sacer.”31 Springs were so important and yet so ubiquitous that there was a 

feast of Fontinalia in Rome on October 13 to ensure the constant flow of sweet water. In 

fact, Pliny wrote a chapter32 on the benefits of certain springs with mineral-rich waters 

                                                            
26 Polignac, 1995, 16, offers a similar view about cult and space. 
27 These votives may therefore be in situ; however, there is a greater chance that their placement reflects 
the activities of earlier investigators of the site, Edlund, 1987a, 49.  The mixing of the votives and their 
chronological range point to the continuity of the cult at this cave site. 
28 Anatomical votive terracottas of the ELC type were found here, Bonghi Iovino, 1965, 14. 
29 Edlund, 1987a, 54. 
30 Edlund, 1987a, 60. 
31 There is no spring that is not holy, Edlund, 1987a, 60. 
32 Pliny,  NH 21. 
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for the treatment of foot and sinew problems as well as sciatica or complaints about eyes 

and ears.  Certain springs were effective at treating gout and bladder stones, even 

infertility in women and insanity in men.33  Vitruvius also bears witness to the healing 

properties of springs: “Every hot spring has healing properties because it has been boiled 

with foreign substances, and thus acquires a new useful quality.  For example, sulphur 

springs cure pains in the sinews, by warming up and burning out the corrupt humours of 

the body by their heat.  Aluminous springs, used in the treatment of the limbs when 

enfeebled by paralysis or the stroke of any such malady, introduce warmth through the 

open pores, counteracting the chill by the opposite effect of their heat, and thus equably 

restoring the limbs to their former condition. Asphaltic springs, taken as purges, cure 

internal maladies.”34   

One must keep in mind that Vitruvius’ opus was written at a time when spas that 

used the natural springs were very à la mode; therefore, such knowledge and facilities for 

taking advantage of the springs on a grand scale were probably not in place during the 

Republic.  Still, the focus of so many of the Republican healing sanctuaries was a water 

source, and therefore it is likely that the special properties of the waters were being tested 

and noted throughout Republican times if not before. 

Crossroads were places of ill omen and hence often a locus for a shrine.  These 

shrines could receive anatomical votive terracottas as, one may imagine, apotropaic 

devices offered by a traveller.  Less menacing, perhaps, were the roadside shrines such as 

Ponte di Nona, located near a cave and a river.  Ponte di Nona was frequented by the 

local population whose residences have been found through survey and by travellers 

                                                            
33 Potter, 1985, 34-35. 
34 Vitr. De arch. 8.3.3. 
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using the Via Prænestina.35 

Many healing sanctuaries, such as the Asklepieia at Pergamon, Kos, and 

Epidauros, were situated in isolated spots both to quarantine the sick and to provide a 

healthy, extra-urban environment for recovery.  Likewise, the Asklepieion at Rome was 

situated on an island in the middle of the Tiber River.  In fact, its location just outside the 

pomerium, defined on the West by the river itself, was a conveniently isolated spot for 

the home of the official state healing cult.  Healing cults, however, are also found within 

the urban fabric, such as on the acropolis at Satricum, Veii36 and Falerii, not to mention 

Minerva Medica on the Esquiline hill within Rome herself. 

Votive 

The term “votive” is used in this study rather than “ex-voto” which technically 

means a thank offering.  Of course, it is impossible to assign accurately the terms “ex-

voto” and “pre-votum” due to the fact that the context and the votive does not reveal 

whether it was offered before or after the divine action.37  “Anatomical votive terracottas” 

and “ELC” votives are used interchangeably because this study focuses mainly on sites 

where anatomical votives are among the ELC votive complex. 

Van  Straten, 1981, suggests that votive offerings all belong in the same category 

as prayers and sacrifices in that they are all given to the gods.  Under some circumstances 

votives can be used to identify the presiding deity, but usually, they can simply document 

the existence of a cult place.38 This issue will be more fully discussed beginning on page 

121. 

                                                            
35 Potter, 1985, 24. 
36 Fenelli, 1975, 251, site no. 90. 
37 The situation is different for Greek votives as their inscriptions indicate their ex-voto function, Van 
Straten, 1981, esp. 70-71. 
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In situ, Primary and Secondary Deposition and Open Votive Deposits 

“In situ” refers to a primary deposit context in which the votive was found where 

it was left by the suppliant.  For example, the anatomical votive terracottas at Gravisca 

and Lavinium were found in situ, heaped up against the cult statue base or altar 

respectively.39  This context is in contrast to votive pits which represent the secondary 

deposition of votives that have been ritually disposed of and buried. There is also a 

second important type of votive pit into which suppliants dedicated their votives directly 

and hence constitutes a primary deposit.  This will be referred to as an “open votive 

deposit” as differentiated by its stratigraphy. 

CHRONOLOGY 

The votive material from the Etrusco-Latial-Campanian region is rather 

homogeneous and therefore, very difficult to date.40  For example, there are hundreds of 

different uteri made from different moulds; however, one model cannot be easily 

identified as older based on stylistic grounds.  Furthermore, less than ideal excavation 

conditions, amongst other things, mean that stratigraphic information is all but absent.  

Even when votives are found in secured contexts, very few of the associated finds are 

datable.  Coins are rarely found with anatomical votive terracottas because money was 

still not a common means of exchange in the mid-Republican period.  Terracotta heads 

which are present in almost every ELC deposit do, however, offer some possibility of 

dating based on a stylistic approach. Therefore, the margins of comparison of the 

absolute dates are, at best, half centuries instead of the decades to which one is 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
38 Edlund, 1987a, 135. 
39 Some interference by other agencies, such as temple wardens or caretakers, may have moved the objects 
from their original position. 
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accustomed when dealing with numismatic evidence and pottery. 

Political events sometimes provide a terminus ante quem or post quem for the 

deposit or sanctuary but even in such cases, certainty is sometimes difficult.  For 

example, we know that Fregellae was founded in 328 B.C. and destroyed in 125 B.C., as 

was Veii in 396 B.C.  In the first case, it is clear that any discoveries must date prior to 

125, since there was no activity after this point at Fregellae; on the other hand, there is 

general disagreement as to whether the ELC deposits at Veii date before or after the 

city’s destruction by the Romans in 396, because habitation clearly continued after this 

date. 

THE NATURE OF THE DEITY 

Maria Fenelli has outlined several points for consideration when analysing a 

sanctuary and trying to discern its resident deity.41  It can be very difficult to identify the 

deity who presided over a sanctuary if there is no epigraphic or literary evidence.  The 

votive terracottas themselves are not the best candidate because of their ubiquitousness 

throughout the Etrusco-Latial-Campanian region.  Statuettes are often red herrings 

because offerings in the form of any deity could be made at any sanctuary regardless of 

the cult of the resident deity.42  Therefore, it is important to consider the following 

criteria for analysis: 

1. Condition of finds: Is it a random find, from a partially excavated deposit, or a 

fully excavated deposit?  This is important for statistical analysis and 

awareness of the completeness of context. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
40 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 143. 
41 Fenelli, 1989-1990. 
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2. Formation of ancient context: Are the finds from the period of use? From a 

deposit in a deliberately dug pit or in a natural hollow?  

3. Connection with structures: What is the proximity of the object to the cult 

building and to the altar?43 

Fenelli warns against basing an argument on a single element as these may distort 

or be a distortion of the facts, such as a single inscription to or image of a deity.  The 

statistical analysis of an incomplete set of data, whether due to factors of excavation or 

methods of retrieval, should be avoided.44  Furthermore, the statistical analysis of the 

deposit may be distorted due to the unrecyclable nature of the anatomical votive 

terracottas. Metal offerings, in contrast, may have been recovered and reused, and there is 

no trace of the perishable offerings.45 

Indeed, the differentiation between offerings and objects employed in cult is hazy.  

For example, was the large statuette inscribed SALUTE at Fregellae (Figure 12) an object 

of cult, an offering, or both?46  Then there are the objects that were manufactured for use 

in the daily life of the sanctuary, from architectural terracottas to fibulae.  And how, then, 

does one interpret the presence of the welcome epigraphical find?  It is hard to discount 

the attribution of the sanctuary at Fregellae to Æsculapius when an altar was found 

dedicated to him, and a statuette dedicated to the syncretised version of his assistant, 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
42 For example, statuettes of Minerva, Apollo and Dionysos have been found at the sanctuary of Diana at 
Nemi. 
43 Fenelli, 1989-1990, 487. 
44 The statistical analysis performed on the material from Ponte di Nona by Potter is a valid exception 
because of the vast quantities of material uncovered under controlled conditions as well as the consistent 
proportions of different body parts that were recovered from year to year of excavation, Potter, 1985, 198. 
45 Fenelli, 1989-1990, 488. 
46 The dative case of this inscription on the statuette suggests that this was probably an offering at least at 
one point in time.  Altars were also dedicated to gods in the dative case, Veyne, 1971. 
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Salus, even if there is no corroborating literary evidence.47  Such cult identifications are 

prevalent in the scholarship and are followed for the purposes of this thesis. As it turns 

out, the specific deity is of less importance than one might expect; except at those 

sanctuaries attributed to Æsculapius at Rome and Fregellae because this resident deity’s 

primary concern is medicine.  

By the late fourth century B.C. every village shrine in central Italy had become 

something of a clinic48 and these sanctuaries would function, in this way, for the next two 

hundred years.  Which specific deities were worshipped at healing shrines is almost 

irrelevant to this discussion of healing cults because indigenous Italian deities were much 

more versatile with respect to their duties than were Greek deities.49 The Greeks, who had 

a tradition of medicine, required a specific god of medicine, Asklepios, while the Italic 

peoples put their faith for a cure in the nearest deity in town who had a history of 

providing protection, such as in childbirth.50  Each sacred place in central Italy was 

inherently sacred to a certain deity.  The resident deity originally may have been the city 

protector or local market overseer.  In a sense, the local patron deity became a jack-of-all-

trades for local needs, each in charge of war, wealth and well-being of its community. 

These local deities were not necessarily healing deities (in fact very few were), but in the 

fourth century suppliants began to consult these local deities, imbuing them with healing 

powers by worshipping them in this capacity.  Who worshipped and for what reason was 

not dictated by the specific essence of the deity, but by its proximity and accessibility. 

                                                            
47 For example, the altar in the sanctuary of Amphiaraos at Oropos is dedicated to at least six deities, such 
as Herakles and Demeter.  In the early Classical period, each of the deities had his or her own inscribed 
altar.  In the Hellenistic period, these were covered by one large monumental altar, Petracos, 1974. 
48 Maule and Smith, 1959, 63. 
49 Early fertility cults often received a range of ELC votives in proportions that point to both sanatio and 
fecunditas usually due to the cult’s connection to a water source.  
50 Maule and Smith, 1959, 90. 
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Thus healing became an aspect of the local divinity despite their traditional ties and 

talents in other areas.  

Confusion often arises when one attempts to discuss the mutual influence Greek, 

Etruscan, Roman and indigenous Latin cults had on each other.  For starters, Asklepios 

was imported from the Greek sanctuary of Epidauros to Rome in the early third century.  

Æsculapius is simply his Latin name.  For the purposes of this study, “Asklepios” will be 

used in strictly Greek contexts while “Æsculapius” will be used when referring to the 

deity in Roman contexts.51 The same is true for “Herakles,” whose name was also 

latinised to “Hercules.”  Important to recognise is that no syncretism or assimilation of an 

indigenous and foreign cult took place.52 Apollo’s name, on the other hand, did not 

require a linguistic change when he was imported directly to Rome from Delphi in 433 

B.C. by order of the Sibylline Books.  Apollo is one of the earliest imported Greek cults, 

but he was always considered a peregrinum sacrum in the city of Rome.  On the next 

level, there are also deities whose cults were indigenous to Latium or Etruria and were 

subsequently syncretised or assimilated to the equivalent Greek cult because of their 

functional similarities. Diana and Artemis, Minerva and Athena, Jupiter and Zeus, Juno 

and Hera are but a few such pairs. The Etruscans and Romans adopted and adapted the 

Greek myth cycles to their own purposes, a practice perhaps epitomised in Vergil’s 

Aeneid. 

Another class of deity, which never really achieved an anthropomorphised form, 

                                                            
51 “Asklepieion” will be used throughout as “Æsculapium” is awkward and the geographical context should 
be clear in all cases. 
52 This is in contrast to Asklepios’ assistant Hygieia who became associated with and referred to in the 
Roman sphere as ‘Salus.’  Both mean ‘Health.’ 
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are the numina that represent symptoms and life stages.  Febris53 (Fever), Mefitis 

(Stench), Angina (Sore throat) on the one hand, and Postuerta (goddess presiding over 

difficult delivery), Intercidona (goddess of cutting the umbilical cord), and Rumina 

(goddess who favoured the production of maternal milk) are known from literary 

references to prayers, incantations, ejaculations and poetry.54  Many of these deities were 

indeed worshipped and votives dedicated to them.  Febris had at least three temples in 

Rome, and Mefitis was worshipped in the Liri valley and was perhaps even the deity who 

presided over the healing cult at Fregellae before Æsculapius was superimposed upon 

her.  Republican inscriptions are extremely rare to this class of deity; however, suppliants 

could and would dedicate offerings of and to any deity they wished in the sanctuary of 

their choice, so it is very likely that these numina received prayers at the sanctuaries 

under discussion.  

FUNCTION 

Edlund suggests examining the function of the cult rather than the specific names 

of the divinities as protectors of the Archaic cities of central Italy.55  The same advice 

applies to the mid-Republican sanctuaries; in fact, these are often the same sanctuaries 

referred to by Edlund in an Archaic context: the protectors of the Archaic cities became, 

in the fourth through first centuries, the protectors of the inhabitants themselves. 

Sanctuaries with anatomical votive terracottas may have specialised either in 

healing or in fertility, sanitas or fecunditas.  Rarely was a deity consulted only for one of 

these two purposes; however, a prevalence of swaddled babes and uteri suggests a 

                                                            
53 Febris was associated with malarial fevers, Jayne, 1962, 462-463.  See section on Ponte di Nona in 
Chapter II. 
54 Penso, 1984, 24. 
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particular concern for fecunditas while a preponderance of limbs suggests that sanitas 

was the reason for the visit to the sanctuary.  Problems arise with this kind of inference, 

however, with an assemblage of the following sort: uteri, male genitalia, limbs, internal 

organs, ears, breasts.  In these cases, one cannot determine whether any given suppliant 

was dedicating the votive for purposes of sanatio or fertilitas.   In general, Republican 

deities were multifunctional, serving the local concerns for good harvest, fertility, health 

and political protection. 

PATRONAGE  

The question of patronage is also difficult.  That the rural shrines are meagre in 

inscriptional evidence goes hand in hand with their modest nature, architecturally 

speaking.  Votive deposits often predate the articulated shrine, thus suggesting that a cult 

dates back to a pre-architectural phase.  Indeed, the unarticulated rural shrines required 

and received only the humble patronage of their suppliants.56  The cult place was 

connected to places in nature that inspired the perception of divinity.  These sites needed 

little elaboration from the point of view of the local inhabitants to serve their purpose as 

recourse to ensure health and fertility. 

The grander sanctuaries, on the other hand, received the patronage of local 

magistrates from local families who had risen to important positions both inside and 

outside their own communities.57 They paid for the rebuilding of sanctuaries and this was 

“a sort of self-affirmation by the Italian ruling classes who revalued their religious and 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
55 Edlund, 1987a, 36. 
56 It is generally assumed in the literature that those who offered anatomical votive terracottas were of 
humble stock, partly based on the attitude of the upper classes towards this practice as recorded in ancient 
literary sources, and based on the intrinsic value of the dedication itself.  There is no reason, however, to 
assume that wealthy suppliants did not patronise the sanctuary and dedicate the same customary votive 
offerings to the deities. 
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municipal traditions as part of their developing confrontation with Rome.”58  In fact, 

these local magistrates were emulating their late Republican counterparts in Rome.  

Money was flowing in from the East through conquest and trade. Victorious generals 

returned laden with wealth, Greek art and visions of grandeur for the victory temples they 

would build; merchants from Tivoli and Fregellae left their mark at Delos, made their 

fortunes, climbed the Latin social ladder, and imitated the Romans by building 

sumptuous and elaborate sanctuaries in or near their own towns. 

NATURE OF THE EVIDENCE 

Literary Evidence 

Mention will be made as necessary of relevant passages in ancient literature.  By 

no means will this be an exhaustive presentation, since few ancient authors bothered to 

describe the manner in which the average folk dealt with illness.  Ovid’s poetry is one 

exception because it describes sacro-idyllic scenes, and sometimes even describes 

specific cult sites such as Ninfeo Rossa.  Most references to healing centres by ancient 

authors relate to a time later than the scope of this study.  Greater use has, however, been 

made of ancient authors’ attitudes towards physicians and the influx of Greek medicine 

into the Roman sphere.  These will be discussed in due course. 

Archaeological Evidence 

One should not expect to find during the fourth and third centuries B.C. the 

elaborate Hellenising sanctuaries so familiar from the late Republic. Shrines were 

generally modest; if a temple were present, wood and mudbrick were its composite 

materials, not marble or even limestone.  In some cases, such as at Fregellae and Gabii, 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
57 Blagg, 1985, 46. 
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healing sanctuaries did receive architectural elaboration beginning in the mid-second 

century even though the anatomical votive terracottas did not continue to be dedicated 

during this phase. Thus, sites such as Gravisca and Lavinium rise in importance from 

among the seeming plethora of architecturally articulated healing shrines because their 

votives, anatomical and otherwise, were found in the unique combination of closed strata, 

in situ, and, associated with substantial architectural features. 

MISCONCEPTIONS REGARDING ROMAN MEDICINE 

A healing sanctuary was not a hospital in central Italy during the mid-Republic; 

there were no trained physicians there.  Evidence for overnight or long stays is non-

existent.  Such long term care was, instead, a feature of later, Imperial sanctuaries in the 

East such as Pergamon, Epidauros, Kos and Oropos. Furthermore, there exists a general 

misunderstanding: namely, that there was an organised medical practice within these 

sanctuaries.59  Perhaps here, more than in Greece, the root of Cohn-Haft’s theory of 

“socialised medicine” for the poor is somewhat valid.  Despite the falsely assumed pre-

Imperial existence of trained physicians at healing sanctuaries as implied by the title of 

the article, “The Public Physicians of Ancient Greece,” Cohn-Haft, 1956, suggests that 

the healing sanctuaries provided a way for the average person to receive medical 

attention in ancient times.  The relative cost of an anatomical votive terracotta was low 

compared to the consultant’s fee of the physicians who gradually migrated to the Italian 

peninsula; furthermore, a visit to the sanctuary would have been just as effective in light 

of the unsophisticated state of Roman medicine during the Republic.60  Indeed, until the 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
58 Coarelli, 1983, 195. 
59 Turfa, 1986, 205,  is one scholar who implies this. 
60 Majno, 1991, 339-394; Scarborough, 1969, 13-25. 
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late third century when the first Greek physician, Archagathus, arrived in Rome from the 

Peloponnese,61 Rome had not one practitioner of rational or Hippocratic medicine.62  

Upon and subsequent to this first physician’s arrival, the Romans regarded Greek 

physicians with disdain for charging money for their consultations and were suspicious of 

poisoning (probably with good reason considering some of the recorded prescriptions).63  

Instead, for six hundred years, the Romans depended on folk remedies of herbs and 

incantations,64 epitomised perhaps by Cato’s creative use of cabbage to treat everything 

from wounds to catarrh.  When cabbage did the trick, why pay for a physician?  By the 

second century, there were more quacks than physicians of Galen’s calibre charging 

money for administering to the poor.65  Moreover, the physicians who lived in urban 

areas were generally unavailable to those suffering in the further reaches of the 

countryside.  The local shrine would have to suffice even if the sanctuary was not 

dedicated to Asklepios or another specific healing deity. 

Another important misconception is that the Etruscans were competent physicians 

and enjoyed a developed medical science.66  In fact, almost nothing is known about their 

medicine67 except that they appear to have used gold on teeth as early as the seventh 

century B.C.68 

                                                            
61 Public funds bought Archagathus a surgery in Rome, and he was very popular at first until his reputation 
as being vicious with a knife and cautery gained him the reputation of a torturer.  Almost a century went by 
before the Romans welcomed another physician, Asclepiades (124-50 B.C.) who prescribed wine and 
music in order to compete with native Roman cures of green reeds and incantations, Majno, 1991, 341. 
62 There is no concrete evidence for Greek physicians in Etruria according to Majno, 1991. 
63 Pliny,  NH 29.14 reveals Republican Romans’ general prejudice towards Greeks regarding their literature 
and their physicians who conspire to murder all foreigners with their medicines - for a fee, no less. 
64 Cato, De agri. 160: Huat, huat, huat//Istasis, tarsis//Ardannabou dannaustra. 
65 By “quack” is meant a practitioner of medicine without official medical training from one of the medical 
schools such as Kos or Alexandria. 
66 Scarborough, 1969, 21. 
67 Unlike in Greece, medical instruments have not been found in Etruscan tombs. 
68 Tabanelli, 1963, 90-96, cited by Majno, 1991, 524 note 1. Becker, 1999, has the most recent discussion 
on Etruscan dental care. 
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STATE OF SCHOLARSHIP 

Related to the topic of Republican healing sanctuaries are four main genres of 

scholarship. 69  The first and most specific are the catalogues in which are published the 

finds from votive deposits of the Etrusco-Latial-Campanian region.70 Thankfully, the 

authors of these catalogues have agreed upon a fairly standard format, but this source’s 

usefulness is often impeded because the find context is not always reported, a factor 

necessary for the kind of stratigraphic analysis required by this study.71 

Second are site reports and descriptions of the sanctuaries.  These differ, of 

course, in detail and quality, and only occasionally are the location and context of the 

votive deposits mentioned.  Furthermore, each site is considered in isolation from the 

greater religious movements in the region.  Owing to the lack of consideration for the 

contexts of the votive deposits, many misinterpretations of the evidence have resulted in 

the secondary literature.  For example, general reports on Gabii describe the Late 

Republican theatre-temple complex and include a sentence about the existence of 

anatomical votive terracottas.  This leads to the presumption that healing took place 

within the sanctuary, and by extension, suggests that the rooms behind the porticoes were 

used for the incubation of the ill suppliant.72   

                                                            
69 Bouma, 1996, 11-23 discusses the history of discovery and subsequent publication (or lack thereof) of 
Latin sanctuaries in detail while Edlund, 1987a, discusses the state of Etruscan and Southern Italian 
sanctuaries and finds. 
70 For a list of votive catalogues for the ELC region, see Fenelli, 1992, 127-128.  These catalogues collect, 
categorise, describe and illustrate the classes of votive evidence usually separately from the site reports and 
detailed architectural description of the sanctuary.  Castagnoli, et al., 1975, is an exception where both the 
votive and architectural evidence are considered together. 
71 A few statistical analyses on the proportion of one body part to another resulted in new information on 
site specialisation, Potter, 1985.  Some economic interpretation has been combined with the sociology and 
history of the region at hand based the paths taken by the moulds of the anatomical votive terracottas 
themselves, Morel, 1989-1990, passim. 
72 To address the topic of rooms behind stoas for the purposes of this study once and for all: There does not 
appear to be any connection between small rooms and the incubation of the sick where ELC votives were 
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The third type of scholarship concerns Roman medicine.  First, books on Roman 

medicine almost invariably take a “Romanocentric” point of view. These rarely do justice 

to the topic of faith healing at Republican sanctuaries, even though there is always a 

picture of an anatomical votive terracotta and a trite comparison to Corinthian anatomical 

votives to Asklepios,73 as well as at least one account of Asklepios’ arrival in Rome.74  

The resulting confusion is the false association of Æsculapius with ELC anatomical 

votive terracottas.   

The final type of secondary source relies most heavily on literary evidence which 

has been mined for information on deities related to healing.  With respect to the present 

study, these lists of deities are only somewhat useful or even dependable as the majority 

of the references post-date the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon.75  These healing 

deity lists are also somewhat misleading as the evidence for assigning them healing 

powers arises from their association with healing sanctuaries in the mid-Republic when 

any and every deity was worshipped for this purpose rather than its characteristic 

attributes. The result is, therefore, a circular argument. 

Two seminal works shape the current examination of the anatomical votive 

terracotta phenomenon.  Fenelli, 1975, and Comella, 1981, compiled tables of the votive 

finds from all over peninsular Italy and Sicily.76  These studies are the first to attempt to 

consider the religious phenomenon within a wider context rather than the isolated 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
found.  These small rooms either date before the sanctuary’s use for healing, as at Pyrgi, or after, as at 
Gabii; but in no case are small rooms contemporary with the dedication of anatomical votive terracottas. 
73 The Asklepieion at Corinth is unusual in Greece for its time.  Only here were anatomical votive 
terracottas offered in thanks.  Elsewhere, votives took various different forms, relief plaques depicting the 
body part healed (Athens, Epidauros), lists of cures (Epidauros), lists of prescriptions (Kos), and metal 
renditions of body parts (Pergamon).  In general, too much is made of the similarity to Greek cult with little 
recognition that healing cults were developing simultaneously on the other side of the Adriatic.  
74 The seminal work on Asklepios is Edelstein and Edelstein, 1945. 
75 Jayne, 1962; Penso, 1984. 
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sanctuary described in a site report.  Fenelli’s work demonstrated the wide distribution of 

anatomical votive terracottas,77 while Comella’s work resulted in the categorisation of 

three main types of votive, the Etrusco-Latial-Campanian, Italic and Southern.  But, 

neither she nor Fenelli considered the wider context and importance of the votives. Work 

on the interpretation of the function of votives was inaugurated by Pazzini, 1941, taken 

up by Maule and Smith, 1959, and most recently addressed by Bouma, 1996,78 who 

considers votives in their contexts for the Latial region with respect to her interpretation 

of the finds at Satricum. 

To date, there has been no synthetic comparative study that compiles and digests 

the literary, archaeological (votive and architectural), and epigraphic evidence to 

illuminate the nature of healing sanctuaries in Republican Italy.  The selection of sites for 

analysis in this study is based partly on the comprehensive quality of the published 

information available, and partly on specific contextual criteria as outlined at the 

beginning of Chapter II.  The scholarly treatment of Ponte di Nona, Gabii, Lavinium, 

Rome, Nemi, Tarquinia, Gravisca and Fregellae is thorough and of good quality as both 

site reports and votive catalogues are available.  This study approaches the material from 

a different perspective by analysing the contextual relationship of the votives to each 

selected sanctuary’s associated architecture.  All the sanctuary contexts are then 

compared in order to achieve a greater understanding of the anatomical votive terracotta 

phenomenon as a whole. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
76 The results of these studies have been summarised in Appendix II. 
77 Fenelli’s inclusion of sites in Magna Graecia are based on sporadic finds, almost exclusively of heads 
and masks;  therefore, due to the assemblage’s lack of anatomical content, these sites have been excluded 
from this study. 
78 Bouma, 1996, considers the “votive deposit in a diachronic and synchronic perspective” and “votive gifts 
as an entire social experience.” 
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In central Italy, the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon was a manifestation 

of part of a long tradition whose many facets are only partially understood within the 

context of Republican Italy and the greater scope of medicine and religion in the ancient 

world.  Therefore, in addition to investigating the anatomical votive terracotta 

phenomenon in the Etrusco-Latial-Campanian region during the fourth through first 

centuries B.C. in general, this study sets out to test two hypotheses.  The first is to try to 

show archaeologically how the idea of dedicating terracotta models of body parts in 

sanctuaries was transmitted from Corinth in Greece to northern Campania and 

southwestern Etruria before the practice arrived in Rome. This stepping stone across the 

Mediterranean/Adriatic has never before been discussed in any detail; however, it serves 

to explain the step previous to the current theory of how—through Roman colonisation—

the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon spread throughout the rest of Etruria and 

Latium.79 The second hypothesis is that Asklepios’ introduction in 293 B.C.80 to Rome 

had very little impact on the healing cults of central Italy and even Rome itself. 

Asklepios, like Apollo Medicus before him in 433, was imported to Rome as a state cult 

at the command of the Sibylline Books. The final objective of this study is to investigate 

the effect of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon on urban, extra-urban and rural 

sanctuaries in central Italy. 

  

 

                                                            
79 Torelli, 1988, 71. 
80 The Sibylline Books were consulted in 293 B.C., but the embassy to Epidauros did not return until about 
291 B.C., and Asklepios’ temple was not dedicated until about 289 B.C.  In this study, the year 293 B.C. 
will be used as a point of reference for the arrival and introduction of Asklepios to Rome. 
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CHAPTER II 

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED HEALING SANCTUARIES 

AND THEIR ASSOCIATED VOTIVE OFFERINGS 

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION   

The objective of this chapter is to define a viable context for anatomical votive 

terracottas so that they may reveal something about healing cult rituals; therefore, an 

effort has be made to select a representative range of sites whose development illustrates 

a variety of situations which contribute to a better understanding of the anatomical votive 

terracotta phenomenon. The selection of the sites is based on the following set of criteria: 

anatomical votive terracottas must be present in a sealed context, being either in situ 

where the suppliant placed it, or in a secondary votive deposit.  There must be vestiges of 

a sanctuary, either natural or articulated,81 and, publication of the finds and excavations 

must be thorough. 

                                                            
81 Frequently a votive deposit will appear isolated from an architecturally defined area, but many loci of 
cult are focused around natural phenomena which did not receive any artificial articulation. 
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The seminal work by Fenelli, 1975, that collects, charts and summarises the sites 

with anatomical votive terracottas in Italy serves as an excellent starting point for this 

investigation.  A detailed table that combines the information from Fenelli’s charts with 

additional information from a subsequent work on the subject by Comella, 1981, as well 

as more recent finds, may be found in Appendix II.  

 

This study examines the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon in the Etrusco-

Latial-Campanian region. Therefore, non-anatomical ELC deposits which Fenelli did 

Figure 1. Map of Distribution of Sanctuaries with anatomical votive 
terracottas, (After Fenelli, 1975) 
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include in her work and her distribution map (Figure 1) have been excluded from 

consideration because they contained only a mask, head or figurine.  Votive deposits 

from northern Italy and Magna Graecia were also excluded for similar reasons. As a 

result, this study concentrates only on those deposits which include ELC anatomical 

models.82   

 

From the starting point of Fenelli and Comella’s lists of anatomical votive 

terracotta find spots, many sites were eliminated either owing to the scattered or 

                                                            
82 It is important to note that the finds of masks and heads outside the ELC region are almost exclusively 
sporadic chance finds with no cult context, and hence are not connected with any cult place of Asklepios 
that would imply some diffusion from Greece: Comella, 1982-1983, 239. Please refer to Appendix II for a 
tabular summary of Fenelli and Comella’s work on sites with anatomical votive terracottas, the 
geographical region for each site, its votive type, its topographical location, its place in nature, the votive 
context, a breakdown of the votive range, and its function. Please see page 11 for the key to the anatomical 
votive terracottas abbreviations. 

Figure 2. Map of central Italy. (After Scullard, 1980, 152) 
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unprovenanced nature of the anatomical finds or their low incidence at a site.83  For 

example, it has been reported that anatomical votive terracottas have been found at the 

Capitoleum on the Arx at Cosa; however, the very few examples of anatomical models 

found were part of the superficial stratum or part of the fill at the edge of the hill.84  The 

votives were neither in their ritual context nor their secondary deposited context.  At best, 

all one can deduce from such evidence is that perhaps there was a healing sanctuary in 

the vicinity. 

In a more positive light, certain sites will receive careful analysis in search of 

clues for the cult ritual and how the anatomical votive habit spread through central Italy. 

Each site description is followed by a section that explains the importance of that 

evidence to this study. There are two sites where the votives were found in situ: the first 

is Lavinium’s Thirteen Altars, whose anatomical votive terracottas occupy Stratum B, a 

closed layer with a defined time of use; the second is Gravisca, whose votives were found 

piled up at the bases of cult statues or deposited in a well. Besides Lavinium and 

Gravisca, the following sites were also chosen based on the aforementioned criteria: The 

sanctuary at Ponte di Nona is a large version of the quintessential rural healing sanctuary.  

The sanctuary of Juno at Gabii shows how late Republican monumental development 

affects the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon.  The sanctuary of Diana at Nemi 

shows how the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon fits into a long and complex 

development of a once politically important site and illustrates the demise of the 

anatomical votive phenomenon.  The sanctuary of Æsculapius at Fregellae is the one 

other extant Asklepieion from the Republican period outside Rome, and its stratigraphy 

                                                            
83 Paucity of number and context. 
84 Fenelli, 1975, 232-233; Brown, Richardson, and Richardson Jr., 1960, 377. 
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demonstrates a dissociation of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon from 

Æsculapius’ cult.  The deposit near the Ara della Regina at Tarquinia reveals the 

importance of the south Etruscan sites in the transmission of the ELC votive practice 

from Greece to Rome.  The cave of Ninfeo Rossa at Falerii presents a long cult history of 

a special feature in nature. And finally, the sanctuaries of Minerva Medica and 

Æsculapius on Tiber Island at Rome reveal the complexities of the history of the 

anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon.  The discussion that follows necessitates, in 

addition, a brief description of the temples of Æsculapius at Ostia and Apollo Medicus in 

Circo in Rome.  
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PONTE DI NONA 

Description 

 

 Ponte di Nona is situated at a 

crossroads on the Via Prænestina, Ad 

Nonum or  nine Roman miles (14.8 km) 

outside of Rome, just east of a 

Republican bridge.85 Survey in the 

vicinity of this rural site has revealed 

settlements, mostly villages and farms 

of Republican date, located around the 

healing sanctuary.86  A cave-like nymphaeum set into the cliff on the east side of the 

stream may have served as the outlet for the magnesium rich springs that once existed at 

Ponte di Nona.87  

The site was first occupied in the fourth century B.C. when the land was leveled 

and drainage ditches for agriculture were cut into the bedrock.88  These were allowed to 

be filled in with dirt and sherds as the sanctuary grew and took over the area.89  The 

sanctuary was at the height of its popularity in the third and second century B.C. as 

                                                            
85 In fact, there is evidence for two bridges of Republican date.  One bridge, of which there is one arch in 
peperino tufa, probably belonged to the Via Gabina, and it predates the later second century B.C. bridge 
constructed when the Via Praenestina was laid, probably for access to the Sanctuary of Fortuna at 
Prænestine, Potter, 1985, 23. 
86 Potter, 1985, 24. 
87 Potter, 1985, 25. 
88 Potter, 1985, 26. 
89 Cereal seeds were found together with votive terracottas in the silt of the drainage channels.   

Figure 3. Plan of Ponte di Nona.  (After Potter, 
1985, 26) 

House, Imperial
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evidenced by the votive dump which was covered by a new structure in the first century 

B.C.90   

The main temple complex sat on the crest of a ridge within a temenos area of  

17.5 m x 40 m; however, no temple proper has been found.  The temple is assumed to 

have been destroyed,91 but, it is more likely that a temple never existed - only an 

enclosure delimiting the sacred space for the cult.  In the north and northeast corners of 

the enclosure were found two irregular ditches full of anatomical votive terracottas of the 

ELC type.92 There is no evidence for the identification of the deity who presided over the 

cult at Ponte di Nona. 

 A structure with a series of small rooms and a small bath complex 

southwest of the enclosure has been interpreted as a mansio or inn (Figure 3).  Between 

the so-called mansio and the enclosure was a circular structure of opus quadratum 10 m 

in diameter, which may be a pool.  Since the investigations in the late nineteenth century, 

the site has undergone extensive destruction from tractor and quarrying activities, at 

which time the remains of the sacred enclosure were destroyed along with its ancillary 

buildings.93 

Ponte di Nona’s decline as a religious sanctuary occurred concurrently with the 

demise of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon in Italy; the site had by then 

become the location of a small road-station with an inn. Its status as a road station is 

conferred based partly on offerings of coins that were still being made in the late first 

                                                            
90 Potter, 1985, 26.  The first century B.C. building built above the votive dump did not contain any 
occupational deposits and therefore was likely just a farm building. 
91 Potter, 1985, 24. 
92 Potter, 1985, 24. 
93 Potter, 1985, 25. 
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century B.C.94  The coin evidence from the first century B.C. illustrates my hypothesis 

regarding the turn towards dedicating more valuable objects upon the decline of the 

anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon.95 The road-station consisted of a few dispersed 

buildings, tombs and roadside columbaria.  Its ad hoc layout is characteristic of such 

small settlements and for which traces survive here as late as the fifth century A.D.96 

The anatomical votive terracottas were found mainly in two pits within the 

“temple enclosure” and in a dump north of the sacred enclosure.97  The suggestion has 

been made that the votive pits in the enclosure were left open for suppliants to throw their 

offerings directly therein, and thus these pits served as the primary votive deposit which 

gradually filled up.98  Many of the anatomical votive terracottas were broken into small 

fragments, but others survived relatively intact. In addition to the ELC votives, an 

unusually high percentage (60%) of black glaze table ware was found in the deposit and 

was perhaps used for ritual dining.99 

A range of more than 8,400 ELC votives were recovered during the excavations 

including S, Hd, ½ Hd, M, E, O, OT, IP, C, Gl, B, U, P, A, H, D, L, F, An.100  Of the 

anatomical votive terracottas, the predominance of hands and feet is not surprising as the 

sanctuary would have served travellers and the local rural population.  Common foot 

ailments may have been fallen arches, foot injuries, ingrown toenails, broken toes and 

skin irritations.  The sheer number and the consistent relative proportions in which the 

                                                            
94 Cesano, 1927, 256. 
95 This matter will be discussed in more detail below in the section on Fregellae. 
96 Potter, 1985, 23. 
97 The large votive dump was probably deposited in the Late Republican period (not the Late Roman period 
as Potter states, probably a typographic error) Potter, 1985, 38, because there was a first century B.C. 
building on top of the dump. 
98 Quilici, 1974, 368. 
99 Potter, 1985, 27. 
100 For a key to these abbreviations, see page 11. 
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anatomical votive terracottas were found during different seasons of excavation indicate 

that the proportion of each type is a fair reflection of the composition of the main dump. 

The only body part whose numbers were not found in similar proportions from year to 

year is the eye, which was found in a high concentration in one of the enclosure 

deposits.101  These may have been kept together on purpose since eyes, in general, are 

seldom found.102   

There is great variation in size, clay and artistic quality, and painted detail of the 

votives.  The fabric of the majority of the votives is a local gritty buff; therefore, these 

were made close-by.103  

Discussion 

The sheer numbers of votives retrieved from Ponte di Nona in the mid-1970’s 

lend themselves to statistical and medical analysis.  Potter and Wells have performed a 

range of numerical analyses which have yielded interesting results.  They suggest that the 

“numbers of ex-votos probably give a very good idea of the principal ailments and of the 

cult centre’s ability to offer some relief.”104  Only two other sites, Lavinium and Campetti 

at Veii, provided them with sufficient data for comparison.  As at most other sanctuaries, 

hands, feet, arms and legs comprise the greatest proportion of votives because they are 

most at risk in a rural lifestyle; however, looking past these most common votives, the 

proportions of the other types indicate the differences among the sites.  At Ponte di Nona, 

for example, viscera and sex organs make up the smallest sector, while the opposite is 

true at Campetti. Potter and Wells connect the high numbers of sex organs with the 

                                                            
101 Potter, 1985, 27. 
102 Or dedicated. 
103 Potter, 1985, 29. In fact, a waster was found among the heads which suggests local production.  
104 Potter, 1985, 39. 
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assumed prevalence of venereal disease in the urban context where there were perhaps 

specialised facilities to deal with these cases.105  On the other hand, a high concentration 

of sex organs can also be associated with fertility cults that were consulted for healing, 

such as at Gravisca where the deities are known and the assemblage indicates a concern 

for reproductive well-being. In either the venereal disease or fertility scenario, the fact 

that so few genitalia were found points to the general nature of Ponte di Nona as a 

sanctuary for sanatio rather than fecunditas. 

At Ponte di Nona half-heads and masks have been interpreted as dedications by 

sufferers of respiratory diseases, malaria, and migraines.106  Furthermore, aside from the 

sites’ evident expertise in dealing with hands and feet, the high incidence of eyes and the 

fact that pains were to keep many of the thousand plus eye votives together in the cavity 

within the enclosure suggest that the healing sanctuary became renowned for treating 

certain eye conditions. Treatment perhaps included ablutions of the magnesium rich 

waters that sprang from the fontanili near the sanctuary.  Whether the eye is depicted with 

its lid has been tentatively interpreted as representing either general eye defects and acute 

infections such as conjunctivitis.107  

Eyes are a traditional symbol used to ward off evil; however, in the context of a 

healing sanctuary where votives are requests or thanks for healing, it is much more likely 

that the eyes represent the body part in need of healing.  Potter assumes the presence of a 

specialist physician, but Greek-trained physicians did not practice in Rome before the end 

of the third century.  This is not to say that someone did not gain experience at the 

sanctuary that enabled him or her to perform simple procedures.  The possibility of such a 

                                                            
105 Potter, 1985, 32. 
106 Potter, 1985, 31.  See also page 113 on heads and masks. 
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local layman’s expertise available at this and other healing sanctuaries should neither be 

ignored nor underestimated.  At Epidauros, the priests themselves gained medical 

knowledge “on the job” as they tended the sick and began to assume the dual 

responsibility of “priest-physician.”108 

The “temple enclosure” most likely did not contain a temple but was simply an 

architecturally defined sacred space.109  This rural site was not supported by a wealthy 

city, but rather by the local population, and other rural sanctuaries of this date did not 

usually have temples.  Instead, the cult activity was focused within an enclosure often 

related to a natural water source; at Ponte di Nona, these were the cave-nymphaeum and 

the fontanili. 

The possible pool and bath suite in this religious context may suggest some 

therapeutic use of water, although this is a feature usually found only at later healing 

spas.  The dates of these structures are unverifiable, as they have been destroyed since 

their excavation; it is therefore safest perhaps to consider them in the chronological 

context of the roadside settlement and the columbaria, a popular funerary arrangement 

enjoyed by slaves and freedmen  from the late first century B.C. onwards.  

There is no evidence for the identity of the divinity at Ponte di Nona, nor is there 

much evidence for the gender of the deity or the suppliants.  Both male and female heads 

and body parts are equally represented among the votives rather than a domination of 

female parts as at other sanctuaries.  That both men and women appear to have patronised 

the shrine and left their offerings may point to a deity whose concern was strictly healing, 

especially owing to the low occurrence of sex organs.  A small amount of evidence may 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
107 Potter, 1985, 31.  Paint was perhaps used to pick out the inflamed details in these instances. 
108 Edelstein and Edelstein, 1945, 143-144. 
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point to the secular habitation of the site in the fourth century B.C. (a few sherds and 

some stylistically ambiguous terracotta heads),110 but the deity worshipped here during 

the mid-Republic appears to have been one whose main concern was sanatio and whose 

cult ritual may have included some ceremonial dining due to the unusually high incidence 

of table ware.  This dining component is uncommon and should be considered carefully 

before one rushes to connect the practice to the small rooms of uncertain date in the 

mansio building.111   

Because the cult at Ponte di Nona appears to have reached its zenith after the 

arrival of Æsculapius at Rome in 293 B.C., Potter suggests that Æsculapius’ arrival was 

“a decisive factor that ensured [healing sanctuaries’] success in southern Etruria and 

Latium.”112  However, there is no evidence that the deity at Ponte di Nona was 

Æsculapius.  The only support for Potter’s theory is that the site had no cult in the 

Archaic period; therefore, the establishment of a new cult with a newly arrived and 

popular healing deity is feasible.  On the other hand, the cult of Æsculapius spread very 

little in central Italy; the sole extant example is at Fregellae, where Æsculapius was 

superimposed upon an earlier Italic cult.   Potter’s suggestion that Æsculapius’ arrival in 

Rome necessarily affected the popularity of healing cults in southern Etruria and Latium 

is shaky because many of these cults had already seen a great success as evidenced by the 

anatomical votive terracottas dating to the fourth century B.C. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
109 There is no archaeological trace for this proposed temple, Potter, 1985, 24. 
110 Potter, 1989, 72-90. 
111 Ploughing has removed the architectural evidence which in turn has been poorly published and therefore 
cannot be properly analysed.   
112 Potter, 1985, 38. 
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GRAVISCA AND TARQUINIA 

Description  

Gravisca was the 

port town of Tarquinia 

and, like Pyrgi, was 

visited by Greeks and 

Phoenicians alike 

during the sixth and 

fifth centuries B.C.  Just 

outside the town (Figure 

4), there was a 

sanctuary dedicated to 

Hera, Aphrodite and 

Demeter that served the 

sixth century B.C. Greek merchant settlement.113  There was a small shrine about 5 m2 

which was divided in two in 580 B.C.  It was very similar to the shrine of Aphrodite at 

Naukratis in Egypt (520 B.C.), which was also frequented by Greek traders.   

The Gravisca shrine received votives of Corinthian, Ionian, Laconian and Attic 

pottery as well as two bronze statuettes of a warrior goddess, probably Astarte, and one 

of ivory with epigraphic evidence (in the Ionic alphabet) for the veneration of this 

Phoenician goddess.114  The inscriptional evidence mostly belongs to the exclusively 

Greek phase of the sanctuary including  Greek vases that were dedicated to Aphrodite 

                                                            
113 Coarelli, 1975, 216. 

Figure 4. General plan of Gravisca port town. (After Torelli, 
1982a, 158) 

Sanctuary
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and Hera, and a pyramidal cippus 1.3 m tall that bears a Greek inscription from the sixth 

century B.C.: “I belong to Apollo of Aegina.  Sostratos had me made.”  Sostratos is 

known from Herodotus as one of the most successful Greek traders. 

Edlund summarises the early development of the sanctuary as follows: 

Although cult practices at Gravisca were complex, the sanctuary had a 
modest beginning according to Torelli.115  The Greek travelers and 
merchants who landed here may have chosen the site for their sanctuary 
because of the presence of water and the need for a place for their own 
cults.  Because of its location, extra-urban in relation to Tarquinia, and 
extra-mural in relation to Gravisca proper, the sanctuary was a place for 
foreigners and visitors who brought their offerings and presented 
dedications in Greek.116   

The first shrine was replaced between 520-480 B.C. by a new building (under 

Building Delta) oriented east-west, demonstrating the continuing development of the 

foreign cults.  The quality and quantity of the offerings at this time are impressive, from 

the amphorae of local wines to those of the best quality Chian, Lesbian, Sabine and 

southern Gallic wines; and, from the sixth century kantharos made by Exekias to lamps 

from Corinth, Attica, Ionia and local sites.  At this time, the names of Ionian aristocrats 

are attested at both the Gravisca and Naukratis merchant sanctuaries.117  It appears that 

Aphrodite was joined around this period by Hera and Demeter.  This triad has been 

linked to Hera’s cult place on Samos.  Together, the three goddess oversaw matters of 

marriage, love, and the fertility of the land.  

Between 480 and 470, a new large structure of 27 x 15 m was built along with a 

new shrine within it, oriented north-south with a portico or corridor.  In front of the shrine 

was a large paved courtyard.  Under one of the nenfro paving stones was a sacred deposit 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
114 Torelli, 1982a, 159.   
115 Torelli, 1977, 445-446. 
116 Edlund, 1987a, 76. 
117 Torelli, 1982a, 159-160. Two dedications in Ionian dialect in the piazza west of Room G of Building 
Beta (Figure 5) refer to Dea, who corresponds to the Etruscan goddess Vei.  
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with votives associated with the mystery cult of Demeter.118  Soon after, the overtly 

mainland Greek patronisation of the sanctuary at Gravisca appears to have lessened 

perhaps due to international events such as the Persian War of 480 B.C.  On the contrary, 

the Greeks from Sicily gained hegemony over the Tyrrhenian Sea during the fifth century 

when the Syracusans beat the Etruscans at Caere in 474 B.C.,  and therefore continued to 

enjoy a profitable trade and control 

over the west coast of Italy. 

 

The sanctuary underwent a 

major transformation at the end of 

the fifth century B.C.  The deities 

now worshipped are the native 

Etruscan versions of Demeter, Hera 

and Aphrodite: Vei, Uni, and Turan, 

respectively.  These long venerated 

goddesses now in their native guise 

are now appealed to for sanitas and  

fecunditas.   A wholesale 

reorganisation of the sanctuary 

comprises the top two closed strata 

                                                            
118 Torelli, 1982a, 161.  Near here, a statue of Adonis was buried as recorded in the festival cited by the 
gold plaques from the cult at Pyrgi. 

Figure 5. Plan of sanctuary at Gravisca. (After 
Comella, 1978, plate 1) 
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of material that describe the last phases of the sanctuary which are pertinent to this study: 

Stratum III (400-300 B.C.) and the Final Stratum (300-250 B.C.)119  Three main 

buildings associated with these strata, Beta, Gamma and Alpha (Figure 5), will be 

introduced along with the votives found in association with them (Table 1).  The Roman 

conquest of 280 B.C. ended most of the cult activity at the site, but the sanctuary was not 

abandoned until long after 250 B.C.  The cult concentrated in Room I of Building 

Gamma continued at least until the first decades of the second century B.C.120  A Roman 

colony was founded at Gravisca in 181 B.C. and survived through late Imperial times.   

The votive material mainly comes from two of the five buildings that made up the 

fourth and third century sanctuary, Beta and Gamma.  Some anatomical votive terracottas 

were also found in Building Alpha. The following table presents a summary of the votive 

evidence:  

Building Beta, Room G SB, S (standing female pairs), Hd, ½ Hd, E, B, U, 
Uw/app, H, D, L, F, cippetti 

Building Beta, Room H U 

Building Gamma, Space I 
SB, S (Aphrodites, Artemises, Athenas, mixed couples), 
O (only two and summarily executed), A, L, B, V, U, C, 
I, cippetti 

Building Gamma, Room M SB, S, Silenus Hd, A, H, V L, B (one on plaque with 
holes), many U, I, cippetti 

Building Gamma, Room L cippetti, S (dancing maenad, winged), An 
Well U (many with protuberances), B 
Building Alpha aedicula reliefs of female pairs, A, L, H, F, Hd 

Piazza: West of Building Beta female mask points to a dedication to Dea – the Goddess 
– associated with Sicily. 

Street Corridor  S (drummers and Aphrodites) 

Table 1. Summary of votive evidence and their findspots. 

 

                                                            
119 Comella, 1978, 9. 
120 Comella, 1978, 9. 
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Building Beta consists of two spaces, G and H.  G was a large covered space and 

the votives were lying, mostly in fragments, in a layer of collapse of roof tiles which 

implies the votives were in situ when the building was destroyed.  222 uteri were found 

in the north and centre part of the room.  In the southwest part of the room, heads121 and 

fragments of paired draped statuettes framed by an aedicula were found.  These female 

pairs are usually interpreted as Demeter and Kore.  According to Comella, the character 

of these votives indicates a persistence of Archaic cult features.122  In addition, four uteri 

were found in the other room, H.123 

Most of the votive material comes from the large courtyard in Building Gamma, 

especially from spaces M and I.  Space I is a courtyard built on top of the older shrine of 

Aphrodite.  There were two altars or statue bases made of macco, both oriented 

northeast/southwest, and distributed symmetrically to the northwest and the southwest of 

the courtyard.  Most of the votives were found piled up around the southern altar/base.  In 

space M, the votive material accumulated around two bases of macco situated near each 

other, oriented east-west in the eastern part of the room.  These bases once had statues on 

them.  Several of the terracotta fragments found among the votives are of the correct 

proportion to have been part of these statues.124  These late Archaic fragments of the 

statue perhaps made up the cult statue due to their size, location and age.125 One votive 

from Room M is worthy of special note: Breast DIV 2 in Comella, 1978, pl. 30, (Figure 

7) is attached to a plaque with two holes for hanging, which is different from the usual 

                                                            
121 A bearded silenos and a young satyr are the only two male heads found.  The silenos was found in Room 
G and the satyr, from Room M of Building Gamma, resembles the architectural terracottas from the fourth 
and third centuries at Tarquinia, Comella, 1978, 12. 
122 Comella, 1978, 26. 
123 Comella, 1978, 9. 
124 Comella, 1978, 10. 
125 Comella, 1978, 17. 
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ELC votive format.126  This breast provides a direct link to the Asklepieion at Corinth 

where this manner of presentation was customary (Figure 6).127  Room L had some 

scattered votives, mostly female statuettes, which were concentrated in the northeast 

corner.  In Room P and the arcade north of the courtyard I, there were also only a few 

votives. 

 

In the courtyard of building Alpha, there was a small quantity of anatomical 

votive terracottas; however, just north of this building, many uteri were found in a well, 

one of the few wells in which anatomical votive terracottas have been found.128  Indeed, 

uteri are the dominant body part found at Gravisca, totalling over 250 examples of widely 

varying formats.129 

Outside of these buildings, the only areas where votive material was found are the 

large open piazza west of building Beta (three masks, two of which were fifth century), 

the north-south street and the corridor between buildings Gamma and Delta. 

                                                            
126 Breasts and penises, and other small body parts that lend themselves to better presentation upon a flat 
surface for sculptural purposes - but not pierced for hanging - are often found in central Italy. 
127 This discussion will be continued on pages 116 and 138. 
128 Comella, 1978, 10.  Anatomical votive terracottas may have been thrown in a well at Gabii as well, 
Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 30; see Figure 24. 

Figure 6. Two breast votives from Corinth mounted on plaques 
with holes for hanging. (After Lang, 1977, 13) 

Figure 7. Breast DIV 
2 from Gravisca. 
(After Comella, 1978, 
pl. 30) 
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Gravisca’s inland town, Tarquinia, was located 90 km from Rome on the Via 

Aurelia, and served both as an Etruscan city-state and as a Roman municipium.  It stood 

on a hill called Pian di Civita, across and inland from the second hill of the Monterozzi 

cemetery.  After the Etruscan cities lost their domination of the Tyrrhenian Sea in the 

battle at Cumae in 474 B.C., they became, in Coarelli’s words, “modest little land-based 

estates”130 cut off from the far reaching contacts enabled by their former active 

Mediterranean trade.  At the beginning of the fourth century B.C., however, Tarquinia 

regained its economic and cultural prominence as a member of the League of twelve 

Etruscan cities during its struggle against Rome.131  Rome and Tarquinia engaged in 

battle during the mid-fourth century, but there was no decisive outcome.  Long term 

truces protected these southwestern Etruscan cities, including Vulci and Caere, from 

succumbing to Roman control until 281 B.C.132   

The Etruscan city of Tarquinia has been much less explored than her cemeteries; 

however, an important extra-urban133 sacred complex called the Ara della Regina has 

been revealed. The votive material from the deposit near the Ara della Regina at 

Tarquinia was excavated in 1963-1964 and includes S, Hd, M, A, H, D, K, B, L, F, P, C, 

V, H, An, N, O, I, U.  Most of the finds date from a period beginning in the middle of the 

third and extending to the end of the second century B.C.134   Several heads, however, 

have been dated by Comella to the end of the fourth century B.C. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
129 Comella, 1978, pls. 31-36 show the extremely varied nature of the votive uteri from Gravisca. 
130 Coarelli, 1975, 196. 
131 Coarelli, 1975, 196. 
132 Cornell, 1995, 312. 
133 Torelli insists that the sanctuary of Ara della Regina is extra-urban based on his studies on the date of 
the city wall, Torelli, 1982b, 122-123. 
134 Torelli, 1982a, 137. 
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Discussion 

The sanctuary at Gravisca is probably the most important in this study because it 

is one of the few sites in which anatomical votive terracottas have been found in situ, in 

places where the suppliants themselves probably left the offerings rather than in the 

secondary context of a votive deposit.  The distribution of the votives is very important 

for our understanding of the cult practised in the various buildings.135 At Gravisca, 

certain deities received a different range of votives according to their talent. The 

juxtaposition of their respective votive assemblages within the one sanctuary reveals 

rather subtle differences that may not be visible when comparing sanctuaries in entirely 

different cities where one deity is consulted on many matters, regardless of its traditional 

attributes. 

Gravisca, along with Lavinium, helps illuminate part of the healing cult ritual.  In 

Rooms M and I, votives were found piled up against the altars/statue bases, not unlike the 

way they are found in some Christian churches in Italy today.  The human desire to place 

one’s offering close to the image of the deity, which has the power to answer prayers, is 

logical.  On the other hand, some votives were scattered or collected into random piles 

inside rooms.  Their distribution may be attributed to post-depositional interference: 

either the ancient gathering and putting aside (but not burying in a votive deposit) such as 

in Room L, or later disturbance during and after the destruction of the sanctuary such as 

in the streets, Portico P and the yard west of Building Beta.  

Gravisca started as a Greek sanctuary for Greek gods and served as a sacred place 

and asylum for travellers.  The Etruscans accepted it as a sacred place, and the rise of 

                                                            
135 Comella, 1978, 9. 
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“Etruscan offerings,” as Edlund calls them, show that the sanctuary became incorporated 

into the local community.136 

There was no primary temple per se.  Instead, a collection of buildings with small 

rooms fulfilled the cult needs of the suppliants; in these they worshipped decidedly 

female cults concerned with fertility.  There is an absence of male genitalia, a remarkable 

fact in light of the suppliants’ evident concern for fertility and their usual presence in 

such contexts.  The 120 cippetti found have been interpreted as phallic references,137 

grave markers,138 as well as allusions to Apollo (Sostratos’ cippus).  

Compared to other sanctuaries, there is strong evidence for the identities of the 

gods worshipped at Gravisca. Referring back to Table 1, a visible difference in votive 

types and concentration reveals itself.   With the tradition of several resident deities at the 

sanctuary, these distinct divinities were probably worshipped in the different buildings 

and rooms of the cult complex.   The following connections can be tentatively made.  In 

conjunction with the pairs of female figurines in aediculae and the 222 uteri in Room G, 

Building Beta housed the deities Demeter/Vei and Kore who were concerned with the 

sanatio of the reproductive organs.  In addition, Torelli connects a recently uncovered 

altar of the round thesmophoric type with those known from Greek sanctuaries of 

Demeter and Kore. Two dedications in Ionian dialect in the piazza west of G refer to Dea, 

who corresponds to the Etruscan goddess Vei and the Greek goddess Demeter.   

In Building Gamma, Aphrodite/Turan and Hera/Uni were venerated in Rooms I 

and M respectively with all the anatomical votive terracottas, mixed couples, and some 

                                                            
136 Edlund, 1987a, 76. 
137 Comella, 1978, 83. 
138 Cippetti were used as grave markers in the fourth century by the Etruscans at Cerveteri, and by the 
Latins at Præneste, for example. 
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uteri.  One should expect Aphrodite in Room I due to the likely religious conservation of 

her ancient cult place below the courtyard.  The votives, including hearts, reflect the 

matrimonial concerns of her suppliants, as do the cippetti and mixed couples statuettes.  

Hera/Uni was worshipped next door and she governed the reproductive sphere in Room 

M.  The dominant remains are uteri and swaddled babes, and fragments of a cult statue to 

Hera, the protectress of fertility and infancy.  An Etruscan inscription on a bronze ciotola 

(bowl) is a dedication to UNI.139 

Gravisca provides compelling evidence to support my hypothesis that the practice 

of dedicating anatomical votive terracottas in exchange for cures and fertility came from 

Corinth via the southwest coast of Etruria, before arriving at Rome and being 

disseminated along with Rome’s colonisation efforts.  Fingers have naturally pointed to 

Rome for the origin of the practice; however, there is no evidence to show that 

anatomical votive terracottas showed up in Rome earlier than elsewhere in central Italy.  

The dates of the Gravisca votives, on the other hand, precede not only the capture of 

Tarquinia and her port at Gravisca by at least one hundred years, but also her colonisation 

by Rome seventy years later.  Furthermore, although a Roman colony was founded at 

Gravisca in 181 B.C., no more anatomical votives were found after this time.140 This 

sequence of events does not support Torelli’s theory that the practice of dedicating 

anatomical votive terracottas followed the tide of Roman expansion in the fourth century.   

In fact, contacts with Corinth are confirmed by the dedication of Corinthian 

pottery, by evidence for merchant Greek patronage141 found at Gravisca, and by a breast 

votive type that is peculiar to the Asklepieion at Corinth. At the time when anatomical 

                                                            
139 Comella, 1978, 89. 
140 For the chronology of the ELC votives, Comella, 1978, 93-95. 



 58

votive terracottas were introduced to southern Etruria in the fourth century, the Etruscans 

no longer had hegemony over the Tyrrhenian Sea;  It belonged to the Greeks who already 

had a foothold at the sanctuary at Gravisca.  Late in the fourth century, however, the 

Etruscans entered a period of renewed prosperity and began to make dedications in the 

sanctuary.  The epigraphic evidence demonstrates that the Etruscans picked up the habit 

of dedicating terracotta models of body parts from the Greeks who brought the idea, and 

perhaps actual examples, from Corinth.   

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
141 As suggested by the Sostratos cippus. 
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FREGELLAE 

Description 

Fregellae is situated in a strategic zone where a series of natural routes come 

together in the Liri River valley, between Latium and Campania and between the 

Apennines and the Tyrrhenian coast. Although we have little evidence for the site prior to 

the fourth century B.C., the town and cult site was at one time under the control of the 

Volscians.142  Fregellae was founded as a Latin colony in 328 B.C. on top of an earlier 

Volscian city destroyed by the Samnites.  Two hundred years later, in 125 B.C., Fregellae 

was destroyed by Fulvius Flaccus because  Fregellae and its allies had rallied either to 

receive Roman citizenship or to remain independent states with the right of appeal.  

When the Senate refused, the allies were thwarted, but Fregellae would not back down.  

Formerly a model of loyalty to Rome, Fregellae revolted with hopes that the other allies 

would follow their lead.  But they did not, and the attempt was suicidal.  Flaccus, consul 

in 125 B.C., besieged Fregellae, captured it by internal treachery, and laid it to waste.  

This incident was a harbinger of the Social Wars that would follow in the next 

generation.143 

                                                            
142 Crawford and Keppie, 1984, 21. 
143 Scullard, 1982, 31.  
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The archaeological importance of Fregellae is that the site was never reoccupied 

after its destruction, and thus provides a solid terminus ante quem for the physical 

remains of the colony.  The Romans set up the new colony, Fabrateria, in the plain below. 

As a result, there is a very precise historical window of 328-125 B.C. for Roman 

habitation at Fregellae which helps define the archaeological finds chronologically.   The 

Figure 8. Plan of Fregellae. (After Coarelli, 1986, 155) 
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historical record for the mid- 

Republic is sadly lacking, which is 

particularly unfortunate because it 

coincides with the beginning of 

Roman imperialism.144 

 

 
The first healing sanctuary at 

Fregellae was fairly modest, located 

on top of a hill near a spring, 

northwest of the settlement (Figure 

8).   Depending on where one 

chooses to draw the city-wall, the 

sanctuary is either extra-mural or 

urban.145  No architectural remains 

survive from this phase.  The 

typology of the votives date to the 

foundation of the colony or 

immediately thereafter (325 B.C.), and they continue to be dedicated until just before the 

erection of the monumental buildings described below.   

The votive dump (Figure 9), with finds dating to the fourth through second 

centuries, was on the southwest slope of the sanctuary plateau, likely placed there when 

                                                            
144 Coarelli, 1987, 25. 
145 Coarelli, 1987, 26. 

Figure 9. State plan of Fregellae. A) North Portico; B) 
South Portico; C) Steps; D and E) Conduits. (After 
Coarelli, 1986, 164) 

Votive
Dump

Statuette of
Salus found here
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the sanctuary acquired its “monumental dress” in the second century B.C.146   The rich 

deposit of 4,000 votives contained Hd, F, S, M, A, L, B, IP, U, P, H, Bl, LW, SB, OT 

with a high concentration of heads and limbs., especially feet (1,654), suggesting that the 

primary concern at this sanctuary was sanitas.147 

In the middle of the second century B.C., a new phase of the site was 

inaugurated.148  Between 175-150 B.C. the sanctuary at Fregellae took on the form of a 

typical Hellenistic terraced complex.149  The temple’s location on the hill top, removed 

and scenic, would have created an impressive view from the city proper.  The sanctuary 

was situated on one of the most important access roads to the settlement, as at Norba, and 

resembled in design many other Hellenistic sanctuaries in both Italy and Greece.150   

Of the temple, only the foundations of the side walls were excavated; from this, 

the excavators were able to discern its shape (Figure 9). Its transverse cella recalls the 

Temple of Concordia in the Forum Romanum and of Castor and Pollux in Circo in 

Rome.  The back of the temple is engaged into the portico; however, the podium, which 

predates the tufa wall that surrounds it, is integrated into the portico.151 The second 

century sanctuary terrace was supported by walls in opus quadratum at the foot of the 

sanctuary.  The temple, its back abutting a U-shaped Doric portico (winged stoa), faced 

outward and overlooked the city.  This specific layout is similar to the sanctuaries of Zeus 

                                                            
146 Crawford and Keppie, 1984, 24. 
147 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 89. 
148 The person who paid for the construction of 175-150 B.C. is unknown, but he was probably a local 
notable.  The dedicator of the altar to Æsculapius is also unknown.148 
149 The date is based on the limited use of concrete (in the podium and portico wall only) and the opus 
quadratum (ashlar) technique.  The sanctuary is roughly contemporary with Gabii, or a slightly earlier, 
Coarelli, 1987, 31. 
150 For example, the Temple of Hercules Victor at Tivoli and the Asklepieion at Kos. 
151 Crawford and Keppie, 1984, 27, is rather unclear about how these three elements relate to each other.  
The restored plan does not show any of these relationships, but this matter is not crucial to the present 
discussion except to show the relative development of the buildings. 
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Soter at Megalopolis, Zeus at Priene, and Demeter at Mamurt-Kalé: namely, a temple 

flanked by two L-shaped porticoes, or abutting the back wall of a colonnade within a 

peristyle court.152 The winged stoa at Fregellae is purely Hellenistic, Doric, with five 

metopes per intercolumniation.153 The columns were covered with stucco, and Pompeiian 

First Style paintings decorated the  interior of the portico.  

The eventual introduction into a Latin colony of architectural models (as well as 

architects, perhaps) from the Aegean is part of a larger technical discussion that has no 

                                                            
152 Lippolis, 1986, 38; Martin, 1961, 526. 
153 Compare the propylon to the precinct of Athena at Pergamon constructed under Eumenes II (197-159 
B.C.), Radt, 1988; for an illustration, see Akurgal, 1993, 78. 

Figure 10. Plan of Asklepieion at Fregellae. (After Coarelli, 1986, 161) 

Thesaurus

Channel
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place here.154  On the other hand, E. Lippolis suggests that the Aegean may not have been 

the direct source of inspiration, but the sanctuary may have been erected under Samnite 

supervision due, not only to the mass immigration of Samnites and Peligni to Fregellae in 

177 B.C., but also to the fact that the unit of measurement for the construction was the 

Oscan foot.155 

The British team of Crawford, Keppie, and Mattingly excavated what appears to 

be a kind of “curtain wall” immediately to the west of the temple.156  Its interpretation as a 

temenos wall seems unlikely in the light of the winged porticoes which define and 

embrace the terrace.  

To the east of the temple, a 

thesaurus covered by a bipartite conical 

cover with a hole at the top to allow for 

the passage of offerings was found in situ 

in very good condition (Figure 10); 

however, no votives were found inside.157 

 

Two inscriptions point to the 

dedication of the sanctuary to Æsculapius: 

An altar (Figure 11) inscribed to 

AISC[O]LAP found in the area of the 

                                                            
154 See Coarelli, 1987, 29. 
155 Lippolis, 1986, 38 
156 Crawford and Keppie, 1984, 27. 
157 Coarelli, 1986, 162, pl. 8.  A comparable thesaurus sits in the southeast corner of Temple C on the 
Middle Terrace at the Koan Asklepieion.  There, too, no votives were found, but there can be few other 
functions for such receptacles.  Both the Fregellaean and Koan thesauri had been broken open and looted, 
Crawford and Keppie, 1984, 25. 

Figure 11. Altar inscribed to Æsculapius from 
Fregellae. (After Coarelli, 1986, 178) 
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buildings and an inscription on a clay 

statuette (bottom half extant only,(Figure 

12) of a draped female, SALUTE, the 

dative of Salus, who was identified with 

Hygieia.158 The statuette was found in the 

position indicated on Figure 9, among the 

numerous architectural terracottas in the 

destruction layer of the temple, and so 

must have been set up somewhere in the 

sanctuary when it was demolished by the Romans in 125 B.C.159  It is very interesting 

that this is the only dedicatory-type item found in the sanctuary besides the altar 

dedicated to Æsculapius himself, since the date of the votive dump is earlier than the 

construction of the temple and stoas.   

Fregellae is mentioned in the literary sources on occasion. Strabo (5.3.10) reports 

a village there after 125 B.C. that continued to hold religious festivals and had an active 

market while the late Roman tabulator of prodigies Livy Obsequens160 reports that a 

prodigy came from the Temple of Neptune at Fregellae in 93 B.C.  In reality, however, 

the excavations have revealed that the habitation was totally destroyed in 125, including 

the sanctuary.  Strabo may have confused Fregellae with Fregellanum 1 km to the 

north.161 

                                                            
158 Coarelli, 1987, 26.  
159 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 129. 
160 Livy Obseq. 52. 
161 Coarelli, 1987, 25. 

Figure 12. Statuette inscribed with SALUTE 
from Fregellae. (After Coarelli, 1986, 179) 
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With respect to the cults at Fregellae, on the other hand, Vitruvius in the first 

century A.D. connects Æsculapius and Salus in the Roman sphere:  

…In the case of all sacred precincts we select very healthy 
neighbourhoods with suitable springs of water in the places where the 
fanes are to be built, particularly in the case of those to Æsculapius and 
to Health [Salus], gods by whose healing powers great numbers of the 
sick are apparently cured.  For when their diseased bodies are 
transferred from an unhealthy to a healthy spot, and treated with waters 
from health-giving springs, they will the more speedily grow well.  The 
result will be that the divinity will stand in higher esteem and find his 
dignity increased, all owing to the nature of his site.162 

  
Water always played an important role in the cult at Fregellae.  From a nearby 

fountain to the north of the temple complex, water flowed through a conduit (visible at 

the northeast corner of the portico and to the west of complex down the south slope via 

conduits D and E in ) across the sanctuary.163 

The numismatic and ceramic evidence is compatible with the terminus ante quem 

date of 125 for the destruction of the sanctuary.  Signs of wear on stones and repairs to 

the architectural terracottas suggest that the sanctuary did see some use before its 

destruction.  The manner of the sanctuary’s destruction is reason for pause, as this reveals 

the “uncharacteristic Roman vandalisation of a [Latin colony’s] religious site.”164  The 

excavators demonstrate stratigraphically the deliberate demolition of the site from the 

roof downwards: Fregellae did collapse slowly: the architectural  terracottas were not 

only broken up; they were at the bottom of the destruction layer.  The thesaurus also 

suffered destruction in antiquity, having been broken open and pillaged before being 

covered with the debris of the destruction.165 

                                                            
162 Vitruvius 1.2.7, trans. Morris Hicky Morgan. 
163 Similar aquatic installations exist at Kos and Epidauros, Coarelli, 1987, 27. 
164 Crawford and Keppie, 1984, 32. 
165 Crawford and Keppie, 1984, 32. 
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Discussion 

The evidence indicates a continuity of cult activity at the site: Æsculapius was 

superimposed upon an earlier Latin water or fertility divinity.  This earlier divinity was 

likely female, perhaps Mefitis or Feronia, both of whom were worshipped in the Liri 

Valley.166  There were perhaps several diverse divinities worshipped at this location 

before the arrival of Æsculapius and Salus; however, it is impossible to attribute votives 

to any of these with certainty.167  Salus, originally a Sabine deity, is identified here by the 

inscription on the statuette. The cult of Salus also preceded Æsculapius on Tiber Island at 

Rome.168   That the earlier sanctuary was not also dedicated to Æsculapius cannot be 

excluded, because his cult in arrived in Rome from Epidauros in 293 B.C. and could have 

travelled to this Latin colony almost immediately thereafter,169 but this is highly unlikely 

as will be shown in Chapter III. 

 Fregellae had many contacts with the Aegean.  Its citizens left their mark in 

inscriptions at Delos after the Punic Wars, and on Kos.  The patron of the sanctuary of 

Æsculapius was perhaps a victorious general who fought in the war against Antiochos III 

and dedicated the temple ex manubiis, or a senator immersed in local politics.170  In any 

case,  whatever the means of artistic and technical influence, in Coarelli’s words “the 

viscosity of local context emerged in the treatment of the cult building.”171 

The Asklepieion at Fregellae is a particularly revealing site.  Æsculapius was one 

of the few deities whose primary duty was to heal the sick.  Most of the other titular 

deities at sites with anatomical votive terracottas were originally worshipped for other 

                                                            
166 CIL X..5074. 
167 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 143. 
168 Coarelli, 1987, 27. 
169 Coarelli, 1987, 27. 
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reasons, and only with the rise of the anatomical votive phenomenon did they visibly 

acquire healing powers.   

Furthermore, because anatomical votive terracottas were not dedicated during the 

Asklepieion phase of the sanctuary, it is probable that Æsculapius never received them as 

offerings.  The question is, what did Æsculapius receive from his suppliants in return for 

cures?  Perhaps more precious dedications such as money or objects in precious metal.  A 

thesaurus, about 1.5 m deep and partially set into the ground, had an opening of only a 

few centimetres which would allow only for the passage of small objects.  It is safe, 

therefore, to assume that anatomical votive terracottas were never placed into this 

receptacle; on the other hand, something small and probably intrinsically valuable would 

have been.  This thesaurus was broken open at the time of the destruction of Fregellae—a  

pillage of the sacred coffers of the god!  Surely the ransackers were not interested in 

terracotta votives, but in objects of more precious value. 

 Asklepios’ arrival at Fregellae may have drastically changed the votive ritual.172  

This change in ritual would be the introduction of “incubated sleep” for which the stoas 

surrounding the temple were probably used.  Parallels to this layout and its associated 

function abound.  Epidauros, whence the cult of Æsculapius came, was equipped with a 

stoa for sleeping, as were Oropos, Kos and Pergamon.  This matter of graecus ritus 

(Greek rites) will be addressed  in Chapter III.173  

                                                                                                                                                                                 
170 Coarelli, 1987, 30. 
171 Coarelli, 1987, 31. 
172 The change in ritual refers to a new installation for incubated sleep.  At Rome, an abaton, or sleeping 
building, may be represented in several fragments of the Forma Urbis Romae, Carettoni, et al., 1960, pl. 30, 
and on a medallion of Antoninus Pius, Banti, 1984, 35. Due to the late date of the scant pictoral evidence, it 
is impossible to tell when the abaton was built, or even if such a building is identifiable, Brucia, 1990, 117-
120. 
173 Beginning on page 134. 
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Many of the votives found at Fregellae and other sanctuaries in the Etrusco-

Latial-Campanian region shared the same moulds.  It therefore seems likely that the 

distribution of certain types of votives were tied to the colonisation efforts of the 

Romans, especially since Fregellae is one of the earliest Roman colonies, having been 

founded in 328 B.C.174 

                                                            
174 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 144.  See Cornell, 1995, 382-383, for the settlement and colonisation of Italy to 241 
B.C.  
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LAVINIUM – THIRTEEN ALTARS 

Description 

The extra-urban sanctuary of the Thirteen Altars at Lavinium had a long and 

complex history.  The cult site at Lavinium began as a type of federal sanctuary for the 

Latins, but was also very important to Rome because of her connections with Aeneas, the 

Penates, and hence Troy. 175  

The Thirteen Altars now all stand in a slightly curving row and face east, but not 

all were used at the same time.  Their form is surprisingly consistent considering they 

were built over a period of two hundred years.  They are of the typical Latial type which 

combine the elements of a plinth, torus, echinus, beak and another echinus, an abacus for 

                                                            
175 A very important Archaic inscription one Roman foot long was found near Altar no. 8, but in a final 
phase of its life.  It refers to the Greek equivalent of the Penates, namely Castor and Pollux: CASTOREI 
PODLOUQUEIQUE QUROIS.  This Latinised Greek emphasizes the significant influence Greek culture 
had on Latium in the sixth century, even before the Dioscuri appeared at Rome to announce the victors of 
the Battle of Lake Regillus in 496 B.C., Holloway, 1994, 134. 

Figure 13.  Thirteen Altars at Lavinium. (After Holloway, 1994, 131) 
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the base and a offering table proper above (Figure 13).  The U-shape is to allow access to 

the sacrificer.176 

 

The first set of altars (nos. 8, 9, 13, Phase A in ) was built in the sixth century,  

and the second set (nos. 1-5, Phase B) in the fifth century at a slightly more north-south 

orientation.  An L-shaped portico was built in the sixth century and was used until the 

mid-fifth century.  These were the centuries of the strong civic and religious 

organisations which must have included Rome to some degree, since her priests made an 

annual trip to Lavinium to perform religious rites.   Lavinium was thus a gathering place 

for the Latins where civic and religious functions were performed.  Each altar probably 

belonged to a different city.  These cities, therefore, would have been responsible for 

their altar’s construction and upkeep. Elite representatives of the Latin League before it 

                                                            
176 Holloway, 1994, 130.  

Figure 14. Plan of Thirteen Altars at Lavinium. A) Sixth century; B) Fifth century; 
C) Early fourth century; D) Late fourth century.  (After Holloway, 1994, 131) 
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was dissolved by Rome in 338 B.C. probably used the sanctuary as a communal shrine to 

hold gatherings and to prepare for war. 

 

Two new sets of altars were built in the fourth century, no. 6 and no. 7 at the 

beginning (Phase C), and nos. 10-12 at the end (Phase D).  Also at this time, Altar no. 13 

was covered up, no. 9 was rebuilt (the same blocks were reused) closer to no. 8.177 At the 

end of the third century, just before the altars fell into disuse, Altars nos. 1, 2, and 8 were 

rebuilt with new offering tables set on top of their old ones.178  

                                                            
177 Holloway, 1994, 130. 
178 Castagnoli, et al., 1975, 45. 

Figure 15. Perspective sketch of Altars nos. 5 and 6 at Lavinium with some of the anatomical 
votive terracottas from Strata B in situ. (After Castagnoli, et al., 1975, 28) 

B

C

D

C
D

B



 73

Four main archaeological strata are associated with the Thirteen Altars.  Stratum 

B is relevant to this study as it contains a plethora of anatomical votive terracottas and 

statuettes, published by Castagnoli’s team179 and analysed by Fenelli in her seminal work 

on anatomical votive terracottas.180  It is important to note that the bottom half of most of 

the altars were concealed by the close of Stratum C at the end of the fifth century.  The 

anatomical votive terracottas were not just jumbled up in the dirt surrounding the altars; 

they were found placed directly on top of the altars and on the platform areas between 

them.181 Only Altars nos. 4-10 had anatomical votive terracottas associated with them, 

especially, Altars nos. 4-6.  Furthermore, Stratum B contains many roof tiles which not 

only suggest that this was the phase of abandonment for the sanctuary, but also that the 

altars were covered in some way.182  By the second and first centuries B.C., the roads to 

Rome were lined with the villas of wealthy Romans.  They displaced the local peasant 

population who worshipped at the shrine,183 and so the sanctuary of the Thirteen Altars 

fell into disuse.184 This situation is paralleled to some degree at Nemi, although instead of 

abandonment, the wealthy Romans there began offering valuable votives including 

statues and money. 

The stratigraphy, therefore, reveals that the anatomical votive terracottas were 

placed on top of and between the altars during the fourth and third centuries B.C.  This 

situation parallels the anatomical votive terracottas’ context at Gravisca where they were 

clustered around the altars and cult statue bases. At Lavinium, then, the relationship 

between the votive objects and the cult structures testifies to the cult ritual at the 

                                                            
179 Castagnoli, et al., 1975. 
180 Fenelli, 1975. 
181 Castagnoli, et al., 1975, 28. 
182 Castagnoli, et al., 1975, 8-9. Covered altars may imply the desire to satisfy a chthonic deity. 
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sanctuary of the Thirteen Altars: offerings were placed on or near the altar by the 

suppliant. 

Lavinium produced a wide range of anatomical votive terracottas: S, Hd, ½ Hd, 

M, O, Tng, T, Gl, B, Bl, U, V, P, A, H, D, L, F, An.  The majority (207) are lower limbs, 

then upper limbs (101), followed in declining proportion by male genitals (46), half that 

for female genitals, and finally several ears, breasts and other body parts.  Some of the 

feet may show pathological conditions, or they could just be poorly made.185  Several of 

the ears show signs of pathology.186  The presence of tongues is unusual - the only other 

known tongues are from Falerii and Carsulae.187  There are no eyes, torsos with open 

abdomens or polyvisceral reliefs.188  

                                                                                                                                                                                 
183 By “peasant” is meant poor, rural, lower class labourer. 
184 This trend will be discussed more fully in the section on Nemi beginning on page 80. 
185 Fenelli, 1975, 213. 
186 Fenelli, 1975, 215. 
187 Fenelli, 1975, 216. 
188 Tabanelli, 1962, examines many polyvisceral models and reliefs.   
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Typical problems arise as to the date of the anatomical votive terracottas on 

stylistic grounds.  The date of the stratum in which they were found spans the fourth 

through early second century B.C. 189  The heads, however, have been dated stylistically 

to a period beginning around 380 and extending to 180 B.C.  A few heads have been 

dated to the early fourth century due to their wide-eyed Archaic look and their rougher 

quality.  These were found in the vicinity of the rebuilt sixth century altar, no. 8. 

                                                            
189 Fenelli, 1975, 214. 

Figure 16.  Plan of Lavinium and environs. (After Enea nel Lazio, 
1981) 
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The literary and epigraphic sources assign to Lavinium cults of the Penates, 

Vesta, Venus, Indiges (deified Romulus), Jupiter, Juno, Juturna, Anna Perenna, Liber and 

Athena, but none of these can be identified topographically nor do the cult objects 

directly identify the deity presiding over the sacrifices made at the Thirteen Altars. Three 

cult sites have, however, been identified at Lavinium: one urban, and the other two extra-

urban as indicated in Figure 16.  All three produced a collection of fine terracotta 

offerings, some of which are very unusual, especially those from the sanctuary of 

Minerva discussed in the following section.. 

Also in the fourth century, a seventh century tumulus was refurbished and 

thereafter worshipped as the Tomb of Aeneas.  The proximity of the tumulus cum heroon 

and the Thirteen Altars is probably not accidental, especially in the mid-Republic at a 

time when the histories of Rome were being written for the first time and the myths about 

the Trojan connection with Rome were being invented and popularised.190 

Discussion  

The material from Lavinium is particularly important to the study of anatomical 

votive terracottas due to the rich deposit of ELC votives and their datable stratigraphic 

context.  These factors together enabled Fenelli to assemble her ground-breaking 

study.191  In addition to their large number, the finds were also found in situ, a situation 

elsewhere paralleled only at Gravisca.  

On the other hand, the Thirteen Altars at Lavinium were, like Nemi, the focus of 

cult for a federal sanctuary before the local population took it over, as evidenced by the 

votive offerings of anatomical votive terracottas near the end of the fourth century.  As at 

                                                            
190 Holloway, 1994, 135-138; Dury-Moyaers, 1981; Torelli, 1984. 
191 Fenelli, 1975. 
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Nemi, the villa culture also extinguished the rural population’s patronage of these 

sanctuaries; however, religious life at Lavinium stopped and was not continued by 

wealthy Romans or local dignitaries as at Nemi. 
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LAVINIUM - SANCTUARY OF MINERVA   

 

An important urban sanctuary at Lavinium also deserves 

mention. This is the sanctuary of Minerva193 where swaddled 

babes have been found in conjunction with high quality 

terracotta statues194 of maidens, youths, matrons and goddesses. 

As at Gravisca, many goddesses are credited with having 

watched over this sanctuary: Minerva, Aphrodite and Juno.  The 

finds in a votive deposit point to a sanctuary whose deities were 

not only concerned with fecunditas, but also with rites of 

passage. The terracotta youths and maidens offer the symbols 

of their childhood such as cofanetti, the little boxes that 

contained their favourite things.  Mixed couple votives that 

allude to protection of marriage are present.195  Breasts and uteri are found here as at the 

Thirteen Altars; however, it is more likely that in this urban sanctuary they are related to 

concern for fertility rather than the health of that organ.  Loom weights underscore the 

focus on gender roles and the changing status of the brides who made offerings to 

Minerva in order to secure conjugal protection.196 The religious structures have not been 

found, but perhaps their existence are attested by the survival of its architectural 

                                                            
192 The hairstyle designates her as a bride.  She is giving up her pet bird as she enters the next life stage as 
wife and mother, Torelli, 1984, 36-49. 
193 This is a cippus dedicated to Minerva, Fenelli, 1984, 336. 
194 The iconography of the fine jewellery attests to the social elevation of the dedicators even though the 
statues are not made out of marble, bronze or precious metal, Comella, 1982-1983, 240. 
195 “Mixed couple” votives are dedicatory statuettes which depict a male and a female standing or seated 
next to each other. 
196 Fenelli, 1989-1990, 489. 

Figure 17. Three quarter 
life-size statue of a 
bride192 from the 
Sanctuary of Minerva at 
Lavinium. (After 
Holloway, 1994, 140) 
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terracottas.  Purificatory rites appear to have been central to the cult due to the presence 

of a thymiaterion or louterion.  Among the range of anatomical votive terracottas, upper 

limbs dominate.  Apparently, the function of this sanctuary was not strictly limited to 

sanatio or fecunditas. Worship ceased at the end of the third century, a few decades 

earlier than at the Thirteen Altars.  

Important to note about this sanctuary of Minerva is the mixed presence of large 

well-crafted terracotta offerings and the inexpensive anatomical votive terracottas. This 

dual presence of votive genres points to an unusual common patronage of the sanctuary 

by both affluent and less well-to-do suppliants.  Lavinium is one of the few places where 

this disparity of expenditure is visible. At other sanctuaries, if intrinsically valuable 

votives were dedicated, they would have been recovered and recycled in ancient times. 

There does not appear to be any evidence that valuable offerings were made at ELC 

sanctuaries until after the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon had ended.  Of 

course, there is always the possibility that wealthy suppliants usually dedicated the same 

customary ELC votives as their less wealthy counterparts in order to entreat the gods and 

goddesses to impart their healing gifts. 
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NEMI 

Description 

The rural sanctuary of Diana at Nemi was located within the territory of Latin 

Aricia, 26 km southeast of Rome, as shown in Figure 18.  The first two of the site’s many 

phases are of concern to this study.  

There is a mountain of 

literary references to the 

sanctuary of Diana Nemorensis, 

collected in two works by 

Gordon and Pairault.197  A few 

references relevant to the 

present study are included here. 

Strabo noted that the 

sanctuary was staffed by a 

runaway slave-priest.  His 

description inspired the first excavations in 1637 by the one of the Lords of Nemi, the 

Marchesi Frangipani, who found anatomical votive terracottas, heads, figurines and 

inscriptions of Imperial date.  Strabo’s account also inspired Frazer’s ground-breaking 

anthropological work, The Golden Bough. 

 

                                                            
197 Pairault, 1969; Gordon, 1934. 

Figure 18. Nemi and its surrounding area. (After Blagg, 
1986, 213) 
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Vergil’s Aeneid even connects Æsculapius with the site: Hippolytus, whom 

Æsculapius resurrected from death,198 was hidden by Diana “in the nemus of the nymph 

Egeria,”199 where he either became Virbius or the king who founded the temenos of 

Diana.200 Several aspects of the cult reach back to the prehistoric period, especially the 

veneration of  these two deities, Egeria and Virbius.  Egeria was the nymph of the nearby 

spring and was worshipped as a birth goddess.201  Virbius may be the deity of the lake, 

according to Ovid.202  By the time the early Imperial authors started to write about the 

venerable cult of Diana, the circumstances surrounding her had become “entangled in the 

ramifications of mythology.”203  

Nevertheless, Diana’s cult at Nemi is 

important in that it inspired the famous cult 

of Diana on the Aventine in Rome which, 

by tradition, was founded by Servius 

Tullius in the sixth century B.C. as a federal 

sanctuary for the Latins under Roman 

leadership.204  

                                                            
198 For which Zeus slew Asklepios. 
199 Vergil, Aen. 8.761-782. 
200 Pausanias 2.27.4. 
201 Gordon, 1934, 13. 
202 Ovid Fast. 6.755-6,  Pairault, 1969, 437.  
203 Blagg, 1986, 211. 
204 No anatomical votive terracottas have been found on the Aventine, which suggests that Diana’s cult 
there was not associated with healing.  Dionys. Hal. (4.26) and Livy (1.45.2-3) says the Roman cult to 
Diana was modelled on that of Artemis of Ephesus. 

Figure 19. Location of Sanctuary of Diana. 
(After  Blagg, 1986, 213) 
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The sanctuary was situated 

about 300 m from the north shore of 

Lake Nemi and began as a wood 

sacred to Diana (Figure 20). A 

dedication made by the dictator 

Latinus Egerius Baebius or Laevius 

in the name of eight Latin towns 

shows that Nemi was the focus for a 

Latin League.  Because Rome is 

conspicuously absent from this list, 

many scholars date the dedication to 

the sixth century.  However, 

Momigliano has suggested that the 

list refers to a time when there was 

hostility between Rome and the Latin 

League at the beginning of the 

Republic, before the Battle of Lake Regillus in 496 B.C.205   The sanctuary was important 

politically to the Latin League until its defeat by Rome in 338 B.C., according to Cato.206  

There is some evidence for the appearance of the cult statue.  On the reverse of a 

coin type from 43 B.C. shows the triple cult image of Diana Nemorensis from the 

sanctuary’s first phase in front of the cypress trees sacred to her.  This denarius was 

minted by P. Accoleius, a tresvir monetalis from Aricia. The cult image shows the  

                                                            
205 Momigliano, 1962, 390-391. 
206 Cato, Origines 2. 

Figure 20. Marble head from Nemi in Copenhagen. 
(After Coarelli, 1987, 175) 
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statues of three female figures with different attributes, joined by a bar between their 

necks and standing in front of cypress trees.207  The head on the obverse of the coin from 

43 B.C. is in a late Archaic style and resembles a head now in Copenhagen (Figure 20) 

found during excavations at Nemi in the late eighteenth century.  It has been dated by 

Riis to about 480 B.C.  The marble head may belong to one of these three statues208 

which represented Diana in three different forms: as Artemis with her bow, as Luna, and 

as Hekate. Blagg calls this an example interpretatio hellenica, or syncretism of Greek 

and Latin cult.209 

The votives from the sanctuary’s earliest phase, eighth through sixth century, 

include a few bronze figurines and fibulae, and a deposit of Archaic miniature vases has 

been found between the sanctuary and the shore of the lake.210   

The second phase of the sanctuary which began in the late fourth century took on 

a rather different character.  In other words, it underwent an interpretatio italica as Blagg 

would say,211 a process experienced at this time by many other sanctuaries, such as 

Lavinium. The political importance lost, the local population began worshipping the deity 

to secure assistance in the universal concerns of health and fertility. The range of votives 

is much greater during this second phase: deities, male and female figurines, seated 

couples with infants, animals, anatomical votive terracottas including Hd, ½ Hd, E, N, T, 

OT, B, V, U, A, H, L, F, M, and Etrusco-Italic temple models.  The first buildings on the 

site were two temple-like buildings with preserved terracotta antefixes, revêtments and 

pedimental sculpture. Some of these date as early as the late fourth century, but most are 

                                                            
207 Blagg, 1986, 212. 
208 Riis, 1966. 
209 Blagg, 1986, 212. 
210 Blagg, 1986, 211. 
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from the third and second.212  These structures imply a greater wealth than the sum of the 

votives may imply. 

In the late second to early first century, the sanctuary was substantially redesigned 

for its third incarnation.  A terraced precinct of 44,000 m2 was built and surrounded by 

retaining walls composed of arcades in opus quasi-reticulatum.  A new temple was built 

on a podium of peperino tufa with stuccoed Doric columns.213  Revêtment plaques from 

the first century B.C. depict a winged female who is likely Diana.214  The precinct wall is 

extant in places and the architectural terracottas have been found in association with this 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
211 Blagg, 1986, 214. 
212 Blagg, 1985, 35. 
213 Vitruvius (4.8.4) describes the Temple of Diana Nemorensis, but it does not correspond to the remains, 
“with columns added on the right and left at the flanks of the pronaos,” in other words a transverse temple 
of similar design to Concordia’s temple in the Forum Romanum. This transverse plan was “une création 
hellénistique proprement latiale,” Gros, 1976, 145. 

Figure 21. Plan of Sanctuary of Diana at Nemi based on plan drawn by M. Giammiti for Lord 
Savile, 1885.  
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temple; however, the anatomical votive terracottas had ceased by this point.  The 

sanctuary continued to enjoy patronage through the second century A.D.  Marble portrait 

herms, busts and statues of Fundilia,215 Julius Caesar and, Tiberius, respectively, have 

been found.  

Epigraphic evidence with which to identify the patrons of the mid-Republican 

rebuilding of Diana’s sanctuary is sorely lacking; however, the scale of the building 

indicates a donor wealthier than the suppliants who were dedicating the inexpensive 

anatomical votive terracottas.  Surprisingly, this interim period between the end of the 

anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon and the early empire, no votives have been 

recorded.  In the first century, however, patronage was no longer strictly local. Wealthy 

Romans began to build their sumptuous villas in the area and to make offerings in the 

local sanctuary.  C. Aurelius Cotta216 left a dedication at Nemi as did the representatives 

of people saved by C. Salluvius Naso.217  Caesar too built himself a villa which, 

according to Suetonius (Div. Jul. 46), he later pulled down because he was not satisfied. 

Discussion 

In sum, the development of the sanctuary of Diana Nemorensis follows this 

sequence: 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
214 Artemis/Diana in Italy is often depicted with wings. See Blagg, 1985, 42, for a drawing of these plaques. 
215 The draped herm of Fundilia was erected by her client, a libertus and actor, Fundilius.  Other actors’ 
portraits were found in connection with the theatre present in this phase, Blagg, 1985, 35. 
216 CIL XIV.4268, Cotta was consul in 75 B.C.  
217 CIL XIV.2218, Naso was a propraetorian legate in Asia under Lucullus between 74 and 73 B.C.   This 
dedication by people from Asia Minor is significant not only because of the distance, but also because it 
was set up in a very important and visible place.  This was how one made a dedication for an important 
benefactor or Hellenistic king throughout the Hellenistic period and into the Empire, especially in the East: 
Tuchelt, 1979.  
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1. Fifth century B.C.: Sacred wood and fifth century Hellenised triple cult image, 

offerings in bronze and pottery, Latin federal sanctuary and an ambiguous 

relationship with the temple on the Aventine Hill outside the pomerium in Rome. 

2. Fourth to third century B.C.: Anatomical votive terracottas, a few buildings in the 

fourth and third centuries. 

3. Second to first century B.C.: New temple, terracing, late second and early first 

centuries. 

4. First century A.D.:  Theatre and statue dedications. 

The sanctuary of Diana at Nemi falls into the category of early political 

sanctuaries218 where towns met as members of a League, in this case a defensive League 

against their common concern: Rome. By the late fourth century, however, political 

activity at the sanctuary ended abruptly after Rome had definitively destroyed their 

alliance in 338.  Nemi became a healing sanctuary when her political importance was 

lost.  The anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon arrived some time in the late fourth 

or early third century.  Nemi as a political sanctuary experienced this new trend in the 

commonality of this religious phenomenon which literally swept over all of central Italy.  

The decrease in political significance followed by the rise of the anatomical votive 

terracotta phenomenon observed at Nemi is typical of political sanctuaries. 

Inscriptions and literary references identify the sanctuary as belonging to Diana; 

however, Diana was not the only deity worshipped there.  Dedications of statuettes of 

Minerva, Apollo and Dionysos were also made.  

Diana’s connection to childbirth and fertility do not appear to have been a 

significant factor in the cult, as the number of uteri, associated parts, and seated couples 
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with infants are proportionally low compared to the limbs that are prone to injury in daily 

peasant life. In fact, there were no swaddled babes at all.  Blagg characterises this dearth 

of references to fertility as a major symptom of the interpretatio italica: It “is used here 

to signify, not the ultimate origins of the practice [of dedicating anatomical votive 

terracottas], but the more immediate context for its introduction to Nemi, and the way in 

which the sanctuary of Diana thus came to share in a common and essentially localised 

Italian phenomenon.”219 

Connections with other centres of ELC votive production can be made by mould 

series analysis.  Such analyses show that Nemi has figurines made from the same moulds 

as Segni, Rome, Lavinium and Ardea, and the same heads as Rome and Lavinium.  All 

these cities lie within about 25 km of each other, and were connected by increasingly 

better roads as time passed during the Roman Republic, thus enabling the ubiquitous 

nature and widespread trade in ELC votives.  At Lavinium a kiln was found near the 

Thirteen Altars, suggesting the local production of votives for the sanctuary as well as 

exportation to other sanctuaries where either there was no local ELC votive production, 

or perhaps, where the female figurine moulds, for example, were not of high enough 

quality for mass consumption.  Blagg, on the contrary, believes that the point of 

distribution was Rome.220  This is probably true because the dedication of anatomical 

votive terracottas did not begin at Nemi until after the fall of the Latin League in 338 

B.C.  

Large scale building in the Late Republic was carried out in a Hellenistic style 

from the profits of Roman conquest and of trade by local merchants. Diana’s shrine took 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
218 “Political sanctuaries” is a term used by Edlund, 1987a, 42, 85-92. 
219 Blagg, 1986, 214. 
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a step up in scale and appearance in the first century and was subject to the architectural 

elaboration experienced also by Gabii, Præneste, Tivoli, Terracina and Lanuvium.  The 

landscape was terraced and the buildings erected in a well-appointed manner, funded by 

the trade and booty from the second century wars with Greece and Asia Minor.221  The 

Roman aristocracy was also attracted to these areas just outside Rome in the late second 

century; they took over the land and built villas.  As a result, the wealthy Romans pushed 

the small farmers away from the land and the ELC votive offerings cease.222 

Thereafter, in the Late Republic, financial contributions appear to the cult to have 

been made.  Appian (5.24) reports that the “wealth in coin accumulated by Nemi and 

other Latin sanctuaries was an important resource for Octavian during the Civil War.”  

Therefore, money replaced anatomical votive terracottas as offerings, as suggested in the 

preceding sections on Fregellae, Ponte di Nona and other Latin sanctuaries.  This 

constitutes a change in votive practice in which cheap unrecyclable votives were replaced 

by a more economically viable system which fit within the grander surroundings of the 

late Republican sanctuaries. 

The Social War temporarily ended the local patronage of the new late-Republican 

shrines.223  After a quiet period, some sanctuaries were revitalised.  Nemi is one example, 

and due to its location on the lakeshore, it was a favourite spot of Caligula and home to 

his pleasure barge.  It was also used for the villas of late Republican nobles, and 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
220 Blagg, 1985, 39. 
221 Blagg, 1985, 44. 
222 Blagg, 1985, 46. 
223 Some archaeologists such as Coarelli, 1987, 65,  have tried to date the latest of the large Republican 
complexes, the Sanctuary of Fortuna Prænestina, after Sulla’s conquest based on the masonry type; 
however, as Dyson suggests, there is no way the construction of such a complex could have been financed 
after their complete defeat, S. Dyson, AAR Summer Programme Lecture at Gabii, 1998, and A. De Grassi 
in Zanker, 1976. 
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maintained its connection with the very important cult of Diana on the Aventine.  The 

cult may have survived, but the worshippers were different. 
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GABII 

Description 

The city of Gabii is one of Latium’s oldest, with occupation dating back to the 

ninth or eight centuries B.C.     Situated 20 km from Rome on the Via Prænestina, it was 

originally established on the older Via Gabina.224  Gabii may also have signed a treaty 

with Rome under the Tarquins: the foedus Gabinum.225  The city hugged Lake 

Castiglione (Figure 22); it developed early and received Roman citizenship at an 

unknown but early date, after which it was transformed into a sort of suburb of Rome. 

Half abandoned by the 

middle of the second 

century B.C., the town was 

almost completely deserted 

by Cicero’s time.226  The 

Archaic sanctuary 

described in brief below 

was no longer visited in the 

middle of the second 

century B.C., but the late 

Republican sanctuary of 

                                                            
224 Bietti-Sestieri’s excavations at the cemetery of Osteria dell’Osa correspond very closely with the 
habitation, Bietti Sestieri, 1992. 
225 Coarelli, 1987, 11. 
226 Cicero, Pro Plancio 23 (54 B.C.) 

Figure 22. Plan of Gabii city and sanctuary. (After Coarelli, 
1987, 12) 

Sanctuary
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Juno227 was frequented until a bit later, and was maintained through the Hadrianic period.   

The sanctuary came into being during the seventh century B.C.  In its first phase it 

was a sacred wood in which a certain tree was picked out for special veneration for the 

future generations of cult worshippers.228  The fifth century witnessed the typical 

stagnation seen throughout Latium, but development resumed in the fourth.  This next 

phase at the sanctuary comprised the period of healing and the anatomical votive 

terracottas belong to this phase.  Even though Coarelli suggests a fertility function for this 

cult with its specifically feminine connotations,229 a closer look at the range and 

concentration of body parts suggests otherwise. The architecture associated with this 

phase abuts the west wall of the later complex.  In situ were found three cippi datable to 

the fourth century inscribed with dedications to Fortuna on the behalf of an Oppius from 

Præneste.230 

                                                            
227 Painted inscriptional evidence on an antefix identifies the sanctuary as belonging to Juno: IVN.  This 
identification for the sanctuary has been contested by Castagnoli, 1977, who suggests that Apollo was the 
resident deity considering the possible presence of an oracle situated under the temple’s cella. 
228 Coarelli, 1987, 12. 
229 Coarelli, 1987, 13. 
230 Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 221-222. These inscriptions point to Fortuna as the resident deity as strongly as 
to Juno. Between the early to mid-Republican sanctuary and the late Republican sanctuary, perhaps there 
was a transfer of deity due to the changing pre-eminence of the different sanctuaries in the area. 
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The later Republican sanctuary at Gabii was built around 150-100 B.C., but no 

anatomical votive terracottas were found in association with this phase.  The temple was 

hexastyle sine postico, built of tufa231 in opus quadratum, and had benches (a moulded 

step) on the sides and back of the podium, perhaps for the deposition of votives.  There is 

a peculiar channel inside the cella that runs under the podium, and this may have been the 

                                                            
231 Gabine tufa was used in the firewall of Augustus’ Forum for its fire retardant properties. 

Figure 23. Plan of the Late Republican Sanctuary of Juno at Gabii with remains from the  earlier 
sanctuary to the West.  Findspots of deposits of ELC I, II and III are indicated.  (After Almagro-
Gorbea, 1982, 41) 

I
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III
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seat of the oracle at the site.232 Below the temple, a theatre descended towards the Via 

Prænestina.  This theatre complex is one of the earliest among examples of this 

architectural combination found throughout Latium—earliest in its materials and 

conservative form.  The tradition of the sacred wood was formalised through the planting 

of trees in regularly spaced pits between the temple and the porticoes that embraced it.233  

Behind the lateral porticoes were small rooms.  Their purpose is debatable: ritual 

prostitution, dining rooms, shops and healing have all been suggested.  It is important to 

keep in mind that none of these possibilities is mutually exclusive.  It is doubtful, 

however, that the Eastern practices of ritual prostitution would have been followed at this 

Latin sanctuary, as has been suggested for the port sanctuary at Pyrgi, whose connection 

with the East’s Astarte and Uni (Latin Juno) are attested in the gold plaques in 

Phoenician and Etruscan.  It is more than likely that the Gabine sanctuary was used as a 

political  meeting place for the Latin colonies (as Romans had to meet in sacred places) 

and as an inter-community marketplace, neutral ground under the protection of a deity or 

deities.  As for places to heal the sick, the rooms behind stoas were not used in Greece, at 

least, for this purpose until the early Imperial period.   

It is difficult to make out the plan for the earlier sanctuary because much of it lies 

underneath the later extant precinct of Juno, but the findspots of the ELC votives have 

been recorded and their contexts are datable (Figure 23).234 A solid terminus ante quem 

for the anatomical votive terracotta-associated material is the middle of the second 

century or just before, provided by a pavement in opus signinum with the remains of an 

                                                            
232 Coarelli, 1987, 15. 
233 The layout of this terrace is very similar to the upper terrace at Kos.  The rooms behind the porticoes at 
Gabii, however, appear to antedate the Koan example by at least a century. 
234 Anatomical votive terracottas may be made from Campanian clay, Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 264. 
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inscription to Jupiter Jurarius, found outside the west wall of the later temenos and inside 

the Chapel of S. Giovanni Calobita.235  The anatomical votive terracottas, including S, F, 

T (female), E, L, Hd (many), O, U, H, D, St, P, lower body of a male, I, teeth and a bulla, 

were found in three deposits in the complex. The first deposit (I), containing 21 votives 

(T, L, E, F, lower body of a male and a bovine), dates to the period between the mid-third 

century and 180 B.C.  This typical ELC deposit236 was located at Z-28 on Figure 23 in 

the area southeast of the later temple 

complex, outside the later temenos wall.237 

The second deposit (II) at X-Y 8-10 

on Figure 23, with 130 pieces (E, O, U, H, 

D, many Hd, St, P and a bovine) has some 

votives which are slightly older than deposit 

I, dating between the mid-fourth century and 

180 B.C.  This deposit was found northwest 

of the later complex also outside the later 

temenos wall.238  

A third more recently discovered 

deposit (III) found within the later temenos 

at A-24 on Figure 23 contained 328 votives 

(E, O, H, D, P, F, I, An) of similar date to the 

                                                            
235 Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 31. 
236 See page 96 for examples of typical ELC deposits.  Appendix II contains a more complete list. 
237 Aubet, 1980, 75. 
238 Aubet, 1980, 88. 

Figure 24.  Context for Deposit I. 1) Deposit 
I; 2) well; 3) Room where votives to Fortuna 
by Oppius were found; 4) Stair access to 
later sanctuary; 5) West temenos wall to 
later sanctuary.  (After Almagro-Gorbea, 
1982, 30) 
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first deposit.239  In addition, 181 votives were found during the course of excavations 

outside the context of a distinct votive deposit.240 

In sum, anatomical votive terracottas at Gabii were found outside the main area of 

the later Republican sanctuary of Juno but were associated with architectural features 

from the earlier Republican sanctuary, such as a well and a room associated with the first 

deposit where a dedication to Fortuna was also found.241  These architectural features, 

although only partially excavated, have been interpreted as a heroon at which suppliants 

prayed for cures.242  Perhaps the cult site shifted slightly from its original location 

towards the east in order to take advantage of the more level plain and southern slope for 

the theatre.  

All three anatomical votive deposits predate the main phase of the sanctuary, the 

deposits dating mainly to the third and second centuries and resembling those at other 

Republican sanctuaries such as Satricum, Cerveteri, Vulci, Segni, Nemi and Veii. Eyes 

occur in an unusually high number, as at Ponte di Nona, and therefore specialised eye 

treatments may have attracted suppliants to this shrine. Ears also occur in fairly high 

quantities compared to other sites.  Furthermore, there is an unusually low number of 

limbs.243 

Besides the main sanctuary at Gabii, there are at least two other significant votive 

deposits that contain anatomical votive terracottas.  One is an “East or Archaic 

sanctuary”244 that was active from the late seventh century onwards; its latest deposit 

included anatomical votive terracottas as well as architectural elements, probably 

                                                            
239 Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 265. 
240 Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 285. 
241 Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 221: …]FOR[tun…//…]OPP[i…. see note 230. 
242 Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 26. 
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damaged and deposited for ritual disposal in the sixth or fifth century B.C.  The cult ritual 

took place within an enclosure, two seventh century walls of which have been found.  

The later roofed building constructed on this spot burned down, and was replaced in the 

fifth or early fourth century by an oikos, and a platform in front of it was probably 

intended for dedications.  There was also a well, a channel, and a large pit accessible by 

steps dug into the tufa bedrock.   In the later fourth century, the pit was filled in and two 

altars were built.  During the second century B.C. a large portico with a “roofed room” 

was built above the previous buildings.245  Springs were part of the cult as suggested by 

the channels.  Votives included S, An, SB, fibulae, pottery, M, A, H, F, E, V, pigeons.   

This site has also been connected with Juno.246 

A third Gabine cult site, identified by a votive deposit containing Archaic material 

as well as the anatomical votive terracottas of a typical ELC deposit from the fourth and 

third centuries B.C., has also been located about 100 m from the aforementioned “East or 

Archaic sanctuary.”  A three-sided enclosure of ashlar blocks faced the hill-side.247  The 

pit containing the votives appears to have been an open deposit into which suppliants 

would dedicate their offering. Such an arrangement constitutes a primary votive deposit. 

Discussion 

These three shrines located in close proximity to one another show that there can 

be many healing sites within a single city.  Norba, Præneste, Falerii, Satricum, Tarquinia, 

Veii, and other large towns had a selection of sanctuaries among which the suppliant 

could choose.  Some sites may have specialised in healing certain organs, such as eyes at 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
243 Almagro-Gorbea, 1982, 290. 
244 Bouma, 1996, 41,  no. 74A. 
245 Bouma, 1996, 41. 
246 Bouma, 1996, 41.  See note 230. 
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Ponte di Nona or the main sanctuary at Gabii as suggested by the high concentration of 

eye votives there.  Some sanctuaries specialised in ensuring fertility, and some general 

health.   

The deities themselves had little to do with the function of the shrine during the 

mid-Republic, as one can see at Gabii, if the sanctuary does indeed belong to Juno.  For 

example, one would expect swaddled babies and uteri to dominate the votive 

assemblages to a goddess such as Juno, who was traditionally appealed to for protection 

during childbirth.248  At Gabii, however, this is not the case.  This lack of correlation 

between the specific function of the deity and the use of her sanctuary by her suppliants 

seems to be more a feature of Latin cults than Etruscan.  For example, the Graviscan 

deities, identified independently of their respective votives, seem to have been 

worshipped in each of their optimum protective and healing capacities.249   At the Latin 

sanctuaries such as Nemi and Gabii, Diana and Juno were consulted for general healing, 

not for their expertise in protecting pregnancy and childbirth. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
247 Bouma, 1996, 41; Caretta, et al., 1978. 
248 Penso, 1984, 18. 
249 These deities are Hera, Aphrodite, and Demeter.  See the section on Gravisca, beginning on page 48. 
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FALERII –NINFEO ROSSA 

 Falerii is in Faliscan territory, a region nestled between Latium and Etruria; its 

political fate was closely tied with that of its neighbours.  Falerii Veteres had several 

sanctuaries with ELC votives including body parts, but only Ninfeo Rossa will be 

considered here as an illustration of how a natural feature, such as a cave, could be used 

as a place of healing and veneration. 

Ninfeo Rossa was a cave sanctuary probably connected with the temple at Celle 

where a few anatomical votive terracottas have also been excavated.250  In the cave, on 

the other hand, L, B, U, P, F, Tng, BrP, BrHd, BrM, BrS and an altar were found in the 

immediate vicinity.  Some votives, in particular the bronzes, date back to the Archaic 

period. The anatomical votive terracottas suggest a continuity of cult through the 

Republican period despite the conflagration the city suffered at the expense of the 

Romans in 394 because of its loyal support of Veii.   

The votives were found in the 1880s, but the finds have since been lost, and the 

location of the cave itself and the altar can only be determined approximately.251  Ovid 

may be referring to this cave in Amores (3.13.5-8), as a shady grove with a simple altar 

where one could feel the presence of the divine: 

Grande morae pretium ritus cognoscere, quamvis/ difficilis clivis huc via 
praebet iter./ Stat vetus et densa praenubilus arbore lucus;/ adspice – concedas 
numen inesse loco.  
“Twas well worth while to tarry and learn the rites, though the way thither is a 
toilsome road with steep ascents.   There stands an ancient grove, all dark with 
shadows from dense trees; beyond it you would agree a deity indwelt the 
place.”252  
 

                                                            
250 S, M, L, A, B and P were found. 
251 Edlund, 1987a, 73. 
252 Translated by G. Showerman. Ovid, I. Heroides and Amores. (Cambridge: Loeb Classical Library, 
1977). 
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This deity is Falerii’s most important divinity, Juno Curitis, who served as helper or 

protector of the city.253 

                                                            
253 Curitis comes from “spear”, Edlund, 1987a, 73.   
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ROME 

Tiber Island 

Continuous occupation since 

the Middle Ages has completely 

obscured any evidence from the 

Republican phase on the Tiber Island 

in Rome. The Temple of Æsculapius 

is believed to be under the Church of 

S. Bartolomeo, whose medieval well 

probably draws its water from the 

same health-giving spring used by the 

healing sanctuary. There are five 

Republican inscriptions in the form of small bases in limestone which refer to Æsculapius 

in the dative case, three of which were found in the Tiber River near the island; these 

confirm the existence of a sanctuary to Æsculapius located on its southeast point.254 

According to Livy (2.5) and Plutarch (8.6), the island was characterised by 

temples and porticoes.255  There are only two pieces of ancient pictorial evidence which 

can be used to reconstruct the form of the Asklepieion.  Even so, their usefulness is 

limited because they both date to Imperial times.  The first is an Antonine medallion 

(Figure 25) which represents a ship with oars under a bridge with a large coiled snake on 

                                                            
254 Degrassi, 1986, 148.  These bases appear to have been designed to support a small votive offering, 
evidently in gratitude,  LUBENS MERITO, for the cure of disease.  CIL XII.26-29 and 800. 
255 However, there is no telling when these porticoes were erected. 

Figure 25. Medallion of Antoninus Pius. (After 
Banti, 1984, 35) 
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the prow.  Below and to the right of the snake is the Genius of the Tiber River who lies 

half in the water.  The head of the snake touches a promontory of land on which are 

situated three buildings and a tree.  This iconography points quite convincingly to the 

Tiber Island.  Extant on the southern tip of Tiber Island is part of the mid- to late first 

century B.C. travertine carving of a ship’s prow, the shape into which the island was 

transformed after the arrival of Æsculapius.  Brucia suggests that the buildings of 

unknown date represent those in the Asklepieion.  The peaked building in the centre of 

the three would have been the Temple of Æsculapius, and the flat roofed structure on the 

right, a portico, perhaps the abaton for incubation, or the Temple of Jupiter referred to by 

Vitruvius (3.2.3).256  The turret-like building, furthermore, may be numismatic shorthand 

for the sacred well-head whose medieval descendent is still preserved in the Church of S. 

Bartolomeo.257 

 

                                                            
256 Brucia, 1990, 119. 
257 Brucia, 1990, 119. 
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The second ancient representation of the sanctuary makes a rather tenuous 

connection to the Asklepieion.  Five fragments of the Severan Forma Urbis Romae that 

deal with Tiber Island fit together, two of which together form the inscription “inter duos 

pontes”; this refers the two bridges that link the island to the mainland, one on either side 

as seen in Figure 26.  The fragments, in addition, appear to depict a part of a colonnade or 

portico and a part of a rectilinear structure with a doorway facing the columns.258  These 

may represent the Temple of Æsculapius and perhaps an abaton, but the pieces of the 

                                                            
258 Carettoni, et al., 1960, 93 and table 30. 

Figure 26. Plan of Tiber Island based on the Forma Urbis Romae. (After Lanciani, 1990, pl. 28) 
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marble plan are too fragmentary to support any particular theory about their 

arrangement.259 

                                                            
259 It is not known whether the third century Asklepieion on Tiber Island had an abaton for incubation, but 
it is likely because of the direct importation of the Epidaurean cult.  This abaton may have been used for 
the rites of ridding the city of the pestilence. 

Figure 27. Findspots of ELC 
votives in the Tiber River.  (After 
Pensabene, et al., 1980, 15) 
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The votive evidence is similarly plagued with difficulties due to the their time of 

discovery, method of excavation, and subsequent dispersal among the private collections 

of Europe and abroad.260  It is important to note that only four anatomical votive 

terracottas have actually been found on the island itself, situated under a later pavement 

of the church.261  A wide range of ELC votives stretching back to the mid-fourth century 

is represented among the finds in the Tiber River itself, including Hd, F, S, H, M, OT, T, 

A, P, L, ½ Hd, U, I, B, An, IP, seated couples, SB E, O, C, V, D.  The predominant body 

part is the foot, followed by uteri. Of particular interest to the following discussion is the 

distribution of the votives in the Tiber, which were found upstream as far north as the 

Piazza del Populo, (as shown in Figure 27), and the date of these votives, many of which 

predate Æsculapius’ installation at Rome. 

Minerva Medica  

A rich deposit of anatomical votive terracottas from the Esquiline hill262 including 

SB, S, Hd, M, ½ Hd, E, O, I, U, Placenta, P, A, H, L, IP, F, An,  and a leg with pustules 

(Figure 36) has been attributed to Minerva Medica.263  These votives have been dated to 

the fourth through first centuries B.C. with the majority belonging to the second and first 

centuries B.C.264  Unfortunately, the deposit cannot be dated by numismatic or ceramic 

evidence, but attempts have been made to date the heads stylistically.265  The votives 

were found in a collapsed gallery, perhaps the basement or so-called favissae of the 

temple.  Little more can be said of the architectural context of the deposit, but the 

                                                            
260 Pensabene, et al., 1980, have gathered the information in their publication of the Tiber votives. 
261 Four ELC votives in total: S, 2xL, F, Pensabene, et al., 1980, 10. 
262 The deposit was located in the Via Carlo Botta (former Via Curva) between the Via Guicciardini 
(former Via Macchiavelli) and Via Poliziano (former Via Buonarrotti), Gatti Lo Guzzo, 1978, 13-14. 
263 Gatti Lo Guzzo, 1978, 16-18. 
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deposit’s presence shows that there were healing cults in Rome which involved 

anatomical votive terracottas before Asklepios’ arrival, as well as after, and with 

increasing frequency until the second century B.C.266 

Apollo Medicus in Circo  

Apollo was one of the first Greek deities to be imported from Greece, summoned 

by order of the Sibylline books due to a plague that was ravaging Rome more than a 

hundred years before Asklepios was summoned in the same manner.  His cult, being 

foreign, was established outside the pomerium in 433 B.C.  At this time, Asklepios hardly 

existed as a deity in Greece, so for all intents and purposes, Apollo, Asklepios’ father, 

was the best known healer from the East.  Literary accounts indicate that his temple 

(replaced in the 30’s B.C. by another to Apollo dedicated by C. Sosius) was located near 

the Circus Flaminius and was used as a place for the Senate to deliberate on awarding 

triumphs and to receive foreign ambassadors.267  No anatomical votive terracottas have 

been found in association with Apollo’s cult, although some scholars have suggested that 

those found in the Tiber River at a point nearest the temple (some 300 m distant) belong 

to the his cult.268  The cult of Apollo Medicus was always a state cult and, as implied by 

the absence of votive evidence, was never approached by individuals for divine 

assistance on a personal level. 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
264 Gatti Lo Guzzo, 1978, 150. 
265 Gatti Lo Guzzo, 1978, 150. 
266 This is in addition to the healing cult of Tiberinus, whose anatomical votive terracottas have been 
confused with and attributed to Æsculapius. 
267 Livy 39.4.1;  41.17.4; Cicero,  AdQFr 2.3.3;  AdFam 8.4.4;  8.8.5-6; AdAtt 15.3.1. 
268 Pensabene, et al., 1980, 20. 
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Ostia 

 

At Rome’s port 

town, Ostia, a second 

century B.C. tetraprostyle 

podium temple is located 

in a triangular shaped 

sacred area in the western 

part of the city.    This 

temple has been attributed 

to Asklepios269  owing to 

the recovery of a fragment 

of statuary,270 and shares 

its space with two other Republican temples, one of which belongs to Hercules, whose 

cult has been associated with his oracular site at Tivoli.  Both these heroes/divinities have 

healing aspects associated with them at Ostia, as well as Rome; however, it is important 

to note that no anatomical votive terracottas were found in the vicinity of these 

Republican temples.271 

Discussion 

The impetus to bring Asklepios to Rome was a great pestilence that ravaged the 

city in 293 B.C.  An analogous catastrophe  in 433 B.C. had resulted in Apollo being 

                                                            
269 Coarelli, 1985, 276. 
270 Degrassi, 1986, 150. 
271 An additional piece of statuary from a much later period may help confirm the dedication of the temple:  
A statue of Lucilla, wife of Lucius Verus, dressed up as Asklepios’ assistant Hygieia, was found near the 
temple, Degrassi, 1986, 150. 

Figure 28. Republican temples at Ostia. (After Coarelli, 1985, 
277) 
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summoned from Delphi to rid the city of disease. His temple was dedicated in 431, and 

he was worshipped in his role as the primary healing deity, Apollo Medicus.272  Apollo 

maintained his talent for salubriousness, but in 293, when the pestilence raged, his 

healing powers were no longer adequate and the state lost faith.  The gravity of the 

situation necessitated the summoning of Asklepios, the only divinity specifically charged 

with the arts of medicine and healing - in the preceding decades his cult had achieved 

almost universal fame.  Asklepios was still, however, a foreign deity and these Romans 

had to send an embassy to Epidauros to invoke his assistance.273  Approval of the new 

foundation manifested itself through the presentation of a sacred serpent to the embassy. 

Despite his immediate popularity for ridding the city of the pestilence, Æsculapius 

was not widely embraced in central Italy.274  Æsculapius could not replace the old 

divinities of central Italy in charge of protecting health and fertility, namely Demeter, 

Juno, Diana and Minerva. 

When the cult of Asklepios was introduced to Rome in 293 B.C., the only healing 

rites practised by the Romans involved the dedication of anatomical votive terracottas.  

Asklepios arrived at the peak of this phenomenon, but his cult was distinctly Epidaurean 

and came equipped with an Epidaurean set of rituals - including the incubation of the ill 

(in this case, those with the pestilence) to achieve the dream-sleep necessary for 

communing with the deity.  At no time did an Epidaurean cult receive anatomical votive 

terracottas in Greece, and this remained true in Italy.  Furthermore, the cult of Asklepios 

                                                            
272 Macrobius, Saturn. 1.17.15. 
273 Among the ambassadors was a Q. Ogulnius who may have been an Etruscan from Chiusi (and perhaps 
knew about Æsculapius from the early third century inscription from Chiusi mentioned in Appendix I), but 
was definitely the man who passed the lex Ogulnia which proscribed that five of the nine augurs and four 
of the eight pontiffs had to be plebeian. 
274 The notices in the ancient sources of statue groups including Æsculapius set up in Rome should be 
considered simple objets d’art, not objects of cult or adoration according to Degrassi, 1986, 147. 
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at Corinth (and the short-lived trend of dedicating anatomical votive terracottas there) 

probably predates his arrival at Epidauros. 275  

Who, then, received the dedication of all the anatomical votive terracottas found 

in the Tiber that date before Asklepios’ arrival? 

Tiberinus was a very early indigenous deity of the Tiber River.  He was venerated 

at Rome as a healing deity owing to his intrinsic association with running water, and 

hence purification.  Le Gall276 and others277 have suggested that Tiberinus was the 

recipient of the anatomical votive terracottas before Asklepios’ arrival at Rome, if not 

also, afterwards.  Literary sources indicate that Tiberinus’ shrine was located on Tiber 

Island.278 Furthermore, Pensabene has shown in his analysis and catalogue of the Tiber 

River votives that anatomical votive terracottas have been found as far north as the 

modern Piazza del Popolo, several bridges upstream from Tiber Island (see Figure 27) .  

Not only do these findspots preclude the exclusive dedication of the anatomical votive 

terracottas to Æsculapius, but their widespread distribution upriver suggests that 

suppliants threw votives to Tiberinus into the river.279 Arguments to the contrary are 

weak. 

Lanciani developed two hypotheses to explain the northerly distribution of the 

anatomical votive terracottas.  First, he postulated the existence of shops (whose 

excavated remains he claims to have seen) along the banks of the Tiber.  These shops 

would presumably have sold anatomical votive terracottas to suppliants of Æsculapius, 

but in periodic floods were destroyed: 

                                                            
275 The diffusion of Asklepios’ cult in Greece is discussed in Appendix I. 
276 Le Gall, 1953, 67. 
277 Degrassi, 1986, 146-147. 
278 Lugli, 1953, 133, 195. 
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It seems that at the entrance of the Fabrician bridge (ponte quattro 
Capi), leading from the Campus Martius to the island, there were shops 
for the sale of ex-votos of every description, exactly as similar shops 
are to be seen now along the approaches to the great sanctuaries of 
Catholic countries.  One of these shops was discovered in the spring of 
1885 in the foundations of the left embankment of the Tiber.  It 
contained a large number of anatomical specimens in painted terra-
cotta . . . .280   

Lanciani’s second theory is that the whole Tiber was a giant votive deposit for 

Æsculapius’ temple, but such a suggestion is precluded by the fact that many of the 

votives date before Asklepios’ arrival.281   

Le Gall has rejected Lanciani’s first theory because these shops are never 

mentioned in the literary sources.  This seems to be a weak reason to reject what Lanciani 

witnessed with his own eyes.  But Le Gall’s own theories concerning the direct 

dedication of thousands of anatomical votive terracottas to Tiberinus have also been 

discredited on the grounds that such practices are not attested in the sources.282  It is 

commonplace for the ancient authors to ignore such popular cult activities,283 and to 

concentrate instead on major religious festivals.  It is indeed impossible to discredit either 

Lanciani’s shop theory or Le Gall’s Tiberinus theory, and both may be correct in part.284 

One can imagine shops along the Tiber selling anatomical votive terracottas to suppliants 

either for dedication at Tiberinus’ shrine on Tiber Island,285 or to be thrown directly into 

the river. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
279 Le Gall, 1953, 72. 
280 Lanciani, 1967a, 70, following Besnier, 1902, 237-238. 
281 Lanciani, 1967b, 62.  The votives have been dated according to a general chronology established by the 
examination of thousands of ELC votives and their contexts in both Rome and the ELC region. 
282 Degrassi, 1986, 147. 
283 Or plebeian cult activities.  Cicero condemned the practice of faith healing in De Divinitatione. 
284 What is unsound is Lanciani’s assumption that the anatomical votive terracottas should be associated 
with Æsculapius. 
285 Ziolkowski, 1992, 164-167. 
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Whatever the case, there is no evidence to link the anatomical votive terracottas to 

Æsculapius’ cult in Rome.  Anatomical votive terracottas were being dedicated in Rome 

for at least fifty years before Asklepios was summoned from Epidauros.  Tiberinus is one 

candidate for the dedications. Minerva Medica also appears to have received such ELC 

votives on the Esquiline Hill.  Apollo Medicus, however, could not have received the 

anatomical votive terracottas found in the Tiber at a point nearest to his temple in the 

Campus Martius.286  Not only is this suggestion contrary to the customary definition of a 

votive deposit which preserves dedications within the immediate vicinity of the deity’s 

sacred precinct, but the cult of Apollo Medicus was a state cult and hence would not have 

been approached by individuals for personal attention from the god.   

Both Asklepios and Apollo were imported into the city in a similar fashion at the 

command of the Sibylline books, as peregrina sacra,287 for the benefit of the state as a 

whole.  Both deities, upon their introduction, successfully relieved pestilences plaguing 

the city of Rome, and hence, their continued popularity as state cults remained assured.  

However, there is neither archaeological nor literary evidence to suggest that either god 

received supplications from the lower classes.288   

Only much later do written testimonies and archaeological finds show that this 

state cult of Æsculapius was adapted for use by the individual.289 One physical 

manifestation of this adaptation to the individual is the Asklepieion at Fregellae, and it is 

important to note that anatomical votive terracottas were almost certainly not employed 

                                                            
286 Pensabene, et al., 1980, 20. 
287 Festus, Gloss. Lat. 268L, cites the cults of Magna Mater, Ceres, and Æsculapius as examples of 
peregrina sacra. 
288 Furthermore, literary accounts record the disdain the upper classes felt towards this approach to healing. 
289 Degrassi, 1986, 151. 
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there in the worship of Æsculapius.290  The evidence suggests that the cult of Asklepios at 

Rome had changed from a state to a personal cult by 170 B.C. because his new sanctuary 

at Fregellae accommodated individual suppliants in the porticoes which, as in Greece and 

Asia Minor, were used as places for the faithful to sleep.291  Furthermore, should the 

identification of the second century B.C. Temple of Æsculapius be correct at Ostia, then 

this is additional proof that Æsculapius did not receive anatomical votive terracottas. 

In summary, Æsculapius’ official introduction to Rome in 293 B.C. appears to 

have had very little effect on the ELC votive-receiving cults of central Italy.  One of the 

reasons why so few Asklepieia appear in the countryside is because the cult of Asklepios 

was a state cult that was not generally accessible to the lay person.  This foreign cult 

requiring foreign rites would not have been particularly useful outside of Rome because 

he could not be worshipped by the donation of widely available ELC anatomical votive 

terracottas and statuettes.  

                                                            
290 The Asklepieion at Fregellae has not yet been completely excavated, but it is unlikely that late second 
century votives will be found. 
291 Degrassi, 1986, 151, agrees that there was a later adaptation of the state cult to individual use. Degrassi 
does not believe that the earlier sanctuary at Fregellae could have belonged to Asklepios because it would 
have meant the installation of a state cult in a relatively unimportant Latin colony. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE ANATOMICAL VOTIVE TERRACOTTA 

PHENOMENON 

INTRODUCTION 

Anatomical votive terracottas identify the selected sites as places of healing cults 

and their sheer number reflects the popularity of the practice. Most often, their 

archaeological context is a votive deposit, in other words, a pit dug for the express 

purpose of disposing of terracottas after a periodic clearance of the shrine area (be it a 

temple, fountain, statue or altar, among other focuses of worship).  Votives were sacred 

property and so could not be recycled or destroyed.   They could, however, be discarded 

with due ceremony.  It is important to recall that these votive pits comprise a secondary 

depositional context and do not reflect the votive’s actual cultic function; thus their 

location does not reveal very much about how the votives were used in the ritual itself 

within the sanctuaries.  Luckily, some sites such as Gravisca and Lavinium do preserve 

the original depositional context of votive terracottas, anatomical and otherwise.  This 



 113

chapter addresses the issues surrounding the curious practice of dedicating anatomical 

votive terracottas, examines the form and function of the votives themselves, and the debt 

owed to Corinth as inspiration for the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon in spite 

of the concurrent absence of Æsculapius in Italy. 

 

HEADS AND MASKS 

 

Heads as votives were 

probably a generalised offering; one 

that depicted the worshipping 

suppliant.292 Both male and female 

heads are usually capite velato,293  

which reflects the pietas of the 

suppliant.294  This veil motif is 

distinctly Italic and non-Greek.295  

Heads are also found in sanctuaries 

that do not have connections to 

healing cults and so do not solely 

relate to problems with the head.   

                                                            
292 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 92.  
293 Capite velato is an Etruscan-Roman custom. The term refers to the covering of the head either with a 
part of the toga or other piece of clothing in preparation for performing sacrifice or some other religious 
action. 
294 Sebesta and Bonfante, 1994. 
295 Whereas comparison is often made with the common cult practice of dedicating anatomical votive 
terracottas at Corinth, the heads from Corinth are unveiled, Lang, 1977, 18.   

Figure 29. Female head from the Sanctuary of 
Minerva Medica in Rome. (After Gatti Lo Guzzo, 
1978, pl. 35) 
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Masks, on the other hand, show up mainly in anatomical votive terracotta 

contexts.  Some scholars see masks as a cheaper version of a head votive;296 however, 

Wells theorises that these heads, half heads and masks may allude to the common 

complaint of headaches - migraines in the more serious cases.297  Wells extends this 

hypothesis to suggest that the head votives could be requests or thanks for healing of 

headaches connected with malaria.298  By the same token, the ubiquity of whole veiled 

heads does not preclude them as offerings for headache cures as well.299   The masks, and 

by extension, heads, have also been interpreted as representing the “pars pro toto,” or the 

supplicants themselves.  

The style of the ELC votive heads look distinctly Hellenic, all bearing idealised 

features; however, the vast majority of the heads are veiled in a strictly Etrusco-Roman 

                                                            
296 Morel, 1989-1990, 509, categorises masks and half-heads as a standard abbreviation of the larger votive 
in the interests of cost.  The miniaturisation of vessels and the availability of cheap anatomical votive 
terracottas enabled the general population to purchase and dedicate offerings.  Thus more people were 
spending more money, and there was profit shared all around.  Suppliants could receive divine attentions, 
the sanctuaries could survive on the proceeds, artisans had plenty of orders to fill and the urban and rural 
economies trundled along. 
297 Wells, 1985, 42. 
298 Celli, 1933; Scarborough, 1969, 16 and 82.  

Figure 30. Mask from Fregellae. 
(After Coarelli, 1986, pl. 71) 
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manner and leave no doubt as to whom they represent: Roman worshippers.  At some 

sanctuaries terracotta votive heads have a primitive appearance, but they probably 

functioned in the same way. 

The technique for mass producing the votive heads, and by extension the other 

terracottas – anatomical and statuettes - was one developed in the Archaic period for the 

fabrication of antefixes.  Archaic antefixes often 

took the form of heads, usually female, framed 

by schematised vegetal decoration. The 

architectural heads were brightly painted, and 

traces of red paint on male and white on female 

votive heads survive from Fregellae.300   

Compilers of catalogues of votives have 

been able to trace the path of heads made from 

the same moulds to different sites in central 

Italy.  Blagg has shown that heads from Nemi 

came from the same moulds as those found at 

Segni, Rome, Lavinium and Ardea, and has 

identified their point of distribution as Rome.301  

Thus, a sophisticated network of votives was 

established, for example, between Fregellae and other sanctuaries in the Etrusco-Latial-

Campanian region. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
299 Potter, 1985, 42. 
300 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 92. 
301 Blagg, 1985, 39. 

Figure 31. Early head from Capua. (After 
Bonghi Iovino, 1965, pl.10) 
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The earliest heads, however, come from the northern Campanian region around 

Capua and date to the fifth or early fourth century B.C.  Many of these heads bear a 

strong resemblance to antefix heads from Taranto in Magna Graecia and from Selinunte 

and Agrigento in Sicily, where the mould-made terracotta industry was well-established 

and flourishing.  The early date and stylistic resemblance suggest that people around 

Capua were the first to dedicate votive heads, usually female with a polos head-dress.  

This practice was perhaps adapted from their contacts with Greece through trade, more 

specifically with Corinth. In addition, the sites around Capua (the exact provenances are 

uncertain for most of the votives) produced many handmade heads in local clays.302  

These probably represent early local attempts to imitate the Corinthian practice of 

dedicating heads at the Capuan sanctuaries, but their relative date cannot be deduced with 

confidence.  Their distinctly “Italic” character does, however, suggest an earlier date, 

because the later votives made in local clay are of the ELC type and reflect at least some 

Hellenising influence. 

FEMALE SEXUAL ORGANS 

The dedication of female sexual organs may have meant two things.  Uteri, 

breasts and vaginas may have represented the suppliant’s diseased organ, but as such 

organs do not show obvious irregularities, they more likely represent requests or thanks 

for fertility. 

 

                                                            
302 Type Z, Bonghi Iovino, 1965, 137-139. 
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The greatest variation of form among body parts exists within the range of votive 

uteri.  The muscular striations on the body of the uteri characterise the different types.303  

Often the orifice is also articulated, as in the middle example of Figure 32.  The reason 

for the addition of small nodes or appendages onto uteri (e.g., at the left of Figure 32) 

remains mysterious.  They may represent tumours/cysts, ectopic pregnancy, 

schematically depicted ovaries, or Fallopian tubes.304 

The form of the breast votive varies from a single dedication, to a pair, and they 

have different nipple physiognomy.305  The dedication of a breast was most likely linked 

to milk-production, not an internal condition such as cancer. Breasts are also often found 

                                                            
303 Fenelli, 1975, 222, warns us not to read too far into variable forms of the uteri, as these differences 
depend on the anatomical knowledge of the artisan. 
304 Potter, 1985, 32. 
305 One breast from Gravisca may provide an archaeological link to Corinth.  Like the Corinth examples, it 
is mounted on a plaque with holes for hanging. 

Figure 32. Two uteri and a placenta from the Sanctuary of  Minerva Medica. (After 
Lang, 1977, 22) 
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with swaddled babies, which underscores the fertility 

aspect of the cult and the protective maternal nature of 

the divine action.  

SWADDLED BABES 

Examples of terracotta votives of swaddled babes 

as long as 30 cm have been found.  Only the head and 

feet are visible, peeking out of the easily mouldable 

swaddled body.  The babe may or may not be wearing 

the bulla, the protective amulet worn by all boys until the 

age of fifteen when they assume the toga virilis.  Perhaps 

the absence of the bulla indicates the female sex of the 

infant the votive is supposed to represent.   

MALE GENITALIA 

The dedication of male genitalia may have been 

related to requests or thanks for fertility or for healing. In 

votive terracottas of penises there was one commonly 

depicted pathological condition – phimosis – and several 

scholars have linked this to the common occurrence of 

venereal disease in urban contexts.306  At several sanctuaries near the urban centres, there 

were many depictions of penises that exhibited this condition, as well as many examples 

of female genitalia.  Perhaps these urban cults were consulted for healing rather than 

                                                            
306 Potter, 1985, 32; Girardon, 1993, 35. 

Figure 33. Swaddled babe 
with a bulla around neck, 
from Villa di Villa. (After 
Maioli, 1992, pl. 19) 
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fertility. Two classes of penis votives may be identified: one which is healthy, and 

represents a general request for potency, and one with phimosis307 which depicts a 

general malady.  Immature or child penises are likely intended for the cure of a 

pathological problem.308 

 

                                                            
307 Phimosis is a condition where the foreskin is too tight to recede when the penis becomes erect. Ancient 
references to phimosis include Celsus, De Med. 6.18.1-6; 7.17; 7.25.1-2. 
308 Fenelli, 1975, 218. 

Figure 34. Terracotta votive of penis perhaps exhibiting 
phimosis. (After Decouflé, 1964, pl. 3) 
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LIMBS 

The majority of anatomical votive terracottas dedicated were limbs: arms, legs, 

hands and feet.  This should hardly be a surprise in a farming culture where limbs were 

especially prone to injury and infection, and also demanded immediate attention when 

they were no longer functioning properly.  Common foot ailments may have included 

fallen arches, foot injuries, ingrown toenails or broken toes.  Skin irritations may have 

inspired the dedication of any limb. 

Figure 35. Lower and upper 
legs from Lavinium (After 
Castagnoli, et al., 1975, 280) 



 121

ANIMALS 

In most Italian sanctuaries, models of male domestic animals are very common.    

Bovines top the list, followed by horses and pigs, birds and, the occasional dog.309  The 

presence of animal votive terracottas indicates that the health of domestic beasts was a 

primary concern.   The lack of physicians in Italy in the mid-Republic included a lack of 

veterinarians.  The local farmers turned to the healing sanctuaries to heal themselves, 

their families, and their livestock.310   

THEORY ON FUNCTION 

One of the first interpreters of the anatomical votive phenomenon was Pazzini.  

He was a proponent of Frazer’s romantic notions of ancient Italic religion and espoused 

the view that the anatomical votive terracottas were used for natural homeopathic 

magic:311  

Il dono che si offre ad una divinità rappresentante una parte 
anatomica, racchiude in sé un complicato concetto di peccato e di 
espiazione, di vittima e di sostituzione, che molto meglio si inquadra, a 
mio modo di vedere, con il concetto che gli antichi avevano della 
malattia e della purificazione.  Il altri termini, l’ex voto anatomico 
rappresenta la sostituzione di una parte del corpo destinata a perire 
per espiare una colpa del paziente che nell’antica psicologia, spesso, 
per non dire sempre, si identificava con il peccatore.312 

More recently, this appealing magical scenario has been challenged for its “perde la 

dimensione storia del fenomeno.”313 

                                                            
309 Potter, 1985, 33.  Potter implies that offerings of dogs are linked to the mentions of dogs in the cults of 
Asklepios in Greece.  Considering the general dearth of canine offerings, the connection is too tenuous to 
be supported. 
310 Aubet, 1980, 88, on the other hand, interprets the animal votives not as requests or thanks for curing an 
animal but as substitutions for live animal sacrifice, a theory which she extracts from Juvenal 7.4 and 
Horace, Ep. 1.159.  Although bovines and pigs were common sacrificial animals, other domesticated 
animals such as horses and dogs were most certainly not.  Her conclusions therefore do not seem tenable. 
311 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 132. 
312 Pazzini, 1935, 54. 
313 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 133. 
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Conceptually, however, the isolation of a particular anatomical part in the form of 

a votive may have helped the 

suppliants commune more directly 

with the divinity.  In late Roman 

times, when paganism was under 

fire by the Christian Fathers, a 

similar explanation was used by 

Julian the Apostate (294CD)  and 

the pagan interlocutor in the 

apology of Macarius Magnes to 

explain the purpose of cult statues: 

the statues were not objects of 

worship, but means through which to focus prayer.314  In the context of these Republican 

healing sanctuaries, the creation and dedication of a simulacrum for the diseased part 

would, therefore, demonstrate a new need to be specific about what the suppliant wanted 

from the deity.315   

From this, obvious questions arise:  Do the votives represent the diseased or 

healthy parts?  Were the anatomical votive terracottas requests or thank offerings for 

healing, or both?   In regard to the first question, anatomical votive terracottas appear 

most often to represent healthy body parts for many reasons, such as the technique of 

                                                            
314 Baynes, 1960, 130. 

Figure 36. One of the few ELC anatomical votive 
terracottas that exhibit signs of pathology.  A knee from 
the Sanctuary of Minerva Medica in Rome. (After Gatti 
Lo Guzzo, 1978,  pl. 52) 
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mass-production, and the possibility of personalising the votive cheaply with paint.316  

Whatever the case, the malady must have been implicit in the offering of the anatomical 

part to the divinity as in the modern parallels in Greek Orthodox churches where small 

metal plaques that depict healthy body parts are attached to the iconostasis.317   

Roman religion has often been characterised by scholars as a relationship based 

on bargaining between humans and the divine.318  The formula expressed in the ancient 

sources generally reads, “I vow, God/dess, to build you a temple if you help me win this 

battle.”319  Almost without fail, the general, successful in battle, would build a temple to 

the deity whose assistance he had sought.320  On a much humbler scale, the same kind of 

bargaining went on between the individual and the deity in many other religious contexts.  

So, was the votive given in anticipation or gratitude?  In other words, were they 

prospective or retrospective? L. Ferrea believes that the offerings of anatomical votive 

terracottas were requests for the healing of the organ represented, and were not intended 

to protect the suppliant from disease.321  On the other hand, as Van Straten illustrates, the 

suppliant needed to be assured that his or her prayer would be answered before spending 

money on the thank offering.322  The few preserved inscriptions associated with 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
315 Earlier votive deposits were comprised mainly of bronze figurines of deities and worshipers, and both 
miniature and standard sized ceramic vessels; in other words, these were very general offerings of objects 
from daily life. 
316 However, despite the many extant examples of painted anatomical votive terracottas, only a very small 
number have a lesion or other indication of disease picked out in colour. 
317 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 135.   For a full discussion of modern votives, see Kriss-Rettenbeck, 1972. 
318 Beard, North, and Price, 1998, 
319 Orlin, 1997, especially 35-75: M. Furius Camillus, Livy 5.19.6 and 5.21.2; Appius Claudius Caecus, 
Livy 10.19.17; Aeilius Glabrio, Livy 40.34.4; C. Flamininus, Livy 21.63.7; and, Postumius, Dion. Hal. 
6.94.3. 
320 At first glance, the propitiative nature of the deed required of the deity may dominate; however, it is the 
temple, given in thanks for a deal honoured by this deity, that receives concrete form.  Ziolkowski, 1992, 
passim. 
321 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 134. 
322 Van Straten, 1981, 69. 
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anatomical votives not only refer to healing,323 but also point to their function as thank 

offerings.  The dedicator of a pair of gilt ears on a bronze plaque to the Bona Dea thanks 

her for a cure.  In another example, L. Callidius Priumus dedicated a pair of silver ears 

near Piacenza in North Italy to Minerva—the 

northerners dedicated their body parts in 

metals, usually bronze—out of gratitude for a 

successful cure,324 as did the man who offered a 

leg to Asklepios, having been cured of what 

appear to be varicose veins, as in Figure 37 on 

the marble stele from the Athenian Asklepieion.  

 

 

Potter eloquently states his case:   

The treatment [received by visitors] is likely to have been less 
sophisticated325 [than care from Greek physicians], and faith in the 
powers of the deity, whether Æsculapius or one of the other deities who 
assumed healing powers, such as Minerva, the major factor.  Most ex-
votos do not tell us whether they were dedicated by a grateful client or 
a supplicant in need of help; but we can reasonably suppose that the 
hundreds of thousands of votives that have been found represent both 
possibilities.326   

                                                            
323 But none of these are of the ELC anatomical votive terracotta type. 
324 CIL XI.1295. In this case, the votive is not a request for the deity to hear the suppliant’s prayer.  
Furthermore, these inscriptions post-date the scope of this thesis. 
325 Potter is referring to the epigraphically implied presence of a physician at Corinth and surgical 
instruments at a temple complex near Senlis, as well as the sophistication of the treatment, possibly 
surgery, performed there.   
326 Potter, 1985, 35;  Fenelli, 1975, 210. 

Figure 37.  Marble stele from the 
Athenian Asklepieion showing a man 
offering a leg with varicose veins to 
Asklepios in thanks for a cure. (After 
Tabanelli, 1962, pl.1) 
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From the examination of sites and their associated votives in Chapter II, it is 

possible that some votive assemblages which pointed to a concern for fertility and the 

protection of the infant were propitiative.  With regard to limbs and less reproductively-

related body parts, their function is indeed ambiguous.  If one had to choose, however,  

one might be forced to argue that all anatomical votive terracottas are likely to have been 

used more often in propitiation than in thanks, because of the immediacy of the ritual and 

the general bargaining nature of Roman sacrifice. But, in truth, there is no way to be 

certain in either case.  

The physical form and related function of both the sanctuaries and the votives 

emphasise the immediacy of the ritual experience. Without the availability of overnight 

accommodation in the sanctuary and votives requiring only a small investment, there is a 

clear contrast with Greek healing cults; in the latter case, an incubated sleep inside the 

temple or an adjunct building was part of the ritual, and many votives given in gratitude 

for a cure, as deduced from inscriptions, were expensive; in other words, they were only 

given when the cure was successful. 

VOTIVES AND MEDICAL KNOWLEDGE 
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Much has been made of the relationship between the anatomical votive terracottas 

and contemporary medical knowledge.  Some scholars acknowledge the validity of this 

course of study,327 while others shy away from it.328  Instead, what may be deduced from 

this approach is what the artisans who sculpted the prototypes for the moulds used in 

mass-production of terracottas knew something about anatomy (Figure 38).  The only 

access the artisans probably would have had in the fourth century B.C. to anatomical 

knowledge would have been their inspection of the entrails of sacrificed animals and 

animals butchered on farms.  Although physicians were few in central Italy during the 

                                                            
327 Decouflé, 1964; Turfa, 1994, 224-240; Tabanelli, 1962, 19-24. 
328 Morel, 1989-1990. 

Figure 38.  Open Torso from the Tiber. (After 
Pensabene, et al., 1980, pl. 96) 
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mid-Republic, artisans may have seen human entrails in the context of the agricultural 

lifestyle.  The paterfamilias was responsible for the health of his household,329 and wise 

men and women proficient in the use of herbs may have been called in to tend injuries 

and sickness.330  It is important to recognise, however, that the versions of body parts 

depicted by the artisans who made the anatomical votive terracottas are not necessarily 

representative of contemporary medical knowledge.   

MANUFACTURE AND ECONOMICS OF ANATOMICAL VOTIVE TERRACOTTAS  

Artistic production broaches another topic entirely: the economics of votive 

production.  That very few anatomical votive terracottas exhibit pathological conditions 

suggests that craftsmen were more concerned with efficient production than with 

accurately depicting certain diseases.  Special commissions could be made to portray a 

certain disease, or the condition could be added in paint after firing in the interest of 

accurate display for the needs of the suppliant.331  Certain pathological conditions were 

very accurately depicted, such as the phimosis of the penis which can be caused by 

venereal disease,332 and its mass-production points to the continual occurrence of 

particular condition.  Frankly, however, the logistics are quite straightforward if one 

espouses the theory that most of the votives were prophylactic:  The suppliants chose the 

body part relating to their complaint from the selection of anatomical votive terracottas at 

the local vendor (whose business may or may not have been connected to the finances of 

                                                            
329 When Cato’s cabbage recipes did not work, the paterfamilias may have sent his sick slave or child to the 
healing sanctuary.  These sanctuaries could serve as either first or last resort to the ill person.  When all else 
fails, as happens today with western medicine, one turns to God. 
330 Such is the nature of the medicine of Pliny, Cato and Celsus. 
331 Pensabene, et al., 1980, colour plates show details painted on anatomical votive terracottas, but none of 
the Tiber examples shows signs of a pathological condition.  
332 See page 118. 
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the sanctuary).  If the shop stall did not stock the ailing member, they may have opted for 

the generalised head votive.  Some vendors may also have travelled from site to site. 

The issue of votive production leads to the question of what role the anatomical 

votive terracottas played in the economic life of the sanctuary.  In a few cases kilns for 

the manufacture of terracottas have been found in the immediate vicinity of the healing 

sanctuary.    Whether the sanctuary administrators or merchants operated the workshops 

is unclear. 

THE RISE OF THE ANATOMICAL VOTIVE TERRACOTTA PHENOMENON333  

The rise and fall of the practice of leaving clay imitations of body parts at 

sanctuaries in Republican Italy has been characterised as a veritable phenomenon.  The 

reasons for the rise and fall are open to debate, and few scholars dare to broach this 

discussion.  The phenomenon of dedicating anatomical votive terracottas began in the 

fourth century and spread swiftly and pervasively across Latium and Etruria.  Torelli was 

the first to link this rise with the spread of romanitas through the foundation of Roman 

colonies.334  Along similar lines, others connect the phenomenon to the new individuality 

that pervaded life in Republican Italy.335   These generalised explanations are not 

satisfactory. 

Blagg is one of the few scholars who has attempted to construct a detailed 

argument as to the reasons behind the sudden appearance and disappearance of the 

                                                            
333 The rise and decline of the anatomical votive terracottas phenomenon is a related but separate issue from 
that of the introduction of the practice to central Italy introduced in the above section on the sanctuary at 
Gravisca in Chapter II at the end of this chapter. 
334 Torelli, 1988, passim. 
335 Edlund, 1987b, 55. 



 129

anatomical votive phenomenon in southern Etruria, Latium and northern Campania.336  

The main reason for the rise was political.  The Latin League was defeated by Rome in 

338 B.C.  Romanitas spread through Latium and southern Etruria with the foundation of 

Latin colonies. 337   Fregellae was established in 328, Lucera in 314, Alba Fucens in 303, 

and Carsulae in 291;338 these colonies were the means of diffusion for Roman institutions 

and influence throughout the territory.  The Via Appia (312 B.C.) provided the means for 

new ideas and practices to spread southward.339    

The second reason for the sudden appearance of anatomical votive terracottas was 

economical and technical.  Terracotta was much cheaper than bronze and the moulds 

were reusable.340   In addition, as mentioned above, the industry of architectural 

terracottas, which included sculptures of heads for antefixes, was well developed by the 

fourth century B.C. in Southern Italy and Sicily.341  Anatomical votive terracottas, 

especially heads, were a logical way for this industry to branch out.  From the suppliant’s 

point of view, these terracotta votives served to extend their opportunity to approach the 

deity and leave a permanent but cheap record of their piety and prayer, perhaps replacing 

other inexpensive but ephemeral votives.342  

Fourth century changes in cult affected all of Italy.   Edlund summarises the 

situation as follows: “As the city began to extend beyond its natural or man-made 

boundaries through the placement of extra-mural sanctuaries, urban space became 

                                                            
336 Blagg, 1985.  There is a complementary rise in the offering of terracotta figurines of deities and 
worshippers.  Previously, votive deposits were composed of fewer such figurines in bronze. 
337 This complex issue is discussed in Cornell, 1995, 348-351. 
338 Healing at Alba Fucens and Carsulae will not be discussed in detail in this study, but anatomical votive 
terracottas were found in these cities.  See Appendix II. 
339 Blagg, 1985, 37. 
340 Archaic votives in central Italy were often made of bronze. 
341 Blagg, 1985, 39. 
342 Blagg, 1985, 39. 
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defined in two ways, one secular and one sacred.”343  In the wake of Etruscan social 

change and Roman expansion, a sizeable non-aristocratic segment of the population was 

able to participate in the self-indulgence of curative practices as suggested by the deposits 

of anatomical votive terracottas.  This group sought divine intervention by displaying its 

personal needs in the form of anatomical models.344  Furthermore, it is also significant 

that the poor were able to gain access to the sanctuaries, especially those, such as at 

Lavinium, that had been elaborate, even exclusive, political meeting places with fine 

monuments.345   

In addition to the colonial expansion known both from literature and excavation, 

intensive survey in and around sites in Latium has revealed a complementary change in 

rural occupation. This is significant because the votives were usually dedicated by rural 

inhabitants.346  The connection between the quality of the votives and the economic level 

of the dedicator is based on the modest nature of the offering; however, given the general 

negative attitude towards paying for a physician’s services and the comparatively 

inexpensive practice of concocting simple remedies for almost everything using cabbage 

(Pliny, NH  20.81 on Cato),347 it is hardly surprising that the suppliants, rich and poor, did 

not see the need to make the votives elaborate.348  The almost complete lack of 

                                                            
343 Edlund, 1987a, 145. 
344 Lesk, 1995, passim.  This is very similar to what happened on Kos.  After Hippokrates, the physicians 
no longer held sway at the sacred grove of Asklepios where their guild had performed rites to their patron 
deity.  The public took over the running of the sanctuary after the synoecism of Kos town.   
345 The nature of Archaic votives, being bronze, was such that the poorer segments of the population would 
not have been able to afford to dedicate them.  It was only beginning in the fourth century that a votive type 
was available which a poor person could afford to dedicate.  This, of course, reflects on the permanent 
record and ignores the possibility that the poor may have dedicated perishable items.  Nonetheless, the 
political and religious structure of Archaic Italy suggests that the upper class limited access to shrines, 
Edlund, 1987a, 144. 
346 Blagg, 1985, 37.  
347 Majno, 1991, 339. 
348 Furthermore, The worship of Asklepios in Greece and Asia Minor required only a modest offering of a 
cock (Plato, Phaedo 118A),  or equivalent. 
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inscriptions also suggests that the dedications were made by a largely illiterate lower 

class.  

But where did the practice of dedicating body parts originate? Potter cites their 

existence in several Minoan contexts such as the mountain sanctuary at Petsofà.349  The 

depiction of body parts in Greece, although not necessarily terracotta replicas,350 begins 

with the rise of the cult of Asklepios when he took over areas once sacred to his father 

Apollo in a healing/medical capacity sometime in the fifth century.351  Jackson suggests 

that despite the fact that anatomical votive terracottas appeared in both Corinth and Italy 

at approximately the same time, they probably do not have a common origin because the 

places where anatomical votive terracottas emerge in Italy were in the Etrusco-Latial-

Campanian region, and not within the spheres of Greek influence.352  Evidence discussed 

in Chapter II demonstrates a strong Greek presence on the south coast of Etruria at 

Gravisca at the time when anatomical votive terracottas first appear in central Italy.  

Nonetheless, the issue of the rise of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon in Italy 

is not associated with the arrival of the cult of Asklepios in the early third century B.C. 

                                                            
349 That the Minoan body parts are in any way connected to the rise of the practice either in Greece or Italy 
is without foundation because of the chronological gap and the cultural hiatus after the Minoan period.  
Indeed, many scholars such as Comella, 1982-1983, 235, have dismissed the theory that the Minoan 
artefacts are evidence for a healing cult in Bronze Age Crete.  On Minoan anatomical votives, see Arnott, 
1996, especially 267; Peatfield, 1990; Myres, 1902-1903; and, Warren, 1970.  Two votive examples from 
Crete depict deformities: a clay figurine of a woman with a swollen leg that dates to about 1700 B.C. from 
Traostalos in east Crete, and a clay model of a deformed hand, Davaras, 1976.  The Minoan anatomical 
votives are generally much smaller in scale than the anatomical votive terracottas from Italy.  The range of 
body parts is also limited mainly to limbs and heads. 
350 Potter, 1985, 36.  The usual materials for the depiction of a body part is metal (gold, silver, bronze) and 
marble.  Examples of ivory are also known.  At Corinth, on the other hand, the material of choice was 
terracotta probably due to their long history in the coroplastic arts, and hence, scholars have connected the 
rise of the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon to influence from this city. 
351 Sites sacred to Apollo and then taken over by Asklepios include the Asklepieia at Epidauros (continuity 
of cult dates back to the sixteenth century B.C. at a shrine on Mt. Kynortion), Lambrinoudakis, 1981; and, 
at Kos (a sacred grove of cypress trees was lieu for festivals of the physicians’ guild,) Sherwin-White, 
1978, 340.  In Rome, too, Æsculapius would replace Apollo as the chief healing deity.  
352 Jackson, 1988, 159. 
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The earliest Archaic votive deposits in 

central Italy included miniature and regular 

sized vessels, bronze figurines and statuettes of 

worshippers.353  The earliest examples of the 

depiction of a part of the body for the purpose 

of ritual healing come from Capua.  Heads 

were dedicated in votive contexts in the late 

fifth century near Capua,354 soon after the 

practice of offering anatomical votives began 

in Greece, and southern Etruria, where 

anatomical votive terracottas supplanted the 

dedications of figurines of divinities at the 

beginning of the fourth century B.C.355  The 

earliest terracotta body parts were dedicated at 

sanctuaries located on the southwest coast of 

Etruria.  The oldest depictions of internal organs come from Tessenano near Vulci. 

Figure 39 shows one of these intestinal votives which dates to the mid-fourth century 

which demonstrates the medical knowledge of the Etruscans because it shows a 

rudimentary understanding of thoracic and abdominal anatomy.356  Ferrea et al. suggest 

                                                            
353 Edlund, 1987a, and Bouma, 1996,  together cover the topic of Archaic votive deposits in central Italy in 
great detail. 
354 Bonghi Iovino, 1965. 
355 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 143. 
356 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 133. Despite the reputation of Etruscan medicine propagated by the textbooks on 
Roman medicine, the only archaeological evidence pertaining to their medical knowledge besides these 
fourth century votives is for dentistry.  The Etruscans used gold in teeth as early as the seventh century 
B.C., Majno, 1991, 339.  See page 30.  For an illustration of Etruscan bridgework, see Jackson, 1988, 119, 
and Becker, 1999. 

Figure 39. Intestinal votive from 
Tessanano. (After Costantini, 1995, pl. 
45) 
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that the open torsos and intestinal votives were not only a testimony to the advanced state 

of medical science but were used as teaching tools for a medical school in the 

sanctuary;357 however, there is no evidence before the Augustan Age for healing 

sanctuaries, even Asklepieia, serving as seats of medical learning.358 

Blagg suggests “that it may be suspected that Campania, long familiar with Greek 

artistic forms, was most influential in the response of Italian religious imagination to 

those [Greek] precedents.”359  Blagg’s language is unnecessarily vague.  Based on head 

moulds and the analysis of antefixes found in Magna Graecia and Sicily, some 

connections have been made with temples from Sicily and masks from southern Italy as 

discussed above on page 113.  The antefix connection is probably more a reflection of the 

migration of mould-making techniques and itinerant artisans than of cult development.  

As for the mask parallels, the evidence is very sparse.  Fenelli cites the existence of one 

mask at one location, one head at another. Surely these may be attributed to someone 

transporting objects from the nearest centres of production somewhere in the Etrusco-

Latial-Campanian region to southern Italy.360 

From a sociological point of view, these votives demonstrate a concern among the 

lower classes with health and fertility, sanatio and fecunditas.  These were not new 

concerns, but in the fourth century, they found a new way of being expressed, through the 

dedication of anatomical votive terracottas and figurines depicting either the suppliant 

                                                            
357 Tabanelli, 1962. 
358 Ferrea, et al., 1986, 133.  Velia is one of the few places that offers evidence for the dissemination of 
medical knowledge within a healing sanctuary; however, the identifications of the architectural structures 
are not conclusive.  The site would better be interpreted as an administrative complex that was dedicated to 
Asklepios instead of a bona fide healing sanctuary where physicians were trained.  Ironically, despite 
evidence for the presence of physicians at Velia, there is no record in the literary sources of anyone having 
been trained there, Fabbri and Trotta, 1989, passim. 
359 Blagg, 1986, 215. 
360 See Introduction Chapter II. 
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(heads) or the deity (figurines).  As Blagg notes, “this suggests a new self-awareness, a 

mental and spiritual equivalent to the opening up of the territory with new roads and new 

cities, a new mobility of people and ideas.”361 

THE CORINTHIAN CONNECTION 

Differences Between Greek and Roman Healing Cults 

A few subtle details illustrate the 

great difference between Greek and 

central Italian healing cults.   Healing cult 

ritual in Greece is well known due to 

Edelstein and Edelstein, 1945, who 

collected the corpus of testimonies 

pertaining to Asklepios and his cult in a 

seminal work.  The same cannot be said 

for Italy.  Although votives differed from 

one Greek sanctuary to another, the core 

of the cult ritual was consistent.  

Incubated sleep was the 

cornerstone of Greek healing cult in the 

Asklepieia of mainland Greece and Asia Minor.362  Testimonies of healing as early as the 

fourth century B.C. focus on the vision of the deity who comes to the suppliant while 

                                                            
361 Blagg, 1986, 215. 
362 This also holds true for the Amphiaraion at Oropos where the suppliant had to sleep inside the skin of 
the animal he had sacrificed to the hero/god Amphiaraos, Petracos, 1974. 

Figure 40. Above: Asklepios and his snake; 
Below: Temple scene with Hygieia receiving 
offerings.  Two votive legs and a hand are 
suspended in the background.  Boeotian red-
figure krater. (After Pensabene et al., 1980,  32) 

Hanging votives

Hygieia

Asklepios
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sleeping inside either the temple or some other specific structure designated for sleeping, 

the enkoimetereion or abaton.363 

In contrast, one major element missing in almost every Italic healing sanctuary  is 

a place for incubation.  Indeed, leading scholars of Roman religion have recently pointed 

out how un-Roman the rite of incubation is with reference to healing cults in Italy,364 

although the Roman public was probably familiar with the Greek practice from 

references in the plays of Plautus.365  There does not appear to be provision in mid-

Republican sanctuaries for anything more than a visit and a prayer to the deity.  In the 

second century B.C., however, at the Asklepieion at Fregellae the stoas that characterise 

the Hellenistic additions to the healing sanctuaries at Kos, Corinth, Epidauros and 

Pergamon do appear, but only after the habit of dedicating anatomical votive terracottas 

had ceased there.366  Thus it is imperative to observe not only the dissociation of 

Asklepios’ cult from the indigenous cults of central Italy and the physical form of the 

votive offerings, but also the intrinsic connection between the graecus ritus of incubation 

with Asklepios and its noteworthy absence in Roman religion. 

 

                                                            
363 The Epidauros testimonia are particularly revealing, IG IV2, 1, nos. 121-122 [second half of fourth 
century B.C.].  Edelstein and Edelstein, 1945, T422-T424. 
364 Beard, North, and Price, 1998, 13. 
365 Plautus, Curculio 1.1.61-62: aegrotus incubat in Aesculapi fano in allusion to a lion.  The action takes 
place at Epidauros, but the reference shows that the Romans were acquainted with the Greek rite when the 
comedy was composed at Rome, Degrassi, 1986, 149. 
366 At the Asklepieion at Rome, an abaton, or sleeping building, might be represented in several fragments 
as described in Chapter II, Carettoni, et al., 1960, pl. 30; and, in a medallion of Antoninus Pius, Banti, 
1984, 35.  Due to the late date of this scant pictoral evidence, it is impossible to tell when the abaton was 
built, or even if such a building is identifiable, Brucia, 1990, 117-120. 
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In three distinct ways, anatomical votive terracottas from Corinth differ from the 

Italic finds.  First, the terracotta votive heads from Corinth are not veiled; therefore, the 

capite velato heads that dominate the sanctuaries in Italy reflect an expression of 

distinctly Etrusco-Roman pietas.367  Second, many of the body parts are attached to 

terracotta plaques, and many of the votives were pierced for hanging.  Figure 40 shows a 

Boeotian krater which depicts Greek votives hanging from the walls (as shown in  Figure 

41 probably inside a temple to Asklepios and Hygieia.  And third, several of the 

Corinthian votives show signs of pathology. 

None of the anatomical votive terracottas found on the Italian peninsula are 

pierced except one example of a breast at Gravisca – the very place where the Corinthian 

practice of dedicating votives may have been introduced to central Italy.  Of the ELC 

anatomical votive terracottas, only a small percentage are attached to plaques.  These are 

Figure 41.  Corinthian anatomical votive terracottas, designed for display on a wall. (After Lang, 
1977, 14) 
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usually eyes, ears and viscera - body parts that lend themselves to better presentation 

attached to a flat surface.  At Corinth, on the other hand, breasts, genitals, uteri in 

addition to eyes and ears are mounted on plaques.  Also, at Corinth, many of the legs, 

arms, hands and feet were moulded, and often pierced, to hang flat against the wall as in 

Figure 40 and Figure 41. 

In the few instances where anatomical votive terracottas have been found in a 

context that reflects their original placement by the suppliants themselves (Lavinium and 

Gravisca), they were piled up against statue bases or around altars instead of hanging 

from a wall.368  This is one clue to the (difference in) healing ritual in Italy versus Greece: 

Anatomical votive terracottas in central Italian healing sanctuaries were piled up against 

foci of cult rather than hung from walls in temples.  Both Greek and Roman practices 

serve to applaud and thank the beneficent deity and give testimony to their divine 

powers.369   

The Gravisca breast described in Chapter II straddles the two traditions and 

illustrates the transition required to adapt the Corinthian type of anatomical votive to the 

ELC type: its pierced plaque was designed to hang from a wall, but it was found at 

Gravisca among the other ELC votives, placed as close as possible to the cult statue base 

of Hera/Uni/Juno in Room M. 

Furthermore, among the Corinthian assemblage of anatomical votive terracottas, 

several examples have been specially tailored to show signs of pathology.  Special 

attention to hands include arthritic knuckles, and a large lump on the back of a hand.   

                                                                                                                                                                                 
367 See page 113. 
368 Van Straten, 1981,  describes the various ways Greek votives were dedicated and displayed. 
369 In modern times, both practices may be witnessed within the same cathedral, that of St. Anthony in 
Perugia.  Piles of once lost and now recovered objects are piled up against his tomb in one chapel.  In the 
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These pathological examples are hand-made unique offerings suited to the condition of 

the suppliant rather than mass-produced and mould-made.  Such specialised commissions 

were an economic option only for the much smaller industry at Corinth.370 Both in Italy 

and Greece, however, the dominant votive types were hands and feet, reflecting the 

commonness of experience and perils in an active farming culture. 

From Corinth to Central Italy 

Torelli’s theory concerning the spread of the anatomical votive terracotta 

phenomenon being linked to Roman colonisation is supported by evidence from most 

Latin sites: e.g., Fregellae, Ponte di Nona, Lavinium, Gabii, Nemi, all described in 

Chapter II.  But the questions of the origin of the practice remains. That Rome was the 

point of distribution for this cultural phenomenon is always assumed. Most scholars are 

in agreement that Corinth had a seminal role to play in the process, but the means of 

transmission are rarely, if ever, discussed. One of the main objectives of this study has 

been to show this link archaeologically.  

The evidence presented here suggests a different model for the transmission of 

this cult practice to Rome.  In Greece, anatomical votive terracottas were associated with 

the cult of Asklepios, but in Italy, their use was applicable to any deity whom the local 

population deemed to have a talent for healing.  The link to Rome lies in a culturally 

liminal area between the Greek and Roman spheres of influence: Etruria. Veii, 

Tessanano, Tarquinia, and, especially the port sites of Pyrgi and Gravisca offer evidence 

for the presence of Greeks and Greek products from the Archaic period onwards; clay 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
next, plaques bearing photos of terrible accidents and missing loved ones, in propitiation and thanks for 
recovery or safe return, are mounted next to each other. 
370 Corinth was the only sanctuary for which anatomical votive terracottas were made in Greece and there 
were many fewer votives in total in the Corinthian deposit than in many single ELC deposits. 
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body parts that date as early as the beginning of the fourth century B.C.  Evidence for 

Greeks in Etruria (as described in the section on Gravisca in Chapter II) shows that 

anatomical votive terracottas were dedicated in southern Etruria before there was any 

Roman occupation there, and before they were introduced to Rome. In other words, 

southern Etruria was the first place in central Italy that anatomical votive terracottas 

appeared.  The extra-urban sanctuary at Tarquinia’s port, Gravisca, provides the most 

compelling physical evidence with which to establish this connection with Corinth, in 

that a distinctly Corinthian style votive offering of a breast (Figure 7) has been found 

there, thus indicating perhaps a direct transmission of the votive cult practice to Italy.   

The practice of dedicating anatomical votive terracottas comes from Etruria’s 

contacts with Greece and Capua’s involvement in the architectural terracotta industry.  

The regions’ close contacts with Rome help explain how these culturally accessible 

religious practices converged on Rome, the place from which ELC votives would be 

spread pervasively through the whole of the Etrusco-Latial-Campanian region. 

THE DECLINE OF THE ANATOMICAL VOTIVE TERRACOTTA PHENOMENON 

What are the reasons for the rapid decline of the practice of dedicating body parts 

at the beginning of the second century?  These are highly debatable.   Edlund ascribes 

both rise and fall to non-specific “political events.”371  Other scholars associate the 

decline of the practice with the rise of medical technology and to the presence and 

accessibility of physicians.372  Again, neither answer is very satisfying or likely.  The 

average folk could not pay for medical consultation, and access to physicians in rural 

areas remained limited.  Even if the arrival of Greek medical knowledge in the wake of 

                                                            
371 Edlund, 1987b, 56. 
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Asklepios resulted in the removal of many ailments from the realm of divine intervention, 

as Blagg has suggested,373 this does not explain the decline in numbers of anatomical 

votive terracottas that were concerned with fecunditas such as uteri, breasts and swaddled 

babes.  Greek medicine could do little about the enabling of lactation or conception, and 

hence fertility would remain a reason to consult the realm of religion and magic.  As 

construed from the analysis of the sites, the decline in dedication of anatomical votive 

terracottas coincides with reorganisation and redevelopment in many central Italian cities.  

Monumental architecture was erected through the patronage of local nobility or 

sometimes by triumphing generals owing to Rome’s increasing military and commercial 

involvement in the eastern Mediterranean.374  The net result was the immigration of ideas, 

craftsmen, materials, and the booty itself which paid for the creative adaptations of 

Hellenistic architecture.375  This rebuilding and the consequent socio-economic changes 

resulted in the extrusion of peasant medicine and the exclusion of the lower classes 

themselves from the sanctuaries they had consulted for centuries for healing and 

protection.  

Another reason for the peasant displacement from much of the land, in Latium at 

least, was the beginning of the trend of building villas by wealthy Roman senators and 

equestrians in the Alban and Sabine Hills.376  Aricia, Præneste and Tivoli became virtual  

suburbs of Rome.377  With this interest and investment in the area, these wealthy Romans 

also took an active role in the development of the sanctuaries:  senators and equestrians 

even became priests and curators at the local shrines. The result of the invasion of the 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
372 Girardon, 1993, 31. 
373 Blagg, 1985, 44. 
374 Blagg, 1986, 216. 
375 Blagg, 1985, 44. 
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Roman aristocracy was the displacement of peasant families from the lands they had 

cultivated for generations.378  At Præneste, however, Sulla confiscated and redistributed 

the land to colonists, and perhaps, at least for a while, this reversed the trend. By 64 B.C., 

the land was back in the hands of just a few wealthy landowners from patrician 

families.379  This pattern of displacement extended beyond the immediate vicinity of 

Rome as well. 

As the aristocratic Romans increased their landholding and residences in these 

rural areas, the peasants migrated to Rome for bread, work and circuses.  Offerings at the 

rural sanctuaries consequently ceased.  The shrines either disappeared or were 

appropriated by the wealthy for the purposes of self-promotion and commemoration.  

Local religious practice was realigned “in a new framework, that of urban, Roman 

Italy.”380 

The anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon appears to have flourished in the 

wake of the colonisation of Italy by the Romans having originated in southern Etruria 

through contacts with Greeks.  Just over two hundred years later, the reorganisation by 

the same religiously conservative culture led to the decline of this ubiquitous cult practice 

that had been enjoyed by countless people in search of health and security for their homes 

and families.  This may seem like a contradiction in terms; however, as Blagg eloquently 

state: “Interpretatio romana is something much more subtle than an ethnocentric 

imposition of Roman religious concepts … Given the very ritualistic and prescriptive 

nature of Roman religion, it is in a sense rather surprising that it could be so 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
376 Cicero, De orat. 2.224, 2.263.  Brutus and Metellus enjoyed these villa retreats. 
377 Blagg, 1986, 216. 
378 Blagg, 1985, 46. 
379 Cicero, De Agr. 2.78. 



 142

accommodating to alien religious practices.  But Roman religion was not a static entity, a 

neat package of beliefs and practices….”381 

The Social War temporarily ended the local patronage of the recently built late-

Republican shrines.  In the late first century B.C., some sanctuaries were revitalised.  

Nemi is one example. Because of its location on the lakeshore and the presence of the 

villas of late Republican nobles, (not to mention its connection with the very important 

cult of Diana on the Aventine), the cult of Diana may have survived, but the worshippers 

were different. 

Some healing centres did continue to flourish, but the manifestation of their cults 

changed.  Asklepieia in Rome and in Greece were worshipped through late antiquity.  

New healing cults developed all over the Empire and anatomical votives, usually of 

bronze, have been found associated with them.382  In Italy, however, anatomical votive 

terracottas had disappeared entirely by the mid-first century B.C.  The deposits at Capua 

and Minerva Medica at Rome were closed at the beginning of the first century and the 

deposit from Campetti at Veii, one of the latest, closed around 50 B.C. 383  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
380 Crawford, 1981, 46. 
381 Blagg, 1986, 211. 
382 For two examples, see page 123.  There is an Imperial temple to Æsculapius at Glanum, although Potter, 
1985, note 66, says that the only sanctuary that can be linked specifically to Æsculapius is at Mont de Sène 
(anatomical votives were found there).  Bath was a famous Roman health spa dedicated to Salus.  
383 Potter, 1985, 40. Veii and Capua also contained some of the earliest ELC votive material. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSION 

In investigating the anatomical votive terracotta phenomenon in the Etrusco-

Latial-Campanian region during the fourth through first centuries B.C., this study has set 

out to examine the validity of two hypotheses.  The first objective was to show 

archaeologically how the idea of dedicating terracotta models of body parts in sanctuaries 

was transmitted from Corinth in Greece to northern Campania and southwestern Etruria 

before the practice of dedicating anatomical votive terracottas arrived in Rome. This 

intermediate step across the Mediterranean/Adriatic had never before been discussed in 

any detail.  

Excavations at sanctuaries such as Capua in Campania, and Gravisca and Pyrgi on 

the coast of southern Etruria have yielded the earliest ELC votives (late fifth century to 

early fourth century).384  These sites were not destroyed or reoccupied by the Romans 

until after the mid-third or early second century. Thus, the practice of dedicating 

                                                            
384 The deposits are dated by the style of heads and the archaeological contexts of the anatomical votive 
terracottas. 
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anatomical votive terracottas there does not appear to have been introduced by means of 

Roman colonisation.   Instead, it seems that the practice of dedicating clay body parts 

arrived at the Greek sanctuary Gravisca through the agency of the Greek traders. 

The Greek cult at Gravisca was not the same as Corinth, since the anatomical 

votives were adapted for local use in honour of established deities, Hera, Aphrodite and 

Demeter; these were goddesses whose function included healing and the promotion of 

fertility.  At Capua, interaction with Magna Graecia also probably provided an impetus 

for the introduction of the practice. The architectural terracotta industry of southern Italy 

was primed for the mass reproduction of mould-made heads, and soon after other parts of 

the body, since it was accustomed to making antefixes for the region’s great temples. 

These two factors converged on Rome along the new roads that were being built 

outwards from the city.385  Furthermore, despite the fact that the anatomical votive 

practice came from the Corinthian Asklepieion, there is no evidence that the cult of 

Asklepios lay behind and the introduction of the anatomical votive terracotta 

phenomenon in Italy. 

The second hypothesis was that Asklepios’ introduction to Rome in 293 B.C. had 

very little impact on the healing cults of central Italy and even Rome itself. When 

Asklepios’ cult was imported from his most famous sanctuary in the Argolid, Epidauros, 

the Epidaurean rituals were also transferred to Rome.386  These rituals included 

incubation, the cornerstone of Greek faith healing; however, incubation was not a regular 

feature of Etruscan, Latin, and hence Roman rites.387 Whether there was accommodation 

for sleeping suppliants on Tiber Island is unknown because the remains of the 

                                                            
385 Blagg, 1985. 
386 Brucia, 1990, 73-85. 
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Asklepieion do not survive.  But there is also no proof that anatomical votive terracottas 

were dedicated to Æsculapius at Tiber Island.  Incubation of suppliants does seem to have 

occurred at the one other Asklepieion in central Italy during the Republic, Fregellae. The 

anatomical votive terracottas from Fregellae are dated earlier than the introduction of 

Æsculapius’ cult into the sanctuary. 

The final objective of this study was to deduce the effect of the anatomical votive 

terracotta phenomenon on urban, suburban and rural sanctuaries in central Italy.  Three 

patterns emerged: 

1. Anatomical votive terracottas are found in deposits alone or in association with 

either a natural phenomenon or very modest architecture.  

2. Anatomical votive terracottas are found in deposits that predate the architectural 

elaboration of the sanctuary.  The subsequent sanctuary would be honoured with 

gifts more valuable than ELC votives.  

3. When anatomical votive terracottas are found in situ in association with 

monumental architecture, such as Lavinium and Nemi, it is because the sanctuary 

was formerly very important politically.   

The dedication of ELC votives, with such a singular typology, is a very 

immediate expression of a religiosity which sank its roots deep into the popular culture of 

central Italy until the end of the Republic. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
387 Beard, North, and Price, 1998, 13. 
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APPENDIX I 

THE EFFECT OF ASKLEPIOS’ ARRIVAL ON HEALING 

CULTS IN CENTRAL ITALY 

The following discussion stems from two articles on the subject of Asklepios in 

Italy by two Italian archaeologists, namely Comella and Degrassi.388  A major crux of this 

issue is the attribution of the anatomical votive terracottas found in the Tiber River at 

Rome.  I will attempt to dismiss intimations that Asklepios had been introduced 

unofficially to central Italy and exerted widespread influence before 293 B.C. The 

evidence from Magna Graecia or Etruria quoted by scholars wishing to connect falsely 

the Corinthian practice of dedicating anatomical votives is wholly inconclusive.389 

                                                            
388 Comella, 1982-1983; Degrassi, 1986. 
389 To reiterate, anatomical votive terracottas were dedicated at the Asklepieion at Corinth, and hence the 
votive practice, not the cult of Asklepios, was introduced from Corinth to southern Etruria sometime in the 
early fourth century. The official Roman cult of Asklepios that was imported from Epidauros has votive 
practices which are vastly different.  Epidaurean votives were either marble reliefs or inscriptions with 
testimony to the cure.  
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THE DIFFUSION OF ASKLEPIOS’ CULT IN GREECE 

Pausanias is the best source for the diffusion of Asklepios’ cult in Greece.  Strabo 

and Polybius mention some of his sanctuaries in passing.  Most of the sanctuaries of 

Asklepios lie in the Greek islands, on the west coast of Asia Minor, or in the 

Peloponnese, although his sanctuary at Trikka in northern Greece was reputed to be his 

oldest and most famous sanctuary (Strabo 9.5-17).  Pausanias (2.26.8), on the other hand, 

notes that Epidauros had laid claim to the same honour.390  

Asklepios tended to take over or be added to sanctuaries of his father, Apollo, 

formerly the only deity in the Greek pantheon imbued with the power of medicine.391  At 

Delphi, dedications show that Asklepios’ cult was practised in the fifth century B.C.  just 

below or south of the Temple of Apollo. His cult place was a simple enclosure until the 

mid-fifth century B.C. when the Delphic Amphictony built a small naiskos for him. 

Asklepios supplanted Apollo’s sanctuary at Epidauros at some point in the late 

fifth century B.C.392  Late nineteenth century excavations revealed a large temple to 

Asklepios dating to 380-375 B.C.; in it once stood a chryselephantine cult statue sculpted 

by Thrasymedes.  As the most elaborate Greek healing sanctuary by the mid-fourth 

century B.C.,  Epidauros had an abaton in the form of a stoa for incubation, a theatre and 

a tholos designed by Polykleitos, perhaps for keeping the sacred snakes.393 Owing to its 

location in the Argolid, the sanctuary gained political importance when the 

                                                            
390 Comella, 1982-1983, 219. 
391 On Asklepios’ late addition to the Greek pantheon, see Edelstein and Edelstein, 1945, 91-101. 
392 The cult of Apollo may extend back to the Bronze Age owing to the finds associated with the cult of 
Apollo Maleatas at the hilltop site on Mount Kynortion. See note 351.  Apollo continued to be worshipped 
at Epidauros in his own shrine alongside that of Asklepios, the primary deity.  Artemis and Aphrodite also 
had substantial shrines at Epidauros. 
393 The function of the Tholos at Epidauros as a home for sacred snakes of Asklepios is only one of many 
theories proposed for this building. 
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Peloponnesian War broke out.  It was during this period that Epidauros became the point 

of dissemination for many cults of Asklepios around the Aegean. 

One of the earliest scions of the Epidaurean cult was that established at Athens, 

located at the foot of the Akropolis, next to the Theatre of Dionysos.  Asklepios’ cult was 

imported around 420 B.C. and was superimposed on that of a water deity who had, since 

the late sixth century, been worshipped within a temenos at a fountain.  Immediately after 

its importation, the Asklepieion functioned as a private sanctuary, equipped with an 

abaton and peribolos wall.  The public gained access to Asklepios at Athens only in the 

fourth century when the sanctuary took on a monumental character with the addition of a 

marble stoa, temple and large altar. 

The Corinthian Asklepieion also 

had an early start394 although there are few 

references to it in literary sources.395  It, 

too, eventually supplanted a shrine to 

Apollo, one that had been venerated since 

the seventh century B.C.  It is important to 

note that the anatomical votive 

terracottas396 found at Corinth not only date 

from the late fifth century and fourth 

century but were associated with a rather 

                                                            
394 In fact, Farnell, 1921, 263, believes that Asklepios arrived at Corinth before Epidauros. 
395 Pausanias (11.2.3)  merely makes short note that the fountain of Lerna (the water source associated with 
the Asklepieion at Corinth) was in the vicinity of the gymnasium and the Temple of Zeus and Asklepios. 
396 Roebuck, 1951, 112, suggests that the Corinthians had no appropriate stone for carving votives as at 
Athens or Epidauros, so they turned to their long experience with clay more for technical considerations 
than for economic reasons as previously suggested occurred in central Italy for the ELC votives. 

Figure 42. Early Sanctuary of Asklepios (and 
Apollo) at Corinth with which anatomical votive 
terracottas are associated.  A curved channel 
leads from the sacrificial table to a settling basin. 
(After Lang, 1977, 4) 

Oikos

Settling
Basin
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modest shrine: a cult statue, 

altar, and sacrificial table with 

a channel in the rock that led 

to a settling basin.  Asklepios 

may have shared this shrine 

with Apollo (Figure 42).397  

The anatomical votive 

terracottas were buried when 

these structures were destroyed, before the sanctuary received its well-known 

monumental, typically Hellenistic plan (Figure 43).398 

The diffusion of Asklepios’ cult accelerated in the fourth and third centuries. His 

sanctuaries of that date typically had a temple and abaton, and often, too, a theatre.  The 

sanctuaries at Troizen near Corinth,399 Aliphera400 and Gortyn in Arcadia,401 Messene,402 

Lebena (Epidauros),403 Delos,404 and Paros405  were all founded during the fourth century.  

The most important new cult foundation of the fourth century406 was the Asklepieion at 

Pergamon, later immortalised in the writings of Aelius Aristides.  Although obscured by 

the remains of the Imperial sanctuary, it is clear that in Asia Minor also, the customary 

                                                            
397 Lang, 1977, 4. 
398 Roebuck, 1951, 137-138, believes that the Hellenistic construction took place around 300 when Corinth 
was under the control of Demetrios Poliorcetes who was a great builder of lavish monuments. 
399 Pausanias 2.32.3. 
400 Pausanias 8.26.6. 
401 Pausanias 8.28.1. 
402 Pausanias 4.31.10-12. 
403 Pausanias 2.26.8-9. 
404 Not in the literary sources, but a Doric temple was found with a room to its side for an abaton, a 
propylon and a peristyle on the Bay of Phourni.  An inscription for repairs to the buildings furnishes a 
terminus ante quem of 279 B.C.  
405 Not in the literary sources either, but there are traces of two fountains, porticoes, and an elongated room 
with an altar have been found in conjunction with an inscription from the first half of the fourth century. 
406 Pausanias 2.26.8; Galen 1.12.  

Figure 43. Hellenistic Asklepieion at Corinth. (After Lang, 
1977, 16-17) 



 160

cult elements were already present in this 

period: springs with therapeutic waters, 

covered spaces for incubation, a temple, and 

a plaza for ceremonies. 

  Pausanias (10.38.13) relates how 

the sanctuary at Naupaktos in Locris was 

already in ruins in the second century A.D., 

and had been built around 300 B.C. by an 

individual, Phalisios, in thanks for 

Asklepios’ return of his sight.407  At 

Orchomenos in Boeotia, the remains of a 

Doric hexastyle temple of Asklepios408 not 

mentioned in the surviving literary sources 

has been dated to 250 B.C.409 But the cult of 

Asklepios that would gain the greatest fame 

was at Kos.  In the wake of Hippokrates’ 

fame, Asklepios took over a wood of 

cypress trees sacred to Apollo.  In the fourth 

century, a guild of physicians worshipped their patron deity with festivals in the wood, 

but in the third century, an altar and abaton were erected on the middle terrace, the plan 

of which is shown in Figure 44. 

                                                            
407 A rocky terrace was found in the 1800’s and late third century inscriptions to Asklepios have been found 
in the rock, Comella, 1982-1983, 220. 
408 The dedication was based on two inscriptions to Asklepios, IG VII.3191-3192. 
409 Comella, 1982-1983, 225. 

Figure 44. First architectural phase of the 
Koan Asklepieion.  

T) Ionic Temple C to Asklepios 
O) Oikos/Abaton  
A) Altar 
AP) Shrine of Apollo 
RP) Roofed porch 
S) Stairs between terraces 
US/LS) Upper and Lower Stoas 
E) Exedra 
P) Propylon.   
(After Author’s drawing, Lesk, 1995, plan 2) 
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The Asklepieia at Kos, Pergamon, Epidauros and Corinth enjoyed a long 

existence during the Imperial period through the patronage of emperors and local 

dignitaries. 

THE DIFFUSION OF ASKLEPIOS’ CULT IN ITALY 

Was Asklepios worshipped in Italy before his official introduction to Rome? The 

story begins with the Peloponnesian War and the arrival of the Athenians to Sicily in 415 

B.C.  The cult of Asklepios had recently arrived in Athens, and with the Athenian 

invasion of Sicily, Asklepios broke out of the confines of the eastern Greek world.410  In 

Sicily and Magna Graecia, Asklepios was assimilated with indigenous deities who 

already had healing powers.411 

The detection of the stages and amplitude of the diffusion of Asklepios’ cult in 

Italy, particularly in Sicily and Magna Graecia, is difficult owing to a dearth of pertinent 

literary and archaeological evidence.  The ancient authors only mention Asklepios briefly 

and their accounts are generally vague and undependable.412  A few Republican 

inscriptions and minimal numismatic evidence also survive. 

Only three cities in Sicily may have honoured Asklepios.  At Messina, although 

there are no literary sources, an inscription of the Imperial period on the base of a statue 

of Hygieia found near the Duomo in Messina, noted, and subsequently lost in the 

sixteenth century A.D. contained a dedication to Asklepios and Hygieia Soteres.413  The 

                                                            
410 Comella, 1982-1983, 228. 
411 Comella, 1982-1983, 228.  The analysis of this complex phenomenon of syncretism is outside the scope 
of this investigation.  One example, however, is Eshmun, a Phoenician deity, whose rites, including 
incubation, were very similar to Asklepios; indeed Asklepios’ name appears as a translation for the name 
Eshmun in bilingual and trilingual Greek-Phoenician texts. 
412 As in misleading.  The presence of a coin depicting Asklepios in Magna Graecia does not necessarily 
imply the existence of his cult in the town that minted it. 
413 Soter is only used, for Asklepios at least, after the first century B.C.  
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existence of this inscription does not prove that there was a sanctuary of Asklepios 

because at Messina many people had statues of Asklepios and Hygieia in their private 

homes.  Its Imperial date would, in any case, tell us nothing about the diffusion of the cult 

in an earlier period.   

Athenaeus (15.48.693), and  Polyaenus (5.2.19), Diogenes I, and Cicero (Verr. 

4.57.127) mention a temple of Asklepios at Syracuse.  Also at Syracuse, a Roman coin 

dated after 212 B.C. depicts a statue of a god with a serpent. A statuette of Asklepios and 

a statue of Hygieia have actually been found at Syracuse.  But none of this demonstrates 

influence of Asklepios’ cult on Italy before his importation to Rome in 293 B.C.   

For Agrigento,  Polybios (1.18.2), records the existence of a sanctuary of 

Asklepios outside the walls before 261 B.C. Cicero (Verr. 4.43.93), also records his 

effigy near a statue of Apollo by Myron which Gaius Verres had stolen.  This testimony 

has been associated with a small Doric temple datable to the late fifth century B.C., 

situated just outside the city, south of the Hill of Temples.  There is, however, neither 

epigraphic nor votive evidence to support this identification.  Literary testimony and 

coins from 241-210 B.C. bearing the head of Asklepios on the obverse suggest that the 

existence of a cult of Asklepios at Agrigento is highly probable, but the identification of 

the extra-mural temple is unconvincing.414 

It should be obvious from the preceding discussion that Magna Graecia has 

produced very meagre evidence for the existence of a cult of Asklepios during the 

Republican period.  The writings of Julian the Apostate (Contra Galileos 200B) mention, 

however, that Tarentum was a scion of Epidauros, as were Pergamon and Rome.  

According to Julian, Asklepios arrived at Tarentum in the second half of the fourth 
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century B.C., at Pergamon around 350, at Ephesus slightly later, and at Rome in 293.  It 

is interesting, therefore, that at Tarentum, there exist possible archaeological attestations 

of his cult dating to the fourth century B.C.  A few terracotta phalluses were found near 

the port at Tarentum.  But these may have been left by central Italians or Corinthians who 

were in need of some divine care.415  Coins dating to 450-350 B.C. with Hygieia and 

others dating to 270-203 B.C. with Asklepios and Hygieia have been found in 

Metapontum and Rhegium respectively.  There is a brief mention of a sanctuary of 

Asklepios at Croton in a narrative episode in Giamblico’s De Vita Pythagorica 

(27.126).416  

CENTRAL ITALY 

Aside from the evidence presented in Chapter II for Asklepios at Rome and 

Fregellae, there is little archaeological testimony to Asklepios’ cult in central Italy before 

his official introduction to Rome in 293 B.C. although linguistic and literary arguments 

have been constructed that insist that his cult was known.   According to various literary 

accounts,417 the boat that was carrying the sacred snake from Epidauros to Rome, the 

Navalia, stopped at Antium.  The snake disembarked, took refuge in a temple and stayed 

there for a few days. Valerius Maximus (1.8.2), and the anonymous author of De viris 

illustribus (22.3), specifically name the temple as belonging to Æsculapius.418  

Wissowa,419 however, prefers Ovid’s attribution of the temple as a templa parentis.420 In 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
414 Comella, 1982-1983, 230. 
415 Comella, 1982-1983, 230-231.   
416 See also Velia in note 358. Statues of Asklepios and Hygieia from the Claudian period testify to the 
existence of their cults during the Early Empire. 
417 Livy 10.47.6-7; Ovid, Met. 15.622-744; Strabo 12.5.3; and, Val. Max. 1.8.2. 
418 Aedes Aesculapi and Aesculapii fanum, respectively. 
419 Wissowa, 1912, 307 note 4. 
420 Ovid, Met. 15.717-722. 
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other words, he interprets the reference to mean a Temple of Apollo, the father of 

Æsculapius, because it is unlikely that a Roman colony would have a cult that its mother 

city did not yet have.421  Livy (43.6-7), does note that, much later, in 170 B.C., the 

praetor L. Lucretius embellished the fanum Aesculapi at Antium with tabula pictae.  This 

is the only historical reference to an Asklepieion in central Italy besides Rome.422   

The linguistic argument in support of the notion that Asklepios was known in 

central Italy before 293 revolves around the latinisation of Asklepios to Æsculapius or 

Aisculapius.  The oldest inscription, AISCLAPI POCO[[CO]]LOM, is in Latin on a 

poculum (drinking cup) of Roman fabric found in an Etruscan tomb at Chiusi and is 

datable to a time shortly after 289 B.C.423  The form Aisc/Æsc- is also attested on five 

bases of votives found in Rome, three of which were found in the Tiber River and on the 

altar dedicated to Æsculapius at Fregellae as described in Chapter II.  It has been argued 

that the Aisc/Æsc- form comes from the Doric Αισκληπιος found at Epidauros in 

inscriptions of the early fifth century, and that the Latin form must, therefore, have been 

derived from a Greek form older than the third century B.C.424  Later in the fifth century, 

the spelling was changed to Ασκληπιος  At Corinth, however, the Αι-form was still used 

in the fourth century,425 and the latest recorded Greek usage of the diphthong form is 

                                                            
421 Degrassi, 1986, 149-150. 
422 Degrassi, 1986, 150.  The Asklepieion at Fregellae is not mentioned in the literary sources specifically, 
but it is the only monumental complex outside of Rome which can be identified archaeologically as 
belonging to Æsculapius. 
423 Comella, 1982-1983, 233-234. CIL I2 440.  Degrassi, 1986, 149, suggests that the cup is the earliest 
reference to the Asklepieion on Tiber Island because other deities who had also been recently introduced to 
Rome are also depicted on such pocola.  For example, Salus who was introduced in 302 (although this 
could be “Safety” rather than “Health”); Bellona in 296 B.C.; and, Venus in 295 B.C. These deities were 
brought into Rome for political purposes and had temples built to house them ex manubiis. 
424 IG IV.1202-1203. 
425 Roebuck, 1951, 131, 135, pl. 50-51. 
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from Troizene in the second century.426  It is quite unlikely that this less important site of 

Troizene would have had any influence on the Latin Language; therefore, 

Aisc/Æsculapius was probably known in Italy before the turn of the third century at 

Rome.427 

It is difficult to imagine that this spelling was transmitted directly from Epidauros 

early in the fifth century, before its disappearance from use in Greece, because the 

diffusion of the cult was not extensive.  The hypothesis that Magna Graecia played an 

intermediary role has been proposed many times, and was supported in antiquity by 

Julian the Apostate who recorded Asklepios’ arrival first at Tarentum and then Rome.  At 

Tarentum, Asklepios may have been worshipped since the fourth century, but there is no 

evidence that his cult was transmitted from there to Rome.428 

Could the cult of Asklepios have existed in Etruria before the third century B.C.? 

The Etruscan transliteration of Æsculapius is Esplace, and is attested only once, on a 

third century mirror from Bolsena.  De Simone has tried to show that Esplace is a 

borrowing from Archaic Greek which arrived in Etruria from the Argolid in the sixth to 

fifth centuries B.C.429  It is important to note that the name was Doric,430 and the 

borrowing had to have occurred in the seventh or early sixth century when Etruria was at 

its zenith culturally and was particularly receptive to all things Greek.  It is difficult to 

imagine, however, that in this period, the fame of Asklepios from Epidauros would arrive 

in Etruria when he was yet not well known even in Greece.431  On the other hand, if the 

source of the Etruscan name is the same as the Latin, one must not exclude the option that 

                                                            
426 IG IV.771. 
427 Comella, 1982-1983, 234. 
428 Comella, 1982-1983, 235. 
429 De Simone, 1970, 22, 316, 324. 
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the Doric form arrived after the fifth century via Magna Graecia to both Etruria and 

Rome.  Furthermore, the Bolsena mirror does not constitute proof that Æsculapius was 

venerated in Etruria, nor are there any other finds to prove the existence of his cult.  The 

mirror only shows that in the third century, Æsculapius was known as a mythical 

personality.432 

ÆSCULAPIUS AND ANATOMICAL VOTIVES 

After a brilliant examination of the diffusion of Asklepios’ cult throughout the 

Mediterranean, Comella concludes that the appearance of anatomical votive terracottas in 

central Italian sanctuaries at the same time that such offerings appear Asklepieia in 

Greece means that ELC votives must reflect the influence of the cult of Asklepios on the 

religiosity of the lower classes in central Italy.  And despite the tenuousness of literary 

and archaeological evidence, Comella concludes that Asklepios was known in central 

Italy before his official introduction to Rome.433  Further refinement is required: the 

central Italians and Romans may have been acquainted with Asklepios, but the evidence 

in no way suggests the wholesale adoption of his cult when anatomical votive terracottas 

were introduced.  Even after his importation to Rome, Æsculapius was honoured in the 

Epidaurean manner, with inscribed bases and other rather more valuable votives, not with 

anatomical votive terracottas. 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
430 In Homer, the spelling is Ασκληπιος. 
431 See the section in this appendix on the diffusion of Asklepios’ cult in Greece. 
432 Comella, 1982-1983, 235. 
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433 Comella, 1982-1983, 240.  By “known” is meant that the general population was acquainted with 
Asklepios’ myth and function as a healing deity. 
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APPENDIX II 

TABLE OF SITES WITH ANATOMICAL ETRUSCO-LATIAL-CAMPANIAN VOTIVES 
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F 
No.1 

C 
No.2 Site Name Alternative 

Site Name Region Urban Loc. Place in 
Nature Range of Votives3 San/Fert Context Votive 

Type 

1   Accettura Acidios       M,S       
2 73 Alatri   Latium     Hd, F, An Sanatio deposit nr. 

temple  
  

  117 Alba Longa - Contrada 
Pettorino 

  Equi     M        

3 16 Amelia   Umbria     M, L, F, sm Hd Sanatio deposit   
4 71 Anagni - S. Maria del 

Popolo 
  Latium     F, Hd, S   sm deposit   

4 71 Anagni - Ponificio Coll. 
Leoniano 

  Latium     S, T, A, H, L, F, An, I       

4 71 Anagni - Contrada 
Vadolargo 

  Latium             

5 33 Ansedonia  Cosa Vulci Urban   Hd, P, S Sanatio sporadic finds at 
edge of 
Capitoleum 

elc 

6 107 Anzio   Latium     T, M, H, F Sanatio deposit   
  81 Arce   Latium     Hd, S, M, A, L, U, An, Liver   deposit elc 

7 100 Ardea - Contrada 
Pescarello 

  Latium     Hd, S, M, A, L   temple deposit elc 

8 20 Arezzo - Fonte 
Veneziana 

  N C Etruria   Spring 200 S, E, A, L, M, B, An Sanatio deposit   

8 20 Arezzo - Pggio S. 
Cornelio Castelsecco 

  N C Etruria     SB, Br Sanatio sporadic finds   

9 95 Ariccia - Loc. Castelletto   Latium     1/2H, B, U, H, F, S (youth 
and divinity), P) 

  deposit elc 

  79 Arpino   Latium     Hd, S, A, L, P   dep? Small elc 
  84 Atina - Sode-S. Lorenzo   Latium     Hd, A, L, B, An   a few elc 
  84 Atina - Various 

Provenances 
  Latium     Hd, M, A, U   sporadic finds elc 

10 8 Atri - Tempio Picenum Picenum     U, L, S (elc) Sanatio   elc 
10 8 Atri - S. Romualdo Picenum Picenum     Hd, A, L, P, An, S, F Sanatio   elc 
  45 Barbarano Romano   Tarquinia     av     elc 
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11 40 Bolsena - Pozzarello Volsinii 
Novi 

Volsinii-
Etruria 

    E, I   enclosure elc 

12 41 Bomarzo - Piammiano   Volsinii-
Etruria 

    SB, B, U, P, H, L, F, S Fert/San deposit elc 

13 77 Boville Ernica   Latium     Hd, B, U, P, H, L, IP, P,  Fert/San dep? elc 
  158 Butera - Fontana Calda   Southern 

Italy 
    Agrigento ?, S, F, tiny A   spring south 

14   Calvi - Deposit at SE 
extremity of city 

        SB, S, Hd, 1/2H, M, T, B, U, 
P, A, H, L, F, An 

Fert/San     

14   Calvi - Prov de Calvi         SB, S, Hd. M, H, L, F Sanatio     
  134 Cales - Votive Deposit at 

South East Extremity of 
City 

  Campania     Hd, SB, S, M, A, L, P, An Sanatio gate, part of 
deposit, archaic 
materials too 

elc 

  134 Cales - Provenance 
Cales, Museum 

  Campania     SB, Hd, M, A, L, H Sanatio Museum of 
Madrid 

elc 

15   Cagliari - Laguna di s. 
Gilla 

        M, H, F, F, S, An Sanatio     

  123 Campomarino   Samnium     S, av   deposit elc 
16 137 Capua - Fondo Patturelli   Campania     S, Hd, 1/2H, E, T, H, L, F, 

An 
Sanatio Museum, mixed 

with Tifata 
evidence 

elc 

17 116 Carsoli   Equi     S, Hd, B, U, P, A, H, F, An, 
LW 

Fert/San deposit elc 

  83 Casalvieri   Latium     Hd, S, M, A, L, U, B, An   dep? elc 
18 75 Casamari   Latium     S, Hd, 1/2H, OT, U, P, H, F, 

An 
  deposit elc 

19   Castel di Decima                 
20 85 Castrocielo Contrada 

Mefete 
Latium     Hd, A, H, SB, L, P, U   deposit elc 

21   Castro Valva                 
22 56 Cavernette Falische - 

Caverna della Stipe 
  Faliscan   Cave SB, S, Hd, 1/2H, B, P, H, L, 

F 
Fert/San deposit elc 

22   Cavernette Falische - 
Caverna dell'aqua 

  Faliscan   Cave F     elc 

23 106 Ceccano   Latium     P, A, H, L Sanatio no context elc 
24 52 Cerveteri - Area west of 

the city 
Caere S W Etruria     Hd, A, L, F   deposit   

24 52 Cerveteri - Loc. Caere S W Etruria     Hd, S, An   deposit   
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Vignaccia 
24 52 Cerveteri - Tempio del 

Manganello 
Caere S W Etruria     S, Hd, 1/2H, O, OT, B, U, P, 

H, L, P,  
  temple   

25 22 Chiusi Clusium N C Etruria     SB, Hd, S, L, A, H, F Sanatio     
26 65 Ciciliano - Santuario 

della Fortuna 
Trebula 
Suffenas 

Latium     S, E, N, O, T, H, F, Br Sanatio deposit in 
Sanctuary 

elc 

27 58 Civita Castellana - 
Tempio di Celle 

Falerii 
Veteres 

Falsican     S, M, L, A, B, P   Temple elc 

27 58 Civita Castellana - 
Tempio dei Sassi 

Falerii 
Veteres 

Falsican     Hd, E, B, S, M   Hell. Temple elc 

27 58 Civita Castellana - 
Vignale tempio minore 

Falerii 
Veteres 

Faliscan     Hd   Temple elc 

27 58 Civita Castellana - 
Vignale tempio maggiore 

Falerii 
Veteres 

Faliscan     SB, Hd, 1/2H, M, S, E, O, B, 
P, U, H, D, F 

  Temple elc 

  58 Civita Castellana - 
Ninfeo Rossa 

Falerii 
Veteres 

Falsican   Cave L, B, U, P, Tng, BrP, BrHd, 
BrM, BrS 

  Cave deposit elc 

28 58 Civita Musarna   Falsican           elc 
29 64 Colle S. Angeletto   Latium     P, H, F, S, An, E, A, L,   supposed sacred 

area 
elc 

30 108 Conca - Temple of Mater 
Matuta 

Satricum Latium Urban Akro   SB, Hd, T, B, U, H, L, F, S, 
An 

  Temple area 
south west of 
front 

elc 

30 108 Conca - Southwest 
Sanctuary 

Satricum Latium Urban     S, Hd, U, H, A, F, An Sanatio Temple SVD elc 

30 108 Conca - Macchia Bottacci Satricum Latium     Hd, 1/2H, E, B, U, P, H, L, 
F, S, An 

    elc 

31 103 Cori - Temple of 
Hercules 

Cora Latium     S, Hd, B, U, H, L, F Fert/San Temple area elc 

31 103 Cori - Colle Margherita Cora Latium     U     elc 
32 140 Egnazia Gnathia Southern 

Italy 
    B (2)   area of public 

buildings 
  

33 3 Este - Fondo Baratela   Veneto     S, H, F, sheet with body 
parts 

Sanatio deposit   

34 7 Falterona   Picenum     E, B, A, L, An   casual   
35   Feltre         Hd       
  17 Fiesole - Etruscan temple   N C Etruria Urban   S, sm Hd, dispersed through 

temple 
Sanatio Etruscan temple, 

portico 
  

36   Fossombrone         Hd, A, F Sanatio     
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  88 Frascati   Latium     Hd, S, A, L, B, P, M, An   deposit elc 
37 82 Fregellae - Private 

collection 
  Latium     Hd, H, F, S, An Sanatio   elc 

37 82 Fregellae - Altopiano di 
Opri 

  Latium Extra-
Mural/Urban 

Spring on 
top of a hill 

Hd, F, S, M, A, L, B, IP, U, 
P, H, Bl, LW, SB, OT  

Sanatio Sanctuary of 
Asklepios 

elc 

37 82 Fregellae - Ponticelli   Latium     Hd, P, H, F Sanatio   elc 
38 67 Gabii - Vicinanze   Latium     Hd, 1/2H, M, C, B, P, F, An     elc 
38 67 Gabii - Tempio   Latium     S, F, T, E, L, Hd (many), O, 

U, H, D, St, P 
  Temple elc 

38 67 Gabii - Extramural 
Sanctuary 

  Latium Extra-mural   S, M, E, V, A, H, F, An,   Sanctuary elc 

39   Gela   Sicily     F       
40 69 Genazzano - Contrada 

Intereghi 
  Latium     S, H, U, P, A, H, F, An     elc 

41 28 Ghiaccio Forte   Vulci-
Etruria 

    S, L, A, U, C, Br, An Sanatio clandestini elc 

  128 Gildone   Samnium     S, Hd, P, Relief   sanctuary 
deposit 

elc 

  9 Isola di Fano   Umbria     A, L, S, Br Sanatio deposit   
42 53 Ladispoli   Caere     S, I, L, F Sanatio random   
43   Lanuvio - Temple of 

Juno Sospita 
Lanuvium       Hd, M, O, H, F, S, An Sanatio temple   

43   Lanuvio - Tenuta Quarti Lanuvium       SB, Hd, T, OT,        
  124 Larino   Samnium     L, arule, S   temple deposit Southern 

44 139 Lucera   Southern 
Italy 

    SB, S, Hd, M, B, U, P, H, D, 
L, F, S, An, lower body, 
youth 

  rich deposit elc 

45 12 Magione   Umbria             
46 32 Marsiliana D'Albegna   N Co Etruria     B, U, F, A, Hd   part of deposit elc 
  5 Marzabotto - Santuario 

della fonte 
  Emilia urban? spring S, L, ? (v. few) Sanatio fountain Italic 

47   Massa D'Albe - Colle S. 
Pietro  

Alba 
Fucens 

      Hd, A, H, L, An       

47   Massa D'Albe - Contrada 
Pettorino 

Alba 
Fucens 

      Hd       



 174

47   Massa D'Albe - Museo 
Conte Pace 

Alba 
Fucens 

              

48 62 Mentana Nomentum Latium     E       
49 113 Minurno Minturnae Latium     Hd, F, SB, M, S   many in Marrica 

sanctuary 
elc 

50 114 Monteleone Sabino   Sabine     Hd, H, F, An Sanatio part of deposit elc 
  19 Monte Falterona   N C Etruria     Hd, S, body parts Sanatio large deposit   
  144 Monticchio   Southern 

Italy 
  cave S, av,     deposit 

dispersed during 
War 

southern 

51   Narce          Hd, H, F, An Sanatio     
52 96 Nemi   Latium     S, Hd, 1/2H, E, N, T, OT, B, 

V, U, A, H, L, F, An, M, Br 
Fert/San temple deposit elc 

53   Nocera Umbra - Campo 
la piana 

        Hd, A, S       

54 104 Norba - Temple of Diana   Latium Urban Akropolis Hd, M, O, U, P, H, F, S, (fig 
on lamina) 

Sanatio temple deposit elc 

54 104 Norba - Temple of Juno 
Lucina 

  Latium Urban Edge of 
inhabited 
plateau 

S, Hd, U, F, (ded to Juno 
Lucina) 

Sanatio temple deposit elc 

55 39 Orvieto - Santuari della 
Cannicella 

Volsinii 
Veteres 

Volsinii-
Etruria 

    Hd, P, LW   Sanctuary, 
modest quantity 

elc 

55 39 Orvieto - Campo della 
Fiera 

Volsinii 
Veteres 

Volsinii-
Etruria 

    Hd, T, S   modest amount elc 

56 152 Paestum - Italic Temple   Southern 
Italy 

    SB, U, FF, lower body with 
distended stomach 

  temple deposit elc 

57 68 Palestrina - Southwest of 
the city 

Praeneste Latium     Hd, B, A, H, L, F, S, An   no prov. elc 

57 68 Palestrina - Near S. 
Rocco? 

Praeneste Latium     Hd, O, A, H, L, F   no prov. elc 

  68 Palestrina - Sanctuary of 
Hercules 

Praeneste Latium Extra   anatomical votive 
terracottas, An 

  found during 
exc 

elc 

57 68 Palestrina - Museo di 
Gand 

Praeneste Latium     Hd, E, O, IP, B, U, P   no prov. elc 

58 21 Peciano   N C Etruria     SB       
59 36 Piansano   N Co Etruria     Hd, U, P, A, H   sporadic elc 
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60   Piedimonte D'Alife         S, H       
  127 Pietrabbondante   Samnium     S, av, Br   Samnium It and 

elc 

61 31 Poggio Buco   N Co Etruria     S, An, av   finds elc 
62   Policoro  Siris 

Herclea 
      M       

63   Pontecorvo         Thigh       
64   Populonia         F       
65 6 Porretta         H       
66 47 Porto Clementino - 

Edifice Beta 
Gravisca Tarquinia     SB, S, Hd, 1/2H, E, B, U, 

Uw/app, H, D, L, F  
  Demeter-Vei elc 

  47 Porto Clementino - 
Edifice Gamma, Room I 

Gravisca Tarquinia     SB, S, O, A, L, B, V, U, C   Aphrodite -
Turan 

elc 

  47 Porto Clementino - 
Edifice Gamma, Room M 

Gravisca Tarquinia     SB, S, Silenus Hd, A, H, L, 
B, UUUU 

  Hera-Uni elc 

67 95 Pratica di Mare Lavinium Latium     S, Hd, 1/2H, M, O, Tng, T, 
Gl, B, Bl, U, V, P, A, H, D, 
L, F, An 

  13 altars, rich 
deposit 

elc 

68   Priverno Privernum       Hd, S,        
69 61 Roma - Campo Verano   Latium     S, E, H, L, F,      elc 
69 61 Roma - Minerva Medica   Latium Urban    SB, S, Hd, M, 1/2 Hd, E, O, 

I, U, Placenta, P, A, H, L, 
IP, F, An, (L with pustules) 

  rich deposit, in 
collapse gallery 

elc 

69 61 Roma - Largo Argentino 
Temple A 

  Latium     H, S     elc 

69 61 Roma - Tiber    Latium extra-urban Island/River SB, Hd, 1/2Hd, M, E, O, B, 
C, IP, OT, I, B, V, P, A, H, 
D, L, F, An 

  In river/temple elc 

70   Salerno Loc. Fratte Marcina?       S, Hd, 1/2Hd, B, An       
  115 S. Erasmo di Corvaro   Equi     SB, Hd, S, M, E, F, A, L, An   deposit elc 

71 44 San Giuliano   Tarquinia     Hd, H, F, S, C, P, M, B, U, 
V, A, L  

  deposit elc 

72 50 Santa Marinella Punta della 
Vipera 

Caere extra-urban   Hd, SB E, U, P, I, H, D, L, 
P, An 

  deposit in extra-
urban sanctuary   

elc 

73 136 Sant'Angelo in Formis  Tifata Campania     Hd, F, S   temple deposit elc 
74 51 Santa Severa - Temple A Pyrgi Caere     SB, S, Hd, 1/2Hd, M, IP, U, 

P, A, H, L, F, An 
    elc 
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74 51 Santa Severa - Between 
the temples 

Pyrgi Caere     S, Hd, H, F     elc 

74 51 Santa Severa - Temple B Pyrgi Caere     S, Hd, H, L, F     elc 
75 30 Saturnia   Vulci-

Etruria 
next to the 
wall 

  SB, Hd, A, L, P, U, B, OT, I, 
H, F 

Sanatio temple elc 

76 125 Schiavi D'Abruzzo   Samnium     P, H, F   temple area 
finds 

It and 
elc 

77 60 Scorano Lucus 
Feroniae 

Faliscan     SB, S, Hd, 1/2H, M, E, O, 
Tng, C, Gl, U, V, P, H, L, 
An, LW 

  rich deposit elc 

78 101 Segni - Temple of Juno Signia Latium     U, S, Dove, M, A, 
(Arule+lamina) 

  temple deposit elc 

78 101 Segni - Via degli Asini Signia Latium     H, F, S     elc 
  80 Settefrati Val di 

Canneto 
Latium     Hd, S, M, A, L   sm. Dep elc 

79 109 Sezze - Ponte della Valle Setia Latium     Hd, P, H, F, S   deposit elc 
  29 Sovana   Vulci-

Etruria 
    S, A, L, P, U, I, Br, An Sanatio rich deposit elc 

  76 Sora   Latium     S, Hd, A, L, An   dep? elc 
80   Sparanise         Hd       
81   Tarquinia - Eastern city 

zone 
Tarquinii Tarquinia     Hd, 1/2Hd, Tng, B, U, P, A, 

H, D, L, F, S 
      

  46 Tarquinia - Ara della 
Regina 

Tarquinii Tarquinia     S, Hd, M, A, H, D, K, B, L, 
F, P, C, V, H, An, N, O, I, 
U, SB, IP 

Fert/San probably assoc. 
with a different 
sanctuary 

elc 

  46 Tarquinia - Near the 
semicircular basement 

Tarquinii Tarquinia     Hd, M, A, L, H, F, I, B, P, 
U, Br 

    elc 

81 46 Tarquinia -a S del casale 
degli Scavi 

Tarquinii Tarquinia     Hd, 1/2Hd, M, B, I, B, U, P, 
H, L, F, S 

    elc 

81   Tarquinia - Ortaccio Tarquinii Tarquinia     Hd     elc 
82 133 Teano Teanum 

Sidicinum 
Campania     SB, S, Hd, B, F, An, Temple 

models, Br 
  deposit elc 

83 112 Terracina - Tempio orto 
Luzzi 

  Latium     Hd, P, A, F   50 found elc 

84 35 Tessennano   N Co Etruria     SB, Hd, O, IP, I, B, U, V, A, 
H, L, F, S, An 

  casual, rich 
deposit 

elc 

85   Tivoli - Loc. Acquoria Tibur       S, Hd, B, An       
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86 49 Tolfa - Loc. Pian dei 
Santi 

  Caere     P, S   sporadic  elc 

86 49 Tolfa - Loc, Grasceta dei 
Cavallari 

  Caere     av Sanatio in temenos of 
small sanctuary 

elc4 

87   Torre di Chia Bithia       Hd, P, A, H, L, F       
88   Trevignano Romano         Hd       
89   Vaste Bastae       1/2 Hd       
90 55 Veio - Pendici di Piazza 

d'Armi 
Veii Veii Extra-mural-

-adjacent 
Akropolis 

  S, Hd, 1/2H, M, E, N, Tng, 
T, B, P, H, D, L, F, An, OT, 
U,  

  rich deposit elc 

90 55 Veio - Macchia Grande Veii Veii     S, H, L   deposit elc 
90 55 Veio - Portonaccio Veii Veii Extra-mural   H, B, H, L   few av in 

sanctuary, basin 
elc 

90 55 Veio - Campetti 1937-
1938 

Veii Veii     SB, Hd, 1/2Hd, M, B, H, F, 
An, LW 

  sacred area 
deposit 

elc 

90 55 Veio - Campetti 1965 Veii Veii     S, Hd, 1/2Hd, M, E, O, IP, 
B, V, P, H, L, F 

  sacred area 
deposit 

elc 

90 55 Veio - Porta Caere Veii Veii     Hd, S, M, E, O, A, L, P, V, 
U, B, I, IP 

  sacred area 
deposit 

elc 

90 55 Veio - Vignacce Veii Veii     F       
90 55 Veio - Community 

quarter 
Veii Veii     S       

90 55 Veio - Fosso dei due fossi Veii Veii     S       
90 55 Veio - Chiesa della 

Madonnella near the Isola 
Farnese 

Veii Veii     F       

  98 Velletri - Loc. Solluna   Latium     Hd, E, M, B, A, L, P, An   deposit elc 
  98 Velletri - Cattedrale di s. 

Clemente 
  Latium     S, Hd, M, B, L, A, P, T   deposit elc 

  74 Veroli   Latium     A, L, U, An     elc 
  25 Vetulonia - Area of the 

city (Poggiarello 
Renzetti) 

  N Co Etruria     body parts Sanatio sm. sanctuary: 
column drums, 
arch tc 

  

91 92 Via Appia   Latium     F     elc 
92 90 Via Latina   Latium     Hd, L, F, S, An     elc 
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93 66 Via Praenestina - Ponte 
di Nona 

Ponte di 
Nona 

Latium Rural   S, Hd, 1/2Hd, M, E, O, OT, 
IP, C, G, B, U, P, A, H, D, 
L, F, An 

  rich deposit in 
extra-urban 
sanctuary   

elc 

94   Via Tuscolana         Hd, 1/2Hd, M, B, P, H, F, S       
95 42 Viterbo   Volsinii-

Etruria 
    SB, F   clandestini   

96 38 Vulci Porta Nord Vulci-
Etruria 

    SB, S, Hd, B, A, H   North Gate, 
small deposit 

elc 

           
 1 Fenelli, 1975.         
 2 Comella, 1981.         
 3 See Appendix I for abbreviations.        
 4 But two heads look "pinched" or 

handmade. 
       

 

 


