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PREFACE

I  to take this opportunity to thank all those who have helped me to become acquainted with the
fascinating world of Greek vases, to pursue my research, to write this book (part of which was accepted
by the University of Oxford as a D.Phil. thesis in Hilary Term 1991), and to bring it to fruition.

First of all, I am grateful for the νε�ρα τ�ν πρ
ξεων. The Swiss National Science Foundation
(Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Förderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung) provided me with a
three-year fellowship to work on my project in Oxford. I was also lucky enough to be granted an Overseas
Research Students award. My college, Christ Church, contributed a travel grant for a visit to the Louvre
and the Cabinet des Médailles in summer 1990; a smaller sum towards the costs of this journey came
from the Craven Committee (T. W. Greene Fund).

Secondly, I must put on record how admirable the resources of the library of the Ashmolean Museum,
Oxford, were for my topic, which, apart from comparative philology, required archaeological, literary,
and epigraphical works, as well as many periodicals. The free-access system and the friendly staff made
it a sheer pleasure to work there.

Thirdly, I would thank the owners of vases and the staff of many museums and other institutions
around the world who allowed me to examine the relevant pieces or provided me with photographs of
problematic inscriptions for which I was not able to find published illustrations of sufficient quality. A
number of individuals (both museum staff and private collectors) were kind enough to check particular
points for me, mainly on original vases and in the archives. In particular I wish to thank I. Aghion (Paris),
G. Beckel (Würzburg), G. Berger-Doer (Basle), N. Bookidis (Athens), M. Boss (Würzburg), D. von
Bothmer (New York), M. Brouskari (Athens), G. Buchner (Ischia), F. Buranelli (Rome-Vatican), L. Burn
(London), H. A. Cahn (Basle), F. Canciani (Trieste), A. Cassio (Rome), J. Chamay (Geneva), J. Christiansen
(Copenhagen), A. Collinge (Dublin), M. Denoyelle (Paris), A. De Siena (Metaponto), K. DeVries
(Philadelphia), J. F. Gardner (Reading), W. Geominy (Bonn), F. W. Hamdorf (Munich), R. Hannah
(Dunedin), P. Hatzidakis (Mykonos), P. Hellström (Stockholm), L. Hünnekens (Karlsruhe), Th.
Kappeler (Zurich), U. Kästner (Berlin), K. Kilinski II (Dallas), D. Knoepfler (Neuchâtel), M. Korsholm
(Copenhagen), B. Meißner (Heidelberg and Halle), J. R. Mertens (New York), C. Monnier (Sèvres), M.
Montembault (Paris), J. M. Padgett (Boston/Tampa), K. Parlasca (Erlangen), E. Paul (Leipzig), E. Peters
(Kilchberg), M. Petropoulos (Patra), E. Pozzi (Naples), K. Reber (Athens and Basle), E. D. Reeder
(Baltimore), M. Reho (Sofia), M. H. Rocha-Pereira (Coimbra), S. Rogge (Athens), G. Sakellarakis (Athens),
M. Schmidt (Basle), E. Simon (Würzburg), N. Sorokina (Moscow), M. True (Malibu), L. Turnbull
(University, Miss.), M. Vojatzi (Thessaloniki), K. Wight (Malibu), D. Williams (London), G. Zimmer
(Berlin), J. Ziomecki (Wroc4aw).

Fourthly, I am particularly indebted to my supervisor, Professor Anna Morpurgo Davies, with whom
I spent many hours in encouraging and critical discussion, and who also advised me on a number of art-
icles which I succeeded in publishing during my stay in England. I thank my examiners, Dr John Penney
(Oxford) and the late Professor Olivier Masson (Paris), who made valuable suggestions for improving
the thesis version, particularly in respect of the final arrangement of the book and problems concerning
historical personal names. Last, though not least, I wish to express my warmest thanks to Dr Nicholas
Milner, who read the final draft of the thesis as well as a later draft of this book, mainly, but not only,
correcting my English.

Fifthly, I thank the University of Basle and especially the Classics Institute (Seminar für Klassische
Philologie) where I have found a new home; the facilities here, combined with those of the University
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Library and the Institutes of Ancient History and of Classical Archaeology are excellent. I also thank
Professor Joachim Latacz for encouraging me to submit this work as Habilitationsschrift to the Faculty
of Philosophy and History (Philosophisch-Historische Fakultät) of Basle University. Professors Günter
Neumann (Würzburg), Rüdiger Schmitt (Saarbrücken), and Anna Morpurgo Davies—who was kind
enough to read the whole work again—acted as referees on the linguistic aspects, Joachim Latacz on the
literary ones, and Margot Schmidt (Basle) on the archaeological ones. I am indebted to them for many
valuable additions, corrections, and suggestions for greater clarity.

And finally, I am grateful to Oxford University Press for agreeing to publish NAGVI, and would thank
especially the ‘anonymous’ advisers (one of whom was, in fact, A. W. Johnston, to whom I owe many ref-
erences to art-historical publications that appeared after the submission of the Habilitationsschrift 
in 1994), as well as the copy-editor, Julian Ward, and Hilary O’Shea, Lucy Gasson, Enid Barker, Georga
Godwin, and Jenny Wagstaffe for skilfully guiding me through the various stages of publication.

My present teaching obligations in Basle and Fribourg have, sadly, not allowed me to keep fully abreast
of all most recent publications. So the Catalogue and some other parts of the book are perhaps not quite
so up to date as I would have liked. But even if they were, I am sure they would not remain so for long!

A somewhat problematic feature of this book is its interdisciplinary subject-matter. I am sure that 
archaeologists and art historians will miss references to many important archaeological publications, 
that classicists would have liked more extensive discussions of the literary implications, that ancient 
historians will be annoyed by the relatively few conclusions concerning historical and social aspects of
the periods under examination, and that comparative philologists and linguists will regret not finding
more comparisons with Sanskrit, Hittite, and other IE languages. I simply could not meet all such re-
quirements, nor did I want to deter some by giving too much weight to the field of others. Nevertheless,
I hope that all of them will find at least some details which may be relevant to their respective branches.
The special subject-matter of Greek vase inscriptions as well as the whole field of Comparative Philology
concerns Classical Antiquity as a totality, I find, and the book mirrors this belief.

Why ‘Non-Attic’? Because Attic alone is undoubtedly too much for one person to undertake. We must
be thankful to Henry Immerwahr for having published his book on Attic Script (1990), which is a use-
ful starting-point. But only after a complete edition of Attic vase inscriptions will it be possible to do
the analytical work in the way I have tried to do it for the non-Attic material here. Who will embark on
that?

R.W.
Langenthal
September 1998
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ad X the commentary on the inscription X (in the Catalogue)
ad loc. the commentary on the relevant inscription (in the Catalogue)
ACC Achaian from the colonies in the West (Pt. I. 15)
AIG Aiginetan (Pt. I. 3)
App. Appendix (to BOI and COP)
ARG Argive (Pt. I. 7)
A.W. abbreviated writing (see §111)
bf. black figure
bibl. bibliography
BOI Boiotian (Pt. I. 2)
CAE Ionic from Caere in Etruria (Pt. I. 21)
CHA ‘Chalcidian’ (Pt. I. 12)
cl. clear (referring to photographs of inscriptions)
col. coloured
COP Corinthian (pinakes) (Pt. I. 6)
COR Corinthian (vases) (Pt. I. 5)
DOC Doric from the colonies in the West (Pt. I. 16)
DOH Doric from the Hexapolis in Asia Minor (Pt. I. 22)
DOI Doric from the Aegean Islands (Pt. I. 18)
dr. drawing
EC Early Corinthian, 620/15–595/90 
ed. pr. editio (vel editor) princeps
ELI Elean (Pt. I. 9)
ETR Etruscan (Pt. I. 14)
EUB Euboian (Pt. I. 1)
EUC Euboian from the colonies in the West (Pt. I. 11)
Gr graffiti (Appendix to COR)
h. half
IE Indo-European
INC of uncertain place of production (Pt. I. 4)
inv. inventory
invis. invisible
IOD Ionic from the Dodekapolis in Asia Minor (Pt. I. 19)
IOI Ionic from the Aegean Islands (Pt. I. 17)
ITH Ithakan (Pt. I. 10)
l. line or left
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LAK Lakonian (Pt. I. 8)
LC Late Corinthian (I 570–550 ; II after 550)
MC Middle Corinthian, 595/90–570 
Myc. Mycenaean
NAU Ionic from Naukratis in Egypt (Pt. I. 20)
opp. opposite
P. Painter
PC Protocorinthian
ph. photograph
PIE Proto-Indo-European
pl. plate or plural
PCH Pseudo-Chalcidian (Pt. I. 13)
PCO Pseudo-Corinthian (Pt. I. 4)
q. quarter
r. right
rf. red figure
sg. singular
sm. small (referring to photographs: not cl.)
TR transitional (in Corinthian vase-painting), 630–620/15 



SIGNS AND SYMBOLS

  

* added to a catalogue entry: there is a photograph at the end of the volume
° added to a catalogue entry: there is a drawing at the end of the volume

   

[ ] enclose phonetic transcriptions (mostly IPA symbols)
/ / enclose phonemic transcriptions
< > enclose graphic symbols (but are mostly omitted for Greek letters)
< derives/ed from
> yields
[b], [g], [y], [q] long, short, high, low vowel

 

[ε] lacuna
{ε} superfluous letter
(ε) expected but missing letter
e probable letter
. illegible or ambiguous letter
ε intended but miswritten letter
; retrograde on the vase

Note: Each letter of an inscription is represented by a letter in the transcription, therefore hε not � is
transcribed if heta + epsilon appear in the original, χσ not ξ if [ks] is rendered with chi + sigma, etc.
The letter qoppa is transcribed ! not κ, and epsilon and omicron are used even if they stand for long
vowels. In the case of σ/ς, which stands for both sigma and san, a compromise is made because in no
Greek alphabet were both letters used at the same period.





Wer die sprachwissenschaftliche Literatur der letzten Jahre auch
nur einigermaßen kennt, weiß den Abstand zwischen einst und
jetzt zu ermessen: neben den Denkmälern auf Stein und Erz,
denen die griechische Grammatik eine so ungeahnte Bereiche-
rung verdankt, steht heute, als zweite wichtige Zeugnisquelle
für griechische Sprachgeschichte, das bescheidenere und von
der Grammatik früher kaum beachtete Tongefäß, das uns einen,
wenn auch nur flüchtigen Blick zu tun verstattet hat in eine
uns sonst fast ganz verschlossene Welt, die altgriechische, speziell
die altattische Volkssprache.1

Thus in his 1896 review W. Schulze emphasized not only the
importance of P. Kretschmer’s Die griechischen Vaseninschriften
ihrer Sprache nach untersucht (1894) but also the significance of
vase inscriptions as a new type of evidence for ancient Greek,
mainly in its colloquial aspect.

Since the publication of Kretschmer’s seminal work a cen-
tury of great archaeological scholarship has revolutionized our
knowledge of Greek vases. In the first place, J. D. Beazley’s
work on the Attic material (especially ABV, ARV, Para.) has
created a completely new basis from which any revision of
vase inscriptions must now start. In addition to that, the quan-
tity of material has increased enormously since Kretschmer’s
time and we are today in a much better position to check the
readings of the inscriptions—travelling is easier, photography
has made spectacular advances, and special equipment can show
details invisible to the human eye. Finally, our general know-
ledge of Greek culture and language has improved consider-
ably in the last hundred years. Kretschmer’s book will remain
a landmark of scholarship, but a complete revision of Greek
vase inscriptions is now long overdue. Moreover, our improved
knowledge suggests that we should not only re-examine the aspect
of colloquialisms, but consider other linguistic aspects too.

Yet it is impossible today to cover the whole field of Greek
vase inscriptions in one work. In the present volume I have
included only the inscriptions on vases of non-Attic schools
prior to c.400 . Admittedly this terminus excludes the South
Italian vases, but the South Italian schools are so heavily depend-
ent on Attic vase-painting and on the culture of classical Athens
in general that this material should not be tackled without a

previous treatment of the Attic corpus. A cut-off date of c.400
 therefore seems justified—especially since the huge work of
collecting, checking, and analysing the Attic vase inscriptions
has yet to be done; for the time being, in this field, we must
content ourselves with the material contained in Immerwahr
(1990) and the phonological analysis by Threatte (1980).

The term ‘vase inscription’ needs some definition. Here it
is taken to mean all inscriptions, painted or incised, that were
applied by the potter or painter of vases (and pinakes) when
the object was first made.2 Inscriptions incised later, i.e. those
normally termed ‘graffiti’, are not included, since they are not
a typical feature of vases but could have been added to any
object, at any time after its production, and in quite a differ-
ent context. I also exclude practically all nonsense inscriptions
and trade marks, since they are both irrelevant to a mainly
philological study.

It has long since been realized that although the vases were
produced in many different places in the Greek world, differ-
ent styles such as Attic, Corinthian, East Greek, Lakonian,
Chalcidian, etc., have much in common. While in the nineteenth
century and in the first half of the twentieth century scholars
were mainly concerned with identifying and characterizing the
different schools and places of production, archaeologists have
now started to emphasize the similarities between the various
schools and to trace the lines of influence which criss-cross the
Greek world. But the archaeologists do not always make clear
how such influences are supposed to have spread: I assume,
however, that the import and export of vases and other objets
d’art are normally taken to be both the cause and the means
of their dissemination. In addition, unexpected mixtures of
material and styles may sometimes be explained as due to the
movement of unfired clay. Obviously these explanations are
possible and in some instances must be correct, but it is also
conceivable, though hardly ever acknowledged, that a vase-
painter may have moved from place to place while practising
his craft. The real difficulty for a potter or a painter was to
learn the techniques. These could only be transmitted from
master to apprentice through direct contact, and if the tech-
niques were to spread overseas either the master or the pupil
had to travel. It is only too clear, on the other hand, why such

INTRODUCTION

1 W. Schulze (1896), 694. 2 I do not deal with vases made from materials other than fired clay.
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considerations are often neglected; for while a competent art
historian can distinguish the hands of different painters, he
cannot normally define their place of origin and thus whether
they are locals or foreigners.3 It is undoubtedly much easier to
recognize the origin of a painter from his use of language than
from his pictorial style and technique, and in the nineteenth
century it was the obvious lead offered by the dialect and
alphabet of the vase inscriptions which made the identification
of the various styles possible. Now that this first goal (of style
identification) has been achieved, we must look once again at
the linguistic and epigraphical features of our texts; for while
previously attention was necessarily concentrated on the regular
features, emphasis should now be laid on the exceptions, i.e.
such foreign dialect features on vases as cannot be expected a
priori for a particular place at the time when the vases were
produced, and could therefore be direct indications of the 
origin of a vase-painter, and possibly of his style or certain
elements of his style.

Although the migration of potters and painters in the eighth–
fifth centuries  (a very busy period of trade, colonization,
and warfare in the Greek world) may be expected to account
for some linguistic anomalies in vase inscriptions, this need
not be the only reason. For there was also a lively cultural
exchange in the field of literature, mainly among travelling
poets and rhapsodes. There has been fierce discussion as to
whether the many vase-paintings of heroic scenes reflect the
texts that these poets and rhapsodes produced or recited, or
whether they are just expressions of heroic stories transmit-
ted in oral prose accounts. Friis Johansen (1967) tried to show
that vase-painting (he was mainly dealing with the Attic mater-
ial) reflected the actual Homeric poems rather than just the
relevant stories. But in the evidence he adduced, only such
scenes as show details of little importance to the plot but coin-
cide with the description given by Homer should be considered
valid arguments in favour of this theory.4 Unfortunately there
are few such instances, and although the theory is immediately
plausible, we may be tempted to take a much more critical view
(see e.g. von Steuben (1968) ). Again, language can be a better
source of information: we should be aware of reflections of 
literary language in our vase inscriptions.

Kretschmer (1894) mainly stressed one particular feature of
vase inscriptions, the colloquialisms. Apart from that, he put
some emphasis on the occurrence of foreign dialect, but his
observations—except for the [a] in Chalcidian5 (see §259)—only
concerned Attic vases.6 As for reflections of literary language,

he seems to have taken a somewhat sceptical view and mentions
only a few cases—again only Attic ones—in passing;7 the exist-
ence of such reflections did not fit the concept of the unedu-
cated vase-painter which he had so clearly delineated. At any
rate, Kretschmer did not try to reach any further conclusions
on the basis of such observations, and accordingly the few
points he made have received little notice. In the main, vase
inscriptions are known for their colloquial character.

But why should a vase-painter not have heard recitations of
literary texts, and been deeply impressed by the experience,
since he had such an opportunity only rarely? And then, why
should a vase-painter not have had the intelligence to acquire
a considerable degree of education? After all, some of them
have left us inscriptions, which required at least some degree
of literacy, and the wrong or unusual spellings clearly show
that they were not just copying the texts from some unknown
source. As we shall see, the omnipresent force of mainly epic
literature in archaic Greece can be felt even in these often
humble documents.

Colloquialisms, foreign dialect forms, and literary forms can
of course be mixed together. It is easy to imagine that a 
vase-painter heard a particular epic tale and then wrote down
the names in the way in which he had understood them or
pronounced them himself.

In fact most of these observations are related to two more
general points. (1) We cannot deal with individual elements
of the inscriptions without considering the inscriptions by an
individual (e.g. a painter) in their entirety. (2) We must not
consider the inscriptions outside their pictorial context. For
non-Attic inscriptions Kretschmer printed the full text (for
the Corinthian corpus, see his previous article of 1888); but
he did not do so for the Attic texts, and consequently failed
to notice some of the features which contribute to the gen-
eral interpretation: literary influence may count as one of these.

If, in view of what I have said above, we adopt a broader
methodology and a broader aim in our assessment of the vase
inscriptions, this may perhaps compensate for the limits to
our evidence and for the consequential limits to the range 
of phenomena that we can observe: first, the majority of the
words that we shall discuss are personal names, both heroic
and non-heroic; and secondly, not very many individual items
are longer than one word. It should not be surprising therefore
that most linguistic problems concern phonology, orthography,
and word-formation, while morphology and syntax necessarily
play a secondary role.

    

I add here some technical information about this book. The
work consists of two main parts: I, a Catalogue with an edition

3 I need only mention the well-known cases of Lydos, Amasis, Brygos,
etc. in Athens (see e.g. Boardman (1974), 12). If we did not know their
names, who would guess from their potting and painting that they were not
indigenous Athenians?

4 For a completely different kind of proof for the reflection of epic (more
precisely Il. 18. 39) on a vase see Wachter (1990a) and (1990b).

5 See his p. 71.
6 See e.g. his pp. 74 ff. on non-Attic names of potters and painters, and

Doric labels of heroic characters.

7 See e.g. his pp. 79, 147, 178. A more detailed discussion was contributed
by Schulze (1896: 700 ff.).
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and a commentary to accompany each inscription, and II, an
Analysis with discussion of aspects which concern more than
one vase.

The Catalogue is arranged in the geographical order followed
by L. H. Jeffery (1961) (= LSAG). This is the list of regions
or places of vase production with the abbreviations I have given
them: 1, Euboia (EUB); 2, Boiotia (BOI); 3, Aigina (AIG);
4, Uncertain origin (INC) and Pseudo-Corinthian (PCO); 5,
Corinth (COR) including some graffiti (COR Gr); 6, Corinthian
pinakes (COP); 7, Argolid (ARG); 8, Lakonia (LAK); 9, Elis
(ELI); 10, Ithaka (ITH); 11, Euboian colonies (EUC); 12,
Chalcidian (CHA); 13, Pseudo-Chalcidian (PCH); 14, Etruria
(ETR); 15, Achaian colonies (ACC); 16, Doric colonies (DOC);
17, Ionic islands (IOI); 18, Doric islands (DOI); 19, Ionic
Dodekapolis (IOD); 20, Naukratis (NAU); 21, Caeretan (CAE);
22, Doric Hexapolis (DOH). For each region or place of pro-
duction, the vases are put as far as possible in chronological order.

The information accompanying each item is presented in
the following general categories, and in the following order:

For each vase, after its number and present location, is given some
information about its shape, its provenance, its painter (if identi-
fied), its approximate time of discovery (or the earliest terminus
ante quem I could find), and in some cases the time of its loss.

There follows a section with the important bibliography. The
literature about most of the vases is vast and could neither be
worked through entirely nor cited completely. On the archae-
ological side I have included standard works, contributions that
seemed interesting to me or are relevant to the inscriptions,
and works which contain photographs of the inscriptions. Often
the remark ‘bibl.’ is added to a reference; this means that the
reference will be found particularly helpful if one is looking
for more bibliography on the particular vase under review.
LIMC especially, which I have tried to cite completely (as 
far as published, i.e. vols. i–vi), provides plenty of additional
references. For more recently published pieces, where the 
bibliography is still manageable, I have tried to be less eclectic.
For vases discovered in the last century I have often laid rather
more than the usual emphasis on the earliest bibliography. First,
it seemed worth while stressing how many good observations
go back to the very first editors of the documents. Secondly,
and perhaps more importantly, the readings of the earlier 
editors are frequently based on a considerably better state of
preservation of the documents (see n. 573), and it is often
useful to see which readings caused difficulties even when the
vase was first found and which were obviously clear at the
time. On the epigraphical side I have tried to be more com-
plete, as these works are often not included in the archaeo-
logical bibliography.8 Linguistic works are only rarely referred

to among the Catalogue data (except Kretschmer 1894, of
course); they play a more prominent role in the commentary
that follows the data and in the Analysis (Part II).

Next come the critical remarks on the photographs available
in print.9 As the reading of an inscription is fundamental, I
have thought it useful to dedicate some space to these remarks
in order to enable the reader to verify more easily what I have
accepted or established as the correct text. I have indicated
with ‘Orig.’ (plus a negative number if known to me) where
I have an original photograph. If a photograph is included
among the illustrations at the end of the volume, I have added
an asterisk (*) immediately before the catalogue number (for
the negative numbers of these photographs see the list of
Photographic Credits, p. 398). If a reading is insufficiently
established and no such ‘Orig.’ is found despite the fact that
the published photographs are not clear, this is either because
my efforts to obtain a photograph have been fruitless, or—rarely
—because the original photographs that I did receive are of
inferior quality. The selection of plates presented at the end of
this book may seem small. But first, it was useless (and would
have been financially ruinous) to order and reproduce pho-
tographs of inscriptions which can be read easily and of which
good photographs have already been published; and secondly,
many photographs in my possession when copied would not
show the details of the relevant difficulties. So it seemed much
more useful to add drawings, mostly (and unless otherwise
marked) done in front of the original. A degree sign (°) added
before the catalogue number of the vase indicates that there
is a drawing among the illustrations at the end.

After the section on photographs, I have indicated if I have
seen the original and when.

Then a description of the scenes depicted on the vase is given.
This is followed by an account of the dates proposed by

various editors and authors.
The sections on the text of the inscriptions are to be under-

stood as follows. The first text gives a standardized version
of the original letter-forms if they can be established. If the
normal local alphabet of the region is used on the document,
this is not specifically stated. Readers less acquainted with these
matters are referred to the relevant sections in Jeffery 1961
(reprinted 1990, with additions: here labelled Johnston 1990).
The second text gives the objective reading in transliteration.
The third text contains the text restored and interpreted as
well and as far as possible. A fourth text is only added for
metrical inscriptions which consist of several lines (e.g. COP
1 and 2, ITH 1).

8 SEG, although useful in my search for vase inscriptions, is not normally
cited unless the editors made some important contribution. Archäologische
Bibliographie, by contrast, was of no great help. Inscribed items that have

once been listed under ‘Gefässe’, which are of course only a small minor-
ity, are not normally to be found again under the heading ‘Vaseninschriften’
(which itself is under ‘Epigraphik’); (1987), no. 5419, i.e. Zimmermann (1986),
is lacking on p. 405, for instance.

9 The qualifications (cl., uncl., invis.) refer only to the inscriptions, not
to the painting as a whole, and if these qualifications are negative, this is
not normally the ‘fault’ of the photographer, author, or publisher, but of the
state of preservation of the vase.
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In a section on epigraphy, matters purely concerning the
reading are discussed. All texts have been checked either with
the best photographs I have been able to get hold of, or—
particularly the difficult ones—against the original vase (this
is always carefully stated).

The final item of data, interpretation, contains information
on the content of the inscriptions and of the scenes in which
they occur, as well as a translation if necessary.

After each catalogue entry, a commentary discusses the indi-
vidual features, mainly linguistic, of the vase and its inscriptions,
and adds often numerous cross-references to the relevant sec-
tions in the Analysis.

The reader may miss from the Catalogue a number of vase
inscriptions that I have decided not to include mainly because
they are too fragmentary or too late, or are graffiti or nonsense
inscriptions. These pieces are mentioned in the introductions
to the individual geographical sections of the Catalogue.10

After the Catalogue follows the Analysis, divided into five 
chapters. Chapter 1 contains some general problems of 
epigraphy and spelling (if not—so far as we can judge—
relevant to pronunciation). Chapter 2 discusses linguistic
problems concerning more than one vase. It is not intended
as a grammar of any of the dialects in question, not even of
Corinthian, although in that case—unlike all others—the vases
do contribute considerably to our knowledge. Chapter 3 deals
with some aspects of daily life that are mirrored in the vase
inscriptions treated here. In Chapter 4, the many labelled scenes,
heroic and non-heroic, arranged in a thematic order, are 
discussed with respect to literary parallels, if available, and
otherwise with respect to what their meaning and function
may have been. Observations on literary language, assembled
in Chapter 5, conclude the Analysis.

For the further guidance of the reader, some detailed additional
material follows the Catalogue and Analysis. The ‘Microcata-
logue’, a short version of all the restored and interpreted texts
in the catalogue, is added as an appendix for quick reference.
After this there is a full list of bibliographical References; then
follow seven Indexes to which I have devoted a good deal of
attention, since I suspect they will prove especially useful in
a book which is meant not so much to be read from A to Z
as to be consulted mainly for reference purposes.

A large part of this book is devoted to Corinthian vase inscrip-
tions. This is of course due to the fact that about half of all
non-Attic inscribed vases and almost all pinakes are Corinthian.
I may, perhaps, be attacked for having taken up this subject
again. Only some twenty years ago, A. W. Johnston (1981: 223,
reviewing Lorber 1979) wrote: ‘One is bound to ask whether
such a book is really necessary’, referring to the fact that 
R. Arena (1967) had already re-examined Corinthian vase
inscriptions in a monograph. Moreover, only ten years ago
D. A. Amyx, in chapter 6 of his Corinthian Vase-painting of
the Archaic Period, again published a full list of Corinthian
inscriptions and stated (p. 360): ‘It is not likely that another
full-dress treatment will be needed in the near future. Unless
and until a large mass of new documents is found, incidental
additions to the corpus can be treated en passant.’ What is
‘necessary’ is of course a highly subjective matter, not only to
the authors but also to the readers of scholarly works. I happen
to think that a ‘full-dress treatment’ done from a slightly dif-
ferent point of view may still add something to our knowledge
of antiquity, at least something of more utility than a series of
bits and pieces, widely dispersed in periodicals and Festschriften.
Arena’s commentary was mainly concerned with philology and
epigraphy, Lorber’s with archaeology and epigraphy, Amyx’s
with archaeology and onomastics. My contribution, I hope, 
may be to have used the linguistic aspects of the inscriptions
to achieve a broader view of the content, context, and sources
of these documents; as far as I know this has not yet been done
on a large scale for Greek vase inscriptions. For Attic, it still
remains to be done.

10 Some items could not be placed for want of other entries from the same
region, namely: (1) a fr. abecedarium from Lipljan (see Wachter (1989b), 30
n. 30), which is now down-dated to the 4th cent. (see LSAG 452C); (2) 
the small frs. from the Kabirion on Lemnos, ASAA  63 (1985), 342, with
ph. fig. 6, reading [Κα]βε�ροι[ς]; [. . .]νεν.[. . .]; [� ]ερ[
ν] ?; [. . .]µεων[. . .];
[Κ ]aβε�q[οις]; [. . . ?]ανδq[. . .]; �ερ
ν.



PART I

CATALOGUE OF INSCRIPTIONS



Note: The catalogue entries are preceded by * if there are photographs, and by ° if there
are drawings of the relevant inscriptions at the end of the volume. Both the drawings
and photographs are arranged in the order of the catalogue: (1) EUB, (2) BOI, (3) 
AIG, (4) INC/PCO, (5) COR, (6) COP, (7) ARG, (8) LAK, (9) ELI, (10) ITH, 
(11) EUC, (12) CHA, (13) PCH, (14) ETR, (15) ACC, (16) DOC, (17) IOI, (18) DOI,
(19) IOD, (20) NAU, (21) CAE, (22) DOH.



Introduction: From the scanty material available we can hardly
speak of a typical Euboian painted pottery. Nevertheless, there
are a few pieces that might be so classified, three of which are
inscribed. One of these shows an Ionic dialect feature (EUB 1),
the second (EUB 2) at least does not contravene Euboian writ-
ing or dialect, and the third (EUB 3) shows a feature of Euboian
script and a feature of non-Euboian dialect.

*°  , . . 

Amphora of ‘Melian’ type from Eretria (1898). Bibliography:
Nicole (1911), 162 (bibl.), 163 no. 880; Boardman (1952), 20 ff.,
26 f., no. C. 2, dr. p. 25, ph. pl. 5; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 84, 87.
8. Photographs: Boardman uncl. Scene: Three women facing l.;
only the third (the hindmost) is named. Date: (shortly) after 600
(Boardman); last q. 7th cent. or (shortly) after 600 ( Jeffery).

4EE
θεε
θε5.

Epigraphy: Boardman (p. 26): ‘the exact form of the last letter is
not distinct’, reading an alpha. The letter is an epsilon (a clear
lower bar is visible both on the ph. as published and on the ori-
ginal print). Interpretation: Unspecified scene with goddesses (label).

Boardman suggests a form θε1, which is both impossible to read
and a priori unexpected for the Euboian dialect (there is no iota
to give pl. θεα�). He suggests that the label may stand for all three
figures. This is possible (we may compare COR 97), although in
our case we would expect a collective label in the plural (see §401).
The space where the inscription is placed (top-r. corner) is the
least obtrusive. Boardman (p. 21) thinks the scene may represent
the Judgement of Paris. Yet, there is no Paris, nor are there any
of the goddesses’ usual attributes.

*°  , . . (+) 

Bf. amphora from Eretria (1898). Bibliography: Laurent (1901),
176 ff., ph. pl. 12; Nicole (1911), 168 f., no. 890 (with bibl.);
Haspels (1930), 432, ph. pl. 23; Boardman (1952), 38 f., ph. pl.
9c; LIMC vi, ‘Nereus’ 96; LIMC vii, ‘Peleus’ 207*, ph. pl. 204.
Photographs: Laurent and Boardman uncl.; Haspels quite cl.;

LIMC sm. Scene: A man (a) and a woman (b) are standing in a
chariot to r. In front of them, beyond the horses, a man to l. (c)
is facing them. The other figures, three women, are unnamed.
Date: 550–540 (Boardman; LIMC).

(a) rEL, (b) 4ET, (c) REVS
(a) Πεk[. . .], (b) Θεt[. . .], (c) [. . .]qευς
(a) Π3k[ε
ς], (b) Θ�t[ις], (c) [Ν3]qε
ς.

Epigraphy: (a) The lambda was read by Laurent as ›, by Nicole
as V (was there so much more of it preserved at the time?).
Boardman says that the position of the second stroke cannot now
be seen clearly. At the lower end, however, a slight prolongation
of the oblique bar to the l. beyond the vertical stroke is visible
(see dr.). (b) The cross of the theta is now incomplete but
appears at its junctions with the circle. On the original ph. can
be seen the l. part of the top bar and part of the vertical hasta of
the tau (Θ�[τις], eds.). (c) The much-discussed first letter is a
rho (see below, and see dr.). Of the sigma only the upper bow is
preserved; it will have been S, otherwise it would reach down too
far. Interpretation: Wedding of Peleus and Thetis (labels).

Since the certain lambda in (a) had its angle at the bottom, as
expected on Euboia, the first letter in (c) cannot be a lambda.11

Nor does it help to suggest that the writer tried but failed to write
a lambda.12 Laurent restored (c) [Ν3]qε
ς, who is surely the most
likely figure to meet and greet Peleus and Thetis on their wed-
ding day. In fact the letter in question is a fully formed, though
rather careless and wide-open, rho of the R type (see §101).

*°  , . 

Kind of belly-handled amphora from Eretria (1897–1917:
Boardman, p. 1). Bibliography: Boardman (1952), 43 f. with dr.,
ph. pl. 13; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 85, 95. 23 (in the Boiotian sec-
tion). Photographs: Boardman invis. I am grateful to J. Boardman
for two original phs. Scene: None. Date: probably 6th cent.
(Boardman).

1. Euboia

11 We cannot expect two different lambdas in one and the same inscr. The
East Ionic lambda from Eretria (IG xii/9. 285 = CEG 108 = LSAG 88. 21), cited
by Boardman (his n. 262) as a justification for this letter-form, is a century later
(c.450?) and the relevant inscr. shows other modern East Ionic features (notably
ˆ in ξ0νος).

12 Boardman’s various explanations as to why the writer could have written Νελε
ς
are unconvincing in themselves.



(a) KALLIÂG ^SK0L0 (b) K ELEIAK L0
(a) Καλλιµe[. . . ?] | νσκαλα (b) Κ[. . . .]. ελειαj[.]λα
(a) Καλλιµe[. . . ?] | νς καλ1. (b) Κ[αλλι]l�λεια j[α]λ1.

Epigraphy: (a) The sixth letter is a (reversed) five-stroke mu: 
its fifth stroke is on the dark area around the attachment of the
handle. The epsilon is quite cl. After that no more letters are 
visible, since the surface is covered with a crust. (b) After the first
letter (which is beyond the area shown on the phs. at my dis-
posal) about four letters are missing (Boardman), or five if 
some are narrow. To the r. of this area the oblique top-r. end 
of a kappa, mu, nu, upsilon, or (‘red’) xi is visible. Interpretation:
Kalos-inscriptions.

The sixth letter of (a) is typical of Eretria (see Boardman, and
Jeffery, p. 79); it is reversed, but the script of these inscriptions
is very irregular anyway. Unless we take καλα as neuter plural,
for which it would be hard to find an interpretation, the dialect
obviously suits nearby Boiotian better than Eretrian Ionic. Yet
Boardman thinks that the vase cannot be Boiotian. He therefore
considers the inscription to be copied from a Boiotian vase, com-
paring the Ptoiodoros graffito.13 But if it is a kalos-inscription,
which seems to be the case, should we expect such a document

   

to be copied? Kalos-inscriptions outside Attica (the only place
where they were a regular feature) give the impression of being
the result of spontaneous production. Boardman (n. 291), citing
Kretschmer (p. 79), considers Attic influence, but ‘Doric’ long
[a] is rare in Athens, and we cannot safely assume that such excep-
tions had an influence on anybody in the Ionic province of Euboia.

Now, the fact that (1) καλ1 occurs twice, both times appar-
ently at the end of the inscription, and that (2) both inscriptions
start with a kappa, suggests that we may have to do with basic-
ally the same text repeated.14 This would offer for (b) the
restoration Καλλιµ�λεια καλ1, while the 6S in (a), a strange
sequence of letters in a Greek dialect of this region, would remain
without explanation. The writer seems not to have been too sure
of what he was doing anyway.

There is a Καλλιµ�λεις from Boiotian Orchomenos (Bechtel,
p. 305), and we may wonder whether this name was understood
as deriving from µ�λος ‘limb, melody’, yielding either the mean-
ing ‘sounding beautiful’ (as �µµελ�ς ‘harmonious’, etc.) or 
‘having beautiful limbs’. Considering the kalos (or rather kala)
character of our inscription I suspect the latter is more likely, and
we may have found yet another hetaira (see §§239, 308). Should
we assume that parts of the population of Eretria were non-Ionic
speakers, perhaps of Boiotian origin?

13 LSAG 85 (with n. 3), 95. 22, found in Eretria, but considered by Jeffery to
be Boiotian. 14 For a parallel see BOI 9.



Introduction: The earliest group of Boiotian vase inscriptions 
consists of a series of twenty pieces with the signatures of seven
potters (BOI 1–7), some incised before firing, some after, and some
painted (BOI 3, 4A and B but not C, 5A but not B, 6B but not
A, C, D, E). On some pieces, recipients are mentioned: either the
gods (BOI 3) or humans (BOI 4C, probably also BOI 2); for an
interpretation of these cases see §§302 and 307, respectively. We
also have two kalos-inscriptions (BOI 9 and 19), as well as vases
with human and mythic scenes, dedications, and abecedaria. The
quality of the vases is generally mediocre, apart from the very
funny caricature scenes from the Kabirion. The Boiotian alpha-
bet is of the ‘red’, i.e. Euboian, type (see BOI 3 and 10). Attic
influence can be observed in the development of letter-forms (see
BOI 14). Finally, the local script gave way to the Ionic alphabet
(see e.g. BOI 18 and 19).

 A‒B (A) ,  . . 
(  ), (B) , .  

  .  (  )

(A) Ring aryballos from Greece (bought from Geladakis in 
1897: U. Kästner, per litt.). (B) Plastic vase in the shape of a 
sandalled r. foot from Thebes (1898 or earlier). Bibliography: 
(A) I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 155, no. ‘Gryton’ 1, phs. pl. 45a–b.
(B) E. Robinson, AnnRepBoston 21 (1898), 54 (non vidi); Anon.
(1899a), 142, no. 4; Anon. (1899b), 573, no. 4; Nicole (1916), 
376, no. I. 4. 7; Hoppin (1924), 20; P. N. Ure (1927), 11;
Fairbanks (1928), 183 f., no. 536, ph. pl. 51; Payne (1931), 33 
n. 2; Boardman (1965), 235; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 155 f., 
no. ‘Gryton’ 2, ph. pl. 45c. Photographs: (A) Raubitschek quite
cl. (B) Fairbanks invis.; Raubitschek quite cl. Scene: None. Date:
within a generation of 550 (Raubitschek, p. 161, referring to 
P. N. Ure (1946), 49); 1st h. 6th cent. (Raubitschek, p. 162).

(A) qPsTO7GpOIJGwG (B) (PsToNGpoIJGSG
(A) Γρυτονεποιƒεσε (B) Γρυτονεποιƒεσε
(A) Γρ�τ4ν 
πο�ƒ3σε. (B) Γρ�τ4ν 
πο�ƒ3σε.

Epigraphy: (A) The sigma appears to be of the four-stroke type,
but was perhaps not meant to be. The writer seems to have started
by making his first stroke / level with the top of the preceding
letters, but when adding the second (middle) stroke of his S, he

realized that he was getting too low down to be able to continue
on the handle as was necessary for the final epsilon. So he ‘rein-
terpreted’ the first (top) stroke of his S to make it the bottom 
one and completed the letter at the top, leaving it as w (which
was of course perfectly acceptable). (B) —. Interpretation: Potter’s
signatures.

Both inscriptions were incised after firing, as is evident from the
fact that the clay splintered off when the letters were engraved,15

an effect which only occurs to such an extent once the clay has
been fired.16 We can be confident about the authenticity of the
inscription for three reasons. First, we have two identical potter’s
signatures on two vases of different kinds. Secondly, on both vases
the s-shape upsilon is used, which is frequent in Boiotia (see
Jeffery, p. 90) but occurs only here on vases. Thirdly, the other
letters, too, match very well. For the [w] in the verb ποιε�ν see
the following vases and §209; for names in -ων, §229.

On a coiled snake-flask of the early sixth century, similar to
our BOI 6C and proven ancient by thermoluminescence analysis
(see ad BOI 6C ), there is the Boiotian graffito Γρ�t3ς �Ερµα��ι
�δ4κε. For details of the restoration and the function of this
inscription, as well as a drawing, see ad BOI 4C. The name Γρ�t3ς
(obviously an s-stem, see §235) reminds us strongly of our pot-
ter Γρ�τ4ν, whose name was connected with the word γρ�τα
‘container for ointments’ (Sappho fr. 179 L–P) by Bechtel (p. 604).
Γρυτ- is therefore the ‘ideal’ stem for the name—or nickname—
of a potter specializing in oil-flasks (of whose production a ring-
aryballos, a plastic vase in the shape of a sandalled foot, and the
snake-flask survive). In favour of the identity of the individual(s)
we can adduce the fact that in Grytes’ graffito the upsilon has
the same form s as in Gryton’s (the sigma does not match, but
it also differs between BOI 1A and B). As to the difference in
the name, we may compare the potter-name(s) BOI 5A Φιθ�δ�ς
and 5B Φ�θ3, which are likely to designate the same man (see ad
loc. and §228). From the point of view of formation, Γρ�t3ς could
correspond to Φ�θ3 if my interpretation of the frequent Boiotian
hypocoristics in -3 as formations in -3ς with loss of the final [s]
is correct (see §235).

2. Boiotia

15 See especially letters 1, 4, 9–14 in (A); 1, 4, 10–12, 14 in (B).
16 Raubitschek (p. 164) is certainly right to say that there is no reason why a

potter should not sign a vase after firing.



   

*° A‒D (A) ,    (, 
), (B) , .  .  
.  (,  ), (C) ,

 .  .  (,
  ), (D) ,
.  . .  .   

(,  )

(A) Aryballos from Thebes (1887 or earlier). (B) Gourd aryballos
from Koroneia (?) (found ?). (C) Pomegranate-shaped aryballos
from ? (1910 or earlier). (D) Piriform alabastron from ? (bought
in the 19th cent.). Bibliography: (A) Pottier (1888), 168 f., with
dr., repeated in WV (1889), pl. 1; Kretschmer (1894), 53 f., 
no. 4; Perrot–Chipiez (1914), 40 n. 1; Nicole (1916), 376, no. I.
4. 9; Hoppin (1924), 22; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 440. 8; 
P. N. Ure (1927), 11; mentioned by Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 92;
I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 156, no. ‘Menaidas’ 1,17 phs. pl. 46a–b;
Guarducci (1974), 481, with ph. fig. 190; A. Waiblinger, CVA
France, 26 (1974), 19 (with dr.), phs. pls. 14. 2–3, 15. 1. (B) 
I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 156, no. ‘Menaidas’ 3; Maffre (1978),
264–8, with ph. (p. 266). (C) Greifenhagen (1936), 400 f., no. 49,
with ph. fig. 56; mentioned by Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 92; I. K.
Raubitschek (1966), 156 f., no. ‘Menaidas’ 4, phs. pls. 46c, 47b.
(D) I. K. Raubitschek (1965); I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 157, 
no. ‘Menaidas’ 5, phs. pls. 46d, 47a. Photographs: (A) Raubitschek
and CVA cl.; Guarducci quite cl. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. (B) Maffre
quite cl. (C) Greifenhagen uncl.; Raubitschek cl. (D) Raubitschek
(1966) quite cl. Scene: None. Date: (A), (C), and (D) 1st h. 6th cent.
(Raubitschek, p. 162). (B) within a generation of 550 (Raubit-
schek, p. 161, referring to P. N. Ure (1946), 49); 1st h. 6th cent.
(Raubitschek, p. 162); towards mid-6th cent. (Maffre, pp. 265, 268).

(A) mG^CIDCSG˜GpoIJGSGZC∂opI
(B) 3G^CIDCSGmGGroIJGSGZCPOpI
(C ) mG^CIDCSGMGGpoIFESGZC∂opI
(D) W)∂OpIGMGpOIJGwG˜G6CIDCS.

(A) ΜεναιδασεµεποιÏεσεχαροπι
(B) Μεναιδασεµεεποιƒεσεχαροπι
(C) Μεναιδασεµεεποιƒεσεχαροπι
(D) Χαροπιεµεποιƒεσεµεναιδας

(A) Μενα�δ�ς 
µ� 
πο�Ï3σε Χ�ροπι.18 (B) Μενα�δ�ς 
µ!

πο�ƒ3σε Χ�ροπι. (C) Μενα�δ�ς 
µ! 
πο�ƒ3σε Χ�ροπι. 
(D) Χ�ροπι 
µ� 
πο�ƒ3σε Μενα�δ�ς (a different and more 
careless hand later incised: Γοργ��ς τíπ"λ(λ)4νι).

Epigraphy: (A) Waiblinger (p. 16) reports a thermoluminescence
analysis made at Oxford which showed that the vase is authentic.19

The inscr. was perhaps incised before firing (Waiblinger): at any
rate, there is practically no splintering at the edges of the letters.
Waiblinger (following Pottier) reads GroIGGSE. This was rejected
by Maffre (1978: 265 n. 11): ‘le F ne ressemblant à un E . . .
qu’à cause d’une rayure accidentelle de l’épiderme du vase à 
l’emplacement de la barre inférieure d’un éventuel E; cette
rayure est incisée beaucoup moins profondément que ne le sont
les lettres véritables du graffite.’ Yet autopsy has confirmed my
suspicion already gained from the phs. that there is indeed a lower
oblique bar to complete the epsilon (its l. end, i.e. the angle with
the vertical stroke, is still quite clear), but there has been a 
subsequent attempt to erase it and prolong the vertical stroke
instead. This mistake, which may find a phonological explana-
tion, furnishes an indication of the authenticity of the inscr. 
(in addition to that of the letter-forms; see below). (B) ‘incisée
(sans doute avant cuisson)’, Maffre, p. 264 (‘sans doute’ means
‘perhaps’!). The clay has splintered off extensively at the edges
of many letters (esp. 1, 3, 4, 7, 17, 21, 22, 24). Incision after firing
seems therefore more likely. (C ) The inscr. seems to have been
incised before firing,20 despite some splintered areas (esp. in 
letters 4, 6, 7, 13). (D) Here the writer obviously had some
difficulty incising his letters, probably owing to the nature of the
clay.21 As the writing is much clearer and neater and the incision
deeper than in the later graffito, incision before firing seems 
possible. Interpretation: Potter’s signatures and dedications (to a
human?; (D) later to Apollon).

There is no doubt that these are Boiotian inscriptions,22 and
although their authenticity has been doubted, there are strong 
epigraphical indications that they are genuine. These are the points
which speak for authenticity. We have four vases bearing
inscriptions that are almost, but not quite, identical: (B) and (C )
show 
µ!, (A) and (D) 
µ� instead,23 and in (D) object and sub-
ject are exchanged. All claim to be by the same writer and pot-
ter. There are also minor differences in letter-forms, for instance
in the case of the mus, which are never exactly the same even
within one inscription: m˜ (A), 3m (B), mM (C), M˜ (D). On

17 She also mentions another vase in the Louvre with a similar inscr. 
(p. 156, no. Menaidas 2, Louvre ODF 53; see E. Pottier apud Hoppin), which
has been considered a forgery since its acquisition, could not be found in 1965
(nor in 1977, see Maffre (1978), 264 n. 8), and is omitted here.

18 (A) and (D): This transcription is more likely than 
µ! πο�Ï3σε (see §224).

19 E. Pottier apud Hoppin only doubted the authenticity of the inscr., not of
the vase itself.

20 Raubitschek: ‘since the paint of the central band seems to be present in the
letters’. Yet, the central band shows the natural clay and is not painted. What
she meant is that the paint of the bands above and below the central one has 
penetrated into the letters. From this we can conclude that the letters were incised
before the (last) firing process. I am most grateful to W. Geominy, who checked
and answered my questions.

21 It is described as ‘yellowish brown with lumps of gray and brown in it’ by
Raubitschek (1966), whereas BOI 2A is ‘très friable, micacée, jaune rouge’
(Waiblinger), (B) ‘orangée’ (Maffre) and (C ) ‘very fine fabric of yellowish brown
color with tiny amounts of mica’ (Raubitschek).

22 Yet the letter-forms are not sufficient for identification as Maffre (1978: 265)
claims (see the table at the end of Jeffery (1961) ). Only by regarding phonology
can we rule out the alternative, Euboian (where -ιδ�ς would be -ιδ3ς).

23 For the question of crasis, pronoun, elision, and augment see the following
inscrs. and §224.



.  

the other hand, there is a greater number of details that agree
perfectly, notably the S-type sigmas and the ‘Boiotian’ C-type
alphas, although something went wrong with the first alpha in
(D). Even more significant are two individual letter-forms. (1) On
all four vases the loop of the pi (two on each) starts steeply
upwards.24 (2) The rho is quite bizarre: on (A) it was first drawn
in a D-shape (which would be delta) and then developed into the
P-shape by prolonging the vertical stroke from where the bow
ended. We have exactly the same rho in (C )25 and (D);26 in the
latter the continuation of the vertical stroke is clearly at an angle
to the vertical stroke itself.27 Even if this version is an (early) altera-
tion of the old P- or D-type rho towards the R- or 8-shape (see
§101), it is not frequent and, more importantly, has not been
noticed and described until now. It therefore furnishes the
strongest indication of the identity of the writer of at least three,
possibly all four, of these inscriptions, as well as of the authen-
ticity of the vases.28

The interpretation of these inscriptions is not easy, since we
do not know for sure who Charops was. I would think that he
was a human (see §307).

The correction in the digamma of (A) is very interesting.29 It
is clear that the writer first wrote εποιε-. I cannot believe that he
wrote one oblique bar too many simply because the letter forms
of epsilon and digamma are similar: 
πο�εσε too must have been
a possible spelling of the form in Boiotia at the time (see §209),
which suggests that the [w] was no longer pronounced. But when
he wrote the form as he pronounced it, he realized that he normally
applied the ‘received’ (and more archaic) spelling 
πο�ƒ3σε and
tried to correct his error. This suggests that there was something
like a spelling tradition in the pottery trade. It seems likely also
that a young potter would have learnt the art of writing from his
master (see §§307, 315).

We may accept these vases and their inscriptions as genuine
unless we are prepared to believe that a nineteenth-century forger
invented the name Menaidas, knew about Herakles Charops, 
cleverly varied the formula of the inscriptions while persevering
with very special letter-forms, and deliberately introduced the
digamma-epsilon error.

  , .  .  . 

Cup (‘à oiseaux’, Maffre) from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Maffre
(1975), 415 f., 420–5, ph. 417 fig. 2c; Hansen, CEG (1983), 
no. 327; Brouskari (1985), 50, ph. 51. Photographs: Maffre cl.;
Brouskari sm. but cl. Scene: None. Date: 3rd q. 6th cent. (Maffre,
pp. 423/5); probably c.550 (see §101).

GdIZG˜GdoIGSG5GIoISpGRIKCLDGICDo8C
Επιχεµεποιεσεθειοισπερικαλδειαδορα
�Επ�χ©µ� 
πο�3σε θειο�ς περικαλδε�α δ[ρα.30

Epigraphy: The inscr. runs in a circle inside the cup, the last seven
letters ‘diving’ under the beginning. From the spacing of the 
letters . . . θειοισπερι . . . it is obvious that the writer first wrote
. . . θειοιπερι . . . , then, realizing that the dat. should have a -ς
(see §204), changed the iota of -οι into a somewhat awkwardly
shaped sigma and added a new iota before it.31 I do not believe
that the delta of περικαλδε�α should be a lambda and needs 
emendation as Maffre claims (pp. 421 f.), nor that its ductus is
different from the one in δ[ρα. Furthermore, I do not think that
either the final letters’ ‘diving’ under the beginning of the inscr.
or the writer’s dipping his brush into the paint-pot again for the
last seven signs (only after the delta of -λδ-!) has anything to do
with this spelling (Maffre, ibid.). Interpretation: Metrical potter’s
signature (and dedication?): ‘Epiche made me for the gods.
Beautiful gifts (he makes)!’

It is observed by Maffre (p. 423 with n. 52) that this inscrip-
tion forms a dactylic hexameter, which can only be true if
πο�3σε is counted å–å, θειο�ς å–, and περικαλδε�α åå–åå (see
below). As for the first two syllables, which in his opinion do not
fit the metre, it is possible that the name �Επ�χε had three long
vowels, i.e. [kpckh

b] (see §235). If not, one might think either of
metrical licence at the beginning of the line or of the common
phenomenon of metrical adaptation of a proper name (see §222).
Metre shows us also that we should read �Επ�χ©µ� 
πο�3σε or �Επ�χ3
µ� 
πο�3σε, but not �Επ�χ� 
µ� 
πο�3σε (see §224).

For Boiotian men’s names in -ε/-ει see §235. As an inter-
pretation †Επιψε makes no sense, the writing system of this
inscription must be the ‘red’ one, as expected for Boiotian; for
the formation with -ιχ- see §234. The verb shows no digamma
(see §209), and its diphthong is counted as a short vowel (see §221).
For the question of crasis, pronoun, elision, and augment, and
the fact that the writer stopped after µε to dip his brush into the
pot again, see §224. The forms θειο�ς and περικαλδε�α, as Maffre
states,32 both show the rendering <ει> for [g]. Although of dif-
ferent origin, this representation of a short prevocalic vowel as a
diphthong may be compared with the <ποι> in the verb (see also

24 I could find only two other Boiotian inscrs. with this pi, namely LSAG 94.
4, dr. pl. 7 (ph. Richter (1949), fig. 40), and our BOI 6E (not quite as steep).
This form occurs elsewhere too, although it is never frequent.

25 The detailed ph. kindly supplied by the museum shows that the writer first
produced a vertical hasta of the normal length, then added half of the loop and
thereafter drew the rest of the loop and the vertical continuation in one stroke
of almost circular shape (anti-clockwise). The continuation of the vertical hasta
is neither in line with its upper half nor exactly parallel.

26 I am grateful to Burkhard Meißner, who took the detailed phs. for me in
autumn 1988.

27 On the published ph. of (B), the vertical stroke of the rho does not reach
as far below the ‘line’ as in the other inscrs.; it would therefore be worth check-
ing. But despite many efforts I have not been able to obtain an original ph. on
which the rho shows up sufficiently clearly.

28 Maffre (1978: 267 f.) emphasizes I. K. Raubitschek’s observation (1965: 
174) that all vases signed by Menaidas, though different from one another, have
a common lack of handles and feet, adding that they also lack suspension holes.

29 Already treated in Wachter (1992), 23 (no. 4).

30 This is more likely than �Επ�χ3 µε πο�3σε . . . and �Επ�χ3 µ� 
πο�3σε . . .
(see §224).

31 This produced a better spacing than inserting a -ς directly after -οι.
32 Maffre, pp. 422 f. with nn. 48 and 53.
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§221). In θειο�ς the final [s] was first forgotten (probably owing
to weak pronunciation), then inserted (see §204). The [d] in
περικαλδε�α33 is paralleled in Boiotian but nowhere else in
ancient Greece (see §212). It probably constitutes the best proof
that the language of this inscription is in fact Boiotian (since, as
the name �Επ�χ3 is not otherwise attested, we cannot be absolutely
sure about the value of W). The tailed rho (see §101), however,
is also typical.

As far as the unexpected plural form at the end is concerned,
Maffre thinks that it must be due to a metrical formula. It is true
that περικαλλ%α δ&ρα (at the end of the line) is attested three
times in Homer,34 but since the first part of the hexameter with
its πο�3σε counted as å–å is not Homeric (where the scansion
would be ––å), and θειο�ς περικαλδ!ς δ[ρον would also have been
a possible hexameter ending, we should envisage the possibility
that the plural is deliberate and more than one object was made
for the gods by Epiche.

Should we imagine Epiche as one of the potters working near
sanctuaries for the benefit of visitors who bought objects from
them and dedicated them to the deity or deities (see BOI 2A)?
In that case our line would be an advertisement for Epiche’s 
workshop, i.e. a general statement for which the plural form would
make sense. Alternatively our cup may be an actual gift for the
gods, dedicated by Epiche himself (see §302). Here too the plural
could refer to other objects made and dedicated by Epiche on 
the same occasion. I favour the second interpretation, especially
since Epiche seems to be the potter (or one of the potters) of the
prolific Boiotian bird-cup workshop and none of the other vases
of this group bears an inscription.

The inscription can be understood in two ways, depending on
whether we cut at the trithemimeres and hephthemimeres, or at
the caesura κατ' τρ�τον τροχα�ον, i.e. either ‘Epiche made me
for the gods. Beautiful gifts (he makes)!’, or ‘Epiche made me.
Beautiful gifts for the gods (he makes)!’ Both mean more or less
the same.

*° A‒C (A) , . . , (B) ,
.    . , (C) , . 

. ( , .  .; 
  )

(A) Ring aryballos from Boiotia (Thebes?) (1900 or slightly 
earlier). (B) Ring aryballos from Boiotia (1899 or earlier). (C) Ring
aryballos from Greece, said to be from Thebes (before 1939).35

Bibliography: (A) Kourouniotis (1900), 101–8; Nicole (1911), 
148, no. 841, ph. pl. 4; Perrot–Chipiez (1914), 795; Nicole
(1916), 376 f., no. I. 4. 10. 1; Ducati (1922), 105; Schwyzer, DGE
(1923), no. 440. 6; Pfuhl (1923), 129; Hoppin (1924), 23; P. N.
Ure (1946), 46, no. 1; mentioned by Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 92;
I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 157, no. ‘Mnasalkes’ 1, phs. pl. 48a–b. 
(B) E. Robinson, AnnRepBoston (1899) (or 1898?), 55 f., no. 11
(non vidi); Nicole (1916), 377, no. I. 4. 10. 2; Ducati (1922), 105;
Hoppin (1924), 24; P. N. Ure (1927), 10 f.; Fairbanks (1928), 184,
no. 538, ph. pl. 51; P. N. Ure (1946), 46, no. 3; mentioned by
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 92; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 157 f., 
no. ‘Mnasalkes’ 2, ph. pl. 49a–c, esp. b. (C ) Two letters from 
P. N. Ure of 11 Dec. 1948 and 3 July 1949, addressed to H.-U.
Bauer (no doubt the then owner), and, based on Ure’s first 
letter, a kind of expert’s opinion or short article by Bauer (1 Feb.
1949);36 Schefold (1960), 142 f., ph. pl. 22. 106; I. K. Raubitschek
(1966), 158, no. ‘Mnasalkes’ 3, phs. pls. 48c–d, 49d; Hansen, CEG
(1983), no. 445. Photographs: (A) Kourouniotis uncl.; Nicole and
Hoppin invis.; Raubitschek cl. (B) Fairbanks invis.; Raubitschek
quite cl. (C) Schefold invis.; Raubitschek mostly cl. Vidi 26 Nov.
1989.37 Scene: None. Date: (A)–(C ) within a generation of 550
(Raubitschek, p. 161, referring to P. N. Ure (1946), 49); 1st h.
6th cent. (Raubitschek, p. 162); (C ) 550–525? (Hansen).38

(A) m7C∑CLKG∑poIG∑G (B) ˜7C∑CLKGroIE∑E
(C ) ˜6C∑CLKE∑p G˜pEDIo7DCI CYT
Ò9oDoKEQEPo7QILoTC∑Io7AI∑ZVLoICYTo

(A) Μνασαλκεσποιεσε (B) Μνασαλκεποιεσε
(C ) Μνασαλκεσπ[. . . . . .]εµπεδιονδαi 
Αυτ[.]qÉοδοκεφερονφιλοτασιοναισχυλοιaυτο

(A) Μν�σ�λκ3ς πο�3σε.39 (B) Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε.40

(C ) (a) Μν�σ�λκ3ς π[ο�3σε vac.]41 �Εµπεδι8νδ�i. 
(b) Α*τ[']q Éο δ[κε φ%ρ4ν φιλοτ1σιον Α+σχ�λοι a*τ".

Epigraphy: (A) —.42 (B) —. (C) First read and interpreted by Ure
in his first letter to Bauer.43 After the pi of ‘made’ there is first
a large and then a small area where the original surface has flaked
off. In between, the original surface comes halfway down into the

33 For the use of this adjective in dedicatory inscrs. see Maffre, p. 422 n. 51.
34 Od. 8. 420, 16. 327, 18. 303, also h. Cer. 327, always directly preceded by

the verb: �θεσαν, φ%ρον, �φερον, δ�δον. περικαλλε- is used at precisely this point
in the line 10 times out of 20 in the Iliad, 23 times out of 35 in the Odyssey and
10 times out of 14 in the Homeric hymns, i.e. in 62% of the cases. See also §303.

35 ‘. . . wurde vor über 10 Jahren in Athen erworben und stammt aus dem Besitz
eines führenden deutschen Archäologen und Ausgräbers’ (H. U. Bauer in his
expert’s opinion; see Bibl.). On some of the present owner’s (see n. 37) original
copies of the old phs. (see also Raubitschek) is written ‘angebl. aus Theben’.

36 These documents are now in the possession of the present owner of the vase.
I repeat the important information. Ure obviously got to know of the vase only
after writing his 1946 article (see Ure (1946), 46, 48).

37 I warmly thank Mr and Mrs Peters for their kind permission to examine the
vase.

38 A date of c.630 (Bauer, referring to Hoppin (1924) ) seems clearly too high.
39 This probably reflects [Mnasalkbpoibse] (see §§204, 224).
40 This is more likely than Μν�σ�λκ3 πο�3σε (see §§204, 224).
41 This probably reflects [Mnasalkbpoibse] (see §§204, 224).
42 Hoppin and Raubitschek say that the inscr. is written on the rim twice. 

I was sent the ph. of one side only and there was no response to my request for
further information; therefore I cannot give an opinion.

43 He writes: ‘As regards the vase itself you no doubt saw the unsigned ring
aryballos at Basle, Hist. Mus. 1941. 119, acquired by Professor Pfuhl, “Fundort
Theben”. Like your vase it has framed dots, but the frames are lozenges not ovals,
and where your vase has the commoner chevrons the Basle vase has radiating 
triangles, also filled with dots.’
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line, but no traces of letters are visible there. So Raubitschek’s
final epsilon in π[ο�εσ]ε seems doubtful.44 On the other hand, Ure’s
(1948) preferring π"εσε to πο�εσε for lack of space is unneces-
sary, since the longer form fits in well (he does not make it clear
whether he thought he saw the last epsilon). So we ought to write
π[ο�εσε], i.e. Mnasalkes’ normal version. This almost fills the big
gap. In the small gap before the name Empediondas, there is space
for about two more letters. As no traces of letters are visible in
the small area between the gaps, and the pronoun 
µ% does not
normally come after the verb, we shall have to assume an empty
space. After �Εµπεδι"νδαi there is only a very small space, but
the syntactical cut is made visible: from α*τ�ρ the letters are clearly
bigger, bolder, deeper, and also further apart. Since the sigma 
is still reversed and the bars of the alphas partly rising, the hand-
writing could be the same as before. Few letters need to be dis-
cussed. The upper part of the final iota of �Εµπεδι"νδαi is clear,
but the lower part has been obliterated by a hole. The letters 
-σιον- are clearer on the old photograph than they are now on
the original. The fourth letter from the end is fully rounded at
the top, whereas all other alphas have a pointed top, mostly to
the l. (the one in Α+σχ�λοι, however, is symmetrical); whether
the break through this letter follows an earlier horizontal bar is
impossible to tell, but since it must be a vowel sign (or Η ) for
metrical reasons, and since omicron, the only other possibility from
an epigraphical point of view apart from alpha, makes no sense,
alpha must be correct. Interpretation: Potter’s signatures; (C) with
additional dedications to humans, (a) ‘Mnasalkes made (me) for
Empediondas’, (b) ‘But the latter took and gave the same love-
gift to Aischylos’ (metrical).

The writer of these four inscriptions, probably Mnasalkes himself,
shows some strikingly individual features in his handwriting (which
may point to his being quite practised in this field). (1) The sigma
always consists of a four-stroke wavy line the wrong way round.
(2) In the painted inscriptions (A) and (B) and in some places in
the incised one (C) the ‘horizontal’ bar of the rounded alpha slopes
upwards45 (see dr.) instead of downwards as it normally does in
this typically Boiotian letter-form (C).

For the name Μν�σ�λκ3ς see Bechtel, p. 319. For the question
of final [s], which in (B) is not written, and was therefore probably
not pronounced, see §204. For the augment, which is not written
in (A) and (C ), and the question of elision or crasis, see §224.

(C ) needs special attention, since it adds a name and a 
hexameter to the signature. The whole was translated—in two 
hexameters—by Bauer and repeated by Schefold thus (I mark the
first syllable of each foot): ‘Mnásalkes schúf dies Gefwß im
Áuftrag des Émpedióndas. Únd als Líebesgeschénk überbrácht’
er’s dem Áischylos sélbst dann.’ This immediately reveals some

of the problems with the interpretation of this inscription. I assume
that ‘selbst’ is meant to refer to ‘es’, not to ‘er’46 (though this is
not obvious from the translation).

The name �Εµπεδι"νδας was rightly interpreted by Ure in 
his second letter as a patronymic from �Εµπεδ�ων. See Bechtel
(pp. 152 f.), who lists both full names in �Εµπεδο- and, particu-
larly frequent in Boiotia, short names from the same stem, such
as �Εµπεδ�ουν (i.e. -ων), �Εµπ%δων (Akraiphia, 3rd cent.), �Εµπ%δδ3
(Lebadeia, before 350), or [ �Εµ]πεδδ�χα (Tanagra, gen.).47 At any
rate, Empediondas must have been a human.

The first problem in the hexameter line is who is meant by -:
Mnasalkes or Empediondas? Bauer seems to suggest Mnasalkes,
but this seems distinctly odd.48 Now, Raubitschek pointed to Od.
21. 366, where α*τ'ρ - θ.κε φ%ρων shows an almost perfect 
parallel to our phrase. In the Homeric passage we find that -
designates a person different from the subject of the previous 
verb: ‘(So they spoke.) But he laid down . . .’. The same will be
true in our case: Empediondas is now the subject, as also in Ure’s
opinion. Our hexameter is clearly epic in style, as is evident from
the parallel just mentioned, the metre, the construction φ%ρων +
verb,49 demonstrative - (without -δε), and the lack of augment
in δ[κε.50 The word φιλοτ�σιον is not otherwise attested in this
form with certainty;51 frequent in literature is φιλοτησ�α (κ�λιξ)
‘cup sacred to friendship, loving-cup’ (see LSJ, s.v.).

For the construction δ[κε . . . φιλοτ�σιον . . . α*τ", there are
two possible interpretations depending on the uses of α*τ"ς in
early Boiotian:52 (1) φιλοτ�σιον is neuter (sc. δ&ρον), and α*τ"
is used adjectivally; (2) φιλοτ�σιον is neuter (or masculine) and
α*τ" is an anaphoric pronoun ‘gave it (sc. this vase) as a treat’.
Since the inscription is clearly epic in style, in possibility (1) α*τ",
as an adjective, cannot be (1a) demonstrative, ‘this love-gift’ (see
Chantraine (1953), 155 bottom, 156 bottom), but the meaning
could very well be (1b) ‘the same love-gift’. Possibility (2), on the
other hand, is difficult, since the vase is normally the speaker (in
the 1st person sg.) in this kind of inscription, and since (
)µ% is
not preserved (and does not occur on any of Mnasalkes’ vases),

44 She probably took one of the scratches in the flaked-off area below, which
also show on the old phs., for the remains of a letter. But autopsy showed that
this can hardly be right, since these scratches do not continue into the upper half
of the line, where the surface is preserved and should show them even more clearly.

45 A Boiotian parallel for this is LSAG 94. 2b (dr. pl. 7).

46 At the end of the inscr., and in view of the possible misunderstanding, the
writer would hardly have dropped the -ς had he meant to say α*τ"ς ‘himself ’.
Also the -ς is written in the first name, although it may not have been pronounced
(see above and §204).

47 Raubitschek, p. 164 n. 16 (read ‘p. 187’ in her reference).
48 Either we would have to accept Bauer’s suggestion ‘by order of ’, ‘on behalf

of ’ for the dat., which seems far-fetched, or it would mean that Mnasalkes had
first made it for one person (Empediondas) and then changed his mind in favour
of another (Aischylos).

49 An interpretation along the lines of α*τ'ρ É1 δ[κ� �φερ]ν (or É1 δ[κε φ%ρ]ν)
‘but then what he gave (me/them), I/they brought . . .’, is less likely; also the
imperfect tense would make no sense.

50 The use of the aorist δ[κε is not a severe difficulty. Ure in his first letter:
‘Presumably Empediondas knew what he was going to do with the vase when he
ordered it from Mnasalkes and the aorist is anticipatory.’

51 It is plausibly restored by J. D. Beazley in a graffito on an Attic rf. cup:
[φιλ]οτ5σιον (Immerwahr, no. 484).

52 Taking α*τ[ as a gen. sg. does not, as far as I can see, lead to any reason-
able interpretation: ‘brought it to Aischylos as his (Mnasalkes’) love-gift’ (this would
be odd because of the hyperbaton); or ‘brought it as a love-gift to his (Mnasalkes’
not Empediondas’) Aischylos’ (this seems odd because of its meaning).
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we would have to understand it implicitly. Therefore the switch
from the 1st person ‘made (me)’ to the 3rd ‘gave it’ is awkward,53

which practically rules out possibility (2).
We should therefore prefer (1b), ‘the same love-gift’. This would

imply that Mnasalkes had already made the vase as a love-gift,
or—if the dative ‘for Empediondas’ was added later—had made
it into one. Why should a potter not have had a young lover him-
self, for instance his apprentice?

(There is a very likely parallel to this, namely a coiled snake
of the early sixth century in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford,
published by J. Boardman.54 The snake is similar to our BOI 6C
(see ad loc.) and has been proven ancient by thermoluminescence
analysis (see ad BOI 6 with n. 64). It bears the Boiotian graffito
Γρ�t3ς �Ερµα��ι �δ4κε.


ρ2µενος, had learnt not only the art of potting, but also the art
of writing from his master, including the latter’s peculiar reversed
sigmas and slightly unusual alphas. The version I prefer is there-
fore: (a) ‘Mnasalkes made (me) for Empediondas’; (b) ‘But the
latter took and gave the same love-gift to Aischylos’. See also §307
for similar relationships.

As far as the Homeric parallel is concerned, it seems unlikely
that Od. 21. 366, where the verb is different and one dactyl pre-
cedes α*τ�ρ, was the actual model. But the sentence-opening
α*τ'ρ - . . . is frequent in Homer,57 and the combination δ&κε
φ%ρων or θ.κε φ%ρων is also well attested (mostly in the Odyssey).58

So the present passage Α*τ'ρ - δ&κε φ%ρων could have been
built up from existing models. Were there other well-known 
epic texts at that time which showed this formula fairly often?
Or were there still people (in Boiotia) in the second half of the
sixth century whose experience embraced a wider and perhaps
still partly oral epic tradition? Since our hexameter can hardly
have been copied from other objects but seems to have been 
individually composed for the present object, we may consider
Empediondas—or at least a friend of his who helped him—to 
have been fairly skilled in verse-making.

* A‒B (A) , (B) , 
.   (  )

(A) Gourd aryballos from Greece (1897 or earlier); ex
Tyszkiewicz coll. (B) Ring aryballos from Thebes (1896 or 
earlier). Bibliography: (A) Pollak (1897), 105–10 with ph. (105)
and dr. (106); Solmsen (1898), 137–43; Perrot–Chipiez (1914),
40, dr. 42; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 440. 9; Pfuhl (1923), 129;
Hoppin (1924), 21; P. N. Ure (1927), 11; mentioned by Jeffery,
LSAG (1961), 92; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 158, no. ‘Phithadas’
1. (B) Eichler (1930), 1–4, with dr. (p. 1); I. K. Raubitschek (1966),
158, no. ‘Phithadas’ 2, phs. pl. 45e–f. Photographs: (A) Pollak invis.
(B) Raubitschek invis. Scene: None. Date: within a generation of
550 (Raubitschek, p. 161, referring to P. N. Ure (1946), 49); 1st
h. 6th cent. (Raubitschek, p. 162).

(A) QI4CDCSGMGpOIJGSG (B) øI4G3GpoIJGwG
(A) Φιθαδασεµεποιƒεσε (B) Φιθεµεποιƒεσε
(A) Φιθ�δ�ς 
µ� 
πο�ƒ3σε.59 (B) Φ�θ©µ� 
πο�ƒ3σε.60

53 This was felt by Ure (he took Empediondas for the customer who ordered
the vase), when he wrote in his first letter: ‘The ΑΥΤΟ at the end of the inscr.
is not in the best Greek style, but I take the writer to be a very amateur versifier
who needed the two syllables to complete his hexameter.’

54 Ashmolean Museum 1956. 314. Vidi 27 July 1990. See Boardman (1961a),
55 f., no. 6.

55 It cannot be the god’s name, which we expect as �Ερµ6ς or uncontracted
�Ερµ1�ς (or Ηερµ-, respectively), but not with the cluster -αια-; see §253.

56 This was probably because of the month-name 7 Ερµα�ος (see Trümpy (1997),
244 f.) or the respective festival.

Source: Oxford, Ashmolean Museum 1956. 314

The restoration Γρ�tες by I. K. Raubitschek (1966: 159, ad ‘Polon’
3) is better than Γρ�pες (Boardman), since in view of the other
letters and the spaces between them a pi would be too wide and
the spaces to its left and right uneven (see my dr.). Γρ�t3ς may
be identical with Γρ�τ4ν the potter of BOI 1A–B, whose name
evokes the notion ‘oil-flask’ (see ad loc.). The dative �Ερµα�αι (for
the lack of aspiration see §253), on the other hand, was interpreted
by Boardman as a woman’s name ( 7Ερµα�α).55 This is possible,
although no such female name, as far as I know, is attested in
Boiotia. On the other hand, masculine Ηερµα�ας (nom.) occurs
on a fifth-century inscription from Thespiai (IG vii. 1888g. 10),
and the Boiotians had indeed a special preference for masculine
names with 7Ερµαι- (see Bechtel, p. 163).56 A gift from a potter
to his boy-lover seems therefore at least as likely.)

Back to Mnasalkes. If the handwriting in the second part were
the same as that in the first, which seems possible from the letter-
forms, we would have to assume that Empediondas brought the
vase back to Mnasalkes after a few years in order to have his own
dedication inscribed. This would be odd. On the other hand, we
have observed that from and including α*τ�ρ the letters are 
bigger, bolder, deeper, and further apart. Therefore it seems more
attractive to assume that Empediondas, Mnasalkes’ apprentice and

57 Il. 1. 333, 488, 597, 2. 50, 105, 107, 224, etc.; Od. 4. 532, 5. 94, 243, 270,
354, 6. 224, etc.

58 There are, however, only two cases where φ%ρων ends in the penthemimeres
and is immediately preceded by the verb as in our inscr.: Od. 9. 361 τρ8ς µ!ν
�δωκα φ%ρων, Od. 17. 333 τ1ν κατ%θηκε φ%ρων. In all other cases, mostly with
θη- (Od. 8. 482, 15. 122, 20. 97, 21. 182, 21. 378 f.), but also with δω- (Od. 22.
146; Il. 7. 303 f. and—structurally the same—Il. 23. 824 f.), the two elements
are separated, and the participle usually ends in the hephthemimeres (as also in
Od. 21. 366, compared by Raubitschek). Occasionally, other verbs are used in this
way, e.g. Od. 1. 127 �στησε φ%ρων (hephth.).

59 This is more likely than 
µ! πο�ƒ3σε (see §224).
60 This is more likely than Φ�θ3 µ- and -µε πο�- (see §224).
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Epigraphy: (A) The inscr. was obviously easily legible—when the
vase was available for examination. (B) Incised ‘in den noch
feuchten Ton’ (Eichler). Interpretation: Potter’s signatures.

Solmsen groups the name Φιθ�δ�ς in (A) with Φ�θων (as Ν�κων,
-�δας and Μ�κων, -�δας), which he considers the same name as
Π�θων. This can only be true if we have here a discrepancy with
respect to Grassmann’s law (see e.g. Mayrhofer (1986), 112 ff.,
esp. 115). Eichler took the name in (B) as an asigmatic Boiotian
nominative form. He expressly rejects the possibility of reading
abbreviated Φιθ(�δας) 
µ� . . . (later preferred by Raubitschek),
since such an abbreviation would be ‘unerhört’ and not justifiable
in view of the ample space on the vase. Yet, he still considers it
possible that this potter is identical with Phithadas—only that here
he used the ‘Kurz- und Koseform’ of his name. If it is indeed
the same potter in both cases, this would be another instance where
we know the two names of one and the same person; for more
examples see Γρ�τ3ς/Γρ�τ4ν mentioned above (see ad BOI 1),
and §228. For Φ�θ©µ� . . . compare �Επ�χ©µ� . . . in BOI 3 (for the
type of name see §235).

That we have a four-stroke sigma in (B), whereas the painted
inscription (A) apparently had a three-stroke one, is, it is true,
slightly worrying with respect to the identity of the writers. Yet
Polon’s signature shows the same two forms (BOI 6B vs. the 
others), which were both fully acceptable; see also Gryton’s dif-
ferent sigmas in BOI 1 and Menaidas’ different mus in BOI 2.

*° A‒E (A) ,    ( ) (),
(B) ,   , (C) ,   

(), (D) ,    ( 
), (E) , .    . 

(  )

(A) Fr. of an aryballos from Thebes (1887 or earlier). (B) Plastic
vase (‘rhyton’) ending in a bull’s head from Boiotia (1898 or earl-
ier). (C) Plastic vase in the shape of a coiled snake from Thebes
(1895 or earlier). (D) Plastic vase in the shape of an animal’s head
(‘panthère’, Ducat) from Greece (Attica, Helbing) (1899 or earl-
ier). (E) Plastic vase in the shape of a seated monkey from ? (1912
or earlier). Bibliography: (A) E. Pottier, CVA France, 9 (1929),
3, ph. pl. 1. 6; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 158, no. ‘Polon’ 1; Ducat
(1966), 187; A. Waiblinger, CVA France, 26 (1974), 22, ph. pl.
17. 2. (B) Maximova (1927), 108 n. 1; Boardman (1961b), 105 n.
5; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 158 f., no. ‘Polon’ 2, ph. pl. 50b; Ducat
(1966), 187, 189; A. Waiblinger, CVA France, 26 (1974), 21, ph.
pl. 16. 1; mentioned by Kilinski II (1990), 4 n. 2, 49 n. 63, 52.
(C) Robinson–Harcum (1930), i. 40 f.; Boardman (1961a), 55 f.;
Ducat (1963), 433 n. 2; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 159, no.
‘Polon’ 3, ph. pl. 51c; Ducat (1966), 186, 189; A. Waiblinger, CVA
France, 26 (1974), 21 f., ph. pl. 17. 1. (D) Helbing (1899), 14,
no. 286 (sic); I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 160, no. ‘Polon’ 4, phs.
pl. 51d–e; Ducat (1966), 187 ff.; A. Waiblinger, CVA France, 26

(1974), 22, phs. pl. 17. 4–5. (E) Fairbanks (1928), 175 f., no. 502,
ph. pl. 49; Richter (1930), 79, ph. pl. 58. 185; McDermott (1938),
257, no. 387; Ducat (1966), 187, ph. pl. 24. 6; I. K. Raubitschek
(1966), 160, no. ‘Polon’ 5, phs. pl. 51f–g. Photographs: (A) CVA
Pottier sm., Waiblinger cl. (B) and (D) Raubitschek and 
CVA cl. (C ) Raubitschek and CVA incomplete and uncl. Vidi 
6 Aug. 1990. (E) Fairbanks, Richter, Ducat invis.; Raubitschek
rather uncl. Scene: None. Date: (A) 1st h. 6th cent. (Waiblinger).
(B) 1st h. 6th cent. (Raubitschek, p. 162); 2nd q. 6th cent. 
(Waiblinger). (C ) and (E) 1st h. 6th cent. (Raubit schek, p. 162).
(D) 1st h. 6th cent. (Raubitschek, p. 162); towards mid-6th cent.
(Waiblinger).

(A) poLo^G3G (B) pOLO^GpOGwG
(C ) poLo^G˜GpoIESE (D) poLo^GMGroIESG
(E) poLo6EmEpoIGSG

(A) Πολονεµε[. . .] (B) Πολονεποεσε (C) Πολονεµεποιεσε
(D) Πολονεµεποιεσε (E ) Πολονεµεποιεσε

(A) Π"λ4ν 
µ![. . .] or 
µ� 
[-. . .]. (B) Π"λ4ν 
π"3σε. 
(C ) Π"λ4ν 
µ� 
πο�3σε.61 (D) Π"λ4ν 
µ� 
πο�3σε. 
(E) Π"λ4ν 
µ� 
πο�3σε.

Epigraphy: (A) —. (B) At the beginning there is only space enough
for the damaged first letter. At the end there was no more space,
if the painter was reluctant to continue round the curve; this will
have been the reason why he did not insert the pronoun 
µ% as
in the other, similar texts, and perhaps also explains his choice
of the shortest spelling of the verb. (C ) —. (D) The text is 
cited wrongly by Ducat. (E ) —. Interpretation: (B)–(E ) Potter’s
signatures; (A) less certain.

(A) For the peculiar way of writing mu and nu (as if starting from
a rounded pi), I know of only one parallel: the mu in COR 96B.
Certainly the appearance of the vase and its modest decoration
are different from those of (B)–(E). Yet Waiblinger points to BOI
2A which has a similar shape. What is certain is that, first, the
inscription from an epigraphical point of view is not Corinthian,62

and, secondly, that it is written by a different hand from the 
others. But of course the verb is lacking, and we cannot be sure
that it was ‘(he) made’. It is therefore not certain that this is a
potter’s signature and that this Polon is the same as the potter.
I see no obvious reason why the inscription should not be 
genuine (the vase is genuine, see below).

The other Polon pieces, or at least their inscriptions, have been
often suspected too. Here is the evidence:

61 (C ), (D), (E ): this is more likely than 
µ! πο�3σε (see §224).
62 The vase was grouped with the Corinthian ware by Pottier, although it 

came from Boiotia; according to Waiblinger, its Boiotian manufacture is not to
be doubted.
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(B) Maximova suspected the whole vase of being a forgery,63

but thermoluminescence analysis64 has shown that the suspicion
was not justified (see below). As the inscription was painted before
firing, it must be genuine too.

(C ) Boardman takes the vase, and Ducat at least the inscrip-
tion, for a modern forgery. Waiblinger (p. 16) reports a thermo-
luminescence analysis done at Oxford, which indicated an age 
of less than 250 years for the firing of this vase, whereas (A), 
(B), (D), and BOI 2A yielded a result of c.1,300–3,000 years.
Nevertheless, she considers the vase authentic, but to have been
refired in the nineteeth century65 and the (forged or genuine)
inscription subsequently coloured. Raubitschek observes that
the inscription seems to be by the same hand as (D) and (E ).

(D) L. D. Caskey (on the museum’s inventory card) con-
sidered the inscription, and Ducat (p. 189) the whole object, to
be modern. The latter opinion has been proved wrong through
thermoluminescence analysis (see above). Waiblinger is positive
about the inscription being incised ‘avant cuisson’, which seems
likely, to judge from the smooth edges of the letters. This
inscription, therefore, is very important for the whole group, since
it shows that Polon’s signature was also incised (see ad BOI 7 for
Gamedes). As for the material, it is surprising that one and the
same vase should contain both Corinthian clay (light parts) 
and Boiotian clay (red parts), as Waiblinger (p. 22) and J. Gautier
(CVA France, 26, p. 59) observe. Although this seems to bring
our piece together with (E ), which is also said to be Corinthian
(see below), Waiblinger goes too far when she says, ‘son origine
corinthienne semble se préciser’. For the object is described (CVA
France, 26, p. 59) as ‘façonné avec une argile claire, analogue à
celle qui a été utilisée à Corinthe, et décoré de motifs en relief
dont la pâte céramique rouge est semblable à celle des vases 
béotiens’. So considering that (1) only part of the clay is perhaps
Corinthian and the rest is not, and may be Boiotian; that (2) the
decoration has good Boiotian parallels, as Waiblinger herself
stresses; that (3) the vase has an inscription which was incised
before firing and has close parallels on vases found in Boiotia; 
and that (4) the inscription on this vase is certainly not
Corinthian, the argument in favour of a Boiotian origin is much
stronger. That the potter should have had his training in
Corinth is of course possible, but seems to be supported only by
the use of what could be Corinthian clay, and this, it seems 
to me, is a weak argument.

(E) Fairbanks and McDermott think the inscription is modern,
and M. Padgett informs me (per litt.) that the vase is Corinthian
and that the inscription is ‘certainly incised after firing, probably
in modern times’. Yet not only does Amyx (p. 516), following

Payne, deny the existence of Corinthian monkey vases, but
Fairbanks gives the description of the clay as ‘pale dull red’, his
third (and main) adjective being not at all what we would expect
for Corinthian.66 If the clay is Boiotian, we could accept the inscrip-
tion as genuine; if it is Corinthian, we may still assume that unfired
clay was exported.67

Considering all these facts we can expect not to be mistaken
if we accept as genuine: (A), found in Boiotia a decade earlier than
the others; (B), painted inscription, object last fired in antiquity;
and (D), inscription incised before firing, object last fired in 
antiquity. These three cover all variations of Polon’s inscriptions
so far known. In the case of (C) (object last fired in modern times)
and (E ) (no analyses as yet done), we must remain sceptical. But
(E ) differs from the others in its rare form of the second letter
pi (with ascending start of the loop as in BOI 2, see ad loc.), which
would not immediately suggest a forgery. Moreover, as Raubitschek
observed, the handwriting not only of these two (C and E ), but
also of (D) is very similar. (D), however, is not to be doubted, and
this would be a strong argument for the authenticity of (C ) and
(E ) (in this connection it would be worth while comparing the
pale clay of (D) and the clay of (E) by scientific means).68 Of course
we should always bear in mind the possibility that more than one
individual was entitled to apply the signature of the owner of what
was presumably a large enterprise (see ad BOI 7 and AIG 3E ).

The name69 of the potter is likely to be a heavily shortened form
of the Πολυ- compound names (see §§229, 237). For the pronoun
and augment see §224; for the stem of the verb see §209.

* A‒C (A) ,   , (B) ,
 . . ‒.  (  ),

(C)  ()

(A) Oinochoe from excavations made by farmers at Tanagra (1872
or earlier). (B) Aryballos probably from Thespiai (1870 or 
earlier). (C ) Fr. of the collar of a large bf. (?) jar from Mount
Mavrovouni in southern Boiotia (April 1968). Bibliography: (A)
Rayet (1875), 172 f.; de Witte (1878), 548–50; Klein (1887), 31,
no. 1; Rayet–Collignon (1888), 80, dr. 81 fig. 42; von Rohden
(1888), 1970, with dr. fig. 2107; dr. by E. Pottier in WV (1888),

63 Or did Maximova misunderstand E. Pottier, who wrote to her about his 
suspicions? She is certainly dealing with the bull vase, but citing an inscr. that
is more similar to (C) or (D). Ducat obviously copied her, without having checked
the inscr.; see below, (D).

64 A useful recent account of this method with further bibl. is given by Heilmeyer
(1989).

65 See ibid. 58: the remarks by J. Gautier on the clay and firing of the vase.

66 For the quality of Corinthian clay see e.g. Amyx, pp. 535 f. On pp. 536 f.
he describes the technique of neutron activation analysis. This may, when
applied, also be of some help in the case of these vases. Amyx (p. 536) stresses
too that ‘pale’ clay need not be automatically Corinthian clay.

67 Amyx (p. 536 n. 4; see also n. 8) suggests that we should make a clearer 
distinction between ‘provenance’ (i.e. where a vase was found) and ‘place of 
manufacture’ (where it was made). One should, I think, add a third category: 
‘origin of clay’.

68 They have been described thus: (D) ‘marne verdâtre presque sans quartz’
(J. Gautier apud Waiblinger, p. 58) and ‘vert pâle’ (Waiblinger, p. 22); (E ) ‘clay
pale dull red, containing fine particles of stone, now gray from exposure to fire’
(Fairbanks).

69 Bechtel (p. 380) cites a Phokian Π"λων, and five attestations from the
Kyrenaika are listed in Fraser–Matthews; *Π"λλων, *Πο�λων, *Π2λων seem
not to exist.
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pl. 1. 2 and 7; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 287–90,
with dr. (p. 287); Kretschmer (1894), 52, no. 1; Perrot–Chipiez
(1914), 41, dr. 44; Nicole (1916), 376, no. I. 4. 6. 1; Ducati (1922),
203, drs. 202 f.; Pfuhl (1923), 127–9, dr. fig. 94; Hoppin (1924),
18 f.; P. N. Ure (1927), 14; ph. Merlin [n.d.], pl. 10; Elgnowski
(1964), passim, phs. pls. 17. 11, 19. 4; I. K. Raubitschek (1966),
155, no. ‘Gamedes’ 1, phs. pl. 44a–c; A. Waiblinger, CVA France,
26 (1974), 31, phs. pl. 28. 1, 3, 5; Kilinski II (1990), 19 f., 52,
and passim, phs. pl. 15. 3–4. (B) Heydemann (1870a), 10, dr. pl.
10. 7; Dumont (1874), 8 no. 12, 10, 62 (non vidi); Rayet (1875),
171 f.; de Witte (1878), 550 f., dr. 549; Klein (1887), 31, no. 2;
E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 287–90, with dr. (p. 290);
BM Cat. A (unpublished), no. 189; Kretschmer (1894), 52, no. 2;
Walters–Birch (1905), i. 300, ph. pl. 17. 6; Nicole (1916), 376,
no. I. 4. 6. 2; Hoppin (1924), 17; P. N. Ure (1927), 10; Beazley
(1927/8), 195; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 155, no. ‘Gamedes’ 2,
phs. pl. 44d–e. (C ) Fossey (1970), with ph. and dr.; Tomlinson–
Fossey (1970), 251 no. D. vi, dr. 250 fig. 4. 20; mentioned by
Kilinski II (1990), 4, nn. 1 f. Photographs: (A) Merlin cl. but only
(b); Elgnowski quite cl. but only (b); Raubitschek and CVA cl.;
Kilinski II cl. but only (b). (B) Walters–Birch and Raubitschek
uncl. Vidi 22 Aug. 1990. (C ) Fossey quite cl. Scene: (A)
Shepherd with cattle, not related to the inscrs. which are painted
inside the lip and on the frieze. (B) and (C ) none. Date: (A) 1st
h. 6th cent. (Raubitschek, p. 162); c. mid-6th cent. (Waiblinger);
early 2nd h. 6th cent. (Kilinski II, p. 65). (B) 1st h. 6th cent.
(Raubitschek, p. 162). (C ) —.

(A) (a) qC˜GDGSGpoGSG (b) qC˜GDG S GpoG S G
(B) qCMEDESEpoESE (C ) SGpo.

(A) (a) Γαµεδεσεποεσε (b) Γαµεδε ς εποε σ ε
(B) Γαµεδεσεποεσε (C ) [. . .]σεπο[. . .]

(A) (a) and (b) Γ�µ5δ3ς 
π"3σε. (B) Γ�µ5δ3ς 
π"3σε. 
(C) [. . .]ς 
πο[(�ƒ )3σε . . . ?].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Potter’s (or potters’?) signatures. 
(C ) is attributed to Gamedes by C. Fossey, and K. Kilinski II
(per litt.) accepts this view; it seems uncertain to me, however.

Inscriptions (A) and (B) and their vases are not to be doubted:
(A) is painted like the rest of the decoration. In the case of (B),
I owe the following argument for authenticity to L. Burn and D.
Williams (per litt.): ‘The letters are incised in a panel which has
deliberately been left free to receive them. If the letters were incised
after the original firing, so was the rest of the decoration. Since
the rest of the decoration seems perfectly authentic, the conclu-
sion should be that so are the letters.’ It is also important to notice
that the decoration is led right up to the first and last letters and
is therefore likely to have been completed after the inscription.
More details were revealed by my subsequent autopsy: some 
of the decoration was done on the wheel, for instance the hori-
zontal lines which are filled with paint. All the other incisions 

were also done before the dark-brown paint was applied. This can
be seen in the triangular spaces at the ends of the tongue pattern
above and below, in the triangular pattern in the centre, and at
many of the vertical lines where the drawing of the paint brush,
drawn horizontally, left thick, dark rims. The same is true for
the inscription, where the omicron, the bottoms of the delta and
the alpha, and the whole of gamma are filled with paint. It is pos-
sible or even probable that some of the inscription and decora-
tion was retraced after firing, and that somebody eventually filled
in some black colour in the inscription (visible e.g. in the mu,
the first epsilon, and sigma, but nowhere in the decoration).

Raubitschek refers to A. Birchall70 for the results of a labor-
atory analysis which clearly showed that the paint, a fired slip,
was even found in letters which first had to be cleared of deposit
(probably calcium carbonate).

From all this it follows that the letters must have been incised
before firing and must be genuine. We therefore have one
painted and one incised signature of Gamedes on very different
but roughly contemporary vases. The fact that the epsilons have
horizontal bars in (B) and sloping ones in (A) may suggest dif-
ferent workers for different techniques in the same workshop 
(see ad BOI 6).

Rayet was the first to interpret the first element of the com-
pound Γ�µ5δ3ς as ‘earth’, i.e. a name parallel to ∆ιοµ<δης, which
seems the most plausible solution.71

°  ,   

Bf. exaleiptron (tripod kothon) from Tanagra (1881 or earlier).
Bibliography: Löschcke (1881), with drs. pls. 3 f.; Furtwängler
(1885), no. 1727; N. Kunisch, CVA Germany, 33 (1971), 68–70
(with ample bibl.), phs. pls. 196, 197. 5–7; LIMC iv, ‘Gorgo,
Gorgones’ 317*, ph. (not of the inscr.) pl. 185; Kilinski II
(1990), 15 f., 52, and passim, phs. pl. 7. 1–2; LIMC vii, ‘Perseus’
146. Photographs: CVA and Kilinski II not very cl. Vidi 27 Sept.
1991. Scene: Perseus (with winged shoes, and the kibisis, containing
Medusa’s head, round the shoulders) is running to r. On the
respective fields of the other two legs of the vase the sister Gorgons
are seen pursuing him and the beheaded Medusa is shown 
collapsing (all unnamed). On other parts of the vase there are a
sacrificial procession (with a pig), a dance, and a banquet scene,
as well as palaestra scenes. Date: c.570–560 (Kunisch); soon after
575 (Kilinski II, p. 65, implicitly); 575–550 (LIMC).

; rEçzEVz
Περσευς
Περσε�ς.

70 I am grateful to L. Burn for copies of the correspondence (Oct.–Nov. 1965).
71 Heydemann had read Παµ(µ)εδες, Dumont Γαµ(µ)εδες; Kretschmer 

(p. 53) thought of an aphaeresis for =γα-.
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Epigraphy: The last two letters are now very unclear. Interpretation:
Perseus pursued by the Gorgons (label).

If the date is correct, the tailed rho is one of the earliest attested
(see §101). For the cluster [rs] see §214.

°  ,  . . 

Exaleiptron from Boiotia (bought in 1906, found ?). Bibliography:
first mentioned in Burrows–Ure (1911), 76 n. 33, 80 n. 64; Kern
(1913), ix f., ph. pl. 10; Neugebauer (1932), 17; Scheibler (1964),
95, with ph. fig. 16; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 162 f., with dr. 
of (b), ph. pl. 52b; Gehrig–Greifenhagen–Kunisch (1968), 54;
Scheibler (1968), 394; N. Kunisch, CVA Germany, 33 (1971),
71 f., with dr. of (b), phs. pl. 198. 3 and 5; Wachter (1989a); 
mentioned by Kilinski II (1990), 51 n. 75, 52 n. 79, 56 n. 22.
Photographs: Kern only (a), cl.; Scheibler (1964) invis.; Raubit-
schek only (a), quite cl.; CVA (a) cl., (b) uncl. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991.
Scene: None. Date: c.575 (Gehrig et al.); mid to 3rd q. 6th 
cent. (Kunisch, because of the palmette ornaments); 2nd q. 
6th cent. (K. Kilinski II, per litt.).

(a) dOLVTI˜ID0SK0LoSp07¥V†oGK0LoS
(b) roLVTIMID0SK0LoSd0N¥VT 0Lo70

(a) Πολυτιµιδασκαλοσπανχυτοεκαλος
(b) Ποkυτιµιδασκαλοσπανχυτ[. . .]αλονα[.]

(a) Πολυτ>µ�δ�ς καλ"ς, π�νχυ τοε καλ"ς. (b) Ποkυτ>µ�δ�ς
καλ"ς, π�νχυ τ[οε κ]αλ"(ς), να[% . ?].

Epigraphy: Both painted, (a) on the lid, (b) on the rim of the vase.
(b) Autopsy has shown that the gap after the second tau is some-
what wider than might be expected for three letters. But the spaces
between the letters are irregular. Whether the old reading κ]αλ"(ς),
να[% . ?] was correct can no longer be checked because of further
damage; only the beginning, up to the second tau, is now legible.
Interpretation: Kalos-inscriptions (each perhaps a short dialogue):
‘Polytimidas is handsome. Yes, very handsome (indeed)!’

Inscription (a) seems to have been slightly shorter than (b), prob-
ably because of lack of space. For the reading and interpretation,
as well as a short general discussion, see Wachter (see also §307
below). The adverb π�νχυ (i.e. π�γχυ; for the spelling see §114)
is attested in early poetry, but only twice in Attic literature (drama).
Since our inscription is anything but poetic, π�νχυ has to be 
considered a common Boiotian word.72 Also, τοε and—if correctly

read—να% (i.e. το� and να�; for the spelling see §225) belong to
the more colloquial sphere of discourse, and the same will be true
for the loss of final [s] (see §204).

Kalos-inscriptions (see §309) are rare outside Attica, and this
is a very early one too (see also Kilinski II, p. 52); a second Boiotian
example is BOI 19. A later Polytimidas is attested at Thespiai,
DGE 478B. 5 (see LSAG 95. 19a; soon after 424).

  , .  .  . 

Fr. of a bf. skyphos from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Maffre (1975),
467–76, phs. 468 f. figs. 29 f.; Kilinski II (1990), 42, 52, 59 
n. 45. Photographs: Maffre mostly cl. Scene: A woman to r. (a),
another one to r. (c), bent forward, washing her hair, a woman
to l. (d), pouring water over (c)’s head. In the free space above
(c)’s back is inscr. (b). Under the handle there is a dog (e). On
the other side there are a woman ( f ) to r., spinning, and two 
others, (g) and (h), facing each other, grinding. A lion under the
handle seems not to have been named. Date: 4th q. 6th cent.
(Maffre, p. 476).

(a) C (b) oKG | TGRI0 | 6CS (c) GVJCR¥C
(d ) GVQRoSV7C (e) QILoQGRC ( f ) ; GVQARIC
(g) ; GVJCR¥C (h) hoDomC

(a) . . . . α (b) [. . .]oκε | [. . .]tεριa[. . . ?] | [. . .]maσ[. . . ?]
(c) Ευƒαρχα (d) Ευφροσυνα (e) Φιλοφερα
( f ) Ευφαρια (g) Ευƒαρχα (h) œοδοµα

(a) . . . . α, (b) [. . . �δ?],κε [. . . πο?]t5ριa[. . ? . .]maσ[. . . ?], 
(c) Ε*ƒ�ρχ�, (d ) Ε*φροσ�ν�, (e) Φιλοφ5ρ�, ( f ) Ε*φ�ρια, 
(g) Ε*ƒ�ρχ�, (h) œοδ"µ�.

Epigraphy: (a) Lékp� would be a possible reading of the 
woman’s name (see CHA 1b, and see Pape–Benseler). (b) seems
to have been a long inscr. in three lines, with probably no more
than a quarter of each preserved. Perhaps a dedication with ‘gave’
and in l. 2, as Nicholas Milner suggested to me, [πο]τ5ρια[. . .]?
The other inscrs. are well preserved; (g), which is hard to see on
the phs., is said to be clear on the vase. Interpretation: (a) and
(c)–(h): Toilet and domestic scene (labels). (b) Not clear, perhaps
a dedication.

The writing system is clearly ‘red’ (¥ = [kh] ). The rho has a tail
(see §101), and the vertical stroke of the phi does not go beyond
the circle (see §102); otherwise the letter-forms look archaic. The
writing system and the endings in -� make the Boiotian origin
of the writer almost certain (Maffre, p. 472: Thessalian is less likely
because of the form of the lambda).

The names—except (e) the dog’s, which is the equivalent of
Attic etc. φιλ"θηρος ‘fond of hunting’ (a speaking name, see
§239)—have nothing to do with the activities of the figures; they
are just various proper names, as Maffre (pp. 472 f.) explains. On

72 D. Knoepfler (per litt.) kindly draws my attention to another Boiotian adverb,
namely προταιν�, which is rare in Attic (only Eur. [?] Rh. 423, explained as Boiotian
by the scholion), but is attested several times in Boiotia, e.g. IG vii. 1739. 14
προτην� in the meaning of ‘πρ"τερον’, and SEG 28. 461. 9 προτειν�. More attesta-
tions in BCH 102 (1978), 364. See Chantraine, s.v. ποτα�νιος, and Frisk, s.vv.
ποτα�νιος and προταιν�.
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p. 472 (with nn. 164–8) he cites further occurrences of Ε*φροσ�ν�,
Ε*φ�ριος and -ια, Ε*ƒ�ρχ� and -�δ�ς from Boiotia.

(a) is unclear (see above). (b) The restoration of the three lines
is not clear.73 (c) and (g) contain a glide [w] (see §207); why the
same name occurs twice is not clear. (d) For the name see Bechtel,
p. 565. (e) For the second [ph], i.e. the former labiovelar, see
Maffre, p. 474 with nn. 183 f., and e.g. Lejeune, §§30–41.

( f ) For Ε*φ�ρια Maffre (p. 474) briefly offers two explana-
tions: (1) ‘celle qui porte bien’ (related to φ%ρω); (2) ‘celle qui a
un beau voile’ (related to φ6ρος, Attic φ�ρος). Both etymologies
seem to be possible. To justify the second, where we may expect
a digamma (i.e. φαρƒ-, see Myc. pa-we-a(2)), we can refer to the
fact that καλ"ς is already written without ƒ on the slightly earl-
ier vase BOI 9 (c.550–525). Two other Boiotian inscriptions of
the sixth century, it is true, still show such a ƒ,74 but the first is
hexametric and the second shows it in a proper name; these are
both contexts which tend to enforce archaic spelling. This inter-
pretation is therefore not impossible.75 In order to justify the first
etymology, we could connect the name with names in -φ�ρης (see
Bechtel, pp. 442 f.), for example Λαφ�ρης, in which the element
-φαρ- clearly has a verbal character (see also Λεωφορ�δης and
Φερ%λαος, ibid. 445 and 444, respectively) and of which our 
-φαρια could be the feminine form; for the change [er] > [ar] which
we would have to assume for this solution (see §216) we have one
clear Boiotian example in Φαρ�δας Θηβαγ%νους76 as opposed to
Φερ�δ[ας].77 In both cases we expect the feminine of an s-stem,
i.e. Ε*φ�ρειB, rather than -��,78 and we must therefore assume
that an original -εια > *-esja could already be written -ια at the
time. This is perfectly possible in view of BOI 3 (see §221).

(h) œοδ"µ� is attested as a servant’s name in literature (see
Maffre, p. 474 with n. 182); its etymology is unknown (see both
Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. κοδοµε�ς).

° A‒B ,    .
 .    

Two kantharoi allegedly from Vratsi (Tanagra) in Boiotia (found
?). Bibliography: F. Hölscher, CVA Germany, 39 (1975): (A), 41

f., ph. pl. 35, and (B), 42, ph. pl. 36; Kilinski II (1990), 31 f., 42,
52, 66, phs. (A) pl. 32. 1, (B) pl. 32. 2. Photographs: CVA quite
cl.; Kilinski II quite cl., but only (A. 1) and (B. 1). Vidi 8 Feb.
1991. Scene: Two young men coming from the l. (a) and r. (c),
carrying hens. These serve as encouragement for two cocks, which
are fighting in the centre. (b) is written above the l. cock, which
has his head above his opponent’s. The scene is repeated on either
side of both kantharoi; on (B) there are little sketches of riders
etc. in the free space above the cocks. Date: c.500 (Hölscher);
c.515–500 (Kilinski II, p. 66).

(A) (1) (a) KRIToN (b) NIKA (c) ;? ø
(2) (a) KRIToN (b) NIK0 (c) lost
(B) (1) (a) KRIToN (b) NIK0 (c) lost
(2) (a) ToN (b) lost (c) lost.

(A) and (B) (a) Κριτον (b) Νικα (c) [. . .]aφ[. . . ?] 
or [. . . ?]φa[. . .] (twice each)

(A) and (B) (a) Κρ�τ4ν, (b) ν-κ�, (c) [. . .]aφ[. . . ?] 
or [. . . ?]φa[. . .] (twice each).

Epigraphy: (A. 1c) was read wv; I thought I could see a phi and
an alpha (?), see my dr. (the inscr. was probably retrograde).
Interpretation: Cock-fight. (a) and (c): labels of the cock owners;
(b) comment: ‘(with him is) victory’, or invocation: ‘(with him
be) Victory!’

The cocks’ owners, (a) Κρ�τ4ν (see §229) and the other, whose
name cannot be restored (c), are in attendance. (b) ν-κ� is not the
name of the cock (who is of course male), nor a verb ‘he is 
winning’,79 nor the imperative ‘win!’ nor an exclamation ‘victory!’80

Therefore I prefer to take it as a comment or an invocation (see
above).

  , .,  . . . 

Fr. of kantharos, from near the Kabirion at Thebes81 (1938 or
earlier). Bibliography: A. D. Ure (1951), 194–7, phs. pl. 42c–d;
P. N. and A. D. Ure, CVA Great Britain, 12 (1954), 51, ph. pl.
33. 7. Photographs: Ure (1951) uncl.; CVA sm. Scene: Reclining
dwarf with a bird on his r. hand (where Kabiros would hold a
cup, see BOI 16). Date: mid-5th cent. (Ure (1951), 194; (1954) ).

73 Maffre’s reading ]goς (word-end) in the third line cannot be correct, since
Η would have to designate [h] in this state of alphabet, which is the old Boiotian
one (see (e) Φιλοφ5ρ� not -φ<ρ�), and with this value it does not normally occur
word-internally. An inscr. ending in -ς or Dς, however, is hard to imagine. Also
P. Roesch’s suggestion (apud Maffre, p. 471 n. 159) that ]ηος is a special spelling
for ]αιος, is out of the question, since this possibility only arose after the intro-
duction of the Ionic alphabet around 400, when Η was no longer used for [h].
See also CEG 446 = GD 38. 5 γυναικι (c.450–430?), and GD 39 still with -αι-
passim (early 4th cent.).

74 CEG 334 and, in a similar phonetic situation, LSAG 94. 2b.
75 Maffre should not have transcribed this second possibility with a long �;

for Boiotian lost [w] after a liquid in the Attic way, i.e. without any compensatory
lengthening (see e.g. Thumb–Scherer, p. 30; Schwyzer, p. 228; Lejeune, §159).

76 IG vii. 4149. 12 from the Ptoion (Bechtel (1921), 264).
77 IG vii. 1751. 6 from Thespiai (Bechtel (1921), 264).
78 There is also Ε*φ�ριος, interpreted by Bechtel (p. 443) as the patronymic

adjective -φ�ρειος from -φ�ρης. In our case, a patronymic seems less suited.

79 Expected *νικ.ι in Boiotian (see e.g. Buck, §41. 1; Lejeune, §298d). We can-
not read (a) and (b) in one sentence (‘descriptive legend Kriton nika [Kriton wins!]’,
Kilinski II), since the two words are always written in two lines; there would have
been ample space for even longer sentences to be written in single lines.

80 The former should be *ν�κη, and both should be written next to the 
owner’s mouth, not above a cock.

81 J. Gardner (Reading) kindly sent me the text of A. D. Ure’s entry in the
inventory: ‘Purchased from an Englishman who bought the vase in Paris. He bought
it from a Greek resident in Paris whose brother (whom he knew and regarded as
trustworthy) had bought it from a Boeotian peasant who said he had found it
near the Theban Kabeirion.’
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(a) ; %oGNHS (b) ; %OEHw
(a) Jοενης (b) Jοεης

Epigraphy: (a) is painted in faint letters, (b) bolder, continuing
(a). The whole starts next to the figure’s mouth. The kappas
(digammas?) and the nu are reversed (a reading pοεησ- vel sim.
is excluded). The last letter of (b) looks like a ‘w’ and is prob-
ably a four-stroke sigma turned through 90°. Ure (1951) argues
that (b) is a correction of (a) by a different hand, but then it is
strange that this second hand also wrote kappa the wrong way
round. It is odd, too, that the hand of (a), who wrote a non-Ionic
sigma and the frequent Boiotian <οε>-diphthong, used heta as
[b], and that the hand of (b), who wrote an Ionic sigma, still used
the <οε>. Interpretation: Labels? Nonsense inscription?

Ure (1951: 196) interprets the inscriptions as two attempts to write
κο�ης/κ"ης (Hsch.), a title of the Kabiran priest. But in view of
the epigraphical oddities and certain other difficulties attaching
to this interpretation,82 we should perhaps consider a nonsense
inscription. For the diphthong <οε> see §225.

°  ,   

Rf. bell-krater from Boiotia (1898 or earlier). Bibliography: 
A. D. Ure (1953), 247, ph. pl. 67 fig. 7; ph. Devambez (1966),
141; A. Waiblinger, CVA France, 26 (1974), 45, phs. pls. 44. 1,
45. 3; LIMC iii, ‘Danae’ 9*, ph. pl. 244. Photographs: Ure sm.;
Devambez quite cl.; CVA and LIMC uncl. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990.
Scene: Danae (named) reclining, receiving the gold rain. Date:
towards 430 (Waiblinger); c.410–400 (LIMC).

aANAA
∆αναα
∆αν��.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Danae receiving the gold rain
(label).

The name is as expected in a dialect other than Ionic and Attic.
Danae and Zeus’ child was Perseus, also attested on Boiotian vases
(see BOI 8).

  , . . 

Cup from ? (acquired Jan./Feb. 1891). Bibliography: Cavvadias
(1891), 9, no. 24; Kalinka (1892), accurate dr. pl. 6; Collignon–
Couve (1902–4), no. 1116, with dr.; dr. Röhl, IIGA (1907), 
86. 30; A. D. Ure (1926), 57, with ph. of (b) fig. 4; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 94, 95. 20, ph. pl. 10; Wachter (1989b), passim. Photo-
graphs: Ure quite cl.; Jeffery cl. Scene: none, only an ivy leaf under
each handle (see the ph. in Ure). Date: c.420 (Ure, Jeffery).

(a) ABAaE[iH2IkL˜ NOrRwTV+Q¥
(b) ABvaE[iH2IkL ˜NOrRwTV+o¥

(a) αβγδεƒζÉθικλµ | νοπρστυξφχ, 
(b) αβγδεƒζÉθικλ | µνοπρστυξφχ.

Epigraphy: This 23-letter alphabet is painted twice, each time in
two lines, on either side of the cup. Two small errors occur: on
one side the (Attic-type) gamma has a horizontal bar, which
changes it into an alpha; on the other side the phi lacks the 
vertical stroke, which leaves it as an omicron. For the two addi-
tional ‘signs’ after the chi on side (a) of the vase, see below.
Interpretation: Abecedaria.

Cavvadias immediately observed the similarity of the letter-forms
to those of the inscriptions from the Boiotian Kabirion. The letter
qoppa is no longer present (see §108). For the type of alphabet
see Wachter (see also §106 below).

In alphabet (a) the first line leads up to mu, whereas in (b),
which shows wider spaces between the letters, mu starts the sec-
ond line. Therefore in (a) there was more space at the very end
of the sequence. Kalinka (pp. 104 ff., followed by Jeffery, who,
however, did not discuss the matter) thought that the two signs
after the chi (¥), which are lacking on side (b), represent the Ionic
forms Ψ and Ω (there were no signs for [ps] and [d] in the Boiotian
alphabet). This is very unlikely for several reasons. (1) There is
no direct influence of the East Ionic alphabet to be seen in the
letter-forms (but there is Attic influence in the form of the gamma;
see §106) or in the actual sequence of our abecedaria. (2) The two
additional signs do not at all resemble the Ionic letters Ψ and Ω
(nor Ionic ̂ ). (3) The letter Ψ is in fact already there, namely as
chi. (4) For a fourth argument we need to investigate the order
in which the painter painted the two alphabets. Kalinka of
course presupposes the order (b)–(a).83 The true order, however,
is (a)–(b). This can be seen from the decoration. Next to the cord-
like wavy garlands on both sides there are rows of dots. On side
(a) the painter made twenty-four of them in a row independent
of the waves below. But on side (b) there is only half that number;82 Chantraine, s.v. κο�ον, cites a form of a verb derived from this title, namely

κοι6ται. The title κο�ης is therefore an a-stem. Although we do not know how
to explain the Ionic form of the Hesychian gloss, we certainly cannot expect such
an Ionic form on our Boiotian vase; and an s-stem, which would have [e] in Boiotian
too, is not a likely formation for such a title. Moreover, the Kabiran title κο�ης
in Hsch. is explained as Hερε�ς Καβε�ρων, which makes it doubtful that it referred
to the Boiotian cult, which recognized only one Κ�βιρος. More likely it belonged
to one of the Kabiria at Samothrake or Lemnos.

83 ‘In ihnen’ (sc. the two signs at the end) ‘willkürlich gebildete, rein zufällige
Formen zu sehen, nur bestimmt, den noch übrigen Raum der Zeile zu füllen,
verbietet schon die Anordnung der ersten Zeile, in welche mit augenscheinlicher
Rücksichtnahme auf sie ein Buchstabe (M) mehr aufgenommen ist als auf der
Kehrseite.’
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eight of the twelve are arranged randomly above the waves, but
the last four to the right are neatly placed, one each between 
two ‘crests’ of the wavy lines below. The chronology is obvious:
the painter first did the twenty-four-dot side with its abecedar-
ium (a) and then the twelve-dot side with its abecedarium (b),
having arrived—if somewhat late—at the much neater, and more
economical, arrangement of the decoration just described.84 The
possible objection that he could have painted the two alphabets
first and the whole of the decoration last is unlikely because he
would not then have forgotten the direction of the wavy lines he
had applied on the first side. Also the fact that he got one of the
gammas wrong is easier to understand if the wrong one, which
is on side (a), was done first. On the other hand, his forgetting
the vertical bar of the phi on side (b) looks rather like a hasty 
omission towards the end of the work when he seems to have been
in a hurry (see §112). If this chronology (a)–(b) is correct, one
cannot see how he could have set out to write the allegedly ‘com-
plete’ alphabet (i.e. the one with the two ‘Ionic’ letters) first and
then be so silly as to risk an incomplete second one by starting
with clearly and intentionally wider spaces between the letters on
the next side. On the contrary, he was being cleverer the second
time when he expanded the spaces in order to get a properly filled-
up second side. The two ‘signs’ are therefore mere space-fillers.

  ,   

Lekane from ? (c.1874 or earlier). Bibliography: first mentioned
by P. N. Ure (1927), 20; A. D. Ure (1935), 79 f., phs. figs. 1–3;
mentioned by Wolters–Bruns (1940), 132, drs. 136 and pl. 34;
Vian (1945), 16 f., dr. pl. 2. 1; Flacelière–Devambez (1966), 96–8,
ph. pl. 12. 2; Brommer (1973), 108, no. D. 2; A. Waiblinger, CVA
France, 26 (1974), 36 f., phs. pls. 31. 3, 40. 1, and esp. 34. 1, 2,
4; LIMC ii, ‘Ares’ 44*, ph. pl. 363; LIMC iv, ‘Gagenes’ 1;
Vollkommer (1988), 40 no. 260, ph. 41 fig. 51. Photographs: 
A. D. Ure sm.; Flacelière–Devambez only (b)–(d), cl.; CVA
quite cl.; LIMC only (a)–(b), sm.; Vollkommer uncl.85 Scene: A 
warrior (a) on horseback to r., seconding a gigantic warrior with
spear (b). The latter is fighting an archer to l. (c) who is backed
by a woman (d) who is about to throw her spear. Date: last q.
5th cent. (Waiblinger; LIMC); 420–400 (Vollkommer).

(a) ARGS (b) vAvG7Gw (c) ; HERAkLEw
(d) ; A2A7A

(a) Αρες (b) Γαγενες (c) Ηερακλες (d ) Αθανα

(a) IΑρ3ς, (b) Γ�γεν5ς, (c) Η3ρακλ0ς, (d ) =θ1ν�.

Epigraphy: The sigma of (a) is of the three-stroke type (on the
ph. that I saw, the bottom end was clearly visible). Interpretation:
Herakles and (a) Gegenes (labels).

The starting-point principle (see §104) is still perfectly observed
on this vase. For the myth see §418. All names are as expected,
(b) and (d) of course with long [a]; for (c) see §503, for (d) see §247.

  , . . 

Fr. of a big deep bowl from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography:
Winnefeld (1888), 420 f., dr. pl. 9; Kern (1890); Reinach (1890),
344 f., dr. 343; Pick (1898), 151 n. 36; W. Dittenberger, IG vii
(1892), no. 3599; Kretschmer (1894), 54; Roscher (1884–1937),
ii. 2538, s.v. Megaloi Theoi, with dr. fig. 3; Romagnoli (1907),
161, dr. 163 fig. 15; Collignon–Couve (1902–4), no. 1142; Fränkel
(1912a), 50; Perrot–Chipiez (1914), 296, dr. 297 fig. 194; O. Kern,
RE x (1919), 1440 f.; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 472B. 1; 
mentioned by Pfuhl (1923), 716, dr. fig. 613; Lapalus (1935), 9–15;
Wolters–Bruns (1940), 43, no. 53, 96 no. K. 1 (bibl.), dr. pl. 5,
ph. pl. 44. 1; Sparkes (1967), 125, with dr. fig. 2; Snowden (1970),
161, ph. 236 fig. 96; Braun–Haevernick (1981), 62, cat. no. 302,
phs. pl. 22. 1–2; LIMC i, ‘Aithiopes’ 32; Burkert (1985), 282 with
nn. 18 f.; Moret (1991), with phs. 245 ff. figs. 6 ff.; LIMC vi,
‘Krateia’ 1*, ph. pl. 48, ‘Mitos’ 1.; LIMC vii, ‘Pais’ 1, ‘Pratolaos’
1, ‘Satyra’ ii. 2. Photographs: Wolters–Bruns quite cl.; Snowden,
Braun–Haevernick, Moret, and LIMC only (a)–(e), cl. Scene: A
man to r. (a) and a woman to l. (b) standing close to him with
one hand on his shoulder; a boy to l. (c) watching them, his hands
folded in front of him. To their r. a youth to l. (d) is about to
dip an oinochoe into a large krater, and the deity (e) is leaning
back (head to r. facing l.) and stretching out his arm with a 
kantharos (as if to have it refilled). On an isolated fr. there is 
the face of a woman with her chiton pulled over her head ( f ).
The figures (a), (c), and ( f ) have grotesque faces, the others not.
The whole painting shows strong Attic influence.86 Date: after 440
(Wolters–Bruns, p. 125); late 5th to early 4th cent. (LIMC i);
410–400 (Braun–Haevernick, p. 6; LIMC vi, vii).

(a) ˜ITOw (b) KRATEIA (c) rRATOLAOw
(d) rAIw (e) KABIROw ( f ) wATV

(a) Μιτος (b) Κρατεια (c) Πρατολαος (d ) Παις
(e) Καβιρος ( f ) Σατυ[. . .]

(a) Μ�τος, (b) Κρ�τεια, (c) Πρ�τ"λαος, (d ) Π�ις, (e) Κ�βιρος,
( f ) Σατ�[ρ�].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably a sacrificial procession
(labels).84 Of course he worked from left to right, as is evident all over the vase from

the paint, which, as we proceed in that direction, becomes thinner and thinner,
then suddenly thick again, thus indicating the painter’s dipping his brush into
the pot.

85 This vase could not be found when I visited the Louvre on 6 and 7 Aug.
1990, but I was shown a good photograph.

86 Kern (1919) is incorrect to say: ‘eine kostbare attische Vasenscherbe’. The
form of the bowl, typical of Kabiran ware, the bf. technique at this late date, and
the form Πρατ"λαος prove that it is not Attic, but Boiotian.



   

The writing is as expected in Boiotia at the time.87 (c) For -λ�ος
with its uncontracted vowels, see §223. Πρ�το- is the normal form
of ‘first’ in Boiotian, Doric, etc. and is etymologically unclear.88

(d ) For the word π�ις see n. 88 just above, and ad COR 19g (see
also Chantraine, s.v.; and Frisk, s.v.).

The scene is traditionally linked to some unknown Orphic
anthropogony myth in the context of the Kabirion. This seems
implausible to me, and I suggest that the scene represents a
sacrificial procession to Kabiros (see §475).

*°  , .    . 

Cup from ? (1901 or earlier). Bibliography: Fairbanks (1928), 198,
no. 566, ph. pl. 71; Wolters–Bruns (1940), 117, dr. pl. 28. 1;
Clairmont (1951), 20 f., no. K. 11; mentioned in Braun–
Haevernick (1981), 34 n. 181; LIMC vii, ‘Paridis Iudicium’
110*, phs. pl. 127. Photographs: Fairbanks uncl.; LIMC vii 
(a) uncl., (b)–(e) quite cl. I am grateful to M. Padgett, who
inspected the vase for me. Scene: Paris (a) with a panther skin,
holding a lyre and sitting on a rock. Approaching Hermes (b) with
kerykeion, are Hera (c) with sceptre, Athena (d ) with shield and
spear. Sitting on a rock opposite, with little Eros on her hand,
Aphrodite (e). Date: later than the usual Kabiran style (Wolters–
Bruns); late 5th or early 4th cent. (M. Padgett, per litt.).

(a) S (b) ˜G (c) ERA (d ) A 2A7 (e) AQ

(a) . α[. .]ς (b) . . . µε[. . ?] (c) [.]ερα (d ) Αθαν
(e) Αφρo[. . .]

(a) P�[ρι]ς, (b) Geqµ0[ς] (rather than Geqµ%[ας] ), 
(c) [Η]5ρ�, (d ) =θ1ν(�), (e) =φρo[δ-τ�].

Epigraphy: (a) A single sigma to the l. of Paris’ head is clearly
visible. As this is likely to be the final letter of the name (there
is nothing in front of Paris’ face, according to M. Padgett), we
may look for more to its left; and indeed, some other traces can
be detected (see dr.). (b) On the original ph. some traces of let-
ters show to the l. and r. of Hermes’ kerykeion; mu and epsilon
are clear (it is impossible to read an alpha instead of the epsilon),
and after that there seems to be space for no more than -ς before
Ηε- of (c) (see dr.). (c) The heta and the l. part of the epsilon
are obliterated (M. Padgett). (d ) Clear. (e) Since after the alpha
to the r. of Aphrodite’s head there is a clear ghost of a phi, the
alpha cannot just be the end of (d ). After the phi there is D of

the rho and, just before the palmette or even slightly covered by
it, another trace of a letter (omicron—and a ghost of a delta under-
neath?). Interpretation: Judgement of Paris (labels).

It is clear from the photograph that the paint with which the figures
and the inscriptions are drawn is on the whole well preserved (see
the strings of the lyre, the kerykeion, the crest of Athena’s helmet,
etc.), yet many letters are very ill-defined. Moreover, we find that
most of the well-preserved letters are next to the heads, whereas
those in the spaces between the figures are hardly visible; the only
well-preserved letter in a space is the second alpha of (d ). The
conclusion must be that the painter himself wanted to efface the
writing before the vase was fired. As the paint did not show up
with sharp contrast at that stage (see §112 with n. 722), he will
have tried not to get too close to the figures so as not to damage
them. A further argument for such a procedure is the beginning
of (a), which is covered by the well-preserved floral decoration.
This means that, first, the figures and then the inscriptions 
were applied, next the inscriptions were partly wiped out, and
that last of all the rest of the decoration was painted. Like the
painting and the writing, the effacing too was done in a rather
careless manner.

(a) and (c) pose no problems. For (b) Geqµ0[ς], a more likely
reading than Geqµ% [ας], see §253. The last alpha of (d ) (for the
name see §247) was never written. The only explanation89 that I
can think of is accidental crasis with (e), i.e. =θ1νKφροδ-τ�, by
the writer when he applied the labels; the same did not occur
between (c) and (d) though.

  ,  . .  ( )

Deep bowl (with horizontal handles) from ? (1892 or earlier).
Bibliography: Fröhner (1892a), no. 210, dr. pl. 45; P. Gardner
(1893), 18 f., no. 262, dr. pl. 26; Walters (1892/3), 81; Kretschmer
(1894), 228; Romagnoli (1907), 160, dr. 162 fig. 14; Bieber (1920),
154, with dr.; Pfuhl (1923), 717, dr. fig. 615 (only Kirke scene);
Lapalus (1930), 65–70 with fig. 1, 74 f. with fig. 3; Wolters–
Bruns (1940), 109, no. M. 16 (bibl.); phs. EAA ii. 238 f. figs. 360
f.; Bieber (1961), 48, drs. 49 figs. 205 f.; Webster (1978), 61, 
no. BV. 1; Braun–Haevernick (1981), 8 (not in cat.), ph. pl. 23.
1; LIMC i, ‘Aithiopes’ 31; ph. Brommer (1983), pl. 28b; LIMC
iii, Boreas’ 3*, ph. pl. 108; ph. Moret (1991), 231 fig. 3; LIMC
vi, ‘Kirke’ 32* (ph. only of the Kirke side), ‘Odysseus’ 191.
Photographs: Wolters–Bruns, EAA, Braun–Haevernick, Brommer,
and Moret cl.; LIMC iii only (b), cl. Vidi 27 July 1990. Scene:
Caricature of a bearded man (a) leaping to the l. over (a raft made
of) two amphorae which are floating on the waves of the sea. He
points a trident down into the water, apparently just missing a
fish. To the r. a bearded head with inflated cheeks (b), as if 
suspended from the wall, seems to blow upon the man’s back.

87 That it is specifically Boiotian, as claimed by Braun–Haevernick (p. 7), is
not true. What is meant is probably that it is not yet East Ionic. (Ibid. n. 50, in
‘Nach IG VII Nr. 2427 ist um 370 v. Chr. das ionische Alphabet noch im Gebrauch
. . .’ it should read ‘das boiotische Alphabet’.)

88 See e.g. Lejeune, §298b with n. 2. He suggests a possible origin
*πρ�(ƒ)οτος. Yet, this presents a problem, for in Boiotian contraction should 
not have occurred: see -λ�ος not -λ�ς in our very name, and π�ις, our (d), 
which never turned into †π.ς in this dialect. 89 Unless we assume a simple mistake; see §112.



.  

On the reverse of the vase there is a scene with Odysseus and
Kirke (no inscrs.). Date: 410–400 (Braun–Haevernick, p. 8); 400–
375 (Webster); late 5th to early 4th cent. (LIMC i); 440–430
(LIMC iii); late 5th cent. (Moret, p. 229; LIMC vi, ‘Odysseus’);
3rd q. 4th cent. (sic, LIMC vi, ‘Kirke’).

(a) ovYwEVw (b) BoRIAw
(a) Ολυσευς (b) Βοριας
(a) �Ολυσ(σ)ε�ς, (b) Βορ��ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Odysseus on his raft, and Boreas
(labels).

The vase shows non-Boiotian lambda, but still not quite the 
normal Ionic alphabet, in view of the rho (see §108). The starting-
point principle (see §104) is no longer observed: each inscription
runs towards the relevant face. The vase is thought to be Kabiran. 
For the scene and its background see §461.

(a) For the name �Ολυσ(σ)ε�ς see §254. (b) Βορ%ης is attested
in the Iliad and Odyssey. The -ι- of our form Βορ��ς is a common
Boiotian feature (see §221). The Attic form would be Βορρ6ς (see
n. 714).

*  , . . 

Deep cup (with horizontal handles) from Exarchos in Lokris (1882
or earlier). Bibliography: first mentioned by C. Smith (1888), 188;
Blümner (1889), 150–6, dr. 151; Wernicke (1890), 27; Klein (1898),
53; Collignon–Couve (1902–4), no. 1114. Photographs: —. Scene:
Lively scene in a potter’s workshop, grotesque silhouette-painting,
palmette decoration under the handles. The inscr. has no obvious
connection with the figures. Date: late 5th cent.?

wIBu7KAvow
Σιβωνκαλος
Σ�βων καλ"ς.

Epigraphy: The inscr. seems to be in the same bf. technique as
the painting. Interpretation: Kalos-inscription.

The inscription is in full Ionic script. The vase was first grouped
with the Boiotian pottery by Blümner. The name is unparalleled
(~ Σ�φων?). For another, more elaborate Boiotian kalos-inscription
see BOI 9 (and see §309).

*  , . . 

Fr. of a bf. jar from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography:
Winnefeld (1888), 416 f., with drs. figs. 2 f.; Szanto (1890), 402,
no. 40, with dr.; Kalinka (1892), 103; mentioned by Kretschmer
(1894), 4 n. 5, and 54; W. Dittenberger, IG vii (1892), no. 3671;

Perrot–Chipiez (1914), 295–9, with drs. figs. 193 and 196;
Wolters–Bruns (1940), 46 no. 69, 101 f. no. K. 28, dr. pl. 20. 3.
Photographs: —. Scene: Probably a sacrificial procession; not
directly related to the inscr. Date: c.400?

wMIkRow ANE2EkE kABIRoI
Σµικρος | ανεθεκε | Καβιροι
Σµ�κρος Kν%θ3κε Καβ�ρ4ι.

Epigraphy: Written in three lines in a reserved field.
Interpretation: Dedication.

The scene probably shows a sacrificial procession, to judge from
the remains of a bull’s back (Wolters–Bruns, p. 101).90 Smikros
is either the potter himself 91 or a customer (see §302).

  , .    . 

Deep bowl from ? (1899 or earlier). Bibliography: Fairbanks (1928),
196 f., no. 562, ph. pl. 69; Wolters–Bruns (1940), 109 f., no. M.
18, dr. pl. 37. 2–3; Clairmont (1951), 21 f., no. K. 12; Sparkes
(1967), 126; Snowden (1970), 161, ph. 237 fig. 97; Webster (1978),
63, no. BV. 6; Braun–Haevernick (1981), 27, 65, cat. no. 366;
LIMC iv, ‘Hera’ 437. Photographs: Fairbanks uncl.; Snowden (a)
quite cl., (b) cl. Scene: Two women to r., Hera (a), with sceptre,
and Aphrodite (unnamed), half-naked and holding a wreath, are
sitting on rocks; Hermes, with kerykeion, is approaching from the
r. On the other side two women are sitting on rocks, facing each
other and playing morra;92 on another rock to their r. a bearded
man facing l. and (b) is sitting, holding a lyre. Date: 400–375
(Webster); c.420 (LIMC).

(a) HERA (b) î
(a) Ηερα (b) A(. . .)
(a) Η5ρ�, (b) �A(. . .).

Epigraphy: M. Padgett informs me (per litt.) that there are no more
letters than these; the single letter of (b) is of the form î, i.e. 
different from the alpha in (a). Inscr. (b) seems to start next to
the man’s face and to lead away from him to l. Interpretation:
Probably the Judgement of Paris (labels).

For the odd composition of the scene and its possible meaning
see §437.

90 A cup of the Kabiran form is brought to Kabiros, next to whom stands a
bull, in a procession shown on the vase Athens 10466 (Braun–Haevernick cat.
no. 297); see the discussion (of BOI 16), §475.

91 He is not the Attic potter Smikros (ARV, p. 20) who is earlier and uses three-
stroke sigma and untailed rho.

92 For this game see e.g. K. Schneider, RE xv/2 (1932), 1516. 15 ff. (s.v. micare).



   

°  ,  . . ‒. 

Deep bowl from ? (1893 or earlier). Bibliography: Walters
(1892/3), with dr. pl. 4; Perrot–Chipiez (1914), 298 f., with drs.
fig. 195 and 197 (p. 301); Romagnoli (1907), 160, dr. 161 fig. 12;
Robert (1919), 151, with dr. fig. 123; Pfuhl (1923), 717, dr. 
fig. 616; Lapalus (1930), 70–4 with inaccurate dr. fig. 2; Wolters–
Bruns (1940), 99, no. K. 19 (bibl.); Bieber (1961), 48, ph. 49 
fig. 204; Braun–Haevernick (1981), 67, cat. no. 398; LIMC
i, ‘Aithiopes’ 30*, ph. pl. 325; ph. Brommer (1983), pl. 21a; ph.
Moret (1991), 253 fig. 12; LIMC vi, ‘Kirke’ 30, ‘Odysseus’ 147*,
ph. pl. 631. Photographs: Bieber uncl.; Brommer, LIMC i and vi
(similar), and Moret cl. Vidi 22 Aug. 1990. Scene: Kirke with a
pot, which Odysseus is about to take from her; behind him a loom
and one of his companions, half pig. Date: late 5th to early 4th
cent. (LIMC i); 3rd q. 4th cent. (Braun–Haevernick, indirectly,93

because of the ‘Rebrankenverzierung’; Moret, p. 229; LIMC vi,
‘Kirke’); 450–420 (LIMC vi, ‘Odysseus’).

KIRKA
Κιρκα
Κ�ρκ�.

Epigraphy: Walters (p. 79) reports traces of more inscrs., of 
which I could see nothing. Interpretation: Odysseus and Kirke
(label).

The name is as expected in a dialect other than Ionic and Attic.
For other representations of this myth in Boiotia see §460.

*  , . . 

Deep bowl from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography: first men-
tioned by Winnefeld (1888), 421; mentioned by Kern (1890), 8;
Wolters–Bruns (1940), 43 no. 54, 98 no. K. 9, drs. pls. 10 f., ph.
of the reverse pl. 44. 4; mentioned by Bruneau (1962), 204 with
n. 5, ph. 203; Snowden (1970), 161, ph. 235 fig. 95 top; Braun–
Haevernick (1981), 16, 25, 63, cat. no. 303; LIMC vi, ‘Kephalos’
34. Photographs: Bruneau and Snowden quite cl. Scene:
Caricature pygmy wearing a petasos, running after his dog and a
fox (the ‘Termessan fox’) who is looking back. On the other side
a cart laden with four amphorae (wine supply for the Kabirion?).
Date: 3rd q. 4th cent. (Braun–Haevernick, because of the
‘Rebrankenverzierung’, see BOI 22); mid-4th cent. (LIMC ).

KEOALow
Κεvαλος
Κ%vαλος.

Epigraphy: Of the vertical stroke of the phi two small dots
remain; it was more clearly seen by Wolters (in Wolters–Bruns),
to judge by his dr. The sigma is slightly irregular, but seems to
have an upper rising stroke. Interpretation: Kephalos and the
Termessan fox (label).

For a few remarks on the myth and the type of scene see §423.

*  , . . . —

Fr. of a deep bowl from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography: 
mentioned by Szanto (1890), 411; W. Dittenberger, IG vii (1892),
no. 4117; Wolters–Bruns (1940), 43 no. 55, 100 no. K. 23, dr.
pl. 8. 2; Braun–Haevernick (1981), 16, 27, 63, cat. no. 309.
Photographs: —. Scene: Head of a pygmy (named). Date: 3rd 
q. 4th cent. (Braun–Haevernick, because of the ‘Rebrankenver-
zierung’, see BOI 22).

YuN
[. . .] . �ων
[. . .]j�ων.

Epigraphy: Too little of the bottom-r. part of the first letter is
preserved to exclude a round or slightly angular loop. As the tailed
R-shape rho seems to have been used well down into the 4th cent.
(see BOI 18, 21, and 22), a reading [. . .]q�ων is also possible.
Interpretation: Unidentified scene (label).

Braun–Haevernick take for granted the reading and interpretation
Κερκ�ων. Wolters–Bruns, however, were more cautious. With the
alternative reading of a tailed rho we may restore [=µφιτ]q�ων.

*  , . . . 

Frs. of a rf. cup from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography: 
W. Dittenberger, IG vii (1892), no. 3932; Wolters–Bruns (1940),
66 no. 264 with ph. and dr., and 88. Photographs: Wolters–Bruns
invis. Scene: Part of a head and an arm with a drinking-horn, 
obviously a seated Kabiros; not directly related to the inscr. 
Date: —.

BIRoI
[. . .] . . βιροι . (?) [. . . ?]
[. . .]Jaβ�ρ4ι . (?) [. . . ?].

Epigraphy: The top-r. end of the kappa is preserved, as is the peak
of the alpha. What looks like part of another omicron (or theta
or phi) after the iota, is probably a plaster filling like the whole
of the adjacent fr. Interpretation: Dedication.

93 They date the very similar example in the University of Mississippi (their
cat. no. 402, ph. CVA USA, 4, pl. 18. 2) to this period, see their p. 17 (bottom).



.  

  , . . 

Fr. of a black cup from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography:
Szanto (1890), 407, no. 77, with dr.; W. Dittenberger, IG vii
(1892), no. 3626; Wolters–Bruns (1940), 54, no. 145, with dr.
Photographs: —. Scene: None. Date: —.

oSSTIDASToIrAID
[. . .]οσστιδαστοιπαιδ[. . .]
[Ε*?ν]οσστ�δ�ς τ[ι Παιδ[� . . . ?].

Epigraphy: On the original ph., provided by the museum, TID and
part of the A show clearly in the reflection of direct light. Of the
rest only illegible traces are visible. Interpretation: Dedication.

Wolters–Bruns refer to the Tanagraian hero Eunostos (citing A.
Schiff, RE vi (1909), 1137. 50). There is also one Φιλ"νοστος
(Phalanna; Bechtel, p. 337). For the doubling of the sigma see §115.

  , . . . 

Fr. of a black cup from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography: Szanto
(1890), 409 no. 88 (with dr.), 413; W. Dittenberger, IG vii (1892),
no. 3646; Wolters–Bruns (1940), 65, no. 261. Photographs: —. 
I could not obtain an original ph. Scene: None. Date: —.

LEo7HoHI
ΛεονÉοÉι[. . .]
Λ%4ν Éο Éι[αρε�ς (?) . . . ?].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Not clear.

  , . . . 

Fr. of a black cup from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography:
Szanto (1890), 413; W. Dittenberger, IG vii (1892), no. 3970;
Wolters–Bruns (1940), 67, no. 273. Photographs: —. Scene:
None. Date: —.

DIToKA
[. . .]διτοκα[. . .]
[. . . Παι]δ8 τ[ Κα[β�ρ4 . . . ?].

Epigraphy: On the original ph. I can see clearly only the kappa
and the preceding omicron (a filled-in circle). Interpretation:
Dedication.

See also, for example, IG vii. 3620 ( = Wolters–Bruns (1940), 54,
no. 144) Παιδ8 Καβ�ρ4, without the article. Both formulae are
attested several times. The article could have been meant to rep-
resent the dative or genitive both syntactically and phonologically.

  , . . . 

Fr. of a black cup from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography:
Szanto (1890), 411; W. Dittenberger, IG vii (1892), no. 3710;
Wolters–Bruns (1940), 54, no. 143, with dr. Photographs: —. Scene:
None. Date: —.

uPowKA
[. . .]ωροσκα[. . .]
[. . .]ωρος κα[λ"ς] or [. . .]ωρος Κα[β�ρωι . . . ?].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Kalos-inscription or dedication.

  , .    . 

Alabastron, Boiotian imitation of Corinthian, from ? (1898 or earl-
ier). Bibliography: Anon. (1899a), 142, no. 6; Fairbanks (1928),
184 f., no. 540, ph. pl. 54; mentioned by Kilinski II (1990), 53
with n. 88. Photographs: Fairbanks invis. Scene: Bearded creature
with wings running to the l., on the other side a cock. Date: 6th
cent.?

(a) ; ABGwI9rT∑t (b) t2G

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Nonsense inscription.

Although the vase, which is unanimously considered to be of
Boiotian make, imitates Corinthian style, the alphabet of this 
nonsense inscription is not Corinthian for two reasons. (1) The
inscription starts as an abecedarium with non-Corinthian beta.
(2) The straight letter I is more likely to be a non-Corinthian 
iota than a Corinthian gamma, which is normally curved. The
alphabet will therefore be Boiotian. The closed 9 shows that the
document is in the old local alphabet. Having got so far, we should
point to the important presence of t; for this letter shows that
at some stage the Boiotian alphabet still contained this Euboian
letter no. 15, elsewhere used as ksi, but dead in the ‘red’ 
alphabets (see §106). Nonsense inscriptions like this can be most
valuable precisely because they are the only inscriptions—apart
from abecedaria—where we may expect dead letters.



Introduction: There are few painted and inscribed vases for which
we can claim an Aiginetan origin. Their Aiginetan provenance is
the primary condition. One of the pieces here listed is of Attic
clay but bears a non-Attic inscription (AIG 1), one is even more
doubtful because of its very fragmentary inscription (AIG 2), and
the rest are a series of fragments of East Greek clay, most of which,
however, bear non-Ionic inscriptions (AIG 3).

   ,    
( . . )

Fr. krater stand from Aigina (c.1910); lost in World War II.
Bibliography: Karo (1928); R. Eilmann and K. Gebauer, CVA
Germany, 2 (1938), 24 f. (bibl. and dr.), phs. pls. 31 f., dr. pl.
33; Jeffery (1949), 26, dr. 27 fig. 3; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 110,
112. 2, dr. pl. 16; Schefold (1964), 41, and (1966), 43 f., with dr.
fig. 13; C. Dehl-von Kaenel, CVA Germany, 53 (1986), 13 f.;
Ferrari (1987); Immerwahr (1990), 9, no. 10. Photographs: CVA
(Eilmann–Gebauer) uncl. Scene: Five similar men walking to r.
holding spears. Only one, the leader, is named (see the wider space
in front of him). Date: 2nd h. 7th cent. (Karo, p. 11); c.650 ( Jeffery,
LSAG); before 650 (Schefold); c.660 (Immerwahr).

mG6Gq0w
Μενελας
Μεν�λ	ς.

Epigraphy: On the original ph. (Ant. 6902) it is not possible to
distinguish the forms of the alpha and the sigma because of a crack
with heavy splintering. But the reading is clear and no letter is
missing. Interpretation: Unspecified scene with Menelaos (label).

Karo (p. 13) thinks that the letter-form q on an Athenian vase is
‘sonderbar’, but mentions the occurrence of the same lambda 
in the Dipylon inscription (LSAG 67 ff., 76. 1). Jeffery (LSAG)
sums up: ‘the provenance, the Doric form of the name, and the
non-Attic lambda all combine to suggest that the painter was
Aiginetan.’ Strictly speaking, it is only the Doric form of the name
that clearly points to an Aiginetan rather than Athenian writer
(and painter?), but the combination of the various data is very
much in favour of Jeffery’s view.94 As the clay is certainly Attic

(clay from Aigina looks different),95 it seems possible that the stand
was made in Athens (Schefold calls it an ‘early Attic pedestal’),
either by an Aiginetan for dedication on Aigina, or by an Athenian
for the same purpose (export).96 But in theory it is possible that
Attic clay was brought to Aigina and was potted, painted, and fired
there. Therefore Morris (1984) claims—of course on the grounds
of our vase—that the Middle Protoattic style was generally produced
on Aigina. But considering that a large quantity of this style of
ware was found in Athens too, we cannot safely accept her theory
—at least as long as this style is not attested in a potters’ quarter
or a kiln on Aigina.

Most recently, Ferrari has asserted that the inscription is not
a label, since it is running towards the figure next to which it is
written. As the figures are all alike, she interprets the scene as a
chorus of men and explains the Doric form (on a vase which she
takes for plain Attic) as due to a literary background, claiming
that if the inscription is ‘a quote from the song being performed
by the chorus, or its title, its form will be faithful to the one that
appeared in the text’ (her parallels of chorus representations from
other Attic vases, however, are all much later and show no Doric
inscriptions). This interpretation can hardly be correct, and is 
certainly not the most obvious explanation. First, Ferrari is
incorrect to say that the inscription contradicts the starting-point
principle (see §104) and cannot therefore be a label. In fact, the
inscription is most naturally attributable to the figure not to its
right, but to its left: in front of this figure there is a wider space
than that between the others, therefore this figure is meant to rep-
resent the leader of the group, and this makes him most worthy
of the only label on the vase and indeed of a famous king’s name.
Hence any interpretation which starts from the assumption that
this name is not a label is implausible. Secondly, as far as I am
aware, mythical names of this type are always used in their epic
form in choral lyric,97 while here the name is in its prosaic form
(see §506).

3. Aigina

94 No valid arguments against this view are provided by Lorber, p. 4 nn. 18
and 20.

95 Payne (1931: 39 n. 1) pointed out that Aiginetan clay crumbles if subjected
to such a heat as is necessary to produce high-quality ware. Farnsworth (1964:
223 f.) describes it from a mineralogical point of view: it is good for the famous
Aiginetan cooking-ware (see Poll. 7. 197, Hdt. 5. 88. 2 f.), but does not contain
muscovite nor fire red like the Athenian clay. See also Jones et al. (1986: 164–8).

96 See the slightly earlier vase ABV 5. 4 by the Nettos P. (= LSAG 76. 6b,
Immerwahr, no. 57; ph. e.g. Schefold (1964) and (1966), fig. 44a; (1993), fig. 68)
which was found on Aigina, but whose inscrs. are clearly Attic, to judge by the
forms 
θ3να�α and Περ(ρ)ε�ς (the latter as opposed to Aiginetan gen. Θ�ρσιος
in LSAG 113. 7, with [rs] preserved; see §214).

97 Bacch. Dith. 15. 48 Μεν�λαος, Ep. 5. 117 
γ�λαον; Pind. Isth. 5. 32 and
fr. 169a. 47 � Ι�λαος, Pyth. 9. 79, 11. 60, Isth. 7. 9 � Ι�λαον. The use of the contem-
porary name 
ρκεσ�λας, Pind. Pyth. 4. 65 and -λαν Nem. 11. 11, proves the rule.



.  

  , . . 

Fr. of a bf. krater (?) from Aigina (1866). Bibliography: Benndorf
(1868–83), 104 f., dr. pl. 54. 1; Collignon–Couve (1902–4), 
no. 650; Beazley (1935), 475; J. M. Cook (1934/5), 196 with n. 1,
ph. pl. 54 f; Rumpf (1953), 31; ph. Kübler (1950), 67 fig. 63; 
mentioned by Friis Johansen (1967), 86; Immerwahr (1990), 
10, no. 15; Schefold (1993), 135 f., with ph. fig. 132. Photographs:
Cook, Kübler, Schefold cl. Scene: Head of a man (named). 
Date: 7th cent., slightly younger than AIG 1 (Beazley); c.640
(Immerwahr); c.650 (Schefold).

Av
Αγ[. . .] or Αλ[. . .]

γ[αµ�µν4ν] or 
λ[�ξανδρος] (?).

Epigraphy: Both readings, Benndorf ’s Ag(amemnon) and Rumpf ’s
Al(exandros), are possible. Some scholars are certain that the fr.
is Attic. Interpretation: Unidentified scene, perhaps heroic (label).

* A‒F , . (A) . , (B‒) . , 
(C)  , (D)  , (E) ( .), (F) . 

Many frs. of ‘Chian’ cups of different shape from Aigina (a few
c.1901; the rest late 1960s / early 1970s, as I am informed by 
D. Williams). Bibliography: 15 frs.98 already in Furtwängler
(1906), 455 f., nos. 244, 245. 1–14, ph. pl. 129; the same in
Cook–Woodhead (1952), 161 f., 165, cat. nos. 1–15; new finds 
in D. Williams (1982), 67 f., ph. 66 fig. 6 (only (C ) and (D) ); 
D. Williams (1983) (announcing further articles, p. 156), nos. 1,
23, 41, 62 f., 76–146, phs. of (A) p. 157 fig. 1, of (B1) p. 167 
fig. 8. 23, of (B2) p. 168 fig. 9. 41, of (C ) p. 171 fig. 12. 62, 
of (D) p. 171 fig. 12. 63, of (E ) pp. 173–7 figs. 13. 76–102, 14.
103–26, 15. 124, 16. 124, 17. 127–39, of (F ) p. 177 fig. 17. 
140–6; Boardman (1986). Photographs: Furtwängler quite cl.; 
(A) Williams (1983) sm. and uncl.; (B) ibid., cl.; (C ) and (D)
Williams (1982) and (1983) cl.; (E ) and (F ) Williams (1983) 
cl. Scene: (A) Male and female figures, a monster; the inscribed
fr. is not positioned. (B)–(F ) None. Date: (A) and (B1) c.600–
575, the others c.580–550 (Williams (1983), 183).

(A) KAvHGI˜ (B) (1) 6G2 (2) G2HK
(C ) THIQ)III (D) 2HK (E ) (many frs., see below)
(F ) (only one or two letters).

(A) καληειl[. . .] (B) (1) [. . .]νεθ[. . .]
(2) [. . .]εθηκ[. . .] (C) [. . .]τηιφαιg[. . .] (D) [. . .]θηκ[. . .]
(E) Αριστοφαντος : καιδαµονιδας : ανεθεταν (see below)
(F) (only one or two letters).

(A) κ	λ ε!l[ι]. (B) (1) [. . . "]ν�θ[ηκε . . .]. 
(2) [. . . "ν]�θηκ[ε . . .]. (C ) [. . .]τ#ι �φα�g[ι . . . ?]. 
(D) [. . . "ν�]θηκ[ε . . .]. (E ) 
ριστ�φαντος κα$ ∆αµον�δ	ς
"νεθ�τ	ν (see below). (F ) (only one or two letters).

Epigraphy: (C ) The last two strokes, of which only the lower 
ends are visible, could also be a second iota and the first stroke
of an eta, i.e. [. . .]τ#ι �φαι\g[ι . . .]. (E ) These are the most 
important frs. for the restitution of the whole text: no. 76 [. . . ?]
aριστοφαν[. . .]; no. 95 [. . .]αντοσ[. . .]; no. 99 [. . . αριστοφαν]τος
: [. . .] (similarly no. 100); no. 101 [. . . αριστοφαν]τοσκ[αι . . .]
(probably similarly no. 102); no. 107 [. . . αριστοφαντ]ος :
καιδ[αµονιδας . . .] and no. 108 [. . . κ]αιδαl[ονιδας . . .] (similarly
no. 109); no. 117 [. . .]lονιd[. . .]; no. 123 [. . . δαµονι]δας : 
[. . .] and no. 125 [. . . δαµονιδα]ς : ανε[θ . . .] (similarly no. 126);
no. 124 [. . . δαµονι]δας[:]aνεθε[τ]αν vac. (similarly nos. 127–35).
The only two incoherences are these: in no. 101 there is no word
division before κα�, and no. 78 [. . .]jαιαριστο[φαν]τος must
belong to a text of different formulation. In no. 133 [. . . ανεθ]ετα[ν]
instead of the tau originally a nu was written, as Williams (1983:
176) observed (see below). Interpretation: (A) Beauty label to one
of the (female) figures, or statement by the vase (fem.). (B)–(E )
Dedications, (E ) perhaps metrical. (F ) Not clear.

(A) is not a normal kalos-inscription. It is even unknown
whether it is the cup (sc. & κ�λιξ vel sim., see §306) or one of the
ladies painted on it (see §309) that is making this statement. For
the diphthong in the verb see §219. The inscription is in the Ionic
dialect. Williams (1983) thinks that (B1) and (C ) are by the same
scribe. (A), (B2), (C), and (D) in terms of writing system are clearly
East Ionic because of the use of eta. This suggests that the vases
were either made in Ionia or at least by Ionians working abroad.
Particularly revealing is the more modern Q in (C ) (see below).
(C ): for the crasis or inverted elision see §224.

On the other hand, (E), a stereotyped inscription of which many
other examples are preserved (though also in fragments) has noth-
ing Ionic about it. In fact, the name ∆αµον�δ	ς as well as the verb
"νεθ�τ	ν, correctly interpreted as the Doric form of the secondary
3rd person dual (but wrongly accentuated "ν�θεταν) by Williams
(1983: 184),99 are clearly non-Ionic. Damonidas must therefore
be considered an Aiginetan (the name Aristophantos cannot be
assigned to a particular region of origin). The dedication may form
an iambic trimeter. The only slight difficulty may be the scan-
sion of Damonidas. But (1) the name may be built on the
hypocoristic ∆<µων ‘tamer’ rather than ∆1µων, and (2) the stem
of such hypocoristics can have a long or short [o] already in Homer
(see Risch, pp. 56 f.), i.e. the patronymic in -�δ	ς can be formed
both from ∆(µ]ν- and from ∆(µ4ν-. But even if both syllables

98 Among them e.g. our (A), (B2), and the first part of fr. 78 of (E), as 
numbered by D. Williams (1983).

99 Compare Boiotian )πο3σ(τ	ν, LSAG 95. 17 = DGE 443 (c.475–450?). It 
is worth while noting that Cook–Woodhead (pp. 161 f.), from the few frs. 
known at the time, had already concluded that Aristophan- (whom they thought
to be -phanes) had a partner. They also referred to two frs. with the remains of
a non-sg. verb, which—quite understandably—led them to assume a pl. form:
[. . .]νεθε[. . .] and [. . .]αν.



   

should be long in prose, we may always assert metrical adapta-
tion of a proper name (see §222) in order to get the three short
syllables ∆+µ]ν,- required by the metre.

Different scribes are certainly involved in writing this stereo-
typed inscription (E ) (see ad NAU 1Je and BOI 6). The sigmas
in fr. nos. 77, 78, 87, 88, 100, 124 are of the three-stroke type,
those in nos. 76, 89, 90, 99, 101, 102, 123, 126 of the four-stroke.
Most of the alphas show the form 0, but those in fr. nos. 62, 78,
81, 91, 103, 118 are of the form ).100

Of all (E) fragments only no. 78 [. . .]jαιαριστο[φαν]τος does
not fit into the normal pattern. If it is a dedication (as suggested
by Williams (1983), 184), it could have been [X "ν�θηκε ]κα$

ριστ�φαντος; or, perhaps better, continued on a separate line—
and then maybe as a trimeter too: [X ]κα$ 
ριστ�φαντος /
["νεθ�την] (see NAU 1Oc). If Williams (ibid.) is right to say that
this fragment and the Ionic inscription (C) are by the same writer,
this would suggest that ‘X’ is an Ionian and not Aristophantos’
normal partner, Damonidas (this still does not tell us anything
about Aristophantos’ origin).

Williams (ibid.) interprets the Doric features of (E ) as follows:
‘This would, in turn, suggest that these double dedications were
dictated by a Dorian speaker either to an intermediary or more
likely in person to the Chian potters, who being Ionians were
unused to the Doric dialect, a fact which may account for the 
correction on no. 133.’ This error on fr. no. 133 is indeed most
interesting and very important for the question of origin of this
pottery, but I believe that a conclusion different from Williams’s
is to be drawn. On the fragment we now read [. . . "νεθ]�τ	[ν].
But the writer had first written a nu after the epsilon. Then he
more or less erased the nu, overwrote it with the tau, and to its
right completed the form -τ	ν. Now, it is a priori unlikely 
that persons dictating were involved in the production of these
inscriptions. For it seems difficult to believe that not only this
inscription but the dozens of identical ones—and probably many
others not preserved—were written with somebody constantly 
dictating the same text. Could not a writer, whatever his origin,
have painted on his own and repeatedly a short Doric inscrip-
tion? The mistake is therefore much more likely to have ori-
ginated in the mind of the writer himself—without external 
interference. In fact, what he first wrote is not just a random 
mistake but "ν�θεν, viz. the third person plural instead of dual
of the same aorist stem. And it is here that we have to abandon
the theory of Ionian writers of these inscriptions. For this is a
non-Ionic form101 which could not have occurred to an Ionian.
Using the plural instead of the dual was no doubt possible, if 
not common, at least in spoken Doric at the time,102 so the 

mistake is forgivable. This piece shows clearly that Dorians
could function at least as the writers of inscriptions on these 
vases.

A second indication of Dorians rather than Ionians as the writ-
ers of these dedications is the letter-form of phi; for although the
diagnostic value of letter-forms should not be overestimated, it
is symptomatic that the only Ionic inscription with this letter,
namely (C ), shows the modern form Q, which was in use in 
eastern Greece earlier than in mainland Greece (see §102), while
the dedications (E ) all have the more traditional ø. If we assume
that the vases which show Ionic forms were both inscribed and
painted by Ionians, we must assume too that the Dorians who
wrote on certain vases also painted them. They may have been
trained by Ionians, of course.

All this leads us to the conclusion that our (E ) vases were very
probably produced on Aigina itself rather than being ‘the pottery
from Chios’ (Williams’s (1983) title), since it is likely that vases
inscribed mainly103 by Dorians and dedicated in Doric surround-
ings mostly by a Dorian (Damonidas), were also produced in these
Doric surroundings by indigenous people and not produced abroad
and sent home by Aiginetan émigrés. We also have to consider
that the amount of ‘Chian’ material discovered in Aigina has now
increased from 15 to 74 fragments. Therefore, there comes into
effect here too the argument, duly emphasized by Boardman (1956)
and (1986) in connection with the problem ‘Naukratis or Chios?’
(see ad NAU 1), that such a quantity of cheap ware, fragile as it
would be after firing, is unlikely to have been transported from
elsewhere. In addition, I do not see why a potter who worked in
Chian style should not have opened a workshop on Aigina, par-
ticularly with an indigenous partner. Also, it was quite natural
to import clay to Aigina, since the local stuff was of a quality
unsuited to fine pottery (see ad AIG 1, with n. 95)—a striking 
parallel to the situation at Naukratis as described by Boardman
(1986) (see ad NAU 1). But if we still want to assume a place of
production other than Aigina,104 we should not consider Chios,
but follow Williams (1983: 185 with n. 60) and prefer Naukratis.
It was this settlement in Egypt with which we know that the
Aiginetans had close connections,105 not Chios.

The function of these numerous dedications of rather dull pieces
by the same persons will have been the same as in the case of the
Naukratite fragments (see ad NAU 1).

examples of dual forms on vases, COR 28A and COR 131 (only the latter was
known to Cuny, p. 477); I have not come across any counter-examples at
Corinth, but collective labels are of course rare (see §401). Further east, on the
Doric islands out in the Aegean, however, the dual is not in use in the inscrs. we
have (Cuny, pp. 477 f.).

103 Of all frs., 12 show clear Doric features and only 4, namely (A), (B2), (C ),
and (D), clear Ionic ones; 52 others also belong to the group (E) and are there-
fore to be counted on the Doric side.

104 I think, however, that the statement by Boardman (1986: 253), repeated from
his earlier article (1956: 59), is too categorical: ‘Of course there was no Chian 
factory there [i.e. on Aigina] and the vases must have come, with the dedicator,
probably from the place in which he ordered them.’

105 Hdt. 2. 178 χωρ$ς δ. (i.e. apart from the joint foundation by different Greeks
of the Hellenion at Naukratis) Α!γιν#ται )π$ /ωυτ1ν 2δρ�σαντο τ�µενος ∆ι�ς.

100 None of these forms, nor any other, is specifically diagnostic of either the
East Ionic or the Aiginetan alphabet. I also abstain from attempting an attribu-
tion to certain writers, not having seen the originals.

101 See Risch (1982), passim.
102 We have hardly any examples, but in the Argive dialect (see Cuny (1906),

474 f.), which was probably the closest to the Aiginetan, we read LSAG 169. 28
= DGE 79. 2 το3(ƒ ) ƒαν(κοι(ν) (c.475–450?), though also (earlier) LSAG 168. 6
= DGE 79. 1 τ[ν ƒαν(44ν (c.590–570?). Further west, at Corinth, we have two



Introduction: This section catalogues eight vases, of which two
(INC 1 and 2) are unique in style and cannot be attributed with
certainty to any precise place of production (the inscription on
INC 1 may point to an Ionic dialect). The rest show Corinthian
style but non-Corinthian inscriptions. Of these, one may point
to Thessalian dialect (PCO 1), one is unidentified Doric (PCO
2), two are in Sikyonian script (PCO 3 and 4), one is in East Greek
script but probably in Doric (Corinthian?) dialect (PCO 5), and
one may be in Attic script (PCO 6).

*  , . ,  
 

Krater from Caere (1869 or earlier). Bibliography: Förster (1869),
with dr. MonIned 9, pl. 4; Klein (1887), 27 f.; Dümmler (1888),
17; Kretschmer (1894), 10–12 (bibl.); Ducati (1911), with phs.
35 fig. 1 and pl. 1f; Nicole (1916), 376, no. I. 2; Hoppin 
(1924), 6 (bibl.); ph. Merlin [n.d.], pl. 11; EAA i. 653 f., s.v.
Aristonothos, with phs. figs. 834 (p. 652) and 835; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 239, 241. 24 (bibl.); Arias–Hirmer–Shefton (1962), 274
f., ph. pl. 15; G. Q. Giglioli and V. Bianco, CVA Italy, 39 (1965),
Cratere di Aristonothos, pp. 3–5 (bibl.), phs. pls. 4–9, esp. 
8; Helbig (1966), 376–8, no. 1575; Friis Johansen (1967), 35;
Orlandini (1983), 332 f., with bibl. n. 2 (pp. 543 f.), col. phs. figs.
284–6 (after p. 336); Guarducci (1974), 477 f., with ph. fig. 188;
LIMC vi, ‘Odysseus/Uthuze’ 56; Schefold (1993), 160 ff., with
ph. fig. 167. Photographs: Ducati, Merlin, EAA, Arias–Hirmer–
Shefton, Orlandini, Schefold uncl.; CVA and Guarducci quite cl.
Scene: Naval battle, on the other side the blinding of Polyphemos;
not related to the inscr. Date: 7th cent. (Kretschmer); c.650
(Giglioli–Bianco, Orlandini, Schefold).

; fçIe†o6oQoe GroIeG6
Αριστονοφος εποισεν

ριστ�νοθος (or 
ρ�στον{ο}φος?) �πο�(3)σεν.

Epigraphy: The line of writing makes a right-angled turn exactly
between the name and the verb. The reading is indisputable.
Interpretation: Potter’s signature.

Nothing decisive regarding the place of manufacture of this famous
vase can be learned from the letter-forms or the writing system.
Several writing systems can be excluded, however—namely all
the san users and all the scripts with crooked iota—while all Ionian

and some other scripts, for instance Lakonian, remain possible.
Two letter-forms are individually interesting, (1) the rho, which
is the earliest example of the ç-type (see §101), and (2) the phi,
which—if the letter is meant to be a phi—is of the same age as
the earliest certain examples of the Q-type, which are from Naxos
(see §102); the next oldest examples of ç are from Corinth, those
of Q from East Ionia.

It was soon noticed that -νοφος does not make sense as a 
second element of the name (and the same is true for -ονοφος).
Of the various suggestions, Kretschmer rightly rejects the view
(which was nevertheless brought up again by Ducati) that

ριστ�νοφος could be 
ριστ�νοƒος (i.e. -νους); for the vase is
from a period when φ did not yet represent a spirant and could
not therefore be confused with digamma. Kretschmer accepts the
interpretation 
ριστ�νοθος (originally an idea of Wilamowitz’s),
duly adding ‘wenn schon sie nicht so sicher ist, wie er annimmt’.
These doubts remain; for the reading was, and still is, clearly -νοφος.
Kretschmer considers a writing error Q for 4 (see §109) to be
the most likely solution (taken up again by Orlandini),106 but con-
siders the error -νοφος for -λοφος also possible (p. 227). For the
last few decades, Aristonothos has been the accepted reading.

Although we shall have to assume a mistake anyway, and an
odd one indeed, in what is probably the writer’s own name, there
may yet be other possible solutions. It occurs to me, for instance,
that the middle omicron could be a case of ‘reversed’ A.W. (see
§111), i.e. a vowel wrongly inserted from the letter-name which
was ν� at least in parts of East Ionia (Democr. fr. 19; see Wachter
(1991a), 51); similar examples are Τ�ρ{ο}π4ν, Η5φ{ι}αιστο(ς),
�πο�{ο}3σεν, and probably 
φορ{ο}δ�[τηι].107 The use of nu
before a labial stop is of course frequent (see §114), and although
*
ρ�στοµφος is not attested, there are other names with �µφ�,
‘voice’, as their second element (Bechtel, p. 348: �Επ�µφης,
Κλι�µφ"ς), and its formation would be a current one, like, for
example, 
ριστ�τιµος (ibid. 71, 428), 
ριστ�φ"µος (ibid. 71,
[446] ).

In the case of �πο�σεν too Kretschmer suspects a writing error.
It is true that there are similar forms; Kretschmer (pp. 12 and
227) cites SGDI 3536 πο#σαι, πεπο�κει from Knidos, ARV

4. Uncertain Origin and Pseudo-Corinthian

106 In view of the early Naxian examples, the form Q instead of ø may not be
used as an argument for this mistake. Likewise, Orlandini is not on safe ground
when he argues from the certain case of the lapse (Q instead of 4) in Tataie’s
graffito (LSAG 240. 3, where there are both proper 4 and ø too!) that our vase
must be Kymean; Jeffery’s doubts because of w instead of normal Kymean S or
z are stronger.

107 See Wachter (1991a), 74 n. 115, 80; for the last example see §205 below.
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1531. 3 �πο�σεν (but see ARV 1531. 4 �πο�3σε; both incised), and
CEG 825 Πολ&κλ3τος �πο�σε (c.400–380?). Yet this verb is 
comparatively frequent and a vast number of counter-examples
from all regions show �πο�3σε(ν). Kretschmer observes that our
potter was an Ionian (this includes Attic), because of the nu
ephelkystikon (see §202).108 If so, we can now cite an even earlier
Ionic example of this verb, namely EUC 1 with �πο�3σe[ν . . . ?]
(Ischia, 8th cent.). A different aorist formation is therefore
unlikely. On the other hand, it seems not impossible that in rapid
speech [e�poibse] was pronounced as [e�pobse] as early as the 
seventh century. For this pronunciation two vowel signs may have
appeared to be sufficient (see the later spellings �π�3σε, e.g. BOI
6B, BOI 7A–B). Nevertheless, -ποισ- is likely not to have been
an acceptable spelling. We may therefore speak of a (second)
spelling mistake (see §112).

As the nu ephelkystikon points to an Ionian, the phi with its
modern form Q seems fully acceptable (if it is indeed meant to
be a phi), and in view of the fact that examples as early as the
mid-seventh century are known exclusively from Naxos, this may
be a slight clue to the place of production of this vase or the place
of origin of its artist. I cannot see the reason for its being
grouped with the Etruscan material in LIMC (for Ionians in
Etruria see ad COR 40b).

In discussing the painted scene, which shows Odysseus and
his companions blinding Polyphemos, Friis Johansen points to
the Cyclops’ household gear, which seems to reflect its descrip-
tion in Od. 9. 219–23 and 247 (see §509).

  

One-handled flat vase from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Anon. (1967),
no. A8, with ph. Photographs: Anon. quite cl. up to the third alpha,
two more letters uncl., and the rest invis. Scene: None (dot and
stripe decoration). Date: c.550 (Anon.).

KîTîrVco79oroIEwî
ΚαταπυγονÉοποιεσασκαιÉοφερον
Καταπ;γ4ν Éο ποι5σ"ς κα( Éο φ�ρ4ν.

Epigraphy: The inscr. runs horizontally on the free band round
the ‘equator’ of the vase, starting next to the handle and also 
ending next to it, presumably. The ph. shows only the letters up
to the second kappa (though this, as well as the preceding sigma,
is uncl.); the rest of the text is given in the description section.
Interpretation: Erotic inscription, probably by a potter-lover.

The alphabet is not distinctive of any place or region, nor does
the dialect give any clue. Anon. describes the vase as ‘Western-
Corinthian’. Whatever that means, the script is certainly not
Corinthian.

The adjective καταπ&γων designates the ‘female’ homosexual
partner (see Ar. Nub. 529, Vesp. 687 f., Ach. 79). The vase says:
‘The one who made this vase and the one who brought it as a
gift is (or shall be) καταπ&γων’. Unless we take the potter and
painter of this vase as not identical, which in view of the unpre-
tentious decoration seems an implausible assumption, the writer
describes himself. The fact that the first word is singular suggests
that the potter and the bearer are identical. As it seems odd that
this person should apply καταπ&γων to himself as a simple term
of abuse, we may prefer to take it literally. Was he a boy, a pot-
ter’s apprentice perhaps, giving a vase to his elder?

The vase is described as a ‘dish’, so it would have to be held
horizontally as in the photograph and is probably open at the top.
Therefore I take it as an exaleiptron, i.e. an ointment-container,
which would very well fit the sphere just described (see §307).

  ,    (.  )

Pointed aryballos from Italy (Payne) (1841 or earlier). Bibliography:
L. J. J. Dubois (1841), 92, no. 403; Pottier (1899a), 469; Perrot–
Chipiez (1911), 595, with dr. fig. 303; Friis Johansen (1923), 172,
with drs. figs. 115 f.; Payne (1931), 38, no. 2; F. Villard, CVA
France, 21 (1965), 46 f., phs. pls. 44. 3, 5, 45. 8–9; Lejeune (1945),
97–101; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 125 n. 3; Lorber (1979), 12 f., 
no. 8; Cordano (1984), 291, no. 6. Photographs: CVA cl. Scene:
Dogs chasing a hare (see DOC 3). The inscr. (on the handle) 
is not related. Date: PC (Pottier, Payne); 3rd q. 7th cent.
(Lejeune, Jeffery).

Ar$os^
Απλουν
*πλο+ν (?).

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Not clear.

Although Pottier had cautiously offered several explanations, Friis
Johansen and Payne considered the inscription, whose reading is
clear, to have ‘pas de sens’ and to be ‘unintelligible’. Lejeune, 
taking up one of Pottier’s suggestions, emphasized that ,πλουν
is the normal form of Apollon’s name in Thessalian dialect,109

where inherited [d] and [ou],110 as well as secondary [d] (owing
to contraction or compensatory lengthening), were pronounced
as [o]. Yet our testimonies for the spelling <ου> of an inherited

108 This is a point which argues against Dümmler’s suggestion, 
ρ�στων -
œ�(ιο)ς �πο�(η)σεν (attempted on the grounds that Q is similar to the --type
qoppa), since Kos was Doric. A second difficulty for Dümmler’s interpretation
is his assumption of a syncopated syllable. Thirdly, there is no writing system
with o for [d] and w for [s] which would not write <ho> for the article. Fourthly,
the normal position of an ethnic is after the verb (see §227).

109 See e.g. Burkert (1975), 5 n. 18.
110 Lorber (p. 12 n. 58) is incorrect to think that our case contains an ‘ου-Laut’

(the error was pointed out by Heubeck (1980), 282 n. 3). In the ‘parallel’ for early
ου in Thessalian which Lorber cites (namely LSAG 97, 99. 2; c.550?) the two
cases are different (one inherited diphthong and one spurious diphthong).
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[d] start only at a time when the Ionic alphabet was used in
Thessaly, i.e. two centuries or more later, and it is by no means
clear that this spelling was possible at the time of our vase (nor
can the opposite be proven).

Jeffery argues that ‘an inscription painted on a vase of
Corinthian fabric and showing no non-Corinthian letters is more
likely to be Corinthian than Thessalian’, preferring a supposed
(owner’s) name: Απλουν[ιος ?] (as suggested by Pottier and
Lejeune). Yet in view of other Corinthian ware with non-
Corinthian painted inscriptions (see the following pieces), this
argument is not a strong one. More important is the fact that
incomplete names are extremely rare in Greek inscriptions;
therefore this solution is not satisfactory. Our inscription is
complete, and the writer could easily have written in smaller 
letters and fitted in *
πλο&νιος, had he meant to do so. The god’s
name is therefore more likely than an abbreviated human name,
though we would have to accept it as Thessalian in view of the
last syllable—for which there seems to be no justification outside
that dialect—and find a justification for the nominative case instead
of the genitive or dative, which would be much easier to interpret.

Should we therefore reconsider a different solution, first and
last proposed by Dubois, who wrote ‘ArvOYN (simple)’? For
.πλο+ς can indeed mean ‘simple, not mixed’ (see LSJ), and our
neuter form could refer to the actual contents of the vase, for 
example /λαιƒον or µ&ρον. The lack of the initial [h], however,
would suggest that the inscription is not Corinthian (which in
view of the letter-forms it may, but need not, be).111 If this 
interpretation is correct, <ου> is another example of rendering
a secondary [d] as a spurious diphthong (see §220).112

  , .     

Jug from Formello near Veii, by the Chigi P. (Amyx) (1882).
Bibliography: Ghirardini (1882), 296–300; not in Kretschmer
(1894); Friis Johansen (1923), 103 f., no. 84, phs. pls. 49 f.; Payne
(1931), 38 f. no. 4, cat. no. 39; C. Q. Giglioli, CVA Italy, 1 (1925),
1, phs. pls. 1–4; Payne (1933b), 14 f., phs. pls. 27–9; mentioned
by Lejeune (1945), 102; not in Arena (1967); phs. Holloway (1973),
27–9 figs. 15–17; Lorber (1979), 14 f., no. 13, ph. pl. 2; LIMC
i, ‘Alexandros’ 5*, ph. pl. 376; LIMC ii, ‘Aphrodite’ 1423,
‘Athena’ 405*, ph. pl. 750; Amyx (1988), 557, no. 2 (cat. p. 32,
no. A-3, bibl.); Schefold (1993), 127 ff., with ph. fig. 120b; LIMC
vii, ‘Paridis Iudicium’ 26. Photographs: Friis Johansen invis.; CVA
uncl.; Payne (1933b) invis.; Lorber cl.; Holloway and LIMC i sm.
but quite cl.; LIMC ii and Schefold (b) and (c) quite cl., (a) invis.
Scene: A young man (a) is facing a procession of Hermes (only
part of his kerykeion is preserved) and three women, (b), (c), and

one whose name is lost. Date: c.630 (LIMC i, vii; Schefold);
c.640–630 (LIMC ii); MPC ii–LPC (i.e. 670–630) (Amyx).

(a) Aq ow (b) A4A6AIA (c) AøPo
(a) Αλ[. . .] . ος (b) Αθαναια (c) Αφρο . [. . .]
(a) 
λ[�ξ?ανδ]qος, (b) 
θ"να�", (c) 
φροd[-τ"].

Epigraphy: (a) The gap is too large to decide whether [ks] was
written -χσ- or -ξ-. (c) The delta must have been of the D shape.
Interpretation: Judgement of Paris (labels).

Several letter-forms are non-Corinthian, namely sigma, iota, and
delta. The latter is the most important, for a Corinthian who wrote
‘for export’ (or worked abroad) would have changed the former
two, but there would have been no need to change the Corinthian
delta. It seems therefore more likely that the vase was made by
a non-Corinthian at Corinth. Where he came from cannot be 
established; Rumpf (1927: 148) suggested that the alphabet is
Aiginetan (the vase is not, see Payne (1931), 39 n. 1), but it could
also be Rhodian, Lakonian, Syracusan, etc.

(a) and (c) are as expected. (b) 
θ"να�" is not the normal
Corinthian form (see §247). It may be the epic form in non-Ionic
dialect, or the Attic form in non-Attic dialect, but we cannot be sure.

  , . . . 

Fr. aryballos from the Argive Heraion (1892–5). Bibliography:
Heermance (1905), 185, no. 1, with dr. fig. 101; Friis Johansen
(1923), 103, no. 82, dr. fig. 55; Payne (1931), 38, no. 3; Lejeune
(1945), 102 n. 3; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 139, 143. 1; Lorber (1979),
13, no. 11, ph. pl. 2; Amyx (1988), 600, no. 2. Photographs: Lorber
sm. Scene: Only part of a bird is preserved (the inscr. is not 
necessarily its label). Date: PC (Payne); c.650–640 ( Jeffery).

; or … µ-g
[. . . ?]sφε . [. . .] or [. . .] . εφs[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: In his dr. Heermance indicates an oblique down-stroke
to the r. of the (Sikyonian) epsilon. The letter to the l. looks like
a san. Jeffery only reads [. . .]φε[. . .] or [. . .]ε2[. . .], but if san is
correct, qoppa is not expected. Interpretation: Not clear.

  ,   

Column krater from Caere, by the Memnon P. (1834). Biblio-
graphy: Abeken (1836), 310–12, with dr. MonIned 2, pl. 38b; Jahn
(1854), p. cxlvii; CIG (iv), no. 7376; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), 
no. 3165; Furtwängler (1885), no. 1147 (bibl.); Kretschmer
(1894), 51; Payne (1931), 169 no. 75, cat. no. 1170; ph. Rodenwaldt
(1939), 118 fig. 106; Lejeune (1943), 184, 191; Caskey–Beazley
(1954), 15; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 140 f., 143. 4, dr. pl. 23; EAA

111 The comparison in Plat. Crat. 405c of τ3 .πλο+ν and Thessalian ,πλουν
‘Apollon’ (.πλ�ν, .πλ3ν codd.) presupposes the absence of the initial [h] of this
adjective in spoken Attic at Platon’s time; see also Crat. 404c on 4Ηρ" /ò�ρ.

112 Another possible interpretation makes less sense and is less well paralleled:
5πλουν ‘not suitable for export (?)’.
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iv. 999, with ph. fig. 1189; Schefold (1964), 86, and (1966), 92,
ph. [pl.] 76c; Benson (1969), 120, no. B. 1 (no ph.: pl. 34. 12 is
his next entry); Lorber (1979), 43, no. 46, ph. pl. 12; LIMC i,
‘Achilleus’ 808*, ph. pl. 136; Amyx (1988), 567, no. 43 (cat. p. 234,
no. A-1, bibl.), phs. pl. 103. 1a–b; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 29;
Schefold (1993), 323, ph. 324 fig. 362. Photographs: Rodenwaldt
cl.; EAA sm.; Schefold and LIMC quite cl.; Lorber cl.; Amyx
sm. Scene: Two warriors (a) and (b), fighting. Date: 575–550
(Jeffery); c.580 (Schefold; LIMC i).

(a) ; A+IqgYµ (b) 3g3^o^
(a) Αχιλευς (b) Μεµνον
(a) 
χιλ(λ)ε&ς, (b) Μ�µν4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Achilleus and Memnon (labels).

The alphabet is Sikyonian because of the letter-form g for ε. This
letter, used for [g], primary [b] and secondary [l], but not for [h],113

cannot therefore have been the eighth letter (Η) in the alphabet,
but either the fifth (Ε ) or an addition at the end as Corinthian
B (ε) (see §106). The latter explanation, apparently accepted by
Jeffery (p. 138), who assumes deliberate alteration to avoid con-
fusion with beta, leaves us with the odd result that letter no. 5
would have been a dead letter in the Sikyonian alphabet (unless
at some stage there was a reform by which the place at the end
was abolished and its letter-form transposed to fifth place in the
sequence). We cannot decide so long as there is no Sikyonian
abecedarium.

The vase looks normal MC in style (Lorber) and may there-
fore have been produced in Corinth by a Sikyonian (rather than
for a Sikyonian, unless we assume that it was exported to Etruria
as a secondhand object). The names present no problems. Amyx
reports a black-glazed fragment from Corinth (Corinth, Arch.
Mus. C-73-50) with a Sikyonian graffito [. . .] .ν�θ3[κε], i.e.
another Corinthian–Sikyonian connection (the two cities are of
course only 15 km. apart).

  , . . . 

Frs. of a large open vase from Old Smyrna (1949). Bibliography:
mentioned by J. M. Cook (1950), 10; Caskey–Beazley (1954), 15;
Jeffery (1964), 46, no. 3, ph. pl. 8c; J. M. Cook (1965), 115 f.,
no. 3a (3b and 3h are uninscribed), phs. pls. 23a, 24. 3; LIMC
i, ‘Achilleus’ 810; LIMC iii, ‘Eos’ 300*, ph. pl. 580; LIMC vi,
‘Memnon’ 28. Photographs: Jeffery, Cook (1965), and LIMC quite
cl. Scene: Head of a woman holding her mantle over her head,
facing r. (a). On the r., drawn smaller, a charioteer to l. waiting
(b), and a warrior fighting to r. (no name preserved). Date: 

‘relatively early 6th c.’ (Cook (1965), 116); 2nd q. 6th cent. (Caskey–
Beazley; LIMC i); c.575–570 (LIMC iii); c.570 (LIMC vi).

(a) AFow (b) ; AI5IoZ
(a) Αƒος (b) Αιθιοψ
(a) ‘/ƒ8ς, (b) Α8θ�οψ.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Achilleus and Memnon (labels).

Cook (1950) suggests Aiolic manufacture, and so do Caskey–
Beazley: ‘East Greek (Aeolian) black-figure’. But in his later 
publication, Cook (1965: 116) observes not only a certain re-
semblance to Chalcidian, but (as already apud Jeffery) he sees the
closest parallel in the Corinthian vase Vatican 126. This latter vase
(see n. 348), attributed by Amyx to the Cavalcade P.,114 is a LC
I red-ground krater, whose clay according to Cook is very similar
to that of our fragments. Among the red-ground LC I vases, which
‘were the basis of a flourishing export market’,115 there are also
kraters of ‘Chalcidian’ shape. For Cook the similarity between our
fragments and Vatican 126 is so striking that he is tempted to
attribute them to the same painter and wonders whether these
vases really are of Corinthian manufacture (though he is convinced
that the artist, wherever he worked, must have had a Corinthian
training); on the other hand, he sees no reason to assume an Aiolic
pottery school of any kind.

Jeffery observes that the inscriptions on our fragment are not
Corinthian (I iota, w sigma). Now, if Amyx’s attribution of
Vatican 126 to the Cavalcade painter, who also painted our COR
23 (though earlier in his life: MC, according to Amyx, p. 383),
and Cook’s attribution of our fragments to the painter of the vase
Vatican 126 are correct, this would mean that (1) our fragments
are Corinthian, and (2) this Corinthian painter could himself (or
let someone else) write non-Corinthian on his vases. It would be
understandable if a Corinthian had primarily avoided his own iota,
san, and epsilon (w, µ, b; the sounds of the third sign do not occur
on our fragment) on a vase that he made for Asia Minor. Jeffery’s
comparison of our piece with other vases of Corinthian style that
bear non-Corinthian writing therefore seems justified.116

As for the dialect, Jeffery is probably right to say that (a) Αƒος
could be Doric or Aiolic, since this form can stand for [awds] 
or [awwds]. Even the fact that for Corinthian we may expect an
initial [h] is not decisive, because its absence may be due to the
use of an East Greek alphabet. See §249. From the point of view
of the letters used, nothing argues either against or particularly
in favour of East Aiolic: omega is sometimes used there, some-
times not ( Jeffery, pp. 361 and 378); as regards the digamma, we
know that it was part of the early East Ionic alphabet (see §106),
and there is plenty of evidence that Sappho’s and Alcaeus’ texts

113 In the only inscr. that shows all these sounds, namely LSAG 141, 143. 8
(incomplete ph. pl. 23), Jeffery (p. 405) wrongly writes π4λειν instead of π4λ3ν
(the correct transcription is found in GD 96).

114 Amyx, pp. 198 and 345 (see also p. 294).
115 Amyx, p. 390 (see also p. 539).
116 The case of the Chigi jug (our PCO 2), however, is not fully compar-

able. There we have no material by the same painter inscribed in the Corinthian
alphabet, and there is an indication that points to a non-Corinthian writer.
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contained it ( Jeffery). The only point that may help towards a
decision is the spelling: as we still find digamma used in the papyri
of the two Lesbian poets (in initial position), we have no reason
to doubt that the East Aiolic form of ‘Dawn’, which is α9ως
(scanned ––, see Sappho fr. 103. 13 L–P, etc.), was already spelled
with an upsilon (i.e. αυ-, perhaps αυƒ-) and not simply with
digamma (i.e. αƒ- or perhaps αƒƒ-) at the time of the poets.117

We may therefore consider our inscription Doric (i.e. Corinthian)
rather than Aiolic, which agrees with what we observe from 
the style of these vases. The writing of intervocalic [w] in a
Corinthian inscription of the time, however, needs careful 
attention, since it is likely to reflect an original from poetry (see
§§208, 506).

We could here add a historical point that may argue against
an Aiolic form. In the sixth century, Smyrna was basically an Ionic
city, and we have no indication of a substantial Aiolic element
among the population at that time. Even if there was an Aiolic
Smyrnaian who went to Corinth to learn his profession, would
he produce ‘Aiolicizing’ vase inscriptions on his products for the
home market? And if our painter was a Corinthian, either an 
émigré at Smyrna or located at Corinth and working for export
to Smyrna, would he inscribe his vases in Aiolic?

(b) Aithiops as the name of Memnon’s charioteer, i.e. an 
ethnic used as a name, makes perfect sense. Yet, it cannot be safely
argued to reflect a poetic source: at least in an epic poem we would
expect Memnon’s man to have a more individual name (see ad
COR 80e). On the other hand, whoever chose this label was well
aware of the oriental origin of the charioteer’s master. Unfortun-
ately, the label cannot tell us anything about the dialect.

  ,  . 

Fr. of a pinax from the Athenian Akropolis (1886 or earlier).
Bibliography: Studniczka (1886b), 116 f., dr. pl. 8. 1; Graef–Langlotz
(1925), 251 f., no. 2578, ph. pl. 109; Payne (1931), 142; Beazley
(1956), 43, no. 6; Brommer (1984b), 179 with n. 9 [whose text is
part of n. 10]; LIMC ii, ‘Athena’ 343*, ph. pl. 743; not in Amyx
(1988); Schefold (1993), 212, with ph. fig. 218. Photographs:
Graef–Langlotz, LIMC, Schefold cl. Scene: Hands of Eileithyia
to r. (no name preserved); head of Zeus (named) seated to r.; at
the top the little Athena, armed, is emerging (no name preserved).
Date: 2nd q. 6th cent. (Payne; LIMC ); c.570 (Schefold).

iGY
Ζευ[. . .]
Ζε&[ς].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Birth of Athena (label).

Graef–Langlotz held that the inscription is Attic, although
Studniczka had already pointed out that the clay and style are
pure Corinthian. Since the sign G (for which see §219) is not
expected in this name in Corinthian, and all Corinthian attesta-
tions of Zeus’ name indeed show b (see §258), the inscription 
cannot be said to be Corinthian. Considering the fact that the 
fragment was found on the Athenian Akropolis, the pinax must
have been dedicated there. Furthermore, we may conclude from
its subject-matter, which suits the place perfectly, that the pinax
was at least chosen for the purpose of this dedication. In fact, the
discrepancy between the style and the alphabet suggests that it
was produced for this purpose, either by a Corinthian working in
Athens (and using Corinthian clay), or—which seems the more
natural explanation to me—by a Corinthian in Corinth working
for export to Athens.

117 The Aiolic forms α;<τ" (åå–; Attic Öτη), α9ελλα (Homeric 5ελλα; see ad
LAK 7), α9αρ (Attic ò�ρ) have a phonologically different origin and are to be
judged separately; see Lejeune, §188 n. 5.



118 See Boegehold (1984), 359, no. 2 (plate) [. . .]κqαm[. . .]; no. 3 (kotyle) 
[. . . ?] Σ4τ�δ[�ς . . . | . . .]ετa[. . .] (the first part could also be read ;; the last
letter of the second part is more likely an alpha than a lambda which may lead
to a restoration �ν
θ3κ]ε τ�[ι and a name of a goddess); pp. 359 f., no. 9 (bowl),
very uncl.; p. 360, no. 10 (kotyle) [. . .]vικλ[. . .] (a name?) and no. 13 (kotyle)
D[α]qeος (gen.?). See COR 126 and Introd. to ch. 6 (COP).

Introduction: The numbers in this chapter are those of Amyx 
(p. 556 ff.), which are meant to be more or less in a chronological
order. Inscriptions not contained in Amyx’s work are inserted
where it seemed appropriate for reasons of style (COR 1A, 24A,
24B, 28A, 50A, 64A, 64B, 79A, 114A, 115A, 131). At the end of
the section (pp. 116–18) a small selection of Corinthian graffiti
on vases is added, mainly for their linguistic importance (for a more
complete list see Amyx, pp. 593 ff.). The pinakes in Section 6 are
from the same production centres but were all found in Corinth,
whereas the vases that are preserved had mostly been exported,
almost all to Italy (see also n. 568). For the Corinthian alphabet,
which is of a common type (similar to East Ionic) but contains a
distinctive series of less common letter-forms (mainly beta, iota,
san, and the special, though frequent, epsilon), see §§103, 106 f.

The main period of Corinthian vase-painting is relatively short,
and the inscribed pieces span just over a century, most of them
no more than about 30 years (approximately 580–550). Towards
the end of the period, Corinthian workshops started imitating Attic
fashion; see e.g. Dunbabin–Dunbabin (1962), 284–9, esp. 285:
this practice ‘begins before the middle of the sixth century . . .
After the middle of the century these imitations of Attic are the
only Corinthian figured vases, except for a few unimportant vases
in the conventionalizing style . . . The shapes are commonly those
of Attic vases; the red slip which covers either the figured panel
or, more frequently, the whole surface of the vase gives the outward
appearance of an Attic vase; and the drawing in details closely
imitates Attic models. The clay is often brownish, like that of some
conventionalizing vases’ (by which the ‘proper’ Corinthian style
after 550 is understood, see ibid. 271–84). Some very late products
(see COR 124; 5th cent.) have to be considered separately.

A. W. Johnston has kindly pointed out to me a Corinthian
inscription, known for over ten years but—as far as I know—still
unpublished, and which I would never have found myself. We
read in Bottini et al. (1983), 458 (excavation at Timmari): ‘. . . la
tomba 20, a fossa, da cui provengono i frammenti di un cratere
tardo-corinzio databile attorno alla metà del VI sec. Sul corpo,
presenta una serie di figure femminili danzanti, due delle quali
sono designate dalle iscrizioni Τιµωι, Πυρƒις: la prima, abba-
stanza diffusa, ha attinenza con il mito di Teseo.’ I doubt the con-
nection with Theseus (was Bottini thinking of the hero’s return
to Athens as shown on the François Vase, ABV 76. 1?), prefer-
ring an ordinary non-heroic dancing scene (see §479). The two
names will be (a) Τ�µ8ι (surely not with an omega; see §236) and—
if designating a woman—(b) Πυρƒ�ς (see §§209, 231), meaning
‘the Honourable’ (see §308) and ‘Redhead’, ‘Ginger’, respectively.

I have chosen not to include a few very fragmentary dipinti 
from the Corinthian Kerameikos, published—mostly without, or
with uncl., ph.—by Boegehold;118 a dipinto (painted after firing?)
[�ρι]στοµ5δε[ος?] (possessive gen.?) under the foot of a cup from
Perachora ( Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 10, dr. pl. 163); nine of the
eleven fragments listed by Amyx on p. 600 (among them Lorber’s
nos. 6, 31, 43, 60, 134, 137, and 149; for no. 11 see PCO 3, for
no. 53 see COR 96A); Lorber’s no. 67; the nonsense inscription
on a PC dinos, Technau (1929), 63, bottom, no. 1 (and the two
scraps, 64, no. 4); the nonsense inscriptions listed by Amyx on
p. 601 (among them Lorber’s nos. 89, 95, 98, 105 f., and 136);
and the only inscribed Corinthian rf. vase, whose inscriptions were
obscure (read Ποντια and Καδωρος) and are now mostly illegible
(only -ΤΙΑ and -Ο- survive, obviously not in Corinthian script;
see I. McPhee and A. D. Trendall in: Corinthiaca: Studies in Honor
of Darrell A. Amyx (Columbia, 1986), 164–6.) Only very recently
have Neeft’s (1991b) additions to Amyx (1988) been brought 
to my attention; of the inscriptions that he records (pp. 87–90),
only nos. 132 and 139 are not found in this book.

  , .  

Frs. of a pyxis from Aigina (shortly before 1895). Bibliography:
Pallat (1897), 320–3, dr. fig. 38; Studniczka (1899), 361–78, with
drs.; Payne (1931), 98 with dr. fig. 30, 161 no. 1; R. Carpenter
(1938), 59; Lejeune (1945), 102; Kraiker (1951), 50, no. 267, ph.
pl. 19; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 125 with n. 2, 131. 4, ph. pl. 18;
Arena (1967), 67 f., no. 2; Guarducci (1974), 458; Lorber (1979),
7–10, no. 1, phs. pl. 1; Amyx (1988), 556 f., no. 1 (cat. p. 30, bibl.).
Photographs: Kraiker, Jeffery, Lorber (complete): quite cl. Scene:
Man and woman in a chariot, so probably a wedded couple (no
names preserved); inscr. (a) is written through the wheel. The
chariot is drawn by two winged horses; (b) is under the horses’
bellies, (c) between their front legs. In front of them a warrior is
walking; behind him is (d), between his legs (e). Inscrs. ( f ) and
(g) are written on the base of the vase. Date: early 2nd q. 7th cent.
(Lorber, referring to Payne and Kraiker); 675–650 ( Jeffery);
MPC–LPC (i.e. 690–630) (Amyx).

5. Corinth
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(a) ; w^) (b) … ? µ)o (c) 9 (d) ; b
(e) ; TPo1 ( f ) !G (g) t

(a) [. . .]. ινα . [. . .] (b) Σαο . [. . .] (c) É[. . .] (d) [. . .]m . ε . .
[. ?] (e) . τροφod[. . .] ( f ) [. . .]. δfla[. . . ?] (g) [. . .]ξ . [. . .]

(a) [. . .]qιναo[. . .], (b) Σαοh[. . .], (c) Η[. . .] (or perhaps 
(c) + (b) Η[. . .]hοας), (d) [. . .]mtεke][. ?], (e) sτροφod[. . .], 
( f ) [. . .]. δ!a[. . . ?], (g) [. . .]ξe[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) dριναo (or α-, -$), Payne; [. . .]µαινα$[ο . . .],
Jeffery; Amyx reads it the wrong way round. It is not certain
whether the trace to the r. of the wheel is a letter, perhaps belong-
ing to (a). (b) Considering the starting-point principle (see §104),
we have to be sceptical about the traditional reading H%ας and
should also consider Σαοh[. . .]; for the direction from l. to r. see
( f ), at least its epsilon. (c) D[�ας] is an impossible reading, as
explained by Arena. To take the letter for a digamma, as con-
sidered again by Amyx, is not possible in view of the steeply slop-
ing bars of the epsilon in ( f ). Reading (b) retrograde is possible
if we take (c) as the beginning and (b) as the end of one name
running in a circle: Η [. . .]hοας. This would leave us with only
one horse-name. (d) The only certain letter is Β (ε); the one before
it could be τ or ζ. Lorber reconsiders Pallat’s observation that
there is probably a ν before this τ (or ζ). This was rejected by
Studniczka, since it implies at least one more letter preceding these,
precisely where the handle is. Yet we could of course assume that
the inscr. began above the handle and continued below. After the
ε there are traces of at least one, more likely two letters, the first
of which could be λ, ν, ρ, υ, the second δ, ε; after those there
seems to be space for only one more letter next to the heel, if
any at all. From this Studniczka made the first part of a name
Τ3λ
-, continuing with (e), where a small trace of a letter (σ?)
and τροφ are legible. The whole was restored to give the name
Τ3λ
στροφος (unattested elsewhere). Yet, at the end of (e) there
is only space for the partly preserved letter o next to the heel,
which does not leave the possibility of a full (masc. nom. or dat.)
case-form. So Studniczka looked for a -ς beyond the leg, where
in fact there is a small trace of a letter. But this cannot be a µ
(ς) because of its almost right angle; it may have been a delta.
Interpretation: Not clear.

The scene was interpreted by Studniczka as the wedding of Eri-
phyle and Amphiaraos, merely on the grounds of the names of the
horses Thoas and Dias. Yet (b) is more likely to be Σαοh[. . .]
(see e.g. Σωθ�λης, Bechtel, p. 414) or else the end of a longer
name; and to read (c) as D[�ας] is not possible. Of course, giving
up the traditional reading of the only inscription that seemed to
make a complete name, viz. (b) H%ας, renders the old interpreta-
tion of the scene obsolete. Amyx has already rejected an earlier
hypothesis according to which (a) was Amphiaraos’ name.

As regards (d ) and (e), the remains do not allow Studniczka’s
reading either. There is no final -ς but a different letter at the
end of his alleged name Telestrophos, and there was probably

something before τε-. More probably we are dealing with a
sequence (d) + (e) [. . .]mtεke[. ?]sτροφod[. . .], which would have
to be split up into -mt
kç[ς] and Rτροφod- (name and patronymic?)
vel sim.

To conclude, we know next to nothing about this inscription.
We cannot even be certain whether some of its parts are labels;
( f ) and (g) on the bottom of the vase are not—at least no traces
of figures are preserved there.

  , . 

Fr. of an oinochoe from Aigina (found ?). Bibliography: LIMC
i, ‘Amazones’ 254*, ph. pl. 474; Walter-Karydi (1991), 523 with
n. 19, col. ph. Farbtafel A (opp. p. 524); Schefold (1993), 143 f.,
with ph. fig. 144. Photographs: LIMC cl.; Walter-Karydi sm.;
Schefold cl. Scene: Warrior to r. (no inscr. preserved), woman to
l. (labelled) wearing helmet and holding bow, stretching out her
r. arm towards the warrior’s face (or his chin, to plead for mercy?).
Date: PC, c.640 (LIMC; Schefold).

; )3Aµio^
Αµασζον
�µασζ8ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified battle of Amazons (with
Herakles or Achilleus?) (label).

P. Devambez (LIMC, p. 638) thinks of Achilleus and
Penthesileia but wonders why the painter did not use the actual
name of the Amazon. He argues that either the myth may not
yet have been precisely fixed at Corinth at the time, or that this
oddity is just due the painter’s imprecise knowledge of the story.
Considering ‘la façon fautive dont est orthographié le mot
Amazone’ he favours the second possibility. We can hardly decide,
because, as we shall see, we must not speak of a wrong spelling.
Also it seems perfectly all right to label Achilleus’ adversary with
her generic name. But of course the uncertainty remains whether
the Amazon is indeed pleading for mercy, and whether the 
warrior, whose name is lost, was indeed Achilleus (we may also
think of Herakles; see §413).

In order to explain the <σζ> spelling, we first have to look at
the etymology (or rather popular etymology) of the Amazons’ name.
In antiquity it was sometimes analysed as �-µαζ)ν ‘without
breasts’, sometimes as *-µαζ)ν ‘with one breast’.119 Here the 
former seems more likely (unless we assume that the word is 
in non-Corinthian dialect; see §503). The second element was
invariably connected with the word ‘breast’, µαστ%ς in Attic 
and µαζ%ς in East Ionic, and we must assume that it was pro-
nounced in exactly the same way as in the noun. The difference

119 See both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.; Schwyzer, p. 433; Wachter (1987), 157
f., §63i (on CIL i2. 566).
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between the Attic and Ionic forms is explained (e.g. by both
Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. µαστ%ς) by two different formations
from a root *mad- meaning ‘inebriate, feed’ (vel sim.), viz. *mad-
tos > µαστ%ς and *mad-jos > µαζ%ς. There was also a late form
µασθ%ς, which is probably due to some analogical process (see
ibid.); it is further evidence for the phonological uncertainty and
variability typical of words belonging to the sphere of popular and
intimate talk. Returning to our Corinthian form, we have to 
establish what its <ζ> stands for. This is generally a difficult 
matter in Greek. For not only could this letter represent 
consonant clusters of different etymological origins—the most
important ones being *[dj] (e.g. in Ζε,ς, -λπ�ζω) and *[sd] (e.g.
in /ζω, 0ζος, �θ1ναζε)—but also it seems that, apart from very
special results in some dialects, both [zd] and [dz] could emerge
as the result of the coincidence and even be exchangeable over a
wide area (for the whole problem see e.g. Schwyzer, p. 330). Which
pronunciation was used where and when, it is impossible to say
with certainty. Our Corinthian form is an important piece of 
evidence, first, for the pronunciation with a preceding sibilant,
and, secondly, for the Ionic variant with a voiced cluster. In fact,
it could well be just the same as the normal µαζ%ς; at any rate,
it further isolates the Attic voiceless variant of µαστ%ς. Of course
we have to ask why the writer used the unusual combination
<σζ>.120 We could easily understand if he had been somewhat
reluctant to use plain <ζ> for a consonant cluster, but then he
could have written <σδ> (as the Lesbian writers did). The spelling
that he actually adopted therefore may be a graphic compromise
of the type <ξσ> (instead of ‘simple’ <ξ> or ‘logical’ <κσ>; 
see ad COR 70f ), or he may have felt the need for a geminate 
sibilant before the dental stop (see Lejeune, §105; Threatte, 
p. 546), in which case we may compare the cases of <σστ> etc.
(see §115), or we may even imagine an occasional pronunciation
[zdz]; I see no way of deciding.

As for the etymology of the word for ‘breast’, the explanation
of the difference by two fundamentally different formations
going back to such a remote time as to allow the change *[dt] >
[st] seems very unsatisfying to me. Should we not perhaps pre-
fer to consider a more recent change, phonological or analogical,
which led to the isolated Attic form? The derivation in *-jos would
have yielded a regular form µαζ%ς, and the Attic form would just
be a devoiced variant of the normal form in its pronunciation with
[zd], clearly represented on our early Corinthian vase.

[ ,   ;   ]

   ()

Aryballos from ? (1953 or earlier). Bibliography: Benson (1953),
75 f. with n. 19, phs. pl. 2a–b; Hopper (1962), 147; Schefold

(1964), 42, and (1966), 44, ph. [pl.] 29c; Friis Johansen (1967),
75 f., with ph. fig. 17, cat. p. 247, no. A. 13; Arena (1967), 69,
no. 3; Lorber (1979), 16 f., no. 14, phs. (by C. Niggli, Basle) pl.
3; Amyx (1988), 557, no. 3 (not in cat.); Schefold (1993), 138 f.,
with ph. fig. 139. Photographs: Benson, Schefold, Friis Johansen
invis.; Lorber quite cl. (except for the first letter). Scene: Warrior
(named) behind a charioteer (unnamed) in a chariot. Date: c.630
(Schefold); c.625 (Friis Johansen); 630–615 (Arena, p. 69);
‘Übergangsstil’ (Lorber, p. 16); no date in Amyx.

π)TPohqoµ
Pατρο$λος
P�τρο$λος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unspecified scene with Patroklos
(label).

We cannot prove that this is indeed a reflection of Il. 16. 130 ff.
(as suggested by Friis Johansen and Lorber). On the other hand,
we should not just call the name an ‘afterthought, added to give
heroic status to the scene’ (Amyx, p. 642); for there is no doubt
that the painter had the Patroklos in mind.

  

Alabastron from Samothrake (once with the Kaimakam of
Imbros;121 1894 or earlier). Bibliography: B. Graef, RE i/2 (1894),
1775. 5–25; A. de Ridder, RUM (1896), 385–92, with dr. (non
vidi); Fredrich (1908), 112 n. 1, with dr. (from de Ridder) 
fig. 32; Payne (1931), 130, 161 no. 2, 283, cat. no. 366 (bibl.);
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 10; Arena (1967), 70 f., no. 5; Lorber
(1979), 25 f., no. 24 (with bibl. and the same dr.); Neumann 
(1980), 299; Heubeck (1980), 283; LIMC i, ‘Amazones’ 1, with
dr.; Amyx (1988), 557, no. 4 (not in cat.); LIMC v, ‘Iolaos’ 37.
Photographs: —. Scene: Three women (a)–(c), fighting against three
men (d )–( f ). Date: EC (Lorber); late 7th cent. (LIMC); no date
in Amyx.

(a) aabIw3A (b) ; Aqkw^oFA (c) )^!Po3b!)
(d ) ; 9bP)kqbµ (e) ASoqAµ ( f ) ; Aµw … wbqo

(a) . . ε . ιµα . . (b) Αλκινοƒα (c) Ανδροµεδα
(d ) Ηερακλες (e) Αιολας ( f ) . ασι[. ?]ιελο.

(a) ‘Aqεtιµα . . , (b) �λκιν%ƒ�, (c) �νδροµ
δ�, 
(d) Η3ρακλ0ς, (e) Çι%λ�ς, ( f ) Mασι[. ?]ιελοm.

Epigraphy: (a) �γησιµ�χα, de Ridder; Arexisaka, Payne;
Areximacha, Beazley (apud Payne).122 (e) There is not enough space

120 Attested early in two Argive laws, LSAG 168. 9 (c.575–550) and LSAG
169. 20 = GD 84 = DGE 78 (c.480?), more frequent and widespread from the late
4th cent. (see Schwyzer, p. 218).

121 Arena (n. 41) says his efforts to find out about the present location of the
vase have been fruitless.

122 Heubeck’s suggestion of a name in -τ�µ� is hardly right. For our only 
eyewitness saw two more signs.
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between the lambda and the final -ς for -λαƒος, and since inter-
vocalic digamma is written in (b), we would not expect -λαος; 
so -λας will be correct. ( f ) De Ridder is very positive about his
reading ‘Menoitas’ and sceptical about the drawing (which was
made by someone else). Payne, however, doubts it. Indeed, it
would be inconsistent with the starting-point principle (see
§104). Most recent scholars therefore read the name from r. to l.: 
Arena suggests Νασιµ3λ4ν (for 5Ον�σιµ5λ4ν) or Pασ�µ3λοr,
and Neumann Πασιµ
λ4ν; the latter was accepted by Heubeck
(‘so gut wie sicher’) and later by Amyx, who does not even dot
the letters. It is, however, far from being certain: (1) there is a
gap between the final ι of the first part and the first letter of the 
second part, and (2) the latter, usually read as µ or σ, cannot be
either of these two—not at least if we want to take the letter
between the ε and the ο as a lambda (with its angle at the top!),
which leaves the alleged mu in an odd position in relation to the
line of writing. Interpretation: Herakles and the Amazons (labels).

(a) Unclear and impossible to restore unless the vase is redis-
covered. (b) For the intervocalic [w], which seems to point to a
poetic source, see §506 (also §457, penultimate paragraph).

(c) is the leader of three Amazons fighting Herakles, i.e. prob-
ably their queen, who is 6 Ιππολ,τη in literature. As Lorber 
(p. 26 n. 146 with bibl.) observed, on early Attic bf. vases with
this myth she is called �νδροµ�χ3 (e.g. ABV 98. 46 = Immerwahr,
no. 174; ph. Schefold (1993), fig. 258; see also ETR 4). The latter
is of course a speaking name (see §239) and most appropriate for
an Amazon in a fight—against men, naturally. See also Il. 3. 189
(etc.) �µαζ%νες �ντι�νειραι. The same cannot be said of our
Corinthian �νδροµ
δ� (‘ruling over men’, ‘caring for men’?). It
is, however, worth mentioning that all three variants of the queen’s
name are exact metrical equivalents. May we suspect poetic sources
behind these names? (See §510.)

(d ) See §506. (e) As Payne saw (“Α7%λας = 5 Ι%λαος”) and
Heubeck again stressed, this name is supposed to read Çι%λ�ς,
designating Herakles’ companion.123 Whether it is a misreading
or a misspelling we cannot decide without the original (the two
letters can be similar: A ) * J). ( f ) For the label interpreted as
Pασ�µ3λοr Arena cites Xen. Hell. 4. 4. 4, 7, to which Amyx adds
SGDI 3398. Yet, on the basis of the drawing, we should read
something different (see above).

   , . .

Fr. of an aryballos from Corinth (1901); missing, according to
Amyx. Bibliography: Powell (1903), 27 f., with dr.; Arena (1967),

75, no. 12, with dr. from Powell; Lorber (1979), 22, no. 21 (with
dr. from Powell); Amyx (1988), 557, no. 5 (not in cat.); LIMC
vii, ‘Pareunos’ 1, with dr. Photographs: —. Scene: A warrior (on
his knees?, Lorber), attacked from the l. (no name preserved); 
to the r. the remains of another warrior (named), naked and painted
in dark colour, fighting to r. Date: EC (Lorber and Amyx, i.e.
620/615–595/590); 610–590 (LIMC ).

; rAPbs6oµ
Παρευνος
Π�ρευνος.

Epigraphy: The bar after the -ς, which could belong to a tau, is
probably part of the painting. Interpretation: Battle scene, prob-
ably non-heroic (label).

A warrior called ‘bedfellow’ (for names from this sphere see
Bechtel, pp. 482, 497, 502, 505). This is neither a mythical nor
a speaking name (see §239); indeed, it is extremely ill-suited to
the scene. The only plausible conclusion seems to be that our 
man is taken from contemporary Corinth, i.e. he is a historical
figure (see §243), represented as a warrior on this vase (see 
§§471 f.).

   ã, . .

Aryballos124 from Aigina (c.1830–42?); lost in World War II.125

Bibliography: F. T. Welcker (1842), with dr. (by E. G. Schaubert)
MonIned 3, pl. 46. 2; Konitzer (1861); Kretschmer (1888), 174,
no. 39; Rossbach (1889), 4, 5 (dr.), 6–19; Mayer (1892), 481–7;
Kretschmer (1894), 26, no. 43; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3132;
Weicker (1902), 139; Harrison (1903), 304, with Rossbach’s dr.
fig. 83; A. B. Cook (1940), 797 f.; mentioned by Schwyzer, DGE
(1923), no. 122. 10; Payne (1931), 99, 126–8 with Rossbach’s dr.
fig. 45A, 161 no. 4, cat. no. 481; Buschor (1944), 20; Amandry
(1944), 32–4; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 10; Arena (1966), 475
ff., on (a); Arena (1967), 71 f., no. 7; Kanowski (1973); Brown
(1975); Lorber (1979), 19 f., no. 17 (with bibl. and Rossbach’s dr.);
Amandry–Amyx (1982), 102, no. 4; Amyx (1988), 557 f., no. 6
(not in cat.); LIMC v, ‘Herakles’ 1991, with dr.; LIMC vi,
‘Lapythos’ 1. Photographs: —. Scene: A chariot to l.; on the reins
an owl (unnamed) and on a spear a Siren (a) are sitting. Behind
the chariot a woman to r. (b), seconding Herakles (c) who is 
fighting some six heads of the Hydra, while a crab (unnamed) is
attacking his foot. From the other side a warrior (d ) is fighting
two other heads of the monster, watched by his charioteer (e) 
who is waiting in a chariot to r., looking back over his shoulders.
Date: EC (Lorber, p. 18); 615–600 (Arena, p. 70); ‘Corinthien
Ancien/Moyen’ (c.600–595) (Amandry–Amyx, p. 102); Amyx

123 Arena (p. 71) proposed to stick to Αι-. But his Α7ολ�ς is impossible, since
his way of explaining the formation of the name (-�ς instead of -3ς instead of 
-ε,ς) only creates new—and bigger—problems. Masson (1981/2: 543) for this 
reason reads Α7%λας, adducing a case of Α7%λαος in an inscr. from Argos (with
omega, i.e. much later; I could not find a ph. of it). But we have to reject Α7%λ�ς
altogether, since we would expect *Α7ƒο- in Corinthian at this time (see §209),
no matter whether we want to connect it with α7(ƒ)%λος or with α7(ƒ)ε� (see
Chantraine and Frisk, s.vv.).

124 Arena cites W. Trusrkowski, who wrote to him in 1956 that the vase no
longer existed.

125 J. Ziomecki, per litt. (9 Sept. 1992).
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(1988), by placing it before COR 8 and 13, seems to disagree 
with his and Amandry’s earlier view; c.600–595 (LIMC v); c.580
(LIMC vi).

(a) ; JoYµ (b) ; 04A^A (c) ; 9bPAKqbµ
(d ) Jwoq0Joµ (e) q0rY4oµ

(a) Äους (b) Αθανα (c) Ηερακλες (d ) Åιολαƒος
(e) Λαπυθος

(a) Äους, (b) �θ1ν�, (c) Η3ρακλ0ς, (d ) Åι%λ�ƒος, 
(e) Λ1πυθος.

Epigraphy: The readings still now accepted are exactly those of
Konitzer. (a) is the only label that is not clear. Konitzer, who gives
the first correct readings of all the other names, has ƒους;
Rossbach’s dr. shows a J with a slight bend on the bottom of the
vertical stroke which makes the letter look almost like an (E-shape)
epsilon; yet, on p. 14 with n. 1 he reads FoYµ, adding: ‘Diese
Lesung des Namens ist keinen Bedenken unterworfen. Ein
Punkt in dem O beruht nur auf einem Fehler des Thons.’ All
readings other than Äους should be considered as purely speculat-
ive interpretations (see the discussion below). Interpretation:
Herakles and the Hydra (mixed) (labels).

This vase was last seen a century ago. For the iconographical and
literary background of the scene see §411.

The biggest problem is the name (a) JoYµ Äους (next to a
Siren sitting on a spear). It has interested many, as it is said to
have been clearly readable, though it is an otherwise unknown
word or name. In the mean time the old reading has been often
taken for granted, transcribed ‘Vus’, and interpreted as a sort of
‘Seelenvogel’ accompanying Athena. This is so uncertain, however,
that we ought to reject it altogether.126 Kretschmer (1894)127 took
the letters as a nonsense inscription. Payne rejected this view, 
since the other inscriptions on the vase are not of that kind; his
own interpretation of ƒους as an onomatopoeic name for an owl,
however, is not an attractive solution either.128 Arena took up
Payne’s idea, but preferred the reading with Ε-, trying to con-
nect his :Ε4υς (a reading that was taken over by Lorber, p. 20 
n. 113, and Amyx) with 7ω1 ‘roar’ in Homer. This, again, is unsat-
isfactory, since the initial [i] in this word is short,129 whereas our
letter E (if read correctly) almost invariably stands for a long vowel.
Also, the formation is odd. And in ancient Greece would we 

expect a personified war-cry in the shape of a Siren? Kanowski’s 
reading Σ,qç[ν] (from l. to r.!) was duly rejected by Brown, 
who gives a good discussion of all the important problems it
raises.130 Brown’s own solution, however, is impossible too.131

Amandry’s idea (Amandry–Amyx, p. 113 n. 54) of taking the 
word as a property label [Ηερακλ]
ους (sc. ;ρµα), as on COR
19 where this is written under the belly of the horses in a very
similar representation of the scene, cannot be correct either. For
there is no space for the six lost letters,132 and no trace of them
was ever observed. In addition, there are linguistic objections to
this suggestion. First, we cannot expect a long o-sound in this
genitive form in Corinth (see §221). Secondly, COR 19 has a 
b-shape epsilon in the ending of the genitive Η3ρακλ
ος, which
makes a big difference. Thirdly, we should emphasize that on COR
19 there is a special reason why the horses are declared to be
Herakles’ (they penetrate into the scene on the other side of the
vase); on our vase there is no such problem. To conclude: we first
have to accept that the F or E is the first letter, for there does
not seem to be enough space for another letter above the head
of the Siren, to judge from the upper margin of the frieze (Brown);
and the other labels also start beside the heads, not above them.
Secondly, we have to accept that the inscription starts next to the
Siren’s head and therefore is its label. Here Amandry–Amyx (ibid.)
saw a problem, because this would mean that ‘la sirène devient
un personnage important de la scène, et il est curieux qu’elle 
n’apparaisse que deux fois, épisodiquement, dans les représenta-
tions du mythe’, whereas, they argue, the Siren should have 
nothing to do with the scene as such, being (like the lizards, the
owl, and other birds in the related scenes) a common decorative
element on Corinthian vases.133 Should we perhaps argue that

126 Weicker boldly transcribes ƒοϋς and provides interpretations such as
‘Seelendämon’ (p. 32), ‘Todesdämon’ (p. 43) or ‘menschenköpfigen Vogeldämon’
(p. 139), while himself admitting (ibid.) that we lack any literary testimony of
such a creature. One might also wonder whether in a scene with the killing of
the Hydra such a personified ‘soul’ (on the side of the successful!) makes sense,
as it perhaps would in the case of a dying warrior.

127 He (and later Cook) duly demolished Mayer’s phonetically impossible con-
nection with φ=υξ or π=υξ ‘diving bird’ (for a similar case see INC 1).

128 Of course he was aware of the fact that the real owl is sitting far to the l.
of the human-headed bird in question. He tried to get over this problem by explain-
ing the scene as ‘three distinct stages in the evolution of Athena’. Should we expect
such an elaborate splitting in this otherwise realistic scene?

129 å––, always at line-end, e.g. Il. 4. 276, 11. 308; Od. 17. 261.

130 The starting-point principle (see §104) is otherwise carefully observed on
this vase. The letter E would be inverted; also we would expect the B shape. The
omicron, on which all the old readings and drs. agree (apart from a few scratches
within, see Rossbach, above), cannot be a rho. There is no trace of, and no space
for, a final nu. The alleged -υ- instead of normal [c] (Attic σ�ρ5ν: Immerwahr,
no. 215) or [l] (Attic σ3ρ5ν: Immerwahr, no. 229) in this name is an ad hoc assump-
tion (one should not rush to compare Ηυσµ5ν� of our COR 113).

131 Taking up earlier ideas, he thought of a ‘Seelenvogel’ type of soul of Io,
Herakles’ ancestress, here in the gen. case. As a justification for the bird shape
of her soul, he connects her name with Arena’s 7ω1. But without a better 
reason for 5 Ι) as a bird and an explanation of the contrast between the long 
[c] of her name and the [h] of 7ω1, this does not hold, and some arguments 
(adduced by Brown) will turn against his theory rather than support it: (1) the
fact that the other names are all in the nom. and the general rarity of the gen. 
in Corinthian label-inscrs. (his parallels, p. 138 with n. 5, are Attic) make his 
interpretation as a gen. doubtful; (2) instances of an G spelling instead of iota 
are also very rare (only COR 27a Πρfiαµος is comparable; the cases in diphthongs
as COR 10 Α%ƒας, COR 47 Α$σ$υλ>νος (see §225) and in interconsonantal 
position as on the pinax COP 37 with �(µ)φιτρ(τ�ν should be kept apart); 
(3) Io’s name, as Brown is perfectly aware (p. 139 n. 12), is well attested in 
Corinth (COR 71 etc. Åι8ι; see §236), and there is no way of justifying the lack
of an initial [w] without getting into a circular argument.

132 Amandry suggests that the label started somewhere next to the owl to the
l. This is impossible, as a glance on the dr. shows.

133 Still, I should emphasize that the second vase with a Siren in our context
(aryballos in Basle, BS 425; Amandry–Amyx, pp. 105–7, no. 6) shows the siren
at exactly the same spot (though flying). This suggests that in the underlying 
iconographical tradition (Amandry–Amyx, pp. 107, 115) this mythical creature
somehow belonged there (next to the goddess).
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where the Siren’s head is, the painter was intending to paint the
head of a charioteer, who would deserve a label? Yet, whether
charioteer or Siren, the fact remains that there is a label, and we
do not understand it. I should add that the biggest problem for
a solution as far as language is concerned is probably not the indis-
tinct first letter but the <ου>. This digraph can represent three
clearly defined origins (see §220 for the Corinthian examples). 
It could be (1) an inherited diphthong, but this is rare in Greek
(there is only one possible example on Corinthian vases), and in
the present case I can put forward no solution of this kind. 
(2) It could stand for contracted [o] + [o]. Here, a masculine 
noun of the type of νο?ς < ν%ος would be ideal, and indeed we
may postulate *ƒο?ς < *ƒ%ος ‘strength’ (for the contraction 
see §220), a cognate of Sanskrit vayas- (ntr.) ‘strength’.134 (3)
<ουσ> could reflect a former group *[ons]; but here we would
have to ‘conjecture’, for instance Lο?σ(α).135 Or should we try
with Ï%w[ο]ς ‘chariot’?136 The case remains open.

(b) See §247. (c)–(d ) See §506 for the intervocalic digamma.
(e) Since the time of Kretschmer, who (p. 27) gives the parallels

Μ�κυθος, Σµ�κυθος, Μ1κυθος, Γ%ργυθος, Σαµ,θα, and (p. 41)
discusses the loss of nasals before stops (see §201), Λ�(µ)πυθος
has been the accepted interpretation of this name.137 Yet, one could
also interpret the name as Λ1πυθος, i.e. an older Λ�ƒ%πυθος (see
6Ηρ%πυθος, Μητρ%πυθος, ∆ηµ%πυθος, Πυθ%δηµος, and especi-
ally Πυθ%λεως, all in Bechtel, pp. 389 f.).138 The fact that in the
mythical name (d ) Åι%λ�ƒος on the same vase there is an inter-
vocalic digamma and no contraction, is not an argument against
this, since in (d ) the spelling is archaizing. But who is the 
person named Λ�πυθος? Iolaos was Herakles’ companion, and
above all his charioteer,139 so we have no need for an additional
man. He cannot be Athena’s charioteer either because he is 
standing in the opposite chariot. So he may be human, and the
scene may be of the ‘mixed’ type (see §402).

  , . . 

Aryballos, from Karystos (?) (1845 or earlier). Bibliography: Raoul-
Rochette (1845), 6 f. (n. 1); Letronne (1846), 380 f.; Jahn (1854),
pp. xxvi, cxlvii n. 1050; CIG (iv), no. 7380b; Pervanoglu (1861),
47; mentioned by Jahn (1863a), 62 f.; Benndorf (1868–83), 

54, dr. pl. 30. 10; Heydemann (1870a), 7, dr. pl. 7. 3; von 
Rohden (1888), 1962, dr. 1963 fig. 2098; E. Pottier in Dumont–
Chaplain (1888), 234 f., no. 5, and Dumont–Chaplain (1890), 32;
Kretschmer (1888), 156, no. 1; Rossbach (1892), 10; Wilisch
(1892), 50, 156, no. 1; Kretschmer (1894), 16, no. 1; F. Blass,
SGDI (1899), no. 3131; Collignon–Couve (1902–4), no. 618, ph.
pl. 25; Payne (1931), 99, 161 no. 3, cat. no. 482, ph. pl. 31. 1, dr. 95
fig. 29c; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 10, dr. pl. 19; Alföldi (1967),
esp. 14 (with dr.) and 19 f.; Arena (1967), 71, no. 6, ph. pl. 1. 2;
Lorber (1979), 20 f., no. 18, ph. pl. 3; Amyx (1988), 558, no. 7
(not in cat.); LIMC v, ‘Hippobatas, Hippostrophos’ 1*, ph. pl.
309. Photographs: Collignon–Couve only (b), rather uncl.; Payne
sm.; Arena quite cl.; Lorber cl.; LIMC quite cl. Scene: A warrior
(a) walking behind two horses, on one of which his page (b) is 
sitting. Date: EC (Lorber); 4th q. 7th cent. (LIMC ).

(a) ; 9wrro:ATAµ (b) ; 9wroµTPoøo…µ
(a) Ηιπποβατας (b) Ηιποστροφος
(a) Ηιπποβ�τ�ς, (b) Ηιπ(π)οστρ%φος.

Epigraphy: Jahn (1854), was the first to read (a) correctly with 
-β-. (b) is written in a circle; the final -ς is upside-down (obvi-
ously the writer held the aryballos with its opening facing
upwards when he painted the inscr. and after the symmetrical
sequence oøo forgot that the -ς had to stand on its head).
Interpretation: Non-heroic marching scene (labels).

An eagle, about to catch a hare, probably means a good omen for
the battle. On the battle technique see Alföldi.

(a) Arena cites Aesch. Pers. 26, where this formation is used
together with adjectives and nouns in a predicative construction.140

This type of agent noun had developed from compound (possess-
ive) adjectives already by Homeric times (see Risch, p. 32). Instead
of Alföldi’s ‘Roßbesteiger’ (whence Lorber’s ‘Pferdebesteiger’),
which was probably due to analogy with �ποβ�της, we should adopt
a more general translation ‘horse-goer’, by which the painter meant
to express: ‘rider shown marching beside his horse’. The label 
is therefore of the speaking type (see §239), and we may equally
well take it as a generic noun or as an ad hoc name. The same is
true for (b), which I therefore leave with the original adjectival
accent (as Lorber did). Letronne compared Να,στροφος, taking
the label for a name (Arena and Amyx did the same, writing
Éιππ%-). As for the meaning, Alföldi’s ‘Roßlenker’ (see already
Letronne) is better than Lorber’s ‘Pferdewender’, which is 
too literal as a translation for a proper name (see also e.g. Il. 17.
699 Dστρεφε µ)νυχας /ππους). The formation is not attested 
elsewhere, as far as I know, and may be accepted as a compound
adjective.

134 The same formation as in the Sanskrit noun is ruled out for our ƒους, since
its first vowel would have to be an IE *e (see γ
νος, κλ
ος, etc.), and [g] + [i] is
not contracted in Corinthian (see §221 with n. 808).

135 Sirens were daughters of the Muses. The missing alpha could be explained
by A.W. (see §111).

136 Of course, the third and fourth letters would presuppose that the name was
hardly legible in the last cent., which seems unlikely (see above).

137 Masson (1981/2), 542: ‘à peu près évident’.
138 The second element could be the root of πυνθ�νοµαι, see the adjectives 

in -πευθ1ς and νηπυθ
ς. Eπευστον (Hsch.), alongside νηπευθ1ς (for names in 
-ος from adjectives in -1ς, see §228).

139 See e.g. Hes. Scut. 77 and 323 (almost formulaic); Apollod. 2. 5. 2 in the
context of the labour of the Hydra.

140 The identical inscr. on another Corinthian vase (Arena’s no. 46, Munich
SH 346) is forged, according to Amyx.
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  , . . --

Fr. of an aryballos from Corinth (1971). Bibliography: Amandry–
Amyx (1982), passim, no. 2, dr. fig. 1. 2, ph. pl. 18. 2; Amyx 
(1988), 558, no. 8 (not in cat.); LIMC v, ‘Iolaos’ 24*, ph. pl. 460.
Photographs: Amandry–Amyx and LIMC quite cl. Scene: Several
heads of the Hydra, three of which are being attacked by a man
to l. (named). Date: ‘Corinthien Ancien’ (c.610–600) (Amandry–
Amyx); Amyx (1988), by placing it after COR 6 and before 
COR 13, seems to disagree with his and Amandry’s earlier view;
c.610–600 (LIMC ).

; Jwoq0Joµ
Åιολαƒος
Åι%λ�ƒος.

Epigraphy: The second digamma looks somewhat strange on the
ph., probably because the small, glued-on fr. with the lower parts
of -λαƒ- is not perfectly aligned with the main fr. Interpretation:
Herakles and the Hydra (label). (See COR 6.)

  , . .,  

Fr. of an aryballos from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography:
Hopper (1962), 146, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 4, ph. pl. 61,
no dr.; Friis Johansen (1967), 66, cat. p. 245, no. A. 2c; Lorber
(1979), 17, no. 15, with dr.; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 40; Amyx (1988),
558, no. 9 (not in cat.). Photographs: Hopper uncl. Scene: Fight
between two warriors (one name partly preserved). Date: ‘Über-
gangsstil’ (Lorber, p. 16); EC (LIMC ); Amyx apparently takes
it for EC too.

; oP
[. . .]ορ
[ :Εκτ?]4ρ.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified battle scene, perhaps
with Hektor (label).

  , .  . 

Aryballos from Greece, Warrior Group (see Amyx) (acquired 1922,
ex Arndt coll.). Bibliography: C. W. Lunsingh Scheurleer, CVA
Netherlands, 1 (1927), 7, ph. pl. 5. 3; Payne (1931), 162 no. 7,
cat. no. 500; Snijder (1937), 131, no. 1276; Jeffery, LSAG (1961),
131. 10; Friis Johansen (1967), 64–6, ph. 65 fig. 11, cat. p. 245,
no. A. 2a; Arena (1967), 73, no. 10, phs. pl. 3; Lorber (1979), 21
f., no. 20, phs. pl. 4; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 33*, ph. pl. 234; mentioned
at LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’ (ii. E. 1); Amyx (1988), 558, no. 10 (cat.
p. 99, no. 6). Photographs: CVA and Friis Johansen (a) invis., 
(b) uncl.; Arena quite cl.; Lorber cl.; LIMC invis. Scene: Fight

between two warriors, one with a spear (a), the other with a stone
(b). Date: EC (Lorber; LIMC ); EC (i.e. 620/615–595/590)
(Amyx).

(a) 0GJ0µ (b) b0oP
(a) Αflƒας (b) Εαορ
(a) Α%ƒας, (b) :Εκτ4ρ or :Ε$τ4ρ.

Epigraphy: The inscrs. are painted (Friis Johansen, n. 109, 
correcting Payne). Interpretation: Hektor and Aias (labels).

One of the two heroes is fighting with a stone, after having thrown
his spears. This reflects Il. 7. 258–72 (Friis Johansen). Inscription
(a), as Lorber observes, contradicts the starting-point principle
(see §104).

(b) Εαορ is certainly misspelled and must be a copying error
(see §§112, 250). On the other hand, (a) Α%ƒας, has, it is true, an
unusual spelling of the diphthong (see §225; for its [w] see §209),
but this is by no means faulty (as Amyx suggests by his transcrip-
tion: Α<F>ƒας, GΕ<$τ>ορ). It must be copied too, presumably
from the same source as (b). What this source was, we do not
know, perhaps another vase. Our painter will have been illiterate.

  , . .,  

Fr. of an aryballos from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Hopper
(1962), 152, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 3, ph. pl. 63, dr. pl. 163;
Arena (1967), 70, no. 4; Lorber (1979), 30, no. 29; Amyx (1988),
558, no. 11 (not in cat.). Photographs: Hopper quite cl. Scene: None
preserved. Date: EC (Lorber).

9Yq)
[. . .]. (?) Éυλα .[. . .]
[. . .]. (?) Éυλαi[. . .].

Epigraphy: In front of the H there is what was thought to be
another heta, but turned through 90°. I doubt that the first sign
is a letter at all (the long strokes are not parallel). Of the last 
letter a sharp angle is preserved, which makes iota (or gamma?)
more likely than qoppa (or theta, omicron, phi). Interpretation:
Not clear, probably not a label.

Arena’s remark on the first ‘letter’, ‘Per la posizione coricata di
9 vedasi un esempio corrispondente a Tera IG XII 3, 402’, is of
no help, since on our vase we also have normal heta. Jeffery (fol-
lowed by the others) interprets the inscription as a proper name
6Υλα>ος (Bechtel, pp. 507, 544) or G Υλα$ος. In view of the fact
that the Corinthian (and indeed the Greek) phoneme [h] is more
or less confined to the word-initial position this seems plausible.
This also argues against the first ‘sign’ being an [h], since in that
case the latter would be at the end of a word.
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°  ,   

Krater from Caere, the Eurytios Krater (ex Campana inv. 33; 1856
or earlier). Bibliography: Newton–Birch (1856), 7, no. 21; CatCamp
ii. 23; F. T. Welcker (1859), 243–57, with dr. MonIned 6, pl. 33;
drs. de Longpérier (1870), pls. 66, 71 f. (non vidi); E. Pottier in
Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 246–8, 253, no. 10; Kretschmer (1888),
168, no. 28; Kretschmer (1894), 21, no. 22; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),
no. 3133; Perrot–Chipiez (1911), 620, dr. fig. 335; Pottier
(1897), 56, phs. pls. 48 f.; mentioned by Schwyzer, DGE (1923),
no. 122. 10; Pfuhl (1923), 209–24 passim, ph. fig. 176; Payne (1931),
162 no. 8, and 302 (bibl.), cat. no. 780, drs. figs. 34A, 62B, and
pl. 26. 8–9, ph. pl. 27; ph. of the reverse, Rodenwaldt (1939), 119
fig. 107; ph. Merlin [n.d.], pl. 25; phs. Schmalenbach (1948), pls.
26 f.; ph. EAA ii. 846 fig. 1110; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 10;
Arias–Hirmer–Shefton (1962), 282, phs. pl. 32 and col. pl. ix;
Schefold (1964), 66, 86, and (1966), 70, 92, phs. [pls.] 60a, 78a,
and col. pl. iii; Arena (1967), 73 f., no. 11; col. ph. Charbonneaux–
Martin–Villard (1971), 42 fig. 44; Bakır (1974), 12, no. K. 20
(bibl.), ph. pl. 10; Lorber (1979), 23–5, no. 23, phs. pl. 5; Simon–
Hirmer (1981), 52 (bibl.), col. ph. pl. xi; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 120*,
ph. pl. 248; Brommer (1982/3), 89 n. 3; LIMC iii, ‘Deion’ 1*,
ph. pl. 268; LIMC iv, ‘Eurytos’ i. 1*, ph. pl. 62; LIMC v, ‘Iole’
i. 1*, ph. pl. 465, ‘Iphitos’ i. 1, mentioned before ‘Herakles’ 2794;
Amyx (1988), 558 f., no. 12 (cat. p. 147, bibl., incl. more ph. ref-
erences), phs. pl. 57. 1a–c; LIMC vi, ‘Klytios’ i. 1*, ph. pl. 38,
and mentioned at ‘Odysseus’ (ii. Je); Schefold (1993), 251 f. with
ph. fig. 270, and 328 with ph. fig. 368. Photographs: Pottier sm.;
Pfuhl only (a)–(g), rather uncl.; Payne only (d ) and (e) (uncl.),
( f ) and (g) (cl.); Merlin rather uncl.; Schmalenbach only ( f ) and
(g) cl., rest uncl. or invis.; EAA only (d ) and (e) (quite cl.), ( f )
and (g) (cl.); Arias–Hirmer–Shefton (a) uncl., (b) and (c) quite
cl., (d)–(g) cl., rest invis.; Schefold (1964) and (1966) (a) (fig. 78),
(b), and (c) quite cl., (d )–(g) cl., (h) and ( j) uncl., (i) quite cl.;
Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard only (d )–(g), cl.; Bakır only (a),
( f ), (g), quite cl.; Lorber mostly cl.; Simon–Hirmer only (a) uncl.,
(b)–(g) quite cl.; LIMC i only (h)–( j), uncl.; LIMC iii only
(b)–( f ) quite cl., (a) and (g) uncl.; LIMC iv only (a) uncl., (b)–(g)
rather uncl.; Amyx only details of the rim, inscrs. invis. or sm.;
LIMC v only ( f ) and (g), cl.; LIMC vi (b)–( f ) quite cl., (a) and
(g) uncl.; Schefold (1993) (a)–(c) invis., (d )–(g) cl., (h)–( j) uncl.
Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Four klinai, on the two to the l. two
men each, (a) and (b), (c) and (d ), on the two to the r. one man
each, (e) and the guest (g); between the two latter, standing to 
r. but turning her head to l., a woman ( f ). Under one handle two
warriors (h) and ( j), between them the dead Aias (i) over his sword.
Also, a fight over the dead body of a warrior and a cooking scene,
uninscribed. Date: c.600 (Schefold; LIMC i); EC, ‘an der Schwelle
des Mittelkorinthischen’ (Lorber, p. 24); 600–590 (Simon–
Hirmer; LIMC iii–vi); EC (i.e. 620/615–595/590) (Amyx).

(a) ; TOˆOµ (b) kqVTwOµ (c) ; aw!)wJO^
(d ) bVPVTwoµ (e) ; JwøwTOµ ( f ) Jwoq0

(g) ; 9bP)kqbµ (h) ! O3 bµ (i) ; AwJAµ
( j) oqwµbVµ

(a) Τοξος (b) Κλυτιος (c) ∆ιδαιƒον (d ) Ευρυτιος
(e) Åιφιτος ( f ) Åιολα (g) Ηερακλες (h) ∆[.]οµ . [.]ες
(i) Αιƒας ( j ) Ολισευς

(a) Τ%ξος, (b) Κλ,τιος, (c) ∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν, (d ) ΕIρ,τιος, 
(e) Å -φιτος, ( f ) Åιολ�, (g) Η3ρακλ0ς. (h) ∆[ι]οµô[δ]3ς, 
(i) ΑFƒας, ( j) 5Ολισ(σ)ε,ς.

Epigraphy: (h) Of the first epsilon the vertical hasta is visible, of
the other letters two are invis., the rest is cl. ( j) The second 
and third letters have caused some confusion. Newton–Birch 
read O!wMbVM, Welcker in the text Ο∆ΥΣΕΥΣ, in MonIned
O!VMbVM, Longpérier (and Perrot–Chipiez) o0YµbVµ,
Pottier Oq . MbYM, Payne O$ . µbVµ. Arena prefers delta, 
after having been told by F. Villard (who saw the vase) that the 
reading had to be Ο∆TΜΒΥΜ (Villard, however, did not pay
much attention to the problem of the second letter). Brommer,
on the other hand, refers to a letter by A. Pasquier about the 
reading being ov·wµÓYµ, with certain iota. Autopsy showed that
Pasquier was right. Not only is the iota quite cl., but also the
lambda: (1) the deltas are always ! never a on this vase, whereas
the hasta of our letter is perfectly vertical; (2) the lower end 
of the hasta is well preserved and is not touched from the r. by
any other stroke (see dr.). Interpretation: Herakles at Oichalia
(labels). Suicide of Aias (labels).

In the scene under the handle, Diomedes and Odysseus are look-
ing at the dead Aias, son of Telamon. This myth was related in
the Little Iliad (fr. 2 PEG, EGF ). For the reading of Odysseus’
name, which oscillated between 5Ολισ- and 5Οδυσ- (see above),
greater confidence should have been placed in Newton–Birch’s
version with iota—though at that time neither COR 74 nor COR
88, nor the Attic cup with 5Ολισsε,ς (ARV 1300. 2, first pub-
lished in 1872), was known, and iota was therefore definitely a
lectio ‘difficillima’. Autopsy confirmed that this vase has the nor-
mal Corinthian form with [l] and [i] (see §254). For Aias’ name
see §209.

The main scene is particularly interesting if we compare it with
the literary parallels, for the order of the names suggests a
reflection of an epic poetic text in this painting (see §416).

(a) Instead of Τ%ξος, the literary sources show Τοξε,ς, i.e. a
different type of hypocoristic.

(b) Κλ,τιος seems to be unanimously transmitted in all the
sources that we have.

(c) ∆ιδα�ƒ4ν is a more complicated case. From a passage in
Hesiod (fr. 26. 27–31 M–W) and from our vase, the most likely
reading of the name seems to be ∆ιδη�ων in Ionic, ∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν in
Corinthian (see §416). Kretschmer suggested that the name was
formed after a present *διδα�ƒω, a reduplicated variant of nor-
mal δα�ω ‘burn’ (like τιτα�νω alongside τε�νω, and λιλα�οµαι),
whereas ∆η�ων, partly transmitted in the literary documents,
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would be a derivative from δ1ιος ‘grim, hot’, which he also con-
nected with δα�ω. There is no doubt that the root of δα�ω had
a [w] (*δαƒ-Ñω, see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.; Lejeune, §177),
but in the case of δ1ιος we are not sure (see Chantraine, s.v.).
And in the mean time Mycenaean has shown that the many ∆ηι-
names, from which one would hesitate to separate the short name
∆η�ων, did not have a [w]: see da-i-qo-ta /Daikwhontas/ (i.e. the
exact equivalent of later ∆ηιφ%ντης), not †da-wi-qo-ta. We
should therefore give up the connection of δα�ω with the ∆ηι-
names. On the other hand, it seems unnatural to separate our
∆ιδη�ων from ∆η�ων and the compound names with ∆ηι-, and
in that case we may have to conclude that in our Corinthian form
the digamma is etymologically unjustified,141 which in several other
Corinthian vase inscriptions seems to be due to a reflection of a
poetic background (see §506). Such a view is supported in the
present case by the order of the names, as mentioned above (see
§416).142 The basic etymology and meaning of the names in ques-
tion are still unclear. It seems attractive to connect them with δ1ιος
‘grim, hot’, which would then have to be separated from δα�ω.

(d ) King ΕJρυτος is attested without -ι- three times in the
Catalogue of Ships (Il. 2. 596, 621, 730), in the Hesiodic fragment,
and in many other occurrences in literature. ΕIρυτ�4ν on COR
107 and CHA 2 are different characters. Our form ΕIρ,τιος may
be a mixture of the two well-known mythical names.

(e) Å�φιτος is explained by Kretschmer (p. 43) as derived from
the (originally instrumental) case-form ƒ>φι with the suffix -το-.
The starting-point would be the same as for the compound names
5 ΙφικλKς, 5 Ιφιγ
νεια, etc. But since derivation with -το- is not a
normal way to form hypocoristics, we would do better to think
in terms of a name like * 5 Ιφ�τ�µος, -τ
λης, of which : Ιφιτος would
be the regular hypocoristic (see §228).

( f ) Åιολ� corresponds to Eurytos’ daughter, who is 5 Ι%λεια in
the above-mentioned passage from Hesiod, Callim. Epigr. 6. 3,
and Suid., s.v., but otherwise 5 Ι%λη in literature (e.g. in Attic: Soph.
Trach. 381, etc.). On an Attic bf. amphora by the Sappho P.,143

we read genitive 5 Ιολ
ας (together with : Ιφιτος, ΕJρυτος, and two
nonsense labels αντφολο and τιονο); it cannot be decided from
the script whether this form contains [b] or [g]. The name of 5 Ι%λη
is interpreted (S. Eitrem, RE ix/2 (1916), 1847. 42) as a fem-
inine hypocoristic name from 5 Ι%λαος, Corinthian Åι%λ�(ƒο)ς
(for the type of hypocoristic see §228). In view of our Corinthian
form a connection with the name Åι%λ�(ƒο)ς is indisputable. But
the assumption of a hypocoristic form seems implausible to me.
For such a hypocoristic formation cannot be reconciled with the
epic form. And the epic form itself can hardly be a hypocoristic,

for these are normally either shorter or of an easier declension
(or both) than the full-blown names. This is not true for 5 Ι%λεια,
whose underlying compound name must have been *Åιο-λ1ƒ�.
Should we therefore take 5 Ι%λεια as the full compound name? But
how are we to explain the accent and the short [f]? There are only
very few women’s names with λ�ƒ%ς in their second element: one
example is Boiotian �ρχελ�α (IG vii. 3043, Koroneia); six more
(in -λ
α, once -λε�α) are listed by Bechtel (1902: 24) for Attica.
Their rarity seems to be due to the phonological changes which
obscured this second element to an extent which made it impos-
sible to distinguish these names from hypocoristic formations. In
Ionic and Attic, after the change [a] > [b] and the loss of inter-
vocalic [w], *-λ1η was the result even in pre-Homeric times. This
could theoretically (1) be contracted (this may have been the 
origin of 5 Ι%λη), or (2)—with preservation of the number of 
syllables—develop into -λ
η/-λ
� (this may be reflected in the
form 5 Ιολ
α—with analogical [a]—of the above-mentioned Attic
vase). The former would have looked like a hypocoristic in 
-η/-� (at least the accent was eventually changed, probably first
in the vocative), the latter like one in -
η/-
�. In Doric after the
loss of the [w] contraction was bound to occur: *-λ1ƒ� > *-λ�;
this would again have looked like a hypocoristic of the first type.
In epic language such names are also very rare: apart from 5 Ι%λεια
there is only one other name in -λεια, namely Πενθεσ�λεια. The
famous Amazon is not mentioned in Homer and Hesiod, but she
must have figured for instance in the Aithiopis (Procl., Chr., see
PEG and EGF; note the spelling Πενθεσιληα on the Tabulae
Veronensis and Iliaca ‘Thierry’, test. 9 f. PEG = 3ii/iii EGF).
Although her name is not attested in a preserved hexameter line,
it is a fair guess that it was mainly used at the end of a line. Indeed,
our only testimony of 5 Ι%λεια in a hexameter (in Hesiod, as above)
shows exactly this position. This may yield the clue to the explana-
tion of the accent and the final [f], which have to be secondary
if the name is to represent the full-blown compound form. For
in epic language the metrical structure of the traditional mytho-
logical names had to be preserved, and one solution was to keep
non-Ionic features; cases like this are Α7νε��ς (§245; < *-ehiAs),
6Ερµε��ς (§253; < *-AAs), Il. 12. 394 �λκµ1ονα, or the masculine
counterparts of our -λεια names, viz. names like Μεν
λ�ος, all
with non-Ionic long [a]. May we assume that our names 5 Ι%λεια
and Πενθεσ�λεια were meant to be in -λε�� in the times of East
Ionic epic, and were eventually reinterpreted as {λειL—perhaps
only in the course of transmission? It seems understandable if the
epic poets, instead of canonizing original *5 Ιολ�� and *Πενθεσιλ��,
or artificial *-λ�η, or an Ionic pre-form *-ληη, preferred to adopt
the phonological structure well known from other women’s names
like 6 Ιπποδ�µεια, Περσεφ%νεια, 5 Ιφιµ
δεια; this was a particularly
easy step if Πενθεσιλε�α and 5 Ιολε�α were indeed mainly placed
at the end of the line. As regards the accent of our Corinthian form,
considering the likely reflections of epic poetry in our painted scene
I prefer Åιολ�. With this accent we remain closer to the epic 
scansion than if we assume a hypocoristic Åι%λ�. The existence
of a form Åιολ� (which our vase-painter may actually have 

141 This is of course the view already expressed by Heubeck (1970a: 
67 f.) and (1980: 282), who is sceptical about Kretschmer’s etymology (as is Lejeune,
§177 with nn. 4 and 11). Masson (1981/2: 543) shares this view, and points to
the digamma in COR 57i 5Ορ�ƒ4ν (see ad loc.).

142 It has to be stressed that only intervocalic digamma seems to be inserted
in this way, but not digamma after a diphthong (see §209). This is in accord-
ance with my reconstruction of the name in the literary tradition with a 
hiatus between the [a] and the [c] (see §416).

143 ABV 508, top; Kretschmer, p. 130; ph. Schefold (1978), 149.
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pronounced with a double-long vowel, i.e. *Åιολ1�, in order to
retain the epic scansion) is supported by the [Πε]νθεσιλα-form
of the Amazon’s name on one of the ‘Argive’ shield-bands from
Olympia.144 Of this name, no other form is attested which could
suggest that there ever existed a hypocoristic; we may therefore
write [Πε]νθεσιλ� (see §416 with n. 1039).

(g) For Η3ρακλ0ς see §506.

  , .  .  . 

Aryballos from ?, near the Boar-Hunt P. (Amandry, Amyx) (found
?). Bibliography: Brommer (1972), 459 f. (with wrong inv. no.),
phs. 457 f. figs. 10–13; Amandry (1973), 189–95, phs. 191 figs.
1a–f ; Lorber (1979), 22 f., no. 22, ph. pl. 4; Amandry–Amyx
(1982), 102, no. 3; Amyx (1988), 559, no. 13 (cat. p. 164, no. B-
3); LIMC v, ‘Herakles’ 2011, with dr., ‘Iolaos’ 25. Photographs:
Brommer and Amandry uncl.; Lorber only part of (b), uncl. 
Scene: An archer to r. (a), who has left his bow behind, and his
companion to l. (b) are fighting the Hydra between them. To 
the r. a horse is waiting. Date: EC (Lorber); ‘Corinthien Ancien’
(c.600) (Amandry–Amyx); Amyx (1988), by placing it after COR
6 and 8, seems to disagree with his and Amandry’s earlier view;
c.600 (LIMC ).

(a) ; 9bP)Kqbµ (b) Jwoq0Joµ
(a) Ηερακλες (b) Åιολαƒος
(a) Η3ρακλ0ς, (b) Åι%λ�ƒος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Herakles and the Hydra (labels). 
(See COR 6.)

   (),  .  ,
. , . . 

Aryballos from ?, probably by the Boar-Hunt P. (see Amyx)
(before 1958145). Bibliography: mentioned by Zancani-Montuoro
(1964), 74 with n. 43, ph. pl. 17c; Lorber (1979), 44, no. 48; LIMC
i, ‘Aias’ i. 124; Turnbull (1986) (with further bibl.), ph. p. 51;
Amyx (1988), 559 f., no. 14 (cat. p. 342, no. AP-3), phs. pls. 135.
2a–b, 136. 1a–d. Photographs: Zancani-Montuoro only (b), uncl.;
Turnbull (b), (e), ( f ) quite cl., rest uncl.; Amyx (a) invis., rest
uncl. Scene: A man to r., making the gesture of grief (a). At his
feet the head of the dead Aias Telamonios (b), lying over his sword,
head to the l.; the inscr. is above his back. Next to him another
man facing l. and making the gesture of grief (c). Behind him,
also facing l. and pointing down at the dead man with both hands,
another man (d ) (who seems to be saying: ‘Did I not warn you?
There he lies, dead! What a disaster!’). Next comes a horseman
(e) on his horse ( f ), galloping on the l. towards the main scene.

Behind him, facing l., a smaller figure (g) (a monkey, according
to Turnbull and Amyx), making the same gesture as (c). Date:
600–575 (Turnbull); MC (i.e. 595/590–570) (Amyx).

(a) — (b) ; AwJAµ (c) ; o (d ) ; 5ç V3bµ
(e) ; 6wkwro ( f ) ; roa oµ (g) ?

(a) Αιƒας (b) Αιƒας (c) Diο .[. . .] (d ) Θq . . υµες
(e) Νικιπο. ( f ) Ποδ . . . ος (g) Π [. . .]

(a) ΑFƒας, (b) ΑFƒας, (c) Diοl[5δ3ς?], (d ) Θq . . υµες, 
(e) Ν-κιπ(π)οr, ( f ) Ποδ . . . ος, (g) Π [. . .].

Epigraphy: The surface is badly worn. (a) is invis. on the phs. 
(c) Turnbull’s reading ‘Diomedes’ is possible from the remains.
(d ) Of the beginning only the theta is certain, and the third and
fourth letters in particular (read as ασ by Turnbull) seem very
dubious to me (the remains could even belong to three letters).
( f ) The fourth letter is not an alpha as read by Turnbull and
Amyx, but a lambda, nu, or pi; the fifth does not seem to have
a tail as Amyx suspects. (g) Turnbull’s interpretation is π�θ�κος.
Interpretation: Suicide of Aias (mixed) (labels).

Inscriptions (a)–(c) make perfect sense. (e) is also plausible (for
the absence of aspiration between the two elements of this
/ππος- compound see §210);146 Nikippos is a fairly common, 
non-heroic personal name (Amyx) and may be a horsey name here
(see §238).

Despite these plausible names, one cannot help suspecting some
mistakes or even nonsense inscriptions among the rest (see §§112,
403). Turnbull interprets label (d ) Θq . . υµες as Θρασυµ5(δ3)ς,
which would presuppose a mistake; she justifies Thrasymedes’
presence on this occasion by reason of his being a son of Nestor
(Amyx refers to COR 23, where Nestor is present). As regards
( f ), her reading Ποδαowος (?) is hardly possible: the third from
last letter is not a X or +, but a clear *, which should probably
be read as a digamma. Amyx thinks of Π%δαργος, yet his reading
Ποδα . . ος seems too optimistic, since the fourth letter in my
view cannot be an alpha. A name with Ποδλ-, Ποδν-, or Ποδπ-
suggests a mistake or nonsense. The closest restoration I can think
of is Π%ρνοƒος (?) for Πρ%νοος. (g) is entirely uncertain. For the
[w] in (a) and (b) ΑFƒας see §209; for its absence in (c) Diοl[5δ3ς?]
and its possible occurrence in ( f ) see §506.

  ,  .  

Aryballos from Caere, by the Boar-Hunt P. (see Amyx) (1865 or
earlier). Bibliography: Brunn (1865a), 140; Conze (1866), with dr.
pl. Q; Kretschmer (1888), 160, no. 7; Masner (1892), 5, no. 55
(bibl.); Kretschmer (1894), 27, no. 44; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),

144 Kunze (1950), 149 ff., 212, no. xxix. β.
145 The previous owner, D. M. Robinson, died on 2 Jan. 1958.

146 Amyx’s emphasis on the fact that (e) is written with kappa like COR 91
[H?]ιπ(π)ον�κ�, but unlike COR 58 Ν�$4ν, is pointless: this distribution of the
velar signs is exactly what we expect.
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no. 3138; Payne (1931), 162 no. 10, cat. no. 807; Friis Johansen
(1967), 73 n. 118, cat. p. 246, no. A. 11; Arena (1967), 77, no. 17;
Lorber (1979), 45, no. 51 (bibl.), phs. pl. 13; LIMC i, ‘Aineias’
29, with dr.; Amyx (1988), 560, no. 15 (cat. p. 163, no. A-2, bibl.).
Photographs: Lorber uncl. (worn off ). Scene: Two warriors (one
named, the other not) fighting with spears, behind their backs
their pages on horses. Date: MC (Lorber); c.590–580 (LIMC );
MC (i.e. 595/590–570) (Amyx).

; 0w6b0M
Αινεας
Α7ν
�ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unspecified fight involving Aineias
(label).

There is nothing to suggest any particular fight in the Iliad. For
the form of the name see §245.

*°  , . .   
,  . . . 

Aryballos from Greece (bought by C. T. Seltman in the Athens
market), recalling the Käppeli, Wellcome, and Akrai Painters (see
Amyx) (1949 or earlier). Bibliography: Amyx (1988), 560, no. 16
(not in cat.), dr. pl. 137. 1. Photographs: —. Vidi 30 Aug. 1990.
Scene: Two horsemen, (a) and (b), on dark horses, unnamed and
(c), galloping to r. An unbearded figure to r. (d ), holding a lyre,
is facing a bearded one (e); a huge krater or lebes is standing
between the two. Date: probably early MC (Amyx).

(a) ; kAMToP (b) vac.ero3AXw!AM
(c) Ae5o^ (d ) øoP:oµ (e) ; AMTsroTAµ

(a) Καστορ (b) Ιποµαχιδας (c) Αιθον (d ) Φορβος
(e) . αστυpοτας

(a) Κ�στ4ρ, (b) 5 Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς, (c) ΑFθ4ν, (d ) Φορβ%ς
(Φ%ρβος?), (e) Äαστυp%τ�ς.

Epigraphy: (b) starts next to the head (Amyx’s dr. is wrong); there
was never a heta. (c) The theta contains not a two-bar cross, but
a three-bar star. (d ) A reading Φο0βος is impossible; at the bot-
tom of the rho there are horizontal scratches and the beginning
of the beta, but no lower loop. (e) Στ . . èτας, Amyx. But see my
dr.: the alpha is certain, although the part above the break [br.]
(to its r. on the dr.) is repainted on plaster [pl.]. Before that, the
trace which looks like the lower end of a vertical hasta emerging
from this plaster on a fr. with the original surface proved in fact
to be paint; the restoration of a digamma is the only plausible one.
The letter after the (quite clear) upsilon at first sight looks like
a qoppa, since the black flake of some mineral and a dark oval
hole, together with perhaps some paint (repainted?), resembles a

vertical tail under a ‘circle’. However, its upper part is not as round
as all other circular letters, but clearly angular and can only be
the upper part of a pi or beta. Indeed, to the r. of the flake there
are more traces of paint, which make up a vertical hasta exactly
parallel with the others. That the letter is a pi not a beta can be
seen from the missing bottom part, which should show clearly
on the well-preserved surface beyond the fine groove (not a break:
it runs horizontally round the vase). Interpretation: Scene of return
(?), probably non-heroic (i.e. pseudo-heroic) (labels).

For the interpretation of this scene see §472.
(a) as well as (c)—which means ‘shiny’, ‘red-brown’ (see

§229)—pose no linguistic problems. For the lack of aspiration in
(b) 5 Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς see §210.

(e) is not otherwise attested. The second element -π%της, with
one exception (viz. δεσπ%της ‘lord’), means ‘drinker’ in all the
attested compound nouns and adjectives147, and the same is true
for the few personal names148 (except perhaps Μανδρο-, only
attested in imperial times: Bechtel, pp. 293, 382). We therefore
have two possible meanings: ‘city-drinker’ (a speaking name
(§239) or nickname?) or ‘lord of the city’ (a title?), and a decision
seems possible only on the grounds of the whole scene (see §472).

The label of the younger man is (d ) Φορβος. Here, too, we
may try to understand a speaking name, a nickname, or a title,
i.e. a noun rather than a name.149 Now, forms like τ%µος, φ%ρος,
λ%γος, etc. are nouns of action (and result), and so not suitable
here. Hence our noun must belong to the type ποµπ%ς ‘leader,
escort’, τροφ%ς ‘nourisher’, etc., and we need to accentuate
φορβ%ς ‘the one who feeds’. This type of agent-noun is old in
Greek.150 If we assume a title parallel to (e), we could understand
‘food officer (of the city)’; if we assume a nickname parallel to
the equivalent possibility with (e), we might understand ‘who feeds
himself ’ (see φ
ρβοµαι).

  , . . --

Aryballos from Corinth, related to the Liebighaus Group (see
Amyx) (1954). Bibliography: Roebuck–Roebuck (1955), with ph.
pl. 63, dr. pl. 64; Latte (1956); ph. EAA ii. 847 fig. 1111; Guarducci
(1959/60), 281–3, with ph. fig. 2, dr. fig. 3; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 131. 14c; Boegehold (1965), with dr. p. 259, ph. pl. 56;
Guarducci (1967), 175 f., no. 4, ph. and dr. figs. 53a–b; Arena
(1967), 83 f., no. 26; Threatte (1967); A. E. Raubitschek (1969);

147 προ-; ζα-, πολυ-, 7σχυρο-, �κρο-, χοο-, �µετρο-, Oδυ-, βραχυ-; Pδρο-, 
ο7νο-, ζωρο-, �κρατο-, γλυκυ-; αQµη/ο-, (ε)7αρο-, ψυχο-; θερµο-, ψυχρο-;
κατα-. Also simplex π%της.

148 Φιλο- (Bechtel, p. 382); �κρατο-, Πουλυ-, Χοο- (Pape–Benseler).
149 As a real name it would have to be considered a hypocoristic of the com-

pound names in -φορβος (see Bechtel, p. 456, with six examples; ΕJφορβος is
also heroic, see DOH 1 and §449), like Φ%ρβας (Iliad, a nt-stem). The gen. Φ%ρβου
in Apollod. 1. 7. 7, cited by Amyx, may be from Φ%ρβος, but could also belong
to *Φ%ρβης (from φορβ1).

150 Although, as Schwyzer (p. 459) suspects, it is probably not of PIE age.
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Lazzarini (1973/4), 362 f.; A. E. Raubitschek (1973); Gallavotti
(1976); Annibaldis–Vox (1977); ph. Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni
(1976), no. 102; Guarducci (1978b), with ph. (non vidi); Lorber
(1979), 35–7, no. 39, phs. pl. 8; Gallavotti (1980); Hansen, CEG
(1983), no. 452; Guarducci (1987), 55 f., with ph. fig. 23 and col.
ph. pl. 3; Amyx (1988), 560 f., no. 17 (cat. p. 165, no. C-2).
Photographs: Roebuck–Roebuck and Lorber cl.; EAA, Boegehold,
Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni, Guarducci (1959/60), (1967), (1987)
mostly quite cl., but partly invis. Scene: A diaulos-player to r. (a)
is playing for a single dancer facing l., who is leaping high in front
of a queue of six more dancers standing behind him in pairs. Inscr.
(b) begins in front of the leading dancer’s face, and then, in a wavy
line, passes under him, above the first pair of his companions,
under the second pair, and finally ends in front of the third 
pair. On the handle there is a woman’s face as on COR 18 (ph.
in Roebuck–Roebuck). Date: MC (Roebuck–Roebuck, Lorber);
580–575 (Arena, p. 83, referring to Roebuck–Roebuck, p. 160);
c.580 (Guarducci (1987) ); MC (i.e. 595/590–570) (Amyx).

(a) ; roqsTbProµ
(b) ; rsPJw0µrPoXoPbso3b^o…µ0sTo!bJowoqr0

(a) Πολυτερπος
(b) Πυρƒιασπροχορευοµενοσαυτοδεƒοιολπα

(a) Πολ,τερπος, 
(b) Πυρƒ��ς προχορευ%µενος· αIτ[ δ
 ƒοι 0λπ�.

Epigraphy: (a) Starts behind the head of the diaulos-player and
turns towards the large free space around the handle. (b) The 
reading is not a problem. Only the 5th letter from the end has
been read in two different ways: while most scholars take it for
an iota, Raubitschek (inspired by Boegehold) reads a mu. This
is wrong, for two reasons. (1) As Lorber (p. 36 n. 218) points
out, the real mu in this inscr. looks different (its outer strokes
are almost parallel and of different length); (2) if we wanted to
read a mu, we would have to assume that the writer turned the
vase through about 120°, which is much more than he had to,
and after having written the mu turned it back again through about
30° to continue. On the other hand, the letter is perfect both in
shape and position if we take it for an iota. Interpretation: Non-
heroic dancing scene. (a) Label. (b) Label and—at the same time—
dedication (metrical, with property formula) to a human artist:
‘(This is) Pyrwias the leading dancer, and his (is) the olpa.’

In writing the serpentine-line inscription the writer changed 
direction when going over the top curve, because the rim (now
broken off) prevented him from continuing in the same direc-
tion. As the Roebucks say, this vase must have been a special order
for a particular event, and was eventually dedicated by its owner
to Apollon, at whose temple it was found.151 For the scene and
its general implications see §479.

This inscription caused heated discussion, at the end of which
Latte’s interpretation has proved right. Considering the many—
and in part odd—suggestions which were put forward after his
article, the different views should be briefly discussed. The argu-
ments mainly concern linguistic matters, but also epigraphical 
and metrical ones.

(a) Πολ,τερπος is taken as a proper name by most scholars,152

and is of course a speaking name (see §239), carefully chosen for
a diaulos-player. It is not possible to take it as an adjective, as
some scholars have thought.153 For the morphological discrepancy
(observed by Latte) of -τερπος instead of -τερπ1ς of the under-
lying adjective many parallels have been found, notably COR 24 f
Πολυπ
νθ� with πολυπενθ1ς (Il. 9. 563 and Od. 14. 386; Arena,
p. 87), or Homeric Eτερπος and the name ΕIτ
ρπη (Hes. 
Th. 77) with �τερπ1ς (Heubeck (1980), 283).154 The equivalent
phenomenon for masculine names, which we need here, is even
better attested.155 It is an example of the ‘cautious’ type of
hypocoristic in -ος; this formation was occasionally used to avoid
a more radical shortening (i.e. Π%λυτος) that would have
destroyed the meaning of a speaking name (see §228). Also, the
fact that in some cases the resulting pair of hypocoristic and full-
blown names was—in historical times—of the same number of
syllables, for instance -κλος from -κλKς (< -κλ
ης), may have led
to this ‘moderate’ type of ‘shortening’.

(b) The name Πυρƒ��ς is well attested in the area;156 for its
[w] see §209, for its formation §230. Since inscription (b) tells us
about a leading dancer (προχορευ%µενος), and starts with the name
Πυρƒ��ς next to the face of the representation of a leading dancer,
there can be no doubt that the person represented is meant to be
Πυρƒ��ς. We are reminded of the scene at Il. 18. 604–6, in which
acrobats (κυβιστητKρε) are performing in the midst of a dance
involving young men and women, while the crowd is watching

151 Lorber assumes that Pyrrhias had the vase expressly made for dedication. But
in that case we would expect the god to be mentioned too.

152 Roebuck–Roebuck, Guarducci (1959/60), Arena, Raubitschek (1969) and
(1973), Guarducci (1978b), Lorber.

153 (1) We know of no adjective †πολ,τερπος, only πολυτερπ1ς. (2) The form
cannot refer to 0λπα (as Gallavotti (1976) suggests), nor be an adverb in -[ς
specifying προχορευ%µενος (as held by Annibaldis–Vox), since for epigraphical
reasons it must be an inscr. independent of the hexameter line and used as a 
label for the diaulos-player. For the same reason it cannot be the subject of the
second part of (b) (as Gallavotti (1976) and—differently—(1980) wants; see below,
n. 161), which also would force us to accept a mistake 0λπα(ν), an unjustifiable
lack of a verb (Dδ4κε vel sim.), and an odd addition to the perfect hexameter.

154 Neumann (1980: 299) added some more examples of -� formations on -ης
adjectives, a rare type according to him: Τιµ�νθα (Bechtel, p. 56), Ο7ν�νθη
(Bechtel, p. 596 = Bechtel (1902), 103; Amyx, no. Gr 8 = Lorber, no. 33,
Fοιν�νθα), Θιοκ,δα (Bechtel, p. 474), Καλλισθ
να (ibid. 400), Θειβαγ
να (ibid.
474).

155 We may compare e.g. Βρ,-, �ρ
σ-, and Φ�λ-ανθος etc. with the more 
frequent names in -�νθης (Bechtel, pp. 55 f.), ΕJƒετος with ΕI
της, Καλλι
της
etc. (p. 168), Π�ντ-ευχος with 5Επε,χης, ∆ιε,χους (gen.) etc. (p. 182),
ΕJθαρσος with Λεωθ�ρσης etc. (p. 198), Πυρ�λαµπος with Πυριλ�µπης (p. 274),
Σ)µενος with Σωµ
νης etc. (pp. 311 f.), ΕJπειθος with ΕIπε�θης etc. (pp. 366
f.), Π�γχαρος etc. with Παγχ�ρης etc. (p. 465). It is understandable if this also
worked in the opposite direction in, e.g., Καλλιν�κης (Sparta) or Κλην�κεος (gen.)
etc. alongside normal -νικος (pp. 334 f.); see also Bechtel, pp. 388 (top) and 451
(top).

156 See also COR 29; at Sikyon LSAG 143. 8 (= GD 96; c.500?); at Mykenai
LSAG 174. 2 = GD 80 = DGE 97 (c.500–480?; also in Bechtel, p. 392).
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and listening τερπ%µενοι—just as those attending Πολ,τερπος5
music and the dance by Πυρƒ��ς and his group will have been.
Latte’s interpretation can be summed up by the following trans-
lation of the hexameter line: ‘(This is) Pyrwias the leading
dancer, and his (is) the olpa’.

Some of the objections made to this interpretation are just
wrong; they will be discussed in the notes.157 What is certain is
that (b) is a hexameter.158 The lengthening of the syllable before
the hephthemimeres is frequent (Chantraine (1942), 104 f.).159

In the name Πυρƒ��ς the [i], which is normally short, must be
lengthened for metrical reasons; this is frequent with proper names
in inscriptions (see §222) and is further proof for the suggestion
that Pyrwias was a real person, not just an imaginary character
(as Polyterpos may be). The verb of which προχορευ%µενος is
the participle was hitherto attested only in the active tense 
(Eur. Phoen. 791, mentioned by Latte).160 I do not think we have
to assume a deponent verb; for the middle may just have its 
normal meaning: ‘dancing in his own interest’, namely to win the
prize, an 0λπ� (full of perfumed oil, of course).

The principal interpretations of the second part of the line161

are the following (they all agree in reading the fifth letter from
the end as an iota). (1) The Roebucks take it as a votive inscrip-
tion and read αIτ[(ι) δ
 ƒοι 0λπα. (2) Latte162 stresses the fact
that ƒοι (citing Schwyzer–Debrunner, p. 189), as well as αIτ[,
can be genitive and reads αIτ[ δ
 ƒοι 0λπα, taking the line as an

owner’s inscription. That a genitive in -ο should cause problems,
as claimed by Boegehold and Threatte, is not true. The single
letter omicron is a possible spelling for the secondary [d] in Corinth
(see §220), as has been correctly stated by Arena (followed by
Guarducci (1978b) and Lorber), which is all we need to know in
order to accept our form as a genitive.163 For the dative makes
no sense, even if we supply ‘sc. -στ�ν’; what we need is not, ‘he
has an olpa’, but, ‘the olpa is his’.

Since it is not too difficult to imagine even more wrong read-
ings and interpretations that may be suggested in the future,164

it is worth while supporting Latte’s solution as strongly as pos-
sible. And as we are dealing with a hexameter, we should of course
primarily examine epic language for parallels.

First, we have to look for other examples of a non-reflexive165

use of the enclitic personal pronoun + emphasizing αIτ%ς. There
are a few (Schwyzer–Debrunner, p. 191), for instance Il. 15. 226
UµVν -µοW πολX κ
ρδιον Uδ
 οQ αIτ=ι | Dπλετο.166 As for the 
position of αIτ[ before ƒοι, Latte cites Bechtel (1924: 165) with
examples from Herodotus. Indeed, both positions are equally 
possible; see also Il. 11. 117 αIτYν γ�ρ µιν. There are also reflexive
examples, even with the same order as in our text (Schwyzer–
Debrunner, p. 195): Epich. fr. 71. 3 CGF αIτ=ι τ
 οQ; Od. 17.
595 αIτZν µ
ν σε; 4. 244 αIτ%ν µιν . . . δαµ�σσας; Hdt. 2. 100.
4 αIτ1ν µιν . . . [>ψαι.

Secondly, we need parallels for ƒοι used as a genitive. There
are none preserved in epic,167 but there are a few in Herodotus,168

namely 1. 82. 8 τ=ν οQ συλλοχιτ
ων διεφθαρµ
νων; 3. 15. 3
�π
λαβε τ1ν οQ \ πατYρ ε]χε �ρχ1ν; 3. 153. 1 τ=ν οQ σιτοφ%ρων
Oµι%νων µ�α Dτεκε. Since this usage is an archaic feature,169 we
can easily accept it for our inscription. But we must stress that
it is not a Homeric feature, though it occurs in a clearly epic-type
line; possibly at the time of our vase neither a bisyllabic genitive
form ^ο of the enclitic pronoun was in use in Corinthian, nor a
monosyllabic form like Homeric εP (diphthong) or contracted Attic
οP (spurious diphthong), but only ƒοι for genitive and dative.

157 Raubitschek’s (1973) αIτ[ δ5 _ƒο µολπ� (duly doubted by Lorber, p. 36 
n. 218) is based on a wrong reading (see above). As for _ƒο, his Boiotian parallel
(LSAG 92, 94. 9) is a possessive pronoun, which does not make sense here. It is
unlikely that there ever was a gen. *sewI of the 3rd person sg. personal pronoun.
Homeric _ο (whence ε`, Attic ο`) never had a digamma; it is formed secondarily
(see Schwyzer, pp. 604/5) after interrogative τ
ο (< *kweso).

158 Annibaldis–Vox take the whole as 5 + 21/2 anapaests (πολυτ
ρπ4ς Πυρƒ�ας
προχορευ%µενος. αIτ[ δ
 ƒοι 0λπα), which is wrong. The first word (11/2 ana-
paests) for epigraphical reasons does not belong with the rest, and their odd metre
surely cannot be expected, whereas a hexameter can.

159 Some of the cases ‘with no claim to length at all’ in West (1982), 38, are
to be explained like that too.

160 Stoessl (1987: 105) gives a wrong text (προχορε%µενος, δ
ƒοι) and—
consequently?—misses its metrical structure.

161 The following three suggestions are wrong. (1) Boegehold’s reading αIτ=
(dat.) ∆εƒο> <µ>ολπ�. It was already criticized by Threatte, who, however, missed
the decisive points. (i) The reading lacks a letter. (ii) The deity ∆η) should be
called *∆�)ι in early Corinth (it is a hypocoristic form of ∆ηµ1τηρ, see both
Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.; for the formation see §236). (iii) Her name never had
a [w], neither in the suffix (which is -4ι-), nor in the first element of the com-
pound name (otherwise we should have Attic †∆ηυµ1τηρ or †∆ευµ1τηρ); the old
etymology †∆εƒα-µατηρ (which should have given Attic †∆εαµ1τηρ, see sim-
ilarly uncontracted βασιλ
α) has long been proven wrong by Cyprian ta-ma-ti-ri
(ICS 182). (iv) His reconstruction destroys the metre. (v) It does not produce
good sense. (2) Gallavotti’s interpretations (1976: . . . 0λπα πολ,τερπος ‘la boc-
cetta divertentissima’; 1980: . . . αIτ[(ι) δ
 ƒοι 0λπα(ν) Πολ,τερπος sc. Dδ4κε).
These are impossible for many reasons (see n. 153), e.g. because of the arrange-
ment of the inscr. on the vase; this is easy to see if one produces a hypothetical
drawing of how the painter would have written the inscr. had he wanted
Π/πολ,τερπος to form the end of (b). (3) Annibaldis–Vox’s interpretation
πολυτ
ρπ4ς Πυρƒ�ας προχορευ%µενος· αIτ[ δ
 ƒοι 0λπα. There is no doubt
that Πολ,τερπος refers to the diaulos-player and is an inscr. on its own, viz. his
label (see above, also for their wrong metrical analysis).

162 Followed by Guarducci (1959/60), Arena, Gallavotti (1976), Guarducci
(1978b), Lorber, Heubeck (1980: 283), Hansen, Amyx, and myself.

163 Gallavotti (1980), obviously giving up his earlier theory (1976), brings the
dat. back into the discussion, showing that in Corinth an iota ‘adscriptum’ could
be lost early. This may be true, although of his examples (see pp. 276–82; Arena,
p. 84) only the pinakes COP 7 and 9 are relevant, and there the iota is lost in the
proclitic position of the article (see §226). But since his main purpose, namely
establishing an interpretation αIτ[(ι) δ
 ƒοι 0λπα(ν) Πολ,τερπος sc. Dδ4κε, is
erroneous not only for epigraphical, but also for syntactical and metrical reasons
(see nn. 153 and 161), the argument is pointless anyway.

164 e.g.—both with etymologically unjustified digamma (see §506)—αIτ[
δ
ƒοι 0λπα ‘the olpa (or Olpa) may miss him’; or αIτ[ δ5 Dƒοι 0λπα ‘his be the
olpa’ (with thematic optative as in Il. 9. 142, 11. 838, 14. 333; Od. 17. 421, 19.
77; Dοις Il. 9. 284; ε7 µ
ν τι -ν
οι σφ�λµα φ
ρον at Hdt. 7. 6. 4).

165 The sentence cannot mean ‘(this is) Pyrwias the leading dancer, and (he
gained) the olpa for himself ’, because in this case we would expect the acc. 0λπαν.

166 The composer of our inscr. therefore could also have written: 0λπα δ
 ƒοι
αIτ[.

167 The instances Il. 6. 289 Dνθ5 Dσαν οQ π
πλοι, 18. 460 a γbρ cν οQ, 20. 183
ε7σWν γ�ρ οQ πα>δες all mean ‘have’ (viz. ε]ναι + dat.), not ‘belong to’ (viz. ε]ναι
+ gen.).

168 Cited by Latte from Schwyzer–Debrunner, p. 189.
169 Greek µοι, τοι (σοι), οQ = Indo-Iranian *mai, tai, sai, also used for both gen.

and dat.; see Schwyzer–Debrunner, pp. 148, 189 f.
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Thirdly, we have to ask whether the prosodic value of our
enclitic ƒοι is normal at this place in the line. It is, as many
Homeric examples show.170 Therefore the possible objection
that our form ought perhaps to be written ƒÉοι171 (< *swoi) and
lengthen the preceding vowel,172 need not worry us.173

Finally we have to ask whether 0λπ� can mean the actual 
vase, a spherical aryballos. This has long been confirmed by 
the Roebucks (p. 162), who have shown that 0λπα or -ις seems 
to have been the normal Doric expression for a small oil-flask 
used for gymnastics: Ath. 11. 495c τYν δV 0λπην Κλε�ταρχος (4th
cent.) Κορινθ�ους µ
ν φησι καW Βυζαντ�ους καW Κυπρ�ους τYν
λ1κυθον �ποδιδ%ναι, ΘεσσαλοXς δV τYν πρ%χοον.174 This is also
plausible from its etymology (see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.
Dλπος), as was pointed out by Gallavotti (1976: 221). A λ1κυθος
was a flask for perfumed oil (Od. 6. 79; Ar. Plut. 810 f., where
the content is µ,ρον). From the attestation for Corinth and
Byzantion (the one for Cyprus is more difficult to connect) we
may conclude that this use is an old feature of Corinthian-
Megarian dialect (Byzantion was founded by Megarians in the
mid-seventh century). Now, it is well known that the shape of
the oil-flask was different at Corinth and Athens in the early 
sixth century. While it is true that there are occasional examples
of spherical flasks in Athens,175 and of elongated ones in Corinth,176

there is no doubt that the spherical shape is based at Corinth 
and the elongated one in Athens, and that the rare exceptions 
are due to mutual influence.177 Our word 0λπα is therefore 
written on the local Corinthian shape of oil-flask, i.e. in local
Corinthian dialect it meant ‘spherical flask for perfumed oil’. 
I wonder whether any Corinthian would ever have thought (as

Amyx does)178 of a different vessel when reading this line on our
vase. Therefore our aryballos is the 0λπ�, the prize Pyrwias 
won for his dancing.179

°  ,  . . ‒. 

Aryballos from Corinth (c.1852, Rhousopoulos). Bibliography:
Gerhard (1856); Rhousopoulos (1862), with bibl. and dr. pl. 
A; Kretschmer (1888), 185, no. 5; not in BM Cat. B (1893);
Kretschmer (1894), 18, no. 8; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3121;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 348; Perrot–Chipiez (1911), 619,
drs. figs. 332 f.; mentioned by Ducati (1922), 114; Schwyzer, DGE
(1923), no. 121. 2; Payne (1931), 162 no. 5, cat. no. 480, new dr.
fig. 70; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 125, 131. 9, ph. pl. 19; Arena (1967),
72 f., no. 8, ph. pl. 1. 3; Guarducci (1974), 462 f.; Lorber 
(1979), 28–30, no. 28, ph. pl. 8; ph. B. F. Cook (1987), 58; 
Amyx (1988), 561, no. 18 (not in cat.). Photographs: Jeffery, 
Arena, Lorber, Cook quite cl. Vidi 13 Aug. 1990. Scene: On the
handle there is the head of a woman (a); below, on the body 
of the vase, a list of men’s names, (b)–( j ). Date: c.625 ( Jeffery);
EC (Lorber);180 the number in Amyx suggests that he even con-
siders it MC (i.e. 595/590–570), which seems most reasonable
(see COR 17).

(a) Aw^bTAb3w (b) 3b^bAµ (c) 4bPo7
(d ) 3VP3w!AM (e) bV!whoµ ( f ) qVµA^!Pw!Aµ
(g) +APwkqw!Aµ (h) !bˆwqoM (i) ˆE^Jo6 ( j ) øPVˆ

(a) Αινεταεµι (b) Μενεας (c) Θερον (d ) Μυρµιδας
(e) Ευδι$ος ( f ) Λυσανδριδας (g) Χαρικλιδας
(h) ∆εξιλος (i) Ξενƒον ( j) Φρυξ

(a) Α7ν5τ� ©µ�. (b) Μεν(ν?)
�ς, (c) Θ5ρ4ν, (d ) Μυρµ�δ�ς, 
(e) ΕJδι$ος, ( f ) Λeσανδρ�δ�ς, (g) Χαρικλ�δ�ς, 
(h) ∆
ξιλ(λ?)ος, (i) Ξ
νƒ4ν, ( j) Φρ,ξ.

170 See e.g. Il. 3. 348 �νεγν�µφθη δ
 οQ α7χµ1 (= 7. 259, 17. 44; sim-
ilarly 13. 562); 5. 295 παρ
τρεσσαν δ
 οQ /πποι (similar 8. 122, 314, 15. 452, 20.
489); 15. 464 παρεπλ�γχθη δ
 οQ Eλλη; 16. 348 -ν
πλησθεν δ
 οQ Eµφω; 17. 230
εFξηι δ
 οQ ΑFας; see also Il. 15. 226 cited above. Other similar cases without
preceding δ
: Il. 5. 4, 14. 403, 19. 169, 23. 337.

171 As COR 19 f ÅÉαδ
σιος and COR 76f ÅÉεκ�β[α] (but see COR 70b Åεκ�βα,
not much, if at all, later).

172 The cases for *ƒƒ-, e.g. �πZ _ο, cited by Lejeune, §128, are probably all
due to metrical necessity.

173 Considering the different metrical values of οQ, Schwyzer (p. 607 with 
n. 6) asserts that the anaphoric form may be a form without [w], corres-
ponding directly to Avestan hB, Prakrit se, Old Persian *ai. Yet this seems not
very likely to me. First, this and other epigraphical examples clearly have a digamma
(see also LSAG 168. 9 ƒοι, probably enclitic, from Argos; IG vii. 2407. 7 ƒοι,
enclitic, from 4th-cent. Boiotia; LSAG 104. 20 = DGE 323D. 14 ƒοι, enclitic,
Delphi, c.400), and the same is true of Sappho fr. 165 L–P. Secondly, digamma
could be disregarded by Homer in the postconsonantal position (see Chantraine
(1942), 118), therefore examples like Il. 23. 865 µ
γηρε γ�ρ οQ, 24. 53
νεµεσσηθ
ωµ
ν οQ Oµε>ς could still reflect ƒοι, and indeed Il. 20. 183 ε7σWν γ�ρ
οQ πα>δες, 21. 516 µ
µβλετο γ�ρ οQ τε>χος etc. must reflect it.

174 See also Theocr. 2. 156 παρ5 -µWν -τ�θει τbν ∆ωρ�δα πολλ�κις 0λπαν,
where—in an erotic context—this meaning is also most plausible.

175 They are dated to the early 6th cent.; see e.g. Boardman (1974), 189 f.
176 LC; see Amyx, pp. 499 f. with bibl.
177 There are only two ‘Attic’ lekythoi among our inscribed Corinthian vases.

(1) COR 112 (‘Spätphase des Tydeusmalers’, Lorber, p. 69); this artist also painted
a modern shape of krater, e.g. COR 115 and 116, and perhaps shows an Attic
reminiscence in COR 114b. (2) COR 86 (Dionysios P.); the square frame of the
picture on this vase is in reserved technique, which is Attic, and the arrangement
of the inscrs. looks Attic too (see Lorber, pp. 90 n. 570, 74 n. 469).

178 Saying: ‘it could, in Doric usage, designate an aryballos, in this instance
the vase upon which it is written; but if a different shape is meant, then this ary-
ballos is a thank-offering for having won a prize consisting of a different sort of
vase.’ We do not hear that 0λπ� designated any other shape of vase at Corinth
(as it did in Thessaly), and in view of the popularity of the globular shape at Corinth
this seems unlikely.

179 It is irrelevant to this question that there were more expressions for 
oil-flasks in Doric. One is �ρυβαλ�δα. λ1κυθον, ∆ωριε>ς (Hsch.). The definition
of an aryballos by Ath. 11. 783 f as ‘a vessel fairly wide below, but narrow above,
like the purses which can be pulled close’ (�ρ,βαλλος ποτ1ριον κ�τωθεν
εIρ,τερον, Eνω δV συνηγµ
νον, fς τb συσπαστb βαλ�ντια) suggests that this
expression mainly described the shape of the vase. The second is λ1κυθος, 
not attested before the 4th cent. (Epidauros; IG iv2/1. 123. 130), but we have no
reason to assume that it was not used in Doric from archaic times onwards. Its
etymology is unknown, see both Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. (in view of its ‘suffix’
-υθος it may be of non-Greek epichoric origin). We have no reason to assume a
pseudo-Doric long [a]. This noun too need not have been an exact synonym of
0λπ� (it may have been of a different stylistic level, expressed a particular func-
tion, or whatever).

180 See also Lorber (pp. 28 f. with nn. 165 f.), who says that the letter-forms
are late EC, not transitional or even earlier (i.e. Protocorinthian), as was suggested
by Payne (and Jeffery).
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Epigraphy: (a) Rhousopoulos saw B3w, which was accepted by
Kretschmer (p. 36 n. 3). Payne read G3w. Autopsy showed a clear
upper loop of the first of these letters (see the two drs., both made
independently from the original). This confirms the reading of
the first editor, who was not aware of the fact that for linguistic
reasons we might expect an G. (i) For the first letter, which does
not show very clearly on the phs., see dr. Interpretation: Probably
a love-gift. (a) Label of the woman represented. (b)–( j) List of
men’s names.

The two different forms of nu are noteworthy. In (b)–( j ),
stichic writing is applied, one name per line, always from left to
right, often sloping downwards because of lack of space; it is 
therefore a ‘list’, although not very orderly arranged. The ten
names, no doubt designating contemporary individuals, give a 
good insight into Corinthian prosopography and name formation
at the time.

(a) Α7ν5τ� ©µ� (for the spelling of the verb with a normal 
epsilon see §219) starts at the mouth of a woman’s portrait, as if
to represent her own speech (Guarducci (1978b: 400) points to
the parallel COP 5a). Therefore it is probably not the vase that
is speaking, as was assumed earlier;181 and indeed, at first sight one
certainly understands the label as a nominative singular feminine,
‘I am Aineta’, not as a genitive singular masculine, ‘I am Ainetas’s
(sc. wife, lover, etc.)’. It is then likely that Aineta, whose name
means ‘the praised one’, is a hetaira (see §308); hetairai often have
speaking names (see §239).

(b)–( j) The most plausible interpretation of this list of men’s
names is that these are the woman’s admirers (Lorber, Amyx).
(There were almost too many of them to get their names on the
vase!) The fact that Men(n)eas’ name, the first in the list, is 
written in bigger and bolder letters than the rest (Rhousopoulos),
may be due to his primary importance in the affair.

There is only one compound name proper, (e) ΕJδι$ος (Bechtel,
p. 136). Another name, ( f ) Λeσανδρ�δ�ς, is a derivative from 
a compound name (Bechtel, p. 50). For the -�δας suffix, very 
common at Corinth (see §239), see also (d ) Μυρµ�δ�ς (from
µυρµ%ς ‘ant’, Bechtel, p. 584) and (g) Χαρικλ�δ�ς. The latter was
explained by Kretschmer as derived from Χ�ρικλος, hypocor-
istic of ΧαρικλKς (Bechtel, p. 248; see §228); we may compare
the mythical, also hypocoristic, name Χαρικλ8ι (COR 46Ba). This
is easier than Lejeune’s suggestion (1945: 110) that our derivative
be interpreted as Χαρικλε�δης, since there is no evidence that a
group [bi] of [-klbidas] (from *-κλε(ƒ)ε(σ)-ιδ�ς) could already have
been reduced to [c], as may have been the case with the original
diphthong [ei] in view of COR 49 Φ�δ��ς (which is, however,
slightly later) (see §219).

(h) ∆
ξιλος (from ∆εξ�λ�ος, -λοχος, etc.) probably belongs to
the common type of hypocoristic (see §228), although it could also
be ‘expressive’ ∆
ξιλ(λ)ος (Bechtel, p. 119).

Two names, (c) Θ5ρ4ν (Bechtel, p. 558, who supposes a
derivative from the name of the island Θ1ρα) and (i) Ξ
νƒ4ν
(Bechtel, p. 342), are formed with a very old suffix for hypocor-
istic names (see §229). For the [w] in (i) see §209.

(b) Μεν
�ς (or, again, ‘expressive’ Μεν(ν)
�ς: Bechtel, p. 312) 
seems to be derived, with the suffix -ι�-, from the s-stem 
µενεσ-.182 The resulting [-eias] would then have been reduced 
to [-eas] (see §221). Alternatively we may consider the suffix -ε�-
(see ad ITH 2); it seems plausible that in a combination of the
preceding s-stem *[-eh-] and this suffix, the first or second short
[g] of the resulting [eeas] would get lost (see §221). For the name
of Aineias, whose middle syllable is always long in literature (see
§245), the first formation seems more likely.)

The last name of the list is a simple ethnic, ( j) Φρ,ξ (see §241).

°  ,   

Skyphos from Attica (Kouvara), by the Samos P. (see Amyx) (1944
or earlier). Bibliography: Amandry (1944), with dr. and ph. pl.
3/4, and more phs. figs. 1–9, 15–17; Brommer (1953), 65, no. 6;
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 126, 131. 14b, ph. pl. 19; ph. Schefold
(1964) and (1966), [pl.] 54c; Flacelière-Devambez (1966), 81 f.,
ph. pl. 5; Arena (1967), 80 f., no. 23, phs. pls. 5–7; Hampe (1975),
97; Lorber (1979), 34 f., no. 37, phs. pl. 9; Amandry–Amyx 
(1982), 102, no. 13; Amyx (1988), 561, no. 19 (cat. pp. 190 f., 
no. A-4, bibl.), ph. pl. 73. 2; LIMC v, ‘Iolaos’ 26*, ph. pl. 461
(not under ‘Herakles’ 1990 ff.?). Photographs: Jeffery only (e)–
(g), quite cl.; Flacelière-Devambez and LIMC only (c) and (d ),
rather uncl.; Schefold only (d) and (e), cl.; Arena cl.; Lorber mostly
cl.; Amyx only (e)–(g) (cl.) and (d ), (h) (uncl.). Vidi 7 Aug. 1990.
Scene: On one side a chariot to l. (a), waiting (the label 
starts under the bellies of the horses), Athena (b) with a jug,
Herakles (c) fighting the Hydra from the l., while his com-
panion (d ) is helping from the r. On the other side six padded
dancers, (e)–(i), one standing next to a dinos plunging his hand
into it, and five dancing. The question as to which name 
designates which figure in the dancing scene has never been 
seriously addressed, as far as I know. The men, one (1) standing
next to the dinos under the handle, the rest (2–6) dancing, 
are all dressed in the same way, but unlike the mythical figures.
Only five names are available for the whole group of six men.
Beginning at the r., the first dancer (6) is clearly (i), the second
(5) (h). If we then jump to the l. and try to figure out whose name
(e) is, at first sight it must be attributed to the man who is not
dancing, but is turned towards the krater (1). We then realize 
that the second dancer from the l. (3) actually seems to bear two

181 This was still upheld by Gallavotti (1976), 222, who—wrongly—denied that
the head depicted is a woman’s head. The rest of his hypothesis (i.e. of a (male)
dancer Ainetas, a musician Menneas, and six dancers (c)–(h) ), inspired by the
stylistically similar vase COR 17, remains in the air. Also, (i) and ( j) are super-
numerary—even if he tries to reduce them to one person: ‘Xenon the Phrygian’
(notwithstanding the other instance of (a?) Phryx in Corinth, viz. COR 102j; 
see §241).

182 See the compound names in -µ
νης (Bechtel, pp. 309 ff.). Similarly
Κρατ
ας (p. 260), Κυδ
ας (p. 270), Τελ
ας (p. 422).
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names, ( f ) and (g), at least one of which cannot be his but must
belong to either (2) or (4). From the arrangement of the inscrs.
the most probable solution is that (2) is ( f ) (the name actually
starts to his r. and ends to his l.), (3) is (g), and (4) lacks a name.
Date: mid-1st q. 6th cent. (Amandry, p. 32); c.580 (Schefold);
MC (Lorber); Corinthien Moyen avancé, c.580–570 (Amandry-
Amyx; LIMC ).

(a) ; 9bP0 kqbo µ (b) ; 0 (c) ; 9bP0 kqbµ
(d ) Jwoq)µ (e) qoP!woµ ( f ) ; J90!bµwoµ
(g) r)wX^woµ (h) ; ho3woµ (i) oˆwoµ

(a) Ηερακλεος (b) [. . .]α (c) Ηερακλες (d ) Åιολας
(e) Λορδιος ( f ) ÅÉαδεσιος (g) Παιχνιος (h) œοµιος
(i) [.]οξιος

(a) Η3ρακλ
ος, (b) [�θ1ν]�, (c) Η3ρακλ0ς, (d ) Åι%λ�ς. 
(e) Λ%ρδιος, ( f ) ÅÉαδ5σιος, (g) Πα�χνιος, (h) œ8µιος, 
(i ) [.]%ξιος.

Epigraphy: (b) Of the nu nothing is now preserved. (c) The 
first two letters are faint but cl. (i) In the dr. I indicate what
Amandry took for the lambda (writing K%ξιος). This is almost
certainly not part of a letter; in fact I could not see any certain
traces of a letter on the badly worn pointed end of the fr. in 
question. No more than one letter can be missing between the
omicron and the horizontal line which runs round the vase
beneath the rim. Interpretation: Herakles and the Hydra (labels).
Padded men dancing (labels).

The two scenes on this vase are not of equal width. This explains
label (a), which is very unusual, since horses are not normally
named after their owner. Arena’s suggestion that they are named
Η3ρακλ
ος, i.e. ‘of Herakles’, because they are impinging upon
the dancing scene, is therefore plausible.183 See §221 for the 
genitive form, §247 for (b), §506 for (c) and (d ), and §411 for the
iconography and the literary background of this first scene.

The second scene is a lively representation of padded dancers
with speaking names (see §239).

Name (e) contains the root of the verb λορδ%ω ‘bend oneself
supinely, so as to throw the head back’ (LSJ). Arena cites Plato
comic. fr. 174. 17 Kock, where drunken women brought offerings
to a—possibly ithyphallic—deity, dative Λ%ρδωνι.184 But since
there are no women in our scene, and especially since Λ%ρδιος
is most likely the name of the dancer who stands next to the dinos

to the left (in which there must be wine), I prefer to connect it
with the drinking aspect of the god Λ%ρδων, whose name is prob-
ably just the participle of λορδ%ω, i.e. ‘he who drinks by throw-
ing his head back’. This meaning of our name fits the painting
much better than an obscene one,185 since the dancer in question
is having a break and is shown reaching into the dinos. (It seems
more likely to me that he is dipping his cup into the vessel to get
himself a drink,186 than that he is stirring the contents.) His name
could then be classed as a speaking name, connected with what
he is going to do in just a moment. This view is the more likely,
since the following names are speaking names too (see also §239).

( f ) Arena (p. 81) was the first to give the correct reading
ÅÉαδ5σιος,187 referring to �δησ�δες (priestesses of an unknown
kind at Argos, Hsch.) and Boiotian Åαδ)σιος.188 It was Neumann
(1980: 298) who adduced the closest parallel, namely IG v/1. 1295.
3 Βαδη/ας,189 and compared similar hypocoristics like Α7ν1σιος,
∆)σιος, Χαρ1σιος, 5Εγ
ρτιος, etc., which are thematized first 
elements of τερψ�µβροτος-compounds (for which see Risch, 
pp. 191–3, §41a). The stem that is used in our case is that of the
future of �νδ�νω, viz. *δησ-, so the [a] will be short and the 
[e] long (the latter is also suggested by the Lakonian name
Βαδη/ας).190 Amyx is certainly right to say that the meaning 
of this name is probably active, ‘pleasure-giving’. For the post-
consonantal [h] in this name see §211. ‘Sweetness’ is frequently
connected with dance and music: see Od. 12. 187 Oµ
ων (the
Sirens’) µελ�γηρυν �πZ στοµ�των 0π5 �κο?σαι, Od. 8. 64 δ�δου
δ’ Oδε>αν �οιδ1ν; and there are, for example, the compounds
Oδυβ%ης, Oδυµελ1ς, Oδ,φθογγος, Oδ,φωνος. The name is there-
fore a speaking name.

(g) Arena (p. 81), in view of our Corinthian name Πα�χνιος,
seems to reject the statement in LSJ that πα�χνιον191 is Ionic. Or
does he (also) dispute that it is the equivalent of the common noun
πα�γνιον?192 This would be unjustified, for Arena’s explanation
of our Πα�χνιος from “*παιχµα da *παιγ-σµα . . . con succes-
siva evoluzione di χµ a χν” is implausible, since adjectives in 
-ιος are not built on an [m]-form of the neuter suffix *-mn(t)-
(with its [m] mysteriously changed into [n] ).193 Buck (§66) seems
to think that these changes between χ and γ reflect a phonolo-
gical phenomenon, scattered over a wide area (the forms with 
aspirate are somewhat more frequent in East Ionia, but they also
occur elsewhere). Schwyzer (pp. 523 f.), on the other hand,
explains the cases of neuter nouns in -γµα/-χµα, for example

183 Yet I do not believe that the artist was ‘preso dallo scrupolo di non essersi
mantenuto nello spazio definito dalle anse nella distribuzione dei due quadri’. On
the contrary, it was fully on purpose that he arranged the whole picture like that.
Not only did he place the horses’ backs, above which (between their heads and
the charioteer) there would have been a plain space, precisely under one handle
of the cup. But he also achieved a very suggestive distribution of the two quiet
and the two agitated scenes: the dancer pausing at the dinos and the chariot 
waiting for the end of the fight are off-side next to the handles, while either the
lively dance or the fight—with Herakles and the Hydra right in the centre—are
in front of the drinker’s eyes.

184 This is in fact a restoration from δ%ρδωνι, Ath. cod. A.

185 The latter is the view accepted by Amyx.
186 Stoessl (1987), 103.
187 Breitholtz (1960: 133) reads Åλαδ
νιος, Stoessl (1987: 103) ÅÉαδενιος; both

readings are wrong and mean nothing.
188 BCH 21 (1897), 553 ff. (line 18) (unless this is connected with �δο,σιος).
189 See Bechtel, p. 21 (from ƒαδ3σι-), and id. (1923), 299, 321.
190 Stoessl’s observation (1987: 103 f.) that the whole series of names forms

(part of?) a cretic line (which is a priori unlikely) is therefore inaccurate.
191 Callim. fr. 202. 28, 33 Pfeiffer, compared by Amandry.
192 Arena’s words are: ‘πα�χνιον di Callimaco, . . . , che a torto, credo, viene

considerato come il corrispondente ionico di πα�γνιον, cfr. Liddell–Scott.’
193 Also, I see no reason to assume that such a noun *πα>χµα (which may well

have existed alongside πα>γµα) should have been ‘limitata all’area dorica’.
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πρ�γµα and πρKχµα (the latter LSAG 344. 48 = GD 4C. 5 = DGE
688C. 5, c.475–450?), with different suffixes containing *-mn(t)-
and *-smn(t)-, respectively. This may be correct in principle,
although variants from dialects as close together as φ�ρχµατα at
Epidauros (DGE 108g. 1. 253 = IG iv. 1484. 253, 4th cent.) and
φ�ργµα at Argos (DGE 89. 8 = GD 87. 8, 3rd cent.) may hardly
be traced back to the times of their formation, but will be 
different generalizations by analogy with other nouns, in which
the difference is old. Schwyzer’s kind of explanation is very appro-
priate to our name. For it may be best explained194 as a derivat-
ive in -ιο- from an adjective *παιχνος, which would be another
case formed with the (complex) suffix *-sno-, such as λ,χνος.195

Some remarks on the etymology of the words in question. The
group [gn] of πα�γνιον and its cognates is normally explained 
by dissimilation of a [dn] group (Schwyzer, p. 208), which may
have been encouraged by the etymological ambiguity of -ζ- in
πα�ζω (-ζ- can be from *[dj] or *[gj]; Lejeune, §67 n. 4). The
noun πα>γµα and its derivatives are explained accordingly (i.e.
< *paidm-; Lejeune, §66 n. 5), since all these words are thought
to be connected with παιδ- ‘child’.

Yet there are indications that the velar stem παιγ- may have
had an origin of its own. (1) Its most characteristic representat-
ives, viz. πα>γµα and its derivatives, are consistently used in 
musical contexts in early times.196 (2) The presence of the velar
in the verbal paradigm of πα�ζω in Attic and later in the Koine
is much stronger than expected,197 whereas with other verbs in 
-�ζω or -�ζω such forms are not at all typical of Attic.198 (3)
Although it is normally assumed that this verb in Homer already
means ‘play like a child’ (Odyssey; it does not occur in the Iliad ),
this is not true: there is always the clear context of music and
dance, never of children’s play;199 nor is it the case that a ball-game
is an integral part.200 (4) There is good evidence for a semantic

development from ‘entertain oneself ’ to ‘play as a child does’ 
(e.g. French jouer < Latin gaudium, German spielen < OHG spilDn
‘dance’), but not so much for the opposite. Should we really believe
that from an exclusive starting-point παιδ- ‘child’, a shift of mean-
ing from ‘behave childishly’ to ‘dance and play music’ (not after
all an activity specifically associated with childhood), and at the
same time an introduction of a velar into the paradigms and derivat-
ives of the stem, led to the situation as attested? (5) We should
also remember that the stem of πα>ς was originally bisyllabic (π�ƒις,
see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. πα>ς). This can be well observed
in the epic nom. π�ϊς, although it is often used in a formulaic way201

and the monosyllabic form occurs also.202 In the verb, however, no
sign of the hiatus, i.e. †παhζω, is attested; see the end of the hexa-
meter line on the Dipylon jug from Athens (2nd h. 8th cent.),203

�ταλ8τατα πα�ζει, used of an iρχηστ1ς ‘dancer’. (6) Finally the
dissimilation [dn] > [gn]204 occurs rarely and unpredictably and
seems to be a phenomenon of popular language. It is hard to 
imagine such a lasting success in a case where it would have 
led from a form with clear etymology to a wholly isolated one.

It seems therefore possible, if not likely, that we must start from
a stem παιγ- ‘play music, dance’, and that παιδ- ‘child’ was only
secondarily connected with it. This could have occurred the more
easily as πα�ζειν could be interpreted as a derivative in *-jD from
παιδ- as well as from παιγ-, as mentioned above.

There is only one possible sign of this confusion in Homeric
times, namely Od. 8. 251, where πα�σατε, the only epic form of
this verb not in the present stem, is transmitted, although the
meaning is clearly ‘dance’; I would therefore recommend that we
prefer the lectio difficilior πα�ξατε of codd. L8 and M13.

Be that as it may, the stem παιγ- deserves more weight than it
is usually given. And it is from this stem that we have to start
for our Corinthian form.205 Considering the connection of παιγ-
with music and dance, and the representation on the vase, our
dancer’s name Πα�χνιος must mean something like ‘joyful
dancer’ and is a speaking name.

(h) œ8µιος. Derived from κ=µος ‘merry revelling with dancing
and wine after the meal’ (see É. Merc. 480 f.; Hdt. 1. 21. 2, etc.,
cited by LSJ, s.v.),206 a speaking name as well.

194 Although simple phonetic analogy with the -γµα/-χµα cases cannot be
entirely excluded.

195 For this suffix see Schwyzer, p. 489. The latter adjective is to be compared
with Latin lEna < *louk-snA.

196 φιλοπα�γµων is attested in Od. 23. 134, used of iρχηθµ%ς ‘dance’ (v.l. 
πολ,-), and in Hes. fr. 123. 3 M–W it is used of iρχηστKρες ‘dancers’; it is also
attested later. παιγµοσ,νη (pl.) is used by Stesich. fr. 232. 2 PMG παιγµοσ,νας
<τε> φιλε> µολπ�ς τ5 �π%λλων (some musical activities, probably also dance).
πα>γµα itself is only attested later, namely Eur. Bacch. 160 f. (lyr.) λωτZς aταν
. . . Qερb πα�γµατα βρ
µηι (the sound produced by the flute); Lyr. Alex. Adesp.
37. 15 Λ,διος αIλZς -µοW τb δV Λ,δια πα�γµατα λ,ρας, καW Φρ,γιος κ�λαµος
τb δV τα,ρεα τ,µπανα πονε> (music piece or sound produced by the lyre).

197 See LSJ, s.v. πα�ζω, and Chantraine, s.v. πα�ς, p. 849 (top-r.).
198 They are often Doric (see Schwyzer, pp. 737 f.).
199 Od. 6. 100 (Nausikaa and her companions, playing a dancing ball game on

the beach after their picnic), 6. 106 (Nymphs, compared to them; we expect
Nymphs to dance as their pastime), 7. 291 (again Nausikaa’s companions play-
ing on the beach); 23. 147 (men and women dancing in the hall). The same is
true for the Homeric hymns: h. Cer. 425 (Nymphs); h. Apoll. 201 (the gods dan-
cing), h. Ven. 118–20 (Aphrodite describes herself as kidnapped by Hermes -κ
χορο? �ρτ
µιδος where πολλαW δV ν,µφαι καW παρθ
νοι πα�ζοµεν, watched by
a crowd); h. Apoll. 206 (playing music and presumably singing).

200 Heubeck (1979: 117): ‘πα�ζει . . . , das jeweils auf das “mit dem Tanz 
verbundene Fangballspiel” geht’ (with bibl.). The ball only comes in at Od. 6.
100, and is expressly named.

201 Especially in the Iliad and Hesiod (in the Iliad mostly followed by the 
hephthemimeres and preceded by a gen. -οιο or -�ο; exceptions are 6. 467, 18.
569, 22. 484, 492, 499, 24. 726). In the Odyssey its use is freer.

202 e.g. Il. 7. 44, 21. 216. The oblique cases seem to be always without hiatus.
203 LSAG 76. 1 = CEG 432.
204 Schwyzer, p. 208; Threatte, p. 566; see also ad CHA 11c with n. 564.
205 The stem must have ended in the voiced velar, otherwise neither πα�ζω

(but only †πα�ττω) nor πα�γνιος (-χν- is unaltered in Greek; see Lejeune, §67)
could have been derived from it.

206 Arena cites Satyrs named Κ=µος on Attic rf. vases (labels all invis. in 
CVA): ARV 1188. 1, 1055. 76, and 1253. 57 (= Lezzi-Hafter (1988), 315, no. 31).
Kretschmer (pp. 85 and 231) derives Κ)µαρχος on an Attic vase (ARV 26. 1,
showing a komos scene) from κ)µη and Eρχω, adding ‘der Vasenmaler aber 
scheint κ=µος darin gesucht zu haben’. But why should there not in this 
non-political sphere have been a homonym κ)µαρχος derived from κ=µος? 
See πλ�τιƒο�ναρχον (acc.) at Tiryns (LSAG 443. 9a).
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(i) The lambda of Amandry’s reading K%ξιος is most uncertain.
A connection with λοξ%ς ‘slanting, crosswise’ is not impossible,
although this word is very technical and seems not to be used for
the way drunkards walk.207 Therefore we should also consider
[Φ]%ξιος:208 φοξ%ς is used of Thersites’ head in Il. 2. 219: φοξZς
Dην κεφαλ1ν. It means ‘pointed’ (used not only of the head), and
here may refer to the dancer’s padded bottom. Unlike λοξ%ς, it
also occurs in onomastics (Bechtel, p. 490, Φ%ξος, tyrant of Chalkis
in the sixth century, etc.).

From these names we cannot conclude much that adds to our
knowledge of the Doric κ=µος, apart from the fact that there was
wine (Λ%ρδιος), music, and dance (ÅÉαδ5σιος, Πα�χνιος, œ8µιος).
I would not even say that ‘les danseurs sont individualisés en une
certaine mesure par les noms qu’ils portent’ (Amandry, p. 49),
since the names are interchangeable (apart perhaps from Λ%ρδιος,
attached to one who is not dancing and whose name is somewhat
more closely connected with what he is doing or going to do). It
is also hazardous to talk about ‘comédie’. See also §479.

  , . . 

Fr. of a cup from Delphi (29 June 1896). Bibliography: Perdrizet
(1908), 144, no. 130, with ph. fig. 590; Payne (1931), 163 no. 13bis,
cat. no. 958; Arena (1967), 79, no. 21; Lorber (1979), 34, no. 36;
not in LIMC ii, ‘Apollon’ (c.723), or vi, ‘Mousai’?; Amyx (1988),
562, no. 20 (not in cat.), dr. pl. 142. 1. Photographs: Perdrizet sm.
but cl. Scene: Upper half of a (named) youth to l., extending his
hands. Behind him a pair of hands holding a wreath. Date: MC
(Lorber); MC (according to the place in Amyx’s list).

Arbqqo6
Απελλον
�π
λλ4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Apollon
(label).

The god was perhaps followed by a Muse. The inscription runs
from his body towards his face, which is unusual with regard to
the starting-point principle (see §104). His name is as expected
(see COR 28Ad, COR Gr 23, COP App. 1D; and see Burkert
(1975) ).

  , . . -

Fr. of a skyphos from Corinth (1896–1927). Bibliography:
Weinberg (1943), 76, no. 321, ph. pl. 40; Lorber (1979), 49, 
no. 57, ph. pl. 14; Amyx (1988), 562, no. 21 (not in cat.).

Photographs: Weinberg quite cl.; Lorber cl. Scene: Heads of two
horses, on one of them a rider (Lorber), waiting (i.e. the groom),
in front of them a warrior (named), fighting to r. (i.e. the master).
Date: MC (Lorber); MC (according to the place in Amyx’s list).

; To^woµ
Τονιοσ[. . . ?]
Τ%νιος.

Epigraphy: It is not quite clear that the word is complete,
although Amyx says it is. Interpretation: Battle scene, probably
non-heroic (label).

If the word is complete, the resulting name, which is not other-
wise attested (Lorber, p. 49 n. 302), with its meaning ‘the strong
one’ (from τ%νος) makes good sense for a warrior who has just
dismounted his horse. The verb τε�νω can be used with δρ%µος,
meaning ‘to speed along/off ’ with horses (Il. 23. 375 /πποισι τ�θη
δρ%µος) or on foot (ibid. 758 τ
τατο δρ%µος). As the root *τεν-
seems not to be otherwise used in onomastics, this is prob-
ably just a spontaneously formed speaking (or horsey) name (see
§§238 f.), without necessarily a historical person behind it.

  , . .,  

Fr. of a cup from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Brock (1962),
260, and Jeffery (1962), 395, no. 14, ph. pl. 106, dr. pl. 163; Arena
(1967), 117, no. 81; Lorber (1979), 87, no. 141; Amyx (1988), 562,
no. 22 (not in cat.). Photographs: Brock cl. Scene: Lower part of
three women to r. and one to l.; in between is the inscr. Date:
LC (Lorber); apparently still MC (according to the place in
Amyx’s list).

XAPwTbµ
Χαριτες
Χ�ριτες.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Charites
(labels).

The direction-principle (see §105) and the plural form suggest
that the label belongs to the group of three women. As the Charites
are meeting another woman on our vase, we may think in terms
of a wedding procession (see e.g. that of Herakles and Hebe on
COR 28A).

  , .   
  

Cup from ?, by the Cavalcade P. (see Amyx) (1969 or earlier).
Bibliography: Cahn–Berger-Haas–Perry (1969), 21–3, no. 40,

207 Even more difficult to explain and to connect with our painted scene is
Apollon’s epithet Λοξ�ας.

208 [Τ ]%ξιος suits less well.
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phs. pls. 9–11; Schefold (1978), 251 f., with ph. fig. 337; Lorber
(1979), 43 f., no. 47, phs. pl. 13; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 51 f.
(bibl.), ph. pl. 28; LIMC i, ‘Agamemnon’ 62*, ph. pl. 199, ‘Aias’
i. 122*, ph. pl. 248, ‘Aias’ ii. 7*, ph. pl. 253; mentioned at LIMC
iii, ‘Diomedes’ (v. N. xi); Amyx (1988), 562, no. 23 (cat. p. 197,
no. A-2, bibl.), phs. pl. 80. 1a–c; mentioned at LIMC vi,
‘Odysseus’ (ii. Je); Schefold (1993), 328 f., with ph. fig. 369; 
LIMC vii, ‘Nestor’ 28*, ph. pl. 755. Photographs: Cahn–
Berger-Haas–Perry, Schefold, Lorber, Simon–Hirmer, LIMC i, 
‘Aias’ i, quite cl.; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ ii, only (g), cl.; LIMC i,
‘Agamemnon’, only (e), partly, and ( f )–(g), cl.; Amyx sm.;
LIMC vii quite cl. Vidi 6 Aug. 1988. Scene: A rider (unnamed),
a naked warrior (a),209 a man in long robe (b), an old man in long
robe (c), all facing r. In front of the latter lies Aias (d ), face down
over his sword. To the r. (all facing l.), another old man in long
robe (e), a younger man in long robe ( f ), two naked warriors 
(g) and (h), and, finally, a rider (unnamed). Date: c.580 (Cahn–
Berger-Haas–Perry; Schefold; Simon–Hirmer; LIMC); MC
(Lorber); MC (i.e. 595/590–570) (Amyx).

(a) ; !wo3b@bµ (b) µbV (c) øow^wˆ
(d ) )wJ)µ (e) ^bµToD ( f ) ; 0®03b3^o^
(g) ; TbohPoµ (h) AwJAµ

(a) ∆ιοµεδες (b) [. . .]sευ(ς) (c) Φοινιξ (d ) Αιƒας
(e) Νεστορ ( f ) Αγαµεµνον (g) Τεο$ρος (h) Αιƒας

(a) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, (b) [5Ολι(σ)]sε,(ς), (c) Φο>νιξ, (d ) ΑFƒας, 
(e) Ν
στ4ρ, ( f ) �γαµ
µν4ν, (g) Τε[$ρος, (h) ΑFƒας.

Epigraphy: (b) ‘Das Schluss-Sigma fehlt oder war nach l. 
verschoben, wo jetzt die Fehlstelle anschliesst’ (Cahn–Berger-
Haas–Perry). The first suggestion must be correct, since the 
surface is not damaged either next to the head (where a narrow
µ would just have fitted in) or beyond. If the letter were set aside
to l., it should be (at least partly) visible, and we would expect
the painter to have started to turn the inscr. to the l. for the last
few letters, as he did with ( f ). Interpretation: Suicide of Aias
(labels).

For the scene see §458. Labels (a), (c)–( f ), and (h) (for which
see §209) are as expected. In (b) the final -ς was never written
(see §204); for the name see §254. In (g) the diphthong is 
written in an unusual way; the opposite phenomenon occurs in
COR 82d [Κ ]keäβoυλος (see §225).

°   ,  . 
  . 

Column krater from Italy (Payne; Lorber, n. 256), by the
Detroit P. (see Amyx) (1928 or earlier). Bibliography: Alexander

(1928), with ph. and dr.; Payne (1931), 163 no. 17, cat. no. 1187,
dr. pl. 33. 5; Jeffery (1948), 202; Beazley (1950), 310; Ghali-Kahil
(1955), 117, no. 112; Schefold (1964), 80, and (1966), 85, dr. [pl.]
70a; Arena (1967), 86 f., no. 29, ph. pl. 9; Lorber (1979), 41 f.,
no. 44, phs. pl. 11; LIMC i, ‘Alexandros’ 67*, dr. pl. 389; LIMC
iii, ‘Automedousa’ 2 (not under ‘Deiphobos’) ; LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’
10 (the inscr. wrongly cited as ΗΕΚΤΟP), ‘Helene’ 190; Amyx
(1988), 562 f., no. 24 (cat. p. 196, no. A-5, bibl.), phs. pl. 79. 1a–c;
LIMC v, ‘Hippolytos’ ii. 1. Photographs: Alexander invis.; Arena,
Lorber, Amyx uncl. (worn off ). Scene: Two couples, each a 
warrior in long robe and his lady in long exquisite dress, facing
each other: (a) and unnamed, (b) and unnamed. In a chariot to
r. the bridal pair, (c) and (d ), are faced by a man and a woman
to l., unnamed and (e), standing beyond the four horses, ( f ) (under
their bellies) and (g) (between their forelegs). In front of the horses
another couple (a warrior and woman) with only one name (h)
in between them,210 and finally a naked warrior (i) approaching
from the r. Date: early 6th cent. (Alexander); c.580 (Schefold;
LIMC ); MC (Lorber); MC (i.e. 595/590–570) (Amyx).

(a) ; !AzQo^ (b) ; bkToP (c) ;AqbˆA^!Poµ
(d ) 9bqb^A (e) AsTo3b!oVµA ( f ) roqsrb65)
(g) ˆ)64oµ (h) ; 9wrrow (i) ; 9wroqVToµ

(a) ∆αιφον (b) Εκτορ (c) Αλεξανδρος (d ) Ηελενα
(e) Αυτοµεδουσα ( f ) Πολυπενθα (g) Ξανθος
(h) Ηipποi (i) Ηιπολυτος

(a) ∆��φ4ν, (b) :Εκτ4ρ, (c) �λ
ξανδρος, (d ) Ηελ
ν�, 
(e) ΑIτοµ
δουσα, ( f ) Πολυπ
νθ�, (g) Ξ�νθος, (h) Ηipπ8i, 
(i ) Ηιπ(π)%λυτος.

Epigraphy: (e) On the reception of Beazley’s correct reading 
see Lorber, n. 257. (h) The space is big enough for two pis
(Lorber).211 The last iota was first supposed to exist by Arena.
From original detailed photographs212 this letter is very likely, also
because no other letter in which a Greek name can terminate fits
better (see dr.: in black are the remains of paint; in outline, the
slightly darker shadows indicate where there was once paint; 
dotted are other marks on the surface). After the iota there are
no more letters (Payne’s suggestion, 6 Ιπποµ
δων?, is impossible);
the surface is no more damaged than higher up where the other
letters are. If the reading is correct this agrees with the direction-
principle (see §105), which suggests that the label belongs to the
woman to its r. Interpretation: Wedding of Paris and Helene
(mixed) (labels).

209 For the sake of symmetry, (a) Diomedes, although a king, is represented
naked.

210 This cannot be—as Lorber (hesitatingly) considers—the horses’ label, since
they are too far away.

211 On Alexander’s dr. the remaining pi and omicron are next to each other,
which is correct. Arena (using Alexander’s dr.) therefore transcribes É[ι]π(π)8ι
(?). Lorber’s transcription É[ι]π[π]8ι (?), on the other hand, is inaccurate
(notwithstanding his severe criticism of Arena in n. 258). Amyx adopts Arena’s
reading.

212 I am very grateful to J. R. Mertens, who took them for me.
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Arena (p. 87, ‘Nota’) corrects Jeffery, who suspected foreign
(Argive) letter-forms (obviously she did not see the vase or 
good photographs of it). Two of them, in fact, were just wrong 
readings. The third, the lambda in (d ), which was accepted as
foreign by Arena (Argive º), will be due to some slight inatten-
tion on the part of the writer, since the three other lambdas are
all normal (q), as Lorber points out.

For the interpretation of the scene and its literary implications
see §439.

(a) The name ∆��φ4ν must mean Paris and Hektor’s brother
∆η�φοβος. The form of the name used here, ∆��φ4ν, is prob-
ably to be understood as a hypocoristic from a compound name
(in -φοβος, -φονος, etc.). As it is not otherwise attested, it is
difficult to draw conclusions as to its origin (see §§504, 510). For
(b) see §250. (c) is as expected. (d) Ηελ
ν� is also attested on COR
76 and CHA 15. In her Lakonian homeland her name had an 
initial [w] (see §251); the fact that here it has Η- not Å- shows
that at Corinth she was primarily known not as an indigenous
Peloponnesian heroine but from a different source (see §504). (e)
First correctly read and attributed to the woman by Beazley; for
the spurious diphthong see §220. ( f ) For the ‘cautious’ forma-
tion of this hypocoristic name see §228; here too, a more radical
shortening *Πολ,π� would have obscured the meaning. For other
horse-names see §244; this is a very elaborate one (see §509). 
(g) Ξ�νθος, on the other hand, is a common horse-name (see §244).
(h) Ηipπ8i is a feminine hypocoristic (see §236). (i) Ηιπ(π)%λυτος,
in view of (h), would seem to be a horsey name (see §238). As
Amyx points out, Hippolytos is not attested as the name of a
Trojan.

  , .   . 

Fr. column krater from Sicily (?), attributed by Zimmermann 
(pp. 7 f.) to the painter of Munich 237213 (1978 or earlier).
Bibliography: A. Zimmermann (1986), with phs. pls. 1–7, esp. 
4 f.; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 30*, ph. pl. 234. Photographs:
Zimmermann cl.; LIMC (a)–(c) only, quite cl. Scene: Chariot and
‘three maidens’ to r. (no names preserved) watching two warriors,
one (a) in front of the other (unnamed), who are fighting against
two others, one (c) in front of the other (unnamed), over the body
of a dead warrior (b), head to the l. Behind (c) and his compan-
ion there are three women to l., the front one named (d ), and a
chariot. Date: early MC (Zimmermann); c.580–570 (LIMC).

(a) 3b3^;o^ (b) ; )^TwqX…oµ
(c) ; )+wq…bYµ (d ) ; obTwµ

(a) Μεµνον (b) Αντιλχος (c) Αχιλευς (d ) Hετις

(a) Μ
µν4ν, (b) �ντ�λ(ο)χος, (c) �χιλ(λ)ε,ς, (d ) H
τις.

Epigraphy: (a) The last letter was at first a µ and was then 
corrected (the final stroke is still faintly visible). (d ) Although 
there is a break running through the theta, it seems never to have
had a proper cross (Q ?). Interpretation: Achilleus and Memnon
fighting over the dead Antilochos (labels).

(a) Μ
µν4ν (corrected from -ος), (b), and (c) are written round
in circles for lack of space. In (d) the theta is probably faulty (see
§109). Therefore the omitted omicron in (b) (see §112) will 
also have to do with the writer’s lack of skill. For the position of
Antilochos’ head, lying towards his opponent, see §449 with n. 1124.

*°   (), 
. . 

Frs. of a column krater from Sane on the western peninsula of
Chalkidike, placed by Vojatzi (pp. 85 f. with nn. 663–8) near the
Cavalcade P. (c.1969–73?, see ibid. n. 586). Bibliography: Vojatzi
(1982), 71–87, 114, no. B. 39, phs. pls. 6–10; LIMC iii, ‘Boreadai’
4*, ph. pl. 100, but not among ‘Dioskouroi’ 218 ff.; LIMC iv,
‘Harpyiai’ 21; LIMC v, ‘Iason’ 7*, ph. pl. 426; Schefold (1993),
267, with ph. fig. 287; LIMC vii, ‘Phineus’ 18. Photographs: Vojatzi
mostly uncl.; Schefold and LIMC v only (a)–(d ), sm. and uncl.;
LIMC iii only (e), uncl. Scene: A naked hero (a) to r. is holding
his hands from behind over the eyes of a man (b), who is sitting
on a throne to r. From the r. two heroes are approaching, of whose
names only (d ) is preserved. One of them is holding (b)’s hand.
Between them and (b) there is a woman to r. (c). On a second set
of frs. there are two letters, (e), next to a winged figure. Date:
MC, c.575 (Vojatzi, pp. 79, 85 f. with nn. 663–8; LIMC).

(a) ; bSAMO^ (b) øS^bYµ (c) ; TS A A
(d ) ; roVqsDVKµ (e) Aq

(a) Ειασον (b) Φiνευς (c) Τι . α . dρα
(d ) Πουλυδ(ε)υκ(ε)ς (e) [. . .]αk[. . .]

(a) Ε7�σ4ν, (b) Φâνε,ς, (c) Τ�l�mdρ�, (d ) Πουλυδ(ε),κ(3)ς. 
(e) [Κ ]�k[αϊς].

Epigraphy: (a) Vojatzi (p. 77 with n. 595) claims that the first let-
ter is a heta with a non-continuous l. hasta, for which she com-
pares COR 66u Η�ππαλ$µος. But there (no ph. is available) the
curves are less clear than in our example, they are on the wrong
side, and there is a clear middle horizontal bar. Here the letter
is exactly the same as the normal b-type epsilons. (b) The second
letter, which is badly preserved, is tentatively restored to an 
upsilon and interpreted as a spelling error by Vojatzi (ibid.). The
original ph. indeed allows such a reading, though there seem to
be traces of other strokes, which could be part of an iota (see dr.).
Considering the much better preservation of the first and third
letters, the most plausible solution is to assume an unsuccessful

213 The Munich vase is Amyx, p. 156, no. 5. I claim no expertise, but in my
view the Cavalcade and Detroit Painters (Amyx, pp. 196 ff.) are just as close.
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correction from an upsilon to an iota. (c) G. Neumann (apud
Vojatzi, pp. 77, 79 with n. 611) reads ƒιδαi[α]. Yet, the first let-
ter is an incontestable tau, and the third is very different from
the delta in (d ). Now, on the ph. the last letter, as expected in a
woman’s name, is likely to be an alpha, the penultimate a rho,
and the third from last a delta (only the two oblique strokes, in
outlines, are clearly visible). Together with the surviving fourth
letter (alpha) and the remains of the next one (nu) this gives 
-αmdρ�. The result is Τι . αmdρ� and the third letter must there-
fore be considered a mu, though a slightly odd one. (d) The third
letter is inserted above the narrow space between omicron and
lambda; this was done in a second step, since the paint is thin-
ner. The inserted letter can only be an upsilon. Vojatzi writes a
lambda because she reads the whole inscr. upside-down (if we
read it retrograde, the direction of script is in line with the direc-
tion-principle (see §105), and the pi, lambda, upsilons, and final
san are all normal instead of upside-down or unusual). It seems
unlikely that there ever was an epsilon at the place occupied by
the sword-handle; indeed the fact that the final san is placed
slightly lower in order to avoid the handle argues against this pos-
sibility. (e) is to the l. of the second group of frs.; the alpha is
clear, the lambda less so, the rest invis. Interpretation: Argonauts
visiting Phineus (labels).

For the myth represented, see Vojatzi passim, and see also §424 below.
(a) Vojatzi tries to read Ηι�σ4ν. It is true that there is a South

Italian vase (Kretschmer, p. 213, St Petersburg inv. 1718, cited
by Vojatzi) with Ηι�σων, but this vase shows certain other 
irregularities in the initial aspiration and is therefore not wholly
reliable as a parallel. It is also true that there are a number of
Etruscan attestations of this name with aspiration, but others are
without; the Etruscan forms (chronologically from the mid-fifth
to the second century, according to de Simone (1968), 52 f.) are:
Easun, Hiasunu, Heiasun, HeXsun, Eiasun (these are respectively
ET OI G. 24, AT S. 5, Vc S. 3, AV S. 3, and Vs S. 21). Since
the first letter of the name on our vase is clearly an b-type epsilon,
we are obliged to read Ε7�σ4ν and to compare the Etruscan forms
that contain an <e> or <ei>, whether preceded by an <É> or
not. Again, it is true that the spelling bS (instead of G) is not
expected in Corinthian, but in view of the Etruscan forms with
<ei> we should not rush to do away with it, as it could just be
a special, non-epichoric spelling (see §§219, 505). In Homer and
Hesiod the first iota of our name is short (e.g. Il. 7. 469 Pπ5 5 Ι1σονι,
21. 41 υQZς 5 Ι1σονος). Apparently at an early stage the spelling
of this name fluctuated both in aspiration and in its first vowel
(or diphthong). A situation like this may suggest some kind of
popular etymology (see §510; see 7�οµαι 7ασ�µην with long [c]
and long [a], 5 Ι�ονες with short [i] and long [a] ). It is most tempt-
ing to compare the case of our (d ); see §505.

(b) For the explanation of the original upsilon as second letter
in Φâνε,ς and the subsequent correction see §424. (c) G. Neumann’s
interpretation of this figure (see apud Vojatzi) as one of the wives
of Phineus is appropriate, since she stands next to the king. Yet,

her name is not Idaia but Τ�l�mdρ� (see above, and §424 below).
The mu is somewhat oddly shaped; a similar letter-form with
crossed bars occurs for a nu on the pinax COP 84A.

(d ) The name Πουλυδυκς is clearly Polydeukes’. For the
incomplete diphthong [eu] Vojatzi (p. 78 with n. 599) refers to
Kretschmer, pp. 37 ff. (see also his pp. 137, 139), and Arena 
(pp. 130 f.), but the examples treated there are different. Con-
sidering the oddly shaped mu in (c) and the missing last vowel
in our name (see §112),214 a mistake is much more likely than a
phonological change; it may be a case of A.W. (see §111) with
the letter-name δ
(λτα). Vojatzi mentions the only other possible
attestation of this name on a Corinthian vase, namely COR 37
(see ad loc.). It is interesting that the insertion of the first upsilon
produced Πουλυδυκς, i.e. a form with a long first syllable. This
reminds us of metrical lengthening and may be an indication of
a poetic source behind this painting (see (a) and §505).

(e) The tentative interpretation [Κ ]�k[αϊς] by Vojatzi (p. 79)
would make perfect sense (for the name of this hero see also 
§425 with n. 1068). I do not have an original photograph of this
fragment.

  , . . 

Cup from Corinth, by the Klyka (or better: K(a)lyka?) P. (see
Amyx) (1885 or earlier). Bibliography: Sophoulis (1885), with dr.
pl. 7; Kretschmer (1888), 161, no. 12; Kretschmer (1894), 18, 
no. 11; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3125; Collignon–Couve
(1902–4), no. 621; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 347; Schwyzer,
DGE (1923), no. 121. 6; dr. Pfuhl (1923), fig. 191; Payne 
(1931), 163 no. 12, cat. no. 995; ph. EAA ii. 849 fig. 1114; Arena
(1967), 78, no. 19; Lorber (1979), 33 f., no. 35, ph. pl. 8; Amyx
(1988), 563, no. 25 (cat. p. 200, no. A-1), phs. pl. 83. 1a–d.
Photographs: EAA cl.; Lorber quite cl.; Amyx sm. Scene: Two
women’s heads (named). Round the cup, padded dancers and 
battle scenes (no labels). Date: MC (Lorber).

(a) 6b:Pwµ (b) kqVkA
(a) Νεβρις (b) Κλυκα
(a) Νεβρ�ς, (b) Κ(α)λ,κ�.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably two hetairai (labels).

Lorber plausibly takes the two women as hetairai. The cup with
its different scenes will have been used at symposia (see §308).

(a) Bechtel (p. 590) derives Νεβρ�ς from νεβρ%ς ‘fawn’. The
νεβρ�ς ‘hide of a deer calf ’ is an attribute of Maenads (Fränkel
(1912a), 43 with n. 2), and may also fit a hetaira (see §239). Arena
refers to Pape–Benseler, where there are one or two slaves with
this name.215

214 We can hardly argue for -κ(�)ς, i.e. with A.W. (see §111), since a change
of inflectional category from a s- to an a-stem is implausible in Doric.

215 Amyx says, ‘not in P.–B.’
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(b) There are four possible interpretations: Κλ,κα stands for
(1) Κλ,τα (Sophoulis); (2) Κ(α)λ,κα (Blass); (3) Γλ,κα (Kret-
schmer, p. 41); (4) Γλ(α),κα. By way of explanation, the first 
possibility could be epigraphical (‘Verschreibung’, Kretschmer)
or phonological (assimilation), the second epigraphical (not just
‘Verschreibung’, but A.W.; see §111), the third phonological
(assimilation of the [g] to the following [k], or neutralization of
the opposition [g]:[k] before an [l] ), and the fourth phonological
(as the third) plus epigraphical (A.W.). Solution (3) was widely
accepted (e.g. by Payne and Amyx),216 but most of the parallels
Kretschmer adduces for the sound-change in question are hardly
comparable.217 On the other hand, Blass’s reading Κ(α)λ,κα,
attested as Jαλ,κα for a Nereid on an Attic vase218 and frequent
as a mythical name, would be just as appropriate for a hetaira (see
§239) in view of one Καλ,κιον (‘Sklavin oder Hetäre’, Bechtel,
p. 595) and the expression καλυκ)πιδες, a mark of beauty in nymphs
and young women (see LSJ).219 To sum up: First, Γλ,κη and
Καλ,κα both exist and make good sense. Secondly, phonological
changes Κλυτ- > Κλυκ-, as well as Γλυκ- > Κλυκ- or Γλ(α)υκ-
> Κλ(α)υκ-, are hard to establish, at least in mainland Greece,220

and to assume a simple mistake is also unsatisfactory. Thirdly, the
mistake Κ(α)λ,κ� is now easy to explain, namely by A.W. I there-
fore think we should favour the latter, i.e. Blass’s, interpretation.

  , . . -- 
( -)

Fr. of a column krater from Corinth, near the Klyka (or better:
K(a)lyka?) P. (see Amyx) (1926). Bibliography: Shear (1926), 448,
with ph. fig. 3; Payne (1931), 166 no. 52, cat. no. 1451; Milne
(1942b), 222 n. 15; Benson (1953), 108, no. 7; Arena (1967), 104
f., no. 64; Lorber (1979), 67 f., no. 101, ph. pl. 27; Amyx (1988),
563, no. 26 (cat. p. 200, no. B-1), ph. pl. 83. 2. Photographs: Shear
cl.; Lorber, Amyx cl. Scene: A woman (a) with a tray on her head,
a man (b) and the back of another man’s head, perhaps (c), all
heading to r., probably in a procession. Date: LC (Lorber); before
COR 113 but by the same painter (Lorber, p. 69); Amyx, how-
ever: ‘not by the Tydeus Painter’.

(a) k0qwo (b) !A (c) ro!whoµ

(a) Καλιο . [. . .] (b) ∆α[. . .] (c) [. . . ?] . ποδι$ος

(a) Καλ(λ)ιο . [. . .], (b) ∆α[µ- . . . ?], (c) [Η ]iπ(π)%δι$ος or
[Η ]uπ%δι$ος.

Epigraphy: (a) Most likely the woman’s name, for it seems
improbable that (a) + (b) are to be taken together, e.g. as
Καλ(λ)ιοp[� ]δα[ς], because of the sharp turn in the writing-line
that we should have to assume. The last letter, of which the lower
part of a vertical stroke is preserved, could be β, γ, ƒ, λ, µ, ν, π,
ρ, σ, τ, υ, χ, i.e. Milne’s restoration -%π� is not certain. (b) If the
delta is the beginning of a name, which is likely, this name is the
first man’s. (c) The first letter is by no means clear, so Payne’s
alternative suggestion of an upsilon has to be taken seriously.
Interpretation: Sacrificial procession (labels).

For the scene and parallels see §475.
If (a) Καλ(λ)ιο . [. . .] is the woman’s name and (b) ∆α[µ- . . . ?]

the first man’s name, as seems likely, name (c), written behind
the second man’s back but very close to the first man, would seem
to belong to the second man, as is normally assumed. But this
could only be true if there was a complete lack of space in front
of and above the second man’s head, which seems not very likely.
Moreover, (c) runs up towards, rather than away from, the head(s)
preserved, thus contradicting the starting-point principle (see
§104). We should therefore consider the possibility that there was
a small man, perhaps a boy, walking next to the two men and
bearing name (c). As for the name (c) itself, Amyx cites Bechtel
(p. 137) and Pape–Benseler for parallels.

  , . . 

Flask (lagynos, Arena) from Kleonai, by Timonidas (1860).
Bibliography: Pervanoglu (1860); Pervanoglu (1861), 46 f.; anon.
(1863), 274 f.; Jahn (1863a), with dr. pl. 175, repeated in WV
(1888), pl. 1. 1; Löschcke (1876), 116 n. 22; Klein (1887), 29, no. 2;
von Rohden (1888), 1962, dr. 1963 fig. 2100; Kretschmer (1888),
157, no. 3; Kretschmer (1894), 16 f., no. 3; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),
no. 3160; Collignon–Couve (1902–4), no. 620 (bibl.); Weicker
(1905), 199–206, new and better dr. pl. 8A; Nicole (1916), 376;
Ducati (1922), 158 f., with dr.; Weicker’s dr. in Pfuhl (1923), 
fig. 174; Hoppin (1924), 12 f., with bibl. and dr.; Payne (1931),
163 no. 14, cat. no. 1072, dr. pl. 34. 5; Jucker (1963), 51, no. 10,
ph. pl. 19. 2; Arena (1967), 82 f., no. 25; Amandry (1973), 199
n. 30, dr. of ( f ) 200 fig. 5; Lejeune (1973), 203 f.; Lorber 
(1979), 37 f., no. 40, ph. and dr. pl. 10; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 251;
Boegehold (1983); Amyx (1988), 563 f., no. 27 (cat. p. 201, 
no. 1), ph. and dr. pl. 84. 1a–b; LIMC vii, ‘Priamos’ 28*, ph. pl.
399. Photographs: Jucker and Lorber only part of (h) (the first 11
to 12 letters), uncl.; Amyx and LIMC only (a), uncl., rest invis.
Scene: Two old men, (a) and (b), facing r., meeting a woman with

216 The name Γλ,κη is well attested: Heubeck (1980: 283) cites Bechtel (1902),
10 and 105, and Bechtel, p. 510, Γλ—κη: Pherecr. fr. 70 PCG; Ar. Ran. 1343,
Eccl. 43; Γλ,κ3 BCH 105 (1981), 564 f.; see also Fraser–Matthews. These have
to be accepted, in spite of Neumann’s doubts (1980: 298) because of the forma-
tion (one would expect Γλυκε>α). Only one case of Γλ,κη, namely where it is
the name of a Nereid (on an Attic vase, ARV 192. 106), may be safely argued 
to represent the common Nereid-name Γλ(α),κη (with A.W.; not ‘verschrieben
. . . ?’, as Kretschmer, p. 202, says); see ad COR 74i.

217 See Kretschmer, pp. 144 f., and Threatte, p. 437. The only exact parallel
is the gloss κλαυκιéων (Hsch.) which we cannot date or locate. The phenomenon
does not seem to have had any regularity.

218 ARV 146. 2 (see §457 on COR 77e).
219 To increase the confusion: apart from καλυκ=πις there is also γλαυκ=πις.
220 In Crete, however, neutralization of voiced and voiceless stops in clusters

like /kl/ and /gl/ seems to have occurred; see Jeffery–Morpurgo Davies (1970),
136 f.
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a basket on her head (c). She seems to be walking back from where
a youth ( f ), leading two horses, (d ) and (e), is about to take a
jug from a young woman (g), who is filling it at a spring. Behind
a bush a heavily armed warrior (i) is hiding; round him also is
inscr. (h). Date: MC (Lorber); 600–575 (LIMC i); c.570 (Amyx,
p. 201; LIMC vii).

(a) rPGA3oµ (b) wo 4boµ (c) — (d ) AµoÚAM
(e) ˆA^4oµ ( f ) TPo wqoµ (g) —
(h) Tw3o^w!Aµ 3b®PA b (i) AXwqbYµ

(a) Πρflαµος (b) Rο . iθεος (c) [. . .]β[. . .]
(d ) Ασοβας (e) Ξανθος ( f ) Τρο . ιλος (g) [. . .]
(h) Τιµονιδας µεγρα . ε (i) Αχιλευς

(a) Πρfiαµος, (b) R4s\θεος, (c) [. . .]β[. . .], (d ) �σ%β�ς, 
(e) Ξ�νθος, ( f ) Τρ% . ιλος, (g) [. . .]. (h) Τ�µ4ν�δ�ς µ5 Dγραxε.
(i) �χιλ(λ)ε,ς.

Epigraphy: Arena’s reading is based on a letter by L. Beschi.221

(a) The third letter (a lectio difficilior), which was wrongly cor-
rected into an w by Löschke, is confirmed by Beschi. (b) Beschi
is certain about the last four letters and almost sure about the iota
(not mentioned by Amyx), but not about the first, which he reads
as π or É , and the second, which he reads ο, without being sure
whether there was anything in its interior. Weicker read 5 Ιφ- (ΣQ),
but his 5 Ιφ�θεος was rejected by Payne (‘does not fill the space’).
Yet, Weicker’s dr., on which Payne relies, cannot be accurate 
in this respect (the cause of the wide gap was of course the 
cylindrical projection of the globular body of the flask), and we
must not expect more than one letter between the second letter
and the iota, since Weicker would not otherwise have said ‘der
freibleibende . . . Raum genügt nur für einen breiten Buchstaben’,
sc. between his phi and the theta.222 Therefore Amyx’s rejection
of Boegehold’s R,[σ� ]θεος seems precipitate, especially since
Beschi saw an inverted lambda between the o and the i, which
may well be half of the missing µ. The first µ may have been
written slightly obliquely; at least its outer strokes seem to have
been parallel, which rules out an iota. To conclude, I read:
R4s\θεος. (c) This label (a woman’s name) must have completely
disappeared (Weicker was the only one to see a letter). ( f ) The
name must be Troilos’. Yet the fourth letter is not clear.
Weicker read ‚, which could be part of a F or an E; but if it was
in fact º or s, it could have been part of a b (upsilon, which seems
to have been Y in (i), is ruled out). Yet Beschi asserts that ‚ is
impossible and reads an inverted lambda as in (b), where, how-
ever, the similar traces will be part of a µ, rather than something
obscure. And since this writer consistently wrote from l. to r.,

we do not expect anything inverted at all. Therefore Boegehold’s
inverted [ (from autopsy) is highly unlikely (so is his suggestion
that it may be compared with the fourth sign of COR 51a); nor
may we take what he saw for the remains of a 9, since he can
hardly have seen exactly those parts of the letter which were invis.
to Weicker and vice versa. (g) This name has completely disap-
peared. (h) The last two letters are very small: the last one is 
certain, the one before is only ‘uno sgorbio’ (Beschi). If it is and
always was only a blot, I would prefer to interpret it as a <ψ>
(as on Timonidas’ pinax, COP 18), not <φ> as the earlier editors
did. Interpretation: (a)–(g) and (i): Achilleus and Troilos (labels).
(h) Painter’s signature.

As Lorber (pp. 37 f.) points out, this vase is unique because the
inscriptions do not start near the heads of the figures and are all
written from l. to r. (Lorber makes similar observations for the
other piece signed by Timonidas, the pinax COP 18).

For the myth and the literary implications of the painted scene
see §442.

(a) Priamos’ name normally has a short [i],223 sometimes [c]
through metrical lengthening (Πρ�αµ�δης Il. 2. 817 etc.). If the
reading of our form Πρfiαµος with G is correct, it reflects a slightly
more open pronunciation of the [i] (see §219), which before a vowel
is plausible. (b) The reading R4s\θεος is uncertain. It is also slightly
problematic since names in Σωσι- are on the whole non-epic.224

(c) Unclear.
(d ) �σ%β�ς is interpreted by Arena (following Kretschmer) 

as composed of alpha privativum and σοβ�ς -�δος, a feminine
adjective meaning ‘capricious’ (of courtesans and bacchanals, LSJ).
This stem, which is also preserved in σοβ-αρ%ς and σοβ-
ω and
expresses the notion ‘violent, rushing, moving rapidly’, is certainly
very appropriate for a horse. But alpha privativum yields an odd
meaning. Therefore J. Mansfield (apud Amyx) suggests alpha inten-
sivum. This is unlikely too, however, for several reasons. First,
adjectives with alpha intensivum (or copulativum) are normally
formed with nouns225 and there is only one noun from the stem
in question, σοβ1, which has a very specialized meaning, namely
‘solid part of the horse’s or bull’s tail’ (LSJ, also µυιοσ%βη).
Secondly, a compound from this noun should end in -ος not 
-�ς (see αI�αχος, Eεδνος). Thirdly, our prefix should be written
Éα- in early Corinthian, and unless there existed a very common
adjective *(É)�σοβος or the like with a positive meaning ‘speedy’,
which is not attested, nobody would ever have understood the
�- of our name in this rare sense. It is also hardly possible to start
from the feminine σοβ�ς, because this has the function of an adject-
ive not of a noun and belongs to a specialized semantic field. In view
of these difficulties, the best solution seems to be to start from a

221 Beschi after an autopsy in 1966 wrote: ‘Pochissime le tracce di colore e le
lettere completamente scomparse. Si riesce solo a rilevarne l’impronta (un’om-
bra appena percettibile) facendo passare sul vasetto una luce radente.’

222 Despite his remark about the drawing made by E. Gilliéron, ‘von mir in
allen Einzelheiten geprüft’, Weicker seems to have closed his eyes to this minor
and almost inevitable inaccuracy.

223 In Lesbian Πρ�- was changed to Π
ρρ-: Sappho fr. 44. 16 L–P Περ�µοιο
(with epic scansion), Alc. fr. 42. 2 L–P Περρ�µωι. See e.g. Lejeune, §138 n. 2.

224 The only one I could find is a very dubious Σωσιφ�νης, son of Menelaos
and Helene, in Σ Theocr. 18. 45.

225 In the cases cited, e.g., by Chantraine, s.v. *-, these would be λ%χος, δελφ,ς,
κ
λευθος; βρ%µος, ξ,λον, 7αχ1, _δνα.
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different kind of prefix, i.e. to take �- for the prefix �ν(α)-,226

and to interpret the whole name as masculine �(ν)σ%β�ς, i.e. 
a derivative in -�ς from our stem (the prefix would be in its 
apocopated form, and we would have to assume omission of the
nasal sign in preconsonantal position, see §201). There is in fact
a verb �νασοβ
ω meaning ‘to start the game (in a hunt)’ (Plato),
which would be appropriate for a horse, at least one that could
also be used for hunting. But since names in -�ς should be formed
from stems in -α-, it is more likely that the forms in σοβ-α-, i.e.
σοβαρ%ς and σοβ1, played a role in the formation of our name.
Or we may assume the existence of a noun *�νασοβ1 ‘jump’
(according to the analogy e.g. �ναφορ
ω : �ναφορ1 = �νασοβ
ω
: x), from which our formation would be easy to explain.227 At
any rate, this horse-name is very unusual (see §244).

(e) Although Ξ�νθος is a common horse-name (see §244), it is
also frequent in mythological contexts (see §506). ( f ) The read-
ing of the fourth letter is not certain (for this problem see §257).
(g) Unclear. (h) is as expected (for the name see §240, for the verb
§202), and the same is true for (i).

[ ;   ]

°  , .     ()
( )

Aryballos from Vulci, Necropolis dell’ Osteria (19 Feb. 1981).228

Bibliography: Sgubini Moretti–Pandolfini (1986), 86 f., 88 f., 
ph. 103 fig. 47. 1, dr. 104 fig. 48. 2; LIMC v, ‘Herakles’ 3331, with
dr.; LIMC vi, ‘Mousai’ 122bis. Photographs: Sgubini Moretti–
Pandolfini only (h) and (i), uncl. My original phs. (Sopr. Arch. Etr.
Merid. negatives nos. 73114–21) are quite cl. Scene: Two groups
of three women walking to r., named (a) behind the first group
and (b) across the second. They are being led by a single woman
(c) and are following Apollon (d ), who is holding a lyre. In front
of them a man (e) and a woman ( f ) in a chariot are greeted by Athena
(g) and Aphrodite (h), who are beyond the horses and are hold-
ing a crown and an apple, respectively. Behind these two, also to l.,
there is a pair of women (i). Back to back with them is Zeus ( j) on
his throne, addressed by Hermes with kerykeion (k), behind whom
Hera (l) is sitting on her throne (in frontal view, her head turned
towards Hermes and Zeus). Date: ‘corinzio medio’ related to the
‘show-pieces’ (for which see Payne (1931), 118 ff.), and close to
Timonidas (Sgubini Moretti–Pandolfini); early 6th cent. (LIMC).

(a) ; moMAw (b) moYM)w (incised) (c) KAqqworA
(d ) Arbqqo^ (e) ; 9ba0KqbM ( f ) ; 9bÚA
(g) A4A^A (h) A øPo!wT0 (i) ; XAPwTb vac.
( j) ˆbVµ (k) ; bRmAµ (l) 9bPA

(a) Μοσαι (b) Μουσαι (c) Καλλιοπα (d ) Απελλον
(e) Ηερακλες ( f ) Ηεβα (g) Αθανα (h) Αφροδιτα
(i) Χαριτε ( j) Nευς (k) Ερµας (l) Ηερα

(a) Μ[σαι, (b) Μο?σαι, (c) Καλλι%π�, (d ) �π
λλ4ν, 
(e) Η3ρακλ0ς, ( f ) Η5β�, (g) �θ1ν�, (h) �φροδ-τ�, 
(i) Χ�ριτε, ( j) Nε,ς, (k) 5Ερµ�ς, (l ) Η5ρ�.

Epigraphy: (b) Incised on the himation of the front Muse, since
there was no room to apply the label in paint between the
figures. (e) The rho looks more like a delta. ( j) I am almost 
certain that I can see a medial bar in the first letter on the print
of negative no. 73115. Both the letters and the paintings are 
very faint, and only outlines (showing white) are left. Also, on
this part of the vase there are regular stripes over the whole 
surface, which are parallel to the horizontal bars in our letter 
and must not be confused with them (see dr.). (k) The second
letter shows a correction (see dr.). Interpretation: Wedding of
Herakles and Hebe (labels).

For the importance of our vase for the literary versions of the
myth of Herakles’ deification see §421.

In view of the contrast between (a) Μ[σαι and (b) Μο?σαι,
Pandolfini writes ‘È interessante notare come le due parole non
mostrino nella grafia diversità rilevanti—a parte una naturale
minore fluidità in quella graffita’, by which she probably means
that there is no reason to believe that the graffito was done after
the vase had left the potter’s workshop. She also notes229 that this
is one of the oldest examples of the secondary [d] written <ου>
in Corinth (see §220). The <ου>, which in view of its spelling
was presumably written by a hand different from that of (a) and
the other painted inscriptions, is a possible sign of literary lan-
guage on this vase (see §505, also on the use of this digraph in
7th-cent. Kerkyra).

(c) The precise origin of the first element of the καλλι- 
compounds is not clear (see §212); there seems not to have 
been a [w], i.e. *καλƒι-, since this should have been written 
in Corinthian (see §209). The second element will be *wokw- 
as the compound must mean ‘the one with the beautiful voice’
(this makes perfect sense for a Muse, whereas the root *okw- 
does not; see ad COR Gr 15a), a perfect parallel being provided
by the Siren Η�µερ%π� (with non-Attic ending) on the famous
vase ARV 289. 1 (Brit. Mus. E 440, with 5Ολυσε,ς tied to the
mast of his ship). For the loss of the intervocalic [w] see §506.
Kalliope is the leader of the Muses (Hes. Th. 77–9), and her
domain is epic poetry (a connection attested only later).

For (d ) see COR 20, for (e) see §506, for (g) see §247; all are
as expected, and so are ( f ) and (h). As for (i), Sgubini Moretti–
Pandolfini (pp. 86 with n. 110 and 88) noticed that there are only
two Charites, but failed to grasp that the form Χ�ριτε (dual) agrees

226 Names with �ν(α)- are listed by Bechtel, pp. 43 f.
227 Like the names in -αγ%ρ�ς (Bechtel, pp. 15 ff.), -�ν��ς (p. 57 and 290), 

-δ�κης (p. 135), etc.
228 My question concerning the present whereabouts of the vase was left 

unanswered; LIMC gives Villa Giulia.

229 Referring to Guarducci (1967: 172), who wrongly asserts that ‘per il 
dittongo improprio ου, si usano—ma soltanto dalla fine del VI secolo in poi—i
due segni’ (sc. ου); see also e.g. Lorber, p. 36.
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with this, and supplied Χ�ριτε(ς). On COR 22 there are three
of them, labelled Χ�ριτες. ( j ) If the reading with ˆ (i.e. Ξ ) is 
correct, this is the third attestation of this peculiar spelling of 
Zeus’ name in Corinth (see §258). (k) Pandolfini notices the lack
of aspiration in 5Ερµ�ς (as opposed to Herakles, Hebe, Hera), 
referring to the parallel from Perachora, our COR Gr 26(1) (see
§253). The mistake in the second letter is quite revealing: origin-
ally, the painter was going to write 5Εµ�ς, i.e. omitting the liquid
before the nasal (see §203), then he corrected the mu into a rho.
(l) is also as expected.

  , . .,  

Fr. of a skyphos from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Hopper
(1962), 148, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 11, dr. pl. 163; Arena
(1967), 87, no. 31; Lorber (1979), 49, no. 58; Amyx (1988), 564,
no. 29 (not in cat.). Photographs: —. Scene: A kline, probably 
from a symposion scene. No human figures preserved. Date: MC
(Lorber).

PJwA
[. . .]uρƒια . [. . . ?]
[. . . Π ]uρƒ�α . [. . . ?].

Epigraphy: The first letter could be a Y- or s-type upsilon. The
last letter is not clear; µ, which is the usual restoration, is pos-
sible. The inscr. can hardly be a label for somebody on the kline,
for about 7–10 letters would be missing, too many for a name,
and those letters that are preserved are written upside-down; they
are therefore likely to be the end of a longer inscr., written in a
bow. Interpretation: Not clear, probably a name.

As the preserved letters seem to be the end of a long inscription,
we may assume something like [. . . \ δε>να (\) Π]uρƒ�� l5 [Dγραψε]
vel sim. For the name see COR 17b and §209.

  ,  , 
 . 

Cup from Greece, unattributed (Amyx) (1862 or earlier).
Bibliography: Michaelis (1862), with dr. pl. B; Kretschmer
(1888), 159, no. 6; Kretschmer (1894), 18, no. 9; F. Blass, SGDI
(1899), no. 3122; Pottier (1909), 107–13, dr. pl. 13; Robert
(1919), 202 f., with dr. fig. 157; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 121.
4; Payne (1931), 163 no. 13, cat. no. 996; Feytmans (1948), 20–7,
no. 3, phs. pls. 4–7; Schefold (1964), 83, and (1966), 88, with dr.
fig. 36; Arena (1967), 78 f., no. 20; Friis Johansen (1967), 70–5,
with phs. figs. 15 f., cat. pp. 245 f. nos. A. 4a, A. 7, A. 9; von
Steuben (1968), 46 f.; Lane (1971), 33, ph. pl. 28a; ph. Bianchi
Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 231; Lorber (1979), 32 f., no. 34,
phs. pl. 7; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 558*, ph. pl. 113, ‘Aias’ i. 22*,

ph. pl. 234, ‘Aias’ ii. 6, ‘Aineias’ 30; LIMC iii, ‘Dolon’ 1*, ph.
pl. 525; mentioned at LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’ (ii. F. 1); Amyx (1988),
564, no. 30 (cat. p. 204, no. 6, bibl.); LIMC v, ‘Hippokles’ 1, with
dr.; Schefold (1993), 315, ph. 314 fig. 346; LIMC vii, ‘Sarpedon’
1*, phs. pl. 519. Photographs: Feytmans cl. except (d ); Friis
Johansen (d )–(g) invis., rest quite cl.; Lane (c) cl., (a), (b), (d )
uncl., rest invis.; Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni and LIMC i,
‘Aias’, (e)–(g) cl., (h) uncl., rest invis.; Lorber (d ) and (e) uncl.,
rest cl.; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’, only (a) and (d ) uncl., (b)–(c) cl.;
LIMC iii only (i), cl.; Schefold only (a) uncl. and (b)–(c) cl.; LIMC
vii only (a)–(c) and (i ) cl., (d ) uncl. Scene: Two warriors, (b) 
and (c), fighting, behind their backs their pages, (a) and (d ), on
horseback. On the other side the same scene with ( f ) and (g)
assisted by (e) and (h). Between the scenes, under the handle, (i)
is running to r. and looking back. Date: MC (Lorber, p. 31 f.);
600–575 (Arena, p. 76; Lane); c.580 (Schefold; LIMC i, partly);
c.590–580 (LIMC i, partly; v); c.590–575 (LIMC iii).

(a) ; µAPrAao^ (b) ; bkkToP (c) A+wqqbosµ
(d ) øow^wˆ (e) ; AwJAµ ( f ) ; )wJ)µ
(g) ; )w^b)µ (h) 9wrokqbµ (i ) ; !oqo^

(a) Σαρπαδον (b) Εκκτορ (c) Αχιλλεους (d ) Φοινιξ
(e) Αιƒας ( f ) Αιƒας (g) Αινεας (h) Ηιποκλες (i) ∆ολον

(a) Σαρπ1δ4ν, (b) :Εκκτ4ρ, (c) �χιλλεο,ς, (d ) Φο>νιξ. 
(e) ΑFƒας, ( f ) ΑFƒας, (g) Α7ν
�ς, (h) Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς. (i ) ∆%λ4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Fights between Achilleus and
Hektor, the Aiante and Aineias (with peculiarities); Dolon run-
ning (labels).

The three scenes have been thought to reflect the Iliad; see §446.
(b), (c), and (h): a geminate is written once where we expect

it, once where we do not expect it, and once it is absent where
we would expect it; see §113.

(a) Sarpedon has an original long [a] in the second syllable (see
§448). (b) For the different spellings of Hektor’s name see §250.
For the doubling of the consonant see §115. Qoppa, not used here,
still occurs in later inscriptions, as Arena points out (see §108).

(c) Lorber (p. 33 n. 189), following Amandry (1944: 29), thinks
that �χιλλεους is a genitive and to be assigned to the horse, not
to the warrior. This is very unlikely. First, for Lorber to be right,
the name would have to start further down, next to the horses’
mouths, to run from right to left, and to bend anti-clockwise. As
it is, it must be the man’s label.230 Secondly, Lorber’s claim that
we would expect Achilleus’ name to be written to the left of his
head, as with Aineias on the other side of the vase, is unjustified.
We may on the contrary assert that the writer wanted to write
the name Achilleus in perfect symmetry with the name Hektor,
which was not possible on Aineias’ side, since to the right of his

230 The scene in COR 19 with gen. Ηερακλ
ος, compared by Amandry, is there-
fore not comparable.
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head and hand there was not enough space to start a name. Also,
Aineias’ side is more likely to have been labelled after Achilleus’
than vice versa, since the fight between Hektor and Achilleus is
the main scene (see §446). Thirdly, our form makes better sense
as a nominative than as a genitive, in view of eight more nomin-
ative forms on this vase. Arena was therefore right to remark—
without further explanation—that an interpretation as a genitive
�χιλλ
ους is unlikely. We need not regret that a nominative is
more likely than a genitive. For it is much easier to assume that
this spelling -εου- is an attempt at writing [eu] at a time when
<ου> was already pronounced [o] (as Heubeck (1980: 286) re-
marks), than to construct a genitive form [-gous] or [-gos] instead
of the Doric form, for which we expect [i] (see §221). It is also
unnecessary to suggest that in view of -κτο- and -εου- we have
to assume foreign influence or that the writer was a foreigner
(Arena). For there are other instances of Hektor’s name with kappa
instead of qoppa in Corinthian (see §108); and the spelling
<εου> is exactly parallel to <αfl> (see §225), only that there was
no special sign for [o] as there was for [l] (see §§219 f.).

(d )–( f ), and (i) are as expected. For (g) see §245. For -κλ0ς,
as in (h), see §506.

  , . .,   
( )

Frs. of a cup from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Brock
(1962), 264, and Jeffery (1962), 395, no. 15, ph. pl. 107, dr. pl.
163; Arena (1967), 106, no. 68; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 69,
(d ) only; Lorber (1979), 87 f., no. 142; Amyx (1988), 564 f., 
no. 31 (not in cat.). Photographs: Brock quite cl. Scene: End of
an inscr. (a), perhaps—though not necessarily—belonging to the
first figure preserved, who is facing l. The next figure (b) is 
facing r. towards a throne to r. (no label preserved). Below the
scene there is the incised inscr. (d ). Another fr. shows part of a
clothed figure, labelled (c), and a warrior to r. (no name preserved).
The other frs. are uninscribed. All figures have black feet. Date:
LC (Lorber).

(a) bµ (b) 0 (c) sµoµ
(d ) (incised) Vqoµ3 ^b4bkb

(a) [. . .]eς (b) [. . .]. α (c) [∆ιον]υσος
(d ) [. . .]. υkοσµ . νεθεκεt[. . .]

(a) [. . .]eς, (b) [. . .]. �, (c) [∆ι%ν]eσος. 
(d ) [. . .]sυλος µ5 .ν
θ3κε t[�ι Η5ρ�ι?].

Epigraphy: (a) The reading [jρτ]el[ις] ? (Brock, followed by
Lorber, but not taken into account by Jeffery) is hardly possible,
since the last two letters -ις would have to show to the r. of the
figure. (b) If the letters are the end of a name, the first one can
scarcely be a rho (of [Η5]q�, as is often assumed); nor are nu or
iota (for Athena or Eileithyia) likely; at all events the traces of
the letter are hard to interpret. (d ) [. . .]aυλος is also possible.

The broken-off alpha of �ν
θ3κε seems to be reflected in the 
angular break. Interpretation: (a)–(c) Unidentified scene with
Dionysos (labels). (d ) Incised dedication.

As there seems to be a representation of Zeus sitting on his throne
on Olympos, Brock thinks of either the Birth of Athena or the
Introduction of Herakles to Olympos. (a) The two letters—if the
inscription indeed runs away from the head of the figure—are
the end of a name, which excludes mu as the second letter. We
may consider [Χ�ριτ]ες or [jρ]3ς. (Or is it the label of the war-
rior on the second fragment, usually interpreted as Herakles?) (b)
To judge from the inscription, this is almost certainly a woman.
(c) is as expected, and so is the fragmentary graffito (d ), whose
restoration by Jeffery was accepted by Arena and Amyx.

  , . .,  

Frs. of a cup from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Brock
(1962), 262, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 5, ph. pl. 106, drs. pls.
110, 163; Arena (1967), 82, no. 24; Lorber (1979), 35, no. 38; Amyx
(1988), 565, no. 32 (not in cat.); LIMC v, ‘Herakles’ 1828 and
2498; LIMC vi, ‘Kerkopes’ 1. Photographs: Brock quite cl. Scene:
Geryones (no name preserved). Herakles (a) walking to r., throt-
tling the lion. One of the Kerkopes (b) hanging head-down from
the back of a figure who must again be Herakles walking to r.
(no name preserved). Date: MC (Lorber); c.600–575 (LIMC).

(a) 9bP0q;bµ (b) ; ATwµ
(a) Ηεραλες (b) [. . .]bατις
(a) Η3ρα(κ)λ0ς, (b) [. . .]bατις.

Epigraphy: (b) The possibility [. . .]vατις ( Jeffery) does not
seem likely from the ph., as already noted by Lorber, but b, r,
and perhaps P do seem possible. Interpretation: Herakles with
Geryones, the Nemean lion, and the Kerkopes (labels).

The vase must have borne a sequence of pictures showing sev-
eral of Herakles’ adventures (see n. 1108). Only two inscriptions
survive. (a) The kappa is omitted, which is probably a mistake
(see §112). The writer may have been distracted and confused,
first by the lack of space and then by the need to turn the vase,
at which point he also changed the direction of the script. He
may even have been illiterate. (b) Jeffery thinks of ΕIρ,βατος,
one of the Kerkopes. Although this seems attractive, a form
[ΕIρ,]bατις would be irregular. There may have been many other
Kerkopes’ names which are lost now.

  ,   
 

Pyxis from a place (formerly) called Mertese, near Corinth, by
the Dodwell P. (see Amyx) (1806 or shortly before). Bibliography:



   

Dodwell (1819), 196 f. with col. dr.; CIG (i), no. 7 (bibl.); Abeken
(1836), 309 f.; Jahn (1854), 65, no. 211 (bibl.); von Rohden (1888),
1953 ff., unsatisfactory col. dr. pl. 88 fig. 2046b (opp. p. 1935);
Kretschmer (1888), 173, no. 38; Kretschmer (1894), 26, no. 42;
F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3120; Sieveking–Hackl (1912), 
26 f., no. 327; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 121. 1; dr. Pfuhl 
(1923), fig. 192; Payne (1931), 163 no. 11, cat. no. 861; Benson
(1953), 73, no. 1; Arena (1967), 77 f., no. 18; Lorber (1979), 45 f.,
no. 52, ph. pl. 14; LIMC i, ‘Agamemnon’ 1*, ph. pl. 191; Amyx
(1988), 565, no. 33 (cat. pp. 205 f., no. A-1, bibl.), phs. pl. 86. 1a–b;
Schefold (1993), 298 f., with ph. fig. 322.; LIMC vii, ‘Thersandros’
i. 1*, ph. pl. 621. Photographs: Lorber mostly cl.; LIMC and 
Amyx slightly less cl.; Schefold only (a)–(d ), quite cl. Scene (on
the lid): A man (a) with kerykeion; a woman (b), touching the 
head of a boy (c), who is running; another woman (a servant?)
(d ), all to r. Then two men to r. attacking a boar from behind,
(e) with a spear, ( f ) with his bow; another man (g) is lying under
the boar, and another (h) is attacking it from the front. Date: 
600 (Sieveking–Hackl); MC (Lorber; LIMC ); c.590 (Schefold).

(a) )c)3b3^o^ (b) )qK) (c) !OPw3)Xoµ
(d ) µ)Kwµ (e) A^!PsTAµ ( f ) qAho^
(g) øwqo^ (h) 5bPµ)^!Poµ

(a) Αγαµεµνον (b) Αλκα (c) ∆οριµαχος (d ) Σακις
(e) Ανδρυτας ( f ) Λα$ον (g) Φιλον (h) Θερσανδρος

(a) �γαµ
µν4ν, (b) jλκ�, (c) ∆4ρ�µαχος, (d ) σ�κ�ς, 
(e) �νδρ,τ�ς, ( f ) Λ�$4ν, (g) Φ�λ4ν, (h) Θ
ρσανδρος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Boar-hunt, probably pseudo-
heroic (labels).

Amyx (1987: 167) emphasizes that this is the only work by the
Dodwell P. that bears inscriptions. This, however, is not sur-
prising, since he mostly painted animal friezes and ordinary 
hoplite and horsemen scenes.231 It is clear that in many of the 
places where there are inscriptions on the vase the painter would
otherwise have put some of the filling ornament that is scattered
all over the painting. This ornamentation—or at least most of 
it—must therefore have been added after the inscriptions. We 
may conclude from this that the painter and the writer are the
same person—an assumption which seems natural but is hardly
ever provable.

(a) According to Lorber (p. 46), Agamemnon will here be a
pseudo-heroic label because none of the other names is specifically
heroic. On the other hand, we may argue for an epic origin for
(c) (see below), and the fact that Agamemnon holds a kerykeion
gives him a senior appearance. Nevertheless, the scene as a
whole can hardly be linked with any specific mythical event (we

do not hear of Agamemnon as a participant in a boar-hunt). For
(b) Amyx (1988: 565) refers to Bechtel, p. 612 (a παιδ�σκη in the
fourth century). It could also be understood as a hypocoristic (see
§228) from a compound name like *�λκ-�νδρ�, -�νειρα, etc. 
(see also COR 39); for masculine names with this first element
see Bechtel, pp. 35 f.

(c) Amyx says that ∆ορ�µαχος could be ‘either ∆ορ�µαχος or
∆ωρ�µαχος’, citing Pape–Benseler. The former name is attested,
for example, in SGDI 1987. 16 (Delphi, 2nd cent.), the latter in
SIG 546B. 2 (3rd cent.; Bechtel, p. 144). Here at Corinth, how-
ever, only the second possibility is likely, for the following 
reasons. Bechtel (pp. 139 f. and 144) gives seven names with ∆ορυ-
and one (the example from Delphi just cited) with ∆ορι-, and,
on the other hand, six with ∆ωρι-. The first question is what the
element ∆ορι- means and how it is to be explained morpholog-
ically. Bechtel derives it from δ%ρυ ‘wood, spear’. Indeed, a
∆οριµαχος makes perfect sense as ‘fighting with a spear’.232 As
for the difference in quantity, the normal assumption is that ∆ορι-
and ∆ωρι- go back to a form with [w].233 In fact, *∆ορƒι- in many
dialects would automatically yield ∆ωρι- after the loss of [w], and
the solitary ∆ορ�µαχος, although attested in Delphi, may just be
Attic (i.e. Koine), where the result of *∆ορƒι- was *∆]ρι-.234 Yet
in Corinthian in the early sixth century not only is a form ∆]ρι-
unexpected, but ∆4ρι- too is unlikely, since in this environment
the [w] is normally preserved (see §209). Now, such formations
are relatively frequent in, and typical of, poetic language (e.g.
δουρι�λωτος, δουρ�κτητος, δουρ�ληπτος, ‘prisoner of war’).235 As
our name does not suit Corinthian for phonological reasons, we
may therefore most easily understand it as non-Corinthian, ulti-
mately going back to the epic tradition in a dialect where [w] after
a liquid was not preserved at the time (see §503). As the [o] must
then be long for metrical reasons, we may take this form as an
additional example of the secondary [d] written <ο> not <ου>
(see §220).

In connection with (d ) σ�κ�ς Arena mentions σηκ�ς ‘servant’,
Ar. Vesp. 768, and Pherecr. fr. 10 PCG (a slave’s name?). Perhaps
the fact that the woman is dressed differently from (b) jλκ� is
meant to indicate different status. At any rate, the label is a speak-
ing one, probably not even a name but a noun (see §239). The

231 See Amyx (1988), 205–8. The only piece where we might expect inscrs. 
is Amyx, pp. 208, 320, no. A-44, with Herakles and the Hydra (this is
Amandry–Amyx (1982), 102, no. 7).

232 If we start from ∆=ρος ‘Dorian’, there is a morphological difficulty (we
would expect ∆ωρο-), and the name we get (‘fighting the Dorians’) is very odd,
particularly for a Corinthian. (The latter problem is less grave in COR 114, where
the bearer of this name is a defeated warrior.)

233 Bechtel’s derivation, ‘∆ωρƒι- zu *δ=ρυ, altind. d1ru (Holz)’, has to be slightly
adjusted. There is no need to assume *δ=ρυ in Greek, for the long [a] in Indo-
Iranian is due to Brugmann’s law, a fairly regular sound-change that affected short
PIE [o] in open syllable (see e.g. Mayrhofer (1986), 146 with n. 198, bibl.). The
attested δ%ρυ is therefore sufficient as a starting-point. Even if the long-grade
vocalism existed, it would have been shortened in *dDrwi- by Osthoff ’s law, as
is pointed out by Szemerényi (1987: 1515), who deals with Schulze’s earlier 
etymology of the name of the Dorians.

234 For these changes see e.g. Buck, §25; Lejeune, §§159, 229.
235 Outside epic all three exist with δορι-. The easiest justification of the [i]

of their first element is to assume that they started as univerbations (‘Zusammen-
rückungen’; Risch, p. 219), e.g. δουρW κλειτ%ς, δουρW κλυτ%ς (both in Homer,
the former in formulaic use in Il. 5. 55 and Od. 15. 52, the latter Od. 17. 71).
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original [a] is known from other Doric attestations of this root
(see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. σηκ%ς). (e) Another testi-
mony of the name �νδρ,τ�ς, apart from the geographer cited
by Amyx (from Σ Ap. Rhod. 2. 159), is given by Bechtel (p. 52;
2nd cent.), who also cites an instance of underlying jνδρυς and
lists similar formations under Α7σχ,της (p. 30). ( f ) A parallel
for the ethnic Λ�$4ν as a proper name is cited by Kretschmer,236

another one by Bechtel, p. 540, and a derivative (Λακων�δης) 
ibid. 547; see also Φρ,ξ etc. (see §241). (g) Φ�λ4ν is a very 
common name (Amyx). (h) Arena cites one other occurrence of
Θ
ρσανδρος from the neighbourhood of Corinth, namely LSAG
143. 8 (Sikyon);237 see also Φιλοθ
ρσης (Epidauros), Θερσ�νωρ
Θερσικλ
ος (Sikyon), Θ
ρ[σ]ας (Argos), all in Bechtel (p. 207).
For the [rs] cluster see §214.

  , . .,  

Fr. of a pyxis (?) from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography:
Hopper (1962), 169, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 9, dr. pl. 163;
Lorber (1979), 44, no. 49 (with dr.); Amyx (1988), 565, no. 34
(not in cat.). Photographs: —. Scene: Parts of a female figure
(named?) standing on a kind of base. Date: MC (Lorber).

4bT
Θετ[. . .]
Θ
τ[ις?].

Epigraphy: The inscr. starts at some distance from the figure and
runs upwards instead of downwards. Interpretation: Unidentified
scene, perhaps with Thetis in her bridal chariot (perhaps a
label).

  , . .,  

Fr. of a pyxis lid from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Hopper
(1962), 180, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 7, drs. pls. 78, 163; 
mentioned by Friis Johansen (1967), 83; Lorber (1979), 44 f., 
no. 50; Amyx (1988), 565 f., no. 35 (not in cat.). Photographs: —.
Scene: A warrior striding to l. (named), another one to r. (no 
name preserved) stabbing a third who is lying on the ground 
(no name preserved). To the r. there are more warriors and an
archer (no names preserved). Date: MC (Lorber).

ws3b
[. . . ?]sυµe[. . . ?]
[Θρα?]sυµô[δ3ς?].

Epigraphy: If we assume the same orientation for all letters, the
first is probably not a san but an iota. In order to read a san, we
would have to assume a sharp turn in the inscr. Moreover on
Hopper’s dr., which is likely to be more accurate than Jeffery’s
(the two are rather dissimilar), there seems to be a large gap in
front of the first letter: vacat? Interpretation: Unidentified battle
scene (label).

Unidentified fight (maybe heroic), possibly featuring Thrasymedes
( Jeffery suggested Il. 16. 321 ff. and 17. 378 ff.). J. Mansfield apud
Amyx suggests an alternative [Θρα]s,µç[λος], a Trojan.

   ( )

Fr. of a skyphos from Ithaka (1932). Bibliography: Robertson
(1948), 17 f., with dr. fig. 9; Arena (1967), 79 f., no. 22, dr. (the same)
fig. 20; Lorber (1979), 48, no. 55, dr. (the same) fig. 33; not in
LIMC?; Amyx (1988), 566, no. 36 (not in cat.). Photographs: —.
Scene: A lost figure (a), then a woman (unnamed) following a man
in chiton and himation (b), who is perhaps in a chariot. Date:
‘belongs in the first quarter of the sixth century, and probably
not late in it’ (Robertson); MC (Lorber).

(a) oeµAw (b) ; o^
(a) . οισαι (b) [. . .]ον
(a) Lο>σαι, (b) [�π
λλ]4ν.

Epigraphy: (a) Robertson leaves no doubt about the third letter,
giving w twice in his transcriptions. Interpretation: Unidentified
scene with Apollon Musagetes (labels).

Lorber is certainly right to suspect at least one more Muse behind
the preserved female figure, from whose face inscription (a) would
have run towards the preserved figure.

For the scene and its possible settings see §406.
In view of the form (a) Lο>σαι, Robertson (who points to Hes.

Scut. 201–6) refers to the Aiolic dialect, and from this inscription
argues that -οι- might also be a Doric feature. Masson (1981/2:
543) reminds us of one Μοισ
ας, a thearodokos in Arkadia. Arena,
on the other hand, notes that Eumelus of Corinth (fr. 696 PMG),238

a follower of both epic and choral traditions, also uses this form,
and concludes that its occurrence here might be due to literary
influence. This is taken up by Amyx, who remarks: ‘poetic
spelling’, pointing to COR 96B. I favour this second interpreta-
tion (see §508).

236 The labels on Graef–Langlotz (1925), 173 f., no. 1632 (dr. pl. 84; the frs.
are not in ABV ), cited by Lorber (n. 286), are real ethnics not names (the Spartan
there is labelled [Λα]κεδαιµ[%νιος] ).

237 Amyx: ‘A name that is both heroic and everyday . . . localized at Corinth
(son of Sisyphos) and Sikyon (AthMitt 66 [1941], pp. 220 f.); but SGDI 3120,
cited by Arena as a parallel, is this inscription. See also SEG 11 (1954), 244, lines
52 and 62.’ Did Amyx, who criticizes Arena, himself realize that SEG 11. 244 is
the inscr. from Sikyon (LSAG 143. 8, GD 96)? 238 See also Lorber, p. 48 n. 298 (with some bibl.).
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  , . .,  

Fr. of a skyphos from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Brock
(1962), 254, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 8, drs. pls. 100, 163; Arena
(1967), 89, no. 35; Lorber (1979), 48 f., no. 56; LIMC iii,
‘Dioskouroi’ 1, with dr.; Amyx (1988), 566, no. 37 (not in cat.).
Photographs: —. Scene: A rider on horseback (a). Inscr. (b) must
have belonged to a figure in front of him, now lost. Date: MC
(Lorber); c.590–580 (LIMC ).

(a) K)µµ;ToD (b) ; oq
(a) Κασστορ (b) [. . .]oλ .[. . .]
(a) Κ�σστ4ρ, (b) [. . .]oλ .[. . .].

Epigraphy: (b) As Amyx points out, the third letter is hardly an
upsilon as had been assumed in order to get [Π]oλu[δε,κ3ς]. 
He also rightly argues that if only one letter were missing at the
beginning, the inscr. could not start from the head of a figure 
analogous to the horseman (a). Interpretation: Unidentified (pseudo-
heroic?) riding scene with Kastor (labels).

Label (a) first runs towards the rider’s head, then turns away bous-
trophedon. The rho seems to have only a very short prolongation
of its vertical stroke. For the double consonant in (a), Jeffery gives
a few references,239 but see above all Kretschmer, p. 175, and
Hermann (1923), 110 ff. (see §115). (b) [. . .]oλ .[. . .] is not clear;
a reading as Polydeukes is hardly possible. The scene may—as
Amyx suggests—be compared with COR 16, although on our vase
a mounted Polydeukes, now lost, may of course have followed
Kastor; the writer is certainly not the same.

  ,  . 
 . . 

Fr. of a column krater from Selinus (gift c.1904–7: W. Geominy,
per litt.). Bibliography: Greifenhagen (1936), 359 no. 14, dr. 362
fig. 15; Payne (1931), 169 no. 74; Arena (1967), 77, no. 16; Lorber
(1979), 47 f., no. 54 (with dr. from Greifenhagen), ph. pl. 14;
LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 31; LIMC iii, ‘Diomedes’ i. 106*, ph. pl. 294;
Amyx (1988), 566, no. 38 (not in cat.). Photographs: Lorber 
and LIMC not very cl. Scene: Three warriors to r., one perhaps 
sitting, labelled (a) under the base of the handle, the second 
walking (b), the third probably walking as well (no name pre-
served). Date: MC (Lorber); EC (LIMC i); c.600 (LIMC iii).

(a) ASFAµ (b) !So3babµ
(a) Αιƒας (b) ∆ιοµεδες
(a) ΑFƒας, (b) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς.

Epigraphy: Lorber dots the first three letters of (a) and the last
five of (b); they are not to be doubted, however. Interpretation:
Unidentified scene with Aias and Diomedes (labels).

Arena points out that the iotas have only very shallow angles, but
we should not consider the straight letter-form240 as long as there
are angles (see §103). For the [w] in (a) see §209. (b) is as expected.

  , . . . 

Fr. of a column krater (?) from Old Smyrna (1948–51).
Bibliography: Anderson (1958/9), 150, no. 160, dr. pl. 30;
Jeffery (1964), 45 f., no. 2, with dr.; Lorber (1979), 49, no. 59;
Amyx (1988), 566, no. 39 (not in cat.). Photographs: —. Scene:
Lower part of a woman, the inscr. is written on her dress. Date:
not EC, but MC, to judge from the letter-forms (Lorber, p. 49).

; Aqk5vA
Αλκθλα
�λκ(1)θλ�.

Epigraphy: Although the two lambdas are slightly different, no
doubts about the reading have been expressed. Interpretation:
Unidentified scene (label).

Anderson reads “�λκιθ
α or �λκιθ%α (alt. �λκαθ%α)”, remark-
ing, ‘nonsense inscriptions are common on Corinthian vases’
(which seems an exaggeration). Jeffery suggests similar solutions.
J. M. Cook (apud Anderson) proposed a reading αƒεθλα, which,
however, raises great difficulties, since the alleged digamma lacks
the lower oblique stroke, and the alleged epsilon (b is required)
lacks two of the four oblique strokes; also we expect a female name.
The easiest solution without indulging in corrections or restora-
tions of this clearly legible inscription is to assume A.W. (see §111):
�λκ(1)θλ�, comparable to the masculine names (from Bechtel,
p. 23) ΕJαθλος (5th cent.) and Π
νταθλος (c.580).241 This means
that [w] was lost and [ae] contracted in Corinth at the time,242

which is believable (see §§223, 506).

  ,   

Krater from Caere, by the Ophelandros P. (see Amyx) (ex
Campana inv. 56; 1857 or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp ii. 13;
Dümmler (1885), with drs. pls. D, E; Körte (1893), 90 ff.;
Kretschmer (1888), 164, no. 18; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain
(1888), 257 f., no. 23; Kretschmer (1894), 22 f., no. 26; Pottier

239 Buck, §89. 1; Walters–Birch (1905), ii. 270 with n. 1, who cites two Attic
occurrences of this spelling of Kastor’s name, viz. ARV 1313. 5 and 619. 15. The
latter vase is cited by Amyx too.

240 ‘non si differenzierebbe di molto dallo ι ionico-attico’ (Arena).
241 Double A.W., i.e. †�λκ(α)θ(
 )λα, does not lead to satisfying results.
242 See �ƒεθλ- LSAG 215. 5 = DGE 650 (c.525–500?; not in CEG) and CEG

394 (c.600–550?).
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(1897), 55; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3145; Fränkel (1912b),
100–6, bibl.; mentioned by Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 10;
Greifenhagen (1929), 102 n. 128, bibl.; Payne (1931), 122, 163
no. 15, cat. no. 1178; J. Schmidt, RE xviii/1 (1939), 349 f. (bibl.);
Amandry (1944), 49 f.; Breitholtz (1960), 128 ff., 163–81; Bieber
(1961), 38 f.; Webster (1961); Bouzek (1963), with bibl., phs. 
pls. 2–4; Arena (1967), 84 f., no. 27, ph. pl. 8; Arena (1966), 
477 ff., on (b); Webster (1970), 128; Trendall–Webster (1971), 19, 
no. I-6, with ph.; Seeberg (1971), 45, no. 226 (bibl.); Simon (1972),
42 f., dr. fig. 3; Zwierlein-Diehl (1975), 67–9; Hampe (1975), with
bibl. passim, ph. p. 87; Lorber (1979), 38–40, no. 42 (bibl.), ph.
pl. 12; LIMC iv, ‘Eunoos’ 1*, ph. pl. 29; Stoessl (1987), 90–4;
Amyx (1988), 566 f., no. 40 (cat. pp. 233 f., no. A-1, bibl.), phs.
pl. 102. 1a–b. Photographs: Bouzek (both sides), rather uncl.; Arena
(1967) quite cl.; Trendall–Webster (both sides) uncl.; Hampe uncl.;
Lorber cl.; LIMC and Amyx uncl. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990. Scene: A
diaulos-player playing for a padded and long-bearded dancer (both
unnamed). Two men, (a) with a short beard and (b) without beard,
carrying a krater, are both watching the dancing scene, (a) 
looking back over his shoulder. To the r. a man (c) to l. with a
short beard and a long but limp phallos, holding a stick in either
hand, is beating or at least threatening the two. On the other 
side two men are shackled, heads in stocks and feet in fetters; 
a woman brings food on a plate; to the l. a store of six kraters
(no inscrs.). Date: 600–575 (Trendall–Webster); MC (Lorber);
590–570 (LIMC ).

(a) ; bs^oµ (b) o3Pwhoµ (c) ; oøbq06!Poµ
(a) Ευνος (b) Οµρι$ος (c) Οφελανδρος
(a) Εkνος (or ΕJν4ς), (b) 5Οµρι$ος, (c) 5Οφ
λανδρος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Men carrying a krater (labels).

For a short discussion of the different views on the meaning of
the scene see §480.

(c) 5Οφ
λανδρος means ‘useful to men’.243 It is attested as a
human name.244

(b) 5Οµρι$ος presents problems: first because of its -µρ- clus-
ter, and secondly because of its origin and meaning. In normal
Greek an inherited cluster [mr] develops an epenthetic consonant
and changes into [mbr]. The date for this change is not easy to
establish. The parallel development [nr] > [ndr] had certainly
started by Mycenaean times (e.g. a-re-ka-sa-da-ra /Aleksandra/).
On the other hand, some instances of inherited [mr] written <µρ>
in the sixth and fifth centuries (Φιλοµρ%τοι, Μροχ8, Κλε%µροτος
(CEG 394) ), discussed by Heubeck (1970b),245 could suggest a
later date for [mr] > [mbr]. But since the presence of [b] and [d]

in the clusters [mr] and [nr], respectively, is almost automatic,
the process may have remained reversible (i.e. the oppositions
[mr]:[mbr] and [nr]:[ndr] neutralized) for a long period, so that
at a time when the spelling was not yet standardized a writer was
free to write the stop or to omit it.246 Therefore the presence of
<µρ> by itself is insufficient proof to decide whether our form
contains inherited *-mr- or *-mbr-.247 Three suggestions have been
made: (1) 5Οµρι$ος is derived from 0µβρος and means ‘rainy’248

(though ‘rain-maker’, the most widely accepted meaning, is very
unlikely from the point of view of formation; it does not fit the
scene either). If that were the case [b], which is etymologically
justified (see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.), would have been
lost. (2) It means ‘the Umbrian’, i.e. a slave from there (sugges-
tion by Fränkel, accepted by Payne).249 The etymology of this 
ethnic is unknown, and we therefore do not know whether the
[b] is etymologically justified or not (at any rate, it seems always
to be there). As Fränkel pointed out, we should not be too scep-
tical about the possibility of slaves from Italy at the time; we have
other foreigners such as Φρ,ξ (COR 18 and 102), etc. (see §241).
The name 5Οµβρικος occurs on a Greek graffito dedication to 
Hera from Gravisca (SEG 27. 671, 6th cent., written in the East
Ionic alphabet), where it is plausibly the ethnic. In this con-
nection we should also remember that our vase was found at 
Caere. Relations between central Italy, to which hundreds if 
not thousands of Corinthian vases were imported, and the site
of their production, may well have been such as to allow slaves
to be traded in the opposite direction. (3) There is yet a third 
etymology (mentioned by Arena (1966) ): 0βρια, iβρ�κια ‘young
wild animals’ (particularly piglets). With these nouns Bechtel 
(p. 585) had plausibly associated a name 5Οµβρ�ας (IG v/2. 429.
4, acc., a freedman in Arkadia in the 5th cent., whose com-
panion was Χοιροθ,ων), citing 0µβριον· χοιρ�διον (Hsch., corr.
Nauck). Chantraine, s.v. 0βρια, thinks that the nasal could be 
original. But the [b] also seems to belong. I can see no way of
deciding between these interpretations,250 of which none need 
be correct, since none provides us with a speaking name (§239)
suitable to our scene.251

243 The transcription as given by Amyx, 5Οφ5λανδρος ‘i.e. 5Οφ1λανδρος
(Doric)’, is wrong. A long e-sound is only justified in the formation of the 
present tense iφε�λω < *iφελ-Ñω (see also Chantraine, s.v., and Frisk, s.v.).

244 Bechtel, pp. 51, 354; IG vii. 2314, 2872; see also Myc. o-pe-ra-no
/Ophelandr/.

245 See also CEG 402 [. . . -(µ)] µροτο>σιν; IGDS 22 = LSAG 276. 25
Σ4µροτ�δ� (gen.).

246 There are also post-Mycenaean cases of omitted [d] in inherited [nr] 
clusters, e.g. Attic �νροµ�χ3 (see Kretschmer, pp. 41 and 183 f.; Threatte, 
p. 573); an uncertain case on our vases is COR 121a below.

247 Remarkably on our vase there is also the parallel case with a written voiced
stop, as was already noticed by Arena (1966), namely in -ανδρος (with epenthetic
[d], see �ν1ρ). Still, it seems dangerous to draw any conclusions for the origin
of our -µρ- from that.

248 For the gloss cited by Körte (n. 62): 0µβρικος PπZ lλικαρνασ
ων
β�κχος, which has no bearing on our problem, see Schmidt (citing 
P. Kretschmer, who (1894) had accepted Körte’s solution, but later preferred 
the second explanation: Glotta, 6 (1915), 307; 21 (1933), 116) and Hampe (p. 89
with nn. 13–15).

249 Heubeck (1980: 283) calls the interpretation as ‘Umbrian’ ‘ausgeschlossen’,
because he is convinced that the characters on the vase are not slaves.

250 Names derived from atmospheric phenomena (see Bechtel, pp. 598 f.: Ψ�αξ,
Ν�φων, Χ�ονις, Νεφ
λη etc.), from places (Bechtel, pp. 536–62), and from 
animals (Bechtel, pp. 580–92) are all well attested.

251 Hampe (p. 96 f.) also thinks of \ µικρ%ς, and duly rejects it right away.
We would expect <Éο> for the article (see ad COR 71e); and the mistake would
be somewhat too heavy.
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(a) For Ευνος, too, there are several possibilities. (1) If it is 
to be read ΕJν4ς (‘high-spirited’, ‘sensible’, vel sim.), which is
attested as ΕJνοος (Bechtel, p. 173), this would be another
example of the secondary [4] written with <ο> not <ου>.252 (2)
It may be a hypocoristic name Εkνος from ΕJνοος, as preferred
by Kretschmer and Bechtel (p. 173). (3) It may be a name 
connected with εIν1, most likely a nickname meaning ‘sleepy’ (also
from this root comes Π�ρευνος on COR 5).253 As we are likely
to be dealing with a slave, the first possibility, a compound name,
seems the least probable.254

[ ;   ]

  ,  . . 

Fr. of a column krater from Naukratis (1903). Bibliography: Payne
(1931), 164 no. 18, cat. no. 1190; H. G. G. Payne, CVA Great
Britain, 9 (1931), 72, no. 20, ph. pl. 6. 20; Arena (1967), 87, 
no. 30; Lorber (1979), 51, no. 64, ph. pl. 14; Amyx (1988), 567,
no. 41 (not in cat.). Photographs: CVA sm., Lorber cl. Scene: Part
of a draped woman facing r. (no name preserved). To the r. scanty
remains of another figure (named; not necessarily female as
Lorber implies). Date: probably early 6th cent. (Payne); MC
(Lorber).

; Jow^bY
Åοινεu[ς]
Åοινεä[ς].

Epigraphy: Lorber (p. 51) dots all the letters except the first, Amyx
the third, fifth, and sixth. But the first, third, and fourth are 
certain. The second, preceded by a digamma and followed by an
iota, must be an omicron (qoppa, the only alternative, is excluded
for phonological reasons). The fifth letter consists of a vertical
stroke and an oblique one sloping down from the top then turn-
ing back towards the vertical stroke; this only permits us to read
b, since [l], [r], and [p] are unlikely after -οιν-. The trace of the
last visible letter also fits Payne’s interpretation Åοινεä[ς]. It can-
not be decided whether the final san ever existed. Interpretation:
Unidentified scene, possibly heroic (label).

Arena refers to CHA 17, which is also an unidentified scene (see
§465).

*  ,   , 
 

Frs. of a krater from ? (1969 or earlier). Bibliography: Benson
(1969), 119, phs. pl. 42. 37 f.; Amyx (1988), 567, no. 42 (not in
cat.), dr. pl. 142. 2. Photographs: Benson sm. Scene: Legs of horses
to r. faced by a man (a), ‘three maidens’ to l., labelled (b) in front
of the foremost, and other figures (no names preserved). Date:
MC?

(a) µ (b) ; SrroqsTA
(a) [. . .] . ς (b) [. . . ?]ιππολυτα
(a) [. . . ε?]uς, (b) [Η?]ιππολ,τ�.

Epigraphy: (a) has not previously received attention. Of the first
letter only a tiny trace is preserved; from its position it can only
have been an upsilon (as an iota it would be overlapping with the
san). (b) It is not clear whether at the beginning a heta is broken
off or never existed. Interpretation: Unidentified scene (labels).

Amyx is right to say that (b) as one of ‘three maidens’ cannot be
identified with any specific character or episode. Therefore we
can not safely argue for Theseus in (a), and (b) may just be a horsey
name (see §238).

[ ,   ;   ]

°  ,   BIS

Column krater (fragmentary), probably from Italy (ex Campana
inv. —; 1857 or earlier). Bibliography: not in CatCamp; mentioned
by Pottier (1899a), 447 and 484; Pottier (1909), 113–36, dr. pl. 14;
Payne (1931), 164 no. 20, cat. no. 1196; Wiencke (1954), 292 f.,
ph. pl. 56. 5; Mota (1957), 33; mentioned by Friis Johansen (1967),
83 f.; Arena (1967), 88, no. 34; Lorber (1979), 50 f., no. 63, phs.
pl. 15; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 365*, ph. pl. 94, ‘Aineias’ 26; men-
tioned at LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’ (ii. E. 9); Amyx (1988), 567, no. 44
(not in cat.); LIMC v, ‘Hippichos’ 1, with dr.; LIMC vii,
‘Pyraichmas’ 1. Photographs: Wiencke only (a)–(c), uncl.; Lorber
quite cl.; LIMC i only (a)–(c), quite cl. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene:
Achilleus (no name preserved) about to kill Troilos (a), holding
him by his legs over the altar. From the r. some Trojans, (b)–(e),
arrive to help Troilos. Date: MC (Lorber); 1st q. 6th cent. (LIMC
i, ‘Achilleus’); c.580–570 (LIMC i, ‘Aineias’; v).

(a) TPow$oM (b) ; 9wrw+oM (c) ; rsPAw+30M
(d ) ; 0w^b0M (e) ; bhToP

(a) Τροιλος (b) Ηιπιχος (c) Πυραιχµας (d ) Αινεας
(e) Ε$τορ

(a) Τρ8ιλος, (b) Η�π(π)ιχος, (c) Πυρα�χµ�ς, (d ) Α7ν
�ς, 
(e) :Ε$τ4ρ.

252 Fränkel ruled out this possibility for phonological reasons, which is not
justified; see §220.

253 Bechtel (p. 177) does not connect the names with ΕIν- with ‘bed’,
although both examples cited by him, ΕIνανθ�ς and ΕIν1θεια could with some
imagination be linked to that sphere.

254 Stoessl (1987: 93), on the contrary, asserts: ‘natürlich ΕJνους’. How does
he know?
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Epigraphy: (a) The fourth letter is somewhat hard to see, but 
certain (see dr.). Interpretation: Achilleus and Troilos (labels).

For the myth represented and the question of a literary background
see §442.

(a) For Troilos’ name see §257. (b) For names in -ιχος see
§234.255 Name (c) also occurs on COR 82 (g). For (d ) see §245;
for (e) see §250.

  ,   

Fr. of a column krater, from Samos (1964–5). Bibliography: Isler
(1978), 100, no. 171, ph. pl. 51, dr. Beilage 6; LIMC i, ‘Aineias’
30a and ‘Alexandros’ 87a*, ph. pl. 393; not in Amyx (1988).
Photographs: Isler cl.; LIMC quite cl. Scene: Two warriors to l., (a)
and (b), fighting with spears. Date: MC, 585–575 (Isler; LIMC ).

(a) ; r) (b) )w^b)M
(a) Πα. (b) Αινεας
(a) Π�q[ις], (b) Α7ν
�ς.

Epigraphy: (a) Of the third letter only the bottom end of a 
vertical stroke is preserved. Interpretation: Unidentified fight
involving Aineias (and probably Paris) (labels).

Name (a) is as expected. For name (b) see §245.

  , .   
  ( )

Column krater from ?, by the Athana P. (see Amyx) (1966 or 
earlier). Bibliography: Benson (1968), with phs. pls. 24 f. and col.
pl. 23; Benson (1969), 120, no. C. 2 (bibl.), ph. pl. 36. 14; Schefold
(1978), 182 f. with ph. fig. 243, 314 (bibl.); Lorber (1979), 42 f.,
no. 45, ph. pl. 12; J.-P. Descoeudres, CVA Switzerland, 4 
(1981), 47 f. (bibl.), phs. pls. 14. 1, 15. 1; LIMC iii, ‘Diomedes’
i. 9*, ph. pl. 285; Amyx (1988), 567 f., no. 45 (cat. p. 235, 
no. A-2, bibl.), phs. pl. 104. 1a–b; Schefold (1993), 280 f., with
ph. fig. 299. Photographs: Benson (1968) (a) cl., (b) quite cl.; Benson
(1969), Lorber, CVA, Schefold, LIMC (a) cl., (b) uncl.; Amyx
sm. Scene: A chariot to l. with a charioteer and a warrior; beyond
the horses a woman (a) facing them. There are other figures 
to the l. and r. of this scene, all unnamed. Inscr. (b) ends next 
to the face of the first of three foot-warriors who are standing
behind the chariot. Date: c.590/80 (Mus. label); MC (Lorber);
c.580 (Schefold; LIMC ).

(a) )4)7) (b) bµ (incised)
(a) Αθανα (b) . . ες
(a) �θ1ν�, (b) o . ες.

Epigraphy: (b) Visible are a small circle, a reversed ( (probably
not a tau, which would require a top bar drawn in one stroke across
the top of the vertical stroke), an unsuccessful b, and a µ.
Interpretation: Unspecified departure scene with Athena (label).

It is impossible to attribute a specific mythical event to this scene,256

as Amyx rightly says. On the other hand, it seems too dismissive
to say that this label was no more ‘than an afterthought, bound to
no specific occasion’ (Amyx). For the painter obviously wanted
to name Athena, and her alone, and must therefore have had a
clear idea of her function in the scene—whatever it was. (a) For
the name of Athena at Corinth see §247. The graffito (b) is likely
to be nonsense and can hardly have belonged to the original draw-
ing as intended by the painter.

*° A‒B ,    
(  )

Frs. of a column krater (A), from ?, and a plate (B), once
thought to be the lid of (A), from Italy (found ?). Bibliography:
(A) Payne (1931), 169 no. 74bis, cat. after no. 1196;257 Beazley
(1957a), 239 n. 1;258 Lorber (1979), 51 f., no. 66; not in LIMC?;
Amyx (1988), 568, no. 46 (not in cat.).259 (B) Beazley (1957b), 5,
no. 1; Callipolitis-Feytmans (1962), 154, no. 71;260 Brommer (1973),
331, no. C. 1; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 44; LIMC iii, ‘Chariklo’ i. 
4, ‘Cheiron’ 56*, ph. pl. 192. Photographs: (A) —. (B) LIMC quite
cl. Vidi 8 Aug. 1990. Scene: (A) A bird to l. standing on the ground
under a horse, to l. of which the two hind legs and the tail are
preserved. Of the horseman one foot remains; he is labelled 
(a) underneath. Next, a warrior (b) rushing to r., apparently 
stabbing one to r. (c), who is on one knee (on the adjoining fr.
his r. arm, on which he is leaning, is visible). From the r. two
warriors, (d ) and (e), are approaching. Next comes a warrior to
r. ( f ), fighting one to l. (no name preserved) over the dead body
of a third, with head to the r. (g). Finally, another pair fighting
each other, (h) and (i). (B) A woman to r. (a); beyond a Centaur
to r. (b). The latter receives a baby from a man facing him (no
name preserved). Some purple colour is left on the Centaur’s body
and the woman’s mantle. Date: (A) MC (Lorber). (B) 600–575
(LIMC ), i.e. MC.

255 Arena (p. 88) mentions one Hippichos at Tegea, IG v/2. 36. 52; see also
Fraser–Matthews (Thasos).

256 Athena exhorting Hektor to fight with Achilleus (as in Il. 22. 226 ff.), accord-
ing to Benson (1968); ‘Ausfahrt des Tydeus’ according to Schefold.

257 ‘I noticed pieces of a light-ground crater with many inscriptions, among
them heroic names from the Trojan Cycle’ (Payne).

258 ‘I noted Eumelos, Patroqlos, and Eurymachos’ (Beazley).
259 He reports that in 1974 these frs. could not be found.
260 A full edition in CVA, fasc. 3, is announced ‘prochainement’.



   

(A) (a) ; bVmbqoM (b) ; rATPokqoM
(c) ; bVPVmAXoM (d ) ; !AwrsqOM
(e) ; !w6VmoM ( f ) AwJ)µ (g) ; A6!PomAXoM
(h) !womb!bM (i) ; o6AM (B) (a) ; +APwhqow
(b) XwPo6

(A) (a) Ευµελος (b) Πατροκλος (c) [. . . ?]ευρυµαχος
(d ) ∆aiπυλος (e) ∆ινυµος ( f ) Αιƒας (g) Ανδροµαχος
(h) ∆ιοµεδες (i) [. . .]ονας (B) (a) Χαρι$λοι (b) Χιρον

(A) (a) ΕJµ3λος, (b) Π�τροκλος, (c) ΕIρ,µαχος, 
(d ) ∆ã\πυλος, (e) ∆ι(8)νυµος (?), ( f ) ΑFƒας, (g) �νδρ%µαχος,
(h) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, (i) [Κεβρι?]%ν�ς. (B) (a) Χαρι$λ8ι, (b) Χ-ρ4ν.

Epigraphy: (A) No full transcription has been available until now,
as far as I know. (b) The final -ς is somewhat oddly shaped. (e)
The reading is clear, including the third letter from the end, which
is not a san. (B) (a) The chi is between + and X. Interpretation:
(A) Unspecified battle scene with Patroklos etc. (mixed) (labels).
(B) Chiron receiving the baby Achilleus (labels).

For the problems of finding a suitable place in the Trojan Cycle
for the battle scene (A) see §462. For the myth of (B) see §435.

(A) There are no problems with most of the names, viz. (a)
(‘having good sheep and goats’), (b) (written with kappa as on 
COR 57; see §108), (c), (d ), ( f ) (see §209), (g), and (h). The 
fragmentary name (i), which must belong to a Trojan (turned 
to l.), may be Kebriones.

(e) ∆ινυµος on the other hand, such as it is, makes no sense.
There are three possibilities. (1) We could suppose that the writer
intended to write Α7ν-. But there are not many names with Α7νο-
as their first element (Bechtel, p. 27), nor would *ΑFνυµος be an
easily explicable formation (we do not want to assume a haplology
from Α7ν-8νυµος). (2) If we stick to what is written, ∆�δυµος
comes to mind, attested as a proper name already in Mycenaean
(di-du-mo), though never in Greek mythology. But we would have
to assume dissimilation for which there seems to be no exactly
comparable example (see Schwyzer, pp. 258 f.). Should we there-
fore prefer (3) to read ∆ι(8)νυµος? This could be explained by
A.W. with the letter-name 7=τα (it would be a special case, since
iota was not a consonant sign in Greek; see §111). The adjective
δι)νυµος means ‘far-famed’ (see LSJ; Suid.) and makes sense as
a proper name (it is attested as such, non-heroic, in imperial
times);261 see also, at Corinth, COP 65a 5Ον,µ4ν.262

The two names of (B) are as expected: (a) Χαρι$λ8ι, a
hypocoristic from *Χαρικλ
ƒεια (see §236), and (b) Χ-ρ4ν, writ-
ten not with an G (see §219) but an iota only (for the name see
§248).

  ,   

‘Quatrefoil’ aryballos from Thebes (acquired 1897). Bibliography:
Pottier (1899b), 6 f., with dr. fig. 3; mentioned by Kretschmer
(1900), 134 with n. 3, dr. fig. 46; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 1596; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 121. 5; E. Pottier, CVA
France, 9 (1929), 6, phs. pl. 5. 3–4; Payne (1931), 164 no. 23,
cat. no. 1263; Arena (1967), 90, no. 37, ph. pl. 10. 1; Lorber (1979),
54, no. 77; Amyx (1988), 568, no. 47 (not in cat.). Photographs:
CVA (reversed) sm.; Arena cl. Scene: None. Date: ‘tardo corinzio
I (575–550 av. Cr.)’ (Arena, p. 90); LC (Lorber, p. 53).

AGµhYqw6oµrbTAqA
Αflσ$υλινοσπεταλα
Α$σ$υλ>νος Πετ�λ�.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably a dedication to a human
(name in the nominative).

For the precise function of the four vases COR 47–50, which form
a homogeneous group, see §312. The gender and case of the proper
names in their inscriptions can be established as follows: (1) COR
47 Α$σ$υλ>νος and 48 Κ#νις show that the case is the nom-
inative. (2) Hence COR 49 Φ�δ��ς and 50 œυλ(λ)��ς must be 
nominative too, i.e. masculine names in -��ς (like e.g. COR 17b
Πυρƒ��ς; see §230). (3) And since the names of COR 47, 49, 50
are masculine, COR 48 Κ#νις will also be masculine (for the masc.
hypocoristics in -ις see §231).

In Α$σ$υλ>νος Πετ�λ� the second word is the genitive of the
father’s name (Kretschmer and Arena, comparing the pinax COP
18; but see ad loc.) rather than another nominative (Amyx), 
which would make no sense, or a dative (fem., Pottier; or masc.),
which would yield a meaning entirely different from that of the
inscriptions on the other three vases. For more names, mascu-
line and feminine, derived from π
ταλον ‘leaf ’, see Bechtel, pp.
594 and 596.263 The lack of aspiration (normal Α7σχ-), thought
by Kretschmer to be due to a change as in Elean π�σκοι for
π�σχοι (DGE 409 = GD 61; the opposite occurs in DGE 127
Α7σχλ�βι[ι written in the Corinthian alphabet), could equally as
well be due to the lack of a special sign for the aspirated voice-
less velar stop before back vowels ( [o] and [u] ), in contrast to 
the unaspirated sound for which there is $ and κ. The name, or
perhaps the man himself, is likely to be attested again with the
same spelling on the pinax COP 26 [. . .]s$υλi[. . .].

  ,  . . 

‘Quatrefoil’ aryballos from Thebes (acquired 1890). Bibliography:
Furtwängler (1891), 116, no. 4; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 346;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 121. 6; Bechtel (1923), 226, 229; Payne

261 See Pape–Benseler and SEG 32 (1982) nos. 462 ( 135) and 469 ( 161);
for the latter references I am grateful to O. Masson.

262 A fourth possibility is less likely: *∆ειν-υµος. First, we may expect ∆ƒ-
(see §209) and -!ν- (see, however, COR 49 and §219). Secondly, -υµο- is not a
suffix to form names with and is generally very rare. If it occurs it is based on
u-stems (see Schwyzer, p. 494: nδυµος from Oδυ-, Dτυµος with -τεƒ%ς; as for
φ�ρυµος, we may perhaps remind of φ
ριστος), but there is no *δεινυ-. 263 Masson (1981/2: 543) points to another Πετ�λης (Egypt).



.  

(1931), 164 no. 24 (bibl.), cat. no. 1263; Arena (1967), 91, no. 38,
ph. pl. 10. 2; Lorber (1979), 54, no. 78; Amyx (1988), 568, 
no. 48 (not in cat.). Photographs: Arena cl. Scene: None. Date: 
LC (Lorber).

kG6¤µ
Κflνις
Κ#νις.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably a dedication to a human
(name in the nominative).

See COR 47 and 49 f. Arena and Amyx accept Bechtel’s (1923:
226) interpretation Κ(λ)#νις. Yet forgotten consonants are a 
rarity and would point to the writer being illiterate, which is not
the case here. Considering the general uncertainty in the use of
w, G and b (Α$σ- instead of Α7σ-, Φ�δ- instead of Φ!δ-), and other
oddities in these four inscriptions, we may assume that the
writer meant Κ>νις (or Κ�ννις), a hypocoristic name from the stem
of κ�ν
ω (see Bechtel, p. 237, Κιν
ας, Κ>νυψ, Κ�νων, Κινησ�ας,
all 5th or 4th cent.). A different solution would be to assume A.W.
(see §111), viz. Κ(α)#νις (see Bechtel, p. 229, Καιν�ας, Κα�νιος,
Κα>νος), i.e. with the same diphthong as in COR 47 Α$σ-. I pre-
fer Κ>νις/Κ�ννις. Lorber’s view that the iota is of the four-stroke
type with ‘Schwänzchen’ (as in COR 49, by a different writer),
rather than a five-stroke one, is unconvincing: (1) the ‘tail’ is con-
siderably longer here; (2) only at its very end is the ‘writing-line’
of the inscription reached. Moreover the other three inscriptions
are by different writers. For iota (or sigma) of more than four
strokes see LAK 3, 4, 8, IOD 1, and §107.

  , . . 

‘Quatrefoil’ aryballos from ? (1888 or earlier). Bibliography: 
C. Smith (1888), 188, no. 9; Kretschmer (1894), 18, no. 6;
Collignon–Couve (1902–4), no. 497; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902),
no. 350; Payne (1931), 164 no. 25, cat. no. 1263; Arena (1967),
91, no. 39, ph. pl. 11. 1; Lorber (1979), 54, no. 80; Amyx 
(1988), 568, no. 49 (not in cat.). Photographs: Arena cl. Scene: 
None. Date: LC (Lorber).

øw!w0µ
Φιδιας
Φ�δ��ς.

Epigraphy: The third letter is certainly a delta, not a lambda.
Interpretation: Probably a dedication to a human (name in the 
nominative).

See COR 47 f. and 50. The form of the alpha is exactly as in COR
50, so that Payne (and Lorber, p. 54 n. 326) rightly assumed 

the same writer for both inscriptions.264 (Therefore we must not
consider a potter’s or painter’s signature.) This is the earliest
instance of an <ι> rendering of a former real diphthong (see §219).
The root in question is φoδ- ‘spare’, but the many names of which
it is an element (see Bechtel, pp. 443 f.) all contain the full grade
(for the etymology see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. φε�δοµαι).

  , . . 

‘Quatrefoil’ aryballos from ? (1888 or earlier). Bibliography: C. Smith
(1888), 188, no. 8; Kretschmer (1894), 18, no. 5; Collignon–
Couve (1902–4), no. 496; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 349;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 121. 6; Payne (1931), 164 no. 26, cat.
no. 1263; Arena (1967), 91, no. 40, ph. pl. 11. 2; Lorber (1979),
54, no. 79; Amyx (1988), 568, no. 50 (not in cat.). Photographs:
Arena cl. Scene: None. Date: LC (Lorber).

hV$w0µ
œυλιας
œυλ(λ)��ς.

Epigraphy: The iota is written retrograde in error (unlike those
in COR 49). The alpha is of exactly the same kind as that in COR
49. Interpretation: Probably a dedication to a human (name in the
nominative).

See COR 47–9. The same name is found by Arena in CIG 1120
from Argos (= IG iv. 618 ii. 2, already cited by Bechtel (p. 492)
with other names from κυλλ%ς ‘bandy-legged’; see also §468 on
the horse-name COR 87b/e œ,λλαρος).

*°  ,    ( )

Aryballos from Boiotia (acquired 1899). Bibliography: mentioned
by Pottier (1899a), 469; E. Pottier, CVA France, 9 (1929), 7, phs.
pl. 6. 3–4; Payne (1931), 320, nos. 1244 ff. (not mentioning this
particular piece); not in Amyx (1988). Photographs: CVA uncl.
Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Three warriors. The inscr. is written
in the large free space under the handle and is not related to the
scene. Date: ‘Style corinthien’ (Pottier, comparing the aryballos
with COR 47, LC); LC (Payne, who knew a number of similar
examples, found on different sites).

AlPA7o
Αγρανο
�γρ1ν4.

264 Arena’s description, ‘successivo prolungamento dell’asta di sinistra 
dell’alpha’, accepted by Lorber (p. 54 n. 326), who thinks that the horizontal bar
was forgotten, is inaccurate. First the writer painted v, then he added a long sloppy
stroke from the middle of the r. stroke down far below the bottom of the l. one,
touching the latter in passing. He therefore meant to produce an alpha of the 
0-type, and the sloppy stroke is in fact the ‘missing’ bar.



   

Epigraphy: Nothing is lost before or after. Interpretation: Probably
a dedication to a human (property formula).

The alphabet, like the vase itself, must be Corinthian. This makes
Pottier’s reading A(A7o impossible (( is not a Corinthian let-
ter). As there is in fact no ( but two vertical strokes and a loop,
we should read AIPA7o, i.e. Αγρανο (for the straight gamma
see §103). This can only be a masculine genitive (a feminine nomin-
ative of the type Πειθ) would have to be -8ι), i.e. an indication
of ownership: �γρ1ν4 (for the contraction in the ending see 
§220). The function of this inscription may be contrasted with
the function of those on COR 47–50. For the type of vase see
the archaeological study by Neeft (1991a).

A name (or adjective) jγρανος (or jγρηνος) is not otherwise
attested, but it is easily understandable as a -νο- derivative from
Eγρ�; cf. e.g. �κµην%ς (Od. 23. 191), ποτ�ν%ς (perhaps derived
from ποτ�οµαι, but see also ποτ1 Od. 5. 337), �σι�ν%ς (Thuc.),
and later σαγ1νη from σ�γη. There is in fact the noun �γρην%ν
‘net’ (see Chantraine, s.v. �γρην�), which is clearly derived from
Eγρ�. Its -η- seems to be due to ‘epic’ dialect, at least in the only
testimony which we can judge, Eratosth. fr. 33 Coll. Alex. It seems
likely that it developed from the neuter of the adjective by ellip-
sis (sc. δ�κτυον).

*  , .  .  
. 

Aryballos from ? (1972 or earlier). Bibliography: Brommer
(1972), 460–2, phs. 458–61 figs. 14–17; Amandry (1973),
195–200, ph. 196 fig. 3, dr. of (a) p. 200 fig. 5; Lejeune (1973);
Lorber (1979), 55 f., no. 82, phs. pl. 17; not among LIMC i,
‘Achilleus’ 365 f.; Boegehold (1983); Wachter (1989b), 31, 46 ff.;
Amyx (1988), 568, no. 51 (not in cat.); Schefold (1993), 137, with
ph. fig. 137. Photographs: Brommer quite cl.; Amandry uncl.;
Lorber quite cl.; Schefold (a) quite cl., of (b) the beginning only
is shown. Scene: Horseman with spear riding to l., his label (a)
starting behind his head. He is attacked by a naked man on foot
to l., from whose back starts (b). Date: LC (Lorber); but c.620
(Schefold).

(a) TPobwqoµ (b) AÚc@GJi94wkq3^orhPµTVQW.Xb
(a) Τροειλος (b) ΑβγδflƒζÉθικλµνοπ$ρστυφψ:χε
(a) Τρ%ειλος, (b) αβγδflƒζÉθικλµνοπ$ρστυφψ:χε.

Epigraphy: (a) There has been some dispute about the fourth 
letter. Yet from the original ph. there is not the slightest doubt
that it is a b. Boegehold (referring to personal inspection) reads
it as a square digamma [. However, he mentions one weakness
of his reading himself: ‘Digamma in the alphabet on the same
aryballos is formed differently (J) but that sort of inconsistency
is not without precedents’. The second weakness is the fact that
he should not have compared his alleged [ with the fourth letter

in COR 27f (there he read a reversed [, which is even more
unlikely). Amyx produces a facsimile of the letter, which looks
like a very oblique b (although his letter-form is in principle correct,
in reality it is perfectly upright); in his transcription, however,
he writes a dotted digamma. (b) The last two letters are not well
preserved, but are sufficiently clear on the ph. Interpretation:
Achilleus and Troilos (label). Abecedarium (also label?).

It looks as if the alpha of the abecedarium was at first meant to
be the first letter of Achilleus’ label, which was then turned into
an exercise. For the structure of the alphabet see Wachter; see
also §106. For the abecedarium see §315; for Troilos’ name see
§257; for the myth see §442.

*°  ,  .  . 

Aryballos from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Schauenburg (1960), 46
f., no. 122, ph. pl. 49; Green (1966), with dr. 8 fig. 3 and phs.
pls. 2 f. (esp. 3. 2); Lorber (1979), 52, no. 68; J. R. Green, CVA
New Zealand, 1 (1979), 28, phs. pl. 35. 3–8; Amyx (1988), 569,
no. 52 (not in cat.). Photographs: Schauenburg quite cl.; CVA uncl.
Scene: A man who seems to be holding back a galloping donkey
in front of which a naked woman is falling forward. She is hold-
ing her bottom as if she has been (or fears she will be) kicked by
the donkey’s forelegs. The inscr. starts behind her left foot. The
whole picture makes a very odd impression (‘farcical’, CVA). Date:
MC (Lorber); obviously considered LC by Amyx.

SM0
Ισa
Fσ(σ)α!

Epigraphy: The traditional reading Rilα is hardly correct, since
the san would have to be to the l. of the woman’s foot, where I
can detect no trace of any letter on the new ph. provided by the
museum. The iota is therefore the first letter. After the second
letter, the ghost of what may well have been an alpha is visible;
on the ph. it appears brighter than the ordinary surface, just 
like the second stroke of the second letter, where the paint must
also be gone. Next, the decoration pattern impinges, after which 
nothing more seems to have been written. The second letter is
usually read m, but the new ph. shows clearly that the fourth stroke
continued (below the dark mineral flake). The letter is therefore
a σ (M). Interpretation: Exclamation (?).

No other interpretation than that of the exclamation Fσσα has come
to mind. According to LSJ, it marks ‘malicious triumph over
another’s distress’. Of course we do not know precisely what is
behind this scene, but we could imagine the man shouting Fσσα
while chasing the animal after the woman, or else the woman her-
self uttering the word as an exclamation of distress.



.  

°  , .   

Skyphos from Eretria, by the Eurymachos P. (see Amyx) (1898
or earlier). Bibliography: Fröhner (1898), 10, no. 9, dr. p. 9; 
F. Mayence, CVA Belgium, 1 (1926), 4 (bibl.), ph. pl. 5. 1; Payne
(1931), 164 no. 28, cat. no. 1340; Arena (1967), 93, no. 43, ph.
pl. 12. 2; Lorber (1979), 86, no. 138, ph. pl. 41; LIMC iv,
‘Eurymachos’ ii. 1*, ph. pl. 53; Amyx (1988), 569, no. 53 (cat.
p. 248, no. A-1, bibl.), phs. pl. 109. 1a–b. Photographs: CVA sm.,
Arena and Lorber cl., LIMC cl., Amyx sm. Vidi 29 June 1992.
Scene: Three naked warriors standing in a group, (a) to r., (b) to 
r. looking back, (c) to l.; they are flanked by two horsemen
(unnamed). Date: LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC ).

(a) ! oµ (b) bsPs3A+oµ (c) rPo3A+oµ
(a) ∆ . . [. . 3–4 . .]ος (b) Ευρυµαχος (c) Προµαχος
(a) ∆ã\ [. . 3–4 . .]ος, (b) ΕIρ,µαχος, (c) Πρ%µαχος.

Epigraphy: (a) The second letter is an alpha or a rho; after that
a small trace of a third letter, perhaps an iota, seems visible; 
the gap that follows is wide enough for three or four letters.
Interpretation: Preparation for war (waiting for marching orders?),
probably non-heroic (labels).

Amyx shows that the three warriors, who are standing around 
at ease (hence my interpretation; see nn. 1067 ff. for a similar 
scene in sport), cannot be linked to either Trojans or Greeks. 
He therefore supposes the names to be purely random ones,
favouring Arena’s idea of a kind of ‘gioco etimologico’. Yet, Arena’s
restoration of (a) as -µαχος is not certain (-πυλος, as on COR
46, or -λοχος are equally probable). These names would then 
be close to the throwaway type (see §237), and would indicate 
neither heroes nor contemporary humans. Of course it is also 
possible that one of the characters was a real human of the period
(Πρ%µαχος and ΕIρ,µαχος are historical names, see Bechtel, 
pp. 296 f.) and the others are just supplied ‘etymologically’ for
the vase. For the scene see §466.

  ,   

Skyphos from Corinth by the Eurymachos P. (see Amyx)
(1880). Bibliography: Treu (1881), 256; Furtwängler (1885), 
no. 967; Kretschmer (1888), 173, no. 36; Kretschmer (1894), 
26, no. 40; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3124; Payne (1931), 164 
no. 29, cat. no. 1340A; Arena (1967), 94, no. 44, ph. pl. 13; Lorber
(1979), 86, no. 139, phs. pl. 41; Amyx (1988), 569, no. 54 (cat.
p. 248, no. A-2, bibl.); LIMC vii, ‘Polylaidas’ 1*, ph. pl. 345.
Photographs: Arena cl.; Lorber and LIMC quite cl. Scene: Two
warriors fighting (one named, the other not). Date: LC (Lorber).

roqVqAw!A µ
Πολυλαιδας
Πολυλ��δ�ς.

Epigraphy: Furtwängler reports traces of µr beyond the head 
of the warrior to the r., and he took the µ as the last letter of
Polylaidas’ name. He did not observe that this final letter is writ-
ten above the second alpha still to the l. of the head, next to the
crest of the helmet. G. Zimmer (per litt.), after examining the vase
under the microscope, assures me that there is not a trace of 
writing to the r. of this warrior’s head. Interpretation: Non-heroic
battle scene (label).

In view of the names on COR 53 by the same painter, Amyx thinks
of a ‘play’ on the frequent name Λ��δας. The basic meaning of
Πολυλ��δ�ς is ‘son of Πολ,λαος’, i.e. ‘son of the one with many
tribes/with a great army’. Although we cannot be sure that there
was not a real Polylaidas who received this vase, the parallel of
COR 112 with a throwaway name for the only one named out of
several warriors, suggests that Amyx is right. The name may there-
fore be counted among the Πολυ- names (see §237).

  , . . --

Fr. of a pyxis (?) from Acrocorinth (1965). Bibliography: Pemberton
(1983), with ph. pl. 16; Amyx (1988), 569, no. 55 (not in cat.),
dr. pl. 137. 2; not in LIMC vii, ‘Perseus’ 137 ff.? Photographs:
Pemberton quite cl. Scene: Legs of a man with winged shoes, 
running to r. (named). Date: mid-6th cent. (Pemberton, p. 65;
found together with 4th-cent. material, ibid. 64); ‘not red-ground,
but evidently LC I’ (Amyx).

rb#µbVµ
Περσευς
Περσε,ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Perseus running, probably with
Medusa’s head and pursued by the Gorgons (label).

The rho with a loop from top to bottom of the vertical stroke
(see §101) is rare on Corinthian vases; here it has a triangular shape.
For the cluster [rs] see §214.

  , . . -

Fr. of a krater or pyxis from Corinth (1929). Bibliography:
Palmer (1964), 321, no. X-141, ph. pl. 98; Amyx (1988), 569, 
no. 56 (not in cat.), dr. pl. 142. 3. Photographs: Palmer sm. but
quite cl. Scene: Woman’s hair (Palmer, Amyx), alongside which
the inscr. runs vertically downwards. Date: EC (Palmer); perhaps 
MC (Amyx).

)çwTb
[. . . ?]. αριτε[. . . ?]
V�ριτε[ς?].
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Epigraphy: Of the chi (probably of the X type) only a small trace is
preserved. Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Charites (label).

It is by no means certain that we should expect three Charites
(as on COR 22) in ‘three maidens’ fashion, as suggested by Amyx.
See also COR 28A.

°  ,    ( )

Pyxis from ?, painted by Chares (1859 or earlier, see de Witte).
Bibliography: Anon. (1863), 274; de Witte (1864), with dr. (of 
the whole picture) pl. 184, repeated in WV (1888), pl. 1. 3; 
Klein (1887), 29 f.; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 
232; Kretschmer (1888), 163, no. 16; Kretschmer (1894), 20 f.,
no. 20; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3136; Pottier (1897), 51 f., ph.
pl. 43; Nicole (1916), 376; Robert (1919), 176 f., with dr. fig. 137;
Ducati (1922), 116 f., dr. 117; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no.122.
6; Hoppin (1924), 8 f.; Payne (1931), 164 no. 27, cat. no. 1296
(bibl.); Benson (1953), 60, no. 106. 1; Friis Johansen (1967), 82
f., cat. p. 247, no. A. 15; mentioned by Jeffery, LSAG (1961),
114; Arena (1967), 92 f., no. 42, ph. pl. 12. 1; Lorber (1979), 56–8,
no. 83 (with de Witte’s dr.), phs. pl. 18; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 
903; Amyx (1988), 569 f., no. 57 (cat. p. 256, no. 1, bibl.), ph.
pl. 110. 2; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 10a; LIMC vii, ‘Palamedes’ 9*,
‘Protesilaos’ 15, ‘Nestor’ 5 with dr., ph. pl. 96. Photographs: Pottier
(1897) only (e)–(i), uncl., rest invis.; Arena only (h) and (i), quite
cl.; Lorber only (d )–(m), mostly uncl.; Amyx only (d )–(i ), uncl.;
LIMC vii only (a), invis. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Two men 
running behind five horsemen, all to r., and three horsemen to
l. approaching. For the exact attribution of the labels see below.
Date: LC (Lorber); 3rd q. 7th cent. (LIMC i); c.550 (LIMC vi);
c.570 (LIMC vii, ‘Palamedes’); c.575–50 (LIMC vii, ‘Nestor’).

(a) — (b) — (c) rPoTb qAµ (d ) ro!APIoµ
(e) rATPokqoµ ( f ) Ú0qwoµ (g) AXw$$bYµ
(h) ˆµA65oµ (i) oPwJo^ ( j ) bkToP
(k) mbm6 (l ) — (m) XAPbµmblPAZb

(a) (Παλαµεδες) (b) (Νεστορ) (c) Προτεsiλας
(d ) Ποδαργος (e) Πατροκλος ( f ) Βαλιος
(g) Αχιλλευς (h) Ξσανθος (i ) Οριƒον ( j ) Εκτορ
(k) Μεµν[ον] (l ) (Αεθον) (m) Χαρεσµεγραψε

(a) (Παλαµ5δ3ς), (b) (Ν
στ4ρ), (c) Πρ4τεs\λ�ς, 
(d ) Π%δαργος, (e) Π�τροκλος, ( f ) Β�λιος, (g) �χιλλε,ς, 
(h) Ξσ�νθος, (i) 5Ορ�ƒ4ν, ( j ) :Εκτ4ρ, (k) Μ
µν[4ν], (l ) (ΑDθ4ν).
(m) Χ�ρ3ς µ5 Dγραψε.

Epigraphy: Arena (n. 49) cites a letter dated 1955 from F. Villard,
informing him that (a), (b) and (l ) are not visible on the vase.
This is true, and was in fact already the case in 1864. De Witte,
however, had been able to read them in 1859. (a) The peculiar
form A of the delta is confirmed by de Witte in his text. (c) Arena

had ‘un lucido’ at his disposal which showed G. But Lorber 
n. 339 (followed by Amyx) believes in the older drawings, which
show b; he is right (see dr.). On the other hand, I could not 
properly confirm the iota, which is reversed in Arena’s drawing,
in contrast to the older dr. ( j ) The final rho was not seen by de
Witte, but it is clearly there (see dr.). (k) De Witte reproduces a
first m with a faint fourth stroke; the turn into, and a small part
of, the fourth stroke are still preserved in paint, the rest is visible
as a shadow. (l) contained a b-type epsilon. The other inscrs. are
cl. Interpretation: (a)–(l) Unspecified riding scene with characters
from the Trojan Cycle (labels). (m) Painter’s signature.

The relative positions of the names and figures on this vase need
some discussion. It seems to be by design that the names of the
horses—except those of the two central ones, who face each other
—are written under their bellies, and the men’s names along the
upper edge. Lorber correctly remarks (p. 56) that some of the names
show ‘false boustrophedon’,265 and that most of the inscriptions run
towards the heads of the designated figures. But he missed the
most important point, which easily explains all the oddities of the
labelling: this writer was unable, or at least was unaccustomed,
to write from right to left any more (‘false boustrophedon’ is a 
typical sign of this stage); another modern feature of the painter’s
lettering is his not using qoppa, which we would expect in (e)
and ( j); see §108. The uniform direction of script is the reason
why all horsemen riding to the right have their names running
towards their heads over the free area above their horse’s back
(there is not enough space in front of the heads of the horsemen
because of the horses’ necks), and this of course caused problems
of calculation. Label (a) was too long and could only just be
finished in the small space beyond the head; (b), on the other hand,
was too short and there is now a considerable gap between the
last letter and the head of the man; in writing (c) there was no
other solution than to take a sharp turn downwards in ‘false bous-
trophedon’ (‘cycloid’, Amyx); (e) could—with a gentle turn—just
be fitted in; only (g) is perfect. Less serious problems were caused
by the horsemen ( j ) and (k), who face in the opposite direction,
and by most of the horse-names, viz. (d ), ( f ), (h), and (l ), except
that labels (k) and (h), again, were somewhat miscalculated and
had to be continued in ‘false boustrophedon’, and the same had to
be done for (m). We therefore need not hesitate (as Lorber, 
p. 57, does) to attribute ( j ) to the first horseman to the left and
to interpret the central group as an encounter between Achilleus
and Hektor.

Thus, the figures and their names (now partly illegible) are,
from left to right, as follows. The two running men are unnamed;
the first horseman is (a) Palamedes, whose horse has no name; the
second is (b) Nestor, whose horse does not have a name either;
the third is (c) Protesilaos, sitting on (d) Podargos; the fourth is
(e) Patroklos on ( f ) Balios; the fifth is (g) Achilleus on (h) Xanthos,
facing ( j) Hektor on (i) Orion; the second horseman facing left

265 See Jeffery, pp. 49 f., on this writing principle.



.  

is (k) Memnon on (l) Aithon; the last man has no name, and where
his horse’s name should be, the artist Chares put his signature (m).

For the relation of this painting to the literary testimonies see
§462.

(a) and (b), no longer visible, were according to de Witte’s report
as expected. (c) Autopsy has shown an b, i.e. what we expect for
the normal metrical shape of the name, which has a short 
second syllable.266 The name, according to Risch (p. 192), is prob-
ably a remodelling of Πρωτ%λ�ος (Bechtel, pp. 284, 386),267 no
doubt because the latter did not fit the dactylic rhythm (see §222).
If this is true, the long [4] must be deemed a non-Corinthian
dialect feature. Obviously this name was only known from Ionic
epic, and since there were no other current names with this first
part, it was not translated into *Πρ�τεσι-. (d) The gamma is a
simple vertical stroke as in (m), see §103. For (e) see §228. For
( f ) see ad COR 89e and n. 1286. (g) is as expected. (h) Arena
mentions the other Corinthian occurrence of this scriptio plena
<ξσ>: COR 70f œ%ραξς (see §115).

(i) 5Ορ�ƒον is puzzling, not only because we would expect 
�ρ- (see also §462), but equally so for its form if we take it as
Orion the hunter’s name. Those poets who do not write in plain
Ionic (or Attic) dialect normally show 5Ωαρ�ων: Pind. Nem. 2. 12
5Ωαρ�ωνα (–å–å needed, i.e. 5Ωα- monosyllabic), fr. 72 5Ωαρ�ωνα
(–åå–å needed), Isth. 3/4. 67 5Ωαριωνε��ν (–åå––– needed); Corinn.
frs. 654a. iii. 38 and 662. 2 PMG 5Ωαρ�ων (5Ωρ-ων also possible),
fr. 655. 1. 14 5Ωρ-ωνα (5ΩLρo- not possible), Callim. 3. 265 etc.
5Ωαρι- (5Ωρ�- also possible). Homer (Iliad and Odyssey), on the
other hand, shows constant 5Ωρ�-, although the name could always
be scanned 5ΩLρo-. Starting from the basic form 5Ωαρ�ων, Forssman
(1985) provided a plausible etymology for the name, connecting
it with iπ)ρα. The easiest assumption is that the 5Ωα- form of
Orion’s name is the older, and the Attic and Homeric form is due
to contraction and subsequent metrical lengthening of the [i]. On
the other hand, ‘Arion’ has the structure 5ùρ-]ν- (Il. 23. 346, and
Thebais, fr. 7 PEG = 6A EGF, referred to by Arena), sometimes
written �ρειον-, but here too the basic structure in everyday prose
may have been different ( 5ùρo]ν-?); at any rate, it seems that the
stem of Orion has a long third vowel (ω), that of Arion a short
one (ο). Apart from the question of why the wrong name is used,
we should also ask why we have contraction in our Corinthian
form. It could be epichoric268 or a reflection of epic. The latter
possibility may find some support in the presence of the otherwise
lost intervocalic [w] (see §506) and the fact that our painter shows
some clear knowledge of the Trojan stories (see §462). But should
we not then expect even more the proper form with �ρ-?269

( j ) (see §250) and (k) are as expected. (l ) The writing of the
diphthong in the (lost) label ΑDθ4ν with an [e] instead of [i] occurs
several times elsewhere, although most examples are written AG
(αfl), not AB (αε); see §225; for the name see §229. (m) For the
shape of the gamma see (d ). Painters’ or potters’ signatures are
rare on Corinthian vases (see §§304 f.; also §§302 f.). The poor qual-
ity of the painting on our vase reminds one of many of the pinakes.

   () ()

Olpe from ?, near the Lotus-Cross P. (see Amyx) (1977 or earl-
ier). Bibliography: Brommer (1984a), 13–16, ph. 14 fig. 1; Amyx
(1988), 570, no. 58 (cat. pp. 328 and 352, no. B-1bis), drs. pl. 142.
4. Photographs: Brommer quite cl. Scene: Two young riders to l.,
(a) and (b). Date: LC I (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

(a) 6who6 (b) A7Tw vac.
(a) Νι$ον (b) Αντι
(a) Ν-$4ν, (b) �ντι(. . .).

Epigraphy: (b) The last two letters of Amyx’s transcription (�ντ�ar)
probably never existed. Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene
(labels).

(a) Brommer (p. 13 n. 1) gives further instances of this com-
mon name. (b) Although there is a hypocoristic jντις (three 
examples in Fraser–Matthews) of which our form could be the
dative or the nominative with -ς dropped (see §204), it seems more
likely that the writer just forgot to continue after the first—or
main—part of the name. Amyx considers the scene non-heroic.

   ,  ., 
 , 

Oinochoe from Caere (1835: see Gerhard, n. 8); lost. Bibliography:
Gerhard (1858), 29, with the only existing drs. pl. 258. 1–2;
Kretschmer (1888), 160, no. 9; Kretschmer (1894), 18, no. 14;
F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3134; Payne (1931), 165 no. 34, cat.
no. 1390; Arena (1967), 95, no. 48; Lorber (1979), 63, no. 94;
LIMC iii, ‘Charon’ iii. 1, ‘Dion’ 3; Amyx (1988), 570, no. 59 (not
in cat.). Photographs: —. Scene: Three groups of three warriors
running to l., the names are behind the third (a), in front of the
fourth’s face (b), and behind the last (c). Date: LC (Lorber);
c.570–550 (LIMC iii, ‘Charon’).

(a) !¤o7 (b) ; X0Po7 (c) FSo7
(a) ∆ιον (b) Χαρον (c) Äιον
(a) ∆�4ν, (b) Χ�ρ4ν, (c) Ä�4ν.

Epigraphy: (c) In the dr. the first letter is something between a
digamma and a kappa. Arena therefore hesitates, but Gerhard’s

266 Arena’s conclusion, drawn from his reading G and the spelling of (l), that
the artist did not always correctly distinguish the two e-sounds, has to be dropped.

267 Risch no longer upholds an earlier hypothesis of his (mentioned by both
Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. πρ=τος).

268 We do not know what the result of a contraction of [da] should be in Corinth,
but [d] (as in Attic acc. nρω, see Lejeune, §297) would be a likely result.

269 The first vowel of Arion’s name is attested with yet another quality, as was
pointed out by Arena, namely [e] on the coins from Telpusa (SGDI 1253) with
5Ερ�ων. But this has hardly any bearing on our problem.
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(wrong) suggestion ‘ΕΣΟΝ (Τλ1σων?)’ shows that digamma is
more likely to be the correct reading. Interpretation: Nine war-
riors running, non-heroic (labels).

All three names are throwaway names (see §237).

  , , .  
 . 

Globular oinochoe from Caere (1834: see MusEtrGreg, ii. 1).
Bibliography: Abeken (1836), 306–10, with dr. MonIned 2, pl. 38;
dr. MusEtrGreg (1842), ii, pl. 1. 3; CIG (iv), 7377; Kretschmer
(1888), 161, no. 10; Kretschmer (1894), 18, no. 12; F. Blass, SGDI
(1899), no. 3128; Albizzati (1922–42), 44 f., no. 125, ph. pl. 12;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 3; Payne (1931), 165 no. 35, cat.
no. 1396; E. Simon in Helbig (1963), 643 f., no. 883; Schefold
(1964), 84, and (1966), 84, ph. [pl.] 74; Friis Johansen (1967), 68,
ph. 67 fig. 13, cat. p. 245, no. A. 6 (bibl.); Arena (1967), 96, no. 49
(autopsy); von Steuben (1968), 46, dr. 47 fig. 22; Lorber (1979),
74, no. 113, phs. pl. 32; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 35*, ph. pl. 235, ‘Aineias’
31; mentioned at LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’ (ii. E. 1); Amyx (1988), 570,
no. 60 (not in cat.); Schefold (1993), 313, with ph. fig. 344.
Photographs: Albizzati, Schefold, Friis Johansen, Lorber, LIMC
cl. Scene: A warrior (a) tries to stab another (b), who is almost
on his knees and trying to get away but looking back at his 
opponent. From the r. comes help (c). Date: shortly before 
mid-6th cent. (Simon); c.570 (Schefold; LIMC i, ‘Aias’); LC
(Lorber; Amyx, p. 636, no. 6); c.570–560 (LIMC i, ‘Aineias’).

(a) AwFAµ (b) 9bhToP (c) ; Aw^b)µ
(a) Αιƒας (b) Ηε$τορ (c) Αινεας
(a) ΑFƒας, (b) Η
$τ4ρ, (c) Α7ν
�ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Aias about to vanquish Hektor
(labels).

For the relation of the scene to the Iliad see §447.
It is important to observe that the picture is in a reserved panel.

This is a technique that is due to Attic influence, as is noted 
by Simon (cited by Lorber, n. 469);270 see also Amyx, pp. 484 f.,
who associates these globular oinochoai with the equally atticizing
panel-amphorae.

For (a), which is the normal Corinthian form, see §209. (b)
Hektor’s name, on the other hand, is normally unaspirated at
Corinth (see §250). Since we have Attic influence in the paint-
ing and Η
κτ4ρ is the prevailing spelling of the name on Attic
vases,271 Attic influence gives by far the easiest solution for this

unusual form (and mutually supports the influence in the paint-
ing). We may even assume an Attic artist working at Corinth and
writing in the Corinthian alphabet (see also §261 and COR 85 f.).
For (c) see §245.

  ,   

Column krater from Caere, by the Hippolytos P. (see Amyx) (ex
Campana inv. 35; 1857 or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp ii. 3;
E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 254, no. 15; Kretschmer
(1894), 25, no. 33; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3149; Pottier (1897),
57, ph. pl. 49; Payne (1931), 166 no. 54, cat. no. 1456; Benson
(1953), 100, no. 1; ph. EAA ii. 925 fig. 1186; Arena (1967), 105,
no. 66, ph. pl. 20. 2; Lorber (1979), 58 f., no. 85, ph. pl. 20; Amyx
(1988), 570 f., no. 61 (cat. p. 262, no. A-1, bibl.); LIMC v,
‘Hippolytos’ ii. 2*, ph. pl. 328. Photographs: Pottier sm.; EAA uncl.;
Arena, Lorber, and LIMC cl. Scene: Two warriors fighting, flanked
by their pages, who are waiting with the horses. Between them
there is the dead body of a youth (named), with his head to the
l. Date: LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC ).

9wrroqY†oµ
Ηιππολυτος
Ηιππ%λυτος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Fight over the body of a dead war-
rior, probably non-heroic (label).

I know of no suitable event involving Hippolytos (or a Hippolytos)
that could be connected with the stereotyped scene on this vase.
One giant so named was killed by Hermes with the aid of Hades’
helmet (Apollod. 1. 6. 2; see Vian (1952), 3), but is hardly appro-
priate here. Amyx thinks of a Trojan, comparing the same name
on COR 24 and COR 68. I would rather assume a horsey name
(see §238).

°  ,   

Amphora from Caere, near the Hippolytos P. (see Amyx) (ex
Campana inv. 9; 1857 or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp ii. 47;
E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 255, no. 18; Kretschmer
(1888), 165, no. 19; Kretschmer (1894), 25, no. 34; F. Blass, SGDI
(1899), no. 3150; Pottier (1897), 59, ph. pl. 51; mentioned by
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; Payne (1931), 165 no. 40
(bibl.), cat. no. 1419; Benson (1953), 101, no. 3; Arena (1967),
98 f., no. 54, ph. pl. 16. 1; Lorber (1979), 59, no. 86, ph. pl. 18;
Amyx (1988), 571, no. 62 (cat. p. 262, no. B-4); LIMC vii,
‘Polydos’ 1*, ph. pl. 344. Photographs: Pottier sm.; Arena,
Lorber, and LIMC quite cl. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990. Scene: A youth
(named) with spear on a white horse, an eagle flying behind him.
Date: LC (Lorber); 570–550 (LIMC ).

270 It is curious to note that when the vase was first discovered, Abeken spoke
of Corinthian influence (because of qoppa and digamma) in what must have looked
to him like one of the ‘normal’ vases (i.e. Attic, as we now know).

271 See e.g. ABV 85, bottom, no. 1 (= Immerwahr, no. 77), 95. 5 (= no. 173),
95. 6 (= no. 167), 145. 19 (= no. 139), ARV 26. 1 (= no. 369; LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’
17), 206. 132 (= no. 492). Another example is cited in n. 840.
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rOqV!oµ
Πολυδος
Π%λυδος.

Epigraphy: The third last letter (see dr.) has a rounded corner at
the bottom-r.; its oblique l. stroke, however, shows that it is not
meant to be D (ρ). Nor is it a theta (Kretschmer), for which we
would expect a circle and some attempt at a central cross.
Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene (label).

For the formation of this hypocoristic name see §228, for its Πολυ-
character §237, for the scene COR 63.

  ,  .  

Amphora from Caere, near the Hippolytos P. (see Amyx) (1864
or earlier). Bibliography: Brunn (1865a), 142; Masner (1892), 12
f., no. 137; Kretschmer (1888), 160, no. 8; Kretschmer (1894),
27, no. 45 (see also p. 67); F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3139; men-
tioned by Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; Payne (1931), 165
no. 41, cat. no. 1422; Benson (1953), 101, no. 6; Arena (1967),
99, no. 56; Lorber (1979), 59, no. 87, ph. pl. 19; Amyx (1988),
571, no. 63 (cat. p. 262, no. B-7). Photographs: Lorber quite cl.
Scene: A youth (named) with spear on a white horse, an eagle flying
behind him. Date: LC (Lorber).

J0XVµ
Åαχυς
Å�χυς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene (label).

For this throwaway name see §237, for the scene COR 62.

*  ,  . . 

Column krater from ?, near the Hippolytos P. (see Amyx) (1931
or earlier). Bibliography: Payne (1931), 167 no. 60, cat. no. 1467;
Hamilton (1965), 9, no. 47, ph. pl. 5; Arena (1967), 110 f., no.
73, ph. pl. 23; ph. AR in JHS 88 (1968), 57 (with bibl.) fig. 15;
Johnston (1973), 184 n. 11; Lorber (1979), 64, no. 97, phs. pl.
25; Amyx (1988), 571, no. 64 (cat. p. 263, no. B-12, bibl.); LIMC
vi, ‘Kisippos’ 1*, ph. pl. 32, ‘Laidas’ 7. Photographs: Hamilton
and Arena only (a) and (b), quite cl.; AR only (a) and (b), uncl.;
Lorber (a)–(c) cl., (d) uncl.; LIMC only (b), cl. Vidi 27 July 1990.
Scene: Two quadrigae heading towards each other, the names (a)
and (b) are the charioteers’. On the reverse three horsemen, the
first two named (c) and (d).272 Date: c.580 (Hamilton); LC (Lorber);
c.570–550 (LIMC ).

(a) roqV!oPS!oµ (b) ; keMerroµ (c) qA>!oµ
(d ) !<o

(a) Πολυδοριδος (b) Κιsιππος (c) Λαιδος (d ) ∆ιο

(a) Πολυδ8ριδος, (b) Κ�sιππος. (c) Λ1ιδος, (d ) ∆�4(ν).

Epigraphy: Many of the letters are very carelessly written. There
is no doubt that the first letter of (b) is a kappa. The omicron in
(c) is blotted, and blurred with the previous letter, but cannot be
anything else; it is drawn very similarly to the one in (d). (d) First
detected by Johnston; his reading ∆ιο[. . .], however, is misleading,
since nothing was ever written after the omicron. Interpretation:
Non-heroic chariot and riding scenes (labels).

Although the writer of the inscriptions on this vase was not 
inexperienced with the brush, his writing is unreliable. The iotas
differ greatly.273 The third letter in (b), M, is clearly different from
the three examples of final san, µ, but can hardly be meant to
be a mu, which should be m. Name (d ) is incomplete, and the
paint highly diluted. No trace of even an attempt to give the third
rider a name is visible. Obviously after having written ∆ιο the
writer stopped for good, instead of just to dip his brush in the
paint again (see §112). We have to bear these points in mind if
we are to judge the names.

(a) Πολυδ8ριδος and (c) Λ1ιδος are described by Payne as ‘mis-
written for Polydoridas and Ladas’, a view which was accepted
by Amyx. Arena considers ‘rideterminazione del suffisso -�δας se-
condo la più comune terminazione di maschile -ος5. Neumann (1980:
297) suspects the omicrons of the endings to be failed alphas, which
was reconsidered by Amyx. Everybody agrees that the forms are
odd (see also Heubeck (1980), 284, and Masson (1981/2), 544).
In view of (b) we cannot safely argue that (a) (on the same side)
and (c) (on the other side) are in the genitive; also, the names with
genitive -ιδος are usually feminine, which would be inappropri-
ate here. Arena’s morphological interpretation is not satisfying,
and Neumann’s suggestion that they are graphically ambiguous
or misread, is epigraphically impossible, since the reading is clear.
With (c) one could compare Πολ,ιδος and ΕJιδος (Bechtel, 
pp. 216, 576); our form would then be from *Λ�ƒο-ƒιδ(ƒ )ος
with loss of intervocalic [w] (twice) and contraction of [ao] in 
the normal way. But the meaning of such a name is somewhat
odd (‘knowing the people’?), and in any case, this explanation does
not work for (a).

(b) Although the third letter is not the same as the three other
examples of san, we can hardly read Κιµιππος, not least because
this form would be impossible to interpret. It is therefore read
as Κ�sιππος, which is, however, almost as difficult. J. D. Beazley’s
suggested connection (apud Payne) with κιττ%ν. καλ%ν (Hsch.),

272 Johnston describes (d ) as ‘above the head of the horse on the right’. But it
is placed in exactly the same way as (c), which is certainly the first rider’s label
(it starts well off the horse’s mouth). Therefore we should say that (d ) is ‘behind
the back of the second rider’.

273 The one in (a) is almost two-stroke with a faint bend in the upper stroke.
The first in (b) is clearly e, i.e. rounded four-stroke, the second is probably meant
to be the same but has a tiny top part. The one in (c) is clearly two-stroke; its
wrong direction, however, shows that it should be the same as the one in (a).
The one in (d ) is the opposite with a very short third stroke at the bottom.
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is doubtful. Arena rightly argues that if κιττ%ν is Lakonian as
Hesychius tells us, it cannot have an -σσ- equivalent. Arena’s own
theory that Κισ- is the same as Κεσ- in COR 70l Κεσ�νδρα (see
ad loc. and §444), but altered by assimilation (citing Schwyzer,
p. 256), is possible, but in no way demonstrable, especially since
the element Κεσ- is unexplained. Neumann (1980: 297) says 
that Arena’s connection ‘trägt nicht’, and suggests that we read
Ä�σιππος (asking whether we can actually read a digamma or have
to conjecture it), comparing IG vii. 2720. 3 Å�σιππος, father of
a Åισ%δικος (Boiotia, 3rd cent.; Bechtel, p. 222). But, first, the
kappa is certain, and, secondly, we would expect *Åισƒιππος in
Corinth at this time274 (see §209). An entirely different solution
would be to analyse the name as a τερψ�µβροτος-type compound
(see Risch, pp. 191–3, §41a) with the root *k’i- of the archaic aorist
Dκιον (see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. κ�ω).275 Although 
this root is normally intransitive, we may compare the Latin par-
ticiple citus ‘set in motion’. On such an analysis, Κ�σιππος could
mean ‘the one who spurs the horse(s)’ and would be a horsey and
speaking name (see §§238 f.).

(d ) ∆�4 seems to be ∆�4(ν) left incomplete.
Despite these possible ways of explaining the forms, one feels

uneasy about several features of the writing on this vase. It is
tempting to assume that the writer was ‘almost illiterate’ in the
sense that he could not write any text, but was able to produce
parts of names and more or less remembered what they stood for.
For, almost exclusively, he uses segments that are particularly 
common in names on Corinthian vases, some are even of throw-
away or horsey type (see §§237 f.), namely Πολυ-, -δ4ρ-, -ιδ-, 
-ος, -ιππ-, Λ�-, ∆ιο- (the latter as in ∆ι8ι, ∆�4ν, ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, etc.).
But his knowledge—or rather his patience?—seems to have failed
him when it came to deciding which ending was appropriate for
which stem. Admittedly the more sophisticated element Κισ- 
does not fit easily with this theory, but we cannot exclude the
possibility that he had some model within reach from which he
could take it, or that he had a particular person in mind.

*  ,    
.  

Fr. (88 × 76 mm.) probably of a krater from ? (found ?).
Bibliography: —. Photographs: —. Scene: Two warriors beyond a
white horse, striving to l. (one is named, of the other no name is
preserved). Date: LC.

FSo6
Åιον
Å�4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Non-heroic battle scene (label).

K. Parlasca (per litt.) cites Ch. Börker, who examined the piece
and referred him to Lorber, no. 91 (our COR 102), and other
pieces with this common and non-heroic label (see §237 for its
throwaway character).

*   ()

Fr. of a krater (?) from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Nefer (1989),
10, no. 5, with ph. Photographs: Nefer cl. Scene: One foreleg of
each of two horses to r., the lower part of a clothed man to l., in
front of him one leg of a warrior to r. who is obviously climbing
into a chariot (lost). Inscr. (a) is to the l. of the horses’ legs (desig-
nating the clothed man?), inscr. (b) to the r. of the clothed man
and under the (lost) second leg of the chariot-mounting warrior.
Date: 6th cent. (Nefer).

(a) ; Jwow^oµ (b) ^!Poµ
(a) Åιοινος (b) [. . .]νδρος
(a) Å �φ�ν4ς (?), (b) [. . .-α]νδρος.

Epigraphy: (a) The third letter is clearly an omicron. (b) The first
letter can only be a nu, though only a small part of the middle
stroke is preserved. A short first part (c.3 letters) would fit best.
Interpretation: Departure scene, probably non-heroic (labels).

(a) Åιοινος makes no sense; with a phi instead of the first 
omicron it does. For unfinished letters see §112. There is an
5 Ιφ�νοος, who was killed by Glaukos and fell from his chariot 
(Il. 7. 14). He was not himself a charioteer, as far as we can 
judge, and is therefore hardly our man. For the possible con-
traction of [oo] see §220. (b) The complete name of the warrior,
[. . . α]νδρος with two to three letters missing, is impossible to
restore.

  , .  . 

Fr. of a column krater from Rhodes (acquired 1922, ex Arndt coll.).
Bibliography: C. W. Lunsingh Scheurleer, CVA Netherlands, 2
(1931), 15, ph. pl. 8. 8; Payne (1931), 164 no. 21 (not in cat.);
Arena (1967), 90, no. 36; Lorber (1979), 55, no. 81, ph. pl. 17;
Amyx (1988), 571, no. 65 (not in cat.). Photographs: CVA cl.; Lorber
cl. Scene: Head of a woman, to r. Date: 1st h. 6th cent. (Mus.
inv. card); LC (Lorber).

bPAT)
Ερατα[. . . ?]
5Ερ�τ�.276

274 See e.g. LSAG 143. 8, line 59 Å�σƒαρχος (Sikyon, c.500) (= GD 96).
275 It is not a serious problem that we have [s] where in ‘Doric’ we might expect

[t]. For names wander and even in a Doric context ‘τερψ�µβροτος’ names only
very rarely contain the expected -τι- (see on our vases COR 18f Λeσ-ανδρ�δ�ς,
COR 87d Λeσ�-πολις, and ad LAK 3a); see e.g. Neumann (1979), 87 with bibl.
in n. 3. 276 This short name is more likely than a compound 5Ερατα[. . .]; see the next n.
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Epigraphy: From an epigraphical point of view it is not certain
whether the name is complete. Interpretation: Perhaps a love-gift
to a hetaira (label).

Arena interpreted the vase as a love-gift, Lorber took the recipi-
ent for a hetaira (see §308 on hetairai). For other instances of 
the name, as it is usually restored,277 see Pape–Benseler and
Fraser–Matthews; for the masculine equivalent, :Ερατος, ibid.,
and Bechtel, p. 160.

*°   ,   

Column krater from Caere by the Amphiaraos P. (see Amyx)
(1873); lost in World War II. Bibliography: Robert (1874), with
drs. pl. N/O and MonIned 10, pl. 4/5; Furtwängler (1885), 
no. 1655; Kretschmer (1888), 172, no. 35; Kretschmer (1894), 26,
no. 39; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3140; Robert (1919), 207 f., with
dr. fig. 161; Ducati (1922), 162 f., drs. 161, 204; Schwyzer, DGE
(1923), no. 122. 8; Pfuhl (1923), 209 ff., dr. fig. 179; Payne (1931),
167 no. 61, cat. no. 1471; F. Hauser in Furtwängler–Reichhold
(1932), 1–12 (bibl. p. 1), drs. pls. 121 f.; Neugebauer (1932), 23
f., ph. pl. 14; Smith (1944), 258–61; Benson (1953), 59 no. 102.
1, 82–4; EAA i. 372 (bibl.), ph. 371 fig. 518; Schefold (1964), 74,
and (1966), 80, dr. [pl.] 67a; Arena (1967), 108–10, no. 72, 
ph. pl. 22; Buschor (1969), 75 with dr., ph. 74 fig. 81; ph.
Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard (1971), 71 fig. 76; ph. Bianchi
Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 226; Schefold (1978), 177, with
dr. fig. 233; Lorber (1979), 78 f., no. 122, phs. pl. 37; Brize (1980),
26 f.; LIMC i, ‘Admetos’ i. 10*, dr. pl. 158, ‘Ainippe’ ii. 1*, dr.
pl. 309, ‘Alastor’ 1*, dr. pl. 366, ‘Amphiaraos’ 3*, dr. pl. 555,
and 7*, ph. pl. 555; LIMC ii, ‘Argeios’ ii. 1*, dr. pl. 429; LIMC
iii, ‘Baton’ i. 3*, dr. pl. 66, only mentioned at ‘Dioskouroi’ 223;
LIMC iv, ‘Euphemos’ 1, ‘Halimedes’ 1*, dr. pl. 236; Amyx (1988),
571 f., no. 66 (cat. p. 263, no. A-1, bibl.); LIMC v, ‘Hippotion’,
i. 1; LIMC vi, ‘Leontis’ 1; LIMC vii, ‘Peleus’ 33, ‘Peliou athla’
5, ‘Pheres’ i. 1. Photographs: 4 photographs exist: (A) shows the
entire vase with the departure side, (a)–(k), (B) the other side,
(m)–(r). (C) shows the race and the frieze below, (n)–(q) and part
of (r), (D) the house and family of Amphiaraos, (a)–(e) and part
of ( f ). They are published as follows: (A) Neugebauer, EAA,
Buschor, Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard, Bianchi Bandinelli–
Paribeni, Lorber, LIMC i, all sm. or invis. (Charbonneaux–
Martin–Villard is the best reproduction); (B) Lorber sm.; (C)
unpublished, as far as I know; (D) Arena quite cl.

Scene: In the following description I combine Pausanias’ 
passages (5. 17. 7–11) about the relevant scenes on the Chest of
Kypselos at Olympia with (in English) some additions or notes
of differences between the chest and our vase. (Paus. 7) ^ξKς δV
�µφιαρ�ου τε O ο7κ�α πεπο�ηται καW �µφ�λοχον φ
ρει ν1πιον
(unnamed) πρεσβ?τις nτις δ1 (b) (written horizontally in white
paint, starting next to the baby’s hand, whose arm she holds 
forward, gripping it by the wrist). πρZ δV τKς ο7κ�ας 5Εριφ,λη
(a) (written downwards on the anta to her l.) τZν aρµον Dχουσα
_στηκε, παρb δV αIτYν αQ θυγατ
ρες ΕIρυδ�κη (d ) (written in
front of her face) καW ∆ηµ)νασσα (c) (written downwards along
her back), καW �λκµα�ων πα>ς γυµν%ς (e) (written upwards on
the anta to his r.) (all four children have their arms extended
towards their father as if to plead for mercy for their mother,
Robert; baby Amphilochos, not fully understanding what is
going on, manages it with the gentle help of his nurse, Hauser).
(8) . . . Β�των δ
 (g), aς Oνιοχε> τ=ι �µφιαρ�ωι, τ�ς τε Oν�ας
τ=ν /ππων καW τKι χειρW Dχει τKι ^τ
ραι λ%γχην. �µφιαρ�ωι
δV ( f ) \ µVν τ=ν ποδ=ν -πιβ
βηκεν qδη το? ;ρµατος, τZ ξ�φος
δV Dχει γυµνZν καW -ς τYν 5Εριφ,λην -στWν -πεστραµµ
νος
-ξαγ%µεν%ς τε PπZ το? θυµο?, <fς µ%λις> -κε�νης rν �ποσχ
σθαι
(she has pulled her mantle over her head in terror and shame,
and he spares her only for the sake of the children, Robert). Behind
the horses (unnamed) a woman (h) is approaching, handing a bowl
to the charioteer. In front of the horses there is a youth to l. 
(i), gesticulating (as if talking to the horses), and behind him 
an old man to l., in long robe and holding a staff in one hand, 
is sitting on the ground, making a gesture of despair and grief 
with his other hand ( j). (9) µετb δV το? �µφιαρ�ου τYν ο7κ�αν
-στWν �γsν \ -πW Πελ�αι καW οQ θε)µενοι (on our vase the char-
acters (l ) and (m) probably have this function) τοXς �γωνιστ�ς.
πεπο�ηται δV 6ΗρακλKς (not represented on the vase) -ν θρ%νωι
καθ1µενος καW 0πισθεν γυνY αIτο? (not represented). τα,της
<τKς> γυναικZς -π�γραµµα µVν Eπεστιν nτις -στ�, Φρυγ�οις
δV αIλε> καW οIκ 6Ελληνικο>ς αIλο>ς. On our vase instead of 
them there is (k), who was the son of the dead king to be hon-
oured by the games and was acting as the referee (see below),
together with (l ) and (m) (probably spectators in the competition
depicted), all on thrones to r., and some tripods as prizes (see
below). Oνιοχο?ντες δV συνωρ�δα Π>σ%ς (not represented) -στιν \
Περι1ρους καW �στερ�ων (not represented) Κοµ1του, πλε?σαι
καW ο`τος λεγ%µενος -πW τKς �ργο?ς, καW Πολυδε,κης (not 
represented, only (o), his brother) τε καW jδµητος (p), -πW δV
αIτο>ς ΕJφηµος (n), Ποσειδ=ν%ς τε tν κατb τZν τ=ν ποιητ=ν
λ%γον καW 5 Ι�σονι -ς Κ%λχους το? πλο? µετεσχηκ)ς· ο`τος δV
(n) καW τKι συνωρ�δι \ νικ=ν -στιν. On our vase, instead of Pisos
and Asterion, we have (q), (r), and (s) as further chariot-racers.
(10) . . . 5 Ι�σονι δV καW Πηλε> τZ Dργον τKς π�λης -ξ Fσου
καθ
στηκε. On the vase, Peleus (t) is wrestling with (u) not 
with Iason. A few lines later, when the foot-race is described, 
our (k) and (l) are named (among others, who do not occur on
our vase): οQ δ5 -ς ;µιλλαν δρ%µου καθεστηκ%τες Μελαν�ων -στW
καW ΝεοθεXς καW Φαλαρε,ς, τ
ταρτος δV �ργε>ος καW : Ιφικλος

277 A compound name is less likely. First, there is, as far as I can see, only one
name with 55Ερατ-α-, viz. 5Ερατασ�λα (Fraser–Matthews), a hapax legomenon.
Secondly, contraction may have led to 5Ερατ�-. Yet, the only adequate second
element of such a compound (it would have to begin with long A-, since 55Ερατο-
+ L- would have given 5Ερατ4-; see Bechtel, p. 160) seems to be -�ν4ρ, from 
which there is no direct fem. derivative. Should we therefore assume the fem.
hypocoristic in -8ι (as in Θε�ν8ι, a derivative from the hypocoristic Θ
�νος, built
on Θε1νωρ) and claim a form 5Ερατ�ν8ι? This seems too far-fetched. (For Θε�ν8ι
see §236; for the two masc. names see Bechtel, p. 53.)
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π
µπτος. το,τωι δV νικ=ντι iρ
γει τZν στ
φανον \ jκαστος . . .
(11) κε>νται δV καW τρ�ποδες, uθλα δY το>ς νικ=σι (on the 
vase, they are in a different position), καW θυγατ
ρες ε7σWν αQ
Πελ�ου . . . Date: c.560 (Schefold, LIMC i partly, ii, vii); LC
(Lorber); c.570 (LIMC i partly, iii–vi (except iv, ‘Euphemos’,
where 570–550 is given) ).

(a) ; bPwøVqA (b) Aw^SrrA (c) ; aAmo[A^AMA
(d ) bsPs!wk) (e) Aqk ( f ) AøSAPboM (g) :ATo^
(h) ; q9o^ M (i) ; 9Srro(So^ ( j) ; 9AqzmbabM
(k) ; AkMToµ (l ) AçcGoµ (m) øbPbµ
(n) ; bsøAmoµ (o) ; kAMTo∂ (p) A!mATo
(q) AqAµToP (r) AmøS)Pboµ (s) ; 9SrAMoM
(t) rbqbVµ (u) ; 9wrrAqhmoM

(a) Εριφυλα (b) Αινιππα (c) ∆αµοƒανασα
(d ) Ευρυδικα (e) Αλj .[. . .] ( f ) Αφιαρεος (g) Βατον
(h) ΛÉον[.].ς (i) Ηιπποτιον ( j ) Ηαλιµεδες (k) Ακστος
(l) Αργflος (m) Φερες (n) Ευφαµος (o) Καστορ
(p) Αδµατο[. . .] (q) Αλαστορ (r) Αµφιαρεος
(s) Ηιπαsος (t) Πελευς (u) Ηιππαλ$µος

(a) 5Εριφ;λ�, (b) Α7ν�ππ�, (c) ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α, (d ) ΕIρυδ�κ�,
(e) �λjl[α(� )4ν], ( f ) �(µ)φι�ρ3ος, (g) Β�τ4ν, 
(h) ΛÉ (ε)ον[τ]\ς, (i) Ηιπποτ�4ν, ( j) Ηαλιµ5δ3ς. 
(k) jκ(α)στος, (l ) �ργ#ος, (m) Φ
ρ3ς, (n) ΕJφ�µος, 
(o) Κ�στ4ρ, (p) jδµ�το[ς], (q) �λ�στ4ρ, (r) �µφι�ρ3ος, 
(s) Η�π(π)αsος, (t) Π3λε,ς, (u) Η�ππαλ$µος.

Epigraphy: Where not expressly stated, the reading is from the
photographs and clear. (c) The blur at the beginning is not a let-
ter. The digamma is blotchy, but clearly composed of a vertical
and two horizontal strokes. (e) Not observed until now (Hauser,
p. 4, and Lorber wondered rightly about its apparent absence).
It is visible (sm.) on ph. (A) and (cl.) on ph. (D). The first letter
is a clear alpha and the second one a lambda. After that I can
make out faint traces of a kappa, particularly of its oblique strokes,
and the start of an almost upright stroke. Further up the anta,
the surface must have been badly damaged, and even the white
paint seems in part to be lost. (h) I cannot see the tau on the ph.
(it should be between the arm and the reins), and the iota
(beyond the reins) is very faint (the reported letter-forms are Tw).
The heta looks like a E, but the ends of the bars have clear 
vertical ‘serifs’, where their paint and that of the second vertical
stroke flowed together; the second vertical hasta is therefore 
certain. The same is true for the first half of the following 
omicron. (i) The fourth from last letter is not a q (lambda) but
has a right angle; it was therefore correctly read as a tau. (k) Shows
clearly on the ph. although the figure it designates is in the invis.
part. (l) is invis. on the phs. (m) shows on ph. (B) but is out of
focus. (p) The final -ς was on a badly damaged fr. and is no longer
visible. (r) is visible only on ph. (B), but is out of focus; the last
two letters do not show, the first and fifth are uncl. Inscrs. (s),
(t), and (u) are invis. on the phs., but seem to have been reliably

read. Interpretation: Departure of Amphiaraos for the Theban War
(labels). Funeral games for Pelias (labels).

It is a great pity that this vase, probably the most famous of all
Corinthian examples, is lost. Fortunately four high-quality photo-
graphic negatives are preserved at Berlin, on the prints of which
I was able to detect an inscription that had not been noticed in
the past, (e). There are two instances of A.W., viz. (h) and (k);
see §111. Two different iotas, four-stroke and three-stroke, are
used in (b); in (i) the first iota is perhaps of the four-stroke type
too, and in ( j) the three-stroke one is reversed. The rho in (o) is
almost of the peculiar ∂ type (see §101), as also in Hauser’s draw-
ing; of the others, which do not show clearly, if at all, on the phs.,
only the one in (l) can be judged: in the drawings this is of the
ç type similar to that in (o).

For the relation of the paintings on this vase to the other docu-
ments in art and literature of the myths represented see §425.

Most names are as expected, and those such as (a) (Amphiaraos’
wife), (d) (one of his two daughters), and (g) (his charioteer) hardly
need discussion.

(b) The nurse of little Amphilochos (who is unnamed), is not
known from other sources, but it is unlikely that her name is an
invention on the part of the painter (see §425). It is written in
front of the baby’s hand, since it could not be placed closer to
the nurse’s head (and for the baby’s name there was no room left).

(c), like the other labels written downwards and retrograde, viz.
(a), (h)–(k), (s), and (u), designates the figure to its right, i.e. the
third woman (for this direction-principle see §105).278 She is
another daughter of Amphiaraos and Eriphyle. For the inter-
vocalic digamma, which hints at a poetic background, see §506.
For -σ(σ)- see §213.

(e) It would be strange, for three reasons, if the painter had
not given a name to Alkmaion. First, the boy is an important 
character in the continuation of the story, and secondly, there 
is plenty of space around him for a name. Thirdly, as there is 
a white anta right next to him and the painter and his fellow 
workers obviously liked to apply their inscriptions to such antae
(as observed by Lorber, p. 79 n. 497; see also COR 67 and 69),
we would expect to see a name on it—and there it is. It cannot
be decided whether it ended in -µα�4ν, -µ14ν, or contracted 
-µ�ν.

The main hero is shown and labelled twice: ( f ) and (r). For
the difference in spelling see §201. Hauser (p. 3) calls our form
�(µ)φι�ρ3ος, which was also used by Pindar, the Ionic form. 
This is contrary to Kretschmer’s view279 (based on our form) 
that �µφι�ρηος not �µφι�ραος was the original form of the 
name. Kretschmer also remarks that the older Attic vases have
�µφι�ρεως (see also Aesch. Sept. 569, gen. �µφι�ρεω, Soph.

278 Masson (1981/2: 544) refers to the same name (with contraction in 
-4- as in Pausanias’ description) at Thera (IG xii/3. 502 and 840, both from 
imperial times).

279 Mainly pp. 32 and 122 f., but also pp. 41, 46, 162, and 214. His view was
accepted by Schulze (1896), 699 and 702.
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OC 1313, nom. �µφι�ρεως, etc., with monosyllabic -εω-) and
only the younger rf. ones show �µφι�ραος. This observation 
is still true, although we now have several new attestations.280

Kretschmer also cites Zenodotus, who asserted that at Od. 15.
244 and 253 (in the Iliad the name does not occur) the name should
read �µφι�ρηον and -�ρηος, respectively. Precisely this form is
attested in Hes. fr. 25. 34 M–W: �µφι�ρηον, but �µφιαρ�ου
in fr. 197. 6 M–W (both are from papyri). Zenodotus must have
had some good reason for his correction.281 The explanation
accepted by Kretschmer, that -�ρ�ος is due to secondary pop-
ular etymology after �ρ�οµαι,282 is therefore likely to be right. It
may have occurred when the epic-Ionic forms with �ρη- (e.g. 
Il. 9. 172 �ρησ%µεθα; Od. 1. 164 �ρησα�ατο, 22. 322 �ρ1µεναι,
etc.) became known in Athens and made a popular etymolo-
gical link possible, i.e. Ionic �ρ1σοµαι : Attic �ρ1σοµαι = Ionic
�µφι�ρηος : Attic x (where x = �µφι�ρ�ος).283 No strong 
argument against the [b] being inherited comes from the evidence
of Oropos (on the Boiotian coast, opposite Euboian Eretria), for
the examples of �µφιαρ�ια (IG vii. 48 etc.; see ibid., index, 
p. 761) ‘festival of A. held at Oropos’ and �µφι�ραος himself (very
frequent in IG vii) are all late. The oldest one is �µφι�ρ�ος in
GD 14 of the early fourth century; but by this time Oropos was
part of Attica, and Athenian cultural influence had long been very
strong in the region.284 Admittedly, an original form AmphiarAos
would have the advantage of making the popular etymology with
�ρ�οµαι unnecessary. But the evidence of the Attic vases, our
Corinthian vase (where our form would be the only non-Doric
feature), and Zenodotus clearly support -Bos, and moreover 
popular etymology was a common feature in the epic sphere 
(see §510). It is also true that the Thebais, in which Amphiaraos
seems to have appeared, was sung by Homer, i.e. the story of
Amphiaraos once existed in an epic poem in East Ionic dialect.
But it would be perverse to assume that our vase-painter, even
if he used that version of the Thebais, translated into Corinthian
all names (notably jδµητος) except that of the famous hero and
seer, Argonaut and Boar-hunter from the neighbouring town of
Argos (only 40 km. to the south of Corinth); moreover there were

other poetic treatments of this story (see §425), and even an East
Greek epic poem need not have been sung in Ionic dialect in a
performance at Corinth (see §501). We should therefore adhere
to Kretschmer’s view. The true etymology of the name Amphiaraos
remains obscure; for a recent discussion see Heubeck (1971).

(g) Β�τ4ν is a hypocoristic of ΕIρ,βατος etc. (see Bechtel, 
pp. 92 f.); the name designates a charioteer in a different context
on COR 79A.

(h) Λεοντ�ς (not with long [d] as suggested in LIMC vi) is 
a fairly common (non-heroic) name (Amyx). By far the easiest
explanation of the spelling ΛÉον- is A.W. as in (k),285 i.e.
ΛÉ (ε)ον[τ]\ς. For the aspiration of the liquid see §211. The 
character is not known from other sources.

(i) Ηιπποτ�4ν is known as the name of a Centaur, otherwise it
is non-heroic (Amyx).286 It is derived from Qππ%της, and is likely
to be a horsey name here (see §238). The character is not mentioned
in other sources.

The same is true for the man ( j) Ηαλιµ5δ3ς, who is sitting
on the ground. He bears a very rare name,287 formed with the 
frequent second element -µ1δης (Bechtel, pp. 313 f.) from ;λς
(*sal-; for the form *λι- see Risch, p. 219 f., §80a).

(k) jκ(α)στος shows a clear case of A.W.; see (h) and §111.
(l) In other sources, the name is mostly jργος, not �ργ#ος

(see e.g. Ap. Rhod. 1. 19 etc., Diod. Sic. 4. 41. 3, Apollod. 1. 9.
1 and 16). Yet, our form occurs in the description of the Chest
of Kypselos, obviously denoting the same character.288 It is a
derivative from the place-name jργος (i.e. *Arges-io-).

(m) The name Φ
ρ3ς, meaning ‘Carrier’, is used for a horse
in COR 89a (see ad loc.); it is first attested at Od. 11. 259.

The names (n), (o), (p), and (q) are as expected in the
Corinthian dialect. For (r) see ( f ) above. The names (s), (t), 
and (u) are again as expected; (u) Η�ππαλ$µος even helps to
restore some faulty attestations in literature (see §425).289

280 Bf.: LIMC i, ‘Amphiaraos’ 2* (Immerwahr, no. 71; see §425 with n. 1067)
�νφι�ρeoς; LIMC, ibid. 10* �µ[. . .] (see §425 with n. 1063); ABV 330, bottom,
no. 1 = LIMC 13*, �νφι�ρεος; LIMC 20 [. . .]ρεος; LIMC 23 �(µ)vι�ρεος. Rf.:
ARV 605. 64 = LIMC 24* �µφι�ρa[ος]; LIMC 25 �µφι�ρηος or -ραος (read
by Caskey–Beazley (1931), 51); LIMC 27* �µφι»ρα[ο]ς (F 2395; Amphiare . . . in
LIMC, on what grounds?); ARV 400, top (Marseilles) = LIMC 35 �(µ)φι�[. . .]
(LIMC).

281 This cannot just have been the knowledge that after [r], [i], and [e] an Ionic
[B] could correspond to an Attic [A], since in that case we may expect him to have
claimed *Α7νε�ης, *5 Ι1ονες, *θε1, etc. for the Homeric poems.

282 A sound-change [b] > [a] cannot be held responsible, since this was
confined to a small area in the north-west Peloponnese, mainly Elis (see §218),
whereas Amphiaraos was from Argos, and his death took place in Boiotia.

283 In the Ionic-epic sphere the popular etymology was of course possible even
earlier (see §510).

284 Moreover, as the popular etymology may have been much older and
widespread through epic poetry, �µφι�ρ�ος at Oropos could also be explained
as a Boiotian hypercorrection: Ionic �ρ1σοµαι : Boiotian �ρ1σοµαι = ‘Ionic-
sounding’ �µφι�ρηος : ‘Boiotian-sounding’ x (with x = �µφι�ρ�ος).

285 It was explained by Hauser (p. 5 n. 9) as follows: ‘Das E in der jüngeren,
wie wir sehen werden, noch einmal verwendeten Form erhielt aus Versehen eine
zweite senkrechte Hasta [i.e. 9], denn der Schreiber bemerkte, dass er den
Buchstaben hier irrtümlich anstelle von B verwendete.’ This is incorrect for 
several reasons. (1) E is not a younger form of B, as the abecedaria show (see
§106). (2) 9 was no alternative for an attempted B, because it was a consonant
sign (indeed had he wanted a vowel sign, the writer should have left E as it was).
(3) Had he been aware of a mistake, the writer could very easily have formed a
perfect B out of his E. Also Heubeck’s doubts (1980: 286), h = he ‘ist schon aus
etymologischer Sicht ganz unwahrscheinlich’, seem pointless, since the occurrence
of such [h] often cannot be etymologically justified (see §211).

286 He refers to CIG (iv) 7916b, which today may be cited as ABV 266. 5
(Munich 1694): Ηιπ(π)οτ�4ν.

287 It only occurs for a Cyclops in Nonn. 14. 60 etc. (Amyx), who surely has
no connection with our man.

288 Hauser (p. 7 n. 14) says: ‘Man beachte, dass Pausanias die Inschrift richtig
auflöste.’ Pausanias must have been fairly familiar with the archaic Corinthian
alphabet anyway, and there were inscrs. on the chest that were more difficult to
decipher. It is even possible that he knew this form also from literary sources
unknown to us.

289 As for the cluster [km] in our name, Neumann (1980: 298), who suspects
syncope, cites Pamphylian Κυδµαλ�α with a similar cluster [dm]. But is this really
a case of syncope? Be it as it may, it need not concern us, since there are sim-
ilar clusters already in Homer, viz. acc. �λκµ1ονα Il. 12. 394, �λκµ1νη, etc.
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   , 
 . 

Frs. of a column krater from ?, by the Amphiaraos P. (see Amyx)
(found ?); most of the frs. were lost in World War II. Bibliography:
Wrede (1916), 372, ph. 374 fig. 11; Payne (1931), 167 no. 62, cat.
no. 1472, ph. pl. 42. 1; Arena (1967), 111, no. 74; Lorber (1979),
79, no. 123, ph. pl. 35; Amyx (1988), 572, no. 67 (cat. p. 263,
no. A-2, bibl.); LIMC vi, ‘Laidas’ 1; LIMC vii, ‘Polybos’ iii. 1.
Photographs: Wrede (a) invis., (b) and (c) uncl., (d) invis., (e) uncl.;
Payne (a) uncl., (b) cl., (c) uncl., (d ) invis., (e) quite cl.; Lorber
only (e), quite cl. Scene: A (lost) warrior to r. (a) (the label written
on the white anta), another one (b) in a chariot to r. with charioteer
(c), a third warrior (d ) (labelled on the tail of one of the white
horses), facing a woman (apparently unnamed). Finally, (e) is writ-
ten in front of a dark (purple?) and a white horse’s head (of which
one is therefore unnamed). Date: LC (Lorber).

(a) F)XVµ (b) ; $AS!AM (c) Jwo^
(d ) ; o$V oµ (e) ˆA^5oM

(a) Åαχυς (b) Λαιδας (c) Åιοm (d) Pολυbος (e) Ξανθος

(a) Å�χυς, (b) Λ��δ�ς, (c) Å�4m, (d ) Π%λυβος, (e) Ξ�νθος.

Epigraphy: (a) From Payne’s transcription. (c) Payne restores -ς,
i.e. Å�ος; but nu seems more likely, in view both of what is 
visible on the phs. and of the narrow space. (e) Part of the final
-ς (in black) is covered by the paint of the dark horse’s head.
Interpretation: Non-heroic departure scene (labels).

(a) is a throwaway name (see §237), and so is (b) (for names in 
-�δ�ς see also §239). (c) Considering the epigraphical situation and
the fact that F�4ν is well attested but Fιος is not, we should accept
the former. It is also a throwaway name. (d ) The label Πολυβος
also occurs on CHA 6 (b). It is probably a hypocoristic, i.e.
Π%λυβος (e.g. from Πολ,βιος, Bechtel, p. 377; see §228 below).
Apart from the interpretation as a hypocoristic, a compound name
Πολ,β4ς (i.e. -βους) would also be possible (see §220). Amyx tries
to find a heroic context for the name (the Corinthian king and
adoptive father of Oidipus; or the son of Antenor, Il. 11. 59). In
view of the three accompanying throwaway names, the non-heroic
context of most other Πολυ- names on Corinthian vases (see §237),
and the equally dull names on CHA 6, a non-heroic setting and
a hypocoristic name are to be preferred. (e) The label Ξ�νθος does
not necessarily belong to the black horse as Lorber seems to infer
(‘vor dem Kopf des hinteren schwarzen Pferdes’), but could just
as well be the white one’s. (Was the dark horse coloured purple?
See COR 103.)

*°  , . . 

Column krater from Nola or Capua, near the Amphiaraos P. (see
Amyx) (1825 or earlier). Bibliography: Heydemann (1872), 16 f.,

no. 685 (earlier bibl.); CIG (iv), no. 7378; Kretschmer (1888), 161
f., no. 13; Kretschmer (1894), 19, no. 15; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),
no. 3129; mentioned by Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; Payne
(1931), 167 no. 63, cat. no. 1473; Arena (1967), 113 f., no. 76,
ph. pl. 25; Lorber (1979), 79 f., no. 125, phs. pl. 38; LIMC
iii, ‘Damon’ 2*, ph. pl. 243; LIMC iv, ‘Eurylochos’ iii. 1; 
Amyx (1988), 572 f., no. 68 (cat. p. 264, no. B-1); LIMC v,
‘Hippolytos’ ii. 3*, ph. pl. 328, ‘Kebriones’ 4. Photographs: All
show the vase in its newly restored state: Arena rather uncl.;
Lorber quite cl.; LIMC iii mostly sm. and uncl.; LIMC v only
(i) and (l ), uncl. Scene: A warrior (a) rushing to l. (as all figures
in this scene). Of a second warrior only a shield was painted but
no head, and the painted sketch of his leg and foot has been trans-
formed into a horse’s leg and hoof in the final stage of engraving.
Label (b) cannot therefore have been meant to designate this 
second warrior. Also it was not begun next to any part of his body.
It must belong to one of the front horses of the following
quadriga, probably to the only white one to the l. (fully visible).
Beyond the horses of the quadriga there are two other foot-
warriors. Labels (c)–( f ) must be attributed to these figures as 
follows: (c) to one of the horses which are throwing their heads
back,290 (d ) to one of the horses or the first warrior beyond, (e)
to another one of the horses, ( f ) to the second warrior beyond;
one name, either the first warrior’s or one horse’s, will have been
lost with the missing part below. After that, the attribution is 
easier. In the chariot there are the charioteer (g) and a warrior
(h), the latter labelled next to his r. arm. A second quadriga fol-
lows, again accompanied by two warriors beyond the horses. The
attribution of the remaining labels: (i) belongs to one of the horses
(two are white, two dark); ( j), which is written under the horses
and next to the front foot of the first warrior, cannot belong to
the latter, who has label (k) next to his head, but designates a horse.
There must have been enough space around the horses in the now
missing parts to have contained another label, but hardly enough
for two. Also the second warrior’s and the charioteer’s labels will
have been on parts now missing, whereas the name of the warrior
in the chariot is preserved (l ). Date: LC (Lorber; LIMC iv); c.570–
550 (LIMC iii; v, ‘Hippolytos’); c.560 (LIMC v, ‘Kebriones’).

(a) ; bVPV3AM (b) ; PY3b!o6
(c) ; 9wro3 vac. (d ) ; !A3 (e) ; Jwo^
( f ) ; !)3o7 (g) ; kbÚ o^Aµ (h) ; kbToP
(i) ; vbs µ ( j) ; ®AVhoM
(k) ; bVPVqo…Xoµ (l) ; 9wrroqVT

(a) Ευρυµας (b) [. . .]ρυµεδον (c) Ηιποr (d ) ∆αµ[. . .]
(e) Äiom[. . . ?] ( f ) ∆αlον (g) Κεb.[.]oνας
(h) Κετορ (i) ΛευËr ( j ) Γαυ$ος (k) Ευρυλοχος
(l) Ηιππολυτ[. . .]

290 The label could also belong to the first of the warriors beyond the horses,
between whose head and the horse’s head it is written, but in view of its mean-
ing it rather designates the horse than a man in the presence of horses. We should
not claim that in order to be the horse’s label it should be written l. to r., since
this writer only writes retrograde.
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(a) ΕIρ,µας, (b) [ΕI]ρυµ
δ4ν, (c) É�π(π)οr, (d) ∆αµ[. . .], 
(e) Ä\,m, ( f ) ∆�l4ν, (g) Κεbq[ι]éν�ς, (h) Κετ4ρ corrected
from :Ετ(τ)4ρ, (i) Λε?Ë(ο)r, ( j) Γ(λ)α?$ος, 
(k) ΕIρ,λοχος, (l ) Ηιππ%λυτ[ος].

Epigraphy: All readings before Arena (see his n. 52) are untrust-
worthy because the inscrs. were repainted. Amyx saw the vase.
I have checked the readings against a set of good photographs.
(b) Upsilon and mu form a kind of ligature, but the truth is that
the writer first forgot the upsilon and then split up the original
mu with two thinner strokes (see dr.). (c) Arena reads Éιπ(π)οµ
(?) thinking that the inscr. is ‘lasciata a metà’, but since it is com-
plete and mu and san are often very similar (see ( f ) and e.g. COR
71e, 79a, 85e, 114d, 116a), I prefer san, especially since the label
can designate a horse. (e) Lorber (n. 500) suggests ∆\ον, but the
first letter is more likely a digamma (Mansfield apud Amyx); see
dr. ( f ) The third letter, with its fourth stroke almost as long as
the first, could also be a san, but the Corinthian parallels to this
name make a mu almost certain. (g) Amyx, after his autopsy, put
[Κεβρι] in brackets, but some remains of the initial letters show
clearly on Lorber’s ph. On my original ph. Κε are clear, then 
follow the remains of what can easily be restored to a beta, and
the lower end of a vertical hasta, i.e. of the expected rho (see dr.).
The iota is missing, then the arms and hands of the figure 
holding whip and reins forced the writer to jump downwards 
for the rest of the name, which is clear (Amyx probably failed to
connect the two parts of the name). (h) See below and dr. (i) The
vertical stroke before the lambda belongs to the drawing: it is
Hektor’s spear; the same effect can be observed below the shield
of the warrior (l). Lorber (n. 502) suspects the omicron in (i) to
be a qoppa. This yields a good solution, and since the writer closed
the circles of his omicrons at the 10-o’clock position—see the drs.
of (b), (e), and (h)—the little black blotch at the bottom of the
letter is indeed likely to be a deliberate attempt at an additional
stroke to form a qoppa, which is, however, much longer in 
( j). Amyx puts Λε?Ë[ος], yet no letter is completely lost. The
remains of the last letter easily fit a san. The other labels are cl.
Interpretation: Pseudo-heroic chariot scene (labels).

For the mixture of heroic and non-heroic, partly even throwaway
names and the character of the labelling see §468.

(a) Kretschmer reminds us of one ΕIρ,µας, killed by
Polydeukes (Hsch.), and Arena—as already Bechtel (p. 167)—
of the two Trojans called 5Ερ,µας (Il. 16. 345 and 415). More
likely our form is just a hypocoristic name,291 and the occurrence
of two more names with ΕIρυ-, viz. (b) and (k), makes a dull
impression (see §237). (b) For the problem of attribution of the
name see above (‘Scene’) and the parallel of COR 79A, which 

looks close to the Damon P. As we shall see below, our writer
made mistakes and corrected some of them. Here he first wrote
Ευρµεδον, then made the mu into upsilon + mu (that he corrected
his mistake only after he finished the name seems likely because
the additional strokes are thinner). The mistake reminds us of
A.W. (see §111), although the letter-name was normally [ro] not
[ru] (this is, as far as I can see, the only possible example from
Corinth of A.W. with rho). (c) is probably a horse’s label, i.e. the
noun. (d) The restoration is unclear; see ( f ). For (e) Amyx refers
to COR 70m Å�4νις. But this is not a horse-name, therefore we
should prefer the common throwaway name (see §237). The war-
rior’s name ( f ) is used for a charioteer on COR 78 (by the Damon
P.). This makes it likely that this name contains the root δLµ(L)-
‘to tame’ (not the noun δ�µος, as Amyx thinks). Formations 
with passive meaning from this root are suitable for horses (our
(d ) may have been of that sort), and active ones for men. For
∆�µων (with δLµ-) see Bechtel, p. 116.

(g) Kebriones is also attested on COR 46Ai, COR 70h, and
CHA 15e. (h) As his charioteer is none other than Kebriones (Il.
8. 318 f., etc.), Κετορ must be a misspelling for :Εκτ4ρ (see §250).
It is clear from the photograph that the writer first wrote bToP,
and then—perhaps because some of his fellow painters pointed
out his error—added the missing sign for the sound [k], but put
it in the wrong place (it is smaller than the other letters and
squeezed in between the epsilon and Hektor’s arm).292 The form
that the writer had produced in the first place shows assimila-
tion in the cluster [kt], very likely to a geminate [tt] (see §§113,
212).

(i) Surely Λε?$ος is meant (as supposed by Arena, and
Lorber, n. 502), which is very appropriate for a horse (see COR
79A). Since the fourth letter was probably meant to be a qoppa
not an omicron (see above), we have here a case of A.W. (see §111).
( j) We have to assume a spelling mistake as in (b), (h), and (i),
although here the similarity of the letter-forms $ and A will have
been responsible (see §112). This adjective—like (i)—seems not
inappropriate for a horse, although this particular use is very excep-
tional (but see §448 at the end). (k) and (l) are as expected.

  , .  . . 

Fr. of a column krater from Cumae, near the Amphiaraos P. 
(see Amyx) (1923 or earlier). Bibliography: C. W. Lunsingh
Scheurleer, CVA Netherlands, 2 (1931), 15 (bibl.), ph. pl. 8. 10;
Payne (1931), 131 f. with dr. fig. 45bis, 167 no. 64, cat. no. 1472a;
Snijder (1937), 133, no. 1295, ph. pl. 57; Vian (1945), 7; Arena
(1967), 114, no. 77; Lorber (1979), 79, no. 124, ph. pl. 35; 

291 e.g. from ΕIρ,µαχος (Bechtel, p. 180; in myth e.g. a suitor of Penelope
Od. 1. 399 etc., and a son of Antenor, named in COR 74 j Ε(I)q,µαχος). If 5Ερ,-
was meant, our ΕIρυ- should be explained as due to a mistake (or popular ety-
mology) rather than (with Amyx) to the converse of the phonological phenomenon
in COR 74 j, on a Corinthian vase closely related in time and style.

292 Arena’s assumption that the writer was confused by the preceding Ke-brionas,
is therefore unnecessary. The fact that kappa and not qoppa is used (see §108),
is irrelevant in this connection despite the qoppa in ( j), since in Hektor’s name
kappa is so frequently used that this must already have been a received spelling.
And of course if the sign for [k] was (mis)placed in front of the [e], the writer
was right to use kappa.
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ph. AJA 88 (1984), pl. 68; Amyx (1988), 573 f., no. 69 (cat. 
p. 264, no. B-2, bibl.); LIMC vii, ‘Kyknos’ i. 138*, ph. pl. 711.
Photographs: CVA cl.; Snijder quite cl.; Lorber, AJA, and LIMC
cl. Scene: A warrior to l. (named on the anta of a building). Date:
c.560 (Snijder; Mus. inv. card); LC (Lorber).

; hsh
œυ$m[. . .]
œ,$m[ος].

Epigraphy: Of the nu only the vertical stroke is preserved.
Interpretation: Probably Herakles and Kyknos (label).

The spelling is as expected at Corinth (see §108). For a few remarks
on this myth see §420.

*°  ,   

Column krater from Caere (ex Campana inv. 32; 1855 or earlier).
Bibliography: Braun (1855), with dr. pl. 20; Newton–Birch (1856),
6 f., no. 20; CatCamp ii. 20; CIG (iv), no. 7379; E. Pottier in
Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 251 f., no. 8; Kretschmer (1888), 168,
no. 27; Kretschmer (1894), 21, no. 21; Pottier (1897), 57 f.
(bibl.), ph. pl. 50; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3130; Kretschmer
(1920), 49 f.; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 4; ph. Wrede (1916),
308 fig. 5; Payne (1931), 168 no. 65, cat. no. 1474, phs. pls. 36.
4, 40. 3, dr. fig. 37; Schefold (1964), 81, and (1966), 85 f., ph.
[pl.] 71b; Arena (1966), 479 f., on (l); Arena (1967), 114–16, 
no. 78, phs. pls. 26 f.; Friis Johansen (1967), 80–2, with ph. fig. 19,
cat. p. 247, no. A. 14 (bibl.); Alföldi (1967), 19 f., with dr.; Lorber
(1979), 80 f., no. 126, phs. pl. 34; LIMC i, ‘Ainoi’ 1*, ph. pl. 309;
LIMC iii, ‘Deiphobos’ 13*, ph. pl. 269; LIMC iv, ‘Hekabe’ 15,
‘Hektor’ 12*, ph. pl. 284; Amyx (1988), 574 f., no. 70 (not in cat.);
LIMC v, ‘Hippomachos’ 1, ‘Kebriones’ 3*, ph. pl. 616; LIMC
vi, ‘Kianis’ 1; Schefold (1993), 301, with ph. fig. 325; LIMC
vii, ‘Polyxene’ 1*, ‘Kassandra’ i. 30, ‘Priamos’ 39, ph. pl. 345.
Photographs: Pottier, including (m), sm.; Wrede and Schefold
(c)–( j) cl., rest uncl. or invis.; Arena (1967) and Lorber cl., with-
out (m); LIMC i (c)–(i) quite cl., rest uncl. or invis.; LIMC iii
only part of (i), and ( j), cl.; LIMC iv only (a)–(d ), cl.; LIMC v
almost as i, but slightly clearer; LIMC vii only (k) cl., (l) quite
cl. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: An old man (a) and a woman (b) to
r. are facing a warrior (c). Behind his back two women to r., (d )
and (e), are facing a quadriga to l., of which only one horse is named
( f ).293 Beyond the horses there are two unnamed women to r.
facing a warrior (g). In the chariot there is the charioteer (h) and

behind the chariot an unnamed warrior seems to be about to climb
up. Behind his back there are two white horses to l., of which
one is named (i), and the other carries a horseman, next to whom
a warrior is standing, also facing l.; only one of these two men is
named, viz. ( j), written under the horse. They are being followed
by two women (k) and (l). On the other side there are three youths
on a black, a white, and another black horse, respectively. The 
middle horseman is named (m), the label starting behind his back
and running down the horse’s back and tail. Date: c.570–560
(Schefold (1964) and (1966); LIMC ); LC (Lorber); c.580–570
(Schefold (1993) ).

(a) ; rPwA3oµ (b) FbKA:A (c) ; bhToP
(d ) ; Aw^ow (e) KwA6wµ ( f ) ; hoPAˆµ
(g) ; 9wrro3A+…oµ (h) Kb:Pwo7Aµ
(i) ; ˆA^4oµ ( j) ; !Awøo^oµ (k) ; roqVˆb^A
(l) kbµA7!PA (m) Jwo^wM

(a) Πριαµος (b) Åεκαβα (c) Ε$τορ (d ) Αινοι
(e) Κιανις ( f ) œοραξς (g) Ηιπποµαχος (h) Κεβριονας
(i) Ξανθος ( j) ∆aιφονος (k) Πολυξενα (l) Κεσανδρα
(m) Åιονις

(a) Πρ�αµος, (b) Åεκ�β�, (c) :Ε$τ4ρ, (d ) Α7ν8ι, (e) Κι�ν�ς, 
( f ) œ%ραξς, (g) Ηιππ%µαχος, (h) Κεβρι%ν�ς, (i) Ξ�νθος,
( j) ∆ã�φονος, (k) Πολυξ5ν�, (l) Κεσ(σ)�νδρ�. (m) Å�4νις.

Epigraphy: Lorber (n. 513) establishes the sequence of the three
techniques: (1) painting, (2) writing, (3) incision, which is of course
the natural order. (b) was first read ƒακαβα, but the epsilon is
clear (it is simply a case of the subsequent incision having dam-
aged the letter, which overlapped with the painted head). ( j) The
second letter can only be alpha or rho (the trace of a stroke emer-
ging from the break is likely to be the end of the second hasta of
an alpha, which is therefore more likely; see dr.). (l ) The third
letter from the end is not an alpha as might be thought from the
phs. (see dr.). Interpretation: Departure of Hektor (mixed?)
(labels). Non-heroic riding scene (label).

The labelling of this scene is not easy to analyse. For an attempt
at an interpretation which makes sense, as well as for some liter-
ary implications, see §444.

For (a) see §256, for (b) see §504, for (c) see §250.
(d) is probably a hypocoristic from the root of Α7νε�ας (Bechtel,

pp. 27 f.); see §236. (e) Kretschmer (1894: 31 f.), pointing to Κιον�ς,
a horse on an Attic bf. hydria (ABV 332. 17), connected our label
with κ�ω and compared it with (m) Åιονις (which he took for a
horse-name); however, he could not give an explanation for the
-α-. In turn, he rejected two earlier suggestions: (1) a connection
with Κυαν�ς as put forward in CIG (and later taken up by Arena
(1967) ); (2) Braun’s suggestion of a derivative from Κ�ος, the name
of two towns in Bithynia and Mysia, respectively (Kretschmer,
while accepting that it is the horse’s label, argued that we do 
not have evidence for Bithynian horse-breeding). However, the

293 Lorber (n. 512) is certainly right to attribute (e) to the second woman rather
than to one of the horses (as Kretschmer (1894), following others, did). First, his
view is supported by the starting-point principle (see §104) (this argument was
disregarded by Amyx). Secondly, it would be odder if one of the two women were
left without a name than three instead of two horses (of the pair of white horses
at the r. end of the scene also only one is named).



.  

adjective Κιαν�ς from Κ�ος, cited by Braun from Ap. Rhod. 1.
1177 �φ�κοντο Κιαν�δος qθεα γα�ης | �µφ 5 �ργανθ)νειον 0ρος
προχο�ς τε Κ�οιο (in Mysia), clearly provides the best parallel.294

When we come to look at the form itself, we may remember, 
first, the ethnic suffix -�ν%ς/-ην%ς, which is particularly frequent
in the relevant part of Asia Minor (�σι�ν%ς, Σαρδι�ν%ς,
Βοσπορ�ν%ς/-ην%ς, Κυζικην%ς, Περγαµην%ς, Κολοσσην%ς,
5 Ιστρι�ν%ς/-ην%ς, etc.), and, secondly, the tendency, already
observable in Homer (see Risch, p. 142), to form feminine 
ethnics in -�δ- also from o-stem place-names (e.g. Λεσβ�ς) or 
o-stem masculine ethnics (e.g. �χαι�ς or, from the region in 
question, ∆αρδαν�ς, later Μηδ�ς); see Meier (1975), 22 ff. 
(who does not mention Κι�ν�ς). For ethnic names see §241; 
for a possible function of the women (d ) and (e) see §444.

( f ) The name means ‘raven’; it will therefore be the black
horse’s label. For the double-writing of [s] in <kss> see §115. (g)
is probably a horsey name (see §238). (h) and (i) are as expected.
( j) must be Hektor’s brother ∆η�φοβος (for parallels and variants
of the name see §439). As a historical name, ∆��φονος is attested
only once.295 (k) In Corinthian we would expect *Πολυξ
νƒ�
(see §209), therefore the form of the name must be regarded as
non-epichoric (see §503).

(l) Kretschmer (1894: 28) cites a second occurrence of this form
on a Paestan amphora in Vienna,296 namely Κεσ�νδρg (-ρα LIMC,
possibly rightly). Arena (1967) duly rejects Kretschmer’s com-
parison (p. 31) of the vocalism (ε for α) with that of (b), which
was wrongly read Åακ�β� instead of Åεκ�β� at the time. He also
rightly rejects the comparison of this name and form with the
Lakonian gloss κιττ%ν (see ad COR 64b), since in Lakonian we
would expect -σσ- not -ττ- in such a case. He suggests that COR
64b Κ�sιππος and our Κεσ�νδρα may contain the same first 
element. This, however, is unprovable and creates the problem
of the discrepancy between Κισ- and Κεσ-;297 moreover, the
inscriptions on COR 64 do not seem very reliable. Arena com-
pares Mycenaean ke-sa-da-ra and ke-sa-do-ro, which had been
interpreted as being related to our form.298 I cannot see how we

could possibly reconcile all the forms on a regular basis. We have
the following starting-points: (1) Κασσ�νδρη clearly with [ss] in
epic, (2) Κaτ�νδρã and Καττ�νδρ� on two Attic vases,299 (3) the
Mycenaean forms, (4) our Κεσ�νδρ� and the South Italian form
Κεσ�νδρã. The first problem is the difference between [ss] and
Attic [tt]. Schwyzer (p. 317) thought of a hyperatticism, but in
view of the early attestation of the Attic form this is not particu-
larly plausible (in the case of Odysseus’ name his assumption is
even less likely, see §213). At any rate, the epic and the Attic forms
are metrically equivalent,300 and their long first syllable is made
up of a short vowel and a geminate consonant. The second prob-
lem is the Mycenaean <s>. If we look for an IE etymology of
the first element of our compound (which in view of the second
element it seems justifiable to do), we cannot reconcile a gemin-
ate Ionic [ss] / Attic [tt] with a Mycenaean <s>.301 From whatever
consonant cluster our [ss]/[tt] had developed (e.g. *-k(w)(h)j-,
*-t(h)j-, *-tw-), we have no certain case in Mycenaean where 
this would be written with <s> rather than with normal <z>.
Moreover Mycenaean ke-sa-da-ra and ke-sa-do-ro need not rep-
resent /Kes(s)-/ at all; they could be interpreted, for instance,
as /Skh

bs-andra/, /-dros/ as in Σχησ�πολις (Bechtel, p. 413).302

The third problem is the quantity of the first syllable in our Κεσ-
forms, which need not a priori be long. Indeed, we could take
the spelling on the South Italian vase as an indication of a short
syllable, since on a vase from classical times we may expect a long
[b] to be written with eta, and geminate [ss] with two signs. And
if we had Κεσ- with short [g] and single [s], we would have to
separate our Doric form from the epic and Attic ones, even with
respect to their metrical structure. Now, Heubeck (1980: 284) 
preferred the connection of the Mycenaean and Doric forms 
and accepted their separation from the epic and Attic ones. The
use of Κεσ- for the Trojan prophetess he took for a mistake: ‘die
troische Seherin mag dann in der nicht-epischen Überlieferung
gelegentlich auch mit dem ersten der beiden Namen (verse-
hentlich) benannt worden sein.’ This is not satisfactory, however.
For we cannot claim that the name on our Corinthian and South
Italian vases is independent of epic tradition (and therefore e.g.
an epichoric Doric feature). First, there are signs of a literary back-
ground to some of the labels on our vase (see §444); and its scene
too—like the one on the South Italian vase—clearly reflects the
epic-heroic sphere. Secondly, these names, whether containing
Κεσ(σ)-, Κασ(σ)-, or Κατ(τ)-, were not used outside, or inde-
pendently of, this epic-heroic sphere. A connection between these
three variants is therefore much more likely than a connection 

294 Lorber (n. 512) takes this interpretation for granted. Heubeck (1980: 284)
denies it straightway. Another possibility that has come to mind, is a miswriting
for Καιν�ς (a mythical character Hes. fr. 87 M–W; few historical persons
Bechtel, p. 579, and Pape–Benseler); but I do not favour it, since interchange of
letters is rare (see §110).

295 A diviner from Apollonia in Illyria before the battle of Mykale in 479 
(Hdt. 9. 92. 2, 9. 95).

296 Trendall (1987), 261 f., no. 2. 1036, ph. pl. 165; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ ii. 77*, ph.
pl. 265.

297 His attempt to link our name to Boiotian Κοσσ�δαµος, which he connects
with the root *kos-/kes-/kas- (Sanskrit Sás- ‘cut, slaughter’), is equally doubtful,
since from this root the names should probably be *Κοστι- (or *Κεστι-, or maybe
Καστι- as in Καστι�νειρα, Il. 8. 305). On the problems of etymology see now
García-Ramón (1988–90), 54 f. I am not convinced by his etymological con-
nection for the Κασσι- and Καστι- names (see n. 307 below). Why is there
Καστι�νειρα alongside prosodically identical Κασσι
πεια? Even less satisfactory
is García-Ramón’s phonological link between Κασσ(ι)- and Καστι- (n. 76).

298 See Heubeck (1980: 284) (referring to his earlier bibl.), who reconsiders
Schulze’s connection (1896: 698) with the root ked- ‘put in order’ (see both Frisk
and Chantraine, s.v. κεδν%ς, but also s.vv. Κασσ�νδρα and κ
κασµαι).

299 The first is ABV 136. 54 = Kretschmer, p. 178 (the rape of the princess by
the Lokrian Aias). The second, bringing a welcome confirmation, is a rf. cup by
Onesimos and Euphronios, J. Paul Getty Museum 83. AE. 362 (Iliupersis), see
D. Williams (1991) (see also n. 1097 below).

300 The Attic form of course has a long first syllable also if it is a hyperatti-
cism, i.e. due to analogy.

301 García-Ramón (1988–90: 55) takes the connection of Κεσ�νδρ� with the
Mycenaean forms for granted.

302 Compare future σχ1σω; the meaning may be ‘keep’ or—more archaic—
‘defeat’ (German siegen). For the latter see Meier (1976).
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of only one, Κεσ(σ)-, with some Mycenaean forms, whose inter-
pretation is uncertain.303 If, however, we accept a literary origin
of our form, we have to remember the important poetic principle
that the metrical shape of names should be kept constant, par-
ticularly in epic poetry (see §510). Therefore we may reasonably
assert that our Corinthian form is to be read with a long first 
syllable, and since the Ionic-Attic forms clearly and always have
a short vowel and a geminate consonant, we may assume the same
here; as for the South Italian form, there are other cases of single
spelling of geminates on these later documents,304 and the form
may be copied from some earlier piece of art. But how are we to
reconcile the Homeric (Κασσ-) and Attic (Καττ-) forms with the
e-forms? In the literary, and more precisely the epic sphere, from
which these names were known, imagination and popular ety-
mology often lead to a considerable distortion of names (see §510),
particularly such as were unusual or unintelligible. This was likely
the case with the rare and etymologically isolated verbal element
Κασσ(ι)- even in Homeric times,305 and some variation of the name
will have appeared acceptable (as long as the metrical structure
remained unchanged). If we try to judge whether [e] or [a] should
be considered primary, it is probably easier to assume the first,
since a change Κεσσ- > Κασσ- is easier to justify than the oppos-
ite,306 but we cannot be absolutely certain while the etymology
of this first element remains unsolved.307

Label (m) Åιονις has nothing to do with the farewell scene
(a)–(l ) on the other side of the vase. Braun, Kretschmer, Pottier,
etc. attributed it to the horse, but the position of the inscription
(like e.g. COR 74k) makes it more likely the horseman’s name.
Kretschmer takes it as a derivative from Å�4ν, which is one of
our throwaway names (see §237), though not normally used of
horses (see COR 68e). As the horse’s name we would have to take
it as feminine, Åιον�ς, but feminine horse-names on vases are rare
and specially chosen (see §244). For these reasons I prefer to take
it as the man’s name. As masculine names in -ωνις are rare and
exotic (see in particular jδωνις, Hes. fr. 139 M–W, Sappho, etc.),

we may analyse it as a hypocoristic in -ις (see §231) of Åι4ν�δ�ς
(see Bechtel, p. 219), a derivative in -�δ�ς (see §239) from the
throwaway name Å�4ν (see §237).

*  ,   

Column krater from Caere (ex Campana inv. 52; 1857 or earlier).
Bibliography: not in CatCamp; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain
(1888), 256, no. 20; Kretschmer (1888), 165, no. 21; Kretschmer
(1894), 24, no. 29; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3148; Pottier (1897),
57, ph. pl. 50; Payne (1931), 168 no. 66, cat. no. 1475; Arena
(1967), 116, no. 79, ph. pl. 28. 1; Lorber (1979), 81 f., no. 127,
phs. pl. 39; LIMC iv, ‘Euryba(ta)s’ 1*, ph. pl. 49; Amyx (1988),
575, no. 71 (not in cat.); LIMC v, ‘Io’ iv. 3. Photographs: Pottier
uncl.; Arena only (e), cl.; Lorber uncl. except (e); LIMC uncl.
Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Four people to r. are walking behind a
chariot: a man with spear, a woman, another man with spear, and
another woman, next to whom we read (a). In the chariot a man
(b) and a veiled woman (c) are standing. Beyond the horses a
woman (unnamed) and a man, both facing l., seem to be talking
to the couple in the chariot. Between the man’s head and the
horses’ manes there is (d ). A boy to l. (e) is stroking one of the
horses’ nose (or is he feeding it?). Behind the boy are a man with
spear, a woman, and another man with spear (all to l., unnamed).
Date: LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC iv).

(a) ; øwqow (b) ; bVPV:) vac. (c) Jwow
(d ) ; 9Srow (e) ; 9o qowVµ

(a) Φιλοι (b) Ευρυβα (c) Åιοι (d ) Ηιποι (e) Ηολοιυς

(a) φ�λοι, (b) ΕIρ,βα(ς), (c) Åι8ι, (d ) É�π(π)οι, (e) Éο λ4ι,ς (?).

Epigraphy: (b) ΕIρυβ�[τας] (Amyx), ΕIρυβ�[τα]r (Lorber),
ΕIρυβ�[ς] (?) (Arena). The dark dot down at the lower edge of
the picture (taken for the remains of the final -ς by Lorber?) is
a flake of some mineral. Nothing whatsoever is visible after the
alpha, and the surface of where the supposed seventh letter should
be seems intact. (e) The last stroke of the last letter is only slightly
shorter than the first; we do not therefore have to read a mu (i.e.
the whole as a nonsense inscr.). Interpretation: Non-heroic wed-
ding scene (labels).

Lorber thinks that lack of space is the reason for not naming all
the figures. But there is space enough for more labels, and the
summary character of the existing labels does not make such an
assumption necessary.

(a) Pottier, followed by Arena, thought of a collective: φ�λοι
‘friends’. This seems plausible in view of (d ), although Φιλ) as
a proper name exists too (Bechtel, p. 452).308 Moreover, if it were

303 Such a connection between a specifically Doric feature and a Mycenaean
one would not be easy to understand anyway.

304 See e.g. Trendall (1987), 84, no. 2. 128, Θρ�σ(σ)α; p. 85, no. 2. 129, Σκ,λ(λ)α,
both vases are by Assteas. On the whole, however, double spelling is more 
frequent.

305 Other names are Κασσι-φ%νη, Κασσι-(ƒ )
πεια (also: -%πεια).
306 We may assume assimilation as e.g. in ÅÉεκ�δ�µος (DGE 452. 5 = GD 38.

3 (dat.); also Ηεκα[. . .] on ABV 27. 36, ph. Schefold (1993), fig. 281; on the
name see de Simone (1970b), 219), which became �κ�δηµος in later Attic (see
Lejeune, §254; Threatte, p. 128; and see §212 below). Also there are no other
Greek words with κεσσ-, but at least a few with κασσ-: κασσ,ω (with Attic
καττ;ς), and κασσ�τερος (with Attic καττ-). Or should we assume a popular ety-
mology with the comparative *kak-jos-, attested in Myc. as ka-zo-e, which should
be *κ�ττων in Attic and *κ�σσων in Ionic, but was remade into κακ�ων? A seman-
tic link between ‘bad, worse’ and the figure of Kassandra, who—unintentionally—
contributed to (or rather could not prevent) the sack of her city and by her beauty
ruined the lesser Aias too, would not seem impossible.

307 García-Ramón (1988–90: 55 with n. 74) suggests an etymology with the
root of Sanskrit SáUsati ‘speaks solemnly’, i.e. ‘que habla solemnemente a los 
hombres’. This root too has a final s, and therefore we would expect Κεστι- or
Κειστι-, not Κεσσ- or Κ3σ- (see n. 297 above). Even popular etymology seems
unlikely here, since this root has left no (other) traces in Greek.

308 Amyx wrongly asserts, ‘it should here apply to the bride’. The bride has
label (c).
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the woman’s name it would be the only label here clearly to break
the direction principle (see §105). The label may of course cover
not only the four figures to the left, but also the two beyond the
horses and the three to the right. (b) ΕIρ,βα(ς) would be a good
hypocoristic name.309 As for the termination, an interpretation as
a genitive ΕIρ,β� seems unlikely, first, because such hypocor-
istics usually inflected as nt-stems (i.e. -βαντος etc.; see §232),
and secondly, because there are no certain instances of genitive
labels on Corinthian vases (see ad CHA 11b with n. 560; COR
19a is a different case). Therefore we should prefer a nominative
with the final [s] missing (see §204). This label is written in bigger
letters than the others, by which the painter seems to indicate
the main character; however, the size cannot do away with the
fact that even this label is rather dull (see §237). (c) Eurybas’ bride
was given no more than a minimal throwaway name (see §237).
(d ) Pottier (followed by Arena) interpreted this label as a collect-
ive: É�π(π)οι ‘horses’ (there are four of them). Lorber doubts this310

for want of other collective labels on vases; so do Masson (1981/
2: 544) and Amyx. Yet, this argument does not hold, as our vases
in fact show a number of collective labels (see §401). Secondly,
Ηιππ8ι, which would have to be a proper name, is extremely odd
for a horse (as the man’s label it makes even less sense), and thirdly,
on the interpretation as a collective label (d ) gets support from,
and in turn supports, label (a).

(e) According to the direction principle (see §105) this label must
designate the boy not the horse. It has been interpreted as a non-
sense inscription; this is odd in view of the other labels, which
are perfectly meaningful. Payne read ΗΟΠΟΙΥΣ thinking of 
Éο πα>ς (quoting several Attic by-forms, none of which, how-
ever, is really comparable). Yet, as Amyx points out, a reading
ΗΟΠΟΙΥΣ with such an interpretation is out of the question,
since the third letter is not a pi. Now, the fact that the writer
separated the first two letters from the rest by isolating them on
one side of the boy’s lower arm may indeed suggest the article
Éο. This would suggest a noun-label, similar to (a) and (d ). 
In that case we are left with λοιυς. Arena writes “O = ‚ο λ8ιυς?”,
without attempting an explanation. The form recalls the irregu-
lar comparative λω�ων ‘more desirable, more agreeable, better’,
built on the verbal root λη- / λω- (see Frisk and Chantraine, s.vv.
λω�ων and λ=), which is sometimes extended with an [i], not only
in λωh-τερος (as early as Od. 1. 376, 2. 141) but also in the verb,
most prominently Cretan λ3ιονσαν, λ3ι4ντι, λ3ιοι etc. (see Bile
(1988), 227 ff., with bibl.), which must have been analysed as λ3ι-4
not λ3-ι4 (there was no aorist in which the bare root would have
shown clearly). If we try to extrapolate a positive adjective from
the comparative, we may reasonably restore a stem in -,ς.311 The

presence of the [i] would be a minor problem, since it could have
been secondarily inserted or indeed the whole positive form could
be of secondary origin. A form like this would yield a satisfactory
meaning: Éο λ4ι,ς ‘the good boy’. We may also compare French
la bonne. For the use of the article particularly with slaves’ names
see Schulze (1896), 705.

Lorber and Amyx are probably right to say that the inscrip-
tions on this vase are merely gap-fillers, and although (e) seems
exceptional to us, its generic character would agree with the dull
character of the rest.

  , . .  .  

Fr. of a hydria from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Lorber (1979), 82,
no. 128, ph. pl. 40; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 904; Amyx (1988), 575,
no. 72 (not in cat.). Photographs: Lorber cl. Scene: Top-l. corner
of a battle scene. The helmet of a warrior (named). Date: LC
(Lorber; LIMC ).

A+wqqbVµ
Αχιλλευς
�χιλλε,ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified fight of Achilleus
(label).

*  , . . . 
( ) 

Two frs. of a krater (?) from the sanctuary of Apollon Lykaios
at Metapontion (found ?). Bibliography: Amyx (1988), 575 f., 
no. 73 (not in cat.). Photographs: —. Scene: Heads of horses of a
quadriga to r. (the inscr. above them); lower parts of persons (no
inscrs. preserved). Date: LC I? (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

9bPAk$b
Ηερακλε . [. . . ?]
Η3ρακλ0r.

Epigraphy: The last letter can hardly be an omicron, alpha, or iota;
therefore san, which is possible, is to be preferred. If the starting-
point principle (see §104) is observed, the inscr. belongs to a figure
to the left (i.e. in the chariot); we may think of Herakles’ wedding
(see COR 28A). Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Herakles
(label).

  , , .  
 (.  )

Column krater from ?, the Astarita Krater (1957 or earlier).
Bibliography: Beazley (1957a), with phs. pls. 11–16; Picard (1959),

309 It may be compared with 5Ερ�βας (Bechtel, p. 92) and may originally have
been a hypocoristic from e.g. ΕIρ,βατος (see Bechtel, p. 180).

310 In n. 522 he refers to COR 24h, which, however, cannot be the horses’ label.
311 See Chantraine (1961), 111 f.; e.g. Oδ�ων, γλυκ�ων (Od. 9. 34) and

γλ,σσων (Xenophan. 34), βρ�σσων (Il. 10. 226), π�σσων (Od. 6. 230 etc.), β�σσων
(Epich. 188 CGF β�σσον τZ χωρ�ον), βραδ�ων (Hes. Op. 528), κρε(� )σσων,
πλε�ων, θ1σσων, -λ�σσων, all from adjectives in -,ς.
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with phs. figs. 2–5; col. ph. EAA ii, pl. opp. p. 848; Schefold
(1964), 81, and (1966), 86, phs. [pl.] 72; Arena (1967), 112 f., 
no. 75, ph. pl. 24; ph. Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 107;
Lorber (1979), 82 f., no. 129; von Bothmer (1982), 184, no. 100,
with ph. and col. ph.; phs. Brommer (1983), pls. 1 and 2a; LIMC
iv, ‘Eurymachos’ i. 1*, ph. pl. 53, ‘Glaukos’ vi. 1, and ‘Harmatidas’
1*, ph. pl. 238; LIMC iii, ‘Dia’ 1*, ph. pl. 278 (top-r.); Amyx
(1988), 576, no. 74 (cat. p. 264, no. 1, bibl.), phs. pls. 116 f.; LIMC
vi, ‘Maloi’ 1, ‘Odysseus’ 43; Schefold (1993), 309 f., with phs.
figs. 340a–c; LIMC vii, ‘Talthybios’ 3*, ‘Theano’ i. 1, ph. pl. 584.
Photographs: Beazley quite cl.; Picard (e) invis., (k) partly invis.,
rest not very cl.; EAA only (a)–(g), quite cl.; Schefold only (a)–( j),
quite cl.; Arena sm., partly invis.; Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni
(a)–( j) cl., (k) uncl., rest invis.; von Bothmer quite cl.; Brommer
(a)–(c) quite cl., rest sm. or invis.; LIMC iii only (d )–( f ), quite
cl.; LIMC iv, ‘Eurymachos’, only (g) (partly), (h), and ( j ), cl.;
LIMC iv, ‘Harmatidas’, only (a)–( j), quite cl.; Amyx sm.;
LIMC vii only (c) and part of (a) and (b), cl. Scene: Three men
to r., (a) and (b) with spears, (c) with petasos and kerykeion, all
sitting on stone steps. From the r. four women, (d )–(g), are
approaching, the first being the tallest. They are followed by a
pair of horses with horsemen; label (h) is under the horses’ heads,
(i) between their forelegs. Next another such pair is following,
( j) written under the horses. Behind these, two black horses with
horsemen, (k) written behind the shield and down the horse’s tail.
Under the handle, yet another pair of (mostly) black horses with
horsemen, (l) written under the horses. A single man (m) is walk-
ing behind them. The rest of the escort is unnamed. Date: LC,
c.560 (Beazley, Picard, von Bothmer); c.570–560 (Schefold); 
LC (Lorber); shortly before 560 (LIMC ).

(a) 3b^bqAJoµ (b) oqwµbVµ (c) TAq5V:zoµ
(d ) 4bA^oz (e) ; !SA ( f ) ; 3AqoS
(g) TPoQoM (h) ; 9AP3ATw!Aµ (i) ; cqVhoµ
( j) ; bPV3A+oµ (k) JSqSo^bµ (l) ; TAµ
(m) roqsø

(a) Μενελαƒος (b) Ολισευς (c) Ταλθυβιος
(d ) Θεανοι (e) Dια ( f ) Μαλοι (g) Τροφος
(h) Ηαρµατιδας (i) Γλυ$ος ( j ) Εqυµαχος (k) Åιλιονες
(l ) .[.]. τας (m) Πολυφ .[. . .]

(a) Μεν
λ�ƒος, (b) 5Ολισ(σ)ε,ς, (c) Ταλθ,βιος, 
(d ) Θε�ν8ι, (e) D>α, ( f ) Μ�λ8ι, (g) τροφ%ς, (h) Ηαρµατ�δ�ς,
(i) Γλ(α)?$ος, ( j) Ε(I)q,µαχος, (k) Å�λι%ν3ς, (l ) .[.]. τ�ς, 
(m) Πολυφ .[. . .].

Epigraphy: (i) The qoppa consists of a l. semicircle and a r. 
semicircle, which do not touch each other, and a dot overlapping
the bottom end of one of them. (l ) The first letter after the gap
is not an iota, since there is a straight, full-length, and almost 
vertical stroke (therefore Beazley’s reading P[ολ]�τ�ς seems
impossible). It will be an α, µ, or σ. The first letter starts with a
vertical hasta (τ would fit well, or ƒ, λ, µ, ν, ρ), then one, at the

maximum two narrow, letters are missing. (m) ‘Polyph[amos?] or
rather Polyph[as?]’ (Beazley). Interpretation: Embassy to Troy
about Helene ( 6Ελ
νης �πα�τησις) (labels).

For the episode and the relation between the vase and the liter-
ary evidence see §441.

The painting and the inscriptions show that the painter 
had a thorough knowledge of the story. Yet, a Trojan called
Harmatidas (h) never occurs anywhere. This is the more sur-
prising as he seems to be the head of the escort with the two 
brothers Glaukos and Eurymachos, as well as other Trojans. 
Here we have to re-examine the attributions of the names to 
the figures. Beazley (pp. 237 f., followed by M. Daumas, LIMC
iv, ‘Glaukos’) suggested that names (h)–(m) could be meant to
designate the nearer horseman of each of the first six pairs, the
‘knight’ as opposed to his ‘squire’ behind. This cannot be correct.
For if the painter had intended this, he would have found more
appropriate spaces to accommodate the respective names. But as
soon as we disregard the first of these names (h), this principle
works out very well: Glaukos (i) is then the knight of the first
pair, Eurymachos ( j) of the second, Wiliones (k) of the third, 
[. . .]tas (l) of the fourth, and the last name (m) designates the
man on foot. Therefore (h) is the name of one of the first two
horses, presumably Glaukos’.

(a) Μεν
λ�ƒος is the poetic form of the name, not the con-
temporary Corinthian one (see §506). For (b) see §254. (c) is as
expected. (d) For the formation of the name see §236.312 (e) Unlike
(a) this name is written without digamma (cf. Myc. di-wi-ja,
di-u-ja); see Lejeune, §§177, 188. ( f ) The name Μ�λ8ι is not
known from myth;313 for the formation of the name see (d ). (g)
The nurse is designated by a generic noun; for her identity see
§441. (h) Ηαρµατ�δ�ς, as explained above, must be Glaukos’ horse
(see §244). The name means ‘the one of the chariot’ and is not
attested in myth, as far as I know.314 With its meaning and its
suffix -�δ�ς, it is a speaking name (see §239), probably not of the
epic age (see §240). (i) is one of the sons of Antenor and Theano,
well known as Γλα?κος from literary sources (e.g. Apollod. Epit.
5. 21; Paus. 10. 27. 3). As there are no plain mistakes on this vase,
we can accept the name as written with A.W. (see §111); the same
is true for a different hero of this name (the son of Hippolochos)
on CHA 4 (already compared by Arena).

( j) 5Εqυµαχος (Pausanias (10. 27. 3) writes ΕIρ,µαχος) 
and (k) Åιλιονες (very likely to represent the 5Ιλιονε,ς of Il. 14.
489–505) are taken together by Arena as two similar cases of 
a lack of upsilon in a diphthong [eu]. He refers to analogous 

312 Arena cites an Attic occurrence of this name (Θεαν%, ARV 1248. 10 = Lezzi-
Hafter (1988), 345, no. 248). Another one is ARV 1250 f., no. 34 = Lezzi-Hafter
(1988), 347 f., no. 257. But these are the labels of servants.

313 Amyx mentions a hetaira in an epigram by Leonidas of Taras (p. 121, 
no. 43 Gow–Page). Masson (1981/2: 544) thinks that Μ�λ8ι could be related to
µKλον ‘apple’.

314 See one lρµατ�δης Θεσπιε,ς (Bechtel, p. 548; 6th cent.). For the etymology
of ;ρµα, in particular its initial aspiration for which our form is welcome proof,
see Lejeune, §133, and Plath (1994), esp. 123.
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cases on Attic vases, for example ARV 62. 83 with 5Ερυθυς
(for ΕIρυσθε,ς).315 Yet we must not compare them too readily.
For our ( j) could be a case of dissimilation (see §212; like 
Attic 5Ερυ-316 just mentioned), but this explanation does not 
work for (k). Here the alleged lack of [u] would have to be 
due to weakening of the second element of a u-diphthong if 
it were to be explained phonologically. But in view of (b), a 
phonological explanation is unlikely anyway, and we must look
for a different solution. Threatte (p. 346 bottom) should have 
been more cautious, when he discussed possible cases of such a
weakening of the [u] component of [eu] in Attic, putting them
down to ‘just careless omissions’. For six out of nine of his 
examples concern -3ς endings which replace -ε,ς, and the others
are not relevant.317 In view of its frequency this is more likely to
be a morphological process (a possibility which Threatte seems
to deny), also applicable to our case (see §233).318 A likely second
case on our vases is ETR 1b �χιλ(λ)3ς (see ad loc.). The one
Corinthian form where a weakening of the second element 
of a u-diphthong would seem the only solution, is COR 79Ac
Ζε(υ)ξ�ππ�, a vase with less careful labelling. For the initial 
[w] in (k), derived probably from : Ιλιον, see Wachter (1987), 140
n. 363 (see also §504).

(l) . [.] . τ�ς remains unclear, and (m) Πολυφ . [. . .] cannot
be completed from the photographs either; see §441 for both.

  , . BIS

Fr. of a column krater from Sybaris, St. 16028bis (1971).
Bibliography: Guzzo et al. (1972), 70, no. 49, with ph.; Amyx
(1988), 576, no. 75 (not in cat.). Photographs: Guzzo quite cl. Scene:
‘Traces of figural decoration’ (Amyx). Date: LC I (i.e. 570–550)
(Amyx).

5V:
[. . .]θυβ . [. . .]
[. . .]θυβi[. . .].

Epigraphy: The iota was read by Guzzo; it does not show on the
ph. Interpretation: Not clear.

Amyx restores [Ταλ]θ,βi[ος]. It could just as well be a human
name (e.g. ΕIθ,βιος; Bechtel, p. 178).

°   ()

Frs.319 of a column krater from near Tarquinia (Cerveteri?), near
the Detroit P. (see Amyx) (c.1966 or earlier). Bibliography:
Arena (1967), 76 f. no. 15, dr. 76 fig. 14; Staccioli (1973/4), with
dr. 700 fig. 3 (mostly as in Arena), and phs. pls. 113–16; Lorber
(1979), 51, no. 65 (only briefly mentioned); LIMC iv, ‘Helene’
192; Amyx (1988), 576 f., no. 76 (cat. p. 319, no. B-4), dr. 
(from Staccioli) pl. 141. 1; LIMC vii, ‘Perilipoi’ 1. Photographs:
Staccioli (a) uncl., (b) very uncl., (c) uncl., (d ) quite cl., (e) cl.,
( f ) cl., (g) quite cl. Scene: The vase is badly worn. Backs of two
horses to l., at least one of which is ridden by a youth (no name
preserved). Beyond there are two women to r. (the label of the
first is certainly lost) and a third one fully visible just to the r. of
the horses. Inscr. (a) is said to be between the hind legs and the
tail(s) of the horses, which also means between the second and
third woman. It could therefore be the second woman’s label (or
a horse’s, but not the horseman’s). The third woman seems to
have had hers, (b), in the now badly damaged space to her r. A
fourth woman to r., labelled (c) to her r., is facing a fully armed
warrior, labelled (d) between his legs; he is fiercely walking up
to her, clasping his spear, which is pointing at her. Behind 
him there are two other women to l. The first has her name (e)
written down her back. The label of the second, ( f ), has the 
same position, but it is written beyond the overlapping first fore-
leg of one of two horses to l. Of one of these a name is preserved,
(g), written between their forelegs. Date: MC (Arena); early 
LC, c.570–560 (Staccioli); MC (Lorber and Amyx, i.e. 595/
590–570); c.570–550 (LIMC ).

(a) A^ m)+) (b) — (c) ; 9bqb (d ) ; Aw6bAµ
(e) ; rbPwqwr…ow ( f ) ; J9bKA: (g) ; vac.$bV

(a) Αν[. . .]lαχa (b) [. . .]. .[. . .] (c) Ηελε . .[. . . ?]
(d ) Αινεαr (e) Περιλιποi ( f ) ÅÉεκαβ[. . .] (g) Λευ[. . .]

(a) �ν[δρο]l�χã, (b) [. . .]. .[. . .], (c) Ηελ
mã, (d ) Α7ν
�r, 
(e) Περιλιπ8i, ( f ) ÅÉεκ�β[�], (g) Λε?[$ος].

Epigraphy: (a) Amyx’s restoration �ν[τ�µ]αχ[ος] is impossible,
since -τιµ- does not fill the gap and the final alpha is certain. (b)
I think I can see traces of letters to the r. of the figure. (c) Parts
of the nu and alpha seem visible to me. (d ) The -ς is very faint.
(e) Having reached the bottom of the available space, the painter
turned r., changing the direction. A reading -ος is unlikely
because Corinthian writers did not normally put letters vertically

315 CVA France, 17, (iii. Ib) 5, phs. pls. 5 f.; alongside ‘correct’ 5Ολυτε,ς.
316 The lack of the epsilon in this Attic form 5Ερυθυς is probably not due to

A.W. (i.e. -θ(ε),ς). It is also unlikely that this is just ‘incomplete rendering of
diphthongs’, as claimed by Threatte (p. 346 top), who dismisses Kretschmer’s
view (pp. 193 f.) of a morphological phenomenon. Kretschmer’s solution is far
more likely in view of the frequency of such names in -υς instead of -ευς. The
reason will be the case-endings shared by the u- and eu-stems in Attic (gen. and
dat. sg., nom. and gen. pl.). The form is also interesting because of the omission
of preconsonantal [s] (Threatte, p. 570); see also Ηε(ρ)µ[0ς] on the same vase
with omission of preconsonantal [r] (not in Threatte, p. 481).

317 One of the remaining cases is explicable through dissimilation ( 5Ε(υ)ρυ-,
just mentioned), and in two a nasal is lacking: 5Εκρ�τ3ς equals -γκρατ1ς used
as a name, and :Εβολος is Dµβολος (see Wachter (1991b), 93).

318 See also Risch (1987).

319 ‘Pur tra molte reticenze, mi fu assicurato che si trattava di un «campione»
di un vaso ricostruibile nella sua interezza, essendo lo scopritore in possesso di
tutti gli altri frammenti’ (Staccioli).
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on top of each other (i.e. " ), but turned the vase and proceeded
horizontally ( ; or … ) (an exception is COR 113b). ( f ) The
beta has a slightly unusual shape (Arena), for the final down-stroke
turns horizontal again (but only for a short tail, as it seems). (g)
The first letter is clearly the initial letter and must be a lambda
(the double scratch that seems to close it to a D continues to the
l.; see dr.). Interpretation: Aineias threatening Helene at the Sack
of Troy (labels).

Labels (c), (e), and ( f ) violate the direction principle (see §105).
For the interpretation of the scene, for which the new read-

ing of (a) is important, see §459.
(a) This is the only attestation of Hektor’s wife at Corinth; the

name is as expected. (b) Unclear. (c) For the lack of initial [w] in
Helene’s name see §§251, 504. For (d ) see §245.

(e) The figure is a woman, and the inscription is therefore likely
to finish in an iota, i.e. Περιλιπ8ι, not Περ�λιπος. Arena (p. 76)
connects the name with Il. 19. 230 aσσοι δ5 rν πολ
µοιο περW
στυγερο>ο λ�πωνται and Plat. Leg. 702a περιλιπ1ς; see §§228, 236.
Staccioli, on the other hand, tries to connect it with λιπαρ%ς and
περιλ�παρος (LSJ). This would yield a meaning ‘flourishing’ (see
Bechtel, p. 489) and does not make a heroic impression. From
the point of view of its formation both comparisons are theoretic-
ally possible for a hypocoristic name like this. But hardly anyone
would have spontaneously interpreted the name in the latter sense,
whereas the former immediately springs to mind. Also, in the light
of our interpretation of the scene (see §459), the first meaning,
which evokes the notion ‘surviving’, seems much more appro-
priate. Did the painter invent it spontaneously, with the general
idea of the scene in mind?

( f ) For the etymology of Hekabe’s name see §211. (g) The same
horse-name Leukos is attested elsewhere (COR 79Aa and prob-
ably COR 68i); see §244.

*°  ,   

Hydria from Caere, by the Damon P. (see Amyx) (ex Campana
inv. 60; 1857 or earlier).320 Bibliography: CatCamp ii. 2; Conze
(1864a), 188 f., dr. pl. O/P; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain
(1888), 249, no. 2; Kretschmer (1888), 170, no. 30; Maass (1892),
168; Kretschmer (1894), 22, no. 24; Pottier (1897), 59 (bibl.), ph.
pl. 51; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3137; Schwyzer, DGE (1923),
no. 122. 7; Payne (1931), 166 no. 47, cat. no. 1446, drs. 108 
fig. 38 and pl. 37. 7; ph. Merlin [n.d.], pl. 26; EAA ii. 998 f., with
ph. fig. 1253; col. ph. Devambez (1962), pl. 71; Diehl (1964a),
228, no. T 195, phs. pls. 32. 1, 33. 2; col. ph. Chamoux (1966),
25 fig. 15; Schefold (1964), 86, and (1966), 92, ph. [pl.] 79; Arena
(1967), 102 f., no. 61, ph. pl. 18; ph. Charbonneaux–Martin–
Villard (1971), 74 fig. 79; Lorber (1979), 73, no. 111, phs. pl. 32;

LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 897*, ph. pl. 144; LIMC iv, ‘Hamathoi’ 1;
Amyx (1988), 577, no. 77 (cat. pp. 264 f., no. A-1, bibl.); 
mentioned by Wachter (1990a), 42; Schefold (1993), 326 f., 
with ph. fig. 366; LIMC v, ‘Io’ ii. 1; LIMC vi, ‘Kleopatra’ iv. 1,
‘Kymatotha’ 1, ‘Nereides’ 415. Photographs: Pottier uncl., partly
invis.; Merlin uncl.; EAA uncl.; Devambez only ( f ), cl.; Diehl
sm., quite cl. except (d ) and (e); Schefold rather uncl.; Chamoux
( f ) cl., rest uncl. or invis.; Arena only (e) and ( f ), cl.;
Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard only (b) quite cl., (c)–(e) uncl.;
Lorber and LIMC (a)–(c) and ( f ) quite cl., (d) and (e) uncl. Vidi
6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Ten women mourning over a dead man on
a kline, six to r., viz. (a)–(c), nameless, (d ), and (e), and four to
l., of which only the third is named, ( f ). The fourth to seventh
are standing beyond the kline. The fifth, (d ), holds a lyre above
the kline. The first of those facing l. embraces the head of the
dead hero. His weapons are depicted in front of the kline. 
Date: LC (Lorber); c.570 (Schefold; LIMC i; vi, ‘Nereides’);
c.570–550 (LIMC iv–vi, except ‘Nereides’).

(a) ; !Sow (b) kqbor TA (c) Jwow (d ) 9A3A5ow
(e) hV3ATo5A ( f ) ; Jwow

(a) ∆ιοι (b) Κλεοπ .[.]τα (c) Åιοι (d ) Ηαµαθοι
(e) œυµατοθα ( f ) Åιοι

(a) ∆ι8ι, (b) Κλεοπ .[.]τ�, (c) Åι8ι, (d ) Ηαµαθ8ι, 
(e) œeµατοθ�, ( f ) Åι8ι.

Epigraphy: (a) The first iota is of the three-stroke type. (b) The
two letters either side of the gap have till now been read as alpha
and rho, hence the traditional reading Κλεοπ�[τ]ρ�. Yet the lat-
ter is a tau (I have indicated in the dr. what could have been taken
for the loop of a rho), and the former could be A, G, P, s, and
also q, ̂ , T (other possibilities drop out for phonological reasons).
(e) The sixth letter is a circle with nothing inside, i.e. an 
omicron, the seventh is a circle with additional paint inside in
the shape of an incomplete cross, i.e. a theta; the omicron is not
‘in der Mitte verscheuert’ (Blass), but the theta is, though only
slightly. The name is correctly read in LIMC. Interpretation:
Lamentation over the dead Achilleus (labels).

The vase shows fine drawing, but sloppy inscriptions; a similar
theta with the same somewhat careless cross as those in (d ) and
(e) occurs on COR 78 and 79.321 For the scene see §457.

(a) ∆ι8ι is a throwaway name (see §237). (b) like earlier scholars,
Amyx read Kleopatra, commenting: ‘a common name, both
heroic and historical’ (in Apollodorus, for instance, there are five

320 The similar Campana coll. inv. no. of this hydria and the next (COR 78),
the similarity of the vases, and the fact that they are by the same painter, may
suggest that they were found in the same tomb.

321 Lorber remarks ‘Es bietet sich hier die im Korinthischen so überaus 
seltene Möglichkeit . . . , die Zuweisung von zwei Werken an einen Maler auch
durch die Handschrift zu belegen. Noch deutlicher als bei der Hydria 110 [our
COR 78] ist hier der Gegensatz von sensibler Malerei und nachlässiger Schrift
festzustellen.’ Strictly speaking, we could also argue from this difference in care
that the painter and the writer were different persons, only perhaps the same for
both vases.
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different mythical characters of this name), and ‘Here intended
as heroic, but it has no specific relevance to the situation’. In view
of the meaning, ‘having a famous father’, this would certainly be
a name which fits one of the fifty nymphs who are collectively
named after their father Nereus. It would, however, be unique
as a Nereid-name, and the reading and restoration are doubtful,
although I have no other solution (for the loss of [w] in Κλεο-
see §506). (c) and ( f ) Åι8ι is a throwaway name (see §237).

As for (d ), we know of a Nereid �µ�θεια (Il. 18. 48), but the
breathing in our Corinthian form is a problem. The only plausible
etymology for this Nereid’s name links it with Eµαθος ‘sand’,322

which Kretschmer (p. 49; bibl. n. 4) derives from *σαµαθ-, 
perhaps found also in Germanic Sand.323 If this suggestion is 
correct, the initial [h] was lost in literary Greek. The name is
clearly of the speaking type (see §239).

The same is true for (e), whose correct reading is œυµατοθα.324

It must be interpreted as a compound of the stem œυµατο- 
and the second element -θ�, contracted from -θ%�, whence my
accent -θ�. For the parallels of this name, and a full discussion
of its formation as well as of the literary implications, see §457.

°  ,   

Hydria from Caere, by the Damon P. (see Amyx) (ex Campana
inv. 58; 1857 or earlier; see above, n. 320). Bibliography:
CatCamp ii. 21; mentioned by de Witte (1865), 44 f., with dr.;
E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 251, no. 7; Kretschmer
(1888), 166, no. 22; Kretschmer (1894), 23, no. 27; Pottier
(1897), 58 f., ph. pl. 50; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3146; Payne
(1931), 166 no. 48, cat. no. 1447, dr. 73 fig. 19B, phs. pls. 39. 2,
43. 1; Diehl (1964a), 228, no. T 196, phs. pls. 32. 2, 33. 1; Arena
(1967), 103 f., no. 62; Lorber (1979), 72 f., no. 110, ph. pl. 31;
LIMC iii, ‘Charon’ iii. 3, ‘Damon’ 1, ‘Dioi’ ii. 2, and ‘Dion’ 5*,
ph. pl. 294; Amyx (1988), 577 f., no. 78 (cat. p. 265, no. A-2, bibl.);
LIMC v, ‘Io’ iv. 2. Photographs: Pottier uncl.; Payne (a)–(d) quite
cl., rest uncl.; Diehl, Lorber, and LIMC (c), (d ), ( f ) quite cl.,
rest uncl. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990. Scene: A woman to r. (a) behind 
a quadriga to r. A warrior (b) is stepping into the chariot, in which
the charioteer (c) is waiting. Beyond the horses there is a man to
l. (d ). Behind his back two women, (e) and ( f ), are facing each
other. (g) is written under the horses’ bellies (apparently desig-
nating the white one in front, which is the most visible), and (h)
above the heads of the two in front (and at the same time in front

of the heads of the two behind). In front of the horses there are
another woman and a warrior facing each other. Date: LC (Lorber);
c.560–550 (LIMC iii, ‘Charon’); c.570–550 (LIMC iii, ‘Dion’).

(a) !wow (b) !∑o^ (c) !A3o^ (d ) ; +APo^
(e) ! ow ( f ) JSow (g) ˆA^4oM (h) : $woM

(a) ∆ιοι (b) ∆ιον (c) ∆αµον (d ) Χαρον (e) ∆ιοι
( f ) Åιοι (g) Ξανθος (h) Bakιος

(a) ∆ι8ι, (b) ∆�4ν, (c) ∆�µ4ν, (d ) Χ�ρ4ν, (e) ∆ι8ι, ( f ) Åι8ι, 
(g) Ξ�νθος, (h) B»kιος.

Epigraphy: (b) was wrongly read . hToP by Pottier. For (c), which
had been read ∆�µος by some scholars, Arena refers to a letter
dated 1955 from F. Villard, who read a nu. This is correct (see
dr.). (g) The theta is clearly, but very carelessly, crossed (see COR
77 and 79). (h) The first three letters are only partly preserved,
but their restoration is certain. Interpretation: Non-heroic depar-
ture scene (labels).

For the throwaway names (a) and (e) ∆ι8ι, (b) ∆�4ν, and ( f ) Åι8ι
see §237. (c) ∆�µ4ν ‘tamer’ is a suitable name for a charioteer,
but at the same time it is of the throwaway type (see ibid.); on
COR 68 it is used for a warrior. (d ) Χ�ρ4ν recurs on COR 102
(a man in a hunting scene), COR 59 (a warrior), and COR 112
(a warrior). It was obviously a throwaway name too (see ibid.).
The pair (g) Ξ�νθος and (h) B»kιος (see §244) evoke the epic sphere,
although particularly the former seems merely a stereotype (on
COR 89 too the two horses are named together without any obvi-
ous mythological reason).

It is remarkable that not a single one of the characters bears 
a colourful name. Balios is the least stereotyped label (see n. 1286).
We may compare COR 71 (a wedding scene) as well as COR 119
(a departure scene, where the departing warrior bears a longer
but still very shallow name).

*°  , . . . 

Fragmentary hydria from Taranto, by the Damon P. (see Amyx)
(8 Jan. 1952). Bibliography: Lo Porto (1959/60), 228–30, with phs.
figs. 201–3; Lorber (1979), 74, no. 112, ph. pl. 31; Amyx (1988),
578, no. 79 (cat. p. 265, no. A-3), phs. pl. 118. 1a–b; LIMC vi,
‘Laodamas’ ii. 2*, ph. pl. 91. Photographs: Lo Porto cl.; Lorber
and LIMC quite cl.; Amyx sm. Scene: A warrior (a) and a woman
(unnamed) are walking to r. towards a quadriga to l., of which 
only one horse is named (b), apparently the white one in front, 
which is the most prominent. Beyond the horses there are faint
remains of probably two women to r. (no names preserved). In the
chariot the charioteer is waiting (no name preserved), while a 
warrior (c) is climbing into it. Date: LC (Lorber); c.550 (Lo Porto;
LIMC ).

322 Maass’s interpretation as ‘running together (with others)’ (i.e. *µα- +
-θος) is not only ‘begrifflich sehr wenig ansprechend’ (Kretschmer, p. 50), but
also in contrast to the other name on our vase which contains ‘running’ as its
second element, namely -θ�.

323 See Frisk, s.v.; Chantraine, s.v., is somewhat sceptical, but no better 
etymology is available.

324 Earlier readings: Κυµατ(ο)θ%α or Κυµατ%θα (Kretschmer); $υµατ%hα
(Arena and Lorber); $υµατοh<
>α (Amyx); $υµατο<θ>%α ( J. Mansfield apud
Amyx). (This will be the form referred to by Lejeune, §252, as $eµαθοος, which
is non-existent.)



   

(a) ; o! 3A (b) ˆA^5o µ (c) qC J o!C
(a) [. . .]οδµας (b) Ξανθος (c) Λαƒοδα[. . .]
(a) [Λ�ƒ?]οδ(�)µ�ς (?), (b) Ξ�νθος, (c) Λ�ƒοδ�[µας].

Epigraphy: (a) The first two letters are more likely to be omicron
and delta than delta and alpha as read by Lo Porto etc. In the gap
we would expect 3 to 5 letters. The last letter has a short fourth
stroke, which is, however, parallel to the first (unlike the one in
the mu). (b) The theta is meant to be crossed, but this was done
in a very careless way (for the letter-form see COR 77 and 78).
(c) Λ�ƒοδ�[µας ?] Lo Porto etc. If the end of the name was com-
pressed or turned a corner, the three letters could easily have been
fitted in. Interpretation: Non-heroic departure scene (labels).

Lorber is right to say that no particular myth can be attri-
buted to the scene. With his readings (a) [. . .]δ�µας and (c)
Λαƒοδ� [. . .] it seemed possible that (a) and (c) represented 
the same name.325 This possibility remains with my own reading
of (a) (see §467). For it seems less likely that we should read 
[. . .]%δµ�ς and compare the compound �δµ1ς -τος (masc./fem.)
‘untamed’ (i.e. with a passive meaning),326 particularly in view 
of name (c), which appears to have been of the normal -δ�µας
type. More likely the writer, after jumping over the thigh of the
warrior to continue the inscription, forgot that he had not yet
finished the (minimal) syllable [da] and started directly with 
the new one [ma] (this may or may not be a case of A.W., see
§§111 f.). The similarity of the letter forms ! and A will have
tended to promote such an error.

For (b) see §244. In (c), and therefore perhaps in (a) too, the
digamma is written—just as in COR 89d Λ�ƒοπτ%λεµος—, which
gives the name of this warrior (or these warriors) a slight heroic
touch (see §506).

°  ,   .

Hydria from ? (c.1979 or earlier).327 Bibliography: Lorber (1979),
91 f., no. 151, phs. pl. 45; LIMC i, ‘Alexandros’ 69a; Simon (1982),
42–5, with bibl., ph., and col. ph.; LIMC iii, ‘Baton’ ii. 1*, ph.
pl. 66; Schefold (1993), 295 f., with ph. fig. 316bis. Photographs:
Lorber quite cl., but (c) incomplete; Simon cl.; LIMC (b), (d ),
(e) cl., (c) uncl., (a) invis.; Schefold only (b)–(e), quite cl. Scene:

A man to r. in long robe (b) facing a quadriga to l., one horse of
which bears a label (a), written behind the back of the man, but
very close to the first, white, horse’s head. Beyond the horses there
are two women to r. Only their upper parts are painted (for a
parallel see the second warrior on COR 68). One of them328 is
named (c), the label being written under the horses. Also beyond
the horses, but nearer to the chariot, there is an old man to r. in
a long robe (d ), looking back to l. In the chariot there is the 
charioteer (e). Date: LC (Lorber); c.550 (LIMC i); LC, 560/550
(Simon; LIMC iii); c.570–560 (Schefold).

(a) ; qbVhoµ (b) rAPSµ (c) ; ibˆerrA
(d ) ; rçwA3oµ (e) ; :ATo^

(a) Λευ$ος (b) Παρις (c) Ζεξιππα (d ) Πριαµος
(e) Βατον

(a) Λε?$ος, (b) Π�ρις, (c) Ζε(υ)ξ�ππ�, (d ) Πρ�αµος, 
(e) Β�τ4ν.

Epigraphy: (c) The third letter with its horizontal strokes cannot
be a G (which would also produce an impossible form); the same
lack of symmetry can also be observed in the zeta. Interpretation:
Departure of Paris (labels).

The style of the vase seems to suggest the Damon P. or his 
circle (though this needs expert art-historical confirmation). For
the scene as such see §444.

(a) This horse-name is attested on two further occasions, 
COR 68i and COR 76g. In the first instance the name is mis-
written, however, and in the second its end is broken off. (b) With
the ç-type rho we may compare the lower part of the epsilon in
(c). (c) For the lack of [u] in u-diphthongs see COR 74 j–k. As
we can hardly claim dissimilation here,329 it seems more likely 
that this form is just a mistake (see §112). (d ) See §256. (e) The
form is as expected, but the name itself is not (see §444).

In spite of the suspicion of a forgery (see n. 327), there are—
particularly in the inscriptions—so many details which a forger
can hardly have invented, that I am convinced that the vase is
genuine. (1) There are two different shapes of iota, perhaps
depending on the direction of script, something a forger would
hardly dare. (2) There is the ç-type rho (see §101), which is rare
in Corinth, has not yet been described and thrown into sharp relief
against the other forms, and whose presence is therefore a strong
argument for the genuineness of both the vase and the inscrip-
tions. (3) The restoration of name (a) from a miswritten and an
incomplete parallel would be rather too smart on the part of an
alleged forger. (4) Would a forger commit—or feign—a mistake
such as the one in (c)? (5) Would a forger be so inattentive as to

325 Lorber (n. 468) was aware of this possibility, citing the krater COR 92, ‘auf
dem sich der Name ebenfalls zweimal etwas variiert findet: Λαδ�µαƒος und
Λαδ�µας’.

326 The first elements in the archaic names ∆µ�σ-αγ%ρας (father of Homer
according to Certamen 21 and Hom. Vita vii. 2 and 10, cited from ed. Allen vol. 5)
and Argive ∆µαQππ�δαι (see e.g. DGE 89 n.; with loss of secondary intervocalic
[s], for which see e.g. Buck, §59. 2) have to stay away, since they are of the
τερψ�µβροτος type.

327 D. A. Amyx told me (in early 1989) that he did not trust this vase and had
not included it in his work (1988), because D. von Bothmer had declared it a
forgery. Yet the suspicion of over-painting has been proven wrong by E. Simon,
who also informs me (per litt.) that she and M. Jucker (Berne) had agreed on the
genuineness of the piece. The inscrs., I am convinced, support this latter view.

328 Simon, correctly. Lorber did not attribute the name; R. Hampe (LIMC)
took it for another horse-name.

329 We may not want to go as far back as the time when this name was still
*Zeuksi(k)kw

A and dissimilation could have occurred because of the [w] element
of the labiovelar.
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forget to paint the lower parts of the women? (See COR 68 whose
genuineness is not in any doubt.) (6) And would a forger risk 
giving a Trojan charioteer a wrong name (e)?

  ,    . 

Fragmentary hydria from ?, near the Damon P. (see Amyx) (1961
or earlier). Bibliography: Hill (1961), 45–8, with phs. figs. 7 f.; 
von Steuben (1968), 64, 122 bottom K. 5; Lorber (1979), 90 f.,
no. 148, ph. pl. 43; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 807; Brinkmann (1985),
117 n. 138, ph. 118 fig. 89; LIMC iii, ‘Automedon’ 49*, ph. pl.
57, ‘Eos’ 303; Amyx (1988), 578, no. 80 (cat. p. 265, no. B-1),
phs. pl. 118. 2a–b; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 33; Schefold (1993), 323
f., with ph. fig. 363. Photographs: Hill quite cl.; Lorber, LIMC,
and Schefold quite cl.; Amyx sm. but partly quite cl. Scene: 
A chariot to l. Beyond the horses a woman to r. (apparently
unnamed; there is nothing under the horses, E. Reeder per litt.)
with extended arms. The charioteer (a) to l. is looking back 
to where a warrior to r. (b) is being stabbed by his opponent 
(c). A chariot to r., in which a charioteer (d ), not watching, is
waiting. Beyond the horses a woman to l. (apparently unnamed; 
her arms are not preserved); under the horses inscr. (e). Date: LC
(Lorber); c.560 (Schefold); c.530 (sic, LIMC i, iii, vi).

(a) ; AVTo3b!o^ (b) mb3^o3 (c) )XwqqbVµ
(d ) M (e) TAqo^

(a) Αυτοµεδον (b) Μεµνοµ (c) Αχιλλευς (d ) [. . .]. . ς
(e) Ταλον

(a) ΑIτοµ
δ4ν, (b) Μ
µν4ν, (c) �χιλλε,ς, (d ) [. . .]. . ς, 
(e) Τ�λ4ν.

Epigraphy: (b) The last letter has a downstroke at the end and is
therefore a mu. (c) The end is visible on Amyx’s ph. (d) The whole
name may have been about 7 or 8 letters long. Amyx reads idaς
(?) or ikaς (?) from his ph. (e) The middle letter is a clear lambda
(E. Reeder, per litt.; Amyx asserts that it is a pi). Interpretation:
Achilleus and Memnon (labels).

(a)–(c) are as expected, (d ) is illegible. For the scene see §454.
The reading of (e) Τ�λ4ν is clear. But there seems to be noth-

ing otherwise to suggest a satisfying interpretation. In view of (b)
Μεµνοµ and the misplaced label (a) (see §454) the writer may
have just copied the inscriptions of this very popular scene from
somewhere else, without properly understanding them—except
perhaps the very frequent name (c). If so, we may assume that what
is really behind (e) is the name of Memnon’s mother (see §249).
We know that the form was Gα[8]ς at Delphi,330 and the Corin-
thian form is probably attested (in a non-Corinthian alphabet) on

another Corinthian vase, namely PCO 5a ‘/ƒ8ς. TAqo^ and
9AJoµ are indeed not very far apart graphically. But this is only
a suggestion.

*° A‒B ,   

Frs. of a hydria and another vase from ? (ex Campana inv. ?; 1857
or earlier). Bibliography: not in CatCamp; Arena (1967), 119, 
no. 85, phs. pl. 29; Lorber (1979), 83 f., no. 130, phs. pl. 40; LIMC
iii, ‘Doroi’ 1*, ph. pl. 530; Amyx (1988), 578 f., no. 81 (not in
cat.); LIMC v, ‘Io’ iv. 4. Photographs: Arena only (g) and (h), cl.;
Lorber all, mostly uncl.; LIMC (h) cl., rest uncl. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990.
Scene: (A) In the picture to the l. (under the handle) there is a
horseman to r. (no inscr. preserved). In the large picture to the
r. a quadriga to r. is shown, in the chariot a man (unnamed)331

and a woman, labelled (a) low down on the front of her dress as
well as (b) in front of her face. Beyond the horses there are two
women to r., labelled (c) and (d ) in front of their faces, and one
to l., labelled (e) behind her head. In front of the two black horses’
heads is inscr. ( f ). A woman to l., who holds a necklace in her
hand, is facing the horses (she is unnamed, unless her name was
very low down). Behind her there are the remains of two war-
riors with spears, labelled (g) and (h) in front of them. (B) Another
fr. (Amyx duly thinks that it is from a different vase: it is much
thicker) shows two horses to r., one with a rider, whose label (a)
runs downwards behind his back; a woman is walking to r., labelled
(b) behind her back. Date: 575–550 (Arena, p. 90, title); LC
(Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC).

(A) (a) !wow (b) Jwow (c) !oPow (d ) o Tow
(e) JSøSM ( f ) ˆA64oµ (g) ; A!A3AM
(h) ; 9wro3b (B) (a) ; !ohoM (b) ; FAXow

(A) (a) Dιoi (b) Åιοι (c) ∆οροι (d ) Ok[. ?]τοι
(e) Åιφις ( f ) Ξανθος (g) . αδαµας (h) Ηιποµε[. . .]
(B) (a) [. . .]. δοËος (b) Åαχοι

(A) (a) Dιèi, (b) Åι8ι, (c) ∆4ρ8ι, (d ) 5Ok[. ?]τ8ι, (e) Å>φις, 
( f ) Ξ�νθος, (g) K�δ�µας, (h) Ηιπ(π)οµ
 [δ4ν]. 
(B) (a) [. . .]ïδοËος, (b) Å�χ8ι.

Epigraphy: Amyx’s readings (based on Arena and Lorber) are as
follows: ?, Åι8ι, ∆4ρ8ι, 5Ολυττ8ι, Å>φις, Ξ�νθος, ?, �[. . .]ας ?
(in the text), Ηιπ(π)οµ5δ4ν, Åαχ8ι. (A) In (h) Amyx forgot the
brackets [ ] for the last three letters and wrongly lengthened the
ε. For (a) J. Mansfield apud Amyx suggests [. . .]τιοm (?), but there
is no space at the beginning, the first letter is not a tau, and the
last cannot be a nu. The only solution is that the woman has 
two slightly different throwaway names. (d ) For the third letter
scholars used to read an upside-down upsilon (i.e. Λ), which would

330 Attested on a frieze of the Siphnian Treasury (dated shortly before 525);
the inscrs. are in the local dialect and alphabet, see §216 with n. 783.

331 Inscr. (a), ‘über dem Wagenkasten’ (Lorber), has so far been attributed to
him. It is, however, in front of the woman, whereas the man is further back.



   

be very exceptional in Corinthian.332 I doubt whether there is a
letter at all between the dubious lambda and the tau, since the
top of the whip intervenes, with what seem to be thongs etc.
attached to it (see my two drs.). (g) I am almost certain that in
front of the first alpha there are the remains of another letter;
lambda would suit them. (B) (a) Not noticed by the earlier ed-
itors; it was best visible in full sunshine (the inscr. did not reflect
the light in the same way as its surroundings). The first letter is
possibly an 0. Interpretation: (A) Non-heroic wedding scene
(labels). (B) Perhaps a non-heroic departure scene (labels).

(A) For earlier attempts to connect this scene with myth see §476.
For the four women’s names in -8ι, viz. (a)–(d ), see §§236 f. The
traditional reading of (d ) as 5Ολυττ8ι (or rather 5Ολυτ(τ)8ι) is 
only possible if there is indeed an upsilon. But since the name
of Odysseus (see §254), of which this would be the feminine 
form (Masson (1981/2), 544) consistently has not only [i] in
Corinthian, but also [ss] not [tt] as in Attic (see §213), we should
be very sceptical. Autopsy made this reading even more 
dubious, but the surface of the fragment is so encrusted that I
could neither confirm my earlier suspicion œλυτ8ι (like CHA 
3e œλυτ8, CHA 1d Κλυτ8), nor establish any other reading. 
(e) A feminine hypocoristic from names like 5 Ιφιγ
νεια (Bechtel,
p. 215). ( f ) A frequent horse-name on Corinthian vases (see 
§244). (g) Although �δ�µας is well attested as a heroic name 
(Il. 12. 140, etc.; a Trojan), and later also as a non-heroic one
(Bechtel, p. 571), Λ�δ�µας suits Corinthian prosopography 
better (see COR 79a/c, 92h–i). (h) is both heroic and non-heroic
(Apollod. 3. 6. 3 and 8; Bechtel, p. 220); here it is probably just
a horsey name (see §238).

(B) (a) As the first letter preserved is most likely to be an alpha,
we might restore [Λ]ïδο$ος, though [Πολεµ]ïδο$ος (Bechtel,
p. 374) or even [Π�]mδο$ος also seem possible. This does not
help us decide whether we should assume a heroic scene. For the
asymmetrical form of the qoppa see COR 113a–b. (b) If the tempt-
ing etymological connection of Å�χ8ι with Uχ) is correct (see
also §§236 f. and 259 n. 932), this form shows that originally both
the noun and the name had an initial [w] and a long [a].333

*°  , , .  
 (.  )

Frs. of a hydria from ? (1966 or earlier). Bibliography: Arena (1967),
108, no. 71, ph. pl. 21; mentioned by Lorber (1979), 77, no. 121;
von Bothmer (1981), 66, ph. fig. 69; Amyx (1988), 579, no. 82
(not in cat.); LIMC vii, ‘Pyraichmas’ 2, ‘Sarpedon’ 2*, ph. pl.
520. Photographs: Arena only (c)–( f ), not very cl.; von Bothmer

only (d) sm., (e) quite cl., ( f ) and (g) cl.; LIMC only (e)–(h), quite
cl. Scene: Four legs of warriors striding to l., with only name (a)
preserved, between the legs. Behind them an archer (b) to l., clad
in a spotted leopard-skin, kneeling and shooting. Behind him a
quadriga to l., on the point of driving off, beyond the horses a
warrior is attacking to r., labelled (c) down his leg. He is facing
a warrior to l., whose label (d ) is written in a circle in front of
his face. The charioteer is named (e) on his white garment. Behind
him and beyond the chariot a huge warrior is rushing to r. (no
name preserved) past a dead warrior ( f ), fully armed, who is lying
on the ground, head to the l. The fierce attacker, whose upper
part is not preserved, is jumping either at a warrior to l. who 
is already on his knees (g) or at another one whose feet by con-
trast are lifted off the ground (h). Date: LC (Lorber).

(a) roqV!Am)µ (b) APe (c) AwJAM
(d ) ; $bV:…oV$oµ (e) ; Aqkw3oµ
( f ) µAPrA!o6 (g) rYPAwX3 Aµ (h) ; cqAV

(a) Πολυδαµας (b) [. . . ?] . αριr (c) Αιƒας
(d ) [. . .]keuβoυλος (e) Αλκιµος ( f ) Σαρπαδον
(g) Πυραιχµας (h) Γλαυ . . .

(a) Πολυδ�µας, (b) P�ριr, (c) ΑFƒας, 
(d ) [Κ ]keäβoυλος, (e) jλκιµος, ( f ) Σαρπ1δ4ν, 
(g) Πυρα�χµ�ς, (h) Γλα?Ëor.

Epigraphy: (a)–(c) Not in Arena, Lorber, or Amyx. (b) Of the first
letter a short down-stroke belonging to its upper part is visible,
i.e. the letter is beta or pi (less likely lambda or mu). The final -ς
is faintly visible on the breast of the white horse. The rest is clear.
(d ) As the warrior approaching from the l. is named (c) next to
his leg, we cannot, as hitherto, assume two inscrs. for (d) ( [. . .]dqος
(?) and [∆αh ]πυλος [?], Amyx, following Arena); rather the whole
must be one label written boustrophedon, in a circle, starting at
the head of the warrior facing l. The reading is confirmed by the
interpretation (see §448). The third letter preserved is an upsilon,
whose strokes merge a little higher up than in the other one in
this label; see the upsilon in (g). (h) The last three letters are on
an adjacent, but very badly worn fr. and only traces of three letters
are visible. Interpretation: Fight over Sarpedon’s body (labels).

For the scene (which was first published incomplete and can now
be restored much better) and for its important literary implica-
tions see §448.

(a) We cannot be certain whether the [o] of Πολυδ�µας is 
supposed to be long by metrical lengthening as is always the 
case with this name in the Iliad, or short as we would expect it
in everyday language. (b) is as expected, and the same is true of
(c) (for its [w] see §209).

(d) In the form [Κ ]keäβoυλος (for its restoration see §448) two
things are remarkable. First, the rendering by <ευ> of the
uncontracted [eo] of earlier Κλεƒο- (see §225); this is another early
instance of a widespread tendency (see e.g. Κλευβο,λου, -ωι, 

332 For this rare letter-form see e.g. a Thessalian inscr., LSAG 97, 99. 2 
(pl. 11. 2), of the mid-6th cent.

333 See both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. Uχ1.
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-ον, Anacr. fr. 359 PMG codd.; Buck, §42. 5), of which—apart
from the cases in Homer, which are often considered a recent 
feature—the earliest example so far known is from the Corinthian
colony of Potidaia (Θευγ
ν3ς, LSAG 363, 369. 10; later 6th cent.).
It is therefore a perfectly Corinthian feature. The second point
to note here is -βουλος, with its rendering <ου> (see §§220, 505)
of a secondary [o] (probably < *bols-; see both Chantraine and
Frisk, s.v. βο,λοµαι).

(e) Although Eλκιµος is also an adjective, we should take our
label as a hypocoristic (see §228). ( f ) For a discussion of the long
[a] of Sarpedon’s name in view of the literary attestations see §448.
(g) See also COR 44c. (h) is as expected.

  , . 

Hydria from ? (found ?).334 Bibliography: E. Paribeni, CVA Italy,
57 (1980), 6, ph. pl. 4; Amyx (1988), 579, no. 83 (not in cat.).
Photographs: CVA quite cl. Scene: Five pairs of horses with horse-
men, all to l. The third and fourth man are named behind their
backs. Date: LC.

(a) q)q)M (b) q)qAµ
(a) Λαλας (b) Λαλας
(a) Λ�λας, (b) Λ�λας.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene (labels).

The texts of COR 83, 83bis, and 83ter are as follow: COR 83 shows
two warriors, both Λ�λας; COR 83bis a warrior Λ�λας; COR 83ter
four horses, of which three are named Λ�λας (partly incomplete),
and one has a (normally human) throwaway name D�4ν (see §237).
‘The repetition, occasionally encountered in other Corinthian 
vase-inscriptions, may be a warning not to take these “names”
too seriously’ (Amyx), a view which is certainly justified. Amyx
suggests various possible lines of interpretation of Λ�λας, 
comparing the name to λαλαγ
ω, λαλ
ω, etc., while wondering
whether it could nevertheless be ‘genuinely a name’ and whether
in that case we should read Λ�λας or Λαλ�ς, or whether it is
just ‘an illiterate (or playful) variation on some such name as
Λαhδας, Λαδ�µας, or Λαƒοδ�µας’. If we do choose to take it 
seriously (the Λα- beginning and the -ς end look like ‘good
Corinthian’), we might consider a full-blown compound name
*Λ�ƒ%-λ�ƒος, contracted to Λ1λ�ς. Of course this is unusual,
but as a throwaway name it may be acceptable. After all, such
names as ∆�µ%πολις (Bechtel, p. 125), �στ,δηµος (p. 127),
�στ%λαος (p. 282), and ∆αµ%λας (ibid.) were used for histor-
ical persons, although they show not much more imagination and
mean just as little.

That name (a) on COR 83ter shows -ς while (b) does not (the
third form is not clear) should not—in view of the uniform

labels—be taken as a full example of weakening or loss of [s] in
final position (see §204). Ibid. (d ) with its incomplete delta (see
§112) reminds us of the similar mistake on COR 99 (by the same
writer?).

° BIS , .   . . . 

Neck-amphora from ?, attributed to the group of the White Horses
(Mus. inv.) (found ?). Bibliography: Puhze (1983), no. 172, with
col. ph.; Amyx (1988), 579, no. 83bis (not in cat.). Photographs:
Puhze cl. Scene: A warrior on foot, two on horseback, and
another one on foot (named, in front of his face),335 all to l. The
decoration seems very similar to that of COR 83. Date: c.560 
(Mus. inv.).

; qAqA µ
Λαλας
Λ�λας.

Epigraphy: There was no space for the last letter, which is added
above and upside-down.336 Interpretation: Non-heroic riding and
marching scene (label). (See COR 83.)

 TER ,  . 

Column krater from Italy (?), near the Hippolytos P. (see Amyx)
(1958 or earlier; bought in Rome). Bibliography: M. Blomberg and
M. von Heland, CVA Sweden, 2 (1983), 58 f., with dr., 96 
with dr. of inscrs., phs. pls. 26. 8, 27. 1–3; Amyx (1988), 579 f.,
no. 83ter (cat. p. 353, no. B-12bis). Photographs: CVA uncl.
Scene: The same scene twice, viz. a horseman galloping to r., 
a front view of a quadriga with one man in the chariot, and a 
horseman galloping to l. The inscrs. start next to the heads of
the inner two quadriga horses: (a) and (b), (c) and (d ). Date: LC
I, c.575–550 (Blomberg–von Heland).

(a) ; qAqAM (b) qAqA (c) ; qAqA (d ) !So7
(a) Λαλας (b) Λαλα (c) Λαλα[. . . ?] (d ) Dιον
(a) Λ�λας, (b) Λ�λα(ς). (c) Λ�λα[ς?], (d ) D�4ν.

Epigraphy: P. Hellström, after autopsy, kindly informs me (per
litt.) that there is certainly no final sigma in (b) and that in (c)
the surface is damaged where the final sigma may have been. On
the other hand, he confirms my suspicion of a delta at the begin-
ning of (d ): ‘there are no visible remains of paint; it is rather a

335 The remark by Amyx (ad COR 83ter), ‘Since on all three vases the inscrip-
tions are placed near the horses’ heads, Λ�λας (or Λαλ�ς) may be intended as
a horse’s name’, certainly does not apply here. There is no horse’s head about.

336 C. Wight of the J. Paul Getty Museum kindly informs me (per litt.) that
an analysis of the vase, which had been partly repainted, has proved the inscr.
to be genuine.334 The collection is ‘di recente costituzione’ (Paribeni, p. 3).
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difference in shine; I can see no remains of the horizontal line of
the delta.’ Interpretation: Non-heroic riding and chariot scene
(labels). (See COR 83.)

    (  )

Hydria from Caere (Via Sepolcrale Principale, tomba 152)
(1932?; see Ricci, pp. 580, 582). Bibliography: Ricci (1955), 600,
no. 4, dr. pl. 9; mentioned by Johnston (1981), 223; Amyx (1988),
580, no. 84 (not in cat.).337 Photographs: —. Scene: Six pairs of
horses and armed horsemen. The inscr. starts behind the head
of a man (it does not designate the horse as suggested by Ricci
and implied by Amyx). Date: —.

!wo^
∆ιον
∆�4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene (label).

For the common throwaway name ∆�4ν see §237. The inscrip-
tion seems to have been filled in where the gap was too large to
be left plain.

   ,   

Hydria from Vulci, by the Dionysios P. (Amyx) (1828/29); lost
in World War II. Bibliography: Bonaparte (1829), 11, no. 2141;
CIG (iv), no. 7380; Furtwängler (1885), no. 1657 (bibl.); E. Pottier
in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 253, no. 13; Kretschmer (1888), 
173, no. 37; Kretschmer (1894), 26, no. 41; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),
no. 3156; Fölzer (1906), 57 f., no. 63, dr. pl. 5; Payne (1931), 166
no. 50, cat. no. 1449, drs. 75 fig. 21B and pl. 37. 3; Jeffery (1948),
202; Benson (1953), 50, no. 82. 11; Kleinbauer (1964), 357, phs.
pl. 113; Arena (1967), 104, no. 63, phs. pl. 19; Lorber (1979), 89
f., no. 145, phs. pl. 44; LIMC iii, ‘Damas’ ii. 1*, ph. pl. 242; Amyx
(1988), 580, no. 85 (cat. p. 265, no. [A-]1), phs. pl. 119. 2a–b.
Photographs: Kleinbauer quite cl.; Arena rather uncl.; Lorber quite
cl.; LIMC only (d )–(e) cl. and part of ( f ); Amyx sm. but quite
cl. Scene: A woman (a) and a man (b) in long robes facing each
other, a warrior (c) to r. taking his armour from a man in a long
robe (unnamed), a fully armed warrior (d ) walking to r. towards
a man in a long robe, who is facing him (e), frontal view of two
horsemen (unnamed) on dark horses, one of which is named ( f ).
Date: LC (Lorber); c.560–550 (LIMC ).

(a) oPow (b) bV3)XoM (c) AcA^oP (d ) )M
(e) ; !A3Aµ ( f ) ˆ)^2oM

(a) Dοροι (b) Ευµαχος (c) Αγανορ (d ) [. . .]. ας
(e) ∆αlας ( f ) Ξανθος

(a) D4ρ8ι, (b) ΕJµαχος, (c) �γ1ν4ρ, (d ) [. . .]. ας, 
(e) ∆�lας, ( f ) Ξ�νθος.

Epigraphy: (a) The first name was read by Furtwängler, Arena
(who mentions parallels), Lorber, and Amyx as Χορ8ι, but the
X-shaped chi in (b) does not fit the remains of our letter on the
original ph. (from an old negative). ∆-shaped delta, on the other
hand, does, and indeed this was Bonaparte’s reading: ‘Bumachos.
Doros. Asanor. Zanthos’. (d ) Of the third letter from the end the
bottom of a vertical stroke is visible. (e) Furtwängler read
∆�πας; Arena’s reading ∆�l�ς is better: although the mu in (b)
(l. to r.) is of the normal shape, the final -ς in our (e) shares the
cursive character which justifies the reading of our third letter as
a mu. Interpretation: Non-heroic arming scene (labels).

Very cursive handwriting. Lorber notes that the arrangement of
the small and straight inscriptions looks very Attic, particularly
the dotted theta.338 But contrary to Lorber’s opinion, Jeffery 
(pp. 114 f.) was right: there is another dotted theta in Corinth,
namely on the pinax COP 50 (which, however, may be somewhat
later), and another one (COR 127) was found in 1970. Never-
theless, this letter-form is very unusual indeed at this early date
and foreign influence is likely (the Dionysios P. is said to depend
on the Attic painter Lydos, who was active c.560–540, or on his
school; see Payne, p. 328, and Amyx, p. 265). Lorber, on the other
hand, is right to point out that the last letter in (a) is not straight
as was claimed by Jeffery (1948: 202); it is a wavy line, i.e. a nor-
mal Corinthian iota (see §103). For the scene see §466.

(a) For this throwaway name see §§236 f. (b) is a non-heroic
name (Amyx), also fairly stereotyped (see §237). (c) Both heroic
and non-heroic (Amyx). (d ) Unclear. For (e) Arena gives an 
Attic parallel (see more generally ARV, p. 1573); it is non-heroic.
( f ) This is the commonest horse-name on Corinthian vases.
Considering the other labels, we cannot assume that the painter
was thinking of the heroic horses of this name. The animal is partly
black, but has at least a purple—i.e. ‘brown’—neck (see COR 103).

   ,  . 
  . . 

Lekythos (of ‘Attic’ shape) from ?, by the Dionysios P. (Amyx)
(1960 or earlier). Bibliography: von Bothmer (1962), 5, ph. 2 
fig. 1; Kleinbauer (1964), 357 f., phs. pl. 114; Lorber (1979), 90,
no. 146, ph. pl. 45; LIMC iii, ‘Dionysios’ 1; Amyx (1988), 580,
no. 86 (cat. p. 265, no. [A-]2), phs. pl. 119. 1a–c. Photographs:
Kleinbauer quite cl.; von Bothmer and Lorber (a) uncl., (b) quite

337 Amyx writes of some frs. of a column krater which he saw together with
this vase in 1958. He ‘could make no sense of the (incomplete) inscriptions’.

338 On the other hand, his opinion that Sophilos’ use of crossed theta (contrary
to Klitias and Nearchos) was due to Corinthian influence seems far-fetched; both
letter-forms are perfectly Attic.
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cl., (c) invis.; Amyx sm. but quite cl. Scene: A dog and front view
of a quadriga with dark horses, of which the outer ones are named
(a) and (c). Below the chariot and charioteer is inscr. (b). Date:
LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC ).

(a) $b$A6AM (b) !So^YMSoM (c) bVøoP:oM
(a) Λελανας (b) ∆ιονυσιος (c) Ευφορβος
(a) Μελ�ν�ς, (b) ∆ιον;σιος, (c) ΕJφορβος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Non-heroic chariot scene (labels).

Lorber again (see COR 85) mentions the Attic character of the
arrangement of the inscriptions: (a) between two horses’ heads,
(b) under the chariot, therefore naming the (only) man in the cha-
riot rather than a horse, (c) between horses’ legs. This fits the fact
that the picture is on a reserved panel (see COR 60), and that
the painter is under the influence of Attic vase-painters, such as
Lydos (see COR 85). For the type of vase see ad COR 17.

(a) Èver since Kleinbauer the first letter of Λελ�ν�ς has been
taken as an unsuccessful mu, which yields a perfect name for 
a dark horse. This kind of writing error (incomplete letter) is 
easily understandable, see §112. The same name is given to a 
warrior on COR 114. (b) The intervocalic [w] in ∆ιον;σιος is 
lost (see §506). (c) ΕJφορβος is a suitable, although rather grand
name for a horse (for a similar case see COR 87d ). The name is
originally a verbal compound with active meaning (�νδρο-,
Λεω- ‘nourishing men, people’; see Bechtel, p. 456), rarely with
passive meaning (Θε%- ‘nourished by the gods’; ibid.). With ΕI-
both meanings make sense: it would be active for a human (the
master), but is here passive (for the horse), and the same is true
if one understands the name as a possessive compound (εI + φορβ1
‘having good provender’, viz. master or horse).

  , . . 

Olpe (of ‘Attic’ type, Amyx) from Loutraki, NE of Corinth (1878).
Bibliography: Rhousopoulos (1879), with col. dr. pl. 18; C. Smith
(1888), 189, no. 11; Kretschmer (1888), 156, no. 2; Kretschmer
(1894), 16, no. 2; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3123; Collignon–
Couve (1902–4), no. 638; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 121. 3; Payne
(1931), 165 no. 37, cat. no. 1408; Arena (1967), 97, no. 51, phs.
pl. 14; Brommer (1973), 260, no. C; Lorber (1979), 70 f., no. 107,
phs. pl. 29; LIMC i, ‘Akamas’ 4; Amyx (1988), 580 f., no. 87 (not
in cat.). Photographs: Arena and Lorber quite cl. Scene: Quadriga
to r. with a charioteer (a). All horses are named, (b)–(e), but it is
not clear which name designates which horse. To the r. there is
a lizard ( f ). Date: LC (Lorber); 1st h. 6th cent. (LIMC).

(a) AkA3Aµ (b) ; hVq$)#oµ (c) øowTo^
(d ) qVµwpoqwµ (e) hVqq)#oµ ( f ) ; AµkAqA:oM

(a) Ακαµας (b) œυλλαρος (c) Φοιτον (d ) Λυσιπολις
(e) œυλλαρος ( f ) Ασκαλαβος

(a) �κ�µας, (b) œ,λλαρος, (c) Φο�τ4ν, (d ) Λeσ�πολις, 
(e) œ,λλαρος, ( f ) �σκ�λαβος.

Epigraphy: (b) The writer seems to have decided to express the
geminate only when he was already in the course of writing the
fourth letter. Interpretation: Chariot scene, probably pseudo-heroic
(labels).

The rho shows the triangular variant of the D-shape (see §101 with
n. 693); Lorber speaks of ‘kursive “Nachlässigkeit” ’. For the con-
notations of the names see §468.

(a) is the adjective ‘untiring’ used as a name. If (b) and (e)
œ,λλαρος has the same meaning as κυλλ%ς (‘club-footed and
bandy-legged’), which is likely, it is not a flattering name for a
horse. Its formation (in -Lρος from κυλλ%ς) is attested only once
elsewhere (see §468). (c) Φο�τ4ν was explained as ‘Traber’ by
Kretschmer (1888) (from φοιτ�ω). Arena mentions a giant
Φο>τος (ARV 1318 f., no. 1), who does not make much sense here.
(d ) is a very exquisite label for a horse (see §§244, 509). It is also
attested as a man’s name (see Bechtel, p. 291). Why Amyx takes
it as feminine (index, p. 611), I do not know. ( f ) The noun
�σκ�λαβος, according to LSJ, only recurs in Nicander (2nd 
cent.) and Antoninus Liberalis (classical words for lizards are
�σκαλαβ)της, γαλε)της, κωλ)της, and σα,ρα; the first of these
could be an extension of our form by analogy with the second
and third). On other occasions Antoninus used Nicander as a
source, and may therefore have taken �σκ�λαβος from him too.
Nicander, on the other hand, is known for his eccentric and
obscure vocabulary. Where he got our word from, we do not 
know, possibly from some Doric dialect (though he was from
Kolophon) or some archaic source. As for animals being labelled,
Amyx gives the two parallels of COR 101, but there are several
others (see ad COR 101a).

°  , .   

Olpe (of ‘Attic’ type, Amyx) from Corinth (1889). Bibliography:
Fröhner (1892b), 25–8, dr. pl. 1; Kretschmer (1894), 19, no. 17;
Robert (1919), 156–8, with dr. fig. 129; mentioned by Schwyzer,
DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; F. Mayence, CVA Belgium, 1 (1926),
4 f. (bibl.), phs. pl. 5. 2a–b; Payne (1931), 136, 165 no. 38, cat.
no. 1410; Benson (1953), 103, no. 3a; Friis Johansen (1967), 46–9,
with ph. fig. 6, cat. p. 246, no. A. 8; Arena (1967), 97 f., no. 52;
Fehr (1971), 37 f., no. 26; Lorber (1979), 71 f., no. 109, phs. pl.
30; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 478*, ph. pl. 107; Amyx (1988), 581, 
no. 88 (not in cat.); mentioned LIMC vi, ‘Odysseus’ (ii. H. 1).
Photographs: CVA sm.; Friis Johansen uncl.; Lorber quite cl.;
LIMC (a) uncl., (b)–(d ) quite cl. Vidi 29 June 1992. Scene: In
front of a woman to r. (unnamed) and a man to r., who seems to
be talking (a), a woman to r. (b) is bending down to a man (c)
who is lying on a kline, mourning (his name is written below the
kline and a table with food). Behind him, facing l., there are an
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old man with white hair and beard, who also seems to be talking
(d ), and two nameless women. Date: c.550 (LIMC i).

(a) ; oqwµbVµ (b) ; 4bTwbµ
(c) AXS$$bÅµ (d ) øw^cP M

(a) Ολισευς (b) Θετιες (c) Αχιλλεuς (d ) Φινγρ.ς

(a) 5Ολισ(σ)ε,ς, (b) Θ
τι{ε}ς, (c) �χιλλε,ς, (d ) Φινγρ.ς.

Epigraphy: (c) The upsilon has a horizontal stroke as if it were
an upside-down alpha. (d) Faint traces in front of the phi are prob-
ably accidental, or maybe an erasure. The penultimate letter, which
should be a vowel-sign, is neither b-type epsilon, which is clear
in (a)–(c), nor Å, as the corresponding sign in (c), nor indeed any
other existing letter (see the enlarged dr. of the two possible ways
it was drawn). Interpretation: Thetis and the elders with the mourn-
ing Achilleus (labels).

Lorber (p. 72) suggests that this vase is by the same hand as 
COR 78 and 77 (Damon P.). This is unlikely, since the Damon
P.’s spelling is correct, whereas this writer is illiterate (see below).
Amyx does not suggest—nor discuss—this attempt at an attribu-
tion. For an earlier attempt to reconcile the scene with myth see §451.

(a) See §254; no geminate is expressed here as it is in (c). (b)
Arena’s theory of Θ
τιες being a ‘forma di compromesso tra un
Θετες, di tradizione non ben precisabile [a graffito on an Attic
plate], fl Θ
τις classico’ is unlikely, since this sort of compromise
can hardly have been acceptable by simply offering a choice of
two letters instead of one.339 (c) The upsilon has a horizontal 
bar which makes it an upside-down alpha. (d ) Unintelligible.
Phoinix (see COR 23)340 or Nestor would be the only appropri-
ate names for the white-bearded figure. It is the former that has
always been seen in it;341 yet, the initial phi and the occurrence
of a nu and an iota are actually the only matching features, and
the resulting name, such as it is, does not make sense.

The only sensible conclusion for the oddities in (b), (c), and
(d ) is that the writer did not really know what he was writing;
for someone who knows the alphabet would never write on the
same vase one correct upsilon and one totally wrong one in the
same type of ending. As the writer, on the one hand, managed
to write the name Odysseus correctly and Achilleus and Thetis
more or less so, and, on the other hand, produced one unintel-
ligible name and used two non-existent letters, we can further
conclude that he copied these names from somewhere (another
vase?), maybe knowing whom they designated but not actually
being able to read them (see §112).

  ,   

Olpe (of ‘Attic’ type, Amyx) from Caere (ex Campana inv. 34;
1857 or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp ii. 50; E. Pottier in
Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 254 f., no. 16; Kretschmer (1888), 165,
no. 20; Kretschmer (1894), 24, no. 28; Pottier (1897), 59, ph. pl.
51; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3151; mentioned by Schwyzer,
DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; Payne (1931), 165 no. 39, cat. no. 1412;
Hafner (1938), 3, no. Ia. 1 S. 16; Arena (1967), 98, no. 53, phs.
pl. 15; Lorber (1979), 71, no. 108, phs. pl. 29; LIMC i,
‘Aniochidas’ i. 1*, ph. pl. 643; Amyx (1988), 581, no. 89 (not in
cat.); LIMC vi, ‘Laoptolemos’ 1. Photographs: Pottier sm., partly
invis.; Arena and Lorber quite cl.; LIMC only (a)–(c), cl. Scene:
Frontal quadriga with a dark horse (a), two white ones, unnamed
and (c), and another dark one (e); in the chariot a charioteer (b)
and a warrior (d ). Date: LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC i).

(a) ; øbPbµ (b) ; A6wo+w!Aµ
(c) ; ˆA^4oµ (d ) qAJorToqE3oµ (e) :Aqwoµ

(a) Φερες (b) Ανιοχιδας (c) Ξανθος
(d ) Λαƒοπτολεµος (e) Βαλιος

(a) Φ
ρ3ς, (b) 5/νιοχ�δ�ς, (c) Ξ�νθος, (d ) Λ�ƒοπτ%λεµος, 
(e) Β�λιος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Chariot scene, probably pseudo-
heroic (labels).

We cannot simply say that the second horse has no name for lack
of space (as suggested by Lorber). It would seem more appro-
priate to assume that the writer did not consider the matter import-
ant enough to devote much thought to finding a space for it, for
instance under the chariot next to (c). Nevertheless, there is a 
certain grand touch to the names on this vase (see §468).

(a) A name known from the myths (see ad COR 66m). Kret-
schmer takes the name for a hypocoristic, thinking of Φερ
νικος
(Hieron’s horse in Pind. Ol. 1. 18, Pyth. 3. 74). Since all the names
on this vase are either speaking names or slightly stereotyped, we
may understand ‘Carrier’ (the name was no doubt connected with
φ
ρω), which is a name very appropriate for a horse.342

(b) Arena points to the psilosis in 5/νιοχ�δ�ς. Heubeck (1980:
286) points to the parallels of the Damonon inscription (LSAG
201.52 = DGE 12 = GD 71 òνιοχ�4ν) and of Mycenaean, where

339 The writer rather seems to have resorted to the frequent -ες (as in
Herakles, Diomedes, Palamedes, Pheres, etc.).

340 In COR 30 he is a youth.
341 A full discussion, not to be repeated here, of the partly impossible attempts

to justify our form is given by Lorber (n. 456).

342 The verbal character of this name is supported by an unusual epithet 
on an Attic vase (LIMC iii, ‘Atlas’ 2*; Immerwahr, no. 96; ph. Schefold (1993),
fig. 259), showing two labels jτλας É%δε and [Η3ρ]aκλ0ς µ3λαφερ5ς. Herakles’
epithet is an odd—maybe ad hoc—‘compound’ whose first element (expected 
µ3λο-) tells us that Herakles carried more than one apple of the Hesperides, and
whose second element (expected -φ%ρος) is meant to evoke an onomastic rather
than adjectival formation (there is no other certain compound with -φερ1ς and
a nominal first element). See Schwyzer, p. 452 (no. 8), for other examples of a
nominalization of phrases ‘object + verb’ with a suffix, and Risch, pp. 219 f., §80a,
for Homeric compounds with inflected forms as their first elements (see also 
n. 1150 below).
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the word is not written with <a2>, which represents /ha-/, but
normal <a>. The etymology is not wholly clear (one normally
assumes *ansio-; see Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. Oν�α(ι); Plath
(1994), 350 ff.). Another example on vases is LAK 4a 5/νιοχ�δ�ς;
the form without initial [h] is therefore probably epichoric; see §210.
Amyx’s writing <É>νιοχ�δας is unintelligible to me (the name is
lacking in his index, p. 609). Lorber asserts that this cannot be
a proper name, since the figure described is a Oν�οχος (though
he is aware of the attestations of the name 6Ηνιοχ�δης, referring
to Pape–Benseler). It is, however, more important that Oνιοχ-�δης
cannot be taken for a noun. Therefore it is a name, namely one
of the ‘speaking’ type, for which the suffix -�δης, originally of
patronymic meaning, is fairly frequent (see §§239 f.; e.g. COR 74h
Ηαρµατ�δ�ς ‘the one of the chariot’, a horse).

(c) Ξ�νθος is the name of a white horse (ξανθ%ς need not be
‘white’, however; see ad COR 103b). That horses of this colour
were highly appreciated, is suggested by the name Ξ�νθιππος
(and -�ππη) (a possessive compound). See §244. (d ) Shows an
intervocalic [w], which is normally lost in Corinthian. Although
this may try to evoke the literary sphere (see §506), the name
attributed to a warrior, who is leaving to defend his people in the
war, is close to the ‘speaking’ type. (e) This horse-name, ‘Spotted’,
‘Dapple’, is also used as such on COR 57 ( f ) and COR 78 (h).
It is known as the name of one of Achilleus’ horses (Il. 16. 149,
19. 400). For its etymology see §506 with n. 1286.

   ()

Olpe (of ‘Attic’ type, Amyx) from Caere (‘T. III at r. of Via
Diroccata’, Amyx) (found ?). Bibliography: Amyx (1988), 581, 
no. 90 (not in cat.). Photographs: —. (Amyx saw the vase in 1958;
it seems to be still unpublished.). Scene: Charioteer (unnamed)
driving a chariot to r. with three horses (a)–(c). Date: LC I 
(i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

(a) Ξανθος (b) [. . . ?]οσριος (c) œυ[. . .]
(a) Ξ�νθος, (b) [. . . ?]οσριος (i.e. [Π]%δαργος?), (c) œ,[λλαρος].

Epigraphy: I could not trace the vase and check the readings. For
(b) see below. Interpretation: Chariot scene, probably pseudo-heroic
(labels).

For (a) see §244. For his plausible restoration of (c) Amyx refers
to COR 87b/e; it is probably a mythical rather than an everyday
horse-name (see ad loc. and §468). (b) Amyx says: ‘I could make
no sense of this word’, reading [. . . ?]οσριος and suggesting
[œρ]οäpιος (referring to COR 107) or :Ορσιος. The latter solu-
tion, with interchange of letters, is hardly satisfactory, since the
parallels adduced by Amyx (COR 68, COR 96B, and COR Gr
6) are uncertain or unlikely (see §110). The first suggestion seems
to be too far from Amyx’s own reading. But could the name be
[Π]%δαργος, with a delta and alpha close together (o!APIo˜)

to form Amyx’s first san? (If this were true, Amyx would have
misread the third letter from the end, I, straight or slightly bent,
as an iota instead of gamma.) Podargos would be a suitable addi-
tion to the slight mythical touch given to the scene by the names
(a) and (c).

  , . . . —

Fr. of a column krater from Delphi (1892–1901). Bibliography:
Perdrizet (1908), 144, no. 134, ph. fig. 594; Payne (1931), 166 
no. 53, cat. no. 1453; Kunze (1950), 162 f.; von Steuben (1968),
68; Arena (1967), 105, no. 65; Lorber (1979), 58, no. 84, ph. pl.
18; Amyx (1988), 581, no. 91 (not in cat.); Schefold (1993), 332,
ph. 333 fig. 376bis. Photographs: Perdrizet sm. but cl.; Lorber and
Schefold quite cl. Scene: Athena (a) to l. throwing her spear.
Behind her back, but not preserved, another figure (b). Date: LC
(Lorber); c.575 (Schefold).

(a) A4A (b) ; vac.? wro6wk)
(a) Αθα[. . .] (b) [. ?]ιπονικα
(a) �θ1[ν�], (b) [Η?]ιπ(π)ον-κ�.

Epigraphy: (b) It is doubtful whether an initial H ever existed,
because its top may be expected to show at the break; of course
the space may have been just slightly bigger, but the two letters
6w, whose tops are very close together, make it more likely that
it was never there. Interpretation: Probably Herakles and the
Amazons (labels).

For the interpretation of the scene see §413.
(a) For the form to be supplied (�θ1[ν�] or �θ�[να��]?) see

§247. (b) For the possible lack of an initial heta see §210. Unless
this was a traditional Amazon-name (see §413 with n. 1025), we
may also consider an ad hoc horsey name (see §238).

°  , . .  

Column krater from Caere (?), by the Sphortos P. (see Amyx)
(ex Campana inv. ?; 1857 or earlier). Bibliography: not in CatCamp;
Heydemann (1879), 87; Kretschmer (1888), 162 f., no. 15;
Kretschmer (1894), 20, no. 19; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3143;
mentioned by Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; Payne (1931),
167 no. 59, cat. no. 1464; Beazley (1950), 310; EAA ii. 851, 
ph. 850 fig. 1115; Arena (1967), 107 f., no. 70 (autopsy); Bakır
(1974), 18, no. K 64, ph. pl. 11; Lorber (1979), 76 f., no. 120,
phs. pls. 35 f.; mentioned LIMC iii, ‘Doroi’ 1; Amyx (1988), 581
f., no. 92 (cat. pp. 265 f., no. A-1), phs. pl. 120. 1a–c; LIMC vi,
‘Laodamas’ ii. 1*, ph. pl. 91. Photographs: EAA and Bakır invis.;
Lorber mostly rather uncl., (g) is lacking; Amyx invis.; LIMC
only (h)–(i) cl., ( j) uncl. Scene: Banquet scene with klinai and
tables with food. Four pairs of a hetaira and a man on the klinai:



   

(a) and (b), unnamed and (c), (d ) and (e), ( f ) and (g). On the
other side six horses to l., on every second of which there is a
named warrior, (h)–( j); they are followed by two nameless foot-
warriors. Date: LC (Lorber).

(a) ; !o ow (b) Jo6 (c) m)coP0µ
(d ) ; Mbqw6ow (e) 9P3)woM ( f ) ; bPATow
(g) µQoPToµ (h) qA!)3AJoM (i) qA!A3AM
( j) 9wroTwo^

(a) ∆οqοι (b) [.]. mƒον (c) . . lαcορaς (d ) Σελινοι
(e) Ηρµαιος ( f ) Ερατοι (g) Σφορτος
(h) Λαδαµαƒος (i) Λαδαµας ( j) Ηιποτιον

(a) ∆4q8ι, (b) [Ξ]õmƒ4ν (?), (c) Dãlαc%ρãς, (d ) Σελ�ν8ι, 
(e) Η(ε)ρµα>ος, ( f ) 5Ερατ8ι, (g) Σφ%ρτος. (h) Λ�δ�µαƒος, 
(i) Λ�δ�µας, ( j ) Ηιπ(π)οτ�4ν.

Epigraphy: Arena refers to autopsy for his drawings and readings,
on which Lorber and Amyx depend. The original ph. revealed
some more details (see my dr.). (b) On the ph. the first letter pre-
served shows part of a slightly rising bar. Arena thinks it is the
top of an E, Lorber of a T; there are more possibilities, although
its rising position is odd for the top of any letter. As the ghost
of the next letter seems to be a Ν rather than an Υ (as read by
Arena), we may cautiously take our stroke for the middle of an
b. At the beginning there is space for no more than one more 
letter. See below. (c) Arena reads “[ 6Ε]ρµαγ%ρας (?)” (i.e. [Η(ε) ]
ρµαγ%ρ�ς), which was accepted by Lorber (see also his n. 480).
On the phs., however, I can see something more like the top of
an alpha (where Arena thought of a rho), and before that prob-
ably another similar top very close to the man’s hair. Hence my
restoration Dal-. The mu is somewhat blurred, but seems clear.
Before the omicron there is a gap where a ghost of a gamma seems
visible. After the omicron the rho follows very closely, then there
is the l. part of an 0, and finally, beyond a break, a clear san. (g)
does not show on any ph. known to me. (h) The third from last
letter was unanimously read as a digamma. The lower end of 
the vertical is preserved above the break, and there is no third
oblique bar starting from it. ( j) The second iota is perhaps S.
Interpretation: Non-heroic banquet and riding scenes (labels).

For the interpretation of the scenes see §478 (banquet with men
and hetairai) and §469 (riding).

For (a) see §§236 f. (b) Arena’s restoration ΕJƒ4ν is unlikely
first because this name does not exist,343 and secondly because there
is space for another letter at the beginning. J. Mansfield’s sug-
gestion (apud Amyx) of [Σ ]tÏ4ν (for Στ,4ν) is no good, since
the letter before the digamma is not a tau and such a form would
presuppose an unparalleled vocalic use of digamma. On the other
hand, the first letter preserved may also be a b-type epsilon, 

and it seems not impossible to read a nu instead of upsilon, 
which would open the possibility [Ξ]õmƒ4ν, an appropriate name
for a banqueter. (c) ‘A good everyday name’ (Amyx, reading
Η(ε)ρµαγ%ρ�ς). This is still true if read Dãlαc%ρãς (Bechtel,
p. 15). (d ) Kretschmer records two further instances of Σελιν)
(IG ii/iii2. 12593 and IG xii/5. 520). ‘Selinon-crowned’ seems a
suitable name for a hetaira at a banquet; for its formation see (a)
and ( f ).

(e) Arena thinks that the spelling É(ε)- of Η(ε)ρµα>ος is due
to Attic influence, and that ‘l’introduzione di questa innovazione
risolveva apparentemente l’ambiguità implicita nel valore di b’.
The second part of his idea is incorrect, since such an ambigu-
ity never existed (see §210). What we have here is simply a case
of A.W. (see §111). In another way, however, this form is
remarkable. Hermes’ name in two other instances on Corinthian
vases is written without Η-: COR Gr 26(1) 5Ερµ�ν, COR 28A
5Ερµ�ς. Therefore not the two psilotic forms, but our form with
aspiration might have to be called exceptional at Corinth; see §253.

( f ) Again a very suitable name for a hetaira (as it is also for
the Muse of dance and song); see COR 110c. For its formation
see (a) and (d ). (g) Arena suggests two possible explanations of
Σφ%ρτος: (1) a connection with σφορτ�ν· λιµ%ν (Hsch.), i.e.
‘Hunger’; (2) a wrong spelling for Σ<8>φορτος (proposed by
Beazley) as on LAK 3. The latter is duly doubted by Arena 
(p. 132), Lorber, and Amyx. Indeed, it could neither be justified
as a case of syncope (the vowel is long), nor as one of A.W. (see
§111: the letter-name was very likely σα-, certainly not σο-). The
first explanation (not mentioned by Lorber and Amyx), on the
other hand, obscure as its cognate in Hesychius may be, seems
most suggestive to me as a name for a—no doubt ‘hungry’—man
at a banquet.

(h) The reading Λ�δ�µαƒος is clear. But the form causes lin-
guistic problems. We cannot consider Λαδαµα+ος as suggested
by Neumann (1980: 297 f.),344 who thinks that the lower bar of
the E could have vanished in the crack nearby. First, this is not
the case: the letter is complete. Secondly, ∆αµα>ος (Pind. Ol. 13.
69, epithet of Poseidon), as cited by Neumann, is perfect as a
derivative from the stem δαµα-, but not as a second element of
a compound name extended by a suffix (here -ιο-); this would
be unparalleled. To take the name as a compound with the 
second element -µαƒος,345 leaves us with the difficulty of what 
is Λαδα-. As explained by Kretschmer (p. 48), an extension of a
compound name (Λαδ�µας), here in -wo-, is odd; A. Morpurgo
Davies suggests to me that we might take the [w] as etymolo-
gically unjustified (see §506) and compare the name with the
thematizations with -ο- in compounds like �γ1ραος (also
πολυγ1ραος, εI- and βου-κ
ραος, etc). A further possibility is
suggested by J. Mansfield (apud Amyx): Λαδ�µα{ƒο}ς could have

343 Amyx points out that Arena’s reference to CIG 2405 for *ΕJων is based
on a mistake by Pape–Benseler.

344 Heydemann, who first proposed this solution, did not write
“ΛΑ∆ΑΜΑEΟΣ”, but “$A!A3AFoµ (Λαδαµα>ος?)”, i.e. he did not consider
that the digamma could be an E, but thought of an w.

345 Probably with etymologically unjustified digamma, as e.g. in Ο7ν%µαος
(see Wachter (1987), 119).
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arisen by confusion with Λα<ƒο>δ�µας, i.e. by transposition of
its syllable -ƒο-. This would be a very bad mistake (for other 
mistakes concerning minimal syllables see §112), but the fact 
that for the next warrior, (i), we find the name Λαδ�µας, seems
to be more than mere coincidence. Did the writer notice his 
mistake, and had a more successful go with the next figure? 
(This may be the case even without Mansfield’s suggestion; at
any rate, the writer did not use the ‘grand’ form Λαƒο- at his
second attempt.) We cannot be certain.

(i) Arena cites a parallel (sc. in non-Attic dialect) on a later
Attic amphora, ARV 168 (Brit. Mus. E 256). ( j) is an everyday
horsey name (see also §425 on COR 66i).

°  , . . --

Frs. of a column krater from Corinth, by the Sphortos P. (see
Amyx) (1972). Bibliography: Ch. K. Williams II (1973), 10–12,
no. 12, ph. pl. 3; Lorber (1979), 84 f., no. 133, phs. pl. 42; LIMC
i, ‘Achilleus’ 811, ‘Antilochos’ i. 27; LIMC iii, ‘Automedon’ 51;
Amyx (1988), 582, no. 93 (cat. p. 329, no. A-3); LIMC vi,
‘Memnon’ 31*, ph. pl. 234. Photographs: Williams and Lorber
quite cl.; LIMC only (b)–(d ), uncl.346 Scene: A chariot and chari-
oteer to l. (no name preserved), a warrior (b) to r. fighting another
to l. (c) over the dead body of a third lying on the ground, head
to the l. (d ). On an isolated fr.347 there are a white and a plaited
black horse tail, a red himation of a woman to r. (no name 
preserved) standing beyond the horses (her identity has escaped
the earlier editors), and reins; in the gap between the woman 
and where there must have been a chariot and charioteer, there
is inscr. (a), written downwards and retrograde, therefore belong-
ing to a lost figure to the r., i.e. the above-mentioned charioteer.
Date: LC (Lorber); c.560 (LIMC ).

(a) ; AsTo (b) AXSqqbsµ (c) ; bm6o6 (d ) A6Tw
(a) Αυτο[. . .] (b) Αχιλλeäς (c) [.]eµνον (d ) Αντi[. . .]
(a) ΑIτο[µ
δ4ν], (b) �χιλλeäς, (c) [Μ ]õµν4ν, (d ) �ντ\ [λοχος].

Epigraphy: (a) and (b) were read by Williams, (c) and (d) by Lorber.
Interpretation: Achilleus and Memnon fighting over the dead
Antilochos (labels).

For the scene in general see §454. The two characters on the 
isolated fragment, a woman to r. (no name preserved)348 and the
figure labelled (a) ΑIτο[µ
δ4ν], must be Achilleus’ mother 
and charioteer. According to the direction principle (see §105),

the figure named (a) must have been to the right of the label; i.e.
the floating fragment can be located to the l. of the others, which
show part of Achilleus’ charioteer (see my dr.). The labels pose
no problems. Those of Memnon’s mother and charioteer are, alas,
lost. What is preserved is as expected.

*  , . . --

Fr. of a column krater from Corinth (1950). Bibliography: Amyx
(1988), 582, no. 94 (not in cat.), dr. pl. 142. 5. Photographs: —.
Scene: Wheels of a chariot to l. with charioteer, of whom an elbow
is left (named behind his back). Of a second quadriga the horses,
reins, and a section of the wheel are preserved.349 Date: —.

rAS o
[. . . ?]παι . ο .[. . . ?]
[5 Ι ]π(π)α�l4m (?).

Epigraphy: In front of the first preserved letter, one narrow letter
could be lost (not taken into consideration by Amyx). The letter
after the iota could be a mu or san, the one after the omicron a
mu or nu or san, but probably not the same as the former (Amyx
only considers san in both instances). Interpretation: Chariot
scene, probably non-heroic (label).

The following considerations led me to the restoration
[5 Ι ]π(π)α�l4m (?): (1) As the man is a charioteer, a name with 
6 Ιππ- would be appropriate. (2) The fourth and sixth preserved
letters could be µ-ς, µ-ν, or σ-ν. (3) In Bechtel there are no names
in -αιµος (p. 25) nor in -α�σων (p. 29), but there is a 6 Ιππα�µων
(p. 25). If this is correct, in view of the lack of space at the 
beginning we can hardly restore Ηι-, but have to read 5 Ιπ(π)-,
without aspiration (see §210). No identification with any known
character puts itself forward.

  , . .  .  

Fr. of a krater from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Glynn (1981), 122
f., ph. pl. 21. 1; Amyx (1988), 582 f., no. 95 (not in cat.), ph. pl.
138. 1; LIMC vi, ‘Nereus’ 23*, ph. pl. 520; Schefold (1993), 244,
ph. 245 fig. 262. Photographs: Amyx, LIMC, Schefold cl. Scene:
Head of a man (no name preserved), wrestling with an old 
man with fish body (a). They are watched by four women to l.,
one partly covered by them (no name preserved), two others 
clearly visible (no names preserved), and another one, (b), a small
section of whose skirt is all that is left (the label is written down-
wards in front of her). Date: LC I (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx); 2nd q.
6th cent. (LIMC ).

346 Other incomplete phs. in BCH 97, p. 292; AR in JHS 93, p. 12; AD 28B,
pl. 124.

347 Shown correctly on Williams’s pl., but upside-down on Lorber’s.
348 A similar layout of a chariot and a woman beyond the horses can be seen

e.g. on Vatican 126 (Amyx, p. 198, no. A-8; ph. Bakir (1974), pl. 3); see ad PCO
5 above. 349 The scene may have been of the type of COR 68.
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(a) ^bçbVµ (b) ; !oç
(a) Νερευς (b) [. . . ?]δορi[. . . ?]
(a) Ν3ρε,ς, (b) ∆4ρ\ [ς].

Epigraphy: (b) Not … as suggested by J. Mansfield (apud Amyx,
who, however, rejects the suggestion), as is evident from where
the fluid paint ran in the letters, which is always at their bottom.
This being established, the rho must be read retrograde. Amyx
says that the last letter ‘seems not to be an iota’. But in view of
the great variation in size of the letters in (a), the wavy line fol-
lowing the edge of the break could well be an iota, better than
any other vowel-sign at any rate (omicron, assumed by Amyx, is
unlikely because of the angle at the bottom). Interpretation:
Herakles wrestling with Nereus (labels).

For the myth see §415. The names are as expected.

* A‒B ()  , . 
 .  , ()  ()

(A) Fr. of a krater from Gela (1896 or earlier); lost in World War
II (E. Paul, per litt., with correct inv. no.). (B) Fr. of a krater from
? (1977 or earlier). Bibliography: (A) Hauser (1896), 178, no. 3;
Payne (1931), 164 no. 19, cat. no. 1192; Arena (1967), 88, no. 33;
Lorber (1979), 46 f., no. 53, ph. pl. 10; only mentioned by Amyx
(1988), 600, no. 5 (not in cat.). (B) Amyx (1988), 583, no. 96 (not
in cat.), dr. pl. 142. 6; Chamay (1990), with ph. and dr. p. 47;
Wachter (1990a) and (1990b); mentioned LIMC vi, ‘Nereides’ 11.
Photographs: (A) Lorber quite cl. (B) Chamay quite cl. Vidi 16
Nov. 1990. Scene: (A) Parts of two dressed women to l., the name
of the first is lost, that of the second is half preserved (it started
in front of her face). The position of the two arms preserved shows
that the women were dancing (Lorber) or walking quickly. To
the r., a small remnant of what may have been a wing (Lorber)
is visible. (B) Dressed woman (named) hastening to l. (but prob-
ably looking back), parts of a man, striding in the same direction
(no name preserved). Date: (A) MC (Lorber). (B) LC I, red-ground
(i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

(A) A6bçA (B) ; r^oTomb!owµA
(A) [. . .]. ανερα (B) Πνοτοµεδοισα
(A) [Καλ(λ)?]i�νερ(ρ?)α. (B) Πν4τοµ
δοισα.

Epigraphy: (A) According to Lorber (n. 292), in front of the first
alpha there are traces of a G, J or w. He therefore rejects Arena’s
restoration Φανερ� (unattested). Interpretation: (A) Unidentified
scene, perhaps with Nereids (Peleus surprising Thetis and her
sisters?) (label). (B) Unidentified scene with Nereids, perhaps
Peleus surprising Thetis and her sisters (label).

(A) Payne and Lorber assume a dancing scene, but the name,
whose most plausible restoration -�νειρα sounds heroic (as

admitted by Lorber, n. 293), rather suggests a mythical episode.
Therefore Hauser’s suggestion of a fleeing Nereid seems better
to me (see §433). This would suggest some literary background
and could solve the problem of the ‘incorrect’, i.e. non-epichoric,
spelling with <ε> (b) instead of <b> (G) for the earlier (real) 
diphthong [ei] in [-aneira] (<*-aner-ja). In any case, it is not neces-
sary to doubt an interpretation -�νειρα (∆ηϊ- Hauser, Payne), as
Arena and Lorber did. For we have several certain examples of
an analogous spelling in the name of Poseidon. But whereas those
cases may be due to foreigners working at Corinth (see §§219, 255),
in our case, in view of a possible literary connection and the fact
that an [r] follows the sound in question, we may prefer the
‘Lesbian’ poetic explanation as indicated above; see §433.

(B) For the interpretation of the name (a speaking name, 
see §239) and its equally ‘Lesbian’ form, as well as the possible
setting of the fragment, see §433. Moreover, see §508.

It should perhaps be checked whether the two fragments
could belong to one vase.

  , . . 

Column krater from Monte Sannace (Gioia del Colle), by the
Poteidan P. (see Amyx) (soon after 1860: Gervasio, pp. 8 f.).
Bibliography: Gervasio (1921), 46–51, drs. figs. 39 f., ph. pl. 7.
4; Payne (1931), 166 no. 55, cat. no. 1459; Arena (1967), 106, 
no. 67; Lorber (1979), 85 f., no. 135; Amyx (1988), 583, no. 97
(cat. p. 266, no. A-1, bibl.), ph. pl. 121. 1; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’
151, with dr. Photographs: Gervasio sm.; Amyx invis. Scene: 
Three youths on winged horses, holding tridents; the third one
is named. On the reverse there are padded dancers (no inscrs.).
Date: LC (Lorber), 2nd q. 6th cent. (LIMC ).

rOTG!A7
Ποτflδαν
Ποτ!δ1ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unspecified riding scene with
Poseidon (label).

For the name, more often attested on the Corinthian pinakes
(COP), see §255; for its contraction see §506. For the triple rep-
resentation of the figure see §405; for other aspects of Poseidon
see §302 with nn. 954 f.

*°  ,   

Column krater from Caere, near the Poteidan P. (see Amyx) 
(ex Campana inv. 41; 1857 or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp
ii. 6; mentioned by de Witte (1865), 46; Graef (1886), with dr.
pl. 10. 1; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 255 f., no. 19;
Kretschmer (1888), 167, no. 26; Kretschmer (1894), 22, no. 25
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(bibl.); F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3144; Pottier (1897), 58; Payne
(1931), 166 no. 56, cat. no. 1461; EAA vii. 776, with ph. fig. 892;
Schefold (1964), 80, and (1966), 85, phs. [pl.] 70b–c; Arena 
(1967), 106, no. 69; Lorber (1979), 89, no. 144, ph. pl. 43; Amyx
(1988), 583, no. 98 (cat. p. 266, no. B-1, bibl.); LIMC vi,
‘Nereides’ 271*, ph. pl. 491; Schefold (1993), 296, phs. 296 f. 
figs. 318a–b; LIMC vii, ‘Peleus’ 47. Photographs: Schefold and
LIMC uncl.; EAA invis.; Lorber rather sm. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990.
Scene: A man to r. (named) jumping up from behind an altar 
and a tree, attacking seven women, who try to escape to r. (not
named). Date: c.560 (Schefold (1964) and (1966), LIMC vii); 
LC (Lorber); c.575–550 (LIMC vi); c.570 (Schefold (1993) ).

rbqbVµ
Πεkευς
Π3kε,ς.

Epigraphy: Part of the lambda is visible (see dr.). Interpretation:
Peleus surprising Thetis and her sisters (label).

Lorber observes that the name Π3kε,ς is not leading away from
the head of the figure but floating high up over it, which is more
the position of labels on Attic vases. The scene had first been 
misunderstood (see Kretschmer with earlier bibl.), and it was—
as far as I can see—de Witte who found the correct interpreta-
tion (‘une autre kélébé qui montre Pélée et les Néréides’). For
the myth see §433.

   ()

Column krater from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Cahn–Berger-
Haas–Perry (1980), 19, no. 41, phs. pls. 11 f.; Amyx (1988), 
583, no. 99 (not in cat.); LIMC vi, ‘Laidas’ 2*, ph. pl. 86.
Photographs: Cahn–Berger-Haas–Perry (a) uncl., (b)–(d) quite cl.,
(e) uncl., ( f ) quite cl.; LIMC only (a)–(d ), cl. Scene: A chari-
oteer (a) in a chariot to r. Beyond the horses a warrior, labelled
(b) below the horses, is stabbing another one, who is falling (to
r.) beyond the horses of his own quadriga (to l.). His label (c) is
written to the r. of his horses’ hind legs; his charioteer (d) is wait-
ing in the chariot. On the reverse there are three horsemen to l.,
unnamed, (e), and ( f ). Date: c.560 (Cahn–Berger-Haas–Perry);
LC I (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

(a) vSo^ (b) ; ASF)M (c) !oN (d ) ; qAe!AM
(e) — ( f ) qSoN

(a) Dιον (b) Αιƒας (c) ∆ον (d) Λαιδας (e) ? ( f ) Dιον

(a) D�4ν, (b) ΑFƒας, (c) ∆(� )4ν, (d ) Λ��δ�ς. (e) ?, ( f ) D�4ν.

Epigraphy: In view of the rectangular digamma in (b), the first
letters of (a) and ( f ), which resemble lambdas, are probably 
not intended for digammas as Amyx suggests, but are likely 

to be unfinished deltas. (c) cannot be [Σαρπ�]δ8ν as suggested
by Cahn–Berger-Haas–Perry and accepted by Amyx, since the
falling warriors’ l. arm and shield were next to his head where
the alleged missing letters should be, and this leaves no room even
for one or two letters. (e) is partly destroyed and illegible on 
the phs. Interpretation: Pseudo-heroic battle scene (labels). Non-
heroic riding scene (labels).

Not only the ‘lambdas’ in (a) and ( f ), which are probably
unfinished deltas (see §112) and are in contrast to the complete
ones in (c) and (d ), but also the omitted iota in (c) (see ibid.) sug-
gest that the writer was not very sure of what he was doing. The
dull throwaway names (see §§237, 239) fit this view. For name
(b), one of the most frequent mythical names on Corinthian vases,
see §209; it gives the scene a pseudo-heroic touch.

  , . . . 

Oinochoe from ?, Andromeda Group (see Amyx) (found ?).
Bibliography: Payne (1931), 86, 165 no. 33, cat. no. 1389, dr. 87
fig. 27D; Benson (1953), 107, no. 9; Arena (1967), 94 f., no. 47
(autopsy); ph. Himmelmann-Wildschütz (1967), pl. 9a; phs.
Bocci (1970), pl. 26. 4–5; Lorber (1979), 61, no. 90; LIMC iv,
‘Euphamos’ ii. 1, ‘Gorgo, Gorgones’ 241*, phs. pl. 179; Amyx
(1988), 583 f., no. 100 (cat. pp. 267 f., no. A-1). Photographs:
Himmelmann-Wildschütz invis.; Bocci only (a), quite cl.; LIMC
invis. Scene: A horseman to r. (a), a Gorgon running to r. (b),
and a horseman to l. (c). Date: LC (Lorber); 2nd q. 6th cent.,
c.570–550 (LIMC iv).

(a) bYø)3oM (b) µ5b7oe (c) roqVµ
(a) Ευφαµος (b) Σθενοι (c) Πολυς
(a) ΕJφ�µος, (b) Σθεν(ν?)8ι, (c) Π%λυς.

Epigraphy: (c) was first read by Arena. Interpretation: Pseudo-heroic
riding scene with a Gorgon (labels).

For the character of the names and of the scene as a whole see
§469.

(a) ΕJφ�µος is a full-blown, (c) Π%λυς an abbreviated 
semi-throwaway compound name (see §237 for both). (b) It is 
not certain whether we have to read Σθzν8ι, Σθενν8ι, or Σθ3ν8ι
(see §469); for the type of name see §236.

  ,   

Amphora from Caere, Andromeda Group (see Amyx) (1877).
Bibliography: Löschcke (1878), 301–4, with drs. MonIned 10, pl.
52. 1–3; Furtwängler (1885), no. 1652; Kretschmer (1888), 171,
no. 34; Kretschmer (1894), 25, no. 38; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),
no. 3141; mentioned by Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; dr.



   

Pfuhl (1923), fig. 190; Zahn (1925), 82–4, with ph. fig. 1; Payne
(1931), 165 no. 42, cat. no. 1431; Neugebauer (1932), 22, ph. 
pl. 13; Benson (1953), 107, no. 1; ph. EAA i. 363 fig. 503;
Schauenburg (1960), 53 with n. 351, and 56; Schefold (1964), 
33, and (1966), 36, ph. [pl.] 44b; Arena (1967), 99 f., no. 57, ph.
pl. 17. 1; Lorber (1979), 59 f., no. 88, phs. pl. 19; LIMC i,
‘Andromeda’ i. 1*, ph. pl. 622; LIMC iv, ‘Euarchos’ 1*, ph. pl.
20; Amyx (1988), 584, no. 101 (cat. p. 268, no. A-4, bibl.), phs.
pl. 123. 2a–b; Schefold (1993), 232 f., with ph. fig. 245; LIMC
vii, ‘Perseus’ 187. Photographs: Zahn, Neugebauer, EAA, and
Schefold only (a)–(c), quite cl.; Arena only (d ) and (e), quite cl.;
Lorber all, quite cl.; LIMC i (a) uncl., (b) and (c) quite cl., rest
invis.; LIMC iv only (d) and (e), quite cl.; Amyx all, sm. but quite
cl. Scene: On one side there is the head of a sea-monster to r. (a),
at which Perseus (b), with winged shoes, bag, and hat, is about
to throw large stones; behind him a woman (c) brings more stones.
On the other side a man (d ) is riding on a male ass (e), next to
them a dog is running along. Date: c.550 (Schefold (1964) and
(1966) ); LC (Lorber); 2nd q. 6th cent. (LIMC i, vii); c.570–550
(LIMC iv); c.560 (Schefold (1993) ).

(a) KbToM (b) ; rbPMbVM (c) ; A^!Pomb!A
(d ) ; bVF0P+oM (e) o^oM

(a) Κετος (b) Περσευς (c) Ανδροlεδα (d ) Eυƒαρχος
(e) Ονος

(a) κ0τος, (b) Περσε,ς, (c) �νδροl
δ�. (d ) ΕJƒαρχος, 
(e) 0νος.

Epigraphy: The tau in (a), the mu in (c), and the epsilon in 
(d ) are damaged, but not to be doubted. Interpretation: Perseus
freeing Andromeda (labels). Non-heroic riding scene (labels).

(a) For the naming of animals on Corinthian vases, Amyx refers
to our (e) (below) and COR 87f, to which add COR 71d É�π(π)οι
and COR 102e j[�]π[ρ]oς (closely related in style to our vase).
In Homer, κKτος means various things: Il. 13. 27 ‘sea beasts’,
20. 147 ‘sea monster’; Od. 5. 421 ‘big strange sea creature’, 12.
97 ‘big sea creature’, 4. 443, 446, 452 ‘seals’. (b) For the cluster
[rs] see §214. (c) The name is first attested in Hes. fr. 135. 6 M–W
�νδροµ
δας. Why there is a long [a] in the epic (as well as in
the Attic) form of the name is not clear, but need not concern
us here. (d ) P. Müller (LIMC iv) thinks of a daemon, for which
I see no reason. The name ΕJαρχo[ς] on an Attic rf. stamnos,
cited by Arena (see CVA Belgium, 2 (iii. Ic), pl. 13c), designates
a symposiast carrying an amphora and has nothing to do with our
figure. The name is non-heroic and well attested (Bechtel, p. 81,
Pape–Benseler, s.v.). For the glide [w] see §207. The feminine
form of this name, also with a glide, occurs on BOI 10 (c/g), also
in an everyday scene. Should we count the name among the semi-
throwaway names (see §237)? (e) ‘Actually, the animal looks more
like a mule (Oµ�ονος), but we must respect the writer’s label’
(Amyx). See (a) above.

*°  , , . 
 . 

Hydria from Caere, Andromeda Group (see Amyx) (1836 or 
earlier). Bibliography: mentioned by Abeken (1836), 310 n. 1; dr.
MusEtrGreg (1842), ii, pl. 17. 2; CIG (iv), no. 7374; Kretschmer
(1888), 161, no. 11; Kretschmer (1894), 18, no. 13; F. Blass, SGDI
(1899), no. 3127; Albizzati (1922–42), 43 f., no. 124, ph. pl. 12;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 2; Payne (1931), 166 no. 46, cat.
no. 1443 with dr. fig. 172; ph. EAA i. 364 fig. 504; E. Simon in
Helbig (1963), 643, no. 882; Benson (1953), 107, no. 4; Arena
(1967), 101 f., no. 60, ph. pl. 20. 1 (autopsy); von Steuben
(1968), 43, with dr. fig. 20; Lorber (1979), 61, no. 91, phs. pl.
21; LIMC iii, ‘Charon’ ii. 1; Amyx (1988), 584, no. 102 (cat. 
p. 268, no. A-6, bibl.). Photographs: Albizzati quite cl.; EAA only
(a)–( f ), uncl.; Arena only (i) and ( j), quite cl.; Lorber all, quite
cl. Scene: Three men to r., (a)–(c), running to the central scene
where two hunters, (d ) to r. and ( f ) to l., are stabbing a boar to
r. (e). From the r. another two men, (g) and (h), running, and a
horseman ( j) on his horse (i)350 are approaching. Date: 2nd q. 6th
cent. (Simon); LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC ).

(a) ; pOqVøAmoµ (b) o^ (c) Feo^ (d ) Feo7
(e) K r oµ ( f ) ;!wo^ (g) ; XAPoN
(h) ; poqVµTPAToµ (i) ; hoPAˆ ( j) ; øPYˆ

(a) Πολυφαµος (b) Ä[.]ον (c) Åιον (d ) Åιον
(e) J[.]π[.]oς ( f ) ∆ιον (g) Χαρον (h) Πολυστρατος
(i) œοραξ ( j) Φρυξ

(a) Πολ,φ�µος, (b) Ä[� ]4ν, (c) Å�4ν, (d ) Å�4ν, 
(e) j[�]π[ρ]oς, ( f ) ∆�4ν, (g) Χ�ρ4ν, (h) Πολ,στρατος, 
(i) œ%ραξ, ( j) Φρ,ξ.

Epigraphy: (e) Arena is puzzled about the first letter.351 Lorber
writes V[ο>ρ]oς, thinking of χο>ρος ‘pig’, but the remnant of the
first letter is impossible to read as a chi. Since almost all names,
viz. (a)–(d ), ( f ), (g), and (i), are written in a ‘hanging garland’
way, we can take the first letter as a kappa not yet in the upward
position, which leads to a reading κ�προς (also suggested by Amyx,
who did not check it though). This was confirmed by the excel-
lent original ph. which shows traces of the vertical stroke above
the meeting-point of the two oblique bars (see dr.). The ph. also
shows the top of a square, i.e. the pi, a bit more than half-way
between kappa and omicron, and on either side of it there is one
letter missing: a broader alpha, and a narrower rho. (h) The lambda
is clearly visible on Lorber’s ph. ( [λ], Lorber and Amyx). ( j) was
first read by Arena. Interpretation: Boar-hunt, perhaps pseudo-
heroic (labels).

350 Not one of the dogs (as Amyx suggests), which are far away, next to the
boar.

351 He takes it as ‘estremamente singolare. Parebbe una particolare riduzione
dello ssade ionico.’
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The writing is very cursive. If we consider the starting-point prin-
ciple (see §104), which is normally observed on this vase except
that ( j) is written under the horse’s belly for lack of space next
to the horseman’s head, it seems that the writer first wrote (a) as
the name of the second man and only afterwards reassigned it to
the first, adding (b) to the r. of the second.

Although several names in this boar-hunt scene, namely
(b)–(d ), ( f ), (g), and probably also (h), seem to suggest a colour-
less, throwaway-type labelling (see §237), name (a), perhaps
together with (i) and ( j), might open a line to some historical or
literary background (see §473).

(a) Πολ,φ�µος is almost exclusively known as the name of two
heroic figures, a Cyclops and a Lapith (see §473). The historical
example cited by Amyx (Bechtel, p. 379) is from the second cen-
tury and is likely to be due to the revival of heroic names in
Hellenistic times (see Bechtel’s list, pp. 571 ff.). But the name
also reminds us of the Πολυ- names, like (h), which seems clearly
non-heroic; and the element -φ�µος occurs with a somewhat
colourless touch also in COR 100a and COR 114d (see §237).

(e) For other labels of animals see ad COR 101a. (i) œ%ραξ,
which recurs on COR 70 ( f ), means ‘raven’ and is very appro-
priate for a dark horse (see §244).352 ( j) Φρ,ξ also occurs on COR
18 (an admirer of Aineta); it is an ethnic used as a name (see §241).

*°  ,    
. 

Hydria from Vulci, Andromeda Group (see Amyx) (before
1859). Bibliography: Brunn (1859), 129; Fröhner (1891), 12, 
no. 60, with drs. above and p. 13; Payne (1931), 166 no. 49, cat.
no. 1448; Jeffery (1948), 202; Hill (1952), with ph.; Hill (1965),
with ph.; Lorber (1979), 63 f., no. 96, ph. pl. 25; LIMC iii, ‘Bion’
1*, ph. pl. 94; Amyx (1988), 584 f., no. 103 (cat. p. 268, no. A-7).
Photographs: Hill (both) and Lorber uncl.; LIMC quite cl. Scene:
Three horsemen galloping to l. Although there is plenty of
space, only the second, (a), on a white horse, the third, (c), and
his horse (b)353 are named. Date: LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC).

(a) ; Blo^ (b) )64oS (c) F0ZAS
(a) Βιον (b) Nανθος (c) Åαχας
(a) Β�4ν, (b) Ξ�νθος, (c) Å1χ�ς.

Epigraphy: All difficult letters but one show clearly on the ori-
ginal ph. (the same as in LIMC ). (b) The form of the first letter
is exactly as shown by Fröhner (see the drs., one copied from
Fröhner and one made by E. D. Reeder, who both examined 
the original). The letter is very sloppy anyway and consists 
of mainly two strokes, plus a very thin third one (the letter is 

completely preserved); see below. The fourth clearly contains a
cross, and the last is a S (see dr.). (c) Lorber wrongly claims that
the final sigma is not clear; although it is almost a straight line,
it starts as expected with a slight turn at the top and shows another
turn further down, above the blur where the paint collected (there
is nothing to its r. that could belong to it); on the whole, it is the
same as the last letter of (b). Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene
(labels, probably in Chalcidian script).

Nobody (not even Fröhner, see his p. v) seems to have noticed
that this vase is identical with that described 30 years earlier by
Brunn: ‘Poco o quasi nulla ho da dire intorno a’ vasi vulcenti. A
Civitavecchia presso il sig. D. Bucci vidi un’ idria di stile antico,
cioè con figure brunastre ed ornamenti rossi e bianchi sopra fondo
giallastro. Ai tre cavalieri imberbi, vestiti di tunica, che vi sono
dipinti, sono aggiunte le iscrizioni BION (da d.); ΞΑΝΘΟÜ fl
ÅΑΨΑΙ.’

The inscriptions on this vase make it necessary to decide
between two possibilities. Either we resort to non-Corinthian 
letter-forms and obtain labels which make sense, or we read
Corinthian letter-forms and accept that the names do not make
sense. As we cannot argue for nonsense inscriptions in such a case,
we have to accept the first possibility and must try to find a
justification for the foreign letter forms (see §260).

(a) Fröhner had read Β�ων, Payne preferred Ειον (for Ιον),
but Jeffery rightly doubts this reading: ‘one may also suspect that
the first name is intended for Β�ων, not ΕFων’, noting (n. 1) that
‘the normal Corinthian form of Ion should in any case be Å�ων.’
Lorber expressly returns to Β�ον. Amyx leaves the choice open.
In view of the whole of the inscriptions, Fröhner (and Jeffery,
Lorber, P. Müller in LIMC ) must be right.

(b) The first letter of this label Ξ�νθος was considered to be
a ̂ . Therefore Jeffery, who could not check the vase itself, which
was lost at the time, speaks of a ‘confusion of alphabets with the
ˆ used for ξ and the Z for chi.’ If ̂ were the correct reading, we
would indeed have a confusion of alphabets, since there is no 
writing system with ̂ = [ks] (‘blue’) and Z = [kh] (‘red’). But the
sign in reality consists of no more than two thick strokes and pos-
sibly a thin one joining the two; in particular, a lower horizontal
bar was never drawn. It seems more likely, therefore, that this
letter is meant to be a ‘red’ xi of the + form whose two strokes
did not meet and were joined with a third, rather than a four-stroke
‘blue’ xi of the ˆ form of which one horizontal stroke is entirely
missing and the main vertical hasta—if it is drawn at all—is as
faint and short as it is. If this is correct, there is no longer a con-
fusion of alphabets, but the writing system is consistent again,
although not Corinthian (see §260).

Müller is puzzled by the fact that Xanthos here designates a
black horse. But first, its colour is purple, added onto black;354352 The similar name in IG xii/3. 545 (see SEG 26. 946) is not to be read

œ%ρα$ς, even if the omicron belongs to the word �γαθ%ς; for in that case we
should read œ%ρα$(ο)ς with A.W. (see §111), since final [ks] would normally be
written -κς. For another attestation of the name œ%ρα$ος (in the gen.) see
Fraser–Matthews (bibl.).

353 Its colour is purple, somewhat negligently added on black (see below).

354 I would like to thank E. D. Reeder, who checked this for me. Fröhner already
mentioned that the tunics of the riders are ‘en pourpre’, and these look exactly
the same as our horse on the black-and-white ph. Some of this colour, even more
negligently, is also added to the first horse.
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were the horse meant to be black, it would have been left black.
Secondly, ξανθ%ς does not mean ‘white, light’ in connection with
horses, but ‘bay’ (see LSJ, s.v.), a medium brown. This colour
could not be more accurately expressed in Corinthian bf. vase-
painting than by adding purple, since added white and probably
also the bare clay, which is very light beige, are too light355 and
black is too dark (see also COR 67 and 85).

(c) The third letter of Å1χ�ς is a ‘red’ chi, as mentioned. (Åαψας
makes no sense.) The name is similar to, though not the same as,
Å�χυς (COR 63, 67a, 119a, CHA 13d). We do not know whether
we have to read Å1χ�ς (gen. -�) or Å�χας (gen. -αντος).

  ,  . . ‒. 

Krater (of ‘Chalcidian’ shape, Amyx) from near Capua, Andromeda
Group (see Amyx) (1766 or earlier). Bibliography: d’Hancarville
(1766), 152–65, with drs. pls. 1–4; mentioned by Abeken (1836),
309 f.; CIG (iv), no. 7373 (bibl.); Kretschmer (1888), 171, no. 32;
BM Cat. B (1893), no. 37 (bibl.); Kretschmer (1894), 25, no. 36
(bibl.); F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3126; Walters–Birch (1905),
i. 321, ph. pl. 21. 2; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 1; Payne
(1931), 168 no. 68, cat. no. 1478, ph. pl. 41. 1; Jeffery (1948),
203; Benson (1953), 107, no. 5; Arena (1967), 120, no. 86, phs.
pls. 30, 31. 1; Bakır (1974), 20, no. K 76, ph. pl. 5; Lorber (1979),
61 f., no. 92, phs. pl. 22; LIMC i, ‘Antiphatas’ 1*, ph. pl. 687;
Amyx (1988), 585, no. 104 (cat. p. 268, no. A-8, bibl.).
Photographs: Walters–Birch only (a)–(d ), sm., but (c) cl.; Payne
and Bakır only (b)–(d), quite cl.; Arena and Lorber quite cl.;
LIMC only part of (a), and (b), cl. Vidi 13 June 1988. Scene: 
On one side three men to r., (a)–(c), are attacking a boar from
behind and two, (d ) and unnamed, from the front. On the other
side three horsemen are riding to l., unnamed, (e), and ( f ).356 Date:
LC (Lorber); c.550–540 (LIMC).

(a) ; roqV!Aµ (b) A^Twø)T)µ (c) roqVø)µ
(d ) ; bV!oPoµ (e) ; rA^TSrroµ
( f ) ; roqV!oPoµ

(a) Πολυδας (b) Αντιφατας (c) Πολυφας (d ) Ευδορος
(e) Παντιππος ( f ) Πολυδορος

(a) Πολ,δ�ς, (b) �ντιφ�τ�ς, (c) Πολ,φας, (d) ΕJδ4ρος. 
(e) Π�ντιππος, ( f ) Πολ,δ4ρος.

Epigraphy: (e) The iota, though almost straight, is clearly of 
the three-stroke type ( Jeffery; Lorber, n. 375). Interpretation: 
Non-heroic boar-hunt and riding scenes (labels).

For the shape of this krater see §260 with n. 942.
(a) Πολ,δ�ς is a hypocoristic from a Πολυ-δα- compound

name, for example -δ�µας (see §232), used as a semi-throwaway
Πολυ- name, like (c) and ( f ) (see §237). The same name, prob-
ably newly created, occurs in the second century  (see Amyx).
(b) �ντιφ�τ�ς is a ‘common name, both heroic and historical’
(Amyx).357 There is no reason to look for a heroic connection here.
We cannot be absolutely sure about the quantity of the first [a]:
�ντιφ�της has a short vowel in epic, but there is also -φ1της in
ΕIφ1της (Il. 15. 532; as a historical name in Boiotia, Bechtel, 
p. 446) or Περιφ1της (see CHA 8d) with a long one. (c) Πολ,φας
is a hypocoristic, probably of the type in -αντ- (see §232), from
a Πολυ-φα- compound name, for example -φ�µος (see §228), used
as a semi-throwaway Πολυ- name like (a) and ( f ). (d ) ΕJδ4ρος
is ‘both heroic and historical’ (Amyx), here a colourless name like
( f ) (see §237). (e) Π�ντιππος is a horsey name (see §238). The
second element starts without aspiration (see §210), as pointed
out by Kretschmer (1888); see also COR 14e Ν�κιπ(π)ος. ( f )
Πολ,δ4ρος is ‘both heroic and historical’ (Amyx). It is the third
name with Πολυ- on this vase and the second with -δ4ρος, as
pointed out by Amyx.

°  ,  
  

Krater (of ‘Chalcidian’ shape, Amyx) from Italy, Andromeda
Group (see Amyx) (1896 or earlier). Bibliography: Herrmann
(1898), 131 f., no. 11; Fränkel (1912a), 16–19, 82 f., ph. pl. 1;
Payne (1931), 168 no. 67, 330 with dr. fig. 174, cat. no. 1477, dr.
pl. 37. 5; Buschor (1969), 76, ph. 73 fig. 80; Arena (1967), 122
f., no. 90, phs. pls. 32–4;358 ph. ArchKal 4–17 Oct. 1971; Lorber
(1979), 62 f., no. 93, phs. pl. 23; LIMC iii, ‘Dion’ 2; Amyx (1988),
585 f., no. 105 (cat. p. 269, no. A-10, bibl.); LIMC vi, ‘Laidas’
5*, ph. pl. 87; not in LIMC vii, ‘Sime’ i. Photographs: Fränkel
and Buschor only (b)–(h), sm.; Arena quite cl.; ArchKal only (a)
uncl. and (b)–(h) mostly quite cl.; Lorber sm. and mostly uncl.;
LIMC only (i)–(k), uncl. Scene: Pairs of padded men and nude
women dancing, namely two men (a) and (b), a woman (c) and
a man (d ), a man (e) and a woman ( f ), two men (g) and (h), and
again two men whose names, if there were any, would have been
in the now broken-off area next to the handle. On the other side
three horsemen, (i)–(k). Date: LC (Lorber); c.570–550 (LIMC
iii).

(a) ; µ o (b) ; 3VPoµ (c) ; µe3C
(d ) aSo7 (e) ; JCçSµ ( f ) qSµ (g) aSo^
(h) mVPSµ (i) qAeaCµ ( j) JC µ (k) ; aSO^

355 Reservation, as Nicholas Milner informs me, was not used for details of
the scene and could not therefore be used for a horse, even if the colour of the
bare clay had suited ξανθ%ς.

356 Not: (e), ( f ), and unnamed. As (e) and ( f ) are written from l. to r., they
are more likely to designate the men from whose horses’ heads they start 
(starting-point principle; see §104) than those to whose back they lead. Yet, the
precise attribution is not very important.

357 See Il. 12. 191; Od. 10. 106; 15. 242; Virg. Aen. 9. 696 (all different char-
acters); for the historical name see Bechtel, p. 572, and Fraser–Matthews.

358 Arena’s nos. in l.-to-r. order (as applied by Lorber, Amyx, and myself):
dancers 5–6–7–1–4–8–2–3; riders 9–10–11.
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(a) R . Ëοr (b) Μυρος (c) Σιµα (d ) ∆ιον (e) Åαρις
( f ) .[.]kkις (g) ∆ιον (h) Μυρις (i) Λαιδας ( j) Åαqir
(k) ∆iοm

(a) R . Ëοr, (b) Μ,ρος, (c) Σ-µ�, (d ) ∆�4ν, (e) Å�ρις, 
( f ) J [α]kk�ς (?), (g) ∆�4ν, (h) Μ,ρις. (i) Λ��δ�ς, ( j) Å�qir, 
(k) ∆\4m.

Epigraphy: (a) The old reading … P%qiς (Herrmann, inspired
by CHA 14 j) cannot be correct. (1) The stroke next to the <ο>
cannot belong to a pi, since it is too close to the omicron to be
the main vertical stroke, and too long to be the second down-
stroke; (2) the iota would be inclined in the wrong direction; (3)
this name would be the only one to contradict the starting-point
principle (see §104). Therefore we have to read it from r. to l.
The first letter could be a mu or a san. (d) is shown reversed in
Lorber’s drawing. ( f ) Amyx reads Läqις ?, but the third letter
is not a rho, and the first not a mu. Although the top bars of the
third and fourth letters have not exactly the same position, they
are likely to be both lambdas. The first letter is most likely a kappa
(see my dr. from Arena’s detailed ph.); the broad grey band, which
seems to continue the oblique stroke to the l. on Arena’s ph. and
could suggest a chi, is not in line with the stroke, and therefore
not part of the letter. ( j) A reading Åαχυς is problematic, since
the crossing-point of the alleged chi (not of the Z-type as 
suggested by Payne) is too high up, and the penultimate letter
cannot be an upsilon. Another Åαρις fits better, repeated from
the other side like ∆�ον. Interpretation: Non-heroic dancing and
riding scenes (labels).

For the dancing scene (a)–(h) see §479; the riding scene (i)–(k)
is mentioned in §469.

(a) There are many possible restorations, for example Μ>$ος,
Σ?$ος, or Μα�4ν. (b) For other men’s and women’s names 
connected with µ,ρον ‘unguent’ see Bechtel, p. 602, and see also
(h) and CHA 1j. (c) Although Σ-µη and Σ>µος are well attested
as women’s and men’s names,359 Amyx admits that ‘the meaning
is bacchic or satyric’, referring to an Attic cup in Naples, already
compared by Herrmann (and Arena),360 with on one side the 
heads of ∆ι%νυσος and Σεµ
λ3, on the other side the heads of
∆ι%νυσος and three Maenads, Καλ(λ)�ς and Σ-µ3 and another (as
well as some nonsense inscriptions); see also COR 110a, COR
118b, CHA 1k, CHA 14a, and §239. For the etymology of the
throwaway name (d ), (g), and (k) see §237. (e) Fränkel adduced
Å�ριχος (SGDI 4616 i. 17, from Taras; see Bechtel, p. 580) and
ƒαρ1ν ‘sheep’ (see Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. �ρ1ν);361 see ( j) and

(h). ( f ) The comparison with the Attic vase just mentioned led
me to the restoration J [α]kk�ς. Kappa is a suitable possibility for
the remains of the first letter (next to the thigh of the woman
dancer), and the gap left by the second letter, of which nothing
remains, would be plausibly filled by an alpha. If the restoration
is correct, this creates a remarkable parallel between this
Corinthian vase and the slightly later Attic one, both of which
use outline-technique, common in Corinthian, but less usual in
Attic. For the name see also §239. (h) Μ,ρις (which, like (e), must
be a male hypocoristic; see §231) seems to be a variation of (b).
(i) Λ��δ�ς is a common throwaway name on Corinthian vases
(see §237 and 239). ( j) If our reading of this horseman’s name is
correct, it is a repetition of (e) on the other side, which would
suit the two unimaginative labels (i) and (k).

  , . . . 

Frs. of a column krater from Neapolis (partly 1938 (?), Lazaridis,
Daux; partly 1959, Johnston). Bibliography: Lazaridis (1961/2),
238, ph. pl. 281. 2; Daux (1962), 837, ph. 835 fig. 6; Johnston
(1973), 181–5, with dr.; Boegehold (1974), 34 f. n. 5; Lorber
(1979), 84, no. 131; Pemberton (1983), 66 f. (autopsy); not
among LIMC iv, ‘Gorgones’?; Amyx (1988), 586 f., no. 106 
(not in cat.). Photographs: Lazaridis and Daux quite cl. Scene: 
Part of a fine garment with meander pattern of a lost figure (a),362

and two Gorgons running to r., (b) and (c). On a fr. found in 1959
(unpublished; see Johnston, p. 181, and Pemberton, p. 66 with
n. 10) there is one foot of Perseus (no name preserved). Date: c.570
(Lazaridis); LC (Lorber); LC I (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

(a) roD (b) coPco (c) ; ow
(a) Ποq .[. . .] (b) Γοργο[ι] (c) [. . .]. οι
(a) Π%qË[ος], (b) Γοργ8[ι], (c) [Γορ]c8ι or [Σθε(ν?)]m8ι.

Epigraphy: (a) The first letter seems a clear pi (the shadow 
continuing the right-hand stroke will be nothing). The second is
quite clear. The third is either complete and a delta, or—more
likely—broken off at the bottom and a rho ( Johnston’s dr. is mis-
leading). The fourth could be rho, theta (even one with a cross),
omicron, or qoppa ( Johnston is too restrictive); see below. (c) The
first letter could equally well be the remains of a nu ( Johnston,
Boegehold; see COR 100) as of a gamma (Lorber, Pemberton,
Amyx). Interpretation: Perseus pursued by the Gorgons (labels).

(a) Johnston compares this name, which he reads Πορο[. . .], with
a label on a contemporary Attic hydria in Vienna,363 where
indeed there is a figure watching a Gorgon pursuing Perseus and
bearing the name Π%ροµος ( Johnston’s reading). I have no

359 See Pape–Benseler, s.v., and Bechtel, pp. 490 f. (with many derivatives).
Another example for the fem. name is Σ�µ3 καλ5 on ABV 266. 3 (next to one
of seven water-bearers; why the painter could write this name, whereas he gave
nonsense labels to all the other women, is a matter for speculation).

360 ABV 203, top, no. 1; CVA Italy, 20, pls. 21 f.
361 Arena (followed by Amyx) refers to Pape–Benseler, s.v. jρις. This, how-

ever, is most likely a hypocoristic of �ρι- names and in that case never had a [w]
(see Bechtel, p. 65; Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. �ρι-).

362 Name (a) cannot refer to the Gorgon, whose label is (b).
363 ABV 106, middle = Para. 43 (Vienna 3614), with bibl.
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confidence in this parallel for many reasons.364 Now, the fine mean-
der pattern from which our label starts, if it is a garment (which
is plausible), would have to belong to a very senior figure. Amyx
suggests Athena, but of course her name cannot be reconciled with
the letters on the vase. There is, however, another figure who
would fit the scene equally well, namely the ;λιος γ
ρων ‘Old
Man of the Sea’. He is the Gorgons’ father, and his name is mostly
Φ%ρκυς (e.g. Od. 1. 72 etc., Hes. Th. 237 etc.), but also Φ%ρκος
(Pindar, Sophocles, etc.). The rendering with an unaspirated ini-
tial stop, it is true, would be hard to justify, were it not attested
in a piece of literature whose dialect is fairly close to our
Corinthian, namely Alcm. fr. 1. 19 PMG; see §408. As Alcman
uses the o-stem, we should restore our name accordingly. Since
the name belongs to the literary sphere, the difference [p]:[ph]
may be due to popular etymology rather than to a phonological
process (see ibid.).

Boegehold reads (b) as Γοργ%[νες], but this is unlikely, since
the second Gorgon has her own label (c). I therefore prefer
Γοργ8[ι] for (b). For the formation of the names in -8ι see §236.

  , .  .  

Frs. of a krater (of ‘Chalcidian’ shape, Amyx) from Caere 
(found ?). Bibliography: Rumpf (1923/4), 75–8, no. 12, with phs.
figs. 14 f.; Payne (1931), 169 no. 70, cat. no. 1483, ph. pl. 41. 2;
W. Müller, CVA Germany, 14 (1959), 51 f., phs. pls. 47 f.; Arena
(1967), 121, no. 88; Lorber (1979), 90, no. 147, phs. pl. 44; LIMC
iii, ‘Daipylos’ 1*, ph. pl. 242; Amyx (1988), 587, no. 107 (not in
cat.); LIMC v, ‘Iphitos’ i. 9*, ph. pl. 484; LIMC vi, ‘Laidas’ 4.
Photographs: Rumpf and Payne only (c)–( f ), quite cl., but (c)
incomplete in Payne; CVA and Lorber quite cl.; LIMC iii
(c)–( f ), partly cl.; LIMC v (a)–(b), not very cl. Scene: A warrior
(a) to r., fighting another one who is on one knee, labelled (b)
between his legs. Beyond a quadriga to r., there is a warrior to
r., of whom one leg survives; his name (c) is written on the front
horse’s—no doubt (e) œρο,πιος5—croup. He is fighting his
opponent (d ). The other horses have no names. At the r. end 
a warrior ( f ) is falling to the ground. Date: LC (Lorber);
c.570–550 (LIMC iii).

(a) bVPVTSo7 (b) JSø Toµ (c) !AM
(d ) ; !AwrVqoµ (e) ; hPosreoµ ( f ) !AwrVqoµ

(a) Ευρυτιον (b) Åιφ(ι)τος (c) [. . .]. δας (d) ∆αιπυλος
(e) œρουπιος ( f ) ∆αιπυλος.

(a) ΕIρυτ�4ν, (b) Å-φ(ι)τος, (c) [Λ�?]\δ�ς, (d) ∆��πυλος, 
(e) œρο,πιος, ( f ) ∆��πυλος.

Epigraphy: (a) The last letter is a clear nu. (b) Squeezed into the
wheel of the chariot. The first three letters are to the l. of a spoke,
the last three to its r. Since the tau is still in line with the first
three letters and only the last two had to be added further down
for lack of space, it is unlikely that the little trace of colour under
the phi is the missing iota (as suggested by Lorber, n. 571), where-
upon the writer would have jumped up to the original level again.
This trace is of the same kind as the pseudo-alpha at the begin-
ning, which mystified Payne. There the digamma is written over
what is the remains of paint, but different from that of the letters.
This was clear to Müller, who examined the original (calling the
colour in question ‘rotbraun’) and did not consider that there is
an additional letter in the beginning nor that our little trace may
be the iota. Also the darker colour of the letters is generally well
preserved, which is not the case with this faint trace. (c) The delta
and before that the remains of yet another letter were visible in
Rumpf ’s time (and indeed show on his and Payne’s ph.), but no
longer exist after the vase has been restored (Müller, etc.).
Interpretation: Pseudo-heroic battle scene (labels).

For the character of the scene and the identification of the
fighters with heroic characters see §471. Labels (a) and (b) pose
no problems; the latter was first correctly read by Müller (we can
explain it by A.W.;365 see §111). (c) In view of the remains exist-
ing at the time, and the character of the other names on this vase,
Rumpf ’s restoration [Λ�?]\δ�ς is plausible. Name (d ) and ( f ) is
attested on COR 46A; here it gives the impression of an almost
throwaway-type name. (e) This name, on the other hand, is
unusual, at least within the terms of our knowledge of horse-
names. It was this form which gave the clue to the reading by
Rumpf of œροπιος in CHA 3. For the etymology Rumpf (1927:
52) suggests: ‘Man könnte zur Erklärung die durch verschiedene
an κρουπ- angehängte Suffixe gebildeten Wörter κρο,παλον,
κρο,πεζον, κρο,πετον heranziehen, die klappernde Holzschuhe
bedeuten. Das Pferd $ρο,πιος würde dann seinen Namen dem
Schall der Hufe verdanken, was nicht unpassend wäre.’ This is
plausible. But in terms of formation we have to analyse the name
differently (also the Greek forms which Rumpf cites are not 
all accurate). We have to start from the compound κρο,πεζαι,
meaning ‘wooden shoes for music and oil-pressing’ and formed

364 Although Perseus himself bears a label (underneath), which was read
Πεq(ρ)ε,ς, but is in fact Πειευς (the third example in Kretschmer, p. 177), the
other figures have all nonsense inscrs.: a Sphinx Uƒτƒς, next the figure
Ποροµος, then the Gorgon Hετος, Athena Pptες holding a wreath, Perseus with
a second label Qεµεσa, and another sphinx with three labels Σεοοσνς, Siπες,
and P . µε . ον. This writer was clearly illiterate. As for the name in question,
we have to consider that there is not one certain rho on this vase (indeed where
there should be one, in Perseus’ name, there is an iota) and that the third letter
looks more like the letter tau, which the writer had in his repertory (the other
letters figuring in our name (pi, omicron, mu, sigma) also recur in the other labels).
I find it hard to believe that this name Ποqοµος or Ποtοµος, which in addition
is meaningless (as rightly remarked by Amyx) and designates a woman holding—
like Athena—a wreath for the victorious hero, should have any reality in a pic-
torial or literary context (in the widest sense) which would justify its occurrence
at Corinth and Athens.

365 This is one of the instructive examples where an obstacle (e.g. the edge of
the object on which the inscr. is written, or here the spoke of the wheel in the
drawing which had to be avoided) interrupts the flow of writing and causes this
mistake (see Wachter (1991a), 74 with n. 116).
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from κρο,ω ‘beat’ and πεδ- (see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.
κρο,πεζαι). This noun has undergone some strange deformation
(κρο,πανα, no doubt by analogy with τ,µπανον), which led to
a pseudo-stem κρουπ-. If Rumpf ’s etymology is correct, the 
diphthong in our name is an inherited one. In that case the spelling
in Chalcidian is simplified, whereas here we have the old spelling
(although the ου must have been pronounced as a monophthong
at the time; see §220).

*  , . . --

Fr. of a column krater from Corinth (1968). Bibliography: Amyx
(1988), 587, no. 108 (not in cat.), dr. pl. 142. 7. Photographs: —.
Scene: Head of a horseman to l. (named), and the head of a 
following horse. Date: LC I (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

JSo7
Åιον
Å�4ν.

Epigraphy: The iota is more precisely a semi-circle with a vertical
tail (see COR 109). Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene (label).

This is a common throwaway name (see §237).

*  , . .   + 

Frs. of a column krater from Isthmia (found ?). Bibliography: Amyx
(1988), 587, no. 109 (not in cat.). Photographs: —. Scene: A man
to r. (a), stabbing a boar to l. (b), who is labelled under its belly,
beyond which a man to l. (no name preserved) is making an (invit-
ing?) gesture to (a).366 On a non-contiguous fr. (no inscrs.) more
men to r. are visible. Date: —.

(a) aSo^ (b) !S^
(a) ∆ιον (b) ∆ιν
(a) ∆�4ν, (b) ∆�(4)ν (?).

Epigraphy: ‘Very slovenly writing, verging on nonsense’ (Amyx).
The nus are the wrong way round, and the iotas are semi-circles
with the trace of a vertical tail (see COR 108; both vases were
found in Greece). Interpretation: Non-heroic boar-hunt (labels).

(a) A normal throwaway name (see §237). Label (b) designates a
boar and is as far as throwaway names can go (see ibid.). The
reversed nu and the misspelling reveal the writer’s lack of com-
petence; the misspelling, on the other hand, could be a special
case of A.W. (see §111).

*°  ,    
( -)

Frs. of a small column krater from Caere (ex Campana inv. ?;
1857 or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp iv–vii. 84; E. Pottier in
Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 257, no. 22; Kretschmer (1888), 167,
no. 25; Kretschmer (1894), 24, no. 30; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),
no. 3152; mentioned by Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 10; 
mentioned by Arena (1967), 58 with n. 3;367 Amyx (1988), 
587 f., no. 110 (not in cat.). Photographs: —. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990 
(partim). Scene: Since Graef ’s (see n. 369) and Blass’s time the
vase has been dismantled and rebuilt without some pieces that
did not belong. Amyx reports four genuine parts, three of them
with inscrs.368 Two of these have in the mean time been added
to the uninscribed part. I could see first two dancers facing each
other: one is fragmentarily preserved, and his name is lost; the
other one has a padded bottom and is labelled (a) in front of 
his face.369 Then another such pair can be distinguished (padded
bottoms; no names preserved); behind the last dancer’s back is
inscr. (b).370 This inscr. cannot be this dancer’s label, however,
but must designate a figure to his r. (direction principle, see §105),
of whom—evidently not noticed until now—the white legs (to
l.) are preserved, i.e. a naked woman dancer. On a fr. which I
have not seen, Amyx reports a ‘bearded man facing youth (?) 
and inscription’ (c).371 Amyx’s fr. 4 (part of a handle-plate with
gorgoneion) bears no inscr. (non vidi). Date: —.

(a) ; m oq (b) ; rA^TAPbTA
(c) ; bDAToS (Kretschmer)

(a) R . . οr (b) Πανταρετα (c) Ερατοι

(a) Rûlοr (?), (b) Πανταρ
τ�, (c) 5Ερατ8ι.

Epigraphy: (a) The first letter could be a mu or a san, the second
is unclear, the third shows a falling oblique bar as of a mu or
lambda, the fourth is clear, and of the fifth and last something
like a lambda is preserved. (b) The initial pi is clearly visible. At

367 The no. S 1815 as given by Arena is wrong.
368 One of these was not found when I visited the Louvre on 6 and 7 Aug. 1990.
369 This is Amyx’s part 3 with inscr. 3. Pottier describes it as two naked men,

speaking and listening, between them ; Mbwo™. Blass reports this label of a
man, probably modern: ‘die beiden äussersten Buchstaben T und ein nach links
gekehrtes N; es sieht nach meiner Zeichnung so aus, als ob auch hier �νταρ
τα
gestanden hätte. Dagegen Gr. µI . op≠ (linksl.).’ The latter is our inscr. (a). (Gr.
is B. Graef, see apud Kretschmer.)

370 This is Amyx’s part 1 with inscr. 1 (Amyx writes, ‘Part of a padded dancer
(rump) and inscription’; did he miss the first dancer?). Pottier saw two youths
in a basin (which was modern), treading grapes (also Kretschmer and Blass), next
to one of them the inscr., read [�]νταρ
τα[ς] by Kretschmer, �νταρ
τα by Blass,
and [Π]ανταρ
τα by Amyx (incomplete at the beginning but complete at the end).

371 Amyx’s part 2 with inscr. 2. Unanimously read by all authors who saw it,
so surely not a ‘youth’. This is Pottier’s description: two women facing each other,
shaking hands, a woman standing; between the woman and some men was the
inscr. (attributed to the woman by Kretschmer and Blass). The men just men-
tioned, together with an inscr. oNIP5oRA (?) (Pottier and Kretschmer), were no
doubt forged; the same will be true for the inscr. hv$A4o . . as read by B. Graef
(apud Kretschmer). It makes no sense.

366 Label (b) cannot be the name of the man to the r. Unless there was a dead
or wounded man (of whom nothing is preserved) lying under the boar, it must
be the boar’s label.



   

the end, the name is complete. Interpretation: Non-heroic dan-
cing scene (labels).

For the sphere of the names see §479. The above reading of (a)
seems epigraphically possible and suitable, but is uncertain. (b)
Πανταρ
τη is recorded in Bechtel (pp. 68 and 358), pace Amyx.
Name (c) occurs again on COR 92 ( f ). The latter two—if not
all three—seem to be speaking names; see §239.

  , . .,  

Frs. of a column krater from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography:
Hopper (1962), 233, and Jeffery (1962), 395, no. 13, drs. pls. 163
f.; Arena (1967), 99, no. 55; Lorber (1979), 86 f., no. 140; 
Amyx (1988), 588, no. 111 (not in cat.); LIMC vi, ‘Laidas’ 6.
Photographs: —. Scene: Part of a horse to r. with inscr. (a) below
its belly. On another fr. a horseman, labelled (b) behind his back.
‘Traces of three indecipherable names are visible beside the 
heads of three other figures’ ( Jeffery); these are on frs. not illus-
trated. Date: LC (Hopper, Lorber); LC I (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

(a) ; qASaAµ. (b) qAqAro
(a) Λαιδας (b) Λαλαpo[. . .]
(a) Λ��δ�ς, (b) Λαλαpo[. . .] (?).

Epigraphy: (b) Jeffery reads ‘Λα<�>λαpo[ς] (or Λα<�>λαψ fol-
lowed by another letter)’, Arena Λ�λαρo[ς] (?), Lorber Λαλαpo
[. . .]. Interpretation: Non-heroic riding scene (labels).

(a) Arena (followed by Lorber, n. 553) rightly contradicts Hopper
and Jeffery, who both took this label for the name of a horse, com-
paring COR 67, 107, and 115. In fact in all instances (perhaps
also on COR 64), it designates the horseman. For the name see
§§237, 239. (b) Jeffery refers to Laelaps, one of Aktaion’s dogs in
Ov. Met. 3. 211 and Hyg. Fab. 181.372 The comparison is hardly
justified: (1) Greek λα>λαψ ‘hurricane’ always has a diphthong,
whose [i] cannot just be lost. (2) Here the label does not designate
an animal but the man. (3) We would expect Z and nothing after
it. Amyx compares COR 83–83ter with their Λαλα- forms, and
COR 92h/i. Without photographs we cannot get any further.

  ,  . . ‒. 

Lekythos (of ‘Attic’ shape) from ?, by the Tydeus P. (see Amyx)
(1884 or earlier). Bibliography: BM Cat. B (1893), no. 40 (bibl.);
Payne (1931), 165 no. 31, cat. no. 1373, phs. pl. 38. 2, 4, 7; Arena
(1967), 94, no. 45; Lorber (1979), 69, no. 104, ph. pl. 28; LIMC
iii, ‘Charon’ iii. 2*, ph. pl. 185; Amyx (1988), 588, no. 112 (cat.
p. 270, no. A-5, bibl.). Photographs: Payne, Lorber, and LIMC cl.
Scene: Warrior (named) stabbing another in his thigh (unnamed).

More warriors fighting are all unnamed.373 Date: LC (Lorber);
c.560 (LIMC ).

X)ço^
Χαρον
Χ�ρ4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Non-heroic battle scene (label).

Lekythoi are very rare at Corinth (see ad COR 17), and reflect
Attic influence. The name Χ�ρ4ν is often used for warriors on
Corinthian vases, and has to be characterized as a throwaway name
(see §237). This suits the fact that it is the only label on the vase.

  ,   

Neck-amphora from Caere, by the Tydeus P. (see Amyx)374 (ex
Campana inv. 53 (sic); 1857 or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp
ii. 49; F. T. Welcker (1858), with dr. MonIned 6, pl. 14; E. Pottier
in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 249, no. 1; Kretschmer (1888), 169,
no. 29; Kretschmer (1894), 22, no. 23; Pottier (1897), 58 (bibl.),
ph. pl. 50; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3135; Roscher (1884–1937),
iii/2. 1967, s.v. Periklymenos (3); Robert (1915), i. 121–9, with
ph. fig. 32; Pfuhl (1915); Ducati (1922), 163 f., dr. 164; Schwyzer,
DGE (1923), no. 122. 5; ph. Pfuhl (1923), fig. 178; Payne 
(1931), 110, 141, 166 no. 44, cat. no. 1437, phs. pl. 40. 1–2; Benson
(1953), 108, no. 1; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton (1962), 283 (bibl.), 
phs. pl. 33 and col. pl. xii; Schefold (1964), 77, and (1966), 81,
col. ph. pl. v; col. ph. Chamoux (1966), 26 f. fig. 16; Arena (1967),
101, no. 59, phs. pls. 16. 2, 17. 2; col. ph. Charbonneaux–Martin–
Villard (1971), 73 fig. 78; Waiblinger (1972); Lorber (1979), 66
f., no. 100, phs. pl. 26; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 53 f. (bibl.), phs.
pl. 29 and col. pl. xiv; Amyx (1988), 588 f., no. 113 (cat. p. 270,
no. A-6, and p. 330); LIMC v, ‘Ismene’ i. 3*, ph. pl. 526; LIMC
vi, ‘Klytos’ ii. 1*, ph. pl. 38; Schefold (1993), 285 ff., with ph.
fig. 307; LIMC vii, ‘Periklymenos’ 1. Photographs: Pottier and
Pfuhl (1923) uncl.; Robert (a) and (b) uncl., (c) and (d ) cl.; Payne
(a) invis., (b) and (c) cl., (d ) uncl.; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton cl.;
Schefold (a)–(b) uncl., (c)–(d ) cl.; Chamoux cl.; Arena quite cl.;
Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard cl.; Lorber cl.; Simon–Hirmer 
cl.; LIMC v (a) invis., (b) uncl., (c) and (d) cl.; LIMC vi (a) uncl.,
(b) cl., (c) quite cl., (d ) invis. Scene: While a horseman to r. (a)
is waiting, a naked man to l. (b), painted in white, his head turned
back, runs out from where a man (c) to r. is stabbing a woman
(d ) on a bed. Date: c.560 (Schefold; LIMC ); LC (Lorber);
560–550 (Arias–Hirmer–Shefton).

372 Amyx’s form ‘Lalaps’ is a particularly awkward (printer’s?) error.

373 Lorber’s remark, ‘Die dichte Komposition der Szenen hat es dem Maler
nur an einer Stelle ermöglicht, eine Beischrift hinzuzufügen’, is exaggerated. Had
he wanted, the painter could have named all figures without major problems.

374 It is somewhat strange that this painter, who—according to the attributions—
produced a number of inscribed vases, should also have left a vase covered entirely
with nonsense inscrs. (Amyx, p. 269, no. A-1 = Lorber, pp. 69 f., no. 105 = London,
British Mus., B 39; from Corinth).
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(a) ; hqVToM (b) ; rbPwhqV3b^oµ
(c) ; TV!bVM (d ) ; 9VM3b^)

(a) œλυτος (b) Περι$λυµενος (c) Τυδευς (d ) Ηυσµενα

(a) œλ,τος, (b) Περι$λ,µενος, (c) Τeδε,ς, (d ) Ηυσµ5ν�.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Tydeus killing Ismene (labels).

The last letter in (b) is unusually written above the preceding let-
ter, beyond the leg of the figure, without the vase being turned.
The qoppa in (a) and (b) is asymmetrical as in COR 81Ba.

For the myth depicted see §429.
(a) is the verbal adjective κλυτ%ς used as a name. For (b) Arena

cites a Περικλυµ
ν3 in a bacchic thiasos (ARV 1247. 1; Lezzi-
Hafter (1988), 342 f., no. 234); surely she has nothing to do with
our figure. (c) is as expected. (d ) On an Attic fragment
(Graef–Langlotz (1925), no. 603b–c; see §429) the name of our
Theban heroine is written Ηισµ5ν3, which form—together 
with its derivatives in Boiotia375—led Kretschmer (p. 228) to the
assumption that the name originally had an initial [h] (see also
§504). As for the vowel, we have two possibilities: (1) the name
had an [u], which was changed to [i] in Attic etc.; (2) the name
had an [i], which was changed to [u] in Corinthian. Since it is
exclusively attested with [i] elsewhere, the easier—and generally
accepted—assumption is (2). Kretschmer (p. 31) thought of
phonetic confusion of [i] and [u]. If this were true, the upsilon
in Corinthian would have been pronounced not [u] but [y] (see
§217). Nevertheless, it has to be emphasized that in (a) and (b)
qoppa was written in front of υ, as Kretschmer also noticed.
Heubeck (1980: 286) suggested that the writer may have been
thinking of Pσµ�νη when he was writing the name. Other con-
nections, too, come to mind, which may open ways to an explana-
tion of our variant by popular etymology (see §510), such as
Βοιωτ�α `ς in Pind. Ol. 6. 90 with Σ vet., or—reflecting the 
business our lady has just been involved in—as Η(ε)υσµ
ν� (from
εvδω)376 with A.W. (see §111).

  , . . 

Neck-amphora from ?, by the Tydeus P. (see Amyx) (from the
market, acquired 1955). Bibliography: Breitenstein (1957), 11 f.,
phs. pls. 12 f.; Breitenstein–Roussell (1957), 290, col. ph. 291;
Kjersgaard (1968), 39, case no. 13, col. ph. opp. p. 44; mentioned
by Johnston (1981), 223; mentioned by Amyx (1984), 236; Amyx
(1987), 166 f., ph. pl. 42a; Amyx (1988), 589, no. 114 (cat. p. 270,
no. A-7), phs. pl. 123. 1a–b, col. ph. frontispiece. Photographs:
Breitenstein, Breitenstein–Roussell, Kjersgaard, Amyx (1987) 
and (1988) (reversed) mostly quite cl., but ( f ) uncl. Scene: Two 

similar groups of three warriors, one each to r., (a) and (d ), 
stabbing another lying on the ground, (b) and (e), who is being
defended by a third to l., (c) and ( f ). Date: —.

(a) !oPo7 (b) 3who4So7 (c) 3w3o^ (d ) bVøA3oµ
(e) !oPw3A;Xoµ ( f ) 3bqA^Aµ

(a) ∆ορον (b) Μι$οθιον (c) Μιµον (d ) Ευφαlος
(e) ∆οριµαχος ( f ) Μελανας

(a) ∆8ρ4ν, (b) Μι$οθ�4ν, (c) Μ�µ(ν?)4ν, (d ) ΕJφ�lος, 
(e) ∆4ρ�µαχος, ( f ) Μελ�ν�ς.

Epigraphy: (d ) The mu looks similar to a san. (e) The last three
letters are retrograde. Interpretation: Non-heroic battle scene
(labels).

Amyx (1987) discusses the names, concluding that no specific
mythological scene is represented: ‘If not heroic, are these the
names of actual persons, who lived in Corinth at the time of the
vase-painting?’ (see §471). I have gained yet another impression.

For (a) Amyx (1987) and (1988) cites SGDI 1864. 4 (see
Bechtel, p. 147; also p. 148 [∆]ωρ)νδας). (b) Not precisely a
diminutive and hypocoristic, as held by Amyx (1987), but a deriv-
ative from the stem (σ)µ�κ- ‘small, short’, very frequent in
proper names of the non-compound type. Nor is it true that
‘Σµικοθ�ων is a common Attic name’ (Amyx (1988) ); what exists
is Σµικυθ�ων and other formations with (σ)µικ-υ-, alongside
(σ)µικ-ρο- and derivatives. We have here an alternation between
Caland’s suffixes (see Chantraine, s.v. µικρ%ς, with bibl.). Our
Μι$οθ�4ν, on the other hand, is very unusual, since there are prac-
tically no names derived from (Σ)µικ(κ)ο-,377 and the -θ�ων deriva-
tion is normally reserved for the u-stem σµικυ-. It seems as if
the writer produced a wrong form of a name only vaguely famil-
iar to him; see (e).

(c) The second example of this name, also written Μιµον,
belongs to a giant on the north frieze of the Siphnian Treasury
at Delphi (see n. 783; and see Brinkmann (1994), 175 f.).378 Amyx
(1987) and (1988) connects Μιµον either with µ>µος or with ‘µιµ)
(modern Greek µαϊµο? = monkey)’. A more suitable interpreta-
tion would be Μ�µ(ν)4ν379 with assimilation (see §212) in the 
[mn] group, as, for example, in ARV 319. 5 �[γ]αµ
µµ4[ν],380

ABV 276, bottom, no. 1 Μ(ν)5σιλ(λ)α καλ5 (both examples in
Kretschmer, p. 168), and probably IGDS 36 Μ(ν)1µ4νος (gen.;
Selinus, 5th cent.). The name itself may be a hypocoristic from
Μιµνο- compound names (Bechtel, pp. 318 f.), or it is a speak-
ing name (see §239), meaning ‘withstanding the enemy’s attack’

375 e.g. DGE 468A. 9 and 502A. 5 Ηισ(σ)µ3ν�ας, 464 Ηισµ3ν�οι sc.
�π%λλ4νι, and two further examples DGE 464 n.

376 As in Od. 8. 337, 342, Theogn. 1063, and with καθ- Od. 8. 313, Plat. Symp.
219b.

377 See Pape–Benseler, and Bechtel, pp. 485 f. The only example I could find
is the ‘comparative’ Μικ%τερος -η, Fraser–Matthews.

378 A third example, Μ�µων, cited by Amyx, is less relevant ( J. Tzetzes; see
Pape–Benseler).

379 Attested e.g. IG i2. 950. 22 = IG i3. 1190. 22 Μ�µν4ν; moreover on 
Euboia (see Fraser–Matthews).

380 LIMC i, ‘Agamemnon’ 79*, ph. pl. 200.
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(present participle of µ�µνω; see LSJ, s.v.). The latter inter-
pretation could be paralleled by the Amazon Μ�µν4σα on ARV
1248. 9 (Lezzi-Hafter (1988), 343 f., no. 239 = Immerwahr, 
no. 795). It also fits the giant of the Siphnian Treasury.

(d ) Both heroic (COR 66) and non-heroic (COR 100). In view
of the other names, the second interpretation must be right here.
For (e) Amyx (1988) refers to the boy on COR 33, thinking of
both ∆ορ�µαχος and ∆ωρ�µαχος. Our example, whose basic
meaning must be ‘fighting with a spear’, is likely to have a long
first vowel and to be of non-Corinthian origin for phonological
reasons (see ad COR 33c). This would fit name (b) of a warrior
in the same position, namely dead on the ground. The winners
of the fights are (d ) ΕJφ�lος and (a) ∆8ρ4ν, respectively, and
we may well argue that the latter name—which is close to the
throwaway name ∆4ρ8ι and the throwaway element -δ4ρ- (see
§237), both connected with δ=ρον—as well as our ∆4ρ�µαχος
may have been momentarily understood by our vase-painter as
containing the name of the Dorians (for such popular etymology
see §510). The name ( f ) designates a horse on COR 86. Amyx
(1987) and (1988) refers to IG xii/9. 56. 268 and 269 Μελ�ν3ς
(Styra). Here it may remind of the deadly aspect of the fight.

To sum up, the names on this vase will be neither mythical
nor historical. It seems more likely that they have sprung from
the imagination of the painter, who wanted to give the scene a
pro-Dorian aspect: the winners are (a) ‘Dorian’ and (d ) ‘Good
Fame’, the two stabbed opponents (b) ‘Little Stranger’ and (e)
‘Fighting the Dorians’, and the two still uninjured and pug-
nacious opponents (c) ‘Withstanding the Attack’ and ( f ) ‘Black
Death’.

   ()

Hydria from ?, by the Tydeus P. (LIMC) (found ?). Bibliography:
Nefer (1989), 11, no. 7, with ph.; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 32.
Photographs: Nefer sm. but quite cl. Scene: Between two chariots
two warriors (a) and (b) are fighting over the dead body of a third
(head to the r., unnamed). Date: c.560 (LIMC ).

(a) ;AXeq (b) mbm^o^
(a) Αχιλ[. . .] (b) Μεµνον
(a) �χιλ[λε,ς], (b) Μ
µν4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Achilleus and Memnon fighting over
the dead Antilochos (labels).

  ,   

Krater (of ‘Chalcidian’ shape, Amyx) from Caere, by the
Tydeus P. (see Amyx) (ex Campana inv. 46; 1857 or earlier).
Bibliography: CatCamp iv–vii. 1107; E. Pottier in Dumont–
Chaplain (1888), 255, no. 17; Kretschmer (1888), 166, no. 23;

Kretschmer (1894), 25, no. 35; Pottier (1897), 52 f., ph. pl. 44;
F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3147; Payne (1931), 169 no. 69, cat.
no. 1481; Benson (1953), 108, no. 4; Arena (1967), 120, no. 87, ph.
pl. 31. 2; Bakır (1974), 19, no. K 73, ph. pl. 7. 2; Lorber (1979),
69, no. 103, ph. pl. 28; Amyx (1988), 589, no. 115 (cat. p. 270,
no. A-12, bibl.); LIMC vi, ‘Laidas’ 3*, ph. pl. 86. Photographs:
Pottier sm.; Bakır, Arena, Lorber, and LIMC quite cl. Scene: A
horseman to r. (unnamed), two warriors (a) and (b) fighting, and
another horseman to l. (unnamed). Date: LC, close to COR 117
(Lorber).

(a) q)S!)µ (b) 3VPSoµ
(a) Λαιδας (b) Μυριος
(a) Λ��δ�ς, (b) Μ,ριος

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Non-heroic battle scene (labels).

(a) See §§237, 239. (b) Belongs with µ,ρον (other derivatives 
in Bechtel, p. 602; see also CHA 1 j) rather than with µ;ριοι
‘innumerable’.381

It should be emphasized that on COR 105, a vase of the
Andromeda Group, which is particularly closely related to the
Tydeus P. (see Amyx, pp. 267 and 269), we find both Λ��δ�ς
and Μ,ρος (though not -ιος).

*°   ()

Fr. (c.16 x 30 cm.) of a krater from ? (found ?). Bibliography: —.
Photographs: —. Vidi 23 April 1993 (Galerie Nefer, Zurich). Scene:
Front of a horse to r., a warrior to r. (named) fighting a warrior
to l. (no name visible), behind whom another horse (to l.) is 
waiting. Date: LC, as far as I can judge.

; mbq0m oM
Μeλaµ . or
Μõλaµpοr.

Epigraphy: Although the surface of the fr. is heavily damaged,
the two mus and the lambda are clear, the epsilon is almost clear,
and the alpha, omicron and pi seemed plausibly restorable. The
letter after the omicron cannot be an upsilon because of the 
rising bar with which it starts and because it is the last letter; no
more traces exist beyond. Interpretation: Battle scene, probably
non-heroic or pseudo-heroic (label).

Since Melampus the seer (known from Od. 15. 225 ff. and 11.
291 ff.) is not said to have been involved in battles, and other heroic
figures of this name seem not to exist, we should also consider a
non-heroic scene. The [o] is probably better taken as short. For

381 The parallel for this name given by Kretschmer is now considered an adject-
ive: IG iv2/1. 574 µυρ�ος . . . [π%νος], as remarked by J. Mansfield apud Amyx.
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in Doric the nominative form of πο,ς had a short [o] (π%ς and
π%ρ are attested, see Chantraine (1961), 66), and the o-stem
paradigm of the compound πο,λυ-πο- is used, for instance, by
Epicharmus (fr. 61 CGF π)λυποι, nom.; fr. 124 πωλ,πους, acc.).
As a proper name, such an o-stem is also easy to justify as a
hypocoristic (see §228).382

  , .   . . . 

Frs. of a krater (of ‘Chalcidian’ shape, Amyx) from ?, by the
Tydeus P. (see Amyx) (1977 or earlier). Bibliography: Amyx (1987),
169, ph. pl. 42b; Amyx (1988), 589, no. 116 (cat. p. 330, no. A-
14, bibl.), ph. pl. 138. 2.383 Photographs: Amyx (both) cl. Scene:
Between two sphinxes there are four warriors fighting with
spears: (a) to l. fighting backwards, (b) to r. fighting with his 
opponent to l. (no name preserved), and a fourth warrior, also to
l. (c). Date: —.

(a) ; 9wrrAµoµ (b) X (c) AcA
(a) Ηιππασος (b) Χ [. . .] (c) Αγα .[. . .]
(a) Η�ππασος, (b) Χ [ο�ρασος?], (c) �γα .[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) The first san looks almost like a mu. (c) Of the
damaged letter before the break a short and almost vertical
stroke remains. Amyx ‘tentatively’ restores �γ�m[ορ]. This only
suits if we assume that the second alpha was drawn down excep-
tionally far below the ground level of the inscr. If so, the stroke
is the bottom of the first vertical hasta of a letter, and many pos-
sibilities are open (mainly κ, λ, µ, ν, π, ρ, σ, τ). Interpretation:
Non-heroic battle scene (labels).

(a) Amyx mentions the same name on COR 66 (s) (see §425). But
there it designates a figure known from myth, whereas here we
have to take it as a horsey name (see §238). (b) It is tempting to
restore Χ[ο�ρασος] from COR Gr 2 (the owner of a cup), also
derived from an animal, like (a). (c) could be the beginning of
different kinds of names; �γ1ν4ρ (taken for granted by Amyx,
p. 645) is no more likely than any other name with �γα .[. . .],
to be analysed not only as �γ-α . . . , but also as �γα . . . (e.g.
�γα-κλ0ς, or �γασ(ι)-, �γαπ(ο)-).

  , . . . 

Amphora from ?, perhaps by the Tydeus P. (see Amyx) (1877 or
earlier). Bibliography: Löschcke (1878), 307 f.;384 Kretschmer

(1888), 162, no. 14; Kretschmer (1894), 20, no. 18; F. Blass, SGDI
(1899), no. 3142; Payne (1931), 165 no. 43, cat. no. 1436; Arena
(1967), 100, no. 58 (autopsy); Lorber (1979), 68 f., no. 102, phs.
pl. 27; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 32; LIMC iii, ‘Dolos’ i. 1*, ph. pl. 529;
Amyx (1988), 590, no. 117 (cat. p. 271, no. AP-2). Photographs:
Lorber and LIMC rather uncl. Scene: Two pairs of warriors fight-
ing, (a) and (b), (c) and (d ). Date: LC, after COR 113, but by the
same painter (Lorber, p. 69); c.570–550 (LIMC ).

(a) )SJAµ (b) ; !oqoN (c) rYqwoM (d ) ; TAP)M
(a) Αιƒας (b) ∆ολον (c) Πυλιος (d ) Ταρας
(a) ΑFƒας, (b) ∆%λ4ν, (c) Π,λιος, (d ) Τ�ρας.

Epigraphy: (a) The iota is of the three-stroke type. (b) The final
letter is a nu, not a san. What Arena interpreted as a fourth stroke
is a blob, not attached to the letter. (c) The iota is likely to be of
the four-stroke type. Interpretation: Pseudo-heroic battle scene
(labels).

For (a) see §209. (b) As the final letter is not a san, Arena’s sug-
gestions to compare δο?λος or to assume a ‘pronuncia negligente
per ∆%λοψ’ can be disregarded. L. Banti (apud Arena) was right
to read ∆%λ4ν. Amyx remarks that the Dolon known from the
Iliad was not killed by Aias (10. 314 ff.). Such inconsistencies are,
however, not infrequent (see §444 on COR 79A). (c) Π,λιος is
an ethnic (of Pylos in Messenia) used as a personal name (see 
§241). (d ) Τ�ρας is the name of a city (colony of Sparta, later
Tarentum) directly used as a personal name (many examples 
in Bechtel, pp. 550 ff., Τ�ρας ibid. 553). That a man with
Messenian background should fight against one with Spartan 
background, sounds plausible, though it may be coincidence.

  , . . --

Frs. of a column krater from Phleious, related to the Tydeus 
P. (found ?). Bibliography: Biers (1971), 410–12, no. 36, with dr.
fig. 2, ph. pl. 88; Lorber (1979), 91, no. 150; Amyx (1988), 590,
no. 118 (cat. p. 330, no. C-3); LIMC vii, ‘Simis, Simon, Simos’
1*, ph. pl. 560. Photographs: Biers quite cl.; LIMC (a) uncl., 
(b) and (c) quite cl. Scene: A naked woman (no name preserved),
a Satyr (a), another naked woman (no name preserved) and 
another Satyr (b), all to r. running after a figure of whom very
little is preserved (c). Date: LC (Lorber), c.560–550 (LIMC).

(a) oq (b) µS3oµ (c) ; !So^VM oM
(a) . οk[. . .] (b) Rιµος (c) ∆ιονυσος
(a) . οk[. . .], (b) R>µος (?), (c) ∆ι%νeσος.

Epigraphy: (a) The illegible letter is so close to the Satyr’s head
that it must be the first letter of his name. The one after the omi-
cron seems to be a lambda rather than a nu. (b) The reading seems
possible, to judge from the ph., and is plausible too, although the

382 Μ
λαµπος seems to have been a possible form of the hero’s name too. 
For there is the secondary compound name Μελαµπ%δωρος (of the type
�ρτεµ�δωρος, ∆ι%δωρος, etc.; see n. 826), attested at Aigosthena (Bechtel, 
p. 303), a Doric city (40 km. NE of Corinth) where Melampus had an import-
ant sanctuary. In view of the o-stems mentioned, a formation with Μελαµπο-
seems more likely than one with Μελαµποδο- and subsequent haplology.

383 Amyx’s wrong number 76. 80. 92 will be due to a dictating error (in American
English).

384 He cites CIG 7380c, a number which seems not to exist.
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first letter could be a mu. Interpretation: Unidentified scene with
Dionysos, Satyrs and Maenads (labels).

(a) Biers’s suggestion ∆�σον, with its three letters in front of the
certain omicron, seems impossible for epigraphical reasons.
∆%ρκις would be slightly better, but would have to be confirmed
by autopsy. (b) If the reading is correct, this is a common Satyr-
name. (c) No intervocalic digamma is written (see §506).

°  ,  . 

Column krater from ?, by the Tydeus P. (?) (see Amyx) (1956 
or earlier). Bibliography: Bruckner (1956), 22, no. 77, phs. pls.
15 f.; Gehrig–Greifenhagen–Kunisch (1968), 63 f., ph. pl. 43;
Lorber (1979), 64–6, no. 99, ph. pl. 24; LIMC i, ‘Antimachidas’
1*, ph. pl. 667; LIMC iii, ‘Dioi’ ii. 1, ‘Dion’ 4*, ph. pl. 294; Amyx
(1988), 590 f., no. 119 (cat. pp. 271 f., no. D-1, bibl.); LIMC v,
‘Io’ iv. 1; Schefold (1993), 283, ph. 284 fig. 303. Photographs:
Bruckner (a) uncl., (b) and (c) cl., (d ) uncl., (e) and ( f ) quite cl.;
Gehrig–Greifenhagen–Kunisch sm.; Lorber and Schefold quite
cl.; LIMC i (a) invis., (b) cl., (c) uncl., (d ) quite cl., (e) and ( f )
cl.; LIMC iii only (e), cl. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: An old man,
(a), and two women, (b) and nameless, all to r., take leave of a
warrior to r., (c) or nameless, who, touched on the chin by a 
boy to l., nameless or (c),385 is striding towards a quadriga to l.
Beyond the horses there is a woman to l. (d ), who is pointing 
to the others but looking back at the charioteer (e). The latter is 
waiting in the chariot, while a warrior ( f ), the name written on
his shield, is climbing up. Date: LC (Lorber); 1st h. 6th cent.
(LIMC i); c.570–550 (LIMC iii, ‘Dion’); c.560 (Schefold).

(a) J)+sµ (b) !Sow (c) ; Jeo^ (d ) ; Feoe
(e) ; !So^ ( f ) A^TS3A+;w!Aµ

(a) Åαχυς (b) ∆ιοι (c) Åιον (d ) Åιοι (e) ∆ιον
( f ) Αντιµαχιδας

(a) Å�χυς, (b) ∆ι8ι, (c) Å�4ν, (d ) Åι8ι, (e) ∆�4ν, 
( f ) �ντιµαχ�δ�ς.

Epigraphy: Several of the iotas are so carelessly written that it is
impossible to say whether they are of the four- or three-stroke type.
(c) The initial digamma is damaged, but clear. Interpretation: 
Non-heroic departure scene (labels).

For the analysis of the scene see §467. All names except ( f ) are
blunt throwaway names (see §237). As for ( f ), both �ντιµαχ�δης
(Pape–Benseler) and underlying �ντ�µαχος (Bechtel, p. 59) are
attested; nevertheless the name with its �ντι- and -µαχ- com-
ponents rings somewhat dully in our ears (see COR 78 and §237).

[ ;   ]

  ,   

Siana cup from Etruria (ex Campana inv. 339; 1857 or earlier).
Bibliography: CatCamp ii. 46; Pottier (1901), 97, ph. pl. 68; Pottier
(1906), 743; Kretschmer (1923); Beazley (1932), 178 n. 21; 
E. Pottier, CVA France, 12 (1933), 60 f., ph. pl. 77. 12; Debrunner
(1954), 62; Arena (1967), 123 f., no. 92, ph. pl. 35; Arena (1968),
367 f.; Lazzarini (1973/4), 343, no. 3, ph. pl. 65. 1; Amyx
(1988), 591, no. 121 (bibl.; not in cat.). Photographs: Pottier (1901)
sm.; CVA sm.; Arena only (d ), quite cl.; Lazzarini part of (d ),
sm.386 Scene: As much will be repainted, I do not attempt a descrip-
tion (see CVA). Date: 2nd q. 6th cent. (Lazzarini); c.3rd q. 6th
cent.?

(a) ; A(bˆmAPo M (b) ; 3w)qKA ˜
(c) ; o ^ ˜XKbTA (d ) KAqoE3wToroTbPwo^KAV
(e) KA VKAVKAVKAV (following Arena)

(a) �λεξ(� )lαqoς (?), (b) [. . . fl]lι �λκα[.]ς (?), 
(c) [. . .]ο[.]ν[. . .]σχκετα (?), (d ) καλ[ *lι τZ ποτ5ριον καυ, 
(e) κα[υκα]υκαυκαυκαυ.

Epigraphy: (a) The second letter is rectangular, i.e. not exactly
the same as the third in (d ). The seventh letter has a straight 
full-length hasta to the l. and can therefore hardly be a 
qoppa. At the end there seem to be traces between the partly 
preserved omicron and the final san. (b) Read (wv+)Aµ by
Pottier (CVA); not read by Amyx. (c) Read o . . S v+bTA (?)
by Pottier (CVA); not read by Amyx. (d ) The usual reading is
καλοflνιτοποτεριονκαυ. There is no nu after the first omicron.
The sixth letter is clearly a mu (as which Beazley seems to have
read it), not a nu, on two original phs. that I was shown in the
Louvre; there is a ghost of an almost vertical fourth stroke. (e)
Amyx claims that these strings are ‘all with Attic lambda.’ Yet,
the letters in questions are of the V, not › or L shape, and V is
a very exceptional form of Attic lambda. Interpretation: Similar
to a kalos-inscription, moreover perhaps object praising itself
(alongside other inscriptions, which are not clear).

I could not check the readings, which are partly doubtful, on the
original.

(a) was thought to be erroneous for �λεξ�µαχος by Kretschmer.
Debrunner was the first to consider a qoppa (the reading of the
letter is uncertain); Lazzarini and Amyx follow him, interpreting
this name as �λεξ(�)µα$ος. For the choice of qoppa and the
absence of aspiration Amyx rightly refers to COR 47 Α$σ$υλ>νος.
The iota is not written; it may therefore be a case of A.W. (see
§111). Another interpretation would be �λ
ξsα(ν)qος, for which,

385 It is not clear whose name (c) is, because it is written between the warrior’s
legs, but also close to the boy’s r. leg.

386 The cup had been removed for restoration when I visited the Louvre on
6 and 7 Aug. 1990 and could not be found; I was shown a few photographs (from
before the restoration) instead. Later inquiries have not been answered yet.
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however, we would have to accept three peculiarities, namely the
plene spelling <ξσ> (see §115), the omission of a nasal before a
consonant (see §201), and the lack of the epenthetic [d] (see ad
COR 40b).

For (b) and (c) Amyx rightly refuses to give transcriptions,
because they would only be misleading.

(d) Starting from a reading καλοflνιτοποτεριονκαυ, Kretschmer
took %νι as the copula ‘is’, brought καλο into agreement with
ποτ5ριον, thus writing καλ%(ν), and translated ‘schön ist das
Trinkgefäß’. Beazley, however, interpreted καλ%ν ε7µι, τZ ποτ1ριον
καλ(%ν). The solution for the end is unconvincing, however, since
the third letter from the beginning is an incontestable Corinthian
lambda. Therefore—and in view of the fact that there is no 
certain non-Corinthian letter in this inscription—we must read
our final letter as an upsilon.387 In addition, an abbreviation καλ(%ν)
is odd, and the KAV goes on as a whole series in (e), where καλ%ν
does not make much sense. Since the copula is *lι, just as we
would expect it, the discussion around Dνι, although interesting,
was pointless with regard to our piece (see Debrunner for a full
treatment, and also Arena). The first word was interpreted as a
genitive καλ[ by Arena, which gave καλ[ *µι τZ ποτ5ριον ‘I am
the cup of a beautiful man’. Arena’s suggestion was not taken into
account by Amyx, who considered καλ%<ν> $<µ>ι τZ ποτ5ριον
as ‘basically satisfying’. This may be true, but the lack of the nu
in the first word supports Arena’s version.388 It would then be
similar to a kalos-inscription (see §309), and if the end was never-
theless meant to be ποτ5ριον καλ%ν the vessel would praise both
its owner and itself (see §306). If the first word is correctly read,
which seems likely, the lack of digamma after the liquid should
be noted (see §209); it is unexpected and suggests a later date or
foreign influence.

(e) Whether καυκαυκαυ etc. means anything is doubtful. 
Ch. Avezou (apud Pottier, CVA) tried to connect καυκ�λιον
(see Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. κα?κος) because this means a 
cup, and derived its etymology from an (otherwise unknown) 
onomatopoeic καυ-καυ-καυ etc., corresponding to English glug-
glug-glug. These are sensible ad hoc explanations, but nothing 
supports them. No better are attempts to see καλ(Zν) καλ([) 
vel sim. in these chains (Beazley, Debrunner), since the third 
letter is not a lambda.

  , . . --

Fr. of a head-pyxis from Corinth (1965). Bibliography: Stroud
(1968), 320 f., ph. pl. 91d; ph. Pemberton (1978), 28; Lorber
(1979), 84, no. 132, ph. pl. 41; LIMC iv, ‘Hera’ 492*, ph. pl. 435;
Amyx (1988), 591 f., no. 122 (not in cat.), phs. pl. 139. 1a–b.

Photographs: Stroud, Pemberton, Lorber, LIMC, and Amyx 
cl. Scene: Group of three women, one facing r., one shown in
frontal view, one facing l. (no names preserved); part of another
woman to l., named vertically in front of her face, which is lost.
They are shown as protomai only, of which the fourth seems to
have been extended into a plastic handle (Stroud, Amyx). Date:
LC (Lorber); c.570 (LIMC ); ‘probably late sixth century ’
(Amyx, for stylistic reasons).

; 9bP)
Ηερα
Η5ρ�.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Hera (label).

For a few remarks on the scene see §406. The name is as
expected.

*  , .   . . . . 

Fr. of a krater from ? (1979 or earlier). Bibliography: Amyx (1988),
592, no. 123 (not in cat.), ph. pl. 139. 2; LIMC vi, ‘Nessos’ 35*,
ph. pl. 540. Photographs: Amyx and LIMC cl. Scene: A figure to
r. (no name, only parts of a sword and l. arm are preserved) tries
to prevent a Centaur (named) from carrying off a woman (no
name, only parts of her dress and arms are preserved). Date:
c.570–550 (Mus. inv.); LC (Amyx; the piece should have been
given a lower no.); late 6th cent.? (LIMC ).

; ^9bM
ΝÉεσ[. . .]
ΝÉ
σ[(σ)ος].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Herakles and Nessos (label).

J. Mansfield apud Amyx thinks that the aspiration of the [n] 
could be etymologically justified, referring to Schwyzer, pp. 310
f. But Schwyzer does not list Nessos’ name, whose etymology 
is unknown, and he also shows that in the case of [m] (µÉ- is 
well attested; for Attic see e.g. Threatte, pp. 25 f.) this type 
of spelling is used in cases where there was never an initial 
*[h] (< *[s] ). As far as I can see, this is the first attestation of a
spelling νÉ-. Surprisingly, Mansfield can cite a second attestation
of this name with the same spelling, ^9Gµoµ, i.e. ΝÉ
σ(σ)ος,
on an archaic shield-band, dated to c.580 , and acquired by 
the Getty Museum a few years (inv. 84. AC. 11) after our vase
fragment.389 He points to the similar spellings in COR 66h

387 Surely we are not entitled to speak of ‘a mixture of Corinthian and Attic
script’ (Amyx).

388 For the type of formula and the use of τ% see Morpurgo Davies (1968). It
can be compared with the first two examples of her type no. 2, p. 79 (= CEG
447 and 460).

389 See LSAG 444B (with bibl.), dr. pl. 74. 6. There is ΝÉ
σ(σ)ος with
∆�ι»m[ειρα], as well as the signature of the Argive artist �ριστ%δαµος -πο�ƒεσε
h�ργε>ος. On another panel (not in LSAG) å√A^AIIA is shown together with
what probably represents Menelaos threatening and leading away Helene. All is
in the Argive alphabet.
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ΛÉ(ε)ον[τ][\ς, COR 19 f ÅÉαδ5σιος, COR 76f ÅÉεκ�β[�]. See
§211. The form also furnishes a welcome new example of [ss] in
Corinthian, where Attic has [tt] (see §213).

 A‒B , . . --

(A) Frs. of a krater, (B) fr. of a cup, both from the sanctuary of
Demeter and Persephone at Corinth (1964). Bibliography: (A) phs.
BCH 90 (1966), 761 figs. 17 f.; Stroud (1968), 321 f., ph. pl. 93a;
Metzger (1970), 123; SEG 25 (1971), no. 344; Boegehold (1974),
with ph. pl. 5. 2 (opp. p. 32); Pemberton (1978), 31 f., col. ph.
33 (middle); Amyx (1988), 592, no. 124 (bibl.; not in cat.). (B)
Pemberton (1978), 30 f., col. ph. 33 (top); not in Amyx (1988).
Photographs: (A) BCH, Stroud, Boegehold quite cl., Pemberton
less cl.; (B) Pemberton sm. but quite cl. Scene: (A) (a) A large
wing, behind which starts the inscr.; (b) ‘a winged figure . . . whose
hair style suggests that the figure is male’ (Pemberton), ‘behind
head of a figure wearing a winged head-band’ (Amyx), but see
below; (c) ‘on an altar (?) which supports a blazing fire’ (Amyx).
(B) Head of a woman to l. (named), wearing a crown. Date: (A)
and (B) c.475–450 (Pemberton).

(A) (a) ; b7ow (b) Hb (c) o7 (B) QbPw.

(A) (a) [. . .]ενοι (b) Ηε[. . .] (c) [. . .]ον[. . .]
(B) Φερσ[. . .] or Φερι[. . .]

(A) (a) [Σθ]εν(ν?)8ι, (b) Ηε[. . .], (c) [. . .]ον[. . .]. 
(B) Φερσ[εφ-. . .] or Φερ(ρ)ι[φ-. . .].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Labels. (A) Unidentified scenes, (a)
with Gorgons (probably Perseus), (b) perhaps with Hermes, (c)
with an altar (perhaps Achilleus and Troilos). (B) Unidentified
scene with Persephone.

(A) The modern heta in (b) is remarkable and suggests a low date,
which is confirmed by the style and technique. Pemberton
makes it clear that fragment (c) is from a different frieze than (a)
and (b), but she is not explicit whether the latter two are from
the same or not. As the vase was very big (about 40 cm. high
according to Pemberton) and must have contained many differ-
ent scenes, maybe even several in each frieze, it seems pointless
to try to find common scenes for all these non-contiguous frag-
ments, despite the fact that there is a wing not only on fragment
(a) but perhaps also on (b) (see above).

There has been some discussion about the type of alphabet used
on this vase, i.e. whether H, b, w are still used in the traditional
Corinthian way of a century earlier, i.e. representing [h], [e], [i],
or whether they are the letters of the East Ionic alphabet, i.e. 
representing [b], [b], [s]. Stroud interpreted the letters in the 
‘modern’ way: (a) [ :Ερε]βνος, (b) GΗβ[η]. Metzger criticized Stroud
and corrected (b) into Corinthian Éε[. . .], but kept to Ionic sigma
in (a) [. . .]ενος. SEG made one further step forward, writing 

É
[βε] and ---ενοι. Finally Boegehold suggested the reading of
(a) as Stheno. Pemberton says that we cannot decide. Amyx calls
Boegehold’s solution ‘bold but attractive’. I think we may be 
more positive. It is true that we have to envisage that by the fifth
century straight iota slowly made its way into the Corinthian 
system (see Jeffery, p. 115). In the case of sigma, however, we
can be less certain, since any Corinthian must have been quite
reluctant to apply w for [s] as long as this sign could be used for
[i]. Similarly, one must have hesitated to use b for [b] as long as
it could be used for [e]. And indeed, the contemporary vase, (B),
clearly shows a b used as [e]. Moreover, an East Ionic use of H
for [b] seems very hard to believe at Corinth in the first half of
the fifth century, in view of the fact that even in Athens this use
was by no means frequent before, say, 460 (see Threatte, p. 39;
Wachter (1991a), 74–9). Both the indigenous Athenians and
Corinthians must have been particularly reluctant to adopt it,
because in their dialect the corresponding letter in the alphabet
was used to note a different phoneme, /h/, which the Ionians
from overseas did not know. To conclude, the readings (a) 
[. . .]βνος and (b) üβ[. . .] are very unlikely, and (a) [. . .]ενος is
not very likely either and lacks a plausible interpretation; in other
words, (b) Ηε[. . .] is almost certainly correct, and (a) [Σθ]ενοι,
which is ideal iconographically too, is most likely to be correct.

Boegehold goes into a lengthy discussion about (a) in order to
justify the reversed nu in what he transcribes as bnow. This would
indeed be worrying in view of the normal nu in (c). Yet, the 
easiest solution is to turn the fragment round and to assume that
inscription (a) is retrograde, as Pemberton, whose photograph 
is correctly arranged, seems to have recognized too. As can be
easily seen in all archaic representations of Gorgons, sphinxes etc.,
feathers are always bent upwards, never downwards, and are 
rising, not falling. Like this, the label runs vertically downwards,
which is of course the normal position of a vertical label; and it
can be retrograde. It is true that—for the fragment preserved—
it contradicts the direction principle (see §105) if it is retrograde.
But it may well have designated not the figure to the l., of which
the wing is preserved, but a lost one to its r. A second Gorgon
would make perfect sense in the scene (see §§408 f.).

For the formation of name (a) see §236. If Amyx’ interpreta-
tion of a winged head-band next to (b) Ηε[. . .] is correct and the
figure is male, Hermes seems the most likely candidate (other-
wise, Hebe, Hekate, Helena, Hera, Herakles are possible too). 
(c) In view of the object represented, βωµ%ς comes to mind, but
the nu in [. . .]ον[. . .] seems unequivocal. Should we remember
βουνο�. βωµο� (Hsch.)? Whatever this third label was, if an altar
was named it must have had a special significance in the scene.
We may therefore think of Achilleus killing Troilos at the altar
of Apollon as on ABV 95. 5 (Immerwahr, no. 173; see n. 1098),
where the altar is indeed labelled (β4µ%ς).

(B) The interpretation as Persephone’s name is plausible in view
of the finding-place. The name always has a phi not a pi in early
times (see Threatte, pp. 449–51). It has been said above that the
[e], written b, clearly shows the original Corinthian alphabet. The
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last letter preserved, however, is difficult. It is w, and if it repres-
ents a [s], this is no longer the Corinthian, but the universal Greek
(not specifically East Ionic) letter which at last became fashion-
able also in former san-using alphabets. A form Φερσ[. . .] could
be restored to Φερσ[εφ%ν�], for instance, and its cluster [rs] would
conform to the Corinthian dialect of the earlier vases (see §214).
This reading is not necessarily correct, however. For we may assert
that the w should represent the same sound as in (Aa) above, i.e.
[i]. Of course, we are dealing with two different vases, but if we
can get an acceptable form with an [i] this would be preferable
in view of their common style. The first point to mention is 
that in Attic the goddess did not have an [s], being well attested
as Φερρ
φαττα or Φερρ%φαττα (see Threatte, pp. 450 f., and
Wachter (1991a), 65). It is true that [rr] for [rs] is a feature 
of the Attic dialect (among many others) and is—as far as we 
can judge—alien to the Corinthian, but the Attic form of the 
goddess’s name must have been very well known from the famous
sanctuary at Eleusis; also we do not know for certain whether in
this name the [rs] is really the origin of [rr], or secondary and
due to popular etymology (see §510). The second point is an
inscription, only slightly earlier than our fragment, from Lokroi
Epizephyrioi, viz. LSAG 286. 5 Uερ(ρ)ιφ%ν�ι (a dedication on a
helmet, c.500–480?; drawing in IG xiv. 631). In this form [s] is
also lacking as is normal in the Lokrian dialect (see Thumb–
Kieckers, p. 291), but more importantly, it shows an [i] instead
of the oscillating [o] or [e] of Attic. As we have no other
Corinthian attestation of Persephone’s name and cannot exclude
the Corinthians using an imported form of this variable name, a
reading Φερ(ρ)ι[φ-. . .] of our label seems not impossible.

  , . . --

Fr. of a ? from the kerameikos at Corinth (1965). Bibliography:
Stroud (1968), 303, ph. pl. 87e; Amyx (1988), 592, no. 125 (not
in cat.), dr. pl. 141. 2. Photographs: Stroud cl. Scene: None. Date:
late 6th cent.? (Amyx).

!AmAT
[. . .]sδαµατ[. . .]
[Τ�]r ∆1µ�τ[ρος . . .].

Epigraphy: Of the first letter, a nearly vertical downstroke and
possibly part of a preceding upstroke are preserved. Interpretation:
Probably a dedication (property formula).

The name of the goddess is as expected. For the property for-
mula see §301.

*  , . . -

Fr. of a pyxis from Corinth (c.1929–31). Bibliography: Stillwell
(1948), 29, 51 f.; Stillwell–Benson (1984), 219 f., no. 1182, and

Boegehold (1984), 360, no. 15, ph. pl. 49, dr. pl. 122; Amyx (1988),
593, no. 126 (not in cat.), dr. pl. 141. 3. Photographs: Stillwell–
Benson sm., only letters 1–6. Scene: None. Date: ‘Convention-
alizing style, later sixth century ?’ (Amyx).

T0MBPoM0M
Τασεροσασ .[. . .]
Τ�ς -ρ8σ�ς .[. . .].

Epigraphy: Boegehold thinks the seventh and ninth letters may
both be µ or σ. But the last stroke in the ninth goes clearly fur-
ther down than its central angle, and the same is true for the third
as well as the fifth (where the end of the stroke is partly worn
off ); these letters are therefore all sans. The very last letter could
be α, δ, fl, ƒ, λ, µ, ν, ρ, σ, ε. Interpretation: Probably a dedication
to a human (property formula).

Stillwell’s reading τ�ς 5Ερ%sαr @[µ�] was accepted by Boegehold
as well as Amyx, who mentions that the name is not otherwise
recorded. As a name the form seems very odd anyway. But why
should we interpret the word as a name rather than, quite simply,
as the feminine present participle of -ρ�ω ‘love’? See §310.

*°  , . . --

Fr. of the rim of a hydria (?) from Corinth (1970). Bibliography:
Amyx (1988), 593, no. 127 (not in cat.). Photographs: —. Scene:
None. Date: 2nd h. 6th cent.?

meTe.A7b2bT .TA
Τα .[. . . c.16 . . .]lιtι: ανεθετ . . :
Τα .[. . . c.12 . . . �ρτ�?]lιtι �νεθ
τãm.

Epigraphy: The inscr. is written in a circle on the rim of the 
vessel. Amyx reads [—] �ν
θ3κε . ΤΑD[—]. Since the spaces are
much wider between the letters after the punctuation mark near
the right end of the fr. than between the last 5 letters before, the
three letters after the mark (of the third only some oblique remains
are visible) must be the beginning of the inscr.; then about 55
per cent of the circumference is lost (i.e. about 16 letters), and
another 12 letters are fully or partly preserved. The letters ανεθε
are unequivocal. For the rest (from the epsilon) I add a dr. The
letter following ανεθε cannot be a kappa because it has no
oblique bars but a top cross bar. It must be a tau. The last two
letters of the word are not clear; of the first only a few dots and
the shadow of an oblique stroke remain, and of the latter, which
for linguistic reasons must be a vowel-sign or ν, ρ, ς, an initial
almost-vertical stroke, some crossing traces and the shadow of
another almost-vertical stroke close to the punctuation mark are
visible. The only restoration that seems possible to me is -ετãm.
The letters before ανεθε are badly worn. Considering the two fairly
clear e-type iotas and in between a straight vertical and the shadow
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of a cross-bar above it, which can only make up a tau, the restora-
tion -µιτι seems likely. The second iota, painted very bold, seems
to be written over the traces of something else. Before the alpha
of ανεθε I think I can see another word-divider, which would fit
well. Interpretation: Dedication.

The modern theta (see ad COR 85) suggests a later date. For the
dual form �νεθ
τ�ν see ad AIG 3E. If this reading is correct, we
need two donors, most likely two names, for instance Ταk[αZς
καW . . . �ρτ�]µιτι �νεθ
τ�ν, or a feminine noun in the dual, 
Τ2 . [. . .], but we cannot know.

  , . .,  

Fr. of a large vase from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography:
Dunbabin (1962), 327 and Jeffery (1962), 395, no. 17, ph. pl. 128,
dr. pl. 163; Arena (1967), 118, no. 82; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), 251,
no. 541; Amyx (1988), 593, no. 128 (not in cat.). Photographs:
Dunbabin partly cl. Scene: None. Date: 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

TAµqw3b^wAµG3w
[. . .]sτασλιµενιασflµι
[. . . ? τ�ς Η5ρ�]r τ�ς Λιµεν��ς *µ�.

Epigraphy: The first letter is likely to be a san. Interpretation:
Dedication (property formula).

For the property formula see §301. Linguistically, all is as
expected. Arena mentions another dedication to Hera of the
Harbour, written in Sikyonian script on a bronze bull: Να,µαχ%ς
µε �ν
θ3κε τ�ι Η5ρ�ι τ�ι Λιµεν��ι (LSAG 141, 143. 7); another
one will have been the fragment Jeffery (1962), 395, no. 19, draw-
ing pl. 164.

  , . . . —

Fr. of a column krater from Cumae (1892–5: see Gàbrici, 
pp. 43, 449). Bibliography: Gàbrici (1913), 473; Payne (1931), 167
no. 58; Amyx (1988), 593, no. 129 (not in cat.), dr. pl. 142. 8.
Photographs: Naples N. M. neg. 1062 (Amyx); non vidi. Scene: ?
Date: —.

[. . .]sιλας
[. . .]s�λ�ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified scene (label).

Probably a name in -σι-λ�ς (< -λ�ƒος) like Protesilaos (see 
COR 57c).

  , . . . —

Frs. of a small krater (?) from Argos (1892–5). Bibliography:
Hoppin (1905), 172 f., no. 23a, ph. pl. 61. 24b; not in Heermance
(1905); Amyx (1988), 593, no. 130 (not in cat.). Photographs:
Hoppin cl. Scene: Head of a horse to r., and a warrior to r. (named).
Date: LC I (i.e. 570–550) (Amyx).

AS
Αι[. . .]
ΑF [ƒας] or Α7 [ν
ας].

Epigraphy: Hoppin’s restorations. Interpretation: Unidentified
war scene, probably heroic (label).

*  ,   

Small cup from Corinth (1883 or earlier). Bibliography: Kretschmer
(1888), 166 f., no. 24; F. Blass, SGDI (1899), no. 3153; Kretschmer
(1894), 24 f., no. 31; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 122. 9; Payne
(1931), 169; N. Plaoutine, CVA France, 14 (1938), 84 f. (bibl.),
phs. pl. 93. 1–5; Arena (1967), 123, no. 91; Mommsen (1975),
52 n. 288 (bibl.390). Photographs: CVA (a) uncl., (b) and (c) quite
cl. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990. Scene: Two boxers to r., labelled (b) in
between. The one who has the upper hand is in pursuit (a). The
other, with bleeding nose, is running away (c), looking back and
making a gesture of defence. Date: late 6th cent. (Payne).

(a) FwokG (b) rVkT) (c) øbVcG
(a) Åιοκfl (b) Πυκτα (c) Φευγfl
(a) ƒι8κ!. (b) π,κτ�. (c) φε,γ!.

Epigraphy: Payne (referring to J. D. Beazley) considered the inscrs.
and boxers to be false, but Plaoutine confirms that they are fired
and painted in the same paint as the decoration.391 (a) Kretschmer
and Payne give a straight iota, which is corrected by Plaoutine
and Arena. In the kappas of (a) and (b) the vertical stroke is 
separated from the oblique ones. Interpretation: Non-heroic
sporting scene (labels, partly verb-forms).

Plaoutine groups our vase with normal Attic material. But we 
have here a very special case. The vase was found in Corinth
(together with a lekythos, Louvre MNC 333, according to
Plaoutine).392 Its inscriptions are wholly Corinthian. The clay, 

390 Where it should read, ‘1946, 173’ and ‘MNC’.
391 Arena (n. 56) thinks that the inscrs. are too good to be forged, which is a

dangerous argument.
392 MNC 333 shows animal decoration and two inscrs., of which one, r)6T),

seems to make sense, the other, ; Ip0b6TAq, does not. The last letter shows
that the alphabet is Corinthian not Attic. The style, on the other hand, is Attic
(it is ABV 249. 16, Para. 112). Nevertheless, Plaoutine had remarked, ‘il y a dans
le dessin quelque affinité avec le style corinthien’. Date (according to the
museum inv.) c.540.
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however, is clearly not Corinthian, nor is it normal Attic.393

The shape is untypical of indigenous Attic ware, but corresponds
to Corinthian fashion.

Parallels are found in Brownlee’s (1987) article on Attic bf. 
ware found at Corinth (I owe this reference to Kalinka Huber).
Especially Brownlee’s no. 14,394 a cup-skyphos (cup-kotyle) (ABV
66. 59), is very similar to our piece and even shows a boxing match,
but is obviously of Attic make, attributed by J. D. Beazley to the
Heidelberg P. Obviously, around 560  the Athenian kerameikos
tried to imitate Corinthian shapes395 and could export some of their
products to Corinth.

Not all cup-skyphoi made in Athens, however, were found in
Corinth. Therefore it is our piece with its inscriptions both in
Corinthian dialect and script, which constitutes the best proof that
in Athens there existed a deliberate production for export to
Corinth in order to conquer the market of the rival town. It is
not important for this argument whether the painter or potter of
our vase was a Corinthian who had emigrated to Athens (which

would be no surprise in the period of decline of Corinthian vase-
production) or whether he was an Athenian imitating Corinthian
as best he could.

(a) and (c) are third person singular present with monoph-
thongized diphthong (see §219). The verb in (a) is a hapax
legomenon, related to /εµαι like δι)κω to δ�εµαι (see both
Chantraine and Frisk, s.vv.). The noun 7ωκ1 ‘pursuit’ (Hom.)
which is derived from it (see Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.) suggests
a wider use at an early stage. Considering the fact that only (ƒ)�εµαι
has a good IE etymology (see Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.: Sanskrit
véti, vyánti ‘pursue’, etc.), it seems as if the pair (ƒ )�εµαι and
ƒι)κω/7ωκ1 should be older and the other one built on it. As
the latter forms are alien to the Attic dialect and the digamma is
etymologically correct, a Corinthian writer seems more likely than
an Athenian.

(b) π,κτ� was interpreted by Kretschmer as the nominative
dual form known from Homer and Attic (a comparatively young
analogical form, see Chantraine (1961), 52 and 56). Schwyzer, 
following Wackernagel (1916: 58), suggests a nominative singular
without -ς. Yet, first, it would be odd that one boxer had two
labels and the other only one. Secondly, the position of label 
(b) between the two contestants—unlike (a) and (c) which are
clearly attributed to either figure—makes it more likely that it
applies to both. The form need not be Attic but could be the 
contracted (see §223) version of an earlier [-ad] as preserved in
Boiotian (for which see Blümel (1982), 232). For other collective
labels see §401. For the scene see also §474.

393 Plaoutine writes ‘argile jaunâtre; surface un peu plus foncée, légèrement
brunâtre’, and M. Denoyelle (per litt.) kindly informs me as follows: ‘la petite
coupe-cotyle MNC 332 a en effet une argile qui correspond à la description du
CVA: de couleur beige-jaune, avec un vernis non pas noir mais tirant sur le brun.
Il ne s’agit en aucun cas d’une argile corinthienne, mais il faut noter qu’elle 
diffère légèrement de l’argile attique de la même époque. Sans en tirer de con-
clusions, on pourrait dire qu’elle se rapproche de l’argile béotienne.’

394 On pp. 81–3 (ph. pl. 13), Corinth, Arch. Mus. CP-881.
395 For the genuinely Corinthian kotyle see e.g. Benson (1983).



In this section a selection of Corinthian graffiti are listed, which
are referred to in the commentary and analysis. The numbers are
again those of Amyx (1988), 593 ff., who gives a more complete
list.

   , . . --

Fr. cup from Corinth (1965). Bibliography: Stroud (1968), 328,
ph. pl. 98g; SEG 25 (1971), no. 343; Lazzarini (1973/4), 357, 
no. 24, phs. pl. 72. 1–2; Amyx (1988), 594, no. Gr 2 (bibl.).
Photographs: Stroud sm. but quite cl.; Lazzarini quite cl. Scene:
None. Date: ‘perhaps no later than the middle of the seventh 
century’ (Amyx).

Χοιρ�σου É	 
οτ�λka √l\ . . . (the rest is unclear).

Epigraphy: Complete at the beginning. I think I can see a normal
b-type epsilon on the phs., which is, however, not the normal
spelling (�- is also the reading of Stroud, SEG, and Lazzarini;
Amyx writes †l\, using the wrong e-letter). Interpretation: Owner’s
inscription or dedication to a human (perhaps metrical).

For the spelling of the genitive and the verb as well as the met-
rical structure see §§219 f., 502, and 505.

   ,    ()

Aryballos from Corinth (1884 or earlier). Bibliography: Rayet–
Collignon (1888), 63, with dr. (not of the inscrs.) fig. 33; E. Pottier,
CVA France, 9 (1929), 7 f., phs. pl. 6. 9–12; Payne (1931), 162
no. 6, cat. no. 499; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 10; Friis
Johansen (1967), 66, ph. 65 fig. 12, cat. p. 245, no. A. 2b; Arena
(1967), 73, no. 9, phs. pl. 2; Lorber (1979), 21, no. 19, phs. pl.
4; LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 34*, ph. pl. 234; mentioned LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’
(ii. E. 1); Amyx (1988), 596, no. Gr 6 (cat. p. 99, no. 5, bibl.);
Schefold (1993), 141, ph. 140 fig. 142. Photographs: CVA, Friis
Johansen, LIMC, Schefold sm.; Lorber quite cl. Scene: An even
fight between two warriors (a) and (b). Date: EC (i.e. 620/
615–595/590) (LIMC; Amyx); c.610 (Schefold).

(a) 0wJ0µ (b) bTPoP
(a) Αιƒας (b) Ετρορ
(a) Α�ƒας, (b) �Ετ(τ)ρ4ρ.

Epigraphy: (b) Unanimously read �Ετ
ορ, which must be wrong.
The parallel on COR 113 (in a carelessly painted inscr.) of a qoppa
with the vertical stroke arising from the side of the circle, which
was put forward by Arena, is irrelevant,396 since there the ‘eye’
of the letter is still a circle; the same is true for COR 81Ba. On
the other hand, in our inscr. (characterized as ‘mit . . . Sorgfalt
ausgeführt’ by Lorber) clearly only a semicircle was added to 
a full-length vertical stroke, whereas the omicron is a perfect 
circle; the third letter is therefore a rho. Interpretation: Fight
between Aias and Hektor (labels).

(a) is as expected (see §209). (b) shows assimilation of the [kt] 
group and an additional [r]; see §212.

   ,  . . 
()

Fr. of an alabastron from Thebes (purchased Oct. 1890: 
U. Kästner, per litt.). Bibliography: Furtwängler (1891), 116, 
no. 5, with dr.; Payne (1931), 162 no. 9, cat. no. 790; Arena 
(1967), 75, no. 13, ph. pl. 4; Lorber (1979), 50, no. 62 (bibl.);
LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 119*, ph. pl. 247; Amyx (1988), 597, no. Gr 
9; Schefold (1993), 327 f., with ph. fig. 367. Photographs: 
Arena, LIMC, Schefold cl. Scene: Aias (named) over his 
sword. Date: MC (Lorber, p. 50 n. 309); c.600–575 (LIMC); 
c.600 (Schefold).

AeJAµ
Αιƒας
Α�ƒας.

Epigraphy: The inscr. is written on the body of Aias and leads
towards the head; this shows that the direction from l. to r. was
more familiar to the writer. Interpretation: Suicide of Aias (label).

The name is as expected (see §209).

APPENDIX

Some Corinthian Graffiti

396 Lorber (p. 66 n. 415) is also sceptical about this parallel.



:    

    .,  ., 
. .  . . 

Aryballos from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Kroll (1968), 21–3, ph.
pl. 10. 1; Bauchhenß-Thüriedl (1971), 14 f., 86, no. 47; Lorber
(1979), 92, no. 152; Amyx (1988), 597, no. Gr 13; LIMC vii,
‘Telephos’ 98. Photographs: Kroll cl. Scene: A bearded man
(named) grasps another bearded man by his forelock and pulls
him down. Date: LC (Lorber).

TbqAøoµ
Τελαφος
Τ5λαφος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Telephos (label).

For the myth and the form of the name, which shows popular
etymology, see §§440 and 510.

    ,  .  
. .  ()

Pyxis from Corinth (the lid, added by D. von Bothmer, is 74.
51. 433) (1874 or earlier). Bibliography: Payne (1931), cat. no. 1309
(not mentioning the inscrs.; indicating a wrong provenance, see
Arena, n. 53); Milne (1942a), with ph.; Milne (1942b), 217–22,
phs. figs. 1 f.; Amyx (1943), 215, ph. pl. 32e and g; Richter (1949),
81, ph. fig. 137; Arena (1967), 117, no. 80, phs. (from Milne
(1942b) ) pl. 28. 2; Lorber (1979), 92 f., no. 153; Amyx (1988),
598, no. Gr 15. Photographs: Milne (both) and Arena cl.; Amyx
(1943) only (b) and (c), quite cl.; Richter only (b), quite cl. Scene:
Three plastic heads between lip and body of the vase, each
inscribed underneath. Date: c.550 (Milne (1942b) ).

(a) JworA (b) 9wmbçow (c) XAPwTA
(a) Åιοπα (b) Ηιµεροι (c) Χαριτα
(a) Åι�π	, (b) Η�µερ8ι, (c) Χαρ�τ	.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Hetairai (labels).

Lorber points to the tailed rho in (b), unique for Corinth, along-
side a normal one in (c). Yet the loop and tail are joined as one
wavy line without a point in between (R), therefore the rho should
probably be considered as the ç-type with a stronger turn at the
bottom of the loop (see §101).

Milne (1942b: 222) took the women for either (immortal)
nymphs or (mortal) hetairai. The latter interpretation is now widely
accepted, also by Amyx (1943) and (1988); see §308. See §239 for
their speaking names.

(a) Arena mentions an Attic hydria, ABV 334. 1, on which four
girls are fetching water (three are named: Ιοπε, Ροδοπις, Κλεο),397

and Plut. Thes. 29, where " Ι�πη is the daughter of Iphikles. For
more occurrences of this name see Pape–Benseler. On the Attic
hydria the second name makes it clear how we have to under-
stand the first: ‘the one with the violet eyes’, just as ‘the one with
the rosy face’. The two names in question are always " Ι�πη and
$Ροδ%πις398 (there is no *" Ι&πη or *$Ρ�δοπις); and $Ροδ�πη, whose
meaning must be the same as in $Ροδ%πις, is also frequent (see
Pape–Benseler). The same meaning must be assumed for the name
of our Corinthian lady in view of her companions Η�µερ8ι and
Χαρ�τ	 (see also CHA 1l ). It is interesting to note in this con-
nection that the name of " Ι�πη, daughter of " Ιφικλ(ς, should be
understood differently. For the name of the father with (Å ))φι-
suggests that in the daughter’s name one also recognized the ele-
ment ‘force’ in the first element. Obviously one could understand
the names with this element differently (i.e. this is a case of
homonymy), which partly settles the debate on their etymology
(see §237 at the end). For the second element -οπη, too, there
are further explanations, apart from ‘eye, face’ (see ad LAK 8a).
First, the -π- could be the remains of the second element of a
compound *Åι]-π- (e.g. -π�τρα), i.e. the name could be a
hypocoristic name of the type described in §228. This does not
seem very attractive for our vase, however, in view of the other
two speaking names. Secondly, the element -οπ- can represent
the meaning ‘voice’ as in the name of the Muse Kalliope or the
Siren Η�µερ�π	 (see ad COR 28Ac). But since ‘the one with the
forceful voice’ (or ‘with the voice of a violet’) is inappropriate,
we should stick to ‘the one with the violet eyes’.

(b) Names with *µερος are listed by Bechtel, p. 219; for the
formation see §236. (c) Arena mentions several occurrences of this
name; add IG vii. 1494.

   , . . --

Fr. of a column krater from Corinth (1931). Bibliography: Arena
(1967), 92, no. 41, dr. fig. 37; Amyx (1988), 599, no. Gr 23 (bibl.),
dr. pl. 143. 5. Scene: None. Date: 2nd q. 6th cent. (Arena).

+π, [λ]k4ν�ς îµι.

Epigraphy: Amyx argues that on the dr. the two non-contiguous
frs. are set too close together for a reading +π, [λ]k4νος. This 
is true, but the form may of course have been +π,k(λ)4νος.
Interpretation: Dedication (property formula).

For the property formula see §301. For the name of the god see
COR 20. For the form of the verb see §219.

397 On the second vase mentioned by Arena, ARV 34. 15, it is not certain that
the four letters Ιοπε stand for this name, nor that they are the flute-player’s label.
The other inscrs. on this vase are nonsense.

398 $Ροδ%πις was also a hetaira in the 6th cent. (?) (Bechtel, pp. 394, 473); see
also ABV, p. 678.



   

   , . . . —

Fr. of a skyphos from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography: Jeffery
(1962), 396, no. 51, dr. pl. 165; Arena (1967), 118, no. 83; Amyx
(1988), 599, no. Gr 25 (bibl.). Date: mid-6th cent. or earlier
( Jeffery).

[Τ.]ς œ�ρƒ	[ς . . .].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably a dedication (property 
formula).

For the digamma see §209. For the formula see §301.

  () , . . . —

Fr. Attic skyphos, from Perachora (1930–3). Bibliography:
Jeffery (1962), 398, ph. pl. 151, dr. pl. 167; Arena (1967), 125,
no. 95; Amyx (1988), 599 f., no. Gr 26(1). Photographs: Jeffery
only Ερµαν, cl.

[. . .]λαβ,, δ) " "Ερµ.ν, [. . . !].

Epigraphy: The alphabet is Corinthian. Interpretation: Dedication
(metrical?).

The fr. was interpreted by Jeffery as an exhortation to a drinker:
λαβ0 δ1 "Ερµ.ν ‘take here this Hermes-potion’, with literary 

support ($Ερµ(ν 2λκειν). Yet, Amyx is right to find the isolated
‘deictic’ δ- puzzling (the two examples cited by Jeffery are both
the demonstrative formation with the article: τηνδ-). Arena had
offered a different transcription: [. . .]λαβ0 δ) " "Ερµ.ν[. . .], about
which Amyx is even more puzzled. Arena indeed does not make
it clear how he understands his transcription. He only refers to
Bechtel (1923: 247) for the name of Hermes at Corinth, where
under a title $Ερµ.ς the citation "Ερµ.ι is given (IG ix/1. 722.
4, Roman age), and mentions the lack of aspiration (see §§210,
253), which he interprets as a ‘convenzione antica’ (what does he
mean by that?). I assume therefore that Arena understood: ‘take,
god-like one, this Hermes-potion’.

There is, however, a better solution, namely to take "Ερµ.ν as
a form of the n-stem "Ερµ.ν < ""Ερµ1ων (the latter Hes. fr. 137
M–W), widely attested in the Peloponnese: in Lakonia DGE 8
Ηερµ.νος (near Sparta), in Messenia DGE 74. 33 and 69 $Ερµ.νι
(Andania, 92 ), in Arkadia DGE 653 Ηερµ.[νο]ς (Tegea, 5th
cent.), LSAG 216. 34 = DGE 653 n. $Ερµ.νος (Pheneos; 5th/
4th cent., photograph AK 31, pl. 26). Like this, our inscription
may be a dedication to Hermes, addressed directly in the vocative:
‘Take (. . .), god-like Hermaon, . . . !’ For stylistic reasons I am
inclined to assume a metrical text. Three good parallels, although
with a different (more subtle?) verb, are CEG 367 = GD 68 = DGE
7 (Lakonian, Olympia, c.490?, also reported by Paus. 5. 24. 3) 
δ,ξο ƒ�ναξ Κρον�δ	{ι} Dε5 "Ολ�νπιε, καλ7ν 8γαλµα etc.; CEG
418 = DGE 207 (Melos, late 6th cent.?) πα) ∆ι�ς, "ΕκπÉ�ντ4ι
δ,κσαι τ�δ" ;µενπÉ0ς 8γαλµα etc.; CEG 345 (Delphi, late 6th
cent.?) . . . τ< δ= δ>ξαι, Φο)βη @πολ(λ)ον. The requirement of
a dactylic structure is also matched, for instance [–]λαβ,, δ) "
"Ερµ.ν, [É–É–É–å]. Possibly a compound verb was used.



399 See Boegehold (1984), 359, no. 5 [. . .]…cαλµα βιa .[. . .]: even if the last
letters are correctly read, it is by no means certain that we may compare it with
COP 18b in view of the occurrence of at least one more letter after the last alpha
(e.g. Β�ανδρος, Βι�νωρ, Bechtel, p. 93; Β�αιος, ibid. 501); the inscr. may have
been metrical (see DOC 3). Even more scrappy are the pieces p. 359, no. 7, with
a solitary Σ, and p. 360, no. 11, with nonsense on both sides. See COP 34 and
Introd. to ch. 5 (COR).

400 Athens, Nat. Mus. Perachora 2267, with a nonsense inscr.; see Hopper (1962),
235, no. 2267, ph. pl. 79 (uncl.), dr. pl. 80, and Jeffery (1962), 394, no. 4, dr. pl.
163 (mentioned by Lorber, p. 30, no. 30).

Introduction: In 1879 in a clandestine excavation by farmers near
Penteskouphia on the slope of Acrocorinth, several hundred frag-
ments of painted clay tablets were found in what seems to have
been a waste deposit. They were illegally sold in Athens and the
vast majority went to Berlin where they still are (the rest, viz.
sixteen, are in Paris). For a discussion of the find see e.g. Rayet
(1880), Wilisch (1892), 4 ff. and 31 ff. (no inscriptions). In this
century the site was explored again. The new finds are in
Corinth, not yet properly published. One piece has been found
not in the sanctuary but in the old city (COP 34). Mrs. Wendy
Thomas (Bryn Mawr College, Pennsylvania) is preparing a new
complete edition which will cover the art-historical aspects and
will also contain new high-quality photographs, which have yet
to be taken, as G. Zimmer (Berlin) informs me. Moreover—and
very understandably—Mrs. Thomas prefers to reach her con-
clusions independently. Therefore, the following edition of the
inscriptions is provisional in the sense that I have had no more
style-based evidence to a chronological order of the texts (and their
linguistic data) than those established by Payne (1931) and taken
over (which also means confirmed) by Jeffery (1961).

Many of the tablets have suspension holes, mainly in the top
corners. They are painted on one or both sides. Predominant 
subjects are standing Poseidon with trident, Poseidon and
Amphitrite facing each other or driving a chariot, and, on the
reverse, scenes with kilns and workmen. Many other scenes 
familiar on Corinthian pottery also occur. A considerable por-
tion of the tablets bear inscriptions (in fact very few exist which 
are entirely preserved and completely uninscribed), typically
dedications (donor’s name, �ν�θ3κε, often with Poseidon’s name
in the dat.) or labels to figures painted (mostly Poseidon).

The standard edition of the inscriptions is in IG iv. The fol-
lowing earlier editions will therefore not normally be cited, since
they are all out-dated: the first edition of DGE (1883); Roberts
(1887), 122–5, no. 90; SGDI (1899), nos. 3119a–k. Nor do I cite
Röhl’s new edition (IIGA), where just the drawings of IG iv are
repeated. My own edition is largely based on autopsy, but of course
considers IG iv and the earlier editions too. I hope that it will
encourage further research. The material, which is most fascin-
ating, would surely deserve it.

The function of these pinakes is debated and is discussed in
§302 below. Dating is very difficult. Some pieces have been
attributed to the usual periods of Corinthian vase-painting, for
others nobody has yet hazarded a date. If they are from a de-
posit which, as far as we can judge, has been exhausted by the
excavators, it seems not advisable to assume too long a period.

Particularly the date suggested for COP 1A (end of 6th cent.),
which is so much lower than all others that have been offered,
for instance for COP 1B and C, may seem problematic.

One Corinthian pinax was found on the Athenian Akropolis.
But since its inscription is non-Corinthian, I have given it the
label PCO 6 (see ad loc.). I have not included a few very small
pinax fragments from the Corinthian Kerameikos399 and one from
Perachora.400

a. Metrical Dedications

° A‒D (A) ,   
(), (B) .  , (C) .  , 

(D) .  

Fr. pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A) 
Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 108a; Furtwängler (1885), no. 834; dr.
AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 29. 23; the reverse in Pernice (1897), 36,
with dr. fig. 26; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 212; Geffcken
(1916), 8, no. 23; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 13; Payne
(1931), 113 n. 3; Friedländer–Hoffleit (1948), 39, no. 36a; Jeffery,
LSAG (1961), 132. 26, dr. pl. 20; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 794a;
Hansen, CEG (1983), no. 360. (B) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 62;
Furtwängler (1885), no. 946; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 213;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 13; Friedländer–Hoffleit (1948),
39, no. 36b; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 794b; Hansen, CEG (1983),
no. 358. (C) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 63; Furtwängler (1885), no. 453;
dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 30. 23; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 214; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 794c; Hansen, CEG (1983),
no. 359. (D) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 64; Furtwängler (1885), no. 950;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 215; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), 
no. 794d. Photographs: —. (B) Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. (A), (C ), and
(D) vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: (A) Part of the 
bottom of a tablet; quadriga in frontal view. On the reverse (no
inscr. preserved) a gigantomachy (Pernice). (B) No figs. preserved.

6. The Corinthian Pinakes



   

The reverse is plain. It is not a priori clear, from which corner
the fr. is (rather not bottom-r.). (C) Top-r. corner; the small head
of a man to l. with an enormous trident. (D) Without original
edge according to Fränkel, which is almost true, but the paint 
of the frame along the upper margin appears at the top corner
of the fr. No figs. are preserved or ever existed. The reverse 
is plain. Date: (A) 510–500 (Payne, Jeffery, Hansen); late 6th 
cent. (Friedländer–Hoffleit). (B) 600–550 (Friedländer–Hoffleit,
Hansen). (C) c.575–550 or later (Boardman apud Hansen). (D) —.

(A) AccbwqAMTV!b!o PwbMA6AMowJA^
(B) (a) oP3A7 (b) ; !owXAPwbµA
(C ) µTs!baoµXAPwbµA7
(D) 4bkb ; !A^wJ … s!b!

(A) [. . .]pαγγειλαστυδεδο[. . .]ριεσαναµοιƒαν
(B) (a) [. . .]. ορµαν[. . .]. (b) [. . .]δοιχαριεσα .[. . .]
(C ) [. . .]. . στυδεδοσχαριεσαν[. . .]
(D) [. . .]θεκε . . . [. ?]. δανιƒ[. . .]. υδεδ[. . .]. .[. . .]

(A) [–É–É–É–É–É–:
δ[ρον ? �]pαγγε�λας· τ� δ� δ�[ς χα]ρ�εσ(σ)αν �µοιƒ1ν.
(B) [. . .- ]m4ρ µ! �ν[�θ3κε . . . 
–É–É– τ� δ� ]δοι χαρ�εσ(σ)αm [�µοιƒ1ν].
(C ) [–É–É–É–É–É–:
–É–É]. . ς· τ� δ� δ�ς χαρ�εσ(σ)αν [�µοιƒ1ν].
(D) [. . . µ! �ν� ]θ3κε Pot[ε?]iδ"νι ƒ[�νακτι
–É–É–]t� δ� δ[�ς ]wa[ρ�εσ(σ)αν �µοιƒ1ν].

Epigraphy: (A) Incised upside-down along the lower margin. If
the quadriga was placed symmetrically on the tablet, just over 2
cm. are missing to the r., i.e. c.6–8 letters. The initial letter, read
as a san by Röhl and Fränkel, is probably not a san, not so much
because its remaining stroke does not reach the ground line (the
mu in this inscr. looks exactly like the san), but because it is per-
fectly vertical. The oblique line coming in from the break, which
suggested a san, is non-existent; the area is damaged. The only
plausible letter is pi. What is preserved of the inscr. is the longer
part of a hexameter, which was probably preceded by another line
(Friedländer–Hoffleit). It would otherwise be odd that a single
line, added after the painting, was written upside-down. To judge
from the painted scene, the height of the tablet must have been
approximately its present width, which fits the assumption of two
lines, the first of which would have started in the top-r. corner.
A total of three lines is less likely, since with a start in the 
top-l. corner the third line would have started somewhere in the
mid-r. margin and less of it would be preserved. (B) Faint 
letters, but on the whole clear. The inscr. has been taken as the
end of a hexameter line ever since Röhl: [. . . δ� ]δοι χαρ�εσ(σ)αm
[�]vορµ�ν. The dr. in Röhl shows some of the vertical line of
the first nu, of which, in fact, very little is preserved. The big
semicircle between the nu and the omicron, which he took for a
phi, does not exist (this was already pointed out by Furtwängler).
And the original layout of the text shows immediately that a link

between χαρ�εσ(σ)αm and -ορµ�ν is impossible to achieve for 
epigraphical reasons. Our interpretation of the inner text, whose
first letter could well be a nu, finds some support in the fact 
that after the rho the letters are bigger, which seems to indicate
word-end, a slight pause, and a new start. (C ) The inscr. comes
in from top-l., turns downwards passing the suspension hole and
disappears again. Fränkel shows traces of one or two letters in
front of -ς τ# etc. Hansen reads [. . .].!ς, the first letter according
to him was α, γ, or σ. If Fränkel’s traces represent two letters,
the first could indeed be α, γ, ƒ, ι, λ, π, (%), ρ, σ, τ, υ, φ, χ, ψ,
and the second, which must be a vowel, w and G. The dr. in
AntDenkm suggests an iota. Autopsy showed that for this second
trace iota is more likely than epsilon; on the other hand, I could
not see the preceding trace. Or should we—comparing (A)—
assume that both traces belonged to a single letter, an alpha, 
being in an oblique position because the inscr. was just turning
from vertical to horizontal? We can hardly decide. (D) Röhl’s 
and Fränkel’s drs. are very accurate. See the discussion below.
Interpretation: Metrical dedications—(D) certainly to Poseidon—
of the type: ‘. . . having promised a gift. Now, you, give welcome
recompense!’

(A) The participle �γγε�λας, fully preserved in (A) and perhaps
partly in (C), has always been referred to the deity as the subject.
The following particle δ�, however, suggests that what preceded
referred to the donor. This is confirmed by my reading of a 
compound [�]pαγγε�λας and the assumption, on epigraphical
grounds, of a preceding line. We have to understand: ‘. . . having
promised a gift. Now, you, give welcome recompense!’ (for ‘gift’,
δ[ρον would fit at the beginning of the line; but see COP 2), and
the easiest reconstruction is of course a first line of the type, X
µ! �ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νακτι ‘X offered me to King Poseidon
. . .’ as in COP 2–4. This was a standard offering formula
attested from archaic times (see below, CEG 326, and §303).

Arena (1967: 133) briefly mentions his suspicion that this 
participle is a non-Corinthian form.401 This view is only partly
justified, since in Corinth the form would not have been differ-
ent. We would expect [angblas] < *angelsants, and there is no 
reason to doubt that this verb with its aorist existed also in the
Corinthian dialect. On the other hand, Arena is right to point to
the spelling bw.402 In the present case, however, this is a spurious-
diphthong spelling for secondary [b] and we should not therefore
rush to compare it (as Arena does) with the cases of Ποτειδ�ν
or Ποτflιδ�ν (see §255). For in the god’s name, which contained
a real diphthong, a Corinthian could find diphthong spelling in
nearby Sikyon, Kleonai, Megara, and indeed all over the Greek

401 ‘Già AccbwqAM nel suo singolare artificio (ved. Ποτbwδαν per ΠοτGδαν su
iscrizioni antiche) mi induce nel sospetto che si tratti di travestimento di forma
non corinzia.’

402 Does he mean this spelling when he says that this inscr. generally ‘pare tradire
l’influsso di una tradizione diversa da quella che sinora ha tenuto il campo’? For
the ‘tradition’ as such, i.e. the formula τ� δ� δ�ς (or δ�δοι) χαρ�εσσαν �µοιƒ�ν,
is the same as in the earlier inscrs. (B)–(D).



Version (i), on the other hand, does not seem easier either. For
as Chantraine (s.v. �µε�βω) remarks, a suffix *-gw- is hard to find
elsewhere (and *-b- would be even more so); on the other hand,
an extension *-w- is more widespread, for instance in ποιƒ�ω/
-ποιƒ)ς, δα�ω < *da-w-j4, as well as in σε#οµαι/*σσυτο as
opposed to *κιε (κ�ω) (see Frisk and Chantraine, s.vv.). In view
of that, even a phonological explanation which may justify our
�µοιƒ1ν as a secondary form can hardly be satisfactory. It was
Fränkel who claimed a similar pronunciation of the sounds of <β>
and <ƒ> at a very early period,406 adducing Argive Βορθαγ)ρ ς
(see also Bechtel, p. 18). This was a wrong reading, however.407

The good examples of <β> for expected [w] are all later (from
the mid-fifth century onwards),408 and they are of little value for
the present question, since they testify to a rapid take-over of the
Ionic alphabet rather than to a particularly [w]-like pronunci-
ation of <β>, which simply was the closest available letter to 
render [w] when <ƒ> was no longer in use. We may also try to
argue that digamma is used for beta in our inscription COP 1A
because at the time in question (late 6th cent.) [w] was no longer
spoken and digamma was free for different uses.409 But this would
be a singular case, and why should an obsolete letter be applied
instead of one which was in current use and clearly pronounced?
Moreover, as we have seen, *-w- is the ‘better’ suffix, and—more
importantly—the explanation of a phonological similarity between
digamma and beta does not work for the Cretan and lyric �µευ-
σ-, which cannot be explained from *ameigw-s-.

We may therefore prefer version (ii). Two things may be con-
sidered in this connection. First, the formula δ�δοι (or . . . δ� δ�ς)
χαρ�ƒεσσαν �µοιƒ�ν (vel sim.) must have been used in different
parts of Greece and for different gods at least from the early 
seventh century, and we cannot possibly assert that all epigraphical
attestations, from Boiotia (Apollon), Smyrna (a goddess, probably
Artemis), and Corinth (Poseidon) depend on the single Homeric
line Od. 3. 58 (Poseidon), especially since the Boiotian attesta-
tion is hardly, if at all, younger than the Odyssey, and since its
feature δ�δοι is clearly non-Homeric (see below). Rather the
Homeric prayer formula must be taken from everyday life410 (it
is an important piece of evidence for an oral tradition of hexa-
metrical prayers said at the occasion of dedications to gods (see
also §303). Now, the attestations of �µειƒ- suggest that this form
of the root was widespread in the Greek dialects other than Ionic
and Attic. We have the verb �µε#σασθαι in the Doric marginal
dialect of Crete and in Pindar’s Boiotian dialect or poetic language
tradition. The noun �µοιƒ� is attested in Doric Corinth and (with
uncertain spelling) in Boiotia (the noun in the inscription from
Smyrna is unfortunately broken off, as mentioned; if it existed,
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world, whereas in the case of the spurious diphthong ει (as well
as ου) the spelling with one letter prevailed both in Mainland Greece
and in Asia Minor still in the fifth century.403 Our spelling <ει>
(see §505), as well as that of the velar nasal with gamma, i.e. East
Greek <γγ> instead of expected Mainland Greek <νγ> (see §114),
must be considered a reflection of written poetic texts (see §503).

The spelling �µοιƒ�ν, however, cannot claim to have been East
Greek. Its [w] instead of [b] is puzzling. Unfortunately, in the
archaic parallel text CEG 326 Μ�ντικλ)ς µ! �ν�θ3κε ƒεκ β)λοι
�ργυροτ)ξσ4ι | τ"ς δεκ�τ ς· τ� δ�, Φο.βε, δ�δοι χαρ�ƒετταν
�µοι .[1ν] (Boiotia, c.700–675)404 the letter in question is just 
not legible, and in CEG 426 [. . . /]νασσα δ�δ4 χαρ�εσ[σαν . . .]
(Smyrna, c.500?), as well as in our (B)–(D), it is broken off alto-
gether. It is true that [w] after a diphthong is always written in
our 6th-cent. Corinthian inscriptions and was very probably pro-
nounced in that position (see §209; in [χα]ρ�εσ(σ)αν, i.e. between
plain vowels, it is dropped, see §506). Therefore Kretschmer 
(p. 48 with n. 1) accepted J. Schmidt’s objections to the view that
�µοιƒ�ν was the same as �µοιβ0ν in Od. 3. 58 δ�δου χαρ�εσσαν
�µοιβ0ν, and analysed our noun as *�µοƒ-Ñ , comparing it with
the rare future and aorist stem �µευ-σ-. This stem occurs as
�µεƒ#σασθαι (i.e. �µε#σασθαι) and �µε#σονται in the meaning
of ‘exchange’ in two Cretan inscriptions, and with a second 
meaning ‘excel’ in literature (Pind. and Euph.).405

Yet in view of the identity of the Cretan meaning of �µευ-σ-
and that of �µε�βω, �µοιβ0, as well as �µοιƒ1, and in view of
the identity of our Corinthian formula with that in the Odyssey,
we surely cannot separate the two stems. We can bring them closer
together also from a formal perspective. For the i-diphthong, as
we seem to have it in �µοιƒ1, is a constant feature also of the
stem with [b], and there is also a suitable IE root containing it,
*h2mei- ‘change’, from which �µειβ- and �µοιβ- (o-grade) could
be extended variants. This is Chantraine’s view (see s.v. �µε�βω),
who claims an extension *-gw-. If we accept the possibility of such
extensions, our Doric forms could contain a similarly extended
root, of which �µοιƒ1 would be the feminine noun in - of the
type φορ1, and the verbal stem �µευ-σ- a phonological sim-
plification (from *ameiw-s-). In view of this possibility, Schmidt’s
and Kretschmer’s analysis *�µοƒ-Ñ seems less likely.

But, of course, it is odd to assume two different extensional
suffixes, *-gw- and *-w-. We may consider two possibilities: (i)
�µειβ- is primary, �µειƒ- secondary, or (ii) vice versa. Both ver-
sions are difficult. As for version (ii), we may feel uneasy, since
�µειβ- (with �µειψ-) is frequent already in the Homeric epics.

403 See e.g. LSAG 344. 52 = DGE 701 1φ5λ3ν, �(π)[α]γγ3λ�ντων, τραφ5ς, and
β4λοµ�νωι, ν)µ4ς etc. (Erythrai, c.465?). In metrical East Ionic inscrs. we find,
e.g., CEG 167. 4 τ[ ‘whose’ (Chios, c.400?), uncertain CEG 426 δ�δ4 (see below);
see also CEG 172 and 427. The verb ε2µι in LSAG 343. 29 (Miletos, 550–540?)
is a special case in view of the fact that in Attic it was always written with diph-
thong (see §219).

404 Before δεκ�τας an indistinct letter (not necessarily a delta) seems to have
been erased.

405 See LSJ, s.v., with Addenda. It is also used in a proper name on Crete, see
Bile (1988), 184 with n. 141.

406 See also Schwyzer, pp. 224 n. 6, and 273.
407 See LSAG 168. 7 with ph. pl. 26; the inscr. is now dated to about 575–550.
408 See e.g. Buck, §51, and most recently Masson (1990).
409 For [w] in its several positions see §§206 ff.
410 Strunk (1961: 119 n. 1) clearly shows that the do ut des principle in deal-

ing with the gods is an PIE feature, also well observable e.g. in the Rig-veda; see
also below, on (B).
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we should remember that Smyrna was an old Aiolic settlement
and very close to the East Aiolic area even in later times; see ad
PCO 5). We may therefore consider that the Ionic dialect, per-
haps first in eastern Greece and in the sphere of prayer and epic
poetry, took over *�µε�ƒω and �µοιƒ1 from some dialect (East
Aiolic?) which still pronounced the digamma, and made up a met-
rically equivalent pseudo-digamma version with [b].411 Of course
one had quickly to adjust the rest of the paradigm too, notably
by creating a labial aorist stem �µειψ-412 instead of the simplified
version �µευσ- (< *ameiws-) developed by the other dialects. The
new b-forms will have been spread already in (pre-)Homeric times,
not only through poetry but also, for instance, in the sphere of
trade.

This possibility (ii) seems particularly attractive if we contrast
�µοιƒ1ν and -αγγε�λας of our inscription. For in view of the fact
that the verb �µε�βοµαι is by no means rare in Homer the occur-
rence of �µοιƒ- not �µοιβ- together with the East Greek <γγ>
and literary <ει> (see above) makes it likely that �µοιƒ1 was 
genuine Corinthian, i.e. that �µοιƒ1 and *�µε�ƒοµαι were 
original Doric (and Aiolic) forms.413

And the different meanings of the verb �µε#σασθαι? Consider-
ing the formulaic use of �µοιβ0 as ‘recompense’ in dealing with
the gods and the fact that the clever dealer—which the archaic
Greeks certainly were—always aims at getting a bit more back
than he has invested, the shift from ‘exchange’ (Crete) to ‘sur-
pass’ (literature) is easily understandable.

If we turn to fragment (B), the drawing shows that in order
to save Röhl’s reading we would have to accept both a wide gap
for the alpha and an unjustifiable change in the direction of script.
The solution must be different: there was no such formula as
χαρ�εσσαν �φορµ�ν (which would have an odd meaning too). The
inner part is more likely to be a different part of the inscription,
best interpreted as the end of the donor’s name (e.g. 3γ1ν4ρ as
on COR 85) and the beginning of µ! �ν�θ3κε. This allows us to
stick to the normal formula χαρ�εσ(σ)αm [�µοιƒ�ν] for the outer
part. As for the order of the two parts, it is more logical to write
first the donation and then the wish for recompense,414 which order
is confirmed by inscription (D) and in particular by CEG 326,

cited above. But since on the fragment the outer part is on top
of the inner part, which would suggest the reverse sequence, we
should perhaps turn the fragment through 90° clockwise (so that
it represents the top-r. corner) and suppose the inscription to have
started, for instance, at the back of a horse or a horseman to l.
(see COP 12).

On the form δ�δοι, clearly preserved in (B) and paralleled in
the Boiotian inscriptions CEG 326 (see above) and CEG 334 δ�δοι
δ! �ρ(ε)τ1ν [τε κα4 5λβον] (c.550–525?), where it is at the same
place in the hexameter, see Strunk (1961). He argues that δ�δοι
in these three inscriptions as well as in Pindar (Ol. 1. 85, 6. 104,
7. 89, 13. 115, less typical Nem. 5. 50) is used to claim the due
recompense from the god and has not an optative, but a fairly
strong imperative meaning (Strunk cites other occurrences of 
δ�δου and δ)ς in similar contexts). So the old explanation (by 
J. Wackernagel) of a δ�δου which would have been transformed
by analogy with optative forms is implausible. Strunk (pp. 121 f.)
suggests that δ�δοι is analogous to the second person singular
δ�δοις, which is attested for Aiolic (probably Lesbian lyric) by
Herodian (ii, p. 111. 17), and therefore shows a Lesbian feature.415

Since in Pindar there are several such Lesbian-looking forms (3rd
person pl. φ�ροισι, acc. pl. δ�σκοις, etc.) the occurrence in
choral lyric is no surprise (p. 123). In the case of the Boiotian
and Corinthian examples, however, ‘muß man berücksichtigen,
daß sie, wie sich gezeigt hat, eine alte poetische Formel enthal-
ten. Die Sprache dieser Formel kann darum in der gleichen
Tradition stehen, aus der heraus die Äolismen bei Pindar zu 
erklären sind.’

If Strunk’s explanation is correct, we can ask some more 
questions. The form δ�δοι in the Boiotian dedication CEG 326
of c.700–675 is nearly contemporary with the Homeric epics, yet
is a feature not shared by them, although the formula in which
it occurs (also attested later at Smyrna and Corinth) is found once
in Homer too. This kind of use is later typical of choral lyric and
from its content belongs to the sphere of invocation of the gods
for recompense of human efforts. Now, in Homer, as well as in
East Ionia (Smyrna, CEG 426, cited above) and similarly in Attica
(CEG 258 and 313 �ντιδ�δ4, c.490–480? and c.480–460, respect-
ively),416 the form in question is δ�δ4 (written δ�δου in our liter-
ary texts). What tradition was responsible for the distribution 
of our feature δ�δοι, for whose creation only the Lesbian dialect
provided the necessary background and parallels? We shall try
to find an answer in the final section of this book (§508).

Fragment (C ) does not contribute any new features (at the
beginning it may show the end of the participle -αγγε�λας, 
discussed above).

411 In a dialect which did no longer have the phoneme /w/, /b/ was the clos-
est alternative.

412 The use of �µειψ- forms in Homer, it is true, is formulaic inasmuch as
they are almost always (9 times) placed after the caesura κατ6 τρ�τον τροχα.ον,
even with preverb (Il. 6. 230); exceptions are Il. 23. 542, Od. 6. 310, h. Cer. 276.
Particularly clear formulae are �µε�ψεται 7ρκος 1δ)ντων (Il. 9. 409, Od. 10. 328)
and �µε�ψασθαι �π�εσσιν (Il. 23. 489 and Od. 4. 286). But formulae could always
be transferred if metrically equivalent forms were available; i.e. in the present
case traditional �µευσ- may have been replaced by the newly created �µειψ-.
Therefore this is no strong argument for �µειψ- being an old formation in Ionic.

413 The two direct attestations of this stem that are earlier than our Corinthian
one, namely LSAG 358. 48 3µοιβ�χ4 (Abou Simbel, Greeks from the Doric
Hexapolis, c.589 ) and LSAG 87. 9 = DGE 800 [�]µε�πσ4νται (Eretria,
550–525?) would cause no problems to our explanation (ii). For they are both
much later than our postulated creation and diffusion of the ‘new’ stem �µειβ-
/�µειψ-, and both the dialects in south-west Asia Minor and that of Eretria (ibid.
ποι0ι, ποι0[ν] ) had long lost the digamma sound in this position.

414 The above-mentioned passage from the Odyssey is not sufficiently stereo-
typed and formulaic to be compared.

415 ‘Die i-Diphthong enthaltenden Verbalformen des Lesbischen wie φα.σ(θα)
erklären sich als Verallgemeinerungen des Diphthongs der 3. pl., der dort vor 
-νσ- lautgesetzlich entstanden war. Eine 3. pl. *δ�δονσι mußte also zu *δ�δοισι
werden und konnte ebensogut eine 2. sg. δ�δοις nach sich ziehen wie φα.σι ein
φα.σ(θα) bewirkt hat.’

416 In CEG 321a from Euboia only �ν[. . .] is preserved.
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The fourth fragment, (D), allows the restoration of the whole tablet
with some probability. (1) The top corner does not show any
remains of letters but part of the frame-paint of the upper mar-
gin. Therefore -θ3κε etc. is likely to belong to the first line of
what seems to have been a regular and continuous boustrophedon
inscription. (2) Under τ� δ� δ[�ς . . .] there are traces of a fourth
line which can be more precisely described than has been done
before. The first letter (coming in from the r.) ended in an oblique
stroke pointing upwards (i.e. w, ̂ , Y, X), the second had a sym-
metrical top angle (A, !, less likely q). (3) The short passage 
τ� δ� δ[�ς . . .], which must have been one of few stereotyped
versions in this kind of dedication, suggests that the inscription
is metrical. Because of the continuity and regularity of the text
on our fragment, the first part with -θ3κε therefore could be 
metrical also, probably from a preceding line (see above). (4) In
the first line, immediately after �ν�θ3κε, we may expect the name
of the god,417 and indeed the tiny traces fit Pot very well, as
Furtwängler has already noticed. He assumed that in the second
line before the iota, which is certain, there was the sign of an [e]
vowel in the bend, now lost. Whether this [e] has to be restored
or not, is uncertain both from the epigraphical and phonological
point of view (for the form with a simple iota counted long see
e.g. COP 2A). But it is clear that this brings the end of the lines
to the r. very close to the edge of our fragment. (5) On the l. side,
however, the end would have to be far away, since in the first
line the name of the donor, the pronoun, and the first letters of
the verb, and in the 2nd/3rd lines -ανακτι plus the first half of
a hexameter would have to fit in. (6) The traces of the two let-
ters in the fourth line perfectly suit the first two letters of the
expected word χαρ�εσ(σ)αν. I have added a drawing with the
restoration according to the text of COP 1A, which would suit
well and would fill up almost exactly four lines (the donor’s name,
which is of course no more than a guess, is taken from COP 3).

Nevertheless, there is one problem: the god’s name is not in its
hexametrical form (for which see COP 2–4). Either we assume
that the first ‘line’ (up to ƒ�νακτι) is not metrical at all, which
could be because the donor’s name was disyllabic, for instance.
Or we assume that it is meant to be metrical. In that case the
writer may have been just not careful enough to replace the 
normal form of the god’s name with the obsolete poetic one. But
we may also remember the frequent cases in Homer, called diek-
tasis, where contracted forms were secondarily read (and written)
with their original number of syllables by splitting up the vowel
which resulted from the contraction (see Chantraine (1942), 75 ff.).
Like this, our name could be imagined Ποτ8δ1 νι and the metre
would be restored (another possible case is COP 13; see also §416
with n. 1039).418 We cannot decide, but the fragment remains an

important piece of evidence, first, for the metrical formula τ� δ�
δ�ς etc., and, secondly, for the possibility of adding it directly to
a standard dedication, metrical or not (another such case may hide
in the fragmentary piece COP 50).

*° A‒C (A) ,    +
, (B) ,   , (C) ,

   + 

Fr. pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A) Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 61 + 68 (see p. 170); Furtwängler (1885), no. 524
+ 694; dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 29. 10; Pernice (1897), 22 f.; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 222; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), 
no. 123. 4; Friedländer–Hoffleit (1948), 18 f., no. 11b; Arena
(1966), 475 ff.; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 817a. (B) Collignon
(1886), 27, with dr. fig. 5; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 223;
Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 817b. (C ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 114;
Furtwängler (1885), no. 495 + 513; dr. AntDenkm i (1886), 
no. 7. 1; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 224; ph. Kern (1913), 
no. 9; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 5 (only (a) and (b) ); Payne
(1931), 104; Neugebauer (1932), 25, ph.pl. 15; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 131. 15; ph. Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 232;
Lorber (1979), 53, no. 72, ph. pl. 16; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), 
no. 817c; LIMC i, ‘Amphitrite’ 26*, ph. pl. 580; Schefold
(1993), 217, with ph. fig. 226; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 114*, dr. 
pl. 360. Photographs: (A) —; vidi 27 Sept. 1991. (B) —; vidi 
6 Aug. 1990. (C ) Kern quite cl.; Neugebauer sm.; Bianchi
Bandinelli–Paribeni, Lorber, LIMC, and Schefold quite cl.; vidi
28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: (A) Joined by Pernice.
Bottom-r. corner; a quadriga. On the reverse a kiln scene. (B) 
Top-r. corner; four horses’ heads (i.e. a quadriga), an owl on the
reins. The reverse is plain. (C ) A man (a) and a woman (b) in a
chariot. Date: (C ) 600–575 (Payne, Jeffery); 1st third 6th cent.
(LIMC ); c.580 (Schefold).

(A) A^b¢bkbroTw!AJo6wJA^ATwAYTorokwA
(B) o6wJA^wµTwAßTo
(C ) (a) ; roTbw!A^, (b) A^øwTPwTA,
(c) ; ^AkTwAY

(A) [. . .]ανεθεκεποτιδαƒονιƒανατιαυτοποκια[. . .]
(B) [. . .]ονιƒανιστιαυτο[. . .]
(C) (a) Ποτειδαν, (b) Ανφιτριτα[. . . ?], (c) [. . . ƒ]aνακτιαυt[. . .]

(A) [–É– µ! ]�ν�θ3κε Ποτ8δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νατ(τ)ι α:τ) ποκ! î [. . .].
(B) [–É– µ! �ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ1ƒ ]4νι ƒ�νακτι α:τ)[. . .].
(C ) (a) Ποτειδ1ν, (b) 3νφιτρ-τ . (c) [. . . ƒ ]»νακτι
α:t[) . . .].

Epigraphy: (A) comes in from above along the r. margin, turns
round at the bottom and disappears again upwards. Before the
final break, part of the surface covering about the area of one let-
ter is chipped off (damaging the alpha slightly), so that it is by

417 As e.g. in COP 2A, 3, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 19, 20, with the article COP 7,
9, 18.

418 Other metrical restorations of the line are less likely, e.g. . . . θ0κε(ν)
Π]τ;δ"νι ƒ�νακτι (for θ0κε without preverb and augment see CEG 218, 285,
305 etc. from Athens), or . . . �ν�θ3κε(ν) Π4τ8δ"νι ƒ�νακτι.
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no means clear that the inscr., as has been always assumed, is 
complete at the end. Furtwängler’s reading Ποτιδαπολιƒανατι,
which was taken over by all later editors, is wrong; the letters 
-ƒον- are quite clear on the original. (B) comes in along the upper
margin from the l., immediately starts turning round and disap-
pears again to l. along the horses’ backs, now upside-down. The
first and last letters are omicrons, the third is a clear iota. (C ) 
(a) is leading downwards. (b) is probably complete. (c) Of this
inscr., which must have been much longer, only a small looping
section is preserved, coming in from the r. and disappearing to
the r. again. The two fragmentary letters are certain. Interpretation:
Metrical dedications to Poseidon. On (C ) also labels (Poseidon
and Amphitrite).

For two reasons these three inscriptions may be grouped
together. First, they seem to share the sequence ƒανακτιαυτο (vel
sim.). Secondly, this sequence in all three cases is placed in a loop
within a long inscription: in (A) -ƒονι-, in (B) -ιστι-, in (C) -ακτι-,
i.e. always the end of Poseidon’s name or his ƒ�ναξ epithet, which
regularly follows the name, form the central part of the loop. Since
both (A) and (B) contain the long form of the god’s name and
therefore suggest metrical texts (see §506), in which the epithet
ƒ�νακτι normally forms the end of a line, it is likely that all three
inscriptions are metrical and consist of two lines, the first of which
ends with ƒ�νακτι, and the second begins with α:τ).

The great efforts to justify the reading Ποτιδαπολιƒανατι
in (A) (Furtwängler etc., best ‘interpreted’ by Arena), have
been, alas, in vain, since on the original there is the normal and
common formula.419 Apart from our Corinthian dedications to
Poseidon Anax, we have analogous ones to Zeus Kronion Anax
(CEG 362 = GD 97; CEG 384), and Ποσειδ�ωνι (ƒ)/νακτι is well
attested as a line-end formula in Homer.420 Other interesting mat-
ters remain, however. First, there is the spelling <τ> for [kt] in
ƒανατι, which is paralleled in Corinth and elsewhere (see §212).
Our case confirms that there is real assimilation, i.e. long [tt] (for
its rendering with a single letter see §113), not just loss of [k],
i.e. short [t], since the resulting sound must still produce a long
syllable in the metre. Secondly, there is the spelling with iota in
the god’s name. As it occurs on other pinakes it is hardly a mis-
take. Two interpretations seem possible. Either it reflects a dif-
ferent formation *PotH-dADn instead of *Potei-dADn; or it reflects
the normal stem but with a pronunciation [c] of the original diph-
thong. The metre strongly suggests that the latter is the case (see
§§219, 255).

One major problem is presented by the final letters. Röhl 
suggests reading those in (A) as “α:τ)πο[ε]ια i.e. α:τ)ποια ab

ipso confecta”,421 comparing the alleged obw with Ab (attested,
if correctly read, in COR 57l Α*θ4ν). However, this does not bear
closer examination. Not only does he have to assume a mistake
(k for b), but we would also rather expect ob or oG (never attested
in Corinth) than obw, since bw is a very exceptional combination
of letters (see (C ) below, and §219) and would hardly have sug-
gested itself as a possibility of writing the second element of the
diphthong (or the intervocalic front vowel) in question. One also
wonders what noun might be implied. The normal word for our
objects is π�ναξ (masc.), whereas the only feminine word I can
find, σαν�ς, always designates wooden boards, and a neuter plural
form (of πιν�κιον) does not make much sense. Arena in turn tries
to stick to αυτοποκια. Retaining the meaning suggested by
Röhl, he tries to connect -ποκια with π�σσω. But this creates
new problems. First, as Arena himself notices, this would have
to be from ‘più antico *α:τοποπια con dissimilazione progressiva
(. . .) rispetto a �ρτοκ)πος da �ρτοπ)πος. Se la forma *α:τοπ)πια
che presuppone α:τοπ)πος sia creazione momentanea dell’
artista sul modello di �ρτοπ)πος o risponda ad un uso diffuso
tra i vasai, mi è difficile stabilirlo. I π�νακες sarebbero indicati
come “di propria fabbricazione” mediante l’aggettivo sostantivato
α:τοπ)κια.’422 Secondly, the compound itself is odd. Either it 
is an adjective, in which case the gender and formation is odd;
or it is a noun (type α:τουργ�α), in which case the syntactical
connection with �ν�θ3κε creates a difficulty. Thirdly, π�σσω in
a concrete sense is only used of cooking (or digesting) food. The
verb for firing pottery and tiles is 1πτ�ω.423 I cannot see how we
may follow this track. But as mentioned, it is not certain, indeed
not even likely, that the inscription is complete.

Perhaps we should try α:τ) ποκ! -α[. . .] vel sim. For α:τ) see
BOI 4C, for π)κ(α) at Corinth see CEG 131 [ε<Éυδρ]ον ποκ!
�να�οµες /στυ œορ�νθ4 (480 ). For -α[. . .] there are several 
possible roots, for example those of 2α�νω, 2�οµαι, 2�πτω, 
2�χω, whose meanings, however, are hardly suitable if we 
expect something like ‘having promised this formerly’, as with
[�]pαγγε�λας of COP 1. The fact that of the verbs in question
only 2�οµαι has a long [i] is less worrying, since metrical 
lengthening could cure this problem. The best-suited connection
seems to be 2�λλω ‘send, throw’. Not only is �γγ�λλω ‘carry a
message’, whose compound with �π- means ‘promise’, in the same
sphere, but also in Latin the verb promittD is a compound of ‘send,
throw’. Although the meaning ‘promise’ is not attested for 2�λλω,
we may assume that this second line could have been α:τ)
ποκ! î1[λας· τ� δ� δ�ς χαρ�εσ(σ)αν �µοιƒ�ν]. An alternative, 
possible in (B) and (C ), may have been α:τ) γ! �παγγε�λας· etc.,
which would yield an easy link with COP 1. At any rate, the first
half of the second line must have allowed some variation.

419 Instead of the lambda, Pernice correctly read the nu, but he too stuck to
the pi instead of digamma. From now on, both the suspected epithet *πολιƒ�ναξ
and the short dat. sg. Ποτ8δ"(ι) can be disregarded. Also, the writer was not, as
Amyx (p. 604 with n. 18) claims, an ‘illiterate or poorly literate person’.

420 Il. 15. 57 and 158; Od. 3. 43 and 54, 9. 412 and 526, 11. 130, 13. 185, 23.
277; other case-forms only in the Il.: the acc. 15. 8, the gen. 20. 67. The end of
the line is generally the favourite position of /νακτι, /νακτος etc.

421 Friedländer–Hoffleit print the form α:τοπ)εια centred under the hexa-
meter, which gives a wrong impression of the inscr.

422 I do not understand the accentuation of this ‘aggettivo sostantivato’.
423 ‘Burnt tiles’ are πλ�νθοι 1πτα�: Hdt. 1. 180. 2 and 186. 2; Ar. Av. 552; Xen.

An. 2. 4. 12. See also Hdt. 1. 179. 1 =λκ#σαντες δ� πλ�νθους >καν6ς ?πτησαν α:τ6ς
�ν καµ�νοισι; 4. 164. 3 �ν τAAAB καµ�νAω το�ς �µφορ�ας �ξοπτBναι. Later, Philo
Conf. 101 πυροCντες δ� τ6ς πλ�νθους.
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How the odd spelling ƒ�νιστι in (B) instead of normal ƒ�νακτι
could be explained, I do not know. Although the letters are well
painted, we may have to assume that the writer was illiterate.

As for (C ), the old diphthong in (a) is exceptionally written
with two signs (see §255), which must be due to foreign influence,
either of pronunciation or of spelling. The rendering of the labial
nasal in (b) with <ν> is frequent (see §114).

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 7, only the long part of (b); Furtwängler (1885), 
no. 476 + 454; dr. AntDenkm ii (1893–4) 24. 21; Pernice (1897),
16 f.; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 211; Schwyzer, DGE
(1923), no. 123. 2; Payne (1931), 97 f.; Friedländer–Hoffleit
(1948), 18, no. 11a, only (b); Buck, GD (1955), no. 92a; Jeffery,
LSAG (1961), 124, 126, 131. 8, dr. pl. 19; Lazzarini, FDV (1976),
no. 58; Lorber (1979), 14, no. 12 (with dr.), ph. pl. 2; LIMC
i, ‘Amphitrite’ 10, dr. pl. 577; Hansen, CEG (1983), no. 357; Amyx
(1988), 608, no. 36 in the list. Photographs: Lorber mostly invis.
Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Joined by Pernice.
Poseidon to r., labelled (a) on his robe, holding his trident. He
is facing another bearded figure with dark skin, who is holding
a sceptre (no name preserved). Pernice identified the figure as
Zeus, correcting Furtwängler.424 Date: Pre-Corinthian (Payne);
c.650–625 ( Jeffery,425 Hansen); PC (Lorber); no later than mid-
6th cent. (Friedländer–Hoffleit); 2nd h. 7th cent. (Lazzarini); c.630
(LIMC ).

(a) roTG! (b) µw3wo^mA^b4kbroTG!AJo6  Tw
(a) Ποτflδa[. . .] (b) Σιµιονµανεθκεποτflδαƒον[. . .] . . . τι
(a) Ποτ!δï[ν]. (b) Σ8µ�4ν µ! �ν�θ(3)κε Ποτ!δ1ƒ4ν[ι ƒ�]majτι.

Epigraphy: Both inscrs. are on fr. F 476. (b) It is very rare that
a dedication is written in the middle of a tablet. The turn of the
inscr. (or rather its jump over the trident) must have been
immediately after the break. Lorber’s dr. shows part of the iota
of Ποτflδαƒονi[. . .], of which neither the earlier eds. nor I 
saw anything. However, since the light in the relevant part of the
exhibition room was bad, I could not see quite clearly. My dr. 
is therefore left incomplete at the beginning, which is clearly 
legible, and just shows what I thought I saw of the difficult let-
ters near the break. There is no reason to doubt the traditional
restoration. Interpretation: (a) Label (Poseidon). (b) Metrical
dedication to Poseidon.

(b) The proper name is to be read with three long syllables,
although the middle [i] is normally short (see §222). �ν�θ(3)κε is

a case of A.W. (see §111). There was no second line as in COP
1 and 2.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 12; Furtwängler (1885), no. 388; dr. AntDenkm
ii (1899–1901) 40. 7; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 217.
Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Top-r. corner of 
an upright tablet; Poseidon with trident. Date: 6th cent.
(Lazzarini).

G!)Jo6wJA^AkTw
[. . .]flδαƒονιƒανακτι
[–É– µ! �ν�θ3κε Ποτ]!δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νακτι.

Epigraphy: The inscr. runs upwards. It probably started at 
the bottom of the tablet. Interpretation: Metrical dedication to
Poseidon.

The long form of the name, obsolete in everyday speech, hints
at a metrical inscription (see §506). There was no second line.

b. Other Metrical Inscriptions

*°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Collignon
(1886), 26, with dr. fig. 3; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 297.
Photographs: —. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Top-l. corner; woman
(a) facing Poseidon (his breast and r. hand holding a wreathed
trident are preserved). The reverse is plain. Date: —.

(a) AøwPwTAG3wroT (b) 4bo
(a) Αφιριταflµιποτ . [. . .] (b) Θεο[. . .]
(a) 3(µ)φι(τ)ρ-τ *µ4 Ποτ)[δ1ƒ4νος /%οιτις]. (b) Θεο[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) starts at the top, next to Amphitrite’s head, and
runs downwards along her hair and back. It is therefore plaus-
ibly her label. The first alpha has almost the C shape. After the
omicron there is a clear tau and the vertical stroke of another let-
ter (the rest is broken off ). (b) starts between the figures of the
two gods just under the hand holding the trident. The reading
as given is certain, despite Collignon’s doubts. Interpretation: (a)
Metrical label (Amphitrite). (b) Probably a dedication.

(a) If we accept hiatus after the goddess’s name, which is sug-
gested by the writing, and complete more closely to COP 6 than
did Fränkel (who wrote: Ποt[ειδ"νος /%οιτις (?) ] ), we get a 
perfect hexameter. For the name see §246. The first syllable 
should normally be counted long (but see §222). Unless we 

424 Lorber still writes ‘Amphitrite’, as is pointed out by Amyx (who in turn
fails to cite Pernice).

425 Or 640–625 (on p. 124).
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accept a sound-change of some sort,426 the lack of the tau is only
a lapse (see §112) and the (uncertain) parallel in COP 44 mere
chance; nothing seems to suggest that the two tablets are by the
same writer. Since (a) is likely to be a verse, and (b) is in a pro-
minent position in the middle of the tablet like COP 3b, may we
assume a metrical dedication? (Or should we compare COP 18,
Timonidas’ signature?)

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 6; Furtwängler (1885), no. 487; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1895–8) 29. 22; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 301; Schwyzer,
DGE (1923), no. 123. 7. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Bottom-l. corner; dressed person with light-coloured feet (i.e. a
woman) standing behind a figure with dark feet (a man), both to
r. Date: —.

oTG@AJo^oµAhowTwµ
[. . .]οτflδαƒονοσα%οιτις
[3µφιτρ-τα *µ4 Π ]οτ!δ1ƒ4νος /%οιτις.

Epigraphy: Runs down the back of the first figure and could there-
fore be her label. Interpretation: Metrical label (Amphitrite).

Since this is—as Furtwängler noticed427—a perfect second half
of a hexameter, it is tempting to add the beginning as preserved
in COP 5 (with hiatus). /κοιτις -ιν is frequent in Homer and
always placed at the end of the line (it never occurs with
Poseidon, who is not Amphitrite’s consort in Homer). The fact
that it is a mainly epic and altogether poetic word adds to the
probability that the inscription is metrical, as Kretschmer (p. 45)
pointed out. The word is here in a psilotic form, which suggests
East Greek epic provenance, since the first element of the com-
pound is E- < *sV- (see §503).

c. Other Dedications Explicitly to Poseidon

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, 
IGA (1882), 20. 17 + 44; Furtwängler (1885), no. 949 + 468; 
dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 30. 31; Pernice (1897), 17 f., with ph.
fig. 7; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 229; Lazzarini, FDV (1976),
no. 64; Amyx (1988), 606, no. 16 in the list. Photographs: Pernice
not very cl. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined by Pernice. Bottom

half of an upright tablet; man with a stick walking to l. One major
section with the middle and the end of the inscr. is missing. Date:
6th cent. (Lazzarini).

5PAMs3 kbToroTG!A
[. . . ?]θρασυµa[. . . c.7 . . .]κετοποτflδα[. . .]
[. . . ?]Θρασ#µa[χος ? �ν�θ3]κε τÄ Ποτ!δ"[νι . . . ?].

Epigraphy: The inscr. may have started under the arm (not pre-
served) which held the stick. It runs downwards, turning round
at the bottom. At the beginning, there is a break just before the
theta. The big gap is not wide enough for Fränkel’s restoration,
[χος µ! �ν�θε]; see the dr. Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

In the gap there is space for a maximum of eight letters.
Therefore, we either assume a shorter name, such as Θρασ#µ ς,
or at least the pronoun µ! has to drop, which, in view of the unusual
article to the god’s name, would seem possible. Whether at the
end ƒ�νακτι followed in the gap, we cannot say.

It is remarkable that here and in COP 9 the iota in the article
is not written. Gallavotti (1980) (in order to prove that α:τ[ in
COR 17b can be a dative) takes these two forms as evidence that
such an iota was no longer pronounced in Corinth at the time.428

They are, however, not decisive for his purpose. First, in the pro-
clitic article (see §226) such processes are bound to occur earlier
than in fully stressed nouns and adjectives (see Lejeune, §289,
on the same principle in connection with contraction); and there
is no certain fully stressed dative form in which iota is missing
(see COP 8b). Secondly, in neither instance of the article το is 
it certain that in fact the dative case was meant, though this 
seems more likely than, for instance, a genitive (‘dedicated me 
as Poseidon’s gift’?).

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 102 + 110; Furtwängler (1885), no. 908 + 422; dr.
AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7. 9 (only Ποτεδα); Pernice (1897), 14
f., with dr. fig. 3; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 237 (both);
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 11; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no.
66; Amyx (1988), 607, no. 28 in the list, and again 608, no. 46.
Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Bottom of a tablet
preserved in full width except that the r. corner is damaged. 
Lower part of a human figure surrounded by animals; in front
of it is (a). Furtwängler thought of Artemis, but in view of the
frequency of Poseidon on these tablets and the existence of a 
possible label we should prefer Poseidon. The two frs. were joined
by Pernice.429 On the reverse just the inscrs. (b) and (c). Date:
6th cent. (Lazzarini).

426 We may think of a change [tr] > [rr] (for which, however, I could not find
any parallels), or of a dissimilation of the first [t] by the second (but, again, no
really comparable cases are recorded e.g. in Schwyzer, p. 260).

427 Röhl had a wrong reading, from which he could not see the metrical 
structure.

428 His remaining two examples are more easily taken as gen.: COP 18 Β� 
(uncertain; see ad loc.) and COR 47 Πετ�λ .

429 Pernice thought the whole might be the non-contiguous bottom of the pinax
with COP 91, which is probably wrong.
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(a) bP qoµ3 (b) ; roTb!A (c) rob3bµ etc. (d ) ?

(a) [.]ερ[.]λοσµ[. . .] (b) Ποτεδα (c) ποεlεµ etc.
(d ) [. . .] . . [. . .]

(a) [Π ]�ρ[ι]λ(λ)ος µ[! . . .]. (b) Ποτ3δ1[ν(?) ]. (c) ποεlεµ (etc.).
(d ) [. . .] . . [. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) Since [Π ]�ριλ(λ)ος is written along the margin of
the tablet starting in the corner, it must be the beginning of the
inscr. The iota is now invisible. (b) Fränkel states that after Ποτεδα
there was never written anything. This seems true, at least the
alpha is right down next to the margin and nothing is visible to
the l. (where the foot of the figure is) or to the r. Yet, a small nu
squeezed in somewhere nearby may just have worn off. This name
can hardly form the end of (a), since it would have to be …. It
is probably a label, which is the more likely, since there is a con-
siderable gap between the break and the pi. (c) and (d ) are on the
reverses of the frs. with the second and first parts of (b) and (a),
respectively. Of (d ) hardly anything survives and we have to rely
on the older readings, [. . .]β4ν l[! . . .] or the like. More is pre-
served of the scribbling (c), but most of it seems to be meaning-
less letters (Röhl, Fränkel). Furtwängler thought he could read
ποεσε, which was contested by Pernice. I saw something like
ποεµεµ, which makes no sense. The odd second sign in the third
‘line’, which looks like a horizontal P, was both painted and incised.
Interpretation: (a) Dedication. (b) Perhaps a label (Poseidon). 
(c) Probably nonsense inscriptions. (d ) Not clear.

(a) The restoration of the name of the donor (see Bechtel, p. 370)
seems plausible. (b) There is a ‘normal’ epsilon in the name of
the god, which is not the usual spelling (see §255). In view of that
and the scribbling (c), the possible lack of the final nu should not
be taken too seriously (i.e. as an example of a special short form
of the god’s name, gen. *Ποτειδ", or dat. *ΠοτειδÅ; see §255).
If it was never written, this may just be due to the writer’s reluct-
ance or inability to find a suitable space for it.

°  , . . -- + ,
  

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879, 1963). Bibliography: Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 87a (µε etc.); Furtwängler (1885), no. 955
(ditto); M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 238 (ditto); Geagan (1970),
34, with dr. fig. 3 (all); Amyx (1988), 607, no. 29 in the list.
Photographs: —. Vidi (the Berlin part) 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined
by Geagan. Four horses’ heads. The reverse is plain. Date: ‘A
contemporary of Milonidas’ (Geagan); see COP 41.

roqwTAµ3bA^b4kbTor
Πολιτασµεανεθκετοπ[. . .]
Πολ-τ ς µε �ν�θ(3)κε τÄ Π [οτ!δ"νι . . . ?].

Epigraphy: The name (on the fr. at Corinth) starts next to the
top-r. suspension hole, leading downwards. The last letter is clearly
a pi. Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

There is A.W. in the verb (see §111). As in COP 7, the article430

lacks the iota (see §226). Although he could have produced a hexa-
meter like Simion of COP 3, Politas chose the ‘prosaic’ version
with the article (see also the inscription of his contemporary,
Milonidas, COP 41). The spelling of the unelided pronoun does
not mean that the epsilon was pronounced (see §224).

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 19 + 106; Furtwängler (1885), no. 666 + 628; Pernice
(1897), 25; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 328; Lazzarini, 
FDV (1976), no. 202; Amyx (1988), 608, no. 34 in the list.
Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined by Pernice;
almost entire (except the far r., probably uninscribed), but 
the surface is in a bad state. A man holding twigs in his hand,
walking towards a kiln.431 The reverse is plain. Date: 6th cent.
(Lazzarini).

YqA3 oY ro G! A kTw
. υλα . ου .[.]u[. . . c.6–8 . . .]πο . flδa[. . .]α . . κτι.
Œ#λ(λ) r Ο: .[.]u [µ! �ν�θ3κε ]Ποt!δ¢[νι ƒ ]�maκτι.

Epigraphy: Probably one long inscr. Before Ποτfl-, the earlier eds.
saw an epsilon or even kappa–epsilon, i.e. the end of �ν�θ3κε; 
I could not see those letters. The gap after Ποτflδα- is somewhat
narrow to restore nu–iota–digamma, but it does not seem
impossible; the earlier eds. obviously saw some of the nu and 
the digamma, but not of the iota. Fränkel’s reading and inter-
pretation of the first in connection with the second part seems
unconvincing: [œ?]υλ�µου √[µι· �ν�θε]κε Ποτ!δ"ν(ι) ƒ�νακτι.
The letter in front of -υλα- is likely to have been the first; the
eds. plausibly assume a qoppa. The fifth, it is true, looks more
like a mu than a san, but since after that a father’s name is more
likely than the second part of a strange long name, we should prob-
ably take it as an asymmetrical san. The upsilon below the foot
in my dr. is very uncertain but could be the last sign of a gen.
The whole first part is dubious. Interpretation: Dedication to
Poseidon.

There is perhaps a genitive singular in -[ο]υ, but this is very 
uncertain.

430 It is no more likely that the three letters τοπ are just a miswriting of ποτ.
431 Geagan (1970: 41 with n. 34) wrongly states that on pinakes with kilns there

is never �ν�θηκε or ƒ�ναξ. Also on the pinakes COP 18, 29, 38 (all showing the
verb) there is a kiln (on the uninscribed side).



   

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 31 + 47; Furtwängler (1885), no. 412 + 417; Pernice
(1897), 14; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 210; Geffcken (1916),
8, no. 22; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 1; Buck, GD (1955),
no. 92b; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 59; Amyx (1988), 608, 
no. 35 in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: The
(non-contiguous) frs. were put together by Pernice; (a) is on F
412, top-r. corner, (b) on F 417. Date: 2nd h. 7th cent. (Lazzarini).

(a) roTG!A^ (b) ; hsqow!Aµ3)^b5bkbro
(a) Ποτflδαν (b) œυλοιδασµανεθεκεπο[. . .]
(a) Ποτ!δ1ν. (b) œυλο�δ ς µ! �ν�θ3κε Πο[τ!δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νακτι ?].

Epigraphy: Both inscrs. are leading downwards. Interpretation: 
(a) Label (Poseidon). (b) Dedication to Poseidon (metrical?).

(b) Possibly a hexameter (Fränkel), in which case the group <οι>
would have to be pronounced [oi] (diphthong) or [oï] (double
short) and the first syllable lengthened (see §222). Bechtel (p. 480)
adduces a perfect parallel of this name (SIG 250D. 22 Κυλω�δας,
a Spartan in the fourth century) and derives the name from κ#λα
‘parts below the eye’, but he is not sure about its formation.
Considering such unflattering names as Φλ�β4ν (COP 12 and 48),
Φ#σ%4m (COP 62a) etc., I am tempted to think that it was origin-
ally taken from κυλοιδι�ω ‘to have a black eye’ (Ar. Lys. 472 etc.;
its second element is ο2δ�ω / ο2δ�ω ‘swell’) and only secondarily
reinterpreted as a ‘patronymic’ in -�δης (see §239), therefore I do
not write œυλ4Hδ ς, despite the later example from Sparta.

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 9 + 74; Furtwängler (1885), no. 558 + 530; Pernice
(1897), 23, with ph. fig. 13; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 236;
Lorber (1979), 53, no. 76, ph. pl. 17; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no.
62; Amyx (1988), 608, no. 43 in the list. Photographs: Pernice uncl.;
Lorber partly cl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene:
Joined by Pernice. Part of the back, hind leg and tail of a horse
(the reverse is plain). Date: 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

:O^3A^b4bKbroTG!A wJ)^)K
[Φλε]βονµανεθeκεποτflδαmιƒανακ[. . .]
[Φλ�]β4ν µ! �ν�θçκε Ποτ!δ"νι ƒ�νακ[τι].

Epigraphy: Comes in along the back of the horse, follows the tail
down to the bottom and turns r. (and upwards?) again. The G in
the god’s name is clear (only Lorber writes [.]). According to
Lorber (p. 53), this inscr. could be by the same hand as COP
48A and B, which has been already—and very positively—
stated by Furtwängler. Indeed, the three characteristic letters 

of COP 48A and B match.432 And if on the horse there was a 
horseman,433 behind whose back the inscr. began, there would
hardly be more space than for the necessary three letters [Φλε].
Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

Phlebon (see also COP 48) had little hope of producing an easy
hexameter with his name, as could Simion (COP 3), Kyloidas
(COP 11, if he did) and Politas (COP 9, who did not). So he did
not bother about the archaizing form -δ1ƒ4νι (see also COP 13).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 8; Furtwängler (1885), no. 500; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 219; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 3; Buck, GD
(1955), no. 92c; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 61; not in Amyx (1988),
605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Most of upper
margin with top-r. corner; reins, a spear, and a mane, i.e. Poseidon
and Amphitrite (b) in a chariot. Date: 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

(a) o^3A^b5bkbroTG!A^wJA6 (b) PwTA
(a) [. . .]ονµανεθεκεποτflδανιƒαν[. . .] (b) [. . .]ριτα
(a) [. . .]4ν µ! �ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ"νι ƒ�ν[ακτι]. (b) [3(µ)φιτ]ρ-τ .

Epigraphy: (a) Along the upper margin, turning downwards at
the corner. (b) comes in from the l. Interpretation: (a) Dedication
to Poseidon. (b) Label (Amphitrite).

If his name was trisyllabic, the donor lost his chance of produ-
cing a hexameter by choosing Ποτ!δ"νι rather than Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νι
(see COP 9 and 12), unless we assume diektasis (see COP 1D).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 113 (only the first part); Furtwängler (1885), no. 844;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 216. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept.
1991. Scene: R. margin; knee and parts of a leg of a naked man.
On the reverse (upper margin), parts of a wing. Date: —.

4bKbroTb KTw
[. . .]θεκεποτε[. . .]κτι
[. . . �ν� ]θ3κε Ποτε[(ι)δ1(ƒ4)νι ƒ�να]κτι.

Epigraphy: The first part runs downwards parallel to the margin,
the second comes up again. Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

It cannot be established with certainty which form of the god’s
name was used (see §255).

432 The alphas do not conflict, since they are not uniform even within our inscr.
433 As, e.g., on the pinakes COP 35; COP 15 (similar arrangement of painting

and inscr.?); AntDenkm i, no. 8. 5; AntDenkm ii, no. 23. 12b.



Epigraphy: Fränkel is positive about the retrograde reading 
Χα[. . .] rather than [. . .]ακ, as suggested by Pernice, who had
obviously thought of [ƒ�ν]ακ[τι] ). Yet I am certain that Pernice
was right; in fact, the faint remains of a vertical hasta, plausibly
of a tau, are visible. Interpretation: Probably a dedication to
Poseidon.

  (=  ) ,  
  ( )

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia, by Timonidas (1879). Bibliography:
Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 1; Furtwängler (1885), no. 846; Collignon
(1886), 29 ff., with dr.; dr. AntDenkm i (1886), no. 8. 13 (8. 15
the reverse), repeated in WV (1888), pl. 1. 11, 12; Klein (1887),
28 f., no. 1; Pernice (1897), 37; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 245;
Nicole (1916), 376; Hoppin (1924), 14; Schwyzer, DGE (1923),
no. 123. 10; Payne (1931), 104; Benson (1953), 105, no. 2;
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 118, 126, 131. 15, dr. pl. 19; ph. EAA vii.
862 fig. 968; Guarducci (1967), 173 f., no. 2; Lazzarini, FDV
(1976), no. 65; Lorber (1979), 38, no. 41, ph. pl. 10; Amyx (1988),
564, no. 28, 597, no. Gr. 11, 606, no. 8, and 608, no. 40 in the
list (cat. p. 201, no. 2, bibl.), ph. pl. 84. 2a. Photographs: EAA,
Lorber, and Amyx (a) uncl., (b) mostly cl. Scene: A hunter with
dog (both to r.). On the reverse (no inscr. preserved) a kiln and
a man in a long dress holding a stick (Poseidon with trident?),
probably the patron of the craft (see COP 83). Pernice joined the
eleventh fr. Date: 600–575 (Payne, Jeffery, Guarducci, Lazzarini);
c.550–540 (EAA); MC, c.570 (Amyx, p. 201).

(a) A7b4bKbTowroTG!A^w (incised)
(b) Tw3o^w!Aµ bcPAZGÚwA

(a) [. . .]ανεθεκετοιποτflδανι (b) Τιµονιδας | εγραψεβια

(a) [. . .]�ν�θ3κε τ[ι Ποτ!δ"νι. (b) Τ8µ4ν�δ ς | *γραψ! *(µ)βια
(hitherto: -ψε Β� ).

Epigraphy: Lorber writes Τιµον�δα<ς>, which is unnecessary: the
dr. and commentary by Fränkel leaves no doubt that the -ς was
visible at the time (it can only have been partly broken off then).
Interpretation: (a) Dedication to Poseidon (probably not by the
painter). (b) Painter’s signature.

The painter’s signature (b) is in the very centre of the tablet,
whereas the dedication (a) keeps itself modestly at the margin.
The (incised) dedication is probably not written by Timonidas,
and therefore the tablet is likely not to have been offered by the
painter. The painted inscription (b) is in two lines, both written
from l. to r., which gives it a modern air ( Jeffery, p. 118; Lorber,
p. 104).435 Lorber points out that also on Timonidas’ vase, COR

.    

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 75; Furtwängler (1885), no. 552; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1893–4) 24. 1; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 220; Lazzarini, FDV
(1976), no. 63. Photographs: —. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition).
Scene: L. half of a tablet; above the double ground line in the 
centre a solitary horseman to l. Date: 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

wJA6AkTw
[. . .]. ιƒανακτι
[. . . µ! �ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ1(ƒ4)]mι ƒ�νακτι.

Epigraphy: Comes in (upside-down) from the r. between the horses’
hooves and the ground line. If we try to reconstruct a metrical
line of the type of COP 3 (a cross in my dr. indicates the approx-
imate centre of the tablet), the inscr. would have started around
the middle of the upper margin, perhaps behind the back of the
horseman (see COP 12). Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879); lost in World War II?
Bibliography: Furtwängler (1885), no. 390; Pernice (1897), 13; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 221; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), 
no. 63. Photographs: —. Scene: Pernice joined an unnumbered fr.
Top-l. corner with most of Poseidon (his face, r. hand, and 
trident), and parts of the r. margin on the fr. added by Pernice,
which bears the inscr. Date: 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

JA^
[. . .]iƒανa[. . .]
[. . . Ποτ!δ1(ƒ4)ν]i ƒ�νa[κτι . . . ?].

Epigraphy: Of the first letter only an angle of two strokes (down-
wards and r.) remained, which would be an iota leaning forward.434

Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Pernice (1897),
45, no. 117; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 321. Photographs: —.
Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: No figs. preserved. Date: —.

fK
[. . .]ακ .[. . .]
[. . . ƒ�ν]ακt[ι].

434 To read [. . .]le �νe[θεκε . . .] seems hardly possible.

435 Jeffery’s view (see also p. 48) that it was the vase-painters and the papyrus-
writers who popularized today’s continuous left-to-right writing (about 600 )
is plausible.



   

27, all inscriptions are written from l. to r. For the tablet, which
is exceptional in many respects, see also §302 with n. 952.

(b) -βια is normally understood as a patronymic genitive, which
is often added in tmesis (see §227), i.e. Β� . Others took it for a
dative, but in view of the fact that this pinax was found together
with all the others dedicated to Poseidon, ‘for Bia(s)’—whoever
this would have been—is implausible. Yet, the name Β�ας,
attested for several individuals, mythical and historical, is, as 
far as I can see, exclusively inflected Β�αντος etc., never *Β�ου
(Doric *Β� ).436 Therefore this interpretation must not be taken
for granted.437 I would suggest a completely different solution,
namely: Τ8µ4ν�δ ς |*γραψ! *(µ)βια ‘T. painted (these) animated
figures’. (For the common lack of the nasal-sign see §201.) The
adjective *µβιος, it is true, is attested only from the fifth century
onwards (Antipho Sophista fr. 15), but with its original meaning
of ‘bearing life in itself (which may suddenly break out)’, it seems
to have been a technical word of farming and gardening (Antipho
Soph. loc. cit., several occurrences in Theophr. CP; see LSJ, s.v.),
which makes its absence from the epic and other ‘high’ literature
understandable. Indeed, its type of formation, which is a very
archaic one, paralleled, for instance, in Latin and Sanskrit, sug-
gests that it is older than its occurrences would suggest; Homeric
examples of this type of possessive compound are �µφ�αλος
‘having the sea around oneself ’, or—more in the sphere of our
adjective—Kπ)ρρηνος ‘having a lamb underneath’, *νορχος
‘with the testicles in’ (see Risch, pp. 187 f.). I would not suggest
such a self-assured and sophisticated text, were Timonidas not
acknowledged to be one of the greatest, if not the greatest, painter
represented on our pinakes and indeed the only painter also known
from a vase (COR 27), the only one besides Milonidas (COP 41,
a slightly lesser artist) who left us a painter’s signature on a pinax,
and the only painter besides Chares (COR 57, a much lesser artist)
who has left us a signature on a Corinthian vase (see §302 with
n. 952).

The name Τ8µ4ν�δ ς is derived from Τ�µων and occurs also
as ΤιµLνδας (see Bechtel, pp. 430 f.). Amyx observes that the
pronoun µε is not written, whereas it is on Timonidas’ vase.
Although this is not a strong argument, it may support the new
interpretation suggested above. The pronoun is only rarely
omitted in the normal formula: on our pinakes we only have COP
41 by Milonidas, which is a special case with its *γραψε κ! �ν�θ3κε,
COP 50 (�ν�θ3κε), which may be the remains of a metrical text,
and COP 53 (�ν�θ3κε), which—at least as far as we can see from

the fragments—seems to have contained no more than a name
plus the verb and would be a rare exception.438

In the graffito (a) (also in prose), the article with its fully 
preserved diphthong (see §226) is the only feature worth noting.
We do not know who the donor was (probably not Timonidas,
though).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 92 (only �ν�θεκε); Furtwängler (1885), no. 525; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 247. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept.
1991. Scene: Top-l. corner with two horses’ heads (to l.). Date: —.

; A^b4bKb roTG!A6
[. . .]ανεθεκε Ποτflδαm[. . .]
[. . . µ! ]�ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ"m[ι . . . ?].

Epigraphy: The final nu is quite clear. The verb leads next to the
suspension hole in the corner, where after a turn of 90° the name
of the god starts downwards. The latter therefore is a dat. com-
plement not a label. Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 18 + 2a (p. 170); Furtwängler (1885), no. 479 + 477;
dr. AntDenkm ii (1893–4) 24. 10; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 246; Payne (1931), 101; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 126, 131. 11;
Lorber (1979), 28, no. 27, dr. p. 29, ph. pl. 6; LIMC i,
‘Amphitrite’ 12*, ph. pl. 577; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 110*, dr. pl.
360. Photographs: Lorber partly cl.; LIMC quite cl. Vidi 28 
Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Joined in AntDenkm. Upright
tablet showing bearded Poseidon (a) to r. with trident, facing a
woman (b). Date: EC (Payne, Lorber); 625–600 ( Jeffery); c.620
(LIMC ).

(a) oTG!0^ (b) 03øwTP (c) broTG!

(a) [.]οτflδαν (b) Αµφιτρ[. . .] (c) [. . .]. εποτflδ .[. . .]

(a) [Π ]οτ!δ1ν, (b) 3µφιτρ[-τ ]. (c) [. . . �ν�θ3]jε
Ποτ!δï[(ƒ4)νι ƒ�νακτι?].

Epigraphy: (c) runs downwards behind Amphitrite’s back next to
the r. margin. The remains of the kappa, which seems to have
been cl. at the time of AntDenkm, are slightly strange now, but
the restoration is not impossible. Interpretation: (a)–(b) Labels
(Poseidon and Amphitrite). (c) Dedication to Poseidon.

436 Oblique case-forms e.g. Il. 4. 296, 20. 460, Hes. fr. 37. 5, 9, 13 M–W, Hdt.
1. 27. 2, 1. 170. 3, 9. 34. 2, Apollod. 1. 9. 10 and 13, 3. 15. 5, Diog. Laert. 1. 82
ff., etc. Of no great help is the suggestion made by Arena (1967: 90), who 
obviously noticed this problem, ‘Β� (da Β�αο) del pinax di Timonidas . . . da
collegarsi, rispetto al classico Β�ας, Β�αντος, con ion. Β�ης’, as long as he does
not give any reference for his alleged Ionic Β�ης; at any rate, the famous char-
acter Β�ας in Hdt. 1. 27 and 170 is an Ionian from Priene, and in the 5th-cent.
Erythraian inscr. LSAG 344. 48 = GD 4C. 24 = DGE 688C. 24 (c.475–450?) Β�α[ς]
is written alongside 5 πρBχµα, 13 τριηκ[ο]σ�ων, etc. The name therefore did
not have an Ionic <η> with an a-stem inflection.

437 For a dubious parallel see Introd. to this ch. (COP), n. 399.

438 As far as the vases are concerned, COR 31d (incised) contains the pronoun.
In other regions both possibilities occur, with (ARG 1, DOC 6, IOI 1, part of
NAU 1) or without (BOI 20, AIG 3E, ACC 1B, part of NAU 1).



.    

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 16a; Furtwängler (1885), no. 952; Pernice (1897), 41;
dr. AntDenkm ii (1899–1901) 40. 14; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902),
no. 261. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Parts of the
r. margin; breast and forelegs of horses (Pernice). Pernice’s 
suggestion that the fr. belongs to F 513 (part of our COP 2C ) is
implausible. Date: —.

roTG!A^wT
[. . .]iποτflδανιτ[. . .]
[. . . τ[?]i Ποτ!δ"νι τ[. . .].

Epigraphy: Runs down the r. margin. According to Pernice’s recon-
struction in AntDenkm there would have been space for another
c.3 letters, before the bottom (i.e. the ground line of the horses’
hooves) was reached. The inscr. then may have turned round and
might be expected to reappear in the lowest point of the fr. There
is nothing, however, and it is also slightly strange that nothing
is visible between the last tau and the break. Röhl gives the first
letter as a complete iota, which is hardly correct. According to
the drs. in Fränkel and AntDenkm, as well as my autopsy, it 
could also be a kappa, which is, however, difficult to interpret.
Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 22; Furtwängler (1885), no. 529; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 262. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Part
of upper margin; a quadriga. Date: —.

TG!A^w
[. . .]τflδανi[. . . ?]
[. . . Πο]τ!δ"νi[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: Horizontal along the margin. It is not clear whether
the text continued. Interpretation: Dedication to Poseidon.

°  ,    
( )

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 109; Furtwängler (1885), no. 845; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 271; not in Amyx (1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi
27 Sept. 1991. Scene: On the side of (a) (l. margin), upper part
of a bearded man to r. On the side of (b) (lower margin), a kiln.
Date: —.

(a) !Aµo (incised) (b) oTbw (c) ?

(a) ∆αµο[. . .] (b) [. . .]οτει[. . .] (c) [. . .]o (?)

(a) ∆àµο[. . .]. (b) [. . . Π ]οτει[δ1(ƒ4)νι ƒ�νακτι?]. 
(c) [. . .]o (?).

Epigraphy: (a) starts in front of the man’s face and could be his
label (see COP 62 ff.). (b) The pi is invisible, which means that
the inscr. came in from the r. in a loop and is not just a label,
but a longer text, probably a dedication.439 (c) The little semi-
circle to the l., if it is a letter at all, can only have belonged to
(b) if there was another loop, leading back down to it. I prefer to
take it as the remains of a separate inscr. Interpretation: (a) and
perhaps (c): Probably label(s) (of workmen?). (b) Dedication to
Poseidon.

  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Pernice (1897),
45, no. 118; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 269. Photographs: —.
Not found in the museum. Scene: No figs. preserved. Date: —.

A^o G3
[. . .]ανο[.]flµ[. . .]
[. . . ? Ποτ!δ]"ν)[ς] *µ[ι . . . ?].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably dedication to Poseidon
(property formula).

Less likely is [3γ]1νο[ρ] $µ[� �ν�θεκε] (vel sim.), since this would
presuppose the same unexpected spelling of the pronoun as in
COP 29. Also less likely is a (prose) variant of COP 5 and 6, mainly
for reasons of word-order. For the property formula of dedica-
tions see §301.

d. Other Certain or Likely Dedications

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 97; Furtwängler (1885), no. 882; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1895–8) 29. 1 (29. 4 the reverse); M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 303; Amyx (1988), 605, no. 2 in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi
27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Horse and horseman. Only the top-r. cor-
ner shows a suspension hole. On the other side there is a woman
and a figure catching fish with a trident. If the tablet was hung
up by the surviving hole and one in the adjacent lost corner, this
side would be upside-down. Date: —.

439 Geagan (1970: 41 with n. 34) says (without further discussion) that the 
name of the god is in the nom., probably just following Fränkel; this is hardly
correct.



   

AwMw3bqq
Αισιµελλ . σl . ν[. . .].
Α2σιµ�λλçς l! .ν[�θ3κε . . . ?].

Epigraphy: Runs along the upper margin above the figs. To the
l. it is complete. To the r. the letters are very faint. Fränkel read
Α2σιµ�λ(η)ς [. . .]. Autopsy revealed some more letters. After the
gap no traces of letters are visible; maybe there was a continua-
tion in the damaged area below. Interpretation: Dedication.

The person catching fish with a trident reminds us of Odysseus
on BOI 18.

The first element Α2σι- may be identical with that in Hesiod’s
name (Bechtel, p. 29; for the poet’s name see Meier-Brügger 
(1990) with a different etymological approach and a thorough 
discussion of earlier suggestions). For the unexpected geminate
see §215.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Pernice (1897),
45, no. 116; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 325; not in Amyx 
(1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: No
figs. preserved. Date: —.

µhYqw
[. . .]s%υλi[. . .]
[Α$]s%υλ. [νος µ! �ν�θ3κε . . . ?].

Epigraphy: Fränkel reads -α %υλ[οHδας, referring to COP 11. But
the first letter is certainly the r. half of a san. The last letter is
very faint, but the traces could fit an iota. The hole below the
san indicates that we may be close to a corner of the tablet 
(top-l.?). This supports the restoration of only few letters before
the san and the interpretation as the beginning of a dedicatory
inscr. Interpretation: Probably a dedication.

One Α$σ%υλ.νος owned the aryballos COR 47.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 20; Furtwängler (1885), no. 464; dr. AntDenkm i (1886),
no. 7. 2; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 278. Photographs: —. Vidi
26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Upright tablet preserved in full width and
length; Poseidon with trident. The inscr. starts in the top-r. cor-
ner and runs downwards. It may or may not have a connection
with the figure. Date: —.

roTG!A^

Ποτflδαν[. ?]. . τi . ια . .[. .]ehje

(a) Ποτ!δ1ν. (b) !Amτiv� r l[ ! �ν]õh(3)je. (Or Ποτ!δ"ν[ι]
!Amτiv� r etc.)

Epigraphy: Almost nothing is lost, but the surface is badly worn.
The letters after -δαν are uncertain, both in the earlier drs. 
and now on the original. Either there was an iota in the small
gap after Ποτflδαν, in which case the whole may form one 
sentence, or there was not, in which case the name of the god is
a label and the rest is independent. Considering what both fits
the traces and is a plausible restoration, one may reach the above
(uncertain) solution. Interpretation: Dedication to (and label of ?)
Poseidon.

The name as tentatively read may be a hypocoristic in -� ς of
3ντ�φ µος or the like (for the type of hypocoristic see §230). In
the verb, there seems to be A.W. (see §111).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 55; Furtwängler (1885), no. 811; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1893–4) 23. 15a (23. 15b the reverse); M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902),
no. 306; ph. of the reverse Cuomo di Caprio (1984), 80, no. 17;
Amyx (1988), 605, no. 4 in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi 28 Sept.
1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Top of a tablet (two holes in the cor-
ners); Poseidon with trident. On the reverse (turned through 90°
with respect to the holes) a kiln scene. Date: —.

; APwµToøwqo
Αριστοφιkos[. . . ?]
3ριστ)φιkor[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: Runs down the l. margin from Poseidon’s head, as is
often the case. The verb should have easily fitted in. Interpretation:
Probably a dedication.

°  ,    + 
( )

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 38 + 81; Furtwängler (1885), no. 667 + 803; dr.
AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 30. 9; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 225
+ 218; Payne (1931), 108; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 20;
Geagan (1970), 37 and 41, with ph. and dr. 36 fig. 8; Lorber (1979),
75 f., no. 118 (with dr.); Amyx (1988), 606, no. 6 in the list; LIMC
vii, ‘Poseidon’ 103. Photographs: Geagan only (a), not very cl. Vidi
27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Top half of tablet; joined by Geagan. On
one side Poseidon (unnamed) and inscr. (a) (on fr. F 667), on



.    

the other (b) and (c) with a kiln and the arm of a man. Date:
575–550 (Payne, Jeffery).

(a) Aµoro@oPoµG3bA^b4 (b) rI (incised)
(c) roT!AGV (incised)

(a) Ασοποδοροσflµεανεθ[. . .] (b) Π. (c) Ποτδαflu

(a) !/σ4π)δ4ρος &µ� �ν�θ[3κε]. (b) Π. (?). (c) Ποτ(!)δ1(ν) flá (?).

Epigraphy: (a) starts in the top-l. corner, leading downwards along
the back of Poseidon.440 (b) was considered a first attempt of 
(c) by Furtwängler, i.e. Πt(. . .). (c) The second attempt was 
no complete success either. Fränkel in the letter after the alpha
saw a middle bar as if of a digamma, but Geagan argued that 
since there is no continuation on fr. 667 joined by her the old
reading -ν by Röhl and Furtwängler was likely to be correct.
Fränkel, however, had been right: the letter has a middle bar, 
and a lower one too. Moreover on the adjoining fr. there seems
to be an upsilon. Interpretation: (a) Dedication. (b)–(c) Note of 
destination (?).

(a) Names like Asopodoros, viz. containing the name of the river
(god) !/σωπ)ς, are particularly frequent in Boiotia (-δωρος e.g.
Pind. Isth. 1. 34, other examples and more derivations in IG
vii, Index, p. 771), but here—as in the case of the Argive artist
in CEG 380. ii (1st h. 5th cent.)—the river flowing through
Phleious and Sikyon, 15 km. from Corinth, could also be the
source.441 Yet, first, the choice of the �- form of the pronoun442

is unparalleled at Corinth but typical of Boiotian dialect (see 
§224). Secondly, also the E-shape epsilon is unexpected, but 
is of course the normal form of the letter in the Greek world. I
cannot help thinking that we have here a foreigner from Boiotia
working at Corinth (see §261), who perhaps only partly mastered
the art of writing (at least in Corinthian).

(b) and (c) could be an indication of the recipient’s name in
the ‘neutral’ case as used in lists (see COP 47, 78, and 84B, all
incised too). If this interpretation is correct, we may suppose that
the name of the god was not written in (a). The final flá (?) may
mean ‘good fortune’ or the like, if anything at all. It would show
a mistake similar to that of the pronoun in (a), although we can-
not positively argue that (b) and (c) are by the same writer as (a).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Pernice (1897),
42, no. 18; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 307; Amyx (1988), 606,

no. 9 in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Part of
the r. margin of a large tablet; hands and part of trident. Date: —.

; !A3oQwq
∆αµοφιλ[. . .]
∆ µ)φιλ[ος . . .].

Epigraphy: Fränkel apparently saw part of the final omicron; I did
not. Interpretation: Probably a dedication.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 42; Furtwängler (1885), no. 392; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 226; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 11; Amyx (1988),
606, no. 11 in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Top-l. corner; head and back of a figure to r. Date: —.

!oPKo^3A^b4bk
∆ορκονµανεθεκ[. . .]
∆)ρκ4ν µ! �ν�θ3κ[ε . . . ?].

Epigraphy: Written in very thin stokes, and running downwards
behind the back of the figure. Interpretation: Dedication.

For the spelling of the name with kappa see §108. The name is
an n-stem hypocoristic (see §229) from full names with the root
δερκ- (see Bechtel, p. 120 f., with another attestation of our name;
see also the Satyr-name CHA 1g and 14h).

°  ,  
  +  ()

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 104; Furtwängler (1885), no. 424 + 429; Pernice
(1897), 15; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 311; not in Amyx (1988),
605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined by
Pernice. Top-l. corner; head and back of a man. Date: —.

; b!
Εδ[. . .]
!Εδ[. . .].

Epigraphy: Runs down the l. margin. Fränkel (following
Furtwängler) proposed !Ερ, although the second letter in his 
dr. is as clearly a delta as in Röhl’s. Interpretation: Perhaps a 
dedication.

May have been a name from the root �δ- ‘eat’, or OΕ(ν)διος (Bechtel,
pp. 153 f.); there seem not to be many possible interpretations.

440 Lorber erroneously writes �µ�; instead of $µ�; Röhl and Furtwängler had
�µ�.

441 A(i)sopos was the mythical father of Aigina, Ismene and Ismenos, Pelagon,
Salamis (Apollod.), as well as Antiope (Od. 11. 260). The Homeric attestations
show a long [a].

442 Other interpretations seem to lead nowhere.



   

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 101; Furtwängler (1885), no. 383 + 419; Pernice
(1897), 13; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 309; Schwyzer, DGE
(1923), no. 123. 11; Amyx (1988), 606, no. 12 in the list.
Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined by Pernice.
Top half; Poseidon with trident. Date: —.

b 4b
ΕÏθε . (?) [. . . ?].

Epigraphy: Read Εƒθετ[. . .] by Furtwängler (followed by
Pernice and Amyx) or Εƒθει[. . .] by Fränkel. Neither version can
be confirmed, since I was not sure whether the wavy structure
after the fourth letter is at all part of a letter. Indeed, the letters
are now so faint as to show only in the reflection of direct light
(the surface is slightly less glossy where the letters were). The
purple colour after the wavy line excludes the possibility that there
was more text; if it went on, it was elsewhere on the tablet. The
second letter is not clear now. Interpretation: Not clear, perhaps
a dedication.

This example of a diphthong [eu] written with a digamma
instead of an upsilon would be unique at Corinth,443 and the bad
state of preservation of the writing on this tablet suggests that
we dismiss it as a wrong reading. Fränkel’s interpretation as a
name Ε<θειος is implausible in even more respects. First, no such
name seems to be attested, and, secondly, the spelling <ει> is a
priori unexpected at Corinth.

°  , . . -

Fr. pinax from the Potters’ Quarter at Corinth (1930). Bibliography:
Newhall (1931), 21 f., ph. fig. 21; Stillwell–Benson (1984), 244,
no. 1344, and Boegehold (1984), 359, no. 8, ph. pl. 56, drs. pls.
114 and 122; Amyx (1988), 606, no. 13 in the list (bibl.).
Photographs: Newhall quite cl.; Stillwell–Benson sm. Scene:
Top-l. corner; long-haired man holding an instrument. The
break goes through the thighs of the man, so approximately a third
of the height will be missing. Date: MC (Stillwell–Benson).

bVkPS6b
Ευκρινε .[. . . ?]
Ε:κρ�ν3r[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: The penultimate letter is clearly an epsilon not an 
alpha; its lower loop is visible in outline on my original ph. (see
the dr.). Of the last letter part of a downstroke is preserved.
Interpretation: Dedication or label (workman).

Boegehold read Ε:κρ�ναr. This reading should not have been 
compared with the name Ε:κρ�νης (cited by Amyx; see Bechtel,
pp. 172, 263), since that name is an s-stem (as the adjective
ε:κριν0ς) and should be -3ς also at Corinth. With my new read-
ing, however, the comparison is fully justified. Since about a third
of the height of the tablet is missing below, �ν�θ3κε would exactly
fit in.

This pinax, which is of the same kind as those found at
Penteskouphia, is a welcome confirmation that they all came 
from the Corinthian potters’ quarter (see also the Introd. to this
ch. (COP) ).

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 27 + 48; Furtwängler (1885), no. 630 + 539; dr.
AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7. 21 (only fr. 539); Pernice (1897), 23,
with dr. fig. 14; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 227; Payne 
(1931), 104; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 15; Lazzarini, FDV (1976),
no. 267; Lorber (1979), 53, no. 73, ph. pl. 16; Amyx (1988), 606,
no. 14 in the list; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 109. Photographs: Lorber
quite cl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition); I omitted to make 
a dr. of (a). Scene: Joined by Pernice. Poseidon (named) holding
his trident and riding one of two horses. Date: 600–575 (Payne,
Jeffery); 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

(a) ; roTG!A^ (b) bsPs3b!bµ3A^b4bKb
(a) Ποτflδαν (b) Ευρυµεδεσµανεθεκε
(a) Ποτ!δ1ν. (b) Ε:ρυµ5δ3ς µ! �ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: (a) starts at Poseidon’s head. (b) starts next to the 
top-r. corner, leading down the r. margin, then turning round.
Interpretation: (a) Label (Poseidon). (b) Dedication.

*  ,   

Fr. pinax (very thick, c.12 mm.) from Penteskouphia (1879).
Bibliography: Collignon (1886), 26, dr. 25 fig. 2; M. Fränkel, 
IG iv (1902), no. 228; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 268; Amyx
(1988), 606, no. 15 in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990.
Scene: Middle part of l. margin; breast, back and arms of a man
to r. The reverse is plain. Date: 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

bYMTPAToµ30ab4bkb
[. . . ?]Ευστρατοσµαδεθεκε
Ε<στρατος µ! �ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: Running downwards behind the figure’s back. 
There is a break before the first letter, but the name seems to 
be complete. The sixth letter from the end is clearly a delta.
Interpretation: Dedication.

443 See the discussion by Kretschmer (pp. 37 f.) with some certain examples 
from other regions.



*° A‒B (A) ,  
  +  + , (B) ,   

Fr. and entire pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A)
Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 43 + 80 + 93; Furtwängler (1885), no. 373
+ 415 + 423; Pernice (1897), 11 f.; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 230; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 269a; Amyx (1988), 606, 
no. 17 in the list. (B) Rayet (1880), 104 f., no. 1, with drs.; 
Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 43a; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 231;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 6; Payne (1931), 108; Lazzarini,
FDV (1976), no. 269b; Amyx (1988), 606, no. 18 in the list.
Photographs: —. (A) Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. (B) Vidi 6 Aug. 1990.
Scene: (A) Joined by Pernice. Poseidon to r. The reverse is 
plain. (B) Poseidon to r., with trident and wreath in this hands.
On the reverse (uninscribed) a man working at a kiln. Date:
575–550 (Payne).

(A) (a) ; roT (b) w®Po^ 3A^b4bKb
(B) (a) ; roTGw!A^ (b) w®Po^3A^b4bkb

(A) (a) Ποτ[. . .] (b) Ιγρον µανεθεκε[. . . ?]
(B) (a) Ποτflιδαν (b) Ιγqονµανεθεκε

(A) (a) Ποτ[œιδ1ν]. (b) O Ιγρ4ν µ! �ν�θ3κε. (B) (a) Ποτœιδ1ν. 
(b) O Ιγq4ν µ! �ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: The shape of the gamma is something between ® and
c, almost identical in both copies. (Ab) The figure’s hand comes
in between the name and the pronoun. On both pinakes (b) runs
downwards from next to the top-r. suspension hole, and (a) down
the god’s back to the l. (B) Amyx (p. 608, no. 45, referring to
autopsy) read Χ-ρ4ν, which is wrong; he was not aware of the
identity of the piece he recorded. Interpretation: (a) Labels
(Poseidon). (b) Dedications.

In (Ab) there is a break after the verb, which led Pernice to sug-
gest that Ποτ[. . .] could be dative. That is hardly correct. Not
only are the two tablets very similar, which allows us to restore
(A) by analogy with (B), but also there was enough space after
the verb in (A) for a dative to be written continuously, perhaps
in boustrophedon, had it been desired, whereas a stichic arrange-
ment, with the tablet turned round after the first line, would be
odd.

The name of the donor is not otherwise attested and obscure.448

Considering his unusual spelling of the god’s name (see §§219,
255), Igron may be thought of as a foreigner.449

.    

The inscription is very neatly written and the writer does not 
seem to have been illiterate. Therefore the delta cannot easily 
be taken for a misshapen nu (as the last sign in COP 84A). In
view of this spelling, I cannot help thinking that Eustratos may
have had a cold (we have to imagine people speaking aloud when
writing, as was the case in reading).444 Possible parallels from
Athens are Κ#κτος on a 6th-cent. vase445 and CEG 32 µτ0µα on
a stone monument (c.530?). Of course we could also speak of 
some kind of dissimilation of the nasal component of the sound
(see §212).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 3; Furtwängler (1885), no. 828; Pernice (1897), 36;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 295; dr. AntDenkm ii (1899–1901)
39. 1a; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 8; Payne (1931), 101;
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 126, 131. 11, dr. pl. 19; Lorber (1979), 28,
no. 26 (with dr.), ph. pl. 6. Photographs: Lorber partly cl. Vidi
27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Upright tablet preserved in full width (with
the unnumbered fr. joined by Pernice); female figure (named).
The reverse (correct in Pernice): man to r., leading a horse which
is seen from the front446 and with head to r. Date: EC (Payne);
c.625–600 ( Jeffery).

(a) AøwTPGTA^ (b) ; Jwo
(a) Αφιτρflταν (b) Åιο[. . .]
(a) 3(µ)φιτρ(τ ν. (b) Åι)[k ς ? . . . ?].

Epigraphy: (a) is complete; the final nu is certain (not a san as 
considered by Lorber). (b) Of the fourth letter the lower part 
of a vertical stroke was indicated earlier; I could not see it.
Interpretation: (a) Label (Amphitrite). (b) Probably a dedication.

(a) For Amphitrite’s name see §246 (for its spelling with E-shape
epsilon see §219, for the lack of the nasal-sign see also §201). Here
the accusative form is surprising.447 It seems possible that the 
writer thought “Fι)λ ς �ν�θ3κε 3µφιτρ-τ ν” (i.e. a picture of 
her), combining (b) + (a); but there are other imaginable contexts.
(b) Probably the donor’s name.

444 See also Ch. Dickens, Oliver Twist, ch. 15: ‘Is anybody here, Barney?’
. . . ‘Dot a shoul’ . . . ‘Nobody?’ . . . ‘Dobody but Biss Dadsy’ . . . ‘Nancy! . . .
Where?’ . . .

445 ABV 110. 37, ph. SE 40 (1972) pl. 66 (sm.).
446 A very early occurrence of this motive, if the date is correct. Neither Payne

nor any other scholar seems to discuss this.
447 I do not think we should assume that the writer simply mixed up

Poseidon’s and Amphitrite’s endings (i.e. wrote - ν as if he were writing 
Ποτflδ- ν).

448 As /u/ was probably pronounced [u] not [y] at Corinth (see §217) and 
initial [h] is usually preserved (see §210), Q Υγρ4ν is not a likely solution.

449 Should we connect his name with the fairly frequent Karian name Π�γρης
(Hdt., Xen., etc.), which in Attica is also attested as O Ιγρ3ς? See Threatte, 
pp. 557 top and 439 bottom, with other cases of a sporadic loss of initial [p] in
foreign names.



   

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 52; Furtwängler (1885), no. 554 + 582; Pernice (1897),
24; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 312; Amyx (1988), 606, no. 19
in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined by
Pernice. Top-l. corner and two thirds of upper margin; horse with
horseman to l. The inscr. starts behind the back of the horseman.
Date: —.

KA^5
Κανθa[. . .]
Κανθa[ρ-. . .].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably a dedication.

Fränkel restores Κ�νθa[ρος] or Κανθa[ρ�4ν] (see Bechtel, p. 582),
taking the inscription as ‘nomen equitis’. Instead of a label, 
we may assume a full dedicatory inscription, as with Phlebon 
of COP 48A.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 49; Furtwängler (1885), no. 348; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1893–4) 24. 3; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 232; Amyx (1988),
607, no. 21 in the list. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Top of upright tablet; Poseidon with trident. The reverse is plain.
Date: —.

qsµwA@Aµ3
Λυσιαδασl[. . .]
ΛTσι�δ ς l[ ! �ν�θ3κε . . .].

Epigraphy: Runs downwards from the god’s head. Interpretation:
Probably a dedication.

Patronymic name from ΛCσις, which is a hypocoristic of Λυσι-
compound names (see §231; Bechtel, p. 291). The name would
be ideal for a metrical dedication.

*  (=  ) ,   
 + ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Collignon
(1886), 27 f., with dr. fig. 6, repeated in WV (1888), pl. 1. 4;
Furtwängler (1885), no. 511 (no inscr.); dr. AntDenkm ii
(1895–8) 29. 17 (only F 511); M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 244;
Nicole (1916), 376; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 9; Hoppin
(1924), 10 f.; Payne (1931), 110; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 20,
dr. pl. 20; Geagan (1970), 34, ph. 33 fig. 2; Lazzarini, FDV

(1976), no. 816; Lorber (1979), 74 f., no. 114, ph. pl. 33; Amyx
(1988), 591 no. 120, 607 no. 23 in the list (cat. p. 255 no. 1), 
ph. pl. 110. 1. Photographs: Geagan, Lorber, Amyx quite cl. Vidi
6 Aug. 1990 (the Paris part). Scene: R. part and middle of a 
tablet; quadriga waiting. Geagan joined the uninscribed Berlin 
fr. to the inscribed Paris one. The reverses are plain. Date: 575–550
(Payne, Jeffery); 6th cent. (Lazzarini).

3wqo^w!AMbcPAZbkA^b5bkb
Μιλονιδασεγραψεκανεθεκε
Μιλ4ν�δ ς *γραψε κ! �ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: The first alpha is incomplete: its r. foot below the 
horizontal bar was never drawn. Of the lower loop of the first
epsilon only a shadow remains. Interpretation: Painter’s signature
and dedication by the painter.

The inscription on this pinax450 seems to reflect the pride of its
painter. But unlike Timonidas on COP 18, Milonidas places his
inscription at the margin in a more modest-looking way, perhaps
because his painting did not leave any room in the middle where
the horses are, and to the l. and above the horses there may 
have been the names of the gods in the chariot. On the other 
hand, unlike Timonidas, Milonidas is also the donor of his tablet
(see §302).

The writer missed the opportunity of producing an iambic
trimeter by writing Μιλ4ν�δ ς *γραψε κòν�θ3κ� µε (as Exekias
in CEG 436 f., with κòπ)3σε),451 at least if crasis was an option
in Corinthian dialect as it was in Attic. For the lack of the pro-
noun see COP 18. The name (perhaps also attested in COP 47,
see n. 454) is a patronymic derivative from Μ�λων (Bechtel, 
p. 499); see §240.

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 41, only (c), fr. 940; Furtwängler (1885), no. 496 +

450 The inscr. reported by Dragatsis (1881), with dr. pl. Γ ’ fig. 3 (repeated 
in IGA [1882], no. 20. 36a, from there in Roberts (1887), no. 90, and analysed
by Kirchhoff (1887), 103), which Collignon and Fränkel etc. thought to be the
same as our pinax, must be a false copy forged in Greece. There are many 
reasons for this assumption. (1) It is incised not painted, as is evident from
Dragatsis’s dr. (2) The fr. on which it is incised is only the corner of a tablet
(bottom-l.?), not the well preserved r. quarter as the Paris fr. of our pinax, and
does not show the beautiful horses, whereas Dragatsis’s dr. of our COP 47, his
fig. 2, is accurate, also in size—apart from the fact that he does not show the
incised inscr. (b). (3) It is strange that an inscr., which also occurs on a genuine
piece, should be preserved again in its entirety on another fr. with breaks 
precisely before the first and after the last letter. (4) The text of the incised 
version is very odd syntactically and with respect to its nu ephelkystikon:
˜wLo6w!AMG®RAøMG^A^G4GkG. (5) Its writing system is equally odd and
looks more like a silly mixture of Attic and Corinthian letters produced by a forger
who was not familiar with what was possible in the respective local scripts.

451 Other examples of κò- from κα4 �- are CEG 26, 74, 262, 419 (?), 463 (?).
For κò- from κα4 �- see CEG 70. 3, 239 (?), but κ©- is the result in CEG 139.
χí from κα4 Éο- occurs in CEG 380. ii.



.    

940; Pernice (1897), 20; dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 29. 13; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 264; Payne (1931), 108; Jeffery,
LSAG (1961), 131. 20; Lorber (1979), 75, no. 117 (with dr.), 
ph. pl. 33; Amyx (1988), 607, no. 27 in the list; LIMC
vii, ‘Poseidon’ 117* = 255, dr. pl. 361. Photographs: Lorber
partly cl. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined with an unnumbered
fr. by Pernice. Top-l. corner; two bearded men (a) and (b) in a 
chariot. Date: 575–550 (Payne, Jeffery).

(a) roTb!A^ (b) ˆb (c) oP4o
(a) Ποτεδαν (b) Ξεur (c) Ορθο[. . .]
(a) Ποτ3δ1ν, (b) Ξεär. (c) !Ορθο[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) Leading downwards to the l. (b) Horizontal, start-
ing at the face of the figure in question. In Fränkel’s dr. clear
remains of the -ς and an Y-shaped upsilon are shown; less is 
visible now. (c) Of garland-like shape in the middle of the tablet,
i.e. at the r. end of the fr. as it is now. Interpretation: (a)–(b) Labels
(Poseidon and Zeus). (c) Probably a dedication.

The main inscription (c) starts over the reins in big letters and
leads downwards towards the centre (it might have gone up again
towards the heads of the horses as a symmetrical garland). It makes
a careful and competent impression.

(a) For the spelling with normal epsilon see §255 and (c) below.
(b) For the initial Ξ see §258. The upsilon seems to have had a
different form from the one in COP 75, where we find the same
type of spelling. This suggests that the two inscriptions were 
written by two different writers, i.e. this spelling was not just 
an idiosyncrasy. (c) As we should probably expect Åορθƒο[. . .]
in proper Corinthian (see §§206, 209) this may be taken as an 
indication that the writer of this tablet was a foreigner in
Corinth. The same can be argued in the case of the spelling in
(a), whose parallel in COP 44 is likely to be written by a foreigner
for other reasons (see ad loc.).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 40; Furtwängler (1885), no. 414; Pernice (1897), 14;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 315; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), 
no. 123. 11; Amyx (1988), 607, no. 25 in the list. Photographs: —.
Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Top-r. corner (damaged);
Poseidon with trident (on the reverse a kiln, Pernice). Date: —.

tb^%okqb
Ξενƒοκλε .[. . .]
Ξενƒοκλ0r[ µ! �ν�θ3κε . . .].

Epigraphy: Runs downwards. Of the san, a small trace is visible.
Interpretation: Probably a dedication.

For the digamma see §209.

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 56 + 112; Furtwängler (1885), no. 765 + 485; dr.
AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7. 11, without (a) and (b); Pernice
(1897), 19, dr. 20 fig. 10; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 265; Payne
(1931), 108; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 20; Lorber (1979), 75,
no. 115, ph. pl. 33; LIMC i, ‘Amphitrite’ 13; Amyx (1988), 607,
no. 32 in the list; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 112*, ph. pl. 360.
Photographs: Lorber and LIMC (a) uncl., the rest quite cl. Vidi
26 Sept. 1991. Scene: The fr. with (a) and (b) was joined to the
rest by Pernice. Two women (b) and (c) facing Poseidon (d) 
(with trident), behind whom there is Triton (unnamed). Date:
575–550 (Payne, Jeffery); c.550 (LIMC ).

(a) ho3 (b) 0560 (c) 0^øw A (d ) rOTb!0^

(a) œοl[. . .] (b) Αθνα[.]. (c) Ανφι . . . [. ?]α (d) Ποτεδαν

(a) œ8l[ιος µ! �ν�θ3κε . . . ?]. (b) 3θ(3?)να[�]ã, 
(c) 3νφι[τ?]q¿t , (d ) Ποτ3δ1ν.

Epigraphy: If the inscrs. at first sight are easy to read on the ori-
ginal, it is because of the pencil lines that somebody has added in
the past. Although these lines are drawn in a plausible manner,
in my dr. I only give the remains and traces of paint. (a) (not
mentioned by Lorber) runs down the l. margin and is not a label.
The third letter cannot be a nu, but only mu or san, more likely
a mu. No more is visible before the break. Of (b) (not mentioned
by Lorber) a faint angle, which must be of a final alpha, is vis-
ible on the adjoining fr. (it was not noticed by Fränkel). (c) The
form was read with the tau missing, i.e. 3νφι(τ)ρ�τα, in the past.
Whether the tau is really lacking, is uncertain if one disregards
the pencil lines. For if the letters were close together, and if we
suppose that of one of them nothing remains, we could perhaps
restore the full form of the name.452 Interpretation: (a) Probably
a dedication. (b)–(d ) Labels (Athena, Amphitrite, Poseidon).

Although the ‘wrong’ b-shaped epsilon in (d ) (as in COP 42 etc.;
see §255), the lack of a vowel sign in (b), and maybe—if correctly
read—also the lack of a letter in (c), show some uncertainty as
to Corinthian orthography, we must not call our Kom[ios] an 
illiterate man. The letters are drawn in a clear and competent 
manner, and the two certain mistakes may find some satisfactory
explanation. It must be considered that Athena’s name is here 
given in the longer form, whereas all the attestations on Corinthian
vases show the short form. The other two exceptions are COP
59 and 77.453 The scene on COP 77 suggests epic influence (see
§443); this reason cannot be maintained here, however, and we

452 The fact that this mistake occurs in COP 5 3φιρ�τ may, however, sup-
port the old reading.

453 Fränkel writes 3θ(α)να[�α]. He will have chosen the longer form by ana-
logy with COP 77.



   

have to look for a different explanation. The third case of the long
form, COP 59, with its Ionic vowel suggests Athenian influence
(as is often to be observed in LC vase-painting, see Introd. to ch.
5 (COR) ), most likely Athenian origin of the painters in ques-
tion. This also leads to a satisfactory explanation of the problems
on the present pinax. For in that case (1) the long form of the
name is plausible, since the Athenians considered Athena to be
theirs, using the form derived from the name of their city (see
§247). (2) The mistake in (b) can be normal A.W. (see §111). 
(3) The incorrect spelling of Poseidon’s name is more excusable,
since a foreigner from Athens was used to a distribution of the
graphemes and phonemes for the e-sounds which was different
from that of the Corinthians. An Athenian in Athens would not
have hesitated to write the sound in question, such as he heard
it pronounced in Corinth, with the normal grapheme G in his own
script, where this grapheme was used for [g], [b] and [l]. The
most frequent correspondence of this grapheme in the Corinthian
script, however, was b.

For the spelling <νφ> in (c) see §114.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, 
IGA (1882), 20. 51 (only the fr. with the first two letters);
Furtwängler (1885), no. 784 (ditto); dr. AntDenkm i (1886), 
no. 8. 2 (ditto); Pernice (1897), 33 ff., with dr. fig. 25 (p. 34); 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 233 (both frs.); Schwyzer, 
DGE (1923), no. 123. 11; Amyx (1988), 607, no. 33 in the list.
Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Part of l. margin and
bottom-l. corner (with a suspension hole!). Joined to an unnum-
bered fr. by Pernice, who discusses wrong earlier interpretations.
Fox walking under trees (?). The reverse is plain. Date: —.

; ho PwM 3A^b
œο[.]ρισµανε[. . .]
œ)[.]ρις µ! �ν� [θ3κε . . . ?].

Epigraphy: The qoppa is next to the l. margin. Kretschmer (apud
Pernice) had suggested œ)[π]ρις and œ)[W]Xις. For the pronoun
the writer had to change the direction by 90°; after the break he
had to turn again, parallel to the margin (or zigzagging back into
the tablet?). Interpretation: Dedication.

Both restorations, œ)[π]ρις and œ)[ρ]ρις, fit equally well from
an epigraphical point of view. Although Fränkel preferred the 
latter, which is attested elsewhere, one should remember that 
geminates are rarely spelled with two signs on our documents 
(see §113). The suspension hole in the lower corner is odd, since
there was no painting on the reverse for which it could be devised
(as in COP 28), so either the plaque had four holes or it was
painted with no regard for the holes.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 99; Furtwängler (1885), no. 391; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 317. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Top-l. corner; the back of the head and the shoulders of a figure.
Date: —.

hs
œu[. . .]
œu[. . .].

Epigraphy: Runs downwards to the l. Fränkel and Röhl read œρ.
I thought œu[. . .] was more likely. Interpretation: Probably a 
dedication.

It could be the name œυλο�δ ς of COP 11, although the letters
are smaller there.

  ,    
( )

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879); lost in World War II?
Bibliography: Dragatsis (1881), with dr. pl. Γ ’; Röhl, IGA (1882),
20. 16; Furtwängler (1885), no. 368; dr. AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7.
28; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 320; Payne (1931), 112; not in
Amyx (1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. Scene: Upper part; Poseidon,
(a) and (b), with trident. Date: after mid-6th cent. (Payne).

(a) roTG!A^ (b) roTGaA^ (incised) (c) wqo
(a) Ποτflδαν (b) Ποτflδαν (c) [. (.)]ιλο[. . .]
(a) Ποτ!δ1ν, (b) Ποτ!δ1ν, (c) [Φ?]ιλο[. . .].

Epigraphy: (b) is not shown by Dragatsis. (c) runs downwards along
the r. margin. At the beginning, one, or at most two letters are
worn off. Interpretation: (a) Label (Poseidon). (b) Note of destina-
tion (?). (c) Probably a dedication.

Inscription (a) is just a label, but the graffito (b) (if it is not a 
modern addition; see n. 450) must have had a different function
(see COP 29). (c) The tablet in its full length can hardly have
offered space for more than the name and µ! �ν�θ3κε, but the
inscription may have turned left at the bottom.454

° A‒B (A) ,   , 
(B) .  

Pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A) Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 10; Furtwängler (1885), no. 557, dr. AntDenkm

454 Should we perhaps restore [Μ ]ιλ4[ν�δ ς . . .] (i.e. with one wide initial 
letter) according to COP 41, despite the higher date given to the latter pinax?



.    

i (1886), no. 8. 25; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 235; Payne (1931),
104; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 15; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), 
no. 270b; Lorber (1979), 53, no. 74, ph. pl. 17; Amyx (1988), 608,
no. 41 in the list. (B) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 11; Furtwängler
(1885), no. 611; dr. AntDenkm i (1886), no. 8. 26; M. Fränkel,
IG iv (1902), no. 234; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 11; Payne
(1931), 104; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 15; Lazzarini, FDV (1976),
no. 270a; Lorber (1979), 53, no. 75, ph. pl. 17; ph. Cuomo di
Caprio (1984), 78, no. 4; Amyx (1988), 608, no. 42 in the list.
Photographs: (A) Lorber mostly cl. (B) Lorber and Cuomo di
Caprio quite cl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (both on exhibition). Scene:
(A) Man leading a horse (the reverse is plain). (B) Man working
at a kiln (the reverse is plain). Date: 600–575 (Payne, Jeffery);
6th cent. (Lazzarini).

(A) øqb:o^3A^b4bKb (B) øqb:o^3A^b4bKb
(A) Φλεβονµανεθεκε (B) Φλεβονµανεθεκε
(A) Φλ�β4ν µ! �ν�θ3κε. (B) Φλ�β4ν µ! �ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: (A) Squeezed in at the end between the horse’s tail
and the margin of the tablet. Although Fränkel asserts that the
final epsilon is and always was incomplete, i.e. a k, it looked 
complete to me. (B) By the same hand as (A) (Furtwängler,
Lorber), which seems correct in view of : and 4, and especially
of b, whose loops are not joined with the vertical in the middle.
Interpretation: Dedications.

The name (see also COP 12) is derived from φλ�ψ ‘vein’. Bechtel
(p. 482) thinks of φλ�ψ γον�µη, but a prominent blood vein some-
where in the face seems equally appropriate.

*  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Collignon
(1886), 25, dr. 24 fig. 1; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 239;
Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 271; Amyx (1988), 608, no. 47 in the
list. Photographs: —. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Bottom-l. corner;
back of a dressed upright figure (Poseidon, Collignon) to r. The
reverse is plain. Date: —.

ocGTo^w!AM3A^b4bkb
[. . .]ογflτονιδασµανεθεκε
[. . .]ογ!τον�δ ς µ! �ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: Runs downwards between the back of the figure 
and the margin. Amyx (p. 607, no. 30, referring to autopsy) 
read [Π ]οτflδον�δας, which is wrong; he was not aware of the
identity of the piece he recorded. (His form is highly unlikely 
anyway.) Interpretation: Dedication.

Although the remains are dactylic, hardly enough can be miss-
ing at the beginning to complete a hexameter. For the first part

of the name there are very many possibilities, as Φιλ-, ∆ι(ƒ)-,
Τιµ-, Θε(ι)-, 3ριστ- etc.

°  ,    +  

Fr. pinax455 from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Pernice
(1897), 47, no. 155; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 249; not in 
Amyx (1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Bottom-l. corner with the inscr. along the l. margin; man walk-
ing beside a horse. Date: —.

bµ:A^b2bKb o µ A S

[. . .]3ς : ανεθεκε | [. . .]. ooσ . a . i .[. . .]

[. . .]3ς : �ν�θ3κε | [. . .]. ooσ . a . i .[. . .] (perhaps: [. . . τ� δ]�
δ�ς χαρ�ε[σ(σ)αν . . .]?).

Epigraphy: Contrary to Fränkel’s reading, the final epsilon of 
the first line is clearly visible. The first letter is an epsilon not 
an omicron; before it, the surface is worn off, so that no more is
visible. Interpretation: Dedication (metrical?).

The dotted theta (see COR 85), the punctuation and the stichic
arrangement (the lower line, however, is not clear) point to a some-
what later date for this pinax.

It seems possible that, if the first omicron of the second line
is allowed to stand for a rounded delta, the line is to be restored
[. . . τ� δ]� δ�ς χαρ�ε[σ(σ)αν . . .], i.e. of the type of COP 1 (see
ad loc., in particular ad COP 1D), although it is hard to see how
the end of the hexameter line could have fitted in the corner of
the tablet. For the lack of the pronoun, which is very rare and
may be another indication of a more unusual kind of formula (with
�ν�θ3κε at the end of a first hexameter?), see COP 18.

° A‒B (A) ,   , 
(B) .   + 

Fr. pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A) Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 87; Furtwängler (1885), no. 420; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 243; not in Amyx (1988), 605–8. (B) Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 89; Furtwängler (1885), no. 701 + 706; Pernice
(1897), 31; dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 30. 28; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 241; not in Amyx (1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. 
(A) Not found in the museum. (B) Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene:
(A) Part of l. margin; remains of a figure. (B) Pernice added 
two unnumbered frs. Left and lower parts of a tablet; breast, arm
and (non-contiguous) legs of a man walking to r. Date: —.

455 The join of the two frs. does not seem to be indicated anywhere in print,
but was noted in the museum.



   

(A) µ3A^b5bKb (B) µ3A^^
(A) [. . .]σµανεθεκe[. . .] (B) [. . .]σµαννe[. . .] 
(A) [. . .]ς µ! �ν�θ3κe[. . .]. (B) [. . .]ς µ! �ννõ[θ3κε]. 

Epigraphy: (A) runs downwards. It is not certain whether the verb
was the last word. (B) runs downwards between the back of the
figure and the margin. The return to the vertical hasta of the upper
loop of the epsilon is just visible. In the gap (c.6 cm.) between the
inscribed fr. and the uninscribed one with the legs, there can have
been no more than the rest of the verb. Interpretation: Dedications.

(B) For the unexpected geminate see §215.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 70; Furtwängler (1885), no. 941; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 240; not in Amyx (1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi
26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Top-r. corner; at the bottom possibly flames
emerging from a kiln. Date: —.

(a) µ306b4bKb (b) w!Aµ
(a) [. . .]σµανεθεκε (b) [. . .]. iδας
(a) [. . .]ς µ! �ν�θ3κε. (b) [. . .]. \δ ς.

Epigraphy: (a) leads into the corner of the tablet and is complete
at the end. (b) Of the letter(s) in front of -�δ ς only two faint 
vertical hastas are visible. Not an able writer. Interpretation: (a)
Dedication. (b) Label (of workman?).

(b) Cannot be the donor’s name (unless it was repeated), since
the last letter of his name is preserved in (a). It will be the label
of a figure standing in front of a kiln.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 91; Furtwängler (1885), no. 376; dr. AntDenkm i (1886),
no. 7. 6; Pernice (1897), 12 f., with dr. fig. 2; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 250; Payne (1931), 104; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131.
15; Lorber (1979), 53, no. 70, ph. pl. 16; not in Amyx (1988),
605–8. Photographs: Lorber cl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition).
Scene: Poseidon alone on a narrow upright tablet preserved in full
width but not length. To the l. the inscr., running downwards.
To the r., in front of the figure, one has suspected the remains
of a letter (alpha), which was not interpretable, however, and is
probably the foot of a jug held by Poseidon (as in COP 73O = F
461). Date: 600–575 (Payne, Jeffery).

6A^b4bKb
[. . .]νανεθεκε
[. . .-4]ν �ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: One of the unnumbered frs. joined by Pernice shows
that the verb was the last word. Since the tablet will not have
reached much above the head of the god and the top of the 
trident, which are on the same level, the name of the donor 
must have been short. Interpretation: Dedication.

For the lack of the pronoun see ad COP 18.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Furtwängler
(1885), no. 567; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 336 (with wrong
no. F 569, our COP 80). Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Middle part of upper margin; mane of a horse to r. Date: —.

roµ
[. . .]. πος
[. . .]. πος [. . . ?].

Epigraphy: Comes in from the l., stopping in front of the mane.
It cannot be the label (e.g. É�ππος) of the horse, as it would have
to be retrograde. The first letter is not clear (an iota does not seem
excluded). The inscr. may have continued to the r. of the horses’
heads. Interpretation: Probably not a label, but a donor’s name in
a dedication.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 94; Furtwängler (1885), no. 483; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 242; not in Amyx (1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi
26 Sept. 1991 (no complete dr. made). Scene: Part of r. margin;
remains of a female figure. Date: —.

; 3A^b4bKb
[. . .]µανεθεκε[. . .]
[. . .]µ! �ν�θ3κε[. . .].

Epigraphy: Runs downwards. It is not certain whether the verb was
the last word. In the space between the break and the mu, no san
is now visible, as was indicated earlier. Interpretation: Dedication.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 53; Furtwängler (1885), no. 508; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1893–4) 24. 4; Pernice (1897), 21, with dr. fig. 12; M. Fränkel,
IG iv (1902), no. 248; Amyx (1988), 607, no. 24 in the list.
Photographs: —. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Part
of the top; quadriga. Date: —.



.    

(a) ; ˆA^4 (b) … A^b4bkb
(a) Ξανθ[. . .] (b) [. . .]ανεθεκε
(a) Ξ�νθ[ος]. (b) [. . .]�ν�θ3κε.

Epigraphy: (b) comes in from the l. along the upper margin and
stops next to the horses’ heads (it seems not very likely that it
continued to their r.). (a) runs backwards from the mane of one
of two horses. It can hardly be the beginning of the dedication
(b), since it is retrograde. Therefore it is a label. Interpretation:
(a) Label (a horse). (b) Dedication.

(a) For the horse-name Xanthos see §§244 and 506 with n. 1286.

° A‒L (A) ,   ,
(B) .   (), (C) .  , 

(D) .   + , (E) .   (), 
(F) .  , (G) .   +  + 

() + , . . 
-- +  + , (H) ,

  , (I) .  , (J) . 
 , (K) .  , (L) .  , (M) .  

Fr. pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879, (G ) partly 1963).
Bibliography: (A) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 95; Furtwängler (1885),
no. 944; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 253. (B) Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 82; Furtwängler (1885), no. 947; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 255. (C ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 85 (sic); Furtwängler
(1885), no. 531; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 252. (D) Röhl, 
IGA (1882), 20. 90 (sic); Furtwängler (1885), no. 394 + 421;
Pernice (1897), 13; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 251. (E ) Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 85a; Furtwängler (1885), no. 954; M. Fränkel,
IG iv (1902), no. 254. (F) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 86; Furtwängler
(1885), no. 948; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 256. (G) Furtwängler
(1885), no. 507 + 729 + 739; dr. AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7. 4 (only
F 507); Pernice (1897), 31; Geagan (1970), 35, with ph. fig. 5.
(H ) Pernice (1897), 43, no. 60; dr. AntDenkm ii (1899–1901) 
40. 6b; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 257. (I ) Röhl, IGA (1882),
20. 84; Furtwängler (1885), no. 378; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902),
no. 258. (J ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 88; Furtwängler (1885), no. 467;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 259. (K ) Furtwängler (1885), 
no. 842; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 310; Geagan (1970), 44,
ph. 45 fig. 18. (L) Pernice (1897), 42, no. 33. (M ) Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 54; Pernice (1897), 42, no. 15; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902),
no. 260. Photographs: (G ) Geagan quite cl. (K ) Geagan quite cl.
(D) and ( J ) vidi 26 Sept. 1991. (B), (E ), (F ), (H ), (K ), and (M)
vidi 27 Sept. 1991; I omitted to make a dr. of (H ). (A), (C ), (L)
could not be found in the museum. (I ) Lost in World War II?
Scene: No connections with the figs. (A) Upper margin; no 
figs. preserved. (B) Small fr., painted on both sides. (C ) Part of
the upper margin; remains of horses and reins. (D) Joined by
Pernice. Top-l. corner and l. margin; man to r. (E ) Painted on
both sides. (F ) No figs. preserved. (G ) F 729 and 739 joined by

Pernice, the other frs. by Geagan. Man on a cart drawn by two
oxen; of the top, where the inscr. is, only the r. corner is pre-
served. (H ) No figs. preserved (on the other side remains of a
man with a pot). (I ) Top-r. corner; only hands and a trident. ( J )
Bottom-r. corner, feet walking to l. (K ) Part of upper margin;
winged creature (Geagan thinks of Pegasos). On the other side,
upper part of Poseidon (?). (L) Bottom-l. corner. (M) Poseidon
to r. Date: —.

(A) ^b5bk (B) b4bKb (incised) (C ) A^b4bKb
(D) ^b4bKb (E ) ; ^b4bkb (incised) (F ) 4bkb
(G ) 4bKb (H ) 4bkb (I ) bkb ( J ) kb (K ) b
(L) Kb (M) ; A^b4.

(A) [. . .]νεθεκ[. . .] (B) [. . .]εθεκε[. . . ?] (C ) [. . .]aνεθεκε
(D) [. . .]aνεθεκε (E ) [. . .]νεθεκε (F ) [. . .]eθεκε
(G ) [. . .]eθεκε (H ) [. . .]θεκε (I ) [. . .]hεκε ( J ) [. . .]eκε
(K ) [. . .]eje (L) [. . .]κε (M) [. . .]ανeθ[. . .]

(A) [. . . �]ν�θ3κ[ε . . . ?]. (B) [. . . �ν]�θ3κε[. . . ?]. 
(C ) [. . .].ν�θ3κε. (D) [. . .].ν�θ3κε. (E ) [. . . �]ν�θ3κε. 
(F ) [. . . �ν]õθ3κε. (G) [. . . �ν]õθ3κε. (H ) [. . . �ν� ]θ3κε. 
(I ) [. . . �ν� ]h3κε. ( J ) [. . . �ν�θ]çκε. (K ) [. . . �ν�θ]çje. 
(L) [. . . �ν�θ3]κε. (M) [. . .]�ν�θ[3κε . . . ?].

Epigraphy: (B) is incised along the margin. (C ) runs above the
figs. (D) is to the l., running downwards; complete at the end.
(E ) leads along the margin; complete at the end. (F ) is at the 
margin; complete at the end. (G) runs horizontally into the 
top-r. corner. ( J ) comes in from above, to the r. (K ) Geagan is 
right to refuse Fränkel’s reading !ΕÏ .[. . .] since after the third
letter (which is in fact squeezed in) there is the wing. Her read-
ing fits the traces. (M ) runs down Poseidon’s back; not to be 
read [. . .-δ]"νι θ[ε[ι . . .] (Röhl and Fränkel), which would be
unique, but as given above, despite Pernice’s doubts. Interpretation:
Dedications.

°  ,    +  

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 57 (only fr. F 912); Furtwängler (1885), no. 912; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 266 (only fr. F 912); Geagan (1970),
37 and 43, dr. 36 fig. 7. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Joined by Geagan. On one side (top-l. corner) the back of a man
(a). On the other side (top-r. corner) inscr. (b) and the arm of a
warrior to r. holding a shield and a spear; there is no immediate
connection between the figure and the inscr. Date: —.

(a) pO (b) TAw)4
(a) Ποt . . αν (b) Ταιαθ .[. . .]
(a) Ποt)d1ν. (b) Τ"ι 3θ .[ν ι . . . ?].



   

Epigraphy: (a) starts at the upper margin. Parts of the tau are 
preserved. The epsilon seems to have been oblique and is now
almost lost in the break. After the break (i.e. on fr. I 121), traces
of the last three letters show, of which the nu is the clearest. 
(b) also starts at the upper margin. There was no text before the
tau, unless the inscr. came in from the l. with a sharp turn. Of
the sixth letter parts are preserved (as in the drs. by Röhl and
Fränkel). After the break (i.e. on fr. I 121, where the shield is)
nothing is now visible, unfortunately. Interpretation: (a) Label
(Poseidon). (b) Probably a dedication to Athena.

For Athena’s presence at Corinth see COP 63. The warrior of
the painting fits this goddess well. This tablet, COP 59, also to
Athena, and perhaps COP 78 to Zeus, are the only dedications
not to Poseidon (and Amphitrite) on these pinakes.

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 107; Furtwängler (1885), no. 826 + 619; Pernice (1897),
25; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 296. Photographs: —. Vidi 
27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined by Pernice; almost complete. A
woman to r. On the reverse (uninscribed) man working at a kiln.
Date: —.

A5b^ AMG3w
Αθεm[. .]ασflµι
3θ3m[α�] ς *µ�.

Epigraphy: The inscr. is leading downwards to the l. behind the
figure, starting at the suspension hole. Fränkel’s dr. of the inscr.
is much more detailed than Röhl’s. I cannot, however, confirm
his reading 3φιτ[ρ�τ]ας $µ� (with missing nasal) for the follow-
ing reasons: (1) The second letter cannot be a phi, since the
remains of two diameter lines are quite cl. and both are oblique.
(2) The wavy line of the third letter is a reversed ‘iota’, and there
are traces of the vertical line which complete the epsilon. (3) The
fourth letter has a pointed angle at the top, which excludes a tau.
(4) The gap is somewhat narrow for three letters, but ideal for
two. Interpretation: Dedication to Athena (property formula).

The form of Athena’s name is not in the Corinthian dialect, for
which we would expect 3θ1ν (see ad COP 44). Both the Ionic-
Attic [b] and the long form of the name suggest Athenian
influence. This form, and that in COP 44 with possible A.W.,
support each other. Since there is a female figure next to the
inscription, we could also understand ‘I am Athena’s (sc. figure)’,
but this is less likely in view of, first, the many dedications (of
which COP 58 probably to Athena) and, secondly, the label COP
5a ‘I am Amphitrite . . .’ with the name in the nominative. For
the property formula see §301.

e. Potters’ or Painters’ Signatures

(See also COP 18 and 41.)

°  ,    ()

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Furtwängler
(1885), no. 939; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 304; Schwyzer,
DGE (1923), no. 123. 11. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991.
Scene: Perhaps part of lower margin; indistinct scene. Date: —.

A bTAaw (incised)
[. . .]α . εταδι[. . . ?]
[. . . *γρ?]αvε ταδ- (?).

Epigraphy: Incised faintly. Fränkel restores the name 3ρητ�δ[ας
(hence taken over by Amyx, p. 605, no. 3), but after the delta
there is another letter which is clearly an iota. The second letter,
which looks like a rho, could also be a phi (psi, on the other hand,
is unlikely). Interpretation: Perhaps a painter’s signature.

For the demonstrative pronoun reinforced with -8 and used with
reference to painted figures on vases see the Attic bf. band-cup
Boston 61. 1073, discussed by Scheller (1981) (Para. 69 f.;
Immerwahr, no. 229; 3rd q. 6th cent.). The interpretation of our
graffito as a painter’s signature (as which it should be painted too),
however, is very uncertain.

°  ,    ()

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 15; Furtwängler (1885), no. 873; dr. AntDenkm i (1886),
no. 7. 16; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 326. Photographs: —. Vidi
27 Sept. 1991. Scene: On one side (upper part) a man walking to
r., one hand raised (worshipping or greeting?). On the other 
side (l. part) a horseman to l. Both sides considered, the tablet
cannot have been much longer originally. The suspension hole
is top-r. for the worshipper and bottom-l. for the horseman; the
other corner preserved, which is top-l. for both sides, strangely
has no hole.456 Date: —.

; w3oG3w (incised)
[. . .]ιµοflµι
[Σ?]�µ4 *µ�.

Epigraphy: The inscr. leads upwards (which is rare) along the 
r. margin. As the tablet will not have been much longer below,
a short name is to be preferred. Interpretation: Probably a pot-
ter’s (and donor’s) signature (property formula).

456 For a parallel see COP 25.



From the point of view of letter-forms the attribution of this 
pinax to the Ophelandros P. (i.e. the painter of COR 40) seems
perfectly possible.

(a) Φ#σ%4ν, as the name is normally read, means ‘pot-belly’.
Bechtel (p. 481) puts it together with the noun φ#σκων, which,
however, is no proper noun but expressly formed to designate
humans. Indeed, at about the time of our pinakes this nickname
was given by Alcaeus (fr. 129. 21 L–P Φ#σγων and fr. 429 L–P
Φ#σκων) to his political enemy Pittakos, “Yτι παχ�ς Zν”. It also
occurs later. The same is true for a close semantic parallel, viz.
γ�στρων (Alc. fr. 429 L–P, also for Pittakos; Ar. Ran. 200). A
further parallel between the two is the fact that they do not only
evoke the figure of the man laughed at, but also what he likes to
eat. For both φ#σκη (see LSJ, s.v.) and γαστ0ρ (Odyssey three
times; Ar. Nub. 409) as well as γαστρ�ον (see LSJ, s.v.) mean
‘sausage, black pudding, paunch stuffed with mincemeat’ or 
the like. Furthermore there is �σκ)ς, which normally means 
‘wineskin’, but sometimes (Archil. fr. 119 IEG, Eur. Med. 
679 etc.) also ‘paunch, belly’, from which—via * OΑσκων—the 
name 3σκLνδας may have been derived (Ar. Vesp. 1191; see
Chantraine, s.v. �σκ)ς). As explained above, the final letter is not
certain. Nevertheless, with a lambda the name, which would have
to be a compound Φυσ%ο-λ[. . .], is so difficult to interpret that
we had better stick to a hypocoristic, and the one in -ων, i.e. the
traditional reading, is paralleled much better than Amyx’s 
suggestion -ος. In any case, the semantic connotations would
remain the same.

It is interesting that in Alc. fr. 129 the papyrus has Φ#σγων.
This form was defended in a short note by Specht (1944), 
who gave more examples for [sg] in Greek, for example µ�σγω
(explicable by analogy with -µιγ-forms, see Lejeune, §111 n. 1).
We should indeed not rush to change Alcaeus’ form to -σκ-, 
since on the whole [sg] is very rare in Greek, which makes it a
lectio difficilior. I wonder whether we may not connect it with 
the German word for ‘belly’: Swiss German BEch, i.e.—recon-
structed into PIE through the sound-changes—*bh

Eg-. In that 
case it would be a formation with -sko/A-, which was clearly felt
to be a nominal suffix in very early Greek (although probably 
not yet in PIE), as is evidet from δ�σκος (*dik-sko-s) and λ�σχη
(*legh-skA). If this is correct, this would yield a second example
of *[gsk] > [sg] (as in µ�σγω) and one should perhaps recon-
sider a phonological development, although here too analogy with
*φTγ-forms may have worked. That the normal form was to
become φυσκ- already in our Corinthian inscription,458 can be 
easily explained by the rarity of [sg] and the frequency of [sk],
and especially by the parallel of �σκ)ς. Further etymological 
connections for our *φTγ- and German Bauch remain difficult.
The whole may still belong to the root of φCσα, as was hitherto
assumed for φ#σκη (see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. φCσα).

(b) Thought to be from �ρν�οµαι ‘deny’ by Röhl (referring to
DGE 452. 14 3ρνεσ�χα). The vowel of the second syllable is

.    

Fränkel suggests: ‘Subintellege ε2κLν’. But the inscription has no
immediate relation to the figure depicted, since it is incised and
does not start by the figure. Also I cannot think of a deity’s name
of which it could be the property formula. So we should rather
supply δ[ρον, ƒ�ργον or the like. As the tablet was found
together with all the other dedicated items, we may conclude that
the man was both the producer and the donor. For if he was only
the donor or only the producer, the inscription would be too
ambiguous. (For a similar case see COP 64, and see §302.)

f. Labels of Potters and Other Humans

(For uncertain labels of workmen see also COP 23, 34, 52, 82a.)

°  (=  ) ,  
  +  + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia, probably by the Ophelandros P.
(Amyx)457 (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 39 + 46 (see
p. 170); Furtwängler (1885), no. 672 + 684 + 770; dr. AntDenkm
ii (1893–4) 24. 9, only (b); Pernice (1897), 29 f., with dr. fig. 22;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 322; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), 
no. 123. 11; Payne (1931), 112; Amyx (1988), 603 n. 2, 606 no. 5,
and 608 no. 44 in the list (cat. p. 234 no. AP-3). Photographs: —.
Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Joined by Pernice. 
Top-l. part; an old and a young man walking to r. (towards a 
kiln?). Date: after mid-6th cent. (Payne).

(a) ; øsµho (b) ; P^bµwoµ
(a) Φυσ%ο .[. . . ?] (b) [. . .]ρνεσιος
(a) Φ#σ%4m (?), (b) [3]ρν5σιος.

Epigraphy: Very likely labels to the figs. depicted. (a) starts some-
what far from the man’s head behind his back and is parallel to
the margin; but as the beginning of a dedicatory inscr. we would
expect it to begin further up in the corner. Amyx, p. 608, claims
that the last letter could also be a san instead of the nu of the
accepted reading. Both seemed uncertain to me. For I could not
see a continuation leading upwards again after the dark blot, 
neither of outline-grooves which are clearly visible elsewhere in
the inscr., nor of the faintest remains of paint or its shadow. We
must therefore also consider a lambda, although this leads to
difficulties of interpretation. (b) is usually read [3]ρνεσιος; as such
it would start right above the youth’s head and be his label. If it
were the end of a much longer inscr., i.e. not a label, it would
not have been bent down between the two heads, but would have
led straight up into the free space above. Interpretation: Labels
(probably workmen).

457 Amyx (p. 234) says that this attribution, which seems plausible, is due to
Bouzek (1963). I could not find it there, however; on the other hand, Bouzek 
(p. 62 with n. 6) attributes the uninscribed pinax AntDenkm i, no. 8. 21 to this
painter. Amyx does not mention this, nor Payne’s view that COP 63 seems to be
by the same painter as our COP 62. 458 The quantity of the upsilon is impossible to establish here.



   

uncertain, but in view of COR 19 f ÅÉαδ5σιος, formed from the
future Eδ0σω of Eνδ�νω, a formation from the future �ρν0σοµαι
of �ρν�οµαι seems the most likely. A genitive (of a nom. -ις) is
much less likely.

°  ,  
  +  +  + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia459 (1879). Bibliography: Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 67 + 69; Furtwängler (1885), no. 683 + 757
+ 822 + 829; Pernice (1897), 30; dr. AntDenkm ii (1899–1901) 39.
12; Pernice (1898), with dr.; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 313; 
Payne (1931), 112; Jocelyn (1980), 16 f., 19 (see also SEG 30. 342);
ph. Cuomo di Caprio (1984), 79, no. 10; Amyx (1988), 607, 
no. 20 in the list. Photographs: Cuomo di Caprio quite cl. Vidi
28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: To the l. a kiln, on which
an owl is sitting; (a) is above the owl. On the stoking tunnel 
stands a little ithyphallic man to r. (b), facing a normal-sized 
human to l. (c), who is working at the kiln. Date: after mid-6th
cent. (Payne).

(a) øokA (b) k0 (c) ; $oKPwµ
(a) [. . . c.7 . . . ?]φοκα (b) Jα .[. . .] (c) Λοκρις
(a) [. . . c.7 . . . ?]φοκα, (b) j�l[8νος?], (c) Λ)κρις.

Epigraphy: (a) In view of the fact that (1) the writer started (b)
and (c) exactly at the faces of the respective figs. and that (2) around
the owl there was plenty of plain space to do the same, it seems
doubtful that (a) belongs to the owl.460 It comes down from the
break not even towards the owl. Fränkel and Pernice are right to
point out that the first letter is phi (in Röhl it looked like qoppa).
From the reverse (Poseidon with Amphitrite or Zeus), Pernice
(1898: 76) tried to restore the full size of the tablet, which accord-
ing to him must have been ‘um ein Viertel höher und links um
ein Geringeres breiter’ (sc. than the area covered by the frs. pre-
served). But in that case the hypothetical frame which he adds
round his drs. of the frs. (p. 75) is misleading, since it should be
considerably taller. Therefore the phi need by no means have been
the first letter of the inscr. Both Pernice and Fränkel were aware
of this possibility. As for the extension of the tablet to the l., in
Pernice’s reconstruction a strip of not even 1 cm. width but 
several cm. length would be missing. Such strips do not break
off clay plaques. We should therefore assume that the kiln was
depicted in about three quarters of its full width, which is usual
on these pinakes (e.g. on COP 38B and 65). If this is true, inscr.
(a) may have formed a symmetrical bow over the flame on top
of the kiln, starting at the l. margin, in which case about 7 let-

ters would be missing. From the break through the phi it seems
likely that the preceding letter did not consist of, or end in, a 
vertical stroke. (b) The second letter is clearly an alpha. Its top
must have been considerably higher up in the now broken-off area.
Therefore the first letter is not a lambda but the lower half of a
kappa, which suggestion is supported by the fact that the lambda
in (c) leans forward, whereas our stroke is exactly vertical. The
fact that the downstroke of this kappa is much longer than those
of the other two, is no argument against our reading, since the
same is true for the first downstroke of the (certain) alpha in con-
trast to the alpha in (a). The third letter starts with a vertical
upstroke,461 its continuation must have remained in the upper half,
and the whole is not likely to have been a narrow letter, since
otherwise part of the next letter should be visible too; nu or—
better—mu are most likely. Interpretation: (a) Not clear. (b)–(c)
Labels (workman and probably the kiln).

(a) Together with a man Λ)κρις our four letters evoke geo-
graphical associations (gen. of a compound name in *-φLκης, nom.
of a fem. one in *-φLκη?). Pernice (1898: 80), who was aware of
the possibility that the phi need not be the first letter, cautiously
tries to support his interpretation of this inscription as the label
of the owl by the passage, φωκ�ων· 5ρνις ποι)ς (Hsch.). But I
doubt whether this gives ‘wenigstens einen entfernten Anhalt zu
ihrem Verständnis’, in view of the fact that the word such as it
would be written here, viz. φLκ , exists, but in the meaning ‘seal’
(i.e. φLκη). One may also try to separate the particle κ . The
problem remains to be solved.

As for the owl, Pernice (ibid.) denies an obvious connection:
‘An Athena, die Schützerin handwerklichen Gewerbes, kann nicht
gedacht werden, denn ihre Stelle vertritt in Corinth Poseidon,
wie der Pinax des Timonidas zeigt [i.e. its back, AntDenkm i, 
no. 8. 15], der den Poseidon neben dem gewaltigen Töpferofen
darstellte.’ But he overlooked the pinax F 801, where it is precisely
Athena (unnamed), armed with spear and shield, who stands on
the stoking tunnel of the kiln. Geagan (1970: 42 f.) mentions the
latter pinax in order to support her interpretation of the reverse
of COP 67 (no inscriptions), together with COP 58 (probably a
dedication to Athena), and COP 44 (labels to Athena, Amphitrite,
and Poseidon).462 Yet, she fails to mention our owl. And there
are even more connections with Athena.463 We may therefore
accept that the owl is indeed representing Athena, protectress 
of the kiln.464 But this does not help to interpret the inscription
[. . . ?]φοκα, which is probably not even related to the bird.

459 Payne attributed this pinax to the painter of COP 62.
460 Pernice, who takes (a) for the label of the owl, otherwise is fully aware of

what I call the starting-point principle (see §104), e.g. (1897), 34 (on COP 45):
‘Wie sonst pflegt auch auf den korinthischen Pinakes die Inschrift von der Person
oder dem Gegenstand auszugehen, zu dem sie gehört; im Notfalle steht sie darüber
oder läuft daran entlang.’

461 Jocelyn’s reading and connection with λαικ�ζειν (following Pernice, 
p. 79; see also A. B. Cook (1940), 798 f. with dr.) is therefore wrong. Furtwängler
transcribed qAI, but neither he nor Fränkel interpreted it as Λαι-.

462 The third occurrence of Athena’s name on a pinax adduced by Geagan,
namely COP 77, is different, since there the goddess takes part in a scene in the
Trojan War and has no direct connection with Corinth or Poseidon and Amphitrite.

463 See COP 59, 73L, 76.
464 An owl appears on the reins of a quadriga on the pinax COP 2B, very much

like e.g. on the representations of the myth of Herakles and the Hydra where
Athena is often present (see §411).



.    

(b) The general interpretation of the little ithyphallic figure 
as either a daemon who tries to destroy the pottery (Pernice
(1898) )465 or an apotropaic patron of the kiln ( Jocelyn) makes
sense; with the reading suggested here I prefer the latter (though
the owl, i.e. Athena, would seem to suffice). Yet, we should not
rush to attribute a name Κ�µινος to our dwarf; for it seems more
reasonable to take the inscription as the label of the kiln (as in
COP 81, where there is no dwarf ), which was naturally placed
in front of the anthropomorphic figure belonging to the kiln, the
dwarf on the stoking tunnel. (Alternatively, we may assume that
the dwarf had a compound name with καµινο- as its first part;
such compounds, however, are rare and late.)

(c) is probably the name of the potter or painter who depicted
himself and then dedicated the tablet. Furtwängler (on F 822 
and 829) judged: ‘Stil des Timonidas’, which was repeated by
Pernice (1898), 75. However, the handwriting is certainly not
Timonidas’ (in fact, the present one is more careful), and our name
is written retrograde, although the loose composition suggests 
that there was enough space around the figure to write in the 
other direction, which was Timonidas’ preference (see COP 18).
Moreover, if the interpretation of Λ)κρις as the name of the 
potter (and donor) is correct, we know who made this piece. Of
course, Lokris may have been working together with Timonidas.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, 
IGA (1882), 20. 60; Furtwängler (1885), no. 629; M. Fränkel, 
IG iv (1902), no. 308; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 11.
Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Top-l. corner and 
most of l. margin; part of a kiln (to its r. there will have been 
a figure working at it, whose label the inscr. would be). The 
reverse is plain. Date: —.

!bPwµ
∆ερις
∆�ρις or ∆0ρις.

Epigraphy: Well preserved in the free space between the l. mar-
gin and the kiln. Interpretation: Probably label of a workman.

Pernice (1898: 80) considered the interpretation of this inscrip-
tion as a name as uncertain. But there is no alternative. It is one
of the ambiguous cases which do not tell us what the man, whose
name is on the tablet, did with it (see COP 61). The name has
been transcribed ∆�ρις (Röhl) and ∆Bρις (Fränkel, Schwyzer);
it may be connected, for example, with δ�ρω, or perhaps with
δειρ�ς, which is used of the Isthmos of Corinth by Pind. Ol. 8.
52, Isth. 1. 10.

*°  ,   

Pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Rayet (1880), 
105 f., no. 2, with drs.; Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 59a + 60a; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 316 + 318; Schwyzer, DGE (1923),
no. 123. 11; ph. Cuomo di Caprio (1984), 78, no. 2; Amyx (1988),
607, no. 26, and 608, no. 37 in the list. Photographs: Cuomo 
di Caprio only (b), quite cl. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Complete.
On one side a man is chopping a tree with a double-axe (a), 
on the other another one (b) is working at a kiln, wielding a 
stick. Both are facing r. ‘C’est sans doute le nom du potier rep-
résenté, comme !Ον#µων est celui de son associé le bûcheron. 
Mais je ne connais aucun autre exemple de ces deux noms’ 
(Rayet). Date: —.

(a) o^s3o^ (b) µo !wµ
(a) Ονυµον (b) Σοqδις
(a) !Ον#µ4ν. (b) Σ)qδις.

Epigraphy: The inscrs. are written behind the men’s backs. (b)
The third letter in its present state (see dr.) could also be an upsilon
(s) or a gamma (of the type of COP 38). But since Rayet appar-
ently was in no doubt as to its being a rho (see his dr.), we should
accept his reading. Interpretation: Labels (workmen).

Both labels contradict the starting-point principle (see §104).
(a) This name is the animated stem of the ‘Doric’ (etc.) form

of Attic 5νοµα (see e.g. Lejeune, §§192 n. 3, and 212 n. 8; the
[u] is present also in Attic (etc.) �νLνυµος). Another example of
the name is given by Bechtel (p. 350). (b) *Σ)γδις or *ΣοCδις
do not make better sense than Σ)ρδις, which is, however,
equally obscure.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 59; Furtwängler (1885), no. 804; Pernice (1897), 35;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 319; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), 
no. 123. 11; Amyx (1988), 608, no. 38 in the list. Photographs: —.
Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: On one side (bottom-r. corner) a 
man (a) working at a kiln.466 On the other side (top-l. corner)
Poseidon with inscr. (b) next to his figure. Date: —.

(a) ; µTwro^ (b) swh
(a) Στιπον (b) υι%
(a) Στ�π4ν. (b) υι%.

465 He also (p. 77) refers to figures like the little π0λινος QQΗφαιστος, overseer
of the fire in fire-places and kilns (Σ Ar. Av. 436) and the apotropaic Satyr mask
attached to a kiln on the vase Munich 1717 = ABV 362. 36.

466 Pernice slightly modifies Furtwängler’s description, pointing out that
nothing survives of the kiln, but the leg of another man, standing on the stok-
ing tunnel of the kiln, is preserved on the existing fr.



   

Epigraphy: Both inscrs. are fully preserved. (a) starts in front of
the workman, added with paint of different consistency. (b) is to
the l., leading downwards. Interpretation: (a) Label (workman).
(b) Nonsense inscription.

(a) A possible connection for this otherwise unattested name is
given by Bechtel, p. 487. But since in view of (b) the writer (and
donor?; see §302) may have been illiterate, the name is perhaps
incorrect.

*°  ,    + ,
   + , . . 

-- +  + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879, 1963). Bibliography: Collignon
(1886), 28 f., with dr. fig. 7 (only the Paris part); dr. AntDenkm
ii (1895–8) 29. 18 (only Berlin); M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 341 (only Paris); Geagan (1970), 41 f., and esp. 44 f., with ph.
(and dr. of the reverse) (p. 42). Photographs: Geagan sm. Vidi 
6 Aug. 1990 (the Paris part). Scene: Joined by Geagan. A warship
(two men, two shields and a bunch of spears are preserved). On
the other side (no inscrs.) a woman (Geagan thinks of Athena,
see COP 63) and to the r. a man with a pick-axe working on some-
thing lost in the middle (the axe is on the Paris fr.). Date: —.

; 0c05oµ
[. . .]. αγαθος
[. . .]. �γαθος.

Epigraphy: Only the Paris fr. is inscribed. Whereas IG did not
attempt a reading, Geagan did, namely [. . .]. αmθος. Autopsy,
however, showed that her nu is impossible. It has to be resolved
into a gamma and an alpha (of which only small blotches of the
paint remain, the rest is visible as a shadow). Nor is her claim
true that the remains of the first letter suit lambda best. The
oblique stroke of a lambda rarely comes down so close to the
ground line, and there is a cross-bar, rising slightly.467 Interpretation:
Perhaps a label (unidentified scene; seafaring?).

Geagan takes the inscription for the name of the man sitting 
just underneath. This is not convincing, since this would not be
written in such a narrow circle leading up (the beginning, lost)
and down again. The inscription is more likely to have run on
horizontally. It will therefore be a label of a lost figure. There
are several names with -αγαθος as their second part (see Bechtel,
pp. 8 f., e.g. Παντ�γαθος, 6th cent.), none of which is heroic.
We may therefore take the scene as non-heroic and the name as
belonging to a contemporary Corinthian depicted on the pinax
(see §302, end).

g. Other Heroic or Non-heroic Labels

(For labels see also the preceding chapter (COP 60 ff.) as well as
COP 2C, 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 13, 20, 23, 27 (?), 35, 37, 38, 42, 44, 47,
52, 56, 58.)

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA (1882),
20. 72; Furtwängler (1885), no. 475; dr. AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7.
17; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 299; Payne (1931), 104; Jeffery,
LSAG (1961), 131. 15; Lorber (1979), 53, no. 71, ph. pl. 16; LIMC
i, ‘Amphitrite’ 11*, dr. pl. 577; Schefold (1993), 217, with dr.
fig. 227; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 111. Photographs: Lorber cl. Vidi
28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Top-r. corner; head of a woman
(named) to l., where the top of Poseidon’s trident is visible. Date:
600–575 (Payne, Jeffery); c.620 (LIMC ); c.600 (Schefold).

; A^øwTPw
Ανφιτρi . .
3νφιτρ¿tã.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Label (Amphitrite).
For the spelling 3νφ- see §114, for the name in general see §246.

° A‒B (A) ,   , 
(B) .  

Fr. pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A) Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 71; Furtwängler (1885), no. 484; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 298. (B) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 73; Furtwängler
(1885), no. 480; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 300 (with wrong
reference to AntDenkm). Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991
(both). Scene: (A) Part of l. margin; dressed figure to r. (B) Top-
l. corner; Poseidon to r. with trident. Date: —.

(A) 3øwTPwT (B) PwT
(A) [. . .]µφιτριτ .[. . .] (B) [. . .]qit[. . .]
(A) [3]µφιτρ-τã. (B) [3(µ)φιτ]q¿t[ ].

Epigraphy: (A) runs downwards to the l., behind the back of the
figure. (B) is a plausible reading of three faint letters to the r. of
Poseidon’s figure, downwards; Furtwängler concluded that there
had been an Amphitrite to the r. Interpretation: Labels (Amphitrite).

For the name see §246.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 2; Furtwängler (1885), no. 486; dr. AntDenkm i

467 As Geagan’s reading is wrong, her theory (pp. 45 f.) of a representation of
Phalanthos emigrating from Sparta via Delphi to Italy (Taras) is void.



.    

(1886), no. 7. 25; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 294; Payne (1931),
112 with nn. 1 f.; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 132. 25; LIMC i,
‘Amphitrite’ 14*, ph. pl. 577; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 116*, dr. pl.
361. Photographs: LIMC i (b) quite cl., (a) less so. Vidi 28 Sept.
1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Top-r. corner; a man (a) and a woman
(b) to l., meeting Hermes (no name preserved). Date: after mid-
6th cent. (Payne); c.530 (LIMC ).

(a) oTG 6 (b) ; AøwTPw
(a) Potfldaν (b) Αφιτρι[. . .]
(a) Pot!dïν, (b) 3(µ)φιτρ- [τ ].

Epigraphy: (a) is now very faint. Interpretation: Labels (Poseidon
and Amphitrite).

The spelling 3φ- occurs several times, see §246.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Furtwängler
(1885), no. 349; dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 29. 2; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 277; Payne (1931), 104; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131.
15; Lorber (1979), 52 f., no. 69 (with dr.), ph. pl. 16; LIMC vii,
‘Poseidon’ 105*, dr. pl. 359. Photographs: Lorber quite cl. Vidi
26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Upper two fifths of a tablet; Poseidon
(named) with trident. Carefully framed picture. The reverse is
plain. Date: 600–575 (Payne, Jeffery).

roTb!A^
Ποτεδαν
Ποτ3δ1ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Label (Poseidon).

The form is noteworthy because of its b instead of normal G (see
§255).

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 23; Furtwängler (1885), no. 497 + 527; dr. AntDenkm
i (1886), no. 7. 13 (only F 497); Pernice (1897), 21, with dr. of
both frs. fig. 11; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 280; Payne (1931),
108; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 131. 20; Lorber (1979), 75, no. 116,
ph. pl. 33; LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 115*, ph. pl. 360. Photographs:
Lorber and LIMC cl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene:
Added to F 527 (uninscribed) by Pernice. L. half; a man
(named) and a woman (no name preserved) in a chariot. Date:
575–550 (Payne, Jeffery).

; roTG!)6
Ποτflδαν
Ποτ!δ1ν.

Epigraphy: Behind Poseidon’s back. Interpretation: Label
(Poseidon).

For the name see §255.

° A‒O (A) ,   , 
(B) .  , (C) .  , (D) .  , 

(E) .  , (F) .  , (G) .   + ,
(H) .  , (I) .  , (J) .  , 
(K) .  , (L) .  , (M) .  , 

(N) .  , (O) .  

Fr. pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A) Röhl,
IGA (1882), 20. 24 (sic); Furtwängler (1885), no. 377; M. Fränkel,
IG iv (1902), no. 283. (B) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 25; Furtwängler
(1885), no. 375; dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 30. 4; M. Fränkel, 
IG iv (1902), no. 284. (C ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 28 (sic);
Furtwängler (1885), no. 416; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 279.
(D) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 78; Furtwängler (1885), no. 389; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 274. (E ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 30;
Furtwängler (1885), no. 418; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 286.
(F ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 29; Furtwängler (1885), no. 825; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 288. (G ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20.
32; Furtwängler (1885), no. 514 + 515; Pernice (1897), 22; dr.
AntDenkm ii (1899–1901) 40. 4; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 289. (H ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 76; Furtwängler (1885), 
no. 370; dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 29. 11; M. Fränkel, IG iv 
(1902), no. 291; Payne (1931), 108. (I ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 77;
Furtwängler (1885), no. 355; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 290.
( J ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 111; Furtwängler (1885), no. 3921; 
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 272. (K ) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20.
109a; Furtwängler (1885), no. 953; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 270. (L) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 79; Furtwängler (1885), no. 840;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 276. (M) Furtwängler (1885), 
no. 945; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 273. (N ) Furtwängler
(1885), no. 809; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 292. (O) Furtwängler
(1885), no. 461; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no 293. Photographs: —.
(B)–(E ), (I ), (M ) vidi 26 Sept. 1991; I omitted to make a dr. of
(I ). (G ), ( J ), (K ), (L) vidi 27 Sept. 1991. (H ), (N ), (O) vidi 28
Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). (F ) Not found in the museum. (A)
Lost in World War II? Scene: (A) Top-r. corner; hands and trident
of Poseidon (named). (B) Top-l. corner; the back of a bearded
man (named). (C ) Middle part of a figure (named). (D) Top-l.
corner; part of the cloak of a figure (named). (E) Top-l. corner;
part of the head of a figure (named). (F) Top-l. corner; probably
a label, although no figs. are preserved on this side (on the other
a man walking: perhaps a working scene, Furtwängler). (G) Joined
by Pernice. Part of upper margin and centre; horses and reins of
a quadriga to r. (H ) Male figure (named) with a stick (trident?).
(I ) Lower parts of a figure (named). ( J ) L. margin; middle part
of Poseidon with trident. (K ) Probably l. (not r.) margin; small
part of dressed figure (?). (L) L. margin; male figure to r. (named)



   

with stick (trident?). On the reverse a Palladion, standing on 
something. (M ) No figs. preserved. (N ) Upper margin; head of
Poseidon to r. (named) with trident. On the reverse a kiln and
part of a tool. (O) R. margin; a hand holding a jug, part of a stick
(trident?) held by the other hand (Furtwängler): therefore prob-
ably a label. Date: (H) 575–550 (Payne).

(A) roTG!A^ (B) roTG!A^ (C ) roTG!A^ (D) roTb A
(E ) roTG! (F ) roTG (G ) TG!A^ (H ) !)^ (I ) !A^
( J ) ; bw!A (K ) ; oTbw (L) oTw!A (M ) oTb
(N ) r (O) r

(A) Ποτflδαν (B) Ποτflδαν (C ) Ποτflδαν (D) Ποτe . α .
(E ) Ποτflδa[. . .] (F ) ΠοτÍ[. . .] (G) [. . .]τflδαν
(H ) [. . .]δαν (I ) [. . .]dαν ( J ) [. . .]ειδα[. . .]
(K ) [. . .]οτειd[. . .] (L) Pοτιδα[. . .] (M)
[. . . ?].οτε . .[. . .] (N) Π[. . .] (O) Π[. . .]

(A) Ποτ!δ1ν. (B) Ποτ!δ1ν. (C ) Ποτ!δ1ν. (D) Ποτçd1m. 
(E) Ποτ!δï[ν]. (F ) Ποτ) [δ1ν . . . ?]. (G ) [Πο]τ!δ1ν. 
(H ) [Ποτ!]δ1ν. (I ) [Ποτ!]d1ν. ( J ) [Ποτ]ειδ1[ν]. 
(K ) [. . . ? Π ]οτειd[1ν . . . ?]. (L) Pοτ8δ1[ν]. (M) 
[. . . ?]Pοτ3dï[ν . . . ?]. (N ) Π [οτ!δ1ν]. (O) Π[οτ!δ1ν].

Epigraphy: (B) Downwards. (C ) Probably downwards to the r.
(D) Fränkel after the epsilon seems to have assumed an iota, which
is non-existent. (E) runs downwards to the l. (G) comes in from
the l. and is likely to be the label of a (the?) figure in the chariot.
( J ) leads down the l. margin, in big letters; Furtwängler thinks
of a dative, but in view of the large size of the letters it is more
likely just a label of the figure. (L) The pi was probably the first
letter, next to the (lost) upper margin. It seems likely that the
inscr. was just a label. (M) Fränkel writes Π ]οτει[δ1ν, meaning
plene-written bw; but from the remains of the letter after the
epsilon this seems less likely. Interpretation: Labels (Poseidon).

For the name and its different spellings see §255. For the reverse
of (L) see also ad COP 63a.

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Furtwängler
(1885), no. 488 + 492; Pernice (1897), 19; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1899–1901) 39. 2; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 281;468 Payne
(1931), 108. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Pernice
joined the uninscribed fr. F 492. Lost figure (named) leading 
or meeting three others, who are facing l. (no names preserved).
Date: 575–550 (Payne).

roTG!A^
[. . . ?]Ποτflδαν
Ποτ!δ1ν.

Epigraphy: Furtwängler saw traces of more letters, which
Fränkel does not mention. AntDenkm only give TG!A^ (with free
space before and after). On the original, the name is entirely 
visible, and the inscr. is certainly complete at the end, probably
also at the beginning, where the surface is somewhat worn off.
Interpretation: Probably a label (Poseidon).

For the name see §255.

°  ,  
  +  + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 66; Furtwängler (1885), no. 403 + 405 + 490; Pernice
(1897), 13; dr. AntDenkm ii (1895–8) 30. 12; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 263; Payne (1931), 159 n. 2; Guarducci (1967), 
174 f.; Wachter (1989b), 56 with n. 77. Photographs: —. Vidi 
26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Joined, with addition of an unnumbered
fr., by Pernice. Two dressed figures with dark feet facing each
other. One of them is holding a stick. The inscr. is running down-
wards between them. Pernice suggested that the other figure is
Poseidon. Date: —.

ˆbsµ
Ξευς
Ξε#ς.

Epigraphy: i (Röhl and Furtwängler), ˆ (Pernice, Fränkel); the
latter is correct. Interpretation: Label (Zeus).

For the initial Ξ see §258.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 58; Furtwängler (1885), no. 911; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902),
no. 267. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Top-l. corner;
unbearded head to r. (the inscr. starts in front of it). On the other
side parts of a bearded man with spear. Date: —.

A4
Αθ[. . .]
3θ[1ν ?].

Epigraphy: Although more of the tablet is preserved, no further
letters show. The incised vertical lines (accidental scratches, or
spears in the middle of the scene?) may have been in the way and
caused the writer to continue elsewhere. Interpretation: Label 
(perhaps Athena).

468 This is not IGA 20. 31 (as Fränkel holds). Kretschmer (p. 34 n. 2) had
already observed its omission by Röhl in IGA.



.    

Fränkel thinks of the goddess (which was also Furtwängler’s 
opinion) or a human name; see ad COP 63a.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 4 + 4a (p. 170); Furtwängler (1885), no. 764; dr.
AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7. 15; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 268;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 14; Payne (1931), 104 with 
n. 2 (bibl.), 135 no. 10; Friis Johansen (1967), 57–63, with dr.,
cat. p. 244, no. A. 1a; Schefold (1964), 85, and (1966), 88 f., with
dr. fig. 37; Lorber (1979), 76, no. 119, phs. pl. 33; LIMC i,
‘Aineias’ 35; LIMC ii, ‘Athena’ 564; LIMC iii, ‘Diomedes’ i. 12*,
ph. pl. 285; Schefold (1993), 316, with ph. fig. 348a; LIMC
vii, ‘Pandaros’ 1, ‘Sthenelos’ ii. 5. Photographs: Lorber mostly cl.;
LIMC all but (a), quite cl.; Schefold only (a), cl. Vidi 28 Sept.
1991 (on exhibition). Scene: An archer shooting to r. (a). In front
of him, probably also to r. and standing beyond the horses of a
chariot, a lost figure (b). In the chariot Athena (c) is waiting. She
is watching to r., where a warrior (d ) is about to throw his spear
at his opponent (no name preserved). To the r., a warrior (e) is
lying on the ground. Date: perhaps c.600–575 (Payne, p. 104);
shortly before mid-6th cent. (Friis Johansen, p. 61); c.560
(LIMC i; ii; vii, ‘Pandaros’; Schefold); c.550 (LIMC iii; vii,
‘Sthenelos’).

(a) Tb (b) b^bqoµ (c) A4A^)G) (d ) !w (e) ; Poµ

(a) Τε .[. . .] (b) [. . .]. ενελος (c) Αθαναflα (d) ∆ι .[. . .]
(e) [. . .]ρος

(a) Τε«[%ρος], (b) [Σ ]h�νελος, (c) 3θ ναfi , (d ) ∆ιo[µ5δ3ς], 
(e) [Π�νδα]ρος.

Epigraphy: The writing is one of the most careless on all these
pinakes. (a) Röhl’s dr. shows the bottom of qoppa, which I could
not see; not even the upsilon was evident. (b) It seemed odd, but
I could not see anything of the theta. (d ) Part of the omicron is
visible. Interpretation: Labels (fight of Diomedes, perhaps with
Aineias).

According to Payne (p. 104 with n. 2), the clay of this pinax is
‘reddish’, but ‘not exactly red, as is often said.’ For the myth 
represented see §443.

For (b), which is a hypocoristic, see §228. (c) For the spelling
of the i-diphthong (or of the intervocalic [i] ) see §225; for the
long name of Athena see §247.

°  ,    ()

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 45; Furtwängler (1885), no. 555; Pernice (1897), 24;

dr. AntDenkm i (1886), no. 7. 23; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 314; Amyx (1988), 607, no. 22 in the list. Photographs: —.
Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Horses walking to r.; inscr. (a) is 
underneath, along the margin. The reins are held by a little 
jumping man, labelled (b) between his legs and partly on his body.
On the reverse (no inscr. preserved) a kiln (Pernice). Date: —.

(a) !bVµ (incised) (b) qVMwroµ (incised)
(a) ∆ευς (b) Λυσιπος
(a) ∆ε#ς. (b) Λ;σιπ(π)ος.

Epigraphy: (a) Furtwängler and Fränkel complete [3χ]ιλ(λ)ε#ς,
supposing a horseman. Yet not only does the drawing in
AntDenkm show a delta, but a horseman—if there was any469—
should not be named so far below the horse. Autopsy has shown
that delta is correct: the third stroke does not meet the others,
just as in the pi of (b). The two lines to its l., which are less deeply
engraved, are not parts of letters. Interpretation: (a) Note of 
destination (?). (b) Label (probably a non-heroic marching scene).

(a) The inscription is easier to interpret with Zeus (see §258 on
the spelling of this name) than with Achilleus,470 since Zeus is
more than once represented together with Poseidon. But it can
hardly be the label of a figure on the pinax. Instead of a Zeus
depicted, we may rather interpret the name as a note of destina-
tion (see COP 29), meaning ‘(this tablet is destined for) Zeus’ or
‘(. . . has been offered to) Zeus’. At any rate, we can accept the
inscription as Corinthian and contemporary with the production
of the tablet, although it is incised. (b) ‘Lysippo nomen inditum
ex officio suo’ (Fränkel), which is one possibility (it would then
be a horsey or speaking name or both; see §§238 f.). Another one
would be that Lysippos depicted himself in the action expressed
by his name, although he was a potter or painter.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 50; Furtwängler (1885), no. 565; dr. AntDenkm i (1886),
no. 8. 10; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 331; Schwyzer, DGE (1923),
no. 123. 15; Amyx (1988), 607, no. 31 in the list. Photographs: —.
Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). Scene: Two horsemen gal-
loping. Only their horses are named, (a) and (b). Date: —.

(a) rVPJoµ (b) TAXY!Po
(a) Πυρƒος (b) Ταχυδρο[. . .]
(a) Π#ρƒος, (b) Ταχ#δρο[µος].

469 This seems not clear, in view of the little man (b) holding the reins. Fränkel
takes it for granted that the inscr. belonged to a horseman: ‘in quo sedet
Achilles’.

470 Why did Amyx (p. 606; see also n. 7) incorporate this “3χιλλε#ς” in his
list of non-heroic and non-divine names?



   

Epigraphy: (a) In front of the second horse’s head. (b) Under the
leading horse’s head; the name must have been continued under
the leg. Interpretation: Labels (horses in a non-heroic riding scene).

For other horse-names see §244. (a) Kretschmer (p. 48 n. 3) gives
the translation ‘feuerrot’. (b) The adjective ταχυδρ)µος is attested
in literature (see also the horse CHA 6c).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Furtwängler
(1885), no. 569; not in M. Fränkel, IG iv (see COP 54).
Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Bottom-r. corner;
forelegs of horses to r. Date: —.

oµ
[. . .]sος
[. . .]sος.

Epigraphy: Comes in from above, where the horses’ heads are,
and is complete at the end. It is therefore likely to be a label, rather
than the end of a longer inscr. (e.g. a dedication ending in a father’s
name). Interpretation: Probably a label (horse, probably belong-
ing to a quadriga, perhaps of Poseidon).

°  ,  
  +  + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 105 + 96; Furtwängler (1885), no. 482 + 627 + 943;
Pernice (1897), 19, with ph. fig. 9; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 332; ph. Cuomo di Caprio (1984), 79, no. 7. Photographs:
Pernice invis.; Cuomo di Caprio uncl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on 
exhibition). Scene: Joined, with addition of an unnumbered 
fr., by Pernice. Man (no name preserved) working at a kiln
(named).471 Date: —.

kA3w6oµ
Καµινος
κ�µ8νος.

Epigraphy: Label, written upside-down instead of retrograde.
Interpretation: Label (kiln).

As no dwarf is standing on this kiln, the likely label κ�µ[ινος]
on COP 63 probably designates the kiln rather than the dwarf.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 100; Furtwängler (1885), no. 830; dr. AntDenkm ii
(1899–1901) 40. 1a–b (no inscr.); M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), 
no. 335. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Part of upper
margin (no corner); back of a head to l. (kiln scene, Furtwängler);
(a) runs above, along the margin. On the other side back of a
female head to r. with diadem (no inscr.). On top of the margin,
very unusually, inscr. (b). Date: —.

(a) ^oµ, (b) kPA.
(a) [. . .]νος (b) [. . .]κραu[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) is complete at the end; the first letter is a nu not
a lambda. (b) The last letter can only be an upsilon or a psi.
Interpretation: (a) Label (unidentified scene; workman?). (b) Not
clear.

(a) Probably the end of a proper name (label of a workman?). 
(b) Unclear. One may consider *γραψε written with kappa, as 
happens in this position (cf. Attic [Λ]�ακρος καλ)ς (ARV 354.
25); see Threatte, p. 556, and especially Kretschmer, pp. 144 f.).
Very uncertain.

h. Unusual Inscriptions

°  ,    + 

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 26 + 14; Furtwängler (1885), no. 356 + 609; M. Fränkel,
IG iv (1902), no. 287 + 327; Geagan (1970), 41, with ph. fig. 15.
Photographs: Geagan Ποτ- uncl., the rest quite cl. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991.
Scene: Joined by Geagan. Man standing in front of a kiln; the 
inscr. does not start at his head. The reverse is plain. Date: —.

roTG!0^!G3w
Ποτflδανδflµι
Ποτ!δ1ν δ! *µι.

Epigraphy: The traditional reading Ποτ!δ"να $µ� is gram-
matically wrong. The fourth letter from the end is a delta.
Interpretation: ‘Label’ of imaginary Poseidon (?).

Geagan is right not to consider the figure represented to be
Poseidon just because the inscription could suggest it. The par-
allel she cites (our COP 84A), where no less than two men are
working at a kiln and Ποτflδαν is written on top, makes such an
interpretation unlikely. On the other hand, her view that the form
Ποτflδανα, as read at the time, could ‘well be an early alternate
form’ of the genitive (which would yield a property formula: ‘I
am Poseidon’s (pinax)’), is impossible and was duly criticized 
by J. Mansfield apud Amyx (p. 603 n. 7). But Mansfield’s own

471 This is not the name of the donor as Geagan (1970: 41 with n. 35) thinks,
because the inscr. starts at the kiln and runs towards the man’s feet.



applied Poseidon’s name in its label form. But what did he want
to say when he painted the word? If we accept the nominative as
deliberate, we may take the inscription together with COP 83,
where the presence of the god seems in some way to be presup-
posed in the firing process and accompanying actions. (B) This
second inscription is very likely to have been incised after firing.
Its function may therefore have been different from that of (A).
We may assume a nominative ‘de rubrique’, i.e. of a loose 
syntactical connection expressed by the nominative case, such as
‘Poseidon, that is, for dedication to him’ or ‘offered to him’, 
i.e. a note of destination (for further examples, also incised, see
COP 29).

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 5; Furtwängler (1885), no. 838; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 329; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 123. 12; Buck, GD
(1955), no. 92d. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Top
part, full width preserved; to the l. a bird on a twig, to its r. the
inscr. There is much plain space. On the other side (no inscr.
preserved) head of Poseidon with trident. Date: —.

rbPAGo5b77who3bµ
Περαflοθεννι%οµεσ[. . . ?]
Πzραfl)θεν ν8%[µες [. . . ?].

Epigraphy: Read so far as Περαfl)θem Ö�%]µες ‘we are coming from
Peraia’, whatever that might mean.473 The form of the heta was
a problem: Röhl and Fränkel only saw |.| which according to
their drs. would result in a very wide 9. Close examination of
the original showed first that there are no top and bottom bars,
i.e. it would have to be an open H, which is unexpected at the
time; then I detected the nu. As regards the end, Röhl’s dr. shows
a vertical stroke before the break of the fragment, which I could
not see; also Furtwängler and Fränkel considered that the inscr.
might have gone on, which seems indeed possible. Interpretation:
Victors’ inscription (metrical?), perhaps followed by a dedication.

With the new reading, the inscription could be the beginning of
an iambic trimeter. Röhl interpreted the place-name as ‘from
Πειραι)ν’ (the Corinthian harbour). The matter is, however, more
complicated. The relevant passages in literature which may con-
tain this place-name are: Thuc. 8. 10. 3 etc. (no article, only dat.
and acc.; Πειρ- codd., see ed. Stuart Jones ad loc.); Xen. Hell.
4. 5. 3 etc. (with the ntr. article τ� Πειραι)ν, obviously Πειρ-
codd.); Steph. Byz. (alphabetically arranged), s.v. Πειραι)ς (he
first treats the Athenian harbour, and then adds *στι κα4 τBς
Κορινθ�ας λιµ0ν). Further on in Steph. Byz., there is also an entry
Περα�α (. . . *στι κα4 χLρα Κορ�νθου).

.    

reading Ποτ!δ"ν{α} $µι, which he takes as a label of the god
‘shown standing beside a potter’s kiln’, is also problematic, as we
have just seen (moreover, why should there be an extra alpha?).
Nevertheless, with my new reading we have to accept that the
inscription, which is added to a kiln scene, says ‘(Indeed) I am
Poseidon’. In some way or other, therefore, the god was thought
to be present in the act of firing clay objects (see the representa-
tion on the reverse of COP 18). In this sense, we may accept COP
84A as a parallel. Could these remarks be connected with prayers
spoken or rituals performed at the occasion (see §303)? The same
nominative formula in the metrical inscriptions COP 5 (and 6)
comes to mind. Those are clearly used as labels, and—if their
mutual completion is correct—must be quotations from some-
where. Here, however, we have the prose form of the god’s name.

° A‒B (A) ,   , 
(B) .   ()

Entire and fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: 
(A) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 21; Furtwängler (1885), no. 608; dr.
AntDenkm i (1886), no. 8. 1; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 285;
ph. Cuomo di Caprio (1984), 78, no. 3. (B) Furtwängler (1885),
no. 612; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 282 Photographs: (A) Cuomo
di Caprio cl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (on exhibition). (B) —. Vidi 27
Sept. 1991. Scene: (A) Almost fully preserved. Two men work-
ing at a kiln, one in front of it, the other (with long fair hair, a
hump-back and something on his head) standing on the stoking
tunnel. The inscr. is hardly a label of either of the two figures,
since it starts in the corner. (B) Youth working at a kiln, on which
the inscr. is incised (‘flüchtig in grossen Buchstaben’, Furtwängler).
Date: —.

(A) roTG!0& (B) roTG!A^ (incised).
(A) Ποτflδαa (B) Ποτflδαν
(A) Ποτ!δ1ν. (B) Ποτ!δ1ν.

Epigraphy: (A) In view of the uneven script, the omicron with
an odd horizontal ground line, the oddly shaped delta, and the
fact that the ‘real’ alpha is properly closed, whereas the last let-
ter is open, the latter has to be considered a miswritten nu (for
a similarly miswritten mu see COR 24Bc). No better is Geagan’s
suggestion (ad COP 83) of restoring our name to Ποτflδα(ν)α.
This only creates the new problem of why we should have an
acc. (B) Furtwängler saw no final nu. It was first seen by Fränkel
and is quite clear, although at a certain distance from the alpha.
Interpretation: (A) ‘Label’ of imaginary Poseidon (?). (B) Note of
destination (?).

(A) Since there is no figure of Poseidon, the nominative is sur-
prising.472 We could claim that the writer was illiterate and just

472 J. Mansfield’s suggestion (apud Amyx, p. 603 n. 7) that one of the men is
the god, cannot be supported.

473 F. Blass, SGDI 3119i, with Περαfl)θεν Μ�%ω(ν) �µ� [�ν�θηκε]? tried to
achieve a better meaning, but the result was no more satisfactory.



   

One major problem is the spelling of the first syllable.474 The
Attic harbour is spelled Περαιε#ς in most of the inscriptions which
are still written in the local alphabet,475 but also Πειρ- already in
the fifth century,476 and therefore contained a long vowel, which
is confirmed by Ar. Pax 145 and 165.

As for the Corinthian name, the spelling with ‘normal’ b in
our inscription suggests that there is not the same long and closed
sound as in the Attic name, where the spelling with a (spurious)
diphthong prevails, since in that case we might expect the letter
G (see §219), as it is used in the following <αfl>-diphthong (for
which see §225).477 Theoretically the sign could represent an 
original long [b], but then, the name would be without apparent
etymology. So in view of the fact that we not only have
Πειραι)ν, the harbour of Corinth, but (from Steph. Byz.) also
Περα�α, a region near Corinth, we should prefer the latter, and
there is little doubt that this name is derived from π�ρ ‘on the
other side (mostly of water)’ (Frisk and Chantraine, s.v.). The
question is, how we can justify a form in -οθεν from an a-stem.
The form is indeed hardly from Περα�α, since this should give
Περαι1θεν.478 Should we therefore assume that the region in 
question was called Περα.α (ntr. pl.), like Μ�γαρα or Κ#θηρα
(with Hom. Κυθηρ)θεν)? Or is the form nevertheless—as is norm-
ally assumed—taken from Πειραι)ς or -)ν?

If we return to the topographical situation, we may state the
following. The account in Xen. Hell. 4. 5. 3 etc. (with Πειραι)ν)
is likely to concern a village in the north-west corner of the penin-
sula north of Corinth, which is now called Perachora.479 This
peninsula is generally accepted to be the land Πzραια of Steph.
Byz., since it is precisely opposite and fairly close to Corinth. But
the harbour of which Thuc. 8. 10. 3 talks cannot possibly be the
same, for this is not on the peninsula in question,480 but some-
where on the east coast of the Corinthia: . . . �ς Πειραι�ν τBς
Κορινθ�ας· *στι δ� λιµ]ν �ρBµος κα4 *σχατος πρ�ς τ6 µεθ)ρια
τBς !Επιδαυρ�ας. The conclusion must be that the harbour
Πειραι)ς (masc. in Steph. Byz. and probably in Thuc.: sc.
λιµ0ν) and the village Πειραι)ν (ntr. in Xen. Hell.) are not the
same place. If so, they need not have or are indeed unlikely 
to have had the same name: the harbour in the east will be

Πειραι)ς, the village in the north Περα.ον, from the same root
as the region Περα�α in Steph. Byz. This village Περα.ον in
Περα�α will have got its -ει- (through an error by Xenophon?)
from the two well-known harbours.481 And this village seems to
be the place where our worshippers won their contest.

The expression ν8κ�ω + a form in -θεν is not paralleled.
Nevertheless, it is understandable in view of similar usages of 
-θεν forms; for instance, from a context of war, LSAG 169. 
18 = DGE 80. 1 Τòργ[ε. ]οι �ν�θεν τ[ι ∆ιƒ4 τ[ν œορινθ)θεν
(c.500–480?),482 and [∆ιƒ ]�ς !Ολυ[νπ]�ου Φλειƒ)ντ θεν (LSAG
146 n. 1 = SEG 11. 1212; 1st. h. 5th cent.); or, from a context
of games, the many Panathenaic amphorae (see Immerwahr, pp.
183 ff.) with τ[ν 3θ5ν3θεν /θλ4ν (©µ� ), and, similarly, LSAG 85,
88. 16 !Ερετρ� θεν /θλ4ν· π6ρ! Η3ρακλ�ος.483 The form in -θεν,
originally of ablative meaning, was often understood in a locat-
ive sense, a tendency which can already be observed in Homer
(see Chantraine (1942), 241). This is easy to understand precisely
in our contexts, where ‘we were victorious at X’ is very similar
to ‘we have brought home the booty/prize from X’. For the use
of present for perfect ‘have been victorious’, see Schwyzer–
Debrunner, p. 274 (e.g. IGDS 78 = LSAG 277. 39 = DGE 166
[δι]6 τ�ν ∆�α νικ[µες κα4 δι6 . . . ; Selinus, c.450). On the whole,
the expression ‘we have won (a prize) from Peraion’ seems unusual
enough to support the possibility of a metrical inscription.

When we come to think about the event which may be
reported in our inscription, the private character of the gift 
suggests a contest rather than a war. The festival Πε�ραια in 
Attic Piraeus, however, seems an unlikely candidate, not only 
for phonological reasons as explained above, but also because
those—much later—basically contained tragic and comic contests
in honour of Dionysos, which is unsuitable here. Perhaps we
should imagine some sporting event at Περαι)ν, possibly con-
nected with water, in view of the region where the contest seems
to have taken place and the fact that our tablet was dedicated in
a sanctuary of Poseidon and Amphitrite. The connection with the
pottery trade, however, remains uncertain.

  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 13; Furtwängler (1885), no. 662; dr. AntDenkm ii

474 Kretschmer does not go into this. Buck thinks of a spelling mistake. No
great help is brought by the Theraian proper name Περαιε#ς (DGE 215. 1 = GD
110a = LSAG 323. 5, ph. pl. 61, c.600?), which only shows that there is no real
diphthong.

475 IG i2. 234. 27, 293. 14 (440 ), 329. 14, 335. 59 (?), 358. 17, 359. 20 
(= IG i3. 294, 363, 421, 433, 457, 455).

476 IG i2. 302. 53; 313. 2; 374. 12, 18, etc. (= IG i3. 370, 386, 476).
477 Cases of <ε> instead of expected <fl> do occur, but on the whole they are

rare or have special reasons (see §219).
478 See Schwyzer, p. 628: cases of -)θεν from a-stems are extremely rare. There

is also περαι)θεν with the meaning ‘from the other side’, but this does not make
sense here, and only occurs much later (Ap. Rhod., Arat.), the normal form being
π�ρ θεν (Eur. Heracl. 82; Xen. Hell. 3. 2. 2; Hdt. -ηθεν).

479 See the discussion of the passage in the topographical account in
Fowler–Stillwell (1932), 42 (and generally pp. 35 ff. with a map on p. 36). On
Perachora see also Wiseman (1978), passim.

480 The peninsula originally belonged to Megara, as I am informed by N. Milner
(see J. Salmon, ABSA 67 (1972), 159 ff.; Plut. Quaest. Graec. 17 = Mor. 295b).

481 A geographical explanation with π�ρα is hardly possible in the case of Attic
Piraeus, which has no obvious ‘on the other side’. Its etymology—as well as that
of the Corinthian harbour—therefore remains uncertain. Of no help is the
patronymic Il. 4. 228 ΠειραHδ ο, whose first syllable may, but need not, show
metrical lengthening.

482 This is an iambic trimeter, missed by Hansen in CEG. Jeffery must have
been aware of it when she wrote about these donations at Olympia (p. 162): ‘all
bear, whole or in part, the same verse for the dedication.’ For the resolution of
a short (here: ∆ιƒ� ), which is frequent in comedy, see Maas (1929), §111, e.g.
Ar. Av. 1226 ε2 τ^ν µ�ν /λλων /ρχοµεν, Kµε.ς δ’ ο> θεο� . . . This metrical licence
is particularly plausible where it occurs in the line from Ar. and in this inscr.,
namely before a caesura (also marked by a syntactical cut).

483 Almost a trimeter too.
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(1893–4) 24. 23 and (1895–8) 29. 19; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902),
no. 333; Guarducci 1959/60), 279–81, with dr.; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 117 f., 131. 16, dr. pl. 20; Lorber (1979), 88 f., no. 143,
ph. pl. 34; Wachter (1989b), passim. Photographs: Lorber quite
cl. Vidi 28 Sept. 1991 (I did not make a dr.). Scene: Man with
spear and flower. Date: 600–550 ( Jeffery).

GJi94wKqµ^or;ˆhPµT
[. . .]flƒζÉθικλµνοπξ%ρστ[. . .]
[αβγδ]flƒζÉθικλµνοπξ%ρστ[υφψχε].

Epigraphy: The mu has two vertical hastas of almost the same
length (see COP 1A). After the pi, having just finished the loop,
the writer decided to put the tablet back in its first position and
to work retrograde (was it because he wanted to place his fist 
outside the tablet rather than on its wet surface?). In doing so,
he produced the rho in reversed shape. Interpretation: Abecedarium.

For the alphabetical sequence of letters see §106, and see Wachter
(1989b).

i. Nonsense Inscriptions

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 34; Furtwängler (1885), no. 951; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 339; not in Amyx (1988), 605–8. Photographs: —. Vidi
27 Sept. 1991. Scene: No figs. recognizable. Date: —.

5©-Y4
ΘflËυθ[. . .]

Epigraphy: The margin is undamaged to the l. and above, there-
fore the inscr. is complete at the beginning. The <fl> has four
oblique strokes. The qoppa could be a phi. The two thetas are
different. Interpretation: Nonsense inscription.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 98; Furtwängler (1885), no. 709; Pernice (1897), 31;
M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 323. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept.
1991. Scene: Bottom-l. corner; lower part of a figure to r. On the
reverse a kiln (Pernice). Date: —.

; oM-
[. . .]οsφ or [. . .]οlφ

Epigraphy: Comes in from above, the - being the last letter.
Although the direction of script cannot be established from the

letters, in view of the great majority of inscrs. which run down-
wards, we have to accept this direction. Interpretation: Nonsense
inscription.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Pernice (1897),
46, no. 144; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 338. Photographs: —.
Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Man walking behind a horse. Date: —.

PoH Ho r
[. . . ?]ροÉ Éο π

Epigraphy: Below the figs. No more was written, neither in the
gaps nor at the end. Interpretation: Nonsense inscription.

*° A‒C (A) ,   ,
(B) .  , (C) ,   

Two fr. pinakes and one entire pinax from Penteskouphia (1879).
Bibliography: (A) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 108; Furtwängler (1885),
no. 900; dr. AntDenkm i (1886), no. 8. 20; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 340. (B) Röhl, IGA (1882), 20. 33; Furtwängler (1885),
no. 938; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 334. (C ) Unpublished.
Photographs: —. (A) Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. (B) Vidi 26 Sept. 1991.
(C ) Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: (A) Sketches. Two men, the big-
ger one as if named with the short inscr., furthermore a bird, 
a snake (?) and, floating in the top-r. corner, a small horse 
with horseman. On the other side from top to bottom a bull, a
second bull, perhaps a kiln, in front of it two men. (B) Top-r.
corner; no figs. recognizable. (C ) Sketch (kiln from above?). On
the reverse two crossed diagonals. Date: —.

(A) (a) Aoo∑bT (b) vÍo∑bT5P⁄qoæAæ‰
(B) obGo (C ) Scattered letters, e.g. ∂, b, +

(A) (a) αοοιετ (b) aβοιετθριλοβαββ
(B) [. . . ?]οεflο . . (C ) No text.

Epigraphy: (A) (a) The second omicron is just a round dot. 
The iota is reversed. (b) The iota is again reversed. The begin-
ning reminds us of an abecedarium ()Ú). Although most signs
exist, the whole is nonsense. It is interesting that (a) is almost
identical with the beginning of (b). (B) Along the upper margin.
Some letters may be broken off to the l. The present third 
letter is not a heta as given by Fränkel. The fifth has a shape 
which allows no restoration as a known letter. After that there 
is the lower part of another sign. Interpretation: Nonsense
inscriptions.



   

j. Inscriptions of Uncertain Interpretation

°  ,    ()

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 65; Furtwängler (1885), no. 937; Pernice (1897), 
15; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 302. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 
Sept. 1991. Scene: Strange animals, in view of which Pernice
thought it could be the (non-contiguous) top of COP 8.484

This is unlikely because there the reverse is covered with 
inscrs., whereas here we have what Furtwängler called ‘Rest von
Flammen?’. Our inscr. is incised next to the upper margin, in 
a vertical oval black field apparently painted for this purpose; it
will have no connection with the animals. Date: —.

AcA3b
Αγαµε

Epigraphy: Röhl and Fränkel think that the inscr. was never 
completed. It is indeed completely preserved such as it is, but
could in theory have been continued elsewhere on the tablet.
Interpretation: Not clear.

3γαµ�(µνων), Röhl; 3γαµ0(δης) (?) Fränkel. Also Amyx (p. 605,
no. 1) thinks of a proper name without making concrete sugges-
tions. It is, however, far from certain that we are dealing with 
a name (surely Amyx should not have included it in his list 
of contemporary Corinthians). Of the many other possible ways
towards an interpretation I only mention: vocative of /γαµος
‘unmarried’ (archaic, mostly used of men); a name or a verb
(/γνυµι or /γαµαι ?) + pronoun (ε)µε; a verb + µ0 (postponed,
see LSJ, s.v., [D], and Eur. Med. 83). Nothing seems to put itself
forward.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 37; Furtwängler (1885), no. 544; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 305. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: 
Top-l. corner; flying bird, part of a spear. Date: —.

APwµT
3ριστ(. . .).

Epigraphy: Starts in the corner. In his dr., Fränkel indicates that
it was left incomplete, which is probably correct. After the tau,
there is a distinct boundary between two different textures of sur-
face. In the lower part the surface is coarse with incised lines,
above (where the inscription is) it is polished. Interpretation: Not
clear, perhaps a sketch which was never completed.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 36; Furtwängler (1885), no. 481; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 324. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene:
Poseidon and Amphitrite. Date: —.

;PokA3wA
[. . .]ροκαµια

Epigraphy: Runs downwards between the figs. towards the bot-
tom of the tablet, where it turns to r. Interpretation: Not clear;
perhaps a gen. of a name (father of a donor?).

First read correctly by Kretschmer (p. 35): ‘[3νδ]ροκαµ�α oder
dgl.’ (see Bechtel, p. 234), by which he will have understood the
genitive of a proper name in -� ς.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 103; Furtwängler (1885), no. 942; M. Fränkel, IG
iv (1902), no. 330. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: 
Top-r. corner; indistinct scene. The reverse is plain. Date: —.

A6OTo!bo^b
[. . .]. ανοτοδεονε
[. . .]. ανο τÇ(ν)δεÇν5(ν) (?).

Epigraphy: Horizontal; clearly legible. Interpretation: Not clear.

Fränkel transcribes /ν4 τ)δε !Ονε(. . .), ‘Videtur dedicans, de cuius
nomine nil nisi exordium fuerit scriptum, profiteri se suspendisse
testam, quae re vera foraminibus duobus in summa parte est
instructa’. But holes are a frequent feature of these pinakes and
should not be used to justify an unusual inscription. Moreover,
Fränkel ignores the remains of a preceding letter that Furtwängler
saw, reading a gamma or the like: [. . .]cανοτοδεονε; such remains
indeed exist, though nu or kappa, perhaps iota, pi, or san, would
also be possible. Now, the passage τοδεονε reminds one strikingly
of the enlarged demonstrative pronoun in the genitive plural 
masculine τ4νδε4ν5ν and nominative plural neuter ταδ5ν in 
the Argive dialect (Buck, §123, with GD 83; Schwyzer, p. 612,
Schwyzer–Debrunner, pp. 208 and 566). These are to be ana-
lysed as τ4ν-δε-4ν-5ν and τα-δε-(α)-5ν, i.e. as the demonstrative
with -δε + another case ending + the particle _ν ‘see there’. 
Our form because of its penultimate letter could be either an
accusative singular or a genitive plural, but both the precon-
sonantal and the final [n] would be missing. Of these, the first is
a lesser problem (see §201). But as long as the preceding letters
are not clear, we must remain cautious.

484 This has led to Amyx’s double registration of COP 8, viz. p. 608, 
no. 46 (F 422 + 908 + 937), and p. 607, no. 28 (F 908 + 422).



.    

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 83; Furtwängler (1885), no. 805; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 337. Photographs: —. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991. Scene: Middle
part of r. margin; Poseidon with trident. On the reverse (no inscr.
preserved) men working at a kiln. Date: —.

b M^ 4
[. . .]liεk . σν . θ .[. . .]

Epigraphy: Down the r. margin. The reading is very uncertain.
Furtwängler saw . . αιεπ . σµυθ . . . , Fränkel [. . .]αιε[. .]σνυθ
.[. . .]. The end reminds us of -νõθç[κε, but there is no alpha.
Interpretation: Not clear.

°  ,   

Fr. pinax from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: Röhl, IGA
(1882), 20. 35; Furtwängler (1885), no. 425; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 342. Photographs: —. Vidi 26 Sept. 1991. Scene: Part
of l. margin, middle part of a body. Date: —.

; TG
[. . .] . . . τfl

Epigraphy: Runs downwards between the margin and the cloth-
ing of the figure. Complete at the end. The old reading [. . .].
δflτfl could not be confirmed. I saw something like [. . .]. deτfl, 
[. . .]. leτfl or [. . .]. aqτfl. Interpretation: Not clear.

Could be a third person singular or a dative singular in -ει, for
example `µαρτε. ‘goes together with’, κ�ρτει ‘with force’, etc.

° A‒F (A) ,   , 
(B) .  , (C) . . —, (D) .  A, 

(E) .  A, (F) .  

Fr. pinakes from Penteskouphia (1879). Bibliography: (A)
Furtwängler (1885), no. 437; M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 343.
(B) Furtwängler (1885), no. 434 (not 433); M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 344. (C ) M. Fränkel, IG iv (1902), no. 345 (no inv.
no.). (D) Pernice (1897), 43, no. 37a. (E) Pernice (1897), 45, 
no. 119a. (F ) Furtwängler (1885), no. 457; M. Fränkel, IG iv
(1902), no. 275. Photographs: —. (A), (B), (F ) vidi 26 Sept. 1991.
(C )–(E ) could not be found in the museum. Scene: (D) Bottom-
l. corner, a foot and parts of the clothing of man (Poseidon) walk-
ing to r. (F) A hand (of Poseidon). Date: —.

(A) MM (B) — (C ) ; ^ (D) K M (E) ? (F ) b

(A) [. . .]ss[. . .] (B) — (C ) [. . .]ν (D) . . . κ . σ[. . . ?]
(E) ? (F ) [. . . ?]ε

Epigraphy: (A) Since geminates are not normally written with 
two letters, the two signs may cover a word-end. If we read 
[. . .]sl[. . .], it could be the end of a name and the pronoun 
of µ! �ν�θ3κε. (B) has previously been read as a final san, but is
probably no letter at all (see dr.). (F ) A single letter. Fränkel
restores Ποτ]ε(ιδ�ν), but it seems more likely that it is the end
of an �ν�θ3κε, for which there was not enough space above, in
the now lost part. Interpretation: Not clear.



° .  , . .  ‒

Wooden pinakes from Pitsà (August 1934). Bibliography: first men-
tioned by Payne (1935), 153 f., and Karo (1935), 197 f.; EAA vi.
200–6 (s.v. Pitsà), col. pl. of (A) opp. p. 202, ph. of (C ) fig. 225,
of (D) fig. 226; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 57, only (Ac) and (B);
ph. of (A) in Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 236; ph. of
(A) AD 33A (1978) pl. 3; col. ph. of (A) Pemberton (1978), 28;
Lorber (1979), 93 f., no. 154, phs. pls. 45 f.; Guarducci (1987),
266 f. with col. ph. of (A) pl. viii; Amyx (1988), 604 n. 22 (bibl.).
Photographs: EAA (A) quite cl., (C ) and (D) uncl.; Bianchi
Bandinelli–Paribeni, AD 33A, Pemberton, Guarducci only (A),
quite cl.; Lorber (A) quite cl., (B) sm., (C ) rather sm., (D) uncl.
Scene: (A) Sacrificial procession to r. involving a man (head and
beard almost invisible, on his ‘label’ see below), two women (a)
and (b), three boys (unnamed), two playing music and the small-
est, in front, leading the sacrificial lamb. He is preceded by a
woman (unnamed)—perhaps the priestess of the Nymphs?—who
carries the utensils on a tray on her head and is pouring a liba-
tion on to the altar. (B) Part of a woman’s head to l. (no name
preserved), two groups of women facing each other, (a)–(d ),
another woman to l. (e)/( f ). (C ) Three women to r. in beau-
tiful clothes. (D) Three women; very badly preserved. Date:
c.540–520 (Payne); 2nd h. 6th cent. (EAA); 3rd q. 6th cent.
(Lazzarini); all very similar (Lorber).

(A) (a) bs4s!wKA (b) bshoqwµ (c) b4bKbTAwµµ
Awµb4bqo^xb (d ) ohoPw^4woµ (B) (a) ; 4Ab
(b) 9A (c) kAx o (d ) q∑V (e) Í § ( f ) Tbqbµowo
(C ) b4bKbTASM7V˜øAM (D) E6 bqqo7

(A) (a) Ευθυδικα (b) Ευ	ολις (c) [. . . α]mεθεκεtαισs . .
vαισεθeλονχε . . [. . .] (d ) [. . .].[. ?]Öο	ορινθιος
(B) (a) Θαε .[. . .] (b) Ηα . . [. . . ?] (c) Καw . . ο . (d ) . λιυ
(e) . Ö . (?) ( f ) Τελεσοιο (C ) [. . .]. ta .[. . . .].
εθεκεταιςνυµφασ[. . .] (D) [. . .]Íν . . ελλον[. . . ?]

(A) (a) Ε�θυδ�κ�, (b) Ε�	ολ�ς. (c) [. . . �]ν�θ3κε τα�ς Νälvαις
 θõλ4ν (?) χε . . (?) [. . .], (d ) [. . .].[. ?] Öο œορ�νθιος. 
(B) (a) θαε .[. . .], (b) Éα . .[. . . ?], (c) καw. . ο . , (d ) . λιυ, 
(e) . Ö . (?), ( f ) τελεσοιο. (C ) [. . .]. ta .[. . . �]m�θ3κε τα�ς
Ν!µφα(ι)ς[. . . ?]. (D) [. . .]flν "Ap�λλ4ν[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: (A) (a) and (b) are clear. (c) runs horizontally along
the top margin and may have started in the top-l. corner (near
the man’s head or face and therefore being his ‘label’?). If the verb
is followed by ‘to the Nymphs’, the first letter of the goddesses’
name is not a nu but a san or mu, since it has a clear second 
vertical stroke. The upsilon is illegible. The following letter, of
which some faint traces survive, is probably a mu, less likely 
a nu. The part εθeλονχε, interpreted as a woman’s name by 
A. K. Orlandos (EAA) and Lorber (duly criticized by Masson
(1981/2: 544) ), is too high above the woman to be her label and
is in fact the immediate continuation of the dedication. Its sec-
ond epsilon is not wholly clear but very likely (iota is unlikely,
since its fourth stroke should be visible and would be too far
down). What comes immediately after χε could be two letters (chi
+ alpha) or one only (nu or mu?), but it remains wholly dubious.
The same is true for some further traces. (d ) runs down the right
margin and could well be the end of (c) (in that case c.10 letters
would be completely lost). Of the heta before the first omicron
the top left corner seems visible, but it is not certain. There is
also the bottom of a vertical hasta of a second or third letter
counted backwards from the first omicron. (B) Only ( f ) was read
by Lorber. The other inscrs. seem all to be nonsense. This is clear
for (d ), which consists of a ‘pi’ without the long vertical stroke,
a lambda, a reversed iota, and an upsilon. Almost continuously
there follows (e), starting with a strange Í-type sign followed by
a gap, a heta, and maybe another letter. Moreover, (e) and ( f )
seem to designate the same figure. In (c) the last letter looks like
the left part of a ¨-shape omega (it is not an iota, which is 
angular and has four strokes). The pinax is not by the same painter
as (A). (C ) The beginning is unclear but will have contained the
donor’s name, starting at the hem of the nearest woman’s mantle.
The mu is clear. Since the first iota is of the three-stroke type,
the last letter cannot be an iota. Its position also supports a san.
The writer will have forgotten the similar looking iota (there is
no trace of another letter to read ν!µφ�σι, vel sim.). (D) ‘erlauben
weder eine Lesung, noch eine Beurteilung’ (Lorber). What is 
legible seems to be the end of an inscr., leading downwards 
after a turn. Of its first part (above the legible line in the dr.)
only ghosts are visible. The big cross is probably not part of the
inscr. Interpretation: Sacrificial procession and festival scenes. (A)
Labels and dedication (metrical?). (B) Nonsense labels. (C ) and
(D) Dedications.

APPENDIX

The Wooden Pinakes from Pitsà
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(B) This pinax seems not to have shown a procession proper,
but the women depicted also seem to be in a context of festival
(they are partly wreathed). In (d ) Arena (1968: 364 f.) sees a 
verbal form of τελ�ω, ‘una formula d’augurio in una ceremonia 
di consacrazione?’, arguing against the possibility of a genitive 
singular in -οιο. His own suggestion is not convincing either.
Heubeck, who observes that the inscription is added to a female
figure, points out that a patronymic genitive, also considered by
Lorber, is impossible. In view of the other inscriptions on this
tablet I would consider it a nonsense label.486

Pinakes (C ) and (D) show unclear scenes which may have 
been of a similar kind. (C ) The name of the nymphs seems to
recur on (A). The only fact to be gained from (D) is another
Corinthian attestation of Apollon, who seems to make sense in a
context of nymphs; the overall meaning of the inscription is not
clear, however, since the case-form of the name cannot be estab-
lished with certainty.

(A) This pinax shows a most intriguing sacrificial procession, 
probably of a family, with a little boy leading the animal to be
sacrificed. It strongly reminds one of the vase BOI 16 (see §475).
(a) Ε�θυδ�κ� is an ordinary compound name (see Bechtel, p. 178,
for the masc. counterpart); she will be the wife of the man to 
the left. (b) Ε�	ολ�ς is a feminine from Ε$κολος485 according 
to Heubeck (1980: 285), who also states that -�ς from an o-stem
is not very frequent and mentions Θεοπροπ�ς from θε&προπος
(Bechtel (1902), 67); see also §231. Our character may have been
the eldest daughter. As for (c), the restoration of τα�ς Ν!µφαις
is difficult but plausible in view of (C). If we combine (c) and (d),
it is tempting to restore an iambic text of the structure :–å– (µ" )
�ν�θ3κε τα�ς Νälvαις å– | :–å– :–å å Öο œορ�νθιος. In that case,
 θ�λ4ν, which is the interpretation of the legible letters that comes
to mind first but remains unclear as to its function, may have to
be cut in two. (ƒ )�θει ‘as is the custom’, may be considered, but
the continuation λονχε . . is difficult; should we think of λ&γχαι·
�πολα!σεις (Hsch.)? The case remains open.

485 Bechtel, p. 172; id. (1902: 50) also records a woman Ε$κολον.

486 The strangest sign is the one on the head of the lady to the right, 
a Í with a seriph and perhaps a vertical line going partly past, partly through it.
Since it is followed by a gap, it may not be part of the (nonsense) label. The sign
reminds one somehow of the two $-shape signs on the head of a goddess on an
Attic bf. kyathos by a certain Lydos (Add., p. 400), where it is also debated whether
the signs belong to the inscr. or not.



Introduction: Not much can be said about Argive painted 
vase inscriptions, since no more than one piece seems to be 
known.

  , . . . 

Frs. of a dinos from the Heraion at Argos (1892–5). Bibliography:
Heermance (1905), 185, no. 2, with ph. fig. 102; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 156, 168. 1; Lazzarini, FDV (1976), no. 275a. Photographs:
Heermance quite cl. Scene: None. Date: 7th cent. (Jeffery,
Lazzarini).

6DPoM.3G)
[. . .]νdρος : µεαm[. . .]
[. . .-α]νdρ	ς : µε 
m[�θ3κε . . . ?].

Epigraphy: Of the last letter only part of a vertical hasta is pre-
served. Interpretation: Dedication.

The word-division in front of the ‘enclitic’ is interesting because
it suggests that the pronoun was treated as proclitic (see DOI 1 and
§226). The pronoun is unelided for reasons of clarity (see §224).487

7. Argolid

487 Different interpretations such as [. . .-α]νdρος µ6 
m[. . .]! are less likely.



Introduction: Lakonian vase-painting has recently been made
better known and understood mainly by Stibbe (1972) and Pipili
(1987). Yet, inscriptions are rare on the vases in this style. The
pieces in question have been found at different places, none of
them Sparta. The opposite is true for a number of fragments with
dedicatory inscriptions (partly painted, partly incised), which were
found at Sparta but which cannot be attributed to any of the
Lakonian bf. artists. These latter documents contribute hardly
anything to our knowledge of the Lakonian dialect if isolated from
the rest of the linguistic evidence, nor do they contribute to our
understanding of Lakonian vase-painting. Moreover, they are of
different and mostly uncertain periods. Therefore I have dis-
regarded them altogether, which seems the more justifiable as 
they can easily be found in SEG 2. 84–114, 125–55 and SEG
11. 666–70 (with bibl.).488 I have also excluded the small and 
unintelligible frs. of Lakonian (?) vases found at Amyklai, incom-
pletely published in Πρακτικ� (PAAH ), 1960, 230, with uncl.
phs. of some pieces pl. 171.

  , . -

Fr. of a cup from the sanctuary of Demeter at Kyrene, by the
Naukratis P. (1971). Bibliography: Schaus (1979), with ph. pl. 16;
Pipili (1987), 61 with n. 622, 116 no. 161. Photographs: Schaus
cl. Scene: ‘Part of an enthroned goddess rendered in outline, 
holding a wreath and with a bird under her seat’ (Pipili). The
inscr. runs downwards to the l. of the figure (who is facing l.);
according to the direction principle (see §105), it is more likely
to designate a lost figure to the l. facing the seated one. Date: 1st
h. 6th cent.

XSTS$
[. . .]χιτι .[. . .]
[
ρ?]χ�τ�l[ος?].

Epigraphy: The last letter could be lambda, mu, or nu (Schaus).
Interpretation: Unidentified scene (label?).

Schaus is right to point out that unless we assume a nonsense
inscription the sign S must be an iota. On the other hand, he 

was probably too cautious not to exclude the option of a retro-
grade inscription, since, first, it would run upwards (which is
extremely rare; see §105), secondly, it would run towards rather
than away from the head of the person it designates (unless we
assume someone prostrated or dead on the ground; see §104), and,
thirdly, the iotas would have the more unusual direction. On 
the whole his interpretation [
ρ]χ�τιl[ος?] is acceptable, since
there are a number of names in 
ρχι-, including -τιµος (Bechtel,
pp. 79 f.).

As for the alphabet, which is not Lakonian, Schaus thinks of
a foreigner, possibly from Kyrene, working in Sparta. This can-
not be excluded, although it seems too much of a coincidence that
the vase should be inscribed in a writing system which fits the
writer’s place of origin and the place where the vase was found
but not its place of production. A different solution would be that
the vase, which was of high quality, was made for export to Kyrene
and deliberately inscribed in that script by a possibly indigenous
Spartan (we should then label the inscription PLA, pseudo-
Lakonian).489 We have to wait for a vase inscribed by this painter
to be found at Sparta.

*  , .  

Fr. of a ? from Olympia, probably by the Boread P. (found ?).
Bibliography: Stibbe (1972), 93, 104, 278, no. 184; not in Pipili
(1987). Photographs: —; DAI(A) Ol 6757 (sic). Scene: A man to
l. (named). I think I can see Herakles’ lion skin with one of the
hind paws going down in front, and the tail at the back. Above
the girdle there may be part of the knot of the fore-paws, and on
the man’s back his quiver. Date: 1st h. 6th cent.

9G
Ηε[. . .]
Η3 [ρακλ0ς].

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Herakles
(label).

8. Lakonia

488 Two features worth mentioning: (1) As in many other Lakonian dedica-
tions, the long form of Athena’s name is used, e.g. SEG 2. 126 τ�θ�να��ι
(similarly 146–8, 11. 666 f.); see §247. (2) Some archaic forms of Orthia’s name
occur, e.g. SEG 2. 84 Åορθασ��ι.

489 I do not understand Pipili’s opinion (n. 622). First she argues for a non-
sense inscr., since in her view even with S = iota ‘it is impossible to reconstruct
a name’. But then she continues, ‘Another possibility would be that the inscr.
was copied by the artist for a Cyrenaean, who took the cup home to dedicate it
to Demeter (the total lack of inscrs. by the Naukratis P. suggests that he may not
have been literate)’, which only makes sense if the inscr. was not a nonsense inscr.
Moreover, the total lack of inscrs. on vases by a certain painter does not say any-
thing about his literacy, particularly in the case of a Lakonian (for literacy in Sparta
see Boring (1979) )



   

°  ,     
() ()

Cup from Vulci, by the Arkesilas P. (shortly before 1833).
Bibliography: d’Albert (1833), with dr. MonIned 1, pl. 47a; de Witte
(1836), 158–60, no. 422; F. G. Welcker (1851), 488 ff., dr. pl.
34; CIG (iv), no. 7757; Puchstein (1880); Klein (1886), 76 f.;
Kirchhoff (1887), 65 f.; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888),
295 f., no. 1; Kretschmer (1894), 13–15; de Ridder (1902),
98–100, no. 189 (bibl.); Furtwängler–Reichhold (1932), 211–14,
dr. pl. 151; M. Lambrino, CVA France, 7 (1928), 17 f., phs. pls.
20–2; Lane (1933/4), 140, 161 f.; Smith (1944), 251 f.; Beazley
(1943); Beazley (1950), 310; Chamoux (1953), 258–63, ph. pl. 6;
Shefton (1954), 301, no. 16, 309 n. 9; Benton (1959); Jeffery,
LSAG (1961), 188 ff., 199. 8, dr. pl. 35; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton
(1962), 309 f. (bibl.), phs. pl. 74 and col. pl. xxiv; col. ph.
Devambez (1962), pl. 59; col. ph. Chamoux (1966), 28 f. fig. 17;
col. ph. Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard (1971), 79 fig. 84; Stibbe
(1972), 115–17, 279 f., no. 194, ph. pl. 61. 2; ph. Bianchi
Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 248; Neumann (1979); Lorber
(1979), 77 n. 482; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 59–61 (bibl.), phs. pl.
38 and col. pl. xv; Schaus (1983), 88 f. Photographs: CVA quite
cl.; Chamoux (1953) sm.; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton cl.; Devambez
uncl.; Chamoux (1966) cl.; Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard cl.;
Stibbe quite cl.; Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni sm.; Simon–Hirmer
cl. Vidi 8 Aug. 1990. Scene: For an interpretation see Arias–
Hirmer–Shefton and Simon–Hirmer. Sitting on a throne to r.,
a man with elaborate robe and sceptre (a) is supervising workers
working at scales, one (b) to r. looking and pointing back to (a),
one striving to l. (c) looking at (or checking?) the l. pan of the
scales,490 one to r. carrying a sack (d ), and two tying up a sack,
one to r. (e) turning his head back and looking up to where his
opposite ( f ) is pointing (to the finger of the scales rather than
to the birds). In the segment below, a man to r. is standing (g),
while two workers (h) and (i ) are striding to r., carrying sacks to
a deposit. Date: c.570–560 (Jeffery); c.565–560 (Arias–Hirmer–
Shefton); shortly before 560 (Stibbe, Simon–Hirmer).

(a) APkG¤IvA¤ (b) ∑oQoPTo∑ (c) ; A4˜o¤
(d ) IPMoQoPo¤ (e) ; oPsXo ( f ) ¤vIQo˜AZo¤
(g) QsvAkoS (h) ; E (i ) ˜AG7

(a) Αρκεσιλας (b) Σοφορτος (c) [. . .]αθµος
(d ) [. . .]iρµοφορος (e) ΟρυΧο ( f ) ΣλιφοµαΨος
(g) Φυλακος (h) Ε. . . . (i) Μαεν

(a) 
ρκεσ�λ�ς, (b) Σ8φορτος, (c) [. . στ]αθµος, 
(d ) [. . ?]iρµοφ"ρος, (e) #ΟρυΧο(ς), ( f ) Σιλφ(ι)"µαΨος, 
(g) φ$λακος, (h) Ε. . . . , (i) Μαεν.

Epigraphy: Some of the sigmas are almost (but never quite) straight
lines. I shall often cite from the ed. pr. by d’Albert, who scrutin-
ized the vase very thoroughly. (b) The first letter is a certain sigma
(as suggested by Pottier); autopsy has shown that nothing is writ-
ten before it (I could not verify the repainting observed by Beazley
(1950) ). (c) A total of 4 or 5 letters are missing. (d ) ‘mutilé au
commencement’ (d’Albert). A maximum of two letters are miss-
ing at the beginning. The first visible letter consists of a vertical
stroke which is just a fraction bent to the l. It can in no way be
read as the r. part of an omicron as Neumann suggests (see n.
493 below), since omicron is always perfectly round on this vase;
also the lower end of the stroke is intact and nothing is visible
of a continuation leading over to the break. (e) ‘L’état parfaitement
sain du vase dans cet endroit ne permet de supposer ni omission ni
oblitération de caractère’ (d’Albert). (h) E . . A . . . , Kretschmer
from de Witte; E, a reversed ( and three dots, Pottier. I could
only see clearly the initial epsilon, the other letters are dubious,
more or less similar to what my dr. shows. (i) ‘aucune fracture,
aucune restauration n’est auprès: la légende est donc parfaitement
conservée et complète’ (d’Albert). Lambrino confirms that the
traces after the nu are ‘qu’un défaut de la surface’. Autopsy has
shown that this is right. Interpretation: Non-heroic working scene
(labels, partly nonsense?).

For details I refer to Neumann’s thorough discussion.
(a) This is 
ρκεσ�λ�ς I or—if contemporary—II of Kyrene;

the latter is preferred, for instance, by Stibbe, who (pp. 195–
201) reckons that he was born c.595 and reigned 566–560. The
second element of the name is as expected in epichoric Doric.
According to Neumann (p. 87 with bibl. in n. 3) the epic sphere,
to which the name belongs, is responsible for the South Greek
form of the first element (Il. 2. 495, 15. 329; a Boiotian); names
often cross dialect or language borders (see also ad COR 64b).

(b) This label491 is best interpreted with Neumann as a 
possessive compound (of the type σ%φρων): ‘dessen (Schiffs-)
Ladung unversehrt ist’.492 Neumann considers it a historical
name rather than a speaking name (see §239). However, the 
latter is the easiest interpretation in view of the context of the
scene.

(c) In view of the fact that 'π�σταθµος ‘quartermaster’, which
is a possible restoration of our label, has no semantic connection
with ‘scales’ (as is also emphasized by Neumann), whereas our
figure seems to deal with the scales (see n. 490), we should also
consider a speaking name like Ε)σταθµος ‘having good scales’.

(d ) The interpretation as ε*ρµοφ"ρος suggested in the last 
century, which does not give a satisfying meaning (‘carrying 

490 I cannot believe that he is falling on his knees (Simon–Hirmer). His arms
suggest that he is running. The alleged parallel cited by Simon–Hirmer (end of
bibl.) looks different.

491 An Attic parallel was restored by Beazley (1943) (for the alleged Corinthian
one, COR 92g, see ad loc.). Lorber’s restoration [+ ]σ"φορτος (sc. , σταθµ"ς) is
implausible, since there is no certain other exclamation on this vase, and exclama-
tions are extremely rare on vases anyway (except for the kalos-inscrs.); also, the
beginning of the label is complete.

492 Simon–Hirmer’s interpretation, ‘Vertrauter und Aufpasser des Königs’, does
not suit this meaning very well.



.  

a series’), was solely due to the desire to stick to what is visible
(two letters would have to be restored: [Ηε]ιρµο-). A good
sense, on the other hand, would be gained if we read φορµ"ς
‘basket for carrying corn, etc.’ in the first element, as suggested
by Neumann,493 but it is not possible to read an omicron (see
above). The question remains open.494

(e) The main problem is, how we should interpret the fourth
letter, as [ks] (i.e. xi), the expected value in the Lakonian local
script, or as [kh] (i.e. chi). d’Albert translated: ‘extraham?’, obvi-
ously thinking of the future of -ρ$σσω (he obviously read -ξω,
not -χω). The interpretation -ρ$ξω (sc. σ�λφιον) as an exclama-
tion contrasts with the vast majority of vase inscriptions, which
are names or (rarely) nouns. Also, nobody is actually digging.495

In a more general way, taken as a label for a man involved in the
processing of silphion roots, this connection makes sense, but then
we have to accept the label as a (speaking) name. Since there is
no reason to assume a genitive label (which are rare anyway; see
ad COR 71b, and CHA 11b with n. 560), it will be a nominative
with the final [s] missing (see §204; yet, such an [s] is written six
times on this vase, and indeed wherever we may expect it). The
second problem is the internal [ks] (if we read a xi). Although
Neumann found a few names with -ος added to the aorist stem
(e.g. Κρ0ξος, Φρ1ξος, 2ρκεσος, Κτ3σος, Κ0λευσος) to support
the earlier suggestion of a name * #Ορυξο(ς), the normal stem of
the verb involved is clearly -ρυχ-, such as in -ρυχ4 and -ρ$χω
alongside -σσω (s. LSJ, s.vv.), and especially in the compounds
like, for example, φρε%ρυχος. We should therefore rather expect
-ρυχ- to be used in a proper name. See below.

( f ) The three problems in this label were already noticed by
d’Albert: ‘on y reconnaît, par une métathèse commune, le mot
ΣΙΛΦΟΜΑΨΟΣ ou ΣΙΛΦΙΟΜΑΨΟΣ, celui qui recueille le 
silphium.’ The problems are as follows: (1) Σλιφ- instead of 
Σιλφ-, (2) -φο- instead of -φιο-, (3) the meaning of the second
element. As for (1), it is not too difficult to find parallels for
metathesis in Greek (see Neumann; see also §205). But we have
to admit that word-initial [sl] is unparalleled (see below). We would
therefore have to assume that [sl] is the original beginning of this
loan-word, which does not seem likely in view of the widespread
and normal form σ�λφιον, of Latin sirpe, which can hardly be taken
from Greek, and of the isolated gloss σ0λπον· σ�λφιον (Hsch.).
This leads us to the next problem, (2), the lack of the iota.
Neumann uses the Hesychian gloss as evidence for an explanation

of our -φο- instead of -φιο-. This seems doubtful. After all this
form is different from the ordinary Greek one in two more respects
( [e] and [p] ), which means that it is probably an independent
borrowing and cannot make the existence of *σ�λφον (or *σλ�φον)
very likely. It may be easier to assume a case of A.W. (see §111),
i.e. Σλιφ(ι)ο-. (3) The worst problem is the second element of
this compound which in the Lakonian alphabet we have to read
as -µαχος.496 Unless we are prepared to read the first element 
as Ξιφο- (which for its meaning is out of place in our scene 
and creates numerous other problems of script), an interpreta-
tion of the second element as derived from µ�χη does not make
sense.497 A connection with Egypt. macha ‘scales’, as suggested
by Puchstein (n. 15) and still mentioned by Stibbe (p. 117) 
and Simon–Hirmer, has to be considered impossible for three 
reasons, first, because of the generally Greek character of our
inscriptions; secondly, because we are now certain that not
Kyrene (but probably Sparta) was the place of production of this
type of pottery (Lane; already suggested by Klein), which makes
an Egyptian word an unlikely occurrence, particularly in a com-
pound; thirdly, and most importantly, because the pronunciation
of the Egyptian word was not (yet) similar to that of contemporary
Greek µ�χη.498 Neumann’s idea is possible, that -µαχος could
contain the root of µ�σσω ‘knead’, which makes sense semantic-
ally; progressive assimilation of the aspiration in this compound
would have to be assumed, since the root does not contain an aspir-
ate; see below, (i). The fact that no kneading is shown is no grave
obstacle; it would have to be considered a name not a noun, just
like (a), (b), (c?), and (e), but unlike (g) and probably (d ). Yet I
somewhat doubt that any Greek would have understood such 
an element -µαχος in this way (after all it is attested neither in
names nor in nouns/adjectives, whereas -µαχος from ‘fight’ is
very frequent). See also below.

(g) clearly describes the function of the figure, an overseer, 
and could be a noun or a (speaking) name (see §239). There is
no reason to assume a genitive label (from φ$λαξ), which is 
comparatively rare; see (e). The noun φ$λακος is only attested
in Ionic and in epic language (Il. 24. 566, Hdt., etc.), as
Kretschmer noticed, whereas the name, albeit rare, has a wider
distribution, as is often the case with names.499

(h) No interpretation of the small remains seems possible.

493 ‘Vielmehr lässt sich der bisher als Iota gelesene Rest des ersten erhaltenen
Zeichens durchaus als ein unvollständig erhaltenes Omikron auffassen. Der
kleine, leicht gekrümmte Strich ist oben und unten kürzer als die Hasta des benach-
barten Rho. Aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach ist daher einfach zu φ]oρµοφ"ρος
“Lastenträger” zu ergänzen.’

494 As far as I can see, only one more of the nouns ending in -ρµος, -ρµον, or
-ρµη could make sense in our context: βυρµ"ς· σταθµ"ς (Hsch.). But this is an
obscure gloss, and we cannot even be sure that the explanatory σταθµ"ς has the
meaning ‘scales’, rather than one of its many other meanings. It seems not imposs-
ible, although not very likely, that the stroke preserved is the oblique stroke of
an upsilon.

495 The restoration ;ρυξο(ν), as preferred by Lorber, is therefore implausible,
as was pointed out by Neumann (1980: 298).

496 Chantraine, s.v. σ�λφιον, calls our name a ‘composé obscur’.
497 At first sight one might be tempted to compare Alciphr. 3. 35 Ψιχ"µαχος

‘fighting for crumbs’. But this writer belongs to a completely different sphere
and is notorious for his made-up names. And ‘fighting for silphion’ is not an 
appropriate meaning for our figure either. Benton (1959), in an original and com-
pletely different approach, understands ‘insect-fighter’ (σ�λφη ‘bookworm’ vel sim.),
interpreting the inscr. as referring to the woodpecker above the workmen; the
general sense of her interpretation, however, remains dubious.

498 I am grateful to Th. Kappeler (Zurich) who checked for me the 6th-
cent. Egyptian pronunciation of the word in question. Following Lexikon der
Aegyptologie, s.v. ‘Lautsystem’ and ‘Vokalisation’, we can say that it was most
probably something like [mgχg], maybe on the way to [mg∫g], but not yet [mf∫g] as
later in Coptic. It was certainly never pronounced with an aspirated velar [kh]
which we have to assume for 6th-cent. Lakonian (see Lejeune, §49).

499 See above on (a); LSJ, s.v.; and Masson (1973/4), 430 with n. 14.
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(i) Unexplained. Lane’s idea of reading µα(γ)0ν ‘kneaded’,
phonologically supported by Neumann, is the best suggestion from
a philological point of view. But we must consider it impossible,
since the label (which is not retrograde) must designate the man.
Not only would it be odd that the sack that he carries should get
a label,500 but, also, the man would be the only human on the vase
without a label. Moreover, from Neumann’s point of view this
interpretation is hard to reconcile with his interpretation of ( f ).
For although it is not clear whether the root of this verb is µαγ-
or µακ- (see Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. µ�σσω), we would not
expect both variants on one and the same vase. I cannot help think-
ing that this last label is a nonsense inscription or a copying error.
It can often be observed that vase-painters become negligent or
lose patience towards the end of the labelling procedure. More
experienced writers might produce dull but correct throwaway
names (see §237); less experienced ones might commit mistakes
or nonsense inscriptions (see §§112, 403). It is not infrequent that
nonsense inscriptions occur together with meaningful ones (e.g.
on many Attic vases, e.g. Immerwahr, nos. 97, 134, 170, 178, 181,
214–16, 409, or on the one with Χ5ρ4ν cited at §248 with n. 889);
often there are mistakes in the meaningful inscriptions too.

Here we should return to ( f ). For in addition to all the other
problems this label is written upside-down, not retrograde like
(c), (e), and (h), and the first three letters are very large, whereas
the remaining ones are tiny. Neumann’s explanation of the 
latter fact, namely that the writer realized that he would run 
into a problem of space, seems plausible (although the inscrip-
tion could have been written in a bow). But was there perhaps
another reason why the writer stopped at that very moment? It
has to be stressed that the start of this label as read in the nor-
mal position, Συιφ- (. . . QIV⁄), is very similar to what we would
expect, i.e. Σιλφ- (. . . QvI⁄). If we assume that our writer was
copying (this can also mean writing the same text repeatedly with-
out actually having an original under one’s eyes) and got the
arrangement of the three strokes vI wrong, i.e. IV, it is easy to
imagine that he stopped to think, then turned the cup round in
order to get a proper lambda (tolerating, or not realizing, the 
fact that the latter preceded the iota instead of following it), 
and at the same time decided to continue in smaller letters. This—
as well as the following A.W.—is the kind of procedure we 
might expect from a semi-experienced writer. Therefore I write
Σιλφ(ι)ο- assuming two mistakes. But what about (i )? If we 
imagine a semi-experienced writer, who was copying and became
negligent towards the end as suggested above, the case is open
to conjecture.

As for the type of local script, it is generally agreed after
Kirchhoff that Χ is ξ and ψ is χ, i.e. that the alphabet is of the
‘red’ type. Externally this is supported by the fact that the so-
called Lakonian pottery is most likely to have been produced at
Sparta. The internal evidence of this vase, however, seems weak

to me. Both forms with these two crucial signs are difficult, i.e.
for (e) a form #Ορυχο(ς) seems acceptable if not better than with
-ξ-, and for ( f ) a reading Σιλφ(ι)"µα(ρ)ψος ‘the one who seizes
silphion’ (no doubt this is what d’Albert had in mind) should not
be excluded too readily.501 The form of the sigma is not decisive:
neither is the variant with more than four strokes confined to
Lakonian (see IOD 1), nor is it consistently used there; see our
(b) and (g). Letter-forms could always be adapted easily, whereas
changing the value of signs or—if the writer was copying—repla-
cing some signs by others would have been a much more funda-
mental change, viz. one of the writing system.

There are no more inscribed vases by this painter, and so there
is no way of proving or disproving that he was not an indigenous
Lakonian. But there may be East Greek influence which could
justify the use of a ‘blue’ alphabet. Not only should we remem-
ber φ$λακος, but also the letter-form Q of phi in ( f ), of which
this is a surprisingly early example in Mainland Greece (see
§102).502 Moreover Stibbe (pp. 7 f.) stresses the strong influence
of East Greek art (also of Rhodian plates like our DOH 1) on 
the Arkesilas P. and already on the Boread P., as well as of
Corinthian animal friezes on Lakonian vase-painting in general
(Corinth also uses a ‘blue’ alphabet).

We should therefore not exclude #Ορυχο(ς) and
Σιλφ(ι)"µα(ρ)ψος, although a Lakonian would hardly have 
read the name in this way, and perhaps not even the writer 
himself, who seems to have just been copying; and there may 
be more misunderstandings in the labels of our vase.

  , . . 

Hydria from Rhodes, by the Hunt P. (1934). Bibliography: 
mentioned by Lane (1933/4), 143; l’Illustrazione (13 Jan. 1935),
43 (non vidi); Laurenzi (1936), 85–95, with phs. figs. 56, 71–
80, dr. pl. 4; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 199. 16a, dr. pl. 35; Stibbe
(1972), 126, 137 f., 281, no. 219 (bibl.), phs. pls. 75–7; Simon–
Hirmer (1981), 58, ph. pl. 36; LIMC i, ‘Aniochidas’ ii. 1, with
dr.; mentioned by Pipili (1987), 118, no. 209c; LIMC vii, ‘Synis’.
Photographs: Laurenzi cl.; Stibbe (a) uncl., (b) and (d ) cl., (c)
mostly cl.; Simon–Hirmer quite cl. Scene: On one of two horses
to r. a youth (a) is watching his master (b), who is facing r. 
and fighting his opponent (c) over the dead body of a warrior
(unnamed, head to the r.); behind (c) on one of two horses to l.,
his page (d) is watching the fight. Date: c.560–550 (Jeffery); c.555
(Simon–Hirmer); c.555–550 (LIMC ).

500 If it were to designate the sacks stored in the corner, the label would have
to be retrograde.

501 For [r] missing before stop see §203 (and see Schwyzer, p. 213, for
Tsakonian [nd] for earlier [rt] ). With this root the aorist stem is particularly suit-
able, since the bare root µαρπ- is not used on its own in word-formation (see both
Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. µ�ρπτω); the noun µ�ρπτις resembles the present
stem, and κ�µµαρψις the aorist stem. See CHA 23b for names from this root.

502 The fact that the writer gives the name of the king of Kyrene in Doric dialect
is not decisive for his origin, since the king no doubt could be referred to under
this form of the name everywhere in the Greek world (therefore we cannot com-
bine the two criteria, ‘East’ and ‘Doric’ and argue, e.g., for Rhodian influence).
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(a) ; A7IoWIDAw (b) ;APWIvoZ DA⁄
(c) ; DE7o˜AW…(?)o (d ) ⁄V7I⁄

(a) Ανιοχιδας (b) Αρχιλοχ[ι]δας (c) ∆ενοµαχοr (d) Συνις

(a) @/νιοχ�δ�ς, (b) 
ρχιλοχ[� ]δ�ς, (c) ∆3ν"µαχοr, (d ) Σ$νις.

Epigraphy: (b) The iota is lost in a break. (c) The final sigma is
damaged. (d) Often read in the wrong direction, Σινυς. Interpreta-
tion: Non-heroic fight over the body of a dead warrior (labels).

For the type of scene see §471. Stibbe (p. 125 n. 1) cites Jeffery
(p. 190), according to whom the form W of the chi is more 
modern than that of the Arkesilas P. (LAK 3); yet, the second
chi in (b) on our vase is closer to the Z-type.

(a) For the lack of aspiration see §210. For the speaking 
names of this type see §239. (b) is a derivative from the name

ρχ�λοχος ‘commander of the troop’ and echoes name (a). Used
for a warrior this is also a speaking name. For (c), a non-heroic
name, the same is true. For the spelling of its former real 
diphthong503 with <ε> see §219. (d) The fourth label is less clear.
It is incised, but the absence of a painted name for this figure
suggests that this was done by the painter himself or at least by
somebody in the workshop. Laurenzi (p. 86 n. 2), dismissing the
reading Συνις, proposes the following etymology: Σι- he inter-
prets as the Lakonian equivalent of Θεο-, and -νυς as derived 
from ν$σσω ‘incito (i cavalli)’. The latter is impossible (the stem
is νυκ- or νυχ- and the velar would have to be present). The 
former would be our earliest example of the spirantic pro-
nunciation of theta, and in view of LAK 6 Åι"λας, a contraction
in Σι- from Σιο- is also unlikely. The main argument against this
reading, however, was pointed out by Jeffery (p. 190 n. 2): the
name has to be read Συνις because the writing must lead away
from the body (or head) of the figure (starting-point principle;
see §104). Also, in view of the correct direction of the nu in 
(a) we do not want a reversed letter, and the same is true for 
the sigma as compared with that of (b). Συνις is therefore the 
correct reading. Its interpretation, however, is not easy. The 
ending -ις suggests a hypocoristic name (see §231), and in view
of the other names we would expect a speaking name. Should
the name be analysed as Συν- + -ις, indicating that the man is
assisting the warrior? Such a name (which may also have a 
geminate, Σ$ννις) may be taken, for example, from συνιππε$ς,
συνν�κ�ω, σ$µµαχος, σ$ννοµος (the latter two found as proper
names in Bechtel, p. 412).

°  , , 
 X (+X)

Fr. of a ? from Samos, by the Hunt P. (found ?). Bibliography:
Diehl (1964b), 573 f., no. 52a, with ph. fig. 33; Stibbe (1972), 126

(wrong no.), 280, no. 207. Photographs: Diehl sm. Scene: Dog or
fox to l. and a man to r. (to whom the inscr. seems to belong)
throwing a stone. Date: mid-6th cent. (Diehl).

; GÂSIB…IVoS
Εµσιβιυος

Epigraphy: The inscr. is inside of the vase, and the paint in the
letters has run below, which makes it very likely that the inscr.
starts retrograde rather than being upside-down. If so, what was
read as L cannot be a Lakonian lambda (which would be v). Indeed,
the original ph. clearly shows that this alleged lambda is attached
to the following alleged reversed nu, making a reversed ‘Euboian’
mu. Then follow an odd sigma, an iota, a slightly misshapen reversed
beta. After the turn the direction of the script probably changes,
therefore we have to read -ιυος, not -ιλος. Interpretation: Nonsense
inscription.

Previously this inscription has been read Ελνσιβιυος vel sim.504

My reading εµσιβιυος seems not to improve the situation,505

indeed a nonsense inscription is the most likely solution.506 This
would, however, be unusual if the fragment were indeed by the
Hunt P.

  ,   

Fr. of a cup from Misokampos on Samos, by the Hunt P. (found
?). Bibliography: Technau (1929), 38, ph. Beilage 16. 1; Lane
(1933/4), 163; Woodward (1932), 30, with dr. fig. 4; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 199. 16c; Stibbe (1972), 247, 280, no. 206a, ph. pl. 68. 3;
Pipili (1987), 3 with ph. fig. 5, 111 ff. nos. 6, 100, 210c; LIMC
v, ‘Herakles’ 2015a and ‘Iolaos’ 27*, ph. pl. 461. Photographs:
Technau, Stibbe, and LIMC cl.; Pipili not very cl. Scene: Arm
of Herakles to r. (no name preserved) fighting the Hydra, to 
the r. the head of his companion to l. (named). Date: c.560–
550 (Jeffery); 565–560 (Pipili); c.560 (LIMC v, ‘Iolaos’); c.550
(LIMC v, ‘Herakles’).

; FIovAz
Åιολας
Åι"λAς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Herakles and the Hydra (label).

Åι"λAς is the expected form in epichoric Lakonian at the time.

503 δειν"ς is to be analysed as *δƒει-νο-, i.e. with a real diphthong; see both
Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. δε�δω.

504 @Ελεσ�βιος, Jeffery, p. 340 (= Bechtel, p. 151; Abou Simbel), perhaps also
attested at Naukratis (E. A. Gardner (1888), 66, no. 801, dr. pl. 21), is as near
as I could get for this reading.

505 Stones are thrown by Hektor and Aias in COR 10, by Perseus in COR 101.
506 Many Attic nonsense inscrs. end in -ος, which is of course frequent in proper

labels.
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°   , . 
 . . —

Frs. of a cup from Italy (?), by the Hunt P. (found ?); the inscribed
part is lost. Bibliography: Rumpf (1923/4), 82 f., with ph. fig. 19;
Woodward (1932), 27 ff., ph. 26 fig. 2; Lane (1933/4), 143, 166;
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 199. 16d; Stibbe (1972), 126, 138 f., 281,
no. 222, ph. of the preserved frs. pl. 78. 3; E. Paul, CVA
German Democratic Republic, 2 (1973), 47, phs. pl. 44. 5–6 (the
preserved frs.); Pipili (1987), 21 f. with dr. fig. 32, 113 no. 68;
L. Kahil, LIMC iv, ‘Harpyiai’ 27. Photographs: Rumpf and
Woodward uncl.; Stibbe invis. Scene: A naked man to r. (upper
part lost) holding a thunderbolt (no name preserved) is chasing
another figure (named) of whom only a short chiton and one 
leg is preserved; from the latter’s ankle a wing is emerging.507

They are running over the surface of the sea; underneath there
is the long fish-tail of a sea-creature. Date: c.560–550 (Jeffery);
555–545 (Pipili; LIMC ).

; AFE
Αƒε .[. . .]

ƒεk[λ8ι].

Epigraphy: It is certain that the alpha is the first letter of the name.
The digamma is clear too. The third letter was read by Rumpf
without hesitation, but he did not attempt a reading of the fol-
lowing letters, whose existence he explicitly states (worn but not
broken off). From the ph. in Rumpf, however, the lower part of
the next letter seems visible to me: the bottom strokes of either
lambda (which is v or $ in Lakonian) or alpha. Interpretation:
Boread chasing a Harpy (label).

For the interpretation of the scene, first deduced and published
by Pipili, see §424. The name of the Harpy is probably a
hypocoristic name (see §236) derived from compounds with
Bελλα (�0λλη) ‘storm’ as their first element, such as �ελλ"πο(υ)ς
(Iris, e.g. Il. 8. 409). The noun Bελλα must be connected 
with the root of the archaic verb Bηµι ‘blow’ (see Frisk and
Chantraine, s.v.). The [w] is attested in Aiolic, Inc. 7 L–P, from
αυεουλλαι· Bελλαι (Hsch.).

  , . . 

Fr. of a cup from Kyrene, by the Hunt P. (found ?).
Bibliography: Beazley (1950), 313, ph. 312 fig. 2; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 199. 16b; Stibbe (1972), 281, no. 221, ph. pl. 78. 2; Schefold
(1978), 183, with ph. fig. 244; LIMC i, ‘Amphiaraos’ 79; Pipili
(1987), 25 f. with ph. fig. 36, 113 no. 78. Photographs: Beazley,
Stibbe, Pipili cl.; Schefold quite cl. Scene: Four men walking to

l.; the second is (a), the third is (b), the others’ names are lost.
The second (a) is grasping the arm of the first one, who has drawn
his sword against a lost opponent to the l. Date: c.560–550
(Jeffery); towards 570 (Schefold); c.550 (LIMC ); 555–545
(Pipili).

(a) ; rAP5G7orAo⁄ (b) ; o¤
(a) Παρθενοπαος (b) [. . .]ος
(a) ΠαρθενοπCος, (b) [. . .]ος.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Peacemaking scene with some of the
Seven against Thebes (labels).

The two final sigmas have different direction, as in LAK 4 by
the same painter. Apparently this did not matter to him. For the
topic of the scene see §427.

(b) Beazley thinks of [2δραστ]ος or [
µφι�ρε]ος, less likely
[ @Ετ0οκλ]ος. (a) The second element of the compound shows 
-Cος instead of -α1ος. Beazley—considering Πaqhεν(ο)πCος on
an Attic bf. hydria508 and Parθanapaes on an Etruscan scarab509

(which is less significant)—thought that -πCος is older than -πα1ος
in this name, and that the latter is analogous to πα1ς (giving the
name a meaning ‘son of a virgin’). It is, however, unlikely that
any Greek should have understood the name in this way, as the
[d] of παιδ- is always there in derivatives from πα1ς (see Frisk
and Chantraine, s.v.). Unless the second element is of non-Greek
origin (which in view of the Greek first element seems unlikely),
we can only analyse the name in one of the two following ways:
(1) Παρθενο-πα(1)ος. In this case a verbal root *pa(i)- or a noun
would have to form the second element (of a verbal compound
or a possessive compound, respectively). We may think of πα�ω
‘beat’, i.e. ‘beater of virgins’, and of πη"ς (Doric π�"ς) ‘kinsman’,
i.e. ‘having virgins as his kinswomen’. Both meanings are un-
satisfactory. (2) Somewhat better results are obtained from an 
analysis as Παρθεν-οπα(1 )ος. In this case the second element 
contains a noun -π4, an a-stem, and our name is a derivative 
(a possessive compound is less likely). For such a derivation only
the (frequent) denominal suffix -io- lends itself, whereas -o- is
not productive after an [a]. Therefore -α1ος is likely to be older
than -Cος and the latter due to a sound-change (rare in Attic, see
Threatte, p. 292 f.; more usual e.g. in Ionic, see Bechtel (1924),
41). But what was the basic a-stem? For the second element the
similarly structured �στραπα1ος and especially �στεροπα1ος (as
a name already in the Iliad, see CHA 8e) from �στραπ4 and
�στεροπ4 ‘lightning’ come to mind. There -οπ- represents the
root ‘see’, and the noun is a derivative in -4 (i.e. -1) from a com-
pound (see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. �στεροπ4). The ori-
ginal meaning must have been ‘glance of a star’. Whatever the
original meaning of *παρθενοπ4 might have been (‘eye, face, glance

507 ‘über der Wade des Fliehenden ein formloser roter Gegenstand’, Rumpf;
‘durch einen Flügel am Fuß als Hermes (?) gekennzeichnet’, Stibbe (p. 139).

508 ABV 293. 10, where the -ν(ο)- may be a case of A.W. (see §111).
509 See de Simone (1968), 97 (1st h. 5th cent.), and ET Pe G. 2. The whole docu-

ment: Parθanapaes (see also ad CHA 11b), Atresθe (see ibid.), Amφiare, Φulnice
(ET wrongly P-), Tute (excellent ph. LIMC i, ‘Amphiaraos’ 29*, pl. 560).
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of a virgin’?),510 our name would have to be derived from it.
Parthenopaios’ mother was of course Atalante.

  ,  (), . —

Fr. of a ? from Samos, probably by the Hunt P. (found ?). Biblio-
graphy: Stibbe (1972), 126, 147, 254, 283, no. 252, ph. pl. 86. 7.
Photographs: Stibbe cl. Scene: None. Date: c. mid-6th cent.

APWGr
[. . .]αρχεπ .[. . .]

ρχεπk[. . .] (?).

Epigraphy: The last letter preserved could be a lambda, mu (which
is unlikely after a pi), or nu. Interpretation: Not clear.

Soph. El. 72 �ρχ0πλουτος ‘founder/ruler of wealth’ would fit the
traces and would also be a good proper name (many names with

ρχε- are listed in Bechtel, p. 78 f., and see Πλο$ταρχος). But
since we cannot even say whether the letters are, for instance, a
label or part of a dedication, all remains very uncertain.

510 The simple noun -π4 has undergone a shift of meaning to ‘hole’, which
seems inappropriate here; see ad COR Gr 15a.



Introduction: Some of the fragments of very modest and merely
functional cups from the sanctuary of Olympia bear painted
inscriptions (see also §317). ELI 3–5 are collective numbers.

  , . . —

Fr. of an oinochoe (?) from Olympia (1954–6). Bibliography:
Schiering (1964), 153, no. 31, ph. pl. 55. Photographs: Schiering
cl. Scene: None. Date: probably 4th cent. (Schiering).

!AMowIoN
∆αµοσιον
δ
µ�σιον.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Measuring vase (‘Maßbecher’,
Schiering).

The letter-forms, although not specific, conform to Elean, and
so does the dialect. Other examples of this inscription, which 
must have existed in many copies, are in Attic, as is expected in
a workshop of Pheidias and his men; for example the graffito
Schiering, p. 153, no. 30 δ3µ�σιον (ph. pl. 55),511 neatly inscribed
across the bottom of a bowl. For a possible function of such 
vessels see §317.

  , . . —

Dikotylion from Olympia (1954–6). Bibliography: Schiering (1964),
153, no. 34, ph. pl. 55; Hamdorf (1981), 202 f., no. 34, ph. pl.
21. Photographs: Schiering and Hamdorf invis. Scene: None. Date:
2nd h. 5th cent. (Schiering, p. 150); 2nd h. 4th cent. (Hamdorf ).

Av
αλr

λr or �λr.

Epigraphy: Of the sigma the lowest stroke is said to be preserved.
Interpretation: Measuring vase (‘Maßbecher’, Schiering).

As the date of this vase is uncertain, we cannot decide whether
αλς represents the psilotic Elean dialect or is Attic and just writ-
ten in the Ionic standard alphabet. We may assume that of this

kind of vase also many copies were once made and inscribed in
the same way. For the function of such vessels see §317.

  , . . —

Frs. of kotylai and choinikes from Olympia (found at different
occasions). Bibliography: Hamdorf (1981), with some phs. pls. 21
ff. Photographs: Hamdorf mostly cl. Scene: None. Date: late 5th
to late 4th cent. (Hamdorf, p. 208).

καρπ�µετρον (?).

Epigraphy: The word καρπ�µετρον has been put together by
Hamdorf from the following four frs.: (1) p. 194, no. 6 [. . . ?]
καρπ[. . .] (pl. 22); (2) p. 194, no. 7 [. . .]αρποl[. . .] (pl. 22, 
centre); (3) p. 201, no. 31 [. . .]ποµε[. . .] (pl. 22); and (4) pp. 193
f., no. 1 [. . .]τρον[. . . ?] (pl. 21). Strictly speaking, there is an
uncertainty over this new word καρπ�µετρον at the beginning
(perhaps solved by no. 26; see ad ELI 4), at the end, and
between the parts -µε- and -τρον, which do not overlap in 
any of the existing fragments. See also ELI 4. Interpretation:
Measuring vases (Hamdorf ).

The word is new and is not attested ‘en bloc’. Its meaning may
be ‘measure for corn’. For the function of the vessels see §317.

  , . . —

Frs. of kotylai and choinikes from Olympia (found at different
occasions). Bibliography: Hamdorf (1981), with some phs. pls. 21
ff. Photographs: Hamdorf mostly cl. Scene: None. Date: late 5th
to late 4th cent. (Hamdorf, p. 208).

[δ
]µ�σια (?).

Epigraphy: Represented by the frs. p. 195, no. 8 [. . .]µοσια (no
ph.); p. 198, no. 18 [. . .]οσiα (pl. 21); and p. 201, no. 30 [. . .]οσια
(no ph.). Interpretation: Measuring vases (Hamdorf ).

The meaning of the word must be ‘public’ (see ELI 1), but it is
not clear what form it is (ntr. pl. or fem. sg.?). For the function
of the vessels see §317.

A possible combination of ELI 3 and 4 are the following four
frs.: (1) Hamdorf, p. 200, no. 26 [δ
µο?]σιακαρ (ph. pl. 26); 

9. Elis

511 The graffito Λ
χ�ρ3ς καλ�ς on the same piece, however, has a non-Attic
(Elean?) name. See also p. 193, no. 7, ph. pl. 69.
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22. Photographs: Hamdorf mostly cl. Scene: None. Date: late 5th
to late 4th cent. (Hamdorf, p. 208).

�Ολυµp[�α . . . ?].

Epigraphy: The name of Olympia occurs in two different kinds
of texts on these vases. In no. 32 ]εολυ[ it seems to be preceded
by something, in no. 33 (our text) it is not; several other frs. 
give parts of the name too. Interpretation: Measuring vases
(Hamdorf ).

Obviously the place name or a derivative. For the function of these
vases see §317.

(2) p. 196, no. 11 ]ακαρ (no ph.), confirming the squeezed-in 
first alpha of (1); (3) p. 199, no. 24 ]αρ (ph. pl. 22); and (4) 
p. 200, no. 29 ]αρ (no ph.). The constant final καρ, however, 
is strange (abbreviation?). Or should we look for a completely 
different interpretation for these four frs.? (A final [r] can be 
developed from [s] and a long [a] from long [b] in Elean.)

  , . . —

Frs. of kotylai and choinikes from Olympia (found at different
occasions). Bibliography: Hamdorf (1981), 202, nos. 32 f., phs. pl.



Introduction: Only a few vases from Ithaka bear inscriptions. 
They are from a very early period and do not show any labelled
figure decoration. The first must have contained a long metrical
inscription, of which we would wish to have more.

°   (), . 

Five frs. of a long-necked ‘off-conical’ oinochoe from Ithaka (1932).
Bibliography: Robertson (1948), 80–2 (with advice from L. H.
Jeffery), ph. pl. 34. 490; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 230 f., 233. 1, ph.
pl. 45; Hansen, CEG (1983), no. 453. Photographs: Robertson quite
cl.; Jeffery only (a)–(c), quite cl.512 Scene: None (preserved). Date:
c.700 ( Jeffery apud Robertson, p. 82; Jeffery; Hansen).

(a1) AL¤µTA9o (a2) r (b1) 6JoµTGø¤LoMkA¤r
(b2) ¤LAG6 (c1) GTA¤Poµ (c2) o¤TG6AT (d ) To
(e1) o (e2) oT

(a1) [. . .]lαλισταÉο .[. . .] (a2) [. . .]p[. . .]
(b1) [. . .]. νƒοστεφιλοsjaip[. . .] (b2) [. . .]ιλαενp[. . .]
(c1) [. . .]. εταιροσ[. . .] (c2) [. . .]oιτεναt[. . .]
(d ) [. . .]to[. . .] (e1) [. . .]. ο .[. . .] (e2) [. . .]οτ[. . .]

(a1) [. . .]l�λιστα É
r[. . .], (b1 + d + c1) [. . . ξ]õνƒος τε φ�λοr
jaÂ p[ισ]t£r �τα�ρος[. . .], (a2) [. . .]p[. . .], 
(b2) [. . . φ]ιλα �νp[. . .], (c2) [. . .]oιτεναt[. . .], 
(e1) [. . .]. ο .[. . .], (e2) [. . .]οτ[. . .].

Η�r [µοι �3 ? ξ]õνƒος τε φ�λοr jaÂ p[ισ]t£r �τα�ρος | 
[– É – É – É – É – å] l�λιστα |
[– É – å φ?]�λ� �νp[. . . . . . c.14 . . . . . .]oι |
τ0να (?) t[. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .]p[. . . . . . . .]

Of unclear location: [. . .]. ο .[. . .] and [. . .]οτ[. . .]

Epigraphy: The inscr. ran spirally round the vase in at least two
lines, here numbered (1) and (2), as frs. (a), (b), (c), and (e) show.
(a1) Of the m only the end of the fourth stroke is preserved. The
tau is written very close to the preceding san and the alpha as
close to the tau as to touch it. After that there are normal or even
generous spaces between the heta and the omicron and between
the omicron and the uncertain san (which could also be mu or nu).
(b1) Of the G only the top bar is preserved. Of sjaip only the 
top parts are preserved. (b2) The last letter is probably a pi; also

possible, though less likely in this script, is an ‘Euboian’ gamma
(. (c1) Hansen is right to observe that the trace of the first let-
ter is hardly of a 9 (É); a M (σ), such as the one in φ�λος, fits
better. The iota and the rho are only partly preserved. (d ) Only
the top of the letters is preserved. (e1) The first letter is prob-
ably Z, the last can be P, 6, m, T etc. Interpretation: Metrical inscrip-
tion of unclear content (perhaps a dedication to a human).

The sequence ξ�νƒος τε φ�λος κα� πιστ
ς �τα�ρος was 
ingeniously restored by Robertson (p. 82) and forms the larger
part of a hexameter. How big the gap between (a) and (b) is 
cannot be seen directly from the fragments, but the inscription
plus the decoration above the top line allow some attempt at
restoration. First, it is clear that the end of µ�λιστα on fragment
(a) is much condensed, which must be due to lack of space,
whereas Éοr right after µ�λιστα shows ample spacing. This 
means that µ�λιστα comes in from the l. to where with Éοr the
inscription had been started, i.e. Éοr is the first word of both the
inscription and the first line. This is plausible for linguistic and
metrical reasons, since a short word starting with a vowel would
create a metrical difficulty after µ�λιστα. The main confirmation,
however, comes from the decoration above Éοr. For there is an
elaborate cable, the centre of which is above the omicron, and to
the l. follow some smaller decorative elements, viz. first a volute
and palmetter, then an even simpler stylized plant. The element
above Éοr is the most eye-catching part and below it would seem
to be the most obvious place to start the inscription. Indeed, a
relative pronoun É�ς must have been a common beginning of such
archaic hexametrical inscriptions, as is evident from the Nestor
cup CEG 454 Η
ς δ� �ν τ[δε π�3σι . . . , and the Dipylon jug CEG
432 Η
ς ν�ν  ρχ3στ[ν π�ντ4ν . . .513

Now, on fragment (b), above most of the inscription, there is
a simple wavy line or cable, which to the right stops altogether,
the inscription coming up right under the parallel lines which go
all round the vase above the decoration. Yet, to the l. of the wavy
line, above the lost [ks] of ξ�νƒος, some other decoration is 
visible, which looks like a horizontal bar with a vertical at its right
end. We can conclude from this that fragment (b) is from the right
side of the decoration, which we see expiring with the wavy line.
If we assume that the whole decoration was symmetrical, we may
estimate that to the right of fragment (a), after the central element,

10. Ithaka

512 In his letter of 5 Aug. 1991, Mr. Michalis Petropoulos kindly informs me
that all frs. except (d ) still exist.

513 See also the newly found inscr. from Eretria, LSAG 416, 434B. ii, ph. pl.
73. 4, which shows É6 δ’ �ν τ[[δε ? . . .] in the second (the first hexametrical?)
line.
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one volute-and-palmetter element and one stylized-plant element
followed. A tiny end of the latter may in fact show to the very l.
of fragment (b), although this is not certain. If it were correct,
we would have a gap of some 6–7 letters, which would seem ideal
for the missing anapaest plus the one or two signs for [ks] of a
line: Η
r [É– ξ]�νƒος τε φ�λος etc. A possible restoration would
be Η�r [µοι �3 ξ]�νƒος τε φ�λος etc., ‘He who was my dear guest-
friend . . .’; but this is only a guess.514

As for the lost part on the reverse of the vase and to the l. of
fragment (a), it is difficult to know how much is missing.
Perhaps the exact three-dimensional measurements of the frag-
ments could help, but this would need autopsy and precise mea-
suring. From the photograph one should think that at the level
of the top line and the decoration, the two sides of the line should
meet at approximately seven eighths of a plane projection of the
conical surface (see my drawing). This would bring the end of
�τα�ρος almost exactly to the back, i.e. on the l. half of the cir-
cumference a second hexameter line, ending in µ�λιστα, would
fit in. Indeed, the end of the line is the favourite place of
µ�λιστα in the Homeric epics, and if it held this position here,
it would even better explain why the writer tried to squeeze its
end in before the initial Éοr.515

The third hexameter line, of which we have some bits, would
then have started one level below, probably right under É
r. Its
interpretation, as well as its end, which may be somewhere in the
passage (c2) (see my tentative reconstruction), is entirely unclear.
For (b2) also the neuter [. . . É]ιλ�"ν π[. . .] seems possible (#λαε�ς
is a poetic word). As for fragment (e), we have no indication of
where it belonged; it cannot even be decided (without exactly
establishing the three-dimensional measurements) whether it is
from levels (1) and (2) as the other fragments or from further
down. Above, I have tried an arrangement of the text as seems
plausible from the published information, tentatively splitting up
(c2) into an ending -οι at the end of the third line and the Doric
demonstrative starting the fourth; it is probably about as far 
as we can get with this interesting, but regrettably fragmentary,
inscription.

For the alphabet see §107. For the digamma after nasal in ξ�νƒος
see §209. For �τα�ρος see §§206, 210 (the form seems to reflect a
borrowing from Ionic epic dialect, see §503). Apart from that, no
problems of dialect appear. The overall meaning of the inscrip-
tion may have been an elaborate dedication to a friend (of the 
potter or painter?).

   (), . 

Stand with handle (candlestick?) from Ithaka (1932). Bibliography:
Payne (1933a), 283, ph. and dr. 282 fig. 9; Karo (1933), 236, ph.
and dr. 237 fig. 11; Kretschmer (1936), 63; Lejeune (1945), 103–6
(bibl. 103 n. 3); Robertson (1948), 88 f., phs. pls. 38 f., no. 53;
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 230 f., 234. 2, dr. pl. 45; Guarducci
(1974), 477; Lorber (1979), 12, no. 7. Photographs: Payne and Karo
uncl.; Robertson quite cl. Scene: Sphinxes etc., not related to the
inscr. Date: imitating PC (Payne); 1st q. 7th cent. (Karo); younger
than our INC 1 and EUC 3 (Robertson); no later than c.675–650
( Jeffery).

kAqwkqGAµrowAMG
Καλικλεασποιασε
Καλ(λ)ικλ��ς πο��σε.

Epigraphy: From Robertson’s ph. (pl. 39a) the first iota, rendered
as ∑ in the dr., seems to be like the second. In view of the m-
type mu of ITH 1, the penultimate letter, although slightly 
different from the first san, is probably not a mu. Interpretation:
Potter’s signature.

A reading *πο�� µε is unlikely for epigraphical reasons, and the
imperfect tense is comparatively rare in this use.516 Kretschmer states
that the long [a] instead of [b] recalls Elean dialect (see §218). He
points to the lack of digamma (-κλ�ƒ-, see §142; πο�ƒ-, see §209).
In view of the missing augment, he wonders whether the inscrip-
tion is not meant to be the beginning of a hexameter. A similar
case, also an incomplete line, is IGDS 128 = LSAG 278. 49 = GD
105 Π�σι�δ�ƒο τ
 σ&µα· Κρ�τ3ς �πο�3 (see §506).

In his thorough discussion, Lejeune points out that the 
alphabet is not Corinthian (Payne, Karo), in view of the ‘normal’
epsilon, but very close to Achaian (see §107). He also shows that
the dialect is not Corinthian, the main argument being the [a].
Another argument for this view is the loss of [w] in πο�ƒ3σε which
seems to have occurred only later in the Corinthian dialect (we
may compare Α)ƒας, passim; see §209).

For the name Καλλικλ�ας Lejeune considers an attractive alter-
native explanation. Apart from -κλεƒ3ς with ‘Elean’ [a] and loss
of intervocalic [w], the name could also be understood as a
hypocoristic name (see §§228 ff.) from -κλ�ƒ3ς with the suffix 
-��ς (probably via -κλος); see Schwyzer, p. 580. The latter pos-
sibility is well supported by attestations of Καλλικλ��ς outside the
‘Elean’ area (also Κλ�ας alone exists; see Bechtel, p. 241). In that
case no loss of intervocalic [w] and no ‘Elean’ [b] > [a] would have
to be assumed in this form; the [a] in πο��σε, however, remains a
very likely case of the latter change.517

514 Inspired by Il. 13. 661 = Od. 24. 104; Il. 5. 695 ~ 23. 556; and 20. 426~21.
96.

515 A. W. Johnston doubts my attempt at restoring the sequence of decoration
elements, mainly because, according to him, the volute and palmetter must have
been under the handle attachment and can therefore have occurred only once.
Although this would destroy the supporting argument for the length of the gap
between (a) and (b), the whole restoration of the text would remain untouched:
É
r, now slightly to the r. of the handle attachment, must still be the beginning
(of the first) and µ�λιστα the end (of the second line) on the top level, and as
we have the end of the second line, the passage [? ξ]õνƒος τε φ�λοr jaÂ p[ισ]t£r
�τα�ρος must belong to the first line, i.e. the gap between (a) and (b) must still
be one anapaest.

516 When it occurs, does it have a durative aspect, e.g. ‘it took him a long time
to do it well’? Alternatively, it may reflect a special usage in the dialect in ques-
tion (see ad DOI 1). Examples are the gravestone made by Krates for Pasiadas,
mentioned below, and �γραφε on two Attic cups by Aristophanes and Erginos,
ARV 1318 f. nos. 1 and 2.

517 Alternative interpretations, such as Καλ(λ)ικλ��ς πο� +l�, ‘K. (sc. may come)
to us’, do not seem to make better sense.
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   (), . 

Frs. of an oinochoe (?) from Ithaka (1932). Bibliography:
Robertson (1948), 88 (with advice by L. H. Jeffery), ph. pl. 32,
no. 529. Photographs: Robertson uncl. Scene: None. Date: 7th 
cent.?

ταu-αÖοιw-θuονka (Robertson); ταυtαsοιwυθ . ονpρi (instead of
σ and χ possibly µ and ξ, respectively) ( Jeffery apud Robertson).

Epigraphy: Too fragmentary and badly worn. As it seems to have
gone round the base of a jug, it may have been of the same (met-
rical) kind as ITH 1. Interpretation: Not clear.



Introduction: Two vases from Pithekussai bear painted inscrip-
tions. With these I group a vase of unknown provenance but rather
from the West than from the island of Euboia.

  , .    . 

Fr. of a local late geometric krater, from Ischia (‘metalworking
quarter’ of Mazzola, Lacco Ameno) (1966–71). Bibliography:
Buchner (1971), 67, with dr.; Buchner (1972), 371, dr. pl. 93;
Peruzzi (1973), 26, ph. pl. 3; Guarducci (1974), 476; Heubeck
(1979), 123, no. 6d; Orlandini (1983), 332 f., col. ph. fig. 282 (after
p. 336); Cordano (1984), 289 (bibl.), no. 1; Guarducci (1987), 433;
Johnston, LSAG (1990), 453. 1a. Photographs: Peruzzi uncl.;
Orlandini cl. Scene: Sphinx (?), not related to the inscr. Date: late
8th cent. (Cordano); c.700–675 ( Johnston); c.730–720 (G. Buchner,
per litt.).

; I6ozmGroIEz
[. . .]. ινοσµεποιεσe[. . . ?]
[. . .]. ινος µ
 �πο�3σe[ν . . . ?] (or [. . .]. ινος µε πο�3σe[ν . . . ?] ).

Epigraphy: The first letter may be a sigma (G. Buchner, per litt.);
rho, pi and others are also possible. Interpretation: Potter’s signature.

Although the retrograde direction is normal in the earliest
inscriptions, the sigma is reversed (this is fairly frequent, see IOD
4A and C, written from l. to r.). Despite their age, the letters are
not of the ‘spindly’ character that is often taken for granted for
early Greek writing (see e.g. Immerwahr, p. 17, dating this alleged
style to ‘750–600 ’). The style of the letters depended on the
medium. It is obvious that with a brush on clay, as with a brush
or pen on papyrus or parchment or leather, the letters would
become bolder and wider than in graffiti. The letters we find on
this vase would seem well-suited for literary texts.

How Peruzzi can say ‘una formula che già denota una tradizione’
is not clear in view of the fact (pointed out by Buchner), that this
is the earliest potter’s signature, although he may of course be
right. The name could be a derivative in -
νος (like e.g. �ρκτ
νος),
or a hypocoristic name such as �γασ
νος (Bechtel, p. 10), �λεξ
νος
(p. 34), �λκ
νος (p. 37), etc. For the pronoun, elision, and augment
see §224.

°  , .    

Krater (of Euboian make?), almost complete, from tomb 168 of the
S. Montano necropolis, Pithekussai (1953). Bibliography: Johnston

(1983), 67; Cordano (1984), 289, no. 2; Buchner–Ridgway (1993),
216 f., no. 168. 1 (with bibl. of some earlier allusions to the piece),
ph. pl. cxxix, dr. pl. 67. Photographs: Buchner–Ridgway sm. and
uncl. Scene: None. Date: 3rd q. 8th cent. (Cordano); some time
before 720, the date of the tomb (G. Buchner, per litt.).

; !(?)©X5G2
D (?) εξθεο
Dεξ(ι)θ�4 (?).

Epigraphy: Written upside-down round the foot. Johnston reads
5EO, considering an ‘abbreviated personal name or an indication
of divine ownership, very much out of place in a tomb’.518 Before
the theta, however, G. Buchner’s drawing shows a cross-shaped
xi and an epsilon (reversed, with four strokes), which in my view
cannot be said to belong to the decoration. The omicron has 
a—probably casual—dot. The star after it is probably not meant
to be a letter in view of the other similar stars. Interpretation:
Probably an owner’s inscription or a dedication to a human.

At first, I was tempted to interpret Johnston’s reading as Θε8, a
woman’s name of the type Σαπφ� (see §236). But if the signs in
front of the theta belong—as seems likely to me—we have to read
a longer string. The only possibility of obtaining a satisfactory
meaning that I can think of would be to assume A. W. of the ξ
and to take one of the preceding triangles for a delta, turned 
into decoration by mistake or a whimsical idea. This would give
a genitive ∆εξ(ι)θ�4 (attested e.g. at Eretria some centuries later;
see Bechtel, p. 206, Fraser–Matthews, Pape–Benseler), i.e. an 
owner’s inscription. According to Buchner–Ridgway (p. 212) the
tomb in question, in which the Nestor Cup was also found, is of
a 12 to 14 year-old boy. However, since the vessel is of non-local
fabric (ibid. 216), the inscription can hardly be the boy’s name,
but perhaps his father’s, who may also have been the owner of
the Nestor Cup.

  , .    . 

Pointed aryballos (imitation of PC) from ? (1898 or earlier).
Bibliography: E. Robinson, AnnRepBoston 21 (1898), 55 (non vidi);
anon. (1899a), 142, no. 7; anon. (1899b), 574, no. 7; Tarbell–Buck

11. Euboian Colonies

518 Buchner–Ridgway’s reference (p. 216 n. 5) to the inscribed amphora from
Eretria, our EUB 1, seems out of place to me, since there the relevant word, θε5
‘goddess’, is in the nom. and is a label to a painted figure.
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(1902), with ph.; F. Bechtel, SGDI (1905), no. 5292; Nicole 
(1916), 375, no. I. 1; Ducati (1922), 104 f.; Friis Johansen (1923),
171; Hoppin (1924), 1; Lejeune (1945), 103; Buck, GD (1955),
no. 9; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 83 f., 88. 22, ph. pl. 6; Burzachechi
(1961); Lorber (1979), 13, no. 10. Photographs: Tarbell, Jeffery
quite cl. Scene: None. Date: 7th cent. (Robinson); early 7th cent.
(Lorber).

; psPozflGpoIGzG^Å(ÅzILGJo
Πυροσµεποιεσεναγασιλεƒο
Π�ρ(ρ)ος µ
 �πο�3σεν (or µε πο�3σεν) �γασιλ�ƒο.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Potter’s signature.

The alphabet was recognized as that of the colonies of Chalkis
by Robinson (in theory it could also be proper Euboian; the pro-
venance of the vase is unknown). This fits the Ionic dialect of 
-λεƒο and of the nu ephelkystikon (see §202). Burzachechi is 
incorrect to say that the (-shape gamma excludes the Chalkidic
colonies. Nevertheless, this letter-form is remarkable because of
its extremely archaic type (see Jeffery, p. 79, on this letter-form
in archaic Euboia and her colonies). Jeffery’s suggestion (p. 84
n. 2) that the alpha is upside down because the vase was placed
upside down on the wheel is implausible. (1) If that were so, we
would have good reason to expect other letters to be upside down
too (in particular L and G). (2) The blobs of paint are at the lower
end of the letters (see π, υ, ρ, ο, σ, µ, ε, π, σ, ν, γ, α, ε) which
shows that the vase was placed (or held) in an upright position
when it was inscribed. This alpha, too, is very likely to be an
archaic feature. For it seems to emerge directly from the hori-
zontal alpha of the eighth century, from which two vertical nor-
malizations by means of a rotation through 90° were possible,
namely clockwise or anti-clockwise (see Wachter (1989b), 50).
Considering the fact that in the mother-town Chalkis on Euboia
upright alpha was in use—though not necessarily in exclusive
use—already in the eighth century (see ibid. 27 n. 24), it seems
more likely that this letter-form survived in some unspecified
colony. Imitation of PC (suggested by the clay and glaze, Lorber)

seems more probable in the melting-pot of the West than on
Euboia anyway.

Buck (1902) thought that this is ‘the first incontestable 
example of the preservation of an original ƒ in the Attic-Ionic
dialects’ (therefore no change of quantities, as in Attic -λεω, would
yet have occurred in our form). Bechtel criticized this view because
of the lack of digamma in the verb �πο�(ƒ)3σεν (this criticism was
later acknowledged by Buck in GD; a [w] is also lost, we may
note, in the name Π�ρ(ρ)ος, see §209). Bechtel took -εƒο as a case
of secondary, etymologically unjustified, digamma, as in CEG 143
Τλασ�αƒο and IGDS 128 = LSAG 278. 49 Πασι"δαƒο (for
which see §506), and thought of Pyrrhos’ father as of a Boiotian
*�γασ�λ(λ)$ς living on Euboia.519 But his main argument for 
a Boiotian connection, namely the gamma (, is void, since it 
need not be Boiotian (see above). Secondly, the assumption of
an etymologically unjustified digamma is problematic in genuine
Ionic. For there is otherwise no trace of inherited [w] in the Ionic
dialects in alphabetic times, and therefore we cannot argue, as we
can in the case of Corinthian Doric (see §506), that anywhere in
Ionia the letter digamma, which—in contrast to Corinthian— was,
and probably always had been, a dead letter, could be used merely
for metrical purposes and in an etymologically unjustified way.

However, considering the writing of the digamma in the
name as opposed to Π�ρ(ρ)ος and �πο�3σεν, we may indeed be
tempted to suspect Pyrrhos’ ancestors to be of non-Ionic origin.
If this were true, we still cannot establish their original dialect,
in which inherited [w] in -λ$ƒος was still preserved or at least
remembered in ‘high speech’, and as we cannot say positively that
they were Boiotians, the vase, again, need not be from Euboia
rather than from a Western colony. In view of the style of the
vase, which is an imitation of Protocorinthian, and the use of
digamma for lost or unetymological [w] in Corinth (see §506), we
may rather consider a Corinthian family emigrated to an Ionic
colony in the West (for other cases of migrant vase-painters 
or potters see the Introduction and §§259 ff.). But we cannot be
certain.

519 I do not understand Thumb–Scherer’s statement (p. 262 top): ‘nicht etwa
-λ%ƒου zu lesen!’



520 The sigma, which is leaning slightly backwards, caused many conjectures
in the last century: Βανον, Θανον, Θασον, Ρανον, Ρασον, Φανον, Φανος.

521 A. Kossatz-Deißmann (LIMC iii) gives the heading Chora, but writes “Χ�ρα
oder Χ�ρα oder Χορ�?”

522 See CHA 3e with the same name œλυτ8 and CHA 10d with the masc. equi-
valent, moreover CHA 3, 4, and 8 (CHA 20 and 26 are by different painters).
For the mediate sequence see nn. 784 and 787.

523 LSAG 361. 4 = DGE 647a (Lesbos/Naukratis, 6th cent.). More examples
in Pape–Benseler, e.g. an Argive in Pind. Nem. 10. 40, and the Roman writer
Valerius Antias (1st cent. ).

Introduction: The name of this important ‘school’ of archaic Greek
vase-painting is exclusively based on the type of local alphabet
that the painters apply. No ‘Chalcidian’ pottery has so far been
found on Euboia, and only few fragments in Euboian colonies 
in the West. Therefore the place (or places?) of production is 
still debated. I have nothing to add to this question. Instead, 
I have concentrated on the main exponent of the inscribed
Chalcidian vases, the so-called Inscription P., whose inscrip-
tions show a number of interesting linguistic and epigraphical 
features which, combined with what we know about the com-
ponents of the Chalcidian style, contribute to a plausible 
biography for this important artist (see §§259 f.). I have not
included the chalcidianizing vase mentioned by E. Langlotz,
Studien zur nordostgriechischen Kunst (Mainz, 1975), 188, dated
to c.460, found at Paestum, and bearing a nonsense inscr.

*  , .    
( )

Neck-amphora from Vulci, by the Inscription P. (Feb. 1829).
Bibliography: Bonaparte (1829), 91 ff., no. 802, drs. of inscrs. pl.
20; Gerhard (1831), 171 (656), 174 (671n), 175 (673*, 676), 217
f., drs. of some inscrs. pl. A. ii; Jahn (1854), p. cxlix n. 1060e;
CIG (iv), no. 7459; Heydemann (1880), 28 (w), 35 ff.; Kirchhoff
(1887), 125, no. 3; Fick (1883), 10; E. Pottier in Dumont–
Chaplain (1888), 277 f., no. 1; Roberts (1887), 207 f., no. 190. 1;
Kretschmer (1894), 63 f., no. 4; F. Bechtel, SGDI (1905), no. 5295;
Fränkel (1912a), 1–16 (A), 82; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 797.
3; Rumpf (1927), 7 f. no. 2 (bibl.), 46, phs. pls. 2–5; Brants (1930),
15, ph. pl. 17; phs. Vogel (1978), 148 f. figs. 74 f.; LIMC i, ‘Anties’
1*, ph. pl. 658; Collinge (1985), 217 f. (sect. 29), cat. no. A1; LIMC
iii, ‘Chora’ 1*, ph. pl. 219, ‘Dason’ 1, ‘Dorkis’ 1; LIMC v,
‘Hippaios’ 1*, ph. pl. 301, ‘Io’ iii. 1*, ph. pl. 452; LIMC vi, ‘Klyto’
ii. 1, ‘Molpe’ 1, ‘Myro’ 1*, ph. pl. 409; LIMC vii, ‘Ouaties’ 1*,
‘Simis, Simon, Simos’ 3*, phs. pls. 91, 560. Photographs: Rumpf
and Brants quite cl.; Vogel (a)–(c), ( f )–(h), (k), and (l ) cl., 
(i) uncl., rest invis.; LIMC i only (a)–(c), quite cl.; LIMC iii 
only ( f ) uncl., (g) quite cl., (h)–(i) uncl.; LIMC v, ‘Hippaios’,
only (d )–( f ), sm.; LIMC v, ‘Io’, only (l), cl.; LIMC vi only 
part of (i), and ( j), uncl.; LIMC vii (i) and ( j–l) cl. Scene: 
Dance involving horse-hoofed Satyrs and Maenads (three of the
Maenads are looking back over their shoulders); no clear begin-
ning or end nor grouping in pairs. All figures are labelled. 
Date: 530–525 (LIMC i).

(a) A^TIES (b) ; moLrG (c) ; DASo7
(d ) ; kLVTo (e) ; 9IrrAIow ( f ) ; +A^4o
(g) DoçkIz (h) ; Zoço (i) o[ATIES ( j) mVço
(k) ImoS (l ) ; [Io

(a) Αντιες (b) Μολπε (c) ∆ασον (d ) Κλυτο
(e) Ηιππαιος ( f ) Ξανθο (g) ∆ορκις (h) Χορο
(i) Οƒατιες ( j) Μυρο (k) [. . .]ιµος (l) Åιο

(a) �ντ 3ς, (b) Μ�λπ3, (c) ∆!σ4ν, (d ) Κλυτ8, (e) Ηιππα"ος, 
( f ) Ξανθ8, (g) ∆�ρκις, (h) Χορ8, (i) #Zƒατ 3ς, ( j) Μυρ8, 
(k) [Σ]"µος, (l ) Åι8.

Epigraphy: (c) Gerhard was the first to read Dason,520 which was
preferred by Kretschmer and eventually accepted by Fränkel and
Rumpf. ( f ) The final -4 was first recognized in CIG; before one
had read -α. (g) The initial delta was first seen as belonging to
the inscr. by Jahn. (h) The final letter was normally read as (long)
-α, but Heydemann, referring to the final letter in ( f ), read -4.521

There is no doubt that he was right. All alphas show oblique 
hastas extending well below the horizontal, whereas the omicrons
are often irregular. The triangular ones in ( f ), (e), and also 
(c) are particularly similar to the one here. (k) The initial sigma
was seen by Bonaparte (and Gerhard), but has now disappeared.
Interpretation: Unspecified scene with a dance involving Satyrs
and Maenads (labels).

Although the Inscription P. normally uses qoppa before [o] and
[u],522 he preferred to write kappa in (d ); why, we do not know
(see §108). For some possible implications of these names, 
particularly of (a), on the age and tradition of such Dionysiac 
revelry see §407.

(a) Heydemann (p. 43) thought that this name was taken from
the stock of everyday names. In fact �ντ ας occurs several times
(from the sixth century onwards)523 and is normally considered
a hypocoristic of �ντ νοος, �ντικλ%ς etc. (Bechtel, p. 60). Here,
however, this interpretation of the name is implausible. For a
detailed discussion see §407. (b) is clearly a speaking name (see

12. ‘Chalcidian’
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§239). The stem of µολπ- does not infrequently occur in personal
names, see Bechtel, pp. 323 f. Here, the basic noun (‘dance’) is
directly used as a name (i.e. ‘dancer’).524 (c) was explained as 
‘villous, shaggy’ by Fränkel (pp. 8 f.), who referred to vases 
(particularly Attic ones) on which Satyrs have fur,525 and to a Satyr-
name Λ!σιος ‘shaggy’.526 This explanation is very plausible also
from the point of view of the formation of our hypocoristic name,
which is of a very old type (∆!σ4ν from δασ(ς as Πλ!των from
πλατ(ς etc.; see §229). It is no serious problem that our Satyr
has no pelt (see §407 with n. 983);527 Λ!σιος on the Attic vase
just mentioned has none either. Whether ∆ασ(λλιος, epithet 
of Dionysos (Paus. 1. 43. 5, cited by Kretschmer) has any direct 
relation, we cannot say. (d ) is a common name, according to
Fränkel (p. 14). Nevertheless, it seems very appropriate for a 
good dancer (compare the Muse Κλει�). For its formation 
see §236. (e) is also a speaking name, in view of the horse-tails
and hooves of our Satyrs. For the formation Bechtel cites the 
parallel Πτολεµα"ος (Il. 4. 228), an adjective used as a name. The
horsey aspect of Satyrs is also present in CHA 14c Η π(π)ος and
the straightforward Satyr-names Στ(σιπ(π)ος and Φλ+βιπ(π)ος
of an Attic cup.528 ( f ) shows the same formation as (d ); see also
CHA 14b. This name, according to Fränkel (p. 14), ‘rühmt das
blonde Haar’ (adjective ξανθ�ς; see §407).529 She would be very
popular in Greece still today.

(g) was connected with δ+ρκοµαι by Fränkel (p. 11). Since our
figure is a dancer, she compared the name with a special kind of
dance, σκοπ�ς, σκ�πευµα, σκ�ψ, where one shaded one’s eyes
with the hand to see better (see LSJ for the attestations).530

Whether the notion of this special dance is relevant here, we can-
not say, but in view of the other Satyr-names on our vase it seems
likely that our figure gets his name from his eyes. For whereas
the Maenads are shown with normal human eyes, the Satyrs have
enormous round circles with two small corners to the left and
right. And also the notion of looking out while shading one’s eyes
makes perfect sense for a Satyr; indeed there is one of these 
creatures (covered with thick fur) on a vase by the same painter,

lurking behind a tree and watching a solitary dancing Maenad.531

As far as the formation of the name is concerned, Fränkel com-
pared τρ�χις ‘messenger’, τρ�φις ‘nursling’, στρ�φις ‘twister’; see
also the Satyr ∆ρ�µις.532 ∆�ρκις is also attested on CHA 14 (by
the same painter), and has been plausibly restored as [∆�ρ]κις
on an Attic vase.533

(h) Heydemann was the first to take the first [o] as short, 
i.e. to derive the name from χορ�ς, with the meaning ‘dancer’.
Kretschmer and Fränkel followed him, comparing (b) for the 
sense. The name recurs on Attic vases, partly written Χορ�
(which confirms the short first [o] ), partly Χορ8 in the local
script.534 For its formation see (d ).

(i) First correctly interpreted by Fick, who referred to the long
ears of the Satyrs. Semantically there are many parallel forma-
tions from parts of the body (e.g. 1Ριν ας from 2 ς; Bechtel, 
p. 480).535 For the phonetic structure Fick cited 3ατ# 4τα ρων
Alcm. 80. 1 PMG (in a hexameter; 5τα θ # cod.; for 4τα"ρος see
§206), as well as 6ξωβ!δια· 6ν�τια, Λ!κωνες (Hsch.), 3ατα· 7τ α,
5τα (id.; no provenance), and the proper name Ο8ατ ας of a king
at Asian Kyme in the Dark Ages (10th cent.?), reported by Nic.
Damasc. (FGrH 90, F 51). We can now add another instance in
a poem by Balbilla, SEG 8. 716. 9 3ατα. Bechtel, on the other
hand, found the spelling #Οƒα- peculiar. He suggested a reading
Ο8- or Ο8ƒ-, i.e. he interpreted the form as the stem ο8ατ- of
epic etc., citing several more parallels for it (see LSJ, s.v. ο9ς),
including some from the Corp. Hippocr., and a sacrificial calendar
from Kos of c.300  (SGDI 3636. 62). In our context there are
two questions:536 (1) What is the function of the ƒ? As intervocalic
[w] is regularly lost in our painter’s inscriptions,537 our digamma
must be an exceptional spelling. It could be—as Bechtel suggested
—the second component of the diphthong in ο8ατ-, or it may
stand for no inherited sound, but either mark a glide538 or bridge

524 Other examples are Κ�ρδαξ (Bechtel, p. 610, 5th cent.), Λ(ρα (ibid. 604,
a hetaira). Abstract feminine nouns e.g. Φ(η, Μελ+τη, �λκ;, Γν�µη etc. (the
accents are uncertain), see Bechtel (1902), 129–40. Fränkel (p. 15) has some doubts
because of the early date of this use of an abstract noun as a name; they are, how-
ever, unnecessary. The above-named Φ(η, who was Peisistratos’ companion when
he returned to Athens 558/7 and was of upper class origin, must have been born
c.575 or even earlier.

525 e.g. on ABV 151. 22, Simon–Hirmer (1981), 82 f. (ph. pl. 68).
526 On the vase ARV 88. 3; Fränkel, pp. 9 and 23; Kossatz-Deißmann (1991),

159.
527 The adjective will hardly refer to his hair and beard.
528 Fränkel, p. 24; Kossatz-Deißmann (1991), 166 and 173. For the latter name

see Bechtel, p. 482. Beazley in ARV 65. 108 with p. 1609, less plausibly, thinks
of kalos names; see below (g).

529 For the colour ξανθ�ς in connection with horses see ad COR 103b.
530 In view of the obvious connection of σκ�ψ ‘owl’ with σκ+πτοµαι, the 

relation of δ+ρκοµαι and δορκ!ς ‘roe, gazelle’ (there is also the root-noun δ�ρξ,
-κ�ς) could well be genuine. Roes have good eyes. (Because of a Celtic word 
corresponding to isolated Greek forms with initial <ζ>, it is, however, normally
considered a popular etymology; see both Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. δορκ!ς.) For
names derived from δ�ρξ or δορκ!ς see Bechtel, p. 589.

531 Rumpf (1927), no. 111, phs. pls. 118 f.; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 63, ph. pl.
40 (Villa Giulia 50410). See also the vase CHA 28, on which Satyrs observe bathing
Maenads (all nameless).

532 Fränkel, p. 23; Kossatz-Deißmann (1991), 152; ARV 370. 13; LIMC iii,
‘Dromis’ 1; Immerwahr, no. 551.

533 Fränkel, pp. 11 and 23. This restoration is accepted in LIMC iii, ‘Dorkis’
3, and Kossatz-Deißmann (1991), 152. Beazley, ARV 65. 108, less plausibly, seems
to have thought of a kalos name; see above (e) with n. 528.

534 ARV 1247. 1, 1253. 57 and 58; LIMC iii, ‘Choro’ ii. 1–3; Lezzi-Hafter (1988),
342 f., 315, 321, nos. 234, 31, 76; Kossatz-Deißmann (1991), 177.

535 Also 1Ρ νων. Other examples: 1Ραµφ ας from 2!µφος ‘crooked beak’
(Bechtel, p. 478), Λοβ ας from λοβ�ς ‘lobe of the ear’ (p. 481, also Λ�βων), ∆ερ ας
from δ+ρα ‘neck’ (p. 481; son of a Στοµ>ς), Σιαλ ας from σ αλον ‘saliva’; prob-
ably also Κανθ ας from κανθ�ς ‘corner of the eye’ (not from κ!νθαρος ‘beetle’,
as Bechtel, p. 582, holds). We may also count hairdressing with these cases:
Κορυµβ ας from κ�ρυµβος (p. 601), Σκαφ ας from σκ!φιον (p. 602, also
Σκ!φων), [Σ]κολλ ας from σκ�λλυς (p. 602), and probably also Κυρβασ ας from
κυρβασ α ‘pointed hat’ (p. 600).

536 I need not discuss the etymology of ο9ς; see Szemerényi’s (1967) thorough
treatment.

537 See CHA 2b Η3ρακλ0ς (<-κλεƒ3ς; ibid. (c) Γ?ρυƒ�ν3ς has a glide [w], see
CHA 9c Γ3ρυ�ν3ς), CHA 4b ∆ιοµ5δ3ς (<∆ιƒο-, also CHA 8h) and (h) Λε8δο@ος
(<Λ?ƒο-); indeed, even in the situation where Corinthian has preserved it, viz.
in the name ΑAας (CHA 4d), no digamma is written (the Corinthian form is ΑAƒας).

538 Yet, this development is more plausible after a [u] (see CHA 2c
Γ?ρυƒ�ν3ς) than after an [o].
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the hiatus as in Corinth (see §506), where our painter seems to
have come from (see §259). Since in CHA 3i œρ8πιος he writes
an inherited diphthong [ou] with one sign (see ad COR 107e),
Bechtel’s solution is less likely; the spelling of a diphthong with
the consonant sign digamma as the second element is very rare
in Greek anyway (see ad COP 33). (2) The second question is
whether we would at all expect a stem [o(u)at-]. For the stem of
the oblique cases is normally contracted, i.e. 7τ-, in Greek. Not
only is this found once in Homer (Od. 12. 200 7σ ν),539 but it is
attested in Attic, Ionic (Hdt. 1. 8. 2; 2. 69. 2; 2. 162. 5 etc.), and
Doric (Theocr. 14. 27). The longer form survives in poetry, viz.
Alcm. (see above, 7ατ# ), Epich. (fr. 21 CGF οBατα, iamb. trim.),
Theocr. (22. 45 οBατα), Callim. (οBατα several times; but 5τα
fr. 23. 4 Pfeiffer), Balbilla (see above, 3ατα), and in other learned
contexts such as the Corp. Hippocr. and the sacrificial calendar
from Kos, mentioned above.540 We have no other sources on the
dialect of the ‘Chalcidian’ vases, but nonetheless it is theoretically
likely that our name should be *#Zτ 3ς in contemporary speech
and that our form is archaizing.541 Does it reflect a literary, i.e.
poetic, source of some kind? If it does, it cannot be decided
whether the digamma is meant to mark the hiatus or was actually
pronounced in the literary dialect that the painter had in mind.
For it is hard to say what the source in question could have been.
For once it would not have been the sphere of epic, where
Dionysos and his cult rarely appears, although with its likely 
scansion –åå–, which we may infer from the poetic occurrences,
our name would suit a dactylic metre too.

Label ( j) according to Fränkel’s plausible explanation (pp. 14
f.) ‘rühmt das köstliche Parfüm seiner Trägerin’, and is derived
from the noun µ(ρον ‘perfume’; historical names from this
noun, including Μυρ�, are found in Bechtel (p. 602); for the 
formation see (d ). (k) Many parallels of this name, which means
‘flat-nose’, are given by Kossatz-Deißmann (1991), 170 f. (also
Σιµ!δ3ς, Σιµα"ος etc.). See also CHA 14a, as well as COR 110a
(?) and 118b (?). This was certainly a traditional Satyr-name. (l)
According to Fränkel (p. 14) this is an ordinary name; for its for-
mation see (d ). It recurs on Corinthian vases. Kretschmer (p. 44)
offers several possible connections for it, namely ƒ-ς ‘strength’,
ƒ-εσθαι ‘haste, desire’, ƒC�ς ‘poison’, ƒ τυς ‘curve, rim, felloe’,
ƒ ον ‘violet’. In our context, particularly for a woman following
one who is labelled Μυρ8, the notion ‘fragrance of a violet’ seems
most appropriate (see also ad COR Gr 15a; §237 at the end; 
§510).

°  ,    

Neck-amphora from Vulci, by the Inscription P. (1828/29).
Bibliography: Gerhard (1831), 47, 150 (368), 171 (660), 174 (671l),
175 (675), 217, drs. of some inscrs. pl. A. ii; Hirt (1833), 231 f.;
de Witte (1836), 97 n. 1 ad no. 294; Gerhard (1843), 77–80, drs.
pls. 105/6; Jahn (1854), p. cxlix n. 1060f; CIG (iv), no. 7582;
Kirchhoff (1887), 126, no. 5; Fick (1883), 10 f.; Studniczka (1886a),
89 n. 12, no. 2; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 279, 
no. 5; Roberts (1887), 208, no. 191; Kretschmer (1894), 62 f., 
no. 2; de Ridder (1902), 106–8 with sm. drs. of inscrs.; F. Bechtel,
SGDI (1905), no. 5294; ph. Furtwängler–Reichhold (1909), 
fig. 79c (opp. p. 216); Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 797. 2; Rumpf
(1927), 8 f. no. 3 (bibl.), 46, phs. pls. 6–9; M. Lambrino, CVA
France, 7 (1928), 19–21, phs. pls. 24. 1–4, 25; ph. Merlin [n.d.],
pl. 31; phs. Schmalenbach (1948), pls. 40–3; Lippold (1952), 81 f.,
phs. 82 f. figs. 5 f.; phs. EAA ii. 262 figs. 393 f.; Robertson (1969),
esp. 208; Lane (1971), 42, ph. pl. 56; col. ph. Charbonneaux–
Martin–Villard (1971), 81 fig. 86; Page (1973), 145; Schefold
(1978), 117, with ph. fig. 146; Brize (1980), esp. 42 f.; LIMC ii,
‘Athena’ 512*, ph. pl. 757; Brize (1985), 85; Collinge (1985), 69–78
(sect. 1), cat. no. A2; LIMC iv, ‘Eurytion’ ii. 47, ‘Geryones’ 16*,
ph. pl. 106; LIMC v, ‘Herakles’ 2464*, dr. pl. 84. Photographs:
Furtwängler–Reichhold only (a)–(c), sm.; Rumpf (a), (b), and (d)
clear, (c) uncl.; CVA quite cl.; Merlin and EAA (a) and (b) cl.,
(c) uncl., (d) invis.; Schmalenbach (b) and (d) cl., (a) and (c) uncl.;
Lippold (b) cl., rest uncl.; Lane (d) cl., (b) and (c) uncl., (a) invis.;
Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard only (a)–(c), cl.; Schefold (b)
and (d ) cl., (a) and (c) uncl.; LIMC ii (a) cl., (b) and (c) uncl.,
(d) invis.; LIMC iv only (c) uncl., (d) cl. Vidi 8 Aug. 1990. Scene:
In front of a herd of cattle is Athena (a) backing Herakles (b),
who is shooting an arrow at Geryones (c). A man (d ), an arrow
in his back, is lying dead and face-down on the ground with his
head to the r. His hound (unnamed) is lying dead on his back.
On the other side there is a frontal quadriga (with Iolaos, unnamed).
Date: 540–530 (Lane; LIMC iv and v); c.530 (Schefold); towards
530–520 (LIMC ii).

(a) A4E^)IE (b) 9EçAKLES (c) ; cAPV%o^Ez
(d) EVçVTIo7

(a) Αθεναιε (b) Ηερακλες (c) Γαρυƒονες (d) Ευρυτιον

(a) �θ3να 3, (b) Η3ρακλ0ς, (c) Γ?ρυƒ�ν3ς, (d) Ε8ρυτ 4ν.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Herakles and Geryones (labels).

For the scene see §414. The rhos in (b) and (d ) have the form ç
(see §§101, 259). Inscription (d ), which is parallel to the back and
the hair of the dead man, is placed slightly to the l. above his
head and should therefore, according to the starting-point prin-
ciple (see §104), be written from r. to l., although this is not a
serious exception (Rumpf p. 49; see CHA 10). The reversed sigma
in (c) is a symptom that the direction l. to r. was the normal one
at the time.

539 The form has of course been often condemned, see Chantraine (1942), 230,
but the suggestion of an elided οBασ# is not satisfactory. There are many cases
of surprising modernisms, not only contractions, in Homer, which cannot be 
easily dismissed and which we have to accept for the poet’s time.

540 The above-mentioned Ο8ατ ας of Kyme is archaic enough to have the uncon-
tracted form of the name (was his story transmitted through some local epic-
historic account?). We cannot judge the style of the source of 6ξωβ!δια (Lakonian)
and 3ατα, known from Hsch. (see above).

541 At least we can say that in East Ionic, on many Ionic islands (Bechtel (1924),
61, 1ΕρµEναξ etc.), and in Attica contraction of [o] and [a] after the loss of [w]
regularly took place.
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(a) See §247. (b) See also CHA 9b, CHA 19, and CHA 20a.
(c) Geryones’ name is also attested on Attic vases, ABV 136. 49
showing Γ3ρυ�ν3[ς], Ε8ρυτ 4ν, and Η3ρακλ0ς,542 and ARV 16
f., no. 17, with Η3ρακλ0ς, �θ3[να α], [Γερυ]�ν3ς, Ε8ρυτ 4ν, and
#Ι�λε4ς.543 For the long [a] in our Γ?ρυƒ�ν3ς see §259, for the glide
[w] see §207. (d ) Eurytion on COR 107 is a different character,
perhaps with a wrong ending. Here we have the true Ε8ρυτ 4ν,
well known as Geryones’ shepherd.

°  ,    

Neck-amphora from Vulci, by the Inscription P. (1828/29).
Bibliography: Gerhard (1831), 174 (671i), 175 (673, 673*), 183
(742a), 184 (742*), 217, drs. of some inscrs. pl. A. ii; de Witte
(1836), 143 f., no. 394; Jahn (1854), p. cxlix n. 1060c; Gerhard
(1847), 84–7, drs. pl. 190/1. 1–2; CIG (iv), no. 7381; Kirchhoff
(1887), 123 f., no. 1; Studniczka (1886a), 89 n. 12, no. 4; E. Pottier
in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 278, no. 3; Roberts (1887), 206 f.,
no. 188; Kretschmer (1894), 64 f., no. 5; de Ridder (1902), 109
f. with sm. drs. of inscrs.; F. Bechtel, SGDI (1905), no. 5296;
O. Hoffmann, SGDI iv/4 (1915), p. 890; Schwyzer, DGE
(1923), no. 797. 4; Rumpf (1927), 9 no. 4 (bibl.), 46, phs. pls. 10
f.; M. Lambrino, CVA France, 7 (1928), 20 f., phs. pls. 24. 5–7,
26; Collinge (1985), 110–13 (sect. 8), cat. no. A3; LIMC iii,
‘Demodokos’ iii. 1*, ph. pl. 270; LIMC iv, ‘Glaukos’ vi. 3*, ph.
pl. 160; LIMC v, ‘Hippolyte’ v. 1; LIMC vii, ‘Polydos’ 2.
Photographs: Rumpf (a)–(c) uncl., (d ) quite cl., (e) uncl., ( f )–(h)
cl., (i) cl. except the first two letters (see dr.), ( j) cl.; CVA mostly
quite cl.; LIMC iii only (a) and part of (b), uncl.; LIMC iv only
(a) quite cl., (h)–( j) uncl. Vidi 8 Aug. 1990. Scene: A man to r.
(a) putting on his greaves, a woman to l. (b) holding his shield
and spear. A warrior to r. (unnamed) putting on his helmet, in
front of him an archer on horseback to r. (c) with a spare horse,
and another archer to r. on foot (d ) facing a woman to l. (e). Next
comes a warrior ( f ) with a boy (unnamed), both looking back at
the others while walking to r. towards an old man, who is greet-
ing them (g). Behind him two horses (h) and (i) to l., ridden by
an armed horseman, probably ( j ), and his page, probably
unnamed, waiting. Date: c.530 (LIMC iii–v, vii).

(a) ; DGmoDohow (b) 9Irro›sTE (c) TV+I
(d ) ; TO+ (e) ; hLVTo ( f ) rEçIøAw
(g) roLsDow (h) ; +)^4oS (i) ; hPorIOS
( j) ; cLAVhoS

(a) ∆εµοδο@ος (b) Ηιππολυτε (c) Τυχi[.].
(d ) Τοξ[. . .] (e) œλυτο ( f ) Περιφας (g) Πολυδος
(h) Ξανθος (i) œροπιος ( j) Γλαυ@ος

(a) ∆3µ�δο@ος, (b) Ηιππολ(τ3, (c) Τ(χi[ο]r, (d ) Τοξ[. . .],
(e) œλυτ8, ( f ) Περ φας, (g) Π�λυδος, (h) Ξ!νθος, 
(i) œρ8πιος, ( j) ΓλαH@ος.

Epigraphy: (c) Gerhard was right to read Τ(ξι.ς (he used the dot
for an illegible letter), whereas later on, no letter was indicated
as missing. The first letter is a tau. The final -ς was no longer
indicated by de Witte, but there is a clear trace even now. For
the value of the third letter see below. (e) was read as ;
4LvTo by Lambrino, pace earlier authors. The first letter, how-
ever, is clearly a qoppa. (g) Gerhard has a correct D as the fifth
letter in his drawing, but most others read Π�λυβο[ς]. Rumpf
(p. 52) was right to observe that the letter is a delta. M. Daumas
(LIMC iv) again reads a beta, wrongly. (i) Rumpf (see p. 52) was
the first to read œρ�πιος correctly. Interpretation: Pseudo-heroic
departure scene (labels).

For the nature of the scene see §467.
(a) means ‘accepted by the public’ and is attested as the

(speaking) name of the Phaiakian singer in Odyssey 8 (see
Burkert (1987), 47). (b) This name, which, as far as I can see, is
attested only as a heroic name, together with some other labels
gives the scene a slightly heroic touch; but we could also point
to its horsey aspect (see §238).

(c) The restoration FεHξις of CIG could be justified as a case
of A.W. (see §111): F(ε)Hξις. But this reading is impossible. The
first letter is (and was unanimously read as) a tau, and Gerhard
was right to observe that in front of the iota one letter is missing.
Hoffmann writes: ‘Als fingierter Name passt Τ(ξις “Treffer”
(eigentlich Verbalnomen, vgl. τ(ξιν. τεHξιν, παρασκευ;ν Hsch.)
für einen Bogenschützen sehr gut.’ This gloss is the only example
of the stem τυξι-, however, and its meaning, which is not
‘Treffer’ but ‘attainment, acquisition, preparation’, and indeed
the use of a feminine verbal noun for a masculine name, is very
odd. We cannot take Τ(ξις as a hypocoristic in -ις either, since
compound names with Τυξι- as their first element are unattested.
On the other hand, names with Τυχ- do exist (Bechtel, p. 433,
also e.g. Τ(χιππος in Pape–Benseler), and they yield a satis-
factory meaning: ‘lucky’.544 Now, our name reads Τυχi[.]r, and
since the missing letter can hardly be anything but a vowel, we
may confidently restore Τ(χι[ο]ς. This name, a hypocoristic, 
is attested from the Iliad onwards (7. 220; more examples in
Fraser–Matthews and Pape–Benseler).545 If so, we have to take
this as a lapse in the writing system committed by a writer who
for a number of reasons is likely to have been of non-Ionic 
origin (he seems to have been a Corinthian; see §259).

(d ) Since the figure is an archer, he must have had a speaking
name, for example Τοξ[�τ3ς] (CIG) or Τοξ[ε(ς] ( Jahn; see §416
on COR 12a); names with Τοξ- are mostly heroic. (e) For the
formation see §236 (see also CHA 1d and CHA 10d ). ( f ) In the

544 Kretschmer (p. 65) already admitted: ‘Es scheint, dass + hier ausnahms-
weise χ, nicht ξ bedeutet, also Τ(χις zu lesen ist . . . Τυξις hat keinen Sinn’.

545 Τυχ ας, on the other hand, seems not to exist.

542 Immerwahr, no. 128; ph. Schefold (1978), 115 fig. 143; Brize (1980), 134,
no. 14, ph. pl. 2. 2.

543 Immerwahr, no. 362 (whose readings I have adopted); phs. Simon–
Hirmer pls. 108 f. (inscrs. invis.); Brize (1980), 139, no. 54.
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Iliad there are two different characters of the name Περ φας,
which is only used in the forms -φαντα and -φαντι. Another one
probably occurs on an Attic fragment showing the funeral games
for Pelias (see §425 with nn. 1067 ff.), and yet another one is said
to have been Oidipus’ father-in-law (see §429). (g) M. Daumas
(LIMC iv), reading a beta (see above), takes this ‘Polybos’ for
Antenor’s son (Il. 11. 59), and consequently claims that ( j)
ΓλαH@ος is the person known as Antenor’s son (see COR 74);
this argument is wrong, since Π�λυδος is the correct reading (see
now the correction by P. Müller in LIMC vii, also p. 426). Rumpf
(p. 52) was tempted to assume a mistake for *Πολ(ιδος, but 
was well aware of the undoubted parallel Π�λυδος on COR 62.
This comparison is the most plausible approach for our name 
(see §228 for the formation of the name, §237 for its semi-
throwaway character). (h) Ξ!νθος is a common horse-name in
Corinthian (see §244). (i) Rumpf, comparing COR 107e, was the
first to read œρ8πιος, a horse-name which seems less stereotyped
(see ad COR 107e and §244). The spelling of the diphthong with
a simple vowel (see COR 107e) is parallel to CHA 14 f Μ5nας.
( j) In view of the preceding names, Glaukos, which is also a com-
mon historical name (see Pape–Benseler, etc.), only slightly adds
to the pseudo-heroic quality of the scene.

*  ,     . 
 . . . . 

Neck-amphora from ?, by the Inscription P. (found ?).546

Bibliography: True (1995), with phs. (I have only seen the draft
version). Photographs: True probably cl. Scene: In a continuous
scene covering both sides of the vase a total of thirteen men are
lying around on mattresses, wrapped in blankets, some with their
heads on a cushion, most of them sound asleep.547 On one side,
however, a warrior to r. (a) is about to stab a man on the ground
(b), who—his eyes widely open—is startled, having just had the
time to pull his arms from under the cover. On the other side a
warrior (c) is stabbing another man, who has his eyes still closed
like all the others. Under the handle a number of horses, tethered
to trees, are shown in great emotion. Date: c.550–540 (True).

(a) ; DIomGDGw (b) ; {PGwoS (c) oDVSGVS
(a) ∆ιοµεδες (b) Åρεσος (c) Οδυσευς
(a) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, (b) Åρ0σος, (c) #Οδυσ(σ?)ε(ς.

Epigraphy: The last sigma in (b) may be of the four-stroke type,
the final part being worn off. The rest is clear. Interpretation: The
slaughter of the Thracians (labels).

For the scene see §446A.
Labels (a) and (c) are already known from other Chalcidian

vases; for the latter, which is typical of poetry, see §§213, 254.
Rhesos’ name (b), however, is new and with its digamma is inter-
esting in three respects. (1) It is alien to the Ionic dialect and should
be judged a further indication of the non-Ionic origin of the painter
(see §259; for initial Åρ- at Corinth see also Johnston (1979), 234).
(2) Although the painting shows some clear parallels to the plot
in Iliad 10, a form Åρ0σος cannot simply have been taken from
there, and particularly in view of the poetic form of (c) we may
wonder where it comes from. Here it is important to observe that
in the only occurrence in epic language where we can judge the
matter the initial [r] of the name Rhesos lengthens a preceding
short syllable, just as that of Rhodios (<*wrod-).548 It is clear there-
fore that the name was connected already in epic times with the
*wrB- root of 6ρE, 2;τωρ etc., more precisely with forms like 2%σις
(see DGE 665A. 15 = GD 21. 29 6πI ƒρ;σι, Arkadia, mid-4th 
cent.; Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. 2 εAρω). This connection may,
however, be due to popular etymology, since the name—like 
many others on the Trojan side—may basically be of non-Greek
origin. We may also note that in the Corinthian dialect 2%σις,
2;σιος etc. should have a [t] instead of an [s] (like Ποτ!δ1ν, 
see §255). This means that if the Inscription P. brought the form
with its digamma with him from his likely Corinthian home, 
his countrymen had not only got to know the name from an 
assibilating dialect, but also learnt about the connection with the
verbal root from there, which prompted them to add a [w] to the
name. Their source was no doubt East Greek epic (see §446A).

  

Neck-amphora from Vulci, by the Inscription P. (shortly before
1833; first in the Pembroke coll., then in the Hope coll., lost since
1849). Bibliography: Hirt (1833), with dr. MonIned 1, pl. 51 (the
only original dr., of very good quality); Gerhard (1847), 145 
n. 38; Jahn (1854), pp. cxix with n. 864, cxlix n. 1060b; CIG
(iv), no. 7686; Kirchhoff (1887), 124 f., no. 2; Luckenbach (1880),
622–4; Studniczka (1886a), 89 n. 12, no. 1; Roberts (1887), 207,
no. 189; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 278 f., no. 4;
Kretschmer (1894), 62, no. 1; F. Bechtel, SGDI (1905), no. 5293;
Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 797. 1; Rumpf (1927), 9 f. no. 5 (bibl.),
46 f., dr. pl. 12; Schadewaldt (1951), 161; Friis Johansen (1967),

546 I am grateful to G. Berger-Doer, who informed me about the vase in Dec.
1993, to K. Hamma, who sent me the phs., to M. True, whose draft article 
I have been allowed to read, and to the owners, who have authorized me (via 
K. Hamma) to publish the phs. of their splendid vase.

547 Not all thirteen show on my phs. True, in order to establish a closer link
to the story in the Iliad, suggests that they are already dead. But no blood is shown
on them (except with Rhesos, the man who is being killed by Odysseus), and the
men, partly lying on their backs, partly on their sides, make a very peaceful impres-
sion (except Rhesos, who is awake). Also, it seems more likely that they are wrapped
in a kind of blanket (e.g. χλα"ναι, see Od. 4. 299, 20. 4) or sleeping bag rather
than just wearing himatia as True suggests, as no arms (except for Rhesos) and
no feet are shown—at least on the phs. at my disposal.

548 See Hes. Th. 340 Φ>σ ν τε 1Ρ%σ�ν τ# �χελEι�ν τ# Jργυροδ νην, Ν+σσον
τε 1Ροδ ον . . . , and for Rhodios also Il. 12. 20 1Ρ%σ�ς θ# 1Επτ!πορ�ς τε
Κ!ρησ�ς τε 1Ροδ ος τε). For the prosody of the name Rhesos the occurrences
in the Iliad (12. 20, the river near Troy as in Hes. Th. 340, and 10. 435, 474,
519, our Thracian hero) are irrelevant.
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cat. p. 271, no. C. 1; Buschor (1969), 87 f., with dr. fig. 92;
Schefold (1978), 219, with dr. fig. 297; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 850*,
‘Aineias’ 58, ‘Alexandros’ 90, dr. pl. 140; LIMC ii, ‘Athena’ 553;
Collinge (1985), 125 f. (sect. 10), cat. no. A4; LIMC iii,
‘Diomedes’ i. 113, ‘Echippos’ 1; LIMC iv, ‘Glaukos’ v. 9; LIMC
vi, ‘Laodokos’ 1*, dr. pl. 94; LIMC vii, ‘Sthenelos’ ii. 4.
Photographs: —. Scene: A warrior to r. (a), who has laid down
his armour, is treating the wounded finger of a companion to l.
(b). Athena to r. (unnamed) is standing behind a huge warrior,
who is striding to r. (d ) and stabbing his opponent (e). The lat-
ter tries to pull away the dead body of Achilleus (c), who is lying
between them, an arrow in his heel, head to the l. Next is an archer
( f ), running away but at the same time shooting back at (d). Two
warriors, (g) and unnamed, are rushing to l. to attack (d ).
Finally a warrior to r., hit in the breast, stumbles and collapses
(h), while another one (i) is passing him, following (g). Date: c.550
(Schefold; LIMC ii; iii, ‘Diomedes’, vii); c.550–540 (LIMC i,
‘Achilleus’; iv); c.540 (LIMC i, ‘Alexandros’; vi); c.540–520
(LIMC iii, ‘Echippos’); c.530–520 (LIMC i, ‘Aineias’).

From a dr.: (a) ; w4GNGLow (b) DIo3GDGw
(c) AWILLGVw (d) AIAz (e) ; cLVhow ( f ) ; rCPIw
(g) ; AI^GGw (h) ; LGoDohow (i) ; GWIrrow

(a) Σθενελος (b) ∆ιοµεδες (c) Αχιλλευς (d ) Αιας
(e) Γλυ@ος ( f ) Παρις (g) Αινεες (h) Λεοδο@ος
(i) Εχιππος

(a) Σθ+νελος, (b) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς. (c) �χιλλε(ς, (d ) ΑAας, 
(e) Γλ(α)H@ος, ( f ) Π!ρις, (g) ΑMν+3ς, (h) Λε8δο@ος, 
(i) NΕχιππος.

Epigraphy: The letter-forms in the dr. are hardly all accurate. 
(g) CIG tried to distort the second G into an *, which is not
justified. Interpretation: Fight over Achilleus’ body (labels).

For the scene and its importance as a source for the myth see §456.
Most names, viz. (a), (b), (c), (d ) (see §209), and ( f ), are as

expected. In (e) Γλ(α)H@ος (designating the son of Hippolochos,
as on COR 82) there is A.W. (see §111), exactly as in COR 74i
(designating the son of Antenor). (g) For Aineias’ name see §245.
Bechtel and Schwyzer assumed a shortened first [e] (from [ei])
in our form. As [-bbs] is not a likely development from an earlier
[-ejbs], and the latter should be written -ειες in this script, they
must be right. This form is fully Ionic, whereas the Homeric form
shows non-Ionic [a] (see ad COR 12f ). As for (h), we cannot know
from the script whether the painter thought of Λ3�- or Λε8-, at
least the name is properly Ionic as opposed to Homeric Λ?ο- (see
ibid.). But since this case is comparable to (g) ΑMν+3ς and there
the diphthong is reduced to a short vowel, we may likewise assume
[g] for earlier [b] of [lbwo-], and in that case quantitative metathesis
is likely too; therefore I write Λε8δο@ος (see §456). For (i), which
may be a horsey name, see ibid.

  , . .  
( )

Fr. of a neck-amphora from Chiusi, by the Inscription P. (1870
or shortly before). Bibliography: Heydemann (1870b), 187, no. 32;
Klein (1886), 65 no. 10, 66; Luckenbach (1880), 616; Studniczka
(1886a), 89 n. 12, no. 10; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888),
281, no. 11; Kretschmer (1894), 65 f., no. 7; Rumpf (1927), 7 
no. 1 (bibl.), 46, ph. pl. 1; Caskey–Beazley (1954), 15; Brinkmann
(1985), 117 f. n. 138, ph. 118 fig. 87; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 809,
‘Antilochos’ i. 28*, ph. pl. 665; Collinge (1985), 131 f. (sect. 11),
cat. no. A9; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 35. Photographs: Rumpf quite
cl.; Brinkmann sm.; LIMC sm. but quite cl. Scene: A woman to
r. (a), upset, is standing behind a warrior (b), who is fighting his
opponent (d ) over the dead body of a third, (c) (head to the r.).
Behind (d ) there is a woman to l. (e), relaxed, and behind her
slight remains of a charioteer are visible ( f ). Date: c.540 (LIMC
i, ‘Achilleus’; iii, ‘Eos’ and ‘Automedon’); c.530 (LIMC i,
‘Antilochos’; vi).

(a) GoS (b) ; m o^ (c) ; ^TILoWoS
(d ) ; AWILLGVw (e) ; 4GTIw ( f ) ; TomEao^

(a) Εος (b) L[. . .]οm (c) [Α]ντιλοχος (d ) Αχιλλευς
(e) Θετις ( f ) [Αυ]τοµεδον

(a) #Y8ς, (b) L[+µν]4m, (c) [�]ντ λοχος, (d ) �χιλλε(ς, 
(e) Θ+τις, ( f ) [Α8]τοµ+δ4ν.

Epigraphy: (b) The mu is partly damaged, and of the final nu the
third stroke is broken off. (c) The last letter is damaged. (d )
Because of a break it is not clear whether the sigma had a fourth
stroke. Interpretation: Achilleus and Memnon fighting over the
dead Antilochos (labels).

(a) For Eos’ name in general see §249. In Attic it regularly has
an initial [h]. The same aspiration occurs in the Phokian dialect
(see ad COR 80e with n. 330). And there is a very likely example,
not of the name of Memnon’s mother but of the noun ‘dawn’,
in an inscription from Oropos in Euboian dialect, namely GD
14 = DGE 811. 45/6 É(ε)[[]ς.549 Although initial [h] is regularly
written in the dialect of the Chalcidian Inscription P., which is
basically of the Euboian Ionic type, in our name it is not. We may
therefore compare the form with that of Hektor’s name (CHA
15d), which seems to be due to the Corinthian origin of the painter
(see §259), and ultimately to the East Ionic epic (see §503). In our
name we cannot claim Corinthian influence, of course, but in view
of the context from the Trojan cycle direct influence of the East
Ionic epic name of the goddess may be considered. The quantity
of the [e] cannot be established with certainty, but since we may
assume epic influence, a long vowel seems more likely.

549 With A.W., for which see Wachter (1991a), 79 with n. 130, and §111 below.
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Labels (b)–( f ) pose no problems. Memnon’s charioteer is 
lacking.

*°  ,   ; ,
. .  .  

Frs. of a neck-amphora from ?, by the Inscription P. (Collinge,
Keck) (found ?).550 Bibliography: Collinge (1985), cat. no. A12 (only
Basle); Keck (1988), 183 f., no. iv. 3 (bibl.) ( joined), ph. pl. 2;
LIMC vii, ‘Polybos’ iii. 2*, ‘Polydoros’ i. 1, ph. pl. 344.
Photographs: Keck (a)–(c) uncl., (d ) quite cl.; LIMC vii (a) quite
cl., (b) sm. Basle: Vidi 25 Nov. 1989 (the inscribed fr.); Paris: Vidi
6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Paris: Head and hands of a charioteer to r.
(no name preserved), beyond the reins a woman to r. (a) facing
a warrior with spear to l. (b). Four horses’ heads; inscr. (c) is 
in front of the second. Basle: Floral and animal decoration etc.;
inscr. (d ) does not belong to the indistinct remains of painting
(a woman’s robe?) on the same fr. The Basle fr. with the 
sphinx to l. joins the Paris fr. with -βος of (b), as was discovered
by N. Kunisch (see Keck, n. 867). Where the inscribed Basle fr.
belongs in the scene, is not clear. Date: c.540 (Keck, LIMC ).

(a) ; [Io (b) roLVBoS (c) ˜oS (d ) ; VaoçoS
(a) Åιο (b) Πολυβος (c) [. . .]µος (d ) [. . .]. υδορος
(a) Åι8, (b) Π�λυβος, (c) [∆ρ�?]µος, (d ) [Πο]k(δ4ρος.

Epigraphy: (a) The horizontal bars of the digamma are not 
parallel. (c) In view of the space three letters seem to be missing.
(d ) Of the first letter the top of a vertical hasta is preserved.
Interpretation: Probably a non-heroic departure scene (labels).

(a) is a throwaway name (see §§236 f.). For (b) see §§228, 259. 
(c) ends in -µος and must be a horse-name; [∆ρ�]µος seems a
possibility (see §244 and the horse-name on the Corinthian pinax
COP 79b). For (d ) other restorations, such as EBδ4ρος, cannot
be excluded, although lambda seems more likely as the first 
letter; Πολυ- (H. A. Cahn’s suggestion) is also most plausible 
in view of the Πολυ- name (b) (see §237) and the throwaway 
name (a).

°  , .  . 

Frs. of a neck-amphora from Catania, by the Inscription P. ( June
1960). Bibliography: Rizza (1960), 251, ph. 254 fig. 12 (top r.);
not among LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 902 ff.?; Collinge (1985), cat. App.
I, no. 3; Keck (1988), 184, no. iv. 4 (bibl.). Photographs: Rizza cl.
Scene: A warrior to r. (named) stabbing another one (no name
preserved). Date: 550/530 (Keck).

)WILLGVw
Αχιλλευς
�χιλλε(ς.

Epigraphy: The script, particularly the sigma with its tiny 
fourth stroke, also seems to indicate the Inscription P.’s hand.
Interpretation: Unidentified fight of Achilleus (label).

  , .   
 . 

Psykter-amphora from Italy, by the Inscription P. (1957 or 
earlier). Bibliography: Trendall (1958), 5–8, phs. pls. 1–4; ph.
ArchKal 18 June–1 July 1961; Friis Johansen (1967), cat. p. 280,
no. C. 16; col. ph. Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard (1971), 85 
fig. 90; ph. Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 338; Schefold
(1978), 208–10, with phs. figs. 286 f.; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 556*,
ph. pl. 113; Brommer (1983), 118, ph. pl. 46; Collinge (1985),
124 f. (sect. 10), cat. no. A14; LIMC iii, ‘Automedon’ 3*, ph. pl.
53, ‘Diomedes’ i. 19*, ph. pl. 286; LIMC iv, ‘Eurymachos’ i. 2,
‘Glaukos’ v. 6; Keck (1988), 181 f., no. iv. 1 (bibl.); LIMC v,
‘Hippolochos’ 1; LIMC vi, ‘Menestheus’ 2a, ‘Odysseus’ 63.
Photographs: Trendall and Schefold uncl.; ArchKal ( f ), (g) and
( j)–(l) uncl., (h) and (i) quite cl., rest invis.; Charbonneaux–
Martin–Villard ( f ) and (g) uncl., (h)–( j) cl., (k) uncl., (l) quite
cl., rest invis.; Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni uncl. or invis.;
LIMC i only (a)–(e), uncl.; Brommer only ( f )–(l), sm.; LIMC
iii, ‘Automedon’, only (a), uncl.; LIMC iii, ‘Diomedes’, only
( f )–(k), of which (h) cl., rest uncl. Scene: On one side a chari-
oteer (a) with chariot and four horses as well as a warrior (b) are
trampling on another warrior (c) who is lying face-down on the
ground (head to the r.) and is being stabbed by (b)’s spear. To
the r. another warrior facing r., down on his r. knee (d), is stabbed
by his opponent (e). On the other side a warrior to r. ( f ) is helping
another one (g), who is kneeling to l. and is about to be stabbed
from behind by his opponent (h). In the middle the central figure
(i), to r. but face in frontal view, is fighting his opponent ( j).
Finally a victorious warrior (k) to r., as if fighting on the Trojans’
side, has set one foot on his opponent (l), who is lying on the
ground (head to the r.), and is about to stab him. Date: c.540
(Trendall; Schefold; Keck; LIMC, mostly); c.540–530 (LIMC iii,
‘Diomedes’; v, ‘Hippolochos’).

(a) )VTomGao7 (b) AW LGVS (c) GVçVmAWoS
(d ) rEçIøAT;AS (e) ; )wTGçor)Iow
( f ) ; 9IroLoWow (g) ; ZAPoøw (h) ; çIomGaGw
(i) ; cLAVhow ( j) mG6GS5 (k) oaVSG (l) mG

(a) Αυτοµεδον (b) Αχ[. .]λευς (c) Ευρυµαχος
(d ) Περιφατας (e) Αστεροπαιος ( f ) Ηιπολοχος
(g) Χαροφς (h) Ριοµεδες (i) Γλαυ@ος
( j) Μενεσh . .[. . .] (k) Οδυσε .[. . .] (l) Με[. . .]

550 I was informed that the Paris part had been reinventoried because the old
number was lost.
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(a) Α8τοµ+δ4ν, (b) �χ[ιλ]λε(ς, (c) Ε8ρ(µαχος, (d ) Περιφ1τ?ς,
(e) �στεροπα"ος, ( f ) Ηιπ(π)�λοχος, ( g) Χ!ροφς, (h) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς,
(i) ΓλαH@ος, ( j) Μενεσheä[ς], (k) #Οδυσ(σ?)εä[ς], (l) Με[. . .].

Epigraphy: (b) The gap requires a second lambda. (h) The first
letter is clearly a rho, which is just a lapse; the delta in (a) is sim-
ilar. ( j) Of the theta a circular ghost is visible on Charbonneaux–
Martin–Villard’s pl., as well as perhaps the vertical of the
epsilon and the top of the upsilon. Interpretation: Unspecified 
battle scene with Achilleus, etc. (labels).

The rho and the delta are very similar. The sigma has a tiny fourth
stroke when retrograde. For the problem of the epic context of
the scene see §462.

Most names are as expected. The non-Ionic form of (d ), how-
ever, seems to have escaped all previous editors (see §259). For
a similar name to (e) see LAK 8. The name (k) has neither the
Attic nor the Corinthian, nor even the ‘indigenous’ Euboian Ionic
form (see §213), but is a reflection from epic (see §254).

*°  ,  . . ‒. 

Belly-amphora from Caere, by the Inscription P. (1837 or earlier).
Bibliography: de Witte (1837), 88 n. 2 ad no. 139; Gerhard (1858),
96–8, dr. pl. 323; CIG (iv), no. 7583; Brunn (1871), 32 (116); 
E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 280, no. 9; Studniczka
(1886a), 89 n. 12, no. 3; BM Cat. B (1893), no. 155 (bibl.), dr.
p. 17 fig. 26; Kretschmer (1894), 66, no. 9; F. Bechtel, SGDI
(1905), no. 5298; Roscher (1884–1937), iii. 555 fig. 1, 2034 fig.
7, 2037; Buschor (1913), 113, dr. 112; id. (1914), 99 f., with dr.;
Rumpf (1925), 371 f.; Rumpf (1927), 10 f. no. 6 (bibl.), 47, phs.
pls. 13–15; Lippold (1952), 91, ph. 90 fig. 8; ph. EAA ii. 263 
fig. 395; Robertson (1969), esp. 209; Schefold (1978), 82, with
ph. fig. 93; Brize (1980), esp. 42 f.; LIMC ii, ‘Athena’ 508, our
( f ); Brize (1985), 85; Collinge (1985), 68 f. (sect. 1), 179–82 (sect.
21), cat. no. A15; LIMC iv, ‘Geryones’ 15; LIMC v, ‘Herakles’
2479*, ph. pl. 86; LIMC vii, ‘Perseus’ 88*, ph. pl. 287. Photographs:
Rumpf (1927) (a), (d )–( f ) quite cl., (b) and (c) uncl.; Lippold,
EAA, and LIMC v only (a)–(c), uncl.; Schefold only (d )–( f ),
quite cl.; LIMC vii only (d )–( f ), sm. Vidi 13 Aug. 1990. Scene:
A woman to r. (a), who is holding a cup, is seconding Herakles
to r. (b), who is fighting Geryones (c) to l., one head in frontal
view (like CHA 8i). On the other side three women to r.,
labelled (d ) next to the middle one, are bringing a bag, a hat, and
winged shoes to a young warrior to l. (e), who is backed by a
woman to l. ( f ). Date: c.520 (Schefold; LIMC ii, vii); c.540–530
(LIMC iv and v).

(a) A5G6AIG (b) Eç)KLGw (c) ; cG8so6Gw
(d) 6EIDE (e) ; rERwEsw ( f ) ; A4E^

(a) Αθεναιε (b) Gερακλες (c) Γερυονες (d ) Νειδε[. . .]
(e) Περσευς ( f ) Αθεν[. . .]

(a) �θ3να 3, (b) G3ρακλ0ς, (c) Γ3ρυ�ν3ς. (d ) Ν3 δε[ς], 
(e) Περσε(ς, ( f ) �θ3ν[α 3].

Epigraphy: (a) All of the central cross of the theta is broken 
off. (b) The heta is not necessarily of the modern H type 
but could be 9 (normal with the Inscription P.) with a slightly
prolonged r. hasta. The final -ς of (d ) and -αιε of ( f ) no longer 
exist and were probably lost already when the vase was found.
On Rumpf ’s ph. the letters -αιε (but not -ς) show quite clearly,
whereas Gerhard dotted them, no doubt to mark their being
restored (repainted?). (e) The last sigma is almost of the three-
stroke type. Interpretation: Herakles and Geryones (labels).
Perseus receiving wings, cap and bag (labels).

This vase was missed by Kirchhoff (1863) and (1887) as well as
Roberts (1887), in spite of the Ionic form �θ3να 3, the L-type
lambda (see CHA 15), and Brunn’s placing it amongst the
Chalcidian vases in 1871.551 A. Collinge informs me (per litt.) 
that it seems to her ‘now definitely questionable that A2 [our 
CHA 2] and A15 [this vase] are by the same painter . . . There
are stylistic differences, and A15 would be the painter’s only use
of that vase shape.’ The handwriting, however, is so typical that
at least from the point of view of the inscriptions the vases are
clearly by the same hand.

For the scenes see §414 (Herakles) and §408 (Perseus). If 
we compare the labels with Attic, some differ in dialect, viz.
(a) / ( f ) (see §247), (d) (see §259; it is a collective label, see §401),
and (e) (see §214); others would be the same in Attic, viz. (b) and
(c) (for the latter see also §259).

  ,   
 

Hydria from Vulci, by the Inscription P. ( Jan. 1829). Bibliography:
Bonaparte (1829), 53, no. 530, drs. of inscrs. pl. 7; Gerhard (1831),
122 (43), 154 (418a), 171 (657), 174 (671g), 175 (673*), 217, drs.
of some inscrs. pl. A. ii, iii; Gerhard (1847), 158 f., dr. pl. 237;
Jahn (1854), pp. cxix n. 864, cxlix n. 1060a, 38 no. 125; CIG (iv),
no. 7382; Kirchhoff (1887), 127, no. 7; Studniczka (1886a), 89
n. 12, no. 9; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 279 f., no.
7; Roberts (1887), 208, no. 193; Kretschmer (1894), 67, no. 11;
Furtwängler–Reichhold (1904), 161–7, drs. pls. 31 f.; Sieveking–
Hackl (1912), 67–9, no. 596, ph. pl. 23 (opp. p. 66); Buschor
(1913), 114, dr. 113; id. (1914), 96, dr. 95; Rumpf (1927), 12 f.
no. 10 (bibl.), 47, phs. pls. 23–5; ph. EAA ii. 260 fig. 391; Beazley
(1960), 224; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton (1962), 310 f. (bibl.), col. ph.
pl. xxv; Schefold (1964), 73, and (1966), 78, phs. [pl.] 66 and 
col. pl. iv; E. Walter-Karydi, CVA Germany, 28 (1968), 24–6,
phs. pls. 280–2; ph. Buschor (1969), 85 fig. 90; Schefold (1978),

551 On the other hand, Brunn’s general theory (see ad CHA 15) was wrong
and immediately rejected.
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178, with ph. fig. 234; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 62 f., phs. pl. 39
and col. pl. xviii; LIMC ii, ‘Atalante’ 74*, ph. pl. 698; Collinge
(1985), 149–52 (sect. 15), 160–2 (sect. 17), cat. no. A19; LIMC
vi, ‘Klytios’ i. 3, ‘Mopsos’ i. 7; Schefold (1993), 196 f. with ph.
198 fig. 198, and 274 with ph. 276 fig. 296; LIMC vii, ‘Peleus’
16, ‘Peliou athla’ 17. Photographs: Sieveking–Hackl sm.; Rumpf
not very cl.; EAA only (e), uncl.; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton only (e),
cl.; Schefold (1964) etc. quite cl. except (b); CVA quite cl.; Buschor
only (e), cl.; Simon–Hirmer mostly not very cl.; LIMC uncl. Scene:
In front of a group of three men and a woman, all unnamed,
Atalante (a) (the name begins at the back of her head running 
to l.) is wrestling with a naked man facing her (b) (the name begins
at the back of his head running to r.), behind whom three men,
one dressed and holding a spear (c) (the name is painted on his
robe), one naked (d ) (the name begins next to his forehead), and
another one dressed (unnamed), are watching the match. In the
background a boar’s head is lying on a table. On the reverse 
of the vase Zeus (e) is fighting a winged, bearded, long-eared 
creature with double snake body (Typhon, unnamed). Date:
540/530 (Arias–Hirmer–Shefton, Simon–Hirmer); c.550 (Schefold
(1964) and (1966), LIMC vii); c.540 (Schefold (1978); LIMC ii–vi);
c.530 (Schefold (1993) ).

(a) ; )T)L)^TG (b) ˜Hoøwow (c) ; rELGsw
(d ) ; hLsTIOw (e) iGyS

(a) Αταλαντε (b) ΜÖοφσος (c) Πελευς (d ) œλυτιος
(e) Ζευς

(a) �ταλ!ντ3, (b) ΜÖ�φσος, (c) Π3λε(ς, (d ) œλ(τιος. (e) Ζε(ς.

Epigraphy: (b) Bonaparte’s drawing leaves little doubt that ˜H-
is written; see below. Interpretation: Before the wrestling match
of Atalante and Peleus at the funeral games for Pelias (labels).
Zeus fighting Typhon (label).

For the myths represented see §404 (Zeus) and §425 (Atalante;
with a discussion of the problem concerning the attribution of
the labels). Most names on this vase are as expected. For the use
of qoppa (mediately) preceding <υ> in (d) see CHA 3e (but kappa
in CHA 1d ) and—by a different painter—CHA 20b. In (b) the
reading of the second letter is a problem. The fact that, in spite
of his transcription Μαοφσος, Bonaparte in his drawing shows
an H, is the best confirmation that when the vase was found, H
was clearly legible (the transcription is of course understandable,
since not many cases of ΜÉ- can have been known in the early
19th century). Gerhard (1831) writes partly ΜÉοφσος (pp. 122,
175), partly both possibilities (p. 154), finding the one with <É>
peculiar (p. 175; see still later CIG: ‘prava est’). Kretschmer doubts
both, although he was much more aware of the existence of ΜÉ-
spellings (see pp. 158–60). Jeffery (p. 159) reads ΜÉ-. This read-
ing is also supported by the fact that on an ‘Argive’ shield-band,
inscribed in the Corinthian or Argive alphabet, Mopsos is also

spelled 39oZos ΜÉ�ψου (gen.).552 For the nasal followed by an
<É> see §211. Open H is attested on two or three other vases
attributed to the Inscription P., CHA 9b (uncertain), CHA 14c,
and CHA 16b (see §259).

*°  ,   

Hydria from Caere, by the Inscription P. (ex Campana inv. Cp
94; 1856 or earlier). Bibliography: Newton–Birch (1856), 8;
CatCamp ii. 1; Roulez (1858), with dr. MonIned 6, pl. 15; E. Pottier
in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 286 n. 1, 327, no. 5; Pottier (1901),
87 f.; Pottier (1906), 719 f.; Rumpf (1927), 13 no. 12 (bibl.), 47,
ph. pl. 26, dr. p. 175; Collinge (1985), 174–8 (sect. 20), cat. no.
A20; LIMC iii, ‘Ariadne’ 25*, ph. pl. 728; LIMC vi, ‘Minos’ i.
17*, ph. pl. 312 (not under ‘Minotauros’). Photographs: Rumpf
sm.; LIMC both the same, uncl. Vidi 7 Aug. 1990. Scene: Two
female onlookers to r. (unnamed). A warrior (a) with a sword
wrestling with the Minotaur (b) and about to stab him. Look-
ing back over her shoulder at the scene, a woman to r. (c), and
facing her, a man to l. with spear (d ). Date: c.550 (LIMC).

(a) 4GSGVS (b) VPoSmI6oIoS (c) ; ARIADG
(d) ; mI^oS

(a) Θεσευς (b) [. . .]υροσµινοιος (c) Αριαδε (d) Μινος

(a) Θ3σε(ς, (b) [τα]Hρος Μιν8ιος, (c) �ρι1δ3, (d) Μ ν4ς.

Epigraphy: (b) The final sigma, although partly lost, is clearly there
(see dr.). (c) Roulez supplied �ρ[ιε]δ3, but the alpha is clear.
Interpretation: Theseus and the Minotaur (labels).

Two different shapes of the letter rho are used (see ad CHA 12,
and §§101, 259).

Labels (a) and (d) are as expected. The phrase (b) [τα]Hρος
Μιν8ιος, however, is a hapax legomenon. Roulez understood the
adjective as ‘qui appartient à Minos’ (comparing h. Apoll. 393
Κρ%τες JπP ΚνωσοH ΜινωQου, οR 2! τ# Sνακτι . . .). It is not
patronymic, as must have been clear to any Greek who knew the
myth. The form suggests that at the time of its formation Μ νως
(mostly with [c] ) was considered to be an athematic stem Μιν4-
rather than a vocalic stem analogous to the (secondary) type 
λε�ς. In fact, the athematic inflection553 is older and better 
attested than the thematic one.554 Other occurrences of the name

552 Kunze (1950), 178, 213, no. iii. a; dr. also Schefold (1993), fig. 294bis
(‘Faustkampf von Admet und Mopsos’, but Tδµ?τος is not a plausible reading
for the remains of the label to Mopsos’ competitor as shown on the dr.); men-
tioned by Johnston (1990), 441.

553 See gen. -ωος (Od. 11. 322, 17. 523; Hes. Th. 948; fr. 204. 57 M–W), dat.
-ωϊ (Hes. fr. 145. 10 M–W), acc. -ωα (Il. 13. 450; Od. 11. 568), later contracted
-ω (Aesch., Plat., Ap. Rhod.).

554 Gen. Μ νω (Hdt. 1. 171. 2 f., 1. 173. 2, 3. 122. 2 with v.l. Μ νωος), dat.
Μ νωι (two long syllables, Hes. fr. 145. 15 M–W), acc. Μ νων (Il. 14. 322?, v.l.
Μ νω, Μ νωα; Hdt. 7. 170. 1 and 171. 1, Μ νεων, Μ νεω vel sim. codd.). The
Hesiodic form, only 5 lines after the athematic dat., may be due to synizesis of
the athematic form, and the same may be true for the acc. in the Iliad.
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of the Minotaur on vases are all Attic, namely Μινοταυρος
(several times)555 and Μιν8ιο(ς) ταHρος (once).556 Obviously the
Greeks had no standard expression for this monster until much
later.557 The striking Etruscan parallel mentioned by Rumpf 
(p. 51), a mirror (ET Fa S. 2; 4th-cent.) showing Θevrumines
together with Hercle (instead of Theseus), Ariaθa, Vile (i.e.
Åι�λ?ος),558 Menrva, and Mine, was last discussed by Glück (1970)
(see also de Simone (1970c) ). There are two main problems. (1)
Is Θevrumines a compound or two words? (2) What grammatical
category is represented by the final -s? Glück comes to the con-
clusion that (1) mines of Θevrumines is not a nominative, since the
nominative form would have to be *Mine, like Hercle and Vile
(both attested elsewhere); (2) Θevrumines is not both a compound
and a genitive (i.e. the genitive of a compound),559 since this is
‘inhaltlich . . . sinnlos’ and ‘unhaltbar’ (pp. 49 f., criticizing other
scholars). However, the second conclusion is not certain; we can-
not exclude the existence of an Etruscan compound *Θevrumine
(nom.), and the use of the genitive for a label would be paralleled
on Attic vases,560 where we usually supply something like ‘sc.
εMκ�ν’. A genitive Θevrumine-s (sc. ‘body’), written next to the
dead Minotaur, would therefore be quite acceptable. Neverthe-
less, we may agree that a nominative of the whole label is more
likely, and in that case Glück is right to assume a phrase Θevru
Mines instead of a compound. The name Mines is therefore likely
to specify the supposed nominative Θevru, and in such a case it
is appropriate to assume the category called ‘genitive’. As we—
unlike Glück—are more concerned here with the Greek side, we
should also ask from which Greek expression the Etruscan one
is derived. Since the Etruscan phrase follows a frequent pattern
(Glück, pp. 51–3), in which the determinative name follows the
determinate one, it is not certain that the order, ‘first ταHρο-, then

Μινω-’, was already that of the Greek original. On the other hand,
it is very unlikely that the latter was a firmly established com-
pound Μιν�ταυρος.561 This agrees with the Greek situation, where
the compound is attested, but is still not generally accepted as
late as under the Roman empire (see above); since the compound
is mainly attested on Attic vases, it will have originally been specific
to Attica (where the myth was more important than anywhere
else). Of all the Greek forms attested, our Chalcidian one562 is
clearly the best starting-point for the Etruscan borrowing. We may
even take the Etruscan mines for an exact rendering of the adject-
ive Μιν8ιος. For if Greek Παρθενοπ->(ι)ος could be rendered
in Etruscan first by Parθanap-aes on a 5th-cent. scarab (see ad
LAK 8a with n. 509) and later by Partinip-e (ET OI G. 3),563 an
adjective in -8ιος, too, could probably end up as an Etruscan form
in -e (perhaps with the -s preserved, and reinterpreted as an
Etruscan ‘gen.’). Also, we may be certain that an Etruscan would
not have hesitated to interpret Μιν8ιος as a genitive form directly
transferable to his own ‘genitive’, all the more so since he was
bound to be even less confident than the Greeks themselves were
about the ‘correct’ inflection of Μ νως.

(c) Kretschmer (pp. 171 f.) and Threatte (pp. 565 f.) give 
occurrences of Ariadne’s name with -δν-, -νν-, -ν- (i.e. -νν-?), 
and -γν-, mainly on Attic vases.564 The form with -δν- is the 
most frequent one and also occurs in Homer (twice, ˘˘––). Our
Chalcidian form is different from all these. Nevertheless, it is well
paralleled, as Roulez has already seen (he therefore supplied
�ρ[ιε]δ3), namely in Callim. fr. 67 �ρι;δη (see Pfeiffer’s n. ad
loc.), Il. 18. 592 (an important v.l.), and on a (lost) Attic vase,
ARV 1316. 3 �ρι;δα.565 Obviously the name of the Cretan
princess was current in different forms. All, however, seem to
agree in their prosodic structure ˘˘––, and since of all variants
the only one to match our form is �ρι;δη, we have to take the
middle [a] as long (hence our reading �ρι1δ3). This is an easy
assumption, since the Inscription P. has a general tendency to 
use semi-Doric forms (see §259; a perfect parallel is CHA 2c
Γ?ρυƒ�ν3ς, also with a normal Ionic ending). The etymology of
the name is disputed,566 but it looks as if the form with [d] only,

555 For references see Brommer (1982), 85 with nn. 95–7, who cites our
Chalcidian example wrongly ταHρος Μιν[ιο. Ibid. also a later example on a stone
relief, Μεινωταυρος. Brommer’s example Ταυροµινιον (n. 96 with bibl.) is the
vase LIMC vi, ‘Minotauros’ 8a (with bibl.; now Marangou (1995), 106–9 with
col. ph.), not Brommer (1973), 227, no. A. a. 11 (which is the same as p. 237,
no. A. f. 22, a vase also in the Niarchos coll., but uninscribed; Para. 111. 85bis;
now Marangou (1995), 64–9 with col. ph.); the form Ταυροµινιον, ‘clearly leg-
ible’ according to Marangou (the ph. is uncl.), is strange.

556 A good ph. of this vase (Para. 75. 1bis, by Tleson, c.550) is contained in
Simon–Hirmer (1981), pl. 66 (and p. 81); see also LIMC vi, ‘Minotauros’ 9*.
This form without an -ς could make us think of an epic gen. in -οιο e.g. of the
Homeric type ΠετεEιο Μενεσθε(ς (e.g. Il. 2. 552). But a gen. ΜινEιο is not
attested, nor does it fit into a dactylic metre with ταHρος immediately following;
and since in our ‘Chalcidian’ example we clearly have the adjectival phrase, it is
more likely that the Attic form is the same. It is therefore a likely example of the
loss of final -ς (see §204).

557 See also the literary occurrences: Apollod. 3. 1. 4 τPν κληθ+ντα
Μιν�ταυρον; Diod. Sic. 1. 61. 3 τPν λεγ�µενον Μιν�ταυρον; Paus. 1. 22. 5 τPν
Μ νω καλο(µενον ταHρον (the same 3. 18. 11), 1. 24. 1 τPν ταHρον τPν Μ νω
καλο(µενον (Μ νω gen. or acc.?), but also 1. 27. 10 τEι λεγοµ+νωι Μ νω τα(ρωι
(better: Μινωτα(ρωι?).

558 We would expect *Viule.
559 By ‘genitive’ we should understand the Etruscan grammatical category that

the specialists usually call like that.
560 e.g. ABV 320. 1 with Ηερµ[, �θ3να ?ς, ∆ι�ς, Η5ρ?ς, and Tρεος.

Sometimes gen. labels occur alongside nom. ones. On the whole they are rare,
even on Attic vases (see ad COR 71b). See also Kretschmer, p. 84 and 137.

561 Glück (p. 53) calls this a ‘Zusammenrückung’ (univerbation). Although this
is possible (with the thematic gen. Μ νω), I prefer the proper formation in view
of the existence and primacy of the athematic stem Μινω- (see above).

562 Glück (p. 47) calls it Attic.
563 See Glück (p. 47); de Simone (1968), 97; there are no more attestations of

the name. ETR 3a Μεαιταιε is not Etruscan (see ad loc.) and cannot claim to
contain a more regular rendering of Greek -αιος, as de Simone thinks.

564 See also Schulze (1896), 699 f.
565 Wrong reading with A for H at the end? The vase is not in LIMC iii.
566 Schwyzer (pp. 208, 215, 489), who does not mention our form, follows

Kretschmer (p. 198) in regarding -δν- as secondary and assumes an etymology
from Jρι- and Vγν�ς. But why should one have changed an etymologically clear
name into something unintelligible? I prefer to see in �ρι!δνη a pre-Greek name,
perhaps with the same formation as Myc. ko-ri-ja-do-no /koriadnon/. The 
latter noun shows that [dn] can also develop into [nn] (see κορ αννον in the 
1st millennium), so that the Attic -νν-, attested among the earliest examples of
Ariadne’s name, does not necessarily (as Threatte, p. 566, thinks) presuppose an
early -γν- form, which in fact is attested only much later. An occasional change
into ‘intelligible’ �ρι-Wγν-η is easy to understand, namely as a case of popular
etymology (see §510).
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as we have it in �ρι;δη and on our vase, was more frequent in
archaic times than we might think. For in its fully Doric form
*�ρι1δ? it could be the starting-point of the Etruscan form 
of this name,567 which is ariaθa, areaθa, araθa.568 This would 
provide a parallel to the Minotaur’s name (b); and a third case of
such a close contact between a ‘Chalcidian’ and an Etruscan form
of a mythical name is Atresθe (i.e. Adrastos) on the Etruscan scarab
mentioned above, (b), which, however, seems to reflect the Ionic
form (see CHA 12a, CHA 27c), not the Attic or Doric ones.569

See also §254.

°  ,  .

Frs. of a hydria from ?, by the Inscription P. (found ?).
Bibliography: Blatter (1983), with ph. fig. 1; Collinge (1985), 186–9
(sect. 23), cat. A22; Keck (1988), 187 f., no. iv. 9. Photographs:
Blatter cl. Scene: A head to r.; inscr. (a) hardly refers to it as Blatter
thinks it does. On a non-contiguous fr. one leg each of a warrior
to l. (b) and a naked man to r. (no name preserved). On another
non-contiguous fr. the head of a warrior to l., probably (c), and
an unarmed man, probably not (c), perhaps restraining the war-
rior from fighting. Date: c.540 (Blatter, Keck).

(a) )DRESToS (b) ; VDGYw (c) )
(a) Αδρεστος (b) [. . .]υδευς (c) Αl[. . .]
(a) Tδρ3στος, (b) [Τ ]Xδε(ς, (c) �l[φι!ρ3ος?].

Epigraphy: (c) Of the second letter only the lower end of an oblique
upstroke is preserved; it could also be a nu. Interpretation: Peace-
making scene with some of the Seven against Thebes (labels).

The form of the rho is surprisingly different from that of the other
vases by the Inscription P. Nevertheless, the attribution seems
convincing from the point of view of style. This fluctuation of
letter-forms can be observed on CHA 11 where it occurs on one
and the same vase (see §259). w is used in retrograde script only,
which is in agreement with CHA 8.

For the scene represented see §427. The names are as
expected; for (a) see CHA 27c.

*°  ,  . . ‒. 
( )

Hydria from Vulci, by the Inscription P. (1865 or earlier).570

Bibliography: Löschcke (1881), 36 n. 23;571 Studniczka (1886a),
89 n. 12; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 282, no. 12; 
BM Cat. B (1893), no. 75; Kretschmer (1894), 66 f., no. 10; 
F. Bechtel, SGDI (1905), no. 5299; Rumpf (1927), 11 f. no. 9
(bibl.), 47, phs. pls. 19–22; Lippold (1952), 90 f.; Collinge (1985),
126 (sect. 10), cat. no. A18; LIMC vi, ‘Medon’ iii. 1*, ph. pl.
202. Photographs: Rumpf and LIMC quite cl. Vidi 13 Aug. 1990.
Scene: Two warriors (a) and (b) to r., the first stabbing an 
opponent (unnamed), who has fallen on his knees, in his back,
the second fighting another one, who is facing him, (c). To the
r. two warriors facing l., the first (d ) is fleeing, but already on
one knee, the second (e) attacking him. Date: c.540–520 (LIMC).

(a) ; A^TAIoS (b) A^TIoWoS (c) roL V!oçoS
(d ) ; [AWVS (e) mGao7

(a) Ανταιος (b) Αντιοχος (c) Πολυδορος (d ) Åαχυς
(e) Μεδον

(a) �ντα"ος, (b) �ντ οχος, (c) Πολ(δ4ρος, (d ) Å>χυς, 
(e) Μ+δ4ν.

Epigraphy: (a) The lower part of the sigma is lost. Kretschmer’s
Αντιαιος is an error. (c) is carelessly written, but clearly not 
to be read Πολ(α(ν)δρος, as was also suggested. Interpretation:
Non-heroic battle scene (labels).

For the character of the scene see §471.
In the warrior-names (a) and (b) the notion of �ντ(ι)- is clearly

‘against, opponent’. We may therefore call these names speaking
names (see §239). Label (c) reminds us of the Corinthian Πολυ-
names (see §237). (d ) is a throwaway name also well known from
Corinthian vases (see ibid.); for the quantity of its [a] see §259
with n. 932. As it stands it contradicts the starting-point prin-
ciple (see §104; see also Rumpf, p. 49). But considering the almost
total lack of space around the figures of the two warriors, it seems
likely that the painter first wanted to give the attacking warrior
the name Å>χυς, but then changed his mind and gave him another
name (e) in the small free area behind his back, leaving (d ) for
the defeated man (see CHA 10). The denominations seem to be
chosen more or less at random anyway. (e) is both a heroic and
a historical name (Bechtel, p. 302). Here no heroic connection
should be assumed (see §471); on the contrary, its brevity
reminds us of the hypocoristics in -ων (see §229), also used as
throwaway names (see §237).

567 See de Simone (1968), 24; each form is attested once; see now ET Fa 
S. 2, Cl S. 9, Vs S. 21.

568 This is an easier explanation than the one given by de Simone (1970a: 189,
306), who assumes an Etruscan ‘Sonderentwicklung’ replacing an expected form
*ariatre. He obviously thinks of an epic origin of the Etruscan name. But did
Etruscans understand and care for Greek epics? We may note that the
Corinthians did not bother to adapt their inscrs. on vases for export to Etruria
to a script easier to read for the Etruscans, as they seem to have done on those
for export to other places (see ad PCO 5 and 6).

569 De Simone (1970a: 40) holds that Atresθe can represent an older
Tδρ?στος just as well as Tδρ3στος, but in view of the non-weakened interior 
syllables of the name Parθanapaes on the same scarab (later Partinipe, as 
mentioned above), it seems more likely to me that Atresθe directly represents 
the Ionic form.

570 No earlier owner is recorded. The vase was acquired for £ 60.
571 His reference to Gerhard (1840–58), no. 92, must be an error.
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°  , .   

Krater from Vulci, by the Inscription P. (1836 or shortly before).
Bibliography: de Witte (1836), 49, no. 145; mentioned by Gerhard
(1849), 86 f.; CIG (iv), no. 7460; Kirchhoff (1887), 125 f., no. 4;
Fick (1883), 10; Studniczka (1886a), 89 n. 12, no. 8; E. Pottier
in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 278, no. 2; Roberts (1887), 207 f.,
no. 190. 2; Heydemann (1880), 28 (x), 35 ff.; Kretschmer (1894),
63, no. 3; Fränkel (1912a), 1–16 (B), 82; Rumpf (1927), 13 
no. 13 (bibl.), 47, phs. pls. 27–30; F. Mayence and V. Verhoogen,
CVA Belgium, 2 (1937), 1, no. 1, ph. pl. 1; Collinge (1985), 217
f. (sect. 29), cat. no. A23; LIMC iii, ‘Dorkis’ 2*, ph. pl. 529,
‘Doro’; LIMC v, ‘Hippos’ 1, ‘Io’ iii. 2; LIMC vi, ‘Megas’ 1*, ph.
pl. 204, ‘Nais’ 1; LIMC vii, ‘Phoibe’ v. 1, ‘Poris’ 1, ‘Simis, Simon,
Simos’ 2. Photographs: Rumpf mostly rather uncl.; CVA sm.;
LIMC iii only (g)–(i) quite cl., ( j) uncl.; LIMC vi only (e)–(g)
quite cl., (d ) and (h) uncl. Vidi 29 June 1992. (Where I give two
drawings of a name, one was made in the morning, the other 
in the afternoon when the light was different.) Scene: Dance 
involving human-footed Satyrs (S) and Maenads (M). The
sequence is very likely to start with the Satyr (a),572 which can
be seen from the neatly crossed tails of the two Satyrs (unnamed)
and (a), the l. of which is painted later, after the r. one was already
dry. First comes a group SMS (a)–(c), then a pair MS (d)–(e),
two pairs SM ( f )–(g) and (h)–(i), and another group SMS, 
( j), (k), and nameless. In the triple groups the M are dancing
towards the S to their r., but looking back over their shoulders
at the S to their l. Date: —.

(a) SM (b) ; +A^4oI (c) ; HIroS (d) ; {Io
(e) ; SmIS ( f ) ; 3E+Aw (g) ; QoIBG
(h) ; !oçKIw (i) 7AIS ( j) ro IS (k) ! o

(a) Σµ . . (b) Ξανθοι (c) Ηιπος (d) Äιο
(e) [. ?]σµις ( f ) Μεnας (g) Φοιβε (h) ∆ορκις
(i) Ναις ( j) Πο . ις (k) ∆[.]. ο

(a) Σ(")µor, (b) Ξανθ8ι, (c) Η π(π)ος, (d ) Åι8, (e) [ NΟ]σµις (?),
( f ) Μ5n?ς (?), (g) Φο β3, (h) ∆�ρκις, (i) Ν? ς, ( j) Π�qις (?),
(k) ∆[4]q8.

Epigraphy: See dr. (a) æ̃ oS, de Witte, with the first letter
reversed. (c) HIroS, de Witte. (d ) EIo, de Witte; yet, a middle
bar would fall precisely into the break and can hardly have been
visible. (e) æµIæ, de Witte. This was interpreted by Heydemann
as Sim(o)s, read from l. to r., which was taken up by Kretschmer.
The name, however, is retrograde, therefore Rumpf interpreted
Σ(" )µις. It seems likely to me that at the beginning one letter is
missing. ( f ) ˜EVrA . . . , de Witte. Kretschmer discusses the
readings without deciding. Rumpf draws what looks like the
remains of a ®-type third letter and decides for gamma: Μ+γας.

This is hardly possible; the remains of the letter only fit a xi. 
(h) de Witte transcribes with a R, which is a good observation 
(see §101). ( j) De Witte transcribes ro!IS Podis, accepted by
Heydemann; Gerhard reads Π�ρ(τ)ις. Kretschmer thinks both
are to be considered. Herrmann (1898: 132), in discussing COR
105, uses our form as support for a reading Π�ρις on the
Corinthian vase. The reading of the Corinthian form cannot be
right, however, and therefore cannot support the reading of a 
rho here. Nevertheless, a rho gives the most plausible name,
lambda (of πωλ- ‘foal’) being excluded. (k) !oPo was read by
de Witte, but completely ignored by Rumpf. We should accept
de Witte’s reading, although the remains do not suit a rho 
very well. Obviously the vase had suffered some damage in the
mean time.573 One wonders whether the last figure also had a 
name originally; nothing of it remains, however. Interpretation:
Unspecified scene with a dance involving Satyrs and Maenads
(labels).

Collinge (pp. 217 f. with n. 443) points to the labels of COR 105,
thinking of Corinthian influence on our vase. But the names on
COR 105 are not so similar to those here as one used to think.
More important is the ending of (b). For the scene see §407. For
the open heta in (c) see ad CHA 10b.

(a) shows A.W. (see §111). (b) is most remarkable because of
its ‘Doric’ ending -8ι as opposed to (d) and (k) (see §§236, 259).
(c) The Satyr simply bears the name of the animal that he 
represents (see CHA 1e). With regard to (d), Fränkel (p. 15)
remarks that nymphs often have just ordinary women’s names.
In view of the speaking names not only on CHA 1 but also on
this vase, viz. (a)–(c), (h), probably also (e), ( f ), ( j), it seems 
better to interpret the name as ‘that with the fragrance of a 
violet’, like its equivalent CHA 1l; see also (k).

(e) As the name *Σ"µις, with A.W. as in (a), would be unusual
for a Satyr, especially together with normal Σ"µος on the same
vase, we should consider a different solution, namely a derivat-
ive from Yσµ; ‘smell’. For its formation see (h) and §231. Such
a name would be most appropriate for a horsey creature and would
continue—and contrast—the notion of (d). For the parallels Yδµ;
and Yσµ; (the latter reflecting a formation *od-smA) see e.g.
Lejeune, §§64 and 66 n. 5; and see ad COR 19g above.

( f ) The obvious interpretation of our reading is as the aorist
participle active µε ξ?ς. But the very frequent meaning of
µε γνυµι, ‘to have sexual intercourse’, which seems not inap-
propriate for our Satyrs (see ad CHA 1e), is normally reserved
to the middle and passive voice, µε γνυµαι. However, µειξ- can
have this meaning in the future µε ξοµαι, which seems even more
appropriate here than the present, as well as in the noun µε"ξις.
The name therefore should not be regarded as the active aorist

572 This seems to have been the impression also of de Witte, who starts his
series with the same figure.

573 Mr. Aelvoet, curator in the Musées Royaux, informs me about an illumin-
ating detail of last century vase-restoration technique. When the fragments were
stuck together, an unevenness over the join was often filed off and the surface
then repainted. This of course led to a considerable damaging of the surface next
to breaks, which makes early readings the more important.
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participle proper but simply as a hypocoristic derivative from µειξ-
in -αντ- like, for instance, Β ας, Περ φας, Θ�ας, Φ�ρβας (for
more examples see Risch, p. 27); see n. 832. If this reading and
interpretation of the name is correct, we have here the spelling
of a real diphthong with a simple vowel (for a parallel see CHA 3i).

(g) According to Fränkel (p. 14) this name refers to a ‘helle,
lichte Erscheinung’. For (h) see CHA 1g. As for (i), Fränkel 
(p. 13) notices that this is the generic name serving as a name 
for an individual; we may compare (c). Fick (and Kretschmer,
Fränkel, Rumpf ) counted this name amongst the non-Ionic
forms in Chalcidian (see ‘correct’ Ionic CHA 9d), Fränkel (p. 14),
however, adds that the forms with [a] of this name are also Attic
and later predominant; see §259. ( j) It was Gerhard who first 
read Π�ρ(τ)ις (i.e. π�ρις, meaning ‘calf, boy, girl’ in poetry, 
for which there is also π�ρτις). This was accepted by Fränkel 
(pp. 10 f.) who wrote Π�[ρ]ις, interpreting ‘Kalb, Tierjunges’. 
I cannot think of a better solution. (k) Kretschmer: ‘zweifelhaft
erscheint, ob noch ein Buchstabe (Iota?) folgte.’ See (b) and (d ).
I could not see any trace after the last omicron. Like (d), the name
is also frequent as a throwaway name (see §237).

*  ,    . 
 .  

Krater from Vulci (Rumpf ), by the Inscription P. (before 1858).
Bibliography: Gerhard (1858), 94–6, dr. pl. 322; Brunn (1871),
32 (116); Studniczka (1886a), 89 n. 12, no. 5; E. Pottier in
Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 280 f., no. 10; Kretschmer (1894), 66,
no. 8; Furtwängler–Reichhold (1909), 215–18, with phs. figs. 79a–b
and dr. pl. 101; Rumpf (1927), 13 f. no. 14 (bibl.), 47, phs. pls.
31–4; Langlotz (1932), 22 f., no. 160 (bibl.), phs. pls. 23 f.;
Arias–Hirmer–Shefton (1962), 311, phs. pls. 75 f. and col. 
pl. xxxvi; Alföldi (1967), 16, ph. pl. 2. 1; Friis Johansen (1967),
cat. p. 275, no. C. 4; ph. Buschor (1969), 88 fig. 93; col. ph.
Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard (1971), 83 fig. 88; Simon (1975),
83 f., ph. pl. 17; Schefold (1978), 200, ph. 199 fig. 271; ph. ArchKal
2–15 July 1979; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 63 f., ph. col. pl. xix;
LIMC i, ‘Alexandros’ 68*, ph. pl. 390, Andromache i. 4;
Beckel–Froning–Simon (1983), 46, no. 16 (bibl. p. 179), col. ph.
p. 47; Collinge (1985), 108–10 (sect. 8), cat. no. A24; LIMC iv,
‘Helene’ 193*, ph. pl. 327, ‘Hektor’ 13; LIMC v, ‘Kebriones’ 5*,
ph. pl. 616. Photographs: Furtwängler–Reichhold sm. and uncl.;
Rumpf rather uncl.; Langlotz, Arias–Hirmer–Shefton, and
Buschor uncl.; Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard and ArchKal (a)
uncl., (b)–(d ) quite cl., (e) uncl.; Alföldi (c) and (d ) cl., (e) uncl.;
Simon sm.; Schefold uncl.; Simon–Hirmer mostly uncl.; Beckel–
Froning–Simon only (a)–(d ), quite cl.; LIMC i only (a)–(d ), cl.;
LIMC iv only (a)–(c), cl.; LIMC v only (e), mostly cl. Scene: A
woman to r. (a) looking back over her shoulders, an archer to l.
(b) with winged shoes watching her, another woman to r. (c) 
facing a warrior to l. (d ), the eye-catching central figure. A rider
(e) on one of two horses is waiting for him. Under the handles

there are two men, on the reverse two horsemen, all unnamed.
Date: 530–520 (Schefold); c.540 (Arias–Hirmer–Shefton; Simon–
Hirmer; LIMC ).

(a) ; 9ELG7© (b) ; rAçI (c) ; )^Dço3AZG
(d ) ; GKToç (e) ; kEBçIo…7Ew

(a) Ηελενε (b) Παρι[. . .] (c) Ανδροµαχε (d) Εκτορ
(e) Κεβριονες

(a) Ηελ+ν3, (b) Π!ρι[ς], (c) �νδροµ!χ3, (d) NΕκτ4ρ, 
(e) Κεβρι�ν3ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Departure of Hektor and Paris
(labels). Non-heroic running and riding scenes (no labels).

For the scene see §444. This vase was missed by Kirchhoff (1863)
and (1887) as well as Roberts (1887) (see CHA 9). It was first
grouped with Chalcidian ware by Brunn (1871), who, however,
did not notice the strong argument of the ‘blue’ chi. He thought
that the discrepancy of aspiration between (a) and (d) was due
to ‘Mangel im Verständniss der alten Schreibweise’ according to
his general—and generally rejected—view of a late and archaiz-
ing origin of Chalcidian vases. Within the three epsilons of (a)
Ηελ+ν3 the carelessness of the writer grows: the first is normal,
the second shows bent-down tips of the oblique strokes, the third
has three bows and an extra tail. He must have been very quick
with his brush. The rho in (b) is almost of the type of BOI 2 (see
CHA 2); for the tail goes deeper down than the vertical stroke
(see §101).

For name (a) see §251, for (d) see §250. The other names pose
no problems.

°   , . . 

Fr. of a dinos from Reggio, by the Inscription P. (?) (1882).
Bibliography: Barnabei (1886), 243; Roscher (1884–1937), v.
1222; Rumpf (1927), 15 no. 18 (bibl.), 48, ph. pl. 36; ph. EAA
ii. 260 fig. 390; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 258; Collinge (1985), 118–21
(sect. 9), cat. no. A30; mentioned by Lattanzi (1987), 87–90.
Photographs: Rumpf cl.; EAA quite cl. Scene: Heads of horses to
r., a fountain in the shape of a lion’s head, a youth to r. (a), and
a woman to r. (b) looking back at the youth while filling a vase
with water from a second fountain. Date: c.550 (LIMC ).

(a) TP ILow (b) ; ˜HED
(a) Τρ[.]eιλος (b) ΜÉεδ[. . .]
(a) Τρ[�]eιλος, (b) ΜÉ3δ[εσικ!στ3].

Epigraphy: (a) The letter before the iota shows a third black stroke
emerging from the break and protruding a bit further than the
other two bars. Although it looks like paint, only autopsy or per-
haps an original photograph could confirm that it is (unfortunately
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my several letters and facsimiles have remained unanswered). The
form of the epsilon would agree with the one in (b) which also
has the middle bar in the lower half. The sigma is probably 
meant to be of the four-stroke type. (b) This name has been read
in various ways, e.g. [Is]men[e] or [Poly]xen[e] (neither of which
fits the letters, the latter also being too long at the beginning), or
Hel[ene]. The latter was accepted by Rumpf, who, however,
ignored the clear stroke, already seen by Barnabei, before the heta.
There was apparently reluctance to expect a letter preceding a
heta.574 The stroke belongs to a mu which is quite cl. in Rumpf ’s
ph.; and so is the upper half of the alleged lambda, which is in
fact a delta. Interpretation: Achilleus and Troilos (label).

Here and in CHA 14c we have unequivocal open hetas (see ad
CHA 10b); on other vases by the same painter 9 is the normal
form. Although the use of different letter-forms by one and the
same writer is in principle not impossible, it is particularly plaus-
ible in the case of a man with more than one cultural background
(see §259). This vase is one of very few pieces attributed to the
Inscription P., and indeed the only inscribed one, that has been
found in Reggio di Calabria.575

For (a) see §257. (b) For the name and character restored see
§442. For the spelling with <É> after the [m] see §211.

°  

Fr. of a cup from ?, by the Inscription P. (attribution accepted
by Collinge) (1767 or earlier). Bibliography: d’Hancarville
(1767a), 122–5, dr. (engraving) pl. 4 (preceding p. 1); Rumpf
(1927), 17 no. 21, 48, dr. (a copy of d’Hancarville’s dr.) fig. 4;
Collinge (1985), 202 with n. 412 (sect. 26 ‘Dubia’), cat. no. A36.
Photographs: —. Scene: Four horses’ heads (i.e. a quadriga) to r.,
with (a) written along the manes of the upright dark ones, and
(b) beyond an unarmed man’s head to l. Date: —.

(a) ; K4IG (b) ; FoI^GVw (from a drawing)
(a) [. . . ?]. θiε[. . . ?] (b) Åοινευς
(a) [ #Ο]qθ\3 (?), (b) Åοινε(ς.

Epigraphy: (a) d’Hancarville writes about ‘la parole Ktié à la quelle
il manque quelque lettre / the word Ktie of which some letters
is wanting’ (it should probably read ‘letter’). The first letter shown
looks like a kappa (if misread, it could be a R or 6 or 0; see dr.),
the second, about whose form d’Hancarville is explicit, must be
correct as a theta, the third is slightly oblique but roughly 
parallel to the following (it could, however, still be the remains

of an upsilon or nu), and the fourth and last is an epsilon. After
that there will have been a plain space before the break (if the
surface was undamaged). (b) Clear and plausible. Interpretation:
Unidentified scene (possibly a heroic departure or wedding-
procession scene).

As the name (a) belongs to a horse and horses occasionally have
female names, the form, which should be in Ionic, will have ended
with the epsilon.576 Therefore the missing letter, mentioned by
d’Hancarville, is at the beginning, which suits the fact that (b)
starts close to the upper edge of the drawing. If the position of
the edge is accurate in the drawing, a maximum of two letters
may be missing. Since a kappa is unexpected in front of the 
(apparently certain) theta, it will be wrongly copied. As regards
the penultimate letter, nu is unexpected after theta. The name
therefore ends in ρ/ν/α, θ, ι/υ, and 3. The only possibility that
seems to make sense is #Ορθ 3 (see §465). (b) The name ΟMνε(ς,
well known from myth, is almost unattested as a personal name
in archaic times (Bechtel, pp. 345, 575); for its [w] see §206.

  ,  . . . 
(  )

Hydria from Vulci, by the Cambridge P.577 (1864 or earlier).
Bibliography: Kretschmer (1894), 70; E. A. Gardner (1897), 19,
no. 45, ph. pl. 8; Furtwängler–Reichhold (1904), 162; Rumpf
(1927), 11 no. 8 (bibl.), 47, phs. pls. 17 f.; W. Lamb, CVA Great
Britain, 6 (1930), 17, ph. pl. 8; Collinge (1985), 214 (sect. 28),
cat. no. B7; LIMC vi, ‘Leon’ ii. 1*, ph. pl. 127. Photographs:
Gardner uncl.; Rumpf sm.; CVA and LIMC uncl. Scene: Three
pairs of men and women facing each other, the men labelled
(a)–(c), the women nameless, and an extra man to l., also name-
less. Date: 3rd q. 6th cent. (LIMC ).

(a) D o7 (b) [Io7 (c) )7T)IoS
(a) ∆[.]ον (b) Åιον (c) Ανταιος
(a) ∆[ ]4ν, (b) Å 4ν, (c) �ντα"ος.

Epigraphy: (a) Kretschmer (who only had a dr.) and Gardner read
K[ε]ον, which is both odd and unparalleled. On the original 
ph. the D-shaped delta is quite cl. (b) vIoN, Kretschmer. On the
ph., however, a clear digamma is visible. (c) is clear. Interpretation:
Non-heroic conversation scene (labels).

Collinge uses the term ‘Conversation Scene’, which seems
appropriate. Only the men are named, two of them with throw-
away names of the Corinthian type, (a) and (b) (see §237). This

574 Barnabei’s reading ‘. . . lHE$’, indicates that he thought even more than a
stroke was visible. His reading was, incidentally, upside-down (direction prin-
ciple, see §105).

575 According to Collinge’s catalogue apart from this piece (A30) only A10
(Rumpf (1927), no. 72, pl. 104) and A31 (Reggio 11723, Foti (1972), 75, pl. 41;
badly damaged) are from there.

576 Rumpf (p. 49) thinks of Oineus’ wife Althaie. But there is no woman to
which the inscr. could refer, and the lack of an alpha after a theta is hard to excuse.

577 Another such hydria (Rome, Villa Giulia, or Vulci, Antiquarium?) seems
to have illegible inscrs., see Keck (1988), 182 f., no. iv. 2, with bibl. referring to
A. Emiliozzi Morandi, who did not attempt a reading.
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shows that this painter, too, is in the Corinthian–Chalcidian 
tradition (see §259). (c) The name �ντα"ος (not found in Homer
and Hesiod, although there was the famous opponent of Herakles),
also occurs on CHA 13 by the Inscription P. (a); on that vase
there are two other such dull names which are paralleled in
Corinthian, namely Å>χυς und Πολ(δ4ρος (see §237).

°  , . . . 

Fr. of a hydria from Cumae, by the Cambridge P. (Collinge)
(found ?). Bibliography: Gàbrici (1913), 476, with ph. fig. 182;
Rumpf (1927), 13 no. 11 (bibl.), 47, ph. pl. 36; not in LIMC iv
or v?; Collinge (1985), cat. no. B12. Photographs: Gàbrici quite
cl.; Rumpf cl. Scene: A warrior to r. (named behind his back,
downwards). Date: —.

; 9G∂APAk
Ηεραρακk[.]ς
Η3ρα{ρα}κλ[0]ς.

Epigraphy: Rumpf was clearly right to pose the fr. so that the 
inscr. runs vertically. The missing epsilon probably belongs
after the turn of the inscr., and its direction will have been ….
Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Herakles (label).

For the form of the first rho see §101. For the type of mistake
see §112.

  ,   
 

Belly-amphora from Vulci, by a painter only known from this piece
(Collinge) (1829/30?). Bibliography: Braun (1839), 8 f.; Jahn
(1854), pp. clxix, 323 no. 1108; CIG (iv), no. 7611; Kirchhoff
(1887), 126 f., no. 6; Studniczka (1886a), 89 n. 12; E. Pottier 
in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 280, no. 8; Roberts (1887), 208, 
no. 192; Kretschmer (1894), 67, no. 12; F. Bechtel, SGDI
(1905), no. 5300; Sieveking–Hackl (1912), 65 f., no. 592; Schwyzer,
DGE (1923), no. 797. 5; Rumpf (1927), 11 no. 7 (bibl.), 47, ph.
pl. 16; Vian (1945), 22, ph. pl. 3. 1; ph. Lullies (1982), 47 fig. 1;
Collinge (1985), 79–82 (sect. 2), cat. no. F1; LIMC vii,
‘Kyknos’ i. 22*, ph. pl. 690. Photographs: Rumpf quite cl.; Vian
uncl.; Lullies sm. but cl.; LIMC cl. Scene: A warrior (a), who
has left part of his armour behind, is slaying a fully armed war-
rior (b) with his sword. On the reverse a horseman (unnamed).
Date: c.540.

(a) ; H   LGz (b) ; hVh7VS
(a) Η [. . .]. λες (b) œυ@νυς
(a) Η[3ρα]jλ0ς, (b) œ(@νυς.

Epigraphy: (a) Of the kappa only the end of an oblique stroke seems
now to survive. Interpretation: Herakles and Kyknos (labels).

This vase (as well as CHA 10) was grouped amongst the
Chalcidian vases by Kirchhoff on the grounds that qoppa in 
Attic is not used in front of <υ> (which was pronounced [y] );
see the discussion by Kretschmer, pp. 68 f.578 Later on, stylistic
arguments for its being Chalcidian were also established (see
Rumpf ). The vase is not by the Inscription P. For the myth 
represented see §420.

(a) is as expected. (b) The ending -υς in œ(@νυς is surprising.
Bechtel, without any further arguments, remarks: ‘Die von
Kretschmer angezogne Parallele Z Ιππος : Z Ιππυς trifft nicht zu.’
Indeed, Z Ιππυς is a hypocoristic in -υ-, derived from a shortened
1 Ιππο- compound name (see the fuller evidence, Bechtel, pp. 52
and 225), which procedure does not apply to the name Κ(κνος
(‘swan’). A phonological change is hardly plausible in view of the
many Chalcidian endings in -ος, even after an [u] in the preceding
syllable (CHA 3g, 4e, 6b, 8i, 11b, 28g, similarly 10d ). The paral-
lels with [u] instead of [o] mentioned by Rumpf (p. 51), viz. IG
xiv. 871 (from the Euboian colony Kyme) with Éυπυ and IG xii/9.
56. 276 Μ+τυικος, both equally erratic, should perhaps not be
over-emphasized. We may also envisage a writing error, cognate—
though in a way opposite—to A.W. (see §111), amounting to a
spelling <νυ> because of the letter-name νH involved: [speaking:]
‘[ku] as qoppa–E’, [writing:] @-υ, [speaking:] ‘[kno] as qoppa–
nE–. . .’, [writing:] @-νυ (omitting the proper vowel sign).

   , . . ⁄ 

Frs. of a lid from Reggio, by a painter only known from this piece
(Collinge) (1882).579 Bibliography: Barnabei (1886), 243; Rumpf
(1925), 373 f., with ph. fig. 3; Rumpf (1927), 14 no. 15 (bibl.),
48, ph. pl. 35; Foti (1972), 72, ph. pl. 26; Schefold (1978), 172,
with ph. fig. 225; Collinge (1985), 192–6 (sect. 24), cat. no. G1;
LIMC iii, ‘Dioskouroi’ 194*, ph. pl. 471; mentioned by Lattanzi
(1987), 87–90, with ph. Photographs: Rumpf (both) quite cl.;
Schefold quite cl.; Foti quite cl.; LIMC sm.; Lattanzi uncl. Scene:
A man (a) carrying a woman (b) towards a chariot. Date:
‘dreißiger Jahre’, sc. of the 6th cent. (Schefold); last q. 6th cent.
(Foti); 3rd q. 6th cent. (LIMC); 550–530 (Lattanzi).

(a) roLVDEVKGS (b) QoIBG
(a) Πολυδευκες (b) Φοιβε
(a) Πολυδε(κ3ς, (b) Φο β3.

578 It is interesting, though, that on Sophilos’ fr. ABV 39 f., no. 16 (see below,
n. 595), qoppa is indeed used in front of <υ> in the form Πατρο@λHς (gen. of
-κλ0ς, see §228) where, however, a secondary [d], normally written <ο> in the
local Attic script) is expected.

579 Rumpf (1925) was the first to group this fr., ‘das stilverwandt mit der
“Phineusschale” ist, aber Inschriften im älter-euböischen Alphabet aufweist’, with
the Chalcidian ware.
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Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: The Dioskouroi and the Leukippides
(labels).

The names are as expected. For the myth see §438.

  , . .  
‘. ’ . —

Fr. of a lid from Leontinoi, by a painter only known from this
piece (Collinge) (found ?). Bibliography: Rumpf (1927), 14 no. 17
(bibl.), 48, ph. pl. 36; Collinge (1985), 168–72 (sect. 19), cat. 
no. H1; LIMC ii, ‘Artemis’ 1226*, ph. pl. 545. Photographs: 
Rumpf cl.; LIMC quite cl. Scene: Two women (named) in a 
chariot. Date: c.540–520 (LIMC ).

(a) LETo (b) îRTG˜IS
(a) Λετο (b) Αρτεµις
(a) Λ3τ8, (b) Tρτεµις.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Unidentified scene with Artemis 
and Leto in a chariot (labels).

(a) A name in -8(ι) (see §236), here of course heroic. For a 
possible context of the scene see §406.

°   , . .  C

Fr. of a lid from Reggio (Griso-Laboccetta), by ? (1960/61: 
Iozzo, p. 3 with n. 10). Bibliography: Iozzo (1983), 20–2, no. 51,
with ph. fig. 15; Keck (1988), 185 f., no. iv. 6; Johnston, LSAG
(1990), 455D, ph. pl. 76; LIMC vi, ‘Marpsos’ 1*, ph. pl. 183.
Photographs: Iozzo, Johnston, LIMC cl. Scene: (concave) The tree
(used as a weapon) and an arm of a Centaur to l. (a), followed
by—at least—two others, (b) and one whose name is lost. Date:
6th cent. (Iozzo); 550/530 (Keck); c.520 (LIMC ).

(a) LATIoS (b) ¡ARQSoS
(a) [. . . ?].kατιος (b) Μαρφσος
(a) #Ek!τιος, (b) Μ!ρφσος.

Epigraphy: (a) The first visible letter contains a lower falling (or
horizontal) bar, of which the bottom tip is preserved (it could be
α, γ, ε, ζ, κ, ρ, ξ). For the second an upsilon (Iozzo, Johnston)
is not the most likely possibility, since the l. bar is almost vert-
ical; λ is the best-suited letter, δ or β, if very narrow and tall, are
also possible. (b) There is no space at the end for another letter
in front of the third Centaur’s head. Interpretation: Unidentified
battle of Centaurs, perhaps with Herakles (labels).

The attribution of this fragment to the Chalcidian Inscription 
P. by Iozzo (p. 22) is interesting because the letter-forms do not

agree with those commonly used by this painter (see §259). For
the possible context of the scene see §412.

(a) As the Centaurs’ names are always speaking names (see
§239), #Ek!τιος ‘the one with the fir-tree’ (6λ!τη) seems an ideal
solution.580 For a parallel see §412. The Homeric use of the word
does not suggest that we have to restore an initial [w] (see Il. 7.
5 6ϋξ+στηισ# 6λ!τηισι, 24. 450; Od. 5. 239). (b) Iozzo correctly
derives Μ!ρφσος from µ!ρπτω (for a parallel to this name see
§412; and see n. 629).

   , . .  B

Fr. of a lid from Reggio (Griso-Laboccetta), by ? (1960/61: Iozzo,
p. 3 with n. 10). Bibliography: Iozzo (1983), 22 f., no. 53, with
ph. fig. 17; Keck (1988), 186 f., no. iv. 8; Johnston, LSAG (1990),
455D, ph. pl. 76; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 96. Photographs: Iozzo and
Johnston cl. Scene: (convex) Two birds flying to l., the inscr. starts
next to the one to the r. Date: 6th cent. (Iozzo); 550/530 (Keck).

; ¡G¡
Μεµm[. . .]
Μεµm[ον ς or - δες?].

Epigraphy: Of the fourth letter an oblique upstroke is preserved.
Interpretation: Funeral scene after Memnon’s death (?) (label).

For the mu, which is in contrast to the ones of the Inscription
P., see §259. For the scene see §455.

   , . .  A

Fr. of a lid from Reggio (Griso-Laboccetta), by ? (1960/61: Iozzo,
p. 3 with n. 10). Bibliography: Iozzo (1983), 22, no. 52, with ph.
fig. 16; Keck (1988), 186, no. iv. 7; Johnston, LSAG (1990), 455D.
Photographs: Iozzo cl. Scene: (convex) Battle scene with two war-
riors to r., the inscr. split up by the leg of the one to the l. Date:
6th cent. (Iozzo); 550/530 (Keck).

rA IS
[. . . ?]Πα ις
Π![ρ?]ις.

Epigraphy: Since between the alpha and the iota there is the leg
of a warrior and the surface is undamaged, the missing rho would
have to be written below, which seems possible. Interpretation:
Unidentified battle scene, probably with Paris (label).

580 I had also thought of *Aƒ!τιος, but ‘the one with (big) ears’ does not work
well because of CHA 1i #Zƒατ 3ς (Oƒ- is impossible to read on our fr.), and ‘the
one who causes damage’ (Öτη, see n. 117) seems too far-fetched. Also the sec-
ond letter is more likely to be a lambda than an upsilon.
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There seems no way of justifying a name [. . .]παις in a battle
scene, and πα"ς itself makes not much sense either. Iozzo’s
restoration Π![ρ]ις with a letter missing below the break is there-
fore plausible.

°  , .  . 

Frs., of which only one is inscribed (no. 2), of a krater from
Catania, by ? ( June 1960). Bibliography: mentioned by Rizza
(1960), 251, phs. 254 figs. 13. 1, 2, 4–6; Collinge (1985), cat. 
App. I, no. 3; Keck (1988), 184 f., no. iv. 5 (bibl.). Photographs:
Rizza sm. Scene: A warrior and (almost hidden) his page, both
on horseback to l.; inscr. (a), written in front of their heads, 
is likely to designate the page, whose face is more forward; 
inscr. (b) behind their backs, leading along the back of the horse, 
will then designate the warrior rather than the horse. Date: c.540
(Keck).

(a) ; GVçVfl (b) L)Vh
(a) Ευρυµ[. . .] (b) [. . . ?]. λαυ@[. . .]
(a) Ε8ρ(µ[αχος?], (b) CλαH@[ος].

Epigraphy: Nobody seems to have taken the trouble to read these
inscrs.581 (a) The first upsilon is almost of the s-type. The form
of the rho is not quite clear on the ph. but likely to be of the 
type indicated above. The mu has five strokes. (b) Of the initial
c-shaped gamma the lower end survives. Interpretation: Uniden-
tified riding scene, probably with Trojans (labels).

The mu with five strokes (see CHA 23 and 24) argues against
the Inscription P., although the other letter-forms resemble his.
Since we may not want not assume that he changed this particular
letter-form (the one he used was the ‘international’ one, and it
seems unlikely that he adopted the ‘local’ form; see §259), we may
assume that this vase was painted—or at least labelled—by a local
pupil of his. For the scene see §463. The names are as expected.

°  , . . . .  

Small krater from Nola, by the Phineus P. (1834 or slightly 
earlier). Bibliography: Abeken (1839), with bibl. pp. 255, 258, and
dr. pl. P; Jahn (1854), pp. liii n. 339, cxlix n. 1060i; CIG (iv),
no. 7708; Kirchhoff (1887), 127, no. 8; Studniczka (1886a), 89
n. 12, no. 6; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 279, no. 6;
Roberts (1887), 208, no. 194; Kretschmer (1894), 65, no. 6; 
F. Bechtel, SGDI (1905), no. 5297; Rumpf (1921), 169 ff. with
dr. fig. 17, 190 f.; Rumpf (1927), 15 no. 19 (bibl.), 48, phs. pls.
37–9; Chr. Blinkenberg and K. Friis Johansen, CVA Denmark,

3 (1928), 77 f. (bibl.), ph. pl. 97; Schefold (1978), 181, with phs.
figs. 240 f.; mentioned by Blatter (1983), 20, with dr.; LIMC i,
‘Adrastos’ 1*, ph. pl. 172, and ‘Amphithea’ i. 1* with dr., ph. pl.
575; LIMC ii, ‘Argeia’ 3*, ph. pl. 428; Collinge (1985), 186–91
(sect. 23), cat. no. O86. Photographs: Rumpf uncl.; CVA (a) 
sm., (b) invis., (c) uncl.; Schefold (a) sm., rest invis.; LIMC i,
‘Adrastos’, only (c), almost invis.; LIMC i, ‘Amphithea’, only (c),
slightly clearer; LIMC ii only (a) cl. and (b) invis. Scene: Badly
damaged. To the r. of a column two men to r. are cowering; (a)
is written to the l. of the column, (b) between the heads of the
two. Beyond them two women are talking to each other, point-
ing to the men (no names preserved, thought since Abeken to be
their future wives). To the r. a woman to l., standing (no name
visible, now thought to be Amphithea), and a man (c) lying on a
kline. Date: c.530 (LIMC ).

(a) o˜A¥oS (b) — (c) ADRESToS
(a) [. . .]οµαχος (b) (Τυδ[ε]υς) (c) Αδρεστος
(a) [. . .]�µαχος, (b) (ΤXδ[ε](ς), (c) Tδρ3στος.

Epigraphy: (a) In view of the proximity of the handle hardly 
more than two letters are missing (Φιλ-, Abeken; Νικ-, Πρ-, etc.,
others). Some scholars (see Bechtel) thought that nothing is 
missing, which is implausible both for reasons of space and 
interpretation. The edge of the damaged area in the column points
exactly between the omicron and a preceding letter (see dr.); 
we may therefore safely assume that some letters were lost. 
(b) M. Korsholm (per litt.) informs me that this name is hardly
visible any more and would not show on a photograph. Interpreta-
tion: Tydeus and Polyneikes with Adrastos (labels).

There is a clear breach of the starting-point principle in (c) (see
§104). Obviously this painter was used to writing from l. to r. only
(see CHA 28). Therefore (a) and (b), too, cannot be expected 
to follow the direction principle (see §105), which allows us to
accept (a) as the name of the l. suppliant, and (b) as that of the
r. one.

(a) None of the possible restorations of [. . .]�µαχος seems
preferable. Maybe a throwaway-type name (see §237) was used
because the proper name escaped the painter for the moment,
though this would be odd; after all Polyneikes was the cause of
the Theban War. Was there perhaps another figure to the left,
whose label (a) could be? (b) The name of Tydeus once was 
visible. (c) Tδρ3στος is the Ionic form of the name, as in CHA
12a (see also ad CHA 11c on its Etruscan equivalent).

°  ,    . 
 .  

Eye-cup from Vulci, by the Phineus P. (c.1840–50). Bibliography:
Brunn (1865b), 50–2, with dr. MonIned 10, pl. 8; Kretschmer
(1894), 55 f., no. i; Furtwängler–Reichhold (1904), 209–26, dr.

581 Keck (p. 334 n. 675) expressly asserts that the ph. ‘läßt leider keine Lesung
der Namensbeischriften zu’.



   

pl. 41; Buschor (1913), 103 ff., dr. 107; id. (1914), 101 ff., dr. 105;
Rumpf (1921), esp. 172–6, drs. figs. 1–3, 18a–c; Rumpf (1925),
372 f.; Rumpf (1927), 15–17 no. 20 (bibl., see also p. 6), 48, phs.
pls. 40–4; Langlotz (1932), 23–5, no. 164, phs. pls. 26 f.; men-
tioned by Simon (1975), 82, phs. pls. 18 f.; Vojatzi (1982), 65–7,
114 f., no. 42, ph. pl. 5. 2; Beckel–Froning–Simon (1983), 48, no.
17 (bibl. p. 179), ph. 49; Collinge (1985), 142–5 (sect. 13), 163–7
(sect. 18), cat. no. O96; LIMC iii, ‘Boreadai’ 7*, ‘Dionysos’ 763
with dr., ph. pl. 101; LIMC iv, ‘Harpyiai’ 14*, dr. and ph. pl.
269; LIMC v, ‘Horai’ 19*, ph. pl. 345; Boss (1992b); LIMC vii,
‘Phineus’ 9. Photographs: all invis. Vidi 8 Feb. 1991; I am also
very grateful to M. Boss (Würzburg) who shortly after took for
me a set of highly magnified detailed photographs, on which the
surface, illuminated at a very low angle, shows clear relief struc-
ture where there used to be the paint of the inscrs. (see below).
Scene: Two Harpies running to l. and carrying dishes, (a) and
unnamed, are chased by two winged daemons (b) and (c). Two
women to l., (d ) and unnamed, are standing in front of a kline
on which a blind man (e) is lying, attended by a woman to l. ( f ).
On the other side beyond a palm tree three nymphs (unnamed)
are busy with their toilet, thereby attracting the attention of two
Satyrs approaching from the r. Dionysos (g) and Ariadne,
labelled (h) in front of the two figures, are standing in a chariot
to r. pulled by wild beasts, accompanied by two Satyrs. The vase
is in an extremely bad state after having been treated with some
acid in the last century (as was explained to me by E. Simon).
Furtwängler–Reichhold’s dr. is the best record that we have of
the painting and the inscrs.; but for the latter Brunn is also 
very important. Date: by the same painter as CHA 27 (Rumpf
(1921); (1927), 50, 112); c.530 (LIMC, mostly); c.520 (LIMC iii,
‘Dionysos’).

(a) — (b) S (c) vaA S (d ) oD (e) —
( f ) — (g) aIo7VSoS (h) AP

(a) Αρι[. . .] (b) [. . .]τ.ς (c) Καkαις (d ) Ηορα .[. . . ?]
(e) Φi[. . .]ς ( f ) . ρ[. . .]ο (g) ∆ιονυσος (h) Αρ . .

(a) �ρ [πυια], (b) [Ζ5?]τ.ς, (c) Κ!kαϊς, (d ) Η4ρα .[. . . ?], 
(e) Φâ [νε(]ς, ( f ) #Eρ[ιχθ]8. (g) ∆ι�νXσος, (h) �ρi .[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) Brunn ARI (not ARr), Furtwängler–Reichhold ARI,
Rumpf (1927) A; I saw nothing, and nothing shows on Boss’s ph.
(b) Brunn . . TÎw, Furtwängler–Reichhold Tow (faint), Rumpf
(1927) TES (of the penultimate letter he saw two parallel hori-
zontal bars, which supports an epsilon); I could only see the final
sigma, but some of the tau seems to show on Boss’s ph. (c) Brunn
KAvAIw, Furtwängler–Reichhold KvvvIw, Rumpf (1927)
Kv$vIw; I saw vaA S, with an almost regular but not fully upright
triangle before the alpha, and a three-stroke sigma; a trace of the
iota also shows on Boss’s ph. (d ) Brunn HoPAo (the 2nd, 3rd,
and 5th letters being unclear), Furtwängler–Reichhold HoP$,
Rumpf (1927) oP!S; I saw oD or oç, and some of the alpha shows
on Boss’s ph. (e) Brunn ø . . EVw, Furtwängler–Reichhold øI,

Rumpf (1927) ø S; I saw only the phi, while some irregular-
ities of the surface appear all along the inscr. in Boss’s ph. ( f )
Brunn ERIX2u, Furtwängler–Reichhold rP X o, Rumpf (1927)
nothing; I could see the last letter: o (before it the vase is heavily
damaged so that nothing survives), and no more than this omi-
cron shows on Boss’s ph. (g) Brunn !IoNVSow, Furtwängler–
Reichhold !   VSow, Rumpf (1927) !IoNVSow; I saw all the 
letters (both sigmas are of the three-stroke type, the delta is not
symmetrical, !), and they all show on Boss’s ph. (h) The
remains of Ariadne’s name between the whip and the reins were
detected by M. Boss, see Boss (1992b); only the first three 
letters are legible. My and M. Boss’s readings mostly agree with
the results of G. Beckel’s checking in 1971 of Rumpf ’s readings
(of which he informed me per litt., 26 Sept. 1989). Beckel (1) could
not find some letters that Rumpf (1927) had seen: A of the Harpy,
Σ of Phineus; (2) was uncertain about some: Τ and Η of Zetes,
Φ of Phineus; (3) found some letters that Rumpf (1927) had not
seen: final Ο of Erichtho, and in the same name a trace of a let-
ter where Furtwängler had the initial Ε. Interpretation: Argonauts
(Boreads) visiting Phineus (labels). Dionysos and Ariadne (labels).

All inscriptions are written from l. to r. and—except (h) (for lack
of space)—to the l. of the figure they designate. This is against
the starting-point principle (see §104) and, as Rumpf (1921: 172)
observed, in perfect agreement with CHA 27, which is by the same
painter. Rumpf (ibid.), in discussing the results of the cleaning
process, emphasizes the fact that Dionysos’ name was as clear after
the cleaning as it had been at the time of Brunn’s drawing, whereas
in the mean time it had been partly overpainted and become
unclear. On the other hand, he dismisses as forged many other
letters that are now invisible but were seen by Brunn, in particular
the ‘blue’ chi and the omega of ( f ) (which indeed seem to have
been on a plaster area covering a break). Does Rumpf mean that
we have to assume different stages of over-painting?

Whereas Rumpf takes an entirely negative view of all the letters
that he could not see himself, we may trust the earlier reading of
a R-type rho in (a) and probably also ( f ), as well as that of the H
for [h] in (d). Both features are unlikely to be forged in an inscrip-
tion which was restored in East Ionic spelling (e.g. #Εριχθ�).582

These two letters are also in agreement with Chalcidian.
There is one case where all editors, including Rumpf,

acknowledged a non-Chalcidian letter-form, namely the lambda
in (c) (i.e. v instead of Chalcidian L);583 yet, as mentioned above,
the remains of the letter are triangular, i.e. a, L, $, and v, are
equally possible.

582 Kretschmer (pp. 55 f.), it is true, reports that the heta had disappeared:
‘Urlichs hielt den 1. Buchstaben für alt, nach Sittl ist er augenscheinlich
gefälscht und bei Betupfung sofort verschwunden.’ But this does not mean that
there had been nothing at all where the ‘restorer’, who overpainted the letters,
applied his paint—on the contrary. Moreover, the cleaning of the vase probably
destroyed much more than just this secondary paint.

583 In addition, the delta is a, i.e. not of the proper Chalcidian type D, but this
is a less important difference.
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As the reading of most labels is so uncertain, not much can 
be said about the forms of the names. Only (a) offers a special
feature sufficiently certain. The assurance by Brunn that the third
letter is a simple iota not a pi leads to a form �ρ [πυια]. This
reminds us of the Attic form of the Harpies’ name with an extra
vowel, viz. �ρεπυια (singular or dual, ABV 5. 4, Immerwahr, 
no. 57). For a plausible IE etymology of this name (root *hrep)
see Rix (1969), 86 (with bibl.). In view of the [i], popular ety-
mology must have been at work in our form.584 For a name
�ρ πυια, without [h] (as in \ρπυια, Vρπ!ζω) but with the 
middle vowel, of the creatures who in the present story keep 
fouling King Phineus’ meals, makes perfect sense as ‘the much-
stinking one’ (epic Jρι- plus the root *pu-, for which see Frisk
and Chantraine, s.v. π(θοµαι). Surely this was not the original
meaning of the name of these wind-daemons. But we may be
confident that this variant was the form that their name had, or
could have, in the particular context of the Phineus story and 
perhaps even induced the story in the first instance. Popular 
etymologies were a frequent feature of archaic, particularly epic,
literature (see §510).

If the penultimate sign of (b) was indeed an epsilon (or an eta),
this form would be the only indication of Ionic (or Attic) dialect.

On the other hand, Furtwängler–Reichhold read an omicron,
which would yield Ζ%τος and might hint at a confusion of Ζ;της
and Ζ%θος by the vase-painter (see §444 on COR 79A for simi-
lar cases on Corinthian vases). It is interesting to note that also
Ap. Rhod. (1. 736) puts Ζ%θος and his brother �µφ ων among
the Argonauts after having named Ζ;της and Κ!λαις earlier (1.
211); does this reflect a similar confusion of the tradition?

For the name of Kalais (c), whose third letter is not clear, but
probably a lambda as usual, see §425 n. 1068.

   , . . 

Small fr. of a lid from Reggio, by the Phineus P. (Collinge) (1882).
Bibliography: Rumpf (1927), 14 no. 16, 48, ph. pl. 36; Collinge
(1985), cat. no. O79. Photographs: Rumpf cl. Scene: A man and
a woman in a chariot. The inscr. runs from top-l. to bottom-r.
to the l. of the chariot and is not connected with its figures.

. . (no clear letter-form)

Epigraphy: δε or θε Rumpf, but πε and οβ seem equally pos-
sible. Interpretation: Not clear, perhaps nonsense inscription.584 We should not consider a simple mistake, e.g. due to label (h).



Introduction: A few vases are similar to the Chalcidian style but
do not show any features of Chalcidian script. Only two of them
bear painted inscriptions.

*°  , .   
(     )

Amphora from Vulci, Memnon Group (c.1829/30).585 Bibliography:
Gerhard (1831), 154, no. 411;586 Gerhard (1847), 113–15, drs. pl.
205. 3–4;587 CIG (iv), no. 8409; Kretschmer (1894), 56 f., no. ii;
Ducati (1922), 194, with dr.; Rumpf (1927), 156–8 (bibl.), dr. 182
fig. 12; Caskey–Beazley (1954), 15; Canciani (1980a), 146 with
n. 13, phs. 145 figs. 7 f., 146 fig. 9; Canciani (1980b), 118 f., with
phs. figs. 1–2; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 815 (‘pseudochalkidisch’) and
‘Antilochos’ i. 29* (‘frühchalkidisch’), ph. pl. 665; mentioned by
Brinkmann (1985), 118, with dr. fig. 88; Collinge (1985), 132 (sect.
11), 116 (sect. 8, the uninscribed side), cat. no. P1; LIMC iii, ‘Eos’
302; LIMC vi, ‘Memnon’ 34. Photographs: Canciani (1980a) (a)
uncl. (only traces of the last two letters), (b), (c), and (e) quite cl.,
(d ) invis.; Canciani (1980b) (a), (b), and (d ) uncl., (c) and (e) cl.;
LIMC (c) sm. but cl., rest invis. Vidi 16 Nov. 1990. Scene: A
woman to r. (a) backing a warrior (b) who over the dead body of
another warrior, (c) (head to the r.), is fighting a third one (d ).
Behind the latter another woman (e) is standing, facing l. Date:
c.530–520 (Canciani (1980a) ); c.530 (LIMC iii); c.550 (LIMC i
and vi); 3rd q. 6th cent. rather than later (Collinge, pp. 234–41).

(a) G¨w (b) ˜E˜7¨7 (c) A7TIvoXow
(d ) ; AXIvGVw (e) ; 2GTIw

(a) Eως (b) Μεµνων (c) Αντιλοχος (d ) Αχιλευς
(e) Θετις

(a) �E�ς, (b) Μ�µνων, (c) �ντ�λοχος, (d ) �χιλ(λ)ε�ς, (e) Θ�τις.

Epigraphy: (a) CIG prefers ΕΩΣ to ΗΩΣ of Gerhard (1831) and
ΑΩΣ of de Witte (1839) (non vidi); Gerhard (1847) reads II¨n
(followed by Kretschmer); Rumpf in his dr. shows HI¨S (the 

last letter being oddly shaped, almost like an inverted 3);588

Canciani (1980a: 146) transcribes ‘HEOS’. Autopsy (see dr.)
showed traces of three oblique bars of an epsilon, but no vertical
hasta to the r. of this letter, which could make it an heta (and
which, moreover, should have horizontal, not sloping bars, and
hardly three of them in the 2nd h. of the 6th cent.); nor is there
anything before it (the apparent vertical hasta is formed from the
oblique parallel scratches). (d ) The final sigma, which was no
longer shown by Gerhard (1847), is clearly visible, continued by
an inadvertent horizontal stroke of the brush. Interpretation:
Achilleus and Memnon fighting over the dead Antilochos (labels).

Rumpf considered the inscriptions to be forged or restored in the
same way as those on CHA 28 (i.e. by Feoli’s restorers). Canciani
(1980a: 155 f.) thinks that this is unlikely. Autopsy has shown that
they are neither forged nor even repainted. Kretschmer observes
that the front-view of faces (here applied to dead Antilochos) is
typical of Chalcidian ware. On the other hand, the script on our
vase is different from the usual Chalcidian one.

Some local scripts which we find on figure-decorated vases are
excluded: Corinthian (because of epsilon, iota, lambda, sigma,
omega), Chalcidian and Boiotian (chi, lambda, omega), and Attic
(too early for East Ionic letter-forms and spelling norms, esp.
lambda and omega, respectively). In view of the alphabet and the
date of the vase the writer (and therefore probably also the painter)
must have been an East Greek, and in view of the form (a) �E�ς
(see ad CHA 5a and §249) he must have been an Ionian (else-
where we should have [a] not [e] ). The fact that no initial aspira-
tion is written is in accordance with the East Greek alphabet, 
and since in the East Greek alphabets there are two different signs
for long and short [e], our label with epsilon must represent the
form with a shortened first vowel. This is not the form known
from the epic and Herodotus (7. 167), viz. ��ς. But it has to be
emphasized that it is the non-shortened form in Herodotus
which is a problem. For [b] before [d] is normally shortened 
in epichoric Ionic (Lejeune, §281, e.g. gen. pl. νε�ν, nom.
Ποσειδ�ων, etc., partly observable already in epic). As for the
accent, I leave it as it is in Homer and Herodotus (and in Vedic).
To conclude, our painter is likely to have come to a ‘Chalcidian’
workshop from East Ionia without adapting to the dialect 
(with [h]; but see CHA 5a) or alphabet (Z for [kh] ) of his new
residence.

The other labels pose no problems.

13. Pseudo-Chalcidian

585 The vase was first in the Feoli, then in the Magnoncourt coll. Afterwards
it was wrongly thought to be in Berlin, Boston, and Würzburg. At the time of
Canciani’s (1980a) article (see his p. 145), i.e. in the late 70s, it was on the 
market.

586 The inscrs. are under no. 410 by mistake (pointed out in CIG ).
587 Rumpf (p. 157) was right to doubt the correctness of shape and decora-

tion of the dr. pl. 205. 4.

588 According to Canciani (1980a: 155 n. 49) the iota after the heta is a copy-
ing error and does not exist in Gerhard’s sketches.
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°  ,    . 
 .  

Neck-amphora from Vulci, Polyphemos Group (before 1872).
Bibliography: Rumpf (1927), 162, no. 17, phs. pls. 218 f.; Langlotz
(1932), 87, no. 455, phs. pls. 132 f.; von Bothmer (1957), 113 f.,
phs. pl. 65. 2; LIMC i, ‘Amazones’ 287*, ph. pl. 477; Collinge
(1985), 197 f. (sect. 25), cat. no. Q17. Photographs: Rumpf cl.;
Langlotz and LIMC quite cl.; von Bothmer uncl. Vidi 8 Feb. 1991.
Scene: Amazonomachy. Over a collapsing Amazon there is an owl,
sitting on a twig (to the l. of its head is the inscr.). Date: 530–520
(Canciani (1980a) ).

; 2<+
θ . χ (rather than θ . ξ)

Epigraphy: The writing system and middle letter (flat lunate
gamma or rotated lambda or pi, or asymmetrical upsilon?), as well
as the meaning, are not clear. Since pseudo-Chalcidian in PCH
1 represents the East Ionic system, we ought to take + for χ rather
than ξ. But no Greek word can end in -χ. Therefore we have to
consider this a nonsense inscription. Interpretation: Nonsense
inscription.



Introduction: Four rf. vases, which are thought to be of local
Etruscan fabric and attributed to one painter, bear painted
inscriptions. It will be argued that the painter was a Greek, not
an Etruscan.

°  ,    

Rf. amphora from Vulci, by the same painter as ETR 2–4, prob-
ably named Praxias589 (March 1829). Bibliography: Bonaparte
(1829), 135 f., no. 1500, drs. of inscrs. pl. 33; Gerhard (1831),
175 f., no. 677;590 L. J. J. Dubois (1843), 29 f., no. 102 (non vidi);
Raoul-Rochette (1845), 57; CIG (iv), no. 8287 (bibl.); Klein (1887),
31 f.; Kretschmer (1894), 226, no. 1; de Ridder (1902), 540 f., ph.
pl. 26; Rumpf (1923); Dohrn (1936), with phs. 78 figs. 1 f.; Friis
Johansen (1939), 191 with n. 21 (bibl.); Beazley (1947), 196, 
no. 12 (bibl.); LIMC i, ‘Achle’ 2*, ph. pl. 146; LIMC iii, ‘Cheiron’
58; LIMC vii, ‘Peleus’ 226. Photographs: de Ridder mostly
invis.; Dohrn invis.; LIMC i some letters, uncl. Vidi 8 Aug. 1990.
Scene: On one side a youth to l. (a) holding a baby to r. in his
hands; on the other side a Centaur to l., labelled (c) behind his
head, likewise holding a baby, (b), the name starting above the
child’s head and leading downwards to the l. Inscr. (d ) is painted
on the edge of the lip on the Centaur’s side; on the other side
there is nothing on the lip. (e) is painted on the handle next to
the Centaur’s tail. Date: c.480–460 (Dohrn, p. 80); mid-1st h. 5th
cent. (LIMC i); 480–460 (LIMC iii, vii).

(a) rGqGI (b) ; îWIvGw (c) WI8o7 (d ) r8î+Iîw
(e) ; CD62G

(a) Πελει (b) Αχιλες (c) Χιρον (d ) Πραξιας (e) Arnθfl

(a) Π3λει, (b) �χιλ(λ)3ς, (c) Χ-ρ4ν. (d ) Πρ�ξ��ς. (e) Arnθfl.

Epigraphy: (a) Bonaparte rGvGI, rightly (Kretschmer rGvGI., de
Ridder ™ vG); very probably nothing is missing. (b) Bonaparte
; îWI$EI (de Ridder’s dr. is upside-down); I am certain about
the final sigma. (c) Bonaparte WI8o7, rightly, with an omicron
composed of two semicircles (de Ridder, Χιρ[ον] ). (d ) is not 
in Bonaparte or Gerhard; it was first read by Orioli in 1836 
as rP0+I0S GvPAøSE (see Raoul-Rochette; Kretschmer); de
Ridder rVî+Iîw (interpreting it as πυ (?) �χιλε), without
�γραφσε, which was an earlier invention or misreading of (e)

(Rumpf did not see the vase, but rightly doubts the ‘Attic’ gamma
alongside lambda of the same shape; Beazley, who must have seen
the vase, no longer mentions the verb). (e) Clear. Interpretation:
(a)–(c) Chiron receiving the baby Achilleus (labels). (d ) Probably
painter’s (and donor’s?) name. (e) Probably (human) recipient’s
name.

As the four vases ETR 1–4 are evidently by the same painter,
some general points are discussed here. Bonaparte makes it clear
that ETR 1 and 4 are from the same tomb. Gerhard was the first
to discuss the alphabet. He was right to point out that the occur-
rence of an omicron argues against Etruscan. (The same is true
for the delta in ETR 4.) On the other hand, he took W and the
-ει ‘endings’ for Etruscan. But with the Greek name (d) Πρ�ξ��ς
with another non-Etruscan usage of a letter, namely + for [ks],591

the Greek character of these inscriptions definitely prevails. The
general appearance of the alphabet reminds us, for example, of
Lakonian (Chalcidian is unlikely because of the lambda), and the
Greek dialect in general is likely to be Doric too, as we shall see
below. The ‘Etruscan’ theory, however, is understandable in view
of inscription (e). But this is the only word which should be called
Etruscan,592 which is particularly clear from the letter-forms of
alpha and rho; here, and only here, do we have the typical Etruscan
forms, whereas the respective letters in (b)–(d ) and on the other
vases are different.593 For the linguistic arguments see below. Still,
it seems clear that whoever painted the inscriptions painted them
all; for there is no difference in paint or ductus between (e) and
the other names.

As for ETR 1, de Ridder did not know Kretschmer’s readings
and those which Kretschmer had drawn upon. Kretschmer, who
depended on Bonaparte, in turn did not, and could not, know
that the vase was in the Cabinet des Médailles.

(a) In Etruscan Peleus’ name never ends in -ei. De Simone
(1968: 99–101) lists 16 examples of Pele (and 1 of Peleis, which
is strange). On the other hand, it is true, a label in the dative 
is unexpected. Did the writer intend Πελες, like �χιλες? (b) 
In de Simone (1968: 32–6) there are 29 Etruscan attestations of
Achilleus’ name ending in -le (Aχle, Aχile, vel sim.; see also ET,

14. Etruria

589 Beazley, p. 195.
590 See n. 603 (ad ETR 4).

591 The Greek letter in question was no longer in use in Etruscan at the time
and, in the 7th cent., had only been used for [s] not for [ks].

592 De Simone (1968) and (1970a), passim, takes everything on our vases for
Etruscan. The same is true for Rix–Meiser (1991), i. 59, ‘Index der Wortformen
in griechischem Alphabet’, who obviously consider all forms to be (1) in
Etruscan language and (2) in Greek script.

593 The Greek alpha is of the rare form with a dot (see Immerwahr, 
p. 134), and the rho has a tail (see §101).
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s.vv.). Two occurrences of the form Aciles are listed, but these
are not Etruscan (see Wachter (1987), 148 f., §62c). Other
Etruscan ‘endings’—as well as other forms of the ‘stem’—are
hapax legomena, therefore the isolated Aχlei is as problematic as
our (a) and should not be overestimated as a possible parallel, either
for our (a) or for the old reading of (b).594 My new reading �χιλες
is the Greek form from which the Latin one is likely to have 
originated; it is attested elsewhere.595 It is of course particularly
suitable on a vase from a semi-Etruscan context although the 
phenomenon of -ης instead of -ε�ς was more wide-spread (see
ad COR 74k). The accent may have changed to the penultimate
syllable: �χ�λλης, as in ∆ιογ�νης, Σωκρ της etc. Label (c), in
view of the omicron, which is clear,596 cannot be Etruscan but is
Greek (for its first vowel see §248). (d) with its spelling (see above),
its nominative ending, and its formation (see §230), is also fully
Greek.

(e), however, is a—very frequent—Etruscan praenomen (see
Rix–Meiser (1991), i. 72 ff.). Yet, the form Arnθfl is otherwise
unattested (the normal form is Arnθ). Our form is therefore likely
to contain a suffix (‘ending’?) and not to be in the nominative or
subject case. Now, since of the two names (d) and (e) only Πραξ�ας
is in the nominative, this is likely to be the potter’s or painter’s
name, whereas Arnθ is probably in a different case and has a 
different function. The most likely meaning is of course ‘for
Arnth’,597 but this is not otherwise attested, and a dative case in
-e seems not to be a well-established feature of Etruscan. Also,
it is not likely that Πραξ�ας and Arnθfl belong to the same phrase
(e.g. ‘P. gave me to A.’ or ‘P. made me for A.’), since they are
written on different parts of the vase;598 otherwise we would expect
them to be either both on the rim or both on the handles, and
linked by a verb.

For a general interpretation of inscriptions (d ) and (e) in con-
nection with the whole set of vases and their paintings see §307.
As far as the place of production is concerned, Kretschmer thought
of one of the South Italian colonies, asserting that although the
alphabet is ‘red’ (i.e. non-Attic), the dialect is Attic (ETR 1d

-��ς alongside ETR 4 -µ χ3). However, his dialect attribution 
is not certain; for it can be frequently observed on vases that 
writers render foreign dialect forms in an unsuitable alphabet, for
instance the local one, and often mix them with forms in other
dialects, for instance, again, the local one (see e.g. the Attic vase
with Σιλ�ν#ς Τ�ρπ4ν, cited in §457 with nn. 1145 and 1155; and
see §259 below). It seems likely that our four vases are a similar
case in view of the Etruscan name painted on ETR 1, which clearly
presupposes some cultural mixture. The alphabet of the labels,
on the other hand, is coherent, and since our writer also applied
it for what is best taken for his name, it is most likely to have
been his own. It seems better therefore not to insist on a coherent
dialect (-µ χ3 + -��ς = Attic), which leads to a discrepancy, par-
ticularly odd in the name of the writer, between the dialect and
the alphabet, but to look for a coherent solution for the name 
of the writer and his alphabet and a separate explanation for 
Ionic-Attic -µ χ3. This is easy, for the technique of our vases,
which can only be motivated by a desire—however hopeless—to
imitate Attic red-figure fashion, would justify any Attic influence,
particularly in a name of a mythical figure of the decoration. It
seems best therefore to take our writer for a Lakonian, which in
Italy means Tarentine, who had emigrated to the north.599

°  ,    

Rf. amphora from Vulci, by the same painter as ETR 1 (ex Canino;
before 1843). Bibliography: L. J. J. Dubois (1843), 35, no. 125 (non
vidi); de Ridder (1902), 541, ph. pl. 26; Dohrn (1936), with phs.
78 figs. 3 f.; Beazley (1936), 253; Beazley (1947), 196, no. 13 (bibl.);
not in LIMC iii or iv? Photographs: de Ridder invis.; Dohrn invis.
Vidi 8 Aug. 1990. Scene: An Eros to l. (named) picking up a shield
(?). On the other side another Eros with kerykeion, sitting on a
rock (not named as far as I could see). Date: c.480–460 (Dohrn,
p. 80).

; ERoTo
Εροτο
&Ερ4το(ς).

Epigraphy: de Ridder read the inscr. the wrong way round, 
transcribing οτος. On the other side he saw κ . . (ανα ?), whereas
I could not detect anything there (nor could Beazley, apparently).
Interpretation: Unspecified scenes with Erotes (label).

The omicrons exclude Etruscan, and the -τ- excludes the 
nominative. The most likely case is the genitive with -ς missing
(see §204). See ad ETR 1.

594 -ei is, as far as I can see, not used for other Greek names in Etruscan (de
Simone gives another example of aχilei (no. 25), which is, however, not a label
and of dubious interpretation; see also the difficulties which he experiences 
when he tries to justify these three forms in -ei of Greek names (1970a: 302) ).
In genuine Etruscan final -ei is rare except -nei, which is extremely frequent. For
all these forms see now the Indexes in ET i.

595 Giacomelli (1988), no. 36, a ‘pinax o fregio architettonico’ from Metapon-
tion with �χιλες and Πατροκ[λος] ). As for Sophilos’ fr. ABV 39 f., no. 16
(Immerwahr, no. 62; Simon–Hirmer (1981), pl. 50; LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 491*;
Schefold (1993), 319 with ph. fig. 352), I am not certain whether there are not
perhaps traces of an added upsilon below -ες of �χιλες, just as in his signature
the painter first wrote Σοφιλος:µγραφσεν and added an epsilon above in
between the mu and the gamma; also the ‘title’ Πατρο'λ(ς )τλα (see Threatte,
pp. 22 and 260; he writes a kappa) shows some features which do not conform
to normal Attic spelling (this makes them all the more interesting).

596 De Simone (1968: 131) writes Χir[u?]n, M. Gisler-Huwiler (LIMC iii)
‘Chir[u]n’, R. Vollkommer (LIMC vii) ‘Chir[u?]n’, wrongly.

597 De Simone (1970a: 243 n. 105) takes him for the owner of the vase, with-
out discussing the -e.

598 This was pointed out by de Simone (1970a), 265 n. 173a.

599 Etruria extended far down to Campania before the battle of Kyme in 474,
and Etruscan continued to be in use in that region for some time. That our Praxias
was an ‘etruskisierter Grieche’ (de Simone (1970a), 243 n. 105) may be slightly
exaggerated, although admittedly he knew some Etruscan.
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*°   ,  . . 

Rf. amphora from Vulci, by the same painter as ETR 1 (1852 
or earlier600); lost in World War II. Bibliography: L. Schmidt
(1852), with dr. pl. T; Jahn (1854), p. cxiii n. 826; Hartwig (1893),
254 n.; Kretschmer (1894), 88 f.; Dohrn (1936), with phs. 82 figs.
5 f.; Beazley (1947), 196, no. 14 (bibl.). Photographs: Dohrn uncl.
Scene: A youth, wreathed, and a dog, both to l.; inscr. (a) starts
near the boy’s head and leads down to the dog’s. On the other
side a bearded man to l. talking to a dog to r. which is listening
with attention; inscr. (b) starts above the dog’s head, rises above
the man and falls down the latter’s back again. Date: c.480–460
(Dohrn, p. 80).

(a) ; ˜GîITîIG (b) >Io koRoI \
(a) Μεαιταιε (b) . ιο . κοροι .
(a) Μ6 +-τ�ι – (?). (b) Dι#r κ¥ροιm.

Epigraphy: (a) All letters are clear on my ph.; the third is an impec-
cable alpha, so we should be sceptical about Jahn’s conjecture,
which was accepted by all later scholars. (b) IQPoRoI Schmidt,
followed by most others; IooRoI Mus. inv. sheet601 and Beazley,
i.e. one letter less. On my ph., the first letter resembles some-
thing like >, similar to a delta (see the one in ETR 4), which leaves
us with Dιο οροι and gave me the clue to search for additional let-
ters. The kappa (Schmidt’s P?) is clearly visible to the r. above
the man’s head, of the sigma there seems to be one bar left, directly
above the first omicron. Its straight form (unless the faint zigzag
traces belong) reminds us of the last letter of ETR 1a, and if 
correct, its position ‘off side’ suggests that we read two separate
words. At the very end, after the iota, a falling oblique stroke 
is visible and perhaps a dot above; a final nu seems likely.
Interpretation: Dedications to humans and gods (?), added to 
non-heroic domestic scenes with men and dogs.

(a) Whereas Schmidt had read µ, α-τα�η ‘don’t beg’ (from α-τ�ω),
i.e. supposing <ai> to stand for [g], which is not possible in 
a 5th-cent. inscription, one has unanimously read a vocative
Μελιτα.ε ever since Jahn,602 who referred to the literary evidence

for special lap-dogs, κυν�δια Μελιτα.α. Yet the hairy dog on our
vase looks more like a medium-sized shepherd’s dog, and the
inscription starts at the boy’s not the dog’s head although the
painter’s normal direction of script must have been from l. to 
r. (see ETR 1d ). The main argument against this interpretation,
however, is the third letter, which is a clear alpha. See §307 for
my attempt at a new interpretation.

(b) Schmidt had suggested -0 π1ροι(ς) ‘hey, fetch!’, but there
seems to be no pi. Kretschmer and Beazley did not understand
this inscription, but neither considered a nonsense inscription 
(in view of the other inscriptions by this painter). My reading
suggests a dedication (dative dual). The first [o] of κ1ροιm may
be long or short according to whether or not we assume Attic
influence here too (see ad ETR 1). For the possible general con-
text see ibid. and §307 below.

°  , . .   

Rf. amphora from Vulci, by the same painter as ETR 1 (March
1829). Bibliography: Bonaparte (1829), 135, no. 1499, dr. of the
inscr. pl. 33; Gerhard (1831), 175 f., no. 677;603 L. J. J. Dubois
(1843), 35, no. 123 (non vidi); CIG (iv), no. 7580 (bibl.);
Kretschmer (1894), 226, no. 2; M. Massoul, CVA France, 13
(1936), 90, with dr. (and bibl.), phs. pl. 46. 1 and 5; Beazley (1936),
253; Beazley (1947), 196, no. 15 (bibl.); LIMC i, ‘Amazones 
etruscae’ 1*, ph. pl. 527. Photographs: CVA uncl.; LIMC mostly
invis. Scene: An Amazon rushing to l. (named), on the other side
one to l. laying down or picking up her shield (obviously unnamed;
the surface is badly worn). Date: 1st h. 5th cent. (LIMC).

; *7a8o˜* … WG
Ανδροµα χε
�νδροµ χ3.

Epigraphy: Bonaparte’s letter-forms, î7a8o˜! … WG (not
interpreted), are almost accurate. I am grateful to C. Monnier,
who checked the inscr. for me. On the original ph. I cannot see
the omicron, which according to C. Monnier is ‘illisible (restaura-
tion)’. The last two letters do not show on the photographs;
according to C. Monnier the chi is very faint, but the epsilon is
clear. The small letter-like traces indicated by Massoul on her
dr. could not be found and are probably meaningless. Interpretation:
Unspecified scenes with Amazons (label).

For the name, which is well attested for Amazons (and also plaus-
ible, i.e. a speaking name; see §239), see E. Mavleev’s Index, LIMC
i. 653 (and see also above, ad COR 4c). It is entirely Greek 
(omicron and delta are both alien to Etruscan), and in the Ionic-
Attic dialect. See ad ETR 1 and §307 with n. 970.

600 According to Schmidt it came from the Roman art dealer G. Baseggio, and
therefore could well be from the Canino excavations. On the other hand, one may
doubt that it was found together with ETR 1 and 4, since otherwise we might
expect its record by Bonaparte (1829) among the inscribed vases. Yet, ETR 2,
which was in his collection, is not recorded there either.

601 I am grateful to U. Kästner, who sent me (Feb. 1992) a copy of the 
original inventory sheet (4 April 1896) and two prints from the old negat-
ives, on which my readings are based. The inv. entry says that the vase was bought
in Rome by P. Hartwig.

602 The inscr. is not Etruscan, as de Simone (1968: 91) thinks. (1) The mu,
lambda, and alpha have non-Etruscan letter-forms; (2) in (b) there are omicrons,
which are alien to Etruscan; (3) the sequence of letters is unparalleled in
Etruscan (see also ad ETR 1). Nor can I see a reason for de Simone’s charac-
terization (1970a: 231) of our (a) as an ‘Individualname (Künstler- oder
Besitzerangabe)’, not even with Jahn’s reading.

603 He confuses this piece with Bonaparte, no. 1500 (our ETR 1), as to the
inscr. on the handle.



Introduction: A small number of vases from Achaian colonial con-
texts are grouped here, and one from a tomb at Nola (ACC 4),
whose very likely production place in an Achaian colony has not
been recognized until now.

 A‒B , . . .
( )   

Two frs. of (two different) local stamnoi from Metapontion (1964).
Bibliography: (A) Manni Piraino (1968), 446 f., no. 23, with ph.;
Johnston, LSAG (1990), 457N. (B) Manni Piraino (1968), 447,
no. 24, ph. 446; Johnston, LSAG (1990), 457N. Photographs:
Manni Piraino cl. Scene: None. Date: 2nd h. 6th cent. (Manni
Piraino from both pottery and epigraphy; Johnston).

(A) 06k (B) ; oM.0
(A) [. . .]ανκ .[. . .] (B) [. . .]oς : α . (.) [. . .]
(A) [. . .]ανκ .[. . .]. (B) [. . .]oς �νõ [θ3κε . . .].

Epigraphy: (A) The last letter, which will have been a vowel sign,
may have been an iota or upsilon. (B) The first letter could also
have been a phi or upsilon, and the last traces a san, a mu, or a
combination of a nu and another letter (which seems most likely
to me). Interpretation: (A) Not clear. (B) Probably a dedication.

Manni Piraino thinks that the two inscriptions contained the 
same text, restoring the second as [∆ι]�ς �mj[υλοµ�τ4]604 and the
first one accordingly. I would suggest easier solutions,605 for (A ),
for instance, a proper name such as LSAG 324. 26 = DGE
238 �γ�υλ�4ν (Anaphe, early 7th cent.?), and for (B) [. . .]ος
�νõ[θ3κε . . .]. The two fragments may still have contained the
same text, for example [� δε�να] �mju[λ�4ν]ος �νõ [θ3κε], but this
is entirely uncertain. For the spelling of the velar nasal see §114.

   ()

Stamnos from Metapontion, perhaps in private possession
( Jeffery) (Oct. 1885). Bibliography: Fiorelli (1885), 607 f., with
dr.; G. Kaibel, IG xiv (1890), no. 2420. 4; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 256, 261. 19 (bibl.), dr. pl. 50; Wachter (1989b), passim.
Photographs: —. Scene: None. Date: c.475–450? ( Jeffery).

ABIDGJiH2Skqm6OphPMTVQW++
αβγδεƒζÉθικλµνοπ�ρστυφχξξ

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Abecedarium.

Why the final xi is repeated is an unsolved problem (see Jeffery,
p. 256; filling of the vacant space seems the most likely solution
to me). For the type of alphabet see Wachter, and see below, §106.

  , .  .  
(  )

Small jug (‘poseidoniate’ according to Pontrandolfo, p. 62) from
Fratte di Salerno, t. 26/1963 (17 May 1963). Bibliography:
Pontrandolfo (1987), with phs. figs. 20–2; Cerri (1989).
Photographs: Pontrandolfo quite cl. Scene: None. Date: 480–470
(Pontrandolfo, p. 58).

(a) ; Cr¶qq¶a¶P¶M . XYqqCM . GPC†CS.

(b) ; J¶qZCM . CrYISiG . Cr¶qq¶a¶P¶^
(c) ; ¶^C†CM . ^SXaM . GPC†CS
(d) ; HYBPSZ¶M . rCP3Y6S¶M . HPC†CS.

(a) Απολλοδορος : ξυλλας : εραται
(b) Åολχας : απυγιζε : απολλοδορον (c) Ονατας : νιξ . ς : εραται
(d ) Ηυβριχος : παρµυνιος : ηραται

(a) �πολλ%δ4ρος Ξ'λλ(ς )ραται, (b) Å%λχ(ς �(µ)π*γ�ζ3
�πολλ%δ4ρον, (c) +Ον,τ(ς Νιξ7ς )ραται, (d ) Η'βριχος
Παρµ'νιος É() )ραται.

Epigraphy: (a) What looks like a dot after the first lambda is hardly
deliberate; not only is it too high up, but there is also a break
going right through it. (c) The penultimate letter in the middle
word is not a normal omicron, it looks more like the deltas.
Interpretation: Love statements.

For the overall meaning of the inscription, to which Cerri con-
tributed a wider context,606 see §§308, 310.

15. Achaian Colonies

604 This gen. would have been �νκυλοµ5τ( in the local dialect.
605 One should also keep in mind that it was not Zeus, but his father who was

�γκυλοµ/της.

606 His metrical interpretation (pp. 63 f.), however, is unconvincing, first, because
with two thirds of the words being proper names, no doubt of a group of real
people composed at random, and with sentences as simple and stereotyped as 
these, no metrical structure, deliberate or accidental, can be expected, secondly,
because neither of the two different metrical structures which he needs for (a)
and (b) (reiz. + monom. anap.; prosodiacus + reiz.) works for (c) and (d), which
he disregards completely.
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All inscriptions start from two divider marks set one above the
other. Inscriptions (a) and (d) are on the upper line, (b) and (c)
on the lower;607 (c) and (d) were inscribed with the jug upside-
down. Inscriptions (a) and (d) share one final dot at the back where
they meet; between the ends of (b) and (c) there probably never
was a dot.608 All iotas are meant to have the same direction, but
some are slightly irregular, especially the last one in (c) and the
first in (d).

It is possible to establish with some probability the order in
which the four sentences were inscribed. Since the end of (d) is
squeezed in at the back where it meets (a), (d) must have been
written after (a). We then may assume that the writer turned the
jug upside-down only once and not three times. This makes sense
if Apollodoros in (a) and (b) is meant to be the same character,
for in that case the two statements about his love-affairs would
have been inscribed immediately one after the other. It is also likely
that the writer both times wrote the upper line first. So the order
in which the inscriptions were written is as given above, viz.
(a)–(b)–(c)–(d).

The chosen arrangement enabled the writer to stick to the 
retrograde direction, which was obviously his favourite. It also
had the advantage of showing the names of the four lovers all
together on one side of the jug: they could be read by the person
who poured from it if held in his l. hand, or else by whoever was
opposite; vice versa it worked with the names of the beloved, which
all meet (more or less) on the other side.609

It is also worth mentioning that for some unknown reason, after
the inscription had been incised, the jug was carefully dipped into
diluted glaze so that its upper part with inscriptions (a) and (d)
and the handle was covered and is now dark, whereas the lower
part with inscriptions (b) and (c) was spared and is now light.

Pontrandolfo is certainly right to interpret απυγιζε in (b) as a
present �ναπυγ�ζει;610 the old diphthong [ei] is written as if it
were a secondary [b] (see §219). She takes the assimilation of �ν-
for complete: [appug-], but see §201. Whereas this verb takes the
accusative, the one in the other three sentences, 0ρ1ν, takes the
genitive.

According to Pontrandolfo there are five masculine names,
(a) and (b) �πολλ%δ4ρος, (b) Å%λχ(ς, (c) +Ον,τ(ς, (d) Η'βριχος
and Π,ρµυνις, and two feminine ones, (a) Ξ'λλα and (c) Νιξ8.
This is plausible, although in view of the fact that we have 

three times 0ρ1ν, twice with a woman as the object, and once
�ναπυγ�ζειν with Apollodoros as the object, we may be tempted
to consider Παρµυνιος as a woman’s name. But this is less likely
from a morphological point of view (we would expect a fem. name
in -ις611 to have a genitive in -ιδος), and yields a boring text, unwor-
thy of the spicy passage (a)–(b) (see §310).

�πολλ%δ4ρος and +Ον,τ(ς, as Pontrandolfo states, are certainly
Greek; for the latter see, for example, LSAG 261. 28 = DGE 436.
1 (Petelia, also an Achaian colony; c.475?), the former is remark-
able because it shows the non-Doric form of Apollon’s name.
Ξ'λλ( she interprets as Σκ'λλα, probably rightly (see §112; there
do not seem to be names with Ξυλ-). Å%λχ(ς she takes for
Etruscan, comparing it with velχa- (see ET i, pp. 103 f.), which
seems reasonable too. The rest according to her may be Italic
names transposed into Greek. Yet, Η'βριχος is certainly Greek
too, namely a hypocoristic name from 3Υβρ�δηµος, Ηυβρ�λ(ς vel
sim. (Bechtel, pp. 433 f.) with the suffix -(ι)χο- (see §234). And
so may be Π,ρµυνις, for which we could compare Παρµον�δης
(Bechtel, p. 360; Thessaly). Since the latter may be an ablaut form
of Παρµεν�δης, we may have a situation similar to that in 5νυµα
/5νοµα (Schwyzer, p. 352) with its hard-to-explain [u], where
[m] and [n] are also present. For Νιξ7ς I could not find any close
parallel. Should we perhaps compare Νικ(σ6 (Bechtel, p. 330;
see also IOD 4 below)? We would have to assume that the writer
first decided not to write the alpha after the kappa (applying 
A.W. as in (d) below) and then remembered that a sequence
‘kappa–sigma’ was wrong and had to be rendered by a xi.

The verb in (d) poses two problems. (1) It is written with Η,
which (as in Η'βριχος of the same inscription) is supposed to
be used as an aspiration sign in this local script. (2) It is differ-
ent from the two other occurrences of this verb in (a) and (c).
Pontrandolfo (pp. 58 f.), writing 7ραται, argues in favour of a per-
fect form, translating ‘ha amato’. This does not help to solve the
problem. First, we would still expect a spelling with E in a local
script that—at least originally—only had one sign E both for short
and long e-sounds.612 Secondly, there seems to be no reason for
not having a present form here. Thirdly, a perfect form 7ραται
is very dubious for formal reasons; the perfect, which has a 
durative meaning ‘to be in love’, is hardly ever attested (I could
only find 8ρασµ�νος, Parth. 2. 3; 1st cent.), and we would
expect it—as in the form just cited—to be *7ρασται, with the
analogous sigma that is present throughout the past stems of this
verb.613 The only reasonable conclusion, therefore, seems to be
that <Éραται> is a mistake. This mistake, however, is justifiable,
since in the dialect of the Achaian colonies initial [h] had become

607 That the letters are ‘perfettamente allineate . . . in senso verticale’ (Pontran-
dolfo, p. 57), which would mean stoichedon, is not true and was hardly intended.

608 Where the particular dot in Pontrandolfo’s drawing is, the vase shows no
original surface (compare her pl. 20 top-r. with pl. 21 bottom-l.).

609 It should also be mentioned that reading upside-down script was more often
required in those days (‘false boustrophedon’, ‘Schlangenschrift’ etc.), so that 
people were more used to it than we are now. Reto, a nephew of mine, at the
age of six wrote a short text upside-down, and when asked by his grandmother
why he did that, innocently replied: So that you can read it.

610 One wonders whether we therefore ought to read Ηο δ9 γρ,πσας τ�ν
�νν�µο(ν)τ’ �(µ)πυγιξε� instead of �νν�µο(ν)τα πυγ- also in the famous graffito
from Montagna di Marzo (IGDS 167 = ZPE 59 (1985), 140, with ph. and bibl.;
c.500–480).

611 The only other fem. inflection type with a gen. in <-ος>, viz. *Παρµυνι6
of the type Σαπφ6, seems unlikely.

612 For the short sound see )ραται, for one of the long sounds see �(µ)πυγ�ζ3.
Inherited [b] and [b] from compensatory lengthening or contraction of [gg] are
not attested in this inscr.

613 See 8ρ,σθην (in this respect the aorist and the perfect normally behave 
in the same way; see e.g. Chantraine (1961), 324 f.), 0ραστ%ς, and derivatives
0ρ,σµιος, 0ραστ/ς (the form 0ρατ%ς is mainly poetic).



.   

very weak or inaudible by the time of our inscription.614 There-
fore heta, or rather eta, before being reserved for the long sound
through East Ionic influence, could be used for initial [g] just like
epsilon.615 This may have been encouraged by the cases of initial
aspiration, where this spelling had been possible already earlier,
namely by means of A.W. (see above, and §111 below).616 It is
therefore irrelevant whether we write Ñραται or É() )ραται; I 
prefer the latter, since heta is still written for [h-] in Η'βριχος
of the same sentence (there too it may not have been pronounced,
but proper names have a tendency to archaizing spelling).

  ,   
  (. )

Bf. belly-amphora from Nola (ex Torrusio; 1829?). Bibliography:
Heydemann (1869), 146, no. 3; mentioned by P. Friedländer, 
RE vii (1912), 749. 1 ff.; Sieveking–Hackl (1912), 95 f., no. 834
(with dr.), ph. pl. 33; Beazley (1947), 295 (add. ad p. 4);
Sichtermann (1949), 22, 75, no. 10, ph. pl. 1. 3; Caskey–Beazley
(1954), 53; LIMC iv, ‘Ganymedes’ 73*, ph. pl. 81, ‘Hebe’ i. 32.
Photographs: Sieveking–Hackl sm. but quite cl.; Sichtermann and
LIMC cl. Scene: A man to r. (unnamed) greeting a naked youth
to l. (named), between them a cock to r. The youth is being
crowned by one of two women to l. (both unnamed and variously

identified). On the other side Herakles is chasing Nessos, who is
carrying Deianeira (no labels). Date: c.500–480 (LIMC ).

; cA7VmGDGM
Γανυµεδες
Γανυµ5δ3ς.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Zeus and Ganymedes (label).

In Simon–Hirmer there is the remark that the alphabet of this
inscription is closest to the Corinthian. This is not correct;
gamma and san could be Corinthian, but not delta and epsilon.
Beazley considers, ‘with Greek (or Latinian?) inscription’. In
Caskey–Beazley we read, ‘with Greek inscription, or inscription
in an alphabet that may be Greek’; as regards the vase itself, they
say that ‘it may be Campanian’.

Two points are clear. (1) The inscription is not ‘Latinian’ (if
this means Italic of some kind); for Latin, Faliscan, Oscan and
Umbrian, South Picenian, Messapian, etc. do not use the san sign.
(2) Etruscan, which does use it, is out of the question because of
the occurrence of gamma and delta. The inscription is therefore
Greek.617 Now, the combination of letter-forms occurring on our
vase leaves only one reasonable possibility of a local alphabet,
namely that of the Achaian colonies.618 This makes good sense;
if the vase is indeed ‘Campanian’, we would have to attribute it
to the northernmost Achaian colony, i.e. Poseidonia (Paestum),
or at least assume that the painter came from there. We could
then tentatively call it an early forerunner of Paestan vases. As
far as the dialect is concerned, the name is entirely unspecific.

614 See LSAG 418, 456. 1a (from Francavilla Marittima, Calabria; late 6th cent.?;
ph. pl. 77. 1) with the article ;, and ibid., no. 1b (found in Olympia; 530–510?,
ph. pl. 77. 2), with Öρµοχθεν and a few cases of the unaspirated article. A recently
found Achaian inscr., BABesch 54 (1979), 77–90, no. 4 (also from Francavilla
Marittima, with σ = µ, ι = S), shows [. . . θ]ε1ς 0cê <αρ1.

615 See Wachter (1991a), 74–9 (Appendix), for a similar situation in the local
Attic script before the introduction of the East Ionic alphabet in 403/2; only the
case of the omega, however, is fully comparable, since heta was much more reluct-
antly used for short [e] (which means that initial aspiration was still pronounced
fairly clearly).

616 An example for the present case is CEG 403 É(ε)κηβ%λ4ι.

617 Of course in ‘Latinian’ the form of the name would be exactly the same,
as Faliscan Canumede[s] (with [g] ) in CIL i2. 454, early 4th cent. (Beazley (1947),
73 f.). See Wachter (1987), 367 ff., §166; the Etruscan form, on the other hand,
is entirely different, see ibid. 156 f., §63g.

618 See the tables in Jeffery (1961) at the end, and ibid., p. 248 (Aitolia, Epeiros,
Ithaka, and Kephallenia will not have to be taken into consideration).



Introduction: Seven vases from different Doric places in south-
ern Italy and Sicily are grouped here. Only the first shows a
labelled scene.

  ,   
 

Messapian trozzella from near Grottaglie (Taranto) (shortly
before 8 Aug. 1969). Bibliography: Johansen (1972); Santoro
(1976), with phs. pls. 77–86; Tiverios (1980), with ph. (p. 515);
Forti (1980), with phs. pls. 26 f.; LIMC i, ‘Aineias’ 42*, ph. pl.
299; LIMC v, ‘Kapaneus’ 31*, ph. pl. 608. Photographs: Santoro
esp. pls. 78. 2, 79. 1–2, and 80. 2 quite cl.; Tiverios quite cl.; Forti
uncl.; LIMC i only (a) and (b), uncl.; LIMC v invis. Scene: Athena
(unnamed or at least no name preserved) seconding a warrior
(Diomedes, unnamed or at least no name preserved) in an attack
with his spear on an opponent (a), behind whom a woman (b) is
approaching. In an independent scene Zeus (unnamed) is slaying
a man (c) with his thunderbolt. Date: 1st h. 5th cent. (Tiverios,
p. 520 with n. 46); c.460 (LIMC i); c. mid-5th cent. (LIMC v).

(a) AI7IAS (b) AQRoDITA (c) KAp)7
(a) Αινιας (b) Αφροδιτα (c) Καπαν . ur
(a) Α�ν��ς, (b) �φροδ-τ�. (c) Καπαν[ε]är.

Epigraphy: (a) and (b) are still fairly clear, but (c) has disappeared.
This stage was reached before the vase arrived at the Ny
Carlsberg Glyptotek ( J. Christiansen, per litt.). (c) Wrongly read
Καφαν[ by Santoro (p. 222). Even on his published pl. (79. 2)
one can see no less than Καπαν . ur, after which there is no more
space for any letters. Interpretation: Diomedes and Aineias
(labels). Punishment of Kapaneus (label).

These inscriptions are Greek not Messapian (in Messapian
Aphrodite is written aprodita, and in the Messapian alphabet
upsilon is not used). For the myth of Kapaneus see §430. For
the fight between Diomedes (unnamed) and Aineias see §443. For
Aineias’ name in general and the second -ι- of our form in par-
ticular see §245.

  , . .  ‘. ’ ()

‘Siculan’ hydria from Montagna di Marzo ( �Ερβησσος) (shortly
before 1968). Bibliography: Manganaro (1968/9), 196 f., phs. pl.

15. 1 our inscr. (a), pl. 16 our (b), pl. 17. 1 our (c); L. Dubois
(1989), no. 166 (bibl.); Johnston, LSAG (1990), 461U. Photo-
graphs: Manganaro quite cl. Scene: None. Date: late 6th to early
5th cent. (Manganaro); c.500 ( Johnston).

(a) cEvOIO AKAwERATAI (b) cEvOIO ; wAKAw …
RAT (c) Y˜AZOw!E ; ˜IwQOT

(a) Γελοιοsακασεραται (b) Γελοιοσακασεραται
(c) [Ε]υµαχοσδεµισφοt[. . .]

(a) Γελ[ιοr �κ�ς �ραται, (b) Γελ[ιος �κ�ς �ραται, 
(c) [Ε] µαχος δ! µισθ[ t[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) and (b) Γ3λ4#ος �κας �ραται, Manganaro. (c)
Ε µαχος δ$ ©µ% Σφο(δ)[ρ�ου?], Manganaro. Interpretation: Love
statements (with added specification).

The segmentation of (a) and (b) given above is the easiest, but it
is also possible to read Γελ4�4 Σ'κ�ς �ραται ‘Sakas (a man) is
in love with Geloios (a youth)’, or even γελο#ος �κ�ς �ραται ‘Akas
the ridiculous is in love’ or γελο�4ς �κ�ς �ραται ‘Akas loves in
a ridiculous way’. We can hardly decide, although the last two
solutions seem less likely than the others.619

Inscription (c), with its δ), seems to be the continuation of the
identical statements (a) and (b). But Ε µαχος δ! µισφο . . . makes
no sense. Dubois plausibly takes the phi for a miswritten theta
(see §109) and restores µισh[t[αι], translating ‘Géloios a beau être
amoureux d’Aka, c’est Eumachos qui paie ses charmes.’ Other
possibilities would be to separate after µισθ[ ‘for money’ (i.e. since
he has money) and to supply a suitable verb (e.g. τ)τευχε or
τ)ρψει). We cannot be sure here either (see ACC 3), as the over-
all meaning of the inscriptions is not clear (see §§308, 310).

   ,  

Fr. of a local plate in Corinthian style, from Megara Hyblaia,
colony of Megara (1949–61). Bibliography: Vallet–Villard (1964),
174–8, with dr. fig. 22, ph. pl. 196. 1; Manni Piraino (1975), 137
f., no. 1, with ph. pl. 29. 1 (opp. p. 144); Lazzarini, FDV (1976),
no. 731; SEG 26 (1976/77), no. 1098; Gallavotti (1977), 106 f.;
Cordano (1984), 290, no. 5; L. Dubois (1989), no. 18; Johnston,

16. Doric Colonies

619 For parallels of the name Geloios see IGDS 121 (= LSAG 276. 18), 123,
124, and perhaps 131 (= LSAG 278. 56).



.   

LSAG (1990), 459. 25a. Photographs: Vallet–Villard quite cl.;
Manni Piraino uncl. Scene: Dogs chasing a hare (see PCO 1). The
inscr. (on the rim) is not related. Date: 625–600 (Manni Piraino;
Cordano; SEG; Johnston).

AqmA9ohoPY^4Iow
[. . .]αλµαÉο+ορυνθιοσ . . . . [. . . ?]
[. . . ,γ]αλµα Éο œορ-νθιος . . . . [. . . ?].

Epigraphy: Vallet–Villard only read +ορ-νθιος, Manni Piraino 
[. . .]αγµα Éο +ορ-νθιος (whence SEG 26), Lazzarini [. . .]
αλµα Éο +ορ-νθιος, rightly. The last omicron is not clear, but
visible, the sigma quite clear. After that there may be traces of
about four more letters before the break. Interpretation: Probably
a dedication (metrical?).

Lazzarini was the first to notice that the second letter preserved
can only be a lambda in this local alphabet (see Jeffery, p. 262).
The theta seems to have a small cross; we would not expect it
with a dot as early as this anyway.

Manni Piraino interprets œορ-νθιος as the genitive of unat-
tested œ.ρυνθις, which is possible. Vallet–Villard and Lazzarini
assume an ethnic in the nominative. Gallavotti’s suggestion that
+ορ-νθιος may be the name of the vessel, with reference to
Hesychian glosses (the closest is κορυνθε-ς ‘basket’, see both
Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. κ.ρυς), is implausible.620 In view of
the epithet of Apollon at archaic Asine, Κ.ρυ(ν)θος, which looks
like a non-Greek name (an eponym taken from a place-name?),
and in view of the many non-Greek names in -υνθος and -ινθος,
our -υνθιος derivative is most likely to be an ethnic.621 Of course
the place need not actually be Corinth (as Lazzarini, p. 341,
assumes), but a settlement of possibly the same name, formed with
the same suffix, whose vowel fluctuates between [u] and [i] (see
e.g. Schwyzer, p. 510).

Despite Gallavotti, who doubts the dedicatory character of 
this inscription, the word [,γ]αλµα strongly supports such an
interpretation.622 And although Gallavotti for once does not offer
a metrical analysis, it would seem justifiable precisely here on
account of the frequency of ,γαλµα in metrical dedications.623

The remains would easily fit into a hexameter (with the final 
vowel of ,γαλµα elided in speech but not in writing, see §224),
for example [–É– τ.δ$ ,γ]αλµ$ Éο œορ-νθιος [–É–:], or else
[–É–É– τ.δ$ ,γ]αλµ$ Éο œορ-νθιος [–:]. The ethnic would 

be separated from the name by the direct object (and perhaps by
the lost verb too); see §227.

°  , . . . . . 

Frs. of a ‘Melian’ (Parian?), or rather local, amphora from
Selinus, colony of Megara Hyblaia (probably 1874–1915: see
Gàbrici, pp. 8–12). Bibliography: Gàbrici (1927), 304–7, ph. pl.
79; Vallet–Villard (1958), 21 f., ph. 23 fig. 6; Jeffery, LSAG (1961),
270 n. 3. Photographs: Gàbrici quite cl.; Vallet–Villard less cl. Scene:
Two women walking to r. (not related to the inscr.). Date:
7th/6th cent. (Gàbrici, taking the vase for Melian); 7th cent.?
( Jeffery); corresponding in style to MPC II (down to c.650), 
with a possible ‘attardement provinciel’ (Vallet–Villard, p. 21, who
consider the clay and fabric to be Sicilian rather than Cycladic
Melian; see also Amyx (1988), 408 f., 418); therefore probably 2nd
h. 7th cent.

; :3GGroIGwG
[. . .]. : µεεποιεσε
[. . .]r : µε /πο�3σε.

Epigraphy: The end is complete. At the beginning, Gàbrici hes-
itates between -ας and -ις, but neither can be correct, since what
he interpreted as a sigma is a colon, and the only tiny trace of a
letter before that may be anything (of course a sigma is most likely).
Interpretation: Potter’s signature.

Jeffery observes, as already Rumpf (1953: 31) had done, that the
alphabet is not Melian, but could be Selinuntine.624 Yet the Ionic
Kyklades ( Jeffery, p. 289) would be possible too from an epi-
graphical point of view. For the formula see §§224, 226.

  ,   , ‘
’ 

Local lekanis from Selinus, Manicalunga, tomba 138 (‘negli 
anni sessanta’ according to Heldring, p. 29). Bibliography: Ferri
(1968), 267, ph. and dr. figs. 7 f. (after p. 268); Heldring (1979),
with ph. pl. 15; SEG 29 (1979), no. 939; Arena (1987), 15 f.; SEG
37 (1987), no. 330. Photographs: Ferri uncl.; Heldring quite cl.
Scene: None. Date: early 5th cent. (to be concluded from Heldring,
p. 31); 2nd q. 5th cent. (SEG).

ARXE oEI˜IToEY;K$Eow
Αρχε . . (?) οειµιτοευκkεος
�ρχ)jk4 (?) ε�µ% τ[ Ε0κk)ος.

620 What would the inscr. mean? What should we supply before and after it?
621 Its formation is of the 1st millennium, see e.g. Lejeune, §50.
622 Whether it can be taken as a ‘painted signature’ (Johnston), which—in our

terms—would mean a dedication by a potter (see §302), is less certain.
623 See CEG, Index, with over 50 entries, mostly in dactylic inscrs.; only CEG

302 is in iambic trimeters, perhaps also LSAG 74 (with n. 2), 78. 33. Non-
metrical occurrences of ,γαλµα in dedications are harder to find, e.g. (all 6th
cent.; mostly pl. 1γ'λµατα): LSAG 342. 22 = DGE 723. 1, LSAG 343. 29 = DGE
723. 3, and LSAG 343. 30 (all three from Didyma); LSAG 341. 4 = DGE 715.
3 (the same person has also dedicated two metrical inscrs., see LSAG 341. 7 
and CEG 422 f.); LSAG 357. 33; LSAG 358. 50 = DGE 749. See also Introd. to
ch. 6 (COP), n. 399.

624 It should be noted that the alphabets of Melos and Selinus share the freak
beta n and therefore must be closely related.



   

Epigraphy: The inscr. is written in a circle. The first three 
letters are dark, then the brush gradually yielded less and less paint.
In the gap there is room for one very broad or two narrow 
letters. The bottom end of a slightly oblique (vertical?) hasta (/),
to the r. of which there are traces of paint, which may or may
not be part of a letter, and further to the r. another bottom trace
belonging to a letter are preserved. Ferri had read ΑΡΧΕΤΙΟ,
which was accepted by Arena. Heldring, on the other hand, 
suggested -βι-. This is unlikely, since we expect not a ‘normal’
B (in this case the paint smears would have to belong) but
‘Selinuntine’ n, which does not fit the traces. Heldring also 
considers -λα-, but for the expected qA the space in the gap seems
too small. After the upsilon the writer could not continue,
because he had already gone right round to the initial alpha. So
he stopped and added the remaining letters underneath, con-
tinuing retrograde. Above the sequence -κε- there is—in faint paint
like the whole of the second part of the inscr.—a letter squeezed
in, very probably a lambda, which makes perfect sense (and was
already assumed as missing by Ferri and Heldring). Interpretation:
Owner’s inscription or dedication to a human.

Heldring (who was helped by M. Guarducci) translates ‘io sono
Arche(. .)os, il figlio di Euk(l)es’. This was duly corrected by SEG
29 (owner’s inscription with gen.), although with a slightly odd
transcription, �ρχε[. .]ο[υ] ε�µ% το[7] Ε0|κ<λ>)ος. Next, Arena
(n. 71) pointed out that there are no gaps for the two upsilons
and that we cannot even claim that they are missing.625 Heldring’s
suggestions Archelaos, Archebios are not satisfactory for epi-
graphical reasons (see above), and the first also makes difficulties
because we would expect a genitive �ρχ)λ�.626 We may assume
a hypocoristic name, for example *�ρχενος taken from �ρχ)ναος
-νικος -νοθος -νοµος -νους (see Pape–Benseler and Fraser–
Matthews), or, since the father has -κλ8ς in his name, *�ρχεκλος
(there is an Attic potter �ρχεκλ0ς, also written �ρχι- and
�ρχ(ι?)-;627 the formations �ρχε- according to Bechtel’s lists 
(pp. 78–80) are slightly more frequent and on the whole more
archaic than those with �ρχι-, and they obviously were more 
or less interchangeable at the time. For the genitive form and 
the diphthong spelling in the verb see §219; see also §227 for the
position of the father’s name.

  , . . 

Fr. of a ? from the sanctuary of Demeter at Heraclea Lucana (Oct.
1966). Bibliography: Sartori (1980), 402 f., ph. pl. 73; Johnston,
LSAG (1990), 463B. Photographs: Sartori quite cl. Scene: None.
Date: c.425 ( Johnston).

EVWoqA6A6E4EK mE!Am
[. . .]. . ευχολανανεθεκ[.]lεdαµa[. . .]
[. . .]. . ε0χ4λ2ν 1ν)θ3κ[) ] lε D1µã[τρι . . . ?].

Epigraphy: The surface is badly worn. Sartori’s (tentative) 
reading is [. . .]� µ$ ε0χ4λ2ν 1ν)θ3κε, Τελλ)4ν �[γ]ραφε. This is
unsatisfactory. First, the �γραφε formula on an undecorated 
vase is worrying, secondly, the addition of this formula after 
the dedicatory one seems odd, thirdly, the name is unusual, and
fourthly, on all other inscrs. from the sanctuary (as far as we 
can judge them) the name of Demeter is carefully recorded,628

so we may expect it here too. On pl. 73. 4, after the alleged two 
lambdas—which are awkwardly different from each other—I 
can see not an epsilon but a clear mu. The sign before that has
a horizontal bar and is therefore not a lambda but an alpha, the 
one after it is hardly an omicron but seems to have a point on
top. This leads to a reading D1µã[τρι] (the ground line of the
delta is worn off, as is the surface after ∆αµα, where two more
letters would fit in before the break. Before the delta, an epsilon
was correctly read, yet it is preceded not by a tau but by a very
likely mu of which the zigzag top is visible. I cannot see the final
epsilon of the verb. With µε as suggested, no µ$ is possible at the
beginning, where I cannot see anything of the alleged ]Aµ anyway.
The noun ευχολαν seems clear. Sartori does not provide a pho-
tograph of his [γ]ραφε part, about which I have strong doubts
(was it the beginning of the inscr.?). Interpretation: Dedication
(probably metrical).

The noun ε0χωλ; occurs both in prosaic and metrical inscrip-
tions (see e.g. the Indexes of DGE and CEG). In two of the three
metrical instances it opens a line (CEG 195 and 275; not in CEG
341). The position of the unaccented pronoun not in second 
position but later in the line is frequent in metrical inscriptions,
and also its position after the verb is well paralleled.629 For these
reasons we should probably read the text as a second hexa-
meter: ε0χ4λ2ν 1ν)θ3κ[) ] lε D1µã[τρι É–:]?

625 The main purpose of Arena’s article seems now obsolete; he adduced 
parallels, mostly from Attica (Threatte, p. 481) but rarely also from other places,
for a loss of an [l] in a cluster [kl]. But the lambda—although, it is true, it was
first forgotten—is there, and this may be due to a simple omission by someone
who seems not to have been a very experienced writer anyway.

626 The long form -λ14, known from the epic language, could always be used.
But since our writer cannot claim to have been particularly well-educated, it seems
more likely that he would have used the normal Doric form; see e.g. the fathers’
genitives IG v/1. 65. 15 �γαθ.λα, 211. 18 �ριστ.λα, 278. 4 Νε.λα (all Sparta),
IG xii/3. 1194 $Ερασ�λα (Melos), IC i, p. 254, no. 9. 1, $Ηρ�λα (Olus), etc.

627 ABV 160, bottom, nos. 3 and 1 (the latter with A.W., see §111); Bechtel,
p. 79.

628 These are either incised (Sartori, p. 403, no. 2) or later (ibid. 403 ff., 
no. 3–12, 4th/3rd cent.) and are not dealt with here (two late painted inscrs. are
by one and the same person, Ζωπυρ�σκος; was he a potter?).

629 e.g. CEG 333 Μ'ρφσ4ν δε7ρ$ 1ν)θεκ) µ$ �π)λλ4νι Πτοι0ƒι, similarly CEG
302, 334, 389. After a verb in first position CEG 115 θ0κ) µε τε#δε /π� σοι, 
similarly CEG 119, 171, 251, 407, 424. At the end of iambic lines CEG 209 Κρ�τ4ν
. . . 1ν)θ3κ) µε, similarly CEG 436 f. (see also 448).
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    , . .

Krater of local fabric from Monte Sannace (1957). Bibliography:
Scarfì (1960), 325, ph. 323 fig. 146. Photographs: Scarfì cl. Scene:
Back of a deer; above it the inscr. Date: similar to a krater in tomb
5, which is mid-4th cent. (Scarfì, p. 255); therefore early 4th cent.?

; (7o2I
Γνοθι
Γν[θι.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Address to the reader (?).

This seems to be the imperative γν[θι. The fact that omicron is
used suggests that the alphabet is still the (Lakonian) local one
of the South Italian Doric colonies (see Jeffery, pp. 183, 279).
Whether our Greek was thinking of the ‘Centre of the World’
remains uncertain. At any rate, ‘γνAθι σαυτ.ν’ on a vase which
was found in a grave makes sense. But since no σαυτ.ν was added,
other interpretations cannot be excluded.



Introduction: A few painted inscriptions have been found on vases
of local production on Ionic Aegean islands. Grouped with these
is a vase of probably Attic fabric but with non-Attic inscriptions,
which point to an Aegean-Ionic provenance of the painter (IOI
2). I have not included the nonsense inscr. on a vase from Paros,
Johnston, p. 465. 25a ( Jeffery, p. 126 n. 1); see also n. 10 above.

  , . . . 

Fr. of a ring-aryballos of undetermined origin, from Delos (1911).
Bibliography: Dugas (1935), 121, 124, no. 6, ph. pl. 65; Plassart
(1950), 15, no. 32b; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 291 f., 304. 4, ph. pl.
55. Photographs: Dugas and Jeffery quite cl. Scene: None. Date:
7th cent. ( Jeffery).

(a) IO^I (b) ; q93G!okG^
(a) [. . .]iονι . . ? (b) [. . .]ληµεδοκεm[. . . ?]
(a) [. . .]iονι . . (?). (b) [. . .]λη µ� �δ4κεm[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: (a) Jeffery is right to observe that the first letter is cer-
tainly not a lambda (as in Plassart’s suggestion, 
π�λ]kωνι?). Since
the hasta is exactly vertical, iota is the only possibility. There are
traces of letters after the second iota (as observed by Jeffery, 
p. 292 n. 1), which, in view of the undamaged surface, seem to
have been smudged before firing. (b) For the last letter see 
below. Interpretation: (a) Not clear. (b) Dedication (to a human?).

That the last letter preserved in (b) is a nu rather than a mu is
likely for two reasons. (1) There is no obvious interpretation for
[. . .]λη µ� �δ4κε l[. . . ?]. (2) A nu ephelkystikon is plausible in
what in view of -λη must be an Ionic inscription (see §202). Jeffery
argues for Naxian or Parian. But since the distinctive letters 
are absent, many places in insular Ionia, even Delos itself, seem
possible.

Jeffery takes the inscription as boustrophedon in two lines, run-
ning from the lower to the upper line. We do not know how much
is lacking on either side, although part of the rim was uninscribed
(painted patterns). As it seems odd that the writer should have
begun with the lower line, we either have to assume two separate
inscriptions or assume that (a) continued after -νι. A possible read-
ing of both what is preserved and what seems to be wiped out is
[. . .]ιονιËo[. . . ?], which could be either the genitive of a winner’s
title in -ν�κης (e.g. [πυθ]ιον-�4) or a case-form of a name in 
-ν��ος. If this is correct, we may argue for (a) being a potter’s

signature and (b) a dedication (to a human?).630 For the pronoun,
elision, and augment see §224.

°  ,   

Bf. neck-amphora from Caere (ex Campana inv. Cp 105; 1857
or earlier). Bibliography: CatCamp ii. 39; de Witte, Notice sur les
vases peints du musée Napoléon III, p. 20, no. 39 (non vidi); 
Jahn (1863b), esp. 248 f., with dr. MonIned 6/7, pl. 78; Sittl 
(1884), 11 f. with nn. 32 and 35; E. Pottier in Dumont–Chaplain
(1888), 285–7; Kretschmer (1894), 59 ff. (bibl.), 228 f.; Pottier
(1899a), 545; Pottier (1901), 68 f., ph. pl. 54; F. Bechtel, SGDI
(1905), no. 5783; A. B. Cook (1925), 712 f. (bibl. p. 712 n. 4);
Hanfmann (1937), 479 f.; Vian (1951), 36 f., no. 96; Vian (1952),
94 f. and passim (see Index, p. 298); Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 297, 306.
44; mentioned by Moore (1979), 85 n. 57; Moore (1985), 30, 38
f., with ph. fig. 21; LIMC ii, ‘Athena’ 381*, ph. pl. 747; LIMC
iii, ‘Enkelados’ (no no.), ‘Ephialtes’ ii. 3; LIMC iv, ‘Gigantes’ 170*,
‘Hera’ 377, phs. pl. 125; LIMC v, ‘Hermes’ 826, ‘Hyperbios’ 1.
Photographs: Pottier sm., mostly uncl.; LIMC ii only (g)–( j), not
very cl.; Moore (1985) only (b)–( f ), quite cl.; LIMC iv quite cl.
Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene: Two warriors (a) and (b) fighting Zeus
(d ), while their companion (c) is already lying on the ground. To
the r. a woman, labelled (e) in front of her mouth, is stabbing a
warrior; his label ( f ) is far away from him, above (e)’s helmet.
On the other side a warrior (g) is being stabbed by Hermes (h),
a woman (i) is slaying a warrior ( j), and Poseidon (no name pre-
served) is stabbing another warrior (k). Date: c. mid-6th cent.
(Hanfmann); c.570 ( Jeffery); late 6th cent. (LIMC ii); 2nd q. 
6th cent. (LIMC iii, ‘Ephialtes’; iv, ‘Gigantes’); c.550 (LIMC
iv, ‘Hera’); c.540 (LIMC v, ‘Hermes’); c.560–550 (LIMC v,
‘Hyperbios’).

(a) ; vac.VrHçBIOw (b) HIrI)qTEw
(c) ; 0(0w2GV (d) ; iHVw (e) HG ( f ) vac.)çro
(g) BIow (h) ; HGçMGHw (i) )2E7)H
( j) ; HEkHEv)!ow (k) ; rovVBoTEw

(a) ΥπΗρβιος (b) Ηιπιαλτες (c) Αγασθευ[. . .]
(d) ΖΗυς (e) Ηε .[. . .] ( f ) Αρπο .[. . .] (g) .[. . .]βιος
(h) ΗερµεΗς (i) ΑθεναΗ ( j) ΗεκΗελαδος
(k) Πολυβοτες.

17. Ionic Islands

630 The metrical interpretation by Gallavotti (1979: 74) as a Sapphic 
hendecasyllable, on the grounds of his own restoration [∆εξ# ]λη µ� �δωκεν
[
ρι|στ]#ωνι is ingenious, but improbable.
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(a) $ΥπÀρβιος, (b) �_{ε}πι%λτ3ς, (c) 
γασθε&[ς], (d ) Ζ|&ς, 
(e) 'Η{ε}q[η], ( f ) (ρπο .[. . .], (g) .[. . .]βιος, (h) $_{ε}ρµ)ης, 
(i) 
θ3ν%η, ( j) �_{ε}(ν)κÀ{ε}λαδος, (k) Πολυβ8τ3ς.

Epigraphy: The vase was cleaned not long before 1951, accord-
ing to Vian (1951). (b) Between the second and the third letter
there is a break, but the iota seems quite cl. on the ph. (I failed
to check this detail on the original) and was unanimously read 
as such (Kretschmer conjectured an epsilon). (c) Rendered

γασθ) [νης] by Jahn, and although one more letter clearly
shows on the ph. (already in Pottier), F. Vian and M. B. Moore
(LIMC iv) still read ΑΓΑΣΘΕ[. . . The last letter is an upsilon;
the surface is undamaged. (e) Normally interpreted as Hera, which
is perfectly possible; see the rho in ( f ) and the dr. ( f ) The nor-
mal restoration is (ρπ�λu[κος]. But not only is nothing preserved
after the fifth letter, but this letter could also have been a mu or
nu. (g) Jahn read (Πολυ?)βιος. Vian (1951) offers T . . . ΒΙΟΣ
or M . . . ΒΙΟΣ; he is right to reject a pi as the first letter, 
but nu seems equally unlikely (see dr.). Could it be another
VrHPBIow? ( j ) Jahn was not sure whether the third letter was
perhaps a nu, but ‘H. B.’ (i.e. H. Brunn), ibid. 249 n. 1, who must
have seen the vase, added that he read ΗΕΚΗΕΛΑ∆ΟΣ. This
is correct (Bechtel’s suggestion to read ΗΕΚΝΕ- for ΗΕΝΚΕ-
is out of the question). (k) The last letter is faint, but cl. on the
original. Interpretation: Gigantomachy (labels).

As the origin of this vase is highly debated, a general discussion
regarding style, alphabet, and dialect seems useful (for the scene
see §404). Jahn (p. 248) saw in -%η and -)ης ‘una certa predilezione
per forme ioniche, cioè attiche antiche’. Although we would no
longer say that Ionic equals old-Attic, the two components, Ionic
and Attic, are indeed both present. As for the stylistic side,
Kretschmer gives an account of the earlier discussion of the 
origin of this vase. He reports that Jahn took it for basically 
Attic, others took it for pseudo-Attic, Chalcidian, or an Etruscan
imitation. Hanfmann notices strong Attic influence in the paint-
ing, although some features differ from the usual Attic way in
which this scene is rendered.631 Vian (1952) pleads for Caeretan
origin. Today the vase is again believed to be of Attic fabric
( Jeffery, Moore (1979) ); it is, however, not included in ABV.

The inscriptions, on the other hand, were attributed by
Kretschmer to the Ionic islands and in particular to Keos because
of the wild use of H/E. Even now they are characterized as being
in ‘Keian (?) script’ ( Jeffery). As the writing system is not
exactly paralleled, apart from Keos, Delos seems a possible 
candidate, and it may also be some form of Naxian or Parian, two
scripts very similar to Keian and Delian ( Jeffery, p. 296). Surely
the writer was not ‘passablement illettré’, because ‘certaines 
graphies ne relèvent d’aucun dialecte et sont de simples fautes

d’orthographe’ (Vian (1952) ). There is—if we disregard the H/E
problem—a maximum of one mistake, viz. the first iota in (b);
all other forms are explicable. Hence we have to try to explain
also the writer’s use of the two signs for [e].

I can see two possibilities. (1) The system is consistent and is
either due to the writer’s idiosyncrasy or to the place where he
learnt to write. (2) The system is inconsistent and may be due
to confusion of the systems of different places or individuals which
influenced the writer. The fact that stylistically, too, one feels
uneasy about this vase, but cannot deny strong Attic influence,
would support the second possibility, namely either of a foreigner
working in Athens, having acquired some skill in vase-painting
and writing already back home, or an Athenian working abroad
in isolation from his former fellow-painters and slowly adapting
to the foreign dialect and writing system. The second place of
influence apart from Athens would have to be one of the above-
mentioned Ionic islands.

Jahn carefully listed the different uses of Η. (1) It seems to
indicate [h] in (b), (e), (h), and ( j), but [h] is not written in (a)
Υπ- and ( f ) Αρπ- (if from 5ρπ-, which is likely). (2) It indicates
[b] in the endings of (h) (masc.) and (i) (fem.), but E is used for
this in (b) and (k) (both masc.). (3) It strangely indicates [g] 
in (d ) (first element of a diphthong) and in (a) (vowel between
consonants).

Kretschmer contributed the first linguistic analysis. Both sec-
ondary [b] < *[a] in the endings of (b), (h), (i), (k), and inherited
[e], short or long, in (a), (d ), (e), are written partly with E, partly
with H, hence his attribution of the vase to the Ionic Kyklades.
He considered the group ΗΕ as a dittography for [e], i.e. with-
out [h]. This would account for the unexpected ‘aspirations’ in
( j) ΗεκΗελαδος, leading to an interpretation �Ε(ν)κ)λαδος, i.e.
exactly what we want (for the non-writing of the nasal see n. 635,
and §201 below). In favour of this explanation we could adduce
the fact that in (a) and ( f ) initial aspiration is not expressed632

(there is no reason to assume that it had only been lost before [a]
and [u], but not before [e] ). The same dittography would be
acceptable for (e) and (h) too.

But we also have to ask ourselves why in some circumstances
a writer should have taken the trouble to write a single sound with
two signs, whereas in the majority of occurrences of [e], namely
in (a), (b), (c), (d ), (h), (i), (k), he did not. The only reason for
such a procedure that seems conceivable to me is to avoid con-
fusion with other uses familiar to him of one of the two signs in
question, which is another argument for believing that he was
influenced by two different writing systems. Only one of the two
signs had uses sufficiently different to suggest such measures, and
this was of course Η. But since one of its uses, namely for [h],
occurs almost exclusively at the beginning of words, it was only
in this position that one had to be particularly careful. It is no
wonder, therefore, that most cases of ΗΕ are in word-initial 
position: (e) Ηε .[. . .], (h) ΗερµεΗς, ( j ) ΗεκΗελαδος, and 

631 Zeus is not in a chariot; he is not near Athena; he not only fights with his
thunderbolt but has other weapons too; Hera takes an active part in the battle;
Herakles is missing. 632 Kretschmer did not mention this argument, but was certainly aware of it.
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similarly (b) Ηιπιαλτες. Now, labels (a) with Υπ- and ( f ) with
Αρπ- show that the writer did not want to express [h]. Nor did
he, in view of ( j), want H to be read [h]. (We cannot tell with
certainty whether in his dialect he actually pronounced the [h] or
not; see below.) By adding an Ε he must therefore have meant
to stress the vocalic value of the word-initial Η.

Here it becomes impossible to assume that the writer was an
Athenian working, for example, on Keos. In that case he would not
have had to bother about adding Ε to Η, since his Η would have
been automatically understood as a vowel sign. Also he himself
would have been perfectly happy with an adapted spelling Ηρα
and Ηρµες, i.e. Η(5)ρα and Η(ε)ρµ0ς with A.W. (see §111), 
frequent in Attic; on the other hand, he would never have 
written Enkelados and Ephialtes with an initial heta. The opposite
assumption works much better, i.e. a writer from Keos, accus-
tomed to using eta (Η) for any kind of e-vowel, suddenly found
himself in surroundings where Η was used for [h] only. It seems
natural that he tried to find an individual solution. And indeed
his solution of adding an extra vowel-sign Ε to his vowel sign
Η, which we may transcribe Η{ε}- (with � or $ , and Η or _, respect-
ively) was not a bad one, inasmuch as it was compatible with the
Attic system for a number of mythological names (not only 
Hera and Hermes, but also e.g. Hebe, Hekabe, Hekate, Hektor,
Helene, Hephaistos, Herakles, Hestia), since it could be interpreted
as Éú-.

( j) One case of this dittography occurs in word-interior posi-
tion, namely in the second group HE in Enkelados’ name, which
we would expect to be written ΗΕΚΗΛΑ∆ΟΣ rather than
ΗΕΚΗΕ-. Perhaps the writer just repeated after the kappa the
grapheme which he had used for the similar sound immediately
before it. At least it did no harm to be over-explicit.633

As for the quantity of the e-sounds on this vase, despite the
confusion of E and H we have no reason to doubt that most of
them were as we would expect them. Only in the case of the 
middle [e] of (h) may we have some doubts. The original 
form of this name (see §253) must have been *HermAAs, which
developed into *(H)ermBBs in Ionic, from which by shortening
of the first [e] (see gen. $Ερµ)ω in Hdt.) and finally by contrac-
tion the form $Ερµ6ς was obtained. We have no reason to assume
that in some Ionic dialects this development was fundamentally
different, although the final stage may not have been reached
everywhere at the same time (in Attic Ηερµ0ς is attested already
in the early sixth century, in East Ionic the situation is less clear;
see §253). Kretschmer assumed that EH of ΗερµεΗς is the same
kind of dittography, only reversed. This assumption is in itself
unsatisfactory, and in view of the development of Hermes’ name
it is unnecessary too. Also our Ηερµεης is not an ‘Unform’
(Kretschmer, from Sittl), but simply the intermediate stage. The
middle [e] seems likely to represent the already shortened version;

for in the name (i) 
θ3ν%η634 the [i] of the original form 
θηνα#η
(with [fh ] ) is lost (see §247), which had the same effect prosodi-
cally as a shortening of a prevocalic long vowel. The uncontracted
form of Hermes’ name on our vase can therefore claim to show
non-Attic dialect, and the same is of course true for Athena’s name
which is regularly 
θ3να#7 on Attic vases.

The third indication of a non-Attic dialect in our inscription,
namely in the name of Ephialtes, written (b) Ηιπιαλτες, is more
complicated. In our form of the giant’s name there are three 
problems, the initial Η, the following Ι, and the Π (not Φ). The
name was �Εφι%λτης in Attic,635 but �Επι%λτης in East Ionia (e.g.
Hdt.). We have seen above that, in view of the non-writing of
the initial aspiration in (a) Υπ- and ( f ) Αρπ-, the sign Η cannot
be said to express an aspiration but must have a vocalic value.
This makes Jahn’s assumption unlikely that the writer was
thinking of the stem $ Ιπ(π)- when he wrote this giant’s name.
Therefore we cannot use this popular etymology to explain the
[p] instead of [ph], and we can be certain that it is the Ionic 
variant which hides behind our form. On our vase we would expect
the dittography ΗΕ-, i.e. �_{ε}πι%λτ3ς. Why an iota is written 
as the second letter, we cannot say (anticipation of the iota after
the pi?). The name Ep(h)ialtes is likely to be a compound and
was certainly felt to be one.636 If our form should reflect the 
writer’s speech, the [p] would suggest psilosis in his dialect. But
Keos was not psilotic, as Kretschmer observed,637 or at least not
from an early period, and since this island (or generally the Ionic
Kyklades) is the most likely place of origin of our painter, we 
must try to find a different explanation for this [p] instead of 
[ph]. Considering the Keian form :φ#[στια] (DGE 766A. 17/18;
5th cent.), we may not assume that our [p] is due to a trans-
position of the aspiration to the beginning of the word638 (i.e. 
[hepi-] with omission of the aspiration in writing). It seems 
therefore more likely that the giant’s name does not reflect every-
day speech of the painter’s surroundings, whether in Athens or
the Kyklades, but that it shows influence of the epic language,
i.e. East Ionic dialect (see §503).639 Epic poetry is of course a likely
context from where the giant may have been known.

633 As we cannot argue for a use of H for [h], there is no reason to consider
popular etymology with �γχος or :χε- in the first part of the name; also, in both
writing systems in question [kh] was expressed by <χ>, not by <κÉ>.

634 This form was also called an ‘Unform’ by Sittl, unnecessarily in view of
the parallels from Delos (DGE 783 
θην%ης �Οργ%νης, a century later) and Chios
(our IOD 5C).

635 e.g. on the fr. of a bf. dinos, Moore (1985) = Immerwahr, no. 183, with the
giants �Εφι%λτ[3ς], Πανκρ%τ3ς, Πολυβ8τ3ς, �Zραν#4ν, [. . .]&φορβος (not neces-
sarily Ευ-; Βου- or Πολυ- would be equally possible), Ε<βοιος, as well as some
fragmentary names and names of gods; or ARV 1318 f., no. 1, with �Ε(ν)κ)λαδος,
�Εφι%λτ3ς, Πολυβ=τ3ς etc. (Immerwahr, no. 1124, without text).

636 Kretschmer (p. 61) analyses the name as �Επ- or �Εφ-ιαλ-της from the verb
>%λλω (for Attic attested as ?%λλω, see ibid. n. 4). But ibid. 228 f. he adduces
evidence which would also justify the explanation current in antiquity, viz. :π#
+ @λλοµαι. We cannot decide.

637 That on some Keian inscrs. aspiration is partly missing (e.g. DGE 765 $ Ιστ#ηι,
and DGE 766 passim) may have to do with an understandable and probably increas-
ing reluctance to use H for [h]. It is also possible that initial aspiration got lost
gradually.

638 For this phenomenon see Lejeune, §§85 and 114.
639 It is true that in the Iliad we find �Εφι%λτης (5. 385 only), but in Od. 11.

308 (only) there is an ancient varia lectio �Επι- which, I think, we should take
very seriously.
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(named) in a chariot. Date: mid-7th cent. (LIMC); c.660
(Schefold).

AQPo ITH
Αφρο[.]ιτη

φρο[δ]-τη.

Epigraphy: As for the name of the male figure, Karusos (p. 172)
plausibly argues that only Aρης is short enough for the gap (it
would have been spelled Aρ3ς in the Naxian script). Interpretation:
Unidentified scene with Ares and Aphrodite in a chariot.

The rho has a triangular loop; the phi has the ‘modern’ form Q
(see §102 and IOI 5). For a possible mythical context see §406.

  , . ()

Frs. of a polychrome krater from Naxos (1960?). Bibliography:
Orlandos (1960), 185 f., ph. 187 fig. 210; Jeffery (1964), 48;
Guarducci (1974), 473, with ph. fig. 186. Photographs: Orlandos
and Guarducci cl. Scene: Chariot-race, not related to the inscr.
Date: mid-7th cent. (Orlandos, Jeffery, Guarducci).

AQSG^
[. . .]αφσεν
[. . . �γρ]αφσεν.

Epigraphy: The end is complete. Interpretation: Painter’s signature.

Jeffery says that this inscription seems to be by the same hand
as IOI 4. It also shows the Q-type phi (see §102). For the nu
ephelkystikon, plausible in an inscription from an Ionic context,
see §202.

°  , . . . 

Frs. of a Parian ‘cheminée mobile’ (but see Plassart with bibl.),
from Delos (1911). Bibliography: Dugas (1935), 17, no. 4, ph. pl.
10; Plassart (1950), 14 f., no. 32a; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 294, 
305. 25 (bibl.); Guarducci (1967), 159 f., with ph. Photographs:
Dugas uncl. Scene: A Satyr (?) running to the r.; inscr. (a) 
comes down along his back, (b) starts at his heel. Date: 7th cent.
( Jeffery).

(a) ; ^)G!GI (b) ; ? ¨V9
(a) [. . .]. νaεδει .[. . .] (b) ωυΗ[. . . ?] (or [. . . ?]Ηυω ?)

Epigraphy: (a) Of the first letter only a small dot is visible. The
third letter shows a faint trace of the sloping middle bar;
Guarducci reads a gamma. The penultimate letter must be an 

640 The fact that the Naxians, who did not use a single letter for [ks], did not
write <χσ> as many other Greeks, may point to a particular pronunciation, e.g.
[χs] instead of normal [ks]. It seems likely that the Naxians created the special
letter § for two reasons. (1) It was important as part of their own island’s name.
(2) The use of normal 9, which was used both for open [|] and [h] in the local
script (see CEG 150 = DGE 761; CEG 403; LSAG 304. 3 = DGE 757,
c.620–600?), was likely to be felt inadequate. For its quality of [h] was probably
too weak for the purpose (pace Jeffery, p. 291, who assumes a pronunciation [hs],
for which there is no evidence), and in word-interior position there was the con-
stant danger of reading a vowel sign, e.g. [na|sos] instead of proper [naχsos].

(c) Autopsy confirmed that the old reading -σθ)ν[ης] is not 
possible. Correct is 
γασθε&[ς]. This name is understandable
through the following equation: Μενεσθ)νης : ΕCρυσθ)νης :

γασθ)νης = Μενεσθε&ς : ΕCρυσθε&ς : x (Bechtel, pp. 308, 180,
and 7; Il. 2. 552 etc., 8. 363 etc.).

  , . . 

Fr. of a krater from Naxos (1972?). Bibliography: Orlandos
(1972), 96, ph. 93 fig. 89; Guarducci (1987), 49, with ph. fig. 18;
Johnston, LSAG (1990), 466B (bibl.). Photographs: Orlandos
and Guarducci cl. Scene: None. Date: 1st h. 7th cent. (Guarducci);
c.650 ( Johnston).

; 6A§zsG
[. . .]ναÉσυε[. . .]
[. . . ? 
]ναÉσ&3[ς . . . ?] (or rather [. . .-α]ναÉς Dε[. . .] ?).

Epigraphy: The sigma is smaller than the other letters; yet it looks
as if a fourth stroke were intended at the bottom which would
bring it to normal size. Interpretation: Not clear.

For the spelling of [ks] with a special sign plus sigma see Jeffery,
pp. 289, 291.640 It seems difficult to reconcile the name of the island
of Naxos, where the vase was made and found, with our string
of letters. Guarducci thinks of a proper name [
]ναÉσ&3[ς], refer-
ring to �Επιξ&ης; but the latter is a Persian (Plut. Them. 30. 1),
and since �Επι- of his name was hardly felt to be the Greek prefix,
it could not easily be replaced by 
να-. We may also try to take
-ναξ- as part of the second element of a compound name in 
-αναξ (Bechtel, pp. 45–7), and the continuation as the start of a
new word, for instance as part of a form of υ?&ς.

  , . . 

Frs. of an amphora from Naxos (1936). Bibliography: Karusos
(1937), with phs. 170 fig. 3 and 175 fig. 10; Rumpf (1953), 31,
ph. pl. 6. 6; Schefold (1964), 28, and (1966), 31, ph. [pl.] 9 
top; Guarducci (1974), 458 f., with ph. fig. 178; ph. Bianchi
Bandinelli–Paribeni (1976), no. 68; LIMC ii, ‘Aphrodite’ 1285*,
‘Ares’ 45, ph. pl. 128; Schefold (1993), 62, ph. 61 fig. 40.
Photographs: all cl. Scene: Man (no name preserved) and woman



   

iota because of the narrow space to the last letter. The latter 
can be λ, µ, ν, π, perhaps ρ. (b) The omega is turned through
90°. Of the eta no middle bar is visible, probably because the 
surface is chipped. Interpretation: Not clear, probably nonsense
inscriptions.

It seems unlikely that (a) and (b) are part of the same inscription.
Dugas and Plassart’s reading and interpretation of (b) as ηγω (i.e.
:γ=) is hardly possible. First, it would require the object (and
the painted human figure) to be held upside-down. Secondly,

inscription (b) seems to start next to the heel of the figure, which
would make it run towards (a), recommending a reading ωυΗ
[. . .]. Thirdly, the alphabets that use Η for [g] (Syros, Keos, Delos;
see Jeffery, p. 289) do not know Ω at such an early date (ibid.
290). Therefore Jeffery classifies the inscription as Parian, takes
the omega to stand for [i] and rejects the interpretation as :γ=
(although she reads [. . .]ηγω, followed by Guarducci). It is hard
to find an interpretation for [. . .]Éυο or [. . .]ηυο, or ουη[. . .] or
ουÉ[. . .]. We may have to consider (b) a nonsense inscription, and
probably (a) too.



Introduction: A single piece with painted inscriptions is from a
Doric Aegean island. It is not even a vase proper.

  , . . 

Megaron naiskos from Thera (1982?). Bibliography: Mylonas
(1982), 46 f., phs. pls. 108–10; Catling (1984), 54 f., with phs. figs.
98–100; Winter (1984), 55 f., phs. pl. 19. 7–8; Guarducci (1987),
393 f. with, ph. fig. 123a; Johnston, LSAG (1990), 470A (bibl.).
Photographs: Mylonas and Catling cl.; Winter sm.; Guarducci quite
cl. Scene: None. Date: 2nd h. 7th cent. (Guarducci); c.650–625
( Johnston).

(a) ; A^!PÍAµ3GIGroÍG (b) APK9 ª!ªKAµ 93ª G®o
(a) Ανδριασµε:εποιε (b) ΑρκÉ ιδικας ηµι εγο
(a) �νδρ��ς µε : �πο�3. (b) �ρκÉ ιδ�κ�ς �µ� �γ8.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Potter’s signature. Owner’s
inscription or dedication to a human.

The two iotas in (a) are written in the same way as in (b), which
shows that the direction l. to r. was normal at the time and the
place in question.

(a) As there are only two accented elements in this short sen-
tence, the presence of only one word-divider, here a vertical bar,
is plausible. But it must be noted that it is put after rather than
before µε, which is therefore considered enclitic to the preced-
ing name not proclitic to the verb (see ARG 1 and §226). This
analysis may have suggested itself to the painter when he slowly
recited the sentence before he wrote it down. Thereby he also
restored the hiatus (see ibid.).

(b) shows a different kind of word division. There are little 
ornamental spots spread irregularly between the letters. Only
where we separate words, i.e. first between -ας and �µ- and 
secondly between -µι and εγ-, and in addition between -κÉ and
ιδ-, are there no such spots and the white ground shows up much
more clearly than elsewhere. This looks like signalling space and,
I think, must be intentional.

Both forms of division in (a) and in (b) offer a striking coin-
cidence with the usual rules of accentuation: µε (unlike �µ� ) is
normally treated as enclitic and is therefore not treated as a word
on its own. The verb ε�µ�, on the other hand, is accented if it
follows a paroxytone word; therefore it is preceded and followed
by a word-divider. The word-divider in the compound name
�ρκÉ-ιδ�κ�ς, however, is difficult. Either we accept the same
function as between the words. In that case we would have to
assume that a compound could still be pronounced—perhaps in
slow speech—with two accents.641 But it would seem odd that the 
division should be in the middle of the syllable [khi], and before,
instead of after, the compositional vowel. Or we have to look for
an entirely different function.642 Should we consider it a simple
mistake? (One single dot would have been sufficient to bridge the
narrow gap.)

For the name �νδρ��ς (of the potter), which is a hypocoristic,
see §230. The name of the recipient, �ρκÉ ιδ�κ�, is a full-blown
compound name and sounds more ‘upper-class’ (for the masc.
equivalent see Bechtel, p. 80). The imperfect tense is relatively
rarely used on such objects; aorist is much more frequent. It may
here be due to a certain predilection of the dialect, see the Theraian
inscriptions LSAG 323. 4 = DGE 215. 2 (end of 7th cent.?) and
DGE 215. 3, both with �πο�3; CEG 419 = DGE 209 �πο�3 (Melos,
c.525–500?); IG xii/3. 451 µ� θ�νγανε ‘do not touch’ (Thera; see
§114 n. 727) as opposed to IGDS 148 µ6 θ�γ3ς (Gela); CEG
418 = DGE 207 �πευκÉ�µενος ‘having promised’ (Melos, late 
6th cent.?) as opposed to (�π)ε�ξ�µενος (CEG, passim). Elsewhere
our material for a particular dialect is usually too scarce to decide
(see ad ITH 2 with n. 516, and §209).

18. Doric Islands

641 Although compounds form accent units in Greek, as far as we can judge
from our written documents (see e.g. Schwyzer, p. 386; Lejeune, §354), it can be
observed in living languages that they have a principal and a (weaker) secondary
accent.

642 The only alternative that I can think of would be to tell the reader to take
this heta with the preceding kappa and to read �ρκÉι- rather than †�ρκηι-. 
The dialect of Thera (unlike the Cretan one) was obviously non-psilotic, as can
be observed in inscrs. (e.g. CEG 456 = DGE 217; CEG 457) and, indirectly, inferred
from the fact that heta could be used as the second sign for the aspirates in this
prototype alphabet). Therefore the double function of H in this script, probably
prompted by surrounding writing systems, must have been felt to be a great 
nuisance.



Introduction: A good number of pieces from the Ionic cities in
Asia Minor or their colonies bear painted inscriptions. They are
partly taken together under one number. See also the next chap-
ter (Naukratis).

  , . . . 

Fr. of a dinos from Old Smyrna (1948–51). Bibliography:
Cook–Akurgal (1953), 329; J. M. Cook (1958/9), 16; Akurgal
(1961), 229 (wrongly speaking of a graffito), dr. 308 fig. 23; Jeffery
(1964), 45 no. 1, 47 ff., ph. pl. 5a; Guarducci (1967), 271 f., with
ph. fig. 123; ph. Boardman (1980), 249 fig. 289; Johnston,
LSAG (1990), 473. 68a (bibl.), ph. pl. 79. 8. Photographs: Jeffery
quite cl.; Guarducci quite cl.; Boardman cl.; Johnston cl. Scene:
None. Date: 1st h. 7th cent. (Akurgal); mid-7th or 3rd q. 7th cent.
( Jeffery); c. mid-7th cent. (Guarducci); c.650 ( Johnston).

I£T#okq©9£M©
Ιστροκλεησµε .[. . .]
� Ιστροκλ
ης µε .[. . .] (or µ� � .[. . .], or Με .[. . .] ).

Epigraphy: Jeffery is probably right to interpret the last vertical
stroke, which does not touch the dark space below, as the hasta
of a letter, assuming µ� �p[ο�ησεν] or µ� �c[ραψεν]. Yet, it could
also e.g. be an epsilon (i.e. µε Ã [γραψεν] ), or an alpha of the 
f-type (i.e. µε .[ν
θηκεν] ). The beginning of the inscr. is com-
plete. Interpretation: Probably a potter’s or painter’s signature, 
perhaps with a dedication.

Note the ‘elaborate’ six-stroke sigmas, echoed by the epsilons 
with four sloping bars, both attested elsewhere in East Ionia
( Jeffery, with a good discussion). The rho is not of the proper
P-, nor of the D-type, but #, which comes close to ç (see §101).
The last three letters may represent µε or µ� plus the beginning
of �γραψεν, �πο�ησεν, or even µε �ν
θηκεν (for the unelided 
pronoun see §224). Also the beginning of a father’s name would
be possible, for example Μεc[ακλ
4ς . . .]. The character of the
inscription is therefore uncertain. As the inscription is painted
and the vase was found in a temple temenos, a dedication or a
potter’s signature (or indeed a dedication by a potter) seems 
most likely.

Jeffery remarks that the uncontracted form -κλ
ης is unusual
(see §§208, 223) and therefore thinks of a metrical inscription. But

this is, as far as I know, the earliest -κλ(ε)ης name that we have
from East Ionia. Therefore we cannot judge the acceptance of an
uncontracted form at that time.643

  , . . . 

Fr. of a large vase from Old Smyrna (1948–51). Bibliography:
Jeffery (1964), 46, no. 5; J. M. Cook (1965), 117, no. 8, ph. pl.
24. 8. Photographs: Cook quite cl. Scene: Figure painted white
(female?) fighting to l. Date: 6th cent.

AI
Αι . . . [. . .]
Α�m\p[πη] or Α�m\g.

Epigraphy: The third letter could be a lambda, a nu, or, together
with the following stroke, a mu. The remains of the last letter
seems too close to vertical to be an alpha (for Aineias’ name) when
compared with the first letter. Interpretation: Unidentified scene,
perhaps with Amazons (label).

Jeffery restores one of the two Amazon-names Α�ν�ππη or
Α�ν�η, attested in inscriptions (she refers to von Bothmer (1957),
3, no. 3, and 7, no. 8; see also LIMC i, ‘Amazones’ 7, 9, and 169).
Since the readings Α�λ- and Α�µ- seem not to lead anywhere,
the interpretation of the figure as one of these Amazons seems
reasonable (§465).

19. Ionic Dodekapolis

643 The (historical) name Histrokles has caused some discussion. Cook–
Akurgal write ‘Istrokles . . . can hardly have been born much later than 670 ’
and ‘affords an unexpected proof that Ionian sailors had already penetrated 
far into the Black Sea in the early years of the seventh century .’ This sounds
like a (wise!) compromise if we regard later statements of both scholars. Akurgal
(1961) holds that the name proves the existence of colonies at the mouth of the
Danube in the first half of the seventh century, which is certainly not the case.
Cook (1958/9) writes of ‘a connexion with the Pontus in the middle years of 
the seventh century’. The original statement seems soundest to me. Boardman
(1980: 240 with n. 78) gives a good account of the evidence for contacts between
the Greeks and the Black Sea in the eighth and early seventh centuries ( � Ιστρος
is mentioned in Hes. Th. 339, Φ�σις in Hes. fr. 241 M–W in connection with
the Argonauts, Paphlagonians at Il. 2. 851–5). Successful commerce would have
been sufficient to yield a name like Histrokles. The assumptions by Cook, that
this vase was not made in Smyrna because this city did not found any colonies,
and that Histrokles was not a local man, need not be right. Cook himself cites 
a number of commercial imports to archaic Smyrna; the lack of colonization is
therefore irrelevant.



.   

  , . . . 

Fr. of a neck-amphora from Old Smyrna (1948–51). Bibliography:
mentioned by J. M. Cook (1958/9), 29 f.; Jeffery (1964), 46, 
no. 4, ph. pl. 8a; J. M. Cook (1965), 136 f., no. 137, phs. pl. 40.
Photographs: Jeffery cl.; Cook (1965) cl. Scene: Two men’s heads
to r., both wearing hair bands and wreaths, one looking down 
(a), the other looking straight on, with arms stretched out 
(b) (charioteer, Cook; charioteer or athlete swinging halteres?,
Jeffery). Date: late 6th cent. (Cook).

(a) wHw (b) rE
(a) [. . .]. σης (b) Πε .[. . .]
(a) [. . .]uσης, (b) Πε .[. . .].

Epigraphy: (a) The first letter could also be an )-type alpha 
or a nu. (b) The last letter can be β, γ, δ, λ, µ, ν, π, ρ (among
others). Interpretation: Unidentified scene (labels).

Cook (1958/9) interpreted the scene as Kambyses climbing into
his chariot, with his charioteer named ‘the Persian’. He wonders
(1965) whether it is the scene where the king wounds himself 
accidentally with his sword (while climbing into his chariot instead
of mounting his horse as in Hdt. 3. 64). Although it is true that
no obvious other solution suggests itself (Chryses and ?), I share
the doubts of Jeffery, who prefers to imagine two youngsters, 
perhaps with Persian-sounding names, which were fashionable at
the time. The two labels are in different script, probably written
by different hands and with different brushes.

 A‒C , . . 

Frs. of kylikes from Emporio on Chios, all by the same hand
(1954). Bibliography: (A) Hood–Boardman (1955), 22, ph. pl. 2e;
Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 338, 343. 42e, 377, ph. pl. 65; Boardman
(1967), 243 f., no. 614, ph. pl. 97. (B) Boardman (1967), 243 f.,
no. 615, ph. pl. 98. (C ) Boardman (1967), 243 f., no. 616, ph. pl.
99. Photographs: (A) Hood–Boardman, Jeffery, Boardman quite
cl.; (B) and (C ) Boardman quite cl. Scene: None. Date: 6th cent.
(Hood–Boardman); 600–550? ( Jeffery); late 7th cent. (Boardman
apud Jeffery, p. 377); c.630–600 (Boardman (1967), 62).

(A) NIkHzGP˜ozTH H7hVqIk)GroIHzG
(B) P˜ ; 7)P G … HIK)IPH (C) ; )I˜ … ˜ozGroI

(A) Νικησερµοστη . [. .]tην$υλικαεποιησεm[. . . ?]
(B) [. . .]ρµ[. . . | . . .]ναρtεl[. . . | . . .]ηικαιρηt[. . .]
(C ) [. . .]iαιµi[. . . | . . .]lοσεποι[. . .]

(A) Ν&κ'σερµος τηm[δ= ?]t(ν $)λικα �πο�ησεm. 
(B) [Ν&κ'σε]ρµ[ος �πο�ησεν . . . | . . . �ν
θηκε]ν *ρt
l[ιδι
. . . | . . .]ηι καιρηt[. . .]. (C ) [. . .]iαιµi[. . . | . . . Ν&κ'σερ]lος
�πο� [ησεν . . .].

Epigraphy: (A) The final letter before the gap could also be a
lambda (or a mu). Of the final nu a small trace is visible. (B) The
last tau is not very cl. from the ph. and of a letter after that I
cannot see anything. Interpretation: (A) Potter’s signature (perhaps
metrical). (B) Potter’s signature and dedication. (C ) Potter’s 
signature.

Inscription (A) gives an almost complete text, (B) and (C ) are
less clear. The reversed three-stroke sigmas in (A) and (C ) are
typical of this writer. This harmless error is understandable from
the fact that sigma lacks symmetry and does not indicate the direc-
tion of script. It is particularly frequent in retrograde inscriptions
(see e.g. EUC 1 and 3, BOI 8, IOI 3, or with iota of similar shape
DOI 1).644 For the use of the qoppa see §225. For the name of
the potter see Bechtel, pp. 330 and 165 f.

Apart from the received restoration of (A), τ'm[δε ]t(ν $)λικα,
others are possible. In particular we could try to restore a hexa-
meter line, for in view of the slightly superfluous information 
τ(ν $)λικα �πο�ησεν instead of the usual µ� �πο�ησεν,645 a poetic
character of this potter’s signature would seem plausible. The only
difficulty is the hiatus before the verb. If we allow the slight 
oddity of a synizesis, $)λικα�πο�ησεν, or the lengthening after
an elision, $)λικ� ©πο�ησεν, the rest is easy: instead of τ'νδε we
restore τηνδ-. Or we could try to restore the name of Nikesermos’
father, reading the last letter before the gap, of which $ is preserved,
as a lambda.646 This name could be Τηλ
ας (i.e. -
ης), Τηλε)ς,
or Τ,λυς (all in Bechtel, p. 425), and their East Ionic genitives
Τηλ
ω, Τηλ
ος, or Τ'λεος, respectively, which would all fit into
the gap, would yield: Ν&κ'σερµος Τηk[
ος ?]t(ν $)λικα �πο�ησεν.
But in view of (C ) the pronoun version seems more likely.

If the alleged tau of (B) were an iota, we might read κα. �ρηι,
with which we could compare an archaic graffito /Ηρη[. . .]
(written with 9).647 Here too, a metrical structure is conceivable
(the second line beginning with *ρτ
µιδι), but we have too 
little of the text. The same is true for (C ).

 A‒L , . . 

Frs. from Emporio on Chios (1954). Bibliography: Boardman
(1967), 244 f., nos. 617 and 621–31, phs. pl. 98 except of (K ),
dr. of (B) p. 160. Photographs: Boardman mostly cl. Scene: None.
Date: (A) c.630–600 (Boardman, p. 62); (B), (C ), and (K ) after
mid-6th cent. (Boardman, p. 17); (D)–( J ) 1st h. 6th cent.
(Boardman, p. 62); (L) 5th cent.?

644 See Wachter (1989b), 22 n. 10.
645 Only in owner’s inscrs. is precise information about the object of some import-

ance, to distinguish it from, e.g., the piece of furniture on which it stands or other
objects nearby; see e.g. ∆ηρ�ππ4 ©µ. λ'$υθος (SEG 33. 995), ∆ολ�ων2ς ©µι
κυλ�χνη ( Jeffery (1964), 42, no. 20), both from Smyrna.

646 It is true that the certain lambda is q, but the nu is also sometimes upright,
N, and sometimes leaning forward, 7.

647 Boardman, pp. 243 f., no. 613, ph. pl. 97.
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(A) P (B) KV!P (C ) )2H7)H (D) E2 (E ) HKE
(F ) 2KE (G) rV (H ) ˜ow (I ) w) ( J ) rr (K ) ?
(L) rV

(A) [. . .]ρ[. . .] (B) [. . . ?]κυδρo (C ) Αθηναη[. . .]
(D) [. . .]εθ[. . .] (E ) [. . .]ηκε[. . .] (F ) [. . .]θκε[. . .]
(G ) [. . .]πυ[. . .] (H ) [. . .]µοσ[. . .] (I ) [. . .]σα .[. . .]
( J ) [. . .]ππ[. . .] (K ) µν[. . .] (L) [. . .]πυ[. . .]

(A) [. . .]ρ[. . .]. (B) [. . . ?]κ)δρ,. (C ) *θην4η[ι . . .]. 
(D) [. . . �ν]
θ[ηκεν . . .]. (E ) [. . . �ν
θ]ηκε[ν . . .]. 
(F ) [. . . �ν
 ]θ(η)κε[ν . . .]. (G) [. . .]πυ[. . .]. (H ) [. . .]µοσ[. . .]. 
(I ) [. . .]ς �m[
θηκεν . . .]. ( J ) [. . . 5 ]ππ[. . .]. (K ) µν[. . .]. 
(L) [. . .]πυ[. . .].

Epigraphy: (B) After the last letter there seems to be a space (word-
end). (I ) The third letter could also be µ, α, or λ. Interpretation:
Probably mostly dedications.

(B) seems to be a genitive (for names built on κ6δρ2ς see
Bechtel, p. 271). For (C) see §247. (F) shows A.W. (see §111).
The other fragments present no interesting features.

 A‒L , . . 

Frs. of East Greek vases, from Phana on Chios (1915, 1934).
Bibliography: (A) and (B) Kourouniotis (1916/17), 199, with 
ph. fig. 16. (C )–(H ) Lamb (1934/5), with ph. (p. 161 fig. 12).
(A)–(H) Cook–Woodhead (1952), cat. nos. 35–43; Jeffery, LSAG
(1961), 338, 343. 42a–b. (I)–(L) Lamb (1934/5), with ph. (p. 162
fig. 13). Photographs: Lamb cl. Scene: None. Date: (A)–(H ) 1st
h. (mainly 2nd q.) 6th cent. (Cook–Woodhead, Jeffery); (I )–(L)
later (5th cent.?).

(A) HDTG˜I! IA (B) 7I (C ) !H˜ (D) 7G4H KG7
(E) KGT¨ (F ) T¨roq¨7 (G) G7Gk)T (H) r)I@
(I ) ANAIo ( J ) ø (K) \7 (L) AIo

(A) [. . .]ηρτεµιδ[. . .] | [. . .]ια (B) [. . .]νι (C ) ∆ηµ[. . .]
(D) [. . .]νεθηκεν[. . .] (E ) [. . .]κετω[. . .]
(F ) [. . .]τωπολων[. . .] (G ) [. . .]lενεκατ[. . .]
(H ) [. . .]παιδ[. . .] (I ) [. . .]. αναιο[. . .]
( J ) [. . .]φ[. . .] (K) [. . .]. ν[. . .] (L) [. . .]αιο[. . .]

(A) [. . . τ]8ρτ
µιδ[ι . . . | . . .]ια. (B) [. . . *π2λλω]νι. 
(C ) ∆ηµ[ο- . . .]. (D) [. . . �]ν
θηκεν[. . .]. (E) [. . . �ν
θη]κε
τ9[ι . . .]. (F ) [. . .]τ:π2λ(λ)ων[ι or -ος . . .]. 
(G ) [. . .]Lενεκ4(ρ)τ[ης . . .] (?). (H) [. . .]παιδ[. . .]. 
(I ) [. . . ?]Uανα�4[. . . ?]. ( J ) [. . . ?]Φ[ανα�4?]. 
(K) [. . . ? Φ]aν[α�4?]. (L) [. . . ? Φαν]α�4[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: (A) Cook–Woodhead (p. 160) interpret the two 
letters <ια> set under the rho as a correction in order to get 

[. . . τ],ι *ρτ
µιδ[ι . . .]. (B), (D), and (F), if combined, yield what
seems to have been a standard text: �]ν
θηκεντ:π2λ(λ)ωνι. (D)
consists of Cook–Woodhead nos. 38 + 42, joined by Boardman
(1956), 56 n. 5. (I )–(L) Four frs. of coarser ware with probably
the same text; (K ) fits better if read upside-down. Interpretation:
Probably all dedications.

(A) The reading by Cook–Woodhead as a correction is plaus-
ible, but the fact remains that the scribe first wrote with crasis
τ8ρτ
µιδι. Cook–Woodhead think that he could be identical 
with scribe E of the Naukratis fragments NAU 1C (see ad loc.).
(C ) Here they are reminded of scribe D of the Naukratis frag-
ments NAU 1B. (E ) There is no nu ephelkystikon (see §202).
(F ) Cook–Woodhead (pp. 159 f.) remark that there is crasis 
(NAU 1Gc from Naukratis, which they compare as a case with-
out crasis, is uncertain). Instead of a dative the form may also 
be restored as a genitive. (G ) Cook–Woodhead (p. 162) suggest
that the name is misspelled for Μενεκρ4της, or to be read ]jεν
;Εκατ[ηβ2λωι or =κατ[2µβην. The first interpretation seems 
perfectly possible, and we need not even assume a real mistake,
in view of the loss of such [r] in Naukratis (*φοδ�τηι etc., see
§§203, 205). If, however, the first letter is a kappa, we have the
end of �ν
θηκεν, and ;Εκατ[. . .] is likely to be the beginning 
of a father’s name, for example ;Εκατα�4.648 (I )–(L) This is the
epithet, here probably in the genitive, of Apollon at Phanai.

  , ,  X

Fr. of a cup or kantharos (rim), from Samos (found ?). Bibliography:
Diehl (1964b), 538, no. 30, ph. fig. 19; Johnston, LSAG (1990),
471. 1c. Photographs: Diehl cl. Scene: None. Date: 7th cent. (Diehl,
Johnston).

G9µ AM vac.?
[. . .]εηµ[. . . | . . .]αµ .[. . . ?]
[. . . -θ]
η µ� [�ν
θηκεν ? . . . | . . . Σ?]4µy[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: Diehl thinks of the rest of a dedicatory inscr. The first
line could then be resolved as suggested above. As for the sec-
ond line, we would not expect the inscr. or a word to end in a
mu, so what looks like a space will be the plain area above a small
letter for which omicron or omega seems to be the only possib-
ilities. The two mus slightly differ from each other, but they are
certain. Interpretation: Dedication (?).

The text may have been something like [Πασιθ]
η µ� [�ν
θηκε
τ,ι /Ηρηι τ,ι �ν Σ ]4µy[ι].

648 As in a graffito at Naukratis [. . .]οσεκαt[. . .] (Bernand (1970), 708, 
no. 663, ph. pl. 26).



.   

  ,  . 
 . 

Fr. of a miniature dinos from Urla (Klazomenai) (1898 or 
earlier).649 Bibliography: Zahn (1898), 62–5, with dr.; F. Bechtel,
SGDI (1905), no. 5608; R. M. Cook (1952), 139, no. 12; Jeffery,
LSAG (1961), 340, 345. 63, dr. pl. 66. Photographs: —. Scene:
Sirens, not related to the inscr. Date: ‘latish’ (Cook, i.e. c.3rd q.
6th cent.); c.540–525 ( Jeffery).

A2H7A(oPH:E  I:
[. . .]αθηναγορη : e . . . . i . o[. . .]
[. . . ?]*θηναγ2ρη e . . . . i . o[. . . ?].

Epigraphy: A2HNA(oPH:EρMHI:Hc, Zahn. On the excellent ph.
from the museum, the following details of the second part (after
*θηναγ2ρη) are visible and may be put in relation to Zahn’s read-
ing: (1) parts of the first letter, which could be an epsilon; (2)
after a break a straight falling oblique stroke, which cannot be
part of a rho and cannot belong to a mu after a rho either (maybe
it is a narrow X-type chi); (3) a narrow gap, where there could
have been a letter; (4) a dot and a rounded blur underneath; (5)
a wide gap maybe containing a small trace of a letter in its centre;
(6) a vertical stoke (no doubt Zahn’s iota), followed by a dot 
and perhaps another one underneath (Zahn’s punctuation mark);
(7) remains of an equivocal letter and (8) those of a rounded one
(Zahn’s final omicron or theta). Zahn’s reading and restoration
;Ε[ρ]µ,ι seems impossible, first, because of (2) above, and secondly,
because it is probably too short. Therefore what comes after
*θηναγ2ρη is totally uncertain.650 Interpretation: Not clear.

*  ,   . . 

Spherical lekythos from Kepoi, colony of Miletos, from grave 
no. 131/9 (or 131/69?) (1961). Bibliography: Sokolsky (1965),

181–6, with ph. (p. 182). Photographs: Sokolsky καλ' cl., rest 
invis. Scene: None. Date: late 6th cent. (Sokolsky; N. Sorokina,
per litt.).

KAvHEIMI
Καληειµι
Κ@λ' ε�µι.

Epigraphy: Sokolsky only reported the first word: ‘Samian jug of
sixth century , inscribed καλ', “beautiful”.’ The full inscr. is
visible on the photographs that N. Sorokina sent me; according
to her the second iota is not missing; yet, its outlines are just 
visible on the ph. It seems as if the writer, after having written
the inscr., decided that his brush had not yielded enough paint
at the end, dipped it in again and reinforced the second half of the
mu, but did not bother about the final iota. Interpretation: Object
praising itself.

The lekythos praises itself (for a possible parallel see AIG 3A).
The name of the vase may have been λ'κυθος, �ρυβαλλ�ς, Aλπη,
etc. (see ad COR 17). For the <ει> see §219.

*  , . . . —

Frs. of a coarse vase from Apollonia Pontica, colony of Miletos
(found ?; excavations by G. Bojad{iev). Bibliography: —.
Photographs: —. Scene: None. Date: c.350–325 (M. Reho, per litt.).

KoTYv
Κοτυλ. . . .
Κοτυλ. . . .

Epigraphy: On the original ph. after the lambda there are further
traces of perhaps a nu and an alpha.651 Interpretation: Not clear
(name of the vase?).

649 W. Geominy kindly informs me that the vase was acquired in 1917 (see
AA 23: 18) and has a diameter of 11 cm.

650 Zahn took the last two letters as the article and the beginning of the 
father’s name: B �Ο[. . .], but this must remain uncertain, since the preceding six
letters are unclear. The last letter could be a theta, so we could also venture
Bh[ηνοκρ�τ4] vel sim. The interpretation of the last word by G. Woodhead apud

Cook as ηh[εκε] is impossible. Confusion of ε and η ( Jeffery, pp. 296 f., about
the Delian examples cited by Cook) is a phenomenon of the Ionic Islands.
Moreover, our name *θηναγ2ρη shows no such confusion.

651 Unfortunately, M. Reho could not obtain further information for me from
Sozopol Museum after the death of its director, Mrs. Caneva.



Introduction: Very many fragments, prevailingly of modest stylistic
quality but very often with painted dedicatory inscriptions, have
been found in the trading settlement of Naukratis in Egypt. Their
dialect and local script is East Ionic (see the preceding chapter).
On the function of these inscriptions see below.

* A‒O , , , ,
 (), , 

Frs. of East Greek vases, from Naukratis (c.1885/86). Bibliography:
Cook–Woodhead (1952), cat. nos. 16–34, 44–231 (with earlier
bibl.); Boardman (1956); Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 338, 343. 42c–d;
Bernand (1970), with some additional phs.;652 Bailey (1970), with
ph. pl. 1; ph. of (Na) Boardman (1980), 123 fig. 140; Boardman
(1986), esp. 257, ph. fig. 5. One more fr.—if of the same 
fabric—is published in Hogarth–Lorimer–Edgar (1905), 116 f.,
no. 28, with dr. (below, Lg); one is in Reading (below, Lb), 
A. D. Ure, CVA Great Britain, 12 (1954), 37, ph. pl. 23. 1; one
in Dublin (below, n. 660), Vickers (1971), 115, no. 4, ph. pl. 13D;
one in University College London (below, ad Oa), Johnston 
(1982), 40 f., with dr. Photographs: mostly cl. Scene: None, except
(Eb) (woman), (Ec) (?), (Ma) (man with spear), (Mb) (‘set vertic-
ally behind a woman’s skirt’, Cook–Woodhead, p. 161), (Na) 
(‘soldiers’, Cook–Woodhead, p. 166). Date: 1st h. (mainly 2nd q.)
6th cent. (Cook–Woodhead, Jeffery).

(A)653 Aigyptis654 (Aig.655): (a) Αιγυπτισανε[. . .]ροδιτη[. . .]656

(B) Demoph[a]ne[s] (D): 
(a) ∆ηµοφ[.]νη[. . .]θηκενοχιο[.]τηια[. . .]657 

(C ) [. . .]ethes (E): (a) [. . .]ηθησαν[. . .]κεντηια[. . .]658

(D) Hermomandros (H): 
(a) [. . . ?]eρµοµανδροs[. . .]εcρα[. . .]εντηι[. . .]ροδ[. . .]659

(E) Mikis (M): 
(a) [. . . ?]µικισ(µ)ανεθηκεν[. . .]τωιζηνιτωιεληνιωι[. . .]660

(b) [. . .]. ις 25 (c) [. . .]ς 182
(F ) [. . .]nes (N): (a) [. . .]νησl[. . .]ντ[. . .]αφρο[. . .]661

(b) [. . .]ων[. . .] 86?
(G ) Zoilos 1 (Z. 1): 
(a) Ζωιλος(:)(µ(ε) )αν(ε)θηκεν(:)τηιαφ[.]οδιτηι and -τηε[. . . ?]662

(b) [. . .]σοχιο[. . .] 168 (c) [. . .]τωι .[. . .] 28
(d ) [. . .]lεθη[. . .] 104
(H ) Zoilos 2 (Z. 2): (a) Ζωι(ι)λοσ(µ(ε))α(ν)εθηκενa[. . .]663

(b) [. . .]ωιλοσεαν[. . .]ηι[. . . ?] 24, 62

20. Naukratis

652 Bernand does not provide concordances of cat. numbers and numbers of
the photographs of his pl. 24. In (A) I give the concordance of his pl. 24 with
Cook–Woodhead. In (B) follows the reverse, which replaces his list on p. 1121
(where five numbers are missing). (A) The following Cook–Woodhead numbers
are shown in Bernand pl. 24, arranged in lines 1–5 and numbered from l. to r.
(I put an asterisk ‘*’ if no previous ph. is known to me): 45 = 5. 1 + 1. 16; 
47 = 5. 2; 49 = 5. 3*; 54 = 5. 4; 56 = 5. 5; 57 = 5. 6 (only London); 58 = 5. 7* 
(only London); 60 = 4. 1 (uncl.); 61 = 4. 3; 62 = 1. 13 (only inv. 848); 63 = 4. 4;
64 = 4. 5 + 3. 3 + 1. 11; 65 = 4. 6*; 79 = 4. 7; 82 = 4. 8*; 82a = 4. 9*; 83 = 4. 10
+ 3. 2; 85 = 3. 1; 90 = 3. 4; 90a = 3. 5*; 92 = 3. 6*; 98 = 3. 7; 101 = 3. 8; 102 = 3.
9; 106 = 3. 10; inv. 758 = 3. 11 (below n. 664); 116 = 3. 12*; 122 = 3. 13*; 
128 = 3. 14*; 131 = 3. 15*; 132 = 2. 1*; 135a = 2. 2*; 137 = 2. 3; 141 = 2. 4; 142
= 2. 5*; 144 = 2. 6*; 147 = 2. 7*; 152 = 2. 8*; 157 = 2. 9; 158 = 2. 10; 159 = 2. 
11; 160 = 2. 12; 164 = 2. 13; 167 = 2. 14*; 170 = 2. 15 + 1. 9; 173 = 2. 16; 
174 = 1. 1; 175 = 1. 2*; 176 = 1. 3; 177 = 1. 4; 178 = 1. 5; 179 = 1. 6; 180 = 1. 7;
188 = 1. 10 (only London); 191 = 1. 17; 194 = 1. 12; 196 = 4. 2; 197 = 1. 14; 200
= 1. 15; ? = 1. 8. (B) The frs. shown in Bernand’s pl. (from l. to r.) are in
Cook–Woodhead (line 1:) 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, ?, 170, 188, 64, 194,
62, 197, 200, 45, 191; (line 2:) 132, 135a, 137, 141, 142, 144, 147, 152, 157, 158,
159, 160, 164, 167, 170, 173; (line 3:) 85, 83, 64, 90, 90a, 92, 98, 101, 102, 106,
inv. 758, 116, 122, 128, 131; (line 4:) 60, 196, 61, 63, 64, 65, 79, 82, 82a, 83; 
(line 5:) 45, 47, 49, 54, 56, 57, 58.

653 What follows is not a full edition. I only try to establish the complete texts,
grouped by donors, i.e. hands (A), (B) etc. A small letter like (a) therefore groups
texts that are taken from different frs. but can be linked with one another and
are therefore said to be by the same hand. Round brackets () in the unaccented
text (and mostly also in the accented one) of (A)–(I) mean that the signs in ques-
tion may or may not be present in any particular text. A question mark after a
number (mainly occurring in the notes) means that the attribution has been or
can be doubted (see also below). Individual frs. are specified by their respective
Cook–Woodhead numbers.

654 Name established by D. Williams (1983), 185 with n. 59; see Boardman
(1986), 255, ph. p. 257 fig. 5.

655 Cook–Woodhead’s abbreviations of the scribes are: (A. 1 and A. 2 =
‘Aristophanes writers’, i.e. Aristophantos, as we now know from the new Aigina
evidence; see AIG 3E ), Aig. = ‘Aigyptios writer’ (i.e. Aigyptis; see preceding n.),
D = ‘Demophon wr.’ (or rather Demophanes; see below), E = ‘-ηθης wr.’, H =
‘Hermomandros wr.’, M = ‘Mikis wr.’, N = ‘-νης wr.’, Z. 1 and Z. 2 = ‘Zoilos
writers’.

656 Frs. no. 82, 102, 157, 176; 132?; 29, 152?; plus perhaps 222 (Williams (1983),
185).

657 Frs. no. 56, 57, 141, 175, 191; 135a?; 49?, 60a?, 92?, 142, 225? ( ]ηκενο[,
Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5); 131; plus perhaps fr. IOD 6C from Chios.

658 Frs. no. 79, 98; 65, 122; plus perhaps IOD 6A from Chios.
659 Frs. no. 83, 204; 54 (the gamma seems uncertain to me, therefore I dot it);

219?; 151.
660 Frs. no. 18, 26, 90, 106 ( ]ςανε[, Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5), 112, 116, 159,

173, 174, 178 (read: ]iςa[ ), 222?, Dublin, Univ. College, Classical Mus. V 4008
(Vickers; mentioned by Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5); 17, 31?, 82a, 188, 221.

661 Frs. no. 66 ( ]mηςµ[, Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5), 81, 147a (in view of 66
probably to be read ]rl[ ), 148; 205; 53 ( ]αφρο[, Boardman, ibid.), 74.

662 Frs. no. 19, 23, 48, 68, 71, 84, 91 + unnumbered (Bailey, no. 7), 100, 105,
111 ( ]θηκε[, Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5), 115, 120, 123, 135, 140, 146, 155, 156,
161, 163, 165 ( ]lεα[, Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5; or—by a different hand—
Κ]kεα[ρχος, see below, ad Jc), 169, 183, 184, 185, 190, 206, 215, 216, 224, 229;
72, 76, 78, 130.

663 Frs. no. 45, 60, 64, 144, 212, 213, 231.



.  

(I ) (unattributed): (a) [. . .]µ(ε)ανεθηκεν(:)(τηι)αφροδιτηι664

(b) [. . .]φορ[. . .]665 88 (c) [. . .]ενταv[. . .] 100a
(d ) [. . .]gιαφοδ[. . .] 167 (e) [. . .]m Αφοδιτηι[. . .] 16
( J ) Various donors: (a) Αντ[. . .] 103
(b) Θυµοcη[.]ης:µαm[. . .] 58
(c) [. . . ?]jkεαρχοσ[. . .] 147 + 172 + 180 (Bailey, no. 10)
(d) [. . .]. aικ[. . .] 177 (e) [. . .]ηµ[. . .] 90a
( f ) [. . .]ησµαν[. . .] 67, 145 (g) [. . .]ιδης:µ[. . .] 58a
(h) [. . .]ιδωρg[. . .] 200 (i) [. . .]kευπ[. . .] 101
( j) [. . .]. λοσαν[. . .] 162 (k) [. . .]µολω[. . .] | ε[. . .] 85
(l ) [. . .]lοσα[. . .] 186 (m) [. . .]mgsισα[. . .] 89a
(n) [. . .]οσα[. . .] 149 and similarly 170, second part (see Oc)
(o) [. . .]οστρa[. . .] 137 (p) [. . .]uπισαν[. . .] 158
(K ) The ethnic Χ�ος: (a) [. . .]oχιο[. . .] 171
(b) [. . .]νοχi[. . .] 46 (c) [. . .]κεmo[. . .] 127 + unnumbered
(Bailey, no. 8) (d ) [. . .]νοχχ[. . .] 187 (e) [. . .]νο[. . .] 227
(L) Gods: (a) [. . .]gιµιτω[. . .] 47 (b) [. . .]yν[. . .] Reading
26. ii. 59 (Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5) (c) [. . .]νων 181a
(d) [. . .]gιφα[. . .] 201 and [. . .]θηκεν[. . .] 198
(e) [. . .]λη[. . .] 210 ( f ) [. . .]ηm[. . .] 228
(g) [. . . ?]ερµο . ε .[. . .] (Hogarth–Lorimer–Edgar, no. 28)
(h) [. . .]tισθοισιi[. . .] 160 (i ) [. . .]σιm[. . .] 166
( j ) [. . .]sιm[. . .] British Mus. 1924. 12–1. 793 
(Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5)
(M) Labels: (a) Ποδανικος 30 (b) [. . . ?]µοσa[. . . ?] 61
(N ) Varia: (a) [. . .]εηθοι 59 (b) [. . .]ηειµ[. . .] 114
(c) [. . .]αλισt[. . .] 196 (d ) [. . .]dωκε[. . .] 197
(O) By one of the Aiginetan writers (Cook–Woodhead) (?): 
(a) [. . .]τηα[. . .] 128 (b) [. . .]οισιm[. . .] 164
(c)  ρισ[. . .] 170, first part (see Jn); [. . .]ρισto[. . .] 179

(A)666 (a) Α!γυπτις "ν# [θηκεν . . .  φ]ροδ-τη[ι].
(B) (a) ∆ηµοφ[$]νη[ς (µ% ) "ν# ]θηκεν & Χ�ο[ς ]τ'ι  [φροδ-τηι].
(C ) (a) [. . .-γ?](θης "ν[#θη]κεν τ'ι  [φροδ-τηι].
(D) (a) )Eρµ*µανδροr[. . .]+cρα[ψεν ? κ"ν#θηκ]εν
τ'ι[  φ]ροδ[-τηι].
(E ) (a) Μ.κ(κ)ις (µ% ) "ν#θηκεν[. . . ?]τ/ι Ζην0 τ/ι
)Ελ(λ)ην.ωι[. . . ?]. (b) [. . .]. ις. (c) [. . .]ς.
(F ) (a) [. . .]νης l% ["ν#θηκε]ν τ['ι ] φρο[δ-τηι].
(b) [. . .]ων[. . .].
(G) (a) Ζ2ιλος(:) (µ(ε) ) "ν(# )θηκεν(:) τ'ι  φ[ρ]οδ-τηι
and -τηε[. . . ?]. (b) [Ζ2ιλο]ς & Χ�ο[ς . . .].
(c) [. . .]τωι .[. . .]. (d ) [. . .]l% +θη[κεν . . .].

(H ) (a) Ζ2ι(ι)λος (µ(ε) ) "(ν)#θηκεν %A[φροδ-τηι].
(b) [Ζ]2ιλος (µ)ε "ν[#θηκεν . . . ?]ηι[. . . ?].
(I ) (a) [. . .]µ(ε) "ν#θηκεν(:) (τ'ι)  φροδ-τηι.
(b) [. . .]φορ[. . .]. (c) [. . .]εν τ3v[. . .].
(d ) [. . . τ]™ι  φο(ρ)δ[.τηι]. (e) [. . . "ν#θηκε]m  φο(ρ)δ-τηι.
( J ) (a)  ντ[. . .]. (b) Θυµοc([θ]ης : µ% "m[#θηκεν . . .].
(c) Jk#αρχος[. . .]. (d ) [. . .]. aικ[. . .]. (e) [. . .-δ]ηµ[. . .].
( f ) [. . .]ης µ% "ν[#θηκεν . . .]. (g) [. . .].δης : µ% [ "ν#θηκεν . . .].
(h) [. . .]ιδ2ρg[. . .]. (i) [Κ]kευπ[. . .].
( j) [. . .]. λος "ν[#θηκεν . . .]. (k) [)Ερ?]µ*λεω[ς . . .].
(l ) [. . .]lος "[ν#θηκεν . . .]. (m) [. . .]mgsις "[ν#θηκεν . . .].
(n) [. . .]ος "[ν#θηκεν . . .]. (o) [. . .]*στρa[τος . . .].
(p) [. . .]uπις "ν[#θηκεν . . .].
(K ) (a) [. . .]≤ Χ�ο[ς . . .]. (b) [. . . "ν#θηκε]ν & ΧØ[ος . . .].
(c) [. . . "ν#θη]κεm ≤[ Χ�ος . . .].
(d) [. . . "ν#θηκε]ν & Χ�[ος . . .] (?).
(e) [. . . "ν#θηκε]ν &[ Χ�ος . . .].
(L) (a) [. . .]Æιµι τ/[ν . . .]. (b) [. . . τ]±ν[. . .].
(c) [. . . )Ελλ(]νων. (d ) [. . . τ]™ι %φα[.ηι ? . . .] and 
[. . . "ν# ]θηκεν[. . .]. (e) [. . . )Ελ]λη[ν-. . .].
( f ) [. . . )Ελλ]ηm[-. . .]. (g) )Ερµοc#m[ης . . .] (?), see below.
(h) [. . .]tις θ(ε)ο�σιm[. . .]. (i) [. . . θεο�]σιm[. . .].
( j) [. . . θεο�]sιm[. . .].
(M ) (a) Ποδ$ν4κος. (b) Μ[σa[ι?].
(N ) (a) [. . .]#η θ(ε)ο� [σιν . . . ?] (?). (b) [. . . καλ?]( ε5µ[ι . . .]. 
(c) [. . .-κ/Κ]αλ(λ)ισt[. . .]. (d ) [. . . +]dωκε[ν . . .].
(O) (a) [. . .]τ'Α[φ-. . .]. (b) [. . . θε]ο�σιm[. . .].
(c)  ρισ[το-. . .]; [. . .  ]ρισto[-. . .].

Epigraphy: (Ba) If 135a is correctly attributed, its two letters 
]νη[ are likely to belong to the name, which would then be
∆ηµοφ[$]νη[ς], not ∆ηµοφ[2ν]. (Ea) 222 is read ]κις by
Cook–Woodhead, but the first letter could also be λ, µ, or σ
(see nn. 147 above). (Gc) ]τωιa[, Cook–Woodhead, but the last 
letter could be almost anything. ( Jb) Cook–Woodhead read
Θυµοκ(dης, yet of the delta nothing seems to be preserved, and
the letter after the omicron is not a kappa, but lunate gamma.667

( Jd ) The delta (Cook–Woodhead) is not clear, the letter looks
rather like an alpha to me; the first letter can be κ, λ, µ, σ. ( Jh)
The last letter could also be an alpha, although we would not
expect this. ( Ji) The first preserved letter could also be κ, µ, σ.
( Jp) The first letter could also be η, ι, ν. (La) The first letter could
also be π. (Lb) The fr. is usually read ]ον[, which is possible 
too. (Lg) The reading of the sign after the omicron is uncertain
(punctuation mark or letter?) and the same is true for the last 
letter. Interpretation: (A)–(L) / (O) Mostly dedications, (B) and
(Gd ) perhaps metrical. (Eb), (Ec?) / (M) Labels. (N) Not clear.

The Naukratis sherds form about 71% of what is often called
‘Chian Pottery’, found at Naukratis, on Chios (3%), and on Aigina
(26%). The fact that most fragments bear inscriptions has two

664 (‘~’ means: ‘the same scribe as in’) Frs. no. 16 + 22, 20, 20a, 21, 27, 32,
33, 34, 44, 50, 51, 52, 55 ~ 214, 63, 69, 70, 73, 75 ~ 95, 77, 80, 93, 94 ~ 138, 96,
97, 107, 108, 109 + 199 (Bailey, no. 6), 110, 113 + unnumbered (Bailey, no. 9),
118 + 153 (Bailey, no. 5), 119, 121 ~ 124 ~ 126, 125, 129, 133, 134 ( ]aιτ[ for ]dιτ[,
Cook–Woodhead, p. 162; ~ 172, see ad Jc), 136, 139, 143, 150, 154, 192, 194,
203, 205, 207, 208, 209?, 211, 214a, 223, 226 (see n. 671), 230; probably 
also the frs. British Mus. 1924. 12–1. 707 ]διτk[, 732 ]θηκεν[, 758 ]ηκe[ (ph.
Bernand, pl. 24, line 3, no. 11), 779 ]tιαφ[ (listed by Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5);
furthermore the fr. in Dublin (Vickers).

665 Cook–Woodhead write ]φορ?[.
666 I do not repeat the Cook–Woodhead numbers here; see above. 667 Bernand, p. 720, no. 781, although providing a ph., adopts the old reading.
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different reasons, first, the cups were obviously made for dedic-
atory purposes in the first instance (they were found in sanctu-
aries), secondly, the excavators in the case of plain ware tended
to keep only the fragments which are inscribed. In view of the
thoroughness of Cook’s and Woodhead’s (1952) article mainly 
dedicated to the Naukratite sherds, Boardman’s considerations
(1956; 1986), and D. Williams’s edition of the new fragments from
Aigina (1982; 1983), I have considered a full-scale new edition
inappropriate here. Also the material, being widely dispersed, is
still not fully studied by archaeologists. What I thought useful,
was (1) to check the readings with photographs available and solve
a few problems with the help of the originals; (2) to reconcile the
results of Cook–Woodhead with the new Aigina material; (3) to
regroup the Naukratite material according to the scribes (as 
established by Cook–Woodhead) in order to see what texts were
written by whom (only a full treatment of the material will show
whether all attributions made by Cook–Woodhead are correct and
further attributions can be made). At the end, it seemed advis-
able to keep the three provenances apart, for this makes it easier
to point out the details recurring at more than one of them—of
which there are few (see below, n. 680). For Chios see IOD 4
and 5, for Aigina see AIG 3.

First, some remarks concerning the interpretation of particular
pieces:

(Aa) Williams (1983: 185) also takes 222 (attributed to the Mikis
writer by Cook–Woodhead) to read [. . .]τις"ν[. . .], which seems
more plausible from the dr. than the old reading [. . .]κις"ν[. . .]; 
158, our ( Jp), does probably not belong. (Ba) For examples of
the name ∆ηµοφ$νης see Bechtel (p. 126), Fraser–Matthews,
Pape–Benseler. For the syntax one may compare the graffito 
E. A. Gardner (1888), 65, no. 780 = SGDI 5765 Φ.λις µ% "ν#θηκε
ëπικ$[(ρ)τε]ος τ'[ι]  φοροδ. [τηι] (most probably also Gardner,
p. 63, no. 722), where instead of the ethnic a patronymic is placed
between the verb and the goddess’s name (see §227). The addi-
tion of the ethnic is exceptional. May we therefore assume that
Demophanes meant his dedications to be a hexameter (with-
out shortening of τ'ι)? (Ca) The Chian fr. attributed to this 
scribe (IOD 6A) is for Artemis, the Naukratite ones seem to be
for Aphrodite as usual. For the name see also ( Jb) (the same 
individual?). (Da) If the gamma is correct, a text with +γραψεν
κ"ν#θηκεν would be the most natural assumption. Cook–
Woodhead (p. 161 n. 15) note that we do not know whether there
were figures on the vase of 54 (their contemplating a donor’s name
seems pointless if they are sure of their attribution of the fr. to
H). (Ea) For the question of whether the beginning of this name
is complete or not, see below. (Eb) A vase of better quality
(Boardman (1956), 57 n. 3). (Fb) These letters do not fit a dedic-
atory formula to Aphrodite, nor very easily in the first element
of a man’s name ending in [. . .]νης. (Ga) For the mistakes by
this scribe see n. 672 below, and §112. The variant [. . .]ιτηε[. . .]
of 72 (as opposed to the normal spelling in 130) is explained by

Cook–Woodhead (p. 160) as ‘erratic’ (but see §225). For the name
Ζωιλος Cook–Woodhead (p. 161 n. 18) give many parallels. (Gb)
This ethnic was certainly not included on frs. 156 Ζωιλοςα[. . .]
and 224 [. . . ?]Ζωιλο . . µανεθηκe[. . .];668 for all the other pieces
by this scribe we cannot tell. (Gd) The simple verb is very unusual
in prose (e.g. LSAG 159, 169. 16; for verse see CEG, Index, s.v.
τ.θηµι); we may therefore assume a metrical dedication as in 
(B). (Ha) This scribe too frequently commits mistakes (see §112). 
(Hb) The mu seems to be forgotten on both vases (24 and 62);
the text is basically the same as in (Ha). (Ia) See (Ib) just below.
(Ib) [. . .]φορ[. . .] is probably part of Aphrodite’s name; Cook–
Woodhead (pp. 160 n. 9 and 162) assume a mistake, but it could
be due to metathesis of the liquid (see §205). Similarly 167, our
(Id), and 16, our (Ie), the latter with Q (see §102), need not 
contain simple mistakes (also p. 160, both unattributed), since [r]
often had a weak pronunciation in this position (see §203). (Ic)
With nu ephelkystikon (see §202), but non-Ionic article (in
crasi); see below. (Id) and (Ie) See (Ib) above. ( J) For more names
see (Oc) and (Nc) (?). ( Jb) For rare lunate gamma in East Ionia,
see Jeffery, pp. 325, 329, 341. 7 (c.550–540); our example may
also be an accidental variant of the normal letter-form drawn in
one stroke. For names in -γ(θης see Bechtel, p. 108, e.g. a Milesian
in the fifth century. For the name see also (Ca). ( Jc) Bailey’s 
interpretation (as adopted above) of his fine join is better than
‘Archostratos dedicated’ of the display in the museum (vidi 13
June 1988). For if we were to read [. . .]. jεΑρχοσ[τρατο-] vel
sim., (1) the second letter, which is more likely to be a lambda
than a kappa, would not fit; (2) we would lack a nu ephelkystikon
in the prevocalic position (see §202); (3) the donor’s name would
not be at the beginning of the sentence as it normally is (if it were
a father’s name, which would be unusual too, we would expect
7ρχ-); (4) it would be a name with  ρχο- as its first element, which
is very rare and seems to be more or less a Rhodian speciality
(Bechtel, p. 80; Fraser–Matthews). 165, attributed to Z. 1 by
Cook–Woodhead and therefore part of our (Ga), may contain the
same name (see n. 662). ( Jd ) We may read [. . .]ja0 Κ[. . .] and
would have a possible ‘partner’ as in AIG 3E. ( Je) Not by the
scribe D (Cook–Woodhead, p. 162); but it could nevertheless be
the name Demophanes (Zoilos’ name too is written by different
hands, and the same is true for AIG 3E). ( Jf ) The two frs. are
by the same hand. ( Jh) Cook–Woodhead (p. 162) take this for a
masculine name in -ης (instead of -ευς) which is hardly prob-
able; one wonders why it has not been adduced as evidence of
female donors, as Aigyptis and Mikis were thought to be (see
below); the rho has a form similar to ç or ∂ (see §101 and my
ph.). ( Ji) A name with Κλεο-π-, occasionally written Κλευ- in
various dialects (see Bechtel, pp. 240 f.; and see COR 82d above)
seems possible; Bailey’s join has shown that it is not the same
name as in ( Jc). ( Jk) The comparison with fr. 12 (our AIG 3E,

668 Cook–Woodhead’s ‘. .’ will stand for two illegible signs, probably ‘ς:’. Yet
Boardman (1956: 56 n. 5) doubts that the two pieces of 224 are from the same
vase.
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Williams (1983: 174 f., no. 112) by Cook–Woodhead is made
impossible by the new finds from Aigina, and the identification
of the scribes is therefore to be rejected. I would suggest that the
epsilon put underneath between the lambda and omega is a 
correction (similar to the one in IOD 6A) and the whole fr. 
to be read [. . .]µολεω[. . .], e.g. )Ερµ*λεως, Τιµ*λεως vel sim. 
(for Ionic [ed] < [ao] at contemporary Naukratis see the graffito
E. A. Gardner (1888), 65, no. 779 with genitive [. . .]χ.δεω). ( Jl)
Curiously, the same letters form a label in (Mb). ( Jo) Cook–
Woodhead (p. 162) restore a name [. . .]*στρα[τος], which is very
plausible. ( Jp) Cook–Woodhead suspect a connection with ( Ji),
which would yield a short name in -ις from e.g. Κλε*πατρος,
but the upsilon is uncertain. (Kc) I did not see this piece on 
22 Aug. 1990. (Kd ) A mistake for ]ν&ΧØ [ . . .] according to
Boardman (1956), 56 n. 5; this seems doubtful, since the second
‘chi’ would be wrong, whereas the first one probably shows a 
correction (see my ph.). (La) The beginning shows crasis, for
which see (Nb); the end may be part of τ9π*λλωνος or τ/ν
∆ιοσκ8ρων (Cook–Woodhead, p. 161 n. 13), or τ/ν θε/ν τ/ν
)Ελλ(νων vel sim. (Lb) It is easier to find a context for omega than
for omicron; (La) and (Fb) may have the same text. (Lc) The end
of an inscr., hence the restoration. (Ld) 201 and 198 are by the
same scribe (Cook–Woodhead); 201 is on a phiale, with the back
of an animal (?), 198 on a chalice. Cook–Woodhead (pp. 160 
n. 9 and 162) suggest that φα stands for transposed αφ. But 
transposed letters are very rare (see §110).669 Therefore I wonder
whether we should not compare these two cases (see my ph.) 
with the similar cases, also by one scribe, of AIG 3B1 [. . . "]ν#θ
[ηκε . . .] and AIG 3C [. . .]τ:ιφα.g[ι], respectively (a chalice and
a kantharos). (Le) Interpretation by Cook–Woodhead (p. 161). (Lg)
;Ερµο(υ) <µ[= "ν#θηκεν] (Hogarth–Lorimer–Edgar) is hardly
right; it makes little sense, and the gen. of Hermes should be
)Ερµ#ω as in Hdt. (see §253). If what was read as a punctuation
mark is the remains of a letter, readings like )Ερµοc#m[ης . . .]
would be possible. (Lh) Not ‘certainly’ a nonsense inscr. as claimed
by Cook–Woodhead (p. 161), but—as suggested by Boardman
(1956), 58 n. 7—to be interpreted as θεο�ς. We shall have to read
[. . .]tις θ(ε)ο�σιm[. . .] with A.W. (see §111), as in one or two graffiti
from the Hellenion at Naukratis.670 For the nu see (Ob), (Li), (Lj).
(Li) Cook–Woodhead (p. 161) think of the Dioskouroi, which
seems less likely. (Ma) This name, unattested elsewhere, seems
to be formed by analogy with ποδ$-νιπτρον and Ποδα-λε.ριος
(for these see Risch, p. 220) and to mean something like ‘winner
on foot (as a racer or fighter)’. (Mb) A vase of better quality
(Boardman (1956), 57 n. 3). I suggest reading Μ[σα or Μ[σαι.
At least not ‘possibly’ a nonsense inscr. (Cook–Woodhead). (Na)

‘probably’ a nonsense inscr. (Cook–Woodhead, p. 161). A vase
of better quality (Boardman (1956), 57 n. 3), in another language?
(Boardman (1956), 60). The inscr. could have continued beyond
the warrior’s head, hence my tentative restoration (with A.W.,
see §111). (Nb) may be compared with AIG 3A καλ( ε5l[ι] and
our (La). (Nc) [. . . κ]αλ(λ)ισt[. . .] (Cook–Woodhead) seems
plausible; it could be part of a proper name (see Bechtel, p. 233).
(Oa) The reading seems certain (see my ph.). It is not a mistake
as supposed by Cook–Woodhead (p. 160), but an incomplete 
crasis as in the Naukratite graffito, Bailey (1970), no. 3 (bibl.),
 ρχα�ος "m#θηκεν τ'Αφροδ.τη[ι] (Bailey took this for the old-
est example of loss of -ι in the dat., but before a vowel this is a
special case; even in Homer the shortening of the preceding vowel
in this position implies the loss of the second element of the diph-
thong; see §221). It could be to Aphrodite or Aphaia, although
the former is more likely. I am grateful to A. W. Johnston for a
last-minute reference to his publication ( Johnston (1982) ) of 
a ‘Chiot sherd’ with the same three letters in the University College
London, inv. 742. (Ob) The omicron is certain, the nu almost (see
my ph.). Surely of the same kind as (Lh–j), so I am sceptical about
the identification with the Aiginetan scribe (Cook–Woodhead).
(Oc) Considering the frequency of names with Aristo- (Bechtel,
pp. 69–72), it does not seem a priori likely that these fragments
are by Aristophantos who dedicated on Aigina (AIG 3E). The
two frs. of 170, inv. 821 and 832 (see my ph.), are not from the
same pot as indicated by Cook–Woodhead (832 is much
thicker), therefore the name of the donor is not necessarily
 ρισ[. . .]ος.

Epigraphical features, as Cook–Woodhead (pp. 159 f.) point out,
are distinguishable more on an individual than a chronological
or geographic level.671 Also there are simple mistakes,672 curiously
enough by both ‘Zoilos writers’. (Were they nevertheless the same
person?) Two phenomena which are probably not mistakes are
the spelling Ζωιιλος on fragments 45, 64, 231 (Cook–Woodhead,
n. 8, refer to Buck (§56), speaking of a glide; see also §257 below),
and Αφοδιτηι, for which see (Ib) above. There is no certain
instance of crasis on the Naukratis sherds:673 τ'ι  φροδ-τηι is
the standard spelling. The only exceptions seem to be (Ic) [. . .]
ενταv[. . .] (100a), mentioned above, with non-Ionic article but
nu ephelkystikon (see also n. 680 below), the uncertain case (La),
and (Oa), which is said to be by a writer who recurs on
Aiginetan sherds. On the other hand, there is much crasis in
painted inscriptions from Chios and Aigina (see ad locc.).

669 All cases compared by Cook–Woodhead are doubtful or wrong; for 88 
[. . .]φορ[. . .], our (Ib), see above; for 172 [. . .]εαρ[. . .], which is not 
-κ]εΑρ[φοδιτηι, as Cook–Woodhead (pp. 160 n. 9 and 162) suggest, see above,
ad ( Jc).

670 Hogarth–Lorimer–Edgar (1905), 116, no. 1, which will be boustrophedon:
το�ς θ(ε)ο�ς t[/ν | )Ε ]kλ(νων | µε "ν[#θηκεν & δε�να]; perhaps also Hogarth–
Lorimer–Edgar (1905), 116 f., no. 19, [. . .]θ(ε)ο�ς.[. . .], if the inscr. is retrograde.

671 There is consistent l.-to-r. writing. Word-division (always with three dots)
is comparatively rare; so is reversed sigma (67 and 160, not by the same scribe)
and confusion of theta and phi (110, and less certain 226; see §109).

672 Z. 1: ανθηκε in 48, part of our (Ga). Z. 2: αεθηκε in 45, part of (Ha); ε
for µε in 62, part of (Hb). Probably also (Kd ).

673 The same is not true for the graffiti (Cook–Woodhead, p. 160 n. 7), e.g.
British Mus. 1888. 6–1. 456 Σ2στρατος µ% "ν#θηκεν τ:φροδ.τηι (ph. Lane (1971),
pl. 17b).
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Boardman (1986) re-examined the problem of where the pottery
was produced and has come to the following conclusions (slightly
modifying his views of (1956) ). (1) The clay of the ware found
at Naukratis and on Chios is of very similar quality (p. 252). (2)
Transport of clay is attested for antiquity, makes particularly good
sense in the case of Naukratis in view of the poor quality of
Egyptian clay, is an easy thing to do, and is clearly advantageous
when compared with the transport of fragile ready-made pottery
(ibid.). (3) The Aigina cups are exactly like those at Naukratis
(p. 253); the name of one of their donors, Aristophantos, is also
found at Naukratis (ibid.; but see above, Oc). (4) This makes 
it more likely that Naukratis, not Chios was the place of pro-
duction of the Aiginetan finds (also no Naukratis scribe has so
far been securely identified on Chios; ibid.). (5) No fine Chian
ware at Naukratis bears painted dedications, only cheap ware 
does, therefore production of the latter at Naukratis is more likely
(p. 254). (6) Mikis is ‘likely to be’ and Aigyptis ‘certainly’ is a
woman, both probably local hetairai; yet it is hard to believe 
that any Naukratite women would have ordered cheap ware at
Chios to dedicate at Naukratis.

The last point is probably not a very strong one; it is true that
hetairai are often named by means of an ethnic (see ad DOH 3),
and *Α5γυπτ.ς would be perfectly acceptable. But, first, it seems
slightly odd that it was a hetaira, Mikis, who exclusively dedicated
to Zeus Hellenios rather than to Aphrodite, who in turn was 
honoured by several male donors (e.g. [. . .]ethes, Hermomandros,
Zoilos) and indeed by Aigyptis, as well as by one Philis, son of
Epikrates: Φ.λις . . . ëπικ$[ (ρ)τε]ος.674 Secondly, names in -ις need
not be feminine (already in the Iliad, apart from Π$ρις, we get
Θ$µυρις 2. 595, Μ$ρις 16. 319, Πρ?τανις 5. 678, Π?ρις 16. 416,
Χρ*µις 2. 858; these are all unimportant characters, i.e. they bear
hypocoristic, almost ‘throwaway’ names of unpretentious, popular
kind; see §231).675 And thirdly in Hellenic Egypt masculine
names in -ις must have been perfectly acceptable if not popular
in view of kings like @µασις. Also Williams’s argument (1983:
185), ‘Aiguptis must have been a woman, since Aiguptios would
surely have been the natural masculine form’, is not decisive. 
For not only are hypocoristic names derived from ethnics very
common (see e.g. Α5γυπτAς; Bechtel, p. 536), but also there was
no danger of confusion between such a short name Α!γυπτις and
the feminine version which would normally have been accented
Α5γυπτ.ς. So considering the fact that Mikis’ and Aigyptis’ 
dedications are so similar to the many that are not by hetairai, 
I am inclined to reject the hetaira theory altogether and prefer
to take these two names as masculine too.676

The most important of Boardman’s points,677 however, is the
unsophisticated and cheap character of the ware, which indeed
makes local production the most likely solution. (If we believe
this for Naukratis, we ought to claim the same for Aigina; see ad
AIG 3E.)

Now, Demophanes and Zoilos and possibly some more
donors—see (Ba), (Gb), and (K)—call themselves Chians. This
addition seems to make particularly good sense if they produced
and inscribed the vases at a place far from their home. The same
origin in Ionic Asia Minor can be seen from the donors’ names.
Particularly revealing is Hermomandros (he was working in the
first half of the sixth century, and therefore may have been born
around 600). It is a striking fact that the element -µανδρο- in
proper names is almost entirely restricted to the East Greek area
and was indeed very fashionable at the time. See, for example,
the philosopher Anaximander, born at Miletos c.610, one
[ ν]αξ.µανδρo[ς] at Miletos c.560 (foot of a stone kore),678 and
Mandrokles, a Samian architect who built the bridge over the
Bosporos for Dareios I in 513 , so probably born in the first
half of the sixth century; see also Bechtel, pp. 293 f. Striking in
this connection is the genealogy of one Heropythos on the 
Chian gravestone LSAG 344. 47 = DGE 690 (c.475?). If we
count 30 years per generation and assume that Heropythos died
at the age of 50, we get the following approximate chronology of
his ancestors: )Ηρ*πυθος born c.525, father Φ.λαιος c.555, grand-
father Μ.κκυλος c.585, great-grandfather Μανδροκλ'ς c.615, 
gr.-gr.-grandfather ΑDτοσθ#νης c.645, gr.-gr.-gr.-grandfather
Μανδραγ*ρης c.675;679 here again we have a -µανδρο-, born
slightly before 600. Moreover there is a name with Μικκ-, a bit
younger, which reminds us of our Μικις (I therefore prefer
Μ.κ(κ)ις). A contemporary of the latter is Μικκι$δης, the Chian
artist (CEG 424 f.). That at least the majority of our donors were
East Greeks, which is to be expected at Naukratis, is therefore
fully confirmed.

The question is what kind of people these East Greek donors
at Naukratis were. Most instructive seems to be the following 
passage by Boardman (1956: 57): ‘An aid to attribution is the
apparent “correspondence between the names of the dedicators
and the hands that wrote the dedications”. Why the dedicators
should be so selective in laying their orders for votives or the Chian
Kerameikos so complex seems hard to fathom. But when we note
that the same “writer” tends to write not only the same formula
in the same style for the same dedicator, but also on vases of the
same type and for the same deity, we may suspect that the votives
were ordered, made, and inscribed in batches for the same man,
whose offering would then be of several vases at once and not
just one. It may well be then that we are dealing with far fewer
“writers”, whose style might differ in details in different batches674 A graffito; see above, ad (Ba), and §205. Williams (1983: 185 n. 57) is wrong

to adduce this name as evidence of a hetaira. And the sex of his ‘Phyllis’, taken
from a graffito which reads [. . .]λλις (E. A. Gardner (1888), 66, no. 808), is
unknown.

675 More masc. names in -ις are listed in Pape–Benseler, pp. xviii f.
676 Another male representative of the trade who bears an Egyptian sounding

name in -ις is of course the Attic potter @µασις. (The name of the younger painter
Douris, spelled ∆[ρις, is Greek; Bechtel, p. 140.)

677 Already emphasized by Boardman (1956), 57.
678 JDAI 69 (1954), 101–17 with ph.
679 Etc. How far back this is reliable is a difficult question, but as far back as

Heropythos’ great-great-grandfather, whom his grandfather may have known per-
sonally, we may have confidence.
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of inscriptions made at different times, on different shapes, 
and with different brushes.’ One feels slightly uneasy imagining
worshippers offering whole sets of similar and similarly inscribed,
but cheap pots to a deity on one and the same occasion. But
Boardman’s observations allow a completely different, in my 
view more likely interpretation, namely a routine of successive
offerings in gratitude for a regular little success in one’s trade.
And would it not be much easier to assume that the writer and
the donor for whom he keeps writing the same formula over and
over again, are in fact one and the same person?

I have the strong feeling that we are dealing not with tradesmen
but with potters (i.e. owners of potters’ workshops), who keep
dedicating humble routine gifts (see §302). The occasion for these
gifts may have been the successful firing of a kiln-full of pottery,
as in the case of the equally cheap and unpretentious Corinthian
pinakes, our COP, of very much the same period (see ibid.). If
the potters and the donors are identical, the addition of the 
ethnic Χ�ος of course remains unaffected as an argument for the
place of production being Naukratis. For such an ethnic would
have been pointless if people at the time could be sure that all
this type of pottery was coming from Chios.

We may safely assume that the very workshops, indeed the same
potters and painters, also produced ‘better’ ware for sale. Oc-
casionally the fragments are of better quality; see above, (Eb), (Mb),
(Na). Here the fine ‘Grand Style’ vases so typical of Naukratis
(Boardman (1956), 59 f., id. (1986), 252) come to mind. Were these
the successful product for sale, while the humble ‘samples’ were
for internal use? The logical implication of the fact that the Grand
Style is still not represented on Chios is that it was produced else-
where. Naukratis was an ideal place of production because of its
trading connections with the whole Greek world which allowed
transportation of these fragile goods to their destination by the
shortest possible route and without much transshipment.680

  ,  . . ‒. 

Frs. of a large bowl from Naukratis (c.1885/86). Bibliography: 
E. A. Gardner (1888), 64 f., no. 768, dr. pl. 21; F. Bechtel, 
SGDI (1905), no. 5767; Cook–Woodhead (1952), 161 n. 12.
Photographs: —. Scene: Wild goats (not related to the inscr.). 
Date: Late Wild Goat style (Cook–Woodhead).

o THI.THIE7)VKPATI
[. . .]ο .[. . .]τηι:τηιεναυκρατι
[. . .]ο .[. . .  φροδ-]τηι : τ'ι <ν (Ν )α?κρατι.

Epigraphy: Painted in white inside the rim before firing
(Cook–Woodhead). The second letter could be upsilon, chi or psi.
Interpretation: Dedication.

The function of this piece will be similar to that of the NAU 1
fragments of better quality.

As for the spelling <ν (Ν)αυ-, also the geminates found at 
morphemic junctures are occasionally written with a single sign
only (see §113). For the place of the word-divider see §226.

680 The evidence for possible personal links between the donations at
Naukratis and similar ones at Chios or Aigina is very scarce. One link with Chios
could be provided by NAU 1Ca and IOD 6A, which are claimed to be by the

same hand; the same is asserted for NAU 1B and IOD 6C (there are, however,
many bearers of names starting with ∆ηµ-). Links with Aigina could be seen in
four cases. (1) NAU 1Ic, which shows a nu ephelkystikon but a non-Ionic art-
icle (in crasi) and could be a dedication to Aphaia (but also to Aphrodite). On the
same grounds, however, one could claim a link between Chios and Aigina, for
IOD 6E also lacks a nu ephelkystikon. (2) The case of NAU 1Ld, which is sim-
ilar to AIG 3C (and B1). (3) NAU 1Ob, which is asserted to be by one of the
Aiginetan scribes; but this seems doubtful. (4) NAU 1Oc, which is claimed to be
by Aristophantos, a donor at Aigina; this is possible but not particularly likely.—
I should not think this evidence is sufficient to claim identity of scribes or donors
at more than one of the three places. On the other hand, the following link of a
completely different kind between Chios and Naukratis, although unprovable too,
may be considered (it is diachronic not synchronic, so to speak). Very often in
Greek a son was given a name which contained one of the elements of his father’s
name (see Bechtel, passim). It is therefore tempting to see in our )Ερµ*µανδρος
(NAU 1Da, active at Naukratis in the 1st h. 6th cent.) the son of the Chian pot-
ter Νικ(σερµος (IOD 4, productive in the late 7th cent.), who so proudly signed
his cup, as if he was the founder of a large enterprise and family tradition.



Introduction: A single piece among the fifty or so figure-decorated
vases which are thought to be of a local fabric of Caere in Etruria
bears inscriptions. Their dialect is probably East Greek.

°  ,    (  )

Caeretan hydria probably from Caere (ex Campana inv. —; 1857
or earlier). Bibliography: not in CatCamp; Pottier (1933), with 
drs. pls. 7 f.; N. Plaoutine, CVA France, 14 (1938), 10 f. (bibl.),
phs. pls. 11 f.; Friis Johansen (1967), 55 and 164 f., cat. p. 275,
no. C. 5; Schefold (1978), 220 f., with ph. fig. 299; LIMC i,
‘Achilleus’ 438*, ph. pl. 103; Hemelrijk (1984), 46 f., no. 30, phs.
pls. 106–8; LIMC iv, ‘Eurybates’ ii. 2; LIMC vii, ‘Nestor’ 15*,
ph. pl. 753. Photographs: CVA (a) and (b) quite cl., (c) cl.;
Schefold not very cl.; LIMC i (c) cl., rest uncl. or invis.;
Hemelrijk (a) (pl. 107a) and (b) (pl. 107b and e) quite cl., (c) (pl.
108 f ) cl.; LIMC vii sm. but quite cl. Vidi 6 Aug. 1990. Scene:
A procession of four men to r., viz. a messenger with petasos
(a), a warrior (b), a boy (no name preserved), and their (badly
damaged) leader (c), meeting two (or more?) men to l. (no names
preserved). Date: c.520–510 (Friis Johansen); c.520 (Schefold;
LIMC i); c.515 (Hemelrijk, pp. 153, 157–9).

(a) o!Iow (b) AIA (c) 7GwT¨P
(a) Οδιος (b) Αιαr (c) Νεστωρ
(a) �Οδιος, (b) Α�αr, (c) Ν�στωρ.

Epigraphy: (a) There is nothing in front of the first omicron. The
sigma is not z (Pottier) but w (reflection in direct sunlight
revealed the inscr. clearly, see dr.). (b) Pottier reports the top stroke
of a w or S at the end; I thought I could also see it. Interpretation:
Embassy to Achilleus (labels).

For the scene and the literary implications see §445. The posi-
tion of the so-called Caeretan vases is debated, not so much with
regard to the place of production, which is normally located in
Etruria, but to the stylistic dependence. It was suggested in the
last century, well before the publication of this vase, which is 
the only one with inscriptions, that the style is East Greek.
Therefore Pottier considered the four-barred sigma and the
omega to be the final proof for this assumption (see also A. G.
Woodhead apud Hemelrijk, p. 172; and Schefold). In fact, these
two factors are not decisive, because they could as well be Attic
at the time in question (for the omega as part of the Attic alphabet,
see §106). Hemelrijk (p. 160) states that the artist’s ‘background
was not a pottery tradition—connections with East Greek pot-
tery are not very close nor convincing’, but finds more general
stylistic features (pp. 172 ff.) that he can connect with East Greek
art. See now Marangou (1995), 120–33, on Phokaia as a possible
place of origin of the artists.

The inscriptions contribute an additional argument for East
Greek origin at least of the writer (and painter), namely the fact
that name (a) does not have initial aspiration. For this name—
particularly as the name of a messenger—was easily intelligible,
and if the writer had spoken a non-psilotic dialect (which more
or less equals ‘non-East-Greek’) he should have written *Η�διος.
Of course we could argue that Odios, who is a very minor figure
in the myth, may have been known to our writer exclusively from
epics in its psilotic form, but even so, the name, which occurs
also for historical persons (Bechtel, p. 532), was transparent and
should have been ‘translated’.681

21. ‘Caeretan’

681 I can see no linguistic reason for the traditional accentuation �Οδ�ος in the
Iliad.



Introduction: The Doric south-west of Asia Minor with Rhodes
and some other islands provides three pieces with painted inscrip-
tions, one of them figure-decorated and labelled.

  ,  . . ‒. 

Plate from Kamiros on Rhodes (1860 or earlier). Bibliography:
Conze (1864b), 37 ff. (non vidi) with col. dr. (vidi); col. dr.
Salzmann (1875), pl. 53; Schneider (1886), 11 f. (more literary
bibl.); Kirchhoff (1887), 48; Cauer (1888), 753 f.; Kekulé (1888);
Dümmler (1891); BM Cat. A (unpublished), no. 749; Kretschmer
(1894), 7 ff.; Robert (1919), 201 f., with dr. fig. 156; Ducati (1922),
151, dr. 150; Pfuhl (1923), 139, ph. fig. 117; ph. Merlin [n.d.],
pl. 20; Richter (1949), 49, ph. fig. 76; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 
153 f., 354, 358. 47, ph. pl. 69; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton (1962), 280,
ph. pl. 27; Schefold (1964), 84, and (1966), 90, ph. [pl.] 75; Friis
Johansen (1967), 77–80, with ph. fig. 18, cat. p. 279, no. C. 10;
Buschor (1969), 54 and 56, with ph. fig. 62; ph. Lane (1971), pl.
20a; col. ph. Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard (1971), 37 fig. 38;
Mühlestein (1972); Schefold (1975), 33 f.; ph. Bianchi Bandinelli–
Paribeni (1976), no. 78; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 54 f. (more
archaeological bibl.), ph. pl. 31; ph. B. F. Cook (1987), 59; LIMC
iv, ‘Euphorbos’ i. 1*, ph. pl. 29, ‘Hektor’ 35; Schefold (1993),
17 f., with ph. fig. 4. Photographs: Pfuhl quite cl.; Merlin quite
cl.; Richter uncl.; Schefold, Friis Johansen, Buschor, Lane,
Charbonneaux–Martin–Villard, Bianchi Bandinelli–Paribeni,
Cook quite cl.; Arias–Hirmer–Shefton and Simon–Hirmer cl.;
LIMC sm. Scene: Two warriors (a) and (c) fighting over a fully
armed third one (b), who is lying dead on the ground, head to
the l. Date: 7th cent. (most earlier authors); c.600? ( Jeffery); c.610
(Schefold); c.630–610 (Simon–Hirmer; LIMC ).

(a) mG6Gº)µ (b) GVøoçBoM (c) ; GkToç
(a) Μενελας (b) Ευφορβος (c) Εκτορ
(a) Μεν�λ�ς, (b) Ε�φορβος, (c) �Εκτ4ρ.

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Menelaos and Hektor fighting over
the dead Euphorbos (labels).

Kirchhoff and Cauer’s theory, accepted by Kretschmer, that Argos
is the origin of this plate, was rejected by Jeffery because of the
letter-form of beta, which is not Argive. Also the style of the so-
called Rhodian ware is normally attributed to Rhodes ( Jeffery,

p. 154), which suits the provenance of the plate.682 But the alphabet
of our inscription is not Rhodian either, because of lambda and
san. Jeffery tentatively—and ingeniously—attributes the alphabet
to Kalymna, where some vase fragments have been found with
‘Argive’ lambdas (our DOH 2) and with san (an unintelligible
graffito). The other inscriptions from Kalymna cannot tell us more
(see Jeffery, p. 354). At any rate, the writer of our inscription will
have been a foreigner, who had moved to famous Rhodes and
worked there. He may have come from Kalymna. But he may
also have come from Argos; for it is obvious that he would have
immediately given up the peculiar ‘Argive’ letter-form of beta 
(]) in favour of the local—and widespread—standard form (B),
whereas his lambda (º) was sufficiently similar to the normal East
Greek shape of the time (q) not to cause any confusion, and the
san too was widely used and certainly read without difficulty by
any Greek who could read.

For the scene, which seems to reflect the Iliad, see §449. The
names offer few problems; (a) is not the epic but the normal 
Doric form; (b) is as expected (it is also a historical name;
Bechtel, p. 456); for (c) see §250.

  , . . 

Frs. of a bf. krater ( Jeffery) from Kalydna (-mna) ‘ad templum
Apollinis’ (probably 1934–8: see Segre, pp. x and 218).
Bibliography: Segre (1952), 218, no. 247, phs. pl. 126 (opp. p. 217),
no. 247, 247a; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 154, 353 f., 358. 45, ph. pl.
69. Photographs: Segre fig. 247 uncl., 247a cl.; Jeffery quite cl.
(only the part Segre 247a, but a different ph.); I have a print of
TAP Service, Rhodes, neg. 11902, mostly uncl. Scene: On a series
of joining frs. there is a horse walking to l., probably not related
to the inscr. On a non-contiguous fr. (247a) there are two
hooves and underneath the inscr., probably not related. Two other
frs. show a bottom-r. corner of a decorated field. Date: 6th cent.
(Segre); early 7th cent. ( Jeffery).

(a) q Aº (b) ºkI!A

(a) [. . .]c . . . . . . . . | αλji . . . [. . .] (b) [. . . ?]aλκιδαl[. . .]

(a) [. . .]cενaιο . . . | �λjidal[. . .]. (b) [. . . ?]Aλκιδαl[. . .].
(Segre’s reading)

22. Doric Hexapolis

682 Schefold calls our plate ‘Cnidian’. Surely the alphabet is not that of
Knidos, where omicron is c.



   

Epigraphy: The parallel lines below the reserved and decorated
zones show that the non-contiguous parts are from three different
such zones of the krater. On the part with (a) the inscr. probably
started in the top-l. corner of the field and having crossed it, 
continued retrograde from the bottom-r. corner towards the l. 
It seems very likely that exactly the same arrangement existed 
on a second field, of which one fr., bearing (b), is preserved. 
The first part of (a) was read as ‘ΛEMΑIO . . .’ by Segre, but
the first letter has the junction of the two strokes at its top 
and is therefore likely to be a gamma. The other letters of the
top line, as well as the traces after Segre’s omicron (he even had
doubts whether they were letters), are unfortunately out of focus
on the original ph. I have received. The same is true for most 
of the bottom line, of which the α and λ are certain, κ and ι
plausible, the rest possible. (b) The initial alpha and the final 
mu are only partly preserved, the delta is small and inserted 
high above. Interpretation: Not clear (almost certainly twice the
same name).

A name �λκιδ�µας is attested on Siphnos (late 6th cent.) and
later on Crete and Euboia (see Fraser–Matthews), but also -δ�µος
is possible (see �λκ�δηµος IG xii/8. 277. 74; Bechtel, p. 37, 
and Fraser–Matthews). The first part in (a) may be a form of
γεννα�ος (Il. 5. 253 and later).

   ,  . 
  . 

Pattern-decorated jar, said to have come from Rhodes (Siana,
according to Hiller) (1906 or earlier). Bibliography: Shear (1908),
with ph. opp. p. 461; Tarbell (1917); Hiller von Gaertringen
(1917), 174; Schwyzer, DGE (1923), no. 276a; Robinson–Fluck
(1937), 31 f. n. 73, 114, no. 106; Richter (1953), 104 n. 110 
(p. 307), ph. pl. 84i; Jeffery, LSAG (1961), 350, 357. 30, ph. pl.
68; Guarducci (1967), 333 f., with ph.; Gallavotti (1975/6), 
84 f.; Hansen, CEG (1983), no. 461. Photographs: Shear (a) cl.,
(b) uncl.; Richter only (b), uncl.; Jeffery cl.; Guarducci quite cl.
Scene: None. Date: no later than 450 ( Jeffery, p. 350).

(a) k)qqIwTA()wH)BP)wI) H¨wE˜I7 !okEI
(b) !EVw HEP˜Aw APT)˜Iw )2)7AIA

(a) ΚαλλισταγασÉαβρασια | Éωσεµιν δοκει
(b) ∆ευς Ηερµας | Αρταµις Αθαναια

(a) Καλλ�στα γ%ς É� Βρασ�α (or Éαβρ' ((Α)σ�α), Éως )µ*ν
δοκε�. (b) ∆ε+ς, Ηερµ%ς, ,ρταµις, �θ�να��.

Epigraphy: Inscrs. (a) and (b) are written in two lines each, with
a gap in (a) before δοκε�, and a small gap in (b) between the 

two names of each line. Interpretation: (a) Kalos-inscription,
approximately ‘Brasia / Asia is the most beautiful on earth, I think’
(metrical). (b) Not clear (list of gods).

(a) is very close to an iambic trimeter (Gallavotti), but contains
a metrical fault (Hansen, καλλ�στ-). The passage Éαβρασια makes
difficulties. Shear, referring to an ethnic adjective Βρ�σιος on
Rhodes,683 interpreted it as É� Βρ�σ��, i.e. ‘the region of a 
village *Βρ%σος( (Βρασ�� cannot be itself the place-name at the
root of the ethnic Βρ�σιος).684 But I cannot believe that an unpre-
judiced reader would ever have understood Éα Βρασ�α as Éα
Βρασ�α (χ/ρα) in our inscription, as Shear suggested. Also it
seems improbable that apart from the ethnic and the name of the
deme or village itself such a name of the region was also in com-
mon usage; other examples are lacking and the island seems too
small (30 × 70 km.). Hiller thought of a praise of the actual
‘Töpfererde’ from *Brasos, which is no better a suggestion (‘clay’
is κ�ραµος, πηλ1ς; γ2 σηµαντρ�ς in Hdt. 2. 38. 3 is functionally
different); and surely Βρασ�α cannot directly refer to γ%ς of the
inscription (this would have to be καλλ�στα γ%).

The quantity of the [a] of Βρα- is an additional problem. We
have the Spartan Βρ�σ�δ�ς (Ar. Pax 640), and, on the other hand,
one Βρ-σ�λ� (gen.) in Theocr. 7. 11; but these will have to be
separated from the Rhodian place-name.685 Of Πρασια� or
Βρασια� on the east coast of the Peloponnese, which may or may
not be related to our *Βρ%σος, we do not know the quantity of
the first syllable. From a metrical point of view we cannot decide
on the quantity of the [a] either, since we can read with hiatus
and shortening, Καλλ�στα γ%ς É� Βρ-σ�- Éως )µ*ν δοκε�
(Gallavotti), as well as with elision, Καλλ�στα γ%ς É� Βρ�σ� (
Éως )µ*ν δοκε� (the writing of the elided [a] would be excusable;
see §224).

Now, Tarbell rightly objected that καλ1ς, κ�λλιστος etc. on
vases always describe humans or gods, never lands. He therefore
tried to read a personal name, namely Ηαβρ-ασ�α, which would

683 IG xii/1. 764. 65 etc. (see Index, p. 229).
684 The adjective/ethnic derived from Βρασ�� would be something like

*Βρασι-α�ος, -ε+ς, -1τ�ς, -/τ�ς, etc. (see LSAG 104. 15 = DGE 11 for a list of
examples), as in the ethnic of the Peloponnesian place-name Πρασια� or
Βρασια�, which is Πρασιε+ς or Βρασι�της (both Steph. Byz.).

685 Heubeck (1973) took the name in Theocritus for a τερψ�µβροτος-
compound, connecting the first element with the *brad root of βρ�ζω ‘boil’ 
(mentioning that we would expect *βραστι-) and separating it from the Spartan
name. But Βρ�σ�λ�ς, if this was intended, did not fit the hexameter and the 
short [a] could therefore be due to metrical adaptation (see §222). Starting from
Βρ�σι- and adopting Heubeck’s analysis, we could not only connect the two Doric
names (the Spartan one showing -�δ�ς instead of -ι-�δ�ς, like Bechtel, p. 27
Α6νησ�δ�ς, p. 34 �λεξ�δ�ς, p. 119 ∆εξ�δης, p. 185 Ζευξ�δ�ς etc.), but also evoke
a more suitable root, namely PIE *gw

Nh ‘praise’ (which would then have a laryn-
geal no. 2). This root is well attested in many IE languages but not so far in Greek
(only its variant *gNh, in γ%ρυς ‘voice’; see e.g. Mayrhofer (1986), 104). Βρ�σι-
would be morphologically parallel to names with Γνησι- (Bechtel, p. 109), :Ρησι-
(p. 394), Τλησι- (< Τλ�-, p. 431), Στρωσι- (p. 411), Γνωσι- (p. 110) etc., and
semantically, we may recall Α6ν3σ�λ�ς (p. 281).—Bechtel, p. 101, Βρησ�κλης from
Assos has probably nothing to do with our names but will be related to Βρ>ση
on nearby Lesbos (see Pape–Benseler).



.   

Θεττ�λη, Λεσβ�α, Κυπρ�α (?).691 (4) The use of the definite 
article with the subject of the sentence makes good sense if 
the name is an ethnic adjective used as a nickname, and if the
individual in question is well known.

Starting from Tarbell’s analysis, we can, however, reach a
slightly different interpretation if we read Éαβρòσ�α. This could
be a graphical rendering for Éαβρ> �σ�α (with exceptional 
‘crasis’, see §224, last paragraph). At the end, we would have to
elide, i.e. to scan �σ� ’ (see above). This reading would produce
a woman called “pretty �σ�α” (for the name see Bechtel, p. 551).

The main oddity is the metrical mistake. Unless we are pre-
pared to accept it, we may perhaps take κ�λλιστα as an adverb,
although the verb, which should explain what in the eyes of the
writer the woman was doing or saying more beautifully (καλ@ς)
than any other woman on earth, would then be lacking. Should
we therefore prefer our second analysis above? For κ�λλιστα γ%ς
could be taken as an adverbial to the adjective Éαβρ�, which would
then be predicative. The result, it is true, is very enthusiastic and
grammatically rather extravagant: ‘pretty in the most beautiful
manner on earth (is) Asia’.

For )µ�ν Shear adduced the parallel Epich. fr. 148 CGF
χαρ�εν, Aς γ( )µ*ν δοκε� (where the manuscripts, however, have
)µο� ).

(b) For ∆ε+ς see, for instance, Lejeune, §106; from Rhodes we
also have CEG 459B (= DGE 272) Ζευ- (c.600–575?), and vice
versa—if correctly read—from Phokaia DGE 705 Ζιον+(σιος) (see
LSAG 345. 67). For Ηερµ%ς see §253; for ,ρταµις see §216; for
�θ�να�� see §247. There is no painted scene, and the function
of this list of gods’ names remains obscure.

make good sense, given the proverbial luxuriousness associated
with the peoples of Asia (see Sappho fr. 44. 7 Bβραν �νδροµ�χαν;
Hdt. 1. 71. 4). But here we would have to accept an unattested
name of a very rare type,686 with an unattested second element687

and a rare first one.688

Gallavotti, rejecting the interpretation as territory or clay, also
favoured that of a woman, reading É� Βρασ�α ‘the woman from
Brasos’ (also considered by Tarbell). This is a good solution, 
and the lady in question is indeed likely to have been ‘un’etera
viaggiante’ (considered but rejected by Gallavotti).689 In support
we may adduce the following points. (1) An ancient Greek woman
recorded on a jar for pouring liquid, for instance wine, in a fervent
statement of her beauty is a priori likely to be a hetaira.690 (2) If
a woman on Rhodes is called after a local place in the country-
side, this name is likely to be a nickname and the person fairly
well known, which supports the interpretation as a hetaira. (3)
Hetairai are often named after their origin, for example ∆ελφ�ς,

686 In Bechtel I could only find very few compound personal names with a place-
name as their second element: 5 with -ρ(ρ)οδος -η (p. 395), 8 with -κ+προς -�
(pp. 271 f.), one with -λοκρος (p. 287), and 4 isolated ones with Φιλο- as their
first element (Φιλαιγ�ρης, p. 23; Φ�λαργος, p. 65; Φιλ1αρνος, p. 76; Φιλ�χαιος
(?), p. 90). The latter type will be the starting-point for the former, see the char-
acteristic case of son and father: �ριστ1κυπρος Φιλοκ+πρου. Place-names used
as first elements occur more frequently.

687 �σ�α is unattested in this position; and there is no suffix -àσιος for deriva-
tives from adjectives either (see Schwyzer, p. 466; Risch (1981), 134, 150).

688 For names with Ηαβρ(ο)- see Bechtel, pp. 6 f.
689 I do not agree with Gallavotti’s linking (b) to (a) (‘e invoca il nome di 

quattro dei’) and reading them in the order (b)–(a). For this would require ν2
τDν . . . or at least voc. (His metrical explanations of (b), moreover, by their very
absurdity prove that (b) and (a) are not syntactically linked.) His attempt to cure
the line, reading κ�λλιστ- ‘le cose più belle del mondo’, i.e. ntr. pl., was rejected
by Hansen.

690 We may also remember the speaking names on two cups with Rhodian 
graffiti, CEG 460 Φιλτ[ς Eµι τ%ς καλ%ς F κ+λιξς F ποικ�λα and CVA Germany,
15 (1959), 46 f., phs. pl. 46. 3 and 5 (= Würzburg inv. 84): Καλλιστ[ς Eµι.

691 See also the slaves ∆αρδαν�ς Ar. Vesp. 1371 as well as Θρ%ιττα at Ach. 273
and Pax 1138, who promise similar pleasures (all from Bechtel (1902), 57 f.; 
see also Bechtel, pp. 544–6, with many other such names, often of slaves).





PART II

ANALYSIS





 -

§101. Tailed rho

It is well known that the letter rho in Greek can be written both
with a tail (R or 8)692 and without (P, D). P is the original form.
The invention of the tailed form must have occurred in a region
which used the D-type delta, for instance Euboia or Boiotia. On
vases the rho of P- or D-shape is often such that the loop does
not meet the vertical stroke at a (virtual) right angle, but at an
acute angle #693 or even asymptotically,694 sometimes with a slight
turn back ç.695

A speciality of the potter Menaidas (BOI 2A–D) is a rho whose
loop is the height of a full-size letter and whose vertical is then
extended below the line as a continuation of the loop: ∂.696 It is
hard to say whether this should be called a tailed rho or not. But
it seems very likely, particularly since Menaidas is a Boiotian, that
this is a prototype of the tailed form. The asymptotic form, on
the other hand, may be a non-deliberate prototype of the delib-
erate Menaidas variant.

The Chalcidian Inscription painter (see §259) is an interesting
case in that he uses both the properly tailed and the untailed rho
(see above all CHA 11).

In discussing the time of the invention of tailed rho, Maffre
(1975: 423/5, referring to Jeffery, p. 89) claims that the presence
of this letter-form on our BOI 3 would suggest a date after 525
for the vase, though this seems too late to him from the point of
view of its style, which would suggest the third quarter of the
sixth century.697 But as there are examples of tailed rho from the
first half of the sixth century, mentioned by Guarducci (1973: 

p. 382 with nn. 4–8),698 a date of c.550 is perfectly plausible for
BOI 3, and the vase would be contemporary with the other
Boiotian pieces that bear potters’ signatures (see also Johnston
(1979: 209 f.) for early examples of tailed rho).

It seems particularly remarkable that an isolated Corinthian
example (COR 28Ak), apparently no later than 570, is used (for
the sake of clarity?) in a letter which had been miswritten first.

§102. Q-type phi

The oldest form of phi is ø. But there is a widespread form Q.
It seems to start life in the East (Aegean islands or Asia Minor),
more precisely, perhaps, on the island of Naxos; at least there are
three Naxian examples of the mid-seventh century (see Jeffery,
pp. 37, 290), viz. the Nikandre inscription (LSAG 303. 2 (ph.
pl. 55) = CEG 403), and our IOI 4 and 5. Around the turn of the
century it occurs in an inscription to be attributed to Kolophon.699

The form is used in a Chian inscription of c.575–550,700 on many
sherds from Naukratis (2nd q. 6th cent.),701 and on the contem-
porary ‘Chian’ sherds with Ionic inscriptions from Aigina (AIG
3C ), but not on the Doric ones (AIG 3E ). This letter-form may
therefore give a clue as to the origin of INC 1 (mid-7th cent.).
In Mainland Greece it can be observed after the mid-sixth cen-
tury (LAK 3, c.560, is an early example), for instance on Attic
vases (see Immerwahr, p. 162) and our BOI 10 (4th q. 6th cent.).

§103. Corinthian gamma and iota

Gamma is a straight vertical line instead of c in some Corinthian
inscriptions (notably COR 50A, COR 57d and m), and may have
been common in careless Corinthian writing. Jeffery, p. 114, calls
this the Achaian letter-form. But for the users of an alphabet that
does not have straight iota, it was of course tempting to write the
only one-stroke letter in this simple manner.702 Moreover, the

CHAPTER 1

Epigraphy and Spelling

692 The first form occurs e.g. in BOI 8 and 10, and EUB 2; the second e.g. in
ETR 1 and 4 (but the first in ETR 2 and 3 by the same painter). Both variants
occur in BOI 3 (see below).

693 e.g. IOD 1 (mid-7th cent.), COR 55 and 87.
694 INC 1 (mid-7th cent.), NAU 1Jh, frequently in Corinthian inscrs. (e.g. COR

14, 56, 66, 79A (implausibly declared a fake), 95, 96A, 105, 112).
695 e.g. in some of the Corinthian examples just cited (and COR Gr 15b), and

most of the inscrs. by the Chalcidian Inscription P. (CHA 1 ff.), see below.
696 In similar cases, e.g. in COR 66o, the continuation below the vertical line

is not so ‘deliberate’ as with Menaidas, as is shown by the form ç in label (l) of
the same vase; this variant also occurs on a Corinthian nonsense inscr. (Payne
(1931), cat. no. 1399 = Lorber, no. 105 = Amyx, p. 601, no. 3), as well as in CHA
15b by the Inscription P. Very similar to Menaidas’ form, however, is the rho on
CHA 19 (Cambridge P.).

697 The vase is class I, c.570–540, see Maffre’s p. 420.

698 In the context of the archaic rex inscr. from Rome. See also Wachter (1987),
95.

699 LSAG 344. 56, a Kolophonian mercenary’s inscr. from Abou Simbel 
(591 BC).

700 LSAG 343. 41.
701 e.g. NAU 1Ie (no. 16); see also my ph.
702 That the ® with an angle and a vertical lower stroke is the normal form of

gamma in Corinth, as Lorber (n. 340) claims, is not correct, for it is less frequent
(COR 23 f, 27h, 68 j) than the non-angular c or the more-or-less angular < with
an oblique lower stroke (COR 33a, 51b, 74i, 82h, 85c, 88d, 92c, 106b, 131c, COP
1, 38A–B, 41, 91); some examples are hard to classify (COR 116c, COP 49, 67).
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Achaian and Corinthian writing systems were cognate (see §107)
and remained close.

As for iota, there are no clear examples of the straight letter-
form on Corinthian vases (as long as there are the slightest bends,
as e.g. on COR 38 and COR 85, we should speak of the crooked
form). The only exception is the vase COR 103, but this shows
so many non-Corinthian features that we must assume that a 
foreigner painted and inscribed it (see §260). See also ad COR
124A–B.

   

§104. Starting-point principle

It has been long observed, and it is natural too, that labels start
as close as possible to the relevant figures (if possible next to the
head), and lead away from them. I call this the starting-point prin-
ciple. At a time when writing from left to right and from right
to left was equally current, this principle was almost uniformly
observed, since it could be easily applied wherever a small free
space around the figure was available. This was no longer so when
the left-to-right direction prevailed.

Typical examples of vases on which this principle is consistently
observed are COR 12, 101, 113, 114, BOI 15. Sometimes this 
principle helps to establish the script direction of a label or its
attribution to a figure (see COR 1b, 4 f, 6, 40, and 70e, LAK 4,
CHA 10 and 12a; also COR 104e/f (n. 356) and COR 105a).

On a few vases the principle is not consistently observed, the
relevant labels being written from left to right: COR 10a (illiterate
writer), 20, 45b (nonsense graffito), CHA 27 f. (both by the same
painter), and BOI 18. There is no certain retrograde label that
contradicts the principle: COR 102a and CHA 13d are likely to
have been secondarily attributed to the figures they designate, and
ETR 3a is probably not a label at all (see ad locc.). CHA 2d (left
to right) is not a germane case, since the figure is horizontal.

§105. Direction principle

The direction principle is partly a consequence of the starting-
point principle (see §104). Labels are written either more or less
horizontally or more or less vertically downwards (they can only
rarely be written upwards, since they have to start from the head
of the figure if possible, and this is normally near the upper edge
of the picture). Now, it can be observed that a label written 
downwards beside a figure is retrograde if it is to the left and vice
versa. The reason for this distribution is obvious: the writer would
naturally want to start horizontally, from the left or right of the
head (alphabetic script is supposed to be horizontal), but if there
was not enough free space for a horizontal label, could only con-
tinue in the downward direction.

This principle can be used to decide the attribution of a label
put in vertically between two upright figures (see COR 22, 24h,
66c, 71e, 93a, 110b, 122, 124, LAK 1, and CHA 10); sometimes

it can help to establish the direction of a damaged label (e.g. 
COR 24Bd, CHA 16b). The direction principle is very generally
observed. A rare exception is COR 76, where three labels, all 
retrograde, do not obey it, viz. (c), (e), and ( f ). In inscriptions
which do not obey the starting-point principle, the direction 
principle is not valid either (e.g. in CHA 27a).

 

§106. The sequence of letters in the alphabet

In a recent article (Wachter (1989b), hereafter in this section: Wa.)
I have examined the Greek abecedaria, and tried to show their
importance for the genealogy of the local scripts of archaic
Greece. Four of the abecedaria are preserved among our vase
inscriptions. For their function see §315.

Some general points may be mentioned. (1) Most local scripts
have signs for [kh] and [ph], i.e. a chi (X+, or Z) and phi (ø), which
are additions to the so-called prototype alphabet (used on Thera,
Crete, etc.). But only a few (East Ionic and Corinthian) also have
signs for [ks] and [ps], i.e. a xi (ˆ) and a psi (Z). This is an innova-
tion common to both East Ionia and Corinth, and it is likely 
that the latter took it over in a secondary reform from the for-
mer (Wa., pp. 46–9; see also §107).703 Some scripts have a sign
for [ks] (X+) but none for [ps], for instance Boiotian and
Euboian (see CHA 1f, 3d/h, and 14b/f vs. CHA 10b and 23b).
The others use <χσ> and <φσ> for [ks] and [ps] (only rarely
<κσ> and <πσ>704). (2) Most scripts use epsilon and omicron
for long [b] and [d] (here transcribed 3 and 4) and H for [h] (call-
ing it heta). They do not have the omega sign, which was
invented in one of the Greek cities of Asia Minor to signify [d]
by analogy with the existing H for long [b] (called eta in the psilotic
dialects). Omega was not taken over when the Corinthian script
reform took place. The reason for this—assuming that the sign
existed at all at the time—will have been that in Corinth H was
needed for [h]; this did not allow the East Greek solution for [b]
and consequently did not suggest the introduction of a sign for
[d]. Later on, however, it can be observed that omega was added,
at the end of the sequence of letters, to certain local alphabets,
for instance that of Athens.705 (3) Some local scripts use the letter
µ for [s]. It is usually called san, which is likely to have been its
normal letter-name in archaic times (see Wa., p. 50); there is 
further complication, however, since this sign in the Corinthian
and Achaian abecedaria occupies the place normally taken in other
alphabets by the letter w, named sigma (for this problem see Wa.,
pp. 51–5). (4) In most of the alphabets we are dealing with,
digamma (or, more correctly, wau) was still used (for the origin
of the letters wau and upsilon see Wa., pp. 37 f.). Even in the
oldest East Ionic abecedarium (from Samos, c.660; see Guarducci

703 For the notion ‘East Ionic’ and ‘East Ionia’ in this context see also §508.
704 An example is cited n. 610.
705 See Wa., n. 54, and Wachter (1991a), 75, 77 f.
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(1967), 265 f.; Wa., p. 31) it is still present, although it was obvi-
ously not needed in those dialects.

BOI 14 (painted twice) represents the Boiotian local script of
the late fifth century. The letter-forms (‘Attic’ gamma v, and E,
[, H, 2, Q, „) also show the advanced state of this alphabet. It
is interesting to note that in a much older Boiotian inscription,
viz. BOI 30 (with G and 9, but also 2), probably from the sixth
century, the letter t is present. This is only possible because this
is a nonsense inscription, whereas in real Boiotian script ( Jeffery,
p. 89) this letter is not used. Its presence means that it was still
part of the Boiotian local alphabet as it was learnt and recited at
the time, though it was a ‘dead’ letter, and that it was only after-
wards abolished (for this phenomenon, which I call ‘reduction
reform’ see Wa., pp. 25, 62). The letter—• in its developed form—
is attested in the Euboian-type abecedarium from Marsiliana
d’Albegna (LSAG 240. 18; Wa., pp. 29–31), which represents the
same writing system as Boiotian. The same fate befell qoppa (see
§108): it, too, has disappeared from the abecedarium on BOI 14,
whereas in more archaic Boiotian inscriptions (see e.g. BOI 10h)
it was in frequent use. We may assume that they were both given
up in one and the same script reform.

ACC 2 shows the Achaian alphabet as used in the colonies. 
The reason for the doubling of the xi (+) at the end is not clear
(see ad loc.), but there is no reason to assume that the second 
+ should represent a different value from the first. See also 
§112.

COR 51b reflects the Corinthian script as used on the Corinthian
vases. It is interesting to note that the peculiar sign b (ε) is a 
secondary addition to the local alphabet,706 whereas the sign G,
used mainly for an earlier diphthong [ei] (see §219), is at its 
original place (no. 5) in the alphabet (this letter is here transcribed
!, whereas other authorities use the small capital ; the earlier tran-
scription ει should no longer be used).

The second Corinthian abecedarium is COP 86, unfortunately
incomplete. For its relation to COR 51b (it shows -νοπξ�ρστ-,
the latter -νοπ�ρστ-) see Wa., passim.

§107. The writing system of Ithaka and Kephallenia

Jeffery (p. 230, as already Lejeune (1945) in connection with our
ITH 2), stresses the fact that Ithaka and Kephallenia do not show
the Corinthian alphabet. They have san like Corinthian, but nor-
mal epsilon (G, attested e.g. on our vases ITH 1 f.) and ‘red’ chi
(Z, not attested on vases so far). For our ITH 1 Jeffery observes
exaggerated iota ¤ and ‘Euboian’ lambda L. Later, the alphabet
of Ithaka, according to Jeffery, is exactly like the Achaian one,
still preserving san. This is indeed already the case with ITH 2,

which shows iota w (normally S in Achaian), lambda q, etc. The
difference in the alphabet is in contrast to the fact that a large
amount of archaic Corinthian pottery has been found on these
islands, but no Achaian material. It would therefore be satisfy-
ing if we could reconcile the alphabet of the two islands with the
Corinthian one.

As stressed elsewhere707 we have to make a clear distinction
between differences in letter-forms and differences in writing 
systems. As far as the letter-forms are concerned, the L-type
lambda, which is the most archaic form and the closest to
Phoenician, is acceptable in the earliest inscription from any Greek
region, and its being replaced by q on Ithaka is most probably
just a matter of ‘fashion’ and need not be linked to any particu-
lar outside influence, such as Achaian. As for the exaggerated 
iota, it is true that it is a rare form, but as in the parallel case of
the five-and-more-stroke sigma,708 we again need not draw any
genealogical conclusions from its occurrence here and there, since
this too must have been merely a matter of fashion.

More important, on the other hand, are the differences between
the Corinthian and Ithakan writing systems: epsilon b did not 
exist in the latter, and Z was used differently. In view of such
differences it is quite clear that we cannot call the Ithakan and
Kephallenian writing system Corinthian. However, as far as we
can see, the Ithakan and Kephallenian system does correspond
to the Achaian system, for the existing differences from the nor-
mal Achaian script are seen only in the letter-forms, not in the
writing system. I have tried to show (in Wachter (1989b), 46 f.,
65) that the Corinthian writing system is likely to have emerged
from a secondary reform (see also §106). This occurred under 
East Ionic influence, conceivably at the same time as the b-type
epsilon was added. Before this script reform, the Corinthian 
system appears to have been identical with the Achaian system,
a circumstance that is also geographically plausible. The con-
clusion is obvious: it is possible that Corinthians taught the
Ithakans and Kephallenians to write, but if so this must have 
taken place before the Corinthian script reform. Our Ithakan
inscription ITH 1 shows that the transmission of the skill of writ-
ing to the island took place before 700 (but this does not say much
about the date of the Corinthian reform). The writing system of
both Ithaka and Kephallenia, as well as the Achaian one of course,
could therefore be called pre-Corinthian. (Yet if the writing 
system can be reconciled with the Corinthian one, this is not the
case with the dialect of ITH 2 with its form πο��σε; see §218.)

Kerkyra, on the other hand, uses the Corinthian alphabet (see
Jeffery, pp. 232 f.). But this may have been introduced in a 
secondary step (as it was in a way at Corinth), namely in the 
seventh century when Corinth and Kerkyra, though fierce rivals,
shared a close relationship (see also §505).

We cannot go into the problem of the writing system of
Syracuse and her colonies here. The question of scripts in Sicily

706 It is not certain whether it was added at the same time or later, or earlier
than the Corinthian script reform mentioned above; see Wa., p. 57. Jeffery’s state-
ment (p. 115) about its development from a rounded to an angular form seems
doubtful to me. At least in the case of the vases no such development can be
observed; on the contrary, the rounded form becomes more and more usual. As
to the stone inscrs., Jeffery herself has given the explanation for the angular form:
‘perhaps because it was easier to cut’. See also §210 with nn. 753 f., and n. 791.

707 Wachter (1989b), 20 ff.
708 Ibid. nn. 9 and 11. See in particular our oldest East Ionic inscr., IOD 1.
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is confusing (see e.g. Jeffery, pp. 264 f.), and our present know-
ledge, as far as I can see, still does not allow any new conclusions
either on the Corinthian writing system and the time of its reform,
or on the early history of writing on Sicily.709

§108. Development of scripts

In 403/2 the East Ionic alphabet, still used in Greece today, was
officially introduced to Athens. But the influence of this successful
alphabet can be observed much earlier, with some of its charac-
ters being adopted on an ‘optional’ basis, as it were. It is inter-
esting to note various kinds of incomplete appropriations of the
new alphabet. Examples are the addition of omega to the local
Attic alphabet in the sixth century (see §106) and the gradual 
intrusion of the Ionic letter-forms of lambda (v instead of L) and
gamma (( instead of v) in the fifth century.710

A similar development can be observed on BOI 18, which shows
the new letter-form v instead of L, but still prefers the local R
to the East Ionic P711—although we cannot be sure whether the
writing system of this inscription is the old Boiotian or the new
Ionic one (no long [b] and [d], no [h], [ks], [kh], or [ps] occur).
Likewise, an example of v- or q-type lambda where we would
not expect it from the local script can be observed on a vase of
‘Chalcidian’ style, namely the late cup CHA 28 (no Ionic dialect
feature preserved) attributed to the same painter as CHA 27
(�δρ3στος and -µαχος with ‘Chalcidian’ W, no lambda preserved).

Most (if not all) local scripts seem to have abandoned the use
of qoppa in the course of the archaic period. This is a common
innovation which can only be due to the mutual influence of 
these local scripts (we may compare the changes in letter-forms,
which developed according to changes in fashion; see §107). But
for many regions where qoppa was no longer used after, say, 500,
it is uncertain whether it was thrown out of the alphabet at a stroke,
or still learnt as a ‘dead’ letter for some time. The latter must
have been the case at Metapontion, since the inscription CEG
396 = LSAG 261. 16 (c.525–500?) no longer contains this letter
(Νικ�µαχος), whereas in our abecedarium ACC 2 (475–450?) it
is still there. On the other hand, in the abecedarium BOI 14 qoppa
(for which see BOI 10h) is no longer included, which means that
there must have been a script reform in Boiotia while the local
alphabet was still in use (see §106). Other relevant inscriptions
on our vases which no longer show qoppa are LAK 3g and NAU
1Ma (mid-6th cent.), ETR 3b, IOD 5B, IOD 10 (later). In the
Corinthian inscriptions qoppa is almost always used before <ο>
or <υ> (the one exception, COP 31 ∆�ρκ4ν, may be due to forms
like δορκ�ς, δ�δορκε, δρακε�ν, ∆�ρκις, as in CHA 1g, etc.). It is
only in the cases where another consonant stands in between the
velar stop and the back vowel that kappa is fairly frequent too.

The name of Hektor is written with qoppa in COR 44e, 60b, 70c,
but with kappa in COR 24b, 30b, 57j (COR 10b, 68h, and Gr 6
are unclear in this respect). The name of Patroklos is written with
qoppa in COR 3, but with kappa in COR 46Ab and COR 57e
(like Hektor). The name Κλ�τιος occurs with kappa in COR 12b,
whereas we have œλ�τος in the later inscription COR 113a. An
example of inconsistency in one and the same writer is given by
the Chalcidian Inscription P. (CHA 1d Κλυτ8 but CHA 3e œλυτ8,
etc.). See also nn. 522, 784–7.



§109. Mistakes in letter-forms

These are mistakes which do not require a phonological explana-
tion. A frequent error is the confusion of Q phi and 4 theta.712

Particularly in painted vase inscriptions it is more likely that 
phi stands for theta than vice versa, since drawing a stroke too
many is less understandable than forgetting one (for similar mis-
takes attributable to oversight, see §112). Examples of a 4/Q
confusion on our vases are NAU 1 (one example of each mistake;
see ad loc., n. 671) and DOC 2; uncertain cases are INC 1 (see
also §102) and COR 24Ad.

§110. Interchange of letters

This is a mistake which has been often assumed, but is rarely
demonstrable, although we may perhaps expect it when illiter-
ates copy texts which they cannot read. There is no certain instance
in our vase inscriptions (see COR 96B and NAU 1Ld ), which
seem on the whole to have been written spontaneously (with 
varying degrees of competence), not copied; therefore we should
in general avoid basing any interpretations and restorations on
this kind of mistake (see COR 70e and 90b; also §457 n. 1153).

Only one special case is acceptable, namely where a frequent
consonant cluster, written with a single letter in some local scripts,
occurs in inverted order. This is frequent in Attic, where <σφ>
and <σχ> often occur instead of <φσ> and <χσ>. Threatte 
(p. 21, followed by Immerwahr, p. 62), is right not to attribute
any phonological reality to such inverted spellings.713 On our 
documents we have only one likely case, namely ACC 3a Ξ�λλας,
which has been plausibly interpreted as the genitive of the name
Σκ�λλα (even here, where the local script allowed [ks]—but not
[sk]—to be written ‘economically’ with a single letter, which may

709 The use of G instead of b and of Z-type chi instead of x, can be explained
in various ways in a melting-pot like the archaic Sicilian east coast (they were
e.g. characteristics of the writing system of the Euboian colony of Zankle).

710 See e.g. Wachter (1991a), 74–9.
711 R is very exceptional in East Ionia; see Jeffery, p. 325.

712 See e.g. Schwyzer (p. 205 n. 3), who also prefers the graphical reason. An
example on stone: CEG 136 "εφλοφ�ρον (Argos, 525–500?, alongside correct 4).

713 See the Attic painter Epiktetos, who wrote #γρασφεν about as often as he
did #γραφσεν and surely did not pronounce the word in two different ways; see
also e.g. the Attic bf. hydria ABV 97. 27 (LIMC i, ‘Aias’ ii. 8*) with Πολυσχ�ν3
but Φο�νιχσ{ι} (for the latter form see §111, end) and CEG 76 = LSAG 88. 14
= DGE 801 (and p. 463) from Eretria with 'κ�λυσφεν but φσ(χ0ι (c.500–480?).
Threatte (p. 21) notes two instructive cases in stone inscrs. of corrections show-
ing that the inverted spellings were considered wrong and therefore represented
different pronunciations.
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have been the very reason for the ‘inverted’ spelling, we should
not rush to assume an inverted pronunciation too).714

§111. A.W. (Abbreviated writing)

In a recent article715 I have tried to analyse the underlying cause
of a frequent mistake that occurs as a result of the writing 
technique. Apart from the basic unit, the ‘letter’, a slightly 
more complex one was used in writing, viz. the ‘minimal syllable’
composed of ‘consonant + vowel’ (see also §§112, 224, and 506,
penultimate paragraph). In the case of consonant signs this unit
had the advantage of being better audible than the sound of the
letter on its own. Now, all letter-names given to the consonant
signs consist of, or start with, a combination of consonant + vowel,
for example ν) or θ+(τα). If therefore a word contained a group
comprising a consonant and the vowel of its letter-name, one could
easily ‘forget’ the vowel sign. This was probably never a received
means of spelling, but it occurs so frequently that it may well 
have been at least tolerated. It seems therefore justified to give
the phenomenon a name: ‘abbreviated writing’. To give a clear
example: COR 66k �κστος instead of �καστος, which I tran-
scribe as �κ(α)στος.716

Definite examples on our vases are COR 66h and k, 74i, 92e,
and 107b; COP 3b, and 9 (also 27b?); CHA 4e and 14a (both by
the same painter who is a competent though somewhat sloppy
writer); NAU 1Lh; IOD 5F. Likely cases are COR 25b, 39, 68i,
and 121a; LAK 3f. Possible cases are COR 24Bd (-δ(ε)-), 48, 68b,
79a (-δ(α)-; we do not know the letter-name of ∆ in Corinth,717

at any rate one of COR 79a and COR 24Bd has to be discarded),
and COR 113d; COP 44b (if we accept ,θ(3)να[� ]ã instead of
expected ,θ�ν-; see ad loc.); EUC 2; NAU 1Na. See also the
special cases ACC 3c Νιξ7ς (Νικ�σ[ς?) and (d ) É(# )ραται.

A.W. also yields satisfactory explanations in COR 46Ae and
COR 109b. These, however, would be exceptional cases, since here
the vowel sign (omicron) is omitted after a sign for a vowel not
a consonant, viz. ι (named -.τα).718 A similar case may be the
omission of a lambda after alpha.719

For the reversed phenomenon see ad INC 1 and §205; also 
n. 713 and ad CHA 20b.

§112. Other mistakes

Letters can be omitted by mistake, for example INC 1 'πο�(3)σεν;
COR 24Ab ,ντ�λ(ο)χος, 24Bd Πουλυδ(ε)�κ(3)ς (at least the 
second epsilon; see §111), 32a Η3ρα(κ)λ0ς,720 64d ∆�4(ν), 68 j
Γ(λ)α)�ος, 79a [Λαƒ?]οδ(�)µ�ς (?) (see also §111), 79Ac
Ζε(υ)ξ�ππ�, and 99c ∆(� )4ν; COP 5 ,(µ)φι(τ)ρ�τ� (the tau; 
for the mu see §201) and 29c Ποτ(!)δ1(ν); NAU 1Ga "ν(� )θηκε
(no. 48), 1Ha "(ν)�θηκε (no. 45), and 1Hb (µ)ε (no. 62).721

The technique of thinking in minimal syllables (see §111) 
may sometimes have been responsible for the omission of a vowel
sign, a fault that was likely to occur, for instance, when the writer
had to ‘jump over’ an already existing portion of the decoration
and then continue writing beyond it (see e.g. COR 79a). But often
the writer in question made several mistakes and may have been
illiterate.

There are other mistakes which are due to a barely literate writer
who copied without properly understanding what he wrote, for
example COR 10b (but not 10a; see §250), COR 88b–d, and prob-
ably LAK 3i. Also COR 14 may in part contain such mistakes.
We might even argue that nonsense inscriptions, in particular 
nonsense labels (see §403), are an extreme form of copying error,
written from memory and without understanding.

Sometimes the shape of the letter may indicate the cause of a
mistake. Oddly formed letters can be purely copying errors due
to the incompetence of the writer (as can often be observed in
official inscriptions on stone). In the case of painted vase inscrip-
tions, we may expect unfinished letters, owing to the fact that
the unfired ‘paint’ could not easily be distinguished from the colour

714 An interesting new case occurs in a Satyr-name, attested as Σφολεας, 
Σφο[. . .], and Φσολας on Attic vases. Not only do these forms contain the same
root (as G. Neumann apud Kossatz-Deißmann (1991: 172) has already stressed),
i.e. Σφ- and Φσ- are just graphic variants, but they also represent the same forma-
tion, Ψωλ��ς. The difference between -λ�ας and -λας is explicable by the phon-
ological change, typical of Attic and so far attested only for the other liquid, 
/r/, by which Βορ��ς became Βορρ7ς, probably via [Borjas] (see e.g. Lejeune,
§263); Βορ(ρ)7ς is attested on two Attic vases by the Oreithyia P., ARV 496. 1
and 2 (Kretschmer, p. 177; Threatte, p. 523 top). There is no reason why this
change should not have affected /l/ too, and the shortened form may therefore
be transcribed Φσ4λ(λ)7ς. The basic form Ψωλ��ς is derived from ψωλ9
as Κριθ�ας (Bechtel, p. 482) is from κριθ9 (in its obscene sense, of course).
Immerwahr (p. 27, no. 97; ABV 83. 4) wrote Φσ4λ7ς with a circumflex; did he
anticipate the explanation given here (the geminate is not indicated, though), or
is his contraction just a superficial means of getting around a non-Ionic [a]?

715 Wachter (1991a); mentioned also in Wachter (1992), 25 f. (no. 8).
716 Further examples not in my vase corpus may be added here. Two 

examples are cited in nn. 352 and 508, respectively. A new example from an Attic
vase is Η(ε)ρµοθ�λ3ς ( J. Paul Getty Museum, L. 87. AE. 120. 2) in Kossatz-
Deißmann (1991), 155. A likely one from a South Italian vase, indeed the Darius
krater (Naples 3253, inv. 81947), is τ�λ(α)ν|τα on the paymaster’s wax-tablet
(ph. e.g. Trendall–Cambitoglou (1982), 495, no. 18. 38, esp. ph. pl. 176 mid-
left). In looking through IGDS, I find: no. 47 Η(ε)ρµ�4 (Selinus, c.450); 90
Η(3)ρακλε� (Syracuse, 480–400; with Corinthian b but straight iota); 144c
Ε;χ(ει)ρ�δ�ς (Gela, early 5th cent.; not Ε;χ(α)ρ�δ�ς nor Ε;aρ�δ�ς; for the basic
name see Bechtel, p. 470). Also CEG 839a (= 410a, c.525–500?) θο�ς, though met-
rically difficult, could be a case.

717 The letter-name was dAleth (vel sim.) in Phoenician; and δ�λτος (f.) ‘writing-
tablet’, a loan-word in Greek from the same Phoenician word, was δ�λτος in the
Cyprian dialect (see ICS 217. 26). It may well be, therefore, that in some local
scripts of archaic Greece the letter-name was *δ�λτα, as the third one, accord-
ing to Democr. fr. 19, was γ�µµα (e.g.) in Ionic (see Wachter (1987), 17 f.; (1991a),

51); the two may even have influenced each other, e.g. alpha–beta–gemma–dalta
> alpha–beta–gamma–delta.

718 Similar examples seem to be ,π�λλι(ο)ς in the inscrs. IGDS 134b. 1 
(Gela, early 5th cent.), DGE 733. 19 τ+ς π�λει(ω)ς (Zeleia, c.334), DGE 389
Σατυρ�(ω)νος (Naupaktos, 195; correction by Dittenberger, IG ix/1. 359).

719 This occurred to me in view of a fr. by Exekias (H. A. Cahn coll., Basle,
HC 300), published by Boss (1992a: 537), with an inscr. [κ]αλ�ς (ph. p. 535).
As Boss observes, the painter first wrote K)O, then, after wiping out the omi-
cron, overpainted it with L, and completed the word with oS. The mistake may
have happened as follows: he started to write ka, perhaps speaking aloud: ‘kappa
alpha’ (and writing KA), but after pronouncing the two letter-names thought he
had already dealt with the [l] and proceeded directly to [o], when he noticed his
error.

720 Cited in Wachter (1992), 23 (no. 3).
721 BOI 17d ,θ1ν(�) is perhaps a special case of crasis (see §224).
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of the clay on which it was applied (see §109).722 Such cases seem
to be BOI 14b and COR 64Ba (omicron instead of phi), COR
83ter.d (lambda instead of delta), COR 86a (lambda instead of mu),
COR 99a/f (lambdas instead of deltas).723

The same problem with paint will be partly responsible for the
mistake on CHA 19 Η3ρα{ρα}κλ[0]ς,724 where a single acoustic
writing-unit, viz. a minimal syllable (see §111), is doubled. Other
examples, not from vases (and therefore not attributable to the
paint problem), are CEG 58 καταφθιµ�|{µε}ν4 and CEG 859
Στασα{σα}γ�ραν.725 The writers may have spoken aloud, made
a short pause, and resumed their work a syllable too early.726 A
particularly strange case may be COR 92h Λαδαµα-ƒο-ς, where
the minimal syllable seems to be transposed to the wrong place
in the name (that is, if we are intended to read Λ�-ƒο-δ�µας).

On COR 68, a vase with an exceptional number of mistakes
(of which some were corrected—one of them, (h), wrongly, see
ad loc.), the writer was probably confused by the similarity of the
letter-forms $ and A in the name ( j) Γ(λ)α)�ος and dropped the
lambda.

Sometimes the writer perhaps just forgot to finish an inscrip-
tion, as in COR 58b ,ντι(. . .) and COP 92 ,ριστ(. . .).

  

§113. Writing of geminates

Geminate consonants are mostly written with a single letter, but
even as early as the eighth century could be written with two 
(e.g. on ‘Nestor’s cup’, CEG 454 καλλι-, see §507 n. 1310). On
several vases both spellings occur together, for example COR 
7a Ηιπποβ�τ�ς, but (b) Ηιπ(π)οστρ�φος; COR 24h Ηipπ8i, 
but (i) Ηιπ(π)�λυτος; COR 66b Α-ν�ππ�, (i) Ηιπποτ�4ν, (u)
Η�ππαλ�µος, but (s) Η�π(π)αsος, (c) ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α; COR 
68c h�π(π)οr, but (l) Ηιππ�λυτ[ος]; COR 88c ,χιλλε�ς, but (a)
>Ολισ(σ)ε�ς, etc.

[kk] is probably meant in NAU 1Ea Μ�κ(κ)ις.
[ll] is written with a geminate: in the element καλλι- (EUB 3;

COR 28Ac, 105f; also in the superlative DOH 3a καλλ�στα), in
the names of Apollon (COR 20, 28Ad; COR Gr 23; COP App.
1D; ACC 3a–b) and Achilleus (COR 30c (as in (b), but see (h) ),
57g, 72, 80c, 88c, 93b; CHA 4c (see also (i) ), 5d, 7, 8b (but see
( f ) ); ETR 1b). Other occurrences are ACC 3a Ξ�λλ�ς (as ibid.
,πολλο-), COR 87b/e Q�λλαρος, and COR Gr 2 �οτ�λka, as
well as the unexpected geminate COP 25 Α-σιµ�λλçς (for which

see §215). For the unusual spelling περικαλδε�α (i.e. -καλλ�α) on
BOI 3 see §212. [ll] is represented by a single letter in καλ(λ)ι-
(COR 26a (as in (c) ); ITH 2; NAU 1Nc (?) ) and in the names
of Apollon (BOI 2D; IOD 6F) and Achilleus (PCO 4a; COR 24Ac;
COR 27i; PCH 1d ). Also to be noted is NAU 1Ea AΕλ(λ)ην�ωι,
as well as COR 50 œυλ(λ)��ς and probably COP 10 Œ�λ(λ)�r.
COR 18h, 36b, and 114Aa, COP 8a, and IOD 6B are uncertain.

[nn] only occurs in an irregular spelling COP 51B "ννõ [θ3κε]
(see §215). A special case is NAU 2 'ν (Ν )α�κρατι, where the
geminate includes the word-end between preposition and noun
(see §226). It is not certain whether in COR 100b Σθεν(ν?)8ι and
COR 124Aa [Σθ]εν(ν?)8ι we should expect a geminate or not, and
the same is true for COR 18b.

[pp] is contained in the frequent word or compound-element
Bππος. It is written with a geminate in COR 7a (but see (b) ), 24h
(but see (i) ), 42b, 61, 64b, 66b/i/u (but see (s) and (c) ), 68l (but
see (c) and (h) ), 70g (but see (l) ), 79Ac, 104e, 116a; CHA 1e, 3b,
4i (see also (c) ). It is written with a single sign in COR 7b (but
see (a) ), 14e, 16b, 24i (but see (h) ), 30h (but see (b) and (c) ), 44b,
66s (as in (c), but see (b), (i), (u) ), 68c (as in (h), but see (l) ),
71d, 81Ah, 91b, 92j, 94; COP 78b; CHA 8f (but see (b) ), 14c.
COR 26c (see also (a) ) and IOD 2 are uncertain.

[rr] is to be expected in EUC 3 Π�ρ(ρ)ος and probably in 
COR 96A [. . .]�νερ(ρ)α (see §433).

[ss] occurs in the name of Odysseus (except perhaps in CHA
3Ac and 8k; see §254), which is never written with two signs in
the documents treated here; it also occurs in the above-mentioned
COR 66c ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α, COR 70l Κεσ(σ)�νδρ� (but see (g) ),
and the likely exclamation COR 52 Cσ(σ)α!

Sometimes etymological arguments can be used to judge whe-
ther there really was a geminate, for instance in the Corinthian
form of Odysseus’ name (see §254) or in COP 1A–C χαρ�εσ(σ)αν.
Often metrical structure is of help too, but the few metrical inscrip-
tions on our vases include only one example where this aspect
yields a valuable additional argument for a geminate, namely for
[tt] in COP 2A ƒανατι (likewise, we have to assume a geminate
in the non-metrical label COR 68h Κετ4ρ, which is wrongly 
corrected from Ετορ, i.e. DΕτ(τ)4ρ, and in COR Gr 6b DΕτ(τ)ρ4ρ;
see §212).

For the geminate spelling in COP 1A [']pαγγε�λας see §114;
for that in COR 30b DΕκκτ4ρ, COR 37a Κ�σστ4ρ, and BOI 26
[Ε;?ν]οσστ�δ�ς, see §115.

§114. Rendering of the velar and labial allophones of /n/

In the rendering of the velar nasal, there is a fundamental differ-
ence between the archaic scripts of Asia Minor, on the one hand,
and those of Mainland Greece and the colonies in the West on
the other: in the East, gamma is used, in the West nu. On our
vases we have only two cases of the Western sort, namely BOI 9
π�νχυ (twice) and ACC 1A [. . .]ανκ .[. . .]. In a Corinthian 
graffito (LSAG 130. 1; Amyx, no. Gr 5), not treated here, there
is ,νγ�ριος. As this difference does not yet seem to have been

722 See Wachter (1991b), 101 f. with n. 71, and similarly Wachter (1992), 20
with n. 5.

723 These cases are cited in Wachter (1992), 22 (no. 2).
724 Cited in Wachter (1992), 26 (no. 9).
725 Similar examples occur in archaic Latin inscrs., also painted on vases, viz.

CIL i2. 440 ‘Aisclapi pococolom’ and 444 ‘Iunonenes pocolom’ (see Wachter (1987),
465 f.). Later Latin examples in Wachter (1992), 26, no. 9.

726 A good example of the importance of these minimal syllables is CEG 272
(Athens), written stoichedon, where, at the end of the first line, the writer stopped
after "ν�θ3, leaving one space empty and continuing with κε on the next line.
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given the attention it calls for, I add a representative series of 
examples.727 Awareness of this difference is important if we want
to assess the spelling of [']pαγγε�λας with <γγ> in the metrical
dedication COP 1A; for together with other features it points to

a written epic text as the model for this inscription (see §503).
Uncertain examples are COP App. 1Ac, COR 88d.

Very often [m] is likewise written <ν> before a labial stop. 
This must be considered primarily an orthographic convention
parallel to the case of the velar nasal (this is also the opinion of
Threatte, pp. 592 ff.). It is understandable that from etymolo-
gically clear cases of [mp] < [np] etc., as in Attic >Ενπεδ�ονος, 
'µ π�λει (Threatte, pp. 593 f.), the graphic uncertainty could
extend to non-analysable cases such as ["]νφοτ�ροισιν (8th
cent.?, CEG 433 = LSAG 76. 2; Threatte, p. 594), which no doubt
had an [m]-pronunciation already in PIE. Amphitrite’s name is
written with <ν> in COP 2C, 44, 68, and on an Attic vase (ARV
459. 3, see §246), whereas COP 20 and 69 show <µ>, like the
Nymphs’ name in COP App. 1C; an uncertain case is INC 1 (see
ad loc.). Examples of <ν> from other regions are LSAG 252, 260.
5bis τ7ς Ν�νφ�ς (i.e. ‘of Persephone’) from Paestum,728 CEG 367
= GD 68 = DGE 7 >Ολ�νπιε from Olympia (Lakonian), DGE 478D
,νφικρ�τ3ς from Thespiai (soon after 424, see LSAG 95. 19a;
compare DGE 478H ,µφι-).

§115. Doubling of pre- and postconsonantal consonants

Only three instances of a pseudo-geminate before another con-
sonant occur: BOI 26 [Ε;?ν]οσστ�δ�ς, COR 30b DΕκκτ4ρ (along-
side (c) ,χιλλεο�ς, but (h) Ηιποκλ0ς), and COR 37a Κ�σστ4ρ.
These spellings are frequent, but remain optional throughout
antiquity (see e.g. Kretschmer, p. 175; Schwyzer, p. 238; and above
all Hermann (1923), 110 ff.). A similar case may be COR 1A
,µασζ8ν (see ad loc.).

The opposite case, with the second consonant doubled, may
be suspected in such spellings as COR 57h Ξσ�νθος, COR 70f
œ�ραξς (COR 121a is uncertain). These, too, remain optional:
see, on the same vases, COR 57m #γραψε, COR 70i Ξ�νθος
and (k) Πολυξ5ν�. As this doubling does not occur in writing
systems that are without a single sign for [ks] (e.g. Attic *Χσσ�νθος
vel sim.; see Threatte, p. 555), it will be purely a graphical slip
and due to the anomalous writing of two phonemes with one 
sign.

727 Mainland Greece: CEG 2 "νχ�αλοµ (Athens, c.480?, official), CEG 16 'νγ�ς
(Athens, c.550?), CEG 39 'νγ�ς (Athens, c.530–520?), CEG 260 ,νγ�λιτος
(Athens, c.490–480?), DGE 451B. 4 Πυθ�νγελος (Tanagra, soon after 424, see
LSAG 95. 19b; DGE 451C. 13 Μεγγ�δας will have an expressive geminate, as
also A. 17, B. 1, C. 4), LSAG 95. 21 = DGE 468A. 16 AΡ�νχ4ν (Thebes,
c.425–400?), CEG 362 = GD 97 πανκρ�τιον (Kleonai–Nemea, c.560?), LSAG 168.
8 = GD 83 ['π]α[να]νκασσ�τ4 (Argos, c.575–550?), LSAG 170. 39 = DGE 83B.
13 συνγνο�εν (Argos, c.460–450?), DGE 13A. 12 f. τ[ε]τρακινχ3λ�4ς (Sparta,
c.425?), CEG 142 'νγ�ς (partly Corinthian letters; from Akarnania, c.475–450?),
LSAG 220. 13 = DGE 416 Σφ�νγας (Olympia, c.475–450?), LSAG 108. 3 = GD
57 = DGE 362 λανχ�νειν, "νχ4ρε�ν, "ν�νκας, etc. (Chaleion, 1st h. 5th cent.),
LSAG 108. 2 = GD 59 "νχιστ5δαν, "νανκαζοµ�νοις (Ozolian Lokris, c.525–
500?). The West: SEG 34. 1019 "νκλε(π)τ�τ4 (Pontecagnano, soon after
520–510), IGDS 2 ∆ανκλα�οι (Zankle, 500–494; similarly, ibid. 3), IGDS 31
,νγε�λιος (gen., Selinus, late 6th cent.), IGDS 37 'νγρ�φ4 (Selinus, 5th cent.),
IGDS 38 'νκαταγρ�φ4 (Selinus, 475–450), IGDS 85 = Amyx, no. Gr 1 =
LSAG 131. 3 [. . .]ανκλας (Syracuse, c.700), IGDS 134 'νγυ�σασθαι (Gela, 
early 5th cent.), IGDS 178 ,νχεµ�χ4 (Akragas, early 5th cent.), IGDS 200
Λονγ3να�ος (Longane, c.450); IGDS 147 = ZPE 63 (1986), pp. 181 f., is uncertain.
The Aegean: IG xii/3. 451 µH θ�νγανε (Thera, with 4, i.e. 6th/5th cent.?; not
in LSAG; see DOI 1), CEG 416 "νγελ�ας (Thasos, c.525–500?), CEG 159
παρ[ετ]�νχαν’ (Thasos, c.500?), LSAG 306. 47 = DGE 764 D Ενκαιρος (Karthaia
on Keos, c.475–450?). Only from the 2nd h. 5th cent. onwards are there spellings
with gamma, always combined with other features of the East Ionic alphabet 
(e.g. from Athens CEG 83, 97, IG i2. 118 = IG i3. 110 = DGE App. i. 13; from
Keos, written in plain East Ionic alphabet with some peculiar spellings, DGE 766
= GD 8, last q. 5th cent., not in LSAG). In the 4th cent. gamma becomes nor-
mal. Occasionally, however, the old spelling with nu occurs still later, e.g. DGE
462A. 24 etc. 'πανγελι�ων (Tanagra, 2nd h. 3rd cent.), and it becomes frequent
again in the Roman Empire. I have not recorded the cases of final [n] written
<ν> before initial velar of the next word, since this may anyway be due to the
tendency to isolate words, e.g. in LSAG 169. 20 = GD 84 = DGE 78 τ[ν
γρασσµ�τ4ν (Argos, c.480?), DGE 727 τ.ν [χρηµ�]των and ποι0ν κατI in con-
trast to το�τωγ κατ[α-] (Miletos, c.450).—Asia Minor: LSAG 324. 26 = DGE
238 ,γ�υλ�4ν (Anaphe, early 7th cent.?), EA 11 (1988), 171 ff., . . . χρ�σεογ καJ
. . . (near Priene, 2nd h. 7th cent.), LSAG 343. 33 = DGE 725 #γκυαρ (Miletos,
c.525–500?), LSAG 344. 52 = DGE 701 συγγρ[�φ3ν], [τ]Kγ κ�κλον,
'(π)[α]γγ3λ�ντων, "ναγκα�ων (Erythrai, c.465?), LSAG 344. 48 = GD 4 = DGE
688 τ"γ Καµιν9ηι (Chios, c.475–450?), DGE 692 σπλ�γχνα (Chios, 5th 
cent.; the same again in DGE 694, 4th cent.), DGE 726 (προ)λαγχ�νει,
φαλαγκτηρ�ων, etc. (Miletos, 450), LSAG 358. 42 = DGE 744 τHγ γ+ν,
συγχ�αι (Halikarnassos, c.475–454?), DGE 278 "γγρ�ψαι (Naukratis, late 5th
cent.), CEG 172 "στ.γ κ- (Apollonia, c.490), DGE 798 Σαγγαρ�4 (Amphipolis,
end of 5th cent.?), CEG 171 'γ χερσ� (Egypt, mostly Ionic, late 5th cent.?). 728 Examples from Sicily: IGDS 3, 4, 15, 28f. 7, 127, 134.
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Consonants

§201. Omission of nasals in preconsonantal position

In writing, a nasal is often dropped before a consonant (see
Schwyzer, pp. 213 f.; for Attic: Kretschmer, pp. 161 ff.,
Threatte, pp. 485–8).729 On the other hand, we should emphasize
that it is more often written than omitted. In our inscriptions we
have several examples of omitted nasal: COR 66f �(µ)φι�ρ3ος
(alongside (r) �µφι�ρ3ος);730 on the Corinthian pinakes there are
a few cases in Amphitrite’s name (see §246); and in addition we
have IOI 2j 
_{ε}(ν)κÀ{ε}λαδος, ACC 3b �(µ)π�γ�ζ3 (see also ad
loc., n. 610). Uncertain cases are COR 6e, COR 27d, COR 121a,
and COP 94. An additional case has been proposed in order to
get a better interpretation of the end of COP 18b (see ad loc.).
We cannot decide how widespread this phenomenon was, nor
whether it was due to weak pronunciation or, occasionally, to a
total assimilation or loss of the nasal.

§202. Nu ephelkystikon

Nu ephelkystikon is added to various forms, often verbs, in the
Ionic-Attic dialects. We find the following examples in our vase
inscriptions: EUC 3 �πο�3σεν, INC 1 �πο�(3)σεν (because of 
this nu, it is argued that the inscription is Ionic), probably IOI
1b �δ4κεm, IOI 5 [. . . �γρ]αφσεν, IOD 4A �πο�ησεν, IOD 4B
[�ν�θηκε]ν, NAU 1 (several examples, see especially ad (Ic) and 
( Jc) ); it is omitted in IOD 6E (but written 6D).

On non-Ionic vases this nu does not appear: BOI 1–7 �πο�ƒ3σε
(vel sim., several examples), BOI 4C δ[κε (perhaps also BOI 10b),
BOI 20 �ν�θ3κε, COR 27h �γραxε, COR 31d .ν�θ3κε, COR 57m
�γραψε, COP passim �ν�θ3κε (COP 41 also �γραψε), ITH 2
πο��σε, DOC 4 �πο�3σε.

§203. Omission of [r] in preconsonantal position

Liquids are not only shifted about by metathesis (see §205), but
can also be dropped occasionally in writing. In our inscriptions

we have a case of loss between a vowel and a consonant, viz. COR
28Ak 
Ερµ ς which was first written 
Εµ-. This case may be com-
pared with a few cases in which we may assume there was, first,
metathesis (for examples of this stage see §205) and, subsequently,
complete loss of the liquid: IOD 6G [. . .]Lενεκ�(ρ)τ[ης], NAU
1Id �φο(ρ)δ[�τηι] (no. 167) and (e) �φο(ρ)δ�τηι (no. 16); for
another possible case see §205 with n. 736. However, direct loss
of the liquid in the position between a stop and a vowel can-
not be excluded. An uncertain case is LAK 3 f (see ad loc. with
n. 501).

§204. Omission of final [s]

Loss of final consonants is not a typical phenomenon of ancient
Greek at the time of our vases (as it is in archaic and popular
Latin, Umbrian, etc.). Nevertheless, on vases we come across a
considerable number of cases where final [s] is not written.
Whether this loss was a more or less regular phenomenon in some
dialects and at some periods (e.g. in popular or rapid speech), and
how and when exactly it was reversed in the different dialects, we
cannot properly observe because of the normalizing effect of ortho-
graphy (Koine must have been at least partly responsible for the
restitution, and modern Greek preserves final [s] ).731

Three of our examples are on Boiotian vases. (1) In BOI 3 θειο"ς
the sigma was first forgotten, then inserted (for BOI 3 
Επ�χε see
§235). (2) BOI 9b shows [κα]λ$(ς) before a colon (though on 
the same vase καλ$ς appears three times). (3) A particularly 
interesting case is Mnasalkes who writes on BOI 4A and C
Μν�σ�λκ3ς πο�3σε, but on BOI 4B Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε (see §224).732

This loss of final [s] may also be behind Boiotian hypocoristics
in -ε/-ει (see §235) and masculine names in -�.733

CHAPTER 2

Philological Analysis

729 Heubeck (1980: 286) argues that it was up to the writer to decide whether
he found the nasal worth while writing or too weak to bother about. See also 
n. 317 and Wachter (1991b: 93 (no. 24) ) on the François Vase, ABV 76. 1.

730 Cited in Wachter (1992), 24 (among the cases of no. 5).

731 See Morpurgo Davies (1988: 113 ff.) on the occasional loss of final [s] in
the Cyprian dialect.

732 On a ph. of a Boiotian vase (5th cent.?; still unpublished?), shown by 
A. Andreiomenou at a lecture in Zurich in summer 1987, I was able to read É$δε
π�ει καλ$ς.

733 See e.g. Schwyzer, p. 560, with bibl.; most recently Méndez Dosuna (1982).
Examples: DGE 452. 20 Ε&γιτον�δα (c. mid-6th cent.?; see Bechtel (1921), 268;
-�δας with [s] occurs e.g. in our BOI 9, and on DGE 456. 38, 479. 15 and 19,
451 passim (see LSAG 95. 19b), 478 passim (see LSAG 95. 19a), 494, etc.; but
see below, §224 with n. 817 on CEG 334), CEG 446 Μογ�� (c.450–430?; graffito
on a vase), DGE 478B. 9 Πυθιον�κ�, Venencie (1960), 596, no. 20, Πασ�� (see
ibid. 601; probably the same as Πασ��ς in Bechtel, p. 362); see also Buck, §105.
1a, and E. Schwyzer ad DGE 143.



  (§§201–206) 

Examples on non-Boiotian vases are COR 23b [ 
Ολι(σ)]sε*(ς)
(there is no reason to assume vocative), COR 58b �ντι (unless
the writer forgot to write even more than an [s] ), COR 71b
Ε&ρ*βα(ς), LAK 3e ,ΟρυΧο(ς), ETR 2 ,Ερ4το(ς). In view of the
character of the labels on the relevant vase, COR 83ter.b is a slightly
dubious example.

Examples on Attic vases are cited ad CHA 11b with n. 556,
§448 n. 1123, §457 n. 1146. Threatte (pp. 639 f.) lists over forty
cases from Attic inscriptions,734 many of them in pausa position.
I cannot possibly accept his view (p. 640) that there is no under-
lying phonetic reality, and that the omissions are merely mistakes
by the writers. In some cases we may think of assimilation of the
final [s] to the initial sound of the following word. But in view
of the pausa forms, a phonetic loss of [s] seems easier.

§205. Metathesis of liquids

Metathesis of liquids is not infrequent in Greek inscriptions 
(see e.g. Schwyzer, p. 267).735 Likely examples on vases are: a
Naukratite graffito (cited ad NAU 1Ba) with not only ëπι-
κ�[(ρ)τε]ος (i.e. / 
Επικρ�τους)736 but also τ0[ι] �φοροδ� [τηι]. 
In the latter case the second omicron is easier than the first to
explain as introduced by a simple mistake, namely as a ‘reversed’
case of A.W. (see §111 at the end). If this is true, the form
�φορ{ο}δ� [τηι] is the same as NAU 1Ib [�]φορ[δ�τηι], well
attested also in Crete and Pamphylia737 (see also §203). It seems
not impossible, however, that �φοροδ� [τηι] reflects a pronunci-
ation [Aphoro-] with an epenthetic vowel, either the first or the
second, in view of the spellings in one and the same inscription,
IGDS 134b (Gela, early 5th cent.), �πογρ�φ4 (twice), γ�ρφ4
(once), and �πογαρ�φ4 (twice).738 A further possible case of
metathesis is LAK 3f Σλιφ(ι)$- (but see ad loc.).

The same phenomenon with nasals seems not to exist (see §433
on COR 96B).

§206. Initial [w]

In many of the dialects in use in the period covered by our vase
inscriptions, initial [w] was a regular and consistently written
sound. For a rich collection of written digammas (in all positions)
see Arena (1971). In the case of certain dialects (e.g. Boiotian;

see Thumb–Scherer, p. 29) the limited corpus of vase inscrip-
tions yields no examples of [w] in this position.

There is a frequent and consistent appearance of initial
digamma on our Corinthian pottery. One of the two exceptions
is the mythical name COR 24d and 76c Ηελ�ν� (see §§251, 503),
the other occurs on the pinax COP 42 where (c) 
Ορθο[. . .] (see
both Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. 3ρθ$ς) is the name of the donor,
who was probably a foreigner in Corinth (see ad loc. and
§209).739 It was only around 500 that [w] was lost in this position
(see CEG 131 = DGE 126 �να�οµες 4στυ œορ�νθ4, c.480).

In Lakonian we have LAK 6 Åι$λ�ς, which is as expected
(Thumb–Kieckers, p. 84).

The word �τα"ρος is a difficult case. Traditionally, it was
thought to be derived from �της (Elean ƒ�τ�ς, LSAG 220. 
6 = DGE 413, c.500?), i.e. to go back to *hwe- < *swe- (see §211).
But nowhere in inscriptions written in dialects which regularly
preserve the initial [w]-sound is there a digamma. The early 
attestations are all metrical: our ITH 1 Η5r[É – ξ ]õνƒος τε φ�λοr
jaÂ p[ισ]t£r �τα"ρος, CEG 335 (Boiotia, c.550–500?), and CEG
139 = DGE 101 (Troizen, c.500?). Chantraine (1942: 150) notes
that even in Homer there is no trace of a digamma in this word
(and often there is preceding elision), whereas in the case of 
�της—an archaic, high-style noun of slightly vague meaning—
a digamma is frequently reflected. The prosodic use of �τα"ρος
in Homer continues in later poets and in the metrical inscriptions
just cited. As the same lack of digamma can be observed in �ταρος,
from which �τα"ρος is derived (see Risch, p. 167), Chantraine 
concludes that the cases of unchanged hiatus (he cites Od. 12. 335
. . . 7λυξα 8τα�ρους and 11. 113 νη� τε κα9 8τ�ροις . . .) are
insufficient for the restoration of a digamma in these two nouns.
Thus there have been various attempts to disconnect 8τα"ρος and
:ταρος from �της (Elean ƒ�τ�ς). Chantraine’s own solution (see
also e.g. Frisk, s.v.; Chantraine, s.v.; Risch, p. 92; LfgrE s.v.), that
in the two longer forms the reflexive first morpheme is *se- not
*swe-, is an unsatisfying compromise. If the longer forms are 
etymologically connected with �της (from which they would have
the -t-), they should surely have the same initial consonants. Peters
(1980: 185 n. 140) even tries to explain the longer forms with an
entirely different root (*set, also perhaps the root of ;σιος and
�τε$ς). Yet we should not disregard the difference in prosodic
use between 8τα"ρος and :ταρος in Homer. Whereas with �τα"ρος
there are indeed only two instances in Homer where a digamma
would improve the reading (Od. 12. 335 just cited, and Od. 10.
320 . . . λ�ξο 8τα�ρων), I have counted twenty-two with :ταρος,
eleven each in the Iliad and Odyssey.740 This reminds us of the
fact that :ταρος—apart from its occurrence in epic (also Hes. Op.
716; h. Bacch. 16)—is entirely alien to the Ionic-Attic dialect (it

734 See also the Attic bf. amphora (c.520), LIMC i, ‘Alkyoneus’ 3* (not in 
ABV ) with Ηερακλ�ο(ς) and �λκυονε*(ς); and from ostraka: e.g. Hesperia 7 
(1938), 239, no. A. O. 7 Θεµισθοκλ0(ς) Φρε�ριος, and ibid. 240, no. A. O. 100
Θεµισθοκλ0(ς) Νεοκλ�ος (c.480).

735 We may compare DGE 784 Κλεοµ$ρτου (Syros, 3rd cent.; for the name
Κλε$µβροτος see Bechtel, pp. 240, 299, and CEG 394 Κλε$µροτος).

736 As the gap seems too short for ëπικ�[ρτε]ος, the liquid may have been lost
(see §203). See also Ε&θυκαρτ�δης, Μενεκ�ρτης (Bechtel, pp. 257 f.). The same
metathesis may be suspected in the Naukratite graffito of E. A. Gardner (1888),
63, no. 755, if we read [Πο]kυκ�ρ[της] instead of -καρ[πος], which is rare (see
Bechtel, p. 234).

737 See Schwyzer, p. 267; Lejeune, §138; Brixhe (1976), 61, with 23 attestations.
738 Insertion of the alpha by ‘reversed’ A.W. (because of the letter-name gamma)

is less likely here in view of its triple occurrence, once even combined with omis-
sion of the alpha after the rho.

739 Thumb–Kieckers (p. 130) assume an earlier loss of initial [w] before [o].
But this explanation cannot explain the several aberrant forms on our pinax.

740 The preceding word mostly ends in a long vowel or diphthong, sometimes,
though rarely, in a short vowel + consonant (as indicated by italics): Il. 5. 325,
10. 235, 242, 11. 91, 16. 269, 581, 19. 345, 23. 137, 748, 24. 4, 416; Od. 3. 432,
10. 225, 436, 11. 113 = 12. 140 ~ 11. 161, 12. 53, 378, 15. 496, 529, 21. 216.
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occurs only in a lyrical passage of Aesch. Pers. 989), but seems
to have been more widespread in other dialects, such as Doric
(prose letter attributed to Cleobul. of Rhodes, apud Diog. Laert.
1. 93), the dialect of choral lyric (Pind. Isth. 7. 11, Aesch. loc.
cit.), and the Lesbian dialect of Sappho (fr. 126 L–P, non-
dactylic).741 In the Homeric language it will have to be recognized
as the Aiolic counterpart and welcome metrical variant of 8τα"ρος,
with which it was of course felt to be closely related. We should
therefore, I think, reconsider the old etymology and attribute the
lack of digamma, both in the case of 8τα"ρος and—analogically—
of :ταρος, to the Ionic layer in the epic language. The meaning
‘friend’ of 8τα"ρος can easily be derived from the reflexive as 
‘associated to oneself ’ (the fact that �της does not—at least not
primarily—mean ‘friend’, as is stressed in LfgrE s.v., is of little
importance for the meaning of 8τα"ρος). The epigraphical evidence
for 8τα"ρος is clearly due to the influence from East Greek epic
language, since in the dialects which preserve initial aspiration
(see §210) not even this part of the expected initial sound cluster
is written (see the Ithakan, Boiotian, and Troizenian examples cited
above, and CEG 164 from Kyrene, 600–550?742). For East Greek
epic influence on non-Ionic inscriptions with poetic background
see §503.

On the Chalcidian vases initial digamma, where we would expect
it, is almost always written (CHA 1l Åι8, CHA 6a Åι8, CHA 13d
Å χυς, CHA 14d Åι8, CHA 17b Åοινε*ς, CHA 18b Å�4ν), though
again with the exception of Helene’s name (CHA 15a Ηελ�ν3;
see §§251, 503). All these forms occur on vases by the Inscription
P., except CHA 18 which is by the Cambridge P. These forms are
not only ‘Fremdnamen’ (Thumb–Scherer, p. 261), but the writers
themselves were probably both foreigners, maybe Corinthians 
(see §259). Since inherited [w] is not attested in any Ionic dialect,
and digamma in the interior position is indeed omitted by the
Inscription P. in CHA 4d ΑBας (where—being a Corinthian—
he might be expected to have written it), we may conclude that
the initial cases are due to these individual writers and not a dialect
feature of the place(s) where Chalcidian vases were made.

In ACC 3b Å$λχ�ς a digamma is written. This is in accordance
with the Achaian dialects (see Thumb–Kieckers, pp. 231 f.), 
and the name may ultimately come from Etruscan, where [w] 
was stable.

§207. Glide [w]

A glide [w] is represented by a digamma inserted after upsilon
in prevocalic position (see e.g. Schwyzer, pp. 197, 314 f.). Its occur-
rence does not necessarily mean that intervocalic or any other
inherited [w] was preserved in the living dialect of the time. For
as long as the letter digamma was contained in the alphabet (see
§106) it could be used where one thought one needed it.

In BOI 10 we have Ε&ƒ�ρχ� twice in (c) and (g).

In Corinthian, where digamma was of course in frequent use,
only one example of glide [w] can be observed: COR 101d
ECƒαρχος; another example may be [. . .]α*ƒιος on a graffito
(LSAG 130. 1; Amyx, no. Gr 5).

In CHA 2c Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς the Inscription P. writes a glide; in CHA
9c Γ3ρυ$ν3ς he does not.

Kretschmer (pp. 37 f.) saw the reason for such spellings as Ε&ƒ-
etc. in the fact that the phonetic fronting of [u] had associated
the letter <υ> with a [y] pronunciation, thus displacing the diph-
thong [eu]. Digamma would then have been introduced to render
this [eu] pronunciation. This explanation, however, is unsatisfact-
ory for several reasons. (1) We know for a certainty that in Boiotia,
where this spelling was particularly frequent (see Thumb–Scherer,
pp. 29 f.), the sound [u], represented by upsilon during the period
when the local script was in use, remained unchanged until much
later, and the upsilon was only used for the sound [y] (< [oi] ) after
400, when the new Ionic script had been introduced. (2) It seems
odd that this spelling occurred in many different places, but
nowhere with any degree of longer-lasting success that might have
had sufficient influence to ensure widespread adoption of the 
new spelling. (3) Every local script contained several signs, in 
particular vowel signs, which had several phonemic and phonetic 
values (e.g. Corinthian 0, b, w, o, V for the respective long 
and short vowels, though some of them must also have shown
differences in quality). (4) It does not explain why -υƒ- spellings
occur only before vowels (on COR 101, for instance, in view of
ECƒαρχος, we should also expect *Περσε*ƒς).

We may therefore assert (1) that this spelling must have
something to do with the prevocalic position of the [u], and (2)
that it has nothing to do with the [y] pronunciation of <υ>. On
the contrary, the spelling may be used as an argument against the
pronunciation of earlier [u] as plain [y] in the dialect of the painter
who wrote CHA 2c Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς (see §259).743

§208. Digamma in intervocalic position

In most of the dialects and periods with which we are dealing here,
intervocalic [w] is lost (see in particular the archaic inscription
IOD 1, where -κλ�ης is not yet contracted). It is preserved in
LAK 7 �ƒεk[λ8ι], which conforms to what we know about the
Lakonian dialect in the sixth century (see Thumb–Kieckers, 
p. 84). On the other hand, for occasional occurrences in dialects
where intervocalic [w] is normally lost, we have to look for spe-
cial reasons. EUC 3 �γασιλ�ƒο is surprising, for instance, and
we may assume that the father of Pyrrhos the potter was not an
Ionian (see ad loc.).

Particularly interesting is the situation at Corinth, where written
intervocalic digamma seems to point to a poetic background 
(see §506). The same reason may be responsible for the writing
of the digamma in CHA 1i 
Zƒατ�3ς. For it seems justifiable to
assume that in a sixth-century Ionic dialect this name should be

741 In all of these examples of �ταρος the initial [w] is prosodically irrelevant.
742 For the aspiration in Kyrenaian dialect see the inscrs. LSAG 320, 324. 20.

Initial digamma was lost early in the dialects of Thera and Kyrene.

743 Lejeune, §163, seems to imagine such a glide [w] also after [y] which is hardly
plausible phonetically.
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*
Zτ�3ς (see ad loc.). A difficult case is PCO 5a 
/ƒ8ς, since this
vase, although Corinthian in style, bears inscriptions in a non-
Corinthian alphabet (see ad loc. and §249).

§209. Digamma after consonant and diphthong

Most examples on vases are from Corinth.
After nasal and liquid: digamma is written after nasal in COR

18i Ξ�νƒ4ν (a human in a non-heroic context), COP 43 Ξενƒοκλ0r
(the donor of a pinax), and perhaps also COR 92b [Ξ ]õmƒ4ν (a
human in a banquet scene); it is written after liquid in COR 17b
Πυρƒ��ς (non-heroic metrical inscription), COP 79a Π*ρƒος
(a horse in a non-heroic scene), COR 29 [. . . Π ]uρƒ�α.[. . . ?] 
(context unclear), and in Πυρƒ�ς on an unpublished vase (non-
heroic; see §231 and introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) ); see also COR Gr
25 œ$ρƒ�[ς . . .] and LSAG 132. 39 (c.400?) κ$ρƒαν. From the
character of these examples we must conclude that in this 
position [w] was still pronounced in Corinth at the time of our
documents.

Digamma is not written after nasal in COR 70k Πολυξ5ν�
(the daughter of Priamos), which must be considered a non-
Corinthian form (see §503). Other attestations are not relevant to
our period, since they are all later, for example the graffito LSAG
132. 31 Ξενοκλ0r (c.500–475?),744 or the gravestone LSAG 132.
30 with Ξεν*λλου (c.480?).745 It is not written after liquid in COR
33c and 114e ∆4ρ�µαχος, which must also be considered non-
Corinthian (see ad COR 33c). Apart from these there is only καλ[
on the problematic vase COR 121 (date?), which I have not seen.

Digamma after a stop is not attested in our vase documents.
In Corinth we may compare CEG 132 = GD 91 = DGE 124 ∆ƒ!ν��
(gen.; c.650?) and CEG 355 δƒ�r (c.600–550?), whereas on a pinax
we have COP 42c 
Ορθο[. . .] (the name of the donor). It seems
as if the preservation of [w] in this position could have been 
typical of metrical texts, but as the writer of the pinax may have
been a foreigner in Corinth (see ad loc. and §206), we should be
cautious.

A special case of [w] in postconsonantal position seems to be
after an i-diphthong. It seems justifiable to separate these cases
from the normal intervocalic ones in view of the fact that the 
frequent label ΑBƒας always has digamma at Corinth, whereas
on the same vases intervocalic [w] is often lost. These are the 
certain examples: COR 10a Α%ƒας; otherwise ΑBƒας, as at COR
12i, 14a–b in contrast to Diοl[5δ3ς?], at 23d/h in contrast to
∆ιοµ5δ3ς, at 30e–f in contrast to Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς, at 38a in contrast
to ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, at 46Af in contrast to ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, at 60a, 82c in contrast
to [Κ]keäβoυλος, at 99b in contrast to D�4ν and Λ��δ�ς, at 117a
and COR Gr 6a, 9. At Corinth, apart from Aias’ name, we get
only �µοιƒ1ν in a metrical inscription on a pinax (COP 1A, see
ad loc.). If we want to treat this position of [w] as an ordinary

intervocalic case, we shall have to accept the fact that each of these
occurrences is a reflection of poetic language (see §506).

Outside Corinth our vase inscriptions have shown the follow-
ing cases involving postconsonantal digamma. (1) ITH 1 [ξ]õνƒος
(metrical). (2) In EUC 3 (see below and §208), the name Π*ρ(ρ)ος
shows loss of [w] (see COR 17b and 29, above). (3) In the name
Aias, digamma is not written in CHA 4d ΑBας and CAE 1b ΑBαr.
(4) In the occurrences of the verb ποι�ω, of which we have many
examples from Boiotia, digamma is written in �πο�ƒ3σε in BOI
1A–B, 2A–D, 5A–B. On the other hand, we have (�)πο�3σε in
BOI 4A–B and 6C–E; and in BOI 3 �πο�3σε is counted åå–å like
�π$3σε of BOI 6B and 7A–B. No digamma is written in ITH 2
πο��σε (prose), which is only slightly younger than ITH 1 with
[ξ ]õνƒος (see (1) just above). For DOC 4 �πο�3σε we cannot say
much for lack of relevant evidence from Selinus (if the vase is of
local manufacture at all). DOI 1a �πο�3 is in accordance with other
examples from Thera in which the [w] is also lost (see ad loc.,
and see Thumb–Kieckers, p. 176). No sign of [w] in this verb
is left in the Ionic inscriptions: EUC 1 �πο�3σe[ν?], 3 �πο�3σεν,
IOD 4A �πο�ησεm, INC 1 �πο�(3)σεν (see ad loc.). INC 2 with
ποι5σ�ς is of uncertain origin. Apart from the occurrences on 
our vases, the [w] in this verb is also attested in Boiotia in 
CEG 334 = DGE 538 (c.550–525?) and LSAG 94. 4 = DGE 539.
1 (c.650–625?, prose); elsewhere it occurs, for example, in CEG
137 = DGE 105 (Methana), CEG 139 = DGE 101 (Troizen), CEG
366 (Mykenai?, prose), CEG 380. iii = DGE 80. 3 (Argive, prose).746

Its frequency in hexametrical inscriptions is obvious. In the case
of CEG 334, just cited, its use is clearly archaizing and its pur-
pose must have been to make clear to the reader the (Homeric)
scansion of the verb with a long syllable ποι-; in this connection,
our BOI 3, which is dated to the same time (nearer 550 than 525),
not only shows �πο�3σε without digamma, but also has a (non-
Homeric) reduced prevocalic diphthong, showing that the loss
of [w] must have happened well before. Yet the archaizing
spelling with digamma seems to have been fashionable in prose
inscriptions too, for the writer of BOI 2A first wrote �πο�3-, then
corrected the last epsilon into a digamma, and completed the form
�πο�Ï3σε, which he also used in BOI 2B–D (see ad loc.).

§210. Initial aspiration

In Corinthian, initial aspiration is normally written where 
we expect it: COR 28Af Η5β�, 28Al and 122 Η5ρ�, 4d, 6c, 12g,
13a, 19a/c, 28Ae, 32a, and 73 Η3ρακλ0ς, 66j Ηαλιµ5δ3ς, 74h
Ηαρµατ�δ�ς, probably 77d Ηαµαθ8ι (see ad loc.; < *sam-?), and
in the article 71e Éο (?); note also the graffiti COR Gr 2 É�, 15b
Η�µερ8ι. On the other hand, on the vases just listed no aspiration
is written where we would not expect it: COR 28Ad �π�λλ4ν,
(g) �θ1ν�, (h) �φροδ-τ�; 4b �λκιν$ƒ� and (c) �νδροµ�δ�; 6b
�θ1ν�; 12d Ε&ρ*τιος; 66a 
Εριφ;λ�, (b) ΑHν�ππ�, (d) Ε&ρυδ�κ�,
(e) �λjl[α�4ν], ( f/r) �(µ)φι�ρ3ος, (k) Iκ(α)στος, (l ) �ργ#ος,

744 Kretschmer, p. 17, no. 4; SGDI 3155; IG iv. 353 (with b-type epsilon and
ˆ not =, but straight iota, i.e. clearly later). Still later is LSAG 132. 32 (IG iv.
352) with = (also c.500–475?, according to Jeffery).

745 Already mentioned by E. Schwyzer, n. ad DGE 123. 11.

746 See also the prose inscr. of the shield-band in the Getty Museum men-
tioned ad COR 123.
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(n) ΕCφ�µος, (p) Iδµ�το[ς], (q) �λ�στ4ρ; 74b 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς, ( j )
Ε(&)q*µαχος; 71b Ε&ρ*βα(ς). The name COR 113d Ηυσµ5ν� also
has an aspiration in Boiotian (see ad loc.). We can therefore assert
that in Corinthian, initial aspiration was fully preserved747 and that
exceptions ought to be accounted for.

Some apparent exceptions belong to forms where the etymo-
logy does not require an aspiration. The first instance is that of
the word Bππος (< *ek’wos), for whose aspiration—omnipresent
in those Greek dialects of the first millennium that preserve 
the phoneme /h/—Ruijgh (1979: 214) has given an interesting
explanation (assuming analogy in expressions like Il. 8. 438 Jρµα
κα9 Kππους). Most occurrences in Corinth have the aspiration
(COR 7a–b, 24h–i, 30h, 44b, 61, 66i/s/u, 68c/l, 70g, 71d, 81Ah,
92j, 116a), but there are a few cases where it is not written. The
clearest example is COR 16b 
 Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς; a likely case is 94
[ 
 Ι]π(π)α�l4m if this restoration is correct (see ad loc.; only one
narrow letter can be missing at the beginning); and a possible case
is 91b.748 In both COR 16b and 94, initial [i] may be suspected
to preserve the original form, but it may also be explained by 
dissimilation at a distance, prompted in the one instance by the
[kh] of -µαχ�δ�ς and in the other (somewhat more improbably)
by the underlying [h] of -(É)α�µ4ν.749 No support for an unaspirated
stem *Hππο- comes (as claimed by Lejeune, §320 n. 1; Plath (1994),
278 f.) from compound names like COR 104e Π�ντιππος and 14e
Ν�κιπ(π)ος. There is indeed an almost total absence of names in
-ιππος having aspiration of an otherwise unaspirated stop at the
end of their first element, whereas examples retaining unaspirated
voiceless stop are very common (Bechtel, pp. 221–5); but Schwyzer
(pp. 218 f. n. 2, with bibl.) plausibly interprets the suppression
of the aspiration in these cases as due to the desire to mark the
juncture in the compound, and gives a number of examples with
second elements other than Kππος.750 There are indeed cases, how-
ever rare, where the aspiration is expressed, for example ,Εφαλος
(Bechtel, p. 35), Πισθ�ταιρος (p. 168), and Iνθιππος (p. 221),
Π�νθιππος (p. 224), ,Εφιππος (p. 222). These show that aspi-
ration was acceptable—though perhaps not compulsory—in this
position, particularly where there was external support, such as
that provided by common nouns and adjectives like �φαλος,
�φιππος, or similar-sounding names like Ξ�νθιππος, -�ππη. It
therefore seems likely that this kind of aspiration was more 
often actually pronounced than the spelling of the names would
indicate. Hence lack of aspiration in a stop preceding Kππος in a
compound name does not provide reliable evidence for lack of

aspiration in the simple noun. On the whole, we should con-
clude that there is no good evidence for [ippos] in non-psilotic
dialects.

In COR 89b 
/νιοχ�δ�ς and LAK 4a 
/νιοχ�δ�ς (as well as
LSAG 201. 52 = DGE 12 = GD 71 òνιοχ�4ν) the etymology of
the first element is not clear, although the probable lack of 
aspiration in Mycenaean (see ad COR 89b) would argue in favour
of an unaspirated origin.751 It is conceivable that the compound
òν�οχος and its derivatives were responsible for the aspiration 
of Mν�αι in the first instance. For if this compound was origin-
ally *Ani-hokhos, ‘holding the reins’, the first [h] may have 
been transposed to the beginning of the word (see e.g. Lejeune,
§85, and see below, §§249, 253). Whether our Corinthian and
Lakonian forms reflect the original stage or a later stage when
the [kh] of -οχος had in turn exercised a dissimilatory effect on
the initial [h]752 we cannot know.

The spelling of the name Hermes (see §253) varies all over
Greece, not least in the presence or absence of aspiration. Hence
our Corinthian examples (COR 28Ak 
Ερµ ς, 92e Η(ε)ρµα"ος,
COR Gr 26(1) 
Ερµ ν) cannot be discussed in purely Corinthian
terms. Their spellings consequently give no support to Arena’s
suggestion (p. 108) that there was an ‘ambiguità implicita nel 
valore di b’ between [e] and [he], which would then justify the
spelling without a 9.753 There is only one more clear example of
b where we would expect [he],754 namely in the dedication from
Olympia LSAG 129 f., 131. 13 (= Arena, no. 96) œυψ3λ�δαι �ν�θεν
�ξ 
Yρακλfi�ς, and this is adduced as further evidence for his 
theory by Arena (p. 62). Yet this inscription, though written in

747 The interpretation of COR 1b–c Η[. . .]hοας (?), COR 11 Éυλαi[. . .] (?),
and COR 124b Ηε[. . .] is uncertain.

748 COR 26c and 42b cannot be determined.
749 Admittedly, [h-] does not often appear in the second element of compounds,

but it is likely to have been still pronounced and therefore its absence in writing
will be merely graphical; see also, on the one hand, Myc. a-pi-a2-ro /Amphi-halos/,
and on the other, e.g. παρÉ�ξω and �νÉ�σταµαι on two South Italian vases (cited,
e.g., in Wachter (1996), 258 n. 15), CIL i2. 836 (Latin Panhormi), and Schwyzer,
p. 219.

750 See e.g. N Ιππα�µων (Bechtel, p. 25), O Ιππαρµος (p. 75), Κρ�τ-, Μεγ�στ-,
and ΦPκ-ερµος (p. 165), �ρεταγ�τας (p. 189), Λυκ$ρµας (p. 352), etc.

751 Fluctuation of initial aspiration is rare in Mycenaean: a-ne-u-te and 
a2-ne-u-te, a-ta and a2-ta.

752 This was the opinion of Kretschmer, p. 49.
753 One may claim some probability for Arena’s suggestion if b (ε) is derived

from 9 as suggested e.g. by Jeffery, pp. 114 f. But first, there is no ambiguity in
9 either (its vocalized use for [he-] is due to A.W.; see §111), and secondly, the
connection of the two letters in question is all but certain. It seems much more
likely to me that b is ‘derived’ from the beta of other alphabets, for its position
at the end of the Corinthian alphabet shows that it is a secondary borrowing (see
§106). Such borrowings, however, could be random signs and need by no means
have the same or even a similar function as in the script from which they are
borrowed. If a Corinthian was looking for an additional sign and found that as
the second character in their alphabet the Ionians used a sign which he did not
know, why should he not have taken it and given it a new function and a new
place at the end of the series? Some examples: (1) I have argued elsewhere (see
Wachter (1989b), 42 f.) that the sign Z was first invented for [kh], and, in a sec-
ond step (but surely not independently), adopted for [ps] in East Ionia, where a
sign for [kh] already existed (X). (2) The Oscan letter for [d], viz. R, which was
introduced into the Oscan alphabet in a secondary reform and can only be the
tailed form of the Greek (or Latin) letter for [r], was adopted for a completely
different function, since D, a possible candidate, was already in use for [r] in
Campania. (3) In the script of the Gothic bible, which is based on the Greek alpha-
bet, the sixth letter (also used for ‘6’), i.e. the Greek digamma (written u), is used
for [kw]. The sign 2, which can hardly be anything else than the Greek theta, is
transferred to the end of the alphabet (as the numeral ‘700’) and used for [hw],
whereas at the place of theta (no. 9) there is indeed the sign for [θ], yet not the
Greek but the Germanic one.

754 Amyx (1988) is inconsistent in his treatment of the question. In COR 66h
he writes ΛÉοντ�ς and (with Heubeck (1980), 286) assumes <É> to be a mistake
for <ε>, whereas in COR 92e he writes É<ε>ρµα"ος, i.e. assuming that <É>
stands for [he].
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Corinthian,755 was in all likelihood inscribed at Olympia by a local
scribe who may have shared the psilotic features of Elean (Thumb–
Kieckers, p. 244).756 It proves nothing about the value of b.757

The name of Hektor is almost always written without an 
aspiration on our vases, though a [h] would be expected if the
name is connected, as it is thought to be, with the *segh- root of
�χω. This root only loses its initial aspiration by dissimilation if
the aspirate [kh] is intact (�χω, similarly τριχ$ς), but retains it if
the aspirate loses its aspiration (:ξω, similarly θρ�ξ; see e.g.
Lejeune, §45). Since an aspirate also loses its aspiration if it pre-
cedes a voiceless stop (4νεκτος, 4µεµπτος; see e.g. Lejeune, §56),
we should at any rate expect [hektdr],758 which is well attested as
the normal Attic form (see n. 271 ad COR 60b). It is, however,
not the form of the Corinthian vases COR 10b, 24b, 30b, 44e, 57j,
68h, 70c, and COR Gr 6b, which all lack a heta, and therefore
need an explanation. To appeal once again to the use of b in
Corinth is a circular argument, and in any case it would not explain
the two non-Corinthian instances of missing aspiration in CHA
15d ,Εκτ4ρ and DOH 1c ,Εκτ4ρ (for the latter see DOH 3 with
Éως). Moreover, in one and the same text the unaspirated form
of Hektor’s name may occur together with names which begin
in [he-]: COR 24b ,Εκτ4ρ together with (d ) Ηελ�ν�, CHA 15d
,Εκτ4ρ (written with G) together with (a) Ηελ�ν3.759 It is inter-
esting to note that in Etruscan also, Hektor’s name has no initial
[h]: Eχtur, Ectur.760 See also §§250 and 503, as well as ad COR
60b Η�Qτ4ρ for the only Corinthian example with heta.

A similar case seems to be the poetic word COP 6 4Qοιτις;
see ad loc. and §503.

For the name Eos, for which we have no certain Corinthian
attestation, see §249.

A special case of initial [h] in Corinthian is the name Ηελ�ν� (COR
24d and 76c), since we would expect a digamma (see §§251, 503).

I add a few words on the non-Corinthian cases, which are on
the whole less problematic. The forms of Hera’s name (BOI 17c
and 21a, IOI 2e) and most of the forms of Herakles’ (LAK 2,
CHA 2b, 9b, 19, 20a) present no problems.761 On the lack of 
aspiration in the word �τα"ρος in dactylic inscriptions see §206.
As for Chalcidian, the aspiration is always written in the ele-
ment Ηιπ(π)- (CHA 1e, 3b, 8f, 14c). A rare case is CHA 28d
Η4ρα . [. . . ?]. CHA 15a Ηελ�ν3 is no problem, since in an 
Ionic context initial digamma cannot a priori be expected (see
§§206, 259). But CHA 5a 
Ε8ς may be a non-epichoric form
because of its lack of initial [h] (see §§249, 503). On LAK 4a

/νιοχ�δ�ς, see above; on Hermes’ name, see §253. Other occur-
rences of initial [h] are in the article, Éο (BOI 4C and 27, DOC
3, INC 2), perhaps É� (DOH 3a), in the likely relative pronoun
É$r of ITH 1, and in the conjunction Éως of DOH 3a. BOI 27
É ι[αρε*ς . . . ?] is doubtul. In East Greek inscriptions, [h] is never
written, of course. On the special cases of IOI 2 and CAE 1, 
see ad locc. Some confusion in the writing of the aspiration can
be observed in ACC 3, where, apart from �ραται in (a) and (c),
and a seemingly regular case of aspiration in (d ) Η*βριχος, 
there is also (d) É(�)ραται, where the (h)eta cannot possibly indic-
ate aspiration, nor a long [b]; the dialect in question seems no
longer to have known initial aspiration (see ad loc.).

§211. Liquids, nasals, and digamma followed by <É>

We have come across a few cases of this archaic spelling of 
initial resonants.

Liquid: COR 66h ΛÉ (ε)ον[τ]\ς (a case of A.W.; see ad loc. 
and §111). Our material contains not a single word or name 
beginning with a rho, and so we have no instance of <ρÉ>.

Nasal: CHA 10b ΜÖ$φσος (for a parallel see ad loc.), 16b
ΜÉ3δ[εσικ�στ3]; COR 123 ΝÉ�σ[(σ)ος] (for a parallel see ad loc.)

Digamma (see also §206 on 8τα"ρος): COR 19 f ÅÉαδ5σιος, 76f
ÅÉεκ�β[�], but 70b Åεκ�β�.

In the two instances of Fh- there are etymological reasons 
for the aspiration. This is particularly clear for ÅÉαδ5σιος which
contains the root of Rνδ�νω < *swa-n-d- (Sanskrit svAdu- etc.; 
see Frisk, as well as Chantraine, s.vv. Rνδ�νω and Sδοµαι, the
former also s.v. Mδ*ς). More difficult is NΕκ�βη. This name is very
plausibly a normal hypocoristic (see §228) of *8κTβ$λος which
presumably was a by-form or a pre-form of 8κηβ$λος.762 For the
first element of this compound two comparisons have been pro-
posed (see Frisk, s.vv.; Chantraine, s.vv.): (1) with 8κ�ς, ‘far’ (in
antiquity the compound was understood to mean ‘far-shooting’);

755 This was done for the benefit of future Corinthian visitors to the sanctu-
ary, I would think.

756 There is another clear trace of Elean dialect on one of these East
Peloponnesian dedications at Olympia, namely the form Θ�σε*ς on a so-called
Argive shield-band (Kunze (1950), 129, 213, no. xxixbis. α; Schefold (1964), 64
f., (1966), 68 f., with dr. fig. 24). This form is surely not a ‘hyperdorism’ (as Webster
(1960), 255 f., holds), nor is it just ‘die dorische Namensform’ (Kunze, op. cit.
129); Theseus’ name contains an original [b] (see Myc. te-se-u), and the [a] is a
typical feature of the Elean dialect (see Thumb–Kieckers, p. 239 top). The com-
bination of the form and the provenance of the object only allow the conclusion
that the artist was an Olympian who probably worked at Olympia too. If we com-
bine these conclusions it follows that at least some of the famous shield-bands,
of which some are inscribed in Corinthian (see e.g. the example cited in §251),
others in Argive, were in fact made at Olympia by local artists and inscribed in
‘foreign’ alphabets. The newly found piece now in the Getty Museum (see ad
COR 123) mentions, it is true, an Argive artist. However, he too may have worked
at Olympia.

757 Moreover, in a phrase consisting of �κ or �ξ + noun, the proclitic pre-
position formed such a close unit with the following word that we may claim 
interior position for the [h], i.e. [ekshbraklbas]. It seems not unlikely that in such
a position an aspiration, which was a phoneme restricted to the initial position,
could be dropped.

758 Kretschmer (p. 9) assumes the influence of �χω for the lack of aspira-
tion. But even within the paradigm of �χω aspirated and unaspirated forms seem
to have coexisted according to the rule just mentioned.

759 Initial [h] is also written in the following names or nouns on vases with
Hektor’s name: COR 24 (apart from (d ) Ηελ�ν�) also has (k) Ηipπ8i and (i)
Ηιπ(π)$λυτος; COR 30h Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς; COR 44b Η�π(π)ιχος; COR 68c
É�π(π)οr and (l ) Ηιππ$λυτ[ος]; COR 70g Ηιππ$µαχος.

760 See de Simone (1968), 53 f. (4th cent. and later); its source is not clear
(Corinthian trade? Euboian colonies?). Helene is Elina (ibid. 58–60; 5th cent. and
later), an isolated case of Helene (ibid. 69) is unusual and late (2nd cent.).

761 Only BOI 15c Η3ρακλ0ς is not necessarily what we should expect (see §503).
762 If the lengthening is due to rhythmic factors (one of the explanations 

advocated; see Lejeune, §226, on σοφPτατος etc.), the hypocoristic name 
Εκ�βη
must be very old.
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(2) with 8κPν (originally, ‘who hits his aim’). In the case of 
(1) �κ�ς, we know that it started with a [w] and we assume that
it was built on the stem of the pronoun 8 < *swe. The second 
possibility, however, leads us back to the well-known IE root
*wek’-, which did not contain an [s]. On the other hand, the 
attestation in Corinth of Hekabe’s name with ÅÉε- supports the
first etymology of *8κT- in 8κηβ$λος, since only *swe could yield
ÅÉε-, and *wek’- could not. For a full discussion see de Simone
(1970b), who favours the first connection (the lack of digamma
in Helene’s name on the same vase is no problem, see §§251, 504).

When we come to look at the sequence of liquids and nasals
+ <É> (Corinthian ΛÉ (ε)ον[τ]\ς and ΝÉ�σ[(σ)ος]; Chalcidian
ΜÉ3δ[εσικ�στ3] and ΜÖ$φσος), there are clear cases where the
<É> is due to an earlier [s], which changed the character of 
the resonant (see Lejeune, §140), for example CEG 451 λÉαβ8ν
(Aigina, c.475–450?), CEG 145 ρÉοƒ ισι (Kerkyra, c.600?);763 but
this spelling occurs also in cases where there never was an [s] (see
Schwyzer, p. 311, Lejeune, §112), for example CEG 146 ΜÉε�ξιος
(Kerkyra, c.575–550?; gen., root *mik’-), late sixth/early fifth-
century Attic µÉεγ�λ4 (CEG 190, 215, 248)764 and µÉ�σ(σ)4ι (CEG
304).765 The instances on our vases are difficult. (1) The etymology
of λ�ων is obscure (we simply know that the word already
existed in Mycenaean). (2) Also, Nessos’ name is not clear (in Attic
it is Ν�ττος; see §213). Theoretically it could be a derivative in
-jo- of the root *nek’- of νεκρ$ς etc. (after all he brought death
to Herakles), but this is by no means certain (this root did not
contain an initial [s] ). (3) The name Μηδεσικ�στη is normally
grouped with µUδοµαι, µ0δος, -µUδης, etc., where no initial [s]
ever existed (cf. also µεδ-). Should we therefore interpret our 
name as Μειδεσικ�στη (i.e. with the *smi- root of ‘smile’, whose
original [s] is visible in Greek, for example in φιλοµµειδUς) with
early monophthongization of the original [ei] diphthong (see §219
at the end)? This could be a secondary popular etymology (see
§510), or it could be the true origin of the name, misinterpreted
by Homer or later. We cannot know for certain. (4) The name
Μ$ψος is etymologically unclear (see Chantraine, s.v.; Myc. 
mo-qo-so has been compared).

For the possible link between literary texts and liquids/nasals
+ <É>, which occur almost exclusively in the word-initial position,766

see §507.

§212. Assimilation and dissimilation

An interesting case of assimilation occurs in two forms of the name
of Hektor.767 On COR 68, by a very careless writer, (e) was first
written Ετορ, and only afterwards was a kappa added, unfortunately
in the wrong place: Κετορ. The original form shows assimilation
of [kt] > [tt], i.e. it may be transcribed ,Ετ(τ)4ρ. The same phe-
nomenon occurs on another, very carefully inscribed Corinthian
vase, COR Gr 6, where the hero’s name is spelled (b) ,Ετρ4ρ. We
may first of all compare this form with ,Εκτρωρ on an Attic bf.
hydria of c.510–500,768 where the additional ρ is due to assim-
ilatory duplication of the liquid.769 Secondly, we can compare it
with the cases showing a cluster of two different stops spelled
with only one of them; there is a second Corinthian example, viz.
ƒανατι (for -κτι) on the pinax COP 2A,770 where the metre requires
a geminate, i.e. ƒ�νατ(τ)ι.771 For Hektor’s name see also §250.772

A likely case of assimilation [mn] > [mm], which is rare in
Greek, is COR 114c Μ�µ4ν, for which Μ�µ(ν)4ν seems to be the
best interpretation (see ad loc. for parallels; Schwyzer, p. 256 
with bibl.; Lejeune, §153 n. 3, is not aware of the whole evidence).
For two possible cases of vowel assimilation, viz. Κεσσ�νδρ� >
Κασσ�νδρ� and Κ�λαις > Κ�λαις, see ad COR 70l n. 306 and
§425 n. 1068, respectively.

As for dissimilation, there is a special case in BOI 3 περικαλδε�α.
For reasons of metre and content this form clearly represents
περικαλλ�α (with ει for original [g], as ibid. θειο"ς; see §221). The
cluster [ld] instead of [ll] is puzzling, but a second occurrence 

763 This case, in which the preceding syllable is short, seems to suggest that
the aspirated spelling has no direct relation to the frequent lengthening of short
syllables in front of a liquid or nasal in the epic language (see Chantraine (1942),
176 f.; Schwyzer, pp. 310 f.). Yet one could of course claim that we may simply
no longer be able to recognize the original state, since matters are confused in
both directions.

764 Also DGE 686 passim ΜÉει�λ3 vel sim. (Pamphylian, see Brixhe (1976), 69).
765 Etymologically unclear examples are ‘Megarian’ in DGE 152 ΜÉεγαρε*ς

(a Megarian, c.400?), LSAG 297 with n. 1, 306. 43a ΜÉ|γαρ�ς (Delos, c.525),
IGDS 28b. 12 ΜÉεγα[ρ-. . .] (Megara Hyblaia, late 6th cent.; see IGDS, p. 36);
it seems as if the two cities somehow insisted on this spelling. Moreover, we have
Immerwahr, no. 152, µÉ$νος (Attic, c.540; the etymology of µ$νος is unclear),
and LSAG 138. 11 = DGE 151 ΜÉειλο[. . .] (Megara, 5th cent.).

766 The examples of Φρε�ρÉιος cited by Hansen ad CEG 180 are a different
matter since here the heta is added to the geminate [rr]—or even serves to mark it.

767 Cited already in Wachter (1992), 24 f. (no. 6).
768 Para. 164. 31bis; Boardman (1974), 110 (c.520–500), with ph. fig. 203; ph.

Schefold (1978), 233 (c.510); Immerwahr, no. 443, ph. pl. 24. The Ω in this name
and the one in Πατρ$κλω (i.e. -ου) on the same vase are remarkably early exam-
ples of this letter in Athens (see below and Threatte, p. 38). As the λ in Πατροκλω
is the local Attic one, we should not speak of (East) Ionic script, since we know
from other sources that omega was already part of the local Attic alphabet in the
6th cent. (see §106). Yet the form of Hektor’s name is still not the normal Attic
one, which would have aspiration; this again need not be (direct) East Ionic
influence upon script or dialect, since elsewhere too, e.g. in Corinthian, the name
has no initial [h] (see §§210, 250).

769 Called ‘fernassimilatorischer Zuwachs’ by Leumann (1977: 233; it is a fre-
quent phenomenon in Latin and Romance, e.g. inscr. Octrobres, French trésor).
Attic examples such as Χραιρ�δηµος are cited by Threatte, pp. 478 f.; see also
e.g. Καβρ�ρ[4ι] IG vii. 3644 (= Wolters–Bruns (1940), 50, no. 111). Maybe Η�τλ4ρ
on an Attic bf. band-cup (ABV 675, ‘Stroibos’, no. 4; see Gerhard (1847), 88,
dr. pl. 190/1. 4) belongs here, and—if the reading is correct—shows the addi-
tional [r] dissimilated.

770 Arena (p. 73, ad no. 9) has already compared the two cases, thinking of
‘difficoltà di pronuncia’ of [kt]. His comparison is less justified in view of his read-
ing of COR Gr 6b (assuming an inversion: , ΕτQ4ρ), but turns out to be fully
justified if our reading is substituted.

771 Assimilation (see Schwyzer, pp. 316 f.) and single spelling of the re-
sulting geminate (p. 318) is generally the better interpretation for these cases, 
rather than assumption of the loss of one component of the cluster, which 
would have changed the prosodic shape of the word. The phenomenon is 
widely attested, e.g. in Thessalian and Cretan (e.g. νυττ� ); see also in Cyprian
ICS 121 �ριστοƒ�νατ(τ)ος; Masson–Mitford (1986), 28 f. te-mi-si-to-na-to
ΘεµιστPνατ(τ)ο(ς), 37 ta-si-wa-na-to Τασ(σ)ιƒ�νατ(τ)ο(ς).

772 There are no cases of the analogous development [pt] > [tt] on our vases.
An Attic example is cited at n. 1146 below; for another see Threatte, p. 570; a
non-Attic example is �νκλετ�τ4 (for -κλεπτ-) in a local graffito on an Attic kylix
from Pontecagnano (Campania), for which see Lazzarini (1984) (and SEG 34.
1019; Guarducci (1987), 364, ph. p. 365).
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of [ld] in this very word in contemporary Boiotia (CEG 335
περικαλδXς 4γ[αλµα], c.550–500?),773 also in a hexameter, shows
that it cannot be just a mistake. The reason for the persistent pre-
sence of a geminate in κ�λλος, καλλι- is unknown.774 There are
thus two possible ways of explaining the [ld] form. (1) It could be
the actual origin of -λλ-: [ld] > [ll]; or (2) it could be a secondary
development from -λλ-: [ld] < [ll]. The first explanation leaves us
with the difficulty that a suffix *-dos-/-des- is unfamiliar in Greek
and IE,775 and a sound-change [ld] > [ll] does not seem to be attested
elsewhere in Greek.776 The second hypothesis may be easier,
though the only comparable sound-change that I can find in ancient
Greek is κρ$µβυον instead of κρ$µµυον.777 On the other hand, in
modern Greek there are examples of [ld] (<λτ>) instead of [ll],778

for example 4λτος, βασιλ$πουλτο, 7µελτε, also in borrowings such
as καβαλτ�ρις, καστ�λτι (on Astypalaia and Karpathos). The same
change (though now reversed in speech) has been fixed in Danish
spelling: told ‘toll’, balde ‘ball’, falde ‘fall’, etc., and can be observed
in Spanish learned borrowings,779 for example celda from cella.

Other likely cases of dissimilation are COR 74 j Ε(&)q*µαχος
and COP 36 µ
 �δ�θ3κε (see ad locc.). For dissimilation of aspira-
tion, see §210.

§213. -ττ- and -σσ-

Of forms which have [tt] in some dialects and [ss] in others, there
are only four cases among our vase inscriptions; they are mostly
Corinthian, where [ss] is expected (see Thumb–Kieckers, p. 130).
The geminate is often represented by a single letter (see §113).

(1) COR 66c ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α probably reflects a literary form
(otherwise we would not expect the digamma, and the name would
be contracted; see §506). Therefore the second element -ƒ�νασα
should be taken as [-wanassa] not [-wanasa] which would not fit
a dactylic metre.

(2) For the name Odysseus, see §254. On a vase from Boiotia,
where we would expect [tt] as in Attic (see Thumb–Scherer, 
p. 32), we have -σ(σ)-: BOI 18a 
Ολυσ(σ)ε*ς (see §503). Other
examples of the name are as we would expect in the respective
dialects (see also Schwyzer, pp. 320 f.).

(3) The third example is COR 123 ΝÉ�σ[(σ)ος] (Attic has
Ν�τ(τ)ος, attested in the 7th cent.: ABV 4 f., no. 1; Immerwahr,
no. 55, with Η3ρακλ0ς).780 The etymology of this name is unknown
(see §211).

(4) In COR 70l Κεσ(σ)�νδρ�, where the first vowel is a prob-
lem, it is slightly less certain that we have a geminate (see ad loc.).
The epic form has -σσ-, and in Attic there are the clear examples
Κατ(τ)�νδρ� and Καττ�νδρ�, the first on ABV 136. 54, the second
on a recently published vase—for which see n. 1097.

The [tt]-type Attic equivalents of (2), (3), and (4) above are
taken by Schwyzer (p. 317) to be cases of hyperatticism,781 by
which he must mean wrong adaptation of the epic form to the
Attic dialect. However, in view of the fact that the forms with
[tt] are earlier in Attic than those with [ss], this is implausible,
particularly so in the case of Odysseus’ name, which is frequently
attested with [tt] and whose almost consistent [l] instead of the
epic [d] is not a hypercorrection, but quite the reverse (see §254).
Be that as it may, the very existence of Attic equivalents with a
dental stop shows that the s-forms normally had a geminate.

§214. -ρσ- and -ρρ-

We have examples of the cluster -ρσ- on Boiotian, Corinthian,
and Chalcidian vases. In Boiotian [rs] is normally preserved, [rr]
occurs only rarely (see Thumb–Scherer (p. 33), who assume 
foreign—i.e. Euboian or Attic—influence). BOI 8 Περσε*ς
therefore shows the expected form (Attic has Περ(ρ)ε*ς782). 
In Corinthian too [rs] seems to be the normal form (see also
Thumb–Kieckers, p. 130), as attested in COR 33h Θ�ρσανδρος,
COR 55 and 101b Περσε*ς. A difficult case on a later vase is COR
124B Φερ(ρ)ι[φ-. . .] or Φερσ[εφ-. . .] (see ad loc.).

On the other hand, we would expect [rr] in West Ionic dialects,
as, for example, in SGDI 5272. 12 �γ�ρρει (see also 16) from
Neapolis, and, from Eretria, IG xii/9. 450 ,Ορριππος, 245A. 176
Θαρρ�ας Θαρρυµ�χου, 246A. 170 Θαρρ�ππου, and ibid. B. 17
Θαρρ*νοντος (for more examples see IG xii/9, index, p. 191; 
and see Thumb–Scherer, p. 265; Buck, §80). This development
seems to be older than the migration of Euboians to the West
(which also means that it is of no assistance in identifying the place
of production of Chalcidian pottery). We may therefore conclude
that CHA 9e Περσε*ς is a non-Chalcidian form, and probably
due to the Inscription P.’s non-Ionic origin (see §259).

§215. Doubling of intervocalic liquid or nasal

There are two early examples on Corinthian pinakes of what seems
to have been a more or less spontaneous doubling mainly of liquids
and nasals in the intervocalic position (for the phenomenon see
Kretschmer, p. 50; Schwyzer, pp. 237 f.), viz. COP 51B [. . .]ς
µ
 �ννõ [θ3κε] and 25 ΑHσιµ�λλçς l
 .ν[�θ3κε . . . ?] (for names in
-µ�λης see Bechtel, p. 305).

773 Cited by Maffre (1975), 422 n. 47; Ducat (1971), 386, no. 238, with dr. 
fig. 37 (from a ph.), boustrophedon.

774 See Schwyzer, p. 447 n. 6; Lejeune, §139 with n. 5; Plath (1994), 165 n. 8.
This element is not infrequently attested on our vases, e.g. EUB 3a Καλλιµe[. . .],
COR 28Ac Καλλι$π�, DOH 3a καλλ�στα.

775 See Schwyzer, pp. 508 f.
776 Threatte (p. 558) records a few cases of fluctuation between [ll] and [ld]

in Karian names.
777 Schwyzer, p. 231; also to be observed are e.g. (obsolete) English ‘humble-

bee’ and Zurich German dialect ‘Humbeli’ for German ‘Hummel’.
778 See Schwyzer (1934), 226.
779 See Grammont (1956), 234 f.
780 On this ‘Nettos Vase’ see Stoessl (1987), 127 (incomprehensible: ‘Beischrift

Ηρακλης, linksläufig, H=H, E=H’).

781 This view is repeated by García-Ramón (1988–90), 54.
782 ABV 5. 4 by the Nettos P. (Immerwahr, no. 57; ph. e.g. Schefold (1964

and 1966), pl. 44a, (1993), fig. 68). The same form appears on a fr. by Kleitias,
ABV 77. 2 (not in Immerwahr; ph. Schefold (1993), fig. 243).
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Vowels

§216. [F] < [G]

Only two examples of a short [a] instead of [e] occur in our docu-
ments, viz. DOH 3b Iρταµις and BOI 10f Ε&φ�ρια, which is
probably equivalent to Ε&φ�ρεια. The former is the usual form
of the goddess’s name in all West Greek dialects, the latter is due
to the tendency of mainly North-west Greek dialects to lower [e]
before an [r]. In Boiotia this change is only very rarely found,
and then mainly in proper names (see ad BOI 10f ). It is most
frequently encountered in Phokian and Lokrian (see e.g. Thumb–
Kieckers, pp. 262 f., 287).783

§217. The pronunciation of */u/

It is very difficult to establish the exact pronunciation of any vowel
in a certain dialect at a certain time. In the case of <υ> (see e.g.
Schwyzer, pp. 182, 197 with n. 2), we know that it was pronounced
[y] in Attica and in the Koine, but remained [u] in Boiotia for
much longer (see §207).

As far as Corinthian is concerned, we have two contrasting
pieces of evidence (see the earlier remarks of Kretschmer, pp. 31
f.). On the one hand, there is COR 113d Ηυσµ5ν� (see ad loc.),
whose first syllable, for which we expect Ηισ-, may point to an
[y] pronunciation of earlier [u], but the same cannot as safely 
be argued for 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς (see §254). On the other hand, the 
consistent use of qoppa instead of kappa immediately784 before
upsilon785 in just the same way as it is used before a back vowel

[o]786 does not support the idea of a front pronunciation [y]. It
has often been argued that the very rare use of the letter qoppa
before an upsilon in Attic is due to the pronunciation [y] of 
earlier [u] in this dialect; yet the use of qoppa before [u] is by no
means natural either. For its primary use, soon given up as
superfluous all over the Greek world, is entirely due to the [o]
in its letter-name qoppa, and any region or school was free to
decide that it should be used before [o] vowels only, leaving for
the position before upsilon the universal sign kappa no matter
what the exact pronunciation of <υ> was. Therefore we may argue
that in a dialect where qoppa is used before upsilon, the pro-
nunciation of upsilon is particularly likely to have been [u] not
[y], at least at the time when writing was first introduced. The
consistent spelling <Qυ>, in my view, discredits the isolated
Ηυσµ5ν�, and we should accept a back pronunciation [u] of <υ>
in Corinth (for non-phonological ways of explaining Ηυσµ5ν� see
ad loc.). See also §225 on the spelling of the diphthong in COR
23g Τε[Qρος and COR 30c �χιλλεο*ς.

In Chalcidian, too, qoppa can be used before <υ>.787 The spel-
ling in CHA 20b œ*Qνυς has been compared with IG xiv. 871
Éυπυ (instead of Éυπο) from Kyme, a Euboian colony (see, 
however, ad loc.). Another form from a Euboian context was 
compared by Rumpf (1927), 51: IG xii/9. 56. 276 Μ�τυικος
(5th cent.?). These forms with their <υ> instead of <ο> make
it more likely that <υ> was not pronounced [y] but [u] in the
dialect and period in question (see Kretschmer, p. 68; Schwyzer,
p. 182; Thumb–Scherer, p. 251; Lejeune, §252).

For East Ionic (from which we have IOD 4A Q*λικα), see §225.

§218. [A] < [B]

We have only one certain case of [a] from an earlier [b], viz. 
ITH 2 πο��σε (for ibid. -κλ��ς see ad loc.). This occurrence 
in Ithaka of an otherwise exclusively Elean dialect feature (see
Thumb–Kieckers, p. 239) has long since been noticed (see Buck,
§15).788 We know extremely little about the dialect of Ithaka, but
one inscription (LSAG 234. 3) of c.550 shows [τ]¢ς Η5ρ�ς (not
*Η1ρ�ς) and µε �[πο]\3σ[αν]. There are two possible explanations.

783 In this context it may be worth mentioning that in the Gigantomachy friezes
of the Siphnian Treasury at Delphi (dated shortly before 525; see F. Vian and
M. B. Moore, LIMC iv. 197 f., ‘Gigantes’ 2*, and ibid. 268 f.), whose inscrs. have
been newly checked and the readings much improved by Brinkmann (1985) and
(1994), one of the names (Brinkmann (1994), 170 f.) has a clearly Phokian form,
viz. �σταρ��ς, a dead giant. This is important for the question of the artist’s ori-
gin. Brinkmann plausibly prefers a restoration of the beginning of the signature
to read �ριστ�4ν Π�ριος. This restoration had been suggested by Jeffery (see
Brinkmann (1994), 75 with n. 229), no doubt also with regard to the dactylic struct-
ure of the rest (the name would have to be scanned –åå– or –––, see §222; the
inscr. is CEG 449, not cited by Brinkmann). If the attribution to Aristion is cor-
rect, we have the choice between two conclusions. (1) Unlike for his signature,
which seems to be in Attic, for the labels the artist employed both the local alpha-
bet (recognized by Jeffery (1961), 102; see Brinkmann (1985), 108 with n. 86,
(1994), 96 bottom) and the local dialect. (2) The labels were added by a local mason
who specialized in Phokian stone inscriptions. I prefer the second possibility. As
to the name of the giant, Brinkmann (1985: 128 n. 194), referring to Vian (1952:
262 ff.), briefly mentions two scholia citing Aristotle (fr. 637 Rose), which con-
nect the foundation of the Panathenaic games with the slaying by Athena of a
giant with a similar name. In one scholion we read the dat. �στ�ρι, in the other
one the gen. �στερ�ου. In view of the name on the Treasury frieze, which is the
earliest attestation of this giant’s name, the nom. of the gen. just cited is
�στερ�ας, not �στ�ριος as hitherto assumed (the alleged *�στUρ of the other
scholion may be a mistake). On the frieze Astarias may well belong to the group
of giants fought by Athena (the warrior facing r., stepping over him, is probably
also a giant).

784 In mediate sequence writers were free to use either sign. Before <ο>: COR
3 P�τροQλος (but kappa in 46Ab and 57e), 23g Τε[Qρος, 44e, 60b, 70c ,ΕQτ4ρ
vel sim. (but kappa in 24b, 30b, 57j, 68h, CHA 15d, DOH 1c), COR 46Ba ΧαριQλ8ι,
66u Η�ππαλQµος, 107e œρο*πιος (also CHA 3i œρ8πιος). Before <υ>: COR
113a œλ*τος and (b) ΠεριQλ*µενος (on the same vase is (d ) Ηυσµ5ν�); perhaps
also 81Ad, but with kappa 12b Κλ*τιος (for Chalcidian see n. 787).

785 COR 47 (and probably COP 26) Α$σQυλ"νος, COR 50 œυλ(λ)��ς, 69
œ*Qm[ος], 77e œ�µατοθ , 87b/e (and probably 90c) œ*λλαρος; COP 10 Œ*λ(λ)�r,
11b œυλο�δ�ς. Uncertain are COP 46 and 87.

786 COR 18e ΕCδιQος, 19h (and probably COP 44a) œ8µιος, COR 26c
[Η ] iπ(π)$διQος, 33 f Λ�Q4ν, 40b ,ΟµριQος, 58a Ν-Q4ν, 68j, 74i, 82h ΓλαYQος
vel sim., 70f and 102i œ$ρα(ξ)ς, 79Aa (and 68i?) ΛεYQος, 81Ba [. . .]ïδοËος, 114b
ΜιQοθ�4ν, probably 106a Π$qË[ος]; COP 6 4Qοιτις, 45 œ$[.]ρις, 62a Φ*σQ4m,
85 ν�Q[µες; COR Gr 2 Qοτ*λka, 25 œ$ρƒ�[ς]. Less certain COR 105a R . Ëοr.

787 The Inscription P. twice shows qoppa, CHA 3e œλυτ8 and 10d œλ*τιος,
and once kappa, 1d Κλυτ8 (together with the non-Ionic ‘throwaway name’ (l )
Åι8; see §§237, 259). A different painter writes CHA 20b œ*Qνυς. For the spelling
before [o] see nn. 522 and 784.

788 I do not understand why Heubeck (1980: 282) interprets -κλ��ς as due to
the local North-west Greek dialect (referring to Bechtel (1921), 170, (1923), 117),
but then states: ‘schwer erklärbar (ist) πο��σε mit unetymologischem �
(Hyperdorismus?); vgl. Schwyzer GG I 828’. A hyperdorism in an inscr. of the
early 7th cent., written by a (North-)west Greek potter, seems very unlikely to
me; and if one takes -κλ��ς for the same formation as -κλ�ης, one ought to explain
both forms in the same way.
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(1) The ‘candlestick’ ITH 2 with its inscription is an imported
piece. (2) The tendency to open long [b] existed in Ithaka too,
but was eventually reversed. The former explanation does not solve
the problem; the only place to which we could attribute our dialect
form, namely Elis, has an alphabet which uses sigma, whereas ITH
2 shows san. Therefore the second possibility is more likely.789

Should we assume that the later Corinthian colonists superseded
an earlier population of North-west Greeks on the island? The
local script may still be due to the first Corinthians to arrive in
Ithaka (see §107), but the form πο��σε is certainly not Corinthian.

§219. Secondary [B]

In many dialects the result of the compensatory lengthening of
[g] was treated as identical to the long vowel arising from 
contracted [gg] but was kept apart from the inherited [b] (for the
o-vowels see §220). The result was often an asymmetric system
in which two long e-vowels, [l] and [|], corresponded to one short
vowel [g]. The writing systems did not always distinguish the two
long e-sounds. In the local Attic script, for instance, epsilon was
used both for the short vowel and for the two long vowels. The
situation only became clearer when the secondary [l] from con-
traction or compensatory lengthening came to be written with 
a digraph <ει>790 and when (later) the primary [|] (both the 
inherited one and that from *[a] ) was represented by East Ionic
<η>. The use of the digraph <ει> for [l], i.e. the practice of 
writing a ‘spurious diphthong’, had become possible because of
the merging of [ei] with [l] owing to the general Greek tendency
towards the monophthongization of i-diphthongs. Yet the new
spelling, while more accurately reflecting the nature of the phone-
mic system, concealed the etymological distinction between the
original diphthong (written <ει> in the local script) and secondary
[l] (written <ε> in the local script).

The local script of Corinth, in contrast to most other local
scripts but in conformity with East Ionic, shows two separate signs
for e-vowels, viz. G and b. In general terms the former is used
for an inherited [ei] diphthong (and possibly for a secondary [l],
but see below). b, which is much more frequent, is used for 
the short [g] and for the inherited long [b]. Typical examples 
are COR 66l �ργ!ος, 97 Ποτ!δ1ν, and 131c φε*γ! (all with G
for an earlier diphthong [ei] ); but see 66m Φ�ρ3ς (with b for both
inherited [g] and [b] ).791

The most thorough discussion of the Corinthian evidence is
still that by Kretschmer (pp. 33–6),792 which need not be repeated
here. We may, however, make a few general points. (1) As is nor-
mal in Greece, the spelling seems to concentrate on distinctions
of quality rather than quantity. It should follow therefore that [g]
written b was nearer in quality to inherited long [b], also written
b, than to the sound(s) written G. (2) The distinction between the
two long vowels was presumably that between a closed and a more
open vowel, and it seems likely that G indicated the more closed
vowel. There are two reasons for this assumption. First, G rep-
resents an original [ei] diphthong which we should normally 
expect to monophthongize into a closed long vowel. That this was
so is shown by e.g. COR 49 ΦZδ��ς (see ad loc.) and COP 2A
ΠοτZδ1ƒ4νι (see §255), where the etymological [ei] is represented
by an iota (w), i.e. the closure of [ei] seems to have gone even
further than [l];793 an indirect further proof of a closed pro-
nunciation is the (very early) exceptional spelling in COP 37a
�(µ)φιτρ(τ�ν, where a long [c] is written with an G (see §246).
Secondly, G is occasionally used instead of normal iota for an 
earlier [h]: in COR 27a Πρfiαµος (if correctly read; see §256)794

and—as the second element of an i-diphthong—in COR 10a
Α%ƒας, 47 Α$σQυλ"νος, etc. (see §225). The latter cases, where
G represents a short vowel, prove that its special feature was 
of quality not quantity.795 An alleged third use of G, namely for
normal short [g] in COP 29 &µ�, is an isolated case and probably
attributable to a foreigner in Corinth (a Boiotian?; see ad loc.).

As for the secondary long [b], in view of the statement made
at (1) in the paragraph above, it seems a priori likely that it should
be expressed by the sign b, which was used for the short vowel
from which the secondary [b] originated by contraction or com-
pensatory lengthening. On the other hand, the situation in Attic,
where the secondary [b] was more closed than inherited [b] and
eventually merged with the monophthongized [ei], may lead us
to expect the same for Corinthian, i.e. a system that used the sign
for a more closed e-vowel, viz. G. There are, however, two points
which should make us sceptical about the second possibility. First,
we cannot necessarily extrapolate from Attic to Corinthian. For
the qualitative distinction in Attic may be due to the specific 
Ionic-Attic merging of inherited [b] with [|] < *[a] to produce an
e-vowel which was more open than [g] and its lengthened vari-
ants. Secondly, even if inherited [b] was more open than [g] in
Corinth too, G, the sign for the original [ei], may have been felt
to represent too closed a vowel to be used for secondary [b].789 I do not consider the (third) possibility of a mistake; the inscr. is very care-

fully written.
790 For the time and a possible reason for the introduction of the new spelling

see Wachter (1991b), 108–12.
791 It is important to note that the Corinthian b-type epsilon stands at the end

of the alphabet. This shows that the letter is a secondary addition, and provides
a further indication that the Corinthian writing system is a secondary adaptation
of an older system (see §§106 and 210 with n. 753). That b was chosen for the
primary and G for the secondary long e-sound is surprising. G is the old sign which
must have been in use for all e-sounds in the earlier writing system of the region,
and therefore we might have expected the opposite solution. But in principle it
is unimportant which sign is used for which sound; signs are only symbols, and
it was up to the authors of the reform to define the new orthographic rules. The
solution is therefore likely to be due to mere chance.

792 A short account is given by Thumb–Kieckers, p. 128.
793 See Lejeune (1945), 110; COR 18g Χαρικλ�δ�ς, which he also considers

to have a long second [i], contains a different sound and is earlier too, hence I
prefer Kretschmer’s explanation (see ad loc.).

794 But Πρ�αµος in COR 70a and COR 79Ad. Was the [i] slightly opened
because of the [r] or the following [a]?

795 Indeed, no archaic Greek writing system contained two different signs for
two vowels which differed only in quantity, and even in the case of East Greek eta
and omega (which were not adopted by the Corinthians when they reformed their
alphabet; see §106) the difference was not only of quantity but also of quality.
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At this stage we should look at the evidence, but unfortunately
there is probably no case of secondary [b] in any extant Corinthian
document for which we may claim that it shows a ‘normal’ spelling.
There is no certain instance of contraction [g] + [g] (for the gen.
Ηερακλεος see §221).796 Therefore we have to concentrate on the
one certain and two possible cases of compensatory lengthening
of an [g], viz. the aorist participle in COP 1A [�]pαγγε�λας, the
first person singular of the verb ‘to be’, which should be [bmi] <
*esmi, and the name label COR 70k Πολυξ5ν�.

The form of COP 1A shows not only a digraph, <ει>, which
is a secondary spelling everywhere in Greece (see above, as well
as §§220, 505), but also <γγ>, which is unusual in mainland
Greece (see ad loc., as well as §§114, 503). In view of this we 
cannot speak of a proper, epichoric Corinthian form. The same
spelling occurs in Iason’s name, COR 24Ba ΕH�σ4ν, which has
a short [i] in literature and is of uncertain etymology (see ad loc.),
but the label (d) Πουλυδ(ε)*κ(3)ς of the same vase (see §220) may
help to suggest a reason for the <ει> spelling (see §505).

The situation with ‘I am’ at Corinth is the following: in our
documents, *µι (with G) is obviously the ‘normal’ form (attested
on COP 5a, 24, 59, 61, 83, COR 128, and probably 121d), but
there is also COR Gr 23 îµι (with w),797 and ©µ� (with b) in 
COR 18a and probably in COR Gr 2 (7th cent.). The situation
is therefore similar to that in Poseidon’s name (see §255). A text
like COP 83 Ποτ!δ1ν δ
 *µι suggests that the writer heard the
same vowel twice, whereas in COR 121d a difference must have
been audible between the different long [b]s in . . . *lι τ5 ποτ5ριον.
That the vowel in *µ� was more closed than the original long 
[b] is shown by the unique spelling îµι of COR Gr 23, exactly
comparable to the cases, mentioned above, of Poseidon’s and 
a certain Pheidias’ names. Yet these two examples contained 
original real diphthongs, monophthongized in Corinthian, and it
is important to note in this connection that in Attic, ‘I am’ clearly
did not have a spurious diphthong (i.e. a secondary [b] ) but a
real diphthong from the earliest examples onwards, whatever the 
reason for it was.798 It seems equally likely to me—if not, indeed,
more likely—that the Corinthian ‘normal’ form too represents just
such a monophthongized real diphthong, rather than a product
of compensatory lengthening—especially if we look at the remain-
ing evidence on our vases, which gives the impression that the
real-diphthong version was far more widespread than has been
believed hitherto:799 we have DOC 5 εHµ� (Sicily, 2nd q. 5th cent.,
alongside <ο> in the article τ[),800 IOD 9 εHµι (Milesian Black

Sea colony, late 6th cent.), NAU 1La -ιµι (in crasi ), NAU 1Nb
εHµ[ι], AIG 3A εHl[ι] (all three in an East Ionic trading context,
1st h. 6th cent.), and one non-diphthong version, DOI 1b [µ�
(Thera, 2nd h. 7th cent.). It may be tempting to connect the two
Corinthian forms with b with the final, Doric, example and call
them archaisms, but we should be cautious. The graffito COR
Gr 2, it is true, is said to be slightly earlier than the other
Corinthian attestations of our verb form. But it cannot be called
earlier than COP 3, whose (a) Ποτ!δï[ν] shows that, by that time,
the Corinthian writing system as we know it was already in exist-
ence and that the monophthongization of a former [ei] was an
accomplished fact. Now, if we wanted to take COR Gr 2 ©µ� as
an archaism, we should have to declare ‘normal’ *µ� to be the result
of a modern intrusion of [eimi] with a real diphthong into the
Corinthian dialect no earlier than, say, 650. This is hardly pos-
sible, however, since it first had to be monophthongized, together
with the [ei] in Poseidon’s name, and this must have happened
well before such documents as our COP 3, and needed time.
Moreover, the genitive Χοιρ�σου of the same graffito (COR 
Gr 2) shows a modern spelling (see §220). It is more reasonable,
therefore, to take its ©µ� as an isolated slip. Or we may consider
the explanation suggested for the analogous spellings with b in
Poseidon’s name (see §255), namely the influence of a foreigner;
this idea seems plausible in the case of COR 18a (to be dated after
600), where we may suspect ( j) Φρ*ξ, whose name comes last
in the list, to have been the author.

The last possible case of secondary [b] as a result of compens-
atory lengthening, COR 70k Πολυξ5ν�, must be a non-epichoric
form (see §§209, 503). Its spelling with b cannot therefore be used
as a strong piece of evidence for the Corinthian dialect.

A case similar to the spellings of Poseidon’s name with b instead
of G (see §255) seems to be the fragmentary name of a woman (a
Nereid?) in COR 96A [. . .]iανερα, i.e. probably a name in -�νειρα
(with a secondary, but real, diphthong in Ionic and Attic). There
is, however, another possible interpretation of the spelling in this
case, namely to take it as -zρ(ρ)- (see §433).

What seems certain about the Corinthian writing system in 
general is that at the time when the sign b was added (at the 
end of the alphabet, see §106), two different qualities of long [e]
must have existed, one for the inherited [b] and one for the
monophthongized diphthong [ei], which made it worth while 
to create an additional sign.

Outside Corinth, we have come across some hints of an early
monophthongization [ei] > [b] in Boiotia (see §221), in Poseidonia,
in view of ACC 3b �(µ)π�γ�ζ3 (c.480–470), and in Lakonia, 
with LAK 4c ∆3ν$µαχοr. Uncertain cases are CHA 14 f Μ5n�ς
(uncertain reading; see ad loc.) and CHA 16b ΜÉ3δ[εσικ�στ3]
(uncertain root; see §211).

§220. Secondary [4]

The position of secondary long [d] is normally comparable with
that of secondary [b] (see §219). In Corinthian, however, no spe-

796 The only case possibly due to contraction is IG iv. 415 Κλ3τ$λ�ς, written
with G (< *Κλεƒετο-, according to Bechtel, pp. 250 f.). But as this form occurs
as an isolated name on a gravestone, is not from the city of Corinth, and is of
uncertain date, we must remain sceptical as to its representing the proper
Corinthian writing system with the b/G distinction. The result of [g] + [b] (see
§223) as in Η3ρακλ0ς is of course irrelevant to our question.

797 The same form occurs in LSAG 131. 23 (6th cent.; see below, n. 809).
798 See e.g. Threatte, pp. 176 f.
799 If at some stage we get a new and exhaustive collection of Greek dialect

inscriptions, this impression will have to be verified against the complete material.
800 See also the graffito from Gela, IGDS 147 = ZPE 63 (1986), 181 f. (early

5th cent.).
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cial sign corresponding to G exists, and we may therefore expect
the same spelling as in other dialects. Yet it has long been noted
that in Corinthian there are examples of an <ου> spelling for the
secondary [d] dating from as early as the seventh century, which
shows that the inherited diphthong [ou]—just like [ei]—had been
monophthongized very early. The oldest example seems to be
COR Gr 2 Χοιρ�σου (gen., dated to the 7th cent., together with
©µ� ).801 Probably the earliest example of the spelling with <ο> is
Μαλ5Q4 (gen., also 7th cent., in the graffito LSAG 130. 1; Amyx,
no. Gr 5). There are several other instances of secondary [d], both
from compensatory lengthening and from contraction, which
clearly show that both spellings were acceptable: COR 17b α&τ[
(gen.), 24e Α&τοµ�δουσα, 24Bd Πουλυδ(ε)*κ(3)ς alongside (a)
ΕH�σ4ν (§219), 28Aa Μ[σαι as well as (b) ΜοYσαι, 50A �γρ1ν4
(gen.), 82d [Κ ]keäβoυλος, 121d καλ[ (gen.); COP 61 [. . .]-µ4 *µ�
(gen.).802

There are only two examples where we seem to have a 
genuine old diphthong, namely COR 107e œρο*πιος (but writ-
ten as a monophthong in CHA 3i œρ8πιος; see ad COR 107e)
and COR 96B Πν4τοµ�δοισα (see §§433, 505).

It seems worth noting that all instances of a spelling <ου> are
likely to be connected with the poetic sphere, viz. COR Gr 2;
COR 24e, 24Bd, 28Ab, 82d. However, in view of several <ο>
spellings on our vases in forms that are equally connected with
poetry, this spelling can hardly have been ‘compulsory’ in poetic
texts. See §505.803

For the attestations on two Corinthian vases and one pinax of
<οι> instead of expected [d], see §508.

§221. Shortening of prevocalic vowels and diphthongs

The quantity of vowels is often impossible to check. If, however,
different graphemes are used for different quantities, or if the
inscription is metrical, we have a better chance. A case of the 
latter sort is BOI 3, where the verb �πο�3σε is counted åå–å and
therefore contains a diphthong (i.e. a long vocalic sound) that is
shortened in prevocalic position. Roughly contemporary Boiotian
inscriptions with �π$3σε confirm this development, showing that
the shortening was achieved by dropping the second element of
the diphthong.804

There are more examples from Boiotia of a short [e] spelled
with a digraph (see Thumb–Scherer, pp. 19 f.), for example
περικαλδε�α (acc. ntr. pl.; < -�α), scanned as åå–åå, and θειο"ς

(å–), both in the same inscription BOI 3; also DGE 475 �ν�θειαν
(c.500). This spelling seems to be due to the early monoph-
thongization of [ei] in Boiotian; this led first to [l] and later to
[c], whence any [e]- and [i]-sound could be rendered with <ει> 
and <ι> (a distinction of quantity was not made in writing).
Alternatively, this practice may be due to those cases (analog-
ous to the development in �π$3σε) where a real diphthong [ei] 
preceded a vowel and was reduced to a short vowel.805 Thirdly,
the confusion was further promoted because original [g] was raised
towards [h] in the prevocalic position.806 These three tendencies
seem to have acted at the same time, and, indeed, can be observed
as early as our vase inscriptions (this yields the easiest explana-
tion of BOI 10f Ε&φ�ρια: < -φ�ρεια; a later example on a vase is
BOI 18b Βορ��ς). We may also remember that the prevocalic
spellings <οι> and <ει>, for example in BOI 3 �πο�3σε (åå–å)
and θειο"ς (å–), had a considerable advantage, particularly in 
metrical inscriptions, for they prevented the reader from wrongly
pronouncing monosyllabic diphthongs, which were often rendered
<οε>, <εο>, etc. (i.e. †�πο�σε å–å, †θε[ις –å), not least in Boiotia
(see §225); for a similar reading-aid see §506.

The same reduction of a diphthong in the prevocalic position
by weakening or dropping the second element (as in Boiotian
�π$3σε) can be observed in vase inscriptions in other dialects, for
example in our form IOI 2i �θ3ν�η and IOD 5C �θην�η[ι] 
(see §247), as well as in the name of Aineias (see §245) and the
similar formation COR 18b Μεν��ς (see ad loc.). A similar effect
also occurs in the sandhi (word boundary) position (see ad NAU
1Oa).

A difficult case is COR 19a Η3ρακλ�ος (gen.): first, by reason
of its <ο>, secondly for its <ε> before the <ο>. In the Iliad
and Odyssey the relevant forms are written NΗρακλ0ος -0α -0ϊ,
reflecting—without exception, as is stressed by Chantraine807—
earlier NΗρακλεεος etc. When the [s] and the [w] of *-klewesos
etc. were lost, the latter much earlier than the former, contraction
could theoretically have occurred, first of [e] + [o], later of the first
[e] + what was left of the first contraction. Now, in Corinthian,
intervocalic [w] had normally disappeared by the time of our vases
(see §506), in particular between similar vowels, for instance in
the frequent nominative Η3ρακλ0ς (notably on COR 19 itself ).
On the other hand, [e] + [o] was not contracted to a single vowel
as in Attic.808 Our form Η3ρακλ�ος cannot therefore represent
the same as Attic NΗρακλ�ους, and its [o] must be short. As for
the [e] in question, it could either be the result of a contraction
[g] + [g], or one of the two [e]-sounds could have been dropped
(hyphaeresis or ‘Vokalausstossung’) and the remaining [e] have

801 PCO 1 �πλοYν (?) may be of about the same period (3rd q. 7th cent.), but
is perhaps not in Corinthian script (see ad loc.).

802 Uncertain cases of secondary [d] are COR 40a Ευνος (Ε^νος or ΕCν4ς?;
see ad loc.), COR 67d and CHA 6b Πολυβος (Π$λυβος or Πολ*β4ς?; see §237),
COR 64Bb Åιοινος (Å-φιν]ς or ÅZφ�ν4ς?; see §228), COR 115A Μeλaµpοr
(see ad loc.).

803 Later examples can be disregarded here—e.g. CEG 131 = LSAG 132. 29
(with ph. pl. 21; c.480) œορ�νθ4 (there does not seem to be enough space for an
additional υ), CEG 142 = GD 95 (c.475–450?) α&τ[ (gen.), LSAG 143. 8 = GD
96 (Sikyon; c.500) ƒοικ�ουσιν and φ�ρουσιν, LSAG 132. 38 (from Olympia, no
longer in the traditional Corinthian alphabet; c.458) τοY πo[λ�µου].

804 Other—as far as we can see, contemporary—inscrs. show even more con-
servative �πο�ƒ3σε (see §209).

805 This process is known from τελ�ω < *telejD, _$ς < υ`$ς, etc. See Lejeune,
§§127, 260; Schwyzer, pp. 313, 713, 724.

806 See Thumb–Scherer, pp. 19 f.; e.g. DGE 452. 23 Θιοµν�στα, 548A. 2
Θιογιτ8, 452. 29 Χσεν$κλια, all in the epichoric alphabet and therefore 5th cent.
or earlier (see also DGE 505A. 2 �πε9 instead of �π9).

807 See Chantraine (1942), 30 f.
808 See Thumb–Kieckers, p. 129; e.g. Θευγ�ν3ς from Potidaia (see ad COR

82d ), as opposed to Attic Θου-κυδ�δης etc.
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been short (see also ad COR 18b).809 In the first case, the result
may have been a secondary long [b] and a form similar to the 
epic one (we do not know how such a secondary [b] should be
written, see §219). But since there is no cause to assume that the
painter expressed the notion ‘of Herakles’ with an epic rather 
than an epichoric genitive form, we have reason to believe that
even without hyphaeresis the [e] would have been short—by 
virtue of the commonly occurring process described in the
phrase, ‘vocalis ante vocalem corripitur’.

§222. Metrical adaptation

Metrical lengthening is particularly frequent in proper names
which would not otherwise fit the metre, especially when they
occur at the beginning of the line, which is their normal place 
in metrical inscriptions. Typical examples are BOI 3 
Επ�χ3 (see
§235), COR 17b Πυρƒ��ς, and COP 3b ΣZµ�4ν, all of whose mid-
dle syllables would normally be short. When we come to look 
at the first syllables of 
Επ�χ3 and COP 11b œυλο�δ�ς, we cannot
be sure that they were long, since hexameters can start with a
short syllable.810

On the other hand, metrical shortening can also be necessary.
A possible case is AIG 3E, where only ∆Tµ]ν�δ�ς would allow
us to read an iambic trimeter (see ad loc.).811

§223. Contraction

For contraction of vowels we have a number of examples on our
vases. Often this phenomenon is linked to the problem of inter-
vocalic digamma (see §506). A special case is Hermes’ name, for
which see §253. Sometimes we have reason to argue that one sign
may stand for two sounds through diektasis (see ad COP 1D and
§416 with n. 1039 on COR 12f Åιολ ). At any rate, the spelling
Η3ρακλ0ς in Corinthian occurs so frequently (eight times),
while there is not a single instance of *-κλ�3ς, that we are bound
to accept complete contraction—and of course loss of the [w]—
at Corinth in the period that concerns us. The uncontracted nom-
inative form of this famous hero’s name, incidentally, would 
not fit dactylic metre, and was therefore particularly prone to 
early contraction all over the Greek world; see §504, in particular
on contracted BOI 15b Η3ρακλ0ς, where we would expect an
uncontracted form.

No surviving Corinthian vases show any certain examples of
the contraction to a secondary [b] of [g] + [g] (see §219), but there
are examples of [i] + [i] contracted to [d], written <ο> or <ου>
(see §220).

We may list the other examples of contraction thus:

[a] + [a]: COR 12f Åιολ (see above), COR 28Ak 
Ερµ ς,
DOH 3b Ηερµ ς (§253) (< [a] + [a] ).

[a] + [e]: COR 39 �λκ(1)θλ� (§506) (< [f] + [g] ).812

[a] + [o]: Λ�-/-λ ς passim (§506) (< [a] + [i] ), Ποτ!δ ν
COP passim (§255), COR 131b π*κτ� (< [a] + [d] ).

[e] + [e]: Η3ρακλ0ς passim, also in Corinthian (see above and
§506) (< [g] + [b] ).

[o] + [a]: COR 77e œ�µατοθ (§457) (< [i] + [a] ), COR 57i

Ορ�ƒ4ν (< [d] + [f]; see ad loc.).

For uncontracted Corinthian forms with digamma—which 
is sometimes etymologically unjustified—see §506, including
COR 66c ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α. For CHA 1i 
Zƒατ�3ς see ad loc.

No contraction has taken place in BOI 16c Πρ�τ$λαος, which
thus conforms to the established rules of the Boiotian dialect (see
ad loc. with n. 88, and §504). The word πα"ς, attested in BOI
16d, 26, and 28, is uncontracted π�ις in Boiotian even later (see
e.g. Thumb–Scherer, p. 28; see also ad COR 19g); however, this
scansion cannot be demonstrated in our vase inscriptions, which
show not a single example of a monophthongized real diphthong.813

In the name IOD 1 
 Ιστροκλ�ης, which is by far the oldest direct
attestation of this type of name in Ionic, the lack of contraction
may represent the original stage of the language (see ad loc.), but
the second part of the compound may have been pronounced
monosyllabically, as for instance in Herakles’ name in Hesiod (see
above and §504 with n. 1268). ITH 2 Καλ(λ)ικλ��ς shows no con-
traction either, but it could be a different formation (see ad loc.;
for the lack of contraction see Buck, §42. 2).

COR 82d [Κ]keäβoυλος (see §225) shows a shift from [eo] 
(< [e] + [o] after the loss of a [w] ) to a diphthong [eu]. This result
is well known from the Homeric poems, where it is considered
a secondary spelling (see Chantraine (1942), 58 ff.).

§224. Crasis, elision, etc.

The question of crasis and elision mostly concerns the frequent
phrase ‘made me’, as ‘spoken’ by a vase in its potter’s or painter’s
signature.

Often the final vowel of the pronoun is written, even though
we would expect it to be elided before the augment of the verb,
for example in BOI 2B Μενα�δ�ς �µX �πο�ƒ3σε Χ�ροπι—but note
�µ
 in 2A by the same man. In other instances we can conclude
from metrical evidence that elision was observed in the pronun-
ciation despite the plene spelling: CEG 436 
Εχσ3κ��ς �γραφσε
κòπ$3σε �µ� (Attic vase, c.550; see CEG 437 . . . κòπο�3σ
 �µ� ),
CEG 363 ΧαλQοδ�µανς µε �ν�θ3κε θιιο"ν . . . (end of 7th cent.),
CEG 227 Φαρθ�νε, �ν �κροπ$λει . . . | . . . διδο�3ς 4λ(λ)ο �ναθ0ναι

809 See also LSAG 131. 23 (6th cent.) Πατροκλ�ος îµ�. See e.g. Schwyzer,
pp. 252 f.; Bechtel (1923), 228, on later Corinthian; Thumb–Kieckers, pp. 83 f.,
on Lakonian.

810 See Chantraine (1942), 103. See also §246 on Amphitrite’s name, §469 with
n. 1188 on COR 100b Σθεν(ν?)8ι, and ad COR 24Bd (with §505).

811 Examples of metrical lengthening and shortening of names can be 
found passim in CEG, e.g. CEG 138 = DGE 102 ∆�µοτaµ4ι, or CEG 380. ii
�θανοδ$ρο and �σοποδ$ρο which can be squeezed into the line in more 
ways than one. See also n. 783. For a case of even more substantial adaptation
of a name to metre see ad COR 57c.

812 There is no reason to doubt that this contraction had occurred in Corinth
by the time.

813 A good example is the inscr. Schmaltz (1980), 89, no. 354 (pl. 20, invis.),
Σκ*ρων Καβ�ρυ κb παιδ�. A special attempt at rendering the hiatus may be seen
in the spelling παει of the Boiotian inscr. cited above, n. 732 (see §221 for the
reversed spelling <ει> + vowel).
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(c.500–480?), CEG 137 ποιƒ5σανς κατα�θεκε φ�λ4 µν µα Éυι�ος
–µεν (c.600?).814 DOC 3 contains such a case too, if it is metrical,
and maybe also DOH 3 (see ad locc.). For elision see Lejeune,
§364.

Particularly difficult are the potters’ signatures BOI 2–7 (BOI
6C and E, whose authenticity may be doubted, are here subsumed
under 6D, which has the same text). Here are the relevant (parts
of the) texts:

BOI 1A Γρ*τ4ν �πο�ƒ3σε.
BOI 1B Γρ*τ4ν �πο�ƒ3σε.
BOI 2A Μενα�δ�ς �µ
 �πο�Ï3σε (or �µX πο�Ï3σε) Χ�ροπι.
BOI 2B Μενα�δ�ς �µX �πο�ƒ3σε Χ�ροπι.
BOI 2C Μενα�δ�ς �µX �πο�ƒ3σε Χ�ροπι.
BOI 2D Χ�ροπι �µ
 �πο�ƒ3σε (or �µX πο�ƒ3σε) Μενα�δ�ς.
BOI 3 
Επ�χ©µ
 �πο�3σε (or 
Επ�χ3 µ- and -µε πο�-) etc.
BOI 4A Μν�σ�λκ3ς πο�3σε.
BOI 4B Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε (or Μν�σ�λκ3 πο�3σε).
BOI 4C Μν�σ�λκ3ς π[ο�3σε vac.] etc.
BOI 5A Φιθ�δ�ς �µ
 �πο�ƒ3σε (or �µX πο�ƒ3σε).
BOI 5B Φ�θ©µ
 �πο�ƒ3σε (or Φ�θ3 µ- and -µε πο�-).
BOI 6A Π$λ4ν �µX[. . .] (or �µ
 �[. . .] ).
BOI 6B Π$λ4ν �π$3σε.
BOI 6D Π$λ4ν �µ
 �πο�3σε (or �µX πο�3σε) (= BOI 6C and 6E).
BOI 7A (a–b) Γ�µ5δ3ς �π$3σε.
BOI 7B Γ�µ5δ3ς �π$3σε.

Let us first examine the augment. Seven inscriptions show it
clearly: BOI 1A, 1B, 2B, 2C, 6B, 7A, 7B. Amongst them are the
oldest inscriptions. In BOI 4A and C, on the other hand, the 
augment is not written. But from BOI 4B by the same potter we
may conclude that the final [s] of the name was not pronounced,
a phenomenon for which there is more evidence (see §204).
Therefore we may read 4B as Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε, i.e. with augment
hidden in crasi (see Lejeune, §372), or—amounting to about the
same thing—Μν�σ�λκ3 
 πο�3σε, i.e. with inverted elision (see
Lejeune, §369), but not Μν�σ�λκ
 �πο�3σε, as we shall see below.
The formulation of BOI 4A and 4C may therefore have to be
explained as follows. Mnasalkes knew that he should add a -ς to
a nominative form. But when speaking the text aloud he could
only hear as many syllables as in Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε (BOI 4B) 
and therefore did not bother to write a second ε. I favour the 
rendering Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε, since this expresses more clearly 
that something special happened at the juncture of the words
(namely the loss of the final [s] ).815 These texts (BOI 4A and 4C)
do not offer conclusive proof for the use of a—slightly embar-
rassing816—unaugmented verb, and all the other texts of the group

may also contain the augment (moreover, the augment in BOI
2A and 2D is directly supported by 2B and 2C by the same writer,
and the one in BOI 6D by 6B). It seems that we should accept
the augment as the best solution in all cases. This agrees with
the fact that in BOI 3 the metrical shape of the verb -πο�3σε is
modern å–å, and not traditional ––å as in Homer (see §221).817

It is interesting to note that the writer of BOI 3 stopped after µε
to dip his brush into the pot again, but this may not be used as
an argument in favour of µε πο�3σε. It is more likely that it has
to do with the writing technique and the practice of dividing text
into minimal syllables (see §§111 f.) while at the same time ignoring
word-ends, particularly in accent units like this (see §226).818

After the augment, the next question concerns the final [e] of
the pronoun. Here we have to accept elision (�µ
 �πο�-) rather than
crasis (�µ©πο�-) in view of the testimony presented by BOI 3,
where the syllable in question must be short. This corresponds with
what we know about this pattern from ancient Greek in general.

The third question concerns the form of the pronoun (accented
�µ� or enclitic µε?). It has the strong form with �- in BOI 2A,
2B, 2C, 2D, 5A, 6A, 6D, among which 2D Χ�ροπι �µ- with its
postvocalic position of the pronoun is especially noticeable. So it
is only in BOI 3 and 5B (the rest do not show the pronoun at
all) that we seem to have the weak form µε. BOI 5B was once
interpreted as starting with an abbreviated form of the name in
5A, namely Φιθ(�δ�ς) �µ-. This, however, has been shown to be
impossible by the new evidence of BOI 3, where for metrical 
reasons we cannot read 
Επ�χ(. . .) zµ-. Therefore these two inscrip-
tions must both contain names in -3 (see §§204, 235). And if this
is so, the easiest solution is to interpret them as still containing
the strong pronoun, like all the others, namely by assuming crasis
of the final [-b] of the name with the initial [g-] of the pronoun:

Επ�χ©µ
 �πο�3σε and Φ�θ©µ
 �πο�ƒ3σε, respectively. This in turn
fits our interpretation of BOI 4B as Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε (see above).

We have examples of the first-person pronoun from other
regions too. There are examples of µε on ARG 1 [. . . α]νdρ$ς :
µε �m[�θ3κε] and DOC 4 [. . .]r : µε �πο�3σε, and also (with dif-
ferent punctuation) on DOI 1a �νδρ��ς µε : �πο�3 (for these see
§226); a few cases occur on the fragments NAU 1 (Ga, Ha–b,
Ia), as well as on COP 9 Πολ-τ�ς µε �ν�θ(3)κε . . . (see also DOC
6 with lε postponed). There is unexpected &µ� on COP 29a (by
a Boiotian?; see ad loc.). Elided µ
 is the normal form on the
Corinthian pinakes (21–23 attestations) and vases (COR 27h, 31d,

814 For more examples see P. A. Hansen’s n. ad CEG 103, and the hexa-
meter line on a cup painted by Douris (see §508).

815 Lejeune (§369 n. 2) notes that crasis and inverted elision are very often indis-
tinguishable. It is conventional to speak of crasis where a short word joins with
a longer one.

816 E. Schwyzer ad DGE 440. 6 (= our BOI 4A) states, ‘augmentum omissum
in prosa oratione inauditum’.

817 There is only one other seemingly unaugmented Boiotian occurrence of 
this verb (in LSAG 87. 10, a participle ποιÏ[5σας] is plausibly restored), namely
in CEG 334 (c.550–525?) [–]ορ�δ�ς πο�ƒ3σε µ
 . . . Yet although here -οι- is scanned
in the Homeric way, the preceding word is a name (a patronymic) and we may
reasonably argue that we have here a case like our BOI 4A and C, i.e. that the
text reflects a pronunciation [–]ορ�δòπο�ƒ3σε µ
 . . . with the augment in crasi (for
Boiotian names in nom. -� instead of -�ς see §204 with n. 733).

818 See Morpurgo Davies (1987: 277 n. 19) on LSAG 304. 3 µ�:ν�θ3κε
(c.620–600?). A similar example is the fr. of an Attic kantharos, ABV 82. 1 (c.560)
Ν�αρχος µ� | γραφσεν κα[9 . . .]; this fr. is also interesting because of its sketch
of the inscr., clearly visible on the phs., e.g. Simon–Hirmer (1981), pl. 64 (has
this ever been noticed?). More examples of division according to syllabic rather
than morphological structure are cited by Schulze (1896), 712 n. 3.
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57m), as well as on the Ionic vases (e.g. EUC 3, IOI 1, and 
passim NAU 1E–J ).

As far as the augment is concerned, the earliest examples allow
no certainty on whether it was used or not (EUC 1 might be either
[. . .]. ινος µ
 �πο�3σe[ν] or µε πο�3σe[ν]; IOD 1 
 Ιστροκλ�ης ΜΕ.
[. . .] is even less certain), but three seventh-century inscriptions
from different regions, INC 1, DOC 4, DOI 1 (see above), clearly
show it; therefore later cases such as IOI 1b [. . .]λη µ
 �δ4κεm
[. . . ?] will contain it too.

A very special case is AIG 3C [. . .]τ0ι 
φα�g[ι . . . ?]. On the
one hand, we might speak of crasis, i.e. [. . .]τcιφα�g[ι . . .], because
we have the combination of a ‘small’ word (i.e. the article) with a
longer one (see Lejeune, cited above with n. 815), as in the similar
case of IOD 6B [. . . ? τ][ρτ�µιδ[ι . . .] (before the writer added
the ‘missing’ letters <ια> in order to complete [τ]0ι �ρτ�µιδ[ι] ).
On the other hand, the fact that the iota of the dative ending in
the article survived after the crasis (τ0ι �φ- > τηιφ-) is surprising
and may suggest inverted elision [. . .]τ0ι 
φα�g[ι . . .].819 Should
we try to choose, or is our distinction artificial?820

I should also mention here BOI 17d–e, where the lack of the
end of the first name (d ) �θ1ν(�) may be due to an exceptional
‘crasis’ with the beginning of the next name to be written, viz.
(e) �φρo[δ�τ�] (see also ad DOH 3).

Diphthongs

§225. The spelling of diphthongs [ai], [oi], and [eu]

The spelling of diphthongs often gives us a clue to their pro-
nunciation and development.

In view of sixteen occurrences of ΑB- at Corinth, COR 10a
Α%ƒας must be called an unusual spelling. But it is probably not
a mistake, for the writer, who, to judge by the impossible ,Εα4ρ
of the same vase, must have been illiterate, can hardly have
invented this form of the diphthong, which is both plausible 
and well paralleled. Again from Corinth we have COR 47
Α$σQυλ"νος821 and, in the prevocalic position, COP 77c �θ�ναfi�
and COP 85 Πzραfl$θεν νZQ[µες [. . . ?]. A different spelling,
namely with b-shape epsilon, is adopted in COR 57l Α�θ4ν (if
correctly read). Another likely case is Troilos’ name (see §257).

Since G (fl) must have indicated a closed sound [l] at a very early
stage in Corinthian (see §219), and the diphthong [ai] could 
easily be pronounced [a] + [e] rather than [a] + [i] in rapid speech,
this spelling will often be more accurate than <αι>. The spelling
with an e-sign may be interpreted as a first step towards mono-
phthongization, the final stage being [|], which was reached in
Boiotia particularly early (for an example see n. 813). Among the
Corinthian examples, COR 57l may represent a particularly
advanced stage in view of the sign used (see §219).

On non-Corinthian vases we have BOI 9 τοε and να�, and prob-
ably also BOI 12a Jοενης (?) and (b) Jοεης (?). More Boiotian
examples are found, for instance, at Tanagra (DGE 451 ff.). 
An East Greek example in a long diphthong is our NAU 1Ga
(fr. no. 72) [. . . �φροδ]�τηε[. . .] (see ad loc.). See also—not 
on vases—LSAG 342. 13 = DGE 714 Α��κης (Samos, mid-6th
cent.), LSAG 473. 68b �θηνα�ηι (Smyrna, c.600; reflecting a—
very plausible—pronunciation [-nayqi]?). In Athens we have, 
for example, ARV 239. 16 Α�θρ� and ARV 238. 1 Κρο0σος, both
by Myson (early 5th cent.; an East Greek from Mysia?).

Exactly analogous to <οε> for [oi] is <εο>/<εου> for [eu] in
COR 23g Τε[Qρος (with [
Ολι(σ)]sε*(ς) on the same vase) and
COR 30c �χιλλεο*ς. It has been argued that the motivation for
such spellings in East Ionia, the only region where they are 
frequent (being attested from the sixth century onwards), was the
feeling that upsilon was unsuitable in the diphthong because of
its use for the increasingly frontal sound [y] (< [u] ) (see Schwyzer,
pp. 182, 197 with n. 2). Though here I should add that, as far
as I know, there is in fact no other argument for an East Greek
pronunciation [y]. And since the use of qoppa before upsilon
should not be taken for granted (see §217) and is more plausible
before a back vowel [u] (similar to [o] ) than before a front vowel
[y], IOD 4A Q*λικα rather argues against [y]. We may also stress
that it is precisely in Attic (and Koine), where the [y] pronunci-
ation of upsilon is certain, that the spellings <εο> and <αο> are
extremely rare.822 For Corinthian and Chalcidian the pronunciation
of original [u] is equally difficult to establish, but as there is no
conclusive evidence for [y] and, conversely, a good argument for
[u] (see §217), we must favour the latter. The argument on the
grounds of pronunciation cannot therefore explain these two 
aberrant spellings of the diphthong [eu]. In view of the parallelism
with the spelling <αfl> (vel sim.) for [ai], it is more likely that
the pronunciation of [eu] was altered to [eo], written <εο> or
<εου>. Had we only COR 23g Τε[Qρος, we might be justified
in thinking it an example of an East Ionic spelling (see §503), but
as we also have COR 30c �χιλλεο*ς, an ‘indigenous’ Corinthian
explanation is probably to be preferred. An East Ionic example,
not from a vase, is LSAG 344. 48 = GD 4C. 8 = DGE 688C. 8
βασιλε$ς (Chios, c.475–450?).

The opposite phenomenon is the spelling <ευ> and <αυ> of
original [eo] and [ao]. This may be regarded as a special case of

819 E. A. Gardner (1888: 62) claims to have come across examples of τ0ι

φροδ�τηι, but I could not find them in his texts (his no. 819 (p. 66) shows no
iota in the dr. on pl. 21).

820 This phenomenon may perhaps offer a solution to the problem at the end
of the treaty between the Sybarites and the Serdaians (Giacomelli (1988), 20; LSAG
456. 1b), where the article of π$λις seems to be lacking. For instead of πρ$ξενοι
3 Ζεeς κíπ$λ(λ)4ν κ ,4λλοι θεο9 κα9 π$λις Ποσειδ�ν��, we could read . . . κ�9
π$λις Ποσειδ�ν�� (< κα9 ò π$λις). Here the spelling with iota was the more accept-
able since the ‘delayed’ iota did not get into the interior of a word as it would
have done in the other cases (†κ ,Dιπ$λ(λ)4ν and †κíιλλοι). This slight inconsist-
ency at any rate seems less odd than the lack of an article.

821 It is interesting to note that this vase was actually found in Thebes, since
in Boiotia, especially at Tanagra, the spelling of [ai] and [oi] with ε as their 
second letter was particularly frequent (see Thumb–Scherer, pp. 24 f.). For a 
possible case of a Boiotian at Corinth see ad COP 29. Such workers may have
produced for export to their homelands.

822 For <αο> see Threatte, p. 344; there is apparently no example of <εο>,
see ibid. 345–8.
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contraction (see §223). We have only one example, viz. COR 82d
[Κ]keäβoυλος, which finds a close parallel in a Corinthian
colony (see ad loc.); one may compare the frequent names with
Σαυ- instead of Σαο- in Boiotia (see Thumb–Scherer, p. 27). It
seems that the distinction between earlier [eo] (with hiatus) and
the diphthong [eu] was neutralized in Corinthian at the time.

As for the monophthongization of [ei] and [ou], see §219 and
§220, respectively; for the long diphthongs and the problem with
‘iota adscriptum’ and its loss, see §226.

   

Accent Units

§226. Some cases of proclitics and enclitics

The accusative pronoun µε is frequent (in potters’ or painters’
signatures where the vase is the ‘speaker’). Yet because of pos-
sible elision or crasis it is sometimes hard to decide whether the
unaccented form or the stronger form �µ� is meant (see §224).

Enclitics or proclitics can only be shown to be so through word
division, which is rarely practised in Greek inscriptions.823 How-
ever, we have three cases of divided-off pronoun µε, ARG 1, 
DOC 4, and DOI 1 (see ad locc.). Syntactically we would expect
the pronoun to be proclitic to the verb rather than enclitic to a
preceding word or name. This is what we seem to have in ARG
1 [. . .-α]νdρ$ς : µε �m[�θ3κε] and DOC 4 [. . .]r : µε �πο�3σε.
We should notice, however, that the indication of a closer link
between µε and �ν�θ3κε did not prevent the full spelling µε instead
of the more frequent elided form µ
 (see §224). In DOI 1a
�νδρ��ς µε : �πο�3 we have the opposite case. Should we argue
that here it was the restored hiatus which suggested that the word-
divider belonged between the pronoun and the verb? Another case
where the punctuation provides some information is NAU 2 [. . .]
ο.[. . . �φροδ� ]τηι : τ0ι �ν (Ν )α*κρατι. Here a (last?) separation
mark is added after the goddess’s name leaving the article, the
preposition, and the place-name as one syntactical and intona-
tional unit (the last two words being particularly closely linked
by the single nu).

On COP 7 and 9 the article is spelled without the ‘iota
adscriptum’ in what is likely to be the dative singular case (but
COP 18a, roughly contemporary, has τ[ι). Such an early loss may
have to be seen in connection with the weak proclitic position of
the article.824

Occasional cases of enclitics or proclitics in inscriptions with-
out word division are τοι in BOI 9 π�νχυ τοε καλ$ς, the pro-
noun ο` in COR 17b α&τ[ δ� ƒοι fλπ�, and the conjunction τε
in ITH 1 [ξ]õνƒος τε; there are also a few cases of the article and
the verb εHµ�. For none of these we can demonstrate its unaccented
character.

Word Order

§227. Hyperbaton position of patronymics and ethnics

The hyperbaton position of the father’s name or the ethnic, 
separated from the name by a verb (which is in the enclitic 
position),825 is frequently observed. Clear examples on our 
vases are DOC 5 �ρχ�jk4 (?) εHµ9 τ[ Ε&κk�ος, and NAU 1Ba
∆ηµοφ[�]νη[ς (µ
 ) �ν� ]θηκεν / Χ"ο[ς ]τ0ι �[φροδ�τηι]; a 
possible one is DOC 3 (see ad loc.). Some more examples: from
East Ionia, SEG 37. 994 Πηδgµ µ
 �ν�θηκεν hµφ�ννεω (near
Priene, 2nd h. 7th cent.); SEG 37. 729 (see LSAG 471. 2a)
Βρ*χωµ µ
 �ν�θηκε / Τιµ$λεω (Samos, 1st h. 6th cent.); E. A.
Gardner (1888), 63, no. 722, Μ�σ$ς µ
 �ν�θηκεν ëνοµακρ�τ4
[τ[φρο]δ�τ[ηι] (Naukratis, 6th cent.); and from Attica, e.g. IG
i2. 508 = IG i3. 777 = DGE app. i. 5. 2 Φ�λ4ν µε �πο�3σεν
Éíνπορ�4νος; IG i2. 671 = IG i3. 690 = DGE app. i. 5.
Χσενοκλ�3ς : �ν�θ3κεν : Σ4σ�νε4; von Bothmer (1985), 230 f.
Κλεοφρ�δ3ς �πο�3σεν �µ�σιδος; ARV 28. 11 (Immerwahr, 
no. 377) Ε&θυµ�δ3ς �γραφσεν Éο Πολ�4, ε^γε να�χι; ARV 864.
13 Γλα*κ4ν καλ5ς Λε�γρ4 (καλ$ς in sentence-interior position
got a comparatively low and weak intonation: καλ5ς); ARV 995
f. ∆�φιλος καλ5ς Μελαν8π4 (more examples ibid. 995 ff.). Our
COP 18b should be interpreted differently, see ad loc.

The same position is given to professional titles, for example
IG i2. 436 = IG i3. 554 Πολυκλ0ς : �ν�θ3κεν | Éο κναφεeς :
τòθ3να��ι (a good ph. in FDV, pl. 1).

For a series of further examples of various kinds see Merkelbach
(1991).



Hypocoristic Names

§228. Hypocoristics in -ος and -�

Hypocoristics are short forms of proper names, mostly used in the
sphere of family and friendship (see e.g. Locker (1933), (1934) ).
Probably the most typical ones (masculine are more frequent than
feminine) are the shortened compound names, i.e. derivatives (in
-ος or -�) from a stem which consists of the first element of a
full-blown compound name plus the first consonant or conson-
ant cluster of its second element (see e.g. Maass (1888), also
Schwyzer, pp. 636 f., Risch, pp. 229 f., and von Kamptz (1982),
passim, for the Homeric cases, and Neumann (1971), who traces
the principle back to Mycenaean).826

Occasionally the hypocoristic name is used alongside the full
name for the same character. Well-known examples of such pairs
are Iλκιµος (COR 82e) and �λκιµ�δων, both used in the Iliad

823 See Morpurgo Davies (1987) for the relevant documents.
824 Many apparent cases of the loss of iota, not in the article, are better inter-

preted as genitives (see ad COR 17b).

825 See Wackernagel (1892: 430 ff.), with a list of such cases.
826 In its turn the hypocoristic can then be used as the first element of a new

compound name (see Neumann (1971), 67 f. n. 6), e.g. Θευδαγ$ρας (Bechtel, 
p. 207), ΕCκλιππος (ibid. 177), Μελαµπ$δωρος (ibid. 303; see also above, n. 382).
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for the same character (see von Kamptz (1982), 138 with bibl.;
see §448), and Π�τροκλος (frequent on our vases) and Πατροκλ�ης
in the Iliad (though the latter827 does not appear in this nominat-
ive form, which was metrically difficult, see §223). With different
formations of the hypocoristic there are also �ναξ ς Ποσιδων�ου
in contrast to �ναξαγ$ρας Ποσιδων�ου (Bechtel, p. 15), and very
probably our Boiotian potter(s) BOI 5A Φιθ�δ�ς and 5B Φ�θ3
(see also §235). For more examples see Schwyzer, p. 636.828

Besides Iλκιµος and Π�τροκλος (and one or two other likely
names in -κλος: DOC 5 and—hidden in a derivative—COR 18g)
we have some further examples of this type of hypocoristic on
our vases. The heroic name COP 77b [Σ ]h�νελος is most likely
taken from Σθεν�λα(ο)ς (Neumann (1971), 67; Bechtel, p. 399).
Π$λυδος on COR 62 and CHA 3g reflects -δωρος (also attested
on our vases, see §237), or -δ�µας, etc.829 A likely case, on COR
12e and 107b, is Å-φιτος, for which, however, no full-blown com-
pound name seems to be attested (*-τ�λης vel sim.). Less certain
is COR 64Ba Åιοινος (i.e. Åιφι-), which is also probably derived
from ƒ"φι (for the type of mistake see §112) and may be either a
full-blown compound name ÅZφ�ν4ς or a hypocoristic *Å-φινος;
the former unlike the latter is attested and therefore seems more
likely. Further uncertain cases are COR 40a Ευνος, which could
be a hypocoristic Ε^νος (from -νικος, etc.) as well as a compound
name ΕCν4ς; COR 67d and CHA 6b Πολυβος, which could be
a hypocoristic Π$λυβος (from -βιος, etc.; see Bechtel, p. 377) as
well as a compound name Πολ*β4ς; and COR 115A Μõλaµpοr,
of which the form would be the same (though only in the nom.)
both as a compound name and as a hypocoristic (see ad locc.).

A feminine example is Hekabe’s name (see §211). If the second
element of a compound name started with [a], this could be directly
replaced by the ending, as may be the case with COR 33b Iλκ�
(see ad loc.).

The last consonant before the ending may be subject to
‘expressive gemination’: this has been suspected in the case of 
COR 18h ∆�ξιλ(λ)ος (from -λ�ος, -λοχος, etc.).

Sometimes the names have simply undergone an inflectional
or stem-type change (particularly when the compound name is
an *s-stem adjective). This is the case with the flute-player COR
17a Πολ*τερπος (from -τερπUς), the horse COR 24 f Πολυπ�νθ�
(from -πενθUς), and probably also COR 6e Λ1πυθος (from 
-πυθUς); see ad locc. and n. 155 for more examples. Another 
example of an altered s-stem, but with the suffix -8ι, is COR 
76e Περιλιπ8i (see §236). In all these cases it looks as if there
was an attempt to avoid hypocoristics which were too short and
therefore unintelligible (i.e. Π$λυτος, Πολ*π�, Λ πος, Περιλ8ι).
Whether the result still sounded _ποκοριστικ$ν, it is difficult for
us to judge.

Apart from these, there are of course many more types of
hypocoristics with longer suffixes, for example -ιος, -"νος, -λος,
-υλλος, -ων, -ιων, -ις, -υς. For those occurring on our vases see
§§229 ff. below.

§229. Masculine hypocoristics in -ων

The masculine hypocoristics in -ων represent a very old type (see
e.g. Schwyzer, pp. 487, 637; and cf. Latin Capito, Cato, Cicero,
Naso, Nero, etc.). They are frequent in Greek, and their suffix
was still productive at the time of our documents (see Bechtel,
passim). This makes them a convenient type for ‘throwaway names’
(see §237). They are mostly bisyllabic. A recognizable group shows
parallel formations in -*ς, for example CHA 1c ∆�σ4ν (see ad
loc.), BOI 6A–E Π$λ4ν, and Πλ�των, Γλ*κων (Bechtel, p. 510),
Κρ�των (p. 260), Π�χων (p. 486).

On our vases there are several examples of names in -ων; not
all are clear as to their stem (-ον-‚ -ων-‚ -οντ-). Some of course
are heroic, or likely to be (and not always clear etymologically):
COR 16c (and 57l) ΑBθ4ν,830 24a ∆��φ4ν, 24Ba ΕH�σ4ν, 30i and
117b ∆$λ4ν, 46Bb and ETR 1c Χ-ρ4ν, COR 57i 
Ορ�ƒ4ν, 66g and
79Ae Β�τ4ν, 80e Τ�λ4ν (?), 87c Φο�τ4ν (perhaps heroic); CHA
1c ∆�σ4ν (perhaps traditional), Μ�µν4ν (passim). On the other
hand, the -ων suffix is particularly frequent in the names of 
potters, painters, and others contemporary with our vases, for
instance at Corinth COR 18c Θ5ρ4ν and (i) Ξ�νƒ4ν (also 92b?),
33g Φ�λ4ν, 58a Ν-Q4ν, 103a Β�4ν, 114a ∆8ρ4ν; COP 31 ∆$ρκ4ν,
38A–B , Ιγρ4ν, 65a 
Ον*µ4ν, 3b ΣZµ�4ν, 66a Στ�π4ν, 12 and 48A–B
Φλ�β4ν, 62a Φ*σQ4m (complete?); on a Chalcidian vase we have
CHA 13e Μ�δ4ν. For the names used as throwaway names on
Corinthian and Chalcidian vases (∆�4ν, Å�4ν, Χ�ρ4ν, ∆�µ4ν), see
§237. In Boiotia we have BOI 1A–B Γρ*τ4ν (see also ad BOI 1
and 4C), 6A–E Π$λ4ν, 11A–B Κρ�τ4ν, and 19 Σ�βων. For some
more examples not from vases, see nn. 535 and 986.

Names in -ων can also be longer hypocoristics, for example
Ε&ρυτ�4ν (COR 107a and CHA 2d ) and Ηιπποτ�4ν (COR 66i
and 92k), as well as full names like �γαµ�µν4ν (COR 23 f and
33a, probably AIG 2), Α&τοµ�δ4ν (COR 80a and 93a, CHA 5 f
and 8a), and [Ε&]ρυµ�δ4ν (COR 68b). There are also cases
where no suffix can be isolated etymologically, for instance
Σαρπ1δ4ν (COR 30a and 82 f ), �π�λλ4ν vel sim. (COR 20, 28Ad,
etc.), Λ�Q4ν (COR 33 f ).

§230. Masculine hypocoristics in -��ς

A frequent type of masculine hypocoristic ends in -��ς (Ionic 
-�ης). Examples in our documents are the contemporary characters
DOI 1a �νδρ��ς,831 BOI 2D Γοργ��ς (graffito), COR 50 œυλ(λ)��ς,
ETR 1d Πρ�ξ��ς, COR 17b (and COR 29?) Πυρƒ��ς, and 
COR 49 ΦZδ��ς, as well as two Satyrs, CHA 1a �ντ�3ς and (i)

Zƒατ�3ς (for more examples, especially such as are derived from827 For its gen. see also nn. 578 and 595.

828 I myself happen to sign formal letters with Rudolf W. (a form rarely used
in speech in Switzerland and disguising the proper pronunciation of the first syl-
lable, which is [rup] ), whereas on more informal documents I write Ruedi (which
is not ‘literary’ German but reflects the Swiss German diphthong pronunciation).

829 Correctly explained by Payne (1931), 165, no. 40.

830 αBθων is also an adjective, used e.g. of horses (e.g. Il. 2. 839).
831 In this case in particular, however, we are not sure about the inflection (com-

pare e.g. �νδρι�ς, -αντος).
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parts of the body, see nn. 535 and 986; the name in COP 27b is
uncertain). In some formations the [i] disappeared through
phonological processes: ΑHνε(� )�ς etc. (see §§221, 245).

§231. Masculine (and feminine) hypocoristics in -ις

Nominatives in -ις are frequent in women’s full names and
hypocoristics, both of them bearing the accent on the suffix 
(for which see Meier (1975), passim); examples in our corpus are
COP App. 1Ab Ε&Qολ�ς and probably Πυρƒ�ς on an unpublished
vase (see introd. to Pt. I. 5 above (COR) ).

But there are masculine names in -ις too. Indeed, they are 
much more common than we may be inclined to think. Of course
there are such well-known mythical characters as Π�ρις (several
occurrences on our vases) and Iδωνις. Our vases show a number
of Satyrs bearing such names, which here give the impression of
being hypocoristics, for instance CHA 1g ∆$ρκις (more examples
ad loc.), a name that is repeated by the painter on CHA 14 (h),
where there are also the likely cases (e) [ ,Ο]σµις (?) and ( j) Π$qις
(?). Two padded dancers on COR 105 (on which there are nude
women too) are called (e) Å�ρις, perhaps repeated in ( j), and 
(h) Μ*ρις. A rider is labelled LAK 4d Σ*νις (see ad loc.), and
probably another one is COR 70m Å�4νις (see ad loc.). COP 40
Λ�σι�δ�ς is derived from ΛYσις, and the latter is a hypocoristic
taken from τερψ�µβροτος-compound names such as Λ�σ�πολις
(COR 87d), -στρατος, etc. (Bechtel, pp. 290 f.). Workers on
Corinthian pinakes are labelled COP 63c Λ$κρις, 64 ∆�ρις or
∆0ρις, and 65b Σ$qδις; a likely case is COP 45 œ$[.]ρις. Also COR
48 Κ#νις must be masculine in view of the three similar pieces
(COR 47, 49, 50) which bear masculine names.832 Therefore the
assumption that NAU 1Aa ΑBγυπτις and NAU 1Ea Μ�κ(κ)ις were
hetairai rather than male donors like the others cannot be based
on the form -ις (see ad loc.).

§232. Masculine hypocoristics in -ας

CHA 3 f Περ�φας will have been of the consonantal type in 
-φ-αντ- (as in the Iliad, 5. 842, 847, 17. 323) and was probably
derived from compound names beginning with Περι-φ(α)-, like
Περιφ1τ�ς (CHA 8d ); see Risch, p. 27 (less likely von Kamptz
(1982), 83). Therefore I am inclined to take the hypocoristic throw-
away name COR 104 Πολ*φας (see §237) to be of the same type.
COR 71b Ε&ρ*βα(ς), probably a hypocoristic from Ε&ρ*βατος
or the like (Bechtel, p. 180; Kerkyra), may also have followed this
declension (for the missing [s] see §204).

§233. Masculine hypocoristics in -ε*ς

Only two certain examples of hypocoristics in -ε*ς (for the suffix
see Perpillou (1973), passim) occur on our vases, namely IOI 2c
�γασθε*[ς], a giant, and CHA 8j Μενεσheä[ς], a Greek known

from the Iliad, both names derived from compound names in 
-σθ�νης.

Most names in -ε*ς are of unclear etymology: examples are
Nereus, Odysseus (see §254), Peleus, Phineus, and Tydeus, all
attested on our vases. Therefore one does not feel easy about 
the possible etymological connections of such names as Åοινε*ς
(CHA 17b, COR 41), Θ3σε*ς (CHA 11a), and Περσε*ς (BOI 8,
COR 55, 101b, CHA 9e) with, respectively, οiνος (see Bechtel,
p. 345), *Θησι-? (as ∆ωσι-, considered by Risch, p. 158), and
π�ρθω/περσε- (ibid.). Such apparent connections may be for-
tuitous and of the ‘popular’ type. The same is true of perhaps
the most famous case of all, Achilleus, for whose name even the
most well-known etymological approach is unconvincing (see
Hooker (1988), 4 f. with bibl.). In short the only possible mean-
ing of a hypothetical compound name *�χ�-λ�ƒος, ‘bringing pain
to the people’ (like κ�δι�νειρα ‘bringing glory to the men’), is 
inappropriate for the Achilleus we know from the Iliad, being 
himself subject to the 4χος (see LfgrE s.v., and Chantraine as well
as Frisk, s.v. 4χνυµαι) so frequently connected with him by the
poet; moreover, in the earlier epic tradition we know nothing about
any ‘Proto-Achilleus’ whom the meaning would suit better.
Therefore even this etymology cannot claim to be ‘genuine’ and
primary (as opposed to ‘popular’ and secondary).

In Mycenaean, hypocoristics in -ε*ς (e.g. O-na-se-u, from names
beginning with 
Ον�σι-, for which see Bechtel, pp. 348 f.), and
names in -ε*ς in general, seem to have been particularly popular
(see Risch, p. 158, with bibl.). Their frequency in the epic world
is therefore likely to be an archaism. The suffix -ε*ς was indeed
so typical of the heroic sphere that it could be used creatively 
in epic poetry (see the following examples from Risch, ibid.). There
are ad hoc formations of names, for example the semi-heroic
Phaiakes 
Ερετµε*ς, Ναυτε*ς, Ποντε*ς, etc. (Od. 8. 111 ff.), as
well as isolated case-forms that, though from names of differ-
ent types, nevertheless follow this declension, for example Od.
10. 114 �ντιφατ0α,833 and Il. 1. 423 �ιθιοπ0ας.834 There are 
even longer extensions such as Il. 20. 61 �ϊδωνε*ς and 5. 190
�ϊδων0ι.835 It can often be observed that the alternative forms
are used merely to fill up the end of a line.

This frequency in epic is relevant to two more names on our
vases, viz. (1) COR 74k Å Zλι$ν3ς and (2) CHA 2c Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς and
CHA 9c Γ3ρυ$ν3ς. In Homer and Hesiod, these occur as names
in -ε*ς: the first—attested only in the Iliad—is Ilioneus (acc. 
-0α 14. 489 and 492, gen. -0ος 501, all three at line-end), the 
second—occurring only in Hesiod’s Theogony—is Γηρυονε*ς
(287 acc. -0α, 309 dat. -0ι, both at line-end, and, at the begin-
ning, 982 acc. -�α, -0α, -ην codd.). On the other hand, COR 70h
Κεβρι$ν�ς, COR 68g Κεbq[ι]éν�ς, CHA 15e Κεβρι$ν3ς (perhaps
COR 46Ai [Κεβρι?]$ν�ς) reflect the stem as we have it in the Iliad,

832 The father of a dead man in an epitaph from Kerkyra (which had a close
relationship with Corinth) appears as ΜÉε�ξιος in the gen., i.e. he was called Με"ξις
in the nom. (CEG 146); for a similar hypocoristic see CHA 14 f.

833 But see Od. 10. 106 and 199 for gen. -�ο from -φ�της (Od. 15. 243) and 
-την (Od. 15. 242 and Il. 12. 191).

834 But �ιθι$π-ων, -ας, -εσσιν elsewhere.
835 �ϊδωνε*ς also at Hes. Th. 913, likewise at line-end. Elsewhere Iϊδ-ος, 

�jδη-ς, etc.
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not only for Kebriones (twice -ης, three times each -�ο and -ηι,
five times -ην) but also for Meriones (all cases).

As we have seen, names in -ευς were a poetic and on the whole
archaic feature, but they could also be artificially introduced 
by epic poets to create an archaizing effect. In the Iliad, for
instance, apart from the above-mentioned Trojan Ilioneus (with
three occurrences, all at line-end), there are three Greeks who
also bear names in -ονε*ς, namely Itymoneus (11. 672 -0α, line-end),
a hapax legomenon in archaic literature, Eïoneus (10. 435 -0ος, 7.
11 -0α, the first at line-end), and Othryoneus (13. 363 -0α, 13.
374 -εY, 13. 772 -ε*ς, none at line-end). Three of these names
ultimately seem to be ethnics, designating a man from , Ιλιον, one
from 
Ηϊ$νες, a town in the Argolid (Il. 2. 561; see also 
Ηϊ$νη,
a Nereid in Hes. Th. 255), and another from Mount ,Οθρυς
in Thessaly (Hdt. etc.). Ethnics in -ε*ς are a phenomenon of 
relatively late origin in the Homeric language, according to Risch
(pp. 158 f.), and since it was probably 
Ηϊον-ε*ς which provided
the full suffix and was the model for the others (see von Kamptz
(1982), 125), the entire group must belong to a recent layer of
epic poetry.836 Nevertheless, when used as names in -ε*ς they
sounded ‘archaic’, and with their metrical structure suited the epic
very well. For Itymoneus, no etymology seems to suggest itself;
it may be wrongly transmitted (perhaps for 
Ειτυµ-, i.e. 
Ετυµ-
with metrical lengthening; see von Kamptz, ibid.).

Now, as already mentioned, the Corinthian counterpart of 
the Homeric a-stem Κεβρι$νης ends in -�ς as expected, but
Homeric 
 Ιλιονε*ς appears as COR 74k Å Zλι$ν3ς. In view of 
the non-Ionic forms Μεν�λ�ƒος, 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς, Θε�ν8ι, Μ�λ8ι,
Ηαρµατ�δ�ς, and .[.].τ�ς on the same vase, Å Zλι$ν3ς can hardly
be argued to be an a-stem, i.e. a non-Corinthian form taken 
from Ionic; so it will have been understood as an s-stem by the
Corinthian painter.837 This is the more likely, since an oscillation
between stems in -es- and stems in -Bu- can already be observed
in Homer, for example Il. 16. 203 etc. Πηλ�ος, but 9. 147 etc.
Πηλ0ος; Od. 19. 177 ∆ωρι�ες, but Il. 2. 517 etc. ΦωκUων.838

On the other hand, for CHA 2c Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς and CHA 9c
Γ3ρυ$ν3ς, both by the Chalcidian Inscription P., we should not
assume an s-stem, since this name—apart from the -ε*ς forms
in the Theogony, and Aesch. Ag. 870 with nominative Γηρ*ων—
is clearly an a-stem (of the same type as Meriones and Kebriones),
well attested in choral lyric, viz. Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, Ibycus,
and Pindar.839 CHA 2c Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς therefore shows a mixture of

dialect which can also be observed in a number of other forms
employed by this particular painter (see §259). We may further
claim that in Geryones’ name, where an a-stem is the variant to
Hesiod’s -ε*ς, the oscillation could only have occurred in the
Ionic(-Attic) dialect, since elsewhere the difference between the
endings of the paradigms (-ε*ς etc., and -�ς etc.) was too great
to allow such a transition.840 As Geryones was a typically Doric
figure belonging to the context of Herakles, we cannot claim that
the a-stem of choral lyric was a secondary adaptation of an Ionic-
epic a-stem (nom. -ης, gen. -�ο, etc.). Therefore we may safely
‘blame’ Hesiod (or an Ionic source of his) for having created the
-0α and -0ι forms of *Γηρυονε*ς for convenience at line-end, and
we may presuppose the existence of an Ionic a-stem *Γηρυ$νης,
transposed from an A-dialect, most likely Doric (did the name of
the Cretan Μηρι$νης undergo the same process of change?). This
Ionic form is likely to be reflected in our Chalcidian attestations.

Now, if the epic genre gave freedom to create new names in
-ευς, particularly ethnics in -ε*ς and -ονε*ς, and if, for the sake
of convenience at line-end, one could graft case-endings after this
declension onto quite different stems (as Hesiod did with the
mythical name Geryones), it seems likely that we can attribute
to a pre-Homeric/Hesiodic layer not only Γ�ρυ$ν�ς of the
choral lyric but also Corinthian Å Zλι$ν3ς (COR 74k) which may
have been secondarily transformed into a (pseudo-)ethnic by
Homer or one of his sources for the line-end position. We may
then ask ourselves where the painter of the vase COR 74, which
at any rate presupposes a literary source (see §441), found this
form of the name; that it does not originate from Ionic epic is
clear because of -3ς rather than -ε*ς and the digamma (see §504).

§234. Masculine hypocoristics in -ιχος

Hypocoristics in -ιχος are not infrequent, particularly in Boiotian841

and Doric (see Schwyzer, p. 498). Among our documents we have
COR 44b Η�π(π)ιχος and ACC 3d Η*βριχος.

A derivative from such a name is BOI 3 
Επ�χ3 (see §235). The
element -ιχ- can be analysed in two different ways. (1) It could
be based on the second element of a compound name such as 
Επι-
χ�ρης/
Επι-χαρ�δης842 or 
Επ�-χαρµος, possibly via a normal
hypocoristic formation * ,Επι-χ-ος (see §228). (2) It could represent
the suffix -ιχο-. In both cases the name as we have it must be a
secondary derivative in -3 from 
Επιχ-. In case (2), to judge from
the clear names with this type of suffix, the first element of 

Επ-�χ-3 should be a lexical one with full semantic value (e.g. 7πιος
‘friendly’),843 not just the preverb �πι-. In both (1) and (2) the836 *
 Ιλιε*ς and *
Οθρυε*ς would have been metrically unsuitable. Other

groups of names in -ονε*ς, -$νη, -Pν, though not attested in Homer and Hesiod,
may nevertheless have existed at the time and served as models, notably
�λκυονε*ς, derived from the bird �λκυPν (which occurs at Il. 9. 563, with -$νη
ibid. 562), and NΕρµι$νη, a personal name as well as a synonym of NΕρµιPν, a
town in the Argolid like the above-mentioned 
Ηϊ$νες.

837 A phonological explanation [-eus] > [-bs] is implausible, see ad loc.
838 See Chantraine (1942), 105, 223 f. The forms with short [e] can be

explained as having originated from the patronymics with shortening of the vowel
before another vowel, e.g. Πηλz-�δης (see also Risch, pp. 158 f., with bibl.).
Nevertheless, they must have reminded the speaker of the s-stems.

839 Stesich. fr. S 13. 4 SLG voc. [Γ ]�ρυ$ν�, S 14. 8 acc. [Γ�ρυ]$ν�ν, S 15.
ii. 14 nom. Cãq[υ$ν�ς]; S 70. 4 is unclear. Ibyc. fr. S 176. 18 SLG acc. Γ�ρυ$ν�ν.
Pind. Isth. 1. 13 and fr. 169a. 6 gen. Γηρυ$ν�, Dith. 2 (fr. 81) voc. Γηρυ$ν�.

840 We may compare the unique [Κε]βριονε*ς, which not surprisingly occurs
on an Attic vase: a fr. of a bf. neck-amphora, Louvre CA 2364, LIMC v,
‘Kebriones’ 2; iv, ‘Hektor’ 15 (no ph., unfortunately; and the one in CVA does
not show Hektor’s name).

841 e.g. DGE 468A. 6 
Ευθ;µιχος, 474. 14 �σωπ�χω, 521. 2 Μυριχ�ω
(patronymic adjective), etc., 536. 1. 13 
Ολιο*µπιχος, 542. 36 NΟµολPϊχος
�θαν�χω, etc.; also fem. 452. 14 �ρν3σ�χ�, 540A. 4 Ε&µαρ�χ�. See also Vottero
(1985), 412–14.

842 Attested for Boiotians abroad (see Roesch (1982), 534 (index) ).
843 See , Ηπιος -�η (Fraser–Matthews), 
Ηπι$θολµος and 
Ηπι$δωρος

(Pape–Benseler).
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second syllable should be short,844 but metrical adaptation of proper
names is a frequent phenomenon (see §222).845 Without further
parallels for this name, we cannot decide on its etymology.

§235. Boiotian masculine hypocoristics in -3 vel sim.

We have two examples of Boiotian hypocoristics in -ε (later written
-ει),846 namely BOI 3 
Επ�χ©µ
 �πο�3σε . . . (see also §234) and BOI
5B Φ�θ©µ
 �πο�ƒ3σε (see §224). Such names frequently show 
double liquid or nasal (but rarely other geminates) before the final
vowel—a phenomenon which can be observed in other hypocoristics
too. Their origin is debated because of their peculiar inflection.
The oblique forms are (from Vottero (1985), 407): genitive -ιος,847

dative -ει848 and later -ι,849 accusative -ειν.850 Obviously the closest
similarity is with the s-stems, particularly if we take into account
the archaic dative in -ει.851 If we pursue this comparison, we may
suggest that the accusative form would be of the Σωκρ�την type852

(probably with a late [cn] pronunciation), and the genitive form
in -ιος might represent an earlier [-eos] with a raising of the 
prevocalic [e] to [y], written <ει>, frequent in Boiotian (see §221).
If our names should then be treated as s-stems, and this course
can be supported by the vocative DGE 456. 17 �σκλ1πιχες
χα"ρε (with lunate sigma, so not earlier than the mid-fourth 
century853), we ought to expect s-forms for the nominative of 
BOI 3 
Επ�χ3, 5B Φ�θ3, and the like.854 In theory the loss of [s]
could be due to analogy, but no suitable model is available and
it would be better to think of a phonetic development of final [s],
which is also attested elsewhere (see §§204, 224). If so, we might
quote as a parallel the case of our Boiotian potter Mnasalkes, who
writes his name both with and without final [s] (see ibid.). And
another Boiotian potter, Γρ*τ4ν (BOI 1A–B), may have called
himself Γρ*t3ς, i.e. by his Boiotian hypocoristic, on one of the
oil-flasks that he produced (see ad loc.). Orthographic convention,
particularly strong in proper names, constantly worked against
the loss of final [s]. But, on the other hand, it seems perfectly
understandable that in our exclusively Boiotian type of hypo-
coristics this convention could have been neglected and an 
eventual loss of final [s] (perhaps mainly a matter of rapid and

colloquial speech-habits) thereby regularized in writing (see also
§228 with n. 828).855

§236. Feminine hypocoristics in -P

This is by far the most frequent type of feminine name on our
vases. These hypocoristics normally preserve very little of the basic
name or noun, retaining only the first syllable and—if available—
the following consonant or consonant cluster. Occasionally two
syllables are retained as a further aid to recognition, particularly
in the case of underlying compound names with bisyllabic first
element. The cut-off point in these cases is the same as for
hypocoristics in -ος and -� (see §228), namely after the first con-
sonant or consonant cluster of the second element. The names
of the Nereids and Oceanids in Hes. Th. 243 ff. and 349 ff., respect-
ively, illustrate these principles: Σ�-P, Σπει-P, ∆ωτ-P, Πρωτ-P
(together with the compound name Πρωτοµ�δεια), Κυµ-P,
Νησ-P, Θεµιστ-P; Πειθ-P, Πρυµν-P, N Ιππ-P, Ζευξ-P,
Πλουτ-P, Μενε-σθ-P (from -σθ�νης), Τελε(-)στ-P, Καλυψ-P,
�µφι-ρ-P (from �µφ�ρ(ρ)υτος vel sim.).

These hypocoristics are frequent in the heroic sphere. As 
just mentioned, they are borne by various nymphs, of whom an
example on our vases is the Nereid COR 77d Ηαµαθ8ι, and 
also by somewhat wilder creatures, such as the Harpy LAK 7
�ƒεk[λ8ι] and the Gorgons—the latter appearing both with the
generic term, COR 106b Γοργ8[ι], and with one of their indi-
vidual names, COR 100b Σθεν(ν?)8ι, 124Aa [Σθ]εν(ν?)8ι (for the
geminate see §469).856 But the noblest of characters, too, may have
a name of this type. We have come across Apollon and Artemis’
mother CHA 22a Λ3τ8 (with unclear etymology), Chiron’s wife
COR 46Ba Χαρι-Qλ-8ι (the second element of the underlying
compound is still clearly recognizable), Antenor wife COR 74d
Θε�ν8ι (since the alpha is always long,857 we can see that her
hypocoristic name is derived from Θε1νωρ—which is of the same
formation as her husband’s name—probably via Θ��νος),858

Theano’s maid ibid. ( f ) Μ�λ8ι, and finally Phineus’ wife CHA
28 f 
Eρ[ιχθ]8 (from -χθ$νιος vel sim.).

In depictions of Satyrs and women (Maenads?) dancing, we
have CHA 1d Κλυτ8, ( f ) Ξανθ8, (h) Χορ8, ( j) Μυρ8, and (l)
Åι8, as well as CHA 14b Ξανθ8ι, (d) Åι8, (k) ∆[4]q8, where the
names draw attention to positive attributes of the dancers.

844 For the prosodic value of the suffix -ιχος, we have clear examples with a
short [h], e.g. CEG 13, 93, 336, 630, and Kaibel (1878), no. 514.

845 The assumption by Vottero (1985: 407) (* 
Επιχχ3) and Hansen ad CEG
327 (
Επ�κχη, index, p. 276) of an expressive geminate in this name is not 
necessary.

846 A brief account of these names, including some later examples and bibl.,
is given by Maffre (1975), 423 n. 56.

847 e.g. DGE 448. 6 Μελ�ννιος, 474. 30 Τιµ$λλιος, 501. 1 Ξ�ννιος (these 
are clear gen. forms, whereas patronymics in -ιος next to masc. nom. forms are
ambiguous).

848 Α�σ�µει (6th cent.), published by Venencie (1960), 589.
849 DGE 524. 5 ∆ορκ�λλι.
850 IG vii. 558 ∆αjµµειν (3rd cent.).
851 See Buck, §109: for an i-stem we should expect -ι.
852 See e.g. Chantraine (1961), 70, remarque ii; Schwyzer, p. 579.
853 See Guarducci (1967), 377.
854 E. Schwyzer (in DGE), who of course did not know our 
Επ�χ3, explains

the voc. �σκλ1πιχες as ‘volgaris . . . et soloecus’.

855 An alternative explanation was suggested to me by A. Morpurgo Davies.
It would emphasize the hypocoristic nature of these names and would point out
that the -ει dat. may go back both to *-esi (as in the s-stems) and to *-Bi, just as
the -ιος gen. may go back to *-eo (redetermined with a final -s) or even *-eos (with-
out loss of -s). It is then conceivable that we are dealing here with an originally
different type which at some stage was confused with the s-stems (whence
�σκλ1πιχες). A remote parallel for this inflection could be found in the -e ‘Kurz-
und Kosenamen’ of Mycenaean, recently studied by Risch (1987; see esp. 292).
It is doubtful, of course, that all Boiotian e/ei-names belong to such an early type
(some are bound to be innovations and the possibility cannot be excluded that
they are by-forms of s-stems), but that such a type, if it existed, had an influence
on the Boiotian hypocoristics cannot be ruled out.

856 The Gorgons’ mother is ΚητP, and their sisters, the Graiai, have names
of the same formation (Hes. Th. 270 ff.).

857 Il. 5. 70, 6. 298, 302, 11. 224.
858 For the latter name see Bechtel, p. 53; Neumann (1971), 67.
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In non-heroic scenes such names are sometimes found in the
context of hetairai: for instance, COR 92 shows (d) ΣελZν8ι and
( f ) 
Ερατ8ι at a symposion, and on COR 110 (c) 
Ερατ8ι is a naked
dancer (see also §479). Another dancer (on an unpublished vase,
see introd. to Pt. I. 5 above (COR) ) is called ΤZµ8ι. COR Gr
15b ΗZµερ8ι can be placed in this sphere, too.

Generally speaking, these names do not have any specific 
connotation; they are very widespread. Apart from the above-
mentioned contexts we have COR 70d ΑHν8ι, a non-heroic 
name in a mixed scene (see §§243, 402), COR 76e Περιλιπ8i, a
‘speaking name’ in a heroic scene (see §§228, 239), CHA 3e œλυτ8
in a non-heroic departure scene (see also COR 81Ad 
Ok[. ?]τ8ι
in a non-heroic wedding scene). Several frequent ‘throwaway
names’ (see §237) provide evidence for the popularity of the 
formation (see e.g. COR 81A just mentioned). ∆ι8ι is derived 
from names such as ∆ιοµUδη (Iliad), and Åι8ι from 
 Ι-δρ$µας or

 Ι-κ�ρτης (Bechtel, p. 215; Cyprian wi-ke-re-te-se /Wckretbs/,
Masson (1989), 159), or even from 
 Ιφι- names at a time when
the suffix character of -φι was still clearly felt (Åι8ι was not always
felt to be so derived, however, see §237). ∆ι8ι and Åι8ι are 
particularly frequent on Corinthian (and Chalcidian, see §259)
vases. Slightly more colourful are ∆4ρ8ι, derived from names 
like ∆ωροξ�ν�, -θεος, etc. (Bechtel, p. 144), COR 81Bb Å�χ8ι
(probably a departure scene), which reminds one of the mascu-
line ‘throwaway name’ Å χυς (see §237), and COR 24h Ηipπ8i,
a ‘horsey name’ (see §238).

That the feminine names and a handful of nouns in -P
originally had an Di-stem can be seen from their vocative -ο". In
Doric inscriptions their nominative is [-oi], occasionally recog-
nizable as [-di],859 while our Chalcidian inscriptions have -8 with-
out [i] (see §259 for the one exception, Ξανθ8ι, mentioned above).
The Doric nominative is normally thought to be analogical to 
the vocative rather than to represent the original long-diphthong
form, but this seems uncertain to me.860

Throwaway Names (Mostly Hypocoristics)

§237. Function and formation of throwaway names

The expression ‘throwaway names’ was coined by Amyx (pp. 552
f.) and as it clearly conveys what is meant, I have adopted it. The
phenomenon as such has long been observed. It is apparently

confined to Corinthian and Chalcidian vases; and on the latter
vases these names seem to reflect the Corinthian tradition (see
§259). Throwaway names are mainly short (bisyllabic) names that
can neither be linked to myth in the scene in which they occur
(although they may be attested as the names of heroic characters
elsewhere) nor be taken as the names of historical persons. The
latter view is supported by the fact that on the Corinthian pinakes,
from which we learn numerous names of real Corinthians at the
time, these names do not occur. Throwaway names cannot even
be said to individualize the figures next to which they are 
written in any given scene, since on several vases such a name
occurs more than once as a label for quite separate characters (e.g.
Åι8ι COR 77c/f, ∆�4ν COR 105d/g/k; see §471 with n. 1190).
Throwaway names could be used for unimportant characters 
in a variety of different scenes, depicting any type of subject, 
both heroic and non-heroic (heroic e.g. COR 77). The formation
of the names is normally of a very common type (see §§229, 
236). Their meanings, while often conveying some positive
characteristics (e.g. ε&-, πολυ-, δ4ρο-) or evoking the sphere of
warfare (e.g. ƒ�χ-, δTµ-, µαχ-), usually remain vague or are 
sometimes even ambiguous. It is interesting to note that on Attic
vases throwaway names are not used; on the other hand, on
Corinthian vases nonsense inscriptions are much less frequent than
on Attic ones. From the obvious acceptance of these inscriptions
—as well as from the relatively small percentage of vases that 
are inscribed—it seems to follow that the customers for these 
products on the whole did not care much for inscriptions (or could
not read them).861

The most frequent throwaway names are masculine Å�4ν
and ∆�4ν, feminine Åι8ι and ∆ι8ι, which seem to act as a kind
of general label for ‘man’ and ‘woman’ respectively (see in par-
ticular the brides on COR 71 and 81A, which remind one of the
formula pronounced by the Roman bride, Plutarch Quaest. Rom.
30 (Mor. 271d–e) τbν ν*µφην εHσ�γοντες λ�γειν κελε*ουσιν “;που
σe Γ�ιος, �γk Γαjα”862). We may compare the use in modern
languages of familiar names in stories of a general kind (jokes,
anecdotes, etc.).863 Therese Fuhrer has kindly drawn my atten-
tion to the fact that ∆�ων was also used much later as a ‘stock
name’ in philosophy, e.g. by Sextus Empiricus, Pyr., passim (ed.
Bury, see vol. iii, index of names).

859 This form can only be identified in alphabets which use both ο and ω. Buck
(§111. 5a) quotes an example λεχPι from Kyrene; see also CEG 683. 2 ΤροπPι
(Samos; 4th c.?).

860 See Schwyzer, p. 478 with n. 8; Chantraine (1961), 90 n. 1. The analogy
seems to be assumed because of <οι>-nom. forms (Thumb–Kieckers, p. 106);
these are, however, only significant in inscrs. where omega is also in use, i.e. 
considerably later than our vases, and may therefore reflect a later tendency to
confuse the two case-forms. A second reason for the assumption could be the
wide area in which the -ω nom. is attested (Attic, Ionic, Aiolic, Arkadian, Boiotian);
but the loss of the [i] in final long-diphthongs is widespread too, and occurred
independently. (I have not, however, been able to collect all the evidence, check
the date of the attestations, and compare them with contemporary occurrences
of dat. sg. in -4ι, -�ι, etc.)

861 See LIMC iii, pp. 410 f., where a good discussion of the throwaway and
speaking names is given by P. Müller in the course of justifying his inclusion of
some of these names in the lexicon. I take a much more negative view of their
possible heroic character, however, even in the case of mixed and pseudo-heroic
scenes (see §402). On the other hand, I would have included Balios (see §§504,
506) and other heroic horse-names (see §244). Moreover, some names with entries
in LIMC may refer to historical people (see §243).

862 See also Paul. ex Fest. p. 85 Lindsay, s.v. ‘Gaia’, and Quintil. 1. 7. 28.
863 e.g. Joe Bloggs in British English, John Doe in American English. In Swiss

German these stereotypes differ greatly from one region to another, e.g. in
Appenzell Sebedoni, Jokeb, Chuered, etc.; in Zurich de Hans, de Heiri, de Fritz,
de Schaaggi, etc.; in Berne der Hansli, or—more elaborately—der Tälebach Kari
(originally a historical person), de Minger Rüedu (former Federal Minister,
1929–40), etc.
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∆ι8ι is used for non-heroic female bystanders in COR 78a/e
and COR 119b, for a woman in a chariot (probably a bride) in
COR 81Aa (the figure bears a second label (b) Åι8ι), and for a
Nereid in COR 77a.

Åι8ι/Åι8 designates non-heroic female bystanders in COR 78f
and 119d as well as CHA 6a, the bride in the chariot in COR 71c
and 81Ab (just mentioned), and two Nereids in 77c/f. On the other
hand, on CHA 1l and 14d, where the name is used for Maenads,
it cannot be of this throwaway type in view of the accompanying
names, which (particularly on CHA 1) are very carefully chosen;
its meaning is likely to be different too (see below).

∆4ρ8ι/∆4ρ8 is slightly less stereotyped. Although it is used as
a throwaway name in COR 81Ac, where it designates a female
bystander, and again in COR 85a to label a woman in a very dull-
looking company, it also occurs among non-throwaway names,
for instance as that of a hetaira at a banquet in COR 92a, and in
CHA 14k it is used for a Maenad; in these two cases it will have
been chosen more deliberately (as CHA 14d Åι8 in the previous
paragraph).864 The element -δ4ρο- is also used in semi-throwaway
names (see below).

∆�4ν is the name of a warrior in COR 59a and 78b, a charioteer
in COR 119e, a horseman in COR 64d and 84, various boar-
hunters in COR 102f and 109a/b, a man chatting in CHA 18a,
three padded dancers in COR 105d/g/k, and a horse in COR
83ter.d (see §244; together with horses labelled Λ�λας, an odd name
which was frequently used by the painter of COR 83–83ter, see
ad loc.); ∆�4ν is likely to be the name of a charioteer, a warrior,
and a horseman in COR 99a/c/f (though all three names are 
miswritten; ( f ) is perhaps intended to be Å�4ν). The name occurs
again on a vase with nonsense inscriptions (Amyx, p. 601, no. 8
= Lorber, no. 98).

Å�4ν is the name of a warrior in COR 59c, 64A, and perhaps
119c (?), a charioteer in COR 67c, a horseman in COR 108, sev-
eral boar-hunters in COR 102b–d, a man chatting in CHA 18b,
and a boy (if not the warrior) in COR 119c (?). In COR 68e a
very careless writer seems to have used Å�4ν for a horse.

Å χυς is a horseman in COR 63, an old man in COR 119a,
and a warrior in COR 67a and CHA 13d.865 Its formation, how-
ever, differs from that of the other throwaway names (for more
examples of this type of hypocoristic see Bechtel, p. 52). It is 
presumably connected with the name 
ΗχP, which is attested 
as the label for a figure of unclear interpretation in COR 81Bb
Å�χ8ι (see §236), and may refer to shouts or cries when used in
a battle or departure scene. See also §259 with n. 932.

Χ�ρ4ν is a warrior in COR 59b and 112, a boar-hunter in COR
102g, and a man in COR 78d. This is an everyday hypocoristic
(see Bechtel, p. 466), evoking mainly χαροπ$ς and χ�ρων (see
Chantraine, s.vv.; Frisk, s.v. χα�ρω).

∆�µ4ν, although only attested twice, should also be counted
among these names, in view of the other names on the vases 

on which it occurs. It is used for a warrior in COR 68f, and a
charioteer in COR 78c. It is often difficult to decide whether 
we should read ∆Tµ- or ∆�µ- (Bechtel, pp. 116 and 130, respect-
ively), although for a charioteer the former is more appropri-
ate; in either case, we have a hypocoristic of a common type 
(see §229).

Λ��δ�ς is a warrior in COR 67b and 115a, a charioteer in COR
99d, probably a horseman in COR 111a, and a padded dancer in
COR 105i; COR 107c is uncertain. For the formation of the name
see §239, for the absent digamma §506. See also below on semi-
throwaway names.

There are other, longer names of a stereotyped sort on
Corinthian and Chalcidian vases; these are built in a uniform 
style and produce fairly dull results (we may call them semi-
throwaway names). Most characteristic are the names beginning
in Πολυ-, both hypocoristics and full-blown compound names.866

Π$λυβος (or Πολ*β4ς) in COR 67d and CHA 6b and Πολυλ��δ�ς
in COR 54 are the names of warriors. Π$λυδος is a horseman 
in COR 62 (in a painting exactly equivalent to COR 63 with 
the throwaway name Å χυς); another Π$λυδος is an old man 
in non-heroic, though not really throwaway-type, company in
CHA 3g. Πολ*φ�µος (heroic?, see ad loc.) and Πολ*στρατος in
COR 102a/h, and Πολ*δ�ς, Πολ*φας, and Πολ*δ4ρος in COR
104a/c/f are boar-hunters. The name Πολ*δ4ρος occurs again
for a lost figure in CHA 6d, and for a warrior in CHA 13c.
Πολυδ8ριδος is a charioteer in COR 64a (see ad loc.), and Π$λυς
a horseman in COR 100c. COR 74m Πολυφ.[. . .] in a heroic scene
is unclear; it may be a Πολυ- name, due to its position at the far
end of the scene (see §441).

Names beginning with Ε&- also seem to fit into the semi-
throwaway category, for example ΕCδ4ρος, a boar-hunter in COR
104d (alongside ( f ) Πολ*δ4ρος); ΕCµαχος, a man in COR 85b;
ΕCφ�µος, a horseman in COR 100a and a warrior in COR 114d;
ECƒαρχος a donkey-rider in COR 101d. Should the women’s
names of BOI 10—viz. (c) and (g) Ε&ƒ�ρχ�, (d) Ε&φροσ*ν�, ( f )
Ε&φ�ρια—be classified in the same way (see §243)?

Similarly the names COR 53b Ε&ρ*µαχος and (c) Πρ$µαχος
(the reading of label (a) is doubtful) ring somewhat dully in 
our ears, the former being echoed on COR 68 by two warrior-
names, (a) Ε&ρ*µας (a hypocoristic name) and (k) Ε&ρ*λοχος,
and that of a horse, (b) [Ε&]ρυµ�δ4ν (see §244). Even Ε&ρ*µαχος,
attested in two or three scenes that each include a number of
Trojan names (COR 46Ac and CHA 8c; less certain CHA 26),
may belong to this category (see §462), and the same is true 
for COR 107a Ε&ρυτ�4ν, a warrior in a pseudo-heroic scene 
(see below).

On the two Chalcidian vases CHA 13 and 18, the element
�ντ(ι)- could also be the sign of a semi-throwaway name (or at
least a speaking element; see §239). On the former there are two
warriors, (a) �ντα"ος and (b) �ντ�οχος, and, on the latter, one

864 One may also mention COR 114a ∆8ρ4ν in this connection.
865 A variant is COR 103c Å1χ�ς, appearing alongside the equally unusual (a)

Β�4ν and the more familiar (b) Ξ�νθος.

866 Heroic characters such as COR 82a Πολυδ�µας are not included here,
although Πολυ- names (just like ‘horsey names’, below, §238) are of course 
frequent in epic too.
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of the chatting men is labelled (c) �ντα"ος (for the other two, (a)
∆[� ]4ν and (b) Å�4ν, see above). On COR 104, (b) �ντιφ�τ�ς
occurs together with three Πολυ- names, one Eudoros, and a
horsey name (see §238). Even COR 119 f �ντιµαχ�δ�ς, albeit the
only full-blown name alongside five short throwaway names, is
composed of stereotyped elements and can hardly refer to a real
person (for the suffix -�δ�ς see §239).

It will have been noticed that many of these compound names
with stereotyped first elements are equally unoriginal in respect
of their second elements: -δ4ρος (see above on the feminine throw-
away name ∆4ρ8ι), -µαχος, -φ�µος (though not the ΕCφ�µος of
COR 66n; see §425), -λ��δ�ς (also a throwaway name in its own
right). It may even be better not to look for a heroic character in
COR 46Ag �νδρ$µαχος (nor therefore in (a) ΕCµ3λος?) and CHA
27a [. . .]$µαχος. For COR 16b 
 Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς and COR 70g
Ηιππ$µαχος, see §238; for COR 33c and 114e ∆4ρ�µαχος, see
ad loc.

Other names may have been virtually throwaway names too,
although the evidence we have does not provide a sufficiently
significant sample. One possibility is ∆��πυλος, which is written
twice on COR 107, (d ) and ( f ) (together with one (a) Ε&ρυτ�4ν
and a possible (c) [Λ�?]\δ�ς in a battle scene of only slightly heroic

quality), perhaps also on COR 53 where it is damaged, and on
COR 46A where it probably represents ∆η�φοβος.

On almost every one of the relevant vases with non-heroic or
pseudo-heroic subjects, and on which there is more than one name
label, there also occurs more than one throwaway name (or at 
least element), as can be seen from Table 1 (below). Some even
consist exclusively of such material (COR 59, 104, 109, 119; CHA
18), particularly if we count the horsey names too (see §238), or
almost exclusively (COR 53, 64, 67, 102; CHA 6, 13), even if there
are clearly heroic names too (COR 68, 77, 78, 99, 100).

The etymology of the four most frequent throwaway names is
a difficult problem, for more than one derivation is possible for
the stems ∆ι- and Åι-, but none will satisfy in every case. Arena
(ad our COR 102) suggested that Å�4ν is a ‘derivativo dalla radice
di ƒ�εµαι, usato forse con valore di nome comune, nella stessa
accezione di lit. vejù, v(ti “cacciare” ’, and for ∆�4ν his conjecture
was: ‘Questo nome parrebbe stare a δ�εµαι : διPκει, come il 
precedente, ƒ�4ν, a ƒ�εµαι : ƒιPκει.’ For men in a hunting scene
like COR 102 this is plausible, but not for the other scenes in
which these names are used. In connection with COR 105d/g, a
dancing scene with padded dancers and nude women, Fränkel
(1912a: 18) decided upon the derivation of ∆�4ν/∆ι8ι from 

TABLE 1

∆ι4- Åι4- -δ4ρ- Å χυς Χ�ρ4ν ∆�µ4ν Λ��δ�ς Πολυ- Ε&- Ε&ρυ- �ντι- -µαχ- -φ�µ-

COR 46A — — — — — — — — 1 1 — 2 —
COR 53 — — — — — — — — — 1 — 2 —
COR 54 — — — — — — 1 1 — — — — —
COR 59 1 1 — — 1 — — — — — — — —
COR 64 1 — 1 — — — 1 1 — — — — —
COR 67 — 1 — 1 — — 1 1 — — — — —
COR 68 — 1 — — — 1–2 — — — 3 — — —
COR 71 — 1 — — — — — — — 1 — — —
COR 77 1 2 — — — — — — — — — — —
COR 78 3 1 — — 1 1 — — — — — — —
COR 81A 1 1 1 — — — — — — — — — —
COR 83ter 1 — — — — — — — — — — — —
COR 85 — — 1 — — — — — 1 — — 1 —
COR 99 3 — — — — — 1 — — — — — —
COR 100 — — — — — — — 1 1 — — — 1
COR 102 1 3 — — 1 — — 2 — — — — 1
COR 104 — — 2 — — — — 3 1 — 1 — —
COR 105 3 — — — — — 1 — — — — — —
COR 107 — — — — — — 1? — — 1 — — —
COR 109 2 — — — — — — — — — — — —
COR 111 — — — — — — 1 — — — — — —
COR 114 — — 1–2 — — — — — 1 — — 1 1
COR 115 — — — — — — 1 — — — — — —
COR 119 2 2 — 1 — — — — — — 1 1 —
CHA 6 — 1 1 — — — — 2 — — — — —
CHA 13 — — 1 1 — — — 1 — — 2 — —
CHA 18 1 1 — — — — — — — — 1 — —
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δ�ω, δ�οµαι, δ�εµαι ‘hurry’, taking them for ‘Dämonen- und
Nereidennamen’. But, although it is true that the men named ∆�4ν
are mostly involved in some action, the women named ∆ι8ι are
all standing motionless; and we surely do not want to separate
the masculine name from the feminine one. We must therefore
accept Kretschmer’s derivation (p. 43) of these two names ∆�4ν
and ∆ι8ι from ∆ιο- compound names (with loss of intervocalic
[w]; see §506). This of course does not mean that they could not
be interpreted differently according to the context.

Such a secondary interpretation was clearly at play in the case
of Å�4ν/Åι8ι. Kretschmer (p. 44) lists several etymological con-
nections, namely ƒ-ς ‘strength’, ƒ-εσθαι ‘hasten’, ƒZ$ς ‘poison’,
ƒ�τυς ‘curve, rim, felloe’, ƒ�ον ‘violet’. On one vase, viz. CHA 1
with Satyrs and women dancing, only the last meaning makes
sense, indeed perfect sense, as the label for one beautiful dancer,
Åι8ι, next to another one named Μυρ8: the juxtaposition would
naturally have conjured up ‘fragrance of violets’. Yet the original
meaning of this hypocoristic name may have been quite different
(see a similar ambiguity in COR Gr 15a, ad loc.) and the violet
connotation is certainly not appropriate for the man’s name Å�4ν
(nor for Åι$λ�ƒος etc.). For such reinterpretations of names by
popular etymology, see §510.

For ∆�4ν, J. Mansfield (apud Amyx, ad COR 59a) cites as a
predecessor Mycenaean di-wo KN Dv 1503 and PY An 172. This
would suggest that our throwaway name already existed as a
hypocoristic at that time (the type of formation is of course much
older, see §229).867

Two slightly unusual throwaway names occur on the vase 
COR 103, viz. (a) Β�4ν and (c) Å1χ�ς, and along with them is a
throwaway-type horse-name, (b) Ξ�νθος (see §244); but this is a
very special vase anyway (see ad loc. and §260).

Horsey Names

§238. The frequent use of names with `ππ(ο)-

The expression ‘horsey name’ was also coined by Amyx (pp. 553
f.), although the phenomenon itself had been observed long
before.868 As horsey names are a particular kind of throwaway 
name (see §237), they do not necessarily need a special desig-
nation. I none the less retain the expression, because the phe-
nomenon is not only typical of Corinthian vases, but horsey
names—unlike throwaway names—also occur on Attic vases. 
They are extremely frequent as historical names too (see Bechtel,

pp. 219–26), and come close to fulfilling the role of throwaway
names in epic.869 Whether we should also speak of horsey names
in the case of names formed from stems other than `ππ(ο)- but
nevertheless semantically related to the sphere of horses, is a 
matter of personal judgement; see COR 21 Τ$νιος (ad loc.), §448
on COR 82h ΓλαYËor, and §425 on COR 66m Φ�ρ3ς, which is
to be compared with (s) Η�π(π)αsος and (u) Η�ππαλQµος.

In the following lists of likely and less likely horsey names, only
characters not known from literature are listed (literary ones are
COR 66s/u, just cited, and perhaps CHA 8 f ). It is obvious that
many figures have a horsey name because they are involved with
horses in the scenes on the vases. Even so, we cannot normally
talk of ‘speaking names’ (see §239) since the labels mostly 
convey no more than a general notion ‘horses around’. Some 
of the vases in question also contain throwaway names proper 
(see §237).

The list of likely examples is as follows: COR 16b 
 Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς
(a horseman holding a spear, i.e. perhaps a speaking name, see
§239), 24h Ηipπ8i (see §236; a female bystander; horses present),
30h Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς (a horseman), 42b [Η?]ιππολ*τ� (‘three maidens’;
horses present), 61 Ηιππ$λυτος (dead youth between two warriors
fighting; horses at some distance), 64b Κ�sιππος (charioteer, 
perhaps a speaking name, see ad loc. and §239), 66i Ηιπποτ�4ν
(groom gesticulating at horses), 68l Ηιππ$λυτ[ος] (warrior in 
chariot), 70g Ηιππ$µαχος (warrior; horses present), 81Ah
Ηιπ(π)οµ�[δ4ν] (warrior next to another, named �δ�µας; horses
at some distance), 92j Ηιπ(π)οτ�4ν (horseman), 104e Π�ντιππος
(horseman), 116a Η�ππασος (warrior; no horses present in the
scene), perhaps CHA 3b Ηιππολ*τ3 (female bystander; horses
at some distance).

Less certain are the full names in mixed or pseudo-heroic 
contexts (see §402): COR 14e Ν-κιπ(π)οr (horseman), 24i
Ηιπ(π)$λυτος (warrior next to (h) Ηipπ8i (in list above) ); 
and likewise less certain are such names in heroic contexts: 
COR 44b Η�π(π)ιχος (horseman), 66b ΑHν�ππ� (a nurse with 
baby; horses at some distance), 70g Ηιππ$µαχος (label of a 
warrior in a departure scene; horses present; perhaps a speaking
name, see §444), 79Ac Ζε(υ)ξ�ππ� (female bystander; horses 
present), 91b [Η?]ιπ(π)ον-κ� (lost figure), CHA 4i ,Εχιππος
(no horses present in the scene). A possible case on a pinax 
is COP 78b Λ;σιπ(π)ος (perhaps a speaking name; but see 
ad loc.). COR 94 [ 
 Ι ]π(π)α�l4m in a chariot scene is of uncertain
reading.

The importance of these horsey names reflects the general
importance of the horse on Corinthian vases in departure scenes,
chariot scenes (also with Poseidon), riding scenes (also with
Poseidon or Kastor), battle scenes, wedding scenes, chariot-races,
etc. (see §§466 ff.). Corinth also had Pegasos on her coins.

867 Mansfield’s comparison of Å�4ν with Myc. i-jo MY Au 102, however, is
wrong. For not only is there no loss of initial [w] in Mycenaean (see Ventris–
Chadwick (1973), 398, actually cited by Mansfield), but there is also no case of
an etymologically unjustified initial digamma at Corinth. Moreover it seems likely
that i-jo is a variant of i-*65 (i-ju) ‘son’.

868 See e.g. Jahn (1854: p. cxx with n. 875), on the vase ABV 266. 5, and
Luckenbach (1880: 496 f.), who added COR 66i Ηιπποτ�4ν and (s) Η�π(π)αsος,
COR 30h Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς, COR 70g Ηιππ$µαχος, and CHA 4i ,Εχιππος; the 
example COR 66s, however, is a heroic figure (see §425). See also Lorber, p. 20
n. 117 (bibl.).

869 For example O Ιππασος in Homer, used for fathers of minor figures in a very
formulaic and stereotyped manner: Il. 13. 411 f. (a Greek), 17. 348 f. (a Trojan),
and (perhaps the same Trojan?) 11. 426, 431, 450 (in the last instance charac-
terized as ̀ ππ$δαµος). None of them takes an active part in the plot. Other horsey
names likely to be from epic have more weight (see §448 on COR 82h).
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Speaking Labels

§239. Speaking names and nouns and their distinction

Speaking labels make some reference to the activity of the figure
they designate. Some of them must be personal names, in view
of their formation; others may be; very few cannot be. I tend to
take speaking adjectives or compound nouns (which are nomin-
alized verbal phrases) as personal names (although they often
appear to be ad hoc coinages), but I do not adopt the same inter-
pretation for non-compound nouns like COR 71a φ�λοι and (d )
É�π(π)οι (see §401); one exception is CHA 14c Η�π(π)ος, which
designates a Satyr, not a horse.

Among non-heroic characters (see above, n. 861), there are a
few cases of speaking labels which are at the same time agent 
adjectives or nouns (see ad locc.). On COR 7 a warrior and his
groom are named Ηιπποβ�τ�ς and Ηιπ(π)οστρ$φος; on COR
21 a warrior is called Τ$νιος; on LAK 4 a groom, holding his
master’s horse during the fight, is called (a) 
/νιοχ�δ�ς; and on
the same vase the warriors’ names (b) �ρχιλοχ[� ]δ�ς and (c)
∆3ν$µαχοr are unlikely to refer to a historical fight between real
persons, but are speaking names too, just as (d) Σ*νις. The name

/νιοχ�δ�ς occurs again, on COR 89b, for a charioteer; also (a)
Φ�ρ3ς and (d ) Λ�ƒοπτ$λεµος on this vase are of the speaking
type. On CHA 13, besides some other figures with throwaway
names (see §237), there are two warriors fighting: (a) �ντα"ος and
(b) �ντ�οχος; here, as well as in the warrior’s name COR 119 f
�ντιµαχ�δ�ς (see §237), the element �ντ(ι)- can be classed as
the speaking type. On COR 16 a horseman holding a spear and
riding next to Kastor is labelled (b) 
 Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς (also a
horsey-type name; see §238); the two are approaching a scene with
two men who seem to bear speaking noun-labels (titles?): (d )
Φορβ$ς (Φ$ρβος?) and (e) Äαστυp$τ�ς (see §472). On COR 64
there is a charioteer named (b) Κ�sιππος, which could mean
‘spurring the horses’ (see ad loc.) and may be a horsey-type name
too (see §238). On COR 70 a warrior (g) Ηιππ$µαχος, who is
greeting two ladies, may be identical with a nameless warrior
climbing into a chariot (see §444; the name is probably also of
the horsey type). A warrior on COR 114 probably bears the name
(c) Μ�µ(ν)4ν which may mean ‘withstanding the enemy’s attack’
(see ad loc., also on the other names on this vase). On the pinax
COP 78 a little jumping man (b) Λ;σιπ(π)ος is holding the reins
of a horse (again, his name may be a horsey one; but see ad loc.).
On LAK 3 the overseer is called (g) φ*λακος and another man
(b) Σ8φορτος; (c) is not clear. On COR 33 a female servant is
labelled (d ) σ�κ�ς, and on COR 17 a flute-player, not the most
important character in the scene, is called (a) Πολ*τερπος (see
§228). On COR 19 the names of some padded dancers (e)–(i) speak
of dance and wine.

When we turn to heroic characters, we may observe that on
CHA 1, and similarly on CHA 14 (as far as we understand the
labels), the names of the Satyrs refer to their horsey looks, those
of the women to their perfume, fair hair, and beautiful dancing.

On COR 77 two Nereids are named (d ) Ηαµαθ8ι and (e)
œ�µατοθ (others have throwaway names, see §237), and another,
on COR 96B, is called Πν4τοµ�δοισα; in the epic tradition Nereids
quite generally already have speaking names. The same is true
for the Centaurs, one of whom, CHA 23a 
Ek�τιος, holds a tree
as his weapon. On ETR 4 an Amazon is labelled �νδροµ�χ3, a
name which occurs elsewhere (see ad loc.). On COR 12 (and sim-
ilarly in the corresponding literary accounts), one of the sons of
Eurytios is called Τ$ξος, which must be an allusion their to the
shooting competition which took place when Herakles was guest
(see §416). Not known from elsewhere is COR 76e Περιλιπ8i;
since the woman in question is a ‘survivor’ it could be a speak-
ing name, but as we do not have a full literary account of the sack
of Troy from archaic times we cannot exclude the possibility that
the name actually comes from the epic tradition (where of course
it would also be a speaking name).

The formation in -�δας seems to be typical of speaking names:
see the above-mentioned LAK 4a and COR 89b 
/νιοχ�δ�ς (two
men holding horses’ reins), LAK 4b �ρχιλοχ[� ]δ�ς (warrior),
COR 16b 
 Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�r (horseman with spear), COR 119 f
�ντιµαχ�δ�ς (warrior), as well as COR 74h Ηαρµατ�δ�ς (a horse
in a heroic scene; see §244). These forms in -�δ�ς were originally
patronymics (see §240). A special case is Λ��δ�ς, which on
Corinthian vases is a throwaway name (see §237). It is derived
from a heavily shortened stem Λ�ƒο- (just like Λ�ϊχος, Λ�ων;
see Bechtel, p. 285); its digamma is never written (see §506), and
the name has no speaking quality.

Hetairai too are given speaking names on our vases (see §308).
This is clear in the case of the company at a banquet on COR
92: (a) ∆4q8ι, (d ) ΣελZν8ι, ( f ) 
Ερατ8ι (for their formation see
§236). Two nude dancers on COR 110 are named (b) Πανταρ�τ�
(for the interpretation of this name see §479) and (c) 
Ερατ8ι; on
COR 105 two others are (c) Σ-µ� and ( f )J[α]kk�ς (?); and on
an unpublished vase (see introd. to Pt. I. 5 above (COR) ) we have
(a) ΤZµ8ι (to be compared with Πανταρ�τ� just above?) and 
(b) Πυρƒ�ς. A character of some notoriety must be represented
by COR 18a ΑHν5τ�. Likely hetairai are COR 25a Νεβρ�ς and
(b) Κ(α)λ*κ�; COR Gr 15a Åι$π�, (b) ΗZµερ8ι, and (c) Χαρ�τ�. 
If EUB 3 Κ[αλλιµ?]�λεια is a speaking name describing the
woman in question, she is also likely to be a hetaira. A different
case is DOH 3a, where we have an ethnic name (see §241). Some
of the characters listed in this paragraph may have been real people.
This may also be the case with COR 70d ΑHν8ι and (e) Κι�ν�ς, who
appear together with a warrior (g) Ηιππ$µαχος in an otherwise
heroic scene of Hektor taking leave of his family (see §444).

Apart from the Nereids and the Centaurs, horses, too, often have
speaking names (COR 74h Ηαρµατ�δ�ς has just been mentioned);
see also §244. On BOI 10 a dog is called (e) Φιλοφ5ρ� ‘fond of
hunting’.870

870 See also ad COR 4c and CHA 3a.
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Patronymic Names

§240. Names formed with a patronymic suffix

In our corpus, only two types of names formed with patronymic
suffixes occur, one in -�δ�ς and the other in -�δ�ς (the latter
replaces the former if the father’s name is an i-stem, otherwise
it is rare). The -�δ�ς type is extremely frequent in the archaic
period from which our vases mostly come. Yet even then the suffix
was hardly ever used for its original purpose, which was to derive
an individual’s name from that of his father. Its use had become
much freer: it was still used for proper names but without
regard for the individual’s father’s name (see e.g. the Attic 
vase-painter Ε&θυµ�δ3ς of the late sixth century (cited in §227),
whose father was not ΕCθυµος).

Among our vase inscriptions we have a whole series of histor-
ical names formed with these suffixes, namely in BOI 2, 9, 26;
AIG 3E; COR 18d/f/g, 27h (and COP 18); COP 11b, 40, 41, 49,
52b; and NAU 1Jg; slightly altered are BOI 4C 
Εµπεδι8νδ�ι
(dat.) and BOI 5A Φιθ�δ�ς (for some more examples from other
objects, see also §204 n. 733). Similar to the latter is a likely 
potter at Corinth, Σ4τ�δ[�ς] (see introd. to Pt. I. 5 above (COR),
n. 118). One such name is used as a throwaway name, Λ��δ�ς
(six attestations; see §§237, 239), with the extended version
Πολυλ��δ�ς in COR 54 (see §237).

Secondly the suffix is used on our vases for a distinct type of
speaking name, for example 
/νιοχ�δ�ς for men holding horses’
reins (see §239 on LAK 4a–b, COR 16b, 74h, 89b, 119 f ). Schwyzer
(p. 509) observes that such names, which he calls ‘(halb) appellativ
(“einer vom Schlage der und der”)’, are found from Aristophanes
onwards. In Homer on the other hand, these forms are still full
patronymic adjectives, not individual names.871 Our speaking names
on vases, however, are individual names, defining the ‘profession’
of the bearer (but not his parentage)—and they date from a cen-
tury and a half before Aristophanes. Again we may assume that
in reality (at least originally) a boy might get a name in -�δ�ς
derived from a particular trade or profession because his father
was engaged in it. But since, in historical times, the suffix could
be used in a freer manner, it seems also conceivable that a name
in -�δ�ς could be taken from the bearer’s own profession and 
used as a nickname. It is tempting to assume that the freer use
of the suffix was due to the reinterpretation of cases in which 
a son was named after his father’s profession and remained in it
himself.

Ethnic Names

§241. Ethnics used as names

Ethnics used as names are very frequent; many examples are found
in Bechtel, pp. 536 ff.

On COR 70 there is (e) Κι�ν�ς, maybe a hetaira in a heroic
context at Troy. (We may perhaps compare the—unnamed—
woman who, in Pausanias’ description of the Chest of Kypselos,
was shown sitting next to Herakles (the referee at the funeral games
for Pelias) and was playing upon the Phrygian flute; see COR 66,
‘Scene’, and §425.)

Likely historical Corinthians are the two warriors COR 117c
Π*λιος and (d) Τ�ρας (engaged in fighting each other), the boar-
hunter COR 33 f Λ�Q4ν (in a pseudo-heroic scene), and, on COR
18, Aineta’s admirer ( j ) Φρ*ξ (see §219). Another boar-hunter,
COR 102j, also called Φρ*ξ, may have been the same character
some years later (see §473). A further possible example, from the
West, is COR 40b ,ΟµριQος, probably a slave stealing wine.

DOH 3a perhaps contains the name of a Rhodian hetaira, either
É� Βρασ�α (named after a local place) or Éαβρl (�)σ�α (see ad
loc.).

An ethnic name also known from epic literature is COR 66l
�ργ#ος.

Historical Persons

§242. Characters in direct relation to the object on which 
they are named

Potters and/or painters: BOI 1A–B Γρ*τ4ν, 2A–D Μενα�δ�ς, 
3 
Επ�χ3 (also the donor of the vase?), 4A–C Μν�σ�λκ3ς, 5A
Φιθ�δ�ς and (B) Φ�θ3, 6A–E Π$λ4ν, 7A–B Γ�µ5δ3ς; INC 
1 �ριστ$νοθος (or �ρ�στον{ο}φος?); COR 27 and COP 18
ΤZµ4ν�δ�ς, COR 57 Χ�ρ3ς; COP 41 Μιλ4ν�δ�ς (also donor); ITH
2 Καλ(λ)ικλ��ς; EUC 1 [. . .]. ινος, EUC 3 Π*ρ(ρ)ος; DOC 4 
[. . .]r; DOI 1a �νδρ��ς; IOD 4A–C ΝZκUσερµος (also donor?);
perhaps IOD 1 
 Ιστροκλ�ης.

Donors of vases (probably sometimes potters too, see §302):
BOI 2D Γοργ��ς (incised, later), 20 Σµ"κρος, 26 [Ε&?ν]οσστ�δ�ς,
27 Λ�4ν (?), 29 [. . .]ωρος (or the name of an admired youth?),
AIG 3E �ριστ$φαντος κα9 ∆αµον�δ�ς, probably Σ4τ�δ[�ς]
(see introd. to Pt. I. 5 above (COR), n. 118), COR 31d [. . .]sυλος,
ARG 1 [. . .-α]νdρος, probably ETR 1d Πρ�ξ��ς, IOI 1b [. . .]λη
(fem.), perhaps IOD 7 [. . .-θ]�η, perhaps IOD 6C ∆ηµ[ο-. . .],
and IOD 6G [. . .]Lενεκ�(ρ)τ[ης . . .], and perhaps IOD 8
�θηναγ$ρη (?). The donors of the Naukratite sherds: NAU 
1A ΑBγυπτις, (B) ∆ηµοφ[�]νη[ς], (C ) [. . .-γ?]Uθης, (D)
NEρµ$µανδροr, (E) Μ�κ(κ)ις, (F) [. . .]νης, (G–H) ΖPι(ι)λος, 
( J ) (a) Αντ[. . .], (b) ΘυµοcU[θ]ης, (c) Jk�αρχος, (i) [Κ ]kευ-
π[. . .], (k) [NΕρ?]µ$λεω[ς], (o) [. . .]$στρa[τος], (Lg) NΕρµο-
c�m[ης] (?), and other fragmentary names mostly in ( J ). Perhaps
also DOH 2a–b �λκιδαl[. . .] (?).

871 Schwyzer cites Od. 8. 114 �µφ�αλ$ς θ 
 , υ`5ς ΠολυνUου Τεκτον�δαο as an
example of this ‘semi-appellative’ type, but this means ‘A., son of P., who was
the son of Tekton’, i.e. the ‘semi-appellative’ or ‘speaking’ name is not Τεκτον�δης,
the epithet of Amphialos’ father after the profession of the grandfather, but 
Τ�κτων, the name of the grandfather taken from his (mythical) profession. For
such patronymics in Homer, see also Risch, pp. 147 ff., §33.
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Donors of pinakes (see §302): COP 3b ΣZµ�4ν, 5b Θεο[. . .], 
7 Θρασ*µa[χος?], COP 8a [Π]�ρ[ι]λ(λ)ος, COP 9 Πολ-τ�ς, 
COP 10 Œ*λ(λ)�r, COP 11b œυλο�δ�ς, COP 12 and COP
48A–B Φλ�β4ν, COP 13 [. . .]4ν, COP 25 ΑHσιµ�λλçς, COP 26
[Α$]sQυλ"[νος] (?), COP 27b 
Amτiv��r, COP 28 �ριστ$φιkor,
COP 29a 
/σ4π$δ4ρος, COP 30 ∆�µ$φιλ[ος] (?), COP 31 ∆$ρκ4ν,
COP 32 
Εδ[. . .] (?), COP 34 Ε&κρ�ν3r (or label of a workman?),
COP 35b Ε&ρυµ5δ3ς, COP 36 ΕCστρατος, COP 37b Åι$[k�ς?]
(?), COP 38A–B , Ιγρ4ν, COP 39 Κανθa[ρ-. . .] (?), COP 40
Λ�σι�δ�ς, COP 41 Μιλ4ν�δ�ς (also painter), COP 42c 
Ορθο[. . .]
(?), COP 43 Ξενƒοκλ0r (?), COP 44a œ8l[ιος] (?), COP 45
œ$[.]ρις, COP 46 œu[. . .] (?), COP 47 [Φ?]ιλο[. . .] (?), COP 49
[. . .]ογ!τον�δ�ς, COP 50 [. . .]3ς, and some final letters of
names in COP 51–4. With genitive, probably COP 61 [Σ?]�µ4.

Recipients and owners of vases: BOI 2A–D Χ�ροπι (dat.), 
4C 
Εµπεδι8νδ�i and ΑHσχ*λοι (both dat.), COR 17b Πυρƒ��ς
(a dancer), probably 47 Α$σQυλ"νος (and his father Πετ�λ�, 
gen.), 48 Κ#νις, COR 49 ΦZδ��ς, COR 50 œυλ(λ)��ς, COR 50A
�γρ1ν4 (gen.), COR Gr 2 Χοιρ�σου (gen.), EUC 2 Dεξ(ι)θ�4
(?, uncertain), ETR 1e Arnθe (probably an Etruscan case-form),
DOC 5 �ρχ�jk4 (?, gen.) and his father Ε&κk�ος (gen.), DOI
1b �ρκÉ ιδ�κ�ς (gen. fem.), perhaps IOD 5B [. . . ?]κ*δρ,.

Kalos-inscriptions: BOI 9 ΠολυτZµ�δ�ς, 19 Σ�βων, uncer-
tain 29 [. . .]ωρος (or donor?); EUB 3b (and 3a?) Κ [αλλι]l�λεια;
DOH 3a É� Βρασ�α or Éαβρl (�)σ�α. The two women just listed
may have been hetairai. Other likely hetairai are portrayed 
and labelled (see §243), in particular COR 18a ΑHν5τ�, next 
to whose name is a list of men, probably admirers of hers 
(b–j): Μεν(ν?)��ς, Θ5ρ4ν, Μυρµ�δ�ς, ΕCδιQος, Λ�σανδρ�δ�ς,
Χαρικλ�δ�ς, ∆�ξιλ(λ?)ος, Ξ�νƒ4ν, and Φρ*ξ.

Other people known to, or identical with, a vase-painter or 
potter, and involved in some love affair (as some of the human
recipients of vases and donors may have been): ACC 3a
�πολλ$δ4ρος and Ξ*λλ�ς (gen.), (b) Å$λχ�ς and �πολλ$δ4ρον,
(c) 
Ον�τ�ς and Νιξ7ς (gen.), (d) Η*βριχος and Παρµ*νιος (gen.),
DOC 2a–b Γελ[ιος and Iκ�ς (gen.?), (c) [Ε ]Cµαχος.

§243. Possible contemporary characters shown and labelled 
on the vase

Where the labels identifying human characters depicted on our
vases are not names from a heroic context, and are not throw-
away (see §237) or horsey names (see §238), or speaking names
reflecting the occupation of the figure in question (see §239), then
there is some chance of their being the names of actual historical
persons living at the time of the respective vase-painters. Never-
theless, there remains a considerable uncertainty in many cases,
and we have to judge every single vase individually, particularly
the pseudo-heroic and mixed scenes (see §402). In the following
list, names that are possible but of uncertain reading and inter-
pretation are omitted.

We have a few scenes of a mainly private character which are
likely to show real people. In a domestic scene on BOI 10 there

are (c) Ε&ƒ�ρχ�, (d) Ε&φροσ*ν�, ( f ) Ε&φ�ρια, (g) Ε&ƒ�ρχ� (bis),
and (h) œοδ$µ�—as well as a dog (e) Φιλοφ5ρ�; the stereotyped
Ε&-, however, reminds one of the Corinthian semi-throwaway
names (see §237). On BOI 11 a young man Κρ�τ4ν is goading
two cocks to fight. On BOI 16 a family (see §475) is shown in 
an offering-procession: (a) Μ"τος, (b) Κρ�τεια, (c) Πρ�τ$λαος
(also ( f ) Σατ*[ρ�], whose function in the scene is unknown). Very
similar is COP App. 1A with two women’s labels, (a) Ε&θυδ�κ�
and (b) Ε&Qολ�ς (the man’s name was probably contained in the
dedicatory inscription). Also COR 26, with (a) Καλ(λ)ιο.[. . .],
(b) ∆α[µ-. . . ?], and (c) [Η]iπ(π)$διQος or [Η]uπ$διQος, is
likely to have depicted the same kind of procession. On COR 17,
(b) Πυρƒ��ς is a dancer, who was also the recipient of the 
vase; less certain is the flute-player (a) Πολ*τερπος, whose
speaking name may raise doubts about his real existence. COR
40 shows a wine-stealing scene with three men (a) Ε^νος (or
ΕCν4ς), (b) ,ΟµριQος, and (c) 
Οφ�λανδρος (probably slaves). COR
33 shows a boar-hunt with some heroic names, but also several
other names that may have been taken from everyday life: 
(b) Iλκ�, (c) ∆4ρ�µαχος, (e) �νδρ*τ�ς, ( f ) Λ�Q4ν, (g) Φ�λ4ν,
(h) Θ�ρσανδρος.

COR 92 shows the company at a banquet, both men and
women: (a) ∆4q8ι, (b) [Ξ]õmƒ4ν (?), (c) Dãlαc$ρãς, (d ) ΣελZν8ι,
(e) Η(ε)ρµα"ος, ( f ) 
Ερατ8ι, (g) Σφ$ρτος. The fragment COR
110 shows a dance, hardly a heroic one, of padded men and nude
women, the latter labelled (b) Πανταρ�τ� and (c) 
Ερατ8ι. COR
Gr 15 shows three women’s portraits: (a) Åι$π�, (b) ΗZµερ8ι,
(c) Χαρ�τ�. These women will have been hetairai, and portraits
of other likely hetairai are shown on COR 18a ΑHν5τ� (for her
admirers see §242), COR 25 (a) Νεβρ�ς and (b) Κ(α)λ*κ�, 
and COR 65 
Ερ�τ�. Although these women’s names evoke the
sphere of love, fragrances, flowers, etc., we should not rush to
deny their bearers’ existence and call them ad hoc speaking
names. Aineta at least must have been real, and her name, too
(‘the famous one’), suits her well. Moreover, both Aineta’s
admirers and the men at the banquet on COR 92 have real names,
not speaking or throwaway ones. Somewhat less certain is the 
case of the two women COR 70 (d ) ΑHν8ι and (e) Κι�ν�ς, who
may have been hetairai too, but are set in a heroic context.

Other names which are probably taken from everyday life 
designate warriors, horsemen, charioteers, etc. in scenes of mixed,
pseudo-heroic, and non-heroic type, related to war: COR 5
Π�ρευνος (warrior); COR 6e Λ1πυθος (charioteer, mixed scene);
some of the warriors on COR 46A, notably (a) ΕCµ3λος, (d )
∆ã\πυλος, and (e) ∆ι(8)νυµος (?) (mixed scene); COR 58a Ν-Q4ν
and (b) �ντι(. . .) (horsemen); COR 81g K�δ�µας (warrior); COR
85c �γ1ν4ρ (warrior) and (e) ∆�l�ς (man in long robe); COR
86b ∆ιον;σιος and COR 87a �κ�µας (charioteers); COR 115b
Μ*ριος; COR 115A Μõλaµpοr; COR 117c Π*λιος and (d )
Τ�ρας (all warriors). (The names on COR 114, on the other hand,
may have to be interpreted differently.)

The names of workmen in some trade related to potting
appear on the Corinthian pinakes (probably identical in part with
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the donors or potters of the respective pieces, see §242): COP 52b
[. . .]. \δ�ς (there is also a fragmentary name, possibly different,
of a donor); COP 62a Φ*σQ4m and (b) [�]ρν5σιος; COP 63c
Λ$κρις; COP 64 ∆�ρις or ∆0ρις; COP 65a 
Ον*µ4ν and (b) Σ$qδις;
COP 66a Στ�π4ν; maybe COP 23a ∆àµο[. . .], 34 Ε&κρ�ν3r
(donor?), 52b [. . .]. \δ�ς, 67 [. . .]. �γαθος, and 82a [. . .]νος.

A name belonging to a historically well-known character is 
LAK 3a �ρκεσ�λ�ς (however, most other names on that vase are
unknown from literature and difficult to judge).

Here may be the right place to mention that the great num-
ber of names of historical people from Corinth, of which only very
few are hapax legomena and hard to interpret, does not suggest,
at least at the time of our documents, a mixed population either
in Corinth or in other cities of the region—a state of affairs that
is often assumed in connection with tyranny.872

Horses

§244. The names of horses

Horse labels occur quite frequently on Corinthian pottery and
occasionally on Chalcidian vases (see §259).873 Some are attested
more than once, but only the frequent Ξ�νθος can in some cases
be called a stereotyped, if not a throwaway horse-name. Most
horse-names are speaking names (see §239), describing the
colour or attitudes of the animals. Only one certain feminine 
horse-name is attested on our vases, and a very special one it is,
COR 24 f Πολυπ�νθ� (see §§439, 509).

The colour ξανθ$ς was obviously popular. As this horse-name
is well known from epic, we may, in the context of a Trojan scene,
consider it an epic borrowing: it occurs, for instance, at COR 24g,
together with Πολυπ�νθ�, in a mixed Trojan wedding scene; at
COR 27e, together with �σ$β�ς, in a scene with Achilleus and
Troilos; and at COR 70i, together with œ$ραξς, in a mixed Trojan
departure scene. The epic connection is all the more obvious if
Β�λιος is also present (see §§504, 506), as on COR 57, where the
horses (d) Π$δαργος, (i) 
Ορ�ƒ4ν, and (l) Α�θ4ν appear too (see
ad loc.; the last label is no longer legible, but is paralleled; see
below).

A scene, non-heroic, it is true, but with carefully chosen names
is COR 89, where three horse-names, (a) Φ�ρ3ς, (c) Ξ�νθος, and
(e) Β�λιος, occur together with the speaking name of a charioteer
(b) 
/νιοχ�δ�ς (see §239) and the noble-sounding, though actually
rather dull, speaking-type name of a warrior (d) Λ�ƒοπτ$λεµος
(see §506).

On the fragmentary pinax COP 56 we may assume a heroic
context, since part of a chariot survives and this is normally an
attribute of Poseidon on these tablets. In such circumstances, (a)

Ξ�νθ[ος] seems a somewhat uninspired name, although we do
not know what other names might have accompanied it.

Often, however, Ξ�νθος occurs in non-heroic scenes together
with human throwaway names (see §237): e.g. COR 67e together
with (a) Å χυς, (b) Λ��δ�ς, (c) Å�4m, (d ) Π$λυβος; 78g with 
(a) and (e) ∆ι8ι, (b) ∆�4ν, (c) ∆�µ4ν, (d ) Χ�ρ4ν, ( f ) Åι8ι, and
probably (h) B»kιος; COR 81Af with (a) Dιèi, (b) Åι8ι, (c) ∆4ρ8ι,
etc.; COR 85 f with (a) D4ρ8ι, (b) ΕCµαχος, etc.; COR 103b with
(a) Β�4ν and (c) Å1χ�ς, two slightly unusual throwaway names
(see ad loc.). On COR 79 Ξ�νθος is perfectly legible, but the other
names and the actual character of the departure scene are not
wholly clear. The same is true for COR 90 with three horse-names
(no photograph or drawing available): while (a) is undoubtedly
Ξ�νθος, the other two names are unclear ( (c) may be œ*[λλαρος]
(see below), and (b) may perhaps be taken to read [Π]$δαργος
(see ad loc.) ).

The horse-name ΑBθ4ν (see above) is again attested on COR
16c (a pseudo-heroic scene; see §472).

A very special horse-name is COR 27d �σ$β�ς, which—as
mentioned above—occurs beside (e) Ξ�νθος in a scene with
Achilleus and Troilos. It may have a literary origin.

On COR 68 a very careless writer used the names (i)
ΛεYË(ο)r and ( j) Γ(λ)αYQος for a couple of the horses in a 
pseudo-heroic scene; of these the first is also used for the horse
COR 79Aa ΛεYQος (heroic). The adjective λε*κιππος, typical of
lyric poetry and also frequent as a human name, testifies to the
popularity of horses of this colour, and ΓλαYQος, too, is an unex-
ceptionable name for a horse (‘gleaming, shining grey’). Also on
COR 68, there are the horse labels (b) [Ε&]ρυµ�δ4ν (semantically
odd, more fit for a human, and probably of the semi-throwaway
type, like (k) Ε&ρ*λοχος; see §237), (c) É�π(π)οr (i.e. the generic
noun), (d ) ∆αµ[. . .] (something like ‘the tamed one’?), and (e)
Ä\,m (a human throwaway name). The selection of such a curi-
ous name as F�4ν for a horse may be compared with the equally
odd choice of (d ) D�4ν on COR 83ter, which appears with three
other horses, all labelled Λ�λας (a)–(c), a strange name also used
of humans on COR 83 and 83bis (see ad loc.).

On COR 86 the two labelled horses have very special names:
(a) Μελ�ν�ς (also used of a warrior, COR 114 f ) and (c)
ΕCφορβος; their charioteer is (b) ∆ιον;σιος.

On COR 74, in a clearly heroic scene, there is a horse labelled
(h) Ηαρµατ�δ�ς; it seems doubtful that this (speaking) name is
borrowed from an archaic epic poem (see §§239 f.), even though
it has a dactylic structure.

The horse-name œ$ραξ is attested twice: COR 102i in a
pseudo-heroic boar-hunt (see ad loc. with §473), and COR 70f
(written -ξς) in a mixed Trojan scene together with (i) Ξ�νθος
(see above).

œ*λλαρος is used for COR 87b/e, two of the horses of a quadriga
in a probably pseudo-heroic scene, together with (c) Φο�τ4ν and
(d) Λ�σ�πολις; the latter name is most unusual for a horse, though
not inconceivable, and we may wonder where it is taken from 
(see §509).

872 See e.g. Stoessl (1987: 116), who speaks of ‘ein Stammesgegensatz, wie er
zwischen dem dorischen Adel und den nichtdorischen Massen die Entwicklung
in den nordpeloponnesischen Städten weitgehend mitbestimmte’ (with bibl. 
n. 125).

873 For a collective label for horses see §401.
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Again, of the horse-names (a) Π*ρƒος and (b) Ταχ*δρο[µος]
on the pinax COP 79 with a non-heroic riding scene, the second
one, at any rate, seems unfamiliar.

On COR 107 in a pseudo-heroic battle scene there is (e)
œρο*πιος, attested elsewhere only on a Chalcidian vase (see below).

Particularly choice is the mare’s name COR 24 f Πολυπ�νθ�,
which seems to be an epic borrowing (see §509); this is also 
suggested by the unusual occurrence of the feminine gender for
a horse-name (see §439).

It is typical of the Chalcidian Inscription P. to use horse-names
that are also known from Corinthian vase-painting (see §259), viz.
CHA 3h Ξ�νθος and (i) œρ8πιος. However, two other horse-names
on his vases, both of uncertain reading, cannot be paralleled: CHA
6c [∆ρ$?]µος (see COP 79b, above), and—probably feminine—
CHA 17a [
Ο]qθ\3 (?) (the vase is lost; see ad loc. and §465).

Other horse-names of unclear interpretation are COR 14 f
Ποδ . . . ος (Podargos, as, perhaps, in COR 90b (above), seems
not to be a possible reading here) and COP 80 [. . .]sος.

Special Discussion of Some Heroic Names

§245. Aineias

Aineias’ name is attested on the following vases: COR 15, 30g,
44d, 44Ab, 60c, 76d ΑHν��ς; CHA 4g ΑHν�3ς; DOC 1a ΑHν��ς.

The unvarying spelling with <ε> in Corinth may have two
interpretations, viz. ΑHν≈�ς or ΑHν5�ς. As we cannot prove that
the widespread process, ‘vocalis ante vocalem corripitur’, either
was valid, or had ceased to be so, in Corinth at the time of our
vases (see §221), we cannot look for help from that source. On
the other hand, we may derive an argument from the etymology
of the name. ΑHνε��ς (as well as ΑBνειος, see Bechtel, p. 28) is
likely to be built on the s-stem of the noun *aineh-. In Homer
the normal (and no doubt traditional) scansion of Aineias’ name,
written ΑHνε��ς, is –––, which makes the formation *AinGh-iAs the
most likely.874 However, Il. 13. 541 ΑHν��ς, counted ––, shows
that, in the Ionic dialect of the time, what was left of the result-
ing diphthong [ei] was a short [g] (for this process see §221). The
rendering <ει> of the epic form could therefore indicate the 
diphthong. But it could also reflect metrical (re-)lengthening of
the [e],875 as is the case with NΕρµε�ας, where an originally short
vowel in the middle syllable is apparent from Il. 5. 390 NΕρµ��ι
(vocali ante vocalem correpta; for the etymology of Hermes’ name
see §253). In Corinth, for the diphthong [ei] we would expect the
letter G, i.e. *ΑHνR�ς. But it is always b that is used, and since
*AinBh- is not a plausible formation, the [e] in our name must be
short, i.e. the diphthong is reduced, and the name must have the

non-epic scansion ΑHν≈�ς. The same is true for CHA 4g ΑHν�3ς,
and probably for the non-heroic name COR 18b Μεν(ν?)��ς
(see ad locc.).876

A special form is DOC 1a ΑHν��ς. This is in line with the 
tendency of the Lakonian colonies in Italy (see Thumb–Kieckers,
p. 96), and indeed of Lakonia itself (ibid., pp. 82 f.), to close [g]
before back vowels, in particular [o], but also [a] (e.g. at Herakleia,
DGE 62. 172 τlς συκ�ας for συκ�ας). We have here an indirect
indication that the [e] of Aineias’ name was short in everyday
speech when this change—later reversed under Koine influence
(see Thumb–Kieckers, ibid.)—took place, i.e. as early as the 
colonization of Taras around 700.

§246. Amphitrite

Amphitrite’s name is well attested on Corinthian pinakes. The
etymology of the name is unknown. Both Frisk and Chantraine
(s.v. Τρ�των) suspect its �µφι- to be due to a change by popular
etymology. For metrical reasons this change would have to have
already happened by the time of Homer (Od. 3. 91 etc.) and Hesiod
(Th. 243 etc.), and therefore was probably much earlier. There
are in fact several occurrences of the spelling �φι- in our docu-
ments: viz. COP 5a �φι(τ)ρ-τ�, COP 37a �φιτρ(τ�ν (acc.), COP
70b �φιτρ- [τ�], Attic �φ[. . .]e (ABV 96. 14, uncertain), per-
haps also ARV 21. 1 Α3φιτρ-τ3.877 On the other hand, there is a
greater number of pinakes which show a nasal-sign (<µ> or <ν>),
namely COP 2C, 20, 44, 68, and 69A, as well as Attic �νφιτρ-τ3
on the dinos by Sophilos (Immerwahr, no. 65, and ARV 459. 3;
Threatte, p. 594). It is therefore not certain whether our �φι-
forms are a case of loss of a nasal before a stop, which is the
received view (see §201),878 or, by contrast, an old form which was
locally preserved.879 Not infrequently, the nasal is rendered <ν>,
for which see §114.

The third vowel is always long in metrical texts (also the equi-
valent vowel in Triton, Hes. Th. 931, fr. 343. 12 M–W). The nor-
mal rendering on Attic vases (see above; also [Τ ]ρ-τ4ννος on an
Attic rf. vase880) and on our pinakes is clearly <ι>: therefore the
unusual G in COP 37a �(µ)φιτρ5τ�ν (acc.)—although the earliest
of those pieces that can be more or less accurately dated—is more
likely to be the earliest ‘wrong’ spelling for an old [c] (see §219)

874 Hypocoristics in -As are rare, and as a formation †AinB h-As is impossible
because of its non-existent basic stem, we should have to start from the basis *AinGh-
As, assuming constant metrical lengthening of the middle syllable, also in the dat.
and voc. cases, where a scansion –åå would have been possible.

875 This will be responsible for the Attic spellings CEG 62 ΑHν�4 and CEG
65 [Α]Hν��ι, both scanned –––.

876 Another name of this type from the epic context, Α&γε�ας (for whom
Herakles performed one of his labours), is derived from an s-stem *augeh- (see
Bechtel, pp. 88 f.; Chantraine, s.v. α&γU).

877 Immerwahr, no. 384. Threatte (p. 487) considers the omicron ‘a false start
for φ’ (following Kretschmer, p. 163). But if this was a ‘start’, what was ‘false’
about it? In other words: why should a writer leave unfinished a letter that he
has correctly begun and start it again? Should we therefore assume a kind of 
u-diphthong [au] instead of [am], i.e. an occasional pronunciation [auphi-] by 
dissimilation of the labial element against the one in the [ph]?

878 See Lejeune, §§143, 333; Kretschmer, p. 41, §23; id., pp. 161–6, §142;
Threatte, pp. 485–8. The claim that in the hexameter COP 5 the first syllable
should be long is not decisive, see §222.

879 If this is true, the [m] of �µφι- would then owe its existence to popular
etymology, since the preposition must always have had an [m] in Greek (‘Lex
Rix’, see e.g. Mayrhofer (1986), 129 f.).

880 Berlin F 1906, not in ARV. Kretschmer, p. 174; Threatte, p. 533.
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than an indication of a different origin (e.g. an old [ei] or [g] +
[g] ) of this name; moreover, in Mycenaean there is ti-ri-to, which
may reflect Τρ�των and would show an original [i].

§247. Athena

Athena’s name is attested a few times on our vases. In Boiotia
we have BOI 15d �θ1ν� and 17d �θ1ν(�) (see ad loc.). The 
same short form is that used on the Corinthian vases, viz. 
COR 6b, 28Ag, 45a �θ1ν� (probably also 19b [�θ1ν]� and 91a
�θ1[ν�] ).

On the other hand, on Ionic vases only the longer form is
attested, viz. CHA 2a and 9a �θ3να�3 (no doubt also CHA 9 f
�θ3ν[α�3] ), IOI 2i �θ3ν�η (see ad loc.), IOD 5C �θην�η[ι] (see
ad loc.). On Attic vases, too, this is the form of the goddess’s 
name: Immerwahr (p. 204) lists twenty-five occurrences,881 mostly
�θ3να��,882 but, in the fifth century, also �θ3ν�� and �θ3ν ;883

for the short form there is a single attestation, which—not 
surprisingly—is in non-Attic dialect: �θ1ν�.884

We should therefore pay careful attention to the long form 
in non-Ionic contexts. On PCO 2, a highly archaic vase in
Corinthian style but inscribed in non-Corinthian letters, the long
form (b) �θ�να�� will be due to a non-Corinthian artist (see ad
loc.), whose origin, however, is unknown. The same seems to be
the case with COP 44b �θ(3?)να[� ]ã and 59 �θ3m[α� ]�ς *µ�, 
whose writers may have been Athenians (see ad locc.). And on
COP 77, the long form (c) �θ�ναfi�—together with (a) Τε«[Qρος],
(b) [Σ]h�νελος, (d ) ∆ιo[µ5δ3ς], and (e) [Π�νδα]ρος—may be
justified by the epic background of the scene (see §503). It is 
particularly noteworthy that in archaic Sparta the long name seems
always to have been used (see n. 488 to the introd. to Pt. I. 8 above
(LAK) ). And should we see our DOH 3b �θ�να�� (Rhodes) in
a related context?

The short name must be very old (see Myc. a-ta-na-po-ti-ni-
ja, at Knossos). The longer one is a secondary derivative. In Homer
both forms occur, but the short name is more frequent (Iliad, 104 :
56), and is used in a more formulaic way.885 The reason for the
distribution may be found in the meaning of the longer form. 
It can hardly be ‘of Athena’, which makes no sense—even in 
the (rare) expression ΠαλλTς �θηνα�η. Therefore it must be
‘Athenian’, i.e. ‘of Athens’. It seems natural that the Athenians
should claim the goddess as theirs. And it is most interesting that
other Ionians, including those who must have emigrated to the
East about 1000 , behaved as if they were Athenians in this
respect. As for the Spartan (and the Rhodian?) �θ�να��, we should
perhaps consider it a pre-Doric form (like ΠοÉοιδ νι, see n. 917)

of Athenian-Mycenaean origin. It would be worth while to
examine the situation in archaic times all over the Greek world.886

§248. Chiron

Chiron’s name occurs twice on our vases, COR 46Bb and ETR
1c. The myth of Chiron as Achilleus’ teacher is first told directly
in Hes. fr. 204. 87–9 M–W, but it must have been included at
the beginning of the Cypria (Chiron occurs in fr. 3 PEG, EGF ),
and is implied at Il. 11. 831 f., where it is said that Achilleus learnt
medicine from Chiron. That Chariklo was Chiron’s wife already
in the epic period, as on COR 46B with (a) ΧαριQλ8ι,887 is implied
by Hes. fr. 42 M–W, where she is referred to simply as Ν��ς.
Both Chiron and Chariklo take part in the procession at Peleus
and Thetis’ wedding on the newly discovered dinos by Sophilos,
and also on the François Vase,888 where the names are written
ΧαριQλ8 and Χ-ρ4ν.

Χ-ρ4ν is written not with an e-sign but with a single iota on
both COR 46B and ETR 1. On all the Attic vases known to
Kretschmer in 1894 (see Kretschmer, pp. 131 f.), including the
François Vase just mentioned, the name is written Χ-ρ4ν; there
is also one ΚÉ�ρον, IG xii/3. 360 from Thera (7th/6th cent.?).
Therefore Kretschmer thought that [c] was original. In addition
to these attestations and the later one on ETR 1, which were
known to Kretschmer, we now have our Corinthian one, which
is probably the oldest direct attestation of the name, and the dinos
by Sophilos. They all suggest that [c] is original. Nevertheless,
Kretschmer (1920: 58–62) was led to change his opinion. In view
of the new evidence, we have to reconsider whether this was
justified.

The only archaic attestation not having single <ι> is an Attic
late-bf. amphora by the Diosphos P., cited by Kretschmer,889 with
Π3λε*ς handing over little Achilleus to Χ5ρ4ν (on the reverse are
nonsense inscriptions). It is dated to the early fifth century and
is therefore almost a century younger than the François Vase, the
Sophilos dinos, and our Corinthian piece. Now, Kretschmer
reports two possible etymological connections for our name, both
already considered in antiquity: namely with χε�ρ ‘hand’ (Isid.
Orig. 4. 9. 12, because of Chiron’s handiness), and with χε�ρων
‘lesser, worse’ (Etym. Magn. 810. 37; not very appropriate for
Chiron, but not too bad for his wild companions). The Attic form
with <ε> would therefore be easily explicable on the basis of either
one of these etymologies.

881 In three more, viz. his nos. 362, 772, 789, the form is not clear, since the
end is broken off.

882 The earliest is ABV 5. 4 by the Nettos P. (LSAG 76. 6b; Immerwahr, 
no. 57).

883 The latter form on his nos. 366, 440, 690; in Ionic script, no. 782 with �θην .
884 ARV 1187. 32 (Immerwahr, no. 781), also NΕρµ ς; see also �π�λλων and

Iρταµις on ARV ibid. 33 by the same painter.
885 In both the Iliad and the Odyssey it occurs almost always at line-end (often

preceded by Παλλ�ς or γλαυκgπις).

886 The attestations of Athena’s name in metrical inscrs. (which unlike the 
others are easily accessible) would have to be treated separately, since (as already
noted) in the epic tradition both forms of the name were equally possible (the
longer one no doubt from some Ionic source), and this might obscure the pic-
ture. On the prehistory of the Ionians, see also Trümpy (1997), 10–38 (§§5–33),
284–9 (§§230–2).

887 We may note the alliteration of the two names.
888 Dinos: Para. 19. 16bis; Immerwahr, no. 65; c.580–570. François Vase: ABV

76. 1; Immerwahr, no. 83; c.570.
889 Kretschmer (1920), 60 n. 2. In 1894 he had not cited this vase, which was

brought to his attention by Schulze (1896), 696. It is LIMC i, ‘Achilleus’ 34* =
Add., 127. 123.
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What caused Kretschmer to accept the etymological connection
with χε�ρ as genuine (the one with χε�ρων is less satisfactory but
equally possible) and to argue that the name was of the γ�στρων
type (see Bechtel, p. 481), was Χ�ρρων of Alc. fr. 42. 9 L–P. This
form is perfectly in line with the phonological representations of
‘hand’ and ‘lesser, worse’ in Lesbian, viz. χ�ρρ’ (Alc. fr. 58. 21
L–P) etc. and χ�ρρων (‘gramm.’ according to both Frisk and
Chantraine, s.v. χε�ρων), from *χεσρ-890 and *χερÑ-, respectively—
on the other hand, it is not easy to justify if the original form
was *Χ�ρ- (or *Χισρ-, or whatever). Yet both etymological 
connections create the problem of how we are to justify the 
early forms with <ι>.891 Indeed, this problem becomes more 
serious with our Corinthian form, even though in this dialect 
a close similarity between [l] and [c] can be shown very early 
(see §219).

It is evident that both the above etymological connections for
Chiron’s name were already perfectly possible at the time of the
Iliad. Unquestionably, Chiron’s handiness is implied by several
passages of the Iliad: his teaching Achilleus medicine (Il. 11. 832
mν Χε�ρων �δ�δαξε, δικαι$τατος Κεντα*ρων), in a context in
which an arrow is cut from a warrior’s thigh (χειρουργ�α, so to
speak); his giving Peleus the spear of Pelian ash (16. 143 f. = 19.
390 f.), which he must have manufactured too.892 But, on the other
hand, the very expression δικαι$τατος Κεντα*ρων applied to
Chiron implies that for his fellow Centaurs the notion χε�ρονες
(‘the lesser, meaner, less civilized’; see also χ�ρηες with similar
meaning) was appropriate, even though this was an etymology
starting from a semantic opposite.

In Ionic, χε�ρ and χε�ρων, both with spurious diphthong, were
[kh

lr-] in the epic period and therefore much closer to [kh
cr-] than

their equivalents in Lesbian. In view of the obvious familiarity
of the early Lesbian poets with epic (see e.g. Sappho fr. 44 L–P),
and the omnipresence of epic themes in archaic times, it is pos-
sible, and even likely, that Χ-ρων was adapted to match the form
of ‘hand’ in Lesbian because the epic poets had already made such
a change (see §256 for another example of Lesbian adaptation to
the Ionic epic language). If this suggestion is correct, Χ�ρρων is
no longer an argument against Χ-ρων being the original form.
That this figure, who had next to nothing in common with the
other Centaurs, but was the highly cultured teacher of Asklepios
(Il. 4. 219) and the son of Kronos (Apollod. 1. 2. 4), had a non-
Greek name which lent itself to popular etymology (as did the
name of Asklepios), seems natural (for other cases of popular 
etymology in the epic sphere see §510).

§249. Eos

The name ‘Dawn’ is attested three times on our documents, all
in the context of Memnon’s death: PCO 5a 
/ƒ8ς, CHA 5a 
Y8ς,
PCH 1a 
EPς; see also ad COR 80e for a possible Corinthian occur-
rence. As the basic form must have been *ausDs, the initial [h] of
Attic :ως is plausibly explained as the remains of the *[h] (< *[s] ),
which was transposed to the beginning of the word (see §210).
At Corinth, where [h] in the initial position is normally preserved
(see §210), we may also expect such a [h]—all the more so since
there is an attestation Gα[8]ς in the Phokian dialect of Delphi
(see ad COR 80e). But as we have no unequivocal Corinthian 
attestation of the form, we cannot check it.

The same is true for Chalcidian, where initial [h] is also invari-
ably written. In CHA 5a, however, the only attestation of‘Dawn’
on our Chalcidian vases, there is no aspiration. Therefore we may
take this form as non-epichoric, viz. an epic borrowing (see §503),
and should consequently assume a long first vowel (see ad loc.).

§250. Hektor

Hektor’s name is frequently attested and poses several problems.
The first problem is its lack of initial aspiration in almost all

Corinthian attestations, as well as in one Rhodian and one Chalci-
dian (see §§210, 503). The only example of the aspirated form,
COR 60b Η�Qτ4ρ, occurs on a vase which shows strong Attic
influence as far as technique is concerned (see ad loc. and §261).
The second problem is its middle consonant cluster which can
show assimilation (see §212). In two examples, the name is mis-
written.893 The first is COR 68h, where the form Κετ4ρ is a wrong
correction from ,Ετ(τ)4ρ (see §212). The second is COR 10b Εαορ,
which is unquestionably wrong and must be the work of an illit-
erate writer. This mistake cannot be explained as the product of
writing from memory and is more likely to be a copying error.
The model could have been bkToP or bhToP written like this:

890 See Lejeune (§§120 n. 4 and 122) for a concise discussion of the etymo-
logical difficulties of χε�ρ in Greek.

891 The ‘parallels’, χ-λιοι and ΜZλ�χιος in Attic, cited by Kretschmer, are not
comparable, since they can be—and usually are (Threatte, p. 194; Lejeune, §§152,
254)—explained by assimilation to the following [i].

892 Although in the Iliad he is not expressly Achilleus’ universal teacher, this
must have been so in the contemporary epic tradition (Hes. fr. 204. 87–9 M–W;
he also taught Iason, ibid. fr. 40), and it is likely that the same early tradition
made him responsible also for Achilleus’ playing the harp (Il. 9. 186–9).

893 Lorber’s remark (p. 21 n. 119), ‘Der Name Hektor wird öfter verschrieben’,
is exaggerated.

894 The second inscr. was recognized as a hexameter by A. Morpurgo Davies,
see Catling–Cavanagh (1976: 152), who are surely too sceptical. Nobody seems
to have taken any further notice of this possibility (see the bibl. in SEG 26. 457
and LSAG 446. 3a; the inscr. is not in CEG). A point in favour of a metrical line
is the absence of the article, in contrast to its inclusion in the other inscr. (we
should expect τ ι Å. τ ι Μ. in a prose inscr.). Moreover, the uncontracted gen.
form with written digamma (instead of Μεν�λ�) may be a poetic archaism (as in
Corinth, see §506), although in view of the antiquity of the inscr. we cannot be
certain about this point.

§251. Helene

In her homeland of Lakonia, Helene’s name had an initial
digamma; see the two seventh-century dedicatory inscriptions 
from the Menelaion at Sparta (Catling–Cavanagh (1976) ): one
is in prose, τ ι Åελ�ν�i, and one is a hexameter, ∆ε"νι[ς] τ1(ν)δ

�ν�θ3κε χ�ρ[ι]m Äek�mãi Μενελ1ƒ,.894 See also fr. adesp. 1011a
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PMG (fr. 00 290 in Calame (1983) ) with Åελ�ν�ν (the traditional
attribution of this fr. to Alcman should now be taken very ser-
iously; who else would be more likely to have used the indigen-
ous Lakonian form?). Now, both the Corinthian attestations, 
COR 24d Ηελ�ν� and 76c Ηελ�mã, and possibly also the Chalci-
dian one, CHA 15a Ηελ�ν3 (see §§206, 259), should have an 
initial digamma as in Lakonian. The name with an initial Η-, 
at least in Corinth, cannot therefore be the indigenous form; see
§504.

The form without digamma but with initial aspiration is also
attested on an ‘Argive’ shield-band from Olympia with 9bqb^A
and 3b^bqAµ, and in the epic context too (L. Kahil, LIMC
iv, ‘Helene’ 69a*).895 In Etruscan, Helene’s name is normally
unaspirated Elina (see n. 760); it never has an initial [w] either.

§252. Herakles and Iolaos

The names of Herakles and his companion both share similar prob-
lems. In the case of the former, we may note the contraction after
the loss of intervocalic [w] in the second element (see §§208, 506;
for BOI 15c see §503), the mistakes in COR 32a Η3ρα(κ)λ0ς and
CHA 19 Η3ρα{ρα}κλ[0]ς (see §112), and the genitive COR 19a
Η3ρακλ�ος (see §221). Iolaos always shows initial digamma in
Corinthian and Lakonian (see §§206, 504) and fluctuates in its sec-
ond element between the contracted form and the uncontracted
one (which is unexpected at the time of our documents, see §506).

§253. Hermes

The name of Hermes occurs on our vases in the following forms:
BOI 17b Geqµ0[ς], COR 28Ak 
Ερµ ς, IOI 2h N_{ε}ρµ�ης, DOH
3b Ηερµ ς. In addition we have the man’s name COR 92e
Η(ε)ρµα"ος, the special vocative COR Gr 26(1) 
Ερµ ν (see ad
loc.), and a Boiotian graffito (see ad BOI 1 and BOI 4C) with the
human name 
Ερµα�αι (dat.).896 Also important in this context is
a newly found Apulian volute-krater (c.340; nearly contemporary
with the Darius P.) with (d ) 
Ερµ ς alongside (a) Ηεκ�τ� and
(c) Ηα�δ�ς (both with initial ‚).897

There are two main problems with this name: (1) the absence
of initial aspiration in dialects for which we have good reason to
believe that this sound was still clearly pronounced (see also §210),
and (2) the formation of the name. We must briefly reconsider
the second problem in order to find a solution for the first.

The original form of the name is reconstructed as *HermAhAs
(see Chantraine, s.v.) on the basis of the following observations.
From Homer’s NΕρµε��ς and Hesiod’s NΕρµε�ης (Op. 68 NΕρµε�ην,
fr. 66. M–W NΕρµε�ηι) we see that the original form must have

been trisyllabic, scanned –––. The non-Ionic-Attic forms Ηερµ ς
etc., as well as the derivatives like Η(ε)ρµα"ος, show that we must
reconstruct *Herma- not *Herme-; and the Ionic [e] (also reflected
in the epic <ει>) where other dialects have an [a] shows that this
[a] was long: *HermA-. Given this, it is unlikely that we have to
start from a form with intervocalic [j], i.e. †HermAjAs, since in view
of *AthAnAjA > �θ3να�� > �θ3ν , we should then expect Attic
*Ηερµ ς. The normal form on Attic vases, however, is Ηερµ0ς.898

Therefore the uncontracted form in Ionic and Attic must once
have been in *-BBs (one Attic bf. vase may in fact preserve it899),
and the pre-Ionic-Attic form in *-AAs without a -j-; while the 
hiatus is only plausible if we accept an earlier intervocalic [h] <
[s], i.e. *HermA

h
As. This original form has often—although not

unanimously—been suspected in Mycenaean e-ma-a2.
We may now return to the unstable initial aspiration. The 

easiest explanation is to assume some kind of assimilation or 
dissimilation prompted by the intervocalic [h]. Yet the ety-
mology of the root is not clear,900 and we cannot decide whether
the initial aspiration was original and could be dissimilated or was
only due to anticipation of internal [h] (see §210).

It seems impossible to attribute aspirated and unaspirated forms
to particular dialectal groups. Even within Corinthian we have
both variants, and while the unaspirated form is very rare in the
Greek world, the aspirated one is widespread and frequent; we
may assume that the aspirated form, which was normal in Attic
and later prevailed, was already taking over, slowly causing the
unaspirated 
Ερµ- to disappear.

The Boiotian form BOI 17b Geqµ0[ς] is surprising, since in
this dialect we would definitely expect Ηερµα- or 
Ερµα- (see e.g.
DGE 477, 5th cent.). We shall have to assume foreign, for instance
Attic, influence, which, however, is not visible in (d ) �θ1ν(�).
The vase is a very special case anyway (see ad loc.).

§254. Odysseus

The name of Odysseus was discussed by Brommer (1982/3), who
collected the evidence but did not offer a linguistic analysis. The
following seven forms are attested on our vases: one Boiotian, 
BOI 18a 
Ολυσ(σ)ε*ς; four Corinthian, COR 12j 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς, 23b
[
Ολι(σ)]sε*(ς),901 74b 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς, 88a 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς; and two
Chalcidian, CHA 3Ac 
Οδυσ(σ?)ε*ς and 8k 
Οδυσ(σ?)εä[ς] (both
by the same painter).

The situation is now different from that which prevailed at the
time of Brommer’s article. (1) The earlier readings of COR 12j

895 Kahil writes that these inscrs. are ‘en alphabet argivo-corinthien’, which 
is incorrect. Some are in Argive (e.g. the one in the Getty Museum, cited ad 
COR 123 with n. 389), others—such as this—in plain Corinthian (see §210).

896 Less important are NAU 1D NEρµ$µανδροr, NAU 1Jk [NΕρ?]µ$λεω[ς] (?),
NAU 1Lg NΕρµοc�m[ης] (the reading NΕρµ[ was probably wrong, see ad loc.), and
IOD 4 ΝZκUσερµος.

897 Berlin 1984. 40. See Giuliani (1988), 13–15 with ph., and the col. ph. in
ArchKal 17–30 Sept. 1990. The other names are (b) Φερσεφ$ν� and (e) ∆�µ1τηρ.

898 As on the dinos by Sophilos (Para. 19. 16bis; Immerwahr, no. 65), as early
as c.580–570 .

899 A hydria of the late 6th cent. (Basle BS 498 by the Antimenes P.: Para.
119. 35bis; LIMC ii, ‘Apollon’ 884*, iv, ‘Helikaon’ 1 and ‘Eurypylos’ i. 1). On
this piece, however, a predilection for uncontracted forms can be observed, which
in one case led to an artificial doubling of the last vowel: Νεοππτ$λεµο{ο}ς. The
inscrs. are �π$λλ4ν, Ηελικ�4ν, 
Ιο[. . .]ς, Νεοππτ$λεµο{ο}ς, Ε&ρ*πυλος;
Ηερµ�3ς, �θ3ν��, Η(3)ρακλ�3ς (with A.W.), and Iρ3[ς].

900 Nor is that of �ρµα (see Chantraine, s.v.), from which the name is often
derived (this may, however, be a case of popular etymology; see §510).

901 For the lack of the final [s] see §204.
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with delta and/or upsilon can be discarded once and for all: 
the text has the normal Corinthian form of the name.902 (2) The
Corinthian woman’s name COR 81d which had been read as

Ολυτ(τ)8ι (and was still accepted by Brommer) cannot be used
as evidence, although I could not establish a certain reading: 

Ok[. ?]τ8ι (perhaps Œk[υ]τ8ι?). The form 
Ολυτ(τ)8ι was also
implausible because in Corinthian [ss] is expected in these cases,
not [tt] as in Attic (see §213). We may now accept 
Ολισε*ς as
the standard spelling of the only form of the name Odysseus in
Corinthian.

When we turn to the history of the name Odysseus, we
observe three points of alternation: (1) <λ> as opposed to <δ>;
(2) <σ(σ)> as opposed to <τ(τ)>; (3) <σσ> as opposed to <σ>.
The main facts to emerge from Brommer’s article is that on 
vases 
Ολ- is earlier than 
Οδ-, and in Attic <τ(τ)> is earlier than
<σ(σ)>.903 Although this was already a widely accepted view,904

his collection of the evidence is very useful. On the other hand,
his classification of the material is not ideal, since he puts too 
much emphasis on the difference between <σσ/ττ> on the one
hand and <σ/τ> on the other. Although only a minority of the
Attic, and none of our non-Attic occurrences, shows a geminate
in spelling, the name must have contained a long consonant (a 
‘geminate’) for etymological reasons; for an internal Attic <τ>
corresponding to an <σ> of other dialects can only represent a
long [tt] (corresponding to [ss] elsewhere, e.g. in the alternation
φυλ�ττω/φυλ�σσω).905 If therefore a single consonant sign is 
written, we may in most σ cases and in all τ cases just assume
single spelling of a long consonant; this phenomenon is so com-
mon that we can hardly ever argue for a phonological difference.

It is true that in epic language the name is spelled and scanned
sometimes with a long, sometimes with a short consonant (we are
dealing only with [ss]/[s] here). In the Iliad, the long consonant
is particularly frequent in the formulaic use of the nominative 
at line-end (c.50 times), and also, though rarely, occurs in the 
genitive, dative, or accusative (10 times). The short-consonant 
form is more frequent in the oblique cases, less frequent in the
nominative, and its use is clearly less formulaic. The situation in
the Odyssey is similar. This suggests that the form with the long
consonant is older. What was the reason for the short form? The
prosodic structure of the name cannot be made responsible, since
å–– created no particular difficulties.

Risch (1947: 82–6), taking up an earlier theory,906 showed that
in Homer (Od. 19. 407–9, 1. 62, 5. 340) this name was already
connected by popular etymology with the epic verb 3δ*σ(σ)ασθαι,
the σ-aorist of a rare present 3δ*εσθαι,907 and this yields a perfect
explanation for the alternation between [l] and [d], if [l] was—
as the inscriptions suggest—the original consonant (no explanation
is available for the opposite development). The verb in question
has as its normal aorist 3δnσ�µην (with metrical lengthening of
the first or second syllable as necessary: in the latter case always
with <σσ>), and we have reason to believe that the form with
short [s] is original here, while the [ss] is likely to be secondary
(the stem is 3δυ-; see both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.). Therefore
the short [s] of the form 
Οδυσε*ς, which already owes its [d] 
to the verb, is probably also secondary908 and due to the verb;
whereas the verb in its turn owes to the name its metrically advant-
ageous variant with [ss] (instead of the lengthened vowel that
would be normal).

If this explanation of the [d] and [s] by popular etymology (see
§510) is correct, we can be certain that no form with a short [t]
ever existed, although this is one of those claims that we can never
prove. For the same reason we may take a single <σ> to represent
long [ss] in the forms which have retained the [l] and therefore
cannot be said to show the influence of the verb 3δ*σ(σ)ασθαι.

Apart from the question of the [d] : [l], [ss] : [tt], and [ss] : [s],
there is that of the second vowel. Here it is more difficult to find
an explanation. We should not simply take the [i] of Corinthian
as primary and therefore assume that the epic form does not pre-
serve the original vowel but, instead, owes its [u] to the same pop-
ular etymology as its [d]; for we may be somewhat reluctant to
believe that an original form 
Ολισσε*ς would have been connected
with 3δ*σασθαι at all. And more importantly, the consistent [u]
in the Attic form cannot be asserted to be secondary in view of
its non-epic [l] and [tt]. On the other hand, we may be confident
that the Corinthians, too, used an old and correct form of
Odysseus’ name in view of the fact that they had close con-
nections with the hero’s homeland (see also §107). Indeed, their
reluctance to take over the form used in the East Ionic epic (though
they accepted other such names, see §503) seems to suggest 
that they thought they knew better and that they had their own
tradition about the famous king of Ithaka. As there is no real 
etymology of this name, we have to consider the possibility of a
non-Greek origin and may therefore attribute the vowel alterna-
tion to different borrowings of the name by different Greeks.909

In this connection similar phenomena come to mind, notably 
the frequent element -ινθος/-υνθος (e.g. the actual place-name
Κ$ρινθος as opposed to the ethnic DOC 3 œορ*νθιος; see ad

902 I can personally confirm A. Pasquier’s reading (see ad loc.), which was rightly
accepted by Brommer (1982/3), 89 n. 3.

903 In his list of Attic occurrences I count 12 forms with <τ(τ)> against 7 with
<σ(σ)>; 13 with <λ> against 6 with <δ>—the ones with <τ(τ)> and <λ> being
clearly older.

904 Kretschmer, pp. 147 f. See also Kretschmer (1896), 280–2; Frisk, s.v.;
Chantraine, s.v. (‘A date ancienne la forme avec δ ne semble pas attestée hors
des textes littéraires’).

905 Even if we do not consider [tt] a genuine form that could go back to the
same source as [ss], but think of it as a ‘hyperatticism’, such a change would only
have been possible if the foreign name to be transformed had a geminate. But,
as explained above (§213), this possibility, which is no more than an ad hoc assump-
tion, is quite unlikely.

906 See e.g. Kretschmer (1896), 280–2; Schwyzer, p. 5.
907 Attested only in ο&δ*εται. �ρ�ζει (Hsch.), obviously a metrical form (Frisk

and Chantraine, s.v. 3δ*σ(σ)ασθαι).
908 See Chantraine (1942), 110.
909 We should not try to explain it by an alleged [y] pronunciation of earl-

ier [u] in Corinth. In view of the many instances of [u] written <υ>, this would
be an ad hoc explanation, and a circular one too (see §217).
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loc.).910 Admittedly the non-Greek origin of the name may also
be made responsible for the alternation [d] : [l] in this name;911

but in view of the discrepancy between 
Οδ- in the East Ionic epic
language and 
Ολ- in Attic (which is also an Ionic dialect), we can
hardly do without the epic popular etymology.

To sum up: (1) 
Ολυτ(τ)ε*ς is the proper Attic, 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς
the proper Corinthian form. (2) Both are likely to have a com-
mon, non-Greek origin in a form with an indistinct second vowel
( [i], [u], [y]?) and an unknown consonant cluster, probably
palatal (e.g. *[kj], [khj], [tj], [thj], etc.). (3) The forms with [d]
and short [s] are due to a connection by popular etymology with
3δ*σ(σ)ασθαι in the epic sphere. (4) The forms with <τ> and
those with <λ> are likely to contain a geminate since they do not
show the influence of this popular etymology.

We can further conclude that although the form with [d] is
attested earlier (only in the epic texts, though, not in inscriptions),
the one with [l] is older; and that wherever the name has a [d]
this must be due to the direct or indirect influence of the lan-
guage of the epic tradition, where this form is likely to have been
first created.

The older an example with [d] is, the more interesting it is.
By far the earliest, and (according to Brommer’s list) the only one
dating from the sixth century, used to be CHA 8k 
Οδυσ(σ?)εä[ς]
(c.540); it is now duplicated in CHA 3Ac 
Οδυσ(σ?)ε*ς. Now, these
vases are by the Inscription P., who often shows signs of a non-
Ionic origin, for instance in the names CHA 8d Περιφ1τ�ς and
3Ab Åρ0σος on the selfsame vases. If our suggestion that he was
a Corinthian is true (see §259), it is remarkable that in Odysseus’
name he completely broke with the tradition so invariably main-
tained in Corinth. Maybe the form 
Ολισ(σ)ε*ς was just not accept-
able to his new Ionic customers. What he actually writes is the
epic form (which means that its [s] may be short, as explained
above) and it can therefore be compared with his rendering of
other names that can be argued to reflect literary language, e.g.
CHA 1a �ντ�3ς and (i) 
Zƒατ�3ς (see §504), 5a 
Y8ς (see §§249,
503). We cannot of course exclude the possibility that at some
stage the form 
Οδυσσε*ς became the generally accepted one (as
it did later in the Koine), particularly in an Ionic city such as the
one in which our painter must have worked.

Brommer (p. 90 with n. 6) observed that none of the Etruscan
attestations of Odysseus’ name, which mainly appears as uθuze
(de Simone (1968), 124–6) and must therefore be derived from
the epic form with [d], goes back to the archaic period; on the
other hand, the Latin form Ulixes is the product of a completely

different tradition.912 We cannot trace exactly where the Etruscan
and Latin forms came from: suffice it to say that, while we may
more safely claim a Greek epichoric source for the Latin bor-
rowing, a source in art or literature must also be considered for
the Etruscan form. This reminds us of Ariadne, the Minotaur,
and Adrastos (see ad CHA 11c), for whose Etruscan names we
have also found close cognates on Chalcidian vases (maybe also
for Hektor, see §210 with n. 760); though on the other hand, these
names had the same form in the Ionic-epic dialect. Whether we
should assume a direct borrowing by the Etruscans from the epic
language or one via visual art (e.g. Chalcidian), is difficult to decide.
While the Etruscans’ interest in Greek vases with their scenes 
from Greek myth is perfectly obvious, we still need to know more
about their ability to understand Greek rhapsodes or to translate
Greek epics from East Ionic into Etruscan.

BOI 18a 
Ολυσε*ς is also remarkable, since in the Boiotian 
epichoric dialect we would expect [tt] in such a case (as noted
above, §213). Similarly the combination of [l] and [ss] occurs in
the name of a human donor, 
Ολυσσε�δ�ς Καβ�ρ4[ι], written in
the plain Boiotian local alphabet at a date somewhat earlier than
that of our vase.913 These forms, as well as the few Attic instances
of 
Ολυσ(σ)ε*ς of the fifth century,914 must be a mixture of the
epichoric form with [l] and the epic form with [ss] (see §503). It
seems to have been acceptable to replace the peculiar Boiotian
and Attic [tt] with the ‘international’ [ss], but less so to replace
the [l] with the epic [d]. The form with [l] must have had a strong
tradition in mainland Greece.

A short note on neo-analysis (see e.g. Schadewaldt (1951) ) may
be added. The popular connection of Odysseus’ name with the
notion of 3δ*σ(σ)ασθαι in the Odyssey does not at all fit our hero
as we know him from the poem itself, where he is a sly, witty,
and, on the whole, optimistic and cheerful character. It is true
that he takes fierce revenge on the suitors when he returns home,
but this appears to have been justified and ‘hatred’ is not named
as one of his typical traits. Accordingly, the justification of his
name by his grandfather (19. 407–9) sounds far-fetched, and the
same is true for 1. 62 and 5. 340 where the word-play only becomes
more or less plausible by making Odysseus the object rather 
than the subject of wrath and hatred (on the part of Zeus and
Poseidon, respectively). It therefore seems unlikely to me that it
was the poet of the Odyssey who invented this popular etymology.
We should also note that the Iliad, where no such word-play
occurs, already shows the secondary form of the name, although
there is no sign of an Odysseus full of hatred, wrath, and cruelty
in that epic either. But if we think of his atrocious revenge on
Palamedes, whom he killed while he was peacefully fishing sim-
ply because Palamedes had exposed his trick of feigning madness910 This alternation can already be observed in Mycenaean, viz. ko-ri-si-jo

/Korinsios/ and ko-ri-to /Korinthos/ in contrast to za-ku-si-jo /Zakunsios/ and
*za-ku-to /Zakunthos/. It may be tempting to connect Odysseus’ name with
fλυνθος ‘wild fig’ (also the place-name), but there is no plausible way of getting
3λυσσ- and 3λυττ- forms from 3λυνθ-, as far as I can see.

911 But there are very few likely examples; see e.g. Schwyzer, p. 333; Frisk and
Chantraine, s.v. δ�φνη (concerning Pamphylian Perge). A likely new instance is
Myc. da-pu2-ri-to-jo ‘of the Labyrinth’ (?), where, however, the second conson-
ant is also a problem.

912 I have stressed this elsewhere (1987: 174 f.).
913 oLsSSGIDCS.KCBIRo, Wolters–Bruns (1940), 51, no. 116. IG vii. 3659 

ventures a restoration [Π]ολυ-, which is improbable. The inscr. was already known
to Kretschmer (p. 147; for our BOI 18 see his Addenda, p. 228).

914 See also Schulze (1896), 698, and Threatte, p. 484. For an example see ad
COR 28Ac.
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in order to avoid going to Troy (Cypria, fr. 20 EGF = 30 PEG),
then he is much more the man we are looking for. This event
will have been one of the first appearances of Odysseus in the
Trojan Cycle and must have provided a suitable opportunity—
much more appropriate than the one we know from the Odyssey
—to insert a passage about the meaning of his name.

§255. Poseidon

In our documents, Poseidon’s name is attested many times on
Corinthian pinakes, and once on a Corinthian vase.915 Its normal
form is Ποτ!δ1ν (as on the vase COR 97 and passim on the pinakes).
This agrees with the form of the name in the other dialects. In
Attic, for instance, it is Ποσειδgν, with an original diphthong916

and assibilation mainly typical of Ionic, Attic, Arkadian, Cyprian,
and Mycenaean. In epic, the same form is still uncontracted, viz.
Ποσειδ1ων, which is also the Mycenaean form of the name, for
example po-se-da-o-ne /Poseidadnei/,917 with the adjective po-si-
da-i-jo (with short first [i], as still in the first millennium).

Occasionally, other renderings of the vowel of the second 
syllable occur in Corinthian: (1) <ει> (i.e. bw) in COP 2Ca
Ποτειδ1ν, COP 73 J [Ποτ]ειδ1[ν], COP 73K [Π]οτειd[�ν?], 
COP 23b [Π ]οτει[δ�(ƒ4)νι]; (2) <flι> (i.e. Gw) in COP 38Ba
Ποτœιδ1ν; in (Aa) only Ποτ[. . .] survives; (3) <ε> (i.e. b) in 
COP 8b Ποτ3δ1[ν(?)], COP 42a, COP 44d, COP 71 Ποτ3δ1ν,
COP 73D Ποτçd1m, COP 73M Pοτ3dï[ν?]; (4) <ι> (i.e. w) 
in COP 73L Pοτ�δ1[ν], COP 2A ΠοτZδ1ƒ4νι (dactylic).918 In none
of these cases can we argue for a short vowel (even the <ι> cases,
which may seem to be due to the influence of the adjective (above),
must have a long second vowel for metrical reasons).

The irregular spellings will be partly due to foreigners 
working at Corinth (see §261). The writer of COP 38A–B has a
foreign-sounding name, , Ιγρ4ν (see ad loc.), and the same is 
true for the donor of COP 42: we would expect his name (c)

Ορθο[. . .] to be Åορθƒο- at Corinth (see §§206, 209). In the name
of Athena on COP 44 (see ad loc.), (b) �θ(3?)να[� ]ã, the miss-
ing vowel must be the result of A.W. and can only be plausibly
supplied as an [e], thus providing a non-Corinthian form; this
peculiarity and the use of the long form of the name (see §247)
suggest an Athenian working at Corinth.

In most cases, however, additional clues to foreign influence
are lacking, owing either to the fragmentary state of individual
pinakes (esp. notable in COP 8, 23, and the five cases 73D/J–M)

or to the scantiness of the text (COP 71). It is remarkable that
on two of the rare pieces with metrical inscriptions, Poseidon’s
name has an exceptional spelling, viz. COP 2A and 2C (both of
these are fragmentary too). If we think in terms of foreigners, then
the spellings with a digraph (bw or Gw) or a ‘wrong’ epsilon (b),
i.e. the variants (1), (2), and (3) above, are easy to understand.
The third would be a rendering of the monophthong that the
writer, for instance an Athenian, could actually hear (see §219),
with the equivalent of the sign he would use in his own dialect,
i.e. the ‘normal’ epsilon (Attic G ~ Corinthian b, both mainly used
for [g] and [|] ). The digraph variants are even easier to understand
as the rendering of the name by the same number of letters that
all local scripts—other than Corinthian—would normally use;919

the choice of ‘normal’ b or ‘special’ G is of no importance, since
such a digraph was non-Corinthian anyway. Another reason 
that makes foreign influence particularly likely in these cases is
that in the Corinthian dialect a diphthong [ei] had long been
monophthongized, whence it is hardly imaginable that anyone
working in Corinth would have wanted to render this product
by means of a digraph, had he not been under some outside
influence affecting the spelling, the pronunciation, or both.

Variant (4), the spelling with iota only, does not immediately
point to foreign influence, since the spelling of the god’s name
with iota only was nowhere normal. From the metrical example,
COP 2A, we know that the sound in question was pronounced
long (see ad loc.). This is therefore a case where the opposition
between the original long [c] and the monophthong that had arisen
from the diphthong [ei] had been almost, or even fully, lost (see
§219). Still, this spelling, too, may be due to a foreigner who heard
the vowel in question as an [c] rather than an e-sound and wrote
it as he heard it. This may apply to COP 73L on the reverse side
of which there is a Palladion. In this connection, it is striking that
in three of the eight cases in which we come across Athena on
inscribed Corinthian pinakes, there are again hints of foreign
influence: COP 73L, 44 (see above), and 59 with �θ3m[α� ]�ς *µ�
(for the other cases, mostly fragmentary, see ad COP 63a).

Apart from the vowel of the second syllable, Poseidon’s name
on the pinakes presents only one other major problem, viz. the
digamma in the uncontracted examples; see §506. For the con-
traction see §223.

No certain example of the short form Ποτιδ�ς,920 attested for
Doric,921 occurs on our documents, the only possible (but by no
means certain) one being COP 8b Ποτεδ1[ν(?)].

915 We need no general discussion of the etymology of Poseidon’s name here;
see Kretschmer (1909), 27 f., 383; Gschnitzer (1962); Ruijgh (1967); Frisk and
Chantraine, s.v. I adopt the traditional ‘Doric’ accent (see Schwyzer, pp. 379 f.,
384).

916 e.g. on Sophilos’ dinos of c.580–570: Para. 19. 16bis; Immerwahr, no. 65.
917 The diphthong is also visible in the forms with [oi], probably owing to assim-

ilation, viz. Arkadian Ποσοιδ νος (gen., DGE 653), Lakonian ΠοÉοιδ νι (dat.,
DGE 52. 1–4 (see also LSAG 201. 53 f. and GD 72 f.); [soi] probably borrowed
from [pre-]Arkadian, a dialect with assibilation, before the Lakonian development
[s] > [h]; see also Lejeune, §51 n. 8), and unexpected (mixed?) [Π]οτοιδ νι from
Pergamon (dat., LSAG 362. 13 = DGE 642, 2nd q. 5th cent.?).

918 Uncertain spellings are not listed here; see Index, p. 367.

919 Arena (p. 106) cites an interesting exception, viz. Ποσ3δ[ν on an Attic kylix
(ARV 173. 4, ph. CVA Italy, 30, pl. 75. 3) by the Ambrosios P. (end of the 6th
cent., see Boardman (1975), 62), where the diphthong is clearly monophthong-
ized too. The form is not found in Threatte.

920 Considered ‘une forme familière répondant aux sobriquets en - ς’ by
Chantraine, s.v. Ποσειδgν.

921 See Herodian. Gramm. iii/2. 917 with the frs.; Epich. fr. 81 CGF; Sophr.
131 CGF; and Eup. Helotes 149 PCG (this comedy, with its Lakonian subject,
is likely to have been largely in Doric dialect).
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§256. Priamos

The name of Priamos is attested as COR 70a and 79Ad Πρ�αµος
and COR 27a Πρfiαµος. In Homer the first syllable is normally
short (see e.g. Il. 1. 255, 3. 288). The fact that in the nominat-
ive, accusative, and dative, the form ΠρZTµ]- is never used,
although in theory this would have been possible, shows that the
short first syllable was indeed original and the long vowel of
Πρ�αµ�δης (e.g. Il. 2. 817, 8. 216) is due to metrical lengthen-
ing. The Lesbian form Π�ρραµος, it is true, shows a different
prosodic structure with a long first syllable, owing to a special
sound-change in that dialect.922 But in Sappho fr. 44 L–P the name
has a short first syllable: Πzρ�µοιο. This is the epic prosodic 
structure of the name, and is well in line with the epic genitive
ending and the epic theme of the poem, the wedding of Paris 
and Andromache (see also §248).923 In view of all this, we would
expect a short first vowel in Corinthian. If the G of COR 27a is
correctly read it testifies to a possible opening of the [i] or a loss
of opposition, rather than a long first syllable (see §219).

§257. Troilos

The name of Priamos’ son Troilos is attested in the following
forms on our vases: COR 27 f Τρ$ . ιλος, 44a Τρ8ιλος, COR 51a
Τρ$ειλος, and CHA 16a Τρ[$]eιλος (see ad locc.). Of these, the
first form is uncertain (and the vase on which it appears is in 
a very bad state: Τρ8Ïιλος, Τρ8Íιλος, or Τρ8eιλος seem equally
possible from an epigraphical point of view); the second and the
third forms are clear, but the fourth one, again, is unfortunately
unclear, though probably our reading is correct.

The name was discussed by Lejeune (1973: 203 f.), but only
on the basis of the two instances in Athens (COR 27f and 51a).
The earliest attestation of the name (besides uncertain Mycenaean
forms) is Il. 24. 257 ΤρPϊλος (I prefer Lejeune’s accent on the
first syllable); it was here scanned as a dactyl –åå, i.e. with a 
hiatus between the [d] and the [i]. Lejeune argued that in the first
half of the first millennium [w] was the only sound that could 
be lost and leave such a hiatus, and he suggested that a form
*Τρωƒιλος went well together with Å�φιτος and ΑBƒας in Corinth.
In a postscript, however, Lejeune reports a fresh autopsy of the
two vases in Athens carried out by P. Amandry; the latter’s
findings made a digamma unlikely (obviously for both of them),
but epsilon or <É> possible. In view of the short [i] in the name
as used in Homer, Lejeune prefers the latter (i.e. Τρ8Öιλος).

Several objections can be raised. First, the report of the second
autopsy by Amandry is unsatisfactory, since we are not told what
he read in each case, and it is not made clear which type of epsilon
he considered possible. Secondly, a heta for [h] in the intervocalic
position is unheard of and should not be considered a solution
for a dubious reading. Thirdly, Lejeune’s justification of an alleged
intervocalic digamma in our name, depending as it does on 

examples of initial digamma (see §206) and digamma after [ai]
diphthong (which seems to have been treated like a postconson-
antal case, see §209), is itself problematic. For [w] in intervocalic
position should not, properly speaking, be written in Corinthian
of the time, and if it is, we have to find a special reason. Often
we can argue for a reflection of poetic language. But we have here
a name known exclusively from the Trojan Cycle and, since no
other such name occurs with an intervocalic digamma on the
Corinthian documents (see §506), it is more likely that the
Corinthians did not receive Trojan names with this sound. A [w]
is therefore unexpected in this name.924

Now, three of the four forms show an additional letter between
the omicron and the iota; in one of these the letter is certainly an
epsilon (b in COR 51e), in the other two an e-letter is possible
(b or G in COR 27 f ) or probable (G in CHA 16a). The Chalcidian
vase seems to be the work of the Inscription P., who is likely to
have been a Corinthian (see §259) and to have kept to certain 
traditional features of Corinthian vase-production. We may
therefore reasonably assert that TPobwqoµ, i.e. Τροειλος, was 
the proper Corinthian spelling of the name, TPoGwqoµ, i.e.
Τροflιλος, being perhaps an acceptable variant.

How is this form Τροειλος to be brought into agreement with
the Homeric form and its dactylic scansion? The only reasonable
solution seems to be to interpret the group <οε> as the repre-
sentation of a diphthong, followed by the suffix -ιλο-, common
in hypocoristic proper names (see e.g. Schwyzer, p. 485). The
epsilon can be justified both by the tendency to open the second
elements of diphthongs (see §225) and as an attempt to make it
clear that there were two i-sounds, one belonging to the diphthong,
and another following after a hiatus and forming a new syllable.

Several questions arise. (1) How do we explain the odd hiatus
between the diphthong and the [i]? (2) Is the [o] long or short,
i.e. do we have a long or a normal diphthong? (3) How can we
justify the unusual spelling with <οε> in more than one form (if
the readings are correct)?

The first question may find its explanation in a secondary devel-
opment. It is evident that in antiquity Troilos’ name was con-
nected with the name of the city of Τρο�η. The clearest piece of
evidence is Plaut. Bacch. 953–5, ‘Ilio tria fuisse audivi fata quae
illi forent exitio: signum ex arce si periisset, alterum etiamst Troili
mors; tertium, cum portae Phrygiae limen superum scinderetur.’
But the connection of the names of Troy and Troilos need not
of course have been genuine; such connections are mostly due to
popular etymology (see §510). Whatever the origin of the name,
the possibility of a secondary analysis Τροι-ιλος can hardly be
denied, particularly in view of the tendency in East Ionic to 
alternate between different spellings in such cases (prompted 
by different ways of pronunciation?); see the parallel of the
Naukratite donor Zoilos (NAU 1G–H), whose name is spelled
both ΖPιλος and ΖPιιλος.

922 See e.g. Lejeune, §138 n. 2.
923 See Trümpy (1986), 15–17. For Sappho’s and Alcaeus’ ‘obsessive pre-

occupation with the saga of Troy’, see West (1988), 151 with n. 5.

924 Also the Etruscan form truile (de Simone (1968), 120; ET Vs S. 22, OI G. 70)
does not support a [w], although it is late (one instance 2nd cent., one undated).
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For the second question we may consider the etymology of the
name Τρο�η, which is reasonably assumed to be a derivative in
-ι� from the ethnic Τρgες, with shortening of the [d] before the
suffix (see §221). If this is so, it would be natural for Troilos’ name,
too, to take the long vowel and be analysed as Τρω-ιλος. Originally
or in the course of transmission, this form of the name was regu-
larized (as ΤρPϊλος) in the East Ionic epic tradition. It could 
also be the basis of the form Τροιλος on COR 44a and some Attic
vases,925 although we cannot exclude the possibility that these
examples are simplified spellings of the Τροι-ιλος version, and
even a pronunciation Τρ4ι-ιλος cannot be ruled out. At any rate,
this interpretation seems to reflect one way in which the name
of the prince was widely understood in the epic sphere.

As for the third question, the possibly regularized use of an
epsilon in spelling may be due either to a written tradition or to
a special pronunciation of this heroic name in Corinth (or both);
we cannot be certain.

§258. Zeus

The name of Zeus shows a ̂ (i.e. Ξ) in a number of Corinthian
label-inscriptions (COR 28Aj, COP 42b, 75). Kretschmer (1897),
who did not know COR 28A, compared the form with the Theraian
inscriptions IG xii/3. 350–3, proposing a change of alphabet in
Corinth in the early seventh century—a move away from a system
in which ˆ was used for [dz] or [zd], and Xµ (not attested) for
[ks], to the ‘Ionic’ system in use at the time of all the inscriptions
that are preserved. The problem, however, is that COP 18 with
Z for [ps] (i.e. its ‘Ionic’ function) is regarded as earlier than COP
42 with ̂ [dz], so we have to assume that the rendering of Zeus’
name on COP 42 is an archaism. Indeed, the three Corinthian
instances suggest that this spelling was employed in some pro-
minent position, perhaps in a temple inscription, from where it
was consciously or unconsciously copied onto our clay documents.
This would solve the chronological problem and allow the
assumption that the spelling may be an orthographic relic. But
there is no other evidence that the samekh sign ever had the value
[dz] or [zd]; therefore we should be sceptical about Kretschmer’s
orthographic explanation of this spelling.

I can see three possible interpretations of the rendering with
initial xi. (1) It is a simple misspelling, which in view of its 
frequency seems unlikely, despite the undeniable similarity of the
signs ˆ (xi) and i (zeta). (2) It is due to some peculiarity of the
writing system, but since it occurs in two different and distant
local scripts (Thera and Corinth), this is not very attractive
either.926 (3) It could reflect a special pronunciation, i.e. [kseus]
instead of [dzeus], but how should we justify this? One possible
explanation is popular etymology (see §510); for one of the 
most important functions of Zeus was of course to watch over
hospitality as Ζεeς Ξ�νιος (Il. 13. 624 f.; Od. 9. 270 f., etc.). We

may also remember that the accusative of Ζε*ς was Ζ0ν [dzbn],
often used as a secondary stem, and that ξ�νιος was pronounced
with a long vowel [ksln-] in many dialects after the loss of [w],
and particularly in literary languages (a Corinthian example of
this loss, probably to be explained by literary borrowing, is COR
70k Πολυξ5ν�; see §503). An analogical adaptation of Zeus’ name 
to his epithet therefore seems not inconceivable. The epic usage,
obviously formulaic, with name and epithet at the beginning 
of two consecutive lines (Il. 13. 624 f. Ζην5ς . . . | ξειν�ου . . . ,
Od. 9. 270 f. Ζεeς . . . | ξε�νιος . . .), would have made this par-
ticularly appealing.

Apart from this peculiar spelling, we also get ∆ε*ς at Corinth
(COP 78a), and the same form is attested on a Rhodian vase (DOH
3). The normal form Ζε*[ς] occurs on the Corinthian pinax PCO
6, which must have been made expressly for Athenian purposes
(see ad loc.).

  

Connections between Chalcidian and Corinthian

§259. The Chalcidian Inscription Painter

The Chalcidian style is one of the most commonly discussed 
topics in the field of non-Attic Greek vases. The following facts
seem to be accepted. (1) The style is characteristic of a small 
number of very active individuals, starts suddenly around the 
middle of the sixth century, and disappears again towards its 
end. (2) In the main paintings it shows strong influence from 
contemporary Attic style. (3) In the accessory decoration (animal
friezes etc.) it shows strong Corinthian influence. (4) The Inscrip-
tion P. is one of the earliest members, if not the founder, of the
school.

It is stressed by art historians that the Chalcidian school had
an origin which may best be characterized as ‘springing out of
the blue’. Collinge (1985: 9 f.) rightly says that there is no ‘proto-
Chalcidian’, and that the style is ‘fully grown in the work of the
Inscription P., even on the vases believed to be his earliest. Where
this painter learnt his trade is not clear. As either a native
Chalcidian or a recent émigré his skill is equally surprising.’ But
can we not be more positive about the origin of this painter and
his style?

Archaeology is occupied with tracing special features of the
Chalcidian style back to other major styles. Keck (1988: 39) finds
clear Attic influence in the shape of the belly-amphora CHA 9,
painted and inscribed by the Inscription P.; but (pp. 44–9) she
characterizes the same painter’s kraters CHA 14 f. as direct
descendants of the late-Corinthian ‘Bügelhenkelkrater’. As for 
the hydriai, those by the Cambridge P. (of which CHA 18 f. bear
inscriptions) are of an archaic type927 that was quickly given up925 ABV 95. 5 (= Immerwahr, no. 173), 95. 6 (= 167); ARV 320. 8 (= 506).

926 A close genealogical link between the scripts of Thera and Corinth cannot
be established on the basis of our present knowledge; see Wachter (1989b), 56
(top) and 57.

927 This type was mainly produced in Corinth, but there, too, was eventually
replaced by the Attic shape.



  (§§258 –259) 

by the Chalcidian school in favour of the more elegant form 
of those made by the Inscription P. (among them CHA 10–13),
which show Attic influence with a certain individual touch 
(pp. 49–55, esp. 54 f.). We gain the same impression from the
paintings. It is true that representations of mythical scenes by the
Inscription P. show an outstandingly original artist (see e.g. §444),
and his colleagues, too, demonstrate a great deal of inventiveness
(Collinge (1985), 248 f., 252–7; Keck (1988), 83–171, esp. 169 ff.).
But there is also influence from both Athens and Corinth in the
paintings. The most obvious Attic influence in iconography are
the Satyrs in the main paintings (where in Corinthian we would
expect padded dancers); Corinthian influence, on the other hand,
is stronger in subsidiary zones (komos scenes, chains of galloping
youths), particularly with the Cambridge P., whereas with respect
to iconography, Corinthian influence is hardly perceptible (Collinge
(1985), 242–6).

This school, therefore, clearly presents a mixture of Corinthian
and Attic styles, quickly brought to a remarkable perfection by
a few gifted artists, among whom was the Inscription P. The ‘out
of the blue’ character of the Chalcidian style need not surprise
us. As explained in the Introduction, the skills of the potter and
vase-painter had to be learnt through personal contact and prac-
tice with experienced masters, not just through looking at pieces
made by other people; and, judging by the influences that are
apparent in his work, it is an inescapable conclusion that the
Inscription P. must have served his apprenticeship either in
Corinth or in Athens, most probably in both. While learning the
trade, he will have developed his own style which he was free to
adopt when he eventually became independent and set up his own
enterprise in an Ionic city. Since he was not an Ionian (as we shall
see below), this Ionic city must have been his home of choice.

Such a biography of migration is of course not at all sur-
prising. We are dealing with the period of Stesichorus’ travels 
( fl. c.570–540, according to West (1971) ),928 of Anacreon, of
Pherecydes of Syrus, of Xenophanes’ emigration from Phokaia
to Elea in southern Italy, of young Pythagoras about to leave Samos
for Kroton, of young Ibycus in Rhegion about to travel eastwards,
and of young Simonides in Keos. Moreover, the widespread and
far-reaching commercial contacts at that time are too well known
to require comment (see ad AIG 3 and NAU 1). So why should
we not assume that a vase-painter learnt traditional Corinthian
decoration in Corinth and fine Attic scene-painting in Athens,
proceeded to season the whole with his own imagination and
genius, and finally settled in a prosperous Ionic city?

The beginning of the Chalcidian style coincides with the end
of Corinth’s fame as a centre of vase-production. It is there-
fore a priori reasonable to suppose that Corinthian potters and
painters, at least the gifted ones, left their home city and went

abroad. The Inscription P. could well have had exactly such 
an origin and biography. What does the evidence of his vase-
inscriptions tell us?

The most important feature is a number of occurrences of 
non-Ionic [a] in his inscriptions. Three cases929 were already known
to Kretschmer (p. 71, partly following Fick (1883), 10), namely
CHA 2c Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς, in contrast to (a) �θ3να�3 on the same vase
and CHA 9c Γ3ρυ$ν3ς;930 CHA 14i Ν��ς, in contrast to (g) Φο�β3
on the same vase and CHA 9d Ν3�δε[ς];931 and CHA 13d Å χυς.932

Another clear example is CHA 8d Περιφ1τ�ς,933 and a very likely
one is CHA 11c �ρι1δ3, but both are otherwise unnoticed as far
as I know (see ad locc.). Kretschmer rightly concluded that this
is an example of dialect mixture. But his interpretation of the 
phenomenon as being due to the mixed population of the city
(he thought of a colony like Rhegion, which, according to Strabo
6. 257, was founded by people from Chalkis and refugees from
Messenia) cannot be correct. This would only explain why
dialectal forms might differ between one inscribed object and
another, whereas here different dialectal features are used by one
and the same individual, often on the same vase. Such a mixture
cannot be explained by foundation circumstances of 200 years 
earlier but must be thought of as personal to the painter himself.
Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς (see §233) and �ρι1δ3 are particularly revealing. (1)
The mixed character of these forms, with one long [a] preserved
and one turned into an Ionic [b], shows that they are not just
copied from elsewhere. (2) The fact that their endings are Ionic
while their basic forms are not, shows that the painter started from
a non-Ionic form which he wanted to turn into Ionic but was 
neither consistent nor sufficiently competent in doing so. This
means, first, that he probably did not consider the matter of dialect

928 See the lively picture, drawn by Burkert (1987: 50 f.), of wandering 
groups of artists performing Stesichorean choral lyric all over the Greek world.
Even earlier, poets travelled widely (sometimes being exiled), e.g. Eumelus,
Terpander, Arion, Alcman, Sappho (on these see e.g. Stoessl (1987), 74 ff.).

929 The alleged case CHA 1h Χ$ρ� is a false reading for Χορ8.
930 Lejeune (§163) assumes a short [a], which is impossible in view of the par-

allel form with an [e] and the many literary attestations of the name (see §233).
Collinge (1985: 72) connected the long [a] of Geryones’ name on CHA 2 with
Stesichorus. But if the painter had wished to give the vase a literary touch, he
would have written Athena’s name in the Stesichorean form too (�θ1ν�, fr. 209.
i. 8 PMG, fr. S 14. 3, and 89. 7 SLG). Moreover, the other forms with a long
[a] cannot be explained by Stesichorean influence. Therefore the fact that
Stesichorus is ‘a poet of the west’ (he was from Himera on Sicily) is no reason
to use him as an argument for a production centre of Chalcidian vases in Reggio
(Collinge, ibid.). I would stress again that poets, artists, and artefacts (of which
more are lost than preserved) travelled widely in those days.

931 It is true that the form with [a] is also Attic (Ν��ς, Ν�ϊ�ς), and prevails in
later literature. Yet this Attic vocalism is itself a problem and it seems inadvis-
able to take CHA 14i as Attic (suggestion by Fränkel (1912a), 14). Be that as it
may, the Inscription P. shows with Ν3�δε[ς] that he knew the Ionic form, which
proves that Ν��ς is another indication of his foreign origin.

932 There has been some discussion as to the quantity of the [a] in this name.
Yet there is no doubt that the [a] is long; for this is a throwaway name clearly
taken from the identical Corinthian throwaway name (see §237 and below), and
the Corinthian form has a fem. equivalent Åαχ8ι (COR 81Bb) which we cannot
separate from 
ΗχP. Moreover, the stem ÅTχ- is not found in names, whereas
Å�χ- is (Bechtel, p. 196). Kretschmer (p. 67) was therefore right to take the [a]
as long, and this is now generally accepted (see e.g. Frisk and Chantraine, s.v.
[χU; Heubeck (1980), 284; Masson (1981/2), 544). Åαχος in Arkadia (SIG 183.
36: Tegea, 362/1) is of no help here.

933 The first [a] must be long, for it seems inconceivable that this painter, who
was well acquainted with epic, should have invented for a vase of clearly Trojan
context the otherwise unattested name *Περιφ<της.
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very important (which would agree well with his careless but all
the more individual handwriting) and, secondly, that Ionic was
a foreign dialect to him, i.e. that he was non-Ionic.

A similar case is the unique Doric ending of CHA 14b Ξανθ8ι
(also noted but not interpreted by Kretschmer, p. 71);934 normally
the Inscription painter wrote the Ionic form in -8, namely in CHA
1d/f/h/j/l, 3e, 6a, and indeed on CHA 14 itself, in (d) and prob-
ably (k) too. We may, however, note that this ‘Doric’ slip of the
brush is in the Euboian Ionic alphabet, which he almost always
used for his customers. There is a single case where he seems to
have committed a blunder in his choice of local script, namely
CHA 3c Τ*χi[ο]r, written not with the expected sign Z but with
+ as in (d) Τοξ[. . .] of the same vase (see ad loc.). This is import-
ant, since it reduces the number of possible places of origin for
the painter. Corinth is among the remaining possibilities.

Several names used by the Inscription P. show an initial
digamma: CHA 1l, 6a, and 14d Åι8, CHA 3Ab Åρ0σος, CHA 13d
Å χυς, CHA 17b Åοινε*ς. The same is true for CHA 18b Å�4ν,
by the Cambridge P. We know of no Ionic dialect in which any
such [w] was preserved in the sixth century, and although it may
well be that the local Ionic script retained this letter in the
abecedarium, we have to consider this usage non-Ionic (the form
Åι8, used three times, is therefore as much a mixed form as
Γ�ρυƒ$ν3ς and �ρι1δ3). Although it is not certain that Åοινε*ς
of CHA 17 is the king of Kalydon, known as ΟHνε*ς from Homer,
we may reasonably argue that no Ionian with such a thorough
knowledge of the Trojan epics (CHA 3A, 4, 5, 7, 8, 15, 16) would
have spelled this name, and similarly Rhesos’ name, with an 
initial digamma.

Three of the five names with an initial digamma are throwaway
names (e.g. Åι8—though only the occurrence on CHA 6). One
of these names shows a non-Ionic [a] (Å χυς). All are well par-
alleled, and—as far as vases are concerned—only paralleled, on
Corinthian pottery, as in fact are throwaway names as a category.
The conclusion is inevitable: the presence of these names is due
to the direct influence of Corinthian vase-painting. We cannot,
however, assume that an artist as gifted, imaginative, and invent-
ive as our Inscription P. would have used such dull, not to say
outlandish, forms in an Ionic context had he not been a Dorian
himself, indeed a Corinthian, deeply rooted in the Corinthian vase
tradition. This seems to apply not only to the Inscription P. 
but also to the lesser-known Cambridge P. (for the latter’s old-
fashioned hydriai of Corinthian type, see above with n. 927).

The Inscription P. uses other rather special names that are
known from Corinthian vases, notably the semi-throwaway
name (see §237) CHA 3g Π$λυδος (see COR 62 Π$λυδος, on a
vase closely related935 to COR 63 with Å χυς, also echoed by the
Inscription P.), CHA 6b Πολυβος (see COR 67d), and the horse-
names (see §244) CHA 3i œρ8πιος (see COR 107e œρο*πιος) and

(h) Ξ�νθος (COR passim). See also the names of the following
Satyrs and Maenads: Σ"µος (alongside Åι8) on CHA 1 and 14
(probably attested on COR 110a and 118b); CHA 1j Μυρ8 (see
the padded dancers COR 105b Μ*ρος and (h) Μ*ρις); and prob-
ably CHA 14k ∆[4]q8 (see the hetaira COR 92a).

On the other hand, we may note that in the case of well-known
figures from the Trojan epic he did not use Corinthian forms if
they differed from the Ionic ones: CHA 4d ΑBας and (g) ΑHν�3ς,
3Ac 
Οδυσ(σ?)ε*ς, 8k 
Οδυσ(σ?)εä[ς], 15a Ηελ�ν3, (c) �νδροµ�χ3,
(e) Κεβρι$ν3ς (some of these forms, however, differ in Corinthian
only in the ending).

In CHA 9e he writes Περσε*ς. This form is unexpected for
the Ionic dialect of Euboia and her colonies, which have [rr] instead
of [rs] (see §214). Although [rs] in our name could equally as well
be due to the East Ionic epic language as to Corinthian (see §503),
it is still non-epichoric and suggests foreign influence. The same
is true of CHA 15d ,Εκτ4ρ, for which we would expect initial [h]
(see §§210, 503).

The suspicion that the Inscription P. (and perhaps also the
Cambridge P.) was not local to the centre of production finds 
further confirmation in his handwriting. He uses two significantly
different forms for each of four letters. (1) Both tailed rho (CHA
9, 11, 12) and untailed rho occur: of these the latter, P and ç,
could point to a ‘Corinthian’ background (it preponderates in his
inscriptions and is also used by the Cambridge P.936), while the
former, R, is the proper ‘Chalcidian’ form, as used by the painters
of CHA 22, 26, and the Phineus P. (CHA 27 and perhaps CHA
28). (2) A similar fluctuation can be observed in the forms of mu.
Here the Inscription P. mostly uses Mm, the ‘Corinthian’ (and
‘international’) form, but on one vase attributed to him (CHA 23)
he seems to have adopted the specific ‘Chalcidian’ five-stroke
form,937 used by most of his colleagues, namely on CHA 24 and
26 (but not on CHA 22, nor on CHA 27 by the Phineus P.). 
(3) The Inscription P. normally uses closed 9, i.e. the form used
on the Corinthian vases (so also the Cambridge P., CHA 19), 
but on CHA 14 and 16 (and very probably on CHA 10 too, less 
certainly on CHA 9) he writes the open or ‘modern’ form, which
is also used by his colleague of CHA 20 (they may have known
it from Athens). (4) The fourth case concerns sigma, for which
the Inscription P. uses both the four-stroke and three-stroke 
type. Although this is a minor difference and fluctuation often
occurs in archaic Greek inscriptions, it seems significant that 
the ‘Corinthian’ four-stroke type is not used by his Chalcidian
colleagues, viz. the painters of CHA 20–2 and 23 (unless the 
latter is by the Inscription P.), CHA 25, and the Phineus P. on
CHA 27 and 28.938 Although it does not seem impossible that a
writer used different forms of perhaps one or two letters, such
serious inconsistency as is the case with the Inscription P. seems

934 See, earlier, Ritschl (1866: 782), who did not attempt a dialectal attribu-
tion either.

935 As observed by Lorber, p. 59 with n. 362.

936 One of the two preserved instances of rho by this painter is similar to that
of Menaidas (see §101).

937 The attribution does not seem certain to me, however. Also the letter-form
Q of phi would be unusual.

938 Also CHA 18 by the Cambridge P. shows only the form with three strokes.
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exceptional and must have a special reason, most plausibly the
necessity of having to use more than one script during the course
of his career.

The fact that the Inscription P. (and perhaps the Cambridge
P. as well) had a history of migration is in my view incontestable.
Now, theoretically, such a mixture of dialect and script could have
arisen in one of two ways: (1) he was a Dorian (e.g. a Corinthian)
by origin and finally settled in an Ionic milieu; (2) he was an Ionian
who settled in a Doric milieu. If we accepted the second view,
we would, on account of the specifically Corinthian features of
his potting, painting, and labelling, be obliged to conclude that
he actually settled in Corinth. This, however, is impossible for
three reasons. First, the clay that he and his school used is 
certainly not Corinthian.939 Secondly, while it is conceivable that
the likely founder of a school (and perhaps a colleague of his) was
an immigrant to the place where he (or they) eventually estab-
lished a new tradition, we cannot plausibly assume that all the
founder’s followers were likewise immigrants. Yet the followers’
inscriptions show so many features pointing to a (Euboian-)Ionic
tradition,940 without a single one pointing to a Doric tradition,
that the Chalcidian school must have been located in an Ionic 
settlement—as is normally assumed. Thirdly, a clever immigrant
looking for customers and commercial success would quickly adapt
to the script of his new surroundings rather than stick doggedly
to his old one (it was easier to change one’s script than one’s
dialect). Therefore the almost consistent use of the Euboian-Ionic
script suggests that the Inscription P. was a non-Ionian rather
than a non-Dorian by origin; that he could also write in a 
non-Euboian script is shown by one solitary lapse in his preserved
inscriptions (CHA 3c). The most likely biography of the
Inscription P. (and maybe of his colleague, the Cambridge P.) will
therefore include an origin in declining Corinth, a stay in rising
Athens, and a final settling-down in a Euboian-Ionic centre. In
the hotly debated question as to whether this was on Euboia or
in the Western colonies, my preference is for the latter, in view
of the number of pieces found (and still coming to light) in south-
ern Italy (among them our CHA 7, 16, 21–6, 29). One day, we
shall find the kilns in which Chalcidian pottery was fired.

§260. The inscriptions on COR 103

Among the late-Corinthian (LC) vases there is a hydria, COR
103, whose inscriptions show odd features. In contrast to all 
previous writers who have tried hard to defend its labels as
Corinthian, I suggest we accept that the alphabet employed is not
in fact Corinthian; the individual peculiarities that lead me to this
position are: the non-Corinthian beta (B instead of :), straight
instead of crooked iota, ‘red’ chi (Z), sigma not san (S), and 

possibly a ‘red’ xi (+). What is actually represented here is not
easy to define: the local alphabets of Euboia, Boiotia, Thessaly,
Lokris, eastern Argolid, Lakonia, Arkadia, Elis, their colonies, and
a few smaller regions are all theoretically possible. Lorber (p. 107)
suggests that the vase is an imitation from a Doric colony on Sicily,
but it is hard to see how an otherwise perfectly Corinthian vase
should have been made so far away from all the others. Putting
aside the above-mentioned places in terms of vase-painting, only
the so-called ‘Chalcidian’ school seems a plausible guess. The style
of this school has by far the closest similarity to the LC style (see
§259).

Here it is interesting to notice that Amyx (p. 268) expressly
states that our hydria, COR 103, is ‘close to the krater, below,
no. 8’ (i.e. our COR 104). Both vases belong to the Corinthian
Andromeda Group, which forms a homogeneous unit. The krater
COR 104, however, is of the so-called ‘Chalcidian’ shape.

It seems an intriguing possibility that our vase-painter was an
Ionian sent for training to Corinth, where he tried to write in Doric
dialect but did not bother to adapt his Ionic alphabet. Also the
unusual throwaway names, Β�4ν instead of ∆�4ν or Å�4ν, and
Å1χ�ς instead of Å χυς (see §237), indicate a foreigner. Our
painter could form a second link between the (late) Corinthian
and the Chalcidian schools.941 For whereas the Chalcidian
Inscription P. was a non-Ionian (probably, indeed, a Corinthian)
who finally settled in an Ionian city, and was (for the most part)
successful in adapting his alphabet, though less so in the matter
of his dialect (see §259), the painter of COR 103 may have been
the opposite: a non-Corinthian who worked in Corinth (tem-
porarily?), and was more able or willing to adapt to the dialect
than to the alphabet of his place of work. Was he perhaps a
‘Chalcidian’ visiting the place where his famous colleague and 
possibly teacher had served his apprenticeship?942

Other Traces of Foreign Dialects

§261. Survey of the other cases encountered

I mention briefly some minor cases of dialect mixture.
The earliest cases, showing not a dialect mixture proper, but

a discrepancy between the Corinthian style and non-Corinthian
inscriptions, are PCO 1–6. On EUB 3 from Eretria, the form καλ1
(fem.) is unexpected. On a few Corinthian pinakes, certain features
occur which point to foreigners at work in Corinth (see ad COP

939 What its origin is, we do still not know; see Keck (1988), 11–13.
940 e.g. non-Corinthian letter-forms like L ¡ fl R etc.; non-Corinthian script

features in CHA 27a with W = [kh] and CHA 23b with QS = [ps]; non-Doric dialect
features in CHA 21b Φο�β3, CHA 22a Λ3τ8 (two!) and (b) Iρτεµις, CHA 27c
Iδρ3στος.

941 It may be worth mentioning that our hydria has a more modern shape than
the most old-fashioned of the Chalcidian ones, viz. CHA 18 by the Cambridge
P. (see n. 927; on shapes see Rumpf (1927), 124).

942 On p. 511, Amyx says that the so-called ‘Chalcidian’-shaped kraters sud-
denly appear in LC I, are always in the red-ground technique, and cluster in the
region of the Andromeda Group and the Tydeus P.; he also stresses that the
Corinthian examples antedate all others, including the proper Chalcidian ones.
Although, according to Amyx, the ‘invention’ of this shape is a mystery (there
being no direct antecedents), artists like our Inscription P. and the painter of COR
103 may tell us more about how it got into the Chalcidian workshops from Corinth,
its likely place of invention.
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29 with §§255 and 219 for unusual spellings of e-vowels, and ad
COP 42, 44). COR 60b Η�Qτ4ρ seems to be Attic, but (a) ΑBƒας
is genuine Corinthian (see §250 and ad COR 85 f.). In ETR 1–4
there is a discrepancy between ETR 1d Πρ�ξ��ς and ETR 4
�νδροµ�χ3, written by the same hand (see ad loc.). Other cases
are the artists of IOI 2 (a man from the Kyklades working in

Athens), EUC 3 (possibly the son of a Corinthian working in an
Ionic locale), and DOH 1 (a foreigner on Rhodes).

Several forms, particularly on Corinthian vases, show non-
epichoric features which can be argued to have a literary origin,
mainly but not exclusively in the East Ionic epic language (see
§§503 ff.).
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Formulae Used

§301. The different types of dedicatory formulae

The usual formula is ‘nominative + µ� �ν�θ3κε (+ dative)’ (FDV,
p. 58, formula no. 1). This needs no discussion (see §303 for 
metrical cases).

A number of inscriptions of the type ‘genitive + ε
µ� ’ are likely
to be meant as short dedicatory statements (FDV, p. 59, formula
no. 9), at least if the name in the genitive is a deity (COR 125,
128, COR Gr 23, 25, COP 24, 59, perhaps NAU 1La; see also
§506 n. 1297); I call these inscriptions ‘dedications with property
formula’ to distinguish them from owners’ inscriptions strictly
speaking, i.e. added by the (human) owners of the objects in 
question. A—very unusual—example of this formula on stone is
CEG 400, a combination of the two occurs in CEG 251 and 302.
The same formula seems to be sometimes used for dedications
to humans too (see §310).

Who Were the Donors of Painted Dedicatory 
Vase Inscriptions?

§302. Potters and painters as donors?

If a vase bears a painted inscription this means that the text was
inscribed while the vase was still in the potter’s workshop and
that it had to stay there for at least one more night. I am informed
by a professional potter that the paint of an inscription on an other-
wise dry vase dries very quickly. However, the firing is best done
when it is dark, because the colour and intensity of the flames
coming out of the hole in the roof of the kiln have to be care-
fully observed in order to achieve the right temperature and mix-
ture of combustion gases at each stage of the firing process. The
process itself only takes about four hours, but then the kiln and
its contents must be allowed to cool down for at least twelve hours.

We may therefore postulate that a customer could go to a 
potter’s shop, place an order for a vase with a painted inscrip-
tion, and collect it and dedicate it the next day. This is of course
possible, although it seems a considerable undertaking.943

On the other hand, it is no less possible that vases with painted
inscriptions are dedications by the potters or painters themselves.
This is the case with the Corinthian pinax COP 41 which expli-
citly states Μιλ4ν�δ�ς �γραψε κ� �ν�θ3κε, and is indeed likely for
the whole set of Corinthian pinakes from Penteskouphia, as we shall
see. Two more very likely examples are BOI 3 and IOD 4B, and
we may suspect that the same applies to the numerous dedications
from Naukratis and Aigina (see ad NAU 1 and AIG 3). Indeed,
many of the painted dedications to gods may be dedications by
potters or painters, although we can hardly ever prove it; see, for
instance, BOI 20, a Kabiran vase with a specially reserved field
for the inscription.944

Let us first examine the Corinthian pinakes. Their function 
is hotly debated and some very diverse opinions have been put
forward.945 Amyx (pp. 603–5) briefly discusses certain aspects,
complaining about the lack of a proper edition and emphasizing
how profitable it would be to draw the parallels between the 
vases and these documents. On pp. 605–8 (in consequence of his 
interest in Corinthian prosopography) he gives a list of human
proper names attested on these pinakes (among them two bogus
ones, see ad COP 38B and COP 49). I cannot see what leads Amyx
to say (p. 603): ‘most of the pinakes were dedicated by members of
the pottery industry’,946 and (p. 604): ‘It is easy to assume that in
nearly all cases the dedicant is the maker (and the painter) of the
pinax, so it seems probable that most of these names belong to
Corinthian vase-painters.’ While there is only one case where we
are sure about the identity of the artist and the donor (COP 41,

CHAPTER 3

Daily Life

943 Also there must be enough pottery to fill a kiln before starting the firing
process, which need not have been the case every evening.

944 Other painted dedications to gods are BOI 25 ff., COR 127, ARG 1, ACC
1 (?), DOC 3 (?), 6, IOI 1 (?), IOD 5–7 (partly uncertain), NAU 2; see also n.
628 (two later vases with painted inscrs. by a certain Ζωπυρ�σκος, from a sanc-
tuary). For the cases with property formula see also §301. Incised are COR 31d
and COR Gr 26(1) (metrical?).

945 A most bizarre one is reported by Seeberg (1971), 46 (ad no. 230 = Berlin
F 452, AntDenkm ii, no. 40. 3, LIMC vii, ‘Poseidon’ 109a*, dr. pl. 360, unin-
scribed, with Poseidon (perhaps) shown as a padded dancer or (as I would pre-
fer to say) a padded dancer as Poseidon): ‘Bouzek tells me that they suggest to
him, after intensive study, the whims of drunk men—which may not be far out,
if one supposes that many plaques were decorated for immediate dedication on
some occasion resembling the Attic Choes; in any case Bouzek’s remark well
describes their unpredictability. Inferences from their pictures, unsupported by
other evidence, are clearly unsafe.’

946 His n. 2 on p. 603 does not illustrate this point, but indicates the identity
of certain vase-painters and pinax-painters. The cue for his note in the text should
therefore be one line up, after ‘painters’.
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mentioned above),947 I am nevertheless certain that Amyx’s view
is on the whole correct (though the donors will more often have
been the potters rather than the painters); however, we must find
as much support as possible for this opinion. What can we adduce
in its favour?

Boardman (1954), in his study of painted votive plaques, made
—amongst many others—the following valuable observations. (1)
There is no literary evidence for clay π�νακες or πιν�κια as votive
plaques, but a great deal for wooden ones (pp. 186 f.). (2) Even
in vase-painting the representations of such tablets, often shown
as hanging from a tree in a rural sanctuary, suggest wooden plaques
for several reasons (pp. 187 f.). (3) Some wooden plaques have
indeed been found, rich in inscriptions and painting (p. 188, our
COP App. 1A–D). (4) In Athens, the only other place (so far)
that has produced a fair quantity of clay pinakes, a number were
painted by leading bf. vase-painters (p. 189 with n. 61). (5) On
the other hand, many Athenian pinakes are twice as thick in the
centre as near the edges; except for the very best, they show no
uniform thickness and may not even be exactly rectangular; some
have an overhanging ridge at the upper edge; on their backs there
can be rough sketches (p. 192). (6) They are usually pierced with
holes for fixing against a wall or (in cases where they were painted
on both sides) hanging free, and the ridges around the holes are
often not removed (p. 192). (7) One Corinthian plaque (Rayet
(1880), 106 fig. 3) has only one hole in the middle of one side,
so that if it had been hung up, the picture/scene thereon would
have turned through 90°; similar oddities are to be observed in
other examples (e.g. our COP 25, 28, 45, 61). Boardman thinks
that the holes were therefore primarily for suspension in the kiln,
rather than afterwards (pp. 192 f. with n. 110).

However, the last point is dubious. For there were in anti-
quity no materials capable of being formed into wires or threads
or nails that would not have dropped a clay pinax in the high 
temperatures of a kiln. We must therefore accept that the holes
were devised for the final function of the pinakes: their dedica-
tion. Of course the very existence of a dedicatory inscription
painted on such plaques (or vases) before firing shows that they
were intended as gifts for the gods. But this raises the problem
mentioned above,948 namely whether to assume that the vase or
plaque was ordered beforehand and then collected by the donor
on the following day or shortly thereafter. That is possible, but it
would certainly have been much quicker and safer to call in at an
artist’s shop, buy a painted wooden plaque, have one’s dedicatory
inscription added, and take it to the sanctuary immediately.

From Boardman’s points we can draw the following conclusions.
Wooden plaques were more common than clay ones.949 The clay
tablets are mainly from the chief centres of pottery manufacture,

Corinth and Athens. A large number of the pinakes are carelessly
executed: uneven thickness, ridges, sloppy shaping, painting
with no regard for the ‘suspension’ holes. Some paintings are of
extremely poor quality, others are just sketches (e.g. COP 90A).
In many (if not most) cases it seems inconceivable to me that 
the tablet could ever have been purchased by a customer for the
purpose of dedication.

On the other hand, the vast majority of the inscribed tablets
are clearly dedicatory. Of the 139 inscribed Corinthian pinakes or
pinax fragments, 77 (55 per cent) bear certain or probable dedic-
atory inscriptions, 23 of which expressly name Poseidon as the 
dedicatee; and the others are likely to be for him too (many of
them show him or his consort Amphitrite, often labelled). Of the
rest, another 22 which show labelled scenes with Poseidon or his
consort are likely donations to him, 3 more (all with kiln scenes)
mention Poseidon in a different way, 7 show working scenes 
connected with potting and mostly show labelled workers too
(COP 62–6, 81, perhaps 82), and 2 bear likely painter’s or potter’s
signatures (COP 60, 61; COP 18 and 41 are already counted 
among the certain dedications). Only 11—as far as their frag-
mentary state allows us to judge—either show scenes which have 
nothing to do with potting or Poseidon (COP 66 (but see below),
and COP 75–80), or bear other unusual inscriptions (COP 85,
86) or dedications to a different deity (COP 58, 59, both to Athena,
the former showing a labelled Poseidon); the remaining 17 bear
unclear or nonsensical inscriptions.

This means that for almost 75 per cent of the inscribed tablets
we have positive indications that they were dedicated to Poseidon,
which allows us to assert that all the rest were too; moreover, they
seem to be from the refuse tip of a single sanctuary.950 And as the
inscriptions are almost exclusively painted, most of the tablets,
even the worst, can be shown to have been made precisely for the
purpose of dedication.

But who were the donors? Two painters’ names are certain:
Timonidas of COP 18 (and COR 27), and Milonidas of COP 41.
The latter explicitly says that he also dedicated the pinax, the 
former probably did not (the donor’s name in the incised dedic-
atory inscription is broken off ). Seven names of men in the 
pottery trade, added as labels to figures depicted, can safely be
argued to name the actual producers and donors (COP 62a–b, 63c,
64, 65a–b, 66a, others are uncertain); the pinakes in question 
do not bear dedicatory inscriptions. In general, references to 
the pottery trade are unusually frequent in the scenes on these
objects, though the emphasis is not so much on potting or paint-
ing, as on firing in the kiln. This was the most delicate process,
which decided the success or failure of the whole potting and
painting process for a considerable number of objects. I count
twenty-eight kiln scenes on the inscribed pinakes,951 whereas on
the vases, Corinthian and other, allusions to firing pottery are
extremely rare. One man, Phlebon by name, dedicated several

947 The traditional interpretation of α�τοποκια[. . .] in COP 2A–C as ‘made
by himself ’ is highly unlikely (see ad loc.).

948 See also Boardman (1954: 186) in the context of an Attic pinax fr. found
on Aigina.

949 The reason why they have not survived is obvious, as is the reason why
the clay ones have.

950 Did those for Athena and Zeus end up in the wrong sanctuary by mistake?
951 Only 18 are listed in Cuomo di Caprio (1984), with phs. pp. 78–80.
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pinakes, which are all painted by the same hand (COP 12, 48A–B);
the fact that a tablet with a kiln scene is among them (COP 48B)
is particularly noteworthy. On four or five other pinakes the 
donor asks the deity for recompense (COP 1A–D, maybe also 
COP 50). Another man wrote the lapidary remark [Σ?]�µ4 *µ�
on a tablet (COP 61), which was then dedicated to Poseidon 
and Amphitrite with the rest; he obviously did not consider it
necessary to add whether it was his gift (sc. δ[ρον) or his work
(sc. ƒ�ργον); a similar case is COP 64. The writer of COP 66 
managed to add the name Στ�π4ν as a label for a man working
at a kiln, Poseidon’s label however is pure nonsense, υι!. Who
else can our Στ�π4ν be but the writer himself, i.e. the potter, just
about able to write his own name, correct or not?

This all points in the same direction, namely that these pinakes
are generally, if not exclusively, dedications by the members of
the pottery industry. Yet the poor quality of many paintings 
does not suggest that they were the work of the professional
painters—except of course COP 18 by Timonidas and COP 41
by Milonidas, on both of which the fact is expressly stated and
the painting is indeed very good. As the central process (for the 
success of which these tablets seem to have been dedicated, and
which is shown so many times) was the firing, not the painting,
it may therefore have been mostly the men who were in charge
of the crucial act of firing who took the brush and left us their
names on the pinakes. Only Milonidas seems to have been proud
enough of his art to indicate that he was not merely the donor,
but also the painter, and Timonidas seems to have been self-
confident enough to insist on adding his signature alongside the
dedicatory inscription by whoever the donor was.952

The connection with firing brings us to the immediate function
of these tablets. They make best sense as proof pieces, potted and
painted more or less roughly, but placed in the kiln in a pro-
minent position facing the peep-hole. From the reaction of their
paint—and, as far as their preservation allows us to judge, they
all bear paint in their inscriptions or figure decoration or both—
the success of the final reduction process could be observed. After
a great success—or a disaster—the potter will have brought a 
tablet to the deity, asking for (more) success.953 It is also likely that
prayers, short hymns, or similar pieces of poetry were spoken
before, after, or during such an important and exciting process.
The phrase (on COP 1) with τ" δ# δ$ς χαρ�εσσαν �µοιƒ�ν,

attested as part of a prayer in the Odyssey (3. 58), and some other
fragments of texts, will have been part of such incantations 
(see §303).

Why, precisely, it was Poseidon (and his spouse, to whom, how-
ever, no texts are addressed) who was responsible for the firing
process, we can only guess. First, Poseidon had among his many
aspects the epithets γαι&οχος ~ 'νοσ�χθων ~ 'ννοσ�γαιος, i.e.
he is the god of earthquakes and eruptions of volcanoes.954 What
went on in a burning kiln must have reminded the Greeks of the
occasionally manifested forces of the inner regions of the earth.
Secondly, water, the ‘classic’ domain of the god, which is also
represented on the pinakes (he often holds his trident, and on
COP 44 he is shown with Triton), has considerable importance
in potting. Thirdly, clay is part of the earth, and we know that
Poseidon was closely related with Demeter, not only in connec-
tion with his horsey aspect,955 but also because the most plausible
etymology (see both Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. Ποσειδ)ν) links
the second element of his name with ∆�- of ∆�µ1τηρ.956 And
lastly, one of the major concerns of potters, who not only manu-
factured but also needed to market their products, must have 
been that their wares arrived safely at their various destina-
tions, which were very often overseas, for instance Etruria. To
appease Poseidon, god of the sea, must have seemed advisable.
(Should we perhaps connect the seafaring scene of COP 67 with
this aspect of the god?) On the whole, this god appears to be 
very appropriate as the patron of our artists, particularly, but not
exclusively, for the firing process.

The Possible Background of Metrical Dedications

§303. Parts of prayers copied onto Corinthian pinakes?

In the case of the metrical inscriptions on some Corinthian
pinakes we have reason to believe that the verse is a direct reflec-
tion of prayers that were perhaps uttered on the occasion of the
dedication. The most interesting example is COP 1, of whose
structure we can be more or less certain (see ad loc.). COP 1A, for
instance, is likely to have read as follows: [X µ� �ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νι
ƒ�νακτι | δ[ρον (?) ']pαγγε�λας· τ" δ# δ$[ς χα]ρ�εσ(σ)αν �µοιƒ1ν,
‘X offered me to King Poseidon, having promised a gift. Now,
you, give the welcome recompense!’ The normal practice in votive
offerings957 of course was to promise some gift to the gods, if 
they helped. This was a kind of contract leading to a three-step
process: promise, favour granted by the deity, dedication of the
promised object. On our pinakes, however, the promise seems 
to have been made in the past, the pinax (sometimes together 
with something else?) is donated in the present, and a favour is

952 Timonidas is an exception in several respects. (1) Painter’s names are rarely
added to pinakes. (2) He places his name in the very middle of the tablet, though
he probably did not even dedicate the piece himself (Milonidas, the only other
certain painter we know from tablets, chooses the margin). (3) He is known from
vases too (no parallel) and—unlike the painters of so many other pinakes—is an
excellent artist. (4) He does not write boustrophedon but always uses the ‘mod-
ern’ l.-to-r. direction (no parallel). (5) His topic (a hunter with dog) is—as far as
I can see—without a certain parallel (a possible parallel is F 894, where two men
with spears are meeting, who could be hunters according to Furtwängler). (6)
After the verb he adds another word, which has so far been taken as his father’s
name, but is probably better taken as an elaborate hint by the painter that he was
fully aware of how good an artist he was (see ad loc.).

953 Phlebon (COP 12, 48A–B) seems to have felt the need to come back 
regularly.

954 See Nilsson (1967), 448 with n. 5; Trümpy (1986), 71 ff.
955 See Nilsson (1967), 29, 448, and see below, §405.
956 As the first element is probably a case-form of π-σις, i.e. clearly of IE 

origin, the second element should not be too readily dispensed with as obscure
(i.e. non-Greek). See §255 with n. 915.

957 See e.g. Burkert (1985), 68 ff.
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expected to be granted by the god in the future. Also, the fact
that all three steps are mentioned in one and the same inscription
is not a priori what might be expected. This chronological order
seems to make best sense in a situation which recurs again and
again, and in which it is no longer clear, nor does it matter, whose
turn it is, the god’s or the human’s, to give or receive—namely,
the situation where the potter brings the god a sample from a 
kilnful of pottery, thanking him for success and praying for 
similar success with the next batch (see §302).

It was long since observed that the formula, τ" δ# δ$ς (or δ�δου)
χαρ�εσσαν �µοιβ&ν, or a slight variation thereof, recurs not only
on our Corinthian pinakes, but also on a very archaic Boiotian
bronze warrior (CEG 326, c.700–675), on a later base from Smyrna
(CEG 426, c.500?), and indeed in Homeric epic (Od. 3. 58, in 
a prayer; echoed at Od. 8. 64 δ�δου δ� /δε0αν �οιδ&ν, ‘gave him
sweet song’, and 24. 197 f. �οιδ1ν . . . χαρ�εσσαν, with lexical 
and metrical variation, respectively, as well as h. Hom. 10. 5 δ$ς
δ� 
µερ-εσσαν �οιδ&ν). It is most likely that the formula was 
already in common use in Homeric times, both in everyday life
and in poetry proper (see COP 1, ad loc.). Indeed, it may be even
older, since hymns to gods which end in short prayers for favours
(often in the imperative mood) are a common type in the Rig-
veda,958 and the preserved Greek hymns to gods from archaic 
times (h. Hom.) are precisely hexametrical and closely related in
style to the epic. The tradition of oral epic poetry is also appar-
ent in COP 1A inasmuch as most of the prosodically comparable
aorist forms of �γγ�λλω in Homer are located at exactly the place
in the line where our compound participle occurs (�γγε�λας in
Il. 10. 448 and Od. 16. 150, �γγε0λαι in Il. 15. 159).959 Il. 15.
158 f. Ποσειδ�ωνι (ƒ)2νακτι | π�ντα τ�δ� �γγε0λαι bears a par-
ticularly striking resemblance to COP 1A, since the end of the
first line very likely agrees exactly with the (lost) one in our inscrip-
tion. The overall meaning of the Homeric passage is of course
different, but this makes it all the more reliable as an attestation
of the underlying stereotyped structure of which it is a casual 
resonance. However, the first half of our (second) hexameter line
was probably the most flexible part of the whole verse. At any
rate, COP 1C shows a beginning for this line which can hardly
have contained a form of �γγε0λαι at the position in question.

In COP 1B we read an imperative form δ�δοι, which is paral-
leled in Boiotia as well as in Pindar and was plausibly explained
by Strunk (1961) as a Lesbian feature (see ad loc.). We should
therefore ask ourselves, what tradition may have been responsible
for the distribution of this feature and its use in hexametrical 
dedicatory inscriptions (see §508).

The beginning of these metrical dedications, as we have seen,
is the line Χ µ� �ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νακτι, also attested as 
an isolated line in COP 3. This is a stereotyped formula too, 
and occurs elsewhere with different human and divine names, 

for instance in CEG 362 = GD 97 (Kleonai, c.560?) 4ριστ�ς
µε �ν�θηκε ∆5 œρον�ονι ƒ�νακτι (similarly CEG 384), and—
particularly early—in CEG 326, mentioned above, Μ�ντικλος
µ� �ν�θ3κε ƒεκ�β-λοι �ργυροτ-ξσ4ι . . . The formulaic character
is obvious from the fact that in a clear majority of the dedicatory
examples in CEG containing �ν�θηκε, this verb occupies the place
after the trithemimeres (as in the cases above), leaving room for
a name of the form –É– (see §222) followed by µ� , which is inserted
for metrical convenience. On the other hand, are we really to claim
the usual origin of hexametrical formulae, i.e. from ‘oral poetry’,
for a formula so closely tied to the art of writing, particularly if
it is the object that is ‘speaking’ (µ� �ν�θηκε)? Although we might
be inclined to deny such an origin, we should note a few passages
in the Homeric and Hesiodic poems (where �νατ�θηµι occurs only
twice) that seem to be disguised reminiscences of (surely not 
the models for!) our formula. From Hes. Op. 656 ff., when the
poet dedicates a tripod won in a singing contest (�νθα µ� φηµι
8µνωι νικ&σαντα φ�ρειν τρ�ποδ� 9τ:εντα. τ$ν µ#ν 'γ; Μο<σηισ�
=Ελικωνι�δεσσ� �ν�θηκα . . .),960 we can see that the act of mak-
ing an offering to gods was already being expressed by our verb
in Hesiod’s time. In Od. 24. 91, when Achilleus’ soul is told 
about his funeral games by Agamemnon’s soul, the line ο? � 'π5
σο5 κατ�θηκε θε@ περικαλλ� � 2εθλα, with its κατ�θηκε ‘put 
down as a prize’ exactly at the place of our dedicatory �ν�θηκε,
is reminiscent both semantically of Hesiod’s dedication (of a prize!)
just mentioned, and structurally of such dedicatory lines as CEG
263 [Σ ]4τ� [λ3ς �]ν�θ3[κεν 4θ3να��ι τ]�δ� 2e[θλ]α, CEG 363
Χαλ!οδ�µανς µε �ν�θ3κε θιιο0ν περικαλλ#ς 2γαλµα, and CEG
422 Χηραµ<ης µ� �ν�θηκε θ(ε)Aι περικαλλ#ς 2γαλµα, and also
of our BOI 3 �Επ�χ©µ�� 'πο�3σε θειο0ς περικαλδε�α δ[ρα, etc.
Finally, CEG 363 (Argos, late 7th cent.) and 422 (Samos, c.560)
have a striking parallel at Od. 18. 300 f. περικαλλ#ς 2γαλµα |
2λλο δ� 2ρ� 2λλος δ)ρον Bχαι)ν καλ$ν �νεικεν, which—since gifts
not to gods but to Penelope are being referred to—makes much
more sense as a refined allusion to existing religious dedicatory
formulae than as the model for CEG 363 and 422.961

But the question remains as to the form in which such 
formulae could have been used in an ‘oral’ dedicatory context.
Should we assume such declamations by donor or priest as (for
example), ‘Χ has given (. . .)962 to [name of deity]|. . . ; now, you,
give welcome recompense!’, with the names and the beginning
of the second line being varied as necessary? We can hardly prove
it, but it seems a not unlikely origin for the frequent metrical 
dedications and their formulaic character.963

958 As mentioned in the context of our formula by Strunk (1961), 119 n. 1.
959 Except imperative 2γγειλον at Il. 24. 145, placed at the beginning of a line—

and of a phrase.

960 The second occurrence of �νατ�θηµι is Il. 22. 100, where it is used in the
future tense and with a different meaning. Compounds, some frequent, of -(�)θηκε
in epic are found with δι-, 'ν-, 'π-, κατ-, µετ-, παρ-, περ�-, προ-, προσ-.

961 We could make a similar argument in the case of BOI 3 and its Homeric
parallels, cited ad loc., n. 34.

962 Not ‘µε’, of course, but e.g. ‘this’ or—if the object was specified in the 
second line—nothing at all.

963 See also §506 with nn. 1289 and 1297. A similar origin seems conceivable
for the many funeral inscriptions in metrical form.
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Moreover, we may wonder whether certain other elaborate
inscriptions on pinakes may not reflect spoken texts of some sort
—for instance the metrical labels of Amphitrite, COP 5 f., which
combine to produce Bµφιτρ�τ� *µ5 Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νος 2!οιτις, 
and the ‘imaginary’ labels of Poseidon, COP 83 Ποτ!δ1ν δ� *µι
‘I am indeed Poseidon’ and COP 84A Ποτ!δ1ν, which occur on
tablets with kiln scenes but without an actual figure of the god,
who seems therefore to have been imagined as being present in
the act of firing.

’  ’ 

Normal Cases

§304. Potters

The formulae ‘nominative + 'πο� (ƒ)3σε’ are considered potters’
inscriptions, i.e. BOI 1–7 (BOI 3 probably together with a dedica-
tion to gods; BOI 4C with a metrical dedication to a human, see
§307), EUC 1, 3, ITH 2, INC 1, DOI 1a, DOC 4, IOD 4A–C
(IOD 4B with a dedication to a god); a potter is referred to in
INC 2 (see §307).

A possible potter’s or painter’s inscription is IOD 1. Many of
the painted dedications on vases and pinakes may include potters’
or painters’ inscriptions (see §302), and it is always possible that
a painted vase was potted and painted by the same man.

§305. Painters

Painters’ inscriptions (see also §304) are COR 27h and COP 18b
(both by the same man), COR 57m, COP 41 (also a dedication),
and IOI 5. A likely example is NAU 1D; a possible though in-
explicit one is ETR 1d (see §307); a very uncertain one COP 60.

Special Cases

§306. Objects praising themselves

Although the names of the painters or potters are not recorded
on the few vases which praise themselves, the function of the
inscription is similar in that the artist expresses his pride in his
work. A fairly certain example is IOD 9, another one may be AIG
3A; COR 121, on the other hand, is very uncertain (see also §309).

 

§307. Potters as lovers of boys?

Some ‘dedications’ are to humans not to gods. In view of the two
most significant examples, namely BOI 4C and INC 2, I tend to
interpret such objects as love-gifts (but see §312 for cases in which
this connotation is less likely).

On the aryballos BOI 4C we read (a) Μν�σ�λκ3ς π[ο�3σε
vac.]964 �Εµπεδι8νδ�i, and (b) Α�τ[@]q Éο δ[κε φ�ρ4ν φιλοτ1σιον
Α
σχ<λοι a�τ-. As explained ad loc., we should understand this
as: (a) ‘Mnasalkes made (me) for Empediondas’; (b) ‘But the 
latter took and gave the same love-gift to Aischylos’. Inscription
(a) is likely to have been written by Mnasalkes, and (b), later, by
Empediondas. The expression ‘the same love-gift’ in line (b) tells
us that the aryballos had been made by Mnasalkes as (or into) 
a love-gift for Empediondas, and was passed on as a love-gift to
Aischylos by the latter. For the clearly erotic aspect of the oil-flask
see Theocritus 2. 156 (see ad COR 17, n. 174). Now, if BOI 4C
was a love-gift, then BOI 4 A and B, similar ring-aryballoi by
Mnasalkes (on which, however, no recipient is mentioned), may
have to be interpreted similarly (it is not known where they were
found and whether they were all three found together). In the
same context we may place BOI 9, an unguent-box, with a fervent
statement about the beauty of Polytimidas, and perhaps also the
kalos-inscription BOI 19, on a drinking cup.

On the vase INC 2, probably an exaleiptron-type unguent-
dish, the sentence Καταπ;γ4ν Éο ποι5σ�ς κα5 Éο φ�ρ4ν testifies
to a homoerotic relationship between a potter (a master?) and his 
partner (an apprentice?) to whom he gave the pot.

From here we may proceed to a contemporary of Mnasalkes,
namely Menaidas of BOI 2A–D. He expressly states that he made
his four vases (three aryballoi, one alabastron, i.e. all oil-flasks)
Χ�ροπι. But who was Charops? The following possibilities have
to be considered. (1) The dative indicates that Charops is the 
recipient of the vase. (1a) In his publication of our BOI 2C,
Greifenhagen (1936: 400 f.) referred to the sanctuary of Herakles
Charops at Mount Laphystion in Boiotia. According to Pausanias
9. 34. 5, cited by Maffre,965 the Boiotians said that Herakles
Charops’ sanctuary was there because this was believed to be 
the spot where Herakles came up to the world again with Hades’
hound Kerberos.966 If this connection is correct, there are the 
possibilities (1a. 1), suggested by Greifenhagen, that Menaidas
sold the vessels to visitors to a sanctuary, who then donated them,
or (1a. 2) that the potter himself donated all these vases (and 
perhaps more) on his own behalf (for possible parallels see §302).
On the other hand, Greifenhagen did give parallels for the name
Charops, all of them humans.967 Could we not therefore assume
(1b) that Charops was a human, perhaps a lover of Menaidas the
potter? Nothing is known about where these vases were found,
but it will be agreed that at least the majority are likely to be from
one and the same spot, and from a tomb rather than a sanctuary,
where pottery is not normally so well preserved nor found in such

964 This probably reflects [Mnasalkbpoibse] (see §§204, 224).
965 Maffre (1978), 265 n. 15, with recent bibl. on this epiklesis of Herakles in

n. 16. On p. 267 with nn. 17 and 18 he mentions a possible etymology ‘aux yeux
perçants’.

966 One wonders whether this story originated in a popular etymology of the
name Charops as something like ‘after he had seen Charon’ (if anything, this would
of course have to be *Χ�ρωνοψ).

967 e.g. an Attic rf. cup where it occurs as a καλ-ς name: ARV 138. 1 (see also
p. 1572). Maffre (1978: 265 nn. 12–14) contributes more attestations.
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tidy sets by the same producer. There is also the possibility (2)
that Charops was not the recipient but a customer who passed
the vases on to an unknown recipient. But this seems less likely
(why should this customer be noted on the vessel, and in the
dative?). I personally prefer version (1b).968

In view of the preceding cases, should we not perhaps inter-
pret in the same way the other Boiotian aryballoi with potters’
signatures (BOI 1A, 5A–B, 6A, 7B), as well as the other kinds
of vases by the same men (BOI 1B, 6B–E, 7A, and probably the
coiled-snake oil-flask discussed ad BOI 1 and 4C )?969 See also 
§§311 f. on the aryballoi from Corinth.

A similar case may be ETR 1–4, all by one painter (and from
one tomb?). On ETR 1, besides some Greek labels for the figures
depicted, two human names are recorded: these are likely to be
a potter (Πρ�ξ��ς, written in Greek like the labels to the painted
figures) and an Etruscan recipient of whose full name only the
praenomen in an oblique case-form is given: Arnθe, written in
Etruscan. Apart from the juxtaposition of these two names, the
actual subjects on the vases also seem to point to an erotic context:
on ETR 1 little Achilleus is being handed over to his mentor
Chiron (see §475 on a vase with this subject from an initiation
context); on ETR 2 there are Erotes; on ETR 3 one side of the
vase shows a dog and a man, the other a dog and a youth (pets
being popular love-gifts on Attic vases); perhaps even the Amazons
on ETR 4 may ultimately have had such a connotation.970 This
is as far as we can get without our new reading of ETR 3b: 
Dι$r κ¥ροι or quite possibly dative Dι$r κ¥ροιm. What have the
Dioskouroi to do with our erotic context of a man (perhaps a 
potter) and a boy (perhaps the recipient of the vase)? In Lakonia,
the Greek state where the twins play their most important role,
we know of the following cult (Burkert (1985), 213): ‘The Spartan
cult of the Dioskouroi is found in the context of a warrior 
society and of initiations in which an encounter with death is also
involved. Phoebe and Hilaeira also have their sanctuary, and their
priestesses are themselves called Leukippides. The epheboi make
a nocturnal sacrifice of a dog to Phoebe before their ritual fight
in the Platanistas.’ This is transmitted by Pausanias (3. 14. 8 f.),
especially: κα5 τ�δε 2λλα το0ς 'φ&βοις δρ:µεν� 'στιν· θ<ουσι
πρ$ τAς µ�χης 'ν τ)ι Φοιβα�ωι· τ$ δ# Φοιβα0-ν 'στιν 'κτ$ς
τAς π-λεως, Θερ�πνης ο� πολ" �φεστηκ-ς. 'νταGθα Hκατ�ρα
µο0ρα τ)ν 'φ&βων σκ<λακα κυν$ς τ)ι �Ενυαλ�ωι θ<ουσι, θε)ν
τ)ι �λκιµωτ�τωι κρ�νοντες Iερε0ον κατ@ γν:µην εJναι τ$
�λκιµ:τατον ζ)ιον τ)ν /µ�ρων. κυν$ς δ# σκ<λακας ο�δ�νας
2λλους οJδα =Ελλ&νων νοµ�ζοντας θ<ειν Lτι µ1 Κολοφων�ους.
For a youngster passing from childhood to adulthood, the enforced

separation from a puppy, a beloved pet and perhaps a love-gift
from his 'ρ)ν, is of course plausible as an initiation procedure
(see also §475 with nn. 1219 f.). In Sparta, this separation was 
obviously standardized and ritualized. Should we link our ETR 3
to such religious practices? The confirmation seems to come 
from side (a) of the vase, clearly reading Μεαιταιε, for which the
conjecture ‘Maltese dog’ seems too colourless. But if we separ-
ate µ&, an approach already tried by L. Schmidt (1852), we find
the word �-τ�ς, a Doric and Thessalian (i.e. widespread) noun
for ‘beloved youth’ (see LSJ, s.v.). The alphabet and the general
dialect of the writer point to Lakonian Doric, perhaps of Taras
in southern Italy (see ad ETR 1).971 It seems hard to believe that
this is all coincidence, particularly as the boy on our vase wears
a wreath, which shows that he is to be imagined in a festive con-
text. The overall meaning of a phrase, Μ6 �Mταιε, short though
it is, is difficult to establish. We get nowhere by separating Μ6
�-τ� (gen.) or 2Mτα (voc.) ιε, since no suitable meaning can be
found for ιε. Μ6 �-τ�ι – seems better, since – may be the present
subjunctive of ε
µ�, which is often combined with µ& in the sense
of a dubitative suggestion (Schwyzer–Debrunner, p. 317: Homeric,
Attic, etc.).972 In that case we should have: ‘It may be for the
beloved boy’, whereas ‘For the Dioskouroi’ on the reverse could
be an answer or an imperative correction (‘No, it is for the
Dioskouroi’). At any rate, this interpretation of ETR 3 fits the
general context of the four vases, and with its Lakonian, or at
least Doric, connection it suits the alphabet of the four inscrip-
tions, as well as their main dialect.

§308. Hetairai shown or spoken of

There are names of women suggestive of the sphere of hetairai
on several Corinthian vases; see §239. One vase, COR 18, again
an aryballos (see §307), shows a portrait of a woman from whose
mouth emerges the inscription Α
ν5τ� ©µ�, followed by a list of
nine men’s names. This vase belongs to a whole set of similar
pieces, mostly uninscribed (COR 17 is a second exception, see
§311). The same sphere is evoked by some of the non-heroic 
dancing scenes (see §479) as well as by COR Gr 15, a pyxis for
women’s toilet articles which shows three plastic heads with such
names as Åι-π�, ΗMµερ8ι, Χαρ�τ�.

There are also vases explicitly belonging to the symposion con-
text (most others too will have been used at symposia, of course).
COR 25, a wine-cup, shows two women’s portraits with the labels
Νεβρ�ς and Κ(α)λ<κ�. With these we may group the sympo-
sion scenes themselves (mostly on kraters), of which the only 
one that is inscribed, COR 92, offers two hetaira-names, ΣελMν8ι

968 Discussing BOI 2D which bears a slightly strange second inscr., I. K.
Raubitschek (1966: 165) notes: ‘We do not know how Gorgias could give to Apollon
what Menaidas had made for Charops, but there is no reason to question the 
interpretation as a whole.’ If Charops was human, this would not be a serious
problem, although the question of the find-spot would become more important.

969 It seems not unlikely that some potters’ apprentices also learnt the art of
writing from their masters (see ad BOI 2 and 4, as well as §§315, 472).

970 We may remember young Herakles’ labour of fetching Hippolyte’s girdle
(see §413), performed by order of his master Eurystheus.

971 Bνδροµ�χ3 of ETR 4 is explicable as an Attic borrowing (see ibid.).
972 Whether we should accept the lack of the iota ‘adscriptum’ of the form Pι,

it is difficult to decide. On the one hand, the 1st h. 5th cent. seems a bit early
for a case of the reduction of a long diphthong (see e.g. Buck, §38, and for Attic,
Threatte, p. 353). On the other hand, we could argue for the archaic subjunct-
ive form without the [i], although it is attested only rarely and in isolated regions
(see Buck, §149, e.g. on Lakonian [?] ζ83 of GD 70B = DGE 57B = LSAG 216.
27; Schwyzer, pp. 661 f. [c] ); our form would be historically identical with Sanskrit
ásat.
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On COR 126, a fragmentary pyxis (i.e. a receptacle for 
women’s toilet articles), ΤRς 'ρ8σ�ς .[. . .] is legible and is likely
to mean ‘of the (she-)lover’. The woman in question may have to
be interpreted as the ‘active’ partner in an 'ρ)σα–'ρωµ�νη pair,
analogous to the situation in the more common 'ρ)ν–'ρ:µενος
pairs. Although the easiest interpretation of the fragment is that
of an owner’s inscription (with *µ�, as suggested by Stillwell 
(1948) ), the possibility cannot be excluded that the sentence 
was more elaborate; theoretically, -�ς may even be accusative 
plural. If it is genitive, then COR 17 (see §311) and COR 50A,
which are also possible cases of the property formula (see §301),
may be compared; so too, for instance, CEG 447 and 460, which
have a clear erotic quality, i.e. are dedications rather than just 
owners’ inscriptions.

     , 
 ’ 

§311. An aryballos as a prize for dancing skills

On COR 17 (see §479), the first dancer in a non-heroic dancing
scene has an elaborate hexametrical label, designating him by
means of the property formula (see §301) as the owner, prob-
ably the winner, of the aryballos. Is there perhaps an erotic 
connotation too, in view of the fact that the prize is an oil-flask
(see §§307, 472)?

§312. The ‘quatrefoil’-decorated aryballoi

‘These four vases [i.e. our COR 47–50] are no doubt the work of
one establishment, or of one artist, who threw in the prospective
owner’s name with the pattern, on request’ (Payne (1931), 164),
‘i.e., they are to that extent bespoke vases, though hardly made-
to-order’ (Amyx, p. 568). All four have quatrefoil decoration
(Amyx, ibid.; see Dumont–Chaplain (1888), 185, fig. 39). It is
important to observe that they cannot be potters’ or painters’ 
signatures, for—as was long since noted—two of them, COR 49
and COR 50, with different names on them, are written by the
same hand. In view of the fact that they are oil-flasks, i.e. serving
the same purpose as COR 17, which was a prize for a dancer (see
§311), we may interpret them in a similar way. Just as on COR
17, the owners are men named in the nominative (‘de rubrique’),
although unlike Πυρƒ��ς they do not get a whole hexameter and
a beautiful picture. Considering the almost ‘industrial’ produc-
tion by different artists (probably in the same workshop), an erotic
connotation seems less likely than for the oil-flasks described in
§307 or for the more individual aryballos COR 17.

§313. Another likely metrical dedication to a man

We would like to have more than the surviving tiny fragments
of the vase ITH 1, which, in good epic style, says something like,
‘He who (was my?) dear guest and faithful comrade . . .’ and 
seems to have been at least four hexameters long. A dedication
to a friend seems the most likely context.

and �Ερατ8ι (see also the unidentified scene on COR 65, a krater
fragment showing a woman labelled �Ερ�τ� or �Ερατα[. . .] ). 
A heroic symposion scene is shown on COR 12 and, similarly, 
a heroic love scene (not with a happy ending) on COR 113.
Whether kraters, which are heavy and bulky, were suitable as love-
gifts, may of course be doubted.

These hetaira-names lead directly to those inscriptions in which
the beauty of a woman is praised (see §309). For erotic inscriptions
that are more difficult to interpret, see §310.

In the case of the other erotic inscriptions with women’s 
names (DOC 2 and ACC 3; see §310), it is not clear whether 
they were meant to be love-gifts, or, on the contrary, bore some
sinister intent—for instance to arouse jealousy. An uncertain case
of an erotic (?) owner’s inscription may be COR 126 (see below,
§310).

§309. Kalos-inscriptions

EUB 3 and DOH 3 (which also shows a list of gods) praise the
beauty of women. Both are on jars which are likely to have been
used for pouring wine. AIG 3A is another possible woman’s kalos-
(better, kale-) inscription, praising a figure depicted (or is the praise
directed at the vessel?).

For the male kalos-inscriptions BOI 9 and BOI 19 see §307.
If Arena’s reading and interpretation of COR 121d (καλ[

*lι τ$ ποτ5ριον καυ) is correct, the beginning of the statement
is similar to a kalos-inscription. It remains doubtful whether the
end might mean that the vessel is beautiful too (see §306); the
other inscriptions on the vase are uncertain.

§310. Other erotic inscriptions

On DOC 2 we twice read that a man loves a woman: (a) and (b)
Γ3λο0ος 4κ�ς �ραται; but a second man (or boy), we are told 
in (c) [Ε ]Tµαχος δ# µισθ[ t [. . .], does something for which 
he is paid.

For ACC 3, showing (a) Bπολλ-δ4ρος Ξ<λλ�ς �ραται, (b)
Å-λχ�ς �(µ)πVγ�ζ3 Bπολλ-δ4ρον, (c) �Ον�τ�ς Νιξ7ς �ραται, 
(d ) Η<βριχος Παρµ<νιος É(� )ραται, Cerri (1989) imagines a 
symposion context with women, youths, and adult men. He com-
pares the sequence of statements (a) and (b) with Catullus 56. 
5–7 ‘Deprendi modo pupulum puellae | trusantem; hunc ego, 
si placet Dionae, | protelo rigida mea cecidi.’ The coincidence 
with Catullus’ ‘ego’, his ‘puella’, and the nosy ‘pupulus’ may 
of course be fortuitous, such situations being perhaps—at least 
in the imagination of some—not infrequent. But what is the 
meaning of the other two statements, (c) and (d )? At first sight, 
they come as a disappointment, since they simply refer to four 
different people—two lovers and their sweethearts. There might,
however, be some excitement in them if we imagined, for example,
that Nixo, with whom Onatas is said to be in love, was in fact
the girl-friend of Parmynis, who in turn was being pursued by
Hybrichos . . .
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§314. A gift to a woman

DOI 1 shows both a potter’s inscription, ‘Andrias made me’, 
and a female owner’s inscription (or a dedication to a lady), 
‘I belong to Archidika’. The exact context, i.e. whether there was
a personal relationship between the two persons (see ad loc. about
their names), we cannot tell.



§315. The function of abecedaria on vases

We have five painted abecedaria on four pieces among our objects:
BOI 14 (twice), COR 51b (besides Achilleus and Troilos, only
the latter being properly labelled), COP 86, ACC 2. The most
likely function of such pieces is as a gift to a youngster, to pro-
vide an exemplar for practising the art of writing (see also §307);
though COR 51, an aryballos, may also be suspected of belong-
ing to the erotic sphere (see §§442, 472, and ad BOI 2).

   

§316. Inscriptions which are unclear mainly because of their
fragmentary state

BOI 10b (a dedication?), BOI 27, AIG 3F, PCO 3, COR 1, 11,
29, 75, part of 121, COP 33, 63a, 82, 91–7, LAK 9, ITH 1, 3,
CHA 29, ACC 1A, IOI 3, IOD 8, 10, NAU 1Na–d, and 
DOH 2 are all unclear. See also the nonsense inscriptions, §318.
Certain other inscriptions are legible or even intelligible, but we
are nevertheless unsure of their function and meaning. This is
the case with PCO 1, DOC 7, DOH 3b.

§317. Measuring cups and jars from Olympia?

The vases from the sanctuary of Olympia (ELI 1–5), which bear
such inscriptions as δ�µ-σιον, -ια ‘public’, 2λr ‘salt’, καρπ-µετρον
(?) ‘measure for corn’ (?), � Ολυµp[�α ?], are thought to be measur-
ing vessels, the labels referring partly to the intended contents, partly
to the community. The fact that the word ‘public’ occurs not only
as graffiti but also in paint tells us that such vessels were already
being produced for their specific ‘public’ function. (On the other

hand, the famous graffito øEl!lo.ElMl looks more like an owner’s
inscription.973) I am attracted by the thought that these vessels
may have served for the distribution of standardized portions of
food and wine to the workshops and building sites. The δRµος,
who will have been the employer, may have had several reasons
for marking these dishes: first, to make sure that they did not con-
stantly disappear (i.e. the markings would be similar to owner’s
inscriptions); secondly, to guarantee their content (we may then
compare δηµ-σιος πAχυς, for which see Burkert (1996), 72).974

§318. Nonsense inscriptions

I have not normally included nonsense inscriptions because they
do not contain much information. Nonsense inscriptions are mostly
due to illiterate writers who knew how to draw a few signs very
well (these people were good at drawing!) but were ignorant of
their proper use. A less glaring form of nonsense inscription is the
product of the copying mistake (see §112). There, too, the writer
is likely to have been only more or less aware of what he was 
writing, though he often produced careful letters. Some of the
inscriptions that we take for ‘nonsense’, of course, may just have
been miswritten by the painter—or misunderstood by ourselves.

In addition to a few nonsense labels to figures depicted (see
§403), we have come across COP 8c (in company with some 
meaningful inscriptions), COP 87–90, BOI 30, LAK 5, and (at
least partly) IOI 6.

973 Schiering (1964), 169 ff., ph. pl. 64, a small jug. The inscr. is not in the
Elean dialect because of the gen. in -4 (instead of -�). It must therefore be taken
for Attic, Pheidias’ own dialect. Consequently the vertical stroke that makes a 9
out of the E must be accidental, since the Attic form of the verb is regularly writ-
ten with an epsilon (see §219). The closed form of heta is no longer expected at
this date anyway. See also SEG 31. 373 for further bibliography. Let us hope
that the inscr. is genuine.

974 Hamdorf (1981: 205) interprets a few graffiti with Z (p. 199, nos. 19 and
22) and Z¨ (p. 199, no. 23) as ψωµ-ς ‘bit’, or the like. This does not make good
sense, nor do there seem to be any other forms with o-vocalism from the root of
ψ&ω ‘rub, grind’ which would suit. Therefore we should consider the Z to have
the old Elean value [kh] (see Jeffery, pp. 206 f.), possibly still used as a local abbre-
viation at a time when the Ionic alphabet had normally taken over. This would
allow a reading χ, which may stand for χο0νιξ, the very unit that Hamdorf claims
the two vessels in question represent. The inscr. χω of the smaller pot, on the
other hand, may represent the same stem, or possibly χοGς or a diminutive of it,
which in its contracted form would have been χω- in Elean (by this stage the
omega may well have been part of the late local alphabet, as was the case in Attic
before the introduction of the Ionic alphabet; see §106).



975 Similarly interpreted as a mixture by Amyx, pp. 553 f.
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§401. Collective labels

Sometimes labels that are put next to a single figure are col-
lective labels. Examples are COR 22 Χ�ριτες (§406), COR 56
V�ριτε[ς ?] (ibid.), COR 28Ai Χ�ριτε (dual) as well as (a)
Μ[σαι and (b) Μο
σαι (§421), COR 36a Lο�σαι (§406), COR
131b π�κτ� (dual) (§474), CHA 9d Ν3�δε[ς] (§408). In the light
of COR 71d É �π(π)οι (a name Ηιππ8ι makes no sense for a 
horse or a man), label (a) of the same vase, which could stand
for the whole group of otherwise unnamed people watching or
following a wedding procession, is likely to read φ�λοι (rather than
Φιλ8ι—as the name of the woman next to whom it is written;
see ad loc. and §476).

§402. Mixed and pseudo-heroic scenes

The stereotyped character of Corinthian vase-painting in par-
ticular only rarely allows us to distinguish heroic scenes from 
non-heroic ones by means of iconography alone. The labels are
therefore very important. Yet even in clearly heroic episodes with
one or several clearly heroic figures, names occur which cannot
possibly be linked to myth. Such scenes I call mixed scenes. On
the other hand, scenes of stereotyped character, full of non-heroic
names, can contain the odd heroic character. Such scenes I call
pseudo-heroic scenes.

The precise function of such a mixture, or—if there was 
no function—the motivation of the painter’s decision, is hard to
fathom. We could assume mere carelessness. This would seem
to be the most likely solution for the pseudo-heroic scenes. For
instance, on COR 89 (§468) in a chariot drawn by such famous
horses as Ξ�νθος and Β�λιος (and one Φ�ρ3ς, not otherwise known),
there is a warrior with the grand-sounding but unimaginative 
name of Λ�ƒοπτ λεµος (see §506) accompanied by a charioteer
with the dull, speaking name (see §239) of "/νιοχ�δ�ς. Similar 
cases are COR 87 and 90 (both §468). On COR 100 (§469), between
two horsemen with the dull names Ε%φ�µος and Π λυς, there
runs a Gorgon, properly named Σθεν(ν)8ι. COR 68 (§468), a care-
lessly labelled chariot scene, contains Hektor (miswritten) and his
charioteer Kebriones. In a run-of-the-mill battle scene on COR
99 (§469), in contrast to such throwaway names (see §237) as ∆�4ν
(two or three times) and Λ��δ�ς, one warrior is called Α+ƒας.

Another battle scene that contains some grand-sounding names
is COR 107 (§471), as does the departure scene CHA 3 (§467).
On COR 16 (§472) two horsemen Κ�στ4ρ and " Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς
(it is hard to imagine that the painter actually forgot the name
Polydeukes) are galloping towards two men labelled Φορβ ς and
Äαστυp τ�ς; a possible parallel may be COR 37 (§469). In two
boar-hunt scenes (COR 33 and 102; §473) some names or com-
binations of names also have a heroic touch.

For the mixed scenes, on the other hand, we could seek a deeper
explanation. Was it perhaps fashionable to represent humans in
a heroic context? Was there a connection with the function of the
vases and the occasions for which they were made (see §506)? On
COR 6 (§411), where Herakles and Iolaos are fighting the Hydra,
an extra charioteer is watching them: he is labelled Λ1πυθος, and
not attested elsewhere. On COR 24 (§439) with the wedding of
Helene and Paris, a warrior (i) Ηιπ(π) λυτος is present whom
we cannot link to the rest of the picture. In the scene of Hektor’s
departure on COR 70 (§444) three odd names, (d ) Α/ν8ι, (e)
Κι�ν�ς, and (g) Ηιππ µαχος, labelling the characters of a dis-
tinct group within the scene, do not fit the heroic context. On
COR 14 (§458) with the suicide of Aias there is a character labelled
(e) Ν-κιπ(π)ος.975 Some of these names, it is true, are horsey names
(see §238). But horsey names are frequent in historical times as
well as in epic, and only one name (COR 14e) actually designates
a horseman (COR 24i and 70g are foot-warriors, the former in a
non-war scene). Therefore these names need not be mere inven-
tions by the painter in the way of throwaway names (see §237),
but could have a historical reality.

The difference between pseudo-heroic and mixed scenes is 
of course not always clear-cut. On COR 117 (§471) the hero 
Α+ƒας is fighting ∆ λ4ν (which he never did, as far as we know), 
and, next to them, one Τ�ρας is fighting one Π�λιος, who are
both possibly historical persons. Another battle scene, COR 46A
(§462), shows a more or less equal mixture of clearly heroic names
and names which cannot be attributed to mythical figures but 
could just as well be historical.

§403. Nonsense labels

Nonsense labels are very frequent on Attic pottery (and keenly
debated), whereas elsewhere they are comparatively rare. Amyx

CHAPTER 4
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(1988: 601) lists eight cases on Corinthian vases (see introd. to
Pt. I. 5 above (COR) ), and on the pinakes there is one more (COP
66b, besides a proper name which may, however, be faulty too);
see also COP App. 1B, a wooden pinax. BOI 12 seems to be another
case; and PCH 2, as well as some labels of LAK 3, may also belong
to this category. For other nonsense inscriptions see §318.

 

Note: In §§404–82 below, catalogue numbers in bold figures 
indicate the particular vase(s) under discussion.

The Gods

§404. The young Olympian gods

Among the documents concerning the Olympians at the begin-
ning of their reign belong the following. First PCO 6, the pinax
of Corinthian style but made in, or for, Athens, showing the Birth
of Athena.

A mid-sixth-century vase, probably also made in Athens but
by an incomer from the Ionic Islands in the Aegean, IOI 2, shows
the Gigantomachy (see the discussion of place of production,
alphabet, and dialect, ad loc.). As for the participants in the 
battle, it was long since noted by Jahn (1863bis) that ( j) Enkelados
and (k) Polybotes are fighting with their traditional opponents,
Athena and Poseidon (see Apollod. 1. 6. 2). The reading of (e)
as Hera’s name, perfectly possible from an epigraphical point of
view, can be supported by her similar participation in a fight on
an Attic vase.976

On CHA 10 we find Zeus fighting Typhon, a myth first 
attested (in Greece) in Hes. Th. 820 ff.; on the opposite side there
is Atalante’s wrestling match (see §425).

§405. Unspecified scenes with gods

A Euboian vase of c.600 , EUB 1, shows three goddesses, the
third of whom is labelled ‘goddess’, θε5. On COR 45, in a 
departure scene, a lady bidding farewell to the departing warrior
is labelled 1θ1ν�. Three youths riding on winged horses and 
holding tridents, one of them labelled Ποτ!δ1ν, are depicted on
COR 97, which, according to Lorber (pp. 85 f.), simply reflects
‘das in dieser Zeit so beliebte Schema der dreifachen Wiederho-
lung’. We may compare EUB 1, just mentioned. Amyx’s state-
ment (p. 583), ‘The further implication is that neither the figures
nor the inscription should be taken very seriously’, on the other
hand, is exaggerated. The tridents and the wings of the horses
clearly show that the artist intended to paint the god; Poseidon
was Pegasos’ father, and his general connection with horses
( 2 Ιππιος vel sim.) is well known too.977

Poseidon is also frequent in unspecified scenes on inscribed
Corinthian pinakes (COP), often together with Amphitrite (as in
Hes. Th. 930), and sometimes in a chariot, a context reminiscent
of a wedding scene (COP 56 and 80, which only preserve parts
of horse-names, may have been of the last type; see also two dinoi
by Sophilos: Immerwahr, nos. 61 and 65). Poseidon is shown twice
with Zeus (COP 42 and 75), and once with Amphitrite, Athena
(in what function?), and Triton (COP 44); Athena is also shown
on COP 76. On many of these pieces there is also a dedicatory
inscription (COP 2C, 3, 5, 11, 13, 20, 35, 37, 38, 42, 44, 47, 58;
on COP 8 and 27 the label is uncertain); on others no such ded-
ications are preserved (they may just be lost; COP 68–74). On
COP 83 and 84 there seem to be labels for Poseidon, whose figure,
however, is not shown. For these pinakes see also §302.

§406. Unidentified scenes with gods

Apollon (1π�λλ4ν) is shown on COR 20, perhaps followed by
the Muses. This constellation is certain in the case of COR 36,
and since Apollon with the Muses also occurs on COR 28A at
the wedding of Herakles and Hebe (see §421), and, for instance,
on the François Vase (ABV 76. 1) at the wedding of Peleus and
Thetis,978 a wedding is a likely context for the second or both of
our unidentified scenes. For the Lesbian diphthong in COR 36a
Μο�σαι and its implications see §508. Apollon’s name is also
attested on COP App. 1D.

On IOI 4 Aphrodite (named) and probably Ares (the label is
lost, but the name must have been short) are shown in a chariot.
They occur together in a chariot in the above-mentioned scene
on the François Vase, for example, but other gods’ weddings would
be equally suitable.

The most likely context for the two goddesses Leto and
Artemis (mother and daughter) in a chariot on CHA 22 is again
a procession to one of the divine weddings.

The Charites are preserved on the two fragments COR 22

and 56. Again, the above-mentioned COR 28A, where they are
following Aphrodite, gives a plausible setting.

Dionysos is named twice on Corinthian vases: once in an 
unclear context (COR 31, together with an incised dedication 
to some deity), once with Satyrs and Maenads (COR 118).

Hera occurs in an unclear context on COR 122.979

On a small Naukratite fragment (NAU 1Ma) there are prob-
ably the Muses and a warrior.

On the fragment COR 96B there is a Nereid (Πν4τοµ�δοισα)
rushing to left, and on COR 96A two women are hastening to
left, the remains of a label pointing to a poetic form of a name
in -�νειρα. Both fragments may be from the scene of Peleus 
surprising Thetis and her sisters (see §433).

976 The cup ARV 1318 f., no. 1, with one Φο�τος as her opponent; see n. 635.
977 A good account of this aspect of the god is still de Ridder (1898), 228–32.

See also Nilsson (1967), 448, and Trümpy (1986), 68–70, 76 f.; also §302 above.

978 See Wachter (1991b).
979 Amyx (p. 591) attributes the label to the third woman. The direction 

principle (see §105), however, makes the fourth more likely. His interpretation,
a priori dubious, of the group of three women as ‘Hera (whose head is larger than
the others), shown with two worshippers?’, is therefore to be rejected. Also, the
head of the first woman must have been as large as that of the third. The group
of three women could be e.g. the Charites, but this is no more than a guess.
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Persephone is shown and labelled Φερσ[εφ-. . .] or
Φερ(ρ)ι[φ-. . .] on the very late Corinthian fragment COR 124B
from the sanctuary of Demeter and Kore at Corinth.

§407. Unspecified dancing scenes with Satyrs and Maenads

We have two inscribed vases showing a dance of Satyrs and
Maenads, both by the Chalcidian Inscription P.980 On CHA 1 all
names are easily legible, whereas those on CHA 14, which is badly
damaged, are more difficult.

On CHA 1 all names, both of Satyrs and Maenads, are non-
compound, and mostly of the speaking type (see §239). Those of
the women, who do not display any special features, refer to their
activities, such as (b) Μ λπ3 and (h) Χορ8 and more generally
perhaps (d ) Κλυτ8, or they evoke other desirable female charac-
teristics: a lovely perfume in the case of ( j ) Μυρ8 and probably
(l) Åι8, pretty hair in the case of ( f ) Ξανθ8. They are with one
exception formed with the common suffix -8ι- (see §236). The
names of the men allude to features of their appearance: (c) ∆�σ4ν
refers to the shaggy pelt, (e) Ηιππα�ος to the horse-tail and hooves,
(g) ∆ ρκις to the big eyes,981 (i) "Zƒατ�3ς to the long ears, and
(k) [Σ]�µος to the snub-nose. Their formation, however, varies
considerably: ∆�σ4ν is an n-stem name, Ηιππα�ος an adject-
ive, ∆ ρκις an i-stem name, "Zƒατ�3ς a masculine A-stem name
derived from a noun, Σ�µος an o-stem adjective. In view of all
this, how should we take (a) 1ντ�3ς, obviously another A-stem
name?

It is important to note that although such Satyr features as 
the horse-tail and hooves, the long ears, the flat nose, and the big
eyes are clearly represented in the painting and reflected in some
of the names, the bearers of the names are not really individual-
ized and the features are the same for them all. The same is true
of Μ λπ3 and Χορ8 who are dancing no more enthusiastically
than their companions. The Satyr labelled ∆�σ4ν has no pelt,
although this was obviously an important part of these creatures’
outward appearance, as can be seen from other representations;982

therefore ∆�σ4ν can be called a speaking name (§239) here too.
Likewise the colour of Ξανθ8’s hair is no lighter than her com-
panions’, but as women in bf. vase-painting are only rarely shown
with special attributes, this does not matter either.983 It is also

important to note that several of the Satyr- and Maenad-names on
our vase recur on Attic vases: Simos, Choro, and probably Dorkis
in the same form; others in similar forms, namely Myro as Myris,
and Molpe as Molpaios (and Choro, again, as Choranthe and
Choreia).984 We may take all this as an indication that at least 
some of these names were in a way traditional, imagining, for
instance, some underlying source in literature, or at least folk-
tale, folk-song, or the like. At any rate, they seem not to be due
to spontaneous creation on the part of the vase-painter.

Up to now 1ντ�3ς has been taken for a hypocoristic of some
compound name like 1ντ�νοος, etc. This may of course be the
correct interpretation of the historical name 1ντ��ς. Yet in view
of the speaking names (§239) on our vase this is not a satisfact-
ory explanation for our Satyr’s name. Fränkel (1912a: 12 f.) has
therefore already tried to find a suitable meaning for it. She 
interprets it as ‘Angänger’, on account of the Satyrs’ threaten-
ing attitude to humans and nymphs when they ‘come across’ 
them. Fränkel does not make it clear exactly how the name 
might have been formed. But she may have had in mind one 
of the following. (1) A compound of 3ντι- and the root (ε)/- 
‘go’; this is impossible, however, since this root is not used in
such a manner. (2) A formation from 3ντι�ω or 5ντοµαι ‘come
across’;985 a study of word-formation, however, clearly shows that
names in -�ας are not derived from verbal stems, but mostly 
from nouns, less often from adjectives.986 (3) A derivative from 
3ντ�ος ‘opposite’; yet, there are no such derivatives from nouns

980 An uninscribed one is Basle, Antikenmus. inv. Käppeli 417. A new list of
Satyr- and Maenad-names is added to the article of Kossatz-Deißmann (1991)
(pp. 147 ff.).

981 This is the only case where the ability rather than the external appearance
of the part of the body seems to be stressed. At least there is no obvious con-
crete noun from this stem (apart from the hapax legomenon δρ�κος ntr., Nic. Al.
481); but it is not a large step from a verbal abstract to a concrete notion in this
sphere, e.g. in the case of δ�ργµα in view of its formal equivalent 7µµα.

982 A good example occurs on a vase by the same painter; see above, n. 531,
ad (g) ∆ ρκις.

983 Fränkel (1912a: 21) makes a similar observation concerning a Maenad 1ντρ8
(together with a Satyr Σ�µος) on a probably Attic bf. amphora (still lost?, see
Kossatz-Deißmann (1991), 175). This name, to whom ‘bei Homer und Hesiod
der Nereidenname Σπε8 entspricht, erzählt von dem 5ντρον, dem σπ�ος 9ρο�ν,
in dem nach der Schilderung des homerischen Hymnos an Aphrodite (V. 263)

Silen und Nymphe hausen’. No cavern seems to have been depicted on the vase,
however (‘unter Rebzweigen’, Fränkel).

984 See Kossatz-Deißmann (1991), passim. As can be seen from her list, on Attic
vases too (mostly rf.) there are names which recur several times: Briakchos,
Chorillos, Hedyoinos, Kissos, Komos, Lasios (also bf.), Marsyas, Phlebippos,
Sikinnos, Silenos (also bf.; generic noun), Simos (also bf.), Spholeas bf. (see 
n. 714), Stysippos, Terpaulos, Terpon; Bacche (generic noun), Choro, Dione,
Eudia, Galene, Komoidia, Mainas (generic noun), Methyse, Nymphe, Oinanthe,
Opora, Paidia, Phanope, Thaleia, Thyone, Tragoidia; most of them, however, seem
to reflect a tradition different from that on our Chalcidian vases (Choreia, by the
way, is also attested as the name of a famous Maenad in Paus. 2. 20. 4).

985 Her references to Hekate 1ντα�α and the epithet Ε:�ντητος are irrelev-
ant, since these show an additional -α-. For analogous reasons the two glosses
5ντη ‘prayer’ and 3ντ< ‘gift’, as well as the non-cognate gloss 5ντος (ntr.) ‘width’
(see LSJ ), need not be taken into consideration.

986 For those derived from bodily features see above, n. 535. Many more are
found in Bechtel (in the section on non-compound names, pp. 622–37): apart from
the ones derived from bodily features there are Θωπ�ας (< θ8ψ ‘flatterer’, p. 505),
Κνωπ�ας (< κν8ψ ‘snake’, p. 582), Κοκκουβ�ας (< κ κκυψ ‘cuckoo’, p. 582),
Λαµπαδ�ας (< λαµπ�ς ‘torch’, p. 610), "Οµβρ�ας (probably < 7µβρος ‘rain’;
Bechtel (p. 585) thinks of a young animal 7βριον, but see his pp. 598 f.),
Σπιλαδ�ας (< σπιλ�ς ‘cliff ’, p. 507), Τρυγ�ας (< τρ�ξ ‘must’, p. 598; also
Τρ�γων, p. 591), Τυρανν�ας (< τ�ραννος, pp. 514, 570), A Ιππασ�ας (< 2 Ιππασος,
p. 573); ‘aus unbekanntem Appellativum’ Γαψ�ας (p. 499, also Γ�ψων),
Νεαν�ας (p. 478; unclear derivative from νε�ν or *νεανος?, see Chantraine, s.v.
ν�ος, 2 and 3), Χαλακ�ας (< *χ�λαξ or *χαλακ ς, p. 502). From adjectives:
AΕβδοµ�ας (< Cβδοµος ‘seventh’, p. 521), Καµψ�ας (< καµψ ς ‘crooked’, p. 492),
Λαιδρ�ας (< λαιδρ ς ‘nasty’, p. 503), Ξουθ�ας (< ξουθ ς ‘yellowish’, pp. 495, 575),
Σκελλ�ας (< σκελλ ς ‘crook-legged’, p. 492). Only for two names could deriva-
tion from a verb be suspected: Νεµ�ας (from ν�µω?) and AΡεγκ�ας (from E�γκω
‘snore’?). Bechtel (p. 522) connects the former with νε(ο)µην�α; but a derivative
from ν�µος (ntr.) seems more likely to me, parallel to AΡεγκ�ας which Bechtel
(p. 497) derives from E�γκος (also ntr.). In both names -�ας may stand for -ε�ας
and derivation from a verb is at the least very dubious.
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or adjectives in -ιος, and a name formed like this would not yield
a satisfactory meaning.987

In view of the fact that (1) all the other Satyrs and one of the
Maenads (Ξανθ8) have names derived from a specific physical 
trait (also, slightly more abstract, Μυρ8 and Åι8), and that 
(2) names in -��ς (Ionic -�3ς) are particularly frequently derived
from such features,988 it is clear what we should expect, namely
a derivative from a noun for a typical feature of the Satyrs’ 
bodies. Is there a noun in Greek which would suit our name 
formally and semantically?

There is indeed a noun 3ντ-, a consonant stem (such as we
have in "Zƒατ-�3ς), from which the name could be derived. Of
this noun, only the dative-locative singular 3ντ� (used as an adverb
and preposition) and the accusative singular 5ντα (occurring 
occasionally in early epic texts) are preserved (see both Frisk and
Chantraine, s.v. 5ντα). The form 3ντ� normally means ‘instead
of ’, but originally meant ‘in front of, opposite’ (see LSJ).989 Closer
to a substantival use is the archaic accusative 5ντα. This too is
mainly used adverbially as an accusative of direction,990 meaning
‘over against, face to face’;991 it is entirely formulaic in the Odyssey
where it occurs only with the participle τιτυσκ µενος ‘aiming 
forward’.992 As a preposition (always with the gen.), it means 
‘opposite, against’ (mostly in a hostile sense) in the Iliad 993 (also
Alcm. fr. 41 PMG), and ‘opposite, before’ in the Odyssey.994 Of
the form 5ντα there are derivatives with -a- already in Homer, viz.
the adverb 5ντην with a similar meaning, and 3ντα�ος ‘standing
opposite’, 3ντ�ω ‘come across, accept’. These show that 5ντα was
no longer invariably thought of as an accusative of a consonant
stem at that time.

There are, however, two formulae in which 5ντα is clearly 
a noun and which must therefore considerably pre-date Homeric
times. This noun, 5ντα, means ‘face’, more generally ‘appearance’.
The first formula, attested only in Il. 24 and a Homeric hymn,
is θεο�σι 5ντα 98ικει.995 This is an accusative of respect. The 
second, which is more frequent, is the phrase 9σ�ντα (or rather,
9ς 5ντα) (ƒ)/δε�ν. It is normally used in the context of recogni-
tion: Il. 17. 333 f. Α/νε�ας δ’ Fκατηβ λον 1π λλωνα | Gγνω
9σ�ντα /δ8ν; Od. 11. 142 ff. ο:δ’ FHν υIHν | Gτλη 9σ�ντα /δε�ν
ο:δJ προτιµυθKσασθαι. | ε/π�, 5ναξ, πLς κ�ν µε 3ναγνο�η τHν
9 ντα; Od. 16. 457 f. µK F συβ8της | γνο�η 9σ�ντα /δ8ν; Od.
15. 532 Gγνων γ�ρ µιν 9σ�ντα /δMν ο/ωνHν 9 ντα (µιν belongs
with Gγνων); but it is used outside the context of recognition 
at Od. 17. 238 f. τHν δJ συβ8της | νε�κεσ’ 9σ�ντα /δ8ν. Od. 10.
453 f. οI δ " 9πεN 3λλKλους εOδον φρ�σσαντ τ’ 9σ�ντα, | κλα�ον
contains the same formula in a recognition scene, but, with its
9σ�ντα set apart from εOδον, it shows that the phrase was no 
longer understood as ‘look into someone’s face’; this is even 
clearer in Od. 5. 217 εOδος 3κιδνοτ�ρη µ�γεθ ς τ" ε/σ�ντα /δ�σθαι
(‘smaller to look at in her appearance’). This formula therefore
is likely to be very old.996

Apart from 9(ι)σ�ντα there are other combinations of a pre-
position and 5ντα: for example, three in one line at Il. 23. 116
πολλP δ " 5ναντα κ�ταντα π�ραντ� τε δ χµι� τ" Qλθον,997 where
-αντα has no meaning of its own (people walking around ‘up 
and down and crosswise’ looking for firewood).998 These three 
may be new creations of the poet. It is difficult to say whether
these adverbs were formed because -αντα was thought of as 
no more than a suffix, or because it was still felt that 5ντα was 
a nominal form; at any rate, 5ντα alongside 3ντ� could easily 
be understood as an accusative, and the prepositions with which
it is combined would all require an accusative in a context of 
‘going here and there’.

Only once is Gναντα attested in Homer, namely at Il. 20. 67 f.
Gναντα Ποσειδ�ωνος 5νακτος | Rστατ" , where it is used exactly
like 5ντα, ibid. 69 (in the hostile sense). The question is whether
this is also a new creation or not. As it is likely that -αντα was
still felt to be an accusative, the form is remarkable, for Homer
does not normally use 9ν with an accusative. It is therefore 
less likely to be a new creation than the combinations in 23. 116 
mentioned just above—especially since there was no reason in 
the context in question to use 9ν (‘where’) rather than 9(ι)ς

987 We may perhaps be tempted to think of a meaning ‘dancing partner’. Yet
in their dances Satyrs (‘S’) and Maenads (‘M’) are not grouped in precise 
pairs. CHA 14 shows them in the order SMS MS SM SM SMS (total: 7 S and
5 M). Our vase CHA 1, it is true, depicts them in a ‘regular’ order (a)–(l)
SMSMSMSMSMSM. But they are not actually grouped in pairs: 5 M are dan-
cing to r., 1 to l., but only 4 S are dancing to l., and 2 to r.; 3 of the 5 M to r.
are looking back over their shoulders. We therefore have to divide the string, if
at all, between back-to-back figures not looking back over their shoulders, and
this yields SMSMS MSMS M SM.

988 For examples see nn. 535 and 986.
989 e.g. in the Law of Gortyn (1. 40) 3ντN µαιτ�ρ4ν δυ[ν ‘in the presence of

two witnesses’.
990 Schwyzer, pp. 68, 441 f., 549.
991 Il. (six times) 3λλ" S µJν 5ντα (ƒ )/δMν Tλε�ατο χ�λκεον Gγχος (13. 184,

404, 503, 16. 610, 17. 305, 526); similarly 22. 274 καN τH µJν 5ντα (ƒ)/δMν Tλε�ατο
φα�διµος 2Εκτωρ, 23. 686 5ντα δ" 3νασχοµ�νω χερσ� ‘swinging back with their
hands against each other’. 19. 162 f. ο: γPρ 3νUρ πρ παν Tµαρ . . . | 5κµηνος
σ�τοιο δυνKσεται 5ντα µ�χεσθαι.

992 Od. 21. 48, 421, 22. 266, 24. 181.
993 Il. 8. 424 τολµKσεις ∆ιHς 5ντα πελ8ριον Gγχος 3ε�ραι (similarly 428), 16.

621 f. Vς κ� σευ 5ντα | Gλθηι 3µυν µενος, 17. 29 f. ε/ κ� µευ 5ντα | στKηις,
17. 166 f. Α+αντος µεγαλKτορος ο:κ 9τ�λασσας | στKµεναι 5ντα κατ" 7σσε /δ8ν,
20. 69 5ντα δ " "Ενυαλ�οιο θεP γλαυκLπις 1θKνη ( Rστατο) (similarly 73, 75, 76),
21. 331 f. 5ντα σ�θεν γPρ | Ξ�νθον δινKεντα µ�χηι TWσκοµεν εOναι, 21. 477 5ντα
Ποσειδ�ωνος 9ναντ�βιον πολεµ�ζειν. Not in a hostile sense 2. 626 π�ρην YλHς
ZΗλιδος 5ντα ‘across the sea, opposite Elis’.

994 Od. 1. 334 5ντα παρει�ων σχοµ�νη λιπαρP κρKδεµνα ‘in front of her cheeks’
(also at 16. 416, 18. 210, 21. 65), 4. 159 f. 9πεσβολ�ας 3ναφα�νειν | 5ντα σ�θεν
‘in front of you, at you’, 6. 141 στ< δ " 5ντα σχοµ�νη ‘opposite’, 22. 231 f. πLς
. . . | 5ντα µνηστKρων [λοφ�ρεαι 5λκιµος εOναι ‘in view of the suitors’.

995 Il. 24. 630 Vσσος Gην, ο\ ς τε θεο�σι γPρ 5ντα 98ικει; h. Cer. 241 ]ς
προθαλUς τελ�θεσκε, θεο�σι δJ 5ντα 98ικει.

996 The version with 9ς is not necessarily an extension of an earlier *5ντα ƒιδ8ν,
as is claimed at LfgrE i. 913. 19 ff. (Schwyzer, pp. 618 f., given as a reference,
does not say this). At least this would go back to a period too remote to allow of
any sound judgement (pre- and postpositions were already a regular feature in
Mycenaean). And since the nominal character of the form 5ντα is much better
preserved in the phrase with 9ς than it is in the adverbial usage (which is also
the opinion given at LfgrE i. 914. 38 ff.), we should a priori take it for very archaic.

997 Of these only κ�ταντα seems to occur again (see LSJ, 2nd cent. ).
998 Not ‘auf, und zwar geradeaus, gerade aufwärts’ (etc.) as Schwyzer (p. 632)

claims. There is also one occurrence of πρ σαντα ‘upwards’ (see LSJ; 4th cent.),
maybe inspired by our very line.
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(‘whither’).999 More plausibly this phrase is an archaism.1000 This
view is supported by two further arguments. First, there are other
attestations of this phrase, all in choral lyric, which cannot claim
to be derived from this exceptional Homeric passage.1001 And 
secondly, there are in Homer clear remains of an old phonetic
rule according to which we should have ε/ς, but not 9ς before 
a vowel.1002 Hence phrasal 9σ�ντα does not look old. But as it 
must be old in view of its formulaic use, we can only conclude
that its form must be due to some remodelling. The starting-
point is clear: traditional *9ν 5ντα (ƒ )ιδ8ν was replaced by the
metrically equivalent *9ς 5ντα (ƒ)ιδ8ν because 9ν + accusative did
not suit the Ionic epic dialect of the time and ε/σ- was impossible
for metrical reasons.1003 But why do we have Gναντα in Il. 20. 67?
This can only be because the 9ν in the traditional Gναντα did not
clash with Rσταµαι (‘where’ or ‘whither’) as much as with /δε�ν
(‘whither’ only).1004

We have found a noun 3ντ- with the meaning ‘face’. But this
noun was by no means a current item of the Greek lexicon at the
time of our literary evidence; on the other hand, we cannot say
how far back into the Dark Age we should have to go in order
to find the word in its proper nominal sense. Now, the vague 
rendering ‘face’ may be determined more precisely. The old use,
in the context of looking at and recognizing, suggests that its 
precise meaning is the region of the eyes, and indeed the point
between the eyes, or rather slightly above their level in the 
middle of the forehead, upon which one fixes one’s eyes when
looking into someone else’s face (e.g. in a dispute, match, or fight).
The meaning of 3ντ- did not, however, include the eyes, which
are 7σσε etc., nor did it embrace such details as eyelashes, eye-
brows, or crows’-feet. In Greek the spot between the eyes at which
one looks is µ�τ-ωπον (also µετ8πιον, both found in Homer),1005

meaning ‘forehead’. The noun µ�τωπον (or µετ8πιον) is clearly
a more recent formation than the old root-noun 3ντ-. It seems
likely that at some early stage µ�τωπον started to replace 3ντ-,

which was more and more confined to the adverbial use. The shift
of meaning from ‘forehead’ to ‘in front of ’, and in particular to
‘opposite’ and ‘against’ in a hostile sense,1006 is of course a natural
one (compare ‘in front’).1007

The meaning ‘forehead’ of our root-noun 3ντ- (or *h2ent-) 
is also attested in other IE languages, notably in Hittite with dative-
locative handi etc. ‘front, forehead’,1008 and in the derivatives OHG
andi, endi, ON enni ‘forehead’, and Latin antiae ‘forelock’—though
more frequently the root appears as an adverb or preposition 
meaning ‘opposite’ and ‘next to’ (Sanskrit ánti), ‘in front of ’ 
(Latin ante), ‘up to’ (Oscan ant), vel sim. It may not be by chance
that the nominal meaning of the root-noun is best preserved in
the two languages from which we have the earliest attestations,
Greek and Hittite.

We may of course wonder whether our root-noun 3ντ- can
really be preserved in its original meaning ‘forehead’ in our name
1ντ�3ς. One would be the more sceptical if a large and bald fore-
head were not one of the most typical features of Satyrs. It is true
that it only starts to become a distinct feature in vase-painting
from the second half of the sixth century onwards,1009 and is par-
ticularly frequent on fifth-century Attic vases.1010 It is, however,
so typical that even baby-Satyrs are shown bald-headed.1011 Also,
Satyrs are far more often depicted full face than any other figures,
which shows that the staring face and eyes are important.1012 On

999 Rσταµαι can be used with an expression of direction, e.g. Il. 17. 29 f. 
ε+ κ� µευ 5ντα | στKηις (not 3ντ� ), Od. 17. 447 στ<θ " ο^τως 9ς µ�σσον (not 
9ν µ�σσωι), Il. 24. 169 στ< δJ παρP Πρ�αµον (not Πρι�µωι). However, the 
construction with an expression of place is also used.

1000 9ν + acc. is certainly older than 9(ι)ς + acc., see Schwyzer, p. 619,
Schwyzer–Debrunner, p. 456.

1001 The occurrence of this phrase in Pind. Nem. 10. 66 Gναντα στ�θεν (hostile)
corresponds to this poet’s use of 9ν + acc., which is often considered a feature of
Boiotian, Pindar’s home dialect. But as there are hardly any other Boiotisms in
his poems, Trümpy (1986: 101 with n. 51) put forward the possibility that it is
an archaic feature of choral lyric. This view gets further support from the other
attestations of Gναντα. The first is Soph. Ant. 1299 (lyr.), which is one of the
clearest cases of the nominal use of 5ντα: τHν δ " Gναντα προσβλ�πω νεκρ ν
(one is tempted to write: 9ν 5ντα—there is no need to change to a gen. νεκρο
).
The second is Eur. Or. 1478 (lyr.) Gναντα δ" Qλθε (hostile sense). (The dubious
passage Tim. Pers. 11 with 9να[ν]ται hardly belongs here.)

1002 See Morpurgo Davies (1964), 163 f. It is true that Homer uses 9ς also
(though rather rarely) before a vowel, but this is a comparatively young feature
of the Ionic epic language.

1003 ε/σ�ντα, which occurs only twice (Od. 5. 217, see above; Hes. fr. 193. 3
M–W) and not in a formula, must be considered a recent variant.

1004 One may wonder whether the distribution is due to the poet or rather to
later redaction at a time when Gναντα was understood merely as an adverb.

1005 See Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. One thinks of a word from the animal sphere.

1006 It is precisely on the forehead that aggression is first expressed, by 
frowning and the lowering of the brows. For this reason language often connects
forehead and fight: see German ‘jemandem die Stirn bieten’; French ‘faire front
à quelqu’un’, ‘et vous avez le front de me dire cela!’, ‘front de bataille’; English
‘to show a bold front’, etc. And back with Homer we find the formulaic situation,
when a warrior hits his opponent on the forehead (this seems to be the spot one
aims for), Il. 11. 95 . . . µετ8πιον [ξ�ϊ δουρN (Agamemnon kills Oileus), 16. 
739 . . . µετ8πιον [ξ�ϊ λ`ϊ (Patroklos kills Kebriones). Geryones is often repres-
ented with one of Herakles’ arrows in one of his foreheads (or eyes), e.g. on ABV
108. 14 (Brize (1980), 44, 134, no. 13, ph. pl. 2. 1), ABV 136. 49 (Brize, op. cit.
44, 134 f., no. 14, ph. pl. 2. 2), ARV 62. 84 (Brize, op. cit. 46, 139, no. 52, dr.
pl. 4. 1), ARV 16 f., no. 17 (Brize, op. cit. 47, 139, no. 54, ph. pl. 4. 2), and indeed
already on the 7th-cent. Samian bronze relief, Brize (1985: see pp. 56 f.;
Eurytion too has an arrow in his forehead); one wonders whether the almost 
stereotyped position of the arrow reflects some old tradition of the story. On our
CHA 2 and 9, however, no such arrow is shown.

1007 Pre- or postpositions often develop from nouns (French chez, Latin causA,
German wegen, mittels, etc.).

1008 See Szemerényi (1982). There are the nom. /hants/, the frequent 
dat.-loc. handi, the directive case handa, and perhaps the abl. handaz (the last
two used only adverbially). It is true that the word is never expressly marked as
a part of the body with the determinative  (p. 226 n. 56), but Eichner (1980:
150) interpreted the form KBo XIII 31. II. 6 handissi as ‘an seiner Stirn’.

1009 A clear and early example is ARV 70 f., no. 3 (Simon–Hirmer (1981), 96
f., ph. pl. 97, below), on a bilingual ‘eye-cup’ of c.520 . We may wonder, by
the way, whether this special type of cup, whose eyes ‘stare’ at the drinker’s com-
panions, and whose use is after all closely related to Dionysian pleasures and the
world of the Satyrs, should be seen in this connection too.

1010 e.g. ABV 507. 32; ARV 370. 13, cited above, ad our CHA 1g; ARV 371.
15 = Simon–Hirmer (1981), 111 f., ph. pl. 145; ARV 462. 48 = Simon–
Hirmer (1981), 121 f., ph. pl. 168: all vases are of the early 5th cent.

1011 See e.g. Brommer (1937), 27.
1012 Examples in Th. H. Carpenter (1986), 96 n. 92. A good one is the flute-

playing Satyr on ARV 182. 6 = Simon–Hirmer (1981), 103 f., phs. pls. 120 and
123, whose eyebrows are joined above his eyes, giving him a particularly strange
appearance; to his left is a fair-haired Maenad, see Simon–Hirmer, op. cit., pl.
xxxiv (she would certainly be called Xantho, as our CHA 1 f ).
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the other hand, the bald forehead is never an ‘obligatory’ feature,
like the hooves and the pelt (which in fact are eventually omitted
in Attic vase-painting). The possibility cannot be excluded there-
fore that it was a much older, literary motif that was just not 
portrayed in the earliest representations of Satyrs that we know.

If our explanation of the name 1ντ�3ς is correct, this has con-
siderable implications for Satyrs in general. For in that case the
name of this Satyr must date from a time when the noun 3ντ-
could still be understood, and this, as far as we know, was no 
longer the case in the age of Homer. Our first representations 
of Satyrs date from the early sixth century.1013 By what means
our name, probably together with the others, would have been
transmitted, we cannot tell. Some poetic, maybe popular, tra-
dition, however, seems likely, taking into consideration the 
linguistically archaizing form "Zƒατ�3ς (see ad loc.), and the 
more widespread Satyr- and Maenad-names Simos, Choro, and
probably Dorkis (see above). The merry family of Satyrs and
Maenads, and the rout of Dionysos, a god who is three times 
mentioned (though on the whole avoided) in the Iliad and
already attested in Mycenaean,1014 were features of ‘low’ and pop-
ular religion and may be very old.

CHA 14 shows several names which we have just met, viz. 
(a) Σ(� )µor, (b) Ξανθ8ι, (d ) Åι8, (h) ∆ ρκις; also (c) Η�π(π)ος
is similar to CHA 1e Ηιππα�ος (the Satyrs on CHA 14 have 
horse-tails but no hooves, those on CHA 1 have both). These
names, therefore, belonged to the repertory of the Inscription P.
and were not just spontaneous ideas; it may not be just chance,
then, that four of the five, (a)–(d ), are at the beginning of the
sequence. Others on CHA 14, however, are more special—at 
least as far as we can judge—for instance (g) Φο�β3, (i) Ν��ς, and 
the uncertain ones, (e), ( f ), ( j); one is dull, viz. (k) ∆[4]q8, being
almost a throwaway name (no wonder, since it is the last in the
sequence; see §237).

Perseus

§408. Perseus’ deeds

‘Chronologically’, the first event in this context is shown on 
BOI 13, where Danae receives the golden rain from Zeus. Her
child was Perseus.

In order to kill the Gorgon Medusa, Perseus received wings,
a cap, and a bag from the Graiai, as shown on CHA 9 (on the
other side of which are Herakles and Geryones).

Thus equipped, he overpowered the Gorgon, cutting her
head off. Several vases show Perseus fleeing (with Medusa’s head)
and pursued by the sister Gorgons, namely BOI 8, COR 55, 
COR 106, and probably COR 124Aa (see §409 below). On 

COR 106 our new reading has provided the name of the Gorgons’
father, who is normally Φ ρκυς or Φ ρκος in literature, often 
in general the Old Man of the Sea, sometimes individualized as
Nereus’ brother and therefore a son of Pontos (Hes. Th. 233–8;
see West (1966), 232 ff.). The name is spelled Π qË[ος] on our
vase, i.e. with pi instead of phi. This finds support from, and 
in turn supports, a passage of Alcman. One half of the evidence,
though indirect, is certain, namely Νηρε�ς· θαλ�σσιος δα�µων.
1λκµPν καN Π ρκον [νοµ�ζει (Hsch.). The other half is direct
and almost certain, namely Alcman fr. 1. 19 PMG, where the
papyrus shows πα�δα P ′.qκω, for which Π ρκω is the accepted
restoration. The identity of Alcman’s Porkos, however, has been
disputed. Page (1951: 39 f.), in view of the difficulty of finding
a daughter of Phorkys suitable to the context, conjectured a 
special Lakonian divinity Porkos, who would have no connec-
tion with Phorkys/-kos. But on the evidence of our vase, which
proves that Phorkys (the Gorgons’ father), could be spelled with
a pi, this idea must now be given up. Also we now know that
Alcman’s form is neither ‘merely a local spelling’ nor ‘perhaps
even a clerical corruption . . . of Φ ρκος" (Page (1951), 38 f., report-
ing earlier views). Since ‘the daughter of Porkos’ in Alcman’s 
passage can hardly be anyone other than the Nereid Thetis,1015

we must accept that Alcman ventured to refer to Nereus by a 
name that on our vase could be used of Nereus’ brother.1016 Given
that Nereus, Phorkys, and Proteus can all be identified with the
Old Man of the Sea (West (1966), 233 top), this seems natural.
As for the difference between initial [p] and [ph], we should 
probably think not so much of a phonological reason as of 
some variation by popular etymology (see §510). Which of the
two versions was primary and which secondary is impossible to
establish, for there is, on the one hand, π ρκος, a fairly well-
attested word for a kind of fish-trap (see also π�ρκη, a river-fish),
and, on the other, the rare adjective φορκ ν· λευκ ν, πολι ν, Eυσ ν
(Hsch.) ‘white, grey-haired, wrinkled’ (i.e. ‘of old age’) (see Frisk,
s.v.; Chantraine, s.v.), both of which could have provoked an 
analogical change in one or the other direction.1017

1013 But see also Hes. fr. 123. 2 M–W καN γ�νος ο:τιδανLν Σατ�ρων καN
3µηχανοεργLν (‘mischievous’).

1014 See also the new attestation di-wo-nu-so (dat.) in a clearly religious 
context (together with di-we ‘to Zeus’) on the tablet KH Gq 5 from Chania
(Kydonia): Hallager–Vlasakis–Hallager (1992), esp. 75 ff.; Olivier (1993).

1015 Thetis, who caused some major difficulties to her mortal suitor Peleus, 
is the only figure who fits the scene, and indeed fits it perfectly (also Calame 
(1977), ii. 62 n. 32, referring to Farina and Marzullo, prefers this identification).
Surely, the repulsive Gorgons and the aged Graiai are unsuitable candidates, and
the Sirens, who are once described as Phorkys’ daughters (Page (1951), 39 n. 9),
are not normally individualized in such a way that a poet can speak of one of
them (πα�δα) and be understood by his public.

1016 I think that we should not take the Hesychian gloss as an independent par-
allel for this identification of the two sons of Pontos. It is more likely an explana-
tion of this very line from Alcman by some scholar in antiquity, who found it as
hard as we do to believe that Alcman was here referring to one of the Gorgons
or Graiai, daughters of Phorkys. The same identification, Nereus = Phorkos, is
made in Σ Lyc. Alex. 477, as mentioned by Page (1951), 39 n. 12.

1017 Two more references given by West (1966: 235) are dubious: (1) φ ρκες.
χ�ρακες (Hsch.) is only relevant if χ�ρακες means ‘fish’, not ‘pole’ (usually, φ ρκες
is regarded as taken from Latin furca ‘fork, pole’); (2) the sea-fish porcus in Plin.
Nat. Hist. 32. 150 (also 32. 19 and 56) is probably not a Greek but a Latin word,
derived from a well-known IE root *perk’- meaning ‘spotted’, which is also the
origin of the above-mentioned π�ρκη and of Germ. Forelle ‘trout’ (see also Wachter
(1987), 413 f. n. 945, for an obscure river-god of central Italy), as well as of other
spotted animals like piglets etc.
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Later, Perseus freed Andromeda, as shown on COR 101 (on
the other side is a non-heroic riding scene).

§409. Unidentified scene with Gorgons

Going by label (a), the fragmentary vase COR 124A bore one
or—more likely—several Gorgons. As Gorgons in archaic art
mostly appear in pursuit of Perseus this is a very likely setting
(see §408 above). There seem to have been other scenes besides,
among them perhaps Achilleus and Troilos with label (c).

Herakles

§410. Herakles and the Nemean Lion

This first of Herakles’ labours is found on COR 32, alongside
his struggles against Geryones and the Kerkopes (see also below,
§444 with n. 1108 and §467).

§411. Herakles and the Lernaian Hydra

This is the most popular of Herakles’ labours attested at
Corinth. We find it on COR 6, 8, 13, 19, and there are even more
uninscribed examples (on COR 19 there is a non-heroic dancing
scene too). Another instance of the myth is LAK 6.

We may add a few remarks about the iconographical and liter-
ary background of this myth. The thirteen Corinthian repres-
entations studied by Amandry–Amyx (1982)1018 are of so clearly
a standardized appearance, with such small differences of detail, 
that it seems justifiable to claim a common iconographical origin
(ibid. 107, 115). The two authors think in terms of a tradition 
in the workshops rather than of a wall-painting or similar monu-
mental original, a view which seems acceptable. The prototype
must be older than the oldest vase in question (ibid., no. 1, TR,
i.e. c.630–620/15). From the high demand for vases with this 
story we can conclude that it must have been very popular in
Corinth, whether in poetic texts or prose accounts (or both). It is
very unlikely that in was known only from Hes. Th. 313–18, for
there the crab who helps the Hydra is not mentioned,1019 whereas
it appears not only on six out of eight Corinthian representa-
tions that preserve the relevant part of the scene,1020 but also on
much older Boiotian representations (c.700 ). Nor was the crab
known from the Iliad and Odyssey, which do not mention the event,
although both are well aware of Herakles’ labours for Eurystheus
and of other deeds. On the other hand, in Apollodorus 2. 5. 2
and other late mythographers the crab does take part, which shows
that their sources go back to archaic times; sources of such great
age, however, must have been poetic texts (see §509).

From a comparison of the thirteen Corinthian representa-
tions studied by Amandry–Amyx (1982) the ‘prototype’ must have

contained the following features: Athena facing right and hold-
ing a jug (for which see Boardman (1982) ); Herakles grabbing
one head of the Hydra and piercing a few others with his sword;
the Hydra with her main body facing left, twining her tail round
parts of Herakles’ limbs or body and facing him with most of her
heads; from the right Iolaos helping with a sickle, cutting off one
or two of the Hydra’s heads near the ground. Less certain, but
still probable, are some kind of chariot to the left behind Athena
and, as mainly decorative elements, a Siren between Athena and
the chariot, and an owl somewhere (Amandry–Amyx, p. 112 with
nn. 50 f.).1021 This list is matched by many of the features in the
reports we have from the literary sources: Hesiod (Th. 313–18)
provides Athena’s advice and Iolaos’ help, and Apollodorus tells
not only of the monster’s winding itself round one of Herakles’
feet, while he in turn grabbed it and held it fast, but also of the
crab sent by Hera to help the Hydra. But despite these similar-
ities there are differences.1022 Our archaic representations testify
to a detailed story behind their prototype, and, again, we may think
of a literary, i.e. poetic type of source.

As far as the inscriptions are concerned, it is unlikely that 
they were a necessary part of that prototype. (1) Only four out
of the ten or eleven illustrations that we can judge in this respect
actually have any labels. (2) Iolaos’ label especially is applied in
a heterogeneous way, namely behind his head on COR 6 and 8,
but between his legs on COR 13 and 19. (3) Herakles’ chariot is
named under the horses’ bellies on COR 19, but either not named
or else oddly labelled Åους next to the Siren in the chariot on
COR 6. (4) Lapythos, the charioteer in the chariot next to Iolaos
on COR 6, is unparalleled both as a figure and as a label. So we
cannot claim that the intervocalic [w] in Åι λ�ƒος is preserved in
three of the four cases (COR 6, 8, 13) simply because the inscrip-
tion was copied from an earlier original. COR 19, which is only
slightly younger (a minimum of c.15, a maximum of c.25 years),
shows almost exactly the same iconographical standard,1023 but the
spelling is Åι λ�ς. The written digamma on COR 6, 8, and 13
can therefore also be thought of as hinting at a poetic background
(see §506).

The layout of the scene on the fragment LAK 6 will have been
similar.

1018 Our COR 6, 8, 13, 19 are their numbers 4, 2, 3, 13, respectively.
1019 Of the whole story, only the hatred of Hera, the help from Iolaos, the advice

from Athena, and the fact that Herakles slew the monster, are told.
1020 Namely on Amandry–Amyx’s nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 12 (see p. 111), certainly

absent only on nos. 3 and 13.

1021 An owl perched on the chariot-reins also appears on the pinax COP 2B
(see also ad COP 63a).

1022 In Apollodorus, Herakles fights with his club, Iolaos only comes when the
crab is killed, and he brings fire to burn the smashed (not cut) necks of the Hydra
to prevent them from sprouting again. The latter feature, in particular, could eas-
ily have been shown in pictorial art, had it been part of the version told in Corinth
at the time. On the other hand, the sprouting heads do not give the impression
of a recent motif. Were there different versions?

1023 Apart from the crab (which is also missing on COR 13), the main devia-
tion from the norm here is that Iolaos is only just about to start fighting. If 
we compare Apollodorus’ version (above, n. 1022) we may conclude that Iolaos
did take part in the fight, but only at a later stage (see n. 1076). The vase retains
old features too, e.g. Athena bringing refreshment to Herakles in a jug (as on
COR 6, as well as the early MC aryballos, Amandry–Amyx (1982), no. 6 (Basle
BS 425), and perhaps also ibid. no. 12).
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§412. Herakles (?) fighting the Centaurs

From the fragment CHA 23 with two Centaurs labelled "Ek�τιος
and Μ�ρφσος, it is not immediately clear whether this is the
Centaurs’ fight with the Lapiths or with Herakles. But since,
according to Apollodorus 2. 5. 4, Herakles wounded a Centaur
named ZΕλατος together with Chiron, the fight between the
Centaurs and Herakles (when he stopped at Pholos’ home on the
way to hunt the Erymanthian boar) is the more likely context for
our vase than the fight with the Lapiths. The story was already
known to Stesichorus (see fr. 181 PMG). Whether the form with
-ος or the one with -ιος of our vase is more trustworthy, it is diffi-
cult to say; the former is more frequent, the latter better as a
derivative from 9λ�τη ‘fir-tree’.1024 As for the Centaur Μ�ρφσος,
there is an interesting parallel (overlooked by the editor of the
fragment), namely a dog on the François Vase (ABV 76. 1) whose
name is normally restored Μ�ρφ[σα]ς. As the same names were
often used for both Centaurs and dogs (see Wachter (1991b), 97),
we could now, in view of our Centaur-name, more safely restore
the dog’s name as Μ�ρφ[σο]ς. At any rate, this name can hardly
have been mere invention on the part of the vase-painter.

§413. Herakles and the Amazons

The labour whose object was to seize the girdle of Hippolyte,
queen of the Amazons (see also §307 with n. 970, and see e.g.
Apollod. 2. 5. 9), is undoubtedly represented on COR 4. And
this interpretation also seems likely in the case of COR 1A, 
an even more archaic Corinthian vase. Others (see ad loc.) have 
suggested Achilleus and Penthesileia for the latter piece (in 
view of Exekias’ famous vase-painting ABV 144. 7, for which see
Simon–Hirmer (1981), 87 f. and col. pl. xxvi), but we cannot
exclude the possibility that in some archaic versions of Herakles’
labours the Amazon Queen, too, tried to plead for mercy before
being killed. At any rate, the gesture of asking for mercy seems
better attested for Amazons in their battle with Herakles than for
Penthesileia. The most prominent example known to me is ARV
1634. 30bis (Basle BS 453, ph. CVA Switzerland, 6, pl. 44. 1).
M. Schmidt (1980: 154) writes: ‘Diese Geste meint wohl mehr
Ergebung und Ablassen vom Kampf als Bitte um Schonung.’ 
Yet our Corinthian fragment (COR 1A) with an Amazon clearly
making the gesture (i.e. pleading for mercy) and the Attic vase
with an Amazon who at first sight seems to be trying to make
the gesture to Herakles (though she fails and falls to the ground)
support each other strongly.

In considering COR 91, showing Athena and a lost figure 
called Hipponika, Lorber (p. 58) plausibly rejects earlier inter-
pretations (repeated by Schefold (1993), 332) of the Palladion 
in the Iliupersis context. The representations of the Palladion,
Athena’s statue, are always small whereas our Athena is full size.

Now, Arena (p. 105) has pointed out that Hipponika on an Attic 
vase is an Amazon’s name.1025 Lorber’s suggestion of Herakles’
Amazonomachy is therefore very plausible. It can be further 
supported, for not only can Athena be present at the event1026 (as
with Herakles and the Hydra, see §411), but she can even take an
active part in the battle.1027 Lorber (loc. cit., following Perdrizet
(1908), 144) sees the main argument for this interpretation in the
‘twigs’ in front of Athena’s face, which would be the weapons in
the hands of Centaurs. This, however, seems doubtful to me. For
not only would it be strange that such a tree should be so close
to the goddess’s face, almost tickling her nose, so to speak, but
the black strokes are more easily interpreted as the swept-back
hair of another figure fighting in the same direction as Athena.1028

If the interpretation of the scene is correct, the Amazon-name
Hipponika should be considered canonical (although it must be
noted that it does not fit dactylic metre).

§414. Herakles and Geryones

This labour is represented on COR 32 (along with the episodes
of the Nemean Lion and the Kerkopes), but no labels are pre-
served on this scene. We also find it depicted on CHA 2 and on
CHA 9 (here alongside Perseus receiving his wings, cap, and 
bag). It is first attested in Hes. Th. 287 ff. (also 982), where
Ε:ρυτ�ων is named as Geryoneus’ shepherd and Orth(r)os as 
his dog (ibid. 293; the dog appears also in 309, 327). Line 293 
is often excluded, but I see no reason for this, since it fits our
CHA 2 so well (see also Hellan. ad loc.).

On CHA 2 (with its wonderful herd of cattle), Athena,
Herakles, Geryones, and Eurytion (dead) are labelled, while the
dog and Iolaos, who is waiting in the chariot, are left without
names. In the relevant scene on CHA 9 there are even fewer labels,
viz. Athena, Herakles, and Geryones.

It is likely from the form of Geryones’ name, which ends in 
-ον3ς (as also on an Attic vase, see ad CHA 2c) not -ε�ς as in
Hesiod, that Hesiod’s version is not the direct source of our 
paintings. For the difference in dialect between the two labels 
of Geryoneus on CHA 2 and CHA 9 see §259; for the difference
between -3ς and -ε�ς see §233.1029

1024 Curiously enough there was also a Lapith called ZΕλατος (but in his case
perhaps a derivative or hypocoristic from 9λα�νω, 9λατKρ ‘charioteer’ etc.?). He
was the father of Polyphemos the Argonaut (see §473 on COR 102a), see
Apollod. 1. 9. 16, Soph. fr. 380, etc. (see Pape–Benseler).

1025 ARV 653, bottom, no. 2 = von Bothmer (1957), 133, no. 19 = LIMC i,
‘Amazones’ 88. The name only seems to recur much later in Cyrenaica (see
Fraser–Matthews).

1026 ABV 360. 4 = von Bothmer (1957), 68, no. 310 = LIMC i, ‘Amazones’ 49*;
von Bothmer, loc. cit., no. 308.

1027 ABV 454, bottom, no. 2 = von Bothmer (1957), 68, no. 311 = LIMC i,
‘Amazones’ 50.

1028 For such hair see e.g. the beard of COR 101d Ε%ƒαρχος (Lorber, pl. 19),
the hair of COR 113b Περιbλ�µενος (Lorber, pl. 26), the hair of the opponents
of COR 112 Χ�ρ4ν (Lorber, pl. 28), and that of a defeated warrior with non-
sense inscr. (Amyx, p. 269, no. A-1, p. 601, no. 3; Lorber, no. 105, ph. pl. 28).

1029 Brize (1985) published a fine bronze sheet from Samos, dated to about 
620  and uninscribed, showing Herakles and Geryones (ph. also in Schefold
(1993), figs. 92a–d). Herakles is wearing the lion skin, which had previously been
thought to be an innovative feature taken over by visual art from Stesichorus.
The new piece reminds us of the shakiness of such speculations (see n. 1006).
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§415. Herakles wrestling with Nereus

This episode too took place on the way to the Hesperides
(Apollod. 2. 5. 11), and appears on the fragment COR 95 together
with four female bystanders. ∆ωρ�ς, as pointed out by the editor,
is Nereus’ wife (Hes. Th. 240–2; Apollod. 1. 2. 7) and fits the con-
text very well (although we would expect the woman standing
closest to Nereus to be so named, the label must be attributed to
another figure, on the grounds of the direction principle; see §105).

§416. Herakles at Oichalia

To facilitate discussion of the main scene on the famous vase 
COR 12 (with the suicide of Aias shown under one handle),1030

I repeat the characters of the banquet scene in the order that they
are shown (from left to right): Τ ξος and Κλ�τιος on a kline,
∆ιδα�ƒ4ν and Ε:ρ�τιος on a kline, the latter facing left, Å�φιτος
alone on a kline, facing right, Åιολ` standing to the right but 
looking back over her shoulder away from Η3ρακλ0ς, who, again,
is lying on a kline. It is important to note that the scene is com-
posed of two distinct groups. To the right are Herakles (g), the
daughter of Eurytios ( f ), and one of his sons, Iphitos (e); this
group is the centre of attention. Looking leftwards we see King
Eurytios himself (d ) and three more of his sons, namely Didaion
(c), Klytios (b), and Toxos (a); these four labels should be taken
in order from right to left, reading away from the main group 
of characters: first the king and then his sons. This grouping 
makes perfect sense. The story (Apollod. 2. 6. 1) tells us that
3φικ µενος οcν ε/ς Ο/χαλ�αν καN τ<ι τοξικ<ι κρε�ττων α:τLν
γεν µενος ο:κ Gτυχε το
 γ�µου, " Ιφ�του µJν το
 πρεσβυτ�ρου
τLν πα�δων λ�γοντος διδ ναι τLι AΗρακλε� τUν " Ι λην,
Ε:ρ�του δJ καN τLν λοιπLν 3παγορευ ντων. The grouping on
the vase is a perfect reflection of the myth: King Eurytos and 
most of his sons (not named individually by Apollodorus) were
against the marriage and are shown together to the left, whereas
the eldest son Iphitos is shown at Herakles’ side and the bride
stands between the hero and her family. Iphitos also played a spe-
cial role later in the myth when he did not believe that Herakles
had stolen his father’s cattle and in the end was unfortunately
killed by Herakles.1031 The scene on our krater, in which Iphitos
is present, must represent an early stage in the story, perhaps 
at a banquet after the shooting competition. How Herakles was
persuaded to leave the place without having received Iole, and
why he only later came back to take revenge, we do not know, since
the summaries of the epic Oichalias Halosis are too short.

The names of Eurytos’ family are known from literary sources
(mostly transmitted in Σ Soph. Trach. 266). The earliest is Hes.
fr. 26. 27–31 M–W:

. . . Στρατον�κη
Ε%ρτον 9ν µεγ�ροισιν 9γε�νατο φ�λτατον υI ν.
το
 δ’ υIε�ς 9γ�νοντο ∆η�ων <τε> Κλυτ�ος τε
Τοξε�ς τ" 3ντ�θεος Tδ’ Z Ιφιτος 7ζος eρηος.
τοfς δJ µ�θ" Sπλοτ�την τ�κετο ξανθUν " Ι λειαν1032

It has not previously been noted that the order in which Eurytos
and the three younger sons, who were opposed to the marriage,
are mentioned is exactly the same in this passage as on our vase
(from right to left of course). The odds against three out of the
four names of Eurytos’ sons occurring in one particular order is
24:1. And even if we disregard Iphitos, who has a special func-
tion, the odds in favour of one particular order for three names
out of three is only 1:6. It seems unlikely, then, that the order
on the vase is due to mere chance, and we may therefore claim
that our vase-painter had a poetic source in mind (see below).
This need not, however, have been the above passage from the
Catalogue of Women, for we know from other such examples that
lists of mythical names were a widespread and recurrent feature
of epic poetry in archaic times.1033 Also for most of the names 
there are differences in form between the literary source(s) and
the renderings extant on our vase, as Kretschmer noted long ago
(pp. 47 f.): Τοξε�ς–Τ ξος, ∆η�ων–∆ιδα�ƒ4ν, Ε%ρυτος–Ε:ρ�τιος,
" Ι λεια–Åιολ`.1034

The name Τοξε�ς, or—as a different hypocoristic—Τ ξος, no
doubt reflects the shooting competition mentioned in Apollodorus’
summary. It may be called a literary speaking name (see §239).

A particular problem is the name that corresponds to our vase’s
∆ιδα�ƒ4ν. In view of the missing τε, the passage from Hesiod 
(only preserved in Σ Soph.) must anyway be corrupt; cod. L has
Ι∆ΗÊΩΝ, corrected to ∆ΗΙΩΝ; and whereas Rzach (in 1913,
see M–W ad loc.) conjectured ∆ιδα�ων on the strength of our vase,
M–W prefer ∆η�ων.1035 It is quite possible that the name of the
much better known ∆η�ων, the father of Kephalos,1036 may, in the
course of transmission, have replaced our name, which is other-
wise unattested and belongs to a figure without any importance or
descendants. And indeed Rzach’s ∆ιδα�ων is not only metrically
better as far as the first syllable is concerned (∆|hων would be
awkward especially in comparison with all the ∆ηι- names in Homer
and Hesiod, which have a long first syllable), but it also renders
unnecessary the τε, which seems not to have been part of the 
original line.1037 The name—in Ionic—should, however, be written

1030 Stoessl (1987: 82) holds that the suicide scene is like ‘eine vorahnende
Interpretation des Hauptbildes und seiner Bedeutung für den Haupthelden’. This
seems an over-interpretation to me.

1031 Unlike Lorber (pp. 23 f.) I cannot see any signs of the coming disaster in
this scene. The murder of Iphitos by Herakles took place later and in different
surroundings (Apollod. 2. 6. 2., Od. 21. 22 ff.), and the extermination of Eurytos’
house and the abduction of Iole happened even later (this is overlooked by 
R. Olmos in LIMC iv, ‘Eurytos’ i).

1032 Other sources are less reliable: Aristocrates Laced. (FGrH 591 F 6) has
Τοξ�α, Κλ�τιον, ∆η�ονα (Iphitos is lacking); Diod. Sic. 4. 37. 5 has Τοξ�α καN
Μολ�ονα καN Κλυτ�ον (the last name restored; Iphitos is also lacking). For the
story see also Σ Eur. Hipp. 545; Σ Il. 5. 392.

1033 See Wachter (1990a) and (1990b) for the Nereids, as well as Wachter (1991b)
for the Muses, Lapiths, and Centaurs.

1034 For variations in the endings of mythological names, see Lorber, n. 573
(with bibl.).

1035 Amyx (p. 559) is right to wonder why M–W did not take Rzach’s 
suggestion more seriously.

1036 See e.g. Apollod. 1. 9. 4; he is also called ∆ηιονε�ς, ibid. 2. 4. 7 and Hes.
fr. 58. 9 M–W.

1037 It is true that Deion is transmitted both for Hes. and for Aristocr. (see
above, n. 1032), but both attestations are preserved in the same scholion and one
may easily have influenced the other.
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∆ιδη�ων, and the line would then read: το
 δ’ υIε�ς 9γ�νοντο
∆ιδη-ων Κλυτ�ος τε, with metrical lengthening of the second iota
of course. Here we may return to the corrupt reading Ι∆ΗÊΩΝ
in cod. L. Assuming a form of iotacism we get a sequence of letters
very close to the form of the name we have just reconstructed,
namely Ι∆ΗÁΩΝ in which only the initial delta would be miss-
ing, perhaps on account of an earlier ‘correction’ (after Z Ιδη?). The
name on our vase is written with a digamma to bridge the hiatus
between [a] (i.e. Ionic [b] ) and the lengthened [i]. The etymology
(see ad loc.), however, suggests that a digamma is etymologically
unjustified. This is therefore a second likely indication of a
poetic background reflected in our painting (see §506).

The main difficulty is to know which text is the actual source
of our painted scene. Is it indeed the above passage from the
Hesiodic Catalogue of Women, or should we assume some lost epic
account of the story (e.g. Oichalias Halosis)? We have seen that
only some of the names of the characters, viz. (b), (e), (g), agree
with the forms in Hesiod,1038 while others differ, viz. (a), (c), (d ),
( f ). One name, (c) ∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν, seems to differ because of a cor-
ruption in the literary tradition, and may have agreed originally.
The form of another one, ( f ) Åιολ`, which in the epic language
we would expect to have four syllables (i.e. the second element
-λ�� of its original non-Ionic form; see ad loc.), could be due 
to contraction in everyday speech, or might even be thought of 
as the expected form Åιολ1�, written with one alpha only.1039

For the two other names, however, there is no easy explanation:
(a) Τ ξος, which is prosodically equivalent to Τοξε�ς in many
situations, and (d ) Ε:ρ�τιος, which fits the hexameter (particu-
larly at its beginning) better than Ε%ρυτος, are both different 
from the formations in Hesiod’s text. It does not seem likely that
they are our wrier’s mistakes, for he gives an impression of com-
petence. These two names at least do not suggest that the poetic
source behind our painting is Hesiod, although in view of the order
of the names, (d )–(c)–(b)–(a), the source must have been a list
very similar to his lines 29 f. A second reason for Hesiod’s not
being the source is the fact that in his version he only gives a list
and says nothing of the actual story, whereas our painting shows
the family and their guest at a symposion and clearly divides them
into two groups according to their functions in the story. We have
here a case similar to the Nereids, the Lapiths and Centaurs, and
the Muses (see above, with n. 1033), where we can also identify
different epic traditions containing similar lists of names.

§417. Herakles and the Kerkopes

This incident is shown on COR 32 (alongside Herakles fighting
with the Nemean Lion and with Geryones). The name of the
Kerkops is not clear, unfortunately.

§418. Herakles and Gegenes

For the scene on BOI 15, where Herakles, seconded by Athena,
is fighting a gigantic warrior named Γ�γεν5ς, who is seconded
by Ares, A. D. Ure (1935) suggested a Boiotian myth linked to
a local cult of Ares with chthonic affinity.1040 Because Ares and
Athena are assisting in the fight, Vian (1945) took our ‘Earth-born’
to be identical with Kyknos, Ares’ son. But he had to admit that
this would have to be a special version of the myth, since there
are unusual features in this representation when compared with
such others as are preserved: Ares here sits on horseback, Herakles
is fighting with his club rather than a spear, and there is no sign
of Zeus or his lightning. Undoubtedly the weakest point of this
identification, however, is the actual name of the alleged Kyknos.
The myth of Kyknos’ fight against Herakles in Thessalian Pagasai
was a very famous one from archaic times onwards (see §420),
and I can hardly imagine that he would have been given a name
other than Kyknos anywhere in the Greek world of c.400 . 
Also, Kyknos’ mother is normally known as Pelopeia (only once
Pyrene), not Earth, as Vian himself admitted,1041 and Kyknos 
is neither a giant nor a Titan, whereas the figure on our vase has
clearly gigantic proportions.1042

Ought we perhaps to take into account that Apollonius Rhodius
(1. 936–1011) reports a victory by Herakles near Kyzikos over
the so-called Γηγενε�ς, who are said to have been Pelasgians
expelled from Thessaly?1043 We do not know much about this story,
but in my view it furnishes the safest link for our vase. It is of
course not impossible that there was originally some connection
with the Kyknos story, which was also set in Thessaly.

Our scene agrees well with what we already know from
Homer about the antagonism of Athena and Ares. Grim Ares helps
the barbarians and is always defeated, bright Athena helps the
Greeks (Herakles is the Greek hero par excellence) and always has
‘the splendour of victory, Nike’1044 on her side.

§419. Herakles and Nessos

The myth of Nessos,1045 who is shown carrying Herakles’ wife
Deianeira on our fragment COR 123, is known from Hes. fr. 25.
17 ff. M–W and Archil. fr. 286 and 288 IEG. The editor, Amyx
(see also his p. 631), discusses Attic parallels of the representation.

1038 For Herakles’ name see Hes. Th. 318, 527 AΗρακλ�ης, probably to be scanned
––– not –åå– (see §§223 and 504 with n. 1268).

1039 Such a case may be Πενθεσιλ` on an ‘Argive’ shield-band (Kunze (1950),
149 ff., 212, no. xxix. β; cited above, n. 144), and similarly Attic Ναυσικ` in a
scene reflecting the Odyssey, ARV 1177. 48 (ph. e.g. Brommer (1983), pl. 41).
See also ad COP 1D. ∆� for ∆ι� is written in CEG 362 (see §303).

1040 She postulates Koroneia, where perhaps a cult of Athena superseded one
of Ares. Ares did have certain chthonic features, e.g. at Thebes, where a dragon,
who was his son, had to be slain by Kadmos before he could found the city. Ure
considers the vase to be very similar to pottery from the Kabirion, but
Wolters–Bruns (1940) do not think that it belongs to any of the known Kabiran
workshops.

1041 Flacelière–Devambez (1966) conclude that in Boiotia Kyknos’ mother may
have been a chthonic deity, which is a circular argument.

1042 Was this the reason why Vollkommer (1988) grouped the vase with the
Gigantomachy? In view of the antagonism between Athena and Ares this inter-
pretation is implausible.

1043 See Σ Ap. Rhod. 1. 987a, 989–91, 936–949a; also Hdt. 1. 57. 1.
1044 Burkert (1985), 169.
1045 The apparent snub nose of the Centaur is due to the colour being partly

lost; the incision on the original shows a very noble profile.
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§420. Herakles and Kyknos

For the representations of this myth see Shapiro (1984). We are
concerned here with those on COR 69 and CHA 20. For the traces
of a building beyond Kyknos on the Corinthian fragment, which
is plausibly interpreted as the temple of Apollon at Pagasai, see
Shapiro (1984), 525.1046

§421. Wedding of Herakles and Hebe in Olympos

The myth of Herakles’ deification is not reported in the Iliad
(see 18. 117–21). The same may be true of the Odyssey, for in
the passage 11. 601–27 lines 602 f. are said to have been inserted
by Onomakritos (born c.560, and working under the Peisistratids);
moreover, line 604 about Hebe’s being Zeus and Hera’s daughter
is identical with Hes. Th. 952,1047 which—being part of the end
of the poem (901–1022)—may itself be a later addition (see West
(1966), ad loc.). Be that as it may, the newly found Corinthian
vase COR 28A at least shows that this myth was already current
around 595/90–570. It was taken up by Pindar, Euripides, and
others. It should be noted also that even on our non-Attic vase,
Athena plays a prominent part in being the first to meet the 
couple; her role as conductress of Herakles to Olympos later
becomes very important in Attic vase-painting.1048 Apollodorus
(2. 7. 7) says that the wedding took place after Herakles was 
reconciled with Hera, who is present on our vase and is the bride’s
mother.

The spelling ου in the graffito Μο
σαι,1049 probably written by
a different hand, may be a hint of literary language (see §§220,
505). The painted inscriptions, however, do not contain any such
indication (nor do they exclude a literary source).

§422. Unidentified scenes with Herakles

Three fragments show Herakles’ name, but not the context: 
COR 73 (the hero seems to have been in a chariot), LAK 2, and
CHA 19.

Various Other Myths Before the Trojan War

§423. Kephalos hunting the Termessan fox

This scene on BOI 23 is an unusual subject on vases. The myth
of Kephalos, Eos’ beloved, is first alluded to in Hes. Th. 986 f.
Braun–Haevernick (1981: 25) consider the painting with its
pygmy-type hero to represent a myth travesty (like e.g. the 
scenes on BOI 18 and 22 with Odysseus). Yet in the present case,
a more spontaneous, ‘afterthought’ connection of the scene with
a mythological story seems more likely to me. For there are other

vases that are very similar in decoration as well as shape (ours 
is 20.5 cm. high) and with similar scenes—I should think they
are by the same hand—to which, however, this myth cannot so
easily apply. Only one of them1050 (they are all uninscribed) may
yet be suspected as representing the Kephalos myth, but in a 
comical variation: on one side a pygmy with petasos (similar to our
‘Kephalos’) and his dog are running after the ‘Termessan hare’;
on the other side there is indeed a fox being chased by a dog 
and looking back at him, but here the pygmy is having a siesta,
leaving the job to his dog. On another cup, however, the pygmy
with petasos is not hunting a wild animal at all, but fighting (or
playing?) with his dog.1051 There are other representations too 
of very similar pygmies, but without petasos (i.e. ‘at home’?): on
one vase a pygmy chases geese, while on the reverse pygmies are
fighting;1052 on another vase one pygmy fights a crane (a very old
motif, see Il. 3. 3–7) with a stick, and on the reverse a second
pygmy holds a drinking-horn and approaches a goat.1053 All these
scenes cannot represent precise mythological subjects, certainly
not Kephalos’ story. So the addition of Kephalos’ name to our
vase may be the result of a spontaneous idea that came to the
painter just before or even after the scene was painted.

§424. Argonauts visiting Phineus

This myth is shown on three of our vases, viz. COR 24B, 
LAK 7, and CHA 28 (here alongside Dionysos and Ariadne). 
An uncertain case is COR 96A (see §433).

In the scene on COR 24B the names show some surprising
spellings, notably (a) Ε/�σ4ν with an unexpected diphthong 
(which is, however, paralleled in Etruscan); secondly, (d )
Πουλυδ(ε)�κ(3)ς; thirdly, (b) Φiνε�ς with a second letter which
looks like an upsilon; and fourthly the name (c) Τhl�mdρ� for
Phineus’ wife, which is unparalleled.

In the case of (d ), the secondary insertion of the upsilon 
between ο and λ is likely to hint at some metrical lengthening.1054

May we—in spite of the somewhat incompetent writing (see 
§§111 f.)—guess at a poetic background to this painted scene (see
§§220, 505)? If so, the non-Corinthian diphthong-spelling bS in
(a) could also be a reflection of such a source, indeed a written
and non-Corinthian one (see §§219, 505).

All this may be connected with two other odd features: 
(1) the original upsilon as second letter in Φiνε�ς; and (2) the 
lady represented next to King Phineus, who must be his wife 

1046 I doubt, however, that this is sufficient proof for the painter’s having 
precisely Hes. Scut. 57 ff. in mind, for in line 70 only 5λσος καN βωµ ς are 
mentioned, not a temple. Also the Chalcidian fr. should not be over-interpreted.

1047 Th. 952 corresponds to what we are told in Th. 922.
1048 See e.g. LIMC ii, ‘Athena’ 428 ff., 523 ff., etc.
1049 The Muses follow Apollon (‘Musagetes’); see also COR 36 (an otherwise

unidentified scene).

1050 Wolters–Bruns (1940), 98, no. K. 7, ph. pl. 50, drs. pl. 26. 1–2 = Braun–
Haevernick (1981), 62, cat. no. 298; 19 cm. high.

1051 Wolters–Bruns (1940), 98, no. K. 11, drs. pl. 31. 5–6 = Braun–Haevernick
(1981), 66, cat. no. 379; 19.6 cm. high.

1052 Wolters–Bruns (1940), 99, no. K. 16 = Braun–Haevernick (1981), 64, cat.
no. 355; 19 cm. high.

1053 Wolters–Bruns (1940), 99, no. K. 15 = Braun–Haevernick (1981), 65, cat.
no. 367; 20.5 cm. high.

1054 See e.g. Alcm. fr. 1. 1 PMG (fr. 3. 1 in Calame (1983) ) Pωλυδε�κης,
and probably also fr. 2 PMG (2 Calame), where Risch (1954: 21) argues for met-
rical lengthening. Admittedly, without the middle epsilon the name on our vase
would have a dactylic shape Πουλυδ�κης; but this is not otherwise attested, and
apart from Πολυδε�κης a second form suitable for the hexameter was not required.
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and whose name in my view can only be read Τhl�mdρ�. We 
know of a Timandra who was the daughter of Tyndareos and 
Leda (Apollod. 3. 10. 6), i.e. the sister of Kastor and half-
sister of Polydeukes. The Dioskouroi were of course among the
Argonauts—just like Zetes and Kalais, the sons of Boreas, who
when the expedition reached the blind King Phineus, rid him 
of the Harpies (Phineus’ blindness and his torment by the
Harpies are already attested in Hes. fr. 254 and 151 M–W).
Depicting Polydeukes along with Iason, the leader of the expedi-
tion, therefore makes perfect sense. On the other hand, we do
not really expect Timandra up in the far north of Thrace where
Phineus dwelt. What was her story? Hesiod (fr. 176 M–W) and
Stesichorus (fr. 223 PMG, from the same Σ ) inform us that she
was first the wife of the Tegean king Echemos (also Hes. fr. 23a.
31 M–W), whom she then left. This was because of a curse 
laid by Aphrodite on Tyndareos that his daughters should be
λε�ψανδροι. Her new husband was Phyleus, king of the Epeioi
in Elis, by whom she had a son Meges (Meges and his father
Phyleus are well known from the Iliad, where Timandra, how-
ever, is not mentioned). Might we assume that the vase-painter
mixed up Phineus and Phyleus? This seems particularly attract-
ive in view of the second letter in Phineus’ name. For this letter
looks as if it had first been an upsilon and was then more or less
successfully corrected into an iota.1055 Taking into account that
both tales, the one about Phineus and the Argonauts, and the 
other about Phyleus and Timandra, are already separately attested
in Hesiod, we have no reason to believe that they were origin-
ally connected. Confusion by the vase-painter is therefore more
likely, particularly in view of the similarity between Phyleus’ and
Phineus’ names and Timandra’s connection with both myths (for
similar confusions see §444 on COR 79A).

Our painter seems not only to have confused his myths, but also
to have been not very good at writing in view of the oddly shaped
mu in (c) and the two forgotten epsilons in (d ). It seems most
likely that these are copying errors. But what was his source?

The scene on LAK 7 had long been wrongly interpreted,1056

until Pipili (1987: 21 f.) found the obvious solution: 1ƒεk[λ8ι]
for 1ελλ8. (I had myself come to the same conclusion before 
I saw her book.) It should long since have been observed that 
the named figure, the more ‘chastely’ dressed of the two, is likely 
to be female,1057 and that the scene takes place on the surface of
the sea (winds are an important element in seafaring).1058 One

iconographical element worries Pipili: ‘What is surprising is that 
the Boread could be shown with a thunderbolt, Zeus’ attribute.
It does not appear in any extant version of the story. This icono-
graphic type may be unusual but it is not unintelligible. Boreas
and his sons were personifications of wind and storm, and the
thunderbolt would be a suitable attribute.’ (In her n. 197 she refers
to the close connection between thunder and wind expressed 
in Il. 13. 795 f.; see also Heracl. A 14, and perhaps Ibyc. fr. 286.
8 f. PMG.) Even this feature, however, finds a parallel on a
‘Protomelian’ amphora showing a winged creature with thunder-
bolt, which was included among the Boreads by K. Schefold
(LIMC iii, ‘Boreadai’ 27*, ph. pl. 105) and had already been 
called a ‘Boread’ and ‘storm-spirit’ by Payne (1931: 78), whose
interpretation now gets strong support from our Lakonian frag-
ment.1059 Kahil’s rejection of Pipili’s interpretation—because of
the thunderbolt (LIMC iv, ‘Harpyiai’ 27)—is therefore invalid.
The name of the Harpy occurs already in Hes. Th. 267 (her 
sister is "Ωκυπ�τη). Its etymology (it is related to 5ηµι ‘blow’)
shows that she was connected with the notion of wind. The 
parallel between our scene—in which the Harpy named 1ελλ8
is chased by a Boread with thunderbolt—the attribute of Zeus,
and the passage from the Iliad (13. 795 f.), where the wind 3�λλη
is driven to earth by the thunder of father Zeus (iπH βροντ<ς
πατρHς ∆ιHς εOσι π�δονδε), is in fact so close that we may speak
of a direct representation of a mythological conception. This must
have been a widespread one in view of the fact that the scene from
the Iliad cannot be reflected here.

The Phineus scene on CHA 28 was of high quality but is now
almost entirely destroyed, and the same is true for the labels. There
may be popular etymology in the name of the Harpies and con-
fusion of mythological names in the name of Zetes (see ad loc.).

§425. Funeral games for Pelias

Two vases show scenes from the games for Pelias, namely 
COR 66 (alongside the departure of Amphiaraos for the Theban
War) and CHA 10 (alongside Zeus fighting Typhon). Both need
some discussion.

The two scenes on the famous ‘Amphiaraos Krater’, COR 66,
should be viewed in the following, chronological, order: (1) Games,
(2) Departure (Amphiaraos did not come back from Thebes), but
it is customary to treat them in reverse order, since the depar-
ture scene is more important, and the two scenes are described
in this order by Pausanias (5. 17. 7–11), who saw an obviously
very similar representation of them, also next to each other, on
the Corinthian ‘Chest of Kypselos’ at Olympia.1060 The best dis-
cussion of the iconographical relation of this vase to the chest (here
abbreviated ‘Kyps.’) and to other vases, is still that by Hauser,
who was building largely on Robert (1874). Amyx has pointed

1055 We have no reason to believe that the nu in this name was originally a lambda
(although the two letters are of course very similar), since the space before the
next letter (such as it is) is normal and would have been somewhat large with-
out the third stroke of the nu.

1056 Zeus in the Gigantomachy (Rumpf (1923/4: 82 f.) and Lane (1933/4: 166),
neither of whom provides a solution for the inscr.); Herakles and Kyknos
(Woodward (1932: 27 ff.), doubtfully taking the inscr. as Ares’ name); Stibbe (1972:
139) leaves the case open (tentatively suggesting winged Hermes).

1057 Note e.g. CHA 28, where the Boreads wear short chitons, the Harpies long
ones; and on CHA 1 the Satyrs are naked, while the Maenads are clothed.

1058 Also on CHA 28, as Pipili (loc. cit.) observes, the fleeing Harpies are just
about to reach the shore (there are fish in the sea). And there are other children
of Boreas who can fly over the sea, see Il. 20. 223–9.

1059 We may assume that the Boread had small wings on his feet and the Harpy
big ones on her back as e.g. on the Lakonian Boread P.’s name-vase (see e.g. LIMC
iii, ‘Boreadai’ 6*, ph. pl. 100); the relevant parts are lost on our fr.

1060 See e.g. E. Simon, EAA iv (1961), 427–32; she dates the chest to the 2nd
q. or the middle of the 6th cent.
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out that ten of the names (now eleven with Alkmaion’s label) 
occur in the corresponding scenes on the chest. The other nine,
he says, ‘are of course intended to be heroic, but in the context
they raise problems’. In fact, this is true of only four of the nine,
viz. (b) and (h)–( j), whereas for (m), (o), (q), (s), and (u) there
are good explanations, as we shall see. And even for (b), (h), 
and ( j) there may be a better reason than just invention by the 
vase-painter. After all, the chest too only showed a few particular
moments of the myth, whereas the whole tale, of which we have
no full account, may well have contained many more names and
characters (see also on CHA 10, below).

(a) "Εριφ;λ� (also on Kyps.) is well known as Amphiaraos’ wife.
(b) Α/ν�ππ� (shown on Kyps., but unnamed), as Robert has

already observed, is the label for the woman who carries the little
boy (sc. Amphilochos, who is not named on the vase, probably for
lack of space). The nurse’s name is not transmitted by Pausanias
for the Chest of Kypselos. Of course it could still be that in 
the full story her name was included; at least she belongs to the
iconographical canon (see below). Despite the possibility that the
groom (i ) bears a horsey name (see §238), I hesitate to consider
Ainippa’s as being of this type. After all, the figure has nothing
about her to justify a name meaning ‘having violent horses’,1061

a point which argues against an invention by the painter.
Then follow the two daughters, viz. (c) ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α

(Kyps.; the intervocalic digamma hints at a poetic background,
see §506) and (d ) Ε:ρυδ�κ� (Kyps.). Next comes the elder son,
(e) 1λjl[α�4ν] (Kyps.). He is standing next to his departing 
father, ( f ) 1(µ)φι�ρ3ος; the latter was both Argonaut (Apollod.
1. 9. 16) and Kalydonian Boar-hunter (1. 8. 2). (g) Β�τ4ν (Kyps.)
is also mentioned as Amphiaraos’ charioteer in Apollodorus 3. 6.
8, and twice more in Pausanias (2. 23. 2, 10. 10. 3); he occurs
again on an Attic vase; see ( j) below, with n. 1063.

Next follow two characters who are not known from Kyps. or
elsewhere, viz. the woman (h) ΛÉ (ε)ον[τ]\ς—showing A.W. like
(k)—and the boy (i) Ηιπποτ�4ν. The latter, who does in fact seem
to be looking after the horses, possibly bears a horsey name (see
§238). Yet in the light of two or three other characters with horsey
names on this vase who are certainly known from literature, namely
(s), (u), and perhaps (m), we cannot exclude the possibility that
this name also is taken from the literary source rather than being
just an invention of the vase-painter.

( j) Ηαλιµ5δ3ς, a man sitting on the ground, is not described on
Kyps.: Robert (1874) and Hauser (apud Furtwängler–Reichhold
(1932) ) take him for a servant.1062 But both the rather grand name,
which is hardly just an invention on the part of the painter, and
the individual function of this figure, who is known from other

vases,1063 suggest more than just an old house-slave. Pausanias 
(10. 10. 3), in his description of Delphi, reports the existence of
one Halitherses nearby to Amphiaraos and his chariot in a statue
group dedicated by the Argives. It seems tempting to identify 
the two figures, though Pausanias thought this character to be
one of the Argive leaders. Finally, scholars have drawn attention
to Odysseus’ friend Halitherses, son of Mastor, an old seer who 
predicted the king’s return. On the whole, the interpretation as
a seer seems attractive, but we may still wonder what could have
been the function of another such figure in our scene in addition
to Amphiaraos, who was himself a seer and fully aware of what
was going to happen.1064

The first character in the scene of the funeral games is (k)
eκ(α)στος. On Kyps. he is the referee, giving the crown to the
winner of the running contest, and no doubt on the vase too his
prominent position marks him as the referee; he was the son of the
man in whose honour the games were being given and therefore
the organizer of the event (see the similar function of Achilleus
in Iliad 23). He was also an Argonaut (Apollod. 1. 9. 16).

If the next man, (l) 1ργ#ος (on Kyps., 1ργε�ος is shown 
as a runner), is to fit the scene, he must be identical with the
Argonaut and builder of the Argo (as already suggested by
Robert, p. 97, and accepted by Hauser, p. 7).1065 The fact that
the man sits on a throne, like Akastos, is somewhat surprising.
But since not all the heroes take part in all the contests, he and
(m) are probably the spectators of whom Pausanias speaks when
describing the Chest of Kypselos (οI θε8µενοι). At any rate, we
have no reason to separate him (as does P. Linant de Bellefonds
in LIMC ii) from the contestant in the foot-race on Kyps. After
all, this event is not depicted on our vase.

(m) Φ�ρ3ς (not mentioned on Kyps.) will have the same func-
tion as (l), discussed just above. He fits the scene very well as
the father of (p) (Apollod. 1. 8. 2, 1. 9. 14, 1. 9. 16, 3. 10. 4), just
like (s) and (u) who are also fathers of Argonauts. The name is
used for a horse in COR 89a, with the meaning ‘Carrier’; this

1061 For this meaning see Bechtel, p. 28. Amyx (p. 572) cites one Α+νιππος
from Roman times (see Pape–Benseler).

1062 In Hauser’s words (p. 5): ‘Da unser Mann auf dem nackten Boden sitzt,
so ist er kein Herr, sondern ein Sklave, . . . einer von den der Poesie so wohlbe-
kannten, unglaublich gescheiten Dienern, welche alles im voraus wissen’; he takes
the name to mean ‘Seewart’, ‘wohl ein in der Seestadt Korinth verbreiteter
Sklavenname’.

1063 Robert (pp. 88 f.) (followed by Hauser) draws attention to two other vases
on which this old man is represented. One is a ‘Pontic’ amphora (Munich SH
838, Jahn (1854), 48 f., no. 151; LIMC i, ‘Amphiaraos’ 17*), where he sits on a
chair, the other a Tyrrhenian amphora (ABV 95 f., no. 8). On the latter vase,
instead of our woman (h), there is a man touching Baton’s chin (on the former
there is no such figure). This man is now known from another Tyrrhenian
amphora, namely Basle, H. A. Cahn coll. HC 921 (see LIMC i, ‘Amphiaraos’
10*, 2nd q. 6th cent.; Schefold (1993), 283 ff., with ph. fig. 304). There he is
depicted as an old man labelled Ο/κλ0ς, i.e. he is Amphiaraos’ father, and his
hand is extended towards Baton and Amphiaraos in the chariot. There is also the
equivalent of our man ( j), again crouched in front of the horses; unfortunately
no name is preserved. The other inscrs. preserved are: "Εριφ;λ3, É ρµος, Β�τ4ν,
1l[φι�ρεος].

1064 See e.g. P. Friedländer, RE vii (1910–12), 2271. 21 ff., and LIMC iv,
‘Halimedes’, with more (unnamed) iconographical parallels to our figure, a dis-
cussion, and bibliography.

1065 As the other sources unanimously call him eργος (see ad loc.), we may
have here the echo of a special local tradition of the Northern Peloponnesians
who, by deriving the name of the builder of the Argo from the place-name Argos,
tried to usurp him for their region. The same tendency may be observed with
the name of Athena (see §247).
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again gives the name a connection with the characters (s) and (u),
whose horsey names (§238) are both known from literature.1066

(n) Ε%φ�µος (on Kyps., the winner of the chariot-race, as 
on our vase too) was also an Argonaut (Apollod. 1. 9. 16), and is
well known from later accounts as the ancestor of the rulers of
Kyrene (Pind. Pyth. 4, etc.).

(o) Κ�στ4ρ (not on Kyps.), like his twin-brother (on Kyps. 
but not on our vase), was an Argonaut (Apollod. 1. 9. 16) and
one of the Kalydonian Boar-hunters (ibid. 1. 8. 2).

Also (p) eδµ�το[ς] (on Kyps., where he is boxing) was an
Argonaut (Apollod. 1. 9. 16) and Boar-hunter (1. 8. 2); see his
father (m).

(q) 1λ�στ4ρ (not on Kyps.), according to Hauser (p. 7), is 
a name ‘von dem wir nicht ahnen, wie er in diesen Sagenkreis
hineingerät’. On the contrary, I think that he fits the scene very
well, being a son of Neleus, i.e. a nephew of the dead Pelias (see
Apollod. 1. 9. 8 f.). Again, we must remember that we have no
full account of the story of these games, not even a list of par-
ticipants like that given by Apollodorus for the Boar-hunt and
the Argo expedition.

(r) 1µφι�ρ3ος (not shown on Kyps. in this context), accord-
ing to Hauser (p. 7), ‘wird wenigstens in der Litteratur, und zwar
von Stesichoros, als Sieger im Lauf eben bei den Leichenspielen
für Pelias genannt’ (Athla epi Peliai, fr. 179b PMG, where he is
participating in the long jump: θρ8ισκων). This is of course a
very strong piece of evidence for his participation in the games,
as is duly stressed by Brize (1980: 26 f.). Brize also cites another
vase showing our hero in these games, namely the fragments of an
Attic bf. dinos (which could not have been known to Hauser):1067

on this piece 1νφι�ρeoς is shown with ZΙφιτος, Μελαν�4ν,
Καπ[ανε�ς], and Περ�φα[ς] preparing for the javelin contest; 
on a non-contiguous fragment, Atalante is wrestling with a male
opponent (no names preserved), watched by ∆�µας, Κ�λαις,1068

1στερ�4ν, and 1[. . .].1069

On (s) Η�π(π)αsος1070 (not on Kyps.), Hauser (p. 7) remarks:
‘seinen Namen möchte ich nicht notdürftig damit rechtfertigen
[as suggested by Robert], dass Aktor, Sohn eines Hippasos, als
Argonaut genannt wird’ (Apollod. 1. 9. 16). Yet we must surely
acknowledge the primacy of the literary evidence and should
warmly welcome such a reference. It would be an odd assumption
that people, even vase-painters, knew the stories and the names
of the characters primarily from pictorial art (where inscriptions
are rare!) rather than from literature or story-telling. In our par-
ticular case, there are three reasons why it is both a methodolo-
gical mistake and unnecessary to assume a horsey name (see §238), 
as Hauser does (following Luckenbach (1880), 496). (1) The hero
is no more conspicuously involved with horses than his com-
petitors (n)–(r), none of whom, it will be noted, bears a horsey
name. Not even the fact, stressed by Luckenbach, that he is the
last in the row (though only of the chariot-racers), and that the
writer may have been running out of suitable names, is relevant
(see also on CHA 4i, §456), for with his precise knowledge of 
the myths the writer could surely have found another suitable
name without having to invent one.1071 (2) In the same way as we
must—and can—justify (o), (q), and (r) on the grounds of literary
evidence, we should also be prepared to accept such a justifica-
tion for our name (s). (3) In the case of (u), who is taking part 
in a ‘non-horsey’ contest, Hauser (p. 6) has to accept the con-
nection with the man known from literature. Now, (s) and (u) 
are exactly comparable, namely fathers of Argonauts mentioned
in Apollodorus’ list, and the same is true for (m). We should there-
fore accept this connection for (s) too.

At the right side of the scene we see two heroes wrestling. 
(t) Π3λε�ς (on Kyps.) was also an Argonaut (Apollod. 1. 9. 16)
and a Boar-hunter (1. 8. 2). As for (u) Η�ππαλbµος (not on Kyps.,
where Iason has his function), we have a very suitable figure for
this name, an individual known to have been the father of the
Argonaut Πην�λεως (Apollod. 1. 9. 16). The case is parallel to (s).
Apollodorus’ text gives the genitive AΙππ�λµου, but AΙππ�λκµου
and AΙππ�λκιµον -ος are transmitted in Σ Il. 2. 494–5 and
Diodorus Siculus 4. 67. 7, respectively. We can correct the 
texts of Apollodorus and Diodorus from our vase (and Σ Il.):
2 Ιππαλκµος is obviously the best reading of the name, as already
stressed by Schulze (1896: 697 n. 1). The name is of a very unusual
formation, a point which also speaks strongly in favour of a heroic
origin rather than an invention of post-epic times.

When we come to consider the problem of the impact of 
literature on our two scenes, we have no way of proving that
Stesichorus’ poems are reflected therein, as is often assumed.1072

1066 In Apollod. 1. 9. 14 Pheres is said to be the founder of Pherai in Thessaly.
I prefer a horsey connection.

1067 LIMC i, ‘Amphiaraos’ 2* (bibl.), ph. pl. 555; Immerwahr, no. 71. For the
Atalante scene on this vase see LIMC ii, ‘Atalante’ 62*. A very good ph. of the
whole piece is given by Schefold (1964) and (1966), pl. 65; (1993), fig. 295.

1068 Κελ�ας, accepted in LIMC, is an impossible reading, and so are ‘Keleos’
by Schefold and Κελαι[ν ς] by Immerwahr (see previous n.). A glance at the ph.,
which is clear in this respect, would have shown that the frs. join neatly and the
reading is Κ�λαις. The hero in question is of course Κ�λαις, son of Boreas, who
(along with his brother Zetes) is reported to have taken part in the games by Hyg.
Fab. 273 (this account must therefore go back to an archaic tradition). If the form
with [e] is the original one, the name could be related to κ�λλω, κ�λης, and the
form with [a] would be due to assimilation of the type ÅÉεκα- > 1κ�-δηµος (see
ad COR 70l and §212), or else to popular etymology (see §510) after an animal,
LSAG 182. 18 = DGE 108 καλαWδα (acc. fem.), for which see Risch (1990), 241
f. The opposite way (i.e. with dissimilation) is also possible.

1069 Iphitos is likely to be a mistake by the writer; we should expect Iphiklos
(on Kyps., see below; but see also n. 1081). Melanion and Asterion also take part
in the games on Kyps. Kapaneus (if correctly restored; the second alpha is not
preserved), one of the Seven against Thebes, is a plausible character in this con-
test too. Periphas and Damas, however, are hard to justify. But, again, we have
no full account of the tale.

1070 Neumann (1980: 299) compares the formation to that of ∆�µασος Il. 12.
183 (citing Schwyzer, p. 516, where there is also ZΕρασος). But these names are
hypocoristics from full names in ∆αµασι- and "Ερασι- (Bechtel, pp. 114 f. and
159 f., respectively), and there is no question of that type of formation here. We
may, however, compare Χο�ρασος of COR Gr 2 (in the gen. -ου).

1071 e.g. Pisos, Asterion, Melanion, Iphiklos (all on Kyps.), and perhaps
Kapaneus (see above with n. 1069), etc.

1072 See Brize (1980), 27 (bibl.). Brize himself duly takes a critical view, although
his arguments against a dependence upon Stesichorus are themselves hardly 
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It is true that he is a likely candidate, since he wrote not only
Athla epi Peliai, mentioned above (see r) but also an Eriphyle (see
fr. 194 PMG). Yet there was also an epic Amphiaraou exelasia,
which was attributed to Homer (it is often thought to have been
part of the Thebais; see test. 7 f. PEG, fr. 9 EGF); and there must
have been a strong epic tradition concerning the games for Pelias,
for he and his daughters are mentioned in the Iliad (2. 715), 
and the poet evidently felt he did not need to add any further
explanation. The story was well enough known. At any rate, we
have one indication of a poetic background to our vase, namely
the intervocalic digamma in (c) (see §506), but we cannot prove
which work or author was the source.

A few general points on the remaining names on the Chest 
of Kypselos and in the literary treatments may be added. In
Pausanias’ description of the chest there are characters in the 
scenes of the funeral games who are not included on our vase.
At the beginning (5. 17. 9) Herakles, obviously acting as the 
referee, is seated on a throne next to the spectators and shown
with a female partner (see §241; Herakles was also an Argonaut,
Apollod. 1. 9. 16). The two participants in the chariot-race named
on the chest but not on the vase are Pisos, son of Perieres, and
Asterion, son of Kometes. It must have been Pausanias who 
added their fathers’ names (it is inconceivable that these were 
mentioned in the labels on the chest).1073 Pisos in Apollodorus 
3. 10. 3, however, is the son of Aphareus, whose other two sons,
Idas and Lynkeus, were Argonauts (1. 9. 16); he is therefore not
the son, but the grandson of Perieres (3. 10. 3, 3. 10. 4). Is this
Pausanias’ mistake? Asterion, on the other hand, is called 1στ�ριος,
son of Kometes, in the list of Argonauts in Apollododorus 1. 9.
16. Here the Attic fragment cited above (r) shows that Pausanias
has the correct form. Between the chariot-race and the wrestling
scene there is the boxing match between Admetos, our (p), and
Ampyx’ son, Mopsos (an Argonaut according to Pind. Pyth. 4.
191, Ap. Rhod. 1. 65, etc., often designated 1µπυκ�δης; see below
ad CHA 10).

The other characters on the chest are Iason (an Argonaut, of
course, Apollod. 1. 9. 16; and a Boar-hunter, 1. 8. 2), who is shown
wrestling; Eurybotas (transmitted Ε:ρυβ8της Vb, Ε:ρυκ8τας Pc),
otherwise unknown, throwing the discus; Melanion, a runner, who,
according to the famous story, on a later occasion won Atalante

in a race (Theogn. 1293 f., Apollod. 3. 9. 2, etc.); Neotheus, 
otherwise unknown, and Phalareus,1074 both runners.

And finally, an interesting detail concerns Iphiklos, the winner
of the running contest. Pausanias seems to have had some doubts
as to his genealogy and, instead of his father only, mentions his son
too (5. 17. 10 ε+η δ" jν S Πρωτεσιλ�ου πατUρ το
 στρατε�σαντος
9ς Z Ιλιον). This reflects the version as reported in Il. 2. 704–6,
where Protesilaos is said to be the son of Iphiklos and grandson
of Phylakos. Pausanias’ hesitation seems understandable, for we
know of a tradition, preserved in Apollodorus, in which there 
was an Argonaut (1. 9. 16) and Boar-hunter (1. 8. 2 f.) called
Iphiklos, who would fit our games perfectly, but whose father 
is said to have been Thestios.1075 This discrepancy may have 
troubled Pausanias, who no doubt preferred the Homeric version
because the character on the chest was a runner. Now, it is true
that the Iliad knows of a good runner called Iphiklos (23. 636),
and elsewhere in the Iliad when the name Iphiklos is used it 
designates the son of Phylakos (2. 705, 13. 698). But in book 23
Nestor, who is speaking of his own former sporting prowess, 
does not mention the name of Iphiklos’ father, and the two con-
texts with Iphiklos, son of Phylakos, do not refer to running. 
On the other hand, Hesiod (fr. 62 M–W) seems to have spoken
explicitly of the runner as the son of Phylakos. We cannot be 
absolutely clear about this. But the discrepancy may have very
old roots (which would explain the cautious treatment by the 
poet of the Iliad), for the following reason. In one version of 
the Kalydonian Boar-hunt Iphiklos, son of Thestios, claimed to
have been the first to hit the boar (Apollod. 1. 8. 3). Now, this
version is likely to be very old too, since it also contains the war
between the Kuretes and Kalydonians, more or less as described
in the Iliad (9. 529–99). Therefore the claim of Iphiklos in this
tradition, which of course presupposes that he was also the fastest
runner in the hunt, seems to reconcile the running ability of the
Iliadic son of Phylakos with the Boar-hunter, son of Thestios, 
and both traditions may have roots going back to the period of
the epic. Perhaps the two heroes named Iphiklos were the same
originally? At any rate, Pausanias’ hesitation shows that even in
antiquity the case was not clear, and this uncertainty seems to go
back very far indeed.

The scene on the chest concludes with representations of 
the prize tripods (see Il. 23. 259 etc.), as well as of Alkestis, a
daughter of Pelias (as in Apollod. 1. 9. 10) who was also offered
as a prize (and eventually won by Admetos).1076

conclusive. (1) Dependence would only be proven, he says, if on the chest and
vase the specific Stesichorean version of the story were depicted, whereas there 
are differences. Yet do we know that version well enough? And would a slight
variation really prove independence? (2) Such a ‘Literaturbetrieb’, i.e. a busy 
literary movement with strong influence on visual art, is, he says, unthinkable in
those days. Yet, again, are we not in a very weak position to judge? There are in
fact indications which suggest the contrary; see §§501 ff. and Stoessl (1987), 79–106
(on Corinth).

1073 See also three characters who certainly did not have a father’s name added
to their labels: (1) Ε%φηµος (also on the vase, see above), of whom, however,
Paus. says: ΠοσειδLν ς τε kν κατP τHν τLν ποιητLν λ γον (he is also
Poseidon’s son in the Argonauts’ list in Apollod.); (2) Ε:ρυβ8τας, about whom
Paus. knew nothing; (3) Z Ιφικλος, running: in this case Paus. is not sure whether
he is the father of Protesilaos, i.e. the son of Phylakos (see below).

1074 This figure may be linked to a character known from literature: in Σ Od.
4. 797 one Φαληρε�ς (on the chest there would have been the Doric form, of
course) is one of the sons of Ikarios, son of Perieres. Other grandsons of the 
latter, who were Argonauts and Boar-hunters, are the above-mentioned sons of
Aphareus, namely Idas, Lynkeus, and Pisos. The list of Ikarios’ descendants in
this scholion does not agree with that in Apollod. 3. 10. 6, but maybe our Φαληρε�ς
is hiding behind Apollodorus’ 1λKτης (the names are metrically equivalent).

1075 Apollod. (1. 9. 12) also knows Iphiklos, son of Phylakos (in the story of
the rusty knife, found by Melampus).

1076 In his last sentence on the games (5. 17. 11) Pausanias says that Iolaos is
shown as winner of the chariot-race: "Ι λαος δ�, Vς 9θελοντUς µετε�χεν AΗρακλε�
τLν Gργων, Gστιν Rππων lρµατι 3νmηρηµ�νος ν�κην. However, he cannot have
belonged to the scene of the chariot-race at the games for Pelias, but must have
been Herakles’ companion in the next scene on the chest: the killing of the Hydra
(see von Massow (1916), p. 44 with dr. pl. 1). For Pausanias has just mentioned
that Euphemos, our (n), is winning the chariot-race. In the standard iconogra-
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As for the apparent similarity of the representations on the 
chest and the vase, we must stress that not only are a number of
characters different in those scenes that occur on both objects,
but also that the order of the shared characters (if we assume 
that Pausanias described them strictly from left to right) does not 
always agree; the same is true for the position of the prizes. We
should therefore resist the temptation to see the scenes on the vase
as more or less exact counterparts of the ones on the chest.

CHA 10 shows Atalante in a wrestling match at the funeral games
for Pelias, but the labelling of the figures (c) Π3λε�ς and (b)
ΜM φσος is a problem. At first sight, the man with whom
Atalante is shown wrestling bears the label of Mopsos, while Peleus
is the man standing behind, and the very fact that all editors felt
obliged to discuss the two names and their attribution clearly indic-
ates that this is the most natural interpretation of the scene and
the labels. But of course such a distribution contradicts the 
literary tradition. Rumpf (1927: p. 49) suggests a breach of the
starting-point principle (see §104), and compares CHA 2d and
13d; but the first of these cases (CHA 2d ) is due to a special 
situation and causes no problems, and the second is due to a 
subsequent alteration in the process of labelling (see ad locc.). 
Later (p. 51), Rumpf adopts a different view: ‘ist dem Maler ein
Irrtum in den Beischriften untergelaufen, indem er die Namen
. . . vertauschte’. Boardman (LIMC ii, ‘Atalante’ 74) tries to do
away with the problem as follows:1077 ‘The names of Mopsos and
Peleus are not exchanged—as Rumpf, 51—but the artist writes
beside the heads where he can, starting from the right, and so is
obliged to write Peleus behind him.’ This is unsatisfactory; the
painter does not always write next to the heads (see e.g. CHA 1
and 15), nor can we safely argue that he had any preference for
retrograde writing (see CHA 2, 8, 14). No ‘excuses’ can be made;
the painter clearly did ‘exchange’ the two names, for (1) it is very
likely that he labelled the wrestler before the bystander, and (2),
as mentioned above, he did not normally break the starting-point
principle. Had he therefore wished to give the wrestler the name
Peleus, he would have done so first and the label would be exactly
where we now read Mopsos, not on the bystander’s robe; sub-
sequently he would have labelled the latter, for instance on his
robe. Had he, however, begun by labelling the bystander, not 
only would that figure have a retrograde name (starting-point 
principle), but the wrestler also (direction principle; see §105).
The distribution becomes obvious if we imagine the two names
being exchanged: everything would then be neat and tidy.

Of course we cannot argue that our writer, the Inscription P.,
did not know what he was writing. And since the myth of the
contest between Atalante and Peleus was a very popular one, it
is also unlikely that he just misinterpreted a model.

We have to accept that in the imagination of this painter and
writer there was a wrestling match between Atalante and Mopsos
(as claimed by Gerhard (1847), 158 f.). We have to admit, too, that
our painter had an accurate knowledge of the myth, since Mopsos
was not only the seer on the Argo and one of the Kalydonian 
Boar-hunters (Ov. Met. 8. 316, 350), but, on the evidence of the
Corinthian Chest of Kypselos at Olympia, he also took part in
the funeral games for Pelias, as described by Pausanias, 5. 17. 10
οI δJ 3ποτετολµηκ τες πυκτε�ειν eδµητος καN Μ ψος 9στNν S
eµπυκος (see above, on the Amphiaraos krater, COR 66, where
the boxing match is not shown). On the Amphiaraos krater 
Peleus is shown wrestling not with Atalante but with Hippalkmos.
Admetos, who is boxing with Mopsos on the Chest of Kypselos,
is taking part in the chariot-race on the krater. Atalante later 
ran races against many suitors, among them Melanion. So why
should she not have taken part in several wrestling matches? 
And might not Mopsos, whose fame as a boxer must have been 
considerable,1078 have been something of a wrestler too? A dif-
ferent question of course is whether we want to project such a
variation of the story onto some lost literary source.1079 For here 
again we must remember that we possess no full version of the
story (see above, n. 1076), and therefore no record of all the 
feats performed, or of all the competitors involved.1080 It is also
important to note that even for the fourth character on our vase,
œλ�τιος the spectator, there is a good literary connection, for 
we hear of an Argonaut called Κλ�τιος in Apollonius Rhodius

phy of the Hydra scene in Corinthian art, Iolaos is almost always present (see
§§411 and 509 on the vases preserved). But in view of Pausanias’ misinterpreta-
tion, the figure of Iolaos on the chest must have been in, or at least next to, a
chariot and therefore cannot have been helping his friend in the fight as in the
standard vase-paintings. But of course, Herakles would have been quicker to jump
from the chariot and start fighting than his charioteer, i.e. we are just dealing
with the representation of a slightly earlier moment in the story (of which no full
literary treatment survives); this moment is shown on one of the surviving vases
too (see n. 1023). For similar problems of iconography and literary treatments
see below, n. 1079.

1077 E. Simon (LIMC vi, ‘Mopsos’ i. 7) follows him: ‘die beigeschriebenen
Namen lassen sich zwanglos anders verteilen.’

1078 A second representation is after all preserved, namely a shield-band from
Olympia of the early 6th cent., cited above ad loc. with n. 552; the name of Mopsos’
opponent is illegible. A further indication may be seen in the fact that Ampyx
was made Mopsos’ father, even if this was probably due to popular etymology
(see §510), i.e. confusion of two different roots, (1) *puk- (see Frisk and
Chantraine, s.vv. 5µπυξ and π�κα; 5µπυξ -κος ‘head-band’ is attested in Myc.
a-pu-ko-wo-ko etc., see e.g. Plath (1994), 68 ff.) and (2) *pug- ‘fist, boxing’ (see
Frisk and Chantraine, s.v. π�ξ) with its [k]-form π�κτης ‘boxer’.

1079 Although Beazley (1960: 224), discussing the various pairs of wrestlers, takes
this scene for the match between Atalante and Peleus, his explanation of the 
variation in general—‘the story [of the Athla epi Peliai] was told in different 
ways’—may also account for this case. Similarly Kunze (1950: 178) in our 
context: ‘Unbekümmert konnten die Künstler aus der Sage und dem reichen
überkommenen Typenvorrat herausgreifen, was jeweils ihrer Aufgabe und dem
zur Verfügung stehenden Raum gemäß war. Von der Freiheit, mit der dabei ver-
fahren wurde, gibt schon der Vergleich der auf die Peliasspiele bezüglichen Bilder
des Amphiaraoskraters . . . mit der Kypseloslade einen Begriff.’

1080 E. Simon (LIMC vi, ‘Mopsos’ i. 7) writes, ‘M(opsos) war nicht Ringer,
sondern Faustkämpfer’ (referring to the chest and the shield-band, ibid. nos. 5
and 6). But how can we totally exclude the possibility that Mopsos wrestled? We
should remember that in Il. 23, the only full account of funeral games that we
have, a number of heroes take part in two or three contests each: in three, Meriones
(chariot 287 ff., shooting 850 ff., javelin 884 ff.) and the Greater Aias (wrestling
700 ff., fighting 802 ff., discus 826 ff.); in two, Diomedes (chariot and fighting),
Antilochos (chariot and running 740 ff.), Epeios (boxing 653 ff. and discus), and
Odysseus (wrestling and running). In 629 ff., Nestor reminds us of how successful
he had been as a young man in the boxing, wrestling, running, and javelin con-
tests (four disciplines) at the games for Amarynkeus.
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(e.g. 1. 86 f.),1081 and—as we have seen many times—Argonauts
and Boar-hunters are very often identical (or close relatives). 
And would not a match of Atalante against a lesser, but by no
means weak hero, while Peleus pondered his chances, have made
a dramatic introduction to the ‘real’ match in a literary account
of the games?1082

§426. Tydeus (and Polyneikes) with Adrastos

Tydeus, son of Oineus, fleeing from Kalydon, and Polyneikes,
son of Oidipus, fleeing from Thebes, arrived at Argos as shown
on CHA 27; there they were welcomed by King Adrastos and
given his daughters Deipyle and Argeia. Soon after, Adrastos 
and the others set out for the Theban War to avenge Eteokles’
injustice towards his brother Polyneikes.

§427. Peacemaking scenes with some of the Seven against Thebes

Nothing is known from elsewhere of Parthenopaios, son of
Atalante, as a peacemaker in the numerous quarrels amongst the
Seven, but so he is represented on LAK 8.

The fragmentary state of CHA 12 makes certainty about the
representation difficult. Blatter (1983) prefers (a) eδρ3στος as
peacemaker between (c) 1l[φι�ρ3ος?] (such is his restoration) 
and Lykurgos (from the description at Paus. 3. 18. 12 of the throne
at Amyklai, on which Tydeus acted as a second peacemaker).1083

Collinge (1985: 187–9) prefers the dispute, also considered by
Blatter (1983: 20), between Polyneikes and Tydeus (Apollod. 
3. 6. 1) because the figure who is likely to bear the name (b)
[Τ]nδε�ς seems to be a warrior in action, i.e. fighting. But as Blatter
(p. 21 with n. 18) stressed, there are other such disputes, so 
we cannot be sure. Also, 1l[φι�ρεος] is not the only possible
restoration: 1l[φιδ�µας] or 1m[κα�ος], sons of Lykurgos (Apollod.
3. 9. 2) would fit equally well, for instance. Even Adrastos’ posi-
tion and function in the scene seem uncertain to me, for in the
light of the starting-point principle (see §104), inscription (a) can
hardly designate the figure with which it is usually associated, 
viz. the unarmed man who seems to be standing quietly amid the 
turmoil. Nevertheless, because of the presence of both warriors
and naked men, the general interpretation as a peacemaking scene
in the context before the Theban War is plausible.

§428. Departure of Amphiaraos for the Theban War

Amphiaraos is shown departing on COR 66. He went to war
against his will because he was obliged to obey his wife, who 
had been bribed by Polyneikes with Harmonia’s necklace. On 
the opposite side of the same vase Amphiaraos is shown as a 
participant in the funeral games for Pelias. For the details see
above, §425.

§429. Tydeus killing Ismene

Welcker (1858: 37) was already well aware of the two pass-
ages from literature which must be closely connected with the 
scene painted on COR 113, namely Mimnermus, fr. 21 Bergk
(= West), Μ�µνερµος δ� φησι τUν µJν " ΙσµKνην προσοµιλο
σαν
Θεοκλυµ�νωι iπH Τυδ�ως κατP 1θην`ς 9γκ�λευσιν τελευτ<σαι,
and Pherecydes, FGrH 3 F 95 (from Σ Eur. Phoen. 53), 9πεN δJ
9νιαυτHς παρKλθε [i.e. after Iokaste’s suicide; see already Od. 11.
278 f.], γαµε� S Ο/δ�πους Ε:ρυγ�νειαν τUν Περ�φαντος, 9ξ oς
γ�νονται α:τLι 1ντιγ νη καN " ΙσµKνη, pν 3ναιρε� Τυδεfς 9πN
κρKνης καN 3π" α:τ<ς q κρKνη "ΙσµKνη καλε�ται. υIοN δJ α:τLι 9ξ
α:τ<ς "Ετεοκλ<ς καN Πολυνε�κης, 9πεN δJ Ε:ρυγ�νεια 9τελε�τησε,
γαµε� S Ο/δ�πους 1στυµ�δουσαν τUν Σθεν�λου.1084

Robert (1915: 121 ff.) renewed the discussion, bringing in a 
parallel for this scene in vase-painting, namely two fragments 
of a bf. skyphos from the Athenian Akropolis.1085 Waiblinger 
(1972) plausibly finds the same scene on an (uninscribed) Attic
white-ground cup of c.490–480 in the Louvre (G 109). I would
also cite the name of a man of the second century , A Ισµην�ας
1θαν�ου 9κ Τυδε�ας (IG xii/9. 1189. 16; Bechtel, p.227): was 
the choice of his name deliberate and could it then be regarded
as a reflection of our myth?

Although we know of two characters called Ismene (who may,
however, have originally been the same), it is clear from the con-
text of the passages cited, and from the vase(s), that we are here
dealing with the daughter of Oidipus and sister of Antigone,
Polyneikes, and Eteokles (Apollod. 3. 5. 8; Hyg. Fab. 67, etc.).1086

The general context of the myth is clear: Tydeus was one of 
the Seven against Thebes. We also know of a Periklymenos, a
Theban noble and son of Poseidon, who (according to the Thebais,
fr. 6 PEG) killed Parthenopaios and almost killed Amphiaraos
(Apollod. 3. 6. 8). It has therefore been argued, from the existence
of the Περιbλ�µενος on our vase, that the name Θεοκλ�µενος
was wrongly introduced either by Mimnermus himself (Roscher
(1884–1937), iii/2. 1967) or—less convincingly—in the course of
transmission of his text (Robert (1915), i. 124; the seer from the
Odyssey is not a likely model); we cannot know.

The exact context of the scene is difficult to establish. For the
situation in Aeschylus’ Septem towards the end of the siege of

1081 Strangely this Argonaut is identified with Eurytos’ son and is accom-
panied by his brother Iphitos (for these two characters see §416 on COR 12). It
seems as if in some source of Apollonius’ an original Argonaut Klytios and the
Argonaut Iphiklos (see text above, before n. 1075) had been mixed up with Eurytos’
sons. Moreover, it appears that it was Apollonius’ method, to collect as many
Argonauts as possible, and he therefore ended up with not only Iphiklos and Iphitos,
but two of each. See also §471 on COR 107.

1082 See above with nn. 1067 ff. for an Attic vase showing not the actual javelin
contest but the preparations for it: the heroes are walking around with their spears,
as if contemplating their imminent action. See also Iolaos in a chariot, above, nn.
1022 f.

1083 See also the unclear representation on a shield-band from Olympia,
LIMC i, ‘Amphiaraos’ 33 (with dr.).

1084 This second passage was again cited by E. Bethe, RE ix (1916), 2135. 49
ff., but has since been badly neglected.

1085 Graef–Langlotz (1925), no. 603b–c, dr. pl. 29; Robert (1915), 123 fig. 33,
from Graef–Langlotz; Immerwahr, no. 74, with Ηισµ5ν3 and [Περι?κλ�]µεm[ος].

1086 The other Ismene is said to have been the daughter of the Boiotian river-
god Asopos, and subsequently the wife of Argos (Apollod. 2. 1. 3).
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Thebes shows Ismene still alive, whereas Tydeus is soon to die
(his death at Thebes is implied in Il. 6. 222 f., 14. 114), and it 
is difficult to see how he could have had his chance to intrude
on a private Theban love affair at that stage of the plot. More
suitable would have been the occasion of his embassy to Thebes
with a message calling upon Eteokles to renounce the throne 
(see Il. 4. 384; Apollod. 3. 6. 5, etc.). For at that stage he took
part in the games at Eteokles’ palace and won them with the help
of Athena—much to the anger of the Kadmeians, who set an
(unsuccessful) ambush for him on his way back to camp (Il. 4.
390 f.; Apollod. loc. cit.). It is imaginable, for example, that at
these games Eteokles promised his sister to the winner, and that
Tydeus, subsequently finding Ismene with a lover, killed her. 
The man on the horse on our vase (œλ�τος), if he has any real
function at all, would then make sense as an allusion to Tydeus’
imminent departure for the camp. Athena’s1087 order to Tydeus
to kill Ismene (as reported by Mimnermus) could be explained
in various different ways, but certainty is impossible.1088

The only way out of the chronological difficulty is to assume
that in Aeschylus’ play Ismene was allowed a longer life than in
earlier versions of the myth. In fact we hear hardly anything about
her life after the war was over, and much the same uncertainty
attends her sister Antigone’s end, of which there were a number
of very different versions in the fifth century: she followed her
father Oidipus to Attica (Aesch. Sept.; Eur. Phoen.), she was 
buried alive and hanged herself (Soph. Ant.), she was burnt in 
a temple together with Ismene (Ion of Chios, fr. 740 PMG).1089

In view of the Θεο-/Περι- discrepancy in the lover’s name that
exists between Mimnermus and our vase, these two pre-classical
examples can hardly have been closely related, and, that being
so, the version of Ismene having been killed by (jealous) Tydeus
is likely to be the original one.

Whether our vase-painter had any particular poetic source 
in mind, we do not know. The fact that Θεο- and Περι- are 
metrically equivalent could point to a mistake within a poetic 
tradition (for such mistakes see §510). The Oidipodeia (fr. 2 PEG
and EGF, also Procl. Chr.) also had Euryganeia, daughter of
Hyperphas, as the mother of Oidipus’ four famous children, 
which may suggest that Pherecydes’ account is based on that epic. 
And as Pherecydes says nothing about a love affair with Peri- or
Theoklymenos, but places the killing at a well outside Thebes
(which somewhat reminds us of the Troilos story and can hardly
have been made up by Pherecydes), we may reasonably conclude
that the version on the vase does not reflect the Oidipodeia. On
the other hand, the subject is very well suited to lyric poets 
such as Mimnermus; we know that he told the story and that 

his mythical topics were often erotic.1090 But he was an Ionian 
from Kolophon, wrote about an obscure Θεοκλ�µενος instead of
a plausible Περι-, and—most importantly—is believed to have
flourished at least half a century before our vase was made. It 
is therefore more reasonable to assume a different and slightly
later poetic source, an assumption which is supported by the very
special and non-Ionic form Ηυσµ�να (see ad loc.). What source
this could have been, we can only guess.

§430. Punishment of Kapaneus

The correct interpretation of the scene on DOC 1 as the punish-
ment of Kapaneus, when he was about to scale the walls of Thebes,
was independently put forward by Tiverios (1980) and Forti
(1980). The myth of Καπανε�ς must have had some popularity
with certain peoples in Italy. He is, for example, represented 
and labelled Kapne/Capne on five Etruscan mirrors (5th cent. and
later, see de Simone (1968), 85); see also I. Krauskopf in LIMC v
(p. 961). For a possible connection of this scene with the other
scene on the vase, viz. Diomedes and Aineias, see §443.

§431. Theseus and the Minotaur

This scene is represented on CHA 11. The Chalcidian style is
closely related to the style at Athens (see §259), where Theseus’
myth was much more popular than elsewhere.

§432. Dionysos and Ariadne

The god found Ariadne on the island of Naxos, where she had
been abandoned by Theseus on their way from Crete to Athens.
This scene too (like that on CHA 11 immediately above) occurs
on a Chalcidian piece, CHA 28. Although the painting is in a 
bad state of preservation, the label of Dionysos is still easily 
legible, and M. Boss (Würzburg) has recently found the remains
of Ariadne’s name (see ad loc.). On the vase there are also the
Boreads visiting Phineus and chasing the Harpies.

The Trojan Cycle

§433. Peleus surprising Thetis and her sisters

On COR 98 Peleus is depicted surprising Thetis and her sister
Nereids. The two fundamentally different versions of how Thetis
got her mortal husband are—briefly—as follows:1091

(1) The ‘refined’ epic version stated that the match was arranged
by Zeus either (1a) in revenge, because Thetis had repelled him
out of gratitude to Hera who had reared her (Cypria, fr. 2 PEG
and EGF; Hes. fr. 210 M–W), or (1b) out of fear, because of 
a prophecy that Thetis’ son would be more powerful than his

1087 She was plausibly recognized by Pfuhl (1915) on the fr. from the
Akropolis, mentioned above (see n. 1085).

1088 I cannot see how Robert (1915: 127) could conclude from the words κατP
1θην`ς 9γκ�λευσιν that Ismene was a priestess of the goddess (this is repeated
by Schefold (1964: 77) and (1966: 81), and by I. Krauskopf, LIMC v. 796 f.).

1089 On Antigone see now C. Zimmermann (1993), esp. 68 ff. (Mimnermus)
and 89 ff. (Pherecydes). Our vase is only briefly mentioned (at p. 70 n. 44).

1090 Also the cowardly look of Periklymenos, who is running away naked, fits
such a genre much better than the sphere of epic where he was known as a great
hero (but we may not draw any conclusions as to his character from his white-
coloured body; see Pfuhl (1915) ).

1091 The most readable account is still Lesky (1956).
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father (Pind. Isth. 8. 26 ff.). In (1a) it was probably Hera who
found the best of mortals as a husband for Thetis (thus Il. 24.
60 f.); in (1b) Zeus, by a message to Chiron, got things started,
and in both cases—but no doubt more easily in the second—
he could have organized the famous wedding which all the 
gods attended (Iliad, Cypria, etc.). A variant is told by Alcaeus
(fr. 42. 9 L–P).

(2) The ‘popular’ (Melusine) motif reports that Peleus won
Thetis by wrestling with her and outmanœuvring her ability to
change shape (Pind. Nem. 4. 62 ff., etc.).

These two versions, as Graef (1886) pointed out, were clearly
distinguished all the way down to Ovid (Met. 11. 217 ff.), who
as far as we can judge was the first to try to reconcile them. 
On our vase we have the ‘popular’ theme, which is shown in a
very similar way on a roughly contemporary bronze relief from
Perachora (Payne (1940), 147, ph. pl. 49. 2); there too we have
Peleus kneeling, about to leap forward, a tree, and a woman flee-
ing to right (no labels). This version—not with Peleus lurking
in ambush, but showing him wrestling with a snake coming out
of Thetis’ hand—was also represented on the Chest of Kypselos
(Paus. 5. 18. 5; for the chest see §425). The details on our vase,
namely the tree and the altar, may suggest that the painter had
full knowledge of the story (though they somewhat remind us 
of the similar setting of Achilleus’ attack on Troilos, as e.g. on
COR 27). But we cannot specify any particular (poetic?) source.
What we can say, however, is that the wrestling version was not
contained in any of the accounts in which it is the gods who bring
Peleus and Thetis together—it is neither in the Iliad, nor in the
Cypria (where Zeus was angry and it was therefore Hera who
found Peleus for Thetis), nor in Hesiod, nor in Alcaeus. The first
poet whom we know to have used it is Pindar. This goes well
with other popular features of choral lyric (see Trümpy (1986),
54, 64 f., 129). It seems not unlikely that Stesichorus, who was
fond of such stories, had already used our version in one of his
many poems, although we cannot be sure.

We may have the same scene on the fragment COR 96B with
a Nereid Πνοτοµ�δοισα striding to the left while looking back
at, and being followed by, a man. As the scene looks very lively,
something like a pursuit seems more likely to me than, for instance,
Achilleus mourning Patroklos, or Thetis mourning Achilleus, or
the wedding of Peleus and Thetis (as preferred by Chamay 
(1990) ). The Nereid Πνοτοµ�δοισα corresponds to the one known 
from Hes. Th. 249 as Πρωτοµ�δεια and from Apollod. 1. 2. 7
as Ποντοµ�δουσα, which are metrically equivalent forms and
occupy the same place in the epic tradition of Nereid lists (see
Wachter (1990a; 1990b) ). The first element of her name seems
to have varied. Yet we may note that (1) metathesis of nasals is
hardly ever attested (see §205 for the liquids), and (2) interchanged
letters are a very rare mistake (see §110). Therefore our Πνοτο-,
instead of being considered merely a variant or a mistake for
Ποντο-, should probably be taken more seriously. It could in 
fact reflect a lost noun *πνο
τος, a thematic masculine noun
formed with the o-grade of the root of πν�(ƒ)ω, as πλο
τος is with

the o-grade of the root of πλ�(ƒ)ω (for the possible spelling <ο>
of an original diphthong [ou] in Corinth at the time, see §220).
Apart from πνε(ƒ)- we have the rare zero-grade of this root in
πνυτ ς· Gµφρων (Hsch.), also attested in names like Πνυτ τιµος,
Πνυταγ ρας (Bechtel, p. 373). The whole name would then 
mean ‘mistress of the winds’ and would be a speaking name 
(see §239)—very appropriate for one of these nymphs.1092 The 
second element shows the variant -µ�δοισα instead of -µ�δουσα
(e.g. Φυλοµ�δουσα Il. 7. 10). This must be due to poetic influence
on this painted scene (see ad COR 36a and §508).

In view of the position of the women’s arms on the fragment
COR 96A, on which we read a name ending in [. . .]iανερα, 
earlier scholars have assumed a dancing scene. But the element 
-�νειρα, the only possible interpretation of the five letters, is 
so typical of epic names and epithets (Risch, pp. 138 f., §30d ) 
that a heroic setting is to be preferred. Now, there is one
Καλλι�νειρα in Homer’s list of Nereids (Il. 18. 44), and for the
position of the women’s arms we may follow Hauser (1896: 178)
and compare the fleeing Nereids of COR 98 (phs. e.g. Schefold
(1993), figs. 318a–b). Alternatively, going by what looks like the
remains of a wing (Lorber, p. 46, doubtfully) to the right of 
the fragment, the scene of the Harpies-pursued by the Boreads 
comes to mind. Yet, we know that the names of the two Harpies
involved in that incident are 1ελλ8 and "Ωκυπ�τη, as attested
from Hes. Th. 267 onwards (see §424), and the wing would have
an odd position if it were to belong, for instance, to a full-size
Boread. Could the remains be the fingers of a man’s left hand,
perhaps grasping the arm of the (labelled) woman to the right?
We may then compare Peleus grasping Thetis’ wrist on the Melian
amphora Kavalla A 1086 (ph. Schefold (1993), fig. 317), and 
for the shape of the hand one could point, for example, to those
of the two men to the left on COR 85 and Poseidon’s left hand 
on COP 3 (Lorber, pl. 44. 145 and pl. 2. 12, respectively). If 
our figure is indeed the Nereid Kallianeira, it is curious to 
note that her name, structured –åå–å, occupies the same place 
in Homer’s list of Nereids as Πν4τοµ�δοισα of COR 96B in
Hesiod’s list, namely the end of the line ‘G + 5’, i.e. the fifth 
line after Γλα�κη (for a detailed comparison of these lists see
Wachter (1990a; 1990b) ). This could be due to different tradi-
tions behind our two vase fragments. But in this kind of epic list,
names of the same prosodic shape can jump from a particular 
position in one line to the same position in another, as can be
seen from the beginnings of the following specimen lines: Il. 18.
41 (G + 2) Κυµοθ η τε καN 1κτα�η, Hes. Th. 249 (G + 5)
Νησα�η τε καN 1κτα�η, but Il. 18. 40 (G + 1) Νησα�η Σπει8
τε, Hes. Th. 245 (G + 1) Κυµοθ η Σπει8 τε. Our two names
therefore could be from the same source. This seems particu-
larly attractive in view of the ‘irregular’ spelling -�νερα (with b)
instead of the expected -�ν!ρα (with G), which allows an explana-
tion parallel to the one in COR 96B Πν4τοµ�δοισα. For as 

1092 See Wachter (1990a), 45 with n. 26. Other Nereid-names containing the
notion of wind are ΓαλKνη and Πληξα�ρη; see also e.g. Hes. Th. 252–4.
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soon as we read -�νερ(ρ)α, our name is a regular Lesbian form,
for which, again, we may postulate a special poetic source (see
§508). This interpretation seems preferable to the assumption of
a simple mistake (as e.g. in the deviant spellings of Poseidon’s
name; see §255). For Lesbian [rr] < *[rj] see e.g. Lejeune, §155;
for the rendering of the long consonant [rr] with a single sign 
see §113 above.

§434. Wedding of Peleus and Thetis

The wedding of Peleus with the goddess (see §433 above), of 
which there are famous Attic representations, for example on the
François Vase (ABV 76. 1), is shown on EUB 2 of the mid-sixth
century.

§435. Chiron receiving the baby Achilleus

Peleus and Thetis’ little son was handed over to Chiron, the
learned Centaur, for his education (see Σ Il. 18. 57). This is 
shown on COR 46B as well as on ETR 1 (where the scene may
have an erotic function; see §307). On COR 46B, besides Χ-ρ4ν
his wife Χαριbλ8ι is also present. She was one of the Naiades
and is also attested on the Attic François Vase (ABV 76. 1) 
and in Pind. Pyth. 4. 102 f. [181 f.] (see the Σ, whence also Hes.
fr. 42 M–W).1093

§436. Zeus and Ganymedes

The story of Ganymedes, son of Tros, who was abducted by Zeus
because of his beauty (Il. 20. 230–5 etc.) is shown on ACC 4.

§437. Judgement of Paris

This episode is shown on PCO 2, and much later on BOI 17

and BOI 21. It was related at length in the Cypria (see Procl. Chr.),
but Homer only mentioned it briefly (Il. 24. 25 ff.), no doubt
because everyone knew about it anyway. On the first side of 
BOI 21 we get (a) Η5ρ�, Aphrodite, and Hermes, but no Paris-
Alexandros and no Athena. On the second side there is a lyre-
player "A(. . .) who could be Alexandros (thus represented on 
BOI 17, where he is named Paris), but then the two goddesses
playing the morra game are unexpected. According to Braun–
Haevernick (1981: 65) the lack of one or two goddesses in the
representations of the Judgement of Paris is frequent on South
Italian vases,1094 but a total of four goddesses is odd. Does the
scene represent a comical distortion of the competition with the
morra game, rather than Paris, deciding who is the winner?

§438. Dioskouroi and Leukippides

The myth of the Dioskouroi, the brothers of Helene, carrying
off the daughters of Leukippos was told or at least mentioned 
in the Cypria (fr. 11 PEG = 9 EGF, non-metrical, naming both
A Ιλ�ειρα and Φο�βη). The fate of the Dioskouroi was known to

Homer (Il. 3. 243 f.). In Apollodorus 3. 11. 2 Phoibe belongs to
Polydeukes and Hilaeira to Kastor; in Propertius 1. 2. 15 f. the
order is reversed. Our vase CHA 21, with Polydeukes carrying
off Phoibe, shows that Apollodorus preserves the better version
(see also §468, COR 87, on the twins’ horses).

§439. Wedding of Paris and Helene

Paris and Helene’s arrival at Troy was followed by the celebra-
tion of their wedding, according to the Cypria (Procl. Chr.). This
is shown on COR 24, in a scene with Hektor (and unnamed
Andromache), Paris-Alexandros and Helene, and a character
labelled ∆��φ4ν, who must be Hektor and Paris’ brother, known
from literature as ∆η�φοβος.1095 He fits the scene particularly well
as the future third husband of the bride (Heubeck (1980), 284).1096

In COR 70j the same hero is called, rather similarly, ∆ã�φονος
(see §444), for which an Attic parallel has recently been found.1097

Finally, Kretschmer (1920) refers to a ‘Tyrrhenian’ amphora1098

on which the name of a figure who must also be Hektor’s brother
is ∆3�θυνος. Variations in names are a common feature of oral
poetry (see §510), particularly where the names are metrically
equivalent (which is not the case with ∆��φ4ν (see §504), but does
apply to ∆��φονος, ∆3�θυνος, ∆η�φοβος; see also §462 on COR
46Ad). The variation cannot be explained by a similarity between
Corinthian beta and nu (which is not striking anyway).

Helene’s name would be expected to have initial digamma in
Corinthian, just as in some archaic Lakonian attestations (see §251).
The fact that it has an Η- on our vase(s) shows that in Corinth
she was known not as an indigenous Peloponnesian character but
as one from a quite different setting. This is likely to have been the
epic tradition (see §504), and we may take the occurrence of this
form as an indication of a poetic background to our painted scene.

A lady (e) Α:τοµ�δουσα is unparalleled in the Trojan contexts
preserved.1099 But as the name is of a very special and elaborate

1093 Is it mere chance that the mother of the seer Teiresias is also called Chariklo?
His father is not Chiron, however.

1094 It is therefore not necessary to interpret 1(. . .) as Apollon, as did
Fairbanks (1928: 196 f.).

1095 Amyx (p. 563) rightly rejects the connection, made on the basis of
Apollod. 2. 6. 2, between our ∆��φ4ν to the l. and the warrior Ηιπ(π) λυτος
(see below) at the far end of the scene. In Apollod. a character called Deiphobos,
son of a Hippolytos, is mentioned, but he was a Greek at Amyklai in Herakles’
time and therefore has nothing to do with our Trojan prince.

1096 The earliest evidence for this is Od. 4. 276, 8. 517; see also Apollod. Epit.
5. 9; Little Iliad (Procl., Chr.), etc.

1097 J. Paul Getty Museum 83. AE. 362, see D. Williams (1991). [∆]��φονος
(notable for its non-Attic [a] ) occurs together with Καττ�νδρ� (see ad 
COR 70l), Πολυχσ�ν3, Ηελ�ν3, Μεν�λε4ς, Σθ�λελος (assimilation?), and many
other Trojan and Greek characters. Williams’s doubts (p. 51) on the identity of
Daiphonos with Deiphobos are of course unnecessary.

1098 ABV 95. 5, Immerwahr, no. 173; see the phs. Schefold (1964) and (1966),
pl. 73a, (1993), fig. 339, and CVA Germany, 32, pls. 311 f.

1099 I find it somewhat hard to believe, as suggested by G. Berger-Doer (LIMC
iii, ‘Automedousa’ 2), that she is identical with the Medusa who was a daughter
of Priamos, according to Apollod. 3. 12. 5. There is only one Automedusa in Greek
mythology: she is the daughter of Alkathos (Apollod. 2. 4. 11) son of Pelops (3.
12. 7), first wife of Iphikles, and mother of Iolaos (2. 4. 11). May we assume that
in some accounts she actually got to Troy—presumably with Helene, whom she
seems to be greeting in our painting? There would at least be the parallel of her cousin
Aithra, the daughter of Pelops’ son Pittheus and mother of Theseus (3. 15. 7),
who had come to Troy as Helene’s maid and was later taken home by her grand-
sons (see §441 on COR 74g). But the precise reason why Automedusa should be
in Helene’s train, and who the man at her side is supposed to be, we do not know.
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kind, it is probably not just an invention by the vase-painter and
could therefore be a further indication of a literary background
to this vase (see §§504 f.). So too could its spurious diphthong
(see §§220, 505).

The horse-name ( f ) Πολυπ�νθ� is most unusual and elabor-
ate compared with the many throwaway names (§237) for both
humans and horses on Corinthian vases (see §§244, 509). Also, 
it is rare for horses in epic contexts to be female,1100 and this name
may therefore be taken as an additional argument for a poetic 
background to this painting (see §§504 f.).1101 In view of that, 
we may remember that (g) Ξ�νθος is also recorded as one of
Hektor’s horses in Il. 8. 185 (see §506 with n. 1286).

On the other hand, when dealing with the right-hand side of
the scene, the painter seems to have run out of appropriate names
and turned to horsey ones (see §238): a woman (h) Ηipπ8i and
a man (i) Ηιπ(π) λυτος, neither of whom are attested in Trojan
contexts. The latter, moreover, is a warrior, who has little to do
with a wedding scene. He seems to be intruding, much in the
manner of a character in a mixed scene (see §402).

§440. Telephos

COR Gr 13 shows a warrior named Τ5λαφος, who is normally
known as ΤKλεφος.1102 Lorber (p. 92) is right to say, ‘Der Aryballos
zeigt eine recht individuell gestaltete Kampfszene, völlig abwei-
chend vom Schema der üblichen Zweikämpfe . . . So wird die 
eingeritzte Inschrift . . . —gleichgültig, von wem hinzugefügt—
die richtige mythische Deutung der Darstellung geben.’ The
inscription is therefore a label not an owner’s inscription, as 
it was also considered but rejected by Kroll (1968: 22 n. 44) 
because it is incised, not painted. This shows also that we have
no reason to assume a writer different from the vase-painter and
may take this inscription, written in perfect Corinthian charac-
ters, as equally authentic as the painted ones.

Kroll (1968: 21 with n. 35), referring to Buck (§222. 7), con-
siders the form to be ‘Doric for ΤKλεφος’; this was repeated 
by Bauchhenß-Thüriedl (1971: 14). It is true that in many West
Greek, particularly North-west Greek, dialects we have [f] instead
of [g] in certain environments, in particular before an [r], as 
in Iαρ ς (Lejeune, §256), and in the isolated case of eρταµις
(see §216). However, this tendency does not seem strong in
Corinthian, where we have Φ�ρ3ς, Ηιµερ8ι, etc. (the relevant part

of Artemis’ name is not attested; see COR 127), and in our name
a [ph] follows the [e] in question.

The explanation for the variant is found in the Telephos story
itself, which was popular in antiquity and fairly often represented
in art (see Bauchhenß-Thüriedl (1971), esp. 75 ff.). In Apollod.
2. 7. 4 we read: θηλUν µJν γPρ 3ρτιτ κος Gλαφος iπ�σχεν α:τLι,
ποιµ�νες δJ 3νελ µενοι τH βρ�φος ΤKλεφον 9κ�λεσαν α:τ . Our
form shows that this ‘etymology’ was already known in archaic
times. Also, the comparison worked better in archaic times when
the two words in question were more similar (namely, [tblephos]
and [elaphos] ) than they were later ( [tclefos] and [elafos] ). It seems
likely that this story and explanation were recorded in archaic lit-
erature, probably in the Cypria, where the landing of the Greeks
in Mysia and the wounding of Telephos by Achilleus were
related in detail (see Procl. Chr.).1103 For similar popular etymo-
logies for proper names in epic see §510. This ‘mistake’ settles the
dispute mentioned above (Kroll, Bauchhenß-Thüriedl, Lorber)
about the meaning of the inscription.

§441. Embassy to Troy about Helene

The event called AΕλ�νης 3πα�τησις, as shown on COR 74,1104

is twice alluded to in the Iliad (3. 205–24 and 11. 138–42) and
again played a role in the context of the Iliupersis (see Apollod.
Epit. 5. 21; the surviving remains of the epic Iliupersis do not pre-
serve it). It is contained in Proclus’ account (Chr.) of the Cypria
(no names except Helene, the cause of the mission, are given),
though it is left out of Apollodorus’ even shorter account of 
the myth (Epit. 3. 31). For the presence of Theano (rather than
Antenor himself ) see Beazley (1957a: 240–3), in particular his
discussion of Bacch. Dith. 15. As Beazley (p. 239) observes, the
presence of (i) Glaukos and ( j) E(u)rymachos makes it clear that
the painter knew of them as two of Theano and Antenor’s sons.
In the Iliad we hear of nine more sons of this couple, but these
two must have been the most famous ones; at least it was they
who were represented (and labelled) in Polygnotos’ painting of
the Sack of Troy at Delphi (Paus. 10. 27. 3), and Glaukos may
be thought of as the more important of the two, since he alone
is mentioned by Apollodorus in the context of our event (see also
Σ Pind. Pyth. 5. 82 f. [109 f.] ).

The poetic form of the name (a) Μεν�λ�ƒος is the only lin-
guistic indication of a poetic background to this painting (see §506).
What the source was, we can only speculate, though it will scarcely
have been an epic text in the Ionic dialect (see §§233, 504). On
the other hand, the scene itself is so detailed, and the characters
agree so well with those we know and whom we may expect to
have been involved in the story, that we should accept our vase
as an important piece of evidence anyway.

With Menelaos are (b) "Ολισ(σ)ε�ς (bearing the Corinthian form
of the name, see §254) and (c) Ταλθ�βιος, who was Agamemnon’s

1100 See the amusing passage in Il. 23. 407–9 where Antilochos threatens his
male horses with the embarrassing prospect of being beaten in the race by Menelaos’
horses, one of which is Α+θη, θ<λυς 9ο
σα.

1101 J. Mansfield apud Amyx (p. 563), referring to Achilleus’ horses who could
mourn Patroklos’ death (Il. 17. 426–55) and one of whom, Ξ�νθος, had the gift
of prophecy (Il. 19. 408–17), suggests that our name has a particular meaning in
the context of the wedding of Paris and Helene as an indication of the grief that
this marriage would cause for the Trojans and Greeks. This is intriguing,
although we have no knowledge of any other immortal horses with such gifts in
the Trojan Cycle. If Mansfield’s suggestion were true it would reflect a specific
narrative, perhaps from the Cypria. In terms of ‘neo-analysis’ (see §456) we might
then conjecture that such a prophecy may have been the source of inspiration
for the similar tale by the poet of the Iliad.

1102 Heubeck (1980), 285: ‘wohl einfach Schreibversehen für Τ5λεφος’.

1103 Immediately after Telephos had been healed of his wound at Argos, another
Gλαφος came into the action, which was to play an even more important role for
the Greeks, viz. the one shot by Agamemnon at Aulis.

1104 Not every point in Beazley’s rich article (1957a) is repeated here.
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herald and therefore a very likely participant in such a mission.
They are received by (d) Θε�ν8ι, the wife of Antenor, who was
the Greeks’ host for the period of their mission. (e) D�α is inter-
preted as a maid of Theano’s by Beazley, who mentions several
heroic women of this name; in view of the general character of
the scene we should hesitate to think of it as a contemporary
Corinthian name: see (h) and (m). ( f ) Μ�λ8ι is taken for another
of Theano’s maids by Beazley. The name cannot be linked to 
a heroic character, but its uncommon nature argues against an
invention by the painter.

(g) The function of the τροφ ς in the story has not as yet been
explained. We should at any rate expect her to play some role,
rather than to have been just invented. The noun instead of a
name signals that the painter either did not remember her name
or considered her function as a nurse very important. Now, there
is one character who would fit the context, and indeed would fit
it perfectly. It is Theseus’ mother,1105 Aithra, who had come to
Troy as Helene’s maid and was later rescued by her grandsons
Akamas and Demophon.1106 She must have been eager to meet
the Greek ambassadors and they may have called on her to per-
suade Helene to return.

(h) Ηαρµατ�δ�ς, Glaukos’ horse (see ad loc.), is not attested
in myth, and although the name has a perfect dactylic structure
and seems very elaborate as a speaking name (see §§239, 244), 
we can hardly claim that it is taken from an early epic poem 
(see §240).

(i ) Γλ(α)
bος and ( j ) Ε(:)ρ�µαχος are two of Antenor and
Theano’s sons (Paus. 10. 27. 3; see also §459).

(k) Åhλι ν3ς: a Trojan named Ilioneus, son of Phorbas and 
a not altogether colourless figure, is later killed by Pbneleds in 
a dramatic scene (Il. 14. 489–505), and although we do not know
of him in any other context, we should not just dismiss him 
as ‘not exactly in place here’ (Amyx, p. 576). At least it is not
necessary to assume that Theano’s escort consisted exclusively
of her sons. For the form of the name and its implications see
§§233, 504.

The same applies to (l) .[.] . τ�ς, which does not fit any of
Antenor and Theano’s sons as far as we know. Beazley’s read-
ing (p. 238 f.), Politas, son of Priamos (mentioned in the Iliad, 
books 2, 13, 15, 24), is epigraphically difficult. On the other hand,
M[�]sτ�ς, which would fit the remains, is equally difficult, since
Nastes, leader of the Karians (Il. 2. 867–75), and his people 
came to Troy only years after the event represented on this vase.
The case has yet to be solved.

For (m) Πολυφ.[. . .] Beazley (p. 238) compared COR 102
Πολ�φ�µος (preferred by Lorber, p. 82 f.) and COR 104
Πολ�φας, which, however, do not offer striking parallels. Heubeck
(1980: 285) suggested Πολυφï[τ�ς], but the Trojan ΠολυφKτης
is mentioned only once in Il. 13. 791, in a list of men whose names
mostly begin with Π-. Should we take our name as a Πολυ- name

(see §237) without a specific epic connotation? (I suspect Amyx
is also referring to this label when he proposes (p. 576) that some
names on this vase may be taken from everyday life.) Its occur-
rence may be explained by its position at the very end of the
sequence, when the painter had run out of names (for similar cases
see COR 30h and CHA 4i, §§446 and 456, respectively); we should
be more sceptical, however, with (e), ( f ), and (h).

§442. Achilleus and Troilos

The Troilos story, contained in the Cypria (see Procl. Chr.) but
only very shortly alluded to in the Iliad (24. 257, by his mourn-
ing father Priamos), was remarkably popular in the archaic period.
We have it on COR 27 (together with a painter’s signature), 
COR 44, COR 51 (with an abecedarium), and CHA 16, perhaps
also on COR 124Ac (see ad loc.). The most important point lin-
guistically is Troilos’ name (see §257).

COR 27, a vase by the painter Timonidas, shows two inter-
esting horse-names. One is Ξ�νθος, and although this is very 
common on vases, we should remember that Troilos’ brother
Hektor had a horse of this name (Il. 8. 185; see §506 with n. 1286),
which Troilos may have borrowed. The other is 1σοβας, which
is probably best understood as 1(ν)σ β�ς, the Doric form of 
a supposed *1νασ βης. As a horse-name, this is very elaborate
(see §§244, 509) and we may wonder whether Timonidas just
invented the name or took it from elsewhere, maybe a literary
source. It is true that as preserved, the name would not fit dactylic
metre, but metrical lengthening of some kind (*1ν(α)σ8β�ς,
*"/νασ β�ς) would easily cure the problem.

On COR 44, some Trojan are approaching from the right, but
too late to help the young prince: they are Hippichos, Pyraichmes,
Aineias, and Hektor. As we do not have a full account of the
Troilos story, we cannot decide whether Hippichos is just an 
ad hoc horsey name (see §238) or a borrowing from epic. (We may
put against the first possibility the fact that the painter could 
easily have found a better name for a Trojan, especially for the
first one to approach from the city.) Pyraichmes is a character
well known from the Iliad (2. 848; 16. 287 ff.). He was eventu-
ally killed by Patroklos (see §448). Nevertheless, he does not seem
important enough to have been an obvious choice for this scene,
unless he was involved in it in literature already. On the other
hand, it is logical that Aineias and especially Hektor, the brother
of the murdered prince, should rush out to help. But we may 
wonder whether there is any particular reason for Hektor to be
the last to come. Of course Achilleus may have been in trouble
if Hektor had arrived too soon, but it would be hazardous to 
speculate on the reason for Hektor’s delay. Even so, we may still
ask ourselves whether this detail is due to the painter’s imagina-
tion or whether it was contained in the tale.

Although it gives us the form of Troilos’ name, COR 51 does
not add anything relevant to the myth. In this case, the combina-
tion of the myth (boy in danger), the vase (an aryballos), and the
abecedarium (exercise) somehow suggest the sphere of lovers of
boys (see §§315, 472).

1105 See Apollod. 3. 10. 7.
1106 See Little Iliad, fr. 20 PEG = 23 EGF; Iliupersis, fr. 6 PEG = 4 EGF and

Procl. Chr.; perhaps also Cypria, fr. 13 PEG.
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On CHA 16, a small fragment, there are Troilos, whose name
is clear, apart—alas!—from the fourth letter, and a woman, whose
name is mutilated and who is filling a vase at a well. Among the
names of the several characters known to have gone to wells, Ismene
(whom we do not expect with Troilos, of course) and Polyxene
do not fit the traces. Helene, as preferred by Rumpf (1927: 15),
would more or less fit the traces as they have been read so far, but
we would not expect her to be sent out of town for water. Now,
it has been stressed that it is only from the famous François Vase
(ABV 76. 1 = Immerwahr, no. 83) of c.565 that Polyxene is known
to have gone to the well with Troilos (see Roscher (1884–1937),
v. 1222). So the tradition of her name in this connection may have
achieved undue importance in modern times, as Collinge (1985
p. ref.) observes. On the other hand, the general context of Troilos
accompanying one of his sisters on the dangerous excursion to
the well outside the city certainly makes sense.

The new reading ΜÉεδ[. . .] offers a more attractive solution.
The two most suitable names that I have been able to find (the
scene may of course have contained more characters) are those
of Troilos’ sisters Μ�δουσα and Μηδεσικ�στη. The former is
attested only in Apollodorus (3. 12. 5), whereas the latter is a well-
known character who is mentioned—and explicitly characterized
as a κο�ρη ν θη—in the Iliad (13. 173), when Teukros kills 
her husband Imbrios; and she occurs again as one of the women
captured at the sack of Troy (see Paus. 10. 25. 9 f. on the paint-
ing by Polygnotos at Delphi) together with the more famous 
widows Hekabe, Andromache, and Helene (see COR 76, §459).
She is therefore the most likely candidate, and—having now three
glimpses of her at different moments of the war (Cypria, Iliad,
Iliupersis)—we may confidently accept her as a regular feature of
the Trojan Cycle. We cannot say for certain, however, whether
it was our vase-painter, or Kleitias of the earlier François Vase,
or both, who actually invented the participation of the respective
daughters of Priamos in the adventure with Troilos, or whether
this was mentioned in some literary account. Or were both
Medesikaste and Polyxene sent out to fetch water?

§443. Diomedes and Aineias

The famous fight is shown on one or two pieces, the pinax 
COP 77 (less certain) and the vase DOC 1 (where the punish-
ment of Kapaneus is also depicted). The scene on COP 77 is taken
as a reflection of Il. 5. 290–318 by Friis Johansen (1967: 57–63).
It is certainly likely that the scene is rightly identified, at least 
if Pandaros’ name is correctly restored. But if Diomedes was in
fact attacking Aineias (whose name is not preserved), should we
not expect to see him throwing a rock? Or do we have to imagine
Aineias kneeling or lying on the ground with Diomedes aiming
at him and Aphrodite trying to carry her son away? Sthenelos
was present in the relevant scene in the Iliad (see below), but
Teukros is not mentioned there. On the whole, I do not think
that we can be very positive about the scene being a reflection 
of the Homeric text, though the long form of Athena’s name may
bring a hint of some literary background (see §247).

On the later vase DOC 1 Diomedes (unnamed) and Aineias
are fighting, the latter aided by his mother, Aphrodite. Again there
is no stone, but Aineias and his mother are a clear indication 
that this scene is meant. Is it mere chance that on the same vase
there is also shown the myth of Kapaneus (see §430)? For in 
the next line of the Iliad (5. 319), immediately following the 
fight between Diomedes and Aineias, Sthenelos, υIHς Καπαν<ος,
drives away Aineias’ horses down to the ships. Although the 
story of Sthenelos’ father Kapaneus is not told at this particular
moment in the Iliad, there may be a hint here that our painter
(who lived in southern Italy towards the mid-fifth century) was
indeed thinking of this particular part of the Homeric epic.

§444. Departures of Hektor and Paris

As departure scenes are a common genre subject on Corinthian
vases, it is no wonder that the famous departure in Iliad 6 is also
shown, namely on COR 79A (with Paris only), on COR 70 (with
Hektor only, perhaps mixed; alongside a non-heroic riding
scene), and on CHA 15 (with Hektor and Paris; alongside non-
heroic running and riding scenes).

For a discussion of the scene on COR 79A see Lorber (p. 91 f.)
and Simon (1982: 42–5). Its labelling is slightly odd. Since Paris and
Priamos are Trojans and make sense together at this particular
moment of the story, (c) Ζε(υ)ξ�ππ� may also be connected with
the Trojan myths. In the light of Alcman, fr. 71 PMG, we can accept
her as Priamos’ mother, although she looks younger than Priamos.
Alternatively, we may take the name for a horsey one (see §238). As
Lorber remarks, Baton (e) is traditionally Amphiaraos’ charioteer
(see COR 66) and does not fit in this scene. Still, it has to be said
that the name, which semantically does not suggest a charioteer,
is here given to the man performing that role, which indicates that
the painter knew about the heroic charioteer of that name.1107 We
may take the occurrence of Baton as one of the inconsistencies
and confusions in mythological matters that are not infrequent on
Corinthian vases (see e.g. COR 24e, 30d, 46Ad, 57i, 87b/e, 117b,
perhaps COR 24Bc and CHA 28b). And it argues against rather
than for the theory of the vase’s being a forgery (see ad loc.).

If we try to analyse the content of the scene on COR 70, it is
clear, first, that (c) Hektor, shown greeting (i.e. bidding farewell
to) his parents, belongs in the chariot with (h) Kebriones, his cha-
rioteer, and secondly, that the warrior on foot, unnamed or ( j),
belongs with the second white horse, unnamed or (i), at his side.
Therefore (g) Hippomachos, the warrior who is greeting the 
ladies beyond the horses, and the unnamed warrior who seems
about to get into Hektor’s chariot are in a way superfluous, since
there is no horse nor any space in the chariot for either of them.
Perhaps the conception of the whole was the departure of only
two warriors X and Y, each shown twice in chronologically distinct

1107 Simon reminds us of a Trojan named Baton, founder of Βατ�εια, a 
place near Troy already known in the Iliad (2. 813). This, however, is a slightly
dubious tradition, contained only in EM, s.v. Β�τεια, p. 191. 45 ff. (“εsρον 9ν
το�ς Eητορικο�ς”). Like I. Krauskopf (LIMC iii, ‘Baton’ ii. 1) I would doubt the
connection.
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scenes. Scene (1) would be the farewell of X, viz. (c) Hektor, 
to his parents (a) and (b), and scene (2) the farewell of Y, viz. (g)
Hippomachos, to two unnamed women. Scene (3) would again
show X (unnamed), now climbing into his chariot where his cha-
rioteer (h) is ready to depart, and in scene (4) Y (unnamed), now
ready to depart, would be standing next to his white horse and
his companion ( j ) Daiphonos (sitting on the other white horse),
while two women (k) and (l) are watching him. Taken in this way,
all human figures would have a name, but repetition of the names
of X and Y would be dispensed with, and the same would go for
the names of the two women facing Y (g) in scene (2), who could
be the same as (k) and (l ) in scene (4), where there was more 
space for their labels. The fact that the dress and shields of the
‘repeated’ characters are differently decorated, is probably not an
important objection to the repetition hypothesis. Three possible
parallels to such chronologically split scenes may be COR 79, 119,
and CHA 3, which are all departure scenes too (see §467).1108

It has long since been noted that in the Iliad Hektor takes leave
not of his parents but of his wife, who does not appear on this
vase at all. The scene cannot be the famous departure in Iliad 6,
then, and we may be tempted to interpret the names as after-
thoughts. On the other hand, there certainly exist later Attic rf.
vases (LIMC iv, ‘Hektor’ 17 and 19* = ARV 26. 1 and 1036. 1, the
latter already mentioned by Braun (1855) ) showing a departure of
Η�κτ4ρ/2Εκτωρ from his parents Πρ�αµος and Ηεκ�β3/AΕκ�βη.
We must also allow that our painter knew a lot about the Trojan
myth, since most of the names in our scene (for details see below)
are well chosen and attributed to suitable figures in the painting:
King Priamos (a) stands next to his wife Hekabe (b), both facing
their son Hektor (c); Kebriones (h), Hektor’s charioteer, waits for
his master to climb into the chariot; one brother and two sisters
of Hektor stand next to each other ( j)–(l ), the former also ready
to depart with his more famous brother; there is also a horse (i),
named as one of Hektor’s in the Iliad.

Nevertheless, two women’s names and one man’s name are
difficult to justify, namely (g), (d), and (e).

(g) Ηιππ µαχος, according to Amyx (p. 574) is ‘not 
altogether out of place here’ as a Trojan. Yet the only function
of Hippomachos in the Iliad is to be killed by Leonteus (Il. 12.
189), and although his father Antimachos is mentioned elsewhere,
this is only when two more of his sons are killed (11. 122 ff.).
Luckenbach (1880: 496 f.) took the name for a horsey name 
(see §238), and in spite of the many good Trojan names on this
vase this idea should not be lightly dismissed, given the utter
insignificance of Hippomachos in the Iliad. Moreover, with our
interpretation of the whole painting (see above), i.e. if we iden-
tify Hippomachos with the warrior in scene (4) who is about to
mount his horse, our name makes slightly better sense, namely
as a speaking horsey name (see §§238 f.). On the other hand,
Hippomachos could also be a historical name.

(d) Α/ν8ι, a hypocoristic name of a frequent type although from
a less familiar root, cannot be linked to any known character.

(e) Κι�ν�ς is a very unusual name, meaning ‘the woman 
from Κ�ος’ (see ad loc.; cities of this name existed in Mysia and
Bithynia). The fact that the two labels (d ) and (e) designate two
women, next to each other and therefore with similar function,
may lead to a solution, for name (d) reminds us of COR 18 Α/ν5τ�,
who is likely to be a hetaira (‘the praised one’). Neither of the
names (d ) and (e) sounds particularly princess-like compared 
with (k) and (l). Could it be that they are supposed to desig-
nate two women with the function of, for example, Βριση�ς and
Χρυση�ς in the Iliad? (Although the Iliad does not, as far as 
I know, mention any such women on the Trojan side, they can
readily be imagined.1109) In any case, our Κιαν�ς has an ethnic 
name (see §241), and hetairai—at least in historical times—not
infrequently bear such names (see ad DOH 3, n. 691).

Taken together, the three names (g), (d ), and (e) not only 
have a strong unheroic touch to them but also—according to 
our interpretation of the labelling—designate a distinct group of
individuals within our clearly heroic scene. As for their function,
a warrior taking leave of his favourite girls would fit both the heroic
and the contemporary worlds equally well. But as there is no strong
reason to assume a literary borrowing for any of these names, we
should take them as an intrusion of the kind that is found in a
mixed scene (see §402), with one horsey or historical man’s name
and two probably historical women’s names.

For ( f ) œ ραξς Amyx (p. 574) points to a dog œ ραχς on the
François Vase (ABV 76. 1) and another (black) horse on COR 102;
whether this name is taken from literature, we do not know.

The names (h) Κεβρι ν�ς of Hektor’s charioteer, and (i)
Ξ�νθος, known as one of Hektor’s horses (Il. 8. 185) but also a
frequent non-heroic horse-name (see §§244 and 506 with n. 1286),
are as we would expect.

The last three names of our departure scene, ( j)–(l ), all three
clearly heroic, take us back to the literary sphere. As regards ( j)
∆ã�φονος, there is some variation of what must in any case be the
name of Hektor’s brother, known as ∆η�φοβος from literature.
For a perfect parallel to our form, as well as other forms of the
name on vases see §439 on COR 24a. This kind of variation of
epic names is a typical feature of oral poetry (see §510).

(k) Since we would expect -ξ�νƒ� in contemporary Corinthian
(see §209), our compound name Πολυξ�ν� must be regarded 
as non-epichoric. The form is therefore likely to be taken from
an epic story in non-Corinthian dialect and in that case must 
be imagined with a long penultimate syllable, i.e. Πολυξ5ν�
(see §503).

(l) As discussed ad loc., the form Κεσ�νδρ� has an exact paral-
lel on a later South Italian vase. It is likely to be taken from a 
literary source rather than from some epichoric dialect, especially

1108 For this type of ‘continuous’ narration in pictorial art (frequent through-
out antiquity and still very popular today!) see Schefold (1978), 271, with bibl.
nn. 631 ff., esp. n. 635 on the MC vase COR 32.

1109 Some of Priamos’ fifty sons (Il. 6. 244 ff., 24. 295) are explicitly charac-
terized as υIοN ν θοι (Demokoon, 4. 499; Isos, 11. 101 f.; Doryklos, 11. 489 f.;
Kebriones, 16. 738), and his daughter Medesikaste (see §442) as a ν θη (13. 173).
One of Antenor’s sons, Pedaios, was a ν θος also (5. 69–71).
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as there are other hints of a literary, most likely epic, background
to this painted scene and its inscriptions, notably ( j) and (k), and
not least (c), the unaspirated name of Hektor (see §§250, 503). But
in view of (b) Åεκ�β� this background would have to be partly
independent of East Ionic epic (see §504).

It should again be stressed that the poetic background—which
for various reasons we should be right to assume for this vase—
is not the famous farewell scene known from Iliad 6. Was there
somewhere a literary scene in which Hektor took leave of his 
parents, and which is not preserved?

In assessing CHA 15, Furtwängler–Reichhold doubt that there
is a close relationship between this vase and the Homeric epic
because the vase is utterly prosaic, whereas the Homeric farewell
scene of Iliad 6 is highly emotional. In fact, the opposite is 
true (see the excellent description of the scene by E. Simon in
Beckel–Froning–Simon (1983), 46). Not only is the attribution
of the name Paris to the archer very appropriate (see e.g. COR
82b), but the fact that the wife of the archer looks away (a detail
not actually stated in the Iliad) whereas the other couple face 
each other, mirrors the situation in the Iliad in the most effective 
way. We hear how Helene in her flirtatious speech to Hektor 
(Il. 6. 343–58) scorns Paris, µαλακο�ς 9π�εσσιν as the latter puts
it 337 f., for not going to war (see also 3. 428 ff.). This attitude
is expressed on this vase by her pointedly looking away from 
her husband,1110 while keeping her mantle closed and crossing 
her arms inside (whereby, as Simon observes, she shows the con-
tours of her body to the world). Very different is Andromache’s
appearance: she is chastely veiled, but opens her mantle towards
her husband and seems to be begging him to stay with herself and
their little son (exactly as in the poem, esp. 431 f.), while his horse
is snorting into his ears from behind to remind him of his duty.
Given the archaic period of this painting, it is a masterpiece 
of observation of human behaviour and transposition of verbal
expression into figurative art.

A connection with the Iliad has been denied because the baby
Astyanax is absent. But, again, see E. Simon (Simon–Hirmer
(1981), 64): ‘Der kleine Sohn Astyanax, der sich vor dem hohen
Helmbusch des Vaters fürchtet, ist weggelassen. Dem Maler 
kam es auf den Gegensatz im Verhalten der beiden Paare an.
Genaue Textillustrationen gibt es weder in der archaischen noch
in der klassischen Kunst, sie setzen erst im Hellenismus ein.
Dennoch steht dieses Bild der Menschenschilderung Homers
näher als spätere Darstellungen.’ Although there are no direct 
indications of epic language reflected in the labels of this vase,
its scene may reasonably be taken as a reflection of the Homeric
Iliad as we know it (see §509).

§445. Embassy to Achilleus

Hodios, Aias, a boy, and Nestor are sent to Achilleus. Hodios is
a very unimportant figure (named only three times in the Iliad;
the reference here is Il. 9. 170). The very fact that he occurs in
the scene on CAE 1, and even wears the messenger’s cap, shows
a clear reflection of the myth as told in the Iliad.

§446. Dolon

The vase COR 30 shows a running man, labelled Dolon 
(under a handle on the side). Both the main scenes show a pair
of warriors fighting, and each of the four warriors is seconded by 
a young groom on horseback: Hektor (with Sarpedon) against
Achilleus (with Phoinix) (§452), and Aias (with the other Aias)
against Aineias (with Hippokles) (§450). Friis Johansen (1967:
70–5) pleads for a close connection with the Iliad, whereas 
most other scholars have strong reservations. As Robert (1919:
202 f.) has pointed out, Phoinix is a particularly odd label for a 
young groom on horseback, Sarpedon was dead in book 22 when
Achilleus and Hektor fought, and Hippokles is unknown to the
Iliad. Moreover, Lorber (p. 33) and Amyx (p. 564) stress that,
first, the Lesser Aias and Sarpedon do not fit a page’s role either,
and secondly, we should expect chariots, not horsemen.

However, the various criticisms above lose much of their weight
if we ask what the painter’s intention was. Clearly he did not mean
to paint specific scenes but produced the normal stereotyped 
subjects: warriors fighting, their pages waiting with the horses.
From the names he gave to the figures, however, we may con-
clude that he did indeed have the Iliad in mind. (1) Robert was
certainly right to say that the two fighting pairs were chosen as
the two best heroes and the two second best.1111 (2) There was 
a famous fight between Hektor and Achilleus, and there was a
scene where the two Aiante and Aineias met.1112 (3) Also, the label
Dolon (Iliad 10 only) for a runner, a figural type which fits well
under the handle, is most appropriate, although he has nothing
to do with the two main scenes. (4) The homogeneity of these
three different Iliadic scenes may be taken as an additional argu-
ment that this epic was in the painter’s mind (see §509).1113 The
general impression we get is the following. First, the painter had
a precise knowledge of the myths in the Iliad. Secondly, he was
careless in his choice of names for the unimportant characters 
(the pages). The latter is true not only for the label Phoinix but
also for Hippokles. This is a colourless horsey name (see §238),

1110 I do not think she is looking back at the man under the handle as Langlotz
(1932: 22 f.) believed (the whole frieze can be checked on his pls. 23 f.). This
man is (deliberately?) painted so as not to meet her eyes, though he too is look-
ing back over his shoulder. He probably has nothing to do with the scene, exactly
as the ‘knee-runner’ under the other handle is linked neither to Kebriones and
his horses nor to the riders behind him on the reverse of the vase.

1111 The two best are of course Achilleus and Hektor, for the other two see Il.
2. 768–70 (Aias) and 20. 337–9 (Aineias).

1112 Il. 17. 752–4. Hektor was also involved; his absence from the Aias–
Aineias scene depicted here may be excused by his fighting on the other side of
the vase. The fact that Patroklos’ dead body is omitted (as Antilochos’ often is
in the duel between Achilleus and Memnon; see §454) is due to the stereotyped
character of the painting mentioned above.

1113 Or should we rather argue the other way round? Since the story of Dolon
despite its old elements is often thought to be a later addition to the Iliad, we
might use its natural incorporation into a sequence of scenes that are known from
the Iliad as an argument for its having belonged to this epic originally, or at least
since the early 6th cent.
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and since the scene with Achilleus and Hektor is the primary one,
the bearer of the name Hippokles is likely to have been the last
character to be named (apart from the separate Dolon); it would
not have been too difficult to find a more suitable Trojan name
for him, if it had mattered (for similar cases see COR 74m and
CHA 4i, §441 and §456, respectively).

§446A. The slaughter of the Thracians

The amphora CHA 3A offers the earliest example in visual art
of the Rhesos myth. See True’s article (1995) for later vases, 
for a very plausible iconographical comparison of the Thracians’ 
horses on this vase with Geryones’ herd on CHA 2, and for a
detailed comparison of the scene with the text of Iliad 10. The main
—and in my view very significant—difference is that Odysseus on
the vase is involved in the killing but in the Iliad deals only with
the horses. We should therefore beware of speaking too readily
of an immediate illustration of the epic passage we know.

Remarkably, a non-Corinthian and non-Attic, but typically
poetic, form of Odysseus’ name on this vase (see §254) combines
with a non-Ionic, but possibly Corinthian, form of Rhesos’ name,
the latter probably reflecting the origin of the painter (see §259).
The initial [w] in Rhesos’ name testifies to a connection with 
words like E<σις and may be of a secondary character, i.e. due to
popular etymology (see ad loc. and §510). But such a connection
can hardly have been made through the medium of the Corinthian
dialect, and indeed it seems already to have been made in epic
texts (see ad loc.). It is probable therefore that both name-forms
should be traced back to epic poetry but not in the same way. For
whereas the form of Odysseus’ name will be a direct borrowing,
from the Iliad or Odyssey for example, we need an intermediate
stage, most plausibly at Corinth, for the form of Rhesos’ name.
Should we imagine ‘translations’, or close imitations in local dia-
lect, of East Greek epics in places like Corinth (see also §501)?
At any rate, the Inscription P. seems to have had poetic texts in
mind, though hardly the Ionic Iliad as we know it today.

§447. Aias and Hektor

This famous fight, where Aias almost defeats Hektor, is shown
on COR 10, COR 60, and COR Gr 6 (for Hektor’s name on
this vase see §§212, 250).

Although we read in Il. 14. 402–32 that when Aias hits Hektor
with a stone it is not Aineias alone—as on COR 60—but several
other Trojans too who come to help their leader (an objection
already raised by Abeken (1836), 308), the identification of the scene
(accepted also by Friis Johansen (1967) ), seems none the less 
plausible. It is true that the painter produced ‘eine Bildschablone
. . . , der die Beischriften erst nachträglich einen Inhalt gegeben
haben’.1114 But the addition of Aineias shows that the painter 
knew of Hektor’s having been in serious trouble, and the fact 
that Aias and Hektor are shown fighting each other on three vases

indicates that such an encounter was stored in several painters’
heads. Nevertheless, we cannot speak of a reflection of the Iliad
as we know it.

§448. Fight over the dead Sarpedon

As there exist more fragments than given in the first publication
of COR 82 by Arena (p. 108; mentioned by Lorber, p. 77, fully
cited by Amyx, p. 579), we now know a few more of the char-
acters that are represented on this vase. On the Trojan side (shown
fighting from right to left) there are: a warrior (a) Polydamas 
(he follows a warrior whose name is lost); the archer (b) Paris, 
in the act of shooting; a warrior (d ) striding to the front; the 
dead Sarpedon ( f ); Pyraichmes (g) about to be brought down;
and Glaukos (h), lifted, or leaping, up in the air. On the Greek
side (fighting from left to right) there are: (c) Aias facing his 
opponent (d ), and the huge warrior beyond the dead Sarpedon,
whose charioteer (e) Alkimos is alert and ready to leave at any
moment (with the body of Sarpedon, of course). As the huge
Greek and the dead Sarpedon are likely to have constituted the
centre of the scene, many more figures may be inferred to the
right. (Note: It was no surprise to find that D. von Bothmer, LIMC
vii, ‘Sarpedon’ 2, had also come to the correct readings of the
inscriptions in the mean time; yet, since his few remarks are hardly
sufficient and I know of no full treatment of our vase, I have not
changed my text.)

The first question concerns the Greek whose name is lost 
and who is painted next to the charioteer Alkimos, above the dead
Sarpedon’s body; he is attacking the kneeling Pyraichmes or the
leaping Glaukos, or both. This can only be Patroklos, for it was
he who killed Pyraichmes and Sarpedon, and he whom the dying
Sarpedon told Glaukos to fight (Il. 16. 492–501). Moreover,
Alkimos fits the scene as the Myrmidon dearest to Achilleus after
Patroklos and Automedon (24. 574 f.).

As regards Alkimos, there is some confusion in the Iliad. 
In 16. 197 Alkimedon is described as the leader of the fifth
Myrmidon contingent. In 17. 467 (also 475, 481, 500, 501)
Automedon, Patroklos’ (and later Achilleus’) charioteer, praises
Alkimedon as the Greek who—except for the late Patroklos and
himself, of course—can best handle Xanthos and Balios, and 
tells him to take his place in the chariot while he goes to join the
fighting. But later on in the poem only the name Alkimos is used:
in 19. 392 Automedon and Alkimos get the horses ready for
Achilleus to return to the battle; in 24. 474 and 574 they are 
with Achilleus when Priamos comes. It has always been assumed 
that Alkimos is just a different name for Alkimedon (in fact it is
the expected hypocoristic; see §228). Our vase offers the earliest
concrete evidence for the truth of this assumption. For by book
16 the name Alkimos has yet to be used, but in this same book
Alkimedon is said to be present at the fight. However, it is
strange—and probably a mistake by the painter—that the char-
ioteer on the vase is he and not Automedon, who must be meant
in 16. 278 f. when the Trojans, perceiving Patroklos in Achilleus’
armour and accompanied by his squire (θερ�ποντα), are gripped

1114 von Steuben (1968: 46); he gives parallels to this configuration (p. 100 
n. 150).
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by terror (the scholia explain that it is Automedon in Patroklos’
armour, whereas Patroklos wears Achilleus’).1115

Another problem was to restore the name of warrior (d). These
are the steps which led to my solution: first the label (c) Α+ƒας
next to his opponent’s leg showed that all the letters next to our
warrior’s face must belong to one and the same long name end-
ing in -pυλος or similar. No possible name suggested itself. The
second and decisive step was the recognition of the first letter 
of the lower ‘line’ as an omicron (not a pi, which is angular r
in (g) ), while the square and the little dot at the left end of the
upper ‘line’ is a beta (:) (not a delta and the remains of some
other letter). This leaves us with -βουλος. Now, there is only 
one name in -βουλος in the Iliad: Κλε βουλος in 16. 330. He 
must be our man, for not only does he occur in the right con-
text, but he is also killed by precisely the opponent shown on 
our vase: Α+ας δJ Κλε βουλον "Οϊλι�δης 9πορο�σας ζωHν Cλε,
βλαφθ�ντα κατP κλ νον. 3λλ� οI αcθι λ
σε µ�νος, πλKξας ξ�φει
α:χ�να κωπKεντι. π`ν δ" iπεθερµ�νθη ξ�φος αRµατι· τHν δJ
κατ" 7σσε Gλλαβε πορφ�ρεος θ�νατος καN µο�ρα κραταιK (16.
330–4).

As for the other Trojans, Glaukos and Polydamas fit the scene
very well. The former was present when Sarpedon died, was
healed of a wound by Apollon immediately afterwards, and then
went round calling for Trojan help in the fight over Sarpedon’s
body. The first he met was in fact Polydamas (16. 535), who is
also shown on our vase. Less close to the Iliad is the presence 
of Paris-Alexandros, who is last heard of in 15. 341 and does not
reappear on the scene until book 22. But there is no reason why
he should not have been about. Still, there is one more ‘mistake’
in the scene, for we do not expect to see a dead Sarpedon (dying
Il. 16. 502 f.) beside a still living—albeit mortally imperilled—
Pyraichmes (dying Il. 16. 289 f., as observed by Amyx, p. 579)
and Kleoboulos (dying 16. 330–4, as we have just seen). Though
I think we may forgive the painter, whose knowledge of the 
story after all is far above average, as von Bothmer (1981: 66) has 
already perceived (he uses the expression, ‘an astonishing degree
of literary faithfulness’).

In fact, I know of no contemporary vase that reflects a scene
from the Iliad, and indeed the text as we know it, as closely as
this one. The decisive factor is Kleoboulos. He is an absolute non-
entity, who is never mentioned before or afterwards in the poem
and whose only function is to die as soon as he is mentioned. 
We have no reason to believe that he may have been any better
known than that, or indeed have been spoken of in any other 
literary context.1116 Almost as important is Pyraichmes’ presence,
for although he was a leader, he is named only once elsewhere

in the Iliad (2. 848).1117 It is still debatable whether we should
assume direct knowledge of the Homeric text on the part of the
vase-painter, or some kind of intermediate stage such as a big wall-
painting. I personally favour direct knowledge, for the grander
the putative example in visual art (of which we know nothing, of
course) the more awkward would be the chronological ‘mistake’
and the replacement of Automedon by Alkimos. And if direct
knowledge is accepted, we should also note the remarkable fact
that all the Ionic features in these names have been Doricized (it
would be an ad hoc assumption to claim a local poem modelled
after the Iliad). One wonders how epic texts were actually recited
in Corinth; see below, ( f ), and §501.

The name of (b) P�ριr is attested only twice in Corinthian (see
COR 79Ab). On earlier Corinthian vases there is only Alexandros
(PCO 2a, COR 24c). We may suspect a reflection of the epic text
here too, particularly as Paris’ dress and function as an archer 
so closely agree with Il. 3. 17 παρδαλ�ην tµοισιν Gχων καN
καµπ�λα τ ξα,1118 and with his wounding of Diomedes (Il. 11.
369 ff.) and killing of Achilleus (Aithiopis) with arrows. See also
§444 on CHA 15.

(c) Α+ƒας is the Lokrian, as we learn from the passage cited
above.

(d ) The spelling of the second element of [Κ]keäβoυλος may
represent something of a contrast to (a) Πολυδ�µας, which in
view of the close reflection of the epic text on our vase might be
expected to contain a long vowel. But we should remember that
both renderings of the secondary long vowel [d] were acceptable
at the time in Corinth (see §220).1119 At any rate, our -βoυλος is
another example of an early rendering with spurious diphthong
in a context which closely reflects an epic poem; indeed it may
even be claimed to reflect a written text, which here would be
the Iliad itself (see §§220, 505).1120

( f ) The non-Ionic form Σαρπ1δ4ν of Sarpedon’s name was
previously known only from COR 30. Its etymology is not clear.
The sole occurrence in literature where we would not expect 
the epic form is Pind. Pyth. 3. 112, but there ΣαρπKδονα is 
the unanimous reading of the manuscripts. Although we cannot
know for certain why Pindar did not use the form proper to his
genre, i.e. with an [a],1121 we can be sure that he did not; for there
would have been no reason to change -�- into -η- in the course
of transmission. Our vase is a very welcome second attestation
since it shows that the non-Ionic form with -�- was real enough.
We may wonder through what kind of tradition it came about

1115 It does not help much to assume that the painter had in mind the (only)
scene in which Alkimos is in the chariot (17. 467 ff., just mentioned). For at that
stage even Patroklos was dead, and Sarpedon’s dead body had long been carried
away, washed and anointed by Apollon, and taken back to Lycia by Sleep and
Death.

1116 The name is attested for historical persons; see Bechtel, p. 99, and add
e.g. the vase ARV 316. 4 (CIG 7892; Bonaparte (1829), no. 1645), if the reading
is correct.

1117 More famous is his fellow leader of the Paionians, Asteropaios; this cre-
ates a much-discussed discrepancy.

1118 The exotic archer’s dress was later to become more or less canonical for
Paris in vase-painting etc., see e.g. LIMC i, ‘Alexandros’ 70–77a, for the archer,
ibid. 15, 47, 48, 49, etc. for the ‘Skythian’ dress.

1119 It should be noted too that Πολυ- is unequivocal as to its meaning, whereas
a name in -βολος, in particular in a label of a not very well-known character, could
have been read -β]λος (for which see e.g. Bechtel, p. 97).

1120 For the analogous Attic case of Κλει8 on the François Vase (not in the
Iliad though) see Wachter (1991b), 108–12.

1121 He may have preferred the epic form because the one with [a] was very
rare or because he wanted to sound ‘Homeric’ (see Forssman (1966), 154 f.).
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that the name of a character indigenous to Asia Minor was known
in the present form in mainland Greece. In other words, the 
question is how, in a vase-painting which clearly reflects a scene
as told in the Iliad, a non-everyday name could occur in a form
alien to our Ionic Iliad. See §504.

(h) Γλα
Ëor (the son of Hippolochos)1122 is written with an
alpha as would be expected (though unlike on CHA 4). Since
Glaukos is used as a name for horses (see COR 68j) we may 
classify the names of both father and son (Il. 6. 119 Γλα
κος δ"
A Ιππολ χοιο π�ϊς) as epic horsey names (see §238), although
Glaukos is by no means an unimportant character in the Iliad.
He will eventually be killed by Aias in the battle over Achilleus’
body (see CHA 4, §456).1123

§449. Menelaos and Hektor fighting over the dead Euphorbos

In the Iliad (17. 59) in the fight over the dead Patroklos,
Menelaos kills Euphorbos, despoils him of his armour, and
‘would easily have carried away the famous arms’ (70 Gνθα κε Eε�α
φ�ροι κλυτP τε�χεα) had not Apollon sent Hektor to defend them.
After carefully considering the situation, Menelaos retreats,
leaving behind the dead Patroklos, and of course Euphorbos and
his armour. It was immediately noticed that our plate DOH 1

shows a different version in that Menelaos and Hektor do fight.
Dümmler (1891: 267 with n. 10) brought into the discussion the
contrasting tradition which, according to Pausanias (2. 17. 3), was
told in Argos. In the Heraion a shield was shown which was said
to be Euphorbos’ and to have been brought back from Troy by
Menelaos. It is not known how old this version is, but we may argue
that it goes back to a time when the transmitted version of the
Iliad, which is very clear on this point, was not yet so canonical
as not to allow of certain ‘patriotic’ modifications.

Despite the discussion over the true background to this painted
scene, which still continues (see Schefold (1964), 84, and (1966),
90; Friis Johansen (1967), 77 ff.; Simon–Hirmer (1981), 54 f.; and
Schefold (1993), 17 f.), our plate cannot in my opinion contribute
anything to the solution of the problem. Some arguments pro and
contra, which have recently been brought forward, may be briefly
discussed. Friis Johansen argues that the plate must represent the
Iliad since the attitude of Menelaos ‘seems less aggressive’ than
that of Hektor (i.e. the former seems to be retreating). This is not
at all obvious to me; in fact the composition is as symmetrical 
as we can possibly expect it to be. Friis Johansen also finds that
it is ‘probably not a coincidence’ that Euphorbos is still wearing
full armour (by which he means that the vase-painter wanted 
to make clear that Menelaos was not going to get the armour). 
I doubt this too. For had he wished to express this detail, the
painter could, for example, have painted Euphorbos naked, with

his armour piled up on Hektor’s side of the scene. As these are
weak arguments, Schefold argued for the opposite, namely that
Euphorbos is deliberately painted the wrong way round, i.e. 
with his head towards his enemy, in order to make it clear that
Menelaos will eventually get the armour (by which he means 
that the version depicted on the vase is the ‘Argive’ one given 
by Pausanias, as opposed to the one in the Iliad ). This opinion,
favourably mentioned by Simon–Hirmer (1981), would seem to
get good support from the fact that in the Iliad there is no fight
between Menelaos and Hektor over the dead Euphorbos, and
Menelaos therefore does not get the armour. However, no sup-
port can be gained from this observation. For what we have on
our plate is an ordinary and canonical representation of the 
frequent motif ‘fight over the dead body of a warrior’. Without
inscriptions no archaic painter could have rendered the scene in
such a way as to enable us to recognize the characters involved.
(This is, I believe, the very reason why painters started adding
labels.) On the other hand, for a vase-painter it was perfectly
justifiable to add these three particular names to such a standard
three-warrior group. For Euphorbos was killed by Menelaos, 
and Hektor immediately afterwards did protect his armour and
dead body against Menelaos. The fact that Euphorbos’ head is
towards Menelaos had no special significance as far as the painter
was concerned. After all, it is perfectly reasonable that a warrior
hit by his opponent should fall forward on his face rather than
backwards (there are more representations of this motif where the
dead warrior’s head lies in the ‘wrong’ direction).1124

Since the answer to the question, ‘Iliad or the “Argive” tradi-
tion?’, is therefore so equivocal, the ‘Argive’ lambda (see ad loc.)
cannot be used as evidence in any solution—nor can its Argive
origin be supported by the vase-painting.

What we can conclude from our plate is that the painter 
knew the story of Menelaos’ killing of Euphorbos and of Hektor’s 
being involved in the struggle over the dead hero’s armour. 
Now, Mühlestein (1972) has plausibly argued in the way of ‘neo-
analysis’ (see §456) that Euphorbos was an invention by the poet
of the Iliad, who modelled him on two figures in the Aithiopis story:
(1) on the herdsman Paris, who was also helped by Apollon in
the killing of a great Greek hero, namely Achilleus, much as
Euphorbos was helped to bring about Patroklos’ death; (2) on

1122 For the son of Antenor see COR 74, §441.
1123 Glaukos on CHA 8 could be either of the two. The same is true for

(Γ )λα
κος, written retrograde, vac.L)Vkoz (for the reduction of the cluster 
[gl-] to [l-] see Kretschmer, pp. 170 f.) on an Attic bf. vase (ABV 85, bottom,
no. 1; phs. Friis Johansen (1967), 220, Boardman (1974), fig. 54, Schefold (1993),
fig. 326), together with Κεβρι ν3(ς) (with loss of final [s], see §204) and Η�κτ4ρ,
in a neutral departure scene.

1124 The dead warrior’s head can lie in either direction: (1) To the l. (apart
from here): e.g. on a PC vase (Payne (1931), pl. 1. 8–11; Amyx, p. 38, no. 6; 
no names), COR 24A (Antilochos), COR 25 (ph. Amyx, pl. 83. 1b; no names),
COR 61 (one Hippolytos, in an unspecified scene), COR 82 (Sarpedon), COR
93 (Antilochos), on the east frieze of the Siphnian Treasury (Antilochos; see 
n. 783), ABV 675, ‘Stroibos’, no. 4 (Patroklos). (2) To the r.: e.g. on the reverse
of COR 12 (no names), on COR 114A (Antilochos), LAK 4 (unnamed, non-heroic),
CHA 5 (Antilochos), PCH 1 (Antilochos), ABV 145. 19 (Patroklos), ABV 148.
9 (no names). (The dead man’s head is (a) towards his opponent on COR 24A
and 114A, on the frieze of the Siphnian Treasury, on ABV 145. 19, and on ABV
675, ‘Stroibos’, no. 4. It is (b) away from his opponent (apart from here) on COR
12 ? (compare the shapes of the helmets), COR 82, COR 93 (helmets ‘correctly’
distinguished), CHA 5, and PCH 1.) For more on this topic see also Brinkmann
(1985), 119 (bibl. n. 143), and A. Zimmermann (1986), 10 with nn. 24 ff. (bibl.).
There are no rules. Also, the head of Aias after he has committed suicide can lie
in either direction (see §458).
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Memnon, who likewise killed a great Greek hero (Antilochos) 
and was in turn killed by a Greek (Achilleus). If this is correct,
and this would make Patroklos and Hektor ‘new’ characters 
too1125 (but see §503), our plate does in fact reflect the Iliad. But
we must also duly emphasize that the painter writes Menelaos’
name in the non-epic form with only three syllables. This argues
against a direct reflection of the epic, either in writing or in an
oral recitation, and suggests a widespread knowledge of the story
from other, non-epic versions.1126 It is then likely that different
traditions eventually developed.1127

§450. Aiante and Aineias

This fight is shown on COR 30 (alongside Achilleus and
Hektor, and Dolon too). See §446.

§451. Thetis and the elders with the mourning Achilleus

In considering the scene on COR 88 with Achilleus lying on his
kline, mourning his dead friend, Robert (1919: 156–8) assumed
contamination of three incidents from Iliad 19: (1) the lament 
over Patroklos of Briseis, whom he sees in the nameless woman
to the left (282–300);1128 (2) only the noblest of the Greeks—
Agamemnon, Menelaos, Odysseus, Nestor, Idomeneus, and
Phoinix—are allowed to be with Achilleus and to try to comfort
him when he is mourning over Patroklos (309–13); (3) Thetis
brings the new armour (1–23), here shown hung up above
Achilleus (her comforting of her son, however, is from the pre-
vious book1129). The scene, as Payne (1931: 136) has stressed, can
certainly not be said to reflect the Iliad very closely.

As the writer could hardly write and must have been copying
the inscriptions from some original (see ad loc.), we should 
modify the statement that he ‘mit dem Inhalt der Ilias . . .
wohlvertraut und keineswegs literarisch so ungebildet war, wie
es von seinesgleichen häufig angenommen wird’ (Robert (1919),
158). Our painter himself was indeed illiterate. But either he or,
perhaps more likely, the painter of the original evidently knew
the story very well, though for want of linguistic indications of a
literary background we cannot safely argue that this vase reflects
the Iliad as a poetic work rather than just a story.

§452. Achilleus and Hektor

This fight is shown on COR 30 (alongside the two Aiante and
Aineias, and Dolon too). See §446. The two heroes also face each
other on COR 57 (as riders; see §462).

§453. Achilleus and Penthesileia (?)

This scene has been conjectured in the unidentified battle of
Amazons on COR 1A. In my view, Herakles’ fight with the
Amazons is just as likely (see §413).

§454. Achilleus and Memnon (mostly shown fighting over the
dead Antilochos)

This famous fight, which was the central motif of the Aithiopis, has
furnished the labels on a considerable number of vases (PCO 4,
PCO 5; COR 24A, COR 80, COR 93, COR 114A; CHA 5;
PCH 1). Normally the dead warrior (i.e. Antilochos) over whose
body the fight takes place, and the opponents’ divine mothers,
Thetis and Eos (the latter sometimes shown in distress), are pre-
sent too. Less frequently the charioteers are also shown.

Achilleus’ charioteer is Automedon. He had been Patroklos’
charioteer (Iliad, books 16 f.) and succeeded as Achilleus’ cha-
rioteer (Il. 19. 395–7) after his master Patroklos, who had been
Achilleus’ charioteer (Il. 17. 426–8, 437–9), was killed (see also
§448). The name of Memnon’s charioteer, on the other hand, 
is a problem, since it is either broken off (COR 93, CHA 5) 
or illegible (COR 80d [. . .]. . ς), or has been exchanged for an 
ethnic name (PCO 5b Α/θ�οψ). The same problem occurs with
Eos’ name, more examples of which would be welcomed for 
linguistic reasons.

Not all the scenes need to be discussed. In the case of COR 80,
Lorber (p. 91) observed that the name of Achilleus’ charioteer,
Automedon, is wrongly placed on the left side, where we see 
the falling Memnon.1130 Indeed, Memnon’s charioteer is turning
his head and watching the scene (as if fearing for his master),
whereas the charioteer on the right is not (as if preparing for 
departure with the victor), which may support Lorber’s theory of
an originally correct concept of the scene but a later mislabelling.
A third indication of such mislabelling may be that (if our 

1125 Mühlestein (1972: 84), ‘Demgegenüber schafft Homer in Patroklos dem
Achill einen andern Freund, der nicht für seinen Vater stirbt, sondern an dessen
Tod Achill selber mitschuldig wird wegen seines unversöhnlichen Grolls gegen
Agamemnon. Und dem neuen Freund gibt Homer in Hektor einen neuen
Gegner als Ziel für Achills Rache. Patroklos und Hektor überbieten Antilochos
und Memnon, und Homers Achill wird den Groll fallen lassen, um den Freund
zu rächen, endlich auch die Rache aufgeben und Hektor lösen.’ And (p. 85), ‘Als
Freund, der fällt und gerächt wird, ist Patroklos zwar ein anderer Antilochos,
aber als siegreicher Held, der trotz Warnungen voranstürmt und fällt, der gebor-
gen, beweint, bestattet und mit Leichenspielen geehrt wird, ist er ein anderer Achill’
(referring to the earlier scholars Scheliha, Heubeck, and Schadewaldt (1951: 194
f.), who had originally made some of these observations).

1126 See Burkert (1984: 47), ‘I feel sure the vase-painter had not read about
this in a book, but more or less exactly remembered what he had heard.’
Although names in -λ�ς are frequent, we would expect the name in its epic form,
had it been known exclusively and directly from epic recitations.

1127 Mühlestein (1972: 88 f.) accepts Schefold’s theory that Euphorbos’ position
indicates the eventual seizure of his armour by Menelaos (i.e. the non-Iliadic,
‘Argive’ version). He therefore assumes that the text of the passage in the Iliad
(whose source he has plausibly explained) was given its final form with Menelaos
not getting Euphorbos’ armour by a late reviser working after the time of our plate.
Yet not only are Schefold’s observations unacceptable, but we may also ask why
a later reviser should have introduced such a change. On the other hand, I can
see no problem in believing the story (such as it is) to have been set up by Homer.

1128 This identification of the woman by Robert is of course not certain. Even
more doubtful is that of the two women to the r. with Diomede and Iphis (Il. 9.
664–8).

1129 Il. 18. 70 ff. I do not think we should assume with Robert (1919: 157) and
Payne (1931: 136) that the figure named Thetis should really be Athena. The
latter, it is true, arrives after the new armour has been brought (Il. 19. 352–6).
But she does not exactly comfort Achilleus, as the woman on the vase does, but
only distils a few drops of nectar into his heart and leaves again immediately.

1130 He also assumes that the gesture of the woman on the l. expresses con-
cern (i.e. she would be Eos), but I can see no difference in gesture between the
two women on this vase.
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suspicion (ad loc.) of (e) Τ�λ4ν reflecting Eos’ name is correct)
this name too is on the wrong side of the scene.

The name of Eos on PCH 1 makes it clear that the painter
must have been an Ionian from Asia Minor (see ad loc.). The same
name (in a different dialect form) on CHA 5 may reflect epic-
Ionic language (see ad loc.).

§455. Funeral scene after Memnon’s death (?)

On the fragment CHA 24 there is no sign of any human figure
from whose head or body the name Μεµm[. . .] could have started.
Nor are these letters a likely beginning for a potter’s or painter’s
name. Therefore Iozzo’s idea that the birds on the fragment are
Memnon’s companions, who were turned into birds, seems
attractive. Hence the reading Μεµm[ον�ς or -�δες].1131

§456. Fight over the dead Achilleus

On the great vase CHA 4, whose present whereabouts are 
unfortunately unknown, and which is only accessible to us through
a (very good) nineteenth-century drawing, two closely related
scenes are shown: the fight over Achilleus’ body, and to the left,
clearly separated from the battle scene, the wounded Diomedes
being treated by Sthenelos. The main scene is unusually ‘four-
dimensional’ in that it relates five different duels that have
already involved, are now involving, or will involve, the mono-
lithic Aias in his defence of Achilleus’ body: the duels are (1) with
the Trojan (h) Leodokos (hit, collapsing; see below); (2) with 
the archer ( f ) Paris (retreating after having shot Achilleus, but
still shooting back); (3) with (e) Glaukos, son of Hippolochos1132

(being killed while trying to escape); (4) with (g) Aineias and
another—unnamed—Trojan (both coming to help Glaukos); 
(5) with yet another Trojan, (i) Echippos (also approaching). 
The scene as far as the Trojans are concerned has therefore to
be read from right to left and back again to the right. The vase’s
second scene makes particularly good sense in that Sthenelos 
and Diomedes are, respectively, the second-in-command and
leader of the Argives.

The general composition of the main scene makes it clear that
(h) Λε8δοbος is a Trojan who is hit by Aias before the latter 
notices Glaukos’ stratagem with the noose. Hirt (1833) has already
noted that one of Priamos’ sons was called Laodokos (Apollod.
3. 12. 5), though he was killed by Agamemnon, according to 
Dictys (3. 7). Preferable therefore is the son of Antenor: he is
mentioned in the Iliad (4. 87), though of his death nothing is
known from literature (but see below). At least we have no reason
in this case to assume with Rumpf (1927: 51) that the vase-painter
invented the name. The form of the name, however, is not the epic
one (Λ3 - or Λε8-, as opposed to non-Ionic Λ�ο- in Homer),
but it may simply have been modernized to proper Ionic like (g)
Α/ν�3ς (see ad loc.).

(i ) ZΕχιππος, a Trojan, is not known from literature.
Luckenbach (1880: 497), who claims that the entire main scene
is a faithful representation of the myth as told in the Aithiopis,
stresses the fact that Echippos is the last character to the very
right of the scene (for similar cases see COR 74m and COR 30h,
§441 and §446, respectively), and therefore particularly likely to
have what we should call a horsey name (see §238). On the other
hand, the painter seems to have had such a thorough knowledge
of the myth that he could easily have found a suitable name with-
out having had to invent one (see on COR 66s; §425). Moreover,
there are no horses present in the scene. However, for want of a
detailed literary account of the relevant story, we cannot make
an informed judgement on this name.

Although the non-epic dialect forms (g) and (h) warn us against
claiming that our painted scene is a direct reflection of poetry,1133

the composition is nevertheless one of our best sources for early
accounts of the story, since the whole scene is so detailed and
corresponds so well with everything else that we know about the
myth of Achilleus’ death. Probably the best confirmation of its
fidelity has been gained by ‘neo-analysis’ (see also §439 n. 1101
and §449), which was able to make very successful use of this vase,
together with literary data, to prove that the myth as contained
in the Aithiopis must have been the model for the Iliad.

The principle of the theory of ‘neo-analysis’, which was established
by Pestalozzi (1945) and propagated by Schadewaldt (1951) and
Kullmann (1960), and which is not, it should be added, based
purely on parallels between the Iliad and the Aithiopis, is to demon-
strate that one early epic is the model for another by means of
identifying certain motifs which make better sense in the context
o the model than in the copy. Other parallel motifs which fit the
two contexts equally well are less decisive but can, once it is estab-
lished which is the model and which the copy, corroborate the
relation. The theory was later slightly modified when the theory
of oral poetry at last became more widely accepted in German
scholarship.1134 Nowadays the conclusion of neo-analytical
observation is no longer that e.g. the Aithiopis by Arctinus as an
accomplished (and written-down) epic poem must be older than
the Iliad, but rather that the story it contains was already part of
the oral poetic tradition in pre-Iliadic times.

In the story of the battle over Achilleus’ body the following
are some important points of comparison between the representa-
tion on our vase and the text of the Iliad: Paris is shooting at 
Aias while retreating, which agrees perfectly with his Iliadic 
character of a shirker (6. 523) and coward (6. 352), successful in
shooting from behind (11. 369 ff., 505 ff., 581 ff.) but reluctant
to risk a duel with a major hero (Menelaos 3. 30 ff., Diomedes
11. 386 f.); Glaukos is trying to pull the body of Achilleus away
by means of a noose and is killed by Aias (to be compared with

1131 Johnston (1990: 455) writes Μεµ[ν4ν].
1132 The same Glaukos appears on COR 82. For the other Glaukos, son of

Antenor, see COR 74.

1133 On the other hand, the name Paris is not frequent on vases. The use of
this name may nevertheless be a hint to us that the painter’s knowledge of the
story was ultimately based on some literary source (see §448 ad COR 82).

1134 See e.g. Dihle (1970), 9 ff.; also Wachter (1990a) and (1990b).
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Hippothoos in Il. 17. 288 ff.; see Schadewaldt (1951), 170, 191;
Kullmann (1960), 328); the wounded Diomedes is healed by
Sthenelos (to be compared first with Il. 5. 112 where he is treated
by Sthenelos, and secondly with 11. 376 ff. where he is hit in 
the foot by Paris’ arrow; see Schadewaldt (p. 161, briefly), and
see below).

We may add to these motifs (which are already sufficiently 
decisive for us to recognize the Aithiopis plot as the model and 
the Iliad as the copy) another detail which makes obvious sense 
in the Aithiopis but is used in a less straightforward way in the 
Iliad, namely the combination of (1) Diomedes being wounded by
some Trojan and treated by Sthenelos and (2) Diomedes leaving
the battlefield. It is important for our purpose to remember that
he was one of the three best Achaians, together with Achilleus 
and Aias Telamonios.1135 In the Iliad the motif of Diomedes being
wounded is brought in twice, as mentioned above. On the first
occasion (5. 112), when he is hit in the shoulder by an arrow from
Pandaros and Sthenelos pulls the arrow out, the scene is on the
battlefield itself and Diomedes—by the miraculous help of Athena
—immediately continues fighting. The motif of his absence from
the battle while Aias remains appears when he is wounded for
the second time (11. 376 ff.), on this occasion in the foot by 
an arrow from Paris.1136 But at that stage not only he, but also
Agamemnon, Odysseus,1137 Eurypylos, and the healer Machaon
are wounded and forced back to the ships, and so the motif 
of Diomedes’ absence is incorporated in the general retreat of 
the Greeks who are getting into greater and greater difficulties.
In the scene of Achilleus’ death from the Aithiopis, however, 
the two motifs are much more closely and logically linked in 
that Diomedes’ being wounded and having to be treated by his
friend Sthenelos was not in itself an important point but simply
a means of getting him out of the way, for his absence from 
the battle at the moment of Achilleus’ death was crucial for two
reasons. First, the continuation of the story required Aias to be
at the centre of the events, since it had to be Aias who carried
Achilleus’ body back to the ships while Odysseus was keeping
the Trojans off—thus opening the way for the quarrel and com-
petition between Odysseus and Aias over the right to Achilleus’
armour, and ultimately for Aias’ suicide (this motif, already 
presupposed in Od. 11. 542 ff., must have been a very old one).
Secondly, Diomedes had to be away from the scene because at
this moment Glaukos, son of Hippolochos, was killed (by Aias
of course) when he tried to drag Achilleus’ body away with a 

noose, and Diomedes, we can be sure, could never have allowed
Glaukos’ death, let alone have killed him, had he been present
in the fight over Achilleus’ body, because he was a guest-friend
of Glaukos’ family (Il. 6. 144 ff.). It seems obvious that the 
two motifs concerning Diomedes are much more closely related 
here than in the Iliad, where the motif of his being wounded, 
originally less important but of course more dramatic, is doubled,
and the reason for his leaving the battle while Aias stays is less
obvious and taken from the more general and less colourful 
motif of a global retreat of the Greeks.

From the parallelism established by neo-analysis we may also
get an argument for (h) Leodokos on our vase being the son of
Priamos (despite Dictys’ version). Although he is shown not 
dead but gravely wounded and collapsing, he must in reality have
been the last victim of Achilleus, rather than a victim of Aias;
for he is the first in the chronological series of Trojans who are
shown passing by Aias and (the dead) Achilleus as described above.
This means his fight and defeat took place when Achilleus was
still alive, since Paris, who killed Achilleus and is shown running
away, is second in the series. Now, in the Iliad Hektor too was
roused to the final duel with Patroklos because the latter had just
killed his charioteer and half-brother Kebriones, son of Priamos
(Il. 16. 737 f.). It seems possible therefore that the stabbing of
Laodokos by Achilleus prompted the fatal shot by Laodokos’
brother Paris (with the aid of Apollon).

§457. Lamentation over the dead Achilleus

The names (d ) Ηαµαθ8ι and (e) œnµατοθ` make it clear that
the scene on COR 77 represents Thetis and her sister Nereids
mourning over the dead Achilleus (first seen by B. Graef apud
Kretschmer (1888), 170). But it seems odd that no names are 
given to the hero and his mother (no doubt the seventh woman
from the left, whose position as the first of those facing left 
and the one who embraces the head of the corpse1138 is clearly
marked), while other figures have such trivial and stereotyped
names as (a) ∆ι8ι, (c) Åι8ι, ( f ) Åι8ι.

It should be noted that one of the women holds a lyre,
demonstratively holding it out over the dead body towards the
spectator. Did the painter want to indicate that she was a Muse?
This would agree with the Aithiopis (see Procl. Chr.)1139 and Od.
24. 60. The fact that she is named Ηαµαθ8ι, i.e. with a Nereid’s
name (see below), could be due to the strange and negligent way
in which the figures are labelled on this vase.

The name (d ) Ηαµαθ8ι is certainly related to the Homeric
1µ�θεια (Il. 18. 48), both names deriving from 5µαθος and mean-
ing ‘sandy’. Still, it is not identical, and therefore is not taken dir-
ectly from Homer; see also below, on (e). Indeed, its extension -8ι
is very common in feminine hypocoristics, notably in the Nereids’

1135 See Il. 6. 98 f. where Diomedes is ranked equal with, if not above,
Achilleus, and 2. 768 f. where Aias is said to be the second best after Achilleus.

1136 May we assume that in the Aithiopis, when Paris (and Apollon) shot
Achilleus, monologues similar to those by Paris (Il. 11. 380–3) and the fierce reply
by Diomedes (384–95) were included? (The continuation would have been dif-
ferent of course: ‘but suddenly Achilleus felt that the pain was flowing through
his limbs and black night began to cover his eyes . . .’).

1137 In the light of the events after Achilleus’ death, with the quarrel between
Aias and Odysseus and the defeat of Aias, it is a particularly piquant detail that
Homer makes Aias stay in the battle longer than Odysseus and even rescue him
(11. 485–8).

1138 See Il. 23. 136 f. (Achilleus with the dead Patroklos), 24. 724 (Andromache
with the dead Hektor).

1139 See also the Tabula Iliaca (Aithiopis, test. 8 PEG = 3 EGF) with:
Α/ [θ]ιοπNς . . . 1χιλλ�ως σLµα, Μο
σα, Θ�τις.
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names in Homer and Hesiod (see §236), whereas the extension -ειu
of 1µ�θεια is not the first form we would think of for a feminine
from a stem in -ο-. Could it be that Homer ‘reshaped’ the name,
so that it would fill up the last line of his list of Nereids?

For the Nereid’s name (e), Kretschmer (pp. 200 f. with 
n. 2) lists six Attic instances, to which in the mean time only 
two more seem to have been added. These are the forms:
Κυµαθ η,1140 Κυµαθ 3,1141 Κυµαθ�α,1142 Κυµοθ�α,1143 Κυµοθ�α,1144

Κυµατοθ`ι,1145 Κυµατοθ�α twice.1146 From the epic tradition we
know this name as Κυµοθ η (Il. 18. 41; Hes. Th. 245; Apollod.
1. 2. 7; see also Wachter (1990a), 42). As all Nereids have 
speaking names (see §239), the form must originally have been
formed with -θ η, i.e. ‘rushing over the waves’. Now, θο ς is 
an archaic and poetic word (see LSJ) hence it is understandable
that eventually -θ η was replaced by -θε�, which yielded a new
meaning, ‘goddess of the waves’.1147 But this can hardly be as 
old as Homer, for this kind of ‘Determinativkompositum’ is very
weakly represented in archaic Greek.1148

Neumann (1980: 298) stressed that on our vase the first ele-
ment is Κυµατο-, not Κυµο-, and claimed that ΚυµατολKγη
(Hes. Th. 253) is closer to our name than Κυµο-θ η. This is only
partly true. We have to ask why Κυµο- exists alongside Κυµατο-.
This must be due to the metrical demands of (Ionic) dactylic
poetry.1149 For we observe that it is always the first syllable of 
the second element of the compound that decides which form 
the first element will take. Although only κυµατο- is ‘correct’ 
from the (synchronic) point of view of formation, *Κυµατοθ η
and *Κυµατοδ κη were metrically impossible and the altern-
ative Κυµο- had to be used: Κυµοθ η (above) and Κυµοδ κη
(Hes. Th. 252 and Il. 18. 39); on the other hand, for -λKγη the
variant Κυµο- was impossible and Κυµατο- had to be used. Now,
the variety of forms of this name on Attic vases shows clearly 
that the form Κυµο- was not wholly acceptable; therefore either
Κυµατο- was restored at the cost of the dactylic rhythm, or the

prosodic shape of the name was retained by changing the first
element to Κυµα-, which in view of the following dental [th] could
be felt as being due to haplology Κυµατοθ- > Κυµαθ- (as in
3µφιφορε�ς > 3µφορε�ς).1150

However, the advantage of retaining the rhythm in this name
could also be obtained by restoring Κυµατο- and syncopating the
short first syllable of the second element, for example -θ`. This
would be the easiest explanation of our Corinthian form, but we
must see whether such a contraction is in line with the phono-
logical processes known for this dialect and whether the starting-
point could be -θο- rather than -θε-, which, as explained above,
would be less suitable for reasons of semantics and formation.1151

Indeed, the contraction [oa] > [a] is the regular development 
in a dialect which preserves long [a], such as Doric,1152 whereas
in most non-Attic dialects [ea] is not normally contracted. Our
Corinthian form therefore poses no problems. Still, we are grate-
ful to have a second attestation of this form, namely Κυµατοθαι
on an Attic vase mentioned above (Epeleios P., late 6th cent.).1153

Of the two uncontracted versions -θ η and -θ�� only the second
could undergo contraction in Attic, and it would yield *-θ<
as the result.1154 Therefore—and especially since -θ � not -θ��
is the starting-point we would favour—the form Κυµατοθαι
must be considered the non-Attic contracted (and so dactylic) 
representation of *Κnµατοθ �, i.e. the form is the same as our
Corinthian. That a non-Attic form occurs on an Attic vase is 
nothing uncommon, and, indeed, on this very vase we find other
non-Attic features, namely the label Σιλ�νHς Τ�ρπ4ν1155 and 
the nymph-name Jαλ�κ� (see ad COR 25b). In view of the fact
that Terpon speaks Attic while pouring wine—“É3δfς É[�νος”
(not É�δ�ς), which reveals the real dialect spoken by the painter
—we may assume a non-Attic source for the A-forms outside 
the sphere of conversational talk, and it is tempting to think, for
instance, of some kind of choral lyric in the first years of comedy
and tragedy.

To return to our Corinthian vase (COR 77): we may think 
of a poetic background for this also, and here too it should be
non-Ionic, i.e. not from the epic tradition known to us. (Another
instance where this painter may have drawn on a poetic source

1140 Kretschmer, no. 3; ARV 992. 69; Immerwahr, no. 746.
1141 Kretschmer, no. 9; not in ARV; Heydemann (1872), 599–601, no. 3352.
1142 Kretschmer, no. 6; ARV 192. 106.
1143 Kretschmer, no. 10; ARV 1251. 41; Lezzi-Hafter (1988), 352, no. 285.
1144 Kretschmer, no. 13; ARV 1250. 32; Lezzi-Hafter (1988), 346, no. 253;

Immerwahr, no. 797. This vase bears a quotation from Homer, see Wachter
(1990a), 36 f. (and (1990b), 21).

1145 Kretschmer, no. 2; ARV 146. 2. See below.
1146 Neither in Kretschmer. One is ABV 77. 8 (Immerwahr, no. 87, only 

mentioned). The other is ABV 84, bottom, no. 3 (= Immerwahr, no. 988, only
mentioned); Boston 21. 21 (phs. Schefold (1964) and (1966), pl. 71a; Johansen
(1967), 94 fig. 23, dr. 96 fig. 25; CVA USA, 14, pls. 16, 17. 3–4; Schefold (1993),
fig. 324) with 1χιλ(λ)ε�(ς) (the final -ς was never written, see §204), Θ�τις,
Κυµατοθ��, Παν π3, Νεοτ(τ)ολ�µ3 (see §212), Καλ(λ)ι π3.

1147 Compounds with the verb θ�ω as their second element are always formed
on the o-grade (for Homeric examples, mostly proper names, see Risch, 
p. 202). The forms with -θ�� therefore are not likely to have a meaning connected
with θ�ω. We are reminded of the—wrong—etymology of θε ς < θε�ν at Plat.
Crat. 397d.

1148 In Homer θε ς as a second element occurs only in qµ�θεος Il. 12. 23, used
as an adjective. See Risch, pp. 214 f. (and Risch (1944), 9).

1149 In this kind of poetry, Nereids were a traditional constituent; see Wachter
(1990a) and (1990b).

1150 The result may have looked like a univerbation (‘Zusammenrückung’) of
κ
µα + the simple adjective θο ς, ‘swift on the wave’ (see n. 342).

1151 That we have no direct attestation of Κυµατοθ α but only of -θ�� is not
so serious a problem as Amyx (p. 577) makes out: he is too negative as to the
importance and weight of Κυµοθ η and Κυµαθ η which, as we have seen, are
well attested.

1152 Examples are the month-names Β�δρ µιος (Arkadia), Β�δροµι8ν
(south-east Ionia from the nearby Doric regions) < *Βο�- (normal Ionic Βοη-),
and Πρ�ρ�τιος (connected with the festival-name Προηρ σια at Eleusis); see
Trümpy (1997), 31 (§§27), 129 f. (§106), and 140–2 (§117). For the Corinthian
cases in which this contraction has not taken place (Πολυν ƒα and 1λκιν ƒα),
and the reason for it, see §506.

1153 See n. 1145. The ending -αι is slightly odd. It seems to be dat., whereas
all other names on the vase in question are in the nom. We should not assume
that the last two letters are exchanged, since this is a rare mistake on vases (see
§110), and does not yield the right result either (-θ�α?). Therefore we must accept
contraction, and either assume dat. or an accidental stroke with the brush.

1154 e.g. fem. adjective χρυσ< < -�� (see Lejeune, §295).
1155 Ph. Boardman (1975), fig. 106. See also ad ETR 1.
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is COR 79.) It is interesting to note that this case is in a way 
the opposite of COR 4 1λκιν ƒ�, where for different reasons 
we may assume a poetic source. There a digamma was inserted
to prevent contraction and a non-dactylic shape –å–; here con-
traction was allowed, since the dactylic shape –åå– could be
regained with the full and more correct stem Κυµατο- used in
the compound.

One could still argue that our form might be a case of A.W.
(see §111): œnµατοθ(� )�. It is true that this would agree with 
the two Attic bf. occurrences of the name. But are we to believe
that both the kylix by the Epeleios P. (which shows other Doric-
looking labels) and our Corinthian vase present the name in a 
form which makes less sense semantically and which—to judge
from the epic tradition—is younger,1156 and that both, moreover,
show the same kind of accidental mistake? I favour the other 
explanation.

§458. Suicide of Aias

None of the four scenes with the suicide of Aias needs discussing.
On COR 12 there is also the scene of Herakles at Oichalia. COR

14 is a mixed scene (see §402). COR 23 is the most elaborate of
the four. On COR Gr 9 the inscription is incised. It is a strange
coincidence that none of the vases belongs to the LC period. 
No indications of literary language can be found.

Cahn–Berger-Haas–Perry (1969: 23), referring to Kunze
(1950: 156), observe that on COR 23 the dead Aias lies with his
head to the left, whereas in the other representations of the story
his head is to the right. Yet from the many other representations
listed at LIMC i, ‘Aias’ i. 115–31, we can see that both positions
are equally possible (see also our n. 1124).

§459. Aineias threatening Helene

Arena (pp. 76 f.), in first publishing COR 76, suggests the
abduction of Helene, and since Paris-Alexandros is not shown,
he supposes a non-Homeric version of the tale. This interpreta-
tion is certainly wrong, for the presence of Hekabe (as well as 
of Andromache, not read by Arena) and the fact that Aineias is
fully armed make no sense in this context. The figures present
(Andromache, Helene, Aineias, Hekabe) are all among the sur-
vivors of the sack of Troy (for Aineias see already Il. 20. 307 f.),
whereas Hektor whom we expect with Andromache, Paris whom
we expect with Helene, and Priamos whom we expect with
Hekabe, all died before the sack.1157 An occasion after these heroes’
deaths therefore seems a more plausible context, and here also
we could make good sense of the name (e) Περιλιπ8i, about 
which Amyx (p. 577) remarks ‘= left surviving, but the sense is
hard to justify’.

Now, in the context of the sack of Troy, a warrior who is 
moving fiercely towards Helene reminds us of someone else: 
there are very many representations of Menelaos threatening his
unfaithful wife.1158 Admittedly, he is sometimes shown depicted
with his sword falling from his hands at the sight of her beauty,
but these representations only start in the last quarter of the sixth
century and may be due to Ibycus’ version of the story, fr. 296
PMG).1159 And of course, our vase shows Aineias, not Menelaos;
moreover, it dates from about 570  or slightly earlier.1160

Provided the context of the sack of Troy is correct, could we 
possibly argue that the painter committed such a blunder? Or was
there indeed an encounter between Aineias and Helene, the cause
of the war and disaster, when he may have threatened her and
considered killing her?

Let us look at the relevant accounts of the events. A scene 
like this would certainly not make sense until the destruction of
the city was virtually complete. As Priamos seems to be no longer
present, we should place our scene after his death, and since
Helene is represented we have to place it before she was led 
away by Menelaos.1161 Proclus (?) in his short résumé (Chr.) of
Arctinus’ Iliupersis (see PEG and EGF ) does not mention any
encounter between Helene and Aineias, and indeed does not 
mention Aineias at all during the actual conquest of the city. 
The moment for our scene would fall right in between the fol-
lowing two events, which are told in immediate succession: καN
Νεοπτ λεµος µJν 3ποκτε�νει Πρ�αµον 9πN τHν το
 ∆ιHς το

Fρκε�ου βωµHν καταφυγ ντα. Μεν�λαος δJ 3νευρMν AΕλ�νην 9πN
τPς να
ς κατ�γει, ∆η�φοβον [her new husband after Paris’
recent death] φονε�σας. As for Aineias, he had left Troy after
the portent of the snakes devouring Laokoon’s sons: 9πN δJ τLι
τ�ρατι δυσφορKσαντες οI περN τHν Α/νε�αν iπεξ<λθον ε/ς τUν
Z Ιδην (Procl., three paragraphs before Priamos’ death).

There is, however, another, slightly more detailed but very 
similar account of the events at that stage of the story, namely
Apollod. Epit. 5. 21 f.: καN Νεοπτ λεµος µJν 9πN το
 Fρκε�ου ∆ιHς
βωµο
 καταφε�γοντα Πρ�αµον 3νε�λεν. "Οδυσσεfς δJ καN
Μεν�λαος Γλα
κον τHν 1ντKνορος ε/ς τUν ο/κ�αν φε�γοντα
γνωρ�σαντες µεθ" Vπλων 9λθ ντες Gσωσαν. Α/νε�ας δJ 1γχ�σην
τHν πατ�ρα βαστ�σας Gφυγεν, οI δJ AΕλληνες α:τHν διP τUν
ε:σ�βειαν ε+ασεν. Μεν�λαος δJ ∆η�φοβον κτε�νας AΕλ�νην 9πN
τPς να
ς 5γει. Here Aineias is therefore in the city during the 
sack. A scene such as we seem to need, of Aineias encountering
Helene and almost killing her, would fit very well after Odysseus
and Menelaos’ saving of Glaukos, to whom they were bound by

1156 In Hes. Th. 245 two MSS present Κυµοθ�α. But even though, in the 
light of our vases, this form may look as if it goes back to classical Greece, it is
less well attested, does not occur in Homer and Apollodorus, and is not a lectio
difficilior, far from it.

1157 They died in the order in which their wives occur on our vase. Is this a
coincidence?

1158 See Brommer (1973), 404–11; L. Kahil, LIMC iv, ‘Helene’ 210 ff.; see also
n. 389 above.

1159 At least Ibycus or Lesches, the author of the Little Iliad, whose date is
disputed (fr. 19 PEG, EGF ), are the earliest authors for whom this version is
attested. It is told in Eur. Andr. 629 f. (where the scholiast refers to Ibyc.) and
Ar. Lys. 155 (where the scholiast refers to Ibyc., to the Little Iliad, and Eur.);
see also Σ Ar. Vesp. 714.

1160 MC is generally dated 595/90–570, and this vase seems to belong towards
the end of the period.

1161 This latter fact is of course presupposed in Odyssey 4.
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ties of hospitality from the time of their embassy to Troy, when
his father Antenor had entertained them in his house and pleaded
for the surrender of Helene (an event mentioned in the Iliad, see
COR 74). No doubt the aversion for Helen, the cause of the war
and the city’s fall, was shared by Glaukos. We should thus have
two adjacent scenes expressing a Trojan hatred of Helene, first
that felt by Antenor’s family, and secondly that felt by Aineias
as shown on our vase, which is in line with his general dislike of
Priamos and his family (see Il. 13. 460 f.) and could have been
another reason why the Greeks let him go. Only after this final
threat to her life did Helene fall into the hands of her first husband,
Menelaos, who eventually brought her back home safely.

Now, Apollodorus hardly ever names his sources, and one could
of course argue that his mentioning the departure of Aineias is
a later insertion of a detail that was not contained in the Iliupersis
by Arctinus. Indeed, it would be odd for Proclus to have omitted
the story had it in fact been included, given its celebrity in Roman
times1162 (we should not place the Chrestomathy earlier than that).
Also, there is the problem that according to Arctinus (as reported
by Proclus), “οI περN Α/νε�αν” were long out of town, while the
Little Iliad requires Aineias to be in the city when it is finally
sacked; for in this epic (which also differs from the Iliupersis in that
Neoptolemos drags Priamos away from Zeus’ altar before killing
him (fr. 16 PEG = 17 EGF) ) Aineias together with Andromache
is given to Neoptolemos as a captive (fr. 21 PEG = 20 EGF ).
Obviously there was some uncertainty in the archaic period over
the fate of Aineias.1163

The main question is therefore: Can we assume that at the time
of our vase there were versions which described Aineias as being
in the burning city, moving freely around, possibly before rescuing
his family, and conceivably having an encounter with Helene?

In later times such an encounter between Aineias and Helene
is of course attested, namely in Virgil’s Aeneid (2. 567–88), where
Helene is hiding and Aineias observes her, and for a moment 
considers whether it would be the right thing to kill her.1164 And,
indeed, this occurs immediately after the death of Priamos and
before Aineias goes to his house and saves his family, i.e. exactly
at the moment we need it.

There is one author who was writing at the right time and 
who seems to have described the emigration to the West by 
Aineias and his family: Stesichorus.1165 From his Iliupersis we have
frs. 196–205 PMG and frs. S 88–132 SLG (P. Oxy. 2619), and,
as a ‘table of contents’, we also have the so-called Tabula Iliaca
(of early imperial date), which expressly names Stesichorus as 

its source.1166 The value of the Tabula Iliaca as evidence for the 
contents of Stesichorus’ poem has recently been attacked by
Horsfall (1979), in my view unsuccessfully.

These are Horsfall’s (here abbreviated H.) arguments. (1) On the
Tabula, Menelaos is shown threatening Helene with a sword,
which is a reflection of the widespread version (mentioned above)
that Menelaos dropped his sword on seeing her. But Stesichorus
in fr. 201 PMG (= Σ Eur. Or. 1287) reports that at the sight of
Helene the stones fell from the hands of those who wanted to stone
her: ο\ ν τι καN Στησ�χορος iπογρ�φει περN τLν καταλε�ειν
α:τUν µελλ ντων. φησN γPρ lµα τLι τUν 7ψιν α:τ<ς /δε�ν α:τοfς
3φε�ναι τοfς λ�θους 9πN τUν γ<ν. This for H. is a discrepancy: ‘The
actual citation of fr. 201 does not state explicitly that Menelaos
was himself armed with a stone, but the scholiast on Euripides
draws so marked a contrast between the Euripidean version of the
story and Stesichorus’ that we can hardly suppose the Stesichorean
Menelaos to have been wielding a solitary sword’ (p. 38). Now,
it is not only the stones vs. a sword which are unexpected, even
stranger is the multitude of people instead of Menelaos alone. Is
it certain that this report alludes to the scene at Troy when Helene
is found by her former husband? Would any ancient reader ever
have thought of the famous Menelaos–Helene scene when read-
ing this strange story? Certainly not. And, after all, the scholiast
is explaining a scene from the Oresteia, when the characters in
question were long since back home in Greece, and he mentions
neither Menelaos nor Troy. The most straightforward assump-
tion in my view would be that the scholiast took this scene from
the same context as the event that he wants to explain (or rather
contrast). Stesichorus did indeed write poems called Oresteia
(frs. 210–19 PMG).1167 This was H.’s strongest argument against
the Tabula Iliaca being a reflection of Stesichorus’ Iliupersis. It
seems by no means conclusive to me. H. further argues (2) that
the expression “ε/ς τUν AΕσπερ�αν” on the Tabula could not be
Stesichorean (p. 39). But of course none of the inscriptions on
the Tabula are either epic or Stesichorean wording, but simply
Koine.1168 Therefore we cannot draw any conclusions from such
an observation. (3) On the Tabula Iliaca Misenos is embarking
with Aineias. This character is not attested as one of Aineias’ com-
panions before Virgil. But although it is of slightly earlier date,
the testimony that he was a companion of Odysseus together 
with Baios (Strabo 1. 26, from Polybius) is by no means more
trustworthy as evidence of an origin in archaic times. For we know
much better who were Odysseus’ companions in early literature
from the Odyssey, where Misenos and Baios are not even men-
tioned. Therefore H.’s conclusion (p. 40): ‘the only economical

1162 He might more plausibly have passed over Odysseus and Menelaos’ sav-
ing of Glaukos, a story which we have no reason to believe was not contained in
the Iliupersis.

1163 The general fact that Aineias would survive the sack of Troy is clearly fore-
told by Poseidon in the Iliad (20. 337–9 . . . ο: µJν γ�ρ τ�ς σ" 5λλος 1χαιLν
9ξεναρ�ξει, sc. ‘if you survive Achilleus’—which he did).

1164 The much-discussed problem as to which stage in the elaboration of the
text these lines belong need not concern us here.

1165 Ibycus is most likely to be too late for a MC vase.

1166 Accepted as Stesich. fr. 205 PMG. For a drawing of the relief see LIMC
i, ‘Achilleus’ 543 (with bibl.).

1167 Today the communis opinio is that Euripides invented the relevant part of
the story. What makes us believe that?

1168 See e.g. 1νδροµ�χη, Πολυξ�νη, AΕκ�βη, Κασσ�νδρα. Davies (1978:
556) has already rightly reminded us that ε/ς τUν AΕσπερ�αν cannot be used as
‘a deterrent to our acceptance of the Stesichorean origin of this particular por-
tion of the myth’.
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explanation of these attestations is that Misenus was not named
in Stesichorus and that he was first described as a trumpeter 
and a companion of Aeneas in the Roman antiquarians’, is not
justified. Indeed, it is hardly conceivable that the whole elabor-
ate, but in the main unimportant, story as told by Virgil (Aen. 6.
149 ff.) was such a late invention. We may, at any rate, more safely
argue that Misenos is a character already figuring in Stesichorus
than that his presence on the Tabula Iliaca is a sign against
Stesichorean authorship of what is represented. (4) On the Tabula
Iliaca the Iερ� taken from Troy are depicted and named three times,
whereas elsewhere they are attested only on an Etruscan scarab
of c.490 .1169 H. may well be right to feel that the artist of the
Tabula over-emphasized the importance of these sacra (p. 40) 
and of Aineias’ exodus in general, which he placed right in the 
centre of the relief (p. 38). But this is just Augustan propaganda 
and irrelevant to the question of whether Stesichorus told the 
story of Aineias’ exodus or not. The first representation of this
exodus scene is a fragment of an Attic bf. amphora by Exekias
in Reggio Calabria (Para. 61, from Lokroi Epizephyrioi) of
c.545–530 (Boardman (1974), 57). This is Ibycus’ period, and we
may assume that he knew and told the story, just as he told the
one about Menelaos dropping his sword at the sight of Helene.
However, Ibycus, particularly in his earlier works, drew largely
from Stesichorus, and the Tabula refers not to Ibycus, but to
Stesichorus. (5) H. (p. 41) argues that Anchises sitting on Aineias’
left shoulder on the Tabula disagrees with most vase pictures 
and representations from Hellenistic times. But an Etruscan rf.
amphora of about 470 and an early fifth-century coin from Aineia
on Chalkidike show him in that position1170 and (according to H.)
probably reflect an earlier type different from the later canonical
tradition. I do not see how H. can take this as an argument against
the Tabula reflecting Stesichorus; if anything, it is one in favour.
(6) In the gate scene on the Tabula, Kreusa seems to be in the
background, and she is certainly no longer present in the scene
where the family embarks. Other traditions have her going with
Aineias (see H. with his n. 118). In fact in the Cypria (fr. 31 PEG,
23 EGF) and the Little Iliad (fr. 22 PEG, EGF) Aineias’ wife is
not Kreusa but Eurydike (both attestations from Paus. 10. 26. 1;
see also Enn. Ann. 37). Virgil does not draw on these traditions,
but he agrees perfectly with the version on the Tabula Iliaca, 
which names Stesichorus as its source. In view of all this it 
seems to me that H.’s point should be reversed; all relevant facts 
speak in favour of, not against, Stesichorus being reflected in 
this relief.1171

H. (pp. 41 f.) also adduces an important detail of the Tabula
that does not agree with Virgil’s account: Hermes leads Aineias
and his family out of the city. H. lists both literary and pictorial
parallels (the latter from c.40–30 ), and the point is particu-
larly valuable since it shows that the artist of the Tabula did not
just reproduce Virgil’s famous narrative.

To sum up, we have no reason to disbelieve that Aineias’ 
flight to the West as shown on the Tabula Iliaca formed part of
Stesichorus’ Iliupersis.1172 (In fact, could we possibly imagine a 
reputable Augustan artist mendaciously adding such a title to a
relief, and this at a time when everybody knew or at least could
go and read1173 Stesichorus’ poem?)

In view of Apollodorus’ account, cited above, Aineias’ flight must
have taken place between Priamos’ death and the recovery of
Helene by Menelaos. The Aeneid at this stage of the story describes
how Aineias saw Helene and pondered whether he should kill her
or not. We know of several features that are common to both Virgil
and Stesichorus, but not shared by other versions of the story,
and which therefore suggest that Virgil drew upon Stesichorus.
Several other features too could be taken from Stesichorus. Now,
our vase shows the surviving ladies of the Trojan aristocracy, two
of whom, namely Andromache1174 and Hekabe, are also represented
together on the Tabula Iliaca, where they are sitting at Hektor’s
tomb together with Polyxene and Helenos.1175 At the centre of
the vase-painting is Helene with a fully armed and grim-looking
Aineias facing or even threatening her. It seems very likely to me
that our vase is evidence for the existence of the Virgilian version
more than half a millennium before the composition of the

1169 See pl. 3b to H.’s article; LIMC i, ‘Aineias’ 95.
1170 The amphora: H., pl. 3a; LIMC i, ‘Aineias’ 94*. The coin: LIMC, 

ibid. 92.
1171 The following point may be worth mentioning: the fact that on the

Tabula Iliaca Menelaos holds his sword in his hand, whereas representations of
the sword falling to the ground exist from much earlier times, must mean that—
provided the scene is Stesichorean—Stesichorus’ version did not include the detail
(given in the later version) of Menelaos’ dropping his weapon at the sight of Helene.
This may therefore be Ibycus’ or the Little Iliad ’s invention, whichever is earl-
ier (see above, with n. 1159). But Helene is depicted naked on the Tabula, and

some erotic element in the plot could therefore stem from Stesichorus. (See also
above for the difference between the Little Iliad and Arctinus’ Iliupersis over the
murder of Priamos by Neoptolemos: the Tabula—and therefore Stesichorus—
agrees with the older Arctinus.)

1172 This is also the conclusion of the short but well-balanced discussion of the
problems by Davies (1978). See p. 555: ‘I cannot understand why the a priori
assumption that Aeneas cannot have been connected with Italy as early as S(tesi-
chorus) has exerted such a pertinacious grip on scholars’ minds’ (pointing to West
(1966: 432) on Hes. Th. 1008 and, for the date of that part of the Theogony, ibid.,
p. 398); also, p. 556: ‘The Tabula Iliaca’s strong implication that S’s Iliupersis
represented that hero as rescuing the sacra and carrying them into exile is no longer
unacceptable.’ Very plausible too is Davies’s claim that Stesichorus did not men-
tion the name of Rome, maybe not even Italy, as Aineias’ final destination.
Otherwise our poet would have been the major authority of the Roman histor-
ians, and his relevant passage would be cited many times.

1173 As admitted by H., pp. 37 f. with nn. 76 f.
1174 Her upper part is not preserved on our vase, so that we cannot be sure

whether she had little Astyanax with her or not.
1175 In Stesichorus, Hekabe was eventually brought to Lycia by Apollon, fr.

198 PMG. Virgil, who does not report Hecuba’s fate, nevertheless tells us (Aen.
3. 294 ff.) that Andromache eventually got Helenos as her new husband and lived
in a land called Chaonia. (It seems a surprising coincidence that this land had a
river called Xanthos (3. 350), just like the main river of Lycia.) Secondly, in her
account to Aeneas, Andromache immediately compares her fate with that of
Polyxene, who was allowed to die at Troy (3. 321 ff.). Now, Virgil’s story of Helenos
and Andromache and Andromache’s recalling Polyxene remind us of the group
depicted at Hektor’s tomb on the (Stesichorean) Tabula Iliaca. At least this sec-
ond coincidence should probably be considered another piece of evidence in favour
of the assumption that Virgil drew upon Stesichorus.
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Aeneid.1176 Whether our vase reflects Stesichorus, or some other
contemporary or even older tradition (of which we know nothing),
is not certain. But Stesichorus in this case is certainly the best
guess (see §504).

On our vase Andromache and Hekabe are watching, so they may
well have been present in the original version. At any rate, they
fit the scene, indeed they would probably both have encouraged
Aineias to kill Helene. He did not do it, though. Why? Well,
Helene was a beautiful woman, and what happened to Menelaos
according to the Little Iliad and Ibycus, as well as to a number
of men probably on another occasion in Stesichorus (see the 
discussion of Horsfall’s first argument, above), and is suspected
of happening to Orestes and Pylades by the chorus in Eur. Or.,
may have saved her from this danger also. After all, even in the
Aeneid (2. 589 ff.) Aineias’ mother Aphrodite-Venus (none other!)
has to come and awake her son from his contemplative absorption,
reminding him of his duty towards his family.

§460. Odysseus and Kirke

In view of the fact that five representations of the scene with
Odysseus and Kirke are preserved on Kabiran vases, among which
is our BOI 22, this story must have been popular in the land of
the ‘Boiotian Pig’.1177 Our Κ�ρκ� is the only label in these scenes,
which are self-explanatory.

§461. Odysseus and Boreas

Ever since its publication by Fröhner, BOI 18 has been com-
pared with Od. 5. 296. There Boreas is one of the winds roused
by Poseidon, who churned the ocean up with his trident (l. 292)
so as to drown Odysseus on his raft. Bieber (1920: 154) explains
the comical falsification of the scene: instead of being on a raft
laden with two skins, one of water and one of dark wine (ll. 265 f.),
the hero is on one made from two amphorae; instead of being
terrified by Poseidon and the winds, he has stolen his enemy’s
trident and is leaping across his raft to catch a fish (which he
misses).1178 This scene presupposes a theatrical performance (partly
in local dialect?; see §§254, 503) rather than something merely con-
jured up from the imagination of the painter (see §475 on BOI 16).

Unspecified Scenes from the Trojan Cycle

§462. Unspecified scenes from the Trojan Cycle

Taking the main characters in alphabetical order, we have two
scenes with Achilleus and others (COR 57 (see §452), also showing

a painter’s signature, and CHA 8); one scene with Aineias
(COR 15) and one with Menelaos (AIG 1), both alone; and two
with Patroklos (alone on COR 3, with others on COR 46A). Only
the scenes with several characters will be discussed here.

In the scene on COR 57 it is puzzling that Hektor is mounted
not on his horse Aithon (who is carrying Memnon) but on a horse
which bears the name Orion. The latter name is normally thought
to be a ‘mistake’ for Areion (see also ad loc.), yet Areion is not
a horse that had any part in the Trojan War as far as we know:
he belonged to Adrastos and is mentioned only once in Homer
(Il. 23. 346; also Thebais, fr. 7 PEG = 6A EGF ). On the other
hand, the writer seems to have been well-informed about myth-
ical figures and their names, for there is a perfect distribution 
of Greeks and Trojans (including their horses) between the two
sides, and Xanthos the prophet-horse and Balios are ridden by
their master Achilleus and his closest friend.1179 We should not
therefore be too eager to reject the name Orion as that of a horse.

As regards the chronological aspect of the myth represented
on this vase, there are indeed a few oddities. First, the pre-
sence of Palamedes is remarkable. This hero is never men-
tioned in the Iliad and Odyssey, but he is mentioned in Hesiod 
(fr. 297 M–W, from Apollod. 2. 1. 5), and his drowning by
Diomedes and Odysseus when he was fishing (see §254) was
described in the Cypria (fr. 30 PEG = 20 EGF; see §254, end).
Apollodorus elsewhere (Epit. 3. 8) repeats that Palamedes was
killed during the siege of Troy; according to this version he 
was stoned.1180 This figure therefore places the scene very early
in the Trojan context. The same is true for Protesilaos, who 
in fact could never even have mounted a horse in the Trojan 
War, for he was the first Achaian to lose his life—immediately
upon landing (Il. 2. 701 f.; he is also mentioned at 13. 681). 
On the other hand, Memnon appeared only much later in the
story, a point already noted by Robert (1919: 177): ‘als Memnon
in Troja eintrifft, ist Sarpedon bereits gefallen, und von den
dargestellten Griechen sind Protesilaos und Palamedes schon 
lange tot’.

The horse-names on our vase are interesting too. Three of them
(Xanthos, Podargos, Aithon) are the names of three of Hektor’s
horses in Il. 8. 185 (Lampos is the fourth). Yet since the rider
of our Podargos is Protesilaos, we may remember that there is
also a Greek horse called Podargos, belonging to Menelaos 
(23. 295) and mentioned along with Agamemnon’s mare Aithe.
The name Podargos also reminds us of the passages 16. 149 f.
and 19. 400 where Xanthos and Balios, Achilleus’ horses, are said
to be the Harpy Podarge’s sons. It seems that the combination
of such horse-names as Ξ�νθος, Ποδαργ-, and Α/θ- was some-
how canonical in the epic tradition (see also §468).

1176 The same scene with Aineias threatening to kill Helene as she sits on an
altar, while Aphrodite stands behind him about to call him to his duty, has been
suspected on a 4th-cent. Greek bronze mirror (LIMC i, ‘Aineias’ 203a*, iv, ‘Helene’
373*). There are no inscrs., so we cannot be sure. But the interpretation seems
plausible.

1177 The other four vases (uninscribed) are Braun–Haevernick (1981), 65 ff.,
cat. nos. 363, 376, 402, 405. All other myths on Kabiran ware are preserved only
twice (Bellerophontes, Judgement of Paris) or once (six more scenes, plus some
dubious ones). For the Boiotian Pig see Sparkes (1967).

1178 See also COP 25 for a figure catching fish with a trident.

1179 I cannot see the reason for Lorber’s suggestion (p. 57) that Balios and
Xanthos are taken from everyday life rather than from an epic scene here (see
§506 with n. 1286).

1180 This version includes the writing of a letter (as in the story of Bellero-
phontes with the famous line Il. 6. 169, the only mention of writing in Homer).
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On the whole, Lorber and Amyx are right to say that this scene
cannot just be called an ‘echo of Homer’ (Friis Johansen (1967),
83). Amyx (p. 570) says that ‘there is no reason to believe that
Chares did more than add names to his poor painting, in the hope
of making it more attractive’ (see the similar case of COR 30).
Nevertheless, he did it in a way which by its very carelessness
reflects an almost natural knowledge of the characters and groups
of characters in the well-known epic myths. And it has to be
stressed that Πρ4τεs\λ�ς with its long [o] (see ad loc.) is a non-
Corinthian form (though adapted to everyday language as far 
as its second element is concerned) and must have been known
at Corinth, and finally come to the ears of our painter, from the
Ionic epic tradition (see §503).

The battle scene CHA 8, published by Trendall (1958), is also
difficult to place in the epic cycle. First, we may conjecture that
since Automedon is Achilleus’ charioteer, the scene is from a con-
text when Achilleus has returned to the battle after Patroklos’
death, i.e. from Iliad 20 onwards. On the other hand, Asteropaios
was killed by Achilleus soon afterwards (Il. 21. 179). In prin-
ciple our scene should fall in between. But there are problems.
Asteropaios here kills Περιφ1τ�ς, who, according to Il. 15.
636–52, was Hektor’s victim. At least the manner of Periphetes’
death was similar to that shown in our picture: he was stabbed
after having fallen on his back while running away; here he is on
his knees (trying to stand up again?).

Beazley (1957a: 239 n. 1) pointed out that the Eurymachos who
is here stabbed by Achilleus cannot be the same Eurymachos 
as on COR 74, who was the son of Antenor and fiancé of
Polyxene, and was still alive at the sack of Troy (Paus. 10. 27. 3
on Polygnotos’ painting at Delphi).1181 In fact no Eurymachos 
is named in the Iliad. In view of its frequency and its suitable 
meaning (‘fighting widely’) Schefold (1978: 210) thinks that the
name is chosen at random; see also below on COR 46Ac.

Respecting Hippolochos, Charops, Diomedes, and Glaukos,
Trendall (p. 7) observes: ‘According to Homer (Iliad vi 206)
Hippolochos was the father of Glaucus, who appears in the centre
of the picture, but it was Odysseus not Diomedes who slew
Charops (Iliad xi 426).’ But since Hippolochos, Glaukos’ father,
was not present at Troy, here Hippolochos the son of Antimachos
will be meant; he, however, was killed by Agamemnon (Il. 11.
122 ff.) a short while before Charops’ death and cannot have 
helped him any more.

Speaking of Menestheus, Trendall remarks that in the Iliad
(12. 329–32) Menestheus and Glaukos, son of Hippolochos, 
appear together. (Although the former is on the wall.) But as our
Glaukos and Hippolochos are probably not related, the possibility
cannot be excluded that the painter had in mind Glaukos, the son
of Antenor (see COR 74), who is not named in the Iliad.

As for Odysseus and Με[. . .], Trendall points out: ‘Melanippos
would be a possibility, although he is not specifically associated

by Homer with Odysseus.’ Brommer (1983: 118) reminds us that
although eighteen victims of Odysseus are named in the Iliad,
this name (Melanippos) is not among them.

The form (k) "Οδυσ(σ)εä[ς] is the epic form of the name 
(see §254) and should be taken as a slight hint that the painter
had literature in mind (see §503). Yet he must be censured for
making a very careless mix-up of things, for we can hardly assume
the existence of some literary account that was parallel to our 
Iliad but different in so many details.

On COR 46A the well-known names (b) Patroklos, ( f ) Aias,
and (h) Diomedes make it clear that the Greeks are fighting to
the right, and the Trojans to the left. If the fight did reflect 
a known scene from the epic, it would have to be placed before
the start of the Iliad, since Patroklos is still alive and there are
several names not mentioned in the Iliad. But it is more likely
that no specific scene is intended.

The first name, (a) Eumelos, is anyway somewhat strange in
that the character is facing left. He was a Greek, famous for his
participation in the chariot-race (Il. 23. 288 ff.) and for his—or
rather his father Admetos’—fast horses (2. 763–7). This would
suit his being on horseback on our vase. But we should have to
assume that he is driving some captured horses back to the camp
in order to justify his facing left, and this seems far-fetched.

(c) Eurymachos is being stabbed by Patroklos and is there-
fore a Trojan. As we saw on CHA 8 (see above), where one
Eurymachos is stabbed by Achilleus, our man cannot be the son
of Antenor and Theano, mentioned by Pausanias (10. 27. 3) and
represented on COR 74, because that hero was still alive at the
sack of Troy. (It was not usual for people to be merely wounded
by Patroklos or Achilleus.) Eurymachos is also a historical name
(Bechtel, p. 180), and here it seems close to a throwaway name
(see §237).1182

(d) ∆a\πυλος is facing left and is therefore a Trojan, which makes
it impossible to identify him with Sthenelos’ friend (Il. 5. 325),
a very minor figure in the Iliad. Is this perhaps yet another half-
successful attempt to reproduce the name of Hektor’s brother
∆η�φοβος, who occurs as ∆��φ4ν on COR 24 and ∆��φονος on
COR 70 (see §439)? The name ∆��πυλος recurs—twice—on
another vase (COR 107) in a non- or pseudo-heroic setting, where
it seems to be a choice of a name that was more stereotyped than
we may now be inclined to believe (for names with ∆ηι- see
Bechtel, pp. 121 f., with -πυλος, rare, p. 390); see §237.

(g) Andromachos lies dead on the ground, while Aias and 
a Trojan whose name is unfortunately lost are fighting over his
body. According to Q. Smyrnaeus (who is known to reflect early
sources, see e.g. above on CHA 8), a Greek called Andromachos
was killed by Aineias (Q. Smyrn. 11. 41), but since Patroklos is
still alive on our vase, we cannot possibly have here either the
same scene or the same man (Q. Smyrn., furthermore, does not
mention Aias in the context). Andromachos is also a historical

1181 The Trojan Eurymachos, whom Trendall (1958: 5 f.) cites from Q.
Smyrn. 11. 130 ff. (where the character must have been taken from an earlier
source), is no better a choice, since he is identical with the one in Pausanias.

1182 It is curious to note that this name occurs also on COR 53 (non-heroic)
together with one ∆ . . [. . 3–4 . .]ος which could be restored ∆αW [πυλ]ος like our
name (d ), but this may be coincidence.
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name (Bechtel, p. 48), and with its second element it has a dull,
throwaway quality (see §237).

As our warrior (i) [. . .] ν�ς is facing left, fighting Diomedes,
the Greek Μηρι νης is out of the question. A good guess would
be Hektor’s charioteer Kebriones, although we know nothing 
about a fight between him and Diomedes.

This fight presents a strange mixture of well-known heroic
names (three Greeks and a likely Trojan) and other names that
cannot be attributed to any characters from the Trojan War, viz.
(a), (c)–(e), and (g). It will have to be considered a mixed, if not
pseudo-heroic scene (see §402).

Unidentified Scenes from the Trojan Cycle

§463. Unidentified scenes from the Trojan Cycle

The scenes listed here are all fragmentary. Achilleus occurs on
COR 72 and CHA 7, Aias and Diomedes on COR 38, Aineias
on COR 44A (probably with Paris), and Paris on CHA 25.
Perhaps also belonging here is COR 9, where [. . .]4ρ may rep-
resent Hektor. On CHA 26, the combination of the names (a)
Ε:ρ�µ[αχος?] and (b) Cλα
b[ος] reminds us both of CHA 8 (see
§462), with its two Trojan warriors Eurymachos and Glaukos in
an indistinct Trojan context, and of COR 74 (see §441), on which
there are two sons of Antenor who are well known from literary
sources. But as we should not a priori expect the two brothers to
be represented as a warrior and his page, and Eurymachos is also
used as a throwaway name on our vases (see §237), the precise
setting, and even the Trojan context, must remain uncertain.

Other Unspecified or Unidentified Heroic Scenes

§464. Unspecified heroic scenes

Only ETR 4 and ETR 2, unspecified scenes with Amazons and
Erotes, need be mentioned here. They may have an erotic con-
notation (see §307).

§465. Unidentified heroic scenes

COR 1A with an Amazon may be part of a scene showing
Herakles’ battle against the Amazons (see §413; Achilleus and
Penthesileia does not strike me as being a more likely subject).
The fragment IOD 2 has also been thought to be from an
Amazonomachy. The fragment CHA 23 with two Centaurs may
again be from the context of Herakles’ deeds (see §412). On AIG 2

a fragmentary label which may be read 1γ[. . .] or 1λ[. . .] could
be from a heroic context (Agamemnon or Alexandros?).

Two equally fragmentary scenes, COR 41 and CHA 17, con-
tain the name Oineus, which argues for a heroic context. The 
latter, which also preserves part of a horse-name but is known
only from an old engraving, is possibly a departure or wedding-
procession scene (the man Åοινε�ς has the same position as e.g.
COR 66i, or the man with a spear behind the boy COR 71e). The

feminine horse-name would corroborate the mythical impression,
since female horses are only attested on vases of heroic context
(see §244). If my reading of the name as [ "Ο]qθ\3 is correct, we
may refer to Pind. Pyth. 10. 36, where the adjective 7ρθιος is used
of donkeys slaughtered for Apollon, who γελ`ι θ " SρLν ^βριν
[ρθ�αν κνωδ�λων. The word seems to evoke at one and the 
same time both their shrill voices and their wanton behaviour
(which one may not only hear, but also Sρ`ν) and would seem
appropriate for a horse.

  (-  -)

Scenes Relating to War

§466. War-preparation scenes

The arming of warriors who are obviously about to go to war 
is shown on COR 85 (see also below, §467, on CHA 3 where 
arming and departure are combined). On COR 53, warriors are
shown standing around as if waiting for orders (see §425 with 
nn. 1067 ff. for a similar scene in a sporting context).

§467. Departure scenes

The departure of one or several warriors for war is a stereotyped
non-heroic subject on Corinthian vases. It is also transferred to
the epic sphere (see §§428, 444). The following are our labelled
examples: COR 64B, COR 67, COR 78, COR 79, COR 119,
CHA 3, CHA 6, perhaps also COR 81B and CHA 17. Three 
of these, COR 79, COR 119, and CHA 3, require a short dis-
cussion of the structure of the scene.

COR 119 was analysed by Lorber (pp. 64 f.) as a composition
with two scenes (I am not considering Schefold’s heroic connec-
tion (1993), 283 f.): (1) chariot and charioteer, warrior and woman
(as in COR 45); (2) two women and a long-robed man, as on 
several other vases (none of which is inscribed). And indeed the
fact, stressed by Lorber (n. 410), that we can hardly imagine two
warriors and a driver in a single chariot speaks strongly in favour
of an interpretation as two separate scenes. But he has to admit
that the other figures—a warrior heading for the chariot and a
boy—are extras who do not readily fit into two such stereotyped
scenes as he proposes.

The following analysis, which seems to find parallels in 
COR 70 (see §444), COR 79 (see below), and CHA 3 (see below),
may therefore be easier. If label (c) is meant to be the boy’s name,
we can interpret the double scene, ingeniously composed as it 
is, by means of a chronological split: in scene (1) the warrior takes
leave of, probably, his parents, his wife, and his son; in scene 
(2) he gets into his chariot, while his wife (?) waves to him. The 
warrior and one woman, perhaps his wife, would then be painted
twice, but named only in the later scene to the right. If this 
interpretation is correct, all characters would be named, and each 
would be labelled only once.
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The distribution of the names between men and women is 
perfect. Yet almost all are extremely colourless throwaway names:
Å`χυς, ∆ι8ι, Å�4ν, Åι8ι, ∆�4ν (see §237). Only the warrior,
1ντιµαχ�δ�ς, doubtless the most important person in the scene
(like the warrior in the chariot scene on COR 89, see §468 below),
bears a somewhat more imaginative name; though even he is hardly
to be understood as a mythical figure and his name is formed 
from very dull components (see §237). In view of the character
of the names and the prevailingly impersonal character of these
scenes, it is probably not of much importance that the ‘two’ 
warriors wear slightly different helmets.

COR 79 shows a warrior labelled (a) [Λ�ƒ?]οδ(�)µ�ς (?) and
an unnamed woman walking towards a quadriga, into which a 
warrior (c) Λ�ƒοδ�[µας] is climbing. As the two warrior-names
may be the same, the character may also be identical, i.e. shown
twice. Beyond the chariot are two other unnamed women.

The scene on CHA 3 reminds us very much of the Corinthian
vases, although the lively combination of arming and departure
makes this painting less stereotyped. The Corinthian impression
is supported by a likely lapse in the writing system (‘blue’ chi)
in label (c) Τ�χι[ο]ς, as well as by the Corinthian parallels to labels
(g) Π λυδος, (h) Ξ�νθος, and (i) œρ8πιος. See §259. As on COR
119 and 79 (see above), the unnamed warrior putting his helmet
on and setting off for war (the third figure from the left) may be
the same as (a) to the extreme left, but at a later stage of the ‘story’.

§468. Chariot scenes

Chariot scenes are also frequent on Corinthian vases, sometimes
combining with another stereotyped scene from the war context.
The horse-names are often the most ‘heroic-sounding’ parts of these
otherwise non-heroic scenes. I tend to count such cases among
the pseudo-heroic ones, although it is not inconceivable that heroic-
sounding horse-names were a more common feature of con-
temporary Corinthian life than we may think. We have COR 64

(with a riding scene), COR 68 (pseudo-heroic), COR 83ter (again
with a riding scene), COR 86, COR 87 (probably pseudo-
heroic), COR 89 (probably pseudo-heroic), COR 90 (probably
pseudo-heroic), and COR 94.

Because of the naming of Hektor and Kebriones on COR 68,
the scene is clearly meant to give a heroic impression. As the 
movement is all to the left, we would expect all participants to
be on the same side in battle. Yet, although several names occur
in mythological contexts, no plausible setting can be found. For
(a) Ε:ρ�µας none of the heroic characters fits (see ad loc.): the
Eurymas killed by Polydeukes does not suit the Trojan allusions
on our vase, and the two Trojans named Erymas do not fit the
form of our label. As for (b) Eurymedon, Lorber (with n. 507)
observes that all the men of this name in the Iliad are non-Trojans.
Moreover, our label must be attributed to a horse, but although
we have other very grand-sounding horse-names on our vases (see
§244), the name (‘Wide-ruling’) does not really fit; there are also
other Eury- names which make a dull impression (see §237). 

(c) Hippos is attested as a personal name, but is very rare1183 and
would be odd if used of a man when horses are present. But it
could also be the label of one of the horses, and although it must
be deemed a very pedestrian ‘horse-name’, we should accept it
as such. Two labels (d ) ∆αµ[. . .] (a horse) and ( f ) ∆�l4ν (a 
warrior) convey the notion of ‘taming horses’; the first, however,
would be very unusual as a horse-name, whereas the latter is 
a common throwaway name (see §237). Also (e), probably to 
be read Å�4ν, is a throwaway name, although its use for a horse
seems as odd as that of (b). The horse-names (i) Leukos and 
( j) Glaukos are plausible, but the first is unattested in myth and
the second is only attested (as mentioned by Arena, p. 113) for
one of Poseidon’s horses (Σ Il. 13. 23, together with the much
more imaginative name "Ερι8λης, ‘Hurricane’); apart from that,
Glaukos is of course attested on our vases for two Trojans1184

(one COR 74i, the other COR 82h and CHA 4e). As for (k)
Eurylochos, Lorber (p. 80 with n. 509) refers to Odysseus’
friend in the Odyssey, i.e. a Greek. As far as the last name, (l)
Ηιππ λυt[ος], is concerned, Amyx (p. 573) rightly doubts that
this occurrence in combination with COR 24i (the only character
who does not fit the heroic scene) and COR 61 (isolated) amounts
to sufficient evidence to make this name heroic. Hippolytos is 
also a historical name (Bechtel, p. 220; 4th cent.), and we should
consider it a horsey name (§238) here.

Amyx (p. 573) concludes that the labels on this vase are an
‘afterthought, added merely to give greater importance to a con-
ventional subject’. Indeed, if we analyse the labelling, we find the
following features. (1) The painter (who will also have been the
writer) forgets to complete the figure of a warrior to the left of
the scene (see ad loc., Scene). (2) He gives very unusual labels to
some of his figures, viz. (c), (e), and also (b), (d), ( j). (3) He mixes
mythical names of well-known Trojans, (g), (h), and perhaps ( j),
with throwaway and horsey labels, viz. (e), ( f ), (l), and with other
dull labels, namely (c), the Ε:ρυ- sequence (a), (b), (k), and the
sequence (i)–( j), both colour adjectives used of horses (see §§237
f. and 444, respectively). (4) He is guilty both of inaccuracies in
letter-forms in (c) and ( f ) and of making more serious mistakes—
some of which he corrects, rightly in (b), wrongly in (h), some
of which he does not, (i) and ( j). Nevertheless, the inscriptions
on the whole make sense, and the names of the two men in the
first chariot go well together. The impression we get of this artist
is one of slight incompetence in writing, to judge from (h) and
( j), combined with an extreme lack of care. It just seems as if our
man had produced this kind of scene so many times that he no
longer paid any attention to what he was writing.

As far as we can tell from the documents available to us, (a)
1κ�µας on COR 87 is not a frequent historical name in archaic
and classical times, but on the evidence of CEG 372 1κµ�τ�δ�ς
(a 6th-cent. Olympic champion from Sparta) such names may have

1183 Bechtel (p. 225) cites Paus. 6. 3. 5. Another occurrence is given by
Fraser–Matthews: IG xii/9. 246A. 149. The use of the noun as a label of a Satyr
in CHA 14c is of course a different matter.

1184 Not for ‘a Trojan hero of that name’, as Amyx (p. 573) writes.
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been in wider use (particularly in Doric regions?). (b) and (e)
œ�λλαρος was the name of Kastor’s horse, attested as Κ�λ(λ)αρος
on an amphora by Exekias ABV 145. 13 (as pointed out by
Kretschmer (1888), 156), and mentioned by Stesichorus in his
Games for Pelias (fr. 178 PMG; Polydeukes’ horse was Xanthos,
also a frequent Corinthian horse-name). Alcman, on the other 
hand (according to fr. 25 PMG), assigned Kyllaros to Polydeukes, 
and Xanthos to Kastor (the ancients had similar trouble with 
the twins’ brides, see §438). As Kyllaros is not very flattering
(‘Club-foot’, ‘Bandy-legs’), it was hardly an everyday horse-name.
Also, the formation in -uρος from κυλλ ς is attested only once
elsewhere, namely in Aristotle’s HA (530a. 12) as the name of 
a certain type of crab (see LSJ), chosen presumably because of
the creature’s crooked legs. It seems more likely, therefore, that
this name is a reminiscence of some epic tale, rather than being
in wider use. However, why it occurs on our vase as the name
of a horse (or indeed two horses) together with a charioteer called
Akamas, is hard to see.1185 I therefore detach the name of the man
from myth. Nevertheless, it is striking that we have here two 
names of which one is known to have figured in a poem by
Stesichorus (Κ�λλαρος in the Games for Pelias, fr. 178. 2 PMG)
and the other is very likely to have done (1κ�µας in the
Iliupersis), although the unimaginative—or rather, inadvertent?
(see §112 with n. 722 on the visibility of fresh paint)—repetition
of œ�λλαρος testifies to some carelessness on the part of the
painter. Also, (d ) Λυσ�πολις seems too grand for an everyday
horse-name, and may be from a poetic source (see §509; for horse-
names see §244); yet we do not know whether the painter may
have had Stesichorus in mind here too.

An interesting case of pseudo-heroic labelling is COR 89, 
where four of the five names evoke the literary sphere. (a) Φ�ρ3ς
is well attested in mythology (see COR 66m with §425). (d )
Λ�ƒοπτ λεµος is probably no more than a speaking name
(§239), yet with its digamma it has a certain literary solemnity
(see §506)—though we should not assume direct influence of 
any specific poetic source. (c) Ξ�νθος together with (e) Β�λιος
is certainly an epic reminiscence, viz. of Achilleus’ famous horses
(see §506 with n. 1286). (b) "/νιοχ�δ�ς is a speaking name of a
current, but non-epic formation (see ad loc.).

On COR 90, which is fragmentary, there are, besides Xanthos,
two horse-names which can be restored with some probability 
as Qyllaros and Podargos. Both would evoke the epic sphere 
(see above and §462 on COR 57).

§469. Riding scenes

Simple riding scenes are also frequent. Sometimes the context
of war is not certain, and a sporting or training ride seems con-
ceivable. This topic is one of the most unpretentious, as is evident

from the frequent throwaway names (§237). Also, it is often 
combined with other topics, mostly of an unpretentious nature
too. Combinations including riding scenes are COR 70 (with the
departure of Hektor), CHA 15 (with the departure of Hektor and
Paris and a non-heroic running scene), COR 101 (with Perseus
freeing Andromeda), COR 64 and COR 83ter (with chariot
scenes), COR 83bis (with a marching scene), COR 99 (with 
a pseudo-heroic battle scene), COR 92 (with a banquet scene),
COR 104 (with a boar-hunt scene), COR 105 (with a dancing
scene). Apart from these we have COR 58, COR 62, COR 63,
COR 83, COR 84, COR 100 (pseudo-heroic), COR 103, 
COR 108, COR 111, and the pinax COP 79.

Lorber (p. 77) characterizes the inscriptions for the riding 
scene on COR 92, viz. (h) Λ�δ�µαƒος, (i) Λ�δ�µ�ς, and ( j)
Ηιπ(π)οτ�4ν, as merely decorative, comparing a similar scene with
nonsense labels,1186 and the position of labels on Attic vases. Amyx
(p. 625, with bibl.) mentions another Atticizing feature in the 
decoration (lotus-palmette chain).

On COR 100, a Gorgon, properly named Σθεν(ν)8ι, is 
shown together with two riders labelled Ε%φ�µος and Π λυς.
For the Gorgon-name, Payne (1931: 86) cites Hes. Th. 274–6,
where Σθενν8, Ε:ρυ�λη, and Μ�δουσα are named as the three
Gorgon sisters (see COR 106). For other (rare) representations
of Gorgons between riders see Krauskopf (LIMC iv. 307, with
bibl.). We may wonder whether the combination of riders with
a supernatural monster should not perhaps evoke the sphere of
youths being sent on an adventure trip in connection with their
initiation (see §§307 and 472 with n. 1198).

Euphamos is not identifiable with any mythical bearer of 
this name that we know (e.g. the one on COR 66). We shall have
to interpret the name here (as well as on COR 114) as a semi-
throwaway name; there are other names of this dull type with 
the Ε:- or -φ�µος elements (see §237). Π λυς must be judged
similarly. Arena gives a historical parallel, CIG 3140. 22 (gen.
Π λυος);1187 another example is IGDS 142c (Gela, 6th cent.), 
and two more are found in Fraser–Matthews. Arena suggests that
it is a hypocoristic (‘abbreviazione’) for Πολ�στρατος (was he
thinking of the one on COR 102?). At any rate, it is a Πολυ- name
(see §237), i.e. a semi-throwaway name like Euphamos.

The name of the Gorgon offers several possible readings. For
Hes. Th. 276 the manuscripts have both Σθειν8 and Σθενν8. West
(1966 (text and comm.) ) prefers the latter. But the name was cer-
tainly felt to be connected with σθ�νος ‘strength’, as can be seen
from Perseus’ son Σθ�νε-λος, who had a daughter Μ�δουσα (see
e.g. Apollod. 2. 4. 5), both names alluding to Perseus’ adventure
with the Gorgons. We should therefore expect neither a gemin-
ate [nn] nor a long vowel [l] in the first instance, nor would the
hypocoristic formation in -8 require them (for the formation of
these names see §236). Indeed, the occurrence of two forms in
the manuscripts is understandable as the result of two—equally1185 The most important bearer of the name Akamas ought not to have a horse

belonging to his grandmother Aithra’s kidnappers. As horses of Akamas and
Demophon we know only Φ�λιος (see §506 n. 1286) and Καλ(λ)ιφ ρ� from another
amphora by Exekias (cited by Lorber, n. 446; see also his n. 449), ABV 143 f.,
no. 1 = Immerwahr, no. 132 (bearing CEG 436).

1186 Lorber, no. 98 = Amyx, p. 601, no. 8 (see §403).
1187 SGDI 5616. 22 in Bechtel (p. 379), added by Amyx, is the same.
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plausible—attempts to reconcile the original form *Σθzν8 with
the dactylic metre,1188 and suggests that the name of the Gorgon
in everyday speech was also *Σθzν8.1189 As to the question of the
original form in the Hesiodic text, we have to remember that in
Hesiod’s time geminates were not necessarily expressed in writing.
The form on our vase does not help, since it could, but need not,
be meant to contain a geminate. And since it may be taken from
a poetic source, it could also be meant to represent Σθειν8; for,
although in Corinthian we may perhaps expect *Σθ!ν8ι with G
for the lengthened [e] (see however §219), we cannot exclude the
possibility that in a written source the spelling was not <ει> but
<ε>, which would automatically have been rendered with b by
a Corinthian (such a case may be COR 70k Πολυξ5ν�, see §503).

One unidentified riding scene, viz. COR 37 with (a) Κ�σστ4ρ
and (b) [. . .]oλ.[. . .] (probably not Polydeukes’ name; see ad loc.),
may be pseudo-heroic (see §402).

§470. Marching and running scenes

Apart from driving in chariots and riding horses, warriors are 
also shown on foot—marching beside their horses (COR 7, 
COR 83bis, similarly perhaps on the pinax COP 78), or running
(COR 59, no horses being present; CHA 15, alongside the
departure of Hektor and Paris and a non-heroic riding scene).

§471. Battle scenes

Probably the most popular topic for non-heroic and pseudo-heroic
scenes, particularly on Corinthian vases, are the battle scenes, 
of which we have the following labelled examples: COR 5,
COR 21, COR 54, COR 61, COR 64A, COR 99 and COR 107

(these two both pseudo-heroic, each with a riding scene on the
reverse), COR 112, COR 114, COR 115, COR 115A (pseudo-
heroic?), COR 116, COR 117 (pseudo-heroic), also LAK 4

and CHA 13. On COR 61 and LAK 4 the fight over the dead
body of a warrior is shown; this is normally a heroic scene on the
labelled vases, and at Corinth is usually labelled as the fight over
the dead Antilochos (see §454), but once as the fight over the dead
Sarpedon (§448). Elsewhere, we also come across the fights over
the dead Euphorbos (see §449) and Achilleus (§456). One or more
of three fragmentary and unidentified battle or war scenes may
be from a genuinely heroic context: COR 9 (Hektor?), COR 35

(Thrasymedes?), COR 130 (Aias or Aineias?).
Little need be said about these scenes. Some may reflect 

historical people depicted in a war context, for example COR 5

(for which see §472 just below). COR 114, on the other hand,
seems to reflect a slightly ‘nationalist’ atmosphere. On COR 107

(pseudo-heroic) two characters called Eurytion and Iphitos are
fighting each other. Müller (in CVA, ad loc.) referred to COR 12,
where Eurytios (expected: -τος) and Iphitos occur together in the
myth of Herakles at Oichalia, whereas at LIMC v, ‘Iphitos’ i. 9,

our Iphitos is identified with the one at the games for Pelias 
(see above, n. 1067). It seems very doubtful to me, however, that
the painter had either of these myths in mind, for in both cases
it is difficult to see why the two characters should be opponents.
In the first case they are father and son. In the second case the
reference should probably be to Iphiklos (see n. 1069), and even
if we accept that it was at the prompting of some old tradition
that Apollodorus (1. 9. 16) included Iphitos, son of Naubolos, and
Eurytos, son of Hermes, among the Argonauts (see, however, 
n. 1081 above), then again, we would not expect them to fight
each other. Labels (d ) and ( f ) are identical: ∆��πυλος. Clearly,
∆η�πυλος, the friend of Sthenelos (Il. 5. 325) and a very minor
figure in the Iliad, does not fit. And the fact that this name is
used twice indicates that the writer did not care too much about
the choice of names (Müller). The name is also attested on 
COR 46A, where it occurs in a setting which is more heroic, but
not consistently so. Most names which occur twice on the same
vase are throwaway names (see §237).1190 The name on COR 107
is not precisely of that kind, but has nothing particularly heroic
about it either (see Bechtel, pp. 121 f., 390; both parts of the 
compound are used in historical names). The horse-name (e)
œρο�πιος, on the other hand, is unusual, although in view of CHA
3i œρ8πιος it may have been more widespread than we may now
be inclined to think (see §244).

Equally, COR 99, showing Aias and some (partly miswritten)
throwaway names (§237), and COR 117, with a heroic fight which
never happened and a clearly non-heroic fight, have to be con-
sidered pseudo-heroic (see ad locc. and §402).

Apart from the many Corinthian battle scenes, we have two
other documents which closely resemble them. In the case of 
LAK 4 (of Spartan manufacture according to Simon–Hirmer
(1981: 58) ), Lane (1933/4: 43) has already remarked that the scene
is very similar to the one on COR 61. (But note that on LAK 4
all the human figures except the dead man are labelled, whereas
on COR 61 only the dead man has a label.) CHA 13 is par-
ticularly important because of the close relationship of some of
its labels to Corinthian, as stressed by Rumpf (1927: 52), ‘Auch
die Kampfszenen der Hydria 9 sind ohne bestimmte epische
Beziehung. Neben den von korinthischen Vasen bekannten
Kriegernamen ƒ`χυς und Πολ�δωρος ist der Mythos in 1ντα�ος,
das Epos mit 1ντ�οχος vertreten. 1ντα�ος kehrt auch neben einem
Mantelmann auf 8 wieder [our CHA 18, by a different painter],
dessen Nebenmann einen auch korinthischen Namen: ƒ�ων führt.’
Collinge (1985: 126) notes that a Medon is named several times
in the Iliad and is killed by Aineias (15. 332), while Polydoros,
the youngest son of Priamos, is killed by Achilleus (20. 407–18,
etc.).1191 But neither of these characters fits our scene, since on

1188 This may have been a secondary, ‘philological’ attempt since originally the
first syllable of a hexameter could be short too (see §222).

1189 See Wachter (1991b: 108–12) for the parallel case of the Muse Κλz8, but
Κλει8 in literature.

1190 Amyx (p. 587) lists most of the relevant vases: apart from this they are
COR 77, 78, 87 (a horse), 99, 102, 105, 109. (COR 14, 23, and 30 with the two
Aiante, and COR 66, on which the figure of Amphiaraos is painted twice in clearly
individualized scenes, are a different matter.)

1191 Another Polydoros, who did not take part in the fighting at Troy, is 
mentioned in Il. 23. 637.
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the vase they are fighting on the same side. We also know of a
Trojan Medon (17. 216, hapax) who was addressed by Hektor
together with other leaders of the Trojan allies and may, like 
most of the others in that list, have been a more widely known
character. But in view of the speaking (and almost throwaway)
names (a) and (b) (‘Opponent’), the possible Πολυ- name (c), 
and the throwaway name (d ) (see §237), we need not look for 
any epic connection.

§472. Scene of return (?)

On an early MC Corinthian aryballos, COR 16, a very unusual
scene is shown which cannot be linked to myth and part of which
reminds us of the riding scenes (above, §469). Here the function
of the aryballos as a container of perfumed oil, which is frequently
underlined by inscriptions pointing to daily life, may be of some
help. Other Corinthian aryballoi bear labels that are non-heroic
(COR 5, 7, 17) or mixed (COR 6, 14); inscriptions showing 
human ownership or dedications to sporting champions or lovers
(COR 17 being a prize for excellent dancing, COR 18 a gift to a
hetaira, COR 47–50 and 50A bearing owners’ names); the Troilos
myth with an abecedarium (COR 51, see §442); and a grotesque,
probably erotic scene (COR 52, see §480). In addition, we may
compare the Boiotian aryballoi and other oil-containers, and the
homoerotic sphere that their inscriptions often point to (see §307).
Therefore for COR 16 too, a setting in the sphere of daily life,
sport, and love-gifts seems likely.

The scene to the left shows two horsemen, (a) Κ�στ4ρ and (b)
" Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς, the latter’s horse being named (c) Α+θ4ν. Kastor’s
name is taken for non-heroic by Amyx (p. 560, referring to Bechtel,
p. 574, and Pape–Benseler, s.v.), but it is hard to believe that 
a pair of riders (see Burkert (1985), 17), one of whom is called
Kastor, should have nothing to do with the Dioskouroi. Also, 
the name of the second rider’s horse, (c) Α+θ4ν, which is the 
name of several mythical horses,1192 seems to point to the heroic
sphere. On the other hand, the second rider, who, like Kastor,
is holding a spear, has no more than a speaking name (see §239),
" Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς, which at the same time is of the horsey type (§238)
and with its component -µαχ- even evokes the semi-throwaway
names (§237). He is very likely a human figure, for it is simply
inconceivable that the painter could remember only Kastor’s 
name and not that of his immortal twin.1193 This suggests a mixed
or pseudo-heroic scene (see §402). May we imagine Kastor
Iππ δαµος (Il. 3. 237) as the patron of young riders, one of whom,
labelled with an ad hoc speaking name, is here represented? 
(See COR 37 for a possible parallel.)

Similarly, the two figures next to the great vessel on the ground
will be humans.1194 (e) Äαστυp τ�ς means either ‘City-drinker’

or ‘Lord of the city’ (see ad loc.).1195 The vessel in front of the
man may be adduced as an argument in favour of the first inter-
pretation, the bearded and distinguished look of the figure as 
one in favour of the second. The first version would suggest 
a speaking name (see §239) or a nickname. The second version
would suggest an otherwise unattested title of very archaic forma-
tion, since δεσπ της1196 (originally ‘lord of the house’) was of 
an isolated type and its first element was no longer understood
in historical times.1197 For (d ) Φορβ ς ‘Eater’ (a nickname) or
‘Food-officer’ (some unknown title) are equally possible.

Given the facts that (1) there is a huge krater between the 
two figures, (2) the combination of the two names certainly evokes
drinking and eating, and (3) our Φορβ ς is playing the lyre, a
festive context seems most likely to me. This is supported by the
speaking name of the rider (b). If the krater scene to the right
belongs with that of the two riders (which from the composi-
tion of the whole picture seems very likely), may we interpret the
whole as a scene of return, with the arrival at the common meal
(with its music and song) of a young rider—maybe one just back
from an adventure trip in the context of his initiation, given the
likely erotic touch of the aryballos?1198

Hunting and Sporting Scenes

§473. Boar-hunt scenes

Four Corinthian vases show a boar-hunt, all are non- or pseudo-
heroic: COR 33 (probably pseudo-heroic), COR 102 (perhaps
pseudo-heroic), COR 104 (non-heroic, alongside a riding scene),
and COR 109 (non-heroic).

Apart from non-heroic names, COR 33 includes the labels
Agamemnon and ∆4ρ�µαχος, of which the latter, for phono-
logical reasons, is likely to be from the literary sphere (see ad loc.
and §503).

In the boar-hunt on COR 102, a character labelled Πολ�φ�µος
is taking part. This name may of course be a dull Πολυ- name
(see §237). But as it is almost exclusively known as the name of
the famous Cyclops and of a Lapith, and since the latter, the son
of Elatos, was one of those particularly distinguished Argonauts
(Apollod. 1. 9. 16) who had taken part in the Kalydonian Boar-
hunt (Apollod. 1. 8. 2), our boar-hunt scene may nevertheless 
have a (pseudo-)heroic connotation. Polyphemos the Lapith,
who must have been a very famous character (Nestor in Il. 1. 264
counted him amongst the greatest men he had ever met), founded

1192 Those of Hektor (see COR 57), Helios (e.g. Ov. Met. 2. 153), Ares 
(Q. Smyrn. 8. 242), and Eos (Serv. ad Aen. 11. 90).

1193 Polydeukes was a famous fighter, it is true, but with his fists not on his
horse; therefore " Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς does not fit him.

1194 Amyx (p. 560) states: ‘In fact, the five names on this vase appear to have been
chosen at random, yielding no clue as to any possible relationship among them.’

1195 His name reminds us of the choir leader with an equally speaking name,
1στυµ�λοισα, in Alcm. fr. 3. 64 PMG (fr. 26 in Calame (1983); see also Stoessl
(1987), 67).

1196 See Frisk and Chantraine, s.v.; Trümpy (1986), 46 f.
1197 Other titles of officials beginning with 3στυ- are e.g. -αρχος, Homeric 

-βο8της (< -βο�τ�ς, see Chantraine (1942), 82; this would be *-β�τ�ς in Doric
and is out of the question in our inscr.), -ν µος.

1198 For the initiation see Burkert (1985), 260–4. As hunting was a major 
component of these rites, we may also compare scenes like COR 102 (see §473),
where even some literary background may be suspected (see also §506). See also
COR 100 (§469). For the Dioskouroi in a similar context see §307.
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Κ�ος in Mysia, which curiously fits the character ( j) Φρ�ξ on
our vase. Here we may remember, first, that on COR 70 a woman
named Κιαν�ς, i.e. ‘Woman of Κ�ος" , is standing in a Trojan heroic
context next to a horse called œ ραξς, while on our vase Φρ�ξ
is sitting on a horse of that name. Secondly, on the François 
Vase (ABV 76. 1), in the part with the Kalydonian Boar-hunt,
there is not only a figure called œ ραχς (a dog) but also several
exotic archers (called Ε:θ�µαχος, Κιµ(µ)�ριος, and Τ χσαµις)
with ‘Phrygian’ caps, and some of the labels show phonological 
features which seem to point to ‘Phrygian’-type languages (see
Wachter (1991b), 93–5). Is all this mere coincidence, or does it
—however vaguely—reflect some kind of historical or literary 
context (or both)?1199

§474. Sporting scene(s)

On a LC piece, COR 131, two boxers are shown, and the label
(b) π�κτ� (dual) refers to them both; the one who has the upper
hand bears the label (a) ƒι8κ!, the other one (c) φε�γ!. The vase
shows strong Attic influence (see ad loc.). Among the earlier 
pieces, some of the riding scenes (see §469) and perhaps the 
isolated scene of return (§472) may have to do with sport.

Scenes of Festivity

§475. Sacrificial processions

The scene on the fragment COR 26 is usually and plausibly inter-
preted as a sacrificial procession.1200 As Amyx (p. 563) says, ‘One
would like to believe that these are real people, living at the time
of the vase-painting.’ There comes to mind the parallel of the
wooden pinax from Pitsà (COP App. 1A) and the Boiotian vases
from the Kabirion with sacrificial processions (see BOI 8, BOI

20, and especially BOI 16, below); on some of these children are
present—as is likely to be the case on our vase too.

The scene on BOI 16 needs some detailed discussion. Kern
(1890) interpreted it as a depiction of an Orphic anthropogony
myth closely linked to the mysteries in the Kabirion, with figures
representing ‘the first man’ (on the vase this is in fact a boy (c)
Πρ�τ λαος) and his mythical parents (a man (a) Μ�τος and a
woman (b) Κρ�τεια). This interpretation—with some variations—

soon became widely accepted.1201 Lapalus (1935) modified it, sug-
gesting a comic theatrical performance of a hieros gamos with grotes-
que masks that took place in the sanctuary.1202 This was taken up
by Wolters–Bruns (1940: 43) and Braun–Haevernick (1981: 62). Both
interpretations take as the central point of the scene the fact that the
woman has her face very close to the man’s, as if about to kiss him.

Kern’s theory of an Orphic background is based on a special
meaning of the word µ�τος (‘thread’) in Orph. fr. 33, where it is
used for σπ�ρµα, which he took for the sexual force of the myth-
ical first man’s father. Most recently Moret (1991: esp. 233) has
tried to corroborate Kern’s theory, with the observation that on
four vases from the Kabirion, Kirke is shown with her loom 
(one of the vases is our BOI 22, for which see §460; another is
the reverse of our BOI 18). Yet this does not seem a strong argu-
ment to me: first, because of the very many Kabiran vases on which
no allusion to weaving is made, secondly, and more specifically,
because on BOI 16 no such scene was depicted (the fragment 
with ( f ) Σατ�[ρα] gives us some idea of the missing side).1203

Moreover, in the Orphic fragment in question, µ�τος is simply
used in an allegorical way for ‘seed’, exactly as two other weaving
terms are used for agricultural activities: κερκ�σι ‘weaver’s shuttle’
(καµπυλ χοισι ‘with curved carriage’) is used for “3ρ τροις’’, and
στKµοσι ‘warp’ for “α%λαξι’’. But when it came to describing
“7µβρον’’, the poet quickly abandoned this imagery and switched
over to something more obviously suggestive of moisture, which
he found in δ�κρυα ∆ι ς. All this part of he fragment is evidently
from a context of farming, and the same is true for what follows:
images of various kinds for times of the day and month, for the
seasons, and for the right moment to sow. To conclude from this
fragment that µ�τος was an Orphic terminus technicus for (human!)
σπ�ρµα seems to me to press the argument too far. Secondly, 
Kern held that Κρ�τεια expressed the notion of (human) female
sexual force, which to my knowledge is true neither of κρ�τος
nor of any of its derivatives (not even Πασικρ�τεια).1204

1199 See §472 (with n. 1198) on the possible background of what seems to be
a scene of return, and §506 on some departure scenes with literary features. Φρ�ξ
is also attested as the last name among Aineta’s admirers on the slightly older
vase COR 18, i.e. it is used of a contemporary Corinthian. Was he the same 
character as the one shown here (see §241)?

1200 Milne (1942b: 222) thought that name (a), which she restored to
Καλ(λ)ι πα, might designate a hetaira in a procession for Aphrodite, referring
to Ath. 13. 573c–e. Amyx (p. 563) duly doubts this specification (for women car-
rying trays with food on their heads see Jucker (1963), 53 with bibl.). Indeed,
Milne’s argument in favour of a hetaira, on the basis that names in - πη are rare
in archaic times (which may be true) because they suggested a dubious reputa-
tion, seems circular to me. In addition, the mythical character named Καλλι πη,
i.e. ‘woman with a beautiful voice’ (see ad COR 24Ac), is not precisely a loose
character. Finally, Milne’s restoration of our name is not certain; we may also
suppose e.g. *Καλλι l[φ�], *Καλλι8t[�], *Καλλι q[γ�], *Καλλι w[�].

1201 Though at first not everybody seems to have been convinced: in Roscher
(1884–1937: ii. 2538) the scene is considered not a representation of the Kabiran
cult but the spontaneous idea of a worshipper who was perhaps inclined to
Orphism; Perrot–Chipiez (1914: 296) do not mention Kern’s theory at all.
Independently of Kern (1890), as it seems, Reinach (1890: 344 f.) made a sim-
ilar, although more cautious, allusion to µ�τος in Orphic myth.

1202 Moret (see below) refers to Bieber (1920), who does not, however, include
this vase in her discussion of theatrical representations.

1203 We should also take note of the fact that the scene on BOI 18 is 
centred not on Kirke with her loom, but on Odysseus.

1204 O. Kern, RE x (1919), 1441. 23 ff., puts much weight on G. Kaibel’s link-
ing of Alexis’ comedy Κρ�τεια v Φαρµακοπ8λης with Orphism (pp. 98 f. of
the same vol. of Hermes as Kern (1890) ), using it as evidence in favour of his
theory. This, however, is circular, since Kaibel’s theory had been based on this
vase. In fact Kaibel says: ‘Cratiae sane quaenam in fabula partes fuerint, dici non
potest’; there is no indication of anthropogony. Kern’s claim (17 ff.) that ‘der
Einfluß orphischer Lehre . . . auf einem Vasenbilde attischer Herkunft nicht 
auffallend sein kann . . .’, cannot enforce this link with Alexis either, since its 
presupposition is wrong. The form of the bowl (which is typical of Kabiran ware),
the bf. technique, and the form Πρατ λαος prove that the vase is Boiotian, 
not Attic. (Κρ�τεια, too, is fully acceptable for Boiotian, see e.g. from Thespiae
(soon after 424, LSAG 95. 19a) DGE 478 (C ) 8 Σαυκρ�τ3ς, (D) 2 1νφικρ�τ3ς
alongside 5 Πολ�σστροτος, (E) 2 and (F ) 6 "Επικρ�τ3ς alongside (E) 8
Καλλ�στροτος, (H ) 4 ∆εξικρ�τ3ς and 9 1ριστοκρ�τ3ς (also DGE 479. 1).)



 

Thirdly, he interpreted Πρατ λαος as ‘the first man’, but no
Greek would ever have understood the name in this way,1205 nor
as ‘littéralement le Premier Peuple’ (Moret). The real meaning of
this compound name is ‘the first amongst his people’, or better
‘the first in the army’1206 (occasionally perhaps ‘the one with the
first people/army’). Finally, Kern’s Orphic connection for (e)
Kabiros and (d ) Pais also seems far-fetched.1207

Any reasonable attempt to interpret this scene must (1) start
from the other vases with similar scenes, (2) try to find plausible
interpretations of the labels, and (3) take into consideration the
fact that only part of the picture is preserved. There are but two
other vases where Kabiros is shown within a broader context. 
Both show a sacrificial procession to him and bear no inscriptions.
One is a big vase (Athens, Nat. Mus. 10466)1208 on which a boy,
a man, and a woman, carrying gifts such as a vase like that on
which the scene is painted, are approaching a seated Kabiros (next
to whom a bull is standing), while another figure, probably an old
woman, her chiton pulled over her head, seems to be left behind.
Of the other vase, only three fragments are preserved.1209 The first
shows a boy walking to the right with a bull behind him, the 
second a hand stretched out to the left and holding a kantharos
(surely Kabiros), and the third a section of the body and head 
of a seated man facing left (probably Kabiros again). It is highly
likely that this vase also shows a sacrificial procession.1210 And there
are examples of such processions from Corinth too (see above 
on the vase COR 26 and the wooden pinax COP App. 1A from
Pitsà, also with children; and see below).

As for the labels of Mitos, Krateia, and Pratolaos, it is safer to
assign them to humans. We may think of a family who ordered
a particularly beautiful vase as a gift for Kabiros and Pais, and
had not only a procession scene but also their names—as labels
to the figures—painted on it. This of course was the interpreta-
tion of the scene given by its first editor, Winnefeld (1888: 421),
who knew and compared the above-mentioned vase Athens 10466.
Names of worshippers (which in such cases we should call donors)
frequently appear on vases. The dedicatory inscriptions are often
incised,1211 which was quicker (and probably cheaper), but we have

a painted example too from the Kabirion, viz. BOI 20. On the neck
of this big vase (showing the remains of an offering-procession
including a bull) a square field was reserved specifically for the
insertion of such an inscription;1212 and there are several other prob-
able examples (BOI 25–9). It seems reasonable to assume that one
could go into a shop, choose a beautiful vase partly or fully painted
and ready for firing, make some special request for a painted
inscription, and collect the whole on the following day. Or else
we could argue that such painted dedicatory inscriptions might
be by, and in the name of, the potters themselves (see §302).

In considering the names themselves, we may note that Κρ�τεια
is a very common one (fem. form of the hypocoristic name
Κρ�της),1213 and so is Πρατ λαος.1214 Only Μ�τος is unattested
elsewhere as far as I know (as is not infrequently the case with
Boiotian names), but there is the feminine counterpart Μ�τα
from Boiotian Orchomenos.1215 Another example of the last name,
Σατ�ρα, is later attested at the Kabirion itself.1216

The wearing of grotesque masks by some of the participants
in such processions would not be unusual.1217 As for the physical
closeness of Mitos and Krateia, why should they not kiss each
other (to the joy of little Pratolaos) in an orgiastic procession where
a great deal of wine must have been involved?

Of course there could still have been some kind of theatrical
performances in this sanctuary at the period in question. The
strongest indications are probably the vases with Odysseus on the
raft (BOI 18, see §461) and the Kadmos vase, where the local hero
of Thebes falls over backwards in terror at the dragon instead of
fighting it bravely.1218 If so, it would seem that such performances
were about mythological subjects.

There are several features of the Kabiran cult at Thebes that are
reminiscent of the Athenian festival of the Anthesteria1219 as well
as of pubertal initiation.1220 Perhaps the most conspicuous finds
are the numerous toys dedicated in the Kabirion, e.g. peg-tops,1221

1205 No support comes from Braun–Haevernick (1981), 6 n. 43: LSJ do not
give ‘man, soldier’ as the meaning of λα ς, but ‘men, soldiers’!

1206 As e.g. 1γαθ -, 1µειν -, 1ριστ -, ∆ειν -, Καλλ�(στ )- + -λαος (all in
Bechtel, pp. 281 ff.), or Πρωταγ ρας and Πρωτ - + -δηµος, -λοχος (ibid. 386 f.).

1207 He compares them with Phanes, who—as the representative of an older
generation—was swallowed by Zeus, and Dionysos, to whom his father Zeus gave
power over the gods. This is hardly suitable for a cult where Kabiros is obviously
imagined to exist together with Pais.

1208 Wolters–Bruns (1940), 96 f., no. K. 2, drs. pls. 6 f. = Braun–Haevernick
(1981), 62, cat. no. 297.

1209 Braun–Haevernick (1981) plausibly claim that they are from one and the
same piece (see pp. 12 and 40, frs. 40, 39, 38, phs. pl. 2. 7, 9, 12). The style appears
to be very similar to that of our inscribed vase.

1210 See also our fr. BOI 20, on which the back of a bull is visible, probably
from a similar procession scene; see below.

1211 From the Kabirion e.g. IG vii. 3968 (Wolters–Bruns (1940), 45, 
no. 61), 3967 (= p. 45, no. 62), 3956 (= p. 47, no. 82), 3962 (= p. 47, no. 83), 3963
(= p. 47, no. 84), 3961 (= p. 48, no. 86), 3958 (= p. 48, no. 87), 3965 (= p. 48,
no. 88), 3960 (= p. 48, no. 90), 3964 (= p. 48, no. 91); these are only some of the
examples with Καβ�ρ4ι and 3ν�θ3κε.

1212 See Perrot–Chipiez (1914: 296), who in view of this vase argue for local
potters’ workshops.

1213 Examples in Fraser–Matthews and Pape–Benseler.
1214 Or of course Πρατ λας, Πρωτ λαος and -λεως. Examples in Bechtel, 

p. 284; SGDI 4440. 4, 5, 11, and 4444. 25; Fraser–Matthews.
1215 IG vii. 3214, recalled by Kern (RE x. 1441. 15 f.); masc. names that may

be from the same stem are listed in Bechtel, p. 608.
1216 DGE 474. 17/18 (= Wolters–Bruns (1940), 21–6, no. 2, late 3rd cent.), per-

haps also IG vii. 3670 (= Wolters–Bruns (1940), 62, no. 224). More examples of
this name, as well as of masc. Σ�τυρος and its derivatives, in Fraser–Matthews.
See also the Athenian oligarch Satyros (late 5th cent.), Xen. Hell. 2. 3. 54–6.

1217 See Braun–Haevernick (1981), 25, e.g. the mystai (with twigs in their hair)
on pl. 1. 5 and 10.

1218 See Bieber (1920), 153 f.; (1961), 48 f. with ph. fig. 207; Wolters–Bruns
(1940), 100, no. K. 22, dr. pl. 27. 1 = Braun–Haevernick (1981), 64, cat. no. 356.
See also Schmaltz (1974: 123 f.) on contemporary Kabiran terracotta figurines,
and pp. 126–35 on small terracotta masks.

1219 This is stressed by Burkert (1985), 282 with n. 16.
1220 Burkert (1985), 281, and 70 with n. 30.
1221 See DGE 474. 21/22 = Wolters–Bruns (1940), 21–6, no. 2, where a whole

play-set is recorded with four dice and a peg-top with the whip. For the finds
see Wolters–Bruns (1940), 112–14; Braun–Haevernick (1981), 36 f., 61, cat. 
no. 280. 2, ph. pl. 19. 4, etc.
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glass pearls in quantities hitherto unknown, a yo-yo, little bells,1222

and, possibly to be included in the same category, the many mini-
ature bulls and other bronze objects1223 (see also §307 on ETR 3).
Two other pieces of evidence suggest that children were involved.
(1) There is the Pais, who played an important role in this cult.
(2) On the vase Athens 10466 mentioned above it is a boy that
leads the procession and is closest to Kabiros; the same is true for
a procession towards (or, eventually, past?) a Herm on another
vase,1224 presumably for the above-mentioned fragmentary vase
(see n. 1209) with a boy walking in front of a bull, and is indeed
the case on our vase. (We may also compare COP App. 1A where
the smallest boy, at the head of the procession, is leading the
sacrificial lamb, preceded only by a woman (the priestess?), 
who carries the utensils on a tray on her head and is pouring a
libation.) If children took part in the Kabiran cult, in which wine-
drinking must have been an important point,1225 they would have
been particularly pleased by the grotesque and humorous figures
on the drinking vessels, for instance poor little Achilleus being
brought to his new teacher by his father,1226 Kadmos being terrified
by the dragon (see above), or Odysseus having stolen Poseidon’s
trident (BOI 18); they certainly would be nowadays. As for the
bulls, which, in addition to wine, must have played an important
part in this family-centred cult, we may imagine them to have been
the contribution of wealthy individuals for the festival.1227

I would also draw attention to the similarity with which Kabiros
is represented on all the six vases that show him with certainty.1228

They differ only in that Kabiros sometimes has a wreath on his
head and sometimes does not, and now holds a kantharos, now
a drinking-horn in his right hand. In only one of these repre-
sentations does he hold the vessel close to his mouth, seemingly
about to drink from it. In the others he holds it away from him,
as if waiting for it to be refilled or offering it to someone;1229 but

only on our vase is the Pais there to refill it. On the big vase in
Athens, where it is a bull that stands next to Kabiros, the situa-
tion looks very odd. Should we not assume that these represen-
tations refer to the actual cult statue in the sanctuary, towards or
past which the processions filed and which of course could be
equipped and adorned in various different ways? That the statue
was probably seated was suggested by W. Doerpfeld,1230 in view
of the long rectangular base (1.2 × 4 m.) found in the temple. This
interpretation would also make better sense for the processions
of humans shown together with the god in one and the same 
painting—as is the case with the vase Athens 10466, with the 
fragmentary one, and (in my view) with ours. As for the Pais,
could it be that he was not a god at all (πα�ς need not mean ‘son’)
but some sort of child-priest or a child in temple service,1231 no
doubt highly honoured?1232

§476. Wedding scenes

Two labelled non-heroic wedding scenes are preserved on
Corinthian vases: COR 71 and COR 81A. On COR 71 such
unimaginative labels as ‘friends’ (φ�λοι) and ‘horses’ (É�π(π)οι)
occur together with a throwaway name and an incomplete and very
dull name for the bridegroom (see §237). Only one label is inter-
esting, though probably no more imaginative than the others: 
Éο λ4ι�ς ‘the good (boy)’ (?), see ad loc. For COR 81A, Arena
(p. 119) suggested a scene from the Iliad, where in 9. 667 a certain
Iphis is a concubine of Patroklos. The horse-name Xanthos
would suit such an interpretation, but it is anyway a widespread
and often stereotyped horse-name in Corinthian (see §244). Lorber
(p. 84 with n. 539) notes the similarity between the woman 
holding the necklace and the representation of Eriphyle on 
the Amphiaraos krater (COR 66). Amyx (p. 578 f.) notes that
Hippomedon ‘is the name of one of the Seven Against Thebes
(hardly apt here)’. If the scene is a wedding scene, as is strongly
suggested by the man and woman in the chariot, the necklace held
by one of the women may simply represent a gift to the bride.
At any rate, no mythological connection puts itself forward.

Both vase-paintings contrast unfavourably with what we might
normally expect for wedding festivities, i.e. an ambience of poetry,
music, and dance (see Hes. Scut. 272 ff., Sappho fr. 44 L–P).

§477. Conversation scene

Men and women bearing throwaway names (§237) are shown
standing around and chatting together on CHA 18.

§478. Banquet scene

Only one labelled banquet scene in a non-heroic setting is 
preserved, viz. COR 92 (along with a riding scene). For the 

1222 Glass pearls: Wolters–Bruns (1940), 97, 99–110. Yo-yo: Wolters–Bruns
(1940), 84, drs. pl. 24. 1–3. Bells made of clay: Braun–Haevernick (1981), 34–6,
61, cat. nos. 283 f., phs. pl. 19. 5, 9, 10; made of bronze: Wolters–Bruns (1940),
41, no. 49, with dedicatory inscr. to Kabiros and Pais.

1223 The objects with inscrs. are listed in Wolters–Bruns (1940), 36–43, nos.
17–52. All are bulls except nos. 26 (statuette of a discobolos), 45 (stilus), 46 (small
wheel), 49 (bell, listed above). See also Schmaltz (1980), where many more bulls
(mostly uninscribed) are recorded.

1224 Wolters–Bruns (1940), 101, no. K. 25, dr. pl. 33. 2 = Braun–Haevernick
(1981), 62, cat. no. 290; perhaps also on Wolters–Bruns (1940), 101, no. K. 26,
with fig. 4 and phs. pl. 51. 5–6 = Braun–Haevernick (1981), 66, cat. no. 389.

1225 See Burkert (1985: 237) on children taking part in wine-drinking on the
second day of the Anthesteria.

1226 Braun–Haevernick (1981), 67, cat. no. 399, ph. pl. 23. 4. For this subject
in connection with initiation see also §307.

1227 See Burkert (1972), 10.
1228 These are the one treated here (BOI 16), the two mentioned above (Athens

10466, almost completely preserved, and the fragmentary one (see n. 1209) ), and
three more on which just Kabiros is preserved: Wolters–Bruns (1940), 97, 
no. K. 3, dr. pl. 8. 1; ibid., p. 97, no. K. 4, ph. pl. 50. 7; ibid., p. 66, no. 264
(our BOI 25, rf.).

1229 Most of the terracotta figurines of seated and bearded men found at the
Kabirion hold their vessel in a steady l. hand which leaves the r. one free for 
gesticulating. These figurines represent a standard type of drinker at a sympo-
sion. They were probably simply considered ideal gifts for Kabiros without being
specific representations of him (Schmaltz (1974), 90–8).

1230 apud Wolters–Bruns (1940), 14 (bottom).
1231 See Burkert (1985), 98 with nn. 35–41.
1232 That he received gifts would not be an obstacle to this assumption: 

see Burkert (1985: 96 f.) for gifts being given to priests. Only very few gifts with
dedicatory inscrs. are exclusively for him and not for Kabiros too.
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interpretation of the women (a) ∆4q8ι, (d) Σελhν8ι, and ( f )
"Ερατ8ι as hetairai see Lorber (pp. 76 f. with nn. 477 and 485;
pp. 23 f. n. 130). This indeed seems likely from their names as
well as from the context of the scene. The names of the men (b)
[Ξ]õmƒ4ν (?), (c) Dïlαc ρïς, (e) Η(ε)ρµα�ος, and (g) Σφ ρτος
are not of the throwaway type either (unlike those on the reverse
of the vase (§237) ). Both men and women on this vase may there-
fore be contemporaries (see §243).

See also §472 for a scene which may have been followed by a
banquet.

§479. Dancing scenes

Four or five non-heroic Corinthian dancing scenes bear labels:
COR 17, COR 19 (along with Herakles and the Hydra), COR

105 (along with a non-heroic riding scene), COR 110, and prob-
ably the unpublished vase mentioned in the introduction to 
Pt. I. 5 above (COR). A different type of dancing scene, connected
with a labelled scene probably from everyday life, is shown on
COR 40 (for which see §480). COR 96A has been taken for a
dancing scene too, but a heroic setting seems more likely to me
(see §433).

COR 17 shows a flute-player, labelled Polyterpos, and a
dancer leaping high and followed by a group of other dancers;
he bears the label ‘Pyrrhias the leading dancer’, completed to a
hexameter by ‘whose vase (this is)’. To judge from the place it
was found, the vase was finally dedicated to Apollon. Originally,
a third party probably had it made for Pyrrhias. The form and
function of the vase, an aryballos, and the youthful appearance
of the boy or young man Pyrrhias also suggest that the vase was
given to him as a love-gift (see ad loc. n. 174 and §472). For the
kind of dance see Petersmann (1991), 76 n. 8 (the name of our
leading dancer, moreover, evokes πυρρ�χη, ibid. 81).

On COR 19, alongside Herakles’ struggle with the Hydra,1233

we see a merry dance involving five padded men,1234 one of whom
is plunging his hand into a large dinos (presumably dipping in a
cup to get himself a drink). Their names, Λ ρδιος, ÅÉαδ5σιος,
Πα�χνιος, œ8µιος, and [.] ξιος are from the appropriate sphere:
‘the man who throws back his head [when drinking]’ (i.e. ‘toss-
pot’), ‘pleasure-giver’, ‘joyful dancer’, ‘merry reveller’; the last
is not clear. I do not think the two scenes on this vase are related
(see §480 n. 1249).

COR 105 shows a dance of padded men and nude women.
Their names are not all clearly legible: first come two men, 
R.bοr and Μ�ρος, then a woman Σ�µ� and a man ∆�4ν, next a 
man Å�ρις and a woman J [α]kk�ς (?), and finally two men, ∆�4ν
and Μ�ρις (the riders’ names on the other side of the vase are
Λ��δ�ς, probably Å�qir again, and ∆\4m). Webster (1961: 455)

finds that the vase has daemonic character because nude women,
according to him, are Maenads. Amyx’s view, on the other hand,
is the following (p. 585): ‘Although on the Chalcidian vases the
subject represented is a bacchic thiasos, the dancers on the
Corinthian vase are purely human [referring to his pp. 651 f., see
also pp. 620 f.], and, contrary to a once-held but long-abandoned
belief, the Corinthian is earlier than the Chalcidian vases. It is
also of some interest that this is the only inscribed one of several
Corinthian vases with representations of padded men and nude
women dancing.’ (The last statement is now out of date, see 
below, on COR 110.) Amyx goes on to say (p. 586): ‘The fact
that some of these names are given to satyrs and maenads on two
Chalcidian vases [our CHA 1 and CHA 14, where, according to
our reading, we may compare less than Amyx thought, viz. Σ�µος
and Μυρ8 only] can only mean that the antecedent Corinthian
revel (the priority is crucial) provided the Chalcidian Inscrip-
tions Painter with names to apply to his satyrs and maenads. It
does not make satyrs and bacchantes of the Corinthian dancers.’
The throwaway names (§237) on our vase, the combination with
one of the unpretentious riding scenes (see §469), and the non-
heroic women’s names on COR 110 (see below) do not indeed
suggest a heroic setting. Nevertheless, I would stress that Σ�µος,
which is very widespread as a Satyr-name (see ad CHA 1k), 
occurs on COR 118 (a Satyr with Dionysos), and is reflected on
the vase under discussion (COR 105), where the woman Σ�µ�
(whose name is also used of a Maenad on an Attic vase, see 
ad loc.) appears alongside padded dancers; and there is perhaps
another occurrence on COR 110, where a dancer is probably
labelled RØlοr. It seems likely, therefore, that in contemporary
Corinth padded dancers and Satyrs were in some way seen to
belong to a similar context, perhaps because of a crossing of dif-
ferent traditions.

Also, the fragments of COR 110 show a non-heroic dance
involving padded men and—not so far noticed—nude women.
One man is probably labelled RØlοr. One woman bears the name
"Ερατ8ι, which is not unexpected for such a dancer, or—if we
argue the other way round—is an unequivocal indication of the
erotic character of these Corinthian dancing scenes. Her name is
also attested for a hetaira in a non-heroic banquet scene, COR 92f.
The other woman preserved is Πανταρ�τ�. Is this euphemistic?
Or a joke? Or should it be, or evoke, *Παντερ�τ� (to be com-
pared with "Ερατ8ι)? A similar euphemism may be seen in the
dancer’s name Τhµ8ι on the unpublished vase mentioned in the
introduction to Pt. I. 5 above (COR). The scene on COR 110
can therefore hardly be called heroic (see above, on COR 105).

Everyday and Working Scenes

§480. Everyday scenes

I group together here some heterogeneous scenes from everyday
life. On BOI 10 we find women occupied with domestic activit-
ies like washing their hair, spinning, and grinding. BOI 11A and

1233 Stoessl (1987: 104) claims that the dancers are singing of the Hydra adven-
ture. How can he claim this while denying an analogous connection in the case
of COR 40 (see n. 1249)?

1234 Stoessl (1987: 104) identifies them with Satyrs. This is very dubious. Burkert
(1972: 82 f. with n. 51) has pointed out that the padded belly and buttocks give
these dancers a strong female touch whereas the ithyphallic Satyrs are clearly male.
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11B show cock-fights. On COR 52, an aryballos (see §472), we
see, in a grotesque scene (probably with a touch of the erotic), a
man, a donkey, and a woman. COR 40, a much-discussed vase,
shows two men carrying a krater of wine. Finally, on each side
of ETR 3 is a depiction of a man and a dog (see §307).

Only COR 40 needs a few words here. The discussion about
the meaning of the scene (or scenes) on this vase is unlikely ever
to come to an end. The best, most thorough, and most cautious
discussion is that of Hampe (1975).1235 The main suggestions 
as to how the scene(s) on this vase should be interpreted are the
following. (1) Daemons.1236 (2) Scene from a farce: slaves as wine
thieves, detected, and—on the other side of the vase—punished.1237

(3) Slaves in a potter’s shop carrying a krater, and being punished
for some unknown reason.1238

The following conclusions seem sound to me. (1) The assign-
ment of the inscriptions to the figures is as I give it (see ad loc.;
they obey the starting-point principle, see §104).1239 (2) The fact
that one of the two men carrying the krater1240 looks back at the
musician and dancer is meant to indicate that the two scenes 
on this side of the vase are closely related to each other (as most
scholars agree1241). (3) Since the two men are being physically 
punished, or at least threatened by the overseer with his rods,1242

they can—as Fränkel (1912b: 105) pointed out—hardly be dae-
mons but are likely to be slaves.1243 (4) The fact that the krater

is being carried by two men means that it is full of wine, which
makes Greifenhagen’s potter’s-shop hypothesis (1929: 102 n. 128) 
less likely than the wine-stealing one. The presence of wine is
plausible in view of the merry dance.1244 (5) The main characters
on this side of the vase are the two men carrying the krater and
the one who threatens them with his rods, i.e. the labelled figures,
whereas the unnamed musicians are less important. (6) The long
phallos of the overseer does not necessarily mean a non-human
scene, since there are other cases like this in Corinthian vase-
painting.1245 I suppose a long phallos could also have been added
to make fun of the overseer (a vase-painter may also have worked
under the eye of such men).

It has often been assumed that there is a connection between
the scenes on the two sides of the krater. This seems possible to
me, but by no means as certain as some have thought,1246 for it
is not evident that the two men on the second side are identical
with the ‘wine-stealers’.1247 Nor is the fact that kraters play a 
role on both sides a strong argument (first claimed as such by
Fränkel (1912b) ) for a connection between the two sides; it has
rightly been stressed that wine is not stored in kraters, i.e. the
six kraters in the cellar must be empty, whereas the one carried
by the two men on the inscribed side is likely to be full.

It is a fact (stressed by Breitholtz (1960), esp. 180 f.) that we
have no certain record of a scenic theatre production with one
player, let alone several players, in a Doric setting at such an early
date as this. Also Webster’s (1961: 456) interpretation of the 
scene as merely illustrating whatever episode the diaulos-player
and the padded dancer1248 are performing (which presupposes 
different layers of reality and fiction in the painting) is most
unlikely, as Hampe (1975: 95 f.) has said; the main argument
against Webster’s view is precisely the fact that the men with the
krater are watching the flute-player and the dancer (see above 
with n. 1241).1249

Like most others, I have no doubt that the dancing and wine-
carrying scenes on the first side are on the same level of reality
and directly connected. If we accept this, we should, however,
be clear about one point: we have not the slightest hint in favour
of the view that what is painted on our vase was the subject of
some theatrical play. The vase just tells us that there were three

1235 His aim is ‘die Interpretation dieses vielgeplagten Denkmals der
korinthischen Kunst auf ein dem Stand der Forschung entsprechendes Maß
zurückzuführen’. Some of his own ideas, however, seem implausible to me (see
below). For other brief discussions see especially Fränkel (1912b), Bouzek
(1963), and Lorber (pp. 38–40; his arguments were in fact known to Hampe).

1236 Körte (1893: 90 ff.) and his followers, in recent times Webster (1961: 455
f.), Arena (1966: 477 ff.), Simon (1972: 42 f.), Zwierlein-Diehl (1975: 67–9).
Brommer (1937: 20 f.) suggested Satyrs.

1237 Mainly Fränkel (1912b: 100 ff.) and Payne (1931: 122). Trendall–Webster
(1971: 19) refer to Epich. fr. 148 CGF. The following literary parallels of bur-
lesque plays have also been compared: Sosib. apud Ath. 14. 621d; Epich. fr. 42
CGF; Pollux 4. 104 f. As these pre-theatrical performances seem to be locally based
(Sosib. and Poll. speak about Lakonia, Epich. was active in Syracuse, an 8th-cent.
colony of Corinth), how far back do we have to assume they go? One may also
compare the report of clandestine wine-drinking in the cellar in Plaut. Mil. 818–62.

1238 Greifenhagen (1929: 102 n. 128), Breitholtz (1960: esp. 178 ff.), Bouzek
(1963). For a similar scene of punishment Greifenhagen pointed to our BOI 19.

1239 Correct Dümmler (1885); after him all three names were wrongly attributed
by Körte and his followers; in recent years correct also Webster, Bouzek, Arena,
Lorber, Hampe (locc. citt.).

1240 Hampe (1975: 96) is incorrect to argue that this is not a krater but some
other, slimmer type of vessel. It is just partly covered by Eunos’ figure.

1241 The parallel adduced by Trendall–Webster (1971: 19) in support of their
view that the padded dancers are ‘detached from the rest of the scene’ is not 
convincing. Stoessl (1987: 92), too, denies this connection, but his explanation,
‘Da er rückwärts geht, hat er seinen Kopf rückwärts gedreht, nicht um die Gruppe
des “Silens” zu sehen, sondern um seinen Weg zu überblicken’, is no more 
plausible. For if we assume that the men with the krater want to make their way
to precisely the spot where the flute-player and the bearded and padded dancer
are performing, should we not then propose an even closer connection between
the two scenes?

1242 Hampe (1975: 97) suggests that the overseer’s rods are for measuring 
oil, and that he is only pointing out to the men where to put down the krater
because he fears they might be about to start dancing and could drop it. This is
implausible.

1243 Webster (1961: 455) objects that we do not know what Corinthian slave-
names were like at the time. But do we know any more about names of daemons?

1244 One has often thought of the κ ρδαξ, known from Attic Old Comedy.
1245 Greifenhagen (1929: 102 n. 128) pointed out a miner on a Corinthian pinax,

Berlin F 871 (AntDenkm i, no. 8. 7; uninscribed), probably a slave.
1246 Here, Stoessl’s critical view concerning a connection between the scenes

(see n. 1241 above) seems more justified.
1247 It has long been remarked that they are not as similar to the latter as is

often assumed: neither of them has a beard, the one lying on the ground wears
a chiton, and the full hanging breast of the one who is standing can here be
explained by the horizontal position of the upper part of his body. The fact that
they are not named is of course not sufficient as an argument for their identity.

1248 According to Pottier (1897: 55) the dancer wears a mask, which is pos-
sible but not certain (Stoessl (1987: 91) takes it for granted).

1249 Stoessl’s view (1987) on this point is in sharp contrast to his view on COR
19 (see §§411, 479). Whereas here (p. 94) he postulates three episodes in a series
of short theatrical sketches, i.e. three actions on the same performative level, he
does not hesitate to connect the two scenes on COR 19: ‘ein . . . Chor von dick-
bauchgestalteten Satyrn . . . erzählt . . . das Hydraabenteuer des Herakles.’
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events: some festivity with music and dance, some wine-carrying
under the eyes of an overseer, and—as I would prefer to assume
—the punishing of two men in a cellar. These three episodes may
be connected thus: during a feast (indicated by the musician 
and dancer), where no doubt a lot of wine was provided, two 
slaves stole a krater of wine and were detected by their superior.
They were punished by being locked in a dungeon-like room,
where the kraters (including the stolen one) were stored after 
the festivities.1250 This may of course have been the subject of a
popular literary piece; it may also have been a real event that was
the talk of the town; or it may have been both: first the latter,
then the former. We shall probably never know.

The three names, as has long been acknowledged, do not 
add much to the understanding of the pictures. The meaning of
"Οφ�λανδρος is clear: ‘useful to men’. For an overseer of slaves
the name sounds somewhat grand, although its meaning would
suit his actual function well. I fancy the idea that the vase-painter
chose this name ironically, in the same spirit as the long phallos
that he gave to the figure. He may have chosen it as a nickname,
or because he did not know the real name of the thief-catcher.
The names of the two ‘heroes’, ZΟµριbος and Ε:νος, could even
so be real ones. Their etymology is unclear (see the discussion
ad loc.) and cannot tell us anything which might clarify the 
meaning of the whole scene.

Although no firm decision about the character of the scene(s)
is possible from the names, we may still add that at least the 
names of the ‘thieves’ are neither mythical, nor throwaway or
horsey names, nor, apparently, ‘speaking’ names (see §§237–9).
In other words, they are most likely to have been taken from 

everyday life (see §243); hence I tend to prefer the interpretation,
suggested above, of a funny event in town.

§481. Working scenes

A few labelled working scenes, mostly including kilns, are pre-
served on the pinakes from Penteskouphia, which were mostly
dedicated to Poseidon (and Amphitrite). COP 81 shows a man
(his name is lost) working at a kiln, labelled κ�µhνος. Likewise,
on COP 63 there is a kiln probably labelled j�l[ινος?], with a
man Λ κρις working at it. On COP 64, where part of a kiln 
is visible, a (lost) man will have had the label ∆�ρις or ∆0ρις. 
On COP 65 one side shows a man "Ον�µ4ν chopping wood, the
other a man Σ qδις working at a kiln (no doubt firing it with the 
wood chopped by his colleague). On COP 66 a man working at
a kiln is named Στ�π4ν. On COP 62 two men walking to the right
(towards a kiln?) are labelled Φ�σb4m and [1]ρν5σιος. In some
cases it is less certain that the names are labels to workers, namely
on COP 23 (with a kiln scene on one side), COP 34 (with a man
holding an instrument), COP 52 (perhaps with a kiln), and COP

82 (a name?; a kiln scene?). In view of these and many other kiln
scenes on these pinakes (see §302), I have no doubt that the 
names given as labels to workmen are in general the names of
donors of the respective tablets—just like the names contained
in the frequent dedicatory inscriptions (see, again, §302).

An unusual working scene is shown on LAK 3, King Arkesilas
of Kyrene being present.

Unidentified Scenes of Unclear Sphere

§482. Unidentified scenes of unclear sphere

Owing to their fragmentary state of preservation, a number of
labelled scenes cannot be identified: BOI 24, COR 39, COR 42,
COR 129, LAK 1, IOD 3, NAU 1Eb; also COP 67, where it is
not certain that the inscription is a label.

1250 Hampe (1975: 95) imagines two separate localities, the treasury from which
the two stole a precious metal krater, and the prison. This is not an easy assump-
tion, since the scene with the six kraters (treasury) and the two men undergoing
punishment (prison) is undivided. It is unnecessary too; for the material of which
the kraters are made is probably not an important point (a clay vessel such as the
krater on which our scenes are painted seems a priori more likely); more import-
ant is the contents.
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§501. Possible kinds of reflections of literary language

Truly individualized scenes are rare on vases, particularly on 
the Corinthian ones, which form the greater part of this study.
The generally stereotyped character of the paintings and the 
frequency of scenes related to war is no doubt part of the reason
for the comparatively frequent occurrence, if we have labels of
heroic characters, of scenes from the Trojan War, and for the
almost complete lack of subjects from, for instance, the Odyssey.
Even rarer among the vases with mythical scenes, or at least heroic
labelling, are the cases where we can adduce any positive arguments
to indicate a poetic work, for example the Iliad, as the inspiring
source for the vase-painter. Hitherto, as  mentioned in the Intro-
duction, scholars have tried to establish such links to literature
using iconographical arguments (notably Friis Johansen (1967) ).
Arguments of this kind are normally not strong enough, however,
since the vase-painters—as has been rightly objected—may have
known those popular tales from simple story-telling (but see §509).
It seemed worth while therefore to look for reflections of literary
language in our vase inscriptions, since these would provide much
more reliable hints of a literary background.

If we want to establish such reflections we must ask what model
is most likely for which topic. In the seventh and most of the sixth
century we should mainly expect the language of epic, or per-
haps that of choral lyric, for heroic topics. Only in the late sixth
and the fifth centuries may drama be considered too. Literary
prose, on the other hand, seems an unlikely source in the period
with which we are concerned, and even where it existed, we would
hardly be able to distinguish its reflections from ad hoc prose, since
prose was mainly written in the epichoric language.

For epic poetry the question is: In which dialect should we
expect it to be? First, we may expect the Homeric poems to 
have been in the East Ionic dialect if performed by an Ionian 
rhapsode in any part of the Greek world. But it is not a priori
impossible that a Dorian would ‘translate’ the Iliad or some other
East Greek epic poem into local Doric if he had to perform it,
say, for a Corinthian public (see §504 on COR 82 and CHA 3A).1251

Secondly, it seems likely that non-Ionic language could be used in
epic poems composed by non-Ionians for a non-Ionian audience.
An example may be Eumelus at Corinth, although his epic frag-
ments have come down to us in Ionic.1252 Indeed, there are direct
indications of epic poetry in non-Ionic dialect, namely in inscrip-
tions, notably CEG 326 and 334 from Boiotia, and CEG 143–6
from Kerkyra (for which see §§505–7); also those from the Chest
of Kypselos (see §425), transmitted partly in Doric by Pausanias
(5. 17. 5 ff.).

Whenever we come across non-epichoric forms on our vases,
we must therefore consider whether features of Ionic dialect could
be explained as reflections of Ionic literature, and features of non-
Ionic dialect as reflections of non-Ionic literature. As we know
so little about the literature of the archaic period, particularly in 
non-Ionic dialects, we may, however, turn the argument round,
and postulate Ionic or non-Ionic texts as the sources of our vase
inscriptions when we find features which can be plausibly taken
as reflections of literary language. The distribution of Ionic and
non-Ionic features may even be significant for the region in which
a particular topic was popular.

In the following sections I shall not reconsider in detail the
whole question of whether non-Ionic or ‘mainland’ epic poetry
was originally independent of, or dependent on, the East Greek
tradition,1253 but argue only on the basis of the forms on the vases
examined in this study. This evidence, however, is sufficient to
prove that in post-Homeric times the influence of East Greek 
epic poetry in the West was very strong.

The most direct reflections of literary language are of course
the metrical inscriptions (see §502), some of which show clear 
reminiscences of epic style and language, while others show 
innovations. Their content is not normally related to epic themes,
however, but refers to everyday life.

The opposite is true for the labels to heroic scenes. These 
are not metrical texts as such, since they are just isolated names.
But they are taken from epic tales and some of them show various

CHAPTER 5

Literary Language

1251 When people from the Zurich region sing a Bernese folk-song, all forms
which are metrically equivalent in both dialects are ‘translated’, except end-rhymes
and words that are obsolete in the Zurich dialect; also excepted, in part, are 
characteristic words, names, or short passages (e.g. the beginning of a song).

1252 It should however be noted that in fr. 8 PEG = 12 EGF alongside κο�ρης
there is Λαµ��ς (which Bernabé ‘corrects’ to -�ης!). Whether this is original
Corinthian or Attic (as φυλ�ττειν in Tzetzes’ version of fr. 3 PEG = 2A EGF )
is not important; in any case the form is not Ionic. In the case of Hesiod, should
we not perhaps assume that his writing in Ionic was partly or primarily due to
his—at least occasional—Ionic audience (as expressly stated, Op. 650–60)?

1253 See e.g. recently Mickey (1981 (with earlier bibl. p. 59 n. 19) ) and (1982);
West (1988).
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linguistic features which point to literary language, as we shall
see in the sections below (§§503–8, and 510).

§502. Metrical inscriptions

We have come across a fair number of vase inscriptions which
are certainly or probably conceived in metrical shape. Most 
are dactylic hexameter, a few iambic trimeter lines (? = ‘metrical 
structure not certain’):

(1) The potters’ inscriptions (and probably dedications, see
§302), BOI 3 and IOD 4A (?).

(2) The dedications (and probably potters’ inscriptions, see
§302): to gods, AIG 3E (?, iambic), COR Gr 26(1) (?), 
COP 1A–D, 2A–C, 3, 4, 11b (?), 50 (?), COP App. 1A (?),
DOC 3 (?), 6 (?), NAU 1B and Gd (?); to humans, BOI 4C,
COR 17b (at the same time a label).

(3) The owner’s inscription (or dedication to a human), COR
Gr 2 (?, iambic; see §505).

(4) The victors’ inscription, COP 85 (?, iambic).
(5) The labels of a goddess, wife of the recipient of the

object, COP 5a and 6.
(6) The praise of a beautiful woman, DOH 3a (iambic).
(7) The inscription of unclear content, ITH 1.

Some of the hexameter inscriptions here display clear remin-
iscences of the epic style. We have a formula that was obviously
already current in the language of prayer in pre-Homeric times
(COP 1 τ� δ� δ�ς χαρ�εσ(σ)αν �µοιƒ1ν, vel sim., see ad loc. and
§303). Another phrase has no precise equivalent in our literary
texts but is formed from epic components (BOI 4C Α�τ[�]q Éο
δ[κε φ�ρ4ν, see ad loc.), which testifies to a good knowledge and
easy handling of epic language on the part of a Boiotian potter
(or a friend of his) in the sixth century.

The non-epichoric dialect or spelling features which point to
literature (epic or other) in these inscriptions will be mentioned
again below: COP 1A [ ]pαγγε�λας in §§503 and 505; COP 1B
[δ�]δοι in §508; COP 2 ff. Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νι vel sim. in §506; COP 6
#$οιτις and ITH 1  τα%ρος in §503.

However, other metrical inscriptions contain modern lin-
guistic features, notably BOI 3 with  πο�3σε counted åå–å (see
ad loc. and §221).

-    
   

§503. Origin in East Ionic epic of unexpected East Ionic forms

There are a few forms on our vases which show features that are
alien to the relevant (mostly the Corinthian) dialect but are found
in the East Ionic dialect of epic (but see §508). All these forms
occur in a context for which a poetic source is possible or even
likely. The first example below concerns the spelling only, the
others concern both spelling and audible features of language.

(1) In COP 1A [ ]pαγγε�λας, in a hexameter line containing
a highly archaic formula too (see §502), the spelling of the velar
nasal points to the East (see §114). Moreover, the spurious diph-
thong spelling <ει> points to a written poetic source (see §505).

(2) Our next case is Hektor’s name. It was explained above
(§§210, 250) that we would expect it to have an initial [h] in
Corinthian. Only once, however, is this [h] written,1254 whereas
it is omitted in ten inscriptions, including one by the Chalcidian
Inscription P. (who is likely to have been a Corinthian, see §259)
and one from Rhodes (DOH 1, which is likely to reflect a scene
from the Iliad, see §509). To me the only plausible explanation
is to assume that the Corinthians came to know the figure of
Hektor from the psilotic East Ionic epic.1255 This is, incidentally,
an additional point in favour of the widespread theory that
Hektor is not an archaic figure in the epic tradition. Whether he
was an actual invention of Homer1256 is, however, doubtful,1257 but
he seems at any rate to have been created in eastern Greece.

(3) The same argument applies to COP 6 #$οιτις, which is a
highly poetic word, occurs in a typically epic formula, and shows
an unaspirated (i.e. East Greek) form (see ad loc.).1258

(4) Digamma after a nasal (or liquid) is normally present in
Corinthian at the time of our vase inscriptions, even for non-heroic
characters (see §209). Only in COR 70k Πολυξ�ν� is it absent;
therefore this name must be considered a non-Corinthian form
(see also §444). The later example LSAG 132. 31 (see §209)
Ξενοκλ0r, still written in the local alphabet (with b-type epsilon
but straight iota; c.500–475? according to Jeffery), suggests that
the result of the later loss of this [w] was not a closed [y] but a
normal [e] or open [q]; this vowel was short (as e.g. in Attic), 
as we can see from even later inscriptions in the Ionic alphabet
(see Thumb–Kieckers, p. 130), i.e. the name of our later man was
Ξzνοκλ0ς. Our form Πολυξ�ν� is too early for this development;
therefore we have to look for a different explanation. As the vase
in question shows the departure of Hektor with a number of well-
known Trojan characters, a poetic background seems the most
likely solution. Polyxene is not mentioned in the Iliad or the
Odyssey, but she occurred in the Iliupersis (see Procl. Chr.) and
must have been mentioned in the Cypria (see fr. 34 PEG = 27
EGF ). She too, like her brother )Ε$τ4ρ (who of course is also
present: COR 70c), will therefore have been introduced to Corinth

1254 COR 60b Η�$τ4ρ, owing to direct Attic influence (see ad loc.).
1255 Heubeck (1980: 285), who also noted the exceptional lack of [h] in this form,

strangely concludes: ‘In der Umgangssprache der Korinther scheint also die
(unrichtige) psilotische Form gebräuchlich gewesen zu sein; nur ein Schreiber
[i.e. the writer of COR 60b] hat sich nach dem epischen Vorbild gerichtet.’

1256 As e.g. Schadewaldt (1951: 177) assumes (see also §449 with n. 1125).
1257 It is well known that the name is attested in Mycenaean, e-ko-to (the script

is ambiguous about the aspiration). It seems to have been obsolete in alphabetic
times; at least there is no archaic case of a historical person so named (had the
name been popular we would expect the Corinthians to have added [h] even if
they borrowed the hero’s figure from the East). A third point is the formula
κορυθαι-λος .Εκτωρ. We can therefore hardly assume that the name (and the
hero) was first created by Homer. How much older he was (one, two, or ten 
generations of poets), it is, however, impossible to say.

1258 On the aspirated and unaspirated forms in the Homeric text see Wackernagel
(1916), 40–53; #κοιτις, p. 43.
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through East Ionic epic, though not through one of the preserved
poems. The [e] would have to be long to guarantee the epic long
syllable.1259 We may still slightly wonder why the secondary [b]
is written b [e] not G [l]. But as the normal spelling of this sound
is not clear (see §219) and we know neither the exact pronunci-
ation of the Ionic and Corinthian sounds in question, nor whether
the vase-painter used an oral or a written source (the normal East
Ionic spelling would have been Πολυξενη, i.e. with ‘normal’ E
epsilon which was known to correspond to Corinthian b), we are
not in a position to judge what our painter should have written.
At least there seems to be no reason why he should not have
spelled the form as he did. It is important to note, however, that
on the same vase there are also non-Ionic forms of important
Trojan characters, viz. (b) Åεκ�β�, (h) Κεβρι-ν�ς, ( j) ∆ã�φονος,
(l) Κεσ�νδρ�. Of these, (h) and ( j) were easily transferable into
the Corinthian dialect and are not significant, but (l), a form which
recurs on a South Italian vase, and (b), which recurs on another
Corinthian vase (COR 76f, written with ÅÉ-), cannot be argued
to have an East Ionic origin (see §504)—the first because it has the
character of a lectio difficilior (Κασσ�νδρη can be explained by
assimilation), the second because of its digamma (see ad locc.).

(5) Another heroic name which shows a non-epichoric feature
is COR 57c Πρ4τεs\λ�ς. Although its second element is as
expected, its first element should start with *Πρ�τ- in Doric (see
ad loc.). We may therefore conclude that the Corinthians got to
know this name via some foreign, most likely East Ionic, epic.

(6) Also, COP 77c 3θ�ναfi� (in an Iliadic scene), despite its
long [a]s, may be argued to reflect a poetic Ionic source, since
the normal form of the goddess’s name at Corinth was 3θ1ν�
(see §247).

(7) A similar case is COR 33c and 114e ∆4ρ�µαχος, which 
we would expect to be written with a digamma (see ad COR 33c
and §209). Why this name, which occurs both in a pseudo-heroic 
and in a non-heroic scene, has a non-Corinthian (but probably
East Ionic) form, we cannot say.

An uncertain case is COR 23g Τε[$ρος, which looks like an
East Ionic spelling (see §225), but, in view of the similar render-
ing of the diphthong in COR 30c 3χιλλεο�ς, is perhaps more
likely a Corinthian feature.

A few literary, and presumably East Ionic forms may be sus-
pected in non-Corinthian inscriptions:

(8) In an Ithakan hexametrical inscription (ITH 1) we have 
come across the word  τα%ρος, which in the relevant dialect—
as well as in many others where this form is attested in dactylic
inscriptions—should have at least an aspiration: it is therefore likely
to be borrowed from East Ionic epic (see §§206, 210).

(9) As far as Boiotian is concerned, there is BOI 18a 5Ολυσ(σ)ε�ς
with unexpected [ss] (see §§213, 254), probably reflecting liter-
ature; and BOI 18b Βορ��ς shows a secondary Boiotian spelling
(see §221).

There are a few unexpected forms on Chalcidian vases (for
Hektor’s name see (2) above). CHA 9e Περσε�ς is a non-epichoric
form (we would expect [rr], see §214); however, the special case
of the Inscription P. (see §259) makes it impossible to decide
whether the form should be considered epic or Corinthian.

(10) On the other hand, Odysseus’ name in CHA 3Ac
5Οδυσ(σ?)ε�ς and CHA 8k 5Οδυσ(σ?)εä[ς] is clearly not
Corinthian and, as a form originally created in a poetic—though
not necessarily Ionic—context (see §§254, 510), cannot a priori
be expected for the epichoric Ionic dialect of the city where the
Inscription P. worked.

(11) A similar case is CHA 5a 5Y8ς, which lacks the initial 
aspiration expected in the West Ionic dialect (see §249). That this
is due to the Inscription P.’s likely Corinthian origin (as with
Hektor’s name) seems improbable; at any rate the initial [e] is 
Ionic. Here too, the influence of East Ionic epic may therefore
be responsible, particularly since the name occurs in a Trojan 
scene (see §§504, 506), viz. the slaying by Achilleus of Eos’ son
Memnon (as told in the Aithiopis by Arctinus).1260

(12) Lastly, on a vase probably from Athens but with non-
Attic inscriptions, the form IOI 2b 5_{ε}πι�λτ3ς may also be of
East Ionic epic origin because of the [p] instead of [ph] that is
expected both for the home dialect of the painter and that of the
place where he was working (see ad loc.).1261

§504. The origin of foreign forms other than East Ionic

In §503 we have seen examples of non-epichoric forms in
Corinthian vase inscriptions which are likely to be from East Ionic
epic, namely the form used for Hektor and probably also that 
for his sister Polyxene. The forms which we shall now examine
point to a similar literary background, but here we cannot argue
that it was East Ionic. What the sources were in these cases, is a 
matter for speculation.

(1) Another Trojan figure whose name must have been 
introduced to Corinth through a foreign tradition is Ηελ�ν�
(COR 24d and COR 76c; see §251). Helene was a Lakonian, 
and in Sparta her name had an initial [w] (see §251),1262 which
should be preserved and written with a digamma in Corinthian
(see §206). It seems understandable that the epic stories made 
her more famous than she was as a heroine in her local cults.1263

But we cannot argue for direct influence of East Greek epic here,
since Helene’s name is always written with an initial [h] in
Corinthian (also in CHA 15a Ηελ�ν3 by the Inscription P., no
doubt reflecting the Corinthian tradition in the same way as (d )
)Εκτ4ρ does; see §259). The origin of this form in Corinthian 
is not easy to say. An Attic intermediary seems not impossible,

1259 There is no reason why we should assume e.g. Attic influence. Hektor’s
name, too, is written in the non-Attic way on our vase (see (2) above and §250),
and the same is true for many other names (see below).

1260 On the other hand, CHA 4g Α8ν�3ς and (h) Λε8δο$ος, in a scene by the
same painter and also from the Aithiopis, are likely to be non-literary forms.

1261 On Etruscan forms which may reflect the East Ionic epic see §§210, 251,
254, and 257 with n. 924.

1262 We have no reason to believe that the archaic Lakonian attestations cited
in §251 have a spurious digamma.

1263 For these see e.g. Burkert (1985), 205 with n. 19.
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although this cannot be supported by our Helene vases with 
their many non-Attic forms (e.g. COR 24b )Εκτ4ρ as against 
Attic Η�κτ4ρ; see §503 with n. 1254). Both the Corinthian vases 
show Helene in clearly epic scenes—COR 24 at her wedding 
with Paris, COR 76 in a thrilling scene from the sack of Troy.
In COR 24 the very unusual horse-name ( f ) Πολυπ�νθ� is
another indication of a poetic background, and so may be the grand
name (e) Α�τοµ�δουσα (see §509). On the other hand, (a) ∆��φ4ν
(see §510), which stands for ∆η�φοβος in Homer, is not epic since
it does not fit the dactylic metre—at least not in the nominative
case.1264 On COR 76 there is ( f ) ÅÉεκ�β[�], which cannot be 
from East Ionic epic either (see §503); and (e) Περιλιπ8i, a 
speaking name (§239), again does not fit the dactylic metre. These
arguments seem to point to a poetic, but non-hexametrical (i.e.
non-epic) background to these scenes. It should be remembered
that we know of an Iliupersis by Stesichorus,1265 and also the theme
of Paris and Helene’s wedding would suit a Stesichorean poem
very well.1266

(2) A similar case will be COR 113d Ηυσµ5ν�, for which,
because of the initial [h], both an East Greek epic tradition and
Mimnermus, who knew the myth (see §429), are also out of the
question; where the name comes from, we do not know, but the
sentimental story would suit the genre of Stesichorus and his 
follower Ibycus.

There are of course many other Corinthian forms of heroic
names which cannot be taken from East Ionic epic. This is the
case (3) with the frequent label Α9ƒας, because of its digamma
(see §209); (4) with the distinctive form 5Ολισ(σ)ε�ς, also well
attested (see §254); (5) with COR 74k Å:λι-ν3ς, because of its 
initial digamma and its stem (see §§233, 441); (6) with COR 30a
and 82 f Σαρπ1δ4ν, because of its long [a] (see §448); and (7 and
8) with the Nereids COR 77d Ηαµαθ8ι and (e) œ<µατοθ=, because
of their non-Homeric forms—notably the initial aspiration and
the non-Ionic contraction, respectively (see §457; for the latter
see also §223). For these cases, as well as for (9 and 10) COR 70b
Åεκ�β� and (l) Κεσ�νδρ� (already mentioned in §503), one 
must assume one or several traditions independent of Homer 
the Ionian. Almost all are important figures, can claim great age
in the epic tradition, and are not specifically tied to the Trojan
context. This is obvious for Aias, Odysseus, and Sarpedon; 
and the Nereids too are likely to belong to a tradition older 
than Homer (see Wachter (1990a) and (1990b) ). Even Iliones of
COR 74k seems to have been a more important figure than his
single appearance in the Iliad might lead us to believe, for the
relevant scene (14. 489–505), namely his death, is very spectacular;
and the form of his name on the Corinthian vase, with its ending

-3ς instead of -ε�ς (see §233) and its initial digamma, clearly points
to a source other than East Ionic.1267

A slightly different situation is presented by COR 82. The scene
on this vase is in my view the clearest reflection of the Iliad (such
as we know it) to be found on any vase of the early sixth century
(see §§448, 509), though it does show most of the names in a 
non-Homeric form, namely (c) Α9ƒας, (d ) [Κ]keäβoυλος, ( f )
Σαρπ1δ4ν, and (g) Πυρα�χµ�ς. Of course (d ) is just a matter of
spelling (but see §505), and in (g) it was easy to adjust the end-
ing; but for (c) (see §209) and ( f ) (see §448) we cannot claim their
East Ionic equivalents as the source. May we take this example
as evidence for a non-Ionic, ‘translated’ recitation of the Iliad in
non-Ionic regions (see §501), while still assuming a source other
than Homer for the names themselves?

The name of Achilleus’ horse, Β�λιος, is a special case. It is
neither an East Ionic nor a Doric form, since for etymological
reasons we would then expect a Φ- (see n. 1286 for its likely North
Greek origin). We therefore have to take it as a name which
reached Corinth from the epics built around Achilleus, though
we cannot say whether it came via East Ionic epic or some other
tradition.

For other features of non-Ionic epic poetry in Corinthian vase
inscriptions see below, §§506–8.

Only a very few signs of a literary background other than East
Ionic can be found in the inscriptions on non-Corinthian vases.

BOI 15b Η3ρακλ0ς, although a normal-looking form, is not
quite right for the Boiotian dialect of the late fifth century. In
several inscriptions of that time names in *-klewBs are not yet con-
tracted (see Thumb–Scherer, p. 28; see §223). Examples are found
in the inscriptions from Tanagra, DGE 451 (C ) 8 3µινοκλ�3ς,
(D) 10 Åισοκλ�3ς, and Thespiai, DGE 478 (A) 5 3ρξικλ�3ς, (B)
2 Πολυκλ�3ς, (F ) 7 Προκλ�3ς (soon after 424 , see LSAG 95.
19b and 19a). We may therefore regard our Boiotian Η3ρακλ0ς
as a literary form (see §506), although hardly an East Ionic epic
one in view of the almost total absence of the nominative form
from Homer and Hesiod.1268 Yet any Boiotian at the time will have
known that almost everywhere else in Greece these names were
contracted; therefore we cannot be certain.

More interestingly, the two Satyr-names CHA 1a 3ντ�3ς
and (i) 5Zƒατ�3ς seem to be taken from some literary, i.e. 
poetic, source—the former because of its archaic formation and
meaning, the latter because of its lack of contraction. What the
Inscription P. had in mind, we can only guess; at any rate, the
theme does not fit the epic sphere (see §407).

On CHA 3A with the Rhesos story, the same painter uses—
alongside (c) 5Οδυσ(σ?)ε�ς (poetic, non-Corinthian; see §503)—
a form (b) Åρ0σος, which is non-Ionic, but probably poetic too.

1264 The other cases may have been in -φον-, -φ4ν-, or -φ4ντ-.
1265 The Stesichorean text likewise does not have the original form of the name

with initial [w], but may of course have had the aspiration originally; the form
we read is ?Ελ�να (fr. 209. i. 2 PMG, pap.).

1266 According to Proclus’ summary (Chr.), the wedding was also recounted in
the Cypria: 3λ�ξανδρος . . . �ποπλε�σας ε8ς )Ιλιον γ�µους τAς ?Ελ�νης  πετ�λεσεν.

1267 It should be noted, however, that the horse-name ibid. (h) Ηαρµατ�δ�ς
cannot be considered particularly ancient (see §240). But see §506 on (a)
Μεν�λ�ƒος, which is clearly a poetic form.

1268 The fact that Hesiod uses the nom. (Th. 318, 527, -κλεης codd., probably
monosyllabic; see n. 1038) but Homer does not, may hint at a slightly lower date
for the former’s work(s).
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As explained in §446A, this may be another hint of ‘translated’
recitations or close imitations of the Iliad in non-Ionic regions
(see §501).

§505. Secondary [B] and [D] rendered with a digraph: 
a literary feature?

Not only at Corinth, but everywhere in Greece down to the fifth,
partly even to the fourth century, the normal rendering of a 
‘spurious diphthong’, i.e. an e-vowel that was long by com-
pensatory lengthening, as, for example, in the aorist participle
[angblas] < *angelsants, was by means of <ε>, not the digraph <ει>
that we are used to from the literary and later epigraphical texts
and as we have it in COP 1A -αγγε�λας, dated to the late 
sixth century. The question here is not whether the respective
pronunciation of the secondary long vowels [b] and [d] and the 
original real diphthongs [ei] and [ou] was similar enough to pro-
duce confusion or a deliberate change in writing (for this prob-
lem see §§219 f.). At least in Corinth there is no doubt that this
was so at a very early stage, and indeed it is presupposed by the
very representation of the secondary long vowels with two char-
acters. But we should ask why their rendering was changed at all
and why a two-character form was adopted, for it was not only
more cumbersome (it would have been possible to simplify all
<ει> and <ου> renderings to single-character ones!), but odd too
(one did not pronounce two sounds, let alone two different ones).
Could we imagine any context in which such a reform, which made
it possible to differentiate some of the long vowels in writing, could
have had advantage enough to justify itself ? In everyday life a
minor change like this did not increase the comprehensibility of
texts very much (in the case of [a], [i], [u], where there was no
such ‘easy’ way to distinguish quantity, no one bothered, although
there, too, many cases of confusion existed). But there was one
situation where a form which rendered quantity as accurately as
possible was of great advantage: in reading metrical poetry written
in a difficult idiom. This was of course the case with the epic texts.
We know that the Homeric poems became generally known prob-
ably in the second half of the sixth century (see Burkert (1987), 45).
Our tablet COP 1A, which is of precisely that period and shows
the word -αγγε�λας in a hexameter line containing a highly archaic
formula also attested in epic (see §303), therefore testifies to the
presence of epics in written form in sixth-century Corinth;
moreover, its rendering of the velar nasal with <γγ> indicates a
source written in an East Greek alphabet (see §503).

Yet there are much earlier hints of such written poetic sources
for vase inscriptions. First, there is an example on the François
Vase (ABV 76. 1) made in Athens (c.565 ).1269 Secondly, in
Corinth itself we have hints of a much earlier spurious-diphthong
spelling, especially with secondary [d] (see below). As for Corinthian
secondary [b], there are hardly any cases and we do not even know
what would be the ‘normal’ representation of this sound (see §219).
The digraph form at least can hardly have been the normal one

in view of what has been said above, particularly since in the
Corinthian alphabet even an old real diphthong was rendered 
not by <ει> but by a single sign, G. The most likely early case
of compensatory lengthening is COR 70k Πολυξ5ν�, which is 
not written with a digraph. This form is non-Corinthian because
of the lack of [w] and is likely to be taken from an epic work 
probably in East Ionic dialect (see §§503, 508), though probably
not from a written source. A puzzling case is COR 24Ba Ε8�σ4ν,
since we expect a short [i], not an e-sound (although there are
attestations with <e> and <ei> in Etruscan too, see ad loc.).
Nevertheless, we may compare its exceptional <ει> spelling with
the later case COP 1A -αγγε�λας.

This seems all the more justified, since the same vase (COR 24B)
shows the form (d ) Πουλυδ(ε)�κ(3)ς with its added upsilon in 
the first syllable, a feature that can hardly be interpreted as other
than a secondary attempt to create the metrically lengthened 
form of the first element, Πουλυ-. This is a spurious-diphthong 
rendering of a long vowel which had no reality in speech outside
metrical texts. It is therefore a strong indication that this form
originated in, or at least was closely associated with, poetry. We
may assume that Iason’s name was also imagined by the painter
to have a long [c] (maybe popular etymology was involved, see
ad loc. and §510); for a long [c] must have been very similar to
the monophthongized successor of a former real diphthong [ei]
such as we have, for example, in Poseidon’s name, which was 
normally written G, but also with simple w (iota), or indeed Gw
and bw (see §255). As the last two forms are probably attributable
to foreigners working at Corinth, we may assume the same for
the painter of our COR 24B.

The other cases of spellings with spurious diphthong <ou> 
at Corinth are easier to explain, since all are most likely taken 
from a poetic source. There is COR Gr 2 Χοιρ�σου É� $οτ�λka
√l\ . . . , which may be an iambic trimeter with a father’s name
of the shape Éå– at its illegible end. Next we have COR 24e
Α�τοµ�δουσα, which is a grand end-of-hexameter name from 
a heroic scene (see §§504, 509). In a scene with the wedding of
Herakles and Hebe, COR 28A, there is (b) ΜοDσαι (for other
occurrences of the Muses which are even more clearly from 
a poetic context, see §508). And lastly, on COR 82, in a scene
which directly reflects the Iliad (see §§448, 509), we have (d )
[Κ ]keäβoυλος. Of course, on COR 28A there is (a) Μ[σαι too,
and on COR 82 the name (a) Πολυδ�µας does not show a spuri-
ous diphthong for its first vowel, which is always lengthened 
in the epic language.1270 Similarly, the poetic form COR 96B
Πν4τοµ�δοισα (see §508), probably containing an original real
diphthong in its first part, and the genitive α�τ[ in the hexameter
line COR 17b are spelled with <ο> only. But these are no argu-
ments against the origin of the spurious-diphthong spelling in
poetic contexts, for they only show that the two spellings were
equally acceptable in Corinth at the time of our documents.

1269 See Wachter (1991b), 108–12.

1270 The vase-painter may have pronounced it short, i.e. in its prosaic form,
of course, but we cannot check (see n. 1119).
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It is very interesting that digraph renderings of secondary 
long [b] and [d] also occur in a number of inscriptions from
Kerkyra that are partly earlier still and are all hexametrical, viz.
CEG 143 (c.625–600?), 144 (c.650–600?), 145 (c.600?), and 146
(c.575–550?). In CEG 143 we read ÉυιοD and δ1µου, as well as
 πο�ει. In CEG 144 there is [. . .]τ�µου but also Π4λυν-ƒ�ς, which
probably just shows that the spurious-diphthong spelling was
optional there too.1271 In CEG 146 we have a genitive τοD.1272 Since
Kerkyra had very close contacts with Corinth, we may count these
examples among the Corinthian ones (although the Kerkyraian
script did not contain a special sign for the monophthongized 
diphthong [ei]; see §107). And it is not inconceivable that this 
particular type of spelling, which seems to have originated as an
aid to recitation, was first introduced in a Corinthian context;
though this is by no means certain, given that even in the seventh
century there already existed close contacts among poetic circles
from all over the Greek world (see also §§506–8).1273

§506. The writing of intervocalic digamma as a hiatus marker

In the initial position [w] is regularly preserved in Corinth 
(see §206). It is not certain whether we should count COR 66c
∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α among these cases, since the fact that [w] was
preserved in the nouns ƒ�ναξ and ƒ�νασσα could in theory 
help to preserve it at the morphemic juncture. Yet the analogous 
case COR 28Ac Καλλι-π�, older than COR 66, does not show
a digamma. It seems therefore justifiable to count COR 66c among
the cases of intervocalic [w] discussed below.

A special case is the position after an i-diphthong, since
digamma is always written in the name Α9ƒας (passim), and the
case of COP 1A �µοιƒ1ν may also be noted (see ad loc.). It looks
as if this position should be counted alongside postconsonantal
[w], which is not normally lost (see §209).

The most interesting case is [w] in the intervocalic position,
where it is sometimes written, sometimes not. In the latter case
contraction seems regularly to have occurred. These are the at-
testations of written digamma on our Corinthian vases: COR 4b
3λκιν-ƒ� (but (e) Çι-λ�ς, (d ) Η3ρακλ0ς), COR 6d Åι-λ�ƒος
(but (c) Η3ρακλ0ς and (e) Λ1πυθος), COR 8 Åι-λ�ƒος, COR 12c
∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν (with (i) Α9ƒας, but (g) Η3ρακλ0ς, (h) ∆[ι]οµô[δ]3ς,
( f ) Åιολ=), COR 13b Åι-λ�ƒος (but (a) Η3ρακλ0ς), COR 57i
5Ορ�ƒ4ν (but (c) Πρ4τεs\λ�ς), COR 66c ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α, COR
74a Μεν�λ�ƒος (but (e) D%α), COR 79c Λ�ƒοδ�[µας] (with
uncertain (a) [Λ�ƒ?]οδ(�)µ�ς), COR 89d Λ�ƒοπτ-λεµος. Dubious
cases are COR 27 f Τρ-. ιλος (probably not with a digamma; see
§257) and COR 92h Λ�δ�µαƒος (perhaps a mistake; alongside
Λ�- without digamma in (i) Λ�δ�µ�ς on the same vase; see ad
loc.); very dubious is COR 14 f.

On the other hand, apart from those instances just cited in
brackets (for COR 4, 6, 12, 13, 57, 74, 92), intervocalic digamma
is not written in the following cases. (1) In some names with 
-λ�ς from -lAwos as their second element, viz. COR 19d Åι-λ�ς
with (a) Η3ρακλ�ος and (c) Η3ρακλ0ς; probably also COR 
129 [. . .]s�λ�ς. (2) In the names in -κλ0ς from *-kléwBs, viz.
Η3ρακλ0ς,1274 COR 30h Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς (but (e) and ( f ) Α9ƒας),
and COP 43 Ξενƒοκλ0r. (3) In COR 77b Κλεοπ.[.]τ� with 
(a) ∆ι8ι. (4) In the names derived from -lAwo-, viz. COR 54
Πολυλ��δ�ς, frequent Λ��δ�ς,1275 and COR 64c Λ1ιδος (mistake?)
with (d ) ∆�4(ν). (5) In the names beginning with ∆ιο-, viz.
∆ιοµ5δ3ς,1276 COR 86b ∆ιον;σιος, COR 118c ∆ι-ν<σος, and 
in the throwaway (§237) hypocoristics ∆�4ν and ∆ι8ι.1277 (6) 
In COR 28Ac Καλλι-π� just cited (n. 1274). (7) Probably in 
COR 39 3λκ(1)θλ� (from -awethl-). Otherwise, the digamma 
is also unwritten on the pinakes COP 1A–C χαρ�εσ(σ)αν (but
�µοιƒ1ν, preserved in 1A), and in the graffiti LSAG 130. 1 
(= Lorber, no. 2a; Amyx, no. Gr 5: 7th cent.) Σ4κλ0ς, LSAG 132.
28 (= Amyx, no. Gr 17; Arena, no. 93: c.510–500) 3νθεσ�λ�ς,
and LSAG 132. 31 (see §§209, 503) Ξενοκλ0r.

If we consider the relative chronology of the evidence just 
listed, it is clear that the first examples of lost [w] are very early,
more or less contemporary with the earliest examples of written
digamma. This obviously raises the question of whether a written
intervocalic digamma corresponds to a real pronunciation of [w].
If COR 6 and 13 (EC–MC) both have Η3ρακλ0ς, where not only
the intervocalic [w] of *-kléwBs is lost but also contraction has taken
place, can their Åι-λ�ƒος reflect the contemporary speech at
Corinth? The fact that in the latter name the [w] is in a different
environment can hardly be held responsible for the difference.
First, there is COR 19 Åι-λ�ς on an only slightly younger vase
(MC) which shows both loss of the intervocalic digamma and 
contraction. (In this connection we may also mention AIG 1
Μεν�λ�ς from nearby Aigina (c.650; see ad loc.), and the same
form on DOH 1 (Rhodian, late 7th cent.; see ad loc. and
§449).)1278 Secondly, we must consider the name of Poseidon. The
earliest occurrences of this name in Corinthian seem to be the
pinakes COP 3 with the hexameter line Σ:µ�4ν µ5 �ν�θ(3)κε
Ποτ!δ1ƒ4ν[ι ƒ�]majτι,1279 dated to 650/40–625, and COP 20 with
contracted [Π]οτ!δ1ν as a label to the god’s figure, dated to
c.625–600. It is a well-known fact that in this name the digamma

1271 A short first syllable at the beginning of the line was allowed, though it is
rare (see §222).

1272 Also in CEG 146, ΜÉε�ξιος (gen., see §§231, 507) has a real diphthong,
and ε8µ(ι) is uncertain in this respect (see §219). The name Ξενƒ�ρεος (gen., the
nom. would have been -1ρ3ς) shows that [w] was preserved after nasal (and 
liquid) as in contemporary Corinth; see §209 and COR 70k, mentioned above.

1273 See also §257 on the spelling of Troilos’ name, and §259 with n. 928.

1274 COR 19c just cited, COR 28Ae with (c) Καλλι-π�, COR 32a with kappa
missing, COR 73.

1275 COR 67b, COR 99d with ∆�4ν (two or three times, namely (a), (c), ( f ) )
but Α9ƒας, COR 105i with ∆�4ν (two or three times, namely (d ), (g), (k) ), COR
111a, COR 115a.

1276 COR 14c Diοl[5δ3ς?], and COR 23a, COR 38b, COR 46Ah ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, all
four with Α9ƒας.

1277 COR 59a, COR 64d, COR 77a, COR 99a/c/f and 105d/g/k, all just cited;
also COR 81Aa Dιèi, COR 83ter.d D�4ν, and ∆�4ν in COR 84, COR 102f, COR
109a (also b?), COR 78b with (a) and (e) ∆ι8ι, and COR 119e with (b) ∆ι8ι.

1278 Kretschmer (p. 9) has already stressed the early loss of [w] and the con-
traction in the Rhodian form (at the time he was writing he could not have known
AIG 1).

1279 For the Homeric occurrences of the formula see ad COP 2A with n. 420.
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is etymologically unexpected.1280 The question is whether the 
[w] was ever pronounced in everyday speech or was occasionally
written for some other reason (i.e. as a hypercorrection). If it did
belong to the spoken form at some stage, then COP 20 shows
that the [w] was lost and contraction had already taken place in
the late seventh century, and Åι-λ�ƒος of COR 6 and 13, which
are slightly later (c.610–595), does not represent the contempor-
ary pronunciation. If [w] did not belong in the spoken form of
the god’s name, the contracted form of COP 20 does not tell us
anything about the time of the loss of [w], but we need to find
an explanation for the fact that both on COP 3, which is slightly
older, and on the later (6th-cent.) COP 4 and COP 6 (see below),
not only is [ao] uncontracted but a digamma too is written. Like-
wise, we need an explanation for the lack of contraction and the
spelling with digamma in forms such as COR 74a Μεν�λ�ƒος
(c.560), which are later than COR 19 with Åι-λ�ς.

As these chronological observations show that [w] was no longer
pronounced in normal speech, we need not for the moment dis-
tinguish between etymologically justified and unjustified cases
when we look for an explanation as to why contraction had not
taken place in these cases. But the distinction becomes import-
ant again when we ask why it was a digamma, precisely, that was
written in between the uncontracted vowels.

For the name of Poseidon, which is mostly written Ποτ!δ1ν
(viz. on COR 97 and passim on the pinakes; see §255), Kretschmer
(p. 45 with n. 1) observed that the uncontracted form was used
only on pinakes with inscriptions that are either certainly metri-
cal, such as COP 3, just cited, and COP [–É–É–åΠ ]οτ!δ1ƒ4νος
#$οιτις,1281 or at least could be metrical, such as COP 4 [–É– µ5
�ν�θ3κε Ποτ]!δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νακτι. The uncontracted form, on the
other hand, is never used in a label to the god’s figure, i.e. Ποτ!δ1ν
was the normal form of the name of this deity at Corinth.

Kretschmer (p. 46) then suggested: ‘Aus demselben Gesichts-
punkt, wie Ποτειδ�ƒων : Ποτειδ�ν wird nun auch sonst das
Nebeneinanderliegen von ƒ-losen und von ƒ-Formen auf den
korinthischen Vasen zu beurteilen sein.’ He did not pursue this
thought,1282 but we should do so now, since we have more 
material and better dates at our disposal.

In order to verify Kretschmer’s idea that the writing of (inter-
vocalic) digamma is linked to poetry, we should try to find other
features in the relevant inscriptions which support this view. Two
additional examples are in themselves metrical texts, viz. COP
2A [–É– µ5 ]�ν�θ3κε Ποτ:δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νατ(τ)ι etc., which has long
been wrongly read (see ad loc.), and COP 2B [–É– µ5 �ν�θ3κε

Ποτ!δ1ƒ]4νι ƒ�νακτι etc., which is a clear parallel to the former
in view of their identical continuation (see ad loc.). The other 
forms in question are labels, and we have to adduce external 
evidence for their links to poetry.

An indication of a metrical background is provided by ten 
vases with mythical topics. This is the case with (1) COR 74a
Μεν�λ�ƒος (for -λ�ς), who is shown in a particular scene from the
Cypria context (there are no other hints of a literary background
on the vase, though the scene agrees perfectly with what we know
and expect of the story; see also §504). (2–4) COR 6d, COR 8,
and COR 13b Åι-λ�ƒος (but -λ�ς in COR 19d ), who occurs in
scenes of Herakles slaying the Hydra. (To my knowledge this 
is the first concrete indication of an archaic poetic treatment of
this labour apart from Hes. Th. 313–18, although it is a matter
of common sense that such poetry will have existed; see §509).

Another such case is (5) COR 4b 3λκιν-ƒ�, an Amazon 
fighting Herakles. Although we have no more attestations of 
names in -ν-�, we would expect contracted *3λκιν= in Doric 
(see Lejeune, §298c; an analogous case is COR 77e œ<µατοθ=,
see ad loc. and §457). In this case, the exact parallel CEG 144
Π4λυν-ƒας (Kerkyra, c.650–600?) in a hexameter line speaks for
a poetic background (see also below). Whether the digamma is
etymologically justified in names in -νοος -ν-�, is another ques-
tion (see below). Somewhat awkward is the fact that the vase 
in question also shows (e) Çι-λ�ς with contraction. This may be
because Iolaos was a more familiar character than 3λκιν-� and
had a name of more common formation (for one likely Iolaos 
designating a historical Corinthian see COP 37).

We are now left with two names of warriors, one in a departure
scene, the other in a chariot scene (which may at least occasionally
have had the same underlying meaning): (6) COR 79c Λ�ƒοδ�[µας]
by the Damon P. (also (a) [Λ�ƒ?]οδ(�)µ�ς?; normal departure
scene with women) and (7) COR 89d Λ�ƒοπτ-λεµος (only a
quadriga). May we claim a poetic background for these scenes too,
both normally and rightly regarded as non- (or pseudo-)heroic
(see §§402, 444)? We should take note of two things in this 
context. (i) On both vases there is a horse called Ξ�νθος, and 
COR 89 also has a Β�λιος. It is true that Xanthos as a horse-
name occurs very frequently on Corinthian vases and in many
non-mythical contexts.1283 However, the other horse-name, Balios,
is rare and shows a non-Greek phonological feature which makes
a literary origin a priori likely (see §504 and, below, n. 1286). 
It occurs only together with Xanthos,1284 and on only three of 
our vases, namely COR 89 itself, COR 78, a departure scene 
with throwaway names (also by the Damon P., like COR 79 with1280 See Myc. nom. po-se-da-o, gen. po-se-da-o-no, dat. po-se-da-o-ne and 

po-se-da-o-ni, never with -wo-.
1281 For #$οιτις see §503 and ad loc.
1282 Nor did Heubeck (1980), 282. However, in seeking parallels for ∆ιδα�ƒ4ν

(see below) which he thought to contain an etymologically unjustified digamma,
he mentioned much of the relevant evidence: Poseidon’s name in Corinth when
used in metrical texts (duly referring to Myc. po-se-da-o-ne without [w], see §255),
as well as Τλ�σ��ƒο (instead of expected Τλ�σ��) and Πολυν-ƒ�ς and
3λκιν-ƒ� (referring to Myc. wi-pi-no-o without intervocalic [w] ), for which see
below.

1283 Apart from our two cases there are COR 24g (one of Hektor’s horses; see
§439), COR 27e (one of Troilos’, who was Hektor’s brother; see §442), COR 67e
(departure scene with throwaway names), COR 70i (Hektor’s departure; see §444),
COR 81Af (wedding scene with mainly throwaway names), COR 85 f (arming
scene with some throwaway names), COR 90a (pseudo-heroic chariot scene), COR
103b (scene with throwaway-name horsemen). The scene on COP 56 cannot be
judged.

1284 As it does in the Iliad: 16. 149, 19. 400.
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Λ�ƒοδ�[µας], mentioned just above), and COR 57, a meeting 
of Greek and Trojan heroes, mostly on horseback (Achilleus on
Xanthos, Patroklos on Balios). So Xanthos could be any horse,
even a Trojan one,1285 but Balios is much more individualized,
and in one case (COR 57) is clearly the one we know from the
Iliad. Therefore it seems justifiable to judge the occurrence of
Balios on COR 89 as a general reflection of epic stories, which
supports our interpretation of Λ�ƒο- as signalling the sphere of
poetry.1286 (ii) Although the names in the departure scenes are
mostly non-heroic,1287 on some vases such a scene can be given
a mythological flavour. The clearest example is COR 70 where
Hektor takes leave of his family; yet on this vase too some labels
are non-heroic and suggest a mixed scene (see §402); see, more-
over, CHA 15 and COR 45. This transfer of an everyday scene
into a mythical context (or vice versa) is best understandable 
if there was some tradition behind it. Should we, for instance,
assume a ceremony with lyric or epic recitals when Corinthian
warriors departed for war, for which occasion the pottery industry
(e.g. our Damon P.1288) produced the vessels?1289

There is also an intervocalic digamma in (8) COR 57i 5Ορ�ƒ4ν.
Although it is an unsolved problem why Hektor (meeting
Achilleus on Xanthos and Patroklos on Balios, as mentioned above)
should be mounted on a horse of this name, there is—as we have
seen (§462)—no doubt that this scene shows close knowledge of
the Trojan myths. The writing of the digamma fits well into the
picture gained from the other examples, whether the digamma
here is itself etymologically justified or not.1290 Therefore this 
indication of a poetic background is only slightly less strong than
the preceding ones, although it is true that [io] would not have
contracted and a contracted form, (c) Πρ4τεs\λ�ς, occurs on 
the same vase.

Similarly a digamma is written between [i] and [o] in (9) 
COR 12c ∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν, where it is very likely to be etymologically
unjustified (see ad loc. and §416).1291 The scene shows particularly
close links with hexametrical poetry (see §416), even if there are
forms on this vase where intervocalic digamma is not written, viz.
Η3ρακλ0ς, ∆[ι]οµô[δ]3ς, and Åιολ= (for the latter see §416).

Finally, we must consider (10) COR 66c ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α. 
As we have seen above, a slight doubt remains as to whether 
the digamma here is due to analogy with the simplex ƒ�ναξ /
ƒ�νασσα. If that is not the case, we have to ask why we do not
have a contracted ∆�µ8νασσα, the form expected in the epichoric
dialect at the time and metrically almost equivalent (–––å instead
of –åå–å), at least in dactylic metre. That both the name and the
scene in which it occurs—another heroic departure scene on a vase
—can be suspected of reflecting a poetic background, is obvious.
The fact that the uncontracted form is used and a digamma is
written when the epichoric form would have been metrically
almost equivalent appears to be a particularly strong piece of 
evidence in support of our view that it reflects a poetic text.

A link between the forms with intervocalic digamma and poetry
now seems to be established and it is also understandable that a
poetic tradition would preserve uncontracted forms. But how are
we to understand the spelling with a digamma, observed in all
three cases of Ποτ!δ1ƒ4ν- and in the intervocalic instances just
discussed, whether etymologically justified or not? Certainly the
‘normal’ epic tradition as we know it from East Ionia does not
contain any such digammas.

Here it may be useful to look at comparable cases of etymo-
logically unjustified digamma.1292 Besides Ποτ!δ1ƒ4ν- and the
names in -ν-ƒ� (CEG 144 in a hexameter, and COR 4b), the 
etymology of which is uncertain,1293 I know of only two: CEG 143
Τλ�σ��ƒο (Kerkyra, c.625–600?),1294 IGDS 128 = LSAG 278. 49
(ph. pl. 53) Π�σι�δ�ƒο τ� σ=µα· Κρ�τ3ς  πο�3 (Gela, c.525?;
complete; probably the beginning of a hexameter, as suggested
by C. D. Buck1295).

The first two genitive endings in -�ƒο are called ‘wahrscheinlich
künstlicher Archaismus’ by Schwyzer (p. 560 n. 8; see also p. 840
with bibl.), who (on p. 222) accepts only them (apart from the
cases next to <υ>) as a glide, whereas for “Ποτειδ�ƒων” he rejects

1285 Apart from Achilleus’ famous and intelligent horse, another of this name
was attributed to Hektor: Il. 8. 185 (see above, n. 1283).

1286 See also §244. Besides Β�λιος, one of Achilleus’ horses, Φ�λιος too is an
epic horse-name, attested (together with Καλ(λ)ιφ-ρ�) on an Attic amphora by
Exekias (ABV 143 f., no. 1 = Immerwahr, no. 132, bearing CEG 436) as one of
Akamas and Demophon’s horses (see §468 n. 1185). It is an adjective, equivalent
to φ�λ�ρος (see LSJ) ‘with a white spot’. Chantraine, s.vv. βαλι-ς and φαλι-ς,
thinks that they may be connected, which is plausible. Should we remember, in
view of the difference between the two names, that Balios’ master was a North
Greek (see §504)? It is a well-known fact that in Macedonian *[bh] developed into
[b] (see e.g. Schwyzer, p. 68 n. 3; Kalléris (1976), 358 f., with references to Kalléris
(1954) ), not into [ph] as in Attica, home of Akamas and Demophon, and in the
rest of Greece. As Macedonian was obviously closely related to Greek (or is indeed
a Greek dialect, as Kalléris tries to prove), its special treatment of the voiced aspir-
ates may have influenced a wider part of northern Greece in the second mil-
lennium, e.g. parts of Thessaly. It is worth mentioning that the stem of ξανθ-ς
also existed in Macedonian, viz. in the month-name Ξανδικ-ς (see Kalléris (1954),
237 f. with n. 3); month-names are usually a very conservative feature in ancient
Greece, see Trümpy (1997), passim. See §§244, 504.

1287 Other warriors in non-heroic departure scenes: COR 119 f 3ντιµαχ�δ�ς,
COR 78b ∆�4ν, COR 67b Λ��δ�ς, COR 85c 3γ1ν4ρ, COR 64Bb [. . .-α]νδρος.

1288 See also COR 79A, which seems to be close to this painter stylistically and
shows the departure of Paris.

1289 See also §§472 f. for similar contexts, §303 on the dedicatory, and n. 963
on the funerary inscrs.

1290 We can judge neither 5Ωρ-ων ( 5ΩGρ∆ων in Pind., see ad loc.) nor 3ρε�ων
in this respect, and neither formation is necessarily the same as 3ρ-ων, attested
in Myc. a-ri-wo(-ne) PY Cn 655 and 131.

1291 It does not follow a diphthong as in Α9ƒας, for there is here a hiatus between
the [a] and the [i], see ad loc.

1292 See Mickey (1981), 46 f. I shall not go into the Cyprian examples, which
are likely to be independent. See ICS, pp. 187 and 239 with bibl., and most recently
Morpurgo Davies (1988).

1293 It is, however, ‘only’ our two -ν-ƒ� names which cause trouble. Chantraine,
s.v. ν-ος, would like to group Myc. wi-pi-no-o with them (see also above, n. 1282)—
a most tempting suggestion—but tries to explain them by means of assuming a
‘phonème de transition’, which seems not very plausible phonetically.

1294 This example has already been discussed by Kretschmer (p. 46), who
expressly—and in my view rightly—rejects the possibility of a phonological 
development of a [w] between an [a] and an [o] (i.e. Chantraine’s ‘phonème de
transition’).

1295 See DGE 302 = GD 105 (sic) with Buck (§105. 2b), whose suggestions that
the digamma may represent a glide before [o] (again the ‘phonème de transition’)
or may be analogous to other forms with [wo] (which ones?) are of no help either.
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this possibility: ‘kaum blosser Übergangslaut’ (p. 560 n. 8). Such
a distinction is artificial and implausible, and it would be better
to find an explanation that is valid for all cases. An interesting
suggestion is that the Corinthian digamma in this god’s name 
could be analogous to the one in ΠαιHων,1296 where it is justified
(see Myc. pa-ja-wo-ne). But of course, in view of Ηερακλ0ς and
Ποτ!δ=ν etc., earlier PaiAwDn must already have been Παι=ν in
Corinth at the time of our pinakes and vases. So this analogy could
only have been current some time before our inscriptions and
would not solve the question of why the form with digamma 
was preserved in Poseidon’s name. Furthermore, it can explain
neither -ν-ƒ� nor the genitive forms in -�ƒο.

But it is striking that of the ten cases of unjustified digamma
eight are in hexameters1297 and two are likely to have links with
hexametrical poetry, namely example (9) COR 12c ∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν, for
which we have a closely related Hesiodic fragment, and example
(5) COR 4 3λκιν-ƒ�, a label of a mythical figure from the 
labours of Herakles, which had already been mentioned in the
Iliad and will no doubt have been the theme of extended poetic
endeavours, as mentioned above. We might expect that by the
time in question all [a] + [o] and [o] + [a] cases among our ten
cases had contracted in everyday speech. If so, we must consider
the unexpected digamma spelling to be a poetic convention of 
some sort.1298 This was of course possible only in some Greek
regions, namely those which had the (inherited) [w]-sound in some
environments at least.

But once again what poetic tradition are we thinking of? East
Ionic is out of the question, but it is a natural thought that it was
the same, or of the same kind, as that envisaged in §504 (and §505).
Here are various possibilities. First, a continental version of the
East Greek epic tradition which had rules of its own both in
spelling and recitation; secondly, an independent epic tradition of
mainland Greece; and finally, other traditions such as choral lyric,
Arion’s dithyramb, or the paean.1299 Yet the dactylic structure of

the names, the hexameter lines in which some of them occur, and
the general thematic range seem to argue in favour of epic poetry
(see also below, §508).

It is interesting to note that the heroic names with an inter-
vocalic digamma are almost exclusively from non-Trojan contexts.
This is true for COR 6d, 8, and 13b Åι-λ�ƒος from Herakles’
struggle with the Hydra, COR 4b 3λκιν-ƒ� from his fight with
the Amazons,1300 and COR 12c ∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν from his adventure at
Oichalia.1301 COR 66c ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α is from a poem about the
Seven against Thebes.1302 Finally, COR 57i 5Ορ�ƒ4ν is the wrong
name for Hektor’s horse (at least the name is not used for any 
of Hektor’s horses in Homer). Only in the case of COR 74a
Μεν�λ�ƒος, shown in a scene from the Cypria context, could we
argue for an origin in a Trojan (and therefore plausibly an East
Ionic) epic; yet, first, it is most likely that the hero had much 
wider fame in the Peloponnese as a member of the house of 
Atreus, the winner of Helene, etc.;1303 secondly, his name was 
easy to adapt even from an East Ionic source, by analogy with
Åι-λ�ƒος etc.; and thirdly, the scene cannot be argued to reflect
East Ionic epic anyway (see §504).1304

We would like to know more about this literature. The tradi-
tion behind the vases seems to be mainly connected with myth-
ical scenes. Yet there are also scenes showing contemporary 
heroes making ready for battle (COR 89d Λ�ƒοπτ-λεµος and 
COR 79c Λ�ƒοδ�[µας] ),1305 and, as mentioned above, we may 
perhaps venture to assume the existence of some kind of recital
of epic or lyric texts as an encouragement to warriors going to
war, describing both them and their mythological exemplars.

In such a tradition the preservation of [w] that was otherwise
no longer pronounced is easily imaginable. But we still have to
find an explanation for the etymologically unjustified digammas.
It is probably not important to discover whether the vase-painters
had their spelling from an oral source or from a written one: in all
cases, these digammas, justified or not, would have had a spoken
reality, since otherwise it would be strange that the unjustified
ones were ever written at all. Indeed, the widespread occurrence
of this anachronistic and sometimes even spurious digamma among
the Corinthian pinakes and vases, as well as among inscriptions
on stone from Kerkyra and Gela, suggests a strong tradition.

1296 See Chantraine, s.v. ΠοσειδIν. This name was earlier adduced as a 
parallel by Kretschmer (1909: 28) and Ruijgh (1967: 13 with n. 31).

1297 Five instances of Ποτ!δ1ƒ4ν-, one of Π4λυν-ƒ�, two of gen. -�ƒο. The
form Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νος also occurs on a bronze pail (Isthmia Mus. 2807), dated to
not much before 520 and mentioned by Boegehold (1983). SEG 22 (1967), no.
208 (bibl.), writes Ποτεδ-, but as the G epsilon is used together with san, and
this epsilon is the expected letter-form in this name in the Corinthian alphabet
also, our transcription is to be preferred. Nothing else was written, i.e. the inscr.
is a dedicatory inscr. with property formula (see §301). The date is adduced from
a similar vessel from Mantineia which belongs to c.520 and is thought to be slightly
later. In this case poetic influence cannot be supported by other facts, but the
poetic form certainly sounded grand and therefore commended itself for a 
precious dedication. Or should we remember the prayer-like dedicatory inscrs.
of COP 1 and 2 (see ad locc. and §303), which are likely to reflect an archaic tra-
dition of oral prayers said in the course of a dedication to gods?

1298 On different grounds, Mickey (1981: 47) reached a similar conclusion: ‘We
would suggest that digamma . . . sounded somewhat archaic and, for this reason,
could have a “high” stylistic value—whence its occurrence in forms and formu-
lae primarily associated with hexameter poetry.’

1299 This kind of hymn, best known from Pindar, is earlier attested (as a hymn
to Apollon sung and danced to by a group of youths) in the Iliad, 1. 472 f. οJ δ�
πανηµ�ριοι µολπAι θε�ν Jλ�σκοντο καλ�ν �ε�δοντες παιHονα κοDροι 3χαιIν.
It is certainly legitimate to claim a continuity. One wonders in what sort of 
literary dialect the paean, later part of choral lyric, was composed in Homer’s

days. The name occurs also as the name of a god of medicine in Il. 5. 401, 899
f., Od. 4. 232, and Hes. fr. 307 M–W (here next to Apollon, who has the same
function).

1300 As mentioned above, Herakles’ labours for Eurystheus are not related, but
are several times alluded to, in the Iliad. We have no concrete evidence for whole
epics on this subject (see also §509).

1301 The Oichalias Halosis, which is said to be by a Samian (Κλε-φυλος) and
must have been in East Ionic, would not be suitable here.

1302 The Thebais is said to be by Homer and is therefore equally unsuitable.
1303 It is important to note that even in 7th-cent. Sparta he was already known

to be Helene’s husband (see §251).
1304 A difficult case is PCO 5a Αƒος on a vase of Corinthian style but

inscribed in a non-Corinthian alphabet (see the discussion ad loc.). If we accept
the form as Corinthian, the digamma will be archaizing and may point to a poetic
background (the scene shows the death of Memnon).

1305 Less suitable is the strange name COR 92h Λ�δ�µαƒος of a banqueter 
(see ad loc.).
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The explanation for the spreading of [w] could be the frequent
desire to avoid hiatus both in speech and in writing. In the actual
recitation of poetic texts the advantage of such a glide between
two vowels was that it accounted for an easier syllabification and
prevented the possibility of diphthongization or contraction in
rapid delivery. Again, in writing, where syllabification was an
essential part of the whole process, the use of a consonantal glide
helped with spelling (the easiest syllables are the ‘minimal’ ones
consisting of consonant + vowel, for example in Πο-τfl-δα-ƒο-νι;
see §§111 f.). It also helped the reader to avoid taking combina-
tions of vowel + ε or vowel + ο as diphthongs (as they do have
to be taken e.g. in COR 47 Α$σ$υλ%νος, COR 23g Τε[$ρος, or
COR 30c 3χιλλεο�ς; see §225). Forms like Kerkyraian CEG 145
στον-ƒεσαν (not *στονοισαν), ibid. �ƒ<τ1ν (not α�τ1ν), or our
Corinthian Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νι (not *Ποτ!δαυνι) clearly avoid this risk
(see also §221).

In considering the examples from CEG 145 (all, including
ρÉοƒ=ισι, with etymologically justified digammas), we must note
that the forms CEG 143 Τλ�σ��ƒο and CEG 144 Π4λυν-ƒ�ς
(both earlier and with etymologically unjustified digammas; see
above) show that an intervocalic digamma was no longer pro-
nounced in everyday Kerkyraian speech at the time in question
any more than it was in Corinthian. These digammas are there-
fore all poetically motivated as described above, and are in line
with the spurious-diphthong spellings in the same inscriptions
as discussed in §505, although there we cannot be as positive 
about an origin of the convention outside the East Ionic poetic
tradition.

§507. The addition of <É> to initial liquids, nasals, and digamma

Another spelling feature which may be taken to have its origin
in poetry, or at least to be closely linked with it, is the addition
of <É> to a liquid, nasal, or digamma at the beginning of a word,
as discussed in §211. These are the instances on our vases:1306

COR 66h ΛÉ (ε)ον[τ]\ς, CHA 16b ΜÉ3δ[εσικ�στ3], CHA 10b
ΜÖ-φσος, COR 123 ΝÉ�σ[(σ)ος], COR 19f ÅÉαδ5σιος, COR 76 f
ÅÉεκ�β[�] (but COR 70b Åεκ�β�).

Apart from these attestations, it is surprising how many of 
the rare occurrences of this spelling are to be found in metrical
inscriptions: CEG 451 λÉαβ8ν (Aigina, c.475–450?), CEG 145
ρÉοƒ=ισι (Kerkyra, c.600?), CEG 146 ΜÉε�ξιος (Kerkyra, c.575–
550?); Attic µÉεγ�λ4 (CEG 190, 215, 248, late 6th to early 5th
cent.), µÉ�σ(σ)4ι (CEG 304, 528–514 ), and perhaps µÉ-νος
(not in CEG; Immerwahr, no. 152, c.540). It is even applied to
forms in which we do not expect an aspiration from an etymo-
logical point of view—as, for example, in the three µÉε- forms
cited—and it is virtually confined to the word-initial position (for
the details see §211). On the other hand, it is never used to help
the metre—for instance to lengthen a preceding syllable (indeed,
in CEG 145 the previous syllable is short).

Now, a spelling with an extra sign always requires an addi-
tional effort. And even if the <É> was in some cases etymologic-
ally justified, its rather sporadic occurrence, which gives us the
impression of something dispensable, contrasts with its wide 
geographical diffusion and even more so with its analogical
transfer to a position in which we do not expect it. Could we not
therefore link the phenomenon with poetry?1307 For only through
a Panhellenic movement like the literary tradition could such a
spelling be canonized and spread. But what could have been the
reason for it, and what advantage comparable with that of the 
spurious-diphthong spelling (see §505) and intervocalic digamma
(see §506) could it be supposed to have had? On the phonetic side,
the reason will have been the conservative character of careful pro-
nunciation in a still strong oral tradition of recital, combined with
a possible tendency to hypercorrection in such a tradition.1308 (We
may compare the pronunciation [hw-] of English words beginning
with wh-, which is historically correct in what, wheel, which, etc.,
but may occasionally be heard too in water, wind, wit, etc. as a
mannerism). Any advantage for a reader is less easy to imagine,
but as a signal for the beginning of a word—which was generally
an important characteristic of the letter heta where it was used
for [h]—it would not seem entirely useless.

If we return to the occurrences on our vases, we find a con-
firmation of the suspected link between this spelling and poetry in
the fact that at least five of the six1309 are from clearly heroic scenes.
If our interpretation is correct, this convention—and particu-
larly its occurrence in two of the four Kerkyraian hexametrical
inscriptions (CEG 143–6)—is well in line with the conventions
described in §§505 f. And like the latter it cannot lay claim to an
East Ionic origin.1310

§508. Secondary [oi] instead of [4] from compensatory
lengthening at Corinth

Two labels on Corinthian vases show <οι> instead of the second-
ary [4] expected in the local dialect. One is COR 36a Lο%σαι in
a scene with the Muses following their master (b) [3π�λλ]4ν (see
§406).1311 The second is COR 96B Πν4τοµ�δοισα, a Nereid in
an unidentified scene (see ibid. and §433). Both contexts are heroic
and, since the result of compensatory lengthening is normally 
represented by <ο> or <ου> in Corinth (see §§220, 505),1312 it is

1306 I have not come across any words beginning with an [r].

1307 This would not mean, of course, that we could expect it exclusively in met-
rical inscrs.

1308 What the precise pronunciation was, it is difficult to say. Lejeune (§112)
assumes a ‘nature sourde de ces sonantes initiales’, which seems not implausible.

1309 Or may we assume some such tradition even for the merry dancer
ÅÉαδ5σιος and his companions on COR 19?

1310 We may also consider the spelling with geminates, e.g. in CEG 145 πολλ-ν
and 3ρ�θθοιο, to have a particularly strong tradition in written poetry as a read-
ing aid, as was the opinion of Heubeck (1979: 115) in the case of the Nestor cup
(CEG 454). Yet in CEG 145 there is also στον-ƒεσ(σ)αν. And our vase inscrs.
themselves do not allow us to establish a clear tendency in this respect either (see
§113). Equally uncertain is the glide digamma (see §207). See also §209.

1311 Apollon was obviously a very important deity at Corinth, as is shown by
his (later) temple dominating the agora. We may assume that he played an import-
ant role in the city’s life as patron of music from early times.

1312 See also CEG 356, π=σι not πα%σι.
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therefore more reasonable to assume a reflection of a particular
poetic context, rather than an exceptional dialectal treatment that
is otherwise well attested as an epichoric feature only on the island
of Lesbos. What the sources of our two labels were, we cannot
decide, but some choral lyric, where this feature is also well
attested,1313 seems a possibility.

On the other hand, COP 1B [δ� ]δοι, which represents present
imperative δ�δου, occurs in a dactylic hexameter, and more pre-
cisely in an archaic prayer formula which is also known from the
Odyssey (3. 58) although not borrowed from there (see ad loc. and
§303). Since this imperative δ�δοι was widespread (also occurring
twice in Boiotia (CEG 326 and 334, both hexametrical) and five
times in Pindar) and must also be interpreted as a Lesbian feature
(see ad COP 1B), we should envisage the possibility of a Lesbian
dactylic-hexametrical tradition of prayers, probably combined with
hymns to gods, which influenced the archaic Greek world in gen-
eral. This is supported by a tiny fragment of an inscription on stone
from Perachora near Corinth, CEG 352 (c.650?), where the letters
[. . .]. µενεοισαÉυποδ[. . .] occur, plausibly restored and inter-
preted as [ε]ƒµεν�οισα Éυπ-δ[εξαι . . .], i.e. part (probably the
beginning) of a hexameter line with a ‘Lesbian’ [oi].1314 There is
another such likely ‘Lesbian’ participle in a hexameter line from
Boiotia, CEG 114 (line 4) [. . .]οισα τ�ν Éυι�ν Καφι[. . .] (479 
?). And lastly, we may add the ‘patchwork’ hexameter line of
indistinct literary genre shown on a writing-tablet in an early fifth-
century school scene by the Attic vase-painter Douris (Beazley
(1948), 337 f.; ARV 431. 48; Para. 374; Add. 237; Immerwahr,
no. 533): Μο%σα µοι | �(µ)φL Σκ�µανδρον |  �ρ(ρ)ων #ρχοµαι
| �ε�{ν}δ3ν (to be read  �ρρουν #ρχοµ5 , see nn. 768 and 814).

Apart from these secondary i-diphthongs, we may have
another Lesbian feature in the fragmentary name [. . .]iανερα
of COR 96A, for which we would expect the spelling -�ν!ρα in
epichoric Corinthian (see ad loc. and §219). As the label is likely
to belong to a Nereid in a scene similar to that on COR 96B with
Πν4τοµ�δοισα, we may prefer to interpret the form as ‘Lesbian’
-�νερ(ρ)α (see §433).

In the context of our Corinthian attestations it is tempting, of
course, to think of Eumelus, the earliest poet whom we know to
have written epic and other poems at Corinth. His fr. 696 PMG
does indeed contain our Lesbian diphthong, viz. Μο%σα and prob-
ably Mχοισα, duly referred to by Arena (ad our COR 36a), and
Hansen (ad CEG 352). Moreover, its genre, a processional song,
written in hexameters, fits our epigraphical fragments very well.
After Eumelus, who is a century or more earlier than our vases
and other evidence, Arion from Methymna on Lesbos came to
Corinth. He was working at the court of Periandros in about 
600 , i.e. closer in time to our documents, and is said to have
raised the dithyramb to a high artistic level.

The tradition of poetry we are tracing here, which could 
have been, perhaps mainly was, in the epic hexameter metre and

included prayers (hymns) and processional songs, must have spread
from the Aiolic island of Lesbos to many or all parts of Greece
in very early times (CEG 326 from Boiotia is dated to 700–675).
We can recognize it in strikingly parallel examples from Boiotia
and Corinth. It is likely to have been spread by poets travelling
widely within the Greek world (it was the busy colonial era), and
settling where they were well received and given opportunities
to show their skills. Of course, the use of the dactylic hexameter
makes it difficult to distinguish between this genre and epic, but
the Ionic Homeric hymns too have very close links with ‘proper’
epic, i.e. Homer and Hesiod. It seems natural that certain such
typical features of our non-Ionic tradition as the Lesbian [oi] 
were preserved for a longer time in Boiotian and Doric contexts
than in Ionic regions or Attica, where the strong Ionic tradition
of Homer—who of course had built upon an earlier Aiolic layer
himself—must have taken over much more quickly.1315

We may also suppose that certain of the features discussed 
above (§§503–7)—of which some are only orthographic, others
also phonological, but all seemingly linked to poetry—may have
originated in poetic circles descending from this tradition, per-
haps in Corinth itself. Even the Corinthian script, which must
be due to a—very remarkable—secondary reform of the original
writing system whereby it was turned from an ‘Achaian’ type into
the ‘East Ionic’ type (see §106), may have had its origins in poetic
circles around people like Eumelus in the late eighth century. In
that case, the ‘East Ionic’ label of the new system may of course
have to be changed to ‘East Aiolic’, but since the writing system
of Lesbos, as far as we can see, was principally the same as that
of East Ionia (see Jeffery, pp. 359–61, with Addenda, p. 378), no
decision can be made.

Nevertheless, not all the dialect features grouped under the
headings ‘unexpected East Ionic forms’ and ‘foreign forms other
than East Ionic’ of §§503 and 504 can be classed as Aiolic imports.
That is not feasible for COR 82d [Κ ]keäβoυλος (see ad loc.) and
COP 1A [ ]pαγγε�λας, which in Lesbian should both have had
a short vowel and geminate [ll], not a long vowel (i.e. a spurious
diphthong) and single [l] (see Thumb–Scherer, pp. 95 f.). The same
is true for the other cases of spurious-diphthong spelling for which
we may claim a literary background (see §505), viz. COR 24e
Α�τοµ�δουσα and COR 28Ab ΜοDσαι (alongside (a) Μ[σαι), which
would have -οισα in Lesbian (as COR 36a and 96B discussed above);
and COR 70k Πολυξ5ν� (see §§503, 505), in view of (a) Πρ�αµος
not Π�ρ(ρ)αµος and (h) Κεβρι-ν�ς not *Κεβερρον�ς (see §256),
is not Lesbian either (it would be -ξzν�, ibid., pp. 93 f.). In par-
ticular for COR 82 (see §509) and for COP 1A with its East Greek
<γγ>, but also for the Trojan characters Πολυξ5ν� etc. of COR
70, it therefore remains justifiable to assume too a certain degree
of influence from the ‘Homeric’ Ionic tradition that was present
though not yet dominant in Corinth at the time of our vases.

1313 See Trümpy (1986), 137, with n. 93.
1314 That the elided [a] is written, is a frequent phenomenon (see §224).

1315 The same seems to be true for the preservation of -οισα etc. in choral lyric,
which may have been spread from Lesbos in much the same way, e.g. by Alcman
and even earlier by Terpander, who both went to Sparta from the East Aiolic
area in the 7th cent. See again Trümpy (1986), 137.



  (§§509 –510)

      
  

§509. Style of the inscriptions and content of the scenes

Sometimes it is not a linguistic or orthographic feature but the style
of a label that suggests poetic provenance. This is particularly true
for the horse-names COR 24 f Πολυπ�νθ� ( < -πενθHς, see §228)
and COR 87d Λ<σ�πολις. The first is actually feminine, which
is very unusual for horses in heroic contexts (see §244), and it
occurs in a scene that is not only heroic in content (the wedding
of Paris and Helene, see §439) but also carries other reflections
of a literary background: (b) )Εκτ4ρ (see §503), (d ) Ηελ�ν� (see
§504), and the elaborate name (e) Α�τοµ�δουσα (see §505). The
second horse-name is from a pseudo-heroic scene with three other
grandiloquent horse-names partly known from myth (see §468),
but we cannot link the scene to any precise heroic tale. What the
painter had in mind we are therefore unable to say, but there seems
to be a literary context. Various other horse-names are on the grand
scale too, but occur on vases without further positive hints of
poetry (see §244).

As mentioned in the Introduction, the painted and even
labelled heroic scene without additional linguistic support is mostly
insufficient to demonstrate a direct literary reflection. The reason
for this may be our ignorance of relevant literature: an example
is the case of COR 66, for which two poems by Stesichorus may,
but need not, be the source. Only a few scenes—all pointing to the
Iliad—seem to offer features distinctive enough for a sufficiently
firm conclusion to be reached, namely COR 82 with the death of
Kleoboulos in the presence of Pyraichmes (§§448, 504 f.), perhaps
DOH 1 with the fight over Euphorbos’ body (§449; see also §503),
COR 30 with several Iliadic episodes on one vase (see §446), and
CHA 15 with a very subtle rendering of the departure of Hektor
and Paris (see §444). A possible case is the scene on INC 1 which
depicts the Cyclops’ household gear (see ad loc.). Another famous
scene, CHA 4, seems to reflect a lost literary text very closely, 
as far as we can judge, but shows non-epic dialect forms and is
therefore less certain (see §456 and §503 n. 1260).

An interesting case is the story of Herakles and Iolaos fight-
ing the Hydra. This scene on four inscribed Corinthian vases
(COR 6, 8, 13, 19) and one Lakonian vase (LAK 6) shows 
certain details and common features which make us suppose a
strong iconographical convention (see §411). On the other hand,
the name of Iolaos on three of the four vases (COR 6, 8, 13) shows
a feature which seems to point to poetic language (see §506). 
Apart from Hes. Th. 313–18, which cannot be the source since
certain iconographical details are lacking (see §411), we have no
indication of an epic treatment of this topic, but can there be 
any doubt that Herakles’ labours were the subject not only of 
paintings and stories but also of poems (see §506)?

§510. Popular etymology and similar changes to heroic names

We have come across a fair number of cases where a name was
slightly changed or reinterpreted through popular etymology.
Although such cases may occur in everyday language (examples
may be COR 114e and CHA 1l, see ad locc. and §237 at the 
end), they seem to have been particularly frequent in poetry, and
indeed in epic (see §254 ad fin.).1316 The names in question are
Chiron (§248), Odysseus (§254), Troilos (§257), Ampyx (n. 1078),
CHA 28a 3ρ� [πυια] (see ad loc.), CHA 16b ΜÉ3δ[εσικ�στ3]
(§211), COR Gr 13 Τ5λαφος (see §440), and perhaps also the
names of Amphiaraos (see ad COR 66f/r), Ariadne (see n. 566
ad CHA 11c), Iason (see ad COR 24Ba and §505), Ismene (see 
ad COR 113d ), Kalais (see §425 n. 1068), Kassandra (see ad 
COR 70l, with n. 306), Persephone (see ad COR 124B), Phorkys
(see ad COR 106a and §408), and Zeus or rather Xeus (see §258).
In the case of Odysseus’ name we know that the change had
already taken place in epic and was not the idea of the vase-painters
who used the altered form. But in the other cases too the most
plausible assumption is that the change goes back to a source used
by the vase-painter, i.e. that it reflects poetry.

Similar changes concern elements of compounds, or even whole
compound names. This procedure too has a tradition in epic,
though it has to be attributed to the inattentiveness rather than
inventiveness of the poets. We have come across COR 113b
Περι$λ�µενος, where Mimnermus has Θεοκλ�µενος (see §429),
in the scene with Tydeus killing Ismene. The Nereid COR 96B
Πν4τοµ�δοισα is attested as Πρωτο-µ�δεια or Ποντο-µ�δουσα
in literature (see §433). Hektor’s brother is COR 70j ∆ã�φονος
(see §444) and COR 24a ∆��φ4ν (see §439), both forms in clearly
heroic scenes with other clues pointing to poetry (see §§503 ff.),1317

but the Homeric name is ∆ηOφοβος. The Amazon queen fight-
ing Herakles is named COR 4c 3νδροµ�δ� in a scene which also 
seems to reflect poetry (see §506 for 3λκιν-ƒ�); on Attic vases
she is called 3νδροµ�χ3 and in literature ? Ιππολ�τη (see ad 
COR 4c and ETR 4).

The most significant feature of such changes is that they yield
forms with the same (or at least an equivalent) prosodic shape 
as the original names (this works for all variants cited except 
COR 24a ∆��φ4ν, for which see §504). This is a clear indication
that the phenomenon is a matter of poetic language: indeed, 
is part of the technique of oral poetry. The question as to which
forms are the ‘original’ ones, those transmitted in literature or
those on our vases, is impossible to answer and would probably
have seemed slightly sophistic to an archaic Greek.

1316 See also ad COR 66f/r on Amphiaraos, and §248 on Chiron.
1317 See also the Attic example ∆3�θυνος, cited §439.



EUB 1 θε5. Unspecified scene with goddesses (label).
EUB 2 (a) Π3k[ε�ς], (b) Θ�t[ις], (c) [Ν3 ]qε�ς. Wedding of

Peleus and Thetis (labels).
EUB 3 (a) Καλλιµe[. . . ?] | νς καλ1. (b) Κ [αλλι]l�λεια

j[α]λ1. Kalos-inscriptions.

BOI 1 (A) Γρ�τ4ν �πο�ƒ3σε. (B) Γρ�τ4ν �πο�ƒ3σε. Potter’s
signatures.

BOI 2 (A) Μενα�δ�ς �µ� �πο�Ï3σε Χ�ροπι. (B) Μενα�δ�ς
�µ� �πο�ƒ3σε Χ�ροπι. (C ) Μενα�δ�ς �µ� �πο�ƒ3σε
Χ�ροπι. (D) Χ�ροπι �µ� �πο�ƒ3σε Μενα�δ�ς (a dif-
ferent and more careless hand later incised: Γοργ��ς
τíπ!λ(λ)4νι). Potter’s signatures and dedications (to a
human?; (D) later to Apollon).

BOI 3 �Επ�χ©µ� �πο�3σε θειο$ς περικαλδε�α δ[ρα. Metrical 
potter’s signature (and dedication?).

BOI 4 (A) Μν�σ�λκ3ς πο�3σε. (B) Μν�σ�λκ©πο�3σε. (C ) (a)
Μν�σ�λκ3ς π[ο�3σε vac.] �Εµπεδι8νδ�i. (b) Α&τ[']q
hο δ[κε φ�ρ4ν φιλοτ1σιον Α)σχ�λοι a&τ!. Potter’s sig-
natures; (C ) with additional dedications (one metrical)
to humans.

BOI 5 (A) Φιθ�δ�ς �µ� �πο�ƒ3σε. (B) Φ�θ©µ� �πο�ƒ3σε.
Potter’s signatures.

BOI 6 (A) Π!λ4ν �µ�[. . .] or �µ� �[-. . .]. (B) Π!λ4ν �π!3σε.
(C ) Π!λ4ν �µ� �πο�3σε. (D) Π!λ4ν �µ� �πο�3σε. 
(E ) Π!λ4ν �µ� �πο�3σε. (B)–(E ) Potter’s signatures; 
(A) less certain.

BOI 7 (A) (a) and (b) Γ�µ5δ3ς �π!3σε. (B) Γ�µ5δ3ς �π!3σε.
(C ) [. . .]ς �πο[(�ƒ)3σε . . . ?]. Potter’s (or potters’?) 
signatures.

BOI 8 Περσε�ς. Perseus pursued by the Gorgons (label).
BOI 9 (a) Πολυτ,µ�δ�ς καλ!ς, π�νχυ τοε καλ!ς. (b)

Ποkυτ,µ�δ�ς καλ!ς, π�νχυ τ[οε κ]αλ!(ς), να[� . ?].
Kalos-inscriptions.

BOI 10 (a) . . . . α, (b) [. . . -δ?],κε [. . . πο?]t5ριa[. . ? . .]ma-
σ[. . . ?], (c) Ε&ƒ�ρχ�, (d ) Ε&φροσ�ν�, (e) Φιλοφ5ρ�,
( f ) Ε&φ�ρια, (g) Ε&ƒ�ρχ�, (h) œοδ!µ�. (a) and
(c)–(h): Toilet and domestic scene (labels). (b) Not clear, 
perhaps a dedication.

BOI 11 (A) and (B) (a) Κρ�τ4ν, (b) ν-κ�, (c) [. . .]aφ[. . . ?] 
or [. . . ?]φa[. . .] (twice each). Cock-fight; (a) and 
(c) labels, (b) comment: ‘(with him is) victory’, or
invocation: ‘(with him be) Victory!’.

BOI 12 (a) Jοενης, (b) Jοεης. Labels or nonsense 
inscription?

BOI 13 ∆αν��. Danae receiving the gold rain (label).

BOI 14 (a) αβγδεƒζÉθικλµ | νοπρστυξφχ, (b) αβγδεƒζÉθικλ
| µνοπρστυξφχ. Abecedaria.

BOI 15 (a) 3ρ3ς, (b) Γ�γεν5ς, (c) Η3ρακλ0ς, (d ) 5θ1ν�.
Herakles and (a) Gegenes (labels).

BOI 16 (a) Μ$τος, (b) Κρ�τεια, (c) Πρ�τ!λαος, (d ) Π�ις, 
(e) Κ�βιρος, ( f ) Σατ�[ρ�]. Probably a sacrificial pro-
cession (labels).

BOI 17 (a) P�[ρι]ς, (b) Geqµ0[ς] (rather than Geqµ� [ας] ), 
(c) [Η]5ρ�, (d) 5θ1ν(�), (e) 5φρo[δ-τ�]. Judgement of
Paris (labels).

BOI 18 (a) �Ολυσ(σ)ε�ς, (b) Βορ��ς. Odysseus on his raft, and
Boreas (labels).

BOI 19 Σ�βων καλ!ς. Kalos-inscription.
BOI 20 Σµ$κρος :ν�θ3κε Καβ�ρ4ι. Dedication.
BOI 21 (a) Η5ρ�, (b) �A(. . .). Probably the Judgement of 

Paris (labels).
BOI 22 Κ�ρκ�. Odysseus and Kirke (label).
BOI 23 Κ�vαλος. Kephalos and the Termessan fox (label).
BOI 24 [. . .]j�ων. Unidentified scene (label).
BOI 25 [. . .]Jaβ�ρ4ι . (?) [. . . ?]. Dedication.
BOI 26 [Ε&?ν]οσστ�δ�ς τ[ι Παιδ[� . . . ?]. Dedication.
BOI 27 Λ�4ν Éο Éι[αρε�ς (?) . . . ?]. Not clear.
BOI 28 [. . . Παι]δ< τ[ Κα[β�ρ4 . . . ?]. Dedication.
BOI 29 [. . .]ωρος κα[λ!ς] or [. . .]ωρος Κα[β�ρωι . . . ?].

Kalos-inscription or dedication.
BOI 30 (a) ; ABGwl9rT∑t (b) t2G. Nonsense inscription.

AIG 1 Μεν�λ�ς. Unspecified scene with Menelaos (label).
AIG 2 5γ[αµ�µν4ν] or 5λ[�ξανδρος] (?). Unidentified scene,

perhaps heroic (label).
AIG 3 (A) κ�λ= ε)l[ι]. (B) (1) [. . . :]ν�θ[ηκε . . .]. (2) [. . . :ν]�-

θηκ[ε . . .]. (C) [. . .]τ>ι �φα�g[ι . . . ?]. (D) [. . . :ν� ]θη-
κ[ε . . .]. (E) 5ριστ!φαντος κα< ∆αµον�δ�ς :νεθ�τ�ν. (F)
(only one or two letters). (A) Beauty label to one of the
(female) figures, or statement by the vase (fem.).
(B)–(E ) Dedications, (E ) perhaps metrical. (F ) Not
clear.

INC 1 5ριστ!νοθος (or 5ρ�στον{ο}φος?) �πο�(3)σεν. Potter’s
signature.

INC 2 Καταπ;γ4ν Éο ποι5σ�ς κα< Éο φ�ρ4ν. Erotic inscrip-
tion, probably by a potter-lover.

PCO 1 :πλο?ν (?). Not clear.
PCO 2 (a) 5λ[�ξ?ανδ]qος, (b) 5θ�να��, (c) 5φροd[-τ�].

Judgement of Paris (labels).
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PCO 3 [. . . ?]sφε .[. . .] or [. . .]. εφs[. . . ?]. Not clear.
PCO 4 (a) 5χιλ(λ)ε�ς, (b) Μ�µν4ν. Achilleus and Memnon

(labels).
PCO 5 (a) �/ƒ8ς, (b) Α)θ�οψ. Achilleus and Memnon (labels).
PCO 6 Ζε�[ς]. Birth of Athena (label).

COR Introd. (a) Τ,µ8ι, (b) Πυρƒ�ς. Non-heroic dancing scene
(labels).

COR 1 (a) [. . .]qιναo[. . .], (b) Σαοh [. . .], (c) Η [. . .] (or 
perhaps (c) + (b) Η[. . .]hοας), (d ) [. . .]mtεke[. ?], 
(e) sτροφod[. . .], ( f ) [. . .]. δ!a[. . . ?], (g) [. . .]ξe[. . .].
Not clear.

COR 1A 5µασζ8ν. Unidentified battle of Amazons (with
Herakles or Achilleus?) (label).

COR 2 See PCO 2.
COR 3 P�τροCλος. Unspecified scene with Patroklos (label).
COR 4 (a) �Aqεtιµα . . , (b) 5λκιν!ƒ�, (c) 5νδροµ�δ�, 

(d) Η3ρακλ0ς, (e) Åι!λ�ς, ( f ) Mασι[. ?]ιελοm. Herakles
and the Amazons (labels).

COR 5 Π�ρευνος. Battle scene, probably non-heroic (label).
COR 6 (a) Äους, (b) 5θ1ν�, (c) Η3ρακλ0ς, (d ) Åι!λ�ƒος, (e)

Λ1πυθος. Herakles and the Hydra (mixed) (labels).
COR 7 (a) Ηιπποβ�τ�ς, (b) Ηιπ(π)οστρ!φος. Non-heroic

marching scene (labels).
COR 8 Åι!λ�ƒος. Herakles and the Hydra (label).
COR 9 [ DΕκτ?]4ρ. Unidentified battle scene, perhaps with

Hektor (label).
COR 10 (a) Α%ƒας, (b) DΕκτ4ρ or DΕCτ4ρ. Hektor and Aias

(labels).
COR 11 [. . .]. (?) Éυλαi[. . .]. Not clear, probably not a label.
COR 12 (a) Τ!ξος, (b) Κλ�τιος, (c) ∆ιδ�-ƒ4ν, (d ) Ε&ρ�τιος, 

(e) Å-φιτος, ( f ) ÅιολE, (g) Η3ρακλ0ς. (h) ∆[ι]οµô[δ]3ς,
(i) ΑFƒας, ( j) �Ολισ(σ)ε�ς. Herakles at Oichalia (labels).
Suicide of Aias (labels).

COR 13 (a) Η3ρακλ0ς, (b) Åι!λ�ƒος. Herakles and the Hydra
(labels).

COR 14 (a) ΑFƒας, (b) ΑFƒας, (c) Diοl[5δ3ς?], (d ) Θq . . υµες,
(e) Ν-κιπ(π)οr, ( f ) Ποδ . . . ος, (g) Π [. . .]. Suicide of
Aias (mixed) (labels).

COR 15 Α)ν��ς. Unspecified fight involving Aineias (label).
COR 16 (a) Κ�στ4ρ, (b) � Ιπ(π)οµαχ�δ�ς, (c) ΑFθ4ν, (d) Φορβ!ς

(Φ!ρβος?), (e) Äαστυp!τ�ς. Scene of return (?),
probably non-heroic (i.e. pseudo-heroic) (labels).

COR 17 (a) Πολ�τερπος, (b) Πυρƒ��ς προχορευ!µενος· α&τ[
δ� ƒοι Iλπ�. Non-heroic dancing scene. (a) Label. 
(b) Label and—at the same time—dedication (metrical,
with property formula) to a human artist.

COR 18 (a) Α)ν5τ� ©µ�. (b) Μεν(ν?)��ς, (c) Θ5ρ4ν, (d) Μυρµ�δ�ς,
(e) ΕJδιCος, ( f ) ΛKσανδρ�δ�ς, (g) Χαρικλ�δ�ς, 
(h) ∆�ξιλ(λ?)ος, (i) Ξ�νƒ4ν, ( j) Φρ�ξ. Probably a love-
gift. (a) Label of the woman represented. (b)–( j) List
of men’s names.

COR 19 (a) Η3ρακλ�ος, (b) [5θ1ν]�, (c) Η3ρακλ0ς, (d) Åι!λ�ς.
(e) Λ!ρδιος, ( f ) ÅÉαδ5σιος, (g) Πα�χνιος, (h) œ8µιος,
(i) [.]!ξιος. Herakles and the Hydra (labels). Padded
men dancing (labels).

COR 20 5π�λλ4ν. Unidentified scene with Apollon (label).
COR 21 Τ!νιος. Battle scene, probably non-heroic (label).

COR 22 Χ�ριτες. Unidentified scene with Charites (label).
COR 23 (a) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, (b) [ �Ολι(σ)]sε�(ς), (c) Φο$νιξ, (d) ΑFƒας,

(e) Ν�στ4ρ, ( f ) 5γαµ�µν4ν, (g) Τε[Cρος, (h) ΑFƒας.
Suicide of Aias (labels).

COR 24 (a) ∆��φ4ν, (b) DΕκτ4ρ, (c) 5λ�ξανδρος, (d ) Ηελ�ν�,
(e) Α&τοµ�δουσα, ( f ) Πολυπ�νθ�, (g) Ξ�νθος, (h)
Ηipπ8i, (i ) Ηιπ(π)!λυτος. Wedding of Paris and
Helene (mixed) (labels).

COR 24A (a) Μ�µν4ν, (b) 5ντ�λ(ο)χος, (c) 5χιλ(λ)ε�ς, (d )
H�τις. Achilleus and Memnon fighting over the dead
Antilochos (labels).

COR 24B (a) Ε)�σ4ν, (b) Φâνε�ς, (c) Τ,l�mdρ�, (d ) 
Πουλυδ(ε)�κ(3)ς. (e) [Κ ]�k[αϊς]. Argonauts visiting
Phineus (labels).

COR 25 (a) Νεβρ�ς, (b) Κ(α)λ�κ�. Probably two hetairai (labels).
COR 26 (a) Καλ(λ)ιο .[. . .], (b) ∆α[µ-. . . ?], (c) [Η]iπ(π)!διCος

or [Η ]uπ!διCος. Sacrificial procession (labels).
COR 27 (a) Πρfiαµος, (b) R4s\θεος, (c) [. . .]β[. . .], (d) 5σ!β�ς,

(e) Ξ�νθος, ( f ) Τρ! . ιλος, (g) [. . .]. (h) Τ,µ4ν�δ�ς µ�
-γραxε. (i) 5χιλ(λ)ε�ς. (a)–(g) and (i): Achilleus and
Troilos (labels). (h) Painter’s signature.

COR 28 See COP 18.
COR 28A (a) Μ[σαι, (b) Μο?σαι, (c) Καλλι!π�, (d ) 5π�λλ4ν,

(e) Η3ρακλ0ς, ( f ) Η5β�, (g) 5θ1ν�, (h) 5φροδ-τ�, 
(i) Χ�ριτε, ( j) Nε�ς, (k) �ΕρµEς, (l ) Η5ρ�. Wedding
of Herakles and Hebe (labels).

COR 29 [. . . Π ]uρƒ�α .[. . . ?] . Not clear, probably a name.
COR 30 (a) Σαρπ1δ4ν, (b) DΕκκτ4ρ, (c) 5χιλλεο�ς, (d) Φο$νιξ.

(e) ΑFƒας, ( f ) ΑFƒας, (g) Α)ν��ς, (h) Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς. 
(i) ∆!λ4ν. Fights between Achilleus and Hektor, the Aiante
and Aineias (with peculiarities); Dolon running (labels).

COR 31 (a) [. . .]eς, (b) [. . .]. �, (c) [∆ι!ν]Kσος. (d ) [. . .]sυλος
µ� .ν�θ3κε t [Eι Η5ρ�ι?]. (a)–(c) Unidentified scene
with Dionysos (labels). (d ) Incised dedication.

COR 32 (a) Η3ρα(κ)λ0ς, (b) [. . .]bατις. Herakles with Geryones,
the Nemean lion, and the Kerkopes (labels).

COR 33 (a) 5γαµ�µν4ν, (b) 3λκ�, (c) ∆4ρ�µαχος, (d) σ�κ�ς,
(e) 5νδρ�τ�ς, ( f ) Λ�C4ν, (g) Φ�λ4ν, (h) Θ�ρσανδρος.
Boar-hunt, probably pseudo-heroic (labels).

COR 34 Θ�τ[ις?]. Unidentified scene, perhaps with Thetis in
her bridal chariot (perhaps a label).

COR 35 [Θρα?]sυµô [δ3ς?]. Unidentified battle scene (label).
COR 36 (a) Lο$σαι, (b) [5π�λλ]4ν. Unidentified scene with

Apollon Musagetes (labels).
COR 37 (a) Κ�σστ4ρ, (b) [. . .]oλ .[. . .]. Unidentified (pseudo-

heroic?) riding scene with Kastor (labels).
COR 38 (a) ΑFƒας, (b) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς. Unidentified scene with Aias

and Diomedes (labels).
COR 39 5λκ(1)θλ�. Unidentified scene (label).
COR 40 (a) ΕNνος (or ΕJν4ς), (b) DΟµριCος, (c) �Οφ�λανδρος.

Men carrying a krater (labels).
COR 40A See COP 62.
COR 41 Åοινεä[ς]. Unidentified scene, possibly heroic (label).
COR 42 (a) [. . . ε?]uς, (b) [Η?]ιππολ�τ�. Unidentified scene

(labels).
COR 43 See PCO 4.
COR 44 (a) Τρ8ιλος, (b) Η�π(π)ιχος, (c) Πυρα�χµ�ς, (d )

Α)ν��ς, (e) DΕCτ4ρ. Achilleus and Troilos (labels).
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COR 44A (a) Π�q[ις], (b) Α)ν��ς. Unidentified fight involving
Aineias (and probably Paris) (labels).

COR 45 (a) 5θ1ν�, (b) o . ες. Unspecified departure scene with
Athena (label).

COR 46 (A) (a) ΕJµ3λος, (b) Π�τροκλος, (c) Ε&ρ�µαχος, 
(d ) ∆ã\πυλος, (e) ∆ι(8)νυµος (?), ( f ) ΑFƒας, (g)
5νδρ!µαχος, (h) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, (i ) [Κεβρι?]!ν�ς. (B) 
(a) ΧαριCλ8ι, (b) Χ-ρ4ν. (A) Unspecified battle 
scene with Patroklos etc. (mixed) (labels). (B) Chiron
receiving the baby Achilleus (labels).

COR 47 Α$σCυλ$νος Πετ�λ�. Probably a dedication to a human
(name in the nominative).

COR 48 Κ#νις. Probably a dedication to a human (name in the
nominative).

COR 49 Φ,δ��ς. Probably a dedication to a human (name in the
nominative).

COR 50 œυλ(λ)��ς. Probably a dedication to a human (name in
the nominative).

COR 50A 5γρ1ν4. Probably a dedication to a human (property
formula).

COR 51 (a) Τρ!ειλος, (b) αβγδflƒζÉθικλµνοπCρστυφψ:χε.
Achilleus and Troilos (label). Abecedarium (also label?).

COR 52 Fσ(σ)α! Exclamation (?) in a non-heroic scene with a
woman chased by a donkey and a man.

COR 53 (a) ∆ã\ [ . . 3–4 . .]ος, (b) Ε&ρ�µαχος, (c) Πρ!µαχος.
Preparation for war (waiting for marching orders?),
probably non-heroic (labels).

COR 54 Πολυλ��δ�ς. Non-heroic battle scene (label).
COR 55 Περσε�ς. Perseus running, probably with Medusa’s

head and pursued by the Gorgons (label).
COR 56 V�ριτε[ς?]. Unidentified scene with Charites (label).
COR 57 (a) (Παλαµ5δ3ς), (b) (Ν�στ4ρ), (c) Πρ4τεs\λ�ς, (d )

Π!δαργος, (e) Π�τροκλος, ( f ) Β�λιος, (g) 5χιλλε�ς,
(h) Ξσ�νθος, (i ) �Ορ�ƒ4ν, ( j ) DΕκτ4ρ, (k) Μ�µν[4ν], 
(l ) (Α-θ4ν). (m) Χ�ρ3ς µ� -γραψε. (a)–(l ) Unspecified 
riding scene with characters from the Trojan Cycle
(labels). (m) Painter’s signature.

COR 58 (a) Ν-C4ν, (b) 5ντι(. . .). Non-heroic riding scene
(labels).

COR 59 (a) ∆�4ν, (b) Χ�ρ4ν, (c) Ä�4ν. Nine warriors running,
non-heroic (labels).

COR 60 (a) ΑFƒας, (b) Η�Cτ4ρ, (c) Α)ν��ς. Aias about to 
vanquish Hektor (labels).

COR 61 Ηιππ!λυτος. Fight over the body of a dead warrior,
probably non-heroic (label).

COR 62 Π!λυδος. Non-heroic riding scene (label).
COR 63 FEχυς. Non-heroic riding scene (label).
COR 64 (a) Πολυδ8ριδος, (b) Κ�sιππος. (c) Λ1ιδος, (d) ∆�4(ν).

Non-heroic chariot and riding scenes (labels).
COR 64A F�4ν. Non-heroic battle scene (label).
COR 64B (a) F,φ�ν4ς (?), (b) [. . .-α]νδρος. Departure scene, 

probably non-heroic (labels).
COR 65 �Ερ�τ�. Perhaps a love-gift to a hetaira (label).
COR 66 (a) �Εριφ;λ�, (b) Α)ν�ππ�, (c) ∆�µοƒ�νασ(σ)α, 

(d ) Ε&ρυδ�κ�, (e) 5λjl[α(� )4ν], ( f ) 5(µ)φι�ρ3ος, 
(g) Β�τ4ν, (h) ΛÉ(ε)ον[τ]\ς, (i) Ηιπποτ�4ν, ( j)
Ηαλιµ5δ3ς. (k) 3κ(α)στος, (l) 5ργ#ος, (m) Φ�ρ3ς, 
(n) ΕJφ�µος, (o) Κ�στ4ρ, (p) 3δµ�το[ς], (q)

5λ�στ4ρ, (r) 5µφι�ρ3ος, (s) Η�π(π)αsος, (t) Π3λε�ς,
(u) Η�ππαλCµος. Departure of Amphiaraos for the
Theban War (labels). Funeral games for Pelias (labels).

COR 67 (a) ÅEχυς, (b) Λ��δ�ς, (c) Å�4m, (d ) Π!λυβος, (e)
Ξ�νθος. Non-heroic departure scene (labels).

COR 68 (a) Ε&ρ�µας, (b) [Ε&]ρυµ�δ4ν, (c) É�π(π)οr, (d ) 
∆αµ[. . .], (e) Ä\,m, ( f ) ∆�l4ν, (g) Κεbq[ι]éν�ς, (h)
Κετ4ρ corrected from DΕτ(τ)4ρ, (i) Λε?Ë(ο)r, ( j)
Γ(λ)α?Cος, (k) Ε&ρ�λοχος, (l) Ηιππ!λυτ[ος].
Pseudo-heroic chariot scene (labels).

COR 69 œ�Cm[ος]. Probably Herakles and Kyknos (label).
COR 70 (a) Πρ�αµος, (b) Åεκ�β�, (c) DΕCτ4ρ, (d) Α)ν8ι, (e)

Κι�ν�ς, ( f ) œ!ραξς, (g) Ηιππ!µαχος, (h) Κεβρι!ν�ς,
(i) Ξ�νθος, ( j) ∆ã�φονος, (k) Πολυξ5ν�, (l)
Κεσ(σ)�νδρ�. (m) Å�4νις. Departure of Hektor
(mixed?) (labels). Non-heroic riding scene (label).

COR 71 (a) φ�λοι, (b) Ε&ρ�βα(ς), (c) Åι8ι, (d) É�π(π)οι, (e) Éο
λ4ι�ς (?). Non-heroic wedding scene (labels).

COR 72 5χιλλε�ς. Unidentified fight of Achilleus (label).
COR 73 Η3ρακλ0r. Unidentified scene with Herakles (label).
COR 74 (a) Μεν�λ�ƒος, (b) �Ολισ(σ)ε�ς, (c) Ταλθ�βιος, 

(d ) Θε�ν8ι, (e) D$α, ( f ) Μ�λ8ι, (g) τροφ!ς, (h)
Ηαρµατ�δ�ς, (i) Γλ(α)?Cος, ( j) Ε(&)q�µαχος, 
(k) Å,λι!ν3ς, (l) .[.]. τ�ς, (m) Πολυφ .[. . .]. Embassy
to Troy about Helene ( OΕλ�νης :πα�τησις) (labels).

COR 75 [. . .]θυβi[. . .]. Not clear.
COR 76 (a) 5ν[δρο]l�χã, (b) [. . .]. .[. . .], (c) Ηελ�mã, (d )

Α)ν��r, (e) Περιλιπ8i, ( f ) ÅÉεκ�β[�], (g) Λε?[Cος].
Aineias threatening Helene at the Sack of Troy (labels).

COR 77 (a) ∆ι8ι, (b) Κλεοπ .[.]τ�, (c) Åι8ι, (d ) Ηαµαθ8ι, (e)
œKµατοθE, ( f ) Åι8ι. Lamentation over the dead
Achilleus (labels).

COR 78 (a) ∆ι8ι, (b) ∆�4ν, (c) ∆�µ4ν, (d ) Χ�ρ4ν, (e) ∆ι8ι, ( f )
Åι8ι, (g) Ξ�νθος, (h) B»kιος. Non-heroic departure
scene (labels).

COR 79 (a) [Λ�ƒ?]οδ(�)µ�ς (?), (b) Ξ�νθος, (c) Λ�ƒοδ�[µας].
Non-heroic departure scene (labels).

COR 79A (a) Λε?Cος, (b) Π�ρις, (c) Ζε(υ)ξ�ππ�, (d ) Πρ�αµος,
(e) Β�τ4ν. Departure of Paris (labels).

COR 80 (a) Α&τοµ�δ4ν, (b) Μ�µν4ν, (c) 5χιλλε�ς, (d) [. . .]. . ς,
(e) Τ�λ4ν. Achilleus and Memnon (labels).

COR 81 (A) (a) Dιèi, (b) Åι8ι, (c) ∆4ρ8ι, (d) �Ok[. ?]τ8ι, (e) Å$φις,
( f ) Ξ�νθος, (g) K�δ�µας, (h) Ηιπ(π)οµ� [δ4ν]. (B) 
(a) [. . .]ïδοËος, (b) Å�χ8ι. (A) Non-heroic wedding
scene (labels). (B) Perhaps a non-heroic departure
scene (labels).

COR 82 (a) Πολυδ�µας, (b) P�ριr, (c) ΑFƒας, (d) [Κ ]keäβoυλος,
(e) 3λκιµος, ( f ) Σαρπ1δ4ν, (g) Πυρα�χµ�ς, (h)
Γλα?Ëor. Fight over Sarpedon’s body (labels).

COR 83 (a) Λ�λας, (b) Λ�λας. Non-heroic riding scene (labels).
COR 83bis Λ�λας. Non-heroic riding and marching scene (label).
COR 83ter (a) Λ�λας, (b) Λ�λα(ς). (c) Λ�λα[ς?], (d ) D�4ν. Non-

heroic riding and chariot scene (labels).
COR 84 ∆�4ν. Non-heroic riding scene (label).
COR 85 (a) D4ρ8ι, (b) ΕJµαχος, (c) 5γ1ν4ρ, (d ) [. . .]. ας, (e)

∆�lας, ( f ) Ξ�νθος. Non-heroic arming scene (labels).
COR 86 (a) Μελ�ν�ς, (b) ∆ιον;σιος, (c) ΕJφορβος. Non-heroic

chariot scene (labels).
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COR 87 (a) 5κ�µας, (b) œ�λλαρος, (c) Φο�τ4ν, (d) ΛKσ�πολις,
(e) œ�λλαρος, ( f ) :σκ�λαβος. Chariot scene, probably
pseudo-heroic (labels).

COR 88 (a) �Ολισ(σ)ε�ς, (b) Θ�τι{ε}ς, (c) 5χιλλε�ς, (d) Φινγρ.ς.
Thetis and the elders with the mourning Achilleus
(labels).

COR 89 (a) Φ�ρ3ς, (b) �/νιοχ�δ�ς, (c) Ξ�νθος, (d) Λ�ƒοπτ!λεµος,
(e) Β�λιος. Chariot scene, probably pseudo-heroic (labels).

COR 90 (a) Ξ�νθος, (b) [. . . ?]οσριος (i.e. [Π ]!δαργος?), (c)
œ� [λλαρος]. Chariot scene, probably pseudo-heroic
(labels).

COR 91 (a) 5θ1[ν�], (b) [Η?]ιπ(π)ον-κ�. Probably Herakles 
and the Amazons (labels).

COR 92 (a) ∆4q8ι, (b) [Ξ ]õmƒ4ν (?), (c) Dãlαc!ρãς, (d )
Σελ,ν8ι, (e) Η(ε)ρµα$ος, ( f ) �Ερατ8ι, (g) Σφ!ρτος. 
(h) Λ�δ�µαƒος, (i ) ΛKδ�µας, ( j ) Ηιπ(π)οτ�4ν. Non-
heroic banquet and riding scenes (labels).

COR 93 (a) Α&το[µ�δ4ν], (b) 5χιλλeäς, (c) [Μ]õµν4ν, (d )
5ντ\ [λοχος]. Achilleus and Memnon fighting over
the dead Antilochos (labels).

COR 94 [ � Ι ]π(π)α�l4m (?). Chariot scene, probably non-heroic
(label).

COR 95 (a) Ν3ρε�ς, (b) ∆4ρ\[ς]. Herakles wrestling with Nereus
(labels).

COR 96 (A) [Καλ(λ)?]i�νερ(ρ?)α. (B) Πν4τοµ�δοισα. (A)
Unidentified scene, perhaps with Nereids (Peleus sur-
prising Thetis and her sisters?) (label). (B) Unidentified
scene with Nereids, perhaps Peleus surprising Thetis
and her sisters (label).

COR 97 Ποτ!δ1ν. Unspecified riding scene with Poseidon (label).
COR 98 Π3kε�ς. Peleus surprising Thetis and her sisters (label).
COR 99 (a) D�4ν, (b) ΑFƒας, (c) ∆(� )4ν, (d ) Λ��δ�ς. (e) ?, ( f )

D�4ν. Pseudo-heroic battle scene (labels). Non-heroic
riding scene (labels).

COR 100 (a) ΕJφ�µος, (b) Σθεν(ν?)8ι, (c) Π!λυς. Pseudo-heroic
riding scene with a Gorgon (labels).

COR 101 (a) κ0τος, (b) Περσε�ς, (c) 5νδροl�δ�. (d) EJƒαρχος,
(e) Iνος. Perseus freeing Andromeda (labels). Non-
heroic riding scene (labels).

COR 102 (a) Πολ�φ�µος, (b) Ä [� ]4ν, (c) Å�4ν, (d ) Å�4ν, (e)
j[�]π[ρ]oς, ( f ) ∆�4ν, (g) Χ�ρ4ν, (h) Πολ�στρατος, 
(i) œ!ραξ, ( j) Φρ�ξ. Boar-hunt, perhaps pseudo-heroic
(labels).

COR 103 (a) Β�4ν, (b) Ξ�νθος, (c) Å1χ�ς. Non-heroic riding
scene (labels, probably in Chalcidian script).

COR 104 (a) Πολ�δ�ς, (b) 5ντιφ�τ�ς, (c) Πολ�φας, (d) ΕJδ4ρος.
(e) Π�ντιππος, ( f ) Πολ�δ4ρος. Non-heroic boar-hunt
and riding scenes (labels).

COR 105 (a) R . Ëοr, (b) Μ�ρος, (c) Σ-µ�, (d ) ∆�4ν, (e) Å�ρις,
( f ) J [α]kk�ς (?), (g) ∆�4ν, (h) Μ�ρις. (i) Λ��δ�ς, 
( j) Å�qir, (k) ∆\4m. Non-heroic dancing and riding
scenes (labels).

COR 106 (a) Π!qË[ος], (b) Γοργ8[ι], (c) [Γορ]c8ι or [Σθε(ν?)]m8ι.
Perseus pursued by the Gorgons (labels).

COR 107 (a) Ε&ρυτ�4ν, (b) Å-φ(ι)τος, (c) [Λ�?]\δ�ς, (d) ∆��πυλος,
(e) œρο�πιος, ( f ) ∆��πυλος. Pseudo-heroic battle scene
(labels).

COR 108 Å�4ν. Non-heroic riding scene (label).

COR 109 (a) ∆�4ν, (b) ∆�(4)ν (?). Non-heroic boar-hunt 
(labels).

COR 110 (a) RØlοr (?), (b) Πανταρ�τ�, (c) �Ερατ8ι. Non-heroic
dancing scene (labels).

COR 111 (a) Λ��δ�ς, (b) Λαλαpo[. . .] (?). Non-heroic riding
scene (labels).

COR 112 Χ�ρ4ν. Non-heroic battle scene (label).
COR 113 (a) œλ�τος, (b) ΠεριCλ�µενος, (c) ΤKδε�ς, (d )

Ηυσµ5ν�. Tydeus killing Ismene (labels).
COR 114 (a) ∆8ρ4ν, (b) ΜιCοθ�4ν, (c) Μ�µ(ν?)4ν, (d ) ΕJφ�lος,

(e) ∆4ρ�µαχος, ( f ) Μελ�ν�ς. Non-heroic battle scene
(labels).

COR 114A (a) 5χιλ[λε�ς], (b) Μ�µν4ν. Achilleus and Memnon
fighting over the dead Antilochos (labels).

COR 115 (a) Λ��δ�ς, (b) Μ�ριος. Non-heroic battle scene (labels).
COR 115A Μõλaµpοr. Battle scene, probably non-heroic or

pseudo-heroic (label).
COR 116 (a) Η�ππασος, (b) Χ [ο�ρασος?], (c) 5γα .[. . .]. Non-

heroic battle scene (labels).
COR 117 (a) ΑFƒας, (b) ∆!λ4ν, (c) Π�λιος, (d) Τ�ρας. Pseudo-

heroic battle scene (labels).
COR 118 (a) . οk[. . .], (b) R$µος (?), (c) ∆ι!νKσος. Unidentified

scene with Dionysos, Satyrs and Maenads (labels).
COR 119 (a) ÅEχυς, (b) ∆ι8ι, (c) Å�4ν, (d ) Åι8ι, (e) ∆�4ν, ( f )

5ντιµαχ�δ�ς. Non-heroic departure scene (labels).
COR 120 See COP 41.
COR 121 (a) 5λεξ(�)lαqoς (?), (b) [. . . fl]lι 5λκα[.]ς (?), (c) 

[. . .]ο[.]ν[. . .]σχκετα (?), (d) καλ[ *lι τP ποτ5ριον καυ,
(e) κα[υκα]υκαυκαυκαυ. Similar to a kalos-inscription,
moreover perhaps object praising itself (alongside
other inscriptions, which are not clear).

COR 122 Η5ρ�. Unidentified scene with Hera (label).
COR 123 ΝÉ�σ[(σ)ος]. Herakles and Nessos (label).
COR 124 (A) (a) [Σθ]εν(ν?)8ι, (b) Ηε[. . .], (c) [. . .]ον[. . .]. 

(B) Φερσ[εφ-. . .] or Φερ(ρ)ι[φ-. . .]. Labels. 
(A) Unidentified scenes, (a) with Gorgons (probably
Perseus), (b) perhaps with Hermes, (c) with an altar 
(perhaps Achilleus and Troilos). (B) Unidentified
scene with Persephone.

COR 125 [ΤE]r ∆1µ�τ[ρος . . .]. Probably a dedication (property
formula).

COR 126 ΤEς �ρ8σ�ς .[. . .]. Probably a dedication to a human
(property formula).

COR 127 Τα .[. . . c.12 . . . 5ρτ�?]lιtι :νεθ�τãm. Dedication.
COR 128 [. . . ? τEς Η5ρ�]r τEς Λιµεν��ς *µ�. Dedication

(property formula).
COR 129 [. . .]s�λ�ς. Unidentified scene (label).
COR 130 ΑF [ƒας] or Α) [ν�ας]. Unidentified war scene, probably

heroic (label).
COR 131 (a) ƒι8κ!. (b) π�κτ�. (c) φε�γ!. Non-heroic sporting

scene (labels, partly verb-forms).
COR Gr 2 Χοιρ�σου É� Cοτ�λka √l\ . . . (the rest is unclear).

Owner’s inscription or dedication to a human (perhaps
metrical).

COR Gr 6 (a) ΑFƒας, (b) DΕτ(τ)ρ4ρ. Fight between Aias and Hektor
(labels).

COR Gr 9 ΑFƒας. Suicide of Aias (label).
COR Gr 13 Τ5λαφος. Telephos (label).



 

COR Gr 15 (a) Åι!π�, (b) Η,µερ8ι, (c) Χαρ�τ�. Hetairai 
(labels).

COR Gr 23 5π� [λ]k4ν!ς îµι. Dedication (property formula).
COR Gr 25 [ΤE]ς œ!ρƒ�[ς . . .]. Probably a dedication (property

formula).
COR Gr 26(1) [. . .]λαβ�, δ$ � �ΕρµEν, [. . . !]. Dedication (metrical?).

COP 1 (A) [– É – É – É – É – É – :
δ[ρον ? � ]pαγγε�λας· τQ δ� δP[ς χα]ρ�εσ(σ)αν
:µοιƒ1ν. Metrical dedication.
(B) [. . .-�]m4ρ µ� :ν [�θ3κε . . .
– É – É – τQ δ� ]δοι χαρ�εσ(σ)αm [:µοιƒ1ν]. Metrical
dedication.
(C ) [– É – É – É – É – É – :
– É – É]. . ς· τQ δ� δPς χαρ�εσ(σ)αν [:µοιƒ1ν].
Metrical dedication.
(D) [. . . µ� :ν� ]θ3κε Pot[ε?]iδEνι ƒ [�νακτι
– É – É –]tQ δ� δ[Pς ]wa[ρ�εσ(σ)αν :µοιƒ1ν].
Dedication to Poseidon (at least partly metrical).

COP 2 (A) [– É – µ� ]:ν�θ3κε Ποτ,δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νατ(τ)ι
α&τ! ποκ� î�[. . .]. Metrical dedication to Poseidon.
(B) [– É – µ� :ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ1ƒ ]4νι ƒ�νακτι
α&τ![. . .]. Metrical dedication to Poseidon.
(C ) (a) Ποτειδ1ν, (b) 5νφιτρ-τ�. (c) [. . . ƒ]»νακτι
α&t[! . . .].  (a)–(b) Labels (Poseidon and Amphitrite).
(c) Metrical dedication (to Poseidon).

COP 3 (a) Ποτ!δï[ν]. (b) Σ,µ�4ν µ� :ν�θ(3)κε Ποτ!δ1ƒ4ν[ι
ƒ�]majτι. (a) Label (Poseidon). (b) Metrical dedication
to Poseidon.

COP 4 [– É – µ� :ν�θ3κε Ποτ]!δ1ƒ4νι ƒ�νακτι. Metrical 
dedication to Poseidon.

COP 5 (a) 5(µ)φι(τ)ρ-τ� *µ< Ποτ)[δ1ƒ4νος RCοιτις]. 
(b) Θεο[. . .]. (a) Metrical label (Amphitrite). (b) Prob-
ably a dedication.

COP 6 [5µφιτρ-τα *µ< Π ]οτ!δ1ƒ4νος RCοιτις. Metrical
label (Amphitrite).

COP 7 [. . . ?]Θρασ�µa[χος ? :ν�θ3]κε τÄ Ποτ!δE[νι . . . ?].
Dedication to Poseidon.

COP 8 (a) [Π ]�ρ[ι]λ(λ)ος µ[ � . . .]. (b) Ποτ3δ1[ν(?) ]. (c)
ποεlεµ (etc.). (d ) [. . .]. .[. . .]. (a) Dedication. (b)
Perhaps a label (Poseidon). (c) Probably nonsense
inscriptions. (d ) Not clear.

COP 9 Πολ-τ�ς µε :ν�θ(3)κε τÄ Π[οτ!δEνι . . . ?]. Dedication
to Poseidon.

COP 10 Œ�λ(λ)�r Ο& .[.]u [µ� :ν�θ3κε ]Ποt!δ¢[νι ƒ ]�maκτι.
Dedication to Poseidon.

COP 11 (a) Ποτ!δ1ν. (b) œυλο�δ�ς µ� :ν�θ3κε Πο[τ!δ1ƒ4νι
ƒ�νακτι ?]. (a) Label (Poseidon). (b) Dedication to
Poseidon (metrical?).

COP 12 [Φλ� ]β4ν µ� :ν�θçκε Ποτ!δEνι ƒ�νακ[τι]. Dedication
to Poseidon.

COP 13 (a) [. . .]4ν µ� :ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δEνι ƒ�ν [ακτι]. (b)
[5(µ)φιτ]ρ-τ�. (a) Dedication to Poseidon. (b) Label
(Amphitrite).

COP 14 [. . . :ν� ]θ3κε Ποτε[(ι)δ1(ƒ4)νι ƒ�να]κτι. Dedication
to Poseidon.

COP 15 [. . . µ� :ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δ1(ƒ4)]mι ƒ�νακτι. Dedication 
to Poseidon.

COP 16 [. . . Ποτ!δ1(ƒ4)ν]i ƒ�νa[κτι . . . ?]. Dedication to
Poseidon.

COP 17 [. . . ƒ�ν]ακt[ι]. Probably a dedication to Poseidon.
COP 18 (a) [. . .]:ν�θ3κε τ[ι Ποτ!δEνι. (b) Τ,µ4ν�δ�ς | -γραψ�

-(µ)βια (hitherto: -ψε Β��). (a) Dedication to Poseidon
(probably not by the painter). (b) Painter’s signature.

COP 19 [. . . µ� ]:ν�θ3κε Ποτ!δEm[ι . . . ?]. Dedication to
Poseidon.

COP 20 (a) [Π ]οτ!δ1ν, (b) 5µφιτρ[-τ�]. (c) [. . . :ν�θ3]jε
Ποτ!δï[ (ƒ4)νι ƒ�νακτι?]. (a)–(b) Labels (Poseidon and
Amphitrite). (c) Dedication to Poseidon.

COP 21 [. . . τ[?]i Ποτ!δEνι τ[. . .]. Dedication to Poseidon.
COP 22 [. . . Πο]τ!δEνi[. . . ?]. Dedication to Poseidon.
COP 23 (a) ∆àµο[. . .]. (b) [. . . Π]οτει[δ1(ƒ4)νι ƒ�νακτι?]. (c)

[. . .]o (?). (a) and perhaps (c): Probably label(s) (of work-
men?). (b) Dedication to Poseidon.

COP 24 [. . . ? Ποτ!δ]Eν![ς] *µ[ι . . . ?]. Probably dedication to
Poseidon (property formula).

COP 25 Α)σιµ�λλçς l� .ν[�θ3κε . . . ?]. Dedication.
COP 26 [Α$]sCυλ$[νος µ� :ν�θ3κε . . . ?]. Probably a dedication.
COP 27 (a) Ποτ!δ1ν. (b) �Amτiv��r l[ � :ν]õh(3)je. (Or

Ποτ!δEν[ι] �Amτiv��r etc.) Dedication to (and label of?)
Poseidon.

COP 28 5ριστ!φιkor[. . . ?]. Probably a dedication.
COP 29 (a) �/σ4π!δ4ρος &µ� :ν�θ[3κε]. (b) Π. (?). (c)

Ποτ(!)δ1(ν) flá (?). (a) Dedication. (b)–(c) Note of 
destination (?).

COP 30 ∆�µ!φιλ[ος . . .]. Probably a dedication.
COP 31 ∆!ρκ4ν µ� :ν�θ3κ[ε . . . ?]. Dedication.
COP 32 �Εδ[. . .]. Perhaps a dedication.
COP 33 ΕÏθε . (?) [. . . ?]. Not clear, perhaps a dedication.
COP 34 Ε&κρ�ν3r [. . . ?]. Dedication or label (workman).
COP 35 (a) Ποτ!δ1ν. (b) Ε&ρυµ5δ3ς µ� :ν�θ3κε. (a) Label

(Poseidon). (b) Dedication.
COP 36 ΕJστρατος µ� :ν3θ3κε. Dedication.
COP 37 (a) 5(µ)φιτρ(τ�ν. (b) Fι![k�ς ? . . . ?]. (a) Label

(Amphitrite). (b) Probably a dedication.
COP 38 (A) (a) Ποτ[œιδ1ν]. (b) D Ιγρ4ν µ� :ν�θ3κε. (B) (a)

Ποτœιδ1ν. (b) D Ιγq4ν µ� :ν�θ3κε. (a) Labels (Poseidon).
(b) Dedications.

COP 39 Κανθa[ρ-. . .]. Probably a dedication.
COP 40 ΛKσι�δ�ς l[ � :ν�θ3κε . . .]. Probably a dedication.
COP 41 Μιλ4ν�δ�ς -γραψε κ� :ν�θ3κε. Painter’s signature and

dedication by the painter.
COP 42 (a) Ποτ3δ1ν, (b) Ξεär. (c) �Ορθο[. . .]. (a)–(b) Labels

(Poseidon and Zeus). (c) Probably a dedication.
COP 43 Ξενƒοκλ0r[ µ� :ν�θ3κε . . .]. Probably a dedication.
COP 44 (a) œ8l[ιος µ� :ν�θ3κε . . . ?]. (b) 5θ(3?)να[� ]ã, (c)

5νφι[τ?]q¿t�, (d ) Ποτ3δ1ν. (a) Probably a dedication.
(b)–(d ) Labels (Athena, Amphitrite, Poseidon).

COP 45 œ![.]ρις µ� :ν�[θ3κε . . . ?]. Dedication.
COP 46 œu[. . .]. Probably a dedication.
COP 47 (a) Ποτ!δ1ν, (b) Ποτ!δ1ν, (c) [Φ?]ιλο[. . .]. (a) Label

(Poseidon). (b) Note of destination (?). (c) Probably a
dedication.

COP 48 (A) Φλ�β4ν µ� :ν�θ3κε. (B) Φλ�β4ν µ� :ν�θ3κε.
Dedications.

COP 49 [. . .]ογ!τον�δ�ς µ� :ν�θ3κε. Dedication.
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COP 80 [. . .]sος. Probably a label (horse, probably belonging
to a quadriga, perhaps of Poseidon).

COP 81 κ�µ,νος. Label (kiln).
COP 82 (a) [. . .]νος. (b) [. . .]κραu[. . .]. (a) Label (unidentified

scene; workman?). (b) Not clear.
COP 83 Ποτ!δ1ν δ� *µι. ‘Label’ of imaginary Poseidon (?).
COP 84 (A) Ποτ!δ1ν. (B) Ποτ!δ1ν. (A) ‘Label’ of imaginary

Poseidon (?). (B) Note of destination (?).
COP 85 Πzραfl!θεν ν,C[µες [. . . ?]. Victor’s inscription (met-

rical?), perhaps followed by a dedication.
COP 86 [αβγδ]flƒζÉθικλµνοπξCρστ [υφψχε]. Abecedarium.
COP 87 ΘflËυθ[. . .]. Nonsense inscription.
COP 88 [. . .]οsφ or [. . .]οlφ. Nonsense inscription.
COP 89 [. . . ?]ροÉ Éο π. Nonsense inscription.
COP 90 (A) (a) αοοιετ, (b) aβοιετθριλοβαββ. (B) [. . . ?]οεflο . . .

(C ) No text. Nonsense inscriptions.
COP 91 Αγαµε. Not clear.
COP 92 5ριστ (. . .). Not clear.
COP 93 [. . .]ροκαµια. Not clear.
COP 94 [. . .]. ανοτοδεονε (perhaps [. . .]. ανο τÇ(ν)δεÇν5(ν) ?).

Not clear.
COP 95 [. . .]liεk . σν . θ .[. . .]. Not clear.
COP 96 [. . .]. . . τfl. Not clear.
COP 97 (A) [. . .]ss[. . .] (B) — (C ) [. . .]ν (D) . . . κ . σ [. . . ?] 

(E ) ? (F ) [. . . ?]ε. Not clear.
COP App. 1 (A) (a) Ε&θυδ�κ�, (b) Ε&Cολ�ς. (c) [. . . :]ν�θ3κε

τα$ς Νälvαις �θõλ4ν (?) χε . . (?) [. . .], (d ) [. . .].[. ?]
Öο œορ�νθιος. (B) (a) θαε .[. . .], (b) Éα . .[. . . ?], 
(c) καw . . ο ., (d ) . λιυ, (e) . Ö . (?), ( f ) τελεσοιο. 
(C ) [. . .]. ta .[. . . :]m�θ3κε τα$ς Ν�µφα(ι)ς[. . . ?].
(D) [. . .]Íν �Ap�λλ4ν [. . . ?]. Sacrificial procession and
festival scenes. (A) Labels and dedication (metrical?).
(B) Nonsense labels. (C ) and (D) Dedications.

ARG 1 [. . .-α]νdρ!ς : µε :m[�θ3κε . . . ?]. Dedication.

LAK 1 [5ρ?]χ�τ,l[ος?]. Unidentified scene (label?).
LAK 2 Η3 [ρακλ0ς]. Unidentified scene with Herakles 

(label).
LAK 3 (a) 5ρκεσ�λ�ς, (b) Σ8φορτος, (c) [. . στ]αθµος, (d ) 

[. . ?]iρµοφ!ρος, (e) DΟρυΧο(ς), ( f ) Σιλφ(ι)!µαΨος, 
(g) φ�λακος, (h) Ε . . . ., (i) Μαεν. Non-heroic working
scene (labels, partly nonsense?).

LAK 4 (a) �/νιοχ�δ�ς, (b) 5ρχιλοχ[� ]δ�ς, (c) ∆3ν!µαχοr, 
(d ) Σ�νις. Non-heroic fight over the body of a dead 
warrior (labels).

LAK 5 εµσιβιυος. Nonsense inscription.
LAK 6 Åι!λ�ς. Herakles and the Hydra (label).
LAK 7 5ƒεk[λ8ι]. Boread chasing a Harpy (label).
LAK 8 (a) ΠαρθενοπEος, (b) [. . .]ος. Peacemaking scene with

some of the Seven against Thebes (labels).
LAK 9 5ρχεπk[. . .] (?). Not clear.

ELI 1 δ�µ!σιον. Measuring vase.
ELI 2 Rλr or Tλr. Measuring vase.
ELI 3 καρπ!µετρον (?). Measuring vases.
ELI 4 [δ�]µ!σια (?). Measuring vases.
ELI 5 �Ολυµp[�α . . . ?]. Measuring vases.

COP 50 [. . .]3ς : :ν�θ3κε | [. . .]. ooσ . a . i .[. . .] (perhaps: 
[. . . τQ δ]� δPς χαρ�ε[σ(σ)αν . . .]?). Dedication (metrical?).

COP 51 (A) [. . .]ς µ� :ν�θ3κe[. . .]. (B) [. . .]ς µ� :ννõ [θ3κε].
Dedications.

COP 52 (a) [. . .]ς µ� :ν�θ3κε. (b) [. . .]. \δ�ς. (a) Dedication. 
(b) Label (of workman?).

COP 53 [. . .-4]ν :ν�θ3κε. Dedication.
COP 54 [. . .]. πος [. . . ?]. Probably a dedication.
COP 55 [. . .]µ� :ν�θ3κε[. . .]. Dedication.
COP 56 (a) Ξ�νθ[ος]. (b) [. . .]:ν�θ3κε. (a) Label (a horse). 

(b) Dedication.
COP 57 (A) [. . . :]ν�θ3κ[ε . . . ?]. (B) [. . . :ν]�θ3κε[. . . ?]. 

(C ) [. . .].ν�θ3κε. (D) [. . .].ν�θ3κε. (E ) [. . . :]ν�θ3κε.
(F ) [. . . :ν]õθ3κε. (G) [. . . :ν]õθ3κε. (H ) [. . . :ν-
�]θ3κε. (I) [. . . :ν�]h3κε. (J) [. . . :ν�θ]çκε. (K) [. . . :ν-
�θ]çje. (L) [. . . :ν�θ3]κε. (M ) [. . .]:ν�θ[3κε . . . ?].
Dedications.

COP 58 (a) Ποt)d1ν. (b) ΤEι 5θ.[ν�ι . . . ?]. (a) Label
(Poseidon). (b) Probably a dedication to Athena.

COP 59 5θ3m[α� ]�ς *µ�. Dedication to Athena (property 
formula).

COP 60 [. . . -γρ?]αvε ταδ- (?). Perhaps a painter’s signature.
COP 61 [Σ?]-µ4 *µ�. Probably a potter’s (and donor’s) signature

(property formula).
COP 62 (a) Φ�σC4m (?), (b) [5]ρν5σιος. Labels (probably

workmen).
COP 63 (a) [. . . c.7 . . . ?]φοκα, (b) j�l[,νος?], (c) Λ!κρις. (a)

Not clear. (b)–(c) Labels (workman and probably the
kiln).

COP 64 ∆�ρις or ∆0ρις. Probably label of a workman.
COP 65 (a) �Ον�µ4ν. (b) Σ!qδις. Labels (workmen).
COP 66 (a) Στ�π4ν. (b) υιC. (a) Label (workman). (b) Nonsense

inscription.
COP 67 [. . .].�γαθος. Perhaps a label (unidentified scene; 

seafaring?).
COP 68 5νφιτρ¿tã. Label (Amphitrite).
COP 69 (A) [5]µφιτρ-τã. (B) [5(µ)φιτ]q¿t[�]. Labels

(Amphitrite).
COP 70 (a) Pot!dïν, (b) 5(µ)φιτρ- [τ�]. Labels (Poseidon and

Amphitrite).
COP 71 Ποτ3δ1ν. Label (Poseidon).
COP 72 Ποτ!δ1ν. Label (Poseidon).
COP 73 (A) Ποτ!δ1ν. (B) Ποτ!δ1ν. (C) Ποτ!δ1ν. (D) Ποτçd1m.

(E ) Ποτ!δï[ν]. (F ) Ποτ)[δ1ν . . . ?]. (G) [Πο]τ!δ1ν.
(H ) [Ποτ!]δ1ν. (I ) [Ποτ!]d1ν. ( J ) [Ποτ]ειδ1[ν]. 
(K ) [. . . ? Π ]οτειd[1ν . . . ?]. (L) Pοτ,δ1[ν]. (M ) 
[. . . ?]Pοτ3dï[ν . . . ?]. (N) Π[οτ!δ1ν]. (O) Π[οτ!δ1ν].
Labels (Poseidon).

COP 74 Ποτ!δ1ν. Probably a label (Poseidon).
COP 75 Ξε�ς. Label (Zeus).
COP 76 5θ[1ν�?]. Label (perhaps Athena).
COP 77 (a) Τε« [Cρος], (b) [Σ ]h�νελος, (c) 5θ�ναfi�, (d )

∆ιo[µ5δ3ς], (e) [Π�νδα]ρος. Labels (fight of Diomedes,
perhaps with Aineias).

COP 78 (a) ∆ε�ς. (b) Λ;σιπ(π)ος. (a) Note of destination (?).
(b) Label (probably a non-heroic marching scene).

COP 79 (a) Π�ρƒος, (b) Ταχ�δρο[µος]. Labels (horses in a non-
heroic riding scene).
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CHA 14 (a) Σ($ )µor, (b) Ξανθ8ι, (c) Η�π(π)ος, (d ) Åι8, (e)
[ DΟ]σµις (?), ( f ) Μ5n�ς (?), (g) Φο�β3, (h) ∆!ρκις, 
(i) Ν��ς, ( j) Π!qις (?), (k) ∆[4]q8. Unspecified scene
with a dance involving Satyrs and Maenads (labels).

CHA 15 (a) Ηελ�ν3, (b) Π�ρι[ς], (c) 5νδροµ�χ3, (d ) DΕκτ4ρ,
(e) Κεβρι!ν3ς. Departure of Hektor and Paris (labels).
Non-heroic running and riding scenes (no labels).

CHA 16 (a) Τρ[!]eιλος, (b) ΜÉ3δ[εσικ�στ3]. Achilleus and
Troilos (label).

CHA 17 (a) [�Ο]qθ\3 (?), (b) Åοινε�ς. Unidentified scene (pos-
sibly a heroic departure or wedding-procession scene).

CHA 18 (a) ∆[� ]4ν, (b) Å�4ν, (c) 5ντα$ος. Non-heroic conversa-
tion scene (labels).

CHA 19 Η3ρα{ρα}κλ[0]ς. Unidentified scene with Herakles
(label).

CHA 20 (a) Η [3ρα]jλ0ς, (b) œ�Cνυς. Herakles and Kyknos
(labels).

CHA 21 (a) Πολυδε�κ3ς, (b) Φο�β3. The Dioskouroi and the
Leukippides (labels).

CHA 22 (a) Λ3τ8, (b) 3ρτεµις. Unidentified scene with Artemis
and Leto in a chariot (labels).

CHA 23 (a) �Ek�τιος, (b) Μ�ρφσος. Unidentified battle of
Centaurs, perhaps with Herakles (labels).

CHA 24 Μεµm[ον�ς or -�δες?]. Funeral scene after Memnon’s
death (?) (label).

CHA 25 Π�[ρ?]ις. Unidentified battle scene, probably with
Paris (label).

CHA 26 (a) Ε&ρ�µ[αχος?], (b) Cλα?C[ος]. Unidentified riding
scene, probably with Trojans (labels).

CHA 27 (a) [. . .]!µαχος, (b) (ΤKδ[ε]�ς), (c) 3δρ3στος. Tydeus
and Polyneikes with Adrastos (labels).

CHA 28 (a) 5ρ� [πυια], (b) [Ζ5?]τ.ς, (c) Κ�kαϊς, (d) Η4ρα. 
[. . . ?], (e) Φâ [νε�]ς, ( f ) �Eρ[ιχθ]8. (g) ∆ι!νKσος, 
(h) 5ρi .[. . .]. Argonauts (Boreads) visiting Phineus
(labels). Dionysos and Ariadne (labels).

CHA 29 Not clear, perhaps nonsense inscription.

PCH 1 (a) �EVς, (b) Μ�µνων, (c) 5ντ�λοχος, (d ) 5χιλ(λ)ε�ς,
(e) Θ�τις. Achilleus and Memnon fighting over the dead
Antilochos (labels).

PCH 2 θ . χ. Nonsense inscription.

ETR 1 (a) Π3λει, (b) 5χιλ(λ)3ς, (c) Χ-ρ4ν. (d ) Πρ�ξ��ς. 
(e) Arnθe. (a)–(c) Chiron receiving the baby Achilleus
(labels). (d ) Probably painter’s (and donor’s?) name. 
(e) Probably (human) recipient’s name.

ETR 2 DΕρ4το(ς). Unspecified scenes with Erotes (label).
ETR 3 (a) Μ6 :-τ�ι – (?). (b) DιPr κ¥ροιm. Dedications to

humans and gods (?), added to non-heroic domestic
scenes with men and dogs.

ETR 4 5νδροµ�χ3. Unspecified scenes with Amazons (label).

ACC 1 (A) [. . .]ανκ .[. . .]. (B) [. . .]oς :νõ [θ3κε . . .]. (A) Not
clear. (B) Probably a dedication.

ACC 2 αβγδεƒζÉθικλµνοπCρστυφχξξ. Abecedarium.
ACC 3 (a) 5πολλ!δ4ρος Ξ�λλ�ς -ραται, (b) Å!λχ�ς

:(µ)πKγ�ζ3 5πολλ!δ4ρον, (c) �Ον�τ�ς Νιξ7ς -ραται,
(d ) Η�βριχος Παρµ�νιος É(- )ραται. Love statements.

ACC 4 Γανυµ5δ3ς. Zeus and Ganymedes (label).

ITH 1 Η!r [µοι -3 ? ξ ]õνƒος τε φ�λοr ja< p[ισ]t£r �τα$ρος
[– É – É – É – É – å] l�λιστα
[– É – å φ?]�λ� �νp[. . . . . . c.14 . . . . . .]oι
τ0να (?) t[. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .]p[. . . . . . . .]

Of unclear location: [. . .]. ο .[. . .] and [. . .]οτ [. . .]
Metrical inscription of unclear content (perhaps a
dedication to a human).

ITH 2 Καλ(λ)ικλ��ς πο��σε. Potter’s signature.
ITH 3 Not clear.

EUC 1 [. . .].ινος µ� �πο�3σe[ν . . . ?] (or [. . .].ινος µε
πο�3σe[ν . . . ?] ). Potter’s signature.

EUC 2 Dεξ(ι)θ�4 (?). Probably an owner’s inscription or a 
dedication to a human.

EUC 3 Π�ρ(ρ)ος µ� �πο�3σεν (or µε πο�3σεν) 5γασιλ�ƒο.
Potter’s signature.

CHA 1 (a) 5ντ�3ς, (b) Μ!λπ3, (c) ∆�σ4ν, (d ) Κλυτ8, (e)
Ηιππα$ος, ( f ) Ξανθ8, (g) ∆!ρκις, (h) Χορ8, (i )
�Zƒατ�3ς, ( j) Μυρ8, (k) [Σ ]$µος, (l ) Åι8. Unspecified
scene with a dance involving Satyrs and Maenads (labels).

CHA 2 (a) 5θ3να�3, (b) Η3ρακλ0ς, (c) Γ�ρυƒ!ν3ς, (d) Ε&ρυτ�4ν.
Herakles and Geryones (labels).

CHA 3 (a) ∆3µ!δοCος, (b) Ηιππολ�τ3, (c) Τ�χi[ο]r, (d )
Τοξ[. . .], (e) œλυτ8, ( f ) Περ�φας, (g) Π!λυδος, 
(h) Ξ�νθος, (i) œρ8πιος, ( j) Γλα?Cος. Pseudo-heroic
departure scene (labels).

CHA 3A (a) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, (b) Åρ0σος, (c) �Οδυσ(σ?)ε�ς. The
slaughter of the Thracians (labels).

CHA 4 (a) Σθ�νελος, (b) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς. (c) 5χιλλε�ς, (d ) ΑFας, 
(e) Γλ(α)?Cος, ( f ) Π�ρις, (g) Α)ν�3ς, (h) Λε8δοCος,
(i) DΕχιππος. Fight over Achilleus’ body (labels).

CHA 5 (a) �Y8ς, (b) L [�µν]4m, (c) [5]ντ�λοχος, (d ) 5χιλλε�ς,
(e) Θ�τις, ( f ) [Α&]τοµ�δ4ν. Achilleus and Memnon
fighting over the dead Antilochos (labels).

CHA 6 (a) Åι8, (b) Π!λυβος, (c) [∆ρ!?]µος, (d) [Πο]k�δ4ρος.
Probably a non-heroic departure scene (labels).

CHA 7 5χιλλε�ς. Unidentified fight of Achilleus (label).
CHA 8 (a) Α&τοµ�δ4ν, (b) 5χ[ιλ]λε�ς, (c) Ε&ρ�µαχος, (d )

Περιφ1τ�ς, (e) 5στεροπα$ος, ( f ) Ηιπ(π)!λοχος, (g)
Χ�ροφς, (h) ∆ιοµ5δ3ς, (i) Γλα?Cος, ( j) Μενεσheä[ς],
(k) �Οδυσ(σ?)εä[ς], (l ) Με[. . .]. Unspecified battle
scene with Achilleus, etc. (labels).

CHA 9 (a) 5θ3να�3, (b) G3ρακλ0ς, (c) Γ3ρυ!ν3ς. (d ) 
Ν3�δε[ς], (e) Περσε�ς, ( f ) 5θ3ν[α�3]. Herakles and
Geryones (labels). Perseus receiving wings, cap and 
bag (labels).

CHA 10 (a) 5ταλ�ντ3, (b) ΜÖ!φσος, (c) Π3λε�ς, (d ) œλ�τιος.
(e) Ζε�ς. Before the wrestling match of Atalante and
Peleus at the funeral games for Pelias (labels). Zeus
fighting Typhon (label).

CHA 11 (a) Θ3σε�ς, (b) [τα]?ρος Μιν8ιος, (c) 5ρι1δ3, (d )
Μ�ν4ς. Theseus and the Minotaur (labels).

CHA 12 (a) 3δρ3στος, (b) [Τ ]Kδε�ς, (c) 5l[φι�ρ3ος?].
Peacemaking scene with some of the Seven against
Thebes (labels).

CHA 13 (a) 5ντα$ος, (b) 5ντ�οχος, (c) Πολ�δ4ρος, (d) ÅEχυς,
(e) Μ�δ4ν. Non-heroic battle scene (labels).
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DOC 1 (a) Α)ν��ς, (b) 5φροδ-τ�. (c) Καπαν[ε]är. Diomedes
and Aineias (labels). Punishment of Kapaneus (label).

DOC 2 (a) Γελ[ιοr 3κ�ς -ραται, (b) Γελ[ιος 3κ�ς -ραται,
(c) [Ε ]Jµαχος δ� µισθ[ t[. . .]. Love statements (with
added specification).

DOC 3 [. . . Rγ]αλµα Éο œορ�νθιος . . . .[. . . ?]. Probably a
dedication (metrical?).

DOC 4 [. . .]r : µε �πο�3σε. Potter’s signature.
DOC 5 5ρχ�jk4 (?) ε)µ< τ[ Ε&κk�ος. Owner’s inscription or

dedication to a human.
DOC 6 [. . .]. . ε&χ4λ2ν :ν�θ3κ[�] lε D1µã[τρι . . . ?]. Dedica-

tion (probably metrical).
DOC 7 Γν[θι. Address to the reader (?).

IOI 1 (a) [. . .]iονι . . (?). (b) [. . .]λη µ� -δ4κεm[. . . ?]. (a) Not
clear. (b) Dedication (to a human?).

IOI 2 (a) O ΥπÀρβιος, (b) �_{ε}πι�λτ3ς, (c) 5γασθε�[ς], (d )
Ζ|�ς, (e) XΗ{ε}q[η], ( f ) 5ρπο .[. . .], (g) .[. . .]βιος, 
(h) O_{ε}ρµ�ης, (i ) 5θ3ν�η, ( j ) �_{ε}(ν)κÀ{ε}λαδος, (k)
Πολυβ8τ3ς. Gigantomachy (labels).

IOI 3 [. . . ? 5]ναÉσ�3[ς . . . ?] (or rather [. . .-α]ναÉς Yε[. . .]
?). Not clear.

IOI 4 5φρο[δ]-τη. Unidentified scene with Ares and
Aphrodite in a chariot.

IOI 5 [. . . -γρ]αφσεν. Painter’s signature.
IOI 6 (a) [. . .]. νaεδει .[. . .] (b) ωυΗ[. . . ?] (or [. . . ?]Ηυω ?).

Not clear, probably nonsense inscriptions.

DOI 1 (a) 5νδρ��ς µε : �πο�3. (b) 5ρκÉ ιδ�κ�ς Zµ< �γ8.
Potter’s signature. Owner’s inscription or dedication to
a human.

IOD 1 � Ιστροκλ�ης µε .[. . .] (or µ� � .[. . .], or Με .[. . .] ).
Probably a potter’s or painter’s signature, perhaps
with a dedication.

IOD 2 Α)m\p[πη] or Α)m\g. Unidentified scene, perhaps with
Amazons (label).

IOD 3 (a) [. . .]uσης, (b) Πε .[. . .]. Unidentified scene (labels).
IOD 4 (A) Ν,κ=σερµος τηm[δ= ?]t[ν C�λικα �πο�ησεm. (B)

[Ν,κ=σε]ρµ[ος �πο�ησεν . . . | . . . :ν�θηκε]ν 5ρt�-
l[ιδι . . . | . . .]ηι καιρηt[. . .]. (C ) [. . .]iαιµi[. . . | . .
. Ν,κ=σερ]lος �πο� [ησεν . . .]. (A) Potter’s signature
(perhaps metrical). (B) Potter’s signature and dedica-
tion. (C ) Potter’s signature.

IOD 5 (A) [. . .]ρ[. . .]. (B) [. . . ?]κ�δρ,. (C ) 5θην�η[ι . . .]. 
(D) [. . . :ν]�θ[ηκεν . . .]. (E) [. . . :ν�θ]ηκε[ν . . .]. (F)
[. . . :ν�]θ(η)κε[ν . . .]. (G) [. . .]πυ[. . .]. (H) [. . .]µοσ[
. . .]. (I) [. . .]ς :m[�θηκεν . . .]. ( J ) [. . . \]ππ[. . .]. (K)
µν[. . .]. (L) [. . .]πυ[. . .]. Probably mostly dedications.

IOD 6 (A) [. . . τ]Zρτ�µιδ[ι . . . | . . .]ια. (B) [. . . 5π!λλω]νι.
(C) ∆ηµ[ο-. . .]. (D) [. . . :]ν�θηκεν[. . .]. (E) [. . . :ν�θη]
κε τ][ι . . .]. (F ) [. . .]τ^π!λ(λ)ων[ι or -ος . . .]. (G) 
[. . .]Lενεκ�(ρ)τ[ης . . .] (?). (H ) [. . .]παιδ[. . .]. (I ) 
[. . . ?]Uανα�4[. . . ?]. ( J ) [. . . ?]Φ[ανα�4?]. (K ) [. . . ?
Φ]aν[α�4?]. (L) [. . . ? Φαν]α�4[. . . ?]. Probably all
dedications.

IOD 7 [. . .-θ]�η µ� [:ν�θηκεν ? . . . | . . . Σ?]�µy[. . . ?].
Dedication (?).

IOD 8 [. . . ?]5θηναγ!ρη e . . . . i . o[. . . ?]. Not clear.

IOD 9 Κ�λ= ε)µι. Object praising itself.
IOD 10 Κοτυλ . . . . Not clear (name of the vase?).

NAU 1 (A) (a) ΑFγυπτις :ν� [θηκεν . . . 5φ]ροδ-τη[ι].
(B) (a) ∆ηµοφ[�]νη[ς (µ’) :ν� ]θηκεν _ Χ$ο[ς ]τ>ι
5[φροδ-τηι].
(C ) (a) [. . . -γ?]=θης :ν[�θη]κεν τ>ι 5[φροδ-τηι].
(D) (a) OEρµ!µανδροr[. . .]-cρα[ψεν ? κ:ν�θηκ]εν τ>ι 
[5φ]ροδ[-τηι].
(E ) (a) Μ�κ(κ)ις (µ� ) :ν�θηκεν[. . . ?]τ]ι Ζην< τ]ι
OΕλ(λ)ην�ωι[. . . ?]. (b) [. . .]. ις. (c) [. . .]ς.
(F ) (a) [. . .]νης l� [:ν�θηκε]ν τ[>ι ]5φρο[δ-τηι]. 
(b) [. . .]ων[. . .].
(G) (a) ΖVιλος(:) (µ(ε) ) :ν(�)θηκεν(:) τ>ι 5φ[ρ]οδ-τηι
and -τηε[. . . ?]. (b) [ΖVιλο]ς _ Χ$ο[ς . . .]. (c) [. . .]τωι.
[. . .]. (d ) [. . .]l� -θη[κεν . . .].
(H ) (a) ΖVι(ι)λος (µ(ε) ) :(ν)�θηκεν �A[φροδ-τηι]. 
(b) [Ζ ]Vιλος (µ)ε :ν[�θηκεν . . . ?]ηι[. . . ?].
(I) (a) [. . .]µ(ε) :ν�θηκεν(:) (τ>ι) 5φροδ-τηι. (b) 
[. . .]φορ[. . .]. (c) [. . .]εν τ`v[. . .]. (d ) [. . . τ]™ι
5φο(ρ)δ[�τηι]. (e) [. . . :ν�θηκε]m 5φο(ρ)δ-τηι.
( J ) (a) 5ντ[. . .]. (b) Θυµοc=[θ]ης : µ� :m[�θηκεν . . .].
(c) Jk�αρχος[. . .]. (d) [. . .]. aικ[. . .]. (e) [. . .-δ]ηµ[. . .].
( f ) [. . .]ης µ� :ν[�θηκεν . . .]. (g) [. . .]�δης : 
µ� [ :ν�θηκεν . . .]. (h) [. . .]ιδVρg[. . .]. (i) [Κ]kευπ[. . .].
( j) [. . .]. λος :ν[�θηκεν . . .]. (k) [ OΕρ?]µ!λεω[ς . . .]. (l)
[. . .]lος :[ν�θηκεν . . .]. (m) [. . .]mgsις :[ν�θηκεν . . .].
(n) [. . .]ος :[ν�θηκεν . . .]. (o) [. . .]!στρa[τος . . .]. 
(p) [. . .]uπις :ν[�θηκεν . . .].
(K ) (a) [. . .]≤ Χ$ο[ς . . .]. (b) [. . . :ν�θηκε]ν _
Χû [ος . . .]. (c) [. . . :ν�θη]κεm ≤[Χ$ος . . .]. (d ) 
[. . . :ν�θηκε]ν _ Χ$ [ος . . .] (?). (e) [. . . :ν�θηκε]ν
_[ Χ$ος . . .].
(L) (a) [. . .]Æιµι τ][ν . . .]. (b) [. . . τ]±ν[. . .]. (c) 
[. . . OΕλλ=]νων. (d) [. . . τ]™ι �φα[�ηι ? . . .] and [. . . :ν-
� ]θηκεν[. . .]. (e) [. . . OΕλ]λη[ν-. . .]. ( f ) [. . . OΕλλ]ηm[-
. . .]. (g) OΕρµοc�m[ης . . .] (?). (h) [. . .]tις θ(ε)ο$σιm[. .
.]. (i) [. . . θεο$]σιm[. . .]. ( j) [. . . θεο$]sιm[. . .].
(M ) (a) Ποδ�ν,κος. (b) Μ[σa[ι?].
(N) (a) [. . .]�η θ(ε)ο$[σιν . . . ?] (?). (b) [. . . καλ?]= ε)µ[ι
. . .]. (c) [. . .-κ/Κ]αλ(λ)ισt[. . .]. (d) [. . . -]dωκε[ν . . .].
(O) (a) [. . .]τ>Α[φ-. . .]. (b) [. . . θε]ο$σιm[. . .]. (c)
5ρισ[το-. . .]; [. . . 5]ρισto[-. . .].
(A)–(L)/(O) Mostly dedications, (B) and (Gd) perhaps
metrical. (Eb), (Ec?)/(M) Labels. (N) Not clear.

NAU 2 [. . .]ο .[. . . 5φροδ-]τηι : τ>ι �ν (Ν)α�κρατι. Dedication.

CAE 1 (a) DΟδιος, (b) ΑFαr, (c) Ν�στωρ. Embassy to Achilleus
(labels).

DOH 1 (a) Μεν�λ�ς, (b) ΕJφορβος, (c) DΕκτ4ρ. Menelaos 
and Hektor fighting over the dead Euphorbos 
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DOH 2 (a) [. . .]cενaιο . . . | 5λjidal[. . .]. (b) [. . . ?]
Aλκιδαl[. . .]. Not clear.

DOH 3 (a) Καλλ�στα γEς É� Βρασ�α (or Éαβρ' (5)σ�α), Éως
�µ<ν δοκε$. (b) ∆ε�ς, ΗερµEς, 3ρταµις, 5θ�να��. (a)
Kalos-inscription (metrical). (b) Not clear (list of gods).
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Words and names from inscriptions are given in their
original form. The alphabetical order is as follows:
α β γ δ ε ƒ ζ É θ ι κ/� λ µ ν ξ ο/ω π ρ σ τ υ φ χ
ψ. As we are dealing with local scripts mostly from
Mainland Greece, pre-velar nasal is listed under <ν>
(i.e. �γγ�λλω under �νγ-), η and ει under ε, ω and
ου under ο (heta for [h], however, remains in its 
normal place). Epigraphical forms are listed under
initial digamma if so written. Words beginning with
[h] appear under <É> (i.e. �Υπ�ρβιος under Éυπ-).
The rough breathing ( � ) in epigraphical forms is 
used only if written in a local script that could 
not express initial [h]. Postconsonantal aspiration
signs are disregarded (e.g. ÅÉαδ5σιος appears under
Åαδ-). Unexpected spellings are normally listed at
the position of the expected version.

. -  


Nouns and verbs are always given in the nom. sing.
or the 1st person sing. present, respectively. Fully
preserved attestations precede the damaged, incom-
plete, and unusual or faulty instances of each form.
If different forms occur, all are collected under one
lemma, for which the most archaic form is chosen
(often Corinthian); no cross-reference is given if the
dialect difference is just that between [a] and [b].

αβγδflƒζÉθικλµνοπ�ρστυφψ:χε (COR 51b)
[αβγδ]flƒζÉθικλµνοπξ�ρστ[υφψχε] (COP 86)
αβγδεƒζÉθικλµνοπρστυξφχ (BOI 14a and b)
αβγδεƒζÉθικλµνοπ�ρστυφχξξ (ACC 2)
 γα .[. . .] (COR 116c)
[. . .]. !γαθος (COP 67)
["γ]αλµα (DOC 3), …cαλµα (see introd. to Pt. I. 6

(COP), n.)
 γαµ�µν4ν (COR 23 f, COR 33a),  γ[αµ�µν4ν?]

(AIG 2)
 γ1ν4ρ (COR 85c)
 γασθε#[ς] (IOI 2c)
 γασιλ�ƒο (gen., EUC 3)
-αγορ$ς, see ∆$µ-
-αγορη, see  θην-
 γρ1ν4 (gen., COR 50A)
&δµ$το[ς] (COR 66p)
&δρ3στος (CHA 12a, CHA 27c)
 ƒεk[λ8ι] (LAK 7)
'/ƒ8ς (PCO 5a), 'Y8ς (CHA 5), 'E(ς (PCH 1a)
 θ1ν$ (BOI 15d, COR 6b, COR 28Ag, COR 45a),

 θ1[ν$] (COR 91a), [ θ1ν]$ (COR 19b),  θ[1-
ν$?] (COP 76),  θ1ν($) (BOI 17d ),  θ$να)$
(PCO 2b, DOH 3b),  θ(3?)να[) ]ã (COP 44b),

 θ$ναfi$ (COP 77c),  θ3να)3 (CHA 2a, CHA 9a),
 θ3ν[α)3] (CHA 9 f ),  θ3ν!η (IOI 2i),  θ3m[α)]$ς
(gen., COP 59),  θ.[ν$ι] (dat., COP 58b),
 θην!η[ι] (IOD 5C)

 θηναγ*ρη (IOD 8)
-$θλ$, see  λκ-
Α,γυπτις (NAU 1Aa)
Α,ƒας (COR 12i, COR 14a and b, COR 23d and h,

COR 30e and f, COR 38a, COR 46Af, COR 60a,
COR 82c, COR 99b, COR 117a, COR Gr 6, COR
Gr 9), Α, [ƒας] (?) (COR 130), Α%ƒας (COR 10a),
Α,ας (CHA 4d), Α,αr (CAE 1b)

Α-θ)οψ (PCO 5b)
Α,θ4ν (COR 16c), Α.θ4ν (COR 57l )
Α-ν�$ς (COR 15, COR 30g, COR 44d, COR 44Ab,

COR 60c, COR 76d -r), Α- [ν�ας] (?) (COR 130),
Α-ν�3ς (CHA 4g), Α-ν)$ς (DOC 1a)

Α-ν5τ$ (COR 18a)
Α-m\g (?) (IOD 2)
Α-ν)ππ$ (COR 66b), Α-m\p[πη] (?) (IOD 2)
Α-ν8ι (COR 70d )
Α-σιµ�λλçς (COP 25)
Α$σ�υλ/νος (COR 47), [Α$]s�υλ/ [νος] (COP 26)
Α-σχ#λοι (dat. sg., BOI 4C)
�-τ$ι (dat.?, ETR 3a)
-αιχµ$ς, see Πυρ-
&κ$ς (gen., DOC 2a and b)
 κ!µας (COR 87a)
&κ(α)στος (COR 66k)
"�οιτις (COP 6)
 λ!στ4ρ (COR 66q)
 λεξ() )lαqoς (?) (COR 121a)
 λ�ξανδρος (COR 24c),  λ[�ξ?ανδ]qος (PCO 2a),

 λ[�ξανδρος?] (AIG 2)
&λκ$ (COR 33b)
 λκ(1)θλ$ (COR 39)
-αλκ3ς, see Μν$σ-
 λjidal[. . .] (DOH 2a), Aλκιδαl[. . .] (DOH 2b)
&λκιµος (COR 82e)
 λκιν*ƒ$ (COR 4b)
 λjl[α() )4ν] (COR 66e)
-αλκµος, see Ηιππ-
"λr or 3λr (ELI 2)
-αλ-τ3ς, see 'Επι-
 µασζ8ν (COR 1A)
�µοιƒ1ν (acc., COP 1A)
 µφι!ρ3ος (COR 66r),  (µ)φι!ρ3ος (COR 66 f ),

 l[φι!ρ3ος?] (CHA 12c)
 µφιτρ[-τ$] (COP 20b), [ ]µφιτρ-τã (COP 69A),

 νφιτρ-τ$ (COP 2Cb),  νφιτρ¿tã (COP 68),
 νφι[τ?]q¿t$ (COP 44c),  (µ)φιτρ- [τ$] (COP
70b),  (µ)φιτρ(τ$ν (COP 37a), [ (µ)φιτ]ρ-τ$
(COP 13b), [ (µ)φιτ]q¿t[$] (COP 69B),
 (µ)φι(τ)ρ-τ$ (COP 5a)

�ν(α)-, see also  σ*β$ς
"ναξ, see ƒ-, [. . .-α]ναÉς (?) (IOI 3)

�ναπ5γ)ζω: �(µ)π5γ)ζ3 (ACC 3b)
�νατ)θηµι (see also τ)θηµι): �ν�θ3κε (BOI 20),

.ν�θ3κε (COR 31d ), �ν�θ3κε (passim on COP—
entire: COP 2A, COP 11b, COP 12, COP 13a,
COP 18a, COP 19, COP 35b, COP 38Ab and Bb,
COP 41, COP 48A and B, COP 49, COP 50, COP
51A, COP 52a, COP 53, COP 55, COP 56b, COP
57C and D; fragmentary: COP 1B and D, COP 7,
COP 14, COP 20c, COP 25, COP 29a, COP 31,
COP 45, COP 57A–B and E–M), [�]ν�θ3κε
(COP App. 1Ac), [�]m�θ3κε (COP App. 1C ),
[�]ν�θηκεν (IOD 6D), [�ν�θη]κε (IOD 6E ), also
(-θη- or -θ3-) fragmentary on AIG 3B1, AIG 3B2
and D (both -η-), ARG 1, ACC 1B, DOC 6, IOD
4B -ν, IOD 5D, E, I, NAU 1 (passim, mostly frag-
mentary: final nu preserved Ba, Ca, Da, Ea, Fa,
Ia, c, Ie, Kb, c, d, e, Ld; final nu not preserved Aa,
Hb, Jb, f, j, l, m, n, p), �ν�θ(3)κε (COP 3b, COP
9), [�ν]õh(3)je (COP 27b), [�ν� ]θ(η)κε[ν] (IOD
5F ), �ννõ [θ3κε] (COP 51B), �ν�θ3κε (COP 36),
�ν(� )θηκεν (NAU 1Ga), �(ν)�θηκεν (NAU 1Ha);
�νεθ�τ$ν (3rd person dual, AIG 3E), �νεθ�τãm
(COR 127)

-αγγειλας, see 6π-
-ανδρ$, see Κεσ-, Τ9µ-
 νδρ)$ς (DOI 1a)
-ανδρ-ιδ$ς, see Λ5σ-
 ν[δρο]l!χã (COR 76a),  νδροµ!χ3 (CHA 15c),

 νδροµ!χ3 (ETR 4)
 νδρ*µαχος (COR 46Ag)
 νδροµ�δ$ (COR 4c),  νδροl�δ$ (COR 101c)
-ανδρος, see  λεξ-, Θερσ-, 'Οφελ-, also [. . .-α]νδρος

(COR 64Bb), [. . .-α]νdρος (ARG 1)
 νδρ#τ$ς (COR 33e)
-!νερ(ρ?)α, see Καλλι-
'/νιοχ)δ$ς (COR 89b, LAK 4a)
-$ν4ρ, see  γ-, also [. . .-$]m4ρ (COP 1B)
Αντ[. . .] (name, NAU 1Ja)
 ντα/ος (CHA 13a, CHA 18c)
 ντι(. . .) (COR 58b)
 ντ)3ς (CHA 1a)
 ντ)λοχος (PCH 1c),  ντ\ [λοχος] (COR 93d ),

[ ]ντ)λοχος (CHA 5c),  ντ)λ(ο)χος (COR 24Ab)
 ντιµαχ)δ$ς (COR 119 f )
 ντ)οχος (CHA 13b)
 ντιφ!τ$ς (COR 104b)
'Amτiv)$r (COP 27b)
 π�λλ4ν (COR 20, COR 28Ad ), [ π�λλ]4ν (COR

36b),  π� [λ]k4νος (COR Gr 23), 'Ap�λλ4ν[. . . ?]
(COP App. 1D), -π*λ(λ)ων[ι or -ος] (gen. or dat.
in crasi, IOD 6F), -π*λ(λ)4νι (in crasi, BOI 2D),
[ π*λλω]νι (IOD 6B)

�πλο=ν (?) (PCO 1)
 πολλ*δ4ρος (ACC 3a),  πολλ*δ4ρον (acc., ACC

3b)
 ργ#ος (COR 66l)
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-αργος, see Ποδ-
-αρ3ος, see  µφι-
&ρ3ς (BOI 15a)
-αρετ$, see Παντ-
 ρι1δ3 (CHA 11c),  ρi .[. . .] (CHA 28h)
 ρ) [πυια] (CHA 28a)
 ριστ(. . .) (COP 92)
 ρισ[το- . . .] and [ ]ρισto[. . .] (NAU 1Oc)
 ριστ*νοθος or  ρ)στον{ο}φος (INC 1)
 ριστ*φαντος (AIG 3E)
 ριστ*φιkor (COP 28)
 ρκεσ)λ$ς (LAK 3a)
[ ]ρν5σιος (COP 62b)
Arnθe (ETR 1e)
&ρτεµις (CHA 22b), &ρταµις (DOH 3b),  ρt�l[ιδι]

(dat., IOD 4B), -ρτ�µιδ[ι] (in crasi, then completed
to  ρτ- IOD 6A), [ ρτ!?]lιtι (COR 127)

-αρχ$, see Ε>ƒ-
-αρχος, see Ε>ƒ-, Κλε-
 ρχ�jk4 (?) (gen., DOC 5)
 ρκÉ ιδ)κ$ς (DOI 1b)
 ρχιλοχ[)]δ$ς (LAK 4b)
[ ρ?]χ)τ9l[ος?] (LAK 1)
( )σ)α (?) (DOH 3a)
�σκ!λαβος (COR 87 f )
 σ*β$ς ( ν-?) (COR 27d )
'/σ4π*δ4ρος (COP 29a)
 στεροπα/ος (CHA 8e)
�στυ-, see ƒ-
 ταλ!ντ3 (CHA 10a)
α>τ[!]q (BOI 4C )
Α>τοµ�δ4ν (COR 80a, CHA 8a), Α>το[µ�δ4ν]

(COR 93a), [Α>]τοµ�δ4ν (CHA 5 f )
Α>τοµ�δουσα (COR 24e)
α>τ*ς: α>τ[ (gen., ‘his’, COR 17b), a>τ* (acc. sg.

ntr., ‘the same’, BOI 4C ), α>τ* (‘this’ or ‘the
same’, COP 2A, B, and C -t[*] )

 φα)α: 'φα)g[ι] (dat., AIG 3C ), ' φα[)ηι?] (NAU
1Ld )

 φροδ-τ$ (COR 28Ah, DOC 1b),  φρo[δ)τ$]
(BOI 17e),  φροd[-τ$] (PCO 2c),  φρο[δ])τη (IOI
4),  φροδ)τηι (dat.) passim, mostly fragmentary
and partly uncertain, on NAU 1 (Aa, Ba., Ca, Da,
Fa, Ga [-τηε], Ha, Ia, c, Oa),  φο(ρ)δ[)τηι]
(NAU 1Id ),  φο(ρ)δ)τηι (NAU 1Ie), probably
also [. . .]φορ[. . .] (NAU 1Ib), [ φροδ) ]τηι
(NAU 2)

 χιλ(λ)ε#ς (PCO 4a, COR 24Ac, COR 27i, PCH 1d),
 χιλλε#ς (COR 57g, COR 72, COR 80c, CHA 4c,
CHA 5d, CHA 7),  χιλλεο#ς (also nom., COR
30c),  χιλλeäς (COR 93b),  χιλ[λε#ς] (COR
114Aa),  χ[ιλ]λε#ς (CHA 8b),  χιλ(λ)3ς (ETR
1b),  χιλλε#ς (COR 88c); see also COR 51b.

Β!λιος (COR 57f, COR 89e), B»kιος (COR 78h)
-βατ$ς, see Ηιππο-
Β!τ4ν (COR 66g, COR 79Ae)
Β)$ (??) (COP 18b)
Β)4ν (COR 103a)
-βιος (‘life’), see 6µ-
-βιος (‘force’), see Ηυπερ-, also .[. . .]βιος (IOI 2g)
-βουλος, see Κλεο-
Βορ)$ς (BOI 18b)
-β4τ3ς, see Πολυ-
Βρασ)α (?) (DOH 3a)

γ@ς (gen., DOH 3a)
Γ$γεν5ς (BOI 15b)
Γ$µ5δ3ς (BOI 7Aa and b, B), perhaps [. . .]ς (BOI

7C)

Γανυµ5δ3ς (ACC 4)
Γ$ρυƒ*ν3ς (CHA 2c), Γ3ρυ*ν3ς (CHA 9c)
-γηθης, see Θυµο-, also [. . .-γ?]Bθης (NAU 1Ca)
Γελ[ιος (DOC 2b), Γελ[ιοr (DOC 2a)
-γεν3ς, see Γ$-, Ηερµο-
-γ!τον-)δ$ς ( [. . .]ο-, COP 49)
γιγν(σκω: γν[θι (imperative, DOC 7)
Γλα=�ος (CHA 3 j, CHA 8i ), Γλα=Ëor (COR 82h),

Cλα=�[ος] (CHA 26b), Γλ(α)=�ος (COR 74i,
CHA 4e), Γ(λ)α=�ος (COR 68j )

Γοργ)$ς (BOI 2D)
Γοργ8[ι] (COR 106b), [Γορ]c8ι (?) (COR 106c)
γρ!φω: [.γρ?]αvε (COP 60), .γραψε (COR 57m),

.γραψ' (COP 18b), .γραψε (COP 41), .γραxε
(COR 27h), [.γρ]αφσεν (IOI 5), .cρα[ψεν?] (NAU
1Da)

Γρ#τ4ν (BOI 1A and B)

∆$)πυλος (COR 107d and f ), ∆ã\πυλος (COR 46Ad)
∆$)φ4ν (COR 24a)
∆ã)φονος (COR 70j )
∆ã\ [. . 3–4 . .]ος (COR 53a)
-δàµ-, see  λκι-, also ∆α[µ-. . . ?] (COR 26b),

∆αµ[. . .] (COR 68d )
∆ηµ[ο- . . .] (IOD 6C )
[. . . -δ]ηµ[. . .] (name?, NAU 1Je)
Dãlαc*ρãς (COR 92c)
-δαµαƒος, see Λ$-
∆!lας (COR 85e)
-δ!µας, see Λ$(ƒο)-, Πολυ-
∆1µ$τ[ρος] (gen., COR 125), D1µã[τρι?] (dat.,

DOC 6)
∆àµο[. . .] (COP 23a)
∆3µ*δο�ος (CHA 3a)
∆$µοƒ!νασ(σ)α (COR 66c)
∆!µ4ν (COR 78c), ∆!l4ν (COR 68 f )
∆αµον)δ$ς (AIG 3E)
δ$µ*σιον (ELI 1), [δ$]µ*σια (?) (ELI 4)
∆ηµοφ[!]νη[ς] (NAU 1Ba)
∆$µ*φιλ[ος] (COP 30)
-δ$ν and -δ$(ƒ4)ν, see Ποτ!-
∆αν!$ (BOI 13)
∆!σ4ν (CHA 1c)
δ� (COR 17b, COP 1A, C, D, COP 50?, DOC 2c),

δ' (COP 83)
∆3ν*µαχοr (LAK 4c)
Dεξ(ι)θ�4 (?) (EUC 2)
∆�ξιλ(λ?)ος (COR 18h)
∆�ρις or ∆0ρις (COP 64)
-δευκ3ς, see Πολυ-
∆ε#ς, see Ζε#ς
D/α (COR 74e)
∆ιδ$-ƒ4ν (COR 12c)
δ)δωµι: [δ)]δοι (imperative, COP 1B), δ[κε (BOI 4C),

.δ4κεm (IOI 1b), [.δ?],κε (BOI 10b), [. ]dωκε[ν]
(NAU 1Nd ), δ*ς (imperative, COP 1C ), δ*[ς]
(COP 1A), δ[*ς] (COP 1D), perhaps also COP 50

-δικ$, see  ρχι-, Ε>θυ-, Ε>ρυ-
-δικος, see Ε>-, Ηιππο-, Ηυπο-
∆ι8ι (COR 77a, COR 78a and e, COR 119b), Dιèi

(COR 81Aa)
∆ιοµ5δ3ς (COR 23a, COR 38b, COR 46Ah, 

CHA 4b), ∆[ι]οµô [δ]3ς (COR 12h), ∆ιo[µ5δ3ς]
(COP 77d ), Diοl[5δ3ς?] (COR 14c), ∆ιοµ5δ3ς
(CHA 3Aa), ∆ιοµ5δ3ς (CHA 8h)

∆)4ν (COR 59a, COR 78b, COR 84, COR 102f, 
COR 105d and g, COR 109a, COR 119e), D)4ν
(COR 83terd, COR 99a and f ), ∆\4m (COR
105k), ∆[) ]4ν (CHA 18a), ∆)4(ν) (COR 64d ),
∆() )4ν (COR 99c), ∆)(4)ν (?) (COR 109b)

∆ι(8)νυµος (?) (COR 46Ae)
∆ιον;σιος (COR 86b)
∆ι*ν5σος (COR 118c, CHA 28g), [∆ι*ν]5σος

(COR 31c)
∆ι*σκο(υ)ροι, see Ζε#ς
δ/ος: δ/ ' (voc., COR Gr 26(1) ), see also ∆/α
-δµ$τος, see  -
δοκε/ (DOH 3a)
-δοκος, see ∆$µο-, Λε4-, also [. . .]ïδοËος (COR

81Ba)
∆*λ4ν (COR 30i, COR 117b)
-δ(ρg[. . . ?] ( [. . .]ι-, NAU 1Jh)
-δ4ρ-ιδος, see Πολυ-
∆4ρ)µαχος (COR 33c, COR 114e)
∆4ρ\ [ς] (COR 95b)
∆*ρκις (CHA 1g, CHA 14h)
∆*ρκ4ν (COP 31)
∆4ρ8ι (COR 81Ac), D4ρ8ι (COR 85a), ∆4q8ι

(COR 92a), ∆[4]q8 (CHA 14k)
[δ[ρον ?] (acc., COP 1), δ[ρα (acc. pl. ntr., BOI 3)
∆8ρ4ν (COR 114a)
-δ4ρος, see  πολλο-, ’/σ4πο-, Ε>-, Πολυ-
-δρ$στος, see  -
[∆ρ*?]µος (CHA 6c)
-δροµος, see Ταχυ-

6γ( etc.: 6γ8 (DOI 1b), 6µ)ν (dat., DOH 3a), 6µ�
(acc., BOI 2B, C, BOI 6A (?) ), &µ� (COP 29a),
6µ' (BOI 2A, D, BOI 5A, BOI 6A [?], C, D, E),
-6µ' (in crasi, BOI 3 and BOI 5B), µε (COP 9,
ARG 1, DOC 4, DOI 1a, IOD 1 [or: µ' ?], NAU
1Ga, Ha, b, Ia), lε (DOC 6), µ' (COR 27h, COR
31d, COR 57m, COP 1B, COP 3b, COP 8a, COP
11b, COP 12, COP 13a, COP 31, COP 35b, 
COP 36, COP 38Ab and Bb, COP 43, COP 45,
COP 48A and B, COP 49, COP 51A and B, COP
52a, COP 55, EUC 1 [or: µε?], EUC 3, IOI 1b,
IOD 1 [or: µε?], IOD 7, NAU 1Ea, Ga, Ha, Ia,
Jb, f, g), l’ (COP 25, COP 27b, COP 40, NAU
1Fa, Gd ), τ# (COP 1A, COP 1C ), t# (COP 1D),
ƒοι (gen./dat. reflexive, ‘of himself ’, COR 17b)

6θõλ4ν (?) (COP App. 1Ac)
Ε-!σ4ν (COR 24Ba)
DΕκτ4ρ (COR 24b, COR 57j, CHA 15d, DOH 1c),

DΕ�τ4ρ (COR 44e, COR 70c), DΕκκτ4ρ (COR 30b),
Η��τ4ρ (COR 60b), DΕκτ4ρ or DΕ�τ4ρ (COR 10b),
Κετ4ρ corrected from DΕτ(τ)4ρ (COR 68h),
DΕτ(τ)ρ4ρ (COR Gr 6)

'Ek!τιος (CHA 23a)
.µβιος: .(µ)βια (acc. pl. ntr., COP 18b)
ε-l[ι] (AIG 3A), *µ) (COR 128, COP 5a, COP 59,

COP 61), *µι (COP 83), *lι (COR 121d, and b?),
*µ[ι] (COP 24), *µ) (COR 18a), √l\ (COR Gr 2),
îµι (COR Gr 23), ε-µ) (DOC 5), ε-µι (IOD 9), 
-ιµι (in crasi, NAU 1La), ε-µ[ι] (NAU 1Nb), Eµ)
(DOI 1b); – (subj.?, ETR 3a)

'Εµπεδι8νδ$i (dat. sg. masc., BOI 4C )
6ν (NAU 2)
'_{ε}(ν)κÀ{ε}λαδος (IOI 2j )
FΕως, see '/ƒ8ς
[6]pαγγε)λας (aorist participle, COP 1A, COP 1C?)
'_{ε}πι!λτ3ς (IOI 2b)
'Επ)χ3- (nom. sg. masc. in crasi, BOI 3)
.ραµαι / 6ρ!ω: .ραται (ACC 3a and c, DOC 2a and

b), É(.)ραται (ACC 3d), 6ρ8σ$ς (fem. gen. of aorist
participle, COR 126)

'Ερ!τ$ (COR 65), see also Πανταρ�τ$
'Ερατ8ι (COR 92f, COR 110c)
'Εριφ;λ$ (COR 66a)
'Eρ[ιχθ]8 (CHA 28 f )
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DΕρ4το(ς) (ETR 2)
6τα/ρος (ITH 1)
flá (?) (COP 29c)
Ε>αρχ-, see Ε>ƒ-
ΕGδι�ος (COR 18e)
ΕGδ4ρος (COR 104d )
Ε>ƒ!ρχ$ (BOI 10c and g)
EGƒαρχος (COR 101d )
Ε>θυδ)κ$ (COP App. 1Aa)
Ε>κk�ος (gen., DOC 5)
Ε>�ολ)ς (COP App. 1Ab)
Ε>κρ)ν3r[. . . ?] (COP 34)
ΕGµαχος (COR 85b), [Ε ]Gµαχος (DOC 2c)
ΕGµ3λος (COR 46Aa)
ΕHνος (or ΕGν4ς) (COR 40a)
-ευνος, see Παρ-
[Ε>?ν]οσστ)δ$ς (BOI 26)
Ε>ρ#βα(ς) (COR 71b)
Ε>ρυδ)κ$ (COR 66d )
Ε>ρ#λοχος (COR 68k)
Ε>ρ#µας (COR 68a)
Ε>ρ#µαχος (COR 46Ac, COR 53b, CHA 8c),

Ε>ρ#µ[αχος?] (CHA 26a), Ε(>)q#µαχος (COR
74 j)

Ε>ρυµ5δ3ς (COP 35b)
[Ε>]ρυµ�δ4ν (COR 68b)
Ε>ρυτ)4ν (COR 107a, CHA 2d )
Ε>ρ#τιος (COR 12d )
ΕGστρατος (COP 36)
ε>χ4λ1ν (acc., DOC 6)
ΕGφ$µος (COR 66n, COR 100a), ΕGφ$lος

(COR 114d )
Ε>φ!ρια (BOI 10 f )
ΕGφορβος (COR 86c, DOH 1b)
Ε>φροσ#ν$ (BOI 10d)
'Εφι!λτης, see 'Επ-
DΕχιππος (CHA 4i)
'Ηχ(, see Å$χ8ι

ÅÉαδ5σιος (COR 19 f )
ƒ!νακτι (dat., COP 4, COP 15), ƒ[!νακτι] (COP

1D), [ƒ ]»νακτι (COP 2Cc), [ƒ!]majτι (COP 3b),
[ƒ ]!maκτι (COP 10), ƒ!νακ[τι] (COP 12),
ƒ!ν[ακτι] (COP 13a), [ƒ!να]κτι (COP 14),
ƒ!νa[κτι] (COP 16), [ƒ!ν]ακt[ι] (COP 17),
ƒ!νατ (τ)ι (COP 2A), ƒ!νακτι (COP 2B)

-ƒανασσα, see ∆$µο-
Å!ρις (COR 105e and perhaps ( j) Å!qir)
Äαστυp*τ$ς (COR 16 f )
Å1χ$ς (COR 103c)
Å$χ8ι (COR 81Bb)
Å@χυς (COR 63, COR 67a, COR 119a, CHA 13d )
Åεκ!β$ (COR 70b), ÅÉεκ!β[$] (COR 76f )
Åελ�ν$, see Ηελ�ν$
Å9λι*ν3ς (COR 74k)
Åι8ι (COR 71c, COR 77c and f, COR 78f, 

COR 81Ab, COR 119d ), Åι8 (CHA 1l, CHA 6a,
CHA 14d )

ƒι8κ! (3rd person sg., COR 131)
Åιολ@ (COR 12f )
Åι*λ$ƒος (COR 6d, COR 8, COR 13b), Åι*λ$ς

(COR 19d, LAK 6), Åι*[k$ς ?] (COP 37b),
Çι*λ$ς (COR 4e)

Å)4ν (COR 64A, COR 102c and d, COR 108, COR
119c, CHA 18b), Ä)4ν (COR 59c), F)4m (COR 67c),
Ï\,m (COR 68e), Ä[) ]4ν (COR 102b)

Å)4νις (COR 70m)
Åι*π$ (COR Gr 15a)
Å9φ)ν4ς (?) (COR 64Ba)
Å/φις (COR 81Ae)

F-φιτος (COR 12e), Å-φ(ι)τος (COR 107b)
ƒοι, see 6γ(
Åοινε#ς (CHA 17b), Åοινεä[ς] (COR 41)
Å*λχ$ς (ACC 3b)
Åρ0σος (CHA 3Ab)

[Ζ5?]τ.ς (CHA 28b)
Ζε(υ)ξ)ππ$ (COR 79Ac)
Ζε#ς (CHA 10e), Ζε#[ς] (PCO 6), Ξε#ς (COP 75),

Nε#ς (COR 28A j), Ξεär (COP 42b), ∆ε#ς
(COP 78a, DOH 3b), Ζ|#ς (IOI 2d ), DιJr
κ¥ροιm (ETR 3b), Ζην) (dat., NAU 1Ea)

Ζ(ιλος (NAU 1Ga, Ha), [Ζ(ιλο]ς (NAU 1Gb),
[Ζ](ιλος (NAU 1Hb), Ζ(ιιλος (NAU 1Ha)

-θ$, see Κυµατο-
Θε$ν8ι (COR 74d )
Θεο[. . .] (name, COP 5b)
θε*ς: θειο/ς (BOI 3), [θεο/]σιm (NAU 1Li), [θεο/]sιm

(NAU 1L j ), [θε]ο/σιm (NAU 1Ob), θ(ε)ο/σιm
(NAU 1Lh), θ(ε)ο/ [σιν] (?) (NAU 1Na), θε5
(nom. sg. fem., EUB 1)

-θεος, see ∆εξι-, Σ4σι-
[. . . -θ]�η (name, IOD 7)
-θ3ρ$, see -φ3ρ$-
Θ5ρ4ν (COR 18c)
Θ�ρσανδρος (COR 33h)
Θ3σε#ς (CHA 11a)
Θ�τις (CHA 5e, PCH 1e), H�τις (COR 24Ad ),

Θ�τ[ις?] (COR 34), Θ�t[ις] (EUB 2), Θ�τι{ε}ς
(COR 88b)

Θρασ#µa[χος ?] (COP 7)
[Θρα?]sυµô[δ3ς?] (COR 35)
ΘυµοcB[θ]ης (NAU 1Jb)

Éαβρ! (?) (DOH 3a)
Ηαλιµ5δ3ς (COR 66 j)
Ηαµαθ8ι (COR 77d )
óνι-, see '/νι-
Ηαρµατ)δ$ς (COR 74h)
Lρπο .[. . .] (IOI 2 f )
Η5β$ (COR 28A f )
�Εκ!βη, see F-
Η��τ4ρ, see DΕκτ4ρ
Ηελ�ν$ (COR 24d ), Ηελ�mã (COR 76c), Ηελ�ν3

(CHA 15a)
FΕλληνες: [�ΕλλB]νων (gen. pl., NAU 1Lc),

[�Ελ]λη[ν-. . .] (NAU 1Le), [�Ελλ]ηm[-. . .] (NAU
1L f )

�Ελ(λ)ην)ωι (dat. sg. masc., NAU 1Ea)
Η5ρ$ (BOI 21a, COR 28Al, COR 122), [Η]5ρ$ (BOI

17c), FΗ{ε}q[η] (IOI 2e), [Η5ρ$]r (gen., COR 128)
Η3ρακλ0ς (BOI 15c, COR 4d, COR 6c, COR 12g,

COR 13a, COR 19c, COR 28Ae, CHA 2b), Η3-
ρακλ0r (COR 73), G3ρακλ0ς (CHA 9b), Η3-
[ρακλ0ς] (LAK 2), Η[3ρα]jλ0ς (CHA 20a), 
Η3ρα(κ)λ0ς (COR 32a), Η3ρα{ρα}κλ[0]ς (CHA
19), H3ρακλ�ος (gen., COR 19a)

Η(ε)ρµα/ος (COR 92e)
Ηερµ@ς (DOH 3b), 'Ερµ@ς (COR 28Ak), Geqµ0[ς]

rather than Geqµ�[ας] (BOI 17b), �_{ε}ρµ�ης (IOI
2h), 'Ερµ@ν (voc., COR Gr 26(1) )

�Ερµοc�m[ης] (NAU 1Lg)
[�Ερ?]µ*λεω[ς] (NAU 1Jk)
�Eρµ*µανδροr (NAU 1Da)
-ερµος, see Ν9κησ-
Nτα/ρος, see 6τ-
Éι[αρε#ς?] (BOI 27)
Η9µερ8ι (COR Gr 15b)
-ιππ$, see  ιν-, Ζευξ-

[' Ι]π(π)α)l4m (?) (COR 94)
Ηιππα/ος (CHA 1e)
Η)ππαλ�µος (COR 66u)
Η)ππασος (COR 116a), Η)π(π)αsος (COR 66s)
Η)π(π)ιχος (COR 44b)
Ηιπποβ!τ$ς (COR 7a)
[Η ]iπ(π)*δι�ος (?) (COR 26c)
Ηipπ8i (COR 24h)
Ηιπ(π)οκλ0ς (COR 30h)
Ηιπ(π)*λοχος (CHA 8 f )
[Η?]ιππολ#τ$ (COR 42b), Ηιππολ#τ3 (CHA 3b)
Ηιπ(π)*λυτος (COR 24i), Ηιππ*λυτος (COR 61),

Ηιππ*λυτ[ος] (COR 68l)
'Ιπ(π)οµαχ)δ$ς (COR 16b)
Ηιππ*µαχος (COR 70g)
Ηιπ(π)οµ� [δ4ν] (COR 81Ah)
[Η?]ιπ(π)ον-κ$ (COR 91b)
É)π(π)οr (COR 68c), Η)π(π)ος (name, CHA 14c),

É)π(π)οι (nom. pl., COR 71d)
-ιππος, see 'Εχ-, Κισ-, Λ5σ-, Ν9κ-, Παντ-
Ηιπ(π)οστρ*φος (COR 7b)
Ηιπποτ)4ν (COR 66i), Ηιπ(π)οτ)4ν (COR 92j)
Éο (demonstr., BOI 4C)
Éο (?) (BOI 27), Éο (INC 2, twice), Éο (COR 71e),

Öο (COP App. 1Ad ), Éο (DOC 3), P (NAU 1Ba,
Gb, Kb, d, e), ≤ (NAU 1Ka, c), τ[ (gen., BOI 28,
DOC 5), τω- (gen. or dat. in crasi, IOD 6F), τQ[ι]
(IOD 6E), τ4- (dat. in crasi, BOI 2D), τ[ι (dat.,
BOI 26), τ[ι (COP 18a), [τ[?]i (COP 21), τ[
(dat.?, COP 7), τ[ (dat.?, COP 9), τQι (NAU 1Ea,
twice), É$ (COR Gr 2, DOH 3a?), [τ@]r (gen.,
COR 125), τ@ς (COR 126, COR 128), [τ@]ς
(COR Gr 25), τRι (dat. sg. fem., AIG 3C), t[@ι]
(COR 31d ), τ@ι (COP 58b), [τ]η- (dat. in crasi,
then completed to [τ]Rι IOD 6A), τRι (NAU 1Ba,
Ca, Da, Ga, Ia), τRι (NAU 2), τR- (dat. pre-
vocalic, NAU 1Oa), τα- (dat. in crasi, NAU 1Ic),
τ[Rι] (NAU 1Fa), [τ?]™ι (NAU 1Id, Ld ), tBν
(IOD 4A), τ* (COR 121d ), τQ[ν] (NAU 1La),
[τ]±ν (NAU 1Lb), τα/ς (COP App. 1Ac and C ),
τα .[. . .] (article?, COR 127)

Sδε: τÇ(ν)δεÇν5(ν) (?) (COP 94), τηm[δ-?] (IOD 4A),
ταδ- (?) (acc. pl. ntr., COP 60)

FΟδιος see DDΟδιος
Η4ρα .[. . . ?] (CHA 28d )
É*r (nom. sg. relat.?, ITH 1)
Éως (DOH 3a)
Η#βριχος (ACC 3d )
� ΥπÀρβιος (IOI 2a)
[Η ]uπ*δι�ος (?) (COR 26c)
Ηυσµ5ν$ (COR 113d )

-!λλω: î1[λας] (?) (COP 2A)
' Ι!σων, see Ε-!σ4ν
D Ιγρ4ν (COP 38Ab), D Ιγq4ν (COP 38Bb)
' Ιλιονε#ς, see Å-
' Ι( and D Ιων, see Å-
' Ι*λαος and ' Ι*λη, see Å-
' Ιππο-, see Ηιππο-
' ΙσµBνη, see Ηυσµ5ν$
,σ(σ)α (COR 52)
' Ιστροκλ�ης (IOD 1)
' Ιφι-, see Å-

Κ!βιρος (BOI 16e), Κα[β)ρ4] (gen., BOI 28),
Καβ)ρ4ι (dat., BOI 20), Jaβ)ρ4ι (BOI 25),
Κα[β)ρωι?] (BOI 29)

κα) (AIG 3E, INC 2), ja\ (ITH 1), κ' (COP 41)
[Κ ]!k[αϊς] (COR 24Be), Κ!kαϊς (CHA 28c)
-καλδεια (i.e. -καλλ�α), see περι-
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[Καλ(λ)?]i!νερ(ρ?)α (COR 96A)
Καλ(λ)ικλ�$ς (ITH 2)
Κ [αλλι]l�λεια (EUB 3), Καλλιµe[. . . ?] (EUB 3)
Καλ(λ)ιο .[. . .] (COR 26a)
Καλλι*π$ (COR 28Ac)
J [α]kk)ς (?) (COR 105 f )
[. . . -κ]αλ(λ)ισt[. . .] (?) (NAU 1Nc)
καλ*ς (BOI 9a twice, and b once), [κ]αλ*(ς) (BOI

9b once), καλ*ς (BOI 19), κα[λ*ς?] (BOI 29), καλ[
(gen.?, COR 121d ), καλ1 and j[α]λ1 (nom. sg.
fem., EUB 3), κ$λB (AIG 3A), κ$λB (IOD 9),
[καλ?]B (NAU 1Nb), καλλ)στα (DOH 3a)

Κ(α)λ#κ$ (COR 25b)
-καµας, see  -
κ!µ9νος (COP 81), j!l[9νος?] (COP 63b)
Κανθa[ρ-. . .] (COP 39)
Καπαν[ε]är (DOC 1c)
j[!]π[ρ]oς (COR 102e)
καρπ*µετρον (?) (ELI 3)
-καρτης, see Μενε-
Κασσ!νδρη, see Κεσ-
-καστ3, see Μ3δεσι-
Κ!στ4ρ (COR 16a, 66o), Κ!σστ4ρ (COR 37a)
-καστος, see  -
καταπ;γ4ν (participle, INC 2)
καυκαυκαυ etc. (COR 121d–e)
Κεβρι*ν$ς (COR 70h), Κεbq[ι]éν$ς (COR 68g),

[Κεβρι?]*ν$ς (COR 46Ai), Κεβρι*ν3ς (CHA 15e)
κελαδος, see 'Εν-
Κ#νις (COR 48)
Κεσ(σ)!νδρ$ (COR 70l )
Κετ4ρ, see DΕκτ4ρ
κ0τος (COR 101a)
Κ�vαλος (BOI 23)
Κι$ν)ς (COR 70e)
Κ)ρκ$ (BOI 22)
Κ)sιππος (COR 64b)
Jk�αρχος (NAU 1Jc)
[Κ ]keäβoυλος (COR 82d )
[Κ ]kευπ[. . .] (name, NAU 1Ji)
Κλεοπ .[.]τ$ (COR 77b)
-κλ3ς, see Ε>-, Η3ρα-, Ηιππο-, ' Ιστρο-, Καλλι-,

Ξενƒο-
-κλ-ιδ$ς, see Χαρι-
-κλ-4ι, see Χαρι-
-κλ-ος, see  ρχε-, Πατρο-
Κλυκα, see Κ(α)λ#κ$
-κλυµενος, see Περι-
Κλ#τιος (COR 12b), œλ#τιος (CHA 10d )
Κλυτ8 (CHA 1d ), œλυτ8 (CHA 3e), see also COR

81Ad
œλ#τος (COR 113a)
œ*[.]ρις (man’s name, COP 45)
œοδ*µ$ (BOI 10h)
-κοι-τις, see �-
-�ολ)ς, see Ε>-
œ8µιος (COR 19h), œ8l[ιος] (COP 44a)
œ*ραξς (COR 70 f ), œ*ραξ (COR 102i)
œ*ρƒ$[ς] (gen., COR Gr 25)
œορ)νθιος (COP App. 1Ad)
κο=ρος/κ*ρος, see Ζε#ς
œορ#νθιος (DOC 3)
�οτ#λka (COR Gr 2), κοτυλ. . . . (IOD 10)
Κρ!τεια (BOI 16b), see also -καρτης
-κρατις, see Ναυ-
-κριν3ς, see Ε>-
Κρ)τ4ν (BOI 11A1a, 2a, B1a), [Κρ) ]τ4ν (BOI

11B2a)
œρο#πιος (COR 107e), œρ8πιος (CHA 3i )
[. . . ?]κ#δρ, (gen.?, IOD 5B)

œ#�m[ος] (COR 69), œ#�νυς (CHA 20b)
�#λικα (acc., IOD 4A)
œ#λλαρος (COR 87b and e), œ#[λλαρος] (COR 90c)
Œ#λ(λ)$r (COP 10)
œυλ(λ))$ς (COR 50)
œυλο)δ$ς (COP 11b)
œ5µατοθ@ (COR 77e)

Λ$δ!µαƒος (COR 92h)
Λ$δ!µας, K$δ!µας (COR 81Ag, COR 92i)
[Λ$[ƒ?]οδ(!)µ$ς (?) (COR 79a), Λ$ƒοδ![µας]

(COR 79c)
Λε8δο�ος (CHA 4h)
Λ$ƒο-, see Λ$-
Λ$)δ$ς (COR 67b, COR 99d, COR 105i, COR 111a,

COR 115a), [Λ$?]\δ$ς (COR 107c)
-λ$-ιδ$ς, see Πολυ-
Λ1ιδος (COR 64c)
Λ!�4ν (COR 33 f )
Λ!λας (COR 83a and b, COR 83bis, COR 83tera),

Λ!λα(ς) (COR 83terb), Λ!λα[ς?] (COR 83terc)
λαµβ!νω: λαβ� (imperative [compound?], COR Gr

26(1) )
Λ1πυθος (COR 6e)
Λ$ƒοπτ*λεµος (COR 89d )
-λ$ς etc., see  γασι-,  ρκεσι-, Åιο-, Ηερµο-, 

Λα-, Μενε-, Πρ$το-, Πρ4τεσι-, also [. . .]s)λ$ς
(nom. sg., COR 129)

-λαστ4ρ, see  -
Λ�4ν (?) (BOI 27)
ΛÉ(ε)ον[τ]\ς (COR 66h)
Λ3τ8 (CHA 22a)
Λε=�ος (COR 79Aa), Λε=[�ος] (COR 76g),

Λε=Ë(ο)r (COR 68i )
Λεω-, see Λ$-
Λιµεν)$ς (gen. sg., COR 128)
-λιπ-4ι, see Περι-
λ4ι#ς (?) (nom. sg. masc., COR 71e)
Λ*κρις (COP 63c)
Λ*ρδιος (COR 19e)
-λοχ-ιδ$ς, see  ρχι-
-λοχος, see  ντι-, Ε>ρυ-, Ηιππο-
Λ5σανδρ)δ$ς (COR 18 f )
Λ5σι!δ$ς (COP 40)
Λ5σ)πολις (COR 87d )
Λ;σιπ(π)ος (COP 78b)
-λυτ$, see Ηιππο-
-λυτος, see Ηιππο-

-µαζ4ν, see  -
l!λιστα (ITH 1)
Μ$λ8ι (COR 74 f )
-µανδρος, see Ηερµο-
Μ!ρφσος (CHA 23b), see also Σιλφιο-
-µ$τ3ρ, see ∆$-
-µαχ$, see  νδρο-
-µαχ-ιδ$ς, see  ντι-, Ηιππο-
-µαχος, see  νδρο-, ∆3νο-, ∆4ρι-, Ε>-, Ε>ρυ-,

Θρασυ-, Ηιππο-, Προ-, also [. . .]*µαχος (CHA
27a)

-µαψος, see Σιλφιο-
µ5 (ETR 3a)
-µεδ$, see  νδρο-
-µ3δ3ς, see Γ$-, Γανυ-, ∆ιο-, Ε>ρυ-, Θρασυ-,

Ηαλι-, Παλα-
ΜÉ3δ[εσικ!στ3] (CHA 16b)
Μ�δ4ν (CHA 13e)
-µεδ4ν, see  υτο-, Ε>ρυ-, Ηιππο-
-µεδουσα, see  υτο-, Πν4το-
Μõλaµpοr (COR 115A)

Μελ!ν$ς (COR 114 f ), Μελ!ν$ς (COR 86a)
-µελεια, see Καλλι-
Μελιτα)3, see µ5
-µελλ3ς, see Α-σι-
-µ3λος, see Ε>-
Μ�µν4ν (PCO 4b, COR 24Aa, COR 114Ab), Μ�µνων

(PCH 1b), Μ�µν[4ν] (COR 57k), [Μ ]õµν4ν (COR
93c), L [�µν]4m (CHA 5b), Μ�µν4ν (COR 80b)

-µ�µν4ν, see  γα-
Μεµm[ον)ς or -)δες?] (CHA 24)
Μενα)δ$ς (BOI 2A, B, C, D)
Μεν(ν?)�$ς (COR 18b)
Lενεκ!(ρ)τ[ης] (?) (IOD 6G)
Μεν�λ$ƒος (COR 74a), Μεν�λ$ς (AIG 1, DOH 1a)
Μενεσheä[ς] (CHA 8 j )
Μ5n$ς (?) (aorist participle as a name, CHA 14 f )
-µετρον, see καρπο-
Μ)κ(κ)ις (NAU 1Ea)
Μι�οθ)4ν (COR 114b)
Μιλ4ν)δ$ς (COP 41, and see n. 454)
Μ)µ(ν?)4ν (COR 114c)
Μιν8ιος (adjective, CHA 11b)
Μ)ν4ς (CHA 11d )
µισθ[ (gen.?, DOC 2c)
Μ/τος (BOI 16a)
Μν$σ!λκ3ς (BOI 4A and C (in crasi?) ),

Μν$σ!λκ3- (in crasi, BOI 4B)
Μ*λπ3 (CHA 1b)
Μ[σαι (COR 28Aa), Μο=σαι (COR 28Ab), Lο/σαι

(COR 36a), Μ[σa[ι?] (NAU 1Mb)
ΜÖ*φσος (CHA 10b)
Μ#ριος (COR 115b)
Μ#ρις (COR 105h)
Μυρµ)δ$ς (COR 18d )
Μυρ8 (CHA 1j )
Μ#ρος (COR 105b)

να[� . ?] (BOI 9b)
Ν$)ς (CHA 14i), Ν3)δε[ς] (CHA 9d )
(Ν)α#κρατι (dat., NAU 2)
Νεβρ)ς (COR 25a)
Ν3ρε#ς (COR 95a), [Ν3]qε#ς (EUB 2)
ΝÉ�σ[(σ)ος] (COR 123)
Ν�στ4ρ (COR 23e, COR 57b), Ν�στωρ (CAE 1c)
ν-κ$ (nom. sg., BOI 11A1b and 2b, B1b)
-ν9κ$, see Ηιππο-
νικ!ω: ν9�[µες (present indicative, COP 85)
Ν9κBσερµος (IOD 4A), [Ν9κBσε]ρµ[ος] (IOD 4B),

[Ν9κBσερ]lος (IOD 4C )
Ν-κιπ(π)οr (COR 14e)
Ν-�4ν (COR 58a)
-ν9κος, see Ποδα-
Νιξ7ς (gen., ACC 3c)
-νοƒ$, see  λκι-
-νοθος or -νοφος, see  ριστο-
-νοστ-ιδ$ς, see Ε>-
-ν4ς, see Ε>- (?), Å9φι-
Νälvαις (COP App. 1Ac), Ν#µφα(ι)ς (COP App. 1C)
-ν5σος and -ν5σιος, see ∆ιο-
Ξανθ8 (CHA 1 f ), Ξανθ8ι (CHA 14b)
Ξ!νθος (COR 24g, COR 27e, COR 67e, COR 70i,

COR 78g, COR 79b, COR 81Af, COR 85 f, COR
89c, COR 90a, COR 103b, CHA 3h), Ξ!νθ[ος]
(COP 56a), Ξσ!νθος (COR 57h)

-ξ3ν$, see Πολυ-
Ξενƒοκλ0r (COP 43)
Ξ�νƒ4ν (COR 18i), [Ξ ]õmƒ4ν (?) (COR 92b)
[ξ]õνƒος (ITH 1)
Ξε#ς, see Ζε#ς
Ξ#λλ$ς (gen., for Σκ-?, ACC 3a)
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P Sδε Sς Vς etc., see Éο-
DΟδιος (CAE 1a)
'Οδυσσε#ς, see 'Ολι-
'Zƒατ)3ς (CHA 1i )
οW (reflex.), see 6γ(
Ο-νε#ς, see F-
'Ολισ(σ)ε#ς (COR 12j, COR 74b, COR 88a),

['Ολι(σ) ]sε#(ς) (COR 23b), 'Ολυσ(σ)ε#ς (BOI
18a), 'Οδυσ(σ?)ε#ς (CHA 3Ac), 'Οδυσ(σ?)εä[ς]
(CHA 8k)

Xλπ$ (COR 17b)
'Ολυµp[)α?] (ELI 5)
DΟµρι�ος (COR 40b)
-οµφος (?), see  ριστ-
'Ον!τ$ς (ACC 3c)
Xνος (COR 101e)
'Ον#µ4ν (COP 65a)
-4νυµος, see ∆ι-
-οπ$, see Καλλι-
-οπαιος (?), see  στερ-, see also -οπαος
-οπαος (?), see Παρθεν-, see also -παιος
['Ο]qθ\3 (?) (CHA 17a)
'Ορθο[. . .] (COP 42c)
'Ορ)ƒ4ν (COR 57i)
DΟρυΧο(ς) (LAK 3e)
[DΟ]σµις (?) (CHA 14e)
'Οφ�λανδρος (COR 40c)
-οχ-ιδ$ς, see '/νι-
-οχος, see  ντι-
-οψ, see  ιθι-, Χαρ-
π!γχυ, see π!νχυ
Π!ις (BOI 16d ), Παιδ[) ] (BOI 26), [Παι]δ)

(BOI 28)
[. . .]παιδ[. . .] (IOD 6H )
-παιος (?), see  στερο-, see also -παος
Πα)χνιος (COR 19g)
Παλαµ5δ3ς (COR 57a)
[Π!νδα]ρος (COP 77e)
Πανταρ�τ$ (COR 110b)
Π!ντιππος (COR 104e)
π!νχυ (BOI 9a and b)
-παος (?), see Παρθενο-, see also -οπαιος
Π!ρευνος (COR 5)
Παρθενοπ@ος (LAK 8a)
Π!ρις (COR 79Ab, CHA 4 f ), P!ριr (COR 82b),

Π!q[ις] (COR 44Aa), P![ρι]ς (BOI 17a), Π!ρι[ς]
(CHA 15b), Π![ρ?]ις (CHA 25)

Παρµ#νιος (gen., ACC 3d )
Π!τροκλος (COR 46Ab, COR 57e), P!τρο�λος

(COR 3)
-πεδι-4ν-δ$ς, see 'Εµ-
πε)θω, see πιστ*ς
Π3λε#ς (COR 66t, CHA 10c), Π3kε#ς (COR 98),

Π3k[ε#ς] (EUB 2), Π3λει (ETR 1a)
-πενθ$, see Πολυ-
Πzραfl*θεν (COP 85)
περικαλλBς: περικαλδε)α (acc. pl. ntr., BOI 3)
Περι�λ#µενος (COR 113b)
Περιλιπ8i (COR 76e)
[Π ]�ρ[ι]λ(λ)ος (COP 8a)
Περ)φας (CHA 3 f )
Περιφ1τ$ς (CHA 8d )
Περσε#ς (BOI 8, COR 55, COR 101b, CHA 9e)
Πετ!λ$ (gen., COR 47)
p[ισ]tér (ITH 1)
Πν4τοµ�δοισα (COR 96B)
Ποδ!ν9κος (NAU 1Ma)
Π*δαργος (COR 57d ), [Π ]*daρcος (?) (COR 90b)
ποι�ω: 6πο)3 (imperfect, DOI 1a), 6πο)ƒ3σε (aorist,

BOI 1A and B, BOI 2B, C, D, BOI 5A and B),

6πο)Ï3σε (BOI 2A), 6πο)3σε (BOI 3, BOI 6C, 
D, E, DOC 4), -6πο)3σε (in crasi, BOI 4B), 
-(6)πο)3σε (in crasi, BOI 4A), -(6)π[ο)3σε] (in crasi,
BOI 4C), 6π*3σε (BOI 6B, BOI 7Aa and b, B),
6πο[()ƒ)3σε?] (BOI 7C), 6 [πο)3σε?] (BOI 6A),
πο)$σε (ITH 2), 6πο)3σεν (EUC 3), 6πο)3σe[ν?]
(EUC 1), 6πο)ησεm (IOD 4A), 6πο) [ησεν] (IOD
4C), 6πο)(3)σεν (INC 1), ποι5σ$ς (participle,
INC 2)

ποκ' (COP 2A)
-πολις, see Λ5σι-
Πολ-τ$ς (COP 9)
Π*λ4ν (BOI 6A, B, C, D, E )
Π*λυβος (COR 67d, CHA 6b)
Πολυβ8τ3ς (IOI 2k)
Πολυδ!µας (COR 82a)
Πολ#δ$ς (COR 104a)
Πολυδε#κ3ς (CHA 21a), Πουλυδ(ε)#κ(3)ς (COR

24Bd )
Πολυδ8ριδος (COR 64a)
Πολ#δ4ρος (COR 104 f, CHA 13c), [Πο]k#δ4ρος

(CHA 6d )
Π*λυδος (COR 62, CHA 3g)
Πολυλ$)δ$ς (COR 54)
Πολυξ5ν$ (COR 70k)
Πολυπ�νθ$ (COR 24 f )
Π*λυς (COR 100c)
Πολ#στρατος (COR 102h)
Πολ#τερπος (COR 17a)
Πολυτ9µ)δ$ς (BOI 9a), Ποkυτ9µ)δ$ς (BOI 9b)
Πολυφ .[. . .] (COR 74m)
Πολ#φ$µος (COR 102a)
Πολ#φας (COR 104c)
Π*qις (?) (CHA 14 j)
Π*qË[ος] (COR 106a)
-π4ς (?), see Μελαµ-
-ποτ$ς, see Åαστυ-
Ποτ!δ1ν (COR 97). The same form, with normal

spelling of the [e], i.e. <fl>, passim on COP (nom.:
entire COP 11a, COP 27a [or dat.?], COP 35a,
COP 47a and b, COP 58a, COP 70a, COP 72,
COP 73A, B, C, F [or dat.?], COP 74, COP 
83, COP 84B, fragmentary COP 3a, COP 20a,
COP 73E, G, miswritten COP 84A Ποτ!δ1ν,
spelling of [e] unknown COP 73H, I, N, 
O; gen., only fragmentary: dactylic COP 5a
Ποτ) [δ1ƒ4νος], COP 6 [Π ]οτ!δ1ƒ4νος, prosaic
COP 24 [Ποτ!δ]@νο[ς]; dat., mostly fragment-
ary: dactylic COP 3b Ποτ!δ1ƒ4ν[ι], COP 4
[Ποτ]!δ1ƒ4νι, COP 2B [Ποτ!δ1ƒ ]4νι [another
dactylic case see below], prosaic Ποτ!δ@νι entire
COP 12, COP 13a, COP 18a, COP 21 [COP 27a
nom.?], fragmentary COP 19, COP 22, COP 27b,
prosodic shape unknown COP 7, COP 10, COP
20c [COP 73F nom.?], spelling of [e] and prosodic
shape unknown COP 9, COP 11b, COP 15, COP
16). Other spellings: <ει> nom. Ποτειδ1ν (COP
2Ca), [Ποτ]ειδ1[ν] (COP 73J), [Π]οτειd[1ν?]
(or dat.?, COP 73K ), dat. [Π]οτει[δ1(ƒ4)νι]
(COP 23b); <flι> Ποτœιδ1ν (COP 38Ba) and
Ποτ[œιδ1ν] (COP 38Aa); <ε> Ποτ3δ1[ν(?) ]
(COP 8b), Ποτ3δ1ν (COP 42a, COP 44d, COP
71), Ποτçd1m (COP 73D), Pοτ3dï[ν?] (COP
73M); uncertain spelling with an [e]-letter
Pot[ε?]iδ@νι (COP 1D), Ποτε[(ι)δ1(ƒ4)νι] (COP 14);
<ι>Pοτ9δ1[ν] (COP 73L), dactylic Ποτ9δ1ƒ4νι
(COP 2A); miswritten Ποτ(!)δ1(ν) (COP 29c)

ποτ5ριον (COR 121d ), [πο]t5ριa (?) (BOI 10b)
Πρ$ξ)$ς (ETR 1d )
Πρ$τ*λαος (BOI 16c)

Πρ)αµος (COR 70a, COR 79Ad ), Πρfiαµος
(COR 27a)

Πρ*µαχος (COR 53c)
Πρ4τεs\λ$ς (COR 57c)
προχορευ*µενος (COR 17b)
-πτολεµος, see Λ$ƒο-
-π5γιζ3, see �να-
-π5γ4ν, see κατα-
-πυθος, see Λ$-
-πυια, see  ρι-
π#κτ$ (nom. dual, COR 131)
Π#λιος (COR 117c)
-πυλος, see ∆$ι-
Πυρα)χµ$ς (COR 44c, COR 82g)
[Π ]uρƒ)α .[. . . ?] (COR 29)
Πυρƒ)$ς (COR 17b)
Πυρƒ)ς, see introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR)
Π#ρƒος (COP 79a), Π#ρ(ρ)ος (EUC 3)

�ΡRσος, see Åρ0σος

σ$κ)ς (COR 33d )
[Σ?]!µy[. . . ?] (IOD 7)
Σαρπ1δ4ν (COR 30a, COR 82 f )
Σατ#[ρ$] (BOI 16 f )
Σελ9ν8ι (COR 92d)
[Σ ]h�νελος (COP 77b), Σθ�νελος (CHA 4a)
Σθεν(ν?)8ι (COR 100b), [Σθε(ν?)]m8ι (?) (COR 106c),

[Σθ]εν(ν?)8ι (COR 124Aa)
-σθ-ευς, see  γα-, Μενε-
Σ)βων (BOI 19)
Σιλφ(ι)*µαΨος (LAK 3 f )
Σ -µ$ (COR 105c)
Σ9µ)4ν (COP 3b)
Rûlοr (?) (COR 110a), R/µος (?) (COR 118b),

[Σ]/µος (CHA 1k), Σ(/ )µor (CHA 14a), [Σ?])µ4
(gen., COP 61)

Σκ#λλα, see Ξ#λλ$ς
Σλιφο-, see Σιλφιο-
Σµ/κρος (BOI 20)
-σοβ$ς, see  (ν)-
Σ*qδις (COP 65b)
R4s\θεος (COR 27b)
Σ4τ!δ[$ς] (see introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR), n. 118)
Σ8φορτος (LAK 3b)
[. . στ]αθµος (LAK 3c)
Στ)π4ν (COP 66a)
-στρατος, see Ε>-, Πολυ-, also [. . .]*στρa[τος]

(NAU 1Jo)
-στροφος, see Ηιππο-
Σ#νις (LAK 4d )
Σφ*ρτος (COR 92g)

-ταλαντ-3, see  -
Ταλθ#βιος (COR 74c)
Τ!λ4ν (COR 80e)
Τ!ρας (COR 117d)
[τα]=ρος (CHA 11b)
Ταχ#δρο[µος] (COP 79b)
τε (ITH 1)
Τ5λαφος (COR Gr 13)
τ0να (?) (demonstr.?, ITH 1)
-τερπος, see Πολυ-
Τε«[�ρος] (COP 77a), Τε[�ρος (COR 23g)
τ)θηµι: .θη[κεν] (NAU 1Gd), see also �να-
Τ9l!mdρ$ (COR 24Bc)
-τ9µ-ιδ$ς, see Πολυ-
Τ9µ8ι, see introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR)
Τ9µ4ν)δ$ς (COR 27h and COP 18b)
-τ9µος, see  ρχι-
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τοε (adverb, BOI 9a), τ[οε] (BOI 9b)
Τ*νιος (COR 21)
Τοξ[. . .] (CHA 3d)
Τ*ξος (COR 12a)
-τρ9τ$, see  µφι-
Τρ*.ιλος (COR 27 f ), Τρ8ιλος (COR 44a),

Τρ*ειλος (COR 51a), Τρ[* ]eιλος (CHA 16a)
τροφ*ς (COR 74g)
τ#, see 6γ(
Τ5δε#ς (COR 113c), [Τ]5δε#ς (CHA 12b), Τ5δ[ε]#ς

(CHA 27b)
Τ#χi[ο]r (CHA 3c)

-φ$µος, see Ε>-, Πολυ-
Uανα)4[. . . ?] (IOD 6I), Φ[ανα)4?] (IOD 6J ),

[Φ]aν[α)4?] (IOD 6K), [Φαν]α)4[. . . ?] (IOD
6L)

-φανης, see ∆ηµο-
-φαντος, see  ριστο-
-φαρια, see Ε>-
-φατ$ς, see  ντι-
-φ$τ$ς, see Περι-
-φ3ρ$, see Φιλο-
Φ�ρ3ς (COR 66m, COR 89a)
φ�ρ4ν (participle, BOI 4C, INC 2)
Φερ(ρ)ι[φ-. . .] or Φερσ[εφ-. . .] (COR 124B)
φε#γ! (3rd person sg., COR 131)
Φ9δ)$ς (COR 49)
Φιθ!δ$ς (BOI 5A)
Φ)θ3- (nom. sg. masc. in crasi, BOI 5B)
[Φ?]ιλο[. . .] (COP 47c)
Φ)λ4ν (COR 33g)
φ)λοr (ITH 1), φ)λοι (COR 71a), [φ])λ$ (?) 

(ITH 1)
-φιλος, see  ριστο-, ∆$µο-
φιλοτ1σιον (acc. sg. ntr., BOI 4C )
Φιλοφ5ρ$ (i.e. -θ5ρ$, BOI 10e)
Φâνε#ς (COR 24Bb), Φâ [νε#]ς (CHA 28e)
Φλ�β4ν (COP 48A and B), [Φλ� ]β4ν (COP 12)
Φο)β3 (CHA 14g, CHA 21b)
Φο/νιξ (COR 23c, COR 30d )
Φο)τ4ν (COR 87c)
-φ4ν, see ∆$ι-
-φονος, see ∆$ι-
[Φ]*ξιος (?) (COR 19i)
Φορβ*ς (COR 16e)
-φορβος, see Ε>-
-φ*ρος ( [. . ?]iρµο-, LAK 3d )
-φορτος, see Σ4-
-φρο-συν3, see Ε>-
Φρ#ξ (COR 18j), Φρ#ξ (COR 102 j )
-φ5λ$, see 'Ερι-
φ#λακος (LAK 3g)
Φ#σ�4m (complete?, COP 62a)

Χ!ρ3ς (COR 57m)
[χα]ρ)εσ(σ)αν (COP 1A), χαρ)εσ(σ)αm (COP 1B),

χαρ)εσ(σ)αν (COP 1C ), wa[ρ)εσ(σ)αν] (COP
1D), also COP 50?

Χαρικλ)δ$ς (COR 18g)
Χαρι�λ8ι (COR 46Ba)
Χ!ριτε (nom. dual, COR 28Ai), Χ!ριτες (COR 22),

V!ριτε[ς?] (COR 56)
Χαρ)τ$ (COR Gr 15c)
Χ!ρ4ν (COR 59b, COR 78d, COR 102g, COR 112)
Χ!ροφς (CHA 8g), Χ!ροπι (dat., BOI 2A, B, C, D)
-χθ-4, see 'Ερι-
Χ/ο[ς] (adjective, NAU 1Ba, Gb, Ka), Χû [ος]

(NAU 1Kb), Χ/ [ος] (?) (NAU 1Kd )
Χ-ρ4ν (COR 46Bb, ETR 1c)

Χ[ο)ρασος?] (COR 116b), Χοιρ!σου (gen., COR 
Gr 2)

-χορευοµενος, see προ-
Χορ8 (CHA 1h)

Unintelligible or nonsense:
'A(. . .) (BOI 21b)

ABGwl9rT∑t (BOI 30a), t2G (BOI 30b)
aβοιετθριλοβαββ (COP 90Ab)
Αγαµε (COP 91)
 λκα[.]ς (?) (COR 121b)
αοοιετ (COP 90Aa)
'Aqεtιµα . . (COR 4a)
 ρχεπk[. . .] (?) (name?, LAK 9)
ε (COP 97F )
Ε . . . . (LAK 3h)
e . . . . i (IOD 8)
'Εδ[. . .] (name?, COP 32)
ΕÏθε . (?) [. . . ?] (COP 33)
εµσιβιυος (LAK 5)
6νp[. . .] (ITH 1)
Äους (COR 6a)
θαε .[. . .] (COP App. 1Ba)
ΘflËυθ[. . .] (COP 87)
Θq . . υµες (COR 14d )
Η[. . .] (COR 1c)
Η[. . .]hοας (?) (COR 1b–c)
Éα . . [. . . ?] (COP App. 1Bb)
Ηε[. . .] (COR 124Ab)
θ . χ (PCH 2)
καιρηt[. . .] (IOD 4B)
καw . . ο . (COP App. 1Bc)
Jοεης (?) (BOI 12b)
Jοενης (?) (BOI 12a)
œu[. . .] (COP 46)
Λαλαpo[. . .] (?) (COR 111b)
Μαεν (LAK 3e)
Με[. . .] (name, CHA 8l)
Με .[. . .] (?) (IOD 1)
µν[. . .] (IOD 5K )
Mασι[. ?]ιελοm (COR 4 f )
νς (EUB 3)
Ο> .[.]u (gen.?, COP 10)
o . ες (COR 45b)
'Ok[.?]τ8ι (COR 81Ad )
ωυΗ[. . . ?] (or [. . . ?]Ηυω ?) (IOI 6b)
Π[. . .] (COR 14g)
Π . (?) (COP 29b)
Πε .[. . .] (IOD 3)
Ποδ . . . ος (COR 14 f )
ποεlεµ (etc.) (COP 8c)
R . Ëοr (COR 105a)
Σαοh[. . .] (?) (COR 1b)
sτροφod[. . .] (COR 1e)
τ[. . .] (COP 21)
t[. . .] (ITH 1)
t[. . .] (DOC 2c)
τελεσοιο (COP App. 1Bf )
\ε[. . .] (?) (IOI 3)
υι� (COP 66b)
Φινγρ.ς (COR 88d )
χε . . (?) (COP App. 1Ac)

? (COP 97E)
? (COR 99e)
? (ITH 3)
. . (AIG 3F, CHA 29)
. . . . α (BOI 10a)
. . . κ . σ[. . . ?] (COP 97D)

. Ö . (?) (COP App. 1Be)

.[.]. τ$ς (COR 74l)

. λιυ (COP App. 1Bd)

. o[. . . ?] (IOD 8)

. οk[. . .] (COR 118a)
[.]*ξιος (COR 19i)
[. . .] (COR 27g)
[. . .]. .[. . .] (COR 76b)
[. . .]. .[. . .] (COP 8d)
[. . .]. . ς (COR 80d )
[. . .]. . ς (aorist participle?, COP 1C)
[. . .]. . . τfl (COP 96)
[. . .]. $ (COR 31b)
[. . .]. aικ[. . .] (NAU 1Jd )
[. . .]. ανοτοδεονε (COP 94)
[. . .]. ας (COR 85d )
[. . .]. δ!a[. . . ?] (COR 1f )
[. . .]. (?) Éυλαi[. . .] (COR 11)
[. . .]. \δ$ς (COP 52b)
[. . .]. ινος (name, EUC 1)
[. . .]. ις (NAU 1Eb)
[. . .]. λος (name, NAU 1Jj )
[. . .]. νaεδει .[. . .] (IOI 6a)
[. . .]. ο .[. . .] (ITH 1)
[. . .]. ooσ . a . i .[. . .] (COP 50)
[. . .]. πος (name?, COP 54)
[. . .]. ta .[. . .] (COP App. 1C )
[. . .]ανκ .[. . .] (ACC 1A)
[. . .]aφ[. . . ?] or [. . . ?]φa[. . .] (BOI 11A1c)
[. . .]β[. . .] (COR 27c)
[. . .]bατις (COR 32b)
[. . .]cενaιο . . . (DOH 2a)
[. . .]�η (NAU 1Na)
[. . .]Íν (COP App. 1D)
[. . .]ηι (IOD 4B)
[. . . ?]ηι[. . . ?] (NAU 1Hb)
[. . .]eς (COR 31a)
[. . .]3ς (name, COP 50)
[. . .]ης (name, NAU 1Jf )
[. . .]θυβi[. . .] (COR 75)
[. . .]iαιµi[. . .] (IOD 4C )
[. . .])δης (name, NAU 1Jg)
[. . .]iονι . . (IOI 1a)
[. . .]κραu[. . .] (COP 82b)
[. . .]j#ων (BOI 17)
[. . .]λη (name, IOI 1b)
[. . .]liεk . σν . θ .[. . .] (COP 95)
[. . .]lος (name, NAU 1Jl)
[. . .]µοσ[. . .] (IOD 5H )
[. . .]ν (COP 97C )
[. . . -4]ν (name, COP 53)
[. . .]maσ[. . . ?] (BOI 10b)
[. . .]νης (name, NAU 1Fa)
[. . .]mgsις (name, NAU 1Jm)
[. . .]νος (COP 82a)
[. . .]mtεke[. ?] (COR 1d)
[. . .]ξe[. . .] (COR 1g)
[. . .]o (COP 23c)
[. . .]ο[.]ν[. . .]σχκετα (?) (COR 121c)
[. . .]ο .[. . .] (NAU 2)
[. . . ?]οεflο (COP 90B)
[. . .]oι (ITH 1)
[. . .]oλ .[. . .] (COR 37b)
[. . .]4ν (name, COP 13a)
[. . .]ον[. . .] (COR 124Ac)
[. . .]ων[. . .] (NAU 1Fb)
[. . .]4ρ (COR 9)
[. . .]ωρος (BOI 29)
[. . .]ος (LAK 8b)
[. . .]ος (name, NAU 1Jn)
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[. . .]oς (name, ACC 1B)
[. . . ?]οσριος (COR 90b)
[. . .]οsφ or [. . .]οlφ (COP 88)
[. . .]οτ[. . .] (ITH 1)
[. . .]p [. . .] (ITH 1)
[. . .]ππ[. . .] (IOD 5J )
[. . .]πυ[. . .] (IOD 5G)
[. . .]πυ[. . .] (IOD 5L)
[. . .]ρ[. . .] (IOD 5A)
[. . .]qιναo[. . .] (COR 1a)
[. . . ?]ροÉ Éο π (COP 89)
[. . .]ροκαµια (COP 93)
[. . .]ς (name, COP 51A)
[. . .]ς (name, COP 51B)
[. . .]ς (name, COP 52a)
[. . .]ς (name, IOD 5I)
[. . .]ς (NAU 1Ec)
[. . .]r (name, DOC 4)
[. . .]sος (horse-name, COP 80)
[. . .]ss[. . .] (COP 97A)
[. . .]sυλος (COR 31d )
[. . . ?]sφε .[. . .] or [. . .]. εφs[. . . ?] (PCO 3)
[. . .]tις (NAU 1Lh)
[. . .]τωι .[. . .] (NAU 1Gc)
[. . . ε?]uς (COR 42a)
[. . .]uπις (name, NAU 1Jp)
[. . .]uσης (IOD 3)
[. . .]φοκα (COP 63a)

. 

Alphabetic Greek:
 [γ]αµ�µµ4[ν] (ad COR 114c)
 γ�υλ)4ν (ad ACC 1)
�γρην*ν (ad COR 50A)
Α.θρ$ (§225)
"ελλα, ��λλη (ad LAK 7)
�εφλοφ*ρον (§109 with n. 712)
 θ1ν$,  θ$να)$ (§247)
 θανοδ*ρο (n. 811)
Αθ3να)α (n. 96, ad IOI 2, §247),  θ3ν!$ (n. 899),

 θ$να)ι$ (n. 389), gen.  θ3να)$ς (n. 560),
 θην!ης (n. 634)

[Α]-ν�$ι, Α-ν�4 (n. 875), Α-νε)$ς in epic (ad 
COR 12 f )

Α-*λαος (n. 123)
Α-σχλ$βι[ι (ad COR 47)
 κ!δηµος (nn. 306 and 1068)
 κµ$τ)δ$ς (§468)
3λιος γ�ρων (ad COR 106a)
 λκµ!ων (ad COR 12 f )
 λκυονε#(ς) (n. 734)
 µ!θεια, "µαθος (ad COR 77d, §457)
&µασις (n. 676)
 µφι!ρε4ς vel sim. (ad COR 66f with n. 280; §425

with nn. 1063 and 1067)
�ναπυγ)ζειν, see �π-
�νασοβ�ω (ad COR 27d )
�νατ)θηµι (§303)
]νδ!νω, ]δησ- (ad COR 19 f )
 νδροµ!χ3,  νροµ!χ3 (ad COR 4c, n. 246, §510)
�νÉ)σταµαι (n. 749)
òνιοχ)4ν (§210)
�νκλετ�τ4 (n. 772)
"ντα, �ντ) (§407)
 ντρ8 (n. 983)
 νφι!ρeoς (§425 with nn. 1067 and 1069)

 νφι-, Α^φι-τρ-τ3 vel sim. (§§114, 246)
 π�λλ(ι)ος (n. 718)
 π�λλων (n. 884)
�(µ)πυγιξε/ (n. 610)
�ρ1σοµαι (ad COR 66 f )
&ρεος (n. 560)
 ρεπυια (ad CHA 28a)
 ρι!ν3 vel sim. (ad CHA 11c),  ριBδη, -α (ibid. with

n. 565)
 ρ)ων (ad COR 57i )
 ρκεσ)λ$ς (n. 97)
&ρταµις (n. 884)
�ρυβαλ)ς (n. 179)
 ρχε-,  ρχι-,  ρχ(ι?)-κλ0ς (ad DOC 5 with n. 627)
 ρχελ!α (ad COR 12f )
�σκαλαβ(της (ad COR 87f )
�σκ*ς,  σκ(νδας (ad COP 62a)
 σοποδ*ρο (n. 811)
 σταρ)$ς,  στερ)$ς (n. 783)
 στερ)4ν (§425 with nn. 1067 and 1069)
�στεροπB, �στεροπα/ος (ad LAK 8)
 στυµ�λοισα (n. 1195)
 σωπ*ς (ad COP 29a)
�τερπBς, "τερπος (ad COR 17a)
&τλας É*δε (n. 342)
 χιλ(λ)3ς (n. 595),  χιλ(λ)ε#(ς) (n. 1146)

Β!τ4ν (n. 1063)
β4µ*ς (ad COR 124Ac)
Βορ(ρ)@ς, Βορρ@ς (ad BOI 18b; n. 714)
Βρασι!της (n. 684)

Γα_α, Γ!ιος (§237)
ΓαλBνη (§433 with n. 1092)
γαστBρ, γαστρ)ον, γ!στρων (ad COP 62a)
Γηγενε/ς (§418)
γ�µµα (n. 717)
Γ3ρυ*ν3[ς], [Γ3ρυ]*ν3ς (ad CHA 2c with nn. 542 f.)
Γλ(α)#κη (n. 216), (Γ)λα=κος (n. 1123)
γλαυκQπις (n. 219)
Γλ#κη (n. 216)
γρ!φω: .γραφε (n. 516), .γρασφεν and .γραφσεν

(§110 with n. 713)
γρ#τα (ad BOI 1)
Γρ#t3ς (ad BOI 1 and 4C )

∆$ι»m[ειρα] (n. 389)
δα)ω (ad COR 12c)
[∆]$)φονος (n. 1097)
δ!λτος, see δ�λτος
∆!µας (§425 with nn. 1067 and 1069)
∆$µ1τηρ (n. 897)
∆$µοτ)µ4ι (n. 811)
∆3)θυνος (§439 with n. 1098; n. 1317)
δBιος (ad COR 12c)
δειρ!ς (ad COP 64)
∆η)φοβος (§§439, 444, 510)
δ�λτος (§111 with n. 717)
δ3µ*σιον (ad ELI 1)
∆ƒ!ν)$ (gen.; §209)
δƒ)r (§209)
(-)δ)δ4 (ad COP 1B ), .δ4κε (ad BOI 1 and 4C )
∆ι*νυσος (ad COR 105c)
δουρι- compounds (ad COR 33c)
∆[ρις (n. 676)
δορκ!ς (n. 530)
[∆*ρ]κις (ad CHA 1g with n. 533)
∆ρ*µις (ad CHA 1g)

�Εκ!βη (§444)
6κ!λυσφεν (n. 713)

.κιον (ad COR 64b)
FΕκτωρ (§444), DΕκτρωρ (§212 with n. 768)
6µ π*λει (§114)
ε-µ) vel sim. (ad COP 1A with n. 403; §219; n. 809;

§317 with n. 973)
.ναντα (§407 with nn. 999 ff.)
'Ε(ν)κ�λαδος (n. 635)
'Ενπεδ)ονος (§114)
`ως, see Gα[8]ς
'Επι!λτης (ad IOI 2 with n. 639)
' πικ![(ρ)τε]ος (gen.; ad NAU 1 with n. 674, §§203,

205 with n. 736)
'Yρακλfi$ς (gen.; §210)
'Ερ)ων (n. 269)
'Εριφ;λ3 (n. 1063)
'Ερµα)$ι (dat.; ad BOI 1 and 4C )
�Ερµα/ος (n. 56)
�Ερµ@ς (n. 884), �Ερµε)$ς in epic (ad COR 12 f )
Nτα/ρος, `ταρος, .της (§206)
ΕGβοιος (n. 635)
Ε>θυκαρτ)δης (n. 736)
Ε>θ#µαχος (§473)
Ε>θυµ)δ3ς (§§227, 240)
ε>κρινBς (ad COP 34)
Ε(>)ρυ(σ)θ(ε)#ς (ad COR 74 j/k with n. 315)
Ε>ρυτ)4ν (ad CHA 2c with nn. 542 f.)
ΕGρυτος (ad COR 12 f )
Ε>τ�ρπη (ad COR 17a)
Ε>χ(ει)ρ)δ$ς (n. 716)
'Εφι!λτ3ς (ad IOI 2 with n. 635)

Å!ριχος (ad COR 105e)
(ƒ )!στυ (§206)
Äek�mãi (dat.; §251)
ƒ�τ$ς (§206)
ÅÉεκ!δ$µος (nn. 306 and 1068)
Å)σƒαρχος (n. 274)

Ζε#ς: ∆ι*ς (n. 560), ∆) (dat., n. 1039)

Ηα)δ$ς (§253)
Gα[8]ς (§249)
aδυ-β*ης, -µελBς, -φθογγος, -φωνος (ad COR 

19f )
É3δbς É^/νος (§457 with nn. 1145 and 1155)
Ηεκ!β3 (§444)
Ηεκ![δ3µος] (n. 306)
Ηεκ!τ$ (§253)
Η�κτ4ρ (ad COR 60 with n. 271; §210; n. 840; §444;

n. 1123)
Ηελ�ν$ (§251 with n. 895), Ηελ�ν3 (n. 1097)
Ηελικ!4ν (n. 899)
Η5ρ$ς (gen.; n. 560), FΗρη[. . .] (ad IOD 4B)
Η3ρακλ0ς (ad CHA 2c with nn. 542 f.), [Η3ρ]aκλ0ς

µ3λαφερ5ς (n. 342), Η(3)ρακλ�3ς (n. 899),
Ηερακλ�ο(ς) (n. 734), Η(3)ρακλε/ (n. 716)

Ηερµ@νος (gen.) vel sim. (ad COR Gr 26(1) )
Ηερµ0ς (ad IOI 2, §253), Ηερµ�3ς (n. 899), Ηερµ[

(n. 560)
Η(ε)ρµ)4 (gen.; n. 716)
Η(ε)ρµοθ!λ3ς (n. 716)
Η�τλ4ρ (n. 769)
Η9µερ*π$ (ad COR 28Ac, ad COR Gr 15a)
Ηισµ5ν3 (ad COR 113d with n. 375; n. 1085)
É*ρµος (n. 1063)

Θ$σε#ς (n. 756)
Θεµισθοκλ0(ς) (n. 734)
Θεοκλ#µενος (§§429, 510)
θ(ε)ο/ς (n. 670, ? n. 716)
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Θερσ(ι)- (ad COR 33h)
Θ�ρσιος (gen.; n. 96)
Θ�τις (n. 1146), Θετες (ad COR 88b)
Θευγ�ν3ς (ad COR 82d, n. 808)
θ)νγανε, θ)γ3ς (ad DOI 1)
Θιογιτ8 (n. 806)
Θιοµν!στα (n. 806)
Θουκυδ)δης (n. 808)

-9 (ad COP 60)
D Ιγρ3ς (n. 449)
' Ιολ�ας (gen.; ad COR 12 f )
' Ι*λε4ς (ad CHA 2c with n. 543)
� Ιππολ#τη (ad COR 4c, §510)
' Ισµην)ας  θαν)ου 6κ Τυδε)ας (§429)
D Ιφιτος (ad COR 12f, §425 with nn. 1067 and 1069)
-ωB (ad COR 6a)

Καβρ)ρ[4ι] (n. 769)
Καλλιµ�λεις (ad EUB 3)
Καλ(λ)ι*π3 (n. 1146)
Καλ(λ))ς (ad COR 105c)
Καλλιστ[ς (gen.; n. 690)
Καλ(λ)ιφ*ρ$ (n. 1185)
Jαλ#κ$ (ad COR 25b; §457 with n. 1155)
Καλ#κιον, καλυκQπις (ad COR 25b)
Καπ[ανε#ς] (§425 with nn. 1067 and 1069)
Κ!σστωρ (n. 239)
κασσ;ω (n. 306)
Κατ!νδρ$, Καττ!νδρ$ (ad COR 70l, §213, n. 1097)
καττ;ς (n. 306)
[Κε]βριονε#ς (n. 840), Κεβρι*ν3(ς) (n. 1123)
Κεσ!νδρã (ad COR 70l, §213, n. 1097)
Κ�λαις (§425 with nn. 1067 f.)
Κερκ#ων (? ad BOI 24)
Κιµ(µ)�ριος (§473)
Κιν�ας, Κ)νων etc. (ad COR 48)
κιττ*ν (ad COR 70l)
-κλ�3ς (§504)
Κλει8 (n. 1120)
Κλεοµ*ρτου (n. 735)
Κλ3τ*λ$ς (n. 796)
-κλ# ]µεm[ος] (n. 1085)
κοδοµε#ς (ad BOI 10h)
κ*ης/κο)ης (ad BOI 12)
œ*ραχς (§444)
κ*ρƒ$ν, œ*ρƒ$[ς] (acc., gen.; §209)
κορ)αννον (n. 566)
œορ)νθ4 (n. 803)
κριθB, Κριθ�ας (n. 714)
Κρο0σος (§225)
κρ*µβυον, κρ*µµυον (§212)
κρο#πεζαι, κρο#πανα (ad COR 107e)
Κ#κτος (ad COP 36 with n. 445)
Κ#λ(λ)αρος (§468)
κυλλ*ς (ad COR 50, ad COR 87b/e)
Κυµαθ*η (§457 with n. 1140), -θ*3 (ibid. with 

n. 1141), -θ�α (ibid. with n. 1142)
Κυµατοθ@ι (§457 with nn. 1145 and 1153), -θ�α (ibid.

with n. 1146)
ΚυµατολBγη (§457)
Κυµοδ*κη (§457)
Κυµοθ�α (§457 with nn. 1143 f.)
κQµος, ΚQµος, Κ(µαρχος (ad COR 19h with 

n. 206)
λαικ!ζειν (n. 461)
λ1κυθος (n. 179)
-λ$ος in epic (ad COR 12 f )
Λ!σιος (ad CHA 1c with n. 526)

Λ$χ!ρ3ς (n. 511)
(Γ)λα=κος (n. 1123)
[Λ]�ακρος (ad COP 82)
λÉαβ8ν (§§211, 507)
λω)ων (ad COR 71e)
λοξ*ς (ad COR 19i)
λορδ*ω, Λ*ρδων (ad COR 19e)

µαζ*ς (ad COR 1A)
Μ(ν)1µ4νος (ad COR 114c)
-µανδρο- (ad NAU 1)
µ!ρπτω (ad LAK 3f with n. 501, ad CHA 23b)
µαστ*ς (ad COR 1A)
Μελαν)4ν (§425 with nn. 1067 and 1069)
µ3λαφερ5ς (n. 342)
µ�λος (ad EUB 3)
Μενεκ!ρτης (n. 736)
Μεν�λ$ς (§251), Μενελ1ƒ, (gen.; §251)
Μ(ν)5σιλ(λ)α (ad COR 114c)
µÉεγ!λ4 (§§211, 507)
ΜÉεγαρε#ς etc. (n. 765)
ΜÉει!λ3 etc. (n. 764)
ΜÉειλο[. . .] (n. 765)
ΜÉε)ξιος (gen.; §211, n. 832, §507)
µÉ�σ(σ)4ι (§§211, 507)
µÉ*νος (n. 765, §507)
ΜÉ*ψου (ad CHA 10b)
Μ9λ)χιος (n. 891)
Μ)µ(ν?)4ν (ad COR 114c with n. 379)
Μ)µν4σα (ad COR 114c)
Μιν8ιο(ς) τα=ρος (ad CHA 11b with n. 556)
Μ)νως (ad CHA 11b with n. 554)
Μινοταυρος vel sim. (ad CHA 11b with n. 555)
µ/τος (§475)
-µροτος (ad COR 40b)
µτ0µα (ad COP 36)

Ν$Î!ς, Ν$)ς (n. 931)
Ναυσικ@ (n. 1039)
νεβρ)ς, νεβρ*ς (ad COR 25a)
Νεοππτ*λεµο{ο}ς (n. 899)
Νεοτ(τ)ολ�µ3 (n. 1146)
νηπ(ε)υθBς (n. 138)
Ν�ττος (§§211, 213)
ΝÉ�σ(σ)ος (ad COR 123 with n. 389)

Ξανδικ*ς (n. 1286)
Ξ!νθιππος, -)ππη (ad COR 89c)
Ξενοκλ0r (§209)
Ξεν#λλου (§209)

οc, `ο, εc (n. 157)
'Ωαρ)ων (ad COR 57i)
Xβρια, ^βρ)κια (ad COR 40b)
^δ#εσθαι, ^δ#σ(σ)ασθαι (§254)
Ο-κλ0ς (n. 1063)
'Ολυσε#ς (ad COR 28Ac, n. 914), 'Ολυτ(τ)ε#ς (§254)
Xµβρος (ad COR 40b)
^µφB (ad INC 1)
Xνοµα (ad COP 65)
'Zραν)4ν (n. 635)
^σµB (ad CHA 14e)

π!ει (nn. 732, 813)
πα/γµα, πα)γνιον, πα)χνιον, πα)ζω, πα/ς (ad 

COR 19g)
ΠαιBων (§506)
πα/ς, see πα/γµα
Πανκρ!τ3ς (n. 635)

Παν*π3 (n. 1146)
παρÉ�ξω (n. 749)
Πaqhεν(ο)π@ος (ad LAK 8a)
Πατρ*κλω (gen.; n. 768), Πατροκλ�ος (gen.; n. 809),

Πατρο�λ=ς (gen.; n. 578)
[Πε]νθεσιλ@, Πενθεσ)λεια, Πενθεσιληα (ad COR

12f with n. 144; n. 1039)
Π3ραιε#ς, Πειραιε#ς (ad COP 85)
Περ)φας (ad CHA 3f ), Περ)φα[ς] (§425 with nn.

1067 and 1069)
Π�ρ(ρ)αµος (n. 223)
Περ(ρ)ε#ς (n. 96; §214 with n. 782)
π�ταλον (ad COR 47)
Π)γρης (n. 449)
πλ$τιƒο)ναρχος (n. 206)
Πληξα#ρη (§433 with n. 1092)
ΠοÉοιδ@νι, see Ποσει-
ποι�ω: 6πο3σ!τ$ν (n. 99), πο/σαι (ad INC 1),

πεπο)κει (ad INC 1), 6πο)σε(ν) (ad INC 1)
π*λει(ω)ς (n. 718)
Πολυβ8τ3ς, -β(τ3ς (n. 635)
Pωλυδε#κης (n. 1054)
Π4λυν*ƒ$ς (§506)
πολυπενθBς (ad COR 17a)
Πολυσχ�ν3 (n. 713), Πολυχσ�ν3 (n. 1097)
πολυτερπBς (ad COR 17a)
Ποντοµ�δουσα (§§433, 510)
Π*ροµος (ad COR 106a)
ΠοσειδQν (§255), Ποσ3δ[ν (n. 919), ΠοÉοιδ@νι

(n. 917), Ποσοιδ@νος (n. 917),
Ποτ!δ1ƒ4νος (n. 1297), [Π]οτοιδ@νι (n. 917)
-π*της (ad COR 16e with nn. 147 f.)
πρ@γµα, πρRχµα (ad COR 19g)
Πρασιε#ς (n. 684)
Πρ)αµος (§444)
προταιν), προτην), προτειν) (n. 72)
Πρωτοµ�δεια (§§433, 510)

ρÉοƒ@ισι (§§211, 507)
�Ροδ)ος (ad CHA 3A with n. 548)

Σατυρ)(ω)νος (n. 718)
σ�λπον (ad LAK 3 f )
Σεµ�λ3 (ad COR 105c)
σ3ρ5ν (n. 130)
Σθ�λελος (n. 1097)
Σιλ$νJς Τ�ρπ4ν (ad ETR 1, §457 with nn. 1145 and

1155)
σ)λφιον (ad LAK 3 f )
Σ-µ3 (ad COR 105c with n. 359; §479)
σ9ρ5ν (n. 130)
Σκ#λλα (§110)
Σµικυθ)ων (ad COR 114b)
Στ#σιπ(π)ος (ad CHA 1e with n. 528)
Σφ4λ�$ς, Σφο[. . .] (n. 714)
σφορτ!ν (ad COR 92g)

ταδ5ν (ad COP 94)
τ!λ(α)ν|τα (n. 716)
τε)νω ‘speed along’ (ad COR 21)
Τεκτον)δαο (n. 871)
Τ�ρπ4ν, see Σιλ$ν*ς
τερψ)µβροτος, see Index 2
τ4νδε4ν5ν (ad COP 94)
Τ*χσαµις (§473)
[Τ ]ρ-τ4ννος (§246)
Τροπ(ι (n. 859)
Τρ8ιλος (§257)
τ#µπανον (ad COR 107e)
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φ!λ$ρος (n. 1286)
Φ!λιος, φαλι*ς (nn. 1185, 1286)
φ!ργµα, φ!ρχµα (ad COR 19g)
Φειδ)4 (gen.; §317 with n. 973)
Φερρ�- or Φερρ*φαττα, Uερ(ρ)ιφ*ν$ι (ad COR

124B), Φερσεφ*ν$ (n. 897)
Φ)λις (ad NAU 1, and esp. 1Ba)
φιλ*θηρος (ad BOI 10)
[φιλ]οτ5σιον (n. 51)
Φιλτ[ς (n. 690)
Φλ�βιπ(π)ος (ad CHA 1e with n. 528)
Φο/νιχσ{ι} (n. 713)
Φο/τος (ad COR 87c)
φοξ*ς, Φ*ξος (ad COR 19i)
Φ*ρκος, Φ*ρκυς (ad COR 106a)
Φρε!ρÉιος (n. 766)
Φσ4λ(λ)@ς (n. 714)
φσ5χ0ι (n. 713)
φ=σα, Φ#σγων, φ#σκη, Φ#σκων (ad COP 62a)

Χ5ρ4ν, Χ�ρρων, Χ-ρ4ν (§248)
χ�ρρ' (§248)
χ-λιοι (n. 891)
Χοιροθ#ων (ad COR 40b)
Χορ8, Χορ( (ad CHA 1h with n. 534)
Χραιρ�δηµος (n. 769)
Χσεν*κλια (n. 806)

ψ-, see also φσ-
ψωλB (n. 714)

[. . .]#φορβος (n. 635)

Mycenaean:
a-ne-u-te and a2-ne-u-te (n. 751)
a-pi-a2-ro (n. 749)
a-pu-ko-wo-ko (n. 1078)
a-re-ka-sa-da-ra (ad COR 40b)
a-ri-wo(-ne) (n. 1290)
a-ta and a2-ta (n. 751)
a-ta-na-po-ti-ni-ja (§247)
da-i-qo-ta (ad COR 12c)
da-pu2-ri-to-jo (n. 911)
di-du-mo (ad COR 46Ae)
di-we (n. 1014)
di-wi-ja, di-u-ja (ad COR 74e)
di-wo (§237)
di-wo-nu-so (§407 with n. 1014)
e-ko-to (n. 1257)
e-ma-a2 (§253)
i-jo and i-*65 (i-ju) (n. 867)
ka-zo-e (n. 306)
ke-sa-da-ra, ke-sa-do-ro (ad COR 70l)
ko-ri-ja-do-no (n. 566)
ko-ri-si-jo and ko-ri-to (n. 910)
mo-qo-so (§211)
o-pe-ra-no (n. 244)
pa-ja-wo-ne (§506)
pa-we-a(2) (ad BOI 10 f )
po-se-da-o-ne, etc. (§255, nn. 1280, 1282)
te-se-u (n. 756)
ti-ri-to (§246)
wi-pi-no-o (nn. 1282, 1293)
za-ku-si-jo (n. 910)

Etruscan:
Amφiare (n. 509)
Ariaθa vel sim. (ad CHA 11b)
Arnθ (ad ETR 1e)
Atresθe (n. 509, ad CHA 11b with n. 569)
Aχile, Aχle (ad ETR 1b)
Easun, Hiasunu, Heiasun, HeXsun, Eiasun (ad COR 24Ba)
Elina, Helene (n. 760)
Eχtur, Ectur (§210)
Velχa- (ad ACC 3b)
Vile (ad CHA 11b)
Hercle (ad CHA 11b)
Θevrumines (ad CHA 11b)
Kapne, Capne (§430)
Menrva (ad CHA 11b)
Mine (ad CHA 11b)
Parθanapaes, Partinipe (n. 509, ad CHA 11b)
Pele (ad ETR 1a)
Truile (n. 924)
Tute (n. 509)
Uθuze (§254)
Φulnice (n. 509)

Latin:
Aciles (ad ETR 1b)
antiae (§407)
Gaia (§237)
Iunonenes (n. 725)
Octrobres (n. 769)
Panhormi (n. 749)
pococolom (n. 725)
sirpe (ad LAK 3f )



abbreviated writing (see also minimal syllables)
(§111, n. 365), reversed (ad INC 1, §111)

abecedaria (see also Index 7) (ad PCO 4, §§106–8)
accent, accent units, see enclitics
adjectives, see stems
Aiolic, see East Aiolic
alpha copulativum, intensivum, privativum (ad COR

27d)
animals, labelled on Corinthian vases (ad COR 101a)
archaic spelling (ad BOI 10 f )
article, lacking (? n. 820)
aspiration, see consonant [h]
assibilation (ad CHA 3A, n. 917)
assimilation (§§201, 204, 212, n. 891, §§250, 253, nn.

917, 1097)
Attic (passim) (see also Index 1b), ‘internationalized’

(§254 with n. 914), early literary spelling traditions
(§505)

A.W., see abbreviated writing

Boiotian, dialect (ad BOI, Pt. I. 2), masc. names in
-� (n. §204 with n. 733, n. 817), dialect in Pindar
(? n. 1001)

boustrophedon, see text arrangement
Byzantion, see Megarian

colloquial and everyday language (Introduction, ad
BOI 9, COR 57i, 82a, COP 4, IOI 2b, §§235, 237,
245, 416 with n. 1039, 462, 506, 510)

compensatory lengthening, see diphthongs, second-
ary long vowels

compounds, τερψ�µβροτος-type (ad COR 19 f,
COR 64b with n. 275, n. 326, §231), �µφ�αλος-
type (ad COP 18), determinative (§457)

consonants (Pt. II. 2. 1a; see also letters, geminates),
preconsonantal, doubled (§115); opposition neut-
ralized in clusters (/kl/ : /gl/ ad COR 25b with
n. 220; /mr/ : /mbr/ vel sim. ad COR 40b); labial
allophone of /n/, spelling (§114); velar allophone
of /n/, spelling (§114); liquid, metathesis (§205,
? ad COR 14), followed by [h] (§§211, 507), inter-
vocalic, doubled (§215); nasal, followed by [h]
(§§211, 507), intervocalic, doubled (§215), not
written (§201), nu ephelkystikon (§202); [h], 
initial (§210; in Attic n. 111), after liquids, 
nasals, digamma (§§211, 507), transposed to word-
initial position (§§210, 249, 253); [r] preconsonantal,
not written (§203); [s] final, not written (§204); 
-ρσ- and -ρρ- (§214); -σσ- and -ττ- (§213); [w],
initial (§206), followed by [h] (§§211, 507), glide
(§207), intervocalic (§§208, 506), in East Aiolic 
(ad PCO 5), after consonant and diphthong
(§209)

contraction, see vowels
Corinthian dialect (ad COR, COP, Pt. I. 5–6; Pt. II.

2, passim)

crasis, see vowels
Cyprian (nn. 717, 731, 771, §255, n. 1292)

development of scripts (§108)
dialects, mixed (§254 with n. 914, §§259–61)
dictating (? ad AIG 3E)
diektasis, see vowels
digamma, see consonant [w]
digraph for secondary [b] and [d] (§§219 f., 505)
diphthongs (Pt. II. 2. 1c) (see also consonant [w] );

spelling of [ai], [oi], and [eu] (§§225, 506); [oi]
instead of [d] from compensatory lengthening
(§508); prevocalic, shortened (§221), [eu] reduced
(ad COR 74 j/k, COR 79Ac), u-diphthongs writ-
ten with ƒ (COP 33?, ad CHA 1i), spurious (see
digraph), long (§226, nn. 860, 972)

direction-principle (§105)
dissimilation (ad COR 79Ac with n. 329, §§210, 212,

n. 877, §253)
Doric, dialect (see also Corinthian, Elean, Ithakan) (see

ad AIG, ARG, LAK, ACC, DOC, DOI, DOH,
i.e. Pt. I. 3, 7, 8, 15, 16, 18, 22)

doubling, see consonants
dual (ad AIG 3E with n. 102)

East Aiolic, dialect (n. 223), dialect features in Pindar
(ad COP 1B), influence on mainland poetry and vase
inscrs. (COR 36, 96A/B, COP 1B, §§433, 508),
script influencing Corinthian (? §508), vase (? ad
PCO 5)

East Ionic, dialect (ad IOI, IOD, NAU, CAE, i.e.
Pt. I. 17, 19–21), influence on mainland vase
inscrs. (§503), East Ionians on Aigina (ad AIG 3),
script influencing Corinthian (? §508)

Elean dialect (ad ELI, Pt. I. 9; ad ITH 2, nn. 756,
973 f.)

enclitics and proclitics (n. 757, §226)
ethnics, in hyperbaton position (§227), as names

(§241)
etymology, popular (§510, ad COR 1A, n. 291, n. 530,

§246, nn. 900, 966)
Euboian dialect (ad EUB, EUC, CHA, i.e. Pt. I. 1,

11, 12)
exclamation (COR 52)

foreign, foreigners, see non-epichoric
formulae, see Index 7, dedications

geminates, written with one or two signs (§§113, 469,
n. 1310), expressive (ad COR 18b/h), pre- and
postconsonantal (§115), unexpected in intervocalic
position (§215)

glide, see consonant [w]

haplology (§457)
hexameters (see also metrical), beginning with a

short syllable (§222 with n. 810, §469 with n. 1188)

horse-names, see names
horsey names, see names
hyperbaton, see patronymics, ethnics
hypercorrection, hyperatticism (ad COR 70l )
hyphaeresis (§221)
hypocoristics, in -� (§228), -ας (§232), -3 vel sim.

(§235), -ε�ς (§233), -��ς (§230), -ις (§231), -ιχος
(§234), -ος (§228), -� (§236), -ων (§229), cautious
type (ad COR 17a, COR 24 f, §228)

‘internationalized’ dialect forms, see non-epichoric
Ionic (see also East, Euboian) (INC 1)
Ithakan dialect (see also Elean) (ad ITH, Pt. I. 10)

Kerkyra, archaic hexametrical inscriptions (§§501,
505–7)

labels (see also starting-point and direction principles;
Index 7, labels), in the gen. (ad COR 71b, ad LAK
3e/g, ad CHA 11b with n. 560), speaking (§239)

labial, see consonants
Lakonian (ad INC 1, ad PCO 2, ad COR 64b; LAK,

Pt. I. 8; n. 540, ad ETR 1, ad DOC 7, §§206, 208,
419, n. 809, §§245, 247, 251 f., n. 917, §307)

language, see literary, colloquial
lengthening, see vowels, syllables
Lesbian dialect, see East Aiolic
letter-forms (Pt. II. 1. 1), ‘spindly’ in archaic times

(ad EUC 1), modernized (§106), horizontal and
upside-down alpha (ad EUC 3), Argive beta (ad
DOH 1), gamma at Corinth (§103), East Greek
lunate gamma (NAU 1Jb), delta similar to rho (ad
CHA 8; see also rho), modern heta at Corinth (ad
COR 124b), § on Naxos (IOI 3 with n. 640), mod-
ern theta at Corinth (ad COR 85, 127), confusion
of theta and phi (§109), iota at Corinth (ad COR
38, COR 48, COR 66, §103), ‘exaggerated’ iota and
sigma (§107), lambda (§108), Argive lambda (ad
DOH 1), mu and san at Corinth (ad COR 68c),
pi (ad BOI 2), san (see mu), rho (ad BOI 2, INC
1, ad CHA 14h [Epigr.], §101; see also delta),
sigma (ad COR 48, 103, IOD 4; see also iota), phi
(ad INC 1, §102), mistakes (§109)

letter-names (§111)
letters (see also letter-forms, consonants, vowels,

abecedaria), ‘dead’ (ad BOI 30, PCO 4, §§106, 108),
inserted secondarily (BOI 3, COR 24Bd, COR 
68h, ?? COP 8, ELI 4, DOC 5, DOH 2b), inter-
changed (§110), omitted (§111), given new func-
tions (n. 753), for [kh], [ph], [ks], [ps] (§§106, 111),
combined for long vowels (§505), use of qoppa 
(ad CHA 1 with n. 522, ad CHA 20 with n. 578,
n. 595, §§108, 217 with nn. 784 ff.), digamma for
[w] (§106), for e-vowels (ad PCO 4, IOI 2, n. 650),
iota subscriptum (§226), omega for [d] (§§106, 108,
n. 768)

2. LINGUISTIC AND EPIGRAPHICAL MATTERS


Currently, the index is not  linked to the text of this book.
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liquids, see consonants
literacy of writers, see mistakes
literary language on vases (Pt. II. 5)

Macedonian dialect (n. 1286)
Megarian, word for oil-flask (ad COR 17)
Messapian (ad DOC 1)
metathesis (quantitative) (ad CHA 4h)
metrical, adaptation (see also vowels, syllables),

inscriptions (§502), equivalents in epic poetry (ad
COR 4c, COR 70l, §510), mistake (?) (DOH 3a)

mistakes (Pt. II. 1. 4; see also abbreviated writing, 
metrical), by illiterate or incompetent writers (ad
EUB 3, BOI 14, COR 24A, COR 68j, COR 88,
COP 84A, NAU 1G/H ), corrected (ad BOI 1A,
BOI 2A, BOI 3 with n. 31, AIG 3E, COR 24Aa,
COR 24Bb, COR 28Ak, COR 68b/h, NAU 1Jk)

mixture of dialects, see dialects

names (Pt. II. 2. 3; see also hypocoristics), metrically
adapted (see vowels), crossing boarders (ad LAK
3a/g), repeated on the same vase (§471 with 
n. 1190), throwaway (§237), horsey on vases (§238)
and in literature (§238 with n. 869, §§425, 448),
speaking (§239), from parts of the body (ad CHA
1i with n. 535), of horses (§244), meaning little if
anything (ad COR 83)

nasal, see consonant
neutralization, see consonant
non-epichoric dialect features on non-Attic vases

(§§259 f., 501, 503–8), on Attic vases (?? AIG 1, ?
IOI 2 and §503, ad COR 28Ac, 92i, §247, n. 1097,
§457), ‘internationalized’ forms (§254)

nouns (see also stems), speaking (§239)

onomastics, see names
order, see word order
orthography, see spelling

patronymics (§240), in hyperbaton position (§227)
phonology (Pt. II. 2. 1)
Phrygian influence (? §473)
popular, see etymology
proclitics, see enclitics
pronouns, demonstrative, reinforced (ad COP 60, 94,

IOD 4A); personal, µε lacking (ad COP 18 with
n. 438); relative, starting archaic metrical inscrs.
(ad ITH 1)

script, development (§§106, 108), reforms (§106)
scriptio plena (ad COR 57h, COR 70 f )
secondary [b] and [d], see vowels
shortening, see diphthongs, vowels
speaking, see labels, names
spelling (Pt. II. 1. 5 and 2. 1; see also archaic)
starting-point principle (§104, n. 460, ad LAK 4d,

§425 ad CHA 10)
stems, u-stem adjectives (ad COR 71e with n. 311),

u- and eu-stem nouns confused (ad COR 74 j/k
with n. 316), es- and eu-stem nouns confused 
(§233)

stoichedon, see text arrangement
style of the inscriptions (§509)
superlative, adverbial (?) (DOH 3a)
syllables (see also hexameter), minimal (see also abbre-

viated writing) (§112 with nn. 725 f., §224 with n.
818, §506), lengthened in verse (ad COR 17b, §222
with n. 811), shortened in verse (§222 with n. 811),
added for metrical reasons (ad COR 57c)

syncope, see vowels
synizesis (? ad IOD 4)
syntax (Pt. II. 2. 2)

tenses, imperfect instead of aorist (ad DOI 1)
τερψ�µβροτος, see compounds
text arrangement, boustrophedon (ad COR 37a, 

COR 82d, COP 1D, COP 38, IOI 1, nn. 670, 773,

952), false boustrophedon (ad COR 57, n. 609),
stichic and l.-to-r. (n. 952), stoichedon (nn. 607,
726), upside-down (n. 609)

Thessalian (see also Macedonian), name of Apollon
(ad PCO 1), word for oil-flask (ad COR 17b with
n. 178)

throwaway names, see names
translating poetry into other dialects (§§501 with 

n. 1251, 504)

univerbation (nn. 235, 561, 1150)

velar, see consonants
vowels (Pt. II. 2. 1b; see also letters, stems, syllables),

[f] < [g] (§216); [a] < [b] (§218), in epic (ad COR
101); [b] secondary (§§219, 505); [i] ad/subscrip-
tum (see long diphthongs); [d] secondary (§§219,
505); [u] pronunciation (§217); contracted (§223);
in crasi (§224, ad BOI 2–4, BOI 17, AIG 3C, COP
41 with n. 451, IOD 6A/F, NAU 1Ic, La, Oa and
n. 673, §226); diektasis (ad COP 1D, ? COP 13,
§§223, 416 with n. 1039); omitted by elision (though
written) (§224), by hyphaeresis (§221), by syncope
(n. 289); shortened in prevocalic position (§221);
metrically adapted (§222)

word division (ad DOI 1, §226)
word order, see hyperbaton
writers (see also literacy), different writers con-

tributing to one inscr. (ad BOI 6, AIG 3, NAU
1Je)

writing systems (see also abecedaria, script) (§§106–
8), of Achaia, Corinth, Ithaka and Kephallenia
(§107)

written poetry (§505 f.)

‘Zusammenrückung’, see univerbation



See also Index 4 (Collections) for inscribed vases not
contained in the following works.

ABV
4 f. no. 1 (§213)
5. 4 (n. 96, ad CHA 28a, §214 with n. 782, §247 with

n. 882)
27. 36 (n. 306)
39 f. no. 16 (nn. 578, 595)
66. 59 (ad COR 131)
76. 1 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR); n. 729; §248 with 

n. 888; §§406, 412, 434 f., 442, 444, 473, 505)
77. 2 (§ 414 with n. 782)
77. 8 (§457 with n. 1146)
82. 1 (n. 818)
83. 4 (n. 714)
84, bottom, no. 3 (§457 with n. 1146)
85, bottom, no. 1 (nn. 271, 1123)
95. 5 (n. 271, ad COR 124Ac, n. 925; §439 with 

n. 1098)
95. 6 (nn. 271, 925)
95 f. no. 8 (n. 1063)
96. 14 (§246)
97. 27 (n. 713)
98. 46 (ad COR 4c)
106, middle (ad COR 106a with n. 363)
108. 14 (n. 1006)
110. 37 (ad COP 36 with n. 445)
136. 49 (ad CHA 2c with n. 542, n. 1006)
136. 54 (ad COR 70l with n. 299; §213)
143 f. no. 1 (nn. 1185, 1286)
144. 7 (§413)
145. 13 (§468)
145. 19 (nn. 271, 1124)
148. 9 (n. 1124)
151. 22 (ad CHA 1c with n. 525)
160, bottom, nos. 1 and 3 (ad DOC 5 with n. 627)
203, top, no. 1 (ad COR 105c with n. 360)
249. 16 (ad COR 131 with n. 392)
266. 3 (n. 359)
266. 5 (nn. 286, 868)
276, bottom, no. 1 (ad COR 114c)
293. 10 (ad LAK 8a with n. 508)
320. 1 (n. 560)
330, bottom, no. 1 (n. 280)
332. 17 (ad COR 70e)
334. 1 (ad COR Gr 15a)
360. 4 (§413 with n. 1026)
362. 36 (n. 465)
454, bottom, no. 2 (§413 with n. 1027)
507. 32 (n. 1010)
508, top (ad COR 12f with n. 143)
675 Stroibos no. 4 (nn. 769, 1124)

Add. (only pieces which are not in ABV, ARV, or
Para.)

127. 123 (ad LAK 3i, §248 with n. 889)
400 (Lydos kyathos) (n. 486)

Amyx: see COR with the same nos.; other vases cited:
p. 38, no. 6 (n. 1124), pp. 208, 320, no. A-44 
(n. 231), p. 601 (§403). The graffiti cited are:

Gr 1 (n. 727)
Gr 2 (COR Gr 2)
Gr 5 (§§114, 207, 220, 506)
Gr 6 (COR Gr 6)
Gr 8 (n. 154)
Gr 9 (COR Gr 9)
Gr 13 (COR Gr 13)
Gr 15 (COR Gr 15)
Gr 17 (§506)
Gr 23 (COR Gr 23)
Gr 25 (COR Gr 25)
Gr 26(1) (COR Gr 26(1) )

AntDenkm
i. 7. 1 (COP 2C)

7. 2 (COP 27)
7. 4 (COP 57G)
7. 6 (COP 53)
7. 9 (COP 8)
7. 11 (COP 44)
7. 13 (partly) (COP 72)
7. 15 (COP 77)
7. 16 (COP 61)
7. 17 (COP 68)
7. 21 (partly) (COP 35)
7. 23 (COP 78)
7. 25 (COP 70)
7. 28 (COP 47)
8. 1 (COP 84A)
8. 2 (partly) (COP 45)
8. 5 (n. 433)
8. 7 (n. 1245)
8. 10 (COP 79)
8. 13, 15 (COP 18)
8. 20 (COP 90A)
8. 21 (n. 457)
8. 25 (COP 48A)
8. 26 (COP 48B)

ii. 23. 12b (n. 433)
23. 15a–b (COP 28)
24. 1 (COP 15)
24. 3 (COP 40)
24. 4 (COP 56)
24. 9 (partly) (COP 62)
24. 10 (COP 20)
24. 21 (COP 3)
24. 23 (COP 86)
29. 1, 4 (COP 25)
29. 2 (COP 71)
29. 10 (COP 2A)
29. 11 (COP 73H)

29. 13 (COP 42)
29. 17 (partly) (COP 41)
29. 18 (partly) (COP 67)
29. 19 (COP 86)
29. 22 (COP 6)
29. 23 (COP 1A)
30. 4 (COP 73B)
30. 9 (COP 29)
30. 12 (COP 75)
30. 23 (COP 1C )
30. 28 (COP 51B)
30. 31 (COP 7)
39. 1a (COP 37)
39. 2 (COP 74)
39. 12 (COP 63)
40. 1a–b (COP 82)
40. 3 (n. 945)
40. 4 (COP 73G)
40. 6b (COP 57H)
40. 7 (COP 4)
40. 14 (COP 21)

Arena
2 (COR 1)
3 (COR 3)
4 (COR 11)
5 (COR 4)
6 (COR 7)
7 (COR 6)
8 (COR 18)
9 (COR Gr 6)
10 (COR 10)
11 (COR 12)
12 (COR 5)
13 (COR Gr 9)
15 (COR 76)
16 (COR 38)
17 (COR 15)
18 (COR 33)
19 (COR 25)
20 (COR 30)
21 (COR 20)
22 (COR 36)
23 (COR 19)
24 (COR 32)
25 (COR 27)
26 (COR 17)
27 (COR 40)
29 (COR 24)
30 (COR 41)
31 (COR 29)
33 (COR 96A)
34 (COR 44)
35 (COR 37)
36 (COR 65)
37 (COR 47)

3. VASES AND INSCRIPTIONS


Currently, the index is not linked to the text of this book.
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38 (COR 48)
39 (COR 49)
40 (COR 50)
41 (COR Gr 23)
42 (COR 57)
43 (COR 53)
44 (COR 54)
45 (COR 112)
46 (n. 140)
47 (COR 100)
48 (COR 59)
49 (COR 60)
51 (COR 87)
52 (COR 88)
53 (COR 89)
54 (COR 62)
55 (COR 111)
56 (COR 63)
57 (COR 101)
58 (COR 117)
59 (COR 113)
60 (COR 102)
61 (COR 77)
62 (COR 78)
63 (COR 85)
64 (COR 26)
65 (COR 91)
66 (COR 61)
67 (COR 97)
68 (COR 31)
69 (COR 98)
70 (COR 92)
71 (COR 82)
72 (COR 66)
73 (COR 64)
74 (COR 67)
75 (COR 74)
76 (COR 68)
77 (COR 69)
78 (COR 70)
79 (COR 71)
80 (COR Gr 15)
81 (COR 22)
82 (COR 128)
83 (COR Gr 25)
85 (COR 81)
86 (COR 104)
87 (COR 115)
88 (COR 107)
90 (COR 105)
91 (COR 131)
92 (COR 121)
93 (§506)
95 (COR Gr 26(1) )
96 (§210)

ARV
16 f. no. 17 (ad CHA 2c with n. 543, n. 1006)
21. 1 (§246)
26. 1 (nn. 206, 271, §444)
28. 11 (§227)
34. 15 (n. 397)
62. 83 (ad COR 74 j/k with n. 315)
62. 84 (n. 1006)
65. 108 (ad CHA 1e/g with nn. 528 and 533)
70 f. no. 3 (n. 1009)
88. 3 (ad CHA 1c with n. 526)
138. 1 (§307 with n. 967)
146. 2 (ad COR 25b with n. 218; ad ETR 1; §457

with nn. 1145 and 1155)

168 (amphora) (ad COR 92i )
173. 4 (n. 919)
182. 6 (n. 1012)
192. 106 (n. 216, §457 with n. 1142)
206. 132 (n. 271)
238. 1 (§225)
239. 16 (§225)
289. 1 (ad COR 28Ac)
316. 4 (n. 1116)
319. 5 (ad COR 114c)
320. 8 (n. 925)
354. 25 (ad COP 82b)
370. 13 (ad CHA 1g with n. 532, n. 1010)
371. 15 (n. 1010)
400, top (n. 280)
431. 48 (§508)
459. 3 (§§114, 246)
462. 48 (n. 1010)
496. 1 and 2 (n. 714)
605. 64 (n. 280)
619. 15 (n. 239)
653, bottom, no. 2 (§413 with n. 1025)
864. 13 (§227)
992. 69 (§457 with n. 1140)
995 ff. (several vases; §227)
1036. 1 (§444)
1055. 76 (n. 206)
1177. 48 (n. 1039)
1187. 32 (§247 with n. 884)
1187. 33 (n. 884)
1188. 1 (n. 206)
1247. 1 (see Lezzi-Hafter 1988 pp. 342 f. no. 234)
1248. 9 (see ibid. 343 f. no. 239)
1248. 10 (see ibid. 345. 248)
1250. 32 (see ibid. 346. 253)
1250 f. no. 34 (see ibid. 347 f. no. 257)
1251. 41 (see ibid. 352. 285)
1253. 57 (see ibid. 315. 31)
1253. 58 (see ibid. 321. 76)
1300. 2 (ad COR 12)
1313. 5 (n. 239)
1316. 3 (ad CHA 11c with n. 565)
1318 f. no. 1 (ad COR 87c; nn. 516, 635, 976)
1319, top, no. 2 (n. 516)
1531. 3 and 4 (ad INC 1)
1573 (ad COR 85e)
1634. 30bis (§413)

Beazley, see ABV, Add., ARV, Para.

CEG
2 (n. 727)
13 (n. 844)
16 (n. 727)
26 (n. 451)
32 (ad COP 36)
39 (n. 727)
58 (§112)
62 (n. 875)
65 (n. 875)
70 (n. 451)
74 (n. 451)
76 (n. 713)
83 (n. 727)
93 (n. 844)
97 (n. 727)
103 (n. 814)
108 (n. 11)
114 (§508)
115 (n. 629)

119 (n. 629)
131 (ad COP 2, §206, n. 803)
132 (§209)
136 (n. 712)
137 (§§209, 224)
138 (n. 811)
139 (n. 451, §§206, 209)
142 (nn. 727, 803)
143 (ad EUC 3, §§501, 505, 506)
144 (§§501, 505, 506)
145 (§§211, 501, 505, 506 and n. 1310, §507)
146 (§211, n. 832, §§501, 505 with n. 1272, 507)
150 (n. 640)
159 (n. 727)
164 (§206)
167 (n. 403)
171 (nn. 629, 727)
172 (nn. 403, 727)
190 (§§211, 507)
195 (ad DOC 6)
209 (n. 629)
215 (§§211, 507)
218 (n. 418)
227 (§224)
239 (n. 451)
248 (§§211, 507)
251 (n. 629, §301)
258 (ad COP 1)
260 (n. 727)
262 (n. 451)
263 (§303)
272 (n. 726)
275 (ad DOC 6)
285 (n. 418)
302 (nn. 623, 629, §301)
304 (§§211, 507)
305 (n. 418)
313 (ad COP 1)
321 (n. 416)
326 (ad COP 1, §§303, 501, 508)
327 (BOI 3)
333 (n. 629)
334 (ad BOI 10f with n. 74, COP 1, nn. 629, 733,

§209, n. 817, §§501, 508)
335 (§§206, 212)
336 (n. 844)
341 (ad DOC 6)
345 (ad COR Gr 26(1) )
352 (§508)
355 (§209)
356 (n. 1312)
357 (COP 3)
358 (COP 1B)
359 (COP 1C)
360 (COP 1A)
362 (ad COP 2, n. 727, §303, n. 1039)
363 (§§224, 303)
366 (§209)
367 (ad COR Gr 26(1), §114)
372 (§468)
378 (see LSAG 201. 52)
380 (ad COP 29a, n. 451, §209, n. 811)
384 (ad COP 2, §303)
389 (n. 629)
394 (n. 242, ad COR 40b, n. 735)
396 (§108)
400 (§301)
402 (n. 245)
403 (§102, nn. 616, 640)
407 (n. 629)
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CEG (cont.)
416 (n. 727)
418 (ad COR Gr 26(1), ad DOI 1)
419 (n. 451, ad DOI 1)
422 (n. 623, §303)
423 (n. 623)
424 (n. 629, ad NAU 1)
425 (ad NAU 1)
426 (ad COP 1 with n. 403, §303)
427 (n. 403)
432 (ad AIG 1, n. 203, ad ITH 1)
433 (§114)
436 f. (ad COP 41, n. 629, §224, nn. 1185 and 1286)
445 (BOI 4C)
446 (nn. 73, 733)
447 (n. 388, §310)
448 (n. 629)
449 (n. 783)
451 (§§211, 507)
452 (COR 17b)
453 (ITH 1)
454 (ad ITH 1, §113, n. 1310)
456 f. (n. 642)
459B (ad DOH 3b)
460 (nn. 388, 690, §310)
461 (DOH 3)
463 (n. 451)
630 (n. 844)
683 (n. 859)
825 (ad INC 1)
839a (n. 716)
859 (§112)

CIG
7 (COR 33)
1120 (ad COR 50)
3140 (§469)
7373 (COR 104)
7374 (COR 102)
7376 (PCO 4)
7377 (COR 60)
7378 (COR 68)
7379 (COR 70)
7380 (COR 85)
7380b (COR 7)
7380c (?) (n. 384)
7381 (CHA 3)
7382 (CHA 10)
7459 (CHA 1)
7460 (CHA 14)
7580 (ETR 4)
7582 (CHA 2)
7583 (CHA 9)
7611 (CHA 20)
7686 (CHA 4)
7708 (CHA 27)
7757 (LAK 3)
7892 (n. 1116)
7916b (n. 286)
8287 (ETR 1)
8409 (PCH 1)

CIL
i2. 440 (n. 725)

444 (n. 725)
454 (n. 617)
566 (n. 119)

CVA
Belgium

1 (iii. C) pl. 5. 1 (COR 53)

1 (iii. C) pl. 5. 2a–b (COR 88)
2 (iii. E) pl. 1 (CHA 14)
2 (iii. Ic) pl. 13c (ad COR 101d )

Denmark
3 (iii. E) pl. 97 (CHA 27)

France
7 pls. 20–2 (LAK 3)
7 pls. 24. 1–4, 25 (CHA 2)
7 pls. 24. 5–7, 26 (CHA 3)
9 (iii. C) pl. 5. 3–4 (COR 47)
9 (iii. Ca) pl. 6. 3–4 (COR 50A)
9 pl. 1. 6 (BOI 6A)
9 pl. 6. 9–12 (COR Gr 6)
12 pl. 77. 12 (COR 121)
13 (iv) pl. 46. 1 and 5 (ETR 4)
14 (iii. Fa) pls. 11 f. (CAE 1)
14 (iii. He) pl. 93. 1–5 (COR 131)
17 (iii. Ib) pls. 5 f. (ad COR 74 j/k with n. 315)
21 (iii. Ca) pls. 44. 3, 5, 45. 8–9 (PCO 1)
26 pls. 14. 2–3, 15. 1 (BOI 2A)
26 pl. 16. 1 (BOI 6B)
26 pl. 17. 1 (BOI 6C)
26 pl. 17. 2 (BOI 6A)
26 pl. 17. 4–5 (BOI 6D)
26 pl. 28. 1, 3, 5 (BOI 7A)
26 pls. 44. 1, 45. 3 (BOI 13)
26 pls. 31. 3, 34. 1, 2, 4, 40. 1 (BOI 15)

German Democratic Republic
2 pl. 44. 5–6 (LAK 7)

Germany
2 pls. 31 f., dr. pl. 33 (AIG 1)
14 pls. 47 f. (COR 107)
15 pl. 46. 3 and 5 (n. 690)
28 pls. 280–2 (CHA 10)
32 pls. 311 f. (n. 1098)
33 pls. 196, 197. 5–7 (BOI 8)
33 pl. 198. 3 and 5 (BOI 9)
39 pl. 35 and 36 (BOI 11A–B)

Great Britain
6 pl. 8 (CHA 18)
9 (iii. C) pl. 6. 20 (COR 41)
12 pl. 23. 1 (NAU 1Lb)
12 pl. 33. 7 (BOI 12)

Italy
1 (iii. Ce) pls. 1–4 (PCO 2)
20 pls. 21 f. (ad COR 105c with n. 360)
30 pl. 75. 3 (n. 919)
39 pls. 4–9, esp. 8 (INC 1)
57 pl. 4 (COR 83)

Netherlands
1 (iii. C) pl. 5. 3 (COR 10)
2 (iii. C) (bibl.) pl. 8. 10 (COR 69)
2 (iii. C) pl. 8. 8 (COR 65)

New Zealand
1 pl. 35. 3–8 (COR 52)

Sweden
2 pls. 26. 8, 27. 1–3 (COR 83ter)

Switzerland
4 pls. 14. 1, 15. 1 (COR 45)
6 pl. 44. 1 (§413)

USA
4 pl. 18. 2 (n. 93)
14 pls. 16, 17. 3–4 (§457 with n. 1146)

DGE
7 (see CEG 367)
8 (ad COR Gr 26(1) )
11 (see LSAG 104. 15)
12 (see LSAG 201. 52)
13 (n. 727)

52. 1–4 (n. 917)
57B (see LSAG 216. 27)
62. 172 (§245)
74 (ad COR Gr 26(1) )
77 (see CEG 363)
78 (see LSAG 169. 20)
79. 1 (see LSAG 168. 6)

2 (see LSAG 169. 28)
80. 1 (see LSAG 169. 18)

2, 3 (see CEG 380)
83 (see LSAG 170. 39)
89 (see GD 87)
89 n. (n. 326)
97 (see LSAG 174. 2)
101 (see CEG 139)
102 (see CEG 138)
105 (see CEG 137)
108 (see LSAG 182. 18)
108g. 1. 253 (ad COR 19g)
116 (see CEG 451)
121. 1 (COR 33)

2 (COR 18)
3 (COR 87)
4 (COR 30)
5 (COR 47)
6 (COR 25, 48, 50)

122. 1 (COR 104)
2 (COR 102)
3 (COR 60)
4 (COR 70)
5 (COR 113)
6 (COR 57)
7 (COR 77)
8 (COR 66)
9 (COR 131)
10 (mentioned) (COR 6, 12, 40, 62 f., 68, 88 f.,
92, 101, 110)

123. 1 (COP 11)
2 (COP 3)
3 (COP 13)
4 (COP 2A)
5 (COP 2C )
6 (COP 38B)
7 (COP 6)
8 (COP 37)
9 (COP 41)
10 (COP 18)
11 (COP 8, 31, 33, 43, 45, 48B, 60, 62, 64–6)
11 n. (see LSAG 132. 30)
12 (COP 85)
13 (COP 1A–B)
14 (COP 77)
15 (COP 79)

124 (see CEG 132)
126 (see CEG 131)
127 (ad COR 47)
133. 1 (see CEG 143)

2 (see CEG 145)
3 (see CEG 146)

134 (see CEG 144)
140 (see CEG 142)
151 (see LSAG 138. 11)
152 (n. 765)
166 (see LSAG 277. 39)
207 (see CEG 418)
209 (see CEG 419)
215. 1 (see LSAG 323. 5)

2 (see LSAG 323. 4)
3 (ad DOI 1)

217 (see CEG 456)
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219 (see CEG 457)
238 (see LSAG 324. 26)
272 (see CEG 459)
275 (see CEG 460)
276a (DOH 3)
278 (n. 727)
302 (see LSAG 278. 49)
323 (see LSAG 104. 20)
362 (see LSAG 108. 3)
389 (n. 718)
409 (see LSAG 220. 15)
413 (see LSAG 220. 6)
416 (see LSAG 220. 13)
436. 1 (see LSAG 261. 28)
438 (see CEG 396)
440. 4 (see CEG 447)

6 (BOI 4A)
8 (BOI 2A)
9 (BOI 5A)
12 (see LSAG 94. 2)

441 (see CEG 446)
443 (see LSAG 95. 17)
448 (n. 847)
451 (see LSAG 95. 19b)
452. 5 (see GD 38. 3)

14 (ad COP 62b, n. 841)
20 (n. 733)
23 (n. 806)
29 (n. 806)

456. 17 (§235)
38 (n. 733)

462A (n. 727)
464 with n. (n. 375)
468A. 6 (n. 841)

A. 9 (n. 375)
A. 16 (see LSAG 95. 21)

472B. 1 (BOI 16)
474 (nn. 841, 847, 1216, 1221)
475 (§221)
477 (§253)
478 (see LSAG 95. 19a)
479. 1 (n. 1204)

15 (n. 733)
19 (n. 733)

494 (n. 733)
501. 1 (n. 847)
502A. 5 (n. 375)
505A. 2 (n. 806)
521. 2 (n. 841)
524. 5 (n. 849)
536. 1. 13 (n. 841)
538 (see CEG 334)
538 n. (see CEG 326)
539. 1 (see LSAG 94. 4)
540A. 4 (n. 841)
542. 36 (n. 841)
548A. 2 (n. 806)
601 (see CEG 341)
642 (see LSAG 362. 13)
647a (see LSAG 361. 4)
650 (see LSAG 215. 5)
653 (ad COR Gr 26(1), n. 917)
653 n. (see LSAG 216. 34)
665 (see GD 21)
686 (n. 764)
687 (see LSAG 343. 41)
688 (see LSAG 344. 48)
689 (see CEG 167)
690 (see LSAG 344. 47)
692 (n. 727)

694 (n. 727)
701 (see LSAG 344. 52)
705 (ad DOH 3b)
714 (see LSAG 342. 13)
715. 3 (see LSAG 341. 4)
723. 1 (see LSAG 342. 22)

3 (see LSAG 343. 29)
725 (see LSAG 343. 33)
726 (n. 727)
727 (n. 727)
733 (n. 718)
744 (see LSAG 358. 42)
749 (see LSAG 358. 50)
757 (see LSAG 304. 3)
758 (see CEG 403)
761 (see CEG 150)
764 (see LSAG 306. 47)
765 (n. 637)
766 (see GD 8)
783 (n. 634)
784 (n. 735)
786 (see LSAG 240. 3)
797. 1 (CHA 4)

2 (CHA 2)
3 (CHA 1)
4 (CHA 3)
5 (CHA 20)

798 (n. 727)
800 (see LSAG 87. 9)
801 (see CEG 76)
811 (see GD 14)
App. i. 1 (see CEG 432)

i. 4. 2 (see CEG 190)
i. 5. 2 (see IG i3 777)
i. 5. 3 (see IG i3 690)
i. 13 (see IG i3 110)

GD
4 (see LSAG 344. 48)
6 (see CEG 403)
8 (ad IOI 2 with n. 637, n. 727)
9 (EUC 3)
14 (ad CHA 5)
21 (ad CHA 3A)
37 (see CEG 334)
38. 2 (see LSAG 94. 2)
38. 3 (n. 306)
38. 5 (see CEG 446)
52 (see LSAG 104. 20)
57 (see LSAG 108. 3)
59 (see LSAG 108. 2)
61 (see LSAG 220. 15)
62 (see LSAG 220. 6)
68 (see CEG 367)
70B (see LSAG 216. 27)
71 (see LSAG 201. 52)
72 f. (n. 917)
79. 172 (§245)
80 (see LSAG 174. 2)
83 (see LSAG 168. 8)
84 (see LSAG 169. 20)
87 (ad COR 19g)
89 (see LSAG 182. 18)
91 (see CEG 132)
92a (COP 3)
92b (COP 11)
92c (COP 13)
92d (COP 85)
93 (see CEG 143)
94 (see CEG 145)

95 (see CEG 142)
96 (see LSAG 143. 8)
97 (see CEG 362)
98 (see LSAG 277. 39)
100 (see CEG 459)
105 (see LSAG 278. 49)
110a (see LSAG 323. 5)
111 (see CEG 457)
114 (see CEG 418)

IG
i2. 118 (see i3. 110)

234 (see i3. 294)
293 (see i3. 363)
302 (see i3. 370)
313 (see i3. 386)
329 (see i3. 421)
335 (see i3. 433)
358 (see i3. 457)
359 (see i3. 455)
374 (see i3. 476)
436 (see i3. 554)
508 (see i3. 777)
671 (see i3. 690)
950 (see i3. 1190)

i3. 110 (n. 727)
294 (n. 475)
363 (n. 475)
370 (n. 476)
386 (n. 476)
421 (n. 475)
433 (n. 475)
455 (n. 475)
457 (n. 475)
476 (n. 476)
554 (§227)
690 (§227)
777 (§227)
1190 (n. 379)

ii/iii2. 12593 (ad COR 92d)
iv. 210 (COP 11)

211 (COP 3)
212 (COP 1A)
213 (COP 1B)
214 (COP 1C)
215 (COP 1D)
216 (COP 14)
217 (COP 4)
218 (partly) (COP 29)
219 (COP 13)
220 (COP 15)
221 (COP 16)
222 (COP 2A)
223 (COP 2B)
224 (COP 2C)
225 (partly) (COP 29)
226 (COP 31)
227 (COP 35)
228 (COP 36)
229 (COP 7)
230 (COP 38A)
231 (COP 38B)
232 (COP 40)
233 (COP 45)
234 (COP 48B)
235 (COP 48A)
236 (COP 12)
237 (COP 8)
238 (COP 9)
239 (COP 49)
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IG (cont.)
240 (COP 52)
241 (COP 51B)
242 (COP 55)
243 (COP 51A)
244 (COP 41)
245 (COP 18)
246 (COP 20)
247 (COP 19)
248 (COP 56)
249 (COP 50)
250 (COP 53)
251 (COP 57D)
252 (COP 57C )
253 (COP 57A)
254 (COP 57E)
255 (COP 57B)
256 (COP 57F )
257 (COP 57H )
258 (COP 57I )
259 (COP 57J )
260 (COP 57M)
261 (COP 21)
262 (COP 22)
263 (COP 75)
264 (COP 42)
265 (COP 44)
266 (COP 58)
267 (COP 76)
268 (COP 77)
269 (COP 24)
270 (COP 73K )
271 (COP 23)
272 (COP 73J )
273 (COP 73M)
274 (COP 73D)
275 (COP 97F )
276 (COP 73L)
277 (COP 71)
278 (COP 27)
279 (COP 73C )
280 (COP 72)
281 (COP 74)
282 (COP 84B)
283 (COP 73A)
284 (COP 73B)
285 (COP 84A)
286 (COP 73E)
287 (partly) (COP 83)
288 (COP 73F)
289 (COP 73G)
290 (COP 73I)
291 (COP 73H)
292 (COP 73N)
293 (COP 73O)
294 (COP 70)
295 (COP 37)
296 (COP 59)
297 (COP 5)
298 (COP 69A)
299 (COP 68)
300 (COP 69B)
301 (COP 6)
302 (COP 91)
303 (COP 25)
304 (COP 60)
305 (COP 92)
306 (COP 28)
307 (COP 30)
308 (COP 64)

309 (COP 33)
310 (COP 57K)
311 (COP 32)
312 (COP 39)
313 (COP 63)
314 (COP 78)
315 (COP 43)
316 (partly) (COP 65)
317 (COP 46)
318 (partly) (COP 65)
319 (COP 66)
320 (COP 47)
321 (COP 17)
322 (COP 62)
323 (COP 88)
324 (COP 93)
325 (COP 26)
326 (COP 61)
327 (partly) (COP 83)
328 (COP 10)
329 (COP 85)
330 (COP 94)
331 (COP 79)
332 (COP 81)
333 (COP 86)
334 (COP 90B)
335 (COP 82)
336 (COP 54)
337 (COP 95)
338 (COP 89)
339 (COP 87)
340 (COP 90A)
341 (partly) (COP 67)
342 (COP 96)
343 (COP 97A)
344 (COP 97B)
345 (COP 97C )
346 (COR 48)
347 (COR 25)
348 (COR 18)
349 (COR 50)
350 (COR 49)
353 (see LSAG 132. 31)
354 (see LSAG 132. 32)
415 (n. 796)
618 (ad COR 50)
1484 (see DGE 108g)
1596 (COR 47)

iv2/1. 123 (n. 179)
574 (n. 381)

v/1. 65 (n. 626)
211 (n. 626)
278 (n. 626)
1295 (ad COR 19 f )

v/2. 36 (n. 255)
429 (ad COR 40b)

vii. 48 (ad COR 66f/r)
558 (n. 850)
1494 (ad COR Gr 15c)
1739 (n. 72)
1751 (ad BOI 10f with n. 77)
1888 (ad BOI 4)
2314 (n. 244)
2407 (n. 173)
2427 (n. 87)
2720 (ad COR 64b)
2872 (n. 244)
3043 (ad COR 12 f )
3214 (§475 with n. 1215)
3599 (BOI 16)

3620 (ad BOI 28)
3626 (BOI 26)
3644 (n. 769)
3646 (BOI 27)
3659 (§254 with n. 913)
3670 (n. 1216)
3671 (BOI 20)
3710 (BOI 29)
3932 (BOI 25)
3956 (n. 1211)
3958 (n. 1211)
3960 (n. 1211)
3961 (n. 1211)
3962 (n. 1211)
3963 (n. 1211)
3964 (n. 1211)
3965 (n. 1211)
3967 (n. 1211)
3968 (n. 1211)
3970 (BOI 28)
4117 (BOI 24)
4149 (ad BOI 10f with n. 76)

ix/1. 359 (n. 718)
722 (ad COR Gr 26(1) )

xii/1. 764 (n. 683)
xii/3. 350–3 (§258)

360 (§248)
402 (ad COR 11)
451 (ad DOI 1, n. 727)
502 (n. 278)
545 (n. 352)
840 (n. 278)
1194 (n. 626)

xii/5. 520 (ad COR 92d)
xii/8. 277 (ad DOH 2)
xii/9. 56. 268 f. (ad COR 114 f )

56. 276 (ad CHA 20b, §217)
245 (§214)
246 (§214, n. 1183)
285 (see CEG 108)
450 (§214)
1189 (§429)

xiv. 631 (see LSAG 286. 5)
871 (ad CHA 20b, §217)
2420. 4 (ACC 2)

IGDS
22 (see LSAG 276. 25)
36 (ad COR 114c)
78 (see LSAG 277. 39)
121 (see LSAG 276. 18)
123 (n. 619)
124 (n. 619)
128 (see LSAG 278. 49)
131 (see LSAG 278. 56)
148 (ad DOI 1)
167 (n. 610)

Immerwahr
10 (AIG 1)
15 (AIG 2)
55 (§213)
57 (n. 96; ad CHA 28a; §214 with n. 782, §247 with

n. 882)
61 (§405)
62 (nn. 578, 595)
65 (§246; §248 with n. 888; §253 with n. 898; §255

with n. 916; §405)
71 (n. 280, §425 with nn. 1067–9)
74 (§429 with n. 1085)
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77 (n. 271)
83 (see ABV 76. 1)
87 (§457 with n. 1146)
96 (n. 342)
97 (ad LAK 3i; n. 714)
128 (ad CHA 2c with n. 542)
132 (nn. 1185, 1286)
134 (ad LAK 3i )
139 (n. 271)
152 (n. 765, §507)
167 (nn. 271, 925)
170 (ad LAK 3i)
173 (n. 271, ad COR 124Ac, n. 925, §439 with 

n. 1098)
174 (ad COR 4c)
178 (ad LAK 3i )
181 (ad LAK 3i )
183 (n. 635)
214–16 (ad LAK 3i )
215 (n. 130)
229 (n. 130, ad COP 60)
362 (ad CHA 2c with n. 543, §247 with n. 881)
366 (§247 with n. 883)
369 (n. 271)
377 (§227)
384 (§246 with n. 877)
409 (ad LAK 3i )
440 (§247 with n. 883)
443 (§212 with n. 768)
484 (n. 51)
492 (n. 271)
506 (n. 925)
533 (§508)
551 (n. 532)
690 (§247 with n. 883)
746 (§457 with n. 1140)
772 (§247 with n. 881)
781 (§247 with n. 884)
782 (§247 with n. 883)
789 (§247 with n. 881)
795 (ad COR 114c)
797 (§457 with n. 1144)
988 (§457 with n. 1146)
1124 (n. 635)

Lezzi-Hafter (1988)
315. 31 (nn. 206, 534)
321. 76 (n. 534)
342 f., no. 234 (ad COR 113b, n. 534)
343 f., no. 239 (ad COR 114c)
345. 248 (n. 312)
346. 253 (§457 with n. 1144)
347 f., no. 257 (n. 312)
352. 285 (§457 with n. 1143)

LIMC
Achilleus

34* (ad LAK 3i, n. 889)
44 (COR 46B)
251 (COR 27)
258 (CHA 16)
365* (COR 44)
438* (CAE 1)
478* (COR 88)
491* (nn. 578, 595)
543 (§459 with n. 1166)
556* (CHA 8)
558* (COR 30)
807 (COR 80)
808* (PCO 4)

809 (CHA 5)
810 (PCO 5)
811 (COR 93)
815 (PCH 1)
850* (CHA 4)
897* (COR 77)
903 (COR 57)
904 (COR 72)

Achle 2* (ETR 1)
Admetos i. 10* (COR 66)
Adrastos 1* (CHA 27)
Agamemnon

1* (COR 33)
62* (COR 23)
79* (n. 380)

Aias i.
22* (COR 30)
31 (COR 38)
32 (COR 117)
33* (COR 10)
34* (COR Gr 6)
35* (COR 60)
40 (COR 9)
115–31 (§458)
119* (COR Gr 9)
120* (COR 12)
122* (COR 23)
124 (COR 14)

Aias ii.
6 (COR 30)
7* (COR 23)
8* (n. 713)
77* (n. 296)

Aineias
26 (COR 44)
29 (COR 15)
30 (COR 30)
30a (COR 44A)
31 (COR 60)
35 (COP 77)
42* (DOC 1)
58 (CHA 4)
92 (§459 with n. 1170)
94* (§459 with n. 1170)
95 (§459 with n. 1169)
203a* (§459 with n. 1176)

Ainippe ii. 1* (COR 66)
Ainoi 1* (COR 70)
Aithiopes

30* (BOI 22)
31 (BOI 18)
32 (BOI 16)

Akamas 4 (COR 87)
Alastor 1* (COR 66)
Alexandros

5* (PCO 2)
15 (n. 1118)
47–9 (n. 1118)
67* (COR 24)
68* (CHA 15)
69a (COR 79A)
70–77a (n. 1118)
87a (COR 44A)
90 (CHA 4)

Alkyoneus 3* (n. 734)
Amazones

1 (COR 4)
7 (ad IOD 2)
9 (ad IOD 2)
49* (§413 with n. 1026)

50 (§413 with n. 1027)
88 (§413 with n. 1025)
169 (ad IOD 2)
254* (COR 1A)
287* (PCH 2)

Amazones etruscae 1* (ETR 4)
Amphiaraos

2* (n. 280, §425 with nn. 1067–9)
3* (COR 66)
7* (COR 66)
10* (nn. 280, 1063)
13* (n. 280)
17* (n. 1063)
20 (n. 280)
23 (n. 280)
24* (n. 280)
25 (n. 280)
27* (n. 280)
29* (ad LAK 8b with n. 509)
33 (n. 1083)
35 (n. 280)
79 (LAK 8)

Amphithea i. 1* (CHA 27)
Amphitrite

10 (COP 3)
11* (COP 68)
12* (COP 20)
13 (COP 44)
14* (COP 70)
26* (COP 1C )

Andromache i. 4 (CHA 15)
Andromeda i. 1* (COR 101)
Aniochidas i. 1* (COR 89)
Aniochidas ii. 1 (LAK 4)
Anties 1* (CHA 1)
Antilochos i.

27 (COR 93)
28* (CHA 5)
29* (PCH 1)

Antimachidas 1* (COR 119)
Antiphatas 1* (COR 104)
Aphrodite

1285* (IOI 4)
1423 (PCO 2)

Apollon 884* (n. 899)
Ares

44* (BOI 15)
45 (IOI 4)

Argeia 3* (CHA 27)
Argeios ii. 1* (COR 66)
Ariadne 25* (CHA 11)
Artemis 1226* (CHA 22)
Atalante

62* (§425 with nn. 1067–9)
74* (CHA 10)

Athena
343* (PCO 6)
381* (IOI 2)
405* (PCO 2)
428 ff. (§421 with n. 1048)
508 (CHA 9)
512* (CHA 2)
523 ff. (§421 with n. 1048)
553 (CHA 4)
564 (COP 77)

Atlas 2* (n. 342)
Automedon

3* (CHA 8)
49* (COR 80)
51 (COR 93)
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LIMC (cont.)
Automedousa 2 (COR 24)
Baton i. 3* (COR 66)
Baton ii. 1* (COR 79A)
Bion 1* (COR 103)
Boreadai

4* (COR 24B)
6* (n. 1059)
7* (CHA 28)
27* (§424)

Boreas 3* (BOI 18)
Chariklo i. 4 (COR 46B)
Charon ii. 1 (COR 102)
Charon iii.

1 (COR 59)
2* (COR 112)
3 (COR 78)

Cheiron
56* (COR 46B)
58 (ETR 1)

Chora 1* (CHA 1)
Choro ii. 1–3 (ad CHA 1h with n. 534)
Daipylos 1* (COR 107)
Damas ii. 1* (COR 85)
Damon

1 (COR 78)
2* (COR 68)

Danae 9* (BOI 13)
Dason 1 (CHA 1)
Deion 1* (COR 12)
Deiphobos 13* (COR 70)
Demodokos iii. 1* (CHA 3)
Dia 1* (COR 74)
Dioi ii.

1 (COR 119)
2 (COR 78)

Diomedes i.
9* (COR 45)
12* (COP 77)
19* (CHA 8)
106* (COR 38)
113 (CHA 4)
(v. N. xi) (COR 23)

Dion
2 (COR 105)
3 (COR 59)
4* (COR 119)
5* (COR 78)

Dionysios 1 (COR 86)
Dionysos 763 (CHA 28)
Dioskouroi

1 (COR 37)
194* (CHA 21)
223 (COR 66)

Dolon 1* (COR 30)
Dolos i. 1* (COR 117)
Dorkis

1 (CHA 1)
2* (CHA 14)
3 (ad CHA 1g with n. 533)

Doroi
1* (COR 81)
(ad 1) (COR 92)

Dromis 1 (ad CHA 1g with n. 532)
Echippos 1 (CHA 4)
Enkelados (no no.) (IOI 2)
Eos

300* (PCO 5)
302 (PCH 1)
303 (COR 80)

Ephialtes ii. 3 (IOI 2)

Euarchos 1* (COR 101)
Eunoos 1* (COR 40)
Euphamos ii. 1 (COR 100)
Euphemos 1 (COR 66)
Euphorbos i. 1* (DOH 1)
Euryba(ta)s 1* (COR 71)
Eurybates ii. 2 (CAE 1)
Eurylochos iii. 1 (COR 68)
Eurymachos i.

1* (COR 74)
2 (CHA 8)

Eurymachos ii. 1* (COR 53)
Eurypylos i. 1 (n. 899)
Eurytion ii. 47 (CHA 2)
Eurytos i. 1* (COR 12)
Gagenes 1 (BOI 15)
Ganymedes 73* (ACC 4)
Geryones

15 (CHA 9)
16* (CHA 2)

Gigantes
2* (n. 783)
170* (IOI 2)

Glaukos v.
6 (CHA 8)
9 (CHA 4)

Glaukos vi.
1 (COR 74)
3* (CHA 3)

Gorgo, Gorgones
241* (COR 100)
317* (BOI 8)

Halimedes 1* (COR 66)
Hamathoi 1 (COR 77)
Harmatidas 1* (COR 74)
Harpyiai

14* (CHA 28)
21 (COR 24B)
27 (LAK 7)

Hebe i. 32 (ACC 4)
Hekabe 15 (COR 70)
Hektor

(ii. E. 1) (COR 10)
(ii. E. 1) (COR 60)
(ii. E. 1) (COR Gr 6)
(ii. E. 9) (COR 44)
(ii. F. 1) (COR 30)
10 (COR 24)
12* (COR 70)
13 (CHA 15)
15 (n. 840)
17 (n. 271, §444)
19* (§444)
35 (DOH 1)

Helene
69a* (§251)
190 (COR 24)
192 (COR 76)
193* (CHA 15)
210 ff. (n. 1158)
373* (§459 with n. 1176)

Helikaon 1 (n. 899)
Hera

377 (IOI 2)
437 (BOI 21)
492* (COR 122)

Herakles
1828 (COR 32)
1991 (COR 6)
2011 (COR 13)
2015a (LAK 6)

2464* (CHA 2)
2479* (CHA 9)
2498 (COR 32)
3331 (COR 28A)
(before 2794) (COR 12)

Hermes 826 (IOI 2)
Hippaios 1* (CHA 1)
Hippichos 1 (COR 44)
Hippobatas and Hippostrophos 1* (COR 7)
Hippokles 1 (COR 30)
Hippolochos 1 (CHA 8)
Hippolyte v. 1 (CHA 3)
Hippolytos ii.

1 (COR 24)
2* (COR 61)
3* (COR 68)

Hippomachos 1 (COR 70)
Hippos 1 (CHA 14)
Hippotion i. 1 (COR 66)
Horai 19* (CHA 28)
Hyperbios 1 (IOI 2)
Iason 7* (COR 24B)
Io ii. 1 (COR 77)
Io iii.

1* (CHA 1)
2 (CHA 14)

Io iv.
1 (COR 119)
2 (COR 78)
3 (COR 71)
4 (COR 81)

Iolaos
24* (COR 8)
25 (COR 13)
26* (COR 19)
27* (LAK 6)
37 (COR 4)

Iole i. 1* (COR 12)
Iphitos i.

1 (COR 12)
9* (COR 107)

Ismene i. 3* (COR 113)
Kapaneus 31* (DOC 1)
Kassandra i. 30 (COR 70)
Kebriones

2 (n. 840)
3* (COR 70)
4 (COR 68)
5* (CHA 15)

Kephalos 34 (BOI 23)
Kerkopes 1 (COR 32)
Kianis 1 (COR 70)
Kirke

30 (BOI 22)
32* (BOI 18)

Kisippos 1* (COR 64)
Kleopatra iv. 1 (COR 77)
Klytios i.

1* (COR 12)
3 (CHA 10)

Klyto ii. 1 (CHA 1)
Klytos ii. 1* (COR 113)
Krateia 1* (BOI 16)
Kyknos i.

22* (CHA 20)
138* (COR 69)

Kymatotha 1 (COR 77)
Laidas

1 (COR 67)
2* (COR 99)
3* (COR 115)
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4 (COR 107)
5* (COR 105)
6 (COR 111)
7 (COR 64)

Laodamas ii.
1* (COR 92)
2* (COR 79)

Laodokos 1* (CHA 4)
Laoptolemos 1 (COR 89)
Lapythos 1 (COR 6)
Leon ii. 1* (CHA 18)
Leontis 1 (COR 66)
Maloi 1 (COR 74)
Marpsos 1* (CHA 23)
Medon iii. 1* (CHA 13)
Megas 1* (CHA 14)
Memnon

10a (COR 57)
28 (PCO 5)
29 (PCO 4)
30* (COR 24A)
31* (COR 93)
32 (COR 114A)
33 (COR 80)
34 (PCH 1)
35 (CHA 5)
96 (CHA 24)

Menestheus 2a (CHA 8)
Minos i. 17* (CHA 11)
Minotauros

8a (ad CHA 11b with n. 555)
9* (ad CHA 11b with n. 556)

Mitos 1 (BOI 16)
Molpe 1 (CHA 1)
Mopsos i. 7 (CHA 10)
Mousai 122bis (COR 28A)
Myro 1* (CHA 1)
Nais 1 (CHA 14)
Nereides

271* (COR 98)
415 (COR 77)
(ad 11) (COR 96B)

Nereus
23* (COR 95)
96 (EUB 2)

Nessos
35* (COR 123)

Nestor
5 (COR 57)
15* (CAE 1)
28* (COR 23)

Odysseus
43 (COR 74)
63 (CHA 8)
147* (BOI 22)
191 (BOI 18)
(ii. H. 1) (COR 88)
(ii. Je) (COR 12)
(ii. Je) (COR 23)

Odysseus/Uthuze 56 (INC 1)
Ouaties 1* (CHA 1)
Pais 1 (BOI 16)
Palamedes 9* (COR 57)
Pandaros 1 (COP 77)
Pareunos 1 (COR 5)
Paridis Iudicium

26 (PCO 2)
110* (BOI 17)

Peleus
16 (CHA 10)
33 (COR 66)

47 (COR 98)
207* (EUB 2)
226 (ETR 1)

Peliou athla
5 (COR 66)
17 (CHA 10)

Periklymenos 1 (COR 113)
Perilipoi 1 (COR 76)
Perseus

88* (CHA 9)
146 (BOI 8)
187 (COR 101)

Pheres i. 1 (COR 66)
Phineus

9 (CHA 28)
18 (COR 24B)

Phoibe v. 1 (CHA 14)
Polybos iii. 1 (COR 67)
Polybos iii. 2* (CHA 6)
Polydoros i. 1 (CHA 6)
Polydos

1* (COR 62)
2 (CHA 3)

Polylaidas 1* (COR 54)
Polyxene 1* (COR 70)
Poris 1 (CHA 14)
Poseidon

103 (COP 29)
105* (COP 71)
109 (COP 35)
109a* (n. 945)
110* (COP 20)
111 (COP 68)
112* (COP 44)
114* (COP 2C)
115* (COP 72)
116* (COP 70)
117* = 255 (COP 42)
151 (COR 97)

Pratolaos 1 (BOI 16)
Priamos

28* (COR 27)
39 (COR 70)

Protesilaos 15 (COR 57)
Pyraichmas

1 (COR 44)
2 (COR 82)

Sarpedon
1* (COR 30)
2* (COR 82)

Satyra ii. 2 (BOI 16)
Simis, Simon, Simos

1* (COR 118)
2 (CHA 14)
3* (CHA 1)

Sthenelos ii.
4 (CHA 4)
5 (COP 77)

Synis (LAK 4)
Talthybios 3* (COR 74)
Telephos 98 (COR Gr 13)
Theano i. 1 (COR 74)
Thersandros i. 1* (COR 33)

Lorber
1 (COR 1)
6 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
7 (ITH 2)
8 (PCO 1)
10 (EUC 3)
11 (PCO 3)

12 (COP 3)
13 (PCO 2)
14 (COR 3)
15 (COR 9)
17 (COR 6)
18 (COR 7)
19 (COR Gr 6)
20 (COR 10)
21 (COR 5)
22 (COR 13)
23 (COR 12)
24 (COR 4)
26 (COP 37)
27 (COP 20)
28 (COR 18)
29 (COR 11)
30 (n. 400)
31 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
33 (n. 154)
34 (COR 30)
35 (COR 25)
36 (COR 20)
37 (COR 19)
38 (COR 32)
39 (COR 17)
40 (COR 27)
41 (COP 18)
42 (COR 40)
43 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
44 (COR 24)
45 (COR 45)
46 (PCO 4)
47 (COR 23)
48 (COR 14)
49 (COR 34)
50 (COR 35)
51 (COR 15)
52 (COR 33)
53 (COR 96A)
54 (COR 38)
55 (COR 36)
56 (COR 37)
57 (COR 21)
58 (COR 29)
59 (COR 39)
60 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
62 (COR Gr 9)
63 (COR 44)
64 (COR 41)
65 (COR 76)
66 (COR 46A)
67 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
68 (COR 52)
69 (COP 71)
70 (COP 53)
71 (COP 68)
72 (COP 2C )
73 (COP 35)
74 (COP 48A)
75 (COP 48B)
76 (COP 12)
77 (COR 47)
78 (COR 48)
79 (COR 50)
80 (COR 49)
81 (COR 65)
82 (COR 51)
83 (COR 57)
84 (COR 91)
85 (COR 61)
86 (COR 62)
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Lorber (cont.)
87 (COR 63)
88 (COR 101)
89 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
90 (COR 100)
91 (COR 102)
92 (COR 104)
93 (COR 105)
94 (COR 59)
95 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
96 (COR 103)
97 (COR 64)
98 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR), §237, n. 1186)
99 (COR 119)
100 (COR 113)
101 (COR 26)
102 (COR 117)
103 (COR 115)
104 (COR 112)
105 f. (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR); n. 696)
107 (COR 87)
108 (COR 89)
109 (COR 88)
110 (COR 78)
111 (COR 77)
112 (COR 79)
113 (COR 60)
114 (COP 41)
115 (COP 44)
116 (COP 72)
117 (COP 42)
118 (COP 29)
119 (COP 77)
120 (COR 92)
121 (COR 82)
122 (COR 66)
123 (COR 67)
124 (COR 69)
125 (COR 68)
126 (COR 70)
127 (COR 71)
128 (COR 72)
129 (COR 74)
130 (COR 81)
131 (COR 106)
132 (COR 122)
133 (COR 93)
134 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
135 (COR 97)
136 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
137 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
138 (COR 53)
139 (COR 54)
140 (COR 111)
141 (COR 22)
142 (COR 31)
143 (COP 86)
144 (COR 98)
145 (COR 85)
146 (COR 86)
147 (COR 107)
148 (COR 80)
149 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
150 (COR 118)
151 (COR 79A)
152 (COR Gr 13)
153 (COR Gr 15)
154 (COP App. 1)

LSAG
76. 1 (see CEG 432)

2 (see CEG 433)
6b (n. 96, ad CHA 28a, §214 with n. 782, §247 with
n. 882)

78. 30 (see CEG 302)
33 (n. 623)
35 (see CEG 304)

87. 8 (EUB 1)
9 (n. 413)
10 (n. 817)

88. 14 (see CEG 76)
16 (ad COP 85)
21 (see CEG 108)
22 (EUC 3)

92 (mentioned) (BOI 2A/C, 4A/B, 5A)
94. 1 (see CEG 326)

2b (see pl. 7) (n. 45, ad BOI 10f with n. 74)
4 (n. 24, §209)
9 (n. 157)

95. 10 (see CEG 334)
17 (n. 99)
18 (see CEG 446)
19a (ad BOI 9, §114, nn. 733, 1204, §504)
19b (nn. 727, 733, §504)
20 (BOI 14)
21 (n. 727)
22 (ad EUB 3 with n. 13)
23 (EUB 3)

99. 2 (nn. 110, 332)
104. 15 (n. 684)

20 (n. 173)
108. 2 and 3 (n. 727)
112. 2 (AIG 1)
113. 7 (n. 96)
114 (mentioned) (COR 57)
125 n. 3 (PCO 1)
126 n. 1 (introd. to Pt. I. 17 (IOI) )
130. 1 (§§114, 207, 220, 506)
131. 3 (n. 727)

4 (COR 1)
6 (see CEG 132)
8 (COP 3)
9 (COR 18)
10 (COR 4, 6, 7, 10, 12, COR Gr 6)
11 (COP 20, 37)
13 (§210)
14b (COR 19)
14c (COR 17)
15 (COP 2C, 18, 35, 48A–B, 53, 68, 71)
16 (COP 86)
20 (COP 29, 41 f., 44, 72)
23 (nn. 797, 809)

132. 25 (COP 70)
26 (COP 1A)
28 (§506)
29 (see CEG 131)
30 (§209 with n. 745)
31 (§209 with n. 744, §§503, 506)
32 (n. 744)
38 (n. 803)
39 (§209)

138. 11 (n. 765)
143. 1 (PCO 3)

4 (PCO 4)
7 (ad COR 128)
8 (nn. 113, 156, ad COR 33h with n. 237, nn. 274,
803)

146 n. 1 (ad COP 85)
150. 5 (see CEG 362)
168. 1 (ARG 1)

3 (see CEG 363)
6 (n. 102)

7 (ad COP 1A with n. 407)
8 (ad COP 94, n. 727)
9 (nn. 120, 173)
15 (see CEG 136)

169. 16 (ad NAU 1Gd )
18 (ad COP 85)
19 (see CEG 380)
20 (nn. 120, 727)
28 (n. 102)

170. 39 (n. 727)
174. 2 (n. 156)

7 (see CEG 366)
181. 1 (see CEG 137)

2 (see CEG 138)
182. 3 (see CEG 139)

18 (n. 1068)
199. 8 (LAK 3)

16a (LAK 4)
16b (LAK 8)
16c (LAK 6)
16d (LAK 7)
20 (see CEG 372)

201. 49 (see CEG 367)
52 (ad COR 89b, §210)
53 f. (n. 917)

215. 5 (n. 242)
20 (see CEG 380)

216. 27 (n. 972)
34 (ad COR Gr 26(1) )

220. 6 (§206)
11 (see CEG 384)
13 (n. 727)
15 (ad COR 47)

229. 8 (see CEG 142)
233. 1 (ITH 1)
234. 2 (ITH 2)

3 (§218)
8 (see CEG 144)
9 (see CEG 143)
11 (see CEG 145)
13 (see CEG 146)

239. 1 (see CEG 454)
240. 3 (n. 106)

18 (§106)
241. 24 (INC 1)
260. 5bis (§114)
261. 16 (see CEG 396)

19 (ACC 2)
28 (ad ACC 3c)

270 n. 3 (DOC 4)
276. 18 (n. 619)

25 (n. 245)
277. 39 (ad COP 85)
278. 49 (ad ITH 2, ad EUC 3, §506)

56 (n. 619)
286. 5 (ad COR 124B)
288. 3 (see CEG 400)
303. 2 (see CEG 403)
304. 3 (nn. 640, 818)

4 (IOI 1)
9 (see CEG 402)
12 (see CEG 150)

305. 25 (IOI 6)
29 (see CEG 424)
30 (see CEG 425)

306. 43a (n. 765)
44 (IOI 2)
47 (n. 727)

307. 64 (see CEG 416)
323. 4 (ad DOI 1)

5 (n. 474)
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10 (see CEG 456)
16 (see CEG 457)

324. 20 (n. 742)
26 (ad ACC 1A, n. 727)
29 (see CEG 419)

341. 4 (n. 623)
7 (see CEG 422 f.)

342. 13 (§225)
22 (n. 623)

343. 29 (nn. 403, 623)
30 (n. 623)
33 (n. 727)
41 (§102 with n. 700)
42a–b (IOD 6A–H)
42c–d (NAU 1)
42e (IOD 4A)

344. 47 (ad NAU 1)
48 (ad COR 19g, nn. 436, 727, §225)
52 (nn. 403, 727)
56 (§102 with n. 699)

345. 63 (IOD 8)
67 (ad DOH 3b)

356. 5 (see CEG 459)
357. 27 (see CEG 460)

30 (DOH 3)
31 (see CEG 427)
33 (n. 623)

358. 42 (n. 727)
45 (DOH 2)
47 (DOH 1)
48 (n. 413)
50 (n. 623)

361. 4 (ad CHA 1a with n. 523)
362. 13 (n. 917)
369. 10 (ad COR 82d )
372. 54 (see CEG 172)
434B. ii (n. 513)
443. 9a (n. 206)
444B (ad COR 123 with n. 389)
446. 3a (§251 with n. 894)
453. 1a (EUC 1)
455D (CHA 23–5)
456. 1a (n. 614)

1b (nn. 614, 820)
457N (ACC 1A–B)
459. 25a (DOC 3)
461U (DOC 2)
463B (DOC 6)
465. 25a (introd. to Pt. I. 17 (IOI) )
466B (IOI 3)
470A (DOI 1)
471. 1c (IOD 7)

2a (§227)
473. 68a (IOD 1)

68b (§225)

Para. (only pieces which are not in ABV or 
ARV )

19. 16bis (§248 with n. 888; §253 with n. 898; §255
with n. 916)

69 f. (n. 130, ad COP 60)
61 (amphora at Reggio Calabria) (§459)
75. 1bis (ad CHA 11b with n. 556)
111. 85bis (n. 555)
119. 35bis (§253 with n. 899)
164. 31bis (§212 with n. 768)

SEG
2. 84–114, 125–55 (introd. to Pt. I. 8 (LAK) with 

n. 488)
8. 716 (ad CHA 1i )

11. 244 (see LSAG 143. 8)
11. 666–70 (introd. to Pt. I. 8 (LAK) with n. 488)
11. 1212 (see LSAG 146 n. 1)
22. 208 (n. 1297)
25. 343 (COR Gr 2)
25. 344 (COR 124A)
26. 457 (§251 with n. 894)
26. 946 (n. 352)
26. 1098 (DOC 3)
27. 671 (ad COR 40b)
28. 461 (n. 72)
29. 939 (DOC 5)
30. 342 (COP 63)
31. 373 (§317 with n. 973)
32. 462 and 469 (n. 261)
33. 995 (n. 645)
34. 1019 (nn. 727, 772)
37. 330 (DOC 5)
37. 729 (§227)
37. 994 (§227)

SGDI
1253 (n. 269)
1864 (ad COR 114a)
1987 (ad COR 33c)
3119a–k (see introd. to Pt. I. 6 (COP), n. 473)
3120 (COR 33)
3121 (COR 18)
3122 (COR 30)
3123 (COR 87)
3124 (COR 54)
3125 (COR 25)
3126 (COR 104)
3127 (COR 102)
3128 (COR 60)
3129 (COR 68)
3130 (COR 70)
3131 (COR 7)
3132 (COR 6)
3133 (COR 12)
3134 (COR 59)
3135 (COR 113)
3136 (COR 57)
3137 (COR 77)
3138 (COR 15)
3139 (COR 63)
3140 (COR 66)
3141 (COR 101)
3142 (COR 117)
3143 (COR 92)
3144 (COR 98)
3145 (COR 40)
3146 (COR 78)
3147 (COR 115)
3148 (COR 71)
3149 (COR 61)
3150 (COR 62)
3151 (COR 89)
3152 (COR 110)
3153 (COR 131)
3154 (see Lorber no. 43)
3155 (see LSAG 132. 31)
3156 (COR 85)
3160 (COR 27)
3165 (PCO 4)
3398 (ad COR 4 f )
3536 (ad INC 1)
3636 (ad CHA 1i )
4440 (n. 1214)
4444 (n. 1214)
4616. i (ad COR 105e)

5272 (§214)
5292 (EUC 3)
5293 (CHA 4)
5294 (CHA 2)
5295 (CHA 1)
5296 (CHA 3)
5297 (CHA 27)
5298 (CHA 9)
5299 (CHA 13)
5300 (CHA 20)
5608 (IOD 8)
5616 (n. 1187)
5765 (ad NAU 1Ba)
5767 (NAU 2)
5783 (IOI 2)

SIG
183. 36 (n. 932)
250D. 22 (ad COP 11b)
546B. 2 (ad COR 33c)

Wolters–Bruns (1940)
21–6. 2 (nn. 1216, 1221)
36–43. 17–52 (n. 1223)
41. 49 (n. 1222)
43. 53 (BOI 16)
43. 54 (BOI 23)
43. 55 (BOI 24)
45. 61 (n. 1211)
45. 62 (n. 1211)
46. 69 (BOI 20)
47. 82 (n. 1211)
47. 83 (n. 1211)
47. 84 (n. 1211)
48. 86 (n. 1211)
48. 87 (n. 1211)
48. 88 (n. 1211)
48. 90 (n. 1211)
48. 91 (n. 1211)
50. 111 (n. 769)
51. 116 (n. 913)
54. 143 (BOI 29)
54. 144 (ad BOI 28)
54. 145 (BOI 26)
62. 224 (n. 1216)
65. 261 (BOI 27)
66. 264 (BOI 25, n. 1228)
67. 273 (BOI 28)
96 f., no. K. 2 (n. 1208)
97. K. 3 (n. 1228)
97. K. 4 (n. 1228)
98. K. 7 (n. 1050)
98. K. 9 (BOI 23)
98. K. 11 (n. 1051)
99. K. 15 (n. 1053)
99. K. 16 (n. 1052)
99. K. 19 (BOI 22)
100. K. 22 (n. 1218)
100. K. 23 (BOI 24)
101. K. 25 (n. 1224)
101. K. 26 (n. 1224)
101. K. 28 (BOI 20)
109. M. 16 (BOI 18)
109 f., no. M. 18 (BOI 21)
117 (BOI 17)
132 (BOI 15)

Miscellaneous
Amandry–Amyx (1982), nos. 1 ff. (§411)
ASAA NS 63 (1985), 342 (introd. to Pt. I. 17 

(IOI) )
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BABesch 54 (1979), 77–90, no. 4 (n. 614)
Bailey (1970), no. 3 (ad NAU 1Oa)
BCH 21 (1897), 553 ff. (n. 188)

105 (1981), 564 f. (n. 216)
Bernand (1970), 708, no. 663 (ad IOD 6G with 

n. 648)
Boardman (1961a), 55 f., no. 6 (ad BOI 1 and 4 with

n. 54)
Boegehold (1984), 359 f. (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR)

with n. 118, introd. to Pt. I. 6 (COP) with n. 399)
von Bothmer (1985), 230 f. (§227)
Bottini et al. (1983), 458 (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR) )
Braun–Haevernick (1981)

62, cat. no. 290 (n. 1224)
62, cat. no. 297 (nn. 90, 1208)
62, cat. no. 298 (n. 1050)
64, cat. no. 355 (n. 1052)
65, cat. no. 363 (n. 1177)
65, cat. no. 367 (n. 1053)
65, cat. no. 376 (n. 1177)
66, cat. no. 379 (n. 1051)
66, cat. no. 389 (n. 1224)
67, cat. no. 402 (n. 1177)
67, cat. no. 405 (n. 1177)

EA 11 (1988), 171 ff. (n. 727)

Gardner (1888)
63. 722 (ad NAU 1Ba, §227)
63. 755 (n. 736)
64. 768 (NAU 2)
65. 779 (ad NAU 1Jk)
65. 780 (ad NAU 1Ba)
66. 801 (n. 504)
66. 808 (n. 674)
66. 819 (n. 819)

Graef–Langlotz (1925)
603 (ad COR 113d, §429)
1632 (n. 236)
2578 (PCO 6)

Hamdorf (1981), 199 nos. 19, 22, 23 (n. 974)
Hesperia 7 (1938)

239, no. A. O. 7 (n. 734)
240, no. A. O. 100 (n. 734)

Heydemann (1872), 599–601, no. 3352 (§457 with
n. 1141)

Hogarth–Lorimer–Edgar (1905)
116, no. 1 (n. 670)
116 f., no. 19 (n. 670)

IC i, p. 254, no. 9. 1 (n. 626)
ICS

121 (n. 771)

182 (n. 161)
217 (n. 717)

Jeffery (1962)
394, no. 4 (n. 400)
395, no. 19 (ad COR 128)

Jeffery (1964)
42, no. 20 (n. 645)

Kaibel (1878), no. 514 (n. 844)
Kunze (1950)

129, 213 (n. 756)
149 ff., 212 (nn. 144, 1039)
178, 213 (n. 552)

Schiering (1964), 169 ff. (n. 973)
Πρακτικ� (PAAH ), 1960, 230 (introd. to Pt. I. 8

(LAK) )
Rumpf (1927)

no. 72 (n. 575)
no. 111 (n. 531)

Schmalz (1980), 89, no. 354 (n. 813)
Trendall (1987)

84, no. 2. 128 (n. 304)
85, no. 2. 129 (n. 304)
261 f., no. 2. 1036 (n. 296)

Trendall–Cambitoglou (1982)
495, no. 18. 38, pl. 176 mid-left (n. 716)



Inventory numbers of pieces not contained in the
Catalogue are incomplete and may even be out of
date; for Attic vases see the Beazley nos. in Index 3;
‘inv. ?’ means that I have not been able to obtain a
number, ‘inv. —’ that there is probably none.

A, Mus.
2061 (COR 1A)
K 53 (AIG 3D)
K 64 (AIG 3C )
K 267 (COR 1)
inv. ? (AIG 3A, B, E, F )

A, A. Pierson Mus.
480 (COR 10)
2031 (COR 65)
3410. 2 (COR 69)

A

Akropolis Mus.
2578 (PCO 6)

Nat. Mus.
277 (COR 27)
337 (COR 49)
338 (COR 50)
341 (COR 7)
442 (BOI 19)
521 (COR 87)
992 (COR 25)
2226 (AIG 2)
9716 (BOI 14)
10425 (BOI 23)
10426 (BOI 16)
10466 (n. 90, §475)
10470 (BOI 20)
10522 (BOI 26)
10530. 326 (BOI 29)
10530. 327 (BOI 28)
10530. 338 (BOI 27)
10530.— (BOI 24)
12076 (EUB 2)
12128 (EUB 1)
12218 (BOI 4A)
16184 (EUB 2)
A 16464–16467 (COP App. 1)
Perachora 1555 (COR 9)
Perachora 1568 (COR 29)
Perachora 1598 (COR 11)
Perachora 1776 (COR 34)
Perachora 1842 (COR 35)
Perachora 2258 (COR 111)
Perachora 2267 (n. 400)
Perachora 2469 (COR 37)
Perachora 2529 (COR 22)
Perachora 2542 (COR 32)

Perachora 2552 (COR 31)
Perachora 3434 (COR 128)
inv. ? (BOI 25, PCO 3, ARG 1)
inv. — (COR 130, COR Gr 25, COR Gr 26(1) )
(?) (BOI 7C )

P. and A. Canellopoulos Mus.
384 (BOI 10)
392 (COR 13)
737 (BOI 2B)
941 (BOI 3)
1319 (COR 51)

B, Walters Art Gallery
48. 2032 (COR 103)
48. 2230 (COR 80)

B, Mus. Arch. 6207 (COR 97)

B

Antikenmus. und Sammlung Ludwig
BS 425 (nn. 133, 1023)
BS 451 (COR 45)
BS 453 (§413)
BS 498 (n. 899)
BS 1404 (COR 23)
BS 1941. 119 (n. 43)
Käppeli 417 (n. 980)
(on loan from a private owner) (PCH 1)

H. A. Cahn coll.
HC 300 (n. 719)
HC 921 (n. 1063)
HC 1006 (COR 72)
HC 1007 (CHA 6)
HC 1173 (COR 95)

(private) (COR 3)

B, Antikensammlung
1959. 1 (COR 119)
1984. 40 (n. 897)
A 42 (now inv. 31. 573) (lost) (AIG 1)
F 348 (COP 40)
F 349 (COP 71)
F 355 (COP 73I )
F 356 (COP 83)
F 368 (COP 47)
F 370 (COP 73H )
F 373 (COP 38A)
F 375 (COP 73B)
F 376 (COP 53)
F 377 (COP 73A)
F 378 (COP 57I )
F 383 (COP 33)
F 388 (COP 4)
F 389 (COP 73D)

F 390 (COP 16)
F 391 (COP 46)
F 392 (COP 31)
F 394 (COP 57D)
F 403 (COP 75)
F 405 (COP 75)
F 412 (COP 11)
F 414 (COP 43)
F 415 (COP 38A)
F 416 (COP 73C )
F 417 (COP 11)
F 418 (COP 73E )
F 419 (COP 33)
F 420 (COP 51A)
F 421 (COP 57D)
F 422 (COP 8)
F 423 (COP 38A)
F 424 (COP 32)
F 425 (COP 96)
F 429 (COP 32)
F 434 (COP 97B)
F 437 (COP 97A)
F 452 (n. 945)
F 453 (COP 1C )
F 454 (COP 3)
F 457 (COP 97F )
F 461 (COP 73O)
F 464 (COP 27)
F 467 (COP 57J )
F 468 (COP 7)
F 475 (COP 68)
F 476 (COP 3)
F 477 (COP 20)
F 479 (COP 20)
F 480 (COP 69B)
F 481 (COP 93)
F 482 (COP 81)
F 483 (COP 55)
F 484 (COP 69A)
F 485 (COP 44)
F 486 (COP 70)
F 487 (COP 6)
F 488 (COP 74)
F 492 (COP 74)
F 490 (COP 75)
F 495 (COP 2C )
F 496 (COP 42)
F 497 (COP 72)
F 500 (COP 13)
F 507 (COP 57G )
F 508 (COP 56)
F 511 (COP 41)
F 513 (COP 2C )
F 514 (COP 73G )
F 515 (COP 73G )
F 524 (COP 2A)

4. COLLECTIONS


Currently, the index is not linked to the text of this book.
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F 525 (COP 19)
F 527 (COP 72)
F 529 (COP 22)
F 530 (COP 12)
F 531 (COP 57C )
F 539 (COP 35)
F 544 (COP 92)
F 552 (COP 15)
F 554 (COP 39)
F 555 (COP 78)
F 557 (COP 48A)
F 558 (COP 12)
F 565 (COP 79)
F 567 (COP 54)
F 569 (COP 80)
F 582 (COP 39)
F 601 (COP 67)
F 608 (COP 84A)
F 609 (COP 83)
F 611 (COP 48B)
F 612 (COP 84B)
F 619 (COP 59)
F 627 (COP 81)
F 628 (COP 10)
F 629 (COP 64)
F 630 (COP 35)
F 662 (COP 86)
F 666 (COP 10)
F 667 (COP 29)
F 672 (COP 62)
F 683 (COP 63)
F 684 (COP 62)
F 694 (COP 2A)
F 701 (COP 51B)
F 706 (COP 51B)
F 709 (COP 88)
F 729 (COP 57G)
F 739 (COP 57G)
F 757 (COP 63)
F 764 (COP 77)
F 765 (COP 44)
F 770 (COP 62)
F 784 (COP 45)
F 803 (COP 29)
F 804 (COP 66)
F 805 (COP 95)
F 809 (COP 73N)
F 811 (COP 28)
F 822 (COP 63)
F 825 (COP 73F)
F 826 (COP 59)
F 828 (COP 37)
F 829 (COP 63)
F 830 (COP 82)
F 834 (COP 1A)
F 838 (COP 85)
F 840 (COP 73L)
F 842 (COP 57K)
F 844 (COP 14)
F 845 (COP 23)
F 846 (COP 18)
F 871 (n. 1245)
F 873 (COP 61)
F 882 (COP 25)
F 894 (n. 952)
F 900 (COP 90A)
F 908 (COP 8)
F 911 (COP 76)
F 912 (COP 58)
F 937 (COP 91)

F 938 (COP 90B)
F 939 (COP 60)
F 940 (COP 42)
F 941 (COP 52)
F 942 (COP 94)
F 943 (COP 81)
F 944 (COP 57A)
F 945 (COP 73M)
F 946 (COP 1B)
F 947 (COP 57B)
F 948 (COP 57F )
F 949 (COP 7)
F 950 (COP 1D)
F 951 (COP 87)
F 952 (COP 21)
F 953 (COP 73K )
F 954 (COP 57E )
F 955 (COP 9)
F 967 (COR 54)
F 1147 (PCO 4)
F 1652 (COR 101)
F 1655 (lost) (COR 66)
F 1657 (lost) (COR 85)
F 1727 (BOI 8)
F 1906 (n. 880)
F 2395 (n. 280)
F 3921 (COP 73J )
I 15 (COP 57M)
I 18 (COP 30)
I 33 (COP 57L)
I 37a (COP 97D)
I 39 (COP 50)
I 60 (COP 57H )
I 116 (COP 26)
I 117 (COP 17)
I 118 (COP 24)
I 119a (COP 97E )
I 121 (COP 58)
I 144 (COP 89)
I 155 (COP 50)
Samos 464x (LAK 5)
Samos 476x (LAK 5, IOD 7)
V. I. 3177 (COR 48)
V. I. 3182 (COR Gr 9)
V. I. 3363 (lost) (ETR 3)
V. I. 3395 (BOI 1A)
V. I. 4859 (BOI 9)
inv. — (COP 97C )
(see also NAU 1)

B, Arch. Seminar der Univ. 36 (COR 24A)

B, Blatter coll. (CHA 12)

B, Akademisches Kunstmus. der Univ.
1114. 2 (COR 38)
2042 (IOD 8)
2128 (BOI 2C )

B, Mus. of Fine Arts
98. 897 (BOI 1B)
98. 899 (BOI 30)
98. 900 (EUC 3)
99. 513 (BOI 4B)
99. 533 (BOI 21)
01. 8069 (BOI 17)
13. 115 (BOI 6E)
21. 21 (§457 with n. 1146)
61. 1073 (n. 130, ad COP 60)
(see also NAU 1)

B

Bibliothèque Royale
Feytmans p. 20 (COR 30)

Mus. Royaux
A 4 (COR 88)
A 135 (CHA 14)
A 1011 (COR 53)

C, Fitzwilliam Mus.
GR. 25. 1864 (formerly G 45) (CHA 18)
(see also NAU 1)

C, Mass., Harvard Univ., A. M. Sackler
Mus.
1960. 302 (COR Gr 13)

C, Mus. Comunale
inv. ? (CHA 7, CHA 26)

C
45579 (COR 84)
(?) (COR 90)

C, Mus. inv. ? (IOD 4A–C, IOD 5A–L, IOD
6A–L)

C

Nat. Mus.
13531 (COR 114)
inv. Chr. VIII 496 (CHA 27)

Ny Carlsberg Glyptoteket 3417 (DOC 1)

C, Arch. Mus.
C-26-3 (formerly T-132) (COR 26)
C-31-548 (COR Gr 23)
C-50-164 (COR 94)
C-54-1 (COR 17)
C-63-152 (COP 9)
C-63-181 (COP 57G)
C-63-199 (COP 57G)
C-63-203 (COP 67)
C-63-225 (COP 57G)
C-63-250 (COP 67)
C-63-251 (COP 67)
C-64-226 (COR 124A–B)
C-65-38 (COR 122)
C-65-464 (COR 125)
C-65-471 (COR Gr 2)
C-65-519 (COR 55)
C-68-215 (COR 108)
C-70-352 (COR 127)
C-71-321 (COR 8)
C-72-149 (COR 93)
C-73-50 (ad PCO 4)
CP-881 (ad COR 131 with n. 394)
CP-988 (COR 21)
KN-8 (COP 34)
KP-158 (COR 126)
Ph-p-228 (COR 118)
T-1384 (COR 56)
(lost?) (COR 5)

D, Arch. Mus.
B. 7585 (IOI 1)
B. 7605 (IOI 6)

D, Arch. Mus.
4050 (COR 20)
inv. — (COR 91)
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D, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Albertinum
ZV 1604 (COR 105)

D, University College, Classical Mus. (see
NAU 1)

D, Otago Mus. E 60. 13 (COR 52)

E, Mus. 7284 (EUB 3)

E, Institut für Klassische Arch. I 534a
(COR 64A)

F, coll. Costantini (COR 83)

F, Mus. Arch. Etr.
3755 (COR 100)
3766 (COR 117)
4198 (COR 92)
4210 (formerly 1784) (CHA 5)

G (private) (COR 96B)

G  C, Mus. Arch. (DOC 7)

H, Antikenmus. des Arch. Inst. der Univ.
Z 1 (BOI 2D)

I, Mus. di Lacco Ameno
166780 (EUC 2)
inv. ? (EUC 1)

I, Mus.
inv. IP 1116 (COR 109)
inv. IP 1300 (COR 109)
2807 (n. 1297)

I, Arch. Mus.
inv. ? (PCO 5, COR 39, IOD 1, IOD 2, IOD 3)

K, Mus. inv. ? (DOH 2)

K
A 1086 (§433)
inv. ? (COR 106)

K, E. Peters coll. (ex Solothurn, R.
Schmidt coll.)
(BOI 4C )

K, Mus.
71-659 (LAK 1)
inv. ? (LAK 8)

L, Rijksmus. van Oudheden
PC 28 (formerly 1626) (CHA 1)

L, Antikenmus. der Univ.
T 307 (lost) (COR 96A)
T 4849 (COR 107)
inv. — (lost) (LAK 7)

L, Nat. Mus. & Galleries on Merseyside,
Liverpool Mus. 49. 50. 3 (COR 16)

L

British Mus.
1772. 3–20. 6 (COR 104)
1843. 7–24. 1 (CHA 9)
1860. 4–4. 1 (DOH 1)

1865. 7–22. 15 (formerly 474) (CHA 13)
1865. 12–13. 1 (COR 18)
1873. 2–8. 2 (BOI 7B)
1884. 8–4. 8 (COR 112)
1888. 6–1. 456 (n. 673)
1888. 6–1. 531 (NAU 2)
1893. 3–3. 1 (BOI 22)
1924. 12–1. 707 (n. 664)
1924. 12–1. 793 (NAU 1Lj )
B 39 (n. 374)
E 256 (ad COR 92i )
E 440 (ad COR 28Ac)
(see also NAU 1)

University College
(see ad NAU 1Oa)

Lost (BOI 5A, AIG 1, COR 4, COR 5?, COR 6,
COR 66, COR 67, COR 85, COR 96A, LAK 7,
CHA 4, CHA 17, ETR 3, ACC 2)

M (private) (?) (COR 58)

M, J. Paul Getty Museum
76. AE. 92 (COR 116)
79. AE. 76. 3 (COR 123)
83. AE. 362 (ad COR 70l with n. 299, §213, 

n. 1097)
84. AC. 11 (ad COR 123 with n. 389, nn. 746, 756)
84. AE. 29 (COR 83bis)
L. 87. AE. 120. 2 (n. 716)
L. 88. AE. 56 (CHA 3A)

Market
(Basle) (COR 99)
(Rome) (COR 59, COR 76)
(Zurich) (COR 64B; COR 114A, COR 115A)
(INC 2)

M H, Antiquarium 7014 (DOC 3)

M, Nat. Gallery of Victoria 1643. 4 
(CHA 8)

M, Mus. Arch. Naz. (Antiquarium
Statale)
19746 and 19743 (ACC 1A–B)
30099 (COR 73)

M, State Historical Mus. 97998. 167 (IOD 9)

M, Staatliche Antikensammlung
SH 327 (COR 33)
SH 346 (n. 140)
SH 592 (CHA 20)
SH 596 (CHA 10)
SH 834 (inv. 6009) (ACC 4)
SH 838 (n. 1063)
inv. 6568 (lost) (COR 67)

N, Mus. Naz.
inv. 80996 (COR 68)
inv. 81947 (3253) (n. 716)
inv. ? (CHA 19)
inv. — (COR 129)

N, Mus.
inv. ? (IOI 3, IOI 4)
(?) (IOI 5)

N Y, Metropolitan Mus. of Art
06. 1116 (DOH 3)
27. 116 (COR 24)
60. 11. 5 (COR 86)
74. 51. 364 (COR Gr 15)
74. 51. 433 (ad COR Gr 15)

O, Kurashiki Ninagawa Mus. (COR 79A)

O, Mus.
K 2121 (LAK 2)
inv. — (ELI 1–5)

O, Ashmolean Mus.
1912. 33 (COR 41)
1956. 314 (ad BOI 1 and 4 with n. 54)
1965. 99 (COR 64)
G. 249 (V 262) (BOI 18)
(see also NAU 1)

P

Banco di Sicilia, Collezione Mormino
755 (COR 42)
2239 (DOC 5)

Mus. Arch. Reg. N. I. 1693 (DOC 4)

P (Thessaloniki), coll. S. Andreadis (COR
24B)

P

Cabinet des Médailles
189 (4899) (2707) (LAK 3)
202 (CHA 2)
203 (CHA 3)
913 (ETR 1)
914 (ETR 2)
1648 (Fröhner VI 400) (COR 46A–B)

Louvre
CA 128 (BOI 2A)
CA 638 (BOI 6C)
CA 809 (COR 47)
CA 925 (BOI 13)
CA 938 (BOI 6B)
CA 1266 (L 37) (COR 50A)
CA 1634 (BOI 6D)
CA 3004 (COR 19)
CA 7305 (CHA 6)
Cp 10226 (Fgmt Cp 321) (CAE 1)
Cp 10488 (COR 81A–B)
Cp 12434 (formerly S-1845) (COR 110)
E 415 (inv. S 1151) (PCO 1)
E 609 (CA 298) (COR 57)
E 621 (COR 115)
E 632 (COR 40)
E 635 (COR 12)
E 636 (COR 61)
E 637 (COR 71)
E 638 (COR 70)
E 638bis (COR 44)
E 639 (COR 98)
E 640 (COR 113)
E 642 (COR 78)
E 643 (COR 77)
E 645 (COR 62)
E 648 (COR 89)
E 732 (IOI 2)
F 18 (CHA 11)
F 66 (COR 121)
G 109 (§429)



 . 

L 4 (CA 70) (BOI 6A)
MNB 501 (BOI 7A)
MNB 2856 (COP 38B)
MNB 2858 (COP 65)
MNC 206 (COP 36)
MNC 208 (COP 5)
MNC 209 (COP 2B)
MNC 210 (COP 49)
MNC 211 (COP 67)
MNC 212 (COP 41)
MNC 216 (COP 90C)
MNC 332 (COR 131)
MNC 333 (ad COR 131)
MNC 669 (COR Gr 6)
MNC 743 (BOI 15)
ODF 53 (n. 17)

P, Mus. inv. ? (DOC 6)

R, Univ., Ure Mus.
38. iv. 9 (BOI 12)
(see also NAU 1)

R C, Mus. Naz.
1027/8 (CHA 21)
1039 (CHA 29)
1169 (CHA 16)
11723 (n. 575)
14777 A–C (CHA 25, 24, 23)

R, Arch. Mus. 15373 (LAK 4)

R

Mus. Capitolini, Palazzo dei Conservatori 172
(INC 1)

Mus. Etrusco di Villa Giulia
22679 (PCO 2)
50410 (n. 531)
(?) (COR 28A)
Alibrandi coll. (formerly) (COR 59)

R, V, Mus. Gregoriano Etrusco
126 (ad PCO 5, n. 348)
16. 438 (COR 102)
16. 439 (COR 60)
35617 (coll. Astarita 653) (COR 82)
35525 (coll. Astarita 565) (COR 74)

S, Mus. provinciale inv. ? (ACC 3)

S

Heraion
K 4126 (COR 44A)
(magazine) inv. — (LAK 9)

Pythagoreion K 176 (LAK 6)

S, Mus. Nat. de Céramique 3114 (ETR 4)

S, Arch. Mus. inv. — (IOD 10)

S (or V?) (COR 36)

S, Medelhavsmuseet
1958. 12 (COR 83ter)

S P, Hermitage Mus.
inv. 1718 (ad COR 24Ba)

S, St. 16028bis (COR 75)

S , Mus. Arch. Regionale ‘P. Orsi’
inv. — (CHA 22)
(?) (DOC 2)

T, Mus. Arch. Naz. 52846 (COR 79)

T, Mus.
inv. ? (DOI 1)

U (MS), The Univ. of Mississippi, Univ.
Museums
1977. 3. 35 (COR 14)

V (Ithaki), Mus.
(?) (COR 36)
224 (ITH 3)
232 (ITH 1)
292 (ITH 2)

V, Kunsthistorisches Mus.
3614 (ad COR 106a with n. 363)
IV 1864 (BOI 5B)
IV 3473 (COR 15)
IV 3546 (COR 63)

Wã, Arch. Mus. (lost) (COR 6)

W, Martin von Wagner Mus. der Univ.
84 (n. 690)
H 4885 and 4886 (BOI 11A–B)
L 160 (CHA 15)
L 164 (CHA 28)
L 455 (PCH 2)



The order below is roughly from west to east.
Unknown provenances are not recorded.

I (PCO 1, COR 24, 44 (?), 83ter (?), 105, LAK
7 (?), CHA 8)

Campania
Capua (COR 68 (?), 104)
Cumae (COR 69, 129, CHA 19)
Ischia (EUC 1, 2)
Nola (COR 68 (?), CHA 27, ACC 4)

Etruria (COR 121)
Caere (INC 1, PCO 4, COR 12, 15, 40, 59–63,

66, 70, 71, 76 (?), 77, 78, 84, 89, 90, 92, 98, 101,
102, 107, 110, 113, 115, CHA 9, 11, IOI 2, 
CAE 1)

Chiusi (CHA 5)
near Tarquinia (? COR 76)
Veii (PCO 2)
Vulci (COR 28A, 85, 103, LAK 3, CHA 1–3, 4,

10, 13–15, 18, 20, 28, PCH 1, 2, ETR 1–4)

M G

Southern Italy
Fratte di Salerno (ACC 3)
Grottaglie near Taranto (DOC 1)
Heraclea Lucana (DOC 6)
Megara Hyblaia (DOC 3)
Metapontion (COR 73, ACC 1A, B, 2)
Monte Sannace, Gioia del Colle (COR 97, 

DOC 7)
Reggio Calabria (CHA 16, 21, 23, 24, 25, 29)
Sybaris (COR 75)
Taranto (COR 79)

Sicily (? COR 24A)
Catania (CHA 7, 26)
Erbessos (DOC 2)

Gela (COR 96A)
Leontinoi (CHA 22)
Montagna di Marzo (DOC 2)
Selinus (COR 38, DOC 4, 5)

G (BOI 1A, 4C, 5A, 6D, COR 10, 16, 30)

Attica (? BOI 6D)
Athens (PCO 6)
Kouvara (COR 19)

Boiotia (BOI 4A–B, 6B, 9, 13, COR 50A)
Kabirion near Thebes (BOI 12, 16, 20, 23–9)
Koroneia (? BOI 2B)
Mt. Mavrovouni (BOI 7C)
Tanagra (BOI 7A, 8)
Thebes (BOI 1B, 2A, 4A (?), C (?), 5B, 6A, C,

COR 47, 48, COR Gr 9)
Thespiai (BOI 7B)
Vratsi (BOI 11)

Elis
Olympia (LAK 2, ELI 1–5)

Ionian islands
Ithaka (COR 36, ITH 1–3)

Lokris
Delphi (COR 20, 91)
Exarchos (BOI 19)

North
Neapolis (COR 106)
Sane on Chalkidike (COR 24B)

Northern Peloponnese
Argos (COR 130)
Corinth (COR 5, 8, 1, 18, 21, 25, 26, 54–6, 88,

93, 94, 108, 122, 124A, B, 125–7, 131, COR Gr
2, 6, 15, 23, COP (all) )

Heraion near Argos (PCO 3, ARG 1)

Isthmia (COR 109)
Kleonai (COR 27)
Loutraki near Corinth (COR 87)
(Mertese) near Corinth (COR 33)
Perachora (COR 9, 11, 22, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37,

111, 128, COR Gr 25, 26(1) )
Phleious (COR 118)

Southern Peloponnese
Amyklai (introd. to Pt. I. 8, LAK)

A I
Aigina (AIG 1–3, COR 1, 1A, 6)
Chios (IOD 4A–C, 5A–L, 6)
Delos (IOI 1, 6)
Euboia, Eretria (EUB 1–3, COR 53)
Karystos (?) (COR 7)
Kalydna (-mna) (DOH 2)
Lemnos (Kabirion) (introd. to Pt. I. 17, IOI)
Naxos (IOI 3–5)
Paros (introd. to Pt. I. 17, IOI)
Rhodes (COR 65, LAK 4, DOH 1, 3?)
Samos (COR 44A, LAK 5, 6, 9, IOD 7)
Samothrake (COR 4)
Thera (DOI 1)

B S
Apollonia Pontica (IOD 10)
Kepoi (IOD 9)

A M
Old Smyrna (PCO 5, COR 39, IOD 1–3)
Klazomenai (Urla) (IOD 8)

A
Kyrene (LAK 1, 8)
Naukratis (COR 41, NAU 1A–O, 2)

5. PROVENANCES OF NAGVI


Currently, the index is not linked to the text of this book.



The symbol ° indicates that the content rather than
a single word or name is the point of interest. Names
of authors (unlike those of other Greeks) and works
are cited in their Latin, rarely their English, form.

Aeschylus (n. 553)
Ag. 870 (§233)
Pers. 26 (ad COR 7a), 989 (§206)
Sept. 569 (ad COR 66f/r) (see also §429)

Aethiopis (Aithiopis), Procl. Chr. (ad COR 12f, §457),
test. 8 PEG = 3 EGF (n. 1139)
(see also §§448 f., 454, 456 with n. 1136, 503, n. 1260)

Alcaeus (L–P) (see also Incertus auctor), fr. 42. 2 
(n. 223), fr. 42. 9° (§§248, 433), fr. 58. 21 (§248),
fr. 129. 21 (ad COP 62a), fr. 429 (ad COP 62a)

Alciphro 3. 35 (n. 497)
Alcman (PMG), fr. 1. 1 (n. 1054), fr. 1. 19° (ad 

COR 106a, §408), fr. 2 (n. 1054), fr. 3. 64 (n. 1195),
fr. 25° (§468), fr. 41 (§407), fr. 71° (§444), fr. 80.
1 (ad CHA 1i), ? fr. adesp. 1011a (§251)
(see also nn. 928, 1315)

Alexis, Κρ�τεια 	 Φαρµακοπ�λης (n. 1204)
Amphiaraou exelasia (§425)
Anacreon (see also §259)

fr. 359 PMG (ad COR 82d )
Anaximander (ad NAU 1)
Antipho Sophista fr. 15 (ad COP 18b)
Antoninus Liberalis (ad COR 87 f )
Apollodorus

1. 2. 4 (§248), 1. 2. 7 (§§415, 433, 457), 1. 6. 2° (ad
COR 61, §404), 1. 7. 7 (n. 149), 1. 8. 2 f.° (§§425,
473), 1. 9. 1 (ad COR 66l), 1. 9. 4 (n. 1036), 1. 9.
8 f.° (§425), 1. 9. 10 (n. 436, §425), 1. 9. 12 (n. 1075),
1. 9. 13 (n. 436), 1. 9. 14 (§425, n. 1066), 1. 9. 16°
(ad COR 66l, n. 1024, §§425, 471, 473)
2. 1. 3 (n. 1086), 2. 1. 5° (§462), 2. 4. 5 (§469), 2.
4. 7 (n. 1036) 2. 4. 11 (n. 1099), 2. 5. 2° (n. 139,
§411), 2. 5. 4° (§412), 2. 5. 9° (§413), 2. 5. 11°
(§415), 2. 6. 1° (§416), 2. 6. 2° (nn. 1031, 1095),
2. 7. 4° (§440), 2. 7. 7° (§421)
3. 1. 4 (n. 557), 3. 5. 8° (§429), 3. 6. 1 (§427), 3.
6. 3 (ad COR 81Ah), 3. 6. 5° (§429), 3. 6. 8° (ad
COR 81Ah, §§425, 429), 3. 9. 2° (§§425, 427), 3.
10. 3 f.° (§425), 3. 10. 4 (§425), 3. 10. 6 (§424, 
n. 1074), 3. 10. 7° (n. 1105), 3. 11. 2° (§438), 3.
12. 5 (n. 1099, §§442, 456), 3. 12. 7 (n. 1099), 3.
15. 5 (n. 436), 3. 15. 7 (n. 1099)
Epit. 3. 8° (§462), 3. 31° (§441), 5. 9° (n. 1096),
5. 21° (ad COR 74i, §441), 5. 21 f.° (§459)
(see also ad COR 77b, nn. 441, 1156)

Apollonius Rhodius
1. 19 (ad COR 66l), 1. 65° (§425), 1. 86 f.° (§425),
1. 736° (ad CHA 28b), 1. 936–1011° (§418), 1. 987
(Σ )° (n. 1043), 1. 989–91 (Σ)° (n. 1043), 1.
936–949 (Σ )° (n. 1043), 1. 1177 (ad COR 70e)
2. 159 (Σ) (ad COR 33e)
(see also nn. 478, 553)

Aratus (n. 478)
Archilochus (IEG) fr. 119 (ad COP 62a), fr. 286 and

288° (§419)
Arctinus, see Aethiopis, Iliupersis
Arion (n. 928, §§506, 508)
Aristocrates Lacedaemonius fr. 6 FGrH (n. 1032)
Aristophanes

Av. 552 (n. 423), 1226 (n. 482)
Eccl. 43 (n. 216)
Lys. 155 with Σ° (n. 1159), 472 (ad COP 11)
Nub. 409 (ad COP 62a)
Pax 145 and 165 (ad COP 85), 640 (ad DOH 
3a)
Plut. 810 f. (ad COR 17b)
Ran. 200 (ad COP 62a), 1343 (n. 216)
Vesp. 714 with Σ° (n. 1159), 768 (ad COR 33d ),
1191 (ad COP 62a)

Aristotle
HA 530a. 12 (§468)
fr. 637 Rose (n. 783)

Athenaeus (see also Sosibius), 11. 495c° (ad COR 17),
11. 783 f ° (n. 179), 13. 573c–e° (n. 1200)
(see also n. 184)

Bacchylides
Dith. 15 (§441), 15. 48 (n. 97)
Ep. 5. 117 (n. 97)

Balbilla, SEG 8. 716. 9 (ad CHA 1i )

Callimachus
Epigr. 6. 3° (ad COR 12 f )
Hymn. 3. 265 (ad COR 57i )
fr. 23. 4 (ad CHA 1i ), fr. 67 (ad CHA 11c), fr.
202. 28 and 33 (n. 191)

Catullus 56. 5–7° (§310)
Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi 21 (n. 326)
Cleobulus Rhodius (§206)
Cleophylus, see Oichalias Halosis
Corinna (PMG) fr. 654a. iii. 38 (ad COR 57i ), 

fr. 655. 1. 14 (ad COR 57i ), fr. 662. 2 (ad COR
57i)

Cypria (Kypria)
fr. 2 PEG and EGF (§433), fr. 3 PEG and EGF
(§248), fr. 11° PEG = 9 EGF (§438), fr. 13 PEG
(n. 1106), fr. 30° PEG = 20 EGF (§§254, 462), fr.
31° PEG = 23 EGF (§459), fr. 34 PEG = 27
EGF (§503)
Procl. Chr. (§§437, 439 with n. 1101, 640, 641, 642,
n. 1266)
(see also §506)

Democritus fr. 19 (ad INC 1, n. 717)
Dickens, Ch., Oliver Twist, ch. 15 (n. 444)
Dictys 3. 7° (§456)
Diodorus Siculus 1. 61. 3 (n. 557), 4. 37. 5 (n. 1032),

4. 41. 3 (ad COR 66l), 4. 67. 7 (Σ ) (§425)
Diogenes Laertius 1. 82 ff. (n. 436), 1. 93 (§206)

EM (§248, n. 1107)
Enn. ann. 37 (§459)
Epicharmus (CGF ) fr. 21 (ad CHA 1i ), fr. 42° (n.

1237), fr. 61 (ad COR 115A), fr. 71. 3 (ad COR
17b), fr. 81 (n. 921), fr. 124 (ad COR 115A), 
fr. 148 (ad DOH 3a, n. 1237), fr. 188 (n. 311)

Eratosthenes fr. 33 Coll. Alex. (ad COR 50A)
Eumelus

fr. 3 PEG = 2A EGF (§ 701 with n. 1252), fr. 8
PEG = 12 EGF (§ 701 with n. 1252)
fr. 696 PMG (ad COR 36a, §508)
(see also n. 928)

Euphorio (ad COP 1A with n. 405)
(Eupolis) Helotes 149 PCG (n. 921)
Euripides

Andr. 629 f.° with Σ° (n. 1159)
Bacch. 160 f. (n. 196)
Heracl. 82 (n. 478)
Hipp. 545 (Σ ) (n. 1032)
Med. 83 (ad COP 91), 679 (ad COP 62a)
Or. 1287 (with Σ )° (§459), 1478 (n. 1001)
Phoen. 53 (with Σ )° (§429), 791 (ad COR 17b)
(see also §421)

Heraclitus A 14° (§424)
Herodianus Grammaticus iii/2, p. 917 (Lentz) 

(n. 921)
Herodotus

1. 8. 2 (ad CHA 1i ), 1. 21. 2 (ad COR 19h), 1.
27. 2 (n. 436), 1. 57. 1° (n. 1043), 1. 71. 4 (ad DOH
3), 1. 82. 8 (ad COR 17b), 1. 170. 3 (n. 436), 1.
171. 2 f. and 173. 2 (n. 554), 1. 179. 1 (n. 423),
1. 180. 2 and 186. 2 (n. 423)
2. 38. 3° (ad DOH 3a), 2. 69. 2 (ad CHA 1i ), 2.
100. 4 (ad COR 17b), 2. 162. 5 (ad CHA 1i )
3. 15. 3 (ad COR 17b), 3. 122. 2 (n. 554), 3. 153.
1 (ad COR 17b)
4. 164. 3 (n. 423)
5. 88. 2 f.° (n. 95)
7. 6. 4 (n. 164), 7. 167 (ad PCH 1a) 7. 170. 1 and
171. 1 (n. 554)
9. 34. 2 (n. 436), 9. 92. 2 and 95 (n. 295)
(see also nn. 449 and 478, ad LAK 3g, IOI 2h,
§233)

Hesiodus
Op. 68 (§253), 528 (n. 311), 650–60° (n. 1252),
656 ff.° (§303), 716 (§206)
Scut. 57 ff.° (n. 1046), 77° (n. 139), 201–6° (ad
COR 36), 272 ff.° (§476), 323° (n. 139)
Th. 77 (ad COR 17a), 77–9° (ad COR 28Ac),
233–8° (§408), 237 (ad COR 106a), 240–2° (§415),
243 (§246), 243 ff. (§236), 245 (§§433, 457 with 
n. 1156), 249 (§433), 252 f. (§457), 252–4°
(n. 1092), 255 (§233), 267 (§§424, 433), 270 ff. 
(n. 856), 274–6 (§469), 287 (§233), 287 ff.°
(§414), 309 (§§233, 414), 313–18° (§§411, 506, 509),
318 (nn. 1038, 1268), 327 (§414), 339° (n. 643),
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.      

340 (n. 548), 349 ff. (§236), 527 (nn. 1038, 1268),
820 ff.° (§404), 913 (n. 835), 922° (n. 1047), 930°
(§405), 931 (§246), 948 (n. 553), 952° (§421 with
n. 1047), 982 (§§233, 414), 986 f.° (§423), 1008 
(n. 1172)
fr. (M–W) 23a. 31° (§424), fr. 25. 17 ff.° (§419),
fr. 25. 34 (ad COR 66f/r), fr. 26. 27–31° (ad COR
12, §416), fr. 37. 5, 9, 13 (n. 436), fr. 40° (n. 892),
fr. 42 (§248), fr. 42° (§435), fr. 58. 9 (n. 1036), fr.
62° (§425), fr. 66. 4 (§253), fr. 87 (n. 294), fr. 123.
2° (n. 1013), fr. 123. 3 (n. 196), fr. 135. 6 (ad 
COR 101c), fr. 137 (ad COR Gr 26(1) ), fr. 139
(ad COR 70m), fr. 145. 10 (n. 553), fr. 145. 15 
(n. 554), fr. 151° (§424), fr. 176° (§424), fr. 193.
3 (n. 1003), fr. 197. 6 (ad COR 66f/r), fr. 204. 57
(n. 553), fr. 204. 87–9° (§248 with n. 892), fr. 210°
(§433), fr. 241° (n. 643), fr. 254° (§424), fr. 297°
(§462), fr. 307° (n. 1299), fr. 343. 12 (§246)
(see also n. 201, ad COR 24Ba, COP 25, §223, 
n. 983, §§414, 457, n. 1252, §§506, 508)

Hesychius (ad BOI 12, nn. 138, 179, ad COR 19f,
n. 217, ad COR 40b, 64b, 68a, 92g, 124Ac, COP
63a, COP App. 1Ac, n. 494, ad LAK 3f, 7, CHA
1i, 3c, DOC 3, n. 907, §408 [bis], n. 1017, §433)

Hippocraticum Corpus (ad CHA 1i)
Homer, see Iliad, Odyssey, Thebais, Hymni

(see also ad AIG 3E, n. 117, ad COR 7a, 66f/r,
70l, n. 326, ad COR 82d, n. 342, ad COP 1D, 6,
18b, 85, ITH 1, CHA 4g–h, 11c, PCH 1a, NAU
1Oa, §§209, 211, 224, 228, 253, 259, 307, nn. 983,
1002, §§416, 418, 425, n. 1156, §§501 ff.)

Homeri vita vii. 2 and 10 (n. 326)
Hyginus Fab. 67° (§429), 181 (ad COR 111b), 273°

(n. 1068)
Hymni Homerici

h. Apoll. 201 (n. 199), 206 (n. 199), 393 (ad CHA
11b)
h. Bacch. 16 (§206)
h. Cer. 241 (n. 995), 276 (n. 412), 327 (n. 34), 425
(n. 199)
h. Merc. 480 f. (ad COR 19h)
h. Ven. 118–20 (n. 199), 263° (n. 983)
h. Hom. 10. 5 (§303)
(see also n. 34, §303)

Ibycus fr. 286. 8 f.° PMG (§424), fr. 296° PMG
(§459), fr. S 176. 18 SLG (n. 839)
(see also §§233, 259, 504)

Iliad
1. 255 (§256), 264 (§473), 333 (n. 57), 423 (§233),
472 f. (n. 1299), 488 (n. 57), 597 (n. 57)
2. 50 (n. 57), 105 (n. 57), 107 (n. 57), 219 (ad 
COR 19i), 224 (n. 57), 494–5 (Σ ) (§425), 495 (ad
LAK 3a), 517 (§233), 552 (n. 556, ad IOI 2c), 561
(§233), 595 (ad NAU 1), 596 (ad COR 12d ), 621
(ad COR 12d), 626 (n. 993), 701 f.° (§462), 704–6°
(§425), 715 (§425), 730 (ad COR 12d ), 763–7°
(§462), 768 f.° (n. 1135), 768–70° (n. 1111), 813
(n. 1107), 817 (ad COR 27a, §256), 839 (n. 830),
848 (§§442, 448), 851–5° (n. 643), 858 (ad NAU
1), 867–75 (§441)
3. 3–7° (§423), 17° (§448), 189 (ad COR 4c),
205–24° (§441), 237 (§472), 243 f.° (§438), 288
(§256), 348 (n. 170), 428 ff.° (§444)
4. 87 (§456), 219 (§248), 228 (n. 481, ad CHA 1e),
276 (n. 129), 296 (n. 436), 384° (§429), 390 f.°
(§429), 499° (n. 1109)
5. 4 (n. 170), 55 (n. 235), 69–71° (n. 1109), 70 
(n. 857), 112° (§456), 190 (§233), 253 (ad DOH
2), 290–318° (§443), 295 (n. 170), 319° (§443), 325
(n. 740, §§462, 471), 385 (n. 639), 390 (§245), 392

(Σ) (n. 1032), 401 (n. 1299), 678 (ad NAU 1), 695
(n. 514), 842 (§232), 847 (§232), 899 f. (n. 1299)
6° (§444), 6. 98 f.° (n. 1135), 119 (§448), 144 ff.°
(§456), 169° (n. 1180), 206 (§462), 222 f.° (§429),
230 (n. 412), 244 ff.° (n. 1109), 289 (n. 167), 298
(n. 857), 302 (n. 857), 337 f.° (§444), 343–58°
(§444), 352° (§456), 467 (n. 201), 523° (§456)
7. 5 (ad CHA 23a), 10 (§433), 11 (§233), 14 (ad
COR 64Ba), 44 (n. 202), 220 (ad CHA 3c),
258–72° (ad COR 10), 259 (n. 170), 303 f. (n. 58),
469 (ad COR 24Ba)
8. 122 (n. 170), 185 (§§439, 442, 444, 462, n. 1285),
216 (§256), 305 (n. 297), 314 (n. 170), 318 f.° (ad
COR 68h), 363 (ad IOI 2c), 409 (ad LAK 7), 424
(n. 993), 428 (n. 993), 438 (§210)
9. 142 (n. 164), 147 (§233), 170 (§445), 172 (ad
COR 66f/r), 186–9° (n. 892), 284 (n. 164), 409
(n. 412), 529–99° (§425), 562 (n. 836), 563 (ad
COR 17a, n. 836), 664–8° (n. 1128), 667 (§476)
10° (ad CHA 3A, §§446, 446A), 10. 226 (n. 311),
235 (n. 740), 242 (n. 740), 314 ff.° (ad COR
117b), 435 (n. 548, §233), 448 (§303), 474 (n. 548),
519 (n. 548)
11. 59 (ad COR 67d, CHA 3g), 91 (n. 740), 95 (n.
1006), 101 f.° (n. 1109), 117 (ad COR 17b), 122
ff.° (§§444, 462), 138–42° (§441), 224 (n. 857), 308
(n. 129), 369 ff.° (§§448, 456), 376 ff.° (§456),
380–3° (n. 1136), 384–95° (n. 1136), 426 (n. 869,
§462), 431 (n. 869), 450 (n. 869), 489 f.° (n.
1109), 505 ff.° (§456), 581 ff.° (§456), 672 (§233),
831 f.° (§248), 838 (n. 164)
12. 20 (n. 548), 23 (n. 1148), 140 (ad COR
81Ag), 183 (n. 1070), 189 (§444), 191 (nn. 357,
833), 329–32° (§462), 394 (ad COR 12f, n. 289)
13. 23 (Σ) (§468), 27 (ad COR 101a), 173 (§442,
n. 1109), 184 (n. 991), 363 (§233), 374 (§233), 404
(n. 991), 411 f. (n. 869), 450 (n. 553), 460 f.° (§459),
503 (n. 991), 541 (§245), 562 (n. 170), 624 f.
(§258), 661 (n. 514), 681 (§462), 698 (§425), 772
(§233), 791 (§441), 795 f.° (§424)
14. 114° (§429), 322 (n. 554), 333 (n. 164),
402–32° (§447), 403 (n. 170), 489–505° (ad COR
74k, §441
15. 8 (n. 420), 57 (n. 420), 158 (n. 420), 158 f.°
(§303), 226 (ad COR 17b with n. 170), 329 (ad
LAK 3a), 332 (§471), 341 (§448), 452 (n. 170), 464
(n. 170), 532 (ad COR 104b), 636–52° (§462)
16. 130 ff.° (ad COR 3), 143 f. (§248), 149 f. (ad
COR 89e, §462), 197 (§448), 203 (§233), 269 (n.
740), 278 f. (§448), 287 ff. (§442), 289 f.° (§448),
319 (ad NAU 1), 321 ff.° (ad COR 35), 330–4°
(§448), 345 (ad COR 68a), 348 (n. 170), 415 (ad
COR 68a), 416 (ad NAU 1), 492–501° (§448), 502
f.° (§448), 535 (§448), 581 (n. 740), 610 (n. 991),
621 f. (n. 993), 737 f.° (§456), 738° (n. 1109), 739
(n. 1006)
17. 29 f. (nn. 993, 999), 44 (n. 170), 59° (§449),
70 (§449), 166 f. (n. 993), 216 (§471), 230 (n. 170),
288 ff.° (§456), 305 (n. 991), 323 (§232), 333 f.
(§407), 348 f. (n. 869), 378 ff.° (ad COR 35),
426–8° (§454), 426–55° (n. 1101), 437–9°
(§454), 467 (§448), 475 (§448), 481 (§448), 500
(§448), 501 (§448), 526 (n. 991), 699 (ad COR 7b),
752–4° (n. 1112)
18. 39 (§457), 40 (§433), 41 (§§433, 457), 44
(§433), 48 (ad COR 77d, §457), 57 (Σ) (§435), 70
ff.° (n. 1129), 117–21° (§421), 460 (n. 167), 569
(n. 201), 592 (ad CHA 11c), 604–6° (ad COR 17b)
19. 1–23° (§451), 162 f. (n. 991), 169 (n. 170), 230
(ad COR 76e), 282–300° (§451), 309–13° (§451),
345 (n. 740), 352–6° (n. 1129), 390 f. (§248),

395–7° (§454), 400 (ad COR 89e, §462), 408–17°
(n. 1101)
20. 61 (§233), 67 (n. 420), 67 f. (§407), 69 (§407
with n. 993), 73 (n. 993), 75 (nn. 167, 993), 76
(n. 993), 147 (ad COR 101a), 183 (nn. 167, 173),
223–9° (n. 1058), 230–5° (§436), 307 f.° (§459),
337–9° (n. 1111), 407–18° (§471), 426 (n. 514),
460 (n. 436), 489 (n. 170)
21. 41 (ad COR 24Ba), 96 (n. 514), 179 (§462),
216 (n. 202), 331 f. (n. 993), 477 (n. 993), 516 
(n. 173)
22. 100 (n. 960), 226 ff.° (n. 256), 274 (n. 991),
484 (n. 201), 492 (n. 201), 499 (n. 201)
23. 116 (§407), 136 f. (n. 1138), 137 (n. 740), 259°
(§425), 287 ff.° (n. 1080), 288 ff.° (§462), 295
(§462), 337 (n. 170), 346 (ad COR 57i, §462), 375
(ad COR 21), 407–9° (n. 1100), 489 (n. 412), 542
(n. 412), 556 (n. 514), 629 ff.° (n. 1080), 636 (§425),
637 (n. 1191), 653 ff.° (n. 1080), 686 (n. 991), 700
ff.° (n. 1080), 740 ff.° (n. 1080), 748 (n. 740), 758
(ad COR 21), 802 ff.° (n. 1080), 824 f. (n. 58), 826
ff.° (n. 1080), 850 ff.° (n. 1080), 865 (n. 173), 884
ff.° (n. 1080)
24. 4 (n. 740), 25 ff.° (§437), 53 (n. 173), 60 f.°
(§433), 145 (n. 959), 169 (n. 999), 257° (§§257, 442),
295° (n. 1109), 416 (n. 740), 450 (ad CHA 23a),
474 (§448), 566 (ad LAK 3g), 574 f.° (§448), 630
(n. 995), 724° (n. 1138), 726 (n. 201)
(see also n. 34, ad BOI 18b, COR 15, n. 149, ad
COR 19 with n. 201, ad COR 30, 57i, 60, 82, LAK
8a, CHA 3f, n. 681, ad DOH 1, §§221, 228, 233,
236, 247 with n. 885, §§254, 411, 424, 425, 433,
441, 443–52°, 456, 459, 462, 468, 501 ff.)

Ilias parva, see Little Iliad
Iliupersis

fr. 6 PEG = 4 EGF (n. 1106)
Procl. Chr. (n. 1106, §§459 with n. 1162, 503)
(see also n. 299, §456)

Incertus Auctor Lesbius 7 L–P (ad LAK 7)
Ion Chius fr. 740° PMG (§429)
Isidorus Orig. 4. 9. 12° (§248)

Leonidas Tarentinus p. 121, no. 43 Gow–Page 
(n. 313)

Lesches, see Little Iliad
Little Iliad

fr. 2° PEG and EGF (ad COR 12), fr. 16°
PEG = 17 EGF (§459), fr. 19° PEG and EGF
(n. 1159), fr. 20 PEG = 23 EGF (n. 1106), fr. 21°
PEG = 20 EGF (§459), fr. 22° PEG and EGF
(§459)
Procl. Chr. (n. 1096)

Lyricum Alexandrinum Adespotum 37. 15 (n. 196)

Mimnermus fr. 21° Bergk (= West) (§§429, 504)

Nicander (ad COR 87 f )
Nicolaus Damascenus fr. 51 FGrH (ad CHA 1i )
Nonnus 14. 60 (n. 287)

Odyssey
1. 62° (§254), 72 (ad COR 106a), 127 (n. 58), 164
(ad COR 66f/r), 334 (n. 994), 376 (ad COR 71e),
399 (n. 291)
2. 141 (ad COR 71e)
3. 43 (n. 420), 54 (n. 420), 58 (ad COP 1A, 
§§302 f., 508), 91 (§246), 432 (n. 740)
4. 159 f. (n. 994), 232 (n. 1299), 244 (ad COR 17b),
276° (n. 1096), 286 (n. 412), 299 (n. 547), 443 
(ad COR 101a), 446 (ad COR 101a), 452 (ad 
COR 101a), 532 (n. 57), 797 (Σ ) (n. 1074)
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5. 94 (n. 57), 217 (§407 with n. 1003), 239 (ad 
CHA 23a), 243 (n. 57), 270 (n. 57), 265 f.° (§461),
292° (§461), 296° (§461), 337 (ad COR 50A), 340°
(§254), 354 (n. 57), 421 (ad COR 101a)
6. 79 (ad COR 17b), 100 (nn. 199 f.), 106 (n. 199),
141 (n. 994), 224 (n. 57), 230 (n. 311), 310 (n. 412)
7. 291 (n. 199)
8. 64 (ad COR 19f, §303), 111 ff. (§233), 114°
(n. 871), 251 (ad COR 19g), 313 (n. 376), 337 
(n. 376), 342 (n. 376), 420 (n. 34), 482 (n. 58), 517°
(n. 1096)
9. 34 (n. 311), 219–23° (ad INC 1), 247 (ad 
INC 1), 270 f. (§258), 361 (n. 58), 412 (n. 420),
526 (n. 420)
10. 106 (nn. 357, 833), 114 (§233), 199 (n. 833),
225 (n. 740), 320 (§206), 328 (n. 412), 436 (n. 740),
453 f. (§407)
11. 113 (§206 with n. 740), 130 (n. 420), 142 ff.
(§407), 161 (n. 740), 259 (ad COR 66m), 260 
(n. 441), 278 f.° (§429), 291 ff. (ad COR 115A),
308 (n. 639), 322 (n. 553), 542 ff.° (§456), 568 
(n. 553), 602–4° (§421)
12. 53 (n. 740), 97 (ad COR 101a), 140 (n. 740),
187 (ad COR 19 f ), 200 (ad CHA 1i), 335 (§206),
378 (n. 740)
13. 185 (n. 420)
14. 386 (ad COR 17a)
15. 52 (n. 235), 122 (n. 58), 225 ff. (ad COR 115A),
242 (nn. 357, 833), 243 (n. 833), 244 (ad COR
66f/r), 253 (ad COR 66f/r), 496 (n. 740), 529 
(n. 740), 532 (§407)
16. 150 (§303), 327 (n. 34), 416 (n. 994), 457 f.
(§407)
17. 71 (n. 235), 238 f. (§407), 261 (n. 129), 333 
(n. 58), 421 (n. 164), 447 (n. 999), 523 (n. 553),
595 (ad COR 17b)
18. 210 (n. 994), 300 f.° (§303), 303 (n. 34)
19. 77 (n. 164), 177 (§233), 407–9° (§254)
20. 4 (n. 547), 97 (n. 58)
21. 22 ff.° (n. 1031), 48 (n. 992), 65 (n. 994), 182
(n. 58), 216 (n. 740), 366 (ad BOI 4C with n. 58),
378 f. (n. 58), 421 (n. 992)
22. 146 (n. 58), 231 f. (n. 994), 266 (n. 992), 322
(ad COR 66f/r)
23. 134 (n. 196), 147 (n. 199), 191 (ad COR 50A),
277 (n. 420)
24. 60° (§457), 91 (§303), 104 (n. 514), 181 (n. 992),
197 f. (§303)
(see also n. 34, ad BOI 18b, COR 19g with n. 201,
57i, COP 62a, CHA 3a, §221, nn. 885, 1039, §§425,
446A, 459°, 460 f.°, 468, 501 ff., 508)

Oechaliae (Oichalias) Halosis (§416, n. 1301)
Oedipodea (Oidipodeia)

fr. 2° PEG and EGF (§429)
Procl. Chr. (§429)

Orphica fr. 33° (§475)
Ovidius Met. 2. 153 (n. 1192), 3. 211 (ad COR 111b),

8. 316° and 350° (§425), 11. 217 ff.° (§433)

Parthenius 2. 3 (ad ACC 3d )
Paulus ex Festo p. 85° L (n. 862)

Pausanias
1. 22. 5 (n. 557), 1. 24. 1 (n. 557), 1. 27. 10 
(n. 557), 1. 43. 5 (ad CHA 1c)
2. 17. 3° (§449), 2. 20. 4 (n. 984), 2. 23. 2 (§425)
3. 14. 8 f.° (§307), 3. 18. 11 (n. 557), 3. 18. 12 (§427)
5. 17. 5 ff. (§501), 5. 17. 7–11° (ad COR 66, §425
with nn. 1073 and 1076), 5. 18. 5° (§433), 5. 24.
3 (ad COR Gr 26(1) )
6. 3. 5 (n. 1183)
9. 34. 5 (§307)
10. 10. 3 (§425), 10. 25. 9 f.° (§442), 10. 26. 1
(§459), 10. 27. 3 (ad COR 74i/j, §§441, 462 [bis]
with n. 1181)

Pherecrates (PCG) fr. 10 (ad COR 33d ), fr. 70 
(n. 216)

Pherecydes Lerius fr. 95° FGrH (§429)
Pherecydes Syrius (§259)
Philo Iudaeus Conf. 101 (n. 423)
Pindarus

Dith. 2 (fr. 81) (n. 839)
Isth. 1. 10 (ad COP 64), 1. 13 (n. 839), 1. 34 (ad
COP 29a), 3/4. 67 (ad COR 57i), 5. 32 (n. 97),
7. 9 (n. 97), 7. 11 (§206), 8. 26 ff.° (§433)
Nem. 2. 12 (ad COR 57i ), 4. 62 ff.° (§433), 5. 50
(ad COP 1B), 10. 40 (n. 523), 10. 66 (n. 1001),
11. 11 (n. 97)
Ol. 1. 18 (ad COR 89a), 1. 85 (ad COP 1B), 6.
90° (ad COR 113d ), 6. 104 (ad COP 1B), 7. 
89 (ad COP 1B), 8. 52 (ad COP 64), 13. 69 (ad
COR 92h), 13. 115 (ad COP 1B)
Pyth. 3. 74 (ad COR 89a), 3. 112 (§448), 4. 65 
(n. 97), 4. 102 f. (181 f.) (with Σ )° (§435), 4. 191°
(§425), 5. 82 f. [109 f.] (Σ )° (§441), 9. 79 (n. 97),
11. 60 (n. 97)
fr. 72 (ad COR 57i ), fr. 169a. 6 (n. 839), fr. 169a.
47 (n. 97)
(see also ad COR 66f/r, 106a, COP 1A with 
n. 405, 1B, §§233, 303, n. 1001, §421, nn. 1290,
1299, §508)

Plato
Crat. 397d (n. 1147), 404 f.° (n. 111)
Leg. 702a (ad COR 76e)
Symp. 219b (n. 376)
(see also n. 553)

Plato comic. fr. 174. 17 Kock (ad COR 19e)
Plautus Mil. 818–62° (n. 1237)
Plinius Nat. Hist. 32. 19, 56, 150 (n. 1017)
Plutarchus

Mor. 271d–e (= Quaest. Rom. 30) (§237), 295b
(= Quaest. Graec. 17) (n. 480)
Them. 30. 1 (ad IOI 3)
Thes. 29 (ad COR Gr 15a)

Pollux 4. 104 f.° (n. 1237), 7. 197° (n. 95)
Proclus (?) Chr., see Cypria, Iliupersis, Little Iliad,

Oedipodea
Propertius 1. 2. 15 f.° (§438)
Pythagoras (§259)

Quintilianus 1. 7. 28° (n. 862)
Quintus Smyrnaeus 8. 242 (n. 1192), 11. 41 (§462),

11. 130 ff. (n. 1181)

Sappho (L–P) fr. 44° (§§248, 256, 476), fr. 44. 7 
(ad DOH 3), fr. 44. 16 (n. 223), fr. 103. 13 (ad
PCO 5a), fr. 126 (§206), fr. 165 (n. 173), fr. 179
(ad BOI 1)
(see also ad COR 70m, n. 928; and see Incertus
auctor)

Servius Aen. 11. 90 (n. 1192)
Sextus Empiricus Pyr. (§237)
Simonides (§259)
Sophocles

Ant. 1299 (n. 1001) (see also §429)
El. 72 (ad LAK 9)
OC 1313 (ad COR 66f/r)
Trach. 266 (Σ )° (§416), 381 (ad COR 12 f )
fr. 380 (n. 1024)
(see also ad COR 106a)

Sophron 131 CGF (n. 921)
Sosibius apud Athenaeum 14. 621d° (n. 1237)
Stephanus Byzantius (ad COP 85, n. 684)
Stesichorus (PMG, SLG)

fr. 178° (§468 [bis] ), fr. 179b° (§425), fr. 181°
(§412), fr. 194° (§425), frs. 196–205° (§459), 
fr. 198° (n. 1175), fr. 201° (§459), fr. 205° (§459
with n. 1166), fr. 209. i. 2 (n. 1265), fr. 209. i. 
8 (n. 930), frs. 210–19° (§459), fr. 223° (§424), 
fr. 232. 2 (n. 196)
fr. S 13. 4 (n. 839), fr. S 14. 3 (n. 930), fr. S 14.
8 (n. 839), fr. S 15. ii. 14 (n. 839), fr. S 70. 4 
(n. 839), frs. S 88–132° (§459), fr. S 89. 7 (n. 930)
(see also §§233, 259 with nn. 928 and 930, n. 1029,
§§433, 459, 504 [bis], 509)

Strabo 1. 26° (§459), 6. 257° (§259)
Suda (Suidas) (ad COR 12 f )

Terpander (nn. 928, 1315)
Thebais

fr. 6° PEG (§429), fr. 7 PEG = 6A EGF (ad
COR 57i, §462), fr. 9° EGF (§425)
test. 7 f.° PEG (§425)
(see also ad COR 66f/r, n. 1302)

Theocritus 2. 156° (n. 174, §307), 7. 11 (ad DOH
3a), 14. 27 (ad CHA 1i), 18. 45 (Σ ) (n. 224), 22.
45 (ad CHA 1i)

Theognis 1063 (n. 376), 1293 f.° (§425)
Theophrastus CP (ad COP 18b)
Thucydides 8. 10. 3° (ad COP 85)

(see also ad COR 50A)
Timotheus Pers. 11 (n. 1001)

Valerius Antias (n. 523)
Virgilius Aen. 2. 567–88° (§459), 2. 589 ff.° (§459),

3. 294 ff.° (n. 1175), 3. 321 ff.° (n. 1175), 3. 350°
(n. 1175), 6. 149 ff.° (§459), 9. 696 (n. 357)

Xenophanes 34 (n. 311), (see also §259)
Xenophon

Anab. 2. 4. 12 (n. 423)
Hell. 2. 3. 54–6 (n. 1216), 3. 2. 2 (n. 478), 4. 4.
4, 7 (ad COR 4 f ), 4. 5. 3° (ad COP 85)
(see also n. 449)



For a complete list of proper names on the documents
see Index 1a, b. For a complete list of find-spots of
vases with NAGVI see Index 5. Attic vase-painters
and potters are listed only if their names occur in 
the text. Ancient authors and works are found in
Index 6.

abecedaria (see also Index 2), function (§315)
Achaian colonies (ACC, Pt. I. 15)
Achilleus (see also embassy, Balios, Xanthos; Index

1a), Thessalian origin (n. 1286), with Chiron (§435,
§475 with n. 1226), wounding Telephos (§440),
killing Troilos (ad COR 124Ac, §442), mourning
Patroklos (§451), fighting Hektor (§452), fighting
Penthesileia (? ad COR 1A, §453), fighting Mem-
non over the dead Antilochos (§454), fight over his
body (§456), lamentation over his body (§457), in
unspecified scenes (§462), in unidentified scenes
(§463)

Admetos (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias
(§425)

Adrastos (see also Index 1a), receiving Tydeus and
Polyneikes (§426), as peacemaker (§427), his horse
(§462)

Aello (see also Index 1a) (§424)
Agamemnon, see Index 1a
Aias, son of Oileus (see also Index 1a, Α�ƒ-), in the

fight over Sarpedon (§448), and Aineias (§450)
Aias, son of Telamon, or unidentified (see also Index

1a, Α�ƒ-), in the embassy to Achilleus (§445), 
fighting Hektor (§447), fighting Aineias (§450),
fighting over the dead Achilleus (§456), commit-
ting suicide (n. 1124, §458), in unspecified scene
(§462), in unidentified scene (§463)

Aigina (AIG, Pt. I. 3), Aiginetan clay (ad AIG 1 with
n. 95, AIG 3), Aiginetans at Naukratis (ad AIG
3E with n. 105, §302)

Aineias (see also Index 1a), name (§245), at the
killing of Troilos (§442), fighting Diomedes (§443),
in the fight between Aias and Hektor (§447),
fighting Aias (§450), in the fight over the dead
Achilleus (§456), threatening Helene at the sack
of Troy (§459), departure from Troy (ibid.), in
unspecified scene (§462)

Ainippe, see Index 1a
Aiolic (see also Index 2), vases (? ad PCO 5)
Aithe (n. 1100, §462)
Aithiops, see Index 1a
Aithon (see also Index 1a), in unspecified scenes

(§§462, 472)
Aithra (see also Index 1b) (n. 1099, §441, n. 1185)
Akamas (§441), his and his brother’s horses (nn. 1185,

1286)
Akastos (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias

(§425)
Akrai Painter (ad COR 16)

Alastor (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias
(§425)

Alexandros (see also Paris), see Index 1a
Alkestis, at the games for Pelias (§425)
Alkimos, Alkimedon (see also Index 1a), name

(§228), in the fight over Sarpedon (§448)
Alkinoe, see Index 1a
Alkmaion (see also Index 1a) (§425)
alphabet (Pt. II. 1, passim)
Amasis (n. 676)
Amatho, see Index 1a
Amazons (see also Herakles, Penthesileia; Index 1a),

in erotic context (? §307), in unspecified scenes
(§464), in unidentified scenes (§465)

Ambrosios Painter (n. 919)
Amphiaraos (see also departure, wedding; Index 1a),

taking part in the games for Pelias (§425), depart-
ing from home (§425), quarreling (? §427)

Amphiaraos Painter (COR 66–9)
Amphitrite (see also Index 1a), name (§246), in

unspecified scenes with Poseidon (§405)
Ampyx (§425 with n. 1078)
Anax, see Index 1a
Andromache (see also Index 1a), mourning over 

the dead Hektor (n. 1138), at the sack of Troy
(§§442, 459)

Andromeda, see Perseus
Andromeda, an Amazon, see Index 1a
Andromeda Group (COR 100–5, ad COR 115,

§260 with n. 942)
Antenor (see also Theano) (ad COR 67d, 74i, CHA

3g, 4e, §441, n. 1109, §459)
Anthesteria (§475 with nn. 1219, 1225)
Antigone, see Oidipus
Antilochos (see also Index 1a), fight over his body 

(n. 1112, §454)
Antimenes Painter (n. 899)
Aphrodite (see also judgement, Aineias and Diomedes;

Index 1a), in unidentified scene probably with Ares
(§406)

Apollon (see also Index 1a, �πελλ-), at Corinth
(§508 with n. 1311), Musagetes at weddings (§406),
in unidentified scenes (§406), his altar outside Troy
(ad COR 124Ac), Thessalian form of name (? ad
PCO 1), recipient of vase (ad COR 17)

Archikles (ad DOC 5)
Areion, in unspecified scene (? §462)
Ares (see also Index 1a), uncertain occurrences

(COR 31, IOI 4 with §406)
Argeios (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias

(§425)
Argonauts (n. 643), visiting Phineus (§424), partly

identical with boar-hunters and competitors at the
games for Pelias (n. 1024, §§425, 473)

Argos and Argolid (ARG, Pt. I. 7; see also
shield-bands)

Ariadne (see also Theseus, wedding; Index 1a)
Arkesilas (see also Index 1a; n. 97)
Arkesilas Painter (LAK 3, ad LAK 4)
Artemis (see also Index 1a), in unidentified scene with

Leto (§406)
artists, see potters, Olympia
aryballos (see also vase shapes, dance, love, scene 

of return), quatrefoil (§312), called �λπα (ad
COR 17)

Asterias (n. 783)
Asterion, at the games for Pelias (§425)
Asteropaios (see also Index 1a), in unspecified scene

(§462)
Atalante (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias

(§425), Parthenopaios’ mother (ad LAK 8)
Athana Painter (COR 45)
Athena (see also judgement; Index 1a), forms of 

her name (ad COP 44, §§247, 503), present at
Corinth (ad COP 63), born (§404), in gigantomachy
(§404), with Herakles (§§411, 413 f., 418, 421),
ordering Tydeus to kill Ismene (§429), in
unspecified scenes (§405)

Attic, Attica (see also export; Index 2), influence on
Corinthian vases (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR), ad
COR 17b with n. 177, ad COR 60 with nn. 270
f., COR 85–90, 98, 112), vases (see Index 3), vase
with Corinthian graffito (COR Gr 26(1) ), vase
with inscrs. by an Ionian immigrant (IOI 2)

Automedon (see also Index 1a), watching the fight
between his master Achilleus and Memnon
(§454), in unspecified scene (§462)

Automedusa (see also Index 1a), in Helene’s train 
(? n. 1099)

Balios (see also Index 1a), name and origin (§506 
with n. 1286), in unspecified scenes (§§462, 468)

ball games (ad COR 19g)
banquet, see scenes, Herakles at Oichalia
Baton (see also Index 1a), at the departure of

Amphiaraos (§425), in an unexpected context
(§444)

battle, see scenes
Bellerophontes (nn. 1177, 1180)
boar-hunt, see scenes
Boar-Hunt Painter (COR 13–15)
boar-hunters, mythical (see Argonauts), non-mythical

(§§237, 473)
Boiotia (see also export) (BOI, Pt. I. 2)
Boiotians, in Eretria (? ad EUB 3)
Boread Painter (LAK 2, n. 1059)
Boreads, chasing Harpies (see also Argonauts visit-

ing Phineus, ? §433), with thunderbolt (§424)
Boreas (see also Index 1a, b) (§461)
Briseis (§444)
bronze, see shield-bands, pail, relief
Byzantion, see Index 2

7. GENERAL INDEX


Currently, the index is not linked to the text of this book.
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Caere (CAE, Pt. I. 21)
Cambridge Painter (CHA 18 f., n. 696, §§206, 259)
Cavalcade Painter (ad PCO 5; COR 23, n. 213, 

COR 24B)
Centaurs (see also Chiron, Nessos, Herakles), in

unidentified scene (§465), names (§412)
Chalcidian (CHA, Pt. I. 12), influenced by, and

influencing, Corinth (§§259 f., ad PCO 5)
Chares (COR 57)
Chariklo (see also Chiron), see Index 1a
chariot, see scenes, sport, wedding
Charites (see also Index 1a), in unidentified scene

(§406), uncertain occurrence (COR 31)
Charon (n. 966)
Charops (see also Herakles; Index 1a), in unspecified

scene (§462)
Chigi Painter (PCO 2)
children, see scenes of sacrificial processions, initiation
Chiron (see also Achilleus, Peleus surprising Thetis;

Index 1a), name (§248)
choral lyric (ad AIG 1 with n. 97, COR 36, COP 1B,

§§206, 233, n. 928, §§407 with n. 1001, 433, 457,
501, 506 with n. 1299, 508)

Chryseis (§444)
clay, see Aigina, Naukratis
collective, see labels
confusion, see myths
conversation, see scenes
Corinth (COR, Pt. I. 5; see also export), pinakes

(COP, Pt. I. 6), influence on Boiotian pottery 
(BOI 6D, E ), non-Corinthians at Corinth (ad
PCO 2–4, ? ad PCO 5 and 6, ad COR 96A, ad
COP 29, 42, 44, §§260 f., 473)

cup (see also vase shapes, measuring vases), eye-cup
(n. 1009)

Cyclops, see Polyphemos

Damon, see Index 1a
Damon Painter (ad COR 68b/f ; COR 77–80, ad

COR 88, §506)
Danae (see also Index 1a), receiving the golden rain

from Zeus (§408)
dance (see also scenes), aryballos as prize for dan-

cing skills (§311), of Satyrs and Maenads (§407),
and music (ad COR 19g)

Darius Painter (§253), krater (n. 716)
Dason, see Index 1a
dedications (Pt. I. 6a, 6c–d; ad COR 17), pre-

literary (§303), formulae (§§301, 303), by potters
and painters (§302, ad NAU 1, ad COP passim),
prayers on pinakes (? §§302 f.), to humans (§§311–14)

Deianeira (n. 389)
Deipho(b)os (see also Index 1a, ∆�ιφον-), at Hektor’s

departure (§444), killed by Menelaos (§459), in
unspecified scene (? §462)

Deipylos (? §471)
Delphi, Siphnian Treasury (ad COR 114c, n. 783)
Demeter (see also Index 1a, b, ∆�-), and Poseidon

(§302)
Demonassa (see also Index 1a, ∆�-), at the departure

of Amphiaraos (§425)
Demophon, see Akamas
departure (see also scenes), of Amphiaraos (§§425,

428), of Hektor and/or Paris (§444), with Athena
(§405)

Detroit Painter (COR 24, n. 213, COR 76)
dialects, dialect mixture, see Index 2
Dideion (see also Index 1a) (§416)
Diomedes (see also Index 1a), killing Palamedes

(§462), fighting Aineias (§443), wounded and

treated by Sthenelos during the fight over the dead
Achilleus (§456), in unspecified scenes (§462), in
unidentified scene (§463)

Dionysios Painter (n. 177, COR 85 f.)
Dionysos (see also wedding; Index 1a), in

unidentified scenes (§406)
Dioskouroi (see also Argonauts; Index 1a), at the

games for Pelias (§425), and Leukippides (§438),
in an initiation context (? §§307, 472), their horses
(§468)

Diosphos Painter (§248)
Dodwell Painter (COR 33)
dogs, mythical names, see Centaurs
Dolon (see also Index 1a), running (§446)
Doric colonies (DOC, Pt. I. 16), hexapolis (DOH,

Pt. I. 22), islands (DOI, Pt. I. 18)
Doris, see Herakles and Nereus
Douris (n. 676, §508)

East Aiolic, see Index 2
East Ionic (see also export), see Index 2
Elis (ELI, Pt. I. 9; see also Index 2
Embassy, to Troy about Helene (§441), to Achilleus

(§445)
Enkelados, see Index 1a
Eos (see also Index 1a, �/ƒ8ς), name (§249), watch-

ing the fight between Achilleus and her son
(§454)

Epeleios Painter (§457)
Ephialtes, see Index 1a
epic poetry (passim; see also horsey names, lists, 

pre-Homeric, variants, poetry; Index 2, metrical
equivalents)

epigraphy (Pt. II. 1, passim)
Epiktetos (n. 713)
Eretria (EUB 1–3; n. 513)
Erichtho, see Index 1a
Eriphyle (see also wedding; Index 1a), at the depar-

ture of Amphiaraos (§425), bribed by Harmonia’s
necklace (§§428, 476)

Erotes (see also Index 1a), in unidentified scenes
(§464)

erotic inscriptions, see love
Eteokles, see Oidipus
ethnics, see Index 2
Etruria (ETR, Pt. I. 14; see also Caere), Greek

immigrants (ibid.), spread of Greek epics (? n. 568,
§254)

Euboia (EUB, Pt. I. 1), colonies (EUC, Pt. I. 11; see
also Chalcidian, Pseudo-Chalcidian), foreigner in
a Euboian colony (ad EUC 3, §259)

Euphemos (see also Index 1a), at the games for
Pelias (§425)

Euphorbos (see also Index 1a), fight over his body
(§449), modelled after other figures (ibid.)

Eurydike (see also Index 1a), at the departure of
Amphiaraos (§425)

Eurymachos (see also Index 1a) (§441)
Eurymachos Painter (COR 53 f.)
Eurytion, see Index 1a
Eurytios (see also Index 1a) (§416)
Euthymides (§§227, 240)
exaleiptron (see also vase shapes), connotation (ad 

BOI 9, INC 2, §307)
Exekias (§§413, 468 with n. 1185, n. 1286)
export, from Athens to Corinth (ad COR 131 with

nn. 392 ff.); from Sparta to Kyrene (?? ad LAK 1);
Corinthian vases made for export to East Ionia (ad
PCO 5), to Athens (ad PCO 6), to Boiotia (? 
n. 821), to Italy (introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR), n. 568)

fight, see battle
forehead, see Satyrs
foreign(ers) (see also Aigina, Attica, Corinth, Etruria,

Euboia, Lakonia, Naukratis, poets), see Index 2
forgeries, see inscriptions
formulae, see dedications
fox, see Kephalos
François Vase, see Index 3, ABV 76. 1

games, see Pelias
Ganymedes (see also Index 1a) (§436)
Gegenes (see also Herakles), see Index 1a, Γ�-
Geryones (see also Herakles), see Index 1a, Γ�ρ-
giants, see gigantomachy
gigantomachy (§404)
Glaukos, son of Antenor (see also Index 1a), receiv-

ing the Greek embassy about Helene (§441),
therefore saved at the sack of Troy (§459)

Glaukos, son of Hippolochos (see also Index 1a), in
the fight over Sarpedon (§448), killed in the fight
over Achilleus (§456), in unspecified scene (? §462)

golden rain, see Danae
Gorgons (see also Perseus, Porkos; Index 1a), names

(§§236, 469), in riding scene (§469)
Graiai, see Perseus

Hades (§253)
Halitherses (§425)
Harmonia, see Eriphyle
Harpies (see also Boreads; Index 1a), their collective

name (ad CHA 28a), their individual names
(§§236, 424, 433, 462)

head of dead warrior, position (§449 with n. 1124)
Hebe (see also wedding; Index 1a)
Heidelberg Painter (ad COR 131)
Hekabe (see also Index 1a), at Hektor’s departure

(§444), at the sack of Troy (§§442, 459)
Hektor (see also departure, Xanthos; Index 1a),

invented by Homer (? §§449 with n. 1125, 503 with
nn. 1256 f.), form of name at Corinth (§§250, 503),
at the killing of Troilos (§442), fighting Aias (§447),
fighting Menelaos over the dead Euphorbos
(§449), fighting Achilleus (§452), dead (§459 with
n. 1157), in unspecified scene (§462)

Helene (see also wedding, embassy; Index 1a), name
(§251), threatened by Aineias and Menelaos at the
sack of Troy (n. 389, §§442, 459), threatened to
be stoned after return to Greece (§459)

Hephaistos, from clay (n. 465)
Hera (see also Peleus surprising Thetis, judgement;

Index 1a), in gigantomachy (§404), in unidentified
scene (§406)

Herakles (see also Argonauts, wedding; Index 1a),
name (§252), Charops (?? §307 with n. 966), and
the Nemean Lion (§410), and the Lernaian Hydra
(§411, n. 1076; see also Sirens), and the Centaurs
(? §§412, 465), and the Amazon(s) (§307 with n. 970,
§§413, 465), and Geryones (§414), wrestling with
Nereus (§415), at Oichalia (§416), and the Kerkopes
(§417), and Gegenes (§418), and Nessos (§419), and
Kyknos (§420), in unidentified scenes (§422)

Hermes (see also judgement; Index 1a), name
(§253), in gigantomachy (§404)

heroic, see scenes
hetairai (§308, ? n. 1200), names (§236)
Hilaeira, see Leukippides
Hippalkmos (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias

(§425)
Hippasos (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias

(§425)
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Hippolochos, son of Antimachos (see also Index 1a),
in unspecified scene (§462)

Hippolyte, see Herakles and the Amazons
Hippolytos Painter (COR 61–4, 83ter)
Hippomachos (? §444)
historical people (§§242 f.)
Hodios (see also Index 1a), in the embassy to

Achilleus (§445)
homosexual love, see potters
Hora, see Index 1a
horses, names, see Index 2
horsey names, see Index 2
Hunt Painter (LAK 4–9)
hunting, see scenes
Hydra, see Herakles

Iason (see also Argonauts; Index 1a, Ε�α-), at the
games for Pelias (§425)

iconography and (lost) literary accounts (§§411, 425,
with nn. 1022 f., 1076, 1079)

Ilione(u)s (see also Index 1a) (§441)
Imbrios, killed by Teukros, see Medesikaste
initiation (§§307, 469, 472, 475)
Inscription Painter (CHA 1–17 with introd., §259;

see also nn. 695 f., §§108, 206 f., 214, n. 787,
§§244, 254, 257, 260 with n. 942, §§407, 425, 446,
479, 503 f.)

inscriptions (see also love, metrical), incised before
or after firing (passim; see also signatures), nonsense
(§318), unclear (§§316–18), kalos- (§309), of owners
(§§311–14), forged (? ad BOI 2 and 6, ? n. 140, ??
ad COR 79A and §444, ad COR 110, ?? n. 391,
n. 450, ?? ad COP 47b, ? ad CHA 28)

Iolaos (see also Index 1a), name (§252)
Iole (see also Index 1a) (§416)
Ionic (see also Index 2), islands (IOI, Pt. I. 17),

Dodekapolis (IOD, Pt. I. 19)
Iphiklos, at the games for Pelias (§425 with nn. 1069,

1075)
Iphitos (see also Index 1a) (§416)
Ischia, see Pithekussai
Ismene (see also Index 1a), killed by Tydeus (§429,

? §442)
Italy, see Achaian colonies, Chalcidian, Doric colonies,

Etruria, Euboian colonies, export, Pseudo-
Chalcidian, Pseudo-Corinthian

Ithaka (ITH, Pt. I. 10; §§107, 218)

Judgement of Paris (ad EUB 1, §437, n. 1177)

Kabirion, on Lemnos (n. 10), at Thebes (BOI 12, ?
14, 16, ? 18, 23–9, §§302, 460, 475)

Kabiros (see also Kabirion; Index 1a), his statue (§475)
Kadmos (§475 with n. 1218)
Kalais (see also Argonauts visiting Phineus), see

Index 1a
Kallianeira (? see Index 1a)
Kalliope (see also Index 1a) (ad COR Gr 15a, n. 1200)
kalos-inscriptions, see inscriptions
Kalydonian(s), Boar-hunters (see also Argonauts), war

with the Kuretes (§425), royal family (see Oineus,
Tydeus)

K(a)lyka Painter (COR 25 f.)
Kambyses (? IOD 3)
Kapaneus (see also Index 1a), punished (§§430, 443)
Käppeli Painter (ad COR 16)
Kassandra (see also Index 1a), at Hektor’s departure

(§444)
Kastor (see also Dioskouroi), see Index 1a
Kebriones, see Index 1a

Kephalos (see also Index 1a) (§423)
Kerkopes, see Herakles
Kerkyra, see Index 2
kiln (§§302, 481)
Kios (ad COR 70e, §§444, 473)
Kirke (see also Index 1a) (§460)
Kleoboulos (see also Index 1a), killed by Aias in the

fight over Sarpedon (§448)
Klyka, see Kalyka
Klytios, son of Eurytos (see also Index 1a) (§416)
Klytios the Argonaut (see also Index 1a), at the

games for Pelias (§425)
Kronos (ad ACC 1 with n. 605)
Kuretes, see Kalydonians
Kyknos (see also Herakles; Index 1a), uncertain

occurrence (§418)
Kyllaros (§468)
Kymothoe vel sim. (see also Index 1a) (§457)
Kyrene, see export
Kypselos, Chest of (ad COR 66, §§241, 425, 433, 501)

labels (Pt. II. 4, passim; see also Index 2), collective
(§401), nonsense (§§403, 469), nonsense and
meaningful mixed (ad LAK 3i)

Lakonia (LAK, Pt. I. 8; see also Index 2), export to
Kyrene ? (see export), foreigner in Lakonia (? ad
LAK 1), influenced by East Greek art (ad LAK
3), initiation rites (§307), and Messenia (ad COR
117c/d )

lamentation, see Achilleus, Patroklos
Laodokos (see also Index 1a), defeated (§456)
Lapiths (§412 with n. 1024, §§416, 473)
lekythos (see also vase shapes), shape and function 

(ad COR 17)
Lemnos, see Kabirion
Lesbos, see Index 2
Leto (see also Index 1a), in unidentified scene with

Artemis (§406)
Leukippides, kidnapped (§438)
Liebighaus Group (COR 17)
lion, see Herakles
lists of mythical names in stereotyped order (§§416,

433, 457, n. 1157)
literacy of writers, see Index 2
literary reflections on vases (Pt. II. 5) (? ad AIG 1,

ad CHA 1i)
Lotus-Cross Painter (COR 58)
love (see hetairai, kalos-inscriptions, potters, prizes;

§307–10)
Lydos (ad COR 85; another one: n. 486)
lyric, see choral

Macedonia, see Index 2
Maenads (see also dance), in unidentified scene with

Dionysos (? §406), names (§§236, 407, 479)
Mandrokles (ad NAU 1)
marching, see scenes
measuring vases (ELI, §317)
Medesikaste (see also Index 1a), at the killing of

Troilos, in the Iliad, and at the sack of Troy 
(§442)

Medon (? §471)
Medusa, see Gorgons, Perseus
Medusa, granddaughter of Perseus (§469)
Medusa, daughter of Priamos (§§439 with n. 1099,

and 442)
Megara, see Index 2
Melanion, at the games for Pelias (§425)
Memnon (see also Index 1a), fighting Achilleus over

the dead Antilochos (§§449, 454, n. 1304), funeral

scene after his death (? §455), in unspecified
scene (§462)

Memnon Group (PCH 1)
Memnon Painter (PCO 4)
Memnonides, see Memnon
Menelaos (see also Index 1a), member of the

embassy to Troy (§441), fighting Hektor over the
dead Euphorbos (§449), saving Glaukos’ life (§459),
killing Deiphobos (§459), threatening and leading
away Helene (n. 389, §459), in unspecified scene
(§462)

Menestheus (see also Index 1a), in unspecified scene
(§462)

Messapia, see Index 2
Messenia (ad COR 117c/d )
metrical inscriptions (passim, esp. Pt. II. 3 and 5; ad

COP 85 with n. 482; §251 with n. 894)
Mikkiades (ad NAU 1)
Milonidas (COP 41, see also ad COP 9 and 18)
Minos, see Index 1a
Minotaur (see also Index 1a) (§431)
mixed, see scenes, dialects
Mopsos (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias

(§425)
morra (BOI 21 with n. 92, §437)
Muses (see also Achilleus lamented; Index 1a), 

in unidentified scenes (§406), with Apollon (?
COR 20)

Mycenaean (see also Index 1b) (ad COR 89b, §§211,
228, 233, n. 855, §247, n. 917, §257, n. 996)

Myson (§225)
myths confused (§§424, 444)

Nais, Naias, Naiades (see also Graiai, Chariklo), 
see Index 1a

Naukratis (NAU, Pt. I. 20; §302), Naukratite clay 
(ad AIG 3)

Naukratis Painter (LAK 1 with n. 489)
Nausikaa (ad COR 19g with nn. 199 f.)
Neleus (? n. 12)
neo-analysis, see pre-Homeric poetry
Nereids (see also Thetis), in unidentified scenes

(§406), names (§236)
Nereus (see also Herakles, Porkos; Index 1a), at

Thetis’ wedding (EUB 2)
Nessos (see also Herakles, Nettos), see Index 1a
Nestor (see also Index 1a), in the embassy to

Achilleus (§445)
Nettos Painter (see Index 3, ABV 4 f. no. 1, and 

5. 4)
neutron activation analysis (n. 66)
non-heroic, see scenes
nonsense (Pt. I. 6i) (see also inscriptions, labels)
nurse (see also Index 1a, τροφ�ς) (ad COR 16d )
Nymphs (see also Nereids, Oceanids; Index 1a),

dancing (ad COR 19g)

Oceanids, names (§236)
Odysseus (see also Index 1a), name (§254), killing

Palamedes (§§254, 462), member of the embassy
to Troy (§441), comforting mourning Achilleus
(§451), in the fight over the dead Achilleus
(§456), saving Glaukos’ life (§459), in unspecified
Trojan scene (§462), with Kirke (§460), fishing with
Poseidon’s trident and blown at by Boreas
(§§461, 475), with Polyphemos (ad INC 1)

Oichalia, see Herakles
Oidipus, son of Polybos (ad COR 67d ), his family

(§429)
oil, see ointment
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Oineus, in unidentified scenes (§465)
ointment, see exaleiptron, aryballos
Old Man of the Sea (ad COR 106a, §408)
Olympia (see also measuring vases; Index 1a), artists

at O. (§210 with n. 756)
Ophelandros Painter (COR 40, ? COP 62)
Oreithyia Painter (n. 714)
Orestes (§459)
Oropos (ad COR 66f/r)
Orphism and the Theban Kabirion (? §475)
Orth(r)os (§414)
Ouatias of Kyme (ad CHA 1i with n. 540)
outline-technique (ad COR 105 f )
owners, see inscriptions

paean (§506 with n. 1299)
Paestum, see Poseidonia
Pagasai (§§418 and 420 with n. 1046)
pail of bronze for Poseidon (n. 1297)
paint, purple (ad COR 85f, 103b), unfired (§112)
Painter of Munich 237 (COR 24A)
painters, see potters
Pais, see Index 1a
Palamedes (see also Index 1a), in unspecified scene

(§462), killed (§254)
Pandaros (see also Index 1a) (§443)
Paris (see also judgement, wedding, departure; Index

1a), archer in the fight over Sarpedon (§448 with
n. 1118), killing Achilleus (§§449, 456), dead
(§459 with n. 1157), in unidentified scene (? §463)

Paros, see Index 5
Parthenopaios, see Index 1a
Pasikrateia (§475)
Patroklos (see also Index 1a), in the fight over

Sarpedon (§448), lamented (§451), in unspecified
scenes (§462)

patronymics, see Index 2
Peisistratos (n. 524)
Peleus (see also wedding, Chiron; Index 1a), at the

games for Pelias (§425, twice), surprising Thetis
(§433)

Pelias, funeral games (§425)
Penthesileia (see also Index 1b), fighting Achilleus 

(? ad COR 1A, §§413, 453)
Peraia (near Corinth) (ad COP 85)
perfume, see ointment
Periandros (§508)
Periklymenos (see also Index 1a), at the murder of

Ismene (§429), killing Parthenopaios (ibid.)
Periphetes, see Index 1a
Persephone (see also Index 1a, Φερσ-), in

unidentified scene (§406)
Perseus (see also Index 1a), son of Zeus (see Danae),

with the Graiai (§408), pursued by the Gorgons
(§§408 f., 469), freeing Andromeda (§408)

Phalanthos (n. 467)
Phaleros, at the games for Pelias (§425)
Phalios (n. 1286)
Phanai (ad IOD 6I–L)
Pheidias (§317)
Pheres (see also Index 1a), at the games for Pelias

(§425)
Phineus (see also Index 1a), visited by Argonauts

(§424)
Phineus Painter (CHA 27–9, §259)
Phoibe (see also Leukippides), see Index 1a
Phoinix (see also Index 1a), comforting mourn-

ing Achilleus (? §451), in unexpected context
(§452)

Phorkys, see Porkos

Phrygians (§473)
Phye (n. 524)
pinax/pinakes, from Athens (PCO 6); from

Penteskouphia (see Corinth), their function in the
pottery trade (see dedications), with prayers (see
dedications), suspension holes (§302); from Pitsà
(Pt. I. 6, Appendix), wooden (ibid.)

Pisos, at the games for Pelias (§425)
Pithekussai (EUC 1 f.)
Podarge, see Harpies
Podargos (see also Index 1a), in unspecified scene

(§462)
poetry (see also epic, choral, literary, pre-Homeric;

Index 2, s.vv. East Ionic, East Aiolic, etymology,
non-epichoric, translating, written), reflected on
vases (Pt. II. 4 and 5, passim), recitals at impor-
tant events (? §§303 with n. 963, 472 f., and 506
with nn. 1289 and 1297), oral (§510)

poets (passim, and see poetry), migrating (§§259,
508)

Polybos (ad COR 67d )
Polybotes, see Index 1a
Polydamas (see also Index 1a), in the fight over

Sarpedon (§448)
Polydeukes (see also Dioskouroi), see Index 1a
Polydoros (? §471)
Polygnotus’ painting of the Sack of Troy at Delphi

(§§441 f., 462)
Polyneikes, see Adrastos, Oidipus
Polyphemos the Cyclops (ad INC 1)
Polyphemos the Lapith, see Argonauts
Polyphemos Group (PCH 2)
Polyxene (see also Index 1a), form of name at Corinth

(§§444, 503), at the well (? §442), at Hektor’s depar-
ture (§444)

Pontomedusa, see Index 1a, Πν4-
Pontos, see Porkos
Porkos, i.e. Phorkys (see also Index 1a) (§408)
Poseidon (see also Index 1a), name (§255), and the

pottery trade (Pt. I. 6, passim; §302), rider in
unspecified scene (§405), with Amphitrite (§405)

Poseidonia, i.e. Paestum (ad ACC 4)
Poteidan Painter (COR 97 f.)
potters and painters (see also dialect, foreigners,

Poseidon), painter = writer (COR 33), signatures 
(Pt. I. 6e, §§304 f.), labels (Pt. I. 6 f ), as donors
(see dedications), as lovers of boys (? §307), shops 
near sanctuaries (? ad BOI 3)

praise of object in 1st person sg. (§306)
Praxias (ETR 1–4)
prayers, see dedications
pre-Homeric epic and similar poetry, general (§§233,

504–10), neo-analysis (§§254, 413, n. 1101, §§449,
456), prayers (§303)

preparation, of war or a sporting event, see scenes
Priamos (see also Index 1a), name (§256), at the killing

of Troilos (§442), at Hektor’s departure (§444),
dead (§459 with n. 1157)

prize, see dance
procession, see scenes
Protesilaos (see also Index 1a), in unspecified scene

(§462)
Pseudo-Chalcidian (PCH, Pt. I. 13)
Pseudo-Corinthian (PCO, Pt. I. 4)
pseudo-heroic, see scenes
purple, see paint
Pylades (§459)
Pyraichmes (see also Index 1a), at the killing of

Troilos (§442), killed by Patroklos in the fight over
Sarpedon (§448)

quatrefoil, see aryballos

relief of bronze from Samos (nn. 1006, 1029), from
Perachora (§433)

return, see scenes
Rhesos (see also Index 1a), killed (§446A)
Rhodios (ad CHA 3A with n. 548)
riding, see scenes
running, see Dolon, scenes

sacrifice, see scenes
Samos (see also relief ), see Index 5
Samos Painter (COR 19)
Sappho Painter, see Index 3, ABV 508 top
Sarpedon (see also Index 1a), fight over his body

(§448), in unspecified scene (§462)
Satyrs (see also dance), in unidentified scene with

Dionysos (§406), traditional names (§§407, 479,
504), mask attached to a kiln (n. 465), bald fore-
head (§407), fur (ad CHA 1c/g), horsey aspect 
(ad CHA 1e, CHA 14c)

scenes, content with respect to literary background
(§509), sequence of different scenes (ad COR 32,
n. 1108), one scene chronologically split (§§444 with
n. 1108, 467; see also Tabula Iliaca), mixed (§402),
pseudo-heroic (§§402, 466–82), heroic (§§404–
65), non-heroic (§§466–82), war-preparation sc.
(§466), departure sc. (§467, ? §465; see also depar-
ture), chariot sc. (§468; see also wedding), riding
sc. (§469), marching and running sc. (§470), bat-
tle sc. (§471; see also the heroic fights, §§404 ff. pas-
sim), battle over the dead body of a warrior (ad
COR 12, scene; n. 1124, §471; see also Antilochos,
Sarpedon, Euphorbos, Achilleus), sc. of return 
(? §472), boar-hunt sc. (§473), sporting sc. (§474,
BOI 8; see also Pelias, and §425), sacrificial 
procession sc. (§475, BOI 8, BOI 20), wedding 
sc. (§476, ? §465; see also wedding), conversation
sc. (§477), banquet sc. (§478, BOI 8; see also
Oichalia), dancing sc. (§479, BOI 8; see also
Satyrs), everyday sc. (§480; ad COR 12, scene),
working sc. (§481), unspecified with gods (§405),
unidentified with gods (§406), unidentified (§482)

Seven against Thebes (§§426–30)
shield-bands (Argive?) (ad COR 12f with n. 144, ad

COR 123 with n. 389, ad CHA 10b with n. 552,
nn. 746, 756, §251 with n. 895, nn. 1039, 1078,
1080, 1083)

signatures (see also potters), incised after firing of vase 
(passim and n. 16)

Sikyon and Sikyonians at Corinth (ad PCO 3 and 4)
Sirens (see also Index 1b), with Herakles and the

Hydra (ad COR 6a), singing sweetly (ad COR 19 f )
sketches of inscriptions on vases (n. 818)
Smikros (n. 91)
Sophilos, see Index 3, Immerwahr nos. 61, 62, 65
Sparta, see Lakonia
speaking labels etc., see Index 2
spelling (Pt. II. 1)
Sphortos Painter (COR 92 f.)
sport, see scenes, Pelias
Sthenelos, son of Kapaneus (see also Aineias and

Diomedes; Index 1a), treating wounded Diomedes
during the fight over the dead Achilleus (§456)

Sthenelos, son of Perseus (§469)
Sthe(n)no, see Gorgons
style of labels, see Index 2

Tabula Iliaca (n. 1139, §459), ‘Thierry’ (ad COR
12 f ), Veronensis (ibid.)



.   

Talthybios (see also Index 1a), member of the
embassy to Troy (§441)

Taras, Tarentum (ad COR 117c/d )
Telephos (see also Index 1a) (§440)
Teukros (see also Aineias and Diomedes, Imbrios),

see Index 1a
Theano (see also Index 1a) (§441)
theatrical performances (§§461, 475, 480)
Thebes, see Seven, Kabirion
Theoklymenos, see Periklymenos
thermoluminescence analysis (ad BOI 1, BOI 2,

BOI 4, BOI 6 with n. 64)
Theseus (see also Index 1a), and the Minotaur

(§431), leaving Ariadne on Naxos (§432)
Thessaly, see Index 2
Thetis (see also wedding, Porkos; Index 1a), surprised

by Peleus (§433), comforting mourning Achilleus
(§451), watching the fight between Memnon and
her son (§454), mourning over her dead son (§457)

Thracians, killed (§446A)
throwaway names, see Index 2
thunderbolt, see Boread
Timandra (see also Index 1a) (§424)
Timonidas (COR 27, COP 18; ad COR 28A, 

COP 5, 41, 63; §302 with n. 952)
titles (? ad COR 16d–e)
Toxeus (§416)
Toxos, see Index 1a
toys (§475 with nn. 1221–3)
Troilos (see also Index 1a), name (§257), killed by

Achilleus (ad COR 124Ac, §442), similar settings
(§§429, 433)

Trojan Cycle (§§433–63)
Tydeus (see also Index 1a), with Adrastos (§426),

quarreling (? §427), killing Ismene (§429)
Tydeus Painter (n. 177, ad COR 26; COR 112–15,

COR 116–19, n. 942)
Typhon, see Zeus

Umbria (ad COR 40b)
uncertain origin (INC, Pt. I. 4)
unclear, see inscriptions

variants of heroic tales or names (§510), at Argos 
(n. 1065, §449), at Athens (see Athena’s name)

vase shapes of pieces discussed (see also aryballos, 
cup, exaleiptron, lekythos, pinax)
alabastra: BOI 2D, BOI 30, COR 4, COR Gr 9
amphorae: EUB 1, 2, 3, COR 62, 63, 83bis, 101,

113, 114, 117, CHA 1, 2, 3, 3A, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9, 20, PCH 1, 2, ETR 1, 2, 3, 4, ACC 4, DOC
4, IOI 2, 4, IOD 3

aryballoi: globular BOI 2A, 6A, 7B, PCO 3, COR
3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,
28A, 47, 48, 49, 50, 50A, 51, 52, COR Gr 6,
13; other shapes: BOI 1A, 2B–C, 4A–C,
5A–B, PCO 1, EUC 3, IOI 1

cups (incl. kantharoi, kotylai, choinikes, skyphoi,
kylikes, deep bowls etc.): BOI 3, 10, 11A–B, 
12, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, AIG 3A–F, COR 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 
25, 29, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37, 53, 54, 121, 124B,
131, COR Gr 2, 25, 26(1), LAK 1, 3, 6, 7, 
8, ELI 2, 3, 4, 5, CHA 17, 28, DOC 1, IOD
4A–C, 6.

dinoi: ARG 1, CHA 16, IOD 1, 8
exaleiptra: BOI 8, 9, INC 2 (?)
flasks: COR 27
hydriai: COR 72, 77, 78, 79, 79A, 80, 81, 82, 83,

84, 85, 102, 103, 114A, 127 (?), LAK 4, CHA
10, 11, 12, 13, 18, 19, DOC 2, CAE 1

jars: BOI 7C, 20, DOH 3
jugs (oinochoai, olpai etc.): BOI 7A, PCO 2,

COR 1A, 58, 59, 60, 87, 88, 89, 90, 100, ELI
1 (?), ITH 1, 3, ACC 3

krateres (all kinds): BOI 13, AIG 2 (?), INC 1,
PCO 4, 5 (?), introd. to Pt. I. 5 (COR), COR
12, 24, 24A, 24B, 26, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45,
46A, 56 (?), 61, 64, 64A (?), 64B (?), 65, 66, 67,
68, 69, 70, 71, 73, 74, 75, 76, 83ter, 91, 92, 
93, 94, 95, 96A–B, 97, 98, 99, 104, 105, 106,
107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 115, 115A, 116, 118,
119, 123, 124A, 129, 130 (?), COR Gr 23,
EUC 1, 2, CHA 14, 15, 26, 27, DOC 7, IOI 
3, 5, DOH 2

stamnoi: ACC 1A–B, 2
stands: AIG 1, ITH 2
bowls (lekanai, lekanides etc.): BOI 15, DOC 5,

NAU 2
lekythoi: COR 86, 112, IOD 9
lids: CHA 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 29
naiskos: DOI 1
pinakes: PCO 6, COP (all)
plastic vases: BOI 1B, 6B–E, ad BOI 4C
plates: COR 46B, DOC 3, DOH 1
pyxides: COR 1, COR 33, 34, 35, 55, 56 (?), 57,

122, 126, COR Gr 15
uncertain: COR 125, 128, LAK 2, 5, 9, DOC 6,

IOI 6, IOD 2, 5A–L, 7A–L, 10, NAU 1A–O

war, see battle, preparation
Warrior Group (COR 10)
wedding (see also scenes), of gods (? §406), of

Poseidon and Amphitrite (? §405), of Herakles
(deified) and Hebe (§421), of Dionysos and Ariadne
(§432), of Peleus and Thetis (? §406, §434), of Paris
and Helene (§439), of Amphiaraos and Eriphyle
(? ad COR 1)

Wellcome Painter (ad COR 16)
wrestling (§§415, 425, 433)
writers (see also potters), see Index 2
written poetry, see Index 2

Xanthos (see also Index 1a), one of Achilleus’ horses
(§506 with n. 1286), in unspecified scenes (§§462,
468); one of Hektor’s horses (§§439, 442, 444);
Polydeukes’ horse (§468)

Zetes (see also Argonauts, Phineus), see Index 1a
Zethos (ad CHA 28b)
Zeus (see also Athena, Danae, Ganymedes, Kyknos,

Peleus surprising Thetis; Index 1a), name (§258),
fighting Typhon (§404), in gigantomachy (§404),
in unspecified scene (§405)

Zeuxippe (see also Index 1a) (§444)
Zoilos (NAU 1, §257)
Zopyriskos (nn. 628, 944)



Negative nos. (in brackets) are given where available.

EUB 1–2: National Archaeological Museum, Athens;
3: Sir John Boardman, Oxford.

BOI 2C: Akademisches Kunstmuseum der Univer-
sität Bonn, ph. Wolfgang Klein (90-1447); 2D: 
Dr Burkhard Meißner, Heidelberg (now Halle/
Saale); 4C: R. Wachter; 5B: Kunsthistorisches
Museum, Vienna (all neg. no. I 26. 177); 6E: Gift
of E. P. Warren, Courtesy, Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston (B 17203); 7B: The Trustees of the
British Museum, London (C 2362); 17: H. L.
Pierce Fund, Courtesy, Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston (B 1267, B 1266, C 873); 19–20, 23–5:
National Archaeological Museum, Athens.

AIG 3A (77/61), 3E (72/3443): Deutsches Archäo-
logisches Institut, Athens.

INC 1: Archivio Fotografico dei Musei Capitolini,
Rome.

COR 16: The Board of Trustees of the National
Museum and Galleries on Merseyside, Liverpool
Museum (N 79. 1888, N 79. 1886, N 79. 1887, N
79. 1890, N 79. 1889); 24B: Private collection,
Thessaloniki, ph. M. Pappou; 42: Fondazione
Banco di Sicilia, Palermo; 46A: Bibliothèque
Nationale de France, Paris (90 B 114288, 90 A

63434, 90 A 63435); 46B: Bibliothèque Nationale
de France, Paris (90 B 114287); 50A: R. Wachter;
51: P. and A. Canellopoulos Museum, Athens; 52:
Otago Museum, Dunedin; 64: R. Wachter; 64A:
Kunstsammlung der Universität Erlangen (B 96-
2); 64B: Galerie Nefer, Zurich; 66: Staatliche
Museen zu Berlin, Stiftung Preußischer Kultur-
besitz, Antikensammlung (Ant. 5468, Ant. 5633
left and right, Ant. 4942); 68: Museo Nazionale,
Naples (116445, 116448, 116453, 116451); 70: 
R. Wachter; 71: R. Wachter; 73: Museo
Archeologico Nazionale, Metaponto (40172); 77:
R. Wachter; 79: Museo Archeologico Nazionale,
Taranto (both neg. no. R 554/91); 81A: 
R. Wachter; 82: Monumenti Musei e Gallerie
Pontificie, Rome, Vatican (XXXV 4-33. 1–7); 94:
American School of Classical Studies, Athens
(74-73-18); 96B: Private collection, Geneva; 98: 
R. Wachter; 102: Monumenti Musei e Gallerie
Pontificie, Rome, Vatican (XXXV 4-32); 103:
Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore; 108, 109 (F 117):
American School of Classical Studies, Athens; 
110: R. Wachter; 115A: Galerie Nefer, Zurich; 123:
Collection of the J. Paul Getty Museum, Malibu,
California; 126, 127 (70-150-11): American School
of Classical Studies, Athens; 131: R. Wachter.

PHOTOGRAPHIC CREDITS

COP 2B, 5, 36, 38B, 41, 49, 65, 67, 90C: 
R. Wachter.

LAK 2: Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, Athens
(Ol. 6757)

CHA 1: Rijksmuseum van Oudheden, Leiden; CHA
3A: Anonymous loan to the J. Paul Getty Museum,
Malibu, California; CHA 6, 9, 11, 13: R. Wachter;
CHA 15: Martin von Wagner Museum der Uni-
versität Würzburg, ph. K. Öhrlein (KB 231/28).

PCH 1: Anonymous loan to the Antikenmuseum
Basel und Sammlung Ludwig, Basle, ph. C. Niggli.

ETR 3: Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Stiftung
Preußischer Kulturbesitz, Antikensammlung (Ant.
6436, Ant. 6435).

IOD 9: State History Museum, Moscow; 10: Com-
munal Archaeological Museum, Sozopol.

NAU 1: R. Wachter

(In summer 1994 I wrote to all copyright holders of
the above-listed photographs to ask for permission
to reproduce the prints they had previously sent 
me. From the owners of COR 24B and IOD 9 no
answer has reached me, but as the vases in question
have long been published I assume that permission
is granted.)

The plates are in chapter order.

1. EUB
2. BOI
3. AIG
4. INC/PCO
5. COR
6. COP
7. ARG
8. LAK

9. ELI
10. ITH
11. EUC
12. CHA
13. PCH
14. ETR
15. ACC
16. DOC

17. IOI
18. DOI
19. IOD
20. NAU
21. CAE
22. DOH
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