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PREFACE

I wisH 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 vedpa 7dv mpdfewv. The Swiss National Science Foundation
(Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Forderung 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 199o; 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 (Wiirzburg), G. Berger-Doer (Basle), N. Bookidis (Athens), M. Boss (Wiirzburg), D. von
Bothmer (New York), M. Brouskari (Athens), G. Buchner (Ischia), F. Buranelli (Rome-Vatican), I.. 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. Hellstrom (Stockholm), L. Hiinnekens (Karlsruhe), Th.
Kappeler (Zurich), U. Kistner (Berlin), K. Kilinski IT (Dallas), D. Knoepfler (Neuchatel), M. Korsholm
(Copenhagen), B. Meifiner (Heidelberg and Halle), J. R. Mertens (New York), C. Monnier (Sévres), 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 (Wiirzburg), N. Sorokina (Moscow), M. True (Malibu), L.. Turnbull
(University, Miss.), M. Vojatzi (Thessaloniki), K. Wight (Malibu), D. Williams (LLondon), G. Zimmer
(Berlin), J. Ziomecki (Wroclaw).

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 fiir 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 Fakultit) of Basle University. Professors Giinter
Neumann (Wiirzburg), Riidiger Schmitt (Saarbriicken), 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 NAG/V1, 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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INTRODUCTION

Wer die sprachwissenschaftliche Literatur der letzten Jahre auch
nur einigermalen kennt, weil3 den Abstand zwischen einst und
jetzt zu ermessen: neben den Denkmilern auf Stein und Erz,
denen die griechische Grammatik eine so ungeahnte Bereiche-
rung verdankt, steht heute, als zweite wichtige Zeugnisquelle
fir griechische Sprachgeschichte, das bescheidenere und von
der Grammatik frither kaum beachtete Tongefil3, das uns einen,
wenn auch nur fliicchtigen Blick zu tun verstattet hat in eine
uns sonst fast ganz verschlossene Welt, die altgriechische, speziell
die altattische Volkssprache.!

Thus in his 1896 review W. Schulze emphasized not only the
importance of P. Kretschmer’s Die griechischen Vaseninschrifien
threr 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 ¢.400 BC. Admittedly this terminus excludes the South
Ttalian 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

' W. Schulze (1896), 694.

previous treatment of the Attic corpus. A cut-off date of ¢.400
BC 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.? 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

2 1 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.® 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 BC (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.* 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 [3] in Chalcidian® (see §259)—only
concerned Attic vases.’ As for reflections of literary language,

3 1 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?

* For a completely different kind of proof for the reflection of epic (more
precisely 7/. 18. 39) on a vase see Wachter (199oa) and (1990b).

5 See his p. 71.

® See e.g. his pp. 74 ff. on non-Attic names of potters and painters, and
Doric labels of heroic characters.

he seems to have taken a somewhat sceptical view and mentions
only a few cases—again only Attic ones—in passing;’ 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.

SCHEME OF THE PRESENT VOLUME

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

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); j5,
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, lonic islands (IOI); 18, Doric islands (DOI); 19, Ionic
Dodekapolis (IOD); 20, Naukratis (NAU); 21, Caeretan (CAL);
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 fime of discovery (or the earliest terminus
ante quem 1 could find), and in some cases the time of iis 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.® Linguistic works are only rarely referred

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

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. 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 199o0).
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).

once been listed under ‘Gefisse’, 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.

? 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.'

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.

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 (1989%), 30
n. 30), which is now down-dated to the 4th cent. (see LSAG 452C); (2)
the small frs. from the Kabirion on Lemnos, ASA4A Ns 63 (1985), 342, with
ph. fig. 6, reading [Ka]Belpoi[s]; [. . Jvev.[...]; [(lep[dv] ?; [. . Juewr[. . .];
[KlaBeiplows]; [. . . 2lavdpl. . .]; epdv.

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.



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) 101, (18) DOI,
(19) IOD, (20) NAU, (21) CAE, (22) DOH.



1. Euboia

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.

*9EUB 1 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 12128

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 1.;
only the third (the hindmost) is named. Date: (shortly) after 600
(Boardman); last q. 7th cent. or (shortly) after 600 (Jeffery).

DEE
Oee

!
Oee.

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 fei, which is both impossible to read
and a priori unexpected for the Euboian dialect (there is no iota
to give pl. feal). He suggests that the label may stand for all three
figures. This is possible (we may compare COR g7), 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.

*9EUB 2 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. (16184+) 12076

Bf. amphora from Eretria (1898). Bibliography: Laurent (1901),
176 ff., ph. pl. 12; Nicole (1911), 168 f., no. 8go (with bibl.);
Haspels (1930), 432, ph. pl. 23; Boardman (1952), 38 f., ph. pl.
9¢; 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 (/) are standing in a
chariot to r. In front of them, beyond the horses, a man to 1. (¢)
is facing them. The other figures, three women, are unnamed.
Date: 550—540 (Boardman; LIMC).

(a) TEL, (b) ®ET, (¢) REVS
(a) IIe). . ], (b) Oer|...], () [. . ]pevs
(a) 11&)[€bs], (b) Oér[es], (¢) [INE]peds.

Epigraphy: (a) The lambda was read by Laurent as V, 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 1. 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 1. part of the top bar and part of the vertical hasta of
the tau (O rs], eds.). (¢) 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 $, otherwise it would reach down too
far. Interpretation: Wedding of Peleus and Thetis (labels).

Since the certain lambda in () had its angle at the bottom, as
expected on Euboia, the first letter in (¢) cannot be a lambda."
Nor does it help to suggest that the writer tried but failed to write
a lambda.'? Laurent restored (¢) [[N€]peds, 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 §1071).

*¥°EUB 3 ERETRIA, MUS. 7284

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).

" We cannot expect two different lambdas in one and the same inscr. The
East Ionic lambda from Eretria (/G xii/g. 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 Tonic features (notably
1 in &évos).

12 Boardman’s various explanations as to why the writer could have written NeAeds
are unconvincing in themselves.
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(a) KALLIME NSKALA (b)) K ELEIAK LA
(a) Kadlpel...?] | vokada (b) K[. ...]. edetar[.]Aa
(@) Kadpel...?] | vs Kad. (b) KlaAA]uédera K[a]/\é.

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 () 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 xala 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.’’ But if it is a kalos-inscription,
which seems to be the case, should we expect such a document

3 LSAG 85 (with n. 3), 95. 22, found in Eretria, but considered by Jeffery to
be Boiotian.

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) ka)d 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." This would offer for () the
restoration KaAAipuédera xald, while the M$ 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 Kad\iuédets from Boiotian Orchomenos (Bechtel,
p. 305), and we may wonder whether this name was understood
as deriving from pélos ‘limb, melody’, yielding either the mean-
ing ‘sounding beautiful’ (as éupelis ‘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?

* For a parallel see BOI g.



2. Boiotia

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, 44 and B but not C, 54 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 g 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).

BOI 14—B (A) BERLIN, ANTIKENSAMMLUNG V. 1. 3395
(INCISED AFTER FIRING), (B) BOSTON, MUS. OF
FINE ARTS 98. 897 (INCISED AFTER FIRING?)

(A) Ring aryballos from Greece (bought from Geladakis in
1897: U. Kistner, per fitr.). (B) Plastic vase in the shape of a
sandalled r. foot from Thebes (1898 or earlier). Bibliography:
(A4) 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), 1715
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. 45¢. 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) TPYTONEPOIRESE
(A) I'pvrovemoiFeoe

(B) TPYTONEPOIRESE
(B) I'pvrovemoiFece
(A) I'prov émoiFéce. (B) I'pirov émol Féoe.

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 $, 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 $ to make it the bottom
one and completed the letter at the top, leaving it as £ (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,'
an effect which only occurs to such an extent once the clay has
been fired."® 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 I'-shape upsilon is used, which is frequent in Boiotia (see
Jeffery, p. go) but occurs only here on vases. Thirdly, the other
letters, too, match very well. For the [w] in the verb moceiv see
the following vases and §209; for names in -wv, §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 I'pires Eppalia
édore. For details of the restoration and the function of this
inscription, as well as a drawing, see ad BOI 4C. The name ['pvrés
(obviously an s-stem, see §235) reminds us strongly of our pot-
ter I'pdrov, whose name was connected with the word ypira
‘container for ointments’ (Sappho fr. 179 L-P) by Bechtel (p. 604).
I'pur-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 I as in Gryton’s (the sigma does not match, but
it also differs between BOI 14 and B). As to the difference in
the name, we may compare the potter-name(s) BOI 54 ®fddas
and 5B @ihe, which are likely to designate the same man (see ad
loc. and §228). From the point of view of formation, I'pdrés could
correspond to @0 if my interpretation of the frequent Boiotian
hypocoristics in -€ as formations in -&s with loss of the final [s]
is correct (see §235).

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.
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*°BO1 24—D (A) PARIS, LOUVRE CA 128 (INCISED, BEFORE
FIRING?), (B) ATHENS, P. AND A. CANELLOPOULOS
MUS. 737 (INCISED, BEFORE FIRING?), (C) BONN,

AKADEMISCHES KUNSTMUS. DER UNIV. 2128 (INCISED,
PROBABLY BEFORE FIRING), (D) HEIDELBERG,
ANTIKENMUS. DES ARCH. INST. DER UNIV. Z 1

(INCISED, BEFORE FIRING?)

(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 (188¢), pl. 1; Kretschmer (1894), 53 f.,
no. 4; Perrot—Chipiez (1914), 40 n. 1; Nicole (1916), 376, no. L.
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,"” phs. pl. 46a—b;
Guarducci (1974), 481, with ph. fig. 190; A. Waiblinger, CV.A
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; 1. K.
Raubitschek (1966), 156 f., no. ‘Menaidas’ 4, phs. pls. 46¢, 475.
(D) 1. K. Raubitschek (1965); I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 157,
no. ‘Menaidas’ 5, phs. pls. 464, 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) MENRIDR SEMEPOIRESEYRPOP]

(B) MENRIDRSEMEEMOIRESEYRPOP
(C) MENRIDRSEMEEPOIFESEYRPOP|
(D) VAPOPIEMEPOIRESEMENMRIDRS.

(A) Mevaidaceuemoifeceyapomt
(B) Mevaidaceueemoifeceyapomt
(C) MevaibaoeueemoFeceyapomt
(D) Xapomieuemoifeceuevaidas

(A) Mevaidas éw émolf eéoe Xapom.'s (B) Mevaidas éue
émolFeoe Xdpom. (C) Mevaidas éué émoiFéoe Xdpom.
(D) Xdpom: éu’ émolF éoe Mevaidas (a different and more
careless hand later incised: Iopy(ds ToméA(N)ave).

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.

'8 (4) and (D): This transcription is more likely than éué moiféoe (see §224).

Epigraphy: (A) Waiblinger (p. 16) reports a thermoluminescence
analysis made at Oxford which showed that the vase is authentic.”
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 EMOIEESE. This was rejected
by Maffre (1978: 265 n. 11): ‘le F ne ressemblant a un E . ..
qu’d cause d’une rayure accidentelle de I’épiderme du vase a
Pemplacement 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 1. 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,® 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.?! 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,” 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 éué, (A) and (D) éw’instead,” 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), MM (B), MM (C), MM (D). On

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

% 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.

2! It is described as ‘yellowish brown with lumps of gray and brown in it’ by
Raubitschek (1966), whereas BOI 24 is ‘tres 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 -:das would be -i3&s).

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



2. BOIOTIA II

the other hand, there is a greater number of details that agree
perfectly, notably the $-type sigmas and the ‘Boiotian’ R-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.* (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)* and (D);* in the
latter the continuation of the vertical stroke is clearly at an angle
to the vertical stroke itself.”” Even if this version is an (early) altera-
tion of the old P- or D-type rho towards the R- or D-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.?

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.” It
is clear that the writer first wrote emoce-. I cannot believe that he
wrote one oblique bar too many simply because the letter forms
of epsilon and digamma are similar: émolece 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 émoiFéoe 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.

# T 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 6£ (not quite as steep).
This form occurs elsewhere too, although it is never frequent.

% 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.

% T am grateful to Burkhard MeiBiner, who took the detailed phs. for me in
autumn 1988.

* 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.

# 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.

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

BOI 3 ATHENS, P. AND A. CANELLOPOULOS MUS. 941

Cup (‘a oiseaux’, Maffre) from ? (found ?). Bibliography: Maffre
(1975), 415 f., 420—5, ph. 417 fig. 2¢; 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).

ENIYEMENOIESE®EIOISPERIKRLDEIRDODR
Eniyeuemoteceleoiomepicalderadopa
’Elexe_’p,’ émoléce Oewols mepikaldeia 6pa.™

Epigraphy: The inscr. runs in a circle inside the cup, the last seven
letters ‘diving’ under the beginning. From the spacing of the
letters . . . fetotomepe . . . it is obvious that the writer first wrote
... Oeoumepe . . ., then, realizing that the dat. should have a -s
(see §204), changed the iota of -0t into a somewhat awkwardly
shaped sigma and added a new iota before it.’' I do not believe
that the delta of mepicaAdela should be a lambda and needs
emendation as Maffre claims (pp. 421 f.), nor that its ductus is
different from the one in 86pa. 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 -A58-!) 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
moléoe is counted ~—, Oewois ~—, and wepikaldela ~~—~ (see
below). As for the first two syllables, which in his opinion do not
fit the metre, it is possible that the name ’Emlye had three long
vowels, i.e. [Epik"e] (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 Eniyéw’ émolee or Emiye
W émoiéae, but not "Eniy’ éuw’ émoleoe (see §224).

For Boiotian men’s names in -e/-et see §235. As an inter-
pretation "Emufe makes no sense, the writing system of this
inscription must be the ‘red’ one, as expected for Boiotian; for
the formation with -uy- 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 pe to dip his brush into the
pot again, see §224. The forms fewois and mepicaldeia, as Maffre
states, both show the rendering <e:> for [€]. Although of dif-
ferent origin, this representation of a short prevocalic vowel as a
diphthong may be compared with the <7oc> in the verb (see also

% This is more likely than ’Eniyé pe moicoe . . . and ’Emixé ’ émoléce . . .

(see §224).
31 This produced a better spacing than inserting a -s directly after -oc.
32 Maffre, pp. 422 f. with nn. 48 and 53.
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§221). In ferois the final [s] was first forgotten (probably owing
to weak pronunciation), then inserted (see §204). The [d] in
meptkaldela® 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 ’Emr{yé is not otherwise attested, we cannot be absolutely
sure about the value of V). 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 mepikadréa ddpa (at the end of the line) is attested three
times in Homer,** but since the first part of the hexameter with
its moi€oe counted as — is not Homeric (where the scansion
would be —), and fewois mepicaldeés 66pov 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 2.4)?
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 kara TpiTov Tpoyaiov, 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.

*9BOI 44—C (A) ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 12218, (B) BOSTON,
MUS. OF FINE ARTS 99. 513, (C) KILCHBERG, E. PETERS
COLL. (EX SOLOTHURN, R. SCHMIDT COLL.;
INCISED AFTER FIRING)

(A) Ring aryballos from Boiotia (Thebes?) (1goo or slightly
earlier). (B) Ring aryballos from Boiotia (1899 or earlier). (C) Ring
aryballos from Greece, said to be from Thebes (before 1939).*

3 For the use of this adjective in dedicatory inscrs. see Maffre, p. 422 n. 51.

3 0d. 8. 420, 16. 327, 18. 303, also &. Cer. 327, always directly preceded by
the verb: é0ecav, pépov, épepov, 5{Bov. mepikalde- is used at precisely this point
in the line 10 times out of 20 in the [liad, 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.

% ¢ .. wurde vor iiber 10 Jahren in Athen erworben und stammt aus dem Besitz
eines fithrenden deutschen Archiologen und Ausgribers’ (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’.

Bibliography: (A) Kourouniotis (1900), 101-8; Nicole (1911),
148, no. 841, ph. pl. 4; Perrot—Chipiez (1914), 795; Nicole
(1916), 376 f., no. L. 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. L. 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
Jeftery, 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);* Schefold (1960), 142 f., ph. pl. 22. 106; I. K. Raubitschek
(1966), 158, no. ‘Mnasalkes’ 3, phs. pls. 48—, 494; 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.
1989.7 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).*

(4) MNR3RLKE3POIESE (B) MAR3RLKEMOIESE
(C) MMR3RLKE3P EMPEDIOADRI RYT
PHODOKE®EPON OILOTR3IONAIZYVLOIRYTO

(A) Mvacalkeomoreoe (B) Mvaocalkemoiece

(C) Mvacadkeon]. .. ... lepnmediovday
Av1|.]phodorepepovdiroTaciovaioyvlotavro

(A) MvacdAkes moleoe® (B) Myaodxémoleoe.®
(C) (a) MvaocdAkés m[oleoe vac.]"! ,.E,L,Lﬂé(SL(_;VSd.L.
(b) Adr[a)p ho S6Ke pépov ¢LAOTéGLOV Aloyibdor adTé.

Epigraphy: (A) —.* (B) —. (C) First read and interpreted by Ure
in his first letter to Bauer.® 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

% 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).

7 T warmly thank Mr and Mrs Peters for their kind permission to examine the
vase.

3% A date of ¢.630 (Bauer, referring to Hoppin (1924) ) seems clearly too high.

% This probably reflects [Mnasalképoiese] (see §§204, 224).

# This is more likely than MvacdA«é moi€ae (see §§204, 224).

1 This probably reflects [Mnasalképoiese] (see §§204, 224).

# 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.

+ 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 7 olec]e seems doubtful.* On the other hand, Ure’s
(1948) preferring méece to moleoe 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
mlolece], 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 éué does not
normally come after the verb, we shall have to assume an empty
space. After Eumediévday there is only a very small space, but
the syntactical cut is made visible: from adrdp 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 ’Eumedidvday is clear,
but the lower part has been obliterated by a hole. The letters
-otov- 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 1. (the one in AloydAor, 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 H) 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, (¢) ‘Mnasalkes made (me) for
Empediondas’, (4) ‘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 (A4) and (B) and in some places in
the incised one (C) the ‘horizontal’ bar of the rounded alpha slopes
upwards® (see dr.) instead of downwards as it normally does in
this typically Boiotian letter-form (R).

For the name Mvaodl«és 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): ‘Mnasalkes schaf dies GefiBl im
Auftrag des Empediondas. Und als Liebesgeschénk iiberbracht’
er’s dem Aischylos sélbst dann.” This immediately reveals some

* 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.

* A Boiotian parallel for this is LSAG 94. 26 (dr. pl. 7).

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

The name Eumediévdas was rightly interpreted by Ure in
his second letter as a patronymic from Eumediwv. See Bechtel
(pp. 152 f.), who lists both full names in ’Eumedo- and, particu-
larly frequent in Boiotia, short names from the same stem, such
as Eumediovv (i.e. ~wv), Eumédwv (Akraiphia, 3rd cent.), Eumédde
(Lebadeia, before 350), or [’ Eu]meddiya (Tanagra, gen.).¥ At any
rate, Empediondas must have been a human.

The first problem in the hexameter line is who is meant by o¢:
Mnasalkes or Empediondas? Bauer seems to suggest Mnasalkes,
but this seems distinctly odd.* Now, Raubitschek pointed to Od.
21. 366, where adrap 6 Orre dépwr 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 ¢pépwv +
verb,* demonstrative ¢ (without -d¢), and the lack of augment
in 86ke.” The word ¢ilordoov is not otherwise attested in this
form with certainty;’' frequent in literature is ¢lornola (KAL)
‘cup sacred to friendship, loving-cup’ (see LS], s.v.).

For the construction 86«e . . . ptdordatov . . . adTd, there are
two possible interpretations depending on the uses of ad7ds in
early Boiotian:*? (1) ¢uloTdoov is neuter (sc. dwpov), and adTé
is used adjectivally; (2) ¢tdoTdowov is neuter (or masculine) and
av76 is an anaphoric pronoun ‘gave it (sc. this vase) as a treat’.
Since the inscription is clearly epic in style, in possibility (1) ad7d,
as an adjective, cannot be (1) demonstrative, ‘this love-gift’ (see
Chantraine (1953), 155 bottom, 156 bottom), but the meaning
could very well be (1) ‘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 (é)ué is
not preserved (and does not occur on any of Mnasalkes’ vases),

* At the end of the inscr., and in view of the possible misunderstanding, the
writer would hardly have dropped the -s had he meant to say ad7ds ‘himself’.
Also the -s is written in the first name, although it may not have been pronounced
(see above and §204).

#7 Raubitschek, p. 164 n. 16 (read ‘p. 187 in her reference).

* FEither 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).

* An interpretation along the lines of adrap ho 861’ épepdy (or ho Sore hépov)
‘but then what he gave (me/them), I/they brought .. .’ is less likely; also the
imperfect tense would make no sense.

0 The use of the aorist d6xe 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.’

1 It is plausibly restored by J. D. Beazley in a graffito on an Attic rf. cup:
[<;SL/\]oréoLov (Immerwahr, no. 484).

2 Taking ad76 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,*
which practically rules out possibility (2).

We should therefore prefer (14), ‘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.** 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
I'p¥7és Eppaia édoke.

MPTRasEPARIRIE o ¢

Source: Oxford, Ashmolean Museum 1956. 314

The restoration I'pvres by I. K. Raubitschek (1966: 159, ad ‘Polon’
3) is better than I'pires (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.). I'pd7é may
be identical with ['pd76v the potter of BOI 1.4-B, whose name
evokes the notion ‘oil-flask’ (see ad loc.). The dative Epuaia: (for
the lack of aspiration see §253), on the other hand, was interpreted
by Boardman as a woman’s name (Eppaia).”® This is possible,
although no such female name, as far as I know, is attested in
Boiotia. On the other hand, masculine Heppaias (nom.) occurs
on a fifth-century inscription from Thespiai (/G vii. 1888¢. 10),
and the Boiotians had indeed a special preference for masculine
names with Eppar- (see Bechtel, p. 163).% 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 adrdp the letters are
bigger, bolder, deeper, and further apart. Therefore it seems more
attractive to assume that Empediondas, Mnasalkes’ apprentice and

53 This was felt by Ure (he took Empediondas for the customer who ordered
the vase), when he wrote in his first letter: “The AYTO 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.’

** Ashmolean Museum 1956. 314. Vidi 27 July 1990. See Boardman (19614),
55 f., no. 6.

% Tt cannot be the god’s name, which we expect as ’Epuds or uncontracted
’E'p,u.é.zis (or Hepu-~, respectively), but not with the cluster -ata-; see §253.

% This was probably because of the month-name ‘Eppaios (see Trimpy (1997),
244 f.) or the respective festival.

épdduevos, 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’; (4) ‘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 avrdp, was the actual model. But the sentence-opening
adTap 6 . . . is frequent in Homer,”” and the combination ddke
bépwv or Orike pépwv is also well attested (mostly in the Odyssey).™
So the present passage Adrap 6 ddke pépwv 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.

*BOI 54—B (A) LOST, (B) VIENNA, KUNSTHISTORISCHES
MUS. 1V 1864 (INCISED BEFORE FIRING)

(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), 120;
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. 45¢—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) OI®RDRSEMEPOIFESE (B) ¢I®EMEPOIFESE
(A) PbadacepemoFece (B) Pbepemroifece
(A) Dubadas éw émoiFeae.” (B) (p[@é,u’ émoifége.”

% 11. 1. 333, 488, 597, 2. 50, 105, 107, 224, etc.; Od. 4. 532, 5. 94, 243, 270,
354, 6. 224, etc.

% There are, however, only two cases where ¢épwv ends in the penthemimeres
and is immediately preceded by the verb as in our inscr.: Od. 9. 361 Tpis uev
wra pépwv, Od. 17. 333 Tov kaTénke dépwr. In all other cases, mostly with
On- (Od. 8. 482, 15. 122, 20. 97, 21. 182, 21. 378 f.), but also with Sw- (Od. 22.
146; 1. 7. 303 f. and—structurally the same—I//. 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 éomyoe pépwv (hephth.).

% This is more likely than éué moiféoe (see §224).

% This is more likely than @{0¢ - and -pe moi- (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 @:fadas in (A) with DiBwv (as Nikwv,
-adas and Mikwv, -ddas), which he considers the same name as
IT{Bwv. 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 @6(ddas) éu’ . . . (later preferred by Raubitschek),
since such an abbreviation would be ‘unerhért’ 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 I'pirés/ ['prov mentioned above (see ad BOI 1),
and §228. For @&’ . . . compare Emiyéys . . . 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 68 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.

*9BOI 6A—E (A) PARIS, LOUVRE L 4 (CA 70) (INCISED),
(B) PARIS, LOUVRE CA 938, (C) PARIS, LOUVRE CA 638
(INCISED), (D) PARIS, LOUVRE CA 1634 (INCISED BEFORE
FIRING), (E) BOSTON, MUS. OF FINE ARTS 13. 115
(INCISED AFTER FIRING)

(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
(‘panthere’, 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, g (1929),
3, ph. pl. 1. 6; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 158, no. ‘Polon’ 1; Ducat
(1966), 187; A. Waiblinger, C}V'A France, 26 (1974), 22, ph. plL
17. 2. (B) Maximova (1927), 108 n. 1; Boardman (19615), 105 n.
5; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 158 f., no. ‘Polon’ 2, ph. pl. 50; Ducat
(1966), 187, 189; A. Waiblinger, CV'A 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 (19614), 55 f.;
Ducat (1963), 433 n. 2; I. K. Raubitschek (1966), 159, no.
‘Polon’ 3, ph. pl. 51¢; Ducat (1966), 186, 189; A. Waiblinger, CV'A
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, CV’4 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. 51/~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. (F) 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 () 1st h. 6th cent. (Raubit schek, p. 162).
(D) 1st h. 6th cent. (Raubitschek, p. 162); towards mid-6th cent.
(Waiblinger).

() POLONEME (B) POLONEPOESE
(C) POLONEMEPOIESE (D) POLONEMETOIESE
(E) POLOMEMEPOIESE

(A) Ioloveuel. . .]
(D) Ilodovepemoiece

(B) Ilo)ovemoeaoe
(E) Ioloveuemoieoe

(C) Ioloveuemoreae

(A) I18Aov éue[. . .Jor &’ €[-. . .]. (B) IIéAov émdéce.
(C) I18)ov éw émoieae.’t (D) I18)\ov éw émoicae.
(E) IIéA6v éw’ émoleae.

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 éué 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; () 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 ¢6B.
Certainly the appearance of the vase and its modest decoration
are different from those of (B)—(F). Yet Waiblinger points to BOI
24 which has a similar shape. What is certain is that, first, the
inscription from an epigraphical point of view is not Corinthian,
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:

o1 (C), (D), (E): this is more likely than éue moleoe (see §224).

2 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,”
but thermoluminescence analysis® 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 (A4),
(B), (D), and BOI 24 yielded a result of ¢.1,300—3,000 years.
Nevertheless, she considers the vase authentic, but to have been
refired in the nineteeth century® and the (forged or genuine)
inscription subsequently coloured. Raubitschek observes that
the inscription seems to be by the same hand as (D) and (F).

(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 (£), 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 ‘fagonné avec une argile claire, analogue a
celle qui a été utilisée a Corinthe, et décoré de motifs en relief
dont la pate céramique rouge est semblable a 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.

(£) Fairbanks and McDermott think the inscription is modern,
and M. Padgett informs me (per /itt.) 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

% 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).

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

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

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.*® 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.*’

Considering all these facts we can expect not to be mistaken
if we accept as genuine: (4), 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 (F) (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 (£) by scientific means).® 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 name® of the potter is likely to be a heavily shortened form
of the TToAv- compound names (see §§229, 237). For the pronoun
and augment see §224; for the stem of the verb see §209.

*BOI1 7A4—C (A) PARIS, LOUVRE MNB 501, (B) LONDON,
BRITISH MUS. 1873. 2—8. 2 (INCISED BEFORE FIRING),
(c) ATHENS (?)

(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), 8o, dr. 81 fig. 42; von Rohden
(1888), 1970, with dr. fig. 2107; dr. by E. Pottier in W1 (1888),

% 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.

7 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’.

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

% Bechtel (p. 380) cites a Phokian ITéAwv, and five attestations from the
Kyrenaika are listed in Fraser—Matthews; *IT6\\wv, *[TotvAwv, *I[1dAwv seem
not to exist.
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pl. 1. 2 and 7; E. Pottier in Dumont—Chaplain (1888), 287—9o,
with dr. (p. 287); Kretschmer (1894), 52, no. 1; Perrot—Chipiez
(1914), 41, dr. 44; Nicole (1916), 376, no. L. 4. 6. 1; Ducati (1922),
203, drs. 202 f; Pfuhl (1923), 1279, 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 £, 52,
and passim, phs. pl. 15. 3—4. (B) Heydemann (18704), 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—9o, with dr. (p. 290);
BM Cat. A (unpublished), no. 189; Kretschmer (1894), 52, no. 2;
Walters—Birch (1905), 1. 300, ph. pl. 17. 6; Nicole (1916), 376,
no. L. 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 IT (1990), 4, nn. 1 f. Photographs: (A) Merlin cl. but only
(b); Elgnowski quite cl. but only (#); Raubitschek and CVA cl;
Kilinski II cl. but only (4). (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); ¢. mid-6th cent. (Waiblinger);
early 2nd h. 6th cent. (Kilinski II, p. 65). (B) 1st h. 6th cent.
(Raubitschek, p. 162). (C) —.

(A) (a) TRMEDESEPOESE (b)) FRMEDE § EPOE § E
(B) "RMEDESEPOESE (C) SEPO.

(A) (a) I'apedeoemoece (b)) I'apede s emoe o €

(C) [.. .Joemo[. . .]

(A) (a) and () de,éSEg énééce. (B) Fd,u,e_’Sgs émééce.
(O) [...]s émo[({F)éce . .. 7].

(B) TI'auedeoemoeae

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Potter’s (or potters’?) signatures.
(C) 1s attributed to Gamedes by C. Fossey, and K. Kilinski II
(per litr.) accepts this view; it seems uncertain to me, however.

Inscriptions (A) and (B) and their vases are not to be doubted:
(A) 1s 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 /itt.): “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. Birchall” 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 (4) 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 I'auédés as ‘earth’; i.e. a name parallel to Aiopxdys, which
seems the most plausible solution.”

°BOI 8 BERLIN, ANTIKENSAMMLUNG F 1727

Bf. exaleiptron (tripod kothon) from Tanagra (1881 or earlier).
Bibliography: Loschcke (1881), with drs. pls. 3 f.; Furtwingler
(1885), no. 1727; N. Kunisch, CV’A 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 k:bisis, 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: ¢.570—560 (Kunisch); soon after

575 (Kilinski II, p. 65, implicitly); 575550 (LIMC).

(¢) TEPREWR
Iepoevs
Iepoevs.

" Tam grateful to L. Burn for copies of the correspondence (Oct.—Nov. 1965).
" Heydemann had read ITau(u)edes, Dumont I'au(un)edes; Kretschmer
(p. 53) thought of an aphaeresis for Aya-.
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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.

°BOI 9 BERLIN, ANTIKENSAMMLUNG V. I. 4859

Exaleiptron from Boiotia (bought in 1906, found ?). Bibliography:
first mentioned in Burrows—Ure (1911), 76 n. 33, 8o 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 (), 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 (), cl.; Scheibler (1964) invis.; Raubit-
schek only (a), quite cl.; CVA (a) cl., (b) uncl. Vidi 27 Sept. 1991.
Scene: None. Date: ¢.575 (Gehrig et al); mid to 3rd q. 6th
cent. (Kunisch, because of the palmette ornaments); 2nd q.
6th cent. (K. Kilinski II, per lisz.).

(a) NOLVTIMIDASKALOSPANVVTOEKALOS
(b) TOLVTIMIDASKALOSDANVVT  ALONA

(@) IolvTwuidaokaloomavyvroerxalos
(b) IodvTywdaokadoomavyvt|. . Jadoval.]

(@) IodvTiuidas kadds, wavyv Toe kalds. (b) Ilolvrinidas

kalds, mavyv tloe k]ald(s), val€ . ?].

Epigraphy: Both painted, () on the lid, (5) 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 «]ad(s),
va[€ . ?] 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 («) seems to have been slightly shorter than (4), 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 wdvyv (i.e. wdyxv; for the spelling see §114)
is attested in early poetry, but only twice in Attic literature (drama).
Since our inscription is anything but poetic, mdvyv has to be
considered a common Boiotian word.” Also, Toe and—if correctly

2 D. Knoepfler (per litt.) kindly draws my attention to another Boiotian adverb,
namely mporawd, which is rare in Attic (only Eur. [?] RA. 423, explained as Boiotian
by the scholion), but is attested several times in Boiotia, e.g. /G vii. 1739. 14
mpornv{ in the meaning of ‘mpdrepor’, and SEG 28. 461. 9 wporew!. More attesta-
tions in BCH 102 (1978), 364. See Chantraine, s.v. moraivios, and Frisk, s.vv.
7TOT(7.L’VLO§ and 7TPOTO.LVL’.

read—vaé (i.e. 7ol and vai; 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).

BOI 10 ATHENS, P. AND A. CANELLOPOULOS MUS. 384

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. (¢), bent forward, washing her hair, a woman
to 1. (d), pouring water over (¢)’s head. In the free space above
(¢)’s back is inscr. (4). Under the handle there is a dog (¢). On
the other side there are a woman (/) to r., spinning, and two
others, (g) and (%), facing each other, grinding. A lion under the
handle seems not to have been named. Date: 4th q. 6th cent.

(Maffre, p. 476).

(@) R (b)) OKE | TERIA | MRS () EVFRRVR
(d) EVOROSVNR (¢) ®ILODERR (f) (&) EVOARIN
(¢) ©) EVFRRVR (4) ?ODOMR

@ ....a () [..Joxe | [.. Jrepwa]. .. 2] | [ . Jvadl. ..?]
(¢) EvFapya (d) Evdpoovva (¢) Didodepa
(f) Evdapia (g) EvFapxa (k) Qodoua

(@....0,(B)[...é0"oKel. .. wo?]réqu[. .? L Jvadl. .. 7],
(¢) EdFdpya, (d) Eddpooiva, (e) @L/\O(]f)épd, (f) Eddapa,
(g) EdFapya, (h) Qoddua.

Epigraphy: (a) Mé)ra would be a possible reading of the
woman’s name (see CHA 15, and see Pape—Benseler). () 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 1. 2, as Nicholas Milner suggested to me, [wo]répux[. )2
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
(¢)—(h): Toilet and domestic scene (labels). (#) Not clear, perhaps
a dedication.

The writing system is clearly ‘red’ (V =[k"] ). 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 (¢) the dog’s, which is the equivalent of
Attic etc. ¢pAdlnpos ‘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
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p. 472 (with nn. 164-8) he cites further occurrences of Ed¢pociva,
Ed¢dpios and -ia, EVFdpya and -i8as from Boiotia.

(@) is unclear (see above). (#) The restoration of the three lines
is not clear.” (¢) and (g) contain a glide [w] (see §207); why the
same name occurs twice is not clear. (¢) For the name see Bechtel,
p. 565. (¢) For the second [p"], i.e. the former labiovelar, see
Maffre, p. 474 with nn. 183 ., and e.g. Lejeune, §§30—41.

(f) For Ed¢apia Maffre (p. 474) briefly offers two explana-
tions: (1) ‘celle qui porte bien’ (related to $pépw); (2) ‘celle qui a
un beau voile’ (related to ¢dpos, Attic ¢dpos). Both etymologies
seem to be possible. To justify the second, where we may expect
a digamma (i.e. papf-, see Myc. pa-we-a ), we can refer to the
fact that kalds is already written without £ on the slightly earl-
ier vase BOI g (c.550—525). T'wo other Boiotian inscriptions of
the sixth century, it is true, still show such a F,”* 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.” In order to justify the first
etymology, we could connect the name with names in -¢dpns (see
Bechtel, pp. 442 f.), for example Aapdpns, in which the element
-¢pap- clearly has a verbal character (see also Aewdopidns and
Depélaos, ibid. 445 and 444, respectively) and of which our
-papea 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 @apddas OnBayévous™ as opposed to
Depddlas].” In both cases we expect the feminine of an s-stem,
i.e. EYddpeid, rather than -{a,”® and we must therefore assume
that an original -eta > *-¢sja could already be written -a at the
time. This is perfectly possible in view of BOI 3 (see §221).

() Qoddua 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. kodouevs).

°BOI 1T1A—B WURZBURG, MARTIN VON WAGNER MUS.
DER UNIV. H 4885 AND 4886

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

3 Maffre’s reading |nos (word-end) in the third line cannot be correct, since
H would have to designate [h] in this state of alphabet, which is the old Boiotian
one (see (¢) Prhodépa not -¢jpa), and with this value it does not normally occur
word-internally. An inscr. ending in 6s or ds, however, is hard to imagine. Also
P. Roesch’s suggestion (apud Maftre, p. 471 n. 159) that |nos is a special spelling
for Jatos, is out of the question, since this possibility only arose after the intro-
duction of the Ionic alphabet around 400, when H was no longer used for [h].
See also CEG 446 = GD 38. 5 yvvawk (¢.450—430?), and GD 39 still with -a:-
passim (early 4th cent.).

™ CEG 334 and, in a similar phonetic situation, LSAG 94. 2.

5 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).

 JG vii. 4149. 12 from the Ptoion (Bechtel (1921), 264).

7 IG vii. 1751. 6 from Thespiai (Bechtel (1921), 264).

™ There is also Edddpuos, interpreted by Bechtel (p. 443) as the patronymic
adjective -pdpetos from -pdpys. In our case, a patronymic seems less suited.

f., ph. pl. 35, and (B), 42, ph. pl. 36; Kilinski II (1990), 31 £, 42,
52, 66, phs. (A) pl. 32. 1, (B) pl. 32. 2. Photographs: CVA quite
cl.; Kilinski IT quite cl., but only (A. 1) and (B. 1). Vidi 8 Feb.
1991. Scene: Two young men coming from the 1. (2) and r. (¢),
carrying hens. These serve as encouragement for two cocks, which
are fighting in the centre. (b) is written above the 1. 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: ¢.500 (Holscher);

¢.515—500 (Kilinski II, p. 66).

(A) (1) (a) KRITON (5) NIKA (¢) (<)? ¢
(2) (a) KRITON (b) NIKA (¢) lost

(B) (1) (a) KRITON (4) NIKA (c) lost
(2) (a) TON (&) lost (c) lost.

(A) and (B) (a) Kpirov (b)) Nika (¢) [...Jad[. .. ?]
or [...?]éa[. . .] (twice each)

(A) and (B) (a) Kpirov, (b) V[’K(i, ©1L[- Jegl. .. 7]
or [...?]éa[. . .] (twice each).

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

The cocks’ owners, (a) Kpirov (see §229) and the other, whose
name cannot be restored (¢), are in attendance. (b) vikd is not the
name of the cock (who is of course male), nor a verb ‘he is
winning’,” nor the imperative ‘win!” nor an exclamation ‘victory!’®
Therefore I prefer to take it as a comment or an invocation (see
above).

BOI 12 READING, UNIV., URE MUS. 38. V. ¢

Fr. of kantharos, from near the Kabirion at Thebes* (1938 or
earlier). Bibliography: A. D. Ure (1951), 194—7, phs. pl. 42¢—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) ).

" Expected *vucije in Boiotian (see e.g. Buck, §41. 1; Lejeune, §2984). We can-
not read («) and (/) 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.

% The former should be *vikn, 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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(@) (<) FOENHS (b) (&) FOEHS
(a) Koevys  (b) Koens

Epigraphy: (a) is painted in faint letters, (#) bolder, continuing
(a). The whole starts next to the figure’s mouth. The kappas
(digammas?) and the nu are reversed (a reading 7oeno- vel sim.
is excluded). The last letter of () looks like a ‘w’ and is prob-
ably a four-stroke sigma turned through 9o°. Ure (1951) argues
that () is a correction of () 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 (2), who wrote a non-Ionic
sigma and the frequent Boiotian <oe>-diphthong, used heta as
[€], and that the hand of (), who wrote an Ionic sigma, still used
the <oe>. Interpretation: Labels? Nonsense inscription?

Ure (1951: 196) interprets the inscriptions as two attempts to write
roins/ kdns (Hsch.), a title of the Kabiran priest. But in view of
the epigraphical oddities and certain other difficulties attaching
to this interpretation,* we should perhaps consider a nonsense
inscription. For the diphthong <oe> see §2235.

°BOI 13 PARIS, LOUVRE CA 925

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); ¢.410—400 (LIMC).

DANAA

Aavaa
Aavda.

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).

82 Chantraine, s.v. xoiov, cites a form of a verb derived from this title, namely
kowdrar. The title xoins is therefore an a-stem. Although we do not know how
to explain the Tonic form of the Hesychian gloss, we certainly cannot expect such
an Jonic 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 koins
in Hsch. is explained as iepets KaBeipwv, which makes it doubtful that it referred
to the Boiotian cult, which recognized only one KdfSipos. More likely it belonged
to one of the Kabiria at Samothrake or Lemnos.

BOI T4 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 9716

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. Rohl, 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).

(1) ABAMECIHOIKLM NOTRSTV4OV
(b)) ABADECIHolkL MNOTMRSTV+OV

(@) aPydeFLhOukAu | vompoTvédy,
(b) aBydefChbukd | wrompoTuédy.

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 («) 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 (),
which shows wider spaces between the letters, mu starts the sec-
ond line. Therefore in («) 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 (V), which are lacking on side (), represent the Ionic
forms ¥ and £2 (there were no signs for [ps] and [6] 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 §100) or in the actual sequence of our abecedaria. (2) The two
additional signs do not at all resemble the Ionic letters ¥ and £
(nor Tonic 1). (3) The letter ¥ 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).** 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 (#) there is only half that number;

8 ‘In ihnen’ (sc. the two signs at the end) ‘willkiirlich gebildete, rein zufillige
Formen zu sehen, nur bestimmt, den noch iibrigen Raum der Zeile zu fiillen,
verbietet schon die Anordnung der ersten Zeile, in welche mit augenscheinlicher
Riicksichtnahme 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 («) and then the twelve-dot side with its abecedarium (4),
having arrived—if somewhat late—at the much neater, and more
economical, arrangement of the decoration just described.* 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 (), was done first. On the other hand, his forgetting
the vertical bar of the phi on side () 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 (2)—(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 ‘Tonic’ 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.

BOI 15 PARIS, LOUVRE MNC 743

Lekane from ? (¢.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; Flaceliere-Devambez (1966), g6—8,
ph. pl. 12. 2; Brommer (1973), 108, no. D. 2; A. Waiblinger, CV'A
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’ T,
Vollkommer (1988), 40 no. 260, ph. 41 fig. 51. Photographs:
A. D. Ure sm.; Flaceliere-Devambez only (b)—(d), cl.; CVA
quite cl.; LIMC only (a)—(b), sm.; Vollkommer uncl.¥ Scene: A
warrior («) on horseback to r., seconding a gigantic warrior with
spear (b). The latter is fighting an archer to 1. (¢) who is backed
by a woman (4) who is about to throw her spear. Date: last q.
5th cent. (Waiblinger; LIMC); 420—400 (Vollkommer).

(@) ARES (b)) NAAENES (¢) (&) HERAKLES
(d) (&) AeANA
(@) Apes (b) I'ayeves (¢) Hepardes (d) Afava

(a) Apés, (b) F&yevég, (¢c) Heparlés, (d) Abava.

8 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.

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

Epigraphy: The sigma of (@) 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 () of course with long [a]; for (¢) see §503, for (4) see §247.

BOI 16 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10426

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, /G vii
(1892), no. 3599; Kretschmer (1894), 54; Roscher (1884—-1937),
1. 2538, s.v. Megaloi Theoi, with dr. fig. 3; Romagnoli (1907),
161, dr. 163 fig. 15; Collignon—Couve (1902—4), no. 1142; Frinkel
(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. (¢) and a woman to 1. () standing close to him with
one hand on his shoulder; a boy to 1. (¢) watching them, his hands
folded in front of him. To their r. a youth to L. (4) is about to
dip an oinochoe into a large krater, and the deity (¢) is leaning
back (head to r. facing 1) 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 (/).
The figures (@), (¢), and (/) have grotesque faces, the others not.
The whole painting shows strong Attic influence.® Date: after 440
(Wolters—Bruns, p. 125); late 5th to early 4th cent. (LIMC 1);
410—400 (Braun—-Haevernick, p. 6; LIMC vi, vii).

(1) MITOS  (5) KRATEIA (c) TRATOLAOS
(d) TAIE  (¢) KABIROS (f) SATV

(@) Miros (b) Kpatewo (c) Ilpatolaos
(e) KaBpos () Zary. . ]

(a) Miros, (b) Kpdrewa, (c) Ilpardlaos, (d) Ilds, (e) KaBipos,
(f) Zard{pil.

(d) Hous

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Probably a sacrificial procession
(Iabels).

% 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 I1pardAaos prove that it is not Attic, but Boiotian.



22 CATALOGUE OF INSCRIPTIONS

The writing is as expected in Boiotia at the time.*” (¢) For -Ados
with its uncontracted vowels, see §223. Ilparo- is the normal form
of ‘first’ in Boiotian, Doric, etc. and is etymologically unclear.®
(d) For the word md.s 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).

*°BOI 17 BOSTON, MUS. OF FINE ARTS 0I. 8069

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

(@) $ (b)) ME (c) ERA (d) A AN (¢) AD
(@) .al..Js (b) ...ue..?1 (o) [Jepa (d) ABav
(e) Adpol. . .]

(a) Ld[pdls, (b) Heppeéls] (rather than Heppuélas]),
(¢) [H]epa, (d) Abav(a), (e) Appo[diral.

Epigraphy: (a) A single sigma to the 1. 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.). (§) On the original ph. some traces of let-
ters show to the 1. 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 -s before
He- of (¢) (see dr.). (¢) The heta and the 1. part of the epsilon
are obliterated (M. Padgett). (d) Clear. (¢) 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 (4). After the phi there is D of

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’.)

% See e.g. Lejeune, §298) with n. 2. He suggests a possible origin
*mpa(F)oros. Yet, this presents a problem, for in Boiotian contraction should
not have occurred: see -Ados not -Ads in our very name, and wdis, our (d),
which never turned into *7js in this dialect.

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 (). 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 (@), 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.

(@) and (¢) pose no problems. For () Hepué[s], a more likely
reading than Hepué[as], see §253. The last alpha of (4) (for the
name see §247) was never written. The only explanation® that I
can think of is accidental crasis with (e), i.e. HﬂévqupoSfrd, by
the writer when he applied the labels; the same did not occur

between (¢) and () though.

BOI 18 OXFORD, ASHMOLEAN MUS. G. 249 (V 262)

Deep bowl (with horizontal handles) from ? (1892 or earlier).
Bibliography: Frohner (18924), no. 210, dr. pl. 45; P. Gardner
(1893), 18 £, 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. £A4A 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. 285; 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 (), cl. Vidi 27 July 1990. Scene:
Caricature of a bearded man () leaping to the 1. 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 (4), as if

suspended from the wall, seems to blow upon the man’s back.

8 Unless we assume a simple mistake; see §112.
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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 1); 440—430
(LIMC iii); late 5th cent. (Moret, p. 229; LIMC vi, ‘Odysseus’);
3rd q. 4th cent. (sze, LIMC vi, ‘Kirke’).

(a) OANYZEVE (b)) BORIAZ
(@) OAvoevs (b) Bopuas
(@) 'OAvo(o)ets, (b) Boplas.

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

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.

(@) For the name "O)lvo(o)evs see §254. (b) Bopéns is attested
in the /liad and Odyssey. The -1~ of our form Bopias is a common
Boiotian feature (see §221). The Attic form would be Boppds (see

n. 714).

*BOI 19 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 442

Deep cup (with horizontal handles) from Exarchos in Lokris (1882
or earlier). Bibliography: first mentioned by C. Smith (1888), 188;
Bliimner (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.?

$IBONKAAOS
ZLB(A)VK(I)\OS‘
ZiBwv kalds.

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

The inscription is in full Tonic script. The vase was first grouped
with the Boiotian pottery by Blimner. The name is unparalleled
(~ 2Zipwr?). For another, more elaborate Boiotian ka/os-inscription
see BOI g (and see §309).

*¥BOI 20 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10470

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, /G 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. 2§, dr. pl. 20. 3.
Photographs: —. Scene: Probably a sacrificial procession; not
directly related to the inscr. Date: ¢.400?

£MIkROS ANEOEKE KABIROI

Zukpos | avelexe | KaBipot

2uikpos dvéfexe KafBipo.

in a reserved field.

Epigraphy: Written in three lines

Interpretation: Dedication.

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

BOI 21 BOSTON, MUS. OF FINE ARTS 9. 533

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 v, ‘Hera’ 437. Photographs: Fairbanks uncl.; Snowden (a)
quite cl., () cl. Scene: Two women to r., Hera (@), 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;* on another rock to their r. a bearded
man facing 1. and () is sitting, holding a lyre. Date: 400—375
(Webster); ¢.420 (LIMC).

(1) HERA  (3) A
(a) Hepa (b)) A(...)
(a) Heépa, (b) A(. . ).

Epigraphy: M. Padgett informs me (per /itt.) that there are no more
letters than these; the single letter of () is of the form A, i.e.
different from the alpha in (). Inscr. (¥) seems to start next to
the man’s face and to lead away from him to 1. Interpretation:
Probably the Judgement of Paris (labels).

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

% 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.

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

2 For this game see e.g. K. Schneider, RE xv/2 (1932), 1516. 15 {f. (s.v. micare).
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°BOI 22 LONDON, BRITISH MUS. 1893. 3—3. I

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. 214; 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,”
because of the ‘Rebrankenverzierung’; Moret, p. 229; LIMC vi,
‘Kirke’); 450—420 (LIMC vi, ‘Odysseus’).

KIRKA
KLpKa
K[pKd.

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.

*BOI 23 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10425

Deep bowl from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography: first men-
tioned by Winnefeld (1888), 421; mentioned by Kern (1890), §;
Wolters—Bruns (1940), 43 no. 54, 98 no. K. g, 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 “T'ermessan 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).

KEOALoO%
Keff)a/\og
Ke’gf)a)\og.

% They date the very similar example in the University of Mississippi (their
cat. no. 40z, ph. CVA USA, 4, pl. 18. 2) to this period, see their p. 17 (bottom).

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.

*BOI 24 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10530. —

Fr. of a deep bowl from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography:
mentioned by Szanto (1890), 411; W. Dittenberger, /G 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).

YON
[...]. dwv
[. . .Jxdwr.

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 [. . .]Jpdwv is also possible.
Interpretation: Unidentified scene (label).

Braun—Haevernick take for granted the reading and interpretation
Keprdwrv. Wolters—Bruns, however, were more cautious. With the
alternative reading of a tailed rho we may restore [Audir]pdwv.

*BOI 25 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. INV. ?

Frs. of a rf. cup from the Kabirion (1887/8). Bibliography:
W. Dittenberger, /G 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: —.

[...]..Bwpor.()[...7]
[.. . JKaBipoe . () [. .. 7).

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.
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BOI 26 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10522

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: —.

OSSTIDASTOITAID
[. . Joooridacrormaud. . .]
[EVY?v]ocoridas Tou TTald[( . . . ?].

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 @:AévooTos
(Phalanna; Bechtel, p. 337). For the doubling of the sigma see §115.

BOI 27 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10530. 338

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

LEONHOHI
Aeovhoh[. . ]
Aéov ho hifapeds (7). .. 7).

Epigraphy: —. Interpretation: Not clear.

BOI 28 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10530. 327

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
[.. .]0urokal. . .]
[...ITou]d: 76 Ka[Bips . . . ?].

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, /G vii. 3620 ( = Wolters—Bruns (1940), 54,
no. 144) Ilaudi KaBipo, 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.

BOI 29 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 10530. 326

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

QPozKA

[. . Jwpookdl. . .]
[. . .Jwpos ka[Ads] or [. . .Jwpos Ka[Bipwe . .. ?].

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

BOI 30 BOSTON, MUS. OF FINE ARTS 98. 899

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 ., on the other side a cock. Date: 6th
cent.?

(a) (&) ABEZIHTT3E (b) FOF
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 | 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 H shows that the
document is in the old local alphabet. Having got so far, we should
point to the important presence of ¥; 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.



3. Aigina

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-lonic inscriptions (AIG 3).

AIG T FORMERLY BERLIN, ANTIQUARIUM A 42
(NOW INV. 31. 573)

Fr. krater stand from Aigina (¢.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); ¢.650 (Jeffery,
LSAG); before 650 (Schefold); ¢.660 (Immerwahr).

MENMETAZ
Mevelas
Mevélas.

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 ' on an Athenian vase is
‘sonderbar’, but mentions the occurrence of the same lambda
in the Dipylon inscription (LSAG 67 ft., 76. 1). Jeffery (LSAG)
sums up: ‘the provenance, the Doric form of the name, and the
non-Attic /ambda 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.** As the clay is certainly Attic

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

(clay from Aigina looks different),” 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).”® 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,”” while here the name is in its prosaic form

(see §506).

5 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 ez al. (1986: 164—8).

% 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. 444; (1993), fig. 68)
which was found on Aigina, but whose inscrs. are clearly Attic, to judge by the
forms Afevaia and Ilep(p)evs (the latter as opposed to Aiginetan gen. @époios
in LSAG 113. 7, with [rs] preserved; see §214).

7 Bacch. Dith. 15. 48 Mevélaos, Ep. 5. 117 Ayélaov; Pind. Isth. 5. 32 and
fr. 169a. 47 ’[6Aaos, Pyth. 9. 79, 11. 60, Isth. 7. 9 I6Aaov. The use of the contem-
porary name Apkeaidas, Pind. Pyth. 4. 65 and -Aav Nem. 11. 11, proves the rule.
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AIG 2 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. 2226

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/, Rumpf (1953), 31; ph. Kiibler (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, Kiibler, Schefold cl. Scene: Head of a man (named).
Date: 7th cent., slightly younger than AIG 1 (Beazley); ¢.640
(Immerwahr); ¢.650 (Schefold).

AN
Ayl.. Jor AA[. . ]
Aylapéuvov] or AN éEavdpos] (7).

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).

*AIG 3A—F AIGINA, MUS. (4) INV. ?, (BI—2) INV. 2,
(€) K 64, (D) K 53, (E) (MANY FRS.), (F) INV. ?

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.®® already in Furtwingler
(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. 1737 figs. 13. 76—102, 14.
103—20, 15. 124, 16. 124, 17. 12739, of (F) p. 177 fig. 17.
140—6; Boardman (1986). Photographs: Furtwingler quite cl.;
(A) Williams (1983) sm. and uncl.; (B) ibid., cl.; (C) and (D)
Williams (1982) and (1983) cl.; (£) 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 (Br1) ¢.600—
575, the others ¢.580—550 (Williams (1983), 183).

(A) KAAHEIM (B) (1) ME@ (2) EoHK
(C) THIOAINI (D) @HK (E) (many frs., see below)

(F) (only one or two letters).

(A) kadpewl...] (B) (1) [...Jvedl. . ]

(@) [.. Jenul...]1 (©)[.. .]T’Y]L(Z)(IH.’][. D) [0k ]
(E) Apwotopavros : kadapovidas : avelerav (see below)

(F) (only one or two letters).

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

(A) kar elyld). (B) (1) [. .. a]véOlnre . . .].
2)[...avJénkle...]. (C)[...]m ’(ﬁa[?y[L L7

D) [. .. avélOnile . . ). (E) ApiotédavTos rai dapovidas
aveBérav (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, ie. [...]mH ‘bauin[c...]. (£) These are the most
important frs. for the restitution of the whole text: no. 76 [. . . ?]
aptoropar]. . .J; no. 95 [. . Javrod|. . .]; no. 99 [. . . aptoTodav|ros
¢ [. . .] (similarly no. 100); no. 101 [. . . aptorodav]|rook|ar . . .]
(probably similarly no. 102); no. 107 [...aptoTodavt|os :
radlapovidas . . ] and no. 108 [. . . k]adau[ovidas . . .] (similarly
no. 109); no. 117 [...Jpovdd[. . .]; no. 123 [... daumovi]das :
[...]Jand no. 125 [. . . Sauovidals : avelf . . .| (similarly no. 126);
no. 124 [. . . dapovi|das|:Javele|T]av vac. (similarly nos. 127-33).
The only two incoherences are these: in no. 101 there is no word
division before xal, and no. 78 [.. .Jxatapioro[dpav]ros must
belong to a text of different formulation. In no. 133 [. . . aveflera[v]
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)—(£)
Dedications, (£) perhaps metrical. (') Not clear.

(A) 1s not a normal kalos-inscription. It is even unknown
whether it is the cup (sc. 7 k0AE 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 (Br) 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 Tonia or at least by Ionians working abroad.
Particularly revealing is the more modern ® in (C) (see below).
(C): for the crasis or inverted elision see §224.

On the other hand, (F), a stereotyped inscription of which many
other examples are preserved (though also in fragments) has noth-
ing Ionic about it. In fact, the name dauovidas as well as the verb
avebérav, correctly interpreted as the Doric form of the secondary
3rd person dual (but wrongly accentuated avéferar) by Williams
(1983: 184),” 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 Aé,uwv ‘tamer’ rather than Ao'/t,u,wv, 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 -{6ds can be formed
both from Addusv- and from Adusv-. But even if both syllables

% Compare Boiotian émoéadrav, 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—Iled them to assume a pl. form:
[...Jvebe[. . .Jand [.. .Jav.
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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 Adusvi- required by the metre.

Different scribes are certainly involved in writing this stereo-
typed inscription (£) (see ad NAU 17e 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, 9o, 99, 101, 102, 123, 126 of the four-stroke.
Most of the alphas show the form A, but those in fr. nos. 62, 78,
81, 91, 103, 118 are of the form A.'®

Of all (£) fragments only no. 78 [. . .]JxatapioTo[pav]|ros does
not fit into the normal pattern. If it is a dedication (as suggested
by Williams (1983), 184), it could have been [X avéOnke Jxal
Apiorédavros; or, perhaps better, continued on a separate line—
and then maybe as a trimeter too: [X Jxai Apiorépavros /
[aveBérny] (see NAU 10c). 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 (£) 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 lonians 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 [. . . dvefléralv].
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 -rav. 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 avéfev, 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 form'" 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,'® so the

100 None of these forms, nor any other, is specifically diagnostic of either the
East ITonic 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.

12 We have hardly any examples, but in the Argive dialect (see Cuny (1906),
474 £.), which was probably the closest to the Aiginetan, we read LSAG 169. 28
= DGE 79. 2 70i(F) Favdrouv) (c.475—450?), though also (earlier) LSAG 168. 6
=DGE 79. 1 16v FavdPov (¢.590—570?). Further west, at Corinth, we have two

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 ®, which was in use in
eastern Greece earlier than in mainland Greece (see §102), while
the dedications (£) all have the more traditional ¢. 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 lonians, of course.

All this leads us to the conclusion that our (£) 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 mainly'® 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,'® 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,'® 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.).

13- 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 () and are there-
fore to be counted on the Doric side.

104 T 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.’

195 Hdt. 2. 178 ywpis 8¢ (i.e. apart from the joint foundation by different Greeks
of the Hellenion at Naukratis) Alywijrai éml éwvrdv ibpvoavto Téuevos Aids.



4. Uncertain Origin and Pseudo-Corinthian

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 j5), and
one may be in Attic script (PCO 6).

*INC 1 ROME, MUS. CAPITOLINI, PALAZZO DEI
CONSERVATORI 172

Krater from Caere (1869 or earlier). Bibliography: Forster (1869),
with dr. MonlIned g, pl. 4; Klein (1887), 27 f.; Dimmler (1888),
17; Kretschmer (1894), 10—12 (bibl.); Ducati (1911), with phs.
35 fig. 1 and pl. 1f; Nicole (1916), 376, no. 1. 2; Hoppin
(1924), 6 (bibl.); ph. Merlin [n.d.], pl. 11; EAA 1. 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.; CV’4 and Guarducci quite cl.
Scene: Naval battle, on the other side the blinding of Polyphemos;
not related to the inscr. Date: 7th cent. (Kretschmer); ¢.650
(Giglioli-Bianco, Orlandini, Schefold).

(¢) NPIETOMODOE EMOISEN
ApLO‘TOVO¢O§ ETTOLOEVY
ApLO‘Téonos (Or Apt’(rrov{o}¢og?) e’TrOL'(E)O‘ev.

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 P-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 ®-type, which are from Naxos
(see §102); the next oldest examples of P are from Corinth, those
of @ from East Ionia.

It was soon noticed that -vodos does not make sense as a
second element of the name (and the same is true for -ovogos).
Of the various suggestions, Kretschmer rightly rejects the view
(which was nevertheless brought up again by Ducati) that
HApiorévodos could be ApiordvoFfos (i.e. -vovs); for the vase is
from a period when ¢ did not yet represent a spirant and could
not therefore be confused with digamma. Kretschmer accepts the
interpretation Apiordvoflos (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 -vogos.
Kretschmer considers a writing error @ for @ (see §109) to be
the most likely solution (taken up again by Orlandini),'* but con-
siders the error -vogos for -Aogos 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 v at least in parts of East lonia (Democr. fr. 19; see Wachter
(1991a), 51); similar examples are Tép{o}mov, Héé{L}aLGTo(g),
émoi{o}écev, and probably Adop{o}d{[rn].""” The use of nu
before a labial stop is of course frequent (see §114), and although
*AploToudos is not attested, there are other names with dudr),
‘voice’, as their second element (Bechtel, p. 348: Emdudns,
KMiéudas), and its formation would be a current one, like, for
example, Apiordériuos (ibid. 71, 428), Apiorddauos (ibid. 71,
[446] ).

In the case of émoloer too Kretschmer suspects a writing error.
It is true that there are similar forms; Kretschmer (pp. 12 and
227) cites SGDI 3536 moloar, memoiker from Knidos, ARV

1% In view of the early Naxian examples, the form O instead of ¢ 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 (© instead of ®) in Tataie’s
graffito (LSAG 240. 3, where there are both proper ® and ¢ too!) that our vase
must be Kymean; Jeffery’s doubts because of € instead of normal Kymean $ or
Q are stronger.

17 See Wachter (19914), 74 n. 115, 80; for the last example see §205 below.
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1531. 3 émoicev (but see ARV 1531. 4 émoicae; both incised), and
CEG 825 IloAvkAeTos émoioe (c.400—380?). Yet this verb is
comparatively frequent and a vast number of counter-examples
from all regions show émoi€oe(v). Kretschmer observes that our
potter was an lonian (this includes Attic), because of the nu
ephelkystikon (see §202).'" If so, we can now cite an even earlier
Tonic example of this verb, namely EUC 1 with émoiéoe[v . . . ?]
(Ischia, 8th cent.). A different aorist formation is therefore
unlikely. On the other hand, it seems not impossible that in rapid
speech [e'poiese| was pronounced as [e'pogse]| as early as the
seventh century. For this pronunciation two vowel signs may have
appeared to be sufficient (see the later spellings émdéae, e.g. BOI
6B, BOI 74-B). Nevertheless, -oco- 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 @ 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 400).

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).

INC 2 MARKET

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: ¢.550 (Anon.).

KATATVCONBOIOIEE/A
Karamvyovhomotesacraithopepov
Karam_;'yav ho moiéods kai ho Pépov.

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.

1% This is a point which argues against Diimmler’s suggestion, Aplorwr 6

Qd(wo)s émol(n)aev (attempted on the grounds that @ is similar to the 9-type
qoppa), since Kos was Doric. A second difficulty for Diimmler’s interpretation
is his assumption of a syncopated syllable. Thirdly, there is no writing system
with o for [6] and £ for [s] which would not write <ho> for the article. Fourthly,
the normal position of an ethnic is after the verb (see §227).

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 kaTamiywr 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) karamirywy’. 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 xkaramdywv 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).

PCO T PARIS, LOUVREE 415 (INV. S T15T)

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),
g7-101; 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).

Al'rorN
Amdlovv

amdoiv (?).
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 AmAovy
is the normal form of Apollon’s name in Thessalian dialect,'”
where inherited [6] and [ou],'"” as well as secondary [o] (owing
to contraction or compensatory lengthening), were pronounced
as [0]. Yet our testimonies for the spelling <ov> of an inherited

10 See e.g. Burkert (1975), 5 n. 18.

10 Torber (p. 12 n. 58) is incorrect to think that our case contains an ‘ov-Laut’
(the error was pointed out by Heubeck (1980), 282 n. 3). In the ‘parallel’ for early
ov in Thessalian which Lorber cites (namely LSAG 97, 99. 2; ¢.550?) the two
cases are different (one inherited diphthong and one spurious diphthong).
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[G] 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: Amlouv[ios ?] (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 * A7 dodvios, 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 ‘ATAOYN (simple)’? For
amlovs can indeed mean ‘simple, not mixed’ (see 1.S]J), and our
neuter form could refer to the actual contents of the vase, for
example élacFov or udpov. 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).""" If this
interpretation is correct, <ov> is another example of rendering
a secondary [8] as a spurious diphthong (see §220)."?

PCO 2 ROME, MUS. ETRUSCO DI VILLA GIULIA 22679

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 (19330), 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. 1200; LIMC
vii, ‘Paridis Tudicium’ 26. Photographs: Friis Johansen invis.; CVA
uncl.; Payne (19335) invis.; Lorber cl.; Holloway and LIMC i sm.
but quite cl.; LIMC ii and Schefold (5) and (¢) quite cl., («) invis.
Scene: A young man () is facing a procession of Hermes (only
part of his kerykeion is preserved) and three women, (), (¢), and

" The comparison in Plat. Crar. 405¢ of 76 dmAodv and Thessalian Amlovy
‘Apollon’ (amAdv, amAov codd.) presupposes the absence of the initial [h] of this
adjective in spoken Attic at Platon’s time; see also Crat. 404¢ on "Hpa /arp.

"2 Another possible interpretation makes less sense and is less well paralleled:
dmAovv ‘not suitable for export (7).

one whose name is lost. Date: ¢.630 (LIMC i, vii; Schefold);
¢.640—630 (LIMC i1); MPC ii-LLPC (i.e. 670—630) (Amyx).

(a) AN 02 (b) ABANMAIA (c) AdPO
(@) AA[...].0s (b) AbBavawa (c) Adpo .,[. o
(a) AN[€éE2avd]pos, (b) AbBavaia, (c) Adppod[iral.

Epigraphy: (a) The gap is too large to decide whether [ks] was
written —yo- or -¢-. (¢) 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.

(@) and (c) are as expected. (b) Afavaia 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.

PCO 3 ATHENS, NAT. MUS. INV. ?

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; Jeftery, 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); ¢.650—640 (Jeffery).

(©) or ) MeX
[...%lope . [...Jor[...]. edbol...?].

Epigraphy: In his dr. Heermance indicates an oblique down-stroke
to the r. of the (Sikyonian) epsilon. The letter to the 1. looks like
a san. Jeffery only reads [. . .]¢e[. . .] or [. . .Je?[. . .], but if san is

correct, qoppa is not expected. Interpretation: Not clear.

PCO 4 BERLIN, ANTIKENSAMMLUNG F 1147

Column krater from Caere, by the Memnon P. (1834). Biblio-
graphy: Abeken (1836), 310—12, with dr. Monlned 2, pl. 38b; Jahn
(1854), p. cxlvii; CIG (iv), no. 7376; F. Blass, SGDI (1899),
no. 3165; Furtwingler (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
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1v. 999, with ph. fig. 1189; Schefold (1964), 86, and (1966), 92,
ph. [pl.] 76¢; 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 (¢) and (b), fighting. Date: 575-550
(Jeftery); ¢.580 (Schefold; LIMC 1).

(@) (&) A+IPXYM (b)) MXMNON
(a) Axrevs (b)) Meuvov
(@) AxM(N)ebs, (b) Méuvov.

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

The alphabet is Sikyonian because of the letter-form X for e. This
letter, used for [€], primary [€] and secondary [€], but not for [h],'®
cannot therefore have been the eighth letter (H) in the alphabet,
but either the fifth (E) or an addition at the end as Corinthian
B (e) (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
Jor 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 [...] dvéfe ke, i.e.
another Corinthian—Sikyonian connection (the two cities are of
course only 15 km. apart).

PCO 5 IZMIR, ARCH. MUS. INV. ?

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. 8¢; J. M. Cook (1965), 115 f.,
no. 3a (36 and 34 are uninscribed), phs. pls. 23a, 24. 3; LIMC
i, ‘Achilleus’ 810; LIMC iii, ‘Eos’ 300*, ph. pl. 580; LIMC vi,
‘Memnon’ 28. Photographs: Jeftery, Cook (1965), and LIMC quite
cl. Scene: Head of a woman holding her mantle over her head,
facing r. (@). On the r., drawn smaller, a charioteer to 1. waiting
(b), and a warrior fighting to r. (no name preserved). Date:

3 In the only inscr. that shows all these sounds, namely LSAG 141, 143. 8
(incomplete ph. pl. 23), Jeffery (p. 405) wrongly writes m6\ew instead of woAev
(the correct transcription is found in GD g6).

‘relatively early 6th c.” (Cook (1965), 116); 2nd q. 6th cent. (Caskey—
Beazley; LIMC 1); ¢.575-570 (LIMC iii); ¢.570 (LIMC vi).

(a) AFog  (b) () Al®IOY
(a) AFos (b) ALHLO(/I
(a) AFss, (b) Albioh.

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.,'"* is a I.C
I red-ground krater, whose clay according to Cook is very similar
to that of our fragments. Among the red-ground L.C I vases, which
‘were the basis of a flourishing export market’,'"* 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, € 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 (£, M, 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.'"

As for the dialect, Jeffery is probably right to say that (¢) AFos
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

1+ Amyx, pp. 198 and 345 (see also p. 294).

5 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 adws
(scanned ——, see Sappho fr. 103. 13 L-P, etc.), was already spelled
with an upsilon (i.e. av-, perhaps avf-) and not simply with
digamma (i.e. af- or perhaps afF-) at the time of the poets.'”
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 8o¢). 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.

17 The Aiolic forms addra (v~—; Attic u"tlﬂ]), atela (Homeric deAda; see ad
LAK 7), atap (Attic arjp) have a phonologically different origin and are to be

judged separately; see Lejeune, §188 n. 5.

PCO 6 ATHENS, AKROPOLIS MUS. 2578

Fr. of a pinax from the Athenian Akropolis (1886 or earlier).
Bibliography: Studniczka (18866), 116 f., dr. pl. 8. 1; Graef~Langlotz
(1925), 251 ., no. 2578, ph. pl. 109; Payne (1931), 142; Beazley
(1956), 43, no. 6; Brommer (19845), 179 with n. g [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); ¢.570 (Schefold).

IEY
Zev[. . ]
Zet[s].

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 E (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.



5. Corinth

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 1s 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 ez al. (1983), 458 (excavation at Timmari): *. . . la
tomba 20, a fossa, da cui provengono i frammenti di un cratere
tardo-corinzio databile attorno alla meta del VI sec. Sul corpo,
presenta una serie di figure femminili danzanti, due delle quali
sono designate dalle iscrizioni Tipuwe, [TvpFis: 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 Frangois Vase, ABV 76. 1?), prefer-
ring an ordinary non-heroic dancing scene (see §479). The two
names will be (@) T[{J,(_;L (surely not with an omega; see §236) and—
if designating a woman—(b) IlvpFis (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;'"® a dipinto (painted after firing?)
[Ap] oroué(Se[os?] (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 96A4); 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 [lovria and Kadwpos) and are now mostly illegible
(only -T1A and -O- 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 (1991/) additions to Amyx (1988) been brought
to my attention; of the inscriptions that he records (pp. 8§7—90),
only nos. 132 and 139 are not found in this book.

COR T AIGINA, MUS. K 267

Frs. of a pyxis from Aigina (shortly before 1895). Bibliography:
Pallat (1897), 320—3, dr. fig. 38; Studniczka (1899), 36 1—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. («) is written through the wheel. The
chariot is drawn by two winged horses; (b) is under the horses’
bellies, (¢) between their front legs. In front of them a warrior is
walking; behind him is (), between his legs (e). Inscrs. (/) 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. 6go—630) (Amyx).

'8 See Boegehold (1984), 359, no. 2 (plate) [.. .]Jxpay[...]; no. 3 (kotyle)
[...?] Z67dd[as . . .| .. .Jerq[. . .] (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 dvéfexle Ta[c and a name of a goddess); pp. 359 f., no. g (bowl),
very uncl.; p. 360, no. 1o (kotyle) [. . .]J¢ucA[. . .] (a name?) and no. 13 (kotyle)
Ala]peos (gen.?). See COR 126 and Introd. to ch. 6 (COP).
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(@) ©) SNA () ) P MAO () B (d) © B

(e) () TPOO (f) AE (o) %
@Il[.Jwa.[..1 (b)) Zao.[...] () H...] @I .Tv-€..
[.21 () . 7pododl...] (f) [...] Geal...?] (o) [...J¢-[.-.]

(@) [. . Jpwaol. . .], (b) Zaodl. . .], (¢) H[...] (or perhaps
(c) +(b) H. . 10oas), (d) [. . .JvreAell. 21, (e) orpodod]. . .],
()L ] oeal. .. 2], (o) [ . el - 1.

Epigraphy: (a) dpwao (or a-, -9), Payne; [.. .JuawaPlo . . ],
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 («). () Considering the starting-point principle (see §104),
we have to be sceptical about the traditional reading @das and
should also consider Zaof)[. . .]; for the direction from 1. to r. see
(f), at least its epsilon. (¢) d[{as] 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 (/). Reading (/) retrograde is possible
if we take (¢) as the beginning and (/) as the end of one name
running in a circle: HJ. . .]foas. This would leave us with only
one horse-name. () The only certain letter is B (¢); the one before
it could be 7 or {. Lorber reconsiders Pallat’s observation that
there is probably a v before this 7 (or ). 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
e there are traces of at least one, more likely two letters, the first
of which could be A, v, p, v, the second 0, ¢; 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
Telé-, continuing with (¢), where a small trace of a letter (o?)
and 7po¢ are legible. The whole was restored to give the name
TeNéoTpogos (unattested elsewhere). Yet, at the end of (¢) 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 -s beyond the leg, where
in fact there is a small trace of a letter. But this cannot be a M
(s) 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 (4) is more likely to be Zaof]. . .]
(see e.g. Zwldns, Bechtel, p. 414) or else the end of a longer
name; and to read (¢) as 4[{as] is not possible. Of course, giving
up the traditional reading of the only inscription that seemed to
make a complete name, viz. () @das, renders the old interpreta-
tion of the scene obsolete. Amyx has already rejected an earlier
hypothesis according to which (2) was Amphiaraos’ name.

As regards (4) and (e), the remains do not allow Studniczka’s
reading either. There is no final -s but a different letter at the
end of his alleged name Telestrophos, and there was probably

something before 7e-. More probably we are dealing with a
sequence (4) + (¢) [. . .Jvrede]. ?loTpodod|. . .|, which would have
to be split up into -v7é)e[s] and 2rpodod- (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;
(/) and (g) on the bottom of the vase are not—at least no traces
of figures are preserved there.

COR TA AIGINA, MUS. 2061

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
1. (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, ¢.640 (LIMC; Schefold).

(&) AMAMION
A‘u,aogov
Apaclov.

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 fagon fautive dont est orthographi¢ 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 <o{> spelling, we first have to look at
the etymology (or rather popular etymology) of the Amazons’ name.
In antiquity it was sometimes analysed as d-paldv ‘without
breasts’, sometimes as da-paldv ‘with one breast’.'” 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’, uao7ds in Attic
and palds in East Ionic, and we must assume that it was pro-
nounced in exactly the same way as in the noun. The difference

1" See both Chantraine and Frisk, s.v.; Schwyzer, p. 433; Wachter (1987), 157
f., §63i (on CIL i2. 560).
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between the Attic and Ionic forms is explained (e.g. by both
Chantraine and Frisk, s.v. paords) by two different formations
from a root *mad- meaning ‘inebriate, feed’ (vel sim.), viz. *mad-
tos > paotés and *mad-jos > palds. There was also a late form
pacBés, 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 <{> 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 Zevs, éAmi{w) and *[sd] (e.g.
in (w, 8os, Ab7vale)—but also it seems that, apart from very
special results in some dialects, both [z] and [d”] 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 lonic variant with a voiced cluster. In fact,
it could well be just the same as the normal pa{ds; at any rate,
it further isolates the Attic voiceless variant of paords. Of course
we have to ask why the writer used the unusual combination
<g{>." We could easily understand if he had been somewhat
reluctant to use plain <{> for a consonant cluster, but then he
could have written <g6> (as the Lesbian writers did). The spelling
that he actually adopted therefore may be a graphic compromise
of the type <¢o> (instead of ‘simple’ <£> or ‘logical’ <wo>;
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 <co7r> etc.
(see §115), or we may even imagine an occasional pronunciation
[zd“]; T 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 palds, and the Attic form would just
be a devoiced variant of the normal form in its pronunciation with
[29], clearly represented on our early Corinthian vase.

[COR 2, INSCRIPTION NOT CORINTHIAN; SEE PCO 2]

COR 3 BASLE (PRIVATE)

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

120 Attested early in two Argive laws, LSAG 168. g (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).

(1964), 42, and (1966), 44, ph. [pl.] 29¢; 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 £,
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: ¢.630
(Schefold); ¢.625 (Friis Johansen); 630—615 (Arena, p. 69);
‘Ubergangsstil’ (Lorber, p. 16); no date in Amyx.

PATPOSTOM
ITatpoPAos
IIarpoPAos.

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

We cannot prove that this is indeed a reflection of /7. 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.

COR 4 LOST

Alabastron from Samothrake (once with the Kaimakam of
Imbros;'?! 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 (19o8), 112 n. 1, with dr. (from de Ridder)
fig. 32; Payne (1931), 130, 161 no. 2, 283, cat. no. 366 (bibl.);
Jeftery, 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, ‘lolaos’ 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) DDBIESMA (k) (<) ATKENOFA (c) ANAPOMBAA
(d) (<) BBPAKMBM (¢) ASOTAM (f) () AMS (=) $Bro

(@) ..e.qa.. (b) ArkwoFa (c) Avdpoueda
(d) Hepardes (¢) Awdas (f) . aoi. ?lelo.

(@) Aperwua . ., (b) AdxwiFa, (c) Avdpouéda,
(d) Heparlés, (¢) FiéAas, (f) Naoy. ?]iedoy.

Epigraphy: (a) Aynowdya, de Ridder; Arexisaka, Payne;
Areximacha, Beazley (apud Payne).'”” (¢) There is not enough space

12 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 -7{ud is hardly right. For our only
eyewitness saw two more signs.
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between the lambda and the final -s for -AaFos, and since inter-
vocalic digamma is written in (), we would not expect -laos;
so -Aas will be correct. (/) 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 .
Arena suggests Naowélsv (for Ovacyuéav) or Iaciuélos,
and Neumann [Taciué)ov; 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 ¢ of the first part and the first letter of the
second part, and (2) the latter, usually read as u or o, cannot be
either of these two—mnot at least if we want to take the letter
between the € and the o 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).

(2) Unclear and impossible to restore unless the vase is redis-
covered. (4) For the intervocalic [w], which seems to point to a
poetic source, see §506 (also §457, penultimate paragraph).

(¢) 1s the leader of three Amazons fighting Herakles, i.e. prob-
ably their queen, who is TmmoddTn in literature. As Lorber
(p. 26 n. 146 with bibl.) observed, on early Attic bf. vases with
this myth she is called Avdpoudye (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 /. 3. 189
(etc.) Aupaldves dvriaveipar. The same cannot be said of our
Corinthian Avdpouéda (‘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. (¢) As Payne saw (“AidAas =’[6Aaos”) and
Heubeck again stressed, this name is supposed to read FidAas,
designating Herakles’ companion.'® Whether it is a misreading
or a misspelling we cannot decide without the original (the two
letters can be similar: A A A F). (f) For the label interpreted as
Ilaciuelos 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).

COR 5 FORMERLY CORINTH, ARCH. MUS.

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

12 Arena (p. 71) proposed to stick to Ai-. But his AloAds is impossible, since
his way of explaining the formation of the name (-as instead of -&s instead of
-€¥s) only creates new—and bigger—problems. Masson (1981/2: 543) for this
reason reads AidAas, adducing a case of AléAaos in an inscr. from Argos (with
omega, i.e. much later; I could not find a ph. of it). But we have to reject AléAas
altogether, since we would expect *A4{Fo- in Corinthian at this time (see §209),
no matter whether we want to connect it with ai(F)élos or with al(F)el (see
Chantraine and Frisk, s.vv.).

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 1. (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).

(¢) TAPBrMOM
Iapevvos
Iapevvos.

Epigraphy: The bar after the -s, 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 £).
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Aryballos'* from Aigina (c.1830—42?); lost in World War II.'%
Bibliography: F. T. Welcker (1842), with dr. (by E. G. Schaubert)
MonlIned 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. 454, 161 no. 4, cat. no. 481; Buschor (