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“Persian” Objects in Classical
and Early Hellenistic Inventory Lists'

By Elizabeth Kosmetatou, Leuven

The question of how to identify “Persian” or, more accurately, objects of
eastern origin among offerings that are mentioned in surviving inscribed
temple inventories, has occupied scholars for some time, and important studies
debating this issue have been published to date. Most of these have focused on
metrology, where the evidence allows it, but the reception of resulting theories
has been mixed’. A different approach involves a careful analysis of the nomen-
clature and description associated with certain objects, mainly drinking vessels,
which are then compared to actual surviving finds in gold and silver from areas
that were influenced by or came directly under the control of the Persian Em-
pire’. Prosopographical studies of dedicants may also contribute to the classifi-
cation of certain votives as foreign. This paper will review and evaluate the cri-
teria that allow us to determine the eastern provenance of offerings in invento-
ries from Athens, Delos, Didyma, and Samos dating from the fifth to the third
centuries BC.

Even though a number of sanctuaries in Greece enjoyed a widespread rep-
utation that exceeded the limits of the Greek world, the dedication of votives by
foreigners, though epigraphically and archaeologically attested, remained an
exceptional occasion®. In a famous passage Herodotos mentions lavish gifts
offered by king Kroisos of Lydia (560-546) to various Greek precincts, focusing

1 Thanks are due to Professor Christian Habicht of the Institute for Advanced Study for granting
me access to squeezes of the Athenian inventory lists during a visit to Princeton. Dr. Roberta Fa-
biani graciously provided me with the proofs of her forthcoming groundbreaking study on ins-
criptions in Herodotos. I should also like to express my gratitude to Professors Anna-Maria Bi-
raschi, Gloria Ferrari-Pinney, Erich Gruen, Albert Henrichs, Dr. Philip Huyse, Professor Denis
Knoepfler, Dr. Perikles Kondos, Professor Guido Schepens, and Dr. Christopher Smith for dis-
cussing with me various problems related to this article. Earlier versions of this paper have been
presented to audiences at the Harvard Center for Hellenic Studies (Washington, D.C.) and at
the Department of Classics of Harvard University whose input is much appreciated. In the end,
I alone remain responsible for all errors and flaws.

All dates are BC unless otherwise noted. The author is a Fellow of the Flemish Fund for Scienti-
fic Research.

2 For cautionary notes see Harris 1995, 276-278; Harris 1997, 30-36; Miller 1997, 60-61.

3 Notall oriental votives are identified as such. A case at point is Cat. D 24 which lists two typically
Persian phialai that are sometimes identified as Batidxn xai @uadn, while other inventories state
that they were both Batidxatr. Cf. also Cat. D 31 which is both described as a phiale with relief
decoration of Persians and as simply embossed (xaQuwtn).

4 Forareview of foreign-made objects that have been excavated in Greek sanctuaries see Buxton
2002, 35-40.
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140 Elizabeth Kosmetatou

in particular on the votives he sent to Delphi in the tradition followed by his
predecessors, Gyges and Alyattes. These dedications appear to have achieved
the status of historical relics through the centuries’. Although scholars have
mainly stressed the central role that oral sources played in Herodotos’ recon-
struction of the history of the Delphic sanctuary following his visit there during
the 440’s, his text nevertheless bears indications that some of his information
may have come from written accounts®. To begin with, the Halikarnassean’s re-
port reads at times very much like surviving inventories listing the same types of
dedications that were reportedly kept in Greek sanctuaries’. It certainly follows
the format we know from elsewhere and displays the same inconsistencies,
while its vocabulary is surprisingly familiar, especially in the recording of
weights and of the exact location of a given dedication within a treasure. We
hear for example of two large, apparently unweighed, gold and silver craters
that were located in the cella of the Delphic temple, immediately to the right
and left of the entrance respectively: T@v 6 P&V xoV0e0g ExeLTO i deELd E0LOVTL
€5 TOV V1OV, 0 8¢ dpYVEeog €’ dpLotepd®. The same clauses (deELGG elOLOVTL —
doloteds elotovty) is found in Herodotos’ contemporary and later Atticinven-
tories and is also echoed more than a hundred years later in the inventories of
the Delian Artemision and Temple of Apollo. In the latter case, these clauses
are associated with large vessels that were permanently mounted on bases,
rested on the floor of the Temple of Apollo, and were counted annually but not
weighed. Thus four cauldrons (Aéfnteg) were reportedly placed along the left
side of the Temple of Delian Apollo in ca. 200, while ten silver phialai are listed
as occupying the opposite side about two years later’. The vocabulary changed

5 Hdt. 1,46-55.92; Diod. 9,10,6; 16,56,6; Paus. 10,8,7.

6  On the oral sources of Herodotos’ section on the Delphic treasures see H. W. Parke, “Croesus
and Delphi”, GRBS 25 (1984) 209-232; H. I. Flower, “Herodotus and Delphic Traditions about
Croesus”, in: M. A. Flower/M. Toher (eds), Georgica. Greek Studies in Honour of George
Cawkwell, BICS Supplement 58 (London 1999) 57-77, both of whom list previous bibliography.
For a valuable survey of the use of inscriptions by Herodotos see Fabiani 2003, 161-185 which
reviews earlier literature.

7  For adiscussion of some inscriptions that were associated with Kroisos’ dedications see Fabiani
2003,167-168, although the author does not connect in her survey Herodotos’s report on the Ly-
dian votives with inventory lists.

8 Hdt. 1,51. In his discussion of a Lydian bronze crater at the museum of Vix-sur-Seine, Griffith
has questioned the accuracy of Herodotos’ report that a large crater such as Kroisos’ could have
been made of solid gold. He therefore proposed that the artefact was made of gild bronze. His
theory has been convincingly refuted by engineers Blackman and Sawyer and lately by Buxton
(who does not take into account Blackman and Sawyer). See J. G. Griffith, “Two Passages in
Herodotus and the Bronze Crater from the Royal Tomb at Vix-sur-Seine (Chatillonnais)”, Fes-
tinat Senex (Oxford 1988) 5-23; D. R. Blackman/J. Sawyer, “Croesus’ Craters at Delphi”, OJA
19 (2000) 319-321; Buxton 2002, 40-53, 61-82; D. R. Blackman/J. Sawyer, “Finite Analysis of
Herodotus’ Gold and Silver Craters” (forthcoming).

9  Cf.IGI’1455,1.26 (ca. 430-404); IG II* 1456, b, A, 1. 26 (after 341); IG II* 1486, 1. 17 (late 4th c.);
ID 372, B, 1. 28 (200); ID 380, 1. 67 (1987?).
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slightly after twenty years to describe a series of twelve and eighteen phialai
that were lined-up on the right and left sides of the Artemision respectively
(8eELag elomopevouévmy — dLoTtepds elomogevoueévwy). Another fourty-four
phialai were similarly placed near the ceiling of the temple (£v tij dpogi)".
Of course, Herodotos may have purposefully imitated the structure of the
recently produced Akropolis stone inventories in order to achieve optimal re-
sponse of his Athenian readers and/or listeners who had presumably just be-
come familiarized with them. However, further indications for the historian’s
use of such texts are found in his record of the fate of Kroisos’ ex votos follow-
ing a reorganization of the Delphic treasures after the fire which devastated the
temple in 548/7". The sanctuary’s administrators, we hear, transfered Kroisos’
craters to the Treasure of the Klazomenians and to the Proneos of the Temple of
Apollo. This move reportedly occasioned their weighing before they were in-
stalled in their new home, something that had not been previously attempted".
As was the habit in other Greek sanctuaries, Kroisos’ dedications were not kept
together; his four silver pithoi were stored in the Treasure of the Korinthians.
His extraordinary gift also included, among other things, two lustral basins
(megupoavtnoia) made of gold and silver respectively, a gold lion weighing 10
talents, a gold statue of a woman that was slightly under life-size, miscellaneous
votives including electrum “bricks”, vessels, and jewellery". Direct and indirect
references are made to inscriptions; the weight of the gold and silver lustral
basins was inscribed (T@v T® xoVoEW Emyeyoatar), a detail which is reported in
later inventory lists from Athens and, especially, Delos'. We also hear that a

10 1D 442,B,1.212(179);1D 443, B, 1. 136 (178); ID 444, B, 1. 56 (177). For a discussion of clauses in-
dicating the precise location of specific objects in the Delian Temple of Apollo see J. Tréheux,
“Une nouvelle lecture des inventaires”, in: D. Knoepfler (ed.), Comptes et inventaires dans la cité
grecque. Actes du colloque de Neuchdtel en I’honneur de Jacques Tréheux (Neuchatel 1988) 31—
35.

11 For an overview of the phases of the Delphic temple and a review of the literature see J.-F. Bom-
melaer and D. Laroche, Guide de Delphes. Le site (Paris 1991) 176-184. As Lewis has convin-
cingly argued based on epigraphic evidence, Kroisos’ silver lustral basin and crater were repai-
red again in the fourth century by a team of Athenian and Corinthian craftsmen, including none
other than Nikokrates of Kolonos, a metal-worker who is mentioned in the Athenian inventory
lists. See FdD II1/5 48, 1. 23-41; Lewis 1986, 78. On Nikokrates’ career through the Athenian in-
ventories see D. Harris, “Nikokrates of Kolonos, Metalworker to the Parthenon Treasures”,
Hesperia 57 (1988) 329-337, who does not discuss the Delphic inscription and Nikokrates’ activi-
ties in that sanctuary.

12 The treasure’s administrators had apparently relied on the inscribed reference to the lustral ba-
sin’s weight, as was the habit later on Delos as well. Their change of policy was probably due to
the fact that a number of votives were damaged by the fire and had to be reweighed in order to
assess the amount of metal they lost. By Herodotos’ account Kroisos’ gold lion lost 2.5 talents of
gold during the same fire. Cf. Hdt. 1,50.

13 For an analysis of Kroisos’ dedications and their reconstruction see Buxton 2002, 71-145.

14 For two out of numerous examples of references to inscibed votives see repeated references in
IG II? 1492, A (Athenian Acropolis 306/5) and ID 1544, Aa, 1. 4142 (Delos 145). Discrepancies
between inscribed and actual weight of votives was noted on Delos. Cf. ID 104, 1. 39-41 (364/3);
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local Lakedaimonian sympathizer, in all likelihood somehow connected to the
temple administration”, even tried to give credit to the Spartans for Kroisos’
gold lustral basin by forging its dedicatory inscription'’.

Yet, a more tangible piece of evidence points to the existence of inventories
that may have been made available to Herodotos during his visit to Delphi. In
his discussion and reconstruction of Kroisos’ silver crater on the basis of surviv-
ing finds, Griffith convincingly argued that the artefact in question could not
have had the capacity of 600 amphoras that Herodotos transmits. If such were
the case Griffith calculated the vessel’s weight at about 160 kg, its height at
3.5 m, its overall size and dimensions making it impossible to fit through the
door of the tempel. He therefore suggested that Herodotos’ text had been cor-
rupted there due to a scribe’s, and that the vessel in question had the capacity of
60 amphoras. Blackman and Sawyer agreed that there was probably an error in
the Halikarnassean historian’s text but questioned whether a scribe could have
mistakenly copied éEaxociovg instead of €Enrovta, offering instead a more
plausible explanation. According to their theory the weight amounts were orig-
inally written in numerals rather than in full, and the scribe probably confused
A for "H ". Confusion with numerals may indeed explain the problem, but it
is unclear whether the mistake occurred while a scribe copied Herodotos’ re-
port or long before, when the historian himself consulted the sanctuary’s ar-
chives. We do not know whether Herodotos and his copyists wrote amounts in
full or in the form of numerals, but there is evidence that weight amounts in in-
ventory lists were mostly expressed in numerals, and mistakes sometimes oc-
curred due to copyist or letter-cutter’s error'.

IG X1 (2) 161, B,1.109 (278). On the weight of votives in the late inventories of Athena see D. M.
Lewis, “The Last Inventories of Athena”, in: D. Knoepfler (ed.), Comptes et inventaires dans la
cité grecque. Actes du colloque de Neuchdtel en I’honneur de Jacques Tréheux (Neuchéatel 1988)
301.

15 Herodotos refrains from mentioning the name of this individual although he clearly states that
his identity was known to him. A possible motive may lie in a presumed agreement that he made
with the temple administration in exchange for their granting him privileged access to their ar-
chives and treasure holdings for his research. Besides that, it is hard to imagine that anyone
would have had access to the precious dedications kept in the Delphic treasury and consequent-
ly the opportunity to meddle with them to such an extent.

16  Hdt. 1,52,21; cf. 8,122; F. Prontera, “Gli Alcmeonidi a Delfi: un’ ipotesi su Erodoto I, 51, 3-4”,
RA n.s. (1981) 253-258; Fabiani 2003, 168.

17  Cf.n. 6. Buxton, whose valuable discussion of Kroisos’ dedications is not informed by Blackman
and Sawyer, independently accepts Herodotos’ transmission of the enormous silver amphora of
a capacity of 600 amphoras. She cites, among other examples, Kallixeinos’ later report of a simi-
lar vessel, as well as an even larger askos, that were both paraded in the early third century by
Ptolemy II Philadelphos. Cf. Athen. 5,199b—c; E. E. Rice, The Grand Procession of Ptolemy Phi-
ladelphus (Oxford 1983) 13, 71, 71; Buxton 2002, 100-101, 180-183. There is little doubt that the
construction of such large vessels was technologically possible, but this still does not explain how
Kroisos’ krater could have entered the temple.

18 For one of numerous examples see ID 314, B, . 115-119 (233 or 233 BC).
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The fact that Herodotos took pains to reconstruct such a detailed history of
Kroisos’ votives suggests that, besides collecting oral reports from Delphi, he
may also have taken the time to consult the sanctuary’s records”. It is unclear
whether these were inscribed on stone, or whether he was allowed to research
the Delphic archives where annual temple inventories were presumably kept,
in order to trace the Lydian royal ex votos through time. An inscribed version of
the inventory commemorating Kroisos’ lavish dedication may have existed for
all to see, as it is unlikely that everyone had access to the Delphic treasures.
Herodotos’ text certainly bears many similarities with surviving inscribed in-
ventories from Athens and Delos, even though his sources may not necessarily
date from the time of Kroisos. His reconstruction of the life of the Lydian king’s
votives in various Delphic treasures may largely derive from annual inventories
that resembled closely their Athenian and Delian counterparts. However, the
Halikarnassean’s ultimate source, against which all Kroisos’ ex votos were
checked, may have resembled in form the Hellenistic offering lists from
Didyma (ca. 320-70). Rather than recording the annual inventorying of the
property of Apollo Didymaios, these lists were incidental and almost certainly
provided incomplete information on the sanctuary’s holdings in precious vo-
tives®. My proposed reconstruction of a similar offering list commemorating
Kroisos’ piety is based on two considerations: First, part of Herodotos’ trans-
mitted statement reportedly made by Kroisos’ representatives to Delphi seek-
ing to consult the oracle on behalf of the Lydian ruler, may reflect the preamble
of an inscribed inventory listing his ex votos for posterity: Kootoog 6 Auvd@v te
wal MoV E0vEwv Baothelc, vouioag tdde povino sivor potva v avdowm-
ToLoL, VUTV 1€ Ao dpa Edmxne TV EEgvonuatwv. This clause may be reflected
centuries later in the letter of Seleukos I that was inscribed on the inventory
listing his luxurious dedication to Apollo Didymaios. Like Kroisos, Seleukos I
sent his gifts, including a sacrifice, to the sanctuary in 288/7, explaining the occa-

19 His text suggests that he also reported information from guides, but the fact that he discusses
problems of attribution and even decides against oral tradition may be indicative of his research
in inventories. On Herodotos’ use of inscriptions see R. Fabiani, “Epigrafi greche”, in: A. M. Bi-
raschi/P. Desideri (eds), L uso dei documenti nella storiografia antica, Incontri perugini di storia
della storiografia antica e sul mondo antico 12 (Perugia 2003) (forthcoming).

20 Dignas 2002, 237. On the purpose of inventories see studies by T. Linders, “The Purpose of In-
ventories: A Close Reading of the Delian Inventories of the Independence”, in: T. Linders/
G. Nordquist (eds), Gifts to the Gods: Proceedings of the Uppsala Symposium 1985, Boreas 15,
(Uppsala 1987) 37-47; T. Linders, “The Purpose of Inventories: A Close Reading of the Delian
Inventories of the Independence”, in: D. Knoepfler (ed.), Comptes et inventaires dans la cité
grecque. Actes du colloque de Neuchadtel en I’honneur de Jacques Tréheux (Neuchatel 1988) 37—
47; D. Harris, “Freedom of Information and Accountability: The Inventory Lists of the Parthe-
non”, in: R. Osborne/S. Hornblower (eds), Ritual, Finance, Politics, Athenian Democratic Ac-
counts Presented to David Lewis (Oxford 1994) 213-225; Dignas 2002, 234-244.
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sion for his dedication in a letter”. Last, but not least, by his own statement,
Herodotos hints at some research on Kroisos’ dedications which, though still
vividly present in the collective memory, could not be easily traced due to the
passage of decades and their perils in the Delphic sanctuary. The image of a
scrupulous historian then sitting in an archive and reading carefully through the
original offering list, before shifting through masses of dedications in later in-
ventories, in order to trace each offering, is very attractive indeed®.

The identification of foreign objects in sacred treasures of the Classical and
early Hellenistic periods, when distinctly Persian objects still carried Achae-
menid associations, presents historians with a considerable challenge. Most vo-
tives are separated from their original context within a larger dedication lot,
while their often vague descriptions do not allow us to draw conclusions as to
their typology. Dedicants’ names are not always given. Indeed, even Herodo-
tos’ text on Kroisos’ Delphic ex votos does not provide descriptions, except in
terms of size and metal, which may generate at best a mental slide-show among
scholars that are familiar with Lydian style. Even so, the visualisation of these
objects can occur in general terms only, since no reference to typology or any
other detail of their appearance is given, and the only indication of their origin
is their association with the specific dedicant, i.e. Kroisos.

Or at least this should be the case with most of the king’s votives. A possible
clue to the style of the silver lustral basin is offered by Herodotos’ attribution of
it to the craftsmanship of the famous Samian sculptor and metal worker Theo-
doros (mid-6th century). Herodotos’ information does not seem to come from
inventories, but rather from local hearsay (paoi 8¢ utv Aghgot). The historian
evaluates and accepts this outside information, presumably based on the
Samian’s reputation as a great innovator in metal-working, and most likely
given his own appreciation of Greek and oriental artistic production, the result
of his familiarity with various styles, including Theodoros’ own®. Even though
modern scholars do not have the benefit of viewing this magnificent lustral
basin, its sheer size and the dates for both Theodoros and Kroisos certainly cor-
roborate the Delphians’ association of the artefact with the Samian’s early pro-
duction. We also know that Theodoros was a particular favorite among the non-
Greek aristocracy and royalty: Athenaios mentions a magnificent gold crater
that he made for one of the Persian kings, a relic that Dareios III cherished well
enough to place in his bedroom a few centuries later*. In the end of course, no
conclusions may be drawn as to the style of Kroisos’ lustral basin. Theodoros

21 IvDidyma 480 (= SEG 4, no. 442); IvDidyma 479 (= SEG 4, no. 470); Welles 1934, 33-40, no. 5.

22 Eventhough he may have obtained this information from a guide, one cannot exclude the possi-
bility that Herodotos’ report, according to which Kroisos’ gold lion lost part of its gold during the
fire, may have derived from his study of the Delphic inventories.

23 See also Buxton 2002, 146-165, especially 103-105, 152.

24  Athen. 12,514f.
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was certainly Greek, but we cannot exclude the possibility that his work may
have been influenced by oriental style and by such considerations as his client’s
taste and background®.

The above analysis of Herodotos’ text is indicative of some of the questions
that historians strive to answer when studying inventory lists: How is it possible
to identify objects of eastern origin, and what is the significance of their pres-
ence in Greek sanctuaries? What constitutes a “foreign” object? In truth, it is
unlikely that we will ever answer these questions satisfactorily owing to the lack
of physical evidence, but it may be possible to advance the discussion of this
problem by placing it in its right context. In this respect, it is important to return
to basics and attempt some definitions taking into account different parame-
ters.

Eastern votives may indeed have been foreign-made, in which case they
would have been presumably immediately recognizable as such because of
their style and typology. Of course, one may wonder at the accuracy of classifi-
cation, especially given the lack of art-historical discourse on the development
of regional styles based on sophisticated methodology®. Moreover, terms such
as Persian and Mede were used interchangeably even though they represent
two different ethnics”. In this respect, it is equally unlikely that distinction was
always made between what was Persian, Lycian, Phrygian, or indeed Lydian, es-
pecially after the conquest of the latter kingdom®. In a discussion of the distinc-
tion between “Greek” and “Persian” votives one should also take into account
the possible diffusion and influence of various styles during the acculturation
process that was taking place in Western Anatolia. The recent publication of
the Archaic painted tomb chamber at Kizilbel in Northern Lycia, to give only
one out of numerous examples, shows how Greek and oriental artistic tradi-
tions, styles and iconography could coexist, blend, and adapt in that crossroads

25 Hadt. 1,51; Pliny NH 35,153; Pausanias 10,38,6-7. On Theodoros see C. C. Mattusch, Classical
Bronzes. The Artand Craft of Greek and Roman Statuary (Ithaca 1996) 71-72; Buxton 2002, 103-
105; E. Kosmetatou, “Vision and Visibility. Art Historical Theory Paints a Portrait of New Lea-
dership in Posidippus’ Andriantopoiika”,in: Labored in Papyrus Leaves. Perspectives on an Epi-
gram Collection Attributed to Posidippus, ed. by B. Acosta-Hughes/E. Kosmetatou/M. Baum-
bach (Cambridge, Mass. 2003) 204-206. All three review previous bibliography.

26  See for example Thucydides’ discussion of presumed “Carian” finds associated with the Delian
graves that the Athenians moved during their purification of the island in 426/5. Cf. Thuc. 1,8;
3,104. Modern excavations that have been conducted both on Delos and Rheneia suggest that
the finds Thucydides refers to may have actually dated to the Geometric period. Cf. A. W. Gom-
me, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides (Oxford 1945) 106-108; R. M. Cook, “Thucydides
as Archaeologist”, BSA 50 (1955) 267; S. Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides (Oxford
1991) 1, 30.

27 Herodotos uses the term “Medes” to refer both to the homonymous people that were conque-
red by Cyrus and to the Persians. Cf. Hdt. 1,130; 5,77.

28  Cf. Athenaios 11,784a-b, where a ®0vdv is described as both Persian and typically Lycian, while
modern scholars believe that the term is of Hittite origin. Cf. Huyse 2002, 223, n. 62. It is note-
worthy that different ethnic groups are carefully distinguished in Persian art.
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of cultures from very early on”. Greek and oriental elements were also continu-
ously bilaterally interpreted and reinvented by artists of various origins and
backgrounds to reappear in media such as pottery and silver plate®. Last, but
not least, both the Greeks and their eastern neighbours could acquire objects
foreign to their culture through trade and war’'. Some of these were certainly
dedicated at various sanctuaries and may have found their way to the treasuries
of the Athenian Acropolis or Delos. However, the lack of information on style,
typology, and dedicants allows only conjecture.

Nevertheless, a case can be made for the identification of a number of vo-
tives as oriental. The catalogue presented in the Appendix at the end of this ar-
ticle lists votives that have been conservatively selected out of inventories from
Athens (Acropolis and Asclepieion), Delos, Didyma, and Samos™. It comprises
items that are distinctly oriental, or which were presented to sanctuaries by ded-
icants of presumed oriental origin. References to types whose ultimate source
of inspiration may have been oriental plate have not been included as many for-
eign elements had been adapted by that period, and it is impossible to deter-
mine whether the style of specific votives was Greek or oriental. Even though
the evidence does not always allow us to draw conclusions as to the origins and
occasion for the dedication of these listed objects, a study of the wording of all
entries may lead us to classify them into possible war spoils and regular (non-
war related) dedications.

War Spoils

Both Herodotos and especially Thucydides mention booty from the Persian
Wars that made up a significant part of the Athenian budget throughout the
fifth century and financed the reconstruction of Athens after 479, as well as a
number of the city’s military operations during the Peloponnesian War™.

29 M. J. Mellink, Kizilbel: An Archaic Painted Tomb Chamber in Northern Lycia (Philadelphia
1998) 55-64.

30 Miller 1997, 65-72, 135-152. For a case study of the re-interpretation of Greek and oriental ele-
ments in Late Classical metalwork from Thrace see Archibald 1989, 12-25. Cf. also P. Th. The-
melis/G. P. Touratsoglou 1997, 68-69, B 14, pl. 10, 71.

31 Cf. Menander Shield 34-39 (from Lycia); Miller 1997, 63-88.

32 Entries in the catalogue provide the best preserved or composite Greek text on the votives, a
translation, and references to all annual inventories listing it. An asterisc next to a numeral sug-
gests that the weight of a given votive fluctuates from stone to stone. In the case of votives listed
in the Athenian inventories references are given to catalogue entries in Harris 1995 (H); Hamil-
ton 1999 (RH); J. R. Melville-Jones, Testimonia Numaria: Greek and Latin Texts Concerning
Ancient Greek Coinage. Vol. I: Texts and Translations (London 1993) [TM]; and Kosmetatou
2001 (K).

33 This group includes phialai with relief decoration that are described as Qapdwty, éxtvmwti, and
HOQUWT.

34 Hdt.6,113;117,1;7,61,1; 62,1; 64,1; 9,41; 80,2; Thuc. 2,13,3-5. Herodotos does not give specifics
on booty but often underlines the splendor of Xerxes’ army and the enormous wealth of the Per-
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Various authors give accounts of Athenian financing of building projects in
sanctuaries outside Athens and of victory monuments, all from Persian spoils™.
Given the Greek fascination with Persian silver plate and Herodotos’ reports
on abandoned Persian silver cups, we would expect that a large number of Per-
sian vessels were kept on the Acropolis alongside Persian bullion, furniture,
jewellery and other luxury items®. Yet, none of these objects can be traced with
certainty in surviving inventories from the Athenian Acropolis which are no-
torious for their brevity. However, a case can be made for several items that
seem to be peculiarly Persian, and which are listed in the earliest inventory lists
dating to the second half of the fifth century.

Tracing the origins of the eight typically Persian straight short swords
(&nrvanon: Cat. AAc 1-3) which were stored in the Parthenon at least as early
as 434, can only be an exercise in speculation”. Cat. AAc 3 had an iron blade,
which suggests that it had a utilitarian use. Cat. AAc 1 and AAc 2 were
“gilded”, and the luxury that all eight swords represented brings to mind
Herodotos’ descriptions of Persian noblemen that appeared to be covered in
gold even when marching to the battlefield, and who reportedly also carried
gilded swords®. Miller has convincingly associated the dxivaxou of the Par-
thenon with booty from the Persian Wars, and Harris is right to caution against
linking them specifically to the Persian invasions of 490 and 480-479. The
Greek-Persian conflict continued well into the century, sometimes culminating
to important battles like the one that took place at Eurymedon (460’s)”. It
should also be noted that Greeks could get hold of such weaponry during their
tenure as mercenaries in the Persian army*. The fragmentary state of our evi-
dence may not allow us to trace the adventures in time of these votives through
the inventory lists, but their fate may be reflected in literature. Miller’s sug-
gested identification of Cat. AAc 2 with the so-called Mardonios’ dxtvaxng
that Demosthenes reported stolen in the second part of the fourth century is

sians. See also the surveys by Thompson 1956, 281-291; W. K. Pritchett, Ancient Greek Military
Practices (Berkeley 1971) 61-69; A. Giovannini, “Le Parthénon, le Trésor d’Athéna et le tribut
des alliés”, Historia 39 (1990) 129-148; and Miller 1997, 29-62 reviewing previous bibliography.

35 For an excellent, comprehensive discussion of reports from literary sources see Miller 1997, 30—
32.

36 Hdt. 6,41;7,190; 9,83,1; Xen. Kyrop. 4,2,28. Cf. Miller 1997, 33-41.

37 The term Parthenon refers to the western chamber of the temple of Athena that is commonly
known today as the Parthenon.

38 Hdt. 7,61,1; 62,1; 64,1; 9,80,11; cf. Josephus, Ant. Jud. 20,8,10; Miller 1997, 33. On this type of
weapon see P. R. S. Moorey, “The Iranian Contribution to Achaemenid Material Culture”, Iran
23 (1985) 21-37; and S. Bittner, Tracht und Bewaffnung des persischen Heeres zur Zeit der
Achaimeniden (Miinchen 1985) 199-207. See also 7000 jaar perzische kunst 2000, 196-197, no.
110, listing a relief of a Mede with an dxiwvdxng from Persepolis and dated to the late sixth-early
fifth century.

39 Miller 1997, 12-13, 30, 46—48; Harris 1995, 82.

40 Miller 1997, 100-101 reviewing earlier literature.
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very attractive*. However, if his testimony is correct, we cannot accept Thomp-
son’s suggestion that the same object was moved at a later date to the
Erechtheion, where tourists, among them a doubting Pausanias (ca. AD 160),
could admire it as a relic linked to the same Persian general®”. Assuming that the
anwvaron attested on the Acropolis in the fourth century and then in Pausanias’
time were actual Persian relics from the early fifth century, they could have
belonged to any group of relevant attested or unattested objects in the invento-
ries.

Fascination with Persian luxurious military equipment, including armour
and weapons, survived in the Hellenistic Lindian Anagraphe which lists former,
largely fictitious, dedications by mythological and historical figures and imi-
tates the form of actual inventories. An dxwvaxng set in precious stones was re-
portedly part of a lavish dedication by Artaxerxes (mid-fifth century) to the
local sanctuary of Athena. His lot was supposed to have included his royal
robes, tiara, and jewellery. Another, presumably gold dxivaxng is listed in the
same inscription as a similar votive presented to the goddess by Artaphernes,
Dareios I's general®.

The presence of gold Darics and silver sigloi (Cat. AAc 5-10) in various
Athenian sanctuaries is also difficult to assess, and we cannot associate them
with certainty with Persian spoils. The term Daric could be vague, and it seems
to have been used together with croeseid staters to indicate different varieties of
oriental gold coins. Until recently it was generally accepted that the coins re-
ferred to in inventory lists and the ancient literature belonged to the royal-
archer obverse type coins minted by the Persian Empire. Lately theories have
been introduced associating the term with the old lion-and-bull types, as well as
early Lydian electrum coins*.

In our quest for oriental war spoils, Cat. AAc 11 and A 12, listing thirteen
silver-plated feet for dining couches and one silver-footed stool, look more
promising. Even though no other indication exists to link them to war spoils,
their material argues in favor of such an association. Furniture, including stools
and dining couches are included in the Acropolis inventories, but most of these
seem to be utilitarian since they are not described in great detail. Made of wood,

41 Dem. 24,129; Harris 1995, 33; Miller 1997, 47. Demosthenes, perhaps exaggeratedly, states that
this votive weighed 300 darics or about 2.5 modern kilograms!

42 Paus. 1,27,1; Thompson 1956, 285.

43 LindosII, 2, col. C, 1. 64a, 79a; cf. Dignas 2002, 240-241 which reviews earlier literature. For the
latest study of the Lindian Chronicle see C. Higbie, The Lindian Chronicle and the Greek Crea-
tion of their Past (Oxford 2003).

44  On Darics see Hdt. 7,28; 1. Carradice, “The ‘Regal’ Coinage of the Persian Empire”, in: The
Athenian and Persian Empires. The Ninth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary Histo-
ry, ed. by I. Carradice (London 1967) 73-95; J. R. Melville-Jones, “Darics at Delphi”, RBN 126
(1979) 25-36; Kosmetatou 2001, 32.
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they could be easily used during the Panathenaia festivities”. However, the use
of precious metal for the feet of the specific objects, that had apparently been
rendered useless by 434, points to Persian spoils that were presumably dedi-
cated to Athena after the Salamis, Plataiai, or Eurymedon action. Writers like
Herodotos and Xenophon describe in detail lavish Persian tents that were set
up in military camps, and which were filled with gold- and silver-plated dining
couches and tables. Studies of the ancient literature and Near-Eastern icono-
graphy show that the treatment of the legs of dining couches and stools was
famously associated with the extravagance of the Achaemenid court®. There is
little doubt that Cat. AAc 12, a silver-footed diphros, is also of Persian origin;
this or a similar object belonging to this type was reported stolen, along with
“Mardonios’” short sword, by Demosthenes. On the other hand, Harpokration
and the Suda identify it with the throne of Xerxes on which he sat while watch-
ing his navy’s defeat at Salamis. The latter is certainly an unlikely attribution of
legend given the fact that diphroi were rather modest seats®’.

Cat. AAc 20 lists a number of Persian gilded animal-head vessels (mpo-
Topat, oavvaxto in Persian) and jewellery (immog: yoUy: youmog mootoun:
YOUY UEYAS AEOVTOG REPAAT) dQArWYV- EmiyQuoa TaiTa) that may have ended
up in the Parthenon treasury as war booty, at least judging from the fact that
they appear in the earliest inventories®. Of course, there is evidence to suggest
that animal-head vessels, though linked to oriental context, had nevertheless
been adapted in the years between the end of the Persian wars and the carving
of the first inventories”. Griffins and snakes certainly belonged to oriental
iconography, but lions and horses were also favorite themes for figurines, as
well as animal-head and shaped vessels of which numerous examples have been
excavated at various sites in the Middle East. Cat. A Ac 20, dated to the late fifth
century, lists a protome, as these cups were called, of the winged horse Pegasos

45 Excepting Chian and Milesian dining couches which were probably somewhat luxurious by
Greek standards. Cf. Athen. Deipn. 1,28b. See also Harris 1995, IV 25-27, 29-31. That most di-
ning couches were plain is only an assumption based on the fact that, despite the brevity of the
Athenian inventories, their silver-plated feet deserve a special mention, while similar care was
not taken in the case of other furniture.

46 Hdt. 9,80,1; 82,1-2; Xenophon, Kyrop. 4,3,1-2; Anab. 4,4,21; Athen. Deipn. 2,48d; Miller 1997,
53-55. On Persian-type furniture, its forms, and influence on Macedonia see S. A. Paspalas, “On
Persian-Type Furniture in Macedonia: The Recognition and Transmission of Forms”, AJA 104
(2000) 531-560.

47 Demosthenes 24,129; Harpokration and Suda, s.v. On the typology of diphroi see A. Shapiro,
Art and Cult under the Tyrants in Athens (Mainz am Rhein 1989) 31, pls 10-11.

48 Miller 1997, 144; cf. Harris 1995, 1V 22 (= V 103) who interpretes most of these items as figurines.
On ocavvaxio see Athen. 11,497f; cf. Miller 1997, 144.

49 Miller 1997, 143, fig. 49, illustrating examples from Attic pottery, the earliest of which is dated to
ca. 470 and attributed to the Stieglitz Painter. The vessel in question features a donkey’s head,
and although it is held by an oriental figure, to judge from his attire, it has Dionysian associa-
tions.
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which figured in the myth of Bellerophontes, a Greek hero with Lycian associa-
tions™. Even so, fantastic winged animals were particular favorites of oriental
artists, and at least one artefact such as the one described in Cat. AAc 20 has
survived’. Following Alexander’s conquests the Macedonians appear to have
acquired a taste for these luxurious items which they used in symposia, as they
are often illustrated in funerary painting, including the magnificent dining
scene from Tomb III of Hagios Athanasios in Macedonia. Significantly, one of
the participants, who may be identified as the tomb’s owner, an apparent lover
of luxurious Persian vessels, holds up a winged-horse cup™.

A possible indication for the association of certain dedications with war
spoils may be the use of the epithet fagBairog in their description. Indeed, the
term usually referred to anything non-Greek and became synonymous with
“Persian”. Yet, none of the foreign, non war-related votives are described as
such: Seleukos I's Persian wine-cooler (Cat. DI 5) was almost certainly part of
Alexander’s war spoils, a possibility that is further corroborated by the fact that
it was damaged when the king offered it to Apollo Didymaios. Similarly, the
otherwise unidentified Kleon may have been a mercenary soldier who offered
Athena a phiale of bronze alloy, probably bronze mixed with tin, that he ac-
quired during his adventures in the East (Cat. AAc 22). The same may be said
about the Persian horse bridle bits (yaAiwvoi Mnduxoi; Cat. AAc 4) that had
found their way to the Athenian Chalkotheke by 371/0>. It seems that this type
of dedication was not uncommon; Herodotos mentions a gold bit belonging to
the wounded horse of the Persian officer Masistios that was dedicated on the
Acropolis along with the dead warrior’s corslet. On the other hand, Greek-Per-
sian interaction in the late fifth and early fourth century and the Persian royal
gifts that flooded Greece at the time may account for the presence of pre-
sumably bronze bits in the Chalkotheke™. Cat. S 7 lists Persian curtains (oo

50 Harris erroneously interpretes this entry as reference to two separate entities, as she does with
other éxmwpata, but Miller rightly observes that there is no grammatical reason to consider
them separately. See Miller 1997, 144-145; Harris 1995, V 241; cf. V 240.

51 Cf. Boardman 2000, 184187, figs 5.66 (a griffin protome) and 5.68a—d; 7000 jaar perzische kunst
2000, 175-176, no. 101 (horse-shaped vessel); 181-182, no. 108 (gold bracelet decorated with
lions), 184-185, no. 109 (protome of a griffin), 200201, no. 113 (gold winged-lion cup). For an
animal-head cup featuring a winged horse see Vickers and Gill 1994, 42, fig. 2.3.

52 Tsimbidou-Avloniti 1994, 235; M. Tsimbidou-Avloniti, “Ag. Athanassios 1994: Revealing a
Painted Macedonian Tomb”, in: La pittura parietale in Macedonia e Magna Grecia. Proceedings
of the International Symposium in Memory of Mario Napoli, Salerno 21-23 novembre 1996 (Pae-
stum 2002).

53 Cf.J.Tréheux, “L’aménagement intérieur de la Chalkothéque d’Athénes: Etudes d’archéologie
classique”, in: Annales de I’Est (publiées par la Faculté des lettres de I'Université de Nancy, mé-
moire n° 19; Paris 1958) 133-146.

54 Hdt. 9,20;22,2-25,1. Cf. Xen. Anab. 1,2,27 on gold bits as Persian royal gifts; Miller 1997, 49.
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netaopata PapPoound) that were in all likelihood part of a military tent™. On
the other hand, Cat. S 1-6 list Lydian chitons that were presented to Samian
Hera by private persons and are not described as Pagpagixot; at least one of
these (Cat. S 1) was dedicated by someone bearing the very Greek name of Dio-
genes™.

Seleukos I's Persian (Bagpagirdg) wine-cooler (DI 5) is also described as
MYOnoAAOG (set in precious stones), an element which excited Greek imagina-
tion in the late Classical and early Hellenistic periods”. Indeed, gold and silver
plate that was set in gemstones was especially in vogue in the Achaemenid court
and the technique seems to have remained in use in the Hellenistic East™. Plu-
tarch (c. AD 50-120), drawing from an earlier source, mentions a meQL-
toaxnMov, Alexander the Great’s gorget, and we hear that this was opoiwg
odneotv MoroAintov (also made of iron, set in precious stones). In her study
of necklaces from the Archaic and Classical period, Blanck argued that the
term was transmitted correctly from Plutrach’s fourth century BC source, and
her theory is corroborated by information from the Athenian inventories listing
a number of dedications by Rhoxane, Alexander the Great’s ill-fated wife (Cat.
AAc 15, 17-18, also AAc 24?). The Bactrian royal consort dedicated two (?)
elaborate gold necklaces set in precious stones (megi[toa]yna [xovod Ado-
»OMTa | 1]), a gold rhyton, also set in precious stones (QutOv xQuoo[tv Mbo-
»OAMnTov]), and a second gold vessel that may have been an oinochoe”. The
date for the dedication is debated, but these precious votives were sent in a
single dedication lot sometime in 323, just before Alexander’s death. It is
equally likely that some, if not all of these, made part of Persian spoils; accord-
ing to our sources, Alexander sent such gifts to Greek sanctuaries, including
Athens, on a number of occasions®.

55 Cf. Hdt. 9,82 who uses the exact same phrase to refer to Mardonios’ tent. Fascination for Persian
military tents may have persisted into the early Imperial period judging from a relevant scene
from the fragmentary frieze of the NE “Heroon” at Sagalassos (first c. AD). See E. Kosmetatou/
L. Vandeput/M. Waelkens, “The NE ‘Heroon’ at Sagalassos”, in: Sagalassos IV. Report on the
Survey and Excavation Campaigns of 1994 and 1995, ed. by M. Waelkens/J. Poblome (Leuven
1997) 360-361.

56  On the Samos éEetaoudg inscription see Dignas 2002, 239-240 listing previous bibliography.

57 Theophr. On Stones 35,2; idem, Characters 23,3,2. Cf. Athen. Deipn. 11,782a (quoting from
Alexander’s letters); Strabo 15,1,69. The most recent work on gemstones in the late Classical
and Hellenistic periods is Kosmetatou 2003, 35-42 which lists previous bibliography.

58 For an example dating to the late Hellenistic period see M. Pfrommer, Metalwork from the Hel-
lenized East. Catalogue from the Collections of the Jean-Paul Getty Museum (Malibu 1993) 188,
no. 72. The phiale in question is made of gilded silver and bears a decoration of pentagonal or net
pattern, each individual pentagonal framing a rosette-like flower with a garnet in the center.

59 Plut. Alex. 32,10; I. Blanck, Studien zum griechischen Halsschmuck der archaischen und klassi-
schen Zeit (Stuttgart 1974) 15; E. Kosmetatou, “Rhoxane’s Dedications to Athena Polias”, ZPE
146 (2004) (forthcoming). For a plain bronze military smegitoayniov dated to the late fourth
century see Themelis-Touratsoglou 1997, 84-85, B 46, pl. 19,95.

60 Arr. Anab. 1,16,7; Plut. Alex. 16,17-18; Plut. Alex. 25,2; Hyp. Eux. 24-26.
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Non War-Related Dedications

Cat. AAc 13-14, 19, 21-23 can be associated with Achaemenid Persia for a
variety of reasons. Some, like the Persian flute-case (Cat. AAc 17) are specifi-
cally described as Persian (Mndw1) in the inventories. Similarly, Cat. AAc 13
represents a peculiarly oriental luxurious robe made of soft material (Evotig)
which was dedicated by the satrap Pharnabazos of Hellespontine Phrygia (ca.
413-370), whose interests led him time and again to a policy of rapprochement
with Athens, especially after the Peloponnesian War. It involved, among other
things, the bribing of Athenian generals and the setting of Greek petty politi-
cians against each other, a standard practice of Persian foreign policy at the
time®'. Harris reviews Pharnabazos’ involvement with the Greeks, especially his
financing the Athenian admiral Konon’s campaigns against the Spartans, and
dates his dedication of the Evotig before 382/1, when the satrap became in-
volved in the Persian reconquest of Egypt®. Even though the satrap’s dealings
with the Athenians continued after Konon, dating his dedication between 397
and 394, the years of the Athenian admiral’s war against the Spartans is also
plausible, and the lack of evidence from the inventories in support of this date
may indeed be due to the chance of preservation.

The remaining dedications in the catalogue were presumably presented by
private individuals and are interpreted as foreign because they are identified as
such in the inventories. There is some undeniably oriental jewellery: two cyl-
inder seals from the Athenian Asklepieion and the Delian Artemision (Cat.
AAs 1 and D 6), the former bearing an incised goat-stag. Next, two otoentd
from the Athenian Acropolis and Delos (Cat. AAc 14 and D 1) are probably
references to typically Persian twisted necklaces that were worn by noblemen
and came below the neck, examples of which have been discovered during ex-
cavations and are also illustrated on reliefs dating to the Achaemenid period®.
Both were made of gilded silver, and at least one (Cat. D 1) was offered to the
sanctuary of Apollo on Delos by Batesis, son of Babis, undoubtedly of oriental
descent. Bracelets presumably belonging to the otpemtov type, to judge from
descriptions of Cat. D 4, were identified as yihia or Yéha (Cat. D 2-5). They
seem to have been peculiarly Persian, twisted artefacts and appear frequently
together with otpemtd necklaces in literature, at least in the Classical period, es-
pecially in descriptions of the characteristic jewellery of Persian nobles. WéAia

61 Thuc. 2,67,2; 8,6,1; Xen. Hell. 1,1-2; 1,3,8; 4,3,10-12; 4,8,6; Plut. Alc. 31,1; Diod. 14,79,4-8;
14,81,4-6; 14,83,4-7; 14,84,3-5; 14,85,24.

62 Harris 1995, 230.

63 Xen. Kyrop. 1,3,2;8,5,28; Oikon. 4,23; Anab. 1,2,27;5,8. Cf. Miller 1997, 57, figs 34, 65; E. Kosme-
tatou, “Peritrachelion/Peritrachelidion in the Athenian Inventory Lists” (forthcoming). An ex-
ample is illustrated in 7000 jaar perzische kunst 2000, 207-212, no. 123. A otpemtdv is not always
reference to a necklace; it could also be a ring or a bracelet, as it becomes obvious in the various
versions of the description of Cat. D 4.
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disappear from the epigraphical record after the third century, and the term had
acquired the meaning of generic bracelet (Gugdéar) by Late Antiquity®. The
term did not lose its “barbaric” associations through the centuries, however:
due toits twisted form, an apparent particular favorite among non-Greek popu-
lations, we encounter it in sources from Polybios to Diodoros as part of the at-
tire of Gallic soldiers®.

Miller has interpreted Cat. AAc 16 as an onyx bead depicting an ithyphallic
goat-stag and associated its iconography with Achaemenid art, or at least
Achaemenid influence, citing Athenian use of the term to refer to Near Eastern
iconography of fantastic animals®. In attempting to visualize this object she
identified it as an incised goat-stag on a large onyx, taking note of the difficul-
ties presented by the votive’s description in the surviving inventory, and her in-
terpretation remains tentative. A few decades earlier Woodward had suggested
an unlikely new reading of IG II’ 1388, B, 1. 62-63 which is not supported by the
text on the squeeze of the inscription that I have consulted. According to that
scholar, the entry in question represents two items which formed perhaps one
dedication lot: a gold goat-stag protome weighing 32 drs (ca. 135 gr.) and a large
onyx. Protomai are mentioned in greater detail in the inventories of Didyma
(Cat. DI 2-3) and are compatible with actual finds from Persian contexts, but in
all known cases they are five or six times heavier than the goat-stag head from
the Athenian inventories®’.

The large size of the onyx (uéyac) makes it a peculiar medium for an incised
representation that usually belonged to small-sized seals®. Reconstructing this
artifact, however, proves difficult because its description does not constitute
sufficient guide for its reconstruction. The term uéyag used in the inventories
certainly referred to the size of its surface, and its weight, set at 32 drs, suggests
that this was a very large gem, certainly not a bead: 32 drs are equivalent to 135
modern grams or 675 carats! A comparison with actual gems suggests that its

64 Hdt. 3,20.22; 4,168; 9,80; Xen. Kyrop. 1,3,2; 8,5,28; Oikon. 4,23; Anab. 1,2,27; 5,8; Plut. Them.
18,2; Kim. 9,3-6; Hesych. s.v.; cf. Miller 1997, 57. The Lindian Anagraphe lists Yého and dates
the type from the Bronze Age to the fifth century. Lindos II, 2, col. B 70 (XI); col. C 66, 87; col. D
37.

65 Gallic women also wore it. See Polyb. 2,31; 5,3; Strabo 4.4; 5,4; Diod. 1,20; 3,4; 5,27.45; 6,6.

66 Ar. Frogs 937; Athen. 11,500d-e; Miller 1997, 56-57, cf. 143. On Persian influences on Greek sty-
le see also Boardman 2000, 170-174.

67 A.M.Woodward, “Two Attic Treasure Records”, Athenian Studies Presented to W. S. Ferguson,
HSCP Suppl. 1 (Cambridge, Mass. 1940) 387, n. 1; also discussed by Miller 1997, 56-57. See also
Harris 1995, V 145 who does not take into account Woodward’s new reading. For a protome of a
goat-stag which used to be part of an animal-head rhyton see 7000 jaar perzische kunst 2000, 206,
no. 118. The item in question comes from a fifth-early fourth century archaeological context, is
therefore contemporary to the protome from the Hekatompedon, and is made of gilded bronze.

68 Cf.P. d’Amore, “Glittica a cilindro achemenide: linee di uno sviluppo tematico-cronologico”,
Contributi e Materiali di Archeologia Orientale 4 (1992) 187-267; Boardman 2000, 152-174.
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largest dimension could have easily reached 10 cm®. Its decoration has certain
oriental associations, and, taking into account the vocabulary used in its de-
scription, one may wonder whether the artefact in question was not an early
cameo, even though there is no evidence for their manufacture at so early a
date. Nevertheless, the technique of cutting a relief on stone certainly existed,
and the lack of evidence for the production of cameos in the early fourth cen-
tury, at least in the Achaemenid empire, may be due to the chance of survival.
Cameos, along with other oriental products, certainly became in vogue after
Alexander’s conquests when the market was flooded with gemstones and arte-
facts from the East”. However, given the lack of concrete evidence and the
great uncertainty regarding the date for the earliest production of cameos this
suggestion is only put forward tentatively”.

There are three criteria for the identification of gold and silver plate as
oriental: first, we may consider that we are on safe ground when analyzing ob-
jects whose names are typically Persian. These include the Patidxn or
Batwaxtov (Cat. D 8-23; DI 1), a typically Persian or Lycian drinking vessel
(phiale) which also occurs in an inventory, presumably of war spoils, reportedly
found in Parmenion’s letter to Alexander the Great that is preserved by
Athenaios”. The two terms seem to have been used interchangeably; although
the second one is in diminutive form it does not follow that it refers necessarily
to a vessel that was small in size, as is obvious in Cat. D 18”. The absence of
Batidnar in inventories after the third century suggests that its Achaemenid
style may have gone out of fashion in the early Hellenistic period.

Another peculiarly Asiatic vessel is the so-called ®0vdv, which occurs in the
Delian inventories (Cat. D 25-28). It became a particular favorite with the Per-
sians, but its etymology suggests that it may have been originally Hittite, and
scholars have associated it with the wine vessel kankur™. Its non-Iranian links
were probably known to the Greeks: Menander describes it as a drinking cup
that could be made of gold and was popular in Kappadokia, while Hesychius
calls it fagPaorov without specifying its origins any further, nor linking it
specifically to the Persians. The historian Nikomachos reports that it had a
globular body which gave it its name, and according to the astrologer Hermip-

69 My calculations are based on international conventions, according to which 1 carat equals 200
Miligrams, and 142 carats equal 1 ounce.

70  See Kosmetatou 2003, 35-42 where it is argued that cameos were produced in the Ptolemaic
court at least as early as the first half of the third century.

71  See E. Kosmetatou, “On Large Gemstones”, ZPE 146 (2004) [forthcoming].

72 Ath. Deipn. 11,784a; 393c.

73 This usage of diminutive is observed in other cases as well. See Cl. Prétre, “Imitation et miniatu-
re. Etude de quelques suffixes dans le vocabulaire délien de la parure”, BCH 121 (1997) 673-
680.

74  Athenaios, Deipn. 11,55; Hesychius K 3497; Georgios Synkellos 1,206,9f. (gest. 810/811); Frisk
1960, 1, 911; Neumann 1961, 29; Frisk 1972, 111, 134; Tischler 1983, I, 485; Huyse 2002, 223, n. 62.
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pos, the term originally described a magic ball, a kind of proto-crystal ball of
sorts used in divination, from which libations were poured”. However, the
archaeological record suggests that despite its associations with divination and
astrology, its shape was common in Persian art already in the Iron Age™.
Athenaios’ text and the archaeological evidence suggest that a ®xovov was a
deep globular drinking vessel without handles or base which could sometimes
be confused with a type of xvupiov bowl (cf. D 26-28). Such shapes were intro-
duced in Macedonia after Alexander the Great’s death, as is obvious from M©®
18169, a miniature globular beaker with a snake-shaped handle that was used as
perfume container and clearly draws its inspiration from Persian vessels. The
object in question was discovered in a secure late fourth century context in one
of the tombs at Hagios Athanasios (outside Thessaloniki) in 1994

Another group of vessels are not described as specifically Persian, but
their typology suggests that they were of Asiatic origin. These include the
much-admired animal-head cups and drinking horns (Qutd) which were the
Persian vessels par excellence for the Greeks (Cat. AAc 19-22; Cat. D 24, D 31;
Cat. DI 2-4)™. The latter could be very elaborate, made of gold and silver,
featuring one or more animal-heads at the bottom, and sometimes be set in
precious stones (Cat. AAc 18). King Seleukos I dedicated a number of pro-
tomai to Apollo Didymaios which are referred to as mohipmota (DI 2—4). As
Welles has suggested these were probably rhyta with no base on which to rest
that could only lie on all sides, and from which one had to drink without laying
them down. They were probably passed from hand to hand in banquets”. The
remaining vessels in the catalogue can be associated with the production of
eastern workshops only on the basis of their reported decoration, assuming that
they were not Greek adaptations of Persian products: Cat. AAc 23 represents a
lot of six heavy phialai with feather pattern decoration. Cat. D 30 is described as
an embossed phiale decorated with Persian faces in relief, examples of which
have been discovered in Skythia and are obviously inspired by Persian ex-
amples®. Last but not least, Cat. D 31 is reported to have a scale pattern decora-

75 Menander, Nikomachos, Hermippos, and Pakrates’ fragments are all found in Athen. Deipn. 11,
477f-478a.

76 7000 jaar perzische kunst 2000, 163, 168, no. 94.

77 Tsimbidou-Avloniti 1994, 233, fig. 4. Gulick translates xovdva as beakers, but there are no indi-
cations in ancient literature that it had a pouring lip. Cf. Athen. Deipn. 11,784a, translated by
C. B. Gulick (LOEB).

78 On rhyta see Athen. 11,497a—e; A. Zournatzi, “Inscribed Silver Vessels of the Odrysian Kings:
Gifts, Tribute, and the Diffusion of the Forms of ‘Achaemenid’ Metalzare in Thrace”, AJA 104
(2000) 686.

79 Welles 1934, 39, 350-351.

80 Cf. gold phiale from a mid-4th century archaeological context from Kurgan Kul’-Oba, near Kerg
in the Crimaea, in: Das Gold der Skythen und Griechen aus der archdologischen Schatzkammer
der Eremitage in St. Petersburg (Hamburg/Bonn/Koln/Stuttgart 1997) 163-165.



156 Elizabeth Kosmetatou

tion, and these patterns appear to have been particular favorites of oriental art-
ists™.

One of the more intriguing objects listed in the Delian inventories is a
golden vine, that was kept at the Artemision for at least 126 years and was never
weighed, presumably because of its location or large size (Cat. D 7). It first ap-
pears in an inventory dated to 367, and its last mention is on a list of 241, but
may have been much older. Nothing is known about its dedicant. Of course, the
manufacture of floral ornaments, fruit, and, mostly miniature trees out of pre-
cious metals is known from inventory lists from Athens, Delos, and Didyma, as
well as from the ancient sources. Actual examples of such ornaments have
luckily survived, and these are pivotal in our attempts to visualize the magnifi-
cent objects that we only get to read about, but are lost to us today”. However,
none of these objects comes close to the size and presumed splendor of the
Delian vine.

The votive vine from Delos is the only known dedication of its kind men-
tioned in inventory lists, and it consequently raises questions as to its origins,
date, and the occasion for its dedication. It does not appear to be associated
with the cult of Dionysos and may have been part of a long oriental tradition, of
which is indicative the fact that it features in mythology as a bribe of heros as-
sociated with the Trojan cycle. The genealogist Akousilaos from Argos (late 6th
century) wrote of a legend, according to which king Priam of Troy bribed the
hero Eurypylos’s mother Astyoche with a golden vine, in order to lure her into
sending her son as an ally of Troy in the war effort against the Achaians®. This
precious object was further associated with the myth of the abduction of
Ganymed by Zeus and allegedly served as repayment to the youth’s (and
Priam’s) father, king Laomedon®™.

The Persian kings seem to have been especially fond of such extravagances
which they took over from the Assyrians. In particular, Herodotos mentions
that a Lydian of immense wealth by the name of Pythios, son of Atys, gave a gift
of a golden plane-tree and vine to king Dareios I and even funded Xerxes’s war
effort against Greece®. It is unclear whether the golden vine that belonged to
Artaxerxes, one of Xerxes’s successors, was the same one, handed down the

81 See for example a deep bowl from the Rogozen treasure in Archibald 1989, 12-25, pl. 1.

82 H. Hoffmann/P. F. Davidson, Greek Gold Jewellery from the Age of Alexander (Mainz 1965)
288-294, nos 137-138.

83  Akousilaos apud Apollodoros, Bibl. 3,133 = FGrHist 2 F40. This myth is also mentioned by
authors of the Roman period: cf. Apollonios (ca. 100 AD), Lexicon Homericum, p. 55, 1. 32;
Diktys from Knossos in FGrHist 49 F7a; Scholia In Homerum, Odysseam (scholia vetera), Book
11, hypothesis-verse 520.

84  Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam, Vol. 1, p. 431; Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 190,
Bekker, p. 152b; Scholia in Euripidem (scholia vetera), Vita-argumentum-scholion schOr, sec-
tion 1391; Scholia in Euripidem (scholia vetera), Vita-argumentum-scholion schTr, section 822;
Scholia in Homerum, Odysseam (scholia vetera), Book 11, hypothesis-verse 521.

85 Hdt. 7,27. Cf. Diod. 19,48,7.
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generations of Achaimenid kings®. It is equally difficult to determine the ac-
curacy of later reports, according to which the Persian kings owned multiple
plane-trees alongside what seems to have remained a unique golden vine, that
may or may not have been relics from Persia’s glorious past. The geographer
Agatharchides from Knidos (2nd century) furnishes additional information on
this type of artefact in his description of the Persian throne room that featured a
gold vine under which the Great Kings held court. He describes it as a large
plant, whose clusters were made of emerald, Indian rubies, and various other
precious stones, but his description may be related to the extravagant ornamen-
tal vine that Alexander the Great encountered in Dareios I1I's private bedroom
in 331, when he captured Persepolis. Whether this article can be identified with
the one that Pythios gave to Dareios I more than a hundred years before, is only
a matter of speculation, and if reports about the presence of such a piece in the
throne room are correct, it is likely that there existed at least two*. One should
also bear in mind that vines functioned as favorite fertility symbols of the Assyr-
1an and Persian kings for a long time, and, at least in the case of the Achaemenid
kings, they may have been associated with tree-cults®,

Various Alexander historians of the late Classical and Hellenistic period
described a unique magnificent golden vine that was one of the most intimate
belongings of Dareios III. Athenaios, citing two Alexander historians of the 4th
century, Amyntas and Chares from Mitylene, describes it in some detail as in-
dicative of the luxury of the Persian royal bedroom, which also served as
treasure®. It was jewel-studded (MBoxOANTOC) and extended over the Great
King’s bed. Amyntas adds that its clusters were made of precious stones
(Yiijpor), a description with which Agatharchides also agrees™. In referring to
this artefact as well, the historian Phylarchos (3rd century) observed that ex-
travagant though the vine was, its intrinsic value was insignificant when com-
pared to the daily lavish expenses of Alexander’s court”. Nevertheless, this ob-
ject became the stuff legends are made of; it later figures in Pseudo-Kal-
listhenes, as standing on an emerald table and was mounted on a gold base, its

86 Himerius, Declamationes et orationes, Oration 31,58; Photius, Bibliotheca, Codex 243, Bekker,
p. 375b.

87 Agatharchides apud Athen., Deipn. 12,539d = FGrHist, 86 F3. Cf. also Eustathius, Commentarii
ad Homeri Odysseam, Vol. 1, p. 148, 1. 40. For a discussion of the texts relating to the golden vine
of the Persian king see: P. Jacobsthal, Ornamente griechischer Vasen (Berlin 1927) 102-110;
R. Vallois, L’architecture hellénique et hellénistique a Delos. 1. Les Monuments (Paris 1944) 290—
298, 427.

88 I would mention the famous Assyrian banquet relief, as well as the relief decoration of Indian
king Maurya at Pataliputra, which may have been modelled after the Achaemenid tradition. Cf.
Curtius Rufus 8,8,25; Hdt. 1,108. A tree-cult is probably represented on the so-called “seal of
Xerxes”. Cf. Briant 1996, 246249, figs 24a, 25.

89  Athen. Deipn. 12,514f.

90 Chares Mitylenaios FGrHist 125; Amyntas FGrHist 122.

91 Phylarchos FGrHist 81 F41 apud Athen. Deipn., 12,539d.
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brunches reportedly covering both the table and its base, its clusters made of
pearls, emeralds, sapphires, and rubbies. The description is further elaborated
by the addition of birds of all kinds, including partridge, nightingales, and doves,
that stood on each brunch and even sang!” Water supposedly ran from the vine,
and, when night fell, its clusters generated a star-rain and glittered, making it
unnecessary to light the room with lamps. An odd choice of decorative object
for a bedroom indeed”.

The vine motif functioned as a Jewish symbol as well. Josephus mentions a
gold vine in connection with the Sanctuary portal of the Second Temple in
Jerusalem. Based on numismatic evidence Patrich plausibly suggested that it
was supported by the portal’s four columns, and that it was entwined on poles
above the capitals. Its presence in Jerusalem is consistent with its eastern
origins, but it held a special significance in that it symbolized the Jewish people.
According to Strabo, when Pompey the Great arrived in Damaskos in 63, the
Jewish king Aristoboulos sent him a large golden vine which weighed 500
talents and was known as tepmwAov (delightful). Pompey dedicated it to the
sanctuary of Jupiter Capitolinus, where Strabo saw it, inscription and all**.

Patrich’s reconstruction of the vine in the Temple of Jerusalem may help us
to visualize its earlier Delian counterpart, even though any discussion must re-
main speculative. The Delian vine was kept at the Archaic Artemision which
did not feature internal columns, but it may have been entwined around a
wooden structure that rested on the floor or around one of the beams of the ceil-
ing. This should also account for the fact that it was never weighed. Even though
information on its dedicant is not available, one may argue that he or she must
have come from a region of the Persian Empire, where there seems to have
been a long tradition for such luxury objects. It is equally possible that this un-
known worshipper may have been a Persian official of high standing, judging
from the fact that these reportedly sent lavish gifts to Greek sanctuaries. The
Persian Peukestas is mentioned in the Delian inventory lists from 279 to 234
BC, as the dedicant of a gold laurel wreath that was kept in the Artemision™.

However, one should not exclude the possibility that the Delian gold vine
may not have been dedicated by a pious worshipper. The votive in question
belongs to a group of old relics, including the notorious Eriphyle’s necklace, a

92 Pseudo-Kallisthenes possibly blends various traditions on Achaemenid and Persian-inspired
precious objects. Curtius mentions a golden vine from the palace of king Maurya at Pataliputra
bearing silver figurines of birds. Cf. Quintus Curtius 8,8,25.

93  Historia Alexandri Magni, Recensio L (lib. 3), p. 61, 1. 6-15; p. 63, 1. 9-14; p. 64, 1. 20-25.

94 Josephus Ant. Jud. 15,395; idem, Bell. Jud. 5,210. J. Patrich, “The Golden Vine, the Sanctuary
Portal, and its Depiction on the Bar-Kochva Coins”, Jewish Art 19/20 (1993/94) 56-61. Cf. Stra-
bo 14,34.

95 Not to be confused with the satrap Peukestas, general of Dareios III; cf. IG XI (2) 161, B, 1. 53;
Briant 1996, 258-259.
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mythological piece that was associated with bribery and was kept at the Artemi-
sion until the second half of the second century®. Various Apollonian sanctuar-
ies lay claim on this artefact, including Delphi, and it is not inconceivable that,
like fictitious Eriphyle’s necklace, the Delian gold vine also had mythological
associations: locals may have claimed that it was the actual vine given to treach-
erous Astyoche by Priam.

A number of scholars, headed by Lewis, attempted to identify Persian ves-
sels among otherwise typologically unclassified votives of uneven weight that
are listed in inventories. In a series of important articles, to which this paper
cannot do justice, being different in scope, Vickers carefully analysed weights of
vessels that are mentioned in inventories, as well as of surviving specimens”.
His principle was that metalware was made according to certain standards, and
he therefore identified vessels of uneaven weight as belonging to a foreign stan-
dard and hence as being of foreign origin. Persian gold pots are therefore
ascribed to the daric standard, while their silver counterparts presumably fol-
lowed the Persian siglos standard. Harris and Miller have rightly cautioned
against pitfalls in Vickers’ theory: first, it was not only the Persians who minted
on a standard other than the Athenian; Greek cities of Asia Minor like Phokaia
adopted a standard similar to the Achaemenid, as did Macedonia®. An addi-
tional problem facing scholars is related to the range of the Persian and
Athenian standards; sigloi are set at 5.20-5.49 gr. and later from 5.40-5.67 gr.,
and Vickers seems to choose the weight of the sigloi used arbitrarily within the
available range in order to explain “awkward” weights as Persian every time”.
As Miller has shown, given the approximation of both the Persian and the
Athenian standards, certain vessels from the Acropolis inventories, and Cat.

96 The earliest mention of it is in ID 101, 1. 26 (367), the latest in ID 444, B, 1. 43 (177).

97 Lewis 1986, 77; M. Vickers, “Panagyurishte, Dalboki, Loukovit and Rogozen: Questions of Me-
trology and Status”, The Rogozen Treasure. Papers of the Anglo-Bulgarian Conference, 12
March 1987, ed. by B. F. Cook (London 1989) 101-111; M. Vickers, “Persian Gold in Parthenon
Inventories”, Actes du Colloque sur I'or dans I'empire achéménide, Bordeaux, March 1989, REA
91 (1989) 249-257; M. Vickers, “Golden Greece: Relative Values, Minae and Temple Invento-
ries”, AJA 94 (1990) 613-625; M. Vickers, “Persian, Thracian and Greek Gold and Silver: Ques-
tions of Metrology”, in: Asia Minor and Egypt: Old Cultures in a New Empire. Proceedings of the
Groningen 1988 Achaemenid History Workshop, ed. by H. Sancisi-Weerdenburg/A. Kuhrt,
Achaemenid History VI (Leiden 1991) 31-39; M. Vickers, “The Metrology of Gold and Silver
Plate in Classical Greece”, Boreas 21 (1992) 53-72; Vickers/Gill 1994, esp. 33-54; M. Vickers,
“Metrological Reflections: Attic, Hellenistic, Parthian and Sasanian Gold and Silver Plate”, Stu-
dia Iranica 24 (1995) 163-185; M. Vickers, “Fifth Century Chronology and the Coinage De-
cree”, JHS 116 (1996) 171-174.

98 Miller 1997, 60-61.

99 Harris 1997, 31. It is important to note that even the Attic standard could fluctuate, sometimes
significantly, as can be seen for example in Attic weight coins from Pisidian Selge, Phoinikian
Arados, and Ionian Ephesos in the second century, especially when compared with their
Athenian counterparts.



10U C1zaoein Nosmetatou

AAc 22 in particular, can be interpreted as belonging to both systems'”. One
should also bear in mind that weights and measures in antiquity were not set so
absolutely as in our modern era of prototypes, and ancient scales were certainly
not as accurate as our own. A study of the dedications in the Delian inventories
suggests that weights could fluctuate from year to year, and this is why the
sacred administrators of the sanctuary found it necessary to control all votives
at the end of their term (cf. Cat. D 29)"".

Harris is correct then, at least in the case of the Acropolis hydriai whose ap-
proximate weight was 1000 drs, in supposing them to have been made according
to the Athenian standard'”. However, uneven weights associated with many
vessels, including the ones that are associated with the Didyma offering lists
(Cat. DI 1-5), cannot be convincingly explained as the result of approximation
or damage. Despite the above-expressed reservations then, Vickers, Gill, and,
more recently, Bresson’s research on ancient standards on the basis of surviving
inscribed inventories has merit, certainly shows promise, and consequently
their theories deserve to be further developed'”. Alternatively, research may
focus on the analysis of discrepancies in reported weights: objects may bear a
certain inscribed weight, that presumably reflects a certain “foreign” standard,
while temple administrators in Athens and Delos, using their own Attic weights
and measures, may record substantially different numbers'”. Even though we
may never be able to identify Persian votives with certainty, perseverance with
the material and a careful analysis of the yearly descriptions and of fluctuations
in the weight of votives may render important results. Questions on typology
and provenance should also be addressed, and comparisons between recorded
ex votos and actual finds are also of particular value in metrological research.

100 Miller 1997, 60, n. 152. Cf. also M. B. Wallace, “Texts, Amphoras, Coins, Standards and Trade”,
Ancient World 11 (1984) 11-13.

101 The only objects that can be studied in this manner are those which could not lose weight easily
due to damage or theft. Pendant necklaces and wreaths for example could lose parts, but such
destruction was unlikely in the case of phialai. Cf. IG XI (2) 287, B, 1. 23 (249 BC).

102 Harris 1995, 276-277; Harris 1997, 36. Cf. also E. Kosmetatou, “The Athenian Inventory Lists.
A Review Article”, Ant. Class. 71 (2002) 196-197.

103 Cf. A. Bresson, “Unités de pesée et poids des offrandes dans les sanctuaires grecs”, in: La cité
marchande (Bordeaux 2000) 211-242.

104 See for example IG XI (2) 161, B, 1. 108-109. Not every such reference suggests the presence of a
“foreign” object, however, especially when discrepancies are insignificant. Additionally, the At-
tic standard, while dominant, was never the only one used in the Greek world. Many parameters
should be therefore taken into account for a study of ancient standards and for determining
which objects are not “Greek”.
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Appendix: Catalogue
Athens Acropolis (AAc)

Armour and Weapons

AAcl.HIV 1;RH PA 8
axwvaxan mepiyouool I
Six gilded akinakai swords
Parthenon Treasure A (434/3-412/1)"
IGT’343,1.8;1G I’ 344, 1. 24 (433/2); IG I’ 346, 1. 59; I1G I’ 350, 1. 70; IG I’ 351, 1. 9; IG I’ 352, 1. 33—
34;1G I’ 353, 1. 56-57; 1G I’ 354, 1. 76; 1G I’ 355, 1. 9-10; IG I’ 356, 1. 36; IG I’ 357, 1. 62

AAc2.HIV2 (=V1);RH PA 37
axwvaxng Emiyovoog | dotoduog
One gilded akinakes; unweighed
Parthenon Treasure A (428/7-412/1)
IG I’ 349, 1. 58-59; IG I’ 350, 1. 79; IG I’ 351,1. 17; IG I’ 353, 1. 64; 1G I’ 354,1. 81; IG I’ 355,1. 18; IG
I’ 356, 1. 44-45; 1G I’ 357,1. 70-71
Parthenon Treasure B (403/2-399/8)
1G I1* 1373, 1. 15; IG II* 1376, 1. 16; I1G II* 1377, add. P. 797, 1. 26
Hekatompedon Treasure C (397/6—ca. 385)
IG I1? 1394, 1. 11; IG II* 1395, 1. 27; Agora 1 5363, 1. 3
Athena Treasure B (371/1-367/6)'®
1G I 1424a, col. 111, 1. 336; 1G II” 1425, A, col, I11, 1. 268-269; 1G 11? 1428, col. 11, 1. 222

AAc3.HV2;RH AA 84 (AB 36)
axvaxng owdneots v Aoy xQuofv éxwv TO 8¢ ®OAeOV EAEPAVTIVOV TTEQIXQUOOV TO O
muyMov xovoodv
An iron akinakes with a gold handle, a sheath of gilded ivory, and a gold pommel

Athena Treasure A (after 385/4)
IG IT” 1413,1. 28

Athena Treasure B (374/3—-after 330/29)
IG IT* 1421, col. I1, 1. 27-30; IG II* 1424a, col. I, 1. 77-80; IG IT* 1425, A, col. 1, 1. 75-78;1G 1I* 1460,
1. 12-15

AAc4.RH AB70

xaAvol Mnduxoi

Persian horse bridle bits
Chalkotheke (371/0)

1G II* 1424a, col. 1, 1. 135

Coins

AAcS5.HV60a; TM 136, 157; K 6
otyhot Mnduxoi doyvootl A
Ten silver Persian shekels

105 On the organization of the Acropolis Treasures see Hamilton 1999, 247-277.

106 Harris 1995, 8283, lists this item under the heading Hekatompedon, although its last three oc-
currences are in an inventory of the Treasurers of Athena who do not specify the location of the
votives that were under their supervision. Cf. R. Hamilton, “Review of D. Harris, The Treasures
of the Parthenon and the Erechtheion (Oxford 1995)”, BMCR (1996) http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/
bmcr/1996/96.09.27.html.
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Hekatompedon Treasure A (405/4?7)
IG’342,1. 11-12

AAc 6. HV 60b; TM 159-165; RH HC 80; K 7
oiyhot Mnduxot doyveot Al
Eleven silver Persian shekels
Hekatompedon Treasure B (403/2)
IGII* 1384,1. 7
Hekatompedon Treasure C (ca. 400-390/89)
IG II° 1386, 1. 15; IG IT* 1387,1. 5-6; IG 11 1388, A, 1.43; IG II’ 1390, 1. 3-4; IG IT* 1393, 1. 23-24; IG
IT* 1389, 1. 4; 1G IT* 1400, 1. 19-20

AAc7.HV 57, TM 165-166; K 13

XOVoiou daeLxol Toiv Yeotv AAAAZTY

43 gold Darics dedicated to the Two Goddesses
Hekatompedon Treasure C (394/3-390/89)

IG II’ 1401, 1. 27; IG II* 1400, 1. 43

AAc 8K 29
H® Aapexd youoio otatépeg
105 staters of gold Darics

Other Gods Treasure-Various sanctuaries (429/8)
IG I’ 383,1. 17-18

AAc9.K 37
OTATEQES QUOLO0 A0eErd
Gold Daric staters

Other Gods Treasure-Various sanctuaries (429/8)
IG I’ 383, 1. 43-44

AAc10.K 61

<ITooeldovog Grd Zovvio> = AaQerd YOUCI0 0TATEQ

From the sanctuary of Poseidon at Sounion: one gold Daric stater
Other Gods Treasure-Various sanctuaries (429/8)

IG I" 383, 1. 110-111

Furniture

AAc11. HIV 28; RH PA 33
xMvOV tddeg Emdyvpot Alll
Thirteen silver-plated feet for dining couches
Parthenon Treasure A (434/3—412/1)
IGT'343,1. 15-16; IG I' 344,1. 31; IG I’ 345, 1. 48, IG I 346, 1. 66; I1G I’ 349, 1. 56-57; IG I’ 350, 1. 77;
IG I’ 351, 1. 15-16; IG I’ 353, 1. 63; IG I’ 354, 1. 80; IG I’ 355, 1. 16; IG I’ 356, 1. 43; IG I’ 357, 1. 69

AAc12.HV 118

digpoot oTeoyyVAOTodeg M doyvedmog ¢

Five stools with turned legs, one with silver feet
Hekatompedon C (397/6)

IG I’ 1394, 1. 11-14

Garment

AAc13.HV 51; RH AA 160 (= AB 282)
Evorig v Pagvapalog avedmrev
A xystis dedicated by Pharnabazos
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Athena Treasure B (382/1-367/6)
IG I’ 1412, 1. 11; I1G II* 1421, col. IV, 1. 118; I1G II* 1424a, col. 111, 1. 303-304; IG II* 1428, col. II,
1. 143

Jewellery

AAc14. HV 135;RH HB 38 (= HC9)

OTQETNTOV TEQIYQVOOV VIAYVEoV otoduov FTHHII

A twisted (necklace?) of gilded silver; weight: 58 drs 4 obols.
Hekatompedon B (401/0)

IG II* 1386, 1. 1-2
Hekatompedon C (398/7-385/4)

IG IT* 1388, A, 1. 28-29; IG II* 1393, 1. 14; IG I’ 1400, 1. 14; 1G II* 1407, 1. 39

AAc15.HV 141
[re]otoa]ynha [xovod Mboxolnta Il &v]édnxev Pac[iléws 'AheEdvdoou yuvn PwE]dvn
"Adnv[a [ToMddr: ota... ".... |
[Two gold] peritrachelia [set in precious stones] dedicated by [the wife of] king [Alexander]
Rhoxane to Athena [Polias; weight... ".... ]

Athena and Other Gods Treasure (305/4)
IG I’ 1492, A, 1. 54-57

Miscellaneous

AAc16. HV 145; RH HC 104
OVUE péyag toayehdgo molamitovtog otaduov AAAH
A large onyx with an ithyphallic goat-stag; weight: 32 drs
Hekatompedon C (398/7-394/3)
IG IT* 1388, B, 1. 62-63; IG II’ 1401, fr. d, 1. 45

Musical Instrument

AAc17.HV 190; RH AB 331
oupnvn Mnduxn
A Persian flute case
Athena Treasure B (371/0-367/6)
IG II? 1424a, col. 111, 1. 337 (371/0); IG II* 1425, A, col. III, 1. 270; IG 1I*1428, 1. 225

Vessels

AAc 18. [oivoxomv? yxovo]iv av[¢dnxrev Pacihéws "AreE]dvdoov yuvh ‘PlwEdvn "Adnvar TTolddy ]
ota: HHF AAAAL.. %]
[A gold oinochoe?] dedicated by Rh[oxane], wife of [king] Alexander [to Athena Polias]; weight
290+ drachms

Athena and Other Gods Treasure (305/4)
IG IT* 1492, A, 1. 4548

AAc19.HV 358
OUTOV Yovoo[Dv Adordrintov 6? avelInxrev Paoih[éwg "AreEGvdQOL yuvn ‘Pw]Edvn "Adnva
[[IohddL ota.... b....]
A gold rhyton [set in precious stones, dedicated by the wife of] king [Alexander] Rhoxane to
Athena [Polias; weight.... ®...]
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Athena and Other Gods Treasure (305/4)
IG II* 1492, A, 1. 52-54

AAc20.HV 241
gxnopa deyveodv Inydoov tpotoun: totto 'Adnvaior dvédeoav [Toadr otaduov HAMH-H
A silver Pegasos-head cup; this was dedicated by the Athenians to Athena Polias; weight: 118 drs
Parthenon Treasure A (405/4—ca. 400)
IG I’ 342, 1. 14-16; IG 1T’ 1382, 1. 13-15

AAc21.HIV 22 (=V 103); RH PA 15
mtmog: YUy Youmog mootoun: YoUy uéyag Aéovrog xe@akn: Oouog dvdéuwv- dodnwv-
gniyovoa TadTa
horse, griffin, griffin-head vessel, large griffin, lion-head vessel, necklace with flower-pendants,
snake bracelet, these gilded

Parthenon Treasure A (434/3—412/1)
IGTI'343,1.11-12; IG I’ 344,1. 26-27, IG I’ 346, 1. 61-62; 1G I’ 349,1. 52-53; 1G I’ 350,1. 73-74; IG I
351,1.11-12; IG I’ 352,1. 36-37; IG I’ 353, 1. 59-60; 1G I’ 354,1. 77-78; IG I’ 355,1. 12-13; IG I’ 356,
1. 39; IG I’ 357, 1. 64-65

Parthenon Treasure B (after 390?)
IG IT* 1380, 1. 6-7

Athena Treasure A (385/4)
IG IT* 1414,1. 22

Athena Treasure B (375/4-367/6)
IG IT° 1426, 1. 25-26; 1G II* 1424a, col. II1, 1. 324-326; 1G II* 1425, 1. 252-254; 1G II* 1428, 1. 199—
202

AAc22. HV315;RH AB 44
PLAAN yakxoxeds pagpagixn fiv Khéwv avédnrev otaduov HE ATHHIII
A “barbaric” phiale of bronze alloy dedicated by Kleon; weight 167 drachms 5 obols
Athena Treasure B (374/3-367/6)
IG II* 1421, col. 11, 1. 46-47; IG II* 1424a, col. I, 1. 95-96; IG IT* 1425, A, col. 1, 1. 91-92; IG 1T 1428,
col. IL, 1. 118-119

AAc23.H V 341; RH AB 11
@uahat tudotal €€ otaduov XAAAE
Six feather pattern phialai; weight 1036 drs
Athena Treasure B (371/0-344/3)
IG IT° 1424a, col. 1, 1. 29; IG II* 1425, A, col. I, 1. 24; I1G II* 1443, col. I1, 1. 135-136

AAc 24. [xovooUv M|BoxOAMnTo[v dvédnuey — — — — — — — Baotke. o] '"AheEavdg[o — — ]
Something [gold] set in precious stones [dedicated someone associated with king] Alexander
Athena and Other Gods Treasure (ca. 312/1)
IGII’ 1479, A, 1. 14

Athens Asclepieion (A As)

Jewellery

AAs 1. xOMvdog Evi TpayELaog
A cylinder on which is represented a goat-stag
Aleshire 1989, Inv. IV, 1. 122-123 (= IG II* 1534A, a, 1. 99) (274/3)
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Delos (D)
Jewellery

Bracelets

D 1. otpentog Yeuootg GAolov Exmv doyveotv, Ov Bammows Bafidog avédnxrev, otaduov dyel
AAATHI
A gold twisted (necklace?) with a silver chain, dedicated by Batesis, offspring of Babis; weight:
36 drs 2 obols

Porinos Oikos (ca. 367/6-342/1)
ID1103,1L 65-67,1ID1104,1.116-117; ID 1 104-12, 1. 96-97; ID 104-27, 1. 21-22

D 2. yihov doyveotv otoduov FHIl
A twisted bracelet; weight; 2 drs 5 obols
Artemision Treasure A (367-353/2)
ID 101, 1. 9; ID 103, L. 6; ID 104, 1. 65-66; ID 104-3, B, 1. 7; ID 104-12, 1. 47

D 3. Yilha doyved Vo xai dugidij droxrexhaopévn, OAxn doayual FAAFH
Two silver twisted bracelet and a broken armlet; weight: 74 drs
Artemision Treasure B (ca. 300-275)
IG XI(2) 161, B, 1. 19; IG XI (2) 162, B, 1. 15; IG XI (2) 190, 1. 9

D 4. yilhov youootv oteentdv, OAxny dooyuai [MHHHHIINI
A twisted bracelet; weight 9 drs 5 obols*

Artemision Treasure B (279-242)
IGXI(2) 161,B,1.26;1G XI (2) 164, A, 1. 84;1G XI (2) 199, B,1.57;1G XI (2) 203, B, 1. 82; 1G XI
(2)208,1. 17; IG XI (2) 219, 1. 16; IG XI (2) 223, B, 1. 16; ID 296, 1. 39

Necklaces

D 5. Anunroiov Baoihéwg epdépata xQuod ouv Toig PLraiios AAAT - dotato- doLduog TV éx Tig
0e1QaG xoepopEveOV nellovov AANl- tov éhacoovwv F Al kol Yelov
(Dedicated) by king Demetrios: 36 gold necklaces with phialai pendants; unweighed; number of
larger pendants: 23; of smaller ones: 62; and a twisted bracelet

Artemision Treasure B (ca. 265-177)
IG XI(2)261,1.7;1G XI(2) 287, B,1.21;ID 296, 1. 37; ID 298, A, 1. 141-142;ID 313, A, 1. 109; ID
399, B, 1. 140; ID 439, ¢, L. 5; ID 442, B, 1. 201; ID 443, B, 1. 125; ID 444, B, 1. 44

Signet Rings

D 6. xvAvdQio®0g XUOEVOETOG, OMXNV, FHH
A little gild cylinder; weight: 2 drs 1 obol

Artemision Treasure B (279-after 249)
IG XI(2) 161, B, 1. 48-49; 1G XI (2) 162, B,1.38; IG XI (2) 164, A,1.70; IG XI (2) 199, B, 1. 48; IG
X1(2)203,B,1.67;1G XI (2) 208, 1. 32; 1G XI (2) 223, B, 1. 26; IG XI (2) 287, B, 1. 26; ID 338, 1. 17

Miscellaneous

D 7. dumehog xQuoti dotatog
A gold vine; unweighed
Artemision Treasure A (367-353/2)
ID 101, 1. 26; ID 103, 1. 31-32; ID 104, 1. 89-90; ID 104-112, B, 1. 8; ID 104-112, 1. 63-64
Artemision Treasure B (279-241)
IG XI(2) 161,B,1.44;1G XI (2) 162, B, 1. 23; 1G XI (2) 162, B, 1. 35; IG XI (2) 164, A, 1. 87;1G XI
(2) 199, B, 1. 58; IG X1 (2) 203, B, 1. 83; IG XI (2) 208, 1. 19; IG XI (2) 219,1.17; 1G XI (2) 223, B,
1.17;IG XI (2) 287, B, 1. 15; ID 295, 1. 11; ID 298, A, 1. 148
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Vessels

D 8. fatdxn Nwxidog dvadnua orxn éxatov

a batiake dedicated by Nikis; weight: 100 drs
Hieropoion (ca. 313-296)

IG XI(2) 137,1.10; IG XI (2) 154, B, 1. 17

D 9. fatdxn "Emtagyidov dvadnua, 6Axn éBdounvia dxtm
a batiake dedicated by Eparchides, weight: 78 drs
Hieropoion (ca. 313-296)
IG XTI (2) 137,1. 19; IG XI (2) 145, 1. 55; IG XI (2) 154, B, 1. 14

D 10. fatidxn Aadduov dvadnua, OAxr) éEnrovta €€
a batiake dedicated by Dadamos
Hieropoion (302-287)
IG XI(2) 145,1. 51; IG XI (2) 154, B, 1. 34; IG XI (2) 155, fr. A, 1. 13

D 11. atidxny avédnxev Trnmoxedng, OAxT) TETTAQAXOVTA TQELS
a batiake dedicated by Hippokrates

Hieropoion (302-296)
IG XI (2) 145,1.56; IG XI (2) 154, B, 1. 45

D 12. fatudxn Trewoxhéovs dvadmua, Ohxn eixoot d00

a batiake dedicated by Hippokles, weight: twenty-two drs
Hieropoion (296)

IG XI (2) 154, B, 1. 47

D 13. fotidxn &v mhvdeion fiv avédnxre Kheayig
a batiake on a base, dedicated by Klearchis
Eileithyiaion (278)
IG XI (2) 161, B, 1. 114

D 14. fatidxiov, dvadnuo (Baotlémg) Zehevrov
a little batiake dedicated by (king) Seleukos
Prodomos of Apollo Temple Treasure B (273)
IG XI (2) 199, B,1. 8

D 14. fotiannv
a batiake
Hieropoion (273—ca. 265)
IG XI(2) 199, B, 1. 91; IG XI (2) 219, B, 1. 66

D 15. ¢t Kornwvog patidxn, 6Axn FTI (&védnxev Zmmoilews)
a batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Kokon, weight: 55 drs 2 obols
Aphrodision (257-ca. 230)
IG X1(2)226,B,1.13;1G XI(2) 287, B, 1. 133; ID 298, A, 1.99; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 80; ID 314, B,1.87;
ID 319, B, 1. 46

D 16. énti Thavuddov Batidxn, Ohxn [ — —— ] (dvédnxev Znoikewg)
A batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Glaukiades, weight: [ ———]
Aphrodision (257—ca. 229)
IG XI(2)226,B,1.16;1G XI (2) 287, B,1.135; 1D 298, A, 1. 100-101; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 82; ID 320, B,
1. 48

D 17. ¢mi Mhavxiddov dAAn Batidun, OAxn [ ——— ] (dvédnrev Znoilewc)
Another batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Glaukiades; weight — — —
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Aphrodision (257-ca. 229)
IG XI (2) 226, B, 1. 16;1G XI (2) 287, B, 1. 135-136; ID 298, A, 1. 100-101; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 82;ID
320, B, 1. 48

D 18. émi Xdopov Patidxriov, OAxn [ — — — ] (dvédnnev Ztnoilewg)

A little batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Charmos, [weight — - — ]
Stesileian phialai (257-234)

IG XI (2) 226, B, 1. 16; IG XI (2) 287, B, 1. 136; ID 298, A, 1. 101; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 82

D 19. éni ®iAAog Batidnn, OAx AAATHH (dvedmrev Zmoilewg)
A batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Phillis; weight: 38 drs

Stesileian phialai (257-ca. 229)
IG XI (2) 226, B, 1. 18; IG XI (2) 287, B, 1. 136; ID 298, A, 1. 101; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 83; ID 314, B,
1. 90; ID 320, B, 1. 48

D 20. &’ "Avtryovou Batdxn 6axn AAAAIT. | (&védnxev Znoilewg)
A batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) under the archonship of Antigonos; weight: 45+ drs
Stesileian phialai (257—ca. 229)
IG XI(2)226,B,1.18;1G XI(2)287,B,1.136-137;ID 298, A,1.101;ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 83;ID 320, B,
1. 49

D 21. &0 "Agyeddpa fatidnn 6Axn [ — - — ] (dvédnrev Zmoihews)

a batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Archedamas; weight: [ — —— ]
Stesileian phialai (257—ca. 229)

IG X1(2)226,B,1.21;1G X1(2)287,B,1.139; 1D 298, A, 1. 103; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 85; 1D 320, B, 1. 51

D 22. &’ 'Aoyeddua dAAN Batidxn, OAxn AAAAHE (&védnrev Zmoilewg)
Another batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Archedamas
Stesileian phialai (257-ca. 229)
IG X1(2)226,B,1.21;1G X1 (2) 287, B,1.139;ID 298, A, 1.103; 1D 313, fr. Ab, 1. 85; ID 320, B, 1. 51

D 23. éni Oapovvovrog fatidxan dVo (avédnrev Zmoilewg)

A batiake and phiale (dedicated Stesileos) during the archonship of Tharsynon'”
Stesileian phialai (250—ca. 229)

IG XI (2) 287, B, 1. 140; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 86; ID 320, B, 1. 51-52

D 24. éni Eevorpdtovs fatianiov (avedmrev Ztnoikewc)

A little batiake (dedicated by Stesileos) during the archonship of Xenokrates
Aphrodision (after 244—ca. 229)

IG XI (2) 296, B, 1. 4; ID 298, A, 1. 103; ID 313, fr. Ab, 1. 83; ID 314, B, 1. 96; ID 320, B, 1. 54

D 25. ®épog ENagiov otaduov HAAAATI

A drinking deer-horn; weight: 145 drs 1 obol
Artemision Treasure A (364/3-353/2)

ID 104, 1. 21; ID 104-12, 1. 14

D 26. »ov[dv]
A kondu
Unknown location (300-275 BC)
IG XTI (2) 198,1.4-5

D 27. éni Typwo9€udog (...) xai »ovdv, ohxn F
A kondu dedicated under the archonship of Timothemis; weight: 50 drs

107 The wording of this entry differs from stone to stone, the dedications being sometimes referred
to as Patidxat dVO or as PoTLdx ®ol PLAAY.
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Aphrodision (257/6-229)
IG X1(2)226,B,1.14;1G X1 (2)287,B,1.134;1D 298, A,1.99; ID 313, fr. ab, 1. 81; ID 320, B, 1. 46'®

D 28. é¢nti Pavov (...) ‘Inmoddpa dvadmua xovdv, 6Axn AAAFH
A kondu dedicated by Hippodamas under the archonship of Phanos; weight: 33 drs
Aphrodision (257/6-229)
IG XI(2)226,B,1.24;1G XI(2) 287,B,1.142;ID 298, A, 1. 106-107; ID 313, fr. ab, 1. 89; ID 320, B
.55

]

D 29. éxti ®avov (...) xai dAho xovdv Trmoddua dvadnua
Another kondu dedicated by Hippodamas under the archonship of Phanos

Aphrodision (257/6-229)
IG XI(2)226,B,1.24;1G XI(2) 287,B,1. 142;ID 298, A, 1. 106-107;ID 313, fr. ab, 1. 89;ID 320, B
1.55

Yy

D 30. puakn Goyved Extuna €xovoa ITegodmv mpocwma, Ktnovkidog dvadmua, oAxny FAAHH*
A phiale with relief decoration of Persian faces, dedicated by Ktesylis; weight: 72 drs
Eileithyiaion (278-ca. 170)
IGXI(2)161,B,1.115;1G XI (2) 164, A,1.96;1G XI (2) 189,1. 5;1G XI (2) 199, B, 1. 64-65; I1G X1
(2)203,B,1.88; IG XI (2) 205, B, fr. A, 1. 3; IG XI (2) 219, B, 1. 20; IG XI (2) 223, B, 1. 35, IG XI (2)
274,1.5;1G XI(2) 380, 1. 83; IG XI (2) 385, fr. a—e, 1. 85; 1G XI (2) 424,1. 7; IG X1 (2) 439, fr. a, 1. 47;
IG XI (2) 442, B, 1. 50; IG XI (2) 461, B, fr. a, 1. 56; IG XI (2) 465, fr. f, 1.3

D 31. gudhon doyveoat Il tovtwv guhodwt |

3 silver phialai, of which one scale pattern
Artemision Treasure A (367)

ID 101, 1. 27-28

D 32. 6 dwdératog QUUOS, oTatOG uval TELdxovTa: gioi O¢ potouai lil, oivoydar llll, Aeovromoda
Aeovtiou xe@oln;:
Twelfth weighing lot; weight: 30 mnai; there are 3 animal-head vessels, 4 wine jugs, 3 lion-foot
vessel stand, a lion-head vessel

Artemision Treasure B (278-274)
IG XI (2) 162, B, 1.2-8; IG XI (2) 164, A, 1. 45-54; 1G XI (2) 199, B, 1. 32-38

Didyma (DI)

DI 1. fandxia toia 4o Tig teeds mEooddov, G magédwxrav 'Advarog xai Aloxvhidng, dAxnv
dyovta 'ALeEQVIQELOV EXATOV TTEVINKOVIQ UictY
Three little batiakai from the sacred income, handed over by Athenaios and Aischylides; their
weight: 151 Alexander drachms
IvDidyma 433, 1. 16-18 (288/7)

DI 2. taApumdtmv ToayeAApwY TQOTOUMV ENLYEYQAUUEVOV “’ATTOMWVOG” Telyog €v, OAxT doayual
TOLOXOOLOL OEXOORTM TOETS OBOAOL
A pair of goat-stag-head vessels lying on all sides (without base), inscribed “of Apollo”; weight
318 drs 3 obols
IvDidyma 480, 1. 37-40 (288/7)

DI 3. d\o mtoMumotov EAApou TQOTOUT EMLYEYQAUUEV<O>V “AQTéudog” £v, OAxT) dpayuai Exa-
otov EENrovTa pio

108 The wording of this entry differs from stone to stone, the dedications being sometimes referred
to as ®OvOv and as xvuPiov.
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Another deer-head vessel lying on all sides (without base), inscribed “of Artemis”; weight
161 drs
IvDidyma 480, 1. 4043 (288/7)

DI 4. xépag émryeyooupuévov “Au ZotioL” &v, 0Ax1 doayual Exatov Edounxovra Telg Teels Oforol
One drinking horn, inscribed “to Zeus Savior”; weight 173 drs 3 obols
IvDidyma 480, 1. 43-45 (288/7)

DI 5. yuxtie Baofaournoc Mdoxolhog myeyoauuévos “Zwteigag” eig, £ wv dmomentmxdTa ®dQua
ETTA, OAxY) doayuol Toaxoala EBdopnxovta dvo
A “barbaric” wine-cooler set in precious stones, inscribed “of Soteira”, missing seven “dates”;
weight 372 drs
IvDidyma 480, 1. 47-50 (288/7)

Samos Heraion (S)
Linen

S 1. uBov Avdog EEaotiv Exwv lodtdog, Atoyévng avédnxe
A Lydian chiton with a blue fringe, dedicated by Diogenes
IG XII.6.1 261, 1. 12-13 (346/5)

S 2. mudov AVdiog EEaotiv Daxwvdivny Exwv
A Lydian chiton with a light-blue fringe
IG XI1.6.1 261, 1. 13-14 (346/5)

S 3. mBmv AVdiog EEaotiy voxvdivny Exwv
A Lydian chiton with a light-blue fringe
IG XI1.6.1 261, 1. 14-15 (346/5)

S 4. v AVdiog EEaotiv Vaxrtviivny Exwv
A Lydian chiton with a purple fringe
IG XI1.6.1 261, 1. 15 (346/5)

S 5. v Avdlog EEaoTtiy Aeunny Exwv
A Lydian chiton with a white fringe
IG X11.6.1 261, 1. 16-17 (346/5)

S 6. x¥®dveg AVdiol EEdotelg hoQydg Exovreg
Lydian chitons with purple fringes
IG XI1.6.1 261, 1. 27-28 (346/5)

S 7. nogametaouota dVo fagPfaoird mowkila
Two multi-colored Persian curtains
IG XII1.6.1 261, 1. 26 (346/5)
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