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 Η ΕΥΛΙΜΕΝΗ είναι ένα διεθνές επιστημονικό περιοδικό με κριτές που περιλαμβάνει μελέτες στην Κλασική 

Αρχαιολογία, την Επιγραφική, τη Νομισματική και την Παπυρολογία εστιάζοντας στον Ελληνικό και Ρωμαϊκό κόσμο της 

Μεσογείου από την Υστερομινωϊκή / Υπομινωϊκή / Μυκηναϊκή εποχή (12
ος

 / 11
ος

 αι. π.Χ.) έως και την Ύστερη Αρχαιότητα 

(5
ος

 / 6
ος

 αι. μ.Χ). 

Η ΕΥΛΙΜΕΝΗ περιλαμβάνει επίσης μελέτες στην Ανθρωπολογία, Παλαιοδημογραφία, Παλαιοπεριβάλλον, 

Παλαιοβοτανολογία, Ζωοαρχαιολογία, Αρχαία Οικονομία και Ιστορία των Επιστημών, εφόσον αυτές εμπίπτουν στα 

προαναφερθέντα γεωγραφικά και χρονικά όρια. Ευρύτερες μελέτες στην Κλασική Φιλολογία και Αρχαία Ιστορία θα 

γίνονται δεκτές, εφόσον συνδέονται άμεσα με μία από τις παραπάνω επιστήμες. 

 

Παρακαλούνται οι συγγραφείς να λαμβάνουν υπόψη τους τις παρακάτω οδηγίες: 

1. Οι εργασίες υποβάλλονται στην Ελληνική, Αγγλική, Γερμανική, Γαλλική ή Ιταλική γλώσσα. Κάθε εργασία 

συνοδεύεται από μια περίληψη περίπου 250 λέξεων στην αγγλική ή σε γλώσσα άλλη από εκείνη της εργασίας. 

2. Συντομογραφίες δεκτές σύμφωνα με το American Journal of Archaeology, Numismatic Literature, J.F. Oates et 

al., Checklist of Editions of Greek and Latin Papyri, Ostraca and Tablets, ASP. 

3. Οι εικόνες πρέπει να υποβάλλονται σε μορφή αρχείου .jpg ή .tiff και σε ανάλυση τουλάχιστον 1,200 dpi 

(dots per inch) προκειμένου για γραμμικά σχέδια και 400 dpi για ασπρόμαυρες εικόνες (στην κλίμακα του γκρι). Όλα τα 

εικονογραφικά στοιχεία πρέπει να είναι αριθμημένα σε απλή σειρά. 

4. Οι εργασίες υποβάλλονται ηλεκτρονικά στις ακόλουθες διευθύνσεις: litinasn@uoc.gr και 

stefanakis@rhodes.aegean.gr.  

 

Είναι υποχρέωση του κάθε συγγραφέα να εξασφαλίζει γραπτή άδεια για την αναπαραγωγή υλικού που έχει 

δημοσιευτεί αλλού ή είναι αδημοσίευτο. 

Οι συγγραφείς θα λαμβάνουν ανάτυπο της εργασίας τους ηλεκτρονικά σε μορφή αρχείου .pdf και έναν τόμο του 

περιοδικού. 
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EULIMENE is an international refereed academic journal which hosts studies in Classical Archaeology, Epigraphy, 

Numismatics, and Papyrology, with particular interest in the Greek and Roman Mediterranean world. The time span 

covered by EULIMENE runs from the Late Minoan / Sub Minoan / Mycenean period (12
th

 / 11
th

 cent. BC) through to the 

Late Antiquity (5
th

 / 6
th

 cent. AD). 

EULIMENE will also welcome studies on Anthropology, Palaiodemography, Palaio-environmental, Botanical and 

Faunal Archaeology, the Ancient Economy and the History of Science, so long as they conform to the geographical and 

chronological boundaries noted. Broader studies on Classics or Ancient History will be welcome, though they should be 

strictly linked with one or more of the areas mentioned above. 

It will be very much appreciated if contributors consider the following guidelines: 

1. Contributions should be in either of the following languages: Greek, English, German, French or Italian. 

Each paper should be accompanied by a summary of about 250 words in one of the above languages, either in English or 

in other than that of the paper. 

2. Accepted abbreviations are those of American Journal of Archaeology, Numismatic Literature, J.F. Oates et al., 

Checklist of Editions of Greek and Latin Papyri, Ostraca and Tablets, ASP. 

3.  Illustrations should be submitted in .jpg or .tiff format of at least 1,200 dpi (dots per inch) for line art and 

400 dpi for halftones (grayscale mode) resolution. All illustrations should be numbered in a single sequence. 

4.  Please submit your paper to: litinasn@uoc.gr and stefanakis@rhodes.aegean.gr. 

It is the author’s responsibility to obtain written permission to quote or reproduce material which has appeared in 

another publication or is still unpublished. 

Offprint of each paper in .pdf format, and a volume of the journal will be provided to the contributors. 
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Sommaires / Riassunti 

Νεραντζής Νεραντζής – Στρατής Παπαδόπουλος, Η μεταλλουργία της Πιστύρου 

και της περιοχής της κατά τους ιστορικούς χρόνους: η έρευνα και τα πρώτα πορίσματα, 

ΕΥΛΙΜΕΝΗ 19-20 (2018-2019), 1-24. 

The metal production at Pistyros and the surrounding area in the historical period: Reserach 

and first results. This article focuses on metal production at the Thasian colony of Pistyros 

in Aegean Thrace during the Classical/Hellenistic periods. Evidence for mining activity 

in the Lekani Mountains, that was mentioned by ancient authors is also under 

examination. Mining shafts and galleries, mineral processing areas and slag heaps 

represent direct evidence for the organization and running of large-scale metal 

production in this region. With the foundation of Thasian colonies and emporia in the 

coastal zone, the output in metals increased and this became possible through the 

involvement of Thracian manpower as they were more numerous and better suited to 

exploit these resources. On the other hand, the Greeks of the colonies traded finished 

products in exchange for raw materials. This reciprocal relation is corroborated by 

recent evidence for metal production deriving from the ongoing excavation at Pistyros, 

namely large volumes of metallurgical slag. The archaeological findings reveal that 

primary smelting of iron/manganese ores bearing precious metals and argentiferous lead 

ores were smelted at Pistyros for the extraction of silver and possibly also gold. The 

coexistence of slag, speiss and litharge at Pistyros provide clues to the potential workflow 

for precious metals extraction. Thus, it is being suggested that three liquid layers formed 

within the same furnace: a) slag floating on the top, b) speiss separating in the middle 

and c) a layer rich in Pb/Ag collected at the bottom. The next stage would involve further 

treatment of the Pb/Ag product through cupellation for the separation of lead from 

silver during which platy litharge was formed, characteristic examples of which were 

found during excavation. The supply of raw materials, i.e. minerals and timber for 

charcoal, from the mining zone in the Lekani Mountains was a matter of negotiation and 

exchange between the indigenous Thracian miners and the Thasian populations of the 

colonies. 

 

Αγγελική Λεμπέση, Το προβάδισμα των κρητικών εργαστηρίων στη διαμόρφωση 

εικονογραφικών τύπων κατά την πρώτη χιλιετία π.Χ., ΕΥΛΙΜΕΝΗ 19-20 (2018-2019), 

25-38. 

The precedence of Cretan workshops in the formation of iconographic types during the 1st 

millennium B.C. The discussion of the entitled subject demonstrates the leading 

contribution of Cretan workshops to the shaping of six iconographic types from the 10th 

century BC on, which appear later in the iconography of the rest of Greece. The 

innovative creation of these types is due to the continuous manufacture of 

anthropomorphic artefacts from the 2nd to the 1st millennium BC and to the dynamic 

Minoan past of Crete. 

 



 
 

 

Paul A. Iversen, Lunisolar Calendars, the Antikythera Mechanism, the Halieia of 
Rhodes and some thoughts on the Calendars of Rhodes and Kos, ΕΥΛΙΜΕΝΗ 19-20 
(2018-2019), 39-122. 

This paper will discuss the logic, history and development of lunisolar calendars, 
including the octaëteris, the Metonic Cycle and Callippic Cycle periods (particularly how 
the latter two are employed on the Antikythera Mechanism), as well as the years, season, 
history and events of the Halieia games of Rhodes (which are also attested on the 
Antikythera Mechanism). It will also discuss the order and seasons of the months and the 
day-nomenclature of the calendars of Rhodes and Kos as well as their semester systems. 
Here it will be argued that there were two separate calendars in operation with different 
starting points at both these city-states  an Eponymous Calendar-Year and a Bouleutic 
Calendar-Year. The paper will also discuss the intercalary month Πάναμος δεύτερος at 
Rhodes along with various theories concerning the Διπανάμια festival there. 

Finally, the paper will conclude by analyzing the years in which several Rhodian 
festivals were celebrated, based upon which several Rhodian inscriptions will be redated. 

 
Μέλπω Ι. Πωλογιώργη, Αγαλμάτιο νεαρής ανδρικής μορφής των ρωμαϊκών 

χρόνων, ΕΥΛΙΜΕΝΗ 19-20 (2018-2019), 123-132. 
Roman statuette of a young male figure. The sculpture published here, kept in the 

Archaeological Museum of Piraeus (inv. no 1212), is a freestanding, smaller than life-size 
(max. preserved height: 0.415 m) statuette of a nude young man, preserved from the 
waist up. Evidence concerning its provenance does not exist, as the date at which the 
statuette was handed over to the Archaeological Museum of Piraeus remains unknown 
and no further information is available. Around 1971-72, the late Professor Giorgos 
Despinis, who served as Curator of Antiquities at the time, entered a brief description of 
the object into the Museum’s Inventory. The statuette is made of white, fine-grained 
marble, possibly Pentelic, covered with light brown patina. Aside from the lower body 
and the legs, the right upper limb is missing from the middle of the arm down. Similarly, 
the largest part of the left upper limb, which was possibly raised, is missing, also from the 
middle of the arm down. Traces of a round socket, intended for the insertion of a dowel, 
are preserved in the centre of the broken surface of the left arm. One more circular 
socket is found on the left shoulder connected to a shallow, narrow groove. On the left 
side of the torso, the remains of an integral rectangular support (puntello) survive, whose 
broken surface indicates that it was angled, leaning forward. Rasp marks are visible on 
either side of the neck, the area covered by the curls, as well as the left side of the torso, 
from the armpit to the puntello. Extensive use of drill is evident in the rendering of the 
hair. The figure’s hair that features “anastole” above the forehead, consists of rich curls 
that grow unevenly, framing the beardless youthful face, covering the ears completely. 
Based on stylistic grounds, the statuette is datable around the mid-2nd century AD or 
shortly later. The preserved evidence leads to the assumption that the figure held most 
likely a cornucopia in his raised left hand. The statuette depicted possibly a daemon or 
personified a benevolent force or a river. 
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Η ΜΕΤΑΛΛΟΥΡΓΙΑ ΤΗΣ ΠΙΣTΥΡΟΥ ΚΑΙ ΤΗΣ ΠΕΡΙΟXΗΣ 

ΤΗΣ ΚΑΤΑ ΤΟΥΣ ΙΣΤΟΡΙΚΟΥΣ ΧΡOΝΟΥΣ: Η ΕΡΕΥΝΑ ΚΑΙ ΤΑ 

ΠΡΩΤΑ ΠΟΡΙΣΜΑΤΑ 

 

Εισαγωγή 

Η περιοχή της Ανατολικής Μακεδονίας αποτελεί μία από τις πλουσιότερες 

μεταλλοφόρες ζώνες της ηπειρωτικής Ελλάδας. Ο προσπορισμός μεταλλικών ορυκτών, σε 

πρώτο στάδιο με επιφανειακή και αργότερα με υπόγεια εξόρυξη, αποτέλεσε διαχρονικά 

σημαντική οικονομική στρατηγική των πληθυσμών της. Ενδείξεις μεταλλευτικών και 

μεταλλουργικών δραστηριοτήτων τόσο της αρχαιότητας όσο και της Βυζαντινής και 

Οθωμανικής περιόδου απαντούν σε πολλές θέσεις με υπόγειες μεταλλευτικές στοές και 

πληθωρική παρουσία μεταλλουργικών σκωριών.
1

 Τα παραπάνω συνιστούν αδιάσειστη 

αρχαιολογική μαρτυρία της εκμετάλλευσης του ορυκτού πλούτου της περιοχής για, 

τουλάχιστον, δύο χιλιετίες. Η μελέτη της σημαντικής αυτής μεταλλουργικής παράδοσης 

παραμένει ανεπαρκής και, στην καλύτερη περίπτωση, επισφαλής.  

Η συστηματική ανασκαφή της Πιστύρου
2

, αποικίας της Θάσου στα ανατολικά της 

Νεαπόλεως, σημερινής Καβάλας, προσφέρει αξιόλογα νέα στοιχεία για τη μελέτη της 

μεταλλευτικής και μεταλλουργικής τεχνολογίας στη Βόρεια Ελλάδα κατά την αρχαιότητα. 

Αφενός επειδή τα ευρήματα που σχετίζονται με τη μεταλλουργία είναι πολυπληθή και 

ιδιαίτερης σημασίας, καθώς αποκαλύπτουν την εξαγωγή πολύτιμων μετάλλων, αφετέρου 

διότι βρέθηκαν σε στρώματα που χρονολογούνται με ασφάλεια στην Κλασική και στην 

Ελληνιστική περίοδο. Η παρούσα εργασία επικεντρώνεται στη μελέτη των 

μεταλλουργικών ευρημάτων της ανασκαφής και των ενδείξεων μεταλλευτικής 

δραστηριότητας στην ευρύτερη περιοχή της οροσειράς της Λεκάνης, επιχειρώντας να 

προσεγγίσει ζητήματα της παραγωγής των μετάλλων και των σχέσεων Θασίων αποίκων 

και γηγενών Θρακών όσον αφορά την άσκηση της μεταλλουργίας.
3

  

 

Απαρχές και εξέλιξη της μεταλλουργίας στην Ανατολική Μακεδονία 

Η αρχαιολογική έρευνα των τελευταίων ετών στη Βαλκανική χερσόνησο/ΝΑ 

Ευρώπη έχει καταδείξει τη σημασία της πρώιμης εμφάνισης της μεταλλουργίας, η οποία 

επηρέασε δραστικά την κοινωνικο-οικονομική δυναμική της Νεότερης Νεολιθικής 

περιόδου.
4

 Πρόσφατες μελέτες απέδειξαν ότι η εμφάνιση της μεταλλουργίας στα 

Βαλκάνια, μεταξύ 5500 και 5000 π.Χ., προέκυψε από μικρά βήματα δοκιμής και λάθους 

 
1

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1990 Photos et al. 1986 Nerantzis 2016. 

2

 Παπαδόπουλος και Ζάννης, υπό έκδοση. 

3

 Παπαδόπουλος και Ζάννης 2009, 99. 

4

 Roberts et al. 2009, 1015 Hansen 2013, 244. 



Νεραντζής Νεραντζής – Στρατής Παπαδόπουλος 

 
 
 

2 

(trial and error) και μετά από μακροχρόνιο πειραματισμό με μεταλλεύματα διαφόρων 

τύπων. Ο εντοπισμός υπόγειων μεταλλείων χαλκού σε θέσεις της Σερβίας (Rudna Glava) 

και της Βουλγαρίας (Aibunar) σε συνδυασμό με τον αυξανόμενο αριθμό μεταλλουργικών 

ευρημάτων –όπως αυτών από τις θέσεις Belovode και Pločnik– και μετάλλινων 

αντικειμένων –με γνωστότερο παράδειγμα τα χρυσά και χάλκινα κτερίσματα των 

νεκροταφείων της Varna– τεκμηριώνουν τη δυναμική εξέλιξη της πρώιμης χρήσης των 

μετάλλων μεταξύ 5500 και 4500 π.Χ.
5

 

Οι εξελίξεις αυτές επηρέασαν άμεσα τον βορειοελλαδικό χώρο, όπως προκύπτει από 

ανασκαφικά ευρήματα πρώιμης μεταλλουργίας. Οι προϊστορικοί μεταλλουργοί 

χρησιμοποιούν τη νέα τεχνολογία για την κατασκευή μικρών εργαλείων και κοσμημάτων, 

ήδη από την 5η χιλιετία π.Χ., στις θέσεις Προμαχώνας-Topolnica (φάση ΙΙΙ),
6

 Σιταγροί 

(φάση ΙΙΙ)
7

 και Ντικιλί Τας (φάση ΙΙ).
8

 Από τη Θάσο προέρχονται τα πρωιμότερα στο 

βόρειο Αιγαίο ευρήματα απόληψης αργύρου από τα αργυρομολυβδούχα κοιτάσματα του 

νησιού, μέσω μιας σύνθετης διαδικασίας κυπέλλωσης για τον διαχωρισμό του μολύβδου 

από τον άργυρο.
9

 Κατά τη διάρκεια της Πρώιμης Εποχής του Χαλκού διαπιστώθηκε ότι 

οι τεχνικές των μετάλλων διευρύνονται σημαντικά, καθώς οι μεταλλουργοί παράγουν 

κράματα χαλκού αρχικά με αρσενικό και αργότερα με κασσίτερο, μέταλλο που εισάγεται 

πιθανότατα από την Ανατολία.
10

   

Κατά την εποχή της αποικιακής εξάπλωσης και της ίδρυσης ελληνικών πόλεων στην 

Αιγαιακή Θράκη, η εκμετάλλευση των μεταλλοφόρων κοιτασμάτων εντατικοποιείται. 

Βελτιωμένες τεχνικές εξόρυξης στα μεταλλεία, κατάλληλη επεξεργασία και συστηματικός 

εμπλουτισμός των μεταλλευμάτων οδήγησαν σε αποτελεσματικότερη απόληψη πολύτιμων 

μετάλλων. Καλύτερα εργαλεία εξόρυξης και θραύσης, αποτελεσματικότερες μέθοδοι 

αποστράγγισης στις υπόγειες στοές και σύνθετα συστήματα ανύψωσης των 

εξορυσσόμενων μεταλλευμάτων αποτέλεσαν σημαντικές εξελίξεις που εισήχθησαν γύρω 

στον 6ο αι. π.Χ., βελτιώνοντας ουσιαστικά τις αποδόσεις σε μέταλλο.
11

 Η μακρόχρονη 

τεχνική πρόοδος στην εξόρυξη και επεξεργασία των ορυκτών καθώς και στην παραγωγή 

των μετάλλων μας έχει κληροδοτήσει άφθονα τεκμήρια, η μελέτη των οποίων προάγει την 

καλύτερη κατανόηση των οικονομικών πρακτικών που υιοθετήθηκαν και της άσκησης 

πολιτικού ελέγχου των πολύτιμων αυτών φυσικών πόρων. 

Σύμφωνα με τις αρχαίες γραπτές πηγές ενεργά μεταλλεία αργύρου και χρυσού 

υπήρχαν στη Θάσο, στο όρος Παγγαίο, στο όρος Δύσορον και στην περιοχή της λίμνης 

Πρασιάδος,
12

 σε θέσεις, δηλαδή, όπου το θρακικό στοιχείο ήταν πληθυσμιακά κυρίαρχο. 

Ένας αριθμός θέσεων μεταλλευτικής δραστηριότητας και εκκαμίνευσης με σωρούς 

σκωριών καθώς και λιγοστά εργαστήρια μεταλλοτεχνίας που έχουν ανασκαφεί, αποτελούν 

τα υλικά κατάλοιπα ενός σύνθετου δικτύου οργάνωσης με τη συμμετοχή Ελλήνων αποίκων 

 
5

 Radivojevic and Rehren 2016. 

6

 Koukouli-Chrysanthaki and Bassiakos 2002, 193. 

7

 Renfrew and Slater 2003, 305. 

8

 Seferiadis 1992, 115. 

9

 Papadopoulos 2008, 65 Bassiakos et al. 2019. 

10

 Nerantzis et al. 2016. 

11

 Κονοφάγος 1980 Domergue 2008, 81. 

12

 Ηρόδοτος VI, 46-47 Θουκυδίδης I, 100 και IV, 105 Στράβων XIV, 5.28 και VII, 331-334. 
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και γηγενών θρακικών φυλών. Αρχαία μεταλλεία εντοπίζονται σε θέσεις της οροσειράς της 

Λεκάνης, στο όρος Παγγαίο, στην περιοχή Κιμμερίων και Θερμών του νομού Ξάνθης και 

ανατολικότερα, στις θέσεις Σάππες, Πέραμα, Κίρκη του νομού Έβρου, σε περιοχές, 

δηλαδή, όπου κατοικούσαν θρακικές φυλές. Μεταλλουργικές σκωρίες σε μεγάλες 

συγκεντρώσεις παρατηρούνται στις μεταλλοφόρες ζώνες, αλλά έχουν εντοπισθεί, σε 

μικρότερες ποσότητες, και σε ανασκαφικές έρευνες στην πόλη της Θάσου και στην 

αποικία της Πίστυρο, στα Άβδηρα
13

 και στην Άργιλο.
14

 Επίσης, οι πρώιμες κοπές αργυρών 

στατήρων Θάσου, Νεαπόλεως, Αβδήρων και Μαρωνείας μαρτυρούν την πρόσβαση των 

πόλεων αυτών σε αργυρούχα κοιτάσματα ήδη από τα τέλη του 6ου αιώνα π.Χ. 

Ο ρόλος της Θάσου και των αποικιών της στην παράκτια ενδοχώρα της Θράκης, 

που περιλάμβανε και τη σημερινή Ανατολική Μακεδονία, υπήρξε καταλυτικός για την 

εντατικοποίηση της εξορυκτικής μεταλλευτικής δραστηριότητας στην περιοχή αυτή 

μεταξύ 6ου και 4ου αιώνα π.Χ.
15

 Το εκτεταμένο δίκτυο αποικιών όπως η Νεάπολις, η 

Γαληψός, η Οισύμη και η Πίστυρος επέτρεψε την αποτελεσματική διακίνηση προς τα 

θαλάσσια δίκτυα των μετάλλων που παράγονταν σε θέσεις της ενδοχώρας (εικ. 1). Η 

εξόρυξη αργύρου για την κοπή νομίσματος και η εξασφάλιση κρατικών εσόδων ήταν 

ύψιστης σημασίας, και αποτέλεσε θέμα προστριβών μεταξύ της Θάσου και άλλων πόλεων-

κρατών.
16

 Η περσική κατάκτηση του 513 π.Χ., η διείσδυση των Αθηναίων το 465 π.Χ., η 

ίδρυση της Αμφίπολης το 437 π.Χ., καθώς και η επέκταση του βασιλείου της Μακεδονίας 

ανατολικά του Στρυμόνα ποταμού το 357 π.Χ., υπήρξαν γεγονότα με σημαντικές 

επιπτώσεις στον έλεγχο των μεταλλείων για τη διασφάλιση της προμήθειας πολύτιμων 

μετάλλων.
17

  

Οι εχθροπραξίες για τον έλεγχο των πόρων ήταν συχνές, σύμφωνα με τις γραπτές 

πηγές,
18

 τα αρχαιολογικά δεδομένα, όμως, σε ό,τι αφορά την παραγωγή, φαίνεται να 

αποκαλύπτουν μια διαφορετική εικόνα. Η σύναψη συμμαχιών με τους Θράκες ήταν 

αποφασιστικής σημασίας για τη Θάσο, ώστε να αντιμετωπίσει ελλείψεις σε ανθρώπινο 

δυναμικό, απαραίτητο στη ναυπήγηση πλοίων, την εξόρυξη μαρμάρου και μετάλλων αλλά 

και την ανοικοδόμηση δημοσίων κτηρίων. Οι εκτάσεις της «Θασίων ηπείρου» όπου 

εντοπίζονται μεταλλεία, εκτείνονται στην ορεινή ζώνη της Λεκάνης, περιοχή με κυρίαρχο 

πληθυσμιακά το γηγενές θρακικό στοιχείο. Εφόσον η πρόσβαση των Θασίων σε αυτά τα 

μεταλλεία αποδεικνύεται από την εύρεση μεγάλου όγκου μεταλλουργικών υπολειμμάτων 

στην Πίστυρο συνάγουμε το συμπέρασμα ότι υπήρξε συνεργασία των δύο πληθυσμών στην 

εκμετάλλευση. Τα διαθέσιμα στοιχεία υποστηρίζουν ότι την εξόρυξη και την πρωτογενή 

κατεργασία μολύβδου και αργύρου αναλάμβαναν, σε συνεργασία με τους Θασίους, 

Θράκες μεταλλωρύχοι που κατοικούσαν στη μεταλλοφόρο ορεινή ζώνη. Ένδειξη αυτής 

της σύμπραξης θεωρούνται οι κοινοί τύποι αργυρών στατήρων της Θάσου και θρακικών 

φύλων όπως οι Ορρέσκιοι. Έχει, μάλιστα, υποστηριχθεί ότι το ίδιο νομισματοκοπείο 

 
13

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1992, 70 1993, 69. 

14

 Perreault and Bonias 2012, 268. 

15

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1990. 

16

 Zannis 2014, 220. 

17

 Picard 2006. 

18

 Θουκυδίδης I, 100. 
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παρήγαγε τόσο τις θασιακές όσο και τις κοπές των θρακικών φύλων ως απόρροια αυτής 

της σύμπραξης στην εκμετάλλευση του αργύρου.
19

   

 

Η μεταλλουργία της Πιστύρου 

Η Πίστυρος εντοπίσθηκε κοντά στο σημερινό Ποντολίβαδο του νομού Καβάλας, 

ανάμεσα στο αρχαίο Ακόντισμα και τον ποταμό Νέστο, κοντά στη λιμνοθάλασσα Βάσοβα 

που έχει σήμερα, κατά ένα τμήμα της, αποξηραθεί. Με αφορμή την εκστρατεία των 

Περσών εναντίον της Ελλάδας στις αρχές του 5ου αιώνα π.Χ., ο Ηρόδοτος
20

 αναφέρει ότι 

ο Ξέρξης διήλθε πολύ κοντά από την ελληνική αυτή πόλη (πόλις ελληνίς) που είχε ιδρυθεί 

δίπλα σε υφάλμυρη λίμνη, σε μικρή απόσταση από το ελώδες, διαρκώς μεταβαλλόμενο, 

δέλτα του Νέστου.
21

 Η θέση της πόλης υποδεικνύει ότι, πιθανόν, διέθετε λιμάνι, 

προσβάσιμο μέσω της λιμνοθάλασσας. Η Πίστυρος κατέχει καίρια θέση ελέγχοντας –μαζί 

με τον γειτονικό οχυρωμένο οικισμό των Θασίων στο Ακόντισμα– τα φυσικά περάσματα 

που οδηγούν από το πλούσιο σε μέταλλα Όρος των Σαπαίων
22

 –τα σημερινά όρη της 

Λεκάνης– προς την παραθαλάσσια ζώνη. Την πορεία των διαβάσεων αυτών υποδεικνύουν 

οι οχυρώσεις που δεσπόζουν στα υψώματα εκατέρωθεν του κάτω ρου του ποταμού Νέστου. 

Ένα από τα περάσματα αυτά επισημάνθηκε στον Βαθύλακκο, στα ΒΑ του Χαλκερού, όπου 

ένας λιθόστρωτος δρόμος συνδέει τις εγκαταστάσεις και τις στοές των αρχαίων μεταλλείων 

της Άνω Λεύκης με την παραλία. 

Οι έρευνες του πρώτου ανασκαφικού προγράμματος, στις αρχές της δεκαετίας του 

’70, επεσήμαναν την περίμετρο των τειχών, και αποκάλυψαν σε μήκος 30 μ. το ανατολικό 

σκέλος της οχύρωσης και μικρή πυλίδα στη βορειοανατολική της γωνία.
23

 Το 2014 

ξεκίνησε το δεύτερο ανασκαφικό πρόγραμμα, η συστηματική ανασκαφή της Πιστύρου. 

Βασικός στόχος υπήρξε η πλήρης αποκάλυψη των τειχών και η κατανόηση της 

ρυμοτομίας της πόλης. Μεμονωμένα ευρήματα, όπως οι «παριανοί» πιθαμφορείς του β΄ 

μισού του 7ου αιώνα π.Χ. υποδεικνύουν ότι η Πίστυρος ιδρύθηκε κατά την περίοδο 

σύστασης του αποικιακού κράτους των Θασίων. Είναι πιθανόν ότι η πόλη προέκυψε 

κατόπιν αμοιβαίων υποχωρήσεων και συμφωνιών ανάμεσα στους Παρίους της Θάσου και 

στους γηγενείς Σαπαίους που μνημονεύει στα ποιήματά του ο Αρχίλοχος.
24

 

Από τα αρχαιολογικά ευρήματα συνάγεται ότι κατά το β΄ μισό του 6ου αιώνα π.Χ. οι 

Θάσιοι ανέπτυξαν στην Πίστυρο έντονη οικοδομική και εμπορική δραστηριότητα. Σε 

αυτό συνηγορούν όχι μόνον τα θασιακά αργυρά νομίσματα της περιόδου 520-510 π.Χ. και 

η άφθονη εισηγμένη θασιακή κεραμική, αλλά και το εντυπωσιακό τείχος που παρουσιάζει 
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 Picard 2000 Psoma 2015, 175 Mitchiner 2004, 403 Tzamalis 2011. 

20

 Ηρόδοτος VII, 109. 
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 Θεόφραστος Περὶ φυτῶν ἱστορία III, 1.5 Στράβων VII, 44. 
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 Αππιανός BC IV, 13.103. 

23

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1973α Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1980. Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1972, 529 

Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1973β, 451.  
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 Zannis 2014, 239-240, 290-293, 320-323. 
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ομοιότητες με το σύγχρονό του της Θάσου ως προς τις τεχνικές δόμησης και ως προς το 
υλικό κατασκευής του, το θασιακό μάρμαρο.25 

Μεγάλος όγκος μεταλλουργικών απορριμμάτων προέρχεται από όλες σχεδόν τις 
ανασκαφικές τομές που διερευνήθηκαν μεταξύ των ετών 2014 και 2019 (εικ. 2). Πρόκειται 
κυρίως για σκωρίες, και, σπανιότερα, για θραύσματα καμίνων, όπως λίθοι με 
προσκολλημένη σκωρία, και για θραύσματα καμένου και υαλοποιημένου πηλού από το 
εσωτερικό των καμίνων. Η καταγραφή και μελέτη αυτών των ευρημάτων ξεκίνησε το 2015 
και μέχρι σήμερα έχουν καταγραφεί περίπου 600 χγρ. μεταλλουργικών υπολειμμάτων. Η 
παρουσία τόσο μεγάλου όγκου εργαστηριακών καταλοίπων είναι ασυνήθιστη σε αστικό 
περιβάλλον, καθώς οι δραστηριότητες αυτές λάμβαναν χώρα συχνότερα πλησίον των 
μεταλλείων,26 χωρίς αυτό να αποτελεί πάντοτε τον κανόνα. Για παράδειγμα, στη Θάσο 
μεταλλουργικές σκωρίες βρέθηκαν τόσο σε προαποικιακά στρώματα του 8ου αιώνα π.Χ. 

27 
όσο και σε αρκετά σημεία της αποικίας των Παρίων, εντός των τειχών.28 Συνεπώς, στην 

περίπτωση της Πιστύρου, θα πρέπει να δοθεί μια πειστική ερμηνεία όσον αφορά τη 
χωρική κατανομή αλλά και τη στρωματογραφική συσχέτιση των μεταλλουργικών 
ευρημάτων με κτηριακές εγκαταστάσεις. Παράλληλα, οι εργαστηριακές, αρχαιομετρικές 
αναλύσεις που βρίσκονται σε εξέλιξη, στοχεύουν στον ακριβή χαρακτηρισμό των 
τεχνολογικών παραμέτρων για την κατανόηση της μεταλλουργικής παραγωγής στην 
Πίστυρο. 

Εξετάζοντας τη διασπορά των μεταλλουργικών ευρημάτων στο χώρο διαπιστώσαμε 
ότι τα ανασκαφικά τετράγωνα ΒΨ, ΓΣ και ΕΗ του κεντρικού τομέα απέδωσαν τους 
μεγαλύτερους όγκους, με 83 χγρ., 85 χγρ. και 102 χγρ. σκωρίας αντιστοίχως (εικ. 3). 
Τέτοιες συσσωρεύσεις σε μια κεντρική περιοχή της πόλης θα μπορούσαν να υποδηλώνουν 
είτε άμεση εναπόθεση των απορριμμάτων κοντά στα εργαστήρια, είτε δευτερογενή 
εναπόθεση. Προς το παρόν, δεν έχει βρεθεί χώρος που θα μπορούσε να ταυτισθεί με 
ασφάλεια ως εργαστήριο. Ωστόσο, εντοπίσθηκαν λίθινα «τεμάχια» που φέρουν ίχνη 
υαλοποίησης λόγω έκθεσης σε υψηλή θερμοκρασία  μαζί με λεπτό στρώμα σκωρίας 
στη μια επιφάνεια, κάτι που υποδεικνύει ότι ανήκουν σε θραύσματα καμίνων (εικ. 4). Τα 
συγκεκριμένα ευρήματα έχουν διασπορά σε όλο τον κεντρικό τομέα και, ως εκ τούτου, 
εργαστηριακοί χώροι μεταλλουργίας είναι πιθανό να λειτουργούσαν εκεί.  

Στα ανασκαφικά τετράγωνα ΒΨ και ΓΠ, ανασκάπτεται, μεταξύ δύο παράλληλων 
οριοθετικών τοιχίων, μία από τις βασικές οδικές αρτηρίες της πόλης, πλάτους 3μ. και 
κατεύθυνσης ΒΔ-ΝΑ. Οι επιχώσεις που κάλυψαν το οδόστρωμα, περιείχαν μεγάλη 
ποσότητα μεταλλουργικών υπολειμμάτων σε ένα στρώμα κυμαινόμενου πάχους μεταξύ 

 
25 Παπαδόπουλος και Ζάννης, υπό έκδοση [η προέλευση του μαρμάρου του αρχαϊκού τείχους από τα 

αρχαία λατομεία στη θέση «Σαλιάρα» Θάσου, έχει τεκμηριωθεί από αναλύσεις στο Ε.Κ.Ε.Φ.Ε. «Δημόκριτος». 
Ι. Μανιάτης: προφορική επικοινωνία]. 

26 Μεγάλες αποθέσεις σκωριών διαφόρων περιόδων εντοπίζονται κοντά σε μεταλλεία στις θέσεις 
Μακρυχώρι και Τρία Καραγάτσια της οροσειράς Λεκάνης, στις θέσεις Νικήσιανη, Λόφος Σίνα και Βαλτούδα 
του όρους Παγγαίου και στις θέσεις Αέρμολα, Σκωρίδια και Άγιοι Ανάργυροι στη Θάσο (Κουκούλη-
Χρυσανθάκη 1990 Βαβελίδης κ.ά. 1997 Pernicka et al. 1981 Pichot 2010). 

27 Bernard 1964 Kohl et al. 2004. 
28 Εργαστηριακά κατάλοιπα μεταλλουργίας βρέθηκαν στο Αρτεμίσιο, στην Αρχαϊκή Αγορά, στη δίοδο των 

Θεωρών, στο ιερό του Ηρακλή και σε συνοικία κοντά στην Πύλη του Σειληνού (Grandjean 1999 Pichot 2007).  
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0,20 και 0,50 μ. Η εύρεση χάλκινου νομίσματος Αβδήρων
29

 του 311-281 π.Χ. επιτρέπει να 

χρονολογήσουμε το στρώμα στα τέλη του 4ου ή στις αρχές του 3ου αιώνα π.Χ. Στα 

ανατολικά της οδού εντοπίσθηκε αδόμητη έκταση με σημαντικές ποσότητες 

εκκαμινεύσεων και απανθρακωμένου υλικού, υποθέτουμε, λοιπόν, ότι ανήκε σε 

εργαστήριο μεταλλουργίας.
30

 Η εύρεση νομίσματος Αλεξάνδρου Γ΄, του 336-323 π.Χ.
31

, 

τοποθετεί το συγκεκριμένο στρώμα στα τέλη του 4ου αιώνα π.Χ., χρονολόγηση στην οποία 

συνηγορεί και η προκαταρκτική μελέτης της κεραμικής. 

Στο ανατολικό τμήμα της τομής ΒΨ3 διανοίχθηκε δοκιμαστική τομή, με στόχο να 

εντοπίσουμε έναν πιθανό εργαστηριακό χώρο, και να διερευνήσουμε τη 

στρωματογραφική σχέση της επίχωσης των σκωριών με τα μεταλλουργικά υπολείμματα 

που καλύπτουν το οδόστρωμα (εικ. 5). Το στρώμα που αφαιρέθηκε, περιείχε πυκνή 

συγκέντρωση σκωρίας, στο ανώτερο επίπεδο της οποίας εδράζεται το τοιχίο που οριοθετεί 

την οδό. Σε βάθος 0,50 μ. αποκαλύφθηκε πλακόστρωτο δάπεδο, ενώ η επίχωση σκωρίας 

που το κάλυπτε σε αυτό το σημείο, είναι πάχους 0,30 μ. (εικ. 6). Από τη συγκεκριμένη 

ανασκαφική ενότητα προέρχεται ένα θραύσμα από τοίχωμα καμίνου, ωστόσο δεν 

εντοπίστηκε, προς το παρόν, ο πυθμένας κάποιας δομής, όπου θα μπορούσαν να έχουν 

συντελεστεί θερμικές αντιδράσεις υψηλής θερμοκρασίας. Η μεταλλουργική 

δραστηριότητα στον αδόμητο αυτόν χώρο φαίνεται ότι συμπίπτει χρονικά με την 

εναπόθεση σκωριών στο δρόμο, και χρονολογείται στα υστεροκλασικά και στα πρώιμα 

ελληνιστικά χρόνια. 

Στα τετράγωνα ΕΗ και ΔΜ, τα οποία χαρακτηρίζονται επίσης από μεγάλες 

συγκεντρώσεις εκκαμινεύσεων, ανασκάφηκε πολύχωρο οικοδόμημα μεγάλων διαστάσεων 

(εικ. 7) του 3ου/2ου αιώνα π.Χ.
32

 Τα αρχιτεκτονικά κατάλοιπα στα τετράγωνα ΔΛ και ΔΜ 

αποδεικνύουν την παρουσία και ενός νεότερου κτιρίου, χωρίς επιμελημένη κατασκευή, το 

οποίο αντικατέστησε το πρωιμότερο.
33

 Με τα ως τώρα δεδομένα, το πρωιμότερο κτίσμα 

καλύπτει μια έκταση τουλάχιστον 200 τ.μ., και διαθέτει δύο θερμικές κατασκευές με 

πήλινα δάπεδα, για τις οποίες εικάζουμε μεταλλουργική χρήση (εικ. 8) λόγω του πλήθους 

των εκκαμινεύσεων που συλλέχθηκαν από το εσωτερικό τους και τον άμεσο περίγυρο. 

Η προκαταρκτική εξέταση των μεταλλουργικών απορριμμάτων του κεντρικού τομέα 

των ανασκαφών πρόσθεσε κάποιες ενδείξεις σχετικά με τις κύριες μεταλλουργικές 

δραστηριότητες που λάμβαναν χώρα στην Πίστυρο. Η πλειονότητα των ευρημάτων 

αποτελείται από σκωρίες που προέρχονται από πρωτογενή εκκαμίνευση μεταλλευμάτων 

(εικ. 9). Υπάρχουν επίσης σκωρίες δευτερογενούς επεξεργασίας σιδήρου –αναθέρμανση 

 
29

 Μ. Μυτελέτσης (προφορική επικοινωνία): Κοπή του τύπου όπου στην εμπρόσθια όψη απεικονίζεται 

γρύπας καθιστός σε ρόπαλο προς τα δεξιά και σύμφωνα με τη Chryssanthaki-Nagle (2007, 209-222) 

κατατάσσεται στη 10η περίοδο νομισματοκοπίας των Αβδήρων και χρονολογείται στα 311-280 π.Χ.  

30

 Παπαδόπουλος και Ζάννης, υπό έκδοση. 

31

 Μ. Μυτελέτσης (προφορική επικοινωνία): Κοπή του τύπου κεφαλή Ηρακλή προς τα δεξιά/όπλα του 

ήρωα, πάνω φαρέτρα με τόξο, κάτω ρόπαλο, που ανήκει στη βασική χάλκινη νομισματική παραγωγή επί 

βασιλείας Αλεξάνδρου Γ΄ (Γκατζόλης 2012, 382-385). 

32

 Παπαδόπουλος και Ζάννης, υπό έκδοση. 

33

 Μ. Μυτελέτσης (προφορική επικοινωνία): Δύο χάλκινα νομίσματα Θάσου επιτρέπουν τη χρονολόγηση 

της πρώιμης φάσης γύρω στο 300 ή μετά το 280 π.Χ. Στη νεότερη φάση ανήκει χάλκινο νόμισμα Πέλλας που 

χρονολογείται στα 168-31 π.Χ.  
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και σφυρηλασία– και μικρός αριθμός σκωριών που φέρουν όζους δευτερογενών ορυκτών 

του χαλκού, και μαρτυρούν ότι στη θέση διενεργείται και παραγωγή χαλκού.  

Ιδιαίτερο ενδιαφέρον παρουσιάζουν τα ευρήματα που σχετίζονται με την εξαγωγική 

μεταλλουργία του αργύρου. Πρόκειται για θραύσματα λιθαργύρου –οξείδια του 

μολύβδου– πλακοειδούς μορφής, που προκύπτουν κατά τον διαχωρισμό του αργύρου από 

τον μόλυβδο, μέσω της διαδικασίας της κυπέλλωσης, αφού έχει προηγηθεί εκκαμίνευση 

του αργυρομολυβδούχου μεταλλεύματος (εικ. 10). Θραύσματα ενός άλλου τύπου 

μεταλλουργικού υπολείμματος αρσενιδιών του σιδήρου, γνωστού ως speiss, έχουν βρεθεί 

στον πυθμένα του πηγαδιού της τομής ΓΩ καθώς και σε άλλα σημεία του κεντρικού τομέα 

(εικ. 11). Αυτά τα τελευταία ευρήματα έχουν ιδιαίτερη βαρύτητα, καθώς προέρχονται από 

την εκκαμίνευση μεταλλευμάτων που περιέχουν αρσενικό και αντιμόνιο, και δρουν ως 

συλλέκτες των πολύτιμων μετάλλων που εμπεριέχονται στο μετάλλευμα. 

Από στοιχεία που προέκυψαν κατά τη μακροσκοπική μελέτη και τη διενέργεια μη 

επεμβατικής ανάλυσης με φορητή συσκευή φθορισμού ακτίνων Χ (portable XRF) 

συμπεραίνουμε ότι η μεταλλουργία στην Πίστυρο σχετίζεται με την εξαγωγή πολύτιμων 

μετάλλων. Η έως τώρα διαθέσιμη πληροφορία αφορά τη χημική σύσταση των υπό 

εξέταση δειγμάτων. Αναγνωρίστηκαν τέσσερις κατηγορίες υλικού που διαφοροποιούνται 

ως προς τη σύσταση:  

1) λιθάργυροι (οξείδια μολύβδου),  

2) σκωρίες πλούσιες σε σίδηρο/μόλυβδο,  

3) σκωρίες πλούσιες σε σίδηρο/μαγγάνιο, και  

4) τεμάχια αρσενιδίων του σιδήρου (speiss). 

Τα αποτελέσματα των αναλύσεων επιλεγμένων δειγμάτων από τα τετράγωνα ΒΨ, 

ΕΗ, ΓΣ, ΓΧ και ΓΩ παρουσιάζονται στον πίνακα στο τέλος της εργασίας (πιν. 1). Τα κύρια 

στοιχεία που ανιχνεύθηκαν στις σκωρίες είναι ο σίδηρος, σε περιεκτικότητα 26%, κατά 

μέσο όρο, και το πυρίτιο σε περιεκτικότητα 6.7% κατά μέσο όρο. Επίσης, ανιχνεύθηκαν 

χαμηλά ποσοστά ασβεστίου, αργιλίου και καλίου μεταξύ 1 και 4%, καθώς και άλλα 

στοιχεία –μόλυβδος, αρσενικό, χαλκός, μαγγάνιο– σε πολύ μικρότερες συγκεντρώσεις, γι’ 

αυτό παρουσιάζονται στον πίνακα ως ιχνοστοιχεία σε μέρη ανά εκατομμυριοστό (ppm). 

Τα δείγματα λιθαργύρων περιέχουν άργυρο έως 2150 ppm, ενώ τα απορρίμματα τύπου 

speiss περιέχουν επίσης άργυρο έως 1934 ppm, ενδεικτικό της διαδικασίας απόληψης 

αργύρου από την οποία προέκυψαν. Στο διάγραμμα διασποράς (εικ. 12) παρουσιάζονται 

τα αποτελέσματα ως προς την περιεκτικότητα των δειγμάτων σε μόλυβδο και άργυρο. 

Παρατηρείται ότι οι λιθάργυροι, που απεικονίζονται με μαύρο χρώμα, αποτελούν 

διακριτή ομάδα με τα υψηλότερα ποσοστά αργύρου και μολύβδου, όπως ήταν 

αναμενόμενο. Τα υπολείμματα τύπου speiss (γκρί χρώμα), μολονότι περιέχουν άργυρο σε 

σημαντικές συγκεντρώσεις, εμφανίζουν πολύ χαμηλότερη περιεκτικότητα σε μόλυβδο. 

Τέλος, η πλειονότητα των σκωριών παρουσιάζει χαμηλά ποσοστά μολύβδου και αργύρου, 

ωστόσο έξι δείγματα τοποθετούνται σε μια ενδιάμεση περιοχή με υπολογίσιμες 

περιεκτικότητες τόσο σε μόλυβδο, όσο και σε άργυρο. Η χημική συνάφεια των τριών 

επιμέρους ομάδων υποδηλώνει ότι ανήκουν στην ίδια αλυσίδα παραγωγής, της οποίας 

αντιπροσωπεύουν διακριτά στάδια. 
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Όπως είχε προταθεί από την Photos-Jones,
34

 ήδη από τη δεκαετία του 1980, η 

διαδικασία εξαγωγικής μεταλλουργίας για την απόληψη πολύτιμων μετάλλων από ορυκτά 

της Λεκάνης συνοψίζεται ως εξής: το σιδηρομαγγανιούχο μετάλλευμα που περιέχει 

ποσότητες μολύβδου, ψευδαργύρου, αρσενικού, αντιμονίου, αργύρου και χρυσού 

τροφοδοτούσε την κάμινο με την προσθήκη μολύβδου υπό μορφή θειούχων ενώσεων ή 

οξειδίων. Κατά την εκκαμίνευση σχηματίζονταν τρία στρώματα στο εσωτερικό της 

καμίνου:  

α) ανώτερο στρώμα ρευστής σκωρίας πλούσιας σε οξείδια σιδήρου και πυριτία.  

β) ενδιάμεσο στρώμα speiss όπου είχε συγκεντρωθεί η περίσσεια σε αρσενικό και 

αντιμόνιο. 

γ) μολυβδούχο στρώμα στον πυθμένα που περιείχε τα πολύτιμα μέταλλα.  

Οι σκωρίες και τα speiss απορρίπτονταν, ενώ το τήγμα μολύβδου εναπόκειτο σε 

περαιτέρω επεξεργασία, μέσω κυπέλλωσης, για τον διαχωρισμό του μολύβδου από τον 

άργυρο ή/και τον χρυσό. Η εύρεση στην Πίστυρο σκωριών, speiss και λιθαργύρων 

πιστοποιεί την παραπάνω υπόθεση ως την πιο πιθανή διαδικασία που ακολουθείτο στην 

εξαγωγική μεταλλουργία της πόλης.        

Με μια πρώτη αξιολόγηση των αποτελεσμάτων αναγνωρίζεται ως πρώτη ύλη για τη 

μεταλλουργία της Πιστύρου η μεταλλοφορία της Λεκάνης, κυρίως τα σιδηρομαγγανιούχα 

(Fe/Mn) κοιτάσματα που περιέχουν εκμεταλλεύσιμα ποσοστά χρυσού και αργύρου.
35

 Είναι 

ενδεικτικό ότι σε οκτώ δείγματα σκωριών ανιχνεύθηκαν μικροποσότητες αργύρου. 

Επίσης, τα ποσοστά μολύβδου που ανιχνεύθηκαν σε μεγάλο αριθμό δειγμάτων, 

παραπέμπουν σε εξαγωγική μεταλλουργία αργύρου, ο οποίος διαχωριζόταν από τον 

μόλυβδο, όπως, άλλωστε, πιστοποιείται από την εύρεση λιθαργύρων. Αυτό που απομένει 

να εξακριβωθεί είναι αν, εκτός από τα σιδηρομαγγανιούχα μεταλλεύματα που περιέχουν 

χρυσό και άργυρο, χρησιμοποιούνται στην Πίστυρο και αργυρομολυβδούχα 

μεταλλεύματα, για παράδειγμα γαληνίτης, ή αν ο μόλυβδος που ανιχνεύεται στις σκωρίες, 

προστίθεται κατά την εκκαμίνευση, ώστε να δράσει ως συλλέκτης του αργύρου.
36

 

 

Μεταλλευτική δραστηριότητα στα όρη της Λεκάνης 

Η μεταλλοφόρος ζώνη που εκτείνεται προς τα βορειοανατολικά και τα βορειοδυτικά 

της Πιστύρου, υπήρξε περιοχή εντατικής μεταλλευτικής δραστηριότητας ήδη από την 

Κλασική περίοδο, ίσως και νωρίτερα. Η αρχαία εκμετάλλευση μαρτυρείται από την 

ύπαρξη μεταλλευτικών στοών σε αρκετές θέσεις, με κυριότερες εκείνες κοντά στους 

οικισμούς Πέρνης και Πετροπηγής. Αρκετά αρχαία μεταλλεία με όμοια χαρακτηριστικά 

έχουν επίσης εντοπιστεί στα βορειοδυτικά της πόλης, κοντά στους οικισμούς Άνω Λεύκης 

και Χαλκερού, αλλά και στα βόρεια, κοντά στον οικισμό Μακρυχωρίου, όπου εντοπίζονται 

μεγάλοι σωροί μεταλλουργικών σκωριών.
37

   

Μικρής κλίμακας επιφανειακή έρευνα για τον εντοπισμό θέσεων εκμετάλλευσης των 

μεταλλοφόρων κοιτασμάτων στην ευρύτερη περιοχή της Πιστύρου πραγματοποιήθηκε 

 
34

 Photos et al. 1989. 

35

 Βαβελίδης κ.ά. 1996 1997  Fornadel et al. 2011. 

36

 Photos et al. 1989, 187. 

37

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1990. 
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τον Απρίλιο του 2018. Εντοπίσαμε και καταγράψαμε θέσεις εμφανίσεων μεταλλευμάτων 

σιδήρου, κυρίως γκαιτίτη/λειμωνίτη, και δευτερογενών ορυκτών του χαλκού, τα οποία 

σύμφωνα με γεωλογικές έρευνες εμπεριέχουν σημαντικά ποσοστά πολύτιμων μετάλλων.
38

 

Ένα υπόγειο μεταλλείο εντοπίζεται 2 χλμ. δυτικά του οικισμού της Πέρνης με μία είσοδο 

και στενές στοές τετράγωνης διατομής, διαστάσεων 1 x 1 μ., που εκτείνονται σε συνολικό 

μήκος 150-200 μ. (εικ. 13). Τα αποτυπώματα των εργαλείων στα τοιχώματα των στοών 

παραπέμπουν στη χρήση μεταλλευτικών εργαλείων, όπως σμίλες και σφυριά. Τα 

παραπάνω χαρακτηριστικά, καθώς και λιγοστή επιφανειακή κεραμική, υποδεικνύουν 

χρονολόγηση της δραστηριότητας στην Κλασική και Ελληνιστική περίοδο. Κοντά στην 

είσοδο του μεταλλείου υπάρχουν συγκεντρώσεις εξορυχθέντος στείρου υλικού, που 

προέρχεται από τη διαδικασία θραύσης και διαλογής του μεταλλεύματος.  

Διερευνήθηκε επίσης η περιοχή δυτικά του εγκαταλελειμμένου σήμερα οικισμού της 

Ανεστιάδος κατά μήκος ενός ρέματος και των ανδήρων που το οριοθετούν, σε απόσταση 

περίπου 0,5 χλμ. δυτικά του χωριού. Εντοπίσαμε λιγοστές μεταλλουργικές σκωρίες και 

διάσπαρτες μάζες σιδηρομεταλλευμάτων –αιματίτη, γκαιτίτη, λειμωνίτη– σε ευρεία 

διασπορά στα άνδηρα, στο μονοπάτι και στην κοίτη του ρέματος. Σε ένα από τα άνδηρα 

εντοπίστηκαν τρία μεγάλα θραύσματα μαρμάρου που φέρουν αβαθείς αυλακώσεις (εικ. 

14), και είχαν αρχικά καταγραφεί από την Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη
39

. Η χρήση τους 

σχετίζεται με την επεξεργασία του μεταλλεύματος κατά τη λειοτρίβηση σε μεγάλες 

κυκλικές μυλόπετρες. Για την απόληψη πολύτιμων μετάλλων, που υπάρχουν σε μικρές 

περιεκτικότητες στο κοίτασμα που εξορύχθηκε, απαιτείται λειοτρίβηση, πλύση και 

διαλογή. Η πρώτη φάση της διαδικασίας επιτυγχανόταν με τη συνδρομή των εν λόγω 

λίθινων κατασκευών. Παρόμοια παραδείγματα γνωρίζουμε από το Λαύριο –στις θέσεις 

Μεγάλα Πεύκα, Δημολιάκι, Αρύ ΙΙ, ΙΙI και ΙV– όπου είχαν αρχικά χαρακτηριστεί ως 

«ελικοειδή πλυντήρια».
40

 Πρόσφατη μελέτη απέδειξε ότι πρόκειται για κατασκευές που 

χρησίμευαν κατά τη λειοτρίβηση και, πλέον, θεωρούνται κυκλικά τριβεία.
41

 

Σημαντικά ευρήματα μεταλλουργίας εντοπίζονται επίσης στην ευρύτερη περιοχή 

του οικισμού Μακρυχωρίου γύρω στα 8 χλμ. βορείως της Πιστύρου. Η γεωλογική έρευνα 

έχει εντοπίσει τρεις θέσεις εξόρυξης, οι οποίες διανοίχθηκαν για την εκμετάλλευση των 

μικτών θειούχων κοιτασμάτων (Fe, Mn, Pb και Zn) που περιέχουν εκμεταλλεύσιμες 

ποσότητες χρυσού και αργύρου.
42

 Οι λόφοι στα δυτικά και βορειοδυτικά του 

Μακρυχωρίου καλύπτονται, σε μεγάλη έκταση, από πολυάριθμους σωρούς σκωριών (εικ. 

15), γεγονός που υποδηλώνει μια σημαντική περιοχή για την εκκαμίνευση των 

μεταλλευμάτων που εξορύσσονταν από τα κοντινά μεταλλεία. Τουλάχιστον ένα μέρος 

αυτών των αποθέσεων σκωρίας πρέπει να ανήκει στην αρχαιότητα, βάσει της 

επιφανειακής κεραμικής που χρονολογείται από τον 4ο αι. π.Χ. έως τη Ρωμαϊκή περίοδο. 

Οι μεγαλύτεροι όγκοι πιθανότατα ανήκουν στην Οθωμανική περίοδο, και προέρχονται 

από την προσπάθεια επανεκκαμίνευσης αρχαίων σκωριών.
43

 Η παρουσία κεραμικής, 

 
38

 Βαβελίδης κ.ά. 1996. 

39

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1990, 510. 

40

 Κονοφάγος 1980  Τσάϊμου 1997. 

41

 Papadimitriou 2016. 

42

 Photos et al. 1989  Fornadel et al. 2011. 

43

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1990, 507. 
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συμπεριλαμβανομένων και θασιακών αμφορέων, καθώς και άλλων ευρημάτων 

καθημερινής χρήσης, υποδεικνύουν την παρουσία εγκατάστασης επιφορτισμένης με τον 

έλεγχο του εργατικού δυναμικού, πρακτική που γνωρίζουμε από τη Θάσο.
44

 

Τα παραπάνω στοιχεία είναι ιδιαιτέρως χρήσιμα για την ανασύσταση της αλυσίδας 

των σταδίων παραγωγής μετάλλων. Με τα μέχρι στιγμής διαθέσιμα δεδομένα επιχειρούμε 

την παρακάτω ερμηνεία:  

α) Το πρώτο στάδιο της εξόρυξης του μεταλλεύματος πραγματοποιείται σε αρκετά 

σημεία στον ορεινό όγκο της Λεκάνης, όπου καταγράφονται υπόγειες στοές. Κοντά στους 

οικισμούς Πέρνης, Πετροπηγής, Άνω Λεύκης, Χαλκερού υπάρχουν σημαντικές ενδείξεις 

υπόγειας εξόρυξης μεταλλευμάτων που, πιθανόν, μεταφέρονταν στην Πίστυρο για την 

εκκαμίνευση.  

β) Το στάδιο του εμπλουτισμού μέσω θραύσης, λειοτρίβισης, διαλογής και έκπλυσης 

σε ξύλινα ρείθρα δεν είναι εύκολο να εντοπιστεί αρχαιολογικά, λόγω των εφήμερων υλικών 

καταλοίπων που συνοδεύουν τέτοιες τεχνικές διαδικασίες. Η αρχική επεξεργασία 

πραγματοποιούνταν δίπλα στα μεταλλεία, όπως μαρτυρούν οι όγκοι στείρων υλικών, ενώ 

κοντά στις θέσεις εκκαμίνευσης ακολουθούσε ο τελικός εμπλουτισμός. Η πρόσβαση σε 

νερό και ξυλεία για την καύσιμη ύλη ήταν εξίσου σημαντικές με τον προσπορισμό των 

ορυκτών. Στην περιοχή της Ανεστιάδος εντοπίστηκαν θραύσματα κυκλικών τριβείων 

παρόμοια με τα παραδείγματα του Λαυρίου, τα οποία χρησιμοποιήθηκαν στον 

εμπλουτισμό των μεταλλευμάτων.  

γ) Το τρίτο στάδιο, αυτό της μεταλλουργίας, αναγνωρίζεται μεν από κατάλοιπα 

εκκαμινεύσεων μικρής κλίμακας, που εντοπίζονται στις παραπάνω περιοχές, φαίνεται, 

όμως, ότι τα εμπλουτισμένα μεταλλεύματα μεταφέρονταν σε σημεία αυξημένου ελέγχου 

της παραγωγής για το κρίσιμο στάδιο του διαχωρισμού αργύρου ή και χρυσού, όπως 

υποδηλώνει η περίπτωση της Πιστύρου. Δεδομένου ότι βρέθηκαν όστρακα θασιακών 

αμφορέων στους σωρούς σκωριών του Μακρυχωρίου, είναι πιθανόν ότι η συγκεκριμένη 

θέση παρήγε μέταλλα, παράλληλα με την Πίστυρο, κατά την εποχή της ακμής του 

θασιακού εμπορίου.  

Υποθέτουμε, λοιπόν, ότι η μεταλλουργία όπως την διαπιστώνουμε στην πόλη της 

Πιστύρου εντάσσεται σε ένα ευρύτερο δίκτυο θέσεων εξόρυξης για την προμήθεια και την 

επεξεργασία πρώτων υλών με τελικό αποδέκτη τα κέντρα μεταλλουργίας. Η εποπτεία και 

ο συντονισμός των εργασιών πρέπει να βρισκόταν στα χέρια των θασιακών αποικιών, ενώ 

το ανθρώπινο δυναμικό πρέπει να αποτελούσαν κατά κύριο λόγω γηγενείς Θράκες 

μεταλλωρύχοι. Μέσω αυτής της σύμπραξης ο άργυρος χρησιμοποιήθηκε τόσο από τους 

Θάσιους όσο και από τα γειτονικά θρακικά έθνη, η νομισματοκοπία των οποίων ακολουθεί 

τα θασιακά πρότυπα στην εικονογραφία και στον σταθμητικό κανόνα.
45

 

 

Συμπεράσματα 

Κατά τη διάρκεια της Αρχαϊκής περιόδου, η παράκτια ζώνη της Ανατολικής 

Μακεδονίας και Θράκης αποτελεί πόλο έλξης για Έλληνες αποίκους Ιωνικών κυρίως 

πόλεων της Μικράς Ασίας και νησιών του Αιγαίου. Από τον 6ο αιώνα π.Χ. και εξής, η 

 
44

 Κουκούλη-Χρυσανθάκη 1981, 324. 

45

 Picard 2000  Tzamalis 2011. 
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σημασία του αργύρου για την οικονομία των πόλεων-κρατών της περιοχής καταδεικνύεται 

από την πλούσια νομισματοκοπία τους που απαιτεί άμεση και συνεχή προμήθεια του 

πολύτιμου μετάλλου. Τα σημαντικά ευρήματα της ανασκαφής της Πιστύρου συμβάλλουν 

καθοριστικά στη διερεύνηση ζητημάτων πρόσβασης των αποίκων σε πρώτες ύλες, 

οργάνωσης της μεταλλευτικής και μεταλλουργίας καθώς και κατανόησης των σχέσεων 

μεταξύ Ελλήνων και Θρακών στη συγκεκριμένη περιοχή.  Η υπόθεση ότι η παραγωγή 

οργανώνεται σε επιμέρους στάδια με τη συνεργασία αποίκων και τοπικών πληθυσμών 

πιστοποιείται από τα εξής στοιχεία: 

1. Ύπαρξη μεταλλείων σε ορεινές περιοχές υπό θρακικό έλεγχο. 

2. Ανάγκη εξασφάλισης πολυπληθούς εργατικού δυναμικού, απαραίτητου στην 

εξόρυξη. 

3. Μεταλλουργικά κατάλοιπα σε αποικίες της Θάσου, εν προκειμένω στην Πίστυρο, 

που ταυτίζονται χημικά με τις πρώτες ύλες που προέρχονται από τα παραπάνω μεταλλεία. 

4. Το γεγονός ότι οι θρακικές κοπές ακολουθούν τα θασιακά νομισματικά πρότυπα.  

5.  Αναφορές σε Θράκες μεταλλωρύχους στις αρχαίες πηγές. 

Με τα διαθέσιμα μέχρι στιγμής αναλυτικά δεδομένα από το υλικό της Πιστύρου 

αποδεικνύεται η παραγωγή αργύρου και μολύβδου σε δύο κύρια στάδια: 

α) εκκαμίνευση σιδηρομαγγανιούχου μεταλλεύματος με προσθήκη μολύβδου ή/και 

εκκαμίνευση αργυρομολυβδούχου μεταλλεύματος (γαληνίτη), με αποτέλεσμα τη 

διαμόρφωση συντήγματος στο βάθος της καμίνου αποτελούμενο από μόλυβδο και 

άργυρο.  

β) διαχωρισμός του αργύρου από τον μόλυβδο με τη διαδικασία της κυπέλλωσης υπό 

οξειδωτικές συνθήκες. Το ενδεχόμενο της παραγωγής χρυσού που περιέχεται στα 

μεταλλεύματα της περιοχής βάσει γεωλογικών μελετών, είναι ακόμη υπό διερεύνηση.  

Τελικός σκοπός της τρέχουσας μελέτης είναι η κατανόηση της μεταλλουργικής 

τεχνολογίας σε κάθε επιμέρους στάδιο της παραγωγής στην πόλη της Πιστύρου. Με τον 

τρόπο αυτόν μπορούν να εξαχθούν συμπεράσματα για τις μεθόδους παραγωγής 

πολύτιμων μετάλλων κατά την αρχαιότητα, ένα πεδίο έρευνας που δεν έχει μελετηθεί 

επαρκώς στη συγκεκριμένη περιοχή. Τα δεδομένα μπορούν να συγκριθούν με ανάλογα 

αποτελέσματα από άλλες σημαντικές μεταλλουργικές θέσεις στη Θάσο, το όρος Παγγαίο, 

το Λαύριο και αλλού.
46

 

Όπως προκύπτει από τα προκαταρκτικά πορίσματα, οι πρώτες ύλες για τη 

μεταλλουργία της Πιστύρου προέρχονται από τη μεταλλοφόρο ζώνη της οροσειράς 

Λεκάνης, κυρίως τα σιδηρομαγγανιούχα κοιτάσματα που περιέχουν εκμεταλλεύσιμα 

ποσοστά χρυσού και αργύρου.
47

 Η πιθανότητα του προσπορισμού πρώτης ύλης από 

μεταλλεία που εντοπίζονται στις νοτιοανατολικές υπώρειες της Λεκάνης και συγκεκριμένα 

στην περιοχή Πέρνης-Πετροπηγής αλλά και στα βορειοδυτικά της Πιστύρου στην 

περιοχή Ανεστιάδας-Λεύκης, είναι υπό διερεύνηση μέσω της σύγκρισης της χημικής 

σύστασης των σκωριών και των θραυσμάτων μεταλλεύματος, που βρέθηκαν τόσο στην 

Πίστυρο όσο και στις προαναφερόμενες θέσεις μεταλλείας.  

 
46

 Κονοφάγος 1980  Wagner and Weisgerber 1988  Βαξεβανόπουλος κ.ά. 2017.  

47

 Βαβελίδης κ.ά. 1996  1997  Fornadel et al. 2011. 
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Η οικονομία και το εμπόριο στην περιοχή της Θράκης βασίστηκαν σε μεγάλο βαθμό 

στη συνύπαρξη Ελλήνων και Θρακών κατά την αρχαιότητα. Οι μεταξύ τους σχέσεις 

υπήρξαν καθοριστικές σε ζητήματα πρόσβασης και επεξεργασίας πρώτων υλών για την 

απρόσκοπτη παραγωγή και διακίνηση μετάλλων. Με την εν εξελίξει παρούσα μελέτη 

τέτοιες παράμετροι λαμβάνονται υπόψη, και συνεξετάζονται σε συνάρτηση με τη 

διαθεσιμότητα του εργατικού δυναμικού και του καίριου ρόλου του θασιακού κράτους 

στον έλεγχο των φυσικών πόρων, προκειμένου να διερευνηθούν κοινωνικές 

αλληλεπιδράσεις στο κρίσιμο πεδίο της παραγωγής και μεταποίησης πρώτων υλών.  
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Εικόνα 1. Χάρτης της περιοχής με τις κύριες θέσεις που αναφέρονται στο κείμενο (πηγή Google 

Earth). 
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κεντρικού τομεα (φωτ. Σ. Παπαδόπουλος). 
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Εικόνα 3. Ιστόγραμμα βάρους (χγρ.) μεταλλουργικών σκωριών ανά ανασκαφικό τετράγωνο. 

 

 

 

Εικόνα 4. Θραύσμα καμίνου που φέρει λεπτή στρώση σκωρίας (φωτ. Ν. Νεραντζής). 

 



Νεραντζής Νεραντζής – Στρατής Παπαδόπουλος 
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Εικόνα 5. Τετράγωνο ΒΨ / Τομές 1-4. Μεγάλος όγκος σκωριών αποκαλύφθηκε στο δρόμο που 

χωρίζει τις δύο οικιστικές νησίδες. Επισημαίνεται η θέση της δοκιμαστικής τομής στην τομή ΒΨ3 

(σχέδιο Χ. Σιδηράτου). 

 



Η μεταλλουργία της Πιστύρου 

 
 
 

19 

 

Εικόνα 6. Δοκιμαστική τομή στην ανατολική νησίδα, αποκάλυψη λιθόστρωτου δαπέδου και 

διερεύνηση πάχους επίχωσης με σκωρίες (φωτ. Ν. Νεραντζής). 

 

 

Εικόνα 7. Κτίριο του 3ου/2ου αιώνα π.Χ. που ανασκάφηκε στα τετράγωνα ΕΗ, ΔΜ και ΔΛ (φωτ. 

Σ. Παπαδόπουλος). 
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Εικόνα 8. Θερμική κατασκευή που αποκαλύφθηκε στην τομή ΕΗ3 και πιθανόν σχετίζεται με τη 

μεταλλουργία (φωτ. Ν. Νεραντζής). 

 

 

Εικόνα 9. Σκωρίες πρωτογενούς εκκαμίνευσης μεταλλευμάτων (φωτ. Ν. Νεραντζής). 



Η μεταλλουργία της Πιστύρου 

 
 
 

21 

 

 

Εικόνα 10. Θραύσμα πλακοειδούς λιθαργύρου (φωτ. Ν. Νεραντζής). 

 

 

Εικόνα 11. Θραύσμα μεταλλουργικού απορρίμματος τύπου speiss-αρσενίδια σιδήρου (φωτ. Ν. 

Νεραντζής). 
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Εικόνα 12. Διάγραμμα διασποράς δεδομένων pXRF: συσχέτιση περιεκτικότητας σε μόλυβδο και 

άργυρο (λιθάργυροι με μαύρο, αρσενίδια σιδήρου/speiss με γκρι). 

 

 

 

Εικόνα 13. Είσοδος αρχαίου μεταλλείου Πέρνης, τετράγωνης διατομής (φωτ. S. Nodin). 
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Εικόνα 14. Θραύσμα μαρμάρινου κυκλικού τριβείο, περιοχή Ανεστιάδος (φωτ. S. Nodin). 

 

 

 

Εικόνα 15. Σωρός μεταλλουργικών σκωριών στο Μακρυχώρι (φωτ. Ν. Νεραντζής). 
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ΤΟ ΠΡΟΒΑΔΙΣΜΑ ΤΩΝ ΚΡΗΤΙΚΩΝ ΕΡΓΑΣΤΗΡΙΩΝ ΣΤΗ 

ΔΙΑΜΟΡΦΩΣΗ ΕΙΚΟΝΟΓΡΑΦΙΚΩΝ ΤΥΠΩΝ ΚΑΤΑ ΤΗΝ 

ΠΡΩΤΗ ΧΙΛΙΕΤΙΑ Π.Χ. 

 

Έργα της εικαστικής έκφρασης με σίγουρο τόπο προέλευσης, με ευανάγνωστο το 

διαφορετικό κατά τόπους τεχνοτροπικό ιδίωμα και με προσδιορίσιμο τον ρυθμό της 

δημιουργίας τους αποτελούν τις τρεις προϋποθέσεις για τη συζήτηση του τιτλοφορούμενου 

θέματος. Στα τρία κριτήρια προστίθεται και η συνεπής ανά περιόδους επανάληψη του 

ίδιου τύπου στην ευρύτερη περιοχή της ίδιας γεωγραφικής ενότητας, όπου ο τύπος 

μετασχηματίζεται κατά τον τρέχοντα ρυθμό κάθε περιόδου.
1

 Η αναφορά σε έργα 

Μουσείων με άγνωστη προέλευση παραλείπεται γιατί η όποια αξιολόγησή τους βασίζεται 

σε αλυσιδωτές υποθέσεις. 

 

Δύο τύποι του ετερόφυλου ζεύγους  

Το ετερόφυλο εναγκαλιζόμενο ζεύγος ως αυτοτελές θέμα μορφοποιείται το α΄μισό 

του 9ου αι. π.Χ. σε περίοπτο σύμπλεγμα από το ιερό του Ερμή κραναίου στην Πατσό της 

Επαρχίας Αμαρίου (εικ. 1).
2

 Με το τεχνοτροπικό ιδίωμα του πήλινου συμπλέγματος να 

χαρακτηρίζει και χάλκινο ειδώλιο αντρικής μορφής από τον ίδιο χώρο λατρείας 

επικυρώνεται η εντοπιότητα της αυτοδύναμης διαμόρφωσης του ζεύγους.
3

 

Η συνεξέτασή του με το χάλκινο σύμπλεγμα εναγκαλιζόμενου ζεύγους που βρίσκεται 

στο Μουσείο της Βοστώνης δεν επικυρώνει ούτε αναιρεί το προβάδισμα της Κρήτης στη 

διαμόρφωση του τύπου. Η άγνωστη προέλευση του συμπλέγματος και η αμφισβητούμενη 

χρονολόγησή του καθιστούν επισφαλή την αναζήτηση τεχνοτροπικών παράλληλων.
4

 

Ειδικά, στα χάλκινα ανθρωπόμορφα ειδώλια του ΠρτΓ και του Γ ρυθμού από το ιερό της 

Σύμης, που δεν τα αγγίζουν οι επικαλούμενες επιδράσεις από την Εγγύς Ανατολή.
5

 

Τη γηγενή δημιουργία του τύπου τεκμηριώνει και η παράστασή του στην κεντρική 

μετόπη του λαιμού των κοσμημένων με έκτυπες σε μονή γεμάτη μήτρα μορφές των 

 
1

 Οι συντομογραφίες για τα περιοδικά και τις σειρές εκδόσεων αναγράφονται κατά τον ηλεκτρονικό 

κατάλογο του Γερμανικού Αρχαιολογικού Ινστιτούτου (13.11.2006), ενώ των αρχαιολογικών περιόδων 

προσαρμοσμένες στα ελληνικά είναι οι ακόλουθες: ΥΜ III - ΥΜ IIIΓ/ΥπΜ = υστερομινωική/υπομινωική· 

ΠρτΓΑ-Β = πρωτογεωμετρική· Γ = γεωμετρική· ΥΓ = υστερογεωμετρική· ΠρτΔ = πρωτοδαιδαλική· ΜΔ = 

μεσοδαιδαλική· ΥΔ = υστεροδαιδαλική. Για τις ετήσιες εκθέσεις των ανασκαφών στο ιερό, βλ. ΠΑΕ 1972-78, 

1981, 1983, 1985-87, 1999-2003. 

2

 Κούρου και Καρέτσου 1994, στον τ. Rochetti 1994, 86, 124 αρ. 3, εικ. 5α-δ· για τη χρονολόγησή του: 

Lebessi 2009, 545, fig. 12. 

3

 Λεμπέση 2002, 58-59, εικ. 26. 

4

 Fittschen 1969, 133, no. GP 1. 

5

 Langdon 2008, 280-81. 
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πιθαμφορέων της Κρήτης.
6

 Η παρεμβολή φοινίκων ή μεικτογενών όντων από χωριστές 

μήτρες σε θραύσματα πιθαμφορέων της πρώην Συλλογής Μεταξά δεν επηρεάζει τη 

μορφολογική απόδοση του ζεύγους ούτε τον συμβολισμό του, γιατί δύο δέντρα οριοθετούν 

και το θέμα της σφίγγας σε μετόπη πιθαμφορέα του ίδιου χρονολογικού ορίζοντα.
7

 

Τοπικής επίνοιας αποτελεί το σχήμα χειρονομίας της αντρικής μορφής, που αγκαλιάζει 

τη γυναικεία με το χέρι του βάθους και φέρει στον κόλπο της το χέρι που εικονίζεται σε 

πρώτο επίπεδο. Οι παραλλαγές του ίδιου σχήματος χειρονομίας στο θεϊκό ζεύγος ‘Ήρα-

Ζεύς’ (;) ενός αναθήματος από ξύλο του ύστερου 7ου αι. π.Χ. από το Ηραίο της Σάμου
8

 

και σε πήλινο πλακίδιο του 600-575 από το ιερό στο Biazio του Μεταπόντιου
9

 αποτελούν 

ενδείξεις για την ακτινοβολία της πηλοπλαστικής των κρητικών εργαστηρίων σε ακμαία 

κέντρα παραγωγής τέχνεργων υψηλής ποιοτικής στάθμης.  

Σε άρθρο μου για το ετερόφυλο εναγκαλιζόμενο ζεύγος της κρητικής εικονογραφίας 

αντιπαραθέτω έναν νεωτερικό τύπο στον οποίο η αντρική μορφή προσεγγίζει διακριτικά 

τη γυναικεία.
10

 Η εμφάνισή του σε τεφροδόχο κάλπη κνωσιακού εργαστηρίου του ύστερου 

8ου αι. π.Χ. παρατείνεται έως και τον 6ο αι. π.Χ. Η απεικόνισή του στο τεφροδόχο αγγείο 

ή σε χρηστικά και δευτερογενούς κτερισματικής χρήσης αγγεία συμβολίζει «the most 

really contemporary portrait of the Hellenes».
11

 Ένα πορτραίτο που η μεταγενέστερη 

διασπορά του στον ελλαδικό και τον νησιωτικό χώρο ή και τις αποικίες της Δύσης απηχεί 

την ακτινοβολία της κρητικής εικονογραφίας.  

Στην κνωσιακή τεφροδόχο κάλπη του ΥΓ ρυθμού η προσέγγιση των δύο 

διαφορετικού φύλου μορφών είναι ιδεατή, γιατί και οι δύο μορφές στέκουν σε χωριστές 

βάσεις που συμβολίζουν την απόσταση μεταξύ του υπερβατικού και του επιστητού 

κόσμου. Στον υπεραισθητό χώρο ανήκει η γυναικεία μορφή, λόγω του ανενεργού στήσιμου 

στη βάση της, ενώ τον αντιληπτό μικρόκοσμο συμβολίζει η αντρική μορφή με τον ευρύ 

διασκελισμό και τη ζωηρή χειρονομία.
12

 

Πάντως από τον 7ο αι. π.Χ. και μετά η διακριτική ερωτικής χροιάς προσέγγιση της 

γυναικείας μορφής από την αντρική είναι πιο στενή, ίσως γιατί απηχεί τη μεταβαλλόμενη 

ερωτική συμπεριφορά μεταξύ των δύο φύλων κατά το κοινωνικό γίγνεσθαι. Την υπόθεση 

επικυρώνουν το γραπτό πλακίδιο από τον αποθέτη της Γόρτυνας του πρώιμου 7ου αι. π.Χ., 

το κρητικό πλακίδιο από τον Τάραντα του ΜΔ ρυθμού, το ζεύγος στη μετόπη του λαιμού 

της πρόχου από το Αφρατί και το αποσπασματικά σωζόμενο πλακίδιο του 575-550 π.Χ. 

από το ιερό της Σύμης (εικ. 2).
13

 Το θέμα λοιπόν καθαυτό, που επαναλαμβάνεται σε 

διαφορετικές κατηγορίες τέχνεργων έως και τον 6ο αι. π.Χ., καθιστά επισφαλή την άποψη 

της σύνδεσής του με ετερόφυλα ζεύγη της μυθοπλασίας ή με το τελετουργικό της 

ιερογαμίας.
14

 

 
6

 Hornbostel 1970, 56-93. 

7

 Αντίθετα: Αλεξίου 1965, 550-51, εικ. 10-11· πρβλ. Hornbostel 1970, Tafel 26c. 

8

 Lebessi 2009, 544, fig. 12. 

9

 Olbrich 1979, 102, A5, Tav. 1. 

10

 Lebessi 2009, 544-45, fig. 13. 

11

 Payne 1927-1928, 240 no. 38, 286-88. 

12

 Oakley and Sinos 1993, 25-26 για τα ποικίλα σχήματα χειρονομίας στις γαμήλιες παραστάσεις των 

αττικών αγγείων του 5ου αι. π.Χ. 

13

 Rizza and Scrinari 1968, 221, no. 82, Tav. 14· Olbrich 1981, 127-28· Levi 1927-1928, 339-40, fig. 443· 

Lebessi 2009, 541-43, fig. 1.1, 4.6-7 & 130. 

14

 Blome 1990, 49, note 76, 86-87. 
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Ο τύπος της ντυμένης γυναικείας μορφής 

Η πρωτοπόρος μεταλλοτεχνία της Κρήτης εκφράζεται από την ΥΓ περίοδο με τον 

τύπο της ντυμένης γυναικείας μορφής σε όρθια στάση και με αδρανή χέρια κατά μήκος 

του σώματος. Ενδεικτικό παράδειγμα αποτελούν οι δύο σφυρήλατες μορφές, ύψους 0,40 

μ.,
15

 που συμβρέθηκαν με την υψηλότερη σφυρήλατη αντρική μορφή της «Απολλώνιας 

Τριάδας» στο ιερό της κάτω ακρόπολης της Δρήρου (εικ. 3). Η χρονολόγησή τους 

βασίζεται στο όμοιο κατά τον ρυθμό πρόσωπο του Απόλλωνα με ενός χάλκινου συμπαγούς 

ειδωλίου από το Αφρατί της Επαρχίας Πεδιάδας (εικ. 4α-β, 5), το οποίο χρονολογείται 

στη δεκαετία 720-710 π.Χ. το αργότερο κατά τα ανασκαφικά δεδομένα.
16

 

Την αυτοδύναμη γηγενή διαμόρφωση του τύπου της ντυμένης γυναικείας μορφής 

τεκμηριώνει η επανάληψή του σε πήλινο ειδώλιο, όπου η μορφή εικονίζεται με χέρια 

αδρανή κατά μήκος του σώματος να στέκει σε ορθογώνια βάση, ώστε να διασφαλίζεται η 

ευστάθειά της στον υπαίθριο χώρο λατρείας του ιερού της Σύμης (εικ. 6α-β).
17

 Η φόρμα 

του τυπωμένου σε μήτρα προσώπου με τους εκατέρωθεν πλοκάμους της κόμης και ο 

γραπτός σχολιασμός του ποδήρους ενδύματος χρονολογούν το ανάθημα στη δεκαετία 

690-680 π.Χ., αποδεικνύοντας την άμεση συνάφεια της μορφής με των δύο σφυρήλατων 

γυναικείων μορφών από το ιερό της Δρήρου.  

Οι διαφορές του ίδιου τύπου όσον αφορά το μέγεθος και το υλικό κατασκευής στα 

παραδείγματα Δρήρου και Σύμης προκύπτουν από τον διαφορετικό συμβολισμό που 

επιβάλλει ο χώρος απόθεσης. Η προσφορά τους στο ιερό της Δρήρου σημειοθετεί την 

τοπικής εμβέλειας αρχή εξουσίας (= του Κόσμου), ενώ ο ίδιος τύπος γυναικείας μορφής 

στο διασυνοριακό ιερό της Σύμης αποτελεί ατομικό ανάθημα αναθέτριας, η οποία λόγω 

του φύλου της δεν μετείχε στις ανδροκρατούμενες αρχές εξουσίας.  

Την καθιέρωση του τύπου και τη διάχυσή του στα κρητικά εργαστήρια της 

πηλοπλαστικής καθ’ όλη τη διάρκεια του 7ου αι. π.Χ. τεκμηριώνουν τα έκτυπα πλακίδια 

από χώρους υπαίθριας λατρείας των ιερών στην Αξό και τη Γόρτυνα.
18

 Ακόμη και η 

παραλλαγή του σχήματος της χειρονομίας με την ανοιχτή παλάμη να φέρεται κάτω από 

τους μαστούς στο κρητικό αγαλματίδιο από ασβεστολιθικό πωρόλιθο «της κυρίας της 

Auxerre» προϋπάρχει σε πήλινο ειδώλιο ντυμένης γυναικείας μορφής του ΠρτΔ ρυθμού 

από τον αποθέτη του ιερού της Γόρτυνας.
19

 Η διαδρομή του τύπου της γυναικείας μορφής 

ντυμένης με ποδήρες ένδυμα και με το καθιερωμένο κρητικό επίβλημα, στερεωμένο με 

ζώνη στην πίσω όψη και με χέρια εφαπτόμενα στις πλάγιες πλευρές του κάτω κορμού 

ξεπέρασε τα σύνορα της Κρήτης.  

Η επίδραση της κρητικής εικονογραφίας είναι προφανής στον τύπο της κόμης και 

τον τρόπο αμφίεσης και διακόσμησης του ποδήρους ενδύματος στο παλαιότερο 

υπερφυσικού μεγέθους άγαλμα (ύψους 1,88 μ.) της εξέχουσας γενιάς Νικάνδρας από τη 

Νάξο που ανατέθηκε στη Δήλο. Σύμφωνα με τη μαρτυρία της επιγραφής στη μια πλάγια 

όψη του ενδύματος το άγαλμα από ναξιώτικο μάρμαρο χρονολογείται στον ύστερο 7ο αι. 

 
15

 Richter 1968, figs. 70-75. 

16

 Λεμπέση 1980, 87-89, πίν. 25-26.  

17

 Αρ. ΜΗ 20756 & 21860: Πρκτ 1977, πίν. 217β· Λεμπέση 1981, 24, εικ. 8· για τη συγκόλληση της 

κεφαλής και τη χρονολόγησή της: Λεμπέση 2021, 18. 

18

 Rizza 1967-1968, no. 48 fig. 7· no. 73, 75, 85, fig. 9· no. 80, fig. 12· Rizza and Scrinari 1968, no. 101, 

tav. 17· no. 126 tav. 21· no. 135-136 tav. 22· no. 148 tav. 23· no. 156 tav. 24· no. 197-198, tav. 30. 

19

 Πρβλ. Rizza and Scrinari 1968, no. 53, tav. 10 με Davaras 1972, 55, fig. 9, ύψους 0,75 μ.  
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π.Χ.
20

 Αντίθετα, το ιστορικό της συνεπούς εφαρμογής του τύπου της εμφανίζεται στην 

Κρήτη από τον ύστερο 8ο και παρατείνεται σε όλη τη διάρκεια του 7ου αι. π.Χ. 

Προφανής είναι η τυπολογική επίδραση της κρητικής μεταλλοτεχνίας και στο 

μικρού μεγέθους συμπαγές, χάλκινο γυναικείο ειδώλιο από το Μενελάειον της Σπάρτης 

του πρώιμου 7ου αι. (ύψους 0,13 μ.).
21

 

 

Ο εικονογραφικός τύπος του κούρου 

Ο εικονογραφικός τύπος του κούρου που πρωτοεμφανίζεται στη μεταλλοτεχνία της 

Κρήτης τη Γ εποχή επηρεάζει πιθανόν κατά τον ύστερο 7ο αι. π.Χ. τη διαμόρφωσή του 

στη μνημειακή πλαστική της πλούσιας σε μάρμαρο Νάξου. Η γενικευμένη άποψη για την 

επίδραση της Αιγύπτου στους κούρους της αρχαϊκής περιόδου, που είναι προφανής στο 

υπερφυσικό τους μέγεθος, παρακάμπτει τη μικροτεχνία.
22

 

Τα καίρια χαρακτηριστικά του τύπου του κούρου στη μνημειακή πλαστική είναι το 

στήσιμο σε συμφυή πλίνθο για τη στήριξή του σε ορθογώνια βάση με αδρανή κατά μήκος 

του σώματος χέρια και με προβαλλόμενο το ένα πόδι. Και οι τρεις παραστατικές ενδείξεις 

του τύπου υπάρχουν σε χάλκινο ειδώλιο αντρικής μορφής από το ιερό της Σύμης του 760-

750 π.Χ. (ύψους 0,10 μ.), που σώζει την ορθογώνια βάση και τον σύμφυτο γόμφο της 

χύτευσης για τη στερέωσή του σε τόρμο βάσης από φθαρτό υλικό (εικ. 7).
23

 

Η διαδρομή του τύπου του κούρου καθ’ όλη τη διάρκεια του 7ου αι. π.Χ. στον τομέα 

της κρητικής μεταλλοτεχνίας επιβεβαιώνει την αυτόνομη δημιουργία του. Από τη 

διστακτική προβολή του ενός ποδιού που χαρακτηρίζει το ειδώλιο του Γ ρυθμού, ο 

διασκελισμός του δεξιού ποδιού ως προς τον θεατή έχει διευρυνθεί σε τρία 

αποσπασματικά σωζόμενα χάλκινα ειδώλια από το ιερό της Σύμης της πρώιμης, της μέσης 

και της ύστερης μεσοδαιδαλικής περιόδου (εικ. 8α-γ). Η διεύρυνση υπάρχει και σε πήλινα 

ειδώλια κούρων των ίδιων περιόδων από την ίδια θέση λατρείας και είναι περισσότερο 

διακριτή στο αποτύπωμα των πελμάτων της ορθογώνιας βάσης του μερικώς σωζόμενου 

ειδώλιου (εικ. 9α-β).
24

 Το καίριο δηλαδή σχήμα διασκελισμού των κούρων, που 

προσγράφεται σε αιγυπτιακή επίδραση, εφαρμόζεται με συνέπεια στα ειδώλια των 

κρητικών εργαστηρίων από τη Γ περίοδο έως και το τέλος του 7ου αι. π.Χ., 

παραφράζοντας το εὖ διαβάς των νέων του ομηρικού λόγου (εικ. 10α-β).
25

 

Ακόμα και το δυναμικό μοτίβο των σφιγμένων σε γροθιά άκρων χεριών των κρητικών 

ειδωλίων του 7ου αι. π.Χ. έχει τις καταβολές του στο παρελθόν της μινωικής 

μεταλλοπλαστικής.
26

 Η επανεμφάνιση του μοτίβου το οποίο νοθεύεται από το σχήμα της 

μινωίζουσας χειρονομίας σε χάλκινο ειδώλιο κούρου του 680-670 π.Χ. από το ιερό της 

Σύμης χαρακτηρίζει τον κρητικού εργαστηρίου κούρο των Δελφών της ΜΔ περιόδου, του 

 
20

 Κοκκορού-Αλευρά 2014, 3-10, σχέδια 1-2, εικ. 1-8, όπου επισημαίνεται η τυπολογική συνάφειά του με 

των δύο γυναικείων μορφών της Δρήρου.  

21

 Fuchs 1983, 154, fig. 148. 

22

 Kyrieleis 1996, 69, σημ. 268· για τον διαχρονικό συμβολισμό του τύπου: Λεμπέση 2002, 240, σημ. 951-

53. 

23

 Λεμπέση 2002, 86-90, 178, αρ. 18, εικ. 56, πίν. 17. 

24

 Λεμπέση 2002, πρβλ. αρ. 18, πίν. 17 με αρ. 24-25 & αρ. 33, πίν. 27. Για τα πήλινα: Λεμπέση 2021.  

25

 Liddell & Scott, s.v. διαβαίνω. 

26

 Λεμπέση 2002, 194-99, 242. 
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οποίου τα χέρια με σφιγμένα σε γροθιά άκρα φέρονται χαλαρά εκατέρωθεν του σώματος 

(εικ. 11).
27

 

Διαχρονική είναι στη μεταλλοπλαστική των κρητικών εργαστηρίων και η 

παρείσφρυση της ζώνης στον τύπο του κούρου. Η τριπλή εγχάρακτη ζώνη που περιβάλλει 

το γυμνό σώμα του κούρου του Γ ρυθμού από το ιερό της Σύμης μετασχηματίζεται στον 

κούρο των Δελφών στην κατεξοχή κρητική ζώνη με πόρπη στο κέντρο της κύριας όψης 

των μορφών.
28

 Αντίθετα στους κούρους της μνημειακής πλαστικής ο γυμνός κορμός είναι 

άζωστος κατά κανόνα. Η κατεξαίρεση απεικόνιση της ζώνης σε δύο κούρους της Δήλου 

από ναξιώτικο μάρμαρο του ύστερου 7ου και του πρώιμου 6ου αι. π.Χ.
29

 τεκμηριώνει την 

επίδραση της κρητικής μεταλλοτεχνίας στη Νάξο, η οποία επισημάνθηκε και για τον τύπο 

της ντυμένης γυναικείας μορφής σε όρθια στάση. 

 

Ο τύπος της καθιστής γυναικείας μορφής 

Η πρωτοπόρος μικροτεχνία των κρητικών εραστηρίων αντιπροσωπεύεται με 

ανάθημα από το ιερό της Σύμης, στο οποίο εικονίζεται καθιστή σε θάκον γυναικεία μορφή 

(ύψους 0,041 μ.), λαξευμένη σε σκληρό κατάμαυρο σερπεντινίτη λίθο (εικ. 12α-β). Με 

κριτήριο τα πήλινα ανθρωπόμορφα αναθήματα από το ιερό που αποτελούν τα 

συμφραζόμενα της καθιστής κατ’ εξαίρεση λαξευμένης σε λίθο μορφής, πιθανή είναι η 

ένταξή της στο μεταβατικό στάδιο του ρυθμού μεταξύ του ύστερου 8ου και του πρώιμου 

7ου αι. π.Χ. 
30

 

Την αυτόνομη δημιουργία του φανερώνει η συνέπεια με την οποία ο ίδιος τύπος 

χρησιμοποιείται τον 7ο αι. π.Χ. για μορφές μεγαλύτερου ή μεγάλου μεγέθους 

προσαρτημένες κατά κανόνα σε κατασκευές από τοπικό πωρόλιθο, που έχουν βρεθεί στον 

Αστρίτση, τις Μάλλες, τα Γουλεδιανά και την Ελεύθερνα.
31

 Στις τέσσερις θέσεις 

προστίθεται και ο Πρινιάς με τις δύο καθιστές σε θάκον γυναικείες μορφές που 

προσαρτώνται στις γωνίες της επάνω όψης του υπέρθυρου του ναού Α.
32

 

Την ακτινοβολία του τύπου της καθιστής σε θάκον γυναικείας μορφής απηχεί το 

πώρινο άγαλμα από τα Αγιωργίτικα της Αρκαδίας κοντά στην Τεγέα που χρονολογείται 

προς το τέλος του 7ου αι. π.Χ.
33

 Αισθητή είναι η απήχηση του κρητικού τύπου και σε 

αγαλματίδιο περίοπτης καθιστής γυναικείας μορφής του Μουσείου του Λούβρου (ΜΑ 

3100) από τη Χαλκίδα του όψιμου ΜΔ ρυθμού.
34

 

 

Ο τύπος του «πρωτο-ιππαλεκτρυόνος» 

Η πρωτοπόρος εικαστική έκφραση των κρητικών εργαστηρίων διαγράφεται και 

στον συμβολισμό του πιο δυσνόητου μεικτογενούς όντος της ελληνικής μυθολογίας. Του 

 
27

 Λεμπέση 2002, 104-06, αρ. 23, πίν. 22-23, 121-24, εικ. 95 (= Δελφών). 

28

 Raubitschek and Raubitschek 1975, 49-52. 

29

 Richter 1960, figs. 22-24, 94-95. 

30

 Αρ. Μ.Η. Λ530 ( = καταλόγου μικροτεχνίας): Λεμπέση 2021. 

31

 Για την απεικόνισή τους: Davaras 1972, fig. 15-18, 20-24, 37-38, όπου διατυπώνει την άποψη της 

αιγυπτιακής επίδρασης, λόγω της πιθανής εφαρμογής του 2ου σαϊτικού κανόνα και στις καθιστές γυναικείες 

μορφές.  

32

 Για την αναδιάταξη του γλυπτού διακόσμου: Beyer 1976, Taf. 19, 21.1, 22 και D’ Acunto 1995, 25, fig. 

9. 

33

 Κουρίνου 2014, 18-22, εικ. 27-31. 

34

 Davaras 1972, figs. 19-22. 
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ξούθου ἱππαλεκτρυόνος για τον οποίο ένας από τους σχολιαστές του Αριστοφάνη αναρωτιέται 

«τὶς καὶ ὁποῖος ἐστίν».
35

 

Το δυσνόητο για την καταγωγή του και τη σημασία του υπερβατικό υβρίδιο 

εμφανίζεται στην ελληνική τέχνη το 575-550 π.Χ., εμπλουτίζεται με ιππέα λίγο αργότερα 

στα αττικά αγγεία και εξαφανίζεται από το εικαστικό ρεπερτόριο μετά το 480 π.Χ.
36

 Η 

αναγνώρισή του από τον John Nicolas Coldstream σε κτέρισμα από το Βόρειο 

Νεκροταφείο της Κνωσού που εντάσσεται στον ΠρΓΒ ρυθμό της κνωσιακής κεραμικής 

(840-810 π.Χ.) και η εύστοχη επωνυμία του με «πρωτο-ιππαλεκτρυόνα» (εικ. 13)
37

 δίδει 

απάντηση σε πολλά ερωτήματα των μελετητών. 

Η πλούσια κόσμηση του κρητικού «πρωτο-ιππαλεκτρυόνα» και η προσθήκη της 

ενόφθαλμης προχοΐσκης με το κυπριακής επίνοιας μοτίβο της ‘κτένας’ προδίδουν την 

επικοινωνία της Εγγύς Ανατολής και της Κύπρου με την Κρήτη.
38

 Ωστόσο, η σύνδεση του 

πτηνόσχημου ασκού με το κεφάλι ηνιοχούμενου ίππου και η πρόσθετη λιλιπούτεια 

αντρική μορφή στην πρόσθια έκφυση της λαβής του ασκού αποτελούν πρωτότυπη 

δημιουργία, που την επινόησε ευφάνταστος κεραμέας κνωσιακού εργαστηρίου. Πιθανόν 

είναι τα ερεθίσματα για τη δημιουργία του τύπου να είχαν τις καταβολές σε γενικευμένη 

δοξασία των λαϊκών στρωμάτων της κρητικής κοινωνίας. Έτσι δικαιολογείται η 

επανάληψη της ίδιας δοξασίας την ΥΓ περίοδο με την προσφορά ηνιοχούντος 

κρανοφόρου στο ιερό της Σύμης (εικ. 14α-β).
39

 Η επίπεδη έδρα του ηνίοχου με τις 

σωζόμενες κατασκευαστικές ενδείξεις στην πίσω όψη του σώματος προϋποθέτουν την 

προσάρτησή του στην πρόσθια λαβή πτηνόσχημου ασκού κατά το πρότυπο του κνωσιακού 

«πρωτο-ιππαλεκτρυόνα» (εικ. 15). 

 Το κοινωνικό περιβάλλον των δύο «πρωτο-ιππαλεκτρυόνων» που τους συνδέει 

παραστατικά κατευθύνει και την προσαρμογή του αναθήματος στο τελετουργικό 

ενηλικίωσης, το οποίο επικρατεί στο ιερό της Σύμης από τον πρώιμο 9ο αι. π.Χ. έως και 

την κατάκτηση της Κρήτης από τους Ρωμαίους το 67 π.Χ.
40

 Ο συμβολισμός των δύο 

υπερβατικών υβριδίων εκτιμάται ως απότοκος των κατά τόπους μυθοπλασιών, των οποίων 

μερίδια ενσωματώνονται στην όψιμη μυθολογία και αποδίδονται σύμφωνα με τη 

διαφορετική κατά τον τόπο και τον χρόνο εικαστική έκφραση. Με το σκεπτικό της 

πρωτοπόρου διαμόρφωσης εικονογραφικών τύπων στα κρητικά εργαστήρια δεν είναι 

παράδοξη η αργοπορημένη απεικόνιση του ιππαλεκτρυόνα στην ελληνική εικονογραφία 

το 570 π.Χ. Η ένταξή του μάλιστα κατά τις δεκαετίες 550-480 π.Χ. στα αττικά αγγεία με 

ιππεύοντα νεαρό ηνίοχο συχνότερα από όσο με ενήλικο, όπου εικονίζεται έστω και σπάνια 

ο Ποσειδώνας, προσεγγίζει το εορταστικό τελετουργικό ενηλικίωσης του κρητικού ιερού. 

Δηλαδή, η διαφορετική κατά τόπους μυθοπλασία αντικαθιστά τον Ερμή του ιερού της 

Σύμης με τον κυρίαρχο θεό των θαλασσών που αποτελεί γενάρχη πολλών φυλών, ηρώων 

και υπερφυσικών όντων.
41
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Ο τύπος των αυτοτελών προτομών 

Πρωτοπόρα είναι τα κρητικά εργαστήρια και στη διαμόρφωση του τύπου της 

περίτμητης αυτοτελούς προτομής, η οποία τυπώνεται σε μονή γεμάτη μήτρα. Στα 

αναθήματα του ιερού της Σύμης εμφανίζεται από τον πρώιμο 7ο αι. π.Χ., συνεχίζει τη ΜΔ 

περίοδο και παρατείνεται έως και το πρώτο μισό του 5ου αι. π.Χ. με 20 παραδείγματα 

(εικ. 16α-γ). Αντίθετα, ο ίδιος τύπος εμφανίζεται στην Αττική στο τέλος του 7ου αι. π.Χ 

και επαυξάνεται στην ελληνική εικονογραφία κατά το μέγεθος του προσώπου λόγω του 

ρυθμού της αρχαϊκής περιόδου.
42

 

Περισσότεροι του ενός είναι και οι παράγοντες που κατευθύνουν τη δημιουργία του 

τύπου της αυτοτελούς προτομής στην Κρήτη. Ο πρώτος λόγος είναι η εξοικείωση των 

αγγειοπλαστών με την εισηγμένη από την Εγγύς Ανατολή τεχνική της μονής γεμάτης 

μήτρας ήδη από το 850/840 π.Χ., οι οποίοι εκάλυπταν τη ζήτηση σε αγγεία πολυτελούς 

κατασκευής.
43

 Κατά δεύτερο λόγο, είναι η διολίσθηση της μινωικής-μυκηναΐζουσας 

θρησκευτικής δοξασίας στο παρόν της 1ης χιλιετίας π.Χ., το οποίο αντιμάχεται την 

παράδοση με την εξατομίκευση των υπερβατικών/θεϊκών και των θνητών μορφών. Η 

υπάρχουσα καινοτόμος κοινωνική αντίληψη επιτρέπει την πρόσωπο με πρόσωπο 

επικοινωνία του επιστητού με τον υπερβατικό κόσμο σε αντίθεση με την ενορατική 

συνομιλία των θνητών της 2ης χιλιετίας π.Χ.
44

 

Το παρόν εκφράζεται με την επίνοια της αυτοτελούς περίτμητης προτομής, ενώ η 

παράδοση ανακλάται στα τελετουργικά αγγεία των κρητικών ιερών με το προσαρτημένο 

ιδεόγραμμα του ανθρώπου, που σημειοθετεί το είδος της προσφοράς αντί του 

προσφέροντος ατόμου σύμφωνα με τον συλλογικό χαρακτήρα της μινωικής θρησκείας. 

Μία αντίληψη που από την ΥΜ ΙΙΙΒ και την όψιμη ΥΜ ΙΙΙΓ/ΥπΜ περίοδο διολισθαίνει 

στην ΠρτΓ, αναβιώνει τον πρώιμο 7ο αι. π.Χ. με τις μικροσκοπικές προσαρτημένες σε 

ανοικτά αγγεία προτομές και αποδυναμωμένη συντηρείται έως και τον 6ο αι. π.Χ. (εικ. 

17α-β).
45

 

Ένα είναι το γενικό συμπέρασμα από τη συζήτηση για την πρωτοπόρο διαμόρφωση 

εικονογραφικών τύπων στα κρητικά εργαστήρια της πηλοπλαστικής και της 

μεταλλοτεχνίας. Φαίνεται ότι το δυναμικό μινωικό παρελθόν της Κρήτης και η αδιάκοπη 

παραγωγή τέχνεργων από πηλό ή χαλκό κατά τη 2η και την 1η χιλιετία π.Χ. παρείχαν 

πρόσφορο έδαφος για την ανανέωση των εικονογραφικών τύπων με μεταλλαγμένο 

συμβολισμό, που τον επιβάλλει το κοινωνικό γίγνεσθαι της 1ης χιλιετίας π.Χ.  
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Εικόνα 1. Πατσός Αμαρίου: ετερόφυλο 
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Εικόνα 8α-γ. Ιερό Σύμης: βάσεις χάλκινων ειδωλίων κούρων του 7ου αι. π.Χ. 
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Εικόνα 9α-β. Ιερό Σύμης: πήλινο 
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Εικόνα 11. Ιερό Δελφών: 
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Εικόνα 12α-β. Ιερό Σύμης: όψεις καθιστής 

γυναικείας μορφής. 
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Εικόνα 13. Κνωσός, Βόρειο Νεκροταφείο: «πρωτο-ιππαλεκτρυών». Ευγενής 

παραχώρηση Μουσείου Ηρακλείου. 
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Εικόνα 16α-γ. Ιερό Σύμης: ενδεικτικά παραδείγματα αυτοτελών προτομών. 

       

 

              

Εικόνα 17α-β. Ιερό Σύμης: ενδεικτικά παραδείγματα προσαρτημένων προτομών. 
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LUNISOLAR CALENDARS, THE ANTIKYTHERA MECHANISM, 

THE HALIEIA OF RHODES AND SOME THOUGHTS ON THE 

CALENDARS OF RHODES AND KOS 

 

This paper will: (I) provide a brief introduction to the logic, history, and 

development of Greek lunisolar calendars. Here it will be argued that by the end of the 

3
rd

 century BC many Greek city-states were using the Metonic Cycle to regulate their 

calendars, which is best exemplified by the calendar on the Metonic-Calendar Spiral of the 

Antikythera Mechanism (c. 200-50 BC). It will also be shown that the octaëteris had long 

since been abandoned, if it was ever used at all, so that it is extremely unlikely that it was 

still being used in the 1
st

 century BC by the Rhodians to regulate their calendar, as has 

been argued by Hiller von Gaertringen (1929) and more recently by Badoud (2015). (II) 

I will reiterate (Iversen 2017 and 2020): that the Great Halieia of Rhodes, which are the 

sixth set of games on the Games Dial of the Antikythera Mechanism, were definitely 

celebrated in the same summer as the Nemea one year prior to the Olympia, thus 205, 

201, 197… BC, and not two summers before the Olympia (or 206, 202, 198…) as Badoud 

(2015) argues; that these games likely fell at the end of Rhodian Πάναμος, not at the 

beginning of Rhodian Δάλιος, as Badoud (2015) argues; and that the Metonic-Calendar 

Spiral on the Antikythera Mechanism was likely originally built for the Rhodian calendar, 

so that the first month in the Bouleutic Calendar-Year of Rhodes, Καρνεῖος (which is related 

to Κρανεῖος on the Mechanism), normally began with the fourth new moon after the summer 

solstice. I will also discuss the history and competitive events of the Halieia. (III) I will 

discuss the names of the days and the order/seasons of the months of the calendars of Kos 

and Rhodes. Here it will be argued that the order of the months in the calendar of Kos 

(whose order of months is secure) can be used to reconstruct the order of months in the 

Rhodian calendar. In the end it will be argued that the order of Rhodian months 

advocated by Bischoff (1894) and Börker (1978) is to be preferred over that proffered by 

Trümpy (1997) and Badoud (2015). It will also be argued that Καρνεῖος generally began 

shortly after the fourth new moon after the summer solstice (≈ Athenian Πυανοψιών), as is 

consistent with the arguments of Börker (1978) and Trümpy (1997), but not with those of 

Badoud (2015), whose analysis suggests it instead began with the fifth new moon after the 

summer solstice (≈ Athenian Μαιμακτηριών). (IV) I will discuss the semester-system at Kos 

and Rhodes. Here it will be argued that the winter semester at Kos began with the month 

Καρνεῖος –the same month as at Rhodes– as argued by Segre (1944-1945), and not with 

Θευδαίσιος, as argued by Bosnakis and Hallof (2005). It will also be argued that there were 

two calendar-years in operation at both Kos and Rhodes, an Eponymous Calendar-Year 

(based on the monarchos at Kos beginning with Θευδαίσιος as Bosnakis and Hallof, 2005, 
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argue; and based on the priest of Helios at Rhodes beginning with Πάναμος as Badoud, 

2015, argues), and a Bouleutic Calendar-Year divided by winter and summer semesters, 

(beginning with Καρνεῖος at both Kos and Rhodes). The theory of Börker (1978) that there 

were also separate calendar-years in operation at Rhodes for the prytanies and boula will be 

rejected. (V) I will discuss the intercalary month Πάναμος δεύτερος at Rhodes as well as 

various theories concerning the Διπανάμια festival. Here it will be shown that Πάναμος 

δεύτερος was inserted directly after Πάναμος, as one would expect and as Zimmer and 

Baïrami (2008) and Badoud (2015) argue, and not after Θεσμοφόριος as Paton (Paton and 

Hicks 1891) argued, nor between Πεδαγείτνυος and Διόσθυος and then later after 

Θεσμοφόριος as Börker (1978) argued. I will also argue the month name Πάνα̅μος is derived 

from πανῆμαρ (πᾶν + ἦμαρ, ἤματος) and means “all day long”, as Schwyzer argued
1

, and that 

the Διπανάμια were just a double all-day-long festival, and not a festival for the intercalated 

month Πάναμος δεύτερος as Dittenberger (1887) suggested and Hiller von Gaertringen 

(1894) and Badoud (2015) have championed. Finally, (VI) I will discuss the years of 

various Rhodian festivals. Here it will be shown that Badoud’s (2015) years for many 

Rhodian festivals are wrong because he misunderstood the year of the Great Halieia, 

which is the key to determining the years of the others. Based upon this, I will also redate 

some Rhodian inscriptions, most importantly IG XII.1 730 (= Badoud 2015, 316, no. 6), 

Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 259, no. 5 (= Badoud 2015, 311, no. 2), and IG XII.1 46.
2

 

 

I.  Introduction to lunisolar calendars and the Antikythera Mechanism 
A. Brief history of the development of Lunisolar Religious Calendars 

The city-states of ancient Greece, like the Babylonians of old or the traditional 

calendars of the Jews and Chinese, employed what are known as lunisolar calendars, that 

is calendars whose months in principle were supposed to track closely the phases of the 

moon while generally staying in line with the solar or ‘tropical’ year. Thus, the first day of 

the month was ideally the day on which a crescent moon could be seen waxing visible on 

the western horizon at sunset, the middle of the month was supposed to be the day of the 

full moon, and the last day of the month ideally fell at conjunction, or what is also called 

the new moon, that is when the moon was between the earth and sun so that its face was 

occluded. 

Since all Greek month names were adjectival and almost always named after one of 

the important festivals that fell in them, such as the Karneia in the month of Karneios or 

the Sminthia in the month of Sminthios, and since these festivals were often tied to 

agricultural activities, it was also felt important to keep the months aligned as closely as 

possible to the tropical year so that the gods would have their proper sacrifices at the due 

season. Thus, having a well-regulated calendar not only served the practical needs of 

agriculture, sea-faring, military campaigning, and political organization, it also guaranteed 

proper religious observance. Any student of Greek religion and history, therefore, must 

 
1

 Schwyzer (1953, 437; 518). 

2

 I want to thank Jan-Mathieu Carbon for reading a draft of this paper and making many useful 

comments, as well as an anonymous reviewer. I also want to thank John D. Morgan, with whom I have had 

many discussions concerning many of the issues in this paper and with whom I am working on a book that 

covers some of this same ground. 
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have a firm grasp of lunisolar calendars. Since many are not familiar with their basic 

history and logic, I will give a brief overview here. 

How the Greeks initially developed their lunisolar calendars is not clear, as our 

sources for the earlier periods are usually late and often unreliable. Apart from days, 

undoubtedly the moon was initially chosen as a time-keeping device because it was easy to 

see in the night sky for at least part of most nights and it has a regular pattern of waxing 

and waning. Over time, those who lived north or south of the equator would have also 

seen that the cycle of the seasons repeated in close conjunction with various stars or star 

clusters and given the importance of agricultural activity or sea-faring, it would have been 

seen as advantageous to tie these two naturally occurring units of time together, along with 

days. This was, however, something that had to be learned by close observation and trial 

and error, as the cycles of the heavens have some variation that only smooths out over 

longer periods. In particular, a synodic lunar month,
3

 can vary by as much as about 6.5 

hours from its mean value of 29.53 days from month to month. The challenge, therefore, 

was to find a regularly recurring alignment of these three naturally occurring time-

keeping phenomena, that is an integer number of days, an integer number of lunar 

months, and an integer number of solar years. 

The earliest extant Greek evidence for month names comes from the Mycenaean 

era, which imply these were lunar.
4
 The next evidence is found in Homer, who in 

describing Odysseus’ sojourn with Circe says ‘When a year had passed, and the seasons turned, 

the moons waned, and the long circuit of days had gone around…’ In this passage are found all 

the ingredients that make up an effective lunisolar calendar, namely days, moons/months, 

and seasons/years, with the months seemingly being measured from one conjunction to 

the next (μηνῶν φθινόντων).
5 The next earliest evidence comes from Hesiod, who associates 

the Ionic month Lenaion with the winter (Erga 504), which means that already in his day 

the Ionians were keeping this lunar month aligned with a particular season. Hesiod (Erga 

479, 564, 663) refers to the solstices as the ἠελίοιο τροπαὶ or τροπαὶ ἠελίοιο, ‘turning points 

of the sun’ (i.e., the dates on which the rising or setting sun reached its northernmost and 

southernmost points on the horizon), and he says the spring equinox marked the 

completion of a year (Erga 561-2). In other words, he recognized the solstices and 

equinoxes as important markers to keep track of what we now call the tropical year. His 

didactic poem also reflects a keen awareness of an already well-developed tradition of 

recognizing the seasonal repetition of various annual stellar events (i.e., the sidereal year), 

which was a rudimentary, but reasonably effective, way of keeping track of the tropical 

year. So, for instance, in conjunction with agricultural activity Hesiod explicitly mentions 

or alludes to the evening rising of Arcturus in early March (Erga 565-7), the morning rising 

of the Pleiades in mid-May (Erga 571-2), the morning rising of Sirius at the end of July 

(Erga 587), the morning rising of Orion in late August (Erga 598), the morning rising of 

 
3

 In this paper a “lunar month” or “month” refers to a synodic month as opposed to a sidereal, draconitic, 

tropical or anomalistic month.  

4

 On the Mycenaean month names, see Palmer 1963, 235; 238. Also see Trümpy 1989 and 1997, 2-3, §2. 

5

 An enigmatic passage in Homer (Od. 15.403-404) says there is an island Syrie, above Ortygia, where are 

the τροπαὶ ἠελίοιο. While some take this to be a direction on the horizon and thus a reference to a solstice, others 

take this to be purely mythical, perhaps the place in the extreme west where the sun daily turned back his 

steeds. 
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Arcturus around September 10 at his latitude in his day (Erga 609-14), the morning setting 

of the Pleiades and Hyades in early November (Erga 615-619), and the evening rising of 

Orion (Erga 619) also in early November. We will see that this tradition of naming and 

ordering a specific set of stellar events to keep track of the sidereal year, which at this time 

was equated with the tropical/solar year, will continue to be refined throughout antiquity 

and is found on the front of the Antikythera Mechanism. 

Further refinements in measuring and predicting the solstices are attributed to 

Thales of Miletos (c. 624/3-546/5 BC),
6

 and yet more to Thales’ student Anaximander (said 

to be 64 years old in Ol.58.2 = 547/6 BC) following his invention of the gnomon, which 

he set up in Lakedaimon to indicate solstices and equinoxes.
7

 

According to a controversial passage concerning the history of Greek calendrical 

practice found in Geminos (8.25-49), who probably worked on Rhodes in the 1
st

 century 

BC,
8

 the Greeks initially reckoned all years to have 12 months of 30 days (Geminos does 

not say this directly, but it seems to be the logical implication). Eventually the Greeks 

recognized that over time synodic lunar months average 29.53 days, while tropical years 

are 365.2422 days. Keeping in mind the principle of integers, it was recognized that 29.53 

was nearly equivalent to 29.5 days, and thus when multiplied by two was nearly equivalent 

to the integer number of 59 days, so lunisolar calendars generally adopted a scheme of 

months that alternated between ‘full’ months of 30 days, and ‘hollow’ months of 29 days, 

which together yielded 59. A sequence of 12 such alternating months, however, results in 

a year of only 354 days, which is 11.2422 days short of a solar year. To make up this 

shortage of days, so Geminos says, every other year the ancients decided to insert an extra 

month of 30 days called an ‘intercalary’ month (μὴν ἐμβόλιμoς),9 which meant that the years 

alternated between ‘ordinary years’ of 12 lunar months of 354 days and ‘intercalary years’ 

of 13 months of 384 days. 

It should be noted here, that as far as we know, all Greek calendars doubled one of 

their existing 12 months in an ordinary year, and inserted it directly after its homonymous 

month (as did the Babylonians), sometimes but not always qualifying it with an adjective 

such as δεύτερος (second), ὕστερος (later), or ἐμβόλιμος (inserted), or at Argos ἑπόμενος 

(following). Some city-states, such as Athens, showed variation in the month chosen to 

double (usually they doubled their 6th month, Posideon, but sometimes instead the first, 

Hekatombaion, and at least once the 2nd, Metageitnion, the 7th, Gamelion, and the 8th, 

Anthesterion), others were more consistent, such as Delphi, where in the 2
nd

 century BC 

only Ποιτρόπιος ὁ πρῶτος and Ποιτρόπιος ὁ δεύτερος are attested on manumission decrees 

from 12 different intercalary years. At least in the Hellenistic and Roman periods Rhodes 

seems to have had a consistent intercalary month, as only a Πάναμος δεύτερος, a doubling 

 
6

 Diogenes Laërtius 1.23, citing Eudemos of Rhodes. 

7

 Diogenes Laërtius 2.1-2, citing Favorinus of Arelate.  

8

 The assignment of Geminos to Rhodes comes from his proclivity to use Rhodes as an example in making 

some astronomical point, as well as his writing a commentary on Poseidonios of Rhodes’ Meteorology. For his 

probable date in the 1
st

 century BC, see Jones 1999 and Evans and Berggren 2006, 15-22. To their arguments 

we may add that Geminos makes no mention of the Julian calendar, instituted in 45 BC, which perhaps would 

be odd, if he were writing after this date. 

9

 Herodotus (1.32) has Solon claim that a typical Greek calendar intercalates every other year. Some think 

Geminos may have been using this passage as his evidence for intercalations every other year. 
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of the 10th month in its Bouleutic Calendar-Year, is attested on over 100 stamped Rhodian 

amphora handles from at least 20 different years, but never a doubling of any other 

month.
10

 As far as we know, all the sacrifices due in the regular month had to be repeated 

in the intercalary month, which, as we just saw, fell directly after the month of the same 

name, and there is no certain example of a festival designed solely for an intercalary 

month,
11

 nor is there a certain example of an intercalary month inserted at some other 

point than directly after the month of the same name, except at Athens where the 

intercalary month Ποσιδεὼν δεύτερος was renamed Ἁδριανιών to honor the Roman emperor 

Hadrian in AD 124, and possibly on an unknown calendar that may come from Arkadian 

Orchomenos,
12

 where there are apparently names for 13 months, thus a different name 

for the intercalary month. We will return to these points at the end of this paper (see 

Section V) when we consider the placement of the intercalary month Πάναμος δεύτερος as 

well as the Διπανάμια festival at Kos and especially Rhodes, which some have argued was a 

festival celebrated only in Πάναμος δεύτερος. 

In any case, Geminos tells us that the Greeks quickly discovered that even with 

alternating months of 30 and 29 days and inserting an embolimic month every other year, 

their days and months still did not harmonize with the phases of the moon or the yearly 

cycle of the sun over time (354 + 384 = 738 days, which is 7½ days greater than two years 

of 365¼ days, or 730½ days). They then, according to Geminos,
13

 turned to another 

period known as the ὀκταετηρίς,14

 in which they inserted three extra μῆνες ἐμβόλιμοι of 30 

days in an eight-year period to yield a period of 2922 days, over 99 lunar months 

(apparently with 51 months of 30 days and 48 months of 29 days), over eight tropical 

years. Keeping in mind that the solar year was about 365¼ days and the lunar month 

about 29½ days, again this meant that their normal year of 12 lunar months (alternating 

between 30 and 29 days) had only 354 days, about 11¼ days short of the solar year. They, 

therefore, sought an integer number of years divisible by 11¼ and realized that 8 years x 

11¼ days was equal to 90 days, which was nearly equivalent to three lunar months. It was 

for this reason they inserted three extra μῆνες ἐμβολιμοί of 30 days in an eight-year period, 

 
10

 Paton’s (Paton and Hicks 1891, 328-29) inference from IG XII.1 4 that Πάναμος δεύτερος at Rhodes was 

inserted not immediately after Πάναμος, but at the end of the year, is now disproven by Zimmer and Baïrami 2008, 

159, no. E2611. Similarly, the pre-Julian Roman calendar preserved by the Fasti Antiates Maiores (ILLRP 9) 

displays the intercalary month at the end of the year after December rather than after February. See p. 92. 

11

 I have not found any such example myself, nor does Angelos Chaniotis know of any either. 

12

 D.M. Robinson 1958 = SEG XVII 829 and BE 1959.43. 

13

 Neugebauer 1975, II.619-620 discusses other early cycles, including that of Philolaos the Pythagorean 

as well as an earlier version of the ὀκταετηρίς. 
14

 On the ὀκταετηρίς, see Samuel 1972, 35-42. Boeckh (1855, 11-17) attributed the invention of the 

ὀκταετηρίς to Solon based on the extremely flimsy evidence that Diogenes Laërtius (1.59) credits him with 

teaching the Athenians to reckon days according to the moon and Plutarch (Solon 25) credits him with 

recognizing conjunction and inventing the backwards count of days in the last decade of the month from it. 

Censorinus (de Die Natalie 7.21), on the other hand, reports that some credit its invention to Eudoxos (c. 390 -

337 BC), but he adds more plausibly that it is also attributed to Kleostratos of Tenedos, who Pliny (H.N. 2.6.31) 

informs us worked after Anaximander’s discovery of the obliquity of the zodiac in Ol. 58 (548-544 BC). 

Censorinus also mentions other astronomers who played with it, including Harpalos, Nauteles, Mnesistratos, 

and Dositheos. Censorinus also implausibly ties the four-year cycle of the Olympic games to the ὀκταετηρίς via 

an earlier cycle called the τετραετηρίς, but most scholars today suspect this history to be Censorinus’ own 

invention to present a smooth transition from earlier (non-astronomical) to later (astronomical) calendars. See 

Samuel 1972, 35, n. 1. 
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being sure that the extra three months were evenly distributed across the eight years. The 

even distribution was important, as Geminos (8.32) explains: “Therefore, they arranged the 

embolimic months so that they were, as much as possible, evenly distributed (μάλιστα δι’ ἴσου). For one 

ought not to wait until a difference of a month arises with respect to the visible heavenly cycles (τὰ 

φαινόμενα), nor anticipate a whole month with respect to the course of the sun. For this reason they 

arranged the embolimic months to be reckoned in the third, fifth and eighth year.” He adds (8.33), 

however, that other years of this eight-year cycle could be selected for intercalation, as 

long as they had the same arrangement (τὴν αὐτὴν διάταξιν) of being evenly spaced (μάλιστα 

δι’ ἴσου), meaning such years as 1, 4, and 6, or years 2, 4, and 7. What was not allowed were 

two contiguous years with intercalations or an interval of intercalation greater than two 

years, either of which would have defeated the entire purpose of intercalating with the 

ὀκταετηρίς. Geminos then goes on to describe the shortcomings of the ὀκταετηρίς and 

successive attempts to make it work, which I will not describe in detail here. Suffice it to 

say, Geminos demonstrates how the ὀκταετηρίς failed as an intercalation scheme and thus 

it was abandoned at some point in the hoary past. We will return to these points in Section 

V below, as it has recently been suggested
15

 that the Rhodians were still using the ὀκταετηρίς 

to regulate their calendar and festivals in the 1
st

 century BC, and not only that, in their 

version of it, they employed an intercalation scheme in years 1, 4 and 5, and thus had 

back-to-back intercalations at one point, and three years between intercalations at another 

point and thus violated Geminos’ principle of μάλιστα δι’ ἴσου. Both assertions, which 

Badoud acknowledges are a “double particularisme”, are highly unlikely.
16

 

After experiments with the ὀκταετηρίς, Geminos (8.50-58) goes on to say that a 

nineteen-year period called the ἐννεακαιδεκαετηρίς was introduced at Athens in which 6940 

days was equivalent to 235 lunar months, which was nearly equivalent to 19 solar years 

(only short by about two hours!). While Geminos associates this discovery with Euktemon, 

Philip and Kallippos, the late Hellenistic universal historian Diodoros (writing c. 60-30 BC) 

(12.36.2) ascribes it to Meton of Athens, whom he says introduced this cycle during the 

archonship of Apseudes (433/2 BC) beginning on the 13th of the Athenian month 

Skirophorion (June/July). In the ἐννεακαιδεκαετηρίς, one inserts seven extra intercalary 

months at regular intervals over 19 years to yield the figure of 235 lunar months (19 years 

x 12 lunar months + 7 intercalary months = 235 lunar months). Geminos also tells us that 

since 235 x 30 days = 7050 days, which is 110 days more than the required 6940 days, in 

this period of 19 years the Greeks had 125 full months of 30 days and 110 hollow months 

of 29 days to yield 6940. He also says, in a garbled passage, that since 6940 / 110 ≈ 63, 

rather than remove the 30th day of every other month, as seems to have been the common 

practice, a day should be removed once after every 63 days (that is the 64th day).
17

 This 

 
15

 Badoud 2015, 138-139. 

16

 Badoud (2015, 139), in placing his intercalations in years 1, 4 and 5, misunderstands Geminos’ 

statement that “it makes no difference if someone were to make the same arrangement of the intercalary months in other 

years [of the ὀκταετηρίς].” Again, the key words are the same arrangement (τὴν αὐτὴν διάταξιν), which means 

intercalations that are evenly distributed (μάλιστα δι’ ἴσου) – a point Geminos made just before this statement.  

17

 While the calendar on the Antikythera Mechanism does observe this rule, probably most Greek cities 

did not, as its application would have resulted in several days on which festivals fell being omitted. For instance 

on the preserved parts of IG XII.1 4 (an inscription bearing a calendar-year from Rhodes dating to the 1st 

century AD on which see below, Section III.C), the 30th day of every other month is omitted. 
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period of the integer number of 6940 days, coupled with the integer number of 235 

months, coupled with the integer number of 19 years, was successful at keeping the days 

of the month in line with phases of the moon while at the same time tethering the months 

of the year as closely as possible to particular seasons, and is still today called the Metonic 

Cycle, so named after its homonymous founder in the West, although it is clear the 

Babylonians had discovered and employed this method by c. 500 BC. 

Although the years chosen for intercalation within the Metonic Cycle could vary, like 

the ὀκταετηρίς it was absolutely essential that they be spaced out evenly, otherwise the 

months would drift too far from their seasons between intercalations. Thus years 1, 3, 6, 

9, 11, 14, and 17 of the Metonic Cycle would be acceptable for intercalation, or years or 2, 

5, 8, 10, 13, 16, and 18, and so on. Again, what was not acceptable in any known ancient 

intercalation scheme were years with back-to-back intercalations or more than 2 years 

between intercalations, although we have several attested instances where religious and 

civil calendars were manipulated to meet some emergency or political exigency,
18

 but these 

were often considered sacrilegious anomalies and undoubtedly were corrected as soon as 

possible.
19

 

In conjunction with Meton’s and Euktemon’s announcement of the nineteen-year 

cycle, they are also said to have set up sophisticated equipment on the Pnyx to accurately 

measure the summer solstice, which another source tells us fell on Skirophorion 13 of 

Apseudes’ archonship (= 27 June, 432 BC).
20

 It is not unlikely that, in part, this 

measurement was meant to serve as the starting point for the Athenian calendar so that 

the first month of the Athenian calendar, Hekatombaion, would ideally commence with 

the first new moon after the summer solstice. 

By the end of the 5
th

 century BC, Greek astronomers borrowed another invention 

of the Babylonians to keep track of the solar year, that is dividing it up by the sun’s entry 

into the 12 zodiacal signs and assigning to these a total of 360 degrees.
21

 In conjunction 

with this, Euktemon is said to have fashioned a parapegma,
22

 which laid out in chronological 

order an annually repeating cycle of stellar events, which featured the first and last 

visibility of several stars or constellations in the morning or the evening and the solstices 

 
18

 For instance, in the Spring of 334 BC Alexander is reputed (Plut., Alex. 16.2 and Arrian 1.11-12) to have 

intercalated a second month of Artemitios, even though one was not due, to get around the Macedonian 

injunction of not taking to the battlefield in the month of Daisios. Or in 241 BC, the Spartan Ephor Agesilaos 

is said (Plut. Agis 15-16) to have inserted an extra month into the Spartan calendar when one was not due, but 

this was extremely controversial. Both these stories indicate there was supposed to be a regular and predictable 

cycle of intercalations. 

19

 The Moon’s complaint at Aristophanes’ Nubes 615-616 (423 BC) that the Athenians did not observe the 

days rightly, although demonstrating that manipulation of the festival lunar calendar was frequent at Athens, 

especially during the Peloponnesian War, nevertheless also indicates that this was considered in some quarters 

a religious affront to the gods. 

20

 Diehls and Rehm 1904, lines 1-6 = Bevan, Jones and Lehoux 2019.  

21

 Pliny H.N. 2.6.31 seems to assert that Kleostratos was the first Greek to use the zodiacal signs. In this 

same passage he dates him after Ol. 58 (548-544 BC). Most place him at the end of the 6
th

 century BC. 

22

 As Bitsakis and Jones (2016a, 90) explain, the term parapegma, or “beside-pegging”, originally referred 

to any artefact that had a series of holes drilled into it that stood for repeating units of time, especially days. 

Often these objects were accompanied by inscriptions or pictorial representations. Later, any text that laid out 

in chronological order an annually repeating cycle of days and associated celestial phenomena or “stellar 

events” (that often featured the first and last visibility of stars or constellations in the morning or the evening), 

was also known as a parapegma, even if it had no drill holes to accompany it. 
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and equinoxes, as in Hesiod. These stellar events were then associated with the sun’s 

position at a specific degree within one of the 12 zodiac signs. The parapegma appended to 

the end of Geminos (known as the Geminos parapegma),
23

 for instance, tells us that 

Euktemon placed the morning rising of Sirius at the 27th degree of Cancer and the 

autumnal equinox at the 1st degree of Libra. The Greeks eventually developed a 

repertoire of about 50 such stellar events. Although these represented a reasonable way of 

keeping track of the tropical year, the biggest problem with these is that they were very 

particular to location (one’s latitude and altitude affect these greatly) and local visibility 

conditions. A third problem, as noted by the Rhodian astronomer Hipparchos in his star 

catalogue completed in 129 BC, is that because of the precession of the equinoxes (which 

we now know is caused by the sun’s gravity pulling on the Earth’s poles), the position of 

stars shift over time so that the sidereal year is not precisely equal to the tropical year. 

Another notable development in the history of astronomically based calendars, as 

Geminos (8.59) tells us, included the invention of the Callippic Cycle, so named after 

Kallippos of Kyzikos, who studied at Athens in the last half of the 4
th

 century BC and is 

said to have first begun his cycle at the summer solstice of 330 BC (which would have been 

28 June in the proleptic Julian calendar). By removing one day after every fourth Metonic 

cycle, i.e., every 76 years, it yielded more accurate values for the tropical year of 365¼ days 

rather than 3655 19⁄  days (((4×6940) – 1) days)/(76 years) = 365¼ days/year) and for the 

mean synodic lunar month of (((4×6940) – 1) days)/(4×235 months) = 29.53085 

days/month). Kallippos’ calendar was subsequently used for dating astronomical events by 

Timocharis in the early 3rd century BC and also in later centuries,
24

 and the Callippic 

cycle was almost certainly employed to regulate the calendar on the Antikythera 

Mechanism, which dates at some point between the end of the 3
rd

 and middle of the 1
st

 

centuries BC. 

As a part of studying the regular cycle of the sun and moon, by the last three 

centuries of the Hellenistic period, if not earlier, the Babylonians had also discovered what 

is known as the ‘Saros Cycle’,
25

 or what Ptolemy (Almagest 4.2) calls ὁ περιοδικὸς χρόνος, a 

period of 223 lunar months that can be used to predict or describe lunar and solar eclipse 

possibilities. This is the period where the Sun, Moon and Earth return to approximately 

their same geometrical position so that a similar eclipse occurs. The period is actually 18 

years, 11 days, and a variable number of hours that over time averages about eight. Since 

eight hours is not an integer number of days, it is not ideal, but conveniently it is 1/3 of 

day, so the Babylonians, as Geminos (18.4-19) tells us, developed a more accurate period 

called the Exeligmos Cycle (ἐξελιγμός = “turning of the wheel”) to describe eclipse 

possibilities, which is a triple Saros of 669 lunar months, or 54 years and 33 days. Ptolemy 

(Almagest 4.2) informs us that Hipparchos (c. 190-c. 120 BC) knew of this period (Ptolemy 

apparently did not appreciate the extent to which Hipparchos relied upon the Babylonian 

tradition for his numerical parameters),
26

 but as far as we know this was never used to 

 
23

 See Evans and Berggren 2006, 231-240 and 275-289.  

24

 Van der Waerden 1960, 168-176 and 1984; Jones 2000. 

25

 This is a modern term apparently first applied to an eclipse cycle by Edmond Halley in 1691. See 

Neugebauer 1975, I.497, n. 2. 

26

 See Neugebauer 1975, I. 309-312; Toomer 1988.  
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regulate any Greek calendars. It does, however, appear on the Antikythera Mechanism. 

By the 3
rd

 or 2
nd

 centuries BC Greek astronomers also found the Egyptian calendar 

a useful tool to keep track of the tropical year.
27

 Early on the Egyptian calendar was lunar, 

but eventually, as Geminos explains (8.16-24), they developed a civil calendar of 12 months 

of 30 days each plus 5 “epagomenal” days added at the end of the year to bring the total 

to 365 days.
28

 This was about ¼ day short of the tropical year so that the Egyptian months 

slowly wandered through the seasons. In 238 BC, however, King Ptolemy III “Euergetes” 

and Queen Bernike held a synod of Egyptian priests in Kanopos,
29

 who advocated 

reforming the Egyptian calendar to keep the heliacal rising of Sothis (Sirius) fixed on Payni 

1 and to keep the other Egyptian festivals in their proper seasons by inserting every four 

years a sixth epagomenal day (in the manner of a leap year), on which the festival of the 

Theoi Euergetai would be held.
30

 As Chris Bennett recognized,
31

 some of the double dates 

in Euergetes’ reign suggest this reform may have been implemented at least for the rest of 

his reign and possibly also during the reigns of his successors Ptolemy IV, V, and VI. 

Although after this the Egyptians appear to have resumed using only their traditional 

wandering calendar, nevertheless the Egyptian calendar plus leap year every fourth year 

was a very useful tool for Greek astronomers to keep track of the tropical year –a much 

easier tool than the myriad of Greek lunisolar calendars. 

Geminos’ historical account of Greek calendrical history is very controversial, as most 

scholars consider him prone to anachronistic historical reconstructions to explain the 

astronomy of his time.
32

 Another related problem or question, is how many Greek city-

states actually incorporated any of these astronomical findings into their civil and religious 

calendars? For instance, many doubt whether any Greek city-state ever even employed the 

ὀκταετηρίς,33

 rather this may have been a problem discussed mainly among astronomers.  

We are on firmer ground with the Metonic Cycle, although how soon after 432 BC 

the Athenians and most of the rest of the Greeks adopted it to regulate their religious and 

civil calendars is subject to debate. Conclusive evidence for almost all city-states is lacking, 

 
27

 The earliest Greek astronomer known to us, through the reporting of Ptolemy (Almagest 7), to use the 

Egyptian calendar is Timocharis of Alexandria with dates between 295-283 BCE. But this was his local 

calendar. The earliest Greek astronomer outside of Egypt using the Egyptian calendar for the dating of 

celestial observations is once again reported by Ptolemy (Almagest 3) –this is Hipparchos (with a date of 162 

BCE).   

28

 For a description of the Egyptian calendar, see Bickerman 1980, 40-43 and Table III on pp. 115-122 

for a list of dates of Thoth 1; and Jones 2017, 70-72. 

29 The synod and reform are attested on the Canopic Decree (OGIS 56), which is inscribed in hieroglyphic and demotic 

Egyptian and in Greek, for which see Pfeiffer 2004 and SEG LV 1816. Pfeiffer argued that this reform was instigated by the 

Egyptian priests themselves, but as Morgan points out me, that does not account for its abandonment by the Egyptians in the 

following centuries. It seems much more likely that this reform was instigated by Eratosthenes of Kyrene, the head of the 

Museum in Alexandria, as was first suggested by Cantor (1880, 328) and has been maintained by subsequent scholars such 

as Dragoni (1979, 54-56) and Geus (2002, 209-210). Eratosthenes, who in the 260s BC was a student of the Stoic philosopher 

Zenon of Kition in Athens, whose civil calendar had been regulated in accordance with Meton’s 19-year cycle since around 

350 BC, must have known about the Metonic Cycle and its refinement in 330 BC by Kallippos of Kyzikos, who was an 

adherent of Aristotle in Athens. Thus Eratosthenes could well have known the Callippic Cycle’s period relation 76 solar years 

= 940 lunar months = 27759 days, from which it follows that 1 solar year = 365¼ days. 
30

 OGIS 56A, lines 44-45, ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν μίαν ἡμέραν ἑορτὴν τῶν Εὐεργετῶν Θεῶν ἐπάγεσθαι διὰ τεσσάρων ἐτῶν ἐπὶ 

ταῖς πέντε ταῖς | ἐπαγομέναις πρὸ τοῦ νέου ἔτους.  
31 Bennett 2011, 179-186 (“Detecting Canopic Dates”). 
32

 See Jones 2000, 154. 

33

 Samuel 1972, 38, n. 2 or Jones 2000, 154.  
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although it has been demonstrated that at least from the middle of the 4
th

 century BC until 

well into the Roman period the Athenians almost always followed the rule of having their 

year begin with the first new moon after the summer solstice,
34

 an ideal advocated by Plato 

(Laws 767C) for a fictitious new city on Crete. As John D. Morgan points out to me, 

following this rule automatically required that Athenians were employing the Metonic 

Cycle, with intercalary months inserted in seven specific years in each 19-year cycle. The 

Macedonians in the east adopted the ἐννεακαιδεκαετηρίς by assimilating their calendar to 

that of the Babylonians no later than 245 BC. In the 2
nd

 century BC, the other Phokians 

and the Aitolians and the cities of Ozolian Lokris (including Amphissa, Physkos, Chaleion, 

Oianthea, Tritea and Tolophon) were all inserting intercalary months at the same time as 

the Delphians to keep their calendars in line with the Delphic calendar.
35

 It is most likely 

they were all using the Metonic Cycle to do so.  

We have a reasonable amount of evidence, at least, that several city-states were using 

a lunar calendar (κατὰ θεόν = σελήνη) and that they made a clear distinction between the 

political calendar(s) and the lunar calendar when they diverged. For instance, at Athens 

we have a well-preserved example (IG II
2 

967 = Agora XV 238) from the spring of 144 BC 

of a triple-dating by the archon’s calendar, the lunar calendar, and the prytany calendar: 

1 [ἐπ]ὶ Μητροφάνου ἄρχοντος ἐπὶ τῆς Ἀκαμαντίδος δεκάτης πρυτα-  

 νείας, ἧι Ἐπιγένης Μοσχίωνος Λαμπτρεὺς ἐγραμμάτευεν· ἀντι-  

 γραφεὺς Δημοκράτης Δημοκράτου Κυδαθηναιεύς· Ἐλ̣αφηβολιῶνο[ς]  

 ἐνάτει μετ’ εἰκάδας κατ’ ἄρχοντα, κατὰ θεὸν [δ]ὲ Μ̣ουνιχιῶνος δωδε[κά]-  

5 τει, δωδεκάτει τῆς πρυτανείας· κτλ. 
 

Here the date of the archon’s calendar was 22 Elaphebolion, the date of the lunar 

calendar, κατὰ θεόν, was 12 Mounichion (the month succeeding Elaphebolion), and both 

were equivalent to the 12th day of the 10th prytany. While this was at a time when there 

were 12 Athenian tribes and the prytany calendar was coterminous with the lunar calendar 

so that we are not surprised to see that in an ordinary year of 12 months, the 12th day of 

the 10th month, Mounichion, was also the 12th day of the 10th prytany, nevertheless in 

this example we see the archon’s calendar was lagging 20 days behind the natural lunar 

and prytany calendars. A similar example (IG VII 517, with correction at SEG XXXII 483 

= c. 245-210 BC) of there being a large divergence between the archon’s calendar and the 

 
34

 Morgan 1996 and 1998. Meritt (1961, 72-134 and 1964, 212-228) convincingly surveyed the calendar 

equations in the preserved and restored prescripts of Athenian decrees from 346/5 to 319/8 BC to yield 

ordinary and intercalary years in accordance with Plato’s rule of beginning the year with the first new moon 

after the summer solstice. Mattingly (1971, 39-46) emphasized that between 140 and 100 BC the epigraphical 

and numismatic evidence for intercalary and ordinary years corresponded closely with that predicted by a 

Metonic Cycle employing this rule. In the fall of 1993 Morgan recognized that all the supposed 

counterexamples between 300 BC and 140 BC in the archon lists published by Meritt (1977 and 1981), and 

by Osborne (1989), resulted from erroneous restorations or interpretations of calendar equations and/or 

misdatings of Athenian archons – most notably, all archons linked to the Secretary Cycle from 240 to 200 BC 

had been dated one year too early. Morgan promptly communicated his discovery to Christian Habicht and 

other scholars working on Athenian chronology in the Hellenistic period. Morgan’s discovery was 

subsequently used by Osborne (2009) to reconstruct the Athenian archon list in the 3
rd

 century BC in a manner 

which is still not completely settled. 

35

 See Samuel 1972, 75-77.  
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lunar calendar is found at Tanagra in Boiotia: 

 

1 Ἀριστοκλίδαο ἄρχοντος, μεινὸς Θουΐω νευμεινίη,  
 κατὰ δὲ θιὸν Ὁμολωΐω ἑσκηδεκάτη, ἐπεψάφιδδε Ἀγάθαρ-  

3 χος, Εὔνοστος Μελίτωνος ἔλεξε· δεδόχθη τῦ δάμυ, κτλ. 

Here, the first day of the Boiotian month Thouios in the archon’s calendar is 

synchronized with the 16th day of the succeeding month Homoloïos in the god’s calendar, 

which means that at this date the archon calendar was running a full 45 days behind the 

natural lunar calendar. What both these examples show, is that while the political calendar 

could be manipulated, even so the lunar calendar was maintained, undoubtedly for 

traditional religious purposes. Also worth noting are examples that give a date between 

different calendars, such as the following example (IG II
2

 951) with a triple 

synchronization: 

1 ἐπὶ Νικοσθένου ἄρχον[τος, μηνὸς Μεταγειτνιῶνος] 

 πέμπ[τ]ει <ἀ>πιόντος ὡς [Ἀθηναῖοι ἄγουσιν, v ὡς δὲ Ἀμ]- 

 βρακιῶται ἐπὶ γραμμ[ατιστoῦ … 7-8... μ]ηνὸς [Φοι]- 

 νικαίου πέμπτει ἀ̣π̣[ιόντος, vv ὡς δὲ Ἀκα]ρνᾶνε[ς] 

5 ἐπὶ στρατηγοῦ Χρεμᾶ [μηνὸς ...8-9...]νου τετρά[δι] 
 ἀ̣πιόντος. 

Here we see the 5th day from the end of an Athenian month (restored as 

Metageitnion
36

) coincided with the 5th day from the end of Phoinikaios in the Ambrakian 

calendar, and with the 4th day from the end of some month in the Akarnanian calendar. 

The (nearly) identical dates in each of the calendars of these three independent states 

indicates that they were all regulating their calendars κατὰ θεόν, which almost surely meant 

using the Metonic Cycle. 

In any case, by the Late Hellenistic Period we have direct evidence from Diodoros 

Siculus, in a passage about Meton’s discovery of the ἐννεακαιδεκαετηρίς, that most of the 

Greek city-states down to his day (writing c. 60-30 BC) were employing the Metonic Cycle 

to regulate their calendars (12.36.3: διὸ μέχρι τῶν καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς χρόνων οἱ πλεῖστοι τῶν Ἑλλήνων 

χρώμενοι τῇ ἐννεακαιδεκαετηρίδι οὐ διαψεύδονται τῆς ἀληθείας). Diodoros’ wording ‘down to our 

times’ strongly implies that he, at least, felt that most Greeks for many generations had 

employed the Metonic Cycle. With so many great astronomers coming from, or working 

on, Rhodes, such as Hipparchos, Poseidonios, and probably also Geminos, and the 

worship of Helios there so intense that the 3
rd

 century BC perigete Herakleides Kritikos 

(see below, Section II.B) singled out how at Rhodes ‘the solar year drives me crazy’, it 

seems highly unlikely that the Rhodians would not have also been employing the Metonic 

Cycle by the 1
st

 century BC, if not much, much earlier, although it is not clear by what 

principle they were regulating their calendar (such as by making the first month of their 

civil year start with the fourth new moon after the summer solstice, which usually meant 

the year began with the first new moon after the autumn equinox, but occasionally it could 

have begun with a new moon shortly before the autumn equinox). In addition, as we will 

see in a moment, the Antikythera Mechanism, which was possibly built on Rhodes in the 

 
36

 On the supplement Metageitnion, see Iversen 2017, 185-188. J.-M. Carbon perspicaciously points out 

to me that the participle ἀπιόντος was not used for dating by the Athenians, who instead preferred φθίνοντος. 

This suggests IG II
2

 951 was inscribed by foreigners. 
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first half of the 1
st

 century BC for a client from Epiros, also employs the Metonic Cycle for 

use with an actual calendar. 

In addition to months and years, several Greek city-states also divided their years 

into two semesters (ἑξάμηνοι). Examples of this include Delphi, Rhodes and Kos. At Delphi, 

abundant epigraphical evidence indicates that while the archon served for an entire year 

of two semesters, which were called ἁ πρῶτα ἑξάμηνος and ἁ δευτέρα ἑξάμηνος, the βουλευταί 

(councilors) and the secretary of the boule served for only one semester. It is also clear at 

Delphi that these semesters were coterminous with the same 6 lunar months of the 

calendar, or in the case of an intercalary year, 7 of the months (and nothing was done to 

distinguish between a ἑξάμηνος and a ἑπτάμηνος). At Rhodes and Kos, the eponymous 

officials served for an entire year, but the πρυτάνιες at Rhodes and ἄρχοντες at Kos served 

for only one semester (in Sections III and IV below we will see that at both these states two 

calendar-years were in operation, one for the eponymous official and some religious 

offices, and a bouleutic one for other office holders such as the prytanies). One Rhodian 

inscription (IG XII.1 53) attests an ἑπτάμηνος,37

 presumably in an intercalary year of 6+7 

= 13 months, with a second Πάναμος in the summer. These semesters were most commonly 

known as ἁ θερινὰ ἑξάμηνος and ἁ χειμερινὰ ἑξάμηνος, although in one late example at Rhodes 

there is a reference to the οἱ θερινοὶ βουλευταί. On the semester systems at both Kos and 

Rhodes, see Section IV. 

 

B. The Antikythera Mechanism 

We now turn to the Antikythera Mechanism,
38

 so named after the Greek island in 

whose waters it was salvaged in 1901
39

 from a shipwreck datable to c. 70-60 BC.
40

 The 

Mechanism itself was constructed (possibly on Rhodes)
41

 sometime between the very end 

 
37 Μοσχίωνα Ἑκάτωνος | τὸν Βράσιον, πρύτανιν | ἁ βουλὰ ἁ βουλεύουσα | τὰν ἐνεστακυῖαν ἑπτά|μηνον εὐνοίας ἕνεκεν 

θεοῖς. Other evidence that the Rhodian boula sometimes served for 7 months in an intercalary year include 

Zimmer and Baïrami 2008, 159, E2611 (= Badoud 2015, 409, no. 37) and Peek 1969, 10, no. 4 (= Badoud 

2015, 397, no. 30) on which see below (Section V.A). 

38

 The best, comprehensive discussion of all aspects of the Antikythera Mechanism is Jones 2017.  

39

 For early accounts of the discovery and excavation of the shipwreck, see Svoronos 1903, 1-18; Staïs, 

Tsountas, Kourouniotis and Kavvadias 1902 [this article has no author attached to it, but Svoronos (1903, 16) 

indicates that V. Staïs, Chr. Tsountas and K. Kourouniotis, were responsible for it under the oversight of the 

national ephor P. Kavvadias]. For later accounts in English, see Karo 1965, 35-39; Price 1974, 5-10; Jones 

2017, 1-14. For a vivid account that includes interviewing the last surviving witness and relatives of the sponge 

divers on Syme, see Throckmorton 1970, 113-168. 

40

 For the contents and date of the shipwreck, the best resource is Kaltsas et al. 2012 (with both English, 

German and Greek versions). Other noteworthy studies include: Staïs et al. 1902; Weinberg et al. 1965. A coin 

hoard recovered from the site is particularly important for dating the shipwreck, but was not actually a part 

of the salvaging operations of 1900-1901, rather it was recovered in 1976 when Jacques Cousteau led a dive 

to the site (on this expedition, see Kolonas 2012). The hoard includes 32 silver Pergamene cistophoric 

tetradrachms issued between 105 and 67 BC (this dating is based on the work of Kleiner 1978), as well as 

Ephesian bronze coins dateable c. 70-60 BC (see Oikonomidou 2001, 544, especially n. 13, who cites a personal 

letter from the expert on Ephesian coinage, Stefan Karwiese, for the date, but notes that Head, 1892, 69, nos. 

179 and 18, dated these 48-27 BC). For the coins, also see Yalouris 1990 and Tselekas 2012. 

41

 For the Mechanism’s possible connection to Rhodes, see Price 1974, 13, 57-62; Iversen 2017, 159 (where 

it is also argued it was built for a client from Epiros); Jones 2017, 93-94; Iversen 2020. 
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of the third and the middle of the 1
st

 century BC.
42

 In 2005, a group of researchers known 

as the Antikythera Mechanism Research Project (AMRP) examined the 82 fragments of 

this badly corroded and brittle device with two recent technologies called Micro-Focus X-

Ray Computed Tomography (CT) and Polynomial Texture Mapping (PTM, now more 

widely known as Reflectance Transformation Imaging or RTI).
43

 In addition to being able 

to see the outer surface inscriptions and the inner gear work with enhanced clarity, these 

technologies also unexpectedly uncovered finely engraved inscriptions on its inner 

surfaces that had not been seen in over 2,000 years.
44

 Through these new technologies, 

and prior work, it is now known that this ingenious device computed and displayed 

celestial, calendrical, and athletic festival information – all of it based on the astronomy of 

lunisolar calendars as recounted by Geminos that I have just described in the previous 

sections. In fact, Geminos Book 8 provides the best commentary on the astronomy that 

underwrites the Mechanism. 

For instance, the front of the Mechanism was primarily concerned with computing 

the tropical year, which was equated with the sidereal year for convenience’s sake, and 

displaying the movements of the Sun, Moon and 5 visible planets in antiquity. It 

prominently featured The Front Dial, which consisted of two scales, the outer of which 

was a moveable ring known as the Egyptian Calendar Scale.
45

 Around the inner edge of 

this moveable ring were incised 365 short radial marks, each representing one day of the 

Egyptian calendar year. These 365 radial marks were undoubtedly divided into 13 sectors, 

12 sectors of 30 radii each representing the 30 days of an Egyptian month, and a smaller 

sector of 5 radii representing the 5 “epagomenal” days. 365 holes were also drilled into 

the underlying Front Dial Plate of the Egyptian Calendar Scale. These would have 

operated with a peg so that the Egyptian Calendar Scale could be rotated to keep track of 

the annus vagus (“wandering year”) of the Egyptian calendar with respect to the Zodiac 

Dial (see the next paragraph for a description of the Zodiac Dial). The Egyptian Calendar 

Scale may have a preserved Fiducial Mark opposite Libra 17.7° on the Zodiac Dial to 

indicate where Thoth 1, the first day the Egyptian calendar, fell at the Mechanism’s start-

up date. If there, this would indicate the Mechanism’s start-up epoch fell sometime 

between 214 and 198 BC.
46

 Since the Egyptian calendar was about ¼ day short of a tropical 

 
42

 There is a controversy about the date of the construction of the Mechanism. Some scholars such as 

Carman and Evans 2014 or Freeth (with input from Charles Crowther) 2014, think it was constructed close to 

the epoch start-up date of the Saros Eclipse Dial of 29 April, 205 BC, while others, including me, (Jones 2017, 

93 and 157; Iversen 2017, 182-183; and Iversen and Jones 2019, 486-489) think it was closer in time to the 

shipwreck, c. 70-60 BC. Some have continued to maintain that the Mechanism is a forgery that was constructed 

much later. For a complete refutation of this, see Jones 2020. 

43

 For the AMRP, see <http://www.antikythera-mechanism.gr> last accessed 08/07/2021. 

44

 For the most comprehensive edition of the inscriptions, see Allen et al. 2016. For a new edition of what 

is called the ”Back Plate Inscription” see Iversen and Jones 2019. 

45

 Rehm 1906, 19 (and reported by Rediadis 1910, 167 and Rados 1910, 34) was the first to recognize the 

presence of an Egyptian month inscribed on the Antikythera Mechanism, while Price (1974, 16-20) was the 

first to recognize that this was part of an Egyptian Calendar Scale. See also Jones 2017, 27-28 and 58-60. 

46

 The Fiducial Mark was first noted by Price 1974, 19-20. On the existence and date of this Fiducial Mark, 

see Evans and Carman 2014, 155-157 and Carman and Evans 2014, 760-761; Jones 2017, 76. As Carman and 

Evans note, if real, the range of possible dates for which Thoth 1 corresponded to Libra 17.7º, with reasonable 

room for error, is between 214 and 198 BC and encompasses the date of the start-up of the Saros Eclipse Cycle 

on the back of the Mechanism, which fell in the month beginning 29 April, 205 BC. In 205 BC, Thoth 1 was 
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year, it may have also been used in conjunction with the four-year Games Dial on the 

backside of the Mechanism (see below) to keep track of the necessary leap years in a fashion 

similar to the Julian calendar. It is also worth noting here, that of the city-states in Greece, 

Rhodes had some of the closest ties to Egypt, and in particular was the only place in the 

ancient world where Helios enjoyed an important cult, which in past scholarship was 

widely believed to have been imported from Egypt.
47

 

Inside the Egyptian Calendar Scale there was another circular scale –this one 

fixed/inscribed into the Front Dial Plate– called the Zodiac Dial. This second dial featured 

360 short radial marks incised around the inner edge of its circumference, which, it has 

been compellingly argued, were inscribed nonuniformly to display the variability, or 

anomaly, in the angular motion of the Sun.
48

 These 360 radii were undoubtedly divided 

into 12 sectors, each with 30 gradation/radial marks, to represent the longitude of the 12 

signs/360° of the zodiac, which, as we saw above, was ancient Greek astronomers’ other 

preferred way (borrowed from the Babylonians)
49

 to keep track of the tropical/sidereal 

year  – a preference that continues even after the introduction of the Julian calendar. 

At the center of the Egyptian Calendar Scale and the Zodiac Dial there was a kind of 

Portable Cosmos that resembled a planetarium,
50

 which probably displayed the earth at 

the center around which circled, on pointers, images representing the Sun, Moon (the 

phases of the moon were also displayed with a Moon Ball),
51

 and almost certainly also the 

five visible planets in antiquity (Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter and Saturn) as they moved 

through the Zodiac Dial (which again represented the tropical year). On the front there 

 
on October 13 (see Bickerman 1980, 118, Table III), and the Sun’s longitude on that date, according to 

modern theory and the tables in Ptolemy’s Almagest, was about Libra 17º (see Jones 2017, 158, n. 56). On the 

other hand, in lines 1 and 2 of the Parapegma Inscription, Libra 1 is equated with the autumnal equinox, 

which in 205 BC fell on September 26, exactly 18 days before October 13. 

47

 See Nilsson 1906, 427-428; Farnell 1909, V.417-420; Jessen 1912, 66-69. For the plethora of Egyptian 

or Egyptianizing finds at Rhodes, see Lindos I, 336-355; Martelli 1988, 109-110; Jacopi 1932-1933, 321-328 

(M.-J. Carbon points out to me that such Egyptian material is also ubiquitous throughout the Greek world in 

places that did not have a cult of Helios). Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (I.1931, 84), on the other hand, felt the 

cult of Helios was indigenous to Karia (but most of this evidence was probably from the time when Rhodes 

controlled parts of Karia and disseminated the cult). For the argument for the Doric roots of the cult of Helios, 

see Larson 2007, 68. 

48

 Evans, Carman and Thorndike 2010. Wright (2002a and 2002b) was the first to propose that the 

Antikythera Mechanism modeled the solar anomaly, but he posited two pointers to do this, one for true Sun 

and one for the mean Sun, rather than a simpler, nonuniform scale. On this, also see Jones 2017, 117-119. 

49

 For how the Zodiac Dial on the preserved portion of the Antikythera Mechanism comports with what 

is known as “System A of Babylonian Solar Theory”, see Evans and Carman 2019.  

50

 See Bitsakis and Jones 2016b, 241-242 and Jones 2017. Rediadis originally proposed (in Svoronos 

1903, 44-52) and later (1910) defended the idea that the Antikythera Mechanism was an astrolabe – a device 

used by mariners to ascertain a ship’s longitude. Rehm (1905, 1906 and 1907, 470), however, rejected the 

idea of an astrolabe, and conjectured that the Antikythera Mechanism was a kind of planetarium/orrery like 

the sphairai of Archimedes or Poseidonios. The view that the Antikythera Mechanism was a kind of 

planetarium was adopted by the following scholars who also propose gear train schemes: Price (1974, 13; 27-

28; 55-60); Morgan 2000; Edmunds and Morgan 2000; Wright 2002a, 170-171 and Wright 2002b; Freeth 

2002, 56-57; Wright 2005; Carman, Thorndike and Evans 2012; Wright 2012; Freeth and Jones 2012; 

Wright 2013; Jones 2017, 209 and 216-218. See Freeth et al. 2021 for a reconstruction that uses rings rather 

than pointers for the planets. 

51

 On the Moon Ball display, see: Wright 2006; Freeth et al. 2008, Supplementary Material, 22, fig. 14; 

Freeth and Jones 2012, section 2.4.1, fig. 6; Carman and Di Cocco 2016; Jones 2017, 59; 125-126. 
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was also what is known as the Parapegma Inscription, which was split up into four seasons, 

each season in one the four corners of the Front Plate around the Zodiac Dial, but also 

arranged in semesters so the cold part of the year was on the left-hand side, and the warm 

part of the year on the right-hand side. Finally, there was also what is known as “The Front 

Cover Inscription”,
52

 an inscription on a thin bronze plate that was probably located on 

the inside of the door that protected the front of the Mechanism. The preserved portions 

record data on the synodic cycles for the Sun and the five visible planets, and probably it 

also described the movement of the Moon (in the order of proximity from Earth, thus the 

Moon, Mercury, Venus, Sun, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn, which would have also been the 

order of the spheres on the putative planetarium display). 

The back of the Mechanism, on the other hand, was more concerned with the 

calculating and displaying of lunar months – the other important half of any effective 

lunisolar calendar. As on the front, there was a thin, bronze cover to protect the back of 

device. On the inner surface of this was inscribed what is known as the Back Cover 

Inscription.
53

 This text served as user’s manual, giving a systematic description of the dials, 

pointers and features on both the front and back of the Mechanism. The lower part of the 

back of the Mechanism featured the Saros Eclipse-Possibility Spiral of 223 cells 

(representing 223 lunar months) within some of which there are Glyphs indicating at what 

hour day or night an expected lunar or solar eclipse would occur. This dial computed and 

displayed a sequence of lunar and solar eclipse possibilities through a Saros Cycle that, it 

has been persuasively argued by two different groups of scholars, began shortly after the 

new moon of 28 April, 205 BC.
54

 Inside the Saros Eclipse Dial there is also what is also 

known as the Exeligmos Dial, which, as we saw above was a triple Saros. The purpose of 

the Exeligmos Dial was to keep track of the necessary eight-hour adjustments to the 

expected eclipse hours found in the Glyphs through successive Saros Cycles.  

The top half of the back of the Mechanism prominently featured a Metonic-Calendar 

Spiral (see Figure 1) of 235 cells representing the 235 lunar months of the Metonic Cycle. 

Inside each of these cells was inscribed the name of a month from an actual Greek 

calendar, and since parts of 10 years are preserved, the entire calendar can be 

reconstructed with absolute certainty as: Phoinikaios, Kraneios, Lanotropios, Machaneus, 

Dodekateus, Eukleios, Artemisios, Psydreus, Gameilios, Agrianios, Panamos and Apellaios. 

This calendar was almost certainly that of Korinth or a Korinthian colony in northwestern 

Greece or of Epiros whose epoch start-up date I have argued to begin shortly after the 

new moon of 23 August, 205 BC.
55

 From the preserved portions we can deduce that the 

intercalations took place in years 1, 3, 6, 9, 11, 14 and 17. Only the intercalation in year 

11 is preserved, where the fourth month of the calendar, Machaneus, is doubled. The 

calendar also excluded every 64th day, as Geminos described, rather than the last day 

 
52

 For the Front Cover Inscription, see Anastasiou et al. 2016b.  

53

 For the Back Cover Inscription, see Bitsakis and Jones 2016b.  

54

 On the start-up epoch of the Saros Eclipse Dial with the lunar month beginning 29 April, 205 BC, see 

Carman and Evans 2014 and Freeth 2014. For the same dating using a different argument, see also now Jones 

2020. 

55

 On the calendar and its provenance, see Iversen 2017. Since I believe the Mechanism dates close in 

time to c. 70-60 BC, I think it likely to belong to a colony of Korinth (possibly Ambrakia) rather than Korinth 

itself, since Korinth was mostly in ruins between the sack of Korinth of Lucius Mummius in 146 BC and Julius 

Caesar’s refounding of the city as the Colonia Laus Iulia Corinthiensis in c. 44 BC. 
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every other month. The excluded days start on Phoinikaios 1 of year 1, hence on the 

Antikythera Mechanism there was no New Year’s Day in the first year of the Metonic Cycle. 

 Inside the Metonic-Calendar Spiral there was probably also a Callippic Dial of 76 

years (now lost but the figure 76 is referred to on Fragment 19 of the Mechanism), which 

we recall was 4 Metonic Cycles less one day. There was also a preserved Games Dial (see 

Figure 1) indicating the years of several Panhellenic athletic/religious festivals. The 

presence of the Games Dial within the Metonic-Calendar Spiral on the Antikythera 

Mechanism reminds us of the fundamental role that religious festivals played in the history 

and development of lunisolar calendars. These festivals included the four greatest games 

of antiquity –the Isthmia, Olympia, Nemea and Pythia– as well as the more minor Naa of 

Dodona, and, through my own work, the Halieia of Rhodes.
56

 

Having established the nature of Greek lunisolar calendars as well as the fact that by 

the end of the 3
rd

 century BC it is likely that most Greeks were using the Metonic Cycle to 

regulate their calendars, including Rhodes (contrary to the opinion of Hiller von 

Gaertringen and Badoud, who hold that the Rhodians were using the octaëteris as late as 

the 1
st

 century BC), I will now turn to the season and history of the Halieia (Section II), 

which will impact my discussion of some aspects of the calendars of Rhodes and Kos that 

follow. 

 

II. The Halieia of Rhodes 

A. The Years and Season of the Rhodian Halieia 

The Games Dial of the Antikythera Mechanism is divided into four quadrants labeled as 

follows (again, see Figure 1 on page 121): 

  LΑ΄57  LΒ΄  LΓ΄  LΔ΄ 
  Ἴσθμια  Νέμεα̣  Ἴσθ̣μια  Νέμεα 

  Ὀλύμπια Νᾶα  Π̣ύθι̣α  Ἁλίεια 
 
  Year 1  Year 2  Year 3  Year 4 
  Isthmia  Nemea  Isthmia  Nemea 
  Olympia   Naa  [P]yth[i]a Halieia 

I have elsewhere discussed extensively the years and season of the Halieia,
58

 so I will 

only give a summary of those points here. From the Antikythera Mechanism and other 

evidence (mostly the Pindaric Scholiasts who were almost certainly relying on the 3
rd

 

century BC historian Istros’ work entitled περὶ τῶν Ἡλίου ἀγώνων),
59

 we now know that the 

Great Halieia took place shortly after the Nemea in odd years BC in the summer prior to 

the Olympia, thus 205, 201, 197, 193, etc. Note that Badoud
60

 apparently misunderstood 

this evidence when he states that the Halieia, along with the Nemea, fell within the third 

 
56

 On 11 June, 2011 I presented my reading of Halieia to several members of the AMRP who had gathered 

in Athens to watch the total lunar eclipse on the Acropolis later that same evening. See Iversen 2017, 141-146 

and Iversen 2020. See also Zafeiropoulou 2012, 247 and Anastasiou et al. 2016a, 175, especially n. 76. 

57

 The symbol L is a common abbreviation on inscriptions for ἔτος, which is usually somewhat misleading 

when translated “year” since it normally represents 12 or 13 lunar months. On the Games Dial, however, the 

symbol L stands for a true solar year. 
58

 Iversen 2017, 141-146 and 192-197. 

59

 See BNJ 334 F 49.  

60

 Badoud 2015, 129. 
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year of an Olympiad, which is probably true, but he goes on to say “dans la série 774, 

770…98,” which is wrong. Olympiad years ran from roughly August to July, so the third 

year of the Olympiad ran from roughly August of 774 to July of 773, hence the Halieia, 

along with the Nemea, fell in the summer of 773, 769…97.
61

 This means the dates of his 

festivals in his tables are often off by at least 1 year. For instance, in the table on pages 133-

134, he lists the pentaeteric Dipanamia as taking place in 91/0,
62

 87/6, 83/2… (with the 

Dipanamia falling in the summer of 90, 86, 82…) and the Halieia as taking place in 90/89, 

86/5, 82/1… (with the Halieia also falling in the summer of 90, 86, 82…), when both of 

these would have been celebrated in the summers of 89, 85, 81…BC. I will have more to 

say about his Rhodian festival dating in Section VI below, which also impacts his 

arguments about the dates of the terms of certain priesthoods and officials, as well as the 

dates of numerous inscriptions. 

I have also argued that the Halieia took place in the Rhodian month of Panamos 

and finished on Panamos 24, which was normally coincident with Argive Panamos (where 

the Nemea finished six days earlier on Panamos 18), and that both months are closest in 

time to Gorpiaios in the fixed calendar of Alexandria (after 30 BC)
63

 as well as Athenian 

Hekatombaion and occasionally to Skirophorion (that is the month the month beginning 

with the first new moon after the summer solstice or occasionally the month in which the 

summer solstice fell).  

It is worth noting here that Badoud
64

, relying in part on Perlman’s (1989) arguments 

about the season of the Nemea being late in the summer and Lambert’s (2002) contention 

that a sacrifice to Zeus Nemeios took place in Athens in the Athenian month of 

Metageitnion (Aug./Sept.), believes that the Halieia took place in the Rhodian month of 

Dalios. I have shown elsewhere that both Perlman’s and Lambert’s arguments about the 

season of the Nemea are unlikely to be correct and that all the evidence points to a 

celebration one or occasionally two months earlier.
65

 Badoud’s other evidence for placing 

the Halieia in this month comes from an inscription (Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-

1951, 258, no. 152 = Badoud 2015, 446, no. 67) that shows that the Kameiran damiourgos 

was to sacrifice a cow to Helios every year on the 1st and 20th of Dalios. Evidently, he 

believes this to mean that such a sacrifice to Helios is most likely to occur in the month of 

the Halieia. Clearly this is not a valid assumption, since this same inscription indicates that 

the hieropoioi were also to sacrifice three goats to this god every year in Panamos by the 

20th of the month (which would have the sacrifices completed just before when I argue 

the Halieia finished).
66

 Furthermore, IG XII.1 892, which was found in the territory of 

 
61

 Of course neither the Halieia nor the Nemea were in existence in the 8
th

 century BC. Hieronymus, 

Chronicle (Fotheringham 1923, 179) states that the Nemea were founded in 573 BC, and as many have pointed 

out, the Halieia were probably not in existence until after the synoikism of Rhodes in 408/7 BC.  

62

 Confusingly, he gives only single years, such as 91, 90…, but it is clear from his arguments he means 

91/0, 90/89….  

63

 On the assimilation of Macedonian Γορπιαῖος to the Egyptian calendar so that its first day fell on Epeiph 

1 at some point between 145 and 119/18 BC, see Samuel 1972, 150 and 177. In 119/18 BC Δῖος 1 = Thoth 1 

= Sept. 22, so Ὑπερβερεταῖος 30 = Mesore 30 = Sep. 16, Γορπιαῖος 30 = Epeiph 30 = Aug. 17, and thus Γορπιαῖος 

24 = August 11. At some point in or shortly after 30 BC, however, Thoth 1 = August 29, thus Γορπιαῖος 30 and 

Epeiph 30 were equated to July 24 and thus Γορπιαῖος 24 = July 18.  

64

 Badoud 2015, 116; 127. 

65

 Iversen 2017, 142, n. 54; 174, n. 174. 

66

 Badoud (2015, 21-23) makes the argument that it is significant that the damiourgos makes the sacrifice 
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Lindos, indicates that the Lakoi –probably a subgroup at Lindos like the Pantoreioi at 

Ialysos– were to sacrifice a white kid or red kid to Helios every year on the 14th of 

Hyakinthios, the same color of victim as at Kameiros, although here a kid and not a cow. 

As J.-M. Carbon suggests, it is more likely that all these inscriptions, as well as others of 

the same type found around the island,
67

 are extracts from the general sacrificial calendar 

of Rhodes that were disseminated to the local communities, and as such they cannot be 

used to pinpoint a particular sacrifice for a particular festival in a particular month. 

In addition, elsewhere Badoud also argues that the fifth month of the Rhodian 

calendar, Badromios, was normally the month within which the spring equinox fell.
68

 

Since the order of the Rhodian months from Badromios to Dalios, the 11th month in the 

Bouleutic Calendar-Year but the first month in the Eponymous Calendar-Year (on this 

see below, Section IV.C), are certain, if the spring equinox normally fell within the month 

Badromios, which would often be equivalent to Athenian Elaphebolion (March/April), it 

would mean Dalios would necessarily be the month that was often coincident with 

Athenian Böedromion (September/October), and thus normally the month within which 

the autumn equinox fell. On the Antikythera Mechanism, however, the years on the 

Games Dial almost certainly run from autumnal equinox to autumnal equinox and the 

Mechanism indicates the Halieia fell before this seasonal marker. That the lines 

demarcating the years on the Games Dial are equivalent to the autumnal equinox is 

probable not only by the likely start-up date of the month Phoinikaios 1 within the Metonic 

Spiral as August 24, 205 BC, but also by the layout of the Zodiac Dial on the Front of the 

Mechanism, which has the autumnal equinox as the first stellar event of the year pointing 

down at 180º. This is the same orientation that the start of the Metonic Spiral on the back 

of the Mechanism has, and the same orientation that the Games Dial on the back of the 

Mechanism would have, were it not rotated about 7.27º counter-clockwise, or about one 

lunar month, probably to account for the fact that Phoinikaios 1 in the start-up year started 

about one month before the autumn equinox (see Figure 2 for proposed orientation of all 

dials on the back of the Mechanism at start-up). In addition, the last stellar event of the 

year on the Zodiac Dial is now conclusively known to be at gradation 19 of 

Parthenos/Virgo,
69

 which surely must refer to the heliacal rising of Arcturus just before the 

autumnal equinox. If, however, the Halieia were in the month of Dalios, and this month 

were normally coincident with Athenian Boëdromion (the logical conclusion from 

Badoud’s book),
70

 then most of the time the 24th of Dalios would occur after the fall 

 
in Dalios, whereas only the “modestes hiéropes”, as he writes, sacrifices in Panamos. And from here he jumps 

to the conclusion that the Halieia also took place in Dalios. 

67 Lindos II 26, 181, and 182; Pugliese Carratelli 1955-1956, 169, 20a and 20b (all from Lindos). Lindos II 
680 (from Ialysos). Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 148, 149, 151, and 153 (all from 

Kameiros). Note that many of these sacrifices are made on 1 Dalios, which as we shall see below 

(Sections III.C and IV.B-C), was likely the first day of the Eponymous Calendar-Year at Rhodes. 
68

 Badoud, 2015, 14. 

69 I am preparing a new edition of all the inscriptions of the Antikythera Mechanism and I have now clearly read the 

Index Letter Ω – the last stellar event of the year – at gradation 19 in the CT on the Zodiac Dial scale. Bitsakis and Jones 

2016a previously thought they could read this at gradation 21, but I have shown Jones the CT evidence and he agrees with 

me. 
70

 Badoud’s seasons for the months are internally inconsistent. For instance in his table on p. 16, fig. 11, 

he lists Karneios as “octobre/novembre”…, but the rest of his book suggests that, in fact, his Karneios should 
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equinox, and this would appear to contradict the evidence of the time of the Halieia on 

the Antikythera Mechanism.
71

 

The assertion that the Halieia took place in Rhodian Panamos and that this was the 

month normally coincident with Athenian Hekatombaion inevitably leads to a discussion 

of the seasons and order of the months of the Rhodian calendar, for which there is not yet 

full agreement. I will address this issue in the next section of this paper (Section III.C), 

but first I want to discuss the evidence concerning the history of the Halieia and its events. 

 

B. The History and Competitive Events of the Halieia 

As for the evidence of when the Halieia were instituted, Homer’s (heavily 

interpolated) Catalogue of Ships tells us that the three major cities of Rhodes, Kameiros, 

Lindos and Ialysos were founded and led under the unified command of Tlepolemos son 

of Herakles after he fled his native land of Ephyra near Elis for having killed his uncle 

Likymnios.
72

 By the 5
th

 century BC the Rhodians themselves apparently believed that 

Kameiros, Lindos, and Ialysos were the three grandsons of Helios and the nymph Rhodos 

who divided their paternal inheritance into to three equal shares,
73

 while Thucydides tells 

us the Rhodians were Dorians of Argive decent (Pausanias adds that Tlepolemos married 

Polyxo of Argos and the tribe Argeia and deme Argeios are attested at Lindos).
74

 On the 

Athenian Tribute Lists the three cities appear as three separate entries in the years 454-

414 BC,
75

 but there is ample evidence that by the second quarter of the 5
th

 century BC the 

Rhodians at times took collective action and that they themselves and other Greeks 

considered Rhodians in some sense to have been a single ethnic.
76

 For instance, Pindar in 

his encomium for Diagoras for his victory in boxing at Olympia in 464 BC lists his origin 

as Rhodian, while Thucydides usually lumps them together as a single people.
77

 

Pindar’s ode to Diagoras in 464 BC also makes it clear that by this date Helios was 

considered to be the preeminent deity of the land who had plucked the island as a jewel 

 
be “novembre/décembre”. For instance, on p. 17 he talks about how the first six months of the Rhodian 

calendar correspond roughly from November to April (thus Karneios ≈ November). The truth is that in an 

earlier draft I had seen he had simply labelled Karneios as “novembre” and Badromios as “mars” and Dalios 

as “septembre”, and when it was pointed out to him all his months were one month too late, it appears he just 

relabeled these as “octobre/novembre”, “février/mars” and “août/septembre” in his table on p. 16, but he did 

not adjust his underlying analysis, which results in a book that is internally at variance with itself. 

71

 It should be noted here that Badoud (2015, 127) ignores the testimony of the Scholiasts that the Halieia 

were completed by the 24th of the month, which should mean they started perhaps up to five days before this, 

and instead seems to assume the Halieia began to be celebrated on or shortly after 1 Dalios.  

72

 Homer Iliad 2.653-669. 

73

 Pindar Ol. 7.73-75; see also Diodoros Siculus 5.57.8 (= Zenon FrGrH 523 F1 = BNJ 523 F1) and Strabo 

14.2.6. For the cult of Helios at Rhodes, see Zusanek 1996. 

74

 Thucydides 7.57.6; Pausanias 3.19. For the Lindian tribe Argeia, see Lindos II 199, line 6. The tradition 

that Rhodes was connected to Argos seems to be alluded to by Pindar (Ol. 7.19), and an inscription found at 

Argos (Vollgraff 1916) confirms that in the late fourth century BC both Argos and Rhodes cultivated an 

identity of συνγένεια. 

75

 ATL I, lines 290-291, 296-297, 334-335. Four other Rhodian communities are also listed separately: 

Lindian Oiiatai (ATL I, lines 360-361), Pedies from Lindos (ATL I, lines 370-371), Diakrioi on Rhodes (ATL I, 

lines 262-263), and Brikinarioi on Rhodes (ATL I, lines 248-249; 513).  

76

 For a thorough review of the evidence, see Gabrielsen 2000, 180-187. For an argument for a much 

earlier date in relation to the colonisation of Naukratis in Egypt, cf. Malkin 2011, 66-96. 

77

 Thucydides 3.8.2; 6.4.3; 6.43.1; 7.57.6; 7.57.9; 8.44.2; 8.55.1. The exception is at 8.44.2. 
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out of the sea, but in this ode Pindar mentions that Diagoras had won two times at games 

in honor of Tlepolemos (presumably the Tlepolemeia), not at any games in honor of 

Helios. Later Scholiasts, in a garbled passage, claimed that 

ψεύδεται ὁ Πίνδαρος· οὐ γὰρ Τληπολέμῳ ὁ ἀγὼν ἐπιτελεῖται, ⟨τῷ δὲ78⟩ Ἡλίῳ, ὡς Ἴστρος φησὶν 
ἐν τῷ περὶ τῶν Ἡλίου ἀγώνων· Ῥόδιοι τιθέασιν Ἡλίου ἐν Ῥόδῳ  

γυμνικόν τε στεφανίτην· ἐν γὰρ Ῥόδῳ ἄγεται τὰ Τληπολέμια.79

 

The Scholiasts also claim that 

ἔστι δὲ αὐτοῦ ἱερὸν καὶ τάφος ἐν Ῥόδῳ· οἱ γαρ συστρατευσάμενοι αὐτῷ διήγαγον τὰ ὀστᾶ ἀπὸ 
τῆς Ἰλίου εἰς τὴν Ῥόδον…τελεῖται δὲ καὶἀγὼν ἐπιτάφιος ἐν τῇ πόλει Τληπολέμου, κατὰ δὲ ἑτέρους 
Ἡλίῳ· ἀγωνίζονται δὲ παίδων ἡλικίαι καὶ στέφονται ἐκ λεύκης.80 

Naturally, there are numerous different ways to interpret these scholia. Boeckh 

noted the impossibility that Pindar could have made the glaring faux pas of alluding to the 

wrong games before his Rhodian audience, so he theorized the games originally in honor 

of Tlepolemos were transformed at later date, when there was less emphasis at Rhodes on 

the Herakleidai, into the Halieia.
81

 Wiliamowitz-Moellendorf, however, points out that the 

Tlapolemeia were still attested as a distinct set of games alongside the Halieia on an 

inscription found at Kedreai in the Rhodian Peraia that dates to the middle of the 2
nd

 

century BC,
82

 plus the Halieia did not even exist before the foundation of Rhodos city in 

408/7,
83

 hence, so he argued, the Scholiasts were just ignorant of the Tlapolemeia and thus 

plain wrong. Jacoby (FrGrH 334 F 49
84

) expanded on this idea by suggesting the Scholiasts 

only cited Istros based upon a wrong inference (i.e., that games that were more important 

in Istros’ day necessarily must have been more important 200 years earlier in Diagoras’ 

day), and besides in Istros’ book on the games in honor of Helios, so he argued, there 

would have been no scope to bring up the Tlapolemeia. He also believes the inscription 

found at Kedreai certainly means the Tlapolemeia existed in Pindar’s time as well. Farnell 

argues, on the other hand, that the Tlapolemeia may have been observed amongst a larger 

celebration to Helios in Diagoras’ day,
85

 while Jackson (1999) argues that the Scholiast was 

accurately quoting Istros, who himself claimed the games were not in honor of Tlepolemos 

in order to promote the older myth of Helios and Rhodes along with its stronger link to 

Egypt and thus Ptolemaic Alexandria where he worked. Such are the differing views of 

the Scholiasts’ testimony and on the Tlapolemeia games. 

More importantly, in 1975 Frel published a large bronze hydria dating c. 450-425 

 
78

 The text reads οὐ γάρ Ἡλίῳ = ⟨τῷ δὲ⟩ Ἡλίῳ, corr. Schröder.  

79

 Schol. Pindar Ol. 7.146b, lines 18-21 (Drachmann, p. 229). 

80

 Schol. Pindar Ol. 7.36c, lines 13-18 (Drachmann, pp. 209-210). Johannes Tzetzes (ad Lychophr. 911) 

repeats much of this. 

81

 Boeckh 1821, 174. 

82

 Wiliamowitz-Moellendorf 1922, 366, n. 2. For the inscription, SIG
3 

1067, line 8 = Moretti 1953, 127, no. 

50 = IK Rhod. Peraia 555 (middle of the 2
nd

 century BC). For the widespread use of the name Tlepolemos in Karia, see 

Bresson 1999, 99-100. 
83

 Pugliese Carratelli (1951, 80-81) expands on this idea. Bernardini’s (1977) position is basically that of Wilamowitz-

Moellendorf. 
84

 For Jacoby’s commentary, see FrGrH IIIb (Supplement), vol. I (Text), 651-652. 

85

 Farnell 1932, 56. 
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BC inscribed with the note that it served as an “Athletic prize from Rhodes from Helios”.
86

 This 

bronze hydria shows beyond any doubt whatsoever that games in honor of Helios were 

already in existence by the third quarter of the 5
th

 century BC, but apparently, they were 

not as prestigious as those in honor of Tlepolemos, where Diagoras had won two times by 

464 BC. They did, however, apparently already attract international competitors, as the 

phrase ἐγ Ῥόδο̅ assumes this prize will be carried abroad as a trophy (and this inscription 

also provides more evidence of collective Rhodian identity in the 5th century BC). It is 

likely, therefore, that already by the end of the 5
th

 century BC the Rhodians were 

celebrating the Halieia at a sanctuary that would eventually become a part of the city of 

Rhodos. 

This brings up the issue of prizes at the games. The Pindaric Scholiasts (again who 

were probably relying on Istros) tell us that the Halieia were γυμνικός and στεφανίτης.87

 The 

second term, στεφανίτης, refers to games in which the prize was a crowning wreath of only 

symbolic worth as opposed to a material prize such as a bronze hydria, and furthermore 

the Scholiasts identify this crown at the Halieia as being made of white poplar (ὁ δὲ στέφανος 

λεύκη δίδοται).  

Confirmation that the prize was white poplar also comes from a fragment of the Περὶ 

τῶν ἐν Ἑλλάδι πόλεων of Herakleides Kritikos (FrGrH 2022 F 2.5 = BNJ369A F 2.5), who 

probably wrote his periegesis c. 279-267 BC before the start of the Chremonidean War.
88

 

The passage is worth quoting in full: 

 

αὕτη πόλις ἔσθ ̓ Ἑλληνὶς ἡ ῥόδοις ἴσην  
εὐωδίαν ἔχουσα χἄμ ̓ ἀηδίαν.  
τὰ γὰρ Ἁλίεια τὰ μεγάλ ̓89 εἰς χολὴν μ’ ἄγει,  
τὸ δ ̓ ἁλιακὸν ἔτος με μαίνεσθαι ποιεῖ.  
ὅταν δὲ τὴν λεύκην τις αὐτῶν πρᾳέως 
ἁλιακὸν εἶναι στέφανον εἴπῃ, πνίγομαι  
οὕτως ἐπ ̓ αὐτοῖς, ὥστε μᾶλλον ἂν θέλειν 
ἀποκαρτερεῖν, ἢ ταῦτ  ̓ἀκούων καρτερεῖν. 
τοιοῦτο τῶν ξένων τι καταχεῖται σκότος. 

This city is Greek and like roses fragrant, 

but at the same time also flagrant.  

For the Great Halieia are quite galling, 

And the solar year
90

 so appalling. 

And whenever any of them gives me a polite brief, 

That the heliacal crown is made of white-poplar leaf, 

I choke on this, so that I’d rather all food abjure, 

Than listen to this and endure. 

Such is the kind of trivia arcane, which on visitors is 

rained. 

An inscription also records that the Haliastai and Haliadai (the members of the koinon 

of Helios at Rhodes) are attested as honoring someone with a crown of white poplar 

(λευκαίας στεφάνωι).91

 Both the passage in Herakleides and this unique epigraphical 

attestation of such a crown lends strong support to the Pindaric Scholiasts’ assertion that 

 
86

 The inscription reads ἆθλον ἐγ Ῥόδο̅ παρ’ Ἁλίο̅; see Johnston 1977 and J. and L. Robert BE 1976.513 (who 

simultaneously corrected the editio princeps of Frel 1975). Also see Amandry 1980, 211, n. 4 and 250 for the 

date. 

87

 Ol. 7.146a (Drachmann p. 229). Other 3
rd

 century BC evidence includes IG II
2 

3779, line 21 (from 

Athens) and IG IV,1387, line 1 (from Thouria in Messenia). SEG XXXIX 760 of Rhodes (c. 100-50 BC) also 

refers to the games as στεφανίτης. For the technical meaning of the term στεφανίτης and its evolution, see 

Remijsen 2011. 

88

 Arenz 2006, 51-56 and FrGrH 2022 F 2.5 (Introduction). McInerney (= BNJ 389A), on the other hand, 

dates his work between 262 and 229 BC. 

89 ἀλιειτα μεγάλην, cod.; Ἁλίεια μεγάλην εἰς χολὴν legunt multi. 
90

 For the possible connection of the phrase τὸ δ ̓ ἁλιακὸν ἔτος to the annual ceremony of throwing a quadriga into 

the sea per Sextus Pompeius Festus (De verborum significatu,s.v. October Equus), see Section III.C.2 below under the month 

of Thesmophorios.  
91

 IG XII.1 155 face III, line 79 and face IV, line 118.  
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the victory crown at the Halieia was white poplar.  
The most likely explanation for the earlier hydria, then, is that an earlier more local 

set of games in honor of Helios were reorganized and elevated to be the preeminent games 
of the island of Rhodes sometime after the city of Rhodos was founded in 408/7 BC.92 Such 
a reorganization and renaming of games is exactly paralleled with the 
Hekatomboia/Heraia at Argos (at which Diagoras also competed and was victorious), 
including that the earlier prize of a bronze hydria was changed to a crown.93 Meanwhile, 
the games in honor of Tlepolemos continued, and are possibly the same games as are 
eventually attested on inscriptions found on Rhodes proper as the Ἐπιτάφια (hence the 
Scholiast’s claim that these were an ἀγὼν ἐπιτάφιος).94 

Be that as it may, the next possible evidence for the Halieia is adduced by 
Konstantinopoulos and Zervoudaki, who have argued that oil amphorae dating to the 4th 
century BC replaced the bronze hydriae as prizes in the Halieia from the 4th century BC 
onward in a fashion similar to the famous Panathenaic vases.95 These few, very 
fragmentary, examples have scenes depicting a dark-haired Helios dressed in a white 
chiton driving his four-horse chariot with sun-beams coming out of his head. Perhaps 
these vases were somehow connected to the Halieia, or the pre-cursor to the Halieia, but 
as we saw above, it is likely they would have been ancillary, since Herakleides and Istros 
both tell us the prizes were made of white poplar and the Haliastai are known to have 
awarded a crown of white poplar.  

The earliest certain attestation of the games come from the fragment of Herakleides 
Kritikos quoted above, which dates c. 279-267 BC and seems to indicate that the games 
were well known and well established by then. An Athenian stele in honor of the kitharode 

 
92 For the date, see Diod. Sic. 13.75.1. Diodoros was probably relying on Timaios of Tauromenion for this 

information (see Christesen 2007, 283-284). For the elevation of the cult of Helios, see Pugliese Carratelli 1951, 
80-82. 

93 For the Ἑκατόμβοια, see Boëthius 1922, 56-65 and Amandry 1980 (especially for the various bronze 
hydria inscribed παρ’ Ͱέρας Ἀργείας ἐμὶ τ ν ἀϝέθλࠕν or something similar), the latter who argued that these games 
were known as the Ἑκατόμβοια ἐν Ἄργει c. 460 – before the end of the 3rd century BC, then by the end of the 3rd 
century BC the name was changed to the Ἡραῖα τὰ ἐν Ἄργει, and then at the end of the 1st century of our era 
the name was changed again to ἡ ἐξ Ἄργους Ἀσπίς (for these last games, see especially Amandry 1983 = SEG 
XXX 296). Moretti 1991 (= SEG XLI 1750) also argues the Ἡραῖα changed their name to the ἡ ἐξ Ἄργους Ἀσπίς 
before the end of the 1st century of our era, probably c. AD 85. However, the games are still called the Ἡραῖα 
in AD 134 (Petzl and Schwertheim 2006, 8-16, line 65) and at the end of the 2nd century AD (IG IV 590), so 
either the change of name occurred at the end of the 2nd century AD or later, or the games had two names 
concurrently, or possibly the ἡ ἐξ Ἄργους Ἀσπίς was a different set of games. Moretti 1953, 21, no. 10 suggests a 
victor’s dedication at Argos that he dates c. 500-480 BC, which alludes to a “public set of games” (τοῖς δαμ|οσίοις 
ἐν ἀέθλο|ις), may refer to the Ἑκατόμβοια. 

94 Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 267, no. 18, line 9 (c. 200-150 BCE), where Pugliese Carratelli reads 
ἐπιτάφια Ἁλίεια, which should either be changed to Ἐπιτάφια, Ἁλίεια (i.e. asyndeton), or to Ἐπιτάφια ⟨καὶ⟩ Ἁλίεια; 
Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 268, no. 19, line 8 (c. 200-150 BCE); Lindos II 222, line 6 (c. 150 BC); Maiuri 1925, 19, 
no. 18, line 15 (shortly after 88 BC); Lindos II 707, line 4 (c. 40-30 BC). 

95 Konstantinopoulos 1966, 444, Πιν. 483 β and Zervoudaki 1975 (for a good color photo of this vase, see 
Hoepfner 2003, 30, Abb. 3). Also see Zervoudaki 1983, who suggests that an inscribed vase with a fragmentary 
inscription was in honor of Maussollos in gratitude for his support during the Social War of 357-355 BC, or a 
special Halieia in honor of Maussollos after he died in 352 BC. If correct, these would have to be the 
celebrations of 353 BC (the year of the first Great Halieia after the end of the Social War), or those of 349 BC 
(the year of the first Great Halieia after Maussollos’ death), but see Sève BE 1992.145. Also see SEG XL 669.  
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Nikokles dates to around the same time too,
96

 as does Istros’ περὶ τῶν Ἡλίου ἀγώνων. In 

addition, sometime between the poorly attested Battle of Ephesos (c. 258 BC?)
97

 during 

the Second Syrian War (c. 260/59-253 BC)
98

 and the Rhodians’ War on Byzantium in 220 

BC,
99

 an inscription records that the people of Ios had an alliance with Rhodes and sent a 

crown to the Halieia and there publicly thanked the Rhodians for their help.
100

 If the Battle 

of Ephesos was in 258 BC, as has been argued,
101

 we now know these Halieia would have 

been celebrated in 257 BC, but of course this is an open question, and so these Halieia 

may be any of those celebrated between 257 and 221 BC. The next we hear of the games 

is in 172 BC. In this year Appian relates how Eumenes II Soter,
102

 before the Roman 

Senate, accused the Rhodians of aiding and abetting Perseus against Roman interests. The 

Rhodians immediately attempted to get a Roman audience to object to Eumenes’ 

accusations while Eumenes was still in Rome, but they were at first rebuffed and only 

admitted after Eumenes had already left. Having been granted an audience, apparently 

they only succeeded in annoying the Romans further so that the Romans began plotting 

war against them and Perseus, which eventually became the Third Macedonian War of 

171-168 BC. After this incident, the Rhodians were so furious at Eumenes they retaliated 

by barring his representatives alone of all the kings from the Halieia, which, because of 

the Antikythera Mechanism, we can now pinpoint as the Great Halieia in the summer of 

169 BC, one year before the Olympia in the summer of 168 BC.
103

 This affair indicates 

that by 169 BC the games were important enough so that the kings of the time sent 

representatives to them.  

The games are particularly well-attested on inscriptions in the late second and first 

centuries BC – the probable date of the Mechanism. In the middle of the 2
nd

 century AD 

the fiction writer Xenophon of Ephesos in his Ephesian Tales has his protagonists reunited 

by chance at the Halieia, which from his description took place around the temple of the 

 
96

 IG II
2

 3779, lines 15-16 (Dithyramb?; middle of the 3
rd

  century BC) in honor of Nikokles son of 

Aristokles. Köhler (1884, 297-299) identified this Nikokles with the Nikokles of Taras mentioned by Pausanias 

(1.37.2), whom he argued was the father of the famous kitharode Aristokles mentioned by Athenaios (13.603a) 

and thus dated this inscription c. 310 BC. Klaffenbach (1914, 14-16), however, argued that this Nikokles was 

the son of the famous Aristokles and he received confirmation from Kirchner that the letter forms do not date 

earlier than the second half of the 3
rd

 century BC (Kirchner would later date the inscription to the middle of 

the 3
rd

 century BC at IG II
2

 3779). 

97

 Plut. Moralia 45B; Athenaios 5.209e ad 8.334a. For date and discussion, see Grainger 2010, 125, n. 24. 

98

 See Grainger 2010, 117-136. 

99

 Polybios 4.47-52.  

100

 IG XII.5 8/1009 and XII.5 Addend., p. 303; IG XII.8 Suppl., p. 96 (which dates this inscription to 257 

BC?). 

101

 For the date of 258 for the Battle of Ephesos, see Reger 1994, 33-34. Compare also IG XII.5 1010, 

which honors the Rhodian Antisthenes son of Aristonikos, at the same time for the same conflict (a good photo 

of this stone can be found in Marthari 2000, 36-37). See also SEG XXXIX 856. 

102

 Appian, Makedonika 1.1.3.  

103

 Blinkenberg (1938, 23) thought that the Halieia must have been in 172 BC on the erroneous 

assumption that they fell in the same year that Eumenes slandered the Rhodians in Rome. As noted above, 

from the Antikythera Mechanism, however, we now know the Great Halieia fell in the summer before the 

Olympia, thus the first Halieia after this event were in the summer of 169. Badoud’s (2015, 134) date of 170 

BC is also one summer too early. 
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sun god.
104

 The last testimonia are found in the early 3
rd

 century AD on inscriptions.
105

 

As for the periodicity, from the evidence of the Mechanism one might assume the 

games were only pentaeteric, but as inscriptions make clear, there were both Great and 

Small Halieia.
106

 One inscription dating before the First Mithridatic War 89-85 BC has the 

curious phrase Θεα[ίδ]ητον Αὐτοκράτευς / νικάσαντα Ἁλίεια τὰ πρᾶτα τεθέντα ἅρματι πωλικῶι,107

 

possibly implying these were the first celebration of the Halieia, but this is clearly 

impossible. It has been suggested that these were the first Great Halieia,
108

 but earlier 

inscriptions also mention the Great Halieia.
109

 It is probable, therefore, that these were the 

first games that featured a chariot being pulled by young horses (ἅρμα πωλικὸς) as opposed 

to a chariot being pulled by mature horses (ἅρμα τέλειον).
110

 

This brings up the issue of what events were held at the Halieia. The inscriptional 

evidence tells us the athletic events, which clearly evolved over time, included the stadion 

(one stadium length),
111

 diaulos (two stadium lengths),
112

 dolichos (long distance),
113

 

hoplitodromos (race in hoplite armor),
114

 torch race,
115

 wrestling,
116

 boxing,
117

 pankration,
118

  

 
104

 Xen. Eph. Ephesiaka 5.11.2-3.  

105

 SEG XXXVI 258, line 11 (AD 131/2 or 240, from Athens); FD III,4 476, VII.4.26 (AD 175-225); FD 

III,4 477, III.2.7 and III.3.7 (AD 175-225). Sardis 77,1 79, line 12 (AD 212-217). 

106

 IK Rhod. Peraia 555, line 14: [Ἁ]λίεια τὰ μεγάλα καὶ τὰ μικρὰ δίς (middle of 2
nd

 century BC). Numerous 

other inscriptions mention the Great Halieia: Jacopi 1932, 190, no. 19, line 15 (early 1
st

 century BC); Jacopi 

1932, 188, no. 18, line 16 (1
st

 century BC?); Jacopi 1932, 210, no. 48, line 4 (c. 100-50 BC); Maiuri 1925, 46, 

no. 36 (Roman period); Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 253, no. 4, face b, line 3 (AD 4/5?); Segre and Pugliese 

Carratelli 1949-1951, 215, no. 75 (undated). 

107

 IG XII.1 75, b, lines 1-2. Theaidetos was hierothytas in 86/5 BC (Lindos II 293, c, col. II, line 21 and 

priest of Athena Lindia in 62/1 (Lindos II 1, fr. G, col. III, line 21). He also served in the First Mithridatic War 

89-85 BC (IG XII.1 75, b, lines 5-6). He was probably at least 30 years old by 86/5 BC and IG XII.1 75 implies 

that he won at the Halieia before the First Mithridatic War. I would place his victory in 101, 97, 93, or 89. I 

believe the games of 85 BC were cancelled –see Section VI, Table XI, Year 4. 

108

 Ringwood 1936, 433.  

109

 Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 268, no. 19, b, line 8 (c. 200-150 BC); IK Rhod. Peraia 555, line 14 (middle 

2
nd

 century BC). 

110

 Also the view of Blinkenberg, see Lindos II 188.  

111

 IDidyma 201, lines 11-12 (Imperial, probably 2
nd

 century AD). 

112

 IG IV
2

,1 629, line 6 (2
nd

 or 1
st

 century BC); IEphesus 1132, lines 15-16 (2
nd

 or 3
rd

 century AD).  

113

 Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 290, no. 66, ll, 7-8 (c. 75-85 AD); ISmyrna 662 + II2, p. 376 (2
nd

 or 3
rd

 

century BC). 

114

 IDidyma 201, lines 11-12 (Imperial, probably 2
nd

 century AD); IEphesus 1132, lines 15-16 (2
nd

 or 3
rd

 

century AD); Erim et al. 1989, 184 and Dever 1993, 37 both report that an architectural block preserves a 

victory in the hoplite race (ὁπλίτης) at the Halieia on an inscription from Sardis of Roman date. 

115

 Maiuri 1925, 29, no. 19, lines 7-10 (c. 200 BC); IK Rhod. Peraia 555, lines 13-14 (middle of 2
nd

 century 

BC). For the torch-race, see Gauthier 1995, 584-585.  

116

 BE 1972.366 = Barth and Stauber 1993, no. 76, line 7 (1
st

 century BC); SEG XXXIX 762 (1
st

 or 2
nd

 

century AD); SEG XLI 1407 (AD 161-180); INapoli I.49 (= IG XIV 739), wreath 17 (c. 161-200 AD); Kantzia 

1989, 480 reports that a statue base found in the modern city of Rhodes dating to the first half of the 2
nd

 

century BC records that an athlete named Pythion won victories in the pankration, wrestling and boxing at 

various games, including the Halieia, but she does not specify in what events Pythion’s specific victories were. 

117

 Zimmer and Baïrami 2008, 150; Probably also IEphesos 1615, line 2 (Hadrianic, probably post AD 134).  

118

 IGUR I.240, face b, line 33 (c. 200 AD).  
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and pentathlon.
119

 The equestrian events, which were particularly prominent given the 

association of Helios with the chariot, included the keles (single-horse race) with a young 

horse,
120

 probably keles with a mature horse,
121

 synoris (two-horse race) with young horses,
122

 

chariot (undoubtedly a quadriga as the sun god himself) pulled by mature horses,
123

 and 

chariot pulled by young horses (which, as we saw above probably began in the early 1
st

 

century BC).
124

 The acting, musical, and voice events included tragedy,
125

 kitharode,
126

 

pythaules (one who plays a song expressing the battle between Apollo and the Python),
127

 

rhetor,
128

 and heraldry.
129

 There apparently was also an award for general manliness.
130

 

There is also evidence that at least one woman, Hagesagore daughter of Lysistratos, 

competed in the synoris.
131

 The known boys’ events included the stadion,
132

 dolichos,
133

 

wrestling,
134

 and boxing.
135

 

 
119

 IG XII.1 73,b, lines 3-6 (middle of the 2
nd

 century BC; IG dates this text to the early 1
st

 century BC, but 

the sculptor Θέων Ἀντιοχεὺς is attested as working in the year of Polyaratos priest of Athena Lindia in 148 BC, 

Lindos II 224, col. II, line 39).  

120

 SEG XXXIX 760 (c. 100-50 BC). 

121

 IG XII.1 58, line 19 (AD. 80/81; the Halieia should have been in AD 80). I suggest the correct reading 

is καὶ νεικήσαντα Ἅλεια ἵππῳ {σ} τ[ελείῳ·] or perhaps ἵππῳ {σ} τ[ελείῳ δίς·].  
122

 IG XII.1 1039 (undated); Hiller von Gaertringen and Saridakis 1900, 107, no. 106 (c. 200 BC); possibly 

IG XII.1 75, a (before the beginning of the 1
st

 century BC); Lindos II392,b, line 8 (erected AD 10, but the 

victory alludes to one at the Great games of AD 8 or earlier). The fact that the synoris with young horses is 

specified probably means that there was also a synoris with mature horses. 

123

 IG XII.1 72a, line 2 (datable by sculpture Charinos Laodikeus to c. 100-50 BC); IG XII.1 935 (early 1
st

 

century BC); SEG XLIII 527 (85BC or after); Lindos II 392, b, line 8 (erected in AD 10). 

124

 IG XII.1 75, b, lines 1-2 (c. 101 – 89 BC); Lindos II 322 (erected in 56/5 BC for the priest of Athena 

Lindia, but the victory was earlier). 

125

 SEG XXXIX 759, lines 15-17 (dated to Kleuthemis priest of Athena Lindia in 53/2 BC, but referring 

to an earlier date, possibly before the First Mithridatic War); IGUR I 223/227/229 (see Segre and Pugliese 

Carratelli 1949-1951, 282, no. 22 and IG XII.1 125) probably refers to a poetic contest at the Halieia (Roman). 

126

 At IG II/III
3

,4 1 594, line 21 (mid 3
rd

 century BC) Koumanoudes suggested restoring [Ἡλ]ίεια in line 

13, but Koehler doubted the restoration could be correct because Crown XI and Crown XIV appear to be 

different; ISmyrna 659, line 18 (2
nd

 century AD).  

127

 FD III,4 476, VII.4, lines 26-29 (c. 175-225 AD). 

128

 IEphesus 4114, line 10 (2
nd

 century AD). He claims he is the first to win this event. 

129

 FD III,4 477, III.3, lines 7-9 (AD 175-225). 

130

 Maiuri 1925, 29, no. 19, lines 7-10 (c. 200 BC). 

131

 Hiller von Gaertringen and Saridakis 1900, 107, no. 106 (with some corrections at Segre and Pugliese 

Carratelli 1949-1951, 282, no. 23a), where in line 1 they read ....α.γόρην Λυσιστράτο[υ Π]εδιάδα. Given that 

relative rarity in which females appear on inscriptions, and that line 5 of this inscription indicates the laudanda 

was honored by the Lindians with golden crowns, it is virtually certain this should be restored as [Ἁγησ]αγόρην 

Λυσιστράτου with the space between the first extent alpha and gamma ignored, the same woman who is 

honored by the Lindians with a golden crown at Pugliese Carratelli 1955-1956, 167, no. 17. In column II of 

this last inscription, the second honorand should probably be restored as Hagesagore’s cousin, Andronika 

daughter of Andronikos (= Λίνδιο[ι ἐτείμασαν Ἀν]|δρον[ίκαν Ἀνδρονίκου]), who is known from IG XII.1 214 (for 

the family stemma, see Hiller von Gaertringen and Saridakis 1900, 107). Hiller von Gaertringen and Saridakis 

date their inscription to c. 200 BC, but the spelling ἐτείμασαν on Pugliese Carratelli 1955-1956, 167, no. 17 

probably indicates a date in the second half of the 1
st

 century BC or later. In fact, Hagesagore’s father 

Lysistratos son of Hagesandros may be the same Lysistratos son of Hagesandros attested at Lindos II 440, 

which Blinkenberg dates AD 50-70.  

132

 Pugliese Carratelli 1955-1956, 173, no. 25, line 2 (undated). 

133

 IG XII.6 1.290, line 3 (2
nd

/1
st

 century BC). 

134

 IG XII.1 73,a, line 3 (middle of the 2
nd

 century BC – see Footnote 111); IG XII.1 74 (undated); Lindos 

II 707, line 2 (c. 40-30 BC). 
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By the Hellenistic period, help organizing the games may have been provided by an 

association (koinon) that consisted of both men and women called the Haliastai and 

Haliadai,
136

 who had at their head an official called archeranistas,
137

 as well as an epistates, an 

hierokeryx, logistai, and a grammateus.
138

 The koinon of the Haliastai, Athanistai, Hermaistai, 

and Aristeideioi built the Hippodrome of Rhodos, undoubtedly to be used at the Halieia.
139

 

Other regular office holders were also keen to advertise the fact that they held office 

during the Halieia. These include tamiai,
140

 gymnasiarchs,
141

 and phylarchs.
142

 In the 

Roman Imperial period an agonothetes of the Halieia is attested.
143

 

 

III. Thoughts on the Rhodian and Koan Calendars. 

Here I want to turn to discuss the order of the Rhodian months and their seasons, 

particularly in light of the version of the Rhodian calendar put forth by Trümpy
144

 and 

Badoud (2015), which is different than that suggested by Bischoff (1894) and Börker 

(1978). Before discussing the order and seasons of the months, a few comments on dating 

formulae in the Koan and Rhodian calendars and how they relate to lunisolar calendars 

will be helpful. 

 

A. Rhodian and Koan Day Nomenclature 

Below (in the table I) I give a full list of the count of days for both cities along with 

their acrophonic abbreviations on inscriptions.
145

 

As noted above, it is universally agreed that a lunisolar calendar was designed to 

track closely the phases of the moon so that the first of the month was when the moon 

could first be seen waxing, the middle of the month was that of the full moon, and the last 

 
135

 Maiuri 1925, 45, no. 34, line 3 (Roman period); probably also IEphesos 1615, line 2 (Hadrianic, probably 

post AD 134). 

136

 Hoepfner 2003, 43-49 has identified a structure in the city of Rhodes as the “House of the Haliastai”, 

but I understand that this complex is to be fully published by S. Skaltsa and M. Michailidou, who dispute this 

identification. For the Haliastai, also see Pugliese Carratelli 1939-1940, 177-178; Gabrielsen 1994.  

137

 IG XII.1 155, face II, line 40, face IV, lines 107-108, face I, lines 6-8 (2
nd

 century BC); Maiuri 1925, 55, 

no. 46, face B, line 5 (2
nd

 century BC); IG XII.1 156 (undated); IG XII.1 162 (undated); Lindos II 292, line 5 

(88-85 BC); Maiuri 1925, 50, no. 39 (1
st

 century BC); Pugliese Carratelli 1955-56, 158, no. 3 (undated); Pugliese 

Carratelli 1939-40, 151, no. 6, line 21 (early 1st century BC); IK Rhod. Peraia 571 (Hellenistic). For the term 

ἀρχερανιστής, see Arnaoutoglou 1994, especially pp. 109-110. 

138

 IG XII.1 155, face I, lines 30-31; face II, line 54; face II, line 62.  

139

 Pugliese Carratelli 1955-1956, 157, no. 3 (undated by editor).  

140

 Jacopi 1932, 188, no. 18, line 16 (before 85 BC; the honorandus’ son, Πασιφῶν Πασιφῶντος τοῦ 

Πασιφῶντος, was a hierothytas in 85/4 BC, Lindos II294, col. II, line 28, and this inscription implies the honorandus 

was a tamias before the First Mithridatic War); SEG XXXIX 759, line 5 (dated to Kleuthemis priest of Athena 

Lindia in 53/2, but referring to an earlier date, possibly before the First Mithridatic War). As Blinkenberg 

(1938, 17) suggests, probably [ταμιεύ]σας ἐν τῶι ἄστει κατὰ μεγάλα Ἁλίεια should be restored at Jacopi 1932, 210, 

no. 48, line 4. 

141

 Jacopi 1932, 190, no. 19, line 15 (early 1
st

 century BC); Maiuri 1925, 19, no. 18, lines 5-6 (erected after 

First Mithridatic War 89-85 BC, but referring to earlier office); Maiuri 1925, 46, no. 36 (Roman period); Maiuri 

1925, 48, no. 38, lines 5-8 (2
nd

 century AD?) lists a gymnasiarch.  

142

 SEG XXXIX 759, lines 15-16 (dated to Kleuthemis priest of Athena Lindia in 53/2 BC, but referring 

to an earlier date, possibly before the First Mithridatic War).  

143

 Lindos II 465, h, lines 6-8 (c. 180 AD); Maiuri 1925, 48, no. 38, lines 5-7 (2
nd

 century AD?). 
144

 Trümpy 1997, 167-179. 

145

 See also Samuel 1972, 110 and 113.  
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day of the month was ideally at conjunction.
146

 

 

1. αʹ νευμηνία or νουμηνία 16. ιϛʹ ἕκτα ἐπὶ δέκα (R); ἑκκαιδεκάτα (K) 
2. βʹ δευτέρα [ἱσταμένου]147 17. ιζʹ ἑβδόμα ἐπὶ δέκα (R); ἑπτακαιδεκάτα (K) 
3. γʹ τρίτα  [ἱσταμένου] 18. ιηʹ [ὀγδὰ ἐπὶ δέκα] (R); ὀκτωκαιδεκάτα (Κ) 
4. δʹ τετράς (ἱσταμένου) 19. ιθʹ ἐνάτα πρὸ ἰκάδος148 
5. εʹ πέμπτα (ἱσταμένου) 20. κʹ (ε)ἰκάς 
6. ϛʹ ἕκτα149 (ἱσταμένου) 21. καʹ ἀμφεικάς 
7. ζʹ ἑβδόμα ἱσταμένου 22. κθʹ ἐνάτα ἐξ ἰκάδος150 
8. ηʹ [ὀγδᾶ151 (ἱσταμένου)] 23. κηʹ ὀγδᾶ ἐξ ἰκάδος152 
9. θʹ ἐνάτα (ἱσταμένου) 24. κζʹ ἑβδόμα ἐξ ἰκάδος (R); ἑβδόμα ἀνομένου/ἀπιόντος (K) 
10. ιʹ δεκάτα 25. κϛʹ ἕκτα ἐξ ἰκάδος (R); ἕκτα ἀνομένου/ἀπιόντος (K) 
11. ιαʹ ἑνδεκάτα 26. κεʹ [πέμπτα ἐξ ἰκάδος] (R); πέμπτα [ἀνομένου]/ἀπιόντος(K)153 
12. ιβʹ δ(υ)ωδεκάτα154 27. κδʹ [τετρὰς ἐξ ἰκάδος] (R); τετρὰς ἀνομένου/ἀπιόντος (K)155 
13. ιγʹ τρίτα ἐπὶ δέκα (R); 
      τρεισκαιδεκάτα (K) 

28. κγʹ τρίτα ἐξ ἰκάδος (R); τρίτα ἀνομένου/[ἀπιόντος] (K)156 

14. ιδʹ τετρὰς ἐπὶ δέκα (R); 
       τεσσαρεσκαιδεκάτα157(K) 

29. προτριακάς 

15. ιεʹ διχομηνία158 30. τριακάς 

Table I: The Count of Days at Rhodes and Kos/Kalymna 

 
146

 It should be noted, however, that Geminos tells us in the normal operation of a lunisolar calendar 

because of the anomalous motion of the moon, the new crescent moon might not be sighted until the 3rd day 

of the month (presumably if there was bad weather, even later). Similarly, because of the moon’s anomalous 

motion he says a half-moon occurs at the earliest on the 6th day and at the latest on the 8th day, a full moon 

at the earliest on the 13th and at the latest on the 17th, and the second half-moon at the earliest on the 21st 

and at the latest on the 23rd. 

147

 As J.-M. Carbon points out to me, the word ἱσταμένου may not be necessary here as at both Rhodes and 

Kos it appears there was no confusion with the terminology for the 29th of the month. This observation can 

be supported at Kos by IG IV.4,1 298, lines 15-17, which give the date ἐμ μὲν τοῖς ἄλ|λοις μ⟨η⟩σὶ τετράδι ἱσταμένου, 

τοῦ δὲ Ὑακινθίου τᾶι δευτέ|ραι καὶ τοῦ Ἀλσείου τᾶι δεκάται. On the other hand, in lines 31-32 and line 64 and line 127 

of this same inscription, ἱσταμένου is left off with τετράδι. We also have no extant examples of ἱσταμένου with τρίτα 

or ὁγδ(ό)α.  
148

 At Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 257, no. 149, lines 4-5, undoubtedly the correct restoration 

is [ἐνάτα]ι πρὸ ἰκά|[δος…], as the number ἔκτα πρὸ ἰκάδος is nowhere else attested and would equal 15, which is 

known as the διχομηνία.  
149

 Apparently one time spelled ἔχκτα at Kos (IG XII.4,1 278, line 62).  

150 ἐνάτα με[τ’ ἰκ]ά̣δ̣α is attested one time at Kos (= IG XII.4,1 278, line 58).  

151

 The ordinals for day eight and 18 are not completely attested at either Rhodes or Kos (see below note 

142), but the 23rd of the month is (as ὀγδᾶ ἐξ ἰκάδος). I, therefore, assume the eighth was spelled ὀγδᾶ, although 

it could have been spelled ὀγδόα = ὀγδᾶ. 

152

 At Maiuri 1925, 7, no. 4, line 8 (= Hiller von Gaertringen 1926, 195), the date should probably be 

restored [- - - - μηνὸς Πα]νάμου ὀγδᾶ[ι ἱσταμένου], or [- - - - μηνὸς Πα]νάμου ὀγδ[ᾶι ἐπὶ δέκα], or [- - - - μηνὸς Πα]νάμου ὀγδᾶ[ι 

ἐξ ἰκάδος] rather than just ὀγδᾶ[ι], as the spacing of this line, which serves as a header, will be more centered. 

153 πέν̣[πτα ἀπιόν]|τος is attested at IG XII.4,1 100, lines 22-23. 

154

 The spelling is δωδεκάτα at Rhodes and δυωδεκάτα at Kos. 

155 τετάρται ἐξ ἰκάδος occurs one time at Segre 1944-1945, 97, no. 79 (the spelling τετάρται and the number 

four plus ἐξ ἰκάδος are unique at Kos/Kalymna), but this is a Knidian arbitration text (= IK Knidos I 221) and 

was probably inscribed at Knidos, hence the unique numeral. τετρὰς ἀπιόντος is found at IG XII.4,1 100, line 2 

and [τετ]ρὰς ἀνομένου at IG XII.4,1 279, line 58. 

156

 At IG XII.4,1 266, lines 2-3 (from Kos), the editors restore ...μῆνος Πανάμου δευτέ|[ραι ἐξ ἰκάδος…], but on 

the unlikelihood of this at Kos, see below on p. 85.  

157

 Also one time as τετορεσκαιδεκάτα at IG XII.4,1 279, face B, lines 41-42 (in the calendar of Phyxa). 

158

 The form πεντεκαιδεκάτα is attested one time at Kos (IG XII.4,1 315, line 40).  
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We see that these ideas are reinforced by the names of some of the days of the 

calendars at both Kos and Rhodes. For instance, at both city-states the first day of the 

month was called the νευμηνία, which name suggests it was ideally the day on which a new 

crescent moon would first be seen waxing visible. The middle of the month was called the 

διχομηνία, because it divided the month, but from its usage in numerous passages we know 

it was synonymous with “full moon”.
159

 Finally, the second-to-the-last day of the month 

was called the προτριακάς (“day before the 30th", i.e. the 29th) and the last day of the month 

called the τριακάς (literally “30th", but it could also refer to the 29th of a hollow month). 

While these last terms do not imply anything about conjunction, it necessarily must be 

near the day of conjunction since the name for the first of the month indicates it comes at 

the first crescent moon and the name for the middle of the month indicates it comes at the 

full moon. We see the idea that the last day of the month ideally fell at conjunction more 

clearly expressed in the Athenian calendar, where the 30th was called the ἕνη καὶ νέα,160 or 

the “old and the new”, that is the day that partakes in the waning moon and also the 

waxing moon.
161

 

The rest of the days of the months at these two city states were just ordinary ordinal 

numbers, although they did have what seem to us to be “peculiarities” that were shared 

among several other Greek calendars. One, for instance, is that the ordinals second 

(δευτέρα) to ninth (ἐνάτα) often were qualified by the participle ἱσταμένου (understand 

μηνός), meaning at the month’s “standing up” or waxing (which covered the first 10 days 

also known as the first decade of the month), while the last 10 days of the month (known 

as the last decade) were often qualified by participles such as ἀπιόντος (“going away”),
162

 

 
159

 Cf. LSJ
9

. 
160

 The terminology ἕνη καὶ νέα is the subject of an extended comical exchange between Pheidippides and 

his father Strepsiades in verses 1178-1200 of Aristophanes’ Clouds, where this phrase is attributed to Solon (cf. 

Plutarch, Solon 25.3). It also appears on two Athenian financial documents dated to 408/7 and 407/6 BC (IG I
3

 

476 and 377), and is wholly or partially preserved or plausibly restored on several dozen decrees of the 

Athenian state in the Classical and Hellenistic periods. For details, see the 30th day of Athenian months 

throughout Mikalson 1974. 

161

 As Haslam’s publication in 1986 of P. Oxy. LIII 3710, a fragmentary commentary on Book XX of 

Homer’s Odyssey, indicates, Aristonikos of Samos, who observed the summer solstice in 280 BC, noted that 

some Greeks called the day of the conjunction the τριακάς and others the νουμηνία. Thucydides’ statement 

(2.28), in connection with the solar eclipse on 3 August 431 BC, that a solar eclipse can occur only νουμηνίαι 

κατὰ σελήνην is a good example of the latter. A good example of the former is Geminos (8.1 and 8.14), who says 

explicitly that conjunctions and solar eclipses fall on the τριακάς, and in 9.13-15 he takes it for granted that 

Greek lunisolar calendars were schematic, so that the day following the conjunction was the νουμηνία. Geminos’ 

terminology will be maintained throughout this article. 

162

 The most widespread participle for designating days in the last decade of the month was ἀπιόντος, 

which is attested in the Boiotian federal calendar, in the Ionic calendars of Oreos (Histiaia), Karystos, Keos, 

Andros, Delos, Paros, Samos, Ephesos, Magnesia on the Maeander, Herakleia under Latmos, and Kyzikos, in 

the Aiolian calendar of Kyme, in Pergamon, in the Doric calendar of Kos, and in the Macedonian calendar.  
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φθίνοντος (“waning”),
163

 or at Kos through the 4
th

 century BC ἀνομένου (“ending”),
164

 or 

rarely by participles such as ἐξιόντος (“outgoing”
165

 or λήγοντος (“ceasing”),
166

 all meaning 

at the month’s waning. A second peculiarity, that is perhaps confusing for moderns, was 

that the last eight days were counted backwards from the 30th rather than forward from 

the 20th. Thus while the 20th of the month at both Rhodes and Kos was known as the ἰκάς 

and the 21st as the ἀμφεικάς, the 22nd was not known as the δευτέρα ἐξ ἰκάδος and the 23rd 

was not known as the τρίτα ἐξ ἰκάδος, as one might expect, but these were known as the 

ἐνάτα ἐξ ἰκάδος and the ὀγδᾶ ἐξ ἰκάδος and both required counting eight or nine backwards 

from 30, with the 30th included (for instance, the τρίτα ἐξ ἰκάδος meant the 28th). Even 

when day numbers 22 to 28 were expressed using acrophonic numerals, these were 

understood to require counting backwards from 30. Thus on Rhodian and Koan 

inscriptions the day expressed as κγʹ referred to the 28th of the month, while κθʹ and κηʹ 

referred to the 22nd and 23rd respectively. We see this most clearly on IG XII.1 4 (= 

Badoud 2015, 361, no. 18), a fragmentary text from Rhodes dating to the 1
st

 century AD 

that lists all the months and days of an intercalary year. 

We also know from this same inscription that the months in the Rhodian calendar 

this year alternated between “full months” of 30 days and “hollow months” of 29 days, 

undoubtedly to keep the calendar aligned with the phases of the moon. In this case, the 

excluded days did not occur every 64th day, as Geminos advised and as occurs on the 

Antikythera Mechanism, but the προτριακάς was omitted and the last day of a month with 

only 29 days was still called the τριακάς (30th) even though technically it was the 29th. The 

29th was probably chosen to exclude rather than every 64th day in actual religious and 

civil calendar practice, because it would have been confusing and difficult for the average 

citizen to keep track of the removal of every 64th day, plus had every 64th day been 

excluded, it would have happened that numerous important festival-day dates would have 

been omitted. In addition, delaying an excluded day by up to 29 days would have only 

meant the moon’s phase was only off by one day at the most for a short period, which was 

undoubtedly seen as an acceptable trade-off for these other considerations. 

 

B. The Koan Calendar 

I turn now to the order of the months of the Koan calendar. Table II contains a 

history of the various suggested versions of the Koan calendar that includes the number 

of months each scholar got correct, as well as a comparison with the known order of several 

months in the Rhodian calendar (for more on the Rhodian calendar, see III.C below). 

Here, I want to thank John D. Morgan for pointing out to me some of this material. The 

 
163 φθίνοντος was commonly used in Attica in the 5

th

 and 4
th

 centuries BC. Elsewhere it was quite rare, with 

one attestation on the Parian Marble in giving the date of the capture of Troy as μηνὸς Θ[αρ]|[γηλιῶ]νος ἑβδόμηι 

φθίνοντος, one at Eretria (IG XII.9 189), one in the Macedonian calendar at Amphipolis (SEG XLIV 504), two 

at Kyzikos (IMT Kyz Kapu Dağ 1432 and 1433), one at Miletoupolis (IMT LApollon/Milet 2260), one at 

Alexandria (Breccia, Alexandria Mus. 164), two at Cyrene (SEG XXXI 1576,4 and LVII 2010), and one at 

Antiocheia in Persia (I. Magnesia 61 = OGIS 233 = Rigsby, Asylia 111). It was also widely used in literary texts 

of the Roman period, such as Plutarch’s Lives.  

164

 This is attested in the Doric calendar of Kos, in the Ionic calendars of Amyzon, Halikarnassos, Mylasa, 

Miletos, Priene, Klaros, and Ephesos, and the Aiolian calendar of Kyme.  

165

 This is attested only on I. Erythrai 201 (c. 300-260 BC) and in Athens on IG II³.1 1313 (176/5 BC).  

166

 This is attested only on Thera by IG XII.3 325 (AD 149). 
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table begins with Paton’s work (in Paton and Hicks 1891, with wrong placements of months 

in bold) all the way through the work of Segre, who in the early 1940s had worked out the 

calendar, but was arrested and deported to Auschwitz where he died on 24 May 1944 

before he could publish his results. Some of the work he had completed was published 

posthumously as Tituli Calymnii in ASAA 22-23 (1944-45 [1952]), where on page 170 he 

indicated the order of the Koan and Kalymnian calendars as given in the table II below. 

 

Paton (1891) 

10/12 

Bischoff (1894) 

10/12 
Herzog (1928) 

4/12 
Giffler (1939) 

7/12 
Segre (1944-45) 

12/12 
Rhodes 

(known order) 

Ἀλσεῖος Καρνεῖος Ἀγριάνιος Ἀγριάνιος Καρνεῖος  
Θευδαίσιος Θευδαίσιος Καρνεῖος Καρνεῖος Θευδαίσιος  
Πεταγείτνυος Πεταγείτνυος Ἀρταμίτιος Ὑακίνθιος Πεταγείτνυος  
Καφίσιος Καφίσιος Καφίσιος Καφίσιος Καφίσιος  
Βατρόμιος Βατρόμιος Βατρόμιος Βατρόμιος Βατρόμιος  
Γεράστιος Γεράστιος Γεράστιος Γεράστιος Γεράστιος (6) Σμίνθιος 
Ἀρταμίτιος Ἀρταμίτιος Ὑακίνθιος Ἀρταμίτιος Ἀρταμίτιος (7) Ἀρταμίτιος 
Ἀγριάνιος Ἀγριάνιος Θευδαίσιος Θευδαίσιος Ἀγριάνιος (8) Ἀγριάνιος 
Ὑακίνθιος Πάναμος Πεταγείτνυος Πεταγείτνυος Ὑακίνθιος (9) Ὑακίνθιος 
Πάναμος Ὑακίνθιος Δάλιος Πάναμος Πάναμος (10) Πάναμος 
Δάλιος Δάλιος Πάναμος Δάλιος Δάλιος (11) Δάλιος 
Καρνεῖος Ἀλσεῖος Ἀλσεῖος Ἀλσεῖος Ἀλσεῖος (12) Θεσμοφόριος 

Table II: History of Reconstruction of the Koan Calendar (with wrong order of months in bold) 

 
How was it that Segre arrived at his conclusion and how do we know he was correct, 

and how is that earlier scholars such as Paton and Bischoff got more right than later 

scholars such as Herzog and Giffler? To answer the second question first, the biggest 

reason was because both Paton and Bischoff used the Comparative Method to reconstruct 

the calendar of Kos –particularly using the calendar of Rhodes– whereas Herzog and 

Giffler both rejected this method.
167

 In fact, both Paton and Bischoff would have placed 

all 12 correct, had Paton not relied on Plutarch’s evidence that Karneios at Syracuse was 

coincident with Athenian Metageitnion, and had Bischoff also looked to nearby Rhodes 

for the order of Hyakinthios-Panamos rather than to the more distant Epidauros (which 

colonized Kos) for the order Agrianios-Panamos. It is particularly noteworthy that all the 

known homonymous months in the Rhodian calendar based solely upon Rhodian 

evidence are in the same relative position vis-à-vis the Koan calendar. We will return to 

this point in a moment when we consider the order of the months of the Rhodian calendar 

that are not as firm. 
As for Segre’s order, it was based on some information long since known, and some 

which he himself was planning to publish, but never did due to his untimely death, 

although it did later once again appear posthumously as Iscrizioni di Cos (1993). The details 

are as follows. As Paton long ago pointed out, GIBM II 299a, line 26 (= SGDI III.1 3591-

3592 = SIG
3

 953 = Segre 1944-1945, 97, no. 79), which dates to the early 3
rd

 century BC 

before Kalymna was incorporated into the politeia of Kos, indicates that in one year Koan 

27 Batromios was coterminous with Kalymnian 27 Kaphisios.
168

 Since it has long since 

 
167

 See the comments of Herzog (1928, 49): “Die Versuche von Paton und Bischoff den koischen Kalender durch 

Konkordanz mit dem auch noch nicht sicher festgelegten rhodischen wiederherzustellen, stimmen nicht zu meinem seither 

erweiterten Material und tragen schon in sich die Gefahr eines Zirkelschlusses.” 

168

 Paton and Hicks 1891, 327. 
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been observed that the calendars of Kos and Kalymna shared the same month names,
169

 

this means that Batromios and Kaphisios were contiguous, only in this year they were not 

coterminous with the same lunar month at each of the two cities apparently because of 

their different months or years of intercalation. Thus we have the order Batromios-

Kaphisios, or Kaphisios-Batromios. 

As Paton further pointed out, Paton and Hicks 1891, no. 27 (= SGDI 3627 = SIG
3

 

1012 = IG XII.4,1 326) records that the sale of the priesthood of Dionysos Thyllophoros 

was to be made on the 16th of Batromios and was to be paid for in two installments, with 

the first payment due 14 days later on Batromios 30, and the second payment due on the 

14th of Gerastios.
170

 It seems highly likely the second payment, like the initial sale and first 

payment, was separated from the previous payment by14 days, hence we can say with a 

high degree of confidence the order is Batromios-Gerastios. When combined with the 

evidence of the previous paragraph, we can thus say the order and contiguity was 

Kaphisios-Batromios-Gerastios. 

Paton further pointed out that Paton and Hicks 1891, no. 36, lines 14-17 (= Segre 

1993, ED 149 = IG XII.4,1 348) indicates that Theudaisios was almost certainly followed 

directly by Petageitnyos, thus Theudaisios-Petageitnyos.
171

 And Paton noted that from 

Paton and Hicks 1891, no. 29, lines 17-19 (= Segre 1993, ED 144 = IG XII.4,1 318), it 

appears that the three payments in Alseios, Batromios and Panamos for the sale of the 

priesthood of Adrasteia and Nemesis were made at regularly spaced intervals of 4 

months
172

, thus 

Ἀλσεῖος – x – x – x – x – Βατρόμιος – x – x – x –x – Πάναμος – x 

Paton correctly noted, however, that this order said nothing of the start of the year 

(I will have more to say on the start of the year below). 

Paton further noted that Paton and Hicks 1891, no. 367 (= IG XII.4,2 1103) 

indicated the relative order Hyakinthios – Dalios – Alseios and that these were fairly close 

to one another, but he said they were not necessarily contiguous
173

, whereas Bischoff  felt 

based upon the mention of a three-month period in line 31 of this inscription, they must 

be contiguous (this turns out to be wrong).
174

 Finally, Paton noted that Paton and Hicks 

1891, no. 43 (= IG XII.4,1 281) indicates that Artamitios could not be the last month of 

the calendar.
175

 When combined with the previous evidence, Paton was therefore able to 

deduce the following order with the evidence of inscriptions from Kos and Kalymna he 

had before him (again, this evidence says nothing about the start of the year): 

Ἀλσεῖος – x – x – x – Καφίσιος – Βατρόμιος – Γεράστιος – x – x – x – Πάναμος – x 

When the unpublished inscriptions that Segre based his conclusions on were finally 

published in 1993, the following new evidence came to light (and was explicated by both 

Trümpy 1997 and Bosnakis and Hallof 2005). Most importantly, lines 40-42 of Segre’s ED 

 
169

 Bischoff 1894, 143-149 and Bischoff 1919, 1580.  

170

 Paton and Hicks 1891, 327. 

171

 Paton and Hicks 1891, 328. 

172

 Paton and Hicks 1891, 327. 

173

 Paton and Hicks 1891, 328. 

174

 Bischoff 1894, 147. 

175

 Paton and Hicks 1891, 328. 
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145 (= IG XII.4,1 298) indicates that the gymnasiarch was to make sacrifices during the 

winter semester in Theudaisios, Kaphisios and Gerastios, and in the summer semester in 

the months Agrianios, Panamos, and Alseios. Furthermore, lines 69-73 indicate that the 

stratagoi were to make a sacrifice to Hermes in the months Artamitios, Panamos, Karneios 

and Kaphisios. As Trümpy noted, it appears that the gymnasiarch was to make 6 sacrifices 

every other month, and the stratagoi every fourth month
176

, or: 

 

Θευδαίσιος – x – Καφίσιος – x – Γεράστιος – x – Ἀγριάνιος – x – Πάναμος –x – Ἀλσεῖος – x 

and 

Ἀρταμίτιος – x – x– Πάναμος – x – x – Καρνεῖος – x – x – Καφίσιος – x – x 
 

Furthermore, lines 20-25 of this same inscription indicate that the agonothetes was to 

make sacrifices to Hermes in the preliminaries to the torch-race on the 10th, 16th and 

20th of Dalios (ἐν ταῖς τρισὶ προλαμπάσι177 ταῖς πράταις, Δαλίου δέκαται, ἐκκαιδεκάται, ἰκάδι), and 

he was also to make a sacrifice on the day of the actual torch-race on the 10th of Alseios 

(θύετω δὲ καὶ ἐν τᾶι λαμπάδι τοῦ μηνὸς Ἀλσείου τᾶι δεκάται). In addition, in the next lines (26-

30) of this same inscription, the lampadarchoi were also to make sacrifices to Hermes at 

three different preliminary ceremonies on the 25th of Dalios, as well as the 1st and 6th of 

Alseios (τοὶ λαμπάδαρχοι θυόντω τῶι Ἑρμᾶι ταῖς τρισὶ προλαμπάσι ἕκται ἀπιόντος Δαλίου, καὶ 

νευμηνίαι Ἀλσείου, ἕκται ἱσταμένου). Clearly the months Dalios and Alseios were contiguous 

and in that order, with the various preliminary sacrifices leading up to the torch race 

spaced every four to six days apart from one another starting in Dalios. Finally, lines 135-

140 of this same inscription strongly suggest that the number of months between Gerastios 

and Hyakinthios was equal to the number of months separating Hyakinthios and Alseios. 

When this newer evidence is combined with the older evidence, the following order 

(apart from the starting point) necessarily results: 

Καρνεῖος-Θευδαίσιος-Πεταγείτνυος-Καφίσιος-Βατρόμιος-Γεράστιος- 
Ἀρταμίτιος-Ἀγριάνιος-Ὑακίνθιος-Πάναμος-Δάλιος-Ἀλσεῖος 

Further evidence that this order is correct may be found on other Koan inscriptions. 

For instance, lines 1-6 of Segre 1993 ED 216 (= IG XII.4,1 304) strongly suggest that the 

month Alseios is followed directly by Karneios, while lines 14-16 of Bosnakis and Hallof 

2005, 251, no. 23 (= SEG LV 956) strongly imply that Petageitnyos is followed directly by 

Kaphisios, and lines 1-15 of Segre 1993, ED 180 (= IG XII.4,1 320) indicate that 

Hyakinthios directly preceded Panamos. Other confirming evidence comes from lines 9-

13 of IG XII.4,1 302 and lines 27-29 of IG XII.4,1 315, which both imply that Gerastios 

was the sixth month after Alseios. Finally, IG XII.4,1 279 indicates the order Gerastios-

Artamitios-Agrianios-Hyakinthios. 

As for the starting month of the Koan calendar year (which should not necessarily 

be equated with the start of offices such as the Koan monarchos or the start of the autumn 

semester – see more on these in section IV below), there is no firm evidence, apart from 

the fact that line 6 of IG XII.4,1 302 indicates that the Koan elections for offices took place 

in the month of Alseios and Segre 1944-45, 199, no. 196 indicates the Monarchia, which 

 
176

 Trümpy 1997, 181-182. 

177

 The term προλαμπάς is a hapax-legomenon, either meaning preliminary torch-race or preliminary 

ceremonies/sacrifices to the torch-race.  
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were presumably celebrated toward the beginning of the monarch’s term of office, were 

celebrated on 11 Theudaisios. On the other hand, from IG XII.1 4 (from Rhodes) and 

other evidence we can infer that Καρνεῖος was the first month of the Rhodian winter 

semester, and by analogy it seems likely it was also at Kos. 

 

C. The Rhodian Calendar 

1. The Order of the Months 

We may now turn to the Rhodian calendar. The first thing to note is the obvious 

point that the Rhodian calendar clearly shows some affinities with the Koan calendar, the 

order of whose months is secure. In reconstructing the Rhodian calendar, I will therefore 

use the Comparative Method of reconstructing calendars and associating them with 

different families. Here it should be stressed that this method is valid only among families 

of calendars, such as Doric calendars, not between Doric and other calendars such as Ionic. 

Again, I also want to thank my collaborator John D. Morgan for pointing out to me some 

of what follows (and which will appear in a book co-authored by us). 

Any discussion of the Rhodian calendar must begin with IG XII.1 3 (= Badoud 2015, 

360, no. 17) and IG XII.1 4 (= Badoud 2015, 361, no. 18). IG XII.1 4 is particularly 

important, because, as noted above, it is a partially preserved inscription comprised of two 

fragments that lists individuals by day and month of an entire year.
178

 As Paton long ago 

observed, IG XII.1 4 reflects an intercalary year with 6 months of 29 days, six months of 

30 days, and a second Πάναμος of 29 or 30 days, thus bringing the total to 383 or 384 days, 

which were covered in four columns with roughly 96 days each.
179

 The combination of the 

information gleaned from IG XII.1 4 and Lindos II 2,
180

 lines 1 and 11 (the latter which 

demonstrates that Artamitios was followed directly by Agrianios, so that fr. b of IG XII.1 4 

can be placed with confidence) results in the following secure order of the Rhodian 

months: 

(1)? – (2)? – (3)? – (4)? – (5)? – (6) Σμίνθιος – 
(7) Ἀρταμίτιος – (8) Ἀγριάνιος – (9) Ὑακίνθιος – (10) Πάναμος Α΄ – (11)? – (12)? – (13) Πάναμος Β΄ 

In a moment, the question of the placement of the intercalary month Πάναμος Βʹ in 

the 13th place on the inscription will be addressed (Section V.A below), but for now it will 

be set aside and the normal order of the 12 months of the year will be analyzed. 

We now turn to IG XII.1 3, a decree stating that the Rhodians were to draw up a list 

of individuals who would be designated to sell oil (probably at the gymnasium, although 

this is not certain). Unfortunately, this inscription is known only from a poor squeeze made 

by Collignon (1883), who reports the stone had been cut up before he was able to examine 

the single surviving piece.
181

 What remains indicates the list was to cover “month and day 

of the entire year so that each person (i.e., seller) is [listed - - - by months and] days 

 
178 Badoud (2015) habitually refers to this inscription as a Hèmérologion throughout his book, but this is a technical 

term normally reserved for later schematic texts in tabular format that presented the equivalents of days of local calendars 

with the Kalends, Nones, and Ides of the Julian calendar. 
179

 Paton and Hicks 1891, 328. 

180

 On the deadlines contained in this inscription, which do not affect the order of the month Artamitios 

followed directly by Agrianios, see Ryan 2010 (= SEG LX 887).  

181

 Collignon (1883, 97) complains about the inadequacy of the squeeze to read iota adscripts with 

certainty.  
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throughout the year” (= lines 12-13 = [- - - κ]αὶ μῆνα καὶ ἁμέραν ὅλου τοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ, ἵνα ἕκαστος 

κ̣[αταταχθῇ? - -]182 | [- - κατὰ μῆνας καὶ ἁ]μέρας τὸν ἐνιαυτόν). It is universally agreed, as far as I 

know, that IG XII.1 4 is an example of the kind of list that IG XII.1 3 demands. 

Furthermore, Collignon’s majuscule text of the inscription at lines 4-5 has the following: 

4 [- - -].ΩΣΑΣ κα ἕκαστοι λάχωντι ἁμέρας ἀρξαμένο[- - - - - -] 
5 [- - -] μετὰ Εὐκράτη ἱερατεύῃ μέχρι Θεσμοφορίου ΤΡΙΤ[- - -] 

which Hiller von Gaertringen read, with a suggestion from Kaibel (see Corrigenda 

of IG XII.1 on p. 206), as: 

4 [ἀναγράψα]⟨ι ὅ⟩σας κα ἕκαστοι λάχωντι ἁμέρας ἀρξαμένο[υς ἀφ’ ἇς] 
5 [κα ὁ ἱερέως ὅ] μετὰ Εὐκράτη ἱερατεύῃ μέχρι Θεσμοφορίου τρίτ[ας], 

and which Badoud
183

 reads as: 

4 [ἀναγράψαι ὅ]π̣⟨ο⟩σάς184 κα ἕκαστοι λάχωντι ἁμέρας ἀρξαμένο[υς]  
5 [ἀφ’ ἇς κα ὁ ἱερέως ὅ] μετὰ Εὐκράτη ἱερατεύῃ μέχρι Θεσμοφορίου τρι⟨α⟩[κάδος], 

While one could quibble with the supplements in all published versions to date, 

particularly the margins and the non-sensical dating-phrase ἀρξαμένο[υς ἀφ’ ἇς] |[κα ὁ ἱερέως 

ὅ] μετὰ Εὐκράτη ἱερατεύῃ,185

 what is important to note is that the inscription makes clear the 

year ends with Thesmophorios. As Badoud also argues, the end of line 5 of Collignon’s 

text should almost certainly be corrected to read μέχρι Θεσμοφορίου τρι⟨α⟩[κάδος].186 This 

results in the following known order and placement: 

(1)? – (2)? – (3)? – (4)? – (5)? – (6) Σμίνθιος – 
(7) Ἀρταμίρτιος – (8) Ἀγριάνιος – (9) Ὑακίνθιος – (10) – Πάναμος – (11)? – (12) Θεσμοφόριος 

Since there is only one month, the 11th month, missing from a stretch of months 

that belongs to a particular time of year, we may now turn to other important evidence 

concerning the seasons of various Rhodian months based on the frequency of their 

appearance on Rhodian amphorae handles, as well as other epigraphical and literary 

 
182

 Or possibly restore the aorist subjunctive passive κ̣[ατατεθῇ]. The editor of IG XII.1 3 (Hiller von 

Gaertringen) restores the aorist subjunctive active ε̣[ἰδῇ], or “so that each person may [see | by months and d]ays 

throughout the year.” However, the sellers are referred to in both line 4 and line 10 as “ἕκαστοι” and ἑκαστοῦ, and 

it seems to me the point is rather “so that each seller may be assigned/listed by month and day throughout the 

year”. 

183

 Badoud 2015, 360, no. 17. 

184

 Badoud’s text gives [ἀναγράψαι ὅ]ποσας, but this reading is inconsistent with Collignon’s majuscule text –

the only preserved evidence, which gives a trace of the first preserved letter that could be Γ, Ε, Ζ, Ξ, Π, Ρ, Σ 

or Τ and the second preserved letter as Ω. Hence, at a minimum Badoud’s text should read [ἀναγράψαι 

ὅ]π̣⟨ο⟩σάς… In addition, the spacing at the beginning of line 5 of Badoud’s text is inconsistent with the 

spacing of his other restorations, although this could be remedied by moving the ἀφ’ ἇς to the end of line 4. 
185

 This phrase would be translated “from the day the priest, whoever he is, serves as priest after Eukrates”, 

which seems very awkward. In addition, we now know the priest of Helios took up his post four or five months 

into the Summer Semester at the beginning of Dalios (see Section V.A), so if this supplement were adopted, it 

would mean the list would cover only 3 months, not an entire year. The reality is that the margins of this text 

are unknown, and I would advocate for larger lacunae and restore something such as …κα ἕκαστοι λάχωντι 

ἁμέρας, ἀρξαμένο[ν ἀπὸ τᾶς νευμηνίας] | [τοῦ Καρνείου τοῦ ἐπὶ ἰερέως ὅς κα] μετὰ Εὐκράτη ἱερατεύῃ, μέχρι Θεσμοφορίου 

τρι⟨α⟩[κάδος - - - - -]. Thus the first list would begin on 1 Karneios in the term of the priest after Eukrates and 

run through 30 Thesmophorios, and each successive list would also begin 1 Karneios and run through 30 

Thesmophorios. 
186

 Badoud 2015, 14. 
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evidence concerning the seasons of the months, particularly whether months fell in the 
summer semester, or the winter semester. 

Ever since August Mommsen’s187 and Paton’s188 work, it has been widely recognized 
that the frequency of month-names on Rhodian amphora handles can be used as evidence 
to make arguments about the seasons of the Rhodian months, with the higher production 
numbers being in the warmer and dryer season. Especially noteworthy are Nilsson189 and 
Börker190, the latter who, as far as I know, was the last scholar to systematically count 
month names on Rhodian amphora handles and whose figures Badoud claims he uses.191 
Börker gave the following numbers (6593 examples), which I list from lowest frequency 
to highest (with Panamos and Panamos B combined):192 

 

 
Table III. Frequency of Month names on Rhodian amphora handles (after Börker 1978, 

195) 
Although we can see from IG XII.1 3 and 4 that these frequencies cannot be used to 

precisely order the months (for instance there is no consistent progression from Agrianios 
to Hyakinthios to Panamos even though from IG XII.1 4 we know the order was Agrianios-
Hyakinthios-Panamos), nevertheless the frequencies clearly fall roughly into three 
different categories: (1) Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos-Diosthyos, (2) Karneios-Badromios-
Thesmophorios-Sminthios, and (3) Artamitios-Dalios-Hyakinthios-Agrianios-Panamos. We may 

 
187 Mommsen 1889, 429-437. 
188 Paton and Hicks 1891, 329. 
189 Nilsson 1909, 126-127. 
190 Börker 1978, 202. 
191 Badoud (2015, 30) intended to reproduce Börker’s figures, but he made three errors: his figure of 144 

for Diosthyos is a typographical error for 114, his figure of 262 for Thesmophorios is actually Nilsson’s (column 
I of Börker’s chart) and is a mistake for 518, and his figure of 53 for Panamos B is also Nilsson’s and is a 
mistake for 101. This confusion carries over into his tables. Thus on p. 31 in his Figure 19 his datum point for 
what he called month 2 (Θεσμοφόριος) is consistent with Börker’s correct 518 but not with his own incorrect 
262, and his datum point for what he called month 4 (Διόσθυος) is consistent with his typographical error 144, 
but not with the correct 114, and his datum point for what he called month 12ʹ (Πάναμος δεύτερος) is consistent 
with his adjusted 53×(8/3) ≈ 141 (on the unlikely assumption that the Rhodians employed not the 19-year 
cycle but the octaëteris to regulate their calendar in the later Hellenistic period), but not with the correct 
101×(8/3) ≈ 269. These last two errors have entered into his Figure 20 on p. 32. 

192 We know that the Panamos B followed directly on Panamos A at roughly the same time of year (see 
Section V.A below), so I group them together. If all else were equal, we would expect a ratio of 27% of Panamos 
B stamps (7/26 months in a Metonic Cycle) to 73% of Panamos A (19/26 months in a Metonic Cycle), or 313 
Panamos B handles to 850 Panamos A handles, but what we get is 101 to 1062, or 8.7% to 91.3%, which is 
roughly only 1/3 of what we would expect. While this is a clear discrepancy, most of it can probably be 
explained, as Badoud notes, by positing that several of the partially preserved Panamos A examples are actually 
Panamos B examples, plus probably sometimes the workers did not bother to make a new stamp for Panamos 
B, or they did not wait for the new stamp to be made and kept stamping with the old Panamos A stamp until 
the new stamp arrived. 
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further surmise that group 1 comprises months in the heart of one season, group 2 has 

months that lie at the transition between seasons, and group 3 comprises months in the 

heart of another season.  

This naturally leads to any evidence for whether any of these months fell in the 

summer or winter semesters. Confirmation that Dalios fell in the summer semester comes 

from an inscription published by Reinach (1904, 203, III), which records that some 

interest was to be distributed to the bouleutai of the summer semester on the noumenia of 

Dalios (lines 7-8 = ὁ τόκος διανέμηται τοῖς θερινοῖς βουλευταῖς ἐπὶ τῇ γενε|θλίῳ αὐτοῦ ἡμέρᾳ 

Δαλίου νουμηνίᾳ). This inscription also confirms that Pedageitnyos fell in the winter 

semester (lines 10 -13 = ὁ τόκος ὁμοίως διανέμηται τῇ χει|μερινῇ βουλῇ ἐπὶ τῇ γενεθλίῳ ἡμέρᾳ τοῦ 

ἀδελφοῦ αὐτοῦ …ἥτις ἐστὶν | Πεταγειτνίου ι̅θ̅). Further confirmation that Dalios fell in the 

summer semester may be found on SIG
3 

644b lines 12-13, 17, 18-19 (= Badoud 2015, 358, 

no. 16), which records a Rhodian proxeny decree in honor of Eudemos of Seleukeia on 

the Kalykadnos in Kilikia, but which was inscribed at Seleukeia. The inscription indicates 

that there were three separate votes. The first, (a), was apparently a resolution brought 

before the boula alone that was passed at a meeting in Δάλιος when Damokles was priest of 

Halios and Astymedes son of Archokrates was head prytanis. The second, (b) was voted by 

the damos at one meeting of the ekklesia when Damokles was still priest of Halios and 

Astymedes was still the head prytanis in the month ΔΑΙΣΙΟΥ, which does not exist in the 

Rhodian calendar and is therefore an error of some type. Finally, a third vote in the month 

Βάδρομιος, this also of the damos in a second ekklesia, was passed when Damokles was still 

priest of Halios, but now Iatrokles was the head prytanis. Thus the switch in prytanies 

happened sometime between ΔΑΙΣΙΟΣ (sic) and Βάδρομιος. 

Börker
193

 agreed with Wilhelm’s view
194

 that on this inscription the month inscribed 

ΔΑΙΣΙΟΥ was an error for ⟨ΘΕΥ⟩ΔΑΙΣΙΟΥ rather than Nilsson’s
195

 suggestion of ΔΑ⟨Λ⟩ΙΟΥ, 

and he further argued, based on this correction, that in the first semester the prytanies 

served from Πάναμος to either Διόσθυος or Πεδαγείτνυος, whose order he had not yet 

determined. If correct, this would mean that the Rhodians had three different calendars 

in operation at various points in their history, one for the priest of Helios, one for the boula 

(organized by Winter and Summer semesters), and one for the prytanies (organized by First 

and Second semesters). For this last terminology of First and Second semesters, Börker 

pointed to a passage in Polybios (27.3-7) that indicates that in the winter of 172/1 BC 

(H)agesilochos was the prytanis, and in the spring of 171 BC Stratokles was the prytanis 

during the “second semester” (Στρατοκλέους πρυτανεύοντος τὴν δευτέραν ἕκμηνον).
196

 Which is 

likely to be correct, ⟨ΘΕΥ⟩ΔΑΙΣΙΟΥ or ΔΑ⟨Λ⟩ΙΟΥ? 

 
193

 Börker 1978, 208-212. 

194

 Heberdey and Wilhelm 1896, 112 

195

 Nilsson’s 1909, 131, n. 1. 

196

 Pugliese Carratelli (1939-1940, 160, n. 1) suggested that Polybios took this terminology of the First and 

Second semesters from the Achaian calendar, which also began in the autumn. This theory cannot be easily 

dismissed since the first semester is now attested in the Achaian League calendar on SEG XL 394 (τᾶι πρῶται 

ἑξαμήνωι). The spelling ἕκμηνον, which Polybios also used at 6.34.3, is relatively rare but is found in Plato (Leges 

916b3), Aristotle (Hist. An. Bekker 558a, line 17 and 562b, line 27), Cassius Dio (Hist. Rom. 42.20, 56.28 and 

117.18), at Koresia on Keos on IG XII.5,1 647, lines 8-9, and at Eretria on IG XII.9 207, line 52 (in these last 

two spelled ἕγμηνον). Its use here rather than ἑξάμηνον also suggests Polybios was not using some official Rhodian 

source. 
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We first note that of all the many inscriptions found at Rhodes that mention prytanies, 

who numbered 5 in the 3
rd

 century BC and 6 in the 2
nd

 century BC but at whose head one 

stood out, none refers to a First (πράτα) or Second (δευτέρα) semester, only a Winter 

(χειμερινά) or Summer (θερινά) semester, and these inscriptions seem to indicate that the 

prytanies and boula served together for the same semester or term and shared the same 

secretaries and undersecretaries. The earliest of these is Lindos II 16, lines 1-3, which 

Blinkenberg dated to 411-408 BC before the synoikismos of 408/7 BC but which could 

instead be dated anytime at the end of the 5
th

 or beginning of the 4
th

 century BC.
197

 On 

this inscription, the phrase [ἔδοξε τᾶι β]ολᾶι ἐπὶ π[ρ]|[υτανίων τ]ῶν ἀμφὶ Δει[ν]|[ίαν...] occurs 

(and the phrase πρόξενον [ἤμ]εν Ῥο[δ]ίων πάντων in lines 5-6 seems to indicate this was a 

proxeny decree of all the Rhodians, not just the Lindians). The phrase ἐπὶ π[ρ]|[υτανίων 

τ]ῶν ἀμφὶ Δει[ν]|[ίαν] thus suggests that at this time, the terms of the boula and prytanies were 

coterminous, whatever the length those terms were. 

The earliest certain evidence for the semester system at Rhodes is provided by a 

Rhodian decree inscribed at Magnesia ad Maeandrum, I. Magnesia 55 (= Rigsby 1996, 

247, no. 104) datable to the spring or early summer of 208 BC, when the Rhodians 

recognized the newly reorganized festival for Artemis Leukophryene. Lines 15-23 of this 

inscription read as follows: 

 15 ἀξιοῦντι· ὅπως δὲ καὶ [συν]τ[ε]λῆται ὑπὸ τοῦ 
  δάμου τὰ ἀξιούμενα ὑπὸ Μ[αγ]νήτων,  τύχαι 
  [ἀγαθᾶι οἱ] πρυτάνιες οἵ κα ἄρχωντι τὰν 
  [...5-7....ἑξ]άμηνον̣ ἐπὶ ἱ[ερ]έ̣ως Ἀριστωνί- 
  [δα καὶ οἱ] ἀεὶ  ἔναρχοι εὖντες καθ’ οὕς κα 
 20 χρόνους̣ σ[υν]τελῶντι Μάγνητες τ[ὰν θυσίαν] 
  καὶ τοὺς ἀγῶνας τᾶι Ἀρτάμιτι τᾶι Λε[υ]- 
  [κοφ]ρυη̣ν̣ᾶι γράψαντες εἰσφερόντων ἐς τὰν 
  βου[λὰν] καὶ τὸν δᾶμον ἐμ μηνὶ Ὑακι[ν]θίωι, 
  καθότι ἁ θυσία ἀποσταλησεῖ ὑπὸ τοῦ δά- 
 25 μου κατὰ τὰ νομιζόμενα 

In line 18, Kern restored [πράταν ἑξ]άμηνον̣, but from other inscriptions we know the 

Magnesian envoys started contacting cities or organizations in the summer of 208 BC,
198

 

so this decree should be dated to either the spring or early summer of 208 or 207 BC, and 

the latter can be eliminated since in lines 17-25 the text says to “[Let the] prytanies, whoever 

are in office in the [- - - -] semester in the priesthood of Aristonidas and whoever are in 

office at such times when the Magnesians shall celebrate the sacrifice and games to Artemis 

Leukophryene, draft and bring [a decree] before the boula and the damos in the month 

Hyakinthios, so that the sacrifice may be sent by the damos according to custom.”
199

 Since 

in 207 BC the Leukophryena were celebrated in the Magnesian month Ἀρτεμισιών, which 

 
197

 On the uncertain date of this inscription, see Gabrielsen, 2000, 179-180 = SEG L 733. 

198

 We know that other Magnesian envoys were in Athens in the fall of 208 BC from I. Magnesia 37 = 

Rigsby 1996, 215, no. 87 (with a confused discussion of the date of this inscription) = IG II³.1 1170, which is 

dated on the 6th day of Πυανοψιών and the 7th day of the 5th prytany in this intercalary year, in which an 

intercalary month, probably a second Ἑκατομβαιών, had been inserted earlier in the year. The corresponding 

date in the proleptic Julian calendar is approximately 1 November 208 BC, shortly before the evening setting 

of the Pleiades c. 6 November marked the end of the usual sailing season. 

199

 This implies that Aristonidas’ term as priest of Helios was in 209/8 BC, not 208/7 BC as Badoud (2015, 

169 and 199) places him. 
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typically fell about two months earlier than Rhodian Ὑακίνθιος, if this were Ὑακίνθιος of 207 

BC, it would mean the Rhodians did not vote to send a sacrifice to the first games that 

would have occurred a few months before.
200

 Furthermore, since the reference to Ὑακίνθιος 

in line 23 indicates this is late spring or early summer, and there is no evidence any 

Magnesian envoys set out prior to the spring of 208, accordingly, as Badoud
201

 points out, 

at a minimum Kern should have supplied [δευτέραν ἑξ]άμηνον̣, but from photographs of the 

squeeze it is clear that in line 18 there is space for only 7-9 letters in the lacuna when 

compared with the beginnings of some better preserved lines above and below this line.
202

 

Hence [δευτέραν ἑξ]άμηνον̣ can be eliminated, particularly since none of the letters in the 

lacuna would be an iota. Thus, as Badoud argues, the restoration [θερινὰν ἑξ]άμηνον̣, which 

has one iota, is the only one that both fits the spacing and makes temporal sense. With this, 

we can conclusively discard Wilhelm and Börker's theory that on SIG
3 

644b the month 

inscribed ΔΑΙΣΙΟΥ was an error for ⟨ΘΕΥ⟩ΔΑΙΣΙΟΥ rather than ΔΑ⟨Λ⟩ΙΟΥ, and with this also 

discard the Börker’s theory of separate calendars for the boula and prytanies. 

From I. Magnesia 55 (= Rigsby 1996, 247, no. 104), therefore, we see that Hykinthios 

was a month in the summer semester. Since we already know from Reinach 1904, 203, III 

that Dalios belonged to the summer semester, from SIG
3 

644b we also know that 

Badromios belonged to the winter semester. Further confirmation that Badromios 

belonged toward the end of winter also comes from Athenaios (8.60, Steph. p. 358cd), who 

in quoting from Theognis Rhodius (= Theognis Rhodius BNJ526 F1), tells us that 

Rhodian children celebrated the impending coming of spring by greeting the return of 

the swallow in the month of Boëdromion, which is clearly an Atticizing mistake for 

Badromios.
203

 In a moment will examine this passage more closely (Section III.C.2), but 

suffice it to say for now that numerous ancient sources pinpoint the return of the swallow 

toward the end of winter. 
The nice thing about this evidence is that it assures us that Pedageitnyos and 

Badromios were in the winter, and this gives us confidence that the entire low-production 

group Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos-Badromios belongs in the winter. It follows from this 

then that the methodology of grouping together months with similar frequencies of 

amphora handles is valid, which means that we are on firm ground when we place the 

grouping of Artamitios-Dalios-Hyakinthios-Agrianios-Panamos in the summer. We may 

remember that all these months, except Dalios, were attested more or less seriatim on IG 

XII.1 4 with one lacuna in the 11th spot. If there be any validity to the method of using 

frequency of amphora handles, then, as Börker saw, clearly this missing slot must belong 

to Dalios, or: 

 

 
200

 Although Rigsby’s (1996, 248) discussion of the Rhodian calendar was confused, he made the valid 

point (p. 181) that the Magnesian envoys probably started in the spring of 208 BC and the first games were 

held in the spring of 207 BC (in the Magnesian month of Ἀρτεμισιών). For the dates of the visits made by the 

Magnesian envoys in the summer and fall of 208 BC, see Iversen 2017, 188-191. 

201

 Badoud 2015, 24. 

202

 I would like to thank Klaus Hallof and Jaime Curbera for sending photographs of the squeezes of this 

inscription.  

203

 There seems to be another tradition where this was a song to crows. See Athenaios 8.59 (Steph. p. 

359d-360b = Hagnocles Rhodius BNJ 533 F7). 
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(1)? – (2)? – (3)? – (4)? – (5)? – (6) Σμίνθιος – 
(7) Ἀρταμίτιος – (8) Ἀγριάνιος – (9) Ὑακίνθιος – (10) – Πάναμος – (11) Δάλιος – (12) Θεσμοφόριος 

At this point we may turn back to the Koan calendar and note that the five months 

in the Rhodian calendar that have both a known fixed order based on Rhodian evidence 

alone and also share the same name in the Koan calendar – that is Artamitios, Agrianios, 

Hyakinthios, Panamos and Dalios – all five of these months share the same relative position in the 

two calendars. This strongly suggests that the other homonymous months of these two 

calendars did as well, as Bischoff and Börker saw. But there has been disagreement about 

three of these months, as the following table shows: 

 

Kos 

(known 

order) 

Rhodes 

(known order) 

Rhodes 

Nilsson (1909) 

Rhodes 

Bischoff (1894), 

Börker (1976) 

Rhodes 

Trümpy (1997), 

Badoud (2015) 

Καρνεῖος  (1) Θεσμοφόριος (1) Καρνεῖος (1) Καρνεῖος 
Θευδαίσιος  (2) Διόσθυος (2) Θευδαίσιος (2) Διόσθυος 
Πεταγείτνυος  (3) Θευδαίσιος (3) Πεταγείτνυος (3) Θευδαίσιος 
Καφίσιος  (4) Πεταγείτνυος (4) Διόσθυος (4) Πεταγείτνυος 
Βατρόμιος  (5) Βαδρόμιος (5) Βαδρόμιος (5) Βαδρόμιος 
Γεράστιος (6) Σμίνθιος (6) Σμίνθιος (6) Σμίνθιος (6) Σμίνθιος 
Ἀρταμίτιος (7) Ἀρταμίτιος (7) Ἀρταμίτιος (7) Ἀρταμίτιος (7) Ἀρταμίτιος 
Ἀγριάνιος (8) Ἀγριάνιος (8) Ἀγριάνιος (8) Ἀγριάνιος (8) Ἀγριάνιος 
Ὑακίνθιος (9) Ὑακίνθιος (9) Ὑακίνθιος (9) Ὑακίνθιος (9) Ὑακίνθιος 
Πάναμος (10) Πάναμος (10) Πάναμος (10) Πάναμος (10) Πάναμος 
Δάλιος (11) Δάλιος (11) Δάλιος (11) Δάλιος (11) Δάλιος 
Ἀλσεῖος (12) Θεσμοφόριος (12) Θεσμοφόριος (12) Θεσμοφόριος (12) Θεσμοφόριος 

Table IV: History of Reconstruction of Rhodian Calendar 

 

As one can see in Table IV, Trümpy has disrupted the order of Theudaisios and 

Pedageitnyos from their same positions in the Koan calendar, which required her also not 

to place Rhodian Diosthyos opposite Koan Kaphisios (i.e. she gives the order Karneios-

Diosthyos-Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos-Badromios) – again an ordering of Rhodian months 

that Badoud (2015) also follows. Trümpy’s first argument as to why this is the order at 

Rhodes is because at Athens (and in Ionian calendars in general) Metageitnion and 

Boëdromion were consecutive months, which, Trümpy argues, is the same relative order 

that should also hold for Pedageitnyos and Badromios in Doric calendars.
204

 The second 

argument she makes is that at Megara, Pedageitnyos and Artemitios were separated by 

two months, and once again this is taken to be a valid analogy for Rhodes. Finally, relying 

on an argument made by Nilsson
205

, Trümpy argues that the Rhodian month Diosthyos, 

which (as the name implies) involved a sacrifice to Zeus, coincides in time to Athenian 

Maimakterion, a month so named after a rite involving sacrifices to Zeus Maimaktes –Zeus 

of the Storm.
206

 Needless to say, a sacrifice to Zeus can occur in just about any month, plus 

the appeal to analogy of more distant and non-related calendars instead of the closer and 

clearly related calendar of Kos makes no sense, particularly given that we can see the 

cognate months Badromios/Boëdromion and Pedageitnyos/Metageitnion at Rhodes and 

 
204

 Trümpy 1997, 173. 

205

 Nilsson 1909, 136. 

206

 Trümpy 1997, 174. 
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in Ionic calendars are not at the same time of year (and Kos has the order Karneios-

Petageitnyos-Kaphisios-Badromios). This alone is reason to suspect Trümpy’s and 

Badoud’s order (and when I cover the seasons of the months below, I will provide more 

reason to doubt their order of these months). 

In addition to Trümpy’s arguments, Badoud makes one more argument to support 

the order Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos-Diosthyos.
207

 He points to a land lease contract (SEG 

LII 1029B = Badoud 2015, 451, no. 71) that indicates that the first payment was to be 

made in Theudaisios ([…ἀρχέτω δὲ τᾶς μισθώ]|σιος μεὶς Θευδαίσιος…), and each year’s 

payments were to be completed by Diosthyos. Drawing a parallel from another example 

(I.Rhod.Per. 352 = Badoud 2015, 448, no. 69) where the contract was made in the month 

of Panamos during the priesthood of Aristeidas (line 1), and the first payment was to be 

made in Karneios in the year of the priest after Aristeidas (lines 8-90), which we both would 

agree would be two months later, and the final payment of each year of the contract was 

to be made beginning 9 months later in Panamos, Badoud argues the final payments in 

Diosthyos must be, like this other example, due approximately one year after the initial 

payment. As I pointed out elsewhere, this is just an assumption about the schedule of 

payments that need not be true.
208

 

 

2. The Seasons of the Rhodian Months 

That Bischoff’s and Börker’s order of Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos-Diosthyos rather 

than Trümpy’s and Badoud’s order of Diosthyos-Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos is more likely 

to be correct can also be supported by evidence concerning the seasons of the months of 

the Rhodian calendar. Below I give Bischoff’s and Börker’s order, and their proposed 

relationship to the Athenian calendar along with their Julian equivalents. 

 

Rhodes Bischoff (1894), 

Börker (1978) 

Athens Julian 

(1) Καρνεῖος (3) Βοηδρομιών 

(4) Πυανοψιών 
(Sep./Oct.) 

(Oct./Nov) 

(2) Θευδαίσιος (4) Πυανοψιών 
(5) Μαιμακτηρών 

(Oct./Nov) 

(Nov./Dec.) 

(3) Πεταγείτνυος (5) Μαιμακτηρών 
(6) Ποσιδεών (AB) 

(Nov./Dec.) 

(Dec./Ian.) 

(4) Διόσθυος (6) Ποσιδεών (AB) 
(7) Γαμηλιών 

(Dec./Ian.) 

(Ian./Feb.) 

(5) Βαδρόμιος (7) Γαμηλιών 
(8) Ἀνθεστηριών 

(Ian./Feb.) 

(Feb./Mar.) 

(6) Σμίνθιος (8) Ἀνθεστηριών 
(9) Ἐλαφηβολιών 

(Feb./Mar.) 

(Mar./Apr.) 

(7) Ἀρταμίτιος (9) Ἐλαφηβολιών 
(10) Μουνιχιών 

(Mar./Apr.) 

(Apr./Mai.) 

(8) Ἀγριάνιος (10) Μουνιχιών 
(11) Θαργηλιών 

(Apr./Mai.) 

(Mai./Iun.) 
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(9) Ὑακίνθιος (11) Θαργηλιών 
(12) Σκιροφοριών 

(Mai./Iun.) 

(Iun./Iul.) 

(10) Πάναμος (ΑΒ) (12) Σκιροφοριών 
(1) Ἑκατομβαιών 

(Iun./Iul.) 

(Iul./Aug.) 

(11) Δάλιος (1) Ἑκατομβαιών 
(2) Μεταγειτνιών 

(Iul./Aug.) 

(Aug./Sept.) 

(12) Θεσμοφόριος (2) Μεταγειτνιών 
(3) Βοηδρομιών 

(Aug./Sept.) 

(Sept./Oct.) 

Table V: The Seasons of the Months in the Rhodian Calendar 

 

The following evidence supports the proposed order and assigned seasons. 

 

Karneios ≈ Athenian Böedromion or Pyanopsion. 

There is considerable evidence, as I have shown in another publication, that in other 

Doric calendars the month of Karneios and its attendant festival fell in the early autumn 

in the season normally coincident with either Athenian Boëdromion (3rd month after 

summer solstice ≈ September/October) or Pyanopsion (4th month after summer solstice 

≈ October/November).
209

 On the Antikythera Mechanism, whose lunar months are 

precisely known because they are tied to a series of full moon cycles and lunar and solar 

eclipses, it is virtually certain that the month Kraneios (the Korinthian/Epirote calendar 

equivalent of the pan-Doric Karneios) was sometimes coincident with either Athenian 

Boëdromion (2/19 times in a Metonic Cycle), but usually with Athenian Pyanopsion (17/19 

times in a Metonic Cycle). It is never as late as Athenian Maimakterion 

(November/December). Note that Trümpy also placed Karneios as generally equivalent to 

Athenian Pyanopsion
210

, while Badoud has internally inconsistent statements. In his tables, 

for instance, he states that Karneios is equivalent to October/November (thus what most 

scholars would take to be Athenian Pyanopsion), but the rest of his book actually argues 

for Karneios to be equivalent to Athenian Maimakterion, and thus November/December. 

This is shown most clearly by having the spring equinox in March fall within the month of 

Badromios
211

, which means Badromios would normally be coincident with Athenian 

Elaphebolion (March/April), and therefore Karneios would usually need to be coincident 

with Athenian Maimakterion (November/December). For more on this, see under 

Badromios below. 

 

Theudaisios ≈ Athenian Maimakterion. 

There is also suggestive evidence for placing the season of the second month of the 

Rhodian calendar, Theudaisios, as normally coincident with Athenian Maimakterion 

(November/December), for an inscription found near Lindos tells us that a sacrifice of a 

pig was made to Poseidon Phytalmios (Φυτάλμιος) on 6 Theudaisios.
212

 Hiller von 
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Gaertringen astutely suggested that the epithet Φυτάλμιος was related to the Greek word 

meaning to engender, φύειν,
213

 which is confirmed by several literary sources, including 

Plutarch, who in a fictive dinner party has one guest refer to sacrifices to Demeter 

Proerosia (“before the plowing”) and Poseidon Phytalmios in the same sentence.
214

 

Themistios explicitly ties Poseidon’s epithet to the verb φύω.
215

 Over 130 years ago 

Mommsen used these passages to infer that Rhodian Theudaisios should coincide with 

Athenian/Ionic Posideon
216

, which Trümpy also has done.
217

 Hiller von Gaertringen, on 

the other hand, sensibly suggested that this sacrifice may have been connected to the 

season of plowing and planting,
218

 which the pairing of Demeter Proerosia and Poseidon 

Phytalmios strongly confirms, thus meaning it probably does not refer to any other time 

of the agricultural year. As Hiller von Gaertringen (SIG
3

 1030, note 1), followed by 

Börker
219

, recognized, further confirmation that this is the right time of year for 

Theudaisios comes from ID 1513 = IC xvi 4* = Chaniotis, Verträge 55A, a Delian 

inscription which records a treaty between the Cretan cities of Knosos, Lato and Olous in 

116/15 BC. On this inscription the month Θιοδαίσιος at Lato coincided with Knosian 

Σπέρμιος, whose name indicates that it fell in the season of sowing seeds (σπέρματα). Hesiod 

and Aratos tell us plowing and planting should be done around the migration time of 

cranes,
220

 which Aristotle informs us took place in the Athenian month of Maimakterion,
221

 

and which season the famed bird specialist and classicist Arnott confirms as being the 

correct season for the migration of cranes in Greece.
222

 Furthermore, Hesiod (Erga 479-

482) also warns that ploughing around the winter solstice would result in a thin crop the 

following spring (and he further suggest that if you must plow late, it is best to do so at the 

time of the cuckoo’s cry in March). Again, Börker’s placement of Theudaisios right after 

Karneios as the second month of the Rhodian calendar makes it normally coincident with 

Athenian Maimakterion (Nov./Dec.), which puts it right during the ideal season of planting 

and plowing. On the other hand, Trümpy’s and Badoud’s placement as the third month 

makes Theudaisios one month later than this –a period that Hesiod warned was bad for 

plowing. 

 

Pedageitnyos ≈ Athenian Posideon. 

Other evidence from Rhodes concerning the third month of the calendar, 

Pedageitnyos, corroborates this picture. It comes in the form of a letter of Nero written to 
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the Rhodians.
223

 This letter informs us that the Rhodians had received a letter (which Nero 

refers to as a false letter) that alarmed them, and so they immediately dispatched envoys 

to Rome who were given admittance by Nero and who arranged for some sacrifices, and 

then who were sent back home with this letter, which was registered on Rhodes on the 

24th of Pedageitnyos (here spelled in the more usual Koan manner Petageitnyos). The 

letter indicates that Nero had δημαρχικῆς ἐξουσίας, or tribunicia potestas, without any 

attending numeral, which, as far as I know, has been taken universally to mean that this 

was his first year in office.
224

 Since we know from Suetonius that Nero was one of the 

ordinary consuls in AD 55, an office which he held for two months and that undoubtedly 

began on the Kalends of January,
225

 the fact that there is no mention of any consular rank 

strongly suggests that Nero composed the letter before the Kalends of January in AD 55. 

Furthermore, Hiller von Gaertringen points out that Nero’s predecessor Claudius died 

on 13 October AD 54,
226

 thus this letter is likely to have been written between 13 October 

and 31 December of AD 54.
227

 

The beauty of lunisolar calendars is that their months are tied to the phases of the 

moon, so that unless there is a serious disruption or manipulation for some emergency or 

political exigency, the beginnings of the months should fall close to one day after new 

moons (which moderns can go back into time and calculate). In the fall of AD 54, there 

were new moons on 20 September, 19 October and 18 November (and the autumn 

equinox fell on 25 September). If, for the sake of argument, Karneios on Rhodes began 

the day after the new moon of 20 September (= the new moon just before what normally 

would be Athenian Boëdromion), taking into account whole and hollow months (30 + 29 

+ 24) and using Bischoff’s and Börker’s order of the months as Karneios-Theudaisios-

Pedageitnyos, 24 Pedageitnyos would have fallen 83 days later on about 12 December of 

54; if Karneios began on 20 October (= Athenian Pyanopsion), 83 days later, 24 

Pedageitnyos would have been 10 January, AD 55; and if Karneios began on 19 November 

(= Athenian Maimakterion), 83 days later, 24 Pedageitnyos would have been February 9 

of AD 55. December 12 is too tight a schedule after the death of Claudius on 13 October 

for a rumor to arise, a false letter to be written, for the false letter to reach Rhodes 

(presumably from Italy), for the Rhodian envoys to hasten to Rome, and for the Rhodians 

to return quickly to Rhodes. 10 January comfortably allows the requisite time for each of 

the three journeys required, at least one if not two made with great haste, and it also means 

the journey home would occur during the “halcyon days” around the winter solstice, when 
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the seas between Sicily and Greece all the way to Crete were usually calm.
228

 It also is 

consistent with the fact that Nero had tribunicia potestas after October 13 but had no 

consular rank before 1 January of AD 55, if we assume the Rhodian envoys left Rome 

before the Kalends of January, which is a reasonable assumption since we can expect it to 

have taken more than 10 days to sail back to Rhodes. The last date, 9 February, is unlikely 

since it would have meant that the Rhodians took more than about 7 weeks to return to 

Rhodes from Rome when they knew that their countrymen were anxious to have news. In 

sum, in this particular year, the month beginning the day after the new moon of 19 

October, which was the first new moon after the autumn equinox, is the clear favorite for 

the first month of the year, Karneios, which in this year would should have been coincident 

with Athenian Pyanopsion – the time of year that both Trümpy and Badoud claim for 

Karneios (although again, Badoud’s chronology is internally inconsistent and the logical 

conclusion of his arguments is that normally Karneios was equivalent to Athenian 

Maimakterion, which with his adopted order of the months would place 24 Pedageitnyos 

even one month later all the way into early March). In short, this evidence also supports 

the order Karneios-Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos, rather than Trümpy’s and Badoud’s order 

of Karneios-Diosthyos-Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos. 

More confirmation that the order is more reasonably to be Karneios-Theudaisios-

Pedageitnyos-Diosthyos-Badromios rather than Karneios-Diosthyos-Theudaisios-

Pedageitnyos-Badromios perhaps comes from an inscription recording a sale of a house 

and a transfer of deed.
229

 The inscription informs us (face B, lines 8-16) that in the 

priesthood of Archinos on 5 Karneios, the Koinon of Hermogeneioi Aphrodisiastai agreed 

to pay 12,000 drachmas to a certain Sostratos for a house in the city, and they apparently 

promised to convey the entire 12,000 drachmas in the month of Pedageitnyos, still during 

Archinos’ tenure. By the 28th of Pedageitnyos,
230

 however, the Koinon apparently did not 

have all the money available, so they delivered only a down payment of 1000 drachmas to 

Sostratos and apparently asked for, and received, more time to pay the remaining balance 

of 11,000 drachmas. Finally on 2 Badromios they paid the final 11,000 drachmas, and the 

deed was transferred. Again, if the order were Trümpy/Badoud’s Karneios-Diosthyos-

Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos-Badromios rather than Karneios-Theudaisios-Pedageitnyos-

Diosthyos-Badromios, the Koinon for some reason would have only been able to come up 

with 1000 drachmas in 3 months and 23 days, but suddenly 4 or 5 days later they would 

have had 11,000 drachmas more. While it is possible that in 4 or 5 days they came up with 

a huge windfall of 11,000 drachmas, it seems more reasonable to assume the Koinon 

needed more than a month to come up with the remaining balance of 11,000 drachmas, 
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but naturally this is debatable. 

 

Badromios ≈ Athenian Anthesterion. 

Other evidence from Rhodes also strongly and overwhelmingly supports placing the 

fifth month, Badromios, as normally coincident with Athenian Anthesterion, for (as 

mentioned above) in that month Athenaios, in quoting from Theognis Rhodius, informs 

us that Rhodian children, in a kind of ancient trick-or-treating, sang a song that welcomed 

back the swallows (Greek χελιδών, Latin hirundo),
231

 whose return heralded the approach 

of Spring.
232

 Hesiod reports that the swallows returned (presumably to his native Boiotia) 

60 days after the winter solstice,
233

 or around 19 February. The parapegma attached to 

Geminos’ manuscripts, which Lehoux places before the late second century BC,
234

 quotes 

three different sources –an unnamed source,
235

 Eudoxos (from Knidos but who worked at 

Athens) and Kallippos (from Kyzikos but who worked at Athens) – in placing the 

appearance of the swallow about 61 days after the winter solstice, or 20 February.
236

 

Ptolemy, citing Hipparchos (of Rhodes) and Euktemon (of Athens) as his authorities,
237

 

places the return of the swallow on 27 Mechir in the Egyptian calendar of Alexandria, 

which in Ptolemy’s day would have corresponded to 21 February. Ovid, in his description 

of the flight of Tarquin the Proud (The Regifugium), places the swallow’s return (apparently 

to Rome) also at the end of February on the 24th,
238

 while Columella, quoting Caesar, 

places it on 21 February.
239

 Pliny places the return of the swallow (presumably to Rome) 

on 22 February when the Favonius wind began to blow,
240

 which wind he notes some call 

the Chelidonias after the swallows who make their appearance with it. Numerous ancient 

authors also associate the arrival of swallows with just before the arrival of spring,
241

 hence 

the saying “One swallow does not a spring make”.
242

 The definition of Spring was 

somewhat flexible, but many Greeks, especially farmers like Hesiod, considered it to begin 

at the time of the evening rising of Arcturus around the end of February and beginning 

of March, depending on the longitude and altitude of the observer, and not the spring 

equinox as moderns do. The most common European swallow (hirundo rustica) winters in 
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South Africa before migrating north, either up the west or east coast of Africa – a migration 

that had gone like clockwork since time immemorial before global warming (see Figure 

3).
243

 

The difference between when swallows would have arrived in Rhodes as opposed to 

Boiotia or Italy is likely to have been nugatory, although those who migrated up the east 

coast of Africa may have arrived a bit earlier to Rhodes. In any case, Hipparchos of Rhodes 

in his parapegma apparently placed the return of the swallow to Rhodes on a date that later 

authors took to be equivalent to 21 February. Therefore, the only acceptable month for 

placing Rhodian Badromios during the return of swallows is clearly the month normally 

coincident with Athenian Anthesterion, which usually would have fallen 30 days on either 

side of February 17.
244

 

As J.D. Morgan has pointed out to me, one can also use the dating of the return of 

the swallows to Rhodes some 60 or 61 days after the winter solstice in Badromios to 

determine the relationship of Karneios to the autumn equinox as follows. If one reckons 

88 days from the autumn equinox to the winter solstice,
245

 as in Ptolemy’s Phaseis, where 

the autumn equinox is dated to 28 Thoth and the winter solstice to 26 Choiak, the return 

of the swallows to Rhodes would have occurred 148 or 149 days after the autumn equinox. 

This interval of time corresponds very closely to 5 mean synodic months (147.65 days). 

Hence if in the Rhodian calendar the νουμηνία of Karneios fell anywhere from 1 to 30 days 

after the autumn equinox, with 118 days in the four months Karneios, Theudaisios, 

Pedageitnyos and Diosthyos, the fifth month Badromios would have begun anywhere 

from 119 to 148 days after the autumn equinox, and ended anywhere from 148 to 177 

days after this same temporal marker. This in turn means that the 148th day after the 

autumn equinox would always have fallen in the month Badromios. This piece of evidence 

is significant, for not only can it be interpreted as confirmation of the theory that in the 

Rhodian calendar Karneios was normally the first month after the autumn equinox, but 

also since the order of the Rhodian months from Badromios through Thesmophorios is 

secure, based upon this evidence their seasons are also relatively secure. It should be noted 

that Badoud’s statement of this evidence that “La fête du renouveau qui donnait lieu à ce rite 

étroitement associé à l’équinoxe de printemps était célebrée vers le 20 mars”
246

 is not supported by 

any ancient evidence concerning the appearance of swallows in the Mediterranean – all 

say they appear almost exactly one month earlier. This means his statement that “Le mois 

de Βαδρόμιος, quant à lui, correspondait approximativement au mois mars”
247

 is also one month 

too late. 
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Sminthios ≈ Athenian Elaphebolion. 

The sixth month of the Rhodian calendar was called Sminthios, so named in honor 

of Dionysos Sminthios, who received the epithet for his wiping out of a plague of mice who 

were eating up the vines.
248

 An inscription confirms that the Sminthia were in honor of 

Dionysos and involved dramatic contests.
249

 Hiller von Gaertringen (SIG3 
974, adn. 5) 

astutely notes that this month is most aptly paired with Athenian Elaphebolion 

(March/April), the month of the City Dionysia, and so it would normally be, as expressed 

in Table V above. 

 

Panamos ≈ Athenian Skirophorion/Hekatombaion. 

As noted above, the Pindaric Scholiasts claimed that the Halieia of Rhodes finished 

by the 24th of the same month as the Nemea of Argos, which the Pindaric Scholiasts 

claimed finished on the 18th of Argive Panamos – a month they claimed was roughly 

equivalent to Gorpiaios of some version of the Macedonian calendar. I have argued 

extensively elsewhere that the Halieia of Rhodes were also in Rhodian Panamos,
250

 which 

was normally coincident with Argive Panamos and generally the closest equivalent to 

Gorpiaios in the fixed calendar of Alexandria after 30 BC. Both Argive and Rhodian 

Panamos were normally coincident with Athenian Hekatombaion, but occasionally also 

Athenian Skirophorion. Note that lines 1-6 of IG XII.4 1266 (from Kos and dating 42-31 

BC) indicate that a Roman decree known as the Lex Fonteia was passed in Rome at some 

point in the second half of June and it was recorded on Kos at some point after this in the 

month of Panamos, which I think it is safe to assume was normally at the same time of year 

as Panamos on Rhodes. The relevant lines of the inscription, which is fragmentary and 

also has some erasures, reads: 

 2 ⟦- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -⟧ μηνὸς Πανάμου δευτέ-  
  [- - - -c. 12 - - - - Γάϊος] Φω̣ντήϊος Γαΐου υἱὸς Καπίτων ἱερεὺς 
  [κατὰ τὸ δίκαιον τῶι δ]ή̣μωι προσανήνεγκεν ἐκ συνκλήτου γνώ-  
 5 [μης, ὁ δῆμος κατὰ τὸ δίκα]ιον ἐψηφίσατο ἐν τῆι ἀγορᾶι πρὸ τῶν  
  [ἐμβόλων πρὸ ἡμερῶν - - - - - - - καλ]ανδῶν Ἰουλίων, v φυλῆς Καμιλλίας 

At lines 2-3 the editors restore δευτέ|[ραι ἐξ ἰκάδος v Γάϊος], but the restoration is at best 

uncertain as this date would refer to the 29th of the month, not the 22nd (as the editors 

supposed in an earlier publication),
251

 and as we saw above the only attested name of the 

29th of the month at both Kos and Rhodes is the προτριακάς.252

 Bosnakis and Hallof (IG 

XII.4,1 266 at line 3) note that Herzog also suggested restoring μηνὸς Πανάμου δευτέ|[ρου - 

- c. 9 - - Γάϊος], thus in the intercalary month of Panamos, which is quite attractive (the 

intercalary month Πάναμος δεύτερος is attested on Kos at IG XII.4,1 337, face B, line 12). 

The only other possibility, not noted by Bosnakis and Hallof, is μηνὸς Πανάμου δευτέ|[ραι 
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 Apion, S. 143,9 (= Neitzel 1977, fr. 122) and Apollonios Soph., Lexicon Homericum p. 143, lines 9-15. 

See also Athenaios Book 10, Kaibel paragraph 63, lines 28-35, which informs us that a certain Philomnestos 

wrote a work called On the Sminthia and makes it clear these were associated with Dionysos. 
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 See IG XII.1 762.  
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 Iversen 2017, 141-146 and 192-197. I was anticipated by Zusanek (1996, 55), who makes his argument 

purely based on the season of the year.  
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 Bosnakis and Hallof 2005, 235. 

252

 IG XII.4,1 281, col. II, line 43 (= Segre 1993, ED 145, col. B, line 21); IG XII.1 4, col. II, line 22 and 

col. III, line 45. 
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ἱσταμένου· Γάϊος], or the 2nd of the month of Panamos A, which fits the spacing perfectly.
253

 

The one question with this supplement, however, is whether the Koans used the word 

ἱσταμένου with the second of the month, which is not certain. If they did, this date would 

work fine at the times when Panamos A started after a new moon at the very end of June 

or the first half of July.
254

 In any case, whether it be at 2 Panamos prοtos or at some point 

in Panamos deuteros, it seems reasonable to assume the decree was registered on Kos within 

2 to 6 weeks after it passed in Rome, thus it seems likely that part of Panamos A or Panamos 

B fell in July on Kos this year, and by extension this is the likely time of year for Panamos 

on Rhodes. 

 

Thesmophorios ≈ Athenian Boëdromion. 

Finally, the 2
nd

 century AD author Sextus Pompeius Festus, in defining the term 

Equus October at Rome, describes various peoples who made horse sacrifices, including the 

Rhodians. Sextus reports that “And also the Rhodians, who every year throws quadrigae that are 

consecrated to Helios into the sea, because he is said to circumnavigate the world in such a chariot”.
255

 

This almost certainly does not refer to a festival known as the Hippokathesia, which from 

inscriptions we know were celebrated in Agrianios and were in honor of Poseidon 

Hippios,
256

 apparently every eight years. I also do not think it refers to some other 

ceremony at the Halieia, as Blinkenberg and Zusanek suppose.
257

 While Sextus may not 

have meant to suggest that the Rhodians threw quadrigae into the sea around Julian 

October, he certainly indicates that the Rhodians held a ceremony to mark the point when 

Helios had completed his circuit, which at any time after the 5
th

 century BC is likely to 

refer to a solstice or equinox. If we recall the fragment of Herakleides Kritikos quoted 

above (p. 16) in which the writer complains τὸ δ ̓ ἁλιακὸν ἔτος μεμαίνεσθαιποιεῖ –“and the solar 

year drives me crazy”– it seems likely that the Rhodians of all the Greeks were famous, or 

perhaps infamous, for being devoted to keeping track of the tropical year (and I would 

suggest Herakleides is possibly referring to the ceremony that Sextus describes). We 

would, therefore, expect Rhodes’ last month, Thesmophorios, to fall around the time of a 

solstice or equinox. In the tables above, it is placed exactly around the time of the autumn 

equinox, and no other solstice or equinox is an acceptable alternative (and indeed, the end 

of Thesmophorios would have usually fallen in October, which may just be coincidence). 

In addition, on the Antikythera Mechanism, which was likely built on Rhodes, we saw that 
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 For a good photo of the squeeze of this inscription, see Crawford et al. (ed.) 1996.I, 497, no. 36 and II: 

Plate XI. 
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 In 41 BC the new moon that occurred before what was likely to be the month of Panamos fell on July 

12, thus 2 Panamos would have been around 14 July, 41 BC and thus 2-4 weeks after the Julian date missing 

in the lacuna. Other possible years include 40 BC (new moon on 1 July), 38 BC (new moon on 9 July), 37 BC 

(new moon on 28 June), 35 BC (new moon on 6 July), 33 BC (new moon on 14 July), and 32 BC (new moon 

on 3 July). The years 42, 39, 36, 33, and 31 are prime candidates for the intercalary years of Panamos B (μηνὸς 

Πανάμου δευτέ|[ρου - - -]).  
255

 Sextus Pompeius Festus, De verborum significatu, s.v. October Equus: Et Rhodi, qui quotannis quadrigas soli 

consecratas in mare iaciunt, quod is tali curriculo fertur circumvehi mundum. 
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 Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 258, no. 153, lines 8-9. See also Segre 1951, 141. Note that 

Appian (Mithridatika 295) relates how Mithridates plunged a chariot with white horses into the sea in the spring 

of 73 BC on the eve of the Third Mithridatic War to placate Poseidon. 
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 Blinkenberg 1938, 17-18 and Zusanek 1996, 55. 
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the gearing of the Mechanism means that the years on the Games Dial are solar years, and 

as was noted above, these years almost certainly run from autumnal equinox to autumnal 

equinox. 

Here it is worth returning to the evidence of the frequency of Rhodian amphora 

handles to see whether their evidence is consistent with both the order and seasons 

assigned: 

          
Table VI. Month names on Rhodian amphora handles (frequencies after Börker 1978, 195) 

 

We can see here that from roughly October/November (Karneios) to 

February/March (Badromios) during the coldest and wettest time of the year, the 

production level of amphorae is lower, whereas starting in March/April (Sminthios) 

production begins to rise significantly until it peaks in July/August (Panamos), the hottest 

and driest time of the year, whence it begins to decline by the end of summer. 

We thus have independent compelling seasonal evidence for 7 of Rhodes’ 12 

months, including several festivals (such as the Karneia, Sminthia, and Halieia whose likely 

time of year matches the chronology suggested), the likely time of year for a sacrifice to 

Poseidon Phytalmios, the likely chronology of a Neronian letter that is quite circumscribed, 

the fixed time of year for the return of swallows whose pattern of migration had been like 

clockwork for millennia before the advent of globing warming, and the likely placement 

of Thesmophorios at the autumn equinox. The order and relative placement of these 

months also matches that of Kos (where we know in one year Panamos A or Panamos B 

almost certainly fell in July), and it is also broadly consistent with the evidence of the 

frequency of months on Rhodian amphora handles. When taken individually any one of 

these points may be dismissed, but when combined, the evidence is so compelling and 

internally consistent and interlocking, that the order and the seasons of the Rhodian 

months, and their attending religious festivals, should now be settled beyond any 

reasonable doubt. 

They are also consistent with evidence of the seasons of the months on the 

Antikythera Mechanism if one equates Rhodian Karneios with the Mechanism’s Kraneios. 

Elsewhere I have argued that the Mechanism was an adaption of a prototype originally 

designed for the Rhodian calendar so that the Metonic Cycle kicked off with a month that 

fell close to the autumn equinox, but the designer needed to shift this one month earlier 

to account for the fact that the Korinthian calendar began one month earlier with 
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Phoinikaios, and that this accounts for the one-month offset shift on the Games Dial.
258

 

 

IV. Thoughts on the Summer and Winter Semesters at Kos and Rhodes 

One difficult issue of both the Koan and Rhodian calendars is the question 

concerning the conflicting evidence of the winter and summer semesters, which is 

important as it impacts arguments about the term of the monarchos on Kos, the priest of 

Helios at Rhodes, and the term of the winter and summer boula at both cities. Since the 

Koan evidence is much stronger, it is best to start there. 

 

A. The Koan Semester System 

We already saw (Section III.B) that lines 40-42 of Segre 1993, ED 145 (= IG XII.4,1 

298) indicate that the gymnasiarch was to make sacrifices during the winter semester in 

Theudaisios, Kaphisios and Gerastios, and in the summer semester in the months 

Agrianios, Panamos, and Alseios. Lines 10-12 of IG XII.4,1 315 confirm that Theudaisios 

was in the winter semester, and line 30 of IG XII.4,1 320 confirms a second time that 

Hyakinthios was in the summer semester. It is apparently for this reason that Segre
259

 

expressed the opinion that the semester-system of the Koan calendar was: 

 

χειμερινὰ ἑξάμηνος 
 
1. Καρνεῖος 
2. Θευδαίσιος 
3. Πεταγείτνυος 
4. Καφίσιος 
5. Βαδρόμιος 
6. Γεράστιος 

θερινὰ ἑξάμηνος 
 
7. Ἀρταμίτιος 
8. Ἀγριάνιος 
9. Ὑακίνθιος 
10. Πάναμος 
11. Δάλιος 
12. Ἀλσεῖος. 

Table VII: The Semester System at Kos (after Segre) 

 

Bosnakis and Hallof agreed with Segre’s conclusion about the order of the months, 

but they proposed that the beginnings of the winter and summer semesters should be 

shifted one month later so that the winter semester began with Theudaisios and ended 

with Artamitios, while the summer semester began with Agrianios and ended with 

Karneios.
260

 They based this conclusion on two inscriptions that indicate that the old 

monarchos who was in office in Alseios was still in office in Karneios. For instance, the first 

inscription (Bosnakis and Hallof 2005, 220, no. 20 = SEG LV 931 = IG XII.4,1 315) 

concerns the sale of the priesthood of Homonoia. It indicates that the monarchos 

Aristoboulos was in office in Alseios when the first payment was due (line 27 = τὰν μὲν 

πράταν ἐμηνὶ Ἀλσείωι τῶι ἐπὶ Ἀριστοβούλου), he was still in office when the treasurers were to 

use 1/10 of this money to buy silver plates and give an accounting of it by 10 Karneios 

(lines 38-39 = ποιησάσθω τὸν ἀπολογισμὸν ἔσχατον τοῦ Καρνείου μηνὸς |τοῦ ἐπὶ Ἀριστοβούλου 

τᾶι δεκάται), then the second and third payments were due in Gerastios and Alseios during 

the tenure of the monarchos after Aristoboulos (lines 27-30 = τὰν δὲ |δευτέραν ἐμ̣ μηνὶ 
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 Iversen 2017, 184 ff. On this idea, also see Jones 2020, section 7. 
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 Segre 1944-1945, 170. 
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 Bosnakis and Hallof 2005, 233-240. 
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Γεραστίωι τῶι μετὰ μόναρχον Ἀριστόβουλον ὅς | κα γένηται πρᾶτος, τὰν δὲ τρίταν ἐμ μηνὶ Ἀλσείωι 

τῶι ἐπὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ | μονάρχου). 

Likewise a second inscription involving the sale the sale of the priesthood of Dionysos 

Thyllophoros indicates that the monarch Charmidas was in office on 1 Alseios (line 1 = ἐπὶ 

μονάρχ[ου Χαρ]μ̣ί̣δ̣α̣, μ̣η̣ν̣[ὸς] Ἀλσ[είου νευ]μην[ίαι·]), and he was still in office in Karneios when 

the first payment was due (lines 9-10 = τὰν μ[ὲν] | [πρά]τ̣αν ἐμ μηνὶ Καρνείωι τῶι ἐπὶ Χαρμίδα), 

but his successor was in office when the second payment was due in Gerastios (lines 10-11 

= τὰν δὲ δ[ευ|τέρα]ν ἐμ μηνὶ Γεραστίωι τῶι μετὰ μόναρχον Χαρμίδα[ν]) and also when the third 

payment was due in the following Alseios (= [τὰν δ]ὲ τρίταν ἐμ μηνὶ Ἀλσείωι ἐπὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ 

μον[άρ|χου·]). Bosnakis and Hallof then conjectured that it was not plausible for the term 

of the monarch’s office not to be coterminous with the semester system, and since it was 

clear the term of the monarchos continued into Karneios, consequently they moved the start 

of the winter semester one month later to begin in Theudaisios.
261

 

Support for placing the beginning of the monarch’s term in Theudaisios can be 

found on a manumission text from Kalymna first published by Newton (JHS 11, 1881, 

362-364 = SIG
3 

1210 = Segre 1944-45, 199, no. 196), which has the following dating 

formula: 

 1 ἐπὶ στεφανηφόρου Κλευ- 
  φῶντος τοῦ Φιλωνίδα, 

  μ(ηνὸς) Θευδαισίου α̣ι΄, Μο- 
  ναρχίοις· Νείκη Μενε- 
 5 κράτου ἀνεκήρυξε τὴν 
  ἰδίαν θρεπτὴν Ἡδονὴ[ν] 
  ἐλευθέραν, κτλ. 

Here, as Newton noted, Hedone was set free on Theudaisios 11 during a festival 

called the Monarchia. Since it is more likely that a festival with this name would be held in 

the first several days after the new monarchos had entered office, rather than in the 

following month, it seems likely that the term of the monarchos indeed began in 

Theudaisios, as Bosnakis and Hallof supposed. On the other hand, having the winter 

semester also start in Theudaisios is unsatisfactory for in going six months forward it would 

place the start of the warm season as late as Agrianios – the month, as we saw in Section 

III.C.2, at Rhodes that was normally coincident with Athenian Thargelion (May/June). In 

addition, as John D. Morgan has pointed out to me, there is at least one, and possibly up 

to three, different inscriptions that appear to contradict this view.  

The first is an inscription, or really a series of inscriptions, which is not cited by 

Bosnakis and Hallof, that show in one year the switch in monarchos may have happened 

sometime before Karneios 20, and thus was not coterminous with Theudaisios. This 

evidence comes from Kalymna in a series of inscriptions recording manumissions 

published by Segre (1944-45, 186-188, nos. 167-172). Segre thought, the series began with 

his number 167 and continued seriatim to his number 172.
262

 According to his readings, 

they show that the monarchos Flavius Claudianus may have been in office by 20 Karneios 
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 Bosnakis and Hallof 2005, 238. 
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 Segre 1944-45, 170-171. Segre noted that no. 167 is the only inscription in the series where Clodianus’ 

gentilicium, Flavius, is given, which he took to indicate that this is the first in this series.  
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(no. 167, line 1 = ἐπὶ μο(νάρχου) Φλαουίου Κλωδιανοῦ, μ(ηνὸς) Κ[̣αρνείο]υ̣ κʹ·),263

 he was still in 

office on Petageitnyos 10,
264

 still in office on Tiberios 7,265 which month Segre (pp. 170-

171) argues supplanted Γεράστιος, still in office on the first day, known as “Sebaste”, in the 

month of Kaisar,
266

 which month Segre argues supplanted Ἀρταμίτιος, still in office on 

Dalios 20,
267

 and finally still in office on Alseios 3.
268

 Although this evidence probably is 

datable to the Flavian period (c. 70-96 AD), as suggested by Clodianus’ gentilicium,
269

 or 

somewhat later, there is no reason why it should be assumed the year of the monarch or 

semester system had changed. I have been informed, however, that Bosnakis and Hallof 

are re-editing these texts and now have a reading of the month in no. 167 that significantly 

differs from Segre’s. They also have some inedita, so this evidence must be set aside. 

The second and more serious obstacle is Segre 1993, ED 180, lines 28-30 (= IG 

XII.4,1 320), where the prostatai of the summer semester are said to be in place by the 

noumenia of Artamitios (τοὶ χειρίζοντες τὰ τοῦ Ἡρακλεῦ̣[ς] |τοῦ Καλλινίκου χρήματα διαγραφόντω 

τοῖς προστάταις |ἐς̣ θυσίαν̣, τ̣οῖς μὲν τὰν θερινὰν ἄρχουσιν Ἀρταμιτίου νου|μηνίαι). Bosnakis and 

Hallof suggest that the term of these had not yet started, they were only given the money 

for a sacrifice that they could then use a month later in Agrianios when their term did 

begin. Although in the next paragraph we will see that the summer archontes did 

apparently offer sacrifices a few days before the start of the term, it is not likely the prostatai 

would have waited a full month before their term started. 

The third piece of contradictory evidence involves an inscription (Segre 1993, ED 

63 = IG XII.4,1 325) that strongly implies the switch of winter officers and summer officers 

happened between the 24th and 27th of Gerastios, or shortly thereafter: 

Face A  1 [- - - - - -]μένωι Α[- - - -]_ΠΑ..[- - - - -]  
   [- - - - - -]Λ[.]ΣΙΑΜ ἱερεῖα τὰ νομιζόμεν[α]  
   [․]ΑΙ//ΚΛΕ[․]Ε․[.]Ο̣Ν τοὶ μὲν τὰν χειμεριν[ὰν]  
   ἄρχοντες Γεραστίου ∙ κζʹ ∙ τοὶ δὲ τὰν θερι-  
  5 νὰν ἄρχον[τ]ες [τ]ᾶ[ι] κδʹ, τῶν δὲ ἄλλων ὁ χρήι-  
   ζων ἐπεί κα δηλῆται, ὧν ὅσιόν ἐστιν θύεν  
   ταῖς θεαῖς· θυόντωι δὲ καὶ τοὶ ἐργολαβεῦν-  
   τες τὸ ἱερὸν ἢ δαμόσιον ἔργον καθ’ ἕκασ-  
   τον ἐνια[υτὸν] ἅ[π]α[ξ]… 

In view of the phrase “the customary victims” in line 2 and the clear references to 

sacrifices in lines 6 and 7, it seems difficult to interpret this inscription as prescribing 

anything other than that in this year the winter officials were to make sacrifices on the 24th 
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 Segre says of this supplement “Κ̣ in ectypo discernere mihi videor, et Κ̣[αρνείο]υ̣ restituo, quamquam id brevius 

est quam ut lacuna impleat; hic enim mensis apud Coos mensem Πεταγείτνυον praecedit, quo titulus sequens incisus est.” 

Bosnakis and Hallof are re-editing this text (see below). 
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 Segre 1944-45, 187, no. 168, line 1 (= ἐπὶ μο(νάρχου) Κλωδιανοῦ, μη(νὸς) Πεταγειτνίου ιʹ). 
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269

 Flavius Clodianus’ columella is preserved (Segre EF 79). He also appears on IG XII.4,2 1120 = ED 66, 

where he is a contemporary of a Tiberius Claudius Neikagoras, as well as Baebius Demetrius, a Coan monarchos 

(Tituli Calymnii197) and Asiarch (Segre EF 771). 
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of Gerastios (Γεραστίου ∙ κζʹ = 24th),
270

 while the summer officials were to make sacrifices on 

the 27th of this same month. This implies that in this year, the switch between the winter 

and summer semesters happened at the end of Gerastios or shortly thereafter, and by 

symmetry this means that the winter semester began six months earlier near the end of 

Alseios or within Karneios. Bosnakis and Hallof, in the apparatus criticus to line 5 of IG 

XII.4,1 325 explain this seemingly contradictory evidence by stating that “It is obvious the 

word Ἀλσείου has dropped out” (Ἀλσείου nomen exidisse patet). Another explanation that requires 

no assumption of a mistake would be, as J.-M. Carbon has suggested to me and which 

seems to me most probable, is that the archontes of the summer semester had already been 

elected, as one would expect, by the end of Gerastios and they were expected to make a 

sacrifice in anticipation of entering their office only a few days later on 1 Artamitios. This 

would be consistent with IG XII.4,1 320, where, as we saw above, the prostatai of the 

summer semester are said to be in place and were to make a sacrifice on the noumenia of 

Artamitios. This would mean that Segre was right after all, that is to say the winter semester 

at Kos did began with 1 Karneios and the summer semester began with 1 Artamitios. It 

would also mean the office of monarchos was not coterminous with the semester system and 

in fact, we now know the same is true at Rhodes, where the eponymous priest of Helios’ 

term was not coterminous with the semester system (see IV.B and Section V.A). 

 

B. The Rhodian Semester System 

As for the division between winter and summer semesters at Rhodes, we are lacking 

direct evidence (except as noted in Section III.C that Petageitynos and Badromios fell in 

the winter semester and Dalios in the summer semester), but based on the comparative 

material from Kos we would expect it to be: 

 

χειμερινὰ ἑξάμηνος 
 

1. Καρνεῖος 
2. Θευδαίσιος 
3. Πεταγείτνυος 
4. Διόσθυος 
5. Βαδρόμιος 
6. Σμίνθιος 

θερινὰ ἑξάμηνος 
 

7. Ἀρταμίτιος 
8. Ἀγριάνιος 
9. Ὑακίνθιος 
10. Πάναμος 
11. Δάλιος 
12. Θεσμοφόριος 

Table VIII: The Semester System at Rhodes 

 

 C. The Two Calendar-Years of Kos and Rhodes 

From the above discussion it is clear that both Kos and Rhodes had two calendar-

years in operation, an Eponynmous Calendar-Year and a Bouleutic Calendar-Year, the 

latter which followed the semester system. This is not unprecedented, as we know that 

Athens had two or even three calendar-years in operation, the Prytany Calendar-Year, the 

Archon’s Calendar-Year, and when the latter differed from the lunar calendar, they also 

had a third calendar, the Lunar Calendar-Year. Table IX gives a summary of these two 

calendar-years at Kos and Rhodes: 

 

 
270 κζʹ = ἑβδόμαι ἀπιόντος (= 24th) and κδʹ = τετράδι ἀπιόντος (= 27th). For the backward count of dates from 

30 at Kos and Rhodes, see above Section III.A. 
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 Kos and Kalymna Rhodes Julian
* 

 Epony-

mous 

Bouleutic Epony-

mous 

Bouleutic  

χειμερινὰ ἑξάμηνος XII (1) Καρνεῖος III (1) Καρνεῖος Oct./Nov. 

 I (2) Θευδαίσιος IV (2) Θευδαίσιος Nov./Dec. 

 II (3) Πεταγείτνυος V (3) Πεδαγείτνυος Dec./Jan. 

 III (4) Διόσθυος VI (4) Καφίσιος Jan./Feb. 

 IV (5) Βατρόμιος VII (5) Βαδρόμιος Feb./Mar. 

 V (6) Γεράστιος VIII (6) Σμίνθιος Mar./Apr. 

θερινὰ ἑξάμηνος VI (7) Ἀρταμίτιος IX (7) Ἀρταμίτιος Apr./May 

 VII (8) Ἀγριάνιος X (8) Ἀγριάνιος May/June 

 VIII (9) Ὑακίνθιος XI (9) Ὑακίνθιος June/July 

 IX (10) Πάναμος XII (10) Πάναμος July/Aug. 

 X (11) Δάλιος I (11) Δάλιος Aug./Sept. 

 XI (12) Θεσμοφόριος II (12) Ἀλσεῖος Sept./Oct. 

Roman Numerals = Order of the Eponymous Calendar-Year 

Arabic Numerals = Order of the Bouleutic Calendar-Year 

*Note that sometimes a Greek month started in the last several days of the month preceding 

the earlier of a pair of Julian months. 

Table IX: The Two Calendar-Years of Kos and Rhodes 

 

V. The Intercalary month Πάναμος δεύτερος and the Dipanamia at Rhodes 
A. The Position of the Intercalary Month Πάναμος δεύτερος 

Of all the months of the Rhodian calendar, or perhaps of all Greek calendars, none 

has given rise to more peculiar theories than the month of Πάναμος δεύτερος (= Βʹ for 

convenience’s sake) at Rhodes. One aspect of this started when IG XII.1 4 (= Badoud 

2015, 361, no. 18) was discovered, the fragmentary calendar discussed extensively above 

(Section III.C.1) that lists an entire year of the Rhodian calendar with Πάναμος Αʹ in the 

10th position and the intercalary month Πάναμος Bʹ in the 13th position. As a result of this 

placement, Paton championed the unorthodox idea that at Rhodes, the intercalary month 

Πάναμος Βʹ was inserted not directly after its homonymous month, as is the case in all other 

firmly attested intercalations in other Greek and Babylonian calendars, but at the end of 

the year.
271

 Börker modified this idea and instead argued that originally Πάναμος δεύτερος 

was inserted directly after Πάναμος, then for a time between Πεδαγείτνυος and Διόσθυος, and 

finally after Θεσμοφόριος.272 These anomalous theories should now be conclusively discarded 

with the publication of Zimmer and Baïrami 2008, 159, no. E2611 (= Badoud 2015, 409, 

no. 37), which shows that Nikasikrates served as priest of Helios for five months of the 

summer semester, and Aristagoras served as priest of Helios for two months of the summer 

semester. Lines 5 and 6 of this same inscription, on the other hand, show that Zenon 

served as priest for four months of the summer semester, while Hestiodoros served for 

two months of the summer semester. There are other examples that show one priest 
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serving for 4 or 5 months of the summer semester and another priest serving for two,
273

 

or of two priests serving in the same semester.
274

 IG XII.1 53 attests an ἑπτάμηνος of the 

boula presumably in an intercalary year.275 SIG
3 

644b, which is dated c. 172 BC, also shows 

the priesthood of Damokles started by Dalios, but the switch of Prytaneis happened 

sometime between Dalios and Badromios (at the start of the winter semester, probably on 

1 Karneios).
276

 

As Zimmer and Baïrami point out, the obvious reason why Nikasikrates served for 

five months instead of four, is because an intercalary month had been inserted during his 

tenure at some point in the middle of the summer semester, rather than at the end.
277

 We 

have seen in the discussion of the winter and summer semesters above (Section IV.A-B), 

that the summer semester at Rhodes likely began around Artamitios, so, as Badoud points 

out, the five months of Nikasikrates are almost certainly Artamitios-Agrianios-

Hyakinthios-Panamos-Panamos B, and the two months of Aristagoras almost certainly 

were Dalios-Thesmophorios, which means that Πάναμος Bʹ was inserted directly after 

Πάναμος Αʹ, as one would expect.
278

 It also means, as Badoud notes, the term of the priest 

of Helios was not coterminous with the Bouleutic Calendar-Year, which was based on the 

semester system, but that it terminated at the end of the 10th month, Πάναμος Αʹ, in an 

ordinary year, and if it was an intercalary year, at the end of  Πάναμος Βʹ.279 

This is confirmed by Peek 1969, 10, no. 4 (= Badoud 2015, 397, no. 30), which shows 

that the priest of Helios, [Ἀρχί]βιος (whose priesthood is dated c. 120-115 BC), served 5 

months of the summer ἑξάμηνος or ἑπτάμηνος and another priest presumably served 2 

months (with line divisions given exempli gratia): 

 [ἁ βουλὰ ἁ βουλεύσασα τὰν θερινὰν ἑξά/ἑπτά-μηνον τὰν] 
 [ἐπ’ ἰερέως Ἀρχι]βίου μῆνας πέντε [καὶ ἐπ’ ἰερέως - - - - - - -] 
 [μῆνας δύο - -]. 

That Ἀρχίβιος’ year was intercalary is demonstrated by an amphora stamp.
280

 

As for the placement of Πάναμος Βʹ as the 13th month on IG XII.1 4, one possible 

explanation is that when the inscriber laid out the intercalary year of 383 or 384 days into 

4 columns of approximately 96 days each, when he finished with Πάναμος Αʹ –and here it 

should be emphasized that at IG XII.1 4, col. II, line 47 the minuscule text should read 

not Π(άναμος) Α΄α΄ (as in IG) or Π(άναμος) α΄ (per Badoud), but Πα(νάμου) α΄281

– he ignored 
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 Konstantinopoulos 1963, 1, no. 1, lines 15-19 (= Badoud 2015, 410, no. 38) seems to be another 

example of one priest serving 4 months of the summer semester and the other priest serving 2 months. 

Badoud 2015, 397, no. 30 seems to be an example of one priest serving 5 months and another priest 2 months. 
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 Maiuri 1925, 32, no. 20 = Badoud 2015, 397, no. 31. From the photograph in Badoud, I now read in 

lines 1-2 ἁ̣ [βου]λὰ ἁ̣ β̣[ο]υλ̣ε̣[ύσ]α̣σα̣ τὰ̣[ν θερινὰν] / ἑξαμηνὸν (Badoud reads [ἁ βου]λὰ [ἁ βο]υ[λεύσασ]α̣ τὰ̣[ν] / ἑξαμηνὸν). 

Note that apart from reading more letters in the photo, there is adequate room to restore θερινὰν at the end of 

the line. 

275 Μοσχίωνα Ἑκάτωνος | τὸν Βράσιον, πρύτανιν | ἁ βουλὰ ἁ βουλεύουσα | τὰν ἐνεστακυῖαν ἑπτά|μηνον εὐνοίας ἕνεκεν 

θεοῖς. 
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his copy and from habit moved right on to Δάλιος and then only realized his mistake later 

when it was too late, and because at this point the full and hollow months were out of 

sequence so that he could not easily fix the mistake through erasure and reinscribing, he 

simply inserted Πάναμος Βʹ at the end, which every Rhodian would have understood took 

place directly after Πάναμος Αʹ. 
 

B. The Dipanamia Festival at Rhodes and Kos and the Intercalary Month 

The other odd theory concerning Rhodian Πάναμος Βʹ concerns the festival of the 

Διπανάμια, which were obviously associated with the month of Panamos. This festival is 

attested only on inscriptions at both Rhodes and Kos,
282

 so the etymology of the word, and 

thus the nature of the festival, is unknown and has been the subject of much speculation. 

Bergk long ago proposed the Δι referred to a cult of Zeus Panamos in the same manner 

that the Δι in the Διπόλεια at Athens referred to a cult of Zeus Polieus,
283

 but Dittenberger 

objected, by noting that while the month Panamos is widely found throughout the Greek 

world, the epithet Zeus Panamos is nowhere else attested.
284

 He, therefore, theorized that 

the Δι of Διπανάμια meant “double” and that these celebrations took place only in the 

intercalated month Πάναμος Βʹ –a situation that as far as I know would be unique in the 

Greek world. He hesitated, however, to state at what intervals these were celebrated (and 

thus at what interval the intercalations took place) because he felt the drawing of the 

inscription by Ross (1845, fasc. III, 28, no. 277) that had the principal evidence in his day 

for the interval of these games was too poor, so he expressed the hope that one day this 

inscription would be republished with a better text. Eventually it was found and 

republished by Hiller von Gaertringen (1894, 16-17 = IG XII.1 730; SIG
3 

724; Pugliese 

Carratelli, 1952-1954, p. 259, no. 5b; Badoud 2015, 316, no. 6 = Table XI below), who 

enthusiastically accepted Dittenberger’s explanation that the Dipanamia were a festival 

celebrated in the intercalated month of Πάναμος Βʹ, even though on this inscription it 

happened that the Dipanamia were clearly normally pentaeteric and one time it appeared 

that these were celebrated in back-to-back years. 

When Dittenberger republished this inscription in 1900 as number 609 in the second 

edition of his monumental Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum (= SIG
2

) and saw the Dipanamia 

were celebrated in back-to-back years (during the tenure of priests 19 and 20 of this 

inscription), he suppressed the first celebration under priest 19 in the list because, as he 

sensibly stated in the apparatus criticus, “Permirus sane intercalandi cyclus, cui neque cum sole 

neque cum luna convenire poterat. Quod v. 19 idem vocabulum nomini τριετηρίς adiungitur, id 

utique, si modo ulla ei cum intercalandi ratione necessitudo intercedit, ad errorem referendum est. 

 
ΠΒ, with the Β fused with the Π. In addition, there are no examples on stone where the Rhodians ever referred 

to Πάναμος as either Πάναμος πρῶτος or Πάναμος Α΄, and while there are about 100 amphorae stamped Πανάμου 

δευτέρου, a search of the CEAlex website <http://www.amphoralex.org> last accessed 08/07/2021 indicates 

there are at least 14 examples stamped Πάναμος Β΄. This is important because if the letter-cutter had inscribed 

Π(ανάμου) Α΄ α΄ –that is to say if he meant Πανάμου (πρώτου) α΄– it would indicate that the idea of an intercalary 

year was on his mind, and it would make it much less likely that he would have made the mistake of moving 

directly from Πάναμος to Δάλιος. 
282
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Nam in nullo cyclo duo ternorum denorum mensium anni se excipere possunt”. And then when this 

inscription was published a second time by Dittenberger as number 724 in his posthumous 

third edition of 1917, which had Hiller as one of the editors, this same note appeared, but 

Hiller put the back-to-back Dipanamia celebrations back into the text under priests 19 and 

20 and inserted the following cavalier note in the commentary: [At quis novit omnes 

intercalandi modos qui Graecis placuerunt?]. Later Hiller further argued that the embolimic 

months for this festival were intercalated according to an ὀκταετηρίς similar to that 

described by Geminos (see above, Section I), only based on this inscription he posited the 

intercalations were in years 1, 2 and 6.
285

 Undeterred by this clearly absurd system of 

intercalation every four years and occasionally back-to-back, he justified this view with the 

weak argument that this was before the Julian calendar reforms, so everything was left up 

to the chronographic and astronomical specialists who did not follow the normal rules for 

intercalary months. This may prompt us to ask, to quote from Hiller himself, “Did 

Hipparchos, Poseidonios and lesser stars live among the Rhodians in vain?”
286

. Surely, the likely 

answer to this question is “no”. 

In any case, later another inscription came to light (Pugliese Carratelli, 1952-1954, 

256, no. 5) that once again showed mostly pentaeteric Dipanamia along with two other 

back-to-back celebrations, and based upon this newer evidence Badoud
287

, as noted above, 

has resuscitated Hiller’s idea that the intercalations were based upon the ὀκταετηρίς, only 

he argues that one set of Dipanamia were every four years (1:4), and the other set every 

eight years (1:8), with the intercalations in years 1, 4 and 5. He also argues this was for 

political reasons (i.e. equality’s sake) due to the “règle Triennale” of Rhodes that stipulated 

that the homonymous priest of Helios rotated among the three major cities of Ialysos, 

Kameiros and Lindos. According to his argument, no intercalation interval was divisible 

by 3 so that in a period of 24 years (three ὀκταετηρίδες), each of the three major cities would 

each have an eponymous official with three intercalary years of 13 months, two of these 

intercalary years at the Dipanamia on the 1:4 cycle, and one on the 1:8 cycle. Even if one 

accepts the premises the Dipanamia were only celebrated in the intercalary month of 

Panamos (a unique festival in the Greek world), and that they were celebrated on 1:4 cycle 

and 1:8 cycle (which would produce a unique intercalation cycle), and that the 

intercalations were arranged so that in three ὀκταετηρίδες each of the three major cities 

would each have three eponymous officials with an intercalary year of 13 months, even so 

were one to arrange the intercalations in years 3-5-8 (per Geminos), or 1-3-6, that is at 

other more acceptable evenly-spaced-out interval (per Geminos), each city would still have 

supplied three eponymous officials for the intercalary months after three ὀκταετηρίδες. Or 

if one really wanted each of the three cities to have 1 intercalary year per ὀκταετηρίς and 

did not care if there were more than two years between one intercalation, one could even 

intercalate in years 2, 4 and 6, which would be a big improvement over years 1, 4, and 5 

(but this would not be ideal as it would still require a three-year interval between year 6 of 

one ὀκταετηρίς and year 2 of the next). Furthermore, if one were to do the same with the 

Metonic Cycle of 19 years and intercalated in years 1, 3, 6, 9, 11, 14 and 17 (per the 

Antikythera Mechanism), after three such cycles, each city would have supplied seven 
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eponymous officials with an intercalary year. In other words, had the Rhodians really been 

motivated to choose their intercalation scheme by équité –a proposition for which there is 

absolutely no evidence– they could have just as easily achieved this using a more rational 

system of intercalation with the long-since discarded ὀκταετηρίς or the even more rational 

ἐννεακαιδεκαετηρίς, which was discovered before Rhodes even underwent its synoikism. The 

result is that the foundation of intercalations upon which Badoud has built his 

arrangement of the priests of Helios coupled with the evidence on amphora stamps is also 

on extremely shaky ground.
288

  

Fortunately, there is other evidence that does not require these unique and unlikely 

theories. For instance, Schwyzer argued that the month name Πάνα̅μος is derived from 

πανῆμαρ (πᾶν + ἦμαρ, ἤματος) and means “den ganzen Tag”, because it is in this month the 

sun first shines “all the day long”.
289

 Trümpy
290

 further argued this etymology is justified by 

Greek phonetic rules, as the final -μος is a shortening from -μ(ατ)ος like other compounds 

that have neuters in the second element of the type -μα, -ματος, for example ἀν-ώνυμος from 

ἀν-ὄνομ(ατ)ος. She then argued, however, that rather than “den ganzen Tag”, as Schwyzer 

suggested, the root means a month “alle Tage habend” or a month “ganze Tage habend” = 

“lange Tage habend” and further speculates that this month and phonetic change was very 

old (from the 2
nd

 millennium BC) and that originally this was an intercalary month that 

had nothing to do with the festival calendar but was merely inserted whenever it was 

needed to balance out the lunar and solar years. Eventually, with the passage of time, it 

emerged as a regular month that fell in the summer, although one still prone to be an 

intercalary month. Surely, Schwyzer’s “all the day long” is to be preferred, not the least 

because Trümpy’s interpretation requires a unique type of intercalary month, as well as a 

unique derivation for a month name that refers to itself (“a month having long days”) 

rather than referring to some god, hero, place, event, or other aspect of a festival within 

the month. In addition, as John D. Morgan has pointed out to me, an all-day festival, from 

sunrise to sunset, has a well-attested counterpart, the all-night festival, or Παννυχίς, from 

sunset to sunrise. 

If Schwyzer is correct, there are two explanations that could explain the month name 

and its associated festivals. The first is that the name refers to a festival that was “all day 

long” and that ideally occurred in a summer month near the summer solstice, either the 

month of the summer solstice or the one right after it (the days are longest about 20 days 

on either side of the solstice). In this case, then, the Δι of Διπανάμια would just be a “double 

all-day-long festival”, that is one that lasted two days in a row, and like any normal festival 

it would fall in both Πάναμος Αʹ and Πάναμος Βʹ. This theory would also explain why the 

Dipanamia and the Halieia seem to be closely associated, as they both, so I argue, occurred 

in the same month of Panamos. 

The second possibility is that Πανάμ̅(αρ)ος was actually an epithet of Zeus, and so the 

Δι of Διπανάμια referred to Zeus, as Bergk long ago suggested, in which case the festival 

would once again fall in both Πάναμος Αʹ and Πάναμος Βʹ. The second theory may perhaps 

be supported by the cult of Ζεὺς Πανάμαρος, also spelled Πανημέριος (“Zeus of the Live-Long 
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Day”), that is widely attested in Caria starting in the 1
st

 century BC, especially at the site of 

its homonymous city of Panamara, which was not far from Rhodes and Kos (indeed, 

Panamara was a part of the Rhodian Peraia for a time after 188 BC). This would then 

answer Dittenberger’s original objection that cult of Zeus Panam(ar)os is nowhere else 

attested. 

The history of the cult of Zeus at Panamara is, however, complicated and 

controversial. There is no direct literary evidence about the city or cult apart from a 

glancing reference in Tacitus (3.62) that Stratonikeia, which was in charge of Panamara 

after 166 BC, was championing a cult of Zeus. Unfortunately, the site with its hilltop 

sanctuary has never properly been excavated and is suffering some damage.
291

 

Consequently, we are completely reliant upon the epigraphical evidence, the earliest of 

which shows that by the end of the third century BC there was a koinon of the Panamareis 

that administered the sanctuary,
292

 but at this time the dedications were to Zeus Karios, 

not to Zeus Panamaros. Later, starting in the first century BC, the inscriptions indicate the 

cult was in honor of Zeus Panamaros/Panemerios. 

There are three views on this evidence. The first is that that cult name was a much 

older Karian epithet that theophorically gave rise to the site name at some point in the 

deep past
293

 and the epithet Karios was a later effort at Hellenization or political 

consolidation. Something akin to this view is proposed by Laumonier, who suggests the 

theophoric name Παναμύας294 –attested at Halikarnassos
295

 and one time at both Mylasa
296

 

and Amyzon in Karia,
297

 but also at Kos,
298

 Samos,
299

 Priene,
300

 and Termessos
301

– is Karian 

and he explicitly suggests the cult of Zeus Panamaros was Karian but had some connection 

with the month of Panamos and the Dipanamia on Rhodes.
302

 This idea, however, does 

not explain the presence of Πάναμος in the Dorian calendars of the Peloponnesos, 

Northwest Greece and Sicily, or in the Boiotian, Thessalian and Macedonian calendars, 

which surely indicate this month existed in many Greek calendars already in the archaic 

period and probably much earlier. Moreover, it is illogical to argue that Πανάμαρος, the 

epithet of Zeus which is first attested in the Roman period, was actually a much older 

epithet than Κάριος, which is repeatedly attested in the Hellenistic period. 

The second view is that the site name later gave rise to the epithet Panamaros in the 

first century BC as well as the Panamareia festival, hence no connection to the month 
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Panamos or the Dipanamia festival, which seems much more likely in light of the usual 

Greek practice of applying to a god an epithet formed from the name of a city or some 

other geographical feature (e.g., Ζεὺς Νεμεῖος, Ἥρα Ἀργεία, Ποσείδων Γεραίστιος, Ἀπόλλων 

Δήλιος, Ἄρτεμις Βραυρωνία, Ἀθηνᾶ Κυνθία on Delos, Ἀθανᾶ Λινδία on Rhodes).
303

 

More recently I.-J. Adiego has proffered a third explanation by placing Panamaros 

among the locally derived toponyms which, he argues, derives from Lykian mere/maraza 

(“law”/“judge”).
304

 

Of all these choices, it seems mostly likely the month name is of Greek origin and 

simply means “all day long”, which accounts for its widespread use in many Greek 

calendars without any reference to a specific deity. It also explains the Δι- of Διπανάμια.  

 

VI. The Years of the Rhodian Festivals 

From various inscriptions, especially from IG XII.1 730 (= Pugliese Carratelli, 1952-

1954, 259, no. 5b = Badoud 2015, 316, no. 6 = Table XI below), a list of the priests of 

Apollo Erethimios at Ialysos, and Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 256, no. 5 (= Badoud 

2015, 311, no. 2 = Table XI below), a list of p[rophetai] at Rhodos town, we are informed 

of a series of yearly officials and the games celebrated during their tenure during the first 

century BC. Recently Badoud has revisited these, but as noted above (Section II.A) his 

years for at least some of the games are off because he misunderstood the evidence for the 

year of the Halieia, which is the key to determining the years of the other games. I believe 

he also errs in placing the Halieia in the month of Dalios instead of Panamos, which, 

because there was a switch to the new priest of Helios and many other officials after 

Panamos, also affects some of his arguments about the terms of other offices. 

For instance, as Badoud recognizes, Lindos II 419, which dates to AD 22/3, strongly 

implies that the terms of the priest of Helios, Pleistarchos, and that of Athena Lindia, 

Aristeidas (ἐπ’ ἰερέως τᾶς Ἀθάνας Ἀριστείδα, τοῦ δὲ Ἁλίου Πλε[ι]|στάρχου, Πα(νάμου) ιϛ΄) along 

with the epistates and mastroi at Lindos were the same, thus running from Dalios (the 11th 

month of the Bouleutic Calendar-Year) to Panamos (the 10th month of the Bouleutic 

Calendar-Year).
305

 This is particularly evident at lines 18 and 19 of this inscription, where 

it states the next priest of Athena Lindia, Kallistratos, and of the next priest of Halios, 

Rhodopeithes, along with the terms of the epistatai and mastroi at Lindos were the same: 

[ὁμ]οίως δὲ καὶ τοὶ ἐπιστάτοι τοὶ ἄρχοντε[ς] | [τ]ὸν ἐπ’ ἰερέως Καλλ[ιστρ]άτου καὶ Ῥο̣δοπείθευς 

ἐνιαυ[τόν]. The use of the phrase ἐπ’ ἰερέως Καλλ[ιστρ]άτου καὶ Ῥ̣οδοπείθευς (“in the priesthood 

[singular] of Kallistratos and Rhodopeithes”) in the attributive position before the noun 

ἐνιαυ[τόν] is particularly striking and indicates that the terms of these two priests, as well as 

that of the Lindian epistatoi, were in a sense considered a single, coterminous priesthood. 

That Kallistratos and Rhodopeithes, along with the Lindian epistatoi, had coterminous 

terms is confirmed by lines 2-4 of IG XII.1 762, which should undoubtedly be dated late 

in the year AD 22 or probably more likely to the early winter of AD 23,
306

 and be restored: 

περὶ χορα⟨γῶ⟩ν [ἐπ’ ἰερέως τᾶς] | [μὲν Ἀθάνας Καλλι]στράτου, τοῦ δὲ Ἁλίου Ῥοδο|π̣ε[ί]θευς, 
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⟨Δ⟩ιοσ[θύ]ου ἑνδεκάτᾳ. The same picture emerges with almost all the other priesthoods, 

which on numerous inscriptions are listed as being coterminous with the priest of Helios. 

For instance, Lindos II 134 (dating c. 215 BC) lists the priest of Helios at the top followed 

by the priests of Athena Lindia and Zeus Polieus, Poseidon Hippios, Apollo Pythios, 

Aphrodite, the Muses, Dionysos, Asklepios, Herakles, the Dioskouroi, the Samothracian 

Gods, and Sarapis. Or Segre 1949-1951, 242, no. 111 (dating c. 189 BC) has the dating 

formula [ἐπ’ ἰερέ]ω̣ς τοῦ Ἁλίου Ξενοφάνευς | [τοῦ Ἰέρω]ν̣ος καὶ δαμιουργοῦ Μελα|[νώπου, 

Ἀρταμι]τίου δεκάται, or IG XII.3 1270 (dating c. 155 BC,
307

 from Syme), which reads ἐπ’ 

ἰερέως Σωσικλεῦς καὶ δαμιουργοῦ Κτησία, Πα|νά{ι}μου [δ]ιχομηνίαι, or SEG XXV 853, lines 5-7 

(from Telos, dating c. 145 BC
308

) with the dating formula καὶ [π]υθασταὶ πυθάξαντες 

ἐνι[αυσίαν] ἐπ’ ἰερέως Τιμοδίκου, | δαμιουργοῦντος Ἀριστοφίλ[ου]. These inscriptions seem to 

suggest that terms of the priest of Halios and the damiourgos at Kameiros, along with all 

the major priesthoods, were also coterminous (and they extended together at least until 

the διχομηνία of Πάναμος). 

From a few other inscriptions it is also clear that the term of the office of the same 

damiourgos at Kameiros extended through both the Dipanamia and the Halieia.
309

 Since, 

as was mentioned above in Section II.A, Badoud places the Dipanamia in Panamos B (at 

the end of one priest of Helios’ term) and the Halieia in Dalios at the beginning of the next 

priest of Helios’ term, from this he is forced to argue that the terms of the local officers 

like the damiourgos at Kameiros or the epistates and mastroi at Lindos, while generally based 

on the same eponymous year of the priest of Helios, started a “few days later” (and 

necessarily after the Halieia were finished) than of the term of the priest of Helios because 

“without doubt they were obliged to present themselves at Rhodos before entering their office”.
310

 Of 

course from the Scholiasts to Pindar, whose testimony about the Halieia has been able to 

be confirmed in many ways, we are told the Halieia finished on the 24th of the month 

(assuming the Scholiast got the 24th day from the lunisolar calendar of Rhodes and 

imprecisely equated it with the 24th day of Gorpiaios in the fixed calendar of Alexandria 

– a common type of equation between a lunisolar calendar and a fixed calendar such as 

the Gregorian calendar many still make today, though it is known to be inexact), and so 

Badoud’s “a few days later” would actually have to be almost an entire month. If, on the 

other hand, the Dipanamia and the Halieia were both in the month of Panamos, there 

would be no need for these extra few days and the terms of the priest of Helios and the 

local officials such as the damiourgos at Kameiros could still run concurrently. We have 

some corroboration that the term of the damiourgos began on 1 Dalios at Segre and Pugliese 

Carratelli 1949-1951, 258, no. 152 (= Badoud 2015, 446, no. 67), which indicates that on 

1 Dalios the damiourgos was to sacrifice a cow to Helios, and by the 20th of Panamos, the 

hieropoioi, whose term of office was likely the same as that of the damiourgos, were to sacrifice 

3 goats. The most obvious way to interpret this inscription is posit that it temporally follows 

the eponymous year, with the term of the damiourgos beginning on 1 Dalios and continuing 

to the end of Panamos. If correct, this means that Badoud’s arrangement of the Dipanamia 
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 For the date, see Badoud 2015, 178, A 56.  

308

 For the date, see Badoud 2015, 178, A 57. The text in SEG XXV 853 has a typographical error 

(ἐπ’ ἰερέως Τιμοδόκου instead of Τιμοδίκου). For corrections to lines 2-4, see also Peek 1969, 19, no. 29. 
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 Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 160, nos. 4b and 4c; 164, no. 4l. 

310

 Badoud 2015, 21; 127. 
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on the 1:4 cycle and Halieia as falling in the same summer but across the years of two 

different damiourgoi (and other priestly officials) cannot be maintained. 

Table X, therefore, which is based on the evidence of (A) IG XII.1 730 (list of priests 

of Apollo Erethimios = Table XI), (B) Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 256, no. 5 (list of 

p[rophetai] = Table XII), (C) Pugliese-Carratelli, 1952-1954, 252, no. 3 (list of officials), 

(D) Pugliese-Carratelli, 1952-1954, 259, no. 5a (list of officials), (E) Segre and Pugliese 

Carratelli 1949-1951, 159-164, nos. 4b/4c (list of damiourgoi), (F) Segre and Pugliese 

Carratelli 1949-1951, 164, no. 4l (a damiourgos), and (G) Lindos II 490 = Badoud 2015, 

441, no. 64, provides a corrected version of the years of the Rhodian festivals. Note that 

these inscriptions are chosen because it is clear they reference the pentaeteric Great 

Halieia. I should also note here, that it is clear that later there is a change in some of these 

festivals (see more on this below). Rather than using the Bouleutic Calendar-Year from 

Karneios to Thesmophorios, I have chosen to use the Eponymous Calendar-Year of the 

priest of Helios as the baseline Rhodian year, which, as we saw above, ran from 1 Dalios 

(≈ August) to the end of Panamos A (≈ July), or, in the case of an intercalary year, from 

Dalios to the end of Panamos B. I also assume that the terms of the priests of Apollo 

Erethimios of IG XII.1 730 (= Inscription A) and the p[rophetai] of Pugliese Carratelli 1952-

1954, 256, no. 5 (= Inscription B), like the damiourgos at Kameiros (= Inscriptions E and 

F), the priest of Athena Lindia, and the mastroi and epistatai at Lindos, and apparently the 

other major priesthoods, had the same term of office. Since the month of Panamos was 

roughly equivalent to the first month of the Athenian calendar, Hekatombaion, which fell 

at the end of Olympiad years (the Olympia probably took place in the month normally 

coincident with the second Athenian month, Metageitnion
311

), it will also be convenient to 

use Olympiad years. The result is as follows: 
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 On the season of the Olympia, see Miller 1975.   
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Priest of 

Helios ≈  

Olympiad 

Year 

Table X: Years of Festivals Based On: 

A = IG XII.1 730 = Pugliese Carratelli, 1952-1954, 259, no. 5b
312

 (= Table XI) 

B = Pugliese Carratelli, 1952-1954, 256, no. 5
313

 (= Table XII) 

C = Pugliese-Carratelli, 1952-1954, 252, no. 3
314

 

D = Pugliese-Carratelli, 1952-1954, 259, no. 5a
315

 

E = Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 159-164, nos. 4b
316

/4c 

F = Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 164 & 229, no. 4l 

G = Lindos II 490 = Badoud 2015, 441, no. 64 

 

/ = Festival known to be in second Julian year of an Olympiad year 

Trieteris
317

 

(Bakcheia?) 

Romaia Dipanamia Halieia Pentaeteris
318

 Panagyris
319

 

(Erethimia?) 

Hippokathesia 

Ol.X.1         

Ol.X.2 A,B A,B A,B,E? (1:8)   A  

Ol.X.3   A,B,E (1:4) A,E    

Ol.X.4 A,B    B A  

Ol.Y.1        

Ol.Y.2 A,B,C A,B,C    A  

Ol.Y.3   A,B,C,D,F,G 

(1:4) 

A,F,G   B,F?
320

 (1:8) 

Ol.Y.4 A,B,C    B,C,D A  

Table X: Years of Rhodian Festivals Roughly in Relation to Olympiad Years 

 

As noted above, the key to unlocking the years of the games is found on the 

Antikythera Mechanism, which places the Halieia in the same year as the Nemea (as do 

the Scholiasts to Pindar) prior to the Olympia, thus in the summers, for example, of 101, 

97, 93 BC. I have argued above that the Halieia were celebrated in the month of Panamos 

and the Dipanamia also fell in Panamos, hence, if correct, the Halieia would have fallen in 

the same month as the Dipanamia on the 1:4 cycle (I would say the order of celebration 

was probably the Dipanamia followed by the Halieia),
321

 the Dipanamia on the 1:8 cycle 

 
312

 = Badoud 2015, 316, no. 6.  

313

 = Badoud 2015, 311, no. 2. 

314

 = Badoud 2015, 313, no. 3. 

315

 = Badoud 2015, 314, no. 4.  

316

 = Badoud 2015, 419, no. 44.  

317

 As Hiller von Gaertringen points out (1929, 353), IG XII.1 155, face II, lines 49-51 (= Gabrielsen 1994, 

157, Appendix 2) seems to equate the Trieteris with the Bakcheia (ἐν τᾶι τῶν Βακχείων ὑποδο|χᾶι κατὰ τριετηρίδα, 

ἀνέθηκε | τριετηρίσι καὶ τῶι κοινῶι). 
318

 The identification of the Pentaeteris has been various. Hiller von Gaertringen (1929, 353-354) 

identified them with the Ἀλεχάνδρεια καὶ Διονύσια attested on other Rhodian inscriptions. Segre (1949, 82), on 

the other hand, proposed to identify them with the Πύθια, which are otherwise unattested at Rhodes. Finally, 

Pugliese Carratelli (1952-1954, 251-252) identified them with the Ἁλίεια, which view Badoud (2015, 123) 

endorses. The inscriptional evidence, however, strongly argues against this last identification. See below. 

319

 The Panagyris is widely believed to refer to the Erethimia. See Hiller von Gaertringen at SIG
3 

724, ad 

n. 2; Maiuri 1925, 28; Blinkenberg at Lindos II, p. 28; Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 261; Badoud 2015, 111. 

On the Great Erethimia, see Kontorini 1975. 
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 At Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 164, 229, no. 4l, I would restore: [ὁ δεῖνα τοῦ δεῖνα demos] | 

ἐ̣φ’ οὗ̣ Ἅ̣λ̣[ιεια καὶ Διπα]|νάμια κα̣[ὶ Ἱπποκαθέσια] | ἐγένετ[ο, - - - - - - - - - - - -]. 
321

 The order of these two cannot be determined from inscriptions, since sometimes the Dipanamia are 

listed before the Halieia and sometimes after it. However, given the Halieia is at the end of the month (if the 

Scholiasts to Pindar are accurate about the festival ending on the 24th of the month), it is more likely the 

Dipanamia came first. In addition, it would not be a problem to celebrate two large festivals in fairly close 



Paul A. Iversen 

 

 

102 

would have fallen one year earlier in the summers of (for example) 102, 98, 94 BC, and 

both the Dipanamia and the Halieia would have been at the very end of the priest of 

Helios’ term and thus in the second of the two Julian years, which I indicate with the slash 

mark, /. The Hippokathesia were celebrated in Agrianios, apparently in the same year as 

every other Halieia,
322

 hence they would have been celebrated every eight years in the 

spring of (for example) 97, 89, 81 BC, just a few months prior to the Dipanamia on the 

1:4 cycle, and of course the Great Halieia. 

We do not know the time of year of the Trieteris (= Bakcheia?), Panagyris (= 

Erethimia?), Pentaeteris, or Romaia, or whether all of these even had a fixed time of year, 

hence with the available evidence we cannot say whether they would have been celebrated 

in the late summer or in the fall in the first half of the priest of Helios’ term, or in the 

spring or early summer at the end of the priest of Helios’ term. Note that the Panagyris 

(= Erethimia?) when they resume “after the war” in priest 22 of Inscription A (for more 

on this war, see below and Table XI, Year 22), have shifted one year later. 

One thing that is important to note here, is that Badoud
323

 follows Pugliese 

Carratelli
324

 in equating the Pentaeteris that appear on B, C and D with the Halieia that 

appear on A, E, F and G. However, the Trieteris, Romaia, and the Dipanamia (both on 

the 1:4 and 1:8 cycle) all appear in the same relative years on A, B, and C,
325

 whereas the 

Halieia on inscriptions A, E, F, and G appear in the same year as the Dipanamia on the 

1:4 cycle, but the Pentaeteris on inscriptions B, C, and D falls one year after the Dipanamia 

on the 1:4 cycle, which strongly suggests that the Pentaeteris on inscriptions B, C, and D 

cannot refer to the Halieia. Again, the way Badoud explains this is by placing the 

Dipanamia on the 1:4 cycle in Panamos B of the priestly years 91/0, 87/6, 83/2 (thus in the 

summers of 90, 86 and 82), by placing the Halieia in Dalios in the priestly years 90/89, 

86/5, 82/1 (thus also in the summers of 90, 86, 82), and by placing every other Trieteris in 

the same years of the Halieia, thus also 90/89, 86/5, 82/1. The entire argument, however, 

falls apart, as least in regards to these seven inscriptions, because he has unquestionably 

placed the Halieia one summer too early. 

Besides the evidence of Inscription A (= IG XII.1 730 = Pugliese Carratelli, 1952-

1954, 259, no. 5b = Badoud 2015, 316, no. 6 = Table XI), which consistently seems to 

indicate that the Dipanamia preceded the Halieia, there is also Inscription G (= Lindos II 

490 = Badoud 2015, 441, no. 64). Blinkenberg read the key lines of this inscription, 11-

12, as ἐφ’ ο[ὗ] Δ̣̣ι̣πανάμια, Ἱ̣π̣[π]οκ̣[αθέσια]] | ἰερὸς ἀγὼν Ἅλια. Since we know the Hippokathesia 

 
succession in the same month. As always seems to be the case with the Halieia, there is a parallel with the 

Nemea at Argos, where the Heraia were celebrated shortly before the Nemea, although it is not clear whether 

both festivals were celebrated in Argive Panamos. Perlman (2000, 132) argued the Nemea came first followed 

by the Heraia, but for the close succession of the Heraia and then the Nemea in 209 BC, see the movements 

of Philip V at Livy 27.30-31. 

322

 Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 258, no. 153, lines 8-9. 

323

 Badoud 2015, 122-123. 

324

 Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 250-252. 

325

 The only anomalies are the celebration of the Halieia under priest 17 of inscription A, which could be 

an engraving error, as Hiller thought, or a one-time celebration, perhaps to make up for the one skipped in 

year 4, and the appearance of the Dipanamia under prophetas 16 of B, which, as Badoud (2015, 124) argues, 

was very likely only there because the inscriber ran out of room to put it under prophetas 17 (a year due a 

Dipanamia celebration on the 1:8 cycle) due to the roughening of the inscription there for a tenon. 
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preceded the Dipanamia, if this reading were correct, it would suggest these games were 

listed in reverse chronological order, thus indicating the Halieia came after the Dipanamia. 

Note, however, that Badoud now reads lines 11-12 ἐφ’ ο[ὗ] Δ̣ι̣̣πανάμια, ε̣[ἰσελαστικὸς] | ἰερὸς 

ἀγὼν Ἅλια, which is quite a convincing reading especially based on Blinkenberg’s photo 

(the final Α of ΔΙΠΑΝΑΜΙΑ seems to be followed directly by Ε̣) and because a similar 

expression (ἀγωνοθέτου τῶν ἰερῶν καὶ εἰσελαστικῶν τῶν μεγάλων | Ἁλείων ἀγώνων) is found 

on Maiuri 1925, 48, no. 38, lines 6-7 and probably should be restored in lines 10-11. This 

new reading, in turn, once again suggests the Dipanamia preceded the Halieia. 

As noted above, there is problematic evidence that indicates that there must have 

been a later change that is consistent with some of Badoud’s placements of some of these 

festivals, specifically lines 5-7 of SEG XXXIII 644, which indicate that Diopeithes son of 

Aristonidas apparently served as priest of the Samothracian Gods during the Halieia and 

the Trieteris, and he also served as priest of Aphrodite when the Romaia and Trieteris 

were celebrated (Ἅλεια καὶ Τριητηρίδα καὶ | ἱερατεύσας vac. Ἀφρ̣[ο]δίτας | Ῥωμαῖα vac. καὶ 

Τ̣ρ̣ι̣η̣τ̣η̣ρ̣ὶς). The confluence of the Trieteris and the Romaia poses no problem with the 

earlier evidence, but the appearance of the Halieia in the same year as the Trieteris does. 

The other evidence comes from Pugliese Carratelli 1952-1954, 253, no. 4, a list of the 

priests of Asklepios dated by the editor tentatively to AD 4/5,
326

 but which Badoud (2015, 

132-133 and 315, no. 5) dates 30-21 BC. In years 1 and 4 of the preserved list the Halieia, 

Trieteris, and Kaisareia (which on this inscription is said to be celebrated for the first time 

and possibly replaced the Romaia) were all celebrated, and these three are celebrated in 

the same year a second time on this same inscription in an indeterminable sequence (which 

indicates this was not a one-off occurrence), whereas the Dipanamia were celebrated in the 

terms of priests 3 and 6. Meanwhile the Trieteris was skipped in priests 3 and 5. Again the 

confluence the Trieteris and the Kaisareia/Romaia is consistent with the earlier evidence, 

as is the Dipanamia on the 1:8 cycle appearing only 3 years after a Dipanamia on the 1:4 

cycle, but the appearance of the Halieia in this same year as both the Trieteris and now 

also the Kaisareia/Romaia is problematic. 

There is no way to square this later contradictory evidence in any reasonable way 

with the earlier evidence other than positing disruptions (certainly there must have been 

disruptions since two Trietereis in a row were skipped), and/or organization of years for 

some of the games, and/or a change in the year of the offices by the end of the first century 

BC and beginning of the first century AD, and/or we could posit that some of these later 

references are actually to the Lesser Halieia. We already saw above that the Panagyris (= 

Erethimia?) of Inscription A (= Table XI below) changed its years relative to the other 

celebrations “after the war”, so it would not be surprising to see something similar happen 

to some of the other festivals later, particularly in the period after Cassius’ pillaging of 

Rhodes in the summer of 42 BC.
327

 

The placement of these games naturally leads to some redating of some of these 

inscriptions. Most notably IG XII.1 730 (= Pugliese Carratelli, 1952-1954, 259, no. 5b = 

Badoud 2015, 316, no. 6). I provide a new date in Table XI below. 

 
326

 Pugliese Carratelli (1952-1954, 255) argues that the Kaisareia were instituted in memory of Gaius 

Caesar, the nephew and adopted son of Augustus, who died in Lykia in AD 4. 

327

 We know Brutus and Cassius battled at Philippoi on 3 October 42 BC not long after Cassius looted 

Rhodes. 
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The reference to “Panagyris after the war” in Year 22 is one of the more significant 

pieces of evidence to date this stele. Paton had suggested it referred to the peace in 189 

BC after the war with Antiochus III
328

, but Holleaux, based on prosopographical 

arguments, demonstrated Paton’s thesis could not stand and he suggested the Rhodians’ 

engagement with Mithridates in the First Mithridatic War in the summer and/or fall of 88 

BC
329

, which Hiller von Gaertringen then used to start the list off in 109/8 BC
330

 (which 

would actually work as far as the years of the games are concerned). A bit later Van Gelder 

argued “the war” referred to the end of the First Mithridatic War in 85 BC and accordingly 

he began the list in 106/5 BC (which would not work).
331

 Later Hiller von Gaertringen  

changed his mind
332

 and along with Blinkenberg
333

 believed this war to be Cassius’ 

pillaging of Rhodes in 42 BC. Furthermore, Blinkenberg placed the Panagyris of Year 22 

in the year of Φίλιπ[πο]ν Φιλίππου καθ’ ὑ[οθεσίαν δὲ Ἀ]σ̣τυκράτευς,334

 during whose year of 

service in 42/1 we are told on another inscription ἁ εἰρήνα καὶ εὐετηρία ἐγένετο,
335

 and so he 

began the list 63/2 BC (which does not work), which date Badoud has refined, based on 

his own chronology, to begin in 62/1 BC (which also does not work).
336

 Several other 

Rhodian officials, however, styled their years as those of peace and prosperity,
337

 so the 

reference to peace in the year of Philip deserves no extra weight. More importantly, 

Philippoi was a fairly short affair, but this inscription seems to suggest that several festivals 

were missed during a long period of war, including two Trietereis in a row starting in Year 

1, a Romaia and Dipanamia (1:8) in Year 3, a Dipanamia (1:4) and Halieia in Year 4, three 

Trietereis in a row starting in Year 7, and a whopping seven Panagyreis in a row starting 

in Year 7. Would it not be most logical to conclude that the war referenced started around 

the time all these festivals began being omitted in Year 1 rather than to posit that it 

happened just before they restarted in Year 22? Consequently, if we were to make the war 

the Rhodian engagements with Cassius in 42 BC, would it not make more sense to put 

that event near Year 7 when the Erethimia began to be skipped? That would, however, 

certainly put this list too late based on the prosopography. 

What we are looking for, then, is a prolonged period of instability especially between 

Years 1 and 22. The only good candidates in this period are the three Mithridatic Wars 

and the War on the Pirates, which the Rhodians could have justly viewed as one long 

engagement. In particular, the omission of the Romaia (and possibly Dipanamia) in Year 

3 and especially the omission of the Halieia in Year 4 are very striking and require an 

explanation. Since the First Mithridatic War did really not get underway until after the 
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333

 Blinkenberg 1938, 10-11. 
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 Lindos II 1, fr. J, col. I, lines 6-7.  
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 Lindos II 347, lines 1-4; Blinkenberg 1938, pp. 10-11.  
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 Badoud 2015, 132. 
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 Cf. Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 161, no. 4e (Κλεισίτιμος Αἰνησιτίμου | ἐφ’ ᾧ ἐγένετο εὐθηνία | καὶ 

εὐκαρπία ἅπασα); SEG XXXIX 748, lines 3-7: (Μ(ᾶρκος) Αὐρ(ήλιος) | Σεραπίων β̅ Ἄμ(ιος) καθ’ ὑ(οθεσίαν δὲ) Μάρ(κου) | 

Αὐρ(ηλίου) Διονυσοκλεῦς Πο(λίτας) ἐφ’ οὗ | ε⟨ὐ⟩πορ⟨ία⟩ καὶ εὐφορία πάντων | καρπῶν ἐγένετο); Jacopi 1932, 184, no, 10, 

lines 3-7: (Ἀριστόμαχον Ἀριστο|μάχου τοῦ Ἀριστομά|χου Βυβάσσιον | ἐφ’ οὗ ἁ πᾶσα εἰρήνα | καὶ εὐωνία ἐγένετο). 
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fall of 89 BC, there is no good reason to posit that any games would have been skipped 

until the spring of 88. Thus the Trieteris began to be skipped in Year 1 (89/8), let us say 

in the spring of 88 BC, because of the blockade of Rhodes at the outset of the First 

Mithridatic War. Apparently, there were enough resources to run the Panagyris this year, 

which were likely the more minor Erethimia celebrations at Ialysos (or these were run in 

the late summer or fall of 89 before the blockade began in the spring of 88). The Romaia 

and Dipanamia could have been skipped in Year 3 (87/6) because of the slaughter of 

Romans in 88 BC and the continuing operations of the First Mithridatic War. Likewise, 

the Dipanamia and Halieia of Year 4 (86/5) were both skipped in the summer of 85 BC 

because resources were depleted after three-and-a-half years of continuous warfare with 

the peace was not yet secure that summer. The Trieteris and Panagyris of Year 7 (83/2) 

were skipped because the Second Mithridatic War was heating up, but enough resources 

were there to run a Romaia that year. This would have been the celebration referred to 

by IG XII.1 46,
338

 apparently a grander celebration to show Rhodes’ solidarity with the 

Romans after the slaughter of 88 BC and their allied campaigns against Mithridates. 

 
338

 As Badoud (2015, 131-132) points out, the Romaia mentioned in IG XII.1 46 must date between 88 

BC (a terminus post quem based on the adoption of 3 people) and 76 BC (a terminus ante quem based on the 

adoption of a priest of Athena). Thus it could be those of 87/6, or 83/2, or 79/8. Badoud dates it to 80 BC, but 

I believe his date for the Romaia are off by 2 years. Based on my chronology of IG XII.1 730, the Romaia of 

87/6 and 79/8 are both omitted, leaving only the Romaia of 83/2. 
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In addition to there being no overlapping of festivals, the choice of placement of this 

inscription before or after of IG XII.1 730 turns on arguments about the normal cursus 

honorum at Rhodes. In particular, it depends on whether one places the office of prophetas as 

typically being before the priesthood of Athena Lindia, or after this office. Badoud argues 

that the normal rule was to serve as a prophetas before being the priest of Athena Lindia.
347

 

However, as Blinkenberg recognized,
348

 and as Habicht has shown,
349

 the normal cursus 

honorum for a Lindian politician was first to be a hierothytas, then a mastros, then a priest of 

Athena Lindia 10 to 20 years after being a hierothytas (probably followed the next year by 

being priest of Zeus Polieus and certainly followed two years later by being priest of Artemis 

Kekoia), and then the priest of Helios as much as 20-25 years after being priest of Athena. 

On this inscription, however, Zenodotos is listed as being a prophet and as having been (or 

as I shall argue below, as being), the priest of Helios. I believe, therefore, we can confidently 

posit that Zenodotos served as a prophetas long after he was priest of Athena Lindia. According 

to Blinkenberg’s chronology, however, Zenodotos would have served as a prophet and priest 

of Helios in the city before being Priest of Athena Lindia, Zeus Polieus, and Artemis Kekoia 

in 64/3 BC.
350

 Blinkenberg was led to this conclusion because Zenodotos’ adoption was not 

mentioned on Pugliese Carratelli, 1952-1954, 256, no. 5 (Table XII, year 15),
351

 but it was 

mentioned on the list of the Priests of Athena Lindia
352

 and on another series of inscriptions 

honoring him.
353

 They thus concluded his year of office as prophet must date before 64/3. 

We thus have two seemingly contradictory pieces of evidence with Zenodotos, namely 

that Zenodotos’ adoption is mentioned by 64/3 BC at the time he was Priest of Athena (which 

normally was served about 20 years prior to being priest of Helios), while on Pugliese 

Carratelli, 1952-1954, 256, no. 5 (Table XII, year 15) he is mentioned as being prophet in 

the city and priest of Helios without his adoption being mentioned. To resolve this 

conundrum, I would argue that while one would normally expect the adoptive patronym to 

be included, in this last inscription his adoption was just left off. 

There are other examples where we know a man was already adopted, but his adoptive 

status was not mentioned later on official inscriptions. For instance, Κλευμήδης Κλευμήδευς καθ’ 

ὑοθεσίαν δὲ Δείνωνος was priest of Athena Lindia in 57/6, but his adoptive status is not recorded 

later at Lindos II 350, line 21, which dates to 38/7 BC and lists other men’s adoptive status, 

nor is his adoptive status mentioned on Lindos II 378, col. I, line 9, which dates to 27/6 BC 

and again lists other men’s adoptive status. Thus in this case, the same man’s adoptive status 

is not listed two times later. In addition to Kleumedes, Lindos II 350 lists 16 other former 

priests of Athena Lindia including Πύθων Πύθωνος καθ’ ὑοθεσίαν δὲ Νικοτίμου, who was priest of 

Athena Lindia in 38/7,
354

 and Πολύχαρμος Εὐκράτευς καθ’ ὑοθεσίαν δὲ Ὀνασάνδρου, who was priest 

of Athena Lindia in 34/3, but as with Kleumedes, both men’s adoptive status is omitted in 

27/6 when other men’s is included. Thus, of the 17 named former priests of Athena Lindia 

listed on this inscription, of which we know 8 were adopted by the time they were priest of 

 
347

 Badoud 2015, 129. 

348

 Lindos II 281b, 592.  

349

 Habicht 2003, 567-569.  

350

 Blinkenberg 1938, 27-28.  

351

 Blinkenberg 1938, 27. Also noted by Hiller von Gaertringen 1929, 352. Also see Blinkenberg’s 

discussion at Lindos II 281b, 590-592. 

352

 Lindos II 1, fr. G, col. III, lines 16-18. 

353

 Lindos II 311-312 (these belong to the same monument); Lindos II 315; and IG XII.1 833. Other 

inscriptions that mention him include Lindos II 281b; Lindos II 308-309; and Lindos II 314. 

354

 Lindos II 1, fr. J, col. I, lines 12-13.  
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Athena Lindia, the adoptive status of 3 are omitted after they were priest of Athena Lindia, 

or 37.5%.
355

 In addition, there is at least one contrary example of which I know: Πασ[ιφῶ]ν 

Ἐπιλύκου was priest of Athena Lindia in 124/3 BC with no mention of his adoptive status on 

the official record (Lindos I 1, fr. F, col. I, line 4), but in that same year or shortly after he 

appears as Πασιφῶν Ἐπιλύκου καθ’ ὑοθεσίαν δὲ Δαμοκλεῦς.356

 These examples demonstrate 

conclusively that once a man was adopted, his adoptive status need not always be mentioned. 

Thus, in this particular case, which was special, it is more likely that Zenodotos’ 

identification as the one who was the replacement priest of Helios was felt, within the 

constraints of a reasonable number of lines, to be more important to state than his adoptive 

status (or it was Zenodotos’ choice). Whether Zenodotos first served as a prophet or priest of 

Helios is an open question, but the wording καὶ ἐπιλαχὼν ἰερεὺς Ἁλίου is unique. In particular, 

the conjunction καὶ is not used with any other prophet’s name on this list, which suggests it 

should be taken literally: that is in this year Zenodotos was both a prophet and he replaced 

(by lot) the normally elected priest of Helios, who apparently died in office or had become 

incapacitated.
357

 Indeed, on several of Zenodotos’ other honorary inscriptions, the formula 

is always καὶ φροφατεύσας ἐν τῶι ἄστει καὶ ἐπιλαχὼν ἰερεὺς Ἁλίου.
358

 If this and my chronology are 

correct, Zenodotos’ year of office as replacement priest of Helios was also in 45/4, and thus 

exactly 19 years (20 years by inclusive counting, which is suggestive) after he was priest of 

Athena Lindia in 64/3, which is well within the normal parameters of the cursus honorum. 

In any case, if Zenodotos’ year as prophet (year 15) fell after his year as priest of Athena 

Lindia in 64/3, this means that year 15 should date to 63/2 at the earliest, which in turn means 

that Year 1 of this inscription can date to 77/6 at the earliest. Furthermore, on another 

honorary inscription that was published later (which Blinkenberg never saw),
359

 all of the 

accomplishments of Eupolemos (prophet in year 4) are listed, who was priest of Athena 

Lindia in 83/2 BC, including that he served as a both a prytanis and as a prophetas, as well as 

being a general during the Mithridatic War. This honorary inscription is apparently dated 

to the year of Κλεύθεμις Κλευξένου,
360

 who was priest of Athena Lindia in 53/2 BC.
361

 If it is 

correct that Eupolemos would have served as prophet in the city of Rhodos after having been 

a priest of Athena Lindia, Year 4 of this inscription can be placed after 83/2 but before 53/2. 

If correct, based on the evidence concerning Eupolemos and Zenodotos, we can say that Year 

1 should date between 77/6 and 57/6 BC. If the dating of IG XII.1 730 (= Table XI) is correct, 

we can further narrow the beginning of the inscription found in Table XII between 62/1 and 

 
355

 Lindos II 378, col. I, lines 4-26. The identification of these men and the absolute chronology are certain, 

since this is a list of former priests of Athena Lindia and Zeus Polieus who were honoring the priest of 27/6 BC, 

Πάνθειος Δαμόσωνος καθ’ ὑοθεσίαν δὲ Καλλιξείνου. 
356

 Lindos II 244a-f. It is possible he was adopted shortly after being priest of Athena Lindia. For the family 

stemma, see Lindos II, 47-48, no. 19. 

            
357

 This assumes that ἐπιλαχὼν here means suffectus, which I think is warranted. The choice of verb implies that this 

election was done by lot (possibly among the current roster of prophetai), rather than by show of hands (note that the formula 

χειροτονηθείς τε δαμιουργός at Segre and Pugliese Carratelli 1949-1951, 238, no. 110, line 40 suggests that at 

Kameiros the selection of the damiourgos was made by show of hands). 
358

 Lindos II 311-312 (these belong to the same monument); Lindos II 315 and IG XII.1 833, which should 

clearly be restored as relating to Zenodotos.  

359

 Kontorini 1989, 164, no. 73 (= SEG XXXIX 759), line 7: πρυτανεύσαντα v καὶ v προφατεύσαντα.   

360

 Kontorini made no comment on the appearance of Kleuthemis’ name (SEG does note he was Priest of 

Athena Lindia in 53/2, but still dates the inscription to some point after 78 BC). The appearance of Kleuthemis’ 

name, however, seems to be a dating formula and it also makes more sense that such an award was issued by a 

current priest of Athena to a former priest after a long and illustrious career. 
361

 Lindos II 1, fr. H, col. III, line 12.  
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57/6 BC, that is as coming after the end of that in Table XI. Furthermore, now that we know 

years in which the games fell, the only possibility left is the span of years that runs from 59/8 

to 43/2, which also happens to be the period of relative peace after the War on the Pirates 

and Third Mithridatic War but before Cassius’ looting of the city in apparently the middle 

or late summer of 42 BC – an ideal stretch of time for all the festivals of the inscription in 

Table XII to have been celebrated, as they seem to have been.  
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Figure. 1: The Metonic Spiral & Games Dial. Drawing by Paul Iversen 
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Figure 2: Proposed position of the pointers on the Metonic Spiral, the Games Dial, the 

Callippic Dial (restored), the Saros Dial, and the Exeligmos Dial at the start-up date of 

August 24, 205 BC with extant fragments marked with gray lines. The years on the Games 

Dial likely run from autumnal equinox to autumnal equinox. 

 

 

Figure 3: Generalized Swallow Migration Routes (From Zink 1969: 211) 
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ΑΓΑΛΜΑΤΙΟ ΝΕΑΡΗΣ ΑΝΔΡΙΚΗΣ ΜΟΡΦΗΣ ΤΩΝ ΡΩΜΑΪΚΩΝ 

ΧΡΟΝΩΝ 

 

Στην Παυλίνα Καραναστάση 

 

Το δημοσιευόμενο εδώ γλυπτό φυλάσσεται στο Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο Πειραιώς
1

 

και φέρει αρ. ευρ. 1212. Πρόκειται για περίοπτο αγαλμάτιο όρθιας και γυμνής ανδρικής 

μορφής, νεαρής ηλικίας, το οποίο σώζεται από την κεφαλή έως την οσφύν, σε μέγεθος 

μικρότερο από το φυσικό (εικ. 1).  

Συνολικό σωζόμενο ύψος 0.415 μ. Πάχος (στο άνω μέρος του κορμού) 0.15 μ. Ύψος 

κεφαλής (από την κορυφή της κομμώσεως έως το πηγούνι) 0.135 μ. Ύψος προσώπου (από 

την έκφυση των βοστρύχων ψηλά στο μέτωπο έως το πηγούνι) 0.11 μ. Πλάτος προσώπου 

0.085 μ. Απόσταση μεταξύ του εσωτερικού κανθού των οφθαλμών 0.02 μ. Πλάτος του 

κορμού στο κατώτερο σωζόμενο άκρο 0.195 μ. και πάχος 0.15 μ. Πλάτος του κορμού από 

την αριστερή έως την δεξιά μασχάλη 0.225 μ. Πλάτος από την εξωτερική επιφάνεια του 

δεξιού βραχίονα έως τη σπασμένη επιφάνεια του αριστερού βραχίονα 0.295 μ.  

Το μάρμαρο είναι λευκό, λεπτόκοκκο, πιθανόν πεντελικό, με επίχρωση στην 

επιφάνεια (πατίνα) ανοικτού καστανού χρώματος. Επικαθήσεις οργανικών υλικών, ομοίως 

καστανού χρώματος, διαπιστώνονται κατά τόπους στην πρόσθια όψη του κορμού και στην 

δεξιά πλευρά της κεφαλής (στην κόμη και στο πρόσωπο), όχι όμως στην αριστερή πλευρά 

της κεφαλής και του κορμού και σε όλη την πίσω όψη, ωσάν οι πλευρές αυτές με κάποιο 

τρόπο να είχαν προστατευθεί.  

Στοιχεία για την προέλευση του γλυπτού δεν υπάρχουν, καθώς παραδόθηκε στο 

Μουσείο, άγνωστο πότε ακριβώς, χωρίς περαιτέρω πληροφορίες. Συνοπτική καταγραφή 

του στο ευρετήριο του Αρχαιολογικού Μουσείου Πειραιώς έγινε γύρω στα 1971-1972 από 

τον τότε Επιμελητή των Αρχαιοτήτων, αείμνηστο καθηγητή Γιώργο Δεσπίνη και έχει ως 

εξής: «Ανδρικόν αγαλμάτιον σωζόμενον από της οσφύος και άνω. Ελλείπουν αι χείρες υψηλά από τους 

βραχίονας. Την κεφαλήν, ης η κόμη δια τρυπάνου ειργασμένη πίπτει πλουσία όπισθεν, στρέφει προς τα 

αριστερά και ολίγον άνω. Επί της αριστεράς πλευράς το άκρον μαρμαρίνου στηρίγματος (πουντέλλο). 

 
1 Την παρότρυνση να δημοσιεύσω το γλυπτό οφείλω στον αείμνηστο καθ. Γιώργο Δεσπίνη στην διάρκεια 

μιας συζήτησής μας πριν από αρκετά χρόνια μέσα στην αποθήκη των γλυπτών στο Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο 

Πειραιώς. Ευχαριστώ θερμά και από την θέση αυτή την Προϊσταμένη της Εφορείας Αρχαιοτήτων Πειραιώς 

και Νήσων Δρα κ. Στέλλα Χρυσουλάκη για την πρόθυμη άδεια μελέτης και δημοσίευσης του γλυπτού, την 

χορήγηση φωτογραφιών και άδεια χρήσης τους, καθώς και την ομότ. καθ. κ. Θεοδοσία Στεφανίδου-Τιβερίου 

για το ενδιαφέρον της και για χρήσιμες υποδείξεις, όπως και τους ανώνυμους κριτές του περιοδικού για τις 

παρατηρήσεις τους. Οι φωτογραφίες έχουν ληφθεί από τον φωτογράφο της Εφορείας κ. Γιάννη Ασβεστά, 

σύμφωνα με τις υποδείξεις της υπογράφουσας. Το Copyright των δημοσιευόμενων φωτογραφιών ανήκει στο 

Υπουργείο Πολιτισμού και Αθλητισμού (Copyright Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sports).  
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Εργασία καλή των ρωμαϊκών χρόνων. Πιθανώς αγαλμάτιον σατύρου (;) ή προσωποποίησίς τις ποταμού 

(αυτά την γνώμην του καθ. W.-H. Schuchhardt). Μάρμαρον. ΄Υψος 0.415 m, μέγ. πλάτος (ώμοι) 

0.328 m, πλάτος προσώπου 0.085 m. Παρεδόθη υπό ιδιώτου, άγνωστον πόθεν προερχόμενον».   

Η κάτω επιφάνεια του αγαλματίου είναι θραυσμένη, ένδειξη ότι αρχικά ο κορμός 

συνεχιζόταν. Συνεπώς δεν πρόκειται για ημίτομον. Λείπουν ακόμα το δεξιό χέρι από το 

μέσον του βραχίονα και κάτω (εικ. 3) και το μεγαλύτερο μέρος του αριστερού χεριού, 

ομοίως από το μέσον του βραχίονα. Η κάτω επιφάνεια στο σωζόμενο τμήμα του δεξιού 

βραχίονα είναι θραυσμένη. Κατάλοιπο κυκλικού τόρμου γόμφωσης, διαμ. 0.01 μ., στο 

μέσον της θραυσμένης επιφάνειας του υψωμένου αριστερού βραχίονα (εικ. 4, 7) 

υποδεικνύει ότι το ελλείπον τμήμα του χεριού αυτού ήταν κατασκευασμένο χωριστά. Ένας 

ακόμα κυκλικός τόρμος γόμφωσης υπάρχει επάνω στον αριστερό ώμο, διαμ. 0.01 μ. και 

βάθους 0.015 μ. περίπου (εικ. 8, 9). Στενή και αβαθής αύλακα, με τοιχώματα που 

συγκλίνουν προς τον πυθμένα, σωζόμενου μήκους 0.033 μ., συνδέεται με τον τόρμον 

αυτόν. Στην αριστερή πλευρά του κορμού, 0.073 μ. χαμηλότερα από την κάτω επιφάνεια 

του βραχίονα, σώζεται κατάλοιπο συμφυούς ορθογώνιου στηρίγματος (πουντέλο), ύψους 

0.03 μ. και περίπου ίδιου πλάτους (εικ. 1, 4, 7). Η επιφάνεια θραύσης του στηρίγματος 

δείχνει ότι αυτό έκλινε λοξά προς τα εμπρός (εικ. 7)˙ ανάλογη είναι και η κλίση, αν και 

λιγότερο εμφανής, που  παρουσιάζει το σωζόμενο τμήμα του αριστερού βραχίονα. Κατά 

συνέπειαν είναι πιθανόν ο αριστερός βραχίονας να εκτεινόταν προς τα πλάγια και ελαφρά 

προς τα εμπρός, να λύγιζε στον αγκώνα και στη συνέχεια να κατηύθυνε τον πήχη πιο 

έντονα προς τα εμπρός. Η εικαζόμενη αυτή απόδοση θα μπορούσε να δικαιολογηθεί, 

εφόσον η μορφή κρατούσε με το αριστερό χέρι, αγκαλιάζοντάς το, κάποιο αντικείμενο. 

Από τις αποκρούσεις οι περισσότερες είναι παλαιές και καλύπτονται από την 

πατίνα˙ πολύ λίγες και εντελώς επιπόλαιες είναι νεότερες. Αποκρούσεις διαπιστώνονται 

κυρίως σε κάποιους βοστρύχους της κόμμωσης, στην ράχη της μύτης, στο κάτω χείλος και 

στο πηγούνι˙ μικρές, ασήμαντες αποκρούσεις υπάρχουν και σε διάφορα σημεία στον 

κορμό.  

Λίγα ίχνη ράσπας, τα οποία δεν αφαιρέθηκαν κατά την τελική επεξεργασία του 

γλυπτού, διακρίνονται εκατέρωθεν του λαιμού στην περιοχή που καλύπτεται από τα 

κυματοειδή βοστρυχίδια και στην αριστερή πλευρά του κορμού από την μασχάλη έως το 

στήριγμα, πιθανώς γιατί η περιοχή αυτή δεν ήταν άμεσα ορατή και ο γλύπτης 

φειδωλεύτηκε τον κόπο και τον χρόνο του. Η χρήση του τρυπάνου είναι ευκρινής στην 

επεξεργασία της κόμης και στο μέσον των ελικοειδών απολήξεων των βοστρυχιδίων, στις 

άκρες των χειλιών και στην απόδοση των ρουθουνιών˙ για κάθε ρουθούνι διανοίχθηκαν 

δύο μικρές οπές, οι οποίες στη συνέχεια ενώθηκαν.    

Η νεαρή ανδρική μορφή στρέφει την κεφαλή προς τα αριστερά της και ελαφρότατα 

προς τα άνω (εικ. 1). Ο δεξιός βραχίονας ήταν χαμηλωμένος και έκλινε ελαφρά προς τα 

πίσω (εικ. 3). Το ελλείπον τμήμα του χεριού αυτού δεν εφαπτόταν στον κορμό, 

τουλάχιστον στον άνω. Ο τόρμος και η αύλακα στον αριστερό ώμο υποδεικνύουν ότι κάτι 

χωριστά κατασκευασμένο προσαρμοζόταν εδώ. Για να συγκρατηθεί το βάρος του 

αριστερού χεριού με την προσθήκη επ’ αυτού θεωρήθηκε απαραίτητο ένα στήριγμα, 

κατάλοιπο του οποίου διασώθηκε στην αριστερή πλευρά του κορμού.  

Η διαμόρφωση της κεφαλής είναι κυβική και το περίγραμμα του προσώπου σχεδόν 

ορθογώνιο (εικ. 5). Η κόμη, με «αναστολή» πάνω από το μέτωπο και με πλούσια, άνισου 

μήκους κυματοειδή βοστρυχίδια πλαισιώνει το πρόσωπο, καλύπτοντας πλήρως τα αυτιά 
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και φθάνοντας στην πρόσθια όψη σχεδόν έως τους ώμους και στην πίσω πλευρά της 

κεφαλής έως χαμηλά στον αυχένα (εικ. 6). Τα βοστρυχίδια περιγράφονται με βαθιές 

αύλακες ανοιγμένες με το τρυπάνι, ποικίλλονται με εγχαράξεις και παρουσιάζουν 

ελικοειδείς απολήξεις. Στο πρόσωπο της μορφής (εικ. 5) οι παρειές είναι πλατιές, χωρίς 

τονισμένα τα ζυγωματικά και με απαλή δήλωση των ρηχών βαθύνσεων στη ρινοπαρειακή 

περιοχή, τα χείλη σαρκώδη και ελαφρότατα ανοικτά, το πηγούνι στρογγυλευμένο, το 

μέτωπο υψηλό και λίγο διογκωμένο στην υπερόφρυα περιοχή, περισσότερο στην δεξιά 

πλευρά, προφανώς επειδή η αριστερή πλευρά του προσώπου δεν ήταν πλήρως ορατή από 

τον θεατή λόγω της στροφής της μορφής προς τα αριστερά της. Οι οφθαλμοί είναι 

μεγάλοι, αμυγδαλόσχημοι. Τα βλέφαρα είναι πλατιά, χωρίς μεταλλική οξύτητα, με 

υπερκάλυψη του κάτω βλεφάρου από το άνω στην εξωτερική γωνία. Και στους δύο 

οφθαλμούς δηλώνεται ο εσωτερικός κανθός. Ο βολβός είναι μάλλον επίπεδος. Η ίριδα και 

η κόρη δεν αποδίδονται με εγχάραξη˙ ίζημα στον δεξιό οφθαλμό ενδεχομένως μπορεί να 

δημιουργήσει παραπλανητική εντύπωση. Το τοξωτό φρύδι δηλώνεται με λεπτή ακμή.  

Η έκφραση του προσώπου αποπνέει θελκτική γλυκύτητα, ταιριαστή με τη νεανική 

όψη της μορφής. Η καθαρότητα στην απόδοση των χαρακτηριστικών του προσώπου και 

η φωτεινότητά του επιτείνονται από την αντίθεση ανάμεσα στο αγένειον της μορφής και 

της πλούσιας κόμης.  

Ο λαιμός είναι δυνατός και στη βάση του διακρίνονται η σφαγή και οι κλείδες (εικ. 

1). Η διάπλαση του γυμνού κορμού προδίδει επιμελημένη εργασία. Αποδίδονται η linea 

alba, οι θηλές στους μαστούς και με έναν κυκλίσκο ο ομφαλός. Οι μύες κάτω από το στήθος 

και στην κοιλιακή χώρα διαγράφονται μαλακά και χωρίς ένταση. Στην πίσω πλευρά 

ξεχωρίζει η ωμοπλάτη (εικ. 2). Περισσότερο τονισμένος είναι ο στρογγύλος αριστερός 

μυς, εξ αιτίας της έντονης ανύψωσης του αντίστοιχου βραχίονα, ενώ ο δεξιός μυς είναι 

επίπεδος. Με ένα ελαφρά λοξό αυλάκι που παρακολουθεί τη στροφή του κορμού προς τα 

αριστερά του καθορίζεται η θέση της σπονδυλικής στήλης.   

Με βάση στιλιστικά κριτήρια, την αβρότητα και λεπτότητα στο πλάσιμο των 

χαρακτηριστικών του προσώπου και την άφθονη χρήση του τρυπάνου, ιδιαίτερα στην 

κόμμωση, επιτρέπεται να θεωρήσουμε ότι το έργο φιλοτεχνήθηκε στην αντωνίνεια 

περίοδο, γύρω στα μέσα του 2
ου

 αι. μ.Χ. ή λίγο αργότερα. Σύγχρονη είναι μία άγνωστης 

προέλευσης αγένειος νεανική κεφαλή, στο εικονιστικό σχήμα του Μεγάλου Αλεξάνδρου 

όπως αναφέρεται, χρονολογημένη στην περίοδο μεταξύ των ετών 150 και 170 μ.Χ., στο 

Μουσείο Gregoriano Profano ex Lateranence, στο Βατικανό,
2

 όχι μόνο λόγω της 

κόμμωσης με την «αναστολή» στην κύρια όψη, αλλά και λόγω της στενής ομοιότητας στην 

απόδοση των χαρακτηριστικών του προσώπου.   

Ομοίως, σύγχρονη με το αγαλμάτιο είναι μία φυσικού μεγέθους, στραμμένη ελαφρά 

προς τα αριστερά της, μαρμάρινη κεφαλή αγένειου νέου με μελαγχολική έκφραση και τον 

ίδιο τύπο κόμμωσης με την «αναστολή», από το Δίον, για την οποία έχει υποστηριχθεί ότι 

απεικονίζει τον ποταμό Βαφύραν, φυσικά όχι στον τύπο των ανακεκλιμένων ποτάμιων 

θεοτήτων όπως π.χ. του Νείλου, του Τίβερη ή του Στρυμόνα.
3

 Στην κεφαλή από το Δίον, 

 
2

 Vorster, Chr., 2004, 111-112 αρ. κατ. 59 (αρ. ευρ. 4356) πίν. 77, 1-4˙ 80,2.  

3

 Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο Θεσσαλονίκης αρ. ευρ. 1053. Bakalakis, G., 1982, 28-32 πίν. XII-XIΙI. Balty, J. 

C., 1986, LIMC III, λ. Baphyras, 81 αρ. 1, όπου η ταύτιση της προτομής με τον Βαφύραν θεωρείται αβέβαιη.  

Δεσπίνης, Γ. κ.ά. 2010, 133 με σημ. 14, υπό την κεφαλή αρ. κατ. 470 (Στεφανίδου-Τιβερίου, Θ.). Μάλλιος, Γ.,  

2011, 79 πίν. 9.2. Τσιάφης, Δ., 2017, 278 πίν. 144 γ. 
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για την οποία είναι άδηλον εάν προέρχεται από άγαλμα ή από προτομή, σώζονται η 

γένεση τειχόμορφου στέμματος και η παρυφή ενδύματος αριστερά στην βάση του λαιμού. 

Αντιθέτως για το δημοσιευόμενο αγαλμάτιο είναι απολύτως βέβαιο ότι δεν έφερε στέμμα 

ή κάποιο άλλο επίθημα στην κεφαλή και τουλάχιστον ο άνω κορμός ήταν εντελώς γυμνός.  

Στο τρίτο τέταρτο του 2
ου

 αι. μ.Χ. χρονολογείται μία πολύ καλά διατηρημένη 

μαρμάρινη και ενεπίγραφη προτομή, αδιαμφισβήτητα προσωποποίηση του μακεδονικού 

ποταμού Ολγάνου, που προέρχεται από την περιοχή της αρχαίας Μίεζας.
4

 Ο αγένειος νέος 

με την ομοίως μελαγχολική έκφραση και την πλούσια κόμη στρέφει την κεφαλή προς τα 

δεξιά του και δεν φέρει τειχόμορφο στέμμα, απόδειξη ότι το τελευταίο δεν ήταν 

απαραίτητο διακριτικό σύμβολο στις προσωποποιήσεις ποταμών.
5

  

Σύγχρονη με τα παραπάνω έργα είναι και η εικονιστική κεφαλή ενός νέου και 

αγένειου άνδρα στο Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο Θεσσαλονίκης (αρ. ευρ. 10438), με πλούσια 

μακριά κόμη και άνισου μήκους, κυματοειδείς βόστρυχους, οι οποίοι σχηματίζουν ομοίως 

ελικοειδείς απολήξεις.
6

  

Ως προς το αγαλμάτιο του Αρχαιολογικού Μουσείου Πειραιώς η απόδοση νεαρού 

Σατύρου δεν φαίνεται πιθανή, καθώς τα αυτιά, τα οποία σε μια τέτοια περίπτωση θα 

αναμένονταν μυτερά, όπως π.χ. στο ρωμαϊκών χρόνων μαρμάρινο σύμπλεγμα του 

Σατύρου που υποβαστάζει τον Διόνυσο στα αριστερά του, στο Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο 

Πατρών,
7

 δεν δηλώνονται καθόλου, καλυμμένα πλήρως από την κόμη.  Επιπλέον, τα 

βοστρυχίδια της «αναστολής» στο μέσον του μετώπου  (εικ. 5) θα μπορούσαν να 

δημιουργήσουν μόνον την απατηλή εντύπωση ότι πρόκειται για μικρά κέρατα. Ανάλογος 

σχηματισμός των βοστρυχιδίων της «αναστολής» στην ίδια θέση απαντά στη νεανική 

κεφαλή στο Μουσείο Gregoriano Profano ex Lateranence που προαναφέρθηκε.
8

 Γενικά, 

η αναζήτηση σε δημιουργίες του ύστερου 4
ου

 αι. π.Χ., όπως σε πορτρέτα του Μεγάλου 

Αλεξάνδρου ή και σε άλλα έργα της ελληνιστικής εποχής, των προτύπων μεγάλου αριθμού 

κεφαλών του 2
ου

 και του 3
ου

 αι. μ.Χ. με πλούσια μακριά κόμη και με την «αναστολή» στο 

μέσον του μετώπου, ώστε να αποδοθεί μια ηρωική αύρα, καθώς και το ζήτημα σε αρκετές 

περιπτώσεις εάν πρόκειται για ιδεαλιστικές ή για εικονιστικές κεφαλές, έχουν 

απασχολήσει ιδιαίτερα την επιστημονική έρευνα, χωρίς όμως να έχει κλείσει οριστικά το 

κεφάλαιο αυτό.
9

 

Μολονότι την ερμηνεία της μορφής στο αγαλμάτιο του Μουσείου Πειραιώς 

δυσκολεύουν η απουσία των συμφραζομένων από τον τόπο και τις συνθήκες εύρεσης, 

καθώς και η απώλεια μεταξύ άλλων και του κάτω κορμού με τα σκέλη, η πιθανότητα το 

αγαλμάτιο να απεικόνιζε κάποιον δαίμονα ή να  αποτελούσε την προσωποποίηση κάποιας 

 
4

 Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο Βεροίας αρ. ευρ. 409. Kallipolitis, B., 1952, 85-91 πίν. XII. Bakalakis, G., 1982, 

30. Weiss, C., 1988, LIMC IV, λ. Fluvii, 145 αρ. κατ. 31, με βιβλιογραφία. Akamatis, I. Μ., 1997, LIMC VIII, 

λ. Olganos, 922 αρ. κατ. 1, με βιβλιογραφία. Μάλλιος, Γ., 2011, 77 πίν. 8.1. Τσιάφης, Δ., 2017, 279 πίν. 144 

δ.   

5

 Bakalakis, G., 1982, 30. 

6

 Δεσπίνης, Γ. κ.ά. 2010, 131-134 αρ. κατ. 470 εικ. 1429-1432 (Τιβερίου-Στεφανίδου, Θ.). 

7

 Κολώνας, Λ., Σταυροπούλου-Γάτση,  Μ., 2017, 134 εικ. 140. Παραδείγματα με Διόνυσο και Σάτυρο σε 

τραπεζοφόρα: Στεφανίδου-Τιβερίου, Θ., 1993, 96-98, ιδιαίτερα αρ. κατ. 63 πίν. 31˙ 64 πίν. 32˙ 66 πίν. 33˙ 

68 πίν. 34. 

8

 Vorster, Chr., 2004, 111-112 αρ. κατ. 59 (αρ. ευρ. 4356) πίν. 77, 1-2.  

9

 Βλ. περιεκτικά για το θέμα Δεσπίνης, Γ. κ.ά. 2010, 132, υπό τον αρ. κατ. 470, με σημ. 2-9, με τη σχετική 

βιβλιογραφία (Στεφανίδου-Τιβερίου, Θ.). Ιδιαίτερα Fittschen, K., 1989, 108-113 πίν. 35-42.  
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ευεργετικής για τον άνθρωπο δύναμης της φύσεως ή κάποιου ποταμού
10

 μπορεί να 

αντιμετωπισθεί θετικά.  

Οπωσδήποτε, όμως, θα πρέπει να αποκλεισθεί η περίπτωση της προσωποποίησης 

του Ορόντη, όπως είναι γνωστή από το πλήθος των αντιγράφων και απεικονίσεων, ως επί 

το πλείστον των ρωμαϊκών χρόνων, του χάλκινου συμπλέγματος της λεγόμενης Τύχης της 

Αντιοχείας (ή προσωποποίησης της πόλης της Αντιοχείας), που φιλοτέχνησε ο Σικυώνιος 

γλύπτης Ευτυχίδης.
11

 Για το αγαλμάτιο του Μουσείου Πειραιώς δεν υπάρχουν ενδείξεις 

ότι ήταν ημίτομον. Επιπλέον, η μορφή του αγαλματίου αυτού δεν στρέφει την κεφαλή 

προς τα δεξιά της και έντονα προς τα άνω και το συμφυές στήριγμα στην αριστερή της 

πλευρά δεν συμβιβάζεται με την προσωποποίηση του Ορόντη στο εν λόγω σύμπλεγμα. Ας 

σημειωθεί ότι από τον κυρίως ελληνικό χώρο λίθινα ολόγλυφα αγαλμάτια που 

αντιγράφουν το σύμπλεγμα της λεγόμενης Τύχης της Αντιοχείας δεν είναι γνωστά. Από τα 

συνολικά δέκα τέτοια αγαλμάτια (εννέα μαρμάρινα και ένα αλαβάστρινο) πέντε πιθανώς 

παρήχθησαν στην Ιταλία και τρία στη Μικρά Ασία.
12

  

Μόνο για ένα επιπλέον μαρμάρινο θραύσμα από άγαλμα υπερφυσικού μεγέθους 

από την Δήλο –σώζεται μόνον το αριστερό άκρο χέρι επί βράχου– έχει υποστηριχθεί η 

πιθανότητα να ανήκε σε γυναικείο άγαλμα στον τύπο της λεγόμενης Τύχης της 

Αντιοχείας,
13

 αλλά η απόδοση αυτή δεν θεωρείται βέβαιη εξαιτίας των πενιχρών 

καταλοίπων της μορφής.
14

 Πάντως, αξιοπρόσεκτη είναι η ομοιότητα στον τύπο της 

κόμμωσης με την «αναστολή» και τα κυματοειδή βοστρυχίδια που μπορεί να διαπιστωθεί 

ανάμεσα στην μορφή του δημοσιευόμενου εδώ αγαλματίου και σε αυτήν του στραμμένου 

προς την αντίθετη κατεύθυνση Ορόντη σε κάποια χάλκινα αντίγραφα του παραπάνω 

συμπλέγματος,
15

 η οποία οφείλεται στην παραγωγή όλων αυτών των έργων στον ίδιο 

χρονικό ορίζοντα. 

Οπωσδήποτε, όμως, εικονογραφικά στοιχεία, όπως η πλούσια, μακριά κόμη με τα 

κυματιστά βοστρυχίδια και η συχνά μελαγχολική/παθητική έκφραση που χαρακτηρίζουν 

τις κεφαλές στις προσωποποιήσεις των ποταμών Βαφύρα, Ολγάνου και Ορόντη και 

υποδηλώνουν τη γονιμική τους δύναμη και την κουροτροφική τους ιδιότητα, είναι στοιχεία 

που διαπιστώνονται και στην κεφαλή του νέου στο δημοσιευόμενο εδώ αγαλμάτιο. Ως εκ 

τούτου, οι παραπάνω προσωποποιήσεις και το αγαλμάτιο με την τρυφερή, νεανική του 

όψη έρχονται πολύ κοντά όχι μόνον για στιλιστικούς και χρονολογικούς λόγους, αλλά και 

από την άποψη της αναγνώρισης μιας κοινής προσπάθειας για την έκφραση ανάλογου 

περιεχομένου˙ το στοιχείο αυτό συνεπικουρεί στην ταύτιση του αγαλματίου με την 

 
10

 Για ποτάμιους θεούς βλ. Weiss, C., LIMC IV, 1988, λ. Fluvii, 139-148.    

11

 Βλ. τον εκτενή κατάλογο στη Meyer, M., 2006, 403-510 (ολόγλυφα αντίγραφα από λίθο και από χαλκό, 

έργα από πηλό κα από ύαλο, ανάγλυφα, ψηφιδωτά, τοιχογραφίες, πολύτιμοι λίθοι, κοσμήματα, σφραγίδες, 

νομίσματα κ.ά.) πίν. 1-48. 

12

 Meyer, M., 2006, 34-35, 403-408 αρ. κατ. Α1-Α10 πίν. 1-7.  

13

 Jockey, Ph., 1993, 473-480 αρ. 5 εικ. 28-30.  

14

 Meyer, M., 2006, 444 αρ. κατ. L 2, με βιβλιογραφία.  

15

 Πρβλ. ιδιαίτερα Meyer, M., 2006, 415 αρ. κατ. Β 12 πίν. 13, 1-3 (Paris, Louvre Br 4453), με πρόταση 

χρονολόγησης στο δεύτερο μισό του 2
ου

 αι. μ.Χ., 422-423 αρ. κατ. Β 28 πίν. 24, 3 (Kunsthandel Lugano 

(Donati), με πρόταση χρονολόγησης στο β΄ μισό του 2
ου

 αι. μ.Χ. Για το σύμπλεγμα στο Μουσείο του Λούβρου 

Br 4453 βλ. και Σταμπολίδης, Ν.Χρ. κ.ά. 2017, 212-213 με απεικόνιση (S. Descamps-Lequime), με 

χρονολόγηση της προσωποποίησης του Ορόντη στο β΄ μισό του 2
ου

 αι. π.Χ.  
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απεικόνιση μιας αγαθής και ευεργετικής για τον άνθρωπο δύναμης της φύσεως ή κάποιου 

ποταμού, όπως προαναφέρθηκε. 

Τα στοιχεία που διασώζει το αγαλμάτιο του Αρχαιολογικού Μουσείου Πειραιώς δεν 

επαρκούν για να υποστηριχθεί ότι  αποτελούσε μέρος ενός συμπλέγματος μαζί και με μία 

άλλη ανθρώπινη μορφή. Επί πλέον, στην περίπτωση ενός μαρμάρινου στοιχείου, όπως 

κορμού δένδρου ή πεσσίσκου, στην αριστερή πλευρά της μορφής και επάνω στην ίδια 

πλίνθο, θα ήταν περισσότερο αναμενόμενο το συμφυές στήριγμα να ήταν πολύ 

χαμηλότερα, στο ύψος του αντίστοιχου μηρού της μορφής.  Ως παράδειγμα μπορεί να 

αναφερθεί το από πεντελικό μάρμαρο αγαλμάτιο του Γανυμήδη με τον φρυγικό πίλο στην 

κεφαλή, των πρώιμων ρωμαϊκών αυτοκρατορικών χρόνων, στη Ρώμη, Palazzo dei 

Conservatori, στο οποίο ένα ανάλογο στήριγμα συνδέει τον αριστερό μηρό της μορφής με 

τον κορμό δένδρου.
16

   

Ένας νεανικός, ακέφαλος, ανδρικός κορμός από πολύ έξεργο ανάγλυφο, μάλλον από 

τη διακόσμηση τραπεζοφόρου, στο Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο της Θεσσαλονίκης, 

χρονολογημένος στην ύστερη αδριάνεια περίοδο, δείχνει παρεμφερή με του αγαλματίου 

του Μουσείου Πειραιώς στροφή της μορφής προς τα αριστερά της, αλλά διασώζει ένα 

κατάλοιπο στηρίγματος (πουντέλο) στην δεξιά πλευρά του άνω κορμού, για το οποίο έχει 

υποτεθεί πολύ λογικά ότι θα χρησίμευε για να στηριχθεί ο πήχης ή κάποιο αντικείμενο 

που κρατούσε η μορφή.
17

 Ένα άλλο παράδειγμα προσφέρει το άγαλμα της λεγόμενης 

Αρτέμιδος της Δρέσδης, των μέσων του 2
ου

 αι. μ.Χ., σύμφωνα με πρότυπο γύρω στα 

360/350 π.Χ., στο οποίο το συμφυές στήριγμα κάτω από τον δεξιό βραχίονα οδηγεί προς 

τον αγκώνα.
18

   

Ο τόρμος μαζί με την αυλάκωση επάνω στον αριστερό ώμο (εικ. 8, 9) του  

παρουσιαζόμενου αγαλματίου είναι ένα σημαντικό στοιχείο που μπορεί να φωτίσει το 

ζήτημα της συμπλήρωσης της μορφής. Όπως προαναφέρθηκε, ο τόρμος αυτός θα πρέπει 

να χρησίμευε για την προσθήκη κάποιου χωριστά κατασκευασμένου αντικειμένου με 

αρκετό βάρος, το οποίο θα κρατούσε η νεαρή μορφή με το υψωμένο αριστερό χέρι και ως 

εκ τούτου θα ήταν απαραίτητη η υποστήριξή του με το πλευρικό στήριγμα (πουντέλο).  

Στην εικονογραφία των ποταμών απαντούν παραδείγματα, στα οποία οι 

προσωποποιήσεις κρατούν κουπί που συμβόλιζε την δυνατότητα διάπλευσης,
19

 αλλά 

τέτοια περίπτωση δεν μπορεί να τεκμηριωθεί για το αγαλμάτιο του Αρχαιολογικού 

Μουσείου Πειραιώς˙ στη ρωμαϊκή τέχνη δεν εμφανίζεται απεικόνιση ποταμού ως 

ολόσωμης ιστάμενης μορφής, ακόμα και εάν παρεμπιπτόντως ανευρίσκεται σε 

νομίσματα.
20

  

Η πρόταση το αντικείμενο που κρατούσε η μορφή να ήταν το κέρας της αφθονίας 

(cornucopia), λαξευμένο στο ίδιο κομμάτι μαρμάρου μαζί με το ελλείπον σήμερα 

πρόσθετο τμήμα του αριστερού χεριού, προσφέρει, πιστεύω, ικανοποιητική λύση.
21

 

Καθώς το κέρας της αφθονίας μαζί με το τμήμα του χεριού που το αγκάλιαζε θα είχε 

 
16

 Dacos, N., 1961, 386-387 εικ. 13. Sichtermann, H., 1988, LIMC IV, λ. Ganymedes, 155 αρ. 4*.   

17

 Δεσπίνης, Γ. κ.ά. 2010, 78-80 αρ. κατ. 406 εικ. 1236-1239 (Καζακίδη, Ν.). 

18

 Knoll, K. κ.ά. 2011, 183 αρ. κατ. 15 εικ. 15,1˙ 15, 2˙ 15, 7 (Geominy, W.). 

19

 Weiss, C., LIMC IV, 1988, λ. Fluvii, 139-148. Κοκκίνη, Φ., 2020, 210.  

20

 Ostrowski, J.A., 1991, 28-29.  

21

 Έχει υποτεθεί ότι ίσως κέρας της αφθονίας έφερε και ο νέος από τον οποίο διασώθηκε η 

προαναφερθείσα κεφαλή από τον Δίον που πιθανώς εικονίζει τον ποταμό Βαφύραν. Δεσπίνης, Γ. κ.ά. 2010, 

133 με σημ. 14, υπό τον αρ. κατ. 470 ( Στεφανίδου-Τιβερίου, Θ.). 
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αρκετό βάρος, η αυλάκωση επάνω στον ώμο μαζί με τον τόρμο πρόσφεραν μεγαλύτερη 

ασφάλεια για τη στερέωσή του˙ το πλευρικό στήριγμα από τον αριστερό μηρό έως 

πιθανότατα τον αντίστοιχο πήχη συμπλήρωνε την απαραίτητη  συγκράτησή του. Καθώς 

το τμήμα του αριστερού χεριού μαζί με το κέρας της αφθονίας θα ήταν πολύ κοντά στον 

άνω κορμό, τούτο είχε ως συνέπεια, πρώτον να μη χρειαστεί ο γλύπτης να τελειοποιήσει 

το έργο του απαλείφοντας τα ίχνη της ράσπας στην αριστερή πλευρά της μορφής και 

δεύτερον την προστασία της πλευράς αυτής από διάφορες επικαθήσεις.
22

 

Ο γυναικείος κορμός από την αθηναϊκή Αγορά αρ. ευρ. S 2370, γύρω στα 330-320 

π.Χ., μπορεί να προσφέρει ένα πολύ πρωιμότερο παράδειγμα χωριστής προσθήκης 

cornucopia, σε αυτήν την περίπτωση όμως από μέταλλο, το οποίο η μορφή κρατούσε με 

το λυγισμένο αριστερό της χέρι, στηρίζοντάς το στον αντίστοιχο ώμο, όπως τεκμαίρεται 

από την ύπαρξη δύο μικρών οπών, μιας στον πήχη και μιας άλλης στον ώμο.
23

 Με εντελώς 

διαφορετικό τρόπο, χωρίς οπές αλλά σε κατάλληλα διαμορφωμένες ευρείες τομές, γινόταν 

η προσθήκη του cornucopia π.χ. σε άγαλμα Αγαθής Τύχης από την αθηναϊκή Αγορά αρ. 

ευρ. S 37, πιθανώς της δεκαετίας του 390 π.Χ., και στο άγαλμα της Κυβέλης από το 

Πέργαμον (Berlin, Pergamonmuseun P 45), της μέσης ελληνιστικής περιόδου.
24

 

Εν κατακλείδι, επιτρέπεται να υποθέσουμε ότι το γλυπτό, του Αρχαιολογικού 

Μουσείου Πειραιώς αρ. ευρ. 1212 που παρουσιάζουμε (εικ. 1-9) ίσως είχε διακοσμητικό 

χαρακτήρα σε κρηναίο οικοδόμημα ή σε Νυμφαίο ή σε κάποια πολυτελή έπαυλη,  

τοποθετημένο σε κόγχη, με αποτέλεσμα να προστατευθεί και η πίσω πλευρά του από 

διάφορες επικαθήσεις οργανικών υλικών.  
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Eικόνες 

 

 

 
Εικόνα 1. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου Πειραιώς αρ. 

ευρ. 1212. Πρόσθια όψη. 

Εικόνα 2. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου Πειραιώς αρ. 

ευρ. 1212. Πίσω πλευρά. 

  
Εικόνα 3. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου Πειραιώς αρ. 

ευρ. 1212. Δεξιά πλευρά. 

Εικόνα 4. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου Πειραιώς αρ. 

ευρ. 1212. Αριστερή πλευρά. 
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Εικόνα 5. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου Πειραιώς αρ. 

ευρ. 1212. Το πρόσωπο της μορφής. 

Εικόνα 6. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου Πειραιώς αρ. 

ευρ. 1212. Πίσω πλευρά κεφαλής. 

 

 

   
Εικόνα 7. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου 

Πειραιώς αρ. ευρ. 1212. 

Μερική άποψη αριστερής 

πλευράς. Ο τόρμος γόμφωσης 

στον βραχίονα και το κατάλοιπο 

στηρίγματος στον κορμό. 

Εικόνα 8. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου 

Πειραιώς αρ. ευρ. 1212. Οι δύο 

τόρμοι, επάνω στον αριστερό 

ώμο και στον αριστερό 

βραχίονα. 

Εικόνα 9. Αγαλμάτιο Μουσείου 

Πειραιώς αρ. ευρ. 1212. Ο 

τόρμος και η ρηχή αύλακα 

επάνω στον αριστερό ώμο. 
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Sylloge Nummorum Graecorum. Poland Volume I. The Archaeological and 

Ethnographical Museum in Łódź. Part 3 Bosporus – Cilicia by Mariusz Mielczarek, The 

Polish Academy of Arts – The Institute of Archaeology and Ethnology, The Polish 

Academy of Sciences, Kraków – Warszawa, 2016, ISBN 978-83-7676-258-6,122, σελ. 122, 

πίν. 42. 

 

Με τη νέα αυτή έκδοση (2016) του Ινστιτούτου Αρχαιολογίας και Εθνολογίας της 

Πολωνικής Ακαδημίας Επιστημών δημοσιεύεται άλλο ένα μέρος της συλλογής του 

Αρχαιολογικού και Εθνολογικού Μουσείου του Łódź στη διεθνή σειρά Sylloge Nummorum 

Graecorum (SNG). 

Πρόκειται για τον τέταρτο τόμο της Πολωνίας στην σειρά SNG και τον δεύτερο τόμο 

της Συλλογής του Μουσείου του Łódź μετά την δημοσίευση, στην ίδια σειρά, των 

νομισμάτων από την Γαλατία έως την Ζευγιτανία, το 1998.
1

 

Το συνοπτικό και περιεκτικό εισαγωγικό κεφάλαιο (History of the Collection of ancient 

Greek coins in the Archaeological and Ethnographical Museum in Łódź) (σελ. 7-10), είναι 

εξαιρετικά ενδιαφέρον και διαφωτιστικό για την ιστορία της συλλογής των αρχαίων 

ελληνικών νομισμάτων από το Μουσείο του Łódź. Το Αρχαιολογικό και Εθνολογικό 

Μουσείο του Łódź  άρχισε να δημιουργεί τη νομισματική του συλλογή σχετικά πρόσφατα, 

καθώς ιδρύθηκε στη δεκαετία του 1930, συγκεντρώνοντας ένα σημαντικό αριθμό αρχαίων 

ελληνικών νομισμάτων κατά τη διάρκεια του 20
ου

 αιώνα, αποκτώντας πληθώρα 

σημαντικών ιδιωτικών συλλογών. Για πολλές από αυτές τις συλλογές παρατίθεται και η 

ιστορία της δημιουργίας τους από τους συλλέκτες, καθώς και πληροφορίες για σημαντικά 

ευρήματα, όπως είναι για παράδειγμα ο «θησαυρός» “the find from Iwanice” (σελ. 8). 

Ο νέος τόμος περιλαμβάνει 396 νομίσματα εκδιδουσών αρχών από τον Βόσπορο 

έως την Κιλικία, που καλύπτουν ένα χρονολογικό εύρος από τον 5
ο

 αιώνα π.Χ. μέχρι και 

τον 4
ο

 αιώνα μ.Χ. Η γεωγραφική σειρά δημοσίευσης των νομισματοκοπείων ακολουθεί τη 

συνηθισμένη σειρά του Στράβωνος, η οποία παγιώθηκε και στη νομισματική, αρχικά από 

τον H. Eckel στο έργο του Doctrina Numorum Veterum, Vienna, 1792-1798 και συνεχίζει να 

ισχύει. 

Η περιγραφή του κάθε νομίσματος είναι σύντομη και περιλαμβάνει το μέταλλο 

έκδοσης, τον άξονα κοπής σε ώρες με λατινικούς χαρακτήρες, το βάρος σε γραμμάρια, 

την διάμετρο σε χιλιοστά ή τις επιγραφές κάθε νομίσματος, σύντομη περιγραφή των 

 
1

 Sylloge Nummorum Graecorum. Poland Volume I. The Archaeological and Ethnographical Museum in 

Łódź. Part 4 Galatia – Zeygtania, Cracow 1998. 



Eulimene 2018-2019 134 

νομισματικών τύπων στον εμπροσθότυπο και στον οπισθότυπο, καθώς και τη 

βιβλιογραφική αναφορά του κάθε νομίσματος.  

Το γεγονός ότι σημειώνεται το μέγεθος του νομίσματος σε χιλιοστά, το οποίο είναι 

σαφώς πιο σίγουρο από το να μετρήσει κάποιος το νόμισμα με χάρακα από τη 

φωτογραφία του, αποτελεί σημαντική βοήθεια για τις μετρολογικές μελέτες, στις οποίες 

πλέον, κυρίως για τα χάλκινα νομίσματα, η συγκεκριμένη μέτρηση είναι απαραίτητη μαζί 

με το βάρος τους. Η μέτρηση αυτή, όπως πολύ σωστά παρατηρεί η Ελένη Γ. 

Παπαευθυμίου,
2

 εμφανίζεται σε πολύ λίγες παλαιότερες εκδόσεις της σειράς SNG. 

Χαρακτηριστική είναι η πληθώρα των νομισμάτων από την περιοχή της Μαύρης 

Θάλασσας, τα οποία αποτελούν τα 228 από το σύνολο των 396 νομισμάτων του τόμου, 

γεγονός που εξηγείται από την σχέση των κατά καιρούς συλλεκτών, αλλά και της Πολωνίας 

με την περιοχή της Νοτιο-δυτικής Ρωσίας και την Ουκρανία, όπως διαφαίνεται άλλωστε 

και από την ιστορική αναφορά στο εισαγωγικό κεφάλαιο. 

Στη συλλογή περιέχονται και δύο σπάνια νομίσματα: α) μια αργυρή ψευδο-ροδιακή 

δραχμή (περ. 180 π.Χ.) που αποδίδεται στην Σαμοθράκη (no 361), και η οποία φαίνεται 

να αποτελεί μόλις το δεύτερο γνωστό παράδειγμα μέχρι σήμερα
3

 και β) ένα χάλκινο 

μετάλλιο (no 376) εποχής Καρακάλλα (188-217 μ.Χ.), γνωστό μόνο από ένα ακόμη 

παράδειγμα στη συλλογή von Aulock.
4

 

Η βιβλιογραφική τεκμηρίωση που δίνεται για κάθε νόμισμα αντλείται είτε από 

κάποιο ευρέως χρησιμοποιούμενο εγχειρίδιο, είτε, όταν υπάρχει κάποια ειδική μελέτη 

νομισματοκοπείου ή κοπής δίνεται και αυτή. Η βιβλιογραφική κάλυψη του τόμου είναι 

εξαιρετική (σελ. 11-14), περιλαμβάνοντας ακόμη και τις δημοσιεύσεις του 2016.  

Η διάταξη της σελίδας είναι ευκρινής και ο αναγνώστης πολύ εύκολα διακρίνει την 

εκδίδουσα αρχή, τη χρονολογία έκδοσης, το μέταλλο κοπής, τον άξονα, τη διάμετρο, την 

περιγραφή της εμπρόσθιας και οπίσθιας όψης, τις επιγραφές, τα σύμβολα και 

μονογράμματα που μπορεί να υπάρχουν, καθώς και τις ιδιαίτερες λεπτομέρειες που 

χαρακτηρίζουν κάθε νόμισμα. 

Όπως είθισται στις εκδόσεις του SNG, όλα τα νομίσματα είναι φωτογραφημένα και 

παρατίθενται με άνεση σε σαράντα δύο πίνακες (Plate Ι-XLII). Μειονέκτημα, ωστόσο, 

σημαντικό για το κατά τα άλλα εξαιρετικής ποιότητας έργο, αποτελεί το γεγονός ότι το 

σύνολο σχεδόν των φωτογραφιών των –στις περισσότερες περιπτώσεις σε πολύ καλή 

κατάσταση διατήρησης– νομισμάτων είναι υπερφωτισμένες με αποτέλεσμα να μη 

διακρίνονται πολύ καθαρά όλες οι λεπτομέρειες και να δυσχεραίνεται η εργασία των 

μελετητών που θα επιχειρήσουν τη μελέτη μητρών κάποιου νομισματοκοπείου ή 

μεμονωμένης κοπής μέσα από τις εικόνες αυτού του βιβλίου. 

Ακολουθούν 10 ευρετήρια: α) γεωγραφικό, β) βασιλέων και δυναστών γ) Ρωμαίων 

αυτοκρατόρων, συγγενών προσώπων και λοιπών προσώπων, δ) εικονογραφικών τύπων 

εμπρόσθιας και οπίσθιας όψης, ε) νομισματικών συμβόλων, στ) επιγραφών ζ) ονομάτων 

αξιωματούχων, γραμμάτων, χρονολογιών η) μονογραμμάτων, θ) επισημάνσεων και ι) 

επικοπών. 

Το Sylloge Nummorum Graecorum. Poland Volume I. The Archaeological and 

Ethnographical Museumin Łódź. Part 3 Bosporus – Cilicia, έργο του αξιόλογου και 
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 Βιβλιοπαρουσιάσεις- βιβλιοκρισίες, ΝομΧρον 30/2012, 185-186. 
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 Βλ. Ashton R. 1988, «Pseudo-Rhodian drachms from Samothrace», NC 148, 128-134. 
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 Sylloge Numorum Graecorum Deutschland, Sammlung von Aulock IV, Berlin: Mann (1968), πίν. 291, αρ. 8418. 
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πολυγραφότατου καθηγητή της Πολωνικής Ακαδημίας Επιστημών, Mariusz Mielczarek, 

αποτελεί μια ακόμη σημαντική συμβολή στην διεθνή σειρά SNG. Δίνει στη δημοσιότητα 

και τη νομισματική κοινότητα ένα ακόμη τμήμα μιας σημαντικής και εν πολλοίς άγνωστης 

μέχρι τώρα νομισματικής συλλογής του Αρχαιολογικού και Εθνολογικού Μουσείου του 

Łódź, καθιστώντας τη γνώση μας για την αρχαία ελληνική και ρωμαϊκή νομισματική κατά 

τι πλουσιότερη. 

 

Μανόλης Ι. Στεφανάκης 
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