Andrew Farrington

NEMEONIKAI I
A CATALOGUE OF
NEMEONIKAT:
CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC

AURA SUPPLEMENT 12 e 2XEIPA MONOTPAOION AURA 12






NEMEONIKAI I
A CATALOGUE OF
NEMEONIKAT:
CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC



AURA SUPPLEMENT 12
YEIPA MONOTPAQION AURA 12

ATHENS
UNIVERSITY
REVIEW OF
ARCHAEOLOGY

ISSN: 2732-9267 (printed edition)
ISSN: 2732-9275 (digital edition)
ISBN: 978-618-5740-11-5 (printed edition)

ISBN: 978-618-5740-12-2 (digital edition)



Andrew Farrington

NEMEONIKAI 1
A CATALOGUE OF
NEMEONIKAT:
CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC

ATHENS 2025



AURA SUPPLEMENT 12 ¢ XEITPA MONOTI'PAOION AURA 12

EDITORS « EKAOTIKH EIIITPOITH

Konstantinos Kopanias « Yiannis Papadatos

EDITORIAL ADVISORY BOARD « XYMBOYAEYTIKH EKAOTIKH EITITPOITH

Georgios Vavouranakis « Yannis Galanakis « Georgia Kourtessi-Philippakis
Eleni Mantzourani  Christos Doumas « Diamantis Panagiotopoulos
Eleftherios Platon « Naya Polychronakou-Sgouritsa « Arnulf Hausleiter
Panagiotis Kousoulis « James Osborne « Panos Valavanis

Chrysanthos Kanellopoulos « Pavlina Karanastasi « Stylianos Katakis
Eurydice Kefalidou « Georgia Kokkorou-Alevras « Antonis Kotsonas

Nota Kourou « Vasileios Lamprinoudakis « Dimitrios Bosnakis « Olga Palagia
Lydia Palaiokrassa e Eleftheria Papoutsaki-Serbeti « Dimitris Plantzos

Eva Simantoni-Bournia « Katja Sporn « Theodosia Stefanidou-Tiveriou
Michael Tiverios « Sophia Kalopissi-Verti « Georgios Pallis « Platon Petridis
Andreas Rhoby « Peter Dent « Panagiotis Ioannou « Theodora Markatou
Evgenios Matthiopoulos « Efthymia Mavromichali « Dimitris Pavlopoulos
Soultana-Maria Valamoti « Lilian Karali-Giannakopoulou « Vasileios Kylikoglou
Alexandra Livarda « Ioannis Basiakos « Sevi Triantaphyllou « Marlen Mouliou
Alexandra Bounia « Maria Oikonomou e Eleftheria Paliou «

Konstantinos Papadopoulos « Apostolos Sarris

EDITING & LAYOUT « EIIIMEAEIA & XXEAIAZMOZX

Katerina Boukala-Karkagianni



Editorial « Exdotiko Znueiwpa

The Athens University Review of Archaeology (AURA)
is an international, peer-reviewed archaeological
journal published by the Faculty of History and
Archaeology of the National and Kapodistrian
University of Athens. It is dedicated to the publication
of original research articles and reports focusing on, or
related to the archaeology, art and material culture in
the broader Greek world, from the earliest Prehistory

to the Modern Era.

Part of the AURA journal is the AURA Supplement
series, comprising studies in Greek or English, which,
due to their extent, cannot be published in the journal
as articles. The series share the same areas of interest

with the journal.

AURA is a fully open access journal. Each issue of the
journal and each monograph is published electronically
as a PDF file. All papers are available on the internet
to all users immediately upon publication and free
of charge, according to the Creative Commons (BY-
NC-ND 4.0). AURA issues and monographs can also
be distributed on a print-on-demand basis and posted
or collected from the bookstore of the Kardamitsa

Publications, 8 Ippokratous str, Athens.

To Tleplodikd tov Topéa Apyatodoyiag kot Iotopiag tng
Téxvng (AURA) eivat éva OteBvég meplodiko e ovotnua
SimAng avavoung afloddynong, to omoio exdidetat and To
Tunua Iotopiag kat Apyatodoyiag tov EBvikod kat Kamodt-
otptako [avenotnpiov ABnvav. Xtdxog Tov eivat n dnpo-
oigvon TPWTOTVIIWY epyacIWY TIOV E0TIA{OVY OTNV apxat-
oloyia, TNV TéXVN Kat TOV VAIKO TOATIOUO TOv gVphTEPOU
EAANVLKOD KOGHOV, amd TNV anwTePT TPOIoTOpia £WE KAl T
obyxpovn emox).

Mépog g ékdoomng Tov meptodikod AURA amotelein oelpa
povoypagwv pe titho «AURA Supplements». ITepthap-
Baver peréteg ota EAANVIKA 1} 0TA ayYAIKA, IOV AOYyw TNG
peyaAng Tovg €ktaong 6ev pmopovv va dnpootevdovv e
popen apBpov oto meplodiko. H Bepatoloyia twv povo-

Ypaguav eivan idtat e ekeivn Tov TTEPLOSIKOD.

To meplodiko Kat 1 oelpd povoypapwy eivan eXevBepng kot
avolktng mpooPaong. Ta tedxn Tov meptodikov Kat oL po-
voypagieg npootebovrat nAektpovika wg apyeia PDE Ola
Ta dpBpa givar Swpedv Stabéotpa yia 6Aovg ato Stadiktvo
QUEoWG PeTA TN dNpooievor) Tovg kat COHPWVa He TV ddeta
Creative Commons (BY-NC-ND 4.0). Ta tevyn tov meplo-
Suod AURA kat ot Topot G oetpag «AURA Supplements»
umopovv emiong va ekTunwOolv KaToTLY Tapayyeliag kat
va anootalodv taxvdpopukd 1 va mapaingbodv and To
BipAronwAeio tov Ekdotikot Oikov Kapdapitoa, Inmokpa-

Tovg 8, ABrva.

K. Kopanias « Y. Papadatos $ K. Konmaviag « I'. [Tanaddtog



CONTACT « EIIIKOINQNIA

National and Kapodistrian University of Athens, Department of History and Archaeology
University Campus, GR-15784 Athens, Greece

EBviko kat Kanodiotprako Havemotrpio AOnvawv
Dihocogikr| Xxohr| / Tunua Iotopiag kat Apxatoloyiag
[TavemotnuomoAn Zwypagpov / Abrva 157 84

Website « Iotooehida http://aura.arch.uoa.gr/

email: aura@arch.uoa.gr
Editing & Layout « EmpéAeia & Zxediaopog: Katerina Boukala-Karkagianni (kmpoukala@gmail.com)

© Department of History and Archaeology, NKUA © Tunpa Iotopiog kat Apxatoloyiag, EKITA

All papers in this volume are subjected to the Creative Commons CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 License
(https://creativecom-mons.org/licenses/by-ncnd/4.0/).

‘Ola T apBpa avtov Tov TOHoVL VITdKeVTaL otV ddeta xpriong Creative Commons CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 (https://creative-
commons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/deed.el).


http://aura.arch.uoa.gr/
http://
http://

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS.....oiiiitiitiiteiiiieiieisse sttt et bbb bbb bbb 13
LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES. ..ottt e e et nene 15
INTRODUCTION: THE DATING OF NEMEONIKAL......oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii st ssssas 17
CATALOGUE OF NEMEONIKALIL CA. 573 = CA. 300 BC.....cconiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciict e 29

PART ONE: DEFINITE NEMEONIKAL........cccccceiuiiiiiiinnie ettt 29

PART TWO: DOUBTFUL NEMEONIKAL......ccoouviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt 127
APPENDIX 1: POSSIBLE NUMBERS OF VICTORIES AT THE NEMEA BETWEEN 573 AND 299 BC.......ccccoceueueuee 137
APPENDIX 2: THE DATING OF SIMONDES, BACCHYLIDES AND PINDAR.......cccoviiiiiiiiiniiciccieae 139
APPENDIX 3: THE DATING OF VARIOUS MAJOR, NON-PERIODOS GAMES........ccccceiiiiirrnrnneeccceenenes 145
APPENDIX 4: EPIGRAPHIC AND LITERARY TESTIMONIA.........cocoiiiiiiiiiiiiicicssesss s 153
INDEXES.....o ittt bbb bbb b bbb bR bbb 169

BIBLIOGRAPHY ..ottt bbb bbb bbb bbb en 187






I dedicate this work to my sons, Yiannis and Antony.






ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The people who help one in any academic project are always too many to be listed in the acknowledgements.
Particular aid, often in the form of lengthy and penetrating conversation, was given me, however, by Kai
Brodersen, Elizabeth Gebhard, Edward Harris, Kerin Hope, Nigel Kennell, Epameinondas Kazolis, Yiannis
Lolos, Onno van Nijf, Angeliki Petropoulou, Vicky Sabetai, Thomas Scanlon, Maria Ypsilanti and Sophia
Zoumbaki. The professional environment in which I wrote much of this work was congenial and relaxed, for
which I should thank, first, Konstantinos Hatzopoulos, now regrettably retired, and, second, Manolis Varvounis,
who succeeded Professor Hatzopoulos as Chair of the Department of History and Ethnology of the Democritus
University of Thrace and is now currently Dean of the School of Classics and Humanities of the Democritus
University of Thrace. I should also thank George Kostouros, both for his hospitality on visits to Nemea and for
his invaluable catalogue of Nemeonikai, which, with its collection of ancient sources all given in full, once again
saved me uncountable hours of walking round libraries. On the subject of libraries, I must also thank the staff of
the American School of Classical Studies in Athens for their more than instant help over any problem and Ms.
Penny Wilson and her colleagues, of the Library of the British School in Athens, for equally generously given
support. I also thank the two anonymous reviewers of the Athens University Review of Archaeology for their
helpful comments and suggestions.

Department of History and Ethnology 16 May 2020
Democritus University of Thrace

Komotini

Western Thrace

Greece 69132






LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1: Inscriptional References to Nemeonikai, to ca. 300 BC.

Table 2.: Catchment Areas of Nemeonikai, to ca. 300 BC.

Table 3: Suggested Chronologies of Dates of Victories of Euthymenes, Phylakidas and Pytheas.
Table 4.: Possible Dates for Victories Listed in Olympian 7.

Fig. 1.: Carey’s Suggested Stemma for Praxidamas (Carey 1989b, 9, Fig. 1).
Fig. 2.: Stemma of Hagias (Choix - Delphes, 115).
Fig. 3.: Stemma of Ptoiodoros (Barrett 2007, 108).






INTRODUCTION

Many interesting general issues emerge when one attempts to date Nemeonikai, but here in the present work I
deal with topics narrowly and directly related to offering dates and I leave other subjects I hope to deal with for
another time. Meanwhile, I should note that the present work is a sequel to my catalogue raisonné of Isthmionikai
(Farrington 2012). Whenever I have dealt here with a Nemeonikes who is also an Isthmionikes, I have revisited
what I wrote in that first catalogue and have often revised the views on dating that I expressed there. In some
cases in the present work, I was unable to date a Nemeonikes more precisely than by reference to the working
life of Simonides, Pindar or Bacchylides. I therefore re-examine the evidence for the dating of these poets in
Appendix 2. The demands of establishing the date of various other Nemeonikai required looking at the dates of
certain other important games in which the individual Nemeonikes was victorious. When there was no account
of such contests, at least that I could find, that dealt with the aspects I wanted to examine, I gathered the material
that I marshal in Appendix 3. Appendix 1 deals with the question of how complete the surviving evidence for
Nemeonikai may be. Appendix 4 gives the texts of the main literary and epigraphic sources I use.

Numbers of Nemeonikai known

There are 102 Nemeonikai who are dated to varying degrees of certainty between the foundation of the Nemea
in 573 BC, or thereabouts, and about 300 BC. Kostouros’ invaluable literary and epigraphic catalogue of
Nemeonikai (Kostouros 2008) runs down to the middle of the 3rd century AD. It finishes at this point, because
it is then, in the mid 3rd century AD, that the epigraphic record in general falls away and athletic contests, al-
though they may have survived for significantly longer (the Nemea in particular perhaps surviving until the mid
4th century AD (Remijsen 2015, 58)), become much less visible. In his catalogue, Kostouros records a total of
286 Nemeonikai, of which perhaps twenty or so are doubtful. To these ca. 265 undoubted Nemean victors should
be added another nine definite victors not included in Kostouros™ catalogue and another two to his doubtful
Nemeonikai. Thus about a third of all known Nemonikai fall within the period ca. 573 and ca. 300 BC. As for
records of victories, as opposed to victors, our data on undoubted Nemeonikai may represent something in the
region of something under 9% of victories won during the period 573-299 BC (Appendix 1).

The Evidence

Evidence for dating Nemeonikai is mostly sparse and in the two cases where it is not, which are the odes
of Pindar and the victory inscription IG XII 5 608 from Ioulis on Keos, it is temporally and geographically
narrowly specific. The picture is generally obscure, in part because, while there were records of Olympic
victors in all disciplines which were systematically updated throughout antiquity (Christesen 2007, 108-11)
and one full list by Aristotle and Callisthenes of Pythian victors, which, although never apparently updated,
recorded Pythionikai down to Aristotle’s own time, it seems that there was no full and systematic record either
of Nemeonikai or Isthmionikai (although there seem to have been partial records of Nemeonikai (Farrington
2017, 450-57)). Thus those who compiled the material from which ancient, and especially Pindaric, scholia
derive normally did not have access to precise dates for Isthmian or Nemean victories and so were unable to
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offer them, which means that I have been forced almost always to use the following rule of thumb for dating
victories. I assume that an Olympic and/or Pythian victory or victories represent the peak of an athlete’s career
and I therefore also assume Nemean and Isthmian victories cluster as closely as possible either side of the
Olympian and Pythian victories and, if possible, within the period defined by two Olympiads or by a Pythiad
and Olympiad. Since few of the Olympionikai given in Moretti’s list (Moretti 1957) achieved more than three
victories at consecutive Olympiads, I also assume that athletic careers at their peak did not last generally more
than twelve years, although there are exceptions. For example, the career of Hipposthenes, who won as a boy in
632 BC (Ol 37) in the boys’ stadion, supposedly lasted over a period of seven Olympiads. If the curriculum at
Olympia had indeed come into being this early, which is doubtful, this means a career at the highest level of 25
years (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 390. 139-142); Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 61, 66, 70, 73, 75)). Trumpeters,
of course, might have enormously long careers, the most prominent example being Herodoros (Cat. 1. 91) (late
4th century/early 3rd century), who was periodonikes ten times. Competitors, if not victors, in equestrian events
may also have had similarly long careers, although maintaining a winning stable over a long period may have
been difficult and I also assume that equestrian victories were won in as short a time as possible. I make the
assumption, too, which may, or may not, be true, that during the period from ca. 573 to 299 BC the Nermea were

held without interruption.

The Literary Evidence

We need first of all to look at the Nemea foundation myth that involves the Seven against Thebes as manifested in
various sources, not because this directly helps in dating our Nemeonikai, but because it forms the mythological
backdrop against which certain sources offer foundation dates. The ultimate form of the foundation myth is
given by Roman mythographers, although its essential points developed at least as early as the late 6th century.
In the Roman version, the Seven are on their way to Thebes. They have reached Nemea and ask Hypsipyle, the
nurse of the infant Opheltes, son of the king of Nemea, for water. She puts down the child whom she happens
to be holding, to show the Seven a stream, at which point a snake emerges and strangles the child. The Seven
then hold the first celebration of the Nemea as funeral games for Opheltes and rename him ‘Archemoros, in
view of the evil outcome that Amphiaraos the seer predicts for the expedition of the Seven. The origin of the
myth of the expedition of the Seven (as opposed to the Nemea episode) is hopelessly lost in the chronological
mist, but the story seems to have become popular in the first half of the 6th century BC in Argos (Farrington
2019, 688 for references). The episode at Nemea is clearly a later insertion, since it merely stresses the disastrous
outcome of the myth of the Seven, rather than developing the narrative in any way to impact upon the outcome.
The episode very probably dates to the foundation of the Nemea or to soon afterwards and is designed to vali-
date Argive patronage of the Nemea and associated territorial claims, probably in the context of border clashes
with the Argos of Cleisthenes, although the first surviving mention of the myth is by Simonides (Page 1962,
no. 553; Farrington 2019, 686), occurring sometime between the mid 530s and 460s BC, that is, the probable
working life of Simonides (Appendix 2. 1). It was Euripides’ semi-preserved Hypsipyle of 409-407 BC (Bond
1963, 144), however, that gave the narrative the shape and character that it possessed thereafter (Farrington
2019, 691-96), above all shifting the emphasis away from the infant Opheltes to Hypsipyle, now rendered rather
more interesting after Euripides’ treatment of her as one of his embattled female outsiders.

We turn now to the literary evidence that directly supplies dates. Of vital importance for our attempts at
dating is the fact that some literary sources (above all Eusebius/Jerome) and one piece of epigraphic evidence
offer us precise dates for the foundation of the Nemea, which, if reliable, at least gives a terminus post quem
when all else fails, while in the case of Eusebius/Jerome, occasional reference to other periodos victories won by
Olympionikai helps date (more or less) a Nemean victory. In fact, all but one of these proffered foundation dates
turn out to be wildly wrong and we look at why this should be so later on. In the meantime, since Eusebius’

Xpovika plays such an important role in attempts to date Nemeonikai, the work needs a very brief introduction
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here, there being much fuller explorations elsewhere (e.g. Christesen 2007, 232-78). Eusebius’ Xpovika consisted
of the Xpovoypagia, which, among other things, included an Olympic victor list more or less directly deriving
from that of Julius Africanus (late 2nd century - early 3rd century AD), and the Xpovikoi Kavoveg, consisting
of a chronological table covering events from 2016 BC to AD 325, organized from 776 BC onwards by Olympiad
years. The Olympic victor list is useful, as we have said, because it occasionally has snippets of information that
concern other victories won by individual Olympionikai that sometimes help in dating. ‘Eusebius/Jerome’ is one
of the customary scholarly shorthands for the Latin translation and adaptation of Eusebius’ Xpovikoi Kavoveg
made by Jerome in 380-381 AD. In ca. 400 AD, Panodoros and Annianos produced a new version of the
Xpovikd, passages of which survive in the’Exhoyn Xpovoypagiag of George the Synkellos, who died sometime
in 9th century. In the 5th century AD, the version of Panodoros and Annianos was translated in Armenian and
Syriac and there is a single manuscript of the Armenian translation of the Xpovikd, of 12th century - 13th cen-
tury and two epitomes in Syriac of the Xpovikot Kavoveg. The Xpovoypagia survives mainly in the Armenian
translation (Textual history, manuscripts of Eusebius: Mosshammer 1979, 29-80).

One of the foundation dates of the Nemea, which corresponds to 1251/0 BC, is given by the Marmor Parium
(FGrHist 239, F 22, 37-8), and the other, corresponding to 573 BC, is the date offered by one manuscript of
Eusebius/Jerome (Helm 1956, 101 b N (Turonensis Berlin)) ‘Olympiad 51/4°), which is generally favoured by
scholars, although other manuscripts give different dates, namely 572 BC (A (Amandinus Valentianus 495)
= ‘Olympiad 52/1°), which is clearly wrong, and 569 BC (B (Bernensis 219) = ‘Olympiad 52/4’). In its present
form, the Eusebius/Jerome date must be a product of post-Eratosthenes chronography, since it was Eratosthenes
who made the innovation in the mid 3rd century BC of subdividing Olympiads into years (Christesen 2007,
174-75). Whatever the date 573 BC records (possibly the beginning of regular iterations of the Nemea), it is
probably very generally correct, since archaeological evidence from Nemea clearly connected with agonistic
activity clusters in the first half of the 6th century BC, thus confirming this date or at least not contradicting it,
while before this time there is no sign of any cult activity in the area later occupied by the herdon of Opheltes
(Bravo 2018, 10-3), whose supposed occupant was central to the foundation myth of the Nemea centred on the

Seven against Thebes.

As for the rest of the archaeological picture at Nemea, in the second quarter of the 6th century BC, the
mound on which the Hellenistic enclosure that can only be Pausanias’ ‘grave of Opheltes’ (Paus. 2. 15. 3.), as
Miller (2002, 241) suggests, which rested on an earlier mound, was remodelled, being raised and apparently
being extended to the north (Miller 2002, 246-47; Bravo 2018, 13-29). Immediately to the east of this lay the
first stadium, which ran north along the eastern side of the extension northwards of the mound (Miller 2002,
247). Miller (2002, 247) speculates that the hippodrome, oriented north-south, lay to the west of this extension,
whose eastern side therefore functioned as seating for spectators of the activity in the stadium and whose
western side accommodated spectators of activity in the putative hippodrome. The first temple and the first
phase of the altar of the temple also belong to the early 6th century BC (Miller 1989, 130).

In view of this general correctness of the Eusebius / Jerome date, what might be its ultimate source? It was
perhaps Hellanicus' Tépetat Tiic"Hpag ai €v Apyet (Priestesses of Hera in Argos), of the 5th century BC, a list
of priestesses of the Argive Heraion with historical notices regarding events throughout the Greek world at-
tached to the individual years of their tenure of office (Christesen 2007, 94-9. If Jacoby’s suggested amendation
(yeyovwg instead of yeyovott) to Suda s.v. ‘EAAGvikog’ (Adler E 739) (%...xai Ekataiw 1@ Miknoiw énéBale
(sc. Hellanicus), yeyovott katé ta ITepowkd kal pikp® mpog’) is correct, Hellanicus was born ‘during or slightly
before the Persian Wars’ and, if Thucydides’ notice of the fire in the temple of the Argive Heraion (Thuc. 4. 133.
2-3) and the subsequent flight of the priestess during the winter of 423/2 BC is based on events in Hellanicus’
list (which is not certain (Hornblower Comm. on Thuc.1, 415)), then the Tépetat was finished after this date.
Hellanicus’ list of priestesses and the notices of events throughout the Greek world associated with the years of
the tenure of office of each priestess went back to before the Trojan War (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1. 22. 3.). Among
other works, Hellanicus also produced various mythographical genealogies (Moller 2001, 250). These included
a Popwvig, Phoroneus being a figure closely associated with ancient Argive tradition (Moller 2001, 250), and
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an Apyolikd. Virtually nothing survives of the ApyoAikd (FGrH F, 4 (Hellanicus), fg. 36 a-b), although it must
obviously have dealt with the history, mythological and otherwise, of Argos. Indeed, Hellanicus may have had
a particular interest in the north-east Peloponnese, if his Acwmnig (Moller 2001, 250) refers to the Phleiasian
Asopus and his daughter, Asopis. Hellanicus’ aim in producing his list of priestesses was evidently to supply
his historical work with a chronological framework that reached as far as possible into the past (Méller 2001,
256). There may, or may not, have been a list of priestesses kept at the Argive Heraion that Hellanicus could
have used, but if there was, it is unlikely that it went back further than the early of the 6th century BC. Eponym
lists, at least in epigraphic form, do not go back before the early 6th century BC (Christesen 2007, 92-3), and
perhaps the same was true for temple archives. There were, admittedly, iepopvépoveg of Hera, at least in the late
2nd century BC (Moller 2001, 257, 257 n. 72), and perhaps there were in the time of Hellanicus, who may have
used their presumably orally held knowledge as a resource. In any case, however, Hellanicus himself would have
had to compose the more ancient reaches of the list (Christesen 2007, 95) and the notices incorporated in it. To
do so, he would obviously have drawn on previous literature (Moller 2001, 256) and upon his own knowledge,
gathered, one assumes, from oral tradition during the composition of his other works (although the sequence
in which Hellanicus composed his works is not known). By the middle of the 5th century BC, the prestige of
the four games of the periodos was immense, and whether or not the notices in the Tépeiat were generally pan-
hellenic or were concerned only with local history, it is at least possible that such an event as the foundation of
the Nemea, which took place on the northern rim of the Argolid, would receive a notice from Hellanicus (and,
since another of Asopus’ daughters was Nemea, Hellanicus may have mentioned the Nemea (and the founda-
tion of the contest) in the Acwrmig), particularly if he was interested in the history of games, as the title of his
Kapvetovikat suggests that he may have been (Hellanicus’ Kapvetovikai: Moller 2001, 245-46). If he composed
his Tépetat in the middle or second half of the 5th century BC, the foundation date of 573 BC, or thereabouts,
would have been only some 150 years in the past, recent enough and important enough still to reside in the
communal memory of Argos and the surrounding area, although the precise date may have been the result of
Hellanicus’ own historical judgement when tying this event to a particular year of a priesthood. At some stage,
if Hellanicus actually was the ultimate source of the information, this date was converted to an Olympiad-year
date, which presumably required finding some event mentioned both in some post-Eratosthenic Olympiad
chronicle (Christesen’s term for annalistic chronicles, consisting of a list of Olympiads, to each of which his-
torical notices are attached (Christsen 2007, 26-7, 296-341)) that divided Olympiads into four years each and
in the Tépewan and then counting back from that point to the putative entry for the Nemea in the Tépeiat and
converting the date back to an Olympiad date.

Lastly, while we are on the subject of foundation dates, one wonders whether the Eusebius/Jerome date for
the foundation of the Isthmia, 581 BC, derives from the Tépeiat, given the possibility that Hellanicus’ interest in
Argive history and society would probably have involved an interest in relations between Argos and Corinth.
581 BC is wrong in precise terms (the Isthmia were only held in even Gregorian years), but, like the foundation
date for the Nemea, it is generally correct when checked against the archaeological record, which reveals the
beginnings of more intense agonistic activity around the second third of the 6th century BC (construction of
ramp connecting stadium to altar (perhaps soon after ca. 575 BC (Gebhard 2002, 228, 228 n. 70)), second phase
stadium (ca. 550-500 BC (Gebhard 2002, 229, 229 n. 72)), resurfacing of terrace along northern side of temple
of Poseidon (Gebhard 2002, 228, 228 n. 74)).

Having looked at Eusebius/Jerome, we now turn to the date in the Marmor Parium for the foundation of the
Nemea, 1251/0 BC. Hellanicus’ list of priestesses apparently went back to beyond the Trojan War (Christesen
2007, 95) and so it is not impossible that the Marmor Parium date derives in some way from Hellanicus’ list,
perhaps as a date of the original foundation of the games. The Marmor Parium also offers an even earlier date
for the foundation of the Isthmia, 1259/8 BC (FGrHist 239 F 20. 34-6). There are also traces of such early dates
for the original foundation of the Nemea, Olympia and Isthmia in Eusebius/Jerome, which are then followed
by ‘refoundations’ At Eusebius / Jerome: Helm 1956, 57g (1234 BC)), there is reference to ‘septem qui adversus
Thebas pugnaverunt’ The Opheltes/Archemoros foundation myth is an episode, probably, as we have suggested
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already, inserted later into the original myth of the Seven (Farrington 2019, 687-88) and the ultimate source for
the entry at Eusebius/Jerome: Helm 1956, 57g may also have mentioned the foundation of the Nemea and put it
in this year. Pelops presides over the Olympia in 1317 BC (Eusebius/Jerome: Helm 1956, 53f)) and Heracles later
founds the games, in 1212 BC (Eusebius/Jerome: Helm 1956, 59¢), before Iphitus refounds them once more in
7771776 BC (Eusebius / Jerome: Helm 1956, 86¢). The Isthmia are likewise originally founded in 1352 BC (Eu-
sebius/Jerome: Helm 1956, 51i), even further back than the possible date of 1234 BC that Eusebius/Jerome may
originally have given for the foundation of the Nemea, before they are refounded in 581BC (Eusebius / Jerome:
Helm 1956, 101d ), which, of course, is impossible, so that the date has to be shifted back to 582 or to 580 BC
(Negri 2005, 77-8)). The only set of games in both the Marmor Parium and Eusebius/Jerome that has no such
chronologically distant foundation are the Pythia, which are founded twice, once in 591/0 BC, when an ayav
xpnuotitng is founded (FGrHist 239 F37. 52-3), and again in 582/1 BC, when the dyav otegavitng is founded
(FGrHist 239 F38. 53-4), dates that clearly derive from Aristotle and Callisthenes’s Pythionikai (Christesen
2007, 179-202), although this does not stop the foundation of the Pythia being propelled back into mythical
times elsewhere (Negri 2005, 83-7). As we have said (p. 17), there do not seem to have been full avaypagai of
Isthmionikai or Nemeonikai, which would presumably have included (more or less) reliable foundation dates.
Perhaps it is localism and rivalry, released in the case of the Isthmia and Nemea from any requirement to draw
on any possibly more reliable information, that pushes the foundation of these games back into the distant past.
If this was the case, the Marmor Parium date of 1251/0 BC perhaps does not derive from Hellanicus, since, being
from Lesbos, he is unlikely to have had any motivation to prove the distant antiquity of the Nemea. The ter-
minus post quem for the Marmor Parium is the archontate of Diognetos of 264/3 BC (FGrHist 239 1-3), which
means that the tradition that placed the foundation of the Nemea so early dates to before this. Perhaps this date
of 1251/0 BC for the foundation of the Nemea was triggered by the events, whatever they were, that led to the
spectacular building programme at Nemea in the last third of the 4th century BC and so had not evolved very

long before its appearance in the Marmor Parium.

To turn to the rest of the literary evidence: of information on Nemeonikai offered by epinician poets or,
indeed, of any information offered by Classical sources, what Pindar gives us is by far the most important. Of the
sixty or so Nemeonikai known to us from literature, the identity of slightly fewer than half of these is preserved
thanks to Pindar, although the not very copious remains of Bacchylides, sometimes in conjunction with epi-
graphic evidence, help date a few Nemeonikai (Cat. 1. 10, 1. 26, 1. 28, 1. 29, 1. 31, 1. 62), while what can be pieced
together about the dates of Simonides (Appendix 2. 1) dates a couple more (Cat. 1. 13, 1. 23) very generally to
within the working life of these two poets, but no more precisely.

Of the honorands of Pindar who were Nemeonikai, not many are datable on the basis of the information
provided by Pindar alone. Attempts to wring precise chronological data from his allusive texts, written for an
audience infinitely better informed and so infinitely more receptive to hints in Pindar’s text than we can ever
be, are generally futile. At most, the events of the end of the Persian Wars and soon after can only be glimpsed
occasionally and obscurely behind the fabric of his poetry. The battle of Salamis appears in the recent past (Pind.
Isthm. 5. 48-50 (L70); (Cat. 1. 40)), Melissos has lost members of his family at what can only be the battle of
Plataea (Pind. Isthm. 4. 16-17b (L64); Willcock 1995, 76; (Cat. 1. 48)), Greece now breathes with relief at the
removal of the threat which hung like a stone over her head, ever on the point of falling (Pind. Isthm. 8. 9-11
(L76); (Cat. 1. 41)), a clear metaphor for the end of the Persian Wars, and Athens and Sparta can now be pre-
sented (albeit in mythical times) as post-478 BC military equals (Pind. Nem. 8. 11-2 (L94)). More tenuously,
there may be a reference to the battle of Cumae (474 BC) (Pind. Nem. 9. 34-5 (L99)) and, even more doubtfully,
Pindar’s friendly attitude in front of an Argive audience towards the Spartan Dioscuri (Pind. Nem. 10. 49-54
(L102); (Cat. 1. 46)) may indicate a terminus ante quem of ca. 460 BC and the democratic political realignment
that took place in Argos about this time. Pindar also occasionally mentions family members of honorands, but
few of these can be dated. Since historical events are generally so opaquely glimpsed in Pindar’s text, we can only
date two such family members who were also victors, Phylakidas (Cat. 1. 42) and Euthymenes (Cat. 1. 39), who
are relatives of Pytheas (Cat. 1. 40), whose victory is dated by the reference in Isthm. 5 to the battle of Salamis.
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It is hard, then, to extract firm and precise dates from Pindar’s text alone and one needs the help given
by scholiasts, despite their deficiencies that we have noted, by Eusebius and by various other sources. In the
scholiasts, as we have said, this aid consists of precise, if sometimes corrupt, dates for Olympic and some Pythian
victories, which spread from 498 to 446 BC (Christesen 2007, 377 (Table. Appendix 3. 1)), but not for Isthmian
or Nemean victories. There are, however, some sparse remains of specialist victor lists. Eusebius’ list consists of
victors in the stadion at the Olympia from 776 BC to AD 217, interspersed, as we said, with occasional scraps of
information mostly pertaining to athletic matters and usually records of, or anecdotes about, notable athletes,
which themselves are occasionally useful for dating. There are also small two fragments of fuller Olympic
victor lists, POxy. II 222 (mid 3rd century AD) (Christesen 2007, 28-31, 203-6, 382-84) and POxy. XVII 2082
(L130) (ca. 150-200 AD) (Christesen 2007, 210-13, 334-36, 445-557), that offer useable information. Dates
of Olympic victors that clearly derive from such Olympic victor lists also occasionally pop up in historians as

dating markers and can be used as a chronological tool (see, e.g., Cat. 1. 65, 1. 70, 1. 74).

Such is the help given by the few specialist lists that have survived. The rest of literature throws a little
more light on the dates of Nemeonikai, but not much. When Pausanias gives us his version of the victory list
inscriptions that he saw at Olympia, he reports a fair number of Nemean victories. Some of these can be dated
through references to Olympic or Pythian victories in Pindaric scholia. Sometimes Pausanias attaches an
anecdote to the victor he is dealing with that allows one to offer a rough date for the victor’s Nemean victory, as
for example in the case of Chilon (Cat. 1. 89). Sometimes the same person (or very probably the same person)
appears an anecdote reported in another source that can be dated (e.g. Cat. 1. 67, 1. 76, 1. 81). Twice the person
mentioned by Pausanias appears in victor lists from some other set of games (Cat. 1. 90 (Satyros), Cat. 1. 96
(Antenor)). Besides Pausanias, there is a handful of direct references to Nemeonikai dating between ca. 580 and
300 BC in other literature (Cat. 1. 60, 1. 66, 1. 91), most notably the few references in poems in the Anthologia
Palatina (Cat. 1. 25, 1. 43, 1. 47). There are also a couple of references to Nemeonikai in scholiasts to various
authors (Cat. 1. 59, 1. 25), but these are few, presumably again because of the lack of dvaypagai for scholiasts
to draw on.

The Inscriptional Evidence

By ‘inscriptional evidence’ we mean inscriptions that directly mention Nemeonikai, usually in victory list
inscriptions (rather than all inscriptions in which Nemeonikai appear - or probably appear), such as that from
the Amphiaraeion which mentions Satyros (Cat. 1. 90; ETO 520. 22-3, 25-6), the inscription from Miletus
in which Antenor appears (Cat. 1. 96; I. Delphinion 123. 322) or the list of miracle cures from Epidaurus that
mentions Hagestratos (Cat. 1. 73; IG IV? 1 122 (xxix). 50-5). This evidence is much less full than the literary
testimonia and, such as it is, is gathered in Table 1. In addition to the inscriptions at Olympia reported to us
in edited form by Pausanias, there are some thirty inscriptions dating between ca. 573 and 300 BC. The vast
majority are dated on the imprecise basis of letter forms, while one or two are dated with reference to sculptor
signatures. Slightly more than a third were found in the general area of the north-east and eastern Peloponnese,
which, to judge from the rest of our evidence, summarized in Table 2, seems to have been the catchment heart-
land for Nemeonikai at least down to 300 BC. Notably, only four victory inscriptions have been found at Nemea
itself. Since the central area of the site has been thoroughly excavated, this probably means that there were never
many such inscriptions, with their accompanying statues, in the sanctuary at Nemea, a situation paralleled,
it seems, by the sanctuary at the Isthmus and in Corinth itself, both of which sites have yielded scarcely any
pre-Imperial victory list inscriptions (Farrington 2012, 21-2). Argos, too, which has been fairly widely exca-
vated, has thrown up only three inscriptions, all of which were found in the environs of the main theatre, while
Delphi, also fully excavated, has revealed only four inscriptions.
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The Catalogue

As T have pointed out, the dating of many Nemeonikai depends on imprecise, rule-of-thumb guesswork and in
many cases one can do no more than suggest that the victory or victories fall at some unknown point during a
period of years, which can sometimes be more than a century and a half. Among other things, this means that
in a handful of cases, I have included Nemeonikai whose possible datings spill down into the 3rd century BC
and who therefore may have won their victory or victories after 300 BC. Yet, as far as we know, at least during
the period we are dealing with in this work, the calendrical year of the Nemea did not change and the games
were always celebrated in an odd Gregorian year. Furthermore, as I have said, I assume, rightly or wrongly, that
the Nemea were held without interruption during the period from ca. 573 to 299 BC. Thus it is possible to offer
precise, if still speculative, limits to the period in which an individual Nemeonikes won his victory or victories.
The order of presentation in the catalogue is based on this principle. I have, first, ordered individual Nemeonikai
according to the possible upper date of his victory or victories and then placed the Nemeonikai in order of in-
creasing length of period in which their victory or victories may have fallen. Thus Glaukos, whom I tentatively
date between 525 and 515, is immediately followed by Timokles, dated tentatively between 525 and 501 BC,
who is then followed by Agath[---], dated, also tentatively, between 525 and 475 BC. In the rare cases in which
the period suggested for one Nemeonikes is the same as that proffered for another, the order of presentation is
alphabetical. Thus Athenodoros, dated between ca. 325 and ca. 275 BC, is followed by Timonax, dated, albeit
even more tentatively, to the same period.

The lemmata of the catalogue have the following structure. First come the seven fields, which, one hopes, pin
down in concise form the most important aspects of a Nemeonikes of any period, or indeed the most important
aspects of any victor (Competitor name, patronymic; Date of victory/victories at Nemea; Inscription find spot;
Citizenship(s); Discipline(s); Ancient sources; Catalogue entries). Inscription find spots are obviously vitally
important for what they say about where it was thought worthwhile to commemorate a victory. The citizen-
ship of the victor is obviously equally important. Multiple citizenships (rather than change of citizenship, such
as Ergoteles (Cat. 1. 56) underwent) are less of an issue in the Classical word and for most of the Hellenistic
period, but they become increasingly important from late Hellenistic times (Patrie dorigine), especially the
introduction) and a vitally important part of athletic identity in the Imperial Roman world, whose Nemeonikai
I hope to cover. The Catalogue entries field covers the main modern catalogues starting from Klee 1918 (and
including the useful Neumann-Hartmann 2008, not strictly speaking a catalogue) in which the Nemeonikes in
question appears. The text that follows usually has the same general structure throughout the catalogue. It nor-
mally starts with a coverage of any other contests, firstly of the periodos and then any other games, in which the
Nemeonikes was also victorious. Then follows a treatment of any other issue, usually involving dating, and the
lemma concludes with a statement of the probable date of the Nemean victories. For ease of discussion, avant la
lettre I use the terms periodos and periodonikes, although these words themselves, rather than the concepts they
embody, belong to the Hellenistic period at the earliest (Remijsen 2011, 99, 99 n. 10).
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Table 1. Inscriptional References to Nemeonikai, ca. 580 - ca. 300 BC
Cat. no. | Victor Name Victor Citizenship In.s cription Nature of Inscription Inscription Dating Method Reference
Find Spot Date
Funerary epigram for Nemea
1.88 Unknown ? Nemea ¥ ePig 4th century Letter forms Archaeological
athlete (?)
Museum I 15 a-c
. N Amandry 1980, pp.
1.79 Prateas Argos Argos list of victorieson ) ca. 350 - ca. Letter forms 217-20
statue base 300
. . ca. 350 - ca. Charneux 1985b, pp.
1.84 Kleainetos Argos Argos Epigram on statue base 325 Letter forms 357-75,1 (E1)
. L Amandry 1980, pp
1.85 Aischylos Argos Argos list of victories on | ca. 350 - ca. Letter forms 217-20
statue base 300
On base of statue  ca. 573 - mid Nemea
1.9 Aristis Kleonai Nemea A : Letter forms Archaeological
dedication 6th century
Museum I 4
1.14 Timokles Mycenae Argive Heraion Inscribed on capital, late 6th Letter forms IGIV 510 (E19)
column century
o . ) .
1.73 | Hagestratos Rhodes,cityon (?)  Epidaurus Inscrlptlon recording 4th century Letter forms IGIVE1 122 (xxix).
miracles cures 50-5
Nemea
1.1 Unknown Sikyon ? Nemea Inscribed on éAtnp | 6th century Letter forms Archaeological
Museum 1118
Bronze plaque for Nemea
1.18 Unknown Sikyon ? Nemea stat lfe b(ise ca. 500 Letter forms Archaeological
Museum BR 1098
1.15 Agath[---] Sikyon? Sikyon On wall of gymnasion | ca. 525 - 475 Letter forms SEG 11 257 (E30)
1.16 Unknown Tegea (?) Tegea (2) Eplgram re@rdmg ca. 500 Letter forms Ebert 1972 8 (E3)
victories
. . ca. 350 - ca.
1.86 Unknown Crete (?) Olympia  |Epigram on statue base 300 Letter forms Ebert 1972 48 (E6)
1. 30 [--==--- Is Athens? Salamis Victory list on statue 5th century Co.n tent., st.yle of IG 112 2022
base? inscription
Inscription on victory | ca. 450 — ca. )
1.51 Pronapes Athens Athens Letter forms IG11?3123 (E17)
monument 440
Philiopoupolis Plovdiv Regional
1.52 Alkimachos Athens (?) PE)?) 4 Vase ca. 475-425 Style Museum of
’ Archaeology 1812
ca. 450 - ca.
1.54 Kallias Athens Athensh(scrol" Victory list 440 Letter forms IG T893 (E15)
®
1.61 Pythodelos Athens (?) Delphi Epigram on statue base Sth century - Letter forms, Ebert 1972 25 (E4)
’ & ’ P P8 4th century | linguistic features
1.72 | Hegestratos Athens Athens Inscription on statue | - early 4th Letter forms IGII? 3122
base century
1.83 Unknown Athens Athens List of V.IC'[O.I'ICS on mid 4t Letter forms IG 1123128 (E18)
dedication century
Inscription from Erected at time
136 Hagias Pharsalos Delphi monum.ent gf Da.ochos ca. 336 to wh'en dedllcator EDelphes I11 4 460 2.
recording victories of 33272 was iepopvrpwy at 1-4 (E9)
ancestor Delphi?
1.37 | Telemachos Pharsalos Delphi As for 1. 36 As for 1. 36 As for 1. 36 EDEIZ;th E)I)4 460
. . Epigram recording Dated by reference | EDelphes I1I 1 507,
1.82 k Delph o .
8 Sostratos Sikyon cipi victories on statue base| 365 to Paus. 6. 4. 2 (L44) p- 332 (E8)
1.102 | Euagkritos Thebes Thebes Epigram on statue base| ca.300-260 | Sculptor signature = IG VII 2470 (E22)
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Table 1. Inscriptional References to Nemeonikai, ca. 580 - ca. 300 BC

Cat. no. | Victor Name Victor Citizenship In.s cription Nature of Inscription Inscription Dating Method Reference
Find Spot Date
Record of periodos Letter forms,
victors from Ioulis, scribal similarities
1.5 Phokion Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) generally undated ca. 350 - ca. with other dated IGXII 5 608. 18
N 330 . . (E25)
within ca. 573 and ca. inscriptions,
330 morphology
1.7 Eparkos Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asfor 1.5 ca. 350 - ca. As for 1. 5 (Phokion IGXIT 5 608. 18
330 (E25)
1.8 Alexidikos Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asfor 1.5 ca. 350 - ca. As for 1. 5 (Phokion IGXII 5 608. 18
330 (E25)
1.20 Argeios Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asfor1.5 ca. 350 - ca. As for 1. 5 (Phokion) [G XTI 5608.18
330 (E25)
As for 1. 5.
N . . ca. 350 - ca. (Phokion), IGXII 5 608. 18
1.27 Liparion Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asforl.5 330 Bacchylides' possible (E25)
career dates
1.33 Kimon Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asforl.5 ca. 350 - ca. As for 1. 5 (Phokion) IGXII 5 608. 18
330 (E25)
1.44 Krinoleos Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asfor1.5 ca. 350 - ca. As for 1. 5 (Phokion) [G XII'5 608.18. 21
330 (E25)
. . ca. 350 — ca. . IG XII 5 608. 18. 14,
1. 45 Polyphantos Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asforl.5 330 As for 1. 5 (Phokion) 25 (E25)
. . ca. 350 — ca. . IG XII 5608. 18.27
1.62 Lachon Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asfor1.5 330 As for 1. 5 (Phokion 28 (E25)
. . ca. 350 — ca. . IG XII 5 608. 18. 16,
1.78 Leon Toulis (Keos) Toulis (Keos) Asforl.5 330 As for 1. 5 (Phokion) 29 (E25)
1.35 Theogenes Thasos Delphi Victory list on statue | ca. 400 - ca. Letter forms Syll.* 36 A (E32)
base 350
Inscription on statue J::;fth_
1.92 Archippos Mpytilene Olympia base, referred to Paus. carly 3};h Letter forms O 173
6. 15. 1 (L56) century
Honours decreed by ca. 315 - ca. Inscription formulae
1.93 | Athenodoros Ephesus Ephesus city for victory in ’ 280 " | similar to dated I. 1. Ephesos 1415 (E11)
Nemea Ephesos 1416
Similarities to
Granting for funds to ca.315-ca I Ephesos 1416.
1.94 Timonax Ephesus Ephesus father of Timonax for | 280 ’ Reference to I Ephesos 1416 (E12)
training (?) individual dated in
another inscription
Inscription on ca. 325 ca Reference to
1.97 Nikagoras Rhodes, city on Lindos dedication recording ’ 330 " | Nikagoras in other, | I. Lindos 68 (E13)
victories dated inscription
ASAA 64/65
. . . Inscription on statue . (1986/1987) [1991]
? ? _
1.99 | Timosthenes Lindos (?) Lindos (?) base ca. 300 - 270 Sculptor signature 26793, 275 no. 8
(E28)
K[- - -] Mn[- Lamo di Pario
1.87 Taras (?) (near Metapon-| Epigram on roof tile |ca. 350 - 300 Letter forms Hansen 1989 834

tum)
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Table 2. Catchment Areas of Nemeonikai to ca. 300 BC.
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Table 2. Catchment Areas of Nemeonikai to ca. 300 BC.
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Table 2. Catchment Areas of Nemeonikai to ca. 300 BC.
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CATALOGUE OF NEMEONIKAI
PART ONE: DEFINITE NEMEONIKAI
CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC

1.1

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 575 - ca. 551 BC
Inscription find spot: Nemea

Citizenship(s): Sikyon

Discipline(s): Pentathlon

Ancient sources: Nemea Archaeological Museum I 118
Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 268

A fragment of a left-handed ahtnp (jumping weight) was found in debris on top of the stone packing along
the eastern side of the early stadium (Miller 2015, 277-353). It bears an inscription which started on the now
missing part of the flat surface of the base of the dAtrjp and continued along the upper edge of the right face and
then round the lower edge, [---] 6 ZeguFoviog vikdoag [ --|---] avéBeke 18]t Al 16t Nepéou (Miller 2015, 482).

Altfjpeg were used in the long jump, which very occasionally occurred as an event in its own right. In
IG T* 988 (Eleusis, ca. 575-550 BC (?)), written on a lead dAr#jp, an Epainetos dedicates his jumping weight
‘halopevog vikeoe|v... (1-2) (Ebert 1972, 31, on IG I? 802 (= IG 1° 988); IAG, pp. 1-4, 1). Five or six centuries
later, the long jump on its own, now called ndnpa, appears in two inscriptions from Olbia (1st century - 3rd
century AD) (Latyshev 1916, nos. 156. 5 (late 1st century - early 2nd century AD), 130.20 (2nd century - 3rd
century AD)). Hansen (1983, no. 404) tentatively dates an inscription recording an exceptionally long jump (‘50
feet’) from Delos to the 7th century BC (recent bibliography on long jump: Decker 2012, 80-1).

The long jump was, however, more normally part of the pentathlon (whose method of scoring is obscure,
to say the least (Cat. 1. 25)). There is no indication that the GApa was performed as an independent con-
test at the Nemea and remains of equipment associated with other sub-events of the pentathlon were found at
Nemea, namely an iron discus (Nemea Archaeological Museum IL 419), javelin points (Nemea Archaeological
Museum IL 420 a, b), a bronze strigil (Nemea Archaeological Museum IL 435) and a lead &Atnp (haltér) (Nemea
Archaeological Museum IL 418), that Miller suggests were placed in the deposit in which they were found after
a feast to celebrate a victory in the mévtaBlov. Bronze spear points (Nemea Archaeological Museum BR 1498;
Nemea Archaeological Museum BR 1577) have also been found (Miller 2005, 46-7)). Thus it was presumably
as part of the pentathlon that the event involving the aAtrp occurred at Nemea.

The excavator suggests that the inscription ended in something such as [vac. ©0 névtaBlov]. The letter forms
of the inscription are Sicyonian and date to 6th century BC (Miller 2015, 483). On the grounds that the date
given by the chronographers for the foundation of the Nemea is 573 BC (p. 19), the excavator suggests a date
sometime in the second quarter of the 6th century BC for the dedication (Miller 2015, 483).

1.2
Competitor name, patronymic: Ilepilaog AAkrivopog
Date of victory/victories at Nemea ca. 573 (2?) — ca. 501 BC (2?)
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Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Argos

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Paus. 2. 20. 7-8 (L36)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 2; Kostouros 2008, no. 159

Pausanias (Paus. 2. 20. 7 (L36)) reports that in a theatre at Argos, he saw a statuary group depicting Perilaos,
son of Alkenor the Argive, killing the Spartan Othryadas. Previous to this, Pausanias says, Perilaos had won at
Nemea in wrestling. He also refers to a tyrant named Perilaos (Paus. 2. 23. 7), known of only from this reference,
whom, however, he does not date (although the tyrant may have belonged to the 6th century BC (Berve 1967,
35)) and does not specifically identify with the Nemean victor. At Argos three theatral buildings have so far been
found, the ‘theatron in the agora, the “Theatre with rectangular seating’/‘odeum’ and the ‘Large Theatre. The
‘theatron in the agora’ consists of an orchestra with one row of seats, whose first phase dates to the 4th century
BC. It was later converted to a pool (which may mean it retained its theatral role as a facility for naumachiai,
etc.) (Moretti 1993, 3-6). The first phase of the ‘theatre with rectangular seating’/‘odeum’ dates to the mid 5th
century BC (Sear 2006, 386). It was rebuilt as an odeion in the early 2nd century AD (Moretti 1993, 26; Sear
2006, 387) and remodelled again in AD ca. 250-300 (Moretti 1993, 26). The ‘Large Theatre’ lies about 100 m
north of the ‘theatre with rectangular seating’/‘odeum. Its first phase dates to ca. 330-300 BC (Sear 2006, 387)
and it acquired a monumental scene building in ca. 300 - ca. 275 BC (Moretti 1993, 13), to which changes were
made in the 2nd century BC (Moretti 1993, 14). The scene-building was remodelled again in ca. AD 125 - ca.
150, to produce a scenae frons of Italiote type, with four aediculae of possibly two storeys (Moretti 1993, 17-9,
plan at 18, Fig. 17; Sear 2006, 386). Further alterations were made in the 3rd century - 4th century AD (Moretti
1993, 19, plan at 18, Fig. 18). The ‘Large Theatre’ is clearly the most impressive of the three buildings and it is
therefore probably this that Pausanias is talking about.

Othryadas is one of the persons involved in one set of accounts of the battle between the Spartans and the
Argives over the Thyreatis and here we need to look at the historicity, or otherwise, of this battle, in case it casts
any light on the possible dating of Perilaos and, perhaps, of his statue. The Spartans won the battle, thus per-
manently acquiring the Thyreatis (Robertson 1992, 193), at least until Imperial times. The Thyreatis is a plain
on the east coast of the Parnon range, some 22-23 km. south of Argos, bounded to the north by Mt. Zavitsa,
which is very probably the ancient Parparos or Paparon. To the west it is bounded by the Parnon range and to
the south by today’s river of Aghios Andreas (description of Thyreatis: Miiller 1987, 871-76). The city of Thyrea
stood inland ‘10 stades’ (Thuc. 4. 57. 1), destroyed in 424 BC (Thuc. 4. 57. 3; Miiller 1987, 871) and apparently
never rebuilt, may have stood immediately south of today’s Astros (Miiller 1987, 871). It is, however, impossible
to place the battle of the Thyreatis with certainty at any point in the history of Archaic Argos. Herodotus puts
it in the 6th century BC, synchronizing it with the fall of Sardis (Piccirilli 1973, 39, 39 n. 43), while another
tradition, perhaps originating with Ephorus in the 4th century BC, pushes it back into the 8th century BC (Rob-
ertson 1992, 183-84). The precise site of the battle is equally obscure. Tradition located the battle at ITanapog
(Hesychius, s.v. TIapmapog, Choeroboscus: Hilgard 1889, 297, 1. 5; Robertson 1992, 179, n. 1.) or Ilanapwv
(Robertson 1992, 194) in the Thyreatis, which would seem to be today’s Mt. Zavitsa, located at the northern end
of the plain (Miiller 1987, 871 for map).

There are two traditions regarding the outcome of the battle, one offered by Herodotus among others, and
one glimpsed in Pausanias’ mention of the statue of Perilaos in the theatre at Argos. Herodotus (Hdt. 1. 82.
1-8) gives the most extensive version of the first tradition, which notably does not involve Perilaos. According
to this, the Lacedaemonians have already taken the Thyreatis, which had previously belonged to Argos. The
Argives intervene and it is agreed that 300 picked warriors from each side should fight and that the outcome
of the battle should decide who will possess the area. At the end of the contest, two Argives, Chromios and
Alkenor, and one Spartan, Othryadas are left. The Argives return to Argos, convinced that they have won, while
Othryadas remains, plunders the dead and carries arms back to his camp. The next day, both sides claim victory,
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the Argives maintaining that more Argives than Spartans have survived, while the Spartans assert that they have
won, on the grounds that the Argives fled the field. Both sides then fight once more and this time the Spartans
win. After the second battle, Othryadas commits suicide, driven to do so by the prospect of returning to Sparta
as the sole survivor of the battle. The neutrality of Herodotus’ account, in which neither side wins spectacularly,
suggests that the narrative is generally true, despite featuring Othryadas, a hero who possesses a striking sig-
nificant name (Robertson 1992, 205) and inflicts on himself a fate that recalls that of Pantites, who missed the
battle of Thermopylae (Hdt. 7. 232. 1).

Pausanias (Paus. 2. 38. 5), who offers only a brief account of the battle, seems to be drawing on Herodotus,
but does not mention any of Herodotus’ or other protagonists. When he visits the Thyreatis, Pausanias says
simply that 300 picked Spartans and 300 picked Argives fought each other, with the result that one Spartan
and two Argives were left. There was then a clash between all the forces of both sides, which the Spartans
won, whereupon the Spartans immediately set about exploiting the Thyreatis, although they later gave it to the
Aiginetans expelled by the Athenians. In Pausanias’ version, the Argives apparently assume that there are no
Spartan survivors after the battle. Although custom (in the 5th century BC, at least) would seem to have de-
manded that they stay on the battlefield to show that they were in possession, the Argives’ decision to return to
Argos is reasonable. Robertson (1992, 200-1) sees a parallel with Thuc. 8. 24. 1. Here, in 412 BC, the Athenians
land at Milesian Panormus and defeat the Spartan Chalcideus. They put up a trophy three days later, which is
torn down by the Milesians, on the grounds that it was not set up while the Athenians were still held the field.
The custom of erecting battlefield trophies may have started around 500 BC (RE VII A, col. 664) and the fact
that Othryadas does not erect anything may be an indication of the basic authenticity of Herodotus’ account,
although the point at issue, of course, is not that Othryadas did not erect a trophy, but that he remained on the
battlefield after the conflict.

Herodotus” account of the battle was too tempting for Hellenistic poets to ignore and the episode acquires
various graphic, baroque details. Among these is the embellishment, visible from the 3rd century BC onwards,
consisting of the possibly anachronistic detail of the trophy erected by the Spartans, which thereafter assumes
a crucial role, presumably because of the opportunities for drama it offers and Spartan heroism at the battle of
the Thyreatis indeed became a popular theme for Hellenistic epigrammatists. (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. 2, 220).
Here, too, where it is mentioned, the outcome of the battle is the same: two Argives and one Spartan survive the
conflict, although now Othryadas is linked in some way with the trophy. In an epigram by Dioscorides (Gow
and Page 1965, Vol. 1., 91, Dioscorides, no. 31), of the 3rd century BC, two speakers, apparently the two Argive
survivors, come across Othryadas’ trophy, which, inscribed with his blood, claims victory for the Spartans,
while Othryadas himself lies dying. In an epigram by Nicander (2nd century BC) (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. 1.,
147, Nicander, no. 2.), Othryadas commits suicide after inscribing the plundered arms of the Argives, presum-
ably with his blood (although this is not clear). In a poem attributed to Simonides, but probably Hellenistic in
date (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. L, 181, ‘Simonides, no. 5.), and presumably to be imagined as being inscribed
on the tomb of the Spartan dead on the battlefield, ‘the armour (i.e., the trophy), covered with the bold blood of
Othryadas, proclaims that Thyrea belongs to the Lacedaemonians. In Strabo (Strabo 8. 6. 7), Othryadas is now
a general, while in the ITehomovvnotakd of Chrysermus ([Plut.] Parallela Minora C 3 (FHG Vol. 4, 361, no. 2)),
which may date to before the early 2nd century AD and perhaps to the late 1st century or early 2nd century AD
(Volkmann 1869, 166, n.), Othryadas puts up a trophy inscribed with his own blood, as he does in Theseus (4th
century AD?) (Stob. Flor. 3.7.68 (FGrHist 111, B, 381-82, no. 453 (Theseus)).

In the second tradition regarding the outcome of the battle, to which Pausanias alludes when he mentions
the statue of Perilaos and Othryadas in ‘the theatre’ at Argos, Perilaos, son of Alkenor, plays a starring role. Here
Othryadas and Perilaos fight and both are killed. This myth clearly builds on Herodotus’ version, and all its off-
spring, reacts to it and indeed caps it, in that an Argive hero now Kkills off the last of the Spartans, so converting
the Argive defeat of Herodotus’ narrative into something resembling a victory, while dying a heroic death him-
self. This is the tradition that Pausanias saw illustrated in the statuary group in the theatre at Argos. A myth so
clearly and narrowly expressive of anti-Spartan Argive nationalism can only have arisen in Argos itself, probably
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sometime before it filtered into the literary record. This it does before ca. 100 BC and perhaps after ca. 300 BC,
to judge from an epigram by Chaeremon (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. 1., 76, Chaeremon, no. 3), who was active
sometime between these two dates (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. 1., 220). Chaeremon’s poem displays the same
type of baroque detail evident in the variations produced by Hellenistic poets on Herodotus’ account. He is
echoed by Gaetulicus (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. 1., 57, Gaetulicus, no. 5.), who may date to the first third of the
Ist century AD (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. 1., 50-1), and seems to set the duel between Othryadas and Perilaos
in the battle between the three hundred picked Argives and Spartans (if this is the correct way to interpret the
tortuous phrase ‘Sicoa tpinkooiwv 1ade @aoyava’ in the first line of Gaetulicus’ poem).

We do not know when the Argives (we assume) felt the need to formulate an anti-Spartan addendum to
the established narrative of the battle of the Thyreatis, but the fact that the Perilaos myth seems to have taken
a literary form between 300 and 100 BC suggests that the events that triggered the myth may belong to this
period. The activities of Pyrrhus in the 270s BC, the period after the defeat of Cleomenes III at Sellasia (222 BC)
and Nabis’ loss of Argos in 195 BC all come to mind.

Whether the statue that Pausanias saw also belongs to this time is another question. Hellenistic theatres do
not seem to host free-standing statuary, at least not on the spectacular scale of Roman imperial scene buildings.
The most natural setting for such a statue would be the Hadrianic scaenae frons of the ‘Large Theatre, with its
two storeys of aediculae), although it is conceivable, but perhaps not likely, that the statue was made at an earlier
stage and subsequently placed in the theatre or theatre precincts. Once the Perilaos myth had been formulated,
the statue could theoretically have been produced at any time thereafter, when tensions between Argos and
Sparta may have led the Argives to depict this anti-Spartan myth in physical form. If, however, the statue is
contemporary with the Hadrianic scene building, perhaps its purpose was merely to illustrate one of the great
events from the narrative of the Argive past and to assert the continuing supremacy of Argos over Sparta even
in the placid days of the pax romana. There are indications, admittedly very slight, that Hadrian showed favour
to Argos. The alterations to the scene building may have been funded by Hadrian (Moretti 1993, 17, n. 6., re-
terring to Vollgraff 1958, 554-55 and SEG 11. 340). Even more tenuously, Pausanias (2. 38. 5) says the Thyreatis
was returned to Argos through a dikn, although he gives no more details. A 8ikn on such a matter suggests a
decision by the emperor, who may have been Hadrian (there is no evidence that Hadrian visited Argos, but it
seems unlikely that he would not have visited so historic a city). Perhaps this judgement, whether or not handed
down by Hadrian, caused the statue of Perilaos to be erected, which would mean that the statue was Hadrianic
or post-Hadrianic.

As for the historicity of Perilaos (Robertson 1992, 201-14), as opposed to his date, there are only two
potentially dubious points in Pausanias” description of the statue of Perilaos and Othryadas that might suggest
that he was not a real person. First, Perilaos is the son of Alkenor, one of the Argive survivors in Herodotus’
account, which provokes suspicion, in that the son of an almost-winner of the first battle (if the myth of the Battle
of the Champions is to be regarded as preceding the duel between Perilaos and Othryades) is the indisputable
winner of the second. There is also the question of age, if one is to be literal-minded about the interconnection
between the two narratives. Perilaos must have been about at least 20, which means Alkenor was perhaps about
at least 50 and thus probably too old to earn a place among the three hundred picked men of Argos. Second,
and less suspect, Perilaos is a wrestler, wrestling being the most warlike of athletic disciplines (Robertson 1992,
202). None of this, however, demolishes the reasonable possibility that Perilaos, even stripped of his emblematic
paternity, was still a real Nemeonikes in wrestling. His date remains vague, however. As noted already, the date
of the battle of the Thyreatis is nebulous, to say the least, and Perilaos seems anyway to have been linked with
it only long after it occurred. Perhaps Perilaos, the Nemeonikes, belongs to the 6th century BC (and therefore
might even have been the tyrant of this name, if the tyrant dates to this time), but his fame may have been so
great that, when, possibly in the 3rd century BC or later, Argive circumstances required a figure on which to
hang a myth depicting Spartan humiliation, he was the natural choice.
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1.3

Competitor name, patronymic: OAryauBidou

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 573-464 BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Corinth

Discipline: -

Ancient sources: Pind. Ol. 13.96-113 (L119).

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 49 - 52,7 74 - 104, N 77-105; Strasser 2001, no. 3; Farrington 2012, no. 3. 4

At Ol. 13. 96-113 (Pind. OI 13. 96-113. (L119)), Pindar gives a victory catalogue of the Oligaithidai, who,
the scholiast says (Drachmann 1903, 383, X. Pind. OI. 13, 137), are the gatpia of Xenophon, which may have
belonged to one of the Dorian tribes of Corinth (Salmon 1981, 208). They have won 60 times altogether at the
Isthmia and the Nemea (96-100). They have also been victorious six times at the Pythia (106). They have won,
too, at games at Argos (108), probably the Hecatomboia held at the Argive Heraion (Appendix 3. 2), at a set of
games at Thebes (108), perhaps the Herakleia (or Ioleia) (Appendix 3. 11), at the Lykaia (108-109) (Nielsen
2018, 37-40, 121 no. 39), at Pellene (109) (Appendix 3. 8), at Sikyon (109) (Drachmann 1903, X. Pind. Ol 13,
386, 155), presumably the Pythia (Appendix 3. 10), and at Megara (109) (Appendix 3. 7). The scholiast offers a
choice between the Diokleia and a set of Pythia, but the festival in question may equally have been the Alkathoia,
at which Euthymenes may also have won a victory or victories (Cat. 1. 39). The Oligaithidai also won at Eleusis
(110), the scholiast suggesting that the games in question where either the Demetria or the Eleusinia (Drach-
mann 1903, 386, 2. Pind. Ol 13, 156a), at Marathon, presumably at the Herakleia (Appendix 3. 6). They won,
too, at ‘cities under Aetna’ (111). The scholiast, or an interpolator (Drachmann 1903, . Pind. Ol. 13, 386, 158a
(L23)), thinks that this means, or includes, Syracuse, but Syracuse is not beneath Aetna and more likely candi-
dates are Catana, Naxos (there being some indication that games were held here (Nielsen 2018, 57, no. 306)) or
Tauromenion. The Oligaithidai were also victorious at games in Euboea (Appendix 3. 4). One scholion hazards
a guess that these games in Euboea include the otherwise unknown Geraistia, but the scholion immediately
following asserts that the Oligaithidai won at the Amarysia at Amarynthos and the specificity of this com-
ment suggests that it was based on information drawn from some other epinician ode that concerned another
member of the phratria and is true.

There is no indication as the disciplines involved in these victories nor is there any obvious clue as to their
date, except for the fact that they must date to before the composition of OL 13, probably written to celebrate
Xenophon’s victory at Olympia in the stadion in 464 BC. Sixty victories at the Isthmia and the Nemea, assuming
the sixty were roughly equally divided between the two sets of games, could conceivably have been piled up in
as little as thirty years, as Klee (1918, 102 (N 77-105) 92 (J 74-104)) seems to assume. On the other hand, since
Corinth is very close to the Isthmus and not at all far from Nemea, the Oligaithidai may have been particularly
active at these festivals from their (re)foundation, that of the Nemea falling (according to the chronographical
tradition, as we have said at length elsewhere (p. 19)) in 573 BC. If Pindar is including Xenophon among the
Oligaithidai here, then we can offer no more precise dates for their victories than some period between ca. 573
and 464 BC.

1. 4

Competitor name, patronymic: TipoSnuidat

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 573 - ca. 449 BC
Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline: -

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 2. 19-24 (L81)
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Catalogue entries: Klee 1918 P 27-30, ] 33-40, N 30 36; Strasser 2001, no. 5; Farrington 2012, no. 3. 3

The Timodemidai, the clan of Timodemos (Cat. 1. 18.), are said to have won four victories at the Pythia, eight at
the Isthmia, seven at the Nemea and victories ‘without number’ in games ‘at home’ in the ‘contest of Zeus’ (Pind.
Nem. 2. 19-24 (L81), which, since Timodemos was from the deme of Acharnai (Pind. Nem. 2. 16-7), means
Athens. The scholiast identifies the ‘contest of Zeus’ as the Olympia of Athens (Drachmann 1927, 39, X. Pind.
Nem. 2 35, 37a; Olympia, Athens: Appendix 3. 3) and this is likely to be correct. At this point Pindar has listed
the victories of the Timodemidai at the contests of the periodos. In Pindar’s catalogues, with two exceptions,
any games that follow do not belong to the periodos (p. 53) and, since these games belong to Zeus, they cannot
be the Panathenaia, the only other important set of games at Athens. Modern scholars have also thought that
Pindar is talking about the Athenian Olympia (Bury 1890, 37; Instone 1996, 151 (on 1. 24)). Instone notes that
at Nem. 2. 24 we have a ‘characteristic piece of Pindaric ring composition, referring back to the (Nemean) Zeus
mentioned at 5. It might also be added, in confirmation of the view that Pindar is talking at 24 of the Athenian
Olympia, that ta 8 olkol refers back to peydhaig ABavaig at 9 (Bury 1890, 37). The discipline in which all these
victories were won, however, is unknown, but since Timodemos was a pancratiast, perhaps there was a tradition
of ‘heavy’ athletes among the Timodemidai.

The dates of the victories are equally unknown, but they must have occurred before, or at the same time
as, the victories of Timodemos, dated between ca. 485 or ca. 461 and 449 BC (Cat. 1. 21), and, obviously, after
the (re)foundation of the Pythia, Isthmia and Nemea, in the 580s and 570s BC, and the date of the victories of
Timodemos himself, perhaps by ca. 485 BC and certainly by ca. 449 BC.

1.5

Competitor name, patronymic: dwkiwv NeSovtiov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 573 (?) - ca. 331 BC

Inscription find spot: Iulis

Citizenship(s): Iulis

Discipline(s): Boxing

Ancient Sources: IG XII 5 608. 18 (E25)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, 103, no. 123 (‘Lokion’); Kostouros 2008, no. 105 (‘Awkiwv’)

The name of the athlete is Phokion, at least in the view of Schmidt (1999, 71), who says that the stone undoubtedly
reads ‘Owkiwv’ rather than the ‘Awk['iw]v’ (?) of IG.

Phokion, Eparkos and Alexidikos are all mentioned (in this order) as victors in what was almost certainly
the men’s boxing at Nemea (IG XII 5 608. 18, 19, 20 (E25); Cat. 1. 20). Although IG XII 5 608 (E25) is not overall
chronologically ordered, within the groups of disciplines that it lists, it may be. Thus it is possible that Phokion
won before Eparkos and that Eparkos won before Alexidikos. The traditional foundation date of the Nemea
given by the chronographic tradition is, of course, 573 BC (p. 19) and the lower date limit of IG XII 5 608 (E25)
is ca. 330 BC (p. 46). Thus, on these assumptions, if victors within groups of single disciplines are indeed or-
dered chronologically, then we have the following:

Phokion: 573-331 BC (?)

Eparkos: 571-331 BC (?)

Alexidikos: 569-331 BC (?)

1.6

Competitor name, patronymic: ApLoTeidng

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 573 (2??) - ca. 301 BC (???)
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Inscription find spot: -
Citizenship(s): Elis
Discipline(s): Boys’ hippios
Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 16. 4

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 131, N 243; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 951; Kostouros 2008, no. 21; Strasser
2001, no. 247

Aristeides was victorious in the boys’ inmog (hippios), a track event four stadia in length (Paus. 6. 16. 4 (L57);
Decker 2012, 46, 62 (recent bibliography)), at the Nemea, also winning the omAity¢ (hoplites) at Olympia and
the Siavlog (diaulos) at the Pythia (Paus. 6. 16. 4 (L57)). There is no direct indication of his date. The boys’
hippios at Nemea was apparently still being run in the mid 1st century BC (IAG 56. 7 = Syll.’> 676), but had gone
from the curriculum by the time of Hadrian, who instituted the discipline at the Népea xewpeptvd, that is, the
winter Nemea (Paus. 6. 16. 4 (L57)). Pausanias is extracting his information from the inscription connected with
the statue of Aristeides at Olympia ("...70 €miypappa 10 €n” adt® dnAoi...”). Most such victor inscriptions at
Olympia date between the 6th century and 4th century BC (Nielsen 2018, 178, 178 n. 55). Thus the best we can
do is to suggest that Aristeides’ victory falls somewhere between ca. 573 and ca. 301 BC. Strasser (2001 no. 247)
suggests that Aristeides dates either to the Classical or Hellenistic period, but gives no grounds for his opinion.

1.7

Competitor name, patronymic: Enapkog Navkddeog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 571-331 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Tulis

Citizenship(s): Iulis

Discipline(s): Boxing

Ancient sources: 1G XII1 5 608. 19 (E25)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 124 (‘Epakros’); Kostouros 2008, no. 59 ("Enakpog’)

As for the name of the athlete, IG XII 5 608. 19 (E25) gives "Enaxpog, but Schmidt (1999, 70) reads"Enapkog),
which is what his drawing of the stone suggests, although he gives no reasons for his choice. For the dating of
the victory of Eparkos at the Nemea, see Cat. 1. 5.

1.8

Competitor name, patronymic: A\e§idikog Mévntog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 569 (?) — ca. 331 BC

Inscription find spot: Tulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis

Discipline(s): Boxing (men) (?)

Ancient sources: IG XII 5 608. 20 (E25)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 125; Kostouros 2008, no. 11

For the dating of the victory of Alexidikos in probably the mens’ boxing at Nemea, Cat. 1. 5.

1.9

Competitor name, patronymic: Apiotig Peidwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 561 (2?)-551 BC (??)
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Inscription find spot: Nemea

Citizenship(s): Kleonai

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: Ebert 1972 2 (E2)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 22

The correct accentuation of the name is Apiotig, not Apiotig (Masson 1974, 179-80).

An inscription (Ebert 1972, 26, no. 2 = Nemea Archaeological Museum I 4 = Hansen 1983 379 (E2))
recording the four victories of Aristis in the pankration is engraved on a base of a dedication found reused in the
wall of the Xenon’ in the sanctuary at Nemea. The first phase of the Xenon’ dates to ca. 325 - ca. 300 BC and the
second to the mid 3rd century BC (Miller 1989, 101). The inscription consists of an elegiac couplet on the base
of an offering, with a third line whose metrical definition is not clear (Ebert 1972, 37) and which commentators
have dated by reference to the date for the foundation of the Nemea given by Eusebius/Jerome. This is between
573 and 569 BC, depending on the manuscript (p. 19), but 573 BC is the date favoured by modern scholars.
Thus, because Aristis may not have been victor at four successive iterations of the Nemea (Guarducci 1967, 238-
39, no. 2), a terminus post quem for the inscription has been taken to be 567 BC (e.g. Meiggs and Lewis 1969,
18), although, while Eusebius/Jerome’s dates are clearly generally correct (Farrington 2017, 444-45), they are
probably misleadingly precise. Otherwise, letter forms are the other dating criterion, with Guarducci apparently
on these grounds dating the inscription to not later than the mid 6th century BC (Guarducci 1967, 239). LSAG
(1990, 148-50, no. 5) tentatively places it about 560 BC.

It is impossible to say whether the father of our Aristis has any connection with Pheidon, the tyrant of Argos.
The dates given by the sources regarding Pheidon conflict irreconcilably with each other over a period of more
than three centuries (Hall 2013, 210-17). There may indeed have been a Pheidon in the history of Argos over
the period from the 9th century to the 7th century BC and he may have been a personality of some importance,
because his was the name around which coalesced in the mid 6th century BC a compensatory fantasy, derived
from Homer (Hall 1995, 586), in an Argos facing a threateningly expansionist Sparta (Hall 2013, 200-22).
This stated that long ago (i.e. before Sparta rose to dominance) Pheidon had held an Argive kingdom that
stretched down the east coast of the Peloponnese and had intervened in various crucially important places in
the Peloponnese, an imaginary dominion that contrasted with the modest 6th century reality, in which Argos
seems to have been confined to the southwest corner of the Argolid and bounded by the Erasinos and Inachos
(Hall 1995, 587-92). The chronological nebulousness of this imaginary empire is clearly the reason why, for
example, Herodotus manages to make Leocedes, who in the early 6th century is one of the suitors of Agariste,
the daughter of Cleisthenes of Sikyon the son of Pheidon of Argos (Hdt. 6. 126-9), with which Cleisthenes, at
least at some stage, was at war (Cleisthenes’ reign also being a rat’s nest of insoluble chronological problems
(see, e.g., Farrington 2013, 113-25)). Meiggs and Lewis would like to retain the connection with Pheidon the
tyrant, since they suggest that the father of Aristis was a descendant in exile of the Argive royal house (Meiggs
and Lewis 1969, 18) and there might be the faintest shadow of support for this idea. As Moretti (Moretti IAG,
p- 7; Meiggs and Lewis 1969, 9 (p.18)) and Ebert (1972, 36-7) note, Pheidon is a common name, although it is
apparently rare in the northeast Peloponnese. The Lexicon of Greek Personal Names gives a total of 81 cases of
the name throughout Greece (http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi bin/Igpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%A6%CE
%B5%CE%AF%CE%B4%CF%89%CE%BD, visited 22.05.2020), but only three of these derive from the north-
west Peloponnese, which are our two examples (the tyrant of Argos (V3a-17184), father of our Aristis at Kleonai
(V3a-17263)) and the lawgiver at Corinth (V3a-24355, referring to Arist. Pol. 1265b). If Pheidon actually was a
name employed in the royal house of Argos, then the occurrence at Kleonai of a name otherwise so uncommon
in the area may indicate some link with Argos.

This is the earliest mention of the pankration at Nemea. It was part of the curriculum at Olympia, supposedly
introduced in the 33rd Olympiad (648 BC) (Paus. 5. 8. 8; Ebert 1972, 36) and it seems likely that it was performed
at Nemea, from the refoundation or formalization of the Nemea around 573 BC.
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http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi%20bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%A6%CE%B5%CE%AF%CE%B4%CF%89%CE%BD
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%A6%CE%B5%CE%AF%CE%B4%CF%89%CE%B
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%A6%CE%B5%CE%AF%CE%B4%CF%89%CE%B
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1.10

Competitor name, patronymic: Ipa&idapag ZwrAeida
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 555 - ca. 535 BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Boxing

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 6. 15-22

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, J 2-6, N 4-6; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 112; Kostouros 2008, no. 173;
Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 89; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 12

Praxidamas, the grandfather of Alkimidas (Cat. 1. 38), won an Olympic victory in boxing (Pind. Nem. 6. 17-8
(L90)), in the 59th Olympiad (Paus. 6. 18. 7 (L59)), in 544 BC. Pindar also refers to Praxidamas five victories
at the Isthmus (Pind. Nem. 6. 19 (1L90)) and three at Nemea (Pind. Nem. 6. 18 (1.90)). Since Pausanias does not
say otherwise, the Olympic victory will have been in the dv8peg category, as the other victories presumably
also were. If the Nemean victories were won at successive iterations, then perhaps Praxidamas’ non-Olympic

victories fall sometime between ca. 555 and ca. 535 BC.

Carey (1989b, 7-9 (9, fig.1 for family tree of Praxidamas)) examines Pind. Nem. 6. 17-46 (Pind. Nem. 6.
17-46 (L90)) and offers a convincing reconstruction of the genealogy of Praxidamas (Fig. 1). Praxidamas is
very probably the brother of Kallias, victorious in boxing at the Pythia (Delphi) (Pind. Nem. 6. 35-39. (190))
and of Kreontidas, victorious at the Isthmia and Nemea (Pind. Nem. 6. 40-6. (L 90); Cat. 1. 11.). Carey (1989b,
7-8) notes that Pindar generally refers to important individuals by name, sometimes accompanied by a refer-
ence to their relationship to the victor, but not, it seems, by reference to relationship alone. One of the three
athletically successful sons of Sokleidas referred to obliquely at Pin. Nem. 6. 24-25 (Pind. Nem. 6. 24-5 (L91))
is obviously Praxidamas, whose victories Pindar has dealt with at 17-20. The other two brothers are not named
here, but Kreontidas and Kallias occur soon after (35-46). Henry (2005, 62) suggests that the detail with which
the victories of Kreontidas and Kallias are presented may mean that they were still alive and may have expected
their achievements to be mentioned, but the victories of each seem to have occurred in more distant past (Carey
1989b, 8, on use of 60’ at 44) and they both probably belong to Praxidamas’ generation.

Hagesimachos
| . .

o Beiva Sokleidas o Beiva
| |
(?Tlliun)“

Alkimidas

Fig. 1. Carey’s suggested stemma for Praxidamas (Carey 1989b, 9, Fig. 1).

1. 11

Competitor name, patronymic: Kpeovtidag ZwrAeida
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 555 - ca. 531 BC
Inscription find spot: -
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Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline: -

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 6. 40-6; Drachmann 1927, 110, 70, X. Pind. Nem. 6. 70

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 93; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 89, 89 n. 35; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 11

Kreontidas was victorious in some unspecified discipline at the Isthmia and the Nemea (Pind. Nem. 6. 40-6.
(L90)) The scholiast (Drachmann 1927, 110, Z. Pind. Nem. 6. 70), evidently guessing, assumes that Kreontidas
is a periphrasis for Kallias, who has just been mentioned (32-39) and that his father was called Creon, but Carey
(1989b, 7-9) shows that Kreontidas was brother of Praxidamas and Kallias (Cat. 1. 10 for possible family tree)
and that their father was called Sokleidas.

Since Praxidamas was victorious at Olympia in 544 BC (Paus. 6. 18. 7 (L59); Cat. 1. 10), Kreontidas may have
been victorious at Nemea sometime between ca. 551 and ca. 531 BC.

1.12

Competitor name, patronymic: MiAwv AloTipov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 533 (?) - 515 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Croton

Discipline(s): Men’s wrestling

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 14. 5; Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 391. 202)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 14, ] 7-12, 14, 16, 18, 20, N 7-11, 13, 15, 17, 19; Knab 1934,
no. 1; Strasser 2001, no. 15; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 122; Kostouros 2008, no. 140; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 13

Pausanias states that Milon won six victories in éAn (wrestling) at Olympia, one of which was in the maideg
group, and six men’s victories and one boys’ at the Pythia (Delphi) (Paus. 6. 14. 5. (L55)). Eusebius ((Christesen
2007) 392. 202-04) (L26)) also assigns him six (unspecified) wrestling victories at the Olympia, but only six
Pythian victories, ten Isthmia victories and nine Nemea victories. An epigram attributed to Simonides (Page
1981, 238-39, no. XXV (= 153 D)) assigns him seven Olympic victories, a detail that Page suggests derives
from an account of a further, dxoviti victory. This victory, Page thinks, appears indirectly in A.P, 11. 316, which,
however, plays suspiciously on Milo’s ferocious athletic reputation. In the poem, Milon comes to Olympia to
take part in the games, but finds no one to compete against. The judges thus award him the crown, but as he
approaches them, he slips and the crowd insists that he has been thrown. He replies that he has fallen only
once out of three times and challenges anybody to throw him twice more. Victories dkoviti were especially
prestigious and, had this been a real event, we might have expected to find traces of it both in Pausanias and
Eusebius and in the large number of anecdotes in other authors about Milon as a remarkable athlete.

Milo’s victory in the maideg at Olympia occurred in 540 BC (= OL 60), if the reading § in the scholiast is
correct. This it very probably is, as the other manuscripts give ‘C (Ol. 7 = 752 BC) (Wendel 1967, 135, d), which
conflicts with Pausanias (Paus. 5. 8. 9.) and Eusebius (Christesen 2007, 390. 137-38), who both give Ol. 37
(= 632 BC) as the date for the foundation of the boy’s wrestling event. Since the sources used by both writers
ultimately probably draw on Olympic victor lists (Christesen 2007, 224, 264-77), their dates are likely to be
more reliable. Eusebius places what is clearly his complete record as a periodonikes in 532 BC, which, as Moretti
(Olympionikai, 72, no. 122) points out, can only mean that the victories occurred from 532 BC onwards.

Milo thus enjoyed an enormously long career, competing in a final, seventh iteration of the Olympia, when
he was beaten by a fellow-citizen (Paus. 6. 14. 5 (L55)). If his second Olympic victory occurred in 532 BC, when
he was perhaps about 20 (having been a maig of perhaps 12 years old in 540 BC), then he cannot have won his
sixth Olympic victory before 516 BC, when he was on this reckoning in his very late 30s. If he won at seven
separate iterations of the Pythia, then, and if his second was in 534 BC, his final victory would have occurred
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in 514 BC, when he was almost 40. On the other hand, a couple of years later, he regarded himself fit enough
to compete once more at Olympia, while in 511/510 BC he was still in good enough physical shape to lead the
people of Croton against Sybaris (Diod. Sic. 12. 9; Moretti, Olympionikai, 72, no. 122.). Even if one assumes
that Milon won one Nemean victory only at each iteration in which he was victorious, then his nine Nemean
victories can still be fitted in between 539 and 515 BC.

1. 13

Competitor name, patronymic: F'Aadkog Anpolov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea ca. 525 (?) - ca. 515BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Karystos

Discipline(s): Boxing

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 10. 1 - 3;A¢EeigPnropikai (Bekker 1814) 227 (L32)); Lexicon Patmense (Latte and Erbse
1992) 156

Catalogue entries: Knab 1934, P 12, 15,7 13, 15, 17, 19, 21-24, N 12, 14, 16, 18, 20-23; Moretti, Olympionikai,
75, no. 134; Strasser 2001, no. 18; Kostouros 2008, no. 39; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 17

Pausanias reports that Glaukos won an Olympic victory in boxing, two victories at the Pythia and eight at both
the Nermea and the Isthmia (Paus. 6. 10. 3. (L52)). This Pausanias does immediately before mentioning the statue
of Glaukos at Olympia, commissioned by Glaukos’ son, all of which, together with Pausanias’ use of Aéyetat at
6. 10. 3 (L52), which Pausanias habitually employs to report what is given in inscriptions, in contrast to ¢aot
which he uses to convey oral tradition (Nicholson 2016, 211-12, 211 n. 26), must mean that Pausanias is giving

us the inscription on the statue base pertaining to Glaukos.

Pausanias’ record of Glaukos’ victories contrasts with the record given in various non-epigraphically-based
sources, of which, given Glaukos’ fame that made him a representative example of athletic strength in antiquity
(Moretti, Olympionikai, 76), there are many. Three of these sources refer to a single Olympic victory by Glaukos,
one being a scholion to Aeschin. In Ctes. (Scholion to Aeschin. Or. 3 [ = In Ctes.] 189, given at Dilts 1992, 149;
Aeschin. 3. 189, given at Dilts 1997, 285, 189 (L1)), the second an entry for Glaukos in the Aégeig Pritopuxai
of the Lexica Segueriana (Aégeig Prtopikai (Bekker 1814) 232 (L31)) and the third the entry for TAabkog
in the Suda (Suda s.v. Thadkog (Adler T 280) (L31)) (where the enormous number of 25 Olympic victories
is clearly a mistake). Two of these (Aé€eig Prtopkai (Bekker 1814) 232 (L31); Suda s.v. TAadkog (Adler T
280) (L131)) report three Pythian victories, while a further source, the first entry for Glaukos in the AéEeig
‘Pritopixad, records only one Pythian, but three Olympic victories (Aé&eig Pnropwkai (Bekker 1814) 227) (L32))
(which, because all other sources consistently report only one Olympic victory, may mean here that the correct
numbers of Pythian and Olympic victories have been wrongly switched with each other (Strasser 2001, 37)).
Overall, either eight (Aé&eigPrropikai (Bekker 1814) 227 (L32)); Lexicon Patmense (Latte and Erbse 1992) 156)
or ten (Aé€eig Pnropikai (Bekker 1814) 232 (L31)); Suda s.v. Thadkog (Adler I' 280)) Isthmian victories and
eight Nemean victories (Aé&eig Pritopikai (Bekker 1814) 227 (L32)); Lexicon Patmense (Latte and Erbse 1992),
156)) are reported. The situation in regard to the number of Glaukos’ Pythian victories is unclear. Did Glaukos
win another victory at Delphi or other victories at the Isthmus after his Olympic victory or is this difference
the result of there being apparently no systematic and reliable dvaypagai of Isthmian (and Nemean) victors (p.
17-8; Christesen 2007, 108-11)? The situation is likewise opaque in regard to Glaukos’ Isthmian victories. On
the other hand, the number of Nemean victories reported in the other sources is not lower than that given (we
assume) by the inscription at Olympia, which is likely to be the most reliable source of all.

The most robust, if chronologically least precise, evidence regarding Glaukos’ overall dates is the fact that
Simonides wrote a victory ode, or odes (Page 1962, 241-44 nos. 509-510, with commentary), for Glaukos. As
Nicholson (2016, 221) points out, Quint. Inst. 11. 2. 4. shows that at least some ode by Simonides for Glaukos



- 40 - NEMEONIKAI I: A CATALOGUE OF NEMEONIKAI: CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC « AURA SUPPLEMENT 12

existed, although there is no indication of the date of the ode within the life of Simonides (and it is probably
to this ode that Lucian (Pro Imaginibus, 19; Page 1962, 241, no. 509) is referring). This therefore means that
Glaukos’ athletic activity occurs within the dates of Simonides’ working life, which probably fell between ca. 535
and ca. 465 BC (Appendix 2. 1). This, however, is not a very precise date, and in the attempt to narrow things
down chronologically, we now look at the next most robust piece of evidence concerning Glaukos. This derives
from what the scholion to Aeschin. In Ctes. that we have mentioned (Dilts 1992, 149, 429a (L1)) says about
Glaukos’ end at the hands of the Camarinaeans. It states that, when Hippocrates was tyrant of Leontini, Glaukos
took command of matters and, having been appointed by Gelon, was then destroyed after the Camarinaeans
voted against him. Something has clearly gone wrong with the text (Hippocrates was not tyrant of Leontini
(Nicholson 2016, 205)), but the account is too detailed and circumstantial to dismiss. The tradition that Gelon
was in some way linked with the end of Glaukos also occurs elsewhere (AéEeig Pnropicai (Bekker 1814, 227
(L32), A¢keig Pnropkai (Bekker 1814) 232 (L31)); Lexicon Patmense (Latte and Erbse1992) 156), but by the
time it reaches these sources (Nicholson 2016, 204-5) it has become even more simplified and confused, in that

Gelonss plotting is said to be responsible for Glaukos’ death.

The events that the Aeschines scholion (Dilts 1992, 149, 429a) mentions should be seen in the context of
relations between Gela and Camarina over the first quarter of the 5th century BC. Camarina fell under the sway
of Gela, then ruled by Hippocrates, in the early 5th century BC and was re-founded about 491/0 BC. Hippocrates
died about this time and was succeeded by Gelon, who seized the tyranny of Gela. In about 485 BC, Gelon
took over Syracuse, which became his base, while his brother, Hieron, became ruler of Gela. In 484 BC, Gelon
destroyed Camarina, moving the Camarinaeans to Syracuse (e.g. Berve 1967, 137-52; Luraghi 1994, 145-86).
On the basis of the account given in the Aeschines scholion (Dilts 1992, 149, 429a), Luraghi (1994, 151) offers
a convincing reconstruction of events between the death of Hippocrates and the end of Glaukos (Nicholson
2016, 205-6). Hippocrates makes Ainesidamos tyrant of Leontini. On Hippocrates’ death, Ainesidamos fails in
an attempt to take over Hippocrates’ empire and flees. Glaukos takes control of Leontini for Gelon and Gelon
therefore places him in charge of Camarina, probably very soon after the death of Hippocrates, perhaps in 490
BC. At some point, however, the Camarinaeans destroy Glaukos, as is recorded in the scholion, and it is perhaps
because of this that Gelon destroys Camarina and moves the inhabitants to Syracuse in 484 (Hdt. 7. 156; Thuc.
6. 5. 3; IACP 203). Thus Glaukos’ death occurred between 490 and 484 BC.

Pausanias (Paus. 6. 10. 3 (L52)) reports the tradition, which does not necessarily clash with the tradition
given in the scholion to Aischin. In Ctes., that the Carystians buried Glaukos on an island ‘called after Glaukos.
This was ancient I'havkovnoog, between Attica and Euboea (RE 7. 1, col. 1403-1404), certainly initially named
after the Chalcidian-backed sea god Glaukos (Moretti, Olympionikai, 76; Nicholson 2016, 218). Local Carystian
tradition seems to have assimilated Glaukos the athlete to Glaukos the god. As Nicholson (2016, 218) notes, the
tradition that Glaukos was buried there may not be false, as Glaukos’ bones may have been returned from Sicily.
Nicholson offers a stimulating discussion of the two traditions of Glaukos, which he sees as consciously playing
off each other, one presenting the athlete as a cosmopolitan, technically skilled performer and associate of
Gelon, and the other, which presents him as a crude peasant boy, unaware of his strength until his father spots it.

Lastly, as regards the span of Glaukos’ life, if not the period when he was an active athlete, we should not
ignore the statuary group at Olympia, although not much can be done with it with regard to the chronology
of Glaukos’ life. The group consisted of Gelon’s chariot with which he won his victory in 488 BC (Paus. 6. 9. 4)
and statues of Glaukos and his son Philon. The statue of Philon bore an inscription by Simonides and all three
pieces were the work of the Aeginetan scuptor Glaukias (Paus. 6. 9. 5; Paus. 6. 9. 9), who also produced a statue
of Theagenes, for his victory at the 76th Olympiad, of 476 BC (Paus. 6. 11. 2.; Date of Theagenes victory: POxy.
II 222 Col. 1. 13 (‘Oeoyévng B]doiog maykpatiov’) (Christesen 2007, 382)). The inscription relating to part
of the assemblage displaying the chariot referred to Gelon as I'eA@ov, that is, as a Geloan (Paus. 6. 9. 5.). This
presumably means that Gelon had not taken over Syracuse when the statue was erected, which thus dates this
part of the assemblage to 488-458 BC. As for the statues of Glaukos and Philon, the relationship between Gelon
and Glaukos that emerges from the Aeschines scholion (Dilts 1992, 149, 429a) makes it highly likely that the
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three statues area were linked and that the presence of the statuary group was making a statement regarding the
international and cosmopolitan connections of Glaukos and Philon and Gelon’s patronage of such superstars
(Nicholson 2016, 215-16), although admittedly the point was lost on Pausanias, who, because he misdates
Gelon’s takeover of Syracuse to 491 BC (Paus. 6. 9. 5), thought that the Gelon commemorated here was not the
Sicilian tyrant. Yet it is not clear whether the three statues were conceived of as a unity or whether the statues of
the athletes were added as an afterthought to the chariot (or vice versa). If the statues of the athletes were added
later (and it is easier to imagine two smaller statues being slotted into to a larger ensemble centred on a chariot),
they may have been added at any time after 488 while the name of Gelon retained its resonance, which would
have been the case up to the end of the Deinomenid dynasty on the death of Hieron in 467/466 BC. Whatever
the situation, however, the statue group does not give any information about Glaukos’ lifespan.

Such is the evidence pertaining to Glaukos’ life. Within this, his Olympic victory and therefore all the other
victories that presumably cluster around it chronologically can be dated only very precariously. Three sources
mention a date for the Olympic victory of Glaukos. Two of them place it in the 25th Olympiad, that is, 608 BC
(Aékerc Prropixai (Bekker 1814) 232 (L31)); Suda s.v. TAavkog (Adler T 280)), which, unless this Glaukos is
a different individual from ours, is impossible. Nicholson (2016, 208-10) convincingly refutes in great detail
Fontenrose’s suggestion (Fontenrose 1968, 73-104) that the sources confuse a semi-mythical victor of 7th
century BC, from Carystus, who figures in the anecdote about the plough given by Pausanias (6. 10. 3.), with,
among others, a Glaukos of Corcyra. As for the date of the Olympic victory, Moretti (Olympionikai, 75) sug-
gests that the ‘mépntnv kai eikootnv’ of Aééeig Pyropixai (Bekker 1814, 232 (L31)) is a corruption of mépntnv
kai ¢éEnkootrv;, which would put the Olympic victory in 520 BC (= OL. 65), a date that does not contradict the
evidence offered by Simonides’ ode and the statue at Olympia.

One of the manuscripts of the third source, the scholion to Aeschin. In Ctes. (Dilts 1992, 149, 429a, app. crit.,
1. 1246, xS (L1)), offers pe” (= OL. 105 = 360 BC). This is clearly wrong and was corrected by Schaefer to oe” (= OL
75 = 480 BC). This, however, conflicts with the evidence regarding Glaukos’ later career in Sicily, if we assume,
as we do above, that Glaukos was dead by 484 BC. Yet ms L of the Aeschines scholion gives ékaotootiv néuntnv
(Dilts 1992, 149, 429a, app. crit., 1. 1246, L), which is presumably an attempt at ékatootnyv mépntny (‘105th OL).
Behind éxatootnv méumntny may lie the not very different é&nkootiv népmntn (65th Ol = 520 BC), which would
at least agree with the view that Gelon is unlikely to have made a young athlete his lieutenant in Camarina.

So perhaps Glaukos really was victorious at Olympia in 520 BC at the 65th Olympia. If we assume that he
was 20 when he won his Olympic victory and was 25 when he won his last Nemean victory and if we assume
that he won only one victory of his eight Nemean victories at each iteration, then this pushes the start of his
career back to at least 529 BC, when he would have been about eleven. It seems unlikely that so young a maig
would have been victorious and it therefore may be that Glaukos won multiple victories at the same iteration.
Perhaps, then, if we accept the shaky evidence for putting his Olympic victory in 520 BC, his Nemean victories
lie between 525 BC and 515 BC.

1. 14

Competitor name, patronymic: TipokAig (?)

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 525 (??) - ca. 501 BC (??)

Inscription find spot: Argive Heraion

Citizenship(s): Mycenae (?)

Discipline: -

Ancient sources: IGIV 510 (E19)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 228

A metrical inscription (IGIV 510 (E19) = IAG 7 = SEG 14 315 = Ebert 1972 10 = Katsagani 2015, E25 (E19)) of
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two verses inscribed on a Doric capital deriving from the Argive Heraion gives a partial list of victories won in
games at Nemea, Tegea Kleitor and Pellene. Immediately below, on the column, a prose inscription states that
a Timokles made the dedication (IG IV 510, (E19)). On the basis of letter forms a date in the late 6th century
BC has been proposed (IAG, p. 15; (LSAG?, 159, no. 16)). Fraenkel (Ebert 1972, 55) suggested long ago that
the victor may have been either Thrasyklos (Cat. 2. 3.) or Antias (Cat. 2. 5.), the relatives of the Argive Theaios
(Cat. 1. 46.), honorand of Pind. Nem. 10 (and, for what it is worth, there is a bronze plaque from the citadel at
Mycenae and so not too far from Argos (IG IV 492. 4), which dates to ca. 500-480 BC and mentions an Antias
(LSAG?, 174, no. 2; Hall 1995, 599, 599 n. 148)), but there is no reason why the erector of the dedication could
not also be the victor (IAG, p. 15; Ebert 1972, 55). The absence of a demotic after the name of Timokles is usually
thought to indicate that he was an Argive (Ebert 1972, 55), although, given the date of the inscription, this seems
unlikely. The Argive Heraion was the most important sanctuary in the eastern part of the Argolid plain, where it
functioned in Archaic times as a common shrine for the communities of the area, and was probably absorbed by
Argos only in the 470s and 460s BC (Hall 1995, 606-13). The two most important communities in the eastern
Argolid plain are Mycenae and Tiryns, although the indications are that Mycenae seems to have had the closest
connection with the Heraion before Argos took over the shrine. A ‘Sacred Way’ connected Mycenae with the
Heraion (Hall 1995, 601-3), there are linguistic similarities between an inscription of the 6th century BC from
the Heraion and inscriptions from Mycenae (Hall 1995, 610-11) and one of the causes of war between Argos
and Mycenae was that the latter made claims to the administration of the Heraion (Hall 1995, 608, referring
to Diod. Sic. 11. 65. 2 and Strabo 8. 6. 10). So, while Timokles was certainly not an Argive, he was probably a
citizen of Mycenae, rather than Tiryns. Since footraces are attested at all the sets of games at which Timokles
was victorious and heavy events are attested at the Korasia (Appendix 3. 5), perhaps he was a track or heavy
athlete of some type.

The lost parts of the inscription may have referred to victories at other games. Moretti (IAG, 14) speculates
that the missing first part of the first line may have referred to victories at other sets of games in the periodos or
perhaps to a set of Argive games and perhaps, in view of the find spot of the inscription, Timokles was victorious
at whatever games were held at the Argive Heraion, before the Hecatomboia were (re-)established by Argos
(Appendix 3. 2). As for the victories at Pellene, Tegea and Kleitor mentioned in the inscription, these are also
dealt with in Appendix 3 (Appendix 3. 8, Appendix 3. 11, Appendix 3. 5).

1. 15

Competitor name, patronymic: Aya0[---]

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 525 (2) - ca. 475 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Sikyon

Citizenship(s): Sikyon (?)

Discipline(s): Heavy discipline or track discipline (222?)

Ancient sources: SEG 11 257 (E30)

Catalogue entries: Strasser 2001, no. 22; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 24

An inscription found in the north wall of the gymnasion at Sikyon records the victories, in order, at the Pythia,
Isthmia, Nemea, Isthmia, at games at Sikyon and at Athens, of a competitor whose name is partially known
(Orlandos 1932, 70 = SEG 11 257 = IAG 12 = LSAG?, 405, 13 a, b, (E30)). Various attempts have been made
to complete the name of the athlete. Lejeune suggested Ayaba [t0xa] (Lejeune 1943, 183-98). Moretti (1953,
29) remarks that this formula appears in agonistic inscriptions ‘assai tardi’ and certainly it does not seem to

appear in agonistic inscriptions of the Classical period. Moretti therefore suggested a range of possible names to
complete Ayaf [ ---], such as AyaBdvak. Jeffery (LSAG? 405, 13a) favours AyaBd[pxoc.

The games at Sikyon mentioned here are almost certainly the Sikyonian Pythia, the most important games
in Archaic and Classical Sikyon (Appendix 3. 10), and those at Athens the Panathenaia. As Moretti notes, the
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victories at the games of the periodos here appear in the canonical order, except for the second Isthmian victory,
placed after the Nemean victory, but before the Sikyonian games and Athenian games. Moretti suggested that
the habit was not yet established at Sikyon of writing, for example, ToBpua dig or'Tofua B” and that what appears
in the inscription was therefore the manner in which two victories were recorded, but, if so, one might expect
the two references to the Isthmian victories to be placed together. Strasser suggests that the sizeable missing
right side of the inscription contained the names of the disciplines associated with each of the contests on the
left side. This then might mean that the Isthmian victories were in related disciplines (e.g. two ‘heavy’ disciplines
or two track disciplines).

The inscription can only be dated on the basis of letter forms. Jeffery (LSAG?, 141) thinks that it is ‘not later
than ca. 500-475 BC'. Perhaps the Nemean victory listed here dates to ca. 525-475 BC.

1. 16

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 511 (2) — 491 (?) BC
Inscription find spot: Tegea (?)

Citizenship(s): Tegea (?)

Discipline(s): Equestrian discipline

Ancient sources: Ebert 1972 8 (E3)

Catalogue entries: -

An inscription (Ebert 1972 8 (E3) = Hansen 1983 379) dated by letter forms to about 500 BC (Ebert 1972, 50
(E3)) on a column, held today in the courtyard of Tegea Archaeological Museum and therefore presumably
found in the surrounding area, records the six equestrian victories of a victor now unknown, although Peek sug-
gested Te[pyikA€g or something similar at the beginning of the first line as the name of the victor (Dubois 1988,
pt. I, 10). Ebert’s restoration, accepted by Hansen, of the end of the second line of the elegiac couple is probably
right. Only victory in the most prestigious of games was recorded on victory monuments, which means that the
contest mentioned here was either one of the games of the periodos or something lesser, but still very close in
terms of prestige (see Cat. 1. 94). The high number of victories suggests a trieteric, rather than penteteric, set of
games, that is, either the Isthmia or the Nemea and only &[v Nepeau] fits the demands of metre, at the end of a
pentameter. Lastly, there are several parallel phrases from sporting epigrams containing the phrase ‘¢v Nepeat’
and involving some numerical adverb in -dkig which hold the same place in the first or the second half of the
pentameter (Ebert 1972, 56 (nos. 15. 4, 25. 2, 35. 2, 37. 10, 43. 3)).

Equestrian activity at the Nemea in Archaic and Classical times may have included the t¢0pintnov (tethrippon)
dppa (Cat. 1. 51 (477 (?) - ca. 441 BC (?)) and certainly the kéAng (kelés)(Cat. 1. 18 (ca. 509 (???) - ca. 501 BC
(2?))), at least in the mid 5th century BC. Pindar mentions equestrian victories at Nemea, but does not state the
event in which his two Nemean equestrian victors won. Chromios simply wins with his dpua (Pind. Nem. 1.
8) and Melissos, even more vaguely, is victorious inmoSpopiq kpatéwv (Pind. Isthm. 3. 11-3.). The inscription
at Cat. 1. 18 (Nemea Archaeological Museum BR 1098) disproves the scholiast, who says of the Nemea °..fjv 8¢
YUHVIKOG Kai dppa, odxt Sippog o0dE kéAng... (Drachmann 1927, 2, 2. Pind. Nem. Hyp. b, Il. 6-7). Aippog here
seems to mean ovvwpig (two-horse chariot), which, according a scholion to Ar. Nub. 15, is ‘what we now call
the digpog’ (Holwerda 1977, 11, on Ar. Nub. 15).

Depending on whether our competitor was victorious in only one event or in both and assuming that the
victories were won at successive iterations, it will have taken him between seven and eleven years to achieve this
record. The victories then perhaps lie between 511 and 491 BC.
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1.17

Competitor name, patronymic: TipnooBévng Ieiwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 509 (?) — ca. 501 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Pind. OL 8. 15-6; Drachmann 1903, 237, 2. Pind. OL. 8, inscr. a. 6-9.
Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, 102, no. 119; Kostouros 2008, no. 200

Timosthenes, won at Nemea in some discipline that Pindar does not specify (Pind. OL 8. 15-16. (L105)). He
is also some relation of Alkimedon (Pind. Ol 8. 15 (L105)), whose Olympic victory in the boy’s wrestling the
scholiast (Drachmann 1903, 237, X. Pind. OL 8, inscr. a. 4-6.) puts in the 80th Olympiad, that is, 460 BC.
An Olympic victor list is presumably the basis for the titles given in scholia in manuscripts A and BDEPQ,
which also identify Alkimedon as a boy wrestler (Drachmann 1903, 236, X. Pind. OL 8. 1-7). The assertion that
Timosthenes was also a wrestler may be a guess based on the point that this was the discipline of Alkimedon,
although evidence from OL 8 suggests that this was indeed the case (Carey 1989b, 4; see below). Apart from
Timosthenes and Alkimedon, three other persons are named in Ol. 8, Iphion and Kallimachos, who are both
deceased (Pind. OL 8. 81-4 (L110)), and Melesias, the trainer (55-59).

Melesias we deal with elsewhere (Cat. 1. 16). As for the other two, Iphion and Kallimachos, the scholia
identify Timosthenes as Alkimedon’s brother (Drachmann 1903, 237, X. Pind. OI. 8, inscr. a. 6-9; Drachmann
1903, 237, Z. Pind. Ol 8. inscr. a; Drachmann 1903, 241, X. Pind. Ol 8, 16, 19b, 16, 19b), but disagree over who
Iphion and Kallimachos were. Iphion is either an ‘ancestor’ (Drachmann 1903, 262, 2. Pind. Ol. 8, 106a) or
father (Drachmann 1903, 262, 2. Pind. Ol 8,106 a, d, f, h) or just a ‘relative’ (Drachmann 1903, 263, . Pind. OL
8, 106f, h), while Kallimachos is a ‘relative’ (Drachmann 1903, 263, X. Pind. Ol 8, 106f, h) or uncle (Drachmann
1903, 263, £. Pind. OL 8, 106k), all of which sounds like guesswork, as do the statements that Alkimedon is the
brother of Timosthenes. Carey (1989b, 3-4) convincingly suggests on the grounds that Pindar does not nor-
mally refer to a relation of the subject of the ode without identifying him by name that Timosthenes is the oth-
erwise unidentified grandfather at 70-71 (Pind. OL 8. 70-1 (L109)) whose strength for wrestling with old age is
renewed at the news of his grandson’s success. Carey also suggests the metaphor that Pindar uses indicates that
Timosthenes was a wrestler, too. There are indications elsewhere that the same discipline might be practised
from generation to generation in the same family. Megas (Cat. 1. 19) and Deinis were both runners (Cat. 1. 50).

Either Iphion or Kallimachos is the deceased father of Alkimedon. Otherwise, one would not expect
Pindar to stress the joy felt by the grandfather (and not the father). Carey (1989b, 6) thinks that the father is
Kallimachos, as he is the final, and therefore most important, recipient of the good news, but this seems to go
against the general principal that informs, for example, agonistic inscriptions, of presenting the most important
item in a list first. Race thinks that Iphion is the father, because he hears the news first (Race 1990, 160-61;
Burnett 2005, 208, n.3).

If Timosthenes is the grandfather of Alkimedon and if Alkimedon was a naig in 460 BC, then Timosthenes’
Nemean victory was perhaps about fifty years in the past, possibly dating between ca. 509 and ca. 501 BC. The
Blepsiadai, the matpa (p. 69) to whom Timosthenes belonged, had won five previous victories at the games of the
periodos before the Olympic victory of Alkimedon (Pind. Ol 8.74-6.). One of these was obviously Timosthenes’
victory. Perhaps one or more of the four remaining victories were won at Nemea.

1.18

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown (more than one person)

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 509 (?) — ca. 501 BC (?)



CATALOGUE OF NEMEONIKAI - PART ONE: DEFINITE NEMEONIKAI « AURA SUPPLEMENT 12 - 45 -

Inscription find spot: Nemea

Citizenship(s): Sikyon (?)

Discipline(s): Horse (kéAng, kelés)

Ancient sources: Nemea Archaeological Museum BR 1098
Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 267

A bronze plaque, bearing holes for attachment presumably to a statue base and found more than 100 m south-
east of the altar of the temple of Zeus at Nemea (which was perhaps not its original location, given that Miller
(1984, 184) notes that the area where the inscription was found was epigraphically ‘notably poor’), displays the
inscription [---&véfe]kav kai TOV ké[Aeta 0L Al To]t Nepéar] (Miller 1984, 184, Plate 41 d). The use of the plural
indicates that the dedicators were more than one and the letter forms are Sikyonian dated to ca. 500 BC (Miller
1984, 184, 184 n. 65) or perhaps slightly before (Miller 2015, 487).

Collective victories in equestrian events are not unknown (e.g. Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 39 (672 BC,
Dyspontion (Elis))), 207 (480 BC, Argos), 233 (472 BC, Argos)). and it is possible that the victors here were the

Sicyonians themselves or they may be two or more members of an aristocratic family.

1.19

Competitor name, patronymic: Méyag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 507 (?) — ca. 475 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Boys’ or men’s diavog (diaulos) (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 8. 14-6 (L95); Pind. Nem. 8. 44-5 (1L97)
Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 120; Kostouros 2008, no. 135

Megas was the deceased father of Deinis (Pind. Nem. 8. 44-5 (L97): Deinis: Cat. 1. 50), who, like his father, was
a victor at Nemea, probably in the diavAog (diaulos) (Pind. Nem. 8. 14-6 (L95)). Since Deinis’ victory may date
between 477 and ca. 441 BC, Megas perhaps dates to about thirty years before, that is, ca. 507 - ca. 475 BC.

1.20

Competitor name, patronymic: Apyeiog ITavOeida

Date of victory/victories at Nemea ca. 507 (?) — ca. 431 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Tulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis

Discipline(s): Boxing or wrestling or pankration for ageneioi (?)

Ancient sources: IG XII 5 608. 15 (E25); IG XII 5 608. 26 (E25); Bacchyl. 1. 155-8; Bacchyl. 2. 6-8

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, 94, no. 188; Kostouros 2008, no. 20; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 90; Farrington
2012, no. 1. 40

IG XII 5 608 (E25), from Iulis on Keos, refers twice to victories by Argeios, son of Pantheidas (IG XII 5 608.
15, 26 (E25)). Of great importance in the consideration of possible dates for a number of Nemean victors
(Krinoleos (Cat. 1. 44), Lamprokles (Cat. 1. 31), Leon (Cat. 1. 78), Liparion (Cat. 1. 27), Phokion (Cat. 1. 5)),
this inscription, definitively dealt with by Schmidt (1999), whose treatment is conveniently summarised by
Christesen (2007, 139-41), consists in its present form of a fragmentary victor list. While most of the names and
patronymics of the victors are preserved in their entirety on the left, intact side and in the centre of the stone, the
surface is damaged on the right, where the disciplines associated with the victors were recorded (Schmidt 1999,
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70 for drawing of inscription). The start of the inscription, including the title, has been lost, but is followed, first
by a list of victors in a now unnamed set of games and then by a list of victors in the Nermea. Since the canonical
order of presentation of the games of the periodos in Archaic and Classical times is Olympia, Pythia, Isthmia and
Nemea, two points about IG XII 5 608 (E25) are almost certain. Firstly, the first, now untitled list records victors
in the Isthmia and, second, these two lists were preceded by a list of victors in the Olympia, which was followed
by a list of victors in the Pythia (Schmidt 1999, 67; Christesen 2007, 140). Scholars thought that the catalogue
was chronologically ordered and so regarded it a major piece of evidence in the dating of the victors it men-
tions, in that the inscription was thought to offer relative dates for their victories, until Schmidt demonstrated
conclusively that it is not laid out in chronological sequence, although this undoubtedly true interpretation
did not apparently immediately filter through the scholarly literature (e.g. Maehler 2003, xl-xliii). The now-
lost disciplines that it very probably mentioned can, however, be recovered through a consideration of the
age-classes involved and an awareness that such victory inscriptions present disciplines in order of decreasing
prestige (Schmidt 1999, 78-80). Schmidt showed that the victors in the two lists are therefore ordered first in
terms of age groups, &v8peg preceding dyéveiot and dyévelol preceding maideg, and then, within these groups,
in order of decreasing prestige of the disciplines in which they were victorious (boxing, pankration, wrestling,
keryx (herald)). Only in cases in which two victors are victorious in the same discipline is it possible, but not
certain, that the names are chronologically ordered. The inscription itself, on the basis of letter forms, scribal
similarities with other dated inscriptions and morphology, dates to ca. 350-330 BC (Schmidt 1999, 72-4),
although, of course, the victors it records may date to any time before ca. 330 BC, and it was perhaps erected by
a deme of the polis of Iulis on Keos (Schmidt 1999, 81).

So, Argeios is recorded as a victor in a now unknown discipline at the Nemea in the age class of ayéveiot (IG
XII 5 608. 26 (E25)) and also appears in the first list as a victor in an unknown discipline, almost certainly at the
Isthmia and in the age class of maideg (IG XII 5 608. 15 (E25)). Since, however, the disciplines in the inscription
are ordered according to prestige, and then according to age-group, Schmidt (1999, 80) convincingly suggests
that Argeios’ Isthmian victory was in the boys” wrestling and his Nemean victory in the youths’ wrestling.

Bacchylides wrote two odes, 1 and 2, in honour of an Argeios. Bacchyl. 1 was written in honour of an
Argeios, who was an Isthmian victor (Bacchyl. 1. 155-7) and whose patronymic was almost certainly Pantheidas
(Bacchyl. 1. 147-8 (L8)). There is no indication of the age group of the victor and no direct indication of the dis
cipline, although this was presumably some heavy event, since Argeios is described as ...kaptep]oxetp (Bacchyl.
1. 142). Argeios was also victorious at other, unnamed games (Bacchyl. 1. 156-8 (156) (L9)). Bacchyl. 2, which
also celebrates an Isthmian victory (Bacchyl. 2. 6-9.), does not mention the name of its honorand, but the
corrector of the 1* century BC papyrus A% who was very probably contemporary with the papyrus that he was
correcting (Jebb 1905, 133) and was therefore likely to be drawing on now missing parts of A%, gives Bacchyl. 2
the title “t@t avt@d, that is, the Argeios of Bacchyl. 1. There is no indication of the age class in this short poem,
although Bpactyxetpog (Bacchyl. 2. 2, 4) suggests a heavy event of some sort (Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 131).
Thus Bacchyl. 1 and 2 would seem to have been written for the same honorand, whose patronymic, furthermore,
was very probably Pantheidas. In fact, Maehler (2003, xlii) suggests that Bacchyl. 2, in view of its brief length
and the presence of avOiyevr|¢ (Bacchyl. 2. 11), may have been an immediate response to the victory, perhaps
performed at the Isthmus. This Argeios of, it seems, the two poems, then, is almost certainly the Argeios of our
inscription.

Indeed Bacchyl. 1 and 2 very probably refer to the Isthmian victory that the inscription mentions, if Schmidt
is right in suggesting that Argeios’ Isthmian victory was in the boys’ wrestling. In neither poem, however, is
there any direct mention of a Nemean victory and, such was the fame of a victory in any of the games of the 5%
century periodos (Nielsen 2018, 213-15), it is unlikely that any Nemean victory is hiding unspecified behind
Bacchylides’ Mimapdv v° dA|]Awv otepavwv (Bacchyl. 1. 158.). Thus, if Bacchylides’ Argeios is the person in the
inscription, as seems more than probable, Argeios’ Nemean victory recorded there was won after the compo-
sition of Bacchyl. 1 and 2, as one might expect, given that the Nemean victory was obtained in the dyévetot

age-group.
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Since IG XII 5 608 (E25) is not arranged in chronological order, the best that can be done with dating of
Argeios’ Nemean victory is to place it at some otherwise unspecified point in the working life of Bacchylides,
that is, ca. 507 - post-431 BC (Appendix 3.2 (chronology of Bacchylides’ career)) and after his victory at the
Isthmia, which is likewise undatable.

1.21

Competitor name, patronymic: TyuodnpogTipovoov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 501 — ca. 485 or ca. 463-459 or 461 or 445 - ca. 441 BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 2. 3-5 (L79)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 37; Kyle 1987, A64; Kostouros 2008, no. 198; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 123-
24; Farrington 2012, no. 3. 3

In addition to his Nemean victory in the pankration, celebrated in Nem. 2 (Pind. Nem. 2. 3-5.(L79)), Timodemos,
who was from the Athenian deme of Acharnai (Drachmann 1927, 28, . Pind. Nem. 2, superscription to Ner.2.9
(D, T, U)), also won a victory at Olympia ‘immediately after’ his Nemean victory, according to the scholiast
(Drachmann 1927, 28-9, X. Pind. Nem. 2, 1la (‘e00¢w¢’)). At Pind. Nem. 2. 8-12 (L80), Pindar predicts, on the
basis of the Nemean victory, that Timodemos will win victories on the one hand (uév, 8) at the Isthmia and
Nemea and on the other (8¢, 11) at an important set of games, like the great Orion, who follows the flock of
Pleiades (that is, Timodemos will win at the Olympia) (Instone 1996, 149). Instone (1996, 143) thinks that the
scholiast is simply guessing that Timodemos won an Olympic victory on the basis of the lines, but, if so, one
might also expect him to conjecture victories at the Isthmia and Pythia.

Timodemos’ victory falls (of course) within the working life of Pindar, that is, between ca. 500 and ca.
440 BC (Appendix 2. 3 (chronology of working life of Pindar)). If we assume (1) that Timodemos’ Olympic
victory is not just scholiastic speculation drawing on Pindar’s hopes, expressed at 8-12 (Instone 1996, 145), that
Timodemos will win an Olympic victory, (2) that his Olympic victory took place in the year after his Nemean
victory and (3) that it, too, was in the pankration, then within the period ca. 500 - ca. 440 BC the years 483-465
BC and 457-449 BC can be excluded, because the winners in the pankration at Olympia are known for the years
480-464 BC (Farnell 1932, 96; Moretti, Olympionikai, 96, no. 262; Bowra 1964, 407, all referring to POxy. I1 222
(Christesen 2007, 382-83), which gives some or all of the victors for 75" (480 BC) — 78" (468 BC) and 81* (456
BC) - 83" (448 BC) Olympiads; Victory of Ephoudion (Ephotion), 464 (Cat. 1. 59)) and for the period 456-448
BC (456 BC (Ol. 81): Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 273; 452 BC (Ol. 82): Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 287; 448 BC
(Ol 83): Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 300, all referring to POxy. II 222), but not for 460 (Ol 80) (in which year
Moretti (Olympionikai, no. 262) tentatively places Timodemos victory) or for 444 or for 440 BC.

In the attempt to date Nem. 2, it has been remarked that Pindar does not mention the battle of Salamis and
this, it has been suggested, as Bowra (1964, 407) notes, means that the ode was composed before 480 BC or at
least before the battle. Not much as regards dating can be done with this observation, however. Pindar refers
to Salamis four times elsewhere, although he mentions the battle apparently only when there is some obvious
point in doing so. In one passage (Pind. Pyth. 1. 75-6), he clearly has good reason to refer to the event, as the
honorand of the ode is Hieron, who defeated the Carthaginians in the battle of Himera, of 480 BC, and Pindar
is concerned to equate the glorious outcome of this conflict with the successes of Salamis and Plataea. In the
other case (Pind. Isthm. 5. 49), the honorand of the ode is Aiginetan and the Aiginetans played a notably hon-
ourable role at Salamis. Otherwise, in the present example and in the fourth case in which Pindar mentions
Salamis (Pind. Nem. 4. 48), there is no particular connection between honorand and battle and this is probably
why Pindar makes no reference to the conflict and indeed it worth remembering that Pindar, or the patrons for
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whom he was writing, need not have shared the point of view of the Athenians, whose narrative assigned such
importance to these events (Willcock 1995, 2-3). Thus the absence of any mention of the event in Pind. Nem. 2
is not a decisive argument for placing the poem before 480.

The possible dates for Timodemos’ Nemean victory are therefore ca. 501 - ca. 485, 463-459, 461 and, least
likely, 445 - ca. 441 BC.

1.22

Competitor name, patronymic: @eavdpida

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 501 - ca. 477 BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Wrestling or pankration?

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 4. 73-7 (L85)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 59-60, N 50-51; Farrington 2012, no. 3. 1

The scholiast, who is perhaps guessing because the inference is obvious, says that the Theandridai are the ‘patpio’
(Figueira 1981, 311-13 (Aiginetan gpatpiat)), of Timasarchos, the honorand of Pind. Nem. 4 (Drachmann 1927,
84, X. Pind. Nem. 4, 118 (L15)). They won at iterations of the Olympia, the Isthmia and the Nemea attended by
Pindar as a ‘kapv€’ (Pind. Nem. 4. 73-7 (L85)), by which he presumably means that he has written epinician
odes for these victories. Pind. Nem. 4 may possibly be dated to 477 BC (Cat. 1. 49). Pindar began his working
life perhaps just before 500 BC and died probably soon after 440 BC (Appendix 2.3). Thus the victories won by
the various members of the Theandridai, or at least those for which Pindar composed poetry, may date between
ca. 501 and ca. 477 BC.

1.23

Competitor name, patronymic: Zwyévng @eapiwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea ca. 501 (??) - ca. 465 BC (??)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Men’s pentathlon

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 7. 7-8 (L92)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 26; Kostouros 2008, no. 183; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 118

Sogenes won the pentathlon at the Nemea (Pind. Nem. 7. 7-8 (1L92)), but it is not obvious in which age category
he did so. He is described (Nem.7. 7) as ‘nai¢ 6 ®eapiwvog, but this indicates merely that he is the son of
Thearion and says nothing about his age (Pfeijffer 1988, 28). At Nem. 7. 91-92, Sogenes is said to be dtalov
apgénwv|Bupov (fostering a spirit of devotion’) towards his father, which suggests nothing more than that
Sogenes is young. The superscription to the ode (Drachmann 1927, 115, X. Pind. Nem. 7. (D)) admittedly
describes him as a maic, but this may simply be a conclusion derived from 7. A scholion (Drachmann 1927,
116, £. Pind. Nem. 7, inscr. (B) (L18)) seems to imply, as Miller (1975, 119-201) shows, not a victory in the
boys” pentathlon, but one in the men’s pentathlon as a boy, although, as Neumann-Hartmann (2008, 118, n.
165) points out, if this were the case, then one might have expected Pindar to mention such an achievement.
As Miller (1975, 119-201) notes, comparison with the Pythia and the Isthmia makes it unlikely that there was
a boys’ pentathlon at the time at the Nemea. If Pfeijffer’s (1988, 37) view that Pindar only mentions the age cat-
egory of his honorand if the honorand is either a maig or a dyévelog is correct, which it may well be, Sogenes
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was an &vrp when he won the victory which the Nem. 7 commemorates, although he may have won the men’s
pentathlon as a boy earlier in his career.

Simonides is said to have produced an epigram apparently for this victory (Drachmann 1927, 115, £. Pind.
Nem. 7. 1a. 17-19), which, if true, sets a lower date of about 465 BC (Appendix 2.1 (chronology of Simonides’
career)). Beyond that, the question of the dating of Nem. 7 is insoluble. The scholion just mentioned (Drachmann
1927, 116, X. Pind. Nem. 7, inscr. (L18)) gives a date for Nem. 7 or at least for the date of the iteration of the
Nemea in which Sogenes won in the pentathlon. In manuscript B, the scholion runs in its full form TIp@tog 6
Swyévng Aiyvnt@v éviknoe maig dv mevtablw katd v teocapakadekatnv Nepedda. Etédn 6¢ 6 mévtablog
TPOTOV Katd THV TpLokatdekatnv Nepedda. Manuscript D gives k87 (i.e. 24" Nemead, that is, 527 BC), instead
of ‘reaoapaxadexdarny’ (i.e. 14™ Nemead, that is, 547 BC), both dates long before Pindar was active (Appendix
2.3 (chronology of Pindar’s career)). Two solutions have been proposed, either to amend the text to produce a
date that falls within Pindar’s working lifetime, or, more adventurously, to assume that the text, or one version
of it, is correct and that the year recorded for Sogenes’ victory is numbered from the foundation year of a new
Nemean epoch. Emendations to bring Nem. 7 into line with the chronological limits of Pindar’s activity were
proposed by Hermann (‘v8” (467 BC) (Carey 1981, 133)), Gaspar (‘na” (493 BC) (Gaspar 1900, 39-42) and
by Wilamowitz-Moellendorf ‘ud” (487 BC) (Wilamowitz 1922, 160; Drachmann 1927, 116, X. Pind. Nem. 7, 6,
app. crit.; Carey 1981, 133), which are all reasonable guesses, in that they fall well within Pindar’s working life.
Christesen (2007, 109-10) was the first to suggest that Sogenes’ victory is numbered from the foundation year
of some new epoch that would have begun sometime in the early 5" century BC. He is followed by Farrington
(2017, 452-53), who takes tpiokaidekatny to be the correct reading and suggests a date of 493-467 BC for Pind.
Nem. 7. However, most, if not all, known refoundations of games and the corresponding institution of epochs
belong to the Imperial period and there seems to be no evidence for such a procedure so early, let alone for
any epoch that lasted long enough to leave tracks in the historical record. Lastly, according to another scholion
(Drachmann 1927, 128-29, X. Pind. Nem. 7. 94a), Pind. Nem. 7 is Pindar’s apologia to the Aiginetans, who
had been upset by his treatment in a paean (Paean 6) of Neoptolemus. Whether this is true in any way (latest
and fullest treatment of Pind. Paean 6: Rutherford 2001, 298-338), Paean 6 cannot in any case be dated and so
cannot offer a terminus post quem for Pind. Nem. 7. Burnett (2005, 185) tentatively places Pind. Nem. 7 in the
460s BC. Even more tentatively, we place it not more exactly than somewhere in Pindar’s working life before the
possible date of the death of Simonides, from perhaps 501 BC to perhaps 465 BC (Appendix 2. 3 (Chronology
of Pindar’s career)).

1. 24

Competitor name, patronymic: AplotokAeidag ApLloTopdaveog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 501 (?) - ca. 441 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Pankration (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 3. 2, 13-8.

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 47; Kostouros 2008, no. 24; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 91

Aristokleidas won a victory in the maykpdtiov at Nemea according to scholiast, who may however be merely
extrapolating from the poem (Pind. Nem. 3. 14-7; Drachmann 1927, 40, inscr.1), and probably did so as an
avnp. It is true that he is described as ‘kaAo¢’ (Pind. Nem. 3.19), although praise of the beauty of the contestant
is not limited to maideg and dvSpeg can be described as such (e.g. Pind. OL 9. 94.; Pfeijffer 1988, 31; Burnett
2005, 142 for opposite view). Aristokleidas is also described as the maig Apiotogdaveog (20), which, since maic is
accompanied by the patronymic here, simply means that Aristokleidas is the son of Aristophanes, whatever his
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age (Pfeijffer 1988, 28; Burnett 2005, 144 for the opposite view). Finally, although the chorus consists of youths
(Pind. Nem. 3. 5), this need not mean that the honorand and the chorus are of the same age (Pfeijffer 1988, 35).

That Aristokleidas won as an &vrjp is also suggested by the fact that he has become a member of the thearion
of Aigina, apparently, as Pindar presents it, as the result of his athletic victory and the glory that he has brought
to Aigina (Pind. Nem. 3. 67-70). The thearion, known from scholia (Drachmann 1927, 59, X. Pind. Nem. 3. 122
a, b) and from Hellenistic and Roman inscriptions (Figueira 1981, 315; 314-19 on thearion), seems to have been
a body of officials concerned with the cult of Apollo Pythios, who, as part of their duties, acted as theoroi to
other cults of Apollo. It was clearly a prestigious body and perhaps also had political duties and powers outside
those mentioned by the scholiasts. We have no idea of the age of entry to this institution, but perhaps it was
about 30. From post-Classical times there is a reference to a father and son who were members (Figueira 1981,
318, n. 39, referring to Walter et al. 1975, 50-3, n. 17, # 3, 11. #27, 46 and # 7, 16). Some commentators have
suggested that Aristokleidas was a mature man, especially in the light of 71-75 (Pind. Nem. 3. 71-5. (L82)) and,
of course, Pindar apologies for being late (Pind. Nem. 3. 80), if he is to be read literally and if his words are not
a metapoetic, self-referential statement (Burnett 2005, 151 n.44), but he cannot have been that late. Moreover,
most athletic careers were probably over by the time the athlete was 25 (or at least such is the general impression

the evidence gives. The topic needs further work).

The myths in Pind. Nem. 3 and the figures featured in them also suggest on the whole that Aristokleidas was
a young man. They are informed by a general theme of youthful achievement, albeit nothing more specific than
that. First to appear is Herakles, who has travelled as far as, but no further than, the pillars of Herakles (21-26).
Then Peleus appears (32-36), who takes Iolkos and seizes Thetis. Thereafter comes Telamon, brother of Peleus,
who, with Iolaos, defeats Laomedon in the First Trojan War, having previously (Pfeijffer 1999, 321) taken part
in the expedition against the Amazons (36-39). Then we have the youth of Achilles, who is under the tutelage of
Chiron and performs astonishing feats of hunting (43-53), which prefigure his exploits at Troy (59-63). Chiron
also taught Jason (54) and Asklepios (54-5) and brought about the wedding of Peleus and Thetis (56-7). The
mention of Herakles at the world’s end may be a hint that Aristokleidas has reached the limits of his abilities,
either in negative, ad hominem terms (Pfeijffer 1999, 287) or in positive, general terms (Burnett 2005, 143).
Thereafter, the motif of youthful achievement and even greater youthful potential inform the myths, to the point
that in the account of the defeat of Laomedon, the spotlight is thrown upon Telamon and Iolaos, the nephew of
Herakles, rather than on Herakles himself, the true protagonist (Burnett 2005, 144-45), while the expedition
against the Amazons was above all an exploit of Herakles (Pfeijffer 1999, 321, ad 38-39). The message for Aris-
tokleidas seems to be that he has fulfilled the potential of his youth, more a point to be made to a successful man
than to a youth. Aristokleidas also won in games at Epidaurus, probably what was known as the Asklepieia by
the later 5" century BC (Pind. Nem. 3. 84; Nielsen 2018, 43, 43 no. 206, 129-30, no. 64) and at Megara (Pind.
Nem. 3. 84), which the scholiast identifies as the Megarika Pythia (Drachmann 1927, 62, 2. Pind. Nem. 3, 147;
Games at Megara: Appendix 3. 7).

There is no indication in Pind. Nem. 3 as to when it was written (Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 91) and,
although Bowra (1964, 408-9) tentatively puts Pind. Nem. 3 in 474 BC, the poem cannot be dated any more pre-
cisely than to within the limits of Pindar’s working life, that is, ca. 500 and ca. 440 or soon after (Appendix 2. 3).
Thus the most we can say is that Aristokleidas’ Nemean victory dates between perhaps 501 and perhaps 441 BC.

1. 25

Competitor name, patronymic: Nicodaudag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 501 (2?) - ca. 431 (??) BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Corinth

Discipline(s): Pentathlon
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Ancient sources: Anth. Pal. 13. 19 (L3)
Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 78, ] 218-220, N 157-159; Kostouros 2008, no. 148; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 15

An epigram (Anth. Pal. 13. 19 = 155B = 147D = Page 1981, 262-64 XLIII = Ebert 1972, 92-6, no. 26 (L3)),
composed in a unique combination of dactylic hexameters and hipponacteans (Page 1981, 262) and presented
as an inscription on the base of the statue of the athlete Nikolaidas of Corinth gives his sporting record. The
text is ‘incurably corrupt’ (Page 1981, 263) at various points, although most details of Nikolaidas™ career can
be extracted. He won at Delphi (1) and at the Panathenaia (3), which in view of the substantial prize or prizes
he seems to have won (see below) must have been the penteteric Megala Panathenaia. He also won three times
in succession at the Isthmia (4), three times at the Nemea (7), four times at Pellene (Appendix 3. 8) (8), twice
at the Lykaia (8) (For Lykaia, see Nielsen 2018, 37-40, 121 no. 39), at Aigina (9) (Appendix 3. 1), at Epidaurus
(9) presumably the Asklepieia (Nielsen 2018, 129-30, no. 65), at Thebes (10) (Appendix 3. 11), at Megara (10)
(Appendix 3. 7) and in an otherwise unknown set of games at Phleious (11) (Nielsen 2018, 95, 99 n. 640).
Page (1981, 263) obelizes the transmitted “kai Nepéa’ (9), suggesting that it is a careless repetition of the same
words at the beginning of 7. Page also mentions the conjecture of Brunk, who suggests restoring ‘kai Nepéa’ to
‘kad Teyéel. This Ebert (1972, 95) accepts without comment, rightly so, since by this point the poem is listing
victories at lesser games (which Nielsen (2018, 40, 40 n. 186, 88, 123-24, no. 45.) takes to be the Aleaia, held in
honour of Athena Alea). More perplexing, however, are the number and discipline of the victories at what one
assumes are the Megala Panathenaia (3-4).

The transmitted ‘¢Efxovta augipopeic’ (4) transgresses the hipponactean (Ebert 1972, 93-4; Page 1981,
263) and in order to restore the metre the choice lies between correcting one word or the other. Before we make
the choice, however, we need to look at 3 and 10-12 to determine Nikolaidas’ discipline or disciplines. Ebert
(1972, 93), on the basis of 3 and 11, believes that Nikolaidas was a otadievg and nothing more and won five
victories in this capacity at the Megala Panathenaia. He therefore thinks that the ote@davouvg of 3 are the crowns
that Nikolaidas won for these five victories. Five victories imply a period of at least twenty years. This is not
impossible, but still unlikely (Page 1981, 263), or at least more unlikely than winning, albeit more than once, the
pentathlon at the Panathenaia, if we suppose (as Page (1981, 263) does) that mévt’ ¢ &é0Noig (3) refers to the
pentathlon, which seems more than possible, since the phrase névt” én’ d¢0Aoig could be read as a periphrasis
for mévtaBlov and is echoed by 11, where the pentathlon is certainly being referred to. In fact, in 3 Nikolaidas
won ‘crowns’ in this contest and so must have won more than once. Furthermore, since there is nothing to
indicate otherwise, all the victories that follow down to 10 are therefore presumably in the pentathlon.

As for 11, Ebert (1972, 92, 96), who builds on a conjecture of Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (Ebert 1972, 96),
suggests that the start of 11 is a continuation of the end of 10, that we are to assume the sense of a full-stop after
év 8¢ DAelobvy, that otadiw instead of 0tddiov is to be read and that the mévte of the manuscripts is to be read
as mavta, thus giving °..&v 6¢ OAelodvt- Zradiv 8¢ & mavta kpatioag|(12) ebgpavev peydhav Kopvbov!
(’...and he won in Phleious, too. Conquering in all the contests in the stadion he gladdened the heart of great
Corinth.). These are not inconsiderable changes and the passage can be satisfactorily interpreted as it stands in the
manuscripts. Here (11) té& te mévte can only mean the pentathlon. The stadion, of course, in addition to being an
independent discipline, was also a contest in the pentathlon and it is conceivable that it is the stadion embedded
in the pentathlon that is being referred to here (events in pentathlon: Kyle 1990, 291-93; recent scholarship on
penthathlon: Decker 2012, 77-86). Indeed, Merkelbach (1987, 293-95), on the basis of inscriptional evidence
that may show that the otadiov (stadion) at some time belonged to the mpwtn tpiag, suggests that Nikolaidas is
making the boast that he won the pentathlon during the np@trn tpLag, i.e., as early as possible during the contest.
However, the syntax of 11 (%...t& te Mévte kpatroag|ndepavev peydlav KopivBov...) seems to exclude this. Te
links in parallel otaStov and T mévte as the two objects of kpatnoag, suggesting that one is to be seen separately
from the other and therefore that the stadion here was the stand-alone discipline and not the stadion component
in the pentathlon. Nikolaidas was thus chiefly a pancratiast, although he also won the stadion at a set of games at
Phleious, a deed sufficiently prestigious for the composer of the epigram to record it. KéptvBov in 11 then takes
us neatly back to the Kopiv0iog of the first line and Nikolaidas himself.
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So, it seems that Nikolaidas was generally a pentathlete, but did manage a victory in the stadion at a lesser
set of games. We return now to é&fkovta Tau@ipopeis in 4. Ebert (1972, 92-4) and others wish to retain
‘Apeipopeic’ and amend ‘€&fixovta) but ‘¢€fkovta’ is in itself not unreasonable. The prize for naideg victors in
the pentathlon, at least in the first half of the 4" century BC, was 30 amphoras of oil and 40 for ayéveiot (IG II?
2311, fg, b, Col. 1. 26-7, 41-2). It is not known how many amphoras were awarded to the &vdpeg victor, but 60
is possible, as Ebert (1972, 94, 94 n.1.) notes, although he himself rejects it. Klee, followed by Blinkenberg (1929,
272) and apparently by Page (1981, 264), was the first to suggest that ‘auipopeic’ was a gloss that had infiltrated
the text and displaced another word, which he suggested was ‘kdSovg’ and, slipping in a ‘te’ before é\aiov, he
proposed ‘kai ITavaBnvaiolg otegdvovg Aafe mévt’ én” aéBhowg[EENkovta’kadovg T élaiov’ (Klee 1918, 83,
no. 78; Ebert 1972, 94). On the other hand, ‘otépavog’ can also mean ‘the prize of victory’ (LSJ s.v. ‘otepavog,
I1.2.b). Here perhaps, somewhat adventurously, it means both and therefore stands in apposition to 4, which (if

we remove Klee’s suggested ‘te’) specifies the reward.

In fact, the ‘¢Eqkovta’ jars of oil may be the result of two victories in the maiSeq pentathlon, which,
chronologically speaking, would be attainable, if Nikolaidas won his first victory at the age of 12. For the games
of the periodos and the Panathenaia, which, although not a member of the periodos, is the most prestigious of
the non-periodos games, the poem mentions the victories, at least those won at the Pythia and at the Isthmia
and Nemea, in ascending order of numbers of victories (one at the Pythia, and three at the Isthmia and Nemea),
while for the clearly less prestigious games, the opposite seems to be the case (four at Pellene and two at all the
rest). Nikolaidas therefore very probably won two victories at the Panathenaia, for which, if in the 5™ century
BC the prize was 30 amphoreis per victory, he was awarded the é&nkovta jars of 4. Perhaps reference to the

number of victories at the Panathenaia has been lost in the corruption prevailing in 4.

As has been pointed out, the literary model of A.P. 13. 19 (L3) is the victory catalogue of the type found in
Pindar (Page 1981, 262). Is the poem, then, a purely literary creation, designed to give enjoyment to readers
aware of the motifs of epinician poetry by reproducing such motifs in a surprising, but still related, new envi-
ronment? Or is it a straightforward copy of a real inscription, albeit one that bears the signs of literary influence?
To attempt an answer to this, one needs to ask first how far A.P. 13. 19 (L3) does actually resemble surviving
genuine inscriptions recording the victories of individual athletes. At Olympia, the seven surviving victory
inscriptions of 6™ century — 300 BC restrict themselves to recording victories in games in the periodos (Nielsen
2018, 180-83), with only one exception. This refers to the exploits of an anonymous runner from Crete, of
perhaps 4 century BC, who won at Olympia, possibly at Nemea, at Athens and at Delphi (Ebert 1972, 151, no.
48). Furthermore, Pausanias, in his apparently faithful coverage of the record of almost 200 athletes at Olympia
as manifested by the ‘¢mypappara’ (metrical inscriptions) on their statues, does not record a victory in games
outside the periodos (Nielsen 2018, 178-79), which gives the very strong impression that these inscriptions
at Olympia did not mention any such victories. At Delphi, the situation seems to have been similar (Nielsen
2018, 186). Only three examples, all of them of 4™ century or 3™ century BC, that list victories outside the
periodos are known. One of these (ca. 400-350 BC), which lists the victories of the early 5" century super-star
Theogenes, lists only one non-periodos victory, at the Hecatomboia (Syll.> 36 A (E32)). Another, for Herogeiton
of Magnesia (late 4"/early 3 century BC) (Ebert 1972, 163-64, no. 53) lists victories at the Isthmia, Panathenaia
and Ephesia, while the third (mid 4" century BC), recording the victories of the late 5* century Dorieus (Syll.?
82), gives multiple victories won at the Panathenaia, the Epidaurian Asklepieia, the Hecatomboia and the
Lykaia. Finally, inscriptions recording the victories of panhellenic winners found outside the sites of the games
of the periodos also occasionally refer to a few victories outside the periodos (IG IV 510 (E19), Argive Heraion
(Timokles (Cat. 1. 14), citizen of Mycenae?, late 6" century BC, victories at Nemea, Tegea, Kleitor, Pellene);
IAG. 12, Sikyon (Ayad[ - - - ], (Cat. 1. 15) citizen of Sikyon (?), early 5% century BC, victories at Pythia, Isthmia,
Nemea, Isthmia, Sicyonian Pythia, Panathenaia); Charneux 1985b, 357-75, no. 1, Argos (Kleainetos (Cat. 1.
84.), citizen of Argos, ca. 350-325 BC, victories at Pythia, Nemea, Lykaia, Heraia (?) at Argos); Amandry 1980,
p. 217, Argos (Prateas, (Cat. 1. 79), citizen of Argos, ca. 350-300 BC, victories at Isthmia, Heraia, Nemea, ‘at
Mainalon;, Isthmia, Lykaia, Nemea, Panathenaia, Nemea, Pythia, perhaps listed chronologically (Nielsen 2018,
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194); 1. Lindos 68, Rhodes (Nikagoras (Cat. 1. 97.), citizen of Rhodes, late 4™ century BC, victories at Pythia,
Isthmia, Nemea, Panathenaia, Hecatomboia, Sicyonian Pythia, Lykaia).

To turn to Pindar’s catalogues: except in two cases (Pind. OL 7. 77-86; Pind. Nem. 10. 23-8), they always
first present victories in the four sets of games of the periodos unadulterated by any mention of victory in
other, non-periodos contests. They also frequently mention considerably more non-periodos contests that any
surviving inscription does (Pind. Isthm. 1. 52-9: Isthmia + 5 non-periodos games; OL 7. 8-10: Olympia, Pythia,
80-87: Tlepolemeia, Isthmia, Nemea + 8 non-periodos games; Pind. OL 9. 16-8: Olympia, Pythia, 84-99: Isthmia,
Nemea + 7 non-periodos games; Pind. Ol 13. 98-113: Isthmia, Nemea, Olympia, Pythia + 11 non-periodos
games; Thummer 1968, 27-8 (chart)), although, apart from the fact that the Panathenaia twice directly follow
the games of the periodos (Pind. Nem. 10. 22-36 (L100); Pind. OI. 7. 10, 80-7) and once follow the Hecatom-
boia, when these games directly follow the periodos games (Pind. Ol 9. 85-99), the rest of the contests are not
ordered on any hierarchic principle. A.P. 13. 19 (L3) thus resembles a Pindaric catalogue in its length, with its
reference to five victories at non-periodos games. Unlike a Pindaric catalogue, however, the poem also displays
two other ‘poetic’ structuring techniques, the presence of neither of which, however, means that the piece was
incontrovertibly a poem and not also an inscription. The first is, as we have pointed out, the organization of
the victories in the periodos games in ascending order of numbers of victories. The Panathenaia do not, of
course, belong to the periodos, but the catalogues of Pindar, in which the Panathenaia border on the games of
the periodos, make clear how high their status is, while they actually penetrate the closed circle of the periodos
games in one inscription we have looked at (Ebert 1972, 151, no. 48). Thus, even though this ordering principle
seems to be at work in Anth. Pal. 13. 19, it does not clash with the norms of agonistic inscriptions. The second
‘poetic’ technique is the ring composition that we have also pointed out, with ‘KopivBiog’ in the first line and
‘KopwvBov’ in the last, which again, far from getting in the way of the simple, self-promotional message of the
poem, enhances it, by driving home the glory Nikolaidas has brought his city. Perhaps, then, the poem really
did start life as an inscription, as at least one scholar believed (Page 1981, 262). In fact, Nielsen (2018, 189) floats
the interesting idea that the inscription originally stood at the sanctuary at the Isthmus, a famous and much-
frequented site, which might explain why it found its way into a collection. Perhaps, then, it is the fruit, unique
among surviving inscriptions, of a creative transference of the techniques of epinician poetry to another public
medium, the world of victory inscriptions.

If we do assume that Anth. Pal. 13. 19 is a copy of an inscription, then, since it so clearly displays similarities
with the catalogues of epinician poetry (and not at all with the much briefer catalogues of what can certainly
be identified as victory inscriptions), it is probably does not date to before 500 BC, by which time, perhaps, the
catalogue had evolved as feature of epinician poetry. Epinician poetry, of course, was gone as a living genre by
the last third of the 5® century BC, although Pindar was read and admired into Hellenistic and Imperial times.
Anth. Pal. 13. 19, if it did start life as an inscription, was perhaps an attempt to transfer the glamour of the pri-
vate world of aristocratic epinician celebration to the wider world and audience of the athletic statue, seen by all
visitors, and would surely have had its greatest power when epinician poetry was still being produced. Perhaps
the piece, if it was originally an inscription, was produced at the cusp, when statues are taking over from epini-
cian poetry as the main means of commemorating athletic prowess in the mid 5" century BC. Page (1981, 262),
who believed that the poem was certainly inscriptional, thought that the ascription to Simonides meant that
the poem was ‘0ld’ and ‘one of the numerous athlete inscriptions of the late archaic and classical periods which
came into the Anthology mostly through the Sylloge Simonidea’. If, on the other hand, the piece did not start as
an inscription, it may simply be inspired by the victory catalogues of epinician poets, but perhaps dates later.

Thus it is not impossible that Anth. Pal. 13.19 (L3) and the Nemean victories it refers to date to ca. 501 - ca.
431 BC.
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1.26

Competitor name, patronymic: Abtoundng Tipo&évou

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 499 (?) — 451 (?) BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Phleious

Discipline(s): Pentathlon (victories in discus, javelin, wrestling)
Ancient sources: Bacchyl. 9. 21-38; Bacchyl. 9. 79-82, 102-4.
Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 146; Kostouros 2008, no. 34

Automedes won three events (discus, javelin, wrestling) in the pentathlon at the Nemea and so was declared
winner (Bacchylides Ep. 9. 26-29 (victory in pentathlon), 32 (discus), 33-35 (javelin), 36-41 (wrestling); Rules
of pentathlon: p. 51). Nothing is known of him, except for what is given in Bacchyl. 9. In particular, there is
nothing to suggest a date beyond the probable chronological limits of Bacchylides’ career, that is, ca. 500 - ca.
431 BC (Appendix 2. 2). Since Bacchylides makes no attempt to give him any divine background, this may mean

that he was not an aristocrat (Sevieri 2007, 196).

1.27

Competitor name, patronymic: Aimapiwv Aimapov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 499 - ca. 431 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Tulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: IG XI1 5 608. 4 (E25); IG XII 5 608. 8 (E25); IG XII 5 608. 22 (E25); Bacchyl. 8. 17-8

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, no. 127; Strasser 2001, 47, no. 40; Kostouros 2008, no. 102; Farrington 2012, no.
1.39

Liparion, son of Liparos, appears in a list of victors from Iulis on Keos (IG XII 5 608. 22 (E25)) as a victor in
some menss discipline at the Nemea, almost certainly the men’s pankration (Schmidt’s treatment IG XII 5 608
(E25): Cat. 1. 20). He also appears as a victor at what are almost certainly the Isthmia, where he was victorious
three times, very probably twice in the men’s boxing and once in the men’s pankration (IG XII 5 608. 4, 5, 8
(E25); Schmidt 1999, 79-80).

The unknown honorand of Bacchyl. 8 has been identified with the father of this Liparion and more probably
with Liparion himself (Maehler 2003, XLV). This latter identification is probably correct, since in IG XII 5 608
(E25), in its surviving state only Argeios and Liparion are victorious at both the Isthmia and the Nemea, while
the honorand of Bacchyl. 8 was victorious in the Pythia, the Nemea and the Isthmia (Bacchyl. 8. 17-8 (L10)),
although there was presumably a reference to the Pythian victory of the honorand of Bacchyl. 8 in the now lost
section listing Pythian victors in IG XII 5 608 (E25) (unless Bacchyl. 8 dates to after IG XII 5 608 (E25), which
seems unlikely). The words in Bacchyl. 8 moJhvaune)..., that is, moAvéaunelog (‘with many vines’) (Bacchyl. 8.
12) and &vint[og (‘unsuitable for horses’) (Bacchyl. 8. 12) suggest Keos, which is described in similar terms in
both respects elsewhere (Bacchyl. 6. 5, ‘aunelotpd@og’; Pind. Pae. 4. 24 ‘Gvinnog’; Sevieri 2007, 194; McDevitt
2009, 149), while Aurta[p. .. *(Bacchyl. 8. 9) may refer to Liparion or his father.

Since IG XII 5 608 (E25) is not arranged in chronological order (Schmidt’s treatment IG XII 5 608 (E25): Cat.
1. 20) and since Bacchyl. 8 cannot be dated more precisely than to sometime in the poet’s working lifetime (be-
tween ca. 499 and ca. 431 (Appendix 2. 2)), then Liparion’s victories, too, cannot not be placed more precisely
than to some point within this period (although they can be placed in relation to other Kean victors (Cat. 13)).
Yet, as has been suggested (Strasser 2001, 47), if Bacchyl. 8 was written to honour Liparion’s Pythian victory,
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which is not out of the question given that the Pythia are the first set of games referred to, then the Nemean and

Isthmian victories precede the Pythian.

1.28

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 499 (?) - ca. 431 (?) BC
Inscription find spot:-

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Track discipline (boys?)

Ancient sources: Bacchyl. 10. 29-30 (L12)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 237

The name of the athlete is unknown. Jebb (1905, 314), in his examination of Bacchyl. 10 (Jebbs IX [X]’). 9-14
(L12), notes that the teav dpetdv in 13 means that the name of the honorand is to be found between 9 and 14.
There are two possible places where the name may have stood, at the beginning of 9, which Jebb read as a..ou
and the beginning of 11, which he read as ‘.eipe¢’ While unable to find anything convincing to fill the gap at 11,
he accepted the suggestion of Blass regarding the start of 9, “A[yA]a@t, which fulfills the conditions laid down
by the remains of the letters that he thought were preserved in the papyrus and is a name, albeit one found only
in mythological contexts. Mahler, however, reads the start of 1. 9 as ‘a][..]Ja o’ and offers no suggestion as to what

the gap may have held.

Bacchyl. 10 does not specify the discipline in which the honorand, a member of the Oeneis tribe of Athens
(17-18), won his two Nemean victories (29-30) (Bacchyl. 10. 29-30 (L12)), but at the Isthmus he won in what
seems to have been the stadion (Bacchyl. 10. 19-20 (L12)) and the hippios (which consists of four lengths of the
stadion (Bacchyl. 10. 25-6 (L12))). The way in which Bacchylides presents the two victories suggests that they
were won at the same iteration of the Isthmia (26-27) (Bachyl. 10. 26-7 (L12)).

The Nemean victories were therefore probably also won in some track discipline. The fact that the honorand’s
kaoiyvntog (9), which can mean ‘brother’ or ‘cousin’ (LSJ, s.v. ‘kaciyvntog), seems to have commissioned the
ode from Bacchylides has led to the suggestion that the honorand was not an adult. Sevieri (2007, 211) suggests
that only an adult could have obtained the large number of victories recorded at 29-33, but the places concerned
are within relatively easy reach of Athens and perhaps a particularly ambitious naig could have achieved them
(McDevitt 2009, 171). In addition to the victories gained at the Isthmus and at Nemea, others are recorded at
Thebes, presumably the Herakleia and/or Ioleia, Argos, presumably the Hecatomboia, Sikyon, presumably the
Pythia, Pellene and throughout Euboea (Bacchyl. 10. 30-5; Appendix 3. 11, 8, 7, 4). The chronological informa-
tion regarding these games, however, is so vague that it does not help us with the dating of the victories of the
victory in Bacchyl. 10 and so we fall back on the dates of Bacchylides working life, who was born in about 520
BC, started his working life in the early 490s and died in 432/1 BC (Appendix 2. 2). Thus Bacchyl. 10 may have
been written for a victory obtained in an odd year between 499 and 431 BC.

1.29

Competitor name, patronymic: Teioiag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 499 BC (??) - ca. 431 BC (??)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Bacchyl. 12. 8
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Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 147; Kostouros 2008, no. 188

The fragmentary Bacchyl. 12 bears the title “Tioia Alynviitnt mahawotit Nepéa, corrected to “Teioiar” by Blass,
who however gives no reason for his correction (Blass 1898, 91; Jebb 1905, 334-35). There is no indication of
the name of the honorand in the text itself, but the title is likely to be correct, as it was added by a scribe who,
although he admittedly made a mistake with the name, nevertheless will also have had access to correct infor-
mation, linguistic and other (Jebb 1905, 133-34). The ode contains no indication as to its date other than that
it must belong to Bacchylides’ working life, that is, from the early 490s to perhaps 432/1 BC (Appendix 2. 2).

The honorand was victorious in wrestling (8). 35-40 (Bacchyl. 12. 35-40 (L13)) mention a total of thirty
victories in the Pythia, the Isthmia and the Nemea and perhaps the Olympia (Sevieri 2007, 236) won by some
body of people, presumably relatives of Teisias. Since athletes from the island of Keos had by the mid 5 century
BC won seventy Isthmian victories alone (Bacchyl. 2. 7-10; McDevitt 2009, 196), the figure of 30 may con-
ceivably refer just to members, alive and dead, of the immediate family of Teisias, but probably refers to some
wider kinship group. Figueira (1981, 311-13) looks at the little that is known of kinship groups on Aigina. He
passes in review various theories and suggests that mdtpa is used in Pindar’s poems to mean yévog, although he

notes that Pindar also uses mdtpa in relation to both Aiginetan and non-Aiginetans in its more normal sense
of ‘fatherland..

1.30

Competitor name, patronymic: [------- lg <K>aAaioxpov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 499 (2?) - (?) ca. 401 BC
Inscription find spot: Salamis (Attica) (?)

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline: -

Ancient sources: IG I* 1022 (E16)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 276; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 54

An inscription, now lost (IG I’ 1022 (E16)), records two victories won by the son of Kalaischros, each gained
in an unspecified discipline or disciplines at the Isthmia and the Nemea. Although the text is not clear in the
second line, because the order in which the victories are recorded is non-canonical (Isthmia, Nemea, Isthmia,
Nemea), this may be the order in which they were won. Raubitschek (1939, 157-58, no. 7) put the inscription
in 5* century BC, although offered no reason for his dating, while Kyle (1987, 214, A 74) dates the victories to
the second half of the 5" century BC, again without explanation. He was also the first to suggest that the dedi-
cation originally stood in the precinct of the Altar of the Twelve Gods in the Athenian agora (Raubitschek 1939,
157). He was likewise the first to suggest that the dedicator was Kritias, of the Thirty Tyrants, whose father was
named KaAlatoxpog (Kallaischros) and that the dedication was removed in or after 403 BC, when Kritias fell
from power (Raubitschek 1939, 158). Frances and Vickers accept this identification, as they believe that this
Kalaischros (and thus Kritias) were descendants of the Kalaischros who was one of the architects who worked
on Peisistratus’ Olympieion. They suggest that the Altar of the Twelve Gods was a shrine constructed pending
the completion of the Olympieion. Thus, they also suggest, Kalaischros’ family and descendants would have had
an enduring link with the Altar and that Kritias may have made his dedication when the Altar was refurbished,
around 430 BC (Vitruvius 7, praef. 15; Francis and Vickers 1981, 115, 122).

There are objections to identifying Kritias the tyrant as the dedicator here, however. First, the less cogent
point: as Davies (1971, 327) notes, although RaubitscheK’s suggestion is tenable chronologically, there is no
mention in the tradition that Kritias won any victories, something, he suggests, that one might expect to hear
mentioned, had Kritias done so. However, despite the fame of periodos victors, there are in fact few references
outside an agonistic context even to Olympionikai. Only a handful of individuals engaged upon some other,
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non-sporting activity are noted also to have been Olympionikai in literature of the Classical period (Hdt. 5. 47
(Philip of Croton); Thuc. 1. 126 (Cylon); Xen. Hell. 2. 4. 33 (Spartan killed in attack on Peiraeus, 403 BC)) and
in non-agonistic inscriptions (IG VII 1888, b. 1. 10 (dead from Thespiai who died at Delium, 424 BC)), while
reference outside an agonistic context to real individuals as victors in the other sets of games of the periodos,
except for two references to a Pythonikes (Hdt. 8. 47; Antiphon, fg. 17), is apparently non-existent. So, perhaps
we should not expect to hear of any victories that Kritias may have won at the Isthmia and Nemea. Secondly,
and more compellingly, it is not certain that the architect Kalaischros was an ancestor of Kritias of the Thirty
Tyrants and, even if he was, there seems to be no evidence that the Altar of the Twelve Gods was a stand-in for
the Olympieion and that Kritias’ family therefore had some special link with the shrine.

Lastly, there is a very slight indication that the Twelve Gods had a presence on Salamis, which might ac-
count for the appearance of a dedication to them on the island. An inscription, published in 1828 and ap-
parently never again since, records a dedication to the Twelve Gods by the Salaminians of a wall (CIG I 452
(‘Zakapiviol teixwg|dwdeka Beoic ToAwvoc’); Long 1987, 138). Stones can admittedly wander a long way and
it is always possible that a base, or fragment of a base, whose weight and dimensions we no longer know, could
have travelled from the Athenian agora to Salamis. It is even possible that a statue base of Kritias’ could have
found a new home, if it was dislodged from the Athenian agora, in some other shrine of the Twelve Gods, this
time on Salamis (or even be represented by a copy of the original inscription). On the other hand, although
no cases of the name have yet been found on Salamis, Kalaischros is not an uncommon name in Athens and
Attica of the 5™ century and 4™ century, with the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names yielding seven examples from
Athens and Attica from 5" century and 17 from the 4 century BC (http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/
lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%9A%CE%AC%CE%BB%CE%BB%CE%B1%CE%B9%CF%83%CF%87%CF %8
1%CE%BF%CF%82, visited: 12.04.2020)) and, given the currency of the name, it is more probable that our son
of Kalaischros was a local inhabitant who made his dedication in some sanctuary of the Twelve Gods on the
island.

None of this helps with the dating of the victories recorded in the inscription, however. Perhaps Raubitschek
was right and the inscription belongs to the 5% century BC. Certainly the contents and form are simple enough
to date to no later than 5" century BC. Kyle (1987, 215-16) floats the suggestion that the father of the speaker
of Lysias 19, who would have lived in the second half of the 5" century BC, was the victor of IG I> 1022 (E16) in
some equestrian event, although he admits that the inscription does not suggest that the victories were won in
such events. And so the best we can do is to put the Nemean victories sometime between ca. 499 and ca. 401 BC.

1. 31

Competitor name, patronymic: Aaunpokijs A&Néw

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 497 (?) — 431 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Tulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: 1G XII 5 608. 23

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 128; Kostouros 2008, no. 96

Lamprokles occupies a position in IG XII 5 608 (E25), the victor list from Iulis on Keos (IG XII 5 608. 23 (E25);
Schmidt’s treatment of IG XII 5 608: Cat. 1. 20), immediately after that of Liparion (IG XII 5 608. 22 (E25)) in the
group of victors in the men’s pankration and immediately before that of Kimon (IG XII 5 608. 24 IG XII 5 608.
24 (E25)). On the assumption that the victors within a group of a single discipline are ordered chronologically,
which is what Schmidt suggests (Cat. 1. 20), Liparion won before Lamprokles, who won before Kimon.

Liparion may have been the honorand of Bacchyl. 8 (Cat. 1. 20), which, however, cannot be dated more
precisely than to within the probable limits of Bacchylides’ working life, that is, ca. 500 and ca. 431 BC (Appendix


http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%9A%CE%AC%CE%BB%CE%BB%CE%B1%CE%B9%CF%83%CF%87%CF%81%CE%BF%CF%82
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%9A%CE%AC%CE%BB%CE%BB%CE%B1%CE%B9%CF%83%CF%87%CF%81%CE%BF%CF%82
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%9A%CE%AC%CE%BB%CE%BB%CE%B1%CE%B
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%9A%CE%AC%CE%BB%CE%BB%CE%B1%CE%B
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%CE%9A%CE%AC%CE%BB%CE%BB%CE%B1%CE%B
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2.2). Thus, if Liparion’s victory at Nemea dates between 499 and 431, then we have the following possible dates
for the victories of the three:

Liparion 499 (?) - 431 BC (?)
Lamprokles 497 (?) - 431 BC (?)
Kimon 495 (?) - 431 BC ()

1.32

Competitor name, patronymic: Ebpupdtng

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 495 (?) — ca. 485 (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Argos

Discipline(s): Pentathlon

Ancient sources: Hdt. 6. 92. 3; Hdt. 9. 75. 1; Paus. 1. 29. 5 (35)
Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 24; Kostouros 2008, no. 68

Eurybates was a pentathlete (Hdt. 6. 92. 3; Hdt. 9. 75. 1) and won at Nemea in this discipline (Paus. 1. 29. 5
(L35)). He was leader of the Argive volunteers who had come to help Aigina against the Athenians (Hdt. 6. 92.
3) and was killed, apparently in a land battle on Aigina (Scott 2005, 328, on Hdt. 6. 92. 1), by Sophanes (Hdt. 6.
92.3;9.75.1; Paus. 1. 29. 5 (L35)). Sophanes was later killed at Drabeskos, along with other Athenian colonists,
in ca. 465 BC (Paus. 1. 29. 5 (L35)).

The fighting between Athens and Aigina may belong to the period ca. 487 - ca. 484 BC (Scott 2005, 551),
perhaps towards the end of this period, when Argos had probably already begun to recover from the defeat
inflicted on the city by Cleomenes at Sepeia (Scott 2005, 551). Eurybates was evidently in good physical shape,
since he managed to dispatch three opponents before succumbing himself and so perhaps was still fairly young
and obviously fit, possibly not more than thirty years old. It may be, then, that his pentathlon victory at Nemea
dates between ca. 495 and ca. 485 BC (and certainly to before ca. 465 BC).

1.33

Competitor name, patronymic: Kipwv Kapmov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 495 (?) — 431 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Iulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis

Discipline(s): pankration

Ancient sources: IG XI1 5 608. 11 (E25); IG XII 5 608. 24 (E25)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 184, N 129; Kostouros 2008, no. 85; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 5

For dating of Kimon’s Nemean victory in the mens pankration (IG XII 5 608. 24 (E25)), see Cat. 1. 50
(Lamprokles). Kimon also won the men’s pankration at the Isthmia (IG XII 5 608. 11 (E25)), probably at some
time after Liparion (Cat. 1. 31).

1. 34

Competitor name, patronymic: MeAnoiag
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 493 (2?) — ca. 485 (??)

Inscription find spot: -
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Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: Pind. Ol. 8. 56-9 (L107); Drachmann 1927, 2. Pind. Nem., 87, 155a, 1. 24-27
Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 52; Kostouros 2008, no. 136

Melesias, the Athenian (Drachmann 1927, 2. Pind. Nem., 4, 87, 155a), was trainer of Alkimidas (Pind. Nem. 6
64-6. See Cat. 1. 38), of Timasarchos (Pind. Nem. 4. 93-6 (L83); Cat. 1. 49.), of Alkimedon (Pind. Ol 8. 54-66
(L107)) and of Timosthenes, Alkimedon’s brother (Drachmann 1903, 237, X. Pind. OL 8, 237, inscr. a. 4-8; Cat.
1. 17 (Timosthenes)). He was, however, an athlete in his own right and certainly won a victory at Nemea, first
as a non-avnp and then in the pankration as an dvrjp (Pind. Ol 8. 54-9 (L107). At OL 8. 54-8, composed in
honour Alkimedon’s Olympic victory in the boys’ wrestling at Olympia in 460 BC (Drachmann 1903, 237, X.
Pind. OL 8, inscr. a. 4-6; Moretti, Olympionikai, 97, no. 264), Pindar hopes that his praise of Melesias, who has
derived his glory ¢¢ ayeveiwv (‘from the beardless youths, 58), will not provoke any envious reaction against
Pindar himself (Pind. Ol 8. 54-8 (L107); Avédpapov functions here as a present (cp. Gentili et al. 2013, 516, on
Pind. Ol 8. 54-5 (L107)), for Pindar can mention a victory at Nemea by Melesias and another one, this time in
the men’s pankration (Pind. OL 8. 56-8). Pindar is indeed obscure here and the passage has been interpreted in
various ways, often as an expression of pro- or anti-Athenian sentiment (e.g. Burnett 2005, 216), although the
motif, if one has extracted the correct meaning from Pindar’s words, turns out to be merely a harmless topos,
as Carey (1989a, 288) notes (also Gentili et al. 2013, 517, on Pind. OL 8. 55). What Pindar seems to be saying is
merely ‘Let not Melesias be envied (i.e. as being unjustly praised or because he is praised at all) for his glory that
derives from his activities in the sphere of dyévetot nor let me, Pindar, be blamed for this, since (in justification
of my praise) I can list his outstanding sporting record’ Pindar is certainly lavish in his praise, giving Melesias
what has been recognized as a miniature epinikion that consists in part of a chronologically arranged victory
catalogue, from 56 to 58 (Burnett 2005, 217 (on Melesias’ catalogue)). The phrase ¢§ dyeveiwv (54) is at first
sight ambiguous. Has Melesias won glory from his training of youths or from his competition with them or
from both (as Boeckh thought: Carey 1989a, 288), as seems to be suggested by 65-66 (Pind. OL 8. 65-6 (L108)),
where Alkimedon’s victory is said to be Melesias’ thirtieth? On the other hand, the position of the phrase at the
head of a victory catalogue indicates that it can only refer to Melesias’ own victories, as is also suggested by the
likelihood that Melesias, as an dyévetog, did not train other dyévetor. The two Nemean victories are chrono-
logically arranged, with the victory in the men’s pankration placed at the end (56-59). Carey (1989a, 289-90)
showed that whatever victory or victories are comprehended by ¢ ayeveiwv, it or they are separate from these
two victories at Nemea and so, since the catalogue is chronologically arranged, it (or they) preceded the Nemean
victories. Carey (1989a, 290) also thinks that the mention of the Isthmus, Poseidon’s destination after he has
dropped off Aiakos at Aigina (48-52) (Pind. Ol 8. 48-52 (L106)), implies that Melesias had won in the Isthmia
as an dyévelog, but this seems highly unlikely, as one would expect Pindar to mention such a prestigious victory,
which sheds glory on both Melesias and Alkimedon and his family, in its proper place in the minature epinikion
that Pindar gives Melesias. So perhaps Melesias was a victorious dyévelog at some set or sets of local games,
although the ambiguity of the phrase suggests that he won at only one set of games and the absence of any iden-
tification of these games suggests, too, that they did not belong to the handful of second-rank, but evidently still
prestigious, games that appear in Pindar’s victory catalogues (p. 53). To return to the point that Alkimedon’s
victory is Melesias’ thirtieth as a trainer: It is of course not clear what sort of games Pindar is referring to, but if
Melesias was born in the late 6% century BC (see below), then perhaps Pindar is referring only to games of the
periodos and the more prestigious non-periodos games that he includes in his catalogues elsewhere, such as the
Panathenaia or Sicyonian Pythia (Cat. 1. 25).

As for the date of the career of Melesias, Wade-Gery (1958, 244-46) suggested that our man was the father
of the Athenian politician and rival of Pericles, Thucydides, son of Melesias, an hypothesis accepted by Davies
(1971, 230 (no. 7268)). This identification was challenged by Kirchner who, among the other points he made,
noted that Melesias was a not uncommon name and, more importantly, that an aristocrat was unlikely to have
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been a trainer, at least in Athens in the second half of the 5" century BC and after (Kirchner 1995-1996, 165-
76). Kirchner and those who follow him (Burnett 2005, 52 n. 27) would seem to be right, which is unfortunate
(Kirchner 1995-1996, 175), as Kirchner thus demolishes one of the very few firm dates in Pindaric chronology.
And so we fall back upon the two other references to Melesias in Pindar and the scholia. He was, as we have said,
trainer to Timasarchos, commemorated in Nem. 4, which is which is tentatively dated between 477 and 467 BC
(p. 78), of Alkimidas, commemorated in Nem. 6, tentatively dated to 483-481 BC (p. 64) and of Timosthenes (p.
44), brother of Alkimedon, victorious at Olympia in 460 BC (p. 44). Presumably Melesias™ serious competitive
career was over by the time he became a trainer and he was therefore at least about 25 when he trained Alkim-
idas, in perhaps the late 480s BC. He was still fit enough to train Alkimedon to victory in 460 BC and so was
perhaps not much more than 50 at the time. He was then born perhaps in or shortly before ca. 510-505 BC and
his Nemean victories, as a pre-dv#p and as an &v#jp, may date to ca. 493 - ca. 485 BC.

Pindar does not say outright what the pre-&vsjp age group was in which Melesias was victorious at Nemea
before he won the pankration there as a man. On the other hand, the oblique reference (‘¢§ dyeveiwv’) to
Melesias’ victories in the dyévelot age group, if such it is, may be the first appearance of the word as an agonistic
term. Furthermore, if dyévelol are appearing in local games by the 480s or even by the late 490s BC, then the
term and thus the age-category must soon or later have reached the more institutionally permeable of the major
games, such as the Nemea and Isthmia. Otherwise, the earliest use of the term in an agonistic context dates to
the 470s and 460s BC (Cat. 1.64).

1. 35

Competitor name, patronymic: @goyévng Tipo&évoug (2)

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 493 (?) — 463 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Delphi, Olympia, Thasos

Citizenship(s): Thasos

Discipline(s): Pankration or boxing or both (?)

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 6. 5; Paus. 6. 11. 2-9; Syll.> 36 A (E32)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 31, 33, 39,] 27, 29, 31, 32, 41, 43, 46, 49, 53, 57, N 25, 27, 28, 41, 43, 46, 48, 54;
Knab 1934, no. 3; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 201, 215; Kostouros 2008, no. 76; Strasser 2001, no. 30; Farrington
2012, no. 1. 32

The name of the athlete has two forms. The form @coyévng appears in all inscriptions before the 1 century
AD, while the form ®@eayévng appears in literature from the 1% century AD (Salviat and Paul 1967, 579, no. 28
(27 century AD (letter forms)), 579, n. 2 (2™ century - 3™ century AD); Pouilloux 1994, 579). The name also
appears as @svyévngat Syll.> 36 A. 1 (E32). The patronymic of the athlete is also unclear. Pausanias (Paus. 6. 11.
2.) gives the patronymic as TiuoaBévrg, but Tipwo&évng is given by Syll.> 36 A. 1 (E32), which, because it dates to
the first half of 4" century BC, is presumably correct (Ebert 1972, 122).

Pausanias reports that Theogenes was victorious in the men’s boxing at Olympia in 480 BC (= Ol. 75), but
was subsequently so tired that he failed to win the pankration (Paus. 6. 6. 5) and at another point states that
Theogenes also obtained three boxing victories at the Pythia and nine victories at the Nermea and ten at the
Isthmia ‘maykpatiov te avaug kai muypufg’(Paus. 6. 11. 5 (L53)). A reliable restoration to POxy II 222, Col. 1.13
(POxy. 11222, Col. 1.13 (Christesen 2007, 382); (L124)) shows that Theogenes also won the men’s pankration at
Olympia in 476 BC (= OL. 76). This record is filled out by an inscription from Delphi (Syll.> 36 A (E32)), which
Dittenberger (Syll.%, p. 39) dates to the first half of the 4™ century BC. This he does on the grounds of letter
forms, which he says are ‘ionica volg. ineuntis saec. IV}, while noting the similarity of the epsilon in 36 A (E32)
to that appearing in Syll.* 160, an epigram dating to 369 BC recording the dedication of a statue to Apollo by
the Arcadians. Moretti gives a date of ca. 370-365 BC, which, since he gives no grounds, is presumably based
on Dittenberger’s date.
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The inscription consists of an epigram, followed by a prose catalogue of Theogenes’ victories, inscribed on
a statue base. Both epigram and catalogue concur with what Pausanias and POxy. II 222 convey together, the
catalogue providing the additional information that Theogenes won in boxing and pankration on the same day
at one iteration of the Isthmia and that he also won in the §6Awog (dolichos) at the Hecatomboia at Argos (Syll.>
36 A (E32): Olympia, boxing: epigram. 4, catalogue, Col. 1.10; Olympia, pankration: epigram. 4, catalogue, Col.
1.11; Pythia, three victories, one dxoviti: epigram. 5-6, catalogue, Col. 1.12-14; Isthmia, 10 victories at nine
iterations: epigram 1. 7, catalogue, Col. 1. 15 — Col. 2. 17; Nemea, nine victories, boxing: epigram.10; catalogue,
Col. 3. 7 - Col. 4. 14.). Such a combination of athletic specialities is not unknown. Much later, Melankomas
(Dio. Chry. Or. 29. 5-8) was also a pancratiast, boxer and runner, who died at the Sebasta held at Naples,
probably in 74 or 78 AD (Jones 1978, 16-7).

There is also a set of fragments found in the agora of Thasos, dating to early 4™ century BC (Inv. nos. 666 a-9,
967; on date, see Ebert 1972, 121, referring to Recherches — Thasos 1, 82). These pieces would seem to be parts
of a victory catalogue of Theogenes, but are too little to add anything to the picture given by the other sources,
although attempts have been made at reconstruction (Ebert 1972, 125-26; Pouilloux 1994, 199-206, 202-3). A
fragmentary inscription from Olympia (IvO 153 (E27)) is also very probably a list of Theogenes’ victories. Here
a total of eight Isthmian victories can certainly be restored and six, if not seven, Nemean victories. Dittenberger
and Purgold, the original editors, thought for various reasons that the inscription referred to the victories won by
Dorieus, son of Diagoras of Rhodes. Their points were: (1) had the inscription contained the 10 victories at the
Isthmia referred to by Pausanias, this would have led to an extremely awkward layout on the stone at Olympia;
(2) the dialect of the inscription has Dorian characteristics, which one would expect in the case of a victor from
Rhodes, while, if the honorand were Theogenes, one would expect the local Thasian dialect; (3) Pausanias does
not mention that Theogenes won dxovtti, whereas the victor of IvO 153 does, (4) the victor of IvO 153 also wins
two victories, in boxing and pankration, at the same iteration of the Isthmia, an extraordinary feat, which, had
Theogenes achieved it, we would have expected Pausanias to mention. Moretti (1953, 55-6) answered most
of these: (1) the choice of dialect probably depended on a local lapicide; (2) Theogenes did win dkovtti, at the
Pythia, as Syll.> 36 A shows and (3) Theogenes did win in boxing and pankration at the same iteration of the
Isthmia, as Syll.> 36 A (E32) shows. Moretti also pointed out that the honorand of IvO 153 is both boxer and
pancratiast, as Theogenes was, while Dorieus is attested to have been only a boxer and the honorand of IvO 153
won three Pythian victories, as Theogenes is attested to have done, while Dorieus won four and Dorieus, unlike
Theogenes, is not attested to have won only one Pythian victory axoviti and may have won more.

There are admittedly two minor discrepancies between the information given by Pausanias and Syll.*> 36 A
(E32) and IvO 153, in that IvO 153 records only eight Isthmian victories (rather than 10) and certainly only six,
and perhaps no more than seven (rather than nine) Isthmian victories, but this can be explained, if one assumes
that IvO 153 does not represent the final state of Theogenes’ career.

Theogenes was apparently unbeaten in boxing for a period of 22 years (Syll.* 36 A. 11-12 (E32)). His nine
Nemean victories are probably to be placed around his two Olympic victories, when he was presumably at his
peak, that is, between ca. 493 and ca. 463 BC, 13 years either side of the four years between 480 and 476 BC.
Theogenes was one of the most celebrated ancient athletes and was worshipped in Thasos from at least the early
4% century BC down to at least the 2nd century or 3 century AD (Recherches - Thasos 1, 62-105 (on cult of
Theogenes)).

1. 36

Competitor name, patronymic: Ayiag Akvoviov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 489 - ca. 481 BC
Inscription find spot: Delphi, Pharsalos (?)
Citizenship(s): Pharsalos
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Discipline(s): Pankration
Ancient sources: F. Delphes I11. 4 460 2. 1-4 (E9)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 64, 44, 70, ] 193, 196, N 200, 200, 204; Knab 1934, no. 12; Moretti, Olympionikai,
no. 192; Strasser 2001, no. 26; Kostouros 2008, no. 5; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 30

Daochos, who was tétpapxog (F Delphes I11. 4 460 7. 4) of Thessaly (Bibliography on tétpapxog: Choix -
Delphes, 112) and iepopvnuwv of the Thessalians at Delphi from 336 to 332 BC (Bommelaer 2015, 242; Ellis
1976, 141 n. 67), erected a spectacular monument some 30 m. to the northeast of the Temple of Apollo at
Delphi. The monument consisted of an enclosure housing a series of statues (Bommelaer 2015, Planche IV, no.
511, 242-44, no. 511, fig. 85 b (plan)), the first of which probably portrayed Apollo, while the rest, which were
displayed in chronological order (Choix — Delphes, 2012, 112), depicted various ancestors, two of whom, Hagias
and Telemachos, were athletes (Choix — Delphes, 112; Lohr 2000, 118-19). It is probable that the monument was
erected during Daochos’ period as iepopvrjpwv (Choix - Delphes, 112). On the basis of the inscriptions accom-
panying the statues, Jacquemin, Mulliez and Rougement the construct the following stemma (Fig. 2) (Choix
- Delphes, 115, (also given at Ebert 1972, 138).

Hagias was victorious in the pankration at Olympia, winning five times at the Nemea, three at the Pythia and
five at the Isthmia (E Delphes II1. 4 460 2. 1-4 (E9)). Telemachos, a povvondh[ng] E Delphes III. 4 460 3. 1-4
(E10), won ‘the same number of victories on the same days’ as his brother (F Delphes I11. 4 460 3. 2-3 (E10)).
Of interest to Hagias record as given at Delphi is an inscription copied in the 19" century at Pharsalos and now
lost (IG IX 2 249. 4-7 (E24)), which seems to contain the Hagias section of the inscription at Delphi, except for
the point at E Delphes II1. 4 460 2. 3 (E9). Here, the Delphi inscription gives what is generally thought to be “tpig
ITv0wa, which is written over an erasure, while the Pharsalos inscription at the same point gives what has been
interpreted as ‘t6oa IT[V0w’. That is, according to this restoration the Pharsalos inscription records five victories
at each of the Nemea, the Pythia and the Isthmia, while the Delphi inscription gives only three victories at the
Pythia.

Aparos ( FDIIL. 4 460 A)

Aknonias ( FDIIL 4 460 A)
Telemachos ( FD 111. 4 460 C) Hagias ( FD I11. 4 460 B) Agelaos ( FD 11 4 460 D)

Daochos [ ( FD 111 4 460 E)

Sisyphos 1 ( FDIIL 4 460 F)

Daochos I1 { FD IIL. 4 460 G)

Sisyphos IT ( FD II1. 4 460 H)

Fig. 2. Stemma of Hagias (Choix - Delphes, 115).
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The presence of the correction tpig IT001a in the Delphi inscription, if indeed this is the correct reading (and
Ebert (see below) doubts that it is), has been explained by assuming that, on the basis of the Pharsala inscription,
td0a originally stood in the Delphi inscription where what is thought to be tpi¢ stands today and that the cor-
rection Tpig was triggered by the publication of the Avaypagr ITvBiovik@v of Aristotle and Callisthenes, which,
it is assumed, gave a correct record of Pythian victories, all the details of this theory being charted by Ebert
(1972, 141). Thus, it is assumed, the Delphi inscription also originally credited Hagias with five Pythian victo-
ries. In fact, however, it has been recently shown conclusively the Avaypagrjwere published in the mid 330s BC
(Christesen 2007, 184-202), so, since the Daochos monument was very probably built between 336 and 332 BC,
the Avaypagr may actually predate the monument.

If the correction was not caused by the publication of the Avaypagr|, whether or not the work was published
before the monument was built, then Ebert may be right. He notes that the size of the erasure is greater than four
letters and it is therefore unlikely that the space was originally occupied by Téoa (Ebert 1972, 141). He suggests
therefore that 7pic corrected a stone cutter’s error and therefore also doubts the reading oo« in the transcription
of the now lost Pharsala inscription.

The Olympic victories of Hagias and Telemachos cannot be placed between 480 and 444 BC. As Moretti
(Olympionikai, 85-6 (no. 190) notes (also Ebert 1972, 139), Telemachos’ Olympic victory cannot be dated to the
period 480-444 BC. This is excluded in part by the information given in POxy. IT 222, a fragment of an Olympic
victory list which does not include any victory by Telemachos (POxy. II 222 (Christesen 2007, 203-4, 210-13,
382-84 (text)). Furthermore, in 464 BC, Ephoudion (Cat. 1. 59) (not Hagias) won the pankration, while in 460
BC, Amesinas (and not Telemachos) won the wrestling (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 393. 242-46)).

On the other hand, Hagias’ and Telemachos’ victories are very unlikely to be later than 444 BC, as Hagias’
son, Daochos I, was a Thessalian magistrate either during the period ca. 440-413 BC (Choix - Delphes, 115) or
ca. 431 - ca. 404 BC (IAG, p. 70). If Daochos I was born around 480 BC, then perhaps, Hagias, his father was
born ca. 510 and his, and Telemachos, victories, may date to the 480s BC. The three (?) Pythian victories of
Hagias, if they were not won in different disciplines at the same iteration of the Pythia, suggest that his career
was at its peak for about eight years (Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 190, 192) tentatively puts Hagias’ Olympic
victory in 484 BC. We suggest that Hagias’ and Telemachos’ Nemean victories fell within ca. 489 and ca. 481 BC.

1. 37

Competitor name, patronymic: TnAépaxog Axvoviov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 489 (2?) - ca. 481 BC (??)
Inscription find spot: Delphi

Citizenship(s): Pharsalos

Discipline(s): Wrestling (LovvoméAng)

Ancient sources: F.Delphes 111 4. 460 3. 1-4 (E10)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 63, 65, 69, ] 192, 195, 199, 201, 203, N 136-140; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 190,
Strasser 2001, no. 27; Kostouros 2008, no. 189; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 29

See Cat. 1. 69 for discussion of the possible date of Telemachos’ victories.

1.38

Competitor name, patronymic: AAkipidag @wvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 483 (2?) or 481 BC (2?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina
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Discipline(s): Wrestling (boys)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 6. 1-14; Drachmann 1927, 100, X. Pind. Nem.6, superscription (D); Drachmann
1927, 101, X. Pind. Nem. 6, inscr. (BD), 1l. 13-15.

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 114; Kostouros 2008, no. 14; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 88

The scholiast gives the name of Alkimidas’ father as ®¢wv (Drachmann 1927, 101, X. Pind. Nem. 6, inscr. (BD),
1l. 13-15 (L16)). That Praxidamas, the grandfather of Alkimidas, was an Aiginetan is confirmed by Pausanias
(Paus. 6. 18. 7 (L59)). Carey (1989b, 9, n. 38) says that ‘since the scholia mistake the nationality of Alkimidas’
father, we cannot be confident that they give his name correctly’. Since Asclepiades (of Myrlea?), rather than
the scholiast, was responsible for the conjecture, this seems hard on the scholiast, but Carey is right to doubt
whether the father of Alkimidas was really named Theon, as Asclepiades may have confused this Alkimidas
with another (Cat. 1. 10 (Carey’s suggested family tree of Alkimidas)).

Alkimidas won in the boys’ wrestling at Nemea (Pind. Nem. 6. 12-4; Drachmann 1927, 100. 10, X. Pind.
Nem.6, superscription (D) (L17), perhaps a conjecture from the poem). The dating of Nem. 6 rests on the point
that Praxidamas, the grandfather of Alkimidas, was victorious at Olympia (Pind. Nem. 6. 15-8), an event that
occurred in the 59 Olympiad (Paus. 6. 18. 7 (L59); Praxidamas: Cat. 1. 10) (544 BC). Melesias, the Athenian
(Drachmann 1903, 237, Pind. Ol 8, Inscr. a. (BCDEQ). 8-9), is also mentioned as the trainer of Alkimidas
(Pind. Nem. 6. 66-9; Cat. 1. 34 (Melesias)), but nothing can be done with this, since the only fixed date in
Melesias’ career is the victory of his pupil, Alkimedon (Pind. Ol 8. 53-66), dated to 460 BC (Drachmann 1903,
237, Pind. OL 8, inscr. a. (BCDEQ). 4-6; Gerber 1999, 33-5 (survey of attempts at dating Nem. 6); Cat. 1. 16
(Alkimedon)).

Assuming a generation of about 30 years, two generations take us from Praxidamas victory of 544 BC down
to ca. 484 BC. Perhaps Alkimidas won in 483 BC or in 481 BC, although the earlier date is perhaps marginally
more likely, given that Alkimidas won as a mais.

1.39

Competitor name, patronymic: EbBvuévng

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 483 (?) or 481 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Track discipline (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 5. 41-6; Pind. Isthm. 6. 62

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 28, 30; Kostouros 2008, no. 66; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 23

Euthymenes, the maternal uncle of Pytheas (Cat. 1. 40 (dates of victories of Euthymenes, Phylakidas and
Pytheas)) and Phylakidas (Pind. Nem. 5. 43 (L88); Pind. Isthm. 6. 60-62; Cat. 1. 42), won (we believe) two
victories at the Isthmia (Pind. Nem. 5. 41-2; Pind. Isthm. 6. 61) and one at the Nemea (Pind. Nem. 5. 43 (188)).
The imagery of Nem. 5. 43 suggests that Euthymenes’ discipline was some track event (Pind. Nem. 5. 43 (L88);
Cat. 1. 40 (on reading of L. 43)). His victory at the Nemea may have occurred in 483 or 481 BC (Cat. 1. 40).
Euthymenes probably also won in sets of games at Aigina (Appendix 3. 1) and Megara (Appendix 3. 7).

1. 40

Competitor name, patronymic: ITvBéag Adunwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 483 (?) or 481 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina
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Discipline(s): Pankration (boys) or pankration for ageneioi (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 5. 3-5 (L86); Pind. Nem. 5. 41-4; Pind. Isthm. 6. 3-7; Pind. Isthm. 6. 60-2; Pind.
Isthm. 5. 17-9; Bacchyl. 13. 67-76

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 50, N 29; Kostouros 2008, no. 177; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 116-18

Pind. Nem. 5 and Bacchyl. 13 celebrate the Nemean victory of Pytheas of Aigina, son of Lampon. Bacchyl. 13
is almost devoid of information relating to the date of the victory that it celebrates, but Pind. Nem. 5, Isthm. 5
and Isthm. 6, when taken together, mention victories won by Pytheas and his brother Phylakidas, and by their
urtpws (maternal uncle) (Pind. Newm. 5. 43; Pind. Isthm. 6. 62), Euthymenes. These three odes refer to increasing
numbers of victories and so, assuming that, if one of these persons has won a victory in the prestigious games of
the periodos, then Pindar will be sure to mention it thereafter in any epinician poem he writes for any member
of the family, we can place the odes in relative chronological order and modern commentators have naturally
attempted to order and date the sequence of victories. The most important recent discussions of the dating
of the victories of Euthymenes, Phylakidas and Pytheas are by Carey (1989a, 287-95) and by Pfeijffer (1992,
318-32;1999, 59-60, 76-83, 168-73 (on Nem. 5. 41-46), 603-10 (on Nem. 5. 43)). Their suggestions, along with
those upon which they build, are carefully and extensively considered by Fearn (2007, 342-50) in relation to the
dating of Bacchylides 13. Fearn generally agrees with Carey (as I do).

As we shall see, Pind. Nem. 5 seems to be dated certainly to before 480 BC and perhaps to 483/2 BC or before
and that Isthm. 5 is dated to after the battle of Salamis in September 480 BC (p. 65-7), we can also make an at-
tempt at an absolute chronology of these victories. The matter, however, is complicated by the fact that it is not
always absolutely clear from the texts of these three odes how many victories were won and by whom, thanks to
Pindar’s own ambiguous formulation of the numbers of victories and to textual corruption. Despite this, Pind.
Nem. 5 seems to have been the first to be written, as will emerge below, followed by Pind. Isthm. 6 and Isthm. 5.

As for the absolute date or at least absolute terminus ante quem. of Pind. Nem. 5, Pfeijffer relates the use of
the word papvatat (‘to fight, Pind. Nem. 5. 47) and the chilly treatment of Menandros, the Athenian trainer of
Pytheas (Pind. Nem. 5. 48-50) to the war between Athens and Aigina, which broke out in perhaps 489 or 488
(Pfeijffer 1992, 330-31; 1999, 59-61, on Hdt. 6. 73, 85-98). He would like to date Pind. Nem. 5 to the period
after the massacre on Aigina of the followers of Nikodromos, perhaps in 487 (Pfeijffer 1992, 331). Pindar’s less
than enthusiastic treatment of the Athenian Menandros also dates the composition of Pind. Nem. 5 to before
480 BC and the battle of Salamis, in which the Aiginetans, alongside the Athenians, played such a distinguished
role. However, the war with Aigina, albeit perhaps not prosecuted continuously, may have gone on until at least
483/2 BC, when Themistocles persuaded the Athenians to use the income from the mines at Laurium on ships
(Hdt. 7.144.1. (483/2 BC); [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 22. 7; Rhodes 2006, 233). The sources, given at Rhodes 2006, 233,
although they all attribute to Themistocles the responsibility for the Athenians’ decision to use the money on
ships, vary as to Themistocles’ ostensible and real motivation (the current war against Aigina or the forthcoming
war with the Persians?). Bacchylides (Bacchyl. 13. 198-207) is noticeably more friendly towards Menandros. He
tactfully acknowledges the existence of hostility towards the trainer, but insists that the truth about Menandros’
training skills will out. Since this is the only passage in what survives of Bacchylides’ work in which a trainer is
praised (McDevitt 2009, 215), perhaps Bacchylides is particularly concerned to ensure that the importance of
a trainer originating from a hostile state is acknowledged. As for the absolute date, or absolute terminus ante
quem., of Pind. Isthm. 5, it is enough to note at this stage that it must have been written fairly soon after the
battle of Salamis of 480 BC, which is clearly a vivid and so recent memory (48-50 (Pind. Isthm. 5. 48-50 (L70)).

As regards its place in the sequence of odes, Pind. Nem. 5 unambiguously mentions at the outset Pytheas’
Nemean victory (Pind. Nem. 5. 3-5 (L86)), for which Pindar has written the ode. Thereafter, however, attempts
to count and attribute the victories mentioned in the poem become complicated. The lines at issue in Nem. 5
are 35-46, given here in the version of Maehler (Pind. Nem. 5. 35-46 (L87)), which, as will hopefully emerge
from our discussion below, is most likely of all editions to be correct. At this point in the text, Peleus, in fear
of Zeus xenios, has rejected the advances of Hippolyte, who is attempting to entrap and seduce him. The first
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difficulty arises at 41, at what Maehler, together with other editors (Sandys 1915; Bowra 1935), chooses to read
as ‘AiyivaBe 8i¢’ The ancient manuscripts give ‘Aiyivat 6edg’ in various dispositions (Carey 1989a, 292) and the
text that the scholiast had before him (Drachmann 1927, 96, 75b) evidently contained the word ‘Afywva’ in the
dative (Carey 1989a, 292). The whole phrase Aiyivat 8edg is unlikely to be correct on either stylistic or metrical
grounds, since elsewhere Pindar does not use ‘0e6¢’ in apposition to the name of a god or goddess (Pfeijffer
1999, 169) and there are problems with the suggestion by Farnell that 0edg should be read as a synezis (i.e. as a
single long vowel) to make it fit with the demands of metre. As Carey (1989a, 292, 292 n. 20) notes such synezeis
do not otherwise occur in the corresponding places in the line in the rest of Pind. Nem. 5, which makes such an
isolated case unlikely. As a consequence of these issues, Schwartz’s suggestion, from more than a century ago
(Schwartz 1904, 630-42), ‘AlyivaBe 8ig), has been generally adopted and would seem to rest upon good palaeo-
graphic grounds, that is, commentators have made the reasonable conjecture that at some point the ‘A’ of ‘AI¥’
was very probably miscopied as an ‘A’ (Carey 1989a, 294; Pfeijffer 1999, 169) and of recent commentators only
Privitera (2001, 212) rejects this correction and suggests ‘Aiyivng éap, which is open to the same objections as
Farnell’s position. The reading ‘Alyivafe 8i¢’ thus gives Euthymenes two victories. The matter of where he won
these we look at below. In the meantime, the next problematic passage is 43, which some manuscripts give as

fTot petai§avrta kol viv tedg patpwgs dydlet keivov dpdomopov EBvog Iubéag

with some other, Triclinian manuscripts giving ‘petaitag ye” (Pfeijffer 1999, 605). Metaicow is a Homeric
verb, meaning ‘to follow after] ‘to rush after’ (Slater 1969, 331, s.v. ‘petaioow’; Pfeijffer 1999, 609). Here, of
course, given the context, the word is being used metaphorically, meaning ‘to win after somebody else has won.

Since Pind. Isthm. 6. 62 states that Euthymenes is the pdtpwg of Pytheas, correcting TIv0¢ag’ to the vocative,
TIvBéa, is straightforward and should be done. Thereafter, the point at issue is whether to keep ‘petaiavta’ in
the accusative, thus making Pytheas the one who does the rushing after (i.e. winning after) Euthymenes. Thus,
if we choose ‘petatfavta; this becomes the object of ‘@yd\Aer’ and thus apparently stands in some appositional
relation to ‘keivov...£€0vog’ (‘keivov’ being Peleus (Pfeijffer 1995, 606)) and, if we ignore this appositional
relationship for a moment, we end up with ‘And now, Pytheas, your maternal uncle glorifies you, as you rush
forward’ If we restore petaifavta to the nominative, thus making Euthymenes the one who wins after his
nephew, Pytheas, has won, we end up with ‘And now, your maternal uncle, rushing forwards, glorifies you,
Pytheas’).

Bergk proposed a ‘o(e)” before dyaAlet, a correction clearly suggested by téog (Pfeijffer 1999, 606). This,
however, means that, as the text would then stand, ‘keivov 6pdonopov’ would refer to Pytheas and ‘¢0voq
would be an accusative of respect. The sense that this reading on its own gives is also obscure (Pfeijffer 1999,
606). As Pfeijffer asks, why does Euthymenes do honour to Pytheas by being his example (rather than by imi-
tating him)? The nominative solves these problems, particularly if we move BergK’s ‘o(e)’ to directly after what is
now ‘uetaifoug) thus making it the object of this participle, which frees ‘ayd\\et’ up to govern ‘¢8vog), to which
‘keivov opodomopov’ now obviously and unambiguously stands in apposition (‘And now, Pytheas, your maternal
uncle, rushing after you, honours the kindred race of Peleus’(Pfeijffer 1995, 606-7)). Maehler (1982, 251) and
Carey (19892, 291), who both accept the reading ‘uetaiaig, assume that Euthymenes won at an iteration of the
Nemea after the one at which Pytheas was victorious. However, particularly since purjtpwg is used of an older
relation (one’s maternal uncle is usually older than oneself), Euthymenes may have competed later at the same
iteration in an older age-class (Burnett 2005, 61 n. 4; Fearn 2007, 346). That Euthymenes belongs to an older

age-class is also suggested by his earlier victories in younger age classes at Aigina (Pind. Nem. 5. 45; p. 64).

Next comes the matter of deciding whose victories are those reported by Pindar at 44 (possible interpretation
of ‘dpapev’ at Pind. Nem. 5. 44: Pfeijffer 1999, 174). This, in turn, depends upon who the subject is of ékpdret,
which is what the manuscripts suggest that Pindar wrote. Pfeijffer (1999, 172) , like Maehler (1982, 251), thinks
that ‘AiyivaOe 8ig’ (41) refers to victories won by Euthymenes on Aigina, because otherwise, in his view, 44-45
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would therefore be an inept ‘vague reformulation’ of the supposed Aiginetan victories first mentioned at 41, if
the subject of ékpdtet were Euthymenes. Pfeijfter (1992, 320; 1999, 172-73) therefore believes that the subject of
ékpdrel is Pytheas, to whom Pindar is now referring in the third person. Such unsignalled switching is certainly
confusing to us (if not to Pindar’s original audience) and the confusion (ours, at least) is made worse by Pindar’s
direct address to Pytheas at 48 (Carey 1989a, 291). It therefore seems that the subject of ékpdret is Euthymenes.

Where, then, did Euthymenes win his two victories, (almost certainly) mentioned at 41? Previous to this
point, at 37-43, Pindar has given us a vignette of Poseidon visiting the Isthmus, with its cheerful crowds and
its focused competitors. ‘Aiyivade §ig’ is open to a number of interpretations. It could, among other potential
meanings, simply signify ‘{coming] from Aigina’ or ‘[carrying prizes away] from Aigina’ (Pfeijffer 1999, 170).
As regards the first of these two posslbilities, Pindar does not normally mention the home town of relations
of the victor, presumably because it is obvious that it is also the victor’s (Pfeijffer 1992, 319; 1999, 170). As for
the second possibility, Euthymenes is unlikely to carry away a prize from his own city. There is also the even
more important point that, if ‘AiyivaBe 8i¢’ refers to victories at Aigina, then over the length of this victory list
(37-46), games at Aigina are ineptly and confusingly referred to twice, appearing the first time before mention
of the prestigious Nemea (Carey 1989a, 292). Carey’s (1989a, 295) suggestion that ‘Aiyivade’ is to be taken with
‘mitvwv’ (1. 42) (‘Falling twice from Aigina, into the arms of victory, you, Euthymenes,...) is very attractive. They
may also be a joke, or at least word play, at work here. Tlintw’ in its sporting sense can mean of a wrestler ‘to
fall to one’s knees’ (LS], s.v. ‘mintw), B I 2). Thus Euthymenes takes a fall, overwhelmed by victory. The vignette
of Isthmia, otherwise vivid but pointless, indicates that Euthymenes™ two victories were won at the Isthmia
(contra Pteijffer 1995, 170). Order is thus restored to Euthymenes’ victory catalogue (Carey 1989a, 293), with
his victories now listed in order of prestige, that is, at the Isthmus, at Nemea, on Aigina and at Megara. It has
been suggested that &Aikeg (45) are boy opponents, or at least non-dvdpeg, and therefore that the line refers to
victories of the nai¢ Pytheas (Pfeijffer 1999, 173), but Euthymenes may also have won as a non-avrp, too.

By the time Pind. Isthm. 6 was written, Phylakidas had won an Isthmian victory (Pind. Isthm. 6. 5-7), in
addition to Pytheas’ pre-existing Nemean victory (Pind. Isthm. 6. 3-4 (L72)) (Pind. Isthm. 6. 3-7 (L72)), all of
which places Pind. Isthm. 6 after Pind. Nem. 5, chronologically speaking. In addition, Pind. Isthm. 6. 60-2 (Pind.
Isthm. 6. 60-2. (L73)) are important in any attempt to compile a picture of the total number of victories won by
the three athletes.

The ‘dylaol maidég te kai pdtpws (62) are, of course, Phylakidas, Pytheas and Euthymenes. Various com-
mentators and editors, starting apparently with Bergk (Bury 1892, 116-17, on 61), have found the lines ambig-
uous (Pfeijffer 1995, 321), some regarding them as being intentionally confusing (Cole 1987, 553-56), and it has
been suggested that they should be read with the sense of a comma placed after tpeic in 61, which would mean
that Pindar is referring to a total of only three victories. 61, however, is clearly couched in terms of a balance
between the victories won at the Isthmus and those won at Nemea (Carey 1989a, 294; Pfeijffer 1995, 321) and, if
read in this way, becomes clear. The three Isthmian victories must be that of Phylakidas, for which Isthm. 6 was
written (Pind. Isthm. 6. 5-7), and the two of Euthymenes mentioned (we believe) at Nem. 5. 41. The unspecified
Nemean victories are those won by Euthymenes (Pind. Nem. 5.43-44) and by Pytheas (Pind. Nem. 5. 3-5).

We move onto the last ode in the sequence, Isthm. 5, written in honour of Phylakidas’ second Isthmian victory
(Pind. Isthm. 5. 17-9 (“1iv 8’ ¢v’IoOu® Simhoa BdAAowos” dpeta,|Dulakida, keital, Nepéa 8¢ kai apgotv,|[TvBéq
Te maykpatiov.)). At 48-50 (Pind. Isthm. 5. 48-50 (L70)), the battle of Salamis, of late 480 BC, is mentioned,
as we have said, in terms vivid enough to make clear that it is a recent memory. This has led commentators to
suggest that Isthm. 5 was written for a victory at the Isthmia of spring 478 BC (Fearn 2007, 342 for references.).
Privitera (2001, 73) ingeniously suggests that the invocation to the mother of the sun (Pind. Isthm. 5. 1-7) may
recall the eclipse of 17 February 478, so dating the composition of Pind. Isthm. 5 to 478 BC. On the other hand,
it has also been suggested that the victory was won in spring 480 BC, but not celebrated until after Salamis
(Fearn 2007, 342, noting Gaspar).

Isthm. 5 also contains the lines (17-19)
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Tiv 8 &vIo0Bud Simhoa BdANowo” dpetd,|PuAhakid; dykeital, Nepéa 88 kal dpugoiv|

[MuBéa te maykpartiov.

17-18 down to ayxeitat are clear (‘For you [Phylakidas] at the Isthmus lies a double flourishing &petr...). At
‘Nepéa 8¢. .. maykpatiov; ‘kal’ reinforces ‘dpgoiv’ (...indeed for both..”) (Denniston 1954, 320 I; Privitera 2001,
192, ad loc). As for the syntactical functioning of TIv0éq te maykpatiov; which is less obvious, the scholiast took
the phrase ‘augoty, | [TvBéq e maykpatiov’ to mean ‘coi te kai @ [Tvbéa (sc. dpeth) maykpatiov’(Drachmann
1927, 244, £. Pind. Isthm. 5, 21a) and this seems to be followed by Farnell (1932, 365) and Privitera (2001, 192,
ad loc), perhaps reasonably so, as this is what one ancient commentator thought the phrase meant. Denniston
(1954, 502-3 (g)) regards the phrase as an ‘irregularity’ and mentions a parallel from Vedic literature, but does
not explain clearly how te functions here. Perhaps the working of the te here is closer to another role it plays
listed earlier by Denniston (1954, 502I)), who remarks that te can denote an appositional relationship, which,
at least partially, it seems to be doing here ("...for you both, Pytheas having won a pankration victory...). The
important point for us, however, from all this is that both Phylakidas and Pytheas have won at Nemea by the
time of the composition of Isthm. 5, although not everyone would agree with this. Cole (1987, 559) rejects the
idea, on the grounds that there is no reference to a Nemean victory by Phylakidas anywhere else and that Isthm.
6. 60-62, which Cole interprets as if there were a comma after tpeic (p. 67), refer to Euthymenes’ and Pytheas’
Nemean victories. Unclear as Pindar is here, he does not seem to be deliberately ambiguous, as Cole thinks he is.
As for the age class in which Phylakidas was victorious at the Isthmus, Kleandros of Aigina was also victorious
in the pankration there in 478 BC. The opening of Pind. Isthm. 8, at Pind. Isthm. 8. 1-4, written in honour of
Kleandros, suggests that he was a youth, rather than a man. If Phylakidas gained his second Isthmian victory in
478 (as Privitera (2001, 73) believes), then it may have been as a mais.

We are now in a position to list the victories of Euthymenes, Phylakidas and Pytheas on the basis on the
various opinions that we have just discussed. The views that we have accepted are: (1) that Pind. Nem. 5. 41
refers to two victories previously won by Euthymenes at the Isthmia, before the victory at the Nemea celebrated
in Pind. Nem. 5 (Carey 1989a, 293); (2) that the victory catalogue at Pind. Nem. 5. 41-46 lists the victories of
Euthymenes at the Isthmus, Nemea, Aigina and Megara (Carey 1989a, 293) and that the subject of ékpdret at
Pind. Nem. 5. 45 is therefore Euthymenes (Carey 1989a, 293); (3) that Euthymenes won his Nemean victory at
the same iteration as Pytheas did his (Burnett 2005, 61, n. 4; Fearn 2007, 346); (4) that there is no comma to be
placed by the modern reader after tpeig in Pind. Isthm. 6.61 and (5) that Pind. Isthm. 5. 17-9 shows that by the
time the poem was composed both Phylakidas and Pytheas had won one victory each at Nemea.

Thus victories of Euthymenes, Phylakidas and Pytheas are as follows.
Euthymenes: 1 Nemean victory; 2 Isthmian victories (Nem. 5. 41-3).

Phylakidas: 2 Isthmian victories, boys’ pankration (?) (1st: Isthm. 6. 5-7; 2nd: Isthm. 5. 17-8); 1 Nemean
victory (Isthm. 5. 18).

Pytheas: 1 Nemean victory, boys’ pankration (Nem. 5. 3-5; Isthm. 6. 3-4).

In assembling the chronology below, in Table 3, I assume that winners of multiple victories in the same
discipline did so at successive iterations. We do not know, of course, whether Euthymenes’ two Isthmian
victories were gained in the same discipline at successive iterations, as I assume here, or in different disciplines
at the same iteration (or indeed in different disciplines at different iterations). Lastly, all we know of Phylakidas’
second Isthmian victory is that Isthm. 5, which was written to commemorate it, is dated to after September 480
BC.

Pytheas did not compete as an adult. This is clear from Pind. Nem. 5. 6, whatever its exact interpretation.
It is also strongly suggested by the fact that both Pindar (Pind. Nem. 5. 48-49) and Bacchylides (Bacchyl. 13.
191-196) praise Pytheas’ trainer, Menandros (Maehler 1982, 250). Whether, however, Pytheas competed as a
oG or dyévelog is not clear (Maehler (1982, 250), for example, assumes he was an ay£vetog), as it is not known
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when the category of dyévelot was established at Nemea, although it existed by the time of IG XII 5 608. 21, 26,
dated between 550 and 330 BC (Cat. 1. 20). The class was introduced to the Isthmia perhaps about 480-470 BC
(Farrington 2012, 113-14, n. 252; Age of Pytheas: Burnett 2005, 62, 62 n. 15, with bibliography on age groups)
and it may have been adopted at Nemea at this time, too. The earliest reference to the age class of dyévetot in
Pindar, and possibly generally, may be at Pind. OI. 8. 56-59, perhaps referring to victories in this class dating to
the 470s BC (Cat. 1. 34.). Pytheas evidently is still young. ‘Matép” (Pind. Nem. 5. 6), probably dative (Pfeijffer
1998, 106), refers to Pytheas’ mother. ‘Onwpa’ (Pind. Nem. 5. 6) means the season (i.e. the (metaphorical) high
summer of youth) in which the bloom on the grape (oivdvOag, Pind. Nem. 5. 6) appears, which means that
Pytheas still lacks a proper beard. He thus would probably have been classed as a maig anyway.

Phylakidas, Pytheas and their father, Lampon, son of Kleonikos, clearly belonged to the upper reaches of
Aiginetan society and were members of the mdtpa of the Psalichiadai (Pind. Isthm. 6. 63). ITdtpa would seem to
be the word used on Aigina to mean yévog, although it is also used by Pindar, in relation to both Aiginetan and
non-Aiginetans, in its more normal sense of ‘fatherland’ (on mdtpat on Aigina: Figueira 1981, 311-13). Lampon
and his sons also belonged to the oixo¢ of Themistios ( Drachmann 1927, 259, X. Pind. Isthm. 95; Hornblower
2007, 303), who won twice at Epidaurus, apparently at the Asklepieia (Pind. Nem. 5. 52-53; Drachmann 1927,
99-100, X. Pind. Nem. 5. 94 b, d, e, 96) and who was perhaps the father of Euthymenes, uncle of Pytheas and
Phylakidas, and of the wife of Lampon (Pfeijffer 1999, 103-4).

Table 3: Suggested Chronologies of Dates of Victories of Euthymenes, Phylakidas and Pytheas

Phylakidas’ second Isthmian |Phylakidas’ second Isthmian victory

victory assumed to fall in 478 BC assumed to fall in 480 BC Athlete and victory Reference
484 486 Euthymenes, 1st Isthmian victory Nem. 5. 41-42
482 484 Euthymenes, 2nd Isthmian victory Nem. 5. 41-2

Pytheas, Nemean victory; Euthymenes,

481 483 Nemean victory Nem. 5. 3-5, 43
480 482 Phylakidas, 1st Isthmian victory Isthm. 6. 5-7
479 481 Phylakidas, Nemean victory Isthm. 5. 18
478 480 Phylakidas, 2nd Isthmian victory Isthm. 5.17-18

Herodotus (Hdt. 9. 78-79) mentions a Lampon, son of Pytheas, a notable of Aigina who is present after
the battle of Plataea and suggests that Mardonios’ body be mutilated, an idea angrily rejected by Pausanias the
Greek commander. Hornblower, following Pfeijffer, suggests that that both Lampones belonged to the same
family, which, given the oligarchic nature of Aiginetan society, seems very possible (Pfeijffer 1999, 103—4; Horn-
blower 2007, 303-4).

1. 41

Competitor name, patronymic: KAéav8pog Teheadpyov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 481 (?) - 479 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Pankration (men) (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Isthm. 8. 4-5

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, J 51 N 44; Kostouros 2008, no. 89; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 45

Kleandros won at the Isthmia and the Nemea (Pind. Isthm. 8. 1-5 (L74)). He also won at the Alkathoia at
Megara (Pind. Isthm. 8. 65a-68 (L77); Alkathoia: Appendix 3. 7) and at games at Epidaurus, probably at what
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were known by the later 5th century as the Asklepieia (Pind. Isthm. 8. 66; Nielsen 2018, 43-44, 129 130 (Ask-
lepieia)). He was victorious in the pankration at these two contests and this was perhaps the discipline in which
he won at the Isthmia and Nemea, the phrase The phrase ‘kpatog ¢€edpe’ (5) suggests some heavy event. As for
the age group in which Kleandros won, Pind. Isthm. 8 does not give any explicit information regarding either
the Isthmian or the Nemean victory. However, as has been frequently pointed out, the theme of youth appears
conspicuously at various points throughout the ode. The members of the chorus are véot (2), somebody of the
same age as Kleandros is told to weave a victory crown (65b—66a) and at 70, whatever the correct reading of the
word most frequently given by modern editors as xewd (Pind. Isthm. 8. 70. (L78); Burnett 2005, 107, n. 4, for dis-
cussion of various suggested readings), it is clear that the fiav at the beginning of the line is to be associated in
some way with Kleandros. Carey (1981, 185) inclines towards regarding Kleandros as an &vrjp. Pfeijffer (1998,
30) notes that the reference to fifa suggests adolescence and puts Kleandros’ victory (he does not say whether
at the Isthmia or Nemea) in the dyévelol age-group.

The Isthmian victory is mentioned before the Nemean and it was probably this that caused the Alexandrian
editors to classify the poem as an Isthmian ode, unless they were relying on external information, although the
lack of an inscription to the ode and of other information in the scholia regarding the event in which Kleandros
won suggests that they were not. The manuscripts do not give any inscription to the ode and the scholia do not
mention the event for which it was performed (Carey 1981, 184). The fact that nothing on this subject filtered
through to the scholia suggests that the Alexandrian editors themselves had no information and that they classi-
fied the ode as an Isthmian simply because it mentions an Isthmian victory first. On the other hand, the scholiast
(Drachmann 1927, 269, X. Pind. Isthm. 8, 1a, 1b) seems to be saying that the ode was written to celebrate both
victories, unless this is simply a conjecture from the text. Not unsurprisingly, then, modern editors, generally
in a worse position than their ancient counterparts, also regard the poem as having been written primarily for
an Isthmian victory. The matter is further obscured by the fact that the victories, Isthmian and then Nemean,
happen also to be presented here in the traditional order of prestige and it is therefore not clear for which of the
two victories the ode was written, if indeed it was written on the occasion of a victory, rather than to celebrate
a successful career overall. If in fact it was written to celebrate more than one victory, Pind. Isthm. 8 may not
be unique. Wiist (1967, 206-7) points to two other possible cases, Pind. Isthm. 3. 9-11 (L62) and Pind. Isthm.
5. 17-8, in which the ode seems to be celebrating two victories. In Wiist’s view, in the first case, in which the
Isthmian victory is mentioned before the Nemean, the Isthmian victory is chronologically the first victory (as
seems to be the case, to judge from the aorist participle de§apévw (11), implying that Melissos received his
crown at Isthmia before his victory at Nemea). At Pind. Isthm. 5. 17-8, where the Isthmian victory (or victories)
are presented before the victory or victories at Nemean, Wiist thinks that the Isthmian victory is the later. The
passage, however, is too opaque to draw any firm conclusion (Cat. 1. 40).

The text of Pind. Isthm. 8 has three passages that may be relevant to the dating of the poem. Firstly, despite
Pindar’s urgings that his addressees should go to the household of Kleandros, to celebrate his victory, he
describes himself as dxvopevog Bupov (5-6). Secondly, he warns that, having been released from great sorrows,
his addressees should not fall -in a curious phrase- into a ‘bereavement of victory crowns’ (Pind. Isthm. 8.
5a-6a (L75)). Lastly (9-11), some god has turned away from the Greeks the stone of Tantalus that hung over
them (Pind. Isthm. 8. 9-11 (L76)). This is the other version of the Tantalus myth, in which Tantalus is punished
by Zeus, who suspends above him a rock which is liable to come crashing down at any moment, a version that
occurs occasionally in Archaic literature (Privitera 2001, 228).

The scholiasts say outright that Pindar’s metaphor here refers to the end of the Persian Wars and that the ode
was composed after their end (Drachmann 1927, 270, Z. Pind. Isthm. 8, 12a, 1l. 7-11 (L14), Drachmann 1927,
270-71, X. Pind. Isthm. 8, 17a. 19-8) and, even if the scholiasts are merely extrapolating from 9-11, the message
of the imagery in these lines is clear. The suggestion of the scholiast is that Pindar is dxvopevog Qupov, because
Kleandros has lost forebears (‘npoyovwv’ (Drachmann 1927, 270, X. Pind. Isthm. 8, 8., 1. 4-5)) in the wars,
and again, even if this a conjecture, it is an obvious explanation for Pindar’s gloom, given that his overriding
concern in composing an epinikion was surely to align himself with the circumstances of his honorand, rather
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than express his own pains (Drachmann 1927, 270, Z. Pind. Isthm. 8, 12a, ll. 7-9 (L14)). Given that Pindar’s
overriding aim is obviously praise of Kleandros and therefore sympathy with his family circumstances, it does
not seem likely that he is concerned here either with Theban medizing or Aigina’s supposedly minimal con-
tribution to the success of the Greek forces at the battle of Plataea, both of which have been suggested as the
cause of his depression (Burnett 2005, 108, 110, n. 10). Carey (1981, 184) very cogently puts the case for seeing
Pindar’s depression in the context of the place of performance. He is saddened by the losses in the war sustained
by Kleandros’ family, which may be the reason why he does not mention the battle of Salamis, in which the
Aiginetans played such a distinguished role. This contrasts with his positive mention of the battle at Pind. Isthm.
5. 48-50. Thus 5-6 perhaps become an appeal to his audience not to allow themselves to be paralysed by grief
at the losses they have sustained during the Persian wars, which may then stop them from competing in games
and winning crowns.

The terminus post quem for the composition of Pind Isthm. 8 is thus the battle of Plataea in August 479. 478
is rather late for the composition of a poem in which it is implied that the danger to Greece has just passed (Wiist
1967, 214). The Isthmian victory may therefore date to 480 and the Nemean to 481 or 479 BC, Pind. Isthm. 8
thus celebrating victories that apparently occurred immediately before, during or after the Second Persian War.
Although there is no evidence that any of the contests of the periodos ceased during the war, which would have
been unlikely anyway (Wiist 1967, 214), celebration of the victory, or victories, and the travel that it must have
required, would probably not have been practicable, at least from more distant parts of the Greek world, until it
was clear that the Persians were beaten and that movement in the central Greek world was safe. Perhaps, then,

the ode was indeed written to celebrate both victories which had remained uncelebrated during the war.

1.42

Competitor name, patronymic: DvlakiSog Adpmnwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 481 or 479 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Pankration (boys) (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Isthm. 5. 17-8

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, J. 45, 48, N. 39; Kostouros 2008, no. 66; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 112-14;
Farrington 2012, no. 1. 31

Phylakidas won two victories in the Isthmia (Pind. Isthm. 6. 5-7; Isthm. 5. 17-8) and one in the Nemea (Pind.
Isthm. 5. 18), in the pankration. At Isthm. 6. 62, which almost certainly predates Isthm. 5, Phylakidas and his
brother, Pytheas, are termed naideg (Pind. Isthm. 6. 60-62 (L73)). This may mean that Phylakidas, when he later
won his Nemean victory, was still a maig or the word may simply be intended to contrast with parpwg (‘maternal
uncle’), who is Euthymenes (Cat. 1. 39. On the basis of Isthm. 5. 59-61(L71), it is often assumed that the Pythias
who trains Phylakidas here is his brother and so was older than Phylakidas. The Pythias mentioned earlier at
Pind. Isthm. 5. 19 is clearly the brother of Phylakidas and the natural assumption is that the Pythias here, at
Pind. Isthm 5. 59 is, too, although one commentator has thought that it is not certain that the Pythias mentioned
here was Phylakidas’ brother (Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 113, 113 n. 142). Pythias need not have been older
than Phylakidas, however. See Cat. 1. 40 for a discussion of the dates of Phylakidas’ victories.

1.43

Competitor name, patronymic: Aavdig
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 481 (2?) — 469 BC (2?)
Inscription find spot: -
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Citizenship(s): Argos
Discipline(s): Track discipline
Ancient sources: Anth. Pal. 13. 14.

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 32, 35-36, ] 52, 56, N 57-71; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 210, 222; Strasser 2001,
no. 35; Kostouros 2008, no. 50; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 37

The name of the athlete is given as ‘Aavdic’ at POxy. II 222, Col. 1. 8, 20 (mid 3rd century AD) and in Anth.
Pal. 13. 14 and in the oldest manuscript of Diod. Sic. 11. 53. 1 (Page 1981, 250). Otherwise it is given, at least by
editors, as ‘Advong (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 9. 37. 1; Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 392. 237)).

Dandis was victorious in the diavAog (diaulos) at Olympia in 476 BC (= OL 76) (POxy. I1 222, Col. 1. 8) and
then in the otd8i0v (stadion) (stadion) in 472 BC (= OL 77) (POxy. 11222, Col. 1. 20; Eusebius (Christesen 2007)
392.237)). A rather pedestrian epigram (Page 1981, 250, no. 25 (= Bergk no. 125 = Diehl no. 98) (L132)), whose
clumsiness (Page 1981, 250, ‘conventional, almost perfunctory, in vocabulary and style’), rather than possible
date sometime in Bacchylides’ working life (Appendix 2. 2), makes it unlikely that it was by Simonides, to whom
it is attributed, mentions these two victories won by Dandis, whom the poem describes as a 6tadtodpopog. The
epigram also mentions three Pythian victories, two Isthmian and 15 Nemean victories. The ‘¢v0dde kettar’ (1)
seems to indicate that the poem is a funerary epigram, although Ebert (1972, 67) floated the possibility that it
was a dedicatory epigram and Dandis, albeit clearly a fine athlete, is otherwise unknown (except, perhaps, for
a statuette found at Olympia (Hampe and Jantzen 1937, 77-82, Taf. 23-24) and so unlikely to have been an ap-
pealing subject for Hellenistic writers of epigram. Thus what we have is probably Dandis’ grave inscription, as
Page (1981, 250) believes and perhaps the ‘eccentricity of metre’ caught the anthologist’s eye.

Doubts have been raised over the extraordinary number of Nemean victories, with Bergk suggesting that
the true figure should be ‘mevtaxig’ or ‘mevraxt’ (Moretti, Olympionikai, 89). The next highest known number
of Nemean victories won by a single athlete are the eight claimed by two sources for Glaukos, A¢EeigPritopixai
(Bekker 1814) 227 (L32); Latte and Erbse 1992, 156. Bekker 1814, 232 (L31) and Suda s.v. TAabkog (Adler T
280) (L31) claims ten Isthmian victories for Glaukos). On the other hand, Dandis showed himself capable of
winning at the highest level in two different track disciplines, so it is conceivable that he may have won in more
than one discipline at a single iteration of the Nemea. As Ebert (1972, 68) points out, since Argos, Dandis’ home
polis, was so close to Nemea, he may have been a frequent competitor there, which would also have increased
his chances of success. If we assume that Dandis was 18 in 476 BC, when he won his first Olympic victory and
that he won two Nemean victories every two years from 481 BC, when he would have been 13, with one year,
perhaps between the two Olympic victories, when he must surely have been at his peak, in which he won three
Nemean victories, until 469 BC, when he would have been 25, then it is possible to accommodate 15 victories
between 481 and 469 BC.

1. 44

Competitor name, patronymic: Kpivohéwg I[placéa

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 481 - ca. 331 BC
Inscription find spot: Tulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis (Keos)

Discipline(s): Boxing (ageneioi)

Ancient sources: IG XII1 5 608. 21 (E25)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 126; Kostouros 2008, no. 95

Both Krinoleos (IG XII 5 608. 21 (E25)) and Polyphantos (IG XII 5 608. 25 (E25); Cat. 1. 53) won in some
event in the dyévelol age-group at Nemea, almost certainly in the case of Krinoleos in the muyur and in the
case of Polyphantos in the mdAn (wrestling) (Schmidt 1999, 79-80; Schmidt’s treatment IG XII 5 608: Cat.
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1. 2F0). The dyévelor age-class for the maykpdtiov appears in lesser, but still important games by the 480s
BC and so had probably been instituted at the Isthmia and Nemea by then (Cat. 1. 34.; date of appearance of
dyévelot: Farrington 2012, 113, n. 252). If the category existed for the maykpdrtiov, it probably also existed for
other ‘heavy’ events, such as uypr| and ndn (wrestling). Since the lower dating limit for the victor inscription
recording both these victories is ca. 330 BC (dating of IG XII 5 608 (E25): p. 46) then they are perhaps dated
between ca. 481 and ca. 331 BC.

1. 45

Competitor name, patronymic: IToA0@avTog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 481 - ca. 331 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Iulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis (Keos)

Discipline(s): Boxing (ageneioi)

Ancient sources: IG XII 5 608. 14 (E25); IG XII 5 608. 25 (E25)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 187, N 130; Kostouros 2008, no. 163; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 44

See Cat. 1. 44 for a discussion of the date of Polyphantos’ victory. Polyphantos also won a victory at the Isthmia

in the dyévelol age-group, almost certainly in the ndAn (wrestling) (IG XII 5 608. 14 (E25); Schmidt 1999,
79-80; Farrington 2012, 46, no. 1. 44. Schmidt’s treatment IG XII 5 608: Cat. 1. 20).

1. 46

Competitor name, patronymic: Osaiog OvAie

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 479 (?) - 461 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Argos

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 10. 28

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 57,] 112, 115, N 75, 107, 115; Strasser 2001, 46, no. 39; Kostouros 2008, no. 77;
Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 120; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 38

Nem. 10, written for Theaios, citizen of Argos (Henry 2005, 105, on the phrase (Nem. 10. 41-42) TIpoitoto 168’
inmotpd@ov|&otv, which he shows refers to Argos, not Tiryns) and son of Oulias, presents, in order, two victo-
ries in a set of games in honour of Hera (24) (Pind. Nem. 10. 22-35 (L100)), which are clearly the Hecatomboia,
since Pindar mentions both the sacrifice of cattle (‘BovBvciav’ (Pind. Nem. 10. 22)) and bronze prizes (‘dywv
Tol xdAkeog (Nem. 10.23); bronze prizes at Hecatomboia: Appendix 3. 2), one victory at the Pythia (Pind. Nem.
10. 25), three at the Isthmia (Pind. Nem. 10. 26), and three at the Nemea (Pind. Nem. 10. 28). He also won two
victories at Athens (Pind. Nem. 10. 34), which are clearly the Panathenaia, since Pindar refers to the jars of
olive oil, the prize awarded at the Panathenaia, that Theaios has won, while he was also victorious in games in
Argos (Pind. Nem. 10. 24). The mention of the victories at the Hecatomboia at the head of the catalogue, before
reference to victories in the contests of the periodos, is striking and unique, paralleled, albeit inexactly, in Pindar
only by the catalogue of Diagoras in OL 7. There, in Pind. Ol 7, the most important victories of Diagoras,
those at the Olympia and the Pythia (Pind. Ol 7. 10-1; Pind. OL 7. 15-7) are mentioned before the catalogue
proper begins. This, however, is headed by Diagoras’ victories at the Rhodian Tlepolemeia , an obscure set of
local games, before continuing with his victories at the Isthmia and the Nemea and then those at lesser, but still
highly prestigious sets of games (Pind. OL 7. 77-86). Given the apparent rule, with these two exceptions, that

in Pindar’s victory catalogues, as elsewhere (Nielsen 2018, 169-77), the contests of the periodos form a compact
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and unadulterated group at the head of the victory list, the inescapable conclusion here is that Nem. 10, if it
was composed to celebrate a particular victory, was written for the latter of the two victories at the Hecatom-
boia (Cannata Fera 2001, 161-62.). The discipline of Theaios, wrestling, is mentioned only once, at 22-24, but
since it is mentioned only once, the natural assumption is that all his victories were gained in this discipline
(Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 120). Both Klee (1918, 81) and Strasser (2001, 46) are unsure whether Theaios was
victorious only in the men’s wrestling or in both the boys” and men’s. However, Pindar clearly signals the fact,
when is subject is not an avrp, but otherwise says nothing, as here (Pfeijffer 1988). And so Pind. Nem. 10 gives
no indication that Theaios was not an &vnp.

Various dates for Pind. Nem. 10 have been offered, ranging from the end of the 6th century BC, thus placing
the piece among Pindar’s very earliest work, and 444 BC (Bowra 1964, 411, for summary of suggested dates).
The appearance of ‘wovoyagov’ at Pind. Nem. 10. 6 and the phrase ‘povoyngotot vedpaotv 0éBev’ at Aesch.
Supp. 373 (between 470 and 459 BC, possibly 463 BC (Sommerstein 2019, 41-2)), which is the only other occur-
rence of the word, led Cannata-Fera (2004, 97-9) to believe that Aeschylus had influenced Pindar, particularly
given the similarity of subject. In Pindar, Hypermnestra, alone of the Danaids, on their wedding night spares
her husband, while at Supp. 365-375, King Pelasgos of Argos tells the Danaids that he cannot decide on his
own to protect them, but must consult the citizens of Argos. They reply that he can make his own, autocratic
povoymgotot vevpaoty oéBev (373). There is certainly influence from one poet to another here, but it may
equally well have flowed from Pindar to Aeschylus.

The Hecatomboia were in existence by the 470s BC (Appendix 3. 11). The only clear hint of a lower date is
given by the friendly way in which Pindar links the Dioskouroi, who had an important shrine in Argos (Henry
2005, 108 on Pind. Nem. 10. 49-54 (L102)), with Spartan sporting life. Argive relations with Sparta were rarely
cordial, but perhaps Pindar is more likely to have made such a reference before 460/1 BC and the alliance of
the new Argive democracy with Athens than after (Thuc. 1. 101. 4; Hornblower Comm. on Thuc. 1, 159; LSAG,
41-57), particularly if Hall (1995, 612) is right, when he interestingly suggests that Pind. Nem. 10 was also
written to glorify the Hecatomboia and the new Argive regime at the Heraion, which seems to have taken the
shrine over and upgraded it in the 470s BC. Perhaps, then, Theaios’ Nemean victories are to be placed very
tentatively between 479 and 461 BC.

Theaios was also a relative or descendant of Thrasyklos (Cat. 2. 3) and Antias (Cat. 2. 5). These were also
apparently notable athletes (Pind. Nem. 10. 39-41 (L101)), who won at the Isthmia, the Nemea, at Sikyon (pre-
sumably the Pythia), Kleitor, Tegea, in Achaean cities and at the Lykaia (Appendix 3. 5, 3. 10, 3. 11). The phrase
aElwBeinv xev, v Opacidklov| Avtia te Ebyyovog, Apyet pn kpOntey ¢aog|oppdtwy (39-41) has caused
problems. Pindar says that, were he a relative of Thrasyklos or Antias, T would be thought worthy not to hide
the light of my eyes. The scholiast explains this litotes (“Winners walk confidently, looking up. Losers do not.)
(Drachmann 1903, 350, X. Pind. Nem. 10, 73a (L19); see also Bury 1890, 205, on Pind Nem. 10. 39 (L101)). We
can also recall the behaviour of the defeated athletes at Pind. Pyth. 8. 81-7, who slink home through the back
streets. By contrast, says, Pindar, the relatives of a victor, too, have the right to walk with pride, just like the

victor himself.

1. 47

Competitor name, patronymic: Kpng KAeivov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 479 (2?) - ca. 251 BC (2?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): -

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Anth. Pal. 13. 5 (L5)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 52 (‘AtokAfig’)
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Anth. Pal. 13. 5 (L5) (= Gow and Page 1965, Vol 1., 160, no. II) (L5)), attributed to Phalaecus, is dated on
metrical grounds to the 3 century BC, although Phalaecus may have been active in the late 4™ century BC, too
(Gow and Page, 1965, Vol. II, 459). The poem is a dialogue between an unnamed passer-by (¢) and a series of
statues representing four brothers, Timodemos (a), Kres (p), Kretheus (y) and Diokles (), who are successful
athletes. The piece in its present state opens with replies from each of the statues of the brothers as to the
discipline in which they were victorious, which implies the existence of an opening question from the passer-by
that has since disappeared. The passer-by then asks their names (3), their father’s name (5) and the games at
which they were successful. Only two replies to the last question survive, which means that something is also
missing from the end of the poem in its present state. If nothing has dropped out before the final reply (which
it may have done (Gow and Page 1965, Vol. II, 461, on 7)) and if the order of the speakers is the same as it is in
1-5, then the second brother, Kres (whom Kostouros (2008, no. 52) identifies as Diokles), who, we learn from
1, was a wrestler, has won at the Nemea and map Hpa. These latter games, depending on the date of the victory
of Kres and, of course of the epigram itself, are either the Exatoppota, which were founded, or reorganized, as
international games in the 470s BC (Appendix 3. 2), or the Hpaia (Appendix 3. 2), which may, or may not, be
the continuation of the Exatopfota and are celebrated in Argos from the early 3 century BC. Kres’ victories
then date after ca. 479 BC.

The names mentioned in the epigram, being either too common or too rare to give any indication of the
origin of the athletes, offer no help over either the origin or date of Kres and his brothers. However, the circum-
stantial nature of the names, their unemblematic nature and the absence from the epigram of any significant
athlete whose fame might trigger an epigram suggest that Anth. Pal. 13. 5 (L5) was inspired by a real statuary
group, possibly located in the polis of the victors, as Gow and Page (1965, 460) suggest. If Phalaecus is really to
be dated to no later, say, the mid 3™ century BC, then the most we can say is that the Nemean victory of Kres
dates between ca. 479 and ca. 251 BC.

1. 48

Competitor name, patronymic: Mé\looog Teheotada

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 477 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Thebes

Discipline(s): Equestrian discipline

Ancient sources: Pind. Isthm. 3. 9-13.

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 63; Kostouros 2008, no. 137; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 33

The sporting record of Melissos, who won an equestrian victory at Nemea (Pind. Isthm. 3. 9-13 (L62)), is given
by Pind. Isthm. 3 and 4. Since these two poems give details of Melissos’ other victories and have a bearing upon
the dating of the Nemean victory, we need to look at them in some detail. We take Pind. Isthm. 4 first, which,
since it does not refer to the Nemean victory, was evidently written before Pind. Isthm. 3. Pind. Isthm. 4 refers
first to an unspecified victory at the Isthmus (Pind. Isthm. 4. 2-3. (L63)) (although Farnell (1932, 348) thinks
that the references to Kleonymos and the equestrian activities of Melissos’ forebears (Pind. Isthm. 4. 16; Pind.
Isthm. 4. 27) make it clear that the victory was in the chariot race and that Pindar uses the word inmoSpopia of
chariot racing elsewhere), a victory in the pankration (Pind. Isthm. 4. 43-45 (L67)) and two victories as a maig
and one as an dvnp at a set of games in Thebes dedicated to Herakles (Pind. Isthm. 4. 69-71b (L69)), which
are presumably the HpdxAeiwa and/or Todewa (Appendix 3. 11). In Pind. Isthm. 3, as we have said, an Isthmian
and a Nemean victory, unspecified as to discipline, are mentioned (Pind. Isthm. 3. 9-13). The aorist participle
Sefapévy at Pind. Isthm. 3. 11 makes it clear that Melissos won the Isthmian before the Nemean victory. The
phrase ‘0160pwv 4é0Awv’ (Pind. Isthm. 3. 9.) suggests that the two victories occurred in the same (equestrian)
event, whatever that was.
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We also need to glance at the matter of whether Pind. Isthm. 3 and Pind. Isthm. 4 are actually two separate
poems. Strikingly, they are composed in the same metre and praise the same honorand, which has led modern
commentators to suggest that they were in fact one poem, although not composed at the same time. From
Boeckh onwards in the early 19" century, it was suggested that Isthm. 3 was written to be appended to the
beginning of Isthm. 4 (Willcock 1995, 70). This view, however, founders on two points, one more cogent than
the other. The more reliable manuscript B presents the poems separately and the ancient scholiasts also give no
indication that they thought that Isthm. 3 and 4 were anything other than two separate poems. More persua-
sively, Pindar elsewhere is firmly in control of his material. His epinician odes follow a clear and identifiable
structure, whose elements do not repeat themselves (Willcock 1995, 12--3). If Pind. Isthm. 3 and 4 are combined,
several clumsy repetitions are produced (Willcock 1995, 70) on matters that in all other odes are only ever
touched on once. Finally, most irrefutably of all, the first triad of Pind. Isthm. 4 displays features normally only
found in the first triad of Pindar’s other epinicians (Willcock 1995, 70). Pind. Isthm. 3 is thus a distinct poem
from Pind. Isthm. 4. The usual explanation for its brevity is that it was composed for performance at the games
themselves, in this case the Nemea (Willcock 1995, 71), which, if true, may also explain why the metre of the
two pieces is the same. Indeed, Willcock (1995, 71) suggests that Pindar used the same metre in the later Isthm.
3, to remind his audience of the previous celebration at which Isthm. 4 was performed.

Until Privitera’s (2001, 44) treatment of Pind. Isthm. 3 and 4 (Willcock 1995, 71-2), it was generally thought
that the Melissos’ pankration victory was won at the Isthmia and was the victory referred to at Pind. Isthm. 4. 2-3
(L63)). However, the position of the reference to the pankration victory in Isthm. 4, at 44, and its relationship
to what follows, suggests that the victory was won in wrestling at the Theban ‘HpaxAeta/IoAdeta (Appendix 3.
11). After the reference to Melissos’ pankration victory, with its reference to the boldness of lions and the fast-
moving skill of foxes, Pindar gives us vignettes of Herakles’ combat with Antaeus in Libya, of his travels and
deeds around the world and of his ascent to Olympus (Pind. Isthm. 4. 44-71b (L68)), before concluding the
poem with a picture of the preparations at Thebes for the celebration of the festival and, at the very end, refer-
ence to Melissos’ victories there (Pind. Isthm. 4. 61-72 (L68)). Melissos is thus closely connected with Herakles,
whom he resembles and who determinedly defeats Antaeus in wrestling and, as a result of his prowess and
virtue, has ended up on Olympus (Pind. Isthm. 4. 49-54b (L68)). Herakles is honoured with games at Thebes, in
which Melissos has been successful, man and boy (Pind. Isthm. 4. 69-71b (L69)), presumably in the pankration,
if we are to judge from what has gone before. By contrast, the victory of Melissos at the Isthmia is associated
with the equestrian activity of his forebears, who bred horses (Pind. Isthm. 4. 14), were victorious at Athens
and Sikyon (Pind. Isthm. 4. 25-7 (L66)), presumably the Sicyonian Pythia (Appendix 3. 10) and were generally
involved in competitive horsemanship at a Panhellenic level (Pind. Isthm. 4. 29 (= Maehler 1987 III + IV. 47)
(“... Havelkaveoor & épilopevor...)). The victory at the Isthmus mentioned at the beginning of Pind. Isthm. 4 is
therefore the same as the equestrian victory mentioned in Pind. Isthm. 3 (Bowra 1964, 408, in what is evidently
an oversight, says that Pind. Isthm. 3 was produced for a chariot victory at Thebes).

As for the date of the Nemean victory of Melissos, on the basis of Pind. Pyth. 9. 89a-92 (Pind. Pyth. 9.
89a-92 (L120)), which is securely dated to 474 (Drachmann 1910, 220, Z. Pind. Pyth. 9, inscr. a), earlier com-
mentators, above all Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (1922, 341) suggested that Pind. Isthm. 4 and 3 postdated this
ode, the idea being that méAwv tavSe (Pind. Pyth. 9. 91) here is Thebes, Pindar’s own city, and that Pindar is as-
suring his audience that he has now praised Thebes three times and so has restored relations with his own city.
The crux of the matter is the identity of the subject of what the manuscripts give as evk\eifou (91) and therefore
how ¢ayi is to be interpreted. That is, is the subject Pindar (or the chorus), embedded in some form of nomi-
native and infinitive construction after papi? Or is the subject Telesikrates, the honorand of the ode, and does
the construction therefore consist either of an accusative and infinitive governed by @api or of some finite verb
standing where e0xAeifau stands in the manuscripts today, with @ayi as a parenthetic interjection on the part of
Pindar (or the chorus)? If the subject of edkeifou (and if this reading is correct) is Pindar, then oAy tavd’ (90),
in the light of 84-89, which concern Herakles and his forebears, who are all intimately connected with Thebes, is
Thebes and at 89a-92 it is Pindar who is speaking and apparently telling the Thebans that he has already praised
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their city at games at Aigina and Megara (all this being concisely put by Gentili and Bernardini (2006, 612)). For
Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, 89a-92 formed an apologia by Pindar to the Thebans and ‘the self-confident tone’ of
Isthm. 4 and 3 (Wilamowitz-Moellendorf 1922, 341; Farnell 1932, 347) shows that they postdate this statement
by Pindar, who now sets his relations with the Thebans on the right footing. Farnell (1932, 347), modifying
the point, notes that had Isthm. 4 and 3 been composed before Pyth. 9, then Pindar would have mentioned his

praise of Thebes given there in his ‘apologia’ here.

In fact, it is much easier to suppose that Telesikrates is the subject of evxAeifau (or whatever the true reading
is), and that @ayi is parenthetic, the subject being Pindar and/or the chorus. The ode is in praise of Telesikrates
and so performed in Cyrene (which means that oA tévd’ (91) is much more likely to be Cyrene than Thebes),
which makes it unlikely that Pindar would have distracted his audience and, most importantly, his patrons with
messages for his fellow-Thebans. The games he mentions at Aigina (Appendix 3. 1) and Megara are so relatively
unimportant (Appendix 3. 7), that any ‘apologia’ based on the point that Pindar has praised Thebes at these
games might even be regarded as insulting. Mention of these games, however, does have a place in an ode in

honour of Telesikrates, if Telesikrates was victorious at these contests and this is his victory catalogue.

Thus consideration of Pind. Pyth. 9 does not help in the dating of Pind. Isthm. 4 and 3. Nor do apparent
resemblances between Pind. Isthm. 4. 1 and Bacchyl. 5. 31 (L11), of 476 BC (Maehler 2003, xliv), help either, as
it is impossible to tell whether Pindar influenced Bacchylides or vice versa, if indeed one did influence the other
(Farnell 1932, 347, 348). The firmest evidence for the date of the Nemean victory in Pind. Isthm. 3 is in fact given
by Pind. Isthm. 4. 16-7b (L64). Melissos’ family has lost four members thanks to the tpayxeia vipag moAépoto.
The obvious candidate here is the battle of Plataea (Willcock 1995, 76) (where of course Thebes fought on the
Persian side, so the kinsmen may have died during the Greek reprisals against Thebes in August — September
479) (Hdt. 9. 86. 1-9. 88. 1). The viv §ad of Isthm. 4. 19 suggests that the poem was produced soon after the
battle (Bowra 1964, 408. Pind. Isthm. 4. 17-19. (L65)) and so perhaps the Isthmian victory dates to 478 (al-
though Bowra (1964, 408) tentatively puts it in 476 BC) and the Nemean to 477 BC. It has been suggested that,
since Melissos is both pancratiast and equestrian specialist, he cannot have been both at the same time (Will-
cock 1995, 72), which would mean, perhaps, that his victories in Thebes may have occurred, say, some twenty
years before his Isthmian and Nemean equestrian victories, but since, of course, it was the owner, and not the
rider, who won at equestrian events at Greek games, then it is not impossible that he was simultaneously both
pancratiast and racer of horses.

1. 49

Competitor name, patronymic: Tipdoapyog Tipokpitov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 477 (2) - ca. 467 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Wrestling (boys)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 4. 9-11 (L83)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 53; Kostouros 2008, no. 197; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 123

Timasarchos was victorious in the boys’ wrestling at Nemea (Pind. Nem. 4. 9- 1. (L83); Drachmann 1927, 63, .
Pind. Nem. 4, superscription) and is a member of the mdtpa of the Theandridai, who have won at the Olympia,
Isthmia and Nemea (Pind. Nem. 4. 73-5. (L85)) and were presumably an Aiginetan ndtpa (p. 69).

There are no clear clues as to the date of Pind. Nem. 4, although there are several hints. At 45-51 (Pind. Nem.
4. 45-51 (L84)), Pindar gives a conspectus of the realms of the Aeacids, which mentions, very swiftly, Aigina
itself, Cyprus and Cypriot Salamis, Greek Salamis, the Euxine, with an oblique reference to the island of Leuke,
at the mouth of the Ister, Phthia, ruled by Thetis, and Epirus. The prominence given to both cities of Salamis (46,



<78 - NEMEONIKAI I: A CATALOGUE OF NEMEONIKAI: CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC « AURA SUPPLEMENT 12

48) clearly indirectly recalls the battle of Salamis (480 BC). Furthermore, Wade-Gery (1958, 264) noted how at
least some of these places are the areas, more or less, where the Greek fleet, of which presumably the Aiginetans
were part, was active in very successful fashion during the period 478-477 BC and it was this indirect, but
indisputably clear, echo of these events that made him date Pind. Nem. 4 to 477 BC. Given the mention of the
two cities of Salamis and the glorious connotations one had for the Aiginetans and the other had for all Greeks
(but, again, for the Aiginetans in particular, given their record at the battle of Salamis), it is unlikely that Pindar
would have yoked Cypriot Salamis to the site of the battle, if the Cypriot city had been currently in the hands
of the Persians. At 888 — 896 (Aesch. Pers. 888-896 (Garvie 2009, 35) (L2)) of the Persae, performed in 472 BC,
the chorus of Persians are reflecting on the happier time of the reign of Darius, before the madness of Xerxes
destroyed everything, and mention that Darius held Salamis, Paphos and Soloi, the implication being that the
Persians no longer held them at the time of the production of the play. However, by the time of the battle of
the Eurymedon, in 467 (Hornblower Comm. on Thuc. 1, 151, on Thuc. 1. 98. 4) or 466 BC (Meiggs, AE, 80-2),
Cyprus, or some of it, was again in Persian hands, since it was a base for the Persian fleet at the Eurymedon
(Diod. Sic. 11. 60). The fact that Cimon did not go on after his victory at the Eurymedon to attack Cyprus
suggests that a substantial part of the island was under Persian domination again.

The broadest limits for the date of Pind. Nem. 4 seem to be 477 and 467 BC and perhaps towards the
beginning, rather than the end of this period, as the list of Aeacid dominions, would have lost its resonance
after the end of the 470s, if Cyprus was falling back under Persian control again. Gaspar (1900, 116-18), Bowra
(184, 409) and Burnett (2005, 124) all offer a date in the late 470s, although they do not consider the situation in
Cyprus as a possible dating factor. Gaspar (1900, 117) dates the poem to 473 BC on the grounds that its atmo-
sphere suggests it belongs to the period of Aigina’s postwar prosperity, because, less convincingly, it supposedly
clearly articulates thoughts that are only semi-evolved in other, and therefore, previous poems and because the
word Aimapav recalls the dithyrambic fragment 76 (Kirkwood 1982, 331), probably of 474 BC, which also uses
the word. Aimapdg, however, is not infrequently used by lyric poets of places (Henry 2005, 32 on Pind. Nem. 4.
18). Bowra (1964, 409, 412) follows Gaspar. Burnett (2005, 124) believes that the absence of any mention of war
and the fact that the boy Timasarchos has managed to visit Athens, Thebes and Nemea puts his victory ‘in the
prosperous later 470s.

Timasarchos was also victorious in unnamed games in Athens (Pind. Nem. 4. 19) and in Thebes (Pind.
Nem. 4. 19-21). The scholiast (Drachmann 1927, 68-9, X. Pind. Nem. 4 32) states that these were the Iolaeia,
which we suggest were the same as the Theban Herakleia (Appendix 3. 11). As for the set of games in Athens
at which Timasarchos was victorious, attested for Athens itself in 6th century BC these are almost certainly
the Panathenaia (Nielsen 2018, 132-33, no. 71), although the Anakeia (Nielsen 2018, 134, no. 74) within
Athens, and other sets of games in Attica outside Athens are attested for the same period (Marathon, HpdaxAeta:
Appendix 3. 6; Eleusis, EAevoivia: Nielsen 2018, no. 73; Oa: Nielsen 2018, 135-36, no. 78).

1.50

Competitor name, patronymic: Asivig Méya

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 477 (?) - 441 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aigina

Discipline(s): Diaulos (boys) (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 8. 16

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 21; Kostouros 2008, no. 45; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 96-7

The name of the athlete is very probably Deinis. Pindar gives the genitive Aeiviog (Nem. 4. 16), which suggests
that the nominative is Aeivig. The scholiast gives the accusative singular Aewvioav and the genitive singular
Acividog (Drachmann 1927, 140, X. Pind. Nem. 8, inscr.).
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The matter of the event in which Deinis was victorious at the Nemea has provoked discussion, as Pindar is
here at his more opaque. He refers to the ‘Aeiviog Stoo@v otadiwv kai tatpdg Méya Nepeaiov dyarpa’ (Pind.
Nem. 8. 16), a phrase that evidently puzzled ancient commentators. One scholion (Drachmann 1927, 140, X.
Pind. Nem. 8, inscr.) reports that some assert that Deinias (sic) and Megas were otadeig and that by ‘Sioo@v
otadiwv’ Pindar meant victories by Deinis and by Megas. On the other hand, the commentator behind a scho-
lion to 16 (Drachmann 1927, 142, £. Pind. Nem. 8. 26) says that Deinis is a Stavhodpopog. Henry (2005, 78,
on 16), who thinks the phrase ‘dilo00®@v otadiwv’ means ‘two victories in the otadiov (stadion), one obtained
by Deinis and the other by Megas, now deceased (Pind. Nem. 8. 44-5 (L97)), notes that the phrase ‘Stooov
otddiov (‘double stadion) (in the sense of diavlog (diaulos)) is unattested and thinks that as an expression
with such a meaning it is improbable. The phrase is, however, an exact description of the diavAog (diaulos).
Furthermore, the scholiast thought that this was the discipline of Deinis. He may have been drawing on reliable
information and, even if he was merely guessing on the basis of the phrase ‘ioc0v otadiov] it evidently did
not seem outlandish to him to interpret the words as such. To the objection that, even if the phrase ‘Stoo®v
otadiwv’ does refer to victories in the diavAog (diaulos) (rather than to two victories in the otdSiov (stadion)),
Pindar does not specify how many, as he might be expected to do, it can be replied that he actually does so, if
we assume that he is talking about the diavAog (diaulos), that each athlete won a single victory and that Pindar
is putting the best construction possible on this, that is, more than one victory has indeed been won, even if the
totll is only two and each competitor has won only one. Presenting matters positively seems to be the intention
behind 47-48 ("...£katt Tod@v edwvOpwv|Sig 67 Svoiv...), which Henry (2005, 89, on 471ff) translates as for the
sake of the twice victorious feet of two men’ That is (pace Henry, who thinks Pindar is talking about the otadiov
(stadion)), two men were involved and two victories were gained in the diavAog (diaulos). Had either of the two
victors gained more than one victory, however, one imagines that Pindar would certainly have mentioned this.

Deinis’ age class is less controversial. Pind. Nem. 8. 1-2 (L93) opens with an address to Hora, ‘Aphrodite’s
herald of ambrosial loves, who settles on the eyelids of unmarried girls and boys” (Pind. Nem. 8. 1-2 (L93))
and is the personification of the time of youthful beauty (Henry 2005, 73, on Pind. Nem. 4. 1), all of which is
appropriate above all for a boy victor (Burnett 2005, 168).

As for the date of Pind. Nem. 8, 23-27 present the myth of the end of Ajax (Pind. Nem. 8. 23-27 (L96)).
Attempts have therefore been made to relate this to rivalry between Athens and Aigina and so offer a date for
the ode, either in the 490s and 480s or in the 450s and 440s BC (suggested dates: Burnett 2005, 167, 167 n. 2;
refutation of dating theories: Kohnken 1971, 19-24). In fact, the only clear reference to the contemporary world
outside that of the poem occurs at 11-12 (Pind. Nem. 8. 11-12 (L94)), where Athens and Sparta, albeit projected
here back into mythical times, are nevertheless military equals, which suggests a date in 478 or after. Pindar’s
working life may have lasted to ca. 440 BC (Appendix 2. 3). Thus Pind. Nem. 8 and the Nemean victory Deinis
that it records cannot be dated more precisely than between ca. 477 BC and ca. 441 BC.

1.51

Competitor name, patronymic: Ilpovanng IIpovamnidov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 477 (?) — ca. 441 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Athens (Acropolis)

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Tethrippon

Ancient sources: IG 1123123 (E17)

Catalogue entries: Kyle 1987, A 57; Kostouros 2008, no. 222; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 43

Pronapes was victorious at the Nemea, Isthmia and Panathenaia (IG 1I* 3123 (E17); Raubischek, Dedications,
206) in the tethrippon, as is shown by the form of his victory monument on the Acropolis, which consisted of
such a chariot (Davies 1971, 471 (no. 12250)). Because the inscription is extremely fragmentary, its metre is
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unclear, which means that the first line, at least, can be restored in various ways (Raubtischek 1949, 205-6). The
second half of the second line may have referred to victories at other games or the space may have been occupied
by the artist’s signature (Raubitschek 1949, 206; Hansen CEG I, no. 278 is more doubtful). The non-canonical
order of the victories in the inscription on the monument may mean that it is presenting them in chronological
order (Raubitschek 1949, no. 206 (no. 174)). The canonical order is not always observed (as in, for example, the
order in which the victories of Prateas (Cat. 1. 79) are listed (p. 53), however, and the Panathenaia seem always
to be the next most prestigious set of games after the contests of the periodos (Cat. 1. 25), so that, if the second
half of the second line did refer to other, non-periodos victories, the division may simply be between games of

the periodos and prestigious non-periodos games.

The letter forms of the inscription suggest a date between ca. 450 and ca. 440 BC (Raubitschek 1949, 207).
Our Pronapes has therefore been identified as the prosecutor of Themistocles, whose trial took place around
470 BC (Raubitschek 1949, 206-7; Davies 1971, 471). He has also been identified as the hipparchos in IG I’ 511,
which may date to 457 BC or after (Raubitschek 1949, 150-51 (no. 135)). Pronapes may then have been born
not later than about 500 BC (Raubitschek 1947, 207; Davies 1971, 471). Given this and the date suggested by the
letter forms of the Acropolis inscription, perhaps his victory at the Nemea dates between 477 BC, after the end
of the Persian Wars, and ca. 441 BC.

1.52

Competitor name, patronymic: ANKipaxog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 475 - ca. 409 BC
Inscription find spot: Brezovo (Plovdiv, Bulgaria)

Citizenship(s): Athens (?)

Discipline(s): Kitharodos (?)

Ancient sources: Plovdiv, Regional Museum of Archaeology 1812
Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 13.

A red-figure pelike discovered at Brezovo, near Plovdiv, shows a young man standing on a berma and holding a
kithara. He is identified as Alkimachos and along the second step of the berma runs a kaAdg inscription. He is
surrounded by four flying victories, ITavadnvaio[c] Nikn, Nikn Nepéq, (Nikn) Mapaddvt and (Nikn) ToOpol.
Beazley attributes the pelike to the Epimedes Painter, ca. 440-430 BC, although other dates have been suggested
(Plovdiv, Regional Museum of Archaeology 1812 = ARV2, 1043-1044 no. 9 = University of Oxford Classical Art
Research Centre, vase no. 213559 (https://www.beazley.ox.ac.uk/XDB/ASP/recordDetails.asp?id=40437E8D-
CE2F-4B12-A920-2C7AEF34E152&noResults=&record Count=&databaseID=&search=, visited: 24.11.2020.),
which dates the vase between ca. 475 and 425 BC. (24.11.2020). LIMC dates it to ca. 420-410 BC (http://ark.
dasch.swiss/ark:/72163/080e-7493277080d01-b, visited: 24.11.2020), which all, however, fall within ca. 475 - ca.
410 BC.

Itis impossible to tell whether the victor is a kitharode or kitharist. Webster (1972, 49) thinks that Alkimachos
is a kitharode, but gives no reasons for his view. In Archaic times, kitharodes are distinguishable from kitharists,
in that the former are depicted with mouth open and head thrown back. In Classical art, however, with its ten-
dency to show things immediately before or after an event, rather than the event itself, there is no indication of
the speciality of the victor (Shapiro 1992, 58). Since musicians are generally depicted as beardless youths, it is
likewise impossible to tell the age-class of the contestant here (Shapiro 1992, 58).

Stephanis doubted the historicity of our Alkimachos, who called him ‘Thaoto #j dpeipoAng iotopikdTnTag
npoowno’ (Stephanis 1988, 41, no. 138), but gives no grounds for his doubts. An Alkimachos is the sub-
ject of kaAog inscriptions on five other vases dated to around the middle of the 5% century BC (ARV?, 1562,
ALKIMACHOS IT; (1)-(6)). Two, if not three, of these are by the Chicago Painter and one by the Lykaon
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Painter, who are dated to the mid 5% century BC, and so may depict our man, although offer no more precise
dating information. Since our Alkimachos was a performer of some sort, Trendall and Webster (1971, 4, 33)
may be right to identify him with the Alkimachos, who is also kaAdg, depicted on Oxford 525 (ARV?, 1562, (4)),
whose subject matter leads them to connect the scene on the vase with Sophocles’ Pandora.

All the sets of games alluded to on the vase are well-known and long lived, except for those at Marathon,
and so offer no help with dating. As for the games at Marathon, Robinson (1985, 241-44; LSCG 46-50, no.
20, B. 34-42 (4™ century BC) for sacrificial calendar of festival of ABrjvn EA\wrtig at Marathon) suggested that
the cult of Athena Hellotis there and in the Marathon tetrapolis was large and important enough to have sup-
ported a festival involving games and in particular equestrian events. Such a festival there may have been, but
it cannot have been very significant, as it seems to have left few other traces (possible echoes of Hellotis festival
in Nonnos’ Dionysiaca: Robinson 1985, 243-44). On the other hand, the Herakleia at Marathon were one of the
most important Attic festivals of Herakles (Appendix 3. 6) and, since no other well-known contests at Marathon
are known of, it seems very likely that the vase is alluding to the Marathon Herakleia. Perhaps, too, because all
the games recorded on the vase are within fairly easy reach of Athens and because the vase may be the work of
an Athenian, it is possible that the victor himself came from Athens.

As for the date of the Nemean victory, or victories, of Alkimachos, we can do no better than to suggest, on
stylistic grounds, sometime between ca. 475 and ca. 409 BC

1.53

Competitor name, patronymic: Xpopog Aynotdapov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 473 (?) - ca. 467 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Aetna

Discipline(s): Chariot (dpua)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 1. 7-8

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 220; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 95-96.

Chromios, honorand of Pind. Nem. 1 and son of Hagesidamas (Pind. Nem. 1. 29; Pind. Nem. 9. 42), is also
the subject of Pind. Nem. 9, written for Chromios’ chariot victory at the Sicyonian Pythia (Pind. Nem. 9. 4-5;
Sicyonian Pythia: Appendix 3. 10). Chromios was originally an associate of Hippocrates, tyrant of Gela, and
then of Gelon, who became tyrant of Syracuse in 485 BC, and finally of Hieron, brother of Gelon, whom Hieron
succeeded on his brother’s death in 478 BC (career of Chromios: RE I11.2, cols. 2453-2454; Braswell 1992, 27—
8). In 476 BC, Hieron moved the population of Naxos and Katane to Leontini and, gathering settlers from the
Peloponnese and from Syracuse itself, he installed them in Katane, which he renamed Aetna and whose terri-
tory he enlarged (Diod. Sic. 11. 49). Hieron made Chromios governor (‘¢nitponog’ (Drachmann 1927, 149-50,
2. Pind. Nem. 9, inscr.)) and Chromios was at some time guardian of Deinomenes, Hieron’s son (Drachmann
1927, 160, X. Pind. Nem. 9. 95; Braswell 1992, 27). Deinomenes was at some stage installed as ruler of Aetna
(Drachmann 1910, 20, Z. Pind. Pyth. 1. 118b; Braswell 1992, 26), perhaps in 474 BC (Braswell 1992, 26, on basis
of Wilamowitz-Moellendorf’s hypothesis regarding Pind. Pyth. 1. 60-1 (dated to 474 (scholion))), at which
point, if not before, Chromios ceased to be ¢nitponog. Hieron died in 468/7 BC (Morgan 2015, 360) and the
regime came to an end under his successor, his brother Thrasyboulos, in 466/5 BC (Diod. Sic. 11. 67-8; Develin
1989, 70 (466/5 BC)).

Nem. 9 dates to after 474, if Nem. 9. 34-5 (Pind. Nem. 9. 34-5 (L99)) refer to the battle of Cumae, of 474
BC (Morgan 2015, 360), in which Hieron, in alliance with Cumae, helped defeat the Etruscans. The piece was
certainly written before 466/5 BC, the date of the collapse of the Deinomenid regime in Syracuse, after which

it is unlikely that anyone so closely associated with the tyrants as Chromios would have been in a position to
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compete in games overseas and subsequently to commission a victory ode, let alone be praised in the terms in
which Chromios is praised in Pind. Nem. 9, as the loyal supporter of tyrants. Pind. Nem. 9 is perhaps earlier,
rather than later in this period, if Nem. 9. 29-32 (Pind. Nem. 9. 29-32 (L98)) is an indirect appeal to Chromios
to rule justly and well, which would be most appropriate, had Chromios only recently assumed his duties as
governor and in fact Braswell (1992, 2) suggests that the ode was performed in Aetna. If Pind. Pyth. 1, securely
dated to 474 BC (Drachmann 1910, 5, Z. Pind. Pyth. superscription.13-15 (k0 (= 29t Pythiad = 474 BC);
Start of Pythian era in Pindaric scholiasts: Christesen 2007, 197, n. 76, does commemorate the installation of
Deinomenes as governor of Aetna (Braswell 1992, 26, following Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (1922, 296-98), then
this may have been the date when Chromios resigned his governorship, presumably to return to Syracuse.

It has usually been assumed that Pind. Nem. 1 was written before Nem. 9 (Braswell 1992, 25), composed to
celebrate the victory at the Sicyonian Pythia, on the grounds that Pind. Nem. 1 does not mention the Sicyonian
victory celebrated by Nem.9 and modern scholars usually place Pind. Nem. 9 before Pind. Nem. 1 on this basis
(e.g. Braswell 1992, 26-7; Morgan 2015, 360). On the other hand, the reverse is true, too, and Pind. Nem. 9 does
not mention the Nemean victory of Pind. Nem. 1. Pindar seems elsewhere to have no problem in mentioning
the other victories of his honorands both in contests of the periodos and in lesser, but still prestigious, games
and indeed institutionalizes the habit in his victory catalogues, some of which are quite extensive and one or
two of which refer to the Sicyonian Pythia (Pindar’s victory catalogues: Cat. 1. 25). Chromios, however, was
not an ordinary case. He was the subordinate of Hieron, who was also a successful competitor in equestrian
events at panhellenic contests, and Pindar would have had to be cautious as to how much praise he gave a sub-
ordinate. When he does praise Chromios’ Nemean victory, he is careful to set Chromios’ lesser achievement at
Nemea against the glittering Olympic victories won by Gelon and by Hieron himself (Morgan 2015, 385). Yet
Chromios was still important and still a patron. Given all the factors that Pindar had to balance, it was probably
easier discreetly to ignore a lesser (Sicyonian) victory while praising a greater (Nemean) victory than vice versa,
which may mean that Pind. Nem. 9 does precede Pind. Nem. 1. In fact, the reason why Pindar praises Chromios’
prowess in battle (Pind. Nem. 9. 34-5 (L99)) might be that at the time of the composition of Pind. Nem. 9, there
was nothing else to praise and to recall Chromios” military achievements also obliquely recalls his loyalty to
Hieron.

As for the absolute date of Pind. Nem. 1, Pindar clearly suggests a parallel between Chromios and Herakles
(Braswell 1992, 26; Morgan 2015, 387-88), the hero of the myth in Pind. Nem. 1, whose glorious career and
restful old age are predicted from the start of his life by Teiresias, as soon as the infant Herakles has performed
his first extraordinary feat, the strangulation of the snakes sent by Hera (Pind. Nem. 1. 61-72). Furthermore,
when all his trials are over, Herakles is to marry Hebe and feast in the presence of Zeus (Pind. Nem. 1. 71—
2), the implied similarity here being between Hieron, Chromios’ patron, and Zeus. Thus, if one pursues the
parallel between Chromios and Herakles, who is now resting after a lifetime of strenuous activity, Chromios
was apparently in retirement by the time Pind. Nem. 1 was composed and therefore, one imagines, no longer
énitporog at Aetna, a post that we have suggested above that he may have resigned in 474 BC. On the other
hand, if Pindar is also drawing a parallel between Hieron and Zeus, then it is very unlikely that Nem. 1 postdates
the death of Hieron. The superscription (Drachmann 1927, 5, 2. Pind. Nem. 1. 22), admittedly absent from
older manuscripts (Braswell 1992, 25), Xpopiw Aitvaiw innoic, obviously indicates a date after the foundation
of Aetna in 476 BC. Chromios’ Nemean victory was thus very probably won between 473 and 467 and perhaps
between 469 and 467 BC. Braswell (1992) suggests that, since Hieron’s chariot victory at Olympia of 468 BC was
celebrated by Bacchylides, rather than by Pindar, Pindar was out of favour with the Deinomenids by 467 BC. If
so, the lower limit for Chromios’ Nemean victory would be 469 BC.

1. 54

Competitor name, patronymic: Kalkiag Advpiov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 471 (?) — 465 (?) BC
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Inscription find spot: Athens
Citizenship(s): Athens
Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: IGI>826 (E14), IGI*893 (E15); IGI> 608 + 714; IvO 146 (E26); [Andoc.] 4. 3; Paus. 5. 9. 3; Paus.
6. 6. 1 (L48); POxy. 11 222, Col. 1. 26 (L126)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 34, 40, 43, ] 42, 44, 47, 54, 58, N 40, 42, 45, 49; Knab 1934, no. 5; Moretti,
Olympionikai, no. 228; Kostouros 2008, no. 82; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 34

The only chronologically certain point in the athletic career of Kallias is his victory in the pankration at Olympia
in 472 BC (POxy. 11222, Col. 1. 26 (Christesen 2007, 383) (L126); Paus. 5. 9. 3). Three inscriptions, however, fill
out his sporting record. An inscription on a statue base from Olympia (IvO 146 = IG I’ 1473 (E26)), whose con-
tents indicate that Pausanias saw it (Paus. 6. 6.1. (L48)), simply records that Kallias, son of Didymias, won the
pankration. Another inscription, from the Acropolis (IG I’ 893 = Raubitschek, Dedications 164 = IAG 15. (E15))
, whose letter forms indicate a date soon after 450 BC (Raubischek, Dedications, p. 183), records a single victory
at the Olympia, two victories at the Pythia, five at the Isthmia and four at the Nemea, together with a victory at
the Megala Panathenaia. Lastly, there is a very fragmentary inscription (IG I’ 826 = Raubitschek, Dedications 21
(E14)), also from the Acropolis, which mentions a victory by Kallias in some boys’ discipline.

Had Kallias won all the other victories listed in the first inscription from the Acropolis (IG I’ 893) by the time
the Olympia inscription was erected, we would have expected the latter to mention such prestigious achieve-
ments. The victories in IG I* 893 (E14) therefore date to after 472 BC, the year of the Olympic victory, except
perhaps for the victory at the Megala Panathenaia, which, it has been suggested, the other Acropolis inscription,
IG I*826 (E14), may refer to. The victory commemorated in this latter inscription is usually dated to sometime
in the 480s BC (e.g. IAG, p. 34 (‘by 486 BC’), Raubitschek, Dedications, p. 24 (‘perhaps 480 BC’)), presumably
because Kallias was a maic at the time, although Raubischek (Raubischek, Dedications, p. 25) suggests that, if the
Critias Boy was the statue that stood on the base inscribed with IG I* 893 and if it was indeed the Persians who
destroyed the monument in 480 BC, then the Panathenaic victory mentioned in IG I’ 826 may be the victory
mentioned here, which therefore took place in 482 BC. However, if we assume that the victories in IG I* 893
(E14) were won after 472 BC, then the following dates for these victories are possible, which produce a lengthy,
but not impossibly long career: Pythia: 470, 466 BC, Isthmia: 470-462 BC; Nemea: 471-465. If one assumes that
Kallias was about 20 in 472 BC, the Megala Panathenaia victory, if it is the same as the victory referred to in IG
I* 826 (E14), perhaps occurred in 478 or 476 BC, possibly the latter, when Kallias would have been towards the

upper end of his age class.

Kallias, in later life, may have been a political ally of Thucydides, son of Melesias, the chief political opponent
of Pericles in the 440s BC. Like Thucydides, Kallias was ostracised ([Andoc.] 4. 32; Piccirilli 1996, 326), perhaps
about the same time or soon after Thucydides in the later 440s BC. IG I’ 893 (E15) may therefore have been
erected on the Acropolis, to remind the Athenians of his splendid sporting record, when he was presumably
under political attack (Raubitschek 1949, 183).

1. 55

Competitor name, patronymic: EQappootog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 471 (2?) - ca. 463 BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Opous

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Pind. OL 9. 87

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 46, ] 64, 66, 69, N 55, 73; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 239; Strasser 2001, no. 47;
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Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 98; Kostouros 2008, no. 69; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 35

Epharmostos, a wrestler (Pind. OI. 9. 13), won an Olympic (1-10) (Pind. Ol 9. 1-10 (L111)), a Pythian (16-7)
(Pind. OL 13. 16-7 (L116)) and perhaps three Isthmian victories (Pind. OL 9. 83-6 (L112)). How many is not
clear, at least not to us (both of the second two victories or only one, with the unknown Lampromachus winning
the other?), although, as Gerber (2002, 58, 59) points out, the original audience would have known, just as they
would have also known the identity of Lampromachos (whom the scholiast, presumably guessing, lamely calls
a ovyyevng (Drachmann 1903, 297, 2. Pind. OL 9, 125¢)). Epharmostos also won at least one Nemean victory
(OL 9. 87), together with victories at other, lesser games (88-99). Epharmostos” Olympic victory in wrestling
is firmly dated to 468 BC (POxy. II 222, Col. 1. 36, at, e.g., Christesen 2007, 383). One scholion (Drachmann
1903, 271, =. Pind. OL 9, 17a (‘..xal y&p &v ITuBig éviknoe, Ay’ [TuBL&dL)) puts his Pythian victory in the 33rd
Pythiad, while another puts it in the 30" (Drachmann 1903, 272, £. Pind. OL 9, 18b (‘..xai yap [TVBwa éviknoev
6'E@dppootog thv N TuBiadia’)). Since Pindaric scholiasts number Pythiads from 582 BC (Mosshammer 1982,
18-24), the thirtieth Pythiad will have fallen in 466 BC and the thirty third in 454 BC. There is no indication
that Epharmostos won at Olympia as anything other than as an dvrjp in 468 BC. If his Pythian victory is placed
in 454 BC, this produces a career of at least 14 years, which starts with an Olympic victory and ends with a
Pythian, at an age of over 30. Since this is improbable, or at least less probable than a career with an Olympic
victory in 468 and a Pythian victory only two years later, the reading at 18b (\) is more likely to be correct.

The rest of the catalogue (88-99) (Pind. OI. 9. 88-99 (L113)) refers, among other victories, to a win at Argos. The
scholiast (Drachmann 1903, 298, X. Pind. Ol 9, 132a) asserts that Epharmostos won both at the Hecatombaia
(Appendix 3. 2), which were held at the Argive Heraion, and at the Heraia, which latter is clearly a guess, as the
Heraia appear for the first time in the early 3rd century BC (Spelling of Exatoupia: 84 n. 4; Argive Hecatomboia
and Heraia: Appendix 3. 2). Epharmostos also won as a naig at Athens (88). This was probably at the Pana-
thenaia (Nielsen 2018, 46-50, 89-91, 132-133, no. 71), although the Athenian Olympia, which the scholiast
suggests as an alternative (Drachmann 1903, 298, X. Pind. Ol. 9, 133b; Athenian Olympia, see Appendix 3. 3),
is not out of the question. He also won in a contest at Marathon, which some scholia identify as the Herakleia
(Drachmann 1903, 298, £. Pind. Ol. 9, 134d, B), which is likely to be correct, as no other important set of games
held at Marathon at the time is known of (Herakleia at Marathon: Appendix 3. 11). He attempted to compete
in the category of ayévelol, regarding which Gerber (2002, 61), rather oddly, thinks that Pindar is ‘treating
dyeveiwv as equivalent to maidwv’ This is unlikely, both because there is no reason why Pindar should not have
used the term maideg, had it been applicable, and because Pindar passes from one of the three age classes to
another in succession, starting with the maideg at Athens (88) and ending with the dvdpeg at Marathon (90).

The exact meaning of ovAaBeig dyeveiwv (89) is not clear, but the violence of the imagery (‘stripped from,
‘carried off frony') suggests that Epharmostos was excluded against his will from competing in the class of
dyévelol and then, however, went on to vindicate himself in the &vdpeg class. The commentators do not seem
to have known. The scholion at X. Pind. OI. 9, 298, 134d seems to be the result of two imputs, both of them
apparently guesswork. It says, first, that Epharmostos was beaten in the &yévelot at Marathon and then, ‘having
reregistered’ (‘peteyypdyag,) won in the &v8peg class, which is unlikely, before the scholion contradicts itself,
stating (reasonably) that Pindar would not have commemorated a defeat.

Whatever the truth, the audience will have known it and, since Pindar mentions the matter, the outcome
was presumably complimentary to Epharmostos. References follow to victories at the games of Zeus Lykaios
in Arcadia (95-96) (Lykaia: Nielsen 2018, 37-40, 121, no. 39), at Pellene (97-98) (Appendix 3. 8), perhaps the
Theoxenia (Appendix 3. 8), and what seem to be the Ioleia or Herakleia at Thebes (98-99) (Appendix 3. 11) and
the list ends with mention of victory in some set of games at Eleusis (99), which may be the Eleusinia (Nielsen
2018, 51, 91, 133-34, no. 73).

Pind. OI. 9 was very probably produced after the Pythian victory of 466 BC, as just noted, but how soon after,
we cannot say. The fact that Epharmostos’ Olympic victory of 468 holds pride of place, occupying the first ten
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lines of the poem, although the Pythian victory was gained later, and the point that the poem is freighted with
a large and prestigious victory catalogue raises the suspicion that Pind. OL 9 may have been commissioned at
the end of Epharmostos’ career, like, perhaps, Pind. Ol 13 (Mosshammer 1982, 24). If so, this impacts upon any
speculation on the date of the other victories and, in particular, of the Nemean victory. Perhaps Epharmostos
retired soon after his Pythian victory, possibly around 463 BC, and so may have started as a maig around the mid
470s. His Nemean victory, however, was not apparently won as a maig and so, if one assumes a career of about
eight years at most as an vnp, then possible limits for his Nemean victory are 471 and 463 BC.

Neumann-Hartmann (2008, 98) canvasses the possibility that the Pythian victory referred to in Pind. OL 9
took place before the Olympic victory of 468 BC, particularly since the opening of Pind. Ol 9 concentrates on
the Olympic victory and so was written for this victory. However, had Epharmostos won twice at the Pythia,
we would expect to find some trace of this in the scholia, which seem to be drawing ultimately on Aristotle’s
and Callisthenes’ Avaypagr ITvBlovik@v (Mosshammer 1982, 17-26). The scholia, however (Drachmann 1903,
271-72, %. Pind. OL 9, 17a, 17c¢), refer only to one victory.

1. 56
Competitor name, patronymic: EpyotéAng @ihdvopog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 469 (?) — 465 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Olympia

Citizenship(s): Knossos Himera

Discipline(s): Dolichos (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Ol. 12. 15, 17-18; Drachmann 1903, 2. Pind. OI. 12, 348-350, inscr. a, b; POxy. 11222, Col.
1.22.; Paus. 6. 4. 11 (L47); SEG 29 414 (E31)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 37,42;] 61, 68; N 72, 74; Knab 1934, 24, no. 7; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 224,
251; Strasser 2001, no. 41; Hartmann-Neumann 2008, 98; Kostouros 2008, no. 61; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 47

Ergoteles, the addressee of Pind. Ol 12, was originally from Knossos, but by the time of the composition of
Pind. Ol 12 had settled at Himera (Pind. OL 12. 19; Drachmann 1903, 349-50, X. Pind. Ol. 12, inscr. a, b (L21,
L22); Paus. 6. 4. 11 (L47)). The backdrop to his career is the unsettled history of Himera in the 470s BC and its
relations first with Theron and his son Thrasydaios, tyrants of Acragas, and then with the Deinomenid tyranny
of Syracuse. Himera probably fell completely into the ambit of Acragas very soon after the battle of Himera (480
BC), in which Theron and Gelon defeated the Carthaginians, since under the year 476/5 BC, Diodorus says that
Theron installed his son, Thrasydaios, as ruler of Himera (Diod. Sic. 11. 21. 1.; Barrett 2007, 79-80). Thrasydaios
made himself so hated, that the Himerans appealed to Hieron of Syracuse for help. Hieron, however, betrayed
them and Theron murdered his Himeran opponents (Diod. Sic. 11. 48. 6-8; Barrett 2007, 91-3 on Diodorus’
possible confusion in his use of various dating schemata), bringing in settlers to replenish the population, which
was perhaps the moment when Ergoteles settled in Himera (Ebert 1972, 81, referring to Kunze 1953, 138-45),
perhaps, as Nicholson suggests (Nicholson 2016, 239-40), an up-and-coming long-distance runner invited by
Theron, as a counterweight to athletes patronized by the Deinomenids of Syracuse. At some later time, in
472/1 BC, according to Diodorus (Diod. Sic. 11. 53. 1-5), Theron died and was succeeded by Thrasydaios,
who declared war against Hieron and was defeated, upon which a democracy was established at Acragas. The
Deinomenid domination of Sicilian cities, including Himera, came to an end, with the fall of Thrasyboulos, son
of Hieron, placed by Diodorus in 466/5 BC (Diod. Sic. 11. 68. 1-7; Date of fall of Thrasyboulos: Barrett 2007,
90-3).

There are two clusters of evidence for the career of Ergoteles, the first consisting of Pind. Ol. 12 and the ac-
companying scholia, and the second made up of both the inscription from Olympia, which in its present form
mentions Ergoteles’ victories at Olympia and Delphi and dates on the basis of letter forms to about 450 BC or
not much after (LSAG?, 146), and of what seems to be Pausanias’ near-transcription of the inscription.
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We look first at Pindar OL 12 and the accompanying scholia. In the poem, Ergoteles, victorious in some
track discipline (15), has won victories at Olympia, Delphi and the Isthmus (17-18) (Pind. OI. 12. 14-5 (L114);
Pind. OI. 12. 17-18 (L115)). The associated scholia refer to various victories, too. The superscriptions refer to
victories at the Isthmia and at the Pythia in the §6Atxog (dolichos) (Drachmann 1903, X. Pind. OI. 12, 348, A, C,
1. 6), some also referring to an Olympic victory in ‘ol” (= 77" Ol. = 472 BC) (Drachmann 1903, X. Pind. Ol. 12,
348, BDEFQ. 7-8). Inscr. a refers to victory in an unspecified discipline or disciplines at the 77th Olympiad and
at ‘the following’ 79th Olympiad, to a victory at the 25th Pythiad (486 BC) and at the Isthmia (Drachmann 1903,
2. Pind. Ol. 12, 349, inscr. a (L21)). Inscr. b mentions merely one victory in an unspecified discipline at Olympia
at the 77th Olympiad and one at the ‘following’ 29th Pythiad (470 BC) (Drachmann 1903, 349, %. Pind. Ol. 12,
inscr. b (L22)). Of interest, too, is a section from POxy. II 222, a mid-3rd century AD partial list of Olympic
victors, which places a victory by Ergoteles’ in the §6Aiyog (dolichos) in the 77" Olympiad (POxy. II 222, Col. 1.
22 (Christesen 2007, 382). (L125)).

Of the second group of evidence, the fullest piece is the report by Pausanias, who says that Ergoteles as a
dolxodpopog won two Olympic victories and ‘as many victories at the Pythia and at the Isthmus and at the
Nemea’ (Paus. 6. 4. 11 (L47)). The most natural way to interpret this is to understand two victories at each of
the four sets of games. The inscription that Pausanias apparently saw has survived, but in so fragmentary a state
(SEG 29 414 (E31), originally published, and differently restored, by Kunze (1956, 153-56)); other restorations
of SEG 29 414: Hansen 1983, 213, no. 393, that it shows without any doubt only that Ergoteles was victorious
twice at Olympia and at the Pythia at least once and all attempts to complete it depend upon Pausanias’ text.

To move on to what Pindar may be saying: how many Pythian and Isthmian victories are recorded in Pind.
Ol. 122 That is, in particular, do the lines kai dig éx ITVOwvogIoOpol T, Epyoteleg... (18) mean that Ergoteles
won a single victory at the Pythia and at the Isthmia or two victories at both or some variation of the two? The
smallest number of victories that can be read in this phrase is a total of two, one at each of the games. Since
victories at any of the games of the periodos were evidently a matter for precise boasting or at least boasting that
was not opaque to the audience, either in epinician poetry or victory inscriptions, and not to be hidden away
in thickets of generalities (contra Nicholson 2016, 240, n. 12), it seems more than likely that, when Pind. OI. 12

was written, Ergoteles had won once each at Olympia, Delphi and the Isthmus

When did he win these victories recorded in Pind. OL 12? To answer this question, we look first at POxy. II
222, which, unlike the scholia concerning Ergoteles, is not obviously corrupt and perhaps likely to be correct.
For the 77th Olympiad, POxy. I1 222 Col. 1. 23, gives ‘[Epyo]téAng Tpepaiog 86Aov. This reading, when taken
with inscr. a (... .O\vpmada pgv éviknoev ol B(= 77th Ol = 472 BC)’), seems certain. Thus Ergoteles won the
Olympic victory referred to in Pind. Ol. 12 in 472 BC. POxy. I1 222 also offers the firmest help of all in establishing
the probable date of his second Olympic victory. Ergoteles is not listed as a victor in either the 76th Olympiad
(476 BC) (POxy. 11222, Col. 1.7 - 19 (Christesen 2007, 382)) or the 78th Olympiad (468 BC) (POxy. 11222, Col.
1. 33 — 44 (Christesen 2007, 383)). The list of victors in the 75th Olympiad (480 BC) is incomplete (POxy. II 222,
Col. 1-6 (Christesen 2007, 382)), but Ergoteles cannot have won in this year BC, if he really did settle in Himera
in 476/5 BC, since Pindar implies that he achieved nothing of note before his move to Himera and Pindar would
certainly not have omitted mention of an Olympic victory (Pind. Ol 12. 13-16a). The best date for his second
Olympic victory is therefore 464 BC, rather than anything later, as a period of more than eight years or so at the
peak of athletic performance is unlikely (464 BC is also the date given by inscr. a, which, however, is obviously
corrupt). If we are right in putting the second Olympic victory in 464 BC, then the Pythian victory mentioned in
Pind. OL 12, which could conceivably be dated to 474 BC, is more probably to be dated to 470 BC, which, as we
shall see, is also the date given by inscr. b, and the first Isthmian victory is perhaps then to be dated to 472 BC.

The scholia are clearly corrupt and are therefore the weakest of all our evidence, although something can
be salvaged. Inscr. a ("OAvpmddt pev éviknoe ol ‘kai tiv £&7¢ 00 ; TTuB1adt 6¢ ke "kai ToBua dpoiwg’) and inscr.
b (‘6g fiywvicato ¢pSounkootiy ¢BSopny Olvpmada kai v €&fjg ITuBLada eikootiy évvdtny’), which do not
offer any information over the Nemean victories in Ergoteles’ final record, do offer something regarding his
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Olympic and Pythian victories and perhaps his Isthmian victories. The problem with inscr. a is that the 00 ’
Olympiad (79th = 464 BC) did not immediately follow the o{ "Olympiad (77th = 472 BC). There is also the
problem that the ke' Pythiad (25th = 486 BC) is too early, if we assume that Ergoteles came to Himera in 476/5
BC. Even if we do not, if he won an Olympic victory in 464 BC or later, which is what POxy. II 222 says, a
career of 22 years, that is from 486 to 464 BC, at the top of athletic life is almost, if not completely, unparalleled,
particularly if the athlete was an dvnp throughout, which indeed seems to be the case, as Pindar signals if his
honorand is not an avnp (Pfeijffer 1988, 34-8). ‘ke” is probably therefore a corruption of k8" (29th Pythiad
=470 BC) (Barrett 2007, 93), which is the number given for the Pythiad mentioned in inscr. b. Furthermore,
if this is so, then ‘kaiToBua opoiwg at the end of inscr. a may mean that Ergoteles won one of his Isthmian
victories in 470 BC. If so, it was probably his first, since to imagine that he won in 474 BC at the Isthmia also
prolongs his career unrealistically. It is probable that inscr. b is also corrupt, as it misuses the expression ‘tiv
&&f ¢, which can only be used of series of like objects and an Olympiad is different from a Pythiad (Barrett 2007,
84; Nicholson 2016, 251), the former, when correctly employed, being used to mean a period of time and the
latter the celebration of the Pythia.

Finally, we turn to the date of Pind. Ol 12. On the basis of the evidence of POxy. II 222 that we have just
looked at, scholars generally dated the ode to 470 BC (Catennaci 2005, 34). However, the address to mai Znvog
"EAevBepiov, who is Zwtetpa Toya, in Pind. Ol 12.1-2, has been taken to be an indication that Himera was now
free of some social and political burden. Barrett took the phrase to mean this and suggested that the phrase
was triggered by the fall of Thrasyboulos in 466/5 BC and the end of Deinomenid domination of Himera. This,
Barrett suggested, occurred in the first seven months of 466 BC and which was, he suggested, also marked by
the foundation of a cult in Himera of Zeus Eletherios (Barrett 2007, 91-4 (end of Deinomenid rule), 95-6 (fall
of Thrasyboulos and foundation of cult of Zeus Eleutherios in Syracuse and perhaps in Himera)). There is,
however, no firm evidence for the foundation of such a cult in Himera. Furthermore, in order to see Pind. Ol
12 as anti-Deinomenid piece that celebrates the freedom of Himera after the fall of the dynasty, Barrett has to
place the end of Thrasyboulos’ reign in 466 BC, before the Pythia of August of that year (Barrett 2007, 91-2).
This leads him to assume that Diodorus Siculus’ dating scheme is based on something other than the Athenian
archon year (Catenacci 2005, 39). Barrett (2007, 93) therefore thinks that the victory of Ergoteles referred to
in the scholion in la (Drachmann 1903, 350, X. Pind. OL 12, 1a (L20)) is the second Pythian victory (very
probably of 466) and therefore uses the scholion as evidence for his hypothesis that the Deinomenids fell before
the Pythiad of 466 BC. However, this victory need not be the second one at the Pythia and if one takes ‘f{6n’ to
mean ‘immediately;, the comment may refer to some victory by Ergoteles in another set of games, perhaps the
Nemea of 465 BC, which would fit Diodorus’ chronology as he gives it to us.

Nicholson (2016, 237-52), developing arguments first outlined by Catennaci (2005, 37-9), makes a pow-
erful case for Pind. OI. 12 having been produced under the Deinomenids. His suggestion rests upon the points
that the epinician ode as a genre was particularly associated with the Deinomenids (Nicholson 2016, 241-2),
that éAevBepia, obliquely referred to in the opening line of Pind. Ol 12, was a notable Deinomenid political
value (Nicholson 2016, 242-43) and that the charming, but otherwise puzzling, image at 19 ("...0gpua Nopgav
Aovtpd Paotdels..”) is an indirect reference to images on Deinomenid - influenced coinage at Himera
(Nicholson 2016, 245-51). Thus Pind. Ol 12 (if one accepts that it refers to only one Pythian victory) will
have been written after the first Pythian victory, very probably of 470 BC and before the fall of Denomenids in
466/5 BC. A possible chronology of Ergoteles’ victories is therefore as follows, which, since victors rarely have
victories that spread over more than two penteteric iterations, has the advantage of placing the highlights of his
career in an eight-year frame:

472-470 BC, Isthmian victory

472 BC, 1st Olympic victory

470 BC 1st Pythian victory

469-465 BC, 1* Nemean victory, 2nd Nemean victory
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468-464, 2nd Isthmian victory
466 BC, 2nd Pythian victory
464 BC, 2nd Olympic victory

Modern scholars incline towards believing that Ergoteles won two Pythian and one Isthmian victory.
Nobody, except Ebert (1972, 81-2), seems to believe that he won more than one Nemean victory (Klee 1918, P
37,42;] 61, 68; N 72, 74; Knab 1934, 24, no. 7; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 224). Strasser (2001, 48), who thinks
that Ergoteles won two victories at each of the sets of games of the periodos, is of the view that scholiasts knew
of only one Olympic victory, but that they are perhaps mentioning the particular Olympic victory which they
thought was the occasion for Ol 12.

1.57

Competitor name, patronymic: Eevo@dv OeocdAov
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 469 (?)-465 BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Corinth

Discipline(s): Stadion or pentathlon (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. OL 13. 34

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 71, 73 N 106; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 249, 250; Kostouros 2008, no. 153;
Farrington 2012, no. 1. 46

Pind. Ol 13. 29-35 (Pind. OL 13. 29-35 (L117)) gives the victories of Xenophon, namely, one victory in the
pentathlon and one in the stadion at Olympia, at least one victory at the Isthmia (32-34) and at least one at the
Nemea (34). The scholiast states that Xenophon’s two victories were won on the same day (Drachmann 1903,
357, Z. Pind. OL 13, 1a) and this seems to be what Pindar is saying (‘tevtaéfiw dua otadiov vik@v Spopov’
(30)), although doubts have been expressed (Moretti, Olympionikai, 94, no. 249-50). The stadion victory, at
least, is firmly dated to the 79th Olympiad, that is, 464 BC (Diod. Sic. 11. 70. 1; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 9. 61.1;
Paus. 4. 25. 5; Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 393. 240)) and this is therefore the terminus post quem for the ode.

Xenophon presumably won only one victory at the Nemea and the Isthmia each or otherwise Pindar would
have told us. The terminus ante quem for the Isthmian victory is therefore spring 464 and for the Nemean
victory 465 BC. Since Xenophon was an avrp when he won at Olympia, he was presumably at the peak of his
physical form and so perhaps about 21 or at most 22 years old. Since he was victorious at Olympia in the stadion
and pentathlon, perhaps it was in one of these disciplines that he was victorious at Nemea. He may have won as
a maiq at the Isthmia and Nemea, although, if he did so, he is more likely to have been at the upper, rather than
the lower end of this age group and was possibly about 15 or 16 years old. Perhaps, then, the upper limit for his
Nemean victory is 469 BC.

Xenophon was the son of Thessalos, who was also an athlete and whose victories perhaps fall between ca.
500 and ca. 490 BC, and grandson of Ptoiodoros and a member of a notable sporting dynasty (Drachmann
1903, 369, Z. Pind.OL 13, 5 b; agonistic record of Xenophon’ father, Thessalos, grandfather Ptoiodoros and
other forebears, Terpsias and Eritimos: Cat. 2. 2).

1.58

Competitor name, patronymic: Alayopag Aapoyntov
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 467-461 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Olympia

Citizenship(s): Ialysos (?)
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Discipline(s): Boxing (men) (?)
Ancient sources: Pind. Ol. 7. 15-7 (L103)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 47, ] 67, 70, 72, 113, N 76, 108; Knab 1934, no. 9; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos.
252; Strasser 2001, no. 45; Kostouros 2008, no. 49; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 97; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 42

Diagoras was victorious in the men’s boxing at the Olympia and the Pythia (Pind. Ol. 7. 10, 15-7) (Pind. OL 7.
15-7 (L103)). Thereafter, towards the end of Ol 7 (80-87) (Pind. OL 7. 81-7 (L104)), Pindar gives us a victory
catalogue, which starts with two victories at games that the scholiast identifies as the Rhodian Tlepolemeia
(Drachmann 1903, 230 . Pind. Ol. 7. 230, 147¢) and continues with four victories at the Isthmia (81) and ‘Nepéq
dMav EmdAAn’ (BAAav (i.e. viknv) being an accusative of respect after edtvxéwv, which is to be understood
from 81 (Gentili et al. 2013, 498, on 82)). These are presumably victories at successive iterations of the Nemea,
which is what the scholiast takes the phrase to mean (Drachmann 1903, . Pind. Ol. 7, 230, 150), rather than
victory in two different disciplines at the same iteration, a notable feat, which, had it happened, Pindar would
surely have told us about. The catalogue then mentions a set of games in Athens, which are likely to be the
Panathenaia (Gentili et al. 2013, 498, on OL 7. 82; victory catalogues in Pindar: Cat. 1. 25), a victory at Argos
(84), probably the Hecatomboia (Gentili et al. 2013, 499, on Ol. 7.83; Appendix 3. 2), some victory in Arcadia,
perhaps the at the Lykaia, which were the most well-known games in Arcadia (Nielsen 2018, 38, 37-9, 121 no.
39) and therefore deserving of a mention in a victory catalogue immediately after the Hecatomboia. A victory
at games at Thebes, perhaps the Herakleia / Ioleia (Gentili et al. 2013, 449, on 83; Herakleia/Iolaeia: Appendix 3.
11), and a victory at some games, perhaps annual (meaning of €vvopot: Willcock 1995, 131), somewhere else in
Boeotia (perhaps the Amphiaraia at Oropos, the Eleutheria at Plataea or the Erotidia at Thespiae (Nielsen 2018,
33, 115)) follows. Six victories, spread between Pellene (Appendix 3. 8) and Aigina (Appendix 3. 1), follow and
one at Megara (Appendix 3. 7) rounds off the catalogue (86).

Diagoras’ victory is dated to 464 BC by the scholiast (Drachmann 1903, 195, %. Pind. Ol. 7. superscription,
BDQ) and it has generally been assumed that Pind. Ol 7 (e.g by Young (1968), 68; Willcock (1995, 109)) was
written to commemorate this win. However, the bulk of the victory catalogue, which commences at some con-
siderable distance after the two early and isolated references to Diagoras’ Olympic and Pythian victories (15-7),
starts, as already noted, with two victories at the Tlepolemeia (Appendix 3. 9), an obscure set of local games
that do not appear elsewhere in Pindar’s victory catalogues, after which, however, come references to victories
at the Isthmia and the Nemea. Normally, in Pindar’s victory catalogues (Cat. 1. 25), as in inscriptions and other
records of the period, the Olympia, Pythia, Isthmia and Nemea form a closed group, in which lesser games are
mentioned, and occupy a position at the head in whatever list they happen to appear (Nielsen 2018, 169-213).
This anomalous position of the Tlepolemeia is paralleled only by the position of the games of Hera (which are
clearly the Hecatomboia) at the head of the catalogue in Nem. 10 (Pind. Nem. 10. 21-8), which was obviously
written for a victory in these games, and even then the parallel is not exact, since the Hecatomboia were very

much more famous than the Tlepolemeia.

Furthermore, the myths in Pind. OI. 7 focus firmly, exclusively and positively on Rhodes, the seat of the
Tlepolemeia, and on the divine favour the island enjoys (Pind. Ol 7. 27-76). Tlepolemos, after killing his uncle
in a fit of rage, is told by Apollo to go to Rhodes (31-33), whence he leads a heroic expedition to Troy. Before
this, despite blunders on the part of the sons of Helios, probably at Lindos, over the instituting of the fireless
sacrifice to Athena, Zeus still rains gold down on Rhodes and Athena still endows its inhabitants with technical
skills (47-52). Earlier still, at the very creation of the world, Helios has the good luck to spot the nascent Rhodes,
ready to burst from beneath the waves, where he will father the three sons who will found the three cities of the
island (61-72).

The prominent place of the Tlepolemeia, together with the intense focus on Rhodes in Pindar’s presentation
of the three myths in the ode, thus very strongly suggests that OL 7 was written to fete Diagoras’ performance in
these minor games, whether in the immediate wake of his success at the games or as a celebration of Diagoras’
career overall.
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Of relevance to the possible date of Diagoras’ victory in the Tlepolemeia are three scholia to Pind. OL 7.

1. Tehettar yap adto0L dydv TAnmoAéuetog émkalovpevos. Eykwaotik®dg 8¢ 6 Iivdapog tov dydva, HAiw
Telovpevoy, eig TOv TAnmoAepov petryaye. Tehettal 8¢ pnvog Topmiaiov eikootf) Tetdptn nuépa. Améxet 8¢ v
Nepéwv fiuépag €§. Aywvifovtar 8¢ maideg kai &vdpeg. O 8¢ otépavog Aevkn didotal (Drachmann 1903, 229, .
Pind. OL 7, 147¢ (BCDEQ))

2. kpiowv elne 1OV aydva T@v HAteiov, 6v 10¢aotv oi PoSior. Eyevoarto 8¢ 6 ITivoapog: ov yap TAnmolépew,
@ 8¢ HAiw T10éaot Tov dydva. 810 kai Hitopddiov tov dy@va. (Drachmann 1903, 229, 3. Pind. Ol. 7, 146a (A))

3. oV ay@va t@v Podiwv 6v tiB¢actv oi Podtot TAnmoréuw. Kai tovto 8¢ ywevdetau 6 IivSapog: ov yap
TAnmolépw 6 ayav émreleitar ov yap HAiw, o Iotpog eneiv év i) mept t@v HAiov dywvwv- Podiot Tiéaotv
‘HAiov évPOSw youvikov te otepavitnv- év yap Podw dyetat & TAnmohépeta. (Drachmann 1903, 229, . Pind.
Ol. 7, 146b (A))

We look first at 1 (147c). This starts with a mention of the Tlepolemeia. The second sentence, however,
corrects the first and, to judge from the phrase HAiw tehovpevov, probably refers to the Rhodian Halieia, a
major international festival, with annual and penteteric versions (IAG, p. 128). It apparently offered valuable
material rewards, since a prize, consisting of a bronze hydria, dating to ca. 450-400 BC, is known of (Nielsen
2018, 82, 82 n, 530), as is an amphora, from 4™ century BC (Nielsen 2018, 82, referring to SEG 40. 669. and
lasted into at least the 3" century AD (IAG 87. 14 (mid 3" century AD)). The second sentence therefore shows
scholiastic ignorance both of Pindar’s approach to epinician poetry (Pindar would hardly have changed the
contest in which his patron was victorious for another) and of the Tlepolemeia, which suggests that this part of
the scholion has its origin in a time when the Tlepolemeia not only no longer existed, but had been forgotten
to the extent that the games did not figure in the sources to which the commentator whose work lies behind
this part of 147¢ had access. More to the point here, however, the second sentence is clearly an interpolation
in the original form of 147c. Yet by the penultimate sentence of 147¢ (Aywvi{ovtat...&vdpec), the subject is
again the Tlepolemeia. This is shown by an earlier scholion (Drachmann 1903, 209, £. Pind. Ol 7. 36¢. 17-18),
which states that maide¢ compete in games in honour of Tlepolemos and, more importantly, that victors receive
crowns of Aevkn), a point also made in the scholion by Tzetzes on Lycophron that Drachmann also mentions
in connection with 36¢ (Drachmann 1903, 209). Both 36¢ and the Tzetzes scholion present the information in
the same order (1. competition by maideg, 2. crown of Aevkn), which suggests a common source, perhaps that
which also furnished the information in 147¢, since this also presents the information in this order. Tzetzes says
he found his information in ‘¢v 6¢ taig ITvéédpov iotopialg. Perhaps this was some commentary on the works
of Pindar that drew in its turn on some work that included a treatment of the Tlepolemeia. However, this may
be, the main question, then, is whether the third and fourth sentences of 147¢ (‘teAeitat...£E’) refer backwards,
to the games ‘in honour of the Sun, mentioned in the interpolation ‘Eykopuactik®dg. .. petnyaye; or forward, to
the information in the last two sentences.

In 2 (146a) and 3 (146b), the scholiast asserts that Pindar is lying, which is not quite the same as the allegation
that he is transferring games in honour of the sun to Tlepolemus, as he is accused of doing in 147c. Yet the
thought in 146a and 146b is very similar to that in 147, in that the scholiast in 147c accuses Pindar of wrongly
stating that the games are dedicated to Tlepolemus, and is close enough to the statements in 146a and 146b to
give the very strong impression that at this point all three scholia, 147¢, 146 and 146b, are ultimately drawing on
a common source that stated that Pindar dishonestly attributed to Tlepolemus games in honour of the Sun. In
neither 146a nor 146b, however, is the assertion that Pindar is lying followed by any of the information in 147c¢
given from “Teheital 8¢ punvog...” onwards. In 146a, the statement that Pindar is lying is more extensive than it is
in 147c¢ and is followed by the observation that the set of games dedicated to the Sun was called fjAtopddov’ (if
one assumes that this is an accusative and infinitive construction, with a verb such as gaoi to be supplied), but
the allegation is not followed by any of the information to be found in 147c. In 146b, there seem to be two layers
of intervention, but the basic situation is the same as in 146a. First comes the statement that Pindar is referring
to the games held in honour of Tlepolemos. Then, as in 146a, comes the counter-assertion, that Pindar is lying,
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after which, however, comes a counter-counter-assertion (o0 yap ‘HAiw,.. HAiov dywvwv), which seems to be
correcting some statement that has since dropped out to the effect that the Tlepolemeia were held in honour
of the Sun, before details are given of the games of the Sun. 146b finishes with a sentence introduced by yap,
affirming that the Tlepolemeia are held in Rhodes. This final sentence may have come in with ‘o0 yap ‘HAiw. ..
t@v HAiov dywvwv’ and is therefore perhaps part of the second counter-assertion, while ‘Podiot... otepavitny’
conceivably came from the work by Istros referred to. To conclude by reiterating our main point: For our pur-
poses, the important thing is that neither in 146a nor 146b is the assertion that Pindar is lying followed by any
of the information found in the section “Teheitat 6¢ unvog... Aebkn didotal’ in 147c¢. That is, it does not look as
if the second, third and fourth sentences in 147¢ ("Eykopactik®g 8¢ 6 Ilivdapog...tdv Nepéwv fuépag €8),
were parts of a single unit of information in the source on which the scholion is drawing here. Had they been,
we might have expected to find traces of the contents of the third and the fourth sentences of 147c somewhere in
146a and 146D as well. Since we do not, it is likely that the second sentence of 147¢ is an interpolation in a block
of information on the subject of the Tlepolemeia which is made up from first sentence and the third, fourth and
fifth sentences of 147c.

If we are right, then, in assuming that all of 147c, except for ‘Eykwuiactik®g O¢... TAnnoAepov petryaye,
refers to the Tlepolemeia alone, we learn that the festival happened on the 24" day of the month of Gorpiaios and
that it dréxet six days from the Nemea. As for dméxe, of possible relevant meanings here LS] list only ‘to be away
from’ (LS], s.v. ‘anéyw; A.III, 1 a). Here, in our case, the verb is unlikely to mean ‘six days’ travel distant from; or
rather, of course, five days’ travel distant from the Nemea’, because of the Greeks’ habit of including, for example,
the first in a sequence of years or regularly occurring events, such as festivals, in the series of objects counted.
One would expect a distance, even one measured in temporal terms, to be defined in terms of a starting point
that is geographical, rather from than a set of games that take place on that spot, and, secondly, it seems anyway
to have been well-nigh impossible to get from Rhodes to Nemea in five days, at least comfortably. This, at least,
is what modern scholars suggest. For the fastest possible trip from the northeast tip of the island of Rhodes,
which was the site of the polis of Rhodes from 408/7 BC, and landing at Isthmia’ (presumably Kenchreai) http://
orbis.stanford.edu/ (visited: 15. 10. 2019) gives a figure of 3.3 days for January, 5.1 for April, 4.5 for July and 4.0
for September. This means that the fastest time for the journey in mid - late August was probably between four

and five days. To this must be added the time taken to get from the site of the Tlepolemeia to the nearest harbour
likely to provide a ship sailing for Kenchreai, the time taken to find a passage from Rhodes to Kenchreai and the
time taken to cover the ca. 40 km, presumably on foot, between Kenchreai and Nemea. In 134 CE, admittedly
centuries after Diogenes sporting activity, Hadrian, in his prescriptions regarding the calendrical position and
the time limits of contests in Athens and western Asia Minor, grants athletes a space of 15 days to get themselves
across the Aegean from the Panathenaia to the Koina Asias held at Smyrna (Petzl and Schwertheim 2006, 77,
referring, with text, to 1. 66-67 of SEG 56. 1359 66-67). This tends to reinforce the view that it would have been
impossible for Diagoras to travel from the island of Rhodes to Nemea in five days, although Hadrian’s decision
may have be caused by other, less obvious factors (namely, Strasser (2016, 371) suggests, by the desire that the
Koina Asias at Pergamon should start on the day of the full moon).

Thus anéyw is unlikely to mean ‘to be distant from in terms of time’ On the other hand, anéxw can be used
in a temporal sense, to mean ‘to occur before, and that is presumably what is happening here (dnéxw used in
a temporal sense, meaning ‘to happen before’: Perlman 1989, 58, who gives Diod. Sic. 20.110.1 and Aeschin. 1.
146 as examples of the use of dnéxw in a temporal sense, meaning ‘to occur previously’).

As for the Gorpiaios mentioned here, nothing firm can be extracted. Gorpiaios is the eleventh month of
the Macedonian calendar. After the conquests of Alexander, the names of the Macedonian months spread
widely and were used in both local polis calendars and in more widely used calendars (Samuel 1972, 151),
and so it is impossible to be certain as to which Gorpiaios the scholion refers, since the name appears so
widely. The names of the Macedonian months were adopted also by three supra-local calendars. The first
of these was the Ptolemaic religious calendar, which was probably not used widely outside Ptolemaic pos-
sessions and presented intercalary problems that must also have lessened its usefulness (Perlman 1989, 73).


http://orbis.stanford.edu/ 
http://orbis.stanford.edu/ 
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Second was the more stable Seleucid Calendar, which was presumably used in Seleucid possessions and ex-
possessions (Samuel 1972, 142-44). The third, commonly known by modern scholars as the “The Calendar
of Asia, was a tested, corrected and therefore stable version of the Julian Calendar of 44 BC, introduced by
the Romans in 9 BC for use in Asia (I. Priene no. 105 = OGIS 2 no. 458). For the name of the first month of
the Macedonian calendar (A1dg), the Calendar of Asia substituted Kaiocapog and the first of the year fell on
23 September, Augustus’ birthday. The original writer behind Drachmann 1903, 229, X. Pind. Ol. 7, 147c was
presumably concerned to make himself as comprehensible as possible to as wide an audience as possible (as
Perlman (1989, 73) notes) and so probably chose the Seleucid calendar or the Calendar of Asia, if he was writing
that late (i.e. post-9 BC). If by any chance he was using the latter, then the Nermea, which occurred six (i.e. five)
days after the Tlepolemeia took place on 24 Gorpaios, will have occurred, or at least opened, on 29 Gorpiaios,
which would have been around 22 July.

To return to Diagoras: two points arise from the probable length of time required to cross the Aegean from
Rhodes to the Peloponnese as regards any attempt to reconstruct the sequence of Diagoras’ victories. The first is
that the Tlepolemeia took place in the same (Christian) year as the Nemea, which, since they took place, as the
Nemea did, in odd years, cannot have occurred in the year of the Olympia. Secondly, as we have pointed out, it
seems to have been extremely difficult, if not outright impossible, to make the journey from Rhodes to Nemea
in only five days at the time of year of the Nemea or indeed at any time of year. A third point also needs to be
considered. At least in some cases, if not all, should any of Pindar’s victors win in more than one discipline at
the same iteration, he stresses the fact (Pind. Ol 13. 29-30 (L117) (pentathlon and stadion at Olympia); Pind.
Ol. 13. 35-7 (stadion and diaulos on same day at Pythia); Pind. OL 13. 38-9 (three victories in same iteration
of Panathenaia (?))). Multiple victories at the Tlepolemeia were, of course, not on the same level as multiple
victories at the games of the periodos, but, if OL 13 was indeed performed to celebrate Diagoras’ performance
in the Tlepolemeia and if Diagoras won his two victories at the same iteration of the games, we would expect to
hear about it from Pindar.

Two points flow from this. Firstly, Pind. Ol 7 mentions the Olympic victory of 464 BC and, if we are right,
was composed to celebrate a victory that cannot have been gained in an Olympic year. Thus Pind. Ol 7 dates
to 463 BC at the earliest. Beyond that, it is a matter of guesswork. The first victory at the Tlepolemeia may have
occurred before the Olympic victory of 464 BC or after, thus pushing the date of Pind. OI. 7 down as far as 461
BC. Of the dates of his other victories we have no idea and they can be accommodated in various ways. If we
also assume (as we do throughout this study), that victories in an athletic career are likely to take place over
the shortest time possible, because an athlete is at his peak for a shorter, rather than longer, time, we can offer
several possible sets of dates. Dating schemata 1.-3. in Table 4 below assume that one victory in the Tlepolemeia
was won before the Olympic victory of 464 BC and 4.-7. assume that both were won after the Olympic victory.
The permutations that arise spread over a period between 470 and 459 BC.

Table 4.: Possible Dates for Victories Listed in Pindar’s Olympian 7
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Isthm., 1. victo- | Isthm.,1%. victory; | Isthm.,1%. victory;
470 |ry; Pyth. victory| Pyth.victory (or | Pyth. victory (or
(or in 466) in 466) in 466)
469 |Tlep., 1*. victory| Nem., 1*. victory | Nem., 1*. victory
nd
468 ISﬂ?m"z © | Isthm., 2. victory | Isthm.,2™. victory | Isthm.,1%. victory
victory
467 |Nem., 1*. victory Tlep., 1*. victory | Nem., 2nd, victory | Nem., 1*. victory
Isthm., 34, victo- Isthm., 3. victory; Isthm., 3. victory;| Isthm.,2". victory; | Isthm.,1%. victory; |Isthm.,1%. victory;| Isthm.,1%. victo-
466 |ry; Pyth.victory Pyth.victory (or = Pyth.victory (or | Pyth.victory (or | Pyth. victory (or | Pyth. victory (or | ry; Pyth. victory
(or in 470) in 470) in 470) in 462) in 462) in 462) (or in 462)
465 Aifiﬁ'(’)fv ’ Nem., 2. victory | Tlep., 1*. victory | Nem., 2. victory | Nem., 1*. victory | Nem., 1*. victory Nem., 1*. victory
464 Ol;; ﬁpglcigry; Olymp.victory; | Olymp.victory; | Olymp.victory; | Olymp.victory; | Olymp.victory; Oli?;ﬁﬂ v1c2tzry;
victory Isthm., 4™, victory | Isthm., 4®. victory | Isthm., 3. victory | Isthm., 2. victory Isthm., 2. victory victory
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Table 4.: Possible Dates for Victories Listed in Pindar’s Olympian 7
nd

463 7;1/.61‘1; 't’ozrv. Tlep., 2. victory | Tlep., 2". victory | Tlep., 1*. victory | Tlep., 1*. victory |Nem., 2". victory| Tlep., 1*. victory
Isthm., 4™, Victory; Isthm., 3. Victory;| Isthm., 3", victo- | Isthm., 3™. victo-
462 Pyth. victory (or | Pyth. victory (or | ry; Pyth. victory | ry; Pyth. victory

in 466) in 460) (or in 460) (or in 460)
461 Tlep., 2™. victory | Nem., 2™. victory | Tlep., 1*. victory |Nem., 2. victory

0o b Isthm., 4%

460 Isthm., 4™, victory |Isthm., 4™, victory .
victory

459 Tlep., 2™. victory | Tlep., 2. victory | Tlep., 2™. victory

The father of Diagoras is Damagetos (Pind. OI. 7. 18). In Pind. OL. 7, he is a member of the Eratidai (93),
which provokes speculation from the scholiasts, nothing of which seems to help. One says that ‘Epaoteidng’
was the ancestor of Diagoras and the founder of a puAr} 6pdvvpog (Drachmann 1903, 235, £. Pind. OL 7, 172b),
while another (Drachmann 1903, 235, £. Pind. Ol. 7, 172 ¢) says the founder of a ¢patpia was called’Epaotog
or 'Epactevg, all of which seems to be based on a mistake in the manuscript tradition and to be guesswork.
(Giannini 2014, 49-50). Pindar, meanwhile, tells us that Damagetos is descended from a Kallianax (92-94),
perhaps the founder of the dynasty (Gentili et al. 2013, 501-2, on OL. 7. 92-93). Remarkably, given how greedily
poleis claimed successful athletes as their own, Ol 7 offers no clue as to the polis of Diagoras and throughout OL
7, Pindar scrupulously avoids direct geographical references to any location on Rhodes except to Atabyrios, the
site of the cult of Zeus Atabyrios (Atabyrios associated myths with it: Gentili et al. 2013, 500, on OI. 7. 87-88).
By the time of Pausanias, however (Paus. 4. 24. 2), Diagoras, perhaps because of the extraordinary feats of the
three-generation sporting dynasty that he founded, is said to descend from Damagetos, the king of Ialysos,
which may mean that his polis was Ialysos. Futhermore, Damagetos married the daughter of Aristomenes, a
fugitive after the end of the Second Messenian war. Perhaps Aristomenes was a topical figure after Sparta’s loss
of Messenia in the wake of the battle of Leuktra in 371 BC (Luraghi 2008, 89). The fame of Diagoras’ sporting
dynasty must have been at its peak at this time, in the first half of the 4th century BC, and Diagoras’ family may
have attached itself to an anti-Spartan hero because the Spartans had earlier executed Dorieus, Diagoras’ son
(Cat. 1. 65).

1.59

Competitor name, patronymic: Egovdiwv (?)

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 465 (?) - ca. 463 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Mainalos (?)

Discipline(s): Pankration (?)

Ancient sources: X. Arist. Vesp. 1191b; Hesychius E 7567, s.v. ‘E¢wdiwv’

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 48, ] 114, N 109; Knab 1934, 10; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 253; Kostouros 2008,
no. 70; Strasser 2001, no. 37; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 50

The name of the athlete appears as’EQovdiwv in Aristophanes (Ar. Vesp. 1191; Ar. Vesp.1382). Macdowell, in his
apparatus criticus notes a variant, which is clearly a corruption of' Egovdiwv (MacDowell 1971, 106, app. crit.
to 1191 (‘¢povvdiwv’ in manuscript V)). It also appears as’E@ovdiwv in scholia to these passages (Koster 1978,
188-189, 1191a-b, with variants in several manuscripts that are clearly corruptions of Egovdiwv). Hesychius
gives the name as’E@wdiwv (Latte 1966, 249, E 7576) noting that Eratosthenes spelt it as’ E¢wdiwv and Polemon
as Epwdiwv. Moretti (Olympionikai, 95, no. 253) suggests that ‘E@wtiwV’ is correct and that the form that
appears in Aristophanes is influenced by Attic usage.
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Ephoudion was a pancratiast periodonikes, who won at Olympia in 464 BC (Koster 1978, 189, 1191 b). He
may, however, had had a long career. Aristophanes’ Wasps, which mentions Ephoudion’s clash with an otherwise
unknown Askondas twice, was performed in 422 BC and Aristophanes clearly thought that the contest was
memorable and significant for his audience. Perhaps the oldest members of the audience were in their 40s and
so perhaps the fight between Ephoudion (Ephotion) and Askondas occurred up to about 20 years before 422
BC. Ephoudion (Ephotion) may not have been more than about 20 years old when he won his Olympic victory
in 464 BC, if he continued to be active enough in later years to have remained in the mind of Aristophanes’
audience till 422 BC. A greying yépwv (Ar. Vesp. 1192) when he confronted Askondas (but did not necessarily
beat him (MacDowell 1971, 285)), he was perhaps then in his 40s, which, though rare, is not without parallel.
There are at least two other parallels for so aged a successful athlete. Theogenes, in the first third of the 5
century BC, was ‘undefeated in boxing for 22 years” (Syll.> 36 A. 7-8, ca. 400-350 BC (E32): Cat. 1. 35), which,
if Theogenes started as a maic, at about 12, would suggest a retirement not before the age of 35. Much later, in
about AD 200, M. Aurelius Asclepiades, also a pancratiast, retired from agonistic life at the age of 25, but re-
turned ‘uetd mhelova xpdvov’ to compete victoriously at the local Olympia (IGUR1240 = IAG 79. 36-41). As for
Ephoudion’s (Ephotion’s) origin, it is impossible to tell whether he was a citizen of Mainalos or simply a member
of the Mainalian tribe (Thuc. 5. 77. 1.; Hansen 2004, 63).

If we assume that Ephoudion (Ephotion) won a single Olympic victory and did so in 464 BC at the age of
about 20, although he may have been active into, say, his early 40s, he probably won his other victories in the
periodos about the same time as his Olympic victory, when he was clearly at his peak. Perhaps, then, his Nemean
victory (or victories) lie between 465 and 463 BC.

1. 60

Competitor name, patronymic: AVOIG

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 461 BC (??) - ca. 421 BC (??)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Tethrippon

Ancient sources: Plato Lysis, 205¢, 208a

Catalogue entries: Kyle 1987, 199, A 42; Strasser 2001, 233, no. 303; Kostouros 2008, no. 104

At Plato Lysis 205¢, Ctesippus mocks Hippothales, who, in love with the young Lysis, writes poetry in his praise.
The writings of Hippothales, however, repeat what the whole of Athens itself says of Demokrates, the father of
Lysis and son of the elder Lysis, ‘about their ancestors, wealth, their breeding of horses and their victories at the
Pythia and Nemea in the four-horse chariot events and horse racing —this is what he does and says and besides
this he comes out with stuff even more stale than that’ (Pl. Lysis 205¢ (L122)). From this the most that can be
extracted is that either Demokrates or his father, Lysis, or both, have won equestrian victories at the Pythia, the

Isthmia and at the Nemea.

The dramatic date of Lysis may be ca. 417-414 BC. As Bordt (1998, 94-5) points out, at the time of the
dramatic date of the Lysis a new gymnasion has been built outside the walls of Athens (204 a2), which implies
that this is a time of peace. Socrates describes himself as a yépwv avrip (223 b5), although there is no hint of
Socrates’ trial, which means that dramatic date is more likely to be sometime in the Peace of Nicias than after
404 BC. Bordt suggests a dramatic date of ca. 417 - ca. 414 BC.

A Demokrates, who may be our man, was reportedly a lover of Alcibiades, while the latter was still under
the guardianship of Pericles (Plut. Alc. 3.1; Davies 1971 (Demokrates (I)), 359) and so still an adolescent. If
Alcibiades was born in ca. 450 BC (RE II. 2, s.v. ‘Alkibiades (2)” puts Alcibiades’ birth no more precisely than in
the middle of the 5® century BC), this relationship probably occurred in the mid 430s BC and would fit with the
dramatic date of Lysis. Demokrates was still interested in racing horses and still in a position to do so at the time
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of the dramatic time of Lysis (PL. Lysis 208a). Lysis, the father of Demokrates, was perhaps the ka\dg celebrated
on several red-figure vases (Davies 1971, 360, Lysis (I), referring to ARV? no. 1597-1598) and so may have been
born in the early to mid 480s BC. A reconstruction of the chronology involved, albeit highly speculative, would
be then be as follows: Lysis, the father of Demokrates, was born in the early 480s BC and perhaps started his
horse racing activities in the late 460s BC and may have died not later than the 420s BC. Demokrates may have
been born around 460 BC (Davies 1971, 360 (no. 9574) on politically significant names in 470s and 460s BC), if
he was the (presumably older) lover of Alcibiades in the 430s BC, and perhaps- died not later than ca. 400 BC.
Thus any Isthmian or Nemean victory won by Lysis, the father of Demokrates, is possibly to be placed between
shortly before 460 BC and perhaps 420 BC. Any such victory by Demokrates is perhaps to be placed between
the mid 430s and ca. 400 BC. Strasser (2001, 233, no. 303) places Lysis’ possible victory or victories between
ca. 470 and 430 BC and Demokrates’ in the second half of the 5™ century BC (Strasser 2001, 233, no. 304).
Davies (1971, 360 (9574, Aboig (II)) mentions IG 1127045, which records the names of what seem to be a couple,
Ebnyopog @keivov Hatavevg and ToBpiovikn Avoidog Aifwvebg. As Davies says, chronologically speaking, this
Isthmionike may be the daughter of Lysis, the son of Demokrates (Davies’ Aboig (II)) and it is possible, but not
at all certain, that she derived her name from some family victory at the Isthmia (Davies 1971, 360).

1. 61
Competitor name, patronymic: ITvB6dnAog ITvBodwpov (?)

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 455 — ca. 439 (2?)

Inscription find spot: Delphi

Citizenship(s): Athens (?)

Discipline(s): One or more of boxing, wrestling and pankration

Ancient sources: Ebert 1972 25 (E4)

Catalogue entries: Kyle 1987, 210, A 58; Strasser 2001, 53, no. 51; Kostouros 2018, no. 178

On a statue-base found at Delphi an epigram in which Pythodelos appears records two victories at the Pythia,
seven at Nemea and five at an unknown set of games (Ebert 1972 25 (E4) = Marcadé 1953, 87). As for who is
being honoured here, Ebert points out that difficulties are removed by reading otepavoig (3) as otepavoig,
rather than as otepdvolg, since Pythodelos, in the vocative (‘TIvBodnAe’) at 4, then becomes the subject of
otepavoig, the implied object being Pythodelos’ polis (Ebert 1972, 91, on v.3), which he has crowned with his
victories. Beneath the epigram are two incomplete lines of prose, 5-6 (E4). How the first line is to be completed
is unclear, but the subject is obviously ITvB6dwpog ITuBodr[A]o and the line presumably refers to the erection of
the statue by the honorand’s son, Pythodoros. The second line is even more poorly preserved, but very probably
contained the signature of the artist.

Since the epigram mentions (5) ‘kparoc, Pythodelos’ discipline or disciplines may have been one or more of
the ‘heavy’ events (Ebert 1972, 91). The unknown set of games in 3 may have been the Isthmia, since victories
in sets of games of the periodos alone constantly head lists of victories inscriptions (Cat. 1. 25). Such victo-
ries are often carefully specified as to number, while victories in contests of second rank, as least in Classical
times, are treated with less precision (Nielsen 2018, 172-74). The unknown victory cannot have occurred at the
Olympia, as such a victory would most certainly have occupied the head of the inscription. Furthermore, the
large number of victories at these unknown set of games (3, ‘mevtdakt’) suggest trieteric games, i.e., the Isthmia.

Linguistic features of the inscription and the letter forms used, together with the names of the honorand and
his son, suggest that they were Athenian (Ebert 1972, 21). The letter forms suggested to Marcadé (1953, 87) a
date in late 5" century BC or early 4" century BC and to Ebert (1972, 90) a date in the mid 5" century BC. Ebert
(1972, 90-1) may be right in proposing that the [[Tv86]6nhog who is mentioned in IG II* 4360-4361 (ca. 400 —
ca. 350 BC) and is the son [TTvBo]8wpo is the grandson of our Pythodelos, although Pythodelos is a common
name in Athens (Strasser 2001, 53 no. 51). If, however, Ebert is right, this also strengthens the suggestion that
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the statue and victories of our Pythodelos date to the mid 5" century BC. The remains, albeit scanty, of the
second line of prose suggest that the sculptor may have been Phradmon, an Argive sculptor, whose floruit Pliny
puts in the 90th Olympiad, that is, 420 BC (Plin. HN. 34. 49; Ebert 1972, 91) and who also produced a statue for
an Olympic victor (Paus. 6. 8. 1; Moretti, Olympionikai, 108, no. 337). As Ebert (1972, 91) suggests, Pythodelos’
statue, if it is by this Phradmon, may be an early work. This, in turn, suggests that Pythodelos’ victories may not
date to before the mid 450s BC.

1. 62

Competitor name, patronymic: Adxwv AploTopéveog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 451-449 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Iulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Keos

Discipline(s): Boys’ stadion (?)

Ancient sources: IG XI1 5 608. 27-8 (E25); Bacchyl. 6; Bacchyl. 7; POxy. 11 222, Col. 2. 18

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 194, N 133-34; Moretti, Olympionikai, 100, no. 288; Kostouros 2008, no. 98

Lachon of Keos, son of Aristomenes, was victorious twice in some boys’ discipline at the Nemea (IG XII 5 608.
27-8 (E25); Schmidt’s treatment IG XII 5 608: Cat. 1. 20.). This was very probably the otadiov (stadion), won
by Lachon at different, but probably successive, iterations of the Nemea (Schmidt 1999, 80). This Lachon can
only be the Lachon of Bacchyl. 6 and Bacchyl. 7, since name and patronymic are the same in both inscription
and poems (Bacchyl. 6. 13; Bacchyl. 7. 10). Bacchyl. 6 celebrates Lachon’s victory in the otadiov (stadion) (Bac-
chyl. 6. 14-6) at Olympia and so the title of Bacchyl. 6 given by corrector A’, of 2™ century AD or after (Jebb
1905, 133, 286, ‘Adxwvt kewwt otadiel Ohvpmiar’) might simply be guesswork based on the ode itself, since the
corrector does not seem to have realized the implications of the word téxog (13). This suggests that Lachon
is not an adult and becomes particularly resonant, if Lachon won his Olympic victory at the age of only 13. It
therefore seems highly likely that this is the victory in the otadiov naidwv (boys’ stadion) gained by a Lachon
of Keos in Ol. 82 (= 452 BC) (POxy. I1 222, Col. 2. 18 (Christesen 2007, 384) ("... Adxwv Ke[iog matd otadiov’)).
The position in the list for the Olympiad occupied by Lachon shows that he was victorious in the boys’ stadium
(Christesen 2007, 161, 202-15 (on POxy. II 222)).

The incomplete Bacchyl. 7 also celebrates an Olympic victory by Lachon, who, the corrector A® says (Jebb
1905, 133, 296), was the same as the honorand of Bacchyl. 6 (which led Blass to restore the adjectival form of
Lachon’s patronymic at Bacchyl. 7. 10-11 (*...Apt[otop]év[e]iov. [mal]..”)). What survives of Bacchyl. 7 gives
no hint of how old Lachon was at the time and the only indications of the discipline involved are the words
ta[yvtata te]hawynpdv tod@viEANaot kai yviwv dpiotalkég oBévog (6-7), which suggests victory (or victo-
ries) in either track or heavy disciplines or both. In its surviving form, Bacchyl. 7 also makes no reference to
any Nemean victory. Col. 17. 1 - Col. 18. 2 of papyrus A (Bacchyl. 8. 17-8 (L10)) refer to victories at Delphi,
Nemean and the Isthmus. These lines were originally thought to have formed the end of Bacchyl. 7, but it was
subsequently shown on metrical grounds that they could not have been part of Bacchyl. 7 (Maehler 2003, XLV)
and therefore that Bacchyl. 8 is part of a separate poem. On the other hand, the missing part of Bacchyl. 7 may
have mentioned a victory or victories at the Nemea.

As for the date of Lachon’s Nemean victories, Schmidt makes a strong case for placing them before the
Olympic victory of 452 BC. On this reckoning, Lachon could have won as a maig at the Nemea in 455 BC, aged
14, and again in 453 BC, aged 16, so being 17 when he won at Olympia, in 452 BC. He would then, of course,
have been at the upper end of his age grouping and so perhaps more powerful and so more likely to win at
Olympia, where presumably the competition was toughest. Otherwise, notes Schmidt, if we place the Nemean
victories after 452 BC, given that the maideg age-class at Nemea consisted of 14-16 year-olds and that of dyévetot
of 17-18 year-olds, this means that Lachon will have had to win his Olympic victory of 452 BC when he was
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only 14, his first victory at Nemea in July of 451, still being only 14 (which, of course, is possible) and his second
in July 449, when he was 16 years old. On this view, Lachon would have been only 14 and at the bottom of his
age group, up against older and stronger competitors, when he won at Olympia.

Schmidt makes a powerful case, but it founders on the absence of any Nemean victories in Bacchyl. 6.
However ‘impromptu’ Bacchyl. 6 may have been, Nemean victories, which are regularly classed in inscriptions
with victories in the other games of the 5% century periodos (Nielsen 2018, 172-214), were still highly presti-
gious and it would surely have been impossibly negligent and insulting of Bacchylides to make no mention
of the remarkable feat of winning not one, but two Nemean victories. As for the date of those two victories,
if Lachon won as a maig at Olympia in 452 BC, before his two Nemean victories, then he probably won the
Nemean victories in 451 and 449. He would have been not older than 16 (and still a maig in Nemean terms) and
not older than 14 in 451 BC and not older, therefore, than 13, when he won his Olympic victory, despite being

up against opponents of 17 years or so.

1. 63

Competitor name, patronymic: IToAvkAfjg O kal TToAdxaAkog
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 449 (2?) - ca. 431 BC (??)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Sparta

Discipline(s): Tethrippon (?)

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 1. 8 (L37).

Catalogue entries: Knab 1934, B 5; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 332; Strasser 2001, no. 56; Kostouros 2008, no.
162; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 51

In regard to Polykles” alternative name (‘Loads of Bronze’), Nielsen (2018, 185) mentions Hodkinson’s (2000,
321) suggestion that Polykles acquired his nickname because he won many victories and so erected many
bronze statues in panhellenic sanctuaries. He also floats the idea that the soubriquet derives from the bronze
prizes that Polykles may have won at games outside the periodos. Maddoli (Maddoli et al. 2003, 175) suggested
earlier that the nickname refers to Polykles’ wealth in general and is to be seen in the context of contrasting
opinions regarding the usefulness, or otherwise, of equestrian agonistic activity, as compared to athletic activity
aimed at military preparedness. In support of this, he quotes Agesilaos’ comment that ‘[competitive equestrian
activity] ook av8payaBiog, dAA& mhovTtov émiderypa’ (Plut. Ages. 20.1.) and mentions how Agesilaos persuaded
his sister, Kyniska, to compete at Olympia, to ‘show that these things [i.e. competitive equestrianism]...had
nothing to do with dpety’ (Plut. Mor. 212 B/49). The more usual criticism in antiquity of athletic activity itself
was that it, too, was useless in terms of military needs (possibly an opinion particularly held by certain Spartans)
and so Agesilaos may been restricting himself to commenting on the particular moral uselessness of equestrian

activity, in which the jockey, rather than the owner, faced the risks.

Whatever the reasons for his soubriquet, Polykles won the té0piunmov (tethrippon) event at Olympia and
some equestrian event at the Pythia, Isthmia and Nemea (Paus. 6. 1. 8 (L37)). Robert (1900, 176-77). Moretti
(Olympionikai, 107, no. 332) suggested that the text of Eust. Il was corrupt, in that the ne (Ol. 85) of one the
manuscripts of Eust. Il. was a corruption of n6'(Ol. 90 = 420 BC). He suggested that another victor, Leon, won
in 424 BC and cautiously put Polykles in 440 BC. Van der Valk (1971, 568. 2 = 361. 25), however, unambigu-
ously gives “...8te mpdTOG Aéwv Aakedaipnoviog dydonkootiyv méuntny Olvpmada veviknkev.) with no refer-
ence in his apparatus criticus to the reading that Moretti mentions. Robert’s dates are repeated by Poralla (1985,
109 (no. 629) 187)) tentatively places the Olympic victory of Polykles in either 428 BC (Ol. 88) or 424 BC (Ol
89), on the basis of the chronology of Spartan té0punmov (tethrippon) victors that he suggests for the period 440
BC (Ol 85) to 420 BC (Ol. 90), while not excluding the possibility that Polykles” victory dates to after 420 BC.
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1. 64

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 439 (2?) — ca. 399 (2?) BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Equestrian discipline

Ancient sources: Lys. 19. 36

Catalogue entries: Kyle 1987, no. A 78

The wealthy unknown father of the unknown speaker of Lys. 19 won an unspecified number of equestrian
victories at the Isthmia and the Nemea (Lys. 19. 36 (L33). Lys. 19 was delivered in 388/387 BC (Davies 1971,
200) and the father of the speaker, dying in 389/388 BC at the age of 70, was therefore born around 459/458 BC
(Davies 1971, 200). Thus his victories may date to anywhere between about 439 and perhaps 400 BC, although
the difficulties involved in transporting an equestrian team and its equipment in wartime may mean that these
victories were won before the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War, during the period 421-413 BC or after 403
BC and before 389 BC.

1. 65

Competitor name, patronymic: Awptedg Ataydpov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 435 (?) — 423 BC (?) or 433 (?) - 421 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Delphi

Citizenship(s): City on Rhodes or Thurii

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: Syll.> 82 (E33); Paus. 6. 7. 1 (L49); Paus. 6 . 7. 4-11

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 72, 75-76, ] 205-212; N 148-154; Knab 1918, no. 13; Strasser 2001, 55 no. 58;
Kostouros 2008, no. 58; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 56

Pausanias states that Dorieus, son of Diagoras, won in the men’s pankration at Olympia three times (Paus. 6. 7.
1 (L49)), eight times at the Isthmia and seven at the Nemea. He also won a victory dkovtti at the Pythia (Paus. 6.
7.4. (L50)). Pomtow suggested that the victory list inscribed on the base of a statue of an athlete at Delphi, dated
on the basis of letter forms to the mid-4* century BC, was that of Dorieus (Syll.* 103 no. 82 (E33) = IAG 23) on
the grounds of its similarity, at least in its surviving form, to what Pausanias says.

About half of the inscription has been preserved. The number of Isthmian victories is open to doubt (IAG,
p. 58, who notes that 4 could equally well be restored as énta]kig) and the inscription reports four Pythian
victories, while Pausanias mentions only one, achieved dxoviti. On the other hand, given the apparent number
of letter spaces involved, tpig (3) seems certain as the number of Olympic victories and the number of Nemean
victories (seven) reported in the inscription agrees with Pausanias’ report. As for the four Pythian victories given
in the inscription, this does not necessarily clash with Pausanias, who may be reporting only the dxovtti victory.
There is also the fact that the base of the statue is made from the same stone as the statue of Eucles, grandson of
Diagoras, that belonged to the statuary group at Olympia displaying the three generations of Diagoras’ family
(Syll*> 103). All this together makes it at least likely that the victories in the Delphi inscriptio belong to Dorieus.

The Delphi inscription also mentions four victories at the Panathenaia and at the Asklepieia (Asklepieia:
Nielsen 2018, 43-4, 129-30, no. 64) and three each at the Argive Hecatomboia (Appendix 3. 2) and the Lykaia
(Nielsen 2018, 37-40, 121, no. 39). The inscription thus has the form and choice of games of Pindar’s victory
catalogues, in which the games of the periodos are grouped at the head and are followed by certain lesser, but
still prestigious games, which include the three here ((Cat. 1. 25)).
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Dorieus’ second Olympic victory was won in 428 BC (Thuc. 3. 8. 1). If we assume that his Olympic victories
were won in 432, 428 and 424 BC, then perhaps the four Pythian victories were won in 434, 430, 426 and
422 BC, giving a career at the highest level of 14 years (434-422 BC), which is possible. Seven single Nemean
victories can be comfortably fitted into this, being placed either from 435 to 423 BC or from 433 to 421 BC, but
eight single Isthmian victories would require a period either from 436 to 422 or from 434 to 420 BC, which is

not impossible, but less likely, so that perhaps at least two Isthmian victories were won at the same iteration.

Dorieus, being an enemy of Athens and having at some stage been condemned to death by the Athenians
(Xen. Hell. 1. 5. 19), went into exile at Thurii and was subsequently involved in naval operations conducted by
the Thurians in support of the Spartans in the eastern Aegean during the last two decades of 5th century BC
(Thuc. 8. 35. 1. (Dorieus in command of 10 Thurian ships), 8. 84. 2. (with Astyochos at Miletus); Diod. Sic. 13.
38. 6 (sent to Rhodes to prevent defection by Rhodians to Athens); Xen. Hell. 1. 1. 2-5 (chased by the Athe-
nians in the run-up to the battle of Abydos (411 BC)), Xen. Hell. 1. 5. 19 (captured by the Athenians, 407 BC)).
According to Androtion, he died later, in 395 BC, at the hands of the Spartans (Paus. 6. 7. 4 (L50) = FGrH no.
324 (Androtion) F 46) (and was also the subject of an extraordinary epigram (Anth. Pal. 13. 11 = Page 1981,
276-77, no. L), which does not mention Dorieus’ athletic activity at all and is almost Cavafy-like in its personal
focus and oblique reference to turbid historic events). Pausanias reports that Dorieus and his nephew Peisirodos
were proclaimed victors as citizens of Thurii (Paus. 6. 7. 4 (L50)). On the other hand, Thucydides calls Dorieus
a'Podlog when referring to his second Olympic victory, in 428 BC (Thuc. 3. 8. 1). If Thucydides is not simply
exploiting as a convenient chronological marker the presumably well-known fact that Dorieus, a major athlete,
came from the island of Rhodes, then Dorieus must have moved to Thurii between 428 and 424 BC, if in fact
his third Olympic victory occurred in 424 BC. Thurii by then may have seemed an attractive place of exile
for an anti-Athenian, given that things were turning against the Athenians in Thurii as early as 434 BC, when
Delphian Apollo proclaimed himself founder of the city, as a solution to conflict in that year between Athenian
and Peloponnesian settlers over which city was to be regarded as Thurii’s metropolis (Diod. Sic. 12. 35. 1-3) and
seem to have got even worse in or after 412 BC, when the Athenians were weak enough for the Athenian Lysias,
‘with three hundred others’ to be driven out of Thurii ([Plut.] Vitae X Oratorum 835 d-e.

1. 66

Competitor name, patronymic: Anpokparng Avotdog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 435 (?) — ca. 401 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Tethrippon (?)

Ancient sources: Plato Lysis 205¢, 208a

Catalogue entries: Kyle 1987, A 15; Strasser 2001, no. 304; Kostouros 2008, no. 47; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 52

Demokrates, father of Lysis, and perhaps lover of Alcibiades, may have active in horse breeding and racing from
the 430s to perhaps 400 BC. See Cat. 1. 60 for discussion.

1. 67

Competitor name, patronymic: Avtioxog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 415 (?) - ca. 385 (?) BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Lepreon

Discipline(s): Pankration (men)
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Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 3.9

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, J 222-223, N 161-162; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 360; Kostouros 2003, no. 17;
Farrington 2012, no. 1. 58

Antiochos of Lepreon, in addition to winning the men’s pankration at Olympia, also won the pentathlon twice
at both the Isthmia and the Nemea (Paus. 6. 3. 9 (L42).), Nikodamos of Mainalos producing Antiochos’ statue
at Olympia (Paus. 6. 3. 9 (L42)). An Antiochus who took part in an embassy to Susa from the Arcadians in 367
BC and is identified as a maykpatiaotiig (Xen. Hell. 7. 1. 33. Lepreon, although not in Arcadia proper, was a
member of the Arcadian League (Nielsen 2004b, 544)) is very probably our man. Nikodamos also produced
a statue for Androsthenes (Paus. 6. 6. 1 (L48)), who won two victories in the pankration at Olympia, one of
which was won in 420 BC (Thuc. 5. 49; Moretti, Olympionikai, 107, nos. 336 (420 BC?), 343 (416 BC?)), and
for Damoxenidas (Paus. 6. 6. 3)whose boxing victory Moretti (Olympionikai, 117, no. 393) tentatively places in
384 BC. If Moretti is right, then the statue of Antiochus will have been one of the earlier works of Nikodamos
and his career will have lasted at least thirty or forty years (Muller-Dufeu 2002, 653) puts Nikodamos in the
late 4th century BC, without giving reasons). Antiochos, whose Olympic victory is tentatively placed by Moretti
(Olympionikai, 112, no. 360) in 400 BC, may have won his two Nemean victories between ca. 415 BC and ca. 385
BC, when, if he was the later ambassador to Susa in 367 BC, he was perhaps about 20 years old.

1. 68

Competitor name, patronymic: Nikdovhog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 407 (2?) — 301 BC (?2?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Rhodes, city on

Discipline(s): Wrestling (men) (?)

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 14. 2. (L54).

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 292, N 246; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 973; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 9

Nikasylos won in the men’s wrestling at Olympia, the Eleans having refused to let him compete in the maideg
class. He subsequently won in unspecified disciplines (but presumably wrestling) an unknown number of times
at the Nemea and Isthmia (Paus. 6. 14. 1-2 (L54)), before meeting an early death. Pausanias refers to him as a
‘PoSiog. This is the ethnic used of inhabitants of the island of Rhodes from Homer onwards (Homer II. 2. 655;
see Nielsen and Gabrielsen 2004, 119), although after the foundation of the city of Rhodes, probably in 408/407
BC (Diod. Sic. 13. 75. 1), it also becomes the city ethnic (Nielsen and Gabrielsen 2004, 1196). City ethnics are
nearly always used of Olympic victors (Hansen 2004, 66) and if Pausanias is using P6d10¢ in this sense, then
Nikasylos’ victories postdate 408/407 BC, but at least one other Rhodian Olympic victor, Diagoras (Cat. 1. 58),
remains unspecified by his city ethnic, at least in an ode by Pindar. As for a lower date for Nikasylos’ victory
or victories, statues noticed by Pausanias at Olympia tend not date not earlier than the 6th century BC and not
later than the end of the 4th century BC (Hermann 1988, 123-24; Nielsen 2018, 178, n. 55). Nikasylos’ Nemean
victories may then date between ca. 407 and ca. 301 BC.

1. 69

Competitor name, patronymic: Ilpopayog Apbwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 405 (?) — ca. 403 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship: Pellene

Discipline(s): Pankration (men)
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Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 8. 5; Paus. 7. 27. 5 — 7 (L60)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 213 - 215, N 155 - 156; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 355; Kostouros 2008, no. 175;
Farrington 2012, no. 1. 57

Promachos won the men’s pankration at the Olympia once, three times at the Isthmia and twice at the Nemea
(Paus. 7. 27. 5. (L60)). Poulydamas, who won the pankration at the Olympia in 408 (Eusebius (Christesen 2007)
394. 274-279)), returned to compete again in the same discipline at the following iteration, in 404 BC, but
was beaten by Promachos, so dating Promachos’ victory to this year (Paus. 7. 27. 6.) Promachos’ two Nemean
victories may then have been won in 405 and 403 BC.

1.70

Competitor name, patronymic: Ednolepog/Ebmoig

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 403 (?) - 397 BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Elis

Discipline(s): Pentathlon

Ancient sources: Diod. Sic. 14. 54. 1; Paus. 6. 3. 7 ; Paus. 8. 45. 4; POxy. XXIII 2381. 2; Eusebius (Christesen 2007)
394. 285)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 79-80, N 163; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 367; Strasser 2001, no. 66; Kostouros
2008, no. 67

Diodorus Siculus gives the name ‘E¥moAg, but Pausanias, POxy. XXIII 2381. 2 and Eusebius, who all give
EvmoAepog, are more likely to be correct, Pausanias because he evidently read the inscription and POxy. XXIII

2381 and Eusebius, or rather, Eusebius’ source, because they are presumably both using a published list and both
independently give the same version of the name.

Eupolemos won the stadion at Olympia in the 96th Olympiad (Diod. Sic. 14. 54. 1; Paus. 8. 45. 4; Eusebius
(Christesen 2007) 394. 285); POxy. XXIII 2381. 2), that is, 396 BC, as well as obtaining two victories in the
névtablov at the Pythia and one victory (presumably again in the névtaBlov) at the Nemea (Paus. 6. 3. 7., who
tells us that he is reporting the éniypapua on the base of the statue of Eupolemos). The Pythian victories may
then date to 402 and 398 BC and the Nemean victory perhaps dates from 403 and certainly to 397 at the latest.

1.71

Competitor name, patronymic: Kpevyag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 399 (2??) - ca. 391 BC (???)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Epidamnus

Discipline(s): Boxing

Ancient sources: Paus. 2. 20. 1; Paus. 8. 40. 3-5 (L61)

Catalogue entries: Knab 1918, N 160; Kostouros 2008, no. 94

In Pausanias’ account of the boxing match at the Nemea between Kreugas of Epidamnus and Damoxenos of
Syracuse (Paus. 8. 40. 3-5. (L61)), the onset of night leads the contestants to agree to conduct their match in
some formal manner, each apparently allowing the other to strike his blow unimpeded. Pausanias notes that
the contest occurred at a time when boxers still used soft leather bindings around their hands, before the in-
troduction of himantes oxeis. Damoxenos strikes Kreugas, his stiffened fingers puncturing Kreugas’ side, and
then pulls out Kreugas® entrails, so as to cause Kreugas’ instantaneous death. In hitting his opponent in this
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way, however, Damoxenos has in some way violated their agreement (speculation on Damoxenos’s violation:
Brophy 1978, 388). The Argives thereupon expel Damoxenos, posthumously award Kreugas the victory and
erect a statue of Kreugas, which, Pausanias says, was still standing in his time in the sanctuary of Apollo Lykios
at Argos (Paus. 8. 40. 5; Paus. 2. 20. 1, the ‘most important shrine in the city’ (Paus. 2. 19. 3), probably located
somewhere in the centre of the agora (Musti and Torelli 1986, 274 (on Paus. 2. 19. 3.)), and the traditional place
for the display of public decrees (Stroud 1984, 206-7).

A rough terminus ante quem can be given for Kreugas's death. Hand protection worn by Greek boxers goes
through three fundamental stages of development (Jiithner 1896, 65-84, which later accounts follow). These
consist of leather strips wound wound round the hand (ipdvteg, himantes). These might of soft leather ipavteg
uetkiyou (himantes meilichai), or ipavteg pakalwtepot (himantes malakoteror), that is, Pausanias’ ipavteg Aemroi.
These softer himantes were superseded by the use of a greater number of strips wound around the knuckles of
the now balled fist, to protect them and to produce a much more effective and dangerous tool, which Plato, in
the mid 4™ century BC, refers to as sphairai (c@aipai, leather strips wound round balled fist for boxing) (Pl. Leg.
8. 830 B). These then developed into oval strips of thick, hardened leather through which all the fingers but the
thumb are inserted. They therefore both protect the knuckles of the balled fist and produce even worse injuries
in the opponent. Z@aipat developed in the early 4th century BC and, since they were apparently so effective a
tool, must have been adopted early on at contests, particularly at top-rank games like the Nemea, where stakes
were high, thus ushering out less the damaging ipé&vteg, which were probably no longer used after about 400
BC or soon after.

The death of Kreugas also occurs at a time when the Argives are apparently completely in charge of the
games, in contrast to the situation from the 6" century down to the end of the 5* century BC, when it is
thought by modern scholars that Kleonai, either alone or in collaboration with Argos, ran the Nemea (discus-
sion: Perlman 2000, 131-49; Marchand 2002, 172-98, the latter in part a response to Perlman). The Argives,
however, are clearly the referees in the match in Pausanias’ account, although this does not necessarily mean on
its own that the iteration of the Nemea at which Kreugas died was held in Argos. On the other hand, the Argives
erect a statue, one of whose implicit aims is to underline the probity of the Argives as administrators and judges
of the Nemea, and they place the statue immediately next to the chief temple of Argos (Paus. 2. 19. 3), rather
than in the precinct at Nemea, which at least gives the impression that at the time of Kreugas’ death in Pausanias’

account, the Nermea are held at Argos.

Where, according to the rest of the evidence relating to the location of the Nemea, were the games conducted
when Kreugas met his end around 400 BC or soon after? Apart from the Kreugas episode, the most compelling
indication that the games were not held in Nemea and, because there is no hint that the games went anywhere
else other than to Argos, therefore moved there is the strikingly blank archaeological record at Nemea between
ca. 400 and ca. 330 BC. This gap is most obviously explained by supposing that no significant activity, including
the conduct of games, occurred at Nemea (references: Bravo 2018, 59 n. 196; absence of coins found at Nemea
for the period ca. 400 — mid 4th century BC: Knapp and MacIsaac 2005, 22). Particularly compelling evidence is
provided by two wells L 17: 1 and L 17: 2, conveniently presented by Miller (2004, 47-50), after which there is an
architectural efflorescence, whose chief products are the new temple and the new stadium (Miller 2004, 91-4,
110-208; Knapp and Maclsaac 2005, 14-5; Stadium: Miller 2001). None of the rest of the evidence, epigraphic
and literary, which we now look at, succeeds in disproving this picture of a shrine abandoned, as least as regards

the athletic festival, for seventy or eighty years.

The strongest evidence to suggest that the Nemea did remain in Nemea is provided by the use of the adjective
Népetog and the noun Nepéa in inscriptions and in Pausanias’ report of inscriptions. The cases of such use
that Perlman examines indeed do not indicate the location of the Nemea ca. 400 - ca. 235, as she points out
(Perlman 2000, 135-36), because Népetog and the locative Nepéau is used to locate the god Zeus, rather than
the games. There are, however, other cases dated between ca. 400 and ca. 300 BC (and earlier than the examples
that Perlman gives), in which the inscription that refers to a victor’s record, or sometimes in Pausanias’ quasi-
transcript of the inscription, clearly says ‘¢v Nepéq, ‘Nepéar’ or ‘Nepéag' (Ev Nepéaq: Cat. 1. 74 (Paus. 6. 3. 1
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(L43), 393-385 BC); Cat. 1. 74 (Paus. 6. 2. 10-11 (L38), ca. 369 — ca. 355 BC); Cat. 1. 90 (Paus. 6. 4. 5, ca. 337
- ca. 321 BC). Nepéaw: Cat. 1. 80 (IG VII 4247. 1 (‘Nep[¢]ar’), ca. 371-335 or ca. 280 — ca. 200 BC); Cat. 1. 85
(Amandry 1980, p. 218, ca. 351 - ca. 301 BC); Cat. 1. 87 (Hansen 1989, no. 834, ca. 351 - ca. 299 BC); Cat. 1.
90 (Paus. 6. 15. 1 (L56), ca. 325 - ca. 275 BC. Nepéac: (FEDelphes III 1 507, p. 322 ([xai Nep]éag), ca. 365 - ca.
355 BC); Cat. 1. 83 (IG II* 3128. 4 ([Ne]péag), ca. 359 — ca. 339 BC (?)); Cat. 1. 84 (Charneux 1985b, pp. 357-75,
1 (E1) (|-Nepélag)). There is also an epigram (Cat. 1. 75) quoted in Hephaestion’s ITepi mommudrwv (L30) con-
taining the phrase ‘Nepéau dig; although the poem, wrongly attributed to Simonides, remains undated. All this
at first sight seems incontrovertible proof that the games remained in Nemea. Presumably, however, the move
to Argos was regarded at the time as temporary, as indeed it turned out to be. Perhaps, too, the agonistic pres-
tige attaching to the name of Nemea, which did not attach to that of Argos, and the habit of thinking in terms
of the four games of the periodos as an exclusive and prestigious group meant that the inscriptions continued
to mention Nemea, even when the games were held in Argos. A conviction that the Nemea had moved only
temporarily to Argos and that their real home was Nemea might also explain our last piece of literary evidence.
In the Laws, dating between ca. 352 (Schopsdau 1994, 135-38) and Plato’s death in 348/7 BC (Diog. Laert. 3. 2)
and to perhaps towards the end of this period, Plato’s Athenian is discussing the matter of which of the citizens
of the ideal state should be allowed to travel (PL. Leg. 12. 950 e (L121): Perlman 2000, 137) and to where. Theoroi,
the Athenian asserts, should be sent to all of the four panhellenic agonistic festivals, to Delphi, Olympia, Nemea
and the Isthmus.

As for other evidence pertaining to the question of whether the Nemea remained in Nemea, there are the
bronze tablets found in Argos, which date to perhaps the second or third decade of the 4th century BC and very
probably to after the Corinthian War (394-386 BC) and perhaps before 370 BC (Kritzas 2006, 407; 2007, 137).
The tablets form the financial archive of the shrine of Pallas Athena, which functioned as the central bank of
Argos, where even money belonging to Hera was deposited (Kritzas 2007, 136). In addition to various hitherto
unknown personal and local geographical names (Kritzas 2007, 152-58), the tablets mention the financial deal-
ings of various bodies of magistrates hitherto unknown. Some of these bodies are probably concerned with the
construction of what was then the still new temple of Hera (Kritzas 2007, 137-40), while others are may have
been involved with the maintenance of local roads, the negotiation of treaties and the food supply (Kritzas 2007,
144-47). Tt is certainly striking that in so wide a range of evidence, which moreover deals with administrative
functions, there is no mention of the Nemea. On the other hand, there is no mention of the other major set of
Argive games, the Hecatomboia and the information provided by archive for the financial administration of
Argos is clearly far from complete.

The last, and weakest, piece of evidence that has been used to suggest that the Nemea remained in Nemea
concerns the accounts at Epidaurus for the building of the Temple of Asklepios, which date to 370 BC. The
accounts record the payment of funds for a herald to visit Nemea and Argos (IG IV*1 102 Col. 2A. 114-5
(Nemea); IG IV2102 face Col. 2A. 177-178; IG IV*102 face Col. 2A. 203; IG IV?102 face Col. 2A. 217 (Argos);
Perlman 2000, 137). Perlman (2000, 137) suggests that the only time when a herald was likely to visit the site of
a set of panhellenic games would be while the festival was being held, when he would find the largest possible
audience for his message, and, drawing on Burford’s suggestion (Burford 1969, 161), floats the possibility that
the heralds were advertising the auction of contracts, although, whatever the herald’s business was, the shrine
may have attracted enough visitors outside the period of the festival to make a visit worthwhile.

To return to the matter of who actually ran the Nemea at the time of Kreugas’ death: in addition to the fact
that the Kreugas episode shows that the games took place in Argos and were administered by the Argives in the
early 4" century BC, two other arguments have been made in favour of the view that that the Nemea were fully
in the hands of the Argives (but not necessarily that the games were held at Argos) by this time. The first of these
concerns the festival truce mentioned by Xenophon (Xen. Hell. 4. 7. 2-3). In the spring or early summer of 388
BC, the Spartans are intending to neutralise Argos before attacking Athens. To fend them off, the Argives claim
‘tag omovdag’ are already in effect and Agesipolis, the Spartan leader, accordingly consults oracles at Olympia
and Delphi, which both tell him that it is permissible to ignore this truce, because, instead of being declared at
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the appropriate time, it has been proclaimed when the Spartans are about to invade. Agesipolis thus invades
from Phleious St Nepéag (Xen. Hell. 4. 7. 3 (L134)) and the Argives attempt to dissuade the Spartans again by
appealing to ‘the truce, which they do, it seems from Xenophonss text, at or near Nemea. In Miller’s view (Miller
1982, 106-7)), this was indeed the truce associated with the Nemea and he concluded that the games were held
in Argos at that point, in that the Argives (and not Kleonaians) were attempting to exploit the truce to stop the
Spartans. Perlman (2000, 134-35) disputed this on the grounds that, since the next iteration of the Nemea would
have been in 387 BC, this would have made for an unprecedentedly long truce, of more than a year (although
this may have been Agesipolis’ point). As Perlman and Mattern (2015, 24; also Marchand 2002, 190) note,
Xenophon does not mention the games in question, but the fact that the Spartans are apparently coming down
the Nemea valley suggests that the truce in question is that of the Nemea (rather than that of the Hecatomboia,
the other major Argive festival, which took place immediately before the Nemea, at least at the end of the 4th
century BC (Stroud 1984, 204)). Even if the Nemea were currently held in Argos, it is possible that the Argives
attempted to exploit the truce in relation to the original, traditional site of the contest.

The other piece of evidence which has been thought to show that the Nemea were in the hands of the Argives
in the 4th century BC is given by Pausanias (Paus. 4. 27. 9). He mentions, first, the shrine in Argos of Zeus
Nemeios ‘opposite’ the shrine of Apollo Lykeios (Paus. 2. 20. 1), and so probably somewhere on the margin of the
agora (Musti and Torelli 1986, 277), which contained a statue by Lysippus. Lysippus was active by the late 360s
BC and perhaps even earlier and died sometime after 316 BC, perhaps as late as 306 BC (Grifhin 1982, 134, 137;
chronology of Lysippus: Griffin 1982, 132-42). The statue of Zeus may one of Lysippus’ earlier works (Griffin
1982, 137), thus giving a terminus ante quem of perhaps ca. 360 BC for the shrine of Zeus Nemeios. Pausanias
also mentions that in 369 BC, during the celebrations accompanying the foundation of Messene that the Argives
offered sacrifice to Hera Argeia and Zeus Nemeios. The presence of the cult of Zeus Nemeios at Argos, Kritzas
(2006, 429) suggests, shows that Argos had the presidency of the Nemea. Yet, member states of amphictyonies
and similar bodies often had filial cults deriving from the central cult. There may have been, for example, in
the late 5th century, a cult of Zeus Nemeios at Athens, perhaps connected with the dispatch of the Bewpia from
Athens to Nemea (Lambert 2002, 363, (Face A. Fg. 2.10, Athenian festal calendar, 403/2-400/399 BC.), 373,
392). Given the interest Argos had in the Nemea and in the Hecatomboia, it would not be surprising to find a
filial cult of Zeus Nemeios in Argos (even if the games still took place at Nemea) and it would not be surprising
for the Argives to sacrifice to such a powerful local deity, to ensure an auspicious start for Messene (although,
on the other hand, of course, the bronze tablets from Argos do not mention any cult of Nemean Zeus).

As for the role of the Kleonaians in all this, there is no hint during the period from ca. 400 to ca. 330 BC as to
whether they played any part in the Nemea during the time that the games were held in Argos. The Kleonaians,
however, seem to be involved in the organization of the games when they move back to Nemea, in that they
issue coins that have been found at the site (Knapp and MacIsaac 2005, 52-3). These coins, depicting Herakles
and the celery crown, date to the later 4th century BC, which suggests that the Kleonaians, if they were issuing
Nemea-themed coinage when the games had moved back to Nemea around 330 BC, may still have played some
formal role even when the contest was held at Argos.

As for the date of Kreugas’ victory, it perhaps belongs between ca. 399 and ca. 391 BC.

1.72

Competitor name, patronymic: Hyéotpatog Oilwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 399 (?) - ca. 371 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Athens (Acropolis)

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Gymnic discipline (?)

Ancient sources: IG 11> 3122
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Catalogue entries: Hyde 1921, 27, 27 n. 11; Kyle 219, P89; Kostouros 2008, no. 71

An inscribed marble base, found on the Acropolis and dated (letter forms) to the early 4th century BC, bears the
inscription Hy¢otpatog|@ilwvog|vikn: Nepéar (IG 112 3122). Hegestratos is otherwise unknown (Nielsen 2018,
197). Kyle (1987, 219) suggests that Hegestratos may have won in an athletic discipline.

1.73

Competitor name, patronymic: Ay€oTpatog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 399 (?) - ca. 301 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Epidaurus

Citizenship(s): Rhodes (???)

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: IGIV? 1 122 (xxix). 50-55

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 3

In one (IG IV?1 122(xxix). 50-5) of several (IG IV?1 121-2) inscriptions dated either to the 4th century BC in
general (Guarducci 1977, 148) or to the second half of the 4th century BC (Schmeja 1988, 122) from Epidaurus
that list cures and other miracles performed by Asklepios, an Hagestratos is mentioned as having suffered sleep-
lessness from persistent headaches. He spends the night in Asklepios’ &Batov, however, where the god appears
to him in a dream, cures him and teaches him the naykpatiov mpofolr, soon after which he goes on to win in
this discipline at Nemea. Some of the curse and miracles described in these inscriptions are clearly fictitious
(e.g. Kleo’s five-year pregnancy (IGIV?*1 122 (i). 2-3), their dubious nature being even more obvious where they
involve persons with ‘speaking names’ (e.g. Amotog (IG IV?1 121 (iii). 22-3), Ex¢dwpog, ITavdapog (IG IV31
122 (vii). 56-7. ‘Speaking names’ at Epidaurus: Schmeja 1988, 112). However, there is nothing implausible about
Hagestratos, who does not have such a significant name, nor about his apparently psychosomatic cure and his
subsequent victory. It is likely that he was already an athlete before his visit to Epidaurus, as Asklepios would
otherwise not have bothered to teach him a specialized athletic movement. There is also nothing improbable
about an athlete suddenly understanding a point of technique that had been troubling him to the point of
causing headaches before going on to win at Nemea.

Hagestratos cannot be securely identified with any of the other Hagestratoi known from the 4th century BC.
As for the name, there is a scatter of occurrences known from north-western Greece and Sicily (LGPN III A,
Aetolia 1, Epirus 5 (Dodona), Illyria 6 (Apollonia), Sicily 8 (Selinus), 9 (Syracuse), 10 (Tauromenium)) dating
over 4th century-2nd century BC. The name occurs four times in the Peloponnese (LGPN III A, Arcadia 3
(Megalopolis), 4 (Tegea), Argolis 2)). Over the 4th to 2nd century BC, it occurs once in Macedonia (LGPN IV,
Macedonia (Mygdonia, 4th century BC)) and once in Aeolis (LGPN VA, Aeolis 1 (Myrina)). On the other hand,
it is recorded on Rhodes 30 times between 4th century and 2nd century AD (LGPN I, 6, Rhodes (nos. 18-12),
Ialysos (nos. 13-15), Kamiros (nos. 16, 18-20), Kasareis (no. 22), Kymisaleis (no. 23), Thysanountioi (no. 24),
Lindos (nos. 25-26), Amioi (no. 27), Telioi (no. 28)) and so perhaps our Hagestratos came from there. As for
the maykpatiov mpofolr) mentioned in the inscription, the word occurs twice in Philostatus’ ITepi [vpvaotikiig,
once (Philostr. Gym. 3) where it refers to runners holding up their arms before themselves during the course of
the race (‘Held up in a boxing stance’, as Koenig translates it (Rusten and Koenig 2014, 451)) and once (Philostr.
De Gymnastica 3) where it refers to boxers holding out their hands. It also occurs in an inscription (IG VII 2470.
3 = IAG 36), where Moretti deduces from our IG IV21 122 (xxix). 50-5 that it has the same meaning (IAG, pp.
92-3). It is the position taken up at the beginning of the pankration (list of depictions: RE XVIII® cols. 621-622)
and is obviously of crucial importance for the course of the ensuing match, which is perhaps why Hagestratos’
failure to master it caused him so much pain. His Nemean victory cannot be dated more precisely than to
the 4th century BC, although Kostouros (2008, 32) mentions the possibility that this Hagestratos may be the
Hegestratos of Cat. 1. 72, perhaps dating to the first third of the 4th century BC.
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1.74

Competitor name, patronymic: Aikwv KaAipppotov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 393 (?) - 385 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Caulonia, Syracuse

Discipline(s): Track discipline (?)

Ancient sources: Diod. Sic. 15. 14; Paus. 6. 3. 11 (L43); Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 394. 295“ Anth. Pal. 13. 15;
Tambl. VP 36. 267 [146]

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 82-3, ] 224-226, N 164-167; Knab no. 14; Moretti Olympionikai, nos. 379, 388,
389; Strasser 2001, no. 69; Kostouros 2008, no. 50; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 60

Pausanias (6. 3. 11) gives ‘KaAMPpdtov’ as the name of the athlete, while Anth. Pal 13. 15 gives ‘KaAAyppotov’
Tambl. VP 35. 267 gives both ‘KaAABpotov’ (F) and ‘KalhyBpotov’ (Deubner 1975, 146, 35. 267). Perhaps the
version of Pausanias, who presumably saw the inscriptions on all three of statues at Olympia, is correct.

Pausanias states that Dikon won five Pythian victories, three Isthmian victories and four Nemean victories
all in a track discipline or disciplines. At Olympia, he won once in the maideg class and twice the &vdpeg class
(Paus. 6. 3. 11. (L43)). Although Pausanias does not specify the disciplines involved here, Dikon, as is shown
by Pausanias’ own words and by the fact that he won the stadion at Olympia in 384 BC (Eusebius (Christesen
2007) 394. 295 ; Diod. Sic. 15. 14), was clearly a specialist in track disciplines. Pausanias, apparently ignorant of
the fact that Dionysios I settled the Caulonians in Syracuse in 389 BC (Diod. Sic. 14. 10) and that Dikon, who
was originally a Caulonian, thus became Syracusan at this date, assumes that he was bribed to proclaim himself
as a Syracusan victor. As for the discipline of the maig Dikon, the only track event at Olympia for naideg was the
otadiov (stadion) and it is therefore in this that Dikon must have been victorious as a maic.

Anth. Pal. 13. 15., which is a ‘speaking statue’ epigram (Anth. Pal. 13. 15. (Beckby 1958, 156-7, no. 15)
(L4). Ebert (1972, 116) suggests ‘0010 6 vik@V’ for ‘adtap évikwv’ (1)), records the same number of victories
as Pausanias reports, albeit not in the same order (Pausanias 6. 3. 11 (L43).: Isthmian, Nemean, Olympian;
Anth. Pal. 13. 15., Nemean, Olympian, Pythian, Isthmian.), with the sole exception that Pausanias reports three
Olympic victories, while the manuscript of the epigram reports only two. This general fidelity, plus the improb-
ability of Dikon, otherwise unknown, being the subject of Hellenistic writers of epigrams, suggests that Anth.
Pal. 13.15 may be a copy of one of the inscriptions that probably Pausanias saw. It is usually assumed that the
‘8i¢” in the Anth. Pal. 13. 15 (L4) manuscript is a scribal slip for “tpig’ (Moretti, Olympionikai, 117; Ebert 1972,
116; Maddoli et al. 2003, 193), but Pausanias apparently saw three statues at Olympia and, if the victories were
won at separate iterations, then Anth. Pal. 13. 15 (L4) may perhaps reproduce the inscription engraved on the
base of the statue commemorating the second Olympic victory.

The only chronologically absolutely fixed point in Dikon’s career is the date of his victory in the men’s
stadion, in 384 BC (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 394. 295); Diod. Sic. 15. 14 ). He was, however, still a citizen
of Caulonia when he won his victory in the boys’ stadion (Paus. 6. 3. 11 (L43)). The fact that Caulonians were
resettled in Syracuse in 389 BC (Diod. Sic. 14. 10) (which Pausanias apparently did not know of, as he imputes
bribery to Dikon as the reason why he was proclaimed victorious as a Syracusan, rather than as a Caulonian)
suggests that Dikon’s victory at Olympia as a maig occurred in 392 BC (Moretti, Olympionikai, 115, no. 379).
Whether the second Olympic victory was won in 388 or 384 is impossible to say, Unless Anth. Pal. 13. 15 (L4)
preserves the inscription on the base of the second statue at Olympia, which, if the victories were won one each
at successive iterations, would mean that the statue in question was erected to a victory won in 388 BC. Moretti
(Olympionikai, 116, nos. 388-389) puts the second and the third Olympic victory in 384 BC. Nor is it known in
what discipline Dikon was victorious in his second Olympic victory. However, although this cannot have been
the stadion, as this was won by somebody else, namely Sosippos (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 394. 292)), it was
surely some other track discipline. The five Pythian victories are difficult to reconcile with the length of time
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at which Dikon was evidently at his peak that is suggested by the period of eight years represented by the three
Olympic victories, unless we assume that some at least of the Pythian victories were won at the same iteration
(Ebert 1972, 116). Had each of the five Pythian victories been won at successive iterations, they would indicate
that Dikon was at his athletic peak for 16 years, which seems unlikely, especially since his Olympic victories
stretch (probably) over a period of only eight years. Thus his Pythian victories may date between 394 BC (when
we assume that he won as a naig at the Pythia) and 380 BC. Perhaps his Nemean victories fall between 393 and
385 BC.

Dikon may also have been associated with Pythagoreanism. Iamblichus’ Vita Pythagorae (Iambl. VP 35.
26) gives a list of prominent Pythagoreans throughout the Greek world by city. Among those of Caulonia are
Kallimbrotos and Dikon. Oldfather (RE XLI, s.v. ‘Kaulonia, Col. 74) identifies this Dikon as our athlete and
Kallimbrotos as his father and is therefore dismissive of the veracity of the list, since he believes that Dikon is
included in the list because he is a periodonikes and so one of Caulonia’s most famous citizens. lamblichus, how-
ever, also gives a list of prominent Syracusan Pythagoreans, which does not include Dikon, despite the fact that
for most, if not all, of his adult life Dikon was a citizen of Syracuse. Perhaps, then, the Caulonian Kallimbrotos
and Dikon are ancestors of our man. Oldfather undermines his own case that it is Dikon the athlete’s celebrity
that has caused him to gravitate to the list of Caulonian Pythagoreans by observing that the other Pythagoreans
from Caulonia are otherwise unknown.

1. 75

Competitor name, patronymic: Aplotddapog ®pdovog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 391 (2?) — 385 (2?) BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Elis

Discipline(s): Mens’ wrestling (?)

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 3. 4; Hephaestion, Ilept motjpatog [115], 61.4 (Consbruch 1971, 60) (L30); Hephaestion

ITepi mompétwyv [112]. ITI (4) (Consbruch 1906, 65 (= Page 1981, 278, no. LII); Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 394.
292

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 81, 84; 105, N 168-169; Moretti, Olympionikai, 115, no. 383; Strasser 2001, no.
67; Kostouros 2008, no. 23

As for the name of the athlete, both Pausanias (Paus. 6. 3. 4 (L40)) and Eusebius (Christesen 394. 292) give the
name as ‘Aptotodnpog. One version of the manuscripts of the epigram in Hephaestion (Consbruch 1906, 60,
app. crit.) gives ‘Aptotodapag, corrected to ‘Aplotddapoq’ by Scaliger and the other (Consbruch 1906, 65) gives
“Aplotodnpog. Page (1981, 278) corrects the name to “Aplotddapog, presumably on the general principal that
Doric uses an a, where Attic uses an 1) (see, e.g., Goodwin 1930, 33, § 14). Klee gives two athletes, one called
‘Aristodemos’ (Klee 1918, 105, N 168-169 (ca. 389-387 BC (390 BC)) and one called ‘Aristodamos’ (Klee 1918,
84, P 81, 84), but since he refers to the same sources for both (Pausanias, Hephaestion), this is probably an
oversight. The patronymic of the athlete is given by the manuscripts of the epigram in Hephaestion as ‘@pacvg;,
corrected by Scaliger to ‘@pacidoc’ (Page 1981, 278) and by Wilamowitz-Moellendorf to ‘@pacvog; which is
apparently more common (Ebert 1972, 115).

Aristodamos won a victory in the men’s wrestling at Olympia in 338 BC (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 394.
292). The transmitted text of Pausanias (Paus. 6. 3. 4 (L40)) mentions this victory along with two Pythian
victories. There is also an epigram, which, in the form in which it is twice transmitted, reports two Isthmian,
rather than Pythian victories, and two Nemean victories (Hephaestion, ITepi motjpuatog [115], 61. 4 (Consbruch
1906, 60) (L30); Hephaestion ITepi momuatwy [112]. IIT (4) (Consbruch 1906, 65) = Page 1981, 278, LII.) (L30))
and, despite the attribution in the two passages of Hephaestion in which occurs to Simonides, cannot be by him,
as Aristodamos’ Olympic victory to long after his working life was over (Appendix 2. 1).
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The reference to victories at the Isthmia in the epigram is clearly a slip, since Eleans were not permitted
to participate in the Isthmia (Paus. 5. 2. 2.; Paus. 6. 3. 9 (L42); Paus. 6. 16. 4) and Pausanias’ text indicates that
"ToBua at the beginning of the first line of the epigram should read IT061a, whether or not (see next paragraph)
the epigram is a copy of the inscription that Pausanias saw.

The precision of the phrase Népeat 8ig in the epigram suggests that it is reporting a real inscription, rather
than poem inspired by Aristodamos’ record. As we have already stressed (p. 17-8), there seems to have been
no complete avaypaen of Nemean victors and their victories (had any poet wished to check his facts before
composing an eulogistic epigram) (Christesen 2007, 108-12) and such a detail is therefore likely to have been
preserved only in an inscription recording the victories of an individual athlete. Indeed, the epigram may be
a transcript of an inscription from later in Aristodamos’ career, when he had achieved these two Nemean vic-
tories, rather than a copy of the inscription seen by Pausanias, who does not seem to make mistakes, as can be
seen from the accuracy of his report of Pausanias’ report of Ergoteles’ record when compared to what survives
of the inscription (Cat. 1. 56; Tzifopoulos 2013, 156-66). If so, one can ignore the various amendments that
have been made to Pausanias’ text to accommodate the information given by the epigram (Ebert 1972, 114 for
suggestions). As for the discipline of the Nemean victories, the Hephaestion epigram makes it clear that it was
in some ‘heavy’ discipline and it, too, may have been wrestling.

If the Olympia inscription did not mention any Nemean victories, then the two Nemean victories, if
Aristodamos achieved them in the same discipline, may date to 387-385 BC. If Pausanias, or a copyist, made
a slip, and the Nemean victories date to before 388, then they may date to 391-389 BC. Overall, we can only
suggest that the Nemean victories fall between 391 and 385 BC.

1.76

Competitor name, patronymic: ZTOHLOG

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 381 (?) - ca. 371 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Elis

Discipline(s): Pentathlon

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 3. 2 (L39)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 170-172 ; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 404; Moretti 1970, 297 no. 404; Kostouros
2008, 181

At Paus. 6. 3. 2 (L39), Pausanias gives the contents of the inscription pertaining to Stomios, who won once in
the pentathlon at Olympia and three times at Nemea and furthermore, ‘according to the inscription’ (Paus. 6.
3.2 (%...70 émiypappo TO ETadT® Kai Td EmAéyet...) (L39)), as commander of the Elean cavalry, killed in single
combat the general of the opposing forces. Here Pausanias’ account of the inscription seems to cease, as he then
says (6. 3. 3.) that ‘the Eleans say’ that the general in question was the general of the Sicyonians and that the
Eleans attacked Sikyon together with a force from Boeotia out of friendship for the Thebans. Pausanias con-
cludes, evidently with what is his own conjecture (Paus. 6. 3. 2 ("...@aivotto &v odv...yeyevijoBat...”) (L39)), that
this must have been after the defeat of the Spartans at Leuktra in 371 BC.

There is no reason why the Elean tradition that Pausanias is referring to should not be correct (Moretti,
Olympionikai, 119). In the summer of 369 BC, the Thebans, joining with their allies, the Arcadians, Argives
and Eleans, attacked Sikyon (Xen. Hell. 7. 1. 8; Diod. Sic. 15. 1; Griffin 1982, 67-8) and, for what it is worth, no
other clash between Eleans and Sicyonians is known to us. Furthermore, no other statue in this area of the Altis
seems to be older than 4th century BC (Hyde 1903, 30, no. 23). To be able to kill the enemy’s general in single
combat, Stomios was evidently in good physical form, but as commander of the Eleans, he was perhaps nearer,
say, thirty than twenty years old. Thus his Olympic and Nemean victories may have occurred in the late 380s or
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early 370s BC. Klee (1918, 105, nos. 170-172) puts Stomios’ Nemean victories between ca. 380 and ca. 370 and
Moretti (Olympionikai, 118-19, no. 404) suggests that his Olympic victory occurred in 376 BC.

1. 77

Competitor name, patronymic: Yopwv

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 379 (?) — ca. 341 BC (?)

Inscription find spot:-

Citizenship(s): Elis

Discipline(s): Pentathlon

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 3.9 (L42)1

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 174; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 391; Kostouros 2008, no. 214

Hysmon won in the men’s pentathlon at the Olympia and the Nemea (Paus. 6. 3. 9. (L42)). His statue at Olympia
was produced by Cleon of Sikyon (Paus. 6. 3. 10), whose career dates between ca. 380 and perhaps ca. 340 BC
(Griffin 1982, 130-2) and Moretti (Olympionikai, 117, no. 391) tentatively places Hysmon’s Olympic victory in
384 BC. Given Cleon’s dates, Hysmon’s Nemean victory may then date between ca. 379 and ca. 341 BC.

1.78

Competitor name, patronymic: Aéwv Aeopédovtog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 375 (2?) - ca. 331 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Tulis (Keos)

Citizenship(s): Iulis (Keos)

Discipline(s): Herald

Ancient sources: IG XII 5 608. 16, 29 (E25)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 100; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 161

Leo" was victorious as a kfjpu€ (keryx, herald) at both the Isthmia (IG XII 5 608. 16 (E25); Schmidt’s treatment
of IG XII 5 608: Cat. 1. 20). There was probably a herald contest at both the Isthmia and the Nemea by 374
BC (Schmidt 1999, 72). Since the lower date limit for the inscription recording Leon’s victories is ca. 330 BC
(Schmidt 1999, 72-4), they may date between perhaps ca. 375 and ca. 331 BC.

1.79

Competitor name, patronymic: Ilpatéag Aioxdhov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 371 (2?) - ca. 321 BC (2?)

Inscription find spot: Argos

Citizenship(s): Argos

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Charneux 1957, p. 684, 1; SEG 17 15; Amandry 1980, 217-22.

Catalogue entries: Strasser 2001, 60, no. 72; Kostouros 2008, no. 174; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 65

Two inscriptions, apparently unpublished except for a photograph, carved on the same statue base were found
‘pres du théatre d’Argos’ (Amandry 1980, 217 (photograph: 218, Fig. 5)). The upper inscription records the
victories in wrestling of Prateas, son of Aischylos, who won, in addition to three victories at the Nemea, at the
Isthmia, the Ilap *Hpau, that is, the Hecatomboia held at the Argive Heraion (Cat. 1. 28), at a set of games £
MawdAwt (which may be a set of games held in the city of Mainalos, or on Mt. Mainalos or perhaps may be a
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festival celebrated by the federation of the Mainlaians (Nielsen 2018, 63, 63 nn. 351-53)), at the Lykaia (Nielsen
2018, 37-40, 121 no. 39) and at the Delphic Pythia. If his Nemean victories were all won in the same discipline,
then Prateas’ agonistic career lasted at least four years. The lower inscription records the single Nemean victory
in wrestling won by Prateas’ son, Aischylos, also in wrestling.

Amandry (1980, pp. 217-20) dates the inscription referring to Aischylos to sometime in the last half or last
third of the 4th century BC on the grounds of the similarity of letter forms to another inscription, in honour of
Nikokles, king of Salamis on Cyprus, 332-310 BC (IG IV 583; Amandry 1980, pp. 217-19, 218, Fig.6). He sees a
difference between the lettering of the upper inscription and that of the lower and, on the grounds that Prateas
is the father of Aischylos, dates the first inscription to about 30 years earlier, that is to the mid 4th century BC.
In fact, it is debatable whether the Prateas inscription is earlier, at least to judge by the letter forms, since the
lettering of the two inscriptions would seem to be the same, except for one small detail. The arms of the hupsilon
in the second inscription are curved, whereas those of the four in the first inscription are straight (Amandry
1980, 217, n. 17 (photograph 218, Fig. 5)). Amandry calls this ‘la plus nette [difference], but does not specify any
others. Strasser (2001, 60, no. 72) sees no difference. Furthermore, the layout of the two inscriptions when taken
together and in particular the fact that the upper margin of the upper inscription and the lower margin of the
lower are the same (more or less, the last line of the lower inscription not being ruled (Amandry 1980, p. 217, n.
17) suggests that the inscriptions were conceived as a unity. Given that the upper and lower margins are greater
than the gaps between the rows of letters, it seems certain that the inscription did not extend further down and
that Aischylos’ sporting record consists of a single Nemean victory. It is possible that the engraver of the Prateas
inscription left a space that then happened very closely to accommodate the victory inscription of Aischylos
thirty or so years later within the layout of the Prateas inscription, but this seems unlikely. It is easier to suppose
that both inscriptions were executed at the same time, very probably by the same hand. Unfortunately, the stone
on which the statuary stood, whose appearance and features would have shown how many statues there were
and in what disposition they stood (a symmetrical disposition would suggest that two statues were erected at
the same time) has not survived. If the two inscriptions are a unity, this raises the question of how soon after
Aischylos’ victory they were erected. Perhaps there was originally a statue of Prateas, which, after the victory
of his son, was replaced the group of Prateas and Aeschylos that may have stood atop the inscription. If we do
assume that the two inscriptions were erected immediately after Aischylos’ victory, then he will won have won
at Nemea perhaps about ca. 351-301 BC and Prateas may have won his (Nemean) victories between ca. 371 and
ca. 321 BC.

1. 80

Competitor name, patronymic: ABavixog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 371-335 BC (2?) or ca. 280 - ca. 200 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Thebes

Citizenship(s): Thebes (?)

Discipline(s): Pankration (men) (?)

Ancient sources: IG VII 4247 (E23)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 244; Kostouros 2008, no. 6

An inscription from Thebes, no longer in existence, records a victory at the Nemea and three at a set of Basileia
(IG VII 4247 (E23) = IAG 42) by an Athanikhos, who later died in war as a leader. He also won three times in
boxing. Where is not specified, but it was perhaps also at the Basileig, too, as these games have just been men-
tioned and had the three boxing victories included one at the Nermea, we would have expected so prestigious
a victory to be mentioned. As Moretti (1953, 112) points out, since the discipline of Athanikhos™ victory at

the Nemea and Basileia is not mentioned anywhere in the surviving part of the epigram, it was very probably
given in the opening of the first line, of which Schaubert, who recorded the inscription (IAG, p. 111), gave the
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fragments that he thought he had seen. The suggestion of Klee (1918, 108 (N 244)), ‘maykpdtiov, originally
generated by Kaibel (IAG, p. 112), referred to the discipline of the victories at the Nemea and Basileia, fits the
metre and may therefore be right (while Peek’s restoration ([Io8]u®[t]) (Cairon 2009, 163, on 1) is therefore
clearly wrong, since it does not allow space to specify the discipline in which Athanikhos was victorious at the
Népeta and BaoiAeia (Cairon 2009, 163, on 1)).

Basileia are known at Alexandria, in Macedonia and at Lebadeia. Those at Lebedeia honoured the pan-
Boeotian Zgb¢ Baoilevg (Schachter 1994, 112)), while those at Alexandria and in Macedonia were held in
honour of various living monarchs (IAG, pp. 105-7; Schachter 1994, 115). The proximity of Lebadeia to Thebes
makes it most likely that Athanikhos, who, if the -txo¢ is anything to go by (Cairon 2009, 163), was a Boeotian, if
not a Theban, won his victories here. When he did so can only be very generally specified. Thebes was, of course,
destroyed by Alexander in 335 BC, and restored by Cassander in 316 BC to provide himself with positive pro-
paganda and a stronghold in central Greece (Rockwell 2017, 132, 139-40), so it is unlikely that Athanikhos
competed between 335 and 317 BC. The Basileia at Lebadeia were founded after the Theban victory at Leuktra
(371 BC) and initially survived until the battle of Chaeroneia (338 BC) (Schachter 1994, 115) and were perhaps
held under Theban sponsorship (Schachter 1994, 117). The games seem to have returned from 281/0 BC till
ca. 172 BC, when they were presumably held under the auspices of the Hellenistic koinon (Schachter 1994,
115, 117). They then appear from the second half of the second century to the early 1st century BC (Schachter
1994, 115), appear again for a short time after the Third Mithridatic War (73-63 BC) (Schachter 1994, 116-
17) and are revived in Imperial times (Schachter 1994, 117). Lastly, the name Athanikhos attested only in
Boeotia of the 3rd century BC (http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/Igpn_search.cgi?name=%E1%B-
C%88%CE%B8%CE%AC%CE%BD%CE%B9%CF%87%CE%BF%CF%82, visited: 29.06.2021). There are five
other cases of the name, excluding that of our man, all dated to 3rd century BC).

This occurrence of other examples of the name Athanikos in the 3rd century BC alone suggests, albeit faintly,
that Athanikhos’ victories at the Basileia belong to the period 281/0-170 BC. They perhaps date to before ca. 200
BC and certainly to before 146 BC, when Rome decisively conquered central and southern Greece (IAG, p. 112).
The rise of the Aetolian League from the late 4th century and of the Achaean League from the early 3rd century
BC would have offered many occasions on which a Theban could have lost his life in battle, although the last of
these may have occurred in 245 BC with the Aetolian invasion (summary of 3rd century BC Theban history:
Rockwell 2017, 140-42), which so demoralized the Thebans, says Polybius (Polyb. 20. 4. 6-7), that they ovd’
¢xowvawvnoav odte mpakews odT’ dy@wvog 008evog €Tt ToI¢'EAANOL HeTd KovoD SOypatog, (7) &N’ opproavTeg
TpOG evwyiav kal puébag ob povov 1oig cwpacty EEehvBnoay, AANd kai Taig Yuyais. Stripped of its rhetoric, the
passage may mean that the Thebans took no part in any military clash for the rest of the 3rd century BC.

Thus it is possible that Athanikhos’ Nemean victory dates either between 371 and 335 BC or more possibly
between ca. 280 and ca. 200 BC and perhaps may be dated to ca. 280 - ca. 250 BC.

1. 81

Competitor name, patronymic: Aapiokog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 369 (?) - ca. 355 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Messene

Discipline(s): Pentathlon (?)

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 2. 10-11

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 233, N 173; Moretti 1958, no. 417; Kostouros 2008, no. 41; Farrington 2012, no.
1. 69

At the age of twelve (young age of Damiskos: Crowther 1988, esp. 305-6) Damiskos won in the boys’ stadion
at Olympia at the first Olympiad after the foundation of Messene and went on to win in the pentathlon at


http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%E1%BC%88%CE%B8%CE%AC%CE%BD%CE%B9%CF%87%CE%BF%CF%82
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%E1%BC%88%CE%B8%CE%AC%CE%BD%CE%B9%CF%87%CE%BF%CF%82
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%E1%BC%88%CE%B8%CE%AC%CE%BD%CE%B9%C
http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi?name=%E1%BC%88%CE%B8%CE%AC%CE%BD%CE%B9%C
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Isthmia and Nemea (Paus. 6. 3. 9 (L42): Paus. 6. 2. 10-11 (L38)). Messene was founded in 370/369 BC (Paus.
4. 27.9), which means Damiskos won in 368 BC, at the 103rd Olympiad. The lack of precision in Pausanias’
report regarding the victories at the Isthmia and the Nemea probably means that the inscription at Olympia
that Pausanias saw did not contain this information, as one would expect such details to be listed precisely in
such an environment, and that Pausanias therefore acquired it from elsewhere. This then may mean that his
Isthmian and Nemean victories, which need not have been in the pentathlon (Maddoli et al. 2003, 185), postdate
his Olympic victory. If we assume that Damiskos, aged 12 in 368 BC, was an active athlete until he was 25, then
possible dates for his Nemean victories lie between 369 and 355 BC.

1. 82

Competitor name, patronymic: ZOOTPATOG ZWOLOTPATOV

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 365 () — 355 (?) BC

Inscription find spot: Delpi

Citizenship(s): Sikyon

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: F Delphes 111 1 507, p. 332 (E8); Paus. 6.4.12; Suda s.v. ‘axpoyetpiCeaBar’(Adler A 1023); Suda
s.v. Twotparog (Adler X 866)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 88-89, ] 227-232, N 175-180; Knab 1934, no. 15; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos.
420, 425, 433; 1970, 297, nos. 420, 425, 433; Strasser 2001, no. 74; Kostouros 2008, no. 187; Farrington 2012,
no. 1. 66

Pausanias reports that Sostratos won three victories at the Olympia in the pankration, two at the Pythia and a
total of twelve in the Isthmia and Nemea (Paus. 6. 4. 2 (L44)), a record also given by an inscription at Delphi
(EDelphes 1111 507, p. 332 (E8) (IAG 25; Bousquet 1961, 69-97; Ebert 1972, 129-32; Hansen 1989, 811)), which
may be a copy of what Pausanias saw at Olympia. Sostratos’ first Olympic victory is dated to 364 BC (= Ol
104 (Paus. 6. 4. 2 (L44))) and the other two are usually, perhaps rightly, dated to 360 and 356 BC (e.g. Moretti,
Olympionikai, 121-23, nos. 420, 425, 433; Ebert 1972, 130). The two Pythia victories may then have occurred
in 362 and 358 BC. If, as seems likely, the three Olympia victories were won over a period of nine years (rather
than over any longer period), some of the twelve victories at the Isthmia and Nemea, even if they were evenly
distributed, with six victories won at each set of games, must have been won at the same iteration of either the
Isthmia or Nemea or of both over the period from 365 to 355 BC.

1. 83

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 359 (?) - ca. 339 (?)

Inscription find spot: Athens (Acropolis)

Citizenship(s): Athens (?)

Discipline(s): -

Ancient sources: IG 11> 3128 (E18)

Catalogue entries: Kyle 1987, 228, P116; Strasser 2001, no. 78; Kostouros 2008, 196, no. 223

A dedication found on the acropolis of Athens (IG II* 3128 (E18)), dated by letter forms to the mid 4th century
BC and presumably erected by an Athenian, refers to victories in the Pythia, the Isthmia and the Nemea. Kyle
(Kyle 1987, 228) suggests that the victories were won in either equestrian or gymnastic disciplines, but gives no
grounds for his view.
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1. 84

Competitor name, patronymic: K\eaivetog Enkpdteog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 359 (?) - 325 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: Argos

Citizenship(s): Argos

Discipline(s): Track discipline

Ancient sources: Charneux 1985b, 357-75, no. I (E1)

Catalogue entries: Moretti, Olympionikai Suppl. 11 84; Strasser 2001, no. 84; Kostouros 2008, no. 88

The sporting record of Kleainetos is given by a set of inscriptions on three faces of a statue base during excavation
in the theatre at Argos which, apparently on grounds of letter forms, are tentatively dated to ca. 350-325 BC
(Charneux 1985b, 357 (E1)). The longest of the three, a verse inscription, refers to an unknown number of vic-
tories at the Pythia (5), six at the Isthmia (5, as Ebert (1986, 30) demonstrates) and a victory or victories at the
Nemea (Charneux 1985b, 363 on reference to Nemea in Onpotpogwt (6)). Kleainetos also won victories at the
Lykaia (7), at Argos (Charneux 1985b, 368, on reference to games at Argos in the word xaAkov (8)), presumably
the Heraia (Appendix 3. 2), and at some games in honour of Asklepios, presumably the Asklepieia at Epidaurus
(Charneux 1985b, 368, 368 n. 71).

As the games of the periodos mentioned in the epigram are presented in the canonical order (Pythia, Isthmia,
Nemea) (Ebert 1972, 30) and since reference to these games is preceded by some four lines, half of whose
contests are lost, it seems very likely that there was some reference to an Olympic victory in the section of
the epigram now lost (which strengthens the possibility that the enigmatic TIE [- - - - ]} which Charneux
(1985b, 357) dates to the 3rd century or the 2nd century BC, on the third face of the block is some abbreviation
of acronym of ‘meprodovikng (as Charneux (1985b, 358)) suggests). In an inscription from the Asclepieion
at Epidaurus, dated to ca. 350-300 BC (letter forms), the Epidaurians appoint Apdpog Emnkpdarteog of Argos
Beapodokog of Asclepius and mpd&evog of Epidaurus (Mitsos 1976, 84-5). Charneux (Charneux 1985b, 751)
suggests that our Kleainetos was the brother of this Apdpo¢ Enikpdrteoc.

The discipline in which Kleainetos won his Nemean victory or victories was probably a track event of some
sort, since the epigram (10) mentions him as victor in the onAityg (hoplités) and otadiov (stadion). The date of
his Nemean victory or victories may lie between ca. 359 and ca. 325 BC.

1. 85

Competitor name, patronymic: AioxOhog IIpatéa

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 351 - ca. 301 BC

Inscription find spot: Argos

Citizenship(s): Argos

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Charneux 1957, 684, no. 1 SEG 17 150; Amandry 1980, 217-20
Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 9

Aischylos won a single victory at the Nemea (Amandry 1980, 217; photograph of inscription at Amandry 1980,
218, Fig. 5; inscription at Amandry 1980, 217, recording victories of both Prateas and Aischylos: Cat. 1. 79). He
was the son of Prateas (Cat. 1. 79), who was also a Nemeonikes and may have won his Nemean victories between
ca. 371 (??) and ca. 321 BC (??). Aischylos may therefore won his Nemean victory between ca. 351 and 301 BC.
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1. 86

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 351 (2) - 301 (?) BC
Inscription find spot: Olympia

Citizenship(s): -

Discipline(s): Diaulos or hoplités (?)

Ancient sources: Ebert 1972 48 (E6)

Catalogue entries: Strasser 2001, no. 79

An epigram, dated on the basis of letter forms to ca. 350-300 BC (Ebert 1972, 152) and found on a statue base
from Olympia (Ebert 1972 48 = Neue IvO 25 (E6)), records the victories of a now unknown perhaps Cretan
athlete (5 (not a certain restoration (Strasser 2001, 253)) at Olympia in the 6mAitdéSpopog (i.e. as an hoplités)
(2-3), in unspecified disciplines at an unknown set of games (5) and in Athens, presumably at the Panathenaia
(6), and in what may be the Siavhog (diaulos) and what is certainly the omAitodpopog at the Pythia (7-10). Since
victory inscriptions at Olympia, at least down to about 300 BC, restrict themselves to mention of victories of sets
of games of the periodos with the very occasional mention of the Panathenaia (Cat. 1. 25), the missing games
at 5 can only be either the Isthmia or the Nemea. The restoration suggested by Ebert, ‘[vikaoe Népewa]; fits the
space and the metre, although other restorations may be possible. If this is right, then the Nemean victory or
victories of the unknown runner probably date between ca. 351 and ca. 300 BC.

1. 87
Competitor name, patronymic: K[- - -] Mv([- - -]
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 351 (?) - ca. 299 (?) BC
Inscription find spot: Lamo di Pario
Citizenship(s): Taras
Discipline(s): Gymnic discipline (?)
Ancient sources: SEG 4 79 (E29)
Catalogue entries: Strasser 2001, no. 80
A vpartially preserved inscription, consisting of three fragments of tile, found at Lamo di Pario, some 25 km
north-west of Metapontum (Moretti 1984, 495), refers to a victory or victories won at the Pythia and the Nemea
by a victor apparently from Taras ((SEG 4. 79 = Hansen 1989, 242, no. 834 (E29)). Moretti (1984, 495) notes that
the inscription was found in the xwpa of Metapontum, which in the second half of the 5th century BC seems to
have been heavily influenced by Taras. He dates the inscription to ca. 350-300 BC on the basis of letter forms
(Moretti 1984, 496). Various suggestions as to the name (K[aAAAfg, K[patéwv (Ebert 1972, 175), K[aAAwv,
K[¢pdwv, K[Aeitog (Moretti 1984, 496)) and patronymic (Mv[acaio]v (Hansen 1989, 242)) of the athlete have
been made.

The discipline is unknown, but Ebert (1972, 175) speculates that, since all known Tarantine Olympic victors
won in gymnic disciplines, so our man did, too, suggesting that he won in boxing. Moretti agrees, citing the

point that there is only enough space for something like 0§ after the end of the name of the victor in 1 (Moretti
1984, 497).

1. 88

Competitor name, patronymic: Unknown

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 351 (?) - ca. 299 BC (?)
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Inscription find spot: Nemea

Citizenship: -

Discipline(s): Wrestling

Ancient sources: Nemea Archaeological Museum I 15 a—c
Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 269

An inscription, one fragment of which was found in the stadium at Nemea, and the other two of which were
found in the construction fill of an ancient building nearby, forms what the editor of the inscription considers to
be an elegiac couplet and four feet of an apparently unfinished hexameter (although there is a slip in his analysis
of the first line (Chamberlain 2001, 228), in that he scans the ‘C of vik® as short), his reading of the inscription
as preserved on the stone today being as follows:

Avd¢, vi[x]@v Bvnokelg modoiot novoiatmal [alicag pdtov pév {uvo|v eig k\eiviy Atyvmtov edpuxopdv
1e Aloiav o oot kh\et— —— (Chamberlain 2001, 225).

He is unsure in particular of the fourth word in the second line (Chamberlain 2001, 228-29) and suggests
that the initial letter may have been ‘8, instead of ‘C’ and that ‘60vov’ derives in some way from ‘SOw/SOvw’
(‘to go down, to enter’). The last line is also incomplete, the final two feet of the hexameter never having been
inscribed.

The first line and the first word of the second line on the stone show that the honorand has died after victory
in wrestling (on the assumption that Bvrjtokeig (1) is a historic present). The editor thinks the first word in the
line is ‘Av8¢’ and that it is a geographical reference (Chamberlain 2001, 227-28), but this seems unlikely, given
that known victors from Lydia both at Nemea and at other festivals of the periodos date to rather later. Of the
Olympionikai listed by Moretti (Olympionikai), the earliest of the definite 17 recorded Olympic victories by
victors from Lydia dates to 104 BC (no. 653) and 15 are dated to the 1st century AD or after. Of Pythionikai from
Lydia listed by Strasser (2001), the earliest (no. 194) dates to the early 2nd century AD. Of victors from Lydia
listed by Kostouros (2008, 244), all are of Imperial date. The first known Lydian Isthmionikes dates to the 2nd
century AD (Farrington 2012, 33, 33 n. 144).

Avd0g, then, is very probably a name, which, since our piece is both a funerary and victory epigram, one
would expect. This, rather than the geographical origin of the deceased, is surely more likely to appear in the
vocative in or near the beginning of such a poem. Avd¢ as a name has some currency at various times. The Lexicon
of Greek Personal Names (http://clas-1gpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/Igpn_search.cgi, visited 06.07.2020) returns
a total of thirty occurrences of the name. Eight are from Thasos and date between the mid 6th century BC and
‘Hellenistic times. Nine are from Athens and Attica (two cases known by tribe). The seven cases from Athens
date between the 5th century BC and perhaps 3rd century BC. If, however, Av8dg is the name of the athlete, the
references to Egypt and to Asia 34 are too incomplete to tell us anything of his origin, which remains a mystery.

The letter forms of the inscription probably date to the 4th century BC (Chamberlain 2001, 229), while the
building in whose construction fill two of the fragments were found dates to the second half of the 4th century
BC (Chamberlain 2001, 230). The editor suggests, very reasonably, that the inscription belongs to the second
half of 4th century BC.

1. 89

Competitor name, patronymic: Xikwv Xikwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 343 (2?) — 323 BC (??)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Patrai

Discipline(s): Wrestling (povvomndng)


http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/lgpn_search.cgi%20
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Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 4. 6-7 (L46); Paus. 7. 6. 5.

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 92, N 181-183, ] 235-238; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 461; Kostouros 2008, no.
219; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 63

Chilon won in the men’s méAn (wrestling) at the Olympia. Although Pausanias says that he won only once at the
Pythia in wrestling, the epigram on the base of the statue of Chilon at Olympia that he records makes it clear
that he won twice at the Pythia (Ebert 1972, 157-59, no. 50). He also won four times at the Isthmia and three
times at the Nemea (Paus. 6. 4. 6-7 (L46)). The inscription that Pausanias gives us also states the Aadg Axaidv,
that is, the Achaean Confederacy, buried him after he had been killed in war.

The history of the Achaean Confederacy before its revival in the 3rd century BC is obscure (e.g. Larsen 1968,
80-9). However, Pausanias, on the grounds that Lysippus produced Chilon’s statue, conjectures that Cheilon
died either in the battle at Chaeroneia (338 BC), in which the Achaeans took part en masse, or later, during the
Lamian War (323-322 BC), in which he would have been the sole Achaean participant (Paus. 6. 4. 7), both of
these operations being anti-Macedonian. Elsewhere, Pausanias states that the Achaeans were too weakened to
take part in the Lamian War and that he was informed in Patrai, the polis of Chilon, that Chilon was the only
Achaean to do so (Paus. 7. 6. 5). If Chilon was indeed the sole participant in the Lamian War from Achaea, this
would have been a compelling reason for the Achaeans to give him the funerary honours mentioned in the
epigram (Paus. 6. 4. 6. (L46)).

If Pausanias is right, Chilon was dead by 322 BC. If he was no more than forty when he died, then his
victories, may lie between ten and twenty years in the past, with the Nemean victories won perhaps between
343 and 323 BC.

1.90

Competitor name, patronymic: Zatupog AvoLAVAKTNG

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 337 (?) - ca. 321 (?) BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Elis

Discipline(s): Boxing

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 4. 5 (L45); IG VII 414. 22-3, 25-6; ETO 520. 22-3, 25-6

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 94, N 184-188; Moretti, Olympionikai, 126, no. 462; Strasser 2001, 66, no. 82;
Kostouros 2008, no. 180

Satyros, a member of the Iamidai, the prophetic clan of Olympia (main modern works on Iamidai: Maddoli et
al. 2003, 181 (on Paus. 6. 2. 5)), won five Nemean victories in boxing, in addition to two at the Delphic Pythia
and two at Olympia (Paus. 6. 4. 5. (L45)). Pausanias tells us that Satyros’ statue was produced by Silanion, whose
floruit Pliny puts in the 113th Olympiad (328-324 BC) (Plin. HN 34. 51). Furthermore, a catalogue of victors
from the Amphiaraion (IG VII 414 + SEG 1 126 = ETO 520. 22-3, 25-6) records the victories of a Satyros of
Elis in the men’s boxing and men’s pankration in a set of games. The full title of the games has been lost, but they
are peydh[a] (1) and so can only be the Meyala Apgiapdia, given that both fragments were found in the envi-
rons of the Amphiaraeion. The Athenians took back Oropos from the Boeotians in perhaps 335 BC (Knoepfler
1993, 295-96) and a decree of 329/8 BC (IG VII 4253 = ETO 298) prescribes honours for those who had the
émpélela of the games and other matters regarding tiv éoptiv 100 Apgrapdov (12-14). Knoepfler (1993, 297)
assumes that the decree refers to the first iteration of the MeydAa Apguapdia, on the grounds that the scale of
the activities were such as to require ten émpehnrai, among whom there were a number of celebrities, headed
by Phanodemos, the Atthidographer (Phanodemos: ETO 207, 19), who at an earlier stage proposed a now
unknown nevtetepig, which, however, must surely be the Meyala Apgiapdia (IG VII 4253. 11-4 = Petrakos
no. 297 (332/1 BC)). Knoepfler also believes that the victor catalogue records the victors of the first iteration of
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the Meydha Apguapdia. This he puts in 329/8 BC (although does not exclude the possibility that it records the
victors of second iteration in 325/4 BC) (Knoepfler 1993, 299), in view of the large number of Athenian com-
petitors and the presence of victors in various events for various types of moAeur|otpia (war chariots) (ETO 250.
38-42), which one would not expect, if the Boeotians had still held Oropos (Knoepfler 1993, 285, 291). The high
quality of the inscription also suggests that it was produced for the first iteration of the games.

The origin and disciplines of the Satyros recorded at Oropos and the fact that the floruit of Silanion, the
sculptor of the statue of the Satyros at Olympia, dates to about this time strongly suggest that the Oropos Satyros
is Pausanias’ man. The five Nemean victories mentioned by Pausanias, if they were won in the same discipline
(as Pausanias implies they were) at successive iterations of the Nemea, presuppose a career of nine years and,
since Pausanias does not refer to victories won as a maig or &yévetog, were perhaps won as an avrjp. If this were
so, it would take Satyros into his late 20s, a notably late age. If Satyros won at the Amphiaraia of 329 BC and won
a Nemean victory that year, too, then perhaps his Nemean victories lie between 337 and 321 BC. Strasser (2001,
66, no. 82) suggests that Satyros’ Pythian victories fell between ca. 340 and ca. 320 BC.

1.91

Competitor name, patronymic: Hpodwpog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 325 (?) — ca. 285 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Megara

Discipline(s): Trumpeter

Ancient sources: Ath. 414f-415b (L6)

Catalogue entries: Knab 1934, no. 19; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 468,472,477, 481, 485, 492, 499, 509, 526, 532;
Strasser 2001, no. 89; Farrington 2012, no. 2. 2

Herodoros is reported to have been periodonikes either ten times (Ath. 414f-415a (L6), reporting Amarantos
of Alexandria (2nd century AD) and Nestor (1st century BC (?) (L6)) or 17 (Poll. Onom. 4. 89). The latter
figure is unlikely, since, as Moretti (Olympionikai, 127, no. 468) notes, seventeen victories presuppose a career
at the highest level of at least seventy years (this exaggeration perhaps reflecting the tendency of trumpeters
(oahmyktai, salpinktai) to enjoy much longer careers than athletes). The only dated event in Herodoros’ life
occurs during a siege of Argos by Demetrios Poliorketes (Ath. 415a), which may date to 303 BC (Manni 1951,
34, 34 n. 21), when Herodoros uses his trumpet skills to encourage the troops of Demetrios.

This suggests that Herodoros was at the peak of his skills about 303 BC and so his Nemean victories may
have occurred between ca. 325 and ca. 285 BC. Strasser (2001, 69, no. 89) puts his Pythian victories between
ca. 330 and ca. 280 BC and Moretti tentatively puts his Olympic victories between 328 and 292 BC (Moretti,
Olympionikai, 127, no. 468; 135, no. 532).

1.92

Competitor name, patronymic: Apxinnog KaAhgdavovg
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 325 - ca. 275 BC (??)
Inscription find spot: Olympia

Citizenship(s): Mytilene

Discipline(s): Boxing

Ancient sources: IvO 173; Paus. 6. 15. 1 (L56)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 98, ] 241, N 200; Knab 1934, no. 22; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 503; Strasser
2001, no. 95; Kostouros 2008, no. 27; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 77
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Pausanias reports that Archippos, whose patronymic he does not give, won in boxing ‘not far from the age of
twenty’ one victory each (‘tov... AdPot otépavov’) at the Olympia, Pythia, Nemea and Isthmia (Paus. 6. 15. 1
(L58)), which may mean that he won all these victories in a single cycle of the periodos or, as Strasser suggests,
that he may have won some of them as a naig or as an dyévetog (at the Isthmia and Nemea). Archippos is very
probably the honorand of an inscription on a statue base, given the space on the stone and the find-spot of the
inscription (IvO col. 299), whose letter forms date it to the late 4th or early 3rd century BC. The inscription
preserves only the initial letter of the honorand, but does however give his ethnic (‘MvtiAnvaioc’) and patro-
nymic (not given by Pausanias) (IvO 173: (“A[pxunog]|[Kahhigdvoug|MutiAnvaioc’)). The surviving part of
the inscription also does not give what Pausanias reports of Archippos’ sporting record. Perhaps Archippos’
Nemean victory dates between ca. 325 and ca. 275 BC.

1.93

Competitor name, patronymic: AGnvodwpog Zrjpovog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 325 - ca. 275 BC

Inscription find spot: Ephesus

Citizenship(s): Ephesus

Discipline(s): Boxing (boys)

Ancient sources: I. Ephesos 1415 (E11); I. Ephesos 2005

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 8

At I Ephesos 1415 (E11) (I. Ephesos 1415. 4-17. (E11)), Athenodoros, son of Semon (the patronymic appearing
as ‘Znuovog at I. Ephesos 1415 (E11). 5 and as ‘ZAuwvog at I. Ephesos 2005. 2), is rewarded by the city of
Ephesus for his victory in the boys’ boxing (I. Ephesos 1415. 6) with honours ‘laid down by law for victors in
gymnic (‘owpatt’ (11)) disciplines at the Nemea’(I. Ephesos 1415. 10-12). He is also awarded Ephesian citizen-
ship (I Ephesos 1415. 15-17). A ‘son of Semon’ also appears at I. Ephesos 2005. 1-2, who, since he, too, is a victor
in some boys’ discipline at the Nemea, must surely be our Athenodoros and I. Ephesos 2005 must therefore date

to about the same time as I Ephesus 1415. Here, in I Ephesus 2005, the council of Ephesus decides to sell two
Ephesian citizenships to fund the training of Semon’s son (I. Ephesos 2005. 9-13).

There are two indications of the date of I. Ephesos 1415 (E11). The formulae used suggest a date for I. Ephesos
1415-1416 between ca. 315 and ca. 280 BC (Walser 2008, 345). Secondly, the proposer, Herogeiton, of I. Ephesos
1416. 2-1, whose similarities to I. Ephesos 1415 suggest that it may date to about the same time, appears in I
Ephesos 2005, which perhaps dates to around 302-301 BC, according to the editors. Thus Athenodoros’ victory
may lie between ca. 315 and ca. 281 BC.

1. 94

Competitor name, patronymic: Tipwva§ Aapddvov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 325 (2?) — 275 BC (2?)

Inscription find spot: Ephesus

Citizenship(s): Ephesus

Discipline(s): -

Ancient sources: 1. Ephesos 1416. 19-21 (E12)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 202; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 78

Timonax won in some unspecified discipline ‘in the past’ (‘npotepdv’ (I. Ephesos 1416. 19 (E12))) at the Isthmia
in some naideg discipline and subsequently at the Nemea (I. Ephesos 1416. 18-20. (E12)), perhaps no longer as
a maig. This information appears at the beginning of a decree which forms part of a series apparently granting
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citizenship to individuals in recognition of their sporting record. This at least is the subject of the preceding
decree (I. Ephesos 1415), which records the granting of citizenship to Athenodoros (Cat. 1. 93.), while the
three surviving lines of the decree previous to the Athenodoros decree show that it, too, involved the grant of
Ephesian citizenship. The decree involving Timonax may therefore also have recorded the grant of citizenship,
although Timonax’ father is said to have requested the fovAr| of Ephesus to provide support for something now
lost from the text, perhaps financial help for the athletic training of Timonax (just as Athenodoros’ trainer ap-
parently appeals to the fovlr| for financial help for Athenodoros’ training expenses (I. Ephesos 2005. 3-8.) (Cat.
1. 93)). Perhaps the decree involved both the grant of citizenship and provision of funds for Timonax.

The proposer of the Athenodoros decree is a ‘Hpoyeitwv, who may be the ‘Hpoyeitwv who appears in a
decree granting citizenship to a certain Euphronius (I. Ephesos 1449. 1), which may date to around 302-301 BC
(Robert 1967, 15-6). Timonax’s victories may then lie between ca. 325 and 275 BC.

1. 95

Competitor name, patronymic: Aotvavag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 325 (2) — 317 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Miletus

Discipline(s): Pankration (?) or boxing (?))

Ancient sources: POxy. II1 409. 104-6 (L127); Ath. 413a; George the Synkellos 331. 4 (L133) (Mosshammer 1984,
521, 331.4).

Catalogue entries: Knab 1934, 17; Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 479; Strasser 2001, no. 90; Kostouros 2008, no. 28

According to a scholion to Menander’s Kolax, perhaps written after 315 BC (Gomme and Sandbach 1973, 422),
Astyanax was both maykpatiaotrg and moktng (POxy. III 409. 102-6. (L127)) and he won in one of these
disciplines at the 116" Olympiad (316 BC) (POxy. III 409. 104-6), while winning overall in the pankration
three times at Olympia (Ath. 413a (L7); George the Synkellos 331. 4. (L133)). The Menander scholion quotes
Eratosthenes, who in a book whose number is now lost of his O\vpmiovikat says of Astyanax in his entry for
116" Olympia, ‘Actvaval 6 Miknotog ¢ v nepiodov dkovitel, although Astyanax’ discipline is not specified.
As Moretti points out, that Astyanax won the periodos six times, from 336 to 316 BC is impossible. There is
first the supposed feat of winning at every contest in the periodos six times, which would imply a career at the
very highest level of success for at least 25 years and then the even smaller possibility that Astyanax’ reputation
throughout this period was such as to scare off possible rivals, to allow him to win dkovirel six times. This is
also to ignore the possibility that Dioxippos may have won the maykpdtiov in 336 BC (Moretti, Olympionikai,
129, no. 479; Dioxippos: Cat. 2. 9).

Moretti (Olympionikai, 129, no. 479) suggested that, instead, Astyanax was the sixth ever to win dkovitei
in the maykpdtiov (although the Menander scholion is not clear as to the discipline, or disciplines, in which
Astyanax won at Olympia). This is more probable that assuming six victories in all of the sets of games of
the periodos dxovitel, although Moretti has difficulty in identifying the previous five victors. Perhaps what
Eratosthenes wrote, presumably in some comment on the entries for the 116" Olympiad, was éktog, which
became corrupted in the scholion at some stage from the ordinal (‘sixth’) to the cardinal ‘¢’ (i.e. ‘six times’),
and Moretti is right, but more attractive, because it assumes less disturbance to the text, is the suggestion of
Gomme and Sandbach, who suggest that the ‘¢’ in the Menander scholion started life as a Y’ (‘three times’)
(Gomme and Sandbach 1973, 428 (on Kolax 100)) and was subsequently miscopied, which would agree with
the testimonia from Athenaeus and Syncellus. Since Astyanax was both a wrestler and pancratiast and since the
Menander scholion does not actually specify the discipline or disciplines in which Astyanax won dkovitei, it is
possible he won two victories dkovitel in one discipline and one in the other. Perhaps he won first one victory
dkovitei at one cycle of the periodos and his growing fame meant that he won two during the following cycle,
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although he need not have won at every set of games over one iteration and it may have taken him more than
two iterations to achieve the feat of being a three-time dxovitei periodonikes. In fact, a period of more than two
iterations might have given time for his fame to spread and for his potential opponents to be overawed and so
avoid combat. The fact that Eratosthenes’ comment quoted in the Menander scholion refers to the Olympiad
of 316 BC and that he was periodonikes three (so we suggest) suggests that Astyanax’ last Olympic victory was

in that year.

As for victories at the Nemea, Astyanax won at least once, presumably in either muypn or maykpdtiov. His

one, or more, victories are perhaps to be placed between 325 and 317 BC.

1. 96

Competitor name, patronymic: AVvtijvwp Zevapeog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 323 (2?) - ca. 307 BC (??)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Miletus, Athens

Discipline(s): Pankration (ageneion)

Ancient sources: Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 395. 335-36); IG V 2 549. 20-21 (E20)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, 96, nos. 239-240; 105, no. 190-191; Moretti, Olympionikai, 131, no. 488; Strasser
2001, 70, no. 92; Kostouros 2008, no. 15; Farrington 2012, 71, no. 2. 3

Antenor, from ‘Athens and Miletus, was victorious dkovitei in the men’s pankration at the Olympia in 308 BC
and was also a periodonikes (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 395. 335-339) (L27); Moretti, Olympionikai, 131, no.
466). The notice in Eusebius also says that he was G\euttog (‘undefeated’) in all three age categories. Since
Antenor was uncontestedly victorious in all three age-groups and since there were no competitions for dyévetot
at either the Olympia or the Pythia, this must mean that he won at least one victory in the &yévelol age-group
at either the Isthmia or the Nemea.

An Avtiivwp Eevdpeog, who, because he is a Milesian, is presumably our man, occurs at IG V 2 549. 20-21
(IG V 2 549 (E20)). This inscription is a series of victor lists at three iterations of the Lykaia and Antenor is re-
corded as being victorious in the men’s pankration in the first iteration recorded in IG V 2 549 Col. 3. 7-13 (E20)
and 14-29 of IG V 2 550 (E21) ) are victor lists at two other iterations of the Lykaia (while IG V 2 550 Col. 1.
1 - Col. 3. 1-6 seems to be a list of office holders). It is usually assumed that chronologically 550 directly follows
549 (or vice versa), with no intervening gap or lacuna and on balance it is probably true that no victory list has
been lost , as we shall see below and that one inscription uninterruptedly follows the other chronologically. IG
V 2 550 mentions a victory in the cuvwpig by Lagos, son of Ptolemaios (IG V 2 550 Col. 3. 8-9), and a victory
in the mens’ dolichos by Ageus (IG V 2 550 Col. 3. 13). Ageus was victorious in the same event at Olympia in
328 (= Ol 113) and made the journey to Argos to report the event on the same day (Eusebius (Christesen 2007)
395. 324-325) (L28)).

On the basis of IG IV 428 (IAG 40), a list of the victories of Kallistratos of Sikyon, which clearly presents
Kallistratos’ victories in the paides age-group in chronological order at least in the cases of games of which the
periodicity is known (IG IV 428 Col. 1. 2-11), Klee showed that the Lykaia, whether trieteric or penteteric (Klee
1918, 68), fell in the summer after the Olympia (Klee 1918, 54, 54, n. 2). 320 BC was an Olympic year. Since the
Lykaia fell in the year after the Olympia and since Lagos was born after 323 BC (Ath. 576e) (and, despite being
a child, could have competed in equestrian contests), his victory at the Lykaia cannot have occurred before 319
BC.

Thus column 3. 8-9 of IG V 2 550 (E21) records a victory by Lagos that occurred in 319 BC or after. The
victory of Ageus at the Lykaua in the victory list of this same iteration suggests two further points: one concerns
the periodicity of the Lykaia. As we have just seen, the Lykaia were held in the summer following the Olympia
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of 320 BC, that is, in 319 BC. If they were trieteric, they would have been held next in 317 BC, or, if penteteric,
next in 315 BC. Since, however, Ageus was victorious at Olympia in 328 BC, when (we guess) he was about
20, it seems unlikely, although admittedly not impossible, that he would still have been victorious in the men’s
dolichos at the Lykaia thirteen years later, at the putative penteteric iteration of the Lykaia of 315 BC, when on
the assumption that he was about 20 in 328 BC he would have probably been in his early 30s (because Ptolemy
won a victory in the cuvwpig mwAikr| event at the Pythia in 314 BC, Klee (1918, 67, referring to Paus. 10. 7. 8)
suggests that Ptolemy therefore kept a stable in Greece at the time and that Lagos’ victory at the Lykaia dates to
315 BC). A date of 317 BC for the next iteration of the Lykaia is therefore more likely and so it seems more prob-
able than not that the Lykaia were trieteric, rather than penteteric. If they were, this leads to our other point,
which is that Col. 3. 7-13 of IG V 2. 550 perhaps record the victors in the iteration of 319 (trieteric) or 317 BC
(penteteric) and III. 14-29 victors in the iteration of 317 (trieteric) or 315 BC (penteteric).

Klee (1918, 66-8) was clearly right in assuming that IG V 2 549 follows IG V 2 550 chronologically, but did
so on the not very sound grounds that, had IG V 2 549 been dated to before IG V 2 550, then we might have
expected to see mention of other victories by the Olympionikes Ageus in IG V 2 549. There are, however, more
compelling reasons for dating IG V 2 549 after IG V 2 550. Since Antenor was victorious at Olympia in 308 BC,
it is reasonable to assume that his victory at the Lykaia occurred within, say, seven years either side of this date,
that, is between 315 BC (if the Lykaia were trieteric) or 303 BC (whether they were trieteric or penteteric). On
the assumption that there is no gap between the end of the lists in IG V 2 550 and the beginning of the lists in
IG V 2 549 and that the Lykaia were trieteric, if we date IG V 2 550 after IG V 2 549, this pushes Ageus’ victory
at the Lykaia, which we have already suggested dates to 317 BC at the latest, down to 305 BC. This gives him an
impossibly long career of at least 25 years, from 328 to 303 BC, as a prize-winning §oAtyodpopog. Thus IG V 2
549 follows IG V 2 550. This also tends to support our assumption that the lists of 549 directly follow those of
550 chronologically. If this were not so and if the victory list of one or more iteration had therefore been lost, this
would add two or more years to the careers of Antenor and Ageus. In the case of Antenor, this would actually
lessen the length of his career (from 317 BC at the earliest to 308 BC), but in the case of Ageus (from 328 to at
least 317 BC), it would at least lessen his chances of success.

As for the date of Antenor’s Nemean victory or victories, if he was victorious at the Lykaia in 317, perhaps at
about the age of 20, in the men’s pankration and at the Olympia in 308 BC, then, if he won in the dyéveiol at the
Nemea, perhaps he did so in 321 BC and if as a naig, which is possible, then perhaps in 323 BC. His career may
have gone on until to perhaps 307 BC, if not later.

Antenor was granted Athenian citizenship in 306/305 BC (IG II*169 + 472 = corrigenda 472 (Cp. SEG 21
335)), which presumably accounts for the doubt in Eusebius as to his polis. He also appears in 282 BC as a
guarantor for loan from Cnidus to Miletus needed to pay taxes to Lysimachus (I. Delphinion 138 Col. 1. 44)
and was stephanophoros at Miletus in 279/278 BC (I. Delphinion 123. 322). In addition to his engagement in
the civic life of Miletus, he was considered a paradigm of strength, both purely physical (Ath. 135d) and sexual
(Ath. 578f).

1.97

Competitor name, patronymic: Nikayopag Nikwvog
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 319 (?) - 311 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Lindos

Citizenship(s): Lindos (?)

Discipline(s): Harma teleion, synoris polike, kelés teleios
Ancient sources: I. Lindos 68 (E13)

Catalogue entries: Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 490-491; Strasser 2001, no. 94; Kostouros 2008, no. 145;
Farrington 2012, no. 1. 73
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An inscription (I. Lindos 68 (E13)) records the victories of Nikagoras, who won the equestrian events of dppa
téletov (harma teleion), cuvwpig TwAkr and kéAng téhelog (kelés teleios) at the Nemea (1. Lindos 68. 5 (E13)).
Even after the creation of the polis of Rhodos in ca. 408 BC, in which some parts, at least, of the population
of other cities on Rhodes moved to the new polis, the other cities continued to function as poleis (Nielsen
and Gabrielsen 2004, 1203). Since the inscription recording Nikagoras™ dedication to Lindian Athena does not

record an ethnic, he was probably a Lindian.

Nikagoras was also victorious at the Olympia in the kelés teleios and synoris teleia, at the Pythia in the harma
teleion , at the Isthmia in the harma teleion, kelés teleios and synoris teleia (I. Lindos 68. 2—4 (E13)). In games of
lesser rank, he won in the harma polikon event at the Panathenaia and at the Sicyonian Pythia, where he was
also victorious in the synoris teleia and the kelés (I. Lindos 68. 6, 8 (E13)) He also won in the harma teleion at
the Hecatomboia and in some synoris discipline at the Lykaia, which was probably the synoris teleia (see below
on IG V 2 549, Col. 3. 27 (E20)).

A Nikagoras, who is a Rhodian and victorious in the synoris teleia and is therefore very probably our man,
appears in a victor list from the Lykaia that may date between 317 and 315 BC (IG V 2 550, Col. 3. 27 (E20,
E21). Blinkenberg (I. Lindos p. 282) identifies our Nikagoras with this victor at the Lykaia (date of IG V 2 550:
p- 120-21). Blinkenberg suggests that Nikon, priest of Poseidon Hippios at Lindos in 302 BC, was the father of
Nikagoras (Blinkenberg 1937, 26, no. 23). Unsurprisingly, Blinkenberg does not offer an identification of the
sculpture whose signature preceded [¢]noinoe in 10.

In the Lindos inscription Nikagoras notably did not win twice at any of the equestrian disciplines (and
indeed multiple wins in the same equestrian disciplines are rare), which may mean that his victories were
gained at one, or at most two, iterations. If so and if we also make two more assumptions, namely that the
victory at the Lykaia occurred in either 317 or 315 BC and that Nikagoras’ Olympia and Pythia victories were
gained at two iterations at most from those of the Olympia of 320, 316 and 312 and from those of the Pythia of
318, 314 or 310, then perhaps Nikagoras’ Nemea victories date between 319 and 311 BC.

1.98

Competitor name, patronymic: Nikavpog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 315 (?) - ca. 275 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Elis

Discipline(s): Track discipline

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 16. 5. (L58)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, N 192-97; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 494, 501; Kostouros 2008, no. 146

Nikandros won the diavAog (diaulos) twice at Olympia and acquired a total of six victories in §popog disciplines
at the Nemea and Isthmia together (Paus. 6. 16. 5. (L58)). His statue at Olympia was produced by Daippos (Paus.
6. 16. 5. (L58)), one of the sons of Lysippus, whose floruit Pliny places in the 121st Olympiad, that is, 296 BC
(Plin. HN 34. 51; Daippos: Griffin 1982, 142-143). Perhaps Nikandros won his not more than five victories at
the Nemea in track disciplines between ca. 315 and ca. 275 BC.

1.99

Competitor name, patronymic: Tino8eog Evgavevg

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 305 (?) — ca. 271 BC (?)
Inscription find spot: Rhodes

Citizenship(s): Lindos (?)
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Discipline(s): Boys’ dolichos
Ancient sources: Pugliese Carratelli (1986/1987) [1991] 267-93, 275 no. 8 (E28)
Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 199

Timotheus’ victory in the boy’s 86Aixog (dolichos) at the Nemea was commemorated by a statue (Pugliese
Carratelli 1986/1987 [1991], 275 no. 8 = SEG 41. 651 (E28)) produced by the Rhodian Mnasitimos, who was
active around 300 BC (SEG 41. 651, p.223; I. Lindos 8), his father, Aristonidas, being active around 340-330 BC
(Muller-Dufeu 2002, 763). Mnasitimos is also recorded in a list of ieporotoi from Kameiros (Segre and Pugliese
Carratelli (1949-1951) [1952] 13.L. 13 (ca. 285 BC)). A Tipd8gog Evgavedg Awvdomolitng may perhaps have
been priest of Athena Lindia in ca. 270 (the restoration is highly conjectural) (SEG 41 651; I. Lindos pp. 67, 112,
D (IGXII 1767) 767)). If this is our Nemean victor and if he held this priesthood between the ages of 30 and 40,
then perhaps his victory at the Nemea occurred between ca. 305 and ca. 271 BC.

1.100

Competitor name, patronymic: ITvBayopag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 303 (2?) - 293 (22) BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Magnesia on the Maeander

Discipline(s): Stadion and/or other track discipline

Ancient sources: Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 395. 340, 346); POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4. 16-20, 34-5 (L29)

Catalogue entries: Knab 1933, no. 20; Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 500, 511; Strasser 2001, no. 96; Kostouros
2008, no. 176; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 79

Pythagoras, who, according to the Armenian version of Eusebius’ victor list, came from Magnesia on the
Maeander ((Christesen 2007, 395)), won the stadion at Olympia first in 300 BC (OL 120) (Eusebius (Christesen
2007, 395. 340)) and then in 296 BC (Ol. 121) (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 396. 346)). He also had two, or three,
victories (the manuscript, as Strasser (2001, 71) notes, is too damaged to be clear), presumably in the men’s
otadiov, at the Pythia, five victories at the Isthmia and perhaps seven at the Nemea (POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4.
16-20 (Christesen 2007, 446) (L129)). There is another Mayvng, [- - - - - - - I¢, at POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4. 30-1,
also listed under the entry for 296 BC as twice winner in the 6mAeitng, who may be our Pythagoras (although
Moretti (Olympionikai, 134, no. 521) does not think so). Knab (1934, 33), who thinks that this unknown athlete
is our man, suggests that these two victories occurred at each of the two Olympiads for which Eusebius records
Pythagoras’ stadion victories.

[én]|tdKig is probably the right restoration at POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4.16-7, at the spot at which Pythagoras’
Nemean victories are mentioned, since the only other possible restoration seems to be [0k]|tdxtg, which is even
less likely. It seems possible that some of these seven victories were won at the same iteration of the Nemea. Even
if we assume that Pythagoras won at three iterations of the Pythia, in 302, 298 and 294 BC, there were only six
iterations of the Nemea between 303 and 293 BC. If Pythagoras won at only two iterations of the Pythia, in 302
and 298 or in 298 and 294 BC, there were only four iterations between 303 and 297 or between 301 and 293 BC,
thus making it even more certain that Pythagoras won in more than one discipline at the same iteration. These
disciplines were likely to have been various track events, as we find track athletes victorious in a range of track
events.

Thus Pythagoras’ victories at the Nemea may date between 303 and 293 BC.
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1.101

Competitor name, patronymic: Nikwv

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 301 (?) - 295 (?) BC

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Anthedon

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4. 27-9; Steph. Byz., s.v. ‘AvOndwv’; Eust. II. 271, 33.

Catalogue entries: Moretti, Olympionikai, nos. 504, 517; Strasser 2001, 72, no. 101; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 80

Nikon of Anthedon (Steph. Byz., s.v. ‘AvOndav’; Van der Valk 1971, 416. 7-8 (272. 33)) (Steph. Byz., s.v.
‘AvOndwv’; Van der Valk 1971, 416. 7-8 (272. 33); proclamation of Nikon as winner in pankration without
victories specified: Eust. IL. 271, 33) won twice in the men’s pankration at the Olympia, one of these two victories
being won in 296 BC at the 121*. Olympiad (POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4. 24-5 (Christesen 2007, 446)). He also won
in this discipline twice at the Pythia, and four times at both the Isthmia and the Nemea (POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4.
24-5 (Christesen 2007, 446)). It is not clear from the entry in POxy. XVII 2082 whether Nikon’s first Olympic
victory was in 296 or 300 BC (if one assumes that there was no intervening Olympiad). However, the entry
for Pythagoras of Magnesia, who from Eusebius’ victor list is known to have won in the stadion first in 300
BC and then in 296 BC (Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 395-96. 340 (300 BC), 346 (296 BC)); Pythagoras: Cat. 1.
97), for the same Olympiad is phrased in nearly the same way as that of Nikon (POxy. XVII 2082 fg. 4. 17-21
(Pythagoras) (L128); POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4. 26-9 (Nikon) (L130)), which may mean that Nikon’s first Olympic
victory also fell in 300 BC (which is Moretti’s (Olympionikai, 132-33, nos. 504, 517) view of the matter). Perhaps
the four victories at the Nemea are to be placed between 301 and 295 BC.

1.102

Competitor name, patronymic: Ebdykpirog Tpiakog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 301 (?) - ca. 261 (?) BC

Inscription find spot: Thebes

Citizenship(s): Thebes

Discipline(s): Pankration (?)

Ancient sources: IG VII 2470 (E22)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, ] 242-243, N 201; Kostouros 2008, no. 158; Farrington 2012 1. 76

Euagkritos, a pancratiast, won in the boys’ pankration and in the pankration peodtav dliav (that is, of the
dyévelor) at the Isthmia, if Peek’s reading of the endI 1 (... maiSa[g évT]oB[udt] (1)) is correct (Peek 1935, 235,
no. 5.), which it must surely be (IG VII 2470 = IAG 36 (E22)).

The syntax of 1-3 of IG VII 2470 (E22) is not immediately obvious. Ebert (1972, 170) suggests that the
construction involved is either an accusative and infinitive, with the infinitive efvau to be supplied after tig épei
(2) (‘Somebody [i.e. in the future, as he looks at the statue of Euagkritos] will say that I, conquering the naidag at
the Isthmia and the middle age group again (i.e. &yéveiot), almighty (mappayog) as I am, am Evaykpitog’ (with a
play on the name Evdykpitog intended)) or that the indirect statement dependent on Tig épei assumes the form
of the participle kpatéovta (1) (‘Someone will say that I, Euagkritos, conquer the boys at the Isthmia, almighty
as I am, and that again I conquer the middle age group’). Given the position at the beginning of the piece of the
word mappaxog, however, and since the poem makes clear that Euagkritos won in every category, perhaps we
do have an accusative and infinitive with elvat unexpressed, but with Ebdykpitov as the subject and méppayov
as predicate (‘Somebody will say that Euagkritos, conquering the boys at the Isthmia and again the middle age
group, is mappayog.). Since the word mappayog is used of pancratiasts (Ebert 1972, 171), this interpretation at
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least has the merit of stating, albeit obliquely, Euagkritos’ discipline at the very beginning of the poem, so that it
is clear from the start in what he event he was victorious in his sweep through all three age categories.

As Ebert (1972, 171), who shows that jiféwv (4) can mean, when used in agonistic vocabulary, ‘young avnip,
Euagkritos won in the men’s category at Nemea. ITappuayog (1) is used of pancratiasts (Ebert 1972, 171), which,
with its prominent position as the first word of the poem, suggests that the discipline of all Euagkritos’ victories
was the pankration. Thus the poem presents his victories in ascending order of age category.

Lines 5-6 are also opaque. Moretti (1953, 92) thought that they meant ‘By Dirke the youths of the Greeks
openly award me very many prizes’ and concluded that the lines referred to victories won by Euagkritos in
Thebes. Ebert’s treatment of these lines is more convincing (Ebert 1972, 172). He points out that there is no
second pot, which Moretti’s interpretation implies that there should be, and that Moretti leaves the yap in 5
unexplained. Ebert suggests that véot (5) is predicative and that EXAAnvwv (5) is a partitive genitive after oi mapd
Aipkat, which produces For, of the Greeks, those by Dirke win the most prizes (and do so) young (Ebert 1972,
172)’ The gap between the content of 4-5, in which we simply have reference to the Nemean victory in the men’s
category, and the yap of 5 is therefore filled by some thought like “The success of Euagkritos in all three age

classes in the games of the periodos is no surprise’

The statue of Euagkritos was signed by Teisikrates, who was active as early as 306-303 BC. Teisikrates’ latest
dated work was produced in 273/2 BC or after (Griffin 1982, 144, 144 n. 6) and he may have worked down to
the 260s BC (IAG, p. 93). Telesikrates had a son, Thoinias, also a sculptor and active around 220 BC (IAG, p. 93),
which suggests that the inscription may date between ca. 300 and ca. 260 BC. Klee (1918, 106) places it around
300 BC and Moretti (1953, 93) ca. 300-280 BC, without explanation.






CATALOGUE OF NEMEONIKAI
PART TWO: DOUBTFUL NEMEONIKAI
CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC

2.1

Competitor name, patronymic: Tepyiag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 559 (2??) - ca. 551 BC (???)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Corinth

Discipline(ss): -

Ancient sources: Pind. Ol. 13. 40-6.

Catalogue entries: -

Terpsias won at either the Pythia or the Nemea or at both, perhaps in the mid 550s BC. He was the brother of

Ptoiodoros, the grandfather of Xenophon, who won the stadion at Olympia in 464 BC (Cat. 1. 57; Terpsias’
position in Xenophon’s family: Cat. 2. 2).

2.2

Competitor name, patronymic: ITtolo8wpog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 545 (2?) — ca. 535 (??) BC
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Corinth

Discipline(s): -

Ancient sources: Pind. OL 13. 41-3

Catalogue entries: Farrington 2012, no. 1. 21

At Pind. Ol 13. 29-46, Pindar gives first the victory catalogue of Xenophon (Cat. 1. 57) (29-34) (Xenophon:
Cat. 1. 57) and then that of his father, Thessalos (35-40). In a third catalogue, at 41-43, Ptoiodoros, Terpsias
and Eritimos are said first to have won Isthmian victories and at 44-46 are said between them to have gained
victories at Delphi and Nemea (Pind. Ol 13.29-46 (L117)). Ptoiodoros, Terpsias and Eritimos need not all have
won both at the Pythia and the Nemea, since Pindar’s words (i.e. Pind. OL 13. 44-5), stripped of their encomi-
astic hyperbole, might mean merely that each of the three won at only one of the two sets of games, which then
means that we have no proof that Ptoiodoros won at the Nemea. There is also no clue as to the disciplines in
which each of the three won.

Eritimos is grouped by Pindar with Ptoiodoros and Terpsias and so must date to about their time. The
identification and thus the dating of Ptoiodoros is straightforward. At 41, Ptoiodoros is the father whom,
together with Terpsias and Eritimos, victory songs pursue (41-42). Taken out of context, the passage seems to
suggest, and has suggested to earlier commentators (e.g. Gildersleeve (Barrett 2007, 101-2)), that Ptoiodoros is
the father of Terpsias and Eritimos. However, 40-46 is the final of a series of victory catalogues that seems to be
assembled chronologically, if not arranged strictly in terms of generations. The sequence of catalogues begins
with that of Xenophon (29-34), the victor of the ode. The catalogue of his father, Thessalos (35-40) (Strasser
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2001, 39, no. 21), whose starting point is signalled by the words ‘matpog 8¢ ®eoodAot (35), comes next, with one
victory at Olympia, two at the Pythia, three in Athens (presumably the Panathenaia) and seven at the Hellotia,
although Barrett believes that Thessalos also won a victory or victories at the Isthmia. He wishes to understand
a dative governed by &yovta’(t) (42) (Barrett 2007, 102), since he assumes that, because the proximity of the
Isthmus to Corinth and because of the supposedly lower level of competition there in comparison to standards
at Olympia and Delphi, Thessalos must inevitably have won at the Isthmia (Barrett 2007, 102). Because, then,
40-42 do indeed deal with Isthmian victories (40, ‘¢v §apgialotot ITotelddvog teBuoiow’), Barrett wishes to
supply an implicit avtdt governed by éyovta’(t) in 42, which then refers to Thessalos, who, as Barrett believes,
is also supposedly an Isthmionikes. Barrett then also believes that the two te in 42 are retrospective and that their
dative case is associated with o0v in 41 (although he also believes that Tepyiat and Epirtipwt are to be construed
with éyovta(t) (Barrett 2007, 102)). In fact, Barrett is almost certainly incorrect in assuming that Thessalos was
victorious at the Isthmus, because in no other victory catalogue in Pindar are the victories of one individual
split between two catalogues, particularly in a fashion as obscure as this, and the practice would probably have
confused listeners, even if they knew the record of the athletes in question, and would certainly have detracted
from the focus upon the deeds of the main honorand. Thus, had Thessalos won an Isthmian victory, we would
expect so important a feat to be listed in the normal place, that is, in Thessalos’ own catalogue (35-40), which,
of course, it is not. Barrett’s implicit avtdt therefore disappears.

To return to the structure of the sequence of catalogues: the words, ‘tatpog 8¢ @ecodlol, are echoed by
those that introduce Ptoiodoros (41, ‘TItolodwpw ovv matpi’). Such a verbal reminiscence and the fact that the
catalogue of Xenophon is followed by that of his father suggests very strongly that Ptoiodoros is in fact the father
of Thessalos (and not of Terpsias and Eritimos). The scholiast (Drachmann 1903, X. Pind. Ol 13, 369, 58 a, b
(L24)) also states that Xenophon was the son of Thessalos and that Thessalos was the son of Ptoiodoros. If this
genealogy is taken from some other source, such as an epinician ode or odes containing genealogical informa-
tion on these persons (as Barrett 2007, 103) thinks it is), then it tends to confirm our conclusion. If it is simply
a conjecture based on the text, then at least the commentators on whom the scholia are based also interpreted
the text in this way. The scholiast (Drachmann 1903, Z. Pind. Ol. 13, 369, 58 b) also states that Ptoiodoros was
the brother of Terpsias and that Eritimos and Namertidas are the sons of Terpsias. This, of course, is not stated
in Ol 13 and must therefore have been drawn from another source, perhaps another epinician (Barrett 2007,
105-7) and the same is presumably true of 58c (Drachmann 1903, 369, X. Pind. Ol. 13, 58c (L25)), which refers
to Namertidas again and to a certain Autolykos.

Barrett, in an important and penetrating article (Barrett 2007), suggested that he had found in the very
small number of fragments that make up POxy. XXXII 2623 a miniscule part of an epinician ode, perhaps by
Simonides or Bacchylides, from which the information in 58 b-c was drawn. On the basis of a study of the
fragments and of 58 b-c, for which he proposed various restorations, he suggested that the opacity of expres-
sion evident in fragments regarding whether Eritimos was brother of the victor (who, Barrett suggests, was
Autolykos), or brother of the victor’s father, was such, that it offers the possibility of two different genealogies in
58 b—c, both mapped in the following stemma (Fig. 3) (Barrett 2007, 108).

Barretts reading that makes Namertidas and Eritimos (a) brothers and (b) the cousins of Thessalos is
perhaps more likely to be correct than his conjecture that makes Eritimos the son of Namertidas, since Terpsias,
Eritimos and Ptoiodoros all belong to the same chronological group, if we are right in assuming that the series of
victory catalogues is laid out in reverse chronological order. The point that Terpsias is the brother of Ptoiodoros
and that Eritimos is Terpsias’ son does not preclude them belonging to the more distant past, before the time
of Thessalos. Since Thessalos’” Olympic victory is dated to 504 BC (Drachmann 1903, 357, . Pind. OL 13, la),
Ptoiodoros may have been active at some time from the mid-540s to the mid-530s BC. His brother, Terpsias,
could conceivably have been active up to 15 years before that, perhaps around the mid-550s BC. If Eritimos
was the son of Terpsias, Eritimos could have competed as a naig around 530 BC. That is, at a stretch, Terpsias,
Ptoiodoros and Eritimos could all have been active within the same twenty or thirty years. The distinctions,
then, that Pindar is making in the three catalogues are not so much strictly generational, as between the distant
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unmamed

Terpsias Proiodoros

(Entimos) Namertidas Thessalos
(Entimos) Xenophon
Antolyvkos

Fig. 3. Stemma of Ptoiodoros (Barrett 2007, 108).

past, the recent past and the present. If Eritimos, however, is made the son of Namertidas, this would bring
him down another, say 20 or 30 years, into the recent past, inhabited by Thessalos. Eritimos’ position in the
third, that is (in our view), the oldest catalogue, suggests that he was in fact the son of Terpsias, rather than of
Namertidas.

2.3

Competitor name, patronymic: @paovklog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 501 (?) - ca. 481 BC (?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Argos (?)

Discipline(s): Track or heavy discipline (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 10. 39-44 (L101)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 78; Neumann-Hartmann 2008, 120; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 2

Theaios of Argos (Cat. 1. 46), the honorand of Pind. Nem. 10, has two kinsmen (‘€0yyovot’ (40)) on his mother’s
side, Thrasyklos and Antias (Nem. 10. 39-48 (L101)), who between them have won at the Isthmus (42), four
times at Nemea (42), at Sicyon, probably the Pythia (Appendix 3. 10), (43), at Pellene (44) (Appendix 3. 8), at
Kleitor (47) (Appendix 3. 5), at Tegea (47) (Appendix 3. 11), in unspecified cities in Achaea (47) and in the
Lykaia (48) (Nielsen 2018, 38), perhaps in some track or ‘heavy’ event (Nielsen 2018, 38, 38 n. 167), which may
also have been the area in which one or both were victorious at Nemea. Thrasyklos is a rare name, appearing

only once (i.e. here) in the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names (http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi bin/Igpn_
search.cgi?id=V3a-17104&style=, visited: 17.06.2020).


http://clas-lgpn2.classics.ox.ac.uk/cgi%20bin/lgpn_search.cgi?id=V3a-17104&style=
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Pindar gives no idea which victories Antias won and which Thrasyklos won. One of them alone may have
won all the Nemean victories (although such a great feat might have drawn a comment from Pindar). As to
when Antias and Thrasyklos were active, the fact that their otherwise detailed catalogue does not specify which
victories each won suggests that they may no longer be alive or at least belong to the previous generation. By
way of comparison, Pind. OI. 13 contains a set of victory catalogues that runs back over three generations from
the present. The catalogue of Thessalos (Pind. Ol. 13. 35-40; Cat. 2. 2), the father of Xenophon, the honorand
of Pind. OL 13, is sharper, more precise and longer than that of Ptoiodoros, the grandfather of Xenophon, and
of Terpsias, Xenophon’s great-uncle (Pind. OL 13. 41-6). The degree of precision in the catalogue of Thrasyklos
and Antias (with all major victories listed, but not assigned to either of Antias or Thrasyklos) falls somewhere
between the degree of detail displayed in second and in the third and final catalogue in Pind. Ol 13.

Theaios’ victories are very tentatively to placed 479-461 BC (Cat. 1. 46). Possible limits for the victories of
Antias and Thrasyklos are then perhaps ca. 501 and ca. 481 BC.

2.4

Competitor name, patronymic: Apopedg

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 495 (?) - ca. 471 BC (?) or ca. 465 (??) - 451 BC (??)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Stymphalos

Discipline(s): Dolichos (?)

Ancient sources: Paus. 6. 6. 5 (?); Paus. 6. 7. 10 (L51)

Catalogue entries: Klee 1918, P 56, 59, ] 189, 190, 191 N 113, 117, 131, 135; Knab no. 4; Strasser 2001, no. 23;
Kostouros 2008, no. 57; Farrington 2012, no. 1. 25

Dromeus of Stymphalos won two Olympic victories in the 6Atxog (dolichos), two Pythian victories, apparently
also in the 86Awyog (dolichos), three Isthmian victories and five Nemean victories. His Olympic victories were
commemorated by a statue produced by Pythagoras (Paus. 6. 7. 10. (L51)). Two sculptors by the name of
Pythagoras are known, Pythagoras of Samos and Pythagoras of Rhegion. Lagona (1967, 14-6) convincingly
suggests that these two were the same person and that Pythagoras moved from Samos to Rhegion in the
late 6" century or early 5% century BC (Lagona 1967, 16). Pausanias mentions several other victor statues by
Pythagoras erected at Olympia (Paus. 6. 6. 1 (L48) (Protolaos, by ‘Pythagoras of Rhegior’), 6. 13. 1 (Astylos);
Paus. 6. 18. 1. (chariot of Kratisthenes, by ‘Pythagoras of Rhegion’), Paus. 6. 6. 4 (Euthymos), Paus. 6. 13. 7
(Mnaseas, by ‘Pythagoras of Rhegion’), Paus. 6. 7. 10 (L51) (Dromeus)) and the evidence of Pausanias and
others suggests that the victories for four of these victors date between 488 and 456 BC (Lagona 1967, 18-30).
Thus Pythagoras’ career would seem to start in the early 5* century BC and last until about 450 BC. Pausanias
also credits Dromeus with the invention of a meat-based diet for athletes (Paus. 6. 7. 10 (L51)), although this
does not help in dating his victories, since other sources tie this innovation to a Pythagoras of Samos, who may
or may not be intended to be the philosopher (Maddoli et al. 2003, 232, on 6. 7. 10 (L51)). As for the name of
the place of origin of Dromeus, Stymphalos, both Polybius (Polyb. 4. 68. 6) and Pausanias, later on (Paus. 8. 22.
2.), give the name as Ztopgalog. Homer (Homer II. 2. 608) has ZtopugnAog, as Pausanias does here (Nielsen
2004a 529, no. 296.)

The list of victors at POxy. II 222 shows that Dromeus was not victorious at Olympia during the years
476-464 and 452-448 BC (e.g. Christesen 2007, 382-84) and so, in view of the probable dates of the career of
Pythagoras the sculptor, Dromeus’ Olympic victories may fall between ca. 490-476 BC or 460-456 BC. Moretti,
for example, tentatively puts one Olympic victory in 484 (no. 188) and the other in 480 BC (no. 199). In fact,
Moretti (1953, 53) suggested that the Dromeus of Mantinea who beat Theagenes axovtti in the pankration in
480 BC (Paus. 6. 6. 5; Paus. 6. 11. 4) was our Dromeus, an hypothesis that Lagona (1967, 21, 21 n. 4) accepts,
thus dating the statue of Dromeus at Olympia to 480 BC. In view of all this, Dromeus’ Nemean victories perhaps
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date between 495 and 471 BC or possibly between ca. 465 and ca. 451 BC and were presumably in the 86Aixog
(dolichos) or some other track event.

2.5

Competitor name, patronymic: Avtiag

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 491 (2?) - 471 BC (??)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Argos

Discipline(s): Track or heavy discipline (?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Nem. 10. 39-44 (L101)

Catalogue entries: Kostouros 2008, no. 16.

Together with Thrasyklos (Cat. 2. 3), Antias was a maternal kinsman of Theaios of Argos (Cat. 1. 46), although
nothing else is otherwise known of him, although there is a bronze plaque from the citadel at Mycenae, dated to
ca. 500 BC, that mentions an Antias (IG IV 492; LSAG?, 174, no. 2; Hall 1995, 599, 599 n. 148). His victories in
various games, which perhaps include victories at the Nemea (Pind. Nem. 10. 39-44 (L101)), may date between
ca. 501 and ca. 481 BC (Cat. 2. 3).

2.6

Competitor name, patronymic: AAkiBLadng Khewviov

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 423 (222) — 417 BC (?2?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Equestrian discipline

Ancient sources: Plut. Alc. 16. 5 (L123); Paus. 1. 22. 6-7; Ath. 534d-e

Catalogue entries: Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 345; Davies 1971, 20 (no. 600); Kyle 1987, 194-95, A 4; Strasser
2001, 233-34, no. 305; Kostouros 2008, no. 12

Plutarch (Plut. Alc. 16. 5. (L123)) reports that at some time during the life time of Alcibiades, presumably before
his banishment, Aristophon produced a painting depicting Alcibiades seated in the arms of (the personification
of) Nemea. Pausanias (Paus. 1. 22 . 6-7 (L34)) mentions that he saw in a room in the Propylaea of the Athenian
Acropolis a picture of Alcibiades which depicted the insignia of an equestrian victory at Nemea. Lastly, according
to Athenaeus (Ath. 534d-e), Satyros reported that Alcibiades, on his return from Olympia, dedicated two pic-
tures by Aglaophon, one of which showed personifications of the Olympia and of the Pythia crowing Alcibiades,
while the other showed Alcibiades on the knees of a seated personification of Nemea. Neither Plutarch nor Ath-
enaeus/Satyros specifies where their picture, or pictures, were located, but the uniqueness of the subject makes
it very probable that they are talking about the work that Pausanias saw. Alcibiades is reported to have entered
several chariots in the same iteration of the Olympic games (Diod. Sic. 13. 74. 3; [Andoc.] 4. 25). Other sources
state that his chariots at Olympia came first, second and fourth (Thuc. 6. 16. 2; Ath. 3e) or first second and
third (Plut. Alc. 11. 2, quoting the epinikion attributed (Plut. Dem. 1. 1., who is agnostic about the attribution)
to Euripides; Isoc. 16. 34). Thucydides’ Alcibiades, speaking in the second debate on the Sicilian expedition
(Thuc. 6. 16. 2), in the summer of 415 BC, claims that his performance at the Olympic games increased Athens’
stock among the other Greeks, who were helpfully impressed by Alcibiades’ performance, despite expecting
that ‘Athens had been worn down (i.e. by the war)’ (*...&éAni{ovteg avtnyv katanenohepufioBar... (Thuc. 6. 16.
2.)). Since Lichas won the chariot race in 420 BC (Moretti, Olympionikai, 108, no. 339), this leaves as possible
dates for Alcibiades’ participation 424 (rejected by Gomme, Andrewes and Dover (Gomme et al. 1970, 246))
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and 416. An earlier date would perhaps not fit with the expectation, held by the other Greeks, that Athens had
been fatigued by the war. On the other hand, Alcibiades may have won a chariot race in the Panathenaia of 418
BC (Amyx 1958, 184; Kyle 1987, 196). If he did so, then he perhaps have had a stable of powerful horses still
in existence two years later, which enabled him to win at Olympia, too. A problem arises over the difference of
the name of the artist in the account given by Plutarch (Aristophon) and in that given by Athenaeus/Satyros
(Aglaophon). Polygnotus, dating to the first half of the 5% century BC, had a brother named Aristophon. Their
father was named Aglaophon, however (Pl. Gorg. 448 b; Dio Chrys. Or. 55.1; Harpocration, s.v. TIoA0yvwTog;
Frazer 1898, 267 on Paus. 1. 22. 7), while Pliny mentions an Aglaophon, whose floruit fell in Ol 60, i.e. 420-417
BC (Plin. HN 35. 60; Frazer 1898, 267). Given the habit of naming grandson after grandfather, Frazer’s sugges-
tion (Frazer 1898, 266-67) that Pliny’s Aglaophon is the grandson of the father of Polygnotus fits the probable
chronological limits involved, if the paintings were triggered by Alcibiades’ Olympic equestrian performance,
probably in 416 BC, which suggests that Plutarch’s ‘Aristophon’ is an slip for Aglaophon.

Although several sources report Alcibiades’” Olympic victory, there is no reference in the ancient sources,
apart from Pausanias, to any Pythian or Nemean victories. In particular, Thucydides’ Alcibiades, who mentions
how his performance at one set of panhellenic games has improved Athens’ image in the eyes of the Greek
world, does not mention any other victories in the periodos, which, had he won them, we might have expected
him to mention as part of his achievement in raising Athens’ stock internationally. Nor can Alcibiades have won
any Pythian or Nemean victories after the debate in 415 BC, as he left with the fleet for Sicily and then went into
exile in the summer of 415 BC (Thuc. 6. 61. 7). Given this lack of hard evidence either for Pythian or Nemean
victories (acknowledged by Strasser (2001, 233-34, no. 305) who puts Alcibiades among his ‘Pythioniques in-
certains’), the Nemean victory attributed by Pausanias to Alcibiades may be the result of his misreading of the
picture. It has been suggested that the victories implied by the two pictures refer to victories won by Alcibiades’
ancestors (Strasser 2001, 234, no. 305, following Hatzfeld 1951, 317). This is possible, but Alcibiades was pre-
sumably also hoping to predict the future. In the unlikely event that Alcibiades did win Pythian and Nemean
victories and did not mention them in his speech, they may have occurred in 422 or 418 and in 423, 421, 419
or 417 BC respectively.

2.7
Competitor name, patronymic: Napukidag Aapay€tov
Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 423 (222) — 417 BC (?2?)
Inscription find spot: Olympia
Citizenship(s): Phigaleia
Discipline(s): Wrestling
Ancient sources: Ebert 1972 36 (E5); Paus. 6. 6. 1 (L48)
Catalogue entries: Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 392; Strasser 2001, no. 306; Kostouros 2008, no. 143; Farrington
2012, no. 1. 62
Pausanias (Paus. 6. 6. 1 (L48)) gives the name of this athelete as ‘Nopukidag’, while IvO 161. gives (1.4) J0ag
and the case has been made that the name of athlete here is ®@apvkidag, on the grounds that Napvkidag is
otherwise unattested for Phigaleia and to be associated rather with Naryka in eastern Locri (see Ebert 1972, 177
for a summary of the argument), while ®@apukidag is found, albeit only once, in Phigaleia (IG V 2 419. 7. At 9,
there is also a Demaratos.) On the other hand, there is no indication that the text of Pausanias is corrupt and no
reason why he should have misread or miscopied what he saw here more than anywhere else.

Pausanias reports merely that Narykidas was victorious in the men’s wrestling at Olympia (Paus. 6. 6. 1
(L48)). If an inscription found at Olympia (Ebert 1972 36 = IvO 161 (E5)) and dated by letter forms to the first

half of the 4th century BC (Ebert 1972, 117), does concern Pausanias’ Narykidas, which seems likely, Narykidas
also won three times at the Isthmia, in addition to a victory or victories at one or more other sets of games of
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the periodos (IvO 161. 3, ("...évikwv ka[l]tpig évI<o>0pol...)), although what is hiding behind the obliterated
first half of 3 of the inscription is unknown (with Ebert, in contrast to IvO, restoring here two victories at the
Nemea (Ebert 1972, 116)). On the other hand, the canonical order of the four sets of games of the periodos is,
of course, Olympia, Pythia, Isthmia, Nemea, although there are exceptions. Here, however, the Isthmia come at
the end of the list, which may mean that they are preceded by the Pythia in the lost part of 3 and that there was
no reference to the Nemea.

As to the date of Narykidas® victories, the only clue lies in the date of the sculptor of Narykidas’ statue. The
Olympia inscription includes the sculptor’s signature (IvO 161. 5 (‘[Aaidadog énjoinoe IatpoxAé[og DAetd]
010¢’)), which gives the sculptor’s patronymic, Patrokles, the father of Daidalos, who was active between ca.
400 and ca. 365 BC (Griffin 1982, 124; career of Daidalos: Griffin 1982, 124-29). Daidalos’ ethnic, however, is
otherwise given as Zikvwviog (Paus. 6. 2. 8; Paus. 6. 3. 4 (L40); Paus. 6. 3. 7; Paus. 6. 6. 1 (L48); EDelphes 111 4
202; IvO 635. 4). Whatever the correct restoration in the Olympia inscription, Daidalos was clearly not a citizen
of Sicyon, when he produced the statue of Narykidas, although when this was is not known. ‘OAeid]oto¢” has
been the generally proposed restoration of IvO 161. 5 since the late 19th century (Ebert 1972, 117-18). This rests
on the suggestion that Daidalos may have been among the Sicyonian exiles who fled the anti-Spartan tyrant of
Sicyon, Euphron, in the 360s BC and may have sought refuge in the pro-Spartan Phleios (Griffin 1982, 128, 128
n. 12 for references to this theory and 71 on date of Euphron’s coup).

If Narykidas won any victories at the Nemea, they must have fallen within the working life of Daidalos, that
is between perhaps 399 BC and perhaps 365 BC.

2.8

Competitor name, patronymic: ITA\dtwv Apiotwvog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 409 (2??) - ca. 401 (?2?)

Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): -

Ancient sources: Diog. Laert. 3. 4; Apul. De dog. Plat. 1. 2; Porph. fg 13 apud Cyril. Adv. Iul. 6. 208; Olympiodorus
Vita Platonis p. 6

Catalogue entries: Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 1019; Kostouros 2008, no. 161

A tradition, apparently starting in the late 4th century BC, but appearing only in relatively late sources, credits
Plato with various victories in games of the periodos. The earliest of these comes from Dikaiarchos, whose
floruit is no later than ca. 310 BC (RE V. 1., col. 547), via Diogenes Laertius (Diog. Laert. 3. 4), who says that
Dikaiarchos, among others, stated that Plato won at the Isthmia. [Pseudo-?] Apuleius and Porphyry (AD 234 -
ca. 305) state that he won at the Pythia and Isthmia. Olympiodorus, of 6th century AD (RE VI. 2., col. 207), in his
life of Plato, asserts that Plato won at the Olympia and the Nemea (Olympiodorus Vita Platonis 6 (Westermann
1845, 390-91)). Despite the fairly early appearance of the tradition, it is highly suspicious, in that something so
important does not appear right from the beginning, does not appear widely and, when it does appear, displays
no agreement over where Plato won his putative victory or victories (quite apart from the point that so prolific
an author is supposed to have had time to train to the level required). Thus it is unlikely that Plato was a victor
at any of the games of the periodos. On the other hand, he seems to have attended the games. Aelian (Ael. VH 4.
9) says that Plato went to the Olympic festival, but behaved modestly and so gave no hint to the acquaintances
he made there that he was the Plato. Perhaps the idea that he was an Olympionikes derives from this probably

historical (because not improbable) anecdote.
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2.9

Competitor name, patronymic: Alw&inmnog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: 331 (222)-329 BC. (2??)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Athens

Discipline(s): Pankration

Ancient sources: Ael. VH 10. 22; Ael.12. 58; Diod. Sic. 17. 100. 2-8; Diog. Laert. 6. 43; Diog. Laert. 6. 61; Hyp.
Lyc. 5; Plin. HN 35.139; Plut. De Curios. 512b; POxy. XIII 1607, fg. 13; Curt. 9. 7. 16-26

Catalogue entries: Moretti, Olympionikai, 125, no. 458

Moretti (Olympionikai, 129) evidently thought that Dioxippos was a periodonikes, but no ancient source
regarding the athlete, who died in 326/5 BC in India with Alexander after defeating Korragos in a duel (Diod.
Sic. 17. 100. 2-8), states unambiguously that he won in any other contest of the periodos and in particular at
the Nemea. He is mentioned as a living person, or at least as a contemporary of the speaker, together with an-
other contemporary athlete, Euphraios, of both of whom the speaker says that ‘t@v EAANvwv opoloyovpévwg
loxvpdtatoi eiot’ (Jensen 1963, 30)). Later sources likewise refer to Dioxippos as Olympionikes only (Diog. Laert.
6. 43 (proclamation of Dioxippos’ victory); Plut. De Curios. 512b; Ael. VH 12. 58; Diog. Laert. 6. 61. (Dioxippos’
inability to keep his eyes off an attractive woman during his Olympic homecoming procession); Diod. Sic. 17.
100. 2-8; Curt. 9. 7. 16-26 (Dioxippos” end as a member of Alexander’s entourage, in 326/5 BC))), with the
exception of Diodorus Siculus, who does not specifically call Dioxippos an Olympionikes, although he states
that he was an athlete who had won at other important games (‘kai Taig ém@aveotatalg vikaig €0TEQAVWHEVOS
(Diod. Sic. 17. 100. 2)). Dioxippos” Olympic victory may also have been mentioned at POxy. XIII 1607, fg. 13,
col. 2, although the passage, from a speech that seems certainly to be connected in some way with the case in
Lyc. (Whitehead 2000, 86), is much too fragmentary for certainty (Whitehead 2000, 80).

On the other hand, Dioxippos was famous enough not only to merit a portrait (whether or not in his lifetime
is not clear) (Plin. HN 35. 139), but also to feature as the straight man in accounts of two of Diogenes’ witticisms
(Diog. Laert. 6. 43; Diog. Laert. 6. 61) (or, at least, witticisms attributed to Diogenes), the point of which is the
contrast between extremes of spiritual prowess, as displayed by the exemplar Diogenes, and physical prowess
(and spiritual impotency), as displayed by the exemplar Dioxippos. These two events may have happened, al-
though it is suspicious that they juxtapose what seem to be two iconic individuals, so implying that Dioxippos
was as famous in his way as Diogenes. The portrait, the anecdotes and the likelihood that Alexander would not
have taken anybody less than an athlete of the greatest prestige with him make it at least possible that Dioxippos
was had been victorious in all the games of the periodos.

The only fixed dates in Dioxippos’ life are his presence at Alexander’s court sometime before 327 BC
(Whitehead 2000, 82, n. 118) and the date of his death, 326/5 BC (Diod. Sic. 17. 100. 2). Moretti (Olympionikai,
125, no. 458) tentatively puts his Olympic victory in 336 BC. In this, he seems to be influenced by the idea, going
back to the first editor of Hyp. Lyc., that Dioxippos probably set out with Alexander in 334 BC (Whitehead
2000, 79) and so must have achieved his Olympic victory in 336 BC, since victory at any Olympiad before that
would mean an unrealistically long career for a pancratiast. If, however, he joined Alexander after Alexander’s
departure, then his Olympic victory could have been as late as 328 BC (Whitehead 2000, 82). In fact, if one
believes Diodorus, Dioxippos, nude and equipped only with a club against the ‘expensively armed’ Corragus,
managed to defeat his opponent in a comprehensive and humiliating fashion. Such a performance suggests
that Dioxippos was still at his peak and therefore that his Olympic victory dates to 328 BC. If Dioxippos was
victorious at Nemea, too, then any victory or victories perhaps cluster around 331-329 BC.
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2.10

Competitor name, patronymic: Avaifevog

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 325 (2??) - ca. 275 BC (?2?)

Inscription find spot: Thebes or environs (?)

Citizenship(s): Thebes (?)

Discipline(s): Boys’ dolichos (?)

Ancient sources: Ebert 1972 57 (E7)

Catalogue entries: -

An inscription of a fragment of a marble herm, today in Thebes Archaeological Museum and of unknown origin
(Ebert 1972 57 = IG VII 2588 = Hansen 1989 790), has been restored by Ebert, so as to state that Lysixenos won
in the boys’ 86Aixog (dolichos) at the Nemea, although prior to Ebert’s suggestion Peek had proposed readings
that excluded the Nemea (Ebert 1972, 172-73)). On the basis of Pind. Nem. 2. 4-5 (Ebert 1972, 174), Ebert re-
stores [eiv dA]oet at 2 (i.e. the grove of Zeus at Nemea), which leads him to restore [ov 6¢ Nepeaiwt] at the end
of 1. Lysixenos is otherwise unknown (Ebert 1972, 173), but, because there does not seem to be any room for a
demotic in the inscription (and if there is no prose inscription missing), he must have been Theban.

Ebert dates the stone to 4th century or 3rd century BC, presumably on the grounds of letter forms, although
he does not state this outright. He does, however, note the presence of one or two linguistic features (decorative
periphrasis to enliven the recounting of lists, presence of relative temporal clauses) that suggest the Hellenistic
period (Ebert 1972, 174). Hansen (1989, 198, no. 790), considerably more agnostic, rejects Ebert’s proposed eiv
in 2, on the grounds that it is unusual here and tends to appear more in inscriptions before 300 BC. He also has
doubts about the space available for such a restoration in 2 and is probably right in rejecting Ebert’s adventurous

attempt. Thus Lysixenos’ putative Nemean victory evaporates into complete uncertainty.

2. 11

Competitor name, patronymic: Epitipog Tepyiov (?)

Date of victory/victories at Nemea: ca. 325 (23?) - ca. 275 BC (?2?)
Inscription find spot: -

Citizenship(s): Corinth

Discipline: track discipline (??2?)

Ancient sources: Pind. Ol 13. 40-6

Catalogue entries: Farrington 2012, no. 1. 26

Eritimos is mentioned along with Terpsias, who was probably his father, and Ptoiodoros (Barrett’s conjectural
family tree of Xenophon: Cat. 2. 2), who was probably his uncle, as having won at the Isthmia and either at the
Pythia or the Nemea or even at both (Pind. OI. 13. 43-4 (L118)). It is therefore not certain that Eritimos won any
victories at the Nemea. Eritimos, if he was in fact the son of Terpsias, was therefore roughly contemporary with
his cousin, Thessalos, son of Ptoiodoros. Thessalos was father of Xenophon, who was victorious in the Olympia
in 464 BC (Cat. 2. 2). Eritimos could therefore conceivably have started his athletic career as a maig around 530
BC and Terpsias, if he was Eritimos’ father, around 550 BC (dates of Eritimos and Terpsias: Cat. 2. 2).

There is no clue as the discipline in which Eritimos was victorious. His descendant, or less probably, roughly
contemporary relation, Xenophon, was a runner. Did the whole athletic dynasty descended from Terpsias and
Ptoiodoros specialise in track disciplines?






APPENDIX 1

POSSIBLE NUMBERS OF VICTORIES AT THE NEMEA
BETWEEN 573 AND 299 BC

I make various assumptions here, which are probably more true than false, and on the basis of these calculate,
first, the total possible number of victories won at the Nemea between 573 and 299 BC. I then calculate the
total number of victories of which we have records and then calculate the percentage of the whole that this total
number of victories may represent.

Possible number of victories at all iterations of the Nemea between 573
and 299 BC

How many victories may have been won at the Nemea between 573 and 299 BC? We start from the assumption,
for which we admittedly have no positive evidence, that the Nemea were celebrated every two years without
interruption from 573 BC to 299 BC and beyond. For the purposes of our calculations, we adopt a minimalist
view of the evidence regarding the various disciplines performed at the Nemea, which will give us an lower limit
to the reliability of our data. That is, if the curriculum was actually fuller than we assume than it was here (which
it may have been), then the figures we calculate below will be an overestimation, rather than reflect reality or
even underestimate the fullness of our data.

We therefore assume that from 573 to 499 BC contests were held for the maykpdartiov avdp@v (men’s pank-
ration), TaAn &vdp@v (men’s wrestling) and muyun &v8pdv (men’s boxing), for the mévtablov avopdv (men’s
pentathlon), for the diavAog &v8pdv (men’s diaulos), S6Atxog avép@v (men’s dolichos), 6mAtng &v8pdv (men’s
hoplites) and otddiov avdp®dv (men’s stadion) and for the kéAng (kelés), that is, for a total of nine events. In
499 BC, we assume that the contests were added for the naykpdtiov naidwv (boys’ pankration), médAn naidwv
(boys” wrestling), muypn maidwv (boys boxing), for the maykpdatiov dyeveiwv (pankration for ageneioi), méAn
dyevelwv (wrestling for ageneioi) and the muypn dyeveiwv (boxing for ageneioi), for the mévtaBlov maidwv
(boys’ pentathlon) and the mévtablov dyeveiwv (pentathlon for ageneioi), for the Siavhog naidwv (boys’ diaulos),
Sohxog maidwv (boys’ dolichos), otddiov naidwv (boys’ stadion) and inmog naidwv (boys’ hippios) and for the
Siavog ayeveiwv (diaulos for agenioi), SOAxog ayeveiwv (dolichos for ageneioi) and otadiov dyeveiwv (stadion
for ageneioi) and for the ouvwpig nwAwn (synoris polike, two-foal chariot) and for the t¢0pinmov (tethrippon,
four-horse chariot). This makes a total of 17 events notionally added in 499 BC.

We ignore the inmog for any other age group, because we have no reference to it outside the maideg age-
group. We also ignore the kiBapwdog (kitharodos)event, as we have only one reference to it and it is the only
choric event for which we have evidence for the period 573-299 BC in a programme that is otherwise gymnic
and equestrian, which suggests that the ki@apw8dg event was not long-lived.

In 399 BC, we assume that the kfjpvE (kéryx, herald) and caAmyxtig (salpigktés, trumpeter) event was
added. If we add all these up, we have from 573 to 499 BC a total of nine events, from 499 to 399 BC a total of
26 disciplines (i.e. 9+17) and from 399 to 299 BC a total of 28 (i.e. 9+17+2).

We now consider the number of iterations of the Nemea during these three periods. From 573 to 501 BC
there will have been 37 iterations, from 499 to 401 BC 50 iterations and from 399 to 299 BC 51 iterations.



Thus the total number of victors for the period 573-501 BC will have been 333 (i.e. 9 x 37), for the period
499-401 BC 1300 (i.e. 26x50) victories and for the period 399-299 BC 1428 (i.e. 28x51) victories. This produces
a grand total of 3061 putative victories at the Nermea for the period 573-299 BC.

Completeness of the data

How large is our sample of victories and so what percentage of this putative total of 3061 victories might our
information represent? We have traces of 102 victors for the period between 573 and 299 BC. Of these, 23
victors won a sure total of 138 victories (Cat. 1. 2; 1. 6; 1. 11; 1. 24; 1. 27; 1. 28; 1. 35; 1. 38; 1. 39; 1. 40; 1. 43; 1.
47;1.48;1.54;1.55;1.56; 1. 60; 1. 71; 1. 85; 1. 97; 1. 100), 33 victors won a total of at least 48 victories (Cat. 1.
1;1.3;1.9;1.10;1.14; 1. 17;1.19; 1. 21; 1. 24; 1. 26; 1. 31; 1. 33; 1. 34; 1. 36; 1. 41; 1. 42; 1. 44; 1. 47; 1. 49; 1. 50;
1.53;1.57;1.59; 1. 61; 1. 63.1.65; 1. 73; 1. 84; 1. 85; 1. 92) and five victors won no fewer than 5 victories and no
more than 33 victories in toto (1. 25 1. ;1. 1. 60; 70; 2. 4). Of the remaining 37 victors (i.e. 98-(23+33+5)), we
assume that they won only one victory.

Thus, if 37 victors won only one victory each, 23 victors won a total of 138 victories, 33 victors won only 48

victories and five victors won only 5 victories, we have traces of 228 (i.e. 37+138+48+5) victories.

If, on the other hand, we assume that 37 victors won only one victory each, 23 victors won a total of 138
victories, 33 victors won only 46 victories, but that five victors won 31 victories, we have traces of 254 (i.e.
37+138+48+31) victories.

Finally, in order to gain some idea of the upper limits of the completeness of our evidence, we make the
assumption that the group of 33 victors won two victories each (which is not impossible, although of course
some victors in this group won more than at least two victories). Thus, if 37 victors won only one victory each,
23 victors won a total of 138 victories, 33 victors won 96 (i.e. 2x48) victories and five victors won 31 victories,
we have traces of 302 (i.e. 37+138+96+31) victories.

Thus we probably have records of between 228 and 302 victories. Perhaps the true figure lies around 250
or 260. In terms of percentages, this means that we may have between a record of between 7. 45% (i.e. (228
recorded victories/3061 putative total victories) x 100) and 9.99% (i.e. (302 possible recorded victories/3061
putative total victories) x 100) of all victories at all iterations of the Nemea between 573 and 299 BC. Perhaps
we have about 8. 50% (i.e. (260 possible true recorded victories/3061 putative total victories) x 100). If the pro-
gramme was larger than we have assumed it to have been here, then, as we have already pointed out, naturally
these figures will be an overestimation.
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APPENDIX 2

THE DATING OF SIMONIDES, BACCHYLIDES AND
PINDAR

1. The Dates of Simonides’ Career

There are two groups of evidence regarding the birth and length of life of Simonides. The first group consists
of evidence from the Suda, the Marmor Parium, from a Pindaric scholion and the Ath. Pol., and taken together
suggest a life span between the mid 550s and the 460s BC. The second, smaller group certainly does not. We
take the first group first.

The Suda gives two birth dates, the 56th Olympiad (= 556-553 BC) and the 62nd Olympiad (= 532-529 BC)
(Suda s.v. ‘Zipwvidng (Adler X 439)), but we look only at the first date here and examine the second date when
we look at the second group of evidence below. Both these dates are expressed in terms of whole Olympiads,
rather than Olympiad years, which may mean that they were generated before the mid 3rd century BC, when
Erastosthenes introduced the recording of events in terms of Olympiad years, rather than simply in terms of
Olympiads (Christesen 2007, 174-75). No other sources give direct birth dates. However, the Marmor Parium,
whose terminus post quem is the archontate of Diognetos, in 264/3 BC, which the Marmor uses as a fixed
point to date its contents (FGrHist 239. 1-3), states that Simonides died at the age of 90, during the Athenian
archontate of Theagenides (Develin 1989, 70) in 468/7 BC (FGrHist 239, F 57. 72-73). This immediately puts
Simonides’ date of birth in 558/7 BC, which concurs, more or less, with the first Suda date. Timaios in the late
4th century or early 3rd century was the first to relate archon dates to other eponym lists (Christesen 2007,
10), so, if one assumes that the Marmor Parium was produced soon after 264/3 BC, the version of the tradition
found there, which relates Simonides’ death to an archon date, may not have not have been in existence very

long before the Marmor Parium was produced.

The Marmor Parium also mentions that in the archontate of Adeimantos, dated to 477/6 BC, Simonides
won a victory in some unspecified choral event (FGrHist 239, F 54. 70-71). Alongside this, there is also an
epigram attributed to Simonides (Page 1981, 241, no. XXVIII). The poem records the victory of Simonides in
his eightieth year, in the dithyrambic contest of the Great Panathenaea, in the archontate of Adeimantos, dated
to 477/6 BC. The piece itself, which is clearly a literary exercise and certainly not a copy of an official inscription,
probably dates to the later Hellenistic period (Page 1981, 241-42). However, the precision of the reference to
the archontate of Adeimantos suggests that the epigram may have its origin in a real inscription, either private
or produced by a tribe (material covered in official records of dithyrambic victories: Page 1981, 2), although the
author, who sets the epigram in 477/6 BC, which he regards as Simonides” 80" year, is clearly drawing on the
same tradition as the Marmor Parium that Simonides died ten years later at the age of 90.

There are three other pieces of evidence in this first group. First is a Pindaric scholion that suggests that
Simonides was active in the mid 470s BC, whatever his age may have been. The scholion (Drachmann 1903,
38, X. Pind. OL 2. 38) states that Didymos, on the authority of Timaios, asserted that Simonides is said to have
averted hostilities between Theron and Hieron. This, if true (and a court poet might perhaps have had some
influence in such matters) would have happened around 476 BC, at a period of poor relations between the two
dynasts (Diod. Sic. 11. 48. 8). Second, there is the statement in the Ath. Pol. that Hipparchos, the ¢pwtikog kal
@Aopovoog brother of Hippias (as the Ath. Pol. puts it), summoned Simonides to Athens. Simonides’ reputa-
tion had therefore apparently spread far enough for him catch Hipparchos’ eye sometime between 528/7 BC,
when Hippias and Hipparchus took up the reins of power, after the death of Peisistratus (Ath. Pol. 18.1), and 514



BC, when Hipparchos was murdered. The latest birth date that this second piece of evidence yields, if we assume
that Simonides was ca. 20 years old (i.e. as young as possible to be in a position to acquire a reputation for his
poetry) in 514 BC, is ca. 535 BC. If, however, we assume that he took longer to become established and so was,
say, about 30 in 528/7 BC and if he became known to the court at the beginning of this period, the earliest that
he would have been born would have been ca. 558 BC. Finally, Strabo (10. 5. 6) reports that Bacchylides, born
perhaps about 520 BC (see Appendix 2. 2), was the adeA@idoDg of Simonides, which tends to suggest a birth
date in the 550s.

To turn to the second group: here we have the very different dates concerning Simonides given by Eusebius/
Jerome and, as mentioned already, the second date from the Suda in the entry for Ol 55/2 (= 559 BC) Simonides
‘is considered famous’ (Eusebius / Jerome: Helm 1956, 102b, 1. 21, h. ‘Simonides clarus habetur’) and Ol. 60/1
(= 540 BC) he is also ‘considered famous, along with Phocyllides and Xenophanes’ (Eusebius/Jerome: Helm
1956, 103 b, 1l. 23-26, ‘Simonides lyricus et Phocyl[l]ides clari habentur et Xenophanes physicus scriptor
tragoediarunr’). We also have also the second Suda date, in the 62nd Olympiad (= 532-529 BC) (Suda, s.v.
Zipwvidng (Adler = 439)).

The first group of evidence certainly gives a coherent picture. Whether the picture is also true, at least in
chronological terms, depends above all on whether the tradition that Simonides died at ninety or thereabouts
in about 467/6 BC is correct. The indications are that it is. In the first place, the statement that Simonides lived
until 90 exists. Simonides was a certainly a celebrity and, if he reached a notably great age, there would have
been an interest in recording this. Since old age in itself does not seem to bring prestige in the Greco-Roman
world, there would have been no pressure to inflate Simonides’ age, even in regard to poets (Cicero gives us a
list of aged poets, including Simonides, at De Senec. 22-23 who retained their lucidity in extreme old age, but his
point is not that old age is a desirable feature of poets in itself, but that these examples retained their faculties in
old age). If we accept that Simonides died at (about) 90, this has, as we have implied above, the advantage that it
coheres with the evidence of the Pindar scholion and with the information from the Ath. Pol. (and suggests that
Simonides’ contact with the court of the tyrants in Athens started nearer 528/7 than 514 BC).

As for the dates in Eusebius/Jerome that differ so wildly from this picture, they are probably to be explained in
the light of the process of source generation and evolution that lies behind Eusebius/Jerome. Mosshammer gives
a lucid explanation of this process and its effects. He suggests that the ultimate source of the historical notices
in the Xpovikoi Kavoveg were the Xpovika of Apollodorus (ca. 180-110 BC), which, in the form of epitomes,
offered the chronological framework adopted by subsequent historians and ultimately by Christian apologists
(Mosshammer 1979, 158-59). Eusebius’ most important recent, if not direct source, for notices regarding the
events and personalities of history of the Archaic and Classical period was probably Cassius Longinus, of the
late 3rd century (Mosshammer 1979, 140-46), and perhaps Porphyry (Mosshammer 1979, 140-46, 157-58).
The process of producing epitomes of Apollodorus’ work, however, had two vital consequences for the users
of such works. One, the result of the process of summarizing and condensing that epitomisation inevitably
involved was the production of an chronologically generalizing historical vocabulary, giving rise, for example,
to ‘fxpale’ or AV’ (= floruit) or yéyove, which latter is especially ambiguous, as it can mean both ‘v’ and
‘¢yyeviiOn’ (Mosshammer 1979, 162, 162 n. 55). The second consequence of repeated transmission is pure error,
especially likely to occur when other historical traditions were absorbed into the same work. Thus the first date
in Eusebius/Jerome, Ol. 55/2, may originally have been a birth date, while the second, in Ol. 60/1, may be a mis-
placed floruit. The same process may lie behind the second Suda date (62nd Olympiad (= 532-529 BC)), too.
Perhaps in the original source, there was some statement about Simonides’ professional prowess in his early life,
which then became summarized into something like the ‘agnoscitur’/‘¢yvwpileto’ used (apparently mistakenly)
in relation to Bacchylides (p. 142) which then turned, probably through carelessness, into a statement about his
date of birth.

If the tradition that he lived 90 years is true, then, Simonides was probably born in the mid 550s BC, perhaps
began his working life in the mid or late 530s BC and died in the mid 460s BC.
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2. The Dates of Bacchylides” Career

Bacchylides’ four firmly dated works lie between 476 and 452 BC (Bacchyl. 5, 476 BC, for Hieron, kéAng,
‘O\vprma (Maehler 2003, xliv); Bacchyl. 4, 470 BC, for Hieron, 1¢0putnov (tethrippon), Ohvuma (Maehler 2003,
xlviii-xliv); Bacchyl. 3, 468 BC, for Hieron, té0pinmov (tethrippon), OMbuma (Maehler 2003, xliii); Bacchyl. 6,
452 BC, for Lachon, otadiov naidwv, OMduma (Maehler 2003, xliv), but the rest of the evidence is rather more
cloudy. The poet produced an enkomion for Alexander I (Maehler 2003, fg. 20B), son of Amyntas, and king
of Macedon from the mid 490s, his father dying in ca. 495 (e.g., Hammond and Griffith 1979, 60). In a very
fragmentary text, Bacchylides addresses his lyre, stating that he intends to send a poem to Alexander for the
latter’s symposia, where wine turns the thoughts of drinkers towards love and to potential great achievements
and wealth. To perform great deeds is the finest achievement in life, Bacchylides adds, although complete pros-
perity is impossible. Given the contents and tone of the poem, Maehler suggests that both poet and recipient
were young men, Alexander not yet being king, on the grounds that, had Alexander been on the throne already,
Bacchylides would have employed a more serious approach (Maehler 2003, 1v) and perhaps a softer didactic
tone. Bacchylides also wrote a dithyramb (Bacchyl. 17 (= Dith. 3)) for a choir of Ceans performing on Delos,
possibly at some Athenian festival, as Kenyon (1897, 159, in regard to Bacchyl. 17. 130) suggested, which may
have subsequently inspired Onesimus to produce the scene depicting Theseus and Amphitrite found on a kylix
potted by Euphronios around 495 BC (Maehler 2003, 1v, Iv n. 1). Bacchylides was the nephew of Simonides
(Strabo 10. 5. 6; Suda s.v. ‘BakxvAidng (Adler B59); Syrianus 1 47 (Schmidt 1999, 83, referring to Rabe 1892, 47.
4 [295. 5])) and the Chronicon Pascale (7th century AD) puts his akmeé in 480 (Dindorf 1832, 304, section 6, 1.
6). If Bacchylides reputation was such by the mid 490s BC, that he received a commission from the Macedonian
royal house and composed a piece for a choir from Keos on Delos, then, as the Chronicon Paschale implies and
Maehler believes, he may have been born around 520 BC (Maehler 2004, 9).

Then there are the three references to Bacchylides in Eusebius/Jerome, the first placed in Olympiad 78/1
(= 468/7 BC) (OL. 78/1, b. ‘Bacchylides et Diagoras Athenis plurimo sermone celebrantur’ (Eusebius/Jerome:
Helm 1956, 110. 4-5)), the second in Olympiad 82/1 (= 451/0 BC) (OL. 82/2, e. ‘Crates comicus, et Telesilla ac
Bacchylides lyricus clari habentur’ (Eusebius/Jerome: Helm 1956, 112. 15-8), and the third in Olympiad 87/1 (=
432/1 BC) (OL 87/1, h. ‘Bacchylides carminum scriptor agnoscitur’ (Eusebius/Jerome: Helm 1956, 114. 25-26)).
As Schmidt (1999, 85) points out, the first two comments probably derive from a consideration of the implica-
tions of the dates of Bacchyl. 5 (476 BC), 4 (470 BC) and 3 (468 BC), which Eusebius’ ultimate source could have
calculated by relating the epinician in question to the dates of victors given in the various Olympic victor lists
in circulation and to Aristotle and Callisthenes’ list of Pythian victors (Olympic victor lists: Christesen 2007,
202-19; Aristotle and Callisthenes’ list of Pythian victors: Christesen 2007, 179-202.).

The final reference to Bacchylides (‘Bacchylides carminum scriptor agnoscitur’), however, has provoked
discussion, as the date has seemed unrealistically late, especially if one accepts that Bacchylides was born
around 520 BC (Schmidt 1999, 84-5; Maehler 2003, 9). Fatouros (1961, 147-49) suggested that this Bacchylides,
rather than being the poet, was an otherwise unknown flute player mentioned by Plato Comicus in his play
Yogiotai (Holwerda 1977, 82, 331a, E). Fatouros thought that Eusebius originally wrote ‘uekiktiig, which in the
"ExAoyn Xpovoypagiag of George the Synkellos ended up in the 9th century corrupted to ‘pedomotdg’ (ExAoyn
Xpovoypagpiag 489, 7, “...BakxvAidng peromoidg éyvwpileto..”) and in Jerome, much earlier, as ‘carminum
scriptor’. Schmidt (1999, 83-4) points out the improbability of such corruption occurring. He notes that
‘carminum scriptor, which after all Bacchylides was, appears in a 5th century AD manuscript of Eusebius/
Jerome, which means that this major corruption, had it occurred, would have done so very soon after Eusebius
composed his historical tables. Schmidt’s other powerful point is that the Fatouros thesis states that exactly the
same corruption also occurred —most improbably- in George the Synkellos, in a text that was the product of a
different course of transmission (Schmidt 1999, 84-5).

Thus it seems that Eusebius did indeed write the word pehonoidg and did mean our Bacchylides. Furthermore,
most (i.e. Telesilla (Eusebius / Jerome: Helm 1956, 112e. 15-16) (Ol. 82.2)), Praxilla (Eusebius/Jerome: Helm
1956, 112c. 17-18) (Ol 82.2)), Euenos ((Eusebius/Jerome: Helm 1956, 111f. 15-6) (OL 80.1, where he is a
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poeta)) and Melissos (Ol. 84.1 = 444 BC)), if not all of the other artistic personalities dated by Eusebius between
Olympiad 74/3 and Olympiad 87/2 were eminent enough to leave traces elsewhere. Several fragments or ref-
erences to Telesilla survive (Page PMG 717-726) and to Praxilla (Page PMG 747-754). Euenos, or at least the
sophist of the late 5th century BC from Paros, left several traces in Plato (PL. Ap. 20 a-b; Phd. 60d, 61b, 267a) and
Aristotle (Arist. Eth. Eud. 1223a31; Metaph. 1015a29). Melissos is mentioned by Plutarch (Plut. Per. 26. 2.), who
highlights his speciality as &viip @tAdcogog otpatnydv tote and mentions him in connection with the siege
of Samos in 440-439 BC, which may account for Eusebius’ (relatively correct) date. This presence in Eusebius/
Jerome of such notables also makes it unlikely in the first place that Eusebius’ ultimate source would have
mentioned so obscure a personality as Bacchylides the flute player and then that such a reference would have
survived the vicissitudes of copying and adaption that lie behind the entries in Eusebius’ chronological table.

So Eusebius/Jerome would seem to be talking about Bacchylides the poet, who was apparently born around
520 BC. Something has therefore clearly gone wrong to produce ‘agnoscitur’ (and ‘¢yvwpileto’ in George the
Synkellos), especially when previous entries referring to thirty or forty years in the past make it clear that
Bacchylides was already well known. What we probably have here is yet another example (like those probably
behind the two dates given by Eusebius/Jerome and the second date in the Suda regarding Simonides (p. 139)),
of the confusion that arises over time from constant epitomization, whereby in particular birth, floruit and
death dates are confused. This ‘agnoscitur’ or ‘¢yvwpileto’ probably started out as a reference to Bacchylides’
death, as Mosshammer (1979, 162) suggests.

As for the dates of Bacchylides’ life and career, it seems more likely than not that Bacchylides was born in
about 520 BC, started his working life in the early 490s and died in 432/1 BC.

3. The Dates of Pindar’s Career
The Suda states that Pindar was born in the 65th Olympiad (520-517 BC) and was of the age of forty during
the expedition of Xerxes (Suda s.v. Tlivdapog’ (Adler IT 1617) (...yeyovag katd v & "dAvpmdda kal katd
v E¢plov atpateiav dv twv W...)). Feyovag here must mean ‘born; in contrast to its other meaning, ‘floruit’
(Bowra 1964, 406). That the ‘u” (40’) of the Suda entry is a precise, and misleading, formulation based on a date
expressed as a floruit is suggested by the Vita Ambrosiana of Pindar (Suda s.v. Tlivdapog’ (Adler I1 1617) (...
yeyovag katd thv & "ohvpmada kai katd v E¢pEov otpateiav dv étwv W...)) (Drachmann 1903, 5. 5-6 (Vita
Thomana) (...katd 6¢ thv Eépov katdBaowy fikpale Ti] Awia..)) and by Eustathius’ Prooemium (Drachmann
1927, 297. 25-26 (Eustathii Prooemium 25), (*...katd v 100 Eép&ov SidPactv fikpale tfj nAwia ...)), which
state that Pindar fjxpale during the invasion of Xerxes. There are also supposedly the words of Pindar himself,
preserved in the Vita Ambrosiana (which may go back to Hellenistic times and contains motifs that may be even
older (Daude et al. 2013, 67)), claiming that he was born during an (undated) celebration of the Pythia (Drach-
mann 1903, 2. 16-9 (Vita Ambrosiana) (...mevtaetnpiq £é0ptd POVTOUTIOC, €V & TTP@TOV €VVATHNY dyamatodg
V1o omapydvols ...)), which, if we take this literally, together with the Suda entry, puts his birth in 518 BC.
However, Pind. Pyth. 10 is dated by the scholiast to the twenty-second Pythiad (Drachmann 1910, 241, %. Pind.
Pyth. 10, inscr.). Since the scholiasts, who would seem to get their dates from the now lost, but presumably reli-
able ITvBiovikat of Aristotle (Christesen 2007, 197), date the beginning of the Pythian era to 586 BC (Christesen
2007, 197, n. 76), this puts Pyth. 10 in 502 BC or soon after. If Pindar was born in 520 BC, within the limits of
the 65th Olympiad, it would have been just about possible for him to produce an epinician in 502 BC, but surely
impossible, had he been born in 518 BC or indeed later than 520 BC. It therefore also seems likely that Pyth. 10
was Pindar’s first major work, while, as for Pindar, if he was born in 520 BC, then his words about being born
during a Pythian festival are metaphorical.

His latest dated work is Pind. Pyth. 8, which the scholiast says was written for a victory in the 35th Pythiad
(Drachmann 1910, 206, X. Pind. Pyth. 8, inscr.), that is, in 446 BC (since, as just noted, for the scholiasts the
Pythian era starts in 586 BC). The sources offer three ages of death for Pindar, 55 (Suda s.v. Tlivéapog’ (Adler
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IT 1617)), 66 (Drachmann 1903, 7. 11-4 (Vita Thomana); Drachmann 1927, 296, 27-29 (Eustathii Prooemium
25)) and 80 (Drachmann 1927, 296, 27-9 (Eustathii Prooemium 25); Drachmann 1903, 9. 21 (Vita Metrica)
(‘katBavev oydwkovta teleopévwy éviavtwy’)). They also offer three dates for his death, of which the Vita
Thomana ofters two. One passage here puts Pindar’s death during the Persian Wars (Drachmann 1903, 4. 15-7
(Vita Thomana) ("...xai té0vnkev 6te kai t& Iepoka fikpalov’)), which is obviously wrong, being contradicted
by, among many other dates, that of 446 BC or after which the scholiast gives for Pyth. 8. The other passage puts
the death in the 86™ Olympiad (436-433 BC) (Drachmann 1903, 7. 11-4 (Vita Thomana)). The event occurs,
however, during the archonship of APiwv. No such archon is known from these years (Develin 1989, 94-9) and
ABiwv is clearly a corruption of the name of ABpwv, archon of 458/7 BC (Develin 1989, 74-5), as Lobel noted
POxy. XXVI 5 (on 2438. 7)). Lastly, Eustathius also offers a date in the 86" Olympiad (Drachmann 1927, 296.
27-29 (Eustathii Prooemium 25)), although he does not tie it to any archon date.

Another biography of Pindar, partially preserved in POxy. 2438, which itself dates to the 2nd century or 3rd
century AD (POxy. XXVI 1), does not offer any date for Pindar’s death. It is, however, concerned to refute the
assertion that we have just mentioned in the Vita Thomana, that Pindar died in the archonship of “APiwv’ (i.e.
Habron) in 458/7 at the age of 50 (POxy. 2438. 6-8). This it does on the grounds that Pindar, had he died at the
age of 50 in the archonship of Habron, would have been only ten, when he won in the dithyrambic contest in the
archonship of Archias, who held office forty archonships before Habron (POxy. XXVI2438. 6-12; Develin 1989,
54). The author of POxy. 2438 believed that Pindar survived at least until the archonship of Chaerephanes, in
452/1 BC and the composition of Ol 4, which the papyrus clearly puts in this year (POxy. 2438. 14-6), as does
the scholiast (Drachmann 1903, 128. 3-4, 2. Pind. Ol 4. (BDEQ).

The combined evidence of the Suda entry and the scholiast’s dating of Pind. Pyth. 10 puts Pindar’s birth in
520 BC with a fair degree of probability. As we have observed, Pind. Pyth. 8 was produced in, or after, 446 BC,
which negates the assertion that Pindar was 50 or 66 at his death. By the time of the 86™ Olympiad (436-433
BC), he would, of course, have been older than the 80 years mentioned by Eustathius and the Vita Metrica. It is
tempting to wonder whether in the source behind ‘“T¢Bvnke 8¢ 6 ITivoapog &§ kai €fkovTta €@V yeyovg in
the Vita Thomana (Drachmann 1903, 7. 11 (Vita Thomana)) the ‘¢€fxovta’ was ‘0ydorkovta If born in 520,
Pindar would then, at 86, indeed have died within the period of the 86th Olympiad. Otherwise, the best we can
do is to suggest he died in his eighties in 440 BC or soon after.

Indeed, perhaps Pindar was professionally active to the very end. One tradition records that he died in Argos
(Drachmann 1903, 3. 11-4 (Vita Ambrosiana)); POxy. XXV 2431. 1; Drachmann 1927, 297, 612 (Eustathii
Prooemium 25)), Eustathius commenting that ‘it is to be suspected that, having set off for some Peloponnesian
contest and dying in Argos, he was handed back deceased to his homeland’. Was he intending to attend and
even to have some work at the Hecatomboia performed? The list of long-lived philosophers and writers who
remained unimpeded by senectus at Cic. Sen. 23 lists Simonides, but admittedly not Pindar. On the other hand,
Cicero does not mention Bacchylides, who also seems to have been active to the end of his life.






APPENDIX 3

THE DATING OF VARIOUS MAJOR NON-PERIODOS
GAMES

1. Aigina: Aiakeia, Heraia, games of Apollo (Hydrophoria?)

There are several references in literary sources to unnamed sets of games on Aigina (Anth. Pal. 13. 19.
9. (Nikolaidas, Corinth), 500-450 BC, track event (?) (Cat. 1. 25); Bacchyl. 10. 34-45 (unknown, Acharnai
(Athens)), ca. 500-450 BC (?), boys’ track event (?) (Cat. 1. 13); Isthm. 8. 64-65 (if mepiktioveg (64) refers to
other Aiginetans), ca. 500-450 BC (Isthm. 8, date: Farrington 2012, 109, n. 229), boxing (?)). There are also
a few references to named festivals, that is, to the Aiakeia (Pind. Ol 13. 102, referring to the victories of the
Oligaithidai (Cat. 1.63), the gpatpia of Xenophon of Corinth (Cat. 1.59); Drachmann 1927, 97, X. Pind. Nem.
5. 78, referring to Nem. 5. 44 (483 or 481 BC?), which, the scholiast thinks refers to a victory by Pytheas (and
not by Euthymenes, as we believe (Cat. 1.9)) and to the games of Hera that Pindar calls in Pyth. 8'Hpag dy®v’
émixwplov (Pind. Pyth. 8. 79) and that the scholiast names Hpaia and claims are an ‘imitation’ of the Argive
Hecatomboia (Drachmann 1910, 217, Z. Pind. Pyth. 8, 113c (‘dyopévwv katd pipony tod év Apyet Aydvog)).
The Argive Hecatomboia were probably established in the 480s or 470s BC (Appendix 3. 2) and so perhaps
the Aiginetan set of games were linked with the Argive games at some later stage, after Pyth. 8 was composed,
although the phraseology of Pindar, who refers to the ‘local contest of Hera, may be intended to distinguish
the Aiginetan games of Hera from the Argive games. There were links between Argos and Aigina, which was
founded from Epidaurus (Argive aid against an Athenian attack (Hdt. 5. 82-6), perhaps between the mid 7th
century and early 6th century; Imposition by Argos, perhaps as head of the cult of Pythian Apollo at Asine, in
which Aigina participated, of a fine on Aigina (Hdt. 6. 92. 1.) for Aigina’s participation in a Spartan naval-based
invasion of the Argolid (Scott 2005, 329). The Hecatomboia were clearly important from their very inception as
an Argive-sponsored festival and Aigina, perhaps realising the importance of the Hecatomboia early on, had a
tool ready in the form of Aigina’s relationship with Argos to draw prestige from the Argive games.

Lastly, Pindar refers to the peig T énywptog, 6v @iAno” Aolwv (Pind. Pyth. 5. 44), which is the period in
which Euthymenes was victorious in some set of games that one scholiast identifies as the Hydrophoria (Aigina),
not otherwise known (Drachmann 1927, 97, 2. Pind. Nem. 5. 81a), and another as the Aiakeia (Drachmann
1927,97, £. Pind. Nem. 5. 78¢c). Most of the very few competitors at these Aiginetan sets of games that we hear
of come from Aigina or nearby, although the games did manage to attract at least one superstar from the other
side of the Aegean, Diagoras (Cat. 1. 58.), who won victories at some unnamed set of games on Aigina (Pind.
Ol 7. 86). The Aiakeia may still have been in existence in 69 BC (IG IV 2. 30-32). Of the other sets of games on
Aigina, nothing else is heard. Perhaps they had faded away by the 4th century BC.

2. Argive Heraion, Argos: Hecatomboia

The spelling Exatopfota appears in inscriptions, while Exatopfata seems to be restricted to Pindaric scholia
(Drachmann 1903, 230, X. Pind. Ol 7, 152a, d, €; 1927, 165, X. Pind. Nem. 10, inscr.). In the bronze tablets
discovered at Argos, which date to the second or third decade of the 4th century BC, they are referred to as ta
hexatopPova (Kritzas 2006, 413).

The late 6th century inscription from the Argive Heraion (IG IV 519 = IAG 7) recording the victories of
Timokles does not actually mention any victories at the Heraion and the first clear evidence of athletic contests



- 146 - NEMEONIKAI I: A CATALOGUE OF NEMEONIKAI: CA. 573 - CA. 300 BC « AURA SUPPLEMENT 12

at the shrine dates to around 500 BC (Hansen 1983, no. 136; Morgan 2007, 249-50), although the earliest
definite reference to the Hecatomboia ‘in Argos’ occurs in the inscription, found at Delphi and dating to the
early 4th century BC, that records the spectacular career of Theogenes, who is said to have won in the dolichos
(Syll? 36 A (E32) = IAG 21; Amandry 1980, 220; Theogenes: Cat. 1. 35). Theogenes career took place from
the 490s to the 460s, although his victory at the Hecatomboia (if the name is not being used anachronistically
(Amandry 1980, 220)) cannot be placed more precisely. The latest reference occurs in the list of the victories
of Damatrios of Tegea, dated to the end of the 3rd century BC (IG V 2 142 = IAG 44; Amandry 1980, 223). The
Hecatomboia were celebrated at the Argive Heraion (Amandry 1980, 223-26), until the early 3rd century BC,
when the festival was transferred to Argos itself and renamed the Heraia (Perlman, 2000, 132), where it was
subordinate to, but still separate from, the Nemea, also now held in Argos (Piérart and Touchais 1996, 66). The
latest certain reference occurs in an inscription of about ca. 20 BC (Amandry 1980, 230, referring to I. Milet IX
368 6 = IAG 59 (restored, but certain reading)), although there may also be a reference to an inscription dated
to the reign of Tiberius (Amandry 1980, 231, 231, n. 44). The Heraia then disappear and a new set of games, or
at least games with a new title, 1| é&v Apyet domig (“The Shield in Argos’), apparently take their place (unless the
Aormig €v Apyel are the same as, or descended from, the & dnpoota deBha of IG IV 561. 2 (ca. 500-480 = IAG
10); Moretti does not know what these games are). This new set of games is first mentioned in the late 1st cen-
tury AD (IAG, p. 21; Amandry 1980, 231) and continues to appear without interruption until the latest victory
list inscriptions (with IG II 3169/3170 12 (= IAG 90 (ca. AD 253-257)) perhaps being the latest victory list to
contain reference to the Heraia).

The Hecatomboia were founded, or reorganized, probably in the 470s BC. Morgan (2007, 251) speculates
on whether Pind. Nem. 10 was written to celebrate either a revival of an older festival or the foundation of
a new celebration. By the 470s Argos was evidently recovering from her defeat at Sepeia in 494 BC and its
consequences and the Hecatomboia seem quickly to have acquired a place among the important local games
mentioned by Pindar in his victory catalogues (Morgan 2007, 255). The festival seems to have attracted com-
petitors from outside Argos from the beginning. Four of Pindar’s victors win in games at Argos (Epharmostos
(Opous (Cat. 1.64)), Xenophon (Corinth (1.59)), Diagoras (Rhodes (Cat. 1. 58)), Theaios (Argos (Cat. 1. 23))).
Although Pindar never directly gives the title of the games he refers to, no other games associated with Argos
than the Hecatomboia are known from this period. The Hecatomboia offered valuable prizes, at least for some
time (Amandry 1980, 211-17), at a shrine that underwent impressive rebuilding in the mid and second half of
5th century BC, presumably at the hands of the Argives (Amandry 1980, 235-40; summary of building activities
at Heraion and in contemporary Argos: Morgan 2007, 254-55). All this clearly connects the Hecatomboia with
the expansion of Argive power in the eastern Argolid, which involved the destruction of Midea, Mycenae and
Tiryns in the 460s BC (Hall 1995, 589, 589 n. 84), during which the Heraion seems to have fallen under com-
plete Argive control for the first time (Possible limits of Argive territory before the 460s BC: Hall 1995, 590),
while the new territory on the eastern side of the Argolid plain that resulted was absorbed into the Argive state
(Hall 1993, 589-90). The prestigious games were clearly a symbol of Argive dominance over the area.

3. Athens: Olympia
Inscriptions of 4th century - 3rd century BC give O\opmia (Mommsen 1898, 465, 465 n.1) as the name of
the games, with the addition of ¢v ABrvaig (Mommsen 1898, 465, 465 n.2), as do grammarians (Mommsen
1898, 465, 465 n. 3) and Pindaric scholiasts (Drachmann 1903, 298, Z. Pind. Ol. 9, 133b (fj t& ITava®nvaa f
o Ohopma’); 1910, 237, £. Pind. Pyth. 9, 177 (‘toig ¢v ABnvaig [Ohvpmiowg]’); 1927, 39, X. Pind. Nem. 2, 35
(‘riBeTar 8¢ &v ABrvaig Aldg dywv’), 37a (fj Tov dy@va t@v Olvpmiwy fj Tov Ala’)).

It is not known when the Athenian Olympia were instituted, but since the time of Mommsen it has been
assumed, reasonably, that the games were associated with the foundation of the temple of Olympian Zeus by
Peisistratus or his sons around 530 BC (Mommsen 1898 465), perhaps as an attempt rival the Pisatan Olympia
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(as Mommsen (Mommsen 1898, 468) speculated, but they would then perhaps not have been annual, as they
seem to have been later). The Athenian Olympia are inscriptionally attested in 4th century - 3rd century BC
(Mommsen 1898, 465) and in the 3rd century BC, at least, the games were probably annual (Mommsen 1898,
466). They seem to have had equestrian events, at least in the 3rd century BC (Mommsen 1898, 466) and must
had at least some contests in gymnic disciplines. They were perhaps held on 19 Mounychion (Mommsen 1898,
466).

They would seem to have lapsed in later Hellenistic and early Imperial times. They reappear again in the
inscriptional record in the early 2nd century AD and their apparent refoundation is probably to be connected
with Hadrian’s completion and dedication of the Olympieion in AD 131/2 and the decree by the Athenians
granting him the title of OAdpmog (Birley 1997, 261-62) From this time, they appear as “Olvumnieid’ and
‘OMvpreieta; perhaps to distinguish them from the Pisatan Olympia (Merkebach 1973, 210). The Olympia were
penteteric, being held in the third Julian Olympic year at the time of their refoundation (Strasser 2022, 232-3,
575) and survived at least into the early 3rd century AD, appearing in an inscription dated to 212-217 BC (IAG
84, A.11).

4. Euboea: Artemiria, Amarysia, Basileia, Geraistia

In the 3rd century BC or after, a statue was erected in the dpyaiov otadiov (‘old stadium’) in Eretria (Diog.
Laert. 2. 132), which suggests the presence of games, as does the presence of a theatre in Eretria by 304 BC (IG
XII 9 193. 6). A festival in honour of Herakles, which therefore very probably involved athletic events (Nielsen
2018, 69), is attested by an inscription on a bronze lebes (IG XII 9 272; bibliography: Nielsen 2018, 69, 69 n.
417) and, if a dedicatory inscription has been correctly restored, the festival may have existed as early as 550 BC
(SEG 32 806; Nielsen 2018 69, 69 nn. 418-20) and were perhaps the games at which a Tarentine was granted the
npoedpin (Meiggs and Lewis 1969, 251, no. 82)).

In the 4th century BC, there was a hippodrome in Tamynai (Aeschin. 3. 88), a deme of Eretria (Reber et
al. 2004, 646). There was also a temple of Apollo in Tamynai (Strabo 10. 1. 10) and the inference, made, for
example, by Nielsen (2018, 137, nos. 82-83), is that games involving equestrian events were held in honour
of Apollo at his shrine. The Artemiria at Eretria are not definitely attested before 340 BC (IG XII 9 189), in an
inscription that, among other things, lays out the prizes awarded for various musical events, which may mean
that the festival already included athletic events (IG XII 9 189). The Artemiria continued into Roman times
(Walker 2004, 35). The Amarysia, held in Amarynthos, another deme of Eretria (Reber et al. 2004, 644), are
undated (Drachmann 1903, 387, Z. Pind. OL 13, 159b). Further afield, in Geraistos, in the territory of Karystos
(Reber et al. 2004, 644), the undated Geraistia were held in honour of Poseidon, ‘on account of the great storm
that occurred around Geraistos’ (Drachmann 1903, 387, 2. Pind. Ol. 13, 159b). At the northern end of Euboea,
Histiaia had a palaestra in 4th century BC and so may have had games (Nielsen 2018, 20, no. 426). The date
and location of the Basileia, held in honour of Hades, and mentioned by Chrysippos (Drachmann 1927, 209, X.
Pind. Isthm. 1, 81d), presumably the 3rd century BC philosopher, are unknown.

5. Kleitor: Korasia

The only games so far known at Kleitor, in Arcadia, are the Korasia, held in honour of Athena (Kramer 1970,
40; Sanct.Arcad., 42, mentioned at Nielsen 2018, 40, no. 181). The earliest inscriptional reference is ours here
(IGIV 510 (E19)), erected by Timokles and dated, as we have said, to the late 6th century BC. The latest in-
scriptional reference dates to Imperial times (IK Perge 272. B 21-22 (reference to ‘Kairod]|[pet]a v Kopivbw’)).
The Korasia are also glimpsed in late Hellenistic times in an inscription from Tralleis, dated to ca. 150 - ca.
100 BC (McCabe Tralles 119 = I. Tralleis und Nysa 166; Date of McCabe Tralles 119: (Robert 1933, 435. Date
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of Philotechnos, whose signature appears in the inscription (ca. 150-100 BC: Muller-Dufeu 2002, 898-99, no.
2692) and in a post-Classical inscription from Megara (IG VII 47)). The curriculum included, at various times,
wrestling (probably), the men’s dolichos (McCabe Tralles 119 = I. Tralleis 166), boxing (IG V 47), the men’s sta-
dion (I Perge 272. B. 14-5) and perhaps even equestrian games (Jost 1985, 42, mentioned at Nielsen 2018, 40,
n. 183). Notably, the games managed to survive into Imperial times and even attract an international clientele
from as far afield as Perge.

6. Marathon: Herakleia

The Herakleia may have been founded in the late 6th century BC (Parker 1996, 96), but an inscription
(Vanderpool 1942, 334-35 = IG I® 3), dated to the early 5th century BC (Vanderpool 1942, 336), indicates
that the games were reorganized on a pan-Attic scale, perhaps as a consequence of the battle of Marathon, in
which Herakles played a part (Parker 1996, 96), although nothing in the inscription suggests this. The Herakleia
leave no trace in the epigraphic record thereafter and so perhaps were gone by the 3rd century BC, although
they crop up elsewhere once, if not twice, in literature in the second half of the 4th century BC. It is not clear
which set of Herakleia Demosthenes is talking about when he is recalling the events of 346 BC, when, because
of fear of Philip, he says of the Athenians that ‘¢yneilece...xai & Hpdrewa ¢v dotet Overv’ (Dem. 19. 125),
in connection with which Harpocration makes his remark that the Herakleia at Marathon were one of the two
most important festivals of Herakles held in Attica (Harpocration, s.v. ‘HpdkAeiwa’), because both Marathon and
Kynosarges lie outside the circuit of the walls of Athens (Rhodes CAAP, 608, on [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 54.7). On the
other hand, the Athenaion Politeia, which dates for the most part between 355/4 BC and 322 BC (Rhodes CAAP,
51-2), gives a list of penteteric games, which may include the Herakleia, although the text is corrupt at this
point. Pollux, however (Pollux 11.107, s.v. ‘iepontotoi’ (Bekker 1846, 346-47), is clearly drawing on some version
of the text of the Athenaion Politeia, since he gives the same first, second and fourth games as appear in the list
in the Athenaion Politeia of games administered by the ten ‘so-called kat’¢viavtov ieponotot’ ([Arist.] Ath. Pol.
54.7) in his own list of games at which the iepomotoi sacrificed. As the third set of games, which is missing in a
lacuna in the text of the Athenaion Politeia, Pollux gives the Herakleia, which implies strongly that this is what
the text of the Athenaion Politeia had.

Of age classes at the Marathon games, there were certainly dyévelot and dvSpeg, as is clear from the case of
Epharmostos (Cat. 1. 55), who seems to have been refused admission to the &yévetot, but competed successfully
in the &vdpeg group and if there were dyévetot and &vdpeg, then there must have been naideg. What little infor-
mation there is suggests a curriculum with heavy and track disciplines (wrestling: Pind. Ol 9. 89; Pind. Pyth.
8. 79; stadion, pentathlon: Pind. OI. 13. 110), as one might expect in games dedicated to Herakles, although
Alkimachos (Cat. 1. 52), if indeed he won at the Marathon Herakleiai, did so in some event centred on the
kithara. Perhaps such disciplines became more popular after Pericles’ reorganization of the curriculum of the
Panathenaia (Shapiro 1992, 58), which may lie behind a passage of Hyginus (Fabulae 273. 6. 1-4), who men-
tions the presence at the Nemea of ‘pythaules, later called ‘choraules, who ‘Pythia cantaverunt. Depictions of
kithara-based disciplines certainly increase from 440 BC (Shapiro 1992, 58), which may indicate an increase in
the number itself of such competitions.

As just noted, Harpocration states that the Herakleia at Marathon were one of the two most important
Attic festivals of Herakles (Keaney 1991, s.v. ‘Hpdxhewa’ (H14) (L29), the other being held in Kynosarges. All
the various HpdaxAeia are briefly dealt with in one place by Deubner (Deubner, Attische Feste, 226-27). This is
also the impression created by Pindar, who in his victory catalogues refers to victories at a handful of the most
important games after those of the periodos, mentions victories three times at Marathon (Pind. OL. 9. 89; Pind.
Ol. 13. 110; Pind. Pyth. 8. 79), without specifying the contest directly, as is his habit. These games, however, or at
least those mentioned at Pind. OI. 9. 90, were prestigious enough to offer silver vessels as prizes, as is noted by
scholiast (Drachmann 1903, 299, Z. Pind. Ol. 9, 137a), although he may be inferring this from the text. Vessels
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have in fact been found that Amandry (1971, 602-9) thought may have been prizes for the HpdxAeLa, although
given the fact that they are not silver and that they display (almost identical) inscriptions (e.g. ABevaio &BAa €mi
101G €v Tot ToAépot (on a vase found in the plain of Marathon (Amandry 1971, 605))), they may have been prizes
for the Athenian Emtdgua, as Nielsen (2018, 67-8) notes). The contest at Marathon managed to attract high-
status competitors from Aigina (Cat. 1. 49), Corinth (Cat. 1. 3) and Opous (Cat. 1. 55). Thus it seems certain
that Pindar is referring to the Herakleia. Finally, we have the evidence of the vase itself, on which the games at
Marathon sit alongside two games of the periodos and the Panathenaia, which only the Herakleia can have done.

7. Megara: Alkathoia, Pythia

Several of Pindar’s honorands are victorious in sets of games at Megara that neither he nor the scholiasts identify
([10] Pind. OL 7. 86 (Diagoras, Rhodes), ca. 470-459 BC (?), boxing (Cat. 1. 58); Pind. OI. 13. 109 (Xenophon,
Corinth), 470-465 BC (?), track event (Cat. 1.59); Pind. Pyth. 8. 78 (Aristomenes, Aigina), 446 BC (Bowra 1964,
413), boys’ wrestling; Pind. Pyth. 9. 91 (Telesikrates, Cyrene), 474 BC (Bowra 1964, 405), 0nAitdédpopog; Isthm.
8. 67 (Kleandros, Aigina), 480-478 BC (Cat. 1. 41; Bowra 1964, 407), naykpdatiov. Victory at Megara, perhaps
in track event: Anth. Pal. 13. 19. 10 (L3) (Nikolaidas, Corinth) ca. 500-450 BC (?) (Cat. 1. 25)). There are also
two epigraphic mentions of what may be sets of games at Megara, although again no name is mentioned (IG
IV 673. 5 (honorific listing victories of honorand), Hermion, 4th century BC; IG VII 1. 14-5 (decree granting
honours to Zoilos, son of Kelainos, which include the proedria ¢y naot toig dy@ot held at Megara (i.e. more than
one set games in existence at Megara at the time (Nielsen 2018, 104-5)) and reference to named sets of games
is found only in the scholia. According to one, it was in the Alkathoia that Euthymenes won one of his victories
(Drachmann 1927, 98, X. Pind. Nem. 5. 84b, referring to Nem. 5. 46.), while another asserts that it was in the
Megarian Pythia that he was victorious (Drachmann 1927, 98, . Pind. Nem. 5. 84a, referring to Nem. 5. 46).
Another scholion asserts that the Aiginetan Aristokleidas was also victorious at these Pythia (Drachmann 1927,
62, 2. Pind. Nem. 3. 147, referring to Nem. 3. 84). The Pythia (IIV0ia or ITvBdaeia or [TuBafja) occur several times
in the epigraphic record from Hellenistic times to probably the 2nd century AD (IG VII 48, row 1, crown 1 (list
of victories of individual athlete), Megaris, post 196 BC; IGIV?1 629. 6 (= IAG 53) (list of victories of individual
athlete), Epidaurus, ca. 100 BC; IG VII 106. 4-5 (honorific decree for aywvoBétng of ITuBafa), Megara, post-
Trajanic; IG V 1 659 (list of victories of individual athlete), Sparta, Roman period), but the Alkathoia do not
appear again (Games at Megara in general: Nielsen 2018, 34-5, 119). As for the curriculum of sets of games at
Megara, we have references to heavy and track events (Cat. 1. 24; 1. 25; 1. 39; 1. 40). The few known victors seem
to be local in origin or from nearby, although the sporting life of Aigina had enough cachet in the 5th century
BC to attract international athletes (e.g. Cat. 1. 3, 1. 58).

8. Pellene: Diia, Heraia, Hermaia, Theoxenia

Agonistic activity at Pellene is attested from the late 6th century BC (IGIV 510 (E19)=IAG 17) in a victory list
inscription whose subject may come from the eastern Argolid and possibly Mycenae Cat. 1. 14) and some of the
honorands of Pindar (Pind. OL 7. 86 (Diagoras, Rhodes (Cat. 1.58)), OL 9. 98 (Epharmostos, Opous (Cat. 1.64)),
Ol.13. 109 (Xenophon, Corinth (Cat. 1. 59), Nem. 10. 44 (Theaios, Argos (Cat. 1. 23)) and Bacchylides (Bacchyl.
10. 33 (Unknown, Athens (Cat. 1. 13); Victories at Pellene: Anth. Pal. 13. 19 (Cat. 1. 25), perhaps dating to ca.
500-450 BC and originating in an inscription) won there. Neither Pindar nor Bacchylides, however, specifies
the set of games in which their honorands were victorious. The names of a number of sets of games are attested
in Pindaric scholia (but nowhere else, except by Pausanias (Paus. 7. 24. 7. (Theoxenia))). The Diia appear once
(Drachmann 1927, 176, Z. Pind. Nem. 10. 82a), as do the Heraia (White 1914, 259, 1. 1421). The Hermaia appear
four times (Drachmann 1903, 232, £. Pind Ol. 7, 156c¢. 300, Drachmann 1903, 300, X. Pind. Ol 9, 146, ¢, g
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(Games at Pellene also at Ar. Av. (Holwerda 1991, 209, 1. 1421, RENeap., where the'Hpaia are placed in Pellene,
being perhaps confused with the Eppaia mentioned in ENeapMLh.)), as do the Theoxenia (Drachmann 1903,
232, 3. Pind. Ol 7, 156¢; Drachmann 1903, 300-1, X. Pind. OL 9, 146 a, g; Drachmann 1927, 176, X. Pind. Nem.
10, 82a). The prize of a cloak, which is what Pindar’s winners are awarded (Pind. Ol 9. 97-8; Pind. Nem. 10.
44; Holwerda 1991, 209, 1. 1421, ENeapMLh connects this prize with the Eppaia, which the scholiast says were
held in Pallene) whenever he mentions the matter is associated by Pindaric scholiasts with all the sets of games.
Strabo says that by his time, cloaks were no longer awarded ‘at the games’ (Strabo 8. 7. 5)), but fails to say which
set or sets of games. By the time of Pausanias, the Theoxenia offered cash prizes only (Paus. 7. 24. 7).

The fact none of the scholiasts say that any of these are alternative names for the same festival suggests that
they were all separate, if not very long-lived. At the very latest, with one exception, they were probably all gone
by the early 1st century AD, this being the date by which most of the information on which the Pindaric scholia
draw had been amassed (Dickey 2007, 38-40). Only the Theoxenia continued (Dickey 2007, 38-40), now as a
set of local games, into the lifetime of Pausanias, after which they disappear from view. Nevertheless, Pellene
clearly had a vigorous agonistic life during the first half of the 5th century BC, lively enough to attract Pindar’s
international clientele.

9. Rhodes: Tlepolemeia

There are only two direct contemporary historical references to the Tlepolemeia, one of them being in Pindar
(Ol 7.77-78) and the other an inscription commemorating the victories of Onasiteles of Kedreai, on the coast of
Caria, from perhaps the mid 2nd century BC (Syll.> 1067. 8 = IAG 50). The Tlepolemeia were considered to have
started life as the funeral games of Tlepolemos and a scholion states that the bones of Tlepolemos were brought
back from Troy by members of the Rhodian contingent and funeral games for Tlepolemos are performed év
Tfj moAet (Drachmann 1903, 209, X. Pind. OL.7, 36¢. 13-8). Another scholion, by Tzetzes (12th century CE (Ad
Lycophrona 911, given at Drachmann 1903, 209)), states that Philozoe, widow of Tlepolemos, founded games
in his honour. As for the end of the Tlepolemeia, if, as we believe (p. 90-2), the last four sentences of . Pind.
Ol, 7, 147 c refer to these games, the festival clearly existed at the time, whenever that was, when the source
for 2. Pind. OL.7, 147 ¢ (Cat. 1. 57) was written, since the scholion uses the present tense (‘anéxer’) in regard to
the Tlepolemeia. As we have seen, some of the scholia are ignorant of the Tlepolemeia, which suggests that the
games had disappeared by the time that the sources on which the scholia are drawing were written. The material
that Pindaric scholia use dates in general to no later than the early 1st century AD (Dickey 2007, 39), which
may mean that the Tlepolemeia were gone as early as the late 1st century BC or early 1st century AD. The games
certainly seem to have disappeared by the 2nd century AD, since there is no mention of them in the sometimes

very lengthy victory inscriptions generated by athletes of the time.

10. Sikyon: Pythia

By far the most important set of games at Sikyon were the Pythia, founded under the tyrant Cleisthenes, in
the early 6th century BC (Pythia at Sikyon: Farrington 2013; all games at Sicyon: Farrington forthcoming)
and lasting perhaps into the second half of the 1st century AD (Farrington forthcoming). There is evidence
of gymnic disciplines at the Pythia and the games probably had the normal range of such events. There is also
evidence of equestrian events, at least in 5th century and 3rd century BC (Farrington, forthcoming). Over their
lifetime, the Pythia managed to attract competitors not only from the Peloponnese and central Greece, but from
as far afield as Aetna and Lindos (Farrington, forthcoming), while the latest reference to them records a victor
from Tralleis (Farrington, forthcoming).
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11. Tegea: Aleaia

The earliest reference to the Aleaia, held at Tegea in honour of Athena Alea, is in a dedicatory inscription from
Tegea (IG 1V275), which perhaps dates to ca. 525-500 BC (LSAG?, 209 (‘late sixth century’), 215 no. 5, plate
40. 5). The latest reference, in a victory list of an athlete from Epidaurus, dates to about 100 BC (IG IV*1 629
= JAG 53). After this, the Aleaia are no longer heard of, even in the extensive victory lists of Imperial times.
While they lasted, they were evidently regarded as one of the less important of the major second-rank games
that Pindar mentions in his catalogues, where they appear only once (Pind. Nem. 10. 47). The Aleaia also very
probably appeared in the longer, but still very Pindaresque, catalogue in Anth. Pal. 13. 19 (L3) that records the
victories of the Corinthian Nikolaidas in perhaps the first half of the 5th century BC (Cat. 1. 25). We have no
information regarding the curriculum of the Aleaia in Classical times, but in Hellenistic times, we hear of the
doixog (dolichos) for boys and for men (Boys’ doAixog: IG V 2 142. 6, 32 (= IAG 44, late 3rd century BC); men’s
Sohixog: IG V 2 142. 19. 22, IG IV? 1 629. 6). Known victors come from Corinth, Argos, Tegea and Epidaurus,
but the sample is too small to draw any conclusions.

12. Thebes: Herakleia/lolaeia

Mention of the Herakleia occurs both in Pindaric scholia (references to HpdxAeta and Tohdeta: Nielsen 2018,
34, 86-7, 118, no. 30) and in inscriptions, collected by Roesch (1975, 1-3) and dating between the early 2nd
century BC and the mid 3rd century AD (to which Roesch adds two inscriptions held, or once held, in Thebes
Archaeological Museum. Both were found in Thebes or nearby, both probably date to 170 BC or after and both
refer to the'Hpdxhela (Roesch 1975, 3-5)). These inscriptions refer to the games exclusively as Herakleia, albeit
with an adjective occasionally added. The epithet Alovioia appears (Atoviota as epithet: Roesch 1975, no. 14
(AD 180-192),), which may mean that the Herakleia had absorbed the Dionysiac Agrionia, perhaps defunct by
now (Roesch 1975, 7), as does O\bpmia (Roesch 1975, no.16 (‘Atovooia HpaxAewa Avtwveivela, post AD 220);
‘OMopmia: Roesch no. 19 (mid 3rd century AD)). There are also the Iolaeia, to which the Pindaric scholia, and
only the Pindar scholia, refer. Is this the same set of games as the Herakleia or a separate contest? The evidence
to be extracted from Pindar is obscure, because Pindar always prefers periphrasis when referring to the sets of
games in which his athletes are victorious, although his mentions of the Herakleia, whenever he makes some-
thing more than a bare reference to Thebes, involve Iolaos rather than Herakles (e.g. Pind. Pyth. 79-80; Pind.
OL. 9.79-80). Four scholia state that the games are called Iolaeia, the last of these giving the impression that this
is their primary name (Drachmann 1903, 232, Z. Pind. Ol 7, 153e; 301, X. Pind. OI. 9, 148b; 1927, 69, X. Pind.
Nem. 4. 32; 199, X. Pind Isthm. 1, 11c). On the other hand, the commentator Didymos (late 1st century BC -
early 1st century AD) seems to have asserted that the games were not called the Iolaeia, in contrast to 6 mepi
adywvov dvaypaydpevog (perhaps Polemon, that is, (probably) Polemon of Ilium, dated no more precisely than
to the late 3rd century and early 2nd century BC (RE XXI.2, Col. 1290-1291)) mentioned in the same scholion,
who certainly did (Drachmann 1927, 69, X. Pind. Nem. 4. 32). Perhaps the name Herakleia, which seems to
have been in use locally by the mid 2nd century BC (Roesch 1975, 3-5), gained ground both within and outside
Thebes, because Herakles was more well-known than the relatively obscure Iolaos.

Despite becoming widely known as the Herakleia (if in fact this was the case), the contest seems to have
been founded as a set of funeral games for Iolaos. They took place, at least in the 5th century BC, in proximity
to the tomb of Amphitryon (Pind. Nem. 4. 19-21), which was also the tomb of Iolaos (Pind. Nem. 4 19-21) and
the victory crown was of myrtle, appropriate for the dead (Drachmann 1927, 239, £. Pind. Isthm 4 117). The
games may have existed as early as the third quarter of the 6th century BC (Nielsen 2018, 86, 86 n. 561, refer-
ring to IG IV 801), but otherwise the earliest evidence for their existence consists of the cluster of references to
them in Pindar, dating from the mid 470s to the mid 460s BC (Pind. Isthm. 4. 70-3 (Melissos, Thebes, maideg
naykpdtiov), Pind. Isthm. 1. 55-6 (?) (Herodotus, Thebes, t¢0pinnov (tethrippon)), Pind. Ol 7. 83 (Diagoras,
Rhodes, moyun), Pind. OL 9. 98-9 (Epharmostos, Opous, ma\n (wrestling)), Pind. OL 13. 107 (relatives of
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Xenophon, Corinth), Pind. Nem. 4. 19-21 (Timasarchos, Aigina, ma\n (wrestling))). The games become visible
again, this time in inscriptions, which are dated, as mentioned already, from the early 2nd century BC to the
end of the inscriptional recording of agonistic life in antiquity, that is, the mid 3rd century AD (Roesch 1975, 2,
no. 17 (ca. 253-257), no. 18 (mid 3rd century AD), no. 19 (mid 3rd century AD)). Many sets of games continue
after this epigraphic cut-oft point, with the longest lived lasting into the 5th century AD, so it is not impossible
that the Herakleia, a clearly successful set of international games survived into 4th century AD (Life of sets of
games throughout the eastern Roman world: Remijsen 2015, 33-171 and especially 164-71).

As for their programme, the disciplines of Pindar’s victors (Cat. 1. 3; 1. 49; 1. 55) suggest that the Herakleia
had the usual curriculum, as do the victories mentioned in the epigraphic evidence (4v8pag mavkpdtiov:
Roesch 1975, 1, no. 3 (150-130 BC), no. 11 (post AD 140); moyur: Roesch 1975, 1, no. 4 (late 2nd century -
early 1st century BC); méAn (wrestling): Roesch 1975, 2, no. 9 (post AD 140); &vdpag SiavAog: Roesch 1975, 1,
no. 1 (200-180 BC); kfjpv&: Roesch 1975, 2, no. 7 (1st century BC?, perhaps éykwuioypdgog), 2, no. 17; kéAng
TwAkoG: Roesch 1975, 1, no. 5 (2nd century-1st century BC)), although one or two ‘artistic’ disciplines are
visible in Imperial times (tpaywn kivnon: Roesch 1975, 2, no. 14 (AD 180-192); muBikodg a[vAntrg: Roesch
1975, 2, no. 15 (early 3rd century AD)). The length of the festival was apparently two days, with the pentathlon
and equestrian events on the first day and the gymnikos agon on the second (Drachmann 1927, 238-9, X. Pind.
Isthm. 4, 114b). In the 5th century BC at least, there were bronze prizes (Bronze tripod as prize: Drachmann
1903, 231, £. Pind. Ol 7, 153d; Bronze hydria as prize: Amandry 1971, 617). By 140/139 BC, the festival had
acquired theoroi (Roesch 1975, 1, no. 2).

From their foundation, the Herakleia may have attracted competitors from outside Thebes with possibly the
first attested victor, in the mid 6th century BC, coming from Troezen (See IG IV 801; Nielsen 2018, 86, 86 n.
561). Some of Pindar’s victors (Herodotus (Isth. 1. 55); Melissos (Isth. 4. 70-1)) come from Thebes. From the rest
of Greece, the games attracted participants from as far afield as Opous, Corinth and Aigina, but the participation
of Diagoras, from distant Rhodes, clearly shows the considerable status that they enjoyed (Epharmostos (Opous,
01.9.99); Xenophon (Corinth, Ol 13. 107); Timasarchos (Aigina, Nem. 4. 18); Diagoras (Rhodes, Ol. 7. 84). The
inscriptional evidence, which is later, shows that they continued to enjoy this prestige. In the 2nd century/1st
century AD, the lure of their equestrian contests was strong enough to attract a competitor from distant Antioch
on the Pyramus, in Cilicia (Roesch 1975, 1, no. 5). In the mid 2nd century AD, the games attracted contestants
from Ephesus (Roesch 1975, 2, no. 14) and Seleucia on the Calycadnus (Roesch 1975, 2, no. 11), while two of
the last recorded competitors come from Sinope (Roesch 1975, 2, no. 17 (ca. AD 253-257)) and perhaps from
Bithynia (Roesch 1975, 2, no. 18).
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APPENDIX 4
EPIGRAPHIC AND LITERARY TESTIMONIA

Appendix 4.1: Epigraphic Testimonia

E1: Charneux 1985b, p. 357: (K\eaivetog (front of stone); HE [ - - - - ] (right side of stone); [ ——T—-"7T-""]
ATIAAAE [three or four letters] PAIE|[ = T—"T-vi]@UEmkpdteog|[ = T—"T—K\]eawvétwr gig Epv EAO@DV|[ —
T Tt kol peyéBel (5)[ —T—"T—"1] IV6wx £€axt Spdpw|[ ——T—Nepé]ag Onpotpdgwt tepével|[ —T—""
| Jou Spvoatepavorg te Avkaiog|[ = T—Apyov]c xahkov éoaydyeto|[ — =14 Aokhaniod eiketo ddpov|[ =~
T="T—on]Aitav otéyato kai otadtov|[ =TT €dekto dopoig kepnAta B¢oBa|[[ —T—"] tag Ivayidag Epepe
(left side of stone).

E2: Ebert 1972 2: ApioTig pe &ved|eke Aapl Qpoviovt pé|vakTi mavkpdtiov vigov tetpdkig | v Nepedrr| Deido]vog
Fhiog 0 Kheo|vaio’

E3: Ebert 1972 8: Mvapa psTE [T "T-"T- "1 J|[hi(n)]nowg vikag|ag Fe&axig &(v) Nepédu]..

E4: Ebert 1972 25: 8i¢ ITvBoi vikna[ag T 77— 71— Téntdwig év Nepéa [t — ~T—"T—]|, mevtdxi 8¢ otepavoig[ ~
T="T—"7T-"T,| [TvB4dn\e: xpdtog & &[o]meT
énfa]i[vog dei]. [IvBOSwpog ITVOOSH[A]JCATL---| ... ™ . . o0 ... <HEE — — —.

E5: Ebert 1972 36: [0D Tt péva tipay év] Olvpmion ioxvog Eoxov|[kudaivwy yevedv mlatpida 8™ [&] yap loa|[AA0E
pot ¢v ITvBot 6 87’] évikwv kal Tpig &v T<o>0poi| [Aapapétov maic dv Napukidag Ory[a]hevg|. vacat|(5)
[Aaidahog ém]oinoe ITatpokAé[og PAeid]otog.

E6: Ebert 1972 48: [ —<| == 1= "T="T—T|#0tabi xv[Saivwv 1008e 0] 8@V dpe[tdv] [dig yap &e[Ohov évei]
ka[to] Qhupmiov &v Awg [&]A[o]e[u]|méxvv On[ai] x[ahk]dy aol[n]i[da epeg[apevog] |(5) mpatog (¢ Kp(?)]
nroy [rd]vrag [vikaoe Népewa (?)] [kal 8 ¢’ ABav[alilalg [TT]ad[4do]¢ ¢o[tépeTo] [Sig 8¢ [apvacoooio
@EpeL KAEOG, [V Te] St[adhwt (?)]|Téppa kol OTAo@Op[o]v Tp@TOG ENDV &[£]O[Aov] o0t patay Elagoigl k[d]
vipmepi ? [ .] gme? [. . . Jav|[n]o[o]iv Kaota)lia[g] Belov évi[y]ev H[Swp].).

E7: Ebert 1972 57: [{otac]o kvdaivwy, Avaifev[ov 6¢ Nepeaiwt]|[eiv dAa]oet vikav dxéog &y Soi[xov]-|[dpat’]
énel naidwv téhog €dpalev- 100t Gt OnPag]|[alkia] Beiwv odk dpuopog otepd[vwv]’).

E8: E Delphes I1I 1 no. 507 p. 332: [mA\]eiotoig 6f) Zikvwva ndtpay, [Ew]ototpdrtov vié,|Edotpate, kaAlioTolg
T fyAdoag otepdvols | [vlk[v] mavkpdtiov tpig Ohvpmia, i & &vi ITuBoi,|dwdeka & ¢£Tobpod [kai Nep]éag
otepdvoue:|(5) [t]ovg & &Alovg dmo[pov atepd]voug [Em]detiar dpOpdv,|[talboag § dvri[ndlovg nav]ta [¢]
KpaTELG ApLoryel.

E9: E Delphes 111 4 no. 460 2. 1-4: np@tog OAdpma naykpdtiov, @apodhie, vikag,|Ayla Akvoviov, yijg &nod
@eooaliag,|mevtakig &v Nepéat, tpic [T00wa, mevtaxig ToOpol-|kai o@v ovdeis tw oTioe Tpomaia xep@v.



E10: E Delphes 111 4 no. 460 3. 1-4: k&y® t00{0}8e 6pdder[@og E]@uv, &pBuov 6 oV avtov|fipact Toig avtolg
[&xpéplopal ote@avwv,|vikdv povvord[Ang, T[. .Jonvav 8¢ &vdpa kpdtiotov|kteiva, EBelov T0[ye & ob]-
TnAépaxog 8 6vopa.

E11: I. Ephesos no. 1415. 4-17: £80§]ev tfjt fovAft kal t@L Sfjpwt- Nedpog Avdpovikov [€]]-|(5) [mev- éme]dr
ABnvédwpog Zrpovog icotekng dy kal katot-|[k@v] ev'Egéowt veviknkev 1 Népea maidag moktnv|[kal dva]
yyeheig ‘Eeéolog eotepdvwke v mOAw,|[£60&e]v Tt PovAf] kal t@L Srjuwt elvar ABnvédwpov|[Equov]og
‘E@éotoy kabdamep dvijyyektat év Tt aydvi,|(10) [kad dma]pxerv ABnvoSdpwt TG TIHAG TAG TETaypé-|vag &v
TOL VOHWL TOL VIKOVTL Ttaidag TdL odpatt|[N]épea, kai dvayyethat adtov év ThL dyopdt kab[4]-|mep oi &A\ot
VIKOVTEG Avayyéhhovtar tov 8¢ oi[kovd]-|pov dmododvar ABnvodwpwt T &k Tod vopov tet[a]-|(15) [yu]évov
apyvplov eig 1OV otéavov: EmkAnpwao|at §¢]|adtoy kai eig QUANY kol xthiaoTov- EXaxe @UAT []|[Ka]prvaiog,
XAtaotdy XnAdveog.

E12: I. Ephesos no. 1416. 18-20: [£80]&ev tfjt BovAijt kal t@t §[Ap]we- Hpoyeitwv einev: &ney|[61,] Tipdvaktog
100 viod 100 Aapddvov pdtepdv Te vikh|(20)[o]avtog Toba maidag kai vOv Népea éotepavwkdt[og]|[Thp
TOA, €n]186E0v 8¢ §vtog kal £tépoug vikfoewy dy@va(]|[kal tdhw o] tepavwoey T oA, dElol kataotabel[g
¢mi]|[thp PovA]ny 6 mathp 6 Tipdvaktog mpovofjoal [—].

E13: I Lindos 68: Nikay6pag Nikwvog ABavaiat Awvdial vikéwv| OMpmia ovvwpid teheiar, kéAntL teeiw| [TTV]
Bia dppatt rekeiwIoBuia dppatt Teleiwt, kéANTL Teleiwt, ovvwpidt TwAwkat|(5) Népea dppatt Teleiwt, ouvwpidt
teelal, kEANTL Teheiwl| TTavabivaia dppatt twAik®i| Exatdéppora dppatt teleiot| ITHBa v Tikv@vi dppatt
TWAK®L, cuvwp{dt Teheiat, kEANTY Avkata ouvwpi<di> [te[Aeiau]l| (10) [¢]moinoe.

E14: IGT?826: ([ —~T— ~T— ~T-Jot maidov|KaAAia[¢ — ~T— "1 -Awdv Juio).

E15: IG TP 893: (I.1) KaAAiag A[tdupio]|IL.2 vikat[OMv[p]miactII00w : 8ig|(5) ToBua i mevtdxig|Népewa :
tetpdiig| [avadévaia pe<yd>A[al.

El6: IG TP 1022: [Kpitia(?)]¢ <K>ahaioxpo [&v]-|[é0eke T]oid6deka {toig 868eka} Oeoi[c].|[vvv vilkar|vvy
hiobpoi|(5) vvv Nepéat|vvy hioBuoi|vvy Nepéar.

E17: IG 1I? 3123: TIpovanido Ipovanng [tdode dvébnxe Beoig] |[Nép[et]a Tob<p>1a TTavabivaua [---][---][---].

E18: IG II* 3128: [I1]vB1dg|[Io0] piag| [Ne]peag| [[Tavad]nv[aig].

E19: IG IV 510: Capital: [ — 7= "T—"T—" |Nepéat Teyéau te [KA]|€topt TTeAAédvar [ ~T—"T—"T—T: Column:
Tipox(\)eg WEbeke (IAG 7)

E20: IGV 2 549: (I) & igpel EbkapnidarEo[¢]avtid-|av Avkatovikar tedéat ovvwp-|idt Aapéag Tipwvog Aleiog,
Te-|Opinnwt twhik@t Evndhepog A-|(5) dudog Apkdg, teléwt tebpinnwiXiovidag Evavétw Apkdg, inn-|wt
kEA<n>TL DINGVikog Dihovik-|w Apyeiog, OeothA<n>¢ Nikaoinnw|otddiov naidag Apkds, @pactd-|(10)nuog
Oca<i>ov, ABnvaiog ntdlav mt-|aidag, Nikiag Mvaociav maidag mo-|ypl . lav Apkde, Apiotinnog Apiot-|okAéovg
dvdpag 86Axov Apkag, A-|lvailoxog Iepita dvdpag otddiov A-|(15)pyeiog, Acivwv Aewviav dvdpag Siavho-|v
Apxdg, Aplotopévng Aplotéogmah-|avivdpag Apyeiog, AynoiotpatogIlepi-|Aamévtablov Apyeiog, Avdpduayog
Av-|otdvaxtog av[8]p@v muyplnliv Aleiog,|(20) Avtijvwp Eevapeos Midfiotog &vdp-|ag mavipdtioy, omhitav
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[Tavtix-log Agdvtioq Apkdg.|(I)Avkaiolg évikwv, ¢ Ayiat iepel @ IMavog |dvdpag SOAixov ApioTinmog
Apiotokhéog Ap-|(25) k&G, maidag otddov Aewiog Aadvdpov Apkdc,|&vdpag otddiov Apiotddapog
Aplotopdyov Ap-|yeiog, dvdpag diavhov Apxédapog Apxia Apyeiog,|&vdpag mévtablov Avpoprog Evdapida
Aa-|kedatpudviog, &vpag dmhitav Apovavdpog ITe-|(30)péavpov Akapvdy, taidag ndlav Aloayévng|Ayabia
Apxdg, &vdpag mdhav Zeeidag Ahekav-|8pida Aakedapdviog, maidag muypdv AfvaloglEmydve Apkdg,
dvdpag moypay Aevxng Eevootpdtov|Apkdg, dvdpag mavkpdtiov Evdavwp Edbdpxw Apkdc,|(35) Te A éat
ovvwpidt Apgaivetog ITedapétw Apkdg,|inmwt kéAntt Iaowkiig Alo]ivrov Aakedaipdviog| vacat| (37)

(III) émi Eevootpdtwt iepel T ALdg |Avkatovikal: dvdpag 86-|Axov IMiotaydpag Aah-|(40) [6x] w
Alpk]ég, maidag otddo-|[v . . .. .. J¢ Tehevtidda, [ . ]|[Apyelog?] dvdpag otd[Stov].|. ... ..o ... YE.@. . ... I{
*multa desunt}?)

E21: IG V 2 550: Col. 1 {*quot versus desint incertum}?|(1) (IV) [— —]|/[— — — —]|[— — — —]|[— —
——1|(5) [— — — —J|[— — —Jag|(col.IL.1) [Ed]pvAoxog]. . . . Ang|Avtipdng|Ava&ikpdtng|(5)
Aynoiac[Ovaothog|(col II1.1) AN avSpogiInnapyog|Kepkidac|ypogede)(5) Saptopydv-|Eotdtag.|

vacat|(7) (V) [¢nmi] iepel Aynowotpdtwt Havdg {*°308a.2}°%|[0]edq. Avkatovikar ovvwpidt Adyog ITrolep-
|aiov Maxeddv, mwhikdt tebpinnwt Aapd-|(10)Avtog Aheipéveog Aleiog, kéAnTt Ovo-|uavtog EpvpdvBov
Apyelog, Teléwt Te-|Bpinmwt Enaivetog Zihavod Makedw-|v, dvdpag §6Axov Ayedg AptotokAéo<e>.|(VI) vikat
Avkaiowg ¢ iefie}pet {**lepel}®® AeBiot {>°304a.2}%%|(15) {86Axov Apyelogt otddiov naidwv|Telhiag Apkdsg.
vac.|otd<d>tov dvdpag Makedwv Hpd-|khertog, mévtablov Apkag ANeEiPiog,|86Axov dvdpag dihioTidag
Apyelog,|(20) Siavdov &vdpag Dilokpdtng Zvpakdotog,|naidwv tdhav @eotéhng Apkdg,|maidag mdE Oeoyeitwv
Apxdg,|avdpag mdhav Apiotddapog Apyeiog|dvdpag mHE Twddwpog Apkds,|(25) maykpdtiov &vdpag
Apotwvopog Apyeiog|omhitav Pidokpdtng Zvpakdotog,|ouvwpidt tehéar PoSog Nikaydpac,|tebBpinmwt
TwAK®L Ogapidag Apkdc,|kéAntt tedéwt BovPadog ék Kaooavdpeiag.

E22: IG VII 2470: [IT]appaxov, & Offa, kpatéovtd pe maidalg évI]o0[udt]|[kai 1o méAv peadtav dhkiav Tig
¢pei|toiag ek poPolag Evdykpitov: & 6 Népeiog|vika pot Aext@v AABev &’ \i0éwv|(5) matpog Swpa Tpiakog:
debha yap oi mapd Aipkai|dpueadov EXGvwy thelota gépovtt véoL| vacat| (7) Tetowkpdtng énoinoe.

E23: IG VII 4247: [— —]AQTAI Nep[£]aw vikd kai tpig Baoilewa|[n]aig kai &viip- kai mdE tov t[pit]ov [&]p[e]
e0[]unv-|[Bv]nokw & [¢]p [l popdxots Apews Sopdg fyepovevwv| [kA]evog ABdvixog, dv Bodpog Apng 8[d]
ulaloev. | KaAApda Toig [Oe]oic.

E24: IG IX 2 249. 4-7: [np®]tog ONoumn[ia a]ykpdtio[v, apaodhie, vikagl,|(5) [Aylia Akvovio[v, yfig &]nd
Ocoo[ahiag],|[ne]vtakig év Ne[péorg], tooa I1[V0a, mevtaxig ToBpoil.|[kali o@v 008eiq [nw otiole Tp[dmata
Xep@V].

E25: IG XII 5 608 (with Schmidt’s readings (Schmidt 1999, 70)): (1) WV 700 Ing [B]
iBpwv<og> avd[pdv..|Aleokpéwv Bdleog av[dpav ..|Alumapiwv Awmdpov &vSpd[v...|(5) Almapiwv
Aumdpov  &vdpl...|Aeokpéwv  BwAeog avd[p@v..|Aeokpéwv Bwleog avOp@[v..|Alumapiov  Audpov
avdpd[v...]|Oadimnidng Aumdpov ayleveiwv {*nomen certaminis}*]|(10) adedgoi Tt adthL Huépat.|Kipwy
Kapmov av8pav [...]|ZpukvAivng Tipdpyov 7t [...] [Kpivig Afilew naidwv nt[a] ykpdtiov|IIohAbdgavtog Ocoppddeog
&yev[eiwv...|(15) Apyelog HavBeibew maidw[v ...|Aéwv Aswpédovtog kipuk.|[three blank lines]|(17) oibe
Népeta évikwv &no [ ...|Pwk[{Jwv Nedovtiov(?) avdpd[v ...JEmapkog Navkvdeog avd[pdv ...|(20) AAekidikog
Mévntog avd[pav ... Kpwvorews T[placéa aye[veiwy ... |Amapiov Amdpov &vdp@[v ...| Aapnporifg Afilew
avdpl[@v ...|Kipwv Kapmov avépav mal...(25) Iohvgavtog Oe[o]gpddeog dye[veiwv...|Apyelog ITavOeidew
dyeveiw[v...| Adywv Apioto[pléveog maidw(v ...| Adxwv Aplotopéveos taidw(v ...|Aéwv Aewuédovtog kijpuk.
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E26: IvO 146: (A) KahAiag Adupid : ABnvaiog|mtaykpdtiov|(B) Mikwv : énoinoev : ABnvaiog.

E27:v0153: (1) [Awpiedg AtaydpaP6diog]|(Col. 1.2) [Ohvpmniat taykpdtiov]|[Olvpumniattaykpdtiov] |[Ohvpmion
naykpdt]iov|(5) [[vBoi mug]|[TTvBoi mo]E|[ITubol wJVE dxovitei|[IoBuo]i moOE|[IoB]pol noE|(10) [IoB]uot
n0&| [xad ma] vkpdtio[v]|(Col. 2.2) [ToBpot mo] |[ToBpot o] [Tobp[oi]|(5) ToB[o]t|Nepd [1] mo&| Nepijt mo§|N{eu]
fjt TO&|Ne[p] A mo€|(10) [Nep]fju mo€|[Nepdj] m[0]|[Nepdt nog].

E28: Pugliese Carratelli 1986/1987 [1991, 275 no. 8: Tipd0eog Ebgpavevg| Népea naidag SoAov|vacat| Mvaoitipog
Aplotwvida Pédiog|énoinae.

E29: SEG 4 79: [ITv]00i kai Nepéar K[ ~T— "T—¢ote] pavabn|bpdg Mv[ 4 - 5 letters]v[ ~T— ~T—] Tapavtog.
E30: SEG 11 257: AyaBa[- - - ]|TTvBoi[loBpoi|Nepéa[t][ToBuoi|Zekvovi|[A]Bdv[aug]

E31: SEG 29 414:’Epyotéhng 1 avébnk[e 6 ®hdvopog, 8¢ 8oAyov Sig]EAavag vik@v TTuBi[wt év Tepéver],[kal
80 Ohopmddag, 8[vo & év Nepéaw T ToBpoi e, [Tuépar d@avatov pv[apa étéecoe ndtpau]

E32: Syll.? 36 A: (a.1) (A7) OA[Biotn Bpéntepa O]doog, Tipo&évou vié, | kai [yap a@’ EAMA]vwv|[n]A[elot]ov,
[Emouvo]v.éxellc] | kapTepiag. o0 yap Tic Olvpmiar éoteq-|avddn | wd[To]g [avi]p moyuft maykpatiowt Te KpaTdV.|
ool 8¢ xal &p II-[vBdvL TpL@v ote@dvw[v dx]ovitl | €¢ ——T68e Ovntog dviyp oltig &pe-|(5) & Erepog—— - |
gveda 8 To0[p]adwv vikan 8éka, Sig yap dboev | kijpuE|éy kukAwt podvov émyBoviwy | muypig naykpatiov T
gmvikt-|ov fjuatt TwoTtdr | #vakt & év Nepéat, @ebyevec: ai 68 (dtau | vikat|tpig Te Exatov kal xikiat, o0dé o€ et
| oyt viknBijvat koot kai 80 £tdv. |(b.9) Oevyévng Tipokévov Odoiog éviknoev 1éde:|(1.10)  ONvpumia
oE[ONOpma mavkpdtiov.| TTvBot mH|ITvBoi moE|TTuBot ToE dxoviti.|(15) TOpol noE[I0pot mHE[IBpoT THE[IBpOT
7o [10pot HE|(11.20) TOpot mOE[IBpot mOE[IBpot mOE[I0pot mo|kal maykpdtiov|(25) Tt adTht| TOadL|(111.27)
Népea mo€|Népea nof|Népea mo€|(30) Népea mok|Népea mo€|Népea mo&|Népea o€ Népea mo|(1V.35) Népea
n0E [ExatopPoralSoAxov|év Apyet

E33: SylP. 82: [Awpiedg AtaydpaPodiog] |[éviknoe naykpdtiov] [OM[pma Tpig, TT0]01a tetplxig|Tob[p]i[a oxT]
akig, Népea éntaxig| Havadrivaia tetpdxig, AokAnmieia|tetpakig, Exatoppora tpig| Avkata tpig.

Appendix 4.2: Literary Testimonia

L1: Scholion to Aeschin. Or. 3 [ = In Ctes.] 189 = Dilts 1992, 149.: 429a <Thadkov>] mbktng Stdonuog
‘Ohvptovikng: éviknoev pe’ OAvpmiddi. fiv 8¢ 1@ cwpatt péyag kai drobavovtog Innokpdtovg 100 AgovTivwy
Tupavvov dedéfato ta mpdypata kar kataotabeig Vo Télwvog év Kapapivy katayngoapévov avtod
Kapapwvaiwv 8dvatog avnpéon.

L2: Aesch. Pers. 888-896.: kai T4G &yXL&Aovg|ékpdTuve pesaktovs,|(890) Afjuvov, Tkdpov 6 €50¢,|kaiPodov 8¢
Kvidov|Kvmpiag te moAelg, IIdgov,|nde Zolovg, Zakapiva te,|(895) Tag viv patpodmolig tavy’ |aitia otevayp@v.

L3: Anth. Pal. 13.19.: Avbnkev 108" &yalpa KopivBiog Somep évikalév Aelgoig mote Nikoldiag,|kal
HavaBnvaiolg otepavovg AaPe mévt’ én’ déBhoig|éEnkovta taugrpopeict élaiov:|(5) Tobud & &v LaBéq tpig

¢moxep® Tovd’ éyéveto |aktivwy Topidwv motabpout|kai Nepéa tpig €viknoey, kai tetpaxis &Ala|IleAAava,
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800 &8 év Avkaig,|kal TNepéat kai v Alyivg, kpatepd T Embavpw,|(10) kai @nPq, Meydpwv te Sapw:|év 68
DAelodvTL 0Tddlov, Td Te TévTe Kpathoagnbgpavev peydhav Kopivbov’) (Page 1981, 263)

L4: Anth. Pal. 13. 15.: Eigi Aikov viog KalpPpotov: avtap évikwv|tetpdxig év Nepeéq, Sig OAdpmia, mevtdkt
[TvBoi,| tpig 6 ToBud: otepavd 6 &oTtv Zvupakoaciwy.

L5: Anth. Pal. 13.5.: o - vik® SiawAov. B - &AN” &y mahaiwv.]y - éyow 8¢ mevtagdhov. § - AAN’ éyw md§. —|e - kol
Tig TU; a — Todnpog. - AN &yd Kpnig.| y - &yw 68 Kpnbevg. 8 - AN éyd AlokAfjg. —|e - kai Tig matrp Toy
a — K\eivog. Bdy - domep dpuwv. | —"Eunn 68 vikfjg; a — Tiobpont. € — 10 & &umn; —|P (?) - Népewov &v
Aewdva, kal map “Hpa.

L6: Athen. 414f-415a.: éviknoe 8¢ tiv nepiodov dekdakig kal édeinmvel kabnpevog, wg ioTopel Néotwp €v TO1g

Oeatpikoig vopvpaot.

L7: Ath. 413a.: Aotvava€ §6 Mikfotog tpig OAbpmia vikioag katd o EEfG TaykpdTiov.

L8: Bacchyl. 1. 147-148.: téoa [av[0eidat kAvtd]to[Eog And[Mwv dnace]v.

L9: Bacchyl. 1. 156-158.: byiluyogToBuidvikov|Ofkev &vt’ edepyeotav, Aimap@v T &A|Awv otepdvwv Enigotpov.

L10: Bacchyl. 8. 17-8.: [TuB@vd te unhobvtav|(18) dbuvéwv Nepéav te kai'ToB[pu]ov-

L11: Bacchyl. 5. 31.: TG viv <€>pol pupia mavTta kéAevBog DHeTEPaV APETAV.

L12: Bacchyl. 10. 9-30.: &[..]a oi xal VOV kaotyvitag dxoitag|(10)vacl@ty ékivnoev AybdgBoyyov péhiooav,|é
xlewpgg v’ aBdvatov Movodv dyaipaléuvov avBpwmotowy €in|xapua, tedv dpetav|pavdov énxBovioow,|(15)
000d4<-> Nikag €katt|dvBeov EavBav. dvadnodpevog kepahdv|kddog evpeiatg ABdvaig|Biikag Oiveidaig e
8o&av.|év Tlooeldavog mepkhettoig déBroig|(20) avik' apgav]ag EAaowy oddv taxeiav oppav: |edife yop
1€<p>0] potowv Em atadiov,|Oepp[av dmo]nve<i>wv delav,|Eotal: Siave]v. §’adte Batpwv Elaiwi|pdpe|’
¢G aBpoolv éunitvov Sulov,|(25)tetp[aghikto]v Emei|kdp[yev Spdlpov, ToBuovikav|dic v[v ayk]apuvEav
ebPov-|Awv [aeBhapx]wv mpogatat: |ig 8 £[v Nepé]ar Kpovida Znvog map’ ayvov|(30)Bwpd[v: & khet]vd te
ONPa|dekt[6 viv e]opuxopdv|T’ Apyols Eikvw]v Te kot aloav:

L13: Bacchyl. 12. 35-40.: dpgw[tiov]wy v aébhoi[c|odv tpi[dko]vt’ dylaaiow|vikag [éx]opdodnoay oi pév
[TTvO6,|oi 8 év [TéNomog Labéag|vdoov nt[i]tvwdel Seipdt,|(40) ol 82 powvikooTepoma Tepével| Znvog Nepeaiov.

L14: Drachmann 1927, 270, Z. Pind. Isthm.8, 12a. 9-10.: émi katwpBwpévw toig "EAAnot fjdn @ moAépw.

L15: Drachmann 1927, 84, %. Pind. Nem. 4, 118.: patpia Tig &6 Tivog Oedvdpov mpoyovov éviofov t@v mept
Twdaoapyov.

L16: Drachmann 1927, 101, %. Pind. Nem. 6, inscr. (BD). 13-15.: Tobtov 1ov AAkipidav dvaypageoBai ¢notv
AoxAmadng dvti Aiywntov Kpijta obtwg :Alkidapag @éwvog Kpric.
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L17: Drachmann 1927, 100. 10, 2. Pind. Nem.6, superscription (D) (‘AAkwidn Aiywntn naudi malaorn.

L18: Drachmann 1927, 116, Z. Pind. Nem. 7, inscr. (B).: IIp@Tog 6 Zwyévng Alyvntdv éviknoe naig dv nevtablw
Katd v recoapakadekdtny Nepeada.

L19: Drachmann 1927, 175, X. Pind. Nem. 10, 73a.: ol yap vik@vTeg peTd dpproiag dvew PAémovteg Badifovory,
ot 8¢ NrTnuévol ovy obTwG.

L20: Drachmann 1903, 350, X. Pind. OL 12, la.: katalvBévtwv t@v mept Tépwva dBAoag dn éviknoev- 60ev
1OV €AevBéplov Ala... ¢ TOV ZikehMwTdY katelevBepwdévtwy Thig TVpdvVISOG.

L21: Drachmann 1903, 349, 3. Pind. Ol. 12, inscr. a.: Ohvpmiadt pév éviknoe of’ kai thv &fig 08, TTvBiadt 8¢
ke’ kai'ToBpa opoiwg.

L22: Drachmann 1903, 349, . Pind. OL. 12, inscr. b.: ¢ nywvicato éBdopnkootiv ¢BSopny Olvpmdda kai v
&&n¢ TTuBLada eikootrv Evvartnyv.

L23: Drachmann 1903, X. Pind. Ol. 13, 386, 158a: kal 010 v AftvnVv 10 ZikeAikov dpog oAeLg (TTOAeLg 8¢ Aéyel

1a6 Zikehiag)| papTupodoty adtod Tf) dvdpeid.

L24: Drachmann 1903, X. Pind. Ol 13, 369, 58 a.: [Itolodwpov Begoaldg, Oecoahod Eevopdv. b: Tepyiov
40eA@og ITto16dwpog, kai Tepyiov pev maidec Epttipog kai Napeptidag, [Ttoiodwpov 6¢ @eooalog, ob Eevo@dv.

L25: Drachmann 1903, 369, Pind. Ol. 13, 58c.: Tivég 8¢ tov Napeptidav Epitipdv gaot, Eptripov 8¢ Avtoldkov.

L26: Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 392. 202-4.: Milwv Kpotwvidtng mdAny, 8¢ vikd[ONopma é€dkig, [THBa

£Edxic,[ToBa Sexdiig, Népea evvaxig.

L27: Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 395. 335-39.. Avtivwp Afnvaiog {i Mifoiog|naykpdatiov, dkoviti,
neplodovikng|dheintog év taig Tpioty Hlwkiaug.

L28: Eusebius (Christesen 2007) 395. 324-25: Ayiebg Apyeiog Sohiyov, 8¢ &v Apyel|(325) Tiv avtod viknv
avBrpepov|aviyyethev.

L29: Harpocration, s.v. HpaxAeio® (H14).: AnpooBévng év 1@ kat Aioxivov. moAA@V dviwv TV Katd Tnv
Aty HpakAeiwv, vov &v 6 AnpooBévng pvnpovedot fitot tdv &v MapaBav fj tdv év Kuvoodpyet: Tadta yap
pdAtota St Tipfig eiyov ABnvaiot.

L30: Hephaestion, Ilepi momnpdtwv [115], 61. 4.:"ToBa Sig, Nepéan dig, Olvpmiar Eoteavadny,|od mAdtel
VIKOV oopatog dAAG Téxval,| Aptotodapos Opdovog Aleiog mdhat.

L31: Anéeic Pyropixai (Bekker 1814) 232: Thadkog kaphotiog moktng fv O TAadkog méumtny kai elkootnyv
‘Ohpmada otepavwbeig, kai TTHOa tpig, Toba Sexdkic. Eixe 6¢ 10 péyebog téooapag SaktOlovg mevTe
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TNXOV ATOAEITOV, Kai T AN T@ owpatt mavTi yevvaiwg. Anébave 8¢ ¢§ emPovliis TEAwvog tod Zvpakooiwv
TUPAVVOL.

L32: A¢keig Pryropikai (Bekker 1814) 227.: Thabkog fv moktng and Kapvotov 1fig EvPoiag, ‘Olvpumia tpig
VEVIKIKWG, kai IT00a kaiToBuia §0ktaxig, kai Népea opoiwg: fv 8¢ 10 péyebog, g pact, TNxdV TEcodpwy.
AvnpeOn £€ émPovliic vtd TEAwvog Tod TVpdvvov.

L33: Lys. 19. 63.: avtika 81 inmevev, ov povov inmovg Ektrioato Aapmpos dAAa kai dBAntaig viknoev ToBpol
kal Nepéq, dote v moAv knpvxOijval kai adtov ote@avwdijvad.

L34: Paus. 1. 22. 6-7.....ypagai 6¢ giot kai EAAat kol AAkiBLadng, (7) inmwv 6¢ oi vikng tijg év Nepéa éoti onueia
&v T} ypaofi.

L35: Paus. 1. 29. 5.: kai Aekedevg Zw@avng, 6¢ TOv Apyelov mote mévtablov Nepeiwv dvnpnuévov viknv
anéktewvev EvpuBatny fonbodvta Aiywvita.

L36: Paus. 2. 20. 7.: ...to0TOVL 8¢ ¢0TIv 00 MOppw Béatpov: év 8¢ avtd kai dMa Béag d&a kai avip govedwy
¢otiv &vdpa, OBpvadav tov Enaptidtny Iepidaog Apyelog 6 AAknvopog: ITepthéw 8¢ ToOTw Kal TpdTEPOV ETL
vmijpxe Nepeiov dvnpfioBat viknv makaiovty

L37: Paus. 6. 1. 8.: ¢viknoe 8¢ 6 IToAvkAfig tnmotg, wg To Emiypapipa 0 €n” avtd Aéyel, kai ITuBoi kaiToBuol te
Kai Nepéa.

L38: Paus. 6. 2. 10-11.: mapd 6¢ Meoomnviog Aapiokog, 6 dVo yeyovawg £t kai déka éviknoev v Olvumia. Qadpa
O¢ eimep Ao Tt kai T0de Emomoauny:...(11)... éviavtd ydp Botepov ToD oikiopod Tod Meoonvng aydoviwy
‘Ohvpma H)eiwv évika otadiov naidag 6 Aapiokog o0tog, kai oi kal mevtabifoavtt botepov €yévovto &v
Nepéa te vikat kat ToOpol.

L39: Paus. 6. 3. 2.: peta 6¢ tov Xatpéav Meoonviog te malg Zo@uog kai &vijp HAelog dvdkertar ZTopLog, kat T@
pev Tovg ovvhéovtag TOV Taidwv TapelBely, Zropiw 8¢ mevtaBlovvtt v Olvumiq kai Nepeiwv tpeiq vnijpEev
dveréoBal vikag. 1O 8¢ Emiypappa 1O € avT® kai Tade émAéyet, ThG tnmov te ‘HAeiog adTov fyoduevov
dvaotijoat Tpomata kai dvdpa Toig mohepiolg otparnyovvta dnobavelv DO Tod ZTOiOV, HOVOUAXHOAVTA
oi xatd mpokAnow: [3] eivar 8¢ avTov €k Zikvdvog ol HAgloi @aot kai dpyetv Zikvwviwy, otpatedoal 8¢ &mt
Zikvdva avtol hia OnPaiwy 6pod Tij ¢k Bowwtiag Suvdpel. gaivorto dv odv 1) émi Zwkvdva HAeiwv kal
OnPaiov otpateia yeyevijobat peta 16 dTdxnHa Aakedalpoviwy 10 év AevkTpolg.).

L40: Paus. 6. 3. 4.: yeyovaot 8¢ adt® kai [TvBoi 0o vika, 1) 8¢ eikwv €0TL Tod AptoTodripov Téxvn Aaddhov Tod
Sivwviov, pabntod kal matpog MatpokAéoug.

L42: Paus. 6. 3. 9.: Avtioxov 8¢ dvSpidvta émoinoe pév Nikodapog, yévog 8¢ 6 Avtioxog fv ék Aempéouv:
naykpatie 8¢ dvdpag év ' Olvpmia pev ekpdatnoev dnak, &vIoBu 8¢ kai Nepéa Sig mevtablw év ékatépw @
dy@vi. o0 ydap tUIoBuiov Aenpedtalg Seipa domep ye avtoig éotiv' HAeiolg, émel Yopwvi ye 1@ HAeiw—mAnoiov
8¢ tod Avtioxov ki Yopwv o0tog €0TnKe—To0TW T® Avopl dBANcavtt mévtablov fj te Olvpmiki vikn kal

Nepeiwv yéyovev 1y £tépa, ToBuiwv 8¢ Sijda wg kal 00To¢ kKatd Tavtd HAeiolg Toig dAoig elpyeTo
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L43: Paus. 6. 3. 11.: Aikwv §¢ 6 KaA\iPpotov névte pev ITuBoi dpopov vikag, Tpeic 8¢ dveiletoToBuinv, Técoapag
Ot v Nepéq, kai OAvpmikdag piav pgv év mauoi, Svo 8¢ GAhag dv8p@v: kai oi kai &vdpLavteg loot Taig vikalg eiotv
&v'OMvpmiq. taudi pgv 6 Svtt avtd Kavhwvidrn, kaBdmep ye kai fjy, driiipEev avayopevdijvat: 10 8¢ dmod todTov
ZVpakoVOLoV aDTOV AVNYOPEVOEV €Ml XPTHAOL.

L44: Paus. 6. 4. 2.: yeyovaot 8¢ adt®d Nepeiwv pev vikat kot ToBpiwv avapi§ Svodexa, Ohvpumiaot 8¢ kai ITvBoi,
Tfj pév 8vo, Tpeig 8¢ £v Ohvpmia.

L45: Paus. 6. 4. 5.: Zdtvpog 8¢ HAelog Avolavaktog matpog, yévovg 8¢ tod Tapuddv, &v Nepéa mevtaxig éviknoe
muktebwy kai TTuBot te 8ig kai dig €v OAvpmia:

L46: Paus. 6. 4. 6.: Xidwvi 8¢ Axau® ITatpel §0o pév Olvpmikai vikar TdAng avopdv, pia 8¢ éyéveto év Aedgoig,
téooapeg 8¢ £vIo0ud kai Nepeiwv tpeic: £Tden 6¢ OO Tod Kovod TOV AXadV, kai ol kal Tod Biov cvvémeoev
év ToAéuw TV TehevTtnv yevéoBal paptupel 8¢ pot kal to émiypappa 1o év Olvumiq: povvomaing vik®d Sig
‘Oldpma ITHO T dvdpag,|tpic Nepéa, tetpaxig & ToBud év dyyxddw,|Xidwv Xilwvog Iatpeds, 6v Aadg
Axou@v|év moAépw @Bipevov Bay’ dpetiic Evekev.

\

L47: Paus. 6. 4. 11..EpyotéAng 8¢ 6 Pthdvopog SoAixov dvo v Olvpmiq vikag, Tooadtag 8¢ dAlag ITvBoi kai &v
ToBp@ te kai Nepeiwv dvnpnuévog.

L48: Paus. 6. 6. 1.: Tobtw pev évtadBa éyéveto 1) televtr): €v 8¢ ‘Olvpumiq mapd tod IMovivdapavtog tov
avdpravta 8o te ék T Apkddwv kai ATTikOG O Tpitog éoTnkev AOANTAG. TOV pév 8N Mavtivéa IIpwtdraov
Awalkodg muypii maidag kpatnoavta 6 Pnyivog ITvBaydpag, Napukidav 8¢ 1ov Aapapétov makaotnv dvdpa
¢k Oryatiag Zikvwviog Aaidalog, Kalhia 8¢ ABnvaiw maykpatiaoti] tov dvdpravta dvip Abnvaiog Mikwv

¢noinoev 6 {wypdeog. Nikodapov 8¢ Epyov tod Mawvaliov maykpatiaotng oty ék Matvélov, dvo vikag &v
avdpaoty dveldpevog, Av8pooBévng Aoyaiov.

L49: Paus. 6. 7. 1.: Awpiedg 8¢ 6 vewtatog maykpatie viknoag Olvpmdoty ¢@e&fig Tpioi.

L50: Paus. 6. 7. 4.: Awptel 8¢ 1@ Aaydpov maptt i Ohvumniaowy ToBuiwv pév yeyovaov okt vikal, Nepeiwvy
8¢ amodéovoat Wag £¢ Tag OkTd: Aéyetat 6¢ kal wg IO dvélotto dkoviti. &viyopebovto 8¢ 00TOG Te Kol
6 Tewoipodog @ovprol, StwxBévteg OO TV AvtioTacwTtdv ék TG Podov kai &g Trakiav mapd Govpiovg
aneABovTeG. xpovw 8¢ Botepov katiiABev 6 Awpiedg £ Podov: kai pavepwtata S| andvtwy &vijp €ig ppovioag
o0Tog T& Aakedarpoviwv aivetal, dote kol évavpdynoev évavtia ABnvaiwv vavolv oikeialg, € O Tpujpwy
ahodg Attikdv avrxOn {dv mapd ABnvaiov.

L51: Paus. 6. 7. 10.: avijp 8¢ ék Zropgniov Apouedg dvopa, kal O kai Epyov TodTo émi Solixw mapeoxnuévog,
Svo pev €oxev év Olvpmiq vikag, Tooavtag 8¢ dAlag IvBol kaiToBuinv Te Tpeig kai év Nepéa mévte. Aéyetal
Ot Mg Kol kpéag éoBietv mvonoete: Téwg 88 TOlg ABANTALS OLTia TVPOVY Kk TOV TaAdpwV elval TOOTOV pEV O

[TvBaydpag iV eikova, v 8¢ ¢pekiic Tavtn, mévtablov’ HAelov TTuBokAéa, TToAvkAeitdg EoTwv gipyaouévo.

L52: Paus. 6. 10. 3.: otepavoug 6¢ Aéyetat kai dAlovg TTo0w pév Sig Aafeiv, Nepeiwv 8¢ kai ToBpiwy dktakig €v

EKATEPW AYDVL.
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L53: Paus. 6. 11. 5.: yeyovaot 8¢ adt® kai ITuBoi vikat tpeig, adtat pév €mi muyuf, Nepeiwv 8¢ évvéa kaiToOpiwy
Séka maykpatiov te avapi& kai Toypig.

L54: Paus. 6. 14. 1-2.: 5ySoov yap éml toig 6éka £teqt yeyovag iy makaioat ugv év maioiy 0o HAeiwv dnnAadn,
avnyopebdn 8¢ év avSpaoty, domep ye kai éviknoev: dvnyopevdn 6¢ kai botepov Nepéa te kol ToOpd.

L55: Paus. 6. 14. 5.: ¢éyévovto 8¢ 1@ Mikwvt 8§ uév év'Olvpmia maAng vikat, pio 68 &v maioty ¢§ avtdv, ITvboi 8¢
v te avdpaoy &€ kai pia évradBa év mauciv.

L56: Paus. 6. 15. 1.: Apxinnw 8¢ MitvAnvaiw tovg & Thv muyuny é0eABovtag kpatnoavtt &vdpag dAho Totovde
npoamotodoty of MitvAnvaiot &g §6&av, wg kal Tov év' Olvpmia kol ITubol kai Nepéa kai' ToOud Aapot otépavov
NAkiav 00 TPOow yeyovag ETdV elkoaot.

L57: Paus. 6. 16. 4: Apioteidn 8¢ HAeiw yevéoBar uév dmhov vikny év Olvpumiq, yevéoBat 8¢ kal Stavov ITvBoi

T0 €miypappa 10 én’ avtd dnhol Nepelwv Te €v mauoty émi @ inmiw Spodw.

L58: Paus. 6. 16. 5.: 1] 8¢ [sc. eikwv] Nikavdpov, Stavlov pév Svo év Olvpmiq, Nepeiwv 8¢ kai ToBuiov dvapi§
émi Spopw vikag € avnpruévou.

L59: Paus. 6. 18. 7: mp@tar 8¢ &BAnT@v dvetéBnoav é¢ Olvumiav eikoveg Ipa&idapavtog te Alyvrtov
VKooV TOG TUYHT] TV £vatny OAvpmidda €mi talg mevTnikovTa.

L60: Paus. 7. 27. 5.: évtadBa [i.e. in the gymnasion at Pellene] avip IleAAnvedg éotnke IIpopaxog 6 Apvwvog,
dveldpevog maykpartiov vikag, Thv pev Olvpniact, tpeic 6 ToBuiwv kai Nepéa dvo.

L61: Paus. 8.40. 3.-5.: ¢o1k0g 8¢ kal Apyeiovg oida ¢mi Kpevya momjoavtag Emdapvip mokty: kal yap Apyeiot
1eBveTt €dooav @ Kpedya 1@v Nepeiwv 1OV 0TéQavoy, 8Tt 6 Tpdg adTOv paxopevos Aapdgevog Zupakoaotog
TapéPn T& wpoloynuéva ogioty &g AANAovg. Eprety v yap Eueddev éomépa muktebovoty adToig, cuvedevTo
08 &G €MKoOV Ava LEPOG TOV ETEPOV DTIOOXETY ADTOV T £TEPW TANYTV. TOIG 8€ TUKTEVOLOLY OVK TV Tw THVIKADTA
ipag 0&G émt T kapTd TAG XePOG Exatépag, dANG Taig petkiyaug £t EmbkTevoy, DO TO Koilov SéovTeg Tiig
XeLpOG, tva o Saxtvloi ooty dmoleinwvTat yopvoi: ai 8¢ &k foéag apfig ipavteg Aemtol TpodTOV TIVA dpyYdiov
nemheypévot 8t dAARAwvy floav ai petkixal (4) TOTe 00V 6 W&V TV TANYNV A@ikev &G ToD Aapo&évov Thv
Ke@alny: 6 8¢ avaoxelv v xeipa 6 Aapodgevog éxédevoe OV Kpebyav, dvaoyxovtog 8¢ maiet toig SaktdAolg
0pBoig VIO TNV TMAeVPAY, VIO 8¢ dxpfg Te TOV dvhxwy kal Piag Thg MANyfg THv Xeipa £¢ 1O €vtog kabeig kal
gmhaPopevog T@v omA&yxvwv £G TO £kTOG EAkwv dmeppnie. (5) kol 6 uev Ty yoxiv avtika 6 Kpedyag apinoy,
oi 8¢ Apyeiot TOv Aapodevov dte Td ovykeipeva drepBavta kai dvTi pag kexpnévov ToAAALS £G TOV dvTinalov
Taig MAnyaig éEelavvovot, T Kpedya 8¢ v viknv teBvedti E€dooav kai Emownoavto eikdva év Apyet: kai é¢ Epe
#xerro &v 100 ATOAwvoG Tob Avkiov.

L62: Pind. Isthm. 3. 9-13.: ot 8¢ kai Sid0pwv 4O wv Melioow|(10) poipa mpdG ed@pochvay Tpiyal
yAvkeiav|ftop, év paooatoy ToBuod Sefapévw atepavoug, Ta 8¢ koika AéovTtog

v PabuoTépvov vana kapuge
Onpav|inmodpopia kpatéwv.

L63: Pind. Isthm. 4. 1-3.:"Eott pot Be@v &xatt popia mavtd kéhevbog|@ Méhoo’, edpayaviav yap Epavag
ToBpiows, [bpetépag dpetag Buve Stwkerv:
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L64: Pind. Isthm. 4. 16-7b.: AN apépa yap év pid|(17) tpoxeia vigag molépotlo tecodpwv |(17b) avdpdv

EpMHwOeY pakaLpay £0Tiav.

L65: Pind. Isthm. 4. 17-9.: viv 8 ab petd Xewéptov mokidwv unvadv {o@ov|xBaov dte gowvikéoow dvinoev

podoig|Satpovwv Povais.

L66: Pind. Isthm. 4. 25-7.: & 1€ k&v youvoig ABavéav dppa kapvfaioa vikav|év T° Adpacteiolg déBNoig Zikvdvog

dnaoev|toldde T@V TOT’ E6VTwY GUAN” dotdav.

L67: Pind. Isthm. 4. 43-5.: TIpo@pdvwv Molodv tuxotuey, keivov dyat mupodv Upvwv|kai Melioow, mtaykpatiov
OTEQAVWETAELOV.

L68: Pind. Isthm. 4. 44-71b.: kai Melioow, maykpatiov otepdvwp’ £nd&lov,|(45) Epvel Teleodda. TOAua
yap eikdg|Bupdv épiPpepetav Onpdv Aedvtwv|év Tovy, pity 8 dAwnn, aietod & T dvamrvapéva popufov
foyet|xpn 8¢ nav &pdovta pavpdoat OV ExBpov. [od yap @uow Qapiwveiov Eoaxev:|(50) AN’ dvoTog pév
i0¢00at,|ovpneceiv §” dxpd Papug.[kaitol TOT” Avtaiov 6povg|@nPav dmd Kadpeidv popeav Ppaxis, yoxav
8" dxapumntog, mpoomalaiowy AAO” dviip|tav mupoeopov ABdav, kpaviog depa Eévav vaov Tooeilddwvog
gpepovta oxédou|(55) vidg Alkunvag: 8¢ OvAopumovs’ EPa, yaiag te maoag|kal BaBvkpnuvov moAdg aAog
gEevpav Bévap,|vavtidiaiol te mopBuov apepdoalc.|vov 8¢ map’ Aiyoxw kdAiotov SAPov]augénwv vaiet,
tetipatai te mpog dbavatwv @ilog,"HPav T dmuiey,|(60) xpvotwv ofkwv dvaf kai yauppos Hpag.|td pév
Alextpav DrepBev Saita mopohvovTeg dotol|kal veodpata otepavaopata fopwv abEopev|épmvpa xarkoapav
Okt Bavovtwy,|todg Meydpa téke ol Kpetovtig viovg:|(65) toiowv év Subuaiow avydv eAoE dvatellopéva
ovvexeg mavvuyiletaiBépa kviodevtt haktifoloa kamv,|kai Sevtepov duap éteiwv tépu A¢Ohwv|yivetal,
ioxvog &pyov.|EvBa hevkwBels kapa|(70) popToig 68° avijp Stmhdav|vikav dvepdvato maidwv te Tpitav tpoabdey,
KuBepvatipog oiakooTpoPov|yvapa membwv ToAvfodAw.

L69: Pind. Isthm. 4. 69-71b.: £vBa AevkwBeig kdpa|(70) poptoig 68 avilp SumAdav|vikav dvepdveto maidwv
<te> Tpitay mpoolev.

L70: Pind. Isthm. 5. 48-50.: kai vOv év Apel paptoprioat kev oA Alavtog dpBwbeioa vadtaig|év Tolvebopw
Sohapic A SuPpw|(50) dvapibuwv avdpdv xakaldevtt povey.

L71: Pind. Isthm. 5. 59-61.: aivéw kai [TuBéav &v yvioddpaig|(60) Pviaxida mAaydv Spduov evbunopiioat|xepot

dek1ov, vow avtimalov.

L72: Pind. Isthm. 6. 3-7.: év Nepéq puév np@tov, @ Zeb,|tiv y* dwtov defapevol otepavwv,|(5) viv adte Tobpod
Seondte|Nnpeideoot te neviikovta, naidwv démlotatov|Pvakida viKk®VTOG.

L73: Pind. Isthm. 6. 60-2.: &pavto ydp vikag &md maykpatiov| tpeiq &’ ToBpod, tag & &n’ edgOAlov
Nepéag,|dyhaol maidég te kal patpwe:

L74: Pind. Isthm. 8. 1-5.: KAedvSpw 116 dhikiq te Notpov]|eddoov, & véol, kapdtwv|matpdg dyladv Teheodpyov
napd pdBupov iy dveyelpétw|kdpov, ToBuiadog te vikag dmowva, kai Nepéa|(5) aébhwv &t kpdtog éEebpe.



APPENDIX 4: EPIGRAPHIC AND LITERARY TESTIMONIA « AURA SUPPLEMENT 12 - 163 -

L75: Pind. Isthm. 8. 5a-6a.: £k peydhwv 8¢ mevBiwv Abévteg|unt &v dppavia Téowpev ote@avwv.

L76: Pind. Isthm. 8. 9-11.: éneldi| tOv dmép ke@aldg|(10) yet Tavtalov Aifov mapd Tig Etpeyev dpup
Bedg|atorpatov EANGSL poxBov.

L77: Pind. Isthm. 8. 65a-68.: d\ikwv 1@ 11§ 4Ppov|duel maykpatiov Khedvdpw mhekétw|pvpoivag otégavov,
émei viv AAkaBoov T dywv obv thxe|¢vEmSavpw Te vedtag Séketo piv:|Tov aivelv dyabd mapéyet:

L78: Pind. Isthm. 8. 70.: fifav yap ovk dmneipov vmod xewd {mw} kaAdv Sapaocey.

L79: Pind. Nem. 2. 3-5.: xai 68” avijp|katafordv iep@dv dywvewv vikagopiag Sé¢dextal mpdtov Nepeaiov|év

moAvvpvITw Atdg GAoEL

L80: Pind. Nem. 2. 8-12.: Oapd pévIoOuddwv SpéneoBat kaAotov dwtov,| &v ITuBiotot te vikdv|(10) Tiwovoov

naid’: 0Tt §” €okOg|Operdv ye ITehetddwv|un TnAdBev Qapiwva veiobau.

L81: Pind. Nem. 2. 19-24.: nap& p&v dyédovt Iapvac®d téooapag ¢§ aéOhwv vikag xopgav: (20) aAAa
KoptvBiwv 010 pwt@v|év €0hod ITENoTog TTuxaic|OKkTd oTepdavolg EpOev fidn:|énta 8 &v Nepéa, T 8 oikol
pdooov’ aptOpod|ALdg dyve.

L82: Pind. Nem. 3. 71-75.: év 8¢ neipa téhog|Stagaivetal, @v 11§ ¢E0XwTepog yévnTal|év auct véoLot maic, &v
{8 avdpdowy avhp, tpitov|év makattépolal, pépog Ekaoctov olov Exopev|Ppodteov E0vog. EAd 8¢ kal Téooapag
&petag|(75) 6 Ovatog aiwv, gpovelv §” Evénel TO mapkeipevov.

L83: Pind. Nem. 4. 9-11.: 16 pot 0¢pev Kpovida te Al kai Nepéa|(10) Tipaodpyov te méhg|dpvov mpokduov gin.

L84: Pind. Nem. 4. 45-51.: Avdia obdv appovig péhog me@ilnuévov|Oivava te kai Konpw, évBa Tedkpog
anapyet|o Tehapwviadag: dtap|Alag Zakapiv’ éxer matpdav:|év 8 Evfeivy meddyet paevvay Axihevg|(50)
vaoov: @¢tig 8¢ kpatel| PBiq:

L85: Pind. Nem. 4. 73-77.: @eavdpidaiot §” aefryviwv aéBhwv| kapvu€ Etoipog EBav|(75) OvAvpmig te kol ToBpol

Nepéa te ovuvBéuevoc.

L86: Pind. Nem. 5. 3-5.: 8ti|Adunwvog vidg [uBéag edpvobevig|(5) vikn Nepeiowg taykpatiov otépavoy,...),
43.

L87: Pind. Nem. 5. 35-46.: 6 8’ €0 @paoOn katévevaév ¢ oi dpovei|g ¢§ ovpavod| (35) Zedg dbavdtwy
Baokevg, dot’ &v taxel| movtiav xpvoakakdatwv Tvd Nnpeidwv mpdetv dxortw,| yapufpov IMooedawva
neloalg, ¢ AtyaBev moti khertdy Bapd vicetal Tobuov Awpiav:| EvBa wy edgpoveg hat ovv kahapolo fod
Bedv 6ékovta| kai oBével yuiwv épilovtt Opaocel.| (40) IToTpoG 8¢ Kpiver ovyyevi|g Epywv mepl| mdvtwv. T0 &
Alyivade Sig, EvBvpeveg,| vikag év dykdveoot titveov nowkilwv Eyavoag Spvov.| frot petaifaig o kal vov 1edg
Hatpwg dyde keivov dpdamopov E0vog, TTuBéa.| & Nepta ptv dpapev peig T énydplog, v gino” Ao wv:|
(45) &Akag 8’ eABOVTag oikol T Expdtet| Nicov T° év edaykel Aow.
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L88: Pind. Nem. 5. 43.: fjtot petaifoug ot kai vOv Tedg patpwg aydlet keivov opdomopov €0vog, ITubéa.

L89: Pind. Nem. 6. 12-14: Nepéag ¢€ épat@v a¢bhwv|maig évaydviog, 8¢ Tavtay pebénwv Avbev aloav vov {te}
TEPAVTAL 00K EpHOPOG APl TTAAG KUVAYETAG,..

L90: Pind. Nem. 6. 17-46.: ketvog yap ‘O vpmovikog v Alakidalg|Epvea pdtog <Evelkev> an’ Al@eod,|kal
nevtdkig ToBpol otepavwoduevog,|(20) Nepéa 8¢ tpic,|énavoe AaBav|ZoaxAeida, 6¢ dméptatog|Aynoudyor
Véwv yéveto.|énel of Tpeig deBloopol pdg Expov dpetdg iAoy, of Te movwy Eyeboavto. abv Beod 6 TVXa
[(25) &tepov ol Tva olkov amegdvato muypaxio <mAedvovs|tapiav ote@dvov poxd EAN&Sog amdoag.
ENTopat|péya ginwv okomod dvta Tuxelv|dT’ amo togov leic: ebBuv’ énmi tobTov, dye, Moioa | (28b) odpov
¢néwv|edkAéa. TapolopEvwy yap dveépwy,|(30) dotdai kai Adyot & kakd o Epy’ Ekduoay,|Bacoidatow &
T’ 00 onaviet, Takaipatog yeved, [iSia vavotoléovteg émkwpua, iepidwv dpdtaig|Suvatol mapéxety oAbV
Buvov dyepwxwv épypdtwv| Evekev. kai yap év dyabéq| (35) xeipag ipdvtt Sebeig ITuBdVL kpdTnoey And TavTag
| (35b) aipa métpag|xpvoalakdtov moté KaAdiag adwv|Epveot Aatoig, mapd Kaotalia te Xapitwv|éonéplog
Opady @Aéyev: | TOvToL TE YéQUp® dkApavTog év AueKTIOVwV|tavpopdve tpietnpidt Kpeovtidav|(40) tipaoce
[Tooeldaviov &v tépevog: |Botdva té viv o8’ & Aéovtog|(45) vikdoavt fipepe daokiolg|(45)Phodvtog v’
wyvyliotg Opeotv.

L91: Pind. Nem. 6. 24-25.: ¢nei ol Tpeic deBlopopot mpdg dkpov dpetdg|(25) AABov, ofte TOVwV EyedoavTo. ..

L92: Pind. Nem. 7. 7-8.: kai 1taig 6 @eapiwvog dpetd kpibeigletidotog deidetar Twyévng petd nevraiblolg.

L93: Pind. Nem. 8. 1-2.:"Qpa noTvia, kapuE Agpoditag duppootav @lotatwy,|d te mapbevniolg maidwv T’
¢pioloa yAegdapol.

L94: Pind. Nem. 8. 11-12.: of e kpavadaig &v ABavaiow &ppolov otpatov,|ol T° v Zndptav [elonniddat.

L95: Pind. Nem. 8. 14-6.: p¢pwv|Avdiav pitpav kavaxnda nenohpévay,|Aeiviog Siloo@v otadiwy kai matpodg
Méya Nepeaiov dyatpa.

L96: Pind. Nem. 8. 23-27.: kelvog kai Tehap@vog 8dyev vidv gacydve dugkvlioats.| fj Tv’ Eylwooov pév,
fitop 8 dAkipov, AaBa katexel|(25) v Aoypd veiket: péyiotov 8 aidhw yeddet yépag avtétatat.[kpueicuat yap
&v yagotg Odvooi) Aavaol Bepanevoav:|xpuatwv §° Alag otepnBeic Smhwv @Ovw TdAatoey.

L97: Pind. Nem. 8. 44-5.: @ Méya, 10 8 avtig Tedv Yyoxav kopi&at|(45) od pot duvatov: keveav 8 eAmidwv
Xavvov Télog:

L98: Pind. Nem. 9. 29-32.: poipav 8 elvopov (30)|aitéw oe mauciv Sapdv Aitvaiwv Omdlewv,|Zed mdtep,
aylaiawov 8° dotuvopolg empiEat|Aaov.

L99: Pind. Nem. 9. 34-5.: Xpopiw kev dnaonilwv napd nelofoalg innoig 1€ vadv 1" év péxaig|ékpvag &v
kivéuvov o&eiag dvTac.
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L100: Pind. Nem. 10. 22-35.: &ywv Tot XaAkeog|dapov dtpivel moti fovBuaiavHpag d¢bhwv Te kpiotv:| OvNia
naig #vOa vikdoag Sig éoxev Ocatog edPopwv Ndbav movwv.|gkpdtnoe 8¢ kai o8’ EAava otpatdv [Tubdvy,
TOX Te poA@V|kai OV ToBuol kai Nepéa otépavov, Moicatoi T° ESwk’ dpdoal,|tpic pgv €v mévtolo moAalot
Aax@v,|tpig 8¢ kai oepvois danédoig &v Adpaoteiw vopw.|Zed ndtep, TOV pav Epatat @pevi, otyd oi otopa:
nav 8¢ TéAog|(30) év Tiv Epywv: 008’, apudxbw kapdia mpooeépwy TOApay, Taparteitat xdpv:|yvat’ deidw of
Te kol §oTic ATl Tiepi|éoxatwy dBAwY kopv@aig: Bratov 8’ Eoxev Ilica[HpakAéog teBpov: adeiai ye pév
apporddav|év teletaig Sig ABavaiwy viv dpeai|(35) kopaoav:

L101: Pind. Nem. 10. 39-48.: &&wBeinv kev, ¢éov @paciklov|(40) Avtia te Edyyovog, Apyel pfy kpdrrety
aog|oppdtwv. vikagopiag yap doawg Ilpoitolo 168 innotpdg@ov|dotv Bdlnoev KopivBov 1 év puyols: kai
K\ewvaiov mpdg avdp@v tetpakic:|Zikvwvobde §” dpyvpwBévteg obv oivnpaic grahaug Emefov,|éx 8& TTeAhdvag
¢MIEOOAEVOL VOTOV palakaiot Kpokaig:|(45) AN xakkov pupiov ob Suvatdv|eEedéyyerv: pakpotépag yap
apBuioar oxohdc:|év te Kheitwp kai Teyéa kai Ayau@v dyifatot moheg|kai Avkatov map Awdg Ofjke Spodpw,
oLV TOd@WV Xelp®dV Te Vikdoat oOEveL.

L102: Pind. Nem. 10. 49-54.: Kdotopog §° éABOvTog émi Eeviav nap Tapgdn|(50) kai kaotyvitov ITodvdebkeog,
o0 Badpa opiow|eyyeveg Euuev debAntaig dyaboiotv: &mel| edpuxdpov Tapiat Zndptag dywvwv|uoipav Epud
kol ovv Hpakel Siémovtt Odhetav,|pdha piv avépdv Sikaiwv meptkadopevol.

L103: Pind. OL 7. 15-7.: edBvpdyav S@pa medwplov &vdpa map’ ANPeD OTEQAVOOAUEVOV|aivEsw TUYHAG
dnowalkai tapd Kaotaliq.

L104: Pind. OL 7. 81-7.: t@v &vOeot Alaydpag|éotepavwoato Sic, kAewvd T° ¢vIoOu® TeTpdkic evTuxéwy, | Nepéa
T dAhav én’ Mo, kol kpavaois év ABdvaug.|6 17 év Apyet xakkog Eyvw vy, td T €v ApkadiqlEpya kai
Onpaig, aydvég T Evvopot|(85) Botwtiwv,|TTEAavé T Alywvd te vikwvO’ £Edxig. &v Meydpotoiv T ovy étepov
MOiva|yagog Exet Aoyov.

L105: Pind. OL 8. 15-16.: TiwooBeveg, Bupe 8° ékdpwoev moTHoG|Znvi yevebi: 8¢ ot pév Nepéa mpdgatov.

L106: Pind. OL 8. 48-52.: Opcotpiawva §” &n’ ToOpud novtia|dppa Bodv taviev,|(50) dnoméunwy Aiakov|dedp’

&v’ tnmoig xpuvotas,| kai KopivBov Setpdd’ emoydpevog SautikAvtdy.

L107: Pind. OI. 8. 54-58.: £i §’¢yw Mehnoia ¢§ dyeveiwv kbdog avédpapov Buvew, (55) pr Parétw pe AiBw tpayel
9B6voe|kai Nepta yap Oudc|épéw tadtav xdpw,|tav §Eneit’dvdpdv péxag|ék maykpatiov.

L108: Pind. OL 8. 65-66.: viv pu&v avt® yépag AAkipédwv|vikav tplakootdy EA@v:

L109: Pind. OL 8. 70-71.: matpi 8¢ matpdg EvEMveLaey PEVog|ynpaog avtinalov.

L110: Pind. Ol 8. 81-84.: Eppd 8¢ Buyatpog akovoais Tpiwv|Ayyeiag, évémor kev Kahudyw Amapdv|kdopov

‘Olvpmiq, 8v oL Zedg yével|dnaoev.

L111: Pind. Ol 9. 1-10.: 10 pév Apxihdxov pélog|pwvaev Olvprig, kadlivikog 6 Tpimhdog kexhadwg,|dpkeoe
Kpoviov map’ 8xBov ayepovedoa|kwudlovtt @iloig Egapudoty odv Etaipotc|(5)aAha vov ékataforwv
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Motodav &nd t6Ewv|Aila te @otvikootepdTay oepvoy T’ Enivelpai|dkpwthplov AAdog|totoiode Péhecov,|to o
note Avdog fipwg ITENoy|(10) ¢€dpato k& ioTov Edvov Tnodapeiag.

L112: Pind. OL 9. 83-86.: mpotevia 8~ &petd T AABov|TindopogTobuiouat Aapmpopayov pitpatg, 6t apeotepot
kpdtnoav|(85) piav pyov &v’ auépav. AAha 6¢ 80° év KopivBov modaug éyévovt’ émerta xdppat,|tai 8¢ kol
Nepéag EQapuootyw Katd KOATov:

L113: Pind. OL 9. 88-99.: Apyet " #0xebe kddog avdpdv, maic 8 ¢év ABd&vaug,|olov 8 &v Mapabdvi
ovhabeig dyeveiwv|(90) pévev aydva mpeofutépwv due’ dpyvpideoowv:|pdtag 8 ofvpemel SOAw|dmT@TL
Sapdooaig|dipxeto kuklov Sooa Pod,|dpaiog ¢wv kai kahdg kdAAotd te péfais.|(95) ta 8¢ Tappaciv
oTpat®|Bavpactds v @av Znvog auel mavdyvpty Avkaiov,|kal yuxpdv OmoT’ edSlavov @appakov
avpav|TIeAdva @épe: oVviikog 8 adt@ Toddov|toppog eivaria T Elevoig dylaiaioty.

L114: Pind. OL 12. 14-5.: cuyyove map’ éotig|ak\erg Tipd kate@uiloponoe toddv:

L115: Pind. OL 12. 17-8.: vdv §”Ohvpnia otepavopévog|kat 8ig éx [THBwvog ToBuoi T, Epydteheg

L116: Pind. OL 13. 16-7.: 0&\\e1 8 &petaiov|odv te, Kaotalia.

L117: Pind. OL 13. 29-46.: §¢Eat ¢ ol ote@dvov éykopov teBudv, tov dyet nediwv ék Iicag,|(30) mevtdbiw
dpa otadiov vik@v Spdpov: dvtefolnoev|t@v avijp Bvatdg odnw Tig TpdTEPOV.|6V0 §” adTOV Epewav|mhdkol
oehivwv ¢v ToBddeoowv|pavévta: Néped 17 ovk avti&oel.|(35) matpog 8¢ Oeooalol en’ Algeod|petBpotaty
aiyha mod@v dvaxettay,|TTuBol T° Exel otadiov Tpdav Stavlov 8 dhiw ape’ £vi, unvog ¢ oi|twidtod kpavaaig
¢v’ ABavaiot tpia épya modapkng|dpepa Bfjke kKAAAOT™ dpi kOpas,|(40) EANdTa §” éntdkig: &v &~ dpgidlotot
[Totedavog tedpoiov|ITrolodwpw obv matpl pakpotepar| Tepyia 6° Eyovt’ Epitipw 1’ dowdai.|dooa T° &v
Aelgoiotv dploteboate|d¢ xopTols v Aéovtog, Snplopat oAéowv|(45) mept TARBeL KaAdV: G Pav cagEc|ovk
av eideinv Aéyewy movTidv Yyagwv dptOpov.

L118: Pind. OL 13. 43-44.: &v §" dueLédoiot [otedavog tebpoiowv|IItolodwpw obv natpl pakpdtepat| Tepyia

0’ éyovt Epttipw T dodal.|600ca T’ &v Aehoiowy dpioteboate|ndE xOpTolg év AéovTog, Snpiopat TOAEDLY.

L119: Pind. Ol 13. 96-113: ‘Moioaig yap dyhaoBpovorg ekwv[Ohyabidaioiv T° &Pav énikovpog.[lobuoi 14 T’
év Nepéa madpw Enel Onow gavép” d0pd’, dhadrig t¢ pot|E§oprog éméooetat é§nrovtakt 87 appotépwdev|(100)
adVyAwaooog Pod kapukog EoAod.|td 8 Olvumnia adtdv|Eokev fjdn napobe AehéxBau|td T° éoodpeva toT’
av @ainv oagég|vov &8 Elmopat pév, &v Bed ye pav|(105) téhog: i 6¢ Saipwv yevébBhiog Eprmol|’ TodT
"Evualio T’ ékdwoopev mpdooew. té 8 Ovn’ o@poi [Mapvaocoiq|éE: Apyel 8° Sooa kai v Onfaig, doa T°
Apxdoty dvdoowv|paptuprioet Avkaiov Bopog dval,|TIEAavd te kal Zikvwv kol Méyap® Alakidav T edepkiq
&\00g,|(110)& T EXevoig kai Amapd MapaBav,|tai 8 dn Aftvag dyihogov kaAimhovtol|noieg, & t° EbBora:
Kol doav kata[EANGS” ebprioels epeuvdv pdoov’ fj d¢ idéuev’).

L120: Pind. Pyth. 9. 89a-92.: (89a) Xapitwv kehadevvav| (90) pn e Ainot kaBapdv géyyoq. Alyiva te yop| eapi
Nioov T’ év Aogw Tpig 81 oA Tavd” evkheifar,| (92) oryaldv dpaxaviav Epyw Quymv.

L121: PL Leg. 12. 950 e.: ITuBd8e 1@ Amolwve kai eig Olvprmiav 1@ Au kal ei¢ Nepéav kai eig ToBpov xpr
TéUMELY KovwvodvTtag Buotdv Te kal dywvev TovTolg Toig Oeolg, méumety 8¢ eig Suvapy dtt mAeioTovg dua kal



APPENDIX 4: EPIGRAPHIC AND LITERARY TESTIMONIA « AURA SUPPLEMENT 12 - 167 -

KaANOTOVG Te Kai AploToug, olTveg DSOKIUOV TNV TTOALY £V lepais Te Kai eipnvikaig cuvovTialg Toloovat.

L122: PL Lysis 205c: & 6¢ 1) moALg 6An adet mept Anpokpdtovg kal Avotdog tod manmov tod madog Kai Taviwy
TéPL TOV TIPOYOVWY, TAOVTOVG Te Kal inmoTtpoiag kai vikag ITuBol kai ToBpol kai Nepéa tebpinmolg te kai
KéEANGOL, TabTa ToLel Te Kal Aéyel, TIpog 8& ToUTOLG £TL TOVTWV KPOVIKWTEPAL.

L123: Plut. Alc. 16. 5.: AplotopdvTtog 8¢ Nepéav ypayavtog év taig dykdhalg adTig kabrpevov AlkiPradny
gxovoav, £0e@VTo Kal CLVETPEXOV XAIPOVTEG.

L124: POxy. I1 222, Col. 1.13 (Christesen 2007, 382).:[@goyévn¢ 8] 'actog maykpdtiov.

L125: POxy. I1 222, Col. 1. 22 (Christesen 2007, 382).: ["Epy]otéAng Tuepaiog SOAxov.

L126: POxy. 11 222, Col. 1. 26 (Christesen 2007, 383) [Ka]AAiag ABnvaiog maykpdtiov.

L127: POxy. III 409. 102-106.: ...] “ Aotvdvaktog” 100 Milnoiov [‘Ac]tvav[akt]og moAlotl cpddpal t]@v
Kopwdoyp(dewv) pépvinvlt(ar). éyévet(o) yap maypkatiact(fg)| kpd[t(iotog))| T@]v xad adtov, fywlvi]
oato §(2) k(ai) moypit. Epatoabévng 8¢[v 1@ (105) . t@v Olvpmiovik(@v) mpobeig pig Olvpmi(ada) ¢(notiv) -
Alot]vava|o Miotog ¢ v epiodov dkovitel.

L128: POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4. 17-21.: [[vBaydp] Mdyvng &[mo Mai|dvdp] ov. a[td]Stov odto[g &xet OJAvpma
St [¢], I10. [B]t[a 8]i [¢] ‘Exer 8 [¢ kai] ['I[o. [Op]ia mevTaxig, Népea [ém]|taxig (2).

L129: POxy. XVII 2082, fg. 4. 16-20.: (14) [[vBaydp] Mdayvng &[mo Mat|avSp] ov.a[td]Stov odto[g Exet Ofvumia
8t [¢] , IT0[Bi[a S]ilg] &xer 8] kad]ll[o] ([Ou]ia mevTaxig, Népea [én]|takig (2).

L130: POxy. XVII 2082 fg. 4. 26-9.: Nikwv Bowwtiog maykpdtiov:| ootog &xet Ohdpmia dig, [TH0wa | Sig, Tobpa
Kol Népea TeTpakig

L131: Suda s.v. Thadkog (Adler I 280).: TAavkdg: Aevkog, kvudveogs. TAadkog 8¢ Gvopa kvptov, yévog Kapbotiog.
moKTNG, €' Kai k" OAvpmddt otepavwdeig kai IHBia Tpig, ToBuia dekdxig, yevvaiog SAw 1@ cwpartt.

L132: ‘Simonides’ (Page 1981, 250, no. 25).: Apyeiog Advdng otadiodpopog évBade kettay,|vikalg inmopotov
natpid’ emevkeioag, [Ohvpmia dig, &v 8¢ TIvB@vt Tpia,|d0w & &v’IoOu®, mevtekaidek” &v Nepéa:|tag 8 dAhag
vikag o0k evpapég éot’ dplBuijoat.

L133: Synkellos 331. 4.: Znopddnv: Actvdvaf MiAolog Taykpdtiov vikd 1o Tpitov. 0dtog 6¢ kai €5 avdpav
ottia katroe.

L134: Xen. Hell. 4. 7. 3.: 611 ob) OmdTe kabnKot 6 xpovog, AN omdTe euPdAlery péAdotev Aakedatpoviol.
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Herodoros, 117 Stomios, 108, 109
Hysmon, 109 Teisias, 55, 56

Kallias, 82, 83 Telemachos, 63

Kimon, 58 Theaios, 73, 74
Kleainetos, 113 Theandridai, 48
Kleandros, 69, 70, 71 Theogenes, 60, 61
Kreontidas, 37, 38 Timasarchos, 77, 78
Kres, 74, 75 Timodemidai, 33, 34
Kreugas, 101, 102, 103, 104 Timodemos, 47, 48
Krinoleos, 72, 73 Timokles, 41, 42
Lachon, 96, 97 Timonax, 118, 119
Lamprokles, 57, 58 Timosthenes, 44

Leon, 109 Timotheus, 122, 123
Liparion, 54, 55 Unknown, 29, 43, 44, 45, 55,98, 112, 114, 115
Lysis, 94, 95 Xenophon, 88, 103, 104
Megas, 45 K[---]Mn[---],114

Melesias, 58, 59, 60
Melissos, 75, 76, 77

Milon, 38, 39 1.2. Doubtful Nemeonikai
Nikagoras, 121, 122 Alkibiades, 131, 132
Nikandros, 122 Antias, 42, 74, 129, 131
Nikasylos, 100 Dioxippos, 134

Nikolaidas, 50, 51, 52, 53 Dromeus, 130

Nikon, 124 Eritimos, 135

Oligaithidai, 33 Lysixenos, 135

Perilaos, 29, 30, 31, 32 Narykidas, 132, 133
Phokion, 34 Plato, 133

Phylakidas, 71 Ptoiodoros, 127, 128, 129
Polykles / Polychalkos, 97 Terpsias, 127

Polyphantos, 73 Theaios, 129, 130

Prateas, 109, 110 Thessalos, 88, 127, 128, 129
Praxidamas, 37 Thrasyklos, 129, 130

Promachos, 100, 101
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1.3. Patronymics of Definite Prateas, 150
Nemeonikai Pronapides, 79, 80
Aischylos, 109, 110 Pythodoros, 95, 96
Aknonios, 61, 62, 63 Semon, 118
Alkenor, 29, 30, 31, 32 Sokleidas, 37, 38
Aristomenes, 96, 97 Sosistratos, 112
Aristophanes, 49, 50 Telesarchos, 69, 70, 71
Axileos, 57, 58 Thearion, 48, 49
Chilon, 115,116 Theon, 63, 64
Damagetos, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93 Thessalos, 88, 127, 128, 129
Dardanos, 118, 119 Thrasyklos, 129, 130
Demylos, 39, 40, 41 Thrasys, 107, 108
Diagoras, 98, 99 Timokritos, 77, 78
Didymios, 82, 83 Timonoos, 47, 48
Diotimos, 38, 39 Timoxenes, 60, 61
Dryon, 100, 101 Timoxenos, 54
Euphanes, 122, 123 Xenares, 120, 121
Hagesidamos, 81, 82 Mn[- - -], 114
Iphion, 44
<K>alaischros, 56, 57
Kalaischros, 56, 57 1.4. Patronymics of Doubtful
Kallaphanes, 117, 118 Nemeonikai
Kallimbrotos, 106, 107 Ariston, 133
Kampos, 58 Damagetos, 132, 133
Kleinos, 74, 75 Kleinias, 131, 132
Lampon, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 71 Terpsias (?), 135

Liparos, 54, 55
Lysianax, 116, 117

Lysis, 99 ) . .
1.5. Main Citizenship
Megas, 78, 79
Aetna, 81
Menes, 35 ..
Aigina, 37, 38, 44, 45, 48, 49, 50, 55, 63, 64, 69, 71, 77,
Naukydeus, 35 78. 79
Nedontios, 34 Anthedon, 124
Nikon, 121, 122 Argos, 30, 58, 72, 73, 109, 113, 129, 131
Oulias, 73, 74 Athens, 33, 47, 55, 56, 59, 83, 94, 98, 99, 104, 131, 133,
Pantheidas, 45, 46, 47 134
Pheidon, 35, 36 Athens (?), 80, 95, 112
Philanor, 85, 86, 87, 88 Caulonia, 106
Philon, 104, 105 Corinth, 33, 50, 88, 127, 135

Praseas, 72, 73 Croton, 38
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Elis, 35, 101, 107, 108, 109, 116, 122
Ephesus, 118
Epidamnus, 101
Himera, 85

Talysos (?), 88

Tulis (Keos), 34, 35, 45, 54, 57, 58, 72, 73, 96, 109
Karystos, 39

Kleonai, 36

Knossos, 85

Lepreon, 99

Lindos (?), 121, 122
Magnesia on the Maeander, 123
Mainalos (?), 93
Megara, 117

Messene, 111

Miletus, 119, 120
Mycenae (?), 41
Mpytilene, 117

Opous, 83

Patrai, 115

Pharsalos, 61, 63
Phigaleia, 132
Phleious, 54

Rhodes, city on, 98, 100
Rhodes, city on (?), 105
Sikyon, 29, 112

Sikyon (?), 42, 45
Sparta, 97

Stymphalos, 130
Syracuse, 106

Taras, 114

Tegea (?), 43

Thasos, 60

Thebes, 75, 124

Thebes (?), 110, 135
Thurii (?), 98

1.6. Secondary Citizenship(s)
Athens, 120

1.7. Inscription Find Spot

Argive Heraion, 41

Argos, 73,109, 113

Athens, 83

Athens (Acropolis), 79, 104, 112
Brezovo (Plovdiv, Bulgaria), 80
Delphi, 60, 61, 63, 95, 98, 112
Ephesus, 118

Epidaurus, 105

Tulis (Keos), 34, 35, 45, 54, 57, 58, 72, 73, 96, 109
Lamo di Pario, 114

Lindos, 121

Nemea, 29, 36, 45, 115

Olympia, 60, 85, 88, 114, 117, 132
Pharsalos, 61

Rhodes, 122

Salamis (Attica) (?), 56

Sikyon, 42

Tegea, 43

Thasos, 60

Thebes, 110, 124

Thebes or environs (?), 135

2. Disciplines

2.1. Gymnic Disciplines
boxing, 34, 35, 37, 39, 60, 90, 101, 116, 117
boxing (ageneioi), 45, 72, 73, 137

boxing (boys), 118

boxing (men) (?), 35, 89, 137

diaulos, 35,72, 114, 122

diaulos (boys) (?), 78, 137

diaulos (men or boys), 45, 137

dolichos, 61, 137, 146

dolichos (?), 85, 130

dolichos (boys), 123, 135, 137

dolichos (men), 137

gymnic discipline (?), 104, 114

heavy discipline or track discipline (?), 42
hippios, 55
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hippios (boys), 35, 137
hoplites, 35, 113, 137
hoplites (?), 114

pankration, 36,47, 54, 57, 58, 59, 62, 75, 76, 83, 95, 98,
105, 112, 124, 130, 134

pankration (), 48, 49, 60, 93, 119, 124
pankration (ageneioi), 137

pankration (ageneioi) (?), 45, 65
pankration (boys), 124, 137
pankration (boys) (?), 65, 68, 71
pankration (men), 99, 100, 121, 137
pankration (men) (?), 69, 110

pentathlon, 29, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 54, 58, 100, 101, 108,
109, 137

pentathlon (?), 88,111
pentathlon (boys), 53 48, 137

stadion, 22, 33,51, 52, 55, 72,79, 88,92, 101, 106, 113,
124, 127, 137

stadion (boys), 96, 111, 137

stadion and/or other track discipline, 123
track discipline, 72, 113, 122

track discipline (?), 42, 64, 106, 135
track discipline (boys?), 55

track or heavy discipline (?), 129, 131

wrestling, 30, 44, 54, 55, 63, 73, 74, 76, 83, 84, 95, 109,
110,113, 115, 116, 132, 137

wrestling (?), 48

wrestling (ageneioi), 45, 137
wrestling (boys), 46, 59, 64, 77, 137
wrestling (men), 38, 74, 137
wrestling (men) (?), 100, 107
wrestling (povvomdaAng), 63, 115

2.2. Equestrian Disciplines
equestrian discipline, 43, 75, 98, 131

harma pélikon, 122
harma teleion, 121, 122
keles, 43, 45, 137

keles teleios, 121, 122
synoris polike, 121, 137

synoris teleia, 122
tethrippon, 43,79, 94, 97, 137, 141, 151
tethrippon (?), 97, 99

2.3. Thymelic and Other
Disciplines

herald, 109

kitharodos (?), 80

trumpeter, 117

3. Contests
Aiakeia (Aigina), 145

Aleaia (Tegea), 51, 151
Alkathoia (Megara), 33, 69, 149
Amarysia (Amarynthos), 33, 147
Artemiria (Eretria), 147
Asklepieia (Epidaurus), 50, 51, 52, 69, 70, 98, 113
Basileia (Alexandria), 111
Basileia (Euboea), 147

Basileia (Lebadeia), 111

Basileia (Macedonia), 111

Diia (Pellene), 149

Geraistia (Euboea), 33, 147

Hecatomboia (Argos), 33, 42, 52, 53, 55, 61, 73, 74, 84,
89, 98, 103, 104, 109, 122, 143, 145, 146

Heraia (Aigina), 145

Heraia (Argos), 52, 84, 113, 146

Heraia (Argos) (3), 52

Heraia (Pellene), 149

Herakleia/ Iolaeia (Thebes), 55, 78, 89, 151
Herakleia (Marathon), 33, 81, 84, 148, 149
Herakleia (Thebes), 33, 55, 78, 84, 89, 151, 152
Hermaia (Pellene), 149

Hydrophoria (Aigina), 145

Iolaeia/Herakleia (Thebes), 55, 78, 89, 151

Isthmia, 20, 21, 33, 34, 37, 38, 39, 42, 43, 46, 47, 48, 51,
52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 64, 67,
68, 69, 70, 71, 73, 74, 76, 77, 79, 83, 86, 88, 89,
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91, 94, 95, 97, 98, 100, 101, 108, 109, 112, 113,
114, 116, 118, 120, 122, 123, 124, 128, 132,
133,135

Korasia (Kleitor), 42, 147

Lykaia (Arcadia), 33, 51, 52, 53, 74, 84, 89, 98, 110,
113,120, 121, 122, 129

Megala Amphiaraia (Amphiaraeion), 89, 117

Olympia, 20, 21, 22, 34, 38, 46, 47, 48, 53, 56, 61, 73,
77, 83, 84, 89, 92, 94, 95, 101, 109, 112, 118,
120, 121, 122, 124, 131, 133, 135, 146, 147,

Olympia (Alexandria), 117
Olympia (Athens), 34, 146, 147

Panathenaia (Athens), 34, 42, 51, 52, 53, 59, 73, 78,
79, 80, 83, 84, 91, 92, 98, 114, 122, 128, 132,
148, 149

Pythia (Delphi), 37, 38, 62, 63, 95, 98, 110, 112, 116,
127

Pythia (Megara), 33, 50, 149
Pythia (Sikyon), 33, 42, 43, 52, 74, 76, 150
Theoxenia (Pellene), 149, 150

Tlepolemeia (Rhodes, city on), 53, 73, 89, 90, 91, 92,
150

Unknown (Phleious), 51

4. Testimonia

4.1. Epigraphic Testimonia
Amandry 1980, pp. 217-19, 218, Fig. 6, 110
Amandry 1980, pp. 217-20, 11, 24
Amandry 1980, pp. 217-22, 109

ASAA 64/65 (1986/1987) [1991] 267-93, 275 no. 8
(E28), 25

Charneux 1957, p. 684, 1, 109

Charneux 1985, pp. 357-75, 1 (E1), 24, 103, 113
CIG1452,57

Ebert 1972 10, 41

Ebert 1972 2 (E2), 36

Ebert 1972 25 (E4), 24, 95

Ebert 1972 36 (E5), 132, 153

Ebert 1972 48 (E6), 24, 114

Ebert 1972 57 (E7), 135

Ebert 1972 8 (E3), 24, 43

ETO 207,19, 116

ETO 250. 38-42, 117

ETO 298,116

ETO 520. 22-3, 25-6,22, 116

E Delphes 111 4 460 2. 1-4 (E9), 62
E Delphes 111 4 460 3. 1-4 (E10), 62
E Delphes 111 4 460 3. 2-3 (E10), 62
E Delphes 111 4 460 7. 4, 62

E. Delphes 111 1 507, p. 332 (E8), 24, 112
E Delphes 111 4 202, 133

F. Delphes 111 4 460 3 (E10), 24

E Delphes 111 4. 460 3. 1-4 (E10), 63
E Delphes 111 4 460 2. 3 (E9), 62
FGrHist 239, F 22, 37-8, 19
Hansen 1983 379 (E2), 36

Hansen 1989 790 (E7), 135
Hansen 1989 811, 112

Hansen 1989 834, 25

I Delphinion 123. 322,22, 121

I. Ephesos 1415 (E11), 118

I. Ephesos 1416 (E12), 25

I. Ephesos 1416. 18-20 (E12), 118
I. Ephesos 1416. 19 (E12), 118

I. Ephesos 1416. 19-21 (E12), 118
I. Ephesos 1449. 1, 119

I. Ephesos 2005, 118, 119

I. Ephesos 2005. 1-2, 118

I Lindos 68 (E13), 25, 121, 122

I Lindos 68. 2-4 (E13), 122

I Lindos 68. 5 (E13), 122

I Lindos 8, 123

I Milet 1X 368 6, 146

I Tralleis und Nysa 166, 147

IAG 10, 146

IAG 12,42,52

IAG 15 (E15), 83

IAG 17, 149

IAG 21, 146

IAG 25,112
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IAG 36, 105, 124 IGIV?1 122 (xxix). 50-5, 22, 24, 105
IAG 40, 120 IGIV?1 629,151

IAG 42,110 IGIV?1629. 6, 149, 151

IAG 44, 146, 151 IGIV*175,

IAG 50, 150 IGIV?102 face Col. 2A., 103

IAG 53, 149, 151 IGIV?102 face Col. 2A. 203, 103
IAG 56.7, 35 IGIV?102 face Col. 2A. 217, 103
IAG 59, 146 IGIV?1 122 (vii). 56-7, 105

IAG 7, 41, 145, 154 IG1X 2 249.4-7 (E24), 62

IAG 90, 146 IGV 1659, 149

IG 1° 988, 29 IGV 2142, 146

IG1*>608 + 714, 83 IGV 2142.19,22,151

IGT* 1022 (E16), 56, 57 IGV 2142.6,32,151

IG1°1473 (E26), 83 IGV 2419.7,132

IGI? 3,148 IGV 2549, 120, 121, 154

IG1°826 (E14), 83 IGV 2549 Col. 3. 7-13 (E20), 120, 122
IGT*893 (E15), 24, 83 IG 'V 2 549.20-21 (E20), 120

IGT? 988, 29 IGV 2550, 120, 121, 122, 155
IGII? 4360-4361, 95 IGV 2550 Col. 3.13,120
IG1I?16, 121 IGV 2 550. 14-29 (E21), 120
IG1I? 2022, 24 IGV 2.550 Col. 3. 7-13 (E21), 120
IGII? 2311, fg, b, Col. 1. 26-7, 41-2), 52 IG VII 1. 14-5, 149

IG1I? 3122, 24, 104, 105 IG VII 106. 4-5, 149

IG11?3123 (E17), 24,79 IGVII 1888,D.1. 10, 57

IG1I?3128 (E18), 24, 112 IG VII 2470, 105, 124, 155

IG 11?7045, 95 IG VII 2470 (E22), 24, 124

IGIV 2.30-32, 145 IG VII 2588, 135

IGIV 428,120 IGVII 414, 116

IGIV 428 Col. 1. 2-11, 120 IG VII 414. 22-3, 25-6, 116

IGIV 492, 42,131 IG VII 4247 (E23), 110

IGIV 510 (E19), 24, 41, 42, 52, 147, 149 IG VII 4253, 116

IGIV 519, 145 IG VII 4253.11-4, 116

IGIV 561, 146 IGVII 47, 148

IGIV 583,110 IG VII 48, 149

IGIV 673.5, 149 IGXII1767,123

IGIV 801, 151, 152 IG XII 5 608 (E25), 34, 45, 46,47, 54, 57,73
IGIV?1102 Col. 2A. 114-5, 103 IGXII 5608.11 (E25), 58

IGIV?1 121 (iii). 22-3, 105 IG XII 5 608. 14 (E25), 73
IGIV?1121-2, 105 IG XII 5 608. 15 (E25), 45, 46

IGIV?1 122 (i). 2-3, 105 IG XII 5 608. 16 (E25), 109
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IG XII 5 608. 18 (E25), 25, 34

IG XII 5 608. 19 (E25), 35

IG XII 5 608. 20 (E25), 35

IG XII 5 608. 21 (E25), 72

IG XII 5 608. 22 (E25), 54, 57

IG XII 5 608. 23 (E25), 57

IG XII 5 608. 24 (E25), 57, 58

IG XII 5 608. 25 (E25), 72,73

IG XII 5 608. 26 (E25), 45, 46

IG XII 5 608. 27-8 (E25), 96
IGXII 5 608. 4 (E25), 54

IGXII 5 608. 4, 5, 8 (E25), 54
IGXII 5 608. 8 (E25), 54

IG X119 189, 147
IGXII9193.6, 147

IGXII 9272, 147

IGURT 240, 94

WO 146 (E26), 83

IvO 153, 61, 156

O 153 (E27), 61

IvO 161, 132

IvO 161. 3,133

IvO 161.5, 133

IO 173, 25,117,118

IvO 635. 4,133

Katsagani 2015, E25 (E19), 41
LSAG?, 405, 13 a, b, (E30), 42
McCabe Tralles 119, 147, 148
Nemea Archaeological Museum BR 1098, 24, 43, 45
Nemea Archaeological Museum I 15 a—c, 24, 115
Nemea Archaeological Museum I 4 (E2), 36
Neue IvO 25 (E6), 114

OGIS 2 no. 458, 92

Raubitschek, Dedications 164, 83
SEG1 126,116

SEG 11 257,42, 156

SEG 11 257 (E30), 24, 42

SEG 14 315, 41

SEG 17 15, 109

SEG 17 150, 113

SEG 21 335, 121

SEG 29 414 (E31), 85, 86
SEG 479 (E29), 114

SEG 41 651, 123

Syll* 36 A (E32), 25, 52, 60, 61, 94, 146, 156
Syll* 36 A. 1 (E32), 60
Syll* 36 A. 78 (E32), 94
Syll* 36 A. 11-12 (E32), 61
Syll* 82 (E33), 52, 98

Syll* 103, 98

Syll.* 160, 60

Syll* 676, 35

Syll* 1067. 8, 150

4.2. Literary Testimonia
Ael. VH4.9,133

Ael. VH 10. 22, 134

Ael. VH 12. 58, 134
Aeschin. 3. 189, 39
Aeschin. 3. 88, 147
[Andoc.] 4. 25, 131
[Andoc.] 4. 3,83

Anth. Pal. 13. 5 (L5), 74, 75
Anth. Pal. 13. 14,72

Anth. Pal. 13. 15, 106, 157
Anth. Pal. 13. 19, 51, 149
Anth. Pal. 13.19 (L3), 51, 53, 151
Antiphon, fg. 17, 57

Apul. De dog. Plat. 1.2, 133
Ar. Nub. 15, 43

Ar. Vesp. 1191, 93

Ar. Vesp. 1192, 94

Ar. Vesp. 1382, 93

Ar. Vesp., 2. 1191b, 93
[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 18.1, 139
[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 54. 7, 148
Ath. 135d, 121

Ath. 3e, 131

Ath. 413a (L7), 119
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Ath. 414f-415a (L6), 117
Ath. 534d-e, 131

Ath. 576e, 120

Ath. 578f, 121

Bacchyl. 1. 147-8 (L8), 46
Bacchyl. 1. 155-7, 46
Bacchyl. 1. 155-8, 45
Bacchyl. 1. 156-8 (156) (L9), 46
Bacchyl. 1. 158, 46

Bacchyl. 2. 2, 4, 46

Bacchyl. 2. 6-8, 45

Bacchyl. 2. 6-9, 46

Bacchyl. 2. 7-10, 56
Bacchyl. 6, 96, 97, 141
Bacchyl. 6. 14-6, 96
Bacchyl. 6. 5, 54

Bacchyl. 7, 96

Bacchyl. 7. 10-11, 96
Bacchyl. 8. 12, 54

Bacchyl. 8. 17-8, 54, 157
Bacchyl. 8. 17-8 (L10), 54, 96
Bacchyl. 8.9, 54

Bacchyl. 9. 21-38, 54
Bacchyl. 9. 79-82, 102-4, 54
Bacchyl. 10. 9-14 (L12), 55
Bacchyl. 10. 19-20 (L12), 55
Bacchyl. 10. 25-6 (L12), 55
Bachyl. 10. 26-7 (L12), 55
Bacchyl. 10. 29-30 (L12), 55
Bacchyl. 10. 30-5, 55
Bacchyl. 10. 33, 149
Bacchyl. 10. 34-45, 145
Bacchyl. 12. 8, 55

Bacchyl. 12. 35-40 (L13), 56
Bacchyl. 13. 198-207, 65
Bacchyl. 13. 67-76, 65

Curt. 9.7.16-26, 134

Dio Chrys. Or. 55.1, 132
Diod. Sic. 11. 48. 8, 139
Diod. Sic. 11. 53. 1-5, 85

Diod. Sic. 11. 65. 2, 42
Diod. Sic. 11. 67-8, 81
Diod. Sic. 11. 68. 1-7, 85
Diod. Sic. 12. 9, 39
Diod. Sic. 13. 38. 6,99
Diod. Sic. 13. 74. 3, 131
Diod. Sic. 14. 10, 106
Diod. Sic. 14. 54. 1, 101
Diod. Sic. 15. 14, 106
Diod. Sic. 17. 100. 2, 134

Diod. Sic. 17.100. 2-8, 134

Diog. Laert. 2. 132, 147
Diog. Laert. 3. 2, 103
Diog. Laert. 3. 4,133
Diog. Laert. 6. 43, 134
Diog. Laert. 6. 61, 134

Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1. 22. 3,19

Drachmann 1903, 128. 3-

143

4, X. Pind. Ol 4. (BDEQ),

Drachmann 1903, 2. 16-9 (Vita Ambrosiana), 142
Drachmann 1903, 3. 11-4 (Vita Ambrosiana), 143
Drachmann 1903, 4. 15-7 (Vita Thomana), 143
Drachmann 1903, 5. 5-6 (Vita Thomana), 142
Drachmann 1903, 7. 11 (Vita Thomana), 143
Drachmann 1903, 7. 11-4 (Vita Thomana), 143
Drachmann 1903, 9. 21 (Vita Metrica), 143
Drachmann 1903, 38, X. Pind. OI. 2. 38, 139

Drachmann 1903, 195, X.
Drachmann 1903, 209, .
Drachmann 1903, 209, >.
Drachmann 1903, 229, >.
Drachmann 1903, 230, X.
Drachmann 1903, 231, 2.
Drachmann 1903, 232, >.
Drachmann 1903, 232, X.
Drachmann 1903, 232, X.
Drachmann 1903, 235, 2.
Drachmann 1903, 235, 2.
Drachmann 1903, 236, 2.

Pind. OL. 7. superscription
Pind. Ol 7. 36¢. 17-18, 90
Pind. OL7. 36¢. 13-8, 150
Pind. Ol 7. 147¢, 90, 92
Pind. Ol 7. 152a, d, e, 145
Pind. Ol 7. 1534, 152
Pind. OL 7. 153e, 151
Pind. OL 7. 156¢, 150
Pind OL 7. 156¢. 300, 149
Pind. Ol 7.172¢, 93

Pind. OL 7. 172b, 92
Pind. Ol 8.1-7, 44

Drachmann 1903, 237, Pind. OL 8. inscr. a. (BCDEQ).

4-6, 64
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Drachmann 1903, 237, Pind. OL 8. inscr. a. (BCDEQ).
8-9, 64

Drachmann 1903, 237, 2. Pind. OL 8. inscr. a. 4-6,
44,59

Drachmann 1903, 237, X. Pind. Ol 8. inscr. a. 6-9, 44
Drachmann 1903, 241, X. Pind. Ol. 8.16, 44
Drachmann 1903, 241, X. Pind. OL. 8.19b, 44
Drachmann 1903, 262, 2. Pind. OL 8, 106a, 44
Drachmann 1903, 262, . Pind. Ol. 8, 106d, 44
Drachmann 1903, 263, X. Pind. OL. 8, 106f, 44
Drachmann 1903, 262, . Pind. Ol. 8, 106h, 44
Drachmann 1903, 263, X. Pind. OL. 8, 106k, 44
Drachmann 1903, 299, X. Pind. OL 9. 137a, 148
Drachmann 1903, 300-1, X. Pind. Ol 9. 146a, 150
Drachmann 1903, 300, 2. Pind. OL 9. 146¢, 149
Drachmann 1903, 300, X. Pind. OL 9. 146g, 149
Drachmann 1903, 301, Z. Pind. Ol. 9. 148b, 151

Drachmann 1903, 348-350, X. Pind. Ol 12. inscr. a-b,
85

Drachmann 1903, 357, X. Pind. Ol 13. 1a, 88, 128

Drachmann 1903, 369, X. Pind. OL 13. 58 a, b
(L24),128

Drachmann 1903, 369, X. Pind. Ol. 13. 58 b, 128
Drachmann 1903, 369, X. Pind. Ol. 13. 58¢ (L25), 128
Drachmann 1903, 383, X. Pind. Ol. 13. 137, 33
Drachmann 1903, 386, . Pind. Ol. 13. 156a, 33
Drachmann 1903, 387, X. Pind. OL 13. 159b, 147
Drachmann 1903, 386, . Pind. Ol. 13. 155, 33
Drachmann 1903, 386, Z. Pind. OI. 13. 158a (L23), 33

Drachmann 1910, 5, X. Pind. Pyth. superscription.
13-15, 82

Drachmann 1910, 20, X. Pind. Pyth. 1. 118b, 81
Drachmann 1910, 206, X. Pind. Pyth. 8. inscr., 142
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Athena,103, 104, 145 ‘Chronographic Selection’), 19, 141
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Anagrafé Pythionikon (Avaypaern ITuBiovikdv, Hieron (tyrant of Syracuse), 40, 41, 81, 82, 85

‘Register of Pythian Victors), 63, 85 himantes leptoi (ipdvteg Aemtoi, thin leather strips
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wound round fist for boxing), 102, 161

himantes malakoteror (ipavteq palakwtepol, soft
leather strips wound round fist for boxing),102

himantes meilichai (ipdvteg pethixat, soft leather strips
wound round fists for boxing), 102

himantes oxeis (ipudvteg 0&eig, sharp-edged leather
strips wound round hand for boxing), 101

Himera, battle of, 47, 85
Hipposthenes, 18
Iamidai, 116
Iphitus, 21
Isthmus of Corinth, sanctuary at,
apparent lack of victory inscriptions at, 22
early athletic architecture at, 20
as original site of Anth. Pal. 13. 19 (?), 53
Kleonai, role of in adminstration of Nemea, 103-4
Lamian War, 116
Leuktra, battle of, 93, 108, 111
Lindos, 89, 105, 121, 122, 150
Lysippus, 104, 116, 122
Marathon, battle of, 148
Marmor Parium, 19, 20, 21, 139
Menander, 119, 120
Mnasitimos (sculptor), 123
Mycenae, 41, 42, 52, 131, 146, 149
Nemea, games at,
administration of, 103
foundation dates in Eusebius / Jerome of, 18, 19,
20, 21
mythical foundation date of, 18, 19, 20, 21, 34
site of in 4th century and after, 102, 103
Nemea (daughter of Asopus), 20
Olympia, 18, 22, 33, 35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 47, 52, 59,
60, 61, 62, 64, 72, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 88, 93, 96,
97, 98, 100, 101, 103, 106, 107, 108, 109, 111,
112,114,116,117,119, 120, 121, 122,123, 127,
128, 130, 131, 132, 133

Opheltes, 18, 19, 20

Opous, 83, 146, 149, 151, 152
Oropos, 89, 116, 117

Othryadas (opponent of Perilaos), 30, 31, 32
Panodoros, 19

Patrokles (sculptor), 133
Pausanias, 19, 69

Phanodemos (Attidographer), 116
Pharsalos, 61, 62, 63

Pheidon (tyrant of Argos), 36,
Phleious, 51, 54, 104

Phradmon (sculptor), 96

Plataea, battle of, 21, 69, 71, 77
Polygnotus, 132

Poulydamas, 101

Pythagoras (sculptor(s)), 130

Rhodes, 53, 61, 89, 91, 92, 93, 99, 100, 105, 122, 146,
149, 150, 151, 152

Rhodes, city on, 98, 100
Salamis, 57

battle of, 21, 47, 65, 67, 71, 78,
Salamis (Cyprus), 77, 78, 110
Satyros (sculptor),

Sikyon, 29, 33, 36, 42, 43, 45, 52, 55, 74, 76, 108, 109,,
112,120, 150

Silanion (sculptor), 117

Simonides, 17, 18, 21, 31, 38, 39, 40, 41, 49, 53, 72,
103, 107, 128, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143

sphairai (o@aipai, leather strips wound round balled
fist for boxing), 102

Tegea, 42, 43, 52, 74, 105, 129, 146,151
Teisikrates (sculptor), 125

Thasos, 25, 60, 61, 115

Theron (tyrant of Acragas), 85, 139
Thurii, 98, 99

Thyreatis, battle of, 30, 31, 32

Tiryns, 42, 73, 146
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