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ABSTRACT

Three aspects pertaining to the Greek colonization of Samothrace are ad-
dressed: the origin of the colonists, the foundation date, and relations be-
tween Greeks and non-Greeks. Relevant literary sources and other indica-
tions make it clear that the Greek colonists came from Samos; the current
theory that they were Aeolians should be abandoned. No foundation date is
preserved in the ancient sources, but archaeological remains, especially from
cemeteries on the island, point strongly to the first half of the 6th century B.c.
Evidence for a Greek takeover of a non-Greek cult, and, especially, for the
use of a non-Greek language as well as Greek, makes the coexistence of Greeks
and non-Greeks a plausible hypothesis.

Although there are many Greek colonies of the Archaic period about which
we know very little, we usually know the city or cities from which the
colonists came, and in many cases the date of foundation. In the case of
Samothrace,' the prestige of the Sanctuary of the Great Gods has ensured
that there are many references to Samothrace in ancient literature. Lewis
found 241 items for his collection of the literary sources in Samothrace 1,
and Burkert found two others that had been missed by Lewis.? Yet, in
spite of this abundance of literary references, the origin of the colonists
and date of the foundation are matters of dispute or, as Lazaridis put it,
obscure.’ Cole considered these issues an open question.* It is my aim in
this article to discuss, first, these two basic questions, and then to consider
the relations between the colonists and the non-Greek inhabitants, which
are at Samothrace both interesting and potentially significant.
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THE ORIGIN OF THE COLONISTS
TaHe LiTErarYy EVIDENCE

Most of our information about Samothrace from the literary sources con-
cerns myth, so there are few passages that are valuable for the history of
the Greek colonization.® Of these the earliest is a fragment of Antiphon’s
speech On the Tribute of the Samothracians, which states that the colonists
came from Samos, whence they were expelled by tyrants. The full passage
(Minor Attic Orators 1, Loeb, fr. A.2; Lewis 40 [as throughout, numbers
refer to Lewis’s passages in Samothrace 1)) is as follows:

%ol Yoo ol Ty &y oixicavteg Roov Taytol, € Oy Huelg
gyevopela. xatpxicdnoay 3¢ avdyxy, odx émbuuio e ymoov.
gEETeo0Y YaP OTTO TVPAVVLY €X AP0V xol TUYM EXENOAVTO TadTY’
Aefoy AaBdvteg &mod the Opdiumg apLrvodvtan lg ™V vioov.t

For those who originally settled the island were Samians, and from
them we are descended. They were settled by necessity, not by desire
of the island; for they were expelled from Samos by tyrants and
experienced this misfortune; having taken booty from Thrace they
arrived at the island. (Lewis, trans., adapted)

This is a clear statement of origin. While Athenian orators freely per-
verted historical truth if it suited their advocacy, they could not make false
statements about well-known facts in speeches designed to be heard by a
large audience,’ if they were not to lose all credibility. In this case, it is hard
to doubt Antiphon’s information about the origin of the colonists.

Antiphon’s statements are, moreover, supported by the Aristotelian
politeia of the Samothracians, which we know from Herakleides’ epitome
(FGrHist 548 F5b; Lewis 41) and, less fully, from the scholion to Apollonius
Rhodius, 916918 (FGrHist 546 F1b; Lewis 37). The passage of Hera-
kleides states:

N SopoBpdxm to pév EE dpxig éxoleito Asuxavia, diix TO Asuxy
elvaw’ Batepov ¢, Opaxdy xataoydviny, Opaxion. To0TwY 8¢
EXMTTOVTWY, DOTEQPOY ETEOLY ETTTAXOOLOLS ZAMULOL XUTWXLOAY XDTHY
Exmeolbvteg TG oixelag, xol Zapobpdxny éxdicoay.

Samothrace was originally called Leukania, because of being white,
but later, when Thracians occupied it, Thrakia. When these had left
it, seven hundred years later Samians settled it, when they had been
expelled from their own country, and called it Samothrace.

While Ps.Scymnus does not explicitly state that the Samians had been
expelled from their homeland, his account of the historical colonization
agrees with Antiphon and the Aristotelian po/iteia on the Samian origin of
the colonists (679-680, 690—695; Lewis 58):

5.The relevant passages are given
in FGrHist 548 (Anhang), with
characteristically acute and learned
comments by Jacoby in IIIb (Text),
pp- 470-475 (Noten), pp. 279-281.
There is an extended discussion of
these passages in Prinz 1978, pp. 187-
205. Although mainly interested in
mythology, Prinz also treats the origin
of the colonists at length.

6.1 provide here the text of Jacoby,
FGrHist 548 F5a, who regards the
transmitted text as sound, but breaking
off too soon; see ITIb (Text), p. 475,
Kommentar to F5a. It is understandable,
however, that editors have suspected a
lacuna after taty, or added xod before
Aeiaw, because of the asyndeton. While
Jacoby is right to take toyn Tad as
referring back to &véyxn xTA., he does
not consider the problem of the asyn-
deton. A certain conclusion on the
matter seems unattainable.

7. See Meiggs 1972, pp. 240-241,
Rhodes 1972, pp. 90-91; Harris 2000,
p- 496.
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mépay Zapobpdxn 8 ot vijoog Tpwixy),
&yovoo TV olxNoLY AvopeplYRévny:

ToLG 8¢ Tapobpaxag, Todog dvtog 6 Yével
a7T0 TOD TETTOL 3¢ PPPAKAG ETUXANOVUEVOVG,
O e0oEPetov EYxaTOpEIVOL TG TOTW.

v ottodeiq TV Sapiny & adtolg ToTe
ETULPHETAVTOV, TMVXADT €X THG ZAPov
emdeEdpevol Tvag ouvoixoug Eoxooay.

Opposite is Samothrace, a Trojan island, which has mixed inhabi-
tants. . . . But the Samothracians, being Trojan by race, but called
Thracians from the geographical position, stayed in the place be-
cause of piety. But when in a famine once, the Samians supplied
them, at that time they received some from Samos and had them
as fellow-inhabitants.

The Samian origin of the Greek colonists is also found in I/iad scholia,
most notably Eustathius’s commentary on 24.78 (Lewis 51), where he
writes:

Sapobpdxny . . . ) Asuxwvia, paot, Tpdtepov éxaieito, elta Hd
Sapiwy oixtobeion, OV T& oxdEn odTG0L aiypdAwtor Opfiooon
xaTExavoay, Zopobpdxn dvdépaotol.

Samothrace . . . which, they say, was formerly called Leukonia, and
then, having been settled by Samians, whose boats captive Thracian
women burnt there, it was named Samothrace.?

There is general support for the Samian origin of the colonists of
Samothrace in Herodotos’s account of an incident in the Battle of Salamis
(8.90.1-3; Lewis 97, but breaking off too soon):

"Evéveto 3¢ xal t60e &v 16 60p0Bw ToDTY. TGOV Ttveg PoLvixwy, TRV
ol véeg dlepbapato, ENGVTeg Topd Baotiéa StéBaAroy Todg
"Twvag, ®g 8 Exelvoug amoloioto ol véeg, (g TEOSGVTWY.
ouvAveLxe GV 0UTw Hote Thvwy Te Tobg aTPATYODS i dmoréadal
Dowixwy te Todg dtafdMovtog AaBely ToLdvde tabdv. EtL TodTwy
TawTo AeYOvTwy EvéEBaie wi TATTixd] Tapobpnixin vnde. § te 8
Aty xatedVeto xol Emipepopévn Alyvain wdc xatéduoe TV
Zoapobpnixwy ™V véa. Gte 8¢ E6vteg dxovtiotal ol Topobprixeg
ToLG ETPBATOG ATTO THS *ATASVGAGYG VEOS BdAhovTeg AmipaEay
xol ETEPNaGy te xol Eoxov adTv. Tadta yevdpevo Todg “Twvog
gppboato’ wg yop eldé opeog EEpEng Epyov péya Epyaoapévouc,
8. The same information is found in €tpdimeTo TPOG ToLG Polvixag olo HTTEPAVTEGUEVSG TE XOU TTAVTOG
the Scholia Townleiana on the same QUTLOUEVOG, XL GPEWY EXEAEVOE TAG XEQPAALG ATTOTOPELY Tvar Ui
passage from Homer; see Lewis 45. adTOL x0rxol YEVOUEVOL TOUG &pelvovag dtaBdAwat.
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It happened also amid this disorder that certain Phoenicians whose
ships had been destroyed came to the king and accused the Ionians
of treason, saying that it was by their doing that the ships had been
lost; the end of which matter was, that the Ionian captains were not
put to death, and those Phoenicians who accused them were re-
warded as I will show. While they yet spoke as aforesaid, a Samo-
thracian ship charged an Attic; and while the Attic ship was sinking,
a ship of Aegina bore down and sank the Samothracian; but the
Samothracians, being javelin throwers, swept the fighting men with
a shower of javelins off from the ship that had sunk theirs, and
boarded and seized her themselves. Thereby the Ionians were saved;
for when Xerxes saw this great feat of their arms, he turned on the
Phoenicians (being moved to blame all in the bitterness of his heart)
and commanded that their heads be cut off, that so they might not
accuse better men, being themselves cowards. (A. D. Godley, trans.,
Loeb)

From this it is clear that for Herodotos the Samothracians were Ionians.
And Herodotos had himself been to Samothrace, as the passage 2.51.2—4
(Lewis 140) shows:

botig 3¢ ta KaPeipwy dpyta pepdntat, To Zopobpnixeg
gmreAéouat Toparafdvreg topd [ledaoy®dv, 0btog dWp olde

70 AMéYw' TV Y& Zopobpnxiny oixeov mtpdtepov Iledaoyol obTot
of wep "AOnvaiotat advoixot €Yévovto, xal TaPX TOOTWY
Topobpfneg T BpyLa TopaiapBdvouot. 6pBd v Exey T
aidoia téydAparta tod Eppéw "Abnvaiot mpdtot EAMvwy
pabévteg Topd Ilehaoydy Emotioavto” ot 8¢ Ilehaoyol ipdv Tiva
AGyov Tepl oo EAcEay, Ta €v Tolot €V Zapobpnixn puomplotot
dedNAwTou.

Anyone who has been initiated into the secret rites of the Cabiri,
which the Samothracians derived from the Pelasgians and now
practice, knows what I mean. Samothrace was formerly inhabited by
those Pelasgians who used to dwell among the Athenians, and it is
from them that the Samothracians derive their secret rites. Thus the
Athenians, who learned it from the Pelasgians, were the first of the
Greeks to make ithyphallic statues of Hermes. The Pelasgians told a
kind of sacred story about this, and it is disclosed in the mysteries at
Samothrace. (Lewis, trans.)

Since Herodotos here shows knowledge of secret information known
only to initiates, information which, significantly, he is careful not to di-
vulge, it is correct to conclude that he was himself initiated into the Samo-
thracian Mysteries,’ and, therefore, that he had visited Samothrace. Jacoby
poses an interesting question, when he wonders if Herodotos’s initiation
into the Samothracian Mysteries had anything to do with Herodotos’s
stay on Samos and the relations between Samos and Samothrace,' but it
is, unfortunately, a question to which no certain answer can be given.

9. See RE Suppl. II, col. 259, s.v.
Herodotos (F. Jacoby). It is strange that
Lateiner (1989, p. 65) doubted this.

10. FGrHist I1Ib (Text), p. 467.
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The only serious doubt about a Samian origin in our literary sources
seems to be a passage in Strabo (10.2.17 [C 457]; Lewis 42):

xaAel 8’ 6 oG Tapov xal Ty Opaxiay, 1} vOv Zapobpdxny
xohodpev. ™y & Tovixiy olde pév, og eixdg xod Yo ™y Twvixiy
amotxioy eidéval palvetor 00x &v AvTdtéoTetie 3¢ Thy opovopiay,
TPl ™G oo Bpdxng Aéywy, ToTE PV T) Emibéty"

0OYPOoD T AXPOTATNG ®0PLETG T oL ANEToTG,

Opnixing
T07TE d¢ T} ovluYlg TAOY TANGIlOY VWY

éc Zapov & T "TuPpov xol Afjuvoy dutydardeooov
X0l TTOALY”

ueaonylg te Lapoto xot “Ipuppouv mautaroéoong.
$det pév 0dV, 00X MVipoxe & adTHY' 00’ ExaAelTo TG AOTH
OVOROTL TPGTEPOY, BAAX MeAdupuArog, el "Avbepic, elta
Mopbevia &md 10D Totapod tod Iapbeviov, 6g " IuBpacog
petwvoudoty. énel odv xotd t& Tpwixd Tdpog wév xod 7
Kepalmvia éxoreito xod i) Zapobpdxn (0d y&p &v Exdfn
elofyeto Aéyovoa, &1t ToLg Ttaldog adtg Tépvaoy, 6v xe Adpot,
g¢ Tapov & T "TuPpov), Toviy & 00x ATxtotd Ttw, iAoy & d1t
ATTO TOV TPOTEPWVY TVOG TV Opwvopioy Eoyev €€ GV xdxeivo
onAov, 6Tt Topd TV dpyalay iotoploy 8 Aéyovoty ol @foavTeg,
peta ™y Toviny drowiay xol ™y Tepfpiwvog Tapovaoiay
amoixovg éNDeilv éx Ldpov xal dvopdoot Zapov v Zop.obpdxny,
¢ ol Zaptot TodT EmAdoavto d6ENg xdptv. mbavwtepot & ioly ol
a0 ToD odpovg xahelabor o Bihn eHRoavteg edpRoban TodTO
ToUvoua TNV Viigoy" évteDdley yap

g@aiveto Ttaoa pey “18m,

paiveto 3¢ Ilptapoto oA xal vieg Ayoudv.
Tvég 8¢ Tapov xahelobou paoty &d Taiwy, THY 0ixobvTwy
Bpax®v TPGTEPOY, Ot Xl TNV HTTeLpov Eayov Ty TPOooEYH XTA.

The poet also uses the name “Samos” for the Thracian island, which
we now call Samothrace. And it is reasonable to suppose that he
knows the Ionian Samos, for he also appears to know of the Ionian
migration; otherwise he would not have differentiated between the
places of the same name when referring to Samothrace, which he
designates at one time by the epithet “high on the topmost summit
of woody Samos, the Thracian,” and at another time by connecting
it with the islands near it, “unto Samos and Imbros and inhospitable
Lemnos.” And again, “between Samos and rugged Imbros.”

He therefore knew the Ionian island, although he did not name it;
in fact it was not called by the same name in earlier times, but
Melamphylus, then Anthemis, then Parthenia, from the River
Parthenius, the name of which was changed to Imbrasus. Since,
then, both Cephallenia and Samothrace were called Samos at the
time of the Trojan War (for otherwise Hecabe would not have been
introduced as saying that he was for selling her children whom he
might take captive “unto Samos and unto Imbros”), and since the
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Ionian Samos had not yet been colonised, it clearly got its name
from one of the islands which earlier bore the same name. Whence
that other fact is also clear, that those writers contradict ancient
history who say that colonists came from Samos after the Ionian
migration and the arrival of Tembrion, and named Samothrace
Samos, since this story was fabricated by the Samians to enhance
the glory of their island. Those writers are more plausible who say
that the island came upon this name from the fact that lofty places
are called “samoi,” “for thence all Ida was plain to see, and plain to
see were the city of Priam and the ships of the Achaeans.” But some
say that the island was called Samos after the Saii, the Thracians
who inhabited it in earlier times, who also held the adjacent main-
land, etc. (H. L. Jones, trans., Loeb, corrected)

The above passage constitutes the end of a long discussion of the name
Samos, which is included in Strabo’s treatment of the Ionian islands. The
topic begins with Kephallenia at 10.2.10. Strabo was using two authorities
here, Demetrios of Skepsis and Apollodoros, and Schwartz thought that
we have Demetrios’s account combined with excerpts from Apollodoros.!!
The two authorities are named in 10.2.16, where they disagreed. Schwartz
thus attributed large sections to Demetrios,' but not 10.2.17, which he
gave to Apollodoros.

Jacoby also attributed that chapter to Apollodoros, and printed it, in
his smallest type, as FGrHist 244 F178b. Arguments in favor of the attri-
bution are that Apollodoros is the last authority named in Strabo (10.2.16),
and Apollodoros’s discussion about Homer’s ways of distinguishing hom-
onymous places cited the example of Samothrace (Strab. 8.3.6; Lewis 84;
FGrHist 244 F181), as in 10.2.17. But there is a serious obstacle to attrib-
uting 10.2.17 to Apollodoros. We know from the scholiast to I/iad 13.12
(Lewis 46; FGrHist 244 F178a) that Apollodoros stated that Samo-
thrace was colonized from Samos 209 years after the Trojan War, whereas
in 10.2.17 colonization from Samos is expressly stated to be unhistor-
ical and invented by the Samians to gain glory. Jacoby’s explanation of this
contradiction, that the scholiast was mistaken and did not realize that
Apollodoros rejected the Samian colonization, is complicated and uncon-
vincing.'*

A detailed comparison strengthens the case against Jacoby’s attribu-
tion. There were apparently two different accounts of the mythical coloni-
zation of Samothrace by Samians. In one, attributed to Apollodoros, as we
have seen, the colonization is dated 209 years after the Trojan War, i.e.,
976/5. The motive given is an oracle from Delphi. In the other, the coloni-
zation is the result of a successful Ephesian attack on the Samians, some of
whom fled to Samothrace (Paus. 7.4.2-3; Lewis 43). Not only is the mo-
tivation different, but also the date. The leader of the Ephesian attack on
Samos was Androkles, the founder of Ephesos, which implies a close con-
nection to the Ionian migration, the accepted date of which was 1044/3.15
Strabo’s words in 10.2.17, peté thy Twvixyy &rowioy xoi ™y Tepfpiwvog
mapovoiav, may be taken to show that it is the second story that is re-
ferred to here, because Tembrion was a founder of Ionian Samos (Strab.

11. RE 1V, 1901, col. 2809, s.v.
Demetrios (78) (E. Schwartz) =
Schwartz 1957, p. 108.

12. 10.2.8-10 to #v npdrepoy Tauov
éxdeoey, at which point Strabo turns
to Apollodoros, who is named; 10.2.13
to Mpwwnooc xai Kpdviot, where Strabo
turns to his own times; 10.2.14; 10.2.16
to au@idvpot, where Strabo turns from
Demetrios to Apollodoros.

13. RE1, 1894, col. 2869, s.v.
Apollodores (61) (E. Schwartz) =
Schwartz 1957, p. 272. Prinz (1978,

p- 203), oddly; cites this passage of
Schwartz to support his opinion that
the statement that Samian origin was
invented by the Samians to gain glory
came from either Apollodoros or
Demetrios.

14. See FGrHist 1ID, p. 787,
Kommentar to 244 F178.

15. See Sakellariou 1958, pp. 307—
24.



16. RE 1V, 1901, col. 2812, s.v.
Demetrios (78) (E. Schwartz) =
Schwartz 1957, p. 112.

17. Herodotos’s information (7.22—
24) has been shown to be correct by
recent geophysical investigations; see
Isserlin et al. 1996; Blackman 1999—
2000, pp. 86-87.

18. Leaf 1916-1918.

19. Prinz 1978, pp. 193-205.

20. Prinz’s treatment does not take
into account the modern excavations
and the publications in the Samothrace
series. His only mention of archaeo-
logical evidence is in his discussion of
the city wall, where he cites very old
authorities for an erroneous dating; see
Prinz 1978, p. 193 with n. 10.

21. Still in Guide®, p. 19.

22. Samothrace 2.1, no. 1. Cf. also
the remarks on p. 3.
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14.1.3 [C 633]). In that case, it was not Apollodoros’s account of the Samian
colonization of Samothrace to which Strabo refers in 10.2.17.

The problem could be resolved by assuming that Strabo was still us-
ing both authors in 10.2.17. The early part of the chapter could be
Apollodoran, while at é7ei 00v xaté té Tpwixé Strabo may have reverted
to Demetrios, in order to return to the comparison with Kephallenia, where
he did draw on him. The style of argument in the latter part of the chapter
is the same as that of the earlier passages attributed to Demetrios. That
Demetrios was in general interested in Samothrace is shown by his discus-
sion of the rites of the Cabiri (Strab. 10.3.20 [C 472]; Lewis 163).

The search for lost sources rarely leads to certain conclusions, but if
Demetrios of Skepsis is indeed the source for the denial of Samian coloni-
zation of Samothrace, the authority of the statement is not enhanced.
Schwartz may have judged that Demetrios was not a Filscher,'® but he
was, for all his learning, a pedant, prepared to use very bad sources and to
reach very perverse conclusions. He could, for example, deny that Xerxes
dug his Athos canal (Strab. 7 fr. 35 [C 331]),"” and his treatment of the
geography of the Troad notoriously contains forced arguments based on a
combination of pedantry and local patriotism.'®

Apart from one dissentient voice of dubious authority, therefore, our
few relevant literary sources agree that Samos was the origin of the Greek
colony of Samothrace. In recent times, however, that consensus has been
rejected. Prinz, for example, argued that the tradition of Samian origin
derived from a local historian, who invented the story from nothing more
than the name of the island.” As we have seen, this is not an adequate
assessment of the information in the relevant ancient literary sources. Prinz’s
discussion is also vitiated by his failure to take into account either the
dates or the relative historical worth of those sources.?

OTHER EVIDENCE

A much more serious argument for rejecting the tradition of Samian ori-
gin has been proposed by Karl Lehmann and those who have followed
him in the Samothrace publications.” Lehmann’s first argument was based

on a fragmentary inscription, found on the city site, the text of which was
published by Fraser® as follows:

€...5..3..
€ ZwxANG edep-
[ 1&]¢ Téhog Thig Sox-
[nobpdiixwy--------- tob]¢ EmuxAéoue mai-
[Sog------=--==---~ ‘Heo]totiwvo xoi Emi-
¢6vteaot wpok[e]-
ADTOVE Tt---==—====

The inscription is thought to record a Samothracian decree, and contains
two Aeolisms, viz., T6Aog tég and éévteoot. This inscription has there-
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fore been interpreted as evidence that the colonists of Samothrace were
Aeolians. Lehmann’s second argument came from the distinctive painted
pottery, called G 2—3 ware from the square of the excavations at Troy where
it was found, which occurs in quantity at Samothrace and has generally
been dated to the first half of the 7th century.*® On the basis of the places
where it has been found, this pottery has been thought to emanate from
the Aeolian area. The two arguments led to the received opinion of the
Samothrace publications that the island was colonized by Aeolian Greeks
early in the 7th century B.c. See, for example, the words of Phyllis Lehmann:
“The pottery found in this burned, black layer ranged from fine sub-
geometric ware of the first half of the seventh century B.c. [i.e., the G 2-3
ware] to coarse, handmade vessels. The contrast between the elegant
wheelmade kantharoi with their thin fabric and restrained decoration and
the crude, undecorated, handmade cups found in this stratum suggests
that it was at this period that the Greek-speaking settlers came to Samo-
thrace and mingled and worshiped with the native, Thracian-speaking
inhabitants.”

What is the strength of these arguments? It is not at first sight obvi-
ous that the fragmentary inscription with Aeolic dialect forms records a
Samothracian decree, since it could well be a decree of some other city,
which honored a Samothracian citizen and was therefore inscribed at
Samothrace. Fraser recognized that possibility, but argued that the resto-
ration Sa[poBpdixwy] is required, because there is no other Aeolian city
that begins with Za. The fragility of the further assumption that the de-
cree must be Samothracian was well exposed by Bernard.”® The city of
Samothrace could easily have been named in a decree of another city, which
was inscribed at Samothrace. Thus the argument from the Aeolisms in the
fragmentary inscription carries no conviction.

That leaves the argument based on the G 2-3 pottery found at Samo-
thrace. This fine painted pottery with attractive Subgeometric decoration
has been found at Troy, Lesbos, Lemnos, Thasos, Samothrace, Neapolis,
Eion, and Skyros.? By no means have all these finds been published. In
particular, the very important and extensive Lemnian material, discovered
by the Italian excavations at Hephaistia and Chloi, has not been fully pub-
lished, though there are useful summary descriptions by Beschi?” As a
result, the best account of G 2-3 ware as a whole still seems to be that of
Bernard in his publication of the finds from the deep soundings at Thasos.”

Bernard divided the G 2-3 pottery at Thasos into two categories,
G 2-3 ware proper, which he called “Aeolian G 2-3 ware,” and a variety
known to have been made on Lemnos, which he called “Lemnian G 2-3
ware.” That this variety was made on Lemnos is shown not only by the
great quantities found there, but also by technical aspects and by the oc-
currence of some badly formed or overfired examples.”” There is general
agreement that the place of manufacture of Aeolian G 2-3 ware cannot,
with our evidence, yet be determined. But that does not matter for our
present argument, because all the G 2-3 ware at Samothrace has been
identified by Beschi as made on Lemnos.*® At that time Lemnos was in-
habited by pre-Greek people who are usually called, on the basis of
Thucydides 4.109.4, Tyrrhenians. Far from being, as Karl Lehmann
thought, the first Hellenic pottery found on Samothrace, the G 2-3 ware
found there was not in fact made by Greeks.

23. Beschi (1996, p. 40) thinks that
K. Lehmann’s date for the G 2-3
pottery at Samothrace is too high.

24. Samothrace 5, p. 269.

25. Bernard 1964, p. 92, n. 1.

26. Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 1992,
pp- 572-574. She was not, however,
aware of the find from Skyros, for
which see Beschi 1985, pp. 58-59.

27. Beschi 1996, pp. 30-34, 3841,
1998, pp. 70-75; 2000, pp. 77-79.

28. Bernard 1964, pp. 88-109,
followed by Graham 1978, pp. 6769
(= Graham 2001, pp. 176-177). Con-
sult also M. B. Moore in Samothrace 5,
pp- 318-371; Koukouli-Chrysanthaki
1992, pp. 572-574; Beschi 1985; 1996;
Fisher 1996. Fisher did not know of
Koukouli-Chrysanthaki’s or Beschi’s
publications, so she does not mention
the finds from Neapolis, Eion, or
Skyros, but she has useful information
on new finds and contexts at Troy,
which come close to stratigraphy,
without, however, close dating.

29. See Beschi 1996, p. 39.

30. Beschi 1996, pp. 40—41,
accepted by I. Love in the discussion

(p. 65).



31. FGrHist I1Ib (Noten), p. 281,
n. 43. For the lists, see Samothrace 2.1,
nos. 22 and following.

32. Louvre 697; IG X11.8 226.

33. See Richter 1949, p. 96, who
dated it ca. 560—550; Boardman
(1978, caption to fig. 264) writes
“about 550.” The serpentlike figure on
the right, called a griffin by Board-
man, of which we now possess only
the spiral emanating from the head,
can be clearly seen in Millingen 1826,
pl. 1.

34. Jeffery 1990, p. 299.

35. See the unequivocal and
circumstantial statement by Dubois
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Both Lehmann’s arguments in favor of colonization of Samothrace by
Aecolian Greeks are thus shown to have no substance. There are also other
possible indications that the Greek colonists were Ionians. A possible in-
dication of Samian origin was acutely seen by Jacoby in the Samothracian
eponymous basileus attested on the inscribed lists of theoroi and initiates,
because Herodotos dates an event of 6th-century Samian history émwi
"Apguxpdreog Baotiebovrog (3.59.4).3 Jacoby only posed the question,
but the idea is worth taking into account.

There is also an important piece of sculptural evidence that supports
the tradition of Ionian colonization. This is the well-known Archaic relief,
now on permanent display at the Louvre, that bears the figures of
Agamemnon, Talthybios, and Epeios, who are named.** Historians of Greek
sculpture date the relief to about 550 B.c.,® and the script of the inscrip-
tions was called by L. H. Jeffery “a fine example of eastern Ionic letter-
ing.”* This relief was found on Samothrace and sold to Choiseul-Gouffier
about 1790. Its Samothracian provenance is quite certain,* and C. Fredrich
long ago suggested that it supported the tradition of Samian origin.*

We may conclude that the consensus of the ancient literary sources is
strengthened by other indications, and not contradicted by any good evi-
dence or arguments, and we should therefore accept that the Greek colo-
nists of Samothrace came from Samos.”

THE DATE OF FOUNDATION

As we saw above, two mythical dates for the Samian colonization of
Samothrace are recorded in our literary sources: about 1044/3 (Paus. 7.4.2-
3; Lewis 43) and 976/5 (Schol. to I/iad 13.12; Lewis 46). These dates have
nothing to do with the historical record and may be set aside. The only
other apparent date in the literary sources is the one implied by the inter-
val of 700 years given by Herakleides (Po/iteiai 21; Lewis 41; see above). It
is uncertain whether this interval separated the Samian colonization from
the departure of the Thracians, as Lewis translated, or from their arrival,
as in the translation given above, but, in any case, without additional chro-
nological information, the interval does not give us a date for the Samian

(1818, p. 40, no. 108); cf. Conze,
Hauser, and Benndorf 1880, p. 108;
Bousquet 1948, pp. 112-113, n. 1.
Cole (1984, p. 108, n. 64) was wrong
to say that the Samothracian prov-
enance is uncertain. She was also
misled by a mistake by Bousquet, who
stated that, according to S. Reinach,
the relief was seen by Cyriacus of
Ancona. The relief to which Reinach
(1891, p. 90) refers (“Cyriaque d’An-
cone . . . signala un bas-relief qui est
aujourd’hui au Musée de Louvre”) is
manifestly the Frieze of the Dancing
Maidens (now renamed Choral
Dancers), part of which was then in

the Louvre (Guide®, pp. 123-124 and
fig. 33), which was mentioned and
illustrated by Cyriacus; see Bodnar and
Mitchell 1976, pp. 37-39. The absence
of the relief of Agamemnon, Talthy-
bios, and Epeios from Cyriacus is thus
completely irrelevant.

36. Fredrich 1909, p. 25.

37.This has been the opinion of
good judges; see, e.g., Fredrich 1909,
p- 25, and Bernard 1964, p. 92,n. 1,
though neither argued the matter in
detail. I expressed the same opinion
briefly in CAH II1.3, 2nd ed., pp. 117~
118.
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colonization.* Thus the ancient literary sources do not provide us with a
historical date of foundation, and we are thrown back on indirect indica-
tions and archaeological evidence.

Antiphon’s words 010 Tvpdvvwy were thought by Jacoby to be an in-
direct way of referring to the most famous Samian tyrant, Polykrates.*
Unduly influenced by Jacoby, I once suggested that the foundation prob-
ably occurred during the second half of the 6th century.® Since we now
have clear evidence for the existence of a tyranny on Samos from early in
the 6th century, and we know the names of three tyrants before Polykrates,*
the chronological implications behind Antiphon’s words are much broader
than Jacoby thought, and are probably too vague to give a precise date of
foundation.

Successively earlier fermini ante quem for the establishment of the Greek
colony may be assembled as follows. Samothrace is certainly Greek during
the Persian Wars and at the time when Herodotos wrote. By the end of
the 6th century, the community was striking coins, some of which bear an
abbreviation of their name in Greek.* It would require very far-fetched
and improbable hypotheses to account for the presence of the Archaic
relief mentioned above before a Greek community was established on
Samothrace, so we may raise the ferminus ante quem to ca. 550.

When we turn to consider the archaeological evidence for the date of
Greek settlement, we can distinguish four areas that have been, at least
partly, investigated: the sanctuary, city, countryside, and cemeteries.

The sanctuary. Lehmann gave dates in the Archaic period to several
structures in the sanctuary (Fig. 1), but they have all been compre-
hensively repudiated except that of the so-called Hall of Votive Gifts
(Fig. 1:16),* which has retained the date of ca. 550 B.c., and is now
in isolation.* That date was based on architectural considerations and
stratigraphy.

The dating by architectural considerations depended on the analogies
suggested by Lehmann for his reconstruction of the building. He thought
that these pointed to a 6th-century date, and he opted for 560-540 on the
basis of a fragmentary Doric capital.* Lehmann’s reconstruction of the
original building contained many unusual or unique features.* J. M. Cook
described his reconstructed building as “really astonishing,”® and ]. J.
Coulton commented that “the evidence for the form of the Hall is so frag-
mentary that Lehmann’s fascinating stylistic analysis . . . is largely hypo-
thetical.”* Most important, however, was Kuhn’s reexamination of all the
evidence, and his fundamental reconsideration of the arguments on which
Lehmann’s reconstruction was based.* This work showed conclusively that
the building cannot be reconstructed as Lehmann proposed, and that, far
from being a stoa with a colonnade along its west side, it was in fact en-
closed on all four sides, and clearly designed for banqueting.

Lehmann’s chronological conclusions from architecture thus fall to
the ground. The only architectural indication of date seen by Kuhn is the

profile of the echinus of a fragment of a Doric capital, which he regarded
as Late Archaic.”

38. Jacoby found the figure 700
inexplicable, and thought it might be
corrupt; see FGrHist ITIb (Text), p. 475,
Kommentar to 548, F5b. Prinz (1978,
pp. 104-105) did not think there was
any reason to see the figure as corrupt,
since any number would do for a theory
of Thracian origin based on the name
Thrake; but we have already seen the
weaknesses of his treatment.

39. FGrHist I11b, p. 474, Kommentar
to 548, F5.

40. CAH1IL3, 2nd ed., p. 117.

41. See SEG XXXVII 729; Tolle-
Kastenbein 1976, pp. 34-35; Boardman
1984, no. 320 with comments.

42. See Schwabacher 1938; cf.
Schonert-Geiss 1996, pp. 271-272.

43. Compare Guide', pp. 40—41,
with Guide®, pp. 52-87.

44. Apart from some traces of
earlier structures, which, though not
dated, are attributed, not always
confidently, to Archaic times; see, e.g.,
Guide®, p. 85.

45. See Samothrace 4.1, pp. 56-73.

46. See Samothrace 4.1, pp. 76-79,
pl. IV. For the date, see p. 96.

47. See Samothrace 4.1, pp. 11-54.

48. Cook 1964, p. 118.

49. Coulton 1976, p. 33, n. 2.

50. Kuhn 1985, pp. 187-199.

51. Kuhn 1985, p. 198; see
Samothrace 4.1, p. 29, fig. 28.
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0 5 10 15 20 25 M

Figure 1. Samothrace. Plan of the
Sanctuary of the Great Gods:
1-3) Late Hellenistic buildings;
4) unfinished Early Hellenistic
building; 6) Milesian dedication;
7) dining rooms; 8) unidentified
niche; 9) archaistic niche;

10) unidentified niche; 11) Stoa;
12) Nike Monument; 13) Theater;
14) Altar Court; 15) Hieron;

16) Hall of Votive Gifts;

17) Hall of Choral Dancers;
20) Rotunda of Arsinoe II;

22) Sacristy; 23) Anaktoron;
24) dedication of Philip ITI and
Alexander IV; 25) theatral area;
26) Propylon of Ptolemy II;

27) South Cemetery; 29) Neorion.
After Guide®, plan IV. Drawing J. Kurtich.
Courtesy Institute of Fine Arts, New York
University.
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52. Samothrace 4.1, p. 110.

53. Samothrace 4.1, pp. 117-122.

54. Samothrace 4.1, p. 110, but some
of the pottery was later thought by
Love to be of early-4th-century date;
see p. 123.

55. Samothrace 4.1, pp. 123-154,
cat. nos. 13-104.

56. Kuhn 1985, pp. 197-198.

57. Guide®, pp. 46—47.

58. Letter of 27 April 1977.

59. See Lazaridis 1971, p. 19.

60. Bouzek and Ondrejova 1985,

p- 142 and fig. 113.

61. See Lehmann-Hartleben 1939,
pp- 141-145.

62. See Samothrace 5, p. 320, n. 15;
p- 344, ad no. 23.

63. Guide®, pp. 173-176; Karadima
1995.

64. E.g., Lazaridis 1971, pp. 19, 83;
Scranton 1941, pp. 31-33 and 161,

A .4.11; Guide®, p. 19.

65. See Sehrig 1927. Lawrence
(1979, p. 353) is hardly very persuasive
with his “conjectural dating of shortly
after 350,” in view of his extraordinary
reason: “no one before Philip (II) would
have built a fortification wall over a
kilometre in length around the town of
the non-Greek islanders.”

66. Kern 1893, pp. 381-384; see also
Guide®, pp. 178-179; Matsas, Kara-
dima, and Koutsoumanis 1993.
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Stratigraphical evidence was provided first by a small amount of pot-
tery recovered from gaps between the large and widely spaced boulders of
the foundation.” Twelve sherds of this pottery are described in the cata-
logue (by Iris C. Love), but they included some of Sth-century character,
which were regarded as later intrusions.*® The second stratigraphical evi-
dence came from under the floor in the northern half of the building,
which was dated to the end of the 5th century by the latest pottery found
beneath it.>* All the pottery found under the floor was assumed to be from
earlier votive gifts stored in the building, and some of it went back to the
6th century.® Kuhn, on the other hand, who regarded this pottery as the
sole stratigraphical evidence, decided, on the grounds that no evidence of
an earlier floor was discovered, that the stratigraphy pointed to a construc-
tion date for the building near the end of the 5th century. The fragmentary
Doric capital mentioned above, however, led him to conclude that the
building was erected about the end of the 6th century or the beginning of
the 5th, and provided with a new floor about 100 years later.*®

The early date given to the Hall of Votive Gifts is, therefore, extremely
insecure, and there is no building in the sanctuary that has a confirmed
Archaic date. In any case, it is probably vain to hope for good evidence
from the sanctuary for the date of the Greek colonization. The area has
been excavated officially several times,” not to mention its being the tar-
get of illicit digging, and J. R. McCredie once informed me that he had
“found no stratum anywhere, in more than a dozen years of digging, that is
earlier than the middle of the fifth century B.c.”® Plenty of 6th-century
Greek pottery exists among the finds from the sanctuary, but that is at best
only indirect testimony to the date of the Greek colonization.

The city. To turn to the city, it was situated on a strong, well-watered
site in the northwest of the island, and had a small harbor (Fig. 2).% There
has been a little archaeological work in the harbor, but the structures dis-
covered were assumed to be of Roman date.® There was also a little work
done on the city site as a whole in 1938, but nothing earlier than the
Hellenistic period was found.®* More recently, a few sherds of G 2-3 ware
were found by chance on the Acropolis.®? Since 1995 excavations have
been conducted on the city site, but the only structures so far reported date
to the 4th and 3rd centuries B.c. Some sherds of G 2-3 pottery were also
found.®® The magnificent standing city wall has been dated, at least in
part, to the Archaic period, on the basis of its “Cyclopean” style,* but
there are strong reasons to assign the whole construction to Hellenistic
times.®® So the city site has apparently yet to yield the information on the
Archaic period that it surely possesses.

The countryside. The only site in the countryside (Fig. 3) that offers
any information likely to bear on the question of the colonial foundation
date is the rural shrine of Mandal’ Panagia. This remote mountain site,
where Dimitri Matsas has recently conducted excavations, was first inves-
tigated in the 19th century by a local inhabitant, Nikolaos Fardys. His
finds were seen and in part described by Otto Kern.* Later, some of the
finds came to the Museum of Art in Bonn, and a selection of these were
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described by Carl Fredrich.®” To these we can now add the much more
numerous finds of Matsas, recovered by surface exploration and regular
excavation. A large proportion of the finds are easily recognizable as Greek
dedications, and the very numerous terracotta female heads are character-
istic offerings to a Greek goddess. The letters IAI on a statue base found by
Fardys nearby®® have invited the restoration ’Aptéu]idt, and form the basis
for the tentative identification of the shrine’s goddess as Artemis.® The
earliest of these dedications date to the 6th century, and that is taken as
the time when Greek worship at the shrine began.

The cemeteries. Two cemeteries at Samothrace have been partly exca-
vated, the North Cemetery (Fig. 2:4) in the area outside the northwest
corner of the ancient city, and the South Cemetery (Fig. 1:27), which lies
close to the sanctuary, to the east of the southeast corner of the Hieron and
to the south of the Propylon of Ptolemy.”

The term North Cemetery can now be taken to include the various
cemeteries in the area separately designated by Dusenbery as Hotel (H),
Area K (K), Road (R), and Waterpipe (W).” The earliest graves from the
North Cemetery known to Dusenbery dated from the middle of the 5th
century,” but we now have a much earlier burial,” which will be consid-
ered below. The pattern of use in the North Cemetery seems to have been
entirely normal for an ancient Greek cemetery.”

In the South Cemetery, by contrast, the pattern of use was most abnor-
mal. “A roughly rectangular area less than three hundred meters square”

Figure 3. Map of Samothrace.

After Guide®, plan II. Drawing J. Kurtich.
Courtesy Institute of Fine Arts, New York
University.

67. Fredrich 1909.

68. IG X11.8 234.

69. The letters Ml on a plain Roman
sherd discovered by Matsas could also
belong to the name Artemis; see
Matsas, Karadima, and Koutsoumanis
1993, p. 650.

70. Guide, pp. 91-94.

71. See Samothrace 11, p. 5. Thus
two cemeteries only, North and South,
are distinguished by Karadima and
Koutsoumanis (1992), who include
Dusenbery’s H cemetery in the North
Cemetery (p. 677, n. 2).

72. Samothrace 11, pp. 9, 438—443.

73. Karadima and Koutsoumanis
1992.

74. See Samothrace 11, p. 6.




75. Samothrace 11 p. 6.

76. Samothrace 11, p. 8.

77. Samothrace 11, pp. 8, 1169—
1173.

78. Samothrace 11, p. 8.

79. Samothrace 11, p. xxiii, and
vol. 2, passim.

80. Samothrace 11, pp. xxiv, no. 7.
Thus the fragments of large “karchesia”
(see below) mentioned by Love (1964,
pp- 213, n. 54, 221, n. 92) do not appear
in Samothrace 11, pp. 743-744.

81. See Samothrace 11, pp. 3, 6-8.

82. Samothrace 11, p. 7.

83. Samothrace 11, pp. 6, 702.

84. See Dusenbery 1967, pp. 117,
122.

85. See Samothrace 11, pp. 701-702;
Beschi 1985, p. 52.

86. See Samothrace 11; Dusenbery’s
preface is dated 1994.

87. See Karadima and Koutsou-
manis 1992, which did not appear until
1995.

88. See Johnston and Jones 1978;
for the dating, see pp. 103, 133.

89. See Johnston and Jones 1978,

p- 133, and, for the date of the Francois
Vase, Cook 1997, p. 73.

90. In a letter dated 22 January
1996.

91. See Rizzo 1990, pp. 68-70,
figs. 92 and 363.
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was extraordinarily crowded with graves, and continually used, reused,
and overused.” Old graves were frequently disturbed and their contents
dispersed by more recent burials, as the contents of the fill of the cemetery
revealed.”® In some cases the ash containers of earlier graves were carefully
placed in groups, called by Dusenbery “accumulations,” by the diggers
of later graves.”” When the prevailing burial rite changed from crema-
tion to inhumation during the 4th century B.c., new earth was brought in
to raise the level of the cemetery area.” These circumstances make it im-
possible to associate all the material found with specific graves, and
Dusenbery uses the letter X to designate pieces that cannot be attributed
to a grave group, but which she includes in her catalogue of material by
categories.” In addition, large quantities of sherds from the South Ceme-
tery, which are preserved in the Samothrace Museum, are not mentioned
in the final publication.®

The exceptional pattern of use of the South Cemetery shows that
burial there was seen as especially important and desirable, and Dusenbery’s
assumption that that was connected with its proximity to the sanctuary
seems very likely to be correct. On the other hand, as she rightly empha-
sizes, nothing about the occupants or character of the individual graves
distinguishes them from those in graves elsewhere at Samothrace, so only
guesses can be made about the possibility that burial in the South Cem-
etery was reserved for a distinct group.®

Dusenbery notes that “cremation was, with few exceptions, the method
of disposal in the S Nekropolis during the sixth, fifth, and parts of the
fourth century.”® After the body was burned, the ashes were placed in a
large ceramic vessel and one or more smaller pots were frequently also
deposited in the grave. Dusenbery dates twenty of these cremation graves,
nos. $1-520, to the second quarter of the 6th century, and thinks that to
be the time when the South Cemetery began to be used.®® She has thus
abandoned her earlier date, in the 7th century, which she once thought
was indicated by the Lemnian stamnoi used as ash containers in some of
the early graves, S2—-S5 (though the last is called “’Lemnian”).?* Although
these stamnoi may not be closely datable, it does seem possible that they
were made in the first half of the 6th century,® the date indicated by the
best evidence in these early graves, the Attic pots in S1 (ca. 570), S7 (ca.
560), S9 (ca. 550), and S10 (“?Attic lekanis,” ca. 550). Although the non-
Attic pots in these graves cannot be as securely dated, they can reasonably
be attributed to approximately the same period.

Since Dusenbery completed her text,® another early grave has been
reported, this time in the North Cemetery. It is an infant’s grave for which
an SOS amphora was used as the container.®” These distinctive transport
amphoras were produced from the late 8th century into the 6th.®® It is
generally believed that production ceased sometime before 566, as Pan-
athenaic amphoras were modeled on the & /a brosse type, which replaced
the SOS. The depiction of an SOS on the Frangois Vase, however, which
is normally dated ca. 570, and some finds in the West, suggest that the
SOS was still around in the second quarter of the 6th century.® Alan
Johnston informs me* that, while the Samothracian amphora is not closely
datable, it is similar to one associated in an Etruscan grave at Cerveteri

with painted pottery of the second quarter of the 6th century.” We may
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conclude that this grave, though certainly one of the earliest found at
Samothrace, is not necessarily earlier than the earliest graves discovered
previously. It does, however, show that these early burials were not con-
fined to the South Cemetery. _

An exception to the rule that all of the early graves in the South Cem-
etery were cremations seems to be presented by grave $252, an inhuma-
tion of a young adult male in a pithos found in situ (Fig. 4). The grave
contained one pot, the special sort of kantharos that we may follow Love
in calling a karchesion (Fig. 5).°2 The fabric of this vase identifies it as
G 2-3 ware.” Dusenbery originally thought that the sherds belonging to
this vessel had been swept into the pithos during a later period,’* but she
evidently changed her mind and decided that the karchesion was part of
the original assemblage of the grave.

Dusenbery included this grave in her category “Burials of Uncertain
Date,” but she calls it “probably Classical.” Such a date is not consistent

Figure 4. Grave S252, as excavated.
After Samothrace 11, p. 410. Courtesy
Institute of Fine Arts, New York University.

Figure 5. Restored karchesion,
S$252.1. H. 0.087 m. After Samo-

thrace 11, p. 410. Courtesy Institute of
Fine Arts, New York University.

92. Love 1964. Love expressed her
pleasure that Beschi (1996, discussion,
p- 65) has adopted her term, but it is
not universally accepted. While Ge-
bauer (1992, pp. 79-80) uses it in ref-
erence to the finds at Assos, Stupperich
(1990, p. 22) proposed instead the use
of Homer’s words, depas amphikypellon,
and he has been followed by Utili
(1999, nos. 685-690).

93. Samothrace 11, p. 744. Love
(1964, p. 207, with n. 22) provides a
fuller description of the vessel than
Dusenbery’s at pp. 410, 744.

94. As reported in Love 1964,
p-217,n.75.



95. As Samothrace 11, p. 744.

96. Love 1964, pp. 212-215.

97. Beschi 1996, pp. 33-34;
Di Vita 1979-1980, pp. 444—445.
The destruction of the sanctuary at
Hephaistia had already been dated to
512/11 by Mustilli (1940, pp. 157—
158).

98. Beschi 1996, pp. 34, 43; Beschi
2000, p. 77.

99. See Samothrace 11, pp. 409-410.

100. See Samothrace 11, pp. 3539,
where S252 is not even mentioned.

101. See Archibald 1998, pp. 61-63.

The best example seems to be grave 15
at Ravna.

102. See Archibald 1998, pp. 174~
176.
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with the chronological indicators for the karchesion. It may well be true
that in a general sense the shape had a very long life,” but the particular
examples found at Samothrace can be placed in a reasonably restricted
chronological range. Love used comparable examples from other sites to
date the Samothracian karchesia from the last decades of the 7th century
to the middle of the 6th,” but Beschi found numerous examples on Lem-
nos in the destruction levels of the sanctuary at Hephaistia and the Cabirion
at Chloi. At the former site the destruction level was dated, chiefly by
Attic pottery, to the last decades of the 6th century, and Beschi concluded
that the destruction of both sanctuaries was the work of the Persians, when
they attacked the island in about 512/11.%” His discoveries have shown,
therefore, that Love’s lower terminus was too high, and that these karchesia
were in use throughout the 6th century.®® Dusenbery’s designation of
“probably Classical” is clearly impossible. The karchesion dates the grave,
and that date must be the late 7th century to the end of the 6th. It is thus
a unique early adult inhumation among the very numerous Samothracian
cremation graves so far excavated.

The karchesion is not the only exceptional feature associated with
grave 5252. Dusenbery notes that the top of the skeleton’s cranium had
been “split away,” and the top of another human cranium was also con-
tained in the grave. These features are clearly visible in Figure 4. Other
examples of post-mortem mutilation of bodies are found in the South
Cemetery, but they occur in graves so much later in date that they can-
not serve as parallels for $252. In any event, no other case of this treat-
ment of the skull was found, nor of the presence of another cranium.!®
In her comments on the grave, Dusenbery aptly stated that the treatment
of the skulls “recalls the famous Scythian custom related by Herodotos
4.65,” and there are Thracian parallels for the presence of other bodies
or parts of bodies in graves.’®! It is often thought that such Thracian
burials show that suttee was practiced, which is attested for some Thracians
by Herodotos (5.5).1> We can only agree with Dusenbery’s comment that
“there is no certain explanation of the mysterious circumstances” in
grave 5252, but of one thing we can be confident: this was surely not a
Greek grave. This is a very interesting fact, which inevitably stimulates
speculation, but a single grave is an insufficient basis for historical
hypothesis. :

Although grave 5252 must be among the early graves discovered at
Samothrace, the dating indication of the karchesion is too wide for us to
conclude with confidence that it is among the earliest. Those are the buri-
als placed by Dusenbery in the second quarter of the 6th century. This is
the most reliable evidence that we at present possess for the date of the
Greek colonization of Samothrace. It is also in agreement with the other
chronological indications we have found: Antiphon’s Samian tyranny; the
relief of Agamemnon, Talthybios, and Epeios; the offerings at Mandal’
Panagia; and the earliest evidence for Greek use of the sanctuary. For the
moment, therefore, we can think of a foundation date for the Greek colony
in the first half of the 6th century, but it is obviously possible that that date
might be superseded by new archaeological discoveries.
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GREEKS AND NON-GREEKS
IDENTITY OF PRECOLONIAL INHABITANTS

The first question in the discussion of the relations between the Greek
colonists and the non-Greek population must be, who were those non-
Greeks? The literary sources for the pre-Greek inhabitants of Samothrace
are very divergent. Diodoros (5.47.2) says that the original inhabitants
were autochthonous, and so there was no tradition about them or their
leaders. As we saw in the first section above, according to Ps.Scymnus they
were Trojans by descent but called Thracians from their location; accord-
ing to the Aristotelian politeia they were Thracians; and according to
Herodotos, Pelasgians. Herodotos, who had himself been to the island,
would normally have the greatest authority, but the historical identity of
the Pelasgians is very hard to pin down, and a strong argument can be
made that they are largely a construct of Greek historiography.'”

The literary sources also differ on the question of whether these pre-
Greek inhabitants were present when the Greeks arrived. According to
Ps.Scymnus they were; according to the Aristotelian po/izeia they had left
before the Greeks arrived, with a time interval that, as we have seen, can-
not be understood; while Herodotos cannot be pressed. His statement that
the Samothracians took over the cult of the Great Gods from the Pelasgians,
who lived there mpétepov, implies that the Pelasgians were present when
the Greeks arrived, but, apart from the general uncertainty about the
Pelasgians, Herodotos is clearly more interested in the takeover of cult
than any historical coexistence.

There is also some archaeological evidence for the precolonial inhab-
itants of Samothrace. The best-investigated site is Mikro Vouni (Fig. 3).
Here a section 9 m deep through a small tell by the sea on the southwest
coast of the island uncovered continuous occupation from the Neolithic,
in the 5th millennium B.c., to the Middle Bronze Age in the second.'™
Very important though the discoveries are, they are clearly too early to
contribute to the present discussion.

Closer in time to the Greek colonization, but still a long way before it,
is the Iron Age settlement on the hill of Vrychos, near the modern town of
Chora (Fig. 3). The evidence is not rich, but the traces of the fortification
on the summit of the hill, and of habitations lower down, appear to be
similar to some on the Thracian mainland, and some of the pottery has
similar connections. The site is taken to date from the 11th century B.c.'®
The clearest evidence that the inhabitants were Thracians are the mega-
lithic, so-called dolmen, tombs at Gialomandra, on the northern slopes of
Vrychos.!% Similar tombs have been recorded in large numbers in parts of
Thrace; they belong to the Early Iron Age."’

At Mandal’ Panagia (Fig. 3), in addition to the plentiful evidence of
Greek worship mentioned above, surface finds included handmade pot-
tery with incised decoration of “Thracian” type and bronze fibulas dating
to the 8th and 7th centuries. These finds are taken to show that the sanctu-
ary was used by a Thracian population before the Greek colonization.'®If
that is right, Mandal’ Panagia provides a little information about the inhab-
itants of the island in the period immediately preceding that colonization.
The chronology at Mandal’ Panagia is roughly the same as the chronology
of the Sanctuary of the Great Gods,'* where coarse handmade pottery,
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some of which had incised decoration, was also found.!*° It appears, there-
fore, as is only to be expected, that the same population was worshiping at
the same time at both sanctuaries.

Finally, as we have seen, grave 5252 may have held a Thracian burial.
The archaeological evidence for the precolonial inhabitants found to date
is much less than we would ideally want, but what we have suggests that
they were Thracians. If both the literary and the archaeological evidence
are less than satisfactory, we need to turn to religion and language, which
are partly intertwined.

RELIGION AND LANGUAGE

As we saw in the first section above, the mystery cult of the Great Gods at
Samothrace is stated by Herodotos to be rites of the Cabiri, which the
Greeks took over from the Pelasgians. Demetrios of Skepsis, following his
usual tendency, denied the connection of the Cabiri with Samothrace,
using the argument from silence that there was no mythical story about
the Cabiri at Samothrace."! He did, however, report that Stesimbrotos of
Thasos, who was a contemporary of Herodotos, stated that the Samothra-
cian rites were for the Cabiri.’? In modern times, Hemberg denied that
the cult was of the Cabiri, primarily on the basis of another argument
from silence, that their name has not been found on any extant inscrip-
tions from Samothrace. He suggested that Herodotos was following his
normal method of interpretatio.® Hemberg has been followed,''* but his
argument does not seem good, since it requires the rejection of our two
earliest authorities, both of whom had good reason to know the truth.'
In addition, there are representations of the Cabiri with pointed caps on
Archaic coins of Samothrace.® While Hemberg could not know of this
numismatic evidence, those who followed him could.

It is important too that the cult of the Cabiri was practiced on the
neighboring islands of Lemnos and Imbros.'” Although the Italian exca-
vations of the sanctuary of the Cabiri at Chloi on Lemnos have not been
tully published, we know that the cult was already flourishing by the first
half of the 7th century, and that the most common ceramic finds through-
out the 7th and 6th centuries were drinking vessels (including karchesia),
some of which were G 2-3 ware.!’® Beschi concludes that libations played
a very important part in the cult of the Cabiri on Lemnos.?? That these
vessels were also dedicatory offerings is indicated by the presence on many
of them of graffiti and dipinti, which are in the language used by the
Tyrrhenians, the pre-Greek inhabitants of Lemnos, and called, therefore,
Tyrrhenian.'® By comparison with the brief Greek graffiti found on vases
used by the later Greek inhabitants of Lemnos, which are dedicatory or
indications of divine ownership, Beschi concludes that the earlier, Tyr-
rhenian, inscriptions were of the same type. In the cult at Samothrace, the
same vessels were used during the same period, and the same types of
graffiti are found (see below). It is hard to doubt that the cult at Samothrace
was the same as that of the Cabiri practiced on the neighboring islands,
which are very close geographically and well in sight of Samothrace.'*!

There is thus strong support for the literary evidence that the cult at
Samothrace was of the Cabiri. That may be the truth that lies behind
Herodotos’s statement that the Samothracian cult of the Cabiri was taken
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over from the Pelasgians (see above), since Herodotos called the Tyrrhenian
population of Lemnos Pelasgians.'? In any case, it is clear that the Greek
colonists of Samothrace took over a pre-Greek cult. The same conclusion
follows from the existence of a non-Greek language at Samothrace.

EviDENCE FROM INSCRIPTIONS

A relatively large number of graffiti have been found on pottery from vari-
ous areas of the excavations. Some of these are straightforwardly Greek,
but others, although written in the Greek script, do not make sense as
Greek.’? They cannot be examples of the nonsense inscriptions often found
on Greek vases; they were all incised after the pots were fired; they have no
decorative quality;'** and the constant repetition of the same groups of
letters shows that they made sense. There is also one inscription on stone,
where the Greek letters do not make sense as Greek (Fig. 6).1%

It is necessary, first, to consider attempts that have been made to read
some of these inscriptions as Greek. Oikonomides'? began from his inter-
pretation of Diodoros 5.47.3: éoyfixaot 8¢ mohatdy idiav SiéAextov ol
adtéyboveg, fig TOMK év taig Buciatg Léxpt Tob vy mpeltat. He stated
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that StéAextov cannot mean language, so must imply a dialect of Greek.
But that is simply false, as the article in LS]J, s.v. t&Aextog, shows.
Oikonomides read Lehmann’s no. 1 (Fig. 7) as [tév8]e moté Wevedg
"AvtoxAé[oug &véBexev]. For this reading two names and two arbitrary
supplements were required. It was also necessary to take the seventh pre-
served letter, which Lehmann took as beta,'?” as epsilon, which it certainly
is not. There are perfectly clear epsilons in the text. Oikonomides also
proposed to read the AENTOAE/AINTOAE inscriptions'?® as 8¢v t68¢. The
word 3¢y is assumed to be the neuter of 8eig devdg, meaning no one or no
thing (see LSJ, s.v.), which would give no intelligible sense.'®

Although Georgiev accepted that many of Lehmann’s graffiti on pot-
tery are in a non-Greek language, probably Thracian,’ he also read
Lehmann’s no. 1 as Greek. He proposed the reading '] ém(oinoe or oiet)
6 texeveds Avtox[Aé[ng]. His suggested abbreviation is unparalleled, and
teyevels is an invented word supposed to be equivalent to texvimg. Like
Oikonomides, he also read the seventh preserved letter as epsilon. Georgiev
also read the stone inscription as Greek and interpreted it as a thanks-for-
cure inscription, the main basis for which was his understanding of Bexa
in line 7% as the accusative of Attic £ meaning cough! Not surprisingly,
he silently withdrew this suggestion from his later work, while still regard-
ing the inscription as Greek. In order to read the inscription as Greek,
however, he had to suggest Greek words that are very far-fetched and
improbable, even with the help of of his supplements.

These attempts should, therefore, be seen as very unconvincing. There
is inevitably some residual uncertainty about the language of the most
abbreviated inscriptions, though even these can in most cases be identified
by the longer versions of what are obviously the same designations. We
may thus confidently accept that most of the non-Greek inscriptions rep-
resent a different language, even if we cannot certainly determine what
that language was.

Lehmann himself argued that the non-Greek language is Thracia
The Samothracian inscriptions are, however, restricted in scope and the
comparative Thracian material is very meager. In a careful discussion,
Bonfante compared the frequencies of letters, diphthongs, and consonant

n.132
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clusters, and decided that, while the language could not be Greek, Tyr-
rhenian, or Etruscan, it could well be Indo-European and, more specifi-
cally, Thracian.'®

Apart from a few items in well-dated graves,”* none of the inscribed
pottery came from closed deposits, and many of the sherds are not suffi-
ciently distinctive to be datable. A substantial number of sherds, however,
do belong to well-known categories of vases that can be dated. Imported
vessels, in particular, are useful chronologically."> While dating by the let-
ter forms of such informal inscriptions is necessarily even more uncertain
than usual, the pottery dates are sufficient to establish the chronology of
the material in general and, in particular, the relative dating of the Greek
and non-Greek graffiti. Lehmann himself did not generally give dates of
the individual items in his corpus, but he followed a chronological order
within his various groups,’*® and he made a general statement about the
chronology of the material: “apart from some few © and ©OE inscriptions
on vases, our excavations have yielded hardly any archaic or even fifth-
century Greek ceramic inscriptions, while the majority of the non-Greek
inscriptions listed above are from these periods, in which the use of the
idiom for such purposes seems to have prevailed in the Sanctuary.”*” The
dating of the individual items he left for their republication in the cata-
logues of the various areas of the excavation.®® It is a rather laborious task
to find the items in Lehmann’s corpus that have been republished in later
pottery catalogues, so I present a list in the appendix. By my count, 82 of
his items have been so republished, and their dates provide as a whole
strong support for Lehmann’s chronological generalization.

Some differences and other points of interest in the pottery catalogues
should, however, be noted. The catalogues of Love, Kopcke, and Dusenbery
are here treated in turn,’ and account is taken, not only of the republica-
tions of items from Lehmann’s corpus, but also of other pottery graffiti,
which were not known to Lehmann.

Love makes an important downdating of Lehmann’s no. 1 (L1), a
non-Greek inscription, which he put before 550 on the basis of the letter
forms; see her A-A33.2 The vase is an Attic glazed kylix of a type which
had a “great vogue in the second quarter of the fifth century B.c.” She has
two inscriptions securely dated in the 6th century, nos. V-A9 and A-A36
(L40 and L15). The vases are Attic kylikes of later 6th-century date. Two
Tonian or local mortars, Love’s V-A6 and V-A7 (L12 and L13), are as-
signed to the 6th or 5th centuries, but solely on the basis of the letter
forms of the inscriptions. Of the presumed Greek inscriptions, her H-150
(not in Lehmann’s corpus) is a fragment of a local unglazed beaker(?), and
is dated to the 6th or 5th centuries on the basis of the form of the epsilon,
which is the only letter inscribed. Love has an important note on L103,
although it is not republished in her catalogues; Lehmann thought this
might be of the 6th century, which would make it very early for a Greek
inscription, but Love thought it was “probably of later date.”*!

Lehmann dated his no. 18, a non-Greek inscription, to the 5th—4th
centuries B.C., but Kopcke placed it in the second half of the 4th century.'*
This is a fairly late date for a non-Greek inscription. Kopcke also lowered
the date of one of the Greek inscriptions, L98; see R-303. This is on part
of an Attic lamp, and was dated to the 5th century by Lehmann, but Kopcke
dated such “disk lamps” to the 4th century.'®
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The most interesting graffito on pottery from the cemeteries is XS165
(not in Lehmann’s corpus). This is a fragment from a karchesion, on which
are incised two letters, read by Dusenbery as IA (Fig. 8).* The form of the
letter that she takes to be an alpha, however, to judge by her illustration,
could be a delta or possibly a lambda. Although Dusenbery thought that
the inscription could be the end of a name, and thus Greek, it seems to me
that it could be 1A, i.e., Al retrograde, as in L17, or Al, as in L32, in which
cases the inscription would be non-Greek. It would also be dedicatory.
Dusenbery dates XS165 to the 6th century B.c., which suits the dating of
karchesia discussed above, so, if these ideas about the reading are correct,
we have another graffito, inscribed in the non-Greek language, securely
dated to the 6th century.

From the cemeteries there are two possible non-Greek inscriptions,
which are late for that category. Dusenbery’s H17.1 (L319) is a pithos
with a number of letters incised on the shoulder, which Lehmann took to
be a numeral. On the lip, however, are three signs that are well separated
(Fig. 9). Two, a lambda and an iota, are clear. The third is taken to be a tau
by Dusenbery,* but the horizontal line is well below the top of the verti-
cal, giving the shape of a cross. Lehmann did not take this mark for a
letter, which left A and |, a combination found in several non-Greek in-
scriptions (cf. L28, L.29, L32, L33, and possibly L34). The grave is well
dated to the late 4th or early 3rd century, so, if this inscription is to be
understood as Al, we have a non-Greek inscription of Hellenistic date.

H14.1 (not in Lehmann’s corpus) is a kantharos that bears on two of
its four nonjoining fragments a delta and an iota (Fig. 10).2 The relation-
ship between the two letters is not certain, but if we read Al, we have a
combination well attested in the non-Greek inscriptions (cf. L3 to L21).
The vase is dated to the late 4th or early 3rd century B.c., so this too would
be a Hellenistic non-Greek inscription.

To summarize the chronology of the pottery inscriptions, we have three
(or four) examples that are securely dated to the 6th century. Where iden-
tifiable, they are non-Greek. We also have two possible non-Greek in-
scriptions of Hellenistic date, which slightly extends the period of use of
the non-Greek inscriptions envisaged by Lehmann. There is no securely
dated Greek inscription before the middle of the 5th century. The earliest
of the © or OF inscriptions is a salt-cellar of the mid-5th century,'¥ and it
seems doubtful if any Greek pottery inscriptions at Samothrace of earlier
date have been discovered. To these chronological indications we may add
the non-Greek inscription on stone (Fig. 6). The shapes of its letters were



254 A.J. GRAHAM

judged by its editor as not easy to date, but suggested to him the first half
or the middle of the 4th century B.c.'®

The simplest conclusion to be drawn from the above discussion is that
a non-Greek language was in use at Samothrace for a very long period
after the Greek colony had been established. There are two possible users
of this language: a non-Greek people, who used Greek letters to write
their own language, or the Greeks using their own alphabet but a foreign
language. The latter possibility must be admitted, since Diodoros (5.47.3,
quoted above, p. 250) states that many words of the earlier autochtho-
nous language were used as a /ingua sacra in the Samothracian cult down
to his own day. It is economical to assume that our non-Greek inscriptions
are in that language.'® In view of Diodoros’s methods, however, it is not
safe to assume that his statement shows that the autochthonous language
was still in use when when he was writing, in the 1st century B.c., as the
words uéypt Tod vdv could have been taken from his source. Jacoby de-
cided that the source of Diodoros’s account of Samothrace cannot be
known, but was probably a local historian who lived not long before
Diodoros’s own time. The information, however, probably came in part
from high Hellenistic learning.’*® If Jacoby is right, the earliest date to
which 100 v0v refers would be the 3rd century B.c., but it could be as late
as the first.

The content of the non-Greek inscriptions is consistent with the idea
of a lingua sacra. Using the similar Greek pottery graffiti, Lehmann
was able to show that most of the non-Greek inscriptions are likely to be
the simple designations of divine ownership or dedications to be expected
in a sanctuary.'! The Tyrrhenian graffiti and dipinti from the Cabirion on
Lemnos provide, as we have seen, a very illuminating parallel. They are
even very close in their detailed character, because most commonly they
are single-letter abbreviations.”® In the Samothracian graffiti too, abbre-
viations, sometimes as short as a single letter, are commonly found, and
they can also be identified from longer versions of what were obviously the
same designations.’> As for the stone inscription, which shows similari-
ties of terminations and uneven line endings (in spite of some attempt at
vertical alignment of letters), it may well be a list of names, like the nu-
merous later lists of initiates and #heoroi on Greek inscriptions from
Samothrace.’*

It is theoretically possible, therefore, that the non-Greek language was
used solely by Greeks as a /ingua sacra. It is also possible that, as Lehmann
suggested, the language was both spoken by its non-Greek speakers and
used as a /ingua sacra. When the population of Samothrace all became
Greek speakers, the non-Greek language went out of everyday use. That
would fit well the relative chronology of the non-Greek and Greek pot-
tery inscriptions seen above.'*® In that case, the Greek colonists and their
descendants lived side by side with the precolonial population and theirs.

The Greek takeover of a pre-Greek cult shows that, when the Greeks
arrived, the non-Greek people and the cult were there, and a short period
of coexistence might seem to be the minimum requirement for an adop-
tion of cult and language. The cult of the Cabiri on nearby Lemnos offers
a suggestive comparison. There the cult also existed before the Athenians
came to the island, and the Cabiri were worshiped at the same site for
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this possibility.
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many centuries by the Greek inhabitants. In that case, Herodotos (6.140)
expressly states that the Athenians expelled the Tyrrhenian population.
Beschi found a lacuna at the Lemnian Cabirion between the last archaeo-
logical material testifying to the Tyrrhenian practice of the cult and the
first evidence for Greek worship."® He also sees significant differences
between the conduct of the cult by the Tyrrhenians and that by the Greeks.
The clearest of these is the importance of nocturnal rites in the Greek
period, attested not only by literary evidence (Cic. Naz. D. 1.42 [119]), but
also by the many lamps found.™’

Beschi envisages the lacuna lasting from the destruction of the Tyr-
rhenian Cabirion until the arrival of Athenian cleruchs immediately after
the middle of the 5th century. We know, however, that Athenian settlers
arrived in Lemnos at about the beginning of the 5th century.’® Mustilli
found the graves of the earliest Athenian settlers at Hephaistia, distin-
guished from Tyrrhenian, not only by their position, but also by the change
of rite from cremation to inhumation, and by very significantly different
grave goods. These graves are well dated to the beginning of the 5th cen-
tury by their Attic lekythoi.® If Beschi’s lacuna at the Cabirion is not
merely the absence of evidence, which is so often deceptive, some time
elapsed between the arrival of the Athenians and the revival of the cult of
the Cabiri. In any case, the situation on Lemnos, where we know that the
previous population was expelled, appears to have been different from that
at Samothrace, and that difference may be reflected in the use at Samothrace
of a non-Greek language.

CONCLUSION

We may conclude that, before the Greek colonists came to Samothrace,
it was occupied by a population who were probably Thracians, wor-
shiped the Cabiri, and maintained close contacts with the neighboring
islands of Lemnos and Imbros. An analogy, which also concerns Samos,
may be suggestive.’®® When the Samian enemies of Polykrates had finally
to leave Samos, they exacted booty from two places and then settled at
Kydonia in Crete, where, among other temples, they built one to the local
goddess Diktynna (Hdt. 3.57-59). It is possible that an earlier group of
Samian enemies of the tyrants exacted booty from Thracians, settled on
Samothrace by invitation of the local inhabitants (to combine the infor-
mation of Antiphon and Ps.Scymnus), and adopted the local cult of the
Great Gods. We can imagine that they lived side by side with the precolonial
inhabitants, who gradually became Greek-speaking and were absorbed into
the Greek community. But that is, admittedly, an imaginative, maximalist,
reconstruction.

The following conclusions can be drawn from the above discus-
sion: first, that the Greek colonists came from Samos; second, that, on
the best evidence we have, colonization took place in the first half of the
6th century B.c.; and, finally, that the relations between Greeks and non-
Greeks at Samothrace are highly interesting and very important, but many
uncertainties remain. It is possible that some of these uncertainties may
one day be resolved by new archaeological discoveries.
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APPENDIX

REPUBLISHED INSCRIPTIONS ON
POTTERY

Below are listed the items from Karl Lehmann’s corpus of ceramic inscrip-
tions (Samothrace 2.2) that have been republished in the pottery catalogues
of later Samothrace volumes. In order of publication, these are those of the
Hall of Votive Gifts (V), the Altar Court (A), and the Hieron (H) by
Love;!! the Rotunda of Arsinoe (R) by Kopcke;'®? and the Nekropoleis
(N) by Dusenbery.®® No inscriptions were included in the catalogue of
pottery from the Temenos published by Moore, even though a few of Leh-
mann’s items originated there (nos. 32, 39, 88, 303), but she did not in-
clude finds from “disturbed contexts” (apart from G 23 ware and karchesia),
and the “undisturbed fill” was restricted in area.'®* Also indicated are the
language of the inscription, G(reek), N(on-Greek), or U(ncertain); the
origin of the vase, I(mported) or L(ocal), where this can be determined,
and the date (if given in the republication), either the number of the cen-
tury B.c. or H(ellenistic). A question mark has been added if the suggested
origin of the vessel is uncertain or a date is based entirely on letter forms.'s

Lebmanns  Republication

Number Number Language Origin Date
1 A-A33 N I 5

3 A-A34 N I 5

4 V-A1 N I 5

8 A-A35 N I 5
12 V-A6 N — 6or5?
13 V-A7 N — 6 or 5?
15 A-A36 N I 6
16 V-A8 N I 5
18 R-110 N I? 4
19 R-234 N — —
25 H-144 N I 5
27 V-A10 N I 5
28 A-A37 N I —
30 V-A2 N I 5
33 A-Al14 N L 4
36 V-A13 N L —
38 A-A22 N L 5
40 V-A9 N I 6
46 A-A23 N L —
47 A-A15 N L 5
49 A-A1l6 N L 4
64 R-235 N — —
66 V-A12 N I 5
70 V-A11 N 1 —
72 V-A4 N I 5
73 V-A3 N 1 5
76 H-153 G L 4
81 H-127 G L 4

161.1. C. Love, “Appendix to the
Catalogues of Ceramics in Volume 4.1
and 2,” in Samothrace 4.2, pp. 217-228;
and “Inscribed Ceramics,” in Samo-
thrace 3, pp. 211-236.

162. G. Kopcke, “Ceramics,” in
Samothrace 7, pp. 275-326.

163. Samothrace 11.

164. M. B. Moore, “Catalogue of
Finds: Ceramics,” in Samothrace 5,
pp- 317-394; see esp. pp. 317-318.

165. One more item in Lehmann’s
corpus has been republished, but it is
unfortunately concealed by a misnum-
bering in Kopcke’s catalogue of the
Rotunda. Kopcke’s no. 186, a “large
plate” inscribed with a theta, is stated
by him to be no. 200 in Lehmann’s
corpus. That cannot be, because 200 is
a glazed kantharos, and is actually listed
by Kopcke (p. 288) with other such
kantharoi.
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89
89b
91
92
93
95
96
98
102a
102b
107
111
114
122
123
124
125
131
135
140
150
154
161
162
167
177
178
179
182
194
201
211
213
214
216a
216b
228
229
245
249
252
253
258
259
260
262
297
317
318
319
320
321
321a
323

A-A24
H-129
A-A31
H-135
A-A25
A-A19
A-A26
R-303
H-148
H-152
R-102
R-122
R-183
A-A27
A-A28
A-A29
A-A30
H-130
H-133
H-128
H-131
H-132
H-126
H-120
H-121
A-A18
H-124
R-181
R-73
R-60
R-306
H-151
H-136
H-134
H-139
H-140
A-A17
H-147
R-9
H-145
A-A38
V-A5
H-149
R-255
A-A20
A-A32
R-233
N-H1.1
N-5128.1
N-H17.1
N-H9.2
N-H17.H
N-5130.13
N-H9.1
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