
have not been made public). The first reason is 
subjective and not supported by other evidence; but 
the second has some force, though the sample of 
signed pots so far examined is small. Even so, the 
arguments against the interpretation of 'maker' as 
shaper are more direct. First, it is hard to imagine 
how two shapers could have collaborated on one 
Band cup. Secondly, since the signatures are 
regularly painted and apparently by the same hand 
as any other inscriptions on the pot (which some- 
times are a considered part of the painted decoration), 
it is a fair conclusion that the signatures were done 
by the painter:4 but if both painters and 'makers' 
were operating in another man's workshop, it is 
strange that painters' signatures are much rarer than 
those of 'makers'. Thirdly, there is the case of 
Euphronios. This name is recorded in the signa- 
tures of a painter who was active in Athens at the end 
of the sixth century, in 'maker's' signatures of the 
earlier fifth century and in the inscription of a marble 
dedication probably of or just before the 470's, found 
on the Acropolis of Athens and designating the donor 
as a potter :5 since Euphronios is not a common name, 
it is generally and reasonably accepted that painter, 
'maker' and dedicator were the same man and that 
Euphronios changed from painting to 'making'. 
Yet if 'making' means shaping, it is surprising that a 

painter of remarkable quality should have chosen to 
become a not very remarkable shaper,6 unless the 
shape of a vase was valued much more highly than 
its painted decoration; and then, one may wonder, 
since evidently he knew how to shape, why he ever 
took up painting in the first place. On the other 
hand, to prosper enough to be able to make expensive 
dedications as Euphronios did, implies the ownership 
of a sizable workshop.7 Fourthly, as Mr B. F. Cook 
pointed out to me, the number of surviving signatures 
of Nikosthenes as 'maker' seems excessive, if the 
signed pots (decorated by several painters) are his 
own handiwork.8 Fifthly, there is I think a semantic 
objection to interpreting eohlaev as 'shaped' in those 
signatures. For shaping the word that comes first to 
mind is nAdalco. As for noto, one would expect from 
the general use of that verb that to the buying public, 
who read the signatures, the 'making' of a painted 

4 Similarly the much less frequent incision of 
signatures was done after painting. 

5 IG i2 5 6. A. E. Raubitschek, Dedications from 
the Athenian Akropolis 255-8, no. 225. 

6 Beazley ingeniously suggested failing eyesight 
(Potter and Painter 34); but if he is right, it did not 
destroy Euphronios's commercial success. 

7 References in Beazley, op. cit. 21-5. 
8 Nearly I20 are listed in ABV and ARV2. If 

Nikosthenes shaped all these pieces and also the 
unsigned cups attributed to the same shaper as one 
or other of the signed cups, then it would seem that 
he filled the needs of several painters: yet, so J. V. 
Noble tells me, on average the shaping of a pot needs 
about as much time as the painting. 
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olive oil were also features of Greek life not shared to 
the same degree by other early cultures and of course 
they long antedate the first Protocorinthian aryballoi. 
Small flasks, presumably for the domestic or toilet 
use of oil, were being made throughout the earlier 
Iron Age of Greece, and their predecessors were the 
Bronze Age stirrup jars, the smallest of which closely 
match later Greek lekythoi and aryballoi in capacity 
and have similar orifices for shaking out the heavy 
liquid, not pouring it. We cannot, of course, say 
that the oil was scraped from the body, although the 
function of some Bronze Age 'razors' and 'toilet 
knives' might be called into question here. How- 
ever, any such attempt to project back the Classical 
practice into the Bronze Age or even the earlier Iron 
Age is not supported by the Homeric poems in which 
a different toilet use of oil is described - anointing 
the body after a water bath and before dressing, 
with no suggestion that the oil was removed, but 
rather that a gleaming, oiled skin was admired. 
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'Epoiesen' on Greek Vases 

A relatively very small but by absolute reckoning 
considerable number of painted Greek pots have 
signatures on them. These signatures are almost 
always painted and indicate either the maker 
(enoirraev) or the painter (eypaIyev). The relevant 
statistics are these. Most of the signatures are on Attic 
products of the century from 570 to 470. Makers' 

signatures are about twice as common as painters'. 
Sometimes both kinds of signature occur on the same 
pot, but (so far as I know) only three times are the 
maker and the painter the same man.' In two 
instances the signature gives the names of two 
makers.2 

The meaning of Sypayvsv is certainly 'painted', but 
in Greek as in English usage 'made' (enoilaev) can 
refer to an owner of a workshop or a manual worker. 
Most students who have published their opinion take 
the 'making' of a pot to refer to manual work and, 
since double signatures show painting distinguished 
from 'making', they interpret SEnoiiaev as shaped. 
Their reasons seem to be two. First, the shaping of 
much Attic pottery of the later sixth and earlier fifth 
centuries is so excellent that they expect the shapers 
to have been quite as deserving of recognition as the 
painters. Secondly, the examination of shapes3 
suggests strongly that some pots signed by the same 
'maker' were shaped by the same shaper, and so far 
no exceptions have been observed (or, if observed, 

1 Exekias twice (ABV, nos. I and 13); Duris once 

(ARV2, no. 256). 
2 ABV I63-4 (Glaukytes and Archicles) and 230 

(Anacles and Nikosthenes): both are Band cups. 
3 H. Bloesch, Formen attischer Schalen. 
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pot would have comprised the painting as well as the 
shaping.9 If so, where painting is expressly distin- 
guished from 'making', 'making' cannot mean shaping 
and must refer to ownership. 

Some students, not altogether happy about the 
equation of 'maker' and shaper, concede that the 
shaping of the pots may often have been done by the 
owner. Whether or not this would have been 
practicable in a busy workshop with all the inter- 
ruptions of prospective customers, it hardly affects 
the lexical meaning of gnoirlaev in instances where 
painting and 'making' were distinct. In small 
workshops, where the owner worked with little or no 
assistance and did the shaping and painting himself, 
no distinction was needed between ownership and 
manual work, and the use of 'ypaiev rather than 
Enoitaev in some early signatures may only indicate 
that painting was more highly regarded than shaping; 
but from about 570 at the latest, when (with the 
Francois vase) double signatures first appear,10 larger 
workshops evidently existed and so the use of Enobrlaev 
must have become restricted primarily to the sense of 
ownership. 

R. M. COOK 
Museum of Classical Archaeology, Cambridge 

9 On this I am obliged for advice to Dr J. 
Chadwick. 

10 ABV 77. 

'Planets' in Simplisius De caelo 471.1 ff. 

In four of the last five numbers of the JHS, Doctors 
D. R. Dicks' and D. O'Brien2 have disputed about 
Simplicius De caelo 47I.I if. (DK I2AI9), which runs 
(in part, 471.2-6): Kal yap E'Kc [i.e. E:K iCv nepi 
darTpoAoytav] nepl tr7j Ta'eoS rTov nAavco,evo4 v Kal 

nepil jCeyE0Os Kal dtnorri/drcov dnoa eEtcraKt 'Avat/u- 
dvdpov znprTov TOV nzepi /eyeOW,V Kal daznooTrr/zdcov odyov 
evjprlKo'o, cog Esrylo? ltrTopel Trjv Trg O0aewo da Ttv el; 
Tovg HvOayopEiovq nporovug avaqpepov. In his History of 
Greek philosophy (i 93), Professor Guthrie translates the 
latter part of this as follows: '(. . . speaking of the 
planets) "Anaximander was the first to discuss their 
sizes and distances, according to Eudemus, who 
attributes the first determination of their order to the 
Pythagoreans."' Guthrie, Dicks and O'Brien all 
agree that naavcou),evcov is accurately translated as 
'planets'; they also evidently agree that Anaximander 
would not have distinguished the planets from the 
fixed stars, at least in this matter;3 and consequently 
Guthrie (op. cit. i 95) finds Simplicius' statement 
about Anaximander 'confusing'; Dicks finds it 

I must thank Professor F. H. Sandbach for his 
helpful comments on an earlier draft of this note. 

1 JHS xxxvi (966) 30 and lxxxix (1969) I20. 
2 JHS lxxxviii (1968) 120 n. 44 and xc (I970) 198. 
8 So, explicitly, Guthrie op. cit. i 94-5 and Dicks in 

JHS lxxxvi (I966) 30. 
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'nonsensical';4 and O'Brien speaks of Simplicius' 
'rather ragged context', and supposes that Eudemus 
was actually speaking, not of planets, but of sun, 
moon and stars,5 i.e. that Simplicius has quite 
misrepresented his source. 

All three scholars evidently assume that by 
uaavco,uevcwv Simplicius means the five bodies which we 
agree with the Greeks in calling 'planets', i.e. 
Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter and Saturn; and of 
course the word can mean this.6 But in many places 
ol niAdvtre, oi t7ravcouevot dacrTpeq and similar phrases 
denote all the heavenly bodies that change their 
positions relative to the fixed stars, i.e. the five bodies 
just mentioned plus the sun and moon. Thus when 
Aristotle says (Cael. 292b3I-3a2), contrasting the 
fixed stars with the other heavenly bodies: /j u~ev yap 
nrp&orr [sc. qopa] dtia ojaa noAtd KlVel TCSv Caroudrcov 
rwv OeoEov, aL 6be nzolai ooYat ev tdovov eCKaavr' Zov 

ydp nAavcoyE'vwo v ev tohv nrAEiovg p9'pepat Qopag, he is 
clearly including all the heavenly bodies except the 
fixed stars among zTv nAavcowjecov; and other authors, 
who speak of 'seven planets',7 are similarly counting 
the sun and moon among the planets, as well as the 
five listed above. 

Simplicius De caelo 454.I5-I8 refers to both mean- 
ings of nAavTr; (he seems, I would suggest, to regard 
the wider meaning as the primary one): o6'av 6e, Aey7 
TOVs 6e nrvJzavrTa Iut a rl,fetv [Aristotle Cael. 
29oai9f] Kairot Tov nRiov 'Ev6O O'VTOr TrOV nAavITwov Kal 
arTifovo0;, T' 'oave Aovg napad zoTV Itov latvov ra 

navdvtr a il6 cos AyoL dv Tovg ne'vre TroV; napd rov o'Atov 
Kal trIv aechvqv. At 280.28-31 he envisages only the 
wider meaning, saying that one meaning of ovpavod is 
Tz nzavcjc/zvov ... E.v C aerLjvri Kal iAtog Kal Tad dia 

aorpa rd znAavdaOatL AeyodUeva. At 47I.2-6, too, he is 
using niavco)/evcov in this wider sense, as is surely clear 
from the words that follow my original quotation 
(471.6-o1): Td 6 be ye'Oer Kal ad daznorr/tjara Atiov Kal 
aerljvr17g UyXpi V'V eyvwcoTrat daTo Tcov 8KIEI2)eo)v Tjv 
dapopijv trg Kaxarygjscopg al apova, Kal elKO:; jv Taiyra 
Kal zov 'Avaltiav6pov evprKKeval, Kal 'Ep/ov~ 6 Kal 
'Aqppo6irqg dnco Tg nrpd6; Toirovg; exanapafpoifrg, 
wvnep da fueyeQOr: Kat rd dnToazor/uaTa vnod Twv Fe-sr 
'AptazoweArIv Ae.'ov r}KptfliOr: sun and moon, like 
Mercury and Venus, are clearly included among Td 
nAavo/Ieva.8 

4 HS Lxxxvi (1966) 30. 
5 JHS lxxxviii (1968) 120 n. 44. 
6 cf, for example, Aristotle Metaph. I073b 7-23 

(ri'ov Kal aEAnvgr contrasted with T&v nAavaouyevov 
aapcwv), and passages that refer to 'the five planets' 
(e.g. Geminus p. 10.3-4 Manitius; Cleomedes 
p. 182.1-2 Ziegler; Aetius ii 7.7 [DK 44AI6]). 

7 See, e.g., von Arnim Stoicorum veterum fragmenta 
ii p. I68.32-3 (from Stobaeus Eclogae i p. I84.8 ff. 
Wachsmuth); Cleomedes p. 30.17-18 Ziegler; 
Aetius ii 32.2 (DK 4I.9). 

8 Aristotle Cael. 29 a29-b o, on which Simplicius 
is commenting, is clearly referring to all the heavenly 
bodies, i.e. including sun and moon. 
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