PHOINIKES: THE HISTORY OF AN ETHNONYM

ANDREA ERCOLANT*

Una identiti non é fatta di “cose”,
é fatta di assunzioni di ‘cose” a “valori’,
anche di “cose” assolutamente inesistenti,
perché lidentita é una costruzione

(A.M. Cirese)

Abstract: The etymology of Greek Phoinikes points towards an Indo-European root, despite other proposed origins
cannot be ruled out with absolute certainty. The original meaning of the noun does not seem to have connection
either with the Phoenician purple dye or with the colour purple. As regards Phoinikes in Homeric epic poetry, the
term seems to indicate Levantines in a broader sense, with no specific connection with those known as “Phoenicians”
from the 6™ century onwards. Apparently the Sidonians were the only “Phoenician” ethnic group known to Greek
ancient epics.
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1. INTRODUCTION

While this contribution does not present substantially new data, I do critically examine the various proposed
hypotheses in order to clarify the meaning of the term ®oivikeg in its earliest occurrences in Greek, particu-
larly within the cultural horizon of the Homeric epics. My efforts aim to

i. clarify the origin of the term ®oivikeg;

ii. hypothesise which ethnic group or groups are indicated by the term;

iii. understand whether those whom we now call “Phoenicians” are present in the Homeric poems (and
under what ethnonym).

My analysis is deliberately limited to 2™ millennium Greek (i.e. Mycenaean) and to the Homeric po-
ems, in an attempt to maintain a relatively homogeneous data set. Conceding the impossibility of establish-
ing an absolute chronology for the Homeric, I take the 7 century BCE as the low chronological threshold
for their composition.

* Istituto di Studi sul Mediterraneo (ISMed) — CNR, Roma; andrea.ercolani@ismed.cnr.it. hteps://orcid.org/0009-0005-1106-
248X. Abbreviations used in the text: Akk. = Akkadian; Canaan. = Canaanite; Egyp. = Egyptian; Gr. = Greek; Hebr. = Hebrew; IE
= Indo-European; It. = Italian; Myc. = Mycenaean; Sem. = Semitic; Ugar. = Ugaritic.

** T am grateful to Marco Bonechi, Maurizio Del Freo, Emanuele Dettori, and Ida Oggiano for both their comments and the
guidance they provided, enabling me to overcome, at least in part, my ignorance. The responsibility for statements and errors is and
remains entirely mine. The epigraph is taken from Cirese 2010, p. 77.
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2. DatA

An attempt at understanding the ethnonym ®oivikeg cannot be separated from an overview of what I oper-
ationally refer to as the “poiviE-semanteme”, which has a rather wide range of meaning. In the Mycenaean
tablets of Knossos (KN), the form po-ni-ki-ja = goivikia appears repeatedly (KN Sd 0401, 0402, 0405,
0408,' 0409, 0413, 0450; Se 880,2 882, 965), as an adjectival formation expressing colour in reference to
chariots (i-gi-ja = imrmia, “chariot”; cfr. also KN Sd 0404 and Sf 0428; in reference to textiles KN L 1568e).?
On the basis of these occurrences, any ethnic and/or geographical reference should be ruled out, since in the
tablets of the Sd and Se series the descriptive elements of chariots are material, more specifically chromatic.
In the case of po-ni-ki-jo (KN Ga 418 and 424), it serves as a phytonym,* which should probably be under-
stood as “red grass” or the like, without any ethnic reference.’
In the Homeric poems, the term and the compounds in which it recurs to indicate:®

i. the colour red (7. IV 141; ¢oiviki gaewvov | VI 219 = VII 305 = Od. XXIII 201 etc.; Yhaivav ...
porvikéeooav |l 7. X 133 = Od. XIV 500 = XXI 118; etc.; véag gorvikotapious | Od. XI 124 =
XXIIT 271 etc.; note that the only Homeric occurrence of the adjective goivi€ signifies “brown, chest-
nut”,” i.e. a dark, brownish red, 7/. XXIII 454);

ii. the (date) palm tree (Od. VI 163; cfr. hHomAp. 117)

iii. an anthroponym: 1. Phoenix king of the Dolopis, son of Amintor (//. IX 168, 223, 427, 432, 607,
621, 659 etc.®); 2. Phoenix father of Europe (7. XIV 321);°

iv. an ethnonym (7. XXIII 744; Od. XIV 272, 288; XV 415, 417, 419, 473);

v. aregion (Od. IV 83; XIV 291).

Here po-ni-ja-ja “par lapsus du scribe”: Lejeune 1971, p. 29 n. 75.
po-ni-ke-a: for the different suffixation see Lejeune 1971, p. 29 n. 78.
Lejeune 1971, p. 29; Lejeune 1972, p. 304 (sub d).

Prob. a plant from which a coloring agent was obtained: Murray — Warren 1976, Foster 1977 and Melena 1976, p. 186 - which
rejects the earlier interpretation of Melena 1973, where po-ni-ki-jo = “palm-date”.

5  Despite the caution of Ruijgh 1993, col. 455, and pace Stella 1965, p. 27 (see infra n. 65) and others (e.g. Tsirkin 2001, p. 276).
the po-ni-ke(-qe) from Pylos (PY Ta 722) is a singular instrumental (cfr. the plur. in Ta 714. 2 po-ni-ki-pi) that “almost certainly
means ‘palm tree’ and refers to an ornamental motif (of gold, ivory, blue glass paste [fu-wa-no]) applied to pieces of fine furniture (a
throne and a footstool respectively)” (M. Del Freo, per litteras 29.4.2013: cfr. most recently Meier-Briigger 2008). It no longer seems
tenable to assume that this refers “to the murex shell itself” (Muhly 1970, p. 32). For the status quaestionis on the alleged presence
of the Phoenicians in Mycenaean texts, see Godart 1991 (where the assumption holds that the Myc. texts do mention Phoenician
ethnicity), but Wachter 2009, p. 233, deems this unreliable.

6 For a complete list of occurrences, see the concordances of Prendergast 1962 and Dunbar 1962 (and the still useful Ebeling
1885). For semantic and etymological analysis, the obligatory references are DELG, s.v. and Frisk 1960-1972, s.v. (essentially
aporetic Beekes 2010, s.v. Poivikes and s.v. poiviE, as well as LfgrE, s.v. 9oivik, s.v. Poivik, Potvikes, s.v. porvdg [H.W. Nordheider]).
For an analysis of the term in relation to the Phoenician world, overview in DCPP 5.v. (C. Bonnet, E. Lipinski). I discuss only here,
and briefly, poiviE = “phoenix”, a mythical bird, Hes. fr. 304. 3 M.-W. etc. (hence Frisk, s.v. 4; again, in any case, the name would
seem to derive from the red color of the plumage; differently, however, Beekes, s.v. goiviE, 3, so it would be related to Egyp. 4jn).
For the wide range of objective referents (especially as a phytonym) see the summary in LS/, s.v. Very useful is Ruijgh 1993 (despite
some points of disagreement).

7 See e.g. Richardson 1993, ad loc.
8  The explanation of the name of this character from the /iad is controversial: “the Red” certainly applies, but reference to wine

or the red color of grapes seems to be excluded. An allusion to the (bloody) affair of Altea and Meleager remains speculative, as those
who have proposed the hypothesis concede: “unbestitigte Vermutung” (Miihlestein 1969, pp. 81-86, here: 86).

N N =

9 And thus brother of Cadmus: it is plausible that a mythical character with this name may have already appeared in Homeric
poetry (even implicitly) as progenitor of the Phoenicians, pace Bonnet — Lipiriski in DCPP. See also von Kamptz 1982, §81, p. 334.
On the mythical figure of Phoinix, see Bonnet 1983a and 1983b (sse also Pape — Benseler 1884, s.v. oiviE, pp. 1641 £.).
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According to lexicons, also:

vi. purple dye/the colour purple.

3. INTERPRETATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS (ANCIENT AND MODERN)

3.1 Ancient interpretations of the ethnonym

Let us begin with the ethnonym and the explanations given to it by ancient scholars. While the anthrop-
onym ®oivif and the common term @oivi§ (correctly, according to modern linguistics) trace back to the
colour red," the ethnonym ®oivikeg could refer to a supposed origin of that people from the Red Sea. This
“chromatic” explanation is unexpressed but implied, precisely due to the conjectural relationship between
¢oiviE (“red”) and the Erythraean (“Red”) Sea.'> Modern critics, however, reject this etymology.'?

The Etymologicum Magnum records another ancient etymology (s.v. <®oiviE>) where the ®oivikeg
would be so called because they are murderers (Trapa 10 @Svog- @ovior yap ot Poivikeg, kai AjoTpikol
OV TpoTIOV, p. 797. 25 Kallierges). This paremiology obviously derives from the assonance between ¢pdvog
(“murder”) and ¢oivég (“red”) with possible interference and/or semantic slippage between these terms,
assuming a progression murder — blood — red colour.'*

3.2. Modern Interpretations

3.2.1. Non-Greek origin

i. Egyptian origin. Sethe 1916 proposed an Egyptian origin for the ethnonym ®oivikeg, a proposal re-
cently reiterated by Tsirkin 2001 (pp. 275-276 and 279),'® which would derive the term from Egyptian

10 See LS/, s.v. gpoiviE; DELG, s.v. ¢oivik, 1 B; Frisk, s.u. poiviE, 5; Beekes, s.v. oivik, 4; LfgrE, s.v. oivik.

11 See infra. For thNe ancient explanations, in addition to Eustath. iz 7/, vol. I, p. 721, 1l. 2-4 &pyn 8¢ Tapaywyikn avtiis 6
POvOg TITOL TO aLpQ, OU TIPOG OPOLOTHTA O TOU Poivikog kapTrog epeubetat. 60ev kai PoiviE kiplov 1 TOV kat’ aUToV, WS EiKAG,
potvikeov xpolv, cfr. e.g. the numerous glosses of Hesychius pertaining to ¢oivif and corradicals referring to the colour red: ¢
686 <poiviki>- epubp Pappatt; 695 <porvikiiov>- TUPPGV; 699 <POivIKL PAELVOV>= POIVIKIVEG YpWHATL AeAapTipucpévoy; 702
<porvikfig>- Gmhov epubpdv; 704 <porvikdeooa>- TUppa 1§ Ypwpatt, Epubpd; 706 <poivikolv>- TUPpGY, KOKKLVOV, oipoTdOES;
710 <¢@oiviE>- 10 &évEpov “poivikog véov Epvog” kal 6 KapTrog. kol O Tuppog 1§ ypwport. Others quotations could be added (e.g.
the Homeric scholia, conveniently collected in LfgrE, s.v. poiviE, sub X). That it indicates a dark red color seems evident from Etym.
M. <®orvikov>: "EpuBpov, Tuppdv- 1) 10 pehawv (p. 797. 30 Kallierges). Grand-Clément 2011, pp. 350-351, tries to establish which
color lies behind goiviE.

12 The connection between the Phoenicians and the Red Sea goes back at least to Herodotus (Hdt. I 1 and VII 89.2). Cfr.
subsequently Eustath. in L., vol. III, pp. 825.29-826. 1: 10 8¢ po1vov TpwTSTUTIOVY €0Tt ToU dagotvdv, kod dnhoi T Tepotviypévoy
6poiwg 16 “aiparigovikdeis”, 6 €oTiy épuepég, 60ev kal X)\odva q)owu(éecooa kai Poivikeg, EBvog oikfjoav Tepl ToTAPOV ’Ep\ﬁepav
fj Tept Epuepotv Baaooav, kal 1O puToV O¢ q)OlVlE 611 TotoUTOV KCXp1TOV TE)\EO'(POPEI and Ezym M. s.v. <<I>01vu<sg> l'[porspov oi
Poivikeg Grouv TpOG Ti) spuepcx Ga)\cxoon, kai évretiBev alToic rouvopc— prlVlKOl Yop TV Xpouxv Ao THV TT(XPGKELPEVQ)V uuro1g
TIETPOV [epuepoxpwv] oUoGV- 610 kai epubpa )\eyerm Evreuesv peraorotvrsg, ile Zuplag T Trotpoteot)\aoma Kataoxovrsg, opotwg
ekoholUvTo Poivikes, OUKETL EM@VUR®G, GANA TTapa TO PoLVOV, fyouv TO €pubpov kal Tuppov. “Opnpog, Taot 8¢ Tapijiov aipatt
POLVOV-YIVETAL KAl TTAPWVUHOV, £k ToU porvos PoiviE 10 EBvikdv- EvBev kal, 10 pev &M\o téo0ov Ppoivif ﬁv—cnpaivsl 8¢ kol pouotkov
Spyavov, d1& 1o U0 Poivikog elpedijvan (p. 797. 10 ff. Kallierges).

13 Speiser 1936, p. 126; cfr. also e.g. Moscati 1993, p. 165; for supporters of the hypothesis, see Muhly 1970, pp. 24-25 and n. 33.

14 Only as a curiosum I point out the continuation of the Ezymologicum: Ajvoton 8¢ xai i 10U utol AapBdvecBat, Sia v tédv
oTeAé Vv OEUTNTA- OIPGOCOUCL YAp Kal GOLVICTOUTT TOUS GTTTOHEVOUS QUTGV.

15 The hypothesis is accepted by Peiser 1919, Belardi 1950, p. 222 (admittedly not very clear: Gr. ®orvik- should be regarded as
an “adaptation of an alloglot form *Prk-" referring to Egyptian fnh-), and seems to be echoed in Faulkner 1962, p. 98, who elucidates
Fnhw as “a Syrian people”.

16  The explanation is accepted by Bondi 2009, p. X.
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frnhw (“carpenter, woodcutter”), a designation that would befit a people building ships and supplying
timber for construction (like the Canaanites of the Old Testament). The Egyptian term, however, could
simply mean “distant lands”,"” without having any specific relationship to the Phoenicians or to the
Syro-Palestinian coastline, a relationship that should remain hypothetical.'® Moreover, as Speiser 1936,
p- 122, has already pointed out, phonetic difficulties prevent the acceptance of poivig < frhw.”

ii. Semitic origin: see 3.2.2 in small print.

iii. Illyrian origin. According to Bonfante 1941 ®oivikeg would originally have been the name of an
Illyrian tribe settled in Epirus, named after their progenitor, ®oivi€, king of the Dolopi (Z/. IX 484
etc.). With this explanation, all related toponyms would be compatible from both a geographical and
a cultural point of view.”” Bonfante takes as decisive the suffix -1k- as found in Pre-Greek ethnonyms,
specifically in names of Illyrian tribes settled in northern Greece and the Troad (I'paikeg, AiBikeg,
Téppikeg). She also rejects a Greek origin based upon two considerations (pp. 4-5) — the first se-
mantic, since “people are not named from colours”; the second linguistic, because the suffix -1k- is of
Illyrian origin and non-productive in Greek. But the totality of the data (for which see infra) leads
one to believe that a chromatic notion lies at the origin of the ethnonym (especially if allogenic) and
to believe that the suffix -1k-, regardless of its origin,?' has some productivity in Greek, albeit reduced

(cfr. Schwyzer 1939, p. 497, sub. 5).

—_

3.2.2. Greek origin

From a linguistic point of view, we cannot yet discard an IE origin for ¢oiviE (and thus ®oivikeg), specifically
a Greek origin, relating to the colour red (most likely the colour of blood,?? without any connection to the
colour purple). The examination of the oldest linguistic material, in fact, suggests that ¢oivif as “purple”
or “purplish-red” develops later and secondarily. The term derives from the adjective gpoivog expressing in
itself the chromatic notion of “red” (IE *4%en-, “to strike to death”, with apophonous vowel |o| *&%on- >
*pov-jog > poivog).? The progression “to strike (to death) — blood — colour of blood — red” is intuitive on

17 Goedicke 1965, p. 40 f. See the discussion (with bibliography) in Bonfante 1941, p. 2 n. 2.
18  See Muhly 1970, pp. 30-31, with further bibliography.

19 Particularly problematic (as Sethe himself admitted) appears the correspondence between Gr. ¢ |ph| aspirated occlusive, and
Egyp. f, supposedly a labiodental fricative. In this case, it would be more plausible to admit an intermediate passage through the
Western sem. since “Egyp. F- postulates Canaan. P-": Belardi 1950, p. 222. One would conclude that the Greeks recovered an
ethnonym of Egyptian origin, phonetically adapted into the Semitic, from the very people to whom it referred. More economical
solutions remain preferable.

20  Of the toponyms connected with ¢oiviE, which would testify to filiations and direct relations with the Illyria, such names
may well have been induced by chromatic characteristics of places, without any reciprocal relationship. A trivial parallel drawn from
Italian toponomy may illustrate the objection, since the place names Punta Rossa or Rossano, encountered in various Italian areas,
can be explained as possible chromatic characteristics of places, without the need to reconstruct direct or indirect links between
them. Bonfante’s reconstruction may nevertheless have diagnostic value. His concluding point is expressed on p. 16: “The connection
between the Syrian and the Aegean ®oivikes must be admitted; only the direction of the migration must be inverted”, from Illyria
to the Near East via Greece. Morris 1992, reviewing the data set, reconstructs an opposite direction of flow, from Syria to Greece.

21 A possible Illyrian origin would not detract from the semantics of gotv-. For a non-Ilyric but Pre-Greek origin of -ix-, see

Ruijgh 1993, col. 454, and Beckes 2004.

22 Cfr. infra (see also supra n. 11 and Eustath. in 11, vol. I, p. 131. 19-20, for the association between blood and the color
indicated by goiviE). For historical-religious, historical-cultural and linguistic reasons, the explanation of Beloch (1913, p. 70) is
untenable, according to which ®oivif derived from a Greek sun god, namely from his place of residence in the region called ®orvikn,
which conceals a reference to “der blutrote Morgenhimmel”. This explanation seems to be recovered by De Sanctis 1939, p. 74, for
the Phoenicians settled in Thebes: “These Phoenicians, ‘the reds,” are but the demons, natural companions of the sun god Cadmus”.

23 For the outcome -1v-, from -vj-, see e.g. *komjos > *kov-jog > kowvds. The disappearance of consonantic i (j) in this position
is not linguistically problematic (but it may prove problematic that in Myc. the phoneme seems to be preserved behind liquid -rj-:
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the semantic level (cfr. DELG, s.v. gowdg, p. 1220),* so that assuming purple dye (or a similar vegetable
dye) becomes unnecessary.> As for the Phoenician “purple”, then, the case of the po-ni-ki-ja chariots in the
Mycenaean tablets and the Homeric epithet poivikotmdpnog said of ships (e.g. Od. XI 124) lead us to ex-
clude a connection with dye “car la pourpre, mati¢re précieuse, ne convient pas a la peinture de nombreuses
caisses de chars, moins encore a la peinture de coques de bateaux” (DELG, s.v. poiviE, 1, p. 1218).26 Thus the
meaning “purple” is not fundamental but secondary and derivative. Regarding ®oivikeg, furthermore, again
with DELG note that in Greek no ethnonym originates from an artisanal product or its production,” and
this fact, in my opinion, is decisive.”® Outside of the Levant and Near East, Gr. poivif produces toponyms
that clearly have nothing to do with purple or its production, so that even in the case of ®oivikec such a
connection is unecessary.”’ Furthermore, the entire range of high chronological meanings of corradicals (see
Tab.) can be explained through reference to “red”, including the phytonym of the palm-tree, since “von der
Farbe der Frucht goiviE auch ihren Baum bezeichnet” (Hissig 1853, p. 600).

For the Mycenaean chronological horizon and the relatively high horizon of the Homeric poems,
“purple” does not serve as a generative factor for the name ®oivikeg.” Later interference occurs between
Poivikeg (ethnonym), Poivif (eponym of the Phoenicians) and ¢oiviE (the colour),’ but this is another
matter.

*a-r02-a, arjo(h)a, *apjoo-? cfr. &peiwv: Bartonek 2003, pp. 269 and 304; cfr. however DMic, p. 107, s.2.). The real problem, at least
according to IEW (s.v. bhen-, p. 126), is that no comparable outcomes exist in the IE languages.

24 Any connection with IE *¢"en- (> gr. Beivw, ¢pdvog etc.) should be excluded, since Myc. has signs for labiovelars (cfr. e.g.
Lejeune 1979). Thus for po-ni-ki-jo etc.,the hypothesis of initial ¢~ must be discarded and an etymon with an occlusive must be
admitted (DELG, s.v. powvog, p. 12205 cfr. also Astour 1965, p. 348 [with reference to Ventris — Chadwick 1956, p. 405] and Murray
— Warren 1976, p. 57). Aporetic Beekes, whereby ®otvikes / poivik < gpoivdg, the latter declared “without convincing etymology”.
Against an IE etymology stands Ruijgh 1993, col. 454: poivdg “n’a pas d’étymologie indo-européenne plausible et pourrait donc étre
un emprunt préhellénique, c’est-3-dire un mot ‘égéen.””

25  Chantraine 1972, after pointing out that the adj. ¢oivif conveys the chromatic notion of “red”, states that “la traduction
traditionelle par pourpre se recommande de fagon particulierment nette” (p. 9) in some cases (/1. IV 141, VI 219, VII 305, XV 538,
Od. XXIII 201 and others). But he also points out that V. Bérard for Od. XXIII 201 translated “des courroies d’un cuir rouge éclatant
The use of the adjective in reference to horses and other animals, where the color purple does not pertain, leads one to discount
the meaning “purple” for the Homeric poems. This follows Chantraine’s own reasoning, who, at the very end of his examination of
the Homeric /oci, concludes that “Il en est résulté que le mot [se7l. 9oiviE] et ses dérivés ont pu signifier de maniére assez vague et
générale ‘rouge’ (p. 10). Rightly cautious Hoekstra 1984, in Od. XIV 500, pp. 233-234: points out that the original value of the
adj. is “reddish brown”, admiting only a doubtful form with thevalue of “purplish”.

26 See also Chantraine 1972, pp. 10 ff. Purple obtained from mollusks was the most expensive dye in antiquity: e.g. Jensen 1963.

27  Artisinal production activities and/or the objects produced scarcely appear as onomastic elements even in anthroponymy (on
the meagreness of material, see Bechtel 1917, pp. 606 ff).

28  Speiser 1936, p. 124, attempted to circumvent this reasoning on realia, but not persuasively.

29  Cfr. e.g. rivers called ®oiviE, one in Achaia and the other in the vicinity of Thermopylae (cfr. respectively Paus. VII 23, 5 and
Hdt. VII 200), with more extensive lists in Olshausen 1853, p. 335, and Speiser 1936, p. 121.

30  Note that Apollonius Sophist in his Lexicon homericum (s.v. <poiviE>) recognized the polyvalence of the term’s meaning: 1. a
plant (the palm); 2. the proper name; 3. the red colour; 4. a phoinikon anthos, 5. the ethnonym: 1év ToA& Snhouodv 1) AéEig. 10
pev yap Sévbpov “poivikog Env Epvog”. Snhof kad 10 KUptov Svopa, Tov ol AxiAéws Tpogéag- “Poivif Grrra yepaué™. onpaiver kol
TOV TIUPPOV TQ YPWHOTL, “TO pev GANO Spag goivik nv, v ¢ petd e Aeukov ofjp’ ETETukTo” Kol TO porvikov &vBog, “og & Gte Tig
T EAépavTa YUvi) golvikt pifver” kol 10 EBvikov, “On téte Poivif N\Bev avip amariha eidwg”. Of these, the only one that relates
to purple in the proper sense is the phoinikon anthos, which could be reference to the brilliance of a “Phoenician dye”, But the verse
that Apollonius cites is 7. IV 141, where it refers to an artefact made by a meonian or charyan woman, as explicitly stated in the
followingv.: ‘Q¢ & Ste Tig T ENépavta yuvr) goivikt pujvi / Mnovig fe Kdeipa raphiov Eppevar irmrwv. Once again: purple, at least
Phoenician purple, may be excluded.

31  See Bonnet 1983a and 1983b (briefly Pedrazzi 2011, pp. 116-118). Concise discussion of the ethnonym in Grand-Clément
2011, pp. 247-248.
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The most widely accepted explanation, however, assumes ¢oiviE in the sense of “purple” as the basis of
the ethnonym.?? Thus, e.g. in Dizionario della civilti fenicia: the name Phoenicia is assumed to be of
Greek origin, related to purple production in the region. The link between the ethnonym (and/or the
name of the region) and the production of purple can be traced back as an en passant hypothesis at least
to Movers 1849, p. 2 (but in his footnote 8 he refers to an earlier bibliography). Speiser 1936, pp. 124-
126, formulated a fuller hypothesis, and he was later followed by Moscati 1963 (reprinted in Moscati

32 Another explanation that has met with some favor connects the ethnonym and the name of the palm tree. The first to propose
this explanation seems to have been Movers (cfr. 1849, p. 3), and was sampled among various hypotheses by Ebeling 1885, p. 440,
s.v. Poivikeg (cfr. also Melena 1973). But the botanical and palacobotanical data do not support such an hypothesis(see objections

in the following footnote).
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1988, pp. 23-24), Moscati 1966, p. 21 (reprinted in Moscati 1974, p. 22), and then Fantar 1971, p.
115,% Garbini 1975, p. 15, Bonnet 1983a, p. 235, von Kamptz 1982, p. 334, et alii plurimi, up to Pey-
ronel 2006, p. 51, Dietrich 2009, p. 53, Sherratt 2010, p. 122 (with due caution).*® Wathelet (1983, p.
235) contemplated the hypothesis, only to rightly rule it out (p. 241 f). Also exluding the genesis of the
ethnonym from the (production of) purple was Musti 1991, p. 161 n. 3, on the basis of P. Chantraine in
DELG, discussed above. The repeated exclusion of this hypothesis from several quarters, however, does
not seem to have dislodged the current consensus opinion.

The hypothetical connection with Phoenician purple dye posits ®oivikeg as a translation into Greek from
the Semitic designation “Canaanites”® derived from Akk. kinahhu, “purple, reddish-purple”).?® The hypoth-
esis, proposed by Speiser 1936, pp. 124-126, presupposes a sequence Akk. kinahhu, “purple” > Kinahhi (or
Kinahna or Kinah(n)i), “country of/whence the purple” > Ugar. kn‘ny, Hebr. kena‘an, “Canaanites”,”’ to
denote its inhabitants, and a similar sequence in Greek, whereby goivi, “purple, redish purple” > ®orvikn,
“country of/whence the purple” > ®oivikeg, to denote its inhabitants. But this hypothetical sort of “calque”
is neither necessary nor plausible (see Appendix): first, given the exceptionality of ethnonyms formed by
calque; second, because the morphologically correct sequence in Greek is poivég > goiviE (pl. Poivikeg) >
*porvikikog > gotvikog (haplology) > fem. ®orvikn (scil. Y1), i.e. progressing from the ethnonym to the geo-
graphical designation and not vice versa,* so that a correspondence with the “Semitic” sequence encounters
difficulties.?” The “purple” dye (or rather a similar dye) could, if anything, be called upon to explain the sense
of poiviE as “red”, e.g. a cheaper red vegetable dye® called gpoiviE (which would justify Myc. po-ni-ki-ja etc.,
cfr. supra p. 1 and n. 4). The terms in the reconstruction would thus be reversed, with the sense of “red” for
poivik secondarily derived from “red dye”. But even in this case, the question of the etymon would remain
open (with strong doubts hanging over the Semitic origin of the term*). In reconstructing the link between

33  Fantar, indeed, develops a more articulated reasoning, with ®oivikeg as a term < gr. poiviE, conveying the notion of both a color
(dark red) and a plant (the palm). He then rules out a connection with the latter, considering that the date palm is extremely rare in
the area and could hardly have triggered the genesis of an ethnonym on this basis. Precisely this exclusion leads him to consider more
likely the hypothesis of a connection with purple, following Moscati’s line, similar to Bonnet 1983a.

34  The datum forms of a sort of meme that has taken root even indisciplines outside of Phoenician studies: see e.g. LS/ 5.z, where
the translation “purple” is justified “because the discovery and earliest use of this colour was ascribed to the Phoenicians”.
purp ) y

35  Certainly not unknown in the Greek world: cfr. Hec. 1 F 21 FGrHist ko1 &meEevopévov (= roughly ‘with a foreign word’)
10 Xva- oUtw yap mpotepov 1) Porvikn ékadeito; Steph. Byz. s.v. <Xva> oUtwg 1 Porvikn ekoleito, otep A& Aakwviki) TOMG.
10 €Bvikov Tautng Xvdog, a¢ Tiig A& Adog. For the presence of lexicon of Semitic origin in Greek, the theoretical development of
Szemerényi 1974 is still very useful.

36 von Soden 1959-1981, s.z; Black — Black — Postgate 2000, s.z. (who, correctly, though cautiously, hypothesise a derivation
of the term indicating the product from the toponym Kinal(n)i, and not vice versa: cfr. already de Vaux 1968, p. 25: “si vraiment
les Hurrites de Nuzi appelaient kinahhu la teinture pourpre, cC’est parce quelle était un produit importé de Kinahhi”. The general
tendency to indicate a product by the name of the region of origin was recognized by Speiser 1936 (see supra n. 28 and infra,
Appendix), but only in the case of ®oivikes admitted the contrary (see p. 125: “The use of geographic terms to describe local
products is quite normal. In the case of ®oiviE, however, the reverse process has to be assumed”).

37  For alist of attestations of the term “Canaan/Canaanites” in Semitic languages, see de Vaux 1968, p. 23.

38  Kretschmer 1939, p. 250; Frisk, s.z. powvog. Cr. the sequence Z1dcv > Z18cviog > Z1dwvin (scil. yi)), etc. Speiser 1936, p. 125,
admits the erroneous sequence Porvikn > Poivikeg.

39 If one admits “Canaanite” as an autochthonous definition, the hypothesis that a people name itself after one of its products
becomes all the more incredible: Tsirkin 2001, pp. 271-272.

40  On vegetable dyes in antiquity, see Murray — Warren 1976, pp. 47-54, and Peyronel 2006, pp. 50 ss. with n. 9.

41 A Semitic origin, specifically from Hebrew, was hypothesised by Benfey 1822, p. 109, s.z. gpotviE (sic),; see also Vanicek 1887,
p. 59. The hypothesis is recorded by Ebeling 1885, p. 440, s.v. ®oivikes. Another proposal for Sem. etymology in Astour 1965,
pp- 348-349: Gr. ¢oiviE would be explained as an imprest from the West-Sem. (continued from Hebr. puwwid, Ar. fuwwa) of the

name of a plant (Rubia tinctorum L.) widely spread in Syria, Palestine, Egypt, from which a cheap red dye was obtained. Even if the
material datum were acceptable, the phonetic correspondence strikes me as hardly admissible. Moreover the ethnonym, refering to a
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poiviE and Poivikeg, one should still conclude that Poivikeg would mean “Red Men” (with sequence goivig
= “red vegetable dye” > “red” — ®oivikeg = “Red Men”), given the difficulty of deriving an ethnonym from
a product (i.e. excluding ®oivikeg as “men who produce the tincture goiviE”).*

4. THE (MOST PALUSIBLE) SENSE OF Po1vIKeg

While the question of the etymon ¢potvég remains open, from the preceeding it follows that ®oivikeg most
plausibly stands for “Red Men”. This explanation finds support from other names formed on the basis of
colour, those numerous “chromatic” ethnonyms found in the archaic Greek epic: the Aibiomec, the “Dark
Red/Furred(?) Men” 7/. T 423, XXIII 206, Od. I 22 etc.;* the kUaveg avdpeg, the “Dark Men” Hes. Op.
527;* the Méhaveg (scil. &vdpeg?), the “Black Men” Hes. fr. 150. 10, 17 M.-W. Note in particular those
names formed with the -1k- suffix, such as the AiBikeg (< aiBd¢, “Dark Red”or “scorched earth”) of Thessaly
1. 11 744 and the ®aiakeg (< pardg, “Gray” [approximately]) Od. V 35, 280, 288 etc.®

Further confirmation lies in the Homeric terms related to purple and purple dyeing, with opguipa
at the base of both the adjective mopupeog (/1. 1482, III 126, V 83 etc.; Od. 11 428, IV 115 etc.), and the
apparently more valuable &himtépeupa (Od. VI 53 = 306 | Ahdxara otpwedo’ ahmépeupa, XIIT 108
Pape’ Upaivouaiv ahtopeupa, Balpa idéobat). Moreover, already in the Myc. the term po-pu-re-ia refers
to textiles.” If the element perceived to characterize the people in question had been the purple, why would
the denoting ethnonym not originate from the Gr. term mopgupa (albeit of controversial etymon — possibly
Semitic?” but certainly not Indo-European: DELG, s.v. mopgupa, Frisk, s.v. mopupa, Beekes 2010, s.v.
opgupa, with preceding bibliography) — but from @oivif, whose original connection with Phoenician
purple is not only to be proved, but presently to be ruled out?*®

people famous for a purple dye obtained from mollusks, would have been derived from another type of dye, of lesser value and more
widespread.In addition to the regions mentioned above, it seems to have been produced also in Crete and Cyprus (for the diffusion
of dyes in the Aegean area see briefly Murray — Warren 1976, pp. 55-56¢f, de Vaux 1968, p. 24 n. 18).

42 A chromatic notion may be generated from regional names (cfr. e.g. It. “turchese”, “turchino”, “indaco” etc.; collection of
comparable examples in Bonfante 1941, pp. 3-4), but this only shows that an already-established ethnonym or toponym can have
such acolor derived from that area. Applying the same reasoning to ®oivikeg, one would have to conclude that from the ethnonym
(or from the toponym) the Greeks derived the notion of “(reddish) purple”, not the inverse.

43 And here too, at least in the Homeric poems, the ethnonym seems to be generic : Ruijgh 1993, col. 455.
44 See Ercolani 2010, ad loc.

45 On these last two points, cfr. Bechtel 1914, pp. 328-329, s.2. powvég (although questionable in some interpretative aspects,
correct in the basic approach that moves away from the ethnonym: “nach den Phéniciern heisst die Dattelpalme ..., die sie importiert,
und die Purpurfarbe ..., die sie im Gewerbe angewendet haben”), cfr. Frisk, s.v. poivdg. Physical attributes (especially skin color ,
but also hair and beard color) generate ethnonyms, often of a very generic type: cfr. e.g. It. “Pellerossa”, “Negri/Neri”, “Musi Gialli”
to give some modern examples. Unique is the case of It. “Mori”, which seems to have given rise to a chromatic designation through
the ethnonym, which also derives from a color indication: Madipot (the first poetic occurrence I know from Opp. Cyn. I 171) <
paupos = apaupds, “dark”. On the Latin side one can perhaps invoke the (doubtful) case of the Rusuli (cfr. Leumann 1977, p. 86;
sed contra de Simone 2006, esp. pp. 131 ss.). Skin color is an intuitive connotator and, in the abstract, the same intuition held for
antiquity, however difficult to demonstrate objectively. A distinction in the colouring of the skin (red vs. white), used as an indicator
of sex in Aegean, especially in Minoan painting (see Evans 1900-1901, p. 16; for a substantial validation of Evans’ reconstruction,
see Chapin 2012), suggests that skin color held both denotative and connotative functions, a factor which may have played a part
in the formation of ethnonyms.

46 Cfr. also KN X 976 wa-na-ka-te-ro po-pu-re-[, “royal purple”(?), on which Stieglitz 1994, p. 52. See also Dietrich 2009, p. 52.
47 For a Semitic origin, see Astour 1965, pp. 349-350 (with bibliography).

48  'The disarming intuitiveness of this fact has only been noted, to my knowledge, by Chantraine 1972, pp. 11 ss. (who fails to
close the argument) and by Tsirkin 2001, p. 275.
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The first point of my argument, therefore, argues that ®oivikeg has no relation either to purple dye or
its production. Instead ®oivikeg is a Greek term® and means “Red Men”, or “of a dark red colour”, because
(as I conjecture) in their eyes such was the colour of their skin.” The ethnonym appears to have originated
sometime between 1200-700 BCE (i.e., after the collapse of Mycenaean culture)®' and the lower chronology
for the composition of the Homeric poems.*

5. A REGION AND A PEOPLE WITH INDEFINABLE BORDERS

Let us now attempt to understand which human group the term indicates by reviewing the relevant Homeric
passages:*®

11 XXII1 744

Tn\etdng & aiy’ E\\a tiet Tayutiitog Eebha 740
apyUpeov kpnTilpa TETUYpEvoy- €E & dpar pétpa

yavSavev, altap kdMet évika Tdoav e’ atav

TTOMGv, &mel Ti8Svee ToAuSaidoot e floknoav,

Potvikeg & dyov dvdpeg e Nepoetdéa révToY,

otijoav & év Mpéveoot, @davtt 8¢ Sdpov Edwkav: 745
viog 8¢ [pidpoto Aukdovog wvov Edwke
[MatpdkAw fpwi Inoovidng Elvnog.>

Od. X1V 272
auTap el 81 TOV YE KATEKTOVOV OEED YaAKE,
auTiK’ éyv émi vija Kiwv Polvikag dyauoug

eEModpny kai ogiv pevoetkéa Anida ddka:
ToUg p’ ekélevoa TTUNove kataoTiioat kai épéooat
1 ei¢ "HMda diav, 661 kpatéouvorv "Emetot. 275

Od. X1V 288
AAN G1e &1 6y S0dv pot emitAdpevoy Erog NADE,
&1 téte LoiviE NABev dvip dmariMia eida,

, « on N . )
TPAOKTNG, 06 &1 TTOAX KAk’ AvBpdyTToUS Eedpyet:

O¢ p &ye apmemiBmv ot peoiv, Spp’ ikSpeada 290
Porvikny, 661 10U ye SSpot kai KTpatT Eketto.

49  See Chantraine 1972, p. 2; Baurain 1986, p. 25 (“il s'agit d’un concept exclusivement grec”), Tsirkin 2001, p. 271. Ethnonyms
are often expression of an outsider’s point of view — see the examples in Fabietti 2013, pp. 45-46 (habiru > Hebrews), 65 (Nuba),
83 (Kafiris), 83-84 (Nuristans) etc.

50  Thus Pietschmann 1889, p. 107: ®otvikes is a noun “der nicht auf die Herkunft des Einzelnen eingeht, sondern den
ganzen Volkstamm nach einem Merkmale seiner dufleren Erscheinung als einen Menschenschlag von dunkelréthlicher Hautfarbe
kennzeichnen soll”. Presumably these are men with red robes or robes where red was a dominant color (which could refer to purple,
but secondarily and by inference). Both of these options were proposed by Movers 1849, pp. 2-3. On the Greek side, one could point
to Eustath. in L, vol. ITI, p. 232, 1. 23 ff.,, regarding Spartan usage: AukoUpyog évopoBétnoe Aakedarpoviorg eadijra porvikijv v
TIONEPG POpELV, ¢ v el TpwBein Tig, AavBdvy i 10 g Torautng yAapidog dpdypouv Tpog aipatog epubpstna.

51  Again, in Myc, the term had no ethnic value, see also DMic, s.v. po-ni-ki-ja etc.

52 Cfr. Sherratt 2010, p. 122. A narrower chronological range, between 900 and 700 BCE, must be applied to the toponym
“Sidon” (Woodhouse 2004, p. 238, contradicting West 1981, ad Od. IV 618, p. 368, who assumes that the name Sidon was already
known in Myc. times).

53  See also Muhly 1970, pp. 49-52, Latacz 1990, Richardson 1993, pp. 250-251, and, although not always persuasive, Winter
1995, pp. 247-249.

54  On this passage and its implications, see Sommer 2007, pp. 100-101 e infra Par. 6.
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Indeed, the fact that ®oiviE needs the determinative &vijp seems to manifest a lack of precision for the
ethnonym here (at least in the singular, cft. also the yuvi) ®otvicoa of Od. XV 417). There is a region
called ®ouvikn (for which see LfgrE, s.v.) and it appears to have a more or less direct association with
“Egyptian men” (Od. XIV 286), Libya (XIV 295), Crete (XIV 300), as if to define a sector of the Med-
iterranean thatfits well within the Greek image of a “Near East.”.

Od. XV 415-419

EvBa d¢ Poivikes vauoikAutol fiAuBov dvdpeg, 415

TpdKTAL, pUpl’ dyovies dBUppara vii pelaivy.
€oke 8¢ TTatpog poio yuvn) Poiviaa’ évi oikey,
Kahf Te peydAn e kol dyAaa Epya ibuia:

v & &pa Poivikeg TOAUTTOITTANOL ITEPSTIEVOV.

Note that a8Upparta (416) seems to indicate products of low value, thus the merchants transported not
only quality, artisanal products but also cheap, serial products. This fact, if taken at face value, may pres-
ent some difficulty to those who categorize Phoenician production as “élite” (cfr. Winter 1995, p. 253;
Sommer 2007, p. 100,on Od. XV 388-483).

Od. XV 473

SUoeto T NéMog ok16wVTO Te TTAcaL Ayviat:
npeig & ¢ AMpéva kAutov f\Bopev OKa KIGVTEC,
Ev0” dpo Porvikwv avdpidv flv dkvahog viic.

The Phoenicians and Phoenicia do exist, but no precise spatial or cultural coordinates situates them. No
specific, “identifying” marker emerges from these passages: the “Red Men” are dedicated to “exclusively
maritime-based” activities (Sherratt 2010, p. 122) — navigation for the transport of goods and passengers,
trading, piracy — a series of activities which almost all the peoples who frequented the sea undertook, from
the Mycenaeans to the Cretans to the Cypriots (whoever they were) to the peoples of coastal Syria who
would later give rise to the Aramaic culture. This generic ethnic marker broadly refers to those operating in
the eastern Mediterranean:* “the name ‘Phoenician’ was probably first applied on the basis of the maritime
activities of easterners in the Aegean waters” (Sherratt 2010, p. 124).°

A broad meaning for ®otvikeg might find support in a passage from Athenaeus (Athen. IV 76 [174f]
Kaibel):

YIYYpaivoiot yap oi Poivikeg, (¢ enatv 6 Zevopdv, £xpdvto awhois omibapiaiors 16 péyebog, 6EU kal
yoepov pBeyyopévorg. Toutoig O¢ kai oi Kdpeg ypddvrat év toig Oprivorg, i un dpa kai 1) Kapia Porvikn

ekaleito. w¢ mapa Kopivy (fr. 27 B. = 33 PMG) kai Bakyulidy (fr. 53 B. = 40 Sn.) Eotiv ebpeiv.

Corinna and Bacchilides allegedly called Caria “Phoenicia”, so they seem to have included Caria under

the regional designation of “Phoenicia”, thus incorporating at least part of the Anatolian coast.”’

55  On the absence of the Phoenician West from the Homeric poems, one can only speculate (cfr. e.g. Winter 1995, p. 254).

56  Same idea already appears in Sherratt 2005, p. 35. Baurain 1986 (esp. pp. 25-28) provides the first and most comprehensive
analysis leading to the conclusion that the term ®oivikeg is a generic Greek definition applied to the Levant. Further doxography
infra nn. 65-66. For a general outline of the characterisation of the Phoenicians in the Homeric poems, see Winter 1995, p. 255
(which I do not subscribe to in full; I do not go into the merits of her narratological analysis [pp. 255-264] and on her evaluation of
the Phoenicians as a litmus test for Greek identity).

57  Which would support Herodot. I 170 (Thales as “Phoenician’in reference to his homeland, to be located in the vicinity of
Miletus and thus plausibly in Caria) and Thuc. I 7 (the inhabitants of the Aegean islands were once K&peg and Poivikeg), without
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6. Asour /1. XXIII 744 anp Op. IV 83

Significiantly, in the Homeric epic Sidon and the Sidonians have a certain prominence. And here we need to
go into more detailas we analyze the relevant passages.

11 XXIII 743-744

Mn\etdng & aty’ Mo Tibet Tayutijtog Gebla 740
apyUpeov kpnilpa TETUYpévoy- €E & dpat pérpa

yavdavev, altap kdMet évika doav e’ alav

TOANGV, érrel Z16ovec oAudaidalot eu floknoayv,

Potvikeg & dyov Avdpeg e’ fepoerdéa TTOVTOVY,

otiloav & év Mpévesot, @davrt e Sdpov Edwkav- 745
viog &¢ Tpidpoto Aukdovog wvov Edwke
[MarpdkAe fpwi Inoovidng Edviog.

A distinction clearly emerges from the passage between those who produce material goods (= £166veg) and those
who transport them (= ®oivikeg): for the Greeks at least, the Phoenicians are those Aegean/Near Eastern peoples
engaged in sea-related activities (see below), while the Sidonians are those characterised by the quality of their
metallurgy. The passage has linguistic traits of later origin: the -v ephelkystikon in xavdavev (v. 742), the form
€dwkav (v. 745), and especially the use of the adjective roAudaidalot (v. 743) in the active voice (otherwise
occurring only in the passive).”®

Od. 1V 83

1) Yap oA TaBiov kad O émranbeig
NYoySpny év vipuoi kot 0ydodte Etel n\Bov,
Kumpov Porvikny te kai Alyutrtioug ranOeic,

AibioTrag 6’ ikopnv kai Zidovioug kai "Epepfoug
ka1 A1Puny, va T &pveg Gpap kepaoi tedéBouot. 85

Phoenicia again remains distinct from Sidon, in accordance with the Homeric pattern, where Sidon lives a
life of its own:

11. V1 288-291

avtn & ¢ Bdhapov katefrioeto knwevIa,

€vD’ €o0dv ol TrémAot TTapTTolK A Epya YUVALKQV

Zidoviwv, Tag autog AAEEavSpog Beoerdrig 290
fiyoye Zidovindev emimAmg elpéa évTov

Od. 1V 615-619 = XIV 115-119

Sdow To1 KpNTipa TETUYpEVOV: ApyUpeog be
EoTiv Gmrag, xpuo@ O & yeikea kekpdaviat,
Epyov & ‘Heaiototo- mopev 6¢ € Paidipog fipwe,
Z1doviwv Baotheig, 60’ og SSpog appekdAuye

Kkelo€ pe vootnoavro: telv & é0éhw 168’ dmdooau.

having to invoke Aegean pre-Greek layers. The issue is decidedly more complex but does not directly concern my reasoning here (on
this point, however, see Bonfante 1941, p. 15 and n. 32, Bonnet 1983b, p. 5 and n. 21). An association between this area and the
colour red, in an extended geographical context that includes both ®otvikeg and Anatolian peoples, may be found at /2. IV 141-142,
concerning an ivory artefact mottled in red made by a Maeonian or Carian woman: ‘Q¢ & 6te Tig T’ éAépavta yuviy poivikt piijvy /
Muovig ne Kdetpa rapriiov Eppevar immev.

58  Wathelet 1983, p. 240.
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Agamemnon wants to give Telemachus a krater, which is said to be an artefact made by Hephaestus for
Phaidimos, king of the Sidonians.”

Od. X111 285

o1 & ¢¢ Zidoviny e vatopévnv dvaPdvreg®

Od. XV 425
eipayTa O Emerta, Tig €in kai wobev ENBot-
1 &€ P&\’ altika ToTpog EmEPpadey Uyepepes OG-

ek pev ¥18&vog mohuydAkou elyopat eivat, 425
koupn & eip’ Apifavrog éyw pudov agvetoio:

AMG P avijpriaEav Tdgror Aniotopes &vSpeg

Ay pdBev epyopévny, Trépacav O pe delip’ dyayovTeg

1008 dvpog pog Swpad™ 6 & EElov Hvov ESwke.

The observatio leads to the conclusion that Sidon stands out, first for metal working and second for textiles.!
Certainly Sidon as a port city was integrated into the trade routes circulating goods (Paris, returning to Troy,
passes through Sidon: 7Z. VI 290-291; Menelaus transits there following a reverse route: Od. XV 118-119).
The city’s king is included “into the elite gifting network of his time” might indicate “a highly developed
urban polity with complex sociopolitical organization”: Winter 1995, p. 252.

In order to avoid over-interpretating the texts, I would stick to the bare minimum: “Phoenicians”
designates peoples of near-eastern origins who frequented the sea, while “Sidonian” is a more specific eth-
nonym, indicating the people of Sidon, characterized (at least in the cultural horizon of the Homeric epics)
by their metallurgical and textile production.

At least for the Homeric attestations, it does not seem possible to affirm that “Sidonians” designate
“Phoenicians” by synecdoche (with the part representing the whole, as Moscati 1974, p. 25, and others
thereafter, most recently Bondi 2009, p. X), and by assuming Sidon’s dominance over the rest of the
region.® If they had predominance, the Homeric poems do not support this hypothesis. Nor, converse-
ly, does the term ®oivikeg indicate just the inhabitants of Tyre, of whom there would otherwise be no
trace in epic, despite the prominence of this city in the first half of the 1st millenium BCE (as argued by
Sherratt 2005, pp. 35-36; 2010, p. 125). Both positions start from a prominent role of Sidon (present
in homericis) and Tyre (absent ab homericis), and implicitly or explicitly assume the predominance of
one city over the other and the existence of a kind of geo-political unity, which remains conjectural,®

59  One may find here an interpretatio graeca of the god Kothar, known from Ugaritic texts (cfr. Morris 1992, p. 95, with
bibliography n. 66). But as Wathelet 1981-1982, p. 241, rightly points out, the king is called Boaoteis, which would be a more
recent title, certainly post-Mycenaean (where the king is called wanax).

60  For the compatibility of Od. XIII 256 ff. with the role of Crete, as reconstructed on the basis of archacological data, see Winter
1995, p. 250 (with further bibliography).

61  Of purple in reference to Sidon, nothing is said. This is an argumentum ex silentio, yet the silence of the epic seems to match the
silence of the archaeological data. The first archaeological evidence of significant purple production in Sidon is the shellmidden partially
investigated in the 1920s and dated, on the basis of the ceramic finds, to the Persian-Hellenistic period (cfr. Peyronel 2006, p. 58).
To the best of my knowledge, the only previous evidence of purple working in the area, with a high chronology, comes from Ugarit,
specifically at Minet-el-Beidha, where snails dating between 1500 and 1300 BCE have been found (cft. Peyronel 2006, p. 54). In Tyre,
the shell deposits date to the Late Bronze Age (Peyronel 2006, pp. 60-61). But the case of Sidon, it remains an argumentum ex silentio.

62 Nor do I find any justification for the statement of West 1981, a4 Od. IV 500, p. 368, that “the supremacy of Sidon [scil. over
Tyre] dated back to the Mycenaean age, and it is likely that it became part of the epic tradition at that time”.

63 The “myth” of a single kingdom of Tyre and Sidon (i.e. their political unity) derives from the title “king of the Sidonians” used
by some kings of Tyre (see Boyes 2012, with critical discussion of the preceding bibliography). Richardson 1993, p. 250 rightly
reports the issue (in the terms of that time) without taking a definite position.
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Also conjectural is the unproven assumption that “generic Phoenicians ... and the specific Sidonians ...
are synonymous in the /iad and the Odyssey, with the city standing for the people as a whole”: Winter
1995, p. 247.

7. CONCLUSIONS

1. Poivikeg traces back to goivog (although the etymology of the latter is currently left sub iudice);
neither etymologically nor from a cultural-historical point of view (at least within the Homeric epic)
does have any plausible connection with the production of purple. Instead the term conveys the no-
tion of “red” (or “brownish-red”);

2. ®oivikeg is a Gr. ethnonym meaning “Red Men” used to designate populations located in the Near
East.® The most plausible, reasonable and economical hypothesis remains that of Musti 1991, p. 165,
who states that the name was “originariamente destinato a indicare piz in generale genti del Vicino
Oriente siropalestinese, mesopotamico, cipriota, forse anche anatolico, designandole con un colore (il
rosso), che potra anche riferirsi ad aspetti somatici, al colore della pelle”;*

3. within the broad chronological horizon of Homeric society, the only indication of Phoenician his-
torical reality relates to usage of the term Sidon/Sidonian.® This, in my opinion, is the only case of
historical Phoenicians presence in the Homeric poems.

If this reasoning is correct, then the Greeks conceived of a broad area — let us call this, for convenience,
the Near East — inhabited by “Red Men”, but they employed more precise terms to identify micro-regions.
Within the Homeric poems, to use a Linnaean taxonomy, ®otivikeg seems to indicate the genus, Z166veg the
species.

APPENDIX

The hypothesis of the linguistic “calque” relies upon Speisers interpretation of kinahhu, which has several
drawbacks. First, when he states (p. 125) “the land name ‘Canaan’ ... had become in Mesopotamia an ad-
jective meaning ‘purple dye’ etc.” the objection arises “dass ‘von Kanaan’ ja kinahhiu, -aju, ... lauten miisse”
(Landsberger 1967, p. 166), furthermore, still on the linguistic level, the supposed Hurrian influence is

64  Already Chantraine 1972, p. 2, came to a similar conclusion: “il est possible que ®oivikes ait pu sappliquer & d’autres
populations qu'aux Phéniciens proprement dits”. See also Baurain 1986 and Ruijgh 1993, col. 455.

65 It is unlikely that, behind the ®oivikeg, some Greek traditions conceal “a mixture of Mycenaeans and Phoenicians at the
dawn of Phoenician civilisation, when Mycenaean sailors from the peripheral cities of the East and Phoenician sailors from the
coast were in close contact and sailed together along the African routes to Spain and the Cassiteride islands”, as argued by Di Vita
1971, pp. 79 ss., esp. 83 (in a similar vein, see already A.H. Krappe in a paper dated 1940 and quoted apud Bonfante 1941, p. 16,
n. 32). I am by no means persuaded by Wathelet 1981-1982, p. 237, “les aedes [of the Homeric epic] ont connu ceus que nous
appelons ‘Phéniciens’ et les nomment ainsi”. Thus ®oivikeg seems a generic definition rather than our current, specific meaning of
“Phoenicians”. Moreover, Wathelet, too, understood this problem: “Dans I'Z/iade et dans la plupart des passages de I’ Odyssée, le nom
des Phéniciens est flanqué de celui de Sidon, comme si ®otvikegc demandait encore a étre précisé”. Even less plausible, from what we
have seen so far, is the hypothesis of Stella 1965, p. 27, where the po-ni-ki-jo (-ja) of the Knossos tablets would conceal ethnonymic
references to the Canaanites of Ugarit (2nd mill. BCE). The broad meaning of “Phoenicia/Phoenicians” covers an area of the eastern
Mediterranean that coincides with that covered by “Canaan/Canaanites” in extra-Biblical sources, where Canaan corresponds to the
Middle East, i.e. an area between the Arabian Sea and the Mediterranean, sometimes including Egypt, Libya, Turkey: “It is within
this area, that ‘Canaan’ lies”: Binger 1997, p. 23. On the significance of “Canaan”, see Lemche 1991.

66  Tsirkin 2001 reconstructs Phoenicians differently, as a designation for the inhabitants of the northern Syro-Palestinian coast
and reconstructs Sidonians as a designation for the inhabitants of the southern part of the same region, moving from erroneous
premises, in my opinion (cfr. n. 4 above). The reconstruction of Richardson 1993, p. 250, differs: “As a rule in Homer it seems that
the name Sidonians is applied to the Phoenicians when at home, whereas abroad they are called Phoenicians”.
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questionable for the terminal suffix -na / -ni (de Vaux 1968, p. 24, with the Hurritic derivation of the suff.
-hh- out of the question: cfr. Landsberger 1967, p. 166). As a second objection, the interpretation as “purple,
purple-coloured fabric” rests solely on Speiser’s understanding of the occurrences in just two Nuzi tablets
(cfr. also Pfeifer — Speiser 1936, pp. 121-122) and Landsberger (1967, p. 157) provides later attestations
(HSS515,221, HSS 15, 220 and HSS 15, 223), together providing a sample size too meagre to go beyond the
level of hypothesis. Closer scrutiny led Landsberger (1967, p. 167) to the conclusion that “wenn der kost-
bare Rotpurpur unbedingt in Nuzi erwartet werden muss, so kommt dafiir ginahhu [this is Landsberger”s
transcription for kinahhu] nicht in Betracht”. As a third objection, outside of Nuzi, the Semitic languages
use other terms to indicate purple: “kinahhu, désignant une couleur ou une matiére colourante rouge, avec
ou sans relation avec la pourpre, ne se rencountre nulle part en dehors de Nuzi, et 'hébreu, I'ugaritique,
'akkadien de R4s Shamra appellent la pourpre par d’autres noms” (de Vaux 1968, p. 25; for terminology,
see Landsberger 1967, sub f and g, pp. 155-162 and 162-173; more concisely, Detrich 2009, pp. 44-54).
Speiser’s hypothesis has often been accepted uncritically (cfr. e.g. Goetze 1956, p. 35; Moscati 1963 [and
Moscati 1959]; more recently Jacobson 1999, p. 67 with mediated bibliographical references on pp. 70-71,
nn. 18-19). Jacobson (p. 67) asserted that the “Greeks also translated names of peoples and places according
to their accepted meanings” citing only two cases, that of “Phoinikes”, which is sub iudice, and that of the
toponym Sela“ / Petra. The latter does not seem a congruous comparison, given that toponyms, often derived
from real logical categories, such as physical characteristics of space etc., can more easily be converted from
one language to another. For a list of Semitic toponyms translated into Greek, albeit with reservations, see
Astour 1964, p. 196. Note also the case made by Albright (1961), based on Speiser’s reconstruction postu-
lating an undocumented *kn” with the meaning “murex”, the mollusk from which purple is obtained. While
admitting a series of connections, or rather unlikely equivalences, discussed and dismantled by Landsberger
(1967, p. 1606, i.e. sum. gin = akk. ugni- = ugar. igni’ = gr. kvav- [cfr. kUavog etc.] = Nuzi ginahhu = syr.
g‘na’), one would conclude — quite paradoxically — that the Greeks took directly a term indicating a blue
colour and then translated it through a radical indicating a red colour (dark red, purple, violet, or whatev-
er) from which ¢oivif would result. Critical discussion of the hypothesis by Astour (1965, pp. 346-348)
for whom AKkk. kinahhu would originally designate a geographical area and mean “Occident”, the “Land
of Sunset”, or “Westland” and would serve as “the West Semitic translation or counterpart of Amurru” (p.
348; cfr. de Vaux 1968, pp. 23-25). For more balanced discussions, see Muhly (1970, pp. 26 f. with further
bibliography), Dombrowski (1984), Morris (1992, p. 98) and the scepticism of Lemche (1991, pp. 26 f).
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