UDC 821.14 Philologia Classica. 2023. Vol. 18. Fasc. 2

What is a ypunaietog (Aesch. Fr. inc. fab. 422 R.)?*

Miriam Librdn Moreno

Universidad de Extremadura,
avenida de la Universidad, s/n, Caceres, 10003, Spain; mlibmor@unex.es

For citation: Libran Moreno M. What is a ypvmnaietog (Aesch. Fr. inc. fab. 422 R.)? Philologia Classica
2023, 18 (2), 177-189. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu20.2023.203

The purpose of the following paper is to identify what kind of mythical creature Aeschylus’
ypvnaietog (‘grifin-eagle’) that caused such a scandal for ‘Euripides’ in Aristophanes’ Frogs
928-930 (= Aesch. fr. inc. fab. 422 R.) was. The term has usually been interpreted in three ways:
(a) as a poetic form of ‘eagle’; (b) as a poetic form of ‘griffin’; (c) as ‘eagle of the griffin species.
The testimony of Aristophanes’ Frogs and vase-painting suggests that it may have been an id-
iosyncratic, archaic type of griffin, called by modern specialists ‘griffin-bird’ and characterised
by having two legs, not four, and the body of a bird, not a lion. This fantastic creature appeared
quite frequently on Archaic black-figure vases in Athens, but had completely disappeared by
the end of the 6'" century BC. As a result, its appearance would be unknown to Aristophanes’
public, making the term ypvnaietog impossible to make out (Ra. 930). Thus, the following
paper suggests that Aeschylus’ ypunaietog (‘griffin-eagle’) is a fabulous composite beast made
up of griffin and eagle parts, as its name suggests: a griffin head (with an open hooked beak,
long pointed ears, a protuberance or horn over the eyes, and a curl or plume falling down one
side of the neck) crowning an eagle body (two-legged, feathered, with wings and talons).
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1. The problem

In Aristophanes’ Frogs 911-38, during the famous agon between ‘Aeschylus’ and ‘Eu-
ripides; the latter criticizes his rival’s theatrical technique. Aeschylus, ‘Euripides’ argues,
deceives his audience by presenting the main character sitting and silent (911-913). The
chorus would break into long lyrical runs while the character remained silent (914-915).
The expectant audience waited to see when the character would finally break his silence;
by then, the drama had reached its halfway point (919-920). Finally, the character spoke,
but what came out of their mouth, ‘Euripides’ complains, were dozens of imposing, war-
like, fearsome words (924-925), the meaning of which was unknown to his audience
(926 &yvwta toig Bewpévolg).! ‘Euripides’ gives the following as an example of such in-
comprehensible and terrifying terms (928-930):

AN 1§} Zkapdvdpoug fj Tagppovg fj ' domidwv EndvTag
ypumat€tovg XaAknAdtovg kai prjpad’ inmokpnuva,
& EopPaleiv 00 &Sy fv.

" The author wishes to thank Ralph Hancock and the anonymous reader for Philologia Classica for
their invaluable help.

! Cioffi 2015, 211: “The ypunaietog and the innalektpu@v are singled out at Ar. Ranae 928-938 for
their Aeschylean obscurity”; Stanford 1963, 154: “[&yvwta] either unknown or unintelligible”
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Nothing but Scamanders, and moats, and shields with griftin-eagles of beaten bronze on
them, and sheer massive mountains of words that it was very hard to work out the meaning
of. (Transl. by A. H. Sommerstein.)

Dionysus nods and offers confirmation from his own experience: he once spent a
whole sleepless night wondering what kind of bird the tawny inmalextpvwv was, an an-
imal mentioned by Aeschylus in one of his tragedies (932 tov £ovBov inmalektpvova
NtV Tig €0ty Spvig). Aeschylus angrily reminds him that it is an emblem painted on a
ship (933 onpeiov év taig vavoiv, dpadéotat, éveyéypanto). Euripides’ defends his art
against his rival’s attacks: he certainly did not write about composite monsters like the
cock-horse and the goat-stag, as Aeschylus did (937 ovy inmalextpvovag, ua Al, ovde
Tpayehagovg, dmep ob), creatures that the Persians embroidered on their tapestries and
wall hangings (938 dv tolol mtapanetdopacty Toi¢ Mndikoig ypagpovaty).

All three fantastic animals mentioned in Aristophanes’ lines come from Aeschylus’
fragments: the inmolektpvwv or cock-horse from Myrmidones fr. 134 R.(tano § adtet
Eov00¢ inmalektpvwv / otalet Tknpodev TV pappakwy ToALG TOVOC), the ypumaietog
or griffin-eagle from fr. inc. fab. 422 R. (ypvmaietog (xaAknAatog én” domidog énwv) and
the tpayéhagog or goat-stag from fr. inc. fab. 444 R. (tpayélagog). Although to be fair
it ought to be acknowledged that only fr. 134 R. is ever quoted outside of Frogs, or inde-
pendently from it.

The purpose of this article is to imitate Dionysus and to ask what kind of bird the
Aeschylean ypumaietog was, or more precisely, what kind of animal this term, which ‘Eu-
ripides’ found so incomprehensible and shocking, designates.

Although it is an extremely rare word,? ypvnaietog seems at first sight to have an ob-
vious meaning: ‘griffin-eagle’ (DGE s. v.). But what exactly is a ‘griffin-eagle’? Stephanus
(TLG 11, 1830, 794 “monstrosam avem ... mixtam ex aquilarum et gryphum ... genere,
ut yvraietov”) and Italie (1964, 59 “monstrosa avis mixta ex grype et aquila”) follow the
interpretation of sch. rec. Ar. Ra. 929a: an animal composed of parts of eagles and griffins
({@a obvBeta ¢k ypun@v kai det@v). However, since a griffin is a composite monster
with the body, paws and claws of a lion and the beak and wings of an eagle,? it could be
understood that the part (the eagle or the lion) is already included in the whole (the term
YPOVY, griffin).* That is, it would not be permissible to define the ypvnaietog as a mixture
of griffin and eagle, because the griffin itself is already partly an eagle.

The scholiasts to Ra. 928-9 noticed this non sequitur and tried to explain it in various
ways. According to some, the term simply referred to unusual or strange shield-devices,
especially the eagles that were usually engraved or drawn on shields (sch. Ra. 929’Enionua
domidog dANokota. giwbaot yap (wypagelv eig tag domidag detovg). According to Jo-
hannes Tzeztes (sch. rec. Ar. Ra. 928b ypvnatétovg 8¢ fj “ypunovg detovg” ... fj “ypdmag

2 Ttis attested solely in Ar. Ra. 929 and its scholia. One might of course wonder whether ypuvnaietog is
a genuine fragment, or a mock Aeschylean word coined by Aristophanes to parody his style. Given that Ar.
Ra. 929-930 cites it in the same breath as Aesch. fr. 380 R., which is independently attested elsewhere (sch. II.
16.380), it is safe to assume that both are authentic Aeschylean fragments and not coinages by Aristophanes.
Ever since Butler (1816, 259) first identified it (“hoc fragmentum ... certe ex Aeschylo desumptum videtur
apud Aristophan. Ran. v. 959”), ypunaietog has been included in almost all editions of Aeschylus” fragments.

3 E. g. Leventopoulou 1997, 609; Arnott 2007, 90.

4 Cf. e. g. Paus. 1.24.6 ypdnag 8¢ Onpia Méovorv eikaopéva, mrepd 8¢ éxewv kal otopa detod. Both
Thompson (1895, 47: “a fabulous bird”) and LSJ s. v. (“a kind of griffin or wyvern”) are noncommittal about
the nature of the ypumaietog.
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fj deTovG” — o0 Uiy 8¢ “ypdmag detods”), ypumaietog should be understood in one of
two ways: either ypun- does not come from ypoy, but from ypuvnog (‘hooked’), so that the
device was a ‘hook-beaked eagle’ (cf. sch. rec. Ar. Ra. 928b “ypunovg detodg”, émkapmi té
papen €xovtac), or one should understand “ypdmag fj detovg’, ‘griffins or eagles; as if the
bronze-beaten shield-devices were either griffins or eagles (cf. sch. rec. Ra. 929a ypimag
Kal detovg kexakevuévovg). The latter interpretation, documented in Thomas Magis-
ter’s and Triclinius’ scholia to Aristophanes, corresponds to the type of compound called
dvandva, extremely rare in Classical Greek but common in Byzantine Greek,” which also
provided the Byzantine nouns ypvyoAéwv (‘griffin and lion’) and ypvnovaypog (‘griffin
and onager’) (LBG ss. vv.). Therefore, the interpretation ‘eagles and griffins’ cannot be
valid for Aeschylus’ time.

2. Modern interpretations

Modern commentators have also contributed their solutions, in many cases derived
from the ancient ones we have seen in section 1. In general, they can be reduced to the
following three:

(1)  ypumaietog is simply equivalent to aietog (‘eagle’)®. This interpretation is based on the
above-mentioned scholium (sch. Ra. 929 ... eiwBaot yap {wypageiv eig tag domidag
detovg) and understands ypunaietog simply as referring to an eagle portrayed in low
relief on a shield, interpreting it as ‘hook-beaked eagle’ (from ypunog ‘hooked” + aietog
‘eagle’). So the creature on the shield would simply be a poetic term for ‘eagle’

But if ypvnaietog were simply a poetically elaborated name for ‘eagle’ (or any other
readily identifiable animal), would it prove so unusual and memorable as to leave the
audience baffled, give rise (decades after!) to Aristophanes’ joke, and give ‘Euripides’ oc-
casion to illustrate by such an example his mockery of Aeschylus’ bewildering style? All
the more so when one considers how common the adjective ypumog was, how often eagles
appeared as shield devices” and how banal the meaning of ‘hook-beaked eagle’ is.® Would
really this meaning (the first that occurs to the scholiast, therefore the most obvious one)
be among the things that were Euupaleiv o0 pddt (‘not easy to make out’) and dyvwta
101G Bewpévolg (‘unknown to the public’), especially as the hooked beak of the eagle was
so proverbial that it even served as a physiognomic description of a type of nose’? Rather,
it must refer to a composite creature sufficiently exotic and unknown to bear comparison
with the inmokextpuvwv and the tpayéhagog, other fantastic beings invoked by Dionysus
and ‘Euripides’

5 Kithner, Blass 1892, 318, § 338.

¢ Dover 1993, 308: “ypunég is hooked’ (including ‘hook-nosed’), and aietdg ‘eagle’.. there is no need
to think that a ypvmnaietog differs from an aietdg”; Arnott 2007, 59: “since the word grypos in ancient
Greek means ‘hooked’ or ‘hook-nosed;, and every Aétos has a hooked beak, the Aeschylean Grypaietos was
presumably a poetically embellished synonym for Aétos”.

7 Chase 1902, 104-105.

8 Aeschylus draws attention to the hooked talons of the bird of prey, not the beak: PV 488 yauywvixwy
Te TTHoW olwvdy, fr. 193.11 R. aduncis lacerans unguibus. Cf. Ar. Nu. 337 yapyovg oiwvotg (sch. ad loc.
KapmdAovg Taig piot kal Toig Gvuk).

° E. g.: Arist. Physiogn. 811a36: oi 8¢ ypumi|v £xovTeg kal ToD pHeTdnov SipOpwuévny peyaldyvyot:
avagépetat £mi Tovg detovg; Olymp. In Platonis Alcibiadem comm. 154: OBtw yap kol O AeTOG YPUTOG EOTLY,
@G BactAikog.
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Secondly, the list of zoonyms mentioned by Aeschylus clearly shows that the inter-
pretation of ypumaietog as ypumog + aietog does not correspond to his usage. In all the
cases in which Aeschylus names an animal and at the same time indicates a physical or
behavioural characteristic, he never uses a compound consisting of an adjective denoting
such a characteristic and a noun as the head; rather, he uses a noun accompanied by an
adjective or another noun in apposition.'?

(2) ypvmaietog is equivalent to ypOy (griffin).!! ypunaietog is just a more sonorous and
poetic way of referring to the griffin, just as the terms ‘centaur’ and ‘hippocentaur’ re-
fer to the same mythic creature. However, there was a difference between centaur and
hippocentaur,'? as shown by the existence of other compounds with -kévtavpog as the
head such as dvokévtavpog (‘half man, half donkey’, gorilla or chimpanzee, Ael. NA 17.9),
vepehokévtavpog (‘cloud-centaur, Luc. VH 1.16), ixvokévtavpog (‘fish-centaur’ sc.
Triton, sch. Lyc. 34), povokévtavpog (‘man with an ox’s head, gloss) among which there
are obvious differences of meaning. A similar case may be made for another mythologi-
cal composite creature, the sphinx: there is a difference between o@iy§ and dv8pooery§
(‘sphinx with the face of a man and not of a woman, Hdt. 2.175). That is to say, the
compound forms are not merely poetic terms to designate the same kind of mythic
creature, but show that there is a difference in meaning, of greater or lesser importance,
with respect to the simple terms. If Aevkdypoy (‘white griffin’) is not a mere synonym

10" See Pers. 81 goviov ... Spaxovtog, 577 dvavdwv / taidwv , 611 fodg T &g’ &yviis, Sept. 26 xpnotn-
plovg dpvibag, 53 Aedvtwv ... Apn dedopkdTwy, 294 mavTpopog merelds, 1020 etnvdy ... olwvdv, 1035-
1036 kothoyaoTopeg / AVkol, Supp. 16-17 oiotpoddvov Podg, 44 avBovopodoag mpoydvov Podg, 62 kipkn-
Aatov y’ andovog, 224-225 KipKwv TOV OHOTTEPWY, 275 e0TEKVOL P00OG, 284-285 IMmMOPAUOTLY ... KAMRAOLG,
300 edkpaipwt Bot, 301 BovBopwt Tadpwt, 307 BonAdTny Powna KvnThRpLoy, 351 AvkodiwkTov ...S8dpalLy,
511 Spaxovtwv Svoppdvwy, 557 BovkOAov TTepdeVTOG, 568 BoTov ... Suoyepég pelkopPpotov, 800-801 ka-
nxwpiolg / dpviot, 895 dimovg 8¢1g, / Exidva, Ag. 36 Boig ... péyag, 112 Bovplog dpvig ..., 6 keAavog & T
gEomy apyac, 119 hayivav épwopova ... yévvay, 135 ntavoioty Kuol tatpdg/ adTOTOKOV ... HOYEPAY TITAKA,
141 dpoootg déntolg pakep®dv AedvTwy mavtwy T dypovopwv @ulopdotols Onpdv oPpikdlotot, 394 mo-
Tavov 8pviy, 717-720 MéovTog - / viv ... &yaAakToV ... @IAOHacTOoV, /... dpepov, edghonaida / ... émixaptov
... QadpwTOG, 827 AUNOTNG Aéwy, 1142-1145 EovBd dkopeTog Podg ... andwv, 1146 Aryeiag ... andovog,
1169 Bot®v MOLOVOUWY, 1224-1225 AéoVT &VaAKLY ... / 0ikovpoV, 1228 pionTiic kuvdg, 1232-1233 Suo@ilég
ddkog ... / augioPavay, 1258-1259 Simovg Aéawva ..., / AéovTog edyevodg, 1297-1298 Benhatov / fodg,
1472 kopakog £x0pod, Ch. 247 aietod matpog BavovTog ...0evijg éxidvng, 421 Avkog ... dpogpwv doavtog,
446 TOAVGLVODG KUVOG, 924 £yKOTOVG KUVAG, 938 Simhodg Aéwv, 994 pbpava y’ €T’ €x16v; 1050 mukvoic Spa-
Kovowy, Eum. 127 Sewvijg Spakaivng, 193 AEovTog... aipatoppd@ov, 246-247 TETPAVHATIOUEVOV ... VEPPOV,
866 £voikiov §" dpvibog, PV 286 TOV mtepuywkii TOVS 0iwvoy, 395 TeTpackelng olwvog, 452-453 drovpot
| pwoppnkeg, 465-466 @uAnviovg / inmovg, 488 youywvoxwy ... olwvdy, 588 tdg Bovkepw mapBévov, 674-
675 dvotopwt / powmt, 803-804 6&uotopoug ... dkpayeic kovag / ypomag, 1009-1010 veoluyng / mdAog,
1022 ntnvog kOwv, Sagotvog aletog, frs. 74.2 R. 0pBokepwg Podg, 123 R. xwpitng Spdkwy, 160.2 R. mvp-
@opototy aietoic, 193. 21 R. diram volucrem, 210 R. Svotnvov aBAiav ¢dfa, 227 R. dpovpaiog ... opivlog,
233 R. Aitvaiog ... kavBapog, 236 R. Zgiyya Svoapeptav mputaviy kuva, 282 R. itapais Kuoiv depo@oitolg,
298 R. Tadpog ... veoo@ayng, 310 R. Aevkdg ... 6 xoipog, 330 R. Aeovtoxoptov PovPaliv veaipetov, 370 R.
HeAavooTépeuwy YEvog, 426 R. npryéveta (Aéawva). On the extreme rarity of dvandva compounds in classical
Greek see section 1 above.

11 Ziegler 1912, 1928: “G[ryps]-Adler sagte der geniale Schopfer der prua®’ inméxpnuva und Pogia
statt des tiblichen, etwas diirftig klingenden yp0y”; Sommerstein 1996, 237: “Griffin-eagle” is probably a
more sonorous name for the same creature, just as kentauros ... and hippokentauros ... denote the same
being”.

12 According to D. S. 4.70.1, Sch. Pi. P. 2.2.78, ‘Kévtavpog’ defines the original sons of Ixion and
Nephele, who had human form (&vBpwmogueig), while ‘inmoxévtavpog’ designates the offspring of their
union with mares, who had both equine and human form (8ipveis). Cf. d&vdpomaig (‘child who is like a man’)
as opposed to maig.
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for ypoy, but names the Lammergeier (CGL 3.188.29, 258.16),'* then it stands to reason
that ypumaietog and ypoy should also be different (or at least different-looking) crea-
tures.

Thus, none of these compounds can be used as a parallel to argue that ypvnaietog is
simply equivalent to ypOy, but rather the opposite: the use of the compound introduces
a difference in the meaning of the base term. As seen above in section 1, Greek writers
saw griffins as fantastic composite creatures with the back, feet and claws of a lion (hence
quadrupeds) and the beak and wings of an eagle. This is exactly the same creature that
Aeschylus himself describes in PV 803-804 under the name ypOy (6§votdpovg yap Znvog
akpayeig kOvag / ypdmag) and introduces on stage as a ‘quadruped bird’ (tetpackeing
oiwvog, 395): a four-legged animal with the hooked beak of an eagle, metaphorically de-
scribed as a ‘dog of Zeus’ precisely because of its four limbs and eagle-like physical fea-
tures (cf. PV 1022). Photius (1 157) is adamant: a griffin has four legs, wings and a hooked
beak (ypOy Sid 10 teTpdokelov elvat kol TTépuyag Kai pOyxog éxev émkapnés). If ypoy
and ypvmnaietog were different names for the same fantastic animal for Aeschylus, would
ypvmaietog be so unknown or unusual to Aristophanes’ audience? Would Aeschylus have
felt the need to use differentiated terms? It is logical to suppose that for Aeschylus ypoy
and ypunaietog denote different creatures, with some resemblance to each other.

(3) ypumaietog denotes an eagle of the griffin species. Tucker (1906, 201) stated that “a ‘grif-
fin-eagle’ is an ‘eagle of the griffin species; cf. dAaietog, voktaietog” However, in Greek
the formation of hyponyms for a given bird species usually takes place by adding a first
element, consisting of an adjective, an adverb or a noun (in either genitive or dative), to
the basic zoonym, which forms the head of the compound.!* This first member of the
new compound specifies the habitat or some physical or behavioural characteristic of
the new species that defines it or distinguishes it from the species whose name it is based
on. Let’s see it in practice with the different hyponyms that designate species of ‘eagle’ in
Greek:'> d\idetog (‘sea eagle’ = Osprey), Oyaietog or vndetog (‘high-eagle, ‘sub-eagle’
= Egyptian or Griffon Vulture), pedavéetog (‘black eagle’ = Greater or Lesser Spotted
Eagle), xpvodetog (‘golden eagle’ = Golden Eagle), vuktaietog (‘night eagle’ = Night
Heron or Eagle Owl).!¢ Therefore, ypunaietog does not follow the Greek usage that we
would expect to classify the eagle as belonging to the species of the griffin.!”

13- Arnott 2007, 196.

14 Adjetives: pahakpokopaf (‘bald raven, Cormorant or Bald Ibis), yAwpootpovBiov (‘green sparrow,
Serin, Siskin or Greenfinch), xpvodetog, (‘golden eagle, Golden Eagle), muppokdpag (‘red raven, Red-billed
Chough), Aevkepwdiog (‘white heron, Little Egret or Spoonbill), Aevkoypuy (‘white griffin, Lammergeier),
pedavaetog (‘black eagle, Greater or Lesser Spotted Eagle); adverbs: deiokwy (‘always-scops owl, European
Scops—owl, being a resident and not a winter migrant), dnokaig (‘under the stone, Black-ear Wheatear),
é¢mkaig (‘on the stone;, unknown bird), vmaietog (‘sub-eagle, Egyptian or Griffon Vulture), dytaietog
(‘high-eagle, the same), bmotptopxng (‘sub-buzzard, Sparrowhawk); nouns: dAwdetog (‘sea eagle, Osprey),
vuktaietog (‘night eagle, Night Heron or Eagle Owl), vuktikopa& (‘night raven, Long-eared or Eagle Owl
or Night Heron), dpemélapyog (‘mountain stork, Egyptian Vulture), opdomiog (‘mountain chaffinch,
Bluethroat or Cretzschmar’s Bunting), 6otokopa (‘bone raven, Lammergeier), netpoxehidwv (‘rock
swallow, Crag Martin). For identification see Arnott (2007, ss. vv.)

15 Buck, Petersen 1984, 478.

16 For identification see Arnott 2007, ss. vv. It would be tempting to cite such delightful compounds
as inmoyépavot, innoyvrnot and inmopdppng (Luc. VH 1.12-13), but unfortunately all they mean is ‘cranes,
vultures and giant ants used as cavalry’ (LS] ss. vv.), so they are of little use as parallels.

17" A counter-argument could be made out of yvnauetdg (Suda y 506), ‘vulture-eagle, perhaps to be
understood as ‘eagle of the vulture species. However, this is very likely a ghost word, either a varia lectio
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3. The meaning of ypvmaietog: an animal with the physical
characteristics of an eagle and a griffin

My suggestion is that it is necessary to go back to the beginning and to start from what
we can deduce from Ra. 928-937 about Aeschylus’ ypvmaietog: (a) the ypvmaietog was al-
ready unknown at the time of the performance of Frogs (405 BC) (v. 930); (b) it is different
from the traditional griffin, which Aeschylus calls ypVy and describes as a four-legged
bird in PV 904; (c) it is a decorative element used in art (in this case a shield-device)
(v. 927-929); (d) it is homologous to other fabulous composite creatures mentioned in
Aeschylus’ tragedy, such as the inmalektpvav and the tpayélagog (vv. 932, 937). Let us
see if this can help us to discover what the mysterious ypvmaietog is and what it was like.

Aeschylus had a certain fondness for describing monstrous creatures, many of them
winged:!® these include the four-legged bird of Oceanus (PV 286, 395-396), the half-wom-
an, half-swan Graiai (PV 794-795), and the Gorgons, innovatively described as winged
monsters (PV 798-799)." In doing so, Aeschylus is merely following the taste for the
visual representation of monstrous animals such as sirens, centaurs, sphinxes and griffins,
which appear as decorative elements mainly on Corinthian vases from the beginning of
the 7% century BC.2

As we have seen in section 1, Aristophanes parodies Aeschylus’ taste for composite
animals by citing, in addition to the ypvmaietog, the inmalextpvwv (‘cock-horse’) and
the tpayéhagog (‘goat-stag’). Therefore, in order to understand what kind of animal the
ypuTaieTOG is, it seems appropriate to compare it with these two other exotic creatures that
appear in the same context as the ypunaietog: they are equally unknown to Aristophanes’
audience, their name is composed in the same way, and they are also decorative elements
(cf. d supra).

Let us begin with the meaning of the name. One of the systems used by the an-
cient Greeks to name an exotic or unknown animal was fusing in a compound name
two zoonyms of known animals whose physical characteristics, by their size, appearance
or colour, were reminiscent of the new creature to be named.?! Let’s see what happens
with inmalextpvwv and tpayéhagog, terms which, being better attested, can serve as a
model to find out the meaning of ypvnaietog. Tpayédagog (Ar. Ra. 937 = Aesch. fr. inc.
fab. 444 R.), ‘goat-stag, was a fantastic mixture of several animals which was a favourite
with vase painters (Pl. Resp. 488a oiov ol ypa@ijg TpayeAdpovg Kai Td TotadTa HetyvOVTEG
ypagovowv). It was later identified with an exotic but real animal, an antelope, a deer-like
mammal with a goat’s beard (Plin. Nat. 8.120).%2 As for the innalextpudv, or cock-horse,

or a corruption of vméetog (DGE s. v. yvmatetoc). The Ixeuticon, a prose paraphrase of a didactic poem
on bird-hunting attributed to Dionysius Periegetes or Dionysius Philadelphus, contains an interesting
observation: griffins are included among the birds of prey, but must be carefully distinguished from eagles
(Au. 1. 2 TIdvTtov 88 Xpt) mpokpivety TodG AeToVG, Emel undév DIEp ypLNAY oaég £0TLv eimelv), so that it
could be understood that eagles and griffins both belonged to the raptor family, but were different creatures.
Immediately after the griffin, Dionysius mentions the other raptor species distinguished by the Greeks:
eagles (1.3), harpai (unidentified birds of prey) (1.4), vultures (1.5), falcons (1.6) and kites (1.7).

18 Ppollard 1977, 123.

19 Ib. 124.

20 Doerig 1983, 140.

2L Cioffi 2015, 210-212. Cf. D.S. 2.51 (on giraffes, called ‘camel-leopard’ in Greek): ai 8¢ kalovpeva
kapnomapddhelg v [pev] piftv dupotépwyv €xovat TV év Tf) Tpoonyopia TEPLEANHHEVWY {YwV.

22 Bothe 1828, 96.
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Dionysus says that he stayed awake to find out what kind of bird it was, to which Aeschy-
lus angrily replies that it is a sign on an Achaean ship (Ra. 932-933). The innalextpvwv
was a horse with a cock’s hindquarters, wings and tail, which appears at the end of the 7
century BC and is frequently depicted in Athenian black-figure vases of the 6™ century
BC.?* Therefore, inmalektpuwv and tpayéhagog seem to mean either ‘mixture of horse
and cock’ and ‘mixture of stag and goat,?* on the one hand, or ‘cock that is like a horse’ and
‘stag that is like a goat’ on the other.”® In reality, the exact nature of the compound is of
little importance,?® because the meaning is essentially the same: an unknown or fabulous
animal described by its resemblance to the physical characteristics of one or several other
more familiar animals.?’

In this vein, ypvmaietog should mean ‘animal with physical characteristics of eagle
and griffin] as the recent scholium to Ar. Ra. 929a mentioned in section 1 above, or ‘eagle
that is like a griffin. We return to the original question: but what exactly is a mixture of
eagle and griffin?

The next question we need to ask then is what exactly the physical characteristics of
the griffin were. The most complete description of the outward appearance of the tradi-
tional griffin appears in Ctesias (688 F 45h FGrH):

TOV ypOTa dkodw T {dLov 10 Tvdikdv TeTpdmovy elvan katd TodG AéovTag, kol EXetv dvuyag
KApTEPOLG WG OTL HAALOTA, KAl TOVTOVG [HEVTOL TOIG TV AEOVTWY TAPATANOIOVG. KATAmTE-
pov 8¢ td vTta elvat, Kai ToVTwV TOV TTep@®V TNV Xpoav pédavay didovat, T 8¢ tpocdia
gpuOpd PacL-TAG Ye UV TITEPLYAG AVTAG OVKETL TOLAUTAG AAAA AeVKAG. TV 8épny 8¢ avTtdV
kvavoig dinvBicBat toig mrepoig Krnoiag iotopel, otopa 8¢ éxetv detdSeg kal TV KeQaAny
omoiav ol xelpovpyodVTEG YpAapovai Te kal TAATTOVGL. PAoywdelg 8¢ TovG 0Bl oG pnoty
adTod.

I hear that the griffin is a quadruped animal of India, quite like the lion, and has very strong
claws, very similar indeed to those of the lion. It has wings on its back, the colour of the
feathers of which, they claim, is black, but the front parts are said to be red. The wings them-
selves are not red or black, but white. Ctesias says that its throat is adorned with blue-black
feathers, and that it has a beak like that of an eagle, and a head like that drawn and made by
artists. He says that its eyes are the colour of flame.

[N

3 Doerig 1983, 141-142; Perdrizet 1904, 29.

24 Copulative compound, of the type latpopavrig, ‘soothsayer and physician’

° Attributive compound, of the type &vpomnaug, ‘boy but like a man’ (Amado 1998, 110).

¢ Opinions differ as to the exact nature of the compounds ypvnaietog, innakektpvdv and tpayélagog.
Debrunner (1917, 46) considers inmakektpuav and tpayéagog to be attributive compounds, while Kithner,
Blass (1892, 318, on inmalektpuwv) and Todt (1855, 17) consider them to be copulative compounds. Risch
(1944, 56) called them Mischungskomposita and considers them related to determinative compounds, but
not entirely identical.

27 Ciofti 2015, 210. To give some bird examples: otpovBokéuniog (‘bird that is like a camel, Ostrich,
because of its size) (D.S.2.50), yvmahéxtwp (‘bird that is like a vulture, Hoopoe, perhaps because of its
tawny colour) (PMag. Berol. 2.18), inmalektpvwv (‘bird that is like a horse; a vulture, Hsch. 1 780, for its
size), xnvadonng (‘goose-fox, Egyptian Goose, perhaps because of the colour of its head) (Hdt. 2.72). Ex-
amples from the other animal classes are yolpomniOnkog (‘monkey that is like a pig, perhaps Baboon) (Arist.
HA503a19), kapunhomdpdalig (‘mixture of camel and leopard;, Girafte) (Agatharch.72), kpokodihomapdaig
(‘mixture of crocodile and leopard, Nile Monitor, for its spots) (IG14. 1302), xopéAagog (‘mixture of pig
and deer’, perhaps Babirusa, because of the strange tusks that resemble horns), kvvolvkog (‘mixture of dog
and wolf’, Hyena), inmé\agog (‘deer that is like a horse; perhaps Nilgai Antelope, for its size), AvkonéavOnpog
(‘mixture of wolf and panther;, Jackal, for its spots), 0véhagog (‘deer that is like a donkey; Antelope). For the
identification of these zoonyms see: Cioffi 2015, 211; Arnott 2007, ss. vv., LS] ss. vv.

[N
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Notice that Ctesias does not describe the head of the griffin as simply an eagle’s head,
but as something distinctive and peculiar to this creature, seen more easily in paintings
and statues (Tnv keQalnv omoiav ot xelpovpyodvteg ypdovoi Te kal mAdattovot). Let
us also add two pieces of information that can be deduced from the presentation of the
ypumaietog in Ar. Ra. 928-930: it is a form of griffin already unknown in contemporary
iconographic representations (Aristophanes assumes that the audience will not even rec-
ognise the word) (cf. a supra) and does not belong to the standard type of griffin explicitly
described by Aeschylus in PV 803-804 as a ypOw (cf. b supra).

Now, what was a griffin’s head like? Following the indications of Aristophanes and
Ctesias, let us see what painters and sculptors were doing. Vase paintings show certain
physical features of the griffin which, I believe, provide the answer to the riddle of what
a ypunaietog was and what shape it had. In archaic representations (76 century BC),
the head of the griffin was iconographically very distinctive: aside from its open hooked
eagle-like beak, it was characterised by a pair of long, narrow, erect, pointed ears, a prom-
inent protuberance or horn above the eyes, and sometimes a sort of plume or curl de-
scending down the neck.?® This, and not an eagle’s, was the real griffin’s head, as depicted
by Greek artists (Figs 1-2).

Although the typology of the Near-Eastern griffin is much broader and must neces-
sarily be left out of this work, artistic representations show that until the Hellenistic period
the Greeks knew basically two main types of griffin, both four-legged: the griffin-bird,
with the body of a lion and the head of a bird of prey, and the griffin-lion, with the body
and head of a lion and the hindquarters of a bird of prey.?” However, I would like to draw
attention to a third, rarer and highly idiosyncratic type, characterised by the fact that the
typical griffin head and neck described above were not superimposed on the body of

Fig. 1. Caption: Bronze griffin head from votive cauldron on
tripod stand, Olympia, 7th cent. BC, Bronze Gallery, National
Archaeological Museum of Greece, Athens.

Copyright notice and licence: (c) Gary Todd from Xinzheng,

China, CC0, via Wikimedia Commons. Link: https://commons.

wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Bronze_Griffin_from_Votive_

Cauldron_on_Tripod_Stand,_from_Olympia,_7th_Cent._BC_
(28382328972).jpg

28 Ziegler 1912, 1927-1928; Dierichs 1981, Beilagen 4, 6; MacDonald 1987, 4-5; Winkler-Horacek
2015, 226-227. In addition to its head, the griffin must have had other distinctive parts, different from those
of the eagle and the lion, such as its claws: Tz. Theog. 173-174, Sch. Lyc. 1465A 1 8¢ Ziy§ ... v t& dvw &xov
napBévou kal Ta péoa AéovTog, Todag kat Gvuyxag ypumog, TTépuyag AeTod.

29 Furtwingler 1884-1890, 1742-1777; Leventopoulou 1997, 610; Winkler-Horacek 2015, 207-231.
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Fig. 2. Caption: Four-legged griffin (detail).

Attic black figure belly-amphora type B, Nessos

Painter, ca 610-600 BC, Berlin, Altes Museum
(Antikensammlung), 1961.7.

Copyright notice and licence: (c) ArchaiOptix, CC
BY-SA 4.0 <https://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by-sa/4.0>, via Wikimedia Commons. Link: https://
commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Nessos_Painter_-_
ABV_5_2extra_-_panthers_-_confronted_griffins_-_
Berlin_AS_1961-7_-_02.jpg

a lion, but on the body of a bird. Its two-legged body had curved and spread wings, and
sometimes the feet of a water bird (Figs 3-4).>° That is to say, this type of griffin repre-
sents a bipedal monster, not a quadruped like the usual griffins, with a raptor’s winged
body crowned by the characteristic griffin head (with its protuberances, its open hooked
beak, its curly plume and its long, pointed ears), rather than a proper eagle’s head.?! This
description fits well with the meaning I propose for ypvmaietog, ‘animal with the physical
characteristics of an eagle and a griffin": unlike the traditional ypOy, there was nothing of
the lion in it.

Let us recall that the ypvmaietog is, according to Aristophanes, a shield-device, i.e.
it is a decorative element, not a literary creature (cf. ¢ supra). Now, there are examples of
two-legged griffins with the body of a bird used as decoration. The best known of these is
the famous dinos from the cemetery of Arkades in Crete (Heraklion, Afrati L18a, second
half of the 7™ century BC):*? three griffin-birds” robust, two-legged bodies, with wings
outstretched on either side, are painted on the surface of the dinos, while their bronze
heads protrude from it.3* These two-legged griffins with the body of a bird, very popular
in Corinthian vase-painting in the first half of the 6 century BC,** were also well known

30 Purtwiangler 1884-1890, 1762; Reed 1976, 373; Leventopoulou 1997, 610; Winkler-Horacek 2015,
278. No Greek term has survived for this last type (or perhaps species) of griffin, but Greek vase-painting
specialists have called it ‘griffin/griffon-bird’ or ‘Greifenvogel’ (Payne 1931, 51).

31 Karo 1900, 150-153; Dierichs 1981, Beilagen 1.2, 5.6-7, Abb. 14-31; Winkler-Horacek (2015, 226)
describes it as an eagle’s head, but the differences are very clear. A good illustration of the type is LIMC
VIII/2, catal. nr. 4 s. v. ‘gryps’ (Stuttgart, Wiirttemberg Landesmuseum, 4.60, 575-550 a. C.).

32 Benton 1938, 58.

33 Levi 1945, 13, 23; Reed 1976, 373, n. 22. A griffin-headed bird of prey is documented as a device on
a bronze shield found in the Ida cave (Heraklion, Archaeological Museum 8, 7th century), but in this case
it is not clear whether the body has four or two legs. See: Reed 1976, 366, n. 2; Winkler-Horacek 2015, 228.

3% Payne 1931, 90; Boardman 1974, 33; Winkler-Horacek 2015, 228. It would not be the first time that
Aeschylus had been inspired by the monstrous creatures in Corinthian vase paintings: the unusual depiction
of the Graiai as half-swans in PV 793-796 may also be reflected in a black-figure Corinthian amphora (see
Pollard 1977, 124, n. 3).
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Fig. 3. Caption: Swan between two-legged

griffin-birds. Corinthian terracotta krater,

ca 580-550 BC, The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, 1979.11.7.

Copyright notice and licence: Public Domain,
CCO0 1.0. Link: https://www.metmuseum.org/art/
collection/search/255650

Fig. 4. Caption: Two-legged griffin-bird (detail).

Attic black figure Siana cup, Griffin-bird Pain-

ter, 575-525 BC, Tiibingen, Eberhard-Karls-
Universitit, Archdologisches Institut, OZ191.

Copyright notice and licence: (c¢) ArchaiOptix, CC

BY-SA 4.0 <https://creativecommons.org/licenses/

by-sa/4.0>, via Wikimedia Commons. Link: https://

commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Griffin-bird_

Painter_-_ABV_extra_-_swan_-_floral_between_

confronted_griffin-birds_-_T%C3%BCbingen_
MUT_7391.jpg

in Athens from the time of Proto-Attic pottery,>® but by the end of the 6" century BC
they had fallen out of fashion or had disappeared completely.® Thus, although Aeschylus
(b. 525 BC) may have seen some of these paintings or ornaments from an earlier generation
(especially if they belonged to prestige or heirloom objects such as a shield or a vase), they
would have been completely alien to both Aristophanes (b. 444 BC) and his contemporary
audience. This would explain the surprise that ‘Euripides’ expresses about the meaning
of ypumnaietog in a comedy performed in 405 BC (cf. a supra). Once again, we can turn

35 Moore — Gisler 2009, 8, n. 25; Winkler-Hora¢ek 2015, 226-229. In fact, the Corinthian griffin-bird
gives his nickname to the so-called ‘Griffin-Bird Painter’ (Beazley 1956, 71-74), a prolific Attic black-figure
painter active between 575-550 BC, so called because of his penchant for depicting two-legged griffin-birds
in his works.

3 MacDonald 1987, 9, 53; Leventopoulou 1997, 610. As luck would have it, the bipedal griffin
resurfaced in the Middle Ages as the Wyvern, a two-legged winged creature resembling a dragon. (I owe
this reference to Ralph Hancock.)
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to the parallel offered by the inmakextpvwv (cf. d supra):¥’ this fabulous beast, which was
extremely common as a decorative element in Aeschylus’ childhood and young adulthood
and throughout the 6" century BC, abruptly and completely disappeared from the Athe-
nian artistic repertoire around 480 BC.3® The absence of contemporary representations
undoubtedly explains the confusion of Dionysus.* In short, both the inmakektpvwy, the
cock-horse, and the ypunaietog, the two-legged griffin-bird, are fabulous composite ani-
mals, typical of an earlier artistic period, which served as decoration (on shields, ships or
tapestries) and had already vanished by the time of Aristophanes, so that their meaning,
and what manner of creatures they were, was already unknown to the audience of Frogs
and could be exploited for comical purposes.

4. Conclusions

The aim of this paper was to find out the exact nature of the mysterious ypvmaietog
(Aesch. fr. 422 R.), a term used to describe a fabulous composite animal. From Ar. Ra.
928-930 the following can be deduced: (a) the ypvnaietog was already unknown at the
time of Aristophanes (v. 930); (b) it is different from the four-legged griffin; (c) it is a dec-
orative element or an art object (v. 927-929); (d) it is homologous to other mixed mytho-
logical beasts mentioned by Aeschylus, such as the inmalektpuav and the Tpayélagog (vv.
932,937). A comparison with the sense of the compounds innakektpvawv and tpayéhagog
(d) shows that ypvnaietog designates a mythical creature that combines the physical char-
acteristics of two better-known animals, the griffin and the eagle (d).

In the light of this, I propose that ypvmaietog designates a specific and highly idio-
syncratic type of archaic griffin, particularly well documented in Corinthian vase-paint-
ing but also known from Athenian black-figure paintings, characterised by having the
distinctive head of a griffin on an eagle’s two-legged body, not a four-legged lion body (b).
This fabulous and archaic animal, frequent in vase-painting until the end of the 6" centu-
ry BC (c), had completely fallen into disuse by the time of Aristophanes’ Frogs (a), which
would explain the bafflement of ‘Euripides’ and his inability to understand the meaning of
the term. Thus Aeschylus’ ypvnaietog differs clearly from a four-legged ypvy and would
correctly be called a griffin-eagle, the most natural interpretation of the term: a mixture
of the physical characteristics of the eagle (two-legged and feathered body, wings, talons)
and the griffin (distinctive head with its protuberance or horn, long, erect, narrow ears,
open hooked beak and curly plume or lock).
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Yro Takoe ypunaietog (Aesch. Fr. inc. fab. 422 R.)?
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s putnposanua: Libran Moreno M. What is a ypunaietog (Aesch. Fr. inc. fab. 422 R.)? Philologia
Classica 2023, 18 (2), 177-189. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu20.2023.203
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Llerp HaHHOI CTATbU — OMpPEHEIUTD, KaKMM MU(DUYIECKUM CYIIeCTBOM OBbUI 9CXMTOBCKUI
ypumaietog («rpudoH-opern»), BI3BaBLINII TaKOI cKaH#an y EBpunupa B «Jlarymkax» Apu-
crodana 928-930 (= Aesch. fr. inc. fab. 422 R.). OToT TepMMH O0OBIYHO MHTEPIPETUPYETCA
B TpeX BapuaHTax: (a) Kak moatudeckas gopma «opsa»; (6) kak nmosrndeckast Gpopma «rpu-
¢onar; (B) kak «opern nopogsl rpudoHos». CBuperenbcTsa «JIarymex» Apucrodana 1 Baso-
BOJI >KVMBOIIMCY TIO3BOJISIOT IIpeAIIONI0XNUTD, YTO 3TO MOT 6I)ITIJ I/IJII/IOCI/IHKpaTI/[‘{eCKI/H;‘[, apxa-
MYHBLT BUE IprOHA, Ha3bIBaeMblil COBPeMEHHBIMY CIIEI[VIaTNCTaMU «IPU(OHOM-ITULIEI»
U XapaKTePUIYIOLUIICA Ha/IM4YMeM JIBYX, a He YeTbIpeX HOT U TeJIOM IITHIIBL, a He JIbBa. ITO
(aHTacTMYIECKOE CYIIECTBO JOBOIBHO YACTO IHOSBISIOCH Ha apXandecKUX YepHO(UTYPHBIX
Basax B AQuHax, HO OJHOCTbIO MCYe3/I0 K KOHIY VI B. 10 H.9. B cBsi3u ¢ 9TUM ero BHeIIHMII
BIJ| JO/DKEH ObII OBITH HeM3BecTeH nybuke Apuctodana, 9To felaeT HEBO3MOYXHBIM I10-
HUMaHue TepMuHa ypumnaietog (Ra. 930). IloaToMy B TaHHOI cTaTbe BHICKa3bIBAETCS TIPel-
THIOTIOXKEHNE, YTO SCXUIOBCKMIT YPUTAUETOG («IpUdOH-0pen») — 9TO CKa309HOE )KUBOTHOE,
cocroslee U3 4acTeil rpudoHa U Opya, KaK ClefyeT U3 Ha3BaHUA: rojoBa rpudoHa (¢ oT-
KPBITBIM KPIOYKOBATHIM K/IIOBOM, JUTMHHBIMI 320CTPEHHBIMMY YILIAMU, BBICTYIIOM M/ POTOM
Ha/Jj [71a3aMy ¥ 3aBUTKOM WJIH IUTIOMa>KeM, CIIa/JAlOlMM Ha OJJHY CTOPOHY Illelt), BeHJalolas
Te/Io Op/Ia (IBYHOroOe, IIEPHATOE, C KPbUIbAMU U KOI'TSAMN).

Kniouesvie cnosa: dcxun, Apucroda, rpudoH, ypunaietog, rpudoH-opert.
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