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Editor’s Foreword

The aim of this series is to consider Greek and Roman literature primarily
in relation to genre and theme. Its authors hope to break new ground in
doing so but with no intention of dismissing current interpretation where
this is sound; they will be more concerned to engage closely with text,
subtext and context. The series therefore adopts a homologous approach
in looking at classical writers, one of whose major achievements was the
fashioning of distinct modes of thought and utterance in poetry and prose.
This led them to create a number of literary genres evolving their own
particular forms, conventions and rules – genres which live on today in
contemporary culture.

Although studied within a literary tradition, these writers are also
considered within their social and historical context, and the themes they
explore are often both highly specific to that context and yet universal and
everlasting. The ideas they conceive and formulate and the issues they
debate find expression in a particular language, Latin or Greek, and
belong to their particular era in the classical past. But they are also fully
translatable into a form that is accessible as well as intelligible to those
living in later centuries, in their own vernacular. Hence all quoted pas-
sages are rendered into clear, modern English.

These are books, then, which are equally for readers with or without
knowledge of the Greek and Latin languages and with or without an
acquaintance with the civilisation of the ancient world. They have plenty
to offer the classical scholar, and are ideally suited to students reading for
a degree in classical subjects. Yet they will interest too those studying
European and contemporary literature, history and culture who wish to
discover the roots and springs of our classical inheritance.

The series owes a special indebtedness and thanks to Pat Easterling,
who from the start was a constant source of advice and encouragement.
Others whose help has been invaluable are Robin Osborne who, if ever we
were at a loss to think of an author for a particular topic, almost always
came up with a suitable name or two and was never stinting of his time or
opinion, and Tony Woodman, now at Virginia. The unfailing assistance of
the late John W. Roberts, editor of the Oxford Dictionary of the Classical
World, is also gratefully acknowledged. Deborah Blake, Duckworth’s inde-
fatigable Editorial Director, has throughout offered full support,
boundless enthusiasm and wise advice.

Finally, I pay tribute to the inspirational genius which Michael Gun-
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ningham, fons et origo of the series and an editor of consummate skill and
phenomenal energy, brought to the enterprise. His imprint is everywhere:
sine quo, non.

                                                                                       David Taylor
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Preface

‘And what do you do?’ ‘I am working on Pausanias: he wrote a kind of travel
book about Greece in the second century AD’. Over the years I have often
found myself in the position of having to introduce Pausanias in one
sentence, and the one thing I have learned above all else in the process is
that one simply cannot do him justice in a few words. This is mainly
because his work is unique: it does not fit into any generally known genre,
and even among ancient texts there is nothing quite like it. Pausanias’
Periegesis defies simple definitions, and it is highly relevant to many
different areas of study within the fields of classical archaeology, ancient
history and classics; beyond classical scholarship the Periegesis also has
the potential to become a crucial source for the study of reception, art
history, comparative literature (particularly travel literature) and the
history of modern Greece.

This book is aimed at readers at all levels in these different disciplines,
and indeed anyone who is interested in finding out more about the history
of Greece and its historical landscape. I have aimed to make the subject as
widely accessible as possible. All ancient texts are translated (translations
are mine) and Greek phrases which are relevant to the argument are
transliterated. I have, however, also included the original texts in the
notes to allow those with Greek to form their own judgement. Transliter-
ating Greek into English is an inexact science, and any overly zealous
attempt to achieve consistency would produce awkward idiosyncrasies.
My main principle is to make accessibility a priority over consistency.
Ultimately, every author’s transliterations will be an individual compro-
mise based on common sense and personal taste. I prefer what might be
called a ‘moderately Greek’ transliteration (Chaironeia, Lykourgos, Schoi-
nous) to either the traditional Latinised version (Chaeronea, Lycurgus,
Schoenus) or what might be called a ‘purist’ Greek form of transliteration
which can make even familiar names look rather unusual (Khaironeia,
Lukourgos, Skhoinous). Common English names such as Athens (Athenai)
or Corinth (Korinthos) have been retained, and I have been more inclined
to use a Latinised form where the Greek spelling suggests a pronunciation
that differs from established practice (Thucydides, Mycenae rather than
Thukydides, Mykenai). Modern Greek proves even more difficult to trans-
literate, because one needs to strike a balance between contemporary
pronunciation and the spelling which is often much closer to ancient Greek
equivalents and therefore looks more familiar. I generally prefer a trans-
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literation that reflects pronunciation, but where I am dealing with ancient
names that are again in use today I have opted for an ‘archaising’ trans-
literation which makes the similarity between ancient and modern names
immediately apparent (e.g. Nauplia instead of Nafplio, Heraion instead of
Ireo).

It has been more than ten years since I started to give serious thought
to Pausanias’ Periegesis: these years led me from my undergraduate days
to postgraduate studies and through the early stages of an academic
career. Many debts are incurred on such a route, beginning with academic
staff and fellow students at the Department of Ancient History in Graz,
particularly Klaus Tausend, Günter Stangl and Kaja Harter-Uibopuu,
who first taught me to interpret and appreciate the Greek landscape and
its historical significance. Once I was ready to explore Greece on my own,
Christiane Reinhard patiently accompanied me on my travels in the
footsteps of Pausanias. Thanks are also due to the Norwegian Arkadia
Survey team at Tegea, particularly Knut Ødegård and Erik Østby. My
postgraduate work at Oxford was supervised by Simon Hornblower, Ewen
Bowie and Robin Osborne, whose support and rigorous questioning al-
lowed me to explore many new aspects of Pausanias’ work. Over the years
many colleagues at Merton College, St John’s College, Somerville College
and at Swansea offered stimulating discussion, support and helpful criti-
cism which led to further lines of enquiry; without them my work would
certainly have been much less fruitful and enjoyable. I would particularly
like to thank Nicholas Purcell, Tobias Reinhardt, Karen Ní Mheallaigh
and John Morgan. Heartfelt thanks are also due to my colleagues at
Swansea for their patience and encouragement in the last frantic months
of ‘writing up’. Research that ultimately fed into this book was at various
stages funded by Merton College, the Oxford Craven Fund and a Kings
College London Library Fellowship. Many satisfying hours of discovery
were spent in the Bodleian and Sackler Libraries at Oxford, at the British
School at Athens and in the special collections department of KCL library.
I would also like to thank the editors at Duckworth: Michael Gunningham
devised this series and commissioned this book, Deborah Blake has been
extremely supportive during the various stages of writing and revision,
and David Taylor read the first typescript and made many useful sugges-
tions.

One of the most pleasant aspects of my work on Pausanias has been to
make the acquaintance of fellow-Pausaniacs and scholars in related fields
who have generally shown great generosity in providing ideas and discus-
sion. I am especially grateful to Jas Elsner for his many encouraging
suggestions, particularly concerning the study of Pausanias reception.
Colin Adams, William Hutton, John Morgan, Karen Ní Mheallaigh, Knut
Ødegård, Robert Porod and Yannis Tzifopoulos gave me access to unpub-
lished material. Special thanks are due to those who read a draft of this
book: Jas Elsner, Kate Heard, William Hutton, Karen Ní Mheallaigh,
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Robert Porod, Barbara Porod and Alan Renwick. They all offered invalu-
able encouragement and advice – all errors that remain are of course solely
mine.

Last but not least, my gratitude is due to my parents without whose
support I would never have been able to turn my favourite interests into
an occupation.

Swansea, March 2007
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1

Approaching Pausanias’ Periegesis

On the Greek mainland, facing the Cyclades Islands and the Aegean Sea,
Cape Sounion juts out from the mainland of Attica. When you have sailed
around the cape, there is a harbour and a temple of Sounian Athena on the
highest point of the promontory.1 (Paus. 1.1.1)

Few readers approach Pausanias’ Periegesis from the beginning, sailing
round Cape Sounion and arriving in Athens, before following his convo-
luted routes through Greece. Not many, in fact, have read the whole work,
but almost anyone with an interest in ancient Greece will have ‘come
across’ Pausanias – usually by looking up particular passages: the Peri-
egesis contains useful material for many purposes.

Pausanias took the opportunity to describe Greece at a time when most
of its cities and sites were still standing, filled with art and treasures, and
many were proud to remember and commemorate centuries of a great
past. His work inspired thorough research into the historical topography
of Greece, and guided early excavators on some of the most important
ancient sites. Archaeologists working in southern and central mainland
Greece today still find Pausanias invaluable, or at least unavoidable.
Readers who have the chance to take the Periegesis to Greece might enjoy
the many connections with the historical topography which seem to be
intact even today, and they will appreciate its similarities to a travel guide
while also realising the difficulties of following its descriptions on the
ground. Pausanias covers a wide range of topics, well beyond what might
be seen as directly relevant to the description of sites, and he offers a lot
of information that cannot be found elsewhere. He was able to draw on
much of the knowledge accumulated throughout classical antiquity, and
his work offers a good sample of the interests and preoccupations of the
educated élite of his time. The Periegesis is a unique source for many
aspects of Greek religion and customs, it presents art and architecture
together with myths and historical traditions in their local context, and it
records a wealth of ancient place names which no other region of the
ancient world can match. In recent years scholars have increasingly
recognised Pausanias’ value as a source for Roman Greece and, more
generally, for the culture of the Greek east of the Roman empire.

Traditionally Pausanias has been considered a rather dull writer with-
out much literary skill who was simply recording facts, which made it easy
to treat his work as a mine of information without much further consid-
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eration. Recent research has, however, shown that Pausanias had ambi-
tious literary aims which need to be taken into account in interpreting his
text.2 As an author, Pausanias almost makes a show of keeping a low
profile, but he allows us to discern a man who is confident in his judgement
and knowledge. In fact, the Periegesis leaves no doubt that its author spent
many years travelling, researching and writing. Numerous cross-refer-
ences and a complex geographical framework show that the whole work is
carefully planned and structured. Nevertheless, individual passages can
pose intricate problems, and at times it seems difficult to explain mistakes
or omissions. For example, how could Pausanias at the start of his work
describe sailing round Cape Sounion but not mention the temple of Posei-
don which is so famous today, or identify it wrongly as a temple of Athena?3

Problems with Pausanias as a source arise not only from his own errors
and peculiarities. In the past his work has often been mined for informa-
tion without much consideration for context or chronology: a knowledge of
the Periegesis, its background and its aims is necessary for anyone who
wants to make good use of the many treasures it can offer. Tackling the
Periegesis as a whole is not an easy task. It is difficult to gain an overview
and to keep track of passages that might combine to give a more complete
view of the author’s opinions and approach. Studying the work in depth
almost inevitably requires some elaborate method of collecting passages
with common themes, just to allow the reader to appreciate the range of
interests and ideas covered. While it remains crucial to gain a full over-
view of the range of opinions expressed in the Periegesis, I believe that it
is impossible to understand Pausanias merely through stubborn compila-
tion. His opinion on a subject cannot be deduced simply by collating and
summarising all relevant passages, because the work is more than a sum
of its many parts. Particular statements need to be interpreted within
their context in the work, and with special attention to the circumstances
in any given place that may have triggered a specific comment. Pausanias’
errors and omissions, though highly problematic for those who use the
Periegesis as a source for ancient Greece, can provide particularly valuable
insights into his attitudes, ideas and methods. In short, it is crucial to gain
an overview without losing sight of the details.

Readers of Pausanias, whether they are just interested in a specific
place or piece of information, or want to get to know his work as a whole,
need to be alert to the many factors that may have shaped the Periegesis.
Apart from the author’s methods and aims, we need to consider the
cultural background that he shared with his informants and intended
readership. Pausanias’ approach to the cultural landscape of Greece
should be seen as a deliberate response to already existing literary tradi-
tions. His work and his readers’ expectations were shaped by travel
literature (in the widest sense) and by the many texts defining the history
and culture of Greece. The overarching theme of the Periegesis is Greece
itself. Pausanias is discovering, describing and defining Greece and Greek
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culture for his readers, and the many details he records should be seen as
integral parts of an enquiry into all things truly Greek. One crucial factor
in our understanding of Pausanias has often been overlooked: since its
rediscovery in the Renaissance his work has had a profound cultural
impact. The Periegesis has not just shaped views of Greece, ancient and
modern, but it has also influenced attitudes to ancient art and historical
topography, and, last but not least, it has had an impact on travel writing
and modern ‘cultural’ travel guides. It is for this reason that Pausanias’
approach sometimes seems comfortably familiar.4 For example, though
experts like to object when the Periegesis is labelled as an ‘ancient travel
guide’,5 in fact modern travel guides are influenced by a long tradition of
writers who travelled in Pausanias’ footsteps, and some of the earliest
purely archaeological guides were inspired by the close connections be-
tween the Periegesis and the ancient sites in Greece.6 An understanding of
Pausanias, therefore, requires not just examination of the factors that
shaped his work in antiquity, but also consideration of the influence the
Periegesis has had on our own culture and preconceptions.

Before exploring a major literary work more thoroughly, it is important
to review its basic features and to survey the essential facts that are
known or have been established as a consensus in the modern scholarly
tradition. The text we call Pausanias’ Periegesis Hellados (‘Tour around
Greece’) is preserved in a number of manuscripts, none earlier than the
fifteenth century, and all directly or indirectly based on a single copy
which probably reached Italy soon after AD 1400.7 The text itself never
mentions either the title of the work or the name of its author, and it is
possible that an original introduction stating name and aims of the author
has been lost.8 The author himself refers to his work as logos (account) or
syngraphê (written text, account), both very general terms which do not
imply a specific literary genre.9 Some of the manuscripts provide the name
of the author, although the title of the work varies.10 The sixth-century AD
geographical dictionary of Stephanos of Byzantion shows that in late
antiquity the description of Greece under discussion here was already
known as Pausanias’ Periegesis Hellados: Stephanos provides specific
references that allow a secure identification.11

The word periêgêsis is related to the verb periêgeisthai, which means ‘to
lead around’, ‘to show around’. This seems a fitting title for Pausanias’
work, which seeks to take the reader on an imaginary tour, describing
everything along the way that he considers worth seeing and recording.12

There were other ancient literary works with the title Periegesis, but only
fragments are preserved, and their form and content is often reconstructed
by using Pausanias, which makes it difficult to draw conclusions about
possible genre conventions, if there was indeed a periêgêsis genre. Some
periêgêseis covered large regions and may have offered geographical over-
views, while others were apparently very comprehensive guides to (or
descriptions of) particular sites.13 Pausanias combines features of both by

1. Approaching Pausanias’ Periegesis
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offering detailed accounts of many sites in a relatively large area and in
this his work may have been unique.14

Pausanias’ work consists of ten books in which the text follows a
complex itinerary though different parts of central and southern Greece
(Figs 2, 3). In Book I Pausanias approaches Attica by sea, landing at the
Piraeus and exploring the city of Athens. Then he deals with parts of
Attica and moves on to Megara. Book II covers Corinth and some of its
neighbours as well as the Argolid, and from there Pausanias starts a
clockwise tour around the Peloponnese, passing through Lakonia with
Sparta as its most important city (Book III) and then moving on to

Fig. 2. Overview of Pausanias’ ‘itinerary’.

Pausanias: Travel Writing in Ancient Greece
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Messenia (Book IV). The description of Elis takes two books (V, VI)
because Olympia is treated in meticulous detail. Book VII, which focuses
on Achaia, finishes the round trip along the coasts of the Peloponnese,
after which Pausanias turns inland to describe Arkadia (Book VIII). He
then returns to central Greece, describing Boiotia with a strong focus on
Thebes in Book IX. The last book features Phokis, including a description
of Delphi and a quick overview of Ozolian Lokris.

Pausanias was aware of the large scope of the task he had set for
himself: during his description of the Acropolis he cuts short a historical
comment by seemingly calling himself to task:

Fig. 3. Regional book divisions of the Periegesis.

1. Approaching Pausanias’ Periegesis
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I have to get on with my account (logos), because I am dealing with all Greek
matters (panta ta Hellênika) in the same way.15 (Paus. 1.26.4)

Together with the title transmitted by Stephanos of Byzantion, Periêgêsis
Hellados, this seems to suggest that the work was intended to deal with
‘all of Greece’, as ‘panta ta Hellênika’ is often translated into English, yet
it does not do so in any straightforward sense. ‘Greek matters’ were
certainly not restricted to the area described in Pausanias’ Periegesis.
Since the archaic period the Greek world had included many areas around
the coasts of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea, and with Alexander’s
conquests it grew considerably, expanding east into Asia. With the excep-
tion of Athens, the great cultural centres of the Greek world in the Roman
period were situated outside mainland Greece, in Asia Minor and around
the eastern Mediterranean. In fact, Pausanias’ own use of the terms
Hellas or to Hellênikon and ta Hellênika do not consistently refer to a
particular region, let alone exactly the region covered in the Periegesis.16

Mainland Greece could be seen as a distinct entity, but no ancient geo-
graphical definition coincides with Pausanias’ selection. It is difficult to
find fault with the regions that are included, but, whichever ancient
definition of Greece one might choose, there are always a few areas
missing without clear reason (Fig. 4).17 Homer was recognised by many as
prime geographical authority, and the places described in the Catalogue
of Ships in the Iliad would have offered a generally acceptable framework
for a periêgêsis of Greece.18 Pausanias deals with issues of Homeric geo-
graphy,19 but he leaves out crucial areas, such as parts of Lokris, Thessaly
and Aitolia, and one might have expected the inclusion of some of the
islands as well, especially Euboia. Pausanias’ Greece also does not coincide
with the province of Achaia or the area of the Delphic Amphiktyony, as
some have suggested.20 One might exclude some regions on the grounds
that they do not play much of a role in classical literature or, in the case
of Aitolia or Akarnania, that they did not contain many ancient Greek
city-states (poleis), but this would still make the absence of parts of central
Greece difficult to explain. Is it possible that Pausanias did not finish his
book or that the one manuscript which reached Renaissance Europe was
incomplete? Stephanos of Byzantion, discussing Tamyna, a city in Euboia,
does include one reference to ‘Pausanias’ Book XI’, and some scholars have
accepted this as good evidence for the existence of an eleventh book, while
Robert went further and suggested that the original number of books was
fourteen. Stephanos’ reference to ‘Book XI’, however, may be due to a
corruption of the text, as Meineke argues.21 The best argument against the
theory that a large amount of Pausanias’ text might be missing is the
existence of numerous cross-references, which (with one possible excep-
tion) all refer to existing passages.22

Pausanias probably had a plan for his whole work when he started to
write, and his original outline was apparently quite close to the text as we

Pausanias: Travel Writing in Ancient Greece
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know it today. It has long been recognised that the ten books were written
in order, and over thirty of Pausanias’ cross-references refer, usually in the
future tense, to passages that were yet to be written. For example,
Pausanias mentions the sphinx on the helmet of Pheidias’ Athena in the
Parthenon, and adds: ‘what is said about the Sphinx I shall write when my
logos has reached Boiotia’. Eight books later, on the road from Thebes to
Onchestos, he passes the mountain where the Sphinx was said to have
lived, and he does indeed discuss various relevant traditions.23 The re-
gional divisions of the work were clearly devised from the beginning,
because Pausanias usually refers to his books by region ‘when I reach
Delphi in my Phokian logos’, ‘in my logos about Arkadia’.24 What is more,
apparently he had a detailed plan of the sites and monuments he would

Fig. 4. Alternative geographies of Greece: Homeric sites, Roman provinces, Delphic
amphiktyony. Approximate boundaries of the Roman provinces in Greece are
based on Alcock (1993) 15.
  Shaded area: regions included in the Delphic Amphiktyony of the classical
period, based on Paus. 10.8.2 (cf. Aischines 2.116).
  • = Sites mentioned in the Iliad, based on Allen (1921).

1. Approaching Pausanias’ Periegesis
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describe, and the historical or mythical accounts that would need to be
included in a particular passage. Pausanias’ systematic adherence to his
plan is remarkable, considering that the composition of the Periegesis took
fifteen to twenty years, and perhaps more, from the early 160s at the very
latest to about AD 180.25

Book X ends abruptly, and, although a case can be made that Pausanias
may have intended it that way,26 it is possible that the last book is not
finished, or that a few chapters at its end were lost. The whole pace of Book
X, however, is not as we have come to expect from Pausanias. Compared
with the exhaustive treatment of Olympia which fills about one and a half
books, the twenty-seven chapters dealing with Delphi seem short.27 The
description of the sanctuary starts with a statement about the victor statues:

I will note those monuments that seemed to me most worth writing about.
The athletes and participants in musical competitions which are neglected
by most people I do not consider worth the effort, and those athletes who
have left some fame behind I have presented in my description of Elis (en
logôi tôi … es Êleious).28 (Paus. 10.9.1-2)

This is a surprising statement, coming from a man who meticulously fills
eighteen chapters with the description of almost two hundred victor
statues at Olympia, and who carefully reads inscriptions even on empty
statue bases to record more monuments in his work. The description of
Phokis is generally less detailed than we might expect on Pausanias’ past
record.29 Finally, the treatment of Lokris is definitely unusual: Ozolian
Lokris, the area west of Phokis, is quickly dealt with in one long chapter
(10.38), while Opountian Lokris, a region northeast of Boiotia, is not
included at all. It seems that while writing Book IX Pausanias still had a
more lengthy treatment of Lokris in mind, because he promises to discuss
a particular mythical genealogy in his Lokrian logos, a subject which is not
raised in the one extant chapter dealing with this region.30 This is the only
cross-reference that does not match up with an appropriate passage. It
seems possible, therefore, that Book X was rushed for some reason, with
less time for the full consideration of even small towns and less famous
monuments that we see elsewhere in his work.

The routes described in the Periegesis are a complex literary construct
which gives the text a well-defined structure. They do not represent an
account of an actual journey, although it is clear that the author has
personally seen most of the places he describes.31 The regions covered in
the ten books are further divided into territories of individual cities, and,
after some experimentation with the format of city descriptions in Book I,
Pausanias follows a set pattern as he moves from one polis to the next. He
usually approaches on a main route, and after crossing the boundaries he
proceeds to the urban centre. At some point, usually when the town has
been reached, there is a summary of the highlights of local history,

Pausanias: Travel Writing in Ancient Greece
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including the mythical past, and then the reader is presented with the
interesting monuments in the city. Pausanias deals with sites in the
countryside by following major routes as far as the polis boundaries,
discussing everything along the route he finds worth seeing. The route to
the next city on his imaginary tour is tackled last, leading across another
border, where Pausanias starts his description of the next city which will
be organised in a similar way. This system is used throughout the Peri-
egesis, but not without allowing for some variation.32 After all, some
flexibility was essential because of the great diversity of material that
could be found in Greek cities, for example differences in size, the amount
of interesting material to report and variations in the relative importance
of local history and preserved remains. At times the structure of the text
is also used to convey a particular interpretation of the historical land-
scape, for example when Pausanias describes most of Boiotia on routes
leading out through the gates of Thebes, treating the whole region as if it
were part of the Theban countryside.33

Pausanias was aware that he could offer only a subjective selection of
the information he collected on a site. Indeed, he seems rather proud of his
selective approach.

To avoid misconceptions, I said in my account of Attica that I had not
presented everything, but only a selection of what was most worth remem-
bering. I will repeat this before my description of Sparta: from the beginning
my account was intended to select the most noteworthy from the many
traditions current everywhere that are not worth recording. This was a
well-considered plan, and I shall not deviate from it.34 (Paus. 3.11.1)

There are many instances where Pausanias stresses that he wants to focus
on those things most worth recording, worth remembering or worth see-
ing,35 but what exactly does this mean? The question of selectivity in the
Periegesis has led to a lot of scholarly discussion, especially when conspicu-
ous features of the archaeological record are absent from the description
of a site.36 For example, Pausanias ignores conspicuous Roman buildings,
but he does not exclude all Roman structures; in fact, at times he discusses
recent monuments in some detail, and some are labelled as Roman while
others are mentioned without any indication of their age.37 The site
descriptions focus on places with some cultural significance, such as
buildings and monuments with links to local history or myths. There is a
clear preference for ancient monuments and sacred places, as well as
features in the landscape that could be connected to common Greek
traditions, but Pausanias takes into account later periods, particularly
where this allows him to discover and present information that was not
widely known.38 It seems impossible to establish consistent criteria, and it
is never made explicit what makes a story or monument ‘worth recording’.
Local circumstances and personal interest were probably important, but
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literary considerations, such as the length of the description of a particular
city and the chance to include particular narratives or themes may have
had an influence, too. In the end, what is ‘worth seeing’ or ‘worth recording’
is a matter of the author’s personal judgement, as Pausanias reminds us
when he leaves Athens:

These are in my opinion the most famous of the traditions (logoi) and sights
(theôrêmata) of the Athenians, and from the beginning my account has
selected from much material what is worth recording.39 (Paus. 1.39.3)

In this passage he also addresses another conspicuous feature of his work,
the combination of site descriptions with ‘digressions’, as the term logoi is
often translated. The word digression suggests a certain lack of discipline
or will to stick to the main subject, but for Pausanias, the logoi are clearly
as important a part of his work as the descriptive passages. They provide
information about myth or history, local customs and comparisons from
the Greek world and beyond, and they offer learned comments on a variety
of subjects, be they literary, cultural or in the widest sense scientific. The
logoi vary in length from an explanatory sentence to the twenty-nine
chapters on Messenian history which constitute over three-quarters of
Book IV. In many cases, the reasons for including a particular logos are
quite clear, but sometimes Pausanias seems to go off on a tangent on the
flimsiest of pretexts. For example, the account of a battle at Mantinea
finishes thus:

Leokydes, who was joint commander of the Megalopolitans with Lydiades,
had, as the Arkadians say, an ancestor named Arkesilaos who lived in
Lykosoura nine generations earlier. There he saw the sacred deer of her who
is called Despoina (Lady) suffering from old age. This deer had a collar
around its neck, with an inscription: ‘I was captured as a fawn when
Agapenor went to Ilion’. This proves that the deer is an animal which lives
even longer than the elephant.40 (Paus. 8.10.10)

It is not always easy to understand why Pausanias is including particular
comments: in this respect both site descriptions and logoi pose similar
problems in understanding his choices in selecting his material. In spite
of some surprises, however, these comments or discussions are an integral
part of the text, and what the author says about his account of Athens is
true for the whole book: Pausanias’ Greece is evoked by the combination
of those logoi and theôrêmata that are worth recording. Some modern
translated editions have attempted to make the Periegesis look more like
a modern guidebook by omitting parts of the text, usually the logoi. This
is a misrepresentation of Pausanias’ work, and it discards one of its most
valuable assets, namely the unique ancient perspective on the meanings
of the cultural landscape of Greece.41

In fact, the combination of logoi and theôrêmata lends some credence to
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Pausanias’ claim that he is dealing with ‘all things Greek’. As we have
already seen, his work does not coincide with any conventional geographi-
cal definition of Greece. Together with the logoi, however, Pausanias’
description provides a thorough survey of Greek culture, focusing on
history, traditions, religious customs and beliefs. The information on offer
in the logoi is more than just a documentation of a particular region:
comparative material takes into account much of the Greek world and
sometimes areas beyond, and Pausanias’ interpretation contributes to a
picture that is much wider than just a collection of all those details he
observed at particular sites in Greece. The very structure of the Periegesis
with its insistence in moving from city to city to observe local peculiarities
reflects a crucial aspect of Greek life: the importance of the polis with its
own history and identity.

Pausanias’ Periegesis is the most extensive text surviving from anti-
quity that deals with a traveller’s experiences, and it can therefore be
considered as travel literature.42 There was no established genre of travel
literature in ancient Greece, and I use the term ‘travel literature’ in the
widest sense, referring to any texts that deal with the act of travelling or
that record the encounter between an observer and a particular landscape.
In order to understand the traditions of travel writing which may have
influenced Pausanias it is necessary to investigate as wide a range of texts
as possible, including examples where perhaps just a part of a text could
be considered as travel literature. From the Odyssey and the early geo-
graphical tradition to the novels and city panegyrics of the Roman period
and through to pilgrims’ accounts from late antiquity, the ancients found
many ways of turning travel experiences, real or imaginary, into texts. The
selection of relevant examples is problematic and can perhaps never be
fully satisfactory, which may explain why the general interest in travel
literature is only slowly reaching the field of classics, and why the value
of Pausanias’ Periegesis for this particular field of study has attracted little
scholarly attention until recently.43 Pausanias’ work can contribute to our
understanding of ancient attitudes to historically significant landscapes,
and it provides a detailed example of one man’s attempts to make sense of
his travel experience. The Periegesis also records the interdependence and
conflict between a visitor’s perspective and the self-presentation and
self-image of his local informants, reminding us that travel is a form of
communication, a discourse between insiders and an outside observer. At
the same time, the study of other ancient approaches to writing about
regions and places allows a better understanding of the choices that were
open to Pausanias when he decided to write about his encounter with
Greece, and the deliberate decisions about genre, structure and focus that
shaped the Periegesis.

Since its rediscovery in the Renaissance Pausanias’ work has been
recognised as a valuable source for ancient Greece, a mine of antiquarian,
historical and topographical information for various purposes. The history
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of scholarly attention to the work itself, however, presents a rather mixed
picture, reflecting the preferences and habits of the different disciplines
concerned with the ancient world. From the seventeenth century onwards
visitors to Greece found Pausanias’ work an excellent resource for the
reconstruction of the country’s ancient topography.44 Its usefulness for this
purpose was easy to recognise, and by the early nineteenth century, when
the movement for the liberation of Greece inspired many travellers from
western Europe to visit Greece, Pausanias’ Periegesis not only served as a
travel guide but it was also used systematically to discover and identify
ancient remains.45 After the foundation of the Greek state in 1821 more
detailed studies of routes and sites only increased the trust in Pausanias’
accuracy, especially once the excavations of major sites such as Olympia,
Delphi or Mycenae were under way.46 Numismatics, epigraphy and the
study of ancient art were also developing rapidly and provided further
independent ancient evidence that could confirm Pausanias’ account,
sometimes even in cases where it seems difficult to believe him.47 For
scholars who used the Periegesis in the field, the value of his work was
rarely in question, and discrepancies between the ancient report and the
results of modern research were often just seen as a matter of discovering
the correct interpretation of the relevant passages.48 By the end of the
nineteenth century research had progressed so far that an overview was
needed, and two multi-volume commentaries appeared within a few years
of each other: Frazer’s in English, and Hitzig and Blümner’s in German.49

Literary scholars were less willing to acknowledge the quality of the
Periegesis. The work belonged to a group of texts that were seen as the
output of a decadent Greek world under Roman rule which were not on a
par with the great works of the heyday of classical Athens. Even among
those late ‘inferior’ texts Pausanias was seen as second-rate, because he
uses a style that is widely perceived as awkward. The Periegesis also failed
to gain the respect of historians, because it contains much problematic
historical information that seems to contradict the respected classical
historiographers.50 At the same time, however, the work was an invaluable
source for Greek mythology and religion that could hardly be discarded.
The extreme response to this dilemma was pioneered by Wilamowitz and
elaborated by some of his pupils, who suggested that Pausanias had not,
in fact, recorded his own observations, but that he had compiled his work
from earlier literary sources.51 This idea was never universally accepted,
and prompted contradiction even among contemporaries. Ultimately, the
prevailing opinion on Pausanias was that of a reliable reporter without
literary aspirations, or an author with literary aspirations but no talent to
match. These views were compatible with the low opinion of literary
scholars while at the same time allowing the assumption that the infor-
mation in the Periegesis could be used without much attention to its
author’s objectives and methods.52 Even Frazer, a fervent advocate of the
Periegesis with a special interest in religious and mythological details,
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often evinces this attitude by focusing on the site descriptions, while
paying little attention to Pausanias’ logoi, except where connections to
other ancient sources needed to be pointed out, and where contradictions
or discrepancies demanded discussion.53

For a long time after the end of the ‘Pausanias boom’ around 1900,
attitudes apparently changed little. The Periegesis remained crucial for
archaeological work in Greece. Further efforts to identify sites led to a
more scholarly approach to topographical studies, inspiring scholars to
investigate the Greek landscape beyond the great sanctuaries and cities
and to look at smaller towns and settlements, rural sites or ancient roads,
while excavations at the large sites were also still in progress.54 Pa-
pachatzis’s five-volume archaeological commentary of the 1960s
demonstrates the ongoing dialogue between archaeology and Pausanias’
text. At the same time, classicists paid little attention to Pausanias for
decades; Regenbogen’s article in Pauly and Wissowa’s Realencyclopädie
offered many new perspectives, but did not inspire further debate.55

Habicht’s seminal Sather lectures, published in 1985, demonstrate that
Pausanias studies had suffered from the continuing division between
archaeology and classics. Habicht presents numerous examples to demon-
strate how archaeology or epigraphy can confirm Pausanias’ text as an
eye-witness account, and finally lays to rest Wilamowitz’ old idea that the
Periegesis was compiled from earlier texts and therefore unreliable. Few
with experience of using Pausanias in the field in Greece would have
subscribed to this idea in the first place, but it was still necessary to
remind classicists of the reliability of Pausanias as a guide, and the quality
of the information he offers. Habicht shows little admiration for
Pausanias’ literary efforts, which he presents as a failure, but he estab-
lished the Periegesis as a subject worthy of classicists’ attention. The book
proved a turning point, perhaps in concert with increased interest in the
Greek east of the Roman empire and the phenomenon of the Second
Sophistic.

In the preface to Alcock, Cherry and Elsner’s 2001 collection of articles
on Pausanias, the editors proclaim a new turn-of-the century boom, mir-
roring the scholarly activities around 1900.56 Two series of multi-volume
text editions with translation and commentary are in progress, one in
Italian (Valla) and one in French (Budé).57 Pausanias’ literary efforts have
also received more attention, for example in a volume dealing with the
historiographical aspects of his work,58 and Hutton’s Describing Greece
focuses on the structure, language and literary aspirations of the Peri-
egesis.59 Both classics and archaeology have abandoned an almost
exclusive focus on the archaic and classical periods and the last three
decades have seen an increasing interest in Roman Greece and the Greek
literature of the Roman east.60 This sheds new light on the world
Pausanias describes, and on the cultural background that he shared with
his informants as well as with his intended readership. Archaeologists,
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however, are becoming more sceptical about the Periegesis as new meth-
odologies and research questions reveal aspects of ancient Greece about
which Pausanias has nothing to say. Targeted topographical studies have
been replaced by systematic field-surveys which have led to the discovery
of many sites that Pausanias did not mention at all, for example farms or
small settlements, and excavators are no longer exclusively interested in
grand architecture and works of art. In fact, there is a growing apprehen-
sion among field archaeologists about using the Periegesis, as the
re-evaluation of past research shows just how profoundly his description
has influenced researchers’ aims and interests in the past, sometimes to
the exclusion of alternative lines of enquiry.61 Pausanias remains a crucial
source for all fields of classical study, but as the respect for his literary
efforts grows, and as he is more firmly placed in his immediate historical
context, it is no longer possible to accept the Periegesis as an unproblem-
atic source of information. The increased interest in Pausanias has a
profound impact on how we understand and use his work.62

In the light of the rapid development of Pausanias studies in recent
years a new general assessment of the Periegesis is long overdue, not just
for those with a special interest in the subject, but for anyone who uses
Pausanias as a source. This book aims to provide a rounded picture of the
Periegesis, considering its cultural and literary context, the process of its
composition, and its impact. I begin by looking at the author and his
background: Chapter 2 investigates Pausanias’ aims and attitudes, and
what he reveals about himself, as well as his historical context and the
cultural influences that shaped his work. This is followed by a discussion
of the realities of ancient travel in Chapter 3 which also looks at travelling
as an aspect of ancient élite culture, and offers an opportunity to consider
Pausanias’ activities as a traveller and researcher in Greece. The central
part of the book focuses on specific aspects of the Periegesis. Chapter 4 is
a survey of ancient travel literature and the variety of ancient literary
responses to the experience of travel. This includes an assessment of
Pausanias’ literary options when he decided to write about Greece, and of
the specific choices he made in composing his work. The treatment of space
in ancient travel literature is the subject of Chapter 5. How does an author
convey the geographical layout of an area he is describing? How does he
describe the landscape and the setting of particular sites? What meanings
does he attach to specific features in the landscape? I pay special attention
to ancient conventions and preferences in describing mainland Greece.
Chapter 6 deals with the role of time and chronology in Pausanias’ work,
and with his efforts as a historian. Pausanias’ way of combining history
and topography is the main theme of Chapter 7, which uses the description
of the Arkadian city Tegea to illustrate how historical and memorial
landscapes are represented in the Periegesis. In Chapter 8 I investigate
the role of public art in Pausanias’ Greece and analyse his approach to
works of art in comparison with ancient art theory and other Greek texts
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which contain descriptions of paintings or statues. The final two chapters
deal with the long-term impact of the Periegesis. Since its re-discovery six
hundred years ago, Pausanias’ description has shaped the basic methods
and assumptions of classical archaeologists, art historians and cultural
historians, and it had an influence of the discipline of classical studies as
a whole. Last but not least, I discuss the impact of the Periegesis on
attitudes to Greece in Western Europe, and its role in Greek self-presen-
tation after the foundation of the modern Greek state in 1821.

Pausanias’ Periegesis is a complex work, a collection of innumerable
observations, stories and opinions, which is best understood with an
intimate knowledge of the places it describes, the historical background
and the literary tradition. The five extant large commentaries of
Pausanias show that there are always more details and interpretations
that can be added to particular passages of the text. It is, however,
important to gain an impression of the whole work, and to see it as part of
a larger cultural phenomenon. At the beginning of this study it seems a
good idea to remember the principles that also shaped the Periegesis. In
order to describe a landscape – or to discuss an ancient book – the author
needs to survey everything carefully, and then select what is worth
recording. These details need to be combined with comparative material
or information from the experts one meets on the way. Then the material
is arranged, combined with relevant information and interpreted to allow
the reader to gain an impression. Such an account of a literary work, as of
a landscape, is always personal: my tour through Pausanias’ Periegesis
includes places from which I gained a particular overview, and others
which I found surprising when I saw them for the first time. Some routes
will be well trodden, others will be less well-known, some may even be
new. I am not so bold as to claim that I am going to deal with ‘all things
Pausanian’, but I hope that, like a good travel guide, this book will enable
readers to find their way around Pausanias and to make new discoveries
of their own.
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2

Pausanias: the Man and his Time

In those days men were guests of the gods and shared a table with them
because of their righteousness and piety; the gods openly honoured the good
and their wrath reached those who had done wrong. Indeed, in those days
[some] men became gods who are still worshipped today. … But in my time,
when evil has grown so much and has spread over every land and city, men
are no longer turned into gods, except in words and flattery addressed to the
powerful, and the wrath of the gods is reserved for later when they have gone
hence.1 (Paus. 8.2.4-5)

It is usually taken for granted that Pausanias keeps a low personal profile
in his text, but sometimes he does step forward to voice his opinions –
rarely more forcefully than in the passage quoted above. In it he expresses
earnest religious views, and he criticises the circumstances of his own time
in a tone that suggests strong feelings. This rare outburst is an important
reminder that the man behind the mild-mannered commentary offered in
the Periegesis might not be as disinterested a reporter as he is often
assumed to be. Pausanias is notoriously elusive: he does not provide much
information about himself, and little can be said about him for certain, at
least if we are merely looking for hard facts about the man behind the
book. What we know about his personality also has to be pieced together
from sometimes contradictory statements in the Periegesis, combined with
conjecture based on an assessment of the cultural context. It is a standard
procedure in any study of an ancient author to assemble and discuss such
details, and I shall return to these issues later.

Rather than asking ‘who is the man behind the text?’ we first need to
consider what Pausanias wanted his readers to think about him as an
author. It is important to remember that the text represents only what he
intended to say about himself, the literary persona he wanted his readers
to see. For example, the almost conspicuous silence about his own travel
experience is in itself a conscious pose which needs further investigation.
It is a standard procedure in literary studies to investigate how an author
presents himself, and how the writer’s personality relates to the narrator
who emerges from the text. Since Pausanias has hardly been taken
seriously as an author, such a narratological approach had not even been
attempted until very recently,2 and much remains to be done in this field.
My discussion focuses on Pausanias’ efforts to present himself as a trust-
worthy, detached reporter and knowledgeable commentator, aims that
readers today have to bear in mind when they attempt to interpret
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particular passages or to peel apart the layers of observation, commentary
and interpretation in the Periegesis.

Most of Pausanias’ descriptions of routes and sites are presented in
third-person narrative, either as plain fact, for example when monuments
are described, or reporting information heard from local people or discov-
ered in the literary sources. Sometimes, usually when he is on the move
from one place to another, Pausanias addresses his audience directly,
using the second person.3 Such remarks might suggest the stance of a
personal guide taking his audience by the hand to show them the way, but
they are mainly used to give short directions without creating the impres-
sion of a real conversation, and they may simply be designed to offer some
variety of expression.

     
In their market-place the Messenians have a statue of Zeus Soter [the
Saviour] and a fountain Arsinoe which is named after the daughter of
Leukippos, and its water flows from a spring called Klepsydra. There are
sanctuaries of Poseidon and Aphrodite, and, most memorable, a statue of the
Mother of the Gods of Parian marble, a work of Damophon, who also repaired
the Zeus at Olympia with extreme accuracy when the ivory had come apart.4

(Paus. 4.31.6)

This is a typical example of Pausanias’ description of a site. The detached
tone makes it easy to forget how much influence the author has on his
description: even a relatively simple passage as this extract from the
description of Messene is a carefully shaped blend of report and commen-
tary. The market-places of most Greek cities of the Roman imperial period
were full of monuments, especially statues,5 and the description repre-
sents Pausanias’ selection, as he reminds us when he points out the statue
most worth mentioning. The information about Damophon is connected to
the later description of the statue of Zeus in Olympia, and may be the
author’s own addition, based on what he knew from a visit to Elis.6 The
author’s opinion or his own interpretation of a particular detail is often
presented without abandoning the objective tone of factual report, and
readers have to deduce for themselves how opinions were combined with
observations and literary sources to shape a particular passage.

     
If one goes from Corinth not towards the interior but following the road to
Sikyon, there is a burned temple on the left, not far from the city. Many wars
have been fought around Corinth, and houses and sanctuaries outside the
walls were likely to be destroyed by fire. But they [the Corinthians] say that
this temple, once dedicated to Apollo, was burned down by Pyrrhos, the son
of Achilles.7 (Paus. 2.5.5)

Pausanias is subtly undermining Corinthian tradition by pointing out that
the presence of a ruined temple might not necessarily have anything to do
with a very ancient mythical tradition. This is particularly poignant in
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Corinth, which was sacked by the Romans in 146 BC and re-founded as a
Roman colony only about a century later. In this passage Pausanias has
reached the end of his description of Corinth, and there are earlier hints
at scepticism towards local traditions current in the Roman city of his own
time.8 He has already discussed the violent interruption in its history, and
there is no need to be explicit about problematic traditions of the Roman
colony: readers are expected to take a hint.9 Such low-key comments often
juxtapose local stories with alternative versions from other places, the
literary tradition, or Pausanias’ own findings.10 The use of third-person
narrative allows the author to stay in the background without giving up
the opportunity to express his opinion.11 This means that even when
Pausanias sounds like a detached reporter it is necessary to investigate
whether a particular passage was shaped by his opinion, or the attempt to
suggest a particular viewpoint.

From time to time Pausanias steps onto the scene to speak in his own
voice.12 Statements in the first person make up a small proportion of the
whole text, but they establish the author’s presence, allowing him to define
his persona and his roles within the work. Pausanias often speaks as a
writer, commenting on the composition and structure of his work. The
cross-references belong to this category, as well as comments pointing out
the beginning or end of a logos, or occasional remarks explaining why he
has, or has not, decided to discuss a certain issue in detail.13 Pausanias
seems quite willing to talk about the intentions and principles which guide
the composition of the Periegesis, and he likes to demonstrate that his text
follows a well-established plan.14

First-person statements are also used to state opinions: Pausanias is
not always satisfied with just slipping a subtle comment into his descrip-
tion, and sometimes he engages in a more extensive argument. Explicit
statements of opinion make it easier to understand how the author’s views
and knowledge are displayed elsewhere in the text, even where he osten-
sibly keeps a low profile. Pausanias engages in discussions that
demonstrate his expertise in various fields of learning. The complexity of
such arguments, even where small details are concerned, is best demon-
strated by an example. In the following passage Pausanias deals with a
problem that is very common in the Periegesis: he assesses contradictory
stories, using his knowledge of Greek literature and local tradition.15

     
They [the Tegeans] also say that Kydon, Archedios and Gortys, the surviving
sons of Tegeates, voluntarily settled in Crete, and that the cities of Kydonia,
Gortyna and Katreus were named after them. The Cretans do not agree with
the account of the Tegeans: according to them Kydon was a son of Hermes
and Akakallis, the daughter of Minos, while Katreus was a son of Minos and
Gortys a son of Rhadamanthys. As far as Rhadamanthys himself is con-
cerned, Homer says in Proteus’ speech to Menelaos [Hom. Od. 4.564] that
Menelaos would go to the Elysian plain, but that Rhadamanthys had already
gone before him. Kinaithon in his poem represents Rhadamanthys as a son
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of Hephaistos, son of Talos, son of Kres. The myths of the Greeks differ from
each other on most points, but particularly with regard to genealogical
details.16 (Paus. 8.53.4-5)

Pausanias draws on Tegean and Cretan tradition without revealing his
sources, and he refers to two archaic poets, namely Homer and Kinaithon,
just to discuss a minor aspect of his original material. In the end, the
Cretan and the Tegean versions of the foundation stories are presented
without preference,17 and the learned genealogical discussion almost dis-
tracts the reader from the original issue. Nevertheless, Pausanias shows
his skill in comparing and criticising differing accounts, before extricating
himself by pointing out that Greek traditions are generally contradictory.18

The Greek past, mythical or historical, is not the only field in which he
presents himself as an expert. He also engages in debates concerning art
and art history, chronology, history, literature, and a number of subjects
that might be classified as part of the natural sciences. References to visits
in many parts of the ancient world suggest that the author is a seasoned
traveller whose assessment of what he saw in Greece is based on a wide
range of comparative material and experience.

Readers are also given some information about the research that
shaped Pausanias’ work, especially when he draws on personal experience
to support his arguments.19 He stresses how much effort he was willing to
make to collect material for his work, even if this means admitting that
his enquiries were not always successful. The Periegesis includes dozens
of references to questions that could not be resolved on site, and Pausanias
confesses that, even while he was writing, he still discovered details he
should have asked about when he visited a place.20 This is not an admission
of defeat or incompetence; on the contrary, it illustrates how Pausanias
went about his enquiries, and in which topics he was particularly inter-
ested. These statements also suggest honesty and integrity: the author
would rather admit to gaps in his research than gloss over such problems
or simply invent appropriate answers. In short, many of the passages
where Pausanias engages in a debate are concerned with establishing his
credibility as researcher and author. Readers are given the impression
that they are in the hands of a well-educated guide with extensive know-
ledge and experience, a man who can be trusted to assess his material
carefully and to present a truthful report. The widespread idea of
Pausanias as reliable, but rather dull, is at least in part an image of his
own making.

In the passage that opens this chapter Pausanias frankly states his
opinion about men who became gods, long ago and in his own time.
Comments on moral or religious matters are almost as common in the
Periegesis as references to the author’s pursuits as a researcher and
writer. It is crucial to understand how important the divine and super-
natural are to Pausanias’ project, but, at the same time, I find it impossible
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to separate this issue from his general approach to the landscape and
history of Greece. For Pausanias the religious sphere is part of the physical
world, and therefore his enquiries about gods, rites and sacred places are
an integral part of the Periegesis. Discussions of religious or moral matters
complement the analysis of monuments or stories: just as it was often
impossible to separate sacred and historical monuments, history is influ-
enced by fate and the gods.21 Pausanias leaves no doubt that he takes
religion very seriously. Several times he points out that he is keeping
silent about a particular ritual or tradition because it has to remain a
secret. Pausanias wants to be seen as an insider to many cults, especially
the Eleusinian mysteries. He also comments on his involvement in some
festivals and rituals in places he has visited, suggesting that for him a
sacrifice may have been a fairly standard part of a visit to a sanctuary.22

The Greek gods were a part of the mythical tradition that for the Greeks
merged into history without clear boundaries. Sanctuaries and festivals
were often closely connected with local history which gave them a vital
importance for an ancient community and its identity. For this reason
alone an interest in traditional religion was crucial for Pausanias’ research
in Greece. As cultural phenomenon, traditional religion was accepted by
most educated people, both as a figure of speech and as an important part
of Greek culture, but personal belief was another matter.23 Lucian often
makes clever fun of the Greek gods and of later foreign additions to the
pantheon, but in the Dea Syria, a description of the sanctuary of Hierapo-
lis close to his home, he adopts an attitude of due reverence. Local pride,
antiquarian interest and a wish to imitate Herodotos could all entice a
sophist to resort to (merely verbal) piety.24 There is no need, however, to
see Pausanias’ respect of the gods as mere posture. In fact, he is not the
only example of a highly educated man of his period whose devotion seems
to be sincere. For example, Aristeides’ Sacred Tales are a detailed account
of his reverence for Asklepios: his actions were often guided by the god who
appeared to him in dreams.25

Although an apparently devout man, Pausanias does not believe every-
thing he is told, and some traditions he came across require some earnest
discussion, especially where they clash with his beliefs.26

Morpho is an epithet of Aphrodite, and she is seated wearing a veil and with
fetters on her feet. They say that Tyndareos put the fetters on her, as a
symbol of women’s faithfulness in marriage. There is another story that
Tyndareos punished the goddess with fetters because he thought that she
had brought his daughters to shame, but I will not accept this for a moment:
it would surely be silly to expect that one could punish the goddess by making
an image of cedar wood and naming it Aphrodite.27 (Paus. 3.15.11)

Pausanias believes in the gods, but he sees them in more abstract terms
than some Greek stories would permit,28 and therefore putting fetters on
the image of Aphrodite can have only a symbolic significance. Unbeliev-
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able traditions can be dismissed, rationalised or re-interpreted to find a
deeper meaning, and this way of dealing with problematic material is
reminiscent of Herodotos.29 The evaluation of such information depends on
the author’s personal judgement, and Pausanias sometimes feels
prompted to reveal something about his own views, although such com-
ments remain the exception rather than the rule. Nevertheless, he leaves
no doubt that an encounter with Greece is not just an enquiry into history
and culture: it also encourages travellers or readers to revisit their atti-
tudes to ancestral myths, rituals and gods.

The Periegesis may offer a lot of material to piece together a profile of
Pausanias’ literary persona, but it does not provide much concrete histori-
cal information about the man behind the book. There is little that can be
said for certain: everyone has to cite the same few relevant passages, and
much is left to conjecture. Pausanias does not mention his own name, and
small hints have to suffice to identify his native city.

     
Even today there remain signs that Pelops and Tantalos once lived in our
[my] region: there is a lake called after Tantalos and a conspicuous grave;
moreover, there is a throne of Pelops on a peak of Mount Sipylos, beyond the
sanctuary of Meter Plastene, and across the river Hermon, at Temnos, is an
image of Aphrodite which is made of a living myrtle-tree. We have a tradition
that it was dedicated by Pelops to propitiate the goddess and to pray that
Hippodameia might become his bride.30 (Paus. 5.13.7)

This is the only time in the Periegesis when Pausanias identifies with a
particular place, namely Magnesia on Sipylos, a city on the river Hermos
in western Asia Minor (Fig. 5, cf. Fig. 1).31 Pausanias knows a number of
notable sites on Mount Sipylos and he is well acquainted with the region
and its local traditions. A thorough knowledge of a particular area might
not say much in the context of Pausanias’ meticulous descriptions of so
many sites, but he has seen swarms of locusts destroyed on Mount Sipylos
three times. This is a rare event, unlikely to be witnessed repeatedly by
someone who has not actually lived in the region for some time.32 Other
places of origin have been suggested, but all such theories rely on an
identification with roughly contemporary namesakes known from ancient
sources.33 None of these individuals, however, fits the profile of Pausanias
the Periegete: as far as we can tell, the only trace he left in the ancient
record is his own literary work.

Magnesia on Sipylos lies in Lydia, a part of the Roman province of Asia
which was one of the most prosperous parts of the Roman empire. Smyrna,
Ephesos and Pergamon were all not very far away, three of the most
splendid cities of the Roman empire and centres of intellectual activities
with the best possible facilities. Pausanias knew all three cities well, and
they are often used as examples that come to mind easily. He refers to the
history of Pergamon and knows various details about the sanctuary of
Asklepios there, in Smyrna the recently constructed Asklepieion seems to
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Fig. 5. Magnesia on Sipylos and its surroundings.
Based on the Barrington Atlas: Foss, Mitchell & Reger (2000).
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have impressed him most, and he mentions a number of sights in Ephesos,
most notably the famous Artemision.34 A long excursus on Ionia in the
Achaian book leaves no doubt that Pausanias was proud of his native
western Asia Minor. For him Ionia has the best possible climate, unique
sanctuaries and various other noteworthy sights that are second only to
the marvels of mainland Greece.35

The date of the Periegesis is relatively uncontroversial, and there is
enough evidence to determine Pausanias’ approximate lifetime.36 Refer-
ences to his own time, as far as they can be dated, seem to refer to a period
between AD 120 and 180, and he may have been born around AD 115.37 A
number of clues in the Periegesis provide dates for specific passages. Book
V begins with an overview of all the peoples in the Peloponnese, from the
autochthonous Arkadians to the most recent additions:

The Corinthians of today are the most recent settlers in the Peloponnese, and
from the time when they received their land from the emperor it is two
hundred and seventeen years to my own day.38 (Paus. 5.1.2)

Assuming that the Periegesis was intended to be more than mere contem-
porary reportage, it seems scarcely useful to date a relatively well-known
event, namely the re-foundation of Corinth by Caesar in 44 BC, by relating
it to a point in time that a later reader would find impossible to determine
independently. This information, however, allows us to encounter
Pausanias at a specific point in time, namely in AD 174. He must have been
aware that he was allowing the reader to put a firm date to the Periegesis,
or rather to a particular point in the lengthy process of research and
writing. The reader is almost invited to imagine the author at work,
presumably in the process of composing the beginning of Book V, and
approaching the halfway point of the Periegesis. The link between the
beginnings of the Roman colony at Corinth and Pausanias’ own time
emphasises just how recently these ‘new’ Corinthians had become part of
the ancient Peloponnesian landscape, and, perhaps more significantly, it
firmly turns Pausanias’ activities into a chronological reference point at
the end of the long history of the Peloponnese.

By AD 174 Pausanias had already been working on the Periegesis for
some time; in fact, after some years of writing he found it necessary to
comment on one exceptional monument which had been built while his
work was in progress:

The Odeion [of Patrai] is in every way the most noteworthy in Greece, except,
of course, the one at Athens. It is superior in size and style, and was built by
Herodes, an Athenian, in memory of his dead wife. This Odeion is not
mentioned in my account of Attica because my Athenian book was finished
before Herodes began the building.39 (Paus. 7.20.6)

‘Herodes, an Athenian’ seems a striking understatement for one of the
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most eminent and wealthy men in the empire, an ex-consul as well as a
famous intellectual and orator, who left a lasting mark on the Greek
monumental landscape. His wife Regilla died probably in AD 160 or 161,
and it is not clear how long it took him to start with the building of the
Odeion in her memory.40 Bowie suggests that Book I could have been
finished as late as AD 165, but this should be seen as the latest possible
date; most other scholars prefer the early 160s or late 150s as a date for
Book I, although it has been suggested that Book I may have been
published as early as in the 130s, in the last years of Hadrian.41 Such an
early publication date seems improbable, but it should not come as a
surprise that there is no clear indication when work on the Periegesis
began,42 because even the planning stage required a detailed knowledge of
Greece that went beyond a mere tourist’s acquaintance with the major
sites. By the time Pausanias started to plan his work, and when he started
writing his first book, he must already have spent a lot of time travelling
in Greece, and more research was to follow once he had embarked on his
project.43

The reference to the Odeion of Herodes Atticus also suggests that
Pausanias did not intend to edit his work once a book was completed,
because there is no practical reason why he should not just have added a
few words to Book I. In fact, this reference has been seen as an indication
that the first book was published separately, before the rest of the Peri-
egesis, but this suggestion is inconclusive. Surely, late corrections to the
master copy of a book were possible in a world where ‘publication’ meant
the circulation of individually produced copies, perhaps accompanied by
readings of selected passages in public or amongst interested friends.44 By
the time he composed Book VII Pausanias must have decided not to go
back to add corrections to earlier books.

Passages that provide chronological evidence for Pausanias’ activities
after the completion of Book I all point to the later 160s and 170s. The
description of Epidauros includes new buildings constructed on the site in
Pausanias’ own time, which, according to inscriptions, were finished in the
160s.45 The latest reference that can be dated with confidence occurs in
Book VIII. Pausanias provides a short overview of the achievements of
Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius, which include a victory over the
Germans and Sarmatians, probably in AD 175.46 Marcus Aurelius is the
latest emperor mentioned in the Periegesis, and the absence of Commodus
from this short overview of recent emperors may suggest that this part of
Book VIII was composed before he was made joint emperor in AD 177. It
seems likely that the Periegesis was finished before the death of Marcus
Aurelius in AD 180.47 The composition of the ten books therefore took about
twenty years and Pausanias was perhaps in his fifties and sixties at the
time. It is not necessary to assume that during these twenty years
Pausanias was exclusively working on the Periegesis. For example, he may
well have continued travelling outside Greece while his work was in
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progress; in fact, he seems to have made enquiries in Rome about the
location of art works which were taken from Greece, which suggests a visit
there when the project was well under way.48 Pausanias’ extensive travel
in the Roman empire and his long research in mainland Greece leave no
doubt that he was very wealthy.49 Travel was expensive: Apuleius used up
most of his fortune of about one million sesterces on a stay in Athens and
a ‘grand tour’ through the east of the empire.50 Pausanias himself takes
great wealth for granted:

     
As for those places that were exceedingly wealthy in ancient times, Egyptian
Thebes, Minyan Orchomenos and Delos, which was once the trading centre
of all of Greece, they are now less prosperous than a private man of moderate
means.51 (Paus. 8.33.2)

At least Thebes and Orchomenos still existed as communities in
Pausanias’ time, and from this statement we have to assume that
Pausanias’ idea of merely ‘moderate means’ implies considerable wealth.
The contrast between ancient and contemporary circumstances is prob-
ably exaggerated to give a dramatic description of the downfall of great
cities, but it takes the perspective of a very wealthy man to illustrate such
an argument with this particular comparison. It is likely that Pausanias
belonged to the provincial élite of Asia Minor, probably one of the leading
families of Magnesia. His comment on the poverty of smaller cities re-
minds us that in all but the most prosperous places a few eminent citizens
were likely to have more disposable income than their whole community.
Greek cities in this period relied on their private benefactors, and it was
seen as the duty of a wealthy man to contribute generously. Plutarch,
probably the most eminent man in the small city of Chaironeia a few
decades before Pausanias’ visit, was very aware of his responsibilities, and
decided to resist the temptation of moving to one of the intellectual centres
which would have welcomed a man of his calibre with open arms and a
grant of citizenship.52 Not all wealthy men, however, were equally consci-
entious. Pausanias’ close contemporary Aristeides, for example, saw offers
of grand honours by Smyrna and his native city Hadrianoi as cumbersome
and expensive duties that he wanted to avoid.53 Pausanias, in commenting
on the fourth-century orator Isokrates, states that it is best not to be
involved in public affairs.54 This view may well have been shaped by
similar experiences, although he does not discuss the matter of public
service in his own time. He does, however, also show some appreciation for
the positive influence of contemporary private benefactors on some sites
in Greece.55

Wealth meant access to a good education, and Pausanias was clearly a
well-educated man with many intellectual interests and an intimate
knowledge of a wide range of literary works, in short, a pepaideumenos.56

His Greek contemporaries shared an ideal of paideia, a word which is
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usually translated as ‘education’, although it implies more, namely a sense
of Hellenic culture informed by learning and active involvement in intel-
lectual activities. A higher education focused on rhetorical exercises,
philosophy and literature, particularly the thorough study of a canon of
archaic and classical Greek texts which served as a general frame of
reference.57 In a circle of pepaideumenoi one could allude to these texts
without further explanation, and they would come to mind when an
appropriate argument or literary comparison was needed.

This common ground of Greek culture, paideia, informs most of the
Greek literature of the period from Nero to the end of the Severan dynasty,
which is today classified as the Second Sophistic, a label taken from
Philostratos’ Lives of the Sophists.58 Our impression of the cultural activi-
ties of the period is dominated by the ‘sophists’, highly paid professional
intellectuals who used their paideia to impress as public orators and
teachers of rhetoric.59 These high-profile individuals were exceptional, but
many of their contemporaries shared their interests and ideals. Texts of
the period convey a sense of continuous peer competition focusing on, and
conducted through, paideia. The hallmark of educational distinction was
a proficiency in Attic Greek, an artificial language based on the literary
idiom of classical texts and far removed from the colloquial language of the
day. Educated men were greatly concerned with the fine details that
characterised appropriate language, and the pitfalls that could lead to
embarrassment.60 Pausanias’ language and style have long been criticised
as inferior to the usual high standards of Second Sophistic authors.61

Pausanias must have been aware of the ongoing debates about the correct
form of Greek language and style.62 In fact, his prose is too artificial and
consistent to be the result of mere incompetence. Like his contemporaries,
he deliberately chose a style based on the imitation of earlier authors,
creatively combined to present something new. The result is idiosyncratic
and quite different from other Second Sophistic texts, with an emphasis
on a variety of expression and material, while the artificial hallmarks of
Attic Greek are kept to a minimum.63

A pepaideumenos also had to be able to prove his credentials by showing
his intimate knowledge of literature, if possible well beyond the educa-
tional canon. An encyclopaedic knowledge of facts from various fields of
ancient learning was also useful to impress one’s peers.64 Pausanias was
aware of this competitive environment for any kind of intellectual activity,
and he meets the challenge on his own terms.

     
I have done the most diligent and careful work to determine the date of
Homer and Hesiod, but I do not like to write about this subject because I am
aware of the quarrelsome nature of some people, at present especially those
who specialise in epic poetry.65 (Paus. 9.30.3)

Pausanias speaks as a pepaideumenos who is not just a mere consumer of
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learning: he claims to have done research into areas that were central to
the literary canon. He decides against muscling into such a crowded field,
but not without asserting his intellectual prowess. The Periegesis offers a
wide range of information, some site-specific, some connected by free
association and presented in a logos. Discussions of general topics often
include examples from outside Greece, and sometimes they provide handy
lists of noteworthy facts.66 Not all of these remarks are concerned with
scholarly analysis. As with sites and monuments, Pausanias is looking for
remarkable details, things worth talking about. There was a whole genre
of variae historiae (varied enquiries) which collected material from earlier
texts, particularly books that were not easily available, and arranged it in
some engaging way.67 Some scholars have argued that the Periegesis is just
a particularly elaborate example of this genre, with fictitious site descrip-
tions serving as a framework.68 Pausanias’ topographical accuracy shows
that this theory is preposterous, but the consistently important role of
informative digressions in his work deserves attention. Just as variae
historiae presumably found an interested audience, the additional com-
ments in the Periegesis were likely to be attractive to ‘sophisticated’
readers who wanted to expand their educational horizons and for whom
knowledge was a form of entertainment.69

Many Second Sophistic texts, especially Philostratos’ Lives of the Soph-
ists, describe an intellectual network which included most of the major
cities around the eastern Mediterranean, and some eminent places in the
west. Pausanias grew up close to three major centres of Greek learning,
and he visited many others. He must at least have known a few star
sophists of his time, and would presumably have witnessed their perform-
ances.70 Pausanias is, however, not a name dropper, and he mentions only
a few contemporaries. Apart from the Roman emperors, he refers to two
benefactors who paid for public buildings, namely Herodes Atticus and a
senator Antoninus (Sextus Iulius Antoninus Pythodorus). He also men-
tions Hadrian’s favourite Antinoos, a Messenian notable, Claudius
Saethidas, and two contemporary Olympic victors.71 It is also difficult to
say whether any of the intellectuals of the time knew Pausanias. There is
little evidence that the Periegesis was read in antiquity,72 but this does not
say much because few Second Sophistic authors are mentioned in other
ancient texts. One reference in Aelian’s early third-century work Varia
Historia was dismissed by an early editor, seemingly without good rea-
son.73 Increased scholarly attention to the texts of the Second Sophistic has
led to some suggestions that other authors may also be drawing on
Pausanias, for example Philostratos, Longus, Lucian, Pollux and
Athenagoras.74 None of these possible allusions to the Periegesis can be
identified for certain, but at least it is now accepted as a distinct possibility
that Pausanias’ work was recognised by other intellectuals of his own
time.

The world of Pausanias and of the Second Sophistic was shaped by the
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Romans, albeit Romans with an increasing interest in Greek culture.
Roman buildings adorned the cities, Roman taxes, laws and magistracies
had a strong influence on an individual’s public life, and Roman sanctuar-
ies and festivals, particularly those connected to the imperial cult, were
introduced alongside older Greek traditions. Life in the Roman empire of
Pausanias’ time meant security, prosperity and, for the provincial upper
class, a growing influence within the empire. In this period an increasing
proportion of the provincial élite obtained Roman citizenship, and it was
no longer impossible for a Greek to reach senatorial status, or even the
consulship.75 Pausanias seems particularly impressed with Antoninus
Pius for allowing Roman citizens to leave their fortune to sons who did not
themselves have citizenship.76 It seems likely that Pausanias had some
personal interest in this particular change in the law, but this is all he ever
says about Roman citizenship – not enough to allow any conclusions about
his own citizen status.77

Pausanias’ attitude to the Romans has long been a matter of discussion.
Individual conclusions depend on the interpretation of a number of seem-
ingly inconsistent remarks in the Periegesis which are easily emphasised,
interpreted or dismissed to create a particular impression. Pausanias’
approach clearly does not follow a single line: he reports historical events
and gives his judgement according to the circumstances.78 The Romans’
role in Greek history, with particular reference to specific individuals, is
seen in a rather negative light,79 and it was regrettable that Greece was no
longer free, especially because, for Pausanias, freedom was key to the
great cultural achievements of Greece which still defined the culture and
intellectual pursuits of educated Greeks in his own time.80 The Romans
are, however, not blamed for the downfall of Greece. The actual cause of
decline was Greek disunity and treachery as well as the actions of the
Macedonians.81 Pausanias deplores the Roman practice of looting ancient
art, particularly when sacred images were taken for art collections.82 The
imperial cult is usually mentioned only in passing, but sometimes it
appears as an intrusion in older historical or sacred spaces, and, as we
have already seen, Pausanias thought that the deification of human beings
in his own time was mere flattery, a pale imitation of earlier myths.83 New
Roman cities such as Patrai and especially Nikopolis, both founded by
Augustus, are criticised because the settlement process brought about
great changes in the surrounding regions.84 Pausanias actually speaks
about ‘those whose inhabitants moved because of the misfortune of Roman
rule’.85 Pausanias’ strong statement is possible in the context of his indig-
nation about Augustus’ foundations and it need not refer to the situation
in his own time, but it shows that Pausanias could find it appropriate to
connect ‘misfortune’ and ‘Roman rule’. In other respects, however,
Pausanias had come to terms with the Romans of his own time: whatever
the grim facts of the past, the ruling power had made amends for its
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wrongdoings and Pausanias has only praise for the emperors of his life-
time.86

Pausanias’ complex attitude should be understood in the context of the
general situation in the Greek east of the Roman empire. The literature of
the time shows a wide range of opinions about Rome. While some, most
notably Plutarch, had excellent relationships with the ruling power and
showed an interest in Roman culture and history, others avoided refer-
ences to all things Roman or to the Latin language, and some flaunt a
remarkable indifference to Rome and its history.87 Most authors, however,
show some ambiguity in their attitudes: provincial élites of the Roman
empire had to reconcile the fact that the Romans had deprived their
ancestors of their freedom with the need for co-operation with the imperial
power on which their own privileged position depended. In Greece this
situation was further complicated by a sense of cultural superiority, which
was reinforced by the admiration of Greek culture shown by many Ro-
mans.88 Greek cities and individuals therefore had an extra incentive to
stress their great past, but this would evoke comparisons between the
political freedom of the classical polis and life in the Roman provinces.
Even if cities were still contending for freedom (eleutheria), now a privilege
bestowed by the emperor, Greeks knew that they were no longer free in
the same sense as their forebears in the classical period.

Pausanias was often faced with this contrast between a great past (real
or perceived) and the sometimes disappointing situation in his own time.89

His picture of Roman Greece is, however, not all bleak. Many have
commented on the fact that he seems almost exclusively interested in the
past,90 but in spite of its focus on archaic and classical monuments, the
Periegesis presents an image of a contemporary Greece. Pausanias did not
dream himself into a fantasy version of a Greece before Alexander: his
Greece is quite explicitly that of his own time, and his interest in the past
expresses itself by recording the traces that remained, be they memories
or monuments, as he found them in his own time.91 In fact, without the
Periegesis we would know much less about Roman Greece, and even taking
into account the relatively recent interest in the Roman layers of older
Greek sites, the situation in the province of Achaia would probably look
quite bleak, at least outside a few thriving centres. The Periegesis may not
offer much information about contemporary life, but it provides insights
into the cultural activities and identities of numerous small cities in the
Roman period.

Mythical/historical tradition and religious activities were very impor-
tant for Greek cities under Roman rule. Their élites may no longer have
been involved in what we might call actual politics, but they were still
directing their community’s internal affairs and conducting inter-state
relations with other cities. These activities could bring considerable re-
sults, for example when a city managed to convince the emperor to grant
them freedom from taxation, and cities competed to assert their impor-
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tance. Smaller cities needed to make an effort to attract benefactors to
ensure their survival. There were no longer wars between neighbouring
states, but a small community might still find itself, or part of its territory,
absorbed by a wealthier neighbour.92 Many of these activities were con-
ducted through (in the widest sense) cultural activities. An illustrious
past, impressive ancient monuments and remarkable festivals were cru-
cial for a city’s self-presentation to the outside world.93 The orators of the
period stressed these aspects when they praised a city in their speeches,
and a similar focus can be seen in monuments and inscriptions of the
Greek east of the Roman empire.94 Relations between cities were cemented
by ‘discovering’ ancestral links, and cities welcomed research, or fiction
posing as research, to back up their claims.95 Hadrian tapped into this
mode of ‘inter-state’ relations when he founded the Panhellenion, an
organisation of Greek cities which had to prove their Greekness based on
mythical links with mainland Greece.96 Greek identity outside mainland
Greece was ultimately always in some way related to the old motherland,
either through ancient migration stories, for example in Ionia, or through
founding heroes. At the same time, many of the places in mainland Greece
were known to every educated Greek, because many are mentioned in the
most widely read texts, be it the Catalogue of Ships in the Iliad or the
classical historians.

The information gathered in the Periegesis is therefore not merely
antiquarian. Details about the history, cults and local traditions of com-
munities were valuable commodities, especially in mainland Greece.
Pausanias’ wealthy and educated peers, members of the élite of their
cities, would have been well-versed in maintaining, celebrating, using and
perhaps even manipulating the cultural heritage of their own cities. The
wealthy élite had the education to interpret the local past and to link it to
widely known Greek traditions such as the epics or the Attic tragedies.
They were also responsible for maintaining and setting up new monu-
ments, and they paid for local festivals. In return for their efforts they had
most to gain if their community managed to attract the attention of people
in high places who might be of some assistance. Many of Pausanias’
informants in Greece were probably members of the local élite who were
themselves involved in the same activities.97 In fact, if we take into account
the crucial importance of polis life and local culture for the Greeks, it
should come as no surprise that in all but the smallest places Pausanias
found someone willing to explain the most noteworthy features of their
city’s heritage. Greek culture viewed with the polis in mind is not uniform:
on the contrary, it is characterised by a great variety of cultural expression
in different cities, albeit within a common framework.

    The Periegesis sets out to map Greece, and by so doing it (re-)con-
structs Greekness like a jigsaw, as a big picture that is made up of many
small details which emphasise the variety and local individuality of Greek
city-states. It is clear from the text that this work involved a lot of
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meticulous research on site and in libraries. Pausanias was very thorough,
but we should not see him as an eccentric scholar detached from the real
world. On the contrary, as we shall see in the next chapter, Pausanias’
research required a man who engaged with the world, interacting with
people on every new site, listening to informants and sharing opinions. At
the same time, he engages in the intellectual discourse of his time,
demanding respect from his fellow pepaideumenoi. The Periegesis re-
sponds to specific needs and interests of Pausanias’ potential readership,
the well-educated, Greek-speaking élite of the Roman empire. At the same
time it recognises the value of the information that could still be discov-
ered in Greece. In a way, Pausanias’ efforts continue a cultural dialogue
between mainland Greece and the many Greeks overseas that had been
going on since the Dark Ages.98
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3

The Importance of Travelling

In Egyptian Thebes I crossed the Nile to the so-called Pipes (Syringes), and
I saw a seated statue which gives out a sound. The many (hoi polloi) call it
Memnon, and they say that he advanced into Egypt and even as far as Susa.
The Thebans, however, say that it is not a statue of Memnon, but of a native
named Phamenoph, and I have also heard that it is Sesostris. Kambyses
broke the statue in two, and now it has been cast down from the head to the
middle. What remains, however, is seated and every day at sunrise it makes
a noise which is best compared to the sound of a kithara or lyre when a string
has been broken.1 (Paus. 1.42.3)

Pausanias was a seasoned traveller who had visited many places outside
his native Ionia and the part of Greece covered in the Periegesis. He refers
to journeys through most of Asia Minor and Syria as far east as the
Euphrates. In the west he visited Sicily and parts of Italy, especially Rome,
which he knew relatively well. In Egypt he went to the sanctuary of
Ammon at Siwah, saw the pyramids and travelled up the Nile at least as
far as Thebes.2 We can assume that for the man who embarked on the
project to describe Greece, travelling was nothing unusual, and in this he
was not alone: travel was a standard part of élite life in the Roman empire.

The Periegesis is not a travelogue, but the text is in many ways influ-
enced by the realities of travel at the time. Sometimes it is possible to see
how Pausanias’ actual experiences in Greece influenced his work, and he
provides some insights into the process of collecting information on site.
This line of enquiry is limited by his reluctance to speak about the actual
process of travelling or to mention specific incidents on his journeys.
Beyond Pausanias’ own experience his informed assumptions about the
collective habits and interests of the educated Greek traveller also had an
influence on the shaping of the Periegesis. The whole book is arranged as
an itinerary which subtly invites readers to imagine themselves journey-
ing along those routes, and individual site descriptions respond to the
interests of educated travellers of the period. Pausanias also had to bear
in mind that many of his potential readers might know at least some of
the sites he was describing. The role of travel as an integral part of Second
Sophistic culture will be at the centre of this discussion: I investigate the
habits and preferences of ancient travellers, and relate them to corre-
sponding features of the Periegesis.

Travelling had been a part of the common Greek consciousness as long
as anyone could remember. There had been Greeks overseas since the
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Bronze Age, and the foundation of numerous Greek cities around the
shores of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea in the eighth and seventh
centuries was a part of the process that formed Greek culture as we know
it. When Herodotos speaks of sixth-century Egypt, he mentions that many
Greeks were already there at that time, some as mercenaries, some
traders, and others who had come to see the country.3 Travelling also plays
a pivotal role in the earliest Greek literature: the Iliad deals with a large
overseas campaign while the Odyssey follows its hero on his long journey
home. Even the apparently sedentary Hesiod seems to regard a journey by
ship as a normal, if undesirable, part of a farmer’s life around 700 BC.4

These early texts were very influential, and, as we shall see in the next
chapter, Greek literature continued to engage with the experience of
travel in a variety of ways. From the beginning the act of travelling and
the encounter with foreign lands also had a great impact on Greek
self-definition, for example in the foundation stories of cities that ex-
plained connections to the ancient motherland, or in texts about foreign
lands that reflect and define Greek values by discussing strange cultures.5

In Pausanias’ time the Romans guaranteed peace around the Mediter-
ranean and travelling was easier and safer than it had been ever before.
Aelius Aristeides’ Praise of Rome offers an enthusiastic assessment of the
situation:

     
Now it is indeed possible for Greek or non-Greek, with or without his
belongings, to travel easily wherever he wants to go, just as if passing from
fatherland to fatherland. The Kilikian Gates hold no terror, and neither does
the narrow, sandy route to Egypt which runs through Arab country, nor
inaccessible mountains, great stretches of river or savage barbarian tribes;
but for security it suffices to be a Roman, or one of those under your [i.e.
Roman] rule. Homer speaks of an ‘Earth common to all’, and you have made
it come true. You have measured the whole inhabited world, you have
spanned rivers with all kinds of bridges, and cut through mountains to make
way for traffic. You have filled deserts with posting stations and you have
made all areas accustomed to a settled and orderly way of life.6 (Aristeides
26.100-1)

This eulogy may be exaggerated to fit the purpose of the speech, but
Aristeides’ audience would not have found his description unrealistic. The
imperial infrastructure did not just provide safe roads and shipping
routes: it also meant that around the whole Mediterranean a traveller
could get by with the same currency and just two languages. The Roman
empire depended on good communications and was willing to invest in
maintaining security and a good infrastructure. Rome and other large
urban centres needed a steady stream of overseas imports, and the ad-
ministration required smooth movement of personnel and information.
Travelling was part of life for members of the Roman ruling élite, including
many of the emperors and their families. As Aristeides’ comments show,
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however, Roman officials and traders were not alone in enjoying the
advantages of safe communications.7

Many of the travellers we hear about in the ancient sources were
comparatively wealthy, but it was not just the well-off who travelled on a
regular basis.8 Some sanctuaries, particularly those of Asklepios, at-
tracted constant streams of visitors from all backgrounds. Prime historical
sites saw an increase in visitors, and high profile festivals such as the
Olympic Games drew larger crowds than ever before. The historical sites
of Greece and Asia Minor were particularly attractive, especially those
that could boast an important role in the Greek past. Egypt offered safe
and comfortable access to an exotic culture and impressive ancient monu-
ments.9 Famous sites had many visitors from all parts of the Roman
empire as is best documented in visitors’ graffiti from Philae in Upper
Egypt and in the tombs of the Valley of the Kings, called Syringes (‘Pipes’)
in antiquity. This epigraphical evidence also supports the impression that
the second century AD offered the best opportunity to travel: a majority of
the inscriptions are from this period.10 This phenomenon is often described
as ‘ancient tourism’, but this term is problematic, because it conjures up
images of modern mass tourism. The Grand Tours of the eighteenth
century offer a better comparison to the activities of educated ancient
travellers who went to see significant sites.11 Pausanias’ trip to Egypt,
mentioned in the passage that opens this chapter, was certainly not
exceptional. He went to Thebes and saw the Valley of the Kings and the
‘statue of Memnon’, a colossal statue of Amenhotep III which broke apart
around 27 BC and subsequently emitted a sound at sunrise which quickly
turned it into a first-rate visitor attraction. It, too, has admirers’ inscrip-
tions on it, but apparently only high-class travellers were allowed to leave
their mark there, usually an expression of their amazement at hearing the
statue’s sound.12 By identifying the statue as Memnon, a hero who featured
prominently in the epic tradition surrounding the Trojan War, Greek
visitors had brought their own myths to explain the statue and its unique
properties. Pausanias, probably deliberately responding to Herodotos’
description of Egypt, turns to local, ostensibly older traditions to challenge
this Greek interpretation.

In spite of the dangers of shipping in antiquity, long voyages were
usually undertaken by ship, which was faster and more comfortable than
travel on land.13 Pausanias’ itinerary in the Periegesis sometimes takes to
the sea and follows the coastline in the manner of a periplous (literally
‘circumnaviagation’), an archaic Greek mode of describing geographical
features and settlements along a coast. As Hutton points out, Pausanias
has a tendency to make unusual topographical mistakes when he de-
scribes sea routes, quite possibly because he copied some of these passages
from existing geographical works.14 Most of the Periegesis stays firmly on
land, following roads from one site to the next. As a whole the itinerary
used to organise the text is clearly artificial, but it seems that at some
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point Pausanias actually travelled along most of the routes he is describ-
ing. He mentions the state of a road only when it does not conform to usual
standards, and these occasional comments suggest that Pausanias ex-
pected to find single-track roads fit for a carriage with two draught
animals.15 Greece did indeed have a well-established road system which
made even rather remote and mountainous areas accessible for wheeled
transport. Carriages were a standard means of transport for the wealthy,
who would usually travel with a number of attendants and substantial
baggage.16

Practicalities of ancient travel have had some bearing on the discussion
about Pausanias’ potential readership. Ancient readers probably could
have found the Periegesis worth their while without actually travelling to
Greece, but did Pausanias expect that some would use his work on site? It
is never explicit whether he imagines his readers at home or somewhere
on a site in Greece.17 Intellectuals did take books and writing materials on
their journeys, but there is no evidence that travellers used guidebooks.18

At first sight Pausanias’ plain topographical information, for example
comments on roads or springs, seems designed for a travelling reader, but
in fact it is rarely sufficient to serve as a practical guide.19 Simple direc-
tions are clearly not Pausanias’ priority, but the work certainly stood up
to a confrontation with the realities of a site, as far as we can tell today.
For example, Pausanias’ description of Olympia contains details of hun-
dreds of statues: this provides an interesting trawl through centuries of
Greek history when read at home, but on a bewildering site with probably
thousands of statues Pausanias’ selection of noteworthy objects would
surely have been of particular value.20 There has been some discussion as
to whether it would have been too cumbersome to handle ancient scrolls
while walking around sightseeing.21 This approach takes for granted the
most common modern way of using guidebooks, namely carrying them
around a site to help with organising a tour or to find explanations for
interesting features as one comes across them. Ancient travellers did not
need to use guidebooks in quite the same way, because exact directions
and essential details about monuments were easily available in most
places. The Periegesis does not replace the services of a tourist guide, it is
more concerned with adding to the information that was easily available
on site. For this purpose the book would not have to be carried around
while sightseeing, but a traveller might find it useful to have it on hand to
consult it in preparation for a site visit. Pausanias’ travelling readers
would be ready to face their informants with ideas about which sites to see
and which questions to ask about local tradition.

Any ancient traveller would take communication with local people for
granted. The slow pace of travel meant that visitors would usually stay for
longer than most modern tourists and communication was easy because a
visitor’s Greek or Latin would be understood in almost the whole known
world. In Pausanias’ time there were tourist guides at sites that could
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expect a steady stream of visitors, possibly offering their services for
money. Ancient authors seem to have a rather low opinion of such guides.
For example, Plutarch’s De Pythiae Oraculis is a philosophical dialogue
presented as a tour around Delphi where the learned discussion is fre-
quently interrupted by tourist guides offering standard information about
monuments and traditions.22 Pausanias was prepared to consult local
guides, but he does at times express disapproval, especially when he
suspects that they are manipulating local history.23 The exact status of his
guides is usually impossible to determine, and it is likely that because local
history was valued so highly in this period even smaller communities had
recognised experts who were eager to offer their assistance.24

Wealthy, well-educated travellers probably also depended on local
pepaideumenoi for information. Members of the élite preferred to rely on
the hospitality of their peers rather than to stay at inns, and letters of
introduction could open doors in places where one did not have personal
friends.25 Pausanias mentions only one guest-friend (xenos) of his, a man
in Larisa in Thessaly,26 but after years of travelling he probably had an
extensive network of acquaintances in Greece. In most smaller cities this
would give him access to the wealthiest and best-educated local families,
the same people who were actively involved in maintaining local monu-
ments and traditions. Plutarch’s philosophical tour of Delphi takes it for
granted that educated locals would show around visiting friends, and as a
priest in Delphi he probably did so himself on numerous occasions.27

Pausanias’ guides usually remain anonymous, but in Olympia he men-
tions an Aristarchos who was possibly the member of an ancient priestly
family. In Athens he may have known the Lykomidai, an important family
with connections to Eleusis, while in the city of Elis he talked to a man
with the title nomophylax Êleiôn, presumably a local official.28 Sometimes
Pausanias hints at learned conversations he had on a site, usually when
he felt compelled to comment on the local tradition or to question the
information he had been given, but he was also prepared to engage in
philosophical discussion.29

Travel was essential for the educated Greek élite of Pausanias’ time,
both for their activities as leading figures in their cities and to enhance
their credentials as pepaideumenoi. Although Greek culture was still
firmly tied to life in the polis, the role of the ancient city-state had changed
fundamentally since the beginning of the Hellenistic period. Leading
families carried on with their local, civic duties alongside political or
cultural activities on a supraregional level. Sophists in particular had to
keep moving to maintain their status among their competitive peers. They
would do most of their teaching in a particular city, but they travelled to
give rhetorical performances, and the most distinguished orators could
expect invitations to address crowds at festivals or to perform in front of
the emperor.30 In most parts of the empire, well beyond the Greek world,
the élite shared a similar lifestyle and ideals and a distinguished travel-
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ler’s status would be recognised wherever he went. Notables of the eastern
part of the empire often had widespread family ties and connections
through acquaintances, and they used their links on behalf of their cities.
Expressing local patriotism was still expedient under certain circum-
stances, but realities of élite life brought about more cosmopolitan
attitudes. Greek culture and education, rather than a particular location,
became the focus of identification for some. As Philostratos’ Apollonios
puts it: to the wise man Greece is everywhere.31

Travelling had always been recognised as a way of acquiring knowledge:
Odysseus is introduced as a man ‘who saw many cities and became
acquainted with the customs of many peoples’.32 The Greeks were aware
that there were places with civilisations far more ancient than their own
and that Egypt in particular had records and monuments dating back
many centuries.33 By the early classical period, ‘travelling to see’ (theôria)
was firmly linked with acquiring wisdom (sophia). For example, Herodo-
tos’ king Kroisos introduces a philosophical question by referring to
Solon’s experience:

     
Our Athenian guest, we have heard much of you, because of your wisdom
and your wanderings, travelling far to seek knowledge and to see much of
the world. Now, therefore, I would like to ask you if you have ever seen a
man more blessed than everyone else.34 (Hdt. 1.30)

Many of the men who were particularly famed for their wisdom or learning
were thought to have travelled extensively, for example Solon and
Pythagoras. Apollonios of Tyana, sage extraordinaire of the early Roman
imperial period, is a late representative of this group: no longer satisfied
with Egypt or Syria and Mesopotamia, hardly exotic destinations in his
time, it was said that he travelled as far as India. Even a barbarian could
acquire wisdom through travelling, as is shown in the long tradition of the
Scythian sage Anacharsis, a character who allowed Greek writers to adopt
an ‘outsider’s view’ of their own culture.35 A wandering existence could
therefore be seen as appropriate for a wise man, and in this way even exile
could be presented as a virtue.36

In the Roman imperial period the process of acquiring a higher educa-
tion was itself inextricably linked with an individual’s mobility.37 For many
young men a long life as a habitual traveller would start in their teens
when their educational needs could no longer be met in their home town.38

To reach the status of a true pepaideumenos they needed to study with a
distinguished sophist, usually in one of the larger cultural centres. Philos-
tratos stresses that the most prominent sophists had pupils from the
whole Roman world.39 Some successful Greek sophists came from unlikely
places and were probably not even native speakers of Greek, for example
Lucian of Samosata in Syria, Favorinus of Arelate in Gaul or Apuleius
from Madauros in North Africa: for them, travelling to study with a

3. The Importance of Travelling

37



sophist literally meant to acquire Greekness.40 Aspiring pepaideumenoi
had the chance to hear the great sophists on their lecture tours, or they
travelled to become acquainted with different rhetorical schools. As a
consequence, this most elevated form of paideia meant membership of a
network of people who would know each other well, so much so that
insiders could produce and recognise parodies of other sophists’ rhetorical
styles.41 Many would also embark on a Grand Tour to Greece, Asia Minor
and Egypt to complement their literary studies with a knowledge of the
most famous ancient sites. This allowed them an encounter with locations
they already knew from the classical texts. Such educated tourists prob-
ably shared many interests with Pausanias, especially regarding new
insights in the interpretation of the literary tradition. Classical art and
architecture were also of interest to educated travellers, and celebrated
works of the old masters attracted large numbers of visitors.42 In fact, art
connoisseurship was essential to maintain one’s credentials as a true
pepaideumenos, and in order to acquire a good working knowledge of the
most famous masterpieces and artists’ styles most would have needed to
visit a number of key sites.43

The travelling habits of the Greek élite also had an impact on the way
in which they assessed and presented information in their texts, particu-
larly in historical or geographical works, where personal research and
travelling experience were increasingly seen as indispensable. Polybios is
particularly outspoken about the subject, and, like Thucydides, he felt that
his own involvement in important historical events was a special incentive
to write about contemporary history.44 He stresses the importance of
original research, and his ideas about developments in the field of histori-
cal and geographical studies are closely connected with the rapid
expansion of the Roman empire and the conquest of the Hellenistic world
in his lifetime.

     
In our own time, however, the regions of Asia have been opened up for travel
by land and sea by the empire of Alexander, and the other regions through
the rule of Rome. Men with practical experience have been freed from the
need to strive for excellence in war or politics and have therefore found many
good opportunities to concentrate their efforts on the knowledge of the areas
already mentioned, and we can therefore expect to have a better and more
accurate understanding of what was formerly unknown. I am especially
determined to give the curious full information about these matters, because
it was for this reason that I faced the dangers and discomforts of my travels
in Libya, Iberia and Gaul, as well as of the sea which washes the western
shores of these regions; so that I might correct the ignorance of those who
have gone before, and acquaint the Greeks with these parts of the inhabited
world.45 (Polyb. 3.59)

Considering that Polybios’ political career ended when he was taken to
Italy as a hostage this statement seems over-enthusiastic, but he clearly

Pausanias: Travel Writing in Ancient Greece

38



had a sense that in the face of Roman domination the Greeks needed to
reconsider their role. He saw an opportunity in the meeting of a long
intellectual tradition with a rapidly changing and more accessible world.46

These thoughts seem to anticipate aspects of the discourse about the role
of Greek intellectual pursuits in the Roman empire that we see in the
Second Sophistic three centuries later.

Polybios’ main concern in this passage is, however, the role of original
research in scholarly works. After all, an author’s claim to autopsia –
personal experience, or, literally, ‘seeing for oneself’ – could enhance his
credibility. As we shall see in the next chapter, this issue had long been a
concern for any author dealing with foreign lands or travel experiences.
Some ‘travel writers’ were less than truthful, and accounts of journeys
were central to many works of fiction. As a larger part of the world became
accessible, and travelling became safer and easier, fantastic stories would
have to be set in the past or in the remote corners of the world. An author
who, like Pausanias, wrote about an area which was not out of reach,
describing sites which some of his readers were likely to know, would have
to be particularly careful in his claims of personal knowledge. In fact, it is
quite clear that his research was thorough and very detailed, and he
carefully separates anything he has personally verified from information
he knows only from hearsay.47

Pausanias’ comments about his enquiries provide valuable insights into
his research methods. He was prepared to make an effort to investigate a
potentially interesting site, even if it was difficult to reach and visiting it
required a significant detour.48 Pausanias also demonstrates that his
interests and patience extended to rather unlikely causes:

     
Among the fish in the Aroanios there is one kind called speckled fish. These
fish, it is said, make a sound like a thrush. I have seen such fish caught, but
I have not heard them sing, although I stayed by the river until sunset, which
is when they were said to sing most.49 (Paus. 8.21.2)

His patience may not have been rewarded in this case, but this willingness
to pay attention to detail and to explore anything that just might be of
interest does result in uncommonly thorough descriptions. Moreover, his
interests go far beyond the obvious, such as buildings or art works that
were famous or aesthetically pleasing. Pausanias’ attention to inscriptions
provides the best evidence of his dedication. He was mainly interested in
names mentioned in inscriptions, be they those of heroes, politicians,
artists, athletes or sometimes cities, and therefore dedications and artists’
signatures are more frequently cited in the Periegesis than historical
documents such as treaties or decrees. Most importantly, however,
Pausanias valued inscriptions as a source of information that could be
used to complement or correct local oral tradition.50 No wonder, then, that
Pausanias went to some length to discover epigraphical evidence.
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Not far from the market-place is a theatre, and nearby are pedestals of
bronze statues, but the statues themselves are no longer there. On one
pedestal is an elegiac inscription which states that the statue was that of
Philopoemen.51 (Paus. 8.49.1)

Here we see Pausanias walking around the centre of Tegea, looking at a
number of empty statue bases until he discovers a description of historical
significance, and he made similar discoveries in other places, too.52 It is
anyone’s guess how many inscriptions he investigated for any one recorded
in the Periegesis. Many inscriptions were worn with age or damaged, and
Pausanias learned to cope with archaic scripts and dialects.53

Pausanias was also keen to collect local, oral tradition, and, as we have
already seen, it was probably not difficult to find informants on most sites.
He assessed local stories in the light of the literary tradition or alternative
evidence, and he was not always satisfied with what he heard, engaging
in discussion with his informants.54 In some places Pausanias looked for
alternative information, for example by talking to the oldest inhabitants
who might remember details that were otherwise forgotten.55 Comments
on questions the locals could not answer to his satisfaction highlight main
areas of enquiry. Local history prompted questions about genealogies,
eponymous heroes or founders and aitia, stories that explained particular
aspects of local culture.56 When faced with a monument Pausanias asked
about artists and dedicators, the meaning of images or sculptures and the
history of the monument.57 He was also specially interested in minute
details of cult practice and the historical background of any unusual
features of local religion.58

Pausanias’ personal knowledge of Greek sites is no longer a matter of
dispute, but his original research is still questioned in many areas, for
example recently the issue of written sources for his many details on
mythical traditions has been raised again.59 Did Pausanias use specialised
handbooks as sources for his accounts of myths, foundation stories or
information about local cults? There is no doubt that such material was
collected and published in antiquity, and since Pausanias complemented
his research by consulting many literary sources it seems likely that he
also consulted appropriate reference books. In fact, there are many paral-
lels between particular details in the Periegesis and the information found
in fragments of ancient mythographical works, but it is still possible that
he could have heard the same information on site. Educated élites every-
where in the Greek world would have been very aware of the traditions
circulating about their city, and their own versions of the local past could
take literary sources into account: a certain uniformity of Greek myths
would therefore not be surprising. The consistency of Pausanias’ focus on
particular themes and questions has also been presented as evidence for
his use of specific reference books as a main source. Again, however, this
feature of the Periegesis (which is, incidentally, easily exaggerated) could
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also be due to Pausanias’ own process of research and writing. After all,
his questions and interests would have prompted particular answers from
his informants, and further adjustments to the material could have been
made when the text was composed. The most problematic issue, however,
is the exact nature of those books that are said to have served as source
for large amounts of material included in the Periegesis. There is no good
evidence for the existence of any work which would have provided the
consistency as well as breath and depth of coverage of any topic that is
central to Pausanias’ work, especially since much of this information is
specifically tied to the contemporary monumental landscape of sites in a
particular part of mainland Greece. Ultimately, we cannot just pass the
source question from one existing literary work to a series of hypothetical
books: either the handbooks in question would have been compiled in an
admirably consistent manner from disparate literary sources, or we have
to postulate that there was another author whose project of travelling
around Greece to collect this kind of information would have been quite
similar to Pausanias’ activities. Moreover, too much reliance on works that
were several hundred years old would have been problematic in conjunc-
tion with Pausanias’ description of Roman Greece, because local tradition
is by no means static and adjusts to contemporary circumstances.60 Any
handbook that could have served as a major source could hardly have been
created more than a few decades before the Periegesis: many changes had
been made to the Greek memorial landscape during Pausanias’ own
lifetime, especially under the influence of the emperor Hadrian. Since we
already know without doubt that Pausanias visited the sites he writes
about and investigated them in great detail, he does seem the best candi-
date for the man whose research also provided much of the additional local
material presented in the Periegesis. Any other interpretation seems to be
an unnecessary complication.

Given Pausanias’ thorough investigation, every site visit would have
resulted in large amounts of material, including excerpts from inscrip-
tions, lists of characters depicted on monuments, or genealogical
sequences.61 His thorough descriptions seem impossible without extensive
notes taken on site visits. Pausanias may not have carried out this work
on his own, just as Aristeides ordered his slaves to record his measure-
ments of Egyptian monuments.62 Nevertheless, the process would have
required Pausanias’ presence to interpret and select what he wanted
recorded. Even if we assume that most of the collected material was
included in the Periegesis, the investigation of a middle-sized city would
have taken days. The detailed record of hundreds of art works and
monuments at Olympia could hardly have been produced without a
lengthy investigation, probably on numerous visits, and the note taking
must have taken several weeks at least.

What was the incentive for such efforts? As we have seen, Greek
identity and the ideals of paideia are closely connected to the long tradition
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of travel and enquiry. For a man who wanted to display his intellectual
prowess this alone could have been a good reason to investigate mainland
Greece. Ancient travellers, however, aimed not only to increase their
knowledge or paideia: they were also looking for the experience of encoun-
tering landscapes or monuments that had a special cultural significance
for them. This aspect of ancient travel has become the focus of attention
because of an increased interest in ancient pilgrimage.63 The term pilgrim-
age in the context of Graeco-Roman culture is contentious, but the concept
can be useful to analyse reactions of ancient travellers if one avoids a
narrow, essentially Christian definition.64 It is also worth remembering
that ‘pilgrimage’, if one chooses to adopt this terminology, does not need
to have exclusively or even principally religious aims.65 Although ancient
religions did not, unlike Christianity or Islam, offer a widely recognisable
ideology of pilgrimage, there were many who sought to visit places that
were meaningful to them in some way.

When Elsner suggested that Pausanias’ Periegesis could be seen as a
pilgrim’s account written for pilgrims he provoked strong criticism, but he
has also opened new avenues of enquiry.66 Pausanias comes closest to a
conventional pilgrim’s account when, with palpable awe, he reports the
complex and intense rituals required for a consultation of the oracle of
Trophonios at Lebadeia. The report ends with the statement that he
himself consulted the oracle, followed by a note that everyone who did so
had to dedicate an inscribed tablet. We are therefore led to assume that,
like many pilgrims and tourists everywhere, he left his own trace in the
sacred and monumental landscape, almost as a challenge for readers to go
and see for themselves whether his account is true.67 Uniquely, this
passage clearly reflects a specific religious experience, but even here
Pausanias relates the process of consulting the oracle in impersonal terms.
In this respect the Periegesis is quite unlike ‘conventional’ pilgrimage texts
which focus more explicitly on the impact that encounters with particular
places have on a specific individual. As an opaque synthesis of many trips
with varying characteristics carried out during several years or decades,
the Periegesis makes it difficult to chart a ‘pilgrim’s progress’.68

Pausanias’ impersonal account shifts the focus away from the author,
so as to let readers forget that they are experiencing Greece through an
intermediary. Nevertheless, Pausanias’ approach to the landscape shares
some characteristic features with pilgrims’ attitudes and experiences.69 A
pepaideumenos travelling around Greece would encounter a landscape
that was already very familiar from the literary tradition, and would
therefore find his imagination confronted with reality. Hutton suggests
that Pausanias’ focus on sacred sites and monuments of the archaic and
classical age shows how an imagined landscape embued with a strong
significance by texts or tradition can influence a traveller’s perception of
an actual place: in some cases he may have been prone to finding what he
already expected.70 Moreover, Pausanias illustrates what made Greece a
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very special destination for many of his contemporaries. In the Periegesis
the sacred and the historical are intimately connected, and the determined
quest for authentic traces of the past is often similar to a search for some
spiritual truth. There is also a special sense of closeness to the ancients
when Pausanias stresses that some feature of local culture survives down
to his own time: the encounter with a continuous ancient tradition offers
a unique connection to the past, and to the roots of Greek identity.71
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4

Greek Travel Writing: Between Report
and Invention

… In the old days poets, historians and philosophers wrote much that is
miraculous or mythical. … One of these is Ktesias, son of Ktesiochos of
Knidos, who wrote about India and its characteristics without seeing it
himself or hearing about it from anyone who was telling the truth. … Many
others with similar aims have written about their imaginary wanderings,
journeys and adventures of theirs, and they talk about huge beasts, cruel
men and strange ways of life. Their guide in these falsehoods is Homer’s
Odysseus, who tells Alkinoos and his court about captured winds, one-eyed
men, cannibals and savages, and talks about animals with many heads, and
the transformation of his comrades which was achieved with drugs.1 (Lucian
VH 1.2-4)

According to Lucian, ancient Greek travel writers could not be trusted.
This attack on real or imagined travel writing is humorously exaggerated,
and serves as an introduction to the Verae Historiae (‘True Stories’), a rare
ancient example of a fantasy story that never claims to be anything else
but a figment of the author’s imagination. As far as we can tell, such
honesty about fictionality was rare in ancient literature, and distant
regions in particular had become a convenient setting for the fantastic.2

Serious scientific pursuits such as ethnography and geography, however,
had to rely on reports of explorers who had reached distant lands, even if
their accounts were less than trustworthy, and many unrealistic details
about far away regions were handed on reverently from one scientific work
to the next. At the same time, the scepticism about ‘tall stories’ displayed
by Lucian also had a long tradition, and heated debates about the world
and distant regions were well established probably as early as in the late
archaic period.3 Any author embarking on a work of travel literature in the
widest sense could hardly avoid skirting along the blurred boundary
between fact and fiction, and an account of ancient travel literature must
necessarily follow in their footsteps. It should therefore come as no sur-
prise that works with doubtful factual credentials, namely the Homeric
epics and a number of Lucian’s satirical writings, will have to play a
crucial role in a discussion of Pausanias’ literary context.

This chapter introduces main themes in Greek literature that are
connected to travelling. Modern travel literature most commonly focuses
on individuals’ encounters with a place or region and personal experiences
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of specific journeys.4 In addition one might also consider a wide range of
texts that offer information about particular sites or regions, either gen-
eral guidebooks or books catering to specific interests, such as specialist
guides and sometimes literary works or compilations that constitute
appropriate reading for a particular place. The ancients had neither a
clearly defined genre of travel writing, nor a notion of books specifically
written for travellers; on the contrary, the texts discussed here were
variously associated with different genres such as historiography, geogra-
phy, epic poetry and narrative literature, and many relevant texts survive
only in fragments. This may explain why a comprehensive discussion of
ancient travel literature has never been attempted. Is it worthwhile to use
a modern category, namely ‘travel writing’, to analyse a set of ancient texts
which were not perceived as belonging to one common group in antiquity?
In such a situation one has to be careful to avoid assumptions about
connections that ancient readers would perhaps not have made them-
selves. Nevertheless, the works I am discussing in the next two chapters
all have something in common: they tackle the problem of representing
geography, landscape and travellers’ observations and experiences as a
text. A comparison of different approaches illustrates the range of options
available to an ancient writer who set out to create a piece of travel
writing, and the implications of choosing a particular mode of describing
a journey or region.

As we shall see, Pausanias’ reaction to different traditions of ancient
travel writing is complex: he avoids association with some kinds of travel
report, while he depends on conventions established to describe foreign
regions and customs in historical or geographical texts. There are parallels
in other ancient texts to most aspects of Pausanias’ project, but nothing
suggests that he considers his work as part of a specific genre of travel
literature; neither, in spite of the unique scope and complexity of the
Periegesis, do his statements about plans and methods give the impression
that he intended to establish a new genre. If Pausanias expresses affinities
with any genre, it is historiography. In the next two chapters I juxtapose
the Periegesis with other travel texts to analyse the choices Pausanias
made in designing his description of Greece. The implications of different
conventions of travel writing for an author’s credibility will be central to
this discussion.

I begin with texts that deal with travellers’ experiences and personal
observations. This category of literary works contains many examples that
are difficult to separate from fiction and fantasy. In order to get a full view
of the connections between ancient Greek literature and individual or
collective travel experiences we have to cast the net wider, looking at a
rather disparate group of texts that, like Pausanias’ Periegesis, explicitly
draw on the knowledge acquired through travelling without dwelling on
the process of specific journeys. Many genres and branches of ancient
learning benefited from a knowledge of the wider world. Geography and
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ethnography were naturally dependent on information about far-flung
places, and ever since Herodotos historiographers were almost expected to
depend on material gathered by travelling. Stories about the customs of
barbarians in distant lands became a matter of discussion for philoso-
phers, and accounts of plants and animals offered comparisons for flora
and fauna at home as well as material for ethical debates.5 There was a
long and varied tradition which provided models for literary encounters
with a historical landscape while also requiring an author to bear in mind
readers’ prejudices and expectations. I shall return to Pausanias’ Peri-
egesis at the end of this chapter to assess how it relates to general aspects
of Greek travel writing. The following chapters will introduce further
Greek texts which offer comparisons to Pausanias’ handling of geography
and landscapes, history, city topographies and works of art.

As Lucian suggests in the passage that introduces this chapter, the
tradition of ancient Greek travellers’ accounts starts with Odysseus.6 As
the only surviving eyewitness, the hero relates much of his own journey
from Troy to Scheria7 where the poem ‘listens in’ on his dramatic report to
Alkinoos and the Phaiakians. Lucian may criticise these stories as unbe-
lievable, but the Odyssey presents them as the true account of actual
events.8 Odysseus himself, however, makes clear that he cannot always be
trusted: his own story shows how he cunningly concealed his true identity
from Polyphemos.9 Later, after his return to Ithaka, Odysseus’ credentials
as a man who ‘tells lies as if they were the truth’ are demonstrated even
more clearly.10 The first person he meets is Athena in disguise, and he
introduces himself as a Cretan fugitive. The goddess responds by showing
him up as a habitual liar:

     
Anyone who would outdo you in all kinds of trickery would have to be
cunning and crafty indeed, even if it were a god who met you. You are bold,
full of various wiles and always out for deceit. Although you are now in your
own land it does not look as if you are going to stop lying or inventing artful
stories which you love from the bottom of your heart.11 (Hom. Od. 13.291-5)
     
More such elaborate ‘Cretan tales’, all well adapted to purpose, audi-

ence and circumstances, are presented to Eumaios, Penelope and
Laertes.12 Penelope in particular shows some scepticism about travellers’
stories: she tests Odysseus’ false account, but his tale is constructed to
stand up to her scrutiny, demonstrating how fiction can be made to
resemble fact. Most worryingly, these ‘Cretan tales’ seem much more
realistic than the ‘actual’ events which attracted Lucian’s complaints
about stories of monsters and miracles. Odysseus’ ‘Cretan’ personas do not
talk about marvellous adventures: their comfortable lives were disrupted
by events such as family strife, aristocratic rivalry, war and ordinary
shipwrecks, all quite plausible at least at the time when the epic was
written down. The audience is almost invited to ask why these stories
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which the poet labels as lies should be less believable than the much more
fantastic ‘truth’: Odysseus, the paradigmatic traveller and adventurer, is
also the ultimate unreliable narrator. Greek travel literature would never
lose its connection with its epic but dubious beginnings, and travellers’
reports, even those that were perhaps truthful descriptions of faraway
regions, often attracted doubts from learned commentators. This may
explain why, in spite of the importance of travelling for the literary élite,
few ‘respectable’ authors ever wrote detailed accounts of their journeys,
except, perhaps, in the guise of different literary genres, particularly
history.

Modern travel literature often focuses on emotional responses to a
journey and gives much room to the transforming impact of the experience
on an individual’s character, knowledge or spiritual state. There are few
ancient Greek accounts of actual journeys that focus on a traveller’s
experience and personal reaction in a similar way. As we have seen in the
last chapter, Greeks saw travelling as a means of acquiring knowledge and
wisdom, and there are stories about the journeys of famous wise men,
although few could qualify as travel literature. Philostratos’ Life of Apol-
lonios includes a fantastic account of the sage’s trip to India, which focuses
on relating his reflections on what he saw on the journey and his philo-
sophical conversations with people he met along the way, such as the
Indian sophists.13 Pilgrimages are journeys that emphasise a traveller’s
personal experience, but there are few extensive texts that could be
interpreted as a record of the reflections and reactions of pagan Greek
pilgrims.14 The most extensive surviving example, Aelius Aristeides’ Sa-
cred Tales, is a kind of memoir offering a uniquely personal view of the
author’s activities with a special emphasis on his relationship with the god
Asklepios during a long struggle with various real or imagined illnesses.
This text includes accounts of many journeys, some routine trips of a
sophist at the top of his profession, and others undertaken in search of
healing, usually on the advice of Asklepios. Aristeides’ comments docu-
ment various aspects of travelling, from mundane practicalities and
complaints about uncomfortable transport to ideas about the personal
spiritual meaning of particular journeys.15

Travel experiences play a more significant role in Greek fiction, particu-
larly in the novels, a genre originating in the Hellenistic period. A majority
of the preserved examples follow their main characters on a series of
journeys, with pirates, storms and shipwrecks as crucial plot devices. The
narrative rarely leaves the confines of the familiar world of the Greeks and
their neighbours around the Mediterranean, and the exotic is usually
represented by ‘familiar’ barbarians such as Persians or Egyptians,
strange people who nevertheless had clear characteristics well-known
from classical literature. There is some variation in how the different
authors use travel as a narrative device, but, on the whole, the stories pay
comparatively little attention to geographical or ethnographical detail,
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and there is little comment on the process of travelling, unless it is directly
relevant to the plot.16 Greek novels seem almost exclusively interested in
those aspects of travelling that ‘real’ travellers’ accounts ignore: they focus
on the adventure and the dangers of travelling, and dwell on the hardships
that a traveller might endure, including the separation from one’s home,
family and true love. In the process the characters themselves change:
they become more experienced and acquire new knowledge, not scientific
expertise of any kind, but rather knowledge about themselves or other
characters in the story. Apuleius’ Metamorphoses, a Latin adaptation of a
Greek novel also known from a version preserved among the works of
Lucian, offers an extreme example of a traveller changed by his experi-
ence. The main character and narrator, Lucius, is turned into an ass,
which allows the author to explore a unique angle on the process of
travelling, by telling most of his story from the perspective of a beast of
burden. The main transformation of the character, however, occurs only
when he has regained his human form: his ordeal, followed by a divine
epiphany, leads him to become a devout follower of the goddess Isis.17

Such an interior perspective remains exceptional: most Greek travel
accounts almost exclusively focus on geographical or ethnographical infor-
mation, describing what the traveller saw, rather than relating personal
feelings or reactions to specific events. Many of these texts are reports of
explorers or adventurers, and the boundary between reality and invention
is decidedly blurred. It is difficult to tell whether the available sample is
representative, because many relevant fragments are found in the context
of geographical discussions, particularly in Strabo’s Geography. Our
knowledge of ancient explorers’ reports is probably biased towards those
dealing with the most distant and exotic regions because these required
most discussion in geographical works. Strabo’s summaries of scientific
debates in the Hellenistic period demonstrate that ancient scholars could
hardly agree on which texts should be discarded as fiction. The most
extensive debate concerned the Odyssey and its geographical setting, and
there were a number of different theories concerning the location of
particular episodes of the story. Most geographers agreed that the epic was
essentially a factual account with some poetic embellishment, and
Eratosthenes’ view that it had nothing to do with actual geography re-
mained an extreme position.18 There was less agreement about other
authors who did not have the benefit of Homer’s venerable authority. As
Strabo’s examples of such debates show, opinions differed so much that
almost every account of far-off regions had at some point been labelled as
fiction and as fact in different scholarly works.19

The tradition of written travellers’ accounts probably began with sea-
farers’ logs, preserving information about distances, landmarks and
harbours to facilitate orientation for future voyages. This seems to be the
origin of the periplous, an ancient genre of texts describing coastlines.20

Most periploi are plain lists of places and the distances between them,
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sometimes with a few added details about settlements or landscapes.
Some explorers used this form to record specific, unique journeys, produc-
ing early versions of logbooks or travelogues. The best preserved of these
texts is Hanno’s account of a voyage along the African coast, probably in
the early fifth century BC. This report was believed to be a Hellenistic
Greek translation of Hanno’s original Punic votive inscription, dedicated
in a sanctuary in Carthage after his return. Although it is possible that
the peoples around the archaic Mediterranean developed similar literary
forms of seafarers’ reports, and that there was some connection between
similar genres in different languages, it is still remarkable that a text
derived from a Carthaginian epigraphical source should conform so well
with the specific tradition of the Greek periplous. In any case, the text is
usually seen as a relatively realistic account, and modern scholars have
attempted to match up the places Hanno describes with landmarks on the
coast of West Africa.21

We took interpreters from them [the Lixites], and we sailed south along the
desert shore for two days, and then one day towards the east. There, in the
recess of a bay, we found a small island with a circumference of five stadia.
We called it Kerne and founded a settlement. We calculated from our route
that this place lies opposite Carthage, for the length of the journey from
Carthage to the Pillars and from there to Kerne was the same.22 (Hanno 1.8)

Hanno was sent out to found colonies and he notes several such founda-
tions, as well as reporting specific adventures, particularly encounters
with native peoples. At the same time he also offers basic geographical
information, such as notes on the duration of different stages of his voyage
and comments on the weather conditions, resources and potential dangers
on the coast. The periplous could still be used to great effect in Pausanias’
time: Arrian presents his Periplous of the Black Sea as a letter he wrote to
Hadrian when he was governor of Cappadocia. He uses the ancient literary
form to portray his journey as an encounter between Greek, Roman and
Barbarian, with many meaningful links to the past.23

Before the Roman conquests in north-western Europe the main source
of information about the European Atlantic coast was the a work called
Peri tou Okeanou (On the Ocean) by Pytheas of Massalia, which recorded
a voyage probably undertaken in the 320s BC. He circumnavigated Britain
and reached some coast further north, perhaps Iceland or Scandinavia, as
well as visiting part of the northern coast of the European mainland. The
text provided information about the topography of coastlines, and it also
offered some observations about native peoples, weather conditions and
local plants and animals, often grappling with phenomena which were
completely unknown to the Greeks and were therefore difficult to put into
words. Both Polybios and Strabo criticised Pytheas’ report as untrust-
worthy, but modern commentators tend to accept the work as a record of
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an actual voyage because much of Pytheas’ information is unique for his
time and can be made to match up with actual conditions around the North
Sea.24

During much of the archaic and classical periods access to the most
distant regions of Asia depended on good relations with the Persians, and
reports about India in particular were transmitted by Greeks who were in
the service of the Great King. Around 500 BC Skylax of Karyanda was
commissioned by Dareios I to explore the Indus. He sailed down the river
and then continued westward along the coast until he reached the Red
Sea. The literary account of this journey described a world full of mon-
strous animals and strange races which were not quite human.25 More
miraculous stories about the east were provided by Ktesias, a Greek
physician at the Persian court around 400 BC. His Indike was supposedly
based on accounts of travellers, but Photios’ summary of this lost work
suggests that this text was a collection of marvellous phenomena, present-
ing an India more miraculous and strange than that of Skylax.26 In fact,
even where Ktesias could rely on first-hand information, in his Persian
History, he produced a highly unreliable account.27 Since the Odyssey was
generally considered at least partly factual there was a venerable prece-
dent for introducing such fantastic elements in descriptions of distant
regions.

While some authors merely embellished their reports, others went
further and focused on purely imaginary regions and peoples. The earliest
‘traveller’s report’ of which we know any detail is the Arimaspeia of
Aristeas of Prokonnesos, an epic poem probably written in the early sixth
century BC.28 This man had already attained mythical status in Herodotos’
time, and, as far as we can tell, his journey to the lands beyond the
Scythians included plenty of fantastic material, such as the one-eyed
Arimaspians, gold-guarding griffins and the mythical people of the Hyper-
boreans. This fictional tradition of explorers’ tales was an inspiration for
later authors who wrote utopian fiction about fantastic journeys to islands
at the edges of the earth, beyond the confines of the known continents, or
even places outside the world, such as the underworld or the moon.29

By the late classical period anyone who planned to write about their
experiences on a journey to remote places must have been very aware that
they would have to work hard to establish their trustworthiness. Military
campaigns into hitherto little known regions gave rise to a new kind of
travel account which was more akin to historiography than to the old
adventurers’ tales. While historical works often commented on movements
of people or gave descriptions of particular regions, they would not usually
provide a detailed account of a particular journey. Military campaigns into
unknown regions offered the opportunity to present what was essentially
an explorer’s tale as a historical account which could claim more credibility
than the tales of a lone seafarer, not least because there would be many
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eyewitnesses who, like the readers, shared the author’s education, wealth
and high class.30

Xenophon’s Anabasis records the adventures in 401-399 BC of the Greek
mercenaries hired by the Persian prince Cyrus for his attempt to over-
throw his brother, King Artaxerxes II. While the fragments of most
explorers’ tales focus on describing foreign regions and unusual discover-
ies, the Anabasis is presented as a historical narrative which chronicles
the Greek mercenaries’ campaign to northern Mesopotamia and their bid
to return home through the unknown hostile territory of eastern Anatolia.
Once the Black Sea coast and therefore familiar Greek territory is
reached,31 the text reverts from a travel account to a more historical mode,
focusing on events involving the Greeks, rather than on their movements
and observations. Throughout the work, Xenophon maintains a strictly
impersonal authorial voice, never betraying the fact that he is, in fact,
identical with one of the central characters of the story. Nevertheless, this
text is the longest and most extensive personal account of an actual
journey that survives from antiquity. The work was probably written
decades after the events and it is not clear whether Xenophon had an
original travelogue as a source for the minute details he is recording.32 He
includes specific information about distances, routes and topography as
well as comments on weather conditions, flora and fauna. When Xenophon
talks about the settlements and people they came across on the way, his
perspective is clearly not that of an explorer encountering unknown
cultures but rather that of an army commander most concerned with
security and provisions. He also conveys a sense of the men’s reactions to
danger, hardships and successes, and the text includes moments of high
emotion, most famously the scene when, after a long, difficult march
through mountainous inland territory, the Greeks finally catch a first
glimpse of the sea.33

When Alexander started his campaign against Persia he was deter-
mined to make history, and by taking a historian, Kallisthenes, he made
sure that there would be an official record. History was, however, not his
only concern: there were also experts tasked with recording distances and
information relating to geography, ethnography or the natural sciences.34

It is not clear how far Alexander expected to go when he set out, but he
clearly assumed that he would pass areas which had not been explored
properly. In this he may have been influenced by Aristotle whose work
shows a particular concern with collecting, revising and extending know-
ledge in various scholarly fields. Alexander set out to make history in a
political as well as in a scientific sense, and when he left the centres of the
Persian empire to continue towards Baktria and India his conquest did
indeed turn into the exploration of regions about which the Greeks knew
hardly more than miraculous stories. Alexander’s epic undertaking made
such an impression that it inspired a number of participants to write their
own version of the story.35 None of these accounts is preserved, but, like
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Xenophon before them, most of these probably focused on the historical
events while leaving some room for details about the regions and peoples
they encountered.

Alexander’s scientific staff were credited with significant advances in
obtaining reliable knowledge about the east, although their original re-
cords apparently did not survive for long, so that Strabo, around the
beginning of the Common Era, knew them only through another source.36

A number of officials who served under Alexander and his immediate
successors also wrote about India. The best known of these accounts is
Nearchos’ Indike, which was the main source for Arrian’s work of the same
title. Nearchos’ work dealt with Indian geography, peoples, customs and
animals, followed by a periplous-style account of his voyage from the Indus
to the mouth of the Tigris in the Persian Gulf. For Strabo, Nearchos and
his fellow naval commander and geographical author Onesikritos were
men who ‘speak the truth, but with a stammer’:37 the results may not have
been very reliable, but at least they were trying to represent India in a
realistic manner. In the long run, however, Alexander’s exploits appar-
ently did not have a lasting impact on how travellers described distant
regions of Asia: Strabo scathingly cites Megasthenes and Deimachos,
ambassadors to the court of the Maurya kings in the late fourth and early
third century BC, as examples of authors for whom personal experience
was apparently no obstacle to a return to the old well-rehearsed reports of
miracles and monstrous people.38 In fact, Alexander himself soon became
the hero of the Alexander Romance, a tradition that produced a collection
of fantastic adventures among the strange peoples of an imaginary east, a
return to epic fiction that was now set in an India that owed more to the
colourful early reports of Skylax and Ktesias than to the sober accounts
generated by his own campaign.39

Away from the murky waters of untrustworthy travellers’ tales, there
was a long tradition of texts about places or regions which did not talk
about travelling at all. The earliest example is the Catalogue of Ships in
the Iliad, which simply lists the names of many Greek tribes and cities in
a roughly geographical order. Many place names are given epithets such
as ‘sandy’, ‘well-built fortress’ or ‘rich in sheep’, but these sparse attrib-
utes, though usually quite appropriate, are clearly not intended to provide
a meaningful description of a place or landscape. This list could be seen as
the beginning of factual geography, because it provides a geographical
framework which remained an authoritative source for Greek historical
topography.40

We have already encountered the periplous as an early form of travel-
lers’ account, but the norm of the genre was probably a coastal description
listing places without reference to a particular voyage.

After the Megarians are the cities of the Athenians. And the first in Attica
is Eleusis, where the sanctuary of Demeter is, and a fortification. By this is
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the island of Salamis, with a city and a harbour. Next the Piraeus and the
Legs [the Long Walls?] and Athens. And the Piraeus has three harbours.
Anaphlystos, a fort with a harbour; Sounion, a promontory with a fort; a
sanctuary of Poseidon; Thorikos, a fort with two harbours; Rhamnous, a fort.
And there are many other harbours in Attica. Circumnavigation of the
Athenian territory: 1140 stadia: from the Iapis territory to Sounion 490
stadia, from Sounion as far as the borders of the Boiotians 650 stadia.41

(Pseudo-Skylax 57)

This description of Attica is taken from the anonymous Periplous of the
Great Sea which dates from the late fourth century BC and was falsely
attributed to Skylax of Karyanda. The work describes the whole Mediter-
ranean, following the coasts in a long clockwise route from Spain via the
coasts of Italy, Greece and Syria to North Africa. The author focuses on
the most basic features, and even a place as famous as Athens hardly
distracts him from his purpose. A similar literary genre, the stadiasmos,
listed places and distances along overland routes.42

These texts represent the beginning of Greek geographical writing, and
as a literary equivalent to maps they may well have contributed to the
development of early cartography in sixth century Ionia.43 In the same
period Hekataios of Miletos wrote his Periodos Ges (Journey Around the
World) which recorded geography in the manner of a periplous but also
established geography as a science concerned with the shape of the earth
and the position of the continents. Later geographers paid more attention
to overviews, using geometrical comparisons to explain better how differ-
ent places related to each other in space. Nevertheless, geographical works
remained concerned with describing the world by listing regions and
places, even if, as we can observe in Strabo’s Geography, they might allow
more space for additional material such as descriptions of the landscape,
historical details or information about the life of the locals.44 The ancient
mode of describing the world by listing places with a few attributes did not,
however, become obsolete: in the second century AD a certain Dionysios
composed a work entitled Periegesis of the Inhabited World which de-
scribed the whole world in about 1,200 epic verses.45

Texts dealing with specific regions or sites in greater detail are particu-
larly dependent on knowledge gained by a visit. Pausanias’ work was not
the first to offer descriptions of sites and monuments: from the late
classical period there were books that dealt with particular sites. These
included at least three books on Athenian monuments by a Diodoros
dating from the fourth century, and a number of works by Polemon of Ilion,
for example on the Athenian Acropolis, monuments of Sparta, treasuries
in Delphi and three books on his native city, written probably in the early
second century BC. As far as we can tell, these works presented monu-
ments together with accounts of local history and customs. The fragments
suggest that their interests are similar to the topics Pausanias includes in
his logoi, but since we are dealing with whole books on single sites the
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descriptions must have been more detailed or the additional information
much more extensive. It has traditionally been assumed that there was a
periêgêsis genre of such site descriptions, but recently Hutton has disputed
this theory.46 None of these works is preserved, and the only surviving
work that focuses on one site is Lucian’s Dea Syria, written at about the
same time as Pausanias’ Periegesis.47 A different approach to Greek cities,
with an interest in contemporary landscapes and a satirical perspective of
the local people can be found in the fragments of Herakleides Kritikos
(formerly known as Pseudo-Dikaiarchos), probably written in the third
century BC.48

Last but not least, travel was seen as essential for the work of a
historian, and standards set by historiographers affected authors’ use of
personal research in many genres and disciplines. After all, Herodotos, the
‘Father of History’, presents his work as Historiai – Enquiries, and he
leaves no doubt that, for him, information gathering meant extensive
travelling.49 He included long ethnographical logoi and local stories from
many places in his work, and his source criticism often takes the form of
comparisons between different peoples’ versions of events. From the be-
ginning, therefore, original research was seen as essential for a historian,
and historiography also set the standards for the scrutiny and critique of
evidence gathered in this way. Thucydides set a lasting trend for a narrow
focus on political history, but historiography continued to depend on
sources from different places and a good knowledge of geography and local
circumstances also remained essential for understanding and explaining
specific events.50 The debate about the value or necessity of autopsy for
historiographers became increasingly relevant when historians began to
draw on an ever-growing literary tradition. Few openly shared Diodoros’
view that a lack of personal involvement guaranteed a healthy detach-
ment, while authors who, like Polybios or Josephus, were participants or
eyewitnesses of historical events they were describing were particularly
keen to stress the value of personal experience.51 Lucian’s discourse How
to Write History shows that the subject was still a crucial issue in the
Parthian Wars of the 160s AD, when historians rushed out to write
accounts of the current events.52 The importance of stressing one’s autopsy
was acknowledged by other scholars as well: Strabo, for example, boasts
about his travel experience:

     
You could not find one other geographical writer who has travelled over
much more of the distances just mentioned than I, but those who have seen
more in the west have not covered as much in the east, and others for whom
the opposite is true lag behind in the west. The same is true with regard to
regions in the north and south.53 (Strabo 2.5.11)

Despite this proud statement, most commentators agree that Strabo does,
in fact, display surprisingly little knowledge even of many core areas of the
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Mediterranean world. Statements about personal research on location had
apparently become an indispensable means of establishing the credibility
of a scholarly work, whether they were accurate or not.54 Second Sophistic
authors used real or bogus reports of their own experience in various
contexts, from Aristeides’ discussion of the Nile which reports his efforts
to measure Egyptian monuments to Dio’s elaborate travel stories that
serve as context for philosophical discussions.55 Lucian parodies this tra-
dition when his hero Menippos visits the underworld and the heavens to
solve philosophical problems by seeing the evidence for himself.56

Autopsy and travel experience are at the centre of Pausanias’ Peri-
egesis, providing a basic structure and a motivation for detailed research,
but, just as in other texts, they are also a source of authority:

     
I will not deny that the Tantalos who was the son of Thyestes or Broteas
(both versions are given) and who was married to Klytaimnestra before
Agamemnon is buried here; but he who, according to tradition, was the son
of Zeus and Plouto is buried on Mount Sipylos – I know because I have seen
it (idôn oida), and the grave is worth seeing.57 (Paus. 2.22.3)

Pausanias settles an argument about conflicting mythical stories simply
by asserting his personal knowledge: ‘I know because I have seen it.’58

Other Second Sophistic authors’ cavalier attitude to statements of autopsy
led some scholars to suspect that the Periegesis was just a compilation of
second-hand information presented as original research, and it is likely
that similar suspicions could have arisen in antiquity.59 Pausanias must
have been aware that autopsy as an overused literary topos had become
almost meaningless, and he went to great lengths to indicate that his
research was authentic and recent. Numerous references to the current
state of Roman Greece, including the description of many hardly impres-
sive sites or ruined monuments, give an impression of immediacy which
would be difficult to achieve in a compilation from earlier texts. Reports
about disappointments add to this picture of authenticity, for example
when a long trip to Phigalia to see an unusual statue of Demeter results
in the discovery that it had been destroyed some decades earlier.60

Pausanias can therefore juxtapose his own description of contemporary
circumstances with the outdated information that inspired this particular
trip.

It is quite clear that in his efforts to authenticate and evaluate his
sources Pausanias takes his lead from historiography. Many readers of the
Periegesis feel immediately reminded of Herodotos, and there is no ques-
tion that the similarities are deliberate. Arrian and Lucian produced texts
in Herodotos’ Ionian Greek, but Pausanias decided not to go so far.61 He
follows the historian in a more subtle way, by imitating his manner of
establishing credibility through personal experience. Pausanias’ text re-
sembles Herodotos’ Histories most closely when he reports his reaction to
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what he has seen, and when he demonstrates how he uses his informed
judgement to evaluate and interpret his material. This particular mode of
imitating Herodotos was by no means a conventional or safe choice. After
all, Herodotos was respected for his graceful style, but many doubted his
credibility, and his manner of presenting and juxtaposing stories had
become a particular cause for suspicion.62

Journeys recorded in travel texts usually led to distant, strange places
which needed to be understood by highlighting how different they were to
Greek cultural norms. There were also stories about travellers who had
come the other way, most famously the legendary Scythian sage Anachar-
sis, which allowed Greek writers to reverse their standards of
ethnographical interpretation by presenting a barbarian’s view of Greece.
Either way, travel accounts allowed Greeks to reflect upon their own
identity by exploring differences between foreign cultures and their own.63

Pausanias’ Periegesis introduces a new angle to this cultural discourse: it
is the account of an outside observer, but one who essentially shares his
cultural background with the local people.64 He is therefore able to relate
all but the most unusual aspects of local tradition to a common Greek
history and heritage. Whatever might appear strange here is actually
Greek by definition. The observer cannot distance himself from what he
does not understand, but whatever he sees, however strange, is an aspect
of his own culture because it is, after all, located in the old motherland of
Greece. Unlike most travellers before him, Pausanias seeks, and finds,
answers about the nature of Greek culture where it is most at home: in the
most ancient heartlands of the Greek world.
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5

A Sense of Space: Landscape and Geography

The Isthmos of Corinth stretches on one side down to the sea at Kenchreai,
and on the other to the sea at Lechaion, and this is what makes the land
inside [i.e. in the Peloponnese] mainland. He who tried to turn the Pelopon-
nese into an island gave up before he had dug through the Isthmos. And the
place from where they began to dig can still be seen, but they never advanced
into the rock. Thus the Peloponnese is still mainland, as it is by nature.1
(Paus. 2.1.5)

This is Pausanias’ description of one of the most remarkable geographical
features in the area covered by the Periegesis. In antiquity the Isthmos of
Corinth was seen as a significant boundary between two distinct parts of
Greece,2 and in Pausanias’ Periegesis it marks the point where the text
embarks on the seven books which deal with the Peloponnese. There is no
introduction to this major section of the work, and an overview of the
peninsula’s regional divisions is offered only much later, at the beginning
of Book VIII.3 Pausanias apparently did not find it necessary to focus on
the special geographical situation of Corinth (Fig. 6). He does say that the
Isthmos is bounded by the sea in two places, but the covert reference to
Nero’s failed canal project is the only reminder of the fact that this narrow
stretch of land separated two gulfs which were several days’ dangerous sea
voyage apart. Instead Pausanias refers to Kenchreai and Lechaion, the
Corinthian ports which are introduced properly only a few paragraphs
later. Even in this context it is not explained that one harbour faces
towards the Corinthian Gulf and the Adriatic while the other offered
access to the Saronic Gulf and Aegean, and we are never told explicitly
which harbour lies on which side of the Isthmos.4 Every educated Greek
would know about the unique location of Corinth and the almost prover-
bial wealth that it had once brought to the city.5 It is quite possible that in
describing such a famous region Pausanias was keen to avoid anything
that might seem commonplace to an informed reader.

We can see a slightly more methodical approach in Strabo’s Geography,
written about 180 years earlier. Strabo based most of his work on second-
hand information, but he did know Corinth from personal experience,
which means the two authors are, for once, on a level playing field.6

The coast begins on one side at Lechaion, and on the other at Kenchreai, a
village with a harbour about seventy stadia from the city. The latter is used
by those from Asia, and Lechaion serves those from Italy. … The shore
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continues from there to Pagai in the Megarid and it is washed by the
Corinthian Gulf. It is curved and forms the Diolkos, the slipway towards the
other shore at Schoinous near Kenchreai. Halfway between Lechaion and
Pagai there was once the oracle of Akraian Hera, and Olmiai, the promon-
tory which forms the gulf where Oinoe and Pagai are situated: both are forts,
the former belongs to Megara, and Olmiai is Corinthian. From Kenchreai
you come to Schoinous at the narrow part of the Diolkos and then to
Krommyonia. Before this coast lies the Saronic Gulf and the Eleusinian Gulf,
which is almost the same, and it is adjacent to the Hermionic Gulf.7 (Strabo
8.6.22)

Without a map and some idea of the geography it may still be difficult to
visualise the topography of the Isthmos from this description, but Strabo
provides much more detail than Pausanias and he manages to convey
some sense of the location of different places along the coasts on each side.

Fig. 6. The Isthmos of Corinth.
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Just like Pausanias, Strabo wrote for an educated audience, but the author
of a geographical work was almost obliged to pay attention to such a
striking topography, however well-known. Pausanias’ Periegesis is clearly
not following the same rules, even if it uses geography as an organising
principle.

Pausanias fails to mention that the Isthmos of Corinth is not just an
interesting geographical feature, but also a unique landscape which offers
spectacular views. Travellers following Pausanias’ route would approach
from the Megarid in the north-east, and before descending to the Isthmos
they could take in the view, as Edward Dodwell did in autumn 1806:

In forty minutes we reached an elevated part of the mountain, which
commands a most extensive and animating view. The whole circumference
of the spacious horizon seemed occupied with classical regions of high
renown and of deep interest. Below us appeared the Isthmus, the Acrocorin-
thos, the Saronic and Crissaean gulfs. The more remote prospect unveiled
the soft and undulating lines of the Attic coast and mountains, fading into
the receding distance of the Sunium promontory, which was distinguished
as a speck upon the blue aether of the terminating sky. The beautifully
varied coast of Argolis, the abrupt and pointed promontory of Methana, with
the islands of Kalauria, Aegina, and Salamis, and other insular rocks,
embellish the surface of the Saronic gulf. Beyond the Corinthian sea are
distinguished the hills of Achaia, surmounted by the loftier summits of
Arcadia glittering with snow. (Dodwell (1819) II.183, 30 November 1806)

Dodwell travelled through late Ottoman Greece where little survived of
what Pausanias had seen, and the evocative ancient place names he uses
in this passage to restore Corinth’s pivotal place in Greek historical
topography were only just beginning to take hold again.8 The physical
landscape, however, was still the same, and where neither Strabo nor
Pausanias found it necessary to comment on the scenery, Dodwell man-
ages to convey a sense of an impressive view. At the same time, he
acknowledges the geographical significance of the Isthmos, and as he
scans the view from east to west he uses his vantage point to provide the
reader with a comprehensive overview that connects areas he has already
seen with places he is about to visit.9

These three descriptions of the same area illustrate that there are many
different ways of turning a landscape into text. An author has to choose
from a set of defining characteristics, be they topographical features, flora
and fauna or aspects of human geography, such as settlements, monu-
ments, agricultural landscapes and road networks. Other aspects of the
landscape might not be immediately visible but they are nevertheless
important, such as connections with myth or history, or a special religious
significance. The author communicates his or her selective image of a
landscape to allow the readers to create an image in their minds which
may or may not be similar to what the writer has seen, or to what other
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readers might imagine. It is not enough to list all the interesting places,
but in order to produce more than a catalogue an author also needs to
explain how different locations relate to each other. Topography is an
obvious organising principle for a travel text, but it is not the only way in
which a landscape can be evoked and recreated in words: to some travel-
lers the meaning of particular places may appear more important than
their physical location.

Pausanias’ description of the Isthmos offers neither a geographical
overview nor a visual impression, although this area offers a particularly
good opportunity for both. One passage is not sufficient to draw conclu-
sions about a literary work as extensive and complex as the Periegesis, but
this example illustrates that Pausanias’ text does not always conform to
our expectations of what is appropriate or necessary for the description of
a particular place. Modern readers are used to visualising landscapes with
maps and images, and most travel books will include such illustrations.
The communication from travel writer to reader is heavily influenced by
such habits of visual representation. Today’s travel writers are likely to
think of topographical relations between places with a map in mind, and
descriptions of the scenery will be influenced by the experience of taking
and viewing photographs of landscapes. Since the Periegesis shares impor-
tant features with a familiar genre of contemporary travel writing,
modern readers are likely to approach the text with similar expectations.
Editions and studies of Pausanias regularly challenge the norms of clas-
sics publications because it is difficult to present this text to a modern
audience without offering at least maps, and, if at all possible, images as
well. We need to recognise, however, that Pausanias’ ancient readers did
not share our familiarity with maps or our easy access to pictures of
regions we have not visited ourselves. In fact, our way of visualising
landscapes based on maps or images may often make it difficult to notice
what Pausanias does not say, and one needs to pay attention to realise that
the Periegesis rarely offers the complete representation of the landscape
which we would expect from a modern travel text.10

Anyone who knows Greece will be struck by Pausanias’ apparent indif-
ference to even the most impressive scenery. The landscape is usually just
mentioned in passing, for example when directions for a route are given,
or when topographical features are connected to local stories or cults. Such
references generally acknowledge the presence of a mountain, spring or
forest, but any information that would suggest what a place actually looks
like is exceptional. In Pausanias’ text features of the landscape, natural or
man-made, become ‘visible’ only when he considers them worth mention-
ing. Mere natural beauty was not sufficient to qualify for that category,
because the focus of the Periegesis is firmly on places that are historically
or culturally significant, with a particular interest in sacred sites.11 The
description therefore includes apparently inconspicuous items such as
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trees, rocks or wells which had interesting stories to tell, while impressive
aspects of scenery might not be mentioned at all.

The valley of the Styx in northern Arkadia was worth a visit because of
its important role in Greek myth as a river of the underworld by which the
gods swore their most solemn oaths. Pausanias uses a whole chapter (8.18)
to discuss traditions about the Styx, while his comments on the route take
up only a few lines.

     
As you leave Pheneos towards the west, the left road leads to Kleitor, and on
the right is the road to Nonakris and the water of the Styx. In ancient times
Nonakris was a town (polisma) of the Arkadians, named after the wife of
Lykaon, but in our time it is in ruins, and most of these are hidden. Not far
from the ruins is a high cliff: I know of no other that reaches such a height.
A water trickles down the cliff, and the Greeks call it the water of the Styx.12

(Paus. 8.17.6)

This visit could not be made without considerable effort, because the route
from Pheneos to Nonakris leads through extremely mountainous territory.
Pausanias does not mention that these few lines describe a tour of at least
a day’s travel each way over passes and through narrow valleys which bear
little resemblance to a cultivated Mediterranean landscape. Neverthe-
less, in this passage Pausanias does at least acknowledge the landscape
in its own right, perhaps because it was such an apt setting for the
legendary river. In his commentary, Frazer, who visited the area in
autumn 1895, tried to give readers a better sense of what Pausanias
might have seen:

     
The path winds up the glen, keeping at first high on the right bank. The bed
of the stream here is prettily wooded with poplars and other trees … the
water of the Styx, as seen from above, appears to be of a clear light blue
colour, with a tinge of green. This colour, however, is only apparent, and is
due to the slaty rocks, of a pale greenish-blue colour, among which the river
flows. In reality the water is quite clear and colourless. In about twenty
minutes from leaving the village [Solos] we come in sight of a cliff over which
the water of the Styx descends. It is an immense cliff, absolutely perpendicu-
lar, a little to the left or east of the high conical summit of Mount Chelmos.
The whole of this northern face of this mountain is in fact nothing but a sheer
and in places even overhanging precipice of grey rock – by far the most awful
line of precipices I have ever seen. … The cliff down which the water comes
is merely the lower end of this huge wall of rock. Seen from a distance it
appears to be streaked perpendicularly with black and red. The black streak
marks the line of the waterfall … In the crevices of the cliffs to the right and
left of the fall great patches of snow remain all the year through. (Frazer
(1898) IV.250)

Frazer could draw on a well-established tradition of landscape description
in literature, and he is catering for the expectations of contemporary
readers. In his time the description of scenery played an important part in

5. A Sense of Space: Landscape and Geography

61



fiction, where it could set the mood of the story or reflect the emotional
state of a character.

Ancient Greek literature did not develop such a strong tradition of
comprehensive, evocative landscape descriptions, although some writers
did discuss the scenery. Travel accounts often dealt with exotic, distant
regions, and they tend to focus on the unusual or marvellous without
attempting to give a clear general impression of the surroundings. Famil-
iar Mediterranean landscapes offered more scope for writers to pay
attention to particular aspects and to tailor their description to suit the
purpose of the text. The Odyssey introduces Ithaka from three different
perspectives: the narrator sees the island from the point of view of the
approaching ship, describing the harbour and its surroundings and the
cave where the Phaiakians land to leave the sleeping Odysseus. When the
hero wakes up he does not recognise his homeland, and he perceives a
rather inhospitable natural landscape, with high mountains and forests,
and a coast full of sheltered bays. Finally, when Athena reveals to him that
he has finally reached his home she evokes the cultivated landscape by
praising its suitability for agriculture and pasture.13 Beginning with the
Homeric epics, Greek poets drew material for similes from specific aspects
of Mediterranean landscapes, which are often observed in loving detail. In
Hellenistic bucolic poetry such references are used systematically to sug-
gest a pastoral setting, and at times they evoke a specific landscape, such
as Theokritos’ Sicily.14

Dio Chrysostom frames part of his discussion on kingship with a story
about his wanderings in the Peloponnese. Dio does not intend to inform
his audience about Greece, but he needs a suitable context for a mythical
story which forms part of his argument.

     
On my way from Heraia to Pisa I walked along the Alpheios following the
road for a while, and then I got into woodland and rough terrain with paths
leading to flocks and herds, but I met no-one and could not ask the way. …
I saw a clump of oaks on a hill which looked like a sacred grove and I made
my way there, hoping that from there I might discover some road or house.
I found stones roughly set together, hanging hides of animals that had been
sacrificed and some clubs and staffs, all apparently dedications of herds-
men.15 (Dio Chrysostom 1.52-3)

This description of a Greek landscape could not be much more different
from Pausanias’ perspective. The setting is somewhere on the boundary
between Arkadia and Elis, but apart from the place names which locate
Dio’s adventure in the western Peloponnese there is no indication of
anything that would be specific to these particular places. The description
of the cult place consists of pastoral stereotypes, and it seems to owe more
to bucolic poetry than to reality.

In terms of genre and attention to local detail, Herakleides Kritikos’
Hellenistic description of Attica and Boiotia16 offers the closest comparison
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to the Periegesis. Herakleides’ different perspective is, however, reflected
in his approach to the landscape.

     
From there to Tanagra it is 130 stadia. The road runs through olive groves
and woodlands, wholly free of any fear of highwaymen. The site of the city is
high and rugged. It looks white and chalky, but the fronts of the houses with
their painted decorations make it look very beautiful.17 (Herakleides F1.8
(Pfister))

Herakleides is interested in contemporary life, and his description reflects
the general visual impression of the landscape. He gives his readers an
idea of what Tanagra looks like as one approaches, without attaching
deeper meaning to any of the features he is mentioning. There is no
passage in the Periegesis which offers a similar image of a city and its
surroundings. When Pausanias is on the move, he keeps his eyes firmly on
the route he is following. The reader encounters locations that are ‘worth
seeing’ at the point when they are reached on the road, without the benefit
of a previous glimpse ahead from a distance. The contemporary human
landscape barely registers at all: although there are a few references to
agricultural produce and the general state of settlements in the Periegesis,
there is no parallel to Herakleides’ description of olive groves and houses
in Tanagra.18

Pausanias may not have known Dio’s or Herakleides’ texts, but it is
likely that he was aware of the different options a writer had when he
wanted to describe a landscape. His decision to pay little attention to the
scenery and to emphasise those features that were relevant to his particu-
lar interests is likely to be deliberate. In fact, Pausanias’ selective
approach bears some resemblance to the way in which historians integrate
geographical information within their narrative, and this should not come
as a surprise, because the study of historical texts and their techniques of
narration and description were part of the standard rhetorical education.19

Ancient historiographers focus on specific features in the landscape where
they are relevant to the story, particularly in the context of warfare, for
example to explain the route of a campaign or the layout of a battlefield.
As the events unfold, details are mentioned when they become relevant,
and the reader is rarely provided with a comprehensive overview, let alone
an impression of the scenery.20 Pausanias was clearly familiar with this
aspect of historiography: his own historical narratives include topographi-
cal references, and he also made some effort to relate earlier historical
accounts to the landscape when he visited the locations of important
events.21

Topography was much more important to Pausanias’ Periegesis than
the visual impact of the scenery, especially because the whole work is
organised along geographical lines. The reader had to be able to follow the
description and to understand the links between different places. Modern
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readers will soon discover many shortcomings in Pausanias’ topographies,
but it is important to understand his efforts in the context of ancient
attitudes to geography. It is hardly possible to overestimate the influence
of maps on how descriptions of landscapes are perceived today. To us, the
outlines of continents and countries have become familiar icons, and we
are used to thinking of landscapes with that overview in mind.22 The
Greeks created their first maps of the world in the sixth century BC, and
it seems that early cartography was particularly important in philosophi-
cal discussions about the shape of the world and the definition of the
continents. More commonly, however, geography depended on verbal de-
scription rather than on maps.23 During the Hellenistic and Roman period
geographical knowledge was refined, particularly after many areas be-
came more accessible and better known through conquest and exploration.
The Geography of Pausanias’ close contemporary Ptolemy summarises the
results of this long process as a set of co-ordinates and cartographical
instructions, and, while the areas close to the edges are vague, the result-
ing outline of the Mediterranean regions bears a close resemblance to the
familiar contours of modern maps.24 As we can see in Strabo’s work,
geographical overviews could also be provided by comparing regions and
coastlines with geometrical shapes to which one could add measurements
of crucial distances.

The shape of the Peloponnese resembles the leaf of a plane tree. Its length
and width are nearly equal, each about 1400 stadia, that is from west to east,
namely from Cape Chelonatas through Olympia and the territory of Mega-
lopolis to the Isthmos, and, from south to north, from Maliai though Arkadia
to Aigion. The circumference, without counting the bays, is 4000 stadia. …
At the Diolkos where they draw ships overland from one sea to the other the
Isthmos is 40 stadia wide.25 (Strabo 8.2.10)

Strabo’s description of the Peloponnese coincides relatively well with the
visual impression we get from maps, but this system of describing regional
geography can become rather cumbersome. The complex topography of
Greece as a whole, for example, proves a major challenge for Strabo, who
opts to divide it into a sequence of ‘peninsulas’ divided by imaginary lines
from coast to coast (see Fig. 7).

     
The first of these peninsulas is the Peloponnese, closed in by an isthmus
which is forty stadia wide. The second includes the first, and its isthmus
extends from Pagai in the Megarid to Nisaia, which is the naval station of
the Megarians; the passage across this isthmus is 120 stadia from sea to sea.
The third peninsula also comprises the last, and its isthmus reaches from
the interior of the Krisaian Gulf to Thermopylai. The line we imagine
between these is about 508 stadia, including within it the whole of Boiotia
and cutting through Phokis and the territory of the Epiknemidians. The
fourth peninsula has its isthmus between the Ambrakian Gulf, through
Mount Oita and Trachinia to the Malian Gulf, about eight hundred stadia.
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There is another isthmus of over a thousand stadia, from the Ambrakian
Gulf through Thessaly and Macedonia to the bay of the Thermaian Gulf.26

(Strabo 8.1.3)

It seems that such efforts to gain an overview of the shapes of coastlines
and regions were mainly a matter for geographical theorists, while de-
tailed discussions of particular regions were handled quite differently.27

Most ancient descriptions of landscapes never attempt to give a compre-
hensive sense of spatial relations between places. They follow a route or

Fig. 7. Divisions of Greece: Strabo 8.1.3.
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Fig. 8. The Peutinger Table, Section VII.2-VIII.1 – Southern Italy, Sicily, Greece. Based on Miller (1962).



coastline listing place names or landmarks, in linear fashion, but they
hardly provide any sense of the layout of the landscape in two dimensions,
as a modern map would do. Travellers plodding along the road at hardly
more than walking speed were more concerned with the next inn or fork
in the road than with the general lie of the land, and it seems that their
linear view of the world, together with the sailor’s focus on coastlines,
continued to define how most people thought about topography. The
Peutinger Table, a medieval copy of a late antique Roman road map,
provides a visual representation of this literally pedestrian perspective
(Fig. 8).28 It was drawn some time after Ptolemy’s map and includes a
similar area, namely the Roman empire and Asia as far as India. The
results are, however, very different: the regions around the Mediterranean
appear as three parallel strips of land, with central Europe on top, Italy
turned sideways to fill most of the centre, and Africa at the bottom. Like
a modern diagram of a public transport system, the Peutinger Table is not
concerned with reproducing actual topography; instead it focuses on the
communication lines, indicating which roads lead to particular places, the
number of stations between large cities and points where routes intersect.
Geographical features are included to indicate where roads meet with coasts,
mountain ranges or rivers, but they do not add up to a comprehensive
overview of a ‘global’ geography. In literature the periplous stood at the
beginning of this long tradition of describing landscapes in linear fashion.

The early Hellenistic Periplous of the Great Sea and its sparse descrip-
tion of Attica were introduced in the previous chapter. It describes coasts
in some detail, including smaller harbours and landmarks, but the inland
is ignored almost completely.

     
Arkadia lies in the interior and comes down to the sea below Lepreon. There
are cities inland, and the biggest ones are these: Tegea, Mantinea, Heraia,
Orchomenos, Stymphalos. There are also other cities. The coastal voyage of
the Lepreates’ territory is 100 stadia.29 (Pseudo-Skylax 44)

The author of the Periplous justifies a quick tour of the interior of the
Peloponnese because Arkadia had some claim to Triphylia, a region on the
west coast of the Peloponnese. The Arkadian cities are listed in no appar-
ent geographical order. One might be surprised that a text that describes
a coastal voyage mentions an inland region at all. For the Greeks, whose
cities lined up around the coasts of the Mediterranean ‘like frogs around
the pond’,30 there were not many inland regions worth writing about, but
mainland Greece was something of an abnormality in this respect, because
some of its famous ancient cities were not located close to the coast.

Strabo’s treatment of Greece shows a strong influence of the periplous
approach. Although he aims to provide a universal geography his grasp of
inland regions remains surprisingly vague.31 Again, Arkadia provides a
good test case:
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Arkadia lies in the middle of the Peloponnese, and it contains most of the
mountainous areas. … Because of the complete devastation of this region it
is not necessary to say much about it. The cities have been destroyed by
continuous wars, although they were once famous, and the farmers have
abandoned the countryside at the time when most cities were united to found
Megalopolis. And now Megalopolis itself has become what the comic poet
describes as ‘the Great City is a great desert’.32 (Strabo 8.8.1)

The description of the whole region takes up all of two pages of Greek text
in the Teubner edition, comparatively little by Strabo’s standards, and
quite insufficient if we consider Pausanias’ substantial Book VIII (110 pages)
which shows that about 180 years later there was plenty to write about in
Arkadia. Strabo provides ‘scientific’ geographical overviews, but as soon as he
‘zooms’ in on particular regions to provide more detailed descriptions he
reverts to a traditional linear approach. He stays close to the coast with
occasional short tours into the interior. Strabo states that in focusing on the
coastline he is following Ephoros, whose description traced the coasts of
Greece from west to east, just like the Periplous of the Great Sea.33

Pausanias organises his description of Greece in a completely different
way, focusing on the inland areas and dividing them by regions and cities
instead of following the coasts. This approach is rarely found in ancient
texts: Herakleides follows overland routes and the Iliad’s Catalogue of
Ships lists the contingents of the Greek army in tribal or regional groups,
presenting individual communities or cities within these areas in a
roughly geographical order.34 Pausanias is more methodical in organising
his description along a clearly-defined route, usually following roads be-
tween cities with only a few passages that describe a coastline in periplous
fashion.35 As he moves along his route, he provides information about
distances and directions, but the quality and quantity of these statements
is rarely consistent.

     
Apart from the roads already mentioned there are two others which lead to
Orchomenos. On one is the so-called Stadium of Ladas … and by it is a
sanctuary of Artemis, and on the right of the road is a high mound of earth.
They say that it is the tomb of Penelope. … Next to the grave is a small plain,
and in it lies a mountain on which there are still the ruins of ancient
Mantinea. Today this place is called Ptolis. As you go a bit further north
there is a spring named Alalkomeneia, and thirty stadia from Ptolis there
are the ruins of a village called Maira. … Finally, there is the road to
Orchomenos which passes Mount Anchisia, and the tomb of Anchises lies at
the foot of the mountain. … Near the tomb of Anchises are the ruins of a
sanctuary of Aphrodite, and the boundary between Mantinea and Or-
chomenos is at Anchisiai.36 (Paus. 8.12.5-9)

There are many topographical details in this passage, but as soon as one
tries to follow Pausanias’ directions to understand the layout of the
landscape, it becomes clear how much vital information is missing. At one
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point we are told that the road continues north, so we might (correctly)
imagine that we are moving in a northerly direction. Rather than referring
to the points of the compass Pausanias usually prefers to give directions
by simply naming the next major stage on the road, which does not provide
an objective geographical overview. Pausanias’ notes on distances seem to
be based on his own observations and tend to be reasonably reliable, but
they are rarely continuous.37 In the example above we find out that it is
thirty stadia from Ptolis to Maira, but distances for the other stages are
given in only vague terms, if they merit any comment at all, and it is
impossible to find out from the text how far it is from Mantinea to the
boundary, or to the city of Orchomenos.38 The description may not provide
comprehensive directions, but it does manage to give the reader a sense of
the route, and it would at least be possible to draw imprecise linear
diagrams of Pausanias’ roads with all the landmarks they pass on the way.
The reader is, however, not given enough detail to gain even a vague sense
of the layout of the landscape. Anyone trying to draw even a very simple
map of the topography would need a good deal of additional information;
my example of a visual representation of Pausanias’ text (Fig. 9) illus-
trates his description of the Argolid. In the passage above, we are not told
how the two roads from Mantinea to Orchomenos relate to each other in
the landscape. Which route is on the left and which on the right? Do the
two roads take completely separate routes or is there a single road that
forks at some point? Where does the first route reach the boundary? Where
exactly is Mount Anchisia located, and how does the second route get there
from Mantinea?39

It seems ironic that a work with such incomplete directions served as
the main travel guide to Greece for early modern travellers, particularly
from the seventeenth to the nineteenth century, and that topographical
researchers continue to rely on the Periegesis.40 Pausanias may have
assumed that any reader who needed exact directions could consult local
people who would be familiar with all the features named in the text, but
modern travellers did not have this advantage and often had to rely on the
text alone. It took the diligent efforts of many to understand how the
Periegesis relates to the topography and extant ancient remains, and the
results of these efforts make up much of the material included in the
various Pausanias commentaries. As it turns out, in most cases it is
possible to identify locations which seem to match the topographical
information in the Periegesis, even if Pausanias’ directions are incom-
plete.41 It is important to remember that in spite of all the shortcomings
which can be identified by comparison with modern travel guides or maps
Pausanias still provides by far the most comprehensive information about
sites and landscapes in any extant ancient text. His approach is dictated
by an aim to produce a readable text rather than a scholarly handbook or
list of geographical data and it is informed by an understanding of topog-
raphy which differs considerably from our own.
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Like most ancient Greek writers Pausanias generally shows little inter-
est in spatial relationships between the places he is describing. When he
encounters large topographical features such as mountains or coastlines
he does not take the opportunity to explain the wider geographical context:
we are not told what lies behind a mountain range or further along a
coastline, unless the text is actually headed in that direction. He makes
an occasional exception when he encounters a river and lists places along
its course.42 This approach to the landscape is reminiscent of the Peutinger
Table which shows a similar tendency to neglect an accurate depiction of
two-dimensional geography in favour of a representation of roads and
sequences of settlements along routes. It has been suggested that
Pausanias may have used a similar map to organise his text, but the
Peutinger Table includes only the most important routes in Greece, and
there is no evidence for the existence of ancient maps that could match the
detailed coverage of the Greek landscape presented in the Periegesis. The
Peutinger Table represents an ancient alternative to a conventional map,
and it suggests that, rather than being eccentric, Pausanias’ way of
organising the landscape by routes may have been familiar to his readers.43

Since Pausanias was describing inland regions he needed to find a way
of achieving a comprehensive coverage of the territory. A periplous could
pursue one long linear itinerary along the coasts, but in the interior roads
formed a complex network which had to be represented in the Periegesis.
In every region Pausanias follows a main itinerary, but when he reaches
a city he describes the major roads in all directions as far as the border
before he continues to the next major settlement. These secondary routes
may not be described in full, but they give the impression of a dense set of
connections between the major cities, including routes that cross bounda-
ries between regions. Pausanias may be doggedly linear in his approach
when he follows a road, but on a regional level he combines his routes into
a network which constitutes a much more sophisticated representation of
a two-dimensional landscape than the traditional periplous. At the same
time, he is surprisingly selective when it comes to turning aside from his
main route to establish these spatial connections. He is capable of passing
close by a site which he has described in another context without pointing
out the connection between his present route and one he has discussed
earlier. For example, much of the Argolid is described in a long tour which
almost comes full circle at Tiryns and Asine, both in the vicinity of
Nauplia. When Pausanias finally reaches Nauplia on another route he
does not mention that he has already been in the same area twice before
(Fig. 9).44 Close proximity or the fact that one place might be easily visible
from another site are less important to Pausanias than the connections he
creates by including a site in a particular itinerary.

For Pausanias, connections between places are not a mere matter of
topographical coverage: they also indicate the relative importance of dif-
ferent sites, particularly in historical and mythical terms. For example,
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Fig. 9. Pausanias’ Argolid. Based on Paus. 2.24.5-38.7.

5. A Sense of Space: Landscape and Geography
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Pausanias’ network of routes is organised around places he considers
cities, and his topography therefore evokes the traditional world of Greek
poleis as independent states with their individual relations to neigh-
bours.45 At the same time, Pausanias’ topographical organisation
emphasises the importance of regional centres. Most of Boiotia is de-
scribed in routes starting at the gates of Thebes, almost as if it were just
the Theban countryside. After all, Thebes was the location of some of the
most famous Greek myths and it dominated the region politically for much
of the classical period. Pausanias acknowledges that after several devas-
tating destructions in the Hellenistic period the contemporary city no
longer lived up to its great history, but his description unearths traces of
its former stature, and restores its position as the leader of Boiotia. These
topographical hierarchies are adapted to every region, with Argos as a
centre of the south-eastern Argolid and Sparta unsurprisingly dominating
Lakonia, while Arkadia is organised in one long circular route without a
regional centre. Pausanias’ ideas about the relative importance of sites can
override topographical realities. For example, Delphi is presented as the
focal point of Phokis, and Pausanias emphasises its links with other
Phokian cities by following a number of difficult mountain routes. His
description acknowledges the mountainous territory but it does not reflect
how the Parnassos range which dominates the region affected connections
between its cities.46

Pausanias’ description does not provide a clear representation of the
physical world, but it does draw the readers’ attention to other aspects of
the Greek landscape: we are presented with a parallel reality which takes
into account the past and contemporary significance of different places.
While scenery and contemporary settlements were there for all to see and
discover for themselves, the meaning of particular places needed to be
unearthed and explained. For Pausanias the physical, visible landscape is
just a framework for a much more complex topography of myth, history
and sacred places.
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6

A Sense of Time: Pausanias as Historian

The island of Sphakteria lies in front of the harbour just as Rheneia is off the
anchorage at Delos. It seems that places that were once unknown have
achieved fame through the fortunes of men: Kaphereus in Euboia is famous
because of the storm that came over the Greeks with Agamemnon on their
voyage from Troy, and Psyttaleia by Salamis we know from the destruction
of the Persians there. In a similar way the Lakedaimonian defeat made
Sphakteria universally known.1 (Paus. 4.36.6)

Apart from the Spartan defeat in 425 BC there was nothing worth record-
ing about Sphakteria: the island was uninhabited and without its associa-
tion with a memorable episode in Thucydides’ account of the
Peloponnesian War it would probably have remained ‘invisible’ to readers
of the Periegesis.2 Pausanias almost seeks to justify his reference to
Sphakteria, and he discusses other historical locations where the contrast
between an unimpressive site and the momentous events that took place
there was particularly striking. There is no doubt that the past has a
strong influence on how Pausanias views the contemporary landscape:
history can make a place worth seeing, even if strictly speaking there is
nothing interesting to see. Geography serves as the main organising
principle of the Periegesis because it determines the order in which the
information is presented. History, however, plays an equally important
role as the main criterion for Pausanias’ selective approach to the land-
scape. The past (in the widest sense, including myth) often determines
what is worth recording, and it defines the identities of cities and regions
that give structure to the work as a whole. It is this combination of past,
present and landscape that is so characteristic of Pausanias’ Greece.

A close connection between history and geography was not new. Hero-
dotos includes much information that we would consider geographical or
ethnographical, and both Polybios and Strabo show that by the Hellenistic
period geography was seen as closely related to history: much depended
on whether scholarly enquiries (historiai) were presented spatially or
chronologically, and which aspects of the material were emphasised, but
both disciplines had an interest in similar cultural themes.3 Compared to
geographical works, however, the Periegesis gives more room to the past,
and in several places narrative accounts almost overwhelm the topo-
graphical framework. Pausanias not only handles a variety of historical
material from different sources, he also displays some versatility in pre-
senting the past in different ways, and in adapting his accounts to

73



particular contexts. He clearly did not set out to produce a purely historical
work, let alone a political history in the strict Thucydidean sense, but his
emphasis on local detail and on his personal enquiries deliberately echoes
Herodotos’ Histories. The close integration between history and landscape
in the Periegesis will be explored further in Chapter 7, but first it is
necessary to consider Pausanias’ efforts as a historian, namely his ways of
using, selecting and presenting accounts of the past to serve various
purposes within his work.

Pausanias’ histories reach down to his own lifetime,4 although he gives
more space to earlier times, particularly the Hellenistic period and the
remote past. Any discussion of Pausanias’ historical activities needs to
take into account the fact that for the ancient Greeks the earliest mythical
times merged into history without clear distinction.5 When I speak of
history, therefore, I refer to the whole past as Pausanias and his readers
would have seen it, with no distinction between ‘real’ and mythical events.
Mythical stories were attached to a wide range of cultural phenomena, for
example the many traditions about legendary ancestors and founders
which defined local identities and explained the nature of sanctuaries,
cults or local customs.6 In the Periegesis all these aspects of Greek culture
are therefore also historical phenomena, and religion in particular be-
comes an integral part of this historical past, all the way back to the birth
of the gods. It is also important to remember that the great past of Greece,
or at least an idealised and selective version of it, was thoroughly familiar
to every pepaideumenos who had grown up with classical Greek literature.
Pausanias expects his audience to recognise oblique historical references
just as they would understand obscure literary allusions in the texts of the
period: a connection with a particular battle or the name of a hero would
suffice to indicate the historical context. History provided common ground
between Pausanias and his readers, because most educated Greeks had
similar ideas about the significance of particular events and the merits of
the major historical accounts.

History in the Periegesis comes in many shapes and sizes. There are
several long narrative accounts which offer the best opportunity for
Pausanias to show his credentials as a historian. Introductions to particu-
lar regions allow him to focus on specific periods, for example the
Messenian Wars in Book IV and the history of relations between the
Achaian league and Rome in Book VII. In Lakonia and Arkadia Pausanias
provides detailed royal genealogies which form a framework for regional
history.7 Extensive narratives can also be attached to a particular site or
monument, for example several long excursuses on Hellenistic history
which are included in the description of Athens, the account of the Gallic
invasion in Delphi and the biographies prompted by memorials of Aratos,
Philopoimen and Epameinondas.8 For his introductions to cities of some
importance Pausanias developed a particular form of historical outline:
before he launches into his description he provides an account of ‘high-
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lights’, usually a summary of foundation myths followed by a series of
concise references which connect the community with well-known events
such as the Trojan War or the Persian Wars.9 Additional historical mate-
rial is integrated with the description of landscape and sites: almost every
item described by Pausanias is in some way provided with a specific
historical context. These links are often established in a matter-of-fact
way, for example by a reference to a founder or aetiological story. Both
lengthy historical set pieces and city introductions have seen a good deal
of scholarly attention, because they offer some insight into Pausanias’
methods and attitudes to particular periods. It is, however, important to
see the many comments included in the descriptions of monuments and
sites as integral to Pausanias’ efforts as a historian.

Pausanias’ handling of historical information changed while he was
writing the Periegesis: he developed summaries of historical highlights as
introductions to larger sites and regions, and these were increasingly
focused on a particular set of events which he came to consider especially
important.10 An analysis of how this aspect of the Periegesis developed is
complicated by the fact that Pausanias starts his work in Athens which
dominated the canonical classical texts and was therefore central to Greek
education and culture in the Roman period. A pepaideumenos would pride
himself in a detailed knowledge of Athenian history and monuments, at
least as far as they played a role in literature. Whole books had been
written on the monuments of the Acropolis alone, and since the late
classical period Athenian history had been the subject of a distinct sub-
genre, namely Atthidography.11 Pausanias’ description would have to
include the familiar while avoiding too many details that might seem
commonplace. Just as the text launches into the description of Attica
without an introduction there is also no attempt to provide a historical
overview. All information about the past of Athens is integrated in the
description by tying it to particular sights on the way. Early on in his first
book Pausanias offers a rare statement about his intentions concerning
historical digressions.

     
But as to the age of Attalos [I] and Ptolemy [II], it is more ancient, so that
tradition about them no longer remains, and those who were with these
kings in order to record their achievements in writing were neglected even
earlier. Therefore it occurred to me to describe their deeds and the manner
in which their fathers came to rule over Egypt, the Mysians and the people
living nearby.12 (Paus. 1.6.1)

This much-quoted passage marks the beginning of one of several lengthy
excursuses on Hellenistic history in the first half of Book I. We are
introduced to a number of important rulers of the period apart from
Attalos I and Ptolemy II: Ptolemy I and VI, Lysimachos, Pyrrhos of Epeiros
and Seleukos I. Pausanias also deals with the sack of Athens by Sulla and
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the Lamian War, and there is an account of the invasion of the Gauls in
the early third century, an event revisited at greater length as part of the
description of Delphi in Book X.13 It is not clear whether post-classical
history, particularly that of Alexander’s early successors, was in fact as
neglected as Pausanias maintains, because he is not the only Greek writer
of the Roman period to tackle Hellenistic history, even if the subject rarely
features in the rhetorical texts of the Second Sophistic. Pausanias’ explicit
statement so early on in the Periegesis and the sheer amount of Hellenistic
history included in his work suggest that he thought that a focus on this
period, or perhaps more generally any historical information that was not
part of the mainstream classical canon, was likely to impress or interest
his potential readership.14

Most of the Hellenistic history presented in Book I is included in the
description of the Athenian agora. This passage, with its many long
digressions, makes it quite difficult to follow the complicated route around
the site and its many distinguished monuments. The description of the
agora is shaped by two distinct aims: Pausanias uses a topographical
framework, and he wants to include extensive historical accounts which,
in this case, are designed to combine to give a fairly comprehensive
overview of a particular period. These ambitious goals cannot be reconciled
without compromising the overall effect. In fact, these digressions are not
particularly well integrated with the description of the site because
Pausanias focuses on classical monuments and ignores important post-
classical additions to the Athenian market-place, most notably the
monumental Stoa of Attalos.15 This selection did not offer convenient or
conspicuous anchors for all the Hellenistic narratives that needed to be
included, and in order to link particular historical events or figures to the
topography Pausanias seeks out smaller monuments, including appropri-
ate honorary statues which may not have been very conspicuous among
the hundreds of sculptures that had probably accumulated in the centre of
Athens by this time.16 The Athenian agora underwent many significant
changes in the post-classical period, but it is unlikely that a visitor in the
second century AD would have perceived the site as the focal point of
Hellenistic history which it becomes in Pausanias’ text.

The discussion of local history was bound to become easier once Athens
was left behind, because in other places the amount of material worth
recording was more easily manageable. The histories Pausanias presents
in most cities consist of a few key episodes such as a founding hero, stories
connected to the activities of Herakles and his descendants and events
connected with the Trojan War, while later periods are often summarised
by references to a handful of instances where local history coincided with
major events that affected all of Greece. He develops historical introduc-
tions which offer an overview of these main defining points in a city’s past.
A ‘typical’ mode of historical introduction emerges slowly, starting in the
first book when Pausanias ventures outside the city of Athens and encoun-
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ters places whose past or present identities were not indisputably Attic.
Oropos, Salamis and Megara therefore receive historical introductions
which focus on mythical founders and conquests to explain their tradi-
tional links with Athens and Attica.17

By the time he embarked on his second book Pausanias had apparently
abandoned his original plan of connecting all historical information with
particular features of a city’s memorial landscape. Introductions to larger
sites represented a space where history could be presented in chronologi-
cal order without interfering with the general topographical scheme. The
description of the Argolid and adjacent cities in Book II was bound to
encourage further experiments with this formula, because it dealt with an
area which did not have one common regional or tribal identity:18 it was
therefore particularly important to establish every city’s ancestral connec-
tions. The sequence of heroes, family relations and mythical conquests
that defined most cities’ identities could be set out relatively concisely in
a historical introduction, while it would be more difficult to give the reader
a comprehensible overview if the same material was presented as a set of
stories attached to monuments. Regional historical introductions probably
developed from Pausanias’ city histories: the earliest book with such a
general introduction is Book III on Lakonia where Sparta was so dominant
that the city’s history is almost identical to that of the whole region. After
Lakonia, every new region receives a historical introduction.19 Pausanias’
increasing flexibility in his handling of historical narratives in relation to site
descriptions was particularly useful in those regions where he found less
material on site. The historical introductions of Messenia and Achaia there-
fore became the dominant part of Books IV and VII respectively, which
allowed Pausanias to try his hand in extensive historical narratives.20

In the earlier books Pausanias’ historical introductions are mainly
concerned with mythical events that define a city’s or region’s identity, and
specific historical events are discussed as part of site descriptions. In the
course of the Periegesis the scope of historical introductions is expanded
beyond the essential account of mythical origins, and in the later books
actual historical events become a regular feature in Pausanias’ summa-
ries.21 Usually he selects only two or three examples, but the introduction
to Arkadia provides a comprehensive list of the historical events he found
most worth mentioning.

     
The Arkadians as a whole have achieved memorable deeds: the most ancient
is their participation in the Trojan War, and next comes their support for the
Messenians in their struggle against Sparta. They also took part in the
action against the Persians at Plataia. It was obligation rather than approval
that made them fight with the Spartans against Athens and cross over to
Asia with Agesilaos; they also followed the Lakedaimonians to Leuktra in
Boiotia. … They did not fight with the Greeks against Philip and the
Macedonians at Chaironeia, nor later against Antipater in Thessaly, but
neither did they oppose the Greeks. They say that the Spartans kept them
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from taking part in the struggle against the threat of the Gauls at Thermopy-
lai, because they feared that the Spartans might devastate their land while
their adult men would be absent. The Arkadians were more enthusiastic
members of the Achaian League than any other Greeks.22 (Paus. 8.6.1-3)

Pausanias never discusses his selection of historical highlights, but it
seems that while he was working on the Periegesis his sense of what
defined a city’s identity underwent a significant change. As the work
progresses he increasingly emphasises those events where Greeks stood
together to defend their freedom against threats either from the outside
(Persians, Macedonians, Gauls, Romans) or from large Greek powers with
imperialist intentions, particularly Sparta.23 These struggles for a free and
united Greece are added to the mythical stories that usually served to
describe a community’s place in the world. The freedom of the Greeks and
their individual cities becomes a defining characteristic of the periods that
made Greece great and turned it into a centre of cultural achievements
that were relevant to all educated Greeks even centuries after its heyday.

The key events that dominate Pausanias’ historical introductions do not
represent a simple set of criteria to define Greekness: the Greek identity
of the cities described in the Periegesis is never in question, although most
of the places that are introduced in this way did not succeed in backing the
Greek cause at every turn. What all these events have in common,
however, is that they were crucial in defining and maintaining a strong
Greek identity far beyond mainland Greece, which made them relevant to
anyone who claimed a part in Greek culture. To a visitor with a sense of
this great heritage, the contrast between the momentousness of events
such as the Persian Wars or the Gallic invasion and the small size and
poverty of many of the communities that were known to have played a
significant part in them must have been striking. All over the ancient
world, cities which claimed some Greek ancestry could point to foundation
myths and stories of migrations or wandering Greek heroes, but the cities
in mainland Greece had played a much more significant role in shaping a
history that was relevant to Greeks everywhere. Any role in these pivotal
events in Greek history, even as a neutral bystander or as an ally of the
enemy, adds more depth to the history and identity of a particular polis or
region. Pausanias’ selection of historical events highlights the importance
and almost heroic quality of those moments when Greek states fought
together, and emphasises the importance of mainland Greece for all
Greeks.

The historical introductions provided space for (more or less) systematic
overviews, but Pausanias continued to attach information about the past
to his descriptions of monuments and sites. The summaries of pivotal
moments in a city’s history made it easier to place objects into the local
historical framework with just a short reference, but there was still ample
room to introduce more narrative detail while guiding the reader around
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the most memorable sights. Historical logoi embedded in the descriptions
give a special meaning to particular monuments, but they can also expand
on a narrative that has been given only in outline. A specific place can
enhance an account significantly, especially when a historical event is
discussed on location and in context with related monuments. Pausanias’
Greece was full of opportunities to explore the topography of historical
events, particularly on battlefields where one could compare historical
accounts with the landscape and with monuments connected to the event,
and perhaps also discover a few local stories that could add to what was
already widely known.24 A good example is the account of the death of
Epameinondas at the battle of Mantinea in 362 BC. This event is presented
twice, once in its context on the battlefield south of Mantinea, and then
again as part of the short biography of the general presented in his native
city of Thebes, where his end is merely mentioned in one sentence.25 The
account presented as part of the description of Mantinea shows how even
a well-known story can be enhanced within its local context. Pausanias
adds a few details which were part of the local tradition, pointing out
relevant locations on the battlefield with its significant place names and
evocative topography, and there was also the general’s grave where the
emperor Hadrian himself had left particular marks of his esteem. The
treatment of the battle and Epameinondas’ death at Mantinea goes be-
yond mere narrative, commenting upon the relevance of the event in
different contexts and periods.

As we have already seen with the accounts of Hellenistic history in-
cluded in the description of Athens, direct local relevance was not always
a necessary condition for a historical digression. Although Pausanias
became more systematic in the treatment of history within his work as it
progressed, he continued to include long accounts of events that were not
strictly speaking part of local history, but that were in some way linked to
a monument.26 Just as in Athens Pausanias includes an overview of early
Hellenistic history which goes beyond what is relevant to the site itself, so
the Periegesis as a whole continues to provide more than just local perspec-
tives, covering aspects of general Greek history from the earliest
beginnings down to Pausanias’ own time. It has been suggested that
different sections of his work focus on particular historical periods and
themes.27 In Athens the focus on the Hellenistic period is clear, but there
is little to suggest that the description of every other book or region was
meant to be dominated by a set of specific ideas. In some places Pausanias’
description does indeed emphasise a particular issue or historical event,
but this often reflects immediate literary concerns or the state of the
actual memorial landscape, for example his unusual interest in Roman
monuments at Mantinea.28 Similarities between disparate passages in the
Periegesis cannot be ignored, but it is important not to over-interpret
apparent connections. Pausanias reacts to common habits of constructing
local histories and similar interests of local informants, and many of the
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recurring themes in the Periegesis are due to this source material rather
than to an overarching and somewhat artificial literary scheme.

The location of historical logoi is a result of conscious decisions about
the structure of the text and the relevance that should be attached to
particular monuments or locations, and such considerations can lead to
results that seem counter-intuitive to a modern reader. For example,
Pausanias had to find an appropriate location for the biography of Phi-
lopoimen, a citizen of Megalopolis and general of the Achaian League who
was assassinated in Messene. In his descriptions of Messene and Mega-
lopolis Pausanias mentions Philopoimen, but each time he deliberately
interrupts his account of local history, postponing his discussion of the
great man with a cross-reference.29 A lengthy biography is finally pre-
sented as part of the description of Tegea, a city that had no particular
connections with Philopoimen, except that there was a pedestal with a
noteworthy epigram in his honour.30 We have come across this passage
before: Pausanias discovered the epigram when investigating inscriptions
on empty statue bases outside the theatre of the city. Since an empty
statue base is hardly a monument worth writing about, it seems likely that
the biography of Philopoimen was postponed to justify the inclusion of this
epigraphical discovery.

Pausanias’ efforts as historiographer have often been dismissed as
inferior, and traditionally scholarship was mainly concerned with identi-
fying his literary sources. The Periegesis contains a lot of historical
information that is unique, particularly for the Hellenistic period, and
there are many details that are not found elsewhere, which potentially
makes it an important source. Pausanias’ historical accounts, however,
have also attracted justified criticism because there are numerous factual
errors which he should have been able to avoid by consulting the literary
sources available at the time.31 Some of these problematic passages can be
understood in the context of his aims, his use of local sources and his
willingness to include details that differed from what could be found in
well-known literary works.32 Nevertheless, every piece of historical infor-
mation in the Periegesis needs to be evaluated with particular care, a
process of scholarly scrutiny that has been going on for a long time and
which is well-documented in the different commentaries. Mere fact-check-
ing, however, should not stand in the way of investigating Pausanias’
methods as a historian. On the following pages I investigate how he
tackles crucial aspects of historiography, namely source criticism, chrono-
logy, the interpretation and presentation of his material and his thoughts
on the causes of historical events.

As we have seen in Chapter 3, Pausanias’ research in Greece allowed
him to hear many stories on site, local tradition that was tied to particular
places or monuments and could still be adapted and changed every time it
was presented to an audience. A large amount of such material is included
in the Periegesis, and the process of integrating oral tradition with the
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written record presented special challenges for Pausanias as a historio-
grapher.33 He had to evaluate his material, and he needed to make sure that
his readers would be able to understand and appreciate these local stories
in the context of mainstream Greek history. Such accounts were of vari-
able quality, and there were often different, even contradictory, versions
of the same events.34 Wherever possible Pausanias uses alternative evi-
dence to reconstruct ‘what really happened’ and then he assesses whether
a particular account is a truthful representation of these ‘actual events’.35

Pausanias’ ultimate criterion in any assessment of historical information
is his sense of what is plausible, probable or possible. If a story does not
seem plausible he tries to reconstruct the ‘historical truth’ by rational
interpretation, a widely accepted method with a long tradition in Greek
scholarly writing.36 Pausanias believes that the tradition is often manipu-
lated by individual writers and the general public who desire to make their
history more impressive by adding exaggerations and miracles, and he
tries to reconstruct the ‘original version’ by removing what he identifies as
later inappropriate additions.37 Many details are included in the Periegesis
although they are identified as implausible or wrong, and often there are
alternative versions of a story; readers are invited to come to their own
conclusions.38 This approach is clearly modelled on Herodotos’ Histories,
but it is particularly appropriate for the Periegesis because many of the
stories it records enhance the site descriptions and give meaning to
specific monuments, regardless of their value as historical evidence.

During his research in Greece Pausanias learned to deal with a wide
range of historical material, and he shows exceptional versatility in com-
bining diverse types of sources. He appreciated the potential of buildings,
art works and inscriptions as historical sources and sometimes he also
considers local customs, rituals or dialects to support his arguments.39

Pausanias found additional historical information in the literary sources,
especially historical texts and epic poetry, and he stresses his particular
trust in Homer as a work of historical reference.40 We as readers can know
only as much about Pausanias’ historical research as he allows us to see,
namely the material he did consider worth recording, together with occa-
sional comments on the value of particular sources and on the efforts he
made to present a full and truthful account. Such remarks are designed to
fill the reader with confidence and perhaps admiration, and they are
therefore likely to present Pausanias’ ideas about the ideal way of ap-
proaching history and a selection of what he thought his best arguments.41

I wanted to make the effort to find out which children where born to
Polykaon by Messene, and I read the so-called Eoiai and the epic Naupaktia,
as well as the genealogies by Kinaithon and Asios. However, they do not
provide any information about this matter, and although I know that the
Great Eoiai says that Polykaon, son of Boutes, married Euaichme, daughter
of Hyllos, son of Herakles, it makes no mention of the husband of Messene
or of Messene herself.42 (Paus. 4.2.1)
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In this passage Pausanias admits that he could not find out a specific
detail of mythical genealogy. Instead, almost as an excuse for his failure
to provide an answer, he shows just how much research could be involved
in solving such problems. In this context Pausanias has every reason to
present his hard work in the best light, but it is unlikely that all historical
accounts in the Periegesis were researched with similar diligence. In fact,
Pausanias’ explicit statements about his effort (polypragmosynê) in discov-
ering historical details do not seem to be consistent: for example, in one
case he stresses his diligent research, only to present information which
seems to be based on a simple reference in the Iliad, while the same claim
seems more credible in the case of the material he collected for his
Arkadian genealogy, which includes local tradition gathered on site.43 It is
often difficult to tell what kind of material Pausanias has in mind when
he talks about his sources and there is rarely a clear distinction between
library research and what he may have heard on site.44 Like any educated
man of his time Pausanias would know at least the Homeric epics by heart,
and it is likely that he could rely on his memory for extracts from many
other classical texts, particularly Herodotos. The classics provided a good
framework for the myths and history of mainland Greece which could be
complemented by additional reading. The passage quoted above seems to
suggest that Pausanias read several books to solve this particular prob-
lem, but all the authors he mentions are cited in other contexts as well.
Like other writers of his time, Pausanias probably read such works to
mine them for information and then relied on notes or his memory when
he needed a particular detail to back up an argument.45

Many authors, among them numerous historians, are mentioned in the
Periegesis.46 Pausanias’ local stories are probably often based on oral
tradition, but literary sources provided additional material, and his long-
est historical accounts seem largely compiled from books. Pausanias
frequently provides references when an author is in disagreement with his
own or a third opinion, but the basic sources for a historical account
usually remain anonymous. Not all his sources are credited: Polybios, for
example, appears only as a historical figure, and Plutarch’s name is never
mentioned at all.47 Where it is possible to identify Pausanias’ sources it
seems that he preferred to use the standard works for the period in
question, often accounts written soon after the events he describes.48 The
historical accounts in the Periegesis, with their focus on particular regions
or cities, could rarely simply be copied from one particular work, and
Pausanias needed to combine different accounts to produce the narrative
he needed. Literary sources are subjected to scrutiny just as are the stories
collected on site, and he is particularly aware that some written accounts
may be biased.49 A discussion of the main sources for his Messenian history
offers a rare insight into Pausanias’ approach to the literary evidence. It
was impossible to reconcile the history of the First Messenian War by
Myron of Priene and Rhianos of Bene’s epic about the Second Messenian
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War because both works had the same main hero, Aristomenes, although
two generations were thought to have passed between the two wars.50

Pausanias decides to follow Rhianos’ chronology, mainly because he con-
siders Myron as less trustworthy as an author, and his work seemed to
contradict some of the information supplied by the poet Tyrtaios who was
contemporary to some of the events. For once, Pausanias allows us an
insight into his activities as a historiographer, and he shows himself
capable of complex historical reasoning. It is not, however, clear how
Pausanias finally combined these sources to create his history of the
Messenian Wars: he seems to have followed his own chronology, but his
narrative is probably an adaptation of both Myron’s and Rhianos’ ac-
counts, with additions from other sources such as Tyrtaios. As Auberger
has shown, the account is carefully shaped to reflect Pausanias’ own
views.51

The chronological framework for the Periegesis was particularly com-
plex. Every city description includes numerous sights and stories which
had to be provided with some form of date, and local tradition often came
without links to a generally intelligible chronology. Pausanias works with
a combination of different chronological systems which allows him to
provide a rough date for the thousands of monuments and stories con-
tained in his work. Such chronological information is often not given
explicitly, but it can usually be deduced from a story or name attached to
a particular feature of the landscape.52 The guiding principle of chronology
in the Periegesis is genealogy. This system is based on generations which
could be roughly translated into years by equating one century with three
generations. For the mythical past this was the only system available, and
most local stories could be placed within a particular generation by
establishing their relationship with pivotal ‘events’ and their participants
from different areas of the Greek world. An example is the expedition of
the Argonauts and the Trojan War.53 Wandering heroes such as Herakles
provided further convenient connections. Pausanias could expect his read-
ers to know the basics of this framework, especially for the heyday of the
Greek mythical past, roughly from Herakles to the first generation after
the Trojan War.54 Most regions and cities could fit some of their own stories
into this system, and more connections could be established through
genealogies of local heroes, often mythical royal families. The most exten-
sive of these genealogies, particularly Pausanias’ Spartan and Arkadian
king lists, span many generations, offering a connection between the
earliest heroes and periods which are historical in the modern sense.55

The introduction of Book III provides the most elaborate genealogical
account in the Periegesis: Pausanias presents the two Spartan royal lines
separately, essentially trawling through Lakonian history twice, but each
time with a slightly different angle on particular events.56 Pausanias
explains that he keeps the two families apart because their generations
did not coincide. This would not matter much if he just wanted to provide
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an introduction to regional history, but these genealogies are much more
important because they provide a chronological framework for the whole
Periegesis. The Spartan genealogies run from Herakles to the late third
century BC, including all the periods which are particularly interesting to
Pausanias. Sparta’s prominent role in Greek history also meant that its
kings often became involved in events in most of the areas covered in the
Periegesis, particularly in the Peloponnese. The Spartan king lists there-
fore connect events well beyond Lakonia, and they were also closely linked
to many classical texts. Pausanias uses this genealogy extensively, not just
for mythical times, but also when he deals with the classical and Hellenis-
tic periods. Where the main genealogies do not provide enough
information Pausanias constructs complex genealogical links to provide a
date, and pivotal events such as the Persian Wars or the battle of Leuktra
serve as basic reference points. The attempt to date a work of the sculptor
Onatas once set up in Phigalia is a particularly fine example of this
method. Pausanias cites a signature of the artist on a monument set up by
Deinomenes of Syracuse to commemorate an Olympic victory of his father
Hieron. He knows (presumably from Herodotos) that Hieron’s predecessor
Gelon was a contemporary of the Persian king Xerxes and concludes that
Onatas, the contemporary of Deinomenes, lived two generations (c. 60
years) after the Persian Wars, in our terms roughly around 420 BC.
Unfortunately, this is incorrect: Hieron succeeded Gelon just a year after
the end of the Persian Wars and died soon after his Olympic victory in 468
BC. Onatas probably made the monument, one of his latest works, just over
ten years after the end of the Persian Wars, in the early 460s, and
therefore about half a century earlier than Pausanias’ date.57 One has to
appreciate Pausanias’ imaginative combination of genealogical data with
epigraphical and literary evidence, but his error illustrates that genealogy
is a very inexact science and therefore not best suited to periods where
precise dates were readily available.

There are very few absolute dates in the Periegesis. When Pausanias
gives the exact year for an event he usually provides an Olympiad date
combined with the name of the eponymous archon at Athens. There are
only twenty such dates in the whole work58 and the events that are singled
out in this way are the beginnings or ends of wars, important battles, the
foundation or destruction of cities and the destruction of important tem-
ples. The uniformity of these dates suggests that Pausanias took this
information from a chronographical source, although it is possible that he
adapted some to fit his own ideas.59 Alternative dating systems, as used in
different cities, do not usually feature in the Periegesis, although
Pausanias must have found such dates mentioned in inscriptions: there is
one example where Pausanias adds the name of a Delphic magistrate, a
prytanis, to the usual formula.60 Extensive chronological lists and histories
with a precise annalistic structure such as Diodoros’ Bibliotheke were
available in the second century AD, and it seems that Pausanias had access
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to such works. His preference for a vague genealogical chronology is
therefore deliberate, again rejecting developments in historiography initi-
ated by Thucydides in favour of a more archaic, Herodotean approach.61

Once the material was selected, evaluated and firmly placed into con-
text Pausanias could start to compose his text. It is particularly difficult
to assess his efforts as a historical writer because the Periegesis deals with
the past in many different ways and contexts. Pausanias adapts his
material to fit his purpose within a particular section of the text, which
allows him to demonstrate his versatility as a writer and the wide range
of his historical knowledge. He covers various subjects, ranging from the
mythical and miraculous to recent political history, and he includes ro-
mantic tales and legends as well as descriptions of battles and political
developments or genealogical lists. Pausanias could choose from a wide
range of historiographical styles and methods, and he could expect his
erudite readers to recognise echoes of different writers or historical epi-
sodes. The presentation of a historical narrative could therefore depend on
the effect he wanted to achieve in a particular context.

In a few cases Pausanias tells the same story twice, and he also had to
deal with many types of events that recur in Greek history, such as battles
or sieges, and the repetitive traditions about some mythical figures.62

Pausanias adjusts the style and focus of his accounts, and rather similar
events can be treated very differently. I compare his accounts of the sack
of Kallion by the Gauls and of the destruction of Corinth by the Romans,
which are of about the same length and deal with devastating conquests
of cities by foreign aggressors.

What Komboutis and Orestorios did to the Kallians is the most atrocious
crime ever heard of, and no man has ever dared to do anything similar. All
males were put to the sword, old men were butchered as well as children at
their mothers’ breasts; as they killed the fattest of these infants the Gauls
drank their blood and ate their flesh. Women and adult virgins who had any
spirit killed themselves before the city was captured. Those who survived
were subjected to every kind of extreme outrage perpetrated by men equally
devoid of pity and love. Every woman who happened to find a Gallic sword
committed suicide; the rest were soon to die of lack of food and sleep as the
unrestrained barbarians took turns in raping them, and they even assaulted
the dying and the dead.63 (Paus. 10.22.3-4)

This passage is written in the tradition of dramatic historiography which
aimed to evoke strong emotions in the reader by including striking anec-
dotes and graphic descriptions of cruel scenes in the narrative. Polybios
expresses particularly strong criticism of this mode of historical writing
because he thought that such effects borrowed from tragedy were not
appropriate for a serious historical work. In his opinion any historian of
integrity should include only information based on fact, while dramatic
historians would usually have to invent their lurid details.64 Pausanias’
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comments on the behaviour of the Gauls should be seen in the context of
his whole account of the Gallic invasion and the sack of Delphi: the
atrocities at Kallion emphasise the image of reckless, impious barbarians
who were defeated by an alliance of brave Greeks. After all, the defence
against the Gallic invasion was one of Pausanias’ core events in Greek
history.65

The account of the sack of Corinth in 146 BC comes at the end of an
extensive account of relations between the Achaian League and Rome, and
it marks the completion of the Roman conquest of Greece.

As soon as it was night, the Achaians who had escaped to Corinth during the
battle fled from the city, and many of the Corinthians did likewise. Although
the gates were open, Mummius initially hesitated to enter Corinth, because
he suspected that an ambush had been prepared inside the walls. On the
third day after the battle he stormed the city and set it on fire. Many of those
left in the city were killed by the Romans, but the women and children
Mummius sold into slavery. He also sold the liberated slaves who had fought
with the Achaians and who had not immediately died in the battle. Mum-
mius carried off the votive offerings and art works which attracted most
admiration; those that were not as highly valued he gave to Philopoimen, the
general of Attalos. Even in my time there are Corinthian spoils at Per-
gamon.66 (Paus. 7.16.7-8)

In this case Pausanias concentrates on the bare outline of events, leaving
the gruesome details to his readers’ imagination. There was no need to
establish that the sack of Corinth was a terrible disaster: it was an
infamous example of the worst behaviour of Roman conquerors, and even
Romans criticised Mummius’ actions as excessively harsh.67 Pausanias’
account seems to be inspired by Thucydides who demonstrated that an
understated, matter-of-fact report of horrific events can be more effective
in evoking outrage or pity in the reader than any graphic depiction of cruel
scenes.68 Thucydides’ terse report of the destruction of Melos at the end of
the Melian dialogue required no explicit condemnation of Athenian cru-
elty. In the same way, Pausanias’ concise account of the fall of Corinth at
the end of a long account of deteriorating relations between Achaians and
Romans does not imply that he is trying to excuse Mummius’ actions.
Nevertheless, a comparison between his comments on the fates of Kallion
and Corinth illustrates a clear distinction between Gauls as stereotypical
barbarians at their most ferocious, and Romans whose behaviour is vio-
lent, but not outside the norms of Greek warfare.

Pausanias shows his versatility as a historical writer, which makes it
difficult to come to general conclusions about his historical logoi: where
one passage seems to be distinguished by certain qualities there is often
another account where the same features are conspicuously absent. At the
same time, this variety of historiographical styles allowed Pausanias to
suggest associations and interpretations to his readers without having to
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make his intentions explicit.69 Echoes of Herodotos’ style and approach are
particularly common in the Periegesis,70 and this can lend a certain archaic
weight to events that might otherwise seem less conspicuous. Pausanias
is not always content with subtle literary echoes, and he has a number of
ways of suggesting particular interpretations of historical events. His
second and more elaborate account of the Gallic attack on Delphi in 279
BC is designed to emphasise the parallels between this barbarian invasion
and those of the Persians in the early fifth century BC.71 Pausanias rarely
chooses to impose his own interpretation quite so forcefully, but in this
passage he employs a number of devices to guide the reader towards a
particular point of view. The location of the digression is carefully chosen
to underline Pausanias’ interpretation: he passes by a number of relevant
monuments, but the narrative is finally attached to the main temple,
following a reference to the shields dedicated by the Athenians after the
battle of Marathon. The report is distinctly Herodotean, deliberately
reminiscent of the definitive account of the Persian invasion and the Greek
defence effort in 480/479 BC, and the description of the Gauls and their
behaviour is frequently achieved by comparison or contrast with Herodo-
tos’ Persians. Moreover, Pausanias includes explicit comments on the
similarity between the two barbarian invasions, and on the comparative
threat faced by Greece in each case, both in his own authorial voice and
when he reports the views of the Greek forces at the time.72

Historians are usually committed to one coherent narrative, and they
are therefore likely to aim at a certain unity of style and approach.
Pausanias, however, is not constrained by such conventions, because he
deals with many accounts in a variety of contexts. He is therefore free to
experiment with the format of his historical passages, and he can link
events or historical figures that might not otherwise be connected. Differ-
ent periods and events are juxtaposed whenever monuments with
different historical associations are described side by side.73 Sometimes
Pausanias deliberately explores connections or comparisons between his-
torical events, usually in order to illustrate his opinions on particular
events or general aspects of Greek history. The best example is a list of
benefactors of Greece which allows Pausanias to explore his views on
Greek freedom and unity. Similar ideas are expressed when he discusses
those historical characters whose treachery did much damage to the Greek
cause.74 Historical comparisons or precedents can also suggest new inter-
pretations of events. For example, Augustus’ decision to punish the
Tegeans for opposing him by taking their most revered sacred image is
accompanied by a list of conquerors who took ancient cult statues.
Pausanias usually abhors such heavy-handed treatment of Greek sanctu-
aries, but his discussion of historical precedents in this instance suggests
that the emperor was merely following a long established custom.75

When he is writing history Pausanias is sometimes unusually open
about his opinion, and he can express his views, especially moral judge-
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ments, very forcefully. He has praise for courage, piety and patriotism, but
criticism is more common, and many individuals are censured for their
crimes, particularly those considered as corrupt, impious or guilty of
treason.76 A failure to live up to Pausanias’ moral standards can lead to
harsh condemnation:

Philip [II] might be considered as having accomplished greater exploits than
any Macedonian king before or after him. But nobody in their right mind
would call him a good general, because more than any other man he always
trampled on sacred oaths, violated treaties and broke his word on every
occasion.77 (Paus. 8.7.5)

In fact, it is very difficult to see how anyone in their right mind could not
call Philip II of Macedon a good general, but for Pausanias morally sound
behaviour counts more than the shrewd diplomacy and excellent tactics of
the Macedonian king. Divine retribution for Philip’s crimes is presented
as a decisive factor in the history of fourth century Macedonia:

     
The wrath of heaven was not long delayed, it came earlier than any we know
of. Philip was only forty-six years old when he fulfilled the oracle that Delphi
gave him when he enquired about the Persians: ‘the bull is crowned, its end
is near, and the sacrificer is present’. Not long afterwards it became clear
that the oracle did not refer to the Persians, but to Philip himself.78 (Paus.
8.7.6)

This argument is then pursued further with a summary of the subsequent
fate of the Argead family, namely Alexander’s premature death and the
murder of all close family members. Pausanias’ closing comments return
to Philip’s original crimes:

     
If Philip had taken into account the fate of the Spartan Glaukos, and
remembered the verse ‘the family of the man who keeps his oaths will
prosper hereafter’ during each of his actions, then, it seems to me, some god
would not have so ruthlessly put an end to Alexander’s life and, at the same
time, to the heyday of Macedonia.79 (Paus. 8.7.8)

Seen in this light, Philip’s qualities as a politician and general are indeed
insignificant, because the direct consequences of his perjury rapidly re-
versed all advantages he gained during his lifetime. Pausanias’ whole
interpretation of Philip II and his activities is dominated by his moral
judgement and his view that serious crimes will be subject to divine
retribution. This allows him to create a causal link between a number of
crucial events that shaped the fate of the Hellenistic world.

The causes of historical events, though central to historiography, are
often not systematically explored in the Periegesis. Pivotal developments
are usually recorded as a fairly simple sequence of events, without further
comments about their connections with other aspects of the narrative.
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Where an explanation is offered, it can remain rather vague. Pausanias is
rarely concerned with long-term political developments or complex histori-
cal factors, preferring to show how particular actions of individuals or
states influence history. For example, Pausanias’ history of the Achaian
League in the Hellenistic period and during the Roman conquest of Greece
is among his most elaborate historical narratives.80 Nevertheless, most of
the developments presented in this account are influenced by the personal
interests and initiatives of a few flawed individuals. Ultimately the main
cause of the Roman victory over the Achaian League appears to be the
treachery and ineptitude of three Greek politicians combined with the
ambition and bias of a few Roman notables. Pausanias’ references to the
political situation scarcely give an impression of the complex interactions
between Rome, Macedonia, the Achaians and numerous other states that
shaped Greek history in the first half of the second century AD. As we have
already seen in Pausanias’ comments on Philip II, he considered divine
retribution as a plausible explanation for historical developments. He is
not thinking of particular gods exacting personal revenge, but there is a
clear notion that impious actions can have a negative influence on the fate
of the perpetrator and his family or associates. Divine retribution features
as a factor in many historical events, even down to relatively recent times,
for example when Sulla’s harsh treatment of Greece is connected to his
fatal illness, or when he hints at a connection between the fate of Caligula
and Nero and their orders to remove the statue of Eros from its temple at
Thespiai.81

Pausanias’ preferred mode of historical writing emphasises a continuity
of the Greek past from a remote antiquity to his own time. Herodotos may
be seen as the ‘Father of History’, but Thucydides’ adaptation of the
original formula had a lasting influence on the genre. He introduced a new
form of authoritative account that combined an unambiguous narrative
with in-depth political analysis and a precise chronology. Recent history
could be treated in this way, but Thucydides consigns earlier periods to a
short introduction because of a lack of precise information.82 Few ancient
historians lived up to Thucydides’ exacting standards, but many at least
professed to share his aims.83 Pausanias, too, is influenced by this cautious
approach to source criticism, and, as we have seen, some passages in the
Periegesis echo Thucydides’ style and historiographical technique.84

Pausanias has a notion of an early heroic age about which little can be
known, but this refers to a period which is much more remote than
Thucydides’ ‘prehistory’.85 It was easier to adapt Herodotos’ less rigid mode
of reporting the past to Pausanias’ project because it includes contradic-
tory traditions and does not require a clear distinction between vague
mythical accounts and later events that were documented more precisely.
As we have seen, Pausanias also prefers a chronological framework that
can accommodate all eras, from the earliest heroic age to the Roman
empire. He leaves room for the divine and the miraculous in his accounts,
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particularly when making divine retribution a crucial factor in historical
events, and when he presents oracles that correctly predicted events even
in the Hellenistic and Roman period. Sometimes he is even ready to admit
that heroes or gods could be actively involved in history.86 At the same
time, information about all ages is scrutinised with the same critical
attitude, suggesting that stories about remote antiquity are to be taken
just as seriously as the sources for more recent events. Pausanias’ histori-
cal method therefore helps to emphasise the notion that Greece had a
continuous history with direct, tangible links between past and present –
a land where the remote past was never far away.87

Pausanias’ historical accounts show his great versatility as a writer and
as a collector of diverse examples of tradition and historical evidence. His
stories are sometimes inaccurate, but close attention to their context can
often lead to a better understanding of how they have come about. It is
important to remember that Pausanias’ histories have a purpose beyond
providing information to the reader. They give meaning to the landscape,
both for Pausanias and his readers, and their value in this context does
not always depend on historical accuracy. References to the past explain
why it was worthwhile to visit all those remote places in mainland Greece,
and they can imbue the most inconspicuous monuments with great signifi-
cance. There is no long, uninterrupted narrative, but the many small
details add up to a grand picture of the Greek past, more than just a linear
progression, but a complex set of individuals, events and developments
which are connected in many different ways, through stories, memories,
rituals, places and monuments. Ultimately, Pausanias the historian can
be fully appreciated only in connection with the Greek memorial land-
scape.

Pausanias: Travel Writing in Ancient Greece

90



7

Describing a City

From Chaironeia it is twenty stadia to Panopeus, a city (polis) of the
Phokians, if one can call it a city, seeing that they have no government
offices, no gymnasium, no theatre, no market-place, and no water descending
to a fountain, but live right above a ravine in mere shelters, just like cabins
in the mountains. Nevertheless, their territory has defined boundaries with
their neighbours, and they send delegates to the Phokian assembly. …
Looking at the ancient city walls I estimated their length at about seven
stadia. I was reminded of Homer’s verses about Tityos, where calls the city
‘Panopeus with beautiful dancing floors’, and in the battle over the body of
Patroklos he says that Schedios, the son of Iphitos and king of the Phokians,
lived in Panopeus.1 (Paus. 10.4.1-2)

Rarely is Pausanias as scathing about the current state of a site as he is
in this passage. He saw many ancient cities in a state of decline, and his
description of such places usually conveys a sense of nostalgia or historical
inevitability paired with respect rather than the disdain shown here.2

Panopeus is an extreme example that allows some insight into Pausanias’
approach to individual cities. In this chapter I focus on a few sites to
demonstrate how monuments, local stories and Greek literature add up to
characteristic images of particular places. Geography and history have so
far been discussed separately, but a closer look at Pausanias’ site descrip-
tions shows how he integrates landscape and history to create his distinc-
tive vision of Greece.

Pausanias’ comments on Panopeus have traditionally been seen as a
catalogue of minimum requirements for a city, a list of basic amenities
which he expected to find in any settlement that deserved to be classified
as a polis.3 This close attention to the typical components of ancient urban
infrastructure is, however, unusual for Pausanias. He occasionally men-
tions such public buildings, but they rarely receive more than a passing
comment, while private houses are almost completely absent from the
Periegesis. Why did he choose to comment on these aspects of a city here,
where they were absent or particularly unimpressive? There was a sim-
pler way of dealing with places where there was nothing worth describing:

     
Fifteen stadia from Amphikleia is Tithronion which lies in a plain. There is
nothing memorable there. From Tithronion it is twenty stadia to Drymaia.4

(Paus. 10.33.12)
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Although there was perhaps not much more to see in Panopeus than in
Tithronion, there was still a lot more that could be said about it. When
Pausanias notes that Panopeus still has boundaries and sends delegates
to the Phokian league he acknowledges that it has the status of a polis, a
city-state with what qualified as ‘foreign relations’ in the Roman period.
The question of what constitutes a polis in the Periegesis is important
because the text is organised by city territories. Pausanias may therefore
have decided the status of some of his sites to suit the structure of his
books, but these choices could not be completely arbitrary. Scholarly
discussion about Pausanias’ definition of a polis revolves mainly around
borderline cases. Large cities are easy to categorise, but it is more difficult
to understand where he draws the line between a polis, a small city or
town (polisma) and a village (kômê). In the case of Panopeus, membership
of the Phokian assembly was sufficient to make a few huts perched above
a ravine a polis, but another member of the Phokian League, Ledon, did
not qualify because there the core settlement was completely abandoned.5

A deserted town could, however, also be given polis status: as excavations
have shown, by the second century AD there was only limited settlement
activity at the site of Stymphalos, but Pausanias speaks of the ‘city of my
own time’, suggesting that Stymphalos is a functioning polis. His descrip-
tion, however, seems to reflect the reality, because it is largely concerned
with a rural landscape.6

This inconsistency between different passages in the Periegesis is quite
typical: Pausanias’ decision about a settlement’s polis status was clearly
not made with a well-defined checklist of buildings in mind. His judgement
of a site depends on its physical appearance in conjunction with its status
in the Greek literary tradition; often history, rather than monuments,
seems to be the decisive factor. In Panopeus, for example, Homeric ‘his-
tory’ was particularly important. Many cities on the Greek mainland were
mentioned in the Catalogue of Ships, but Panopeus is singled out because,
apart from that standard reference, it also appears as the residence of
Schedios, a king and notable warrior, and the poet even describes it as
famous (kleitos). Even more remarkably, it was mentioned in the Odyssey,
too, where we hear that Leto was on her way to Delphi, passing the
‘beautiful dancing places’ of Panopeus.7 Other cities had stories, monu-
ments and customs which were connected to such important episodes of
their history, but Panopeus had little to show for its Homeric distinction.
Pausanias had to resort to his own research to find appropriate links to
the epic tradition. He points to the large, ancient city walls and strategic
position of the settlement to explain why such a place might have been an
attractive location for the residence of a Homeric king: Panopeus has
clearly seen better days.8 In the end, Pausanias could at least find a
contemporary Athenian tradition which suggested that the Odyssey’s
reference to the ‘beautiful dancing places’ of Panopeus was still applicable,
because every other year Athenian women went to Mount Parnassos for a
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special festival, and on the way they stopped at Panopeus to perform
dances.9 Pausanias’ efforts to discover these traces of a Homeric past
suggest that the most disappointing feature of the town was not the poor
settlement, but the lack of tangible connections with its apparently im-
pressive history. In Stymphalos a similar approach led to a deceptively
favourable representation of a site in decline because there were still some
sights and stories worth recording. Pausanias presents some local tradi-
tions, and there was one temple which provided a satisfactory link to the
famous story of Herakles’ hunt of the Stymphalian birds. The poor state
of the contemporary community, if there were any inhabitants left at all,
is never mentioned.

In Panopeus and Stymphalos past and present were hardly compatible,
so that Pausanias had to decide how to evaluate their relative importance.
Pausanias’ reaction in each case shows that what he writes about a city is
strongly influenced by his sense of the connections between the past and
the contemporary landscape.10 In what follows I use the city of Tegea to
illustrate how Pausanias organises the description of a city, and how he
integrates the physical landscape with the past.11 Tegea was a middle-
sized city in Arkadia which had received some notice in the major Greek
texts, for example an entry in the Iliad’s Catalogue of Ships and a small
but notable role in the historical accounts of Herodotos, Thucydides and
Xenophon.12 The most widely known feature of the city was its temple of
Athena Alea, a sanctuary of supraregional importance.13 Pausanias re-
ports that an ancient temple on the site had burned down in 395 BC, and
that it was replaced by a new building, designed by the eminent artist
Skopas.14 This temple of the mid-fourth century was excavated in the
1880s, and further work between 1985 and 1992 investigated the remains
of the archaic temple and uncovered traces of continued cult activity on
the site going back to the early Iron Age at least.15 The urban settlement
itself is less well-known, in spite of extensive excavations on the ancient
agora which remain unpublished. In recent years the area of the city has
also been investigated by intensive archaeological field survey, which has
clarified some aspects of the general layout of the town (Fig. 10).16 Major
features of the urban landscape can therefore be located, but it is impossi-
ble to determine the exact location of most of the monuments described in
the Periegesis.

In small towns Pausanias selects only a few notable sights, without
much attention to their location, but larger sites with many monuments
had to be organised in some way. In Athens some features of the landscape
are grouped together thematically, but the usual pattern in the rest of the
Periegesis is a topographical description. By the time Pausanias reached
Elis he expected his readers to take this for granted, because when he
arranges the monuments of Olympia by type rather than location he
stresses several times that he is abandoning his usual practice of following
routes around the site.17 The topographical descriptions of sites probably
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made sense when the monuments were still standing and locals could be
asked for further information, but Pausanias’ directions on their own are
not sufficient to give a realistic idea of a site’s topography.18 Today the
problem of understanding site descriptions arises when the Periegesis is
analysed in conjunction with archaeological evidence. Pausanias has been
very useful for identifying individual buildings and monuments in promi-
nent sites such as Olympia and Delphi or the Athenian agora. In these
places monuments are concentrated in a relatively small space, and
archaeology, inscriptions and ancient literature offer enough additional
information to analyse Pausanias’ description. An abundance of inde-
pendent evidence is indeed necessary to trace Pausanias’ route, but even
in these best-documented sites the identification of individual monuments

Fig. 10. Tegea: known remains of the city; conjectural location of the city-wall.
Based on Jost & Marcadé (1998) 271, modified according to new findings of the
Norwegian Arkadia Survey (Ødegård pers. comm.).
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can be a matter of scholarly dispute.19 Most ancient cities pose a much
more complex problem: very few settlement sites have been investigated
in sufficient detail to allow a study of urban topography beyond the most
prominent public spaces. Moreover, Pausanias’ imprecise directions, com-
bined with his habit of ignoring residential quarters, often do not offer
enough guidance to warrant a systematic search for the remains of monu-
ments he is describing. Apart from Athens, which is altogether
exceptional, there are only a few cities where the urban topography
described in the Periegesis can be reconstructed with some confidence, and
Corinth is the best example.20 Hutton’s meticulous analysis demonstrates
that Pausanias’ description there follows a plan which echoes his way of
organising the countryside, and it is likely that he treated other cities in
a similar way. The tour usually starts in the agora and then follows radial
routes as far as the city walls, describing everything that is worth noting
along the way.21 This system was not rigid, but could be adapted to local
circumstances.

In Tegea the starting point is the temple of Athena Alea rather than the
market-place, which emphasises its status as a prominent ancient sanctu-
ary and the city’s most famous attraction. Pausanias does not indicate its
location south-west of the city, just outside the walls.22 The description
continues with a few sights ‘not far from the temple’, namely the stadium,
a spring ‘north of the temple’ and a temple of Hermes three stadia from
the spring. This is followed by a discussion of the temple of Athena Poliatis
(‘of the City’) which one would expect to find inside the city walls.23 The
remark that the spring was north of the sanctuary of Athena Alea suggests
that Pausanias is on his way towards the agora. The subsequent descrip-
tion of the town begins with the monuments around the market-place and
then moves on to the theatre, which is ‘not far from the agora’. Here the
description halts for four chapters to accommodate the biography of Phi-
lopoimen.24 After this, further notable monuments are listed, apparently
in other parts of the town, but the text offers no more than a very vague
idea of their locations. The following extract contains all the topographical
information provided in this final part of the description of the city.

The Tegeans have four images of Agyieus, one set up by each tribe. … There
is also at Tegea a temple of Demeter and Kore, whom they call Fruit-
bringers, and close by is one of Paphian Aphrodite. … Not far from it are two
sanctuaries of Dionysos, an altar of Kore, and a temple of Apollo with a gilded
image. … Next to Apollo stands a stone statue of Cheirisophos.

The Tegeans also have what they call the Common Hearth of the Arkadi-
ans. In this place there is an image of Herakles. … The high place with most
of the altars of the Tegeans is called the place of Zeus Klarios. … I also saw
the following things in Tegea: the house of Aleos, the tomb of Echemos, and,
engraved on a stele, the fight between Echemos and Hyllos.

As you go from Tegea towards Lakonia, there is on the left of the road an
altar of Pan, and another of Zeus Lykaios.25 (Paus. 8.53.6-11)
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Some sights are presented without any information about their location,
but at first Pausanias seems to follow a route, describing monuments in
relation to each other. The elevated place (chôrion hypsêlon) with the
altars has not been identified, since there are no notable hills within the
territory of the ancient city, but Pausanias’ usual mode of city descriptions
suggests that he is still inside the town. The point where he moves on to
the countryside is reached suddenly, but it is clearly marked by indicating
the road to Lakonia. This description provides only a very vague notion of
the layout of Tegea, and we get no sense of what the city looked like.26

Pausanias’ mental site maps become far more structured and distinct
once their historical component is taken into account. The noteworthy
objects described at a site may not be well located in space, but usually
they are linked to a particular point in time. An object does not itself need
to date to the correct period to represent a specific aspect of the past: it is
usually enough if it evokes a relevant memory, as may a work of art that
is much later than the period in question but that depicts an important
character or aspect of the story. These chronological links are rarely
explicit and they may not always be immediately apparent to a modern
reader. Almost every monument comes with a story or at least a reference
to a prominent figure or event, which would allow an ancient pepaideu-
menos to connect it with a particular generation or period. In addition,
Pausanias’ genealogies and historical accounts provide a chronological
framework which accommodates most of the events or characters he
mentions in his site descriptions. This combination of theôrêmata and
logoi, description and comments, is characteristic for the Periegesis, and
in order to understand the structure of Pausanias’ Greek landscape it is
important to consider them together, as the author intended. Monuments
or stories are not just fixed in the local topography: they are also assigned
their place in time. In the larger cities this produces a mental map with
historical layers which surface in different locations in the town or the
surrounding countryside wherever a place is in some way connected with
a particular period or story.

I return to Tegea to illustrate how Pausanias’ text reflects the historical
topography. The description starts with a typical historical introduction
which summarises a few highlights of the city’s past without attempting
a continuous narrative.

The Tegeans say that under Tegeates, son of Lykaon, only the region was
named after him, and the inhabitants lived in villages (dêmoi) … In the reign
of Apheidas a ninth deme, called Apheidantes, was added. Aleos was the
founder of the modern city. Apart from the events in which they participated
together with the Arkadians, which include the Trojan War, the Persian
Wars and the battle at Dipaia against the Spartans, and, apart from what
has already been mentioned, the Tegeans have the following famous deeds
of their own: in spite of his wounds Ankaios, the son of Lykourgos, stood up
to the Kalydonian Boar. … When the Herakleidai returned to the Pelopon-
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nese, the Tegean Echemos, son of Aeropos, beat Hyllos in single combat. The
Tegeans were the first of the Arkadians to resist an attack of the Spartans,
and they took most of them prisoner.27 (Paus. 8.45.1-3)

There are some significant omissions in this summary, but the events that
are included represent an uncontroversial selection. A foundation myth
was obligatory and, as so often in cities of mainland Greece, the Tegean
story is not very distinctive. All other episodes mentioned were familiar to
educated Greeks because they were well represented in the Greek literary
tradition. The Tegean king Aleos played an important part in the story of
Telephos, a hero who was part of the cycle of stories connected with the
Trojan War. Aleos’ daughter Auge was raped by Herakles, and after her
son Telephos was born she and her child were driven out of Tegea to be
killed. They survived and came to Asia Minor, where Telephos opposed the
Greeks on their way to Troy. This story was the subject of plays by
Sophokles and Euripides which are now lost, and Telephos’ fame further
increased with the rise of Pergamon, which claimed him as its founding
hero.28 The Kalydonian boar hunt is often referred to in ancient literature,
and besides its main characters Meleager and Atalante it could feature a
variable cast of participants. The Tegean version predictably emphasised
the role of a local hero.29 The reference to the Trojan War refers to Tegea’s
entry among the Arkadian forces in the Catalogue of Ships. The stories of
Echemos’ fight with Hyllos, the victory over the Spartans, Tegea’s involve-
ment in the Persian Wars and the battle of Dipaia are all mentioned in
Herodotos’ Histories.30

The wider context for most of these events is provided by the list of
Arkadian kings presented at the beginning of Book VIII:31 Lykaon, Aphei-
das, Aleos, Lykourgos and Echemos are all part of the mythical Arkadian
royal family. References to the Kalydonian boar hunt and to the death of
Hyllos, son of Herakles, establish connections to well-known myths. The
Spartan defeat is a specifically Tegean event which readers might find less
easy to place within the wider Greek tradition. Pausanias provides appro-
priate connections: the event is mentioned in his Spartan chronology, and
later on, in the course of the description of Tegea, a rough date is provided
by naming the defeated Spartan king.32 The reference to ‘common
Arkadian achievements’ serves as a reminder of the list of historical
exploits presented in the regional introduction at the beginning of Book
VIII, perhaps also with a nod to readers who knew about these events from
the Iliad and Herodotos and expected them to be included.33 Pausanias’
focus in this passage is on those episodes of Tegean history that were also
particularly well represented in the monuments and stories he was about
to record.

Equipped with this framework of major events in local myth-history,
the reader is ready to set off to explore the sights. The temple of Athena
Alea was Tegea’s major sanctuary, which attracted many visitors from
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outside and was therefore a particularly important location to present the
community at its best. This was already the case in the fifth century, when
Herodotos mentions two significant exhibits in the temple, namely the
fetters of the Spartan captives and the manger of Mardonios, taken as
booty from the Persian camp after the battle of Plataia.34 When the temple
was built in the fourth century, its pediments were designed to show a
local version of the Kalydonian boar hunt and the fight between Telephos
and Achilles.35 As in many Greek sanctuaries, a collection of noteworthy
dedications was exhibited in the temple. Pausanias mentions a sacred
couch of Athena which is given no historical significance, but the other
exhibits mentioned are all duly linked with highlights of Tegean history:
the fetters of the Spartan prisoners were still there, and there was also the
shield of Marpessa, a woman who had fought the Spartans. Pausanias also
saw the remains of the hide of the Kalydonian boar and an image of
Telephos’ mother Auge.36 He seems to be in no doubt that the ancient
objects could have survived the fire that destroyed the earlier temple. The
archaic image of Athena and the tusks of the Kalydonian boar had been
taken by Augustus and could now be seen at Rome. By adding a descrip-
tion of these venerable objects in their new location Pausanias does his
best to restore them to his version of the Tegean memorial landscape.37

Beyond this focal point of Tegean self-presentation reminders of the
past are dotted about the urban and rural landscape, and different aspects
of one story can be attached to several locations. For example, Herodotos
reports that the Spartans received an ambiguous Delphic oracle which
seemed to promise them the land of Tegea. They attacked, bringing chains
for the prisoners they were expecting to make, but were defeated and
bound with the fetters they had brought.38 Pausanias never tells the whole
story at length, but the full significance of the Tegean tradition becomes
clear only when Herodotos is taken into account, particularly when we are
presented with the very chains of the Spartans which the historian had
seen about six hundred years earlier. We also get a sense that there were
more than just one battle between the two neighbours, which coincides
with Herodotos’ vague reference to continued Spartan defeats.39 With the
classical account in mind Pausanias moves around Tegea, reminding
readers of the story wherever he finds an appropriate memorial and
adding new local details. He connects a particular festival to a Spartan
winter attack and a rather confusing stratagem that brought the Tegeans
success. A statue of Ares Gynaikothoinas (‘he who entertains women’) on
the agora evokes a story of Tegean women who donned armour and helped
to bring about the capture of the Spartans with their king Charillos; we
have already come across the shield of the women’s leader in the temple
of Athena Alea.40 Apart from votives in the temple there was also the
Halotia (Capture) festival celebrated in the stadium to commemorate the
Tegean success. As Pausanias is leaving Tegea on the road to Thyrea he
mentions the empty tomb of Orestes: this is a reference to the conclusion
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of Herodotos’ account where the Spartans finally gain the upper hand over
Tegea by bringing the bones of Orestes to Sparta.41

The story of Auge and Telephos also left several traces in the Tegean
landscape. In this case objects in the temple provide only additional
references, and the places where parts of the story had actually taken
place are more significant. A statue of Herakles with a wound sustained
in a battle against the sons of Hippokoon is a reminder of the reason why
the hero came to Tegea: he was on his way to attack Sparta and asked
Aleos for support.42 Pausanias points out a spring where Herakles sub-
sequently raped the king’s daughter. The story continues at a temple of
Eileithyia in the agora: Aleos had found out that his daughter Auge was
pregnant and ordered her to be exposed at sea. The sanctuary marked the
place where she gave birth as she was being dragged away, and it was
therefore called ‘Auge on her knees’. Mother and child were then put into
a wooden chest which was thrown into the sea, which, incidentally, is a
long way from Tegea. There was another version of the story in which Auge
secretly gave birth to Telephos and the child was exposed alone, surviving
because he was suckled by a deer (elaphos) which conveniently supplied
an etymology for his name.43 The Tegean landscape also had room for this
alternative version: on the road to Argos there was a sacred precinct
(temenos) of Telephos which marked the place where the infant had been
found. Pausanias notes the contradiction between the stories, but he does
not declare either of them invalid and he notes that both versions were
current among the Tegeans. The existence of monuments supporting each
version made it difficult to come to a definite conclusion.44

Other historical ‘layers’ of the Tegean landscape can be identified,
especially a range of monuments connected to the three founding heroes.45

Pausanias’ choice of monuments and his historical introduction represent
the same selection process, probably a combination of his own preferences
and choices made by the locals over the centuries. A few items without
links to these main themes were also included, namely the memorial of
Philopoimen, monuments honouring Tegean lawgivers and an Olympic
victor, and a temple of Artemis Hegemone dedicated by a man who ousted
Aristomelidas, an otherwise unknown tyrant of Orchomenos.46 These ex-
amples show that Pausanias’ scheme was not so rigid that it would have
prevented him from including anything that seemed of sufficient interest.
There are sites where the monumental landscape represents a wider
range of events than at Tegea. Nevertheless, most cities of sufficient size
offered Pausanias an opportunity to present groups of monuments with
connections to those aspects of the past that were particularly significant
for the local community.

Every city in the Periegesis has its own unique selection of historical
highlights. The crucial question is whether it is Pausanias who is doing
the selecting, or whether many of his choices were made for him by the
local people who remembered, adapted and indeed forgot aspects of their
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local history, a process which went on for centuries and which had shaped
their memorial landscape. In local oral tradition, history is not static: it is
selected, interpreted and manipulated, and therefore develops with the
community’s sense of identity. Herodotos, six centuries earlier than
Pausanias and in so many ways his model, took it for granted that there
would be different local versions of historical events, and he accommo-
dated them in his work.

In Roman Greece the past was more important than ever because the
Greeks, collectively as well as in communities and as individuals, often
needed to emphasise their impressive history to maintain their status of
cultural superiority.47 As the perception of the past changed, new monu-
ments were set up and old ones were re-interpreted or abandoned. In
Athens a number of classical temples and altars were even moved to the
agora to create a new memorial landscape with ‘genuine’ historical roots.48

Pausanias’ Periegesis reflects the results of such selective processes. For
example, at Tegea he mentions the Persian Wars in the historical intro-
duction, but he does not present a single monument that commemorates
this crucial event. This omission is surprising because most cities prided
themselves on their Persian War record and Herodotos emphasises the
valiant role of the Tegeans, particularly in the battle of Plataia.49 This gap
in Pausanias’ Tegean history probably reflects an actual peculiarity of the
local memorial landscape, the result of a selection process that took place
over time. It seems that the Tegeans preferred to present themselves as
implacable enemies of their dominant southern neighbour, Sparta, and
this version of the past could hardly be reconciled with the image of the
Tegeans as a loyal Spartan ally which emerges from Herodotos and other
major classical texts.50 The complete absence of any connections to the
Persian Wars is particularly uncharacteristic for Pausanias, who shows so
much interest in both Herodotos and the struggle for Greek freedom. He
does not discuss the issue, but it seems unlikely that he did not notice the
fact that of the two dedications Herodotos saw in the temple of Athena
Alea the shackles of the Spartan prisoners had survived, while the monu-
mental bronze manger captured in the Persian camp after the battle of
Plataia had disappeared. For anyone familiar with Herodotos the gap
would be conspicuous without needing further comment. As we have seen
at Panopeus, such a discrepancy between the literary tradition and the
memorial landscape could be deeply disconcerting for Pausanias. Tegea,
however, was still a sizeable city with plenty of material to collect and
report, which probably made it easier to pass over this obvious gap in the
local tradition without discussing it further.

Pausanias had to work with the monuments and stories he found on
site, but this would still have left him with a good deal of freedom to select
and emphasise what he found worth recording. Ultimately, the literary
image of the memorial landscape is essentially his creation, even if it
echoes local preferences.51 Pausanias’ selectivity is a standard subject of
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scholarly comment, with an emphasis on his tendency to ignore the history
and monuments of the Hellenistic and Roman periods.52 At Tegea the only
monument that is explicitly Hellenistic is the statue of Philopoimen. The
story of the man who killed the tyrant of Orchomenos, if historical at all,
is also likely to be Hellenistic, and with it presumably the temple of
Artemis Hegemone.53 Both episodes are isolated within the monumental
landscape of Tegea. Only one event in three hundred years of Roman rule
was worth recording, namely Augustus’ decision to take away the image
of Athena Alea because the Tegeans had not taken his side against Mark
Antony, and no single monument or building is identified as Roman.
Nevertheless, Pausanias is not attempting to present a fantasy image of
Greece centuries before his own time. The ruins reported in the country-
side around Tegea are a stark reminder that we are indeed seeing the
landscape of the Roman imperial period.54 In fact, it is likely that a number
of the monuments described in Tegea were indeed of a late date, but this
was not in itself of sufficient interest, and in the text they serve as
references to earlier periods while their own date is never discussed.
Pausanias did not set himself a rule to ignore later monuments. As in
Tegea, most of his city descriptions focus on objects that cluster around
important aspects of local history. In some cities, for example Corinth or
Tegea’s northern neighbour Mantinea, this includes episodes of Roman or
Hellenistic history. In the light of the general preference for earlier periods
among Pausanias’ contemporaries, however, it is not surprising that the
major themes in most cities’ memorial landscape revolved around myths
or archaic and classical history.

The quality and interest of the material are also important aspects of
the selection process. Pausanias was particularly attracted by items that
were in some way connected to the common Greek tradition, and his
readers were likely to find a story or monument more impressive if they
could relate it to the classical texts that they all knew. Well-known
narratives gained a sense of location and intensified reality when physical
remains and traces were considered, and there was a chance that new
aspects of a story could be discovered where it had actually taken place.55

The Periegesis therefore often focuses on features in the local memorial
landscape that could be linked to famous events or that involved well-
known mythical or historical characters. Monuments are also particularly
attractive if they can be attributed to a well-known artist. Again,
Pausanias’ local informants were likely to agree with such preferences,
because their tradition played a crucial part in their interaction with
outsiders, and widely recognised stories were likely to have a greater
impact.56 At Tegea, we can observe that the adaptation and selection of
local tradition to correspond to well-known texts had been going on for
some time. For example, the themes selected for the pediments of the
fourth-century temple, Telephos and the Kalydonian boar hunt, both
involve prominent Tegeans, but they are also part of mainstream Greek
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tradition, and the boar hunt was probably adapted to include more local
heroes.57 The contradictory stories and monuments connected with the fate
of Auge and the infant Telephos also seem to indicate a willingness to
accommodate the literary tradition. The local variants of the story docu-
mented by Pausanias were probably influenced by the versions of
Sophokles and Euripides. In fact, it is likely that Telephos, the king of the
Mysians in Asia Minor, originally had no connections with Arkadian
Tegea at all, although by the end of the sixth century BC the link had been
established.58 The historical landscape of Tegea therefore reflects a com-
munication between local, mostly oral, tradition and the literary tradition
that all Greeks had in common. Pausanias selects what seems most
noteworthy to him, not least in the light of what was known from the
classical texts, but the local tradition he found was already adapted to suit
such interests.

Pausanias’ city descriptions are further enhanced by his many com-
ments on sacred sites and ritual practice. This aspect of the landscape is
distinctive, but it is also closely integrated with local history because most
sanctuaries are connected to myths or even historical events. At the same
time, rituals and cult activities helped to define the monumental land-
scape. This is particularly striking in Olympia, where Pausanias decides
to organise his description of the many altars in the sanctuary in the order
in which the Eleans used to sacrifice on them.59 A description of the sacred
precinct at Olympia was a complex task because the space between the
larger buildings was crowded with altars and statues which were not
arranged in any clear topographical order. Pausanias tries to control the
chaos by describing altars, statues of Zeus and statues of Olympic victors
separately. His decision to list the altars in the traditional order of
sacrifice does not just restore a link between monuments and topography:
it also reminds us that tradition and ritual give meaning to a site that
would otherwise merely appear as a chaotic collection of ancient objects.
The influence of local rituals on the format of Pausanias’ city descriptions
is less apparent, but information about the religious significance of par-
ticular places, and comments on local cult practice, add extra depth to the
description. This is particularly clear when Pausanias encounters rather
inconspicuous places, simple caves or trees for example, which gain great
importance because of their role in local religion. From the earliest days
of the Greek city, rituals had also been used to strengthen spatial connec-
tions between different parts of a community’s territory as well as between
sanctuaries in different cities. Such connections could be marked by
processions or, in the case of sanctuaries that were further away, sacred
embassies and pilgrimage.60 Myths, particularly foundation stories, and
similarities between divinities, cult images or ritual practice further
added to the network of sacred links between cities and sanctuaries. For
example, a number of cities celebrated mysteries of Demeter similar to
those of Eleusis, and there was usually a myth which explained their
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relationship with the Athenian sanctuary.61 Pausanias reports many such
sacred relationships, establishing topographical connections which tran-
scend mere geography. Such links can also reach far beyond mainland
Greece, and through their many monuments that defined such connec-
tions Olympia and Delphi in particular offered him an opportunity to
survey much of the Greek world.62

There is one ancient text which shares many of the typical traits of
Pausanias’ city descriptions, namely Lucian’s Dea Syria which deals with
the sanctuary of Atagartis at Hierapolis in Syria. This text is written in a
language that imitates Herodotos’ Ionic Greek, but, like Pausanias, it
focuses on monuments, history and rituals. Lucian’s narrator presents
himself as a devout Hellenised Syrian who has researched the history of
the monuments and rituals at Hierapolis in order to present them to a
Greek audience.63 The description is almost overwhelmed by the amount
of information about mythical history and details about the cult, but it
follows a route from the entrance of the precinct to the temple which
receives most of his attention, and then it discusses the monuments
outside the temple while proceeding to the sacred lake. The narrator
expresses a personal religious investment in the site which we sometimes
also glimpse in the Periegesis, as, for example, at the oracle of Trophonios.64

Compared with the Dea Syria, however, Pausanias’ site descriptions seem
sober and restrained. Parts of the account provide realistic details about
Hierapolis but some passages seem ludicrously exaggerated.65 Lucian’s
work almost seems like a parody of the Periegesis because it echoes many
of Pausanias’ mannerisms and usually exaggerates them just a little so as
to make them seem absurd. Lucian was a close contemporary of
Pausanias, and it is possible that he knew at least part of the Periegesis,
although there is no conclusive proof of a direct connection between the
two authors.66 The similarities between the two texts can be explained by
their common model, Herodotos. Lucian’s choice of Ionic Greek supports
the idea that the work is a deliberate pastiche of the ethnographical
digressions in Herodotos’ Histories. The Dea Syria shares more similari-
ties with the Periegesis even than does Herodotos because both Lucian and
Pausanias apply their model to detailed site descriptions, and they are
equally influenced by the interests and scholarly traditions of their own
time.

Pausanias’ preoccupation with monuments, history and local tradition
was not unusual for an educated Greek in the second century AD. Every
Greek was intimately familiar with the monuments and stories of his own
city, not least because the identity of every polis was so closely connected
with its memorial landscape. A pepaideumenos would also have a thor-
ough knowledge of Athens and perhaps a few other prominent sites.67

What is unique about the Periegesis is Pausanias’ careful investigation of
the objects and traditions of so many communities which could be achieved
only by meticulous and personal exploration. Pausanias’ Greece is more
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than a sum of all these local details, but his approach recognises that the
variety of individual polis identities characterised Greekness just as much
as the many cultural traits that all Greeks had in common.
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8

Considering Works of Art

As you enter the temple they call the Parthenon, the sculptures in the
pediment represent the birth of Athena, and those on the other side show the
quarrel over the land between Athena and Poseidon. The cult statue itself is
made of ivory and gold. The image of a sphinx is set upon the middle of her
helmet … and on either side of the helmet are griffins. … the statue of
Athena is upright, with a chitôn (tunic) that reaches to her feet, and on her
breast she has the head of Medusa worked in ivory. She holds a statue of
Nike which is about four cubits [2 metres] high, and she has a spear in her
hand; by her feet lies a shield, and near the spear is a serpent. This serpent
would be Erichthonios. The birth of Pandora is shown on the base of the
statue.1 (Paus. 1.24.5, 7)

This is Pausanias’ description of one of the most significant temples in the
Greek world, in his time as well as today. The details he provides are
valuable: this passage was instrumental in understanding the remains of
the pedimental sculptures of the Parthenon and it supported the identifi-
cation of replicas of Pheidias’ famous chryselephantine statue.2 A closer
consideration of this passage, however, also shows just how much
Pausanias does not tell us. The description of the image focuses on the
material, basic posture and attributes of the statue, without giving read-
ers a sense of style or expression. While the statue is lost, the temple itself
and its elaborate sculptural decorations are very well-known. The statue
groups of the pediments and particularly the frieze with its depiction of a
Panathenaic procession caused a sensation when they were exhibited in
London in the early nineteenth century. The Italian sculptor Canova was
consulted on the artistic value of the marbles, and he could hardly have
expressed his admiration in more enthusiastic terms:

     
I admire in [the marbles] the truth of nature combined with the choice of
beautiful forms: everything about them breathes animation, with a singular
truth of expression, and with a degree of skill which is the more exquisite as
it is without the least affectation of the pomp of art, which is concealed with
admirable address. The naked figures are real flesh, in its native beauty.3 (A.
Canova, 10 November 1815)

In spite of their damaged state, detached from their original setting and
without their original colouring, Pheidias’ designs made a great impres-
sion and they are still considered seminal works of western art. Pausanias
had a chance to see the Parthenon complete and in a good state of repair,
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but his only reference to the sculptures is a quick note on the theme of the
pedimental sculptures. Did he even see the frieze, placed high up on the
wall behind the outer colonnade? What did he make of the style and
composition of the sculptures?

Pausanias’ descriptions are often surprising and at times disappoint-
ing, and, although his work had a significant impact on the development
of modern art history, his approach has little in common with today’s
methods of art analysis.4 In this chapter I investigate Pausanias’ descrip-
tions of art in their contemporary cultural context. Art, that is to say
sculpture, painting and architecture, played an important role in the lives
of Greek communities and their educated élites. The presentation of art
works in the Periegesis depends on the display and perceived significance
of the original on site, and the text also needed to be shaped to accommo-
date the interests and previous knowledge that could be expected from
potential readers. In antiquity, discussing art meant much more than just
commenting on an artefact’s appearance and interpreting the artist’s
methods and intentions: works of art could serve as the basis of learned
discussions that went far beyond straightforward description, and some
had a deeper meaning, particularly when they were displayed in a sacred
context. Pausanias could draw on a long literary tradition of ekphrasis, the
description of art, which reached a particularly high degree of sophistica-
tion in the second century AD. The many references to works of art have
an important role to play as a characteristic ingredient of the Periegesis as
a literary creation.

Many Greek cities of the Roman period would have had a lot of art on
public display: architecture, particularly temples, as well as a variety of
sculpture including honorary statues, sacred images, relief stêlai and
architectural sculpture. Paintings were displayed in temples or other
public buildings, alongside a mix of miscellaneous objects, from works of
art and elaborate cult equipment to historical war booty and fossilised
bones.5 This image of a typical city’s collection of artefacts could be pieced
together from ancient literature without the Periegesis, but Pausanias
offers by far the most detailed overview, providing information about the
setting of public art in numerous sites of Roman Greece, and about its
meaning for the local community. Individual examples are often men-
tioned only in passing, but the sheer amount of material adds up to a
comprehensive picture. Caylus, an eighteenth-century French artist who
read Pausanias to learn more about Greek art,6 counted ‘about 2827’
statues mentioned in the Periegesis, but this was not a reliable number
because Pausanias often just passes through a public space with a note
that there are ‘some statues’. As already noted, in Olympia alone
Pausanias records about two hundred statues of Olympic victors, and that
was, as he tells us quite clearly, just a selection of the most noteworthy
specimens. According to Caylus, the Periegesis also records 50 reliefs, 24
chariots, 40 statues of animals, 131 paintings and 713 temples.7 When
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Pausanias describes buildings he is most likely to comment on the sculp-
tural decoration, and if he discusses the architecture at all he might
merely identify the architectural order or point out unique features. Only
a very small fraction of ancient art survives, but there are enough exam-
ples of buildings and statues to give us an impression, while for paintings
we rely almost entirely on descriptions in ancient texts. Pausanias men-
tions a significant number of paintings, and in a few cases he discusses an
art work in detail.8

Art description in the Periegesis follows the same principle of variety
that we have already observed in Pausanias’ treatment of history. In many
cases he simply mentions the existence of an artefact, and if he provides
additional information he often just gives the artist’s name or identifies a
subject or theme. Remarks about the size or the material of statues are
relatively common and sometimes he notes individual attributes, espe-
cially if the work has a sacred function or meaning. There are, however,
also a few ‘set piece’ examples of ekphrasis where the detailed description
of a particular work of art takes up several pages of text. The most
extensive examples deal with Polygnotos’ paintings in the Lesche (Club-
house) of the Knidians at Delphi and with the scenes on the Chest of Kypselos,
an exhibit in the Heraion of Olympia which probably dated to the seventh
century and featured a large number of images with mythical themes.9

Pausanias’ descriptions in these cases are so elaborate that reconstructions
of the images have been attempted.10 On both art works the depicted mythical
figures were identified by inscriptions.11 Pausanias gives a long list of all the
people shown, with short remarks about their iconography and positioning
and a discussion of the meaning of individual scenes.

All these descriptions were written for a readership which was thor-
oughly familiar with public art in Greek cities, but Pausanias could
probably offer information that was not widely known, such as references
to lesser-known works of famous masters, and details about unknown
artists: after all, he mentions 179 sculptors and 16 painters, and many
have more than one work to their credit.12 In spite of persistent Roman
looting, Greece still offered fascinating examples of archaic or classical art,
sometimes tucked away in the dark corner of some temple and hardly
known to educated circles beyond the local community. Art connoisseur-
ship ranked highly as an élite pursuit, because it was part of the higher
education that marked the true pepaideumenos. For members of the
wealthy élite, however, an understanding of art was more than just an
academic subject, because they were also actively involved in the commis-
sioning of public art or buildings.13 When Second Sophistic authors
displayed their expertise in art history they could confidently expect that
their readers would understand the subject. Pausanias uses complex
comparisons of style, material and technique to interpret works of art and
to determine relative dates.14 He expects his readers to accept that it is
possible to identify the works of particular artists, and his descriptions
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seem to assume a familiarity with individual artists’ styles as well as a
more general idea of the development of Greek art.15

This assumption of a knowledge about art that all educated Greeks
shared is implicit in the Periegesis, but Lucian’s Eikones (Images or
Pictures) illustrates just how much could be expected. Lucian evokes the
image of an ideal woman by assembling aspects of well-known statues and
paintings: this creative exercise in art connoisseurship could achieve its
full effect only if readers could draw on their own knowledge of these works
to recreate the image in their minds.16 An expertise in art history and a
familiarity with different artists’ styles can be acquired only by comparing
and analysing many examples. In the absence of cheap, easily transport-
able reproductions such as photographs, aspiring art experts had to rely
on originals or high quality copies. The locations of famous masterpieces
were therefore on the itinerary for an aspiring pepaideumenos who was
travelling to increase his knowledge. Surviving examples of ancient sculp-
ture suggest that copies of classical statues were common, at least in Italy,
and there were also replicas of celebrated paintings.17 It is likely that in
the large cultural centres it would have been possible to find good copies
of many well-known works of art, although there is no evidence of system-
atic collections for educational purposes.

     
There is also a sanctuary of Apollo which is very old, as are the sculptures
on the pediments. The wooden image (xoanon) of the god is also ancient; it
is nude and of a very large size. None of the locals could name the artist, but
anyone who has already seen the Herakles of Sikyon would assume that the
Apollo of Aigeira is a work by the same artist, namely Laphaes of Phleious.18

(Paus. 7.26.6)

Pausanias was confident of his own expertise in assessing art. His exten-
sive travel and detailed research in many Greek sites are likely to have
resulted in a knowledge of Greek art well beyond the most famous master-
pieces. In the passage above a comparison between two similar statues is
used to identify the artist of an uncredited work.19 Pausanias could draw
on many comparative examples and he realised that stylistic analysis is
useful to categorise works of art. Such a judgement relies on the assump-
tion that artists have individual styles which can be identified by an
experienced viewer. He describes styles in terms that were probably
generally recognised, for example the name of the architectural orders,
and regional styles of sculpture such as Attic or Aeginetan.20 The
criteria that allow the identification of a particular style are never fully
explained, and the closest he comes to discussing the characteristics of
a specific style is when he states rather vaguely that Daidalos’ works
are ‘rather unshapely to look at but nevertheless the divine is manifest
in them’.21

It is likely that Pausanias knew literature about art and artists, al-
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though he does not discuss his own theoretical thoughts on art criticism.22

Pollitt presents a collection of specialised Greek terms that were used to
describe the qualities of art. Pausanias uses a fair range of words to
describe what he has seen, but his technical vocabulary is less varied than
that of authors more interested in matters of style and expression, be it in
art or literature, especially Lucian.23 In fact, Pausanias is rarely interested
in matters that were central to ancient art criticism, for example the effect
of an art work on the viewer, or the analysis of an artist’s methods of
mimesis, the imitation of the natural world. Lucian comments on problems
of focus in some art descriptions:

     
There are some who leave out or just touch upon the great and memorable
events, and, through lack of education or taste and because of their ignorance
of what to mention and what to leave out, they expound extensively and
laboriously on the smallest details. This is just like someone who overlooks
the overall beauty of the Zeus of Olympia and fails to praise and describe it
for those who do not know it, while admiring the good workmanship and
finish of the footstool and the fine proportions of the base, describing them
with the greatest attention to detail.24 (Lucian Hist. Conscr. 27)

This example of a ‘failed’ description of a great work of art is uncannily
close to a summary of Pausanias’ description of Pheidias’ Zeus at Olympia.
Pausanias gives a quick overview of the posture and attributes of the god,
in much the same manner as in his description of the same artist’s Athena
Parthenos at the beginning of this chapter, but he adds a meticulous
discussion of the reliefs on the throne and footstool. There is no conclusive
evidence that Lucian knew Pausanias’ work, but he shows that some
ancient pepaideumenoi with a special interest in sophisticated art criti-
cism may have found Pausanias’ approach wanting, just as art historians
do today.

When Pausanias describes the appearance of an art work he often starts
with the material of which it was made, especially if it was in some way
different from the norm. He comments on building materials, for example
the colourful marble so fashionable in his own time, but he also distin-
guishes different types of the more conventional white marble, and he
mentions local limestone, fired brick and mud brick.25 Details about mate-
rial and technique were particularly relevant for the description of
statues. Bronze statues were the standard, and many were made of white
marble, which is sometimes identified as coming from a particular source,
such as Pentelic or Parian, while coloured marble was comparatively rare
in sculpture.26 Pausanias was particularly interested in wooden statues
because to him this simple material usually indicated that they were
particularly ancient.27 Some statues were made of a combination of materials,
such as gold and ivory mounted on a wooden substructure (chryselephantine
statues), or wooden torsos with hands and faces made of stone (acroliths).
Special attention is paid to extraordinary materials, for example a statue
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of gold and hippopotamus teeth or one of amber.28 In this latter case the
ambiguous meaning of the Greek word for amber, êlektron, leads to a
comment on amber and on the alloy of gold and silver that was known
under the same name. Pausanias also examines the properties of other
materials: for example there is a list of the types of wood that could be used
for statues and a discussion of the merit of brick walls for defence pur-
poses.29 The description of the Zeus of Olympia ends with an excursus on
the upkeep of ivory statues followed by an enquiry into the nature of
ivory.30 He was interested in the technical process involved in the making
of sculpture, and sometimes he discusses how a statue was made, espe-
cially if the technique was ancient or unusual.31 A special technique could
raise a statue into the category ‘worth seeing’ and therefore earn it an
entry in the Periegesis: once he even recommends a statue to ‘anyone who
prefers workmanship to mere antiquity’, and another is noteworthy be-
cause it is made of iron, which is especially difficult to work.32

Many references to works of art in the Periegesis are, as has been said,
very short; if an object is described at all, the text often includes only a few
essential aspects. As soon as Pausanias embarked on a more extensive
description, however, he was following an ancient literary tradition
which would have been familiar to his audience. Ekphrasis was an
ingredient of Greek literature from its very beginning in the Homeric
epics. The most impressive example is the extensive description of
Achilles’ shield in the Iliad, but there are many passages in the Iliad as
well as in the Odyssey which give some details about a variety of
artefacts.33 Hellenistic poetry added to the tradition by emphasising the
experience of an observer discovering and decoding a work of art.34 In
Pausanias’ time ekphrasis became part of the well-stocked literary
toolkit of orators and writers. Rhetorical exercises (progymnasmata) for
aspiring sophists included such descriptive accounts which could be
useful in many contexts, because they did not only deal with works of
art but also with places, circumstances, events, persons, animals and
various objects.35 There are, however, a number of works of the Second
Sophistic period in which the description of art takes pride of place.
Ekphrasis was probably a routine part of the activities of a performing
orator: it would be useful in the standard topic of praising a city, but
references to art could serve to illustrate an argument in many contexts
and were easy to include because speeches would usually be delivered in
public places filled with works of art. Lucian’s De Domo presents a
rhetorical contest between orators who discuss the influence of a magnifi-
cent building on their performance. Their arguments include references to
their surroundings and one participant provides short descriptions of the
paintings displayed in the hall.36 Ekphrasis, however, primarily has the
power to create an image of an object that is not present, and it was
therefore not dependent on a particular location or context. In historio-
graphy the description of buildings in particular can be useful to set the
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scene.37 Narrative texts such as the Greek novels included descriptions of
art works as literary devices, for example to enhance the interpretation of
events or to foreshadow what was going to happen next.38 In rhetorical
texts works of art could be introduced to underline a specific point or to
illustrate a line of argument, while also giving the author a chance to show
his credentials as a connoisseur.39 Finally, there are texts that concentrate
on ekphrasis, most prominently the Eikones of the older and the younger
Philostratos.40 These texts ostensibly follow a tour around an art collection,
with descriptions of a series of paintings.

Rhetorical handbooks suggested that the main purpose of ekphrasis
was to allow the audience to visualise the object that was being described.41

It may therefore come as a surprise that only a few of the surviving
examples in Second Sophistic texts attempt, let alone achieve, this goal in
the literal sense of allowing their reader to imagine what the object in
question actually looks like. The Eikones of the Philostrati demonstrate
the main focus of ancient art description: instead of exploring the visual
aspects of a painting, they are mainly concerned with deciphering its
content and with exploring its meaning and effect on the reader.42 The
author may discuss the expressions of figures or the setting of a scene, but
the image is often described as if the viewer were observing a real event,
looking at real people or objects: we are told what happens in the scene, or
what a person looks like and what feelings their face and gestures are
expressing. Ancient ekphrasis is rarely concerned with how the painter
has created the image and what visual means were employed to generate
a particular impression, and frequently the reader is not even given a clear
idea of the composition of the picture. These texts are, however, quite
clear about the fact that they are dealing with images rather than real
life, because they explore how the viewer interacts with art. The Eik-
ones comment on the contrast between the artificial nature of a
painting and the realistic impression it can achieve, they respond to a
viewer’s questions about the content and meaning of an image, and they
expand on the themes that arise from this discussion. In this way,
literary ekphrasis attempts to enhance the viewer’s (and the reader’s)
encounter with an image, and it progresses well beyond a purely visual
experience.43

Of all the authors of the period, Lucian is most sensitive to visual details
and therefore comes closest to our own mode of art analysis. He uses all
the devices of conventional ancient ekphrasis, but when he describes a
painting he can also pay attention to the painter’s technique and the
composition of the image.44 Lucian’s most comprehensive description deals
with Zeuxis’ painting of a family of centaurs. The context is a discussion
of the relative merit of unusual ideas and technical skills, which gives
Lucian a reason to focus on the way in which the painter creates a
particular visual impression, while the theme of the work remains secon-
dary.45 The description focuses on aspects of the image that are
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particularly complex, such as the complicated position of the female
centaur as she lies on the ground feeding her children. Lucian explains
how Zeuxis carefully combines appropriate aspects of the bodies of human
and horse to depict the wildness of the male in contrast with the more
refined appearance of the female, while also making the centaurs seem
like coherent characters. The text also notes how the interaction between
the different figures is depicted, and offers comments on the finer points
of the design, such as the precise lines, a good use of colour, shadows,
perspective, proportion and symmetry.

Pausanias’ extensive descriptions do not exhaust the possibilities of
ancient ekphrasis, let alone those of Lucian’s exceptional example. Apart
from aspects of material and technique he shows some interest in icono-
graphy, which usually serves to support the interpretation of a work of art:
Pausanias’ main concern is to decipher the content of an image, and he
rarely pays attention to the impact of an art work on the viewer.46 The most
complex ekphrasis in the Periegesis is the description of Polygnotos’ paint-
ings in the Lesche of the Knidians at Delphi.47 Pausanias faithfully lists all
the characters that were included in every part of the painting, giving
barely more than their names, which were supplied by inscriptions. His
main aim is to understand what the image can tell him about individual
characters and the story as a whole.48 There are few references to the
painter’s visual interpretation of the scenes, but Pausanias comments on
iconographical details, noting, for example, the clothing, hairstyle and
attributes of some figures, and occasionally he also mentions the colour of
particular features. The viewer is guided through the image, moving from
scene to scene, and Pausanias’ directions provide some information about
the composition of the painting, as when he points out that some scenes
are depicted above others. This suggests that the painting loosely ar-
ranged its figures and scenes in several tiers, as can be seen on some
classical vases. Pausanias does not actually attempt to convey what the
picture looked like – Stansbury-O’Donnell’s reconstruction reproduces the
order and approximate location of the scenes as they are described in the
text, but for its design has to rely on appropriate vase paintings – and it is
completely impossible to imagine colours and shading.49 This disregard for
the visual aspects and artistic qualities of art works is most striking in
Pausanias’ most extensive ekphraseis, but it characterises his general
approach to art. In fact, Pausanias’ complete silence on design, expression
or style is even more remarkable in the case of his description of the Chest
of Kypselos.50 Here he was dealing with a style that must have seemed
unusual and thrillingly ancient, but although Pausanias clearly wrestles
with an unfamiliar iconography, and though he describes the archaic
design of the inscriptions, he mentions only one aspect that betrays the
high age of the images, namely a centaur with human forelegs.51 The
closest Pausanias ever comes to an analytic description of the archaic style
are his comments on an athlete’s statue in Phigalia which he describes as
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‘ancient, not least in its posture: the feet are not far apart, and the arms
hang down by the side as far as the hips’.52

Pausanias’ most extensive examples of ekphrasis are not inviting the
reader to admire the works of art for their visual qualities. In fact, he
begins his description of the throne of Apollo at Amyklai by saying that he
will not describe all the reliefs in detail because that might bore his
readers.53 What follows is a list of mythological themes which are depicted,
and this reflects Pausanias’ attitude: when he focuses on an artefact he
often presents it as a valuable collection of mythological themes which
illustrate the viewpoint of a particular time and place. He approaches
monuments which include many details almost as if he were deciphering
a complex text, and he was willing to take some time to understand and
record the information that could be derived from art works. Pausanias’
description of the Chest of Kypselos hints at his efforts to decode unfamil-
iar iconography and inscriptions, probably in discussion with his local
guides.54 In this case his hard work was rewarded not just with an insight
into an ancient interpretation of mythology: he was able also to record
verse inscriptions which he assumed to be the work of the Corinthian poet
Eumelos.55 The investigation of this exhibit by such a learned visitor may
well have developed into a complex discussion of art, archaic poetry and a
whole range of mythical traditions. In the text at least, Pausanias uses the
images and inscriptions to gain an insight into the interpretation of
many crucial Greek myths in archaic Corinth. Polygnotos’ work in the
Lesche of the Knidians was less ancient, but the themes of the paintings
made them attractive to Pausanias. The painting of the Underworld
included characters from different famous stories which would evoke
many associations to a learned viewer or, indirectly, to the readers of
the Periegesis. The Iliou Persis (Sack of Troy) was not the subject of the
canonical Homeric poems, and there were numerous stories about the
fate of the many well-known characters involved in the war on both
sides. Polygnotos’ painting of the scene offered a particular interpreta-
tion which was worth discussing. Pausanias considers some of the
inscriptions, and he compares the interpretation suggested by the
paintings with relevant texts, just as he might compare different ver-
sions of written and oral narratives.56

This habit of ‘reading’ some works of art almost like texts should not
come as a surprise, for many authors of Pausanias’ time acknowledge close
parallels between art and literature. Writers who explored theories of
literary style used art as a comparison to illustrate their ideas.57 One major
focus of discussion was the question of whether it was easier to express
complex ideas through words or through images. Dio Chrysostom explores
this issue in his Olympic Discourse. He introduces Pheidias into his speech
and lets the artist himself discuss how he managed to create a depiction
of Zeus that was generally thought to capture the essence of the god’s
character and majesty. The artist argues that poets have a greater free-
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dom of expression, and therefore find it easier to represent character, let
alone actions and movement. In fact, the statue is such a success,
Pheidias/Dio argues, because it tries to depict the image already created
by Homer.58 Philostratos, however, had a higher opinion of the power of
art, rating the powers of poets and painters as equal:

     
Anyone who does not appreciate painting does injustice to the truth and to
all the wisdom of poets, for both contribute equally to our knowledge of the
deeds and the look of heroes. He also fails to praise the harmony of propor-
tions (symmetria) through which art approaches reason.59 (Philostratos
Eikones 1.1)

The idea is that painters, just like poets, are able to express their insights
about characters and stories in unique ways and that through their
creativity they can, paradoxically, produce a new interpretation of an
ancient tradition that is at the same time closer to the truth. The descrip-
tion of art can cross the boundary between literature and visual arts and
allows a writer to combine insights gained through both media. Pausanias
would probably have approved of Philostratos’ emphasis on the value of
paintings and poetry as sources for mythical stories. As we have seen,
Pausanias investigates monuments to discover local traditions and unique
interpretations of mythical stories: the visual arts often allow him to
explore new aspects of the Greek past. As sources works of art can be
scrutinised in similar ways to texts, often using alternative evidence to
assess the value of the information.60 Inscriptions and local informants
could supply names of depicted characters, which often allows Pausanias
to expand the cast of a story beyond a few widely known individuals. He
also saw iconography as a crucial means for an artist to represent ideas
and interpretations, and he often focused on such details, for example the
attributes of gods and heroes.61

In order to accommodate works of art and associated traditions within
his memorial landscapes Pausanias had to pay some attention to chrono-
logy. The actual date of an art work and the period it is used to illustrate
are often not identical, for many monuments commemorated events long
before their own creation. Pausanias does not, therefore, always provide a
date for the work itself, preferring to explore significant historical associa-
tions rather than the history of the actual monument. Nevertheless, he is
interested in the chronology and development of Greek art, and he handles
art history in a way similar to his treatment of mythical and political
history: dates are rarely discussed directly, but they are often implicit in
the information provided in the description. Again Pausanias depends on
a system of generations, in this case teacher-pupil relationships between
artists that can form a kind of genealogy. Additionally, points of contact
between artists and historical characters or references to historical events
provide links to a wider chronological framework.62 The development of
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artistic techniques is also tied in with this rough chronology, because
Pausanias often names innovators or inventors, and technique could
therefore be used to verify or refute local traditions about the date of a
monument.63 The hallmarks of the earliest examples of Greek sculpture
were particularly fascinating. Those included aniconic objects that served
as images of divinities, or xoana – wooden statues which were often
thought to be particularly ancient.64 Once the great age of such an artefact
was established, the statue could be appreciated as an awe-inspiring
tangible link to a remote past. Pausanias believed that there were authen-
tic works by artists such as Daidalos and even the god Hephaistos. He
clearly accepted that artefacts created by such mythical characters sur-
vived in Greece down to his own day, and he judged them on merit: in one
case a claim is rejected because the technique seemed anachronistic for
Hephaistos, but other works of the god are considered authentic, and
Pausanias lists a number of artefacts he accepts as works of Daidalos.65

It has long been noticed that Pausanias’ selection of art works for his
book was strongly influenced by their age. Larger cities could have thou-
sands of statues cluttering their public spaces, and most sites probably
had so many monuments that Pausanias had to select a small sample of
the most noteworthy pieces.66 A majority of the works of art mentioned in
the Periegesis date from the archaic and classical periods, and few are
securely dated to a period after the middle of the second century BC.67 In
fact, some very conspicuous buildings of the Roman and Hellenistic peri-
ods are omitted altogether, such as the Stoa of Attalos in Athens or the
Nymphaion of Herodes Atticus in Olympia.68 This preference for the
archaic and classical periods is in line with the tastes of Pausanias’
contemporaries. One should, however, consider this apparent neglect of
later periods with some caution.

As we saw in the last chapter, most cities’ local histories emphasised
particular periods, and although many focused on their earlier history,
there were places where Hellenistic or even Roman events were crucial.
In the same way, Pausanias has no qualms about filling some of his cities
with works of art or buildings which are clearly postclassical or even fairly
recent, while elsewhere later monuments are omitted or perhaps de-
scribed without any hints to their actual date.69 There is no general
attempt to deny the existence of all later artefacts, but in some places they
clearly did not fit the image that Pausanias wanted to present, an image
that was often determined by local history. Some art works provided
valuable evidence for local traditions, or they could serve as convenient
anchors for various logoi. Age or artistic value was probably secondary if
there was a good story to tell. All we can say is that Pausanias often did
not find it worthwhile to discuss the date of Hellenistic or Roman monu-
ments. Where the history of the monument itself seemed neither
interesting in its own right nor relevant for explaining its historical
significance he tends to omit details that might indicate its date. Historical
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relevance is not the only reason to include a monument. Some were worth
mentioning because of a connection with a known artist, while others
merited discussion because they were rare examples of a special technique
or special material. In any case, the visual and physical properties of a
monument could be taken into account, but mere visual impact was not
enough to secure an entry in the Periegesis. Pausanias’ selection and
interpretation of art works suggest how he saw the role of art in Greek
culture, and perhaps also what art meant to him personally. He presents art
in many contexts, but, apart from their importance as historical monuments,
he most commonly singles out objects for their religious significance and,
more generally, for their role as symbols of Greek culture.

Greek religion was inextricably linked with art, especially because
divinities were usually represented by anthropomorphic images. In his
Olympic Discourse Dio explores the origins of the human conception of the
divine and he names four main sources: human instinct, poetry, laws and
art. The discussion that follows focuses on poetry and art, and here it is
the artist who has the advantage over the poet, because his work is more
easily accessible even to those who are not able to appreciate poetry.70 The
ancients were aware of the fact that through statues that served as cult
images the interpretation of an artist could influence many people’s
concept of the divine.71 For Pausanias, cult images provide evidence for
the countless variants of the gods all Greeks had in common, and a few
divinities that were unique to particular communities. The choice of
representation and attributes could provide some idea about the as-
pects of a god or goddess that were particularly important, and they
could illustrate local interpretations that had little to do with main-
stream Greek ideas.72 In the Periegesis sacred art represents a crucial
aspect of the variety of cultural expression that characterises
Pausanias’ Greece.

It would be difficult to conceive of this imaginary landscape without the
many works of art that populate Pausanias’ cities and sites. Public art
gave shape and meaning to the memorial landscapes explored in the
previous chapter, both in the Periegesis and in the ‘real world’. Art was a
sign of prestige which conferred an air of culture, history and general
significance on a community, and it was no doubt a hallmark of Greekness
which would be easy to recognise well beyond the Greek world. It may not
be possible to gain much information about the exact appearance of the
many buildings, statues and paintings described in the Periegesis, but we
do get a sense of the significance and function of art in Greek cities of the
Roman world. Yet that impression is likely to be exaggerated. Pausanias
probably did indeed see almost every object he includes in his work, but it
is important to remember just how emphatically his work focuses on
public art while many other aspects of ancient city life remain almost
invisible. The Periegesis therefore creates an impression of a Greece where
even the poorest communities could often display sublime examples of
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classical art by the most illustrious old masters, and where art is central
to community life. This seductive but scarcely realistic image had a strong
impact on later ideas about Greece and Greek art which will be considered
in the following chapters.
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9

Pausanias and his Readers

We cannot refrain from expressing the hope that we may yet see a worthy
English translation of the Periegesis. No edition annotated by the light of
modern archaeological discovery exists, we believe, in any language. When
we recall the splendid illustrations that the excavations of the last quarter
century – nay, even the last decade – have prepared for such a work, we
cannot fail to perceive what a fine field of research and erudition awaits the
scholar who should undertake an edition of Pausanias on the lines of Canon
Rawlinson’s Herodotus. To be worthily executed such a work would demand
the labour of more years than most men are willing to devote to a single
object; but once accomplished, it would ensure its author an honourable and
lasting name in literature.’ (G.F. Bowen in Murray (1884) 94)

This demand to make Pausanias finally accessible to those without a full
classical education was made in the introduction to one of the earliest
modern travel guides to Greece.1 The author was thinking of the value of
the Periegesis for interested travellers, but he expected that its impact
would not be confined just to this specialised sphere. Little did he know
that in the same year J.G. Frazer had just started to work on his transla-
tion and commentary that were to answer his wishes in a more than
adequate manner, although the completion of his work was to take four-
teen years. Bowen’s statement illustrates the general interest, partly
fuelled by new archaeological discoveries in Greece, that would lead to
about twenty years of intensive research and scholarly discussion of the
Periegesis. The story of Pausanias appreciation, however, began much
earlier. After his work came to Europe in the early fifteenth century it was
translated into several languages, including English. In fact, the earliest
translation into Latin appeared in 1500, several years before the first
printed edition of the original text (Musurus, 1516). Another Latin trans-
lation was published around 1547, followed by an Italian one in 1593. The
eighteenth century saw further translations into French (1731-3), German
(1765-6, 1798-9), two into English (1780 and 1793), and a new Italian
version (1792-3), with further editions and translations in the nineteenth
century.2 Pausanias clearly had many readers long before it became
relatively easy to test the qualities of his description by visiting Greece.
Many who wanted to find out more about ancient Greek culture, particu-
larly mythology, art and religion, read the Periegesis with interest.

A full study of Pausanias’ readers and their reactions to the Periegesis
since its re-discovery in the early Renaissance is beyond the scope of this

118



book. This chapter therefore offers a discussion of a few highlights in the
reception of Pausanias during the last six hundred years to illustrate how
his work influenced particular areas of modern thought. Much work is yet
to be done in this field, and it is striking how little attention some
commentators on relevant authors pay to Pausanias as a crucial source.3

It is true that at first sight his work often appears to be not much more
than a faithful quarry of information about ancient Greece, but once ideas
and interpretations are investigated further it becomes clear that his
influence was at times much more profound. The most evident effect of the
Periegesis is without doubt its influence on perceptions of Greece, which
will be discussed in the next chapter. Pausanias has, however, also been
an important source of inspiration for crucial advances in scholarly
thought. Most remarkably, the Periegesis had a formative influence on two
works that are among the most influential books of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, namely J.J. Winckelmann’s Geschichte der Kunst
des Alterthums (History of the Art of Antiquity) of 1764 and J.G. Frazer’s
Golden Bough (1890).

The story of Pausanias’ Periegesis in western Europe starts with a
single manuscript copy that reached Italy from Constantinople soon after
AD 1400. Its owner was Niccolò Niccoli of Florence, an avid collector of
ancient manuscripts, and the first we hear of his copy of Pausanias is in a
letter of 1418 which shows that he had agreed to lend it to an acquaintance
in Venice. This is where Guarino Veronese of Padua may have encoun-
tered the Periegesis. In any case, he became Pausanias’ first known reader
in western Europe and he was highly satisfied with what he saw, as is
recorded in a letter he wrote to Niccoli to express his pleasure in reading
Pausanias’ Corinthian book.4 Niccoli’s original Byzantine manuscript dis-
appears from our record at some point in the sixteenth century, but by that
time several copies had been made, and these are the basis for all printed
editions of the text, beginning with Musurus (1516).5

Since the Periegesis is presented in geographical order it is not easy to
extract information on particular subjects which might be scattered
throughout its ten books, but this apparently did not deter scholars from
using Pausanias as a source for various aspects of ancient culture. One
early professor of Greek, Demetrios Chalkondyles, was reputed to have
memorised the whole work. In fifteenth-century scholarship, the Peri-
egesis usually supplied evidence to support scholarly arguments about
matters that could be quite unrelated to its themes or aims. For example,
Domizio Calderini, who attempted the first translation into Latin, also
included references to Pausanias in his works on Ovid, Martial and
Statius, and Marcus Musurus, the editor of the first printed version,
quoted the Periegesis in his lectures on the Anthology.6 This mining of
Pausanias for the many valuable details in his work continues to this day,
but as new aspects of Greek culture came to the attention of scholars
it turned out that there were many subjects where Pausanias could
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contribute arguments and suggest interpretations. One field of classical
studies where this became particularly apparent was art history.

The beginnings of modern art history can be traced back to the Renais-
sance, with a collection of artists’ lives, Vasari’s Vite of 1550, as one of the
earliest landmark works which dealt with the lives of medieval and
Renaissance artists down to his own day. Interest in Greek and Roman art
also developed around the same time, fuelled by contemporary artists who
learned from ancient models combined with the ongoing research into
ancient literature and culture. In this period an increasing number of
Roman works of art were discovered in Italy, and by the eighteenth
century collections of ancient artefacts also contained examples of Egyp-
tian and Etruscan art, as well as some pieces which were identified as
Greek.7 Since the fall of Constantinople in AD 1453, which also led to the
Ottoman conquest of most of Greece, few western travellers had visited
the country, but in the seventeenth century the first reports of visits
became available. Some travellers discussed the ancient remains in some
detail, and the first images of Greek sites reached western Europe, most
notably the drawings of the Parthenon before its partial destruction in
1687.8 Nevertheless, very few original examples of Greek art were known
at the time, and most theories about the subject had to be based on ancient
literary evidence.

In the introduction to his History of the Art of Antiquity Winckelmann
gives a scathing verdict of writers who had tackled the subject before him:

     
Some writings with the title History of Art have appeared, but art has played
only a small part in them; for their authors were not sufficiently acquainted
with art and therefore could not offer anything they had not gleaned from
books or hearsay. Almost no writer guides us to the essence and the interior
of art, and those who deal with antiquities either only touch upon subjects
where they can show their learning, or, if they talk about art, it is in part
only with general compliments.9 (Winkelmann (1764))

Given the circumstances, it is hardly surprising that few writers before
the mid-eighteenth century had much direct experience of original ancient
art works. Winckelmann himself admits that in his own time it was still
difficult, if not impossible, to write a substantial work on ancient art
without living in Rome for several years, although interest in art was
growing and access to collections was becoming easier.10 Earlier writers
relied almost exclusively on the ancient texts, and Pausanias was among
their crucial sources. Iunius’ De Pictura Veterum (The Visual Arts of the
Ancients) of 163711 is a good example because it was one of the most
influential works on ancient art before Winckelmann’s History of the Art
of Antiquity, and its argument mainly relies on numerous citations and
quotations from ancient texts. The main part of the work discusses the
origins and development of art, particularly of painting and sculpture, and
the factors that lead to perfection in art. There is also a Catalogue, which
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is essentially a lexicon of artists, engineers and architects as well as
patrons of the arts, presented in alphabetical order. In the theoretical
parts of his work Iunius relied mainly on ancient authors who dealt with
art in a systematic way, for example Pliny’s chronological overview of the
development of Greek art,12 and a number of ancient authors who discuss
art and style, such as Vitruvius, Quintilian, Cicero, Frontinus, Athenaios
and Philostratos.13 Pausanias is used extensively, especially in the Cata-
logue, mainly as a source of information about particular art works and
artists.

In the eighteenth century more original ancient works of art became
known, and the study of Greek and Roman art could start in earnest. At
the same time, the influence of ancient art on contemporary art became a
matter of discussion, and therefore the study of original works was rele-
vant beyond a merely antiquarian interest.14 In France, Caylus, who had
a special interest in the theory of art and style, published seven volumes
on ancient art. These collections of engravings depicted hundreds of
ancient art works to make them available for comparison and analysis.
Caylus’ commentary shows that, since Iunius’ work, attitudes to ancient
art had shifted considerably. The artefacts were now the centre of atten-
tion, and wherever possible texts supplied only additional information. In
fact, Caylus suggests that ancient artefacts could clarify details that were
not sufficiently explained in the literary sources, and add to the incomplete
understanding of antiquity that could be achieved through the texts.15 He
was one of the earliest art critics to move away from tracing developments
through individual artists’ biographies and to concentrate on the changes
in what we would call style.16 He talks of his aim to understand the
characteristic ‘taste’ (goût) of ancient peoples which changes over time,
and in his view these changes in national ‘taste’ can be traced by the
careful analysis and comparison of surviving works of art.17 The examples
in his collections are therefore presented in separate sections for Egyptian,
Etruscan, Greek, Roman and Gallic remains. Caylus’ highest admiration
is reserved for the elegance of Greek art, although he concedes that there
were comparatively few original examples.18 This problem was exacer-
bated by the fact that the numerous Greek vases which had been found in
Etruria were yet to be classified as imports from Greece.19

Now that art critics had started to base their judgements about tech-
nique, expression and style on their own observations, they were no longer
exclusively dependent on descriptions of lost masterpieces or ancient art
theory. At the same time, it became more important to understand the
meaning of ancient art works in their original context. Caylus leaves no
doubt about his main source: for him ‘nothing is more capable of corrobo-
rating our ideas about the magnificence of the Greeks and about their
manner in which they cultivated the arts than Pausanias’ report.’20 Where
other ancient authors, especially Pliny, document only the admiration for
classical Greek art, often outside its original context, Pausanias described
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the environment in which such extraordinary progress had actually taken
place.21 It seems that Caylus knew the Periegesis when he began his work,
but he read it carefully only after volume I was finished. As a result the
introduction to the Greek part of volume II contains enthusiastic remarks
about Pausanias’ usefulness and a long discussion of the nature of ancient
Greece.22 As we saw in the last chapter, Caylus carefully recorded and
counted the many works of art mentioned in the Periegesis, and tried to
gain a sense of the methods and personality of its author. Pausanias is
represented as reliable, and the fact that he appears too credulous at times
supports the assumption that he is reporting truthfully what he saw and
heard.23 Caylus complains that Pausanias did not pay enough attention to
‘the sublime of Greek art’, but he appreciates his stylistic judgement.24 It
seems that Caylus was an early subscriber to the ‘dependable dullard’
image of Pausanias.

The Periegesis also supplies Caylus with ideas and material for a
discussion of the history of Greek art, particularly in its earliest phase. In
volume I Caylus refutes ancient claims that the Greeks invented art,
pointing towards connections with Egypt. He supports this argument with
references to temples of Egyptian gods in Greece, mostly of a late date as
we know now. From the beginning, the Periegesis supplies most of this
evidence, but at this early stage Caylus suggests that Pausanias was
reluctant to contemplate the beginnings of Greek sculpture.25 This view
has changed considerably in volume II, where we are still presented with
the argument about Egyptian temples in Greece, but there is now also a
discussion about the affinity between the styles of Greece and Egypt.26

Pausanias’ comments on the earliest Greek statues are the prime evidence
for this line of argument since few other ancient authors discuss the
beginnings of Greek art in any detail. Caylus switches from a purely
historical approach to one which focuses on the development of style, an
early example of art-historical analysis, and he does so under the influence
of the Periegesis. Pausanias himself never adopts the systematic method-
ology of an art historian, but he used style, material and technique to
identify artists and to establish rough chronological links, and this ap-
proach resonated with those who were now beginning to categorise ancient
works of art by similar means.

Around the time that Caylus’ first volumes were published, Winckel-
mann was also turning his attention to ancient art.27 In 1755 he moved to
Rome to study the many works of art on display there, and focused on
ancient sculpture. In Caylus’ work we have already seen the beginnings of
an analytical examination of ancient art, but Winckelmann must be
credited with underpinning this new approach with the theoretical frame-
work that stands at the beginning of modern art history. His efforts
belonged to a wider scholarly trend of his time which saw representatives
of various disciplines describe, catalogue and systematise large amounts
of material in order to gain a better understanding of the world.28 Winckel-
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mann introduced an analytical method of describing art which pays spe-
cial attention to technique and expression and he was the first to divide
Greek art into distinct periods defined by particular aspects of style. He
also linked this evolution of artistic style to Greek history, and he ex-
plained the nature and development of Greek art with reference to its
cultural and historical background.29 Winckelmann was aware that his
theory was problematic: after all, he was speculating about the nature of
Greek art although almost all the original evidence was lost. In fact he was
the first to recognise that most ‘Greek’ sculptures preserved in Italy were
actually Roman copies of lost originals, which made it even more difficult
to decide whether his few examples were representative of a particular
phase of Greek art.30 Winckelmann’s definition of periods of Greek art
therefore relied mainly on texts that rarely mentioned the often minute
details that his analysis of surviving art had identified as crucial.

Although the art works themselves were firmly at the centre of
Winckelmann’s attention, he had to rely on texts to understand the
cultural and historical context of Greek art. He had enjoyed a thorough
classical education and had read widely among both Greek and Roman
literature.31 His study is therefore based on a wide range of sources,
especially Pliny, who supplies the framework for the historical develop-
ment of Greek sculpture, just as in earlier works on ancient art. We do not
know when Winckelmann first encountered the Periegesis, but in Febru-
ary 1756 he reported that he had drawn up a plan for a ‘treatise on the
taste of Greek artists’ and that this had prompted him ‘to re-read the
whole Pausanias’.32 There is no doubt that he knew the Periegesis very well
indeed; as his many references show, it was rarely far from his mind while
he was writing his History of the Art of Antiquity.33 In one case Winckel-
mann suggests an emendation of the text, arguing on the basis of
Pausanias’ idiosyncratic style, and he describes him as ‘Cappadocian’,
which suggests that he had engaged with the problem of Pausanias’
background.34 Within the work the Periegesis provides evidence for crucial
arguments and it is used to establish the context and meaning of art works
in antiquity: where were statues set up, and what was their function?
Which types of art were sacred?35 Pausanias also supplied evidence about
the material of art works, the iconography of statues, and, more generally,
the subjects of ancient sculptures. Winckelmann was, in fact, one of the
first to suggest that most ancient sculpture did not deal with Roman
history, but depicted Greek mythological subjects.36 Finally, like Caylus he
found Pausanias useful for his (limited) thoughts on the earliest stages of
Greek art.37

It is likely that, rather than merely serving as a mine of information,
the Periegesis played a role in shaping Winckelmann’s new approach. As
we saw in the last chapter, Pausanias was capable of stylistic comparison,
and he had some sense of chronological criteria which could be applied to
sculpture in particular. Winckelmann respected Pausanias’ judgement on
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style and his sense of chronology, and he was ready to base crucial
conclusions on the Periegesis.

     
That the style of the art of the last period was very different from the ancient
style is implied by, among others, Pausanias, when he says that a Priestess
of the Leukippides … had the antique head of one of the two statues removed,
because she believed that she could make it more beautiful, and had a new
head made for it which, as he says, was ‘fashioned according to today’s art’.38

(Winckelmann (1764))

A similar conclusion arises from an argument about the date of the
sculptor Kallimachos. Pausanias ranks him below the greatest artists,
which suggests to Winckelmann that the sculptor must have lived in the
period when Greek art reached its high point, because otherwise it would
not be necessary to say this at all. He seems to assume that Pausanias not
only thought in historical epochs but was also capable of assigning artists
and their creations to the appropriate periods, even those that did not
reach the full potential of their age.39 This assessment of Pausanias’
chronological method is probably too generous, but it shows how closely
Winckelmann associated the ancient author’s approach with his own.

Further parallels between the two authors arise from an analysis of
Winckelmann’s conception of Greek history and culture. In his view all
Greek art was public, just as one would expect from reading the Periegesis,
and he notes that all Greek cities were involved in commissioning art for
temples and public spaces.40 He also rejects all ancient evidence which
suggests that artists were seen as lowly craftsmen and he insists that they
were honoured and admired, a view which reflects the attitude of the
Second Sophistic with its reverence for classical art, backed up by numer-
ous references to Pausanias. For Winckelmann the most important
ingredient for an environment conducive to great achievements in art is
political freedom, and therefore the high point of Greek art is reached in
the fifth and fourth centuries, the period we still call ‘classical’.41 The
decline starts with Macedonian control in the early Hellenistic period and
continues after the Roman conquest, with occasional signs of recovery
when Greece was allowed some freedom by its rulers.42 Winckelmann’s
emphasis on freedom as a crucial precondition for a people to reach its full
potential should be seen in the context of intellectual developments in his
own time: many thinkers of the Age of Enlightenment were contemplating
the issue of political freedom, and we are just a few decades away from the
French revolution. Nevertheless, Winckelmann’s ideas were also based on
his ancient sources. The notion of the decline of Greek art during the
Hellenistic period is quite typical for ancient texts of the Roman imperial
period, most significantly Pliny,43 and this coincides with a general prefer-
ence for the archaic and classical period in most Second Sophistic texts.44

Pausanias more or less agreed with this idea, and he had particularly
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strong views about the importance of Greek freedom. Unlike Winckel-
mann, he does not directly connect the political status of Greece with the
achievements of its artists, but his work offers an opportunity to contem-
plate the loss of Greek freedom together with information about a decline
in art and the cultured ways of the classical Greeks.

Winckelmann’s approach provided the basis for the study of ancient art,
a crucial part of classical archaeology. Moreover, he had a great impact on
attitudes to antiquity in general, especially in Germany. His interpreta-
tion of art as part of Greek culture contributed to a more holistic approach
to the history and culture of antiquity (Altertumswissenschaften) which
developed particularly in Germany alongside purely literary studies (clas-
sical philology).45 Soon after Winckelmann’s death (1768), however,
attitudes to ancient Greece were to change significantly. The last decades
of Ottoman rule in Greece saw the looting of a number of important
antiquities, especially sculptures from the Parthenon, Bassai and the
temple of Aphaia in Aigina. The analysis of originals as well as Roman
copies progressed rapidly, so that many of Winckelmann’s conclusions
soon seemed hopelessly outdated. At the same time a more sober image of
Greece replaced the romantic and idealistic notions of the Age of Enlight-
enment.46 An increasing number of travellers visited Greece in the early
years of the nineteenth century, and after the foundation of the modern
Greek state the country and its archaeological sites became increasingly
accessible. Research into ancient Greek art and culture no longer relied
exclusively on texts. Attitudes to the Periegesis were bound to be particu-
larly affected, since it could now be measured against real artefacts and
landscapes.

Early travellers used Pausanias as a travel guide which, though out-of-
date by over sixteen hundred years, still proved useful for their purposes.
Excavations provided new evidence which illustrated Pausanias’ approach
to particular sites. By the latter part of the century the general esteem for
the Periegesis had grown significantly, as demonstrated by the call for a
new translation that opens this chapter. Soon there was a new English
translation and a German multi-volume edition, followed by Frazer’s
monumental translation and commentary.47 At the same time there was
also a backlash to this enthusiastic reception: Wilamowitz and a number
of his pupils emphasised Pausanias’ ‘ineptitude’ as a writer and suggested
that much of his work was a compilation of earlier literary sources. These
arguments were refuted almost instantly, but the debate remained influ-
ential for several decades. Arguments about Pausanias’ reliability were
further fuelled by problems with the identification of recently excavated
monuments on sites described in the Periegesis.48 The ‘Pausanias boom’ of
the late nineteenth century therefore included a good deal of heated
debate.49

Frazer is a crucial figure in this period of Pausanias studies. His
valuable if somewhat eccentric commentary is still important, and it will
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remain a crucial source for the state of Greece and of classical scholarship
around 1900 even if some aspects of his work have now been superseded
by more recent editions and commentaries. Like Winckelmann, Frazer
tapped into intellectual trends of his own time and discovered a new way
of reading Pausanias, as well as opening up a new field of scholarly enquiry
which had an impact well beyond classics. Frazer’s association with
Pausanias can be traced back to 1884 when he signed a contract to publish
a translation of the Periegesis. By this time the steadily increasing tourism
to Greece meant that such a work was likely to find many readers, as the
quotation at the beginning of this chapter shows. By 1886, however,
Frazer had changed his mind: he now wanted to add a commentary which,
to the disquiet of his publisher, was steadily growing in size. There was no
doubt that there was a need for a full commentary which would take into
account the recent developments in Greek archaeology.50 By 1888 the
Pausanias project had ground to a halt: Frazer had been sidetracked – he
was now preparing ‘a work on comparative mythology’, the extraordinarily
influential Golden Bough, published in its earliest version in 1890.51

Ackermann shows that Frazer had long been interested in anthropology,
a subject constantly fuelled by new observations from many parts of the
planet which were becoming more easily accessible, but were as yet little
affected by western culture. In 1884, around the time when he started to
work on Pausanias, Frazer formed a close friendship with Robertson
Smith, a biblical scholar and anthropologist, and this seems to have
triggered his own extensive enquiries in this field.52

This new interest was to keep Frazer occupied for the rest of his life, but
this did not mean that Pausanias was set aside. On the contrary, the
Golden Bough would not have been possible without Frazer’s work on the
Periegesis, because at its centre is the desire to find a new interpretation
of ancient myths and rituals, and Pausanias was a major source of
material for these anthropological studies. The idea of adding a commen-
tary to the translation was, in fact, probably a reaction to his new
anthropological interests, and many of the notes that were included in
Frazer’s Pausanias when it finally appeared in 1898 are distinctly ‘Golden
Bough-ish’. Frazer’s argument focuses on similarities between Greek tra-
ditions and the countless details about non-western cultures that
researchers were collecting all around the world. His studies drew on a
wide range of ancient sources, but there is no doubt that the Periegesis was
crucial for this line of enquiry, because unlike many other ancient texts, it
presents myths and religion in their local context. In fact, Pausanias’
interest in comparisons between different versions of Greek myths and his
attempts to explain some of the more unusual rituals he found in Greece
coincide with major themes of most Victorian explorers’ enquiries.
Frazer’s new approach led to an image of Greek culture that differed
significantly from earlier ideas: where Pausanias’ eighteenth-century
readers had found cities full of art works, inhabited by a people that had
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reached the pinnacle of human cultural achievement, Frazer looked at the
many myths and rituals recorded in the Periegesis and discovered that
they had much in common with the customs of the ‘savages’ of his own day.
For a modern reader many of his comparisons seem to be drawn from
various backgrounds without any examination of their validity. In
Frazer’s day this was justified by the assumption that all cultures went
through similar stages of evolution, and that, therefore, similarities be-
tween ‘primitive cultures’ anywhere and at any time were more than just
mere coincidence.53 Frazer’s method was discredited by the next genera-
tion of anthropologists, but it was very influential as one of the foundations
of comparative ethnology, and it also had a profound impact on the English
literature of the period.54

Frazer was not the only scholar to discover the affinities between the
study of Greek culture and late Victorian anthropology. In 1890, the year
the Golden Bough came out, Harrison and Verrall published a selection of
translated passages from Pausanias’ Book I with an extensive archaeologi-
cal and historical commentary. Harrison boldly states that she is
‘regarding the myth-making Greek as a practical savage rather than a
poet or philosopher’.55 Her anthropological eye discards many of the ro-
mantic notions of antiquity which were still one of the foundations of
classics, a discipline mainly preoccupied with the most distinguished
examples of ancient literature. This ‘anthropological’ approach particu-
larly affected the study of cultural history: pure Realienkunde, the
collection and analysis of relevant literary sources, was now comple-
mented with comparative material, and the ancient evidence could be
investigated with methods that had been developed for other disciplines.
Harrison herself was to follow up her work on Pausanias with a number
of studies on Greek religion which pursued new avenues of anthropologi-
cal, psychological and proto-feminist interpretation of Greek cults and
their origins.56 Her somewhat eccentric approach was never fully accepted
by the academic establishment, and ultimately it was a much more sober
work, Farnell’s Cults of Greek States, that became the standard work on
Greek religion for the early twentieth century. This work discusses the
Greek gods one by one, collecting evidence for cult buildings and epithets:
a less revolutionary approach, but this, too, claimed its roots in archaeol-
ogy, anthropology and the ancient texts, above all again Pausanias.57

As Beard and Henderson have demonstrated, the ‘Pausanias boom’
around 1900 coincided with a complex debate over the nature and future
of classical studies, in the wake of the many archaeological discoveries in
Greece.58 The question was whether classics was essentially the study of
ancient literature or whether its focus should be ancient culture, which
would mean that archaeology would have to become an integral part of the
discipline. The Periegesis was right at the centre of this debate: it had
never been one of the chief texts of classical studies because of its perceived
lack of literary quality, but now it increasingly received scholarly atten-
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tion in connection with excavations and topographical research in Greece.
Back in the ivory towers of western Europe, far from the physical evidence,
Pausanias allowed scholars to deal with the material remains of ancient
Greece without having to contemplate new approaches that could chal-
lenge the role of the literary tradition as main source for ancient culture:
the idea that ancient texts can be an obstacle to the interpretation of the
material evidence was to become a matter of debate in Greek archaeology
only several decades later.59 In Britain the earliest archaeology lectures
did, in fact, focus on choice passages in Pausanias, which could then lead
to discussions of new material evidence.60 At the same time, however, all
but the most determined armchair scholars had begun to see a visit to
Greece as essential to their studies. Frazer spent a good part of the eight
years between the publication of the Golden Bough and the completion of
his six-volume commentary collecting archaeological evidence, and he
eventually realised that he needed to go to Greece to make sure that his
information was up to date and correct.61 His two visits became much more
than mere fact-finding missions. Frazer discovered the landscape of
Greece which so rarely gets a mention in the Periegesis, and his commen-
tary turned into a hybrid between notes on the text and a report of his own
travels in the footsteps of Pausanias, often filling perceived gaps in the
ancient description. In the footsteps of his ancient guide, Frazer followed
ancient roads, looked for ancient sites and investigated monuments, and
in the process he also developed an image of Pausanias which was in many
ways similar to his own travelling, researching self.62 Frazer’s Pausanias
broke with the tradition of classical scholarship because it did not include
the original text, let alone a new critical edition based on the manu-
scripts,63 but it firmly established the idea that Pausanias needed to be
read with the Greek landscape in mind.

The boundaries between classics and archaeology have never been fully
broken down, and attitudes to Pausanias during much of the twentieth
century reflect this continuing divide. By 1900 Pausanias was firmly
established as the crucial text for the study of Greek religion as well as for
archaeological work in mainland Greece. Beyond these specialised fields
the Periegesis remained peripheral to classicists’ interests: a text of infe-
rior quality which would at times be useful as a source for out-of-the way
information about Greece and its culture. The renewed interest in
Pausanias since the 1980s is closely connected to a radical reassessment
of Greek literature under the Roman empire: it seems that yet again the
Periegesis has become a useful resource for a new line of enquiry. As we
have seen, during the six hundred years since Pausanias was re-intro-
duced to western Europe, his work, though always at the edges of the
canon of ‘respectable’ ancient texts, has proved a versatile resource in the
changing trends of scholarly interests. Most of the scholars discussed in
this chapter had access to a wide range of ancient texts, but often it is clear
that Pausanias played a central role in their enquiries and served as more
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than just as a quarry of information. The Periegesis has had a profound
influence on how the ancient Greeks are perceived in the modern western
world, and it has been instrumental also in shaping the disciplines of
classics and classical archaeology. Through his many readers Pausanias
has become part of the fabric of the discipline: many aspects of his
approach inform the basic assumptions and methods that underlie the
study of ancient Greece.
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10

Discovering Greece with Pausanias

I return to Pausanias. The details I have presented on the basis of his work
must strike the imagination and give a good impression of the genius of the
Greeks. One might be surprised to find so many things of beauty united in a
land which is rather mediocre in size, and this is even more surprising when
one considers that these works of art were generally masterpieces, created
with taste, genius and in the most grandiose manner. Finally, Greece was
the temple of the arts, and … everywhere she presented a perfectly arranged
art gallery, even more superb because all the works of art which imitated
beautiful nature were placed in a way that doubled their merit. No part of
the world has ever offered a sight to equal it. … We can therefore only
preserve with much sorrow and much diligence the little of the monuments
that remain of these rare and superior people. (Caylus (1752-86) II.109-10)

From the seventeenth century onwards most educated travellers who
visited Greece would have arrived with clear expectations of what might
still be found in that ancient landscape. Ideas about the achievements of
Greek culture were based on the classical texts, combined with the ideal-
istic image created by many authors of the Second Sophistic. Pausanias,
however, connected the art, literature and mythology of the ancients with
specific places, and offered a glimpse of Greek cities and countryside well
beyond Athens. Before western Europeans even set foot on the Greek
mainland they would therefore have expected a landscape full of poignant
associations. Few would have shared Caylus’ utopian view, which has
little to do with Greece in any period of antiquity, but his enthusiastic
musings stand for the more romantic notions that Pausanias inspired in
his readers, ideas that inevitably defined their approach to Greece, its
landscape, people and ancient remains.1

The Periegesis has had a major influence on the complex discourse
between Greeks and outsiders, and between ancient tradition and histori-
cal reality that was, and to an extent still is, central to the identity of
modern Greece. This influence is most manifest in the memorial landscape
of Greece today, which, through rediscovery as well as invention during
the last four hundred years, has acquired numerous place names, sites and
specific monuments which are directly related to the Periegesis. Both
Greeks and outsiders, particularly the writers of early travel reports and
later on archaeologists and historical topographers, have contributed to
this process, which started in the Ottoman period and gained momentum
after the foundation of the Greek state in 1821. This complex story
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deserves a more extensive treatment than it can receive in this context,
but I shall introduce a few poignant voices and developments to illustrate
how the Periegesis itself has become instrumental in investing places and
landscapes with ancient (but actually new) meanings and memories.

The rediscovery of ancient Greece in western Europe at the beginning
of the Renaissance began in southern Italy, which was then still partly
inhabited by native speakers of Greek, but it was also aided by connections
with the remnants of the Byzantine empire. In the late fourteenth and
early fifteenth centuries, still before the fall of Constantinople in 1453, the
first antiquarians travelled to the east to find unknown ancient Greek
manuscripts for collectors, among them probably the single Byzantine
Pausanias manuscript that reached the west.2 Most scholars who were
interested in antiquity were, however, satisfied with studying the ancient
texts, both reappraising works that had always been known, and investi-
gating material that had been newly discovered. Travellers usually had
other interests, and early references to Greece tend to be short notes on a
few harbours where ships stopped on their way elsewhere, usually the
Holy Land.3

The first traveller who fully recognised the potential of the Greek
landscape and its ancient remains as an object of antiquarian studies was
Cyriac of Ancona.4 Cyriac, a merchant and largely an autodidact in classi-
cal studies, travelled widely and was involved in the complex politics of the
time just before the fall of Constantinople: he knew the last Byzantine
emperor, had connections at the Ottoman court and was a close associate
of the cardinal who became Pope Eugene IV.5 Cyriac came to recognise his
extensive travelling activities as an opportunity to collect information
about ancient sites and artefacts, and he has been called the ‘medieval
Pausanias’ as well as the ‘father of classical archaeology’.6 He approached
the Greek landscape with an antiquarian eye, trying to identify ancient
places and recording ancient artefacts, particularly inscriptions, he discov-
ered along the way.

     
We wanted to see whether anything remains in our day of the destroyed city
of Mycenae … first we saw on the Argive plain traces of ancient monuments,
and especially some slabs of shining marble with the most beautiful images
which had been taken in the past by Christians to adorn churches of our
religion from a very ancient temple of Juno; they are thought to be from
among the works of Polykleitos. On the most outstanding of these slabs, on
a stone that was partially broken, we found the following ancient inscription
in Latin …

We searched for ancient remains of Mycenae among the old, uninhabited
Argive villages which provide some traces of the temple of Juno ruined so
long ago. Finally, not far from it and no more than about seven miles from
the city of Argos, towards the north and less than forty stadia from Nauplion,
we saw the remains of the fortress of Mycenae on a steep hill with a rocky
top. Some parts of its ancient walls survive, together with traces of towers
and gates. They are also conspicuous because of the beautiful workmanship
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of the architects and were well worthy of our attention. (24 March 1448).
(Cyriac in Bodnar (2003) 336-8)

As it happens, the site Cyriac visited was in fact not the ancient Mycenae
we know today.7 Nevertheless, there is no doubt about his pioneering
approach to the remains of antiquity, complete with a sense of how
artefacts are dispersed and reused in later centuries. He talks about his
own travel experience, and he particularly likes to boast about his eminent
acquaintances, but when he turns to the landscape he deals almost
exclusively with monuments, sites and inscriptions. Cyriac travelled with
his own manuscript copies of Thucydides, Pliny’s Natural History, and the
geographical works of Strabo, Pomponius Mela and Ptolemy.8 One book
that is conspicuously absent from his collection and his comments on
Greece is Pausanias’ Periegesis.9 The news of its recent discovery appar-
ently never reached Cyriac, and we are left to speculate what he could have
achieved travelling in Greece with Pausanias, as his like-minded succes-
sors did in centuries to come. Nevertheless, he raises all the issues that
have dominated ‘cultured’ travel in all areas of Graeco-Roman antiquity
ever since the beginning of the Renaissance. Cyriac, like so many travel-
lers in regions not covered by the Periegesis, demonstrates that without
Pausanias, an antiquarian mind faced with a Greek landscape would still
be asking questions about the identity of ancient sites and connections
between artefacts and the ancient tradition. The Periegesis, however,
covers such topics in more detail than any other ancient text, not least for
the part of the Argolid that Cyriac was trying to explore in the passage
quoted above. Cyriac’s predicament shows why few educated travellers
after him would venture into the Greek landscape without consulting
Pausanias.

These promising beginnings of antiquarian travel in Greece were cut
short just a few years after Cyriac visited the Argolid: Constantinople fell
in 1453, and almost all Greece became part of the Ottoman empire. Few
learned travellers visited Greece for some time afterwards, and the first
texts that demonstrate that the Periegesis was put to the test in the Greek
landscape date to the seventeenth century, when foreign contacts with
Greece were again increasing, notably through the foundation of the
English Levant Company in the late sixteenth century. In the seventeenth
century Catholic orders established monasteries in Athens where the
Capuchins in particular became well-known for their hospitality to foreign
visitors. They even produced the first plan of Athens, and in 1674 a Jesuit,
Jacques Babin, published the first topographical account of Athens to be
based on personal knowledge of the site.10 Although travel to Greece now
became easier, a surprising number of seventeenth-century texts dealing
with Greek topography were still entirely based on literary sources,
compiled by authors who had probably never visited themselves.11

In the late seventeenth century Olfert Dapper produced learned compi-
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lations of this kind on Africa, America and various parts of Asia, as well
as descriptions of the Greek islands and the Peloponnese (Morea).12 He has
much more comparatively recent information about the islands than about
the Greek mainland, and the interior was apparently almost completely
unfamiliar to westerners.13 It was the usual practice of geographers at the
time to supply details about unknown areas by relating hearsay or report-
ing any information that could be found in ancient texts. The Old World
could offer comparatively rich sources because here it was possible to draw
on Greek and Roman literature, and information about the little known
interior of central and southern Greece could be found in Strabo and
particularly Pausanias.14 In Greece the abundance of sources presented a
difficult challenge: in the preface Dapper explains that he had planned to
describe the Peloponnese in detail, but there was so much ancient litera-
ture and its landscape was so full of history and ancient sites that he could
not include it all.15 Many classical texts, particularly the historical works,
refer to the Peloponnese, but the overabundance of attested sites is a
problem unique to Pausanias’ Greece. Dapper cites him extensively; the
first division of the Peloponnese that comes to his mind is that of the
Periegesis, although he was aware of other geographical approaches, and
Strabo supplies much of the general framework.16 Dapper also included
maps that illustrate his approach particularly well. He offers two versions,
one based on Blaeu, which attempts to provide contemporary place names
but has to resort to a mix of ancient and modern (probably partly invented)
names to fill the interior. The other map, credited to Meursius, seems to
focus on the ancient topography; it features the most important cities as
well as smaller settlements and even small rural sites referred to by
Pausanias (Fig. 11). Both maps are geographically inaccurate, but
although they draw on more than one source they essentially represent
an early attempt to represent Pausanias’ Greek topography through
cartography.

Personal travel experience, however, soon became an essential precon-
dition for a description of Greece: the 1670s saw a controversy over
Georges Guillet’s widely read work on ancient and modern Athens,
Athènes ancienne et nouvelle.17 The text is presented as a personal travel
account, complete with exact information about travel companions and
dates for particular stages of the journey. Guillet even records that he was
overwhelmed by his first view of Athens, ‘struck by a sentiment of venera-
tion for the wonders of antiquity’.18 Unfortunately for Guillet, Jacob Spon
acquired a copy of the first edition when he was on his way to Greece and
discovered that it did not stand up to scrutiny when compared with the
actual site of Athens, ancient or modern. Guillet answered Spon’s initially
mild criticism with an attack, claiming that Spon himself had not been to
Greece. This resulted in an elaborate refutation in which Spon addressed
specific problems to prove that Athènes ancienne et nouvelle was nothing
more than a skilful compilation based on other travellers’ reports and the
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Fig. 11. Dapper (1688), map Peloponnesus sive Morea apud Iac. Meursium (follows
p. 40). Image supplied by the Bodleian Library, University of Oxford (Mason
T.130).
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traditional collections of relevant texts.19 In spite of his methods, however,
Guillet had shown the right instinct: autopsy was again becoming crucial
to establish a travel writer’s credibility, just as it had been in antiquity.

Spon produced the first detailed account of a journey through Greece;
this was followed by an English version by his travel companion George
Wheler.20 They visited Athens and investigated its monuments but they
were also the first to use Pausanias as a guide for journeys through the
Greek countryside, from the Corinthian Gulf via Delphi through Boiotia
to Attica, and then again on a trip from Athens to Corinth. Inscriptions
usually serve to identify ancient remains, but Pausanias supplies the basic
topographical information about ancient sites and sometimes even helps
to locate individual monuments.21 Spon and Wheler apparently recalled
crucial passages of the Periegesis from memory: they did not have a copy
of Pausanias with them, as we find out when we read that a particular
question had to be postponed until they could consult a copy that belonged
to the British consul at Athens.22 Spon’s original French travel account
combines comments on their own travel experiences and research activi-
ties with details found in the literary sources. Most sites are introduced
with an overview of local history – just as in the Periegesis – and Pausanias
supplies most of the material for these passages.

Spon and Wheler are at the beginning of a long tradition of travellers
who used Pausanias as a travel guide to Greece and its ancient remains.
British travellers in particular began to produce travel accounts that
focused on the historical topography.23 Wherever they follow Pausanias’
route their description of the landscape almost inadvertently becomes a
commentary on the ancient text, comparing the Periegesis with the land-
scape they saw themselves, commenting on the remains of monuments it
mentions and ‘updating’ its information. The most notable travel accounts
of this kind were written by Richard Chandler, who visited Greece in the
1760s, and three travellers who toured individually in the first years of the
nineteenth century, namely Edward Dodwell, William Gell and William
Leake.24 At this point, recent travel accounts still could not replace the
Periegesis, and classically trained western visitors had little hope that the
local people would supply valuable information about their illustrious
past.

     
A traveller must not expect to derive any information whatever from the
generality of Greeks upon the antiquities of their country, but must extricate
himself as well as he can, from the dark mazes of conjecture and uncertainty,
by the topographical light of Pausanias, and by the few scattered materials
of some other authors. (Dodwell (1819) II.403-4)

The traveller’s own observation is therefore always juxtaposed with the
ancient text, often without much interest in contemporary circumstances.
Gell points out that by the early nineteenth century an author almost
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needed an excuse for publishing yet another travel book about Greece.25

These major travel accounts of the early nineteenth century did, however,
make an important contribution to the understanding of Greek historical
topography, because they attempted to approach the landscape and the
relevant ancient texts with scholarly rigour. As Wagstaff has shown,
Leake’s research is particularly noteworthy in this respect, since he com-
bined a thorough scrutiny of Pausanias’ text with exact measurements
and a particularly detailed and methodical approach to the topography
and the ancient remains.26 His discussions of Greek topography27 mark the
transition to the systematic archaeological investigation of Greece which
began in earnest in the second half of the nineteenth century. Leake was
fully aware of how much there was still to do:

     
‘The more I see of the Peloponnesus, and the more I read its description by
Pausanias, so much the more do I regret the shortness of the time that I have
it in my power to bestow upon its geography; …Of perseverance, it must with
gratitude be admitted, that we have an excellent example in our guide
Pausanias, even without omitting the consideration, that, instead of explor-
ing unknown and deserted sites, he was travelling in an ordinary manner,
over the roads of a civilised country, from one celebrated place to another, in
each of which he found an exegete to assist him in all his researches. So
complete, however, were these researches, and so ardent his curiosity, that
it requires the most detailed inspection of the country to be assured that one
has not overlooked some still existing proof of his accuracy …. I have every
day occasion to remark instances in which it is impossible correctly to
understand him, or to translate his words, without actually following him
through the country, and examining the spots described, and it is not always
that a single visit to a place is sufficient. (Leake (1830) II.288-90)

For Leake, Pausanias and the Greek landscape are so closely connected
that neither can be fully understood without the other. He saw similarities
between his own research and Pausanias’ investigations: at some points
in his book he conveys a sense of familiarity, as between colleagues who
essentially do the same work, and his experience informs his interpreta-
tion of the Periegesis.28 This close connection between modern travellers
and Pausanias’ description deserves further investigation. From the be-
ginning, the Periegesis influenced perceptions of Greece, but its impact
was so great exactly because it answered to so many of the modern
antiquarian’s concerns and preoccupations.

The landscape itself represents the most tangible connection between
Pausanias and his travelling readers in a later age. One has to assess texts
outside the regions he covers to understand how the Periegesis enhanced
the experience of travelling through central and southern Greece. Cyriac
of Ancona used Strabo to provide geographical information and some
background while other ancient texts could add a special meaning to
particular sites. He shows that even before Pausanias was rediscovered
mainland Greece was particularly rich in such historical associations and
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its landscape had great potential as the subject of antiquarian exploration
because it contained so many places that played a major role in the
classical historical texts and the most prominent mythical cycles. It takes
more than a passing reference in an ancient text, however, to make a place
really meaningful to later visitors: very little was known about most sites,
not least because the preserved ancient literature puts an overwhelming
emphasis on Athens. In spite of the shortcomings of his directions and
landscape descriptions Pausanias offers more geographical information
than Strabo or any other ancient writer, and he often provides enough
topographical details to challenge an inquisitive traveller to look for a
particular location. Strabo’s Geography never became completely obsolete
as a source of additional information about Greece because it offered a
more comprehensive geographical overview than the Periegesis, and in
some places Strabo provides an alternative perspective, such as his de-
scription of Corinth or the extensive discussion of Homeric geography in
some regions.29 Pausanias, however, does not just provide the most de-
tailed topographical information, he also gives a special significance to
countless places in Greece. In the areas covered by the Periegesis, travel-
lers no longer had to seek out a few places with historical associations;
rather, they could expect that, as they moved along one of Pausanias’
routes, every few miles would afford them an opportunity to search for
ancient remains or at least some notable topographical feature.

With Pausanias as a guide even a first-time visitor could feel that he
was not entering a completely unfamiliar landscape. Foreign travellers
therefore approached regions and sites with clearly defined expectations,
and many were determined to make the contemporary landscape match
Pausanias’ ancient topography.

     
Pausanias … mentions so many temples and curiosities at Phlious, that we
were particularly anxious to discover its situation, and I know not by what
fatality we missed it, as we must have been within a very short distance of
it; but I suspect that our guides and agogiates were as anxious to arrive at
Argos as we were to discover ruins of ancient cities. (Dodwell (1819) 212)

The combined efforts of travellers and topographers looking for Pausanias’
sites slowly produced a map of central and southern Greece that is full of
exactly located ancient sites. Research that focuses on topographical
features mentioned in ancient texts continues to this day.30 Few other
landscapes can boast such a high concentration of known ancient place
names. The early travellers were aware that this abundance of identified
sites was unusual, and as soon as they knew themselves outside
‘Pausanias country’ they readjusted their expectations:

     
We observed some ancient traces and large blocks of stone; and a little
farther on, several foundations on a hill, probably the Acropolis of the small
city which was in the plain. It is useless to conjecture its ancient name: there
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Fig. 12. Securely located ancient place names in Pausanias’ Greece: central/north-eastern
Peloponnese, part of Paus. II and VIII. Based on the Barrington Atlas: Camp & Reger (2000).



is a great vacuum in the history of this country, though bordering on the
classical shores of Phocis, and within view of Parnassos itself. (Dodwell
(1819) 144)31

A comparison between maps of similar areas in the Peloponnese (Fig. 12)
and Asia Minor (see Fig. 5, p. 22) demonstrates the difference: my maps
are based on the Barrington Atlas which aims to document all ancient
sites that are reasonably securely located: although my sample area of
Greece includes the mountainous inland area of Arkadia there are still
many more well-identified ancient sites than in the coastal area around
the great cities of Smyrna, Pergamon and Pausanias’ own home, Magnesia
on Sipylos. However, the high density of known ancient place names in the
Greek landscape has its own pitfalls: there is a temptation to attach a
name to every newly discovered spot with ancient remains, even if it
means stretching the meaning of the ancient texts to find an appropriate
reference. Only recently have field surveys been able to uncover such a
large number of sites that it is no longer possible to look to the Periegesis
to identify them all. At the same time Pausanias’ emphasis on historical
monuments, works of art and sacred sites no longer defines the sole focus
of archaeological research in Greece, and more attention is given to a wider
range of ancient remains.32

Visitors to Ottoman Greece had combined their observations with
Pausanias to establish a basic framework of identified ancient sites, but
the Periegesis was a stark reminder of the many sites that still needed to
be explored, and at the same time it also raised expectations of magnifi-
cent finds. Caylus’ Pausanias-induced utopian view of Greece which
opened this chapter also translated into great expectations for Greek
archaeology:

     
In Greece, if the Turks were to permit excavations, one could still find under
the scattered ruins of many famous cities some remains of those master-
pieces which once represented their beauty and ornament. (Caylus (1752-68)
I.iv)

Over a century later the first excavations showed that his prediction had
not been far from the mark: sensational finds such as Schliemann’s royal
tombs at Mycenae or the buildings and sculptures of Olympia seemed to
be particular confirmations of Pausanias’ descriptions. Archaeologists
continued to approach sites with the Periegesis in mind and were largely
successful in discovering what they expected to find.33 Pausanias’ selective
approach, however, also suggests what we should not be interested in, and
his preferences and silences sanctioned an emphasis on the classical and
archaic remains while the ‘less interesting’ Roman remains were often
neglected or simply removed. There is no question that many excavations
did indeed uncover sites and monuments that were a remarkable match
for Pausanias’ descriptions, but it is also worth remembering that the
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presentation of every site, particularly once it is restored and opened to
visitors, is a matter of interpretation and selection. In Greece these
decisions were often guided by Pausanias’ description and therefore also
influenced by his preferences.34

The Periegesis also had a profound impact on how travellers wrote about
the Greek landscape. A learned travel account would include references to
relevant ancient sources as a matter of course, and all the major descrip-
tions of Greece combine paraphrases of notes made en route with carefully
selected information from ancient texts and earlier modern travel books.
Just like Pausanias, many later travel writers chose to provide a historical
overview before they embarked on the description of a site, and the
Periegesis often supplies the main details for these introductions. More-
over, Pausanias creates an imaginary Greece which combines the visible
landscape with monuments and memories that were lost, and his travel-
ling readers in modern times would have found this approach very
familiar. Their descriptions of the Greek landscape often contain much
more than a traveller could actually still see on the surface: most
writers combine their own observations with Pausanias’ description,
and it is not always made clear when we move from the present
landscape into the past. The following passage is Dodwell’s description
of the way from Mantinea to Orchomenos, a route we have already
encountered in Chapter 5.

     
On quitting Mantineia on the 9th [March 1806] for the ruins of Orchomenos,
we traversed the middle of the ancient city, and were thirteen minutes in
going from the western wall. We here crossed the ditch formed by the Ophis,
and, proceeding in a northern direction through the middle of the plain, in
an hour and four minutes from the walls of Mantineia, came to the founda-
tions of a building composed of large stones. Pausanias [8.12] mentions two
roads from Mantineia to Orchomenos, on one of which were the stadium of
Ladas, a temple of Diana, and a lofty tumulus of earth, which some believed
to be the tomb of Penelope. In this vicinity a mountain was covered with the
ruins of the ancient Mantinea, near which rose the fountain Alalkomenia.
Thirty stadia from the town were the ruins of the village Maira. On the other
road the topographer mentions the monument or tomb of Anchises, and a
temple of Venus at the mountain called Anchisia, which separated the
Orchomenian and Mantinean territories. (Dodwell (1819) 424)

This is clearly presented as the record of an actual journey made in March
1806, but in fact, most of what Dodwell describes was not actually visible
and is directly taken from Pausanias’ text. Ancient place names are used
matter-of-factly throughout, and, apart from the wall of Mantinea and the
foundation of an ancient building, this description ‘borrows’ Pausanias’
ancient landscape instead of describing that of the early nineteenth cen-
tury. Not all travellers’ accounts of this period achieved such a seamless
transition between ancient and modern Greece, but most did at times
lapse into descriptions that give distances in stadia or note art works that
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they clearly did not find on an abandoned site. Leake explains his reason-
ing behind presenting so much that was ancient and no longer visible:

     
Although the description of the ancient cities of Peloponnesus, which I have
extracted in an abridged form from Pausanias, relate in some instances to
places, of which not a vestige now remains to illustrate the Greek topogra-
pher, I have nevertheless introduced them all, because, by the addition of a
few pages, the present work is thus rendered more complete, and because
the reader is thus enabled to compare every part of Peloponnesus as
Pausanias found it, with the view which it presented to the follower of his
steps, after an interval of sixteen centuries. I am, moreover, much inclined
to believe, that the descriptions which the ancient traveller has given of the
cities of Greece – of their distribution, mode of decoration, monuments, and
productions of art, would, if better known, be useful to the cultivators of the
fine arts in general; that they might have a tendency to assist the public
discrimination on these subjects. (Leake (1830) viii-ix)

For Leake, Greece is not complete without Pausanias’ ancient landscape,
and he clearly estimates the didactic value of ancient cities as much higher
than that of the landscape he saw in the last years of Ottoman rule. For
visitors with antiquarian interests, Pausanias’ description was an integral
part of the landscape, and in their imagination his sites and monuments
were as present as what they actually saw.

During centuries of travel writing about Greece, Pausanias has had a
formative influence on general ‘habits’ that are shared by most texts that
attempt to present a systematic account of Greek sites or landscapes. As
Sutton has shown in her study of modern descriptions of Nemea,
Pausanias can subtly dictate the agenda for a site, and his main themes
and preferences echo even in recent travel guides which do not share the
antiquarian outlook of earlier travellers.35 More generally, the Periegesis
had a strong influence on how Greece was presented in guidebooks. All
early guides to Greece draw heavily on Pausanias. One of the earliest, the
Baedeker guide of 1883, was edited from extensive notes compiled by H.G.
Lolling on research trips in Greece between 1876-81.36 Lolling’s text and
the Baedeker guide follow the tradition of integrating Pausanias’ descrip-
tion with the contemporary landscape. Once an increasing number of
excavations were under way, the combination of archaeological finds and
Pausanias’ detailed description also presented a niche for a new kind of
guidebook, the ‘cultural guide’ which, like Pausanias, ignores practicali-
ties of travel in order to focus on history and monuments. The earliest
guide of this kind, Mythology and Monuments of Ancient Athens (1890) by
Harrison and Verrall, was in fact intended as an archaeological commen-
tary on Pausanias, but soon attracted many buyers who took it to Greece
to enhance their visit to the ancient monuments.37 The Periegesis contin-
ues to have a strong influence on modern guidebooks to Greece, as a source
both for explanations of ancient sites and for mythical stories or details
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about ancient cults that can be used to enliven the ancient remains. Much
of this information is no longer directly based on Pausanias, but has been
passed on from one travel guide to the next: the ancient description has
become part of a ‘canonical’ literary tradition that is attached to particular
sites and monuments.

The landscape was the most concrete connection between the Periegesis
and its later readers, but modern travellers also empathised with
Pausanias’ approach to the heritage of Greece. The idealising views of
Greek culture that dominated in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
were inspired by ancient literature, and particularly by the texts produced
in Pausanias’ own cultural environment, the Second Sophistic. Compared
to his modern readers, Pausanias is an insider explaining Greek culture
to a distant audience. At the same time, however, he takes the stance of
an outsider, the visitor from Asia Minor who is fascinated to discover a
landscape full of associations and memories of a great past. Modern
travellers, steeped in the classical tradition just like the pepaideumenoi of
the Roman imperial period, therefore found it easy to sympathise with
many of his interests and attitudes.

     
In these volumes the ancient state of Greece is described, in order to
illustrate the present and to add new interest to modern localities and
customs, by identifying them with the events or the manners of a more early
period. The reader must never forget, that a classic interest is breathed over
the superficies of the Grecian territory; that its mountains, its valleys, its
streams, are intimately associated with the intimidating presence of the
authors, by whom they have been immortalized. Almost every rock, every
promontory, every river, is haunted by the shadows of the mighty dead.
Every portion of the soil appears to teem with historical recollections; or
it borrows some potent but invisible charm from the inspirations of
poetry, the efforts of genius, or the energies of liberty and patriotism.
(Dodwell (1819) iv)

For Dodwell it is Greek history and the association with ancient literature
that make Greece a worthwhile subject of description. The aims he sets
out in this passage would be a reasonable description of Pausanias’
approach, and the two authors would probably have agreed on the ancient
texts they considered particularly relevant. The aim to discover and
document the many connections between the memorial landscape and the
past is at the centre of Pausanias’ project. He uses site descriptions and
historical or mythical accounts to emphasise the continuity of culture and
tradition in mainland Greece, and there are numerous passages where he
specifically states that an old custom or an ancient artefact was still in
existence. Pausanias has a number of ways of emphasising such continui-
ties but it is remarkable that these statements are so often expressed in
the first person, ‘down to my own time’, which suggests some emotional
response to the encounter with antiquity in the Greek landscape.38
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Modern travellers knew that Pausanias had had the advantage of
seeing most sites still intact, but their interests seemed so similar to his
approach that it often just took a few identifiable remains of an ancient
site together with the appropriate passage in the Periegesis to take them
back to the glory days of ancient Greece. We have already seen how easily
landscape descriptions could switch between antiquity and present: in
their imagination Pausanias’ travelling readers were not just restoring
ancient monuments, but, more importantly, establishing connections be-
tween the contemporary topography and the ancient memorial landscape.
For people who saw the classical tradition as the centre of their cultural
identity this was a highly emotional business, and this was true in
antiquity as well as in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.39 Travel
writers who followed in Pausanias’ footsteps are often vocal about their
enthusiasm.

     
I cannot describe the sensations which I experienced, on approaching the
classic shores of Greece. My mind was agitated by the delights of the present,
and the recollections of the past. The land which had been familiar to my
ideas from early impression, seemed as if by enchantment, thrown before my
eyes. I beheld the native soil of the great men whom I had so often admired;
of the poets, historians, and orators, whose works I had perused with delight,
and to whom Europe has been indebted for so much of her high sentiment,
and her intellectual cultivation. I gazed upon the region which had produced
so many artists of unrivalled excellence, whose works are still admired as
the models of perfection, and the standards of taste. All these ideas crowding
into the mind, made a deep impression; and fixed me for some time, in a
contemplative, but pleasurable reverie. (Dodwell (1819) 78)

In the Greek landscape a man with a classical education and some
imagination needs just a moment’s reverie to escape into an ancient world
which is not dissimilar to the playfully constructed past of the Second
Sophistic and Caylus’ ideal view of the cities of ancient Greece.

There was, however, a flipside to these delightful connections between
past and present that were so evident in the Greek landscape: travellers
not only thought of the great past; they were also constantly and painfully
reminded of the many glorious things that had been lost since antiquity.40

Again, writers in the Roman imperial period had already begun to stress
the many aspects of classical Greek culture that no longer existed in their
own time, and both ancient and modern responses to Greece share a good
deal of melancholy and nostalgia.

     
Returning from Asia I sailed from Aigina towards Megara, and I began to
look at the regions around: behind me was Aigina, before me Megara, the
Piraeus to the right, and on my left was Corinth – towns which were once
most flourishing, but are now lying prostrate and in ruins before one’s eyes.41

(Ser. Sulpicius Rufus to Cicero, March 45 BC. Cic. Ad Fam. 4.5.4)
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Many modern visitors came to Greece already expecting to find a land-
scape where much was lost, and the ancient authors provided a template
for their response. The decline, which was traditionally associated with
Roman rule, could be easily compared with the development of the region
under the Ottomans, only now the decline seemed even more pronounced,
since the Greeks themselves appeared to have forgotten their great heri-
tage.42 Pausanias plays a double role in this discourse between ancient and
modern: on the one hand, his work offered a detailed view of a glorious lost
world which could serve as a contrast to the sad present state of the
landscape, and on the other hand he himself was confronted with signs of
decline, so that his observations often seemed to parallel the experiences
of later travellers.

References to ruins, lost cities and missing artefacts are an integral part
of Pausanias’ project. After all, only a notion that traditions and physical
remains are likely to disappear can inspire such a colossal effort of
recording monuments and traditions. There needs to be a sense of distance
and loss that separates the past from the present, and references to
monuments that have disappeared or stories that have (almost) been
forgotten add to a sense of complex layers in the memorial landscape.43

Pausanias demonstrates a nuanced attitude to the lost heritage of Greece,
and it is important not to overemphasise his sense of separation from a
lost past. The Periegesis has often been called a nostalgic text which
focuses on the decline of Greek culture under Roman rule, and, as so often
in Pausanias, there is no lack of passages to support this impression.44 This
is, however, not the whole picture: Pausanias does not present an image
of a deserted Greece; on the contrary, the emphasis is on monuments that
are intact, traditions that are remembered and rituals that are still carried
out faithfully. In fact, the Periegesis often offers a valuable alternative to
ancient authors who suggest that Greece was almost completely deserted
and in ruins.45 It was probably easy to dismiss the whole region from a
distance, or with the knowledge of a few poignant places. A ruin one
encounters in the landscape is, however, always ambiguous: it is a testi-
mony to the loss of a site, but at the same time it serves as a powerful
memorial which keeps the ancient meaning of a place from being com-
pletely forgotten. Pausanias reacts to this ambiguity by adopting different
modes of dealing with abandoned sites. Many ruins are just mentioned
matter-of-factly to fill gaps in the memorial landscape. Where he decides
to comment on the fact that a site is ruined Pausanias does sometimes
reflect on the loss of a monument or site, but in other cases he emphasises
the fact that some remains still survived in his own time, and he clearly
appreciates the value of unimpressive remains in comparison to those sad
places where he could not even discover ruins.46

Nostalgia is sometimes implicit in the Periegesis, particularly when
great events in the past are juxtaposed with modest contemporary re-
mains. There are a few instances where Pausanias comments on the fact
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that the heyday of Greece was well in the past, particularly in historical
accounts that deal with the loss of Greek freedom.47 In spite of his great
patience with very modest sites and monuments he registers disappoint-
ment about the state of some Greek cities, most notably in his dismissive
description of Panopeus.48 The description of Megalopolis leads him to
ponder the rise and decline of great cities:

     
Megalopolis was founded by the Arkadians with great enthusiasm and it
inspired the highest hopes of the Greeks, but it has lost all its splendour and
ancient prosperity, and in our day it is mostly in ruins. I am not surprised
because I know that heaven always wants to bring about something new, and
also that all things, strong or weak, growing or perishing, are being changed
by fortune, and she drives them with inevitable force according to her
whim.49 (Paus. 8.33.1)

This passage comes after Pausanias has already passed through a part of
the countryside around Megalopolis with many settlements that had been
abandoned when the new city was founded. The grand name would also
have emphasised the less than impressive state of the town. For early
modern travellers the contrast between the great classical past as they
imagined it and the state of the landscape they found was much greater,
and they were often vocal about their feelings of nostalgia and disappoint-
ment. The almost invisible remains of Delphi induced Spon to ponder the
fall of the sanctuary that was once so famous:

     
What I found most strange is that the most famous place on earth has seen
such a reversal of fortune, so that we had to look for Delphi at the site of
Delphi itself and to ask where the temple had been although we stood on its
foundations. (Spon (1678) II.58)

Spon and Wheler were in fact the first to investigate the site of ancient
Delphi and they were quite successful in identifying some of its main
features. Spon’s comments on these few unimpressive ruins echo
Pausanias’ thoughts on Megalopolis: both could draw on the same long
tradition of thoughts about the rise and fall of great cities.50 Spon leaves
the site with another poignant comment:

     
We had to leave the site and to content ourselves with what the books can
convey about the riches and ornaments of that place, because there is no
longer anything but misery there and all its splendour has passed like a
dream. (Spon (1678) II.66)

In fact, the texts that describe the splendour of ancient Delphi are also the
cause of Spon’s nostalgia. The rich tradition that is tied in with the
landscape makes a trip to Greece worthwhile, and it turns every visit to
ancient remains into a quintessentially romantic encounter between a
vanished past and resurrected memories.51 Pausanias’ Periegesis usually
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supplied the information that allowed travellers to evoke this bitter-sweet
contrast between past and present.

For most travellers in early modern Greece the local people were a sore
disappointment.52 Westerners were looking for memories of the old myths
or remnants of ancient customs. Cyriac of Ancona was luckier (or more
sympathetic) than most when he discovered that in Lakonia people still
used ancient building techniques, followed dietary habits he recognised
from the ancient texts and had preserved ancient expressions. Their young
men even engaged in sporting competitions.53 Nevertheless, soon after
reporting these signs of cultural continuity he expresses his grief about the
decline of Greek cities, and laments the sad state of the people who had
lost all traces of their original ‘noble human virtue and renowned integrity
of spirit’.54 Later travellers who were faced with Greece as an Ottoman
province found it even more difficult to discover evident parallels. Only
occasionally did the locals manage to impress by displaying behaviour or
knowledge that seemed sufficiently reminiscent of their ancient forebears
to satisfy classically minded visitors with idealistic expectations.55

Pausanias’ Greece was inhabited by Greeks who were aware of their past
and keen to continue ancient traditions. Nevertheless, his work, together
with other Second Sophistic texts, suggested ways in which travel writers
might approach the dilemma of Ottoman Greece. Many took their lead
from Pausanias and focused on the topography and ancient monuments
without paying much attention to contemporary circumstances and local
people.56 Pausanias often chooses to ignore the history and monuments of
the last few centuries before his own time, and early modern travellers
frequently decided to do the same. Medieval and Ottoman history is
therefore rarely discussed at all, and there are few Turkish buildings that
managed to attract special attention from the western visitors.

     
We lose sight of the Venetians and Turks, of Dandolo and Mohammed II, and
behold only the ruins of Sparta and Athens, only of the country of Leonidas
and Pericles. For Greece has no modern history of such a character as to
obscure the vividness of her classical features. A modern history she does
indeed possess, various and eventful, but it has been (as has been truly
observed) of a destructive, not of a constructive character. It has left little
behind which can hide the immortal remains of the greatness of Hellenic
genius. In all parts of the country the traveller is, as it were, left alone with
antiquity: Hellas tells her own ancient history with unmistakable distinct-
ness. (G.F. Bowen in Murray (1884) 8)

By the time Murray’s travel guide was written this neglect of post-classical
or post-Roman history and remains had become the standard approach to
Greece, and the conspicuous gap between the end of antiquity (or some-
times the fall of Constantinople) and the foundation of modern Greece is
still largely the norm in Greek public discourse and self-presentation as
well as in most outsiders’ imagination.57
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Ancient texts stressed the decline of Greece under Roman rule, and
their approach essentially defined western reactions to Ottoman Greece.
If conquest by the Romans, who appreciated the superiority of Greek
culture, had such a devastating impact on Greece, it was likely that the
Ottomans, who were perceived as ignorant of the classical tradition, would
cause an even more severe degradation. Travellers often came expecting
the worst and they duly produced drastic reports of an ignorant, poverty-
stricken people. Ancient writers, including Pausanias, left no doubt that
the freedom of Greece was essential to her greatness. In the eighteenth
century the idea of political freedom gained momentum, and with it the
assumption that in Greece, more than in any other place, freedom was a
crucial precondition for cultural achievement. At the same time, many also
felt a nostalgic attachment and gratitude to Greece as the font of western
civilisation. All these sentiments fuelled the western philhellenism which
played an important role in the creation of the Greek state.58

The Greeks themselves, however, also relied on the ancient texts to
define their identity, partly in reaction to western philhellenism.59 Since
1821 Pausanias has served as a crucial link between modern Greece and
its ancient heritage. This is particularly evident in the development of
place names, where ancient toponyms have now largely replaced the old
names of Slavonic, Turkish, Albanian or Italian origin that had come to
dominate the landscape. Lolling documents just such a change in the
1870s:

     
There is no doubt that the ancient city of Amphissa was situated in the same
spot as modern Salona; in official language the new city is always referred
to by the ancient name. (Lolling (1989) 245; manuscript written in 1876/7)

It is not clear whether he is aware that the ancient name was in fact
completely forgotten when Spon and Wheler visited Salona two hundred
years earlier. At that point some thought that Salona was ancient Delphi,
and Spon and Wheler may have been the first westerners who identified
the site correctly after discovering an inscription that mentioned Am-
phissa.60 Place names were a particularly emotional issue, and some
western visitors were reluctant to contemplate the possibility that the
Greeks themselves no longer used or even knew the ancient toponyms.

Many places in Greece, that are still known to the inhabitants only by their
ancient appellations, are barbarously misnamed by foreign sailors. In these
instances the Author has deemed it most expedient to retain those names
which are at present in use in the country, which was the object of this tour.
(Dodwell (1819) v)

Once Greece had become independent, the ancient Greek heritage became
an important means of consolidating national identity.61 The restoration of
ancient place names is a particularly visible sign of a re-appropriation of
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Fig. 13. ‘Restored’ ancient place names in Greece today (old names in smaller font):
central/north-eastern Peloponnese. Based on Pikoulas (2001).



the past, and it seems to have been a slow process guided mostly by local
initiative. The old names are sometimes still in use, but maps, documents
and official road signs exclusively use the restored ‘ancient’ names. This
process has been going on in many parts of Greece, but it has been most
comprehensive in the regions covered by Pausanias: after all, in those
areas it was easiest to find an appropriate ancient name for most modern
settlements, even if the identification would not always stand up to expert
scrutiny. In the area of ancient Tegea several villages have replaced the
ancient city, and there was a lack of ancient toponyms. Two villages
nevertheless opted for names based on the Periegesis, Piali, the site of the
temple of Athena Alea, adopted the epithet of the goddess and became
Alea, while Achouria opted for a feature that Pausanias just mentions in
passing and is now known as Stadio(n). Two settlements in the vicinity,
Garea and Manthyrea, have adopted names of Tegean villages (demes)
mentioned in Pausanias.62 In other places different communities stake
rival claims to a prestigious ancient name, for example at Nemea or
Pheneos. The result of all these changes in southern Greece is a map that
suggests a remarkable degree of continuity (Fig. 13). Only a closer inspec-
tion reveals that we are, in fact, dealing with the construction of a whole
new historical topography which is not always very accurate. Pausanias’
text is no longer merely a description of Greece at a particular point in the
past: it has actually shaped today’s memorial landscape.

Finally, there are also signs that the Periegesis has become a crucial
resource for local tradition. Foreign visitors with an interest in ancient
history can encounter local people who are happy to summarise Pausanias’
information about the area, and his stories are sometimes also adapted,
re-interpreted and connected to particular topographical features. In some
places, new interpretations of the Periegesis have even left tangible
‘traces’. For example, on the way from Levidi to Klitoria (ancient Kleitor)
there are signposts to a ‘historical Pausanias vine tree’. The curious visitor
finds an impressive ancient vine growing on a group of plane trees but
there is no obvious connection with Pausanias, who passes through the
area in a matter of a few sentences.63 This site has all the hallmarks of a
place that would make an interesting entry in the Periegesis: a unique
natural feature has been connected with the authoritative literary source
for ancient tradition although the place in question is not actually men-
tioned there, and the local community has snatched a share in the glorious
past.64 In fact, Pausanias records a very similar example: in Kaphyai, one
of the Arkadian cities which was not mentioned in the Iliad, there was an
impressive plane tree which was said to have been planted by Menelaos.65

Local tradition in Greece seems to have come full circle: Pausanias himself
has become a crucial source of local pride and self-identification, just as
the Homeric epics were in his own day.
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Epilogue: ‘Solid Instruction and Refined
Amusement’?

In short, the philosopher and the historian, the critic and the naturalist, the
poet and the painter, the statuary and the architect, the geographer and the
antiquary, may find in this work an ample fund of solid instruction and
refined amusement: for Pausanias had the art of aptly uniting conciseness
with accuracy, and the marvellous of venerable traditions and mystic fables
with all the simplicity of unadorned description. (Taylor (1794) vii)

How should modern readers respond to Pausanias’ work? Today Taylor’s
idea of a wide readership among non-specialists seems surprising, and
‘amusement’ is rarely a word uttered in connection with the Periegesis.
The work as a whole is not an easy read, and even the most enthusiastic
Pausaniacs will have to admit that there is no easy shortcut to appreciat-
ing its appeal as a literary text. While it may seem relatively easy to mine
the Periegesis for information, any closer look at the presentation and
context of every detail opens up new questions and new insights. Every
site description requires its own investigation to tease out the full impli-
cations of Pausanias’ selection and interpretation, as far as they can be
recovered at all. Much still needs to be done to appreciate the context of
Pausanias and that of the many sites one encounters in his work. As the
culture of the Greek east of the Roman empire becomes better known,
especially through archaeological and epigraphic studies to complement
the texts of the Second Sophistic, many aspects of the Periegesis will need
re-evaluation. Readers also have to be alert to the particularly strong
impact of Pausanias reception during the last five hundred years on how
we see the text today, especially in connection with the Greek landscape.
Long-established layers of interpretation may need to be stripped away to
rediscover the author’s original intentions.

What, then, makes the Periegesis worthwhile for further study at the
beginning of the twenty-first century? It remains a core text for anyone
interested in ancient Greece, especially mainland Greece, as a geographi-
cal and historical entity beyond the few places in the spotlight of general
attention. Anyone seeking a realistic impression of Pausanias’ work has to
venture out of Athens and the big, famous centres such as Sparta, Corinth,
Argos or even Thebes in its decline to visit the small cities of the Argolid,
of Arkadia, Achaia, Boiotia or Phokis. Small-town Greece presented a
challenge to the wealthy, educated visitors who were at home in the large,
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well-developed centres around the Eastern Mediterranean. In the compe-
tition between these grand cities, imposing buildings, splendid
monuments and the best infrastructure the Roman world could devise
were taken for granted. Pausanias, however, patiently describes numer-
ous towns that were less than impressive, and he pays attention to many
details that seem small and inconspicuous. He takes time to tease out the
significance of his discoveries, and finds a landscape so full of meaning and
history that few places outside mainland Greece could compete. One of his
most valuable discoveries is the great variety of myths, monuments and
cults which could be found in different Greek cities. Pausanias documents
how even small communities maintained, adapted and displayed their
local traditions in this period to claim their place in the competitive world
of Greek cities under Roman rule: what we get to see was of the greatest
contemporary significance.

The variety and range of cultural expression in the cities of mainland
Greece is crucial to Pausanias’ project to investigate ‘all things Greek’. It
was well documented, particularly in the Iliad and Herodotos’ Histories,
that the conflict between individual communities’ concerns and common
Hellenic interests was a crucial aspect of Greek identity. The Periegesis is
a complex account of local cultural expression within the wider context of
the almost cosmopolitan interpretation of Hellenism favoured by the
educated élite of the Second Sophistic. Rarely are the boundaries between
the outsider’s ethnographical gaze and the insider’s observations in inves-
tigating his own identity as blurred as in the Periegesis. We can find the
visitor mystified by traditions that seem strange and outlandish, but what
he is observing is Greek by definition, because it is situated in the old
motherland. At the same time, Pausanias as a pepaideumenos often felt
that he understood Greek traditions better than his informants because
he had an intimate knowledge of the literary tradition and an overview of
many cities and regions. The result of this enquiry, then, is an insight into
the many expressions of Greek identity with more depth and detail than
can be found in any other ancient text. Pausanias charts a complex
network of memories, myths and symbols centred on the old cities of
mainland Greece that held the whole Greek world together and defined
the place of individuals and communities in it. The Periegesis also allows
us to observe a variety of responses to the Roman influence on Greece –
Pausanias’ own differentiated reactions as well as those of many commu-
nities he visited. The tensions between local and global perspectives
emerging between cities, the Greek world and the Roman empire is central
to the culture of the Second Sophistic, but it was never documented in a
more complex fashion than in the Periegesis: Pausanias still has much to
contribute to the study of the culture and literature of his period.

Pausanias has traditionally been seen as an outsider to the exclusive
circle of Second Sophistic writers. Close study shows that he shares the
concerns and intellectual interests of many of his contemporaries, and he
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could claim a special expertise in several areas, such as in art, mythology
and archaic poetry. His work may seem eccentric, because he made
conscious decisions not to follow the mainstream in all aspects of his
writing, for example in respect of his literary style. We need also to
remember that the Periegesis has affinities with a number of literary
genres and scholarly disciplines that we can assess only in fragments.
Pausanias addresses a whole range of cultural concerns of his time and he
traces the central themes of Greek identity and history in every commu-
nity he visits, however remote or small. The Periegesis offers many unique
insights into the reception and use of literary and oral tradition in the
Roman imperial period, demonstrating how commonly known texts and
stories could become more than just a record of the past, but also a means
by which ideas and meanings could be easily communicated among all
those who had acquired Greek paideia. Without Pausanias we would know
little about the complex layers of meaning and historical significance that
were attached to numerous features of the landscape, be it urban or rural.
Pausanias’ landscapes with their allusions and learned associations can
be read almost like Second Sophistic texts, and they can indeed be useful
to illustrate the physical and imaginary environment which the pepai-
deumenoi in this period took for granted.

A close study of the Periegesis reveals complex layers of interpretation:
Pausanias is not merely reporting, but he is shaping his own version of
Greece. In this he is influenced by the cultural concerns of his time, but
there is also a strong influence of personal preferences and interests. The
authorial voice in the Periegesis is subtle, but nevertheless ubiquitous and
distinct: it is not sound to mine the work for information without taking
into account Pausanias’ general aims and perspective, and his specific
agenda in any specific passage or place. It is also crucial to remember that
the information offered in the Periegesis is not universally applicable to all
periods of Greek history: apart from his discussion of events and monu-
ments that can be firmly dated, Pausanias offers very little reliable
information about Greece before his own time, and often the past he
describes is strongly influenced by contemporary ideas and interpreta-
tions. Claims about the long tradition of cultural practices such as cults
should be treated with particular caution. Anyone using a passage of the
Periegesis to support arguments about matters outside its immediate
geographical or chronological context has to make a case for its general
applicability.

A close reading of Pausanias can become a challenge for a modern
classical scholar: the Periegesis invites us constantly to rethink our own
attitudes to ancient Greece, its monuments and landscape. Watching
Pausanias at work as he does his research in painstaking detail suggests
a closer look at modern approaches to the same sites, monuments, texts or
traditions. As Pausanias creates his very own version of the myth-histo-
ries of Greece, selecting what he finds most worth recording, we are led to
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consider what underlies modern interpretations of Greek histories and
landscapes. Since the re-discovery of Greece and its ancient sites, the
Periegesis has always been the one text that could not be fully understood
without an investigation of the landscape, and it has presented archaeolo-
gists with the dilemma of how to investigate sites that are the subject of
such a detailed ancient description. Pausanias continues to remind us of
the fact that the divide in classical studies between literature and material
culture has never been fully bridged. His varied interests challenge
boundaries between disciplines and clearly demarcated fields of interest:
studying Pausanias in depth requires us to take routes that we have never
had to travel before. Since its re-discovery about six hundred years ago,
this particular quality of the Periegesis has led to a number of crucial new
perspectives on ancient Greek culture. Pausanias still has the potential to
inspire new approaches in the future.
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1. Approaching Pausanias’ Periegesis
1. Paus. 1.1.1: TÁj ºpe8rou tÁj +EllhnikÁj kat> nˇsouj t>j Kukl£daj ka< p2lagoj

tÕ A9ga√on ¥kra SoÚnion prÒkeitai gÁj tÁj ,AttikÁj: ka< limˇn te parapleÚsanti t]n
¥kran 1st< ka< naÕj ,Aqhn©j Souni£doj 1p< korufÍ tÁj ¥kraj.

2. Elsner (2001a), Hutton (2005a) esp. 4-5, 22-3.
3. Poseidon: IG I2 310, 1.24; Aristoph. Birds 868, Knights 559; cf. Dinsmoor

(1974) 233; See Pritchett (1999) 39-45.
4. Cf. Snodgrass (2001) 130, 135-7, Veyne (1988) 3.
5. E.g. Hutton (2005a) 24-5, 242-7, Alcock (1996) 244.
6. See pp. 141-2.
7. Diller (1956); Diller (1957), Marcotte (1992), Irigoin (2001); see p. 119.
8. Bowie (2001) 27-8.
9. See Diller (1957) 178: a manuscript giving ‘Historiai’ as title; Trendelenburg

(1911) 6-7, 18-19, (1914) 8-9 suggests Hellênika (‘Greek matters’) as original title,
cf. Paus. 1.26.4.

10. See Diller (1957).
11. Steph. Byz. s.v. Haimonia (p. 50, l.5 Meineke), s.v. Araithyrea (p.108, l.16

Meineke), s.v. Sphakteria (p. 594, l. 23 Meineke) give the full title; there are eighty
references in all. Cf. Habicht (1985) 5.

12. Paus. e.g. 1.39.3, 2.13.3, 2.15.1, 2.34.2, 2.34.10, 3.11.1, 5.21.1, 6.1.1-2,
6.17.1, 10.9.1.

13. Hutton (2005a) 247-55, Arenz (2006) 133-6, Bischoff (1938).
14. Hutton (2005a) 241-72, Habicht (1985) 3, Bischoff (1938) 727-8.
15. Paus. 1.26.4: De√ d2 me ¢fik2sqai toà lÒgou prÒsw, p£nta [mo8wj 1pexiÒnta t>

+Ellhnik£.
16. Hellas is the mainland south of Thermopylai: Paus. 1.3.5, 1.4.2, 3.4.8,

5.14.2; Epeiros part of Greece: 9.6.1; Epeiros outside Greece, Korkyra in Greece:
1.11.5-6; Ionia part of Greece: 7.10.1. 8.46.3; Ionia outside Greece: 7.5.13, 8.45.5.
See Regenbogen (1956) 1011, Elsner (2001a) 5, Hutton (2005a) 57-61, esp. 57 n. 6.

17. Gurlitt (1890) 2-4, 68, Robert (1909) 261, Trendelenburg (1911) 8, Meyer
(1954) 19, Habicht (1985) 5-6, Bearzot (1988) 90-112, Hutton (2005a) 55-68.

18. Hom. Il. 2.484-760; Homeric geography: Prontera (1993); e.g. Strabo 1.1.1-2,
1.1.10-11, Engels (1999) 115-20, Dueck (2000) 31-40; cf. Eratosthenes’ critique:
Strabo 1.2.17; Geus (2002) 264-7.

19. E.g. Paus. 8.25.12-13, cf. Hom. Il. 2.606; cf. Paus. 6.22.5-6.
20. Meyer (1954) 20, Habicht (1985) 5 (Achaia); Bearzot (1988) 108-12 (Amphik-

tyony), cf. Bultrighini (1990b).
21. Steph. Byz. s.v. Tamyna (p. 600 Meineke) with Meineke’s commentary,

followed by Gurlitt (1890) 68, Regenbogen (1956) 1011. Diller (1955) 274-5,
Chamoux (1996) 48; Robert (1909) 261-4 suggests that up to four books are lost.
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22. Habicht (1985) 7-8, Akujärvi (2005) 60-4 lists 155 cross-references; cf. Settis
(1968) 61-3, Moggi (1993) 402-3.

23. Paus. 1.24.5, referring to 9.26.2-4.
24. Paus. 8.37.1, referring to 10.13.8; 5.15.4, referring to 8.37.9; some cross-

references are less precise: e.g. Paus. 4.31.7: ‘I will deal with the appearance [of
the image of Artemis Laphria] elsewhere’, referring to Patrai, 7.18.8, cf. 6.12.1
(referring to 10.34.8).

25. Bowie (2001) 21-3 (the shortest possible chronology, Book I finished by AD
165); Habicht (1985) 8-12 suggests that Book I was written in the 150s. Note Musti
(1982) xii-xiii who suggests that Book I may have been published under Hadrian.
See pp. 23-4.

26. Paus. 10.38.13. Habicht (1985) 6-7; end might be intact (cf. Hdt 9.122):
Nörenberg (1973), Alcock (1996) 267, Sidebottom (2002) 499, Ellinger (2005) 207-21.

27. Heberdey (1894) 96, Gurlitt (1890) 67-8, Daux (1936) 180-1, Heer (1979) 46,
280-4.

28. Paus. 10.9.1-2: +OpÒsa d5 tîn ¢naqhm£twn e!na8 moi lÒgou m£lista ¥xia
1fa8neto, poihsÒmeqa aÙtîn mnˇmhn. ¢qlht>j m5n oân ka< Ósoi ¢gwnista< mousikÁj
tîn ¢nqrèpwn to√j ple8osin 1g8nonto met> oÙdenÕj logismoà, oÙ p£nu ti =goàmai
spoudÁj ¢x8ouj: ¢qlht>j d5 [pÒsoi ti ka< Øpele8ponto 1j dÒxan, 1n lÒgJ sf©j 1dˇlwsa
tù 1j ,Hle8ouj.

29. Paus. 6.1-18 (Olympia); 8.38.5, 8.49.1 (statue bases); on Pausanias’ Phokis
see Pritchett (1969-89) IV.147.

30. Paus. 9.23.7 (on Larymna, daughter of Kynos).
31. Hutton (2005a) esp. 25-8.
32. Hirschfeld (1882) 122, Gurlitt (1890) 21, Habicht (1985) 19-20, Hutton

(2005a) 83-96.
33. Paus. 9.18.1-23.4, 9.23.5-24.5, 9.25.1-4; Hutton (2005a) 88-9, Musti (1988).
34. Paus. 3.11.1: +\O d5 1n tÍ suggrafÍ moi tÍ ,Atq8di 1panÒrqwma 1g2neto, m] t>

p£nta me 1fexÁj, t> d5 m£lista ¥xia mnˇmhj 1pilex£menon ¢p, aÙtîn e9rhk2nai,
dhlèsw d] prÕ toà lÒgou toà 1j Sparti£taj: 1mo< g>r 1x ¢rcÁj ºq2lhsen [ lÒgoj ¢pÕ
pollîn ka< oÙk ¢x8wn ¢fhgˇsewj, ïn 3kastoi par> sf8si l2gousin, ¢pokr√nai t>
¢xiologètata. æj oân eâ bebouleum2noj oÙk 4stin Ópou parabˇsomai. Cf. 1.39.3.

35. Paus. 2.13.3, 2.15.1, 2.29.1, 2.34.11, 3.11.1, 5.21.1, 6.17.1, 6.23.1, 8.10.1,
8.54.7 (e.g. t> ¢xiologètata, t> m£lista ¥xia lÒgou, t> q2aj ¥xia, t> m£lista ¥xia
mnˇmhj).

36. Frazer (1898) I.xxxiii-xxxvi, Regenbogen (1956) 1090, Habicht (1985) 23-4.
37. Habicht (1985) 134-6, Arafat (1996) 37-8; Hutton (2005b) 299-317. E.g. the

Nymphaion of Herodes Atticus at Olympia: Settis (1968), Gardiner (1925) 192,
Herrmann (1972) 192, Bol (1984) 99-100, Jacquemin (2001) 291-2.

38. E.g. Paus. 1.6.1, 1.27.3, 10.17.13.
39. Paus. 1.39.3: Tosaàta kat> gnèmhn t]n 1m]n ,Aqhna8oij gnwrimètata Ãn 4n te

lÒgoij ka< qewrˇmasin, ¢p2krine d5 ¢pÕ tîn pollîn 1x ¢rcÁj [ lÒgoj moi t> 1j
suggraf]n ¢nˇkonta.

40. Paus. 8.10.10: LewkÚdouj d5 toà Megalopolitîn [moà Ludi£dV strathgˇsantoj
prÒgonon 4naton ,Arkes8laon o9koànta 1n LukosoÚrv l2gousin o; ,Ark£dej æj ∏doi t]n
;er>n tÁj kaloum2nhj Despo8nhj 4lafon peponhku√an ØpÕ gˇrwj: tÍ d5 1l£fJ taÚtV
y£liÒn te e!nai per< tÕn tr£chlon ka< gr£mmata 1p< tù yal8J, ++nebrÕj 1ën 0£lwn, Ót,
1j -Ilion Ãlq, ,Agapˇnwr,,. Oátoj m5n d] 1pide8knusin [ lÒgoj 4lafon e!nai pollù ka<
1l2fantoj makrobièteron qhr8on.

41. E.g. Meyer (1954) esp. 8, Levi (1971), Harrison & Verrall (1890); cf.
Pouilloux (1992) XIX-XX, Lacroix (1994) 76.
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42. With the possible exception of Xenophon’s Anabasis. Cf. Hutton (2005a) 5-7.
43. Elsner (1992), (1994), (1995) 125-55, (1997a), (1997b), (2001a), (2001b),

Hartog (2001), Hutton (2005a), Hutton (2005b).
44. E.g. Spon (1678), Wheler (1682).
45. E.g. Dodwell (1819), Gell (1817), Leake (1830).
46. E.g. Olympia: Trendelenburg (1914), Delphi: Daux (1936), Mycenae: Schlie-

mann (1878) 59-61, cf. Belger (1899).
47. Coins: Imhoof-Blumer & Gardner (1885), (1886), (1887). Inscriptions:

Habicht (1984), Habicht (1985) 28-94, e.g. IG V.1.559 with Hutton (2005a) 19-20,
Tod & Wace (1906), Wide (1893).

48. E.g. Athenian agora: Robert (1909) 330 (reconstruction of the site on the
basis of the text alone), Vanderpool (1949) esp. 130 (Pausanias’ ‘route’ recon-
structed on the basis of excavations), cf. Wycherley (1959), (1963). See also Habicht
(1985) 78-80, Hutton (2005a) 140-1.

49. Frazer (1898), Hitzig & Blümner (1896-1910).
50. Habicht (1985) 98-101, Meyer (1954) 8; e.g. Urban (1979) 38-45, cf. Pretzler

(2005b).
51. Wilamowitz (1877) 344-7, Hirschfeld (1882), Kalkmann (1886), Deicke

(1935) 33-53, Jacoby (1944) 40-1 n. 12, Fehling (1988). On Wilamowitz see Habicht
(1985) 165-7.

52. Alcock (1996) 241, 260-5, Hutton (2005a) 22-3.
53. Frazer’s commentary on Pausanias IV takes up fifteen pages for the

twenty-nine chapters of Messenian history, while the remaining seven topographi-
cal chapters get forty-three pages of commentary. Frazer (1898) III.405-64.

54. E.g. Meyer (1939), Pritchett (1969-89) esp. I.122-34, III.1-142, IV.1-102,
V.69-91, VI.91-111, Pikoulas (1999).

55. Regenbogen (1956), see also Reardon (1971) 221-4.
56. Alcock, Cherry & Elsner (2001) vii-viii, Henderson (2001a) 207.
57. Musti et al. (1982- ), Casevitz et al. (1992- ).
58. Bingen (1996).
59. Hutton (2005a); see also Elsner (2001a), Akujärvi (2005).
60. E.g. Alcock (1993), Engels (1990), several articles in Pirenne-Delforge

(1998b), Swain (1996) esp. 330-56; cf. O. van Nijf & R. Alston’s forthcoming
volumes on the post-classical city.

61. Alcock (2001) 146-53, (1993) 172-5.
62. Veyne (1988) 100-1, Alcock (1996) 242, 265-7.

2. Pausanias: the Man and his Time
1. Paus. 8.2.4-5: O; g>r d] tÒte ¥nqrwpoi x2noi ka< [motr£pezoi qeo√j Ãsan ØpÕ

dikaiosÚnhj ka< eÙsebe8aj, ka8 sfisin 1nargîj ¢pˇnta par> tîn qeîn timˇ te oâsin
¢gaqo√j ka< ¢dikˇsasin æsaÚtwj = Ñrgˇ, 1pe8 toi ka< qeo< tÒte 1g8nonto 1x ¢nqrèpwn,
o∫ g2ra ka< 1j tÒde 4ti 4cousin … 1p, 1moà d5 – kak8a g>r d] 1p< ple√ston hÜxeto ka<
gÁn te 1pen2meto p©san ka< pÒleij p£saj – oÜte qeÕj 1g8neto oÙde<j 4ti 1x ¢nqrèpou,
pl]n Óson lÒgJ ka< kolake8v prÕj tÕ Øper2con, ka< ¢d8koij tÕ mˇnima tÕ 1k tîn qeîn
Ñy2 te ka< ¢pelqoàsin 1nq2nde ¢pÒkeitai.

2. Akujärvi (2005), Hutton (2005a) 11.
3. E.g. Paus. 2.26.1, 6.22.8, 8.15.8, 8.35.1; note 10.29.3, 10.31.1 where

Pausanias ‘moves’ through Polygnotos’ painting. Cf. Akujärvi (2005) 145-65.
4. Paus. 4.31.6: Messhn8oij d5 1n tÍ ¢gor? DiÒj 1stin ¥galma SwtÁroj ka< ,ArsinÒh

krˇnh: tÕ m5n d] Ônoma ¢pÕ tÁj Leuk8ppou qugatrÕj e∏lhfen, Øporre√ d5 1j aÙt]n Ûdwr
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1k phgÁj kaloum2nhj KleyÚdraj. qeîn d5 ;er> Poseidînoj, tÕ d5 ,Afrod8thj 1st8: ka<
oá m£lista ¥xion poiˇsasqai mnˇmhn, ¥galma MhtrÕj qeîn l8qou Par8ou, Damofîntoj
d5 4rgon, {j ka< tÕn D8a 1n ,Olump8v diesthkÒtoj |dh toà 1l2fantoj sunˇrmosen 1j tÕ
¢krib2staton.

5. Bol (1978) 1; cf. Dio Chrysostom 31.
6. Cf. Paus. 5.11.10, commenting on methods of preserving ivory, without

mentioning Damophon.
7. Paus. 2.5.5.: ,Ek Kor8nqou d5 oÙk 1j mesÒgaian ¢ll> t]n 1p< Sikuîna 9oàsi naÕj

1mpeprhsm2noj 1st<n oÙ pÒrrw tÁj pÒlewj, 1n ¢rister? d5 tÁj [doà. gegÒnasi m5n d]
ka< ¥lloi pÒlemoi per< t]n Korinq8an ka< pàr 1p2laben æj tÕ e9kÕj ka< o9k8aj ka< ;er>
t> 4xw te8couj: ¢ll> toàtÒn ge tÕn naÕn ,ApÒllwnoj e!nai l2gousi ka< Óti PÚrroj
katakaÚseien [ ,Acill2wj aÙtÒn.

8. E.g. Paus. 2.3.7; although he is not consistent: see 2.2.6 where he accepts the
authenticity of ancient statues in Corinth.

9. Paus. 2.1.2, 2.2.6; cf. 2.1.1; see also Hutton (2005b).
10. E.g. Paus. 2.12.3, 2.23.8, 2.26.2, 3.25.2. 5.5.3, 5.5.4, 8.47.4, 9.18.6, 9.38.7-8,

10.8.9.
11. Alcock (1996) 260-1 with Crapanzano (1986).
12. For a detailed study see Akujärvi (2005) 25-178.
13. E.g. Paus. 1.4.6, 1.9.3, 1.24.6, 1.26.4, 1.26.11, 1.33.7, 1.33.8, 1.36.1, 2.4.5,

2.28.3, 4.29.13, 5.3.1, 5.5.1, 8.6.1 (comments on digressions), 1.9.4, 1.20.4, 1.23.10,
1.26.6, 1.29.2, 1.34.2, 2.38.3, 3.17.7, 3.18.9, 4.24.3, 5.4.5, 5.4.7, 8.37.6 (pointing out
that a topic will not be discussed), 1.6.1, 1.8.1, 2.37.6, 3.18.6, 8.17.4, 10.17.3,
10.19.5 (giving reasons for particular decisions); cf. Akujärvi (2005) 34-64.

14. E.g. Paus. 1.26.4 (intentions), 1.39.3, 3.11.1, 6.1.1, 10.9.2 (selectivity),
5.14.4, 5.14.10, 5.21.1, 6.17.1, 8.6.3, 10.19.5 (notes on the structure of the text).

15. E.g. Paus. 2.21.10, 4.2.1, 4.6.1-6, 8.37.12.
16. Paus. 8.53.4-5: L2gousi d5 ka< Ósoi Tege£tou tîn pa8dwn 1le8ponto, metoikÁsai

sf©j 0kous8wj 1j Krˇthn, KÚdwna ka< ,Arcˇdion ka< GÒrtuna: ka< ¢pÕ toÚtwn fas<n
ÑnomasqÁnai t>j pÒleij Kudwn8an ka< GÒrtun£ te ka< Katr2a. KrÁtej d5 oÙc
[mologoàntej tù Tegeatîn lÒgJ KÚdwna m5n ,Akakall8doj qugatrÕj M8nw ka< +Ermoà,
Katr2a d2 fasin e!nai M8nw, tÕn d5 GÒrtuna +Radam£nquoj. 1j d5 aÙtÕn +Rad£manqun
+Omˇrou m2n 1stin 1n Prwt2wj prÕj Men2laon lÒgoij æj 1j tÕ ped8on }xoi Men2laoj tÕ
,HlÚsion, prÒteron d5 4ti +Rad£manqun 1ntaàqa }kein: Kina8qwn d5 1n to√j 4pesin
1po8hsen æj +Rad£manquj m5n +Hfa8stou, *Hfaistoj d5 e∏h T£lw, T£lwn d5 e!nai KrhtÕj
pa√da. o; m5n d] +Ellˇnwn lÒgoi di£foroi t> pl2ona ka< oÙc }kista 1p< to√j g2nes8n
e9si.

17. See also Paus. 1.38.7, 1.41.4-6, 4.4.3, 6.12.8 where, in a Herodotean manner,
Pausanias explicitly leaves the decision between contradictory accounts to the
reader.

18. Cf. Paus. 2.12.3-13.2, 4.2.3, 4.33.1, 9.16.7.
19. E.g. Paus. 1.23.7, 2.22.3, 4.16.7, 4.31.5, 4.35.8-12, 5.5.5-6, 5.7.5-6, 5.20.8,

7.18.13, 8.41.6, 9.39.14; cf. Akujärvi (2005) 90-103.
20. Unresolved questions: e.g. Paus. 1.19.2, 1.28.3, 1.42.4, 2.7.6, 2.7.9, 2.24.7,

2.26.1, 2.29.2, 2.30.8, 2.31.4, 4.33.6, 5.5.4, 5.5.9, 5.6.2, 5.15.7, 5.15.12, 5.16.1,
5.22.5, 6.9.1, 6.21.10, 7.5.5, 7.22.5, 7.26.6, 8.8.4, 8.42.5, 8.42.12-13, 9.2.4, 9.5.3,
9.26.7, 9.27.1, 9.35.1, 9.39.1, 10.2.1, 10.34.6; questions which occurred to
Pausanias later: e.g. 5.24.10, 8.41.10, 10.2.1.

21. E.g. Paus. 1.5.4, 2.33.3, 4.9.6, 4.30.4-5, 8.24.3, 8.33.1-4 (fate); 1.13.9, 1.20.7,
1.36.3, 2.9.4-5, 3.4.5-6, 3.10.4-5, 3.12.7, 3.23.5, 4.17.2-6, 4.24.6, 4.26.4, 7.15.6,
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7.24.6-7, 7.25.1-2, 8.7.6-8, 9.2.3, 9.25.9-10, 9.27.2-3, 9.33.6, 10.11.2, 10.33.2 (divine
vengeance). See pp. 88-9.

22. Paus. 8.42.11 explicitly points out that he did not sacrifice; cf. 2.30.4,
9.39.5-14. Insider at cults: 1.14.3, 1.37.5, 1.38.7, 2.3.4, 2.17.4, 2.37.6, 4.33.5,
5.15.11, 8.37.9, 9.25.5-6. On Pausanias’ religious beliefs: Frazer (1898) I.l-lv, Heer
(1979), 127-307, Habicht (1985) 151-9, Pirenne-Delforge (1998a).

23. Cf. Price (1999) 126-42.
24. See Jones (1986) 33-45, Lightfoot (2003) 184-208.
25. Aristeides, Sacred Tales; Behr (1968).
26. E.g. Paus. 2.17.4, 2.31.2, 3.19.5, 3.25.5, 6.8.2, 9.8.1, 9.10.1.
27. Paus. 3.15.11: ,Ep8klhsij m5n d] tÁj ,Afrod8thj 1st<n = Morfè, k£qhtai d5

kalÚptran te 4cousa ka< p2daj per< to√j pos8: periqe√nai d2 o; Tund£rewn t>j p2daj
fas<n ¢fomoioànta to√j desmo√j tÕ 1j to)j sunoikoàntaj tîn gunaikîn b2baion. tÕn
g>r d] 3teron lÒgon, æj t]n qeÕn p2daij 1timwre√to [ Tund£rewj, gen2sqai ta√j
qugatr£sin 1x ,Afrod8thj =goÚmenoj t> Ñne8dh, toàton oÙd5 ¢rc]n pros8emai: Ãn g>r d]
pant£pasin eÜhqej k2drou poihs£menon zódion ka< Ônoma ,Afrod8thn q2menon 1lp8zein
¢mÚnesqai t]n qeÒn.

28. Cf. Paus. 2.24.3, 5.15.5, 7.23.7-8, 8.36.5, 10.37.3.
29. E.g. Paus. 2.17.4, 6.8.2, 9.8.1 (dismissing stories), 3.25.5, 9.2.3, 9.30.2-6

(rationalising myths), 8.8.3 (deeper meaning). Frazer (1898) I.iv-ix, Veyne (1988)
95-102.

30. Paus. 5.13.7: P2lopoj d5 ka< Tant£lou tÁj par, =m√n 1noikˇsewj shme√a 4ti
ka< 1j tÒde le8petai, Tant£lou m5n l8mnh te ¢p, aÙtoà kaloum2nh ka< oÙk ¢fan]j
t£foj, P2lopoj d5 1n SipÚlJ m5n qrÒnoj 1n korufÍ toà Ôrouj 1st<n Øp5r tÁj Plastˇnhj
mhtrÕj tÕ ;erÒn, diab£nti d5 *Ermon potamÕn ,Afrod8thj ¥galma 1n TˇmnJ pepoihm2non
1k murs8nhj teqhlu8aj: ¢naqe√nai d5 P2lopa aÙtÕ pareilˇfamen mnˇmV,
pro;laskÒmenÒn te t]n qeÕn ka< gen2sqai o; tÕn g£mon tÁj +Ippodame8aj a9toÚmenon.

31. Gurlitt (1890) 56-7, 130, Regenbogen (1956) 1012-13, Meyer (1954) 15,
Habicht (1985) 13-15, Bowie (2001) 24-5, Hutton (2005a) 9.

32. Paus. 1.20.5 (Magnesia in the Mithridatic Wars), 1.21.3, cf. 8.2.7 (rock of
Niobe), 1.24.8 (locusts), 2.22.3 (tomb of Tantalos), 7.24.12-13 (an earthquake),
8.17.3 (eagles on Mount Sipylos).

33. Diller (1955), Gurlitt (1890) 56-7, Frazer (1898) I.xix, Robert (1909) 271-4,
Regenbogen (1956) 1012, Heer (1979) 13-16, Habicht (1985) 13-17, Arafat (1996)
8.

34. Aristeides 23, On Concord; Bowersock (1969) 17-19, Habicht (1969) 15-18,
162-4. Pergamon: Paus. 2.11.7, 2.26.9, 3.26.10, 5.13.3 (Asklepieion) 1.4.5-6, 1.8.1.
1.11.2, 10.15.2-3 (history), cf. 5.13.8, 6.24.8, 7.16.8, 8.4.9, 8.42.7, 9.35.6, 10.18.6,
10.25.10. Smyrna: 7.5.1-3 (history), 2.26.9, 7.5.9 (Asklepieion), cf. 1.33.7, 4.21.5,
4.30.6, 9.11.7, 9.29.4, 9.35.6. Ephesos: 4.31.8, 7.5.4 (Artemision), 1.9.7, 6.3.15-16,
7.2.7-9, 7.3.4-5 (history), cf. 5.24.8, 7.5.10.

35. Paus. 7.2.3-5.13, especially 7.5.4, 7.5.10, 7.6.1.
36. Cf. Gurlitt (1890) 1-2, 58-62, Frazer (1898) I.xv-xviii, Robert (1909) 270,

Comfort (1931), Meyer (1954) 18, Regenbogen (1956) 1012-14, Habicht (1985) 9-12,
Bowie (2001) 21-4.

37. Pausanias’ references to his own time: Habicht (1985) 176-9, Musti (2001);
note Pothecary (1997); cf. Akujärvi (2005) 65-89.

38. Paus. 5.1.2: Kor8nqioi m5n g>r o; nàn neètatoi Peloponnhs8wn e9s8, ka8 sfisin,
¢f, oá t]n gÁn par> basil2wj 4cousin, e∏kosin 4th ka< diakÒsia triîn d2onta Ãn 1j
1m2.

39. Paus. 7.20.6: KekÒsmhtai d5 ka< 1j ¥lla tÕ ,Wide√on ¢xiologètata tîn 1n
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*Ellhsi, plˇn ge d] toà ,AqˇnVsi: toàto g>r meg2qei te ka< 1j t]n p©san ØperÁrke
kataskeuˇn, ¢n]r d5 ,Aqhna√oj 1po8hsen +Hrèdhj 1j mnˇmhn ¢poqanoÚshj gunaikÒj.
1mo< d5 1n tÍ ,Atq8di suggrafÍ tÕ 1j toàto pare8qh tÕ ,Wide√on, Óti prÒteron 4ti
1xe8rgastÒ moi t> 1j ,Aqhna8ouj À ØpÁrkto +Hrèdhj toà o9kodomˇmatoj.

40. Travlos (1971) 378, Ameling (1983) esp. 84-94, Galli (2002) 32-44; cf.
Philostratos VS 551.

41. Frazer (1898) xvi, Habicht (1985) 10-11, Bowie (2001) 21, Hutton (2005a)
18; early chronology: Musti (1982) xii-xiii.

42. Paus. 1.19.6 mentions Herodes’ stadium in Athens, built after AD 139/40,
see Galli (2002) 12-28; concrete plans for the Periegesis were probably conceived
considerably later. Cf. Frazer (1898) I.xvii. Musti (1982) I.xii-xix, argues that the
prominence of Hadrian in the Periegesis suggests an earlier date, but this argu-
ment is not conclusive.

43. Paus. 1.26.4, cf. 8.37.1, alluding to the length of the project.
44. Reynolds & Wilson (1974) 23; cf. Frazer (1898) xvii-xviii, on public readings

see Bowie (2001) 29.
45. Paus. 2.27.6, with Habicht (1985) 10, Habicht (1969) 63-6, Halfmann (1979)

171-2, n.89, Roux (1958) 27. Other references to the 160s: 2.26.9, 7.5.9: Asklepieion
in Smyrna, under construction in AD 151, finished by AD 166, Aristeides 50.102,
47.17, cf. Aristeides 17 and 21; Bowersock (1969) 36-40; Paus. 6.8.4: probably a
reference to Peregrinus’ suicide in Olympia in AD 165, see Settis (1968) 43-8.

46. Paus. 8.43.3-5 (Antoninus Pius), 8.43.6 (Marcus Aurelius). other references
to the 170s: 5.1.2 (AD 174, see above), 10.34.5 mentions the invasion of the
Costoboci, probably in AD 171.

47. Habicht (1985) 9-10, Bowie (2001) 22.
48. Paus. 8.46.4-5.
49. Habicht (1985) 17.
50. Apuleius Met. 11.27-8, Apol. 23.
51. Paus. 8.33.2: T> d5 ØperhrkÒta ploÚtJ tÕ ¢rca√on, QÁba8 te a; A9gÚptioi ka<

[ MinÚhj ,OrcomenÕj ka< = DÁloj tÕ koinÕn +Ellˇnwn 1mpÒrion, a; m5n ¢ndrÕj 9diètou
m2sou dun£mei crhm£twn katad2ousin 1j eÙdaimon8an.

52. Plutarch Demosthenes 1-2, cf. Dio Chrysostom 44.6. Patterson (1991) 152-6,
Alcock (1993) 154-7, Quaß (1993) esp. 184-95.

53. Aristeides 50.63-108. Bowersock (1969) 42.
54. Paus. 1.18.8, praising Isokrates for ‘his wisdom in keeping away from

politics and in not getting involved in public affairs’ (swfron2staton d5 Óti polite8aj
¢pecÒmenoj di2meine ka< t> koin> oÙ polupragmonîn). Cf. 1.8.3 (a similar idea, and
criticising democracy). Palm (1959) 69, Habicht (1985) 109-11, Bultrighini (1990a)
21-47; cf. Carter (1986) 155-94.

55. Paus. 1.19.6, 2.7.1, 6.21.2, 7.20.6, 10.32.1 (Herodes), 2.3.5 (Eurykles) 2.27.6
(Antoninus Pythodorus), 4.32.2 (Claudius Saethidas); cf. 8.9-10 (Podares: a mixed
response); Bowie (1996) 223-9.

56. On the connection between status and paideia see Whitmarsh (2001b)
96-108.

57. Heer (1979) 92-108, Anderson (1993) 47-53, 135, Schmitz (1997) 39-66,
Conolly (2001). Canon of texts: Dio Chrysostom 18.6-17.

58. Philostratos VS 507, Anderson (1986) 11-21.
59. Bowersock (1969), Bowie (1982), Anderson (1993) esp. 13-39, Brunt (1994),

Flinterman (1995) 28-51, Robert (1909) 274, Pasquali (1913) 165 suggested that
Pausanias was active as a sophist, but there is no evidence for this: Habicht (1985)
137-40, Arafat (1996) 32-3; cf. Diller (1955).
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60. On Atticism see Anderson (1993) 86-94, Swain (1996), 17-64, Schmitz (1997)
67-90; cf. Lucian Rhet. Praec. 16-17.

61. Strid (1976) esp. 11-14, 47-66, 99-103, Pasquali (1913), also: Arafat (1996)
27-31, Heer (1979) 39-40, Robert (1909) 201-16, Gurlitt (1890) 15-21.

62. See Paus. 2.27.3, 2.37.3, 3.15.2, 4.27.11, 5.15.7, 5.19.10, 9.22.3.
63. Hutton (2005a) esp. 175-240. See also Strid (1976), Habicht (1985) 137,

Auberger (1994), Arafat (1996) 30.
64. Athenaios’ Deipnosophistai presents an exaggerated version of a competi-

tive dinner conversation between sophists. Pausanias’ knowledge of literature:
Frazer (1898) lxxii-lxxv, Musti (1982) xxiv-xxxv, Bowie (1996) 211; also note
Gaertner (2006).

65. Paus. 9.30.3: Per< d5 +HsiÒdou te =lik8aj ka< +Omˇrou polupragmonˇsanti 1j tÕ
¢krib2staton oÜ moi gr£fein =d) Ãn, 1pistam2nJ tÕ fila8tion ¥llwn te ka< oÙc }kista
Ósoi kat, 1m5 1p< poiˇsei tîn 1pîn kaqestˇkesan.

66. E.g. Paus. 1.35.5-8 (special relics of heroes), 2.1.5 (canal projects), 2.5.2-3
(connections between rivers), 4.27.9-10 (cities in exile), 4.34.1-3 (dangerous ani-
mals in rivers), 4.35.8-12 (properties of water), 4.36.6 (places known for single
events), 5.7.4-5 (rivers that flow through lakes), 5.14.3 (plants growing by rivers),
7.24.7-13 (earthquakes), 7.25.1-3 (divine vengeance), 8.7.2-3 (springs under
water), 8.10.4 (water rising in temples), 8.17.2 (wood used for statues), 8.17.3-4
(white animals), 8.28.2-3 (cold rivers), 8.38.9-10 (rivers called Acheloos), 8.46.1-4
(rulers who looted images), 8.48.2-3 (plants used as prizes), 9.21.1-6 (fantastic
animals), 9.28.1-4 (poisonous snakes), 9.40.3-4 (works of Daidalos), 9.41.1-5
(works of Hephaistos, 10.12.1-11 (sibyls), 10.32.2-7 (remarkable caves), 10.35.2-3
(temples burned by the Persians). See also Arafat (1999).

67. E.g. Aelian, Varia Historia, Athenaios, Deipnosophistai, Plutarch Quaestio-
nes Graecae and Romanae. Bowie & Krasser (1997) 850-3; Sandy (1997) 87-8.

68. Robert (1909) 6, 8, 110, Kalkmann (1886) 271-82, Pasquali (1913) 161,
193-6, see also Musti (1984).

69. Konstan (2001a) 58-60, Arafat (2000) 191.
70. Habicht (1985) 12-13, 18, 128-30. Pausanias’ close contemporaries include

the sophists Herodes Atticus, Polemon Aristeides, Lucian and Apuleius.
71. Hadrian is mentioned often, most notably in Paus. 1.5.5, Antoninus Pius:

8.43.3-6, Marcus Aurelius: 8.43.6, Herodes Atticus: 1.19.6, 2.1.7, 6.21.2, 7.20.6,
10.32.1, Antoninus Pythodorus: 2.27.6, Antinoos: 8.9.7-8, Claudius Saethidas:
4.32.2, Olympic victors: 2.11.8 (Granianus), 10.34.5 (Mnesiboulos). In 2.37.3
Pausanias mentions Arriphon, an otherwise unknown contemporary. Habicht
(1985) 18, Bowie (1996) 221-9.

72. Schubart (1853), Diller (1956) 84-5, followed by Habicht (1985) 22, 24, 26.
73. Aelian, VH 12.61, referring to Paus. 8.36.6; questioned in Faber (1667). Cf.

Bowie (2001) 29-30.
74. Philostratus VA 6.10-11 ~ Paus. 10.5.9-13 in Dickie (1997) 15-20; Longus

Daphnis and Chloe 2.25.4-26. 1 ~ Paus. 10.23.1-7 in Bowie (2001) 30-2; Lucian Dea
Syria 13, 23, 60 ~ Paus. 1.18.7, 1.22.1, 2.32.1 in Lightfoot (2003) 218 (see also 218
n. 612); Athenagoras Leg. 17 ~ Paus. 1.26.4 in Snodgrass (2003), Pollux 7.37 ~
Paus. 5.14.5 in Hanell (1938) 1560. Cf. Gurlitt (1890) 73 and Frazer (1898) I.xv.

75. Jones (1971) 43-6, Touloumakos (1971) 46-51, Forte (1972) 301-18, Half-
mann (1979); cf. Ameling (1983) 48-83, Cartledge & Spawforth (1989) 97-112.

76. Paus. 8.43.5.
77. See Swain (1996) 332, 350.
78. Hitzig & Blümner (1896-1910) III.1, 206, Robert (1909) 32-3, Segre (2004)
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98-112, Palm (1959) 63-74, Habicht (1985) 117-40, Tzifopoulos (1993), Arafat
(1996) esp. 202-14, Swain (1996) 330-56. Cf. Jones (1996b) 462: ‘the question (…)
is overdue for retirement’.

79. Paus. 1.20.4-7, 9.7.5, 9.30.1, 9.33.6 (Sulla), 2.1.5, 5.25.9, 5.26.3, 7.17.3,
9.27.3-4, 10.7.1, 10.19.2 (Nero); see Arafat (1996) 92-105. See also Paus. 7.16.9-
17.1 (Mummius’ settlement), cf. 7.9.1-7, 7.11.1-2, 7.16.10, 7.17.3-4.

80. Habicht (1985) 104-8.
81. Greek traitors: Kallikrates, Menalkidas, Diaios and Kritolaos. Paus. 7.10.1-

5, 7.11.7-12.3, 7.12.8-9, 7.14.6, 7.16.6.; Macedonians: 3.7.11; cf. 1.25.3, 8.52.3.
82. E.g. Paus. 9.27.3-4, 9.33.6. In 8.46.1-4 he surprisingly excuses looting.
83. Paus. 8.2.5; statues of emperors in inappropriate places e.g. 2.8.1, 2.17.3,

but note Steinhart (2002a).
84. Nikopolis: Paus. 5.23.3, 7.18.8-9, 10.8.3, 10.38.4; Patrai: 7.18.6-9, 10.38.9.
85. Paus. 8.27.1: pl]n Óswn kat> sumfor>n (1p<) ¢rcÁj tÁj +Rwma8wn

metabebˇkasin o9kˇtorej. Palm (1959) 72-4, followed by Rocha-Pereira (1990),
Casevitz and Jost & Marcadé (1998), inserts ‘epi’ to read ‘misfortune in the time of
Roman rule’. Habicht (1985) 120, Arafat (1996) 202, Moggi (2002), Steinhart
(2002b) agree. Against the emendation: Bowie (1996) 217, Swain (1996) 353-6.

86. Trajan: Paus. 5.12.6, Antoninus Pius: 8.43.3-6, Marcus Aurelius: 8.43.6,
Hadrian: 1.3.2, 1.5.5, 1.36.3; cf. 1.18.6, 1.18.9, 1.42.5, 1.44.6, 2.3.5, 6.16.4, 8.8.12,
8.10.2, 10.35.6. Cf. Jacquemin (1996).

87. See Anderson (1993) 122-4, Bowie (1974) 200-1.
88. Woolf (1994), Swain (1996) 9-13, 65-89, Saïd (2001) 286-95, Whitmarsh

(2001b) 1-17; see also Zanker (1995) 206-42.
89. Alcock (1993) 24-32, see Paus. 8.33; cf. pp. 144-5.
90. Frazer (1898) xxxiii-iv, Regenbogen (1956) 1090, Bowie (1974) 188, Habicht

(1985) 130-7; more differentiated views: Arafat (1996) 36-42, Hutton (2005b).
91. Akujärvi (2005) 88; see also Ma (2003).
92. Alcock (1993) 145-54, 207-12.
93. Alcock (1993) 145-54, 207-12; Stadter (1980) 152-5, Swain (1996) 66-79.
94. Frézouls (1991); city panegyrics: Dio Chrysostom 33.1 (describing the

stereotypical praise of a city), Menander Rhetor I.2. p. 353.4-359.10. Bowie (1996)
229.

95. E.g. Robert (1977) 120-9, SEG 2.549: the Argives praise Antiochos of Aigeai
in Cilicia for establishing an ancient relationship between Argos and his native
city; cf. Elsner (1994), Lacroix (1994). On ‘mythical relations’ between cities see
Curty (1995), Jones (1999).

96. Swain (1996) 75-6, Spawforth & Walker (1985) and (1986), Jones (1996a),
Romeo (2002). The Panhellenion was founded in the 130s AD. Pausanias and the
Panhellenion: Musti (1984) 12-13, Arafat (1996) 12-13.

97. Pretzler (2005a), Cameron (2004) 218-22, note that there were mythog-
raphical works that were organised by city or region: Cameron (2004) 227-8.

98. Cf. Lafond (2001); on Greek identity see Saïd (2001), Konstan (2001b),
Alcock (2002) 36-98, esp. 96-8.

3. The Importance of Travelling
1. Paus. 1.42.3: ,En Qˇbaij ta√j A9gupt8aij, diab©si tÕn Ne√lon prÕj t>j SÚriggaj

kaloum2naj, e!don 4ti kaqˇmenon ¥galma ºcoàn – M2mnona Ñnom£zousin o; pollo8,
toàton g£r fasin 1x A9qiop8aj [rmhqÁnai 1j A∏gupton ka< t]n ¥cri SoÚswn: ¢ll> g>r
oÙ M2mnona o; Qhba√oi l2gousi, Fam2nwfa d5 e!nai tîn 1gcwr8wn oá toàto ¥galma Ãn,
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|kousa d5 |dh ka< S2swstrin fam2nwn e!nai. { KambÚshj di2koye: ka< nàn [pÒson 1k
kefalÁj 1j m2son sîm£ 1stin ¢perrimm2non, tÕ d5 loipÕn k£qhta8 te ka< ¢n> p©san
=m2ran ¢n8scontoj =l8ou bo?, ka< tÕn Ãcon m£lista e9k£sei tij kiq£raj À lÚraj
"age8shj cordÁj.

2. Paus. 4.35.9 (Thermopylai), 1.13.2, 6.5.2, 9.30.9 (Thessaly), 9.30.7 (Mace-
donia), 1.13.1, 1.17.5, 7.21.2, 8.23.5 (Dodona), 4.31.5 (Rhodes, Byzantion), 5.7.4,
4.35.9-11, 8.16.5, 8.33.3 (Syria), 1.42.3, 9.16.1, 9.36.5 (Egypt incl. Siwa), 5.12.6,
8.17.4, 8.46.4-5, 9.21.1, 10.5.11 (Rome), 4.35.12, 5.12.3, 8.7.3 (Campania), 2.27.4,
4.35.10 (Latium). Frazer (1898) xx-xxi, Regenbogen (1956) 1013, Meyer (1954)
15-16.

3. Hdt. 3.139.
4. Hesiod Works & Days 618-40.
5. Hartog (1988) 212-59, Hall (1989) 3-13.
6. Aristeides 26.100-1: Nàn goàn 4xesti ka< *Ellhni ka< barb£rJ ka< t> aØtoà

kom8zonti ka< cwr<j tîn aØtoà bad8zein Ópoi boÚletai "vd8wj, ¢tecnîj æj 1k patr8doj
e9j patr8da 9Ònti: ka< oÜte PÚlai Kil8kioi fÒbon par2cousin oÜte stena< ka< yammèdeij
di, ,Ar£bwn 1p, A∏gupton p£rodoi, oÙk Ôrh … dÚsbata, oÙ potamîn ¥peira meg2qh, oÙ
g2nh barb£rwn ¥mikta, ¢ll, e9j ¢sf£leian 1xarke√ +Rwma√on e!nai, m©llon d5 3na tîn
Øf, Øm√n. ka< tÕ +OmˇrJ lecq5n ++Ga√a d, 4ti xun] p£ntwn,, Øme√j 4rgJ 1poiˇsate,
katametrˇsantej m5n p©san t]n o9koum2nhn, zeÚxantej d5 pantodapa√j gefÚraij
potamo)j, ka< Ôrh kÒyantej ;ppˇlaton gÁn e!nai, staqmo√j te t> 4rhma ¢naplˇsantej,
ka< dia8tV ka< t£xei p£nta =merèsantej.

7. Casson (1994) 121-7, 149-52, 163-75, Horden & Purcell (2000) 124-43,
Friedländer (1919-21) I.316-88, Braund (1993) 204-10, Anderson (1984) 77, Hägg
(1983) 114, Bowie (1982) 31-8, Bowersock (1969) 43-50; Roman officials: André &
Baslez (1993) 103-18, Mitchell (1976) 111-12; emperors: Halfmann (1986) esp.
143-56, Millar (1992) 28-40. See also Holum (1990) 72-7.

8. André & Baslez (1993) 207-46.
9. Adams (2007), Casson (1994) 253-61, Friedländer (1919-21) I.389-488.
10. Adams (2007) 176-7, Casson (1994) 128-7, 271-85, Hunt (1984) 403-8;

graffiti: Baillet (1926), dates: XX-XXVII, Bernand (1969), dates: 15-21.
11. See Cohen (1992).
12. Bernand & Bernand (1960); Adams (2007)171-6, Casson (1994) 272-8,

Friedländer (1919-21) I. 439-41.
13. E.g. Pliny Ep. 10.17a.
14. Hutton (2005a) 122-5. E.g. Paus. 2.34.7-10, 3.25.4, 9.22.2-4; cf. 1.1.1. Other

sea routes: 2.29.6, 3.23.2, 4.35.1, 7.22.10, 7.26.10, 9.32.1; see pp. 61-72 with Fig. 9.
15. See Paus. 1.44.6 (two lanes), 2.11.3 (only one draught animal), 8.54.5 (good

carriage road, a leophoros), comments on the width of roads: 2.15.2, 2.38.4, 8.6.4-5.
Routes not accessible for vehicles: 2.15.2, 10.32.2, 10.32.7; cf. 10.34.7.

16. Roads: Pikoulas (2007), Pikoulas (1999) 250-5, Alcock (1993) 121-4,
Pritchett (1969-89) III.143-96, Pritchett (1999) 17-36, esp. 20-2; carriages: Casson
(1994) 67-8, 179-82, see also Kourinou (2007). Retinue: Casson (1994) 176-8.
Pausanias never mentions travel companions, except for an implicit reference in
9.39.13, but note the occasional use of ‘we’ when talking about his activities.
Hutton (2005a) 27, Akujärvi (2005) 101.

17. Readers on tour: Paus. 6.17.1, 1.26.3, see also 6.7.1. Readers at home: 1.19.6;
cf. Petersen (1909) esp. 487-8.

18. E.g. Pliny Ep. 3.5.14-16, cf. Aristeides Sacred Tales 4.4.
19. Snodgrass (1987) 77-86, Hutton (2005a) 24-5, 83-174, Bommelaer (2001);

see pp. 68-9 and 135-7.
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20. Bol (1978) 1-6.
21. Books on site impractical: Casson (1994) 263-4, cf. Habicht (1985) 21-2;

books on site possible: Arafat (1996) 33. See also Hutton (2005a) 243-4. Elsner
(2001a) 16 (with n. 54) notes that travellers may have taken books in codex form,
cf. Martial 1.2.1-6 with Roberts & Skeat (1983) 24-53.

22. Plut. Mor. 394D-409D; cf. Pseudo-Lucian Amores 8, Longus Daphnis and
Chloe, proem. See Casson (1994) 264-7, Frazer (1898) I.lxxvi-vii, both with a
collection of references. For a more positive interpretation see Jones (2001).

23. Paus. 1.34.4 (Athens), 1.41.2, 1.42.4 (Megara), 2.9.7 (Sicyon), 1.13.8, 2.23.5-
6 (Argos), 2.31.4 (Troizen), 5.18.6 (Olympia). The Greek term is usually periegetes,
but Pausanias uniquely uses the word exegetes. See Pretzler (2004) 204-7, Jones
(2001) 33-4.

24. E.g. Pausanias’ ‘people who remember the ancient traditions’ (o; t> ¢rca√a
mnhmoneÚontej): 7.18.2 (Patrae), 9.18.2 (Thebes). Disapproval: 2.23.5-6, cf. 1.34.4,
2.30.5.

25. Casson (1994) 87-90, 197-209, Marasco (1978) 30-7, André & Baslez (1993)
449-65. E.g. Apuleius Met. 1.21-2, cf. Lucian Ass 1-2.

26. Paus. 9.30.11.
27. Jones (1971) 26, on the setting of philosophical dialogues see Tarrant (1999)

esp. 188.
28. Aristarchos: Paus. 5.20.4-5, with Habicht (1985) 146; Lykomidai: 9.30.12,

cf. 1.22.7, 4.1.5, 4.1.7, 9.27.2, with Heer (1979) 71-2; Elean official: 6.23.6, cf. 6.26.2
‘the most respectable Eleans’ (,Hle8wn te o; dokimètatoi ¥ndrej).

29. E.g. Paus. 1.35.7-8, 2.23.5-6, 7.23.7-8, perhaps also 2.30.5, 4.32.3, 5.6.2,
10.14.5-6.

30. Anderson (1993) 28-30; cf. Jones (1971) 42, Garnsey & Saller (1987) 98-103.
31. Philostratos VA 1.34; Favorinus De Ex. 10.4; Jones (1971) 40-7, Millar

(1981) 69, Alcock (1993) 154-7, Whitmarsh (2001a) 301.
32. Hom. Od. 1.3.
33. Hartog (2001) 9-11; cf. Hdt. 2; esp. 2.4, 2.49-50, 2.58, 2.64, 2.99-144, see also

Diod. 1.96. Texts claiming to draw on the ancient wisdom of Egypt: e.g. Plato
Timaios, Dio Chrysostom 11 (Trojan Oration); see also Lucian Philops. 33.

34. Hdt. 1.30: Xe√ne ,Aqhna√e, par, =m2aj g>r per< s2o lÒgoj ¢p√ktai pollÕj ka<
sof8hj e∑neken tÁj sÁj ka< pl£nhj, æj filosof2wn gÁn poll]n qewr8hj e∑neken
1pelˇluqaj: nàn [n 1peir2sqai se ∑meroj 1pÁlq2 moi e∏ tina |dh p£ntwn e!dej
Ñlbiètaton.

35. Hartog (2001) 5, 90-1, 108-16, 199-209; Solon: Hdt. 1.29-33, Plut. Solon 25-8;
Pythagoras: Porphyry Life of Pythagoras 7-8, 18-19, Dikaiarchos F.33 (Wehrli);
Anacharsis: Hdt. 4.76-7; see also Philostratos Life of Apollonios. Other travelling
wise men: Diod. 1.96.

36. Whitmarsh (2001a).
37. Pretzler (2007) esp. 127-8.
38. E.g. Apuleius (Madaurus to Carthage): Apuleius Florida 20.9-10, Sandy

(1997) 18, Harrison (2000) 1-5.
39. Philostratos VS 518, cf. 516, 530, 591; Bowersock (1969) 17-18, Anderson

(1993) 22-4.
40. See Lucian Bis Accusatus 27, Somnium 15; Jones (1986) 6-14, Goldhill

(2002) 60-93.
41. Philostratos VS 586. Bowersock (1969) 17-27, 43-58, 76-100; Bowersock

(2002).
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42. E.g. the Aphrodite of Knidos: Lucian Amores 11, Dio Chrysostom 12, esp.
12.25; Casson (1994) 229-37.

43. See pp. 107-8.
44. Thuc. 1.1, Polyb. 3.4.
45. Polyb. 3.59: ,En d5 to√j kaq, =m©j tîn m5n kat> t]n ,As8an di> t]n ,Alex£ndrou

dunaste8an tîn d5 loipîn tÒpwn di> t]n +Rwma8wn Øperoc]n scedÕn ¡p£ntwn plwtîn
ka< poreutîn gegonÒtwn, ¢polelum2nwn d5 ka< tîn praktikîn ¢ndrîn tÁj per< t>j
polemik>j ka< politik>j pr£xeij filotim8aj, 1k d5 toÚtwn poll>j ka< meg£laj ¢form>j
e9lhfÒtwn e9j tÕ polupragmone√n ka< filomaqe√n per< tîn proeirhm2nwn, d2on e∏h ka<
b2ltion ginèskein ka< ¢lhqinèteron Øp5r tîn prÒteron ¢gnooum2nwn. Óper =me√j aÙto8
te peirasÒmeqa poie√n, labÒntej ¡rmÒzonta tÒpon 1n tÍ pragmate8v tù m2rei toÚtJ,
toÚj te filopeustoàntaj [loscer2steron boulhsÒmeqa sunepistÁsai per< tîn
proeirhm2nwn, 1peid] ka< tÕ ple√on toÚtou c£rin Øpedex£meqa to)j kindÚnouj ka< t>j
kakopaqe8aj to)j sumb£ntaj =m√n 1n pl£nV tÍ kat> LibÚhn ka< kat, ,Ibhr8an, 4ti d5
Galat8an ka< t]n 4xwqen taÚtaij ta√j cèraij sugkuroàsan q£lattan, ∑na
diorqws£menoi t]n tîn progegonÒtwn ¥gnoian 1n toÚtoij gnèrima poiˇswmen to√j
*Ellhsi ka< taàta t> m2rh tÁj o9koum2nhj.

46. Bowie (1974) 175-8, Nicolet (1988) 79, Clarke (1999) 89-97, 114-20, Hender-
son (2001b).

47. E.g. Paus. 2.35.8, 5.5.6, 8.41.6.
48. Paus. 8.17.1 (ruined temple on Mt. Cyllene, 2360 m high), 8.38.3 (Mt.

Lykaios, 1420 m high); 8.39.1, 8.41.4, 10.5.1, 10.32.2, 10.35.8. (difficult roads);
8.40.4-6, 8.42.11-13 (disappointments on a visit to remote Phigalia).

49. Paus. 8.21.2: E9s< d5 9cqàj 1n tù ,Aroan8J ka< ¥lloi ka< o; poikil8ai
kaloÚmenoi: toÚtouj l2gousi to)j poikil8aj fq2ggesqai k8clV tÍ Ôrniqi 1oikÒj. 1gë d5
¢greuq2ntaj m5n e!don, fqeggom2nwn d5 |kousa oÙd5n katame8naj prÕj tù potamù ka<
1j =l8ou dusm£j, Óte d] fq2ggesqai m£lista 1l2gonto o; 9cqàj.

50. Zizza (2006) esp. 399-436, Tzifoloulos (1991), Whittaker (1991), Frazer
(1898) I.lxxv-vi, Habicht (1985) 64-5 and passim, Habicht (1984), Bearzot (1995),
Bommelaer (1999), Chamoux (2001). See Paus. 8.13.2-3; comparing local tradition
with epigraphical evidence: 5.2.5, cf. 1.2.4, 2.9.8, 2.37.3, 5.27.7. Pausanias quotes
fifty-four inscriptions and cites over two hundred. See Zizza (2006).

51. Paus. 8.49.1: OÙ pÒrrw d5 tÁj ¢gor©j q2atrÒn t2 1sti ka< prÕj aÙtù b£qra
e9kÒnwn calkîn, aÙta< d5 oÙk e9s<n 4ti a; e9kÒnej: 1lege√on d5 1f, 0n< tîn b£qrwn 1st<
Filopo8menoj tÕn ¢ndri£nta e!nai. The epigram is quoted in full at 8.52.6. Zizza
(2006) n. 44, 333-8.

52. Paus. 8.30.5, 8.38.5, 8.49.1.
53. Zizza (2006) 101-14, Tzifoloulos (1991) 1-23. Badly preserved inscriptions:

Paus. 6.15.8, 8.40.1; dialects: 2.37.3 (Doric dialect used as evidence for chronology),
2.27.3 (Doric), 8.11.8-9 (Boeotian), see Whittaker (1991) 171; ancient script: 5.17.6,
2.1.4, 5.22.3, 6.19.5, 6.19.6.

54. Jones (2001) 33, Pretzler (2005a) 241-3; e.g. Paus. 1.35.7-8, 2.23.5-6, 7.23.7-
8, perhaps also 2.2.2, 4.32.3, 10.14.5-6 (discussions), 7.26.13, 8.25.7-11, 8.41.5
(knowledgeable locals).

55. Paus. 6.24.9, 8.42.12-13 (old men in Elis and Phigalia); cf. 1.18.5 (Athenian
women).

56. Aitia: e.g. Paus. 2.24.7, 4.34.6, 9.5.3; heroes and genealogies: e.g. 2.29.2
2.30.8, 3.21.8, 4.33.6, 5.5.4, 6.21.10, 7.5.5, 7.22.5, 9.8.4, 9.39.1. Cf. Lacroix (1994).

57. Artists: e.g. Paus. 5.22.5, 5.23.5, 5.23.7, 6.10.5, 7.26.6, 8.42.5, 8.53.8;
iconography: 1.33.8, 6.9.1; inscriptions and statues: 5.21.3-16, 6.4.8, 8.40.1; history
of monuments: 2.7.6, 5.11.3, 8.42.12-13, 9.29.9.
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58. Cult practice: e.g. Paus. 1.44.5, 5.24.10, 9.3.3, 9.27.1; local deities and
epithets: e.g. 1.19.2, 1.42.4, 2.31.4, 5.15.7, 8.44.6.

59. Gaertner (2006), Cameron (2004) 233-7.
60. See Paus. 8.41, a rare example where he engages with outdated information.
61. Inscriptions: e.g. Paus. 5.23.1-3, 6.12.8, 8.27.2-8, 8.52.6, 9.15.6, cf. Whit-

taker (1991) 179-80, Habicht (1985) 65; descriptions of art works: e.g. 3.18.9-19.2
(Throne of Apollo at Amyklai) 5.11.1-11 (Zeus of Olympia), 5.17.5-19.10 (Chest of
Kypselos), 10.25.1-31.12 (Lesche of the Knidians).

62. Aristeides 36.1.
63. Elsner & Rutherford (2005) esp. 1-30, Dillon (1997), cf. Hunt (1984).
64. Morinis (1992) 1-28; debate about definition: Elsner & Rutherford (2005)

1-9, cf. Scullion (2005) 121-30, Williamson (2005) 220-3, Hutton (2005b) 293-7.
65. Horden & Purcell (2000) 445-7.
66. Elsner (1992); opposition: Arafat (1996) 10, Swain (1996) 334. Further

developments: Rutherford (2001), Hutton (2005b). See also Galli (2005) 260-5.
67. Paus. 9.39.5-14; compare Lucian Dea Syria 60, Verae Historiae 2.28.
68. Elsner (1992) 20-5, Oliver (1972), Veyne (1988) 95-102, Ellinger (2005)

182-6. See also Hutton (2005a) 273-324, Hutton (2005b) 295: the discussion
traditionally focuses on Paus. 8.8.3, which is not conclusive when juxtaposed with
relevant passages in other parts of the work.

69. Rutherford (2001), Hutton (2005b) 295-9.
70. Hutton (2005b) esp. 298-9; this phenomenon has been studied especially in

connection with late antique/early medieval pilgrimage e.g. Galli (2005), Campbell
(1991), Leyerle (1996), Sivan (1988a), (1988b), Campbell (1988) 20-33, Elsner
(1995) 134-5, 144-5, Westra (1995), Wilkinson (1981) 1-48.

71. Akujärvi (2005) 65-77.

4. Greek Travel Writing: Between Report and Invention
1. Lucian Verae Historiae 1.2-4: Tîn palaiîn poihtîn te ka< suggraf2wn ka<

filosÒfwn poll> ter£stia ka< muqèdh suggegrafÒtwn, … Kths8aj [ KthsiÒcou [
Kn8dioj, {j sun2grayen per< tÁj ,Indîn cèraj ka< tîn par, aÙto√j § mˇte aÙtÕj e!den
mˇte ¥llou ¢lhqeÚontoj |kousen. … pollo< d5 ka< ¥lloi t> aÙt> toÚtoij proelÒmenoi
sun2grayan æj dˇ tinaj 0autîn pl£naj te ka< ¢podhm8aj, qhr8wn te meg2qh ;storoàntej
ka< ¢nqrèpwn çmÒthtaj ka< b8wn kainÒthtaj: ¢rchgÕj d5 aÙto√j ka< did£skaloj tÁj
toiaÚthj bwmoloc8aj [ toà +Omˇrou ,OdusseÚj, to√j per< tÕn ,Alk8noun dihgoÚmenoj
¢n2mwn te doule8an ka< monofq£lmouj ka< çmof£gouj ka< ¢gr8ouj tin>j ¢nqrèpouj,
4ti d5 poluk2fala zùa ka< t>j ØpÕ farm£kwn tîn 0ta8rwn metabol£j.

2. Romm (1992) esp. 172-214, Hartog (1988) 12-33, see also Romm (1989), Ní
Mheallaigh (2008).

3. Hdt. 2.20-3, 4.36, Romm (1992) 32-41.
4. Campbell (2002).
5. Pausanias was well aware of these scholarly traditions, and he includes a lot

of geographical and ethnographical material in his work. See Arafat (1999).
6. See Hartog (2001), Dougherty (2001), Jacob (1991) 24-30.
7. Hom. Od. 9-12.
8. Hom. Od. 11.362-72; cf. 23.306-41.
9. Hom. Od. 9.252-71.
10. Hom. Od. 19.203: ∏ske yeÚdea poll> l2gwn 1tÚmoisin [mo√a.
11. Hom. Od. 13.291-5: kerdal2oj k, e∏h ka< 1p8klopoj, Ój se par2lqoi 1n p£ntessi

dÒloisi, ka< e9 qeÕj ¢nti£seie. sc2tlie, poikilomÁta, dÒlwn ¥at,, oÙk ¥r, 4mellej, oÙd,
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1n sÍ per 1ën ga8V, lˇxein ¢pat£wn mÚqwn te klop8wn, o∑ toi pedÒqen f8loi e9s8n.
Odysseus’ tale: Hom. Od. 13.256-86.

12. Hom. Od. 14.199-359 (Eumaios), 19.172-307 (Penelope), 24.261-79, 24.304-
14 (Laertes). Odysseus presents himself as a Cretan to Eumaios and Penelope, and
for Laertes he invents a town Alybas as his home.

13. Philostratos VA 1.18-3.58, cf. 4.1-27 (a trip to the upper Nile), see Anderson
(1986) 199-226.

14. See pp. 42-3. Christian pilgrimage texts are connected to ancient pagan
literature – see Hunt (1984) – but they will not be discussed here because extant
examples are significantly later than Pausanias’ Periegesis.

15. See Behr (1968) 116-28; the Sacred Tales cover the period AD 143-71.
16. Morgan (2007), Rohde (1960) 178-310.
17. Millar (1981); see also Schlam (1992) esp. 113-22, Winkler (1985) 276-91.
18. Strabo 1.2.2-19; Romm (1992) 184-93, Prontera (1993) note Jacob (1991)

16-24 (Homeric geography is still an issue today!).
19. Romm (1992) 196-202.
20. Giesinger (1937), Janni (1984) 120-30, Hutton (2005a) 264-7.
21. Jacob (1991) 73-84, Oikonomides & Miller (1995), Carpenter (1966) 81-103,

Seel (1961) 5-8, 49-55, Cary & Warmington (1963) 63-8, Aly (1927) 317-30,
Blomquist (1979). Inscription: Hanno 1, Aristeides 48.12-13.

22. Hanno 1.8: LabÒntej d5 par, aÙtîn 0rmhn2aj, parepl2omen t]n 1rˇmhn prÕj
meshmbr8an dÚo =m2raj: 1ke√qen d5 p£lin prÕj }lion ¢n8sconta =m2raj drÒmon. -Enqa
eÛromen 1n mucù tinoj kÒlpou nÁson mikr>n, kÚklon 4cousan stad8wn p2nte: ¿n
katJk8samen, K2rnhn Ñnom£santej. ,EtekmairÒmeqa d, aÙt]n 1k toà per8plou kat, eÙq)
ke√sqai KarchdÒnoj: 1ókei g>r [ ploàj 4k te KarchdÒnoj 1p< Stˇlaj k¢ke√qen 1p<
K2rnhn.

23. Stadter (1980) 32-41, Silberman (1993), Bosworth (1993) 242-53, Braund
(1994) 178-87, Liddle (2003); see also Hutton (2005a) 266-71, Pretzler (2007) 135-6.

24. Strabo 2.3.5, 2.4.1, Polyb. 34.5; Cunliffe (2002), Roseman (1994), Carpenter
(1966) 143-98, Stichtenoth (1959), Mette (1952).

25. Hdt. 4.44, Tzetzes Chiliades 144; Romm (1992) 84-5.
26. Romm (1989) 125-31.
27. Romm (1992) 86-8, Bigwood (1989); Summary in Photios Bibliotheke 72.
28. Hdt. 4.13-16 dates Aristeas at least 240 years before his own time, cf. Suda s.v.

Aristeas (A3900): an Olympiad date in the early sixth century BC. Romm (1992) 71-4,
Bolton (1962), with Herington (1964). Pausanias comments on Aristeas in 1.24.6.

29. Romm (1992) 202-14. Lucian Icaromenippos, Menippos, Verae Historiae,
Antonius Diogenes Wonders Beyond Thule, Plutarch On the Face in the Moon 26-30
(940F-945D); probably also lost works of Antiphanes of Berge, Euhemeros, Iam-
boulos, Theopompos.

30. E.g. Xenophon’s Anabasis – possible alternative accounts? Diod. 14.19-31;
possible sources besides Xenophon: Sophainetos of Stymphalos, Ktesias (via
Ephoros). See Stylianou (2004), Cawkwell (2004) 60-2, Gwynn (1929), Westlake
(1987); cf. Xen. Hell. 3.1.2: Themistogenes of Syracuse.

31. Xen. Anab. 4.8.22.
32. Roy (2007), Cawkwell (2004) 51-9, Stylianou (2004) 77-87.
33. Xen. Anab. 4.7.21-6. Note Rood (2004).
34. Strabo 1.2.1, 2.1.6.
35. Arrian Anab. proem; Pearson (1960).
36. Strabo 2.1.9.
37. Strabo 2.1.9; Pearson (1960) 83-149; Seel (1961).
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38. Romm (1992) 94-109. Strabo 2.1.9.
39. Hägg (1983) 125-40.
40. Hom. Il. 2. 484-760; commentary: Allen (1921). See also Hom. Il. 2.815-77

(Trojan catalogue). ‘Homeric Geography’: Jacob (1991) 30-2, Prontera (1993). The
issue is still a matter of discussion: see Milani (1988). See also Strabo 1.1.2.

41. Pseudo-Skylax 57: Met> d5 Megare√j e9s<n ,Aqhna8wn pÒleij. Ka< prîton tÁj
,AttikÁj ,Eleus<j, oá ;erÕn DˇmhtrÒj 1sti, ka< te√coj. Kat> toà tÒ 1sti Salam<j nÁsoj
ka< pÒlij ka< limˇn. -Epeita [ Peiraie)j ka< t> sk2lh ka< ,AqÁnai. +O d5 Peiraie)j
lim2naj 4cei g/. ,An£flustoj te√coj ka< limˇn: SoÚnion ¢krwtˇrion ka< te√coj: ;erÕn
Poseidînoj: QorikÕj te√coj ka< lim2nej dÚo: +Ramnoàj te√coj. E9s< d5 ka< ¥lloi lim2nej
1n tÍ ,AttikÍ pollo8. Per8plouj tÁj ,Aqhna8wn cèraj st£dia arm/: ¢pÕ ,Iap8doj cèraj
1p< SoÚnion st£dia u%/: ¢pÕ Soun8ou m2cri tîn Órwn tîn Boiwt8wn st£dia cn/. See
Peretti (1979), Counillon (2004).

42. See also the Periplous of the Erythraian Sea with Jacob (1991) 133-46,
Casson (1989), Huntingford (1980), and the Periplous of the Black Sea, with Diller
(1952) 102-46.

43. Janni (1984) 23-8, 41-9, Janni (1998), Jacob (1991) 34-9.
44. Hekataios: Lanzillotta (1988), Tozzi (1963); Eratosthenes: Geus (2002)

361-88; Strabo: Jacob (1991) 151-66, Janni (1984) esp. 102-58. Pausanias in
‘Geographer mode’: Paus. 7.2.1-5.13 with Moggi (1996).

45. Bischoff (1938) 726-7.
46. Bischoff (1938), Hutton (2005a) 247-63. Also note the fragmentary Hawara

Periegesis: Wilcken (1910).
47. See p. 103.
48. See pp. 62-3.
49. Gould (1989) 9-41, Hartog (1988) 260-94, Redfield (1985), Hdt. 1.183.2-3,

2.29.1, 2.99.1, 2.123.1, 2.147.1, 2.148.5-6, 4.16.1-2; cf. Thuc. 1.22.2-3. On Herodotos
as geographer see Harrison (2007).

50. Sordi (1988), Lancillotta (1988), Jacob (1991) 91-4.
51. Diod. 1.1.2. Nenci (1953), Dewald (1987) esp. 155-9, Marincola (1997) 63-95,

Clarke (1999) 85-7, 240-2. Cf. Polyb. 12.25-8 with Walbank (1962), Meister (1975)
44-8; cf. Josephus Against Apion 1.10.53-4, Bellum Iudaicum 1.1.3, 1.8.22.

52. Lucian Hist. Conscr. 47, cf. 29; Porod (2007).
53. Strabo 2.5.11: OÙd5 tîn ¥llwn d5 oÙd5 eƒj .n eØreqe8h tîn gewgrafhs£ntwn

polÚ ti =mîn m©llon 1pelhluqëj tîn lecq2ntwn diasthm£twn, ¢ll, o; pleon£santej
per< t> dusmik> m2rh tîn prÕj ta√j ¢natola√j oÙ tosoàton }yanto, o; d5 per< t¢nant8a
tîn 0sper8wn Øst2rhsan: [mo8wj d, 4cei ka< per< tîn prÕj nÒton ka< t>j ¥rktouj.

54. Strabo 2.5.11, cf. 1.2.2; Engels (1999) 28-32, Dueck (2000) 15-30.
55. Aristeides 36.1, cf. Behr (1968) 16-20; Dio Chrysostom 1.50-6, 7.1-7, 36.
56. Lucian Verae Historiae 1.4, Ikaromenippos, esp. 10, Menippos. esp. 6;

Georgiadou & Larmour (1998) 22-44, Saïd (1994).
57. Paus. 2.22.3: TÕn m5n d] Qu2stou pa√da À Brot2ou – l2getai g>r ¢mfÒtera –,

{j Klutaimnˇstrv prÒteron À ,Agam2mnwn sunókhse, toàton m5n tÕn T£ntalon oÙ
dio8somai tafÁnai taÚtV: toà d5 legom2nou DiÒj te e!nai ka< Ploutoàj 9dën o!da 1n
SipÚlJ t£fon q2aj ¥xion. Note that Pausanias is talking about Mount Sipylos,
probably his own home.

58. Cf. Arafat (1996) 17-18, Pritchett (1999) 11-16.
59. Kalkmann (1886), Wilamowitz (1877) 341-7, cf. Habicht (1985) 163-8.

Jacoby (1955) 60-5, Meyer (1978) 243-6; cf. Alcock (1996) 260-1 on autopsy as
authentication device.

60. Paus. 8.42.1-13; Ellinger (2005) 173-86.
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61. Esp. Arrian Indike, Lucian Dea Syria. Hutton (2005a) 195-203, Lightfoot
(2003) 91-7.

62. Plutarch De Maliginitate Herodoti; Evans (1968), Momigliano (1975) 129-
32.

63. Hartog (2001) 79-106, Jacob (1991) 64-72, Nippel (1996).
64. Note Elsner (2004a) 282-4, with Alcock (1996) 242.

5. A Sense of Space: Landscape and Geography
1. Paus. 2.1.5: Kaqˇkei d5 [ tîn Korinq8wn 9sqmÕj tÍ m5n 1j t]n 1p< Kegcr2aij, tÍ

d5 1j t]n 1p< Leca8J q£lassan: toàto g>r |peiron poie√ t]n 1ntÕj cèran. {j d5
1pece8rhse PelopÒnnhson 1rg£sasqai nÁson, proap2lipe diorÚsswn 9sqmÒn: ka< Óqen
m5n diorÚssein |rxanto dÁlÒn 1stin, 1j d5 tÕ petrîdej oÙ proecèrhsan ¢rcˇn: m2nei d5
æj pefÚkei ka< nàn |peiroj ên.

2. Strabo 9.1.6
3. Paus. 8.1.1-3, cf 5.1.1-2, a discussion of the ethnic divisions of the Pelopon-

nese. 8.54.7 notes the end of the description of the Peloponnese.
4. Paus. 2.2.3.
5. Strabo 8.6.20, Thuc. 1.13.5, Hom. Il. 2.570.
6. Pretzler (2005c) 153-4, Engels (1999) 28-32; see also König (2001) esp. 156-60.
7. Strabo 8.6.22: ,Arc] d5 tÁj paral8aj 0kat2raj, tÁj m5n tÕ L2caion, tÁj d5

Kegcrea< kèmh ka< lim]n, ¢p2cwn tÁj pÒlewj Óson 0bdomˇkonta stad8ouj: toÚtJ m5n
oân crîntai prÕj to)j 1k tÁj ,As8aj, prÕj d5 to)j 1k tÁj ,Ital8aj tù Leca8J. …
1nteàqen d5 parekte8nousa = Æën m2cri Pagîn tÁj Megar8doj klÚzetai m5n ØpÕ toà
Korinqiakoà kÒlpou: ko8lh d, 1st< ka< poie√ tÕn d8olkon prÕj t]n 0t2ran ÆÒna t]n kat>
Scoinoànta plhs8on Ônta tîn Kegcreîn. 1n d5 tù metax) toà Leca8ou ka< Pagîn tÕ
tÁj ,Akra8aj mante√on *Hraj ØpÁrce tÕ palaiÒn, ka< a; ,Olmia<, tÕ poioàn ¢krwtˇrion
tÕn kÒlpon 1n ú } te O9nÒh ka< Paga8, tÕ m5n tîn Megar2wn froÚrion, = d5 O9nÒh tîn
Korinq8wn. ¢pÕ d5 tîn Kegcreîn [ Scoinoàj, kaq, {n tÕ stenÕn toà diÒlkou: 4peiq, =
Krommuwn8a. prÒkeitai d5 tÁj ÆÒnoj taÚthj Ó te SarwnikÕj kÒlpoj ka< [ ,EleusiniakÒj,
trÒpon tin> [ aÙtÕj ên, sunec]j tù +Ermionikù.

8. See pp. 147-9.
9. Cf. Strabo 8.6.21, using the view from the Akrokorinthos in a similar way,

and Herakleides 1.9 (Pfister): a view from Pelion.
10. E.g. Frazer (1889) I.xxiv, Chamoux (1974) 86 with the comments by Hutton

(2005a) 24-5.
11. Lafond (1994), on natural features see Jacquemin (1991b); cf. Jost (2007)

108-10.
12. Paus. 8.17.6: ,Ek Feneoà d5 9Ònti 1p< 0sp2raj ka< =l8ou dusmîn = m5n ¢rister>

tîn [dîn 1j pÒlin ¥gei Kle8tora, 1n dexi? d5 1p< Nènakrin ka< tÕ Ûdwr tÁj StugÒj. tÕ
m5n d] ¢rca√on = Nènakrij pÒlisma Ãn ,Ark£dwn ka< ¢pÕ tÁj Luk£onoj gunaikÕj tÕ
Ônoma e9lˇfei: t> d5 1f, =mîn 1re8pia Ãn, oÙd5 toÚtwn t> poll> 4ti dÁla. tîn d5
1reip8wn oÙ pÒrrw krhmnÒj 1stin ØyhlÒj, oÙc 3teron d, 1j tosoàton ¢nˇkonta Ûyouj
o!da: ka< Ûdwr kat> toà krhmnoà st£zei, kaloàsi d5 *Ellhnej aÙtÕ Ûdwr StugÒj.

13. Hom. Od. 13.96-112, 13.194-6, 13.236-49; cf. 9.106-55.
14. E.g. Theokritos 1, 5, 9, 11. Elliger (1975).
15. Dio Chrysostom 1.52-3: Ka< d] bad8zwn æj ¢f, +Hra8aj e9j P√san par> tÕn

,AlfeiÕn m2cri m2n tinoj 1petÚgcanon tÁj [doà, metax) d5 e9j Ûlhn tin> ka< duscwr8an
1mpesën ka< ple8ouj ¢trapo)j 1p< boukÒli, ¥tta ka< po8mnaj feroÚsaj, oÙden<
sunantîn oÙd5 dun£menoj 1r2sqai. … 9dën oân 1p< Øyhlù tini druîn sustrof]n oƒon
¥lsoj, òcÒmhn æj ¢poyÒmenoj 1nteàqen [dÒn tina À o9k8an. katalamb£nw oân l8qouj
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t2 tinaj e9kÍ xugkeim2nouj ka< d2rmata ;ere8wn krem£mena ka< "Òpala ka< bakthr8aj,
nom2wn tinîn ¢naqˇmata, æj 1fa8neto.

16. See Pfister (1952), Arenz (2006).
17. Herakleides 1.8 (Pfister): ,Enteàqen e9j T£nagran st£dia rl/: [dÕj di,

1laiofÚtou ka< sund2ndrou cèraj, pantÕj kaqareÚousa toà ¢pÕ tîn klèpwn fÒbou.
+H d5 pÒlij trace√a m5n ka< met2wroj, leuk] d5 tÍ 1pifane8v ka< ¢rgillèdhj: to√j d5
tîn o9kiîn proqÚroij ka< 1gkaÚmasin ¢naqematiko√j k£llista kateskeuasm2nh. See
also Arenz (2006) 147-8.

18. E.g. Paus. 5.5.2, 8.35.8, 9.28.1, 10.32.19, 10.36.1-2, cf. 7.21.11, 8.26.1.
19. Ekphrasis, description, was part of the usual rhetorical exercises (progym-

nasmata), and this included the description of places and landscapes. Graf (1995)
143-9, Reardon (1971) 155-65.

20. Sordi (1988), Lanzillotta (1988) esp. 20-4.
21. E.g. Paus. 1.22.3-5, 1.36.1-2, 5.20.4-5, 8.11.5-10.
22. Bender (1999).
23. Jacob (1991) 35-63, Janni (1984) 15-19. On maps in general see Dilke (1985);

note Gallazzi & Kramer (1998), Kramer (2001): a map of Spain(?) on papyrus.
24. Jacob (1991) 105-31, see also Bagrow (1954).
25. Strabo 8.2.1: -Esti to8nun = PelopÒnnhsoj 1oiku√a fÚllJ plat£nou tÕ scÁma,

∏sh scedÒn ti kat> mÁkoj ka< kat> pl£toj, Óson cil8wn ka< tetrakos8wn stad8wn: tÕ
m5n ¢pÕ tÁj 0sp2raj 1p< t]n 3w, toàto d, 1st< tÕ ¢pÕ toà Celwn£ta di, ,Olump8aj ka<
tÁj Megalopol8tidoj 1p< ,IsqmÒn: tÕ d, ¢pÕ toà nÒtou prÕj t]n ¥rkton, Ó 1sti tÕ ¢pÕ
Maleîn di, ,Arkad8aj e9j A∏gion: = d5 per8metroj m] katakolp8zonti tetrakiscil8wn
stad8wn. … [ d, ,IsqmÕj kat> tÕn diolkÒn, di, oá t> porqme√a Øpernewlkoàsin ¢pÕ tÁj
0t2raj e9j t]n 0t2ran q£lattan, e∏rhtai Óti tettar£konta stad8wn 1st8n.

26. Strabo 8.1.3: -Esti d5 prèth m5n tîn cerronˇswn = PelopÒnnhsoj, 9sqmù
kleiom2nh tettar£konta stad8wn. deut2ra d5 = ka< taÚthn peri2cousa, Âj 9sqmÒj 1stin
[ 1k Pagîn tîn Megarikîn e9j N8saian, tÕ Megar2wn 1p8neion, ØperbolÍ stad8wn
0katÕn e∏kosin ¢pÕ qal£tthj 1p< q£lattan. tr8th d, = ka< taÚthn peri2cousa, Âj 9sqmÕj
¢pÕ toà mucoà toà Krisa8ou kÒlpou m2cri Qermopulîn: = d, 1pinooum2nh eÙqe√a gramm]
Óson pentakos8wn Ñktë stad8wn t]n m5n Boiwt8an ¤pasan 1ntÕj ¢polamb£nousa, t]n
d5 Fwk8da t2mnousa lox]n ka< to)j ,Epiknhmid8ouj. tet£rth d5 = ¢pÕ toà ,Ambrakikoà
kÒlpou di> tÁj O∏thj ka< tÁj Tracin8aj e9j tÕn MaliakÕn kÒlpon kaqˇkonta 4cousa
tÕn 9sqmÕn ka< t>j QermopÚlaj, Óson Ñktakos8wn Ônta stad8wn: pleiÒnwn d, À cil8wn
¥lloj 1st<n ¢pÕ toà aÙtoà kÒlpou toà ,Ambrakikoà di> Qettalîn ka< MakedÒnwn e9j
tÕn Qerma√on diˇkwn mucÒn.

27. Jacob (1991) 147-57.
28. Miller (1916), Pritchett (1969-89) III.197-288, Brodersen (2003) 186-7.

Talbert (2004) shows that the Peutinger Table was shaped by a number of complex
concerns (e.g. aspects of design, ideology, format of a papyrus scroll). My argument
here is, however, purely concerned with its unique mode of turning physical
topography into an abstract diagram.

29. Pseudo-Skylax 44: Kaqˇkei d5 = ,Arkad8a 1p< q£lattan kat> L2preon 1k
mesoge8aj. E9s< d5 aÙtîn pÒleij 1n mesoge8v a; meg£lai a∑de. T2gea, Mant8neia, +Hra8a,
,OrcomenÕj, StÚmfaloj. E9s< d5 ka< ¥llai pÒleij. Par£plouj d5 tÁj Lepreatîn cèraj
st£dia r/.

30. Plato Phaidon 109a-b.
31. Strabo 8.1.3, 9.2.21; Dueck (2000) 40-3, see also Clarke (1999) 198-202,

Pretzler (2005c).
32. Strabo 8.8.1: ,Arkad8a d, 1st<n 1n m2sJ m5n tÁj Peloponnˇsou, ple8sthn d5

cèran Ñrein]n ¢pot2mnetai. … di> d5 t]n tÁj cèraj pantelÁ k£kwsin oÙk .n prosˇkoi
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makrologe√n per< aÙtîn: a∑ te g>r pÒleij ØpÕ tîn sunecîn pol2mwn ºfan8sqhsan,
4ndoxoi genÒmenai prÒteron, tˇn te cèran o; gewrgˇsantej 1klelo8pasin 1x 1ke8nwn 4ti
tîn crÒnwn, 1x ïn e9j t]n prosagoreuqe√san Meg£lhn pÒlin a; ple√stai
sunJk8sqhsan. nun< d5 ka< aÙt] = Meg£lh pÒlij tÕ toà kwmikoà p2ponqe ka< ++1rhm8a
meg£lh ,st<n = Meg£lh pÒlij,,.

33. See Strabo 8.1.3, 9.1.22. See Di Napoli (2005).
34. Hom. Il. 2.484-760; cf. Fig. 4, p. 7.
35. Paus. 1.1.1, 2.34.7-10, 3.25.4, 9.32.2-4, 10.34.2, 3.23.1-2, 3.24.3, 3.25.9,

7.22.10, 9.32.1; cf. Hutton (2005a) 122-5.
36. Paus. 8.12.5-9: ,Ep< d5 [do√j ta√j kateilegm2naij dÚo 1j ,OrcomenÒn e9sin ¥llai,

ka< tÍ m2n 1sti kaloÚmenon L£da st£dion, … ka< par, aÙtÕ ;erÕn ,Art2midoj ka< 1n
dexi? tÁj [doà gÁj cîma ØyhlÒn: PhnelÒphj d5 e!nai t£fon fas8n, … toà t£fou d5
4cetai toÚtou ped8on oÙ m2ga, ka< Ôroj 1st<n 1n tù ped8J t> 1re8pia 4ti Mantine8aj
4con tÁj ¢rca8aj: kale√tai d5 tÕ cwr8on toàto 1f, =mîn PtÒlij. kat> d5 tÕ prÕj ¥rkton
aÙtÁj proelqÒnti [dÕn oÙ makr>n ,Alalkomene8aj 1st< phgˇ, tÁj PtÒlewj d5 met>
stad8ouj tri£konta kèmhj te 1re8pia kaloum2nhj Mair©j. … le8petai d5 4ti tîn [dîn
= 1j ,OrcomenÒn, kaq, }ntina ,Agcis8a te Ôroj ka< ,Agc8sou mnÁm£ 1stin ØpÕ toà Ôrouj
to√j pos8n. … prÕj d5 toà ,Agc8sou tù t£fJ 1re8pi£ 1stin ,Afrod8thj ;eroà, ka<
Mantin2wn Óroi prÕj ,Orcomen8ouj ka< 1n ta√j ,Agcis8aij e9s8n.

37. Pritchett (1999) 1-22.
38. Cf. Hutton (2005a) 117.
39. Cf. the schematic map of Pausanias’ Argolid, p. 71.
40. See pp. 35-9.
41. Frazer (1898) IV.221-2, Jost & Marcadé (1998) 184-6.
42. Paus. 8.30.1, 8.54.1-3, cf. 8.20.1, 8.22.3.
43. Jacob (1980) 41, Snodgrass (1987) 81-6, Hutton (2005a) 120.
44. Hutton (2005a) 118-22 on Paus. 2.25.8, 2.36.4, 2.38.2; cf. Snodgrass (1987)

84 on Paus. 9.26.4, 9.32.5.
45. Jost (2007) 112-14.
46. Hutton (2005a) 86-8; Paus. 10.32.1, 10.32.12-33.1, 10.33.3.

6. A Sense of Time: Pausanias as Historian
1. Paus. 4.36.6: Toà lim2noj d5 = Sfakthr8a nÁsoj prob2blhtai, kaq£per toà Órmou

toà Dhl8wn = +Rˇneia: 1o8kasi d5 a; ¢nqrèpeiai tÚcai ka< cwr8a t2wj ¥gnwsta 1j dÒxan
proÁcqai. Kafhr2wj te g£r 1stin Ônoma toà 1n EÙbo8v to√j s)n ,Agam2mnoni *Ellhsin
1pigenom2nou ceimînoj 1ntaàqa, æj 1kom8zonto 1x ,Il8ou: Yutt£lei£n te t]n 1p<
Salam√ni ∏smen ¢polom2nwn 1n aÙtÍ tîn Mˇdwn. æsaÚtwj d5 ka< t]n Sfakthr8an tÕ
¢tÚchma tÕ Lakedaimon8wn gnèrimon to√j p©sin 1po8hsen.

2. Thuc. 4.8, 4.14, 4.26, 4.31-9.
3. Clarke (1999) passim, esp. 4-128.
4. E.g. Paus. 8.43.3-6, 10.34.5. See Lafond (1996), Arafat (1996).
5. Veyne (1988) 5-15, Chamoux (1996) 55-64.
6. Lacroix (1994).
7. Paus. 3.1.9-10.5 (Sparta), 8.1.4-5.13 (Arkadia).
8. Paus. 1.4.1-6, 1.6.1-8.1, 1.9.1-3, 1.9.5-10.5, 1.11.1-13.9, 1.16.1-3, 1.20.3-4,

1.25.2-26.3 (Athens), 10.19.5-23.14 (Delphi), 2.8.1-9.6 (Aratos), 8.49.2-51.8 (Phi-
lopoimen), 9.13.1-15.6 (Epameinondas).

9. Habicht (1985) 95-116, Regenbogen (1956) 1063-76, Segre (2004) 20-4,
Ebeling (1913).

10. Hutton (2005a) 295-303.
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11. E.g. Polemo of Ilion on the dedications on the Acropolis and on the Sacred
Way, Diodoros on monuments and on demes of Attica, Heliodoros on the Acropolis.
See Bischoff (1937). Atthidography: Jacoby (1949), Harding (1994) 9-52; see also
Day (1980) esp. xv-xvii.

12. Paus. 1.6.1: T> d5 1j *Attalon ka< Ptolema√on =lik8v te Ãn ¢rcaiÒtera, æj m]
m2nein 4ti t]n fˇmhn aÙtîn, ka< o; suggenÒmenoi to√j basileàsin 1p< suggrafÍ tîn
4rgwn ka< prÒteron 4ti ºmelˇqhsan: toÚtwn 3nek£ moi ka< t> tînde 1pÁlqe dhlîsai
4rga te [po√a 4praxan ka< æj 1j to)j pat2raj aÙtîn periecèrhsen A9gÚptou ka< =
Musîn ka< tîn proso8kwn ¢rcˇ.

13. Paus. 1.4.1-6 (Gauls, cf. 10.19.5-23.14), 1.6.1-8.1 (Ptolemy I and II, Attalos
I), 1.9.1-3 (Ptolemy IV), 1.9.5-10.5 (Lysimachos), 1.11.1-13.9 (Pyrrhos of Epiros),
1.16.1-3 (Seleukos I); cf. Hutton (2005a) 276.

14. Hutton (2005a) 275-95, Ameling (1996), Bearzot (1992), Regenbogen (1956)
1068-70, Segre (1927); On Hellenistic history in the Roman period also see Arafat
(1996) 170-1, Hornblower (1981) 72.

15. Cf. Hutton (2005a) 275-95.
16. Paus. 1.3.5 (portrait painting in the Bouleuterion: Athenian commander

against the Gauls), 1.6.1 (eponymous heroes, include Ptolemy and Attalos), 1.8.6,
1.9.5, 1.11.1, 1.16.1 (statues of Egyptian kings, of Lysimachos, Pyrrhos and
Seleukos respectively).

17. Hutton (2005a) 296-8; Paus. 1.34.1 (Oropos), 1.35.2-3 (Salamis; includes a
report of how the people of Salamis were expelled in the early Hellenistic period),
1.39.4-6 (Megara).

18. Hutton (2005a) 298-300, Hall (1997) 67-107.
19. Paus. 3.1.1-10.5, 4.1.1-29.13, 5.1.3-5.1, 7.1.1-17.4, 8.1.4-6.3, 9.1.1 (but note

the substantial introduction to Thebes 9.5.1-7.6), 10.38.1-3 (Ozolian Lokrians).
20. Musti (1996) 16-17.
21. Earliest example in the Periegesis: 5.4.7-5.1; Hutton (2005a) 301-3.
22. Paus. 8.6.1-3: KoinÍ d5 ,Ark£sin ØpÁrcen 1j mnˇmhn t> m5n ¢rcaiÒtata [ prÕj

,Il8J pÒlemoj, deÚtera d5 [pÒsa ¢mÚnontej Messhn8oij Lakedaimon8wn 1nant8a
1mac2santo: m2testi d5 ka< prÕj Mˇdouj sf8sin 4rgou toà 1n Plataia√j. Lakedaimon8oij
d5 ¢n£gkV pl2on ka< oÙ met, eÙno8aj 1p8 te ,Aqhna8ouj sunestrateÚsanto ka< 1j t]n
,As8an met> ,Aghsil£ou di2bhsan, ka< d] ka< 1j Leàktra aÙto√j t> Boiwtik> ºkoloÚqhsan.
… Fil8ppJ d5 ka< MakedÒsin 1n Cairwne8v ka< Ûsteron 1n Qessal8v prÕj ,Ant8patron
oÙk 1mac2santo met> +Ellˇnwn, oÙ m]n oÙd5 to√j *Ellhsin 1nant8a 1t£xanto. prÕj
Gal£taj d5 toà 1n QermopÚlaij kindÚnou fas< Lakedaimon8wn 3neka oÙ metasce√n, ∑na
mˇ sfisin o; LakedaimÒnioi kakourgo√en t]n gÁn ¢pÒntwn tîn 1n =lik8v: sunedr8ou d5
tîn ,Acaiîn met2scon o; ,Ark£dej proqumÒtata +Ellˇnwn.

23. Hutton (2005a) 63-4, 302-3, Habicht (1985) 105-8, Alcock (1996) 251-60,
Swain (1996) 333-8, Bearzot (1992) 17-20; general views at the time: Touloumakos
(1971) 60-4, Segre (2004) 20-4.

24. E.g. Paus. 1.32.1-5 (Marathon), 1.36.1-2 (Salamis), 8.10.5-8, 8.11.5-10 (Man-
tinea), 9.2.5-6 (Plataia), 9.40.7-10 (Chaironeia). On battlefields and memorials see
Alcock (2002) 75-81.

25. Paus. 8.11.5-12, 9.15.5.
26. E.g. Paus. 7.2.5-5.13 (Ionians), 8.7.5-8 (Philip II and his successors), 8.49.2-

51.8 (Philopoimen).
27. Musti (1996) 17-18.
28. Paus. 8.7.1-12.9, esp. 8.8.12, 8.9.7-9, 8.10.1-2, 8.11.8.
29. Paus. 4.29.12 (Messenian history), 8.27.16 (Megalopolis).
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30. Paus. 8.49.2-52.6. Pausanias’ interest in epigrams: Chamoux (2001), on this
epigram also Bearzot (1995) 707-9.

31. Habicht (1985) 95-97, 110, for examples of criticism see 98-100; e.g. Hol-
leaux (1898) 193-206, (1938) I.187-93.

32. See Pretzler (2005b).
33. Pretzler (2005a) 241-3.
34. Paus. 1.38.7, 4.2.3, 4.33.1, 8.53.5, 9.16.7; see also 1.14.7, 2.1.6, 2.12.3, 2.20.5,

2.31.9, 2.32.2, 3.13.2, 4.4.3, 5.6.2, 10.6.5; Cf. Lucian Philops. 2-4.
35. E.g. Paus. 3.16.7-8, 8.11.5-6, see also 4.4.3.
36. Paus. 2.21.5, see also 3.25.5-6 (Hekataios’ rationalised Kerberos, FGrHist 1

fr. 27), 9.2.3-4, 2.11.5.
37. E.g. Paus. 2.37.4, cf. Paus. 1.41.5, 2.1.6, 1.20.5, 2.26.7, 4.4.1-6, 5.1.9.
38. E.g. Paus. 2.17.4, 3.19.5, 5.5.9, 9.8.1, 9.10.1; cf. Lucian Hist. Conscr. 60.
39. E.g. Paus. 2.37.2-3 (dialect provides a rough date for an inscription and a

ritual, the argument is taken from another author); see also 6.12.8-9, 6.4.6-7,
6.9.4-5 (combination of sources), 2.36.1, 5.21.3-16, 5.23.1-3, 8.42.9-10, 10.7.6,
10.33.9, 10 36.9 (inscriptions), 2.7.8, 7.19.9-10 (rituals), 2.30.6 (coins), 1.39.4, 5.8.6,
9.10.4 (artefacts).

40. Paus. 2.21.10, cf 1.38.7. Homer compared to other sources: 1.28.7, 3.24.10-
11, 9.41.2-5; other authors compared: 2.1.1, 2.6.5, 9.18.6, 10.32.9.

41. Alcock (1996) 262-5.
42. Paus. 4.2.1: Puq2sqai d5 spoudÍ p£nu 1qelˇsaj, o∑ tinej pa√dej Poluk£oni

1g2nonto 1k Messˇnhj, 1pelex£mhn t£j te ,Ho8aj kaloum2naj ka< t> 4ph t>
Naup£ktia, prÕj d5 aÙto√j [pÒsa Kina8qwn ka< -Asioj 1genealÒghsan. oÙ m]n 4j ge
taàta Ãn sfisin oÙd5n pepoihm2non, ¢ll> *Ullou m5n toà +Hrakl2ouj qugatr< EÙa8cmV
sunoikÁsai Poluk£ona u;Õn BoÚtou legoÚsaj t>j meg£laj o!da ,Ho8aj, t> d5 1j tÕn
Messˇnhj ¥ndra ka< t> 1j aÙt]n Messˇnhn pare√ta8 sfisi.

43. Paus. 1.28.7; 8.6.1, cf. Roy (1968).
44. Paus. 2.4.5, 5.1.3, 7.17.5, 9.6.1; Chamoux (1996) 57-9.
45. Habicht (1985) 97-8, Cameron (2004) 236-7; cf. Stadter (1989) xliv-li.
46. Regenbogen (1956) 1070; see also Amboglio (1991), Eide (1992) 124-23.

Studies of Pausanias’ sources: Meadows (1995), Pearson (1962) esp. 408-14, Bear-
zot (1992), Segre (1927) 214-22, Fischbach (1893), Kalkmann (1886).

47. Habicht (1985) 97-8, Regenbogen (1956) 1070-1, Segre (2004) 113-24,
157-215, for Polybios see 205-11.

48. Meadows (1995), 113, Bearzot (1992) 283-4.
49. Paus. 1.9.8, 1.13.9, 6.7.7.
50. Paus. 4.6.1-6; Meyer (1978) 242-46, Marinescu-Himu (1975), Pearson

(1962), Kroymann (1943), Ebeling (1892); cf. Tyrtaios frg. 5, Diod. 15.66.3-4.
51. Rhianos is quoted in Paus. 4.17.11, Tyrtaios is quoted in 4.13.6 and 4.15.2

and cited frequently. Auberger (2005) 138-9; cf. Auberger (1992) and (2000)
52. See Moggi (2001).
53. Examples where this system is used: Paus. 2.14.4 (note the alternative

Arkadian genealogy: Pelasgos son of Arkas), 3.24.11, 8.5.1 (correcting 1.41.2),
8.15.6-7, 10.17.4.

54. Cameron (2004) 219, 237-8, 247-9.
55. Paus. 3.1.8-10.5 (Sparta), 8.1.4-5.13 (Arkadia). See Meadows (1995), Hiller

(1927) 1-8.
56. Paus. 3.1.8-6.9 (Agiadai), 3.7.1-10.5 (Eurypontidai); see Meadows (1995).
57. Paus. 8.42.8-10, cf. Hdt. 7.145, 7.153-163. Zizza (2006) nn. 42-3, 328-32.

Onatas worked during the Persian Wars. Hieron’s monument was among his

Notes to pages 80-84

173



later works. See Lippold (1939). Other examples: Paus. 6.4.6-7, 6.9.4-5 with a
similar mistake, see Frazer (1898) I.lxxv-vi; Paus. 10.36.9.

58. Paus. 2.24.7, 4.5.10, 4.13.7, 4.15.1, 4.23.4, 2.23.9, 4.24.5, 4.27.9, 6.5.3, 6.9.5,
6.12.2, 7.16.10, 7.25.4, 8.27.8, 8.39.3, 8.45.4, 10.2.3, 10.3.1, 10.5.13, 10.23.14.

59. E.g. Paus. 8.27.8 (foundation of Megalopolis, date: 371/70 BC), cf. Horn-
blower (1990), Hejnic (1961) 111-18. See also 7.16.10: fall of Corinth, incorrect date
140/39 BC), cf. Moggi & Osanna (2003) 421.

60. Paus. 10.2.3.
61. Thuc. 2.1.1; cf. Rood (1998) 109-30; cf. Cameron (2004) 238-43 on genealogi-

cal lists in mythographical works.
62. E.g. Paus. 1.4.1-6, 10.19.5-23.14 (Gallic attack on Delphi); 8.11.5-12, 9.15.5.

(death of Epameinondas). Similar events treated differently: Paus. 8.10.5-8 (battle
of Mantinea c. 250?), 8.11.5-7 (battle of Mantinea 362, focusing on Epameinondas’
death). Cf. Xen. Hell. 7.5.18-27.

63. Paus. 10.22.3-4: Ka< t> 1j Kalli2aj KÒmboutij o; 1rgas£menoi ka< ,OrestÒrioj
Ãsan, ¢nosiètat£ te ïn ¢koÍ 1pist£meqa ka< oÙd5n to√j ¢nqrèpwn tolmˇmasin Ómoia.
g2noj m2n ge p©n 1x2koyan tÕ ¥rsen, ka< [mo8wj g2ront2j te ka< t> nˇpia 1p< tîn
mht2rwn to√j masto√j 1foneÚeto: toÚtwn d5 ka< t> ØpÕ toà g£laktoj piÒtera
¢pokte8nontej 4pinÒn te o; Gal£tai toà a∑matoj ka< }ptonto tîn sarkîn. guna√kej d5
ka< Ósai 1n érv tîn parq2nwn, Ósai m5n fronˇmatÒj ti aÙtîn e!con, 0aut>j 4fqhsan
æj =l8sketo = pÒlij dieirgasm2nai: t>j d5 4ti perioÚsaj 1j 9d2an Ûbrewj p©san met>
¢n£gkhj Ãgon 9scur©j, ¤te ∏son m5n 1l2ou, ∏son d5 t>j fÚseij ka< 4rwtoj ¢p2contej.
ka< Ósai m5n tîn gunaikîn ta√j maca8raij tîn Galatîn 1petÚgcanon, aÙtoceir8v t>j
yuc>j ºf8esan: ta√j d5 oÙ met> pol) Øp£rxein tÕ creën 4mellen } te ¢sit8a ka< =
¢upn8a, ¢st2gwn barb£rwn 1k diadocÁj ¢llˇloij ØbrizÒntwn: o; d5 ka< ¢fie8saij t>j
yuc£j, o; d5 ka< |dh nekra√j suneg8nonto Ómwj.

64. Polyb. 2.56.5-12. See Walbank (1962).
65. Ameling (1996) 149.
66. Paus. 7.16.7-8: ,Acaiîn d5 o; 1j KÒrinqon ¢poswq2ntej met> t]n m£chn

¢ped8draskon ØpÕ nÚkta eÙqÚj: ¢ped8draskon d5 ka< aÙtîn Korinq8wn o; pollo8.
MÒmmioj d5 tÕ m5n paraut8ka, ¢napeptam2nwn Ómwj tîn pulîn, 1pe√cen 1j t]n
KÒrinqon parelqe√n, ØpokaqÁsqa8 tina 1ntÕj toà te8couj ØpopteÚwn 1n2dran: tr8tV d5
=m2rv met> t]n m£chn Èrei te kat> kr£toj ka< 4kaie KÒrinqon. tîn d5
1gkatalhfq2ntwn tÕ m5n pol) o; +Rwma√oi foneÚousi, guna√kaj d5 ka< pa√daj ¢p2doto
MÒmmioj: ¢p2doto d5 ka< o9k2taj, Ósoi tîn 1j 1leuqer8an ¢feq2ntwn ka< macesam2nwn
met> ,Acaiîn m] eÙq)j ØpÕ toà pol2mou tÕ 4rgon 1teqnˇkesan. ¢naqhm£twn d5 ka< toà
¥llou kÒsmou t> m5n m£lista ¢nˇkonta 1j qaàma ¢nˇgeto, t> d5 1ke8noij oÙc [mo8ou
lÒgou Filopo8meni [ MÒmmioj tù par, ,Att£lou strathgù d8dwsi: ka< Ãn Pergamhno√j
ka< 1j 1m5 4ti l£fura Kor8nqia. Cf. Paus. 2.1.2, 2.2.2, 5.10.5.

67. E.g. Cic. Off. 3.46. See Arafat (1996) 90-7.
68. E.g. Thuc. 5.116.3-4. Cf. Hutton (2005a) 219-21, Strid (1976), Fischbach

(1893). Eide (1992) argues against a strong Thucydidean influence.
69. See Moggi (1993), Segre (1927) 207-14; cf. Auberger (2001) on Messenian

history.
70. Hutton (2005a) 191-213, Bowie (2001) 26-7, Moggi (1996) 83-7, Ameling

(1996) 147-9, Meadows (1995) 94-6, Musti (1984) 7-18, Heer (1979) 97-9, Segre
(1927) 207-9, Segre (2004) 40-5, Gurlitt (1890) 15-20.

71. Paus. 10.19.5-23.14; cf. 1.4. See Ameling (1996) 148-52. See also Alcock
(1996) 251-8.

72. Paus. 10.19.5, 10.19.11, 10.20.1-5 (Pausanias’ comments), 10.19.12
(thoughts of the Greeks).
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73. See Bowie (1996) 213-15.
74. Paus. 8.52.1-5 (benefactors), 7.10.1-5 (traitors). Cf. 7.25.1-4 (crimes against

suppliants).
75. Paus. 8.46.1-4; cf. 7.18.8-9. 7.21.1, 9.27.3-4.
76. E.g. Paus. 1.6.7, 1.16.3, 1.17.1, 1.20.7, 1.36.3, 2.9.4-5, 3.4.5-6, 3.10.4-5,

4.17.3-5, 7.10.1-5, 9.2-3, 9.32.9-10.
77. Paus. 8.7.5: F8lippon d5 basil2wn m5n tîn prÕ aÙtoà ka< Ósoi MakedÒsi

gegÒnasin Ûsteron, toÚtwn m5n pe8qoito ¥n tij m2gista aÙtÕn 4rga 1pide8xasqai:
strathgÕn d5 ¢gaqÕn oÙk ¥n tij fronîn Ñrq> kal2seien aÙtÒn, Ój ge ka< Órkouj qeîn
katep£thsen ¢e< ka< spond>j 1p< pant< 1yeÚsato p8stin te ºt8mase m£lista
¢nqrèpwn.

78. Paus. 8.7.6: Ka8 o; tÕ 1k toà qeoà mˇnima ¢pˇnthsen oÙk Ñy2, prîta d5 ïn
∏smen. F8lippoj m5n oÙ prÒsw bièsaj 3x te ka< tessar£konta 1tîn tÕ m£nteuma
1xet2lese tÕ 1k Delfîn, { d] crwm2nJ o; per< toà P2rsou gen2sqai l2gousin, ++4steptai
m5n [ taàroj, 4cei t2loj, 4stin [ qÚswn,,: toàto m5n d] oÙ met> pol) 1dˇlwsen oÙk 1j
tÕn MÁdon, ¢ll> 1j aÙtÕn 4con F8lippon.

79. Paus. 8.7.8: E9 d5 tîn 1j Glaàkon tÕn Sparti£thn 1poiˇsato [ F8lippoj lÒgon
ka< tÕ 4poj 1f, 0k£stou tîn 4rgwn ¢nem8mnhsken aØtÒn, ++¢ndrÕj d, eÙÒrkou gene]
metÒpisqen ¢re8wn,,, oÙk .n oÛtw d8ca lÒgou doke√ moi qeîn tij ,Alex£ndrou te [moà tÕn
b8on ka< ¢km]n t]n MakedÒnwn sb2sai.

80. Paus. 7.7.1-16.10.
81. Paus. 1.20.7, 9.33.6 (Sulla), 9.27.3-4 (Caligula, Nero). Other examples of

divine vengeance as a factor in history: 1.36.3, 2.9.4-5. 2.18.2, 3.4.5-6, 3.10.4-5,
3.12.7, 3.23.5, 4.17.2-6, 4.24.6, 4.26.4, 7.15.6, 7.24.6-7, 7.25.1-4, 9.2.3, 9.25.9-10,
10.11.2, 10.33.2. See Elliger (2005) 188-91, 199-202, Segre (2004) 137-49.

82. Thuc. 1.20.
83. Polyb. 4.2, 12.25-28, 15.36, 20.12.8, Lucian Hist. Conscr. 15, 26 (imitation

of Thucydides), 42, 57 (Thucydides as ideal).
84. See Lucian Hist. Conscr. 47-9, Avenarius (1956) 71-85, Porod (2007). On

Pausanias and Thucydides see Hutton (2005a) 219-21, Segre (2004) 45-8,
Fischbach (1893); cf. Eide (1992).

85. E.g. Paus. 9.9.1, 8.2.4-5, cf. 1.38.7, 3.13.2, 4.2.3, 8.53.5, 9.16.7. See Arafat
(1996) 58-79, Sidebottom (2002).

86. Paus. 4.32.4-6, 8.10.8-9; cf. 1.32.5, 10.23.1-2, cf. Veyne (1988) 95-102.
87. Bowie (1996) 214-16.

7. Describing a City
1. Paus. 10.4.1-2: St£dia d5 1k Cairwne8aj e∏kosin 1j Panop2aj 1st< pÒlin Fwk2wn,

e∏ge Ñnom£sai tij pÒlin ka< toÚtouj oƒj ge oÙk ¢rce√a oÙ gumn£siÒn 1stin, oÙ q2atron
oÙk ¢gor>n 4cousin, oÙc Ûdwr katercÒmenon 1j krˇnhn, ¢ll> 1n st2gaij ko8laij kat>
t>j kalÚbaj m£lista t>j 1n to√j Ôresin, 1ntaàqa o9koàsin 1p< car£drv. Ómwj d5 Óroi
ge tÁj cèraj e9s<n aÙto√j 1j to)j [mÒrouj, ka< 1j tÕn sÚllogon sun2drouj ka< oátoi
p2mpousi tÕn FwkikÒn. … Panop2wn d5 tÕn ¢rca√on qeèmenoi per8bolon 0pt> e!nai
stad8wn m£lista e9k£zomen: ØpÇei te 1pîn =m©j tîn +Omˇrou mnˇmh ïn 1po8hsen 1j
TituÒn, kall8coron tîn Panop2wn Ñnom£saj t]n pÒlin, ka< æj 1n tÍ m£cV tÍ 1p< tù
PatrÒklou nekrù ka< Sced8on tÕn ,If8tou basileÚonta Fwk2wn ka< ¢poqanÒnta Øf,
*Ektoroj katoike√n e!pen 1n tù Panope√.

2. Paus. 8.33, cf. 8.13.2-3, 9.7.6, 10.32.10, 10.33.1-2, 10.33.8; see Porter (2001).
3. Finley (1977) 305-6, cf. Alcock (1995), Rubinstein (1995), see also Elsner

(1994) 251-2.
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4. Paus. 10.33.12: ,Amfikle8aj d5 ¢pwt2rw stad8oij penteka8dek£ 1sti Tiqrènion 1n
ped8J keim2nh: par2cetai d5 oÙd5n 1j mnˇmhn. 1k Tiqrwn8ou d5 e∏kosin 1j Druma8an
st£dioi.

5. Ledon: Paus. 10.33.1. Alcock (1995) esp. 329-31, Hutton (2005a) 127-32.
6. Paus. 8.22.1-9; Williams et al. (1997) 43, see also Williams et al. (2002); cf.

Snodgrass (1987) 120-1.
7. Hom. Il. 2.511 (Catalogue of Ships), 17.307-11 (the death of Schedios), Hom.

Od. 11.581.
8. Paus. 10.4.2. Fortifications: see Winter (1971) 146, 172-3, 248, Osborne

(1987) 117-18.
9. Paus. 10.4.3.
10. Cf. Hutton (2005b) on Pausanias’ ‘re-hellenising’ description of Roman

Corinth.
11. Paus. 8.44.7-54.6, Goldmann (1991).
12. Hom. Il. 2.607; Hdt. 1.66-8, 9.26-8, 9.56, 9.60-2, 9.70; Thuc. 4.134, 5.32, 5.62,

5.67-78; Xen. Hell. 6.5.6-9, 6.5.10-21, 7.5.5-8.
13. Hdt. 1.66, 9.70, Strabo 8.8.2; cf. Pretzler (1999) 108.
14. Paus. 8.45.4. Dugas et al. (1924), Picard (1983).
15. Dugas (1921), Dugas et al. (1924), Østby (1986), Voyatzis (1990), (1997).
16. Ødegård (2005), Ødegård pers. com.
17. Olympia: Paus. 5.14.4, 5.14.10 (5.14.4-15.10: altars), 5.21.1 (5.21.2-24.10:

statues of Zeus), 5.25.5 (5.25.2-27.12: dedications), 6.1.1 (6.1.1-18.7: statues of
athletes); Athens: 1.1.2-5 (harbours), 1.18.9 (Hadrian’s foundations), 1.28.8-11
(lawcourts), 1.31.1-6 (demes), 1.32.1-2 (mountains), 1.35.1-36.2 (islands).

18. E.g. Robert (1909) 330 with Vanderpool (1949) esp. 130, Hutton (2005a)
140-1 (Athenian agora).

19. Bommelaer (2001); see also Habicht (1985) 71-3, Jacquemin (2001).
20. Hutton (2005a) 145-74, Torelli (2001), Osanna (2001).
21. Hutton (2005a) 132-66.
22. Paus. 8.45.4-8.47.3. Ødegård (2005), Ødegård pers. com.
23. Paus. 8.45.4-5.
24. Paus. 8.48.1-8 (agora), 8.49.1. (theatre), 8.49.1-52.6. (Philopoimen). On this

passage see also pp. 39-40, 80.
25. Paus. 8.53.6-11: Tege£taij d5 toà ,Agui2wj t> ¢g£lmata t2ssar£ e9sin

¢riqmÒn, ØpÕ fulÁj 6n 0k£sthj ;drum2non. … 4sti d5 ka< Dˇmhtroj 1n Teg2v ka< KÒrhj
naÒj, §j 1ponom£zousi KarpofÒrouj, plhs8on d5 ,Afrod8thj kaloum2nhj Paf8aj: …
toÚtou d2 1stin oÙ pÒrrw DionÚsou te ;er> dÚo ka< KÒrhj bwmÕj ka< ,ApÒllwnoj naÕj
ka< ¥galma 1p8cruson. … par> d5 tù ,ApÒllwni [ Ceir8sofoj 3sthke l8qou pepoihm2noj.
kaloàsi d5 o; Tege©tai ka< 0st8an ,Ark£dwn koinˇn: 1ntaàq£ 1stin ¥galma +Hrakl2ouj.
… tÕ d5 cwr8on tÕ ØyhlÒn, 1f, oá ka< o; bwmo< Tege£taij e9s<n o; pollo8, kale√tai m5n
DiÕj Klar8ou. … 1qeas£mhn d5 ka< ¥lla 1n Teg2v tos£de, ,Al2ou o9k8an ka< ,Ec2mou
mnÁma ka< 1peirgasm2nhn 1j stˇlhn t]n ,Ec2mou prÕj *Ullon m£chn. … ,Ek Teg2aj d5
9Ònti 1j t]n Lakwnik]n 4sti m5n bwmÕj 1n ¢rister? tÁj [doà PanÒj, 4sti d5 ka< Luka8ou
DiÒj.

26. Cf. Bommelaer (2001).
27. Paus. 8.45.1-3: Tege©tai d5 1p< m5n Tege£tou toà Luk£onoj tÍ cèrv fas<n ¢p,

aÙtoà gen2sqai mÒnV tÕ Ônoma, to√j d5 ¢nqrèpoij kat> dˇmouj e!nai t>j o9kˇseij. …
1p< d5 ,Afe8dantoj basileÚontoj ka< 4natÒj sfisi dÁmoj proseg2neto ,Afe8dantej: tÁj
d5 1f, =mîn pÒlewj o9kist]j 1g2neto -Aleoj. Tege£taij d5 par5x À t> ,Ark£dwn koin£,
1n oƒj 4sti m5n [ prÕj ,Il8J pÒlemoj, 4sti d5 t> Mhdik£ te ka< 1n Dipaieàsin [ prÕj
Lakedaimon8ouj ¢gèn, par5x oân tîn katalelegm2nwn 9d8v Tege£taij 1st<n aÙto√j
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tos£de 1j dÒxan. tÕn g>r 1n Kaludîni án ,Agka√oj Øp2meinen [ LukoÚrgou trwqe8j. …
+Hrakleidîn d5 1j PelopÒnnhson katiÒntwn -Ecemoj [ ,AerÒpou Tege£thj 1monom£chsen
9d8v prÕj *Ullon, ka< 1kr£thse toà *Ullou tÍ m£cV. Lakedaimon8ouj te o; Tege©tai
prîtoi ,Ark£dwn sf8sin 1pistrateÚsantaj 1n8khsan ka< a9cmalètouj a;roàsin aÙtîn
to)j polloÚj.

28. Sophokles Aleaidai, Mysoi, Achaion Syllogos and a satyr play Telephos;
Euripides Auge, Telephos. For the versions of the story see Schwenn (1934),
Bauchhenss-Thüriedl (1971) 1-13, Strauß (1994).

29. Paus. 8.45.6-7, cf. Apollod. 3.9.2, Jost & Marcadé (1998) 270-2.
30. Hom. Il. 2.607, Hdt. 1.66-8, 7.202, 9.26, 9.35, 9.56, 9.60-2, 9.70.
31. Paus. 8.1.4-5.13.
32. Paus. 8.48.4-5, cf. 3.7.3.
33. Paus. 8.6.1-3.
34. Hdt. 1.66, 9.70.
35. Paus. 8.45.6-7. Pausanias’ identification of the scenes is confirmed by the

remains of the sculptures: Sculptures: Dugas et al. (1924) 86-7, 105, Steward
(1977) 5-84, Picard (1983).

36. Paus. 8.47.2-3. Temples as ‘exhibition space’ for special objects: Casson
(1994) 238-52, Arafat (1995).

37. Paus. 8.46.1-5
38. Hdt. 1.66.
39. Hdt. 1.67.1, Paus. 8.48.5.
40. Paus. 8.48.4-5. Jost (1985) 516-7, Moggi (2005).
41. Hdt. 1.67-8, Paus. 8.54.4.
42. Paus. 8.53.9, cf. 2.18.7, 3.1.4-5, 3.15.3-6, 3.19.7.
43. Auge and Telephos exposed together: Hekataios (FGrHist 1) fr. 29; Telephos

suckled by a doe: Apollod. 2.4.7, 3.9.1, perhaps from Euripides’ Auge: Webster
(1967) 238-41.

44. Paus. 8.47.4 (spring), 8.48.7. (temple; comment on contradictory versions),
8.54.6 (temenos of Telephos). See Jost (1998) esp. 230-2.

45. Tegeates: 8.48.6, 8.53.1-4; Apheidas: 8.44.8, 8.48.8, 8.53.6, 8.53.9; Aleos:
8.45.4, 8.53.10.

46. Paus. 8.49.1, 8.53.9, 8.48.1, 8.47.6.
47. See Alcock (2002) 36-98, cf. Lucian Philops. 3-4.
48. Thompson & Wycherley (1972) 160-8, Alcock (2002) 51-70; for a possible

example see Pikoulas (1986).
49. Hdt. 9.56, 9.60-2, 9.70; on the importance of the Persian War tradition see

Spawforth (1994).
50. For a detailed discussion see Pretzler (1999).
51. Alcock (1996), Dalfen (1996).
52. Frazer (1898) xxxiii-iv, Habicht (1985) 131-2, Arafat (1996) 38-41; cf. Pliny

NH 34.52.
53. Jost (1985) 147.
54. Paus. 8.53.11 (two temples), 8.54.5.
55. Cf. Goldmann (1991), Lacroix (1994) 92-7.
56. See Lucian Philops. esp. 3-4; in Electrum Lucian subverts the theme: the

visitor looks for traces of ‘famous stories’ and the locals refuse to humour him.
57. Jost & Marcadé (1998) 272.
58. Hesiod fr. 165 (Merkelbach-West). Hekataios (FGrHist 1) fr. 29 (written

after 490 BC). The transfer to Arkadia may be due to a misinterpretation of
Hesiod’s text. See Strauß (1994).
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59. Paus. 5.14.4-10.
60. E.g. Paus. 2.7.8, 3.20.7, 5.14.4-15.10, 7.20.8, 7.21.6, 8.15.9, 8.39.5, 9.3.5-8,

9.4.3; See Polignac (1995) esp. 60-81, Kowalzig (2005).
61. Paus. 2.14.1-4, 8.15.1-3, see also 3.20.5, 8.25.2-3, 8.29.5, 9.4.3; see Jost

(1985) 311-12, 318-19.
62. Elsner (2001a) 18-9, Jacquemin (1991a).
63. Lightfoot (2003), on the use of Ionian Greek see 91-158, Hutton (2005a)

195-211, Elsner (2001b).
64. Paus. 9.39.5-14.
65. E.g. Lucian Dea Syria 16, 28: phalloi dedicated by Dionysos, 300 fathoms (c.

600 m) high.
66. Lightfoot (2003) 161-74, 218.
67. Note that the description of cities was a standard theme for orators: see

Menander Rhetor I.2. p. 353.4-359.10.

8. Considering Works of Art
1. Paus. 1.24.5, 7: ,Ej d5 tÕn naÕn {n Parqenîna Ñnom£zousin, 1j toàton 1sioàsin

[pÒsa 1n to√j kaloum2noij ¢eto√j ke√tai, p£nta 1j t]n ,Aqhn©j 4cei g2nesin, t> d5
Ôpisqen = Poseidînoj prÕj ,Aqhn©n 1stin 4rij Øp5r tÁj gÁj: aÙtÕ d5 4k te 1l2fantoj tÕ
¥galma ka< crusoà pepo8htai. m2sJ m5n oân 1p8keita8 o; tù kr£nei SfiggÕj e9kèn …,
kaq, 0k£teron d5 toà kr£nouj gràp2j e9sin 1peirgasm2noi. … tÕ d5 ¥galma tÁj ,Aqhn©j
ÑrqÒn 1stin 1n citîni podˇrei ka8 o; kat> tÕ st2rnon = kefal] MedoÚshj 1l2fantÒj
1stin 1mpepoihm2nh: ka< N8khn te Óson tess£rwn phcîn, 1n d5 tÍ ceir< dÒru 4cei, ka8
o; prÕj to√j pos<n ¢sp8j te ke√tai ka< plhs8on toà dÒratoj dr£kwn 1st8n: e∏h d, .n
,EricqÒnioj oátoj [ dr£kwn. 4sti d5 tù b£qrJ toà ¢g£lmatoj 1peirgasm2nh Pandèraj
g2nesij.

2. Hopper (1971) 159-68, 182-8, Gaifman (2006) 260-72.
3. Letter to Parliament, quoted in Smith (1916) 334; see St Clair (1967)

221-9.
4. Kreilinger (1997) 476. For Pausanias’ impact on art history see pp. 121-5.
5. Arafat (1995); cf. Pliny NH 34.37.
6. Full name: A.C.P. de Tubières, Compte de Caylus.
7. Caylus (1752-86) II.105-8.
8. Paus. 10.25-31.12, cf. 1.15.1-3, 1.22.6-7.
9. Paus. 10.25-31, 5.17.5-5.19.10, see also 3.18.9-19.2 (throne of Apollo at

Amyklai), 5.11.1-11 (Zeus of Olympia).
10. E.g. Stansbury-O’Donnell (1989) and (1990), based on Paus. 10.25.1-31.12

(Knidian Lesche); Stuart Jones (1894), based on 5.17.5-19.10 (chest of Kypselos),
see also Snodgrass (2001).

11. Cf. Paus. 5.17.6, 10.25.3, 10.31.9. He also discussed the Chest of Kypselos
with local guides: 5.18.6.

12. Habicht (1985) 131-2.
13. E.g. Dio Chrysostom 12 (Olympic Discourse). The élite also had a personal

interest in honorary statues: see Dio Chrysostom 32 (Rhodians), Favorinus (= Dio
Chrysostom 37), Cic. Att. 6.1.26. Cf. Blanck (1969), Ma (2006).

14. Elsner (1998), Arafat (1996) 45-75.
15. E.g. Paus. 10.17.12; cf. Arrian Periplous 9.1.
16. Lucian Eikones 6-7.
17. Ridgway (1984), Gazda (2002), Perry (2005) with Hallett (2005), Trimble &

Elsner (2006); cf. Lucian Zeuxis 3.
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18. Paus. 7.26.6: -Esti ka< ,ApÒllwnoj ;erÕn 1j t> m£lista ¢rca√on tÒ te ;erÕn aÙtÕ
ka< [pÒsa 1n to√j ¢eto√j, ¢rca√on d5 ka< toà qeoà tÕ xÒanon, gumnÒj, meg2qei m2gaj:
tÕn poiˇsanta d5 e!cen oÙde<j tîn 1picwr8wn e9pe√n: Óstij d5 |dh tÕn +Hrakl2a tÕn
1n Sikuîni 1qe£sato, tekma8roito .n ka< 1n A9ge8rv tÕn ,ApÒllwna 4rgon e!nai toà
aÙtoà Flias8ou Laf£ouj.

19. Similar arguments: Paus. 2.4.5, 3.19.2, 5.17.2-3, 5.25.5, 7.26.6, 9.11.4; see
Elsner (1998), esp. 421-2.

20. Paus. 5.20.2 (literature), 5.16.1, 5.20.9, 6.10.2, 6.24.2, 8.45.5 (architectural
orders), 4.33.3 (Attic), 1.42.5, 2.30.1, 5.25.13, 8.53.11, 10.36.5 (Aeginetan), 7.5.5
(both compared to Egyptian).

21. Paus. 2.4.5 (¢topètera m2n 1stin 1j t]n Ôyin, 1pipr2pei d5 Ómwj ti ka< 4nqeon
toÚtoij), cf. 9.40.8-9 (overview of Daidalos’ works).

22. Pollitt (1974) 8-9; see also Ameling (1996) 126-30.
23. Pollitt (1974) 117-297. He presents forty-one special terms to describe the

qualities of art. Pausanias uses eleven of these, Dionysios of Halikarnassos and
Dio Chrysostom twelve, Plutarch fifteen and Lucian seventeen.

24. Lucian Hist. Conscr. 27: E9s< g£r tinej, o∫ t> meg£la m5n tîn pepragm2nwn ka<
¢xiomnhmÒneuta parale8pousin À paraq2ousin, ØpÕ d5 9diwte8aj ka< ¢peirokal8aj ka<
¢gno8aj tîn lekt2wn À siwpht2wn t> mikrÒtata p£nu liparîj ka< filopÒnwj
0rmhneÚousin 1mbradÚnontej, ésper .n e∏ tij toà DiÕj toà 1n ,Olump8v tÕ m5n Ólon
k£lloj tosoàto ka< toioàto Õn m] bl2poi mhd5 1paino8h mhd5 to√j oÙk e9dÒsin 1xhgo√to,
toà Øpopod8ou d5 tÒ te eÙquerg5j ka< tÕ eÜxeston qaum£zoi ka< tÁj krhp√doj tÕ
eÜruqmon, ka< taàta p£nu met> pollÁj front8doj diexièn. Cf. Hutton (2005a) 201,
Paus. 5.11.1-11.

25. E.g. Paus. 2.3.5, 8.9.8 (coloured marble), 8.28.1, 10.32.1 (Pentelic marble),
1.44.6 (local stone), 5.20.10, 6.20.11, 10.4.4, 10.25.10 (brick), see also 8.8.7-8, a
discussion of the merits of brick walls.

26. E.g. Paus. 5.5.6, 6.21.2, 7.25.9, 7.26.4, 8.30.10, 8.47.1, 9.2.7, 9.4.1, 9.11.6,
9.25.3, 9.27.3, 10.4.4, 10.33.4, 10.35.10 (Pentelic marble); 1.14.7, 1.33.2-3, 1.43.5,
2.2.8, 2.29.1, 2.35.3, 4.31.6, 5.12.6, 8.25.6, 9.20.4 (Parian marble), 1.18.6, 8.24.12
(coloured marble). See Arafat (1996) 50-2, Kreilinger (1997) 478.

27. Arafat (1996) 53-7, Vincent (2003).
28. Paus. 8.46.4. (gold and hippopotamus teeth), 5.12.7 (amber).
29. Paus. 8.17.2, 8.8.7-8.
30. Paus. 5.11.10-11, 5.12.1-3; cf. 4.31.6.
31. E. g. Paus. 3.17.6, 8.14.7, 10.16.1.
32. Paus. 1.24.3 (Óstij d5 t> s)n t2cnV pepoihm2na 1p8prosqe t8qetai tîn 1j

¢rcaiÒthta =kÒntwn), 10.18.6.
33. Hom. Il. 18.478-607; Simon (1995), Heffernan (1993) 9-22, Becker (1995)

and 51-77 on other ekphrases in the Iliad.
34. Goldhill (1994).
35. Reardon (1971) 155-65, Graf (1995), Bartsch (1989) 7-10, Becker (1995)

23-40, Elsner (2002). Note the inclusion of ekphrasis in ancient rhetorical hand-
books: Hermogenes 2.16-17 (Spengel), Aphthonios 2.46-9 (Spengel), Theon
2.118-20 (Spengel), Nikolaos 3.491-93 (Spengel). Ekphrasis in historiography:
Lucian Hist. Conscr. 51, Walker (1993). In Pausanias: Calame (1990) 231-3,
239-42.

36. Lucian De Domo 22-31, Newby (2002). Note Dio 12 (Olympic Oration),
ostensibly delivered in Olympia and dealing with the statue of Zeus.

37. See especially Josephus Bellum Iudaicum 7.26; Procopius De Aedificiis
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organises a historical account around the description of buildings in Constanti-
nople.

38. Bartsch (1989) 36-79, see also Fowler (1991).
39. Esp. Lucian Zeuxis, Herodotus/Aetion, Calumniae.
40. Also note Kallistratos, Ekphraseis (Descriptions), dealing with statues

(fourth century AD), and Kebes’ Pinax (Painting) (first century AD).
41. Theon 2.118-19 (Spengel); Graf (1995) 146-7.
42. Schönberger (1995), esp. 167-9, Becker (1995) 41-4, Elsner (2000).
43. Bryson (1994), esp. 269-74. On Philostratos see Anderson (1986) 259-68,

Lehmann-Hartleben (1941), Elsner (2004b).
44. See Blümner (1867) 46-52, Le Morvan (1932) 390, more recently Jones

(1986) 154. Note that Lucian claimed to have the talent to be an artist: Lucian
Somn. 2-4.

45. Lucian Zeuxis 3-7.
46. He does occasionally hint at the impression that architecture can make on

the viewer, e.g. Paus. 1.19.6 (Stadium of Herodes Atticus), 2.27.5. I owe this
observation to W. Hutton (pers. comm.).

47. Paus. 10.25.1-31.12.
48. Paus. 10.25.3, 10.26.2.
49. Stansbury-O’Donnell (1989), (1990).
50. Paus. 5.17.5-19.10.
51. Paus. 5.19.7, 5.17.6.
52. Paus. 8.40.1: ¢ndri£j … t£ te ¥lla ¢rca√oj ka< oÙc, }kista 1p< tù scˇmati:

oÙ diest©si m5n pol) o; pÒdej, kaqe√ntai d5 par> pleur>n a; ce√rej ¥cri tîn gloutîn.
53. Paus. 3.18.10; description: 3.18.11-16.
54. Paus. 5.17.5-5.19.10; guides: 5.18.6-8, unusual iconography: 5.19.5, 5.19.7-

9; Snodgrass (2001).
55. Paus. 5.19.10.
56. E.g. Paus. 10.28.2, 10.26.2. See Sidebottom (2002) 498. On artists’ interpre-

tations of mythical traditions see Hedreen (2001) 3-18.
57. See Pollitt (1974) 60-1; e.g. Cicero, Quintilian, Dionysios of Halikarnassos;

see also Barasch (2000) 1-44.
58. Dio Chrysostom 12, esp. 12.46, 12.64-81. Cf. Lucian Imagines.
59. Philostr. Eikones 1.1 : *Ostij m] ¢sp£zetai t]n zwgraf8an, ¢dike√ t]n

¢lˇqeian, ¢dike√ ka< sof8an, [pÒsh 1j poiht>j }kei – for> g>r ∏sh ¢mfo√n 1j t> tîn
=rèwn 4rga ka< e∏dh – xummetr8an te oÙk 1paine√, di, ¿n ka< lÒgou = t2cnh ¤ptetai.

60. Paus. 1.33.3-6, 5.18.6-8, 10.28.7.
61. Paus. 1.33.3, 2.24.3-4, 3.15.11, 7.20.3-5, 7.23.6, 6.9.1, 8.31.4, 8.41.5-6.
62. Arafat (1996) 71-5.
63. Elsner (1998) 424-7, Arafat (1996) 46-7, Kreilinger (1997) 478-80; cf. Paus.

8.14.7.
64. Paus. 7.22.4; cf. 9.12.4, 2.19.3, 9.24.3, 9.27.1 (aniconic images); see Vincent

(2003), Pritchett (1998) 61-95, 295-363, Pritchett (1999) 168-94, Jourdain-
Annequin (1998), Arafat (1996) 48-9, 54-6, Donohue (1988).

65. Paus. 2.4.5, 9.40.1-4, cf. 1.27.1, 9.11.4, 9.39.8 (Daidalos), 9.41.1-5 (Hephais-
tos); cf. books by mythical characters: e.g. 9.27.2. See Arafat (1992) 398-405.

66. Pliny NH 34.37, cf. Paus. 1.18.6. Selection: Paus. 1.39.3, 2.2.6, 3.11.1, 6.1.2,
10.9.2; Hutton (2005a) 13-14, Steinhart (2003), Kreilinger (1997), Arafat (1996)
4-8, 24-7, 36-42, 75-9, Habicht (1985) 23-4, Regenbogen (1956) 1090, Frazer (1998)
I.xxxiii-xxxvi.
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67. Stuart-Jones (1895) xxvi, Bowie (1974) 188, Habicht (1985) 131, Arafat
(1996) 36-42, Ameling (1996) 126-30, Kreilinger (1997) 483-6; cf. Pliny NH 51-2.

68. Habicht (1985) 134-7.
69. E.g. Paus. 2.2.6-4.5, esp. 2.3.1, 2.3.5. (Corinth), 2.27.6 (Epidauros), 8.9.7-8

(Mantinea).
70. Dio Chrysostom 12.44-5.
71. Dio Chrysostom 12.53, 56-7. Lucian’s Iup. Trag. esp. 7-11 satirises the idea

that gods look like their statues.
72. Paus. 2.24.4, 8.31.4, 8.41.5-6, 8.42.1-7.

9. Pausanias and his Readers
1. Cf. Leake (1830) I.viii.
2. For a list of the most important editions, translations and commentaries see

Musti (1982) lxxxi-lxxxiii.
3. E.g. the 1991 edition of Franciscus Iunius’ De Pictura Veterum (1638).

Pausanias is one of Iunius’ main sources, yet he is not mentioned in the editors’
introduction which includes a discussion of his sources. Iunius (1991) lxiv; cf.
Demandt (1986) 306 on Winckelmann.

4. Diller (1956) 94. Colin (1967) 464 notes possible (uncredited) references to
Pausanias in Guarino’s letters as early as in 1415 and 1416.

5. For a full discussion of the history of the Periegesis through the Middle Ages
and early Renaissance see Diller (1956) and (1957), cf. Marcotte (1992), Irigoin
(2001). There are eighteen preserved manuscript copies, all directly or indirectly
based on Niccoli’s manuscript. See also Reynolds & Wilson (1974) 137-42.

6. Diller (1957) 172-3, 185.
7. Irwin (1972) 12-24.
8. E.g. Spon (1678), Wheler (1682); note Jacques Carrey’s drawings of 1674,

Bowie & Thimme (1971); fully illustrated work on Athens: Le Roy (1770); for a
description see Spon (1678) II.145-8.

9. See Winckelmann (2006) 71, translation based on Winckelmann (1964) 7-8.
He cites Monier (1698), Durand (1725) and Turnbull (1740) as examples.

10. Wickelmann (2006) 75; see also Justi (1956) II, esp. 11-193.
11. Iunius (1991); in fact, pictura usually has the more narrow meaning

‘painting’, but Iunius uses the word for all forms of art which aim to depict or
imitate natural subjects. See also Iunius (1987), the Catalogus Architectorum of
1694.

12. Pliny NH 35, esp. 15-29, 50-158; see Jex-Blake & Sellers (1896).
13. Iunius (1991) lv-lvi, lxiv.
14. Winckelmann, Gedanken über die Nachahmung der Griechischen Werke in

der Malerei und der Bildhauerkunst (1755), in Holtzhauer (1969) 1-47, Caylus
(1752-68); cf. Barasch (1990) 98-102.

15. Caylus (1752-68) I.ii.
16. Winckelmann acknowledges this, see his letter to Bianconi 22 July 1758

(Rehm (1952) 393-6). On the development of the concept of style see Einem (1986)
318.

17. Caylus (1752-68) I.vii-viii.
18. Caylus (1752-68) I.ix, 119-20; II.105, II.108.
19. Note Winckelmann’s discussion of this matter, and his suggestion that these

vases are Greek (opposing Caylus): Rehm (1952) 395-6 (letter to Bianconi 22 July
1758).
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20. Caylus (1752-68) II.105, cf. II.110 where he notes that he read Pausanias in
the French translation of Gedoyn (1731-3).

21. Caylus (1752-68) II.109-10.
22. Caylus (1752-68) II.105-17.
23. Caylus (1752-68) II.106, cf. 114.
24. Caylus (1752-68) II.116, V.130.
25. Caylus (1752-68) I.117-19.
26. Caylus (1752-68) II.111-17; most relevant evidence cited: Paus. 1.42.5, 7.5.5.
27. Winckelmann was aware of Caylus’ work and stresses his importance as the

first to distinguish the styles of ancient peoples. See Uhlig (1988) 16, Rehm (1952)
393-6 (letter to Bianconi 22 July 1758).

28. Lepenies (1986).
29. Borbein (1986) 290, Demant (1986), Irwin (1972) 53-7.
30. Potts (1991) 27-8, Borbein (1986) 290.
31. Häsler (1973).
32. Letter to Hagedorn, 6 February 1756. Rehm (1952) I.208 (n. 130).
33. Häsler (1973) 41; Winckelmann (2006) 338 with 369 n. 347. The edition he

used included the Greek text, notes and a Latin translation: Kuhn et al. (1696).
34. Winckelmann (2006) 338 with 369 n. 347; cf. Diller (1955).
35. Winckelmann (2006) 187-91.
36. Borbein (1986) 291.
37. Winckelmann (2006) 299-302.
38. Winckelmann (2006) 241 with Paus. 3.16.1; translation based on Winckel-

mann (1964) 202-3.
39. Winckelmann (2006) 230 with Paus. 1.26.7.
40. Winckelmann (2006) 187-90, cf. 304. See also Barasch (1990) 119.
41. Winckelmann (2006) 303-16.
42. Winckelmann (2006) 317-45; freedom: e.g. 321-2 (196-146 BC).
43. Pliny NH 35, esp. 15-29, 50-158.
44. Cf. Demand (1986).
45. Uhlig (1988) 8-13.
46. Uhlig (1988) 16.
47. Shilleto (1886), Hitzig & Blümner (1896-1910), Frazer (1898).
48. E.g. the location of the Enneakrounos fountain in Athens: Paus. 1.14.1, with

Frazer (1898) 112-18, Beard (2001) 224-5; Monuments at the entrance of the
sanctuary in Delphi: Paus. 10.9.3-7, Roux (1963), Daux (1936) 73-95, Habicht
(1985) 71-3, Olympia: Jacquemin (2001). General observations: Bommelaer (2001).

49. Wilamowitz (1877) 344-78; followed by Kalkmann (1886), Robert (1909),
Pasquali (1913). Opposing Wilamowitz: Schöll (1878), Schubart (1883), Brunn
(1884), Gurlitt (1890), Frazer (1898) I.lxvii-lxix, lxviii-xcvi; see also Ackermann
(1987) 134, Habicht (1985) 165-75.

50. Tozer (1887). Note the success of Harrison & Verrall (1890).
51. Ackermann (1987) 54-9. Frazer (1890).
52. Ackermann (1987) 58-67, Fraser (1990a) 39-49.
53. Ackermann (2002) 29-44; Tyler (1871).
54. Vickery (1973), Fraser (1990b); see also Ackermann (2002) 46-7.
55. Harrison & Verrall (1890) iii.
56. Esp. Harrison (1903), (1912). Her approach was shared by the ‘Cambridge

Ritualists’, e.g. G. Murray (at Oxford) and A.B. Cook. See Ackermann (2002), esp
63-197.

57. Farnell (1896-1909), see Henderson (2001a).
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58. Beard (2001) 226-9, Henderson (2001a) 208-12, Beard (1999).
59. Alcock (2001), Snodgrass (1987) 100-31.
60. Henderson (2001a) 209, Beard (2001) 228-9.
61. Ackermann (1987) 127-8.
62. Fraser (1990a) 40-3, cf. Levi (1971) 2-3.
63. Compare the contemporary, more traditional edition with commentary by

Hitzig & Blümner (1896-1910).

10. Discovering Greece with Pausanias
1. Angelomatis-Tsougarakis (1990) 9-11, 25-7; for an overview see Eisner

(1991), Stoneman (1984) 1-15.
2. Reynolds & Wilson (1974) 130-2.
3. Paton (1951), Weiss (1969) 131-7, Van der Vin (1980) esp. 197-225, Eisner

(1991) 37-46.
4. Italian name: Ciriaco d’Ancona or Ciriaco de’ Pizzicolli, lived from c. 1391 to

shortly after 1453. Bodnar (1960) esp. 2-119, Colin (1967), see also Bodnar (2003),
Weiss (1969) 138-42, Stoneman (1987) 22-36.

5. Bodnar (2003) x-xii, Weiss (1969) 138-42.
6. Eisner (1991) 47, Miller (1908) 417-25, Bodnar (2003) ix; overview of Cyriac’s

journeys: Bodnar (1960) 21-68.
7. Wolters (1915) 91-100.
8. Bodnar (2003) xiii. On Cyriac’s library and access to ancient texts see Colin

(1967) 444-90.
9. See Colin (1967) 464.
10. Babin (1674); Wheeler (1896) 178-9, Paton (1951) 3-19, Augustinos (1994)

49-54, 94-8, Eisner (1991) 56, Stoneman (1987) 56-61.
11. Greek islands: e.g. Boschini (1658), Meursius (1675), Coronelli & Parisotti

(1688), Dapper (1688a).
12. Dapper (1688a) and (1688b).
13. Cf. Augustinos (1994) 73.
14. Coronelli (1688), esp. 13-21.
15. Dapper (1688b), Voorrede.
16. Dapper (1688b), Voorrede, see also p. 8 (*4 verso).
17. Guillet (1676), 1st edn 1675.
18. Guillet (1676) 128-9.
19. Spon (1678) II.100-2, Spon (1679). Cf. Wheeler (1896) 179; see Augustinos

(1994) 99-112, Stoneman (1987) 77-80.
20. Spon (1678), Wheler (1682); Stoneman (1987) 61-80.
21. E.g. at Delphi: Spon (1678) II.54-66, cf. I.iv-vi (usefulness of inscriptions).
22. Spon (1678) II.72-3.
23. Stoneman (1987) 144-62.
24. Chandler (1817) (first edition 1775/6), Dodwell (1819), Gell (1817), Gell

(1819), Leake (1830).
25. Gell (1817) x-xi. On British travellers to Greece in this period see Angelomatis-

Tsougarakis (1990) 1-24.
26. Wagstaff (2001).
27. Leake (1830), (1835); see also Leake (1821), (1846).
28. E.g. Leake (1830) 27-8: comparing notes on the measurements of the temple

at Bassai.
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29. ‘Homeric geography’ e.g. Strabo 8.3.1-29 (Elis and Triphylia); Corinth:
Strabo 8.6.21-2. See Prontera (1993).

30. E.g. Meyer (1939), Pritchett (1969-89), Pikoulas (1999) with an extensive
bibliography of individual studies, Tausend (1999), (2006).

31. Dodwell only believed that he was outside ‘Pausanias country’: he is
discussing Galaxidhi, probably the ancient Oiantheia in Phocis; Paus. 10.38.9.

32. Snodgrass (1987) 100-31.
33. Thompson & Wycherley (1972) 204-7, Wycherley (1959), Daux (1936), Roux

(1958), Jost (1973). See also Habicht (1985) 29-31.
34. See Alcock (2002) 3-5.
35. Sutton (2001)
36. The original notes of 1876-7 were preserved and published over a century

later: see Lolling (1989); cf. Hinrichsen (1991) 41-4.
37. See Beard (2001) 232-6.
38. E.g. Paus. 1.19.3, 1.22.4, 1.29.16, 1.39.3, 2.1.3, 2.27.3, 3.24.4, 4.14.6, 4.16.6,

4.27.11, 4.34.11, 5.4.2, 5.4.4, 5.11.9, 5.13.6, 5.13.7, 5.17.10, 7.16.8, 7.17.14, 7.24.4,
8.5.2, 8.9.10, 8.48.2, 9.2.6, 9.4.4, 9.8.4, 9.38.1, 10.16.5, 10.17.7, 10.35.5. Cf. Aku-
järvi (2005) 69-77.

39. Cf. Cic. De Fin. 5.1.1-2; Casson (1994) 229-37.
40. Augustinos (1994) 176-8.
41. Cic. Ad Fam. 4.5.4: Ex Asia rediens cum ab Aegina Megaram versus

navigarem, coepi regiones circumcirca prospicere: post me erat Aegina, ante me
Megara, dextra Piraeus, sinistra Corinthus, quae oppida quodam tempore floren-
tissima fuerunt, nunc prostrata et diruta ante oculos iacent.

42. Alcock (1993) 24-32, Touloumakos (1971) 51-5. Herzfeld (1986) 3-23, (1987)
28-64; note Byron, Childe Harold’s Pilgimage IV.44-6, which refers to Cic. Ad Fam.
4.5.4.

43. Porter (2001) 67-75.
44. E.g. Porter (2001), esp. 67, Goldmann (1991) esp. 145-8, Hartog (2001)

143-6, Elsner (1992) esp. 17-20. For a more balanced picture see Konstan (2001b)
40-3.

45. E.g. Polyb. 36.17.5-9, Strabo 8.8.1, Plutarch De Defectu Oraculorum esp.
413F-414A. See Alcock (1993) 25-32; see also Pritchett (1999) 195-222.

46. Ruins as memorials: e.g. Paus. 1.38.9, 1.1.5, 2.15.2-3, 2.16.5-7, 3.24.6-7,
4.31.2, 8.35.5-7, 8.44.1-3, 8.53.11, 10.35.2-3; ruins as a sign of loss: 2.9.7, 2.11.1,
2.11.2, 2.25.9, 2.36.2, 3.24.1, 6.22.1-2, 7.25.12, 8.14.4, 8.17.6, 8.24.6, 8.25.3, 8.32.2-
3, 9.7.6, 9.29.2. Not even ruins remain: 5.5.5-6, 5.6.2, 8.18.8. See Akujärvi (2005)
76-89, Hartog (2001) 143-6; on attitudes to ruins in general see Woodward (2001).

47. Paus. 7.17.1-4, 8.52.1-5.
48. Paus. 10.4.1-6; cf. pp. 91-3.
49. Paus. 8.33.1: E9 d5 = Meg£lh pÒlij proqum8v te tÍ p£sV sunoikisqe√sa ØpÕ

,Ark£dwn ka< 1p< meg8staij tîn +Ellˇnwn 1lp8sin 1j aÙt]n kÒsmon tÕn ¤panta ka<
eÙdaimon8an t]n ¢rca8an ¢fÇrhtai ka< t> poll£ 1stin aÙtÁj 1re8pia 1f, =mîn, qaàma
oÙd5n 1poihs£mhn, e9dëj tÕ daimÒnion neètera ¢e8 tina 1q2lon 1rg£zesqai, ka< [mo8wj
t> p£nta t£ te 1cur> ka< t> ¢sqenÁ ka< t> ginÒmen£ te ka< [pÒsa ¢pÒlluntai
metab£llousan t]n tÚchn, ka< Ópwj .n aÙtÍ paristÁtai met> 9scur©j ¢n£gkhj
¥gousan.

50. Cf. Hdt. 1.5, Lucian Charon 23; on Spon & Wheler in Delphi see also Miller
(1972) 149-51.

51. Elsner (2001) 18.
52. Angelomatis-Tsougarakis (1990) 85-95.
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53. Cyriac of Ancona (2003) 322-4; but he, too, was not unreservedly sympa-
thetic: cf. Weiss (1969) 140-1.

54. Cyriac of Ancona (2003) 328.
55. E.g. Spon (1678) II.83-4.
56. Angelomatis-Tsougarakis (1990) 13-14.
57. The opening ceremony of the 2004 Olympics was a particularly poignant

example: its presentation of Greek history displayed the usual ‘Ottoman gap’.
58. Augustinos (1994) 131-73, Herzfeld (1987) 87-94.
59. Augustinos (1994) 287-9, Stoneman (1987) 247-64.
60. Spon (1678) II.48-50.
61. Cf. Herzfeld (1987) esp. 101-22.
62. Paus. 8.45.4-47.3 (Alea), 8.47.4 (stadium), 8.45.1 (tribes of the Gareatai and

Manthureis).
63. Paus. 8.23.8.
64. Cf. the ‘Pausanias plane tree’ in Egio/Aigion which grows by a spring

(probably) mentioned in Paus. 7.24.3.
65. Paus. 8.23.4.
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23; sack by the Romans, 18, 85-6

Corinthian Gulf, 57-9, 135
cosmopolitanism, 37
Costoboci, 24n45
countryside 9, 72, 96, 130, 135
Cretan tales, 46
Crete, 18-19
cross-references, 2, 6-8, 18, 80
Cyriac of Ancona, 131, 131n4, 136
Cyrus, 51

Daidalos, 27n66, 108, 115
Damophon of Messene, 17
Dapper, Olfert, 132-4
Dareios I, 50
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decline, 28, 91-3, 124-5, 143-7
deer, 10, 99
Deimachos, 52
Delos, 25, 73
Delphi, 8, 36, 53, 72, 74, 76, 84, 86,

87, 92, 94, 103, 135, 145, 147; see
also Lesche of the Knidians

Demeter, 55, 95; of Eleusis, 52, 102
description, art of, 106-7, 109-13;

cities, 93-104; geography, 64-9;
landscapes, 59-63; sites, 8-9, 17,
41, 53-4, 142

digressions, see logoi
Dio Chrysostom, 62, 109n23; Olympic

Discourse, 113-14, 116
Diodoros (book on Athenian

monuments), 53, 75n11
Diodoros of Sicily, 54, 84
Diolkos, 58, 64
Dionysios of Halikarnassos, 109n23
Dionysios, Periegesis of the Inhabited

World, 53, 95
Dipaia, 96-7
directions, 60, 68-9, 94-5, 137
distances, 48, 51, 53, 64, 68-9, 140-1
distant regions and peoples, 46, 48-52,

56, 62; customs, 45-6, 52, 127
divine retribution, 88-90
Dodwell, Edward, 59, 135, 137-9, 140,

142-3, 147

Echemos, 95, 97
education (see also paideia), 25-7
Egypt, 32-4, 37-8, 47, 55; Egyptian

art, 120-1; Egyptian gods, 122
Eileithyia, 99
ekphrasis, 63n19, 106-7, 110-13
êlektron, 110
elephant, 10
Eleusis, 36, 52, 102; Eleusinian

mysteries, 20
Elis, 5, 17, 36, 62, 93
élite, 1, 25, 28-9, 30-2, 33, 36-8, 40,

47, 106-7
English Levant Company, 132
Enlightenment, Age of, 124-5
Epameinondas, 74, 79
Ephesos, 21, 23
Ephoros, 68
epic poetry, 26, 30, 34, 44-5, 47-8, 62,

81-2, 92, 110, 149

Epidauros, 24
epigraphy, 12-13
eponymous heroes, 40
Eratosthenes, 48
ethnography (ancient), 33, 44-46, 51,

54, 56, 73, 103
ethnology, 127
Etruscan art, 120-1
Euboia, 6, 73
Eumelos, 113
Euripides, 97, 102
excavations, 12, 118, 125, 128, 139,

141
exile, 37
explorers, ancient, 44, 48-52;

Victorian, 126

fantasy, 44-9, 50, 52
fate, 20, 88-9
Favorinus, 37
festivals, 20, 28, 30, 34, 93, 98
fiction, 39, 46-8, 50, 52
field survey, 14, 93-4, 139
fish, 39
foundation myths, 40, 74-5, 77, 96, 99,

102
Frazer, James G., 61, 118-19, 125-8;

Golden Bough, 119, 126
freedom, Greek, 29, 78, 100, 124-5,

145, 147
Frontinus, 121

Gaul, 37-8
Gauls, 74, 76, 78, 85-7
Gell, William, 135
genealogy, 40, 83-4, 114
geographical overviews, 53, 59-60,

63-4, 68-70
geography, 38, 44, 45-6, 48, 49, 51-3,

57-9, 63-8, 73; ancient theory, 53,
64-5

gold, 105, 109-10
graffiti, 34
Grand Tour, 25, 38, 34
Greece, ancient tourist destination,

34; definition, 6; early modern,
146-7; expectations, 135;
heritage, 56, 142, 144, 147;
imaginary, 140-6; modern state,
15, 130, 146; under Ottoman rule,
59, 120, 125, 130, 132, 139, 141,
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144, 146-7; past, 19, 29-30, 42-3;
perceptions, 116-17, 119, 121-2,
123-5, 126-7, 129-30, 136-7,
141-9; rediscovery, 131; Roman
conquest, 28, 74, 86, 89, 124, 147;
under Roman rule, 28-30, 38-9,
41, 55, 100, 106, 144, 152; small
towns, 151-2

Greek city, see polis
Greek culture, 11, 26-7, 29-30, 56, 78,

116-17, 118, 130, 142, 152
Greek dialects, 40, 81; Attic, 26; Ionic,

55, 103
Greek East of the Roman Empire, 1,

13, 27-30, 37, 151
Greek identity, 30-1, 32-3, 36-8, 42-3,

78, 104, 116, 152-3; and travel,
32-3; modern, 147-9

Greek world, 6, 11, 103
guide books, 35, 45, 69; modern, 3,

118, 141; ‘cultural guides’, 3, 141-2
guides (tourist guides on site), 35-6,

113, 137
Guillet, George, 133-5

Hadrian, 24, 24n42, 27, 30, 41, 49, 79
Hanno, 49
harbours, 67, 53, 57, 62, 131
Harrison, Jane, 127, 141
Hawara Periegesis, 54n46
Hekataios of Miletos, 53
Hellenistic history, 74-6, 79, 80, 101,

115, 124
Hephaistos, 27n66, 115
Heraia, 62, 67
Herakleidai, 96
Herakleides Kritikos, 54, 62-3, 68
Herakles, 76, 81, 83-4, 93, 95, 97, 99
Hermos, 21
Herodes Atticus, 23-4, 25n55, 27,

27n70
Herodotos, 20-1, 33-4, 37, 50, 54-6,

73-4, 81-2, 84, 89, 93, 97-9, 100,
103, 152; imitation, 20, 55-6, 103;
and Pausanias, 19n17, 21, 34,
55-6, 74, 81-2, 84-5, 87, 89, 100

Hesiod, 26, 33
Hierapolis, 20, 103
Hieron, 84
historiai, 3n9, 54, 73
historical ‘highlights’, 78

historical introductions, modern, 135,
140; in Pausanias, 8-9, 74-5, 76-8,
96-7, 99

historical topography, 52, 59, 63, 69,
72, 91, 96-102, 135-40, 146;
layers, 96, 144; ‘reconstructed’,
147-9

historiography, 38, 45, 51, 54-6, 63,
110, 143; dramatic, 85-6

history, 73-90; causes, 88-9;
interpretation in Pausanias,
86-90; logoi in Pausanias, 78-80,
85-7; narrative in Pausanias, 74,
85-7; political 74, 85

Homer, 18-19, 26, 33, 44, 62, 82, 110,
113, 149; as authority, 6, 18-19,
48, 81, 91-3, 114; Iliad, 33, 82, 97,
110, 149, 152, Catalogue of Ships,
6, 30, 52, 92-3, 97; Odyssey, 11,
33, 37, 46-7, 48, 50, 62, 92, 110,
Cretan tales, 46

Homeric geography, 6, 137
hospitality, 36
Hyllos, 95, 97
Hyperboreans, 50

Iberia/Spain, 38
iconography, 112-14, 123; attributes,

107, 109, 114
Iliou Persis, 113
India, 37, 44, 47, 50-2, 67
Indus, 50, 52
infrastructure, 33, 91, 152
inscriptions, 8, 39-40, 80-1, 107, 113,

131-2, 135; on art works, 112-13;
dialects, 40; scripts, 40

Ionia, 23, 32
Isis, 48
Isokrates, 25
Isthmos of Corinth, 57-9, 63
Italy, 32, 38, 57, 67
Ithaka, 46, 62
Iunius, Franciscus, De Pictura

Veterum, 120
ivory, 17, 17n6, 105, 109-10

Josephus, 54

Kallion, 85
Kallisthenes, 51
Kallistratos, Ekphraseis, 111n40
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Kalydonian boar hunt, 96-8, 101-2
Kaphyai, 150
Kebes, Pinax, 111n40
Kenchreai, 57-8
Kerne, 49
Kinaithon, 18-19
Kleitor, 61, 149
kômê, 92
Kroisos, 37
Ktesias of Knidos, 44, 50, 52

Lakedaimon, see Sparta
Lakonia, 72, 74, 77, 84, 95
Lamian War, 76-7
landscape, 53, 54, 128, 153, 154;

description, 59-63, 67-71; Greek,
131-2, 136-7, 140-5;
Mediterranean, 61-2

Latin, 29, 35, 118-19
Leake, William, 135-6, 141
Lebadeia, 42
Lechaion, 57-8
Ledon, 92
Lesche of the Knidians, 41n61, 107,

112-13
Leto, 92
Leuktra, 77, 84
linear landscape description, 67-71, 90
lists, 27, 60, 67, 68, 70, 84, 87, 91-2,

97, 107, 110, 112-13, 115
literary tradition, 15, 18, 38, 40, 42,

54, 92, 97, 100-2, 106, 128, 142,
152-3

local culture, 53, 152
local customs, 1, 10-11, 53, 74, 81, 92
local informants, 30, 35-6, 40, 69, 79,

101, 113, 136, 146, 152-3; Egypt,
34; guides, 107n11, 113; modern,
135, 146-7

local tradition, 17-18, 18-19, 29-30,
40-1, 54, 56, 79, 80-2, 91, 93,
99-102, 114-15, 144, 152

logbooks, 48-9
logoi, 7-8, 10-12, 18, 27, 53, 96, 115; in

Herodotos, 54
Lokris, Opountian, 5, 6, 8
Longus, 27
looting: modern, 125; Roman, 28, 87,

107
Lucian, 20, 27, 27n70, 37, 44, 46, 55,

109, 109n23, 111-12; Ass, 48; De

Domo, 110; Dea Syria, 20, 54,
55n61, 103; Eikones, 108; How to
write history, 54; Verae Historiae,
44; Zeuxis, 111-12

Lydia, 21
Lykomidai, 36
Lykosoura, 10

Macedonia, 28, 65, 7-78, 88-9, 124
Magnesia on Sipylos, 21-2, 25, 139
Mantinea, 10, 67, 68-9, 79, 101, 140
maps, 53, 60, 64-7, 69, 137; modern,

132-4
Marathon, 87
marble, 17, 109, 131
Marcus Aurelius, 24
Mardonios, 98
Mark Antony, 101
market-place, see agora
Marpessa, 98
Maurya, 52
Mediterranean, 6, 33, 47, 49, 55, 64,

67, 152; landscape, 61-2
Megalopolis, 68, 80, 145
Megara, 4, 58, 77, 143; Megarid, 52,

59, 64
Megasthenes, 52
Meleager, 97
Melos, 86
Memnon (Statue of Amenhotep III),

32, 34
memorial landscape, 73, 77, 79-80, 90,

96-102, 103, 114, 116, 142-5, 152
Mesopotamia, 37, 51
Messene, 17, 80; agora, 17
Messenia, 5, 77; history, 10, 81-2
Messenian Wars, 74, 77, 82-3
military campaigns, 50-2, 63
mimesis, 109
monuments, 17, 20, 30, 53, 59, 76, 79,

80, 83, 87, 91, 96-104, 115, 131-2,
135, 139, 141, 143-5, 144, 146, 152

Morea (Peloponnese), 133-4
mountains, 39n48, 60, 67-8, 70, 72
Mummius, 86
Musurus, Marcus, 118-19
Mycenae, 131-2, 139
Myron of Priene, 82-3
Mysians, 102
mythology, 12, 118, 126-7, 141
myths, 19, 20-1, 40, 59, 72, 74, 77-8,
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82-3, 89, 96-7, 102-3, 113-14,
126-7, 130, 137, 141-2, 146, 152;
as history, 8-9, 19-20, 29, 70,
73-5, 78, 83-85, 97, 101; and
religion, 12, 20-1, 102-3, 118,
126-7

natural sciences, 19, 27n66, 46, 49,
51-2

Nauplia, 70, 131
Nearchos, 52
Nemea, 141, 149
Nero, 26, 57, 89
Niccoli, Niccolò, 119
Nike, 105
Nikopolis, 28
Nile, 32, 55
North Sea, 50
nostalgia, 91, 143-7
novels, 11, 47-8, 111
numismatics, 12

oaths, 61, 88
Odysseus, 37, 44, 46-7, 62
Olympia, 8, 35-6, 41, 64, 93, 102-3,

106, 139; altars, 102; Nymphaion
of Herodes Atticus, 115; see also
Zeus of Olympia

Olympiad dates, 84-5
Olympic Games, 34; victors, 27, 84,

99, 102, 106
Onatas, 84
Onesikritos, 52
oracle, 58, 88, 90, 98; Delphi, 88, 98;

Trophonios, 42, 103
oral tradition, 39, 40, 80-2, 100-2, 153
Orchomenos (Arkadia), 67, 68-9, 99,

101, 140
Orchomenos (Boiotia), 25
Orestes, 98-9
Oropos, 77
‘Ottoman gap’, 146
Ottoman Greece, 59, 125, 130-1, 139,

141, 144, 146-7; conquest, 120,
132

paideia, 25-7, 37-8, 41-2, 153
painters, 107, 111-12, 114
paintings, 106, 108, 110-12
Pan, 95

Panhellenion, 30
Panopeus, 91-3, 100, 145
panta ta Hellênika (all things Greek),

3n9, 6, 11, 152
Parnassos, 72, 92, 139
Parthian Wars, 54
pastoral stereotypes, 62
Patrai, 23, 28
Pausanias, Periegesis, completion, 6,

8; composition, 7-8, 18, 23-5; date,
23-4; editions and commentaries,
10, 12, 13, 60, 69, 118-19, 125-6,
118n2; genre, 45, 55-6; as guide
book, 3, 12, 35, 69, 94, 125, 128,
135-41; manuscripts, 3, 118-19,
131; readers, 27, 35, 60, 74, 76;
rediscovery, 118-19, 132; routes,
8-9, 32, 34, 42, 65 67-72, 137; as
source 1, 2, 11-14, 18-19, 119,
121-2, 126, 133, 140-4, 149, 151-3;
structure, 4-5, 7-9, 11, 68, 76, 68,
70-3, 79-80, 92; title, 3, 6;
translations, 118, 118n2, 125-6

Pausanias, accuracy, 12-13, 27, 35,
40-1, 136; aims, 2, 11, 13, 16-19,
69, 85-7, 144, 152-3; authorial
voice, 16-19, 153; background,
21-3, 25-8; establishing authority,
16-19, 39, 55-6, 81; expertise, 19,
26-7, 152-3; as historian, 73-90;
as insider-reporter, 142, 152;
language, 26, 55; lifetime, 8, 23,
27; method, 18-19, 40-1, 81-2; as
outside observer, 11, 56, 142, 152;
opinions, 16-18, 87-8; personality,
2, 21; religious views, 16, 19-21,
42; research, 2, 19, 24-5, 26-7, 31,
39-41, 80-1, 153; and Rome, 9,
28-30; selectivity, 9-10, 60-1, 73,
77-8, 99-102, 115-16, 139-40;
sources, 30, 35-6, 40-1, 55, 80-83,
114, 116, 136, 152-3; as source,
style, 12-13, 26, 85-7, 153; travel,
19, 24-5, 32, 55

Peloponnese, 4, 23, 57, 62, 64, 67-8,
84, 96-7, 133-4, 136, 138-9, 141,
148

Peloponnesian War, 73, 77
Pelops, 21
Penelope, 46, 68, 140
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pepaideumenos, 25-7, 31, 36-8, 42, 74,
75, 96, 103, 107-9, 142, 152-3

perception of ancient Greece, 116-17,
119, 121-2, 123-5, 126-7, 129-30,
136-7, 141-9

Peregrinus, 24n45
Pergamon, 21-2, 86, 97, 139
periêgêsis genre, 3, 53-4
periplous genre, 34, 48-9, 52-3, 67-8,

70
Periplous of the Black Sea, 53n42
Periplous of the Erythraian Sea, 53n42
Periplous of the Great Sea

(Pseudo-Skylax), 52-3, 67-8
Persian Gulf, 52
Persian Wars, 75, 77-8, 84, 87, 96-8,

100
Persians, 27n66, 47, 50-1, 73, 78, 88
Peutinger Table, 66-7, 70
Pheidias, 105, 109, 113-14
Pheneos, 61, 149
Phigalia, 39n48, 55, 84
Philai (Upper Egypt), 34
Philhellenism, 147
Philip II of Macedon, 77, 88-9
Philopoimen of Megalopolis, 40, 80,

95, 99, 101
Philopoimen, Pergamenian general, 86
Philostratos (at least two authors of

that name), 26, 27, 37, 111, 114,
121; Eikones 111; Life of
Apollonios, 47; Lives of the
Sophists, 27

Phleious, 108, 137
Phokis, 8, 72, 139, 151; Phokian

League, 91
pilgrimage, 42-3, 47, 102
Pillars of Herakles (Gibraltar), 49
Piraeus, 53, 143
place names, 52, 59, 79, 133-4, 137-9,

140, 147-9
plants (flora), 27n66, 49, 51, 59
Plataia, 77, 98, 100
Pliny the Elder, 121, 123-4, 132
Plutarch, 25, 27n67, 29, 36, 82, 109n23
poetry, 114, 116, 143; archaic, 113;

bucolic, 62; Hellenistic, 62, 110.
Polemon (Sophist), 27n70
Polemon of Ilion, 53, 75n11
polis, 6, 8-9, 11, 29-30, 130; definition,

91-3; defining feature of Greek

culture, 151-2; identity, 11, 77-8
103-4; religion, 29, 40;
self-presentation, 11, 29-30;
territories, 92; variety, 151-2

polisma, 92
Pollux, 27
Polybios, 38-9, 49, 54, 73, 82, 85
Polygnotos, 107, 112-13, 131
polypragmosynê, 26, 82
Pomponius Mela, 132
Poseidon, 2, 17, 53, 105
processions, 102
progymnasmata, 110
Prytanis, 84
Pseudo-Dikaiarchos, see Herakleides

Kritikos
Pseudo-Skylax, see Periplous of the

Great Sea
Ptolemy (Claudius Ptolemaios,

geographer), 64, 67, 132
pyramids, 32
Pythagoras, 37
Pytheas of Massalia, On the Ocean,

49-50

Quintilian 121

Red Sea, 50
regional histories, 77-8
reliefs, 106, 109, 113
religion, Greek, 20-1, 116, 118, 126-7;

links to the past, 74
Renaissance, 118-20, 131-2
rhetoric, 26, 63n19, 110-11, 143
Rhianos of Bene, 82-3
rituals, 81, 102-3, 126-7
rivers, 27n66, 67, 70
roads, 33-5, 59, 67, 69-70
Roman Greece, 28-30, 38, 41, 55, 100,

106, 144, 152; attitudes to Rome,
28-30

Romans, 18, 28-9, 33, 67, 78;
administration, 33-4; art, 120-1;
citizenship, 28; conquest of
Greece, 28, 74, 86, 89, 124, 147;
remains, 139

Rome, 25, 32, 33, 98, 120
ruins, 17, 55, 61, 68, 101, 131, 137,

139-40, 143-6
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sacred landscape, 20, 28, 42-3, 59-60,
102-3

Salamis, 53, 59, 73, 77
Saronic Gulf, 57-9
Scandinavia, 49
scenery, 59-63, 72
Schliemann, H., 139
sculptors, 84, 107, 124
sculpture, 105-7, 109-10, 122-3;

architectural, 106-7; regional
styles, 108

Scythians 50; see also Anacharsis
sea travel, 33-4, 38, 48-9,
Second Sophistic, 26-8, 39, 55, 76,

110-11, 124, 130, 142-3, 146, 151-3
selectivity (in travel writing), 59-60;

Pausanias, 9-10, 60-1, 73, 77-8,
99-102, 115-16, 139-40

settlements, 59, 63, 72, 91
Sicily, 32, 62
Sikyon, 17, 108
Sipylos, 21-2, 55, 55n57
Siwah, 32
Skopas, 93
Skylax of Karyanda, 50, 52
Smyrna, 21-2, 24n45, 25, 139
Solon, 37
Sophists, 26-7, 30, 36-7, 110
Sophokles, 97, 102
Sounion, 1, 2, 53, 59
source criticism, 18-19, 54-5, 81-3, 114
Sparta, 53, 72-3, 77, 78, 96-7, 100,

146, 151; conflict with Tegea, 96-9
Spartan king list, 97, 83
spatial connections, 70-2, 102-3
Sphakteria, 73
Spon, Jacob, 133-5, 145, 147
stadia, 49, 53, 57, 63-5, 67-9, 91, 95,

131, 140
stadiasmos, 53
stadium, 95, 98
statues, 17, 102, 106-8, 115;

chryselephantine, 105, 109-10;
honorary, 76, 106; material,
109-10; Olympic victors, 35, 102,
106; sacred images, 20-1, 28, 60,
87, 89, 102, 105-6, 115-16;
wooden, 109-10, 115

Stephanos of Byzantion, 3, 6
Strabo, 48-9, 52-3, 54-5, 57-9, 67-8,

73, 132-3, 136-7; divisions of
Greece, 64-5

style (literature), 113
style (visual arts), 107-8, 112, 121-4;

Pausanias’ style analysis, 107-9,
112-13, 115

Stymphalos, 67, 92-3
Styx, 61
Sulla, 75, 89
syngraphê, 3
Syria, 32, 37, 103
Syringes (Valley of the Kings), 32, 34

Tanagra, 63
Tantalos, 21
Tegea, 14, 18-19, 40, 67, 80, 87,

92-102, 149; agora, 40, 93, 95,
98-9; see also Athena Alea

Telephos, 97-9, 101-2
temenos, 99
temples, 84, 94-105, 106, 124, 137
theatre, 91, 95
Thebes (Boiotia), 9, 72, 79, 151
Thebes (Egypt), 25, 32, 34
Theokritos, 62
theôrêmata, 10-11, 96
theôria, 37
Thermopylai, 78
Thespiai, 89
Thessaly, 6, 36, 65, 77
Thucydides, 38, 54, 73, 85-6, 89, 93,

132; Melian Dialogue, 86; and
Pausanias, 73, 86, 89

Tigris, 52
Tiryns, 70
Tithronion, 91-2
topographical research, 13-14, 128,

136-40
topography, 51, 57-9, 60, 63-4, 65-72;

ancient, 137-9
tourism, 34, 126
traitors, 87, 89
travel, ancient, 25, 32-9
travel accounts, 45-6, 48-51, 50-2;

fictional, 39
travel experience, 11, 45, 47, 51, 54-5,

132, 133-5
travel writing, 11; ancient Greek, 33,

44-56; modern, 140-2
travellers, (early) modern, 12, 69, 120,

125, 130-47
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travelogues, 49, 51
Triphylia, 67
Trojan War, 75-7, 83, 96-7
Trophonios, 42, 103
Troy, 46, 73, 97, 113
Tyrtaios, 83

unreliable narrator, 47
urban topography, 95

variae historiae, 27
variety in Greek culture, 9, 30, 116; in

Pausanias, 9, 17-18, 26-7, 73-4,
85-7, 90, 107

Vitruvius, 121

weather conditions, 49, 51
Winckelmann, J.J., 122-5; Geschichte

der Kunst des Alterthums, 119-20,
123-4

Xenophon, 51-2, 93; Anabasis, 51
xoanon, 108-10, 115

Zeus, 17, 55, 95
Zeus of Olympia (statue), 17, 41n61,

107n9, 109-10, 113-14
Zeuxis, 111-12
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